


MAKING SENSE OF "POSTMODERNISM":




          An attempt to sort the good apples




        from the bad with help from Derrida

What are we here calling postmodernity?  I'm not up to date. . . . neither do I grasp the kinds of problems indicated by this term--or how they would be common to people thought of as being 'postmodern' . . . . I do not understand what kind of problem is common to the people we call postmodern or post-structuralist.      





--(Michel Foucault)


There is a great deal of confusion about what the term "postmodern" refers to.
  Postmodernism, Pragmatism, and humanism are broad brush-stroke words that are often employed to quickly and without explanation throw together rich diversity of thought into one barrel and label it "relativist".   This often happens, and it is shameful and silly.  In discussions about "postmodernism", sometimes the distinction is not even drawn between popular post-modernism, (what I call "naive societal postmodernism") and the intellectual thought which specifically criticizes certain enlightenment ideals of totality, sovereign self, isolated timeless ego, naive-realist foundationalism, or rationalism (which I will label here as "philosophical postmodernism").  These two notions of "postmodern" are radically different, and criticizing the mindless media-entertainment mental sickness of our culture does not necessarily touch Derrida, for example.  It is highly dubious to make a direct geneological linkage between philosophy of Foucault-- and the movie Natural Born Killers, or the loss of societal values in general.  So cultural critique and philosophical critiques need distinctions drawn regarding what is meant when I use the term, "postmodernism."
  I propose that the best way to address societal postmodernism is perhaps through sociological or theological venues, while the best way to address philosophical postmodernism is through philosophical critique.


When dealing with postmodern philosophy we should focus on particular texts of particular writers, since Rorty, Derrida, Foucault, Deleuze and Lacan all have varied projects, varied positions, and varied conclusions.  Just because Rorty says something stupid does not mean that Derrida and Foucault agree with either his method or conclusions.  To treat these thinkers as one "because they are postmodern" is like saying Descartes, Hume, and Reid all were the same "because they were moderns."  It is like supposing Schliermacher, Barth, Kung and Carl F.H. Henry to all hold essentially the same view "because they are Christians."


For this paper, I will attempt to outline Derrida's notions of deconstruction,  what I call the metaphysics of absence, and Justice.  My ultimate claim is that Derrida is no relativist, and he believes in normative reference and truth.  

Jacques Derrida's "Deconstruction"


Jacques Derrida is quite concerned about the various ways his word "deconstruction has been inflated, misconstrued and misunderstood.  His predicament reminds me of the American philosopher Charles Saunders Peirce who was the founder of Pragmatism.
  As "pragmatism" became popular, Peirce found that his original creation was being transformed in the hands of others so that it was being used "to express some meaning that it was rather designed to exclude" so Peirce decided "to announce the birth of the word 'pragmaticism,' which is ugly enough to be safe from kidnappers."
  With all the various meanings and misconstruals that have been attached to Derrida's word "deconstruction", one wonders if perhaps he should change the name of his thought.  He probably would like to, but it has stuck now, and its difficult to get out from under a label.  He certainly doesn't mean what many say he means, and this has caused great frustration.  Once he wrote,

Why has the press (most often inspired by professors, when they themselves did not write directly)  multiplied denials, lies, defamations, insinuations against deconstruction, without taking the time to read and to inform itself, without even taking the trouble to find out for itself what "deconstructive" texts actually say, but instead caricaturing them in a stupid and dishonest manner? [Limited, Inc., 153]

We would do well to ask, 'what, exactly, is deconstruction?'  To find what deconstruction is, we should first realize what it definitely isn't, according to Derrida.  Derrida says he does not subscribe to the word when used as "a technical operation used to dismantle systems"
 which is, I think, what many think deconstruction is.  It is not simply "to take apart" as though one could deconstruct a lego castle or a bicycle or a bridge, so as to dismantle it and make it useless.  Deconstruction is not destruction.  


To think that deconstruction is just destruction is like thinking that remodeling a house is "just tearing out walls and cupboards and ripping up carpet and floorboards" or like thinking that gardening is just about "hoeing" or "pulling up weeds".  While Deconstruction does have a critical function, it is not merely negative.  Derrida says 

what has been called the deconstructive gesture . . . is accompanied, or can be accompanied (in any case, I would hope to accompany it), by an affirmation.  It is not negative, it is not destructive.  This is why the word "deconstruction" has always bothered me. . . . when I made use of this word (rarely, very rarely in the beginning--once or twice--so you can see that the paradox of the message transformed by the addresses is fully in play here), I had the impression that it was a word among others, a secondary word in the text that would fade away or which in any case would assume a nondominant place in a system.[Ear, 85]   


The word "deconstruction" admittedly came from Heideggers two words, Destruktion and Abbau.[Ear, 86]  "Destruktion is not a destruction but precisely a destructuring that dismantles the structural layers in the system, and so on"  Abbau means "to take apart an edifice in order to see how it is constituted or deconstituted."  Notice that the taking apart isn't mere taking apart for the sake of taking apart, which would be destruction.  Rather, there is an investigation at hand, a desire for insight into the constitution of the constituted edifice. When one "deconstructs" something, one attempts to discover geneological traces present in the texts themselves.  Sometimes one might put side-by-side two texts of the tradition which are normally not compared in order to realize some previously forgotten or overlooked themes going on.  At other times, one might approach a text with a question not usually raised, in order to hear the text "speak" to us in a different way.  However the texts are newly thought of, the attempt is not to disregard tradition, but to enrich it. 


Derrida does not deconstruct things he hates, so as to destroy them, he deconstructs the things he really loves, so as to more fully and richly understand them and enjoy them.  He says

I love very much everything that I deconstruct in my own manner; the texts I want to read from the deconstructive point of view are texts I love, with that impulse of identification which is indispensable for reading.  They are texts whose future, I think, will not be exhausted for a long time.  For example, I think Plato is to be read and reread constantly.[Ear, 87]

Derrida once said that every time he reads Plato again, he is in a sense, reading it afresh, as for a first time.
  Classics are classics because we find meaning in them which applies to people in various eras of time.  We say they have a lasting value, a lasting meaning, and our favorite books are books that we get more out of each time we reread them.  We get deeper meanings.  Sometimes we get more and more complex readings.  Sometimes, after many readings, we begin to find so much richness in the text that we are perplexed as to what the actual meaning might be.  But we would not say that we should have stayed at a superficial and naive reading of the text, so as to preserve a clear and precise meaning.


When I write a paper, or say something, it might have more meaning and significance than I ever intended.  And it is quite difficult to pinpoint where and what meaning is in a text.  For example, in a thesis or book, one might start off with particular intentions and write, then change purposes and revise a number of times, and end up with a different thesis than at the start.  Yet, there are traces of the original thesis, and the "final thesis" is somewhat made up of the previous meanings, and I might later find my own writing to give me insight in ways I never intended originally.  In such a situation, where is the "meaning" of the text?  It is hard to say, perhaps impossible to say exactly and completely.  It isn't that there is no meaning, but rather, there is perhaps a plurality of meanings and intentions at work, not to mention the various texts and contexts which the reader brings to the text which through unique insight onto the text.  


But this is not to say that there aren't better and worse, right and wrong readings of texts.  John Caputo, a Derrida scholar at Villanova who is a personal friend of Derrida says that "Deconstruction means to complicate reference, not to deny it; it insists that there is no reference without difference, no reference (il n'y a pas) outside the textual chain (hors-texte)."

This is absolutely one of the most important things to clear up: deconstruction as a practice does not deny reference.  What it does say is that there is no perfect reference.  That is to say, the words about something always leave something out.  My concepts about something always leave something out.  My notion of rationality always leaves something out.  My laws about justice always leave something out.  Deconstruction is about trying to remeber what we usually forget, the "other" that is "out".  And there is always something we leave out.  This is why Caputo, in a truely Derridean manner says 

Postmodern thinking, if it means anything at all, means a philosophy of "alterity," a relentless attentiveness and sensitivity to the "other."  Postmodernism stands for a certain hyper-sensitivity to many "others": the other person, other species, "man's" other, the other West, of Europe, of Being, of the "classic," of philosophy, reason, etc. (the list goes on)

When we have a concept, it never adequately refers, and it always forgets and excludes something.  This complicates things.  It makes reference a problem, because it never works perfectly.  However, this doesn't mean that we are stuck  Caputo notes, "For the notion has gained currency that deconstruction traps us inside the "chain of signifiers," in a kind of linguistic-subjective idealism, unable to do anything but play vainly with linguistic strings."  But again, this is a wrong-headed view of what Derrida and Deconstruction are about.
  Derrida has said,

Every week I receive critical commentaries and studies on deconstruction which operate on the assumption that what they call 'post-structuralism' amounts to saying that there is nothing beyond language, that we are submerged in words, and other stupidities of that sort.

Whatever is left "out" of our readings, traditions, concepts and practices, is what deconstruction intends to discover.  It is for the marginalized, the forgotten and repressed.  We refer when we think, but our references are always different than the referent (our signifiers never fully give us the signified)--something is always left outside the reference, or else something not meant is brought inside through the inevitable vagueness of reference.  We cannot help but do this, because that is how language is.   Deconstruction's role is to "keep us on our toes."  It is the ongoing task of a lifetime to find the "other" that is "out", the aspects of the signified, the spoken of, which get covered over, suppressed, and forgotten.  In this sense, deconstruction is the continuing awareness of our forgetfulness, and the move to remember what is so easily forgotten.  


As we have seen, Derrida did not see the word "deconstruction" as all that important in his earlier writings.  The word somehow gained a life of its own.  It began to signify things Derrida never wanted it to signify, and to not signify the little he meant it to.  This is a fine example of the ineluctable vagueness of words, the way that words gain their meaning in contexts, from referential chains, and not simply from their author.  Derrida doesn't use the word postmodern, to my knowledge, nor did he intend "deconstruction" to be taken as such an important word.  Yet, Derrida now finds himself labeled a "deconstructivist" by many, and a "postmodern" by most. 

The End Of Philosophy and Truth?


Deconstruction is the best thing we can do, considering our circumstances.  We cannot have direct unmediated access to truth, because we think and know through mediation and reference, and reference always loses something, i.e., there is always a difference.  This does not mean an end for philosophy, however.  Derrida says he does not believe in the death of philosophy or the end of epistemology.
  He does not break with tradition, but brings out aspects of the tradition overlooked.  He wants to contribute to tradition, not end it.  Derrida does not get rid of either logocentrism nor ethnocentrism.  He says "it is not a question of junking these concepts, nor do we have the means to do so."  What this means is, he does not get rid of the notion that there is something we are looking for in our thinking (logocentric), nor can we get out of our societal and cultural structures of thinking (ethnocentric).  In speaking of the concept of the sign,  Derrida says, 

 . . . it can simultaneously confirm and shake the logocentric and ethnocentric assuredness.  It is not a question of junking these concepts, nor do we have the means to do so. . . . I do not believe in decisive ruptures, in an unequivocal "epistemological break," as it is called today.  Breaks are always, and fatally, reinscribed in an old cloth that must continually, interminably be undone.  This interminability is not an accident or contingency' it is essential, systematic, and theoretical." [Positions, 24]  

We have a position, a state of knowing and knowledge, and we cannot escape this or get out of it.  And while this way of knowing does limit what and how we know, it also is what makes it possible for us to know at all.  This is a Kantian point: we must know the way we do because its the only way we can know.      


Derrida has what might be called a metaphysics of non-presence, as opposed to a metaphysics of presence.  The metaphysics of presence was the tendency in philosophy to see reality as though the past and present were essentially like the present, so as to assume that from one's present perspective, one could generally get a timeless view, an eternal and certain view.  This god's-eye perspective was assumed in various forms by Descartes, Kant, Hegel, and Husserl.  It assumes that from here, I can know the whole, and the final totality.  Derrida's metaphysics works at it the other way around.  He begins realizing that philosophy goes on-- the question is, why?  Well, he thinks it is because we are always looking for something up ahead-- a clarification, a deeper understanding, a richer meaning, and so we are always looking for what is not here yet.  We look for what isn't here yet, what is absent.  Thus, i use the phrase, "metaphysics of absence" which is meant to replace metaphysics of presence.    


Rorty wrote an essay called "Is Derrida a Transcendental Philosopher?" and left the question somewhat open-ended.
  I think Derrida is interested in Kantian ideals, even in his early book, Edmund Husserl's Origin of Geometry: An Introduction.
  As with Kant's or Peirce's regulative ideas, it is as though there is a promissory note, which never gets fulfilled.  As Christians have an eschatology of sometime when the full truth will reveal itself sometime in the future (not yet), so to Derrida has an eschatology, but an eschatology of the promise without content, a messianicity without particular messiah.
  This messianicity is not to be confused with messianism, which is a particular religious eschatology with particular expected messiah.
  Derrida uses this eschatological language because he wants to root his whole project, his whole continuing practice of deconstruction, in the future possibilities to come.  But we cannot divine the future.  The time has never come, we are always in the middle, on our way, in medias res.  Derrida wants a metaphysics from a human perspective, with an acceptance of our limits.  


An important part of the purpose of deconstruction is to keep us from thinking that we have arrived, that our promise has been fulfilled, that our messiah has come.
  It keeps us from saying "aha! NOW the time has come, the words have been fulfilled, the truth with a capital "T" has come to US!"  Deconstruction keeps our promises open, keeps the space of our promise without content open.  If there was not an opening, an undecidability, there would be nothing left to think, to learn, and we would have arrived at the perfect state.   But of course it isn't sheer undecidabilty.  We can decide, we do decide, but when we make the decision there are things that aren't settled.  There always are.  In directly responding to things John Searle had accused him of, Derrida writes,

I never proposed "a kind of 'all or nothing' choice between pure realization of self-presence and complete freeplay or undecidability.'" I never believed in this and I never spoke of "complete freeplay or undecidability."  I am certain that the "American critics of [my] work" can find nothing in my texts which corresponds to that.  And for good reason [Limited, Inc., 115]


The question is brought up that, since Derrida's deconstruction is in a sense a philosophy of undecidability, isn't it impractical?  Doesn't that mean we can never decide?  The answer is, no.  We have to decide.  Like the old debate between William James and Clifford ("Will to Believe"), we are forced to make decisions without all the facts-- and that is the way it almost always is.  There is closure, but never final closure, and never closure without possibility of being mistaken.  In this sense, everything is faith.  Every new upheaval or change leaves us within a new closure, a new paradigm perhaps, (though Derrida does not use this word).  So we are constantly making decisions, believing things, changing our minds, making new discoveries.  Deconstruction isn't about keeping us from making progress, it is about making progress.  Derrida says "Destabilization is required for progress as well.  And the "de-" of deconstruction signifies not the demolition of what is constructing itself, but rather, what remains to be thought beyond the constructivist or deconstructionist scheme  . . ." [Limited, 147]   It isn't about destroying significance, but finding deeper and richer significances.  And the function of deconstruction specifically is to keep the promise unfulfilled, to keep us from thinking that the promised has arrived on our doorstep (like Hegel thought Spirit was finally coming to completion in 19th century Germany).  It is simply not true to say that Derrida leaves us without reference or truth.  Derrida goes to great lengths to make this clear:

For of course there's a "right track" [une bonne voie], a better way, and let it be said in passing how surprised I have often been, how amused or discouraged, depending on my humor, by the use or the phrase of the following argument: Since the deconstructionist (which is to say, isn't it, the skeptic-relativist-nihilist!) is supposed not to believe in truth, stability, or the unity of meaning, in intention or "meaning-to-say," how can he demand of us that we read him with pertinence, precision, rigor?  How can he demand of us that his own text be interpreted correctly?  How can he accuse anyone else of having misunderstood, simplified, deformed it, etc.?  In other words, how can he discuss, and discuss the reading of what he writes?  The answer is simple enough: this definition of the deconstructionist is false (that's right: false, not true) and feeble; it supposes a bad (that's right: bad, not good) and feeble reading of numerous texts, first of all mine, which therefore must finally be read or reread.  Then perhaps it will be understood that the power and truth (and all those values associated with it) is never contested or destroyed in my writings, but only reinscribed in  more powerful, larger, more stratified contexts.  And within interpretive contexts . . . that are relatively stable, sometimes apparently almost unshakable, it should be possible to invoke rules of competence, criteria of discussion and of consensus, good faith, lucidity, rigor, criticism and pedagogy. [Limited, 146]


Concrete examples help here to understand how we use normative referents without absolutizing them.  My concepts of God, my wife, my friend, my job, a philosopher I study or a paper I write are to a certain extent always being revised, and in this sense, they are in flux.  This isn't because God changes, or that philosopher changes (think here of a dead philosopher, like Plato), and it isn't necessarily because my job or my wife changes (although they do).  What changes is the breath and depth of my understanding.  My knowledge as it "now" stands is never total, but does this lack of complete knowledge keep me from having a relationship with God or my wife, or keep me from speaking out about a philosopher I am studying? Of course not.  I continue to speak about the philosopher, pray to God, and relate to my wife, despite the fact that my knowledge is incomplete.  Again, deconstruction is meant to keep me on my toes, to unsettle my set ideas by continuing the search.  How could I, for example, have a relationship with someone who was exactly the same as me?  There is always otherness, difference, which keeps me intrigued and looking and talking.  There is always an element of undecidability and unknowability-- sometimes more, sometimes less.   Nothing is apodictically sure and certain, but we believe and decide in the midst of this undecidability.  


As it turns out then, Derrida is not promoting an end to philosophy-- but in fact through his metaphysics of absence, or promise, or messianicity, he is emphasizing that philosophy is never over, we are never done, and we face an unending task.  He is against closure-- against determining that finally we have reached the "God's-eye" point of view.

For Example: Deconstruction and Justice


To see what this judging-while-holding-undecidability-in-hand and leaving us without final closure is like, we should look at Derrida's notion of justice, in his famous essay, "Force of Law: The 'Mystical Foundations of Authority'".
  Derrida says "Justice in itself, if such a thing exists, outside or beyond the law, is not deconstructable."  Please note first, that Derrida is speaking about a notion of "Justice" here which is not Platonic.  Derrida is a nominalist, not universalist, and what I mean by that is that justice only happens in a particular circumstance, in a particular event.  Each event is unique and demands consideration and judgment.  So "justice" is 'what would be just right in this particular circumstance.  Direct unmediated unthought reference to universals is ruled out.  Second, he does not say that such a thing, i.e. justice, exists, rather , he is saying it is possible that it exists, and that if it does it is not subject to deconstruction.  However, what we have is the law, which is knowledge, so it is subject to deconstruction.  Caputo expresses this difference between law and justice as a gap:

Laws are sometimes just but they are also sometimes unjust.  Conforming to law sometimes means only mere legality whereas the demands of justice are often served by opposing the law and even spending time in jail.  Laws mean to be just and justice needs good laws in order to be rendered, but there is always a gap, a structural difference between justice and the law. ["Derrida and Theology", 465]

All of us would agree, I think, that the law is not always just, it should be flexible and revisable.  But beyond this, we must have judges to apply the law to situations, and this is not a simple and clear process, in most cases.



As I understand Derrida in his essay, the "practice of law" (that is, any application of the "universal" to the "particular" situation), is an act of deconstruction.  This means that all judges practice deconstruction.  More importantly, it means that our lawmakers intend and revise the law and should continually do this.  Derrida at least means that we shouldn't let the law be a law unto itself, but that we must evaluate it and modify it if need be, always keeping it directed towards justice as its goal.  As Derrida says, "The fact that the law is deconstructible is not bad news.  We may even see it as a stroke of luck for politics, for all historical progress."
   We see again at work Derrida's radical hyper-sensitivity to the limits of my-- of our-- understanding and knowing.  He sees Justice as something beyond, and in this sense "impossible" [for us to grasp].  As Plato, Derrida is always pursuing justice relentlessly.  Derrida, also much like Plato, sees our concepts of justice (our laws) to be always incomplete and inadequate.  But Derrida is not interested in a universal rule or formula of justice.  Instead, he is interested in laws which provide grounds by which to make right and good judgments in particular cases.  We must not expect that our laws are just.  We should in fact keep them under careful scrutiny, watching for the ways that our "legalities" cause injustice.


We are always stuck in the cave.  But deconstruction is what helps us progress.  We are able to reform, and reform, and reformulate again, as we go on our way.  Deconstruction is the way of those who go along their way conscious of their finite limits and looking for the marginalized and forgotten.  

Conclusion (as of now) about Deconstruction


Whenever we say something, we don't say exactly what was meant, because we inadvertently say more and less than we meant, due to the vagueness of language.  Our references and signifiers always create and exclude "others" in the margins, which are forgotten.  Certainly here in this paper I have left out and covered over much of Derrida, and perhaps given some false impressions somehow.  But it is inadvertent, when it has happened.  I have done the best I can for now.  Each time something is said, something of what is being spoken about is lost.  We are infallibly incomplete and stuck in our contingent state.  We are limited to finitude and a life and philosophy of inadequacies.  And that is only human. 


Derrida is no nihilist, relativist or anarchist, in the traditional sense of these words.  He does realize that we are in a position, and that one of the most fundamental conditions for thinking is the realization that there is something we haven't got yet.  His deconstruction keeps us on the move, keeps us thinking.  We look for the differences, the excluded others, the marginalized and forgotten, yet we continually make our way by deciding in spite of the undecidability that we constantly face.  One can see each decision to be a calculated decision of faith.  Judgments are made, all the time, and there is never pure application of rules or law.  There is always a difference in our referring and our signifying, and our concepts go through perpetual change and revisioning, as our visions become sharper, and our understandings richer.  If this is what deconstruction is about, I think some of you might say, "is that all he is saying?".  Of course that isn't all he is saying, but do remember what he is saying-- metaphysics of absence should replace metaphysics of presence, the naive philosophy of presence is dead, and we must face the task of a lifetime, which is to remain hyper-sensitive to the marginalized and excluded others as we speak, do philosophy, or theology, or sociology--in short, as we act and as we live.  This is no mere task, and is, in fact, quite a radical calling.  It is a calling in which we are called to act, knowing all the while that it is a calling which we will never fulfill.    

Apologetic Applications


Derrida has been widely misconstrued and misused by his critics, by his "supporters", in Literary criticism, in popular intellectualist spheres, by freshmen undergraduates, and by many other people who think he justifies their point of view.  Some think Derrida is a philosophical heavyweight behind their personal hedonism and relativism.  This simply shows that many people who advocate deconstruction or postmodernism haven't done much more reading of Derrida than his critics who blindly denounce it.  We can and should avoid both paths.  If we listen to what Derrida says, we can bring academic postmodernism to bear upon societal crass-postmodernism.  If we know what deconstruction is about better than those who misuse the label for their own mindless relativism, they will certainly be caught off guard.  If mindless relativists don't want to discuss and think, that is there prerogative, but do not let them think they somehow have the blessing of Jacques Derrida.   


I think Derrida has something specifically for Christians as well.  I think that a faith which realizes that for now we see only in a mirror, darkly, a faith hypersensitive to our finitude, limits, and situatedness of our thinking, should be able to adopt an eschatological metaphysics of absence with an attitude of waiting-- "until he comes".
  A Believer is in danger of trying to "fill in the promise" too much.  It is a danger of religion to idolatarize our desires and preferences into "God's will" and decide that we have absolute certainty in matters which we have no business claiming apodicticity.  As Caputo has put it, deconstruction arms us-- 

 . . . with a heightened sense of suspicion about the constructedness of discourse, including the constructedness of the discourse which claims to transcend discourse [faith].  The result is to leave faith in fear and trembling; but then that is a very religious result, and one of the oldest conditions of faith. [Derrida and Theology, 463]  


Such a faith is not unreasonable.  By now I hope it is clear that deconstruction is a type of argument, and is in a very important sense reason itself.  It would be unreasonable to not practice deconstruction.  Our faith will not be destroyed, it will be better understood for what it is, and will be a richer faith.  One need not become a Mark C. Taylor
 to become a faithful believer adopting some of the insights of Jacques Derrida, as people like John Caputo have shown.
  There are many directions such a project could take, and I think that there is much innovative and creative potential here for those willing to engage the challenging thought of Jacques Derrida.
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� This is a direct whole quotation out of John J Stuhr's "Can Pragmatism Appropriate the Resources of Postmodernism?" in Transactions of the Charles S. Peirce Society (Vol. 29, No. 4, Fall 1993) but he is referring to the original remarks by Foucault in the interview entitled "Critical Theory/Intellectual History" in Politics, Philosophy, Culture: Interview and Other Writings, 1977-1984, Ed. by Lawrence D. Kritzman, (New York: Routledge, 1990).


� Davis Wells in his book No Place for Truth (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans 


Publishing, 1993),claims that postmodernism is just an extension of modernism.  He says that it is cahracterized by lack of belief in truth (60), "the recoil against modernity, the revolt against an overcivilized world" (61), loss of "capacity to transmit either values or meaning" and hence a losss of "its power to regulate behavior" (62), by the loss of the dream of remaking life (64), and "the loss of overarching purpose" (65).  Timothy Phillips and Dennis Okholm, in their book, Christian Apologetics in the Postmodern World describe postmodernity as "a relativistic denial of rationality and morality with its correlative reduction of all conflicts to power" (11), characterized by "marketing" and "surfing the internet"(16), "self-improvement"(17), and "Rollerbladers and New Agers"(19).  Jean-Francois Lyotard's comment that postmodernism is "simplifying to the extreme, . . . incredulity towards metanarratives" has become quite popular as a descriptor. (See The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge, trans. Geoff Bennington and Brian Massumit (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984) pp xxiii)  John Caputo's remark, "The truth is . . . that there is no truth" has also become a well-distributed 'example of a postmodern motto' among critics of 'postmodernism'.  (Radical Hermeneutics (Bloomington IN: Indiana University Press, 1987), 156.)
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� Of course, this distinction is also problematic, because a great deal of philosophy is ideology critique and cultural critique, and some philosophy is also theological-- however, I think this distinction is less problematic than the lack of any distinction whatsoever.
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