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THE WISDom AND FOOLISHNESS OF GOD

-~
— distan®
the divine light” and “not jtself the light"—so long as the

between the wisdom in God’s foolishness and the wisdom of 3f; |
are not collapsed—then the Reformed tradition has the freedor” .
“reason, moralize, and historicize,” And this is the casé whe . )
Reformed tradiion takes its guidance from the cateche‘if oA ic 10
for whom “life - is about questions [that] are raised” "L;: d
e

& 2 . . “
the “answer for human knowing” is found only in “o# ot

-
know]edge," namely, “that we may know the majest)

Creator,”" The Word of the Cross in the Conflict of

‘ ¢ rlterpl“etive Power: On the Genealogy of

ThEOlOgy Deriving from the Spirit of
Pauline Rhetoric

In light of this, AT is an example of this in action, Whe™® i
interprets Paul’s notion of “wisdom” and “foolishness” Pr'ecc
the way in which those questions about the mOfal'ePistem; dgt"
are raised and," indeed, answered in the “one kind of kn.o W:e
knowing the majesty of the crucified Christ. That the foci ™ me’’
the notions of “wisdom” and “foolishness” in chapters Iﬂz,n:ni p’
knowledge. morality, and eschatology—could prOVOke alt
insights i something that captivated Barth as he contemplat®

First Letter 1o the Corinthians,

Philipp Stoellger

e . = . . . . -
bej i Whenever “Paul” is mentioned hereafter, a distinction is
N, g ‘
i between the historical Paul, who can be reconstructed
5ty .

Tesr tﬂnans, the biblical Paul of the canonical texts of the New
a . . . - .
Ingg " and the imaginary Paul, who is being constituted in

i i 101 institutional use, as the
Saj Ons as well a5 in religious and institutiona
t]

: i m ‘mans. Therefore,
the di gure, official and theological norma norma,

&rentiati(m of Paul is threefold, and it is impossible to ascribe
59. Ibid; ET, g3,

60. Ibid,, 131-33; BT, 93-94, 97,

201
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THE WISDOM AND FOOLISHNESS OF GOD

; not
a unity of being to these three figures. What follows is thl:(;u i
concerned with the Presentation of results derived flroﬂ‘l the-tn..in
sources, byt merely with systematic questions and their dfscussmpaur5
Particular with ¢he problematization of the imaginary

his
; smacht) and
momentum in hjg interpretive power (Deutungsmachi)
potential impact,

Faith in the Worg's Power of Interpretation

One of the mogt astonishing
that the mere naked word
speaking,

common ways of thinking is to béllz‘l’;
possesses power and eﬂ:lcacy—theolog'l: y
to argue, believe, hope, and love “solo verbo.” That l.st ;
case, first and foremost, of the Word of God, derived from Chnas :
the Word incarnate, byt jr is also true of the word of the crosslogy
basic formulation of Pauline theology—and so on. For the gened

o —namely
of theology it simply means: In the beginning was the word
in every momene of the beg

opens hig mouth, and dares
logos runs from the beginnin

ks
inning, when someone begins 1.;0 sp;:h ;
to say something. The long chain 0 .
s of the world via incarnation, cross, i)
resurrection Past Pentecogt up to the “hic et nune.” This (apparen
uninterrupted continuity of “the”
interpretiye Power, which |
Whoever dares to speak ¢
God places onege

logos serves as Senealog?/ dc.)"
ays claim to a word “in the name Ofr(:; of
ruly, worthily, and fittingly in thé na-on in
If in this continuity, claims it as an authonzatlnet 1
ething, to let it be heard and seen in th.e rnarll g
is said. But 1, then speaking is far from obvious. Ultimate l‘,;’! N
one who shoylg be speaking is the one who is brought to Sp-e.ect};at i
this one can only speak through the voice of others, the vlou,e i
being lent ¢q the one who dares o speak in his name, Withou f.cens.
4 seemingly absyrd audaciousness there would be no verbum e

. but @
e | ! ; -religion
Chnstlamty, therefore, 15 not a scripture- or book-rel g

order o Sy som

202

~ |_| -

: i ower of
: interpretive p
Word-teligion that trusts in and relies on the rfpv rho,” or more
- StS . N ¢
h : h he rule “sine vi humana, sec i ’ gy
e “vivg pox,” T us, the i b ly the
o e, but only by
n force, e
. , ish, “not by huma Cliisin
Precisely, ip English, “no fos to the“C
S dpp 1€ '
> A art. 23)1 I
f God” (Ayoch: ¢ Confession, _ orndtive
God (Augsburg h e Shike e epams the |
PrOClamation. Within Protesta a critical principle: to rely,
“reedal starement and theologically a Ld in faith, love, and hope
b e i 1n ’ - )
s m the W & piudy
Withoyy any force or power, « Deo, “where and w
] ' ne {»‘01 w
4 . lo visum est L 6%
that it vy be efhicient ubi et quanc logical renunciation
gica
i as tht‘ tht‘o C
clesiastical as well a tmacht).
Pleases God.” The ecclesiastic f the word (Wortm
. : rof the
i the powe Jlence
offorce is based on the belief in _ Sion var ecellene
Ch herefore, is the rhetorical religic hI conly”
Aristianity, therefore, i lone—and thus not
one .
: tos trust it the word a .
"%0far as it puts its crust in ¢ one dares to spea
in Chy | 4 but in every word that someone ot powet
st alone but in ' d’s interpretiv o
ord’s
i d on the w : Ll
S hame, |t can only depen f Scripture t £
: | that from N
looked that :
herefor it should not be overloc the power o
e, it shou Lis s hite
ation and sac .
Confession (Bekenntnis) to proclamation a r of the word, meaning
the word (Wortmachi), the Interpretive powE What this means, and
- -easing. '
thig Medium, is relied upon without ceasing be seen—despite any
£ L 5 ) L
OW it is to be understood, remains E(. r religinn. In order
§ . - ric o
Smeneyicg of SUSRIEIIE; ngeril e here, more precisely, of
’ o e re,
. hetoric—he /
to ClariFy h: hermeneutic of r AF JEEL ek o 10
that, a herm ST was the u »
el n =
)Flllline thetoric—is needed. In the bL.,QmH ,9“ and proclamation and
, wﬂf'f-{ 0/ fhg Cross l ,
Word became flesh and became ' it become? Theology,
Ihm"’g}’*—in ‘\‘um' rhetoric. What else dOES he start using the
h itselt from the o
i“duding Paul’s theoloqy, forms itself ine the word-wisdom
. £ i .
Wisdop, of the world; more precisely, U %f]equs’ words, as the
. is true C il
*Mweisheir) called rhetoric. The same is t

a different topic.
T yuld be a di
Parables indicate But Jesus as rhetorician w¢

ied as well.
) studied as
Mg and vigyy] aspects would deserve to be

203
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THE WISDoMm AND FOOLISHNESS OF GOD

“Interpretive Power”: Towards a Definition

Faith in the word relies on its infe

i opening
rpretive power. That is my op
thesis.

. by
A clarification, even 3 provisional one, of what I mi:!) is
retive power” or “power of interpretation”l(Dfu!ungs:lpower
in order. As 3 first approximation, I will say this: 1'nterprzt1\sfhowmg'
means [etting something be seen through Speaking :-m' the same
letting it be seen in such a way that the addressees see it !:,vn them s€€
WaY as it was said and shown, It ultimately aims to make

ive accordingly. The
50 that they, too, may act, feel, think, and live accordingly

unfathomabe question is then: C
enabling

“interp

i o as far &
an interpretive power g

belief or even producing faith?
In a second step, |

a definition: interpr

tation; 4t
i i interpre
interpret and, in addition, to wield power through interp

4 nonpersonal level, it is the power or

t0 gain power throy
possibility and . on (or the
(or modally), the POWer to enact or realize an interpretatio

pPower to negate it, in analo
the standpoing of the origin
everything from the power

; er 10
' i : it is the pow
Pomt across, From the standpoint of the addressee, it i p
recognize (

' HS
4 em]l!f"
interpretive power is here understood using the g
Obl'EC[!'Vus)

an
larify how

). The power (o interpret does not clarify
intexpretation can jrse

recognized ones), Ap
also the power of
depend on the ad
technologies (
The power ¢

i i moving to
et me express things differently, g

‘10
{ ﬂﬂ[)"
(< 'V W 1 4K Vt‘l the CtTP
five pO €ris, on a pu.sona le y

r
B . ['et Q
the possibility to incerp 3
: t
it 1 Iﬂ” ]
gh interpretation, furthermore it is, medially

the 0 f :]l ¢ fﬂ”?
C I t retat i nar (T m
P t(.’nn‘ﬂ'! Cﬁ'l-Cﬂ }’ Oordnin erp etatio s 3

. From
gy with the concept of power) o
o I
ator of the interpretation, it em o
in
to present all the way to getting

d
If become powerful (going agalinsl 31‘1:;3;
d s.o this needs to be added: interpretive l:’0- may
an interpretation in the genetivus subt’ecrivus"(';;; i
dressee’s attention or recognition, on the rmen[S .
speech, picture), or on how convincingarg@‘ :titUtion
) interpret usually depends on a recognized in.

204
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THE WORD OF THE CROSS IN CO

Ty court)., But an
der ( hurch, science, a constitutional ¢ )ﬁ‘ ik
O order (ie., a church, ‘ aordinary effects
e . xtraordinary
imerpl‘etati(m can also, exceptionally, have ¢ anding, reforming,
: 1z ing, ex i
80 against recognized institutions, disturbing - fanew order: e.g.,
F 1 oenesis O - <«
T he point ofa g
*rrevolutionizing them (to t
At n). w5
the Neyy Testament, the Reformation) -apacity to enable and realize
nterpretipe power, specifically, has the capa ?1] gh enforcement,
o not throu
interpretation, aap Tl
(or to ne xate) through interp imes occur using
. . at times
ominati::l and force. Interpretation m.?/ ia Svafinn oo poE
: . aon ¥
. the sake o .
Eﬂforcemem violence, and for 3 tive power.
’ s nterpre
and ler necessary the critique of interp ko have
may renc =2 . ower may dls
at interpretive p
Funh ay note that int | which
rmore, we may ) yr seem powerless,
weakening effects; it may open things up or : )ti(}:n of interpretive
i and promec
- - ent, dnd p 5 k
May call for support, encouragem ision can only take
' ’ iouity, a decision
. i . e amblgulty't . S
Power Because of that intrinsic - similar situations,
; ‘ ctorical. and other si
. iy al. historical, ar . !
Place M specific social, cultural, hat is, faith relies on
‘ . . or, that 18,
in its interpretive power, . .
Faith ; d trusts in its intery b Giod vi Chrie
n the word tru s s ith God via C
. ; ,_begmnmg, w
the coh e of the chain of logos ; ainly, not
€rence of the ¢ ; eternity. Certainly,
in the Spirit on to Paul, Luther, and in all e : th and subsist on
; nw ;
EVerybody bets on this, but all those who we ble, to act in any other
Words do Even God did not wish, or was nL(l)‘t dwu’rd to reveal God's
) . ':r}] (God’s ?
WBY than tO Cres he world chmug., ) flesh and to
O Create ¢ d become fleg
o !
Will in the words of the law, to let God sd“l/(
- " : ord alone. N
€t us be justified “solo verbo, by the w hich hermeneutically is
Therﬁb‘! enters the power of the word, w : retation and
: , or is where interp
Usua]ly kept latent—its interpretive power is w Corinth appears as 2
-onflict in C
Power ntersect. In this light, the conflict i htkonflikt). This places
conﬂict i rpretive power (Demur{g’snum 7 he W
‘L Over Inte : between f
ice: the chiasm
1 hey hermeneutics: t Wort der
VY burden on word of power (Wo
) and the worc
Of the les Wortes) anc
word (Macht des

W E antics and
er of semantics
“ht) 1 ds to be addressed, as does the po

€eds to 5
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THE WISDOM AND FOOLISHNESS OF GOD

q diately
the semantics of power. Like power, God is not readily, 1m2§ess, j
accessible, otherwise God would be unable to act, SFee elinquish
ineffective, Therefore, neither God nor cross nor Paul La“er] on the
the word—wich the consequence that they each have tz,r tze word
power of the word. Byt does this mean that whoever has

has the power (and vice versa)?
The Source of the Word's Power

e wﬂfd'“
That raises 3 curious question: Who or what empower ‘ d:;e logi¢
originally the Word of God? The classical ans“lrer, follvalggthu-‘ also,
of the origin, is: it is empowered by its originator, ((imh; reacher:
eventually, by the king, the pope, the president, and t .

fontd
spirit, and the charis
The Wager on the word is then: the word became spirit, an

became ministry, “Strict

Ot originator whose
as the continuj
in the form of

» -n

orig!

ly speaking,” it should be always the b

. ive i as

power becomes effective in the word, ge
' i it

ty of this chain is not being disrupted, bef :

the ministry, or Protestant in the form o i

' ' ive legitimation (Deutungsermc :

But such a chain of interpretive leg s
s i i ance. It presumes that every

O%5 1ot provide lasting reassurance.

. il be all right
in order and that whoever adheres to this order will be a
Whoever speaks rife

iohtly
ordinatus, ordained ritually, must speak rig
and truchfully, Here

2 -n since
there can be no simple talk of the origin,
there is 3 derivation and dissipa

tion of power coming out of the
OF institution,

i tiol
a dissipat
This is so prevalent and powerful, even as a dissip
and derivatio

i q [s)
n. As the questions become more speuﬁc, tht‘ P
tlle WOI"d (

Y le.
: )tlceab
as well as of the other media) becomes mdor; mhas .
' rd that
It should be unsettling that in the power of the wo -
attr
given by God (or, as the case may be, that has been

lippusl is
0 : $ €O lan

God), the Power that is intrinsic to the word as well a g
always simultaneously at work,

206
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, & 1 alWa g work
Itis b ertain that “God” and “word h Yb,m of
U158 by no means cert & d of God” shows. P:

Of s
. ace of the “Wor o
togethe, peacefully, as the usage ¢ . do with its how,
) . “ - i" haS to dc
i . ium “word ‘
e intripgic dynamic of the med e, S
i mance, stag
e (; oric, pertor
1 : . . 1. » is (1!’1 rhetU ) h i
Considerip, how “available” it . retation by others,
§ . terpretatic
nd hoy, uiavai]able it also is (cont1ng€ncy‘f’lr:"or§ " to which some
Other interpretationS)- Thus the “Wor(d N Ichfi is understood by
. 1 tmacht), 1 ;
. ord” (Wor
Tefer a3 a charismatic “powerhtl w 1) that must be
v ' ’ » chn‘wmf) the
Otherg only as a spiritless “word of power” (M

Criticize,| accordingly
The Inescapability of Rhetoric

A d 1c ‘nterpretive power,
% hel n nflict, and in a conflict over in 1 ;
Cvert cless, in a conflict, - v ot 1, ok
i y D oOINg from G ]1 *ll
referrillg to the long chain of fagog. going gt iy
A fer to it, for 200
peryone can reter ; ¢
or is Of]ittie he]p because everyor 11 2
. in the power of the w
i here{(mﬂ all that remains is to trust in t f‘p i (Mn(hm}o”)‘
h ‘ e 5
¢ ad”) instead nfclaimingadtvme w”t)rd .c;P(l WOi et
L * will be disa nted and
*si : wonders PP T g
Oever expects “signs and g el 2
o+ of the word m
the power -y
nd 3-ofa perba on]y words. But - . o £
erved , : inquiries. For whoev
Pre €d in a latent way from too many 1ng it
, he b
i 1 ions about t :
aSk[ 3 i h raises questions o
hg questions here " Loy e
2 Elit]l]that is, about the Word of God as u;:r A 1'1F tmen -
h , y hetorical form of th W
Ofr €toric therefbre cannot allow the rheto et vl Tdp -
. in I - it need: m man
of the Wword (%rrnmchf) to remain latent; 115 L
W a1 idden. The medium known
ang eXplicit hat is SUPPUsed to remain hl;. oyt hg .
' h m i ediality invi b In
8 l‘het( ic h ake its own m ' s
mHL o itical: it allows someth ng,
i s ritical: 1
'y o 3 ¢s becomes ¢ %4
ash, ere hermeneutic: ey
W -ome unstable.
W ich other ise would be stable, to beco : el i |
" 1 ermencu 8} n-
his Shmlld not to be confused with a R t}:lkg .
I rhemric were an indecent matter per se and W v

. : d stle . r
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THE WIsSpDom AND FOOLISHNESS OF GOD

: well &
Such fallacies have been spread by the Enlightenment as
by dialecticy] theolo

rd
gy—and, surprisingly, in their suspicion ¢
rhetoric, cylt

& al‘ld
; " 1ans
ural-protestants as well as dialectical theolog
certain Lutherang are strikin

. i eneﬂl
. . : ace itundera g
(using thetoric) from rhetoric can confidently place

anymore
suspicion, However, such misconceptions are not Sltmmd °lnY:;Ple
among exegetes, church historians, practical theologlj?ms*ho;igians
interested in religious pedagogy. And yet systematic the
off

the
. . i€ could be
en continye tq hold on to it. One reason for this
PTesUpposition that whee
truth-

Nietz

e
ver speaks of rhetoric loses sight ?ci)(t)};)
question, as if one were bound to follow a (half_unde: in ifs
sche and Jet sophism triumph in the end, perhaps i el
revenant form of deconstruction, Res, non verba!, “the th:n %‘ ove”
10t wordsl,” is the bage cry, the “power of truth” or “o

ich
i he), wh
is the other, instead of mere power of word (Wortmachi)
smacks of thetoric, The s

ric show”
imple answer to this would be: rheto
what is the

it
matter (“was Sache is, zeigt die Rhetorik”). "Il"heref(:;; :
is unavoidable ¢ tely on the power of words——the-ologma]ly,
Perfectly legitimate if the word of the cross is being d15(.:uss§d- s
Eberhard Jiingel writes: “The merciful God who Justlﬁ,es fesis (a
Man is 3 gpeq king God™ The background metaphor of rhlslt W
thesis relage to creation as well as soteriology) is thus as Clls-Crwcn'
It is sure ¢q be heard: God as rhetor—just as in the ﬁ)re'nslc 2y €
of justification the sinner is declared righteous, Jﬁng&l.s Wt) an
grounding this thesis (a thesis that is anything but self—ewd;nis the
that theologicy hyperbole s remarkably profane: “Speec

1 s @
i ] , ‘sowd T is mean God
origina] unity of sensation and spirit.”™ Does this m

2. Eberhard Jingel, Dgs
Glayhens (
Jeffrey Cy
3.1bid,, 173

. tichett

5 christlic
E:rauge!l'um von der Re'chyfc’rfig""g des Gottlosen :st Z("I;r.l-‘_’:;arie;dﬁh' rand
Tﬁbingen: Mohr, 1999), 169; ET, Justification: The Heart of the Chris
yzer (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 2001)
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. ‘ eself
gly similar. Whoever discances on

: -
E WORD OF THE CROSS IN CONFLIC
TH f

X P
i body of the Word:
thetor because God’s spirit cannot be without tht? X )t/ e
o out senses? I
iy S P el St S e lated Word? Did
o " 2 —related B
Power of God originally the power of e Semle wld not be God?
- 1 3 “0OL ;
. ithout it, God ¢
God become Word because, wit o onder b
e o be such in order tc
: yod had to be :
Did d bec Word because Go e od
P - ? Would a2 wordless G
discemﬁd effective, and powerful among us? W

- ] [ l
wd? God and worc
0t be God and would a godless word not be we
yod—; _

S B le.
tCome disturbingly indistinguishab

of the “Word of
The Powerlessness of the Cross and"the Power
the Cross

) k here becomes ambiguous
In 4Ny case, what sort of power is at wor interpretive
“ase, what as:
! answer w
and i i, need of clarification. The first a e
- SeInd b
Power and so a chiasm between power dnc ive power is at work
] b 3 o
v rpretive
whose interp .
*tWeen word and power. But : he power of this
¥ meaning the pc
5 . [ l al(’)l‘lt‘, me
e’ The power of the “word | to God and the
P reard to U
Mediumy 1f this is already problematic WIth- l ii) possibly derived, a
; hat power is pos:
W(‘er th : k r Whethert : ant to
—that is nowing ‘g s 5 ] important to
’ € . no less mmp
-d—then it is
40 from th of the wor ] exil]
e power ionship between the cross
sk the same question about the relationship b lessness, it became
limax of power
the L7 T o < as the climax . h
ord. If the cross wa: in the judement (the
: at in the judg
Powerfy] in the word of the cross, so that e i o T o
; . erfu B
J“Stiﬁcation Jjudgment) it would become pow };n overpowering
* 3postolic word of the cross a word of pe t, authorized “by
‘ . erment,
% the Powerless cross, or is it the empt“]” ion? If this were the
N " salvations :
N : ! . t of salva :
" himge] » of the cross as even icting the event of
selr, : ‘ontradicting the eve
Case, Would the word of the cross not be cont rent sub contrario,
ame appa 2
r’e\rtlation in powerlessness? Is what became I;P : with all the
N adictione, ¢
"l POwerlessness, to be attested sub contradicti
erlessness,

C— ting between
is any compe
Power of the apostolic word of power? Or Y

209




THE WISDOM AND FOOLISHNESS OF GOD

1
rd’s
i i ium of the wo
powerlessness and power sublimated in the medium

interpretive power?
This shoy

. f the
Id be the crucial hope, namely, that in the word o
cross the ¢l

. neé
M to power vanishes for the sake O‘f‘ the Cmc'ﬁeifothe
But whoever says “word” is already entangled in Fhe ago.ffl atiol
Powers. The conflict in Corinth is the paradigmatic “maill Zs" a1
of that fact, T envision power as the medium of the‘ pr1riC 71
of this world would be an unfortunate simphﬁc?tlonied by
question is more complex: How is, and which, -puwer is uz o
whom, and for whar purpose—and who, by followmg rhem. 3nh3ther
Pretension, empowers those c]aiming power? Put simply: w h
the word of the ¢rogs occurs as word of power or just as tile POWosie
word that is genuinely open to being contradicted, remains exp

powers

‘ oce T i € WOor Y oeyv (=

. wiafl
: ct10
. imi ibility of contradi
Using words of power, to eliminate the possibility

and the semanti fragility misses the main point.
In Paul’s conflict v

ot
h h z ]: how n
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i wer
Talking abouyt Powerlessness While Claiming Po

. »hocking
Ebeling continues: “That way the focus is put on the s

- about
diSCI'EPanC)r between the claim and the success of thel Spea:;ices 0
God.™ This discrepancy is part of the {"und::ln"ler‘lta;1 exiwer e
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A rhetorica] split: however great the powerlessne

€ven greater ¢|
theol

Agai

I
aim to power. This split becolmt‘:s evzn dwitrle;lpiied'
ogy, the almighty God’s real presence‘ is intende (n rerpret®
nst this we need a reticence or reserve with regard :0 1 rust” itsel
Power and 4 Capacity to differentiate, which does not er;:0 - i
to God’s Power, claiming the power of the one to w
eNtrusting oneself,

ible
ons!
but which sees and exposes oneself as resp

for one’s own

: ver
inthi conflict ©
i i Jorinthian  confli
interpretation. The Cor

+“The summopg of dea
is own batle with d
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. istory
. ion his
quaestio; this relation was severed in the recept
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. ethef
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Power and semantics o

perates in a structure that needs to be clarified
and which becomes m

. - F = he
anifest in the creation of various paradoxes. T

. : alues—with a
structure of Payl’s argument is a transvaluation of all values—w
considerable amount of ¢

will to power.” (It thus becomes noticeable
that Nietzsche basicall

[T ~ d,
y competed with Paul when it comes to G(;’
L) : . SC e
and also when i comes to the word’s power, of which Nietz
made such vireyosic use.)

Paul operates with the following paradoxes:

with power he asserts

1 ess
tht‘ oppos:’te ()f pOWCI’, that 15: pOWEI‘]ESS]’l
mediated by puwer;

w i h he WOICI = ess Of
1th ¢ it OF the Cross he CXPI'ESSES the pﬂwerlessn 1
i he }l- J i ari 8] L]

i er his
the powerlessness of the apostle as the superior power ov
Opponents;

I i i i 1 'c—he
using rhetoric, he brmgs to expression the opposite of rhetori ]

TR . ) . . anid

asserts in his interpretation the opposite of interpretation, namely

what is “not just an interpretation”;

: . . isdom b
with wisdom he represents foolishness, so as to refute wisdo Y
means of that foolishness,

The paradox centerg on the
the cross be brought to expr
of this world? Oy How can

the medium of the Greek |

question: How can the foolishness of
ession in the medium of the wis.dOf'n
the Christian pathos be expressed in
ogos? Without letting the ]icen.se th
foolishness (genus humile) get out of hand; without simply assemng it
(with a gesture of superiority) as the higher wisdom; without bearm.g
withess to it in the absence of any argument for it, so that all thatl 1s
left is faich in the witness; without transforming the upending V\Tlth
an adversarig attitude, using dualism and exclusion; without asserting
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turn it into what it is being shown as: therefore, to “adjust” the
crucified one, to “adjust” Jesus into Christ, the cross into the word of
the cross, the foolishness into wisdom, and the like. This triggers the
critical impulse versus religion and versus rhetoric. But this would,
once again, be too quick. For “adjusting” him in a particular way
means presenting him in such a way that others may also see, hear,
and imagine, and believe him in that way. Such possibility becomes
real in speech and imaginative hearing—that is, the wager on the
interpretive power of rhetoric, on its power in the weakness of the
word, on its revelatory potential in letting Jesus appear as the Christ,
in letting the cross become, in the word of the cross, the salvific event
that awakens faith, in enabling listeners to believe, in letting them
take part in suffering, death, and resurrection, and by making them
“eyewitnesses” who pass on what they have seen.

The word of the cross as a rhetorically produced image' of the
cross seeks to enable faith and to make the listeners or readers believe
in that way. Contradiction comes up against such a claim in the
name of unavailability. The transition from letting and making see
to making believe (it is as it is shown) is easily said, but impossible
to grasp and to produce—it is an “impossible.” To show something
in a particular way and to make it into something that is believed,
those are hyperbolical formulations. Those things might be said and
are at times said of God's Word: what God says happens and is as it is
spoken (Ps, 33:9), so that God may be believed. But such a transition
from word to faith is a tremendous pretense. As from the side of
the addressees, understanding can at best only be made possible and
easier, something is given to be seen and understood, nothing more.
It is impossible for the word to also make the addressees take it: it

Th T : o . . ,

; ;wwd image is polysemic here. It is an image in the mind of the speaker, an abstract image
2 v medium of the word, and it affects a self-created image in the listeners’ imagination. The
identity or at least convergence of these various meanings is by no means assured.
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cannot “produce” comprehension, and even less faith. But doesn’t the
thetorical production of evidence bet precisely on that (and isn’t that
one of the reasons for the phobia with regard to rhetoric)? When
it succeeds, it makes us believe, nolens volens, better: it meets us,
it “speaks to us” in a way which is prior to all knowing, willing,
and choosing. The affirmation of the word always precedes our
Chousing. And that also means: in power and efficience the word is
irresistible—uwhen it succeeds. .

But that only applies to the powerful word, not to the word of
power."" Both are as different as saying something and really having

to say something.> Whoever “has the say, through one’s ofhce

fgo. . : ains, s: Does th
or position, is one th;ng_ The questmn remains, diway that

Person really have something to say? Max Weber would have spoken

about office and charisma. Paul claimed both simultaneously, as we

see in the debate with the Corinthians. Jesus, on the other hand,

; i ; act, witho
was more modest: to trust only in the word and the act, without

any apostolic mandate—and thus to fail befor
when his interpretations are being

e the eyes of the world.

The more astonishing it is, then,
tecognized retrospectively, without having been authorized through

L —_— h as the “good
any mandate, for instance, when 2 parable, suc &

Samaritan,” is so convincing that it becomes an interpretive

famework ina given culture. When it goes well, the person who has

the interpretive power indeed has something to say and to show. The

v @ »
Original gesture of interpretive power 1s: But I say unto you . .." It
seems as if incerpretive power has something to d

of being, and the illusion lets the world appear in this or that way—or
d one. .

o with the illusion

it lets Christ appear this or that way, s the crucifie

As an analogy, one could distinguish between image of power (A;{:J(h:bi!'u") ;'nd tl:‘ne. i;mgels
Power (Bildmacht), or the body of power (Machtkorper) and the body’s power (Kérpermachi).

awho is owed to conciseness and not without problems. It

2 : i rels .onle's capacity to act.
does evoke che fact that interpretive power 1s related to peop pacity
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When a powerful person speaks, that person speaks a word of power
(Machtwort),”* in which the power of the powerful is present and
effective in the word, as with God’s Word, in the judge’s sentence,
in the speech of a president or a pope. The power of the agent or
the institution is present and effective in the “representative” word.
This model reaches its limits when the representative loses credibility
or speaks nonsense. The extreme case “Roma locuta, causa finita” with
the claim to infallibility of certain papal words (ex cathedra) shows,
in its extreme dimension, that such things do not usually apply, but
that even the word of power remains dependent on recognition (or
agreement),

The powerful word (Wortmacht), on the other hand, is not the power
of the agent, the office, or the institution, but of the medium, for
instance, the speech (or the image). Nietzsche said: “I fear we can’t
get tid of God because we still believe in Grammar . . .
Wittgenstein's model of language games and also the speech-act
theory assume that speech has its own power, of which we make use
(or by which we are being dominated) every time we speak: “That’s
just how we speak.” Speech makes many things possible and other
things impossible, so that in speaking those parameters are inevitably
used. In the actual act of speaking, another power manifests itself, the
power of speech, which is effective by virtue of the way of speaking
(the rhetorical tradition knows that particularly well): as they are
performed, the saying or speaking, in contrast to what has been said,
reveal a different power than language or the system of signs.” This

For a good example, see Angela Merkel—Machtworte. Die Standpunkte der Kanzlerin, ed. Robin
Mishra {Freiburg im Br.: Herder, 2010).

Friedrich Nietzsche, Gétzen-Dimmerung oder Wie man mit dem Hammer philosophirt, Kritische
Studienausgabe, ed. Giorgio Colli and Mazzimo Montinari (Miinich: W. de Gruyter, 1988),
6:78.

In media science, the power of the medium (over its “users”) is the guiding model; the same is

true in the history of science and of technology; we find similar methods in discourse theory
and system theory.
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i : i ken as
15 Why declarations of love as well as insults have been take

(Precarious) analogies for the verbum efficax and visible.

The Cost of Paul’s Recourse to Words of Power

What becomes visible in this discrepancy is precarious ambivalence
in Paul’s argumentation against his Corinthian adversaries. Naturally,
he wishes to have something to say (the. word of the cross), he
wishes to deploy a powerful word (Wortmachi); but as he says this he

intimates that he has the say (as apostle and founder of communities),
and so with words of power (Machrworlen). This is precarious; it
undermines what he really has to say. In the urgency of the conflict,

the powerful word reaches for the word of power. The word of

. yd, but it
power’s claim is supposed to strengthen the powerful word

does the opposite. The problem becomes even more actite as the

. e i horization, namel
word of power claims one singular, exclusive aut ; y

apostolicity. Then the gesture of the word of power is reinforced by
the claim that God himself is authorizing this—and whoever stands

. . , . ai at Person.
against Paul stands against God, and God against that p

This ravenlsa sad Power]essness: che word looks for power, for nore

Power than it has on its own, but it gets lost in gestures of power

that lead to an escalating self-authorization. T he unconditional “will

to power” as the form of the “will t0 cruth” leads astray, so that all

that remains is an escape into a hyperbole of authorization. Whoever

3 -
wishes to let the word of the cross, 45 God's Word, u;me to
- ; f power
eXpression in such a way that, from first to last, the word of powe

Prevails, would let power have the final say.

. lusi hose who do
Consequently, the ultima ratio 15 the exclusion of those w

not bow to this claim to power. The genealogy of thhe i Og
. atizi in name o
“hereticizing” (Haretisierung) or anathematizing in the

i —and in vain, or should
orthodoxy is thus only too understandable—a ,
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one say: “for nothing”? Under the banner of the “Word of God,” we
can arrive very quickly at a word or power, when the powerful word,
the word's power, does not yield by itself the desired recognition.
One of the things we may see in the conflict in Corinth is a

pathology of theology—without insinuating that such pathology was
already present with Payl.

Real Impossibility: Paul’s “folie de I'impossible”

{acques Derrida wrote, with regard to the desire for forgiveness:
Pure and unconditional forgiveness, to name its most proper
meaning. must not have a ‘meaning,” it does not require any finality
or any intelligibility. It is a folly of the impossible.”* John Caputo
followed him with his “desire to experience the impossible” and his
“apology for the impossible.”” The “folie de Pimpossible™ that is
wonderfully thought up and wisely said. But what makes one trust

and be sure that this is not an impossible folie, an impossible
foolishness? h

Paul’s transvaluation of all values of wisdom and foolishness seems,
A ﬁ?St sight, to be paradoxical: the wisdom of this world is mere
foolishness before God, and God’s wisdom is mere foolishness to the
world. But this is not yet a paradox, it is simply a contrast, which
goes' back to a difference of perspectives: what some consider wise is
f0011|Sh to others—and vice versa. This is a normal disagreement, more
precisely, a contrasting opposition which does not rule out that there

might be a third or fourth possibility.

T ; b
he contrast that i decisive is rendered more acute by Paul: the

world’s wisdom is blind to God, since God has made it “foolish”

Biiter < pures inclor.xdfsionilel‘ pour avoir son sens propre, doit n'avoir aucun ‘sens’, aucune
e ) : cune lnl;e”lglblllté méme. Clest une folie de I'impossible.” Cf, Jacques Derrida, “Le
etle pardon,” Le Monde des débats 12 (1999): 10-17.

cf i
(Bl)JOh‘n D. CaPuto and Michael ]. Scanlon, eds., God, the Gift, and Postmodernism
comington: Indiana University Press, 1999), 3
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(does that mean that God has made it, or that God has shown it to
bE inferi()r and useless compared to (}Gd’S wisdom?). Paul continues

the contest with a comparative that sounds paradoxical: the foolishness

of God is wiser and his weakness stronger (1 Cor. 1:25). Just as the

cross inscription INRI, the polemical exonym for Christ (foolishness)

is taken up polemically and recast, this foolishness (if “you™ choose

to call it that) is the frue wisdom. And, as in Anselm’s ontological

md . “ 2 -]
argument (quo mains), we find here a comparative (“wiser,

X - jo G -
“stronger”), not a superlative. This suggests a wisdom that is “always

greater, higher, wider” than the entire world.
wisdom and a wise foolishness falls

The basic paradox of a foolish ‘
The Pauline use of language is

apart into a contrasting Opposition.

5 “ : . . I) 9
: . 7 — wa coram €o.
thus spoken clearly in a partisan and “one sided Ys

It is clear that he has already removed the paradoxical dimension

of the paradox: what is true wisdom and true foolishness needs no

explanation but has always been clear and unambiguous. The

unfortunate side effect of that is that “foolishness of God” and

»
“weakness of God” are no “absolute paradoxes
paradoxes. The polemic of the

(as well as no absolute

Metaphors); they only appear to be
adversaries is taken up and, once
toolishness of God does not exist in the flow of this rhetoric. As
4 consequence, the “weakness of God” that has been built up in a

Parallel move is in fact not a weakness at all, either.
the comparative, a simple contrast is

recast, surpassed. A genuine

And so, with the use of

Presented: there is a wiser wisdom (and a more foolish foolishness).

Foolishness has three meanings:

1. What the wisdom of the world considers as foolish;
what God considers as foolish; _
what Paul proclaims as the wiser wisdom: the more foolish

foolishness according to the wisdom of the world, thus an even
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more impossible folie which, by virtue of the powerful word,
framed christologically, is smarter than the wisdom of the world.
What appears to be even more impossible is the most impossible
“folie,” namely that of the crucified one. And so Paul’s speech of

wisdom about the wiser wisdom becomes the figure of the third

party, the “mediator” in the conflict between God’s foolishness

and the wisdom of the world, 1t is ke who, with fiis Puwerﬁﬂ

word, shows a wiser wisdom to the world, who shows the
foolish wisdom of the world to God. He represents one before
the other—and vice versa, whereby both see difterently and can

see each other differently than before. It is not God's power
or the apostolic word of power but the Pauline powerful word
that effects the transvaluation of all values: God’s wiser wisdom
appeared initially as a more impossible “folie™; but as the speech
continues it shows itself as suffering and passion of the one who
is more than impossible; the crucified one.”

Paul’s Rhetoric: Wisdom or Foolishness?

The resulting query is this: Is Paul’s thetoric a wisdom or a foolishness

before God? And is it a foolishness before the world, or a

wisdom—until it becomes debatable whether the wiser wisdom exists

It is therefore understandable that Odfried Hofius and Cilliers Breytenbach disagreed on

whether the word of the cross has reconciled the world once and for all or if it continues
to reconcile (see 2 Cor. 5:19a), that is, if katallassein (in the coniugatio periphrastica) presently

continues and will continue to do so in the future, or if it has taken place and is completed.
Grammatically, it is located in the past. Rhetorically, it continues. Panl does not become the
(self-appoimed) mediator. Cf. Cilliers Breytenbach, Versshmung. Eine Studie zur paulinischen
Soteriologie (Neukil‘chen—Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1989); Otfried Hohus, “Rezension von
Breytenbach, Versshnung,” ThLLZ 115 (1990): 741-45; Cilliers Breytenbach, “Abgeschlossenes
Imperfeke? Einige notwendig gewordene Anmerkungen zum Gebrauch des griechischen
Imperfekts in neutestamendichen Zeiten,” ThLZ 118 (1993): 85-91; Otfried Hofs, “2Kor
5192 und das Imperfekt,” THLZ 118 (1993): 790-95; Ferdinand Hahn, “Streit um

‘Versthnung": Zur Besprechung des Buches von Cilliers Breytenbach durch Otfried Hoffus,"
VerFor 36 (1991): 55-64,

226

N

THE WORD OF THE CROSS IN CONFLICT

by the grace of Paul’s thetoric—hoping to be grounded in the
crucified one, rather than merely be something invented in the midst
of the difficult conflict of interpretive power. The risky wager in this
powerful word is that in Paul’s rthetoric of the cross both perspectives
are being conveyed in such a way that the wisdom of the world
is not only excluded and Jefamed, but also sublated and pushed
beyond its boundaries. ateracted by the wiser wi‘sd(\m, wl_'lich comes
10 expression in the form of rhetoric. The price for such risky speech
is that it becomes a constitutively ambivalent Aigure. Nothing is easier
to understand than the fact that opinions differ on Paul. To that
extent, he carries the burdens of the world and of God. The sad

powerlessness and escalation of power gestures, which I analyzed

: . . - : : : ic -annot avoid.
above, is the price of the wiser wisdom, a price he cannot

What he bears witness to must appeat to be preposterous—and in this
Very preposterousness a calculation can be seen.- . ar
On first hearing one might get 2 spell of dialectical dizziness,

which might return during the first closer reading, But that does

not last long, because it only ap :
very hard with his rhetoric, but everything is and remains clear

and unambiguous. There is nothing Joubtful or really controversial.
Toward Greeks and Jews alike the cransvaluation of all values is being
made unambiguously clear. This fosters and clsncuuragcs cun?ent
among the Christian addressees of the thetorical argumentat'mn.
With regard to the inner-Christian opponents, it creates a serious
debate c:mcerning the correct understanding of the Wi“f’ F‘“’]"_Sh”e-“"
and the foolish wisdom. About that, namely about the wiser wisdom,

n ending. Distinguishing himself

pears to be dialectical. Paul is trying

there is 4 real contest—with an ope _ .
from Greeks and Jews, Paul creates (topically and inventively)

approval in the Christian community in order to attack his adversaries

(those who are too wise, always wiser) and to place them before an

alternacive: going with him, or being excluded. Once the contest
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about wisdom has been opened up toward the Greeks and the Jews
(with an indisputable winner, thus a rigged contest), the inner-
Christian contest can be treated.

The higher, greater, broader wisdom was probably claimed first
and foremost by the opponents, who have contradicted Paul and
sought to “overtake” his theology. We are not only of Paul, we are
not of the devil; we are of Christ! We are wiser than Jews, Greeks,
and Paul put together! Paul takes up this comparative and plays along
with it, so that he must bear the consequences. The race against the
Opponents cannot be won anymore by further appeals to wisdom.
How then?

The contest in the dromos (the running race) is transvaluated by
Paul, through a surprising change of direction. The dromos becomes
a palindrome: on the open road of the race in the theological arena,
Paul suddenly makes a U-turn, from wisdom to foolishness, and
then from foolishness back to wisdom. If that were to happen at
the Olympic Games, it would be something truly astonishing. As
mediator he must go back and forth between God and the world
and between the world and God, between wisdom and foolishness,
between foolishness and wisdom, so that, in this rhetorical contest,
the wiser wisdom appears in Paul’s speech of wisdom.

From dromos to palindrome, back and forth, and to and fro, he walks
back and forth in an always-smaller circle, finally turning on one
spot. Is this the point where he unhinges the wisdom of the world, or
is he revolving around himself?

For outsiders it must look more than absurd. Paul “staggers” back
and forth, as I put it provisionally above. “He has lost it,” would
be the expected reaction. Has he become totally insane? “Not at
all,” Paul would answer. On the contrary, for, according to the
presupposition he might have in mind, his opponents got off to
a false start, or as we might put it nowadays, they are doped. In
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all their wisdom, they have, somehow, forgotten the foolishness,
bypassing the cross in order to go straight to the resurrection. They
lack the burden of God’s life on earth, Christ’s powerlessness and the
embodied dimension of Christian existence. One could call this kind
Ofbypassing of the old for the sake of the new a sort of soteriological
impatience, The desire of completion bypasses work on what is old.
They are not just wise, they are “far too wise.”

Wolfgang Schrage named the position of the opponents a
“hypemophy of wisdom.™® The opponents areé not being excluded

along with the Jews and the Greeks, but “reeled in and caught,”

their parole taken up but paradoxically upended: wisdom yes, as well

as wiser wisdom. But the comparative of wisdom is grounded in
the christological accent—and that cannot be won with pneuma and
tesurrection, but only with the cross. Whoever bypasses it or loses it
in the race for wisdom has missed the proper start.

What Paul is doing here, by A1l available means of the powerful
word, can be called, with Derrida, “folie de Pimpossible,” or, with
Erasmus, a praise of folly. But Derrida does not know a crucified
Messiah, and Erasmus does not know 2

The actual difhculty remains unthinkab
even Derrida’s “folie de limpossible”

dead God or a mortal soul.
le or impossible, for both

of them. From that perspective,

appears still soft-footed and a little bit too (worldly) wise. Most would

agree that these characteristics apply to Erasmus. Ultimately, they are
J therefore harmless. Paul’s point is la folie

both “easily digestible,” an
possible foolishness”), the impossible

la plus impossible (“the most im
reality of the crucified one.
If even Derrida’s folie can appear al

that perspective,” then in that other way

most harmless, when “seen from

of seeing the interpretive

Power of Paul’s argumentation chows itself: it lets and makes see,

19 - i ) )
' W"l*gd"g Schrage, Der erste Brief an die Korinther, 1:150.

229



THE WISDOM AND FOOLISHNESS OF GOD

in a particular way and differently than before, and in such a way
that not only the showing, but also what is being shown, involve
interpretive power, namely the crucified one in the mode of the
powerful word of the word of the cross. It is not self-evident at
all, it is in fact unintelligible, that the crucified one is understood
and ultimately recognized as the norm-setting thrust reverser, as
sapiential palindrome. In his speech of wisdom, Paul wagers on the
real presence of the proclaimed in the proclamation. Thus it is
understandable that jis speech, solidified as text, later came to be
construed sacramentally. But, just as with God’s powerful word, the
power of the word can only be interpretive power (Deutungsmacht),
which must be attributed and handed over to what is being
interpreted and at the same remain a simple word.

Handing over this word to the one who is being interpreted is
4 paradoxical gift: Paul interpretatively bestows interpretive power
on what has been interpreted, and from which he believes to have
received it, so that the listeners can see the wiser wisdom at work
in Paul’s speech of wisdom. This wager on the Christus praesens
is and remains open and can only be won through the readers or
listeners—but not on the basis of their strength or reason. It is a
wager “a fond perdu,” or “in the open.” Because whoever would wish
to decide the outcome of the wager with a word of power would
already have Jog.

If the interpreted one were to become really present in the
interpretation as interpretation, it would “in-deed” (or more precisely
“im‘PQSSiOnately”) be a persistent paradox. It is vexing to say it,
but as Payl brings up “foolishness” more and more forcefully, this
“word-event” ( Wortereignis) is threatened, more than it is presented,
by Paul in the race for the wiser wisdom. He switches directions,
back and forth, and must show the others, who continue to run,
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that they, not him, are running in the wrong direction. To do tha,
only a word of power can help, namely an apostolic thetoric of
authorization pro domo, and at the same time a polemical rhetoric of
disempowerment that targets the opponents. The economy of this
thetoric is well known: universalization of inclusion (cf. Badiou),
iiCC()mpanied simu]taneougly by the pmduction of the absolute
remnant (cf. Agamben). To put it more simply: inclusion through
exclusion, and exclusion through inclusion, carrying the dangerous
Outcome of an apocalyptic dualization, in which whoever is not with
US is against us. God and world stand against each other, just as
the apostle and his opponents until the world becomes dualized as
imical, John is known to have chosen a path of that kind, until
the proto-Gnostics in the Johannine community took it too far. Such
"“ﬂffzr'ng is not very wise, theologically as well as rhetorically, for
it not only produces more problems than it seems to solve. It also
undermines the role of apostolic thetoric, which amounts to being a

mediator, not an inquisitor.

Seizure of Interpretive Power: Escape Into the
Apostolic Office

One consequence of this rhetorical escalation is the subsequent
institutional policy of the apostolic office: the hardening of the
Powerful word as word of power and furthermore as institutional
Power, which can do without any semantic. The office serves to
Secure the charisma all the way until the extreme, late- Augustinian
thesis according to which the institution as well as the office
Buarantee salvation without the need of charisma. The risk of such a
development is that form may exist without spirit.

But Paul is still far from that. What is being “invented” here is

only the basic contours of the later development (it functions at
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least fetrospectively o etiology of the ofhice). Phenomeno]ogicaﬂy, it
would be called ¢he “primal foundation” (Urstiftung). At the powerful
word’s limit, the word of power appears reasonable to the apostle. At
the ¢rossroads between the powerful word and the word of power,
the “interpretiye tommunity”  could obviously not resist the
temptation tq ground the Power of the word on 4 “higher authority,”
with an absolute, ultimate justification: apostolicity, The “apostle
Paul” thus became a “fictional character” (Kunstfigur), a product of
rhetoricy] technique, in order to produce always-more interpretive
POWer through whiy, appears as a self-interpretation of power.

_ he person of “the apostle” is thys portrayed as the “chosen one,”
lmlracu]ous]y “called” to his ofhice—and who since then pursues an
independent existence wich regard to interpretive power. To be clear:
ﬁmt, this does ROt concern the historical Say] named Paul; second,
It concerns the biblical, Canonical Paul, who is taken as rule of the
symbolic order of the canon in the canon—and whe thus becomes
lthe “center of Scripture,” Third, as 2 consequence of all that, a “more”
18 made oyt ¢4 be Scripture, namely an imaginary Paul, the apostle
45 Meta~historicy] hictional character who, in the historical reception,
evolyed from Proclaimer to proclaimed: from missional preacher to
Horma. normays (on normata?) of all preaching, and so not only to
the object of'preaching but, fourth, per impossibile, to the apostolic
deploymen; of any preaching that may appear as wisdom of God.

How dig it come to this And which “textual signposts”
(Rx"”;%’”“le) Provide that possibility? The preacher in the midst of

ms a charisma that obviously has not been recognized

e. 5 H . 3 L i ol . . . -
stablished; i the midst of conflict it is available o others who seek
- That, in jtself, i precarious position: Ecce apostolos, The
i i L :
nterpretiye Power, which is not being accrued “from below,” has
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to be hyls up. In the case of a conflict, the assertion of this claim
™May use the opposite of charisma, namely total power of one’s office
through an external commissioning as a pneumatological para-theory
for the sake of seizing interpretive power. The claim with regard to
the Powerful word shifts to the word of power; it shifts to the office
% 2 function of the charisma, with the exclusiveness and singularity
of the office.

Later on, in 2 Corinthians, in the rhetorical contest with the
OPponents, the argumentation goes down a siippery slope, as the
chims for recognition escalate: “my credentials should haye come
from you. In nothing did I prove inferior to those super-apostles,
Evenif [ am g nob()dy, The signs of an apostle were there in the work
I did 4mong you, marked by unfailing endurance, by signs, portents,
and miracleg” (2 Cor. 12:11b-12, res). This sounds like the apostolic
Olympic games: higher, faster, stronger—more whole, complete, and
Wiser. This should perhaps not be heard without a certain irony. As
it sounds ike a competition of salvation, which always yearns for
More—and therefore produces its own shortage.

Is it really still God’s foolishness, God’s wiser wisdom, which js
®Xpressed and asserteds What happens in such a competition of
jntt‘lpretive power? To be able to produce power from words, just
like sparks and fire from stones, is a wondrous dimension of
jnterpr@tjve power, That pretensiun characterizes (:"Ei(?h word, But
that it 4150 “ignites,” this is only conceivable with the kindling of
the listeners, ‘And in order not to leave it to them alone, 4
Pheumatolngicaf reserve occurs here. Interpretive power that really
ignites i effectively “acheiropoietic™ it is never made by hands of man:
1t s due to God’s Word, not to any human word.

But this claim to interpretive power, too, can only be rendered
eftective through ratification on the side of the addressees. And

*Pparently Paul failed to achieve this in Corinth. In the course of
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time the community disappeared, as if it had been shattered and
been destroyed. The decisive ratification happened later, and all the
more powerfully. The imaginary fictional character of the apostle
became—not without imaginary exuberance—the canonical model
for validity beyond its historical and rhetorical genesis. The rhetorical
production of the apostolic word had to be erased from memory

5o that its validity, detached from its genesis, would always endure.

The divine genesis of the apostolate as ground of validity of the

institutional word of power replaced the rhetorical genesis of his
powerful word.

Interpretive Power as Power of Truth?

Paul—here, the apostolically authorized text—finds himself in an
aporia that can be explicated with the theory of interpretive power:
with the simple difference between “saying something” and “really
having something to say,” thus between a word of power and a
powerful word.

Whoever has something to say wishes also to have the say but
should not wish to have it, because by so doing that person
undermines what she has to say. Whoever claims more than really
having something to say ruins everything. Conversely, whoever has
the say qua office does not really have something to say, exactly
because he has the say. There is relief and reassurance in that but also,
at the same time, an escalation and a capitulation in the contest over
interpretive power.

The official constitution of the office in the third century might
have occurred against Gnosticism, but the model was invented with
Paul’s apostolic office in the first century, an “institution” that was
named as such only by the subsequent institution. What remains
4Ppears as constitution theory of the office by virtue of the

234

R EEE—

THE WORD OF THE CROSS IN CONFLICT

Wthorization theory. The Protestant thesis, as is well known, is nor
defined via the institution and the office as a historical succession in
the office; apostolic succession is a succession of “teaching,” thus the
drgumentatively plausible powerful word. And so “what is apostolic”
Must be identifiable without participating in the authorization theory
nd claiming it “for oneself.”

The text’s interpretive power (in the sense of its own momentum
of interpretation, of what it really has to say) has reasons relating
10 the history of effects and the history of reception: in the
Institutionalization of the office with its etiology via the apostolic
office, in the reception of Paul by Augustine, and in Luther’s way
of emphasizing the theologia crucis. Thus, the “incorporation” of the
'ext by the ecclesial institutions (tradition, hierarchy, teaching ofhice,
the()lugy) is an empowerment ex post. A question that creeps up
in thig history of empowerment would be the one regarding the
inhereng power of Paul’s interpretation—in other words, regarding
its drgumentative power, textual form, rhetorical plausibility,
P‘fl'fbrrnallce, and, not least, its truth.

The biggest temptation, however, would be to treat the question
of interpretive power as a Gordian knot, attempting to deny
interpretation and power, and considering the question of truth
Withoy taking into account interpretive power. Then the incredibly
Smple answer would be: it is the truth that authorizes the text. I is
Powerful (it became and remained so) because the text is true. But
Who determines that? Is this being claimed or attested? And when,
Where, for whom? Had this to be claimed for all times and places,
One woyld be dealing with an analytically necessary truth, true in all
POssible worlds and a all times. This is certainly not the case, and it
Would mistake the word of the cross for a plus and minus. It would
also np correspond to the contingency of the cross (which is neither
“rand()mnes_&;,” nor “necessity,” nor “even more than necessity”).*
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To decide the question of interpretive power in such a “Gordian”
fashion would let “truth” (in the place of science and exegesis Of
dogmatics) to take the place of God and function as God’s
pseudonym (or a metonymy). One would follow the same () model
of empowerment. God’s power creates the apostle—God’s truth
verifies his interpretation—and the power of his truth legitimizes this
interpretation: 5 powertul word legitimized by a word of power.
Similarly, this would mean etsi Deus non daretur: the power of truth
authorizes the interpretation. That is as beautiful as it is plain, and
reassuringly simple,

What is complicated and disconcerting is that all these aspects
can only be relaf:'onalfy (perspectively and diachrunically) determined:
S strenpeh for, 23 power over, as tiith for, and so forth. Power is
continuously late in its effect; it is effective power ex post. A similar
thing applies to truth. If power is not understood from its logic of
origin and of Operation as someone’s (or as God’s or the apostle’s)
attribute byt modally, then the question has to do with what enables

and establishes this power,

What would have to be called true is the kind of interpretive
Power (or powerfy] word) that enables what is per se impossible; that
includes what could not be included; that forgives what cannot be
forgiven, and the like. Truth s 2 “folie de l'impossible.” To consider
truth as “ready at hand” o g “real possibility” would leave truth
underdetermine. Paul’s wager has to do with truth being a real
and effective impossibility, meaning that it establishes a new heaven
and a new earth, Byt thic claim is not simply “true or false,” it is
true when it becomeg effective truth. This, however, cannot happen

Cf Philipp Stoellger, “Die Vernunf der Kontingenz und die Kontingenz der Vemunﬁ-
Leibniz’ theologische Konringen.zwahrung und Kontingenzsteigerung,” in  Vermunfi

Kontingenz g Gott. Konstellationen eines offenten Problems, ed. Ingolf U. Dalferth and Philipp
Stoellger (Ttibingen: Mokr, 2000), 73-116.
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i“dependently of any interpretation. And so the shortcut about the
question of truth leads back into the complexities of interpretation
and the entanglement in questions of power. It is thus necessary
o distingish and see that interpretation is not all there is, even
th(’ugh everything is given only in, with and under interpretations.
Analﬂgously: even if truch is given and accessible only in, with and
under interpretati(ms. In order to orientate oneself in the conflicts
OVer interpretive power, truth is a critical regulative. But to trace
the power of an interpretation simply back to its truth would be
phen@menally blind. And so the guestion of truth does not resolve
the complexities that exist between interpretation and power (power
With it conflicts).




