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Katuua

Kynaskosa CeKoraw efMHCTBEHa,

NYUNAHOCTA HA OKCUMOPOHOT

PemaknujaTa Ha CHHUCAHHETO 3a IOJIMTHKA, KYJITypa
U posoBu Tmpobsiemu Hoenitiuitieitiu/Identities, op-
Jlyan eJleH OpOj Ha CIMCAaHHUETO Ja My IO IIOCBETHU
Ha [IeJIOTO Ha rojeMuoT ¢paHuycku ¢uinocod u
teopetruyap »Kaxk Jlepusa (1930 - 2004). TemaTa - MOTO
Ha 0BOj Opoj Tpebailie Ja ce Iperno3Hae BO UCTOPUCKH
CUMIITOMATHYHATA U apXETUIICKU CTPYKTypHpaHaTa Bp-
cka mery cum6bosmaHUOT Tatko u CuH. 3omTo? 3aToa
IIITO, KOTa TBOPEIITBOTO Ke ce chaTH KaKO HAJTEIKOK BUJ
Iapa3uTU3aM, TOTAIll CE CO3/1aBa MPOCTOP 3a HeIpes-
BUJIJIMBA M HEKOHTPOJIMPAYKA TOPTypa HaJ IMHCATEIOT
u Herosara jureparypa. Ilucaremor e CuH OOBUHET
u ocyzeH ox Tatkoto (Byacra, MOKTa), mopamu ¢ak-
TOT IITO Ce 3aHMMaBa (caMO) CO IUIIyBale, HAMECTO
co Hekoja xkopucHa pabora (Ppann Kadka, I[Tucmo do
tataxo mu). BakBuor, kadpkujancku onvc/aeduHUIja
Ha MHcaTeJICKaTa paboTa, KaKO eKJIaTaHTeH OOJIMK Ha
JIeHTyOere 1 ITPOTOTHUII Ha Oe3/ieTHrYere, JKak [lepuaa
ro aKTyeJIM3Wpa BO cBojaTa cryauja /la ce dade cmpil
(1999). Camuor [lepuaa, eJUOT CBOj KUBOT Ce€ 3aHU-
MaBa caMo cO MuIryBamwe. Taa ,mapasurcka“ ¢opma Ha
cebeocMUCITyBalbe U Ha OCMUCITyBalbe Ha CBETOT IIPEKY
YCHO HCKa)KaHaTa U MUIIAHATA pedy € KOPEHOT Ha Her-
OBHUOT UJIEHTUTET. Bo MUIIIyBameTO TOj Ce BIOMyBa KaKO
BO CBOj IPHUPOJIEH IPOCTOpP. Pa3o61nuyBajKu O BAKBHOT
CTEPEOTHUII 3a MHcATeJICKaTa JIEjHOCT, epua ja nemuc-

Katica

Kulavkova Always Unique,

the Lucidity of the Oxymoron

The editorial board of the journal for politics, gender and
culture, Identities, has decided to dedicate one of the is-
sues of the journal to the work of the great French phi-
losopher and theoretician Jacques Derrida (1930-2004).
The theme — the motto — of this issue was to be recog-
nized in the historically symptomatic and archetypically
structured relation between the symbolic Father and
Son. Why? Because, when composition is understood as
the worst type of parasitism, then space is created for an
unpredictable and uncontrollable torture over the writer
and over his literature. The author is a Son accused and
convicted by the Father (authority, power), because of
the fact that he is engaged (only) with writing, instead
of taking to some useful work (Franz Kafka, A Letter to
My Father). Such a, Kafkaesque description/definition
of a writer’s work, as a blatant form of slandering the day
away and a prototype of doing nothing, is actualized by
Jacques Derrida in his study The Gift of Death (1999).
Derrida himself, all his life, was involved in only writing.
That ‘parasite’ form of self-defining and defining of the
world through the spoken and written word is the root of
his identity. In writing he nests as if in his own natural
space. Exposing this stereotype of the writing profession,
Derrida also demystifies the grotesqueness of the fact
that literature, when asking forgiveness from author-
ity, implicitly admits that it commits some kind of sin in
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TU(dULIUPA U TPOTECKHOCTA HA (PAKTOT JleKa KHUKEBHOC-
Ta, Kora 6apa MmpoIIKa OJi BJacTa, UMIUTUIIUTHO IIPU3-
HaBa /JleKa INpaBU HEKAKOB I'PeB BO OIIITECTBEHATa
3aeJHUIA U BO UCTOpHjaTa U JieKa, MOpPaJiu TOa IITO €
TaKBa KakBa IITO e - [TumryBame u [Tucmo - Taa ja urpa
yJioraTa Ha TpelmHuoT cuMbosimyen CuH mpes/mos He-
morpenuiuBUOT cuMbosimyen Tatko. Ilpudakajku ja
TaKBaTa ONTHKA, KHKEBHOCTA BJIETYBA BO 3aMKaTa IIITO
ja mocraByBa BjacTa, ApiKaBara, 3aKOHOT. PareHa BO
CTamuIaTa Ha OBOj CTEPEOTHII, KHMKEBHOCTA caMa CH ja
yCKpaTyBa cBojaTa cJio00/1a, KOja MHAKy U € HHXepeHTHa
¥ HENPUKOCHOBEHA Of] IJIeJlHA TOYKA HA BUIINTE WH-
crannu, Heboro u ETukaTta Ha ecTeTnKaTa.

IMoaroroBkata Ha 0BOj Opoj Ha HOeHitiuittieitiu HE
IIOTCETH JIeKa JXUBOTOT € JIBIDKEHE U OTCTAIlyBamhe
on mpBOOUTHHUTE Keyiou u Hamepu. OBoj Opoj ja 3ao-
Kpy’)KyBallle CBOjaTa KOHIIENI[Mja MeHyBajku ja. OBa
usnanue Ha Hoenitiuitieitiu TO IIpeTcTaByBa JE€JI0TO Ha
Kax Jlepuzia Kako HEIITO YHUKATHO, HEIIOBTOPJIUBO U
€IMHCTBEHO, OHAaKa KaKO IIITO TOj IO OIHIIYyBa ,KPajoT
Ha cBeror”. Ha omycor nHa >Kak /Jlepuzma koj uma
6e30poj JinIa, My COOJIBETCTBYBA TOJIKYBabe KOoe Ke TH
MyJITAIUTAIIIPA THE ,0e30poj suma“. 3aroa, Moxeobw,
pa3HopoziHOCTa Ha mpuctanuTe koH Kak Jlepuma Bo
oBa u3zaHue Ha HOeniliuilielliu He € BO CIPOTHBHOCT
co npBobuTHaTa HaMepa. OBaa pa3HOPOJHOCT MOXKe J1a
ce chaTu KaKo IMPEABUJIEH U MMPEABUIJIUB ,,0TCKOK OfT
MIpBOOMTHATA HAMepPa, OTCKOK 0e3 KOjIITO HUKOTaIll He
ce OCTBapWJIa HUTY €J[HA - Jla peyeMe TojieMa - Hjeja.

AKO M MMa OTCKOK WM OTKJIOH O JIOMHHaHTHAaTa
teMma ,,TaTko - CHH“ BO KojamTo OU ce BKJIOIHJIE CH-
Te TpPWIO3u U orieau 3a Jlepuma, Toj (OTKJIIOH) ce
MMOKa’ka KaKO KOPHCEH 3a Jla ce IMOCTUTHE HEeOIX0[HATA
XapMOHU]ja Mely pa3JIMYHUTE XePMEHEBTUUKU PAKyPCH
Ha aBTOPUTE 3acTalleHu BO 0BOj Opoj Ha HoeHiliuitieiliu.

society and in history and that, being such as it is — Writ-
ing and Script — it plays the role of the sinful symbolic
Son before/under the flawless symbolic Father. Accept-
ing such optics, literature enters the trap set up by the
authorities, the state, the law. Caught in the trap of this
stereotype, literature itself cuts off its freedom, which is
otherwise inherent and inviolable from the aspect of the
higher instances, the Sky and Ethics of Aesthetics.

The preparation of this issue of Identities reminded us
that life is movement and retreat from the original wishes
and intentions. This issue rounded up its conception by
changing it. This issue of Identities introduces the work
of Jacques Derrida as something unique, incomparable
and exclusive, as if he is describing the ‘end of the world’.
The appropriate interpretation of Derrida’s opus, that
has a multitude of faces, is an interpretation that would
multiply the ‘multitude of faces’. That is why, maybe,
the variety of approaches towards Jacques Derrida
in this issue of Identities is not in collision with the
original intention. This variety can be understood as
an envisioned and foreseeable ‘leap’ from the original
intention, a leap without which not even a single — let’s
say great — idea, has been realized.

Even if there is a leap or declination from the dominant
theme ‘Father-Son’, in which all articles and reviews
on Derrida would fit, that (declination) has proven
useful in the achieving the necessary harmony between
the various hermeneutical recurrences of the authors
included in this issue of Identities. This declination has
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Toj OTKJIOH HE MMOTCETH, IT0 KOj3HAE KOj IaT, JieKa - 071 KOj
M Jla € aroJI Jla M Ce MPUCTAITM Ha TeMaTa ,, TaTko - Cun®,
Ke ce CTUTHE JI0 Hej3UHOTO cpeauinTe. CUTe MaTUINTA
BozaT KOH TaTtkoro. CuTe maTUINTa TH U30/yBaaT
coHoBute. CpexuinreTo Ha Temata Tatko - CuH ce
rmoMecTyBa 0e3 MpecTaH W CEKOoraml € IIOJATJIUBO H
npucraHo. Toa e cekazie OHaMy KaJie IIITO ce BKPCTyBaaT
onHocute Mmery Tarkotro u CHHOT: TpajguIgjarta -
MOZIEPHOCTa, ABTOPUTETOT - WHAWBUAyaTa, CHCTEMOT
- urpara, 3a00paBOT - MEMOpPHjaTa, TPEBOT - MIPOIIIKATa,
IIEHTApPOT - JIENEHTPUPAETO, KyJITyPHUTE CTEPEOTUITH
- ucropuckute 3absyau, 3amnaz - VcTOK, UAEHTUTET -
aJITePUTET, HCTO - IPYTO, MOe - TyIO...

Jlepusia Besu JleKa KHIDKEBHOCTA ,HeEMa JIPYT 3aKOH
OCBEH 3aKOHOT Ha eJMHeYHOCTa Ha COOUTHETO, 0e101l0",
OHAKa Kako IITO €, BOPOYEM, YHUKATEH, JUHCTBEH U
HEIOBTOPJIUB M KPajOT HA CBETOT, KPAjOT HA KUBOTOT.
Cekoj ja ;0’KUBYBa MHTUMHO M BO UETHPH OYHU CBOjaTa
HEIMOBTOPJIMBa cpefida CO CBETOT, Of ApyraTra CTpaHa
Ha Kpajor. Hue moxxeme camo 1a ja 3aMuCIIyBaMe Taa
cpenba. Moxkeme 7a yekaMme OJi Jpyrarta CTpaHa Ha
Kpajor. Hue, Bue, Tue, cexoj co cBojaTa Bu3uja 3a CBETOT-
0/1-0Baa U 3a CBETOT-0/I-OHAA CTPaHa Ha IIOCTOEHETO, HA
JIeJIOTO, Ha ja3uKOT. /lujasioroT mpomonKyBa. Moxkeou
HajyDaBUTE HEINTa Ce CJIydyBaaT HAJABOP O] HaIllaTa
Boja - He pekoB Hacrnportu! HemnpensujuBocra Ha
cobuTHjaTa MO OJHOC HA YOBEKOBAaTa BOJ[ja TO IPaBU
MTOTHOCJIMBO W TIPUBJIEYHO CYIITECTBYBAHKETO, IOCTO-
€IbeTO, HO U ja MIOTTUKHYBA aeKTUBHATA BPCKa CIIpeMa
Butuero. Taa HENpeIBUIJIMBOCT HA COOUTHjaTa € MajKa
Ha TBOPEUITBOTO, CO37]aTesl Ha IIOUE3UCOT BO YMETHOCTA
1 Bo dutocodwujara.

Hagnexra, BO ceTa Hej3MHA HEU3BECHOCT 10 OJHOC HA
OCTBapYBAaMETO, C€ YMHU KAaKO HAjCTAOMIIHA 10 OJTHOC HA
OTICTAaHOKOT, HA/IXKUBYBAHETO U IIOCTOEIHETO: CE MIHYBA,

reminded us, once again, that — whatever angle is chosen
to approach the theme ‘Father-Son’ from, it will lead to
the heart of it. All paths lead to the Father. All paths are
trodden by the sons. The heart of the theme Father-
Son shifts perpetually and is always amenable and
approachable. That is everywhere where the relations
between the Father and the Son intersect: tradition
— modernity, authority — the individual, the system — the
game, oblivion — remembrance, centring — decentring,
cultural stereotypes — historical fallacies, West — East,
identity — alterity, one — other, mine — another’s....

Derrida says that literature “has no other law than the
law of unanimity of the coexisting, the work”, just as the
uniqueness, incomparableness and exclusiveness of the
end of the world, the end of life. Everyone experiences,
intimately and eye-to-eye, one’s own incomparable en-
counter with the world at the other side of the End. We
can only imagine that encounter. We can wait at the oth-
er side of the End. We, You, They, each with their own
vision of the world-on-this side and the world-on-that
side of existence, of the work, of language. The dialogue
continues. Maybe the most beautiful things happen
uncontrolled by our will — I did not say against it! The
unpredictability of the coexisting in relation to human
will makes being, existence, more bearable and attrac-
tive, but also inspires the affective relation to the Being.
That unpredictability of the coexisting is the mother of
composition, the creator of the poiesis in art and in phi-
losophy.

Hope, in all its volatility in regard to realization, seems
most stable in regard to survival, endurance and
existence: everything passes, hope remains. We could

11
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HaJIe’)KTa OCTaHyBa. bu MoXkeyie JypH, UPOHHYHO, /A
KajkeMe: 3a jKaJl, YOBEKOT HHUKOTall He TyOW Ha/ex,
YOBEKOT HHUKoram He ja ryoum Hanexxra. Hanexra e Bo
reHe3ata Ha rosjgeMmuTe Jiesla u notdatu. Hagexra e
CeHKaTa 07 KOjalllTO He MOXKEMe /1a ce pasfieJIuMe HU
Jla ce oiBouMe. U 1o 0BOj HECEKOjAHEBEH MOBO/, A ce
IIOCBETH efieH Opoj Ha Hoenitiuitiettiu Ha YKak Jlepuna,
HaJIe’)KTa OCTaHA HAJUCTPajHA U IOKa)ka Jieka He e
sasynHa. Cute Ha cBOj HauwH, kazie u 7a CME Bo cBeToT,
ja 4yyBcTByBaMe ceHKara Ha Jlepuja Kako COIICTBEHA
CKpHEHA, TajHA ¥ TANHCTBEHA Pe3epBa HAJIEXK.

Axo BrcTHHATA ce AepUHUPA KaKo Io/ipayje Ha BepojaTeH
IIIOK, CKaHJiaJI, IMCKOHTHHYHUTET, AedopmMaliija, y»kac,
taly, Toraml ce YMHU JieKa e pa3dupsuBo 1mTo Kak
Jlepuza Hej3e U ja cumporuBcTaByBa Mrpara koja He
MOJKe /Ia OTICTaHe Ha/[BOP O7 IIOPEIOKOT U O] IIPaBUjIaTa
Ha Urparbe, HO KOja TOKMY IIOpPajJiid TOA ja OBO3MOKYBa
ciobojyiata, ocobeHo cyi00osilaTa BO IOApayjeTo Ha
TBOPEIITBOTO ¥ HA TOJIKYBaKETO. J]a ce MIOCTUTHE TPUBH/
3a OTCYCTBO Ha MpaBWJIa U Ha peJl, 3HAUM Jia ce BJIajiee
COBPIIIEHO €O JajieH cucteM. KpeatwuBHaTa cro0ojia e
MPEAyCJIOB 3a HHAWBHyaJlHaTa 4YOBEKOBa cj1000/a.
TokMy BO TOj KOHTEKCT Ha cJio0o/aTa M Ha UrpaTra ce
dopmupamie mojara JguuHa ImpercraBa 3a Jlepuja.
OcobozeHa oj1 6ayacToT Ha YYEHOCTa, Ha ITOMOJHHOT
MEHTAJINTET HA MMUTAIMjaTa U IUTaTOMaHUjaTa U Ha
MTOCTMOJIEPHUCTUYKOTO CHMYJIUPAE JIEKEPHOCT BO
JIyXOT Ha TOIyJIUCTHYKaTa MaKCUMa ,,Ce € MOXKHO, Taa
mpercraBa 3a Jlepusia 61 Moskesa Jia ja cBeJlaM Ha TPH
moeHTd. OBHE TPU TOYKH I'O CTWJIM3UPAAT, a CO TOA U
ro cBeAyBaaT Ha HWHGOPMAIIUCKH MUHUMYM HWHAKy
MaKCUMAaJTHO KOMILIEKCHUOT, TEIIKO YHUTJIMB TEKCT W
00JIuK Ha JIUKOT Ha [lepuna:

1. 3a Z[eppma, IIaToT 0 OTKPOBE€HUHETO U /10 CIIO3HAaBa-
BETO Ha BUCTHUHUTE € NCTKAa€H O, OKCMMOPOHH. Hero-

even, ironically, say: sadly, a human never loses hope;
a human never loses his Hope. Hope is in the genesis of
great deeds and undertakings. Hope is the shadow that
we cannot part from, nor separate from. And after this
no ordinary occasion, to dedicate an issue of Identities
to Jacques Derrida, hope remains most endurable and
proved that it is not in vain. All in our own way, wherever
we may BE in the world, feel the shadow of Derrida as our
own secluded, secret and mysterious supply of hope.

If truth is defined as an area of probable shock, scandal,
discontinuity, deformation, horror, taboo, then it seems
understandable that Jacques Derrida opposes the Game
to it that cannot survive outside the system and outside
the rules of the game, but which exactly for that reason
allows freedom, especially freedom in the area of com-
position and of interpretation. To achieve an illusion
of absence of rules and of order means to rule perfectly
with a given system. Creative freedom is a precondition
for individual human freedom. Exactly in that context of
freedom and the game is where my personal perception
of Derrida was formed. Freed from the ballast of edu-
cation, of the fashionable mentality of imitation and of
postmodernist simulation of nonchalance in the spirit of
the populist maxim “everything is possible”, I could take
this perception of Derrida down to three points. These
three points stylize, and with that take it down to an
informational minimum, the otherwise difficult to read
text and form of the character of Derrida:

1. For Derrida, the road to revelation and to cognition of
the truths is woven of oxymoron. His optics of observance
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BaTa OINTHKA Ha IIOCMAaTpame Ha CYIITECTBYBAHETO/
OMBCTBYBambeTO, Ha CO-OUTHETO HAcIpeMa OUTHETO, €
OIITHKA Ha PaJIUKAJTHU aHTUTE3U WIN OKCUMODPOHHU. Bo
CBOjOT TeOPUCKO-PUIOCOPCKH U XePMEHEBTUYKU OILYC,
Jlepyuzia He OTCTaIyBa camo U eOUHCII8eHO Off CBOjaTa
BpO/IeHA CMHCJIA 32 TPOTECKHU aHTUTE3U U OKCUMOPOHH
(,KHIIKEBHOCTA MIMA IPABO JIa KaXKe C€ U CE JIa CKpHE;
KHIDKEBHOCTA € wMecillo Ha tlajHuille 6e3 iUajHU;
,~HEBO3BMOXKHa CIleHa Ha HEBO3MO’KHarTa mpomka“, ,0
IpujaTeJId MOW, HeMa IpwujaTenu, u TH.). Toa ce
WIyCTPUPA U CO MOCJIEAHOTO UHTEPB]Y IITO TOj TO JIa/ie
3a (ppaHIyCKUOT JHEBEH BeCHUK MOHJ, IO/ HACJIOB ,Jac
cyMm BO 6opb6a mportus camuor cebe” (Jacques Derrida:
“Je suis en guerre contre moi-méme”, Le Monde,
09.10.2004), BO KOEIITO BEJH JIEKa - Ja Ce YIUMe J1a
JKUBeeMe 3HaYH /Ia ce YIHUMe J]a YMUPAME; IEKa dKUBOTOT
€ TI0J] 3HAKOT Ha YMHUPAIETO, a CMPTTA € I0J] 3HAKOT Ha
’KHBEEETO. 32 OBHE HJIeH MoJIpoOHO 300pyBa U BO OHO-
rpadcko-aBTobmorpadckata kuura Jacques Derrida
(Geoffrey Bennington et Jacques Derrida, Paris, Seuil,

1991).

2. Jlepujia e noet Ha punocodcknoT guckypce. Punocod-
noer. XepMeHeBT-1moeT. Teopernuap-noer. Herosuot
MIOETCKU CEH3UOWIUTET IPEeJ] U BO ja3UKOT, IPEJT U BO
CBETOT U HacnpeMa butuero e HeroBaTa IUCKpPETHA KOH-
CTaHTa, HEroBara Kapma, HeroBara HensOexxHa CeHka.
Herosuor unenrurer. Herosara ceHKa € HETOBHUOT U/IEH-
tuTteT. [[lapbaTa 3a uTepapusaiyja 1 3a moeTu3aluja Ha
TEOPUCKUTE JUCKYypcU ro npasu [lepuia yHukaTeH du-
socod u Teoperuuap. Taa napba e BO TBOPEUKU KOUTYC
CO HEroBaTa CMUCJIA 3a OTCKOIH, 3a IIPeCBPTH, 32 AaHTHU-
Te3U U OKCUMOPOHH U CO CMHCJIATa J]a Y’KUBA BO UTPa-
IEeTO CO HUB, BO HUB. IIUIIyBamkeTO KaKo y:KHUBambe BO
IIPEeBPTYBAETO HA CBETOT U Ha Ja3UKOT - HaoIakKy. Pacy-
JlyBameTO KaKOo IMoTpara o eTUMOJIOTHjaTa - Ha YHUBEP-
3yMoT. ’KUBOTOT Kako nayjuHapoM. IlocToemeTo Kako

of being/beingness, of the coexisting as opposed to the
being, is an optic of radical antithesis or oxymoron. In
his theoretical-philosophical and hermeneutical opus,
Derrida does not retreat solely and only from his innate
sense of grotesque analysis and oxymoron (literature
has the right to say everything and to hide everything;
literature is the place of secrets without any secrets;
“an impossible scene of the impossible forgiveness”,
“0, my friends, there are no friends”, etc.). This is also
illustrated with the last interview that he gave for the
French daily newspaper Le Monde, under the title ‘T am
in a battle against myself’ (Jacques Derrida: ‘Je suis en
guerre contre moi-méme’, Le Monde, 09.10.2004), in
which he says that — to learn to live is to learn to die; that
life is under the sign of dying, and death is under the sign
of living. He speaks in more detail of these ideas in the
biographical-autobiographical book Jacques Derrida
(Geoffrey Bennington & Jacques Derrida, Paris, Seuil,

1991).

2. Derrida is a Poet of philosophical discourse. A phi-
losopher-poet. A hermeneutic-poet. Theoretician-po-
et. His poetical sensibility before and in language,
before and in the world and opposite the Being is his
discrete constant, his karma, his unavoidable Shadow.
His identity. His shadow is his identity. The gift for
literarization and poetization of theoretical discourses
renders Derrida a unique philosopher and theoretician.
That gift is in a compositional coitus with his sense
for leaps, turns, antitheses and oxymoron and with
the sense to enjoy in playing with them, within them.
Writing as enjoyment in the turning of the world and
the language — upside-down. Reasoning as a quest for
the etymology — of the universe. Life as a palindrome.
Existence as an anagram. Derida. Derrida. Aed-i-dr. Dar

13



14|

Katica Kulavkova Always Unique,the Lucidity of the Oxymoron

anarpam. llepuzna. Heppuza. Aen-u-ap. Hap une. Une
nap. Ha-punep.

3. Kak /lepusia e HTHCTUTYIIMOHAIN3UPAHA METOHUMUjA:
MOKeMe Jla KakeMe JieKa ro ToJkyBame Jlepu/ia, a BCyI-
HOCT T'O TOJIKyBaMe HErOBOTO ZeJio. Jles10To, 3 KUBOTOT U
suyHOocTa Ha [lepuza, cera, Beke, ce Hepas/esiHU, 3a
BEeK-U-BEKOB, U HeMa HUKOTalll /la Jl03HaeMe Kajie ce
JIBOjaT eJleH o7 Apyr. Brpodem, mocTou Jii BOOIIITO
rpaHUIlA KOja ro JIeJTU KUBOTOT O/ 1eJIoTO? JlesioTo Ha
Jlepuia e HErOBUOT >KUBOT, KUBOTOT € HETOBOTO JIEJIO0.
Jlesio moTHO cOo JbYOOB, IOCBETEHOCT, 0E3yCIIOBHOCT,
HeCeOMYHOCT, XyMaHOCT, TIOETUYHOCT, AaHTUTETUYHOCT,
napazokcaiaHoct. Jlesoto Ha Jlepuza e 71ej10 Ha OKCUMO-
poHCKHOT YM. JIyniu/iHOCTa HA OKCUMOPOHCKATA IepIiell-
I[1ja Ha CBETOT W Ha Ja3UKOT, KAKO YHUKATEH BU/JI I10€e-
THUYHOCT, € TeHe3aTa win butnero Ha dmiocodckara u
Teopuckara mucia Ha Kak [lepuzna, u caMruOT OKCUMO-
POHCKH CKJIOI Ha UJIEHTUTETH - AJKUPCKUOT, APAIICKUOT,
€BpejCKUOT, PPaHIyCKHUOT, €BPOIICKUOT, YHUBEP3aTHU-
0T, MeTa(pU3NYKNOT, OHOCTPAHUOT...

HBb.

Pepakimujata um 61arozapu Ha CUTe COPAOOTHUIIN U aBTOPU
KOU YUeCTBYBAaT CO CBOj TEKCT BO 0BOj Opoj Ha HoeHitiuiliettiu.
ITocebHO 1 ce 3abmarogapyBa Ha Cada daTu, erumnercka u
¢dbpaHIycka nucaTesKa U peKUCEPKa, IPUjaTeaKa U copaboT-
Huuka Ha Kak [lepuna, aBTop Ha /jBa ¢uiMa 3a Hero, ,,Bilpo-
yem, Jlepuda“ u JHmeilio Ha mopeilio“. Pemakmujata u e
moce6HO 6s1aro/iapHa IITo Taa U Hej3uHUOT npoaytent Gloria-
film 1 ro orcramuja mMpaBOTO Ha Ipe3eHTanuja Ha (GUIMOT
~Biipouem, /Tepuda” Ha MakeTOHCKH, BO 4ecT HAa hommage-oT
mto Moeniliutlieitiu My TO HallpaBu Ha Jlepuia. 2005 ToA1Ha,
6e3 lepuza, co lepuza.

ide. Ide dar. Da-rider.

3. Jacques Derrida is an institutionalised metonymy:
we can say that we interpret Derrida, while actually we
interpret his work. The work, life and personality of Der-
rida are now, at this point, inseparable, for eternity, and
we shall never find out where they separate from each
other. Actually, is there a border at all that separates the
life from the work? The work of Derrida is his life, life is
his work. A work full of love, devotion, unconditionality,
unselfishness, humanity, poetics, antitheticalness, para-
doxicality. The work of Derrida is the work of the oxy-
moron Mind. The lucidity of the oxymoron perception of
the world and the language, as a unique type of poetics,
is the genesis or the Being of Jacques Derrida’s philo-
sophical and theoretical thought, and the very oxymoron
construction of identities — the Algerian, the Arabian,
the Jewish, the French, the European, the universal, the
metaphysical, the other-sided one.

NB

The editorial board wishes to thank all associates and authors
that have contributed a text to this issue of Identities. Special
thanks goes to Safaa Fathy, an Egyptian and French writer
and director, friend and associate of Derrida, the maker of
two films on him, Derrida’s Elsewhere and The Name of the
Sea. The editorial board wants to thank her and her producer
Gloriafilms especially for granting the right for presentation of
the film Derrida’s Elsewhere in Macedonian in respect of the
homage of Identities to Derrida. Year 2005, without Derrida,
with Derrida.

Translated from Macedonian by Rodna Ruskovska
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Maw

Hepuga nmruH*

(Jigan UIT0 MK HAZOATA Ol NOORAMHA, HMEHD THITYEIE,
JEKOHCTPVELH]A, (atorouenTpuaam, HIH., He Moxe
A 1A He npoManerysa off Taa HeolWuHa pedepernmja
i HEECE ApYTo Mecto. Jlercreoro, ApYTATA CTPAHA HAa
Megnrepanor, pannyekata xyiaryvpa, Espona co ejpex
abop. Ce paboTH 32 TOA 1 02 PASMKHCIVED TPUHYBAJKH 0
rod OpeMHAYBaRe HA rpauunuara. Jpyrore mecro, JypH
i KOTA Toa & Muory GIHAY, CEKOPAIN ¢ 01 APYTaTa CTPpaHa
nanexkojarpannia, Ho, Bo cefecH, ApyroTo MecTo 1o Hma-
mé Bo cpaero. Fo HMaMe B0 TenoTo. A TOKMY TOA 3HAYH
APYTOTO MecTo. JIpyToTo MecTo ORAe. AKD APYTOTO MECTO
Genre Hexage apyrane, Toa ge u 6o apyro mecro.

[MrmyeameTo saspiud. ITHinyeakeTo aappmy. Toa aHa-
4H JIEK3, BO CEKOj Iy4aj, WToM TOCTON 3a1He, HYHHO
nocToM W HAGoOp, a cnopen Toa, OpMINee, LEH3YPA,
HOHIYUYRAHL] TAKR, WIT0 W 08 KaHAM Cerda 33 mHnny-
BAILETO, 33 TEMATA MHIOVEBAHS, KAKO IITO BEAHTE, ¢O
HOJAIITO Co 3aHHMABAM IEIHOT MOj JHBOT NOBEKE O cé
ApYTO, AK0 MOKE TAKa Ja of Kame, BO CEKOD] Cny4aj
OTEAKO ITHITYBAM, NPAIEERETY 33 MHUVBAHRETO & OHA

* Tereror e HapaTHEEH HABAAOK o0 uamMoT Ha BOpowem,
Hepuda on Caha @aTw

Jacques
Derrida

Exile*

Ce gui vient & moi depuis longtemps, ¢’est le nom de
I'écriture, de la déconstruction, du phallogocentrisme,
ete., n'a pas pu ne pas procéder de celte étrange référence
4 un ailleurs. L'enfance, 'au-dela de la Méditerranée, 1a
culture francaise, I'Europe finalement. Tl s’agit de penser
& partir de ce passage de la limite. L'ailleurs, méme quand
il est trés pris, c'est toujours au-deld d'une limite, Mais,
en soi, on al'ailleurs dans le eceur. On 'a dans le corps. Et
c'est ca que veut dire ailleurs. L'ailleurs ici. Si 'ailleurs
était ailleurs, ce ne serait pas un ailleurs.

L'écriture est finie. L'écriture est finie. Ca veut dire
que, de toute facon, dés quil v a inscription, il y a
nécessairement sélection, par conséquent, effacement,
censure, exclusion ; et, guoi que je dise maintenant de
I'écriture, de ce théme comme vous disiez de I'écriture
qui m'a oecupé de facon un peu privilégide toute ma vie
si on peut dire, en tout cas depuis que jécris, c'est la
question de Pécriture qui travaille ce que jécris. Quol

*  Extrait narratif du film Daillewrs Derrida par Safaa Fathy E

B



Jacques Derrida Leile T : =

wro ro paborn Tea wro jac ro nHmyeaM. [Ilvo u ga
EaMAM Cera OB/IE BO TOAKY KPATKO BPEME H BO OBOj
MATKY YVASH W BeUrTauks jexop, ke GHIe ceNeKTHBHO,
KOHEMHO H COOPEA Toa, HCTO Tonky obenexxaHo of
HCETYMHBOCTA, Off MOJKOT, O He-PeSeH0TO, KONKY H O
OHA MITO Ke 10 Peyanm.

Bo oBoj mur, BHe NHIOYBATE, OQHOCHO 3aHIIYBATE
CAMEH ITTO TOTOE, KAKO WITO BETHTe, ke I MOHTHpAaTe,
ke TH .H3gafeTe”, Kako IITO Cé BesIH BO OBA3 3eMja,
OMHOCHOD, K& IH CenexTHPATe, HeRYeTe, 3aenHTe, JHATH,
BD MHIDE, Ha MHOIY BeIITAMEH HAa4YHH, ODOATOTEVBAME
TEKCT INTO BHE K¢ 1o HAmHIIeTe H NOTIHINETe H jac, jac
CYM TYKa €0eH BHJ MATepHjal 3a BAMIeTO MHIIVEAILE.
Toram, Kaxo MATEPHjAN 3a OHUYBANLEC HA oBoj M,
marepijanaor Tpeba aa abopysa MANKY 33 NHINYEAHETO
H 3a Grorpadwjara.

Cexoe nuulysame € HITPAJeHo Bp3 MPOTHECTABYBAbA.
Toa nocroH, DHIIVEARKETO, CAMO TAMy Kale IITo HMa
M THECTARCHOCT, BO HajaoGpoTo B B0 HAJMOMOTO SHa-
qerke Ha 300poT; H Kafe INTO DPOTHECTABEHOCTA MOMKE
04 SHAYM HCTO Taka MOTHCHYBAalbE M 3aylIyBare.
Jac compmam, OrpAHHYYEAM, CO CAMHOT MecT KOjmmmo
ocnoboayea. 3HauH, MO¥kaM Aa rH ocaobogam Hemoa-
HATHTE MM HENOBTODIMENTE CHIH HA NHITYBARETO, HO
JYPH H Toa ocnobonysalhe & MOXKHO CAMO TAMY Kage o
BO HCTHOT MHT KOTA NPaBHTE OPECcTall H ocnoboIysare,
rpagwre Gpany, cosfasaTe NpPOTHBCTasyBame, CTpyE-
TYPH KOHINTO Ke ja IITHTAT MOMHOCTA 3a npectan. Bo
MUIPOT KOTa, Hia HENpPHCTOEH HAYHH, HapegyBaMe ja
c@ MpecKOKHe efHa TPAHHIA, 03 ¢8 MDEeCKOKHE elna
Hpenpexa, 4 B0 HCTHOT MHT TlegamMe KakD ce cosaasa
apyra. Ja ce uMTa, 3HAYM O3 o8 ogratHe Toa. [la ce
OAraTHe, B0 HAJHHEEHTHMBHHMTE NMIOVEAH3, BO Haj-
HENPEJBHITHEATE HACTAHH HA MHITYBAME; 14 ce YHTa
JHAYH JA C& OATATHE MPECMETYBA-ETO HA 3AIITHTA HA

que je dise ici maintenant dans un temps si bref et dans
ce décor un peu étrange et artificiel, ce sera sélectif, fini
et par conséquent, antant marqué par l'exclusion, par le
silence, par le non-dit, que par ce que je dirai.

Vous étes en train, vous, d'écrire, ¢'est-i-dire d'inscrire
des images que vous allez 4 votre tour comme on dit
monter, ‘éditer’ comme on dit dans ce pays, c'est-a-
dire, sélectionner, couper, coller. Donc on est en train,
de facon trés artificielle, de préparer un texte que vous
allez vous écrire et signer et moi je suis 1a une espéce
de matérian pour votre écriture. Alors comme matérian
pour I'éeriture de ce film, le matériau doit parler un pen
de l'éeriture, et de la biographie.

Toute écriture est construite sur des résistances. Elle
n'existe, I'éeriture, que 1a ol il ¥ a de la resistance, au
meilleur et au pire sens du mot ; et ol résistance peut
gignifier aussi refoulement et répression. Je contiens,
je confine, par le geste méme qui libére. Donc, je peux
libérer des forces d'écriture inouies ou inédites, mais
méme cette libération n'est possible gque la od ao
moment ol 'on transgresse et libére, on est en frain
de construire des digues, on est en train de construire
des résistances. Des structures qui vont protéger la
possibilité de la transgression. Au moment oi, de
fagon indécente, on fait sauter une limite, on fait sauter
une barriére, il y en a une autre qui est en train de se
construire. Lire c’est déchiffrer ¢a. Cest déchiffrer, dans
les écritures les plus inventives, dans les événements
d'écriture les plus imprévisibles ; lire, c’est déchiffrer le
calcul d'une protection de soi. Ce n'est pas forcément fe
je qui, consciemment, sait ce qu'il calenle. L'inconscient
calcule, ga calcule. L'écriture calcule.
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vehecn. Toa He e 3aN0/IKHTENHO Jac KOSIITo, CHECHO, T
(e Old I0To I'e TpecMeTysa. HechecHOTO NpecMeTysa,
(s npecMerysa. ITHIyEaLeTo npecMeTyRa.

Jie, jac Tpelia ga pedas, MAKO MHOTY Hamnak ¥ ofja-
wiis, Cf YINTE He VeneRam Aa ce onfpaHam o efeH BHJ
HIIPACHD CMEEie, HIH O] CPAMeRUIHROCT: ,AMA 3010
TNV BAIT, HATTIENANE KAKO A NPeTIOCTARYBANT JEKA TOA
¢ MITEPECHD, IO HOCHIL T0A KAj HAAABAYOT, MIHIIYBALNL,
VI CMETAN MEKA PEHEHHIHTS WITO M DHIUIVBALL g2
mirrepecHn”. Toj rect @ ancouTyTHO CPAMeH, HA HIBeCRH
imasue. PaEToT Aa o8 MHIUYBEA He MOKe A C2 Ofpasia
i, Taa rmepgHa Todka. Chnopea toa, fapame npomka,
kAKO M Hexo] mmo ce cobnexon ron. Ese, rmepajre,
winoacyveam”-. Pasfupnasso, seguaim ce Gapa npocry-
patke. TIpocTeTe MH IITO C@ MPABAM HHTePeCeH. JHAYMN,
MITOM THITYEAM, MY 08 HIRHHVBAM Ha JDYTHOT, Na JypH
it i IPHMATEIOT, HA TPHMATETKATA, 38 HENPHCTOJHOCTA
(IT0 [0 COMHIYRA OHIIYRaILeTo. Toa ¢ npeaTa npHYHHa
i of nobapa OOk,

Hu, eaHa ApyTa MpHYMHA, HA HEKO] HAMHH CTPYKTYDHA,
(| VHAAMEHTATHA, KOJALITO MEHe of VIITe Me 3arpHyea,
it VITTE MM COFIAEA MBOTYOPOJHE IPHEH, 08 JI0JTHH Ha
CTPYHTYPATA Ha O3HAKATa H Ha jaszuxor. [IITom ocTanam
rpara, ja Gpumam nocefnocra Ha npumarenor. JIypH
MK OCTaBaM Hexo] TaeH 3Bop, TajHo HAMWOIAR, KOJIITO
Wy BeTH BexoMmy: Ese, Te cakam. Toa cu i, Oroj sop
' & camMo Tefe HaMeneT”, IHaM JeKa, oM Toa ke Bige
HANHINAHO H GOPMYIHPAHO BO &f1eH Jasuk, TPeRoLIie
januK; mToM TparaTa ke Gmge oaratines, Taa ke ja sa-
(VoM efHHCTREHOCTA HA TO] HTH HA TAa KOMY MY @ Ha-
venera. Co apyrH afoposy, OITOM MHITYBAM, HA HEKO]
HAYHH MO OIPEKVEAM FUTH 10 NOBPeIYBAM HASHTHTETOT
WIH EQHHCTBEHOCTA Ha OpHMaTenor. He B ce ofpakam
noBeke HA OBAA WAH Ha oHAaa auuHocT. Ce ofipakam Ha
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Moi, je dois dire, bien que j'ai beaucoup éerit et publié,
je narrive toujours pas 4 me défendre d'une espéce
d'éclat de rire, on de pudenr : samais pourquoi tu
€cris, tu as l'air de supposer gque c'est intéressant, tu
appartes ¢a chez 'éditeur, tu éeris donc tu penses que
les phrases que tu fais sont intéressantes.» Et ce geste
la est absolument obseéne, d'une certaine maniére. Le
fait d'éerire est injustifiable de ce point de vue 14. Done,
on demande pardon, comme quelquun qui se met i
poil. «Voild, regardes, j'expose.» Et naturellement, on
demande pardon aussitdt. Pardonnez-moi de me faire
l'intéressant. Done, dés que j'eris, je m'excuse aupris de
l'autre, et méme du destinataire, de la destinataire, pour
l'impudeur qu'il ¥ a & écrire. C'est une premiére raison de
demander pardon.

Mais une autre raison, structurelle en quelque sorte,
fondamentale, qui moi, m'inguidte toujours, me donne
toujours beancoup de souci, et qui tient 4 la structure
de la marque et du langage. Dés que je laisse une trace,
j'efface la singularité du destinataire. Méme si je laisse un
maot secrel, éoril en seeret, disant & quelgu'un : «Vaoila, je
t'aime. Clest toi. Ce mot est desting & toi uniguement», je
sais que, dés que ce sera derit, et formulé dans une langue,
langue traduisible ; dés que la trace sera déchiffrable, elle
perdra I'unicité du destinataire, ou de la destinataire.
Autrement dit, dés que j'éeris, je nie en quelque sorte,
ou je blesse I'identité on unicité du destinataire. Je ne
m’adresse plus 4 telle ou telle personne. Je m'adresse &
n'importe qui. Donc je suis tout le temps dans la trahison,
l'écriture est une trahison de ce point de vue-l4. Puisque

=
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ey i s Fa— Tucqieey Derridd Eeile : e

Koi Ouno. Jnauy, jac 0eno BpeME MHHAM NPejaBeTeo,
MHIIVEAHETO & NpejlABCTRO 0] Taa IMeaHa Touka. Buaej-
KH BpINAM DPEJABCTRO MHINYBAJKH, BPUIAM KPHEORIET-
CTBO NHINVEBAJEM, N4 Taka He MoiKaM, a 0a He Hapam Bo
HCTHOT MHT IIPOIIKA 33 KPHBOKIETCTBOTO KO8 C8 COCTOH

BO THIMMVBAHRETD, KO0E & COCTOH B0 NOTITHITYEE FeTo.

Tperon on $paHycey jasHy: Jopan JOBAHUBCKH

je trahis en écrivant, je parjure en écrivant, et bien je ne
peux pas ne pas étre en train de demander pardon pour
le parjure qui consiste & écrire, qui consiste 4 signer.

-
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Caca
Parw ¥ak flepupa He
e MpTOB

oaroeopu Ha Cada ®atu Bo
061K Ha ecej

JIpujaitienu mou, eu 6aazodapam wilio Oojdositie. Bu
b6aazo0apam 3a cpexaiia witio citie mu tipujaitienu, He Gudeitie
TascHu, HacmesHellle MU ce KakO WO jac bu 8u ce HacMesHAA,
usbepeilie 20 cugotiolti, tia dypu u OecmpiliHocilia, 6e
baazocnosysam, e cakam, U ce HacmesHysam xade u da
cym.“ Ere, Toa ce nocseiHuTe 360pOBHU Ha Jlepuza IITO CUH My

TH U3roBOpU Ha HETOBOTO BE€YHO IMTOYUBAJIUIITE.

ITounyBam co murar o bimanmio mro [lepuza ro
HaBezyBa Bo Ulysse gramophone: ,,Cenak, cym cpeTHaI
Jiyfe KOM HUKOTAIIl He My PeKJIe Ha YKUBOTOT ,,3aMOJTYH,
¥ HUKOTAIll Ha cMpTTa, oy cu” (109). YKak Jlepuna e
eneH on tue syre. ?Kak /lepuna e e mpTtoB. EBe efHa
peueHHIa Koja e OATrJIac Ha efHA jspyra mTo Jlepuaa
ja M3roBOpWJI Ha CUMIO3UYyMOT 3a bianino, ojpkan
1o HeroBara cMpT. ,bianmo e mproB.“ Ha wuctmor
CUMIIO3UYM, KaKO U BO ITIOBEKETO HETOBU MU3JIararba BO
IIOCJIETHO BpeMe, KOH Taa PeYeHUIla, BKIIyUyBajKU ja U
CBOjaTa 3aBpIIIHA pey, TOj 10/]aBa, Ka>kKyBa U IIOBTOPYBA,
HarJiacyBa " ja GsiarocsiopyBa 6ecMpTHOCTa: ,,/136epeTe
ja 6ecmpTtHOCTA®.

Ha cumnosuymor 3a biaHio Toj otuze Aypu aAotamy
IITO TO MUMEHYyBAaIlle OHAa IITO CMPTTAa BO €JIeH MHUT ja
YUHU PaZIOCHA, Kora Tpeba /a ro MoJHEeCeTe >KUBOTOT

Safaa

Fathy Jacques Derrida n’est

pas mort

reponseses de Safaa Fathy
données en forme d'essai

« Mes amis, je vous remercie d’étre venus. Je vous remercie
pour la chance de votre amitié, ne soyez pas tristes, souriez-
moi comme je vous aurais souri, choisissez la vie, et méme
la survie, je vous bénis, je vous aime, je vous souris ol que je
sots.» Voila, ils sont les derniers mots de Derrida prononcés par
son fils sur le bord de son lieu éternel.

Je commence par une citation de Blanchot cité par
Derrida dans Ulysse gramophone «J’ai pourtant
rencontré des étres qui n’ont jamais dit la vie, tais-toi,
et jamais a la mort, va-t’en » (109). Jacques Derrida est
I'un de ces étres. Jacques Derrida n’est pas mort. Voila
une phrase qui fait écho a une autre, prononcée par
Derrida lors du colloque sur Blanchot apres sa mort.
« Blanchot est mort ». A cette phrase, il ajoute, lors
de ce méme colloque, et comme pour la plupart de ses
interventions ce dernier temps, y compris son mot de
fin, il dit et redit, insiste, et consacre la survie: « Il faut
préférer la survie ».

Il est allé méme dans le colloque Blanchot jusqu’a
nommer ce que rend la mort un instant joyeuse, quand
il faut endurer la survivance, porter l'autre en soi, le
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10 CMPTTA, /Ia TO HOCUTE JAPYTHOT BO cebe, 1a TO HOCUTE
U J1a TO O’KUBeeTe BO cebe, /1a ro YyBaTe | Jja ce YyyBaTe
yyBajku ro. ETe Toa ja ynHHU cMpPTTa pasiocHa, a dKUBOTOT
0 CMpTTa 300raTeH CcO JPYTHOT KOj HE € IOBeKe BO
ceralrHaTa ce2awHoctil, TyKy BO 0aMHeWHOIIO MUHATO
Ha CerairHocTa.

O KOHEYHOCTa, OJi CMPTHOCTAa IPOU3JIETyBaaT ToOJie-
MHTE MOTHBH BO JIeJIOTO Ha Jlepuia, eJ0TO KaKko Tpara,
obesexxje, JaTyM, KPUIITa, IPaTKa, IIUCMO, 11eJ1. Y MoKpaj
TOa, CMPTTa TO CJe/iellle CeKoe JIBIKeme Ha Kak
llepunma, cexkoja HeroBa IIOCTallKa WM Mwucaa. Taa,
CMpTTa, WIN Mojaitia cMpT, Oellle HeraTUB KOj ce
BY/IBOCYBAIIle U KOj JOIYIITAIlIe /1a OuIe OTIeYaTeH BO
MHTIOT, BO BPEMETO, KOj Ce BTUCHYBAIIIE BO HUB CO CUTE
cBOou MozanuTeTu. I1eKoIHOTO 3a6p3yBatbe Ha BPEMETO
Ha KUBEEHE U Y)KUBAHkhEe U HETOBOTO OECKPAjHO Tpaewme
KOra CTaHyBa 300D 3a Ha/I’KUBYBambe, 3a Ha[’KUBYBAHE
Ha MajKara, IernoTu Toj Bo Circonfessions.

Bo ucraTta kaura, /lepusa HaBe/iyBa eJHa PeUYEHUIIA OF
Majka My: ,Cakam jia ce youjam“ u m3jaByBa Jieka oBaa
peueHuUIa ,e MoOja pPeYeHHIa, O] MEHE, O] MOETO jac
I[eJIOCHO HCIUIYKAHO... IOBTOPYBame KOe MOCTOjaHO IO
HICITOJTHYBA LIEJINOT MOj BHATPEIIIEH TeaTap, IPeTcTaBaTa
KOja cH ja mpupeayBaM 0e3 IIPEeKUH IIpeJT TOJIIa IMPUB-
uJleHja, obpesa U U3JIUB KOU KOJIKY IOBeKe Oea HEBH-
JUTMBHY, TOJIKY IIOMaJIKy 06ea OrpaHHYEHH... IOYHYBAjKU
0/T MOJIITBUTE U COJI3UTE, & OHUE KOU M€e YUTAAT O/ TOPE,
ce IpallyBaM JajJld MU TU TJIeJlaaT COJI3UTE, JI€HEC...
JlaJid HaceTyBaaT JieKa MOjOT >KHBOT Oellle caMo JIojra
IIPUKa3HAa OJ] MOJIUTBU U [N IIOCTOjaHOTO BpaKarmbe
Ha ,cakaM Jia ce yomjam“ ImoMaJIKy HMCKa)KyBa jkejba /1a
CTaBaM Kpaj Ha MOjOT KUBOT OTKOJIKY €/IEH BH/I IIPUHY/IA
Jla ja TIpeTeKHaM ceKoja CeKyH/Ia, KaKo IITO €/IEH aBTO-
MOOMJI IIPETeKHYBa JIPYT, WIK MOTOYHO J]a ja yZBOjaM
OJTHATIpe] BTUCHYBAjKU IO HETATHUBOT 0] (pororpadu-

porter et de le faire vivre en soi, le garder et se garder
en le gardant. Voila ce qui rend la mort joyeuse et la
survivance riche de 'autre qui n’est plus dans le présent
présent, mais dans le passé immémorial du présent.

De la finitude procede les grands motifs de 'oeuvre de
Derrida, I'oeuvre comme trace, marque, date, crypte,
envoi, écriture, destination. La mort, pourtant, pour
Jacques Derrida, doublait chacun de ses mouvements,
de ses gestes ou de ses pensées. Elle était, la mort, ou
ma mort, le négatif qui doublait et se laissait imprimer
par linstant, par le temps, en toutes ses modalités.
L’accélération infernale du temps de la vie et de la
jouissance, et son interminable durée lorsqu’il s’agit
aussi de survie, de la survie a la meére souffle-t-il dans
Circonfessions.

Dans ce méme livre, Derrida reprend une phrase de
sa mere: «J’ai envie de me tuer » et annonce que
cette phrase « est une phrase de moi, de moi tout
craché... répétition qui occupe tout le temps mon
théatre intérieur, la représentation que je me donne
sans relache, devant une foule de fantdmes, un rite et
une effusion qui connaissaient d’autant moins de limite
que l'invisibilité leur est assurée... & commencer par les
prieres et les larmes, et ceux qui me lisent de la-haut, je
me demande s’ils voient mes larmes, aujourd’hui... s’ils
devinent que ma vie ne fut qu'une longue histoire des
prieres et le retour incessant de « j’ai envie de me tuer »
dit moins le désir de mettre fin a ma vie quune sorte
de compulsion a doubler chaque seconde, comme une
voiture lautre a la dédoubler plutét en sur-imprimant
d’avance le négatif d’'une photographie déja prise avec
un dispositif « retard », la mémoire de qui me survit
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jata Beke CJIMKaHA CO KOMaHjiaTa 3a ,3a/I0IIHYBame”,
CIIOMEHOT 3a MeHe, Ha OHME KOW Me Ha/[KMBYBaaT 3a /a
MIPUCYCTBYBaaT Ha MOETO UCYE3HYBAbE, IO TOJIKYyBa U T'O
Bpaka GUJIMOT HaHa3a/, a jac Beke 3abesieKyBaM KaKo
Me IJ1e/laaT JIETHAT Ha IUIEKW Ha THOTO O] MOjaTa 3eMja,
CJIyIIaM, ... ¥ IIOKPaj Toa IITO 'O IOMUHAB KHBOTOT BO
MOJIUTBH U COJI3H U BO HEM30EKHOCTA BO CEKOj MUT Of
HUBHOTO HAJ[KMBYBaibe, HA/)KUBYBame IITO UMa Kpaj
TTocJIe KOj jac ce rie/iaM ,,Kako JKUBeaM", UJIA BO IIPEBOJ
,Ce TJIeJlaM KaKo yMUpaM*, ce IJIelaM MPTOB, OTCEYEH O]
Bac BO BallIUTE ceKaBarba IITO I'M cakaM, U IUladaM...
(Circonfessions, 40-41)

3Hauu, TOj ja mo3HaBalmie cMmprrTa. /la ce moTceTHMe,
dunocodckoro seno Ha [lepuja noxxuByBa ycnex o La
Grammatologie Bo kojamito Toj ro mpezema JlekapToBo-
TO cogito Bo popma Ha - ,Mucsam 3Ha4H CyM ... MPTOB®.
Toj mucyerne camo Ha Hea, Ha CMPTTA, IapajejHaTa
raTeka KOH KOjaIllTo BOjiea IPaJICKUTE YIUUKH, JbyOOBTA
u rpagosure.” ...Ilapu3 KOH ,,KOTO IIITO“ celmak HeryBaM
OesycsioBeH KyJIT. [Imauam Muciejku aexa ke ympam 6e3
Jla TO cjIaBaM, Jia ro 6GaKHaM CeKOj HErOB KaMeH 3a Ja
My ce 3abaromapam. Hema HUTY eHA mapuCKa yIuyKa
KOja He MU BeJiH, OyKBaJTHO, Ce CITyIIam cebe KaKo IIero-
TaM, Ha CEKOj YeKop: ke Te HajkuBeaM.“ (La contre Al-
lée, 104)

CMprra n3o6wiyBa BO Aen0TO Ha Jlepuza U cosziaBa
kHurH. KoJIKy 11 KHUTH 32 Zij1aboKaTa Tara Toj HaIuIIat:
Glas, Circonfession, Adieu a Emmanuel Levinas, Fors,
Béliers, Un vers a soie, Chaque fois unique, la fin du
monde ¥ MHOTY JJpyTH."

»,Jac CyM Ha CTpaHaTa Ha CMpPTTa“, BEJIM TOj BO €JHA
npemnrcka co Kepap I'paHen, HO TOj ro cakaiie (ax,
ynorpebaTa Ha IJ1arojioT BO MUHATO BpeMe Me 30yHyBa!
HaBucTtuHa 11 MUCIIUTE JleKa HEKoTalll ymupame?), Toj

pour assister a ma disparition, interprete et se repasse le
film, et déja je les surprends a me voir couché sur le dos
au fond de ma terre, j'entends, ...sauf que j’ai vécu dans
la priére et les larmes et I'imminence a chaque instant
de leur survie, terminable survie depuis laquelle je me
vois « vivre » traduit « je me vois mourir », je me vois
mort coupé de vous en vos, mémoires que j'aime et je
pleure... » (Circonfessions, 40-41)

Il la connaissait donc la mort. Rappelons-le, I'ceuvre
philosophique de Derrida prend son essort a partir de
la Grammatologie ou il reprend le cogito de Descartes,
« Je pense donc je suis ...mort. » Il ne pensait qu’a elle,
la mort, une contre-allée ou Derrida se laissait guider par
les ruelles des villes, par 'amour et les villes « ...Paris
a « qui» je voue pourtant un culte inconditionnel. Je
pleure en pensant que je mourrai sans en avoir célébré,
baisé, chaque pierre pour lui rendre grace. Pas une ruelle
de Paris qui ne me dise, littéralement, je m’entends mur-
murer a chaque pas : je te survivrai. » (La contre Allée,
104)

La mort foisonne dans I'ceuvre de Derrida et engendre
des livres. Combien de livres de deuils a-t-il écrit:
Glas, Circonfession, Adieu a Emmanuel Levinas, Fors,
Béliers, Un vers a soie, Chaque fois unique, la fin du
monde, et beaucoup d’autres.

« Je suis de coté de la mort », dit-il dans un échange de
lettres avec Gérard Granel, mais il aimait (et 'utilisation
du verbe au passé me barre la route. Croyez-vous
vraiment que 'on meurt jamais »?) Il aimait la vie plus
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TO cakallle KMBOTOT HajMHOTY W Haj ce€ Zpyro. Yecro
BeJIellle, CTaBajKku ce BeKe o7 ApyraTa CTpaHa Ha CBOjOT
’KHBOT, JleKa ,,/Tlypu U AjdesioBaTa Kysa ke MU HETOCTHU-
ra.“ Toj :xuBeerie 3a cebe BO CBOETO BpPeMeE, a 3a MOCIIe-
cebe Bo apyroto BpeMe. CekaBameTo He Oellle pe3ysiTaT
Ha CeranrHoCTa Koja CH IMPUIIOMHYBA 3a CBOETO MHHATO,
TYKy Pe3yJITaT Ha CETalrHOCTa Koja T'o IOATOTBYBa CBOE-
TO MUHATO. Toj pa3muciyBalie 3a cekaBameTO UM, AaKO
IOBeKe cakaTe, 3a TparaTa IITO CEKOj MUT Ke ja OCTaBH,
CO pa3JjIMKa BO BpEMe U MeCTO, IIPEKY pasJInKaTa co JApy-
rata cTpaHa Ha JKHBOTOT, CO »KMBOTOT IO cMpTTa. Toj
BCYIITHOCT T'Yl JKUBeEeIIe U ;KUBOTOT U JKUBOTOT 10 CMPTTA.
HamxuByBajku Tv ABajiiata Opaka of] KOUIITO €JHHOT
yMUpA IpeJ HETO, a IPYTHUOT 10 HETO, TOj KUBEE KUBOT
KOj € U3BOPHO OecMpTeH. ,['0 cakaM caMO ceKaBambeTo,
JIPYTOTO MMe 32 UAHUHATA I10 KOJaIlITO TPYaM, U TpUYaM,
u tpuam. U 6pkam [...]“ (La contre—Allée, 31)

Jlepuzia cu CIIOMHYBa, M TOA JI0 3aMHUCJIyBame U ceka-
Bambe, JIypH U JI0 TJIEIAThE, 32 TOA KAKBY OMJIE TOYMHATUTE
Jlpary Jiuna aojieka Ousie ;KUBH, KAKO HETOBUTE J[BAjIia
MMOYMHATHU POJIUTEITU IIITO OV MO3KEJI 1a TH BU/U CE YIIITE
>kuBU. EfieH fieH, Kora Me HcIipakaiiie co aBTOMOOMIT /10
JKeJle3HNYKaTa cTaHuna Pu-OpamKu Kajie IITO JKUBe-
ellle, HapaBu HEOOUYHO CKPIITHYBarbe. Ce MPOTHA IIHK-
IIaK HU3 aBTOMOOWJINTE Ha €JIeH MapKUHT 3a Jia Ouzje
OTCIPOTHBA Ha efHa 3rpajia. ['o mpammas 3om1To ro u3bpa
TOj HEBOOOMYAEH IaT, a TO] MU OJTOBOPH JleKa POJIU-
TeJINTE Ha HEroBarTa conpyra Maprapura :KuBeeJie Tamy
Jto/ieKa OuJte 5)KUBH U JIEKa IO HAaIIPaBUJI TOA CKPIITHYBahe
3a J1a UM O7|1a/ie TIOYUT.

Toj ja mouuTyBare cMpTTa ¥ UM €, UM Oellle arcoIyTHO
BepeH Ha cBouTe MOKojHUIIU. KOj e mmcaTesioT Koj
HajMHOTY IHIITyBaJI 32 CBOUTE MOKOjHU mpujareau? [en
€7IeH TOM, BO KOj Iypu U HeMa ce. ,,CeKojuaTt eJTUHCTBEH,
KpajoT Ha cBeTOT.“ HacJioB U3BJI€UeH 07 e/lHa PeYEeHHIA

que tout par-dessus tout. Souvent il disait, se placant déja
apres sa vie que « Méme la tour Eiffel me manquerai ».
Il vivait pour lui dans son temps et pour 'apres lui dans
lautre temps. La mémoire n’était pas l'ceuvre d’un
présent qui se remémore son passé mais ’ceuvre d’'un
présent qui prépare son passé. Il pensait a la mémoire,
a la trace, si vous voulez, que chaque instant va laisser
avec la différance de temps et de lieu, par la différance
par-dela la vie, dans la survie. C’est qu’il vivait la vie et
la survie. Survivant a deux freres morts I'un avant lui et
Pautre apres lui, il vit une vie originairement survivante.
« Je n’aime que la mémoire, autre nom de I’avenir apres
lequel je cours, et je cours, et je cours. Et je chasse [...]»
(La contre—Allée, 31).

Derrida remémore, et jusqu’a imaginer et rappeler,
et méme voir, les étres chers disparus encore en vie,
comme ses deux parents disparus qu’il pourrait voir
encore vivants. Un jour, lorsqu’il m’accompagna en voi-
ture jusqu’a la gare de Ris-Orangis ou il vivait, il faisait
un détour étrange. Il passait par un parking en zigzag a
travers les voitures, pour étre face a un immeuble. Je lui
ai demandé pourquoi il prenait ce chemin inhabituel, et
il m’a répondu que les parents de sa femme Margueritte
habitaient 1a de leur vivant, et il faisait ce détour pour
leur rendre hommage.

Il respectait la mort et il est, était d’'une fidélité absolue
a ses morts. Qui est I’écrivain qui a le plus écrit pour
ses amis morts? Un volume entier et qui pourtant
ne contient pas tout. « Chaque fois unique, la fin du
monde ». Un titre qui vient d'une phrase reprise de 'un
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Ipe3eMeHa O] €/IeH 0/ HETOBUTE CEMUHAPHU 3a CMPTHATa
Ka3Ha. /lepuzia UM oji/laBallle IIOYUT HAa MPTBUTE, Ha
HUBHUTE JIeJIa, HAa HUBHaTa paboTa, HAa HUBHOTO MHHATO,
Ha HUBHATA OCTaBHUHA, MucaaM Ha Mopuc bianmo 3a
KOTOINITO TOj Oellle eIMHCTBEHUOT WU3BPIIUTE Ha Tec-
TaMeHTOT. Toj J0CIe/THO TH ITOYUTYBAIllE TAKBH KaKBH
mTo Tue 6ea jo/ieka 6ea JKUBHU, HO U BO JIPYTHOT CBET.

Jepuza ro mpeaBUAYyBAllle CBOETO 3aMHHYBAHbe KAaKO
MH3aHCI[EHOT KOj Ce cpeKkaBa BO CeKOja HeroBa KHHTA.
JKe yMpaM, Kora 1 Kako, He 3HaM“, MU BeJIeIlle MUHATOTO
seto. Kesba 3a :KUBOT U 2KeJi0ba J1a yMpe 3a Hea, 32 Hero.
Ho XUBOTOT ro /[piKelie cO HETOBHOT IIOIJIEJT KOH
>KHBOTOT, KaKo 1ITO U Jlepuzia ro Apskelie HETO CO IOT-
JIeZIOT, J10/leKa 3aMIHyBallle.

Ce obu/tyBaM J1a 3aMHUCJIaM JieKa TOj € Ce YIIITe BO Bpe-
METO HAJ[BOP Of] TPAEH-ETO, OTA/I€ TPACHETO U KaJIeH-
JlapoT, BPEMETO HAa HCIPAKameTo, Ha IaTyBameTO,
MOke0H BO HEKOja Ipyra KaTeropyja Ha BeUHOCTa. XOpH-
30HTOT Ha CMPTTA ja 0OJIMKyBallle OCHOBaTa Ha HETOBUOT
CBET U CeKOja MOAPOOHOCT Of] HErOBUOT KUBOT. Toj
MHCJIEIle HA Hea, ce objacHyBallle co Hea BO €/IeH I0C-
TOjaH JHjaJIoT, CO MPUAYIIEH IJIac, OTCEKOTall ja TJjie-
namie B une. CMprra My Oellle offHaIIpes MO3HaTa, My
Oemre oOWYHA, TO TPHUAPYKYBAIE CEKOj HETOB YEKODP
WJIY TIOCTAIIKA, CEKOja HeroBa MUCJIA WJIU PEYEHUIIA, Taa
My Oelire O6JIMCKa, IIITO 3HAYH HEMOKHA. ,,... OHa 0, /1a Ha
XUMEHOT, /1a Ha rojeMara adupmaiuja Ha 3peJIocTa, a
IIOTEM HEjaCHOCTAa HA JIBOJHOTO JIA: ...Ha CEKaBAMEeTO U
Ha OJITOBOPHOCTA; JIPYyroto da, 0a, BO3/yIIeCTO, TaH-
I[yBauKO, CBETJIO, € BOETHO da Ha peadupmalyjara, Ha
BETYBAakETO U HA 3aBETOT, da HAa BEYHOTO BpaKame.“
(Ulysse gramophone, 108).

de ses séminaires sur la peine de mort. Derrida rendait
hommage aux morts, a leurs ceuvres, a leur travail,
a leurs passés, a leur testament, je pense a Maurice
Blanchot pour qui il était I'exécuteur testamentaire
universel. Il respectait a la lettre ce qu’ils étaient dans la
vie et par-dela le monde.

Derrida prévoyait sa sortie comme la mise en scéne que
chacun de ses livres déployait. « Je vais mourir, quand
et comment, je ne sais pas » me disait-il 'été dernier.
Un désir de vivre et d’en mourir. Mais la vie le tenait par
son regard vers elle, et lui aussi la tenait par le regard en
partant.

Je me risque a imaginer qu’il est encore dans un temps
en dehors de la durée, au-dela de la durée et du calen-
drier, le temps de 'envoi, du trajet, peut-étre une autre
catégorie de I’éternité. L’horizon de la mort formait le
fond de son monde et chaque détail de sa vie. Il pensait
a elle, s’expliquait avec elle dans un dialogue permanent,
la ventriloquait, la regarder en face depuis toujours. La
mort lui été connue d’avance, elle lui a été commune, elle
accompagnait chacun de ses pas ou gestes, chacune de
ses pensées ou phrases et elle lui été familiere et donc
impuissante. « ... le out, oui de I’hymen, le oui de la
grande affirmation de midi, et puis I’'ambiguité de double
oui : ...de mémoire et de responsabilité; I'autre out, oui,
aérien, dansant, solaire est aussi un out de réaffirmation,
de promesse et de serment, un oui a I'éternel retour »
(Ulysse gramophone, 108).
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[IpermounTajTe TO KUBOTOT, OECMPTHOCTA, BE CAKaM...
Kasie U 1a cyM. Toa ce HeroBuTe 300pOBU Ha HETOBOTO
MOYHMBAJIUIITE. .. TH CIIYIIIAM.

IIpeBox oz dpanIyckn jasuk: Joana Xayu-Jlera

benewku:

1. Mpitiogeuxo seoHo, Cobuitiuctiosedu, 3602ym na Emaryen
Jlesunac, Ocydu, Osuapu, CeuneHa 6yba, Cexoj uail
eOuHcili8eH, Kpajoill Ha Ceetlotl.

Préférez la vie, la survie, je vous aime ... ot que je sois. Ce
sont ses mots a lui au bord de son lieu .... je les entends.
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Opycuna

KopHen Mucnuten Ha

UAHMHaTA

Jlocera BepojaTHO HEMAJIO TIOTOJIEM MHUCJINTE Ha UHU-
HaTta of Kak [epuzma. Hus 11e10T0O HETOBO TBOPEIITBO
Jepuia nocTojaHo ce HaBpaka KOH IIPOMUCIIYBakheTO Ha
OHa ,MOkebu“, Ha arrizant. BakBOTO pa3MuC/IyBame 3a
TOa ,,MOKebu“ 1001Ba 00JIUK Ha HEIIITO ,,HOBO“ U IPYTO 3a
HAIIOT CBET, HEIIITO KOe €, 3aT0a, HEMO3HAjHO JIypUu U
KaKO XOPU30HT Ha H/IEaJTHOCTa KOj MCTOBPEMEHO IIPO-
W3JIeTyBa O] ¥ yIIaTyBa Ha OHa IIITO Tpeba s1a 6uze BO KOj
OWJI0 /1aJIeH CBET. Ja MpernMeHyBaB JIEKOHCTPYKIIHjaTa BO
dunocoduja Ha TpaHHIaTa 3a 1A ro ucrakHam Jlepuaa
KaKO 3allITUTHUK Ha OHa KOEIITO JIoNpBa joara. Mojara
pacmpaBa BO cymTHHa Oemre Jieka /[lepuzma ro pa-
JIMKAJIN3UPAJT IOUMOT Ha KAHTOBCKOTO 3HAUEHh€ Ha ,,I10/T-
TOTBYBalkh€ Ha TEPEHOT® KaKO CO3/IaBame€ TPAaHHUIUA 32
efHa chepa Ha BEPOIOCTOJHO 3HAEHHE WJTH Ha PEIIaBAYKO
pacynyBame. Kaj KaHT, KpUTHKYBambeTO IMa 3a eI J]a TO
pa3rpaHUYM OHA KOEIITO € O/JTyIyBayKO 32 BUCTUHCKATa
CYIIITMHA Ha HeKoja cdepa HA 3HAeHme, Jja peueMe, Ha
IIpUMep, HayKara. , [ [ocTaByBameTO IPaHUIIA " TIPEJT CE HE
e JeMapkanuja co chepata Ha 3Haewe, TYKy pa3rpaHH-
YyBamb€ BO CMHCJIAa Ha IIPUKA)KyBake HAa BHATpEIIHATa
KOHCTDYKIIMja Ha YHCTHOT pa3yM. M3aurHyBameTo Ha
€JIEMEHTHUTE Ha pa3yMOT IoApa3bupa KPUTHUKA BO CMHCIIA
Ha TOa IITO MCTOBPEMEHO T'M HCI[PTYBa KOHTypUTE HA
YHUCTHOT Pa3yM M 'O MpeMepyBa IMPOEKTOT KaKO IeJIMHA
0J1 HETOBaTa MOKPYITHA aPXUTEKTOHCKA UJIH CHCTEMATCKA

CTpYKTYyPa.

Drucilla
Cornell

The Thinker of
the Future

There has perhaps been no greater thinker of the future
than Jacques Derrida. Throughout his entire body of
work Derrida constantly returns to the thinking of
the “perhaps,” of the arrizant. This thinking of the
“perhaps” takes shape as what is “new” and other to
our world, something that is therefore unknowable
even as a horizon of ideality that both arises out of and
points to what ought to be in any given world. I renamed
deconstruction the philosophy of the limit so as to
emphasize Derrida as the protector of what is still yet
to come. My argument was fundamentally that Derrida
radicalized the notion of the Kantian meaning of "laying
the ground” as the boundaries for the constitution of a
sphere of valid knowledge, or determinant judgment.
In Kant, to criticize aims to delimit what is decisive to
the proper essence of a sphere of knowledge, say for
example science. The “laying of limits” is not primarily
a demarcation against a sphere of knowledge, but a
delimiting in the sense of an exhibition of the inner
construction of pure reason. The lifting out of the
elements of reason involves a critique in the sense that it
both sketches out the faculty of pure reason and surveys
the project as the whole of its larger architectonic or
systematic structure.
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Ho, xputrnkaTta kaj KaHT e mocraByBame I'paHUIIN BO
CMHCJIa HA TOA JieKa YOBEYKUOT pa3yM ce IJiefla KaKo
orpaHuyeHa TBopb6a. 3a KaHT, orpaHnueHocTa Ha pasy-
MOT BO M3BECHA CMHUCJIA TH OF[peyBa HEPOMEHIUBUTE
rpanunu. lleHara mro ja rrakame 3a €JHO IIPOBEPJINBO
OCTpOBYE BHUCTHMHA € TOA IITO Pa3yMOT, pa3dpaH KaKO
OTpaHUYeH pa3yM, HUKOTAIIl He MOJKE /Ia JIOCETHE OTazle
IPaHULINTE HA YOBEUKUOT YM — [I03HABATEJIHUOT Cy0jeKT
KOj TO IIPETUYYBCTBYBA CBETOT IPEKY TPAHCIIEHIEHTATHA
MMarvHaiyja BO Koja CHUTe IIpeMETH JioaraaT J0 OBOj
Cy0jeKT IPEeTXO/IHO OTPaHHYEHHU O] IIPOCTOPOT U Bpe-
meto. HezabopaBuuor Maprun Xajnerep (Martin Heide-
gger) Hamumas Jeka KaHT HE BOJM /0 TpaHUIIATA Ha
CaMHOT IIOMM Ha KPUTHKaTa U KOHEYHO I'0 IIOKPEHYBa,
HO II€JIOCHO HE T'0 aJipecupa IIpaliameTo 3a Toa ,Koj“ e
OTPAHUYEHOTO OUTHE KOE MOpa Ja MHC/IU IIPEKy TpaH-
CIleH/IeHTaJTHaTa uMaruHainuja. ,Koj“, ma ru ymortpe-
6ume 300poBUTE Ha Xajaerep, € ,4Y0BEKOT, U Taka Toa
,K0j“ e da sein. Toa mTo Xajerep TOJIKy BHUMATEJIHO Ce
3aHuMaBas co Kant u HaumHOT Ha koj KaHT He Tepa ga
OITOBOPUME Ha IIpaIllalbeTo ,KOj € YOBEKOT* € eJleH
BaKeH Jies1 of prtocodckara uCTOpUja KOj YECTOIIATH
ce ryou. Kako 1mTo 3abesexxyBa u camuot Jlepuza, oHre
HEOKaHTOBIM BO ®paHIMja KOUWIITO Ce IIOCBETUJIE
pevrcy UCKJIyYUTETHO Ha apXUTEKTypaTa Ha CUCTEMOT,
U er3ucTeHIhjaTHuTe (PeHOMEHOJI031 KOHUIITO CEe 3aHHU-
MaBaar Co IpaIlameTo ,KOj € YOBEKOT" OuJIe Mo/IesIeHH,
a Jlypu U HENPHUjaTeJICKH HACTPOEHU €HU KOH JIPYTH.
A cemak, KaKo IIITO YKa)KaB, PA3MHUCIyBABETO HA CAMUOT
Xajnerep Moxxke J1a ce caTu eIMHCTBEHO aKO ce pazbepe
KaKo J[JIa00K ¥ NMMPOHUKJIMB OATOBOP Ha KaHT; miu, ako
cakare, Ipaliame Koe KpUTHKaTa BO KAaHTOBCKA CMUCJIA
Hajlara J1a TO IocTaBuMe. EJieH acmekT of mpeuMe-
HyBamweTo Ha Qurocoguja Ha epanuyaita 6emie Kaut 1a
ce BpaTH Ha HETOBOTO BHCTHHCKO MECTO, OHa KOe cera
IIOYHAaa /1a r'o HapeKyBaaT KOHTUHeHTaIHa ¢uiocoduja.

But critique, in Kant, is a setting of boundaries in the
sense that human reason is seen as a finite creature. The
finitude of reason, in a sense, defines unalterable limits
for Kant. The price we pay for a verifiable island of truth
is that reason, understood as finite reason, can never
reach beyond the limits of the human mind—a knowing
subject who intuits the world through a transcendental
imagination in which all objects come to this subject
bounded already by space and time. Martin Heidegger
famously wrote that Kant takes us to the limit of the very
notion of critique and ultimately raises, but does not
fully address, the question of “who” is this finite being
that must think through the transcendental imagination.
“Who,” in Heidegger’s words, is “man,” and so this
“who” is da sein. That Heidegger himself so carefully
addressed Kant and the way in which Kant pushes us
to answer the question of “who is man” is an important
part of philosophical history that has often been lost. As
Derrida has himself noted, in France those neo-Kantians
who focused almost exclusively on the architecture of the
system and the existential phenomenologists that take
up the question “who is man” were both divided from one
another and, indeed, hostile to one another. And yet as I
suggested Heidegger’s own thinking can only be grasped
if it is understood as a deep and profound response to
Kant; and, if you will the question, the critique in Kant’s
sense demands that we ask. One aspect of the renaming
of the Philosophy of the Limit was to return Kant to his
rightful place in what has now become called continental
philosophy. We can not rightly understand the signi-
ficance of Kantian critique if we do not struggle with
those aspects of Kant that are most troublesome, at least
to certain schools of neo Kantianism—the transcendental
imagination and synthetic a priori judgment. I wanted, in
this way, to bring a Kantian specter that I believe haunts
Derrida’s work into the vision of deconstruction that had
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He morxeMe mpaBWIIHO 71a TO pa3bepeMe 3HAUEHETO Ha
KanToBaTa KpUTHKA JIOKOJIKY He ce (paTuMe BO KOCTeI]
co oHUe aclieKTH Ha KaHT Kou ce HajHEe3TOHH, bapeM 3a
M3BECHU IIIKOJIM HA HEOKAHTHU3aM - TPAaHCIeHIeHTaTHATa
MMarvHanuja U CHHTETUYKOTO pacylyBalbe a priori.
CakaB Ha OBOj HAUMH /Ja BHeCAM €JHO KaHTOBCKO
CEHHIIITe, KOE CYM YBEPEHA JIeKa T'0 OIICEHYyBa TBOPEII-
TBOTO Ha Jlepusa, Bo IpeTcTaBaTa 3a JeKOHCTPYKIHjaTa
KOja JOMHHUpAIle BO akazemujata Ha CoequHETHTE
Jlp>kaBu, 6apeM BO BpeMeTO Kora ja HamuinaB ®uio-
coduja Ha epaHuyaina.

[To3dHaTH HU Cce HEKOJIKYy TOJIKyBama Ha JEKOHCTPYK-
[yjaTta: Kako MeTOJ| Ha YHTame, Kako JoKa3 3a Oec-
KOHEYHHOT perpec BO Ja3WKOT KOj TH TIOTKOITyBa
TEeMeJINTE Ha PelIaBauYKOTO pacyyBarmbe, KAKO CEpHO3Ha
Wrpa Koja OTBOpPa HOBH MOXKHOCTH 3a TOJIKYBambe BO
KOHBEHIIMNTEe Ha 3Haueme. He 360pyBaB TOJIKY IPOTUB
BEpPO/IOCTOJHOCTA HA OBHUE TOJIKYBama Ha JIEKOHCTPYK-
1ujaTa, KOJIKYy IITO CMETaB JIeKa € HEOIIXOJHO Jia Ce
OTBOPH ETUYKOTO KaKO HEIIITO IIITO JIEXKU BO CPIIEBUHATA
Ha JileKoHCcTpyKuujaTa. Bo @uaocoduja Ha eparuyaitia
cakaB /la TOKa)kaM Jieka [lepuzia ro pajuKaausupa
cdakameTo 3a ,,[I0/IFOTBYBakhe HA TEPEHOT  BO KDUTHKATA
Ha KaHT co Toa ImITO HM MOKa)KyBa JieKa OHA a priori
,IIO/ITOTBYBam€ TEPEH  Ha Pa3yMOT HUKOTAIll He MOXKe
Jla ce HaAMuHe. HUTY mak mpariameTo ,KOj € YOBEKOT"
MOzKe JIeUHUTHUBHO J]a Ce O/ITOBOPU KAKO /IpyTra OCHOBA
3a YHUCTHUOT pasyM. [lepuzia ja mocTaBuJ JEKOHCTPYK-
nujara aa paboTu IMPOTUB CUTE OOHWIM Jla Ce OHTOJIO-
ru3upa 3HaueHhEeTO Ha ,,Y0BEKOT , OUJIO0 /]a € TOA ONITHMIC-
TUYKO WIN HecCUMUCTHYKO. Ha T0oj HauuH, ,,/Ie0HTOJIOI-
KHOT“ MOMEHT Kaj [lepu/ia cexoramr 611 co Hamepa 3a J1a
HI ce TIOKake JIeKa € HEBO3MOXKHO JIe(pUHUTHUBHO Jia ce
3HAE IIITO € BO3MOKHO, a IIITO HeBO3MOKHO. Hajoesexxuto
on ce, /lepuzma ja mocTaBUII JEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa BO
Cenuwitaitia Ha Mapxc na pabOTH IIPOTUB OHTOJIOTH-

dominated the academy in the United States, at least at
the time when I wrote Philosophy of the Limit.

We know several interpretations of deconstruction: as
a method of reading, as a demonstration of the infinite
regress in language that undermines the foundations
of determinant judgment, as serious play that opens up
new possibilities of interpretation in the conventions of
meaning. I was not so much arguing against the validity
of these interpretations of deconstruction as much as I
thought it was necessary to open up the ethical as the
heart of the matter of deconstruction. In the Philosophy
of the Limit I sought to show that Derrida radicalizes the
notion of the “laying of the ground” in Kant’s critique by
showing us that the a priori of the “laying of the ground”
of reason can never be overcome. Nor can the question
of “who is man” be answered definitively as another
ground for pure reason. Derrida set deconstruction to
work against all attempts to ontologize the meaning of
“man,” whether optimistic or pessimistic. Therefore,
the “deontological” moment in Derrida was always done
to show us that it was impossible to know definitively
what is possible or what is impossible. Most notably,
Derrida set deconstruction to work in Specters of Marx
against the ontologization of a triumphant liberalism
that in many different declarations suggests “man”
is definitively the liberal citizen of modern western
democracies, and that the rest of humanity was fated
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3amyjata Ha efieH TpuymdasieH jubepasim3aM KOj BO
MHOTY Pa3JIMYHH M3jaBU YKA)KyBa HA TOA JIEKA H08EKO
e lepuHUTUBHO JTUOEPTHHOT TparfaHWH Ha COBpeMe-
HUTE 3alaJIHU JeMOKPATUU, U JleKa Ha OCTAHATUOT /e
0/T YOBEIIITBOTO MY € CyZIeHO J1a ¢paTh YeKOp CO OBOj He-
raTUBHO HJieaJIN3UpaH ,,90BeKk”. Bo Taa cMmuciia, IeKOH-
CTPYKIIMjaTa HI OKAKyBa JIeKa TPAHUIINTE Ha 3HAJHOTO
IIOCTOjaT BO MMETO Ha HEeKOoja WJHWHA Koja MOKebu
JIoTIpBa cekorar joara. ITorsiaBjeTo o6jaBeHO OBJie OT-
NpBUH ce Bukaiie , O CBETWJIHHKOT: BeTyBameTo 3a
CIlaceHre M MOXKHOCTA 3a IMPABHO TOJIKyBawe . Bo IToau-
ffiuka Ha tipujailieacitisoitio Jlepua ce HaBpaka Ha MO-
jara Mmetradopa Co CBEeTHJIHUKOT U ITUIIIyBa BaKa:

Ha, xako pediekTopu 06e3 Oper THe IIapaaT 110 TEMHOTO
He0O, TaCHAT WIM T'M CHEMYBAa BO INPAaBIJIHU BPEMEHCKU
VHTEPBUIN U TO KpUjaT HEBUJIUBOTO BO camMaTa HHUBHA
ceeTsinHa. Hue Beke U He 3HaeMe Ha KaKBU OMACHOCTH U
nporactu HE mpenynpenyBaar. M3b6erHyBame egHO camo
3a J1a buneme ¢dpJieHH BO HeKoe Apyro. Beke aypu u He
3HaeMe JIayiv OBUe HabsbyiyBadn HE BOAAT KOH HEKOE IPYTO
OZIpEZIUIITE, HUTY TaK JaJd HEKOe OAPEUIITE OCTaHyBa
BeTeHO WJIH YTBPZEHO.

EquHCcTBEHO cakaMe Ja MUCIUME JieKa o CJIeAuMe IIaToT
Ha elHAa HEBO3MOXKHA aKCHOMAaTHKa KOja OCTaHyBa [a
ce nmpomucau. Cera, ako oBaa aKCHOMAaTHUKa Ce ITOBJIEYE,
3a MW, O] €[ieH [0 APYT 3paK Ha pedJIeKTOPOT, Of edeH
CBETWJIHHUK JI0 ApyT (3amTo uma 6e30poj ceeiliuiHuuu, U
OHaMYy Ka/jie IIITO Beke HeMa JIOM THe MOBeKe He ce JOMOBH,
U €Be IIITO Ce CIy4YyBa: OBZie [TOBEKe HeMa JJOMOBH), a TOa
e 3aTroa IITO Iara Mpak Bp3 BPENHOCTA HA BPEIHOCTA,
a OTTyKa M BP3 CaMHOT KOITHEK II0 axkcuomailiukd, Io
CHCTEM Ha BPEIHOCTHU KOj € JIocyie/ieH, TpudareH, U Koj ce
roapasoupa.’

to catch-up with this negatively idealized “man.” In
this sense, deconstruction shows us that the limits of
the knowable exist in the name of a future that might
yet always arrive. The chapter published here was
originally called, “From the Lighthouse: The Promise of
Redemption and the Possibility of Legal Interpretation.”
In the Politics of Friendship Derrida returns to my
metaphor of lighthouse and writes as follows:

Yes, like searchlights without a coast, they sweep across the
dark sky, shut down or disappear at regular intervals and
harbour the invisible in their very light. We no longer even
know against what dangers or abysses we are forewarned.
We avoid one, only to be thrown into one of the others. We
no longer even know whether these watchmen are guiding
us towards another destination, nor even if a destination
remains promised or determined.

We wish only to think that we are on the track of an
impossible axiomatic which remain to be thought. Now, if
this axiomatic withdraws, from instant to instant, from one
ray of the searchlight to another, from one lighthouse to the
next (for there are numerous lighthouses, and where there
is no longer any home these are no longer homes, and this
is what is taking place: there are no longer any homes here),
this is because darkness is falling on the value of value, and
hence on the very desire for an axiomatic, a consistent,
granted or presupposed system of values.'
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OBzie, Bo 0BOj nuTat, /lepuza € BepeH Ha HETOBOTO
IIOCTOjaHO TIOTCETYBAabE€ JleKa OHA KOEIITO OCTaHyBa
LAPYT0“, jaByBajku ce HAKPAaTKO KaKO MIKypKaB OJie-
COK, MOJKe J1a J1ojAe Bo ¢opMa Ha IpeaynpeayBame 3a
OHA KOoemTo € HOBO. OHa IITO € BUCTUHCKU PA3JIMIHO
MOZKe /1a He JI0je 32 HacC KaKo JI0OpO MU KaKo MpaBe/-
HO, aMU BCYIITHOCT MOXKe J1a Oujie Heropara IOTIIOJIHA
CIIPOTUBHOCT.

He MoxkeMe na ja 3HaemMe HWAHUHATA CO TOYHOCT. AKO
HENITO ja MPeTCTaByBa WAHWHATA, WIH JAPYTrOTO, TOTAII
TOA HE € BO HAIIWOT CHUCTEM Ha MPECMETJINBO 3HAEH-E.
Taka CBETWJIHMKOT, WJIM CBETWJIHHIIUTE MOXKE Ja Ce
MIPOYHUTAAT KaKo Jia Hé npeaynpeayBaat. Ce pa3bupa, Toj
HCTO TakKa MOXe Jia Oujie MpOYMUTaH U KaKo /1a HU /1aBa
HAJIe)K 32 CIAceHue IOHYAEHO - Jila T0 yHoTpedbume
MMO3HATHUOT M3pa3 Ha [lepuzaa - BO MecHjaHCTBOTO 0e3
Mecuja. MOETO TOJIKyBame, aKO CakKare, € MOOITHMUC-
TUYKO OHIejkH ja ynTam Mojata Metadopa Kako Taa Ja
HI J]aBa HEKOja MIDKYPKaBa MCKpa Ha JIoOpo Koe e ce-
KOTalll HA/JIBOP O HAIIHUOT HENOCPeleH XOPHU30HT Ha
3Haeme. CBEeTHJIHUKOT, ce pa3bupa, Moke /1a Ouie mpo-
yuTaH Ha obarta HaumHA. /lepyuzia e BO mpaBo Jieka ce-
KOTalll TIOCTOY PU3UK U BETYBAhe 32 ClIacEHUE U HEyMO-
JIMBaTa 3allITUTA Ha ,,0Ha KOe JI0IPBa ioara“ Kako HEIlTO
IIITO MO>Ke J1a Ou/ie pa3yIMdaHoO, IIITO MOXKe Jja Oujie Apyro
U, Z1a, OHA IIITO MOXKe /1a Ouje caceH cBeT. Hema Bety-
Bame 3a craceHue 0e3 oBOj pusuk. Celak, Kako IITO U
camuoT /lepuza cekoraml IUIIyBalle, HETOBAaTa JEKOH-
CTPYKIIHja ceKorami Omja BO J[yXOT Ha MapKCH3MOT BO
CMHCJIAa Ha Toa IITO TOj Oapas Ja ro pasrpaHuvd
[[APCTBOTO HA MOXKHOTO BO MMETO HA OHA KOe MOKeOu
JIOIIPBA C€ YIIITE € MOKHO - COHOT 32 CIaCeHO YOBEIIITBO
KOj € HEPa3/IBOUB O] U/eaJI0OT HA KOMYHU3MOT.

[TpeBop ox anryncku ja3uk: ['opan Croes

Here, in this quotation, Derrida is true to his constant
reminder that what remains “other,” only appearing
briefly as a glimmer, might come in the form of a warning
for what is new; the truly different might not arrive for
us as the good or the just, but indeed might be its exact
opposite.

We can not know the future precisely; if something is the
future, the other, then it is not in our system of calculable
knowledge. Thus, the lighthouse, or lighthouses, can be
read as giving us warnings. But of course it can also be
read as giving us hope of redemption held out—to use
Derrida’s famous phrase—in the messianism without
messiah. My interpretation, if you will, is more opti-
mistic in that I read my own metaphor as giving us the
glimmer of a good that is always beyond our immediate
horizon of knowledge. The lighthouse, of course, could
be read either way. Derrida is right that there is always a
risk and a promise of redemption and the relentless pro-
tection of the “yet to come” as what might be different, as
what might be other, and, yes, what might be a redeemed
world. There is no promise of redemption without this
risk. And yet, as Derrida himself always wrote, his own
deconstruction was always in the spirit of Marxism in
that he sought to delimit the realm of the possible in the
name of the what might yet still be possible—the dream
of a redeemed humanity that is inseparable from ideal of
communism.
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Ipycuna
EopHen
HacuncreoTo Ha

npenpasaweTo: 3aKoHOT
npeofineven Bo npaeaa

llopefkeTo 0 Hac C& CERABAAT O JETCTRO HA NPHKAIHATA
Jlapesoro HoBo pyBo”. HH3 Hesaga 0Baa KHHTE OB CIIPO-
rHCTABVEAM Ha eOHO 4YHTARe Ha JeKoHCTPyKUHjaTa®
o Beile MPELIOHeNo OF HEj3SHHHTE NPHBPAAIMHIN |
01 IPOTHEHHITHTE BO IpaBHHTE KpyroBH. Mojata opiy-
ki [ ja TpeHMeHYEAM AeKOHCTPYKIH]aT2 BO hHnoco-
ipija Ha rpaHMUIATA e DOEp3aHa co obEoT eTHukaTa
NOpaKa Ha JEKOHCTPYETHEHSMOT Ja  H36Me® Ha mo-
ppuiHHa. [lonpudarensTe YATAKRA D04 AEKOHCTPYEIIHjA
nogpasbHpaar cpeacTEO 334 pasoTKpHEame Ha Bophbarta
33 BJACT, KAK0 H HAa HACHJICTBOTO KOBHITO Cf MacKHpa
KAKD BAAfeeHRe Ha npasore. Co BAKBOTO COMOUIVBAILE,
HHTEPBEHIIHJATA HA MAEKOHCTPYKIMIATA HABOAHO 3a-
BpIEVEA TVEE." [pOTHEHNONTE HA OPEIHIBRKOT HA JOe-
ROHCTPYKIHJATA" 1O HANATAAT BAKBOTO COMOIYBAME Ka-
KO YHH KOj caM 1o cefe & HACHJICTBO KOe 33 BOIBpAaT Io
OCTABA CAMO ,OPABOTO" HA CHAA M, KAKO NOCTEIHIa Ha
TOd, TH HIPAMHYEA MODATHHTE DASAHKH Mely NpagHHTe
CHCTEMH M FH 33 MATTVEA DOReKe 0/ jJACHHTE JHCTHHEITHH
MOMETY PASTHIHNTE BHAOBH HacHACTEO. CMe ja BHIee
BAKBATA KPHTHEA H KOHKpeTHO 3abejesana Bo ofron-
pHUTE HAa mHIIyBameTo HA [depuaa 3a Pyeo (Rousseau).
Jac ce cOpOTHCTABHME HA BAKBATA HHTEPIPETAH]ja KAKOD
Ha (PYHAAMEHTATHO NOTPENIHO YHTaRke, ocobeHo mopa-
OH TO@ INTO DOTPeINHD € chaTeH ABOJHHOT rect Ha e-
pHaa.
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Drucilla
Cornell
The Violence of the

Masquerade: Law
Dressed Up as Justice’

From our childhood, most of us are familiar with the fairy
tale “The Emperor’s New Clothes.” Throughout this book
| have challenged a reading of *deconstruction” that has
been proposed by its friends and its foes in legal circles.
My decision to re-name deconstruction the philosophy of
the limit has to do with (he attempt to make the ethical
message of deconstruction “appear.” The more accepted
reacdings  understand  deconstruction to expose the
nakedness of power struggles and, indeed, of viclence
masquerading as the rule of law. With this exposure,
the intervention of deconstruction supposedly comes to
an end.' The enemies of "deconstruction” challenge this
exposure as itsell an act of violence which leaves in its
stead only the “right” of force and, as a result, levels the
moral differences between legal systems and blurs the all-
too-real distinctions between different kinds of violent
acts. We have seen this critique specifically evidenced
in the response to Derrida’s writing on Rousseau. 1
have countered this interpretation as a fundamental
misreading, especially insofar as it misunderstands the
Dertidean double gesture.

* Copyright©zoog From The Philosophy of the Limit by
Drrucilla Cornell. Reproduced by permission of Routledge/
Taylor & Francis Books, Inc.
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Cenak, Ha OpE mOTAEn, HACTOBOT Ha ecejor Ha JKak
Hepuaa, .CHnata Ha 3aK0HOT: MHCTHYHHTE OCHOBM Ha
BAacTa’,’ KaKo Ja To NOTEPIYEA BAKBOTO TOVIKYBAILE,
I'c HAZOMOAHYBA, HCTO TakKd, DTPOHMKIHBATA H YMHA
sabenemka na Jomuask flakanpa ( Dominick LaCapra)®,
Koj, OO OpVra CTpaHa, H3PasyBa 3arpHIKEHOCT JeKa
€ MoEHO ecejor Ha [lepHIia - B0 HANIMOT OYHIVIETHO
HACHIHWYKH CBeT, O3 ce (aTH HA MAMKATA HA HACHI-
CTBOTO, MECTO JA HH NOMOTHE A3 ja JeMHCTHOHIHpaMe
HEropara zasogHAYKA MoK. Ce moBMKyVBaM Ha Hame-
cotT Ha Jlakanpa GHaejiH Toj TOAKY jacHo ja cpowyBa
MOJINTHYKATA M ETHYKATA IArPHMEHOCT OEKa JEeKOH-
CTPYKIHja HYEHO JOTPAJKYEa" NPOTHE YCTAHOBEHHTE
SAKOHCKH HOPMH, KAKO O6f Of HeroB0To oabHBAH.E
NOZHTHEBHO 14 ja ONHINE TPABSATA Kako 36D 0 YeTaHD-
BEHH MODPLTHH TPHHIIHITH,

Ja na ofTOROPHME HAa TAKBATA 3ArpHMEHOCT, Tpeda oa-
fmMay ga ro HCIIHTAME HMIUTHIHTHOTO CTOJAMHINTE HAa
KPHTHYAPHTE 33 3HANMSHETO HA NPABOTO KAKO YOTAHO-
BEHH, JEKOHCKH HODMH NOPOTHE KOH JEKCHCTPYEIDH-
jara”“ ce ofBHHYEA JeKa ke KpeHena mrpajk”. OBa cra-
HYBA MHOTY Bi#HO, GHUIEJKH TOKMY BAKBATA JITPAjEY-
BAYKA" MOCTABCHOCT HE CAMO NPEJT VCTAHOBEHHTE S3AK0H-
CEH HODMHE, TYKY H JHPEKTHO IPen caMaTa wigja 3a aa-
KOHCEH HOPMH & OHA 1m0 10 sarpiicyea Jaxanpa. hes
COMHEHME, 3aHUMaBareTo Ha Jlepina co ganweor , Kpu-
THEA Ha HacwacTeoro™ Ha Banmep Bemjamuna (Walter
Benjamin), Geme TONKYRAH KAKD YVIOTE MOTOIEM QOEAE
a8 OMACHOCTA IITO jA HOCH CTOJANHINTETO MEKA 3OKOHOT
CEKOUALl MoMe na o gexoHcrpynpa. Tormy opaa mo-
SHIHjA jA CR0IMONCYET IITPEjKYBAYKATA" NOCTAREHOCT
woH Karos Guno 3akoHckl cuerest.’ Ho, toa e mrpajx xoj
HAROARG HHEOIALL He TIPeCTaHYRA, ¥urre noaouo, o e
MITPAjK KOj HAROJHO HE MOME 13 HA JaJie NPHHIHITH 38
JITHTHMHO COpeuyBaie Ha HacwicTeoTo. Baxkmara 3a-
rpH#eHOCT ¢ ocobeH BRI KPHTHER 32 Koja afopysasme

At first glance, however, the title of Jacques Derrida's
essay, “Force of Law: The ‘Mystical Foundations of
Authority,™ seems to confirm this interpretation, It
also, in turn, informs Dominick LaCapra's subtle and
thoughtful commentary,® which evidences his concern
that Derrida's essay may—in our obviously violent
world—succumb to the allure of violence, rather than
help us to demystify its seductive power. 1 refer to
LaCapra’s text because it so suecinctly summarizes
the political and ethical concern that deconstruction is
necessarily “on strike” against established legal norms as
part of its refusal to positively describe justice as a set of
established moral principles.

To answer that concern we need lo examine maore closely
the implicit position of the critics on the significance of
right as established, legal norms that “deconstruction”
is accused of “going on strike” against. This becomes
extremely important because it is precisely the "on
strike” posture not only before established legal norms,
but also in the face of the very idea of legal norms that
troubles LaCapra. Undoubtedly, Derrida’s engagement
with Walter Benjamin's text, “The Critigue of Violence,™
has been interpreted as further evidence of the inherent
danger in upholding the position that low is always
deconstructible. It is this position that makes possible
the “on strike” posture toward any legal system.’ But
it is a strike that supposedly never ends. Worse yet,
it is a strike that supposedly cannot give us prineiples
to legitfimately curtail violence. This worry is a specific
form of the criticism addressed in chapter 2 that
deconstruction, or the philosophy of the limit as T have
renamed deconstruction, can only give us the politics
of suspicion. I, on the other hand, have argned
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BO BTOPOTO MOTJARje, AEKa AEKOHCTPVEIIMjaTa HAH
iunocodHjaTa HA TPAHHIATA, KaKQ LITO jac ja Opew-
MEHVBAR JIBKOHCTPYKIMjATA, MOMEe 8 HR Jaje efqHH-
CTBEHO MONHTHKA Ha COMEes. Jac, off Apyra cTpaHa,
HOCTOjAHD TEPAAM JeKa JeKoHCTpYRKunjata, pasfpana
Eako uaocofpHja HA FPAHHIIATA, HH JARA NOAHTHES HA
VITHIHCKA BOAMOMHOCT. Kako 10mo BMnEMe B nocie-
HOTO nornasje, gunocodHjaTa Ha FpadHIaTA, HIH N0~
TUMHO AeKOHCTPYKUM]ATA HA NPHBMIEIHPAHETO Ha ce-
FALTHOCTA, J4 UITHTH BOZMOMKHOCTA 20 PAAMKANHA Npas-
HA TpaHChOPMAIIM]A, HeLMITO WITO & OAR0eH0 O ofHyHaTa
CHOMVI{H]A HA nocToeqkHoT cHeteM. Ho, aro caxame a
WM A EME FTOBOTHTETEH OJIDEOD HA KPHTHMADHTE HA
Mepraa, HHe cenak Tpefa fa ro OpeHcIHTAMEe CTOja-
AHITETO 38 HACHACTROTD KO @ cOfEaH0 B0 HeroBOTo
COMUTVBALS Ha JAra/I0UHETE OCHORH Ha BiacTa. 3a Ja ro
CTOPHME T0a, YITTe e{HANI fe Ce HABPATHME HA eTHYKOTO,
MOHTHYKOTD B NPaBRHOTO 3HAYSH-E HA HErOBATA KpH-
THEA HA NOARTHEHAMOT. Bo oBa mornapje ke ro pasrie-
fame cayqajor Ha Fayepe Apoilius Xapdaux {Bowers v.
Hardwick)." Ho, joaponeTe NpEEH [a ¢¢ OCBPHAM Hi
CAMHCTBEHHOT HAYMH HA Koj [epHga ce 3aHHMana co
TeRCTOT Ha Benjamun.

HecTonartH, a 0 MOe MHECAEHE H NOTPENHD, HAHOOT Ha
Banrep BeHjamMBn ce TOAKYBA Kako Aa ja Gpume qopey-
KaTa QATOBOPHOCT 33 HacHAcTeoTo, BHAejiy pasinkarTa
Mely MHTCKOTO HACHICTBO — HacHACTROTO Ha KOE ¢
SACHOBAH WIH KOSIITO 'O COMHHYEA 3aKOHOT (IpasoTo),
it HoAcoTo HACHICTED KOS € HEerDBa  aHTHTe3a” Dujgejku
YHHIITYEA HAMECTO [la BTEMETYB, HCKYIVEA HaMecTo Ja
noAIpAcysa, 33 BeHjaMuH e HellTo KpajHO HeoLIywIHED.
PaaaukaTa MoMery NpHGATIHREG H HeNpHQATIHEO Ha-
CHACTEO, KAKD H NOMery BoMgoTo B METCKOTO HACHJICTBO,
KOHEYT0 HE € OfHATIPEN AOCTAITHA 33 HANIETO TOIHANHE.
Ha Toa 30I0TO @ 0Ba BaKa, Ke ce HaBpaTHMe NOA0NHA BO
ecejoB. KPOEHmEeTo 3ak0oH HIH 3ACHOBANETO HA HACHT-
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throughout that deconstruction, understood as the
philosophy of the limit, gives us the politics of ntopian
possibility. As we saw in the last chapter, the philosophy
of the limit, and more specifically the deconstruction of
the privileging of the present, protects the possibility
of radical legal transformation, which is distinguished
from mere evolution of the existing system. But we still
need to re-examine the stance on violence which inheres
in Derrida’s exposure of the mystical foundations of
authority if we are to satisfactorily answer his critics. To
do so we will once again return to the ethical, political,
and juridical significance of his critique of positivism.
The case we will examine in this chapter is Bowers v.
Hardwick.® But let me turn first to Derrida’s unique
engagement with Benjamin's text.

Walter Benjamin's text has often - and to my mind
mistakenly - been interpreted to erase human respon-
sibility for violence, because the distinction between
mythic violence - the viclence that founds or constitutes
law (right) - and the divine violence that is its “antithesis”
because it destroys rather than founds, expiates rather
than upholds, is ultimately undecidable for Benjamin.
The difference between acceptable and unacceptable
violence as well as between divine and mythic violence
is ultimately not cognitively accessible in advance. We
will returm to why this is the case later in this essay. Law-
making or founding viclence is then distingnished, at
least in a preliminary manner, from law-preserving or
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CTEO CE pasnMEysa, fapeM Ha HeKD] OPEMYEH HAYHHE, O
SAYVBYBAHETO HA 3AKOHOT, WITH Of OODMYVBABRETO Ha
ciaaifio. Hackopo ke ro BHAMME SHAYEHETO HA 0BA
OOHATAMOIIHO pasfsojyveamke. Ta Geme opaa HeOmIYH-
BOCT MOCASAHKOT npofies, ako egHOCTABHO ro moba-
paine BoajHOT C¥ I, TOrAM HeMAle 02 HMa KpUiiiuKa Ha
HacwicTBoTo. Ce pasfupa, HOCTOM eNHO TONKYBAH-E
KoemTo Gele IpenioaeHe ¥ Hanokero o Jlakanpa, Ha
koe Bemjammu, a noroa Jepuaa, ja Opmmar camarta
OCHOBZ BP3 KOjA MOHATAMY NPOAGIAYEL KPHTHKATA HA
HacHncTeo.” Ho, Baksara HHTEPOPETANH]a He YCIEBA 8
o safenexy BOBSAHOTO MOTCETYRAle BO TEKCTOT HA
Bemjamusn, Ha wro Jdepigia DocTGjaHe HE HABDAKA, H
KOELTTD MOMAra B0 PAZBHTKVBAR-ETO Ha HanncoT Ha bek-
jamuH. Ma ro uprupam Bedjanun:

3anavyaTa HA &NHA KPHTHHEE HA HACHACTROTO MOOKE I3 o8
CEENE Ha TOA Jewa Taa CayeH AR ja ofpasmokid HelSHHATR
BPCER C0 3EKDHOT B mpasgera, OHAejEN eIHA O, KOmKy
M 04 & Tad eperTHAHL, CTEHYEE HACMIINA B BHCTHHCKATA
CMMCRA HA 00R0T, caMo TOCAL KOTM BACEMHYER MODATHH
npobaesi. JenoERyToT Ha OERe UpoliieMy & OpereH o
LOMMHETE Aa 3AK0HOT & mpasgara.?

Epurukara, Bo Taa CMECTA, € OATEKy o4 Toa ja bune
enHD OOHMHO BETAYRSEE HA HACHICTBOTO KAKO TAKED,
Bupejiy BeHjaMHH MPaEH BHHMATETHA DARIIKA MOMely
pas/IMMHHTE BHA0BH HacHneTeo." BeyimroceT, 1 BexjaMun
u JlepH/ia I'H AOBEAYEAAT BO TPAIEAKE TPATRIHOHANHHTE
NOSHTHBHCTHYMEH H HATYPAMHCTHYKHN ONpPABOYBAMA 38
HACHACTHOTO KAKO NETHTHMHA TPHCIITA 34 OA[0KYBaHe
HA HEKD] VCTAHOBECH NpaBeH CHCTEM, HAM KAKD HY#AHO
CPEACTRO 38 MOCTHIHYBAKE Ha OpaseqHa nen. Co apyrH
300pOBH, W ARAJUATA MHCIHTENH C€ JACETHATH O pa-
yuox@naauuuie wa Oeckpanoilio GHPOKPATCRD HACHN-
creo koe Jlakanpa co Npaso ro MOBP3YBE CO HEKOW 01

I wxacure Ha apaeceTTHoT Ber." Texcror Ha Bexjamuu

conserving force. We will see the significance of this
further distinction shortly. If this undecidability were
the end of the matter, if we simply turned to God's
judgment, there would be no critique of violence. Of
course, there is one interpretation already suggested
and presented by LaCapra that Benjamin - and then
Derrida - does erase the very basis on which the critique
of violence proceeds.” But this interpretation fails to
take notice of the opening reminder of Benjamin's text,
to which Derrida returns us again and again, and which
structures the unfolding of Benjamin’s own text. To
quote Benjamin:

The task of a critique of violence can be summarized as that
of expounding its relation to law and justice. For a cause,
however effective, becomes violent, in the precise sense of
the word, only when it bears on moral issues. The sphere of
these issues is defined by the concepts of law and justice.”

Critique, in this sense, is hardly the simple glorification
of violence per se, since Benjamin carefully disting-
wishes between different kinds of violence® Indeed,
both Benjamin and Derrida question the traditional
positivist and naturalist justifications for violence
as legitimate enforcement for the maintenance of an
established legal system or as a necessary means to
achieve a just end. In other words, both thinkers are
concerned with rationalizations of bloodless bureaucratic
violence that LaCapra rightfully associates with some of
the horrors of the twentieth century.” Benjamin's own text
speaks more to the analysis of different kinds of violence
and more specifically to law as law conserving violence,

9
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NOBERE €@ CRPTEH KOH SHANMH2A HA PAANHYHNTE BHAOBN
HACHACTREG H NOKOHEPETHO KOH 3dKOHOT KAako 3akoH
IO IO OA[GRYEA HACHACTROTO OTHONKY KOH MPaBmaTa.
Mefyroa, Jepuoa momHe jacHo 1o 3al0MHYBA CBOJOT
TeReT ., CHAaTa Ha saxoHoT, o MoscHocTa 3a npapga™.”
HeroBroT TeRCT @ HacOMeH ToKMY KoH qoodopMysame
Hi MOHMHTE 33 MPaRAa H 3aK0H BO KOW EPHTHEATA HA
HACHAICTBO, CDAaTeHRA KAKO JIPOCYAYBame, MpOneHKa,
NpPOBEDKA EOja camaTa cu obeafenysa cpeacTea 33 M
DIEHH HACHACTEOTD",® MODA [a CH IO 3a38Me MECToTo.

Kagpo mTo BMAOBME, €AMHCTBEHD OTKOME Ke o npH-
hATHME HENPEMOCTTHBHOT ja3 noMely IaE0OHOT
MPAROATH, AEKOHCTPYKIIHJATA MCTOBPEMEHO W He ©0-
MUIVBA H e SAIITHTYEE 80 cosmailia dexoncilipyxyuja
ne udeHiuiIkyeaseilio Ha axoHoiE Kxaxe fdpaada,
38 03 MOMEME HeNOCHO A I JoN0BHME MPRETHHMHOTD
FHAMEHE HA Herasor HA Jlepuaa fexa JIeKoHCTpYKIHjaTa
& mpaBga”.™ OHa mmo e NpPoNyITeHD B0 TONKYBAKRETO
KOE MO OnHINAR B My ro opunkmas Ha Jlakanpa e
AEKA HEOQIYMMBOCTH KOjA MOME 718 8 HCKOPHCTH 28
o TO cOMUTH Koj OMAO0 mpolec Ha NPABHHOT CHCTEM
34 celeneraTHMHPakRE HA BIaCTa KAKO MHT, HE OCTasa
- [0 HE OBAe FH noApashipaM KOHKPETHO OHHE KOH I'D
VCBOJYBAAT H CIPOBEVEAAT 3AKOHOT - C0 2THA Heuslewra
odeogopHOcil 83 HACHACTBEOTO, TOEKMY HaTmoa  1UTo
HECHACTROTO HE MOHE [ENCHD A8 08 PalnOHATHIRDE
OHATIPEA M HA T0] HAYHH ce onpasia. CHMYNHPAK-ETO
MPHCYTHOCT, CEOJCTEEHO 38 3ACHOBAMKOTD HACHJCTHO
HAE J[EABATA, A3 08 NOCIYARHME 00 HapasoT Ha Jepuaa,
1T OPHEPHEA PETPOCTIEKTHEHHOT YHH HA ONPARIYBAHS
i Ha TOj HAYHH Hesudys, HO CAMO HABHIYM, ja GpHime
oAroBOpHOCTA co oidpaadyedmse. Ja ro uATHpasme
Jepuna:

than it does to justive. But Derrida explicitly begins his
text, “The Force of Law,” with the “Possibility of Justice."
His text proceeds precisely through the configuration
of the concepts of justice and law in which the critique
of wviolence, understood as “judgement, evaluation,
examination that provides itself with the means to judge
vinlence,™ must take place.

As we have seen, it is only once we accept the uncrossable
divide between law and justice that deconstraction both
exposes and protects in the very deconstruction of the
identification of lmw as justice that we can apprehend
the full practical significance of Derrida’s statement
that “deconstruction is justice,”* What is missed in the
interpretation 1 have described and attyibuted to LaCapra
is that the undecidability which can be used to expose any
legal system’s process of the self-legpitimation of authority
as myth, leaves us - the us here being specifically those
who enact and enforce the law - with an inescapable
responsibility for viclence, precisely because violence
cannot be fully rationalized and therefore justified in
advance. The "feigning [of] presence™ inherent in the
founding violence of the state, using Derrida’s phrase,
disguises the retrospective act of justification and thus
seemmingly, but only seemingly, emases responsibility by
Justification. To quote Derrida:
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Onae ro Jomrpese”, $ea 13 Mo DonpeMe, DE0] HaBOuPeie
LHAPANOED: HEAOCTATHATE TPAHNCHEHIEHTHOCT HA 3aK0HOT
Mped Eaja, B HA R0, OPETEoiHe Woeekoill o Morpame,
CcaMo HITTena kaxo ga e JeckoHedHe TPARCHEHAEHTHA W
4 TO] HAYHH TEOMADIIERL 40 010] CTENEH IITD, TORY Grueky
A0 HETO, TAA 3ABHCH CAMO O HEFD, Off NEPHOPMATHEHHOT
4HH €0 KO] TOj jA BTeMeNyBa: SAKOHOT € TPAHCIEHIBHTEH,
HACHIHAYKH AT HEHacu AnHYKH, BrIejiH 3aBRcH camo of
oG] KOj & e Hero, A Taka H Of OHOJ Koj My DpeTxon,
00} KOj [0 COTARS, BOj DO 3ACHOEYSA, KOj I'0 0ENEcTYR: BO
eHel ANCOMYTEH IEMpOPMATAE YHja TPHCYTHOCOT (00T
Jesn My DeTa. JAKOHOT & TPANCUEHJSHTEH H TEOTOIMIKH, 14
COOPET TOA H CEKOTRIN B0 DHEEVEIRE T8 HECTRIN, CRRDrLn
perey, OHIEJRR & EMaHesTeH, KOHEYEH, (8 34T02 H BeXe
HAIMHHAT, CamMo oma [0T0 BAA0ara (Guenir) e npoxspele
HUTETHTHORAROCT AN MOMHOCT 38 TOUOKVEREE HE 0BO)
BAKOH, ™

Co apyri a00pOBY, 3aKOHOT HHKOIAIT He MOoMe 03 I0 J0B-
TACA HEFOROTO NPEIRHACHD onpasgysase. Ha Toj nauus,
HE MOEe JA 08 OCHIYDA HEKAKOB METAjaiHKk B0 OHOC HA
LJEPHOPMATHEHOCTA HA HECTHTYIHOHANHEOT jJAHK HIH
HA HEMOBATA IOMHHAHTHA HETepnperamrja”.’” Kako mmo
BHOOEME BO MOCIEAHOTO NOrAEje, BEAKROTO CTOJATHINTE
NEKa HE MOEE 13 HMa METAjasHK BO K0j Ke 0f BOCOOCTABAT
~HATBOPEUIHATE " HOPMH KO K& 1o [OTRPAYBAaT IPABHH-
oT cHeTeM, To waaecjvea Jepuaa og Xabepmac (Haber-
mas). TIpaInaeTo e Toram, Iy NPAKTHYHO SHAYH, 34
TOMETO Ha 3AKOHOT, TOA IITO HE MOAKEME 13 HMAMEe TAKBA
CHIYPHOCT, OCBEH Toa Do ro uaneo)yea Jlepena on me-
OXaHTHAMOT Ha Xabepmac? 3a Jlaxkanpa, 0Ba OTCYCTBO HA

CHIYPHOCT 3HAYH JEKA HE MOMEME Ha KAKOB 010 HAUHH

oa TH oidpasdave OPABHHTE IIPHHITHOH HA CHTYPHOCT.
AKD He MONEME 18 TH ONPaRmaMe NPABMHTE MPHHIHITH,
roratr, crnopes Jlakanpa, sHenafesoio ke HIT OCTAHE CAMO
Oa ce MOBHKAME Ha CHUTATA KAKO eAHHCTBEHA OCHOBA 33

onpapaysarke, a ro purepan Jlakanpa:

Here we “touch”™ without touching this extraordinary paradon:
the inaccessible transcendence of the law before which and
prior to which “man™ stands fast only appears infinitely
transcendent and thus theological to the extent that, so near
him, it depends enly on him, on the performative act by which
he institutes it: the law is transcendent, violent and non-
vinlent, because it depends only on who is before it - and so
prior to it - on who prodoces it, founds it, authorzes it in an
absolute performative whose presence always escapes him,
The law iz transcendent and theological, and so always to come,
always promised, because it is immanent, finite and so already
past, Only the yet-to-come fauenir) will produce intelligihility
or interpretability of this law. '

Law, in other words, never can catch up with its projected
justification. Therefore, there can be no insurance of
a metalanguage in relation to the “performativity of
institutional language or its dominant interpretation.™" As
we saw in the last chapter, this insistence that there can
be no metalanguage in which to establish the "external”
norms by which to legitimate the legal system separates
Derrida from Habermas, The question then becomes, what
does it mean practically for the field of law that we cannot
have such insurance, other than that it separates Derrida
from Habermas’ neo-Kantianism? For LaCapra this lack
means that we cannot in any way whatsoever justify
legal principles of insurance. If we cannot justify legal
principles, then, for LaCapra, we will necessarily be left
with an appeal to force as the only basis for justification,
To gquote LaCapra:
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Bropoto gmsemse GapeM HITNeTa KAKD A2 TO WASHTH-
dHEYVER HEOMTYMHEOTO CO CHJA NA AYPH W 00 HACHICTBO
M KAKO HA HACHACTROTO A4 MY j& J4E3 MOKTA 03 HIrpaam
HWIH g8 COYAaTe OpaRla © FaK0H. “Iﬁ.ﬂ-.[lﬂ'[‘ﬂ. H FAKSHOT,
xou ce pasfinpa, Ae MowxaT aa GHAAT cneans, B NoKpaj Toa
HATHEAA KAKD A5 NOTEKHYRAAT 01 CHIETA WIH & HacHTeT-
soTn. KpajHo norpentEn WHTASHE Ha oRA IEHMee G G
BAKMYOKOT TEKS CHIIATA j2 MPAEH TPABLATA - 3AKAVI0K Koj
& OTBOPERD OTPIeH HA 8TH0 MECTD B0 ecejoT Ha Jepama,
HO KOj MomedH € HeNoBIHO GpaHeT Ha APYri Mecta.”

H nokpaj HeropoTo jacHo npusHasame aexa lepuaa
orEOpedo ja ordpaa waejata Aexa CHAATA ja TpasM
upasgara, 3a JJaxanpa cé yinre DoCToOH ONACHOCTA 8K
HEGATYYHBOCTE e BOAM KOH Bakso ohakamne Ha 3aR0H0T
H ¥IOTATA HA [PABHHOT ADIYMEHT H ONPABIYBAETO BO
pPAMEHTE Ha NpaBHOTO TOAKysame. Mefyroa, amoan-
UHpaHa ¢ COPOTHEHATA NosHLMja. Criata HHKOram He
MOMKE HA Ja OUNpaRja npasgHHaTa Hokwmy NOPALH Toa
ITO BOCHOCTARYBALCTO HA NPABIMHATA HHKOTADD HE
MOMe BO Henoct ga Guge pannonanssupaso. Taa wero
TAKA HE BOJIH KOH 3AMEHA Ha IPABHHOT APTYMERT IPeKy
NORMEYEARE Ha NPHHIMOOT €0 HACHICTED, KAKD IITO
Jlaxampa ce DNAINH Aexa G MOomena axo ce moHece 10
HE}SHHATa NOTHYHA TOCHEIHIA.

Ja a HarmacHMe YILTe efHAL 301UTO JeKOHCTPYKILH]aTa
HE C@ CBEIYRA HA HAJHOBMOT M HajeopHCTHUMPARH BHI
NpaBeH MOIHTHEWAAM PaiBHeH Bo AMEpPHEN, Ko, o8 pas-
DHpa, TEPAK JeKa CHAATA @ RCVIHOCT Taa Kojd ja TpasH
npaggHHaTa, GH OHI0 KOPHCHO YINTE eOHALL 13 HATIPE-
BHME KOHTPACT NOMelY AeKOHCTRYRIMjaTa” Kaxo crua
Ha MPARJATA HACHPOTH SAKOHOT H HACTO]YBAHETO Ha
Crewm @uum (Stanley Fish) za nomcroserveame Ha 3a-
KOHOT c0 mpasfara.”™ @wm edaka Aexa K4AKO HEmTo
unocodeko 3aR0HOT HHKOTAIT HE MOKE A TH JOBTaca
CBOHTE OMPABIVEAILA, HO AeKA FIefdH Kako TPaKTHYHA
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A second movement at least seems to identify the undecidable
with force or even violence and to give to violence the power
o generate or create justice and v, Justice and law, which
of course cannot be conflated, nonetheless seem to oripinate
in force or violence. The extremse misreading of this movernent
would be the conclusion that might mikes right - a conclusion
explicitly rejected at one point in Derrida’s essay but perhaps
insufficiently guarded against at others,”

For LaCapra, in spite of his clear recognition that Derrida
explicitly rejects the idea that might makes right, there
is still the danger that undecidability will lead to this
coneeption of law and the role of legal argument and
justification within legal interpretation. But, indeed,
the opposite position is implied. Might can never justify
right, precisely because the establishment of right can
never be fully rationalized. It also does not lead to the
replacement of legal argument through an appeal to
principle with violence, as LaCapra seems to fear it
might, if taken to its logical conclusion.

To emphasizé once again why deconstruct ion does
not reduce itself to the most recent and sophisticated
brand of legal positivism developed in America which,
of course, asserts that might does indeed make right,
it is useful to again contrast “deconstruction” as the
force of justice against law with Stanley Fish's insistent
identification of law with justice.™ Fish understands
that as a philosophical matter law can never catch up
with its justifications, but that as a practical reality
its functional machinery renders its philosophical
inadequacy bhefore its own claims irrelevant. Indeed, the
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PeATHOCT, HEroBaTa PYHKIHOHATHA MAlIHHEPH]a PARH
rTakpata HAcCOCKA HEAJEKBATHOCT [pe] HErOBHTE
TEpAea fa narnega Gespavajua. Bopouem, cueremor ja
MOCTARVEA CPaHMIATA Ha penesadTHoCT. Co apyrH
alopoBH, MAITHEATA HMa YJIOTA 43 TH HaOpHIne MHeTHY-
HHTe (CHOBH Ha CONCTBEHHOT aBTopHTET. MOETO KpH-
THYKD HecorAacyeame co PHIN, HECOTTACYBALE WITO 10
NOTKPEnyBaM CO CHAATA Ha JEeKUHCTPYKIHjaTa®, € dexa
MpapHaTa MAMKHA KOja TOj ja CTABH KAaKO 4ynAo, jac ja
MpazaM Kako HeKoe YyA0BHINTE. YINTEe eQHAll, KaKo M
B0 MMHATOTO NOCNAB|E, BPATEHH CME HA PASHIYBAKNTE
FAGAHIITA HA PASTHYHN HabUey IyBadH.

Kora cranysa sBop 5a 3aKOHOT, MOCTOH NPHYHHA A8
crpasysase of ayxobu. Ho, 3a na ce BHIH BOIITO MHC-
1AM AeKa NpaxTHYHOTO DpHIneme HA MHCTHMHATH OC-
HOBA HA ARTOPHTETOT Ol CTPAHA HA NPABHHUT CHCTEM
MOpa 3 08 PACKAKE KaKD X0pop NPHKAa3HA, J0380jeTe
l1a ce OCEPHAM Ha eJeH KOHKPETEH CTyuaj Koj I oTeno-
TBOPYVEA IBATA MHTA 38 JAKOHHTOCT H NPAaRHA KVATYpA,
Ha Ko @M mocTojasHo HE Happaka. 3a $wmin, cospe-
MEHATA AMEPHKAHCKA TPABHA HHTEDIPETAILHA, KAKO BO
VCTABHOTO NPAaB0 TAKA M HA ApYTH 001aCcTH, JejcTByRa
[AABHO IOpPEKy IBa MHTE 23 ONpPABfVBAHe 33 00 TyKa.™
IpeHOT € HAMEPATA Ha OCHOBONONOACHHILATE HA JIpoa-
BaTa", HWIH HEKOEe OPVT0 Cihakarke 30 HEKAKBA H3BOPHA
OCHOBA. BTOpHOT e IpoCcToTo sHaveke Ha 3DoposHTe”,
GH/10 33 PeNEBAHTHATE CTATYTH KM npecesaHy, G0 3a
caMHOT yerag. Co moMom Ha LJeEOHCTPYKIHjaTa®, paa-
fpasa AVPH H KAKO HAYHH HA YHTARE, BIODHOT MOMEe 18
Cf HHTEPOPETHPA KAKO MHT 32 NOTIIONHA YHTAHBOCT,
OBMe MHTOBM, Kaxko 1o $Pmm # camuor npudaka, ro
OIPHYBAAT 33K0HOT KaKo ceDenerHTHMHPAY KA MALIMHA
CO BpaKame HA OPABHOTO TOWIKYBAHE 10 HEKOE@ Nper-
NOCTABEHO HIBOPHINTE KO& C8 MOFTOPYEA cedDecH Kaxo
CAMOZATBOPEH XEPMEHEBTHY KM KPyT. OBa NaK rooBOaMo-
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system sets the limit of relevance. The machine, in other
words, functions to erase the mystical foundations of
its own authority. My eritical disagreement with Fish, a
disagreement to the support of which I am bringing the
foree of “deconstruction,” is that the legal machine he
celebrates as a marvel, I abhor as a monster. Once again,
as in the last chapter, we are returned to the divergent
viewpoints of different observers.

In the case of law, there is a reason to be afraid of
ghosts. But to see why 1 think the practical erasure of
the mystical foundation of authority by the legal system
must be told as a horror story, let me turn to an actual
case that embodies the two myths of legality and legal
culture to which Fish consistently returns us. For Fish,
contemporary American legal interpretation, both in
constitutional law and in other areas, functions primar-
ily through two myths of justification for decision.™ The
first is “the intent of the founding fathers,” or some other
conception of an eriginal foundation. The second is “the
plain meaning of the words,” whether of the relevant
statutes or precedent, or of the Constitution itself. In
terms of “deconstruction,” even understood as a practice
of reading, the second can be interpreted as the myth of
full readability. These myths, as Fish well recognizes,
conserve law as a self-legitimating machine by return-
ing legal interpretation to a supposad origin that repeats
itself as a self-enclosed hermeneutic circle. This, in turn,
allows the identification of justice with law and with the
perpetuation of the “"current” legal system.™
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WYBA TIOHCTOBETYBAIETO HA MpPaBjiaTa 00 3AKOHOT W
HHEKOBEYYBARETO HA JIOCTOEYKHOT" OpapeH cHorem.™

i ma ce BN HACHACTBOTO KOSIITO @ CRBOJCTBeHO 34
CHTYAIH}aTa Kora cMe fped aaxonoil, BO MHOTYTE 3HA-
HeThA HA 0BOj H3PAs co Koj JepHiua cf ey BD HeNnoBH-
(V' TEKCT, ajOe Oa ja saMucnEMe caueara so Llopudja
W0} ja MOATOTEYEA CIlEHATA 33 eny4ajor Fayepe Gpoidiug
Vapdesux.™ lsajoa mamu clokojHo sogar mybos Ges
RODIIITO 43 IHAAT Geka ce dped 3akoHoi 1 IEKa HACKO-
[+ e GHAAT DPOrIACceHH 33 BHHOBHY NOPAIM CORAOMH]}E
0jd C8 CMETA 3a KPHMHHANEH [pecran. Pajgocra #a
(DI Cce COCTOH BO TOA A ja NoKame HeMokTa - 3bop xoj
AMEPHO IO KopHeTaM - Ha dittocoderoro cnpoTneTd-
WY BATBE HITH Ha NOIHRTHYKATA KPHTHES KOH 3aK0HCKHOT
clcTeM. JaKoHOT TocTojado Apafa. Cerere ce Ha
CTPAIIHATA OpHEAasHa of Aetcreoto Kpeaewm Kocxm®
(filoody Bones) 3a nonoGpo ga cd ja npercrapuTe cie-
AT, JAKOHOT € Ha NpRHOT Yekop. Punocodor ovajuo
npoOyBa 0a o COYYEA 33KOHOT NMOBHEYBAjEH ©f HA
JHATBOPENIHH" HOPMH Ha TPABAA, HO 3AMYAHO,. JaK0HOT
« 12 BTopHOT Yexop. Cera peMHHHCTHHKATA KPHTHHAPKA
ve 00HAVEA Ja ja PACK/IONH 3aKOHCKATA MampHa Koja
paboTH npoTHE Hea. [IoBTOPHO 3aKOHOT ENHOCTARHO ja
(pHINE KPHTHKATA 33 HETOBATA MACKHPAHOCT, BO 0BOJ
CAyda] XeTEPOCEKCYTHATA MPHCTPACHOCT, KAKO HEurm
(e3HAvYajHO. JaKOoHOT OOpefenyBa o @ 3HAYAjHO.
JaxoHOT € Ha TpeTHoT 4exop. Hm ce nprlimsokysa na
HETOEHTE XPTEH. PHIN i ce BOCKHTYEA TOKMY HA OBAJ
cita Wa 3axonoilll, Takamepedenara OofieHilHOCH,
NOCTOjaHO A goara H DOKpPAj HETOBMTe KPHTHYADH H
nerosara eaocodcka MYMIHBOCT, IIVILTHEOCT KOja He
¢ CAMO COBHAEHA TYKY M OOCTOjaHO. COTOMYBAHA Of
caMuoT DHOL o HaBMjaT TH eHALT, 3AKOHOT HHIITO He
10 COMHPA, & 0HA IITO [0 HABHEBA 0@ HeroBMTe QvHKIHH
ICAKO 1OTO C& paspaboTesy BO MHTOBHTE Ha 3aKOHCKATA
KyaTypa. Taxa, HAKO 3aK0HOT MO®e ga Duae 90BeqKa
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To “see” the violence inherent in being before the law in
the many senses of that phrase which Derrida playvs on in
his text, Jet us imagine the scene in Georgia that sets the
stage for Bowers v. Hardwiek.® Two men are peacefully
making love, little knowing that they were before the law
and soon to be proclaimed guilty of sodomy as a criminal
offense. Fish's glee is in showing the impotence - and I
am using that word deliberately - of the philosophical
challenge or political critique of the legal system. The
law just keeps coming. Remember the childhood ghost
story “Bloody Bones™ to help you envision the scene.
The law is on the first step. The philosopher desperately
tries to check the law - but to no avail - by appealing
to “outside” norms of justice. The law is on the second
step. Now the feminist critic tries to dismantle the law
machine which is operating against her. Again, the law
simply wipes off the eriticism of its masquerade and here,
heterosenosal bias, as irrelevant. The Jaw defines what is
relevant. The law is on the third step. It draws closer to
its victims. Fish admires precisely this force of low, the
so-called potency, to keep coming in spite of its critics
and its philosophical bankruptey, a bankruptey not only
acknowledged but continually exposed by Fish himself.
Once it is wound up, there is no stopping the law, and
what winds it up is its own functions as elaborated in
the myths of legal eulture. Thus, although law may be
a human construct insofar as we dre all captured by
ite mandates, its constructability, and therefore its
potential deconstruetibility, has no “consequences,™
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TEOPOA RO OHO] CTEMEH B0 KOj CHTe HHe cMe sapobeHy of
HETOBHTE ORNACTYBEAH.A, 0/ HENOBATA KOHCTPYKTHEHOCT,
a4 COODEN TOA H Of HEeroBATA NOTEHIH]AUTHA JEKOH-

& B

CTPYKTHEHOCT, TOj HEMA HHEAKEH JTOCTSTHITH .

Bo Bayepe 1 Toa KaKo ja rnejase cHIATA HA 3AKOHOT BO
OOJIH HAET, H MOKPaj KPHTHEHTE Ha Jpunccodure” Ha
muersero. Cyaujara Bajr (Justice White) sanyaysa u
I'o MOAAPHYER KAKD MPARHO NPAIAMEe TOA JeKa JpH#a-
parta Llopowja uma npaso 4a ja HAOPARH XOMOCEKCYRI-
HATA COOOMMjA KPHENHEH nperpiiok.™ Hexon KoMeRTa-
TOPH, KOH To OpaHaT BAKBOTO MHEHHE, Ce MOTIHPAA
TOKMY Ha MHTOT 34 HAMEPATA HA OCHOBOIOMOAHHITHTE
HA APWABATA, APIYMEHTOT ¢ 6K He NOCTOH J0KAS TeKs
HAMEPATA HA OCHOBOMOMGKHEHTE HA JpaasaTa Guna
A3 Ce OBOSMOGKH [IPABO HA NPHBATHOCT HAH Kakeo OHAO

ApPYTO NPABO 38 XOMOCEKCYULITHTE,

ApPryMerTHTE HpOTHE (HHNI0CCKOTO ONPABIYBAE HA
BAKBOTO CTOjAAHINTE, NORTOPEHH OF cTpaHa Ha T, ce
ouurnenss. [loxpmor HaMepa e npobieMaTHuYeH KOTa
a0opyEaAME 34 JKMBH NHCITEIH, OOPAAH CHTE OHHE
OpHYHHHE CIHOMHATH BO CIHCHTE 33 TpaBHa MHTEp-
nperansja. Ho, BO CNy4aj KOra ce HHTEDIPETHRAaT
MPTEH THCATENH KOH OCTAHANE HEMU N0 OADEIeHO
MpAIIasse, AeTHEATHHTE CIOEEHDCTH HA TONKYBAHE
Opexy HAMepa Mopeie He ce JeNTHKATHH, TYKY CTAHYBAAT
gpajao ancypanrd. [Tponecor HA TONMKVBARE HA HAMEpA
cexozai noapasbipa KOHCTPYEIH]A IITOM IOCTOH HATTM-
mIAH TEKCT KGj HaBOAHO ja npercrasyea Hamepara. Ho
ogde HMA CAMO MOE, OTCYCTBO HA I71ac, efHOCTABHO
FATOA HITO TATKOBIHTE OCHOSIYL HHKOTAID HEe ja aape-
CHPANE XOMOCEKCYATHOCTA. JJeKa OBOj MOJIK SHAMM OTH
HE TOCTOH MpPas0 Ha XOMOCEKCYTHOCT H AEKA THE 10
CMETANE TOA 32 HEIITO TOIKY OYHITIENHO [MT0 HNKOram
Heé npoabopiiie 3a Hero, HECOMHEHO & CAMO &1HO TOJ1-
KyBame, H TOA TAKED IOITO HAKOTAIN He MOME 13 ce

In Bowers we do indeed see the force of law as it makes
itself felt, in spite of the criticisms of “the philosophers”
of the opinion. Justice White concludes and upholds as
a matter of law that the state of Georgia has the right
to make homosexual sodomy a criminal offense.® Some
commentators, defending the opinion, have relied
precisely on the myth of the intent of the founding
fathers. The argument is that there is no evidence that
the intent of the founding fathers was to provide a right
of privacy or any other kind of right for homozsexuals.

The arguments against the philosophical justification of
this position repeated by Fish are obvious. The concept of
intent is problematic when speaking of living writers, for
all the reasons discussed inwriting on legal interpretation,
But in the case of interpreting dead writers who have
been silent on the issue, the subtle complexities of
interpreting through intent, are no longer subtle, but are
manifestly ludicrous. The process of interpreting intent
always involves construction onee there is a written text
that supposedly introduces the intent. But here, there
is only silence, an absence of voice, simply because the
founding fathers never addressed homosexuality. That
this silence means that there is no right of homosexuality
and they thought it so self-evident as never to speak of it,
is elearly only one interpretation and one that can never
be clarified except in the infinite regress of construction,
Since the process involved in interpreting from silence
elearly entails construction, the judge's own values are
involved. In this case we do not even need to go further
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pazjacHl oceey po DecKOHEMHHOT perpec Ha KoHC-
rpyKkuKjara. Buaejin npomecoT Koj e BRIYHeH BO TOJ-
KEVBARET) HA MOJAKOT OYMHIVIEgHC nogpasbupa komc-
TPYKIHjA, BMENIAHH C8 TMMHHTE BPEAHOCTH Ha CYAHjaTa.
Bo opoj coydaj oypH He € HM moTpe0HO O3 ofHMe
NOHATAMY B0 COOMEHOCTHTE Ha YHTAHBOCT M HEYHT-
AHBOCT HA HEKOJ TEKCT, DMAEjKH cMe DVKBANHD OCTABEHM
Bo MoK, Ges HITY 300D 38 XOMOCEKCYATHOCTA.

Ho, cnopen MECIeRETO Ha cyaujaTa Bajr, Hne seymmoct
¢Me BPATEHH Ha OpobNeMoT 33 YHTIHBOCTA HIH HEWHT-
AHBOCTA HA TEKCTOT HAa YCTABOT H Ha NPeCcefaHOT, wImo
HABOIHOD CAMO I'0 JKKYEA" HEroBoTo sHayese. Cyimjara
Bajr ro ompaa sakmyeoxor Ha EnunaecertHor ORpyssed
Cya™ pexa zaxoHoT Ha [lopuxja ro npeEpumn ocHOBHOTO
npaso Ha 0OEMHETHOT OMAEjKH HETOBOTO TPABG HA
NOMOCEKCYATHOCT € MPHBATHA H MHTHMHA BPCER Koja ¢
HIETHOP O A0GATOT HA APMARHATA PEryJaTHREA MOPaIH
JegerrioTr  Amapamas B Knavaymara sa Cooapersa
MMocranga of YernpudaecerTHor AMangman™. ™ Enuna-
seeTTHOT OKpymed Cyl ce NOTHHPAT Ha HH3IATA Iper-
soman coyvan o pussoad (Griswold)™, no Po (Roe)™ u
Kepu (Carey)™ npu unTamke Ha OPaROTO Ha IPHBATHOCT
3 MCTOTO A3 BETVHIYBA XOMOCEKCVA/IHA AKTHBHOCT .
Cymujara BajT ro ordpna paxsoTo upTame, Toj ro mpasu
TOA, KAKO IITO KE BHAHME, TECHO TOMKYEAJEH Io IPaBoTo
[£0€ HABOJIHO & BMEIIAHD B0 0B0] CiIVdaj, H Toa YHTAJEH 1o
JASHKOT O 3AKIVYOLHTE HA CEKOj omydaj Ha Oykea-
THCTHYKH HAYHH OPHTOA HMILTHIHTHO DOTIHPAajiH oo
#a JIPOCTOTO SHAYeHme Ha 3foposnTe”. Haofame nw
KAKOB DHI0 ja3MK 38 XOMOCEKCYATHOCTA BO OBHE CITVHaH ?
Cvaujara BajT BOONIITO HE MOMKe A3 HAjAE TAKOR jaaHKk.
brpejky He Mose ga Hajae Takos jasHk, cyndjata Bajr
FAKTYMYBa AeKa . OpOCTOTD SHaYeH-e Ha sfoposnTe” He
(IPEHI0 BAKBOTO NPABO0 HA MPHEATHOCT Ja BEIVUVEA I
~XOMOCEKCYATHA AKTHEROCT . [la ro IMTHpaM cyaHjaTa
Bajr:

into the complexities of readability and unreadability of
a lext, because we are literally left with silence, no word
on homosexuality.

But in Justice White's opinion we are, indeed, returned
to the problem of the readability or the unreadability of
the text of the Constitution and of the precedent that
supposedly just "states” its meaning. Justice White
rejects the Eleventh Cireuit’s™ holding that the Georgia
statute violated the respondent’s fundamental right
“because his homosexual right is a private and intimate
association that is beyond the reach of state regulation
by reason of the Ninth Amendment and the Due Process
Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment."* The Eleventh
Circuit relied on the line of precedent from Griswold™
through Roe* and Carey™ to read the right of privacy
to include “homosexual activity.” Justice White rejects
this reading. He does so, as we will see, by narmowly
construing the right supposedly implicated in this case
and then by reading the langnage of the holding of each
case in a “literalist” manner implicitly relying on “the
plain meaning of the words.” Do we find any language
in these cases about homosexuality? Justice White
cannot find any such language. Since he cannot find any
such language, Justice White concludes that “the plain
meaning of the words™ did not mandate this extension
of the right of privacy to “homosexual activity.” To quote
Justice White:
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Mpuhagajks rH OUIVKHTE 00 OBHe CIYTad H Dopecio-
MEHATHOT OUHC HE HCTHTE, CMETAME TEKL € OYHIIEIHO
OEEA HHTY SOHO 00 OPABATE MATHACGHA BO THE CIY4aH
HEMA HHEAKBL cHOM4H0CT 00 0apaiorTo YCTABHO NpaBo
KOMOCEECYAIIITN A8 OF BITVIITALT B0 SHEH Ha CONOMHEja, 1ITo o8
TEpAR B0 0Boj coyuaj. Hukaxea spexks noMedy cemejernoto,
OpaKoT, H COATABAMETO OOTOMCTEG Of BIHA CTpAna, M
XOMOCEXCVTHATA AETHBHOCT Of ADVTA, 1o GRiie noskasans,
HHTY 01 Aneraumosnot Oy ey o o0RH e,

He mopa Ja paspHemMe Hexakea coducTHOHpana dgu-
Aocodera KPHTHEA 33 03 YRAMEME Ha MPeIIKaTa 8o OyE-
BANEOTO" TONKYBAIRE HA OBHME CIVYaH OF CTPpaHa Ha
cyanjara Bajr. MoxeMe eIHOCTABHO O3 2 MOTIPEME Ha
eAeH 0f HAjCTAPHTE M HAjOOKaMaHH  JPHHIOHOH Ha
YCTABHO TOAKYBAILE, 4 TOA € NPHHIHOOT ASKa CAY9aHTe
Tpeha orpaHHYeHo A3 cE PEIIABAAT. AKD YOBEK NPHATH
JeKa 0BOj IPHHIHN o YIoTpebysan Bo cIy4aHTe Nosp-

TR T

3aHH CO YTEPAYBAMRETO Ha MIPABOTO HA MPHBATHOCT",
TOFAIT TPHYHHATA INTO HATY &06H O OBHE CTydaH He I
LIposfopran” Ha XOMOCEKCYATHOCTA € BO TOA INTO Tpd-
MAKETD 33 XOMOCEKCVATHOCTA He Buao mpen Aus. Cy-
AHHTE MO 0B0] DPHHIHT, HAH Kako mTo senn Jliyman
(Luhmann), noa oBoj cHcTeEM, Tpeda Oa peIIagaaT ciuy-
YyaM, 4 He JA HETOEYBAAT HOPMH HIH 13 CHEKyIHDAaT 34
CHTE MOXHH TPONIHPYBalhd HA HExoe npaso. Kora u
KAKD MPEE0TO Ke C8 MPOIIHPYRA SARNCH O KOHKPETHHTE
fhaxTH Ha cekoj cygaj. H moxpaj ona urro penan gexa ro
OpasH, cyaHjaTa BajT, Kaxo WITO KOMEHTATOPHTE BEKe
CIOMHAA, TOAKVEA 0 MOAK, H TOd MOIK KOj C8 COApPMHH
B0 MPHHIHNOT JeEa ocobeHo YCTARHHMTE cnyvan Tpeba
Orpanu4eHo ga ce Toakysaar. [lorpebno am e osge aa
A0OA0aM JIEKA AKO HEKO] 8 XOMOCERCYAIeN, MPABOTo A3
CE BOYINTA BO XOMOCEKCYATHA AKTHEHOCT MOME a8 HMa

3 cexakpa BPCEA 00 LCeMejCTEO, Hpak NN COMARARE M0~

& gk

roMmcTBo”,* Hako cyaujaTa BajT ro TEpAnR cipoTHRAOTO?

Accepting the decisions in these cases and the above
description of them, we think it evident that none of the
rights announced in those cases hears any resemblance to
the claimed constitotional right of homosexuals to engage in
acts of sodomy that is asserted in this case. No connection
between family, marriage, or procreation on the one hand
and homosexual activity on the other has been demonstrated,
gither by the Court of Appeals or by respondent.™

We do not need to develop a sophisticated philosophical
critique to point to the flaw in Justice White's “literalist™
interpretation of the cases. We can simply rely on one of
the oldest and most established “principles” of constitu-
tional interpretation: the principle that cases shonld be
narrowly decided. If one accepts that this principle was
operative in the cases associated with the establishment
of the “right of privacy,” then the reason none of these
cases “spoke” to homosexuality was that the question of
homosexuality wasn't before them. Judges under this
principle, or in Luhmann’s terms, under this system, are
to decide cases, not advance norms or specnlate about
all possible extensions of the nght. When and how the
right is to be extended is dependent on the concrete facts
of each case. In spite of what he says he is doing, Justice
White, like the commentators already mentioned, is in-
terpreting from a silence, and a silence that inheres in the
principle that constitutional cases in particular should
be construed narrowly. Need [ add here that if one is a
homosexual, the right to engage in homosexual activity
might have everything to do with *family, marriage, or
procreation,”™ even though Justice White argues the
contrary position? As a result, his very interpretation of
the “privacy” cases - as being about “family, marriage,
or procreation” - could be used against him. Can White's
blindness to this obvious reality be separated from his

N
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Kako pesyJITaT Ha TOa, CAMOTD HETOBO TONKYBAthE HA Cy-
HANTE 33 [MDHBATHOCT, JEEA THe Of OJHEeCYBRIAT Ha 0e-
MejcTBO, Gpak, FUTH cO3ABARE NOTOMCTRD", MOJKE I3 C8
viorpedH mpoTHE Herd. Mome 14 cnennnoro Ha Bajr aa
UERd OUHTASAHS DEafHOCT 08 o8 HanpoM 07 HeTOBOTO
THYHO ]IPI'I@:}.I&E!ILE; Ha HEKAKBR MMITAHIMHPARA XeTEeM-
CCECYAMHOCT KAKO BAK0HCKD, W BCYIIHOCT, KAKD 8THHC-
FHEHHOT HCITPAREH HAYHH A ¢ HHBee?

Muenwero Ha cyaMjata BajT me ¢e noTmHpa caMo Ha
HETOROTO YHTAHC HA CIyMaMTe, aMH Ce MOTIHPA HCTD
KA H HA eIH0 HMILTHIHTHO chakimke 33 SHTIHBOCTA
ia yerasor. 3a Bajr ¥erasor € mornoaHo wuilltua.
MoEropHO K& peNaM, TOj HHW B0 caMuoT YeTAR He Haofa
HITIITO IO MO CHOMEHRYBA MPABOTO HA XOMOCERKCYATHOCT.
Cnopen Toa, Toj cMeTa gexa Eguuaecermor Oxpymen
Cvi O CO3AARA TAKBOTO MPAaBO O BAKYYM, HAMECTD Of
JIHD SHTALE Ha YoTaBoT ¥ Ha RpecejiaHirme koe pasiupa
HT0 € OCHOBHG" W HeOmXOAHO 38 NPHBATHOCTA KAKO
npaso  Bmoctasoseno” ¢o Yerasor. 3a cyaumjata Bajr,
IVEY-TAKA 4 08 CO3IaAe Hekoe Hopo” thyHnaMeHTaTHO
npago 61 G0 HAJONACHHOT BWJ AKTHEM3AM, nocefHOD
BO CTYYAJOT 0O XOMOCEKCYATHOCTA. A BOINTO € TOA TAKA
na cynmjara Bajr? Kaxo nrro caMuor objacHysar

SabpassTe NPOTHE TAKBOTO OAHECYBAI:E BISYAT KOpPeHH
yiuTe of aETHMEC Epeme. ConoMHjaTa GRaa KpHMHEBATER
upecran go oBedajHo npaso 1 Guna 3afpaHeTa £o 3AK0HHTE
HA NPEHTE TPHHAECET COJYIHN JNEAEH Kora ja parddmky-
sane [onenbara 3a npasgara. Bo 1868 rogusa, xora G
paTRdHEYELH YeTHPHHABCETTHOT AMABHIMAH CAMO [18T O
37 COjyEHH ApHann 30 YHHATA HEMATZ EPHEHYHH SK0HH
OpOTHE CofoMEja. BoyiiHOCT, A0 1951 MOOHHEA, CHTE 50
Cojvasi SPREREN 3AKOHCKH ja ssane :afpaHeTo comomMH-
JeTa, # geHec, 24 cojyaER gpacasn w Ofnacra KooymGHja
MPOACAYEAAT M3 HIPEMYBART KPHEAYHH KAZHH 33 COA-

own acceptance of an implied heterosexuality as legiti-
mate and, indeed, the only right way to live?

Justice White's opinion does not simply rest on his read-
ing of the cases, but also rests on an implicit conception
of the readability of the Constitution, For White, the
Constitution is fully readable. Once again, he does not
find anything in the Constitution itself that mentions
the right to homosexuality. Therefore, he interprets the
Eleventh Circuit as creating such a right out of thin
air, rather than on a reading of the Constitution and
of precedent that understands what is fundamental
and necessary to privacy as a right "established” by the
Constitution, For Justice White, to simply create a "new”
fundamental right would be the most dangerous kind of
activism, particularly in the case of homosexuality. And
why is this the case for Justice White? As he explains:

Proscriptions against that conduct have ancient roots.
Sodomy was a criminal offense at commeon law and was
forbidden by the laws of the orfginal 13 states when they
ratified the Bill of Rights. In 1868, when the Fourteenth
Amendment was ratified, all but 5 of the 37 States in the
Union had criminal sodomy laws. In fact, until 1961, all
50 States outlawed sodomy, and today, 24 States and the
District of Columbia continue to provide eriminal penalties
for sodomy performed in private and between consenting
affults. Against thiz background, to caim that a right to
engage in such conduct is “deeply rooted in this Nation's
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OMH}A KOJ8 OB DIBHEA BO OPHBATHOCT W TOMELY COITTACHM
BOApAcHE aRne. [Ipy cerd oBd, Ji C8 TRON FEEA TPaRoTo
HERO] 13 02 BIVIIITA BO TAKEH HEeITa ¢ JAAafoks BEOpEHETD
BO HCTOPIETE M TPRARIMjaTa Ha obaa Hammja™, pan meea
<08 Toapadfipa B0 HOHMOT HA 3AK0HCKA caobona”, Bo Hij-
mofap enyyaj e ementao. ™

3a BajT, He caMo [ITO ONACHOCTA O aETHEMZaMm Tpeba
cexorair fa OHfe 004 cHAEH HAA30D, TYEY MOPA KOH-
KperHo aa Duie HAYIUTENA B0 cIy9an Kaxd opoj. [Tax
Ke peuam, oipaadyameelio 33 HETOBOTO CTOJANHIITE
C& HANOBpP3YEd Ha HEerOBOTO MMILTHOHTHO ofakase
3a UMTAMBOCTA Ha yerasor. [la ro uMTHpaM cyiMjaTa
Bajr: Cymor e HajpapnHe ¥ HajMHOTY C& qodiadxyea
N0 HESETHTHMHOCT KOTA HMA PaloTa co YeTasHO Npaso
CEJIETIAHO 01 CY/IHHTE YHH KODEHH COCEM MATKY HJIH
BOOIIITO He MOMXAT Ja Ce MPOHALOAT BO JATHKOT HAK BO
saMHeaTa Ha Yerasor® ™

Ha apyro mecro ro KpHTHEYBAag ODBMHEHHETO HA
CYACKHOT AKTHEH3AM Kako (GYHIaMEHTANHO HepashH-
pame HA HEMHHOBHATA VIOTA HA HOPMATMEHATA KOH-
CTPYKIIHja BO NpaBHOTO TOAKYBame, xora ke carame
mera TOAKVBALETO € HOTO TAKA M BpeHYBaHe. ™ QHII ¢H
MMa CONCTEEHA BEP3HjA HA BAKBATA KpHTHEA. OHa wTo
CAEAM Za Mo KOKAM OBOE £ gexa za $uin, MokTa Ha
SAKOHOT 3 TH HATOMH HETOBHTE [PETHOCTABKH Kako
BHCTHHA HA CHCTEMOT Mo DpHIE SHAMEHETO Ha HETOBHTES
thinocodwkl  COPOBOPHMIM, NpaBejid ro Geccuano
HHBHOTO MPOTECTHPaie. KOHKDETHHOT pesynTaTr Bo
OBOj (V4] @ TOA INTO HA KPHBMHMHHTE CAHKITHE OpOTHE
XOMOCEKCVATIIHTE MM CE JABA YCTABEH NEernTHMHTET ©O
TOA WTO cera ¢e objaByEa NeKa 34 COjYSHHTE [DKARH e
BAKOHCEH NPHQATIHED A I'H CTABAT HANBOP O/ 3aK0HOT
NOMOCEKCYATHATA BYDOR H CEKCYATHH OIHOCH.

history and tradition” or “implicit in the concept of ordered
liberty” is, at best, facetions.**

For White, not only is the danger of activism always
to be guarded against, but it must be specifically for-
saken in a case such as this one. Again, the justification
for his position turns on his implicit conception of the
readability of the Constitution. To quote Justice White,
“[t}he Court is most vulnerable and comes nearest to il-
legitimacy when it deals with judge-made constitutional
law having little or no cognizable roots in the language or
design of the Constitution.™

I have critiqued the charge of judicial activism elsewhere
as a fundamental misunderstanding of the inevitable
role of normative construction in legal interpretation™
once we understand that interpretation is also evalua-
tion. “Fish has his own version of this critique. The point
I want to make here is that for Fish, the power of law
to enforce its own premises as the truth of the system
erases the significance of its philosophical interlocutors,
rendering their protest impotent. The concrete result in
this case is that the criminal sanctions against gay men
are given constitutional legitimation in that it is now
proclaimed to be legally acceptable for states to outlaw
homosexual love and sexual engagement.
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[lann & OBA KIACHYEH MPHMEP 33 OODEYBame Ha
HACHICTBO Ha 3akoHOT? Bepysam gexa ofrosopoT He-
comieno @ ga. Ho yiore mosawHO, HMAJKH ja MpeaBu
pliaiHEATa Ha cyarjara Bajr, oqroBopoT NOKAMYEA ETHA
Motine Bakia paboTa 33 BPCKATA NOMETY ONDHKYBARETO
it HACHICTEOTO H 3aCHOBAYKOTO HACHACTED, HATTACEHA
wia) Jepraa. Ja ro qurapaM Mepuga, a £e ro DHTHPaM
feociro GUaejin BepyBaM JeKa OBOj IIHTAT & KIYUeH 3a
MiU|OT DATOROP HA 3arpuaerocTa Ha Jlaxanpa pexa lle-
[HLit IONYINTA Opel HCKYITEHHETO Ha HaCHACTBOTO:

Hamrmo B noxpa) jacaeTa nen Ha BedjaMmn, Be npeiioscs
TIUTHYBAR:E CIIOPE KOE CAMOTO HECHICTEG HA SACHOBA NS TO
A noannryaTa ga saxoaoT (Bechtsetrende Gewall] sopa
i ro 0DENTEA HACKICTEOTO HA oapsyveiss [Rechiserhal-
tende Crewalt] B me moke ma oo ofaens of mero, Toa @
PIIACE HE CTPVKTYPATA HA (IVEIAMEHTATHOTO HACHICTIO
KOe TORHKYEA HE COTCTBRHO HOBTORVBAIE I IO SACHODYES
(HA 10 TPela e ¢ OfpEYEa, MITO @ OApPHUTHBO, BETEH0 Ha
HACARACTEOTO M TRAOMIHATL, Irro Tpela i o8 CIOeiH.
{HOBATE mMpeTcTABYBA BeTyeame, Cexoja nosunmja (Set-
INg) AoasaTyed o seTyea (permet et pro-met), ¥ ce noam-
HOHNPAE J0SBOMYBAjEH B Beryeajin (en mettant et en
promettant]. Jdypa 8 aso texoe BETYBAILE OCTARS HeHCTO-
1eTn, HTEpafHOCTA 1O NOCTARYEA BETYBAILETO KAKD WYRAD
B HEHa0O0HROT MomenT o SmeHonakere. Ha Toj sawr
TEE J4 BOHIIVER MOGKHOCTE 28 IOBETORVEEAH-G B0 CHISENHATA
oA MEROpHOTO... [Ioanunjara seie ¢ prepaliimmoeT, OoBKE
31 CEMOOIPYEAYED D0ETOpVERSE. O pRiyBAHSTO 0] CBoja
CTPEHA NOBTOPHD JACHOBYBE 58 A3 MOMe A3 10 OAPHH 0Ha
KOE TRPAM Iera ro sacHoBann. Taka, He D0CToH OCTPA CHpo-
THCTABEHOCT OMELY MOAMIIHOHHPARLTO B OADSEYBRILETE,
[TOCTOH CAMO DHA IIT0 jac Ke ro Hapessas (a besjamny we ro
uMenyea) différantielle xoaTamMuHAE]a mOMe’y IReTE, o0
CHTE NAPaIOKCH A0 KN 0BA HEIITO MOHEe g1 qosemne. ™

Is this a classic example of the conserving violence of
law? The answer, | believe, is unquestionably yes. Bul
more importantly, given the analysis of Justice White, it
demonstrates a profound point about the relationship,
emphasized by Derrida. between conserving violence
and the violence of foundation. To quote Dermida, and
I quote in full, because 1 believe this quotation is crocial
to my own response to LaCapra’s concern that Derrida
vields to the temptation of violence:

For beyond Benjamin’s explicit purpose, I shall propose the
interpretation according 1o which the very violence of the
foundation or position of law (Rechisetzende Gewalt} must
envelop the violence of conservation (Rechtser-faltends
Gewalt) and cannot break with it. It belongs to the struc-
ture of fundamental violence that it cafls for the repetition
of itsell and founds what ought to be conserved, conserv-
able, promised to heritage and tradition, to be shared. A
foundation is a promise. Every position (Setzirg) permits
and promises [permet et pro-mel), i positons en metlant
ef en promettant. And even if a promise is not kept in fact,
iterability inscribes the promise as the guard in the most
irruptive instant of foundation. Thus it inscribes the pos-
gibility of repetition at the heart of the originary... Position
iz already iterability, a call for self-conserving repetition.
Conzervation in itz tum refounds, so that it can conserve
what it claims to found. Thoes there can be no rgorous op-
position between positioning and conservation, only what I
will call {and Benjamin does not name it) a diféranticlle
contamination between the two, with all the paradoxes that
this may lead 1o
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TToBMEOT 33 CAMOOIPEYBAYKD TOBTOPYBARE € OCHOBATA
33 MHEHWeTD Ha cyaHjata Bajr, a ymme NOROHEPETHO,
aa HEroBOTO oabHBamkRe 04 MPOYHTa Bo® YCTAROT 8R4
DEHOBHA CA00ofa 33 BOVINTAHE BO  XOMOCEECYRTHA
eoioMEja”, U foxpal unillepipe@ayiaitia eo Dpeceda-
noill. Kaxo wro noHataMy objaceysa Bajr :

Crpemejky ce aa ce yOerns cebecn i jasnocTa fewxa ofjany-
BaFSTO Ha PIBEA KO HE 08 HETOCPEIHD (PEI0SHATTHEM BO
TexcTOT Ha VeTaroT nogpasiHpa MHOrY LOBEke O HAMET-
HYERE:S HA JTHYHAOT Ha0op H BPEIHOCTHTE HA CYAH)aTa BPS
cojyaHKTe ApwAEH H PelepanaaTa Biajfa, cynoT ce obnge
Na ja yTepaH DPHPOOATA HA OPaBaTa KoM Tpeda aa qobujar
ATOMEMEHA CYIHCKD 3RITHTA. ™

Juauu, A4 pesHMHpPAME NORTOPHO, pPesynTaToT 34
Bajr e aexa . pyusamenranapte cnobogn” Tpefa ma
ce OrpaHMYaT HA OHHE KoM ce . Jnaboko BCajleHH BO
MCTOpPMjaTa B TPRAMIHjaTa Ha Hamujara® ™ 3a cyaujara
Bajr, xako WTo BHOIOBME WCTO TaKa, NOKAIOT JeKa
NpaBoTO 33 BIYIITAILE BO XOMOCEKCYATHA cOOMHE]a” He
& OCHOBHA cnoboja e JbaxToT” 1To Bo BpeMeTo KoTa D
aorecen YeTHPHHABCETTHOT AMAHIMAH, cam0 IeT 0f
TPHECET M CRYMTe COjYSHH APEABH BO YHHjATA HeMane
KPHBHYHH 3aK0OHH DPOTHE COAOMH]aTa, H JEKA MOBEKETO
COjYANH Op#asH H DOHATAMY MMaaT TaxsH sawoiH. Bo
¢roeTn Hecornacyeame, bnexmyn (Blackmun) secroxo
i oTdpaa NOBHKYBAIETO HA (PAKTOT 34 NOCTOSHE
HR AHTHCOZOMCKHM KPHBHYHH SAKOHH Kako OCHOBA 3a
noHaTaMomea 3abpana B YCKpPATYVBAIGE Ha NPABOTO,
KAPAKTEPHIMDAHO O CTPRHA Ha baexMyH Heé Kako
NPaEo 33 BOYIIMTAES B0 XOMOCCKCVATHA COnOMHE)a, TYEY
KaKo npaso aa ce buae ocrased Ha Mup™

IlnTupajin ro cyamjata Xonme (Holmes), Brexmyn né
MOTCETYEA JeKa:

The ecall for self-conserving repetition is the basis for
Justice White’s opinion, and more specifically, for his
rejection of “reading into” the constitution, in spite of
an inferpretation of precedent, a fundamental liberty to
engage in "homosexual sodomy.” As White further ex-
plains:

Striving to assure itself and the public that announeing rights
ot readily identifiable in the Constitution’s el invobves
much more than the imposition of the Justices” ewn choice
of values on the States and the Federal Government, the Court
has sought to identify the nature of the rights qualifying for
heightened judicial protection.®

To summarize again, the result for White is that “fun-
damental liberties” should be limited to those that are
“deeply rooted in the Nation's history and tradition.™
For Justice White, as we have also seen, the evidence
that the right to engage "in homosexual sodomy” is not
a fundamental liberty is the "fact” that at the time the
Fourteenth Amendment was passed, all but five of the
thirty-seven states in the union had eriminal sodomy
laws and that most states continue to have such laws. In
his dissent, Blackmun vehemently rejects the appeal to
the fact of the existence of antisodomy criminal statutes
as a basis for the continuing prohibition of the denial of
a right, characterized by Blackmun not as the right to
engage in homosexual sodomy but as “the right to be let
alone.™

Quoting Justice Holmes, Blackmun reminds us that;




PepomTHpadEd @ 33 ANAfecHs HA OPABOTO B C8 HEeMA
pipofps DpEYMBRHA O Tas AeEa Tod OO0 32cHOERHO RO
ipeseno sa Xeups IV, Ymre noseske peRoaTHpE AGKOTKY
CCHOERTE HA KO DOSMHELTO OSAMHE WCYESHANE, 3 MPaRH-
AT €1 DICTOJYBA CAMO TOPAIHN CIEN0TO MOAPaXABAHE Ha
mnesToTo.

Jlepioa HE JaRa VEHJ BO T02 KakKo TPAIHIHOHATHOTO
NUIRTHERCTHY KO ohakame HA 3AKOHOT, W NOKpaj 3a-
(eekaTa Ha cyaHjaTa XouiMo B SarpHAeH0cTa HE oy-
aujara BaekMyH, C¢ COCTOH TOKMY O OBa CaMoogp-
MVEAYKO NOBTOpPYVEaRke. 3a PHIN, KaKo WTo BEKe BH-
JoEpe, OPAKTHYHATA CHOA HA OPAEHHOT CHCTEM Ja OF
PR cefecH Npexy CIejyBame HA NOBTOPYBARBETO CO
GIPABIYVBAMETO & (HA UITO IO HpasK npasen cuereM. Ce
pashipa, PHID e cEeceH JIEKA NOBTOPYBAMETO KAKO HTE-
pabHIHOCTA HOTO Taka Aoasaaysa esonyunja. Ho, eso-
TYIHjaTa & SIHHCTEEHATA MOMHOCT KOIR oidpasdyea-
weliio ce HoenTHOHEVEA CO QYHKIHOHAPARETO HA CA-
mitor cuereM. H noxpaj Heronime aafeneinxy po monsa
il COPOTHBHOTO, cnopes PHIN 3aK0OHOT He MOMKe Xa ce
MEKOHCTPYEDPA H CIefCTBEHO, HE MOXEe HHTY DATHKATHO
na o2 TpancthpopMEpa. Kaxo cHCTeM, Toj CTAHYBA CONCT-
weid JIOBHTHRHA" ONINTeCTEEHA PEANTHOCT, BO KOjA cTa-
IVCOT Ha HETOBHTE MHTOBH He Moxe i3 Owige ocno-
PYBH.

BMelyToa, TOKMY CTATVOOT HA MHET 23 HEPOBATA M3BODWIN-
HA OCHOBA H MPOCTOTO 3Hau€ere Ha afopoBuTe” - HIH
EAAARO CO NOTEXHHYKH JA3HK, YHTAHBOCTA HA TEKCTOT
- £ OHa mTo JepHaa ro oCnopysa B0 HMEeTO Ha MPaBgATA.
Cera cMe BpaTenH Ha 3arpisaedocTa Ha Jlaxanpa 3a no-
TEHIHJANHATE ONACHOCT Off HAEMHAYYBAYMKATA CHAA BO
aprymeuror Ha Jepraa. JTakanpa noBTOpHO 1o TOTKYEA
0HA KOE TOj M0 YHTA KAK0 8fIeH of] MOPHIHMYHATE HCKASH
na [lepupa. Josponere IPpEMH Aa O MHTHPAM MCKAZOT
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It is revolting to have no better reason for a rule of law than
that so it was laid down in the time of Henrcy IV. 1t ks still more
revolting if the grounds upon which it was laid down have
vanished long since, and the rule simply persists from blind
imitation of the past.'”

Derrida gives us insight into how the traditional positiv-
ist conception of law, in spite of Justice Holmes' remark
and Justice Blackmun's concern, consists precisely in
this self-conserving repetition. For Fish, as we have seen,
it is the practical power of the legal system to preserve it-
self through the conflation of repetition with justification
that makes it a legal system. Of course, Fish recognizes
that repetition as iterability also allows for evolution.
But evolution is the only possibility when justificartion
is identified as the functioning of the system itself. Law,
for Fish - in spite of his remarks to the contrary - is not
deconstructible and, therefore, is also not radically
transformable, As a system it becomes its own "positive”
social reality in which the status of its own myths cannot
be challenged.

It is, however, precisely the status as myth of its originary
foundation and the “plain meaning of the words” - or
in more technical language, the readability of the text
- that Derrida challenges in the name of justice. We are
now returned to LaCapra’s concern about the potentially
dangerous equalizing force in Derrida’s own argument.
LaCapra reinterprets what he reads as one of Derricda’s
riskier statements. Let me first quote Derrida’s statement:
“Since the origin of authority, the foundation or ground,

.
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Ha Jepuaa: ,Co orned Ha TOa OITO TIOTEKAOTO HA aB-~
TOPHTETOT, OCHOBATA HAH NOANOTATA M NOSHIHjaTa HA
FAKOHOT HE MOMKAT N0 gednumja oa ce nortnHpaat
HA HHIITO APYIO OCBEH HA HHE CAMHTE, CAMHTE THE cé
HacuieTBe Ges nopnora®.* Jlakampa ro npedopaMyiipa
ucxkazor Ha Jepuna sanesajin ce Oexa Ke 10 HAnpasH
urro NOMAanKy nogacied Ha anoynorpeba. da ro nHTH-
pam Jlakanpa: .Co ornes Ha Toa IITO MOTEKAO0TO HA ABR-
TOPHTETOT, OCHOBATA WM NOATOMATA H NO3HIMjaTa HA
BAKOHOT HE MOMKAT A ©€ NOTIHPAAT HA HHINTO APVIo
OCBEH HA HHB CAMHTE, NPANAKETO 33 HHEHATA KOHEYHA
OCHOBA HAH Dognora e byxeanso DecMucaeHo, "

MoeTo Hecornacyeamse co 00i0T Ha Jlakanpa DOBTOPHD
ga To opMyINpa MCKA30T € B0 CnegHoBO: paboraTa
HE & BO ToAd IOTO DPAINAHKETO 33 KOHEMHATA OCHOBA
HAM NOANOTA Ha 3akoHor e Decsmcneno 3a [epuaa;
TYEY, HAEEd TOKMY NPamaHETO 33 KOHEUHATA OCHOEBA,
WK NOTOYHO KAKAHD 34 OTCYCTBOTO HA HCTATA, £ OHA
1T MOPA 73 8 DOCTARH, JAOKOIKY BOZMME CMEeTEA 3a
nosxk0T Ha [pagaaTa. Toa 1T0 HHEAKOE OIPARIYBAYKH
[MCEYPC He MO¥0E WK He Mipefia 1a ja ocurypa yiorara
Ha [A/1EH METAJAZHE RO GIHOC HA HETOBOTO JOMHHAHTHO
TOAKYBEAILE, IHOWU [J2Ka OPEYBAMKOTO BETYBAME Ha
FAKOHOT HEKOTAN HE MOMe eN0CHD A ©8 OCTBAPH BO
e1eH XEPMEHEETHUKY KPYT KOj YCIemHO cé HaBpaka Ha
camMuoT cefe, H HA TOj HAYHH CH c& BTEMETYBA.

Ce paziupa, GapeM HA Npe NOTAe] NOCTOJAT ABA BMMA
HACHACTEO CO KOM OBJE Ce COOMYBAME; HACHJICTBO Ha
BACHOBAFGETO HUTH BOCIIOCTARYVBAIGETO HA 3AKOHCKH
CHCTEM H OOTOA HACHACTED HA SAKOHOOADHYBAYEOTO
HAH JYPHCOATETHYKOTO HACHICTBO Ha 8feH NOCTOeYRH
saxoHckH cHereM. Mefyroa, llepuia BO HENUBHOT GCBPT
KOH TeKCTOT Ha BeHjaMHH NOKaMYBR EAKO TOKMY THe

KOHEDETHIHPAME ASHAMEHRETO HA BAaKBATH HKOHTAMH-

the position of law can't by definition rest on anything
but themselves, they are themselves a violence without
ground.”™ LaCapra reformulates Derrida’s statement
in the hope of making it less subject to abuse. To quote
LaCapra: “Since the origin of authority, the foundation
or ground, the position of the law can't by definition rest
on anything but themselves, the question of their ulti-
mate foundation or ground is literally pointless.™*

My disagreement with LaCapra’s restatement is as fol-
lows: it is not that the question of the ultimate ground or
foundation of law is pointless for Derrida; instead, it is
the question of the ultimate ground, or correctly stated,
lack of such, that must be asked, if we are to heed the call
of Justice. That no justificatory discourse coan or should
insure the role of a metalanguage in relation to its domi-
nant interpretation, rmeans that the conserving promise
of law can be never be fully actualized in a hermeneutical
circle that successfully turns back in on itself and there-
fore grounds itself.

Of course, there are, at least at first glance, two kinds
of violence at issue here; the violence of the foundation
or the establishment of a legal system and then the law-
conserving or jurispathetic violence of an actual legal
system. But Derrida demonstrates in his engagement
with Benjamin’s text just how these two kinds of vio-
lence are contaminated. To concretize the significance
of this contamination, we are again returned to Bowers.
The erasure of the status of the intent of the founding fa-
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liaja, MOBTOPHO ce BpakaMe Ha cmyqajor Bayepce.
| HIIEIETO Ha CTATYCOT 32 HAMEPATA HA OCHOROMOMOMH-
NMIHTE Ha JpKABATA B HA OPOCTOTO 3ZHANERe HA
NOPOBHTE KaXo OPARHH MHTOBH, € OCHOBA 33 OUpae-
ihran-e[Mo Ha JVPHCTATHYKOTO HAH 33KOHO0OADMYBAN-
KT HACKJICTRO Ha O ayKaTa. CoronyBakeTo Ha MECTHY-
HIHOT TEMEN Ha aETOPHTETOT, D & HETO KAk 08 Hami-
meMe OeKa nepopMaTHBHOCTE HA HHCTHTYTHEHMOT
JAAHE HEe MOME BO LenoeT na Gune srpagena og crpaHa
1l CHCTEMOT OTEOTA TOj Ke 08 BOCIIOCTAEH, H O TDA Ke
Crale B NOTTIOARG CAMODTPARIAYRAMKR - H T0A KAKO 10~
ILIAHVER JEEA BOCTIOCTABY BAHETO Hi 3AK0HOT & HACHICTED
180 CMHCA HA Htoxcpearse Hes MexosHo ONpaBIyBabe.
i, oBa coraaysame He Tpeba aa ce chaTh kako haKame
I MaMiEaTa Ha Hacwaereoto. Hameero Toa, TapTONOrH-
jiTa BP3 KOja ce NOTIHHpE MHEeHHEeTo HA cyaujata Bajr -
JEkA BAROHOT @, Ma cNopern Tod € ONPaBJaHD LT €,
MAIITO € = NOCKOPO € HAMOMEeHA KAKe TABTON0THA OT-
ROJIKY KAKO ONpapyearse, IHaYH, 2T Hi TPeHCITHTY-
HiHETO HA MOTEKNOTO HA ABTOPHTETOT € TOKMY Aa ce
COPCHH ISRANLETD HA EQHO ONpPABIYBaibe O IOBH-
KVBATLETO HA DOTEXNOTO, CASBAe KUe € OBO3MOIKEeHD
apaaH OPHIMEHRETO HA MHCTHYMHHMTE TEMETH HA ABTO-
pureror. TTosropuaTa dopMynaidja wa JTaxanpa mo-
webn e mopHaggra” of odaa Ha Jepuaa Guoejen mome
/1 HE OARIeYE Of ONEPATHRHATA CHIA HA MPABHNTE MH-
TOBH KOH MABHYM COAJIABAAT €06H CAMOONPABIYBaAYKH
cHeTeM. PeaynraTor, Kako mTo BHI0EME, & HACHICTROTO
1A MIeHHeTo Ha cyaujata Bajr, Bo xoe onmeoT o2 cMeTa
‘ti IPOTTHE, 8 KPHMHHATHOTO N'OHEESE HA XOMOCEKCYATIH
oo GpaHH KAaKD HYAHOCT HA BIATEEHETO Ha MPaBoTo.

Ho, gaas AeKOHCTPYRIIMOHRCTHYKATA HHTEDEEHIIH]A HE
BOMH AD IARTYHOoKOT fAexa Jlaxanpa ce naams of egHa
rAKBA MOMHOCT? A SAKMYHOKDT @ TO# IITD CHTE OPABHH
CHCTEMH, TOPATH TOA HITO C& 3ACHOEAHH HA MUCTHIHHOT
rEMEN Ha ABTOPHTETOT, HMAAT HeIITOTHIIO = B0 cpoikTa,
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thers and the plain meaning of the words as legal myths
is the basis for the justification of the jurispathic or law-
conserving violence of the decision. The exposure of the
mystical foundation of authority, which is another way
of writing that the performativity of institutive langnage
cannot be fully incorporated by the system once it is es-
tablished, and thus, become fully selfjustifying, does
show that the establishment of law is violence in the
sense of an imposition without a present justification.
But this exposure should not be understood as succumb-
ing to the lure of viclence. Instead, the tautology upon
which Justice White's opinion rests - that the law is and
therefore it is justified to be, because it is—is exposed
as tantology rather than justification. The point, then, of
questioning the origin of authority is precisely to under-
mine the conflation of justification with an appeal to the
origin, a conflation made possible becaunse of the erasure
of the mystical foundation of authority. LaCapra’s refor-
mulation may be “riskier” than Derrida’s own because it
can potentially turn us away from the operational force
of the legal myths that seemingly create a zelf-justifving
system. The resull, as we have seen, is dhe violence of
Justice White's opinion in which description is identified
as prescription, eriminal persecution of homosexuals de-
fended as the necessity of the rule of law,

But does the deconstructionist intervention lead us to
the conclusion that LaCapra fears it might? That conclu-
sion being that all legal systems, because they are based
on a mystical foundation of authority, have “something

rotten™ at the eore and are therefore “equal.”* In one I ;
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H 3aToa ce .eanaxken’. ' Bo mapecsa emyena, Jlakanpa
HMa Opaso ga Gnge sarpiokes 33 HIgIHAYYBAYKATA
cina ox ecejor Ha Jdepuma. BoyimHoer, efHacaocta Mely
NPABHHTE CHCTEMHE & BO TOA MITO CHTE THE 08 H0A0KHN
Ha AexoHCTpYEDHjA. Ho, make mmo BMAOEME BO OBAA
KHMra, TOKMY TA3 eIHAKBOCT & OHA [IT0 OBOSMOKYEA
NpasHa TpaHoOPMAamHja, BEIYIYBAJKM H  NpaBHa
TPAHCPOPMAIIH]A BO MMETD HA TPAAHIMOHAIHETE Hae-
ANMH 34 eMAaHDHoamuja. JlepHaa Hé NMOTCETVEA OEKa He
MOCTOH JHHIITO ... I03ACTAPEHO™ Off TAKEMTE HAEAIH.
Kaxo mmo BHAOBME BO coyuajor boyepe, HHBEHOTO
NOCTHIHVBAHE OCTAHYBA CAMD CTPEMEM, HO CTPEME KOj
HE & CaM0 HEMOKEH HASAIHIAM MPOTHE HEFATHPAHBATA
MAITHHA, HEDOLTOMHA HA ASKOHCTPYKITHjA.

Kano mmo sunosme, Jepuaa #e ce cornacyea co $uim Bo
BPCEA CO MOMIOKHOCTA HA BAKOHOT HA ASKOHCTPYKIM-
ja. Coopen dmm, Buoejkn saxoroT, wan koj Duno apyr
OIMITECTEEH KOHTEKCT TH OAPEOyEA NapaAMETPHTE Ha
AHMCEYDCOT, TPAHECODMATHEHHTE 3AKAHH 38 CHCTeMOT
Hcnaraar GeccHIHN OHOEJEN THE MOMAT Ja MY C8 CIipo-
THCTARAT HA CUCTIEMOT CAMD BHATPE OIPAHMYMYBAATA,
NITO VCOEmHO KEe jad DOTKOMd 3AKAHATA. 34 HHEB He
JIOCTOH™ APYTO MecT0”, OCBEH BO CHCTEMOT KOj MM ja
OCOOPYEA BANMMOHOCTA HAM ro pepedwHMpa 3a ga o
KOHTPOAHPA cHTe Mmoo manbu. Ho, za Jdepuaa ne
MOCTOH” CHCTEM KOj MOGKE T8 APHH Hexop co cefiecH 1 Ha
TO] HAYHH A4 CE BTEMENH KAKO eAHHCTREHA CTEAPHOCT.
MucaemeTo Aexa koj HUno OnmITecTBEH CHETEM, TIPAREH
IUTH HEKO] ADPVT, MOMKE Ja ja  JIOMOMHE . OmUImecTBeH AT
CTEAPHOCT & CAMO VIITE 81eH MHT, & TOA @ METOT HA [moT-
noaHa npucyTHoCT. Kaj $mm pevwncr e HeanavajHo Toa
IITO 3AK0OHOT & OMIITecTBeHa Teopha, Dumejin, Gun Toj
ONIITECTREHA TBOPOA IWIH He, HE MOKEME Ja ja dexoH-
cTpyHpaMe MamuHaTa. Jexoacrpyrmjata #a Jlepuaa
Aoara 00 cMpOTHBHMOT sakayaok. Kako wro ofjacuysa

sense, LaCapra Is right to worry about the equalizing
foree of Derrida’s essay, The equality between legal sys-
tems is indeed that all such systems are deconstructible.
But, as we have seen throughout this book, it is precisely
this equality that allows for legal transformation, includ-
ing legal transformation in the name of the traditional
emancipatory ideals. Derrida reminds us that there is
“nothing . . . less outdated™* than those ideals. As we
have seen in Bowers, achieving them remains an aspi-
ration, but an aspiration that is not just impotent ideal-
ism against the ever functioning, non-deconstructible
machine.

As we have seen, Derrida is in disagreement with Fish
about deconstructibility of law. For Fish, since law, or
any other social context, defines the parameters of dis-
course, the transformative challenges to the system are
rendered impotent because they can only challenge the
system from within the constraints that will effectively
undermine the challenge. “There is" no other “place” for
them to be but within the svstem that denies them valid-
ity or redefines them 5o as to manage the full range of
the complaint. But for Derrida “there is” no system that
can catch up with itself and therefore establish itself as
the only reality. To think that any social svstem, legal or
otherwize can *fill” social reality is just another myth, the
myth of full presence. In Fish, it is practically insignificant
that law is a social construct, becanse, social construct or
not, we can not deconstruct the machine. Derridean de-
construction reaches the opposite conclusion. As Derrida
explains, returning us to the excess of the performative
language that establishes a legal system:

&':- TR




[lejinia, Bpakajin Hé Ha TpeKyMepHocTa Ha nepdopma-
DUNMHOT JA3HE Koj Mo soclocllaayad NPagHnoT CHETeM:

JlypH 1 AX0 YeNexXoT Ha NepthoPMETHEHTE KOH Mo 3aCHOBAAT
IEOHOT BAR NpaEoTo (HA OpHMEp, a OBa € MOBEKe Of
IpUMep, Ha STHA QPWARA KAKD TRPAHT 33 HEKOE TPApo) TH
MA OpeBH] NOPAHEMIHATE cocTojil B KONBEHIHE (Ha
[HIMep, Bo HRITMOHANHATA HIH HHTEPHAHOHATRATA ape-
i}, MeTaTa MRCTHYHA" IPAHNHIEA MOBTOPHO Ke of [ojasy
K OPETIOCTAREHOTO NOTERID HA HHEHOTO AOMHEHaHTHO

IMUTEY R e

CrpyETypaTa Koja jB OUHIIYBAM OBIE € CTPYKTYPA B0 Koja
aanoa0T (droit) Bo CYIITHEA & NOLI0REeH Ha JeEOHCTPVH-
INTa, HAH TOPAAR Toa ITD & JACHOBAH, ROHCTPYHpaH
APE HHTEPIPETATHEHH H TPaHGHOPMATHENH TEKCTYaanH
cacesd, (8 Toa e weropijara Ha saxonor (droit), merosata
MIGKHE H HYEHA TPARchopMAalHia, IOHEKOTAM H HEMoBaTa
AMBETHOPEIE2), HAN TOPAIH Tod [MT0 HETOBATA KOMEYna
OCHOBE N0 AeQHHANN]E € HesacHOBAHA. [PAKTOT JEKA 3&-
KOHOT & TIOJIN0REH Ha NeROHCTPYRIHA He e nota pect. Bo
(EA MOME 4 BIEANME H POHEA CPERR 32 IWVIHTHEATA, KAKO
1 a8 UENOEYTHHOT HCTODACKH Nporpee, '™

SHAYH, ONUIORHOCTa HA IEKOHCTPYEIH]A Ha 3AK0OHOT,
KkaKo o ja pazbupa Jepnaa, e Teopercro chakame Koe
i [TE0a KOHO HME TPAKTHYHHE NOCIeIHIH; TPAKTHYHHTE
MOXTEHITH C8 TOKMY BO TO4 UITO 33K0OHOT HE MOMe
reu2HENCHO A TH GAMOVIKHE HETOBHTE OCTIOPYBAYH H 1
ja cnpeyn Tpanchopmanmjara, bapes He BpS OCHOBA HA
04 eKd CAMMOT 3AKOH HAMATA TOA Ja Ce HaupasH.
Toram wHe tpefa ga Hé M3HeHagyea Toa mro Eam-
uaecerrior Oxpyses Cya, CyaoT ko] TEDASIE T O~
peabure Ha Llopusja rv mpekpmssie OCHOBHWTE Ipasa
Ha oDEHHeTHOT, Cé noTHpan Ha [JJeBeTTHOT Kako H Ha
HeTHPHHALCETTHOT AManamad of ¥Yerasor. [lesertHor
AManMa Mo®ce, H cnope MeHe iifpeba ga DHme ToTKy-
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Even if the success of the performatives that found law or right
(for example, and this is more than an example, of a stile as
puarantor of & right) presupposes eatlier conditions and con-
veqntions (for example in the national or international arena),
the same “mystical” limit will reappear at the supposed origin
of their dominant interpretation.

The structure [ am describing here is a structure in which
law (droit) is essentially deconstructible, whether because it
is founded, constructed on interpretable and transformable
textual strata, (and that is the history of law (droit), its possible
and necessary transformation, sometimes its amelioration),
or because its ultimate foundation is by definition unfounded.
‘The fact that law is deconstructible is not bad news. We may
even see in this a stroke of luck for politics, for all historical

progress. "

The deconstructibility of law, then, as Derrida under-
stands it, is a theoretical conception that does have
practical consequences; the practical consequences are
precisely that law cannot inevitably shut out its chal-
lengers and prevent transformation, at least not on the
basis that the law itself demands that it do so. It should
not come as a surprise, then, that the Eleventh Cirenit,
the court that held that the Georgia statute violated the
respondent’s fundamental rights, rested on the Ninth
Amendment as well as on the Fourteenth Amendment
of the Constitution. The Ninth Amendment can and, to
my mind, should be interpreted to attempt fidelity to

the deconstructibility of even the “best” constitution, so |
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BAH KAKO 13 ja HCKVIOYEA BEPHOCTA BO JEROHCTPYKTHE-
HOCTA AYPH H Ha Hajaobpuor" yeras, sa ma cé OCTABH
OPCCTOP 34 HCTOPHCKH MPOMEeH# BO HMeTo Ha [Tpangata.
Hero Taka, [lepeTTHOT AMBHAMAH HCTO TAKA MOMKE 13 o8
pasfiepe HH3 OpoOAEMATHKATR HA OHA KORIITO ja
COMUHYEO HAMEDATA HA  TATROBIHTE Ha Apwanara”, Ha-
MEpATA HA YCTABOT MOJKE BAMHCTEEHO fa fnae Toj ga e
dpasuyen, AOKOIKY CAKA A3 I'0 OCTEAPH CBOJOT CTPEMEK
3a AeMOKpaTCKO OonpaBgysame. Baxsata namepa mpe
MOpa fa ce TOBHEYEA Ha  JHAZBODEIIHN NPABHH HOPMH,
TYKY Ha BHATPEIIHH NPABHH HOPMH OTENOTBODEHH BO
TONEYBamkeTo Ha camara [losenba na npasara. losen-
fara Ha npaBaTa ce o0HIVBA JaCHO A IH MCHGKE YOIo-
BHTE 3a Upasda oHaka Kaxo mTo THe Hitne paabpand Bo
speMero Kora Gmn posecen yerasor. Ho Jleservor
AMAHIMAH HCTO TAKA I'0 MOTBPAYEA OIPAHHYYBALETD Ha
k0] GHAD 0lLC Ha YOIOBKTE 33 IIPAB/A, BRAYHyBajiH M |
oume oreroreopens B0 [losenfara na npapara.
OuMrIefer OPHMED & NUBMEOT HA XOMOCEKCVATIIHTE 34
[lpapma, 3a HuBHATA pyHnamenransHa cioboma”. e
BETTHOT AMaHgman Tpeba na Ouie, H acylrHocT Deme
ynorpeben on cTpaHa Ha Eannaecerrnor Oxpymxen Cyn
KAKO IITHT IPOTHE TABTOIOTHjATA BP3 KOja ¢ NOTITHDa
MHEHHETD Ha cyamjara Bajr.¥ Monxor, co gpyrs
sboposi, Tpeda Ja ce KOHCTPYHPa KK YITe HeojIeHa
MHECAA", 4 He KAKO ,HEINTO caMopashHpIneo 3a mro ne
Tpeba aa ce 3bopysa”.

Ho gans BaKBoTO TOAKYBakE HA EauHaccerTHoT AMan-
AMAH 3HAYH JeKa He MOCTOH JETHTHMHOCT BO OfpHcy-
BAMETO Ha npaporo? Mome am eieH npaseH cHCTEM
NOTHOMHO J4 I'0 0A6erie BeTYBIETO 22 QPRVBAILE KOe
e COIPAEH BO MHTOT 32 HeToBOTO noTekno? Ce paafupa,
Jepuga He Mucan taxka. Beymmocr, sa Jlepupa, enen
NpaBeH CHCTeM He OH Mowen g ce CTPeMH KO ITpaRIa
AKD HE M0 BETHA GIPHYBAHRETO HA NMPHHITHIOT H BN
meTo Ha [lpasoTo. Ho, wero raxa, se 6 cé cTpemen Kom

as to allow for historical change in the name of Justice.
The Ninth Amendment can also be understood from
within the problematic of what constitutes the intent
of “the founding fathers”. The intent of the constitution
can only be to be just, if it is to meet its aspiration to
demaocratic justification. This intent need not appeal to
“external” legal norms but to “internal” legal norms em-
bodied in the interpretation of the Bill of Rights itself.
The Bill of Rights clearly attempts to spell out the condi-
tions of justice as they were nnderstood at the time of the
passage of the Constitution. But the Ninth Amendment
also recognizes the limit of any description of the condi-
tions of justice, including those embodied in the Bill of
Rights. An obvious example iz the call of homosexuals
for Justice, for their "fundamental liberty.” The Ninth
Amendment should be, and indeed was, used by the
Eleventh Circuit to guard against the tantology upon
which Justice White's opinion rests.”” Silence, in other
words, is to be constroeted as the "not vet thought,” not
the "self-evident that need not be spoken.”

But does this interpretation of the Ninth Amendment
mean that there is no legitimacy to the conservation of
law? Can a legal system completely escape the promise of
conservation that inheres in its myth of origin? Certainly
Derrida does not think so. Indeed, for Derrida, a legal
system could not aspire to justice if it did not make this
promise of conservation of principle and the rule of Law.
But it would also not aspire to justice unless it understood
this promise as a promise to Justice. Again we are
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iiuinaa AOKOJKY 000 BAKBOTO BETYEARE HE moapaziupa
e iyuakke faneno ua [pasaata. [losropro cae BEpaTenn
i COrMIYBAETO Ha OBOj mapagokc, Gapem CIIOpe
MO TONEVEAHE Ha EqHHaseceTTHOT AMaHIMAaH.

| nxmy onoj napagoxe, Koj cnopeg lepuia e nensGeser,

¢ una koewro ja npasd Tlpangata anopuja, HamecTo
wprran gaean.® OBHI0T IPEHIHO 43 ce OAPEIH IITo ¢
[panaa nopropHo GH Co TYPHAT IPOMHCOT BO OIMHEC H He
i ofipEAN BHEMANHE Ha ToRH3HOCTA npen Ipasgara
fiajd & CROJCTBCHE 53 MOBTO TOIKYBARE HA JIeBEeTTHOT
Amanman. Egen Takos obHA ro 3aMOIKHYBS TOBHKOT
iin [MpasgaTa HAMECTO Aa ro OOCTYIHA, B BOJH KOH Tpa-
MCTH A HA IPARNATA KAKD [ITO TOAKY YMEIIHO OMHII:
cvaujata Xoame” Ho, sa efeH SAKOHCKH cHCTEM da
fieecle NpARKMYEH, TO] MOPa HCTO TaKa Ja BETH YHHBEpIan-
14T, MPARHYHA NPHMEeNa Ha NpaBHaaTa. Kako pesyrar
Hil TOR, H KAKD [TO EHACBME BO NOCNEIHOTO Nornasje,
M umaMe opa wro sa Tepuga € npeata anopuja Ha
|ljpangara, epokhe, u npasuno. Osaa anopuja goafa of
(ArOBOPHOCTA Ha CYAMjATA HE CAMO Ja PO KAKe SaKonoT
YKV M fa ro gpocydu.

Hagyoo, aa equa opnyea ga Guae npasHana 8 Garosopia,
B0 MMA TAKEE, TAA Mopa ga Gnae i peryaupana i Ges pery-
AETHESH SAKDH Tag MOPI A [0 ONpHyBa 3aK0HOT M HETO
TAEA Ja PO NOHHIITYEA HIH ADBOAHC S8 10 DTOOBHKYBA
1 8 M0ME TOBTOPHD A8 1D OTKPHES BO CEKOj HOB Cavyaj,
MOBETORED A3 MO ONpaeaysd, wox bapes noeropso pa ro
OTKPHE BO PEapUpPMBIIGETE B HosaTa o croboasa notapas
HA HEJZWHHOT Dpea.*

CvaujaTa Bajr He yenea ja ja MCmonnm Heropara
ACITHHOCT TOKMY 3aToa IIT0 Tej IO 3aMeHH ONHCOT CO
NPOCYAVEAILE, H TOA ONHC Ma JAKOHATE HA COJVIHHTE
APHABH CTap CTOTHHA IOSHHH, H BO MHOTY PAiiTHYEH
ONIITECTEEHH H DOJTHTHYKE OKOIHOCTH. ™

returned to the recognition, at least in my interpretation
of the Ninth Amendment, of this paradox.

It is precisely this paradox, which, for Derrida, is in-
escapable, that makes Justice an aporia, rather than a
projected ideal** To try exactly to define what Justice is
would once again collapse prescription into description
and fail to heed the humility before Justice inherent in my
interpretation of the Ninth Amendment. Such an attempt
shuts off the call of Justice, rather than heeding it, and
leads to the travesty of justice, so eloquently described
by Justice Holmes.™ But, of course, a legal system if it
is fo be just must also promise universality, the fair ap-
plication of the rules. As a result, as we saw in the last
chapter, we have what for Derrida is the first aporia of
Justice, epokhe, and rule. This aporia stems from the
responsibility of the judge not only to state the law but

to judge it.

In short, for a decision to be just and responsible, it must, in its
proper moment if there is one, be both repulated and without
regulation: it must conserve the kaw and also destroy it or
suspend it enough to have to reinvent it in each case, rejustify
it, at least reinvent it in the reaffirmation and the new and
free confirmation of its principle *

Justice White failed to meet his responsibility precisely
because he replaced description with judgment, and
indeed, a description of state laws a hundred years
past, and in very different social and political circum- |
stances.™ '
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Ho awo Tlparpara e (zalenemere ro KOHCTATHWRHHOT
jasuK) caMo Kako anopHja, AK0 HEegeH 36up o akTyen-
HH YOOoBH 8a NPABAA HE MOMEe Ja o8 HASHTHQHEYRA
xaxo llpassa, JamH Toa 3IHAYH JAeKa cHTE [pABHH
CHCTEMH ©f g{HAKBH N0 HHBHOTO OTEIOTBODYBAME Ha
HOEANHTE 34 eManmuamuja? Toa 18 € cé HA WO Ce CRe-
oyBa ednaxeocila JeKa CHTE NPAEHH CHCTEMH e Mof-
ModHR Ha fexoHcTpyrEnpja? H ymrre momomo, axo
SAKMYHOKOT € BAKOB, JANMH TOA HE JHAYH Jekd HMame
OOPAROYBAKE fa ja ogfermeme HallaTa OATOBOPHOCT
KaKD MOIHTHYEH H MOPANTHHM YYeCHHIH BO Hamara
npasHa Kymrypa? Kako mrmo seke ThRpJAAM HH3 1e1aBa
KHHTa, Jepuna H3pasysa JacHO HecOUNACYBARE CO TOj
BAKNYYOE; . 10a UITO TPaBaaTa 't HaAMHHYER IPABOTO H
OpecMeTKHTe, TOa IITO HempPEeTCTARNHBOTO IO HALMHHY-
Bl OADEATHEOTO, He MOMe H He Tpeda Ja o7EH Kako
anHbu 52 43 ce OCTaHe HaJBop O NPARHO-IOTHTHHEHTES
OHTEH, BO e0HA HHCTHTYIMjA WK ADAasa, WIH noMe’y
BIHA HECTHTYIIH]a HIH Zpicasa i apyre™.®

Ho, gosposere VIUTe TOCHAHD Ad PO HCEAKAM OBA CT0-
jAsHIITE HACITPOTH TOANOEHCCTA HA 3aKOHOT HA JeKOH-
crpyrHja. [ToaneaHocTa B3 SAR0HOT HA JeKOHCTPYE-
OHja, KAKO [ITO PEKOB BO MOCAEHHBE ABe MOTTaBja, €
TOKMY OH2 HelllTO Koe 0BOSMOMYEA TpaHchopManHja, a
HE CAMO EROUIVIIH]A HA MPABHMOT cHeTeM. Camara Taa or-
BOPEHOCT KOH TPaHCOPMAIHa, KOja BO MOSTD TOUTKY-
Bamse Ha Jeserrior AMannman Tpeda ga ce ohaTH KAK
HHCTHTYVIHOHATHA TOHHIHOCT npe nokHroT 3a [Ipas-
Oa, KAKD HemTo orage koj OHNo cHCTeM, MO®E 13 ce
fipesede KAKO CTARSAPA ciopen koj Tpefa Aa ce omeHy-
BAAT ,COMEPHMYMERTe” HpaBHl cHeTeM. Taa HeTo Taxa
MO3Ke Ja Ce fipeaede KaKo CTAHAAD COOpe] KOj Ke Mome
fla TH ONeHYBAME CAMHPTE CYIHHTE H TOA KaKD THe ja
COpOBens HHEHATA ogropopHocT. CHOpefeTe ™M Kako
NpHMED MEGSHHCKOTO MHCTEE Ha cyaujaTa Bajt u waa-
BOEHOTO MHCIeHme Ha cymwjata bBrnexmyn.® Ha 1oj

But if Justice is (note the constative language) only as
aporia, if no descriptive set of current conditions for jus-
tice can be identified as Justice, does that mean that all
legal systems are equal in their embodiment of the eman-
cipatory ideals? Is that what the "equality” that all legal
systems are deconstructible boils down 10? And worse
yet, if that is the conclusion, does that not mean that we
have an excuse to skirt our responsibility #s political and
ethical participants in our legal culture? As T have argued
throughout this book, Derrida explicitly disagrees with
that conclusion; “That justice exceeds law and calcula-
tion, that the unpresentable exceeds the determinable
cannol and should not serve as an alibi for staying out of
juridico-political battles, within an institution or a state
or between one institution or state or others."™

But let me state this positioning vis-a-vis the decon-
tructibility of law even more strongly. The decon-
struetibility of law is, as I have argued for the last two
chapters, exactly what allows for the possibility of
transformation, not just the evolution of the legal system.,
This very openness to transformation, which, in my
interpretation of the Ninth Amendment, should be
understoed as institutional humility before the call to
Justice, as the beyond to any system, can itself be trans-
lated as a standard by which to judge “competing” legal
systems. It can also be translated into a standard by
which we can judge the justices themselves as to how
they have exercised their responsibility, Compare, for
example, Justice White's majority opinion with Justice
Blackmun's dissent.®"Thus, we can respond to LaCapra's
concern that all legal systems not be conceived as equally
“rotten.” All judges are not equal in the exercise of their
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WItHH, MOME O3 OANOBODHME HA SarpHAeHocTa Ha
llnicanpa CHTE IpaBHH CHCTEMH 18 He OHIAT 3aMIcieHn
fikn TONeNHAKED JHETA . CHATE CyaHH HE o8 HCTH BO
CHPORSIVBARETO HA HMBHATA ofaropopHocT koH [Ipas-
T, GYPH H KO NpaBfaTa He MOME OA Ce ofpemn
¢/ M 3ACEK0TANI KakD 30HD HA YTEPIEHH HODMH.

Uemak, Mopa ga ce sabeneswks JeEa He e OCnopysa uae-
|75l 33 DPABOTO H KOHKPETHATA, IPAKTHYHA BAAHOCT Ha
npamsiTa. HamecTo Toa, OCHOBAaTA HA NPABATA OOHOBO
' TOJIKYEA 33 ga DHie BO COPMAcHOCT CO0 eTHYMKOTD HH-
PHCTHPARE BP3 DOAeAeH0CTa NOMely IpPaBoTo M mpas-
JnTa.

[IKROTD ETHUKO HHCHCTHPAEkE jai IITHTH MOMHOCTA
(I PAJHKANHA TpaHopOPMAIHja BO DAMEMTE Ha HEKO)
HOCTORYKH OPABEH CHCTEM BKIVHYBAJKH ja ¥ HOBaTa
pedirnnyja Ha mpaso (right). Ho, orduamero va noeja-
I J2Kd CAMO TEKOBHHTE cpAKAA 38 MPaBMMHOCT MOME
/i 0B MBEOHAYAT CO MPABRAA € TOKMY OHa KOe BOOH KOH
MIETHYHATA BPEIHOCT HA npaBaTa. Emamyen Jlesnsac
{ Emmanuel Levinas) go enes cmyuaj sabememan qexa Hit
rpefaaT OpaBa 5aToa WITo He Moe Aa nmame [lpasga.
IpapaTa, co apyru 300pOBH, HE WITHTAT O/ CYETTHOCTH
nexa koe GHno BamedED chakare 33 MpABRME HAM 34
npaso (right) e mocneganoT 3bop.

34 Wanm, B0 eUHA APVTA CMHCTA Ha 300poT, cymaMjaTa
Bajr € B0 npaso” Kora cTaEyea 300D 33 HANIATA NPABHA
TnagHIHja. XomocexcvanmuTe Bo CAJl cHoTeMaTcKH ce
rOHETH, KAKO 3AKOHCKHM TAKd H HAa ApVTH HavHHH, HB-
TEPECHD & INTO YHTARETO HA AeKDHCTPVEIMIATA I To
NOHYAHE HH OBO3MOMKYEA Ja M GpaHHME NPaBaTa Kako
H3IPA3 HA COMHEWOT 0/ SANBPCTYEAIE HA FAKOHCKHTE
H ADYTHTE TPAHHIH HA saeqanmarda. OBHe rpaaamH ja
FATEODAAT MOMHOCTA 33 TpaHohOpMATHa, BETYIVBAjEN
ja H TpaHohODMAIH]ATA HA HAITHTE BAMETKH Chakama
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responsibility to Justice, even if justice can not be
determined once and for all as a set of established
NOTMS.

The idea of right and the concrete, practical importance
of rights, it must be noted, however, is not denied.
Instead, the basis of rights is reinterpreted so as to
be consistent with the ethical insistence on the divide
between law and justice.

This ethical insistence protects the possibility of radical
transformation within an existing legal system, including
the new definition of right. But the refusal of the idea that
only current concepts of right can be identified with jus-
tice is precisely what leads to the practical value of rights.
Emmanuel Levinas once indicated that we need rights
because we cannot have Justice. Rights, in other words,
protect us against the hubris that any current concep-
tion of justice or right is the last word.

Unfortunately, in another sense of the word, Justice
White is "right” about our legal tradition. Homosexuals
have been systematically persecuted, legally and oth-
erwise, in the United States. Interestingly enough, the
reading of deconstruction I have offered allows us to
defend rights as an expression of the suspicion of the
consolidation of the boundaries, legal and otherwise, of
community. These boundaries foreclose the possibility of
transformation, including the transformation of our cur-
rent conceptions of “normal” sexuality as these norms

—
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34 LJHOPMATHA" CEKCYAMROCT, GHASKH BAKBHTE HOPMM
Ce OTCAMKVEAHH BO 3AKOHOT H CB KODHCTAT KaKo OC-
HOBHE 38 JHINYRAHC Ha XOMOCERCYANIATE O HHBEHHTE
mpasd. Ona ureo e THEN0" B0 E08H OPABEH CHCTEM &
TOEMY DpMilemery Ha HeroBHOT MHCTHYEH TEMEN HA
ABTOPHTET 32 A8 MOMe CHCTEMOT 4 Cf MPEnpaBH Kako
npasma. Taxa Jepruga co Opaso MoXe 03 TEDAM J€Ka
AEKOHCTPYKIHjaTa

KHOEpBOMHUEH PO 3MOOEMYEL  BIOPOT HA HOCTOSYKATA
OPAETE; Taa € SYRCTEHTEAHOCT KOH 8068 BHA CYIITHHCKS
HECPAIMEPHOCT EOja MOpR a3 rH BONIE BHINOROT H He-
COONPETHOCTA BO Ccefie W X0ja ce CTpeMH Aa FH OUpHHE
HE CAMD TEﬂpE.'TEKIITE T[!'.BHH'.IJ;H ONH M lLLl'l{I'.'_FE-'TJlEﬂ'E HE-
PGB, CF HAJONMHLIHERTE MOCTOMINHE, ¢0 YHCTA COBECT
KOja DOTMATHYHD S2OMpa Oopen xoja GWio dacnegeHa
PEMIMTEAHOCT Ha TpaRaaTa.*

LJLHHNOCTA" BO HAIIHOT TPAREH CHCTEM, INTO ce 3abe-
AEMCYHA BO MHEHHETO Ha cyoHjara Bajr, e Taa xojamTo
ME TEPA A8 10 HAPeYAM YYA0BHINTE NPABHHOT CHCTEM,
Kako mwro ro ondmyea # Pun Co sboposrTre Ha JlyMan,
PASTHEATA C& COCTOM BO OHA IITO Cf Hab/EYAVEA M 30T
ce Hafimyynea.

Ho, 3a Jlakanpa nocrol yime egen npobaeM, saceben
HAKO MOBP3AH €O NOTEHOHJATHOTO H3SIHAYVBARE HA
JAKOHCKHTE CHCTEMH NOPAJZH HHEHATA CROJCTBEHA
LJHEA0CT, Toa @ 0nacHocTa off HeOATOBOPHO CBPTYBAGE
KOH HACHACTRO, GH/IejKH He Mooke 1a IOCTD]AT 3ANPTAHH
CTAHOADAN cropen kol odnafiped ke ce ouery mpadar-
AMBOCTA HA YHHOBHTE Ha HacHncTeo, 3a Jlaxampa opaa
OMACHOCT NOTEKHYEA O OOTIONMHOTO PA3ABOYEAERE HA
NOZHAHHETD W AKIHjaTa IITO T0) IO YHMTA KAKD HENITo
CBOJCTREHO 3a TeKeToT Ha Benjamun, a Mosebn 1 3a 3a-
Humapamero Ha Jepupa co Bemjamun. Kaxo mmo
Jlaganpa H¢ NOTCCTYRA BO DOTEHOHJATHO HECOTTACY-

have been reflected in the law and used as the basis for
the denial of rights to homosexuals. What is “rotten” in
a legal system is precisely the erasure of its own mysti-
cal foundation of authority so that the system can dress
iteelf up as justice. Thus, Derrida can rightly argue that
deconstruction

hyperbolically rasises the stakes of exacting justics; it is
sensitivity toa sort of essential disproportion that must inscribe
excess and inadequation in itself and that strives to denounce
not only theoretieal limits but also concrete injustices, with the
must palpable effects, in the good conscience that dogmatically
etogs before any inherited determination of justice.™

It is this “rottenness” in our own legal system as it is
evidenced in Justice White’s opinion that causes me to
refer to the legal system, as Fish describes it, as a mon-
ster. The difference in Luhmann's terms turns on what is
observed and why.

But for LaCapra, there is also another issue, separate if
connected to the potential equalization of legal systems
due to their inherent “rottenness,” That danger is a dan-
ger of an irresponsible turn to violence, because there can
be no projected standards by which to judge in advance
the acceptability of violent acts. For LaCapra, this dan-
ger inheres in the complete disassociation of cognition
and action that he reads as inherent in Benjamin’s text,
and perhaps in Derrida'’s engagement with Benjamin.
As LaCapra reminds us in a potential disagreement with
Derrida’s formulation of this disassociation:
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pase o0 JlepuaouHara dopMynanHja Ha OoBa paageojy-

LN LE S

kago nrro B caMuoT Jepugs Hariacysa HA JpYTO MecTo,
MEHPOPMATHEHOTO HHEOIAI HE @ YACTO. HIH 2RTOHOMHO;
ridl CERDLANL & B0 Heko] Crenes EpIsHe oo apyTil fiyvHELHE
A jasHKoT. H nMexypeor sa onpasyeame - Ges pasmik 5a
riEl KOMKY & HECHIYPEH B0 CONCTEEHATA TOLA0NE B AHIIEH
1 BATPEISHROT H JAN08eMHITKIL CTATYE HE MEeTAjasHy -
ANKOTALL HE @ DeA0CHo OTCYTeH O] HEKD]A PEBMTYTIHOHEDHEA
chTyaLER uak eoup de force ®

1o, cexako pexa [lepMaa He TEPAH OTH jasHEOT
i OnpaRoyBamke HEMa HHEAKBDL BRCKA OO0 DEB0y-
InoHEpHHTE cHTyamun. Hamecro Toa, To] BenH Jexa
JASIKOT HA ONPABAVBARGE KOj MYy [pHnalfa Ha peecaly-
yuoHepHOUI0 HACHACTBO 3aBHCH Off OHA KOe JOOpBa
rpefa ga ce yeTaHoBH, B ce pasfipa, Koe KaKO pesyaTar
10 TOR, MOGRE JoNnpsa ga ce poai. Jokonky He sagHcene
o oHa Koe gonpsa TpeGa ga gojme, nHemame ga Guge
peapAyHuoHepHo HackaceTso. da ro maripam Jepuma:

Fnsa  yooemea" pesomyviujs, JCNeIIHOTD BETEMETVEIILE
apaEaEs” (R0 PEYHCH MCTA CMHCAS fexs Hewo] 3fopyea 3a
IPHEIATER" NepdOpMATHBEH MOBOPEH SHH) K I'0 NPOHS-
BElE APrés coup OHA KOSUrTo ogHatpen GUAD cymeHe ga
CE NPOH3BENE, HMENO, OTHOCAE OA COSTANE COOMBETHH
MOJETH HA TOVIEVEIEE, Jd MYy D808 CAHOME, HYRHOCT H
Hal of MErHTHMHTET HA HACIUICTROTO IITO 10 MPOHSBEA0,
MEFY OPYTOTO, HETEPIPIATHEHIOT MOJET 33 KOj CTAHyBa
A60p, OIHOCHD, AHCKYPCOT HA HeroBaTa cefenarHTHMAIH-
J8.... HMa ciIydaH B0 KOM OO PeHEpPAINHN He C8 3HAE JLIH
MEMfIOPMATHEOT HA HACKIHO STEMERVEREE HA ADHEABITA &
LPHETRIER"” WM Be.

Toa opaenyeatbe HA TOSHAHNETO H AaKITH)aTa 00 apemeilio
AHAYMH JEKA HHEAKEM YHHOBH Ha HACHACTEO HE MOMEe

As Demida himself elsewhers emphasizes, the performative
15 never pure of autonomous; it always comes to some degres
bound up with other functions of language. And ustificatosy
discourse - however uncertain of its grounds and deprived of
the superordimate and masterful status of metalangnage - is
never entirely absent from a revolutionary situation or a coup
de foree, =

But Derrida certainly is not arguing that justificatory
language has nothing to do with revolutionary situa-
tions. His argument is instead that the justificatory lan-
guage of revolutionary violence depends on what has vet
to be established, and of course, as a result, might vet
eome into being, If it did not depend on what was yvet to
eome, it would not be revolutionary violence. To quote
Derrida:

A "successful” revolution, the “successful foundation of a State”™
(in somewhat the same sense that one speaks of a “felicitous”
performative speech act) will produce aprés eoup what it was
destined in advance to produce, namely, proper interpretative
models to read in retum, to give sense, necessity and above all
legitimacy to the violence that has produced, among others, the
interpretative model in question, that is, the discourse of its
self-legitimation. . . . There are cases in which it is not known
for generations iI'ﬂ:m performative of the violent founding of
the state is “felicitous” or not.

That separation of cognition and action by time means
that no acts of violence can troly be justified at the time

l
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BHCTHHCEH jla ceé OOPABJAsT BO MOMEHTOT HOPA THe
CE CIVMVEAAT, JOKQIKY [0S BHCTHHCKO ONpABIyBaH:e
CE MHOTH Hi CHO3HAJHO YBEPYBAILE 33 TPABeMHOCTA
Ha mnocrankata. BepysaM Aeka oBa TOAKYBAHE HA
saHMMasamkeTo Ha JepHaa co TekeToT HA benjamun ¢
YHTARE KOS [EN0CHD jA MOYHTYBA CEPHOSHOCTA CO KOja
obaTa aETOPH ja 3eMaaT sanopenTa . He vousaj®, ¥ Tawa,
Moeme j1a Hiaeme NpasefHs KOH TeKcToT HA benjamus
H KOH uHTawero Ha JlepHza camo axo ja pasbepeme
OATOBOPHOCTE KOja HH ja HaMeTHYBA (paMozHATA HIjasa
Ha BedjamMuy 3a GOMEHCTBEHOTO HACHICTEO. JaImimo
DESYMOT HHKOUAIl He @ TOj Koj PelIaBa 3a onpaBaaHocTa
HA CPEJCTBATA M MPaBHYHOCTA HA IENHTE, AMH
CYOOMHCKM HAMETHATD HACHJICTEO PELIABA 33 NPBOTO, A
Tocnop 3a BTOpOTO." BHejtH He MOMKEe 18 HMA KOIHH-
THEHA CHEYDHOCT npen HEH.Dj:-l OOCTANKA, MOy IImeHH
CME Ha HAIIATA OJIIOBOPHOCT 33 0Ha ITo o npasame. He
MomeMe 14 noferneme of o0froE0PHOCTA NOBHKYBAjEN
CE HA VCTHHOBEHH ROHBeHIHH. PEBVAYIHOHEDHO HACKH-
CTEO He mMowe [a c¢ PalHOHANHINpA NOBHEYBAJHH of
HA OHA MTO ", 3ANITO OHA WMTO &° € TOEMY Toa IITo
Tpeba aa ce npeceprd. Bo raa cMucaa, cexoj on Hac
€ COOMEH ©0 efHa pesoNyUHOHEpPHA cHTvanHja. Ce
pasfinpa, HeMOXHOCTE Ja C2 JHAe JAnH CHTyalMjaTa
BCYIIHOCT HANAS HACHIACTEO, MCTO TAKA SHAYM [IeKa He
MOME 73 HMa ONpapIyBake 3a HegejcreyBame. Baksara
HEOMMYMHMBOCT & HABRMCTHHA sacTpamyeavia. Ho, mose
H I3 HE £ NOFACTPAIIYEAYKA 0] ONPABIYBAMRATA 34 Ha-
CH/ICTEO MOTTHEHATH O] APOKARATA, D3 PAINMEA JNATH
THE CE ONPEB[YBaka 3a CMPTHATA KASHA MIH 34 BOEe-
HATA MAlTHHA. JIaKaTIpa @ 3arpHAeEH TOKMY 34 Taa CeKoj-
JHEBOCT HA EKCTPEMHOTO HACHJICTBO BO MOAepHaTa/
nocTMofepHaTa apsxaea.® 3arpuwaxen e B bexjammus
B0 HeTOBaTA pacnpasa sa monunujara.”™ Iorpefara on
HEKAKBH CTAHIAPAN 32 OrpalHYYEAREe HA HACHACTBOTO,
nocefH Ha OBOj BHI BHCOKO DPANHOHATHAIHPAHO

| HACHICTEO, He Tpefa A3 ce Mella co ONPARIYBAETO 34

.

they take place, if by truly justified one means cognitive
assurance of the rightness of action. I believe that this
interpretation of Derrida’s engagement with Benjamin is
the reading that does full justice to the seriousness with
which both authors take the command “thou shalt not
kill.™ Thus, we can only be just to Benjamin's text and
to Derrida’s reading if we understand the responsibil-
ity imposed upon us by Benjamin's infamous statement
about divine violence. “For it is never reason that decides
on the justification of means and the justness of ends,
but fate-imposed violenee on the former and God on the
latter,”® Since there can be no cognitive assurance in
advance of action we are left with our responsibility for
what we do. We cannot escape responsibility by appeal-
ing to established convenlions. Revolutionary viclence
cannot be rationalized by an appeal to what “is,” for what
“is" is exactly what is to be overturned. In this sense, each
one of us is put on the line in a revolutionary situation,
Of course, the inability to know whether or not the situ-
ation actually demands violence also means there can be
no justification for not acting. This kind of undecidability
is truly frightening. But it may not be more frightening
tham the justifications for violence - whether they be jus-
tifications for the death penalty or the war machine - put
forward by the state. LaCapra worries precisely about
the day-to-dayness of extreme violence in the modern/
postmodern state.® But so does Benjamin in his discus-
ston of the police.® The need to have some standards to
curtail violence, particularly this kind of highly rational-
ized violence, should not be confused with a justification
for revolutionary violence. The problem is not that there
are not reasons given for violence. It is not even that these
reasons should better be understood as rationalizations.
It is rather that revolutionary violence cannot be ratio-
nalized, because all forms of rationalization would neces-
sarily take the form of an appeal to what has already been
established. Of course, revolutionary movements project




Identities | Josvsal for Politics, Gendes. and Cultsre, Wolo LI, Koo 2. Wiatel 2004

pesoyIHOHEpHO HacHacTeo. TIpobaemor He e Bo Toa
o He o8 HABEOYBAAT NPHYHHHE 33 AacHneTeo. He e
i0l BD TOA KA BAKEHTE NpHYHHEH Tpeba noaobpo pa ce
ciparar xako pagHoHanusanuy. [Tockopo, npobnemor e
i PeBUIVIHOHEDHOTO HACHACTED HE MOMe 1a ce
jiiiHOHANEIHpR DHmejkH cuTe QopMit HE pAIHOHA-
aanuja HeHsbekHo Ke ro ponpumar oDAHKOT Ha
OHBHKYBaILE KOH HEWTo WTo @ Beke yeraHoseno. Ce
(asOHpa, PeRIVIIHOHEPHHTE JBMHEHA SAlpTYBRAaT
HALATH Of] PAMEHTE HA HHBHHOT DOCTOEMEH OHCEYDC.
Hu, axo THe ¢ peedIyUUONEDHU ABHEEhA THE HCTO
rinka FH oTppaaar rpasiipme Ha Toj anckype. Mosar ax
s o mpasat Toa? o sanpaswne g Toa gocera? Onen-
KATA 33 TOA TH OYCKYBa ORHE JRMMEHA BO WIHHHATE.
Moscebn ke momesme noaodpo ga ro chatime bemjamn-
HOBOTOOTDRIAIGE HA YOBEKH TE ONPARIYBA RS Ha HACHA-
CTHOTO AK0 ce nosHkame na muTorT Ha Monnk Burer
{Monique Wittig), Les Guérilléres.” Bo Les Guérilléres
KUCTHHCEH CME COOMEHH CO BAHE PeBONYLUHOHEPHA
CHTVAIHjA, OTdpiamke HA MATPHJAPXATOT CO HErOBOTO
CROJCTBEHO HANOXYBAHS Ha Xerepocexcyannocra. Bo
MHETOT, AMa3OHKHTE 08 KpeBaaT Ha opysge. Janm oBa
MHTCKD HACHNCTRO & Bojend of cyabunara? Janu mersra
@ BOCTIOCTABYBAME 1A Hoka Apkana? Hema am osaa Hora
Ap#asa ga GHAe COPOTHRHOTO Off NATPHjAPXATUT, W HA
T0] HAYHH H HeroBoTo mosobHomypame? H nanu osaa
BOjHA" 03fadyBa GOMECTREHO HACHACTBO, HACHIACTBO
i0€ BHCTHHCKH Hekynvea. TexcToT I'M npercragysa THe
NpAITAH:A KAKQ MHT, HO HCTO TAKA H KAK0 BOZMORHOCT

IpPETCTABEHA" BO KHIDHEEHA (hopMa.

Kako MoMe MeHMTe BO MHTOT OJHANPE M 3HAAT,
nocebHo aKo Hexo] ja enopenyea (eMMHHCTHYKATA
MpEMHCA AEKA OenaTa KyATypa ¢ obanKysaHa of Heed-
I1AKBOCTA Ha POA0BaTa mojtenba kako o e gedunnpana
Of MATPHjapXaToT? AKO HEKO] ZANPTA MASAN KOj AypH ce
MPETHOCTABYEE cnoped eMHHHCTHYKHTE HOPMH, HE C2

ideals from within their present discourse. But if they
are revelutionary movements they also reject the limits
of that discourse. Can they do s0? Have they done so?
Judgment awaits these movements in the future. Perhaps
we can better understand Benjamin's refusal of human
rationalizations for violence by appealing to Monique
Wittig's myth, Les Guerilleres.® In Les Guerilleres, we
are truly confronted with a revolutionary situation, the
overthrow of patriarchy with its corresponding enforce-
ment of heterosexuality. In the myth, the Amazons take
up arms. Is this mythic violence governed by fate? Is the
goal the establishment of a new state? Would this new
state not be the reversal of patriarchy and therefore its
reinstatement? Or does this "war” signify divine violence
- the violence that truly expiates. The text presents those
questions as myth, but also as possibility “presented” in
literary form.

How could the women in the myth know in advance,
particularly if one shares the feminist premise that all
culture has been shaped by the ineguality of the gender
divide as defined by patriarchy? If one projects an ideal
even supposed by feminine norms, are these norms not
contaminated by the patriarchical order with which the

F?'.":'Fﬁi‘._'l
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JH THEe HOPMM KOHTAMMHHpaHH Of NaTpHjapXamHuoT
MOpenoE CO KOj JKEHHTe ce Bo Bojua”? Hamecro aa nage
ONOBEOP 32 PEIIABAES Ha 0BAA NHIEMA, MUTOT Ha BurHr
ro CHMODAHINPA MPOISCOT Ha NOREIVEATLE BO [TPAIIAH:E
K0j Mopa fa ja HidopMHDa PEBOUTYLHOHEDHATA CHTY-
AmHja, IITO MAK I'H JOBEVEA BO OPaiIake cHTEe TPagH-
MHOHATHY CHPABIYBAEA 34 OHA WTo €. Ce moTnHpas Ha
0BO] MHT KOj OCIIOPYBA £1Ha of HajanabokHTe Ky TYDHH
CTPYETYpH, OHASjEH BepymaM JeKa Hi OBOIMOGKYBA
44 ja NOYYBCTEYBAME HEBOIMOMHOCTA OfHAIDEn Aa ce
OfTYYH JATH cHMOOIHIMPAHATA BOjHA NPOTHE TATPH-
japxaror moxe odnatiped ga cé onpegens, Buno Kako
MHTCKA MNH Eako DOMecTReHA, HAN AK KaKO: OIpas-
OaHA WIH HeonpaBgaHa.

E"'em.n:. ce cornacysam co Jlakanpa gexa Hit Tpebaar
LOTpanMYenH 0bnHIE Ha kogTpona”.™ Ho osne orpasHs-
yeHH O0UTHIH Ha KOHTPOAA C8 CAMO TOd, OFPAHHMEeHH
obfnunn. Tpeba M8 HEROrAm A PHAHKYBAME 33 73 HM
CE COPOTHCTABHME HA BAKBHTE OrpaHiyeqs obmmmu?
Bu pexon nH Jlakanpa EMxoram? AKO pede, MOjOT 0d-
roBop Ha Toa Mome Ja Guge camo Hukoram He sean
HHKOram”. A somro? Bugejin se b1 Guno npasegHo.

Texcror Ha [lepuaa pé octasa oo Deckpajia OANOBOPHOCT
Kija HH ja HAMETHYBa Heommyursocta. Heommyvausocra
BO HHKO] CTy44] He ja HaMatysa oaroroprHocta. Toxmy
enpoTHBHOTO. HEHe He Mosxeme ga GDuaese octofogeHn
00 HAIDATA YNOra BO HCTOPH]ATA 34TOA WITO HE CHMe
MoMene A3 GupeMe CHTYPHH jexa ofHanpes cve Bine
«B0 IIPAE0~.

lpesoxn ox anrnucky jasuk: Fopan Croen

women are at “war”™? Rather than a decigion about the
resolution of this dilemma, Wittig's myth symbolizes the
process of questioning that must inform a revolutionary
situation, which calls into question all the traditional jus-
tifications for what is. I am relying on this myth, which
challenges one of the deepest cultural structures, be-
cause [ believe it allows us to experience the impossihil-
ity of deciding in advance whether the symbolized war
against patriarchy can be determined in advance, either
as mythie or divine, or as justified or unjustified.

Yet, I agree with LaCapra that we need “limited forms
of control.™ But these limited forms of control are just
that, limited forms. Should we ever risk the challenge
to these limited forms? Would LaCapra say never? If so,
my response to him can only be “Never say never.” And
why? Because it would not be just to do so.

Derrida’s text leaves us with the infinite responsibility
undecidability imposes on us. Undecidability in no way
alleviates responsibility. The opposite is the case. We
cannot be excused from our own role in history because
we: could not know so as to be reassured that we were
“right” in advance.
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BCynraocT, He & HH Tod HA Tod. He e npocserrysaary fgnejin He
ipna HHEAKEA CBETINHE BRE Koj (0o YHH HA KORCTPYHpalES
ROj B0 MOMEHTOE € IPABOCHITEH, ZAIMTO HAND TEO]&TA TeOpHA Ke
TH BATEE JUER CEROTAI HIMA CAn0 eTaH (FUTH DDBERE) 03 TEOHTE
HOSE, HO MOEE M3 TH KAKE EOj 8 TOBR HIH Kako OA T pemnd-
naeir. He ¢ posHeMmupyeasky GHEEIEH BO OTCYCTHO HA KAMBa
GEIT0 ANTEPHATHER 38 TOAKYEAMHKA KOHCTRYRIH]E, TO8 170 HEE
MOCTOjAND TO TPABHME HE © HHTY OBIE HHTY Tamy. CAMO HH
KaMyBi QKA HAINHTE onpesesin 30 7oA mro o nofpo a oo
JICLID CEROTILN FiE O A BYBAST RO CHACH Ha e3eH 30D NpeTnocTas-
KM EDH HE MUMAT T4 MOIAGEAET HA PASTAREYEARS OJ HALOE
CTpANa; Mo GUARIKN CHTE CME BO HOT KOID, PAEBOTO MPAIIEES &
O MOCHEANOE B HE OCTRED TOKMY TEMY EARe OT0 OTCEROTAL
cee Gegme obppaarm KOH KaKed Ouao aKTI B RIBECHOCTH KOM
FLEINHTE TOAEYBIHEH KOHCTPYRIINE HH MH DBOSMOHyYEALT.

Fish, Doing What Comes Naturolly, 395 (dycroraTta e
HCIVIITSHA),

24, Bowers v, Hardwick, 478 U5, 186 (1986) at 192-104.

#4. Bowcers v Hardiwick, 700 F.2d 1202 (1085), peasanpano
478 1.5, 186 (1986).

-4

L

Fish, Doing What Comes Noturally, 94 (foomote omit-
ted; emphasis in original).

Bowersv. Hardwick, 478 11,5, 186 {1986).

In “Dennis Martinez and the Uses of Theory,” Fish re-
sponds to Mark Eelman, quoting:

It iz Muminiating wsd disquieting to see that we are nonrationally
constructing the legal world over and over again...” In fact, it is
neither. 1t 1% not Mheodnating becaase it does not throw any light on
any act of constraction that is correnthy in foree, for although yoor
theory will tell yon that there is abwaors one (or more) undar you
feet, it eannat tall you which one it 15 or how to identify it. It i= niot
disguieting becise in the absenoe of any alternative to interpretive
constriction, e fwt that we are always doing it is neither hieoe noe
there It just tedls us that ger determinations of right and wrong will
always ocour within a.set ofassumptions that could not be subject to
onar serutiny; but since evervone else is in the same boat, the point is
withoat consequence and leaves s exactly where we always were,
committed to whatever facts are cortainties our interpretative con-
structions make svailable.

Fish, Doing What Comes Naturally, 395 (footnote omit-
ted).

23. Bowers v. Hardurick, 478 1.5, 186 (1986) at 192-04.

24. Hardwick v. Bowers, 760 F.2d 1202 (1085}, rev'd 478

1.5 186 (1986).
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Bowers v, Hardwiek, 478 U5, 186 (1086] at 189, Meper-

THOT AMBHAMEH CAACH BAKA:

Hafipajymameno 1mn Ofpenens s i Y CTimoT 18 CRIEE i 08 TOTIPER 1L
JI CF DETIOPAT ILTH OMAHMEGKAT GEVIHTE MIKUS KOR TVTETD T8 FIMBLT.

Yorar 5a CAJ], amarmman .

Knayaymna 5a cOOBEETHE MOCTANKR BO SeTHPHHARCETTHOT
AMAHIMAH BEJTH JIEEK!

Haty =am cojyoem [oEana 1o Ceee T2 HATPAs BTN CITpOnEge Eaman
fifm0 naxner Koj e ri YCRMITH NPNEITa W canbngeTe mnn rparEnaTe m
Coemerenieme [paanar, immmy TEK @05 Ssnn cojyuimn gposnma cyes ia xoja
flEng MUFECCT OR W OTD BOOEME EHIDTOT, coofonnm, aan nMoTaT, Gea
COCUTIETIE CRICER NOCTAMER.

Yeras qa CAJ], amanmuas X1V, knayayna 1

afh.

27,

a8,

20,

0.

Griswald v. Conneclicut, 381 U5, 479 (1065
Eoev. Wade, 410 U5, 115 (1973,

Carey v. Population Services International, 431 U.S. 678
(1977)-

Bowers v, Hardwick, 478 U.5. 186 (1986) at 100-191,

Bo coyaasre of obBaa rpyna coafast: Cxeaep opoTis
Oenaxoma (Skinner v, Oklochoma), 316, U5, 535 (1942)
g0j cobopn saEos mTo Gapame CTEPHANIANME 33 OHHEES
EOH TP MaTi Gi1e ocyayBaHH 38 OAPeEHH EPHBHSHN
ABAA KOH BETYSVBANT MOPATHA Becpamancr™, (o GiHon
K0 FIACEMNNe JEK KaaHaTa Gina B0 COpOTHEHOCT ©O npa-
BOTO H [IOSAHEIN 18 COaasant noromereo; Tageur npo-
e Bupowsmja (Loving v. Virginia), 338 U.S. 1 (1067),
w0 E0j Bpxosuuor Cyo cobop 3ae0i POTHE MODTREE HA
PEcH, JETYMHO DOPAIH TOd LIT0 08 KOCAIE 60 IIPARGTO
ua Gpae; Tpeapony oportes Kosesriear [(Cristoodd .

25, Bowers v. Hardudek, 478 U5, 186 (1086) at 18g. The

Minth Amendment reads:

The enumertion in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall oot e construed
to deny ordisparage by the people.

1.5 Const, amend. IX.

The Due Process Clause of [he Fourteenth Amendment
provides that:

Mo State shall make or enforee any law which shall abridge the prvileges
or immunities of citizens of the Undted S2ates; nor shall any State deprive
any persan of life, liberty, or property, without doe process of law,

1.5, Const, amend. XIV, cl. 1

2.

27,

8.

20.

30.

Criswold v. Connecticut, 481 U5, 470 (1965),
Hoev. Wade, 410 U5, 113 (1973).

Carey v. Population Services International, 431 1.8, 678
(1977).

Bowers v, Hardwick, 478 U5, 186 (1986) at 190-01.

The cases in this line include Skinner v, Oklahorma, 516
U.8. 535 (1942), which struck down a law requiring steril-
ization of those thrice convicted of certain felonies imvolby-
ing “moral turpitude” on grounds which included that
the punishment interfered with the individuals' rghts
in procreation; Loving v. Virginia, 388 U.5. 1 (1967),
in which the Supreme Court overturned a miscegenation
law, in part because it interfered with the right to marry;
Griswold v, Conneclicut, which afirmed the rights of
married persons to receive information on the use of con-
traceptives as pan of their rghts to conduet therr family




31,

32.

a3

Identities | Josesal for Polibies. Gendar, and Coitwre, Ved I, Re. 2, Winier ZDD&

Connecticut), ¥nj ro DOTBPAN NPAEOTO Ha AyTFere 8o Gpax
Aa ApBRBRAT WRGOPMALAHN BO BPCKE CO KOPHCTEHE HA
KOHTRANEITHEN FAKD e Of HAEHWTE DPABL O3 1o BO-
AAT HHEHHOT CEMEEH HMEOT He3 KAKBO H A @ MR
ofl MpmaEaTa, Ajzescrex nopoTee beapn (Eisensfodt .
Baird), 405 U 8. 438 (1972), kaj ro agpecupame npasoTo
HA THMHOCTA, Ge3 pasnuka Ha Gpasumara cocrojia, camMaTa
A MOHECYRa (HETVEH PH HEj2HHENOT Hahop 3a COBNABALE
noroMeTen; Po mpotee Bejn (Roe v. Wade), voj & obea-
Genw Ha mexara npago na aboprapa; B Corey v, Popula-
tion Services International, 431 U.S. 678 (1977). Bo &g
CYAOT He NpUgEaTH 3aK0H Koj ro safpanysame mqenemeTo
HA KOHTPALENTHEN Bes penenT o cHTe ocBeH O hapua-
ERT, HAH ARNERESTO HA KOHTPAENTHER BA MATOIETHH
JTHITA Nt 16 MOHHET,

Bowers v. Hardurick, 478 1.5, 186 (1086) at 101.

Bowers v. Horduiek, 478 U5, 186 (1986) at 192-04
(fwenoTHTE H IHTATOT C& HEITYIUTERM ).

Thid., 194,

Bumu Drucilla Cornell, “Institutionalization of Meaning,
Recollective Immegination and the Potential for Trans-
formative Legal Interpretation,” Universify of Pennsyl-
vania Low Rewview, vol. 136, oo, 4 (1988); 1 oornasje 5,
“The Relevance of Time to the Relationship between the
Philosophy of the Limit and Systems Theory: The Call to
Judicial Responsibility”, morope.

BraeTe kaj $wm, “Working on the Chain Gang," in Doing
What Comes Naturally, 93-95.

Derrida, “Foree of Law,” ga7,

Bowers v. Hardunick, 478 ULS. 186 (1986 at 191,

3L

33,

a3-

34.

26,

37-

life free from state interference, Bisenstadt v. Baird, 405
U.5. 438 (1g7a), which addressed the right of a person,
regardless of marital status, to make decisions as to her
own procreative chotoes; Bos v, Wade, providing for
the rght of a woman to have an abortion; and Carey w.
Population Services Infernational, 431 U.S. 678 (1977),
in which the Court disallowed & law prohibiting distoba-
tion of non-prescripbion contraceptives by any but phar-
macists or distribotion to minocs under the age of 16.

Bmwers v. Hardwick, 478 U5, 186 {1956) at 191,

Bowers v, Hardwick, 478 [15, 186 (1086 al 102-94 (foot-
notes and citation omitted].

Ibid., 104.

See Drucilla Cornell, “lnstitutionalization of Meaning,
Recollective  Imagination and the Potential for
Transformative Legal Interpretation,” University of
Penngsylvanio Low Review, vol, 136, oo, 4 (1088); and
chapter 5, “The Relevance of Time to the Relabionship
between the Philosophy of the Limit aed Systems Theony:
The Call to Jodicial Responsibility,” above.

See Fish, “Working on the Chain Gain,” in Doing Whaat
Comes Noturally, 03-05.

Derrida, "Farce of Law,” go7.

Bowers v, Hardewick, 478 U.5. 186 [1986) at 191,
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39-
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43
46.

47.

48.
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Bowers v. Hardunick, 478 US. (npasam napanena co
coBEnarameTo Ha cygujara Dongfepr o Griswold v, Con-
necticut, 351, 11.5.)

Bowers v. Hordunck, 478 U5, 186 (1986) at 109
(Blekmun, J., #e ce cornacysa; uwrar og (Mmstead .
United States, 277 U.5. 438, 478 (1928) (Brandies, J., ue
C8 COrmacyra).

. Thid., (npTHpanro cnopan Oliver W. Holmes, “The Path of

the Law," in Harvard Low Review, vol. 10, no. 8 (18497),
469],

Derrida, "Foree of Law,"” 943,

. LaCapra, “Violence, Justice, and the Force of Law," 1069,

. Benjamin, “The Critigue of Violence," 286.

Bunete xaj LaCapra, “Violence, Justice and the Force of
Law," 1071, 1077-78.

Derrida, “Fores of Law,” o71.
Ibid., 943-45-

Bizere xaj Hardunck v, Bowers, 760 F.2d 1202 (1085) at
I211-1%F.

Buaere kaj Derrida, “Force of Law,” 961-63.

Oliver W. Holmes, “The Path of the Law," in Harvard
Lawy Review, vol, 10, no. B (18g7).

. Derrida, “Force of Law,™ gbi.

3.

9.

41.

45,
4.

47.

48,

49.

50.

Bowers v. Hardwick, 478 US. (making reference
to Justice Goldberg's concurrence in Griswold v.
Connecticut, 381, 11.5.)

Bowers v. Hardwick, 478 1.5, 186 (1986) at 199
(Blackmun, J. dissenting: quoting Ofmstead v. United
States, 277 U.5. 438, 478 (1928) (Brandeis, J., dissent-
ing).

. Ibid., {quoting, Oliver W, Holmes, “The Path of the Law,”

in Harvard Law Revieur, vol 10, no. 8 (1897), 469).

Derrida, “Force of Law,” 043.

. LaCapra, “Violence, Justice, and the Force of Law,” 1069,
- Benjamin, "The Critique of Violence,” 286,

. Bee LaCapra, “Violence, Justice, and the Force of Law,”

1071, 107778,
Derrida, “Force of Law,” g71.
Thid., 943-45.

See Hardwck v. Bowers, 760 F.2d 1202 (1985) at 1211-
13.

Sea Derrida, “Forceof Law,” gf1-6.

Oliver W, Holmes, “The Path of the Law,” in Harvard
Lanp Reviewr, vol. 10, no, B (1897].

Derrida, “Foroe of Law, " i1,
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da enHO NODICERHD HCTPRKYBAE 38 MORHKYBARETO Ha
NPHPOAHITE # HENPHPOIHATE crhakama 53 CERCYATHOCT
prmeTe wkaj Jpycina Kopaen “Gender, Sex and Eqivalent
Rights,” no Feminists Theorize the Political, ed. Judith
Butler and Joan Scott (New York: Routledge, Chapman
and Hall, 1991).

s, Derrida, “Foree of Law," g71.

Bowers v. Hardwick, 478 U.S, at 186, 187, 199 (1086).

Derrida, “Force of Law,” 955,

. LaCapra, *Violence, Justice, and the Force of Law,” 1068.

Dernida, “Force of Law," g,

7. Benjamin, “The Critique of Violence,” 297-08; Derrida,

"Foree of Law,"” 10:2g-41.

. Benjamin, “The Critique of Violence,” 20.4.

Begnss LaCapra, “Violence, Justice, and the Force of Law,”
10650 =Ti.

Buaw Benjamin, “The Critique of Violence,” 286-87.

Monique Vithg, Les Guérilléres, trans. David Le Vay
{Boston: Beacon Press, 1975),

LaCapra, *Violence, Justice, and the Force of Law,” 1070.

B1.

52.

53-

54.

57

a8,

59-

Gk

G1.

b,

For a more thorough exploration of the appeal to natu-
ral and unnatural conceplions of sexuality, see Drucilla
Cornell, “"Gender, Sex and Equivalent Rights" in
Feminists Theorize the Political, ed. Judith Butler and
Joan Scott (New York: Routledge, Chapman and Hall,
1GG1).

Derrida, “Force of Law,” 071,
Bowers v. Hardwick. 478 U.S. at 186, 187, 109 (1986).
Derrida, “Force of Law,” 955.

LaCapra, "Violence, Justice, and the Force of Law,”
10656,

Derrida, “Force of Law,” 903,

Benjamin, “The Critique of Violence.” 297-08; Derrida,
“Force of Law," 1029-31,

Benjamin, “The Critique of Violence,” 204,

See LaCapra, “Violence, Justice, and the Force of Law,"
106G-70.

See Benjamin, “The Critique of Violence,” 286-87.

Monique Vittig, Les Guérilléres, trans. David Le Vay
{Boston: Beacon Press, 1975).

LaCapra, “Violence, Justice, and the Force of Law." 1070,




Wrpata Ha CMpTHOCTaA:
TaTKOTO, CUHOT, TAaTKOTO
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The Play of Mortality:
The Father, The Son, The Father
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Han
Nepwpa
KuuxeBHoCTa TajHO:

EAHO HEBO3MOMXHO CPOACTBO

Jocnoge”, gaj me-26op...
IMTpmuesajille wiilio. ne cowos O K.

SAMHECIETE QKA 1O NPENYIITAME 0B0j HCKA3 HA HEIOBaTa
CynhHHA.

IMpudarere Dapem nexa 34 H3BECHO BPEME Ke I'o OCTa-
BaM Taka, cam, Tonky Gecnomonies, Ges me, KaRo TANKa,
saTankad avpu: Jlpowmesaj mmo He cakaM o3 KaxaM...”.
Aanu oBoj Hekas, gaau Toa e pedennpa? MonGa? Han
Hexakso Gapame 33 KOSWTo € NpepaHo WIH BeKe mpe-
A0OHA A ¢f 3Hae ganM GiT0 caMo OpPeKHHATO, Iac-
JVEYRAJEH 'Y WIH HCKIVIVBAJKH T'H, TPHTOA, TPHTE
ToukH? JIpomresajre mro He cakas ga Kaxcam [...]"

Oceen aK0 HE CYM ja HAINON HEKOTALI, OBAA HEBEpOjaT-
Ha pe4eHHIA, OCBEH AK0 HE C8 HAaorA, TAa CAMATA, camMa,
BHUITHEA M HAMNYIITEHA, HIAOKEHA HA CEN0j MHHVBAY,
JanMiana Ha tabna, YMTIHBA HA SHAO, Oa OypPH H HAa
HKOMEH, BRE NOBPIIHHATA HA JAHCT :-:ap'mja HAH ITaK BO
pesgpua Bp3 KOMIjyTePCRA AHCKeTA.

* Jacques Derrida, Donner la mort (Jasawe cupil), éd.
Galilés, 1994, Paris, 161-190

Jacques

Dernd P
ot La Littérature au secret:

Une filiation impossible’

o [ew », passex-mol Uexpression...
Pardon de ne pas vouloir dire.

Imaginez que nous laissions cet énoneéd A son sort,

Acceptez au moins que pour un temps je Uabandonne
ainsi, seul, anssi démuni, sans fin, errant, voire erratique;
« Pardon de ne pas vouloir dire... » Est-ce |4, cet énoncé,
une phrase ? Une phrase de priére ? Une demande dont
il est encore trop tit ou déji trop tard pour savoir si elle
aura été seulement interrompue, méritant ou excluant
les points de suspension ? « Pardon de ne pas vouloir
dire [...] »

A moins que je ne laie un jour trouvée, cette phrase
improbable, & moins qu'elle ne se trouve, elle-méme,
seule, visible et abandonnée, exposée & tout passant,
inserite sur un tablean, lisible sur un mur, & méme une
pierre, 4 la surface d'une feuille de papier ou en réserve
dans une disquette d'ordinateur.

¥ Jacgues Derrida, Dorner la mort, ed. Galilée, 1o, Paris,
1H1-1040

F\a@"'ﬁ"l
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Ere ja, sHaun, Tajuara Ha egna pedenna: JIponmesajre
INTO He CAKAM 03 Kamam...”, Be/H Taa.

LJIpoIITERAjTE IOTO He CAKAM Ja KaXam...”, ToA € cera
ITHTAT.

Tonkyeavor Toram EYBONKHTHO ¢ HABSIHVBA HAJ Hea.

Hewo] apxeor Mo@e HCTO TAKA fd o8 3AMpaa Jams
0Baa peueHHna e goppmesa: JlpomrresajTe mrmo He
CAKAM O3 EaaM...” Ho mwro Toa rouHo? M xomy? Koj
Koby?

Tyka HMa HexaxBa TajHa, ¥ HHe YYBCTEVBAME MNeKd
AHTEPATYPaTa MY npesema opue sboposn Ges npeToa fa
CH FH ONPHCBOH 33 0/l HHE [ Hanpaewn ceoja pabora.

TDJI]{j"Eﬂ"-IﬂT HEe JHae AafTH TOd ﬁ-ﬂpﬁll'hﬂ FHAYEND HEIITO

BO Hekoj peanen woutTexcr. Janw toa Buao Hexoramn

yOaTeHO OO HEEOre [0 Hexkorn, of
OOTIHCHEE A0 Hekoj oapeaeH npumaren?

20eH DpedAneH

1. HckyweHweTo Ha TajHara: 3a EpnnoT Kako 33
Apyrwor

Mefy cwre omme koM, Bo Geckoneuen 6poj HH3 HCTOD-
pHjaTa, RauMyBane ancoayTHA TajHa, GeckpajHa Tajua,
TYKa MHCTAM Ha ABPaaM, HA MOTERJACTO HA CHTE appa-
amck penuran. Ho, HeTo Taka, M Ha NOTERA0TO Ha
Toa nofipo Ges Koe OHA KO I'o HApeKyBRaMe MTHTepaTypa
HECOMHEHD HHKOrAIN He Ke MoMelle 0a HHKHe KaKo
TAKBO H Noj Toa uMe. Janu TajHata na Hexaros gnabok
alpMHHTET TAKE JA NOBP3YEA TajHaTa Ha Anaboknor Cojys
mely Bor 1 ABpaanM ¥ TAJHATA Ha OHA IITO IO HADEKYBame
AHTEPATYPA, TAJHATA HO JHTEpaTYpaTa H TajHaTda eo
nwureparyvpara?

Appaam MOsen A3 Kaske, HO B Bor wero Taka: TIpom-
TEBAjTE WMTO He CAKAM A3 Kamam..” Mucaam Ha Aspa-

Voici done le secret d’une phrase : « Pardon de ne pas
vouloir dire... », dit-elle,

« Pardon de ne pas vouloir dire... =, ¢'est maintenant une
citation.

L'interpréte alors se penche sur elle.

Un archéologue peut aussi se demander si cette phrase
est achevée : « Pardon de ne pas vouloir dire... » mais
quod au juste Pet d qui ? Qui d quoi ?

1l v a 1i du secret, et nous sentons que la littérature est en
train de s'emparer de ces mots sans toutefois se les appro-
prier pour en faire sa chose.

Tel herméneute ignore si cette demande a signifié
quelgue chose dans un contexte réel. Fut-elle un jour
adressée par quelqu'un & quelgu'un, par un signataire
réel & un destinataire déterminé ?

1. L'épreuve du secret : pour 'Un comme pour
l'Autre

Parmi tous ceux qui, en nombre infini dans 'histoire, ont
gardé un secret absolu, un secret terrible, un secret infini,
je pense d Abraham, & l'origine de toutes les religions
abraha-miques. Mais & Porigine aussi de ce fonds sans
lequel ce que nous appelons la littérature n'aurait sans
doute jamais pu surgir comme telle et sous ce nom. Le
secret de quelque affinité élective allierait-il ainsi le
secret de I'Alliance élective entre Dien et Abraham et le
secret de ee que nous appelons Ia littérature, le secret de
la littérature et le secret en littérature ?

Abraham aurait pu dire, mais Dieu anssi : « Pardon de
ne pas vouloir dire... » Je pense & Abraham qui garda le

-
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aM Koj ja couyean TajHara, He abopymajim da Hea
unTy Ha Capa HHTY nak aypH #a Heaka, 3a napegbarta
KOja My e Hemy fmageHa, nwie B oaumne, of bora. Ga
napeafaTa THAIITO CMHCIA OCTAHYEA Aa Duae Tajua |
3a Hero caMuoT, (8 IT0 3HaeMe 34 Hea, TOA € ieKa Taa
¢ Herymenne, Kaxkso uerxymwenne? Ke npeniosas eamo
HEJ3HH0 YHTARE. UHTameTo Ke ro pasnMEysan, B0 oBoj

CIVaaj, O TOMKYBabe.

HeToRpeMEHO AKTHBHO W DACHEHO, OBY SHTAHE Ke oo
nogpasfiHpa BO CEKDE TOMIEYBARKE, BO offjacHvearsata,
xoMeHTapHTe, GenemkHTe, AemrmpPHpPAHATE KOHIITTO
ce akyMmynHpaat Bo Geckomesen Opoj seke co mune-
HHYMH: OTTYKA, TO4 HEMA Beke Aa Oue camo eHo of
MHOTYTE eJHocTasHH Toaryeama. [log dmermmsmor
H HCTOBpEMeHo HeMETHBHMOT OfiME WTO K2 My To
Jafam, TOA Ke OpHOara HA eNeMeHTOT Ha eleH JocTa
HVLEH B Ha OHT7IEIHOCT WIH Nak Ha cHrypHoct. Toa ke
rH OOCEAYEa jACHOTH]ATA H PA3TPAHNYMYBAMETO HA ¢IHO
TAJHO HCKYCTBO BO BPCKA 0 HeKaKsa TajHa. Kaksa rajna?
E na Baxa: efHOCTPAHD 3AaageHo o Bora, HAMETHATOTO
HCKYIIeRHe Ha mnannaata Mopuja Gu e cocroeno po
HCKVIIYBARLETO, TOEMY Ha TOd, JAnH ABpaam e criocoben
Ja UvVBa TAJHA: JA He CAKa A8 Kkaxoe...”, BeymHecT. Cé go
xHNephonaTa: TaMy Kage ITo HeCAKARETO 1A CE KaKe e
TOJIKY PATHELTHO THTO TOA 08 NOMEIIVBA PeUHCH 00 IHa
LHEMOMHOCT [a C8 CAKA Ja O Kawe",

IIITo M auageso osa?
Juaus, cTAHYEA 300D TOKMY 58 UCHI WL B0 HE, HEeCOMHeH,
H CHTE NPEBEIVEAYH C8 COTTACYBAAT OKOTY abopoT:

LIl e wacrans, Bor, uexyyeaiiu 20 Aspaama, pese:
“Aspaame!’ A Toj oqropopi: ‘Ese mel™.*

(3apeTyBameTo Ha Tajaa M sanousane Bo Toj Mur: To
HIYCTYEAM TBOETC HME, TH C8 YYBCTEYBALI NOBHEAH

secret, n'en parlant ni 4 Sara ni méme i [saac, au sujet
de 'ordre & luoi donné, en téte-a-téte, par Dieu. De cet
ordre le sens lui reste 4 lui-méme secret. Tout ce gqu'on
en sait, c'est que c'est une épreuve. Quelle épreuve 7 Je
vais en proposer une lecture. Je la distinguerai, dans ce
cas, d'une interprétation.

A la fois active el passive, cette lecture serait présupposée
par toute interprétation, par les exégéses, commentaires,
gloses, déchiffrements gui s'accomulent en nombre
infini depuis des millénaires ; dés lors elle ne serait
plus une simple interprétation parmi d'autres. Sous la
forme & la fois fictive et non fictive que je vais lui donner,
elle appartiendrait 4 l'élément d'une sorte bien étrange
d'évidence ou de certitude. Elle aurait la clarté et la
distinction d'une expérience secréte au sujet d'un secret.
Quel secret ? Eh bien voici - unilatéralement assignée par
Dien, l'épreuve imposée sur le mont Moriah consisterait
i éprouver, justement, si Abraham est capable de garder
un secret : « de ne pas vouloir dire.. », en somme.
Jusgqu'ad Phyperbole : li ot ne pas vouloir dire est si
radical qu'il se confond presque avec un « ne pas pouvoir
vouloir dire ».

Qu'est-ce que cela voudrait dire ?
Il s"agit done bien dune épreuve, indubitablement, et le
mot fait Paccord de tous les traducteurs ;

« Aprés ces événements, il advint que IElohim éprouva
Abraham. 11 lui dit Abraham | 11 dit «Me voicis. =

(La demande de secret commencerait 4 cet instant : Je
prononce ton nom, tu te sens appelé par moi, tu dis « Me
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o mene, seanm: Ese Me® B opery Toj ogrosop ce sa-
BETYBAIN feKa Hema Aa sfopysam 3a Hac, 3a aBopor wTo
CME [0 paspMeliie, 3a 300poT IITo cMe MO Jane, HHKOMY,
exa ke M OATOBODHIL CAMO MEHE, BJHHCTECHO, JeKa ke
OATOBAPAII CAMO [IPEN MeHe CAMHOT, CAMO MEHE, OMH B
ouH, ea TPeTo JTHIE; TH Beke CH Ce SaK0UTHAN, Bee CH oo
obmpaan gexa ke ja GyBail Mely HAC TAjHATA 33 HAIIHOT
cojya, Ha TOj MOBHE H HA Taa JaeiHHYKA OUIOBOPHOCT.
[IpROTO KPHBOKISTCTRO OH CE COCTORNO BO HIIABAHETO
HA Taa TajHa.

Ho, Aa movyekaMe VIUTe MAJKY 53 2 BHAHME KaK0 OBA
HCKVIEHHE Ha TajHaTa MHHYBA [PEKY KDTBYBAIETO
HA OHAa KOe ¢ HajCKanoUeHo, Hajromemarta my0os Ha
CBETOT, SAHECTBEHOTO HA JLYDOBTA camMa, eHHCTEEHOTO
OPOTHE €IHHECTBEHOTO, EAHHCTEEHOTO 38 €MHHCTREHOTO.
3anTro TAjHATA HA TAjHATA 3a Koja ke sfopyeame He ce
COCTOH BO TOA JA CB CKPHEe Mewifio, A He (e OTKpHE
HEroBATA BHCTHEHA, TYKY A3 Cf HCIOUMTYRA ATICOMYTHATA
EHHTYAAPHECT, BECKPajHATA PAasABOEHOCT HA OHA KOBLITO
ME NORPAyRa HIH ME HIMOMYEA 0O/HA eIMHCTEEHOTO,
co/Ha eIHOTO KAKO co/Ha ApyroTo, co/Ha Edvuoill kaxo
co/na Jpueuci):

+IEMH T'0 CErd CAKAHHMOT cHH TBoj Heaxa, na ogm 8o
semjara Mopuja, ¥ OpHHECH I'o TaMy Kake EpPTea
cellANeHHIA Ha eHa FOpHYKA o £e T ja noxaxam.”
H yTpenenTa paHO, OTEAKO CTaHA, ABPAAM I (Cemma
ooneTo cBoe, 3ede co cebe ABajla Off CAYIMTE CROM
H Mcaga, cHHOT CBOj; [a, OTKAKO HCHOEMH JpBa 34
APTEATA, CTAHA, OOjOE H A0jAE HA MECTOTO, 38 KOBLITO
my sbopyeame Bor.”

,[Lp}-'r' npesoa: M TokmMy mo opse afopomn: ‘hBor ro
uckyuyea Aspaas’, [ Toj my sema: Aspaame! Toj senn:
Epe me. / Toj pesn: 3eMH ro CHHOT TBOj, TEOJOT eTHHEI,
oHOj Koj ro cakam, Hcaka, Bogn ro co cefecs #o aenja

voicl » et tu t'engages par cette réponse & ne parler de
nous, de cette parole échangée, de cette parole donnée, 4
personne d'autre, & me répondre 4 moi seul, uniquement,
a répondre devant moi seul, moi seulement, en téte-i-
téte, sans tiers ; tu as déji juré, V'es déja engage a garder
entre nous le secret de notre alliance, de cet appel et de
cette co-responsabilité. Le premier parjure consisterait &
trahir ce secret.

Mais attendons encore pour voir comment cette épreuve
du secret passe par le sacrifice de ce qui est le plus cher, le
plus grand amour au monde, 'unigue de I'amour méme,
I'unique contre I'unique, I'unique pour I'unigue. Car le
secret du secret dont nous allons parler ne consiste pas 4
cacher quelque chose, & ne pas en révéler la vérité, mais i
respecter 'absolue singularité, la séparation infinie de ce
qui me lie on m'expose & 'unique, 4 I'un comme i L'autre,
a I'U'n comme & U'Autre) :

« Prends donc ton fils, ton unique, celui que tu aimes,
Isaac, va-t'en au pays de Moriah et 13 offrele en
holocauste sur l'une des montagnes que je te dirais»
Abraham se leva de bon matin, sangla son éne, prit ses
deux serviteurs avec lui, ainsi que son fils Isaac, fendit
les bois de I'holocauste, se leva et s’en alla vers 1'endroit
que lui avait dit I'Elohim *. »

Autre traduction : « Et ¢est aprés ces paroles : L'Elohim

éprouve Abraham. /Tl Jui dit : Abraham ! 1 dit : Me
voici. /Il dit : Prends done ton fils, ton unique, celui
que tu aimes, Is'hae,/va pour tol en terre de Moryah,
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MopHja, TaMy, HCKAYH [0 Ha e0HA Off ITaHHHHTE 1T0
i TH ja nokasam. AFpaaM CTAHYEA PAHO HAYTPO M 1o
oeefrysa marapero./ T'H 3ema co cebe ceoMTE ABajua
wiagn oryrd B Heaxka, cunor ceoj/ Hememyea apsa
4 spreda. Cragyea B noafa KOH MECTOTO IOTO MY TO
nazaaun bor.” *

Kjepxerop Demie HenpecyllleHd 3a MONANOT ABPAAMOB.
Hucuernpaskero Ha Cilipas u Mipedeill 0roBapa TOCALM
A CrpaTerdja koja cama no cebe GH 3acoyIKHIA A0JTA H
neTanHa cryguja. Hseno, urmo ce ofHecysa 10 MOKHHTE
HOHIENTVATHE H IEKCHYKH HABCHIIHE Ha , T0STHYHOTD"
1 Ha Lraocodckom”, Ha eCTRTCROTO", HA ETHYKOTO,
HA ,TETe0IoIUKoTe” H Ha peaurdosmoro’, Oxomy
T MOAK ee yoormacyeaar ocobeno ciliaeosuilie
(mouvements), kako mITo ke TH HapedasM, BO MYSHYKA
eMuena,. YetHpH NHPCEH cTaBa Ha (HKTHBHATA Hapa-
IHjA, CHTE MOASMHAKRO YIaTedH Ha PeruHa, HaBHCTHHA
ja oTROpaar kHHUraTa. OBHe NPHKASHH MY DDHIOAMAT HA
OHE KO8 BEPOJATHO CO MPAEQ MOMEME Ja [0 HApeueMme
KHIGKeBROCT. THE ja packamyBaaT HAH ja TONKYBAAT HA
ceoj Havwd Gufinwckata npekasHa. Ja ru notoprame
ABOPOBHTE KOM IO CKAHIHPAaT SEVYHOTO X0 Ha OBHE
sModerka: JTHe jaBaa TPH JeHa MOAYEKU; & YTPoTo
Ha YeTEPTHOT JeH, ABpaamM He wsyciliu nu 36op (...) H
AnpaaM cH Bencine cam cebecu: Cenak He Momam ga
cxpujam npen Heaka xage ro sogn osoj nat”. Ho toj ne
MY Ka@a HHIITO, TAKA IITO Ha KPajoT Ha oboj dpe cillas,
cayiame egeH Aspaad koj Mome aa sGopysa caMo co
cede camuor wad co Bora, Bo cefe cammor co bora: A
Appaam npoabope Becuyne: ‘Oue Ham Ha Hebecara,
HekKa e CEeTH TBOjaTa Bomja, samrro noaobpo e Toj
AA MMM JeKa CyM HEYOBEK, OTROJIKY Aa ja saryDam
sepbara no Tefie’* Bllop clioe: ,Onjasaa moaueiiu (...)
rH NOA0EH JPEATA Ha 3eMja moadejiu, ro pea Meaka;
Mmoadefku ro Hanneye Ho#oT.” Bo yetllapifiuoill cllias,
THjHATA HA MONYelkeTo & cexako cnogenena co MHeak,

14, monte-le en montée fsur I'un des monts que je te
dirai.»/Abrahim se léve tt le matin et bride son fine./ 11
prend ses deux adolescents avec lui et Ishac son fils. /11
fend des bois de montée. Il se léve et va vers le lien que
lui dit I'Elohim ®. »

Kierkegaard fut intarissable sur le silence d'Abraham.
L'insistance de Crainte ef tremblement répond alors
4 une stratégie qui mériterait & elle seule une éude
longue et minutieuse. Notamment quant aux puissantes
inventions conceptuelles et lexicales du « poétique » et
du « philosophique », de I'« esthétique », de '« éthique »,
du = téléologique » et du « religieux ». Autour de ce si-
lence se concertent en particulier ce que jappellerai des
mouvements, au sens musical. Quatre mouvements
lyriques de la narration fictive, autant d'adresses &
Régine, ouvrent en effet le livre. Ces fables appartien-
nent & ce qu'on est sans doute en droit d'appeler de Ia lit-
térature. Elles racontent ou interprétent a leur maniére
le récit biblique. Soulignons les mots qui scandent I'écho
retentis-sant de ces silences : « [ls allérent trois jours en
silence ; le matin du quatriéme, Abraham ne dit pas un
mot [...] Et Abraham se disait : Je ne peux pourtant pas
cacher & Isaac oft cette marche le conduit. » Mais il ne
lui dit ren, si bien qu'a la fin de ce premier mouvement,
on entend un Abraham qui ne s'entend & parler qu'a lui-
méme ou a Diew, en lui-méme & Dien : « Mais Abraham
se disait tout bas : "Dieu du ciel, je te rends grice, car il
vaut mienx qu'il me croie un monstre que de perdre la
folen toi” % » Deuxiégme mouve-ment : « [ls cheminérent
en stlence [...] il prépara le bois en silence, et lia Isaae;
en silence il tira son couteau. » Dans le guatridéme mou-
vemnent, le secret du silence est certes partagé par Isaac
mais ni l'un ni I'autre n'ont percé le secret de ce qui s'est
passé ; ils sont d'ailleurs bien décidés 4 n'en point parler:
« Jamais il n'en fut parlé au monde, et Isaac ne dit jo-
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HO HHTY eJHHOT HHTY JPYTHOT HE jA OTKPH/Ie TAjHATA HA
OHA INTO C& CIYYHAD; THE C& BOPOYEM OMTYYHH 34 TOa
BOOMINTO Aa He sbopyeaar: JHa yeauoill ceeill 30 osa
M afiop we Bewe waycillen u Heax wuxozsoi Muxomy
Muie Be 30opysame 33 Toa mTo ro Geme BHgen,
H ABpaaM He ce cOMHeBalle Jexa Toa Hekoj ro Deme
BHAen." Herara Tajpa, HCTHOT MOAK TH pajfenysa,
anayul, Aspaayq u Heax. 3awto ona mro ABpaaM He TO
pHaen, offjacHysa npukazHara, e gexa Heax ro mpaed,
HETO, KAKD 10 HIBAEKYEA HOMOT, CO JIHIETO STPHeH: o)
04aj. Anpaan He 3HAe, 3HAYN, Texa 6an sugen. Toj rnesa
fes pa ce suan cebeck suaen, Toj ce HaoTa BO HE-3HASHLE
o gfiHoe Ha opa. Toj He 3HAae OeKka CHH MY DU HeroBHOT
CBEIOK, HO CBEAOK KOj @ oTcera oDBp3aH CO HCTaTa TajHa,
£0 TajHaTa Koja ro Bpsyea 3a bora.

Jdany e TOTam CAYHajHO IITO TOKMY BO 8OeH of OBHe
CTABORH, RO @IH3Z i OBHE THBEKH OpPKeCTpalMH Ha
Tajuara, Kjepxerop saMucuyBa roniesa Tpareidja Ha
mpomTeRakeTo? Kako ga ce ycormacaT saemgHo ORHE
TEMH Ha MOAYCHETO, HA TAJHATA M HA NPOIITERAMETO?
Bo Mpeliuoii cilles, 00 eHHETMATHYHMOT Oaparpad
HH3 Koj Bpao ce npoMOoNKHyBaaT CHAVETHTE Ha Arapa H
Hemana Bo 3aMHCICHATA 3AHECEHOCT HA ABPAaM, OBOj Io
nperoTHyEa bora, Ppaajin ce ia semja, Toj Gapa npomya
on Bora: He 3aToa IO He [0 TOMIVILAT, TYKY HAIPOTHE,
3aT0a WTO To nodnyinan. H saroa nrmo ro mocayiman eo
MHTOT KOra OBOj MY Jlan HeBo3MOKHA Hapeaba, Asoj-
HO HEROAMOKHA: HEBOZMOMHA HCTOBPEMEHO 3allmo
of Hero ro Dapan HajerpamHOTO M 3amTo Bor, cnopen
EflEH CTAE HA KojuTo Ke Tpela caMH [Ja ce HAaBpaTHME,
Ke ce HABPATH Ha CBOJATA OJUTYKR, K ja MpexkHie H ke
ja HADYTITH, Ha HEKO] HAYMHH — Kako A3 NOYyCTBYBAM
MANOCT, TPHAA HA COBECT HAH OoKajaHHe. 3amrTo
bBoror Ha Aspaam, Ha Heax u 5a Jaxos, 3a pasaHka off
Boror va dmaocodmTe W Ba oHTO-TEONOrHjaTa, e Bor

muais rien A personne de ce qu'il avait vu, et Abraham ne
soupeonna pas que quelquo’un avait vu 4, Le méme secret,
le méme silence sépare donc Abraham et Isaac. Car ce
gu'Abraham n'a pas wvu, aura précisé la fable, c'est que
Isaac 1'a vu, lui, tirer son coutean, le visage crispé par
le désespoir. Abraham ne sait done pas quil a £t vu. 11
voit sans se voir vi. Il est & cet égard dans le non-savoir.
Il ne sait pas que son fils aura été son témoin, mais un
témoin deésormais tenu au méme secret, au secret qui le
lie & Dien.

Est-ilalorsfortuit quecesoit dans'undeces mouvements,
dans I'une de ces quatre orchestrations silencieuses du
secret que Kierkegaard imagine une grande tragédie
du pardon ? Comment accorder ensemble ces thémes
du silence, du secret et du pardon? Dans le froisiéme
mouvement, aprés un énigmatique paragraphe qui voit
passer furtivement les silhouettes d'Agar ot d'lsmaél dans

la songerie pensive d'Abraham, celui-ci implore Dieu. Se
jetant a terre, il demande pardon & Dien @ non pour hud
avoir désobéi, mais poor ui avair obél au contraire. Et
pour lui avoir obéi an moment o il lul donnait un ordre
impossible, doublement impossible: impossible & la
fois parce qu'il Iui demandail le pire of parce que Dien,
selon un mouvement sur leguel nous anwmns a Tevenir
nous-mémes, reviendra sur son ordre, Uinterrompra
et le rétractera, en quelgue sorte - comme &'l avait été
pris de regret, de remords ou de repentir, Car le Dien
d’Abraham, o Tsane @ de Jacol, & lo diflérence do Dien
des philosophes et de Vonto-thidologie, ¢'est un Diea qui
se rétracte, Mais il ne faut pas se hiter de donner des
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K0j ce oapexysa/orkasysa. Ho, ve Tpeba ga ce Gpaa co
AaBaihe MOHATAMONIHH MMHIEA Ha MOBNEKYBAR-ETO Ha

LizH ﬂﬂpﬂm"ﬂﬂlﬁ&fﬂm’ﬁﬂlm HacmpoTH IICI-RH.jE.HI-IETﬂ*
HANTA, FPHMAATA Ha COBECT.

Crnepején ro oBoj ipeill ciias, Ba nodeTokoT Ha Cilipas
u mpedeil, Aspaam Oapa Taka Npollka 3aToa MO
GHN MOATOTEEH A3 ja NpHHEece HajcTpallHATa MPTEA
34 Jla ja MCTIOAHH cBojaTa goskBocT ko Bora. Toj
fapa npomwka oa Bora 3amTo OpHQaTICT g2 IO CTOPH
oHa uro camuor Bor My 1o Hapegun. [Tpocri Mi, Moj
Bosce, ITT0 Te NOCTYINAR, MY BeJiH Toj Haxyeo. Tyka Hma
napajoke okoay koj He G Tpefano ga npecraHeme Ja
paamicaypame. To] ocofeno pasoTKpHBA JABOSH TaeH
BAKOH, AROJHA OPHEYEA KOja € BO OCHOBATA Ha NOBHKOT
ua npourresaketo. Toj He ce NOEAXYEA HEKOTAI KAKD
TAKOE, HO CEKOTAIN BLAH: He TH DapanM Mpollka NITo cyM
Te HagenepHn{a), moepeaun{a), mWTo cyM TH HaHen(a)
An0, MTo CYM T8 HaAawan(a), ITo JUHH0 CVH 0f Kol
menfa), e TH Gapam mpourka 3a anogeno, TH Gapam
OPOIIKA, HATPOTHE, IITO CYM Té NooTyIan(a), npeMHEory
BEPHO, Off TPeroieMa BePHOCT KOH 3aBeTYBalLeTo, H IITo
cym Te eyben(a), wro cyM Te npeTnoduTan(a), mro oy
Te uabpan(a) wax nax mro cym Gun(a) uabpan(a) on
tefe, IITO CYM TH OAToBOpHI(a), WTO cyM TH pexon{a)
«EBe Me“- H OITO OTTOTAII CYM TH I'0 NpHHEeA(a) Kawo
MPTEA APYTHOT, MOjOT APYT APYT, MOjOT APYT APYT KAKO
OpYT ancofyTeH NPeTHodMHTaH H3bop, MOjoT, MOMTE,
HajaohpoTo 01 OHA IUTO @ MOe, HajAeGpPHOT O MOHTE,
B0 cayqajos Heax. Heak He ro OpeTcraByBa caMo OHO]
WTe ABPAAM IO CAKA HAJMHOTY Kaj CEONTE, TO] BOSIHO
€ CaMOTO BETYBARe, AEeTeTo Ha BeTymamero." Toa e
BETYBAILETO caMo Koe Tpebano aa OHOe PTRYEAHO, H
eTe 3aTo Toj of yinTe Gapa npomka of Bora, mpomka
33 HajmomoTo: mWTo NpHdaTHI Ja i CTABH Epaj Ha
HAHHHATA, M OTTYKA Ha C& [ITo § JaRa #HBOT HA Beparta,
HA 3AHETOT, HA BEpHOCTA HAa cexoj cojys. Kaxo Ampaam,

noms plus tardifs au re-trait de cette rétractation d'avant
le repentir, le regret, le remords.

A suivre ce troisiéme mouvement, au début de Crainte
et tremblement, Abraham demande ainsi pardon pour
avoir été disposé au pire sacrifice en voe d'accomplir
son devoir envers Dieu. Il demande pardon & Dieu pour
avoir accepté de faire ce que Dieu lui-méme lui avait
ordonné. Pardon, mon Diew, de t"avoir écouté, lui dit-il
en somme. [1 ¥ a 13 un paradoxe que nous ne devrions
pas cesser de méditer. Il révéle en particulier une double
loi secréte, une double contrainte inhérente 4 la vocation
du pardon. Elle ne se montre jamais comme telle mais
elle laisse toujours entendre : je ne te demande pas
pardon pour t'aveir trahi(e), blessé(e), pour Vavoir fait
mal, pour t'avoir menti, pour avoir parjuré, je ne te
demande pas pardon pour un méfait, je te demande par-
don au contraire pour t'avoir écouté{e), trop fidélement,
par trop de fidélité 4 la foi jurde, et de Vavoir aimé(e), de
t'avoir préféré{e), de t'avoir éufe) ou de m'étre laisséfe)
élire par toi, de t'avoir répondu, d'avoir dit « me voici »
— et dés lors de t'avoir sacrifié 'autre, mon autre autre,
mon autre autre en tant gu'autre préférence absolue,
le mien, lez miens, le meilleur de ce qui est le mien, le
meilleur des miens, ici Isaac. Isaac ne représente pas
seulement celui qu'Abraham aime le plus chez les siens,
c'est aussi la promesse méme, Penfant de la promesse 5.
C’est cette promesse méme qu'il a failli sacrifier, et voild
pourquei il demande encore pardon & Dieu, pardon pour
le pire : d'aveir accepté de mettre fin 4 'avenir, et donc &
tout ce qui donne sa respiration & la foi, & la foi jurée, 4 la
fidélité de toute alliance. Comme si Abraham, parlant en
son for intérieur, disait 4 Dieu : pardon d'avoir préfén'_-
le secret qui me lie a toi plutét que le secret qui me lie &
'autre autre, & tout autre car un amour secret me lie &
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afopyeajku anaboko cam Bo cebe, ma My BenH Ha Bora:
NPOINTeRd] ITO ja NpPeTOOMHTAR NOBEKe TajHATA Koja
Me Bpavea 3a Tefe omowTo TajHaTa KOja Me BpPIyBa o
APYTHOT APYT, CO cOceMa/cexo] OpYr, 3alTo HeKakea
TajHa LyDOE Me BPEVEA 33 eHHOT KAKO 33 APYTHOT, 3a
cern] APYT, 3alITO HEKAKEA TajHa /ayDOB Me Bpayea 3a
EIMMOT KAKO 3 APYTHOT, HAKO 33 MOjOT.

Oroj 3aK0H OFHOBC TO BIHIOYEA HEOPOCT/AHBOTO, H
caMaTta TPelika, BO CpHeTo Ha fapamara KM JajieHaTa
[MpOIIKS, KAKO CEeXoram aa Tpeha ga Hi buae npocreHa
MpOIIKATa caMa, Ha ofere CTpaHM Ha HEjAHHOTO yoa-
TYBAH:E; H KaKO CEKOTANl KPHBOKIETCTROTO 42 € HOCTAPO
H OOOTHOPHO 0ff oHa Koe Tpefa ja mu GHEe mpocTeno
KAKO IPellika, Kako HeKakso KPHBOKIETCTBO, HO OHA
KOe Beke, Kako O CTOMAK, H I'0 [03ajMyRa cBOjOT riac
H ja OpHABHAYBa BEPHOCTA Ha aaseToT. Janexy o Toa
fia ¥ CTABM Kpaj, Aa ja pacmymTH H ja ja ocnobomH of
BHHA, TPOINTEBAMRETO, TOTAID, MOMKE CaMo Ja ja mpo-
[OMAH [PeIIEaTa, MOKE eIHHCTBEHO, DABajEH B To
NpesHBYEalLeTo Ha Deckpajua aronuja, fa ja BHece Bo
cefie Taa MPOTHRPEYROCT Ha cebecH, Toa HenoTHOCTHED
OcmopyBamke Ha cefiecH, W Ha gpyrocra (ipseité) ua
caMaTa cefHOCT.

Epe ro Toram Toj fipefli ciflas: Beuepra Geme THEKa
KOrd ABpaaM, Ha CBOETO Marape, saMHia caM aa Mopija;
naTem ce hpAaH co THOETo Ha 3eMja H nobapa opolika o
Bora aa ceojot rpes (co gpyrs 3bopoen, Arpaanm me Bapa
npomEa of Heaxa tyky of Bora; npulimisHo Kako Ormo
ippannyckaTa enHckonyja He Gapa npomka of Espente
TyEy 0of Bora, HCTOBpeMeno NOBHKYBAJKH ja enpejekara
3aeHHIA KAKO CBEJOK, CHIOPef HejIHHHTE COTCTBEHH
aboposy, 3a mpoinkara nobapana o Bora, Onge, Aspaam
HE I'0 NOBMKYBA JYPH HH ABpaaM KakD CB&IOK 33
OpomEaTa mmo ja Gapa, Toj, Anpaam, og Bora samro
caxan ga ro yore Hcaka), npommka mTo cakan ga ro

I'un comme a I"autre, comme au mien.

Cette loi réinserit l'impardonnable, et la faute méme,
au coeur du pardon demandé ou accordé, eomme si l'on
avait toujours & se faire pardonner le pardon méme,
des deux cités de son adresse ; et comme sl toujours
le parjure était plus vieux et plus résistant que ce qu'il
faut se faire pardonner comme une faute, comme tel ou
tel parjure, mais ce qui déji, la ventriloquant, préte sa
voix et donne son mouvement a la fidélité de la foi juréde.
Loin d'v mettre fin, de la dissoudre et de 'absoudre,
le pardon alors ne peut que prolonger la faute, il ne
peut, lui donnant la survie d'une interminable agonie,
gu'importer en lui cette contradiction de soi, cette
invivable contestation de soi-méme, et de 'ipséité du soi
lui-méme.

Voici alors ce troisiéme mouvement : « Le soir était
paisible quand Abraham, sur son dne, s'en alla seul 4
Morija ; il se jeta le visage contre terre ; il demanda
pardon & Dieu de son péché [autrement dit, Abraham
ne demande pas pardon 4 Isaac mais & Dieu ; un peu
comme |'Episcopat francais ne demande pas pardon aux
Juifs mais & Dien, tout en prenant la communauté juive 4
témoin, selon ses propres termes, du pardon demandé &
Dien. Ici, Abraham ne prend méme pas Isaac d témoin du
pardon qu'il demande, lui, Abraham, & Dieu pour avoir
voulu metire Isaac & mort], pardon d'avoir voulu sacrifier
Isaac, pardon d'aveir oublié son devoir pater-nel envers
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#preyea Heaxa, npomxa mmo ja sabopasya ceojaTa TaT-
KOBCEA JODEHOCT KOH cHAa cH. Toj cé novecTo japane
o CBOJOT CAMOTHHYKH TAT, HO HE MOGKeIe Ja Hajge
cmoknj. Hrkako He momeme 3 chaTH JeKa & IPeB Tod
WO CAKAM Aa MY 'O XpPTEVEA Ha Bora ceoeto Hajcka-
noiero Gnaro, 3a Koe Toj CAMHOT Pajo NOBEKeNaTH ke
CH I'D 17 COMCTEEHHOT HHBOT; 4 aK0 Toa feme rpes, ako
T0j He ro cakame Heaka ROAKY I0TO 10 CAKAINE, TO] TOTAL
He Momeme aa pazbepe fexa To] Ipes Mooke ga My Drae
TPHOCTEH; 3AI0TO, NOCTOH JTH NOCTPalleH rpes?™

Bo opaa ukiHja )i KHEHMCECH BH, ARDAAM CAMHOT IO
cyi# crojoT rpes kako HenpocrHe. M nopagu moa Toj
fapa npowmka. [Tpomea ce Gapa CEKOTA caMo 34
renpoctareore. OHa Koe Mome ga Guje OpocTeHo HH-
woraim Hema norpeba ga 61 ge NPOCTEROD, TOA & ANOPHjaTa
Ha He-BOAMORHOTO NPOITTERA KL 33 K0ja PASMHCIYBAME.
Cyfgjkn 1o CONCTRERHOT TPER KAKO HENPOCTIHE, YCIOE
s Dapas.eTo Npolka, ARpaam He 3Hae JanaH bor my
MPOCTIUT WK e My npocTd. Bo cexoj cmyuaj, npocreno
WIH He, HETOBHOT IpeB Ke ocTaHe oHa mrro Bmm, He-
npoectank. Tlopagy Toa ofrosopoT Ha bora, BCVIITHOCT,
He e ToNEY GHTeH KOJKY ITOo MHCAHME; Toj HE BAHjae
Bp3 CYINTHHATA Ha GecEpajio BHHOBHATA CRECT HJIH TaK
Bpa BeckoneyHOTO NokajanHe Ha Aspaam. dypu u bor
[a My ja Aafe OTCcera CBOjaTa Npollka, JyPH H Aa OpeT-
NOCTABHME YIITE, VCMOBHO, AeKa OH MYy HPOCTHA, HAH
MaK, B0 MHHATO HOHO BpemMe, Jeka ke My NpocTen
SAfIpAYEAjEH MY ja pakarta, Opakajis My anren H gos-
BOJYBAJKH MY ja 3aMEHATA CO OBHOT, TOA CEOAK He Me-
HYBA HHIITO Of HelpOCT/AHBATA CYIITHHA HA TPEBOT.
Arpaam Toa CaMHOT [0 YYBCTBYBA BO TajHATA, BO CEKO]
ivia) HempHeranHa Jnaboko 8o Hero caMeoT. [to 1
Jia bHae co npollkara, ARpaaM OCTAHYEA IpHTaeH, H bor
HCTO Taka, KojIiTo, BO OBOj CTAB, Me Ce NOjaByBa H He
BETH HHIITO'.

son fils. Il reprit plus souvent son chemin sclitaire, mais
il ne trouva pas le repos. Il ne pouvait concevoir que
c'était un péché d'aveir voulu sacrifier 4 Dien son bien le
plus cher, pour lequel il efit lni-méme donné sa vie bien
des fois ; et si ¢'était un péché, s'il n'avait pas aimé Isaac
i ce point, alors il ne pouvait comprendre que ce péché
piit étre pardonné ; car y a-t-il plus terrible péché ? =

Dans cette fiction de type littéraire, Abraham juge lui-
miéme son péché impardonnable.  Et c'est pourguoi il
demande pardon. On ne demande jamais pardon que
pour 'impardonnable. On n'a jamais & pardonner ce qui
est par-donnable, voild "aporie du pardon im-possible
gque nous méditons. Jugeant lui-méme som péché
impardonnable, condition pour demander pardon,
Abraham ne sait pas si Dieu lui a pardonné on lui aura
pardonné. De toute fagon, pardonné ou non, son péché
sera resté ce qu'il fut, impardonnable. C'est pourquoi la
réponse de Dieu, au fond, nimporte pas autant qu'on
pourrait le croire ; elle n'affecte pas en son essence la
conscience infiniment eoupable ou le repentir abyssal
d’Abraham. Méme si Dieu lui accorde présentement son
pardon, méme si on supposait encore, au conditionnel
passé, qu'il le lai aurait accordé, ou au futur antérienr
qu'il le lui aura accordé en suspendant son bras, en lui
envoyant un ange et en lui permettant cette substitution
du beélier, cela ne change rien i l'essence impardonnable
du péché. Abraham le ressent lui-méme dans le secret
de toute facon inaccessible de son for intérieur. Quoi
qu'il en soit du pardon, Abraham reste au secret, et Dieu
aussi, qui, dans ce mouvement, ne parait pas et ne dit
rien ".
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Ke pogaM CMETKA 34 0B0] KjepKeropekH DPHCTAN, HO
MOETO YHTARE HEMA CYIITHHCKH A J3ABHCH Of Hero.
Ona Koe ce uMHH gexa Tpeba caMo Jia G1je HanoMeHaTo
ORJE & Helknj BHA ancoayTHa akcHoMa. Koja? Onayaroro
HHCHCTHpAREe Ha Joxan ge CHIeHIHO (Johannes de
Silentio) Bo 0oHOC HA ABPAAMOBOTO MOUTYEHE OAIOBADA
HA MOTHEKATA, Ha MOIIHE OPUCHHATHWTE e H PAKOTTHC
ua (ilipas u tpeleill, Jujatex@uyia aupuxa. Ce
pasfmpa, Bele AMYIHPAM, NOPALH DADEIEHH NPHYMHEH
KOM Ke Ce pasjacHaT NoaolHa, Ha orpoMHaTa clieHa Ha
peprabara co PerHHAa H Ha BPCKATA CO TATRKOTO; KaKo 33
genoro [Hosilopysawe Ha Koncrantun KoncraHTHHYC
{Constantin Constantinius), H3jajeHe WCTaTa roAHHA
moj ApYT TCEEAOHHM, cekoj 0ar cramysa sbop sa
croeBHAND npsobuTae Muesmo do Maiixodlo — ymTe
npen ona Ha Kadka — normHmaso of cHd koj objasysa
mog neesaoReEM. Moero WHYHO MHCHCTHDAaREe BR3
TAjHATA COOABETCTEYEA CO &/THA APYTA (JUTYKA 33 YHTAHE
koja ke ce obunaM fga ja ofpasnomawm. Cemag, npea
CHTE OBHE OIMYKEH, efen fochum OCTaHYBA HECTIODEH,
KOJIITO ja 3acHORA ATIOCAYTHATA axcHoma. Hukoj nema
Aa ce OCMERR Aa Mo oTHPITH: MOMHEe KyeHOT TPHEAS Ha
OHa KOE [0 Hapexysame preveamero Ha Meaxa®, wam
LEpayeamero Ha Heaxa"(Chouraqui) e octasa npocTop
33 COMHEX BO OFHOC Ha TO] (haxifi: Aspaam OCTAHYBA
aa mooTud, GapeM MITo Of OfHECYBE HA BMCTHHATA 34
OHA KOBOITO CE NOATOTBYEA Aa [0 cTopH. 3a oHA Koe 10
IHAE, HO BOSIHO H 33 OHA KO He 10 3H8E H KO8 KOHEHO
HHKOTAID HeMa Aa ro goadae. 3a neobuvHHOT NOBHE
u Hapeabara of Bora, Aspoam e xaxcyea winuibio
wikoay. Haty ma Capa, HHTY Ha CBOWTE, HHTY HDAK Ha
Enj M ga e yosek. Toj He ja oTepHea ceojaTa TajHa, He ja
IIHPH BO HETY f1eH CEMeeH WIN JAREH MpOCTOD, eTHUKHE
HAH NoaHTHYEH. Toj He ja HanoHysa TajHaTa Ha HHINTO
of oHa koe Kjepxerop ro Hapexyea omwro. O9spsan
of TajHaTd, oOBp3aH BO TAjHATA, YYBAH 0| TAjHATA KOja
TOj jA YU¥BA HH3 [EnoT0 TOA HCKYCTBO HA NPOIIKATA

De cette approche kierkegaardienne, je tiendrai compte
mais ma lecture n'en dépendra pas pour l'essentiel. Ce
qui parait seulement devoir étre rappelé ici, ¢'est une
sorte d'axiome absolu. Lequel ? L'insistance résolue de
Johannes de Silentio sur le silence d’Abraham répond & la
logique, 4 la visée et & I'écriture trés originales de Crainte
et tremblement, Lyrique dialectique. Bien entendu, je
fais déja allusion, pour des raisons qui se préciseront
plus loin, & 'immense scéne des fiangailles avee Régine
et de la relation au pére ; comme pour La Répétition de
Constantin Constantius, publiée la méme année sous un
autre pseudonyme, il s'agit chaque fois d'une sorte de
Lettre au Pére avant la lettre — avant celle de Kafka -
signée par un fils qui publie sous psendonyme. Ma propre
insistance sur le secret correspond & une autre décision de
lecture que je vais tenter de justifier. Néanmoins, avant
toutes ces décisions, un factum demeure incontestable,
qui fonde 'axiome absolu. Personne n'oserait le récuser:
le récit trés bref de ce qu'on appelle « le sacrifice d'Tsaac
» pu « Is’hae aux liens » (Chouraqui) ne laisse aucun
doute sur ce fuit : Abraham garde le silence, du moins
quant & la vérité de ce qu'll s'appréte & faire. Pour ce
qu'il en sait mais aussi bien pour ce qu'il n'en sait pas
et finalement n’en saura jamais. De U'appel et de l'ordre
singuliers de Dieu, Abraham ne dit rien 4 personne. Ni 4
Sara, ni aux siens, ni aux hommes en général. Tl ne livre
son secret, il ne le divalgue dans aueun espace familial
ou public, éthique ou poliique. Il ne l'expose & rien de
ce que Kierkegaard appelle la généralité. Tenu au secret,
tenu dans le secret, gardé par le secret qu'il garde a
travers toute cette expérience du par-don demandé pour
l'impardonnable demeuré impardon-nable, Abraham
prend la responsabilité d'une décision. Mais dune
décision passive qui consiste 4 obéir et d'une obéis-
sance qui est cela méme qu'il a i se faire pardonner - et
d"abord, si 'on suit Kierkegaard, par celui-1 méme i qui
il aura obéi.

——
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nobapaHa 5a OHA KOE OCTAHYEA HEMPOCT/AHEO, ABpaaM
ja mpeseMa OATOBOPHOCTA 33 JoHECYBamse oumvEa. Ho,
cTaHysa 300p 3a DacHBHA OIVKA KOja CE COCTOM BO Tod
na ce DHe MOCAYIIEH H 33 DOWIVITHOCT KOja € TOKMY
OHa K0e HeMy Tpeba aa My GHOe DpocTeHo — |, Tpeq cé,
aKo To caegume Kjeprerop, TOKMY of 0HGj KOro IMTo ro
MO,

Cranysa 300D 38 0AM0BCDHA OITYEA 34 ABOjHA TAjHA Koja
e geojHo gogenera. [Ipsa Tajua: Toj ne Tpeba ga oTkpHe
Aexa Bor 1o nopmkan M My ja nobapan mHajronesaTta
HPTBA, THIE BO TRILE, CKIYIVBAjKH aneouyTel cojya. Taa
TajHa TOj ja 3Hae ¥ ja cnonenyea. Bropa tajua, Ho apxm-
TdjHA: PASAOTOT MM DPHYMHATA Ha OApaLeTO MpTsa,
Bo eguoc ua opa, Aspaam € 00Bp3ad TajHO, ENHOCTARHO
3aT0A IITO OBAA TAjHA 0CTANYBA TajHa 3a Hero. Toj e Toram
ofiBpaan BO TAJHOCT, HE 33T04 IITO JA CHONeTyEa TRjHATS,
TYEY SallITO He ja cnofesysa Tajaata Bosga. Haxo Toj e
KAKO [ACHBHO BD3AH, BEVIIHOCT, O TAd TAjHa Koja He ja
3HAE, KAKD HAC, TO] ja Mpe3eMa M NACHEHATA U aKTHEHATA
OATOBOPHOCT, OAMYYYBAYKATE OAMUBODHOCT, O3 HE MY
MOCTABYBA Mpamatka Ha Bora, ga ne xany, kaxo Jog, 3a
HACTPANOTO KOe HABKIYM MY ce SaxaHyea no Gapare
ua Bora. A Toa Gapame, Toa Hekymense Gapem, oTToram,
H T0d HE & CaM0 eJHOCTARHA TONKOBHA NPeTHOCTARKS O
MoOja CTpaHa, € HCKYIIVBARESTO KOE CE COCTOH BO Tod, Ja
CE BHAH 10 Koja Mepa Aspaam e cnocofes na ysa TajHa
BO MHIOT HA HAJCTPAIIHOTO MPTEVEAE, BO ERCTPEMHATA
TOYKA Ha DapamaTa TajHa: cMPTTA, JapysaHa/JateHa o
HETORATA PAKA, HA 0HA IOTO I'0 CAKA HAJMHOTY HA CEETOT,
Ha BETYVBATRETO MO, HA HEroBaTa /myDOR KOH MAHMHATA
M HA MAHHHATA HA HETOBATA JEVOOE.

2. Tathoto, CuHoT w luTeparypara

Ha ro ocranHme, cera 3a cera, Aspaam. [la ¢e HappaTHMe
HA Taa eHHrmatHuHa monurea, Jlpomrepajre mTo

Décision responsable d'un secret double et doublement
assigné. Premier secret : il ne doit pas dévoiler que Dieu
I'a appelé et lui a demandé le plus haut sacrifice dans le
téte-a-téte d'une alliance absolue. Ce secret, il le connait
et le partage. Second secret, mais archi-secret : la raison
ou le sens de la demande sacrificielle. A cet égard,
Abraham est tenu au secret tout simplement parce que
ce secrel reste secrel pour lui. 11 est alors tenn au secret
non parce qu'il partage mais parce qu'il ne partage pasle
secrel de Diew. Bien qu'il soit comme passivement tenu
en fait & ce secret qu'il ignore, comme nous, il prend
aussi la responsabilité passive et active, décizoire, de
ne pas poser de question & Dieu, de ne pas se plaindre,
comme Job, du pire qui semble le menacer i la demande
de Dieu. Or cette demande, cette épreuve est au moins,
dés lors, el voild qui ne peut &tre une simple hypothése
interprétative de ma part, I'épreuve qui consiste 4 voir
jusqu'd quel point Abraham est capable de garder un
secret, au moment du pire sacrifice, i la pointe extréme
de l'épreuve du secret demandé : la mort donnée, de sa
main, & ce qu'il aime le plus an monde, 4 la promesse
méme, 3 son amour de I'avenir et 4 de son amour.

2. Le Pére, le Fils la Littérature

Pour 'instant, laissons 14 Abraham. Revenons i cette
priére énigmatique, « Pardon de ne pas vouloir dire... »,
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HE CAKAM Ad KaAaM..”, Ha KOjallTo, HeKOTAll, HEKoj
yHTATEN B MOFEN JA HAHAE cO0eM CTy4ajHo.

Yurarenor o Gapa. Toj ce Gapa Gapajés ga ograrse
ef1a pedeHHIa koja, Guno g e gparsenTapia HIH Re
{ ABETE NPETIOCTARKH C& NOAgHAKED BEpOJocTojHH), Gu
MOKETA HCTO TRKA Aa My Orae yiarena 1 Hemy. Bugejiu
TO] MOMOEN, OBAR KRA3H-PEHEHKNA, BO Hej3HHATA Hego-
BpIIeHA HEQUIVIHOCT, A4 CH ja YIaTH CAMMOT Ha CAMHOT
cebect. Bo cexoj cavaaj, Taa My ce ofipaka H HeMy HCTo,
Taa, H HEMY HCTO, 10 OAPEIeHa MEepd, LITOM T0] MOXEe A3
ja mpousTa WK Aa ja uye. Toj He Mose Ja HCRTYyIH JeKa
0BAd KEASH-PEYEHHI, OBA CEHMINTE O PeHeHHLa WITO
ja MOBTOpYBa M OTCETA MOME AA ja UHTHpa A0 Decko-
HEYHOCT, JIpOIITeBajTe MO He CAKaM [a KamaM...', €
BCYIDHOCT WIV3Hja, (ukinnja, OAHOCHO IHTEPATYPA.
Owaa peyenuna ouurnenso pedepupa. Taa e pedepenma.
Yurarenor i pasfupa HejamdnTe 30OpOBH H CHH-
Takcata. [JBioKemeTo Ha pedepeHnaTa BO Hea 8 HecoM-
HEHO H HECEELJIHBO, HO HMIUTO Hé J0IBOMYBA [a Ce
samnpe, cO ST AA C& OBOIMORH UENoCHA H CHIYDHA Of-
NYYHOCT, NOTEKA0TO B KpajoT Ha osaa monba. Hunrro ne
HH € KAKAHD 33 HASHTHTETOT HA NOTIHCHHKOT, Ha MpH-
MATENOT B HA pedepentor. OTCVCTBOTO HA KOHTEKCT
EojirTo Gu 61 menocHo oATVHVBAYEH ja TPENogpenRyea
OBAA PEVEHHIIA 33 TAJHATA H HCTOBPEMEHOD, 3AEHO,
coopes MOBPaYBARETO Koe HW ¢ GHTHO oBje, 3a Hej-
AHHOTO NOCTAHYBARS-THTERATYPA: AuliepallypHio Hell-
TO MOME 3 CTAHE CeK0] TEeKCT JAOBEpeH Ha jaBHHOT
NPOCTOP, KOJIITO € PENATHEHO HHTAHE Kt pasbHpIHE,
HO YHH COAPMKHHA, CMucna, pedepeaTor, NoTHHCHHKOT
H MNPHMATEAOT HE C8 HeN0CHO OADSUIHEN peatnociiu,
PEATHOCTH KOH C8 HCTOBPEMEHD He-PuxiiusHl HIH
fpovuciiienu od cexaxea Guxta, peaTHOCTH npe-
MYINTEHH, KAKD TAKEH, O/ HEKAKEA HHTYHITH]A, HA HeKoe
OAIYUYBAMKO PACY/YBAH:L,

sur laquelle, un jour, comme par hasard, un lecteur
pourrait tomber.

Le lecteur se cherche. Il se cherche en cherchant &
déchifrer une phrase qui, fragmentaire ou non (les deux
hypothéses somt également vraisemblables) pourrait
bien s'adresser aussi 4 lui. Car cette quasi-prase, il aurait
pu, au point od il en est de sa perplexité suspendue, se
I'adresser lui-méme a lui-méme. De toute fagon, elle
s'adresse anssi 4 lui, elle, anssi 4 lui dés lors que, jusqua’a
un certain point, il peut la lire ou l'entendre. 11 ne peut
pas exclure que cette quasi-phrase, ce spectre de phrase
qu'il répéte et peut maintenant citer a 'infini, « Pardon
de ne pas vouloir dire... », soit une feinte, une fiction,
voire de la littérature. Cette ohrase fait visiblement
référence. Clest une référence. Un lecteur francophone en
copmrend les mots et I'ordre syntaxique. Le mouvement
de la référence y est irrécusable ou irréductible, mais
rien ne permet darréter, en voe d'une déterminatin
pleine at assurée, 'origine et la fin de cette priére. Rien
ne nous est dit de l'identité du signataire, du destinataire
et dn référent. L'absence de contexte pleinement
déterminant prédispose cette phrase au secret et a la fois,
conjointmement, selon la conjonction gui nous importe
ici, & son devenir-littéraire : peut devenir une chose
littéraire tout texte confié a I'espace public, relativement
lisible ou intelligible, mais dont le contenu, le sens, le
référent, le signataire et le destinataire ne sont pas des
réalités pleinement déterminables, des réalités a la fois
non-fictives ou pures de foute fiction, des réalites livrées,
comme telles, par une intuition, a quelque jugement
déterminant.
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L HTATENOT, TOTAIN, M YVBCTEVEA HAZOATARETO HA JIH-
TEPATYPATa N0 TAJHHOT NAT HA Taa TajHa, TajHa Koja e He-
TOBPEMEHO YYBAHA M HINOMEeHA, MRyDOMODPHO 3areqa-
TEHA H OTBOPEHA Kako ykpageso mucmo. Toj ja mper-
YYCTBYBA AHTepatypara. Toj He Mose Ja ja Mekiydu
MOMHOCTA HAa CONCTBEHATA XHOHOTHIHDAHA [apani-
SHPAHOCT HACHPOTH OBHe 30OpoBM: To] MoweOn HH-
KOTAIL HEMA Ja MOGKE I8 OAMOBOPH Ha TPAllAKETO, HITY
naK Ja ONroBapa 30 Toj poj npaliarka: Koj BenH mro
KOMY, TOHHO? K0j HanugyM Gapa npouka o ge...? mro
He CAKA Ja Kamee, Ho urro? urro Toa ssagn? H aomro Toa

IPOIITERAjTE" BCYINHOCT?

Herpaskypauor, OTTYEA, Beke 02 Haola BO CHTYAH]A Koja
ue G Gita noseke OHaa HA TONKYBAM, HA APXEOJOr, HA
XEPMEHERT, Ha ODHYEH YHTATEN HAKYS) 0O CHTE CTATYCH
KOH MOME JIa MYy C& NPHIHAAT HA HCTHOT: KOMEHTATOD
Ha CBETH 3alHCH, JCTEKTHE, APXHBAD, MEXAHWMAD HA
MamuHa 3a obpafoTka Ha Texer, wrH. MooeGu Toj
BEKE CTAHYBA, OCREH CETO 0BA, CBOLEHISH IHTEDATYDEH
EPHTHYAD, WIH Nak TeOPeTHYAp HA NHTEpaTypaTa,
BO CceKoj cyuaj, dHTaTen ofi3eMeEH Of AHTEpaTYpaTa,
PARLTHE KOH ITPALTAKETO KOE [0 MAYH CERO] THTEDATYDEH
OpraH ¥ Kopnopanuja. He camo 1mo e awreparypara?,
<E0ja e (YHKIHATA HA THTepaTYpaTta?”, TVKY .K0j OIHOC
MOMKE O3 HMa Mely JHTePaTyYpata u CMHCAaTa? Mery
JHTEPATYPATA H HEOAPEANHBOCTA Ha TajHATA?™

Cé e npenymTeHo Ha WIHMHATA Ha egHO . Momedn”.
3aroa IITO TAa MANA PEYeHHIE KAKO JA CTAHYBA JHTE-
paTypHa cofp#ejiu so celie noseke 07 eQHa TajHA, H 0O
enma rajua koja G mosena, mowefiu, moxcetu, da e
fiude afia, W 12 HeMa HHIITO 0T TOA CKPHEHD GHTHE 34
koerroe abopysame yurme Cilipas u peiieill; TAjHATA Ha
HEJIHHOTO OMIUTO SHAYMERE, A4 33 KOSIITO He SHAEME
HHIITO, M TAJHATA W0TO0 Ce YHHK JeKa Taa ja mpH3HaBa
fes aa ja pasorepHe, oa MuroT xora sesm Jlpommresajre

Le lecteur alors sent venir la littérature par la voie
secréte de ce secret, un secret 4 la fois gardé et exposé,
jalousement scellé et ouvert comme une lettre volée. 11
pressent la littérature. I1 ne peut pas exclure I'éventualité
de sa propre paralysie hypnotisée devant ces mots :
peut-gtre ne pourra-t-il jamais répondre & la question,
ni méme répondre de cette ruche de questions : qui dit
quot 4 qui, au juste ? qui semble demander pardon de ne
pas...? de ne pas vouloir dire, mais quoi ? qu'est-ce que
¢a veut dire ? Et pourquoi ce « pardon = au juste ?

L'enquéteur se voit donc déja dans une situation qui ne
serait plus celle d'un interpréte, d'un archéologue, d'un
her-méneute, dun simple lecteur en somme avec tous
les statuts qu'on peut reconnaitre a celui-ci ; exégéte
de textes sacrés, détective, archiviste, méeanicien de
machine i traitement de texte, etc. Peut-étre devient-
il déja, outre tout cela, une sorte de eritique littéraire,
voire de théoricien de la littérature, en tout cas un
lecteur en proie 4 la littérature, vulnérable 4 la question
qui tourmente tout corps et toute corporation littéraires.
Non seulement « qu'est-ce que la littérature ? », « Quelle
est la fonction de la littérature ? » Mais « quel rapport
peut-il ¥ avoir entre la littérature et le sens ? entre la
littérature et I'indécidabilité du secret ? =

Tout est livré a l'avenir d'un = peut-&tre ». Car cette
petite phrase semble devenir littéraire & détenir plus
d'un secret, et d'un secret qui pourrait, peut-étre, peut-
étre, n'en étre pas un, et n'avoir rien de cet étre caché
dont parlait encore Crainte et tremblement : le secret de
ce qu'elle signifie en général, et dont on ne sait rien, et
le secret qu'elle semble avouer sans le dévailer, dés lors
gu'elle dit « Pardon de ne pas vouloir dire... » : Pardon
de garder le secret, et le secret dun secret, le secret
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U He cAKaM ga kaskas...”: ITponrresajte nrmo ja qyeam
TajHATA, H TAJHATA Ha e1Ha TajHa, TAJHATE HA EOHD EHHT-
MATHYHO (HE CAKAM Ja Kaam®, Ha eNHO He-caKaM-ga-
Ja-KAEAM-Taa-H-TAa-TajHa, Ha eJHO He-CAKAM-Za-To-
KAHAM-OHA-IITO-CAKAM-1a-I0-Ka%AM - HIH NAK MITO He
CAKAM BOOMIITO A Kancasm, W Touka, [[sojHa TajHa, Horo-
BPEMEND jABHA H NPHESTHA, 04HITIEIHA BO CBOjATA TAHH-
CTEEHOCT, IOAeAHAKEO (PEHOMEHANHA KOIKY M HOKHA.

Tajua no nWTEpaTypaTa, ANTEPaTYDA U TAjHA HA KOH,
TOTAMm, KAKO Oa Cf HAJNOBPEYRA, HA YIITE NOjaceH, o
HECOMHEHO HECAY4aeH HAYWMH, HEeKaKBd CHOEeHa Ha
npomTeBame. JIpommesajTe 1T HE CAKAM Ja Kasam.”
Ho somro mpowresajre”? 3omre Gu Tpefano ga ce
fapa MpoilKa 3aTod ITTO JHe CaKam 8 KamaM... ?

PalyI0SHHOT YHTATEA, YATATENOT HA oBaa dabyna Ha
KOTO jac OBAE MY CTAHYBAM NOPTOAPOS, CE OpalIyea
AANH TO SIMTa HABHCTHHA OHa urro ro uxTa, Toj Gapa
cMHMCTa BO TO] parseHT kKoj MosmelH qypu M He e
thparmesT ik adoprzas. Toa e Moxcefin 1eaa pedeHHIA
KOja BOOIINTO H He caka da Guae cya. Osaa pedeHMIA:
LJlpomrresajre OITO He cakaM Ja Kamam', eHOCTABHO
nefian Bo Bozayvx. JypH H 03 e BOHIIAHA BO TERIOCTA HA
Hewoj wamed, gukcHpana Geno Ha NPHO BP3 HEKOjA
Tafina WA NoBEpEHA OPHO Ha Geno HA HEeNONBHKHATA
NOBPITHHA HA JIMCT XapTHja, YIOBEHA BPS CEETIEMKHOT
expan [(Ho wOj ToREXe HMA BO3IYIIEH HH TeHeH HaTaen)
HA HEKOD] KOMIGYTED KOj DOJIeKa 'pY#, OBad DEUeHHIa
OCTaHYEA B0 Bo3ayx”. H ocranyrajikd BO BO3AYX Taa ja
HyHA CEOJATA TAJHA, TAjHATA Ha eHa TAjHA Koja Mometn
M HE & TajHa, H K0ja, OTTVKA, ja Hajasysa AMTepaTypara.
Jlwreparypara? HMaux Gapem oma koe, BeRe of Tpen
HEKONEY BEKA, I'D HAPEKYBaMe NHTEPaTYPd, OHA Koe ce
HapexkyBa nWTepaTypa Bo EBpona, HO BO JyXOT Ha
TPAJMIHjaTA Koja ja HachenHa of Bubnijara, npmejin
ja o Hea CMMCIATA HAa NPOIIKATA, HO HWCTOBPEMEHD

d'un énigmatique « ne pas vouloir dire », d'un ne-pas-
vouloir-dire-tel-ou-tel secret, d'un ne-pas-vouloir-dire-
ce-gque-je-veux-dire — ou de ne pas vouloir dire du tout,
point. Double secret, 4 la fois public et privé, manifeste
dans le retrait, aussi phénoménal que nocturne.

Secret de la littérature, littérature et secret auxquels
semble alors s'ajouter, de fagon encore peun intelligible
mais sans doute non fortuite, une scéne de pardon.

« Pardon de ne pas vouloir dire. » Mais pourquai « par-
dons ? Pourquoi devrait-on demander pardon de « ne
pas vouloir dire... » ?

Le lecteur fabuleux, le lecteur de cette fable dont je
me fais ici le porte-parole, il se demande sl lit bien
ce qu'il lit. 11 cherche un sens & ce fragment qui n'est
peut-étre méme pas un fragment ou un aphorisme.
C'est peut-étre une phrase entiére qui ne veut méme
pas étre sentencieuse. Cette phrase, « Pardon de ne pas
vouloir dire =, se tient simplement en Pair. Méme si elle
st inserite dans Ia dureté d'ane pierre, fixée blanc sur
noir au tableau ou confiée noir sur blanc & la surface
immobile d'un papier, saisie sur I'écran lumineux (mais
d’apparence plus aérienne ou liquide) d'un ordinateur
gui ronfle legérement, cette phrase reste « en l'air ». Et
¢'est de rester en l'air qu'elle garde son secret, le secret
dun secret qui n'en est peut-8tre pas un, et qui, de ce
fait, annonce la littérature. La littérature ? A tout le
moins ce que, depuis quelques sidcles, nous appelons la
littérature, ce qui s'appelle la littérature, en Europe, mais
dans une tradition qui ne peut pas ne pas hériter de la
Bible, ¥ puisant son sens du pardon mais lui demandant
i la fois pardon de la trahir. C'est pourquoi j'inscris ici
la gquestion du secret comme secret de la littérature

i
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fapajkn # MPOMIKa 10T ja HAHeBepYEa. 3aTOA IO 3aIH-
MYBAM OBJE MNpaliafkeTd HA TAJHATA KAKC TajHa Ha
JMETEPATYPaTa, BO 3HAKOT Ha OHA KO& HABOJAHO € HECH-
[YPECG aBpaaMcko norexno. Kaxo cymTHHATa Ha JTH-
TEpATYpara, striclo sensu, BO CMHCNATAE Koja osoj 300D ja
HMa 3aJIpoKaR0 Ha 3anaj, Aa He e npej cé o IPYK0 TVEY
of aspaaMcko novesto. Kako taa ga wubee of cela-
BARCTO HA TOA HERG3MOMHO NPUIITESAHEe YHjd HeB0a-
MOGKHOCT HE @ HOTR Of] IBETE CTPRHH HA NPeTIOCTAREHATA
IpalHna Mely appaaMeKaTa ¥ rpuKaTa KvaTypa. O
ofieTe CTPAHN, HE 3HAAT 30 NPOLIKA, AKD MOXAM TAKA I3
Ka®aM, NPOMKATA jJA SHAAT KAKO He-S03MONHOLI0, HO
HCEVCTBOTO HA TAA HEROSMOMHOCT, Toa e Gapem mojaTa
NPETIOCTARKA, TYKA C8 HAJaBYBA Kake pasamdno. Henpe-
BOUTHEO PAZTHYHO, HECOMHEHO, HO TOEMY Openemy-
BATLETO Hi TAA PAANMEKA @ OHA IWITo HEe MomebH ke ce
obHIeMe fa 1o CTOPHME OBJIe, TOI0NHA.

Tajnara, moxedn fea TajHa, HA OBAA PEYEHHDA Koja €
BO BOIAYX, OPei HIH 00 N80T, CO0pe] BPeMeTo Ha Toj
MocEen maj, Gm 01 ceeeRIeH MeTeOpHT.

OBaa pederniia ce SHHM MCTO TOIKY (eHOMEeHATHA
KOJIKY METEODHT WIH MeTeopuTra (oBoj 360p na dpan-
HyckM uMa Jpa poga). Opaa pesennna ce SHHH deHO-
smenanna, GHaejin npen cé Taa ce flojasysa. Taa ce
nojaByea, Toa € jacHo, Toa e aypH 1 DasHYHaTA TpeTnoc-
TaBka MM yeepyeaske. Taa ce marndecTHpa, ce nojasyna
HO B0 BOSVX", A0{1EHA Of He SHAEME Kaje, [a HanHm™
KORTHHIeHTEH HauyuH. KonTHHreHTeH METEODHT BO MH-
rOT OpejL Aa ja aonpe semjata (3ammo xoniliurzeiiNoCH
O3HAYYEA HETO, CIOPE/ ETHMOAOIH]ATA, A0TH], TAKTHI-
HOCT WJIH KOHTAKT) HOo Ges ga OBOSMOMHE EIHD YMECHO,
NEPTHHEHTHO YMTAke (3aTO H VMEeCcHOCTa, MepTH-
HEHTHOCTA [0 O3HAYYEA HCTOTO, CIOPe]] ETHMONO0THjaTa,
AOIMHPOT, TAKTHAHOTO HAH KOHTAKTOT).

sous le signe apparemment improbable d'une origine
abrahamique. Comme =i 'essence de la littérature, stricto
sensi, au sens que ce mot d'Oecident garde en Oceident,
n'était pas d'ascendance essentiellement grecque mais
abrahamique. Comme si elle vivait de la mémoire de ce
pardon impossible dont I'impossibilité n'est pas la méme
des deux cités de la frontidgre supposée entre la eulture
abrahamique et la culture grecque. Des deux cités, on ne
connait pas le pardon, si je puis dire, on le connait comme
l'im-possible, mais 'expérience de cefte impossibilité,
c'est du moins mon hypothése, s'y annonee comme diffé-
rente. Intraduisiblement différente, sans doute, mais
c'est la traduction de cette différence que nous tenterons
peut-étre ici, plus tard.

Le secret peut-étre sans secret de cette phrase qui se
tient en l'air, avant ou aprés une chute, selon le temps de
cette chute possible, ce serait une sorte de météorite.

Cette phrase parait aussi phénoménale quun météorite
ou une météorite (ce mot a deux sexes)., Phénoménale,
cette phrase parait étre, car d'abord elle parait. Elle
apparait, cela est clair, c'est méme 'hypothése ou la
certitude de principe. Elle se manifeste, elle parait mais
« en |'air », venue on ne sait d’'of, de fagon apparemment
contingente. Contingente météorite au moment de
toucher un sol (ear une contingence dit aunssi, selon
I'étymologie, le toucher, le tact ou le contact) mais sans
assurer de lecture pertinente (car la pertinence dit aussi,
selon I'étymologie, le toucher, le tact ou le contact).
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OcraHyBAJEM BO BOSIVX, TAA MY MPHOATA HA BOZAYXOT,
na OGuoysamero-Bo-Bozayx. Taa npecTojyea BO ATMO-
cihepara wTo ja gMmeme, OCTAHYEA 04 BHCH BO BOZIYX
oype ¥ kora gonEpa. ToxMy TaMy gage INTO JOMHDPE,
[Topaan Toa ja HapexyBaM Meilleopucsa. Taa ocTaHysa
CE YIOTe HegoBpIIeHa, BHCEjKH MoweOH Haj Hexoja
I71ABA, HA MpHMep oHaa Ha Mcax o MuroT xora ABpaam
I'0 KEPEBa CBOJOT HOM HAO HErD, KOTA Toj He 3HAe MoBeke
Of HAC IITO Ke ce cayyH, 3amte Bor ro nobapan oa Bero
TaJHO TO& INT0 MY To nobapan, B 3amTo MoxedH e ro
OCTABH MM TIAK Ke o CIIPedH Aa I'o CTOPH Toa IITo
My nobapan ga ro cropd 0e3 ga My Jane KaKeo H 3 e
ofjacHVBARKE: ANCOMYTHA TajHA, CIONENEeHa TajHA LITO
cE OfHECVEA J0 TAJHA KOja He ce COOOenyEa. AICoTyTHA
[AHCHMETPH)A.

Hpyr opumep, nobaMcky g0 Hac, HO AATH ce paboTH
aa gpyr npumep? Mucnam Ha OHO] HEUyeH MOMEHT Ha
kpajor oa fTucme do Mialixoilio va Kadka. Toa nucso
HE (8 HAD| HH B0 IMTEDATYDAaTA, HE Haasop of Hea, Toa
mHCMO ModEe0N HMA HENITO JIMTEPAPHO, HO BO OCHOBA
HE € COCTABEHO KAK0 AuTepatypa. Ha nocaegawre
CTPAHMIIN Of oBa mHcMo, Kathka cn ro Hompaka caMHOT
Ha cedeck, GHETHRHO, MODHETHERD OF KoTa H aa Gwno,
MHEMOTO 38 KOSWITO MHC/H JEKA TATKO My Ke CAKaN, Ke
Tpeban, B0 CEKO] CMyHa) Ke MOMET Ja MY I'o HCIpaTH
kago oarosop. by mosken ga ogrosopum”, ,Momeme
aa mit onrosopuimn” (Du konnest... antworten), sens
CHHOT, M TO# OOEKHYBA HCTOD EaKO #anba HAH KOHTpa-
o BMHEeHHE: TH He MK 300DYBALI, BCVIIHOCT HHKOrAII HE
CH MH OATOBOPMA H HHKOTALL TOA HEMA A IO CTODMII,
B MOMEST O3 OATORODHIN, MOGKENe M4 OAroBOpHII,
tpebamwe ga ogrosopum. TH OCTAHA TAMHCTBEH, TajHAa
33 MEHE,

Opa (UKTHEHO NDHEMO OO TATKOTO, BEAYYEHO BO
MOAY-PUHETHEHOTO NHCMO HA CHHOT, TH YMHOEYBA

Restant en Vair, elle appartient & l'air, 4 I'&tre-en-1"air.
Elle a sa demeure dans 'atmosphére que nous respirons,
elle demeure suspendue en air méme quand elle
touche. Li méme ob elle touche, Clest pourquoi je la
dis météorique. Elle se tient encore suspendue, peut-
étre au-dessus d'une téte, par exemple celle d'Isaac au
moment ofl Abraham léve son couteau au-dessus de lui,
quand il ne sait pas plus que nous ce qui va se passer,
pourquoi Dieu lui a demandé en secret ce qu'll lui a
demandé, et pourquoi il va peut-étre le laisser faire ou
lempécher de faire ce qu'il lui a demandé de faire sans
lui en donner la moindre raison ; secret absolu, secret

a garder en partage quant 4 un secret qu'on ne partage
pas. Dissymétrie absolue.

Autre exemple, tout prés de nous, mais est-ce un autre
exemple ? Je pense & tel moment inoui & la fin de la
Lettre au pére de Kaflka. Cette lettre ne se tient ni dans
la littérature ni hors littérature. Elle tient peut-étre de 1a
littérature mais elle ne se contient pas dans la littérature.
Dans les derniéres pages de cette lettre, Kafka s'adresse
A lui-méme, fictivement, plus fictivemnent que jamais, la
lettre qu'il pense que son pére aurait vouly, aurait dii, en
fout eas aurait pu lui adresser en réponse. « Tu pourrais
répondre », « Tu aurais pu répondre = {(Du kdnntest...
antworten), dit le fils, ce qui résonne aussi comme une
plainte ou un contre-grief ; tu ne me parles pas, en fait tu
ne m'as jamais répondu et ne le feras jamais, tu pourrais
répondre, tu aurais pu répondre, tu anrais dii répondre.
Tu es resté secrel, un secret pour moi.

Cette lettre fictive du pére, incluse dans la lettre semi-
fictive du fils, multiplie les griefs. Le pére (fictif) reproche
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obpnHyRamara. Tareoro (Koj e duxTHBEH) My Npedpaa
Ha euroT (Koj cu ro npedpna Toa, SHAYH, HA CAMHOT
cefecH) He CaMO NOpPATH HETOBHOT MAPajHTHIAM, HO
uCodpemMeno 1exka ro oDBHHYEA, HETD, TATKOTO, U JeKA
My NpPOCTYBA U OTTYEA ro ocnobogysa of mueuata. Toj
cerumen Tarko, Opanan Kara He ro Boodysa HHLITO
noseks, THIIVEAJKH MY, THIOVEAJEH cH caMBoT Ha cebe-
€M npery HHKTHEHOTO Depo Ha TATKA cH, ofomrre Heax
rH BOOYYBA H T'H pasbuHpa HaMepHTe Ha ABpaam, KOj
CAMMOT HE o BoodyBa bora, He BoodysajikH Il HaMepuTe
Bo#jH HNTY 4K INTO caka Bor fa NocTHrHe B0 MHIOT Ha

HIPEEYBEAHETO HA CHTE THE EEDPCIBE.

[ITo my eenn Toj cepmmen TaTro Ha Cpann Kadia, ga1oj
CHH KOj TPABH TATKOTO A3 FOBOPH TAKA, K40 O CTOMAK,
Ha kpajor of [Tuemo do Mailixedlo, NosajMyRajEs My
I CBOjOT IMAC HAH AaBajis My 300p, HO H AHETHPAjEH
My IITO A KAe, TEPAjKH I'0 Ja HalHIe, Kako rosop
HA HEMOBOTO, MTHCMO A0 CBOJOT CHH, BO CBOSRHIHA (hHk-
muja Bo uxumjara? (Tearap so Teatap, "the play’s
the thing®. Taxa ro ograTHyBaMe, BO OBAA CHEHA Ha
TRjHATA, HA OPOMIKATA H HA AHTEPATypaTa, CPOICTROTO
Hil HEBO3MOMHNTE CDOACTER: oHa ua Heaka urro TaTeo
My Ona nogroveeH pa ro yGMe, oHa Ha Xamner — Koj
o oafHER MMETO HA CHHOT IpPefIoiKeH0 O] TATKOTO,
HEIOBHMOT ONYE, CONPYTOT Ha HETOBATA Majka, HErORHOT
Sfather in low, Tarwo My cnopeq 3axouor ["A little more
than kin, and less than kind *, ogrosapa Toj Bo anapre
KOT# KPAOT [0 Hapexysa ‘my son’, uMn I, cuesa 2],
ona Ha Kjeprerop xoj HMan TOMKY TRIIKOTHH ©0 MMETD
M TATKOBCEOTO HAa TATKA CcH, oHa Ha Kadxa, najnocne,
HHja AMTEPATYPd, BCYIIHOCT, PETCTABYRA CAMO CY ek
Mo TaTEa cH. JluTepaTypara OH DOYNYBANA TAMY Haqe
10 He 3HAEME Beke KOj MHIIYEA H KOj Mo OoTIHIIYBA
PACKAIKYBABETO HAa NOBHKOT, H Ha  Ese mel”, Medy anco-
myraure Tarko u Cua).

i son fils (qui se le reproche done & lui-méme) non
seulement son parasitisme mais d la fois de l'accuser,
lui, le pére, ef de lui pardonner et par 13 de I'innocenter.
Ce pére spectral, Franz Kafka ne le voit pas plus, en lui
écrivant, en s'écrivant 4 luj-méme par la plume fictive
de son pére, qu'lsaac ne voit venir et ne comprend
Abraham, qui lui-méme ne voit pas Dieu, ne voyant pas
venir Dieu ni olt Dieu veut en venir an moment de tons
ces mots.

Que dit ce pére spectral & Franz Kafka, & ce fils qui le
fait ainsi parler, en ventriloque, i Ia fin de sa Lettre au
pére, lui prétant sa voix ou lui donnant Ia parcle mais
aussi lui dictant sa parole, lui faisant écrire, en réponse
i la sienne, une lettre 4 son fils, dans une sorte de fiction
dans la fiction ? (Théétre dans le théitre, « the play's the
thing ». Nous épelons ainsi, dans cette scéne du secret,
du pardon et de la littérature, la filiation des filiations
impossibles : celle de Isaac que son pére fut prét a tuer,
celle de Hamlet - qui refuse le nom de fils proposé par
le roi, son beau-pére, I'époux de sa mére, son father
in law, son pére selon la loi [« A little more than kin,
and less than kind », répond-il en aparté quand le roi
l'appelle « my son», acte I, sc. IT], celle de Kierkegaard
qui eut tant de mal avec le nom et la paternité de son
pére, celle de Kafka enfin dont la littérature n'instruit en
somme, d'un génitif I'autre, que le procés de son pére. La
littérature commencerait 14 o on ne sait plus qui écrit et
qui signe le rérit de I'appel, et du « Me voici ! », entre le
Pére et le Fils absolus).

F,’
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[MI'ro peas, snaan, Tarkoro npexy nepoto Ba CHHOT Koj
QCTAHYEA MAjCTOp Ha HapoaHmguTe? [a rm cenexTHpame
OBHE APTYMEHTH BO 8HO 0OBHHEHHE YHJIITO AOMHHAH-
TEH MOTHE OCTAHVBA HEMOKHOCTA HA BpaxoT, 3a Kadxa,
NOPAAH COeKyMapHATA HIEHTH(OHKAIHA CO TATKOTO,
nopags oIpeneHa HASHTHOHKATODCKA NPOERIHA Koja
e HCTOBpeMeHD Hemsz0emHa W HeposMokHA. Kaxo Bo
CEMEJCTBOTO Hi ABpaaM, Kako 8o Xowaeill, Kako BO 0Ha
xoe rH mospayea Kjepreroposure gena [Hostliopysarse
co Cilipae u ifipelielll HACOPOTH HEBOIMOMHHOT Gpax
co PerMHa, CYIOTTHHCEOTO Tpamake € oHa Ha Gpakor,
MOTOMHO TAjJHATA HA SeMamero xeHa”. a ce oiceHaM,
TOA 3HAYH Jla MHHAM H Ja Gugam xaxo Tebe, ga Gunam
CHJIEH, MOYMHTYBaH, HopMarteH, HTH. Melfyroa momsen
CYM TOA JA IO CTODAM, 4 HCTOBpeMeHo e sabpamero,
OOTGREH CyM TOd A IO CTOPAM M OTTYEA HE MOMaM Toa
Oa I CTOPAaM; eTe Io J¥IHI0TO Ha DpaxoT, Ha eTHYKaTa
Hopmanroct, ou pexon Kjeprerop®:

w e SREHMADETA, HARHCTHHA & HEIITO HAJNUTEMO 1 OHOS M-
YR HAJUECHA CAMOCTOJHOCT, HO Tad MCTOBPEMENO € H
BO HajTecHa Bpcka oo Tebe, JlopagH Toa Bo menbara ga ce
HATEFE OTTAMY HMA MUTKY JVIHI0, W cexoj 00Ul pedncH
Taga W ce kazHyea (Hier hinauskommen zu wollen, hat
deshalb etwas von Wahnsinn, und jeder Versuch wird fast
damit gestraft) [...] cenak Mopam g2 kokam gexa 68 MH
617 HENOIHOCAHE TAKOBR HeM, NPUIVIIEH, C¥E IpONagiuaT
CITH, REPOJATHD, EOra Ae OH M0CToeTs ADYTH MORHOCTH B
Hafieran on Hero, 01 8 HOeMIT oJI 3eMjaTa KaKD W TH
CAKRIE Ma HAMPRBHII I¥PH DOpagH MojaTa mennaba [ce
HaoTame Beke, CEROMAN BO &0HO COEKYNapHD obpakaibe,
K2 HARCKOpO Ke CTaHe COEKYJTapHO of IMeTHIITETo Wi
TATKOTD, KoMy (Dpafl OBOJMAT Ke ce [penpaid Heka my
nara 360p]. 3HauH, BOSMOKHD € JAEKA H TOA BAHjRHHES
HMAND FIET WG o8 HeVEd 10 MOjata HecrnocodHoct
za menwaha (bei memier Heiratsunfihigkeit). [..] Ho
AajRANHA TpeTia 34 GpakoT Geme peke HEHCKOPEILTHBOTO

Que dit done e Pére par la plume du Fils qui reste maitre
des guillemets ? Sélectionnons ses arguments dans un
réquisitoire dont le motif dominant reste I'impossibilité
du mariage, pour Kafka, en raison d'une identification
spécu-laire au pére, dune projection identificatoire a
la fois inévitable et impossible. Comme dans Ia famille
d’Abraham, comme dans Hamlet, comme dans ce qui
lie La Répétition 4 Crainte et tremblement au bord du
mariage impossible avec Régine, la question de fond est
celle du mariage, plus précisément le secret du « prendre
fermme =, Me marier, c’est faire et étre comme toi, étre
fort, respectable, normal, ete. Or je le dois et c'est d la
fois interdit, je le dois et done je ne le peux pas ; voild
la folie du mariage, de la normalité éthique, aurait dit
Kierkegaard” :

—le mariage est 'acte le plus grand, celui qui garantit
l'indépendance la plus respectable, mais ¢est aussi celui qui
est le plus étroitement lié & toi. 11y a quelgue chose de fou &
vouloir sortir de 14, et chacune de mes tentatives est presgue
punie de folie (Hier hinauskommen zu wollen, bat deshalb
etwas von Wahnsinn, und jeder Versuch wird fast damit
gestraft) [...] j'avoue qu'un fils comme moi, un fils muet,
apathique, sec, dégénéré (déchu, verfallener Sohn) me serait
insupportable, il est probable que, 4 défant dune autre
possibilité, je le fuirais, {'émigrerais, comme tu as voula le
faire un jour & canse de mon mariage [nous sommes dEja,
toujours, dans adresse spéenlaire qui va bientdt devenir
apé-culaire du point de vue du pére, cette fois, 4 qui Franz
va feindre de donner la parole]. Ceci, done, peut également
jouer un role dans mon incapacité & me marier (bei metner
Heiratsunfdhighkeit). [...] Maiz I'obstacle essentiel &4 mon
mariage, c'est la conviction, maintenant indéracinable, que
pour pourvoir § la subsistance dune famille et combien plus
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VHEDYELELE TSR 392 OyBalhe M CeMejcTRoT, 4 ocobero
20 HEFOBO BOASHS, ¢ HEOIIXOAHD CETO OHA IITO 1O COrASIan
Bo T, 1 TOR C8 aepEo, B Qobpo M A0, OHAKA KAKO [T
& oprasces cnoeso go Tebe [L..] M cera axo smomem mean e,
B a ae e sfymannm | (Und jets heirate, oline wahnsinmig

suwerden ).

Ouhagajin ro co Oornes MoeTo oDPRANOGEHNE HE CTpa-
BOT IITO TO YyHCTEYREEM mpen tebe, Th Gu mosen g «n
onrosopam (Du kinentest...ontworten): Tu opSueam
CERBKBA BUHA H oaroBoprocT (Zuerst lehnst auch Du jede
Schuld und Verantwortung von dir ab), aneun, wamara
mocTanka e Heta [ Kadka Tvka BeqH BO HME HA TRTROTD JIEK3
ofajuara NejCTEYHaaT KaKn B0 OrTegano w wnaaT wero). Ho
AOERE jac, CIOPEe/] MeHe HCKPEHO, EHHCTERHATE BIHA TH
j& mpuUHIysaM Tebe, HCTOEPEMEHO TH caxam aa fupem
LIpEMHOTY yMEH B  npemacry Hemen® (dbergeschert’
und ‘lbergdrtlich’), na # mene g me ochofomEm o
cexaxea mmuHa (mich von jeder Schuld freisprechen).
Cexaxp, NH TH VCUEER CAMO DPHBHAED (mOBEKEe He HM
CAKBIN), TIa ME(Y PE0EE, HACOPOTH cHTe pazs” [Teojor
HavHH Ha 300pVELRE, THOHTE Mapa3n, TBOJATA PETOPHEAE,
‘Redensarten’] 3a GATHETO H OPHPOAATA ¥ COPOTHRHOCTHTE
1 DecnoMOIHOCTA, MOME O3 C8 MPOMHTE AEKR BCYOIHOCT
jac Bes mamareuoT, ADJEKA of mTo Opaseme TH Oeme
upeta camooafpasa, TH sEaqw, cnopes Tefe, co CBOjATa
Henckpesoct ( Unoufrichtigheit) seie mpuIyMEO NOCTHIHA
Bumejicn poxema Tpa paborn (D hast dreferlel bewsesen):
NpR0, JEKA CH HEBHH, BTOPO, ASKA J8C VM BRHOBEH, H TPETO,
JIEEA Off THCT MNPOKOTPAA0CT CF TOJFOTEEH HE CAMO JIa
mu npocram (hereit bist, nicht nur mir @ verzethen), Tyey,
IITO € H N0EERE H [OMANKY, ¥ TOEPE] TOA 718 M A0KEMeN,
na u cefecn ga ce yhejnm BO TOE JEKE — COPOTHEHO HA
BHCTHHATE — JAC CVM HCTD TAKE HEEHH."
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encore poar en &re vraiment le chef, il faut avoir toutes ces
qualités que j'ai reconnues en toi, bonnes et mauvaises
prises enzemble [...] Va done e marier sans devenir fou !
(Und jetzt heirate, ohne wahnsinnig 20 werden 1).

Bi tu avals un jugement d'ensemble sur ce gui, & mon sens,
expliguoe la peur que ol devant tod, tu pourcais me répondre
(Du kénntest... antiworten) : « [...] Tu te décharges de toute
fante et de toute responsabilitd (Zuerst lehnst auch Du jede
Sehuld und Verantwortung von dir ab), eén cela done, notre
procédé est le miéme [Kafka fait done dire au pére qu'ils
apissent tous deux en mirdr et font de méme]. Mais tandis
gquensuite, tout aussi frane en paroles qu'en pensée, je
rejette entiérement la faute sur tol, tu tens & montrer un
surcroit '« intellipence » et de « délicatesse » {« iliber-
gescheit » und & itherzdrtlich »), en m'sbzolvant, moi, da
toute faute (mich von jeder Schuld freisprechen). Bien
entendu tu o'y panviens gu'en apparence (fo nen veux
d'ailleurs pas davantage), et malgré toutes tes « phrases =
[tes fagons de parler, tes tonmures, ta thétorique, « Re-
densarten »] sur ce que tu appelles fagons d'étre, tem-
pérament, contradictions, détresse, il apparait entre les
liznes gu'en réulibé ol é28 Uagresseur, alors que dans tout ce
gue tu as fait, tu n'as jamais agl que pour ta propre défense.
Parvenu & ce point, tu aurais done, grice a ta doplicita
(Unaufrichtigkeit) obtenu un assez bean résultat, puisque
tu ax démontre trois choses (Du hast dreter-lel bewriesen):
premiérement gue tu es innocent, denxiémement que je
suis coupable, et troisiémement que, par pure générosité, tm
es prét non sealement 4 me pardonner (bereit bist, nicht
TIur e zu verzethen ), mais encore — ce qui est & la fois plus
et moins — & prouver et & croire toi-méme, i l'encontre de la
virité d'ailleurs, que je suis également innocent ™.
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Yypecns cnexyaanuja. Cnexynaproct Gez qHo. CHEOT Cu
sbopyea. Toj cu 3Bopyea Bo umero HA TarkoTo. Toj
AbOPYBA MECTD TATKOTO, MPeseMajiH o HelOBOTD MECTO
W rAac, MO3AJMYBAJEH MY M AaBajkH My HMCTOBDEMEHO
ab0p: TH ME CMETAII 34 HATIACHHKOT, HO ja¢ CYM HEBHH,
TH CH ja JODEIyBAll CYBEDEHOCTR OPOMTeRajEH MH,
amaun Gapajki ol NpOMKa HAMECTO MeHe, H [oToa
JABAJEH MH TPOINEA H, OpaBejkH o Toa, TH 3atasam
NBOSH yaap, TPOeH yaap, H Ja Me oDBHHHUII, B 3 MH
NPOCTHIN M fid Me HANPABHIN HEBMMN, 33 A3 S2BPIIHI
MHCIEJKH leKa CYM HEsHH, KOTA TH CTOPH C& 3a Ja Me
obsumanm, Gapajiy ja OtBeH Toa Mojallioc HEBHHOCT,
sHauy TeOjaTa, Bunefiy cé naeETHgMKYBam co mere. Ho
ERe HA ITO MOTCETYBA TATKOTO, HCYINHOCT 3AKOHOT HA
TATHOTO 300PYBAjEH Npery YeTaTa Ha CHHOT Koj abopyea
MPEKY ¥OTATa HA TATKOTO: KO HE MOMEME OA MPOCTHME
Oes HoeHTH(PMEYBame ¢O BHEOBHHKOT, He MOMeMe HHTY
fa OpocTHMe K ga ochoDoaHMe Off BHHA HCTOBRDEMEHO.
Ha ce mpaeTH, Toa sHAYH J1a ce BaarecnoBl, 0CBETH 30T
[T 1o NpOIITEEaMe KAKO He3abopakHe H HENPOCTAHBD
ano. Topagy HCTaTA CHEKyNapHA HASHTHOHEAIM2, He
MOBEME, 3HAYH, 13 ocnoboIHMe O BHHA OPOCTYBAjJRN,
He sy ce npoiiTesa Ha HeRHIL AKO MPOITTEBAJIH, 0cobo-
AYRAME O] BHHA, MOJICAHAKED ¢Me BHHOBHM IITO TPOI-
resame. Jlofledenata ApollEa £ WMCTO TOAKY [PeIIHA
KONy nofapanaTa npoilEa, Taa ja MPHIHABS MPeIlKaTa.
OrTvica, He MosEeMe qa npocTame Gea na Guneme BREOB-
H o, sna4H, Gea na tpeba ga nofiapaMe Opomka mTo
npocTysame, Jlpommesa) mmo TH NpOINTEBaM”, BT
PEYEHIIN [1IT0 & HEBOAMOMHO A Ce CBele Ha THIIMHATA
BO CEKOja MPOIIKA, W Mpef C6é 3RUrt0 CH JOJeTVEa BH-
HOBHO CYBEDEROCT. Ho 0 YHHH HEROSMOMEHO [OA e 3aMO7-
ui obparsarta peuenwia: Jlponmesaj mrro T Gapam
MpOIEES, GHOCHE ITO Te TepaM npeo, npexy nobapana
HAERTHgHKALN]A, A8 ja OpeseMenl MojaTa Tpemka H
! roBApOT HA IpeIIKATA 1o Tpeba na MH mpocetHin.” Exra

Extraordinaire spéculation. Spéculante sans fond. Le
fils se parle. Il se parle au nom du pére. Il fait dire au
pére, prenant sa place et sa voix, Ini prétant et donnant
4 la fois la parole : tu me prends pour I'agresseur mais
je suis innocent, tu t'attribues la souveraineté en me
pardonnant, done en te demandant pardon 4 ma place,
puis en m'accordant le pardon et, ce faisant, tu réussis
le coup double, le coup triple, et de m'accuser, et de me
pardonner et de m'innocenter, pour finir par me croire
innocent 13 oi tu as tout fait pour m'accuser, exigeant
de surplus mon innocence, done la tienne puisque tu
t'identifies 4 moi. Mais voici ce que rappelle le pére, en
vérité la loi du pére parlant par la bouche du fils parlant
par la bouche du pére : si on ne peut pas pardonner
sans identification au coupable, on ne peut pas non
plus pardonner et innocenter 4 la fois. Pardonner, cest
consacrer le mal qu'on absout comme un mal inoubliable
et impardonnable. En raison de la méme jdentification
spécu-laire, on ne peut donc innocenter en pardonnant.
On ne pardonne pas un innocent. 5i en pardonnant,
on innocente, on est aussi coupable de pardonner. Le
pardon accordé est aussi fautif que le pardon demandé,
il avoue la faute. Dés lors, on ne peut pardonner sans
étre coupable et done sans avoir & demander pardon de
pardonner. « Pardonne-moi de te pardonner », voild une
phrase qu'il est impossible de réduire au silence dans tout
pardon, et d'abord parce qu'elle s'attribue coupablernent
une souveraineté, Mais il ne semble pas possible de faire
taire la phrase inverse : « Pardonne~-muoi de te demander
pardon, ¢'est-a-dire de te faire d’abord, par identification
demandée, porter ma faute, et le poids de la faute d'avoir
4 me pardonner. » L'une des causes de cette aporie du
pardon, ¢'est qu'on ne peut pardonner, demander ou
accorder le pardon sans identification spéculaire, sans
par-ler & la place de l'autre et par la voix de l'aatre,
Pardonner dans cette identification spéculaire, ce n'est
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O TPHYHHWTE Hi OBaa am:-p}tja Ha MPOTIKATR, & ToA A2k
HE MOMEeMe a npoctHme, aa nobapame WM ga aageme
npomga fes cnexynapaa uoedrndmganyja, Bes ga z60-
PYBAME HAMECTO APYIHOT H Npery raacor Ha apyrnor. Ta
C8 [TPOCTH BO TAA CHIeKYTAPHA WAeHTHHEAIN]A, T0A HE 8
1A Ce ITPOCTH, SAITTO TOA He & /1 My 08 MPOCTH Ha ApPYTHOT
KOKO THEKOS §IHO 200 KO0 HaKeo.

Kpajor va oBa mucmo Ha CHHOT, HEKTHEEH MHT Ha
nogepHareo dwkTHEHOTe [Tucvmo do flailikoilio, HEMA
na ro komentupame. Ho toj mometn ja Hocl, anaboko
B0 cefe, CYINTHHATA HA OBOj TAEH MPEMMH O TajHAaTa
KOH JHTEDATVPATA KAKO AT0OPHja Ha mpomkara, OOBH-
HEHHETO M0 GUETHEHMOT TATKO HEMA HUEOTAIN Ja To
MORNeNE, ¥AnhaTa IImo T0] HHEOTATT He ja CHMEeTpH3IHpa
MM CHEKYIApH3Npa (Mpexy GHKTHEHHOT IIac Ha CHHOT,
cnopen Taa legal fiction mTo ja NpeTcTABYBA, KAKO TaT-
koecTROTD criopen Iloje, nureparypara), Toa e ofEMHE-
HHETO 34 napasuTHzam. Toa cé MpoRIeKyEa Mo J0TDEH-
HATA HA MENOTO TTHCMO, T0 AO/DRMHATA HE QHKEIH]aTa o
no AoGEHHATA Ha UEmHjaTa o dukmmjata. KoredHo,
TATEOTO 10 0OBEMHVEA 3APagH MAPASHTHIAM CAMMOT JH-
reparyvped pakomne. [lapasurHaam, T0a e c& 0HA HA Koe-
HIT0 HETORMOT CHH MY I'D MOCBETIL cRojoT uBoT. Toj ja
HAMDABMI IPEIIKATA J4 MHIIYEA HAMECTo 1a paboTH; Toj
CE SAMOBOITHI CO MHIIVBAKRE HAMECTO JA C8 JKEHH HOp-
Mo, C8 TyKa, BO HME Ha TATKOTO, BO MME HA TATKOTO
o HA cHHOT 300pyBajKN C1 BO HME HA TATKOTO, B0 HME Ha
CHHOT npedpIajis cH B0 HME HAa TATKOTO, 083 CBET OyX
{oCcBEH AWO JIMTEpPATYPATA HE ja HIPA OBOE YIOrata Ha
TpojersoTo), cé ro ofBHHYEA MAPASHTHIMOT H C& ce 0b-
BMHVEA 38 mapasuTsHzam. CHHOT @ mapasHT — KaKo JH-
Teparypa. buaejin ofsnHeraTa on koja, 3HauH, ce Gapa
na nofapa mpoinka, Toa e AHTeparyparta. JInreparvpara
e 0OBHHETA 32 MAPAZHNTHIAM; TAA & 3aMoneHa Aa nobapa
OpPOIIEA TPH3HABAJIH 10 TOj MAPASHTHIAM, TOKAjVBajiH
Ce 34 TOj FPEB HA MApasHTHIAM. OBa e RUCTHHA OVDH H 33
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pas pardonner, car ce n'est pas pardonner a l'autre
comme tel un mal comme tel.

La fin de cette lettre an fils, moment fictif de la tout
aussi fictive Lettre au pére, nous ne la commenterons
pas. Mais elle porte au fond d'elle-méme, peut-étre,
'essentiel de ce passage secret du secret i la littérature
comme aporie du pardon. L'accusation que le pére
fietif ne retirera jamais, le grief qu'il ne symétrise ou ne
spécularise jamais (par la voix fictive du fils, selon cette
légal fiction qu'est, comme la paternité selon Joyce, la
littérature), c'est I'accusation de parasitisme. Elle court
tout au long de la lettre, de la fiction et de la fiction dang
la fiction. C'est finalement I'éeriture littéraire elle-méme
que le pére accuse de parasitisme. Parasitisme, voila tout
ce 4 quoi son fils a voué sa vie, tout ce d quoi il avoue avoir
impardonnablement voué sa vie. Il a fait la faute d'éerire
au lieu de travailler ; il s'est contenté d’éerire aun lieu de
se marier normalement. Tout ici, au nom du pére, au
nom du pére et du fils se parlant au nom du pére, au nom
du fils se dénongant an nom du pére, sans saint esprit (4
moins que Littérature ne jone ici la Trinité), tout accuse
le parasitisme et tout s'accuse de parasitisme. Le fils est
un parasite — comme littérature. Car 'accusée 4 laquelle
il est donc demandé de demander pardon, c'est la
littérature. La littérature est accusée de parasitisme ; elle
est priée de demander pardon en avouant ce parasitisme,
en se repentant de ce péché de parasitisme. Cela est vrai
méme de la lettre fictive dans la lettre fictive. Celle-ci se
voit ainsi poursuivie en justice par la voix du pére telle
qu'elle se trouve prétée, empruntée ou parasitée, écrite
par le fils : « Du je me trompe fort, dit le fils-pére, le
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(PHETHRHOTO THCMO BO (QHKTHEHOTO (emo. Taa e, oTTy-
Kd, OCY/leHa, NPOroHeTa 07 TAacoT HA TATKOTO oHNaxa
KaKO IHT0 @ N033jMeH, OO3eMEH KM NapasHrHpaH,
Hanwman of cupor: JHam jac muory rpemam, BetH
TATROTO-CHH, TATKOTO OPeky [IacoT HA CHHOT HAH CHHOT
Hpexy IMAacoT Ha TATKOTO, HAK TH NOBTOPHO 10 yHorpe-
fyeall oBa MHCMO KAKD TAKBO 38 8 MHBEEW KAKD fMa-
pasuT epa mese (Wenn ich nicht sehr irre, schmarotzest
Du an mir auch noch mit diesem Brief als solchem).”

Ofszurennero Ha TatkoTo (300pYBAJEH My HR CHHOT
NpeRy rAAcOT Ha CHHOT K0j cH 360pyRa Npexy raacoT Ha
TAKOTO) HPeTXoaHo Hagonro ro Deme pasgumo Toj ap-
TYMEHT 33 NapasHTHIaM WM saMmMpHaaM. [Ipasejin
pasnHika Mefy pHOApcRaTa OUTEa W OHTEKAaTa HA mapa-
surenor yran (den Kampf des Ungezierfers) woj ja
MHIR KPETA HA APYTHTE, ITTACOT HA TATKOTO OB KpeRa
NPOTHE CHH KOj HE CaMOo IITO & HecmocoheH 3a mueor”
(Lebensuntiichtig) Tyxy e ¥ paMHOZVINEH BO OJHOC Ha
ORAA RecHocODHOCT, HEMYECTBHTENEH KOH THA XeTepo-
HHMHCKA 3ABMCHOCT, HEZAWHTEDECHDAH 38 ABRTOHOMMH]A
Gunejiu aa mea My ja npedpna ogrosoprocta (Verant-
wortung) Ha TaToTo. BHAH, 3HaYH, caMocToes! ce uHEY
JlEEa My HapegyBa HETMOMyCTAHBHMOT TATEO. TTpliMep aa
OBA € HeBOAMOUKHHOT Bpak 3a KOjinTo cranyea 30op Bo
MHCMOTO: CHHOT He CAKA 7Ia CB DMEeHH, Ho 1o o0BHHVEA
TaTKOTO Aeka My 3abpanyea Opag, nmopams .cpamor”
(Schande) ,xoj e ro H3BANKA MOETO HME", BEMTH TATKOTO
noa mepoTo Ha cHiot. Opaa HeBEPOJaTHA CIISHA, SHAYM,
ce THINYEA BAKA BO HME HA HMETO HA TATKOTO, HME KOe €
NPOHHKHATO, NAPASHTHPAHO, BAMINPHIHPANO O KBa-
SH-MHTEPATYPATA HAa CHHOT: KAKO HEBOZMOXCHA CIIeHa Hi
HeRoamoxcHAaTa npomka. Ha sesosmomamnoT Gpak. Ho
TAJHATA HA OBA MHCMO, KAKO [IITO TOA T0 CYTEPHPABME BO
onroc #a Todinauberg ma Cenan, 8 Toa A8Ka HEROIMOR-
HOTO, HEROIMOMCHATA NPONIKA, He-BOSMOMHHOT cojya
win Gpax Momebn Befe e CAYUHIE KAKO H CAMOTO

pére par la voix du fils ou le fils par la voix du pére, ou
tu utilises encore cette lettre comme telle pour vivre en
parasite sur moi { Wenn ich nicht sehr irre, schmarotzest
Du an mir auch noch mit diesern Brief als solchem). »

Le réquisitoire du pére {parlant au fils par la voix du
fils qui se parle par la voix du pére) avail longuement
développé auparavant cet argument du parasitisme oudu
vampirisme. Distinguant entre le combat chevaleresque
et le combat de la vermine parasitique (den Kampf des
Ungeziefers) qui suce le sang des autres, la voix du pére
s'éléve contre un fils qui est non seulement « incapable
de vivre » (Lebensuntiichtig) mais indifférent 4 cette
incapacité, insensible i cette dépendance hétéronomique,
peu soucieux dautonomie puisquil en fait porter la
responsabilité (Verantworfung) au pére. Sois done
autonome ! semble li ordonner le pére intraitable.
Exemple, le mariage impossible dont il est question dans
la lettre : le fils ne veut pas se marier, mais il accuse le
pére de lui interdire le mariage, & « cause de la «hontes »
(Sechande) qui rejaillirait sur mon nom =, dit le pére sous
la plume du fils. C'est done au nom du nom du pére, un
nom transi, parasité, vampirisé par la quasi-littérature
du fils, que cette incroyable scéne s'écrit ainsi : comme
scéne impossible du pardon impossible. Du mariage
impossible. Mais le secret de cette lettre, comme nous
I'avions suggéré i l'occasion de Todinauberg de Celan,
c'est que l'impossible, le pardon impossible, Ialliance ou
le mariage im-possible ont peut-étre eu lieu comme cette
lettre méme, dans la folie poétique de cet événement
qu'on appelle La letire au pére.
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MHCMO, BO NOSTCKOTO AYAMAC HA TOj HACTAH INTO TO
raperyeame MMucwo do aiiicoidio.

Jureparypara ke Owna mereopcka. Kawxo TajEarTa.
Mereop ce HapexyBa oapeneH (EHOMEH, TOKMY OHA
KOEIITO C& MOjAEVBa BO cjajor WwiH phamesthal Ha He-
KAKBA CBETIHHA, 0HA KDELITO C2 CAYHIYBa B0 ATMochepaTa.
Kako ceoesHano BHHOENATO. (Hukoran me cym sepysan
OPEMHOTY BO OHA [ITO BEAAT JEKa 3HAYH BHHOMHTOTO,
HO HE CYM MOHKET A3 OCTAHAM PAMHOAVIOEH, Opeq
OOMATKY Of TPH AeHA, Ha BHEOMKHTOTO KO8 C& MPOTerHa
Haj aepogpoMoT B0 Ten ABHE KOra CE EDAKAR, IPBO O
[lanecTuna, ma of EpycaniM, HEXOAKY MHTa TPEN IPanoT
ma DHOE 3aTpVIaH, Ha ancoMyTHO HCEIYYHTENEH HAYHH,
KAKD IOTO TOA PEYMCH HHKOTAII HE ¢ CIy4yEa A0 TOj
CTENEH, O PEUYHCH NOPOEH CHET H OTCEYEH 0 OCTATOKOT
Ha ceeToT). TajHATA HA METEOPHTOT: TO] CTAHVBA CBET-
MEYKH KOTA BASIYEA, KAKO IITO 08 BE/IH, B0 aTMoctepara,
AO|IEH Of HE 3HAEME KAJS — HO CEEAKO 01 HEKDE OpVID
TEND Of KOS 8 OJBONA. JAITo 0HA KOE & METeOpCHO
tpeba ga Oupe xkparko, Gpso, miminnso. Kpatkorpajao,
OIHOCHOD, BO CBOSTO MIVICKAENYHO HOMHHYBAHE, MOMeDH
HCTO TONEY BHHOBHO H CEDMINHO KAKD HeKOj Kpajell.
Hero Tonky EpaTho KAKO HAIMIATA Cf VIOTE HENOpeyeH:a
pewennna ( JIpomresajTe o He cakaMm M KaEaM...”).
[lpamame Ha speme. Ha rpaAmuara \5a egen mur. An
BOTOT HA ENEH METECDHT CEKOTam OHA NPeMHOTY EVC:
KAKD CEKABHI, TPOM, BHHOHETO. Ce BN IeKa MOJICEA-
BHYHATA CEKABHIA HIH BHHOMMTOTO ce Mereopn. M
poxpoTr wero. JlecHo e ga ce Mucaw gexa bor, mvpM H
Boror Ha Aspaam, HH sbopyvea mereopckH. Ce cmyinma
HAJ HAC BEPTHEATHO, KAKO MOMI0T, Kako Mmeteop, Oceen
AK0 HE CE CIIVINTA MPeKHHYEAJKH Mo CIIVINTAREeTo, IpeKpa-
TVEAJKH To JEMEEReTo. Ha nmpumep, 3a na HE Kaoxe:
JIpOIITERAjTE ITTO HE CAKAM 73 Kakam...”. He mewa
caMuoT Bor ro BenH Tod, WIH CE MOBJAEKYBA TAKA, HO
Mase0s ToA & OHA WTO 34 HAC 3HAYH HMeTo HA bBora®,

La littérature aura été météorique. Comme le secret. On
appelle météore un phénomeéne, cela méme qui apparait
dans la brillance ou le phainesthai d'une lumiére, ce qui
s& produit dans 1"atmosphére. Comme une sorte darc-
en-ciel. {Je n'ai jamais trop cru i ce qu'on dit que veut
dire I'arc-en-ciel, mais je n'ai pas pu étre insensible, il
¥ a moins de trois jours, a I'arc-en-ciel qui s'est déployé
au-dessus de 'aéroport de Tel Aviv alors que je rentrais
de la Palestine, d'abord, puis de Jérusalem, quelques
instants avant que cette ville ne soit, de fagon absoloment
exceptionnelle, comme cela n'arrive presque jamais a ce
degré, ensevelie sous une neige quasi diluvienne et coupée
du reste du monde.) Le secret du météorite : il devient
lumineux a entrer, comme on dit, dans 'atmosphére,
venn on ne sait d'oi - mais en tout cas d'un autre corps
dont il se serait detaché., Puis ce gui est météorigue
doit &tre bref, rapide, passager. Furtif, c'est-a-dire,
dans son passage éclair, peut-étre aussi coupable et
clandestin qu'un voleur. Aussi bref que notre phrase
encore suspendue (« Pardon de ne pas vouloir dire... ).
Question de temps. A la limite d’un instant, La vie d'une
météorite aura toujours été trop courte ; le temps d'un
églair, d'un coup de foudre, d'un arc-en-ciel. On dit que
I"éclair de la foudre ou I'arc-en-ciel sont des météores. La
pluie aussi. [l est facile de penser que Dieu, méme le Dien
d’Abraham, nous parle météo-riquement. [l descend sur
nous a la verticale, comme la pluie, comme un météore.
A moins qu'il ne descende en suspendant la descente,
en interrompant le mouvement. Par exemple pour nous
dire « Pardon de ne pas vouloir dire... », Non que Dieu
lai-méme dise cela, ou se rétracte ainsi, mais c'est peut-
étre ce que veut dire pour nous « le nom de Dien »,
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Osge ¢ npercrased emen gabymosen guTaren. Toj
¢ anxeces so pabora. Toj ce obuzysa ma ja oararse
CMMECAATA HA TAA PEYEHHIA, NOTEKMOTO B HAMEHATA HA
HOPaKATA KOja He IpeHecYBa HHITo. Taa nopaxa cera 3a
cerd € TAJHA, HO BOBNHD KAXKYEBA JeKa HEKAKBEA TajHa ke
Buae coqyeaHa. M DeckOHEMHHOT YHTATEN, YHTATLAOT
Hn DecxoHeMHOTO WTO TD [RefgaM kako pabors ce
Npaiysa JATH TRA TAJHA ITO CE OOHECYEA A0 TajHATA He
fipUAHOEN HEITO KaKo AHTEPATYPaTa caMa.

Ho, Toram, sowTo Ja ce sDopysa OBAE 34 NpHIHAHHE
# 3a npomka? Jommo aureparypata Ou Tpebano ua
fume npusnaena? la GHZe NpHAHAGHA 33 DHA Koe He
ro noxamysa? Taa camara? 3omro npomkara? 3o
NpomEaTa, ypH B HETHEHA Dpomka, 6r Guna no-
fapana opae? 3awTo ro uMa Toj 3bop ponka” Bo Me-
TeopiroT (, JIpomrmesajTe mTo He cakaM Aa kaam..." ). H
HAXEd BPCKA MPOMmEATa O HMANA co TAjHATa CO JBOjHO
JIHO HA IHTEPATYPATA 7

Bt srpeniiie ako BEpYBAME JeKa MPOoIIKATA, aK0 Beke i
ja npuORIeMe BEPTHEAMHOCTa, ce Dapa cexoram of
AGIY HATOPE — KUIH G2 JABa CEKOram of rope majoiry. O
MHOUY Mope EOH OBde Jony. AKO CUEHHTE Ha JaBHO
NoKAjyEAEe H noDapaEHTe TPOMIKH C8 YMHOMYRAAT
AeHec, aKo Ce YHHH [eKA THEe HHOBHPaaT MOHEKOTam
cherysajin 0 BPEOT Ha JpAaBaTa, o YeNTHHKOT HIH o
HiedhoT Ha APHABATA, TOHEKOTAII HCTO H 0] HajEHCOKHTE
HPKOBHE BAaCTH, BAACTHTE Ha HEKOja SEMja MIIH Ha efHa
aposasa-nanyja (Ppammuja, Moscka, lepMannja, o yir-
Te He Batukan), Toa He e Ges mpecenan, AVPH HAKD 0CTA-
HYBA HABHCTHHA PETROCT BO MHHATOTO. Taka, Ha NpH-
MEp, O MM3 4MHOT HA NOKAjyBARe Ha HMIEPATOPOT
Teopocuj Beankn (no sapeaba sa Ceers AMGpoau).™
He esam e vMHH Aekd caMior Bor ce noxajyea, 1 gexa
NOKAKVES HANSHE, WIH TaK kaeme. (e YHHHE JeKa Toj
MEHYEZ MHCNEHe, fAeKa CH mpedpia [T0 [TOCTAmEN

Un lectenr fabuleux se trouve ici représenté. Il est an
travail. 1l cherche donc & déchiffrer le sens de cette
phrase, l'origine et la destination de ce message qui ne
transporte rien. Ce message est pour l'instant secret
mais il dit aussi qu'un secret sera gardé. Et un lecteur
infini, le lectenr d'infini que je vois travailler se demande
si ce secret quant au secret w'avoue pas quelque chose
comme la littérature méme.

Mais alors pourguol parler ici d'aveu et de pardon ? Pour-
quoi la littérature aurait-elle & 8tre avouée ? i étre avoude
pour ce qu'elle ne montre pas ? Elle-méme ? Pourquoi le
pardon ? Pourguoi le pardon, méme un pardon fictif,
serait-il ici demandé ? Car il y a ce mot de « pardon »
dans la météorite (« Pardon de ne pas vouloir dire... »).
Et qu'est-ce que le pardon aurait & voir avec le secret a
double fond de la littérature ?

On aurait torl de croire que le pardon, a lui supposer
déji la verticalité, se demande toujours de bas en haut
- on s'accorde toujours de haut en bas. De trés haunt
en ici-bas. Si les scénes de repentance publique et les
pardons demandés se multiplient aujourdhui, si elles
semblent innover parfois en descendant du sommet de
I'Etat, de la téte ou du chef de 'Etat, parfois aussi des
plus hautes antorités de 1'Eglise, d'un pays ou d'un Etat-
nation (la France, la Pologne, I'Allemagne, point encore
le Vatican), la chose n'est pas sans précédent, méme si
elle reste rarissime dans le passé. Il ¥ eut par exemple
l'acte de repentance de I'Empereur Theodosius le Grand
{sur l'ordre de saint Ambroise)®. Plus d'une fois Dien lui-
méme semble se repentir, et marquer du regret, ou du
remords. Il semble se raviser, se reprocher d'avoir mal
agi, se rétracter et s'engager 4 ne plus recommencer. Et
son geste ressemble au moins & un pardon demandé, &
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JOMI0, ce MOBTeKYEa H o2 0DBpavEa HHKOram Toa g4 He
ro nosTopH. M HerosuoT rect Gapem Hatukyea Ha Hapa-
12 DPONTKA, Ha HCOOBe, Ha 001 38 nomupyeame. [a ro
SEMEME CIETHHOT NPHMED Melry apyrM, 3ap Bor He ce
Hampaka Ha OpeAeHa TPelNKA mo noronor? 3ap He ce
nompasa? 3ap He ce MOKAjvBa, Kako aa Dapa npomka,
Hanejil BCYIIHOCT NOPAZH 5/10T0 HA OADENeHO NpPoK-
NETCTEO IUT0 o Heanre H3roBOPIIT, KOTA, TP APTREHHOT
XONOEAYCT ITO MY ro DpHHecyBa Hoe, B YyBCTBYBajRH
KAKD KOH HEero C8 H3JIHTa MPHjaTHHOT B CMHDYBAMEHOT
MUPHC HA MHBOTHHCKHTE JMPTEH, TO] C8 OTHAMVBA O
Beke HAHeOEHOTD 3710, Of OPETXOIHOTO NPOETETCTEG?
Taj, TORMY, HARHKYBA:

~HEMA NDBEKE OB ja NPOKOAHYBAM SeMjdTa [OpAIN
HOBSKOT, SANITO DOMECINTE HA cPUSTO YOBEYKO 8 37N
YIOTE O MUTAFIHN, o HEME HoBefe A8 (H YHHIITYEAM
WHEITE CYUITECTER IITO TH COSMII00;

Chrcera, ma Qyps DOCTOM 3eMET,

HEMA /13 [TPECTAHAT CECHETD H MHEEILETO,

CYAOT W POPENITHEATA, JIETUTO o SHMATA,
MEHOBEHTE B HoEHTe 4"

Bo egem apyr npepon, tpeba ywrme ga ce nomsaede
abopor Gpoxaeliiciieo, 300poT Upoxoanysare koj Ke
finae Backopo npocnenes of abopor Gaarocooe. 3ammo,
caepere ro Bora. o npasw Toj? llTo senu? Orxaxo
HMPHIHAN OAPEIeHD TPOKASTCTED O MEHATOTO, KOSIITo
ce obBpavea fa He r¢ NOBTOPH Beke, OTKAKO BCYITHOCT
nofiapan Tajuo npomnika, Anaboko Bo cebe, KAKo 34 Ja CH
abopysa caMuoT Ha cefe, Bor ke HarosopH Gnarocaos.
Baarocnosor £e GHe BeTVBARLE, OTHOCHO 3ABETYBALETO
Ha cojya. Cojya He caMmo cO YOBEKOT TYEY H CO CEKOE
HWHBOTHO, CO CEKOE8 MHBO CYIITECTBO, BETVEARE KOE ID
safiopapaMe CEKOjIAT KOTA JeHec YOMBAME MITH MadHde
BMBOTHO. Toa [MTO BETYBAHETO WM JABETYBAILETO
HA 0BOj COjy3 1o npeseMano obIHKOT HA BHHOMHTO,

une confession, 4 une tentative de réconciliation. Pour
ne prendre que cet exemple parmi d'autres, est-ce que
lahvé ne revient pas sur une faute aprés le déluge ? Est-
ce qu'il ne se reprend pas ? Est-ce qu'il ne se repent
pas, comme s'il demandait pardon, regrettant en vérité
le mal d'une malédiction qu'il avait prononcée, quand,
devant ['holocauste sacrificiel que lui offre Noé, et
sentant monter vers lui le parfum agréable et apaisant
des victimes animales, il renonce an mal déja fait, 3 la
malédiction antérieure ? Il 5'écrie en effet :

Je ne recommenceral plus & mawdire le sol 4 canse de
I'homme, car Fobjet du cour de homme est e mal, dés s:
jeunesse, et je ne recommencerai plus 4 frapper tout vivan
comme je I'ad fuit :

Tous les jours que s terre durera,

Semailles et moisson, froid et chaud,

Eté et hiver, jour et ouit

Point ne cesseront ™.

Dans une autre traduction, il faut souligner encore le mot
de malédiction, le mot pour maudire qui sera hientot
suivi du mot de bénédiction. Car suiver Dieu. Que fait-
il ? Que dit-il ? Aprés avoir confessé une malédiction
passée, qu'il s'engage A ne plus répéter, aprés avoir
en somme demandé secrétement pardon, en son for
intérieur, comme pour se parler i lui-méme, lahvé va
prononcer une bénédiction. La bénédiction sera une
promesse, done la foi jurée d'une alliance. Alliance non
settlement avec I'homme mais avec tout animal, avec
tout vivant, promesse qu'on oublie chaque fois qu'on tue
ou maltraite aujourdhui un animal. Que la promesse ou
la foi jurée de cette alliance ait pris la forme d'un arc- |
en-ciel, c'est-A-dire d'une météorite, voild ce que nous P
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OIIOCHO BA METEOPHT, TOA € OHA 34 Koe Ke TpeDa cf yinTe
21 PASMHCTYEAME, CEKOIANT M0 TPATATA HA TAJHATA, KAKOD
HA OHA KOE 1O 0RPEVEA HCKYCTBOTO HA TAjHATA CO OHA
Hil METEOPOT.

LJHemMa IonoTHATETHO A4 ja Gpoxoamyecu BEKe SesjaTa
NOPaIH TOBSKOT T ja wacenysa [Anam]:

Ja, cpueTo YOREUKD £ 30 VIITE 0 MIAT0cTa.

M eeMa JOTGIHEETETHG 1A [0 VEHIITVHAM BEEE CREDE HHBD
BTHE, ITD IO CO508,0508,

Cé jrofexa TOCTOH JEMJTH, CERILETO B MHECHETO,

CTYADT W TOPEIITHHATA, ASTOTO M 3MMATA, ACHOBHTE M
HOKHTE He & npecTanar.™™

Bor, apaus, ce oDBpaSysa o2 He M0 NOBTOPH TO& LITO I'0
cropun. OHa WTO Mo cTopHA DHAO 3NOAENo, 30 Ko
He Tpefia moseRe Aa CE NOBTOPH, H 3a KoemTo Tpeha
pa nofime npomka, maxap ® of cebe camuor. Ho, ou
NpOUTTERAME J KOTA M Ja @ CaMuTe Ha cebe?

OrpoMuo npatmase, 3amrro, axoe bor nobapame npourka,
o, koro Gm ja noGapan? Koj moske g My OpOCTH HELTTO,
HEKAKBO 3a00e10 (Apamams IITo”) BIH Ja 20 [POCTH,
nero cammor (npamasse &o0j"), 3aToa mwro rpemen? Koj
GH MOMENn [8 My NPOCTH H/H 43 20 NPOCTH, OCBER TO)
camuoT? MoskHO 1M € BOOIITo A3 ce nobapa OPOIKA o)
ecefe camuor? Ho, fe Mosasm I8 BOONIITe g3 mobapan
HPOITKS O] HEKO] PYT, IITOM CYM JOMREeH, HABOMAHO, TAKA
HH C2 BeSIH, MOBOTHO 713 C2 HOEHTHOHEVEAM O APYTHOT,
€O MKPTBATA, 34 14 MY NoDapaM NPOIIKA SHAJKH 33 (10
aBopyEan, 3HALIEH 10, 34 Ja M0 HCKYCAM Off MOja cTpaHa,

* [Ipsa wawura Mojeeepa, Buiive, VIII, 21, 22, Tepupa osae

MOBTOPNO 32 cnopeaia ro HaBeyyEa (PPAHIVCKHOT TIDEBOL
ma Cliopuoil aaeefll, MTpea xnuza Mofeeena (Builiue) on
Chouraqui (30). (3ab. npes.)

devrions encore méditer, toujours sur la trace du secret,
comme de ce qui allie l'expérience du secret i celle du
météore.

Je n'ajouterai pas & maudire encore la glébe & cause du
gléheux [Adam]

Oui, la formation du coeur du glébenx est un mal dés sa
jrunesse.

Je n'ajouterai pas encore & frapper tout vivant, comme je
l'ai fait.

Tous les jours de la terre encore, semence 61 moisson,
froidure et chaleur, évé et hiver, jour et auit ne chimeront

pas ",
Dieu s'engage done & ne plus refaire ce qu'il a fait. Ce
qu'il a fait aura été le mal dun méfait, un mal 4 ne plus
refaire, et done 4 se faire pardonner, fitt-ce par lui-méme.
Mais se pardonne-t-on jamais a soi-méme ?

Immense question, Car si Dien demandait pardon, &
qui le demanderait-il ? Qui peut hei pardonner quelque
chose, un méfait (question « quoi »)? ou e pardonner, Ini-
méme (guestion « qui »), pour avoir péché? Qui pourrait
Iui pardonner ou le pardonner, sinon lui-méme ? Peut-
on jamais demander pardon & soi-méme? Mais pourrais-
je jamais demander pardon & quelgqu'un d'autre, dés lors
que je dois, semble-t-il, nous dit-on, m'identifier assez
i l'autre, & la victime, pour lui demander pardon en
sachant de quoi je parle, en sachant, pour l'éprouver &
mon tour, & sa place, le mal que je lui ai fait? le mal que
je continue 4 lui faire, au moment méme de demander
pardon, c'est-d-dire au moment de trahir encore, de
prolonger ee parjure en lequel aura déja consisté la
foi jurée, son infidélité méme? Cette guestion de la
demande, cette priére du pardon demandé cherche son
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Hil HES080 MECio, Anomd T CVM MY IO HaHe", 30T
IFTO OPOAOIIAYBAM 13 MY I'0 HAHECYBaM, BO HCTHOT MK
wora GapaM Npommk:a, 0AHOCHO BO METOT KOTA TOBTOPHO
T OpefasaM, T0 TPOAOIHKYEEM ToA KPHBOKIETCTRO BO
K02 BEKEe CE COCTOEND 3aBeTYBAVLETO, CAMATA HETORA
HepepHocT? Toa npamame Ha Oapam-eTo, Taa Moaba Ha
nofapaiaTa OPOmKa ro Dapa CROeTO MECTO KOS HE MOKe
fa ce Hajne, Ha paboT HA AUTepaTYpaTa, BO 3AMEHATA HA
TOA ,Ha MECTOTO HA" IITO 1o NPeroanaBMe BO MHCMOTO
HA CHHOT J0 TATKOTO KAKD IHCMO 0] TATKOTO A0 CHHOT,
OJi CHHOT [0 CHAOT KAKO 0, TATHOTO /10 TATKOTO.

Moseme 18 aa nobapaMe TPOLTKR 0] HEKOrD APYT 0CEEH
o cefe camure? Momeme i ga nobapame Dpomka 3a
cofe?

Jlee npamanka KOH ce NOAEIHAKED HEROIMOIKEH, & Tod
e npamamero Ha Bora (npawamero #a Toa ko), Ha
umero Bomjo, Ha Toa mmo 6M 3Haveno Hsero Bomjo
{npamamkero Ha Toa ,JIuTe”), NpaliakeTo Ha DpoilKaTa,
Beke afopyEaBMe 33 TOA, Koe ce aeny mely Koj"H Jmro”,
Ho, AMckpeAHTHPAKN B PYHHHPA]EH 10 OOHAIPER HCTD
THEH PARNHEVBAILETO, TAA HEBOIMOMHA nofenba mery
~K0j "H IrTe”,

Jlpe npamana Ha KOH CEKOUALl ¢Me JO/DKIH Ja ofro-
BOpHMEe CO O B He, HE 00 HH He.

Mperon oa fppannycky jasuk: Jecnuna AHrenoBcka

Benen ke:

1. TNpea kawra Mojeeesa (Buree), 22:1, (momuprysamero ¢
Ba [epugs), HRBOAOT € COOPE] BIOPOTO MAKEDHCKOTO
naganne wa Ceero [Tuemo (Bafinnja) on 1991

lieu introuvable, au bord de la littérature, dans le rempla-
cement de ce « d la place de » que nous avons reconnu
dans la lettre du fils au pére comme lettre du pére au fils,
du fils au fils comme du pére au pére.

Peut-on demander pardon & gquelqu'un d'autre que soi-
méme ? Peut-on se demander pardon i soi ?

Deux questions également impossibles, et ¢'est la ques
tion de Dieu (question du « qui »), du nom de Diew, de ce
que voudrait dire le nom de Dieu (question du « quoi =),
la question du pardon, nous en avions parlé, se divisant
entre le « qui » etle « quoi ». Mais discréditant et ruinant
d’avance aussi la distinction, ce partage impossible entre
le « qui » et le « quoi ».

Deux questions auxquelles on est toujours tenu de
répondre oui et non, ni ow ni non.

Motes:

1. Genése, XX, 1-3, tr. E Dhormes, Gallimard, « Bibliothéque
de la Pléiade », 1072, (Je souligne.)
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2. [lpea wewra Mojeeema, 2203, coOpE]] MAKEDHCEDTO

HAIaHAE (NoTUPTYBamkeTo @ Ha Jeprma).

4. Thid. tr. A. Chouraqui (asTopor noupryea). Jepuna Tysa

HARSIVEA H CIOPEIVEL B3 Opesota Ha GPasIycEH of
Ciitap aaeeill, ITpea xyuza Morceesa { buiiue ), Co ornem Ha
TOA IITO HA MAKEIOHCKN ja3HK Cf VIUTE € Ha pAcnoalame
CAMO BITSH TPEBM, WITANeH BO 1990 I, 33 BRTOPHOT MR
Hi MAKSEOHCKH, BO CUy9ajoR, H3bopoT TOoram cemax
feme g3 ce OpeEene Ha MAKSTOHCEH jasHE MoHyIERRoT
paHIyCEH mpeso, [Fab.Ha npes. )

. Ssren Kierkegaard, Oewuvres complétes, LV, op.cit,

1068-107; Cepen Kjeprerop, Clipox o dpxiliasse, [lnato,
Beorpap 2002, 154-155.

. Id., ibid., 108-110; Cilipax u dpxilaee, 158; Ha gpyro

mecto Kjeprerop abopyea moTo 38  SApeTYBAS HA MOIK
117, H ceTo 0Ha Koe TO] I HAPEKYEA TEUMOTIEA CYCIleHsH]a
HE ETHEATE B¢ GHOE [peaoiperesEs O MOTOeERET) Ha
ABpaaMa, o0 HEMDBROTO ONDHBARE HA MEeNHTALM]ATA,
HE OOUITOTO, HA jamporo opaso. (juris publici), =a
ODOAHTHYEST H HA APEaBHOT, Ha Dookjoro; GosjoTo
e camo kot Bosge (150), kAo mTo onmemoro ma
ETHYEDTO £ caMo GECKPEHOTO CEHHINTE HA BEPATA; NOAEKA
Appaas HE pOMe ga OREE VA, JHE 33 DADAipass
HE momTamRoT” (144). ARpasm He mowe na 3Bopyea“,
Ejprerop Toa 1o TORTODYEE YerT, MUCACTHDAEN Bpa Taa
HEROAMOGKHOCT HIH HE-MOGKHOCT, BDS TOR (HE MOW#e" npen
O LHE CAEA™; JAOIT T0] ¢ KAKO NACHBEHE BO CHOJETA (UUTVES
ma ge zhopyaa (198, 199, 201 et passim), R0 THITHHA Koja
HE & BEEC SCTETCKATA THIMMHA. SAMTO COTA PAANMER KOJA 0o
Gpon 0BNE, TDA & PASMHEATA METY MAPAROKCATHATA TajHA
Ma ABpaaM M TAJHATL M oA Koe Tpela ga Dryge cxpreso
B0 ECTETCKMOT NOPEJOE H K0E HANpOTHE Tpefia ma Gume
DAICTEPHEND B0 eTHYUKMOT Oopenos. Ecrerirara ja Gapa
TAJHATA HA DHA K& OCTAHAAO CKPHEHD, TRA ID HATPAIYRA;
ETHEATA [aK, Hanpormn, o Dapa  sasedsscTipaesero;

2. Thid,, tr. A. Chouragui. {Je sowligne.)

3. Seren Klerkegaard, (Buvrees Complétes, t. ¥, op. cif., 106~

107.

. Id., thid., 108-110. Aillenrs, Kietkegaard parle aussi d'un

o vienl de silence », 117. Et tout ce qu'il appelle la suspension
téléologique de I'éthique sera déterminé par le silence
d'Abraham, par son refus de la médiation, de la généralité,
de la Ioi du public (juris publici), du politigue ou de
I'étatique, du divin ; le divin n'est que le « fantime » de Dien
(159), comme la généralité de I'éthique n'est que le spectre
exsanpue de la foi ; alors qo'Abraham n'est pas, il ne doit
pas, il ne peut pas étre un « fantdme, un personnage de
parade sur la place » (144). « Abrsham ne peut parler »,
Kierkegaard le répéte souvent, en insistant sur cet impossible
ou cet im-powvodr, sur le « il ne peut pas » avant tout « il ne
veut pas » ; car il est comme passif dans sa décision de ne
pas parer (108, 199, 201 ef passim), dans un silence qui
n'est plus le silence esthétique. Car toute la différence qui
compte ici, c'est la différence entre le secret paradoxal
d’Abraham et le secret de ce qui doit &tre caché dans I'ordre
esthétique et qui doit étre au contraire dévoilé dans l'ordre
éthique. L'esthiétique exige le secret de ce qui reste caché,
elle le récompense ; I'éthique, elle, requiert la manifestation
au contraire ; lesthétique cultive le secret, I'éthique le punit.
Or le paradoxe de la foi n'est ni esthétique (le désir de
cacher) ni éthique (l'interdiction de eacher) (¢f. 217 sq). Ce
paradoxe de la foi va pousser Abraham dans la scéne tout
ausst paradoxale du pardon. Kierkegaard nous en donne 4 la
fois Ia fiction et la vérité, la fiction vraie que reste pent-étre
toute scéne de pardon,

5. Saren Kierkegaard, (Eunwwes complétes, op. cit., 116-117.

6. Seren Kierkegaard, (Euvres complétes, op. cit., 104,

h*: o
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ECTETHEATA ja KYTTHBIPA TAJHATH, ETHEATE Ja KAIHyRa. A
MEPAAOKCOT HA BEPATA He & METY ecTeTckH (wenfiata ja
Ce CRpMe) uH eTHYKN (3a0paneta ga ce cepue) (Buan 127
sq). Osoj napagoke Ha separa ke ro TVpHE ABpasMa BO
(et L e N A L F] ﬂﬂpm&ﬁmﬂﬂTﬂ CIIEHA HB ﬂPﬂl.l.l'l.'EEH.'Lhﬂ'l'U..
Fjepkerop HH ja npusmsysa HCTOBDEMEHO (QHEIMjaTS
M BHCTHHATA, BHCTHHCKART2 (mxumja mro momebn ja
NRETCTARYVER CEROjE CHEHA HA NPOIITeRakE.

. Boren Kierkegaard, Oeuvres complétes, op.cit., 116 -117.
. Soren Kierkegaard, Oeuvres complétes, op.cit., 109,

. BH so#ans Hagonro ga i cAeanMe OB3a OHCTA KR)
Kiepkerop. Ke ro coomensm omfie caMo OBOj 3HAK:
TWIKYEARETO HE  Hepasbupnussor” recT Ha ABpaaM
(Kjeprerop HHCHCTHDE HA OBda, 34 HEDD, HYRKHA
HepasfipIHEOST HA OOHECYBARCTO Ha ABRDaaM) MHHYER
oeoBEHD MPEKY MOTHEERETO HA ABpaaM, OPeKy dyVBaHaTa
TAjEA, OypH 1 A ce pabors 3a mapbanckHTe, ocofeno
kora ce pabore 3a Capa. Toa npernonara cBOeBHAHD
OpeXpyRaie Ha GpaKoT B0 XeTepodHMHCKATA HECTAHILA,
BOD MHI'OT HA NoEOpyBameTO Ha Gosdara sapenfa ¥ Ha
ancnmyTHO nocefHuoT cojy: co bora. He moske 1a ce crann
B0 Dpax axo ce ocrase sepen Ha Toj bor. He momxe a3 ce
crani B0 Gpax npen Bora. A penarta cUeHa HA THCMOTO
My TATHOTO, B B0 Hed, ocodeno, PHKTHEHOTO MHCMD Ha
TATKOTO (AHTEpaTYpa BO JAHTEpATYpara) € BOHINAHA BO
EMHE MENHTALUM]E OXOAY HeBGIMOMHOCTA Ha Opakor,
EAKO TVKa JJa CB HADIR TAJHATA HA CAMATR JHTEDATYDE, HA
AMTEPATYPHATA BOKAINMjA: A4 OF MHIIYEA HIH A4 c8 CTANH
B0 GpaK, eTe ja ATTEPHATHEATA, HO HOTO TAKA A C8 HITYEA
34 g4 He ¢8 ToyEN cTanyeajid so Opak. OCcker ko He o8
CTanH B0 OpaK 5a ga He o& ooy oumypajin. Jlym on
TTHITY B,

Jausmal for Palitles, Gendér, and Culture, Woi. 110, Ke: 2. Winker 2004

7. Onpourraiten suivre longuement la piste chez Kierkegaard.

Je n'en retiens ici que ce signe : Iinterprétation du geste
« incompréhensible » d'Abraham (Kierkegaard insiste
sur cette necessaire incompréhen-sibilité, pour lui, du
comportement d'Abraham) passe en particulier par le
gilence d'Abraham, par le secret gardé, fit-ce 4 Vendroit
des siens, en particulier de Sara. Cela suppose une sorte
de rupture do mariage dans linstance hétéronomique,
i linstant de l'obéissance a Fordre divin et & Ualliance
absolument singuliére avee Dien. On ne peut pas se marier
51 on reste fidéle & ce Dien. On ne peut pas se marier devant
Dieu. Or toute la scéne de la letire po pére, et surtout, &n
elle, la lettre fictive du pére (littérature dans la littérature)
est inscrite dans une meéditation sur l'impossibilité du
mariage, comme 5i 14 se tenait e seeret de b Hiérature
méme, de la vocation littéraine 1 derive ou se marier, voila
I'alternative, mais aussi écrire pour ne pas devenir fou en
se mariant. A moins qu'on ne se marie pour ne pas devenir
fou en écrivant. Fou d'écrire.

. Franz Kafka, « Lettre au pére », dans Carnets, (Eutres

Complétes, t. VII, &d. et tr. M. Robert, Cercle du Livre
Préciens, 1957, 208-210,

. Saint Augustin juge cet acte « mirabilius = dans La Cité

de [Neu. Cf. Robert Dodaro, « Eloguent Lies, Just Wars
and the Politics of Persu sion : Reading Augustines City
of God in a ‘Postmodern World's, Augustinian Studies 25
(1994} 92-93.

10, Genése VTII, 21, 22, tr. E. Dhormes, 26-27.

11. Genése VIII, 21, 22, tr. Chouraqui, 30.
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g, Opann Kadwa, Muwsu Taiio, (Cromje: Temunym, 1993),
72- 78,

10. Coets ABIYCTHH MO TPOCYIYE TO) 9HH kaxo “mirabilius® go
Boogjuoil epad. Buan Robert Dodaro "Eloquent lies, Just
Wars and the Politics of persuasion: Reading Augustine’s
City of God in a ‘Postmodern world™, Augustinian Studies
25 1994, 02-97.

11. [lpea xuwra Mojceesa, B:21, 22.

12, [Tpea msmra Mojoeera, 8:21, 22, nperogor e Ra ecndua
AHrenoecen.
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Katuua
KynaBkoBa

Mopara Ha Mopuja:
XepMeHeBTMKa Ha
rPOTECKHOTO UCKYLUEHUE

U360p mery aBe 3n1a

[Ipen HEKOJIKY TOAUHU, OKOJIY 1998 TojuHa, HAIIUIIAB
e/lHa TeCHa IO/ HACJIOB , MIcKyIeHue: akTyenru3anuja“,
€0 MOTO ITpe-3eMeHo o1 Citiapuoiu 3ageill, [IpBaTa kKHUTA
MojcueBa, I'maBa 22, 7: ,,Oue! A oH peue: 1ITO, CUHE?
U peue Hcak: eBe oraH u ApBa, HO KaJle € KPTBEHOTO
jarae?“' Bo Taa mecHa ro TOJIKyBaB, Ha ITIOETCKHU HAYMH,
obusiot Ha I'ocioa 1a ja Tectupa BepHOCTa HA ABpaam
KOH Hero,” CTaBajKu ro BO CHUTyanuja ga Oupa mery
Hero - bor u cBoetro ueno, cun my Ucak. I'ocnog bBor
ro cTaBa ABpaaM BO IPDOTECKHA CUTyaI[{ja JIa ce OTKAKe
O/T CBOJOT CHH, /Ia C€ OTKa)Ke Of] HajMUJIOTO, B TIOBEKe
0/l TOQ, Jla TO COTPEe HAJMUJIOTO, JjJa TO YCMPTH, Jja My
HaHece CMpT, Jla To yOue, Jia To craau, moj ¢gopMa Ha
(obpenHO?) XpTBYBamwe. [IpuunHaTa 32 TaKBaTa KPTBA
€ Kanmpunuo3HaTta kesnba Ha I'ocrmox Bor ga ja uckyma
BepHOCTa Ha ABpaaM cCIIpeMa HEro, BPXOBHUOT TaTKoO,
00KjUOT 3aKOH. ABpaaM, 3a Jia JIOKa)Ke JieKa BEpHOCTA
cupema bora e morosemMa u MOBa)XKHA Off JbyOOBTA
CIpeMa COTICTBEHOTO Ye/i0, M CO MHOTY cTpaB oy bora,
TPrHyBa Ha MAaYHHUOT IIaT KOH 3eMjata Mopwuja, nrymara
Ha UCKYIIIEHNEeTO, HOKHAaTa MOpa Ha YOBEIITBOTO,? Kazle
IITO ja MOATOTBYBA KJaZiaTa Ha KojamTo Tpeba ma ro
MIOJIOJKH, HAMECTO jarHe WJIM KaKO jarHe, CBOjOT CHUH
HUcak, u na My HaHece CMPT.

Katica
Kulavkova

The Moriah Nightmare:
Hermeneutics of the
Grotesque Temptation

Choosing between Two Evils

Several years ago, around 1998, I wrote a poem entitled
‘Temptation’, with a motto taken over from the Old
Testament, the First Book of Moses (Genesis) 22:7:
“My Father: and he said, Here am I my son. And he
said, Behold the fire and the wood: but where is the
lamb for a burnt offering?” In that poem I poetically
interpreted God’s attempt to test Abraham’s loyalty* by
putting him in a position to choose between Him — God
and his own child, his son Isaac. God Almighty puts
Abraham in a grotesque position to give up his son, to
forsake his dearest and, which is more, to destroy his
dearest, to put him to death, slay him, kill him and burn
him with the excuse of (ritual?) sacrifice. The reason for
such a sacrifice is God Almighty’s capricious wish to test
Abraham’s loyalty to Him, the supreme father, to the
law of God. To prove that his loyalty to God is greater
and more important than his love for his own child,
god-fearing Abraham sets forth on an agonising journey
to the land of Moriah, to the woods of temptation, the
nightmare of humankind,®> where he builds the pyre
upon which to lay his own son instead of a lamb or like a
lamb, and put him to death.
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W3BiekyBajku ro mpamameTro Ha lcak Kako MOTO Ha
IecHaTa, yraTUB Ha CO3HAHMETO Jieka Vcak ru HaceTHI
HaMepHUTe Ha TATKO MY U JieKa chaTHJI IITO Ce CIIydyBa CO
HEero, co TaTKo My U co bor: Mcak Bujies leka HeMa Ipyro
’KPTBEHO jarHe OCBEH HEro, a Mopa Jia To uMa, 3apaju
o0penoT U TpaaunpjaTa; 3HaeJa ybaBo JieKa 00penoT
Ha JKpTBYBame Tpeba 1 Mopa Jia ce u3Besie; ABpaaM Iro
Bp3aJl CHHOT cBOj Vcak W ro CTaBWJI HA KPTBEHUKOT,
Haj apBata (,/1 3amaBHa ABpaaM co pakara cBOja U IO
3e/ie HOXKOT 3a JIa TO 3aKO0JIe CHHOT CBOj“ - ce BeJIM BO
kHurata MojcueBa 22, 10); Mcak uMast J0BOJTHO JIOKA3H
U pyru (ja3UYHU W BOHja3WUYHU) MPU3HALM KOU Kaj
HEro MpeIN3BUKaJIe COMHEXK BO ITOCTAIIKUTE HA TATKOTO
¥ BO IPHUPOAHOCTA (XymMaHOCTAa) Ha cuTyanujara... I[1o
uHTEpBeHIHjaTa Ha bor, Mcak ce mperBopa o7 KpPTBa
BO cBeZIoK. Vcak e cBH/ETeJI Ha NATEIIeCTBUETO U Ha
JlpaMaTa Ha UCKYIIIEHHETO Ha TATKOTO paciHaT Mery bor
U CUHOT. 3JI0TO cpaTeHO KaKOo Hy:KeH n300p Mery /iBe
JIoOpa, IIpH IITO Ha eTHOTO JoOpo Tpeba /1a My ce HaHece
cmpT. Koe no6po u ga ro musbepe, TaTKOTO (HEKOMY)
ke HaHece 3J10. Taka Oum MoOxkeno za ce aeduHHpPA
MIPBOOMTHOTO HCKYIIIEHHE BO KOEITO bor ro craBu
ABpaaMm: na Oupa mery JiBe /100pa, /la 3a3eMe HedHja
CTpaHa, Jja ce IMOJBOM, Jla ce paciiHe 3acekoraml. Toj
n300p € UCKIIyYyBaUKH U € IPEeJJIONIKA Ha CUTyaIujaTa
win-wid. ETHOTO TO UCKIIydyBa JAPYyroTO, a U JBETE CE
HEOIIXOJIHU 34 /Ia ce OCTaHe 4oBeK. TparmyHa yoBeuka
cutyanuja. KpcToT Ha MCKyIIyBa4KOTO pacreTue Mery
JiIBe 7100pa ce mpeTBOpa BO M300p Ha 3JI0TO U ja HeMa
M3ry0eHO CBOjaTa aKTYyeJTHOCT HUKOTAIl BO MHUHATOTO,
0OHOBYBAajKH Ce BO pa3IMYHU BPEMUEbA U ITPOCTOPH.

UckyweHue: pa ce gape cmpt

Kon kpajoT Ha 2004 TOAMHA, ja MPOYNUTAB KHUTATa HA
JKak Jlepunma, Donner la mort (Paris, 1999). Jloaro

Using Isaac’s question as a motto for the poem, I pointed
to the notion that he had sensed his father’s intentions
and that he had realised what he, his father and God
were involved in: Isaac saw that there was no other
sacrificial lamb but himself, although there had to be
one for the sake of the ritual and tradition; he knew very
well that an offering had to be made; Abraham bound
Isaac, his son, and laid him on the altar upon the wood
(”And Abraham stretched forth his hand, and took the
knife to slay his son” says the First Book of Moses 22:
10). Isaac had enough evidence and other (linguistic
and extralinguistic) references to doubt his father’s
acts and the naturalness (humanity) of the situation....
After God’s intervention, Isaac the victim turned into
a witness. Isaac witnessed his father’s journey and
his drama of being torn on the tenterhooks between
God and his own son. Evil can be seen as a necessary
choice between two goods, where one good needs to be
put to death. Whatever good he chooses, he is bound
to injure someone. This is how we might interpret
the first temptation that God devised for Abraham: to
choose between two goods, to take sides, to polarise and
crucify himself forever. The choice is exclusive and a
model for an either-or situation. One excludes the other
but both are necessary to remain human. It is a tragic
human position. The cross of the tempting crucifixion
between two goods has turned into a choice of evil and
its relevance has never been lost, reappearing at various
times and in various places.

Temptation: To Give Death

In late 2004, I read Jacques Derrida’s book Donner la
mort (Paris, 1999). I spent much time thinking about its
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BpeMe Pa3MHUCIyBaB OKOJIy HACJIOBOT Ha OBaa KHUTA U
KaKoO TOj /la ce MpeBeie HA MaKeloOHCKU. /[a ce dade
cempit, /la ce HaHece cmpild, /lasarse cmpil, /la ce yc-
Mmpitysea, wnu /la ce dasa cmpitl, Yousare. Jla ce mpe-
BeJle TOTPEITHO HACJIOBOT € Kako Jia ce cdaTuia Ior-
pelrHo kHUraTta. /la ce mpesejie MPaBUJIHO HACIOBOT €
MIPEZyCIOB 3a TPABUJIHO TOJIKyBakhe Ha €JIeH TEKCT.
MeHe HMKaKO HE MU Ce€ BKJIOIyBallle BO HETOBaTa KOH-
HenIyja MPeBoI0T Ha (PPaHITyCKUOT U3pa3 U HACJI0B Ha
KHUTaTa CO MaKeJIOHCKOTO /[apysare cmpit. CTyaujara
Ha JKak [lepuna KnudxcesHocttia ttiajHo (BTOPUOT JIEJT Off
/Jlasarbe cmpill) ce UCITUIITyBa OKOJTY CTOXKEPHUOT MOTUB
Ha XXPTByBamweTO Ha Vcak - cuHOT, 07 ABpaaM - TaTKoTo.
Jlepusa yrmaTyBa TOKMY Ha yCMPTYBaleTO U YOUBAIHETO
Ha JIPYTHOT, CO TPAJIUIIUCKH CUMIITOMaTUYHA HUCTOPHja
Y €TUYKH TpobsieMaTHyHa BpeAHOCT. /lapyBameTo CMPT
IoBeke Me ITOTCETYBa HA CUTYallUd BO KOHWIITO CMPTTa
O6u Mozkesa ja Oujzie 1mojob6pa BapuwjaHTa 3a U300p Of
’KHBOTOT, BO YCJIOBU Ha HY’KHA, ¥ BO Taa CMHUCJIA TIOCAKY-
BaHA CMPT WIN €BTaHA3Hja, OTHOCHO BO CUTyaIlMU KOH
IOTCeTyBaaT HAa OHaa BO kojamro Cera ja ycMpTyBa
cBOjaTa JbyOeHa KepKHUYKa MUCJIejKH, BO MUT Ha Oe3ymue
Y Y?KaCHATOCT, /leKa TOa € e[INHCTBEH HAYMH /Ia ja CIIacu
O/ POTICTBOTO KO€ BO HEJ3UHUTE OUH € ITOCTPAIIHO U Off
camara cMmpt (Tornu Mopucos, /bybera). ’KpTByBameTo
Ha Vcak He e fapyBame cMpT. Toa e 1aBambe CMpT, Toa €
yCMPTyBame.

ITocrojaT HAaBUCTHHA HEKOJIKY I0OpYU MPUYNHU TOPAIH
KOMIIITO jac ja YMTaM | ja TOJIKyBaM KHHUTaTa Ha [lepunia
HU3 OIITMKATa Ha YCMPTyBaweTO. Yempiluysarse. Jla ce
yempiayea. Jla ce yousa. [la ce mocera mo XKUBOTOT Ha
npyruot. He ennam. IToBeke matu. HecBpieH riaroor.
JKMBOTOT € I0CTOjaHO HCKYIIIEHUE, UCKYIIIEHNE BO IIPO-
11ec, HEBKYCHO JIOJIT U IIOKaHTEH MIPOoIlec Ha NCKYIIyBambe
Ha JPYTHOT U CAMOUCKYIIyBame. 3a UCKYIIEHUETO J1a
CTaHe TPOTECKHO, Tpeba za Omje ynmaTeHO Ha HemTo,/

title and how it should be translated into Macedonian.
To Give Death, To Inflict Death, Putting to Death or
Giving Death, Killing.* To render a wrong translation
of the title would be to misinterpret the book. A correct
translation of the title is a prerequisite for a correct inter-
pretation of a given text. I simply could not reconcile the
concept with the way the French expression and the title
of the book were translated into Macedonian — Bestow-
ing Death. Jacques Derrida’s study Literature Secretly
(the second part of Giving Death) weaves itself around
the central motif of the sacrifice of Isaac — the son, by
Abraham — the Father. Derrida points precisely to the
act of killing or putting another to death, with a tradi-
tionally symptomatic history and ethically problematic
value. ‘Bestowing death’ rather brings to mind situations
in which death would be a better choice than life, cir-
cumstances of needful and, in this sense, desired death
or euthanasia — that is, situations like Seth’s, who, in a
moment of distress and horror, decides to put her belov-
ed daughter to death, thinking that it is the only way to
save her from slavery, which to her is more horrific than
death itself (Tony Morrison, Beloved). In the sacrifice of
Isaac death is no gift. Death is about to be inflicted; he is
to be put to death.

There are indeed several good reasons why I read and
interpret Derrida’s book through the lens of killing.
Putting to Death. Inflicting Death. Killing. Reaching
for another’s life. Not once. Several times. Imperfec-
tive aspect. Life is a continuous temptation, an ongo-
ing temptation, a grossly long and shocking process of
tempting someone else and oneself. For the tempta-
tion to become grotesque, it should be directed against
something/someone that/who would be the least ex-
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HEKOT0 3a IIITO/3a KOTo IIITO HajMaJIKy O1 ce 0UeKyBaJIo
JleKa MOJKe /la CTaHe IpeIMeT Ha YCMPTYBame U Ha OfI-
3eMambe Ha KUBOTOT. VICKyIlIeHHeTO CTaHyBa 'POTECKHO
IO/ YCJIOB J]a TIOCAaKyBa Jja TO YCMPTH HAjMUJIOTO, Haj-
0JIMCKOTO, 000KYyBaHOTO, 3HAUM HEIITO CBETO, HEIITO
KOE € JIeJT 0] YOBEKOBUOT H/IEHTHUTET, HENITO 6e3 KOEIITO
ce 00e3BpeIHyBa MTOCTOEHETO, ce 00ECMUCITYBa KHUBOT-
oT. VICKyIlIeHHETO € TPOTECKHO KOra Ha MaCOBHATa Irpob-
HHI]A HA WCTOPHjaTa TaTKOTO To ¢pjia HE caMO CHHOT
e/INHEIL], TYKY I[eJIHOT CBOj ITIOPOJ, ¥ HApPOJI, CO HUB U KyJI-
TypaTa, TpaJulifjara, ja3uKoT.

HckymeHnne ce HapeKkyBa cOCTOj0a BO KOJaIlITO YOBEK
Mopa Ja 6upa Mefly ABe HellTa 6e3 KOWIITO HE MOKe
Jla OCTaHE COCeMa YOBEK, OTU Ce KOCH CO IPUHIIUIOT
yoBewHOCT (712 ce morceTume Ha H36opoiu Ha Coguja,
Ha npumep!). CTBapHOCTa H3TJIEZla UMa HeKoja 0okja
JUMeH3MWja U ToA3abopaBa Ha MHJIOCTA, Ia IO CTaBa
YOBEKa BO CUTyallHja /ia CTaHyBa CE€ IOMAJIKY YOBEK,
IITO € MOKHO TIOMAJIKy YOBEUeH, /1a CTaHe OecTHjasieH,
YyZOBUIIIEH, CAJUCTUYEH, CMPTOHOCeH... Jla, Toa Ou
MO2KeJIo fa 6uze ;106ap IpeBo/I Ha HACJIOBOT HA KHUTATa
Ha [lepuna - Hocewe cmpit. [la ce joHece HEKOMY CMPT
3HaAUY¥ Ja My ce ox3eme xuBoToT. Kuurara Ha /Jlepunga
MOZKeE J1a ce IIpeBeJie, 3HaUH, U Kako Od3emarbe Hcueot.

YynHo, aMa BO MaKeJOHCKUOT ja3UK HE MOCTOU BOOOH-
yaeH M3pa3 3a JlaBame cMpT. IlocTon camo mpujiaBKara
cmproHoceH. IlocTtou rarosor yecMmptyBa. Toa e Heo-
OWUYHO, JOTOJIKY MOBEKE IITO IMOCTOH CIPOTUBHHUOT H3-
pas - J1a ce 1azie )KUBOT. BOo MakeJIOHCKUOT ja3UK MOIITHE
JI0OpO € JIeTHAT TOKMY OBOj M3pa3 0asare Hcueoil, CO3-
JlaBambe JKUBOT, BJAXHYBaIbe JKUBOT, O’KMBOTBOPYBAIbE,
O’XKHMBYBalbe U JIDYTH W3pa3u MOBP3aHU CO parameTo.
Toa, mapasiokcasHO, MOKeOU 3HAUYU JleKa TaMy Kaje
IIITO UMa MPEMHOTY pararbe, BCYIITHOCT UMa ITPEMHOTY
IIOBTOPHO parame, OJIHOCHO JieKa HUMaJI0 IIPEMHOTY

pected to become an object of murder or deprivation of
life. A temptation becomes grotesque provided that it re-
quires the killing of something dearest, closest, adored,
the killing of something holy, some part of one’s identity,
something without which, existence is devalued and life
is left meaningless. The temptation is grotesque when a
father throws not only his only son in the mass grave of
history, but his whole progeny and people, thus throwing
his culture, tradition and language.

Temptation is a situation in which one must chose be-
tween two things without which one cannot fully remain
human, as the choice is inconsistent with the principle
of humanity (let us, for example, remember Sophie’s
Choice!). Reality seems to have some divine dimension
and, forgetting mercy, leaves one in a position to become
increasingly less human, as less humane as possible,
bestial, monstrous, sadistic, death-bringing [deadly]....
Yes, that could be a good title for Derrida’s book — Bring-
ing Death. To bring someone death is to take someone’s
life. So, Derrida’s book could also be translated as Tak-
ing Life.

Strangely, there isn’t an expression in the Macedonian
language for giving death. There is only the adjective
deadly. We have a verb which means put to death. This
is unusual, more so because we have the opposite expres-
sion — to give life. Precisely the expression to give life is
embedded well in our language — life-giving, breathe life
into [inspire], vivify, revive and other expressions re-
lated to giving birth. Paradoxically, perhaps this means
that where there is too much birth, there is too much
rebirth — that is, that there has been too much death, too
many deaths have been died, too many deaths have been
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CMPT, IPEMHOTY IIPUMEHA CMPT, IPEMHOTY HAHECYBAIHE
cMpT (01 HEKOTO JIpyT U/WIN Off caMuoT cebe). Vcro-
PHCKU IOTJIETHATO, TOA HE € HEJIOTHYHO. MaKeZJOHCKUOT
UJIEHTUTET € II0J] II0CTOjaHa 3aKaHa 32 Pa30pyBarbe U BO
IIOCTOjaH CTPEMEK /Ia ce IOTBP/H, Jla ce JOKaXKe, Jia ce
BOCTAaHOBH, /]a Ce aKTyaJIM3HPa, /1a ce MPEN03Hae, /1a ce
onbpanu. CMpTTa IeMHe 3a]1 CeKoe parame. FMa Hajiek,
MaKeJIOHCKHOT H/IEHTUTET IIOBTOPHO Ke ce MPEPOJU Ha
cBojot mpocrop. Toa e mpamame Ha BU3Hja, HA CTpa-
Teruja, Ha Bepba u Ha Jbyb0B. Camo JbyOOBTA MOXKE /A
CO3-71aJie HOB KUBOT. ETe Kako, acOIMjaTHBHO, MPEKY
JbyOOBTA, JI03HABaMe KAaKO /IaBAIETO KUBOT € CO3/1a-
Bambe, TBOPEIITBO, YMETHOCT. OTICTAHOKOT € YMETHOCT.
OBzie-6uTHETO € BO 0CIyX co buTtunero.

VckyiieHneTo cTaHyBa IPOTECKHO KOTA € IMIPOMUCJIEHO,
CBECHO, KOTA € IUIOZ Ha JimdyeH u30op. BuctuHckoTo uc-
KyIlIeHHe € TPOTECKHO, amopuyHo. He Ou mmasio wuc-
KYIIIEHUE aKo, /1a PeueMe, eJJHO YCMPTYBabe € TIOYNHETO
BO MHT Ha Oe3yMue, WIM 3aToa INTO TaKa MOPAJIO BO
YCJIOBY Ha IIPUPOJIHA KaTacTpoda WIN HeCPEKEH CIIyYaj.
Nma, mefyToa, UCKyIIIeHHE, KOTa YCMPTYBAIHETO € TI0YH-
HeTO 110 ¢J10060/THa BOJTja, KOJIKY OBaa U Jla Ma U3TroBOP
Jleka Hemasia Apyr usbop, Aeka Owia mpuMopaHa WiIu
JleKa TOCTOes HEKOj APYT U3TOBOP U HEKOja ApyTa BUIIA
cuiia ¥ MHCTaHIa. MiMa UCKyllleHre Kora uMa Bpeme U
YCJIOBH Jia ce MPOMHCJIH OJJIyKaTa, Ja Ce H3Tpajiatr
KPUTEpPUYMH, J]a Ce HAIIPABU XHepapXHja Ha BPEJHOCTH,
Jla ce mpe3eMaT oAOpaHOEHU MEPKH, /1a Ce HAAMYAPHU
CUCTEMOT, J1a ce n3berHe cuTyaryjara WiId-WIH, a aKO
BeKe Mopa Jia ce KMBee TaKBaTa CUTyalllja UIN-WIH, 1a
ce Oue TIOJITOTBEH 3a JKPTBATa, 32 CAMOXKPTBAaTa U 3a
MOCIEIUITATE OJ OIpenaenadaTa/u3b00poT Mery aBara
(cumbosIMUKHM) 3aKOHA, Mery JBeTe OmIuu - bor wiu
CHHOT.

inflicted (by another and/or by oneself). Historically
considered, this is not illogical. The Macedonian identity
has been under a constant threat of destruction; it has
constantly strived for confirmation, affirmation, estab-
lishment, actualisation and recognition — it has con-
stantly sought to defend itself. Death lurks from every
birth. There is hope; the Macedonian identity will be
reborn in its own space. It is a matter of vision, strategy,
faith and love. Only love can be life-giving. This is how,
through association, through love, we learn that giving
life means begetting, creating; it is art. Survival is art.
The Here-Being is in conjunction with the Being.

Temptation becomes grotesque when it is contemplated;
conscious, when it is the fruit of one’s own choice.
The true temptation is grotesque, aporic. There would
not be any temptation if, say, the killing is done in a
moment of derangement or because it had to be so at
a time of a natural catastrophe or accident. There is,
however, temptation when the Kkilling is done by one’s
free will, regardless of one’s claims that there is no other
choice, that the choice is forced or that there is some
other excuse or superior power or authority. There is
temptation when one has enough time and room to
contemplate one’s decision, build criteria, establish
a hierarchy of values, take defensive steps, outsmart
the system, and get around the either-or situation. If,
however, one must live in such an either-or situation,
one must be prepared for the sacrifice, the self-sacrifice
and the consequences of one’s decision/choice to abide
by either of the (symbolic) laws; one must be prepared
for the consequences of choosing either option — God or
the Son.
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Mma uckyIeHue Kora UCKyIIIeHUKOT MOXKE /1a ja OCBECTH
COTICTBEHATa BOJIja U Jia Ce CTaBU BO IO3HUIIHja HA HEKOJ
KOj € IPUHY/ZIEH J1a OZJIy4yBa Jia Ouje wiu ja He Ouze
yOuer, 1a T0O yCMPTH WJIH Jia HE TO YCMPTH CBOETO JIETE,
Jla TO U3HEBEPU WJIU JIa He TO U3HEBEPH CBOjOT OOT, /1a TO
CMEHH CBOjOT OOT MJIM Jia ce pasjieJiu o7 Hero. ABpaaM
“Ma u3BecHa cj00oza ja 6upa mery aBere A06pa, za
Oupa fa youe wiu 1a He youe, 1a Ouie cern BEpHUK WA
Jla Ouzie MUCJIeUKa U JIejCTBUTETHA UHAUBHya. Ha Toa
yKakyBa M (akToT ITO bor ,My ru oTBopa ouuTe” Ha
ABpaaM, BO MOCJIETHUOT MHT, JIeMHE HaJl HEro 3a Jia o
CIpeYd 4YeZ[OMOPCTBOTO, Hebape 3Haes Jieka ABpaaM e
MIOAITOTBEH W Jia CH To yOWe CHHOT ako Tpeba, camo jia
ITOKa’ke KOJIKY roJIeM BEPHHK e Ipen bora, wim 3atoa
IIITO HE MOJKe Jla TO coBJIaia cTpaBoT ox bora. Kora Ha
ABpaam My BeTyBa zeka (mpeky Capa, keHa My) Ke My
JIOHECE Ha CBET CHH, JleKa ke My JajJie HOB JKUBOT U
WJIHUHA 32 HETOBOTO CEME, JI03a, IOPO 1 Hapo/, ['ocrioz
Bor ro najaBun HMcak kako cuH Boxju. ABpaam, za
MHCJIeJI Ha Toa, Ke 3HaeJs Jieka bor He Ou HampaBHJI
HHUIIITO 32 /Ia T0o youe, Hu Jia ro mpoTtepa Mcak (kako mrto
ro nporepasn Mcmawt, Ha mpuMep). JloruaHo 6u 6w10 /12
ce ouekyBa bor ga ro mrutu Mcak, cBOeTO 3aBETHO
Jeso.

Mma uckyiieHue ako UCKYIIEHUKOT MOJKe J1a Oupa J1aiu
Ke ce UJIEHTH(UKYBA CO 3aKOHOT M CO TaTKOTO HJIU Ke
M3rpajiv COIICTBEHA MpoeKIrja 3a cebecu. Mma nckyrie-
HHE aKO HCKYIIEHUKOT € BO MO3UIMja Jja TO CBPTHE Of
BJIACT TATKOTO-THUPAHUH U CO TOA /ia ja u30erHe cyaou-
HarTa /1a 6u/ie er3eKyTop Ha 100JIeCTUTE HA YOBEIITBOTO.
VMa uckynieHre IpH KOEIITO HCKYIIEHUKOT MOXKE Ja
6upa 1ayn u moHaramy TaTKOTO Ke To Iy1e1a KaKo 3aKOH
WK ke o1bepe Jia ce OyHTYBa MPOTUB TAKBUOT 3aKOH (pe-
JINTHja, UJ1e0JI0THja) KOj o/ Hero 6apa /ia Cu ro yCMpTH
HajMuiI0To - CuHOT. MiMa uckyurenue kora CHHOT MOKe
Ja ctaHe TaTko u /1a BOBezie CBOj, HOB 3aKOH M Taka Ja

There is temptation when one can awake one’s own
will and stand in the shoes of someone forced to choose
between becoming or not becoming a murderer, putting
one’s own child to death or not, betraying one’s god or
not, changing one’s god or parting with him. Abraham
has a certain freedom to choose between the two goods,
to choose whether to kill or not, to be a blind believer
or a thinking and acting individual. This is what is
indicated by the fact that God “opens Abraham’s eyes”
at the last moment, keeping an eye on him to prevent
the infanticide, as if knowing that Abraham is prepared
to kill his son if he needs to, just to prove to God how
great a believer he is or because he cannot overcome
his fear of God. When (through Sarah, Abraham’s wife)
He promises to give him a son, a new life and future for
his seed, posterity, progeny and a nation, God Almighty
announced Isaac as the son of God. If Abraham had
stopped to think about it, he would have never thought
that God would do something to kill him or banish Isaac
(as He had exiled Ishmael, for example). It would be
logical to expect God to protect Isaac, the child of His
covenant.

There is temptation if the tempted can choose whether
to identify with the law and the father or build his own
projection of himself. There is temptation if one is in
a position to overthrow one’s tyrant father and thus
avoid the destiny of being the executioner of the virtues
of humanity. There is temptation when one can chose
whether to go on seeing one’s father as a lawmaker or
to rebel against a law (religion, ideology) that requires
one to put one’s dearest — one’s Son — to death. There
is temptation when the Son may become a father and
assert his own new Law and thus prevent infanticide
and ritual sacrifice of progeny, of future. But the sons
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TO CIIPEYU YeJIOMOPCTBOTO U OOPETHOTO KPTBYBa€e HA
ITOTOMCTBOTO, Ha WJHUHATA. HO, CHHOBUTE BOCITUTAaHU
BO ZIyXOT Ha TUPaHUjaTa MHOTY YECTO U CAMUTE ce IIPeT-
BOpaar BO TUPaHU. 3aToa e noTpebeH rojieM jas, BUCOKA
CBECT U CAaMOKOHTPOJIA, 32 J]a ce IPOMEHU PaJIuKaTHO
CBETOT BO CMMCJIa HAa HETOBA XyMaHU3ayja.

Penatususauuja Ha TajHaTa

OCHOBHOTO ITpaIIae IITO I'0 ITIOCTaBYBA UCKYIIIEHUUKATA
cuTyanuja Ha penanuja bor - ABpaam - Mcak ce ogHecy-
Ba Ha TajHaTa U Kako Taa jJa (He) ce uckaxe. Pemaru-
BU3UPamETO Ha alicosyTHaTa TajHa ['ociozioBa, caTeHo
KaKoO CIOJlesyBame Ha TajHaTa ['ocrozioBa co 40BEKOT, €
00JINK Ha HEj3WHO Jie-cakpau3upame. Hema comHeHne
nexka Ceeitioitio TiucMO € HACJIEIEHO U HaCJAeIHUYKO
IIOMHEHE U 3aBET Ha CAKPAJTHOTO, HO U Taa € BUJ| TUCMO
Y KHIDKEBHOCT, A CO TOA ja pac-Ka)KyBa TajHaTa Ha CBOjOT
KOJZIUPAaH ja3WK U ja CIOZeIyBa co YoBeKOT. Kako /1a ce
COKpHe OeckpajHaTa y»KacHa W arCoJIyTHA TajHA KaKBa
mITo e TajHata Ha bora? Jlanu Moske oBaa TajHa, BO MO-
MEHTOT KOTa CTaHyBa U TajHa Ha ABpaawm, ia buze arco-
sytHa? Kako ce co3masa u 3011TO ce uyBa TajHara? Jlamu
XepMEeHEBTHKATa ce 3aHUMaBa CO arcoJIyTHATA TajHA?

Bo mpukasnaTta Ha Mojcej 3a ABpaam u Mcak mocrojar
nBe TajHU. [IpBO, TajHAaTa IIITO ja KpHesa bor mpea ABpaawm,
3a /1a MOJKe JIa TO CTaBH BO UCKYyIIeHHE (71a My KaKeJI ce
OTBOPEHO, He OM MMaJIoO UCKYIlIeHue), 6apajku o/ HETO
Jla CU TO JXKPTBYBa CHHOT. BTOpO, TajHaTa mITO ja KpHes
Aspaawm npey Vcak, kora My KaxkaJi JieKa ro BoJIH co cebe
Jlo mymaTta Mopwuja, Ha 00peZIoT Ha KPTBYBaWkhETO, amMa
He My KaKkaJl Koj ke 6uzie :xpTBaTa. Hamepara fia ce youe
CHHOT € IIPHYIHA /]a CE TAaW BUCTHHATA, IIOBOJ 32 TAjHA U
3a TaeH roBop. JKpTByBamweTO, TAjHUOT U CBETHOT TOBOP
ce MeryceOHO TecHO oBp3aHu. Cakpudukamujara e Buz

brought up in the spirit of tyranny quite often become
tyrants themselves. Therefore, it takes a large gap,
supreme consciousness and self-control to change the
world radically and humanise it.

Relativising the Secret

The fundamental question that arises from the tempta-
tion relationship God — Abraham — Isaac concerns the
secret and how (not) to divulge it. Relativising God’s ab-
solute secret, by interpreting that God shares His secret
with man, is a way of de-sacralising it. Undoubtedly, the
Holy Book has been inherited and it is an inherent mem-
ory and a testament of the sacral, but it too is a writing
form and a form of literature, and therefore it re-tells the
secret of its code language and shares it with man. How
to hide a horrible and absolute secret as God’s secret is?
Can this secret, at a time when it also becomes Abra-
ham’s, be absolute? How is a secret made and why is it
kept? Does hermeneutics deal with the absolute secret?

There are two secrets in Moses’ story of Abraham and
Isaac. First, it is the secret that God kept from Abraham,
so that He could tempt him (had he told him everything
openly, there would not have been any temptation),
asking him to sacrifice his own son. Second, it is the
secret that Abraham kept from Isaac when he told him
that he was taking him to the Moriah wood, to the rite
of sacrifice, but failed to tell him who the sacrifice would
be. Abraham’s intention to kill his son is the reason for
keeping the secret, the motive for a secret and a secret
talk. Sacrifice, the secret, and holy talk are all closely
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cakpasim3alja u xepMmerusanuja (sacrum — cBeTo, moc-
BETEHO, HO ¥ OHA KO€ € TajHO, CBETa TajHa U CJI., sacrifier
TaK, 3HAYH /Ia Ce JKPTBYBA HEIIITO, FJTU J]a C€ HOCH HEIIITO
cBeTO 32 KpTBa). JKpTByBameTo e cBeTa TajHa. Hacui-
HaTa, a He IPUPOIHATA CMPT, € MPUYHHUTE Ha TajHUOT
U IBOCMUCJIEH TOBOP. U BO ABaTa ciydaja, cuTyalpjata
MIPUHYAYBa HA IUCKPETEH U IBOCMUCJIEH TOBOP, KOj IMaK
€ 3apO/IUII Ha KHIKEBHOCTA. Bor KaskyBa eIHO, a MU CJTH
JApyro. ABpaam KakyBa €IHO, a MUCJIU Jpyro. ckasurte
Ha bor u Ha ABpaam ce ajeropuuyHu. JluTepapHocTa
ce 3aYHyBa BO CTBapHOCTA, BO Jujasiorot mery bora u
YOBEKOT, KOTa Ce BKPCTYBa CAKPAJHOTO CO €r3UCTEHITU-
jasTHOTO.

TajHaTa e JIOBOJIHO HayHaTa, IMOJ(jaJieHa M pasrojieHa
3a Jla He Ou/le TMOBeke TajHa, 3a Ja He Ouae coceMa
TajHA. AIICOJTyTHaTa TajHa Ha Bor craHyBa pejaTUBHA
TajHa Ha 4YoBeKOT. CIIoJieslyBajku ja allcoslyTHaTa TajHa
CO YOBEKOT, IPEKYy ja3HKOT, KaKO 3aeJHUYKO MECTO
Mmery Bor u doBekot, Bor ce momupui co GakToT jieka
TajHATa MOBEKe He e arcoJIyTHA, JeKa TajHaTa He € caMo
HeroBa. CriojieJieHaTa TajHa (Co HEKOTO JIpyT) ITOBeke He
e arcoJiyTHa TajHa. TajHaTa 3a KOjallITO ITOCTOW MakKap
e/IeH CBEJIOK, He € arcosyTHa. /[[pyruoT ro mosapasbupa
Tpernor. Cekoj yoBek Bu3aBu bor e [[pyruor. Croze-
JieHaTa TajHA He MOKe Jla Ouje KoHTposupaHa. Taa e
Iac Koj yiera. YoBeukaTa TajHA € CIOJ/ieJlyBayKa, Mery
YoBeYKa TajHA, a CO Toa U JieJiyMHa TajHa. KoJsky u ma
e 3abpaHera, CrojieJieHaTa TajHa CEKOTall € - WU BU-
JleHa WIN YyeHa, WIN MpeKa)kaHa, WK 3alHIlaHa, WIn
HaBecTeHa 0J1 Hekoro Apyr. Ha 080j cBeT HeMa coBpIiieHa
TajHa.

ArcostyTHaTa TajHa He e crojiejieHa. AKO Y0BeKoT e JIpy-
THOT BO ouuTe Ha bor, Toram Bor ja mpenecyBa TajHata
Ha JIpyruor. Bor He e moBeke cam, KOra € cO YOBEKOT.
Pusukor e rosem. Kaj mro mma 4oBeK, MMa pPHUBUK.

inter-related. Sacrifice is a kind of sacralisation and
hermetisation (sacrum — holy, sanctified but also secret,
a holy secret and the like; sacrifier, on the other hand,
means to sacrifice something, or to bring something holy
as an offering). Sacrifice is a holy secret. Violent rather
than natural death is the cause of secret and ambiguous
talk. In both cases, the situation forces discreet and
ambiguous talk, which, on the other hand, is the germ
of literature. God says one thing and thinks something
else. Abraham says one thing and thinks another. Their
statements are allegorical. Literariness sprouts from
reality, from the dialogue between God and man, when
the sacral and the existential mix.

The secret has been enough dented, gnawed and exposed
to cease to be quite a secret. God’s absolute secret be-
comes man’s relative secret. By sharing the absolute se-
cret with man, through language — as the common place
of God and man — God has come to terms with the fact
that the secret is no longer absolute; that it is no longer
his only. A secret shared (with another) is no longer ab-
solute. A secret witnessed even by a single witness is not
absolute. The other goes with a third. Every man vis-a-vis
God is the Other. A shared secret cannot be controlled.
It is a voice that flies away. The human secret is shared;
it is a secret between people and thus it becomes partial.
However forbidden, the shared secret is always seen or
heard, reported, written or hinted by someone else. In
this world there is no such thing as a perfect secret.

The absolute secret is not shared. If man is the Other in
the eyes of God, then God tells the secret to the Other.
God is no longer alone when he is with man. The stakes
are high. Wherever there is man, there is risk involved.
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ABpaaM He ja COOIIITYBa TajHaTa co 300p HUKOMY, HO
TajHaTa MOXKE J]a Ce COOIIITH U IMPEeKy APYTH 3HAIU U
jasunu, U TpeKy NPeMOJYEeHUTEe, OTCYyTHH 300pOBH,
YUENITO OTCYCTBO BO OJ[PEJIEHH CHUTyallMHd CTaHyBa
CUMIITOMATUYHO U peunto. CeMaHTHKATa HA OTCYTHUTE,
Hen3peueHU 300POBU € CYIITHHATA HA XePMEHEBTUKATA
(‘eppevela - HA CTAPOTPYKY 3HAYU MOK J1a Ce UC-KaXKe, 1a
ce pa3jacHH U J]a ce IPOTOJIKYyBa HEIITO KOe He € jaCHO
Ka’kaHo).*

Kpuejku ja tajHaTa, bor ro uckymryBa ABpaam. Kpuejku
ja TajHata, ABpaaM ce HCKyIIyBa cebecu, U IOBeke
OZ1 TOa, TOj Ce TOATOTBYBA Jla CH IO yOWMEe CHHOT CO
npexymucia, ceecHo. Kora Mcak ro mpamryBa Kazie e
’KPTBEHOTO jarHe, ABpaaM ojiroapa: ,,bor, cuHko, Ke ce
IIOTPYIKU /1A Hajzie jarHe 3a cebe 3a kpTBa“. [IoBTOpHO
He ja KaKyBa BHUCTHHATa, IOBTOPHO H30erHyBa Ja ce
HCIIOBela U Jla 300pyBa JIUPEKTHO (eIHO3HAYHO). AB-
paaM ce CJIy»KU CO JABOCMHCJIEHHOT TOBOP, CO IITO TO
craBa Mcak Bo 3abiy/la 1 BO HEW3BECHOCT, a cebecu
CH TIPpaBU OTCTAITHUIIA, U3TOBOP, OIpaBJAaHUE, AJIHOM.
ABpaaM cekorami Ke MOXKe Jla ce IpaB/a jieka JIOILIOo
J0 Hezopazbupame Mely HErO U CHH My, JieKa He Ou
IIPaBWIHO c(daTeH, JieKa caMo Ce IIeryBajJl U cakas Ja
ro 3aIljiamy, JeKa € IOTPEIIHO IPOTOJIKYBaH, JeKa
HeroBaTa ITOCTAIKa € U3BaJieHa 0/ KOHTEKCT, ¥ TaKa Ha-
Tamy. ABpaaMm, Ha HEKO] HA4YMH, ja mpedpsu BUHATA Of
cebe, Ha Bor. ABpaam 61 ja mpudaTu cekoja }KpTBa IITO
Bor %e ja mobapa oz Hero.

AKO HEKOj MOJIYM U Ce BO3JIPKYBa O] PeuTa, He 3HAYU
HY>KHO JleKa 0 IPaKTUKyBa JAUCKypcoT Ha jarara. Ce-
KOJZTHEBHUOT TOBOP HE ja UCKJIy4yBa JjaraTta. Ho, ¢ury-
PaTUBHUOT I'OBODP, om0 JAa € CaKpa/In3upaH UJIU KHUXKEe-
B€H, HE € HU BUCTHUHUT HU JIA2KEH I'OBODP. (I)I/II‘ypaTI/IBHI/IOT
rOBOP € I'OBOPp HA 3HAYEHCKOTO W TOJIKYBAYKOTO HCKY-
nieHue. 3aroa ce IOCTaByBa IpAIllambeTo: IOCTOU JIU

Abraham does not tell the secret to anyone using words
but a secret can also be betrayed through other signs and
languages, even through unsaid or absent words, whose
absence sometimes becomes symptomatic and eloquent.
The semantics of absent or unsaid words is the essence
of hermeneutics (‘epuevela — ancient Greek for to ex-
press, clarify and interpret something that has not been
said clearly).>

By keeping the secret, God is tempting Abraham. Doing
the same, Abraham is tempting himself and, what is
more, he is consciously preparing to kill his son. When
Isaac asks where the sacrificial lamb is, Abraham
replies “My son, God will provide Himself a lamb for a
burnt offering”. Again he fails to tell the truth, again he
avoids to confess and speaks directly (unambiguously).
Abraham uses double meaning, misleading Isaac and
leaving him in uncertainty, while leaving himself room
for retreat, excuse, justification or alibi. Abraham will
always be able to excuse himself saying that there was a
misunderstanding between him and his son, that he was
misunderstood, that he was only joking and wanted to
scare him, that he was misinterpreted, that his act was
taken out of context and so on. In a way, Abraham puts
the blame on God. Abraham would agree to any sacrifice
God would ask from him.

If one keeps silent and refrains from speaking, it does
not necessarily mean that one is practising the discourse
of the lie. Everyday talk does not exclude the lie. But figu-
rative speech, be it sacralised or literary, is neither true
nor false. Figurative speech is the speech of semantic
and interpretative temptation. Therefore, the question
arises whether there is absolute silence between two hu-
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arcoJIyTeH MOJIK Mely JIBe YOBEYKH CYIITECTBA IIOCTa-
BEHH B3aeJHO BO e€JHA Er3uCTeHIHjaJTHa CHUTyaluja?
[IpeTBOpameTo Ha TajHaTa BO MOJIK € MPETBOpPamke Ha
eZieH ToBOp BO ApPyT. Toa mpeTBOpame € MPOCJIe/IEHO CO
W3BECEH OCTaTOK, CO HEKOW MPHU3HAIM, KO HE MOpa
HY>KHO Ja OuAaT JIMHTBUCTUYKU, HO KOU HYXHO Ce
CEMUOTHUYKH U IIpeHecyBaaT u3BecHa HHGpopMaIyja.

Crnonenenara TajHa mMa ¢opMa, ©Ma CBOj ja3UK, CBOj KO,
T1a - CJIEJICTBEHO - MOKe /1a Ou/ie IpeAMET Ha TOJIKYBaIbe.
ToJiKyBameTo, MakK, MOJKe Jla iMa Hajpa3IMaHU OOJTHITH:
MUT, [IeCHA, IPUKa3Ha, IpaMa, IIUCMO, MEMOAPH, €CEj...
Peropuukoro mpariawe Ha Vcak e 3HaK Jieka TajHaTa
Ha ABpaaM e pa30oTKpHeHa. AKO HeMa COBPIIIEHA TajHa,
TOTAIll HEMA HHU COBPIIEHO 3J10cTOpcTBO. JKpTBaTa e
MPBUOT CBUJIETEJT W TOJKyBau Ha TajHaTa. Mcak e u
CBUJIETEJ, U XepMeHeBT. Ilo 0J]HOC HA yIaTeHOCTa BO
TajHaTa Ha JApPYruTe cBeZonu (BO CIy4ajoB, JABajiiara
CJIyTH), cera ce YHUHH JieKa e OeclpeIMETHO Jia ce
300pyBa, 3aroa IITO THE Ce CIIOPEAHU IO OJHOC Ha
Jipamara Koja ce ogurpyBa mery CuHot, TatkoTo u Bora.
Tue perucTpupaar IITO ce CIy4dyBa, Hebape ce CKprueHa
KaMmepa Ha MeMopujaTa. HuBHaTa ciuka Ha cobuTHjata
He e JIOBeJIeHA Ha IpeJieH IUIaH U OCTaHyBa BO cdepaTa
HA IPETIIOCTABKUTE.

Ho, uHTepeceH e e/leH APYT MOMEHT: 110 3aBPIIYBAKHETO
Ha JipaMaTa Ha HCKylueHuero, ABpaam u Mcak He
pa3MeHyBaaT MoBeke HU 300D 3a TOA IITO CE CIYIUIIO U
3a TOA IITO MOKEJIO /1a ce ciyuu. Hema mparrame, Hema
KOMEHTap, HeMa IipedpiiyBabe, HeMa IIpaB/ame, HeMa
oxrosop. Bor ja pa3pemnryBa fpamara co BOBelyBarbe Ha
HeroBaTa oOpeJiHa *KPTBa - oBeHOT. Hema HuU 360p 3a Toa
Kako ABpaam ro oaBp3yBa Mcaka 1 Kako ro ocsiob6oayBa
o kiasara. Tue eqHOCTABHO ce Bpakaar JJoMa MOJIKYM,
Hebape MOJIKOT ke TH CIIacH O] aMTEeTO U Ke UM
py>ku 3a00paB U crnokoj. Cexoe ONMUIIyBarke Ha COOU-

man beings put together in an existential situation? To
turn the secret into silence is to turn one secret speech
into another. This transformation is accompanied by a
certain amount of residue, with a certain denotation that
does not necessarily have to be linguistic, but is neces-
sarily semiotic and conveys some information.

A divulged secret has a shape, its own language, code,
and — accordingly — it can be subject to interpretation.
Interpretation, on the other hand, can have a myriad of
forms: myth, song, story, play, script, memoirs, letter,
essay... Isaac’s rhetorical question is a sign that Abra-
ham’s secret has been exposed. If there is no perfect
secret, then there is no perfect crime either. The victim
is the first witness and interpreter of the crime. Isaac is
both a witness and a hermeneut. It seems superfluous
to speak now about the other witnesses’ (the two serv-
ants, in this case) knowledge of the secret, as their role
is tangential compared to the drama unfolding between
the Son, the Father and God. They record the develop-
ment, like memory’s candid camera. Their picture of the
events is not brought in the first plane and remains in the
sphere of assumptions.

However, another moment is interesting: following the
conclusion of the temptation drama, Abraham and Isaac
do not exchange even a word about what has happened
and what could have happened. There are no questions,
no comments, no rapprochement, no excuses, no re-
sponse. God resolves the drama by introducing the ritual
offering — the ram. There is not a single word about how
Abraham unbinds Isaac and how he sets him free from
the pyre. They simply go back home in silence, as if their
silence will deliver them from memory and bring them
oblivion and tranquillity. Every description of the event
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THETO € TIOBTOPYBalbe Ha COOMTHUETO W OOJIMK Ha MOM-
Hewe. KoKy moBeke ce MOBTOpPyBa IMPUKa3HATa 3a TOA
cobuTHe, TOJIKY II0JI0JITO Tpae cobutunero. HenckakaHa,
IIPUKa3HaTa OCTaHyBa BO cdepaTa Ha IMPETIIOCTABKHUTE,
ceé lofieKka coceMa He u30Jie/iHee, CJIMYHO Ha COH KOj He €
HHU pacKa’kaH, HU 3anumiad. KHIKeBHOCTa € OTIIOp
mpotuB 3a60paBoT. KHIKEBHOCTA ONUIIYBA, 3aIHIIyBa
u namtu. [lopaau Toa, Taa e 3akaHa 32 OHaa UJIE0JIOTHja
KOja caka /ia ja CKpOU WJIM JIa ja PEBUAMPA HUCTOpHUjaTa
CIIOpE]T CBOUTE TTOTPeOU M HAaMepH, a He CIOPe]T CTBap-
HocTa, (aKTUTE U BUCTUHATA.

3omrto Mcak He My 3amMepyBa Ha TaTKa CH, Of, Kaje
HErOBUOT CITIOKOj M HETOBATa TOJIEPAHIIM]ja, € MPaIlahe
KOe€ 3aCJTy’KyBa nmocebeH MpoCTop 3a TOJIKyBambe. Bo oBaa
IpUrosia ke ykaskaM camMmo Ha MOKHOCTA TOj CAMUOT /ia ce
CTaBWJI BO CHITyaIlyja J1a 0A0€ePe Jia ro IaMTH CEJIEKTUBHO.
Hema comuenme, Vcak He caMO IIITO HAaCETyBa IITO CE
CJIy4yBa, TYKy cdaka mto ce ciayuysa. Ho, Toj onbuBa ma
ro TpHU3Hae Toa jaBHO U co 300p. Mcak e BO IIOK.
[IToxupaH, He caka Jja BepyBa BO Toa IITO ro rieaa. Toa
IITO TO TJIEJla Ce pasujyBa CO HEroBaTa IPeTcTaBa 3a
3APaBUOT pa3yM, XyMaHOCTa U eTUYHOCTa. Toa mTo ro
rJiefa, MOJICKABUYHO MUHYBa HU3 HETOBHUOT YM U MHUCJIA,
HO TOj HeMa XpabpocCT Ja TO UMEHyBa CO BUCTUHCKHOT
300p. Bo EsaHzeaueitio Ha Mojcej HetocTacyBa IIpUKas-
Hara Ha Mcak, a co Toa HelocTacyBa U HeropaTa IIpeT-
ctaBa 3a cooutmueto. Ce 1IITo 3HaeMe 3a Hea € HaBECTEHO
BO HETOBOTO IIpalllare IIOJIHO CO uyjzeme. Vcak ro
n30€erHyBa BUCTUHCKHUOT 300D, 3aTOa IITO ja n36erHyBa
BHCTHHATA 3a UCKyIIIEHHYKaTa JipaMa.

3a 1a MoKe Ja ’KuBee, HeMy My Tpeba ¢urypa (anysuja,
HWPOHHja, TPOTECKA), KOja Ke ja 00eJIesku peTopruKaTa Ha
HErOBOTO IOCTOEHe U KOja ke Ouie 0/ipa3 Ha HETOBOTO
O6utme. A OuAEjKM BIEYATOKOT OJf TOA IITO T'O BHUAEN
U TO JIOJKMBeAJl € TOJIKYy CHJIEH IITO He MOXKe coceMa

is a repetition of that event and a form of memory. The
more the story of the event is repeated, the longer the
event lasts. Untold, the story remains in the sphere
of assumptions, until it fades away completely, like a
dream that has not been told or recorded. Literature is
resistance to oblivion. Literature describes, records and
remembers. Therefore, it is a threat to the ideology that
seeks to tailor or revise history to fit its needs and pur-
poses, not reality, facts or truth.

Why does Isaac not blame his father, where do his calm-
ness and tolerance come from, are questions that deserve
special room for interpretation. Here I will only point to
the possibility that he too has put himself in a position
to choose to remember the event selectively. Isaac un-
doubtedly not only understands but also comprehends
what is going on. Yet, he refuses to utter and admit that
publicly. Isaac is in shock. Shocked, he refuses to believe
his eyes. What he sees contradicts his perception of com-
mon sense, humanity and ethics. What he sees passes
through his mind and thought like a lightning but he
lacks the courage to give it the right name. Moses’ gos-
pel does not contain Isaac’s story, and with that we are
short of his perception of the event. All we know about it
is hinted in his question full of wonder. Isaac avoids the
true word because he avoids the truth of the drama of the
temptation.

To be able to live, he needs a figure (allusion, irony, gro-
tesque) that will mark the rhetoric of his existence and
that will reflect his being. Since what he sees and goes
through is too awesome for him to pass over in silence,
he utters a question that contains the answer as much as
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Jla TO MPEMOJIYH, TO] U3YCTyBa €AHO Ipalllarbe KOe IO
COZP:KHU BO cebe OArOBOPOT OHOJIKY KOJIKY IITO ja CO-
JIp>ku Bo cebe m TajHaTa. Vcak e 3rpo3eH, BHAIlleH U
CTallMCaH, IIa He My IIPEOCTaHyBa HUIITO JIPyTO OCBEH
Jla TO TIOCTaBH, AJIy3WBHO, PETOPUUYKOTO IIPAIIAHE
Koe, criopesi CUMOOJIMYKHUOT KOJ| Ha TajHaTa, He Tpeba
Jla ja pa3oTKpUe TajHaTa co 300p, TyKy Mery 300pOBH,
co OTcyTHUTe 300pOBH, OTajie ja3ukor. Mcak ja uurta
TajHaTa MPEKy 3HAIIUTE KOU HE Ce Ja3UYHU: TATKOTO T'0
3eMa CHHOT cO cebe Ha YMHOT HA >KPTBYBAHETO, UMa
KJIa/1a, HeMa jarHe, Vcak e Bp3aH HaJl KJ1aaTa, ABpaam
rO ZIP>KU HOXKOT HaJ| HET0, TATKOTO IIPEMHOTY MOJIYH, a
IIPEroJIEMOTO U IPEHANPETHATO MOYEHE € MPU3HAK
Ha HeKOoja rojieMa W HaMeTHaTa TajHA, CHUMIITOM 3a
HeroBara Jiy1aboka nmorpeba o1 HaJIKOMIIEH3aI1ja, 3HAK
Jleka ABpaaM ce IUIAIK Ja HE ja WU3/1aJie caM TajHaTa,
3HAK JIEKa JKUBEE CO €JHA HEeIOJHOCTBA TajHA.

AJry3uBHOTO Ipamame Ha Vcak e 00JIMK Ha TOJKYBabe.
OAroBOpPOT IMOCTOU U Ce 3Hae, HO MOCTOU 3a7] ja3UKOT.
OAroBOpoOT HE CTUTHYBA A0 360poT. OATOBOPOT MOpa J1a
OCTaHe eHHUIMa U /ia TPOolla Ha IOPTUTE HA ja3UKOT.
JasuKOT BeJIN He, HeMa /ia Te nckaxaMm. Ke Te mpemosraan.
Ke Te kakaMm, IIpeMOJTdyBajku Te. 3apeM Toa He TH e
JIOBOJTHO, BEJIH Ja3UKOT HAJIMEHO, ITIOPAJIX CTPABOT IIPE]T
YOBEUKaTa 3aCJIENIEHOCT U YOBEYKAaTa MO/ITOTBEHOCT 32
HAajMOHCTPYO3HU 3JI0-/1€J1a, ’KPTBU U IIOCTAIIKA BO HMeE
Ha HEIITO ,,BUIIO“. JA3UKOT ce OGJIOKUpA MpeJi Taa BUIIIA
WHCTaHIIa ¥ 3aMoJidyyBa. Toj e cBeceH 3a cBojaTa MOK.
3Hae Jleka HeIITaTa MOXKaT /1a ce KakaT Mely pe/loBHU.
Ja3uKOT 3Hae Jieka MOCTOjaT PETOPUYKH (UTYPH KOU
Ka)KyBaaT, MaKO He UC-KaKkaje. Ja3UKOT ja pa3BUBa Kaj
cebe Taa MOK /1a KaykyBa 0e3 /1a U3pede, /Jia KayKyBa HU3
ja3WYHU CJIMKU U 0OpTHU. Ja3UKOT ce YMHOXKyBa CAMHOT
HAa [10YBAaTa Ha Taa CBECT 32 CBOjOT KAIAIUTET /1a KAJKyBa
He 300pyBajkul MHOTY WM KPHEjKU T'M 3HaYemaTa BO
mudpu. Toj cBOj KanmanuTeT ro U3pa3uii BO MOBEKE uC-

it contains the secret. Isaac is horrified, awestruck and
petrified and is left with no other choice but to ask an
allusive, rhetorical question that, in the symbolic code
of secrets, should not divulge the secret by words, but
with that which is between them, through the absent
words, beyond language. Isaac reads the secret in the
non-linguistic signs: the father takes the son to the act of
sacrifice; there is a pyre, there is no lamb; Isaac is bound
upon the altar, Abraham is holding the knife over him,;
the father is too silent and too long and tense a silence
is a sign of a great and imposed secret, a symptom of his
profound need to overcompensate, a sign that Abraham
is afraid that he might divulge the secret himself, a sign
that he lives with an unbearable secret.

Isaac’s allusive question is a form of interpretation. The
answer exists and is known but it is behind language.
The answer comes short of the word. It must stay
an enigma and knock on the gates of language. The
language says no, I will not express you. I will not
utter you. I will say you without utterance. “Is not this
enough?” says language haughtily because of the fear
of human blindness and readiness to commit most
hideous crimes, sacrifices and deeds in the name of a
“higher goal”. Language is blocked faced with this higher
instance and goes silent. It is aware of its power. It knows
that things can be said between lines. The language
knows that there are rhetorical figures that express
something without it being said. Language develops in
itself that power to express something without it being
said, to express through linguistic images and shifts.
Language multiplies itself on the soil of this awareness
of its capacity to express without saying much and
hiding the meanings in codes. It has shown this capacity
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Kyp3UBHU NPAKTUKHU: CAKpAJHATA, MUTCKaTa, OMOJIHC-
KaTa, IoeTcKaTa, TajHUTe ja3uly. JasukKoT ja mpudaka
3abpaHara J1a 300pyBa OTBOPEHO KaKO CBOja KOHBEHI[H]a.
Taa KOHBeHI[Mja 'Y TeHEPUPA jJa3ULIUTE CO eHUTMaTUUeH
cocraB. XepMETHYHOCTa Ha OWUTHMETO CTaHyBa XepMe-
TUYHOCT Ha ja3WKOT. EHUrMaTUYHOCTa Ha OUTHUETO CTa-
HyBa eHUTMaTHYHOCT Ha ja3UKOT.

XepMeHeBTHKATa ' TOJIKYBa, IPEKY TUCMOTO U Ja3UKOT,
TBOPOUTE Ha YOBEKOBATa KyJITypa U NUBUIK3anuja. Tue
ce peJlaTUBU3UPAHU OB/E-TajHH, TajHH HA YOBEUKOTO
CYIITECTBO U Ha CYIITECTBYBAIETO, a4 HE TajHATA HA OU-
treto. IlITomM amcosiyTHaTa TajHa Ha OUTHETO ce peJia-
TUBU3UPA U CTaHE MPHUI00MUBKA Ha YOBEKOBATa KYJITYpa,
Taa Moxe /1a 6uze pacrajuera. Camoro dopmyaupame
Ha TajHaTa ro Mojpa3dbupa HEejJ3UHOTO pacTajHyBaibe,
OHAaKa KaKo IIITO raTaHKaTa ja moapa30upa cBojaTa pas-
raTka, Kako IITO eHWTrMaTa € YMETHOCT 3aroa IITO ja
BKJIy4yBa UTpaTa Ha HEj3UHOTO COKPUBAIHE U HEJ3SUHOTO
pa3oTkpuBame. PaKTOT IITO He MOXKe CEKOj Jia ja pas-
raTHe eHUrMara/raTaHKaTa He JOKaKyBa HU JieKa eHUT-
Mara e HeCTIO3HAT/INBA, HU JIeKa YOBEKOT KOj ja CIIO3HAI
e 60’kju rimacHuK. Toa mITO TajHaTa Ke OUJie IPOTOJIKY-
BaHa Cy0jeKTUBHO M Pa3jIMYHO, He ja MpaBU Ja Ouze
HecdaT/INBa, TYKY ja OTBOpA clipeMa oBjie-ouTueTo (cy-
TECTBOTO) U CIIpeMa HMCTOpHUjaTa, ja IMpaBH Ja Ouje uc-
TopuuHa. KHI>KeBHATA TajHA € MCTOPUYHA U IUTypajHa
U € COCTaBeHa BP3 HAUEJIOTO TajHA-BO-TajHA, MeryTajHa.
XepMeHEeBTHKATA HA CBETUTE IHCMa MOKAaXyBa, BO II0-
HoBo BpeMe II. Pukep u H. ®paj (P. Rickert, N. Frye),
JleKa ¥ TajHUTE Ha eBaHTeJIHjaTa ce CoouyBaaT co IMpoo-
JIEMOT Ha UCTOPUYHOCTA U HA IUIyPAJIHOCTA HA 3HAYe-
IbETO Ha TEKCTOT. HU cakpasTHUTe TEKCTOBU HE Ce OCJIO-
00zeHH 07 UICTOPUYHOCTA, OJf TaMy HH O] Pa3IUYHUTE
TOJIKYBatha U IPEBOJIU HA UCTUTE TEKCTOBH.

in a number of discourse practices: sacral, mythic,
biblical, poetic, secret languages. Language accepts the
prohibition to speak openly as its own convention. This
convention generates the languages that have enigmatic
composition. The hermetic nature of the being becomes
a hermetic nature of language. The enigmatic nature of
the being becomes an enigmatic nature of language.

Through script and language, hermeneutics interprets
the creations of human culture and civilisation. These
are relativised here-secrets — secrets of the humans and
their existence, and not the secret of the being. Once
the absolute secret of the being has been relativised and
has become an achievement of human culture, it can
cease to be a secret [lit. be de-secretised]. Formulating a
secret implies de-secretising it, just as the riddle implies
that it is to be solved, just as the enigma is art because
it involves the game of concealment and discernment.
The fact that not everyone can solve an enigma/riddle
does not prove that the enigma is inconceivable or that
whoever has understood it is God’s messenger. That the
secret will be interpreted subjectively and differently
does not make it ungraspable; it rather opens it to the
here-being (the creature) and to history; it makes it
historical. The literary secret is historical, plural and
composed on the secret-in-secret principle, a secret in
between. The hermeneutics of the Holy Scripture has
shown recently (P. Rickert, N. Frye) that even the secrets
of the gospels are facing the problem of the historicity
and plurality of the meaning of the text. Even the sacral
texts are not free from historicity, and therefore they are
spared neither of different interpretations nor different
translations of the same texts.
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TosikyBameTO Ha TajHaTa IoApas3bupa COO/BETHA yIa-
TEHOCT BO HEJ3UHUOT KOJ| U TIOUUTYBakhe Ha MpaBUIaTa
Ha HEj3UHOTO Kojiupame. Cekoja TajHa Koja € UMeHyBa-
HAa, He e (IIOBeKe) arcoJyyTHA. AICOJIyTHATA TajHA HEMa
rMe. 3aToa YOBEKOT, O] IAMHUHU JI0 JIEHEC, HE TO UMa
Haj/IeHO BUCTHHCKOTO UMe Ha Bor... Bo Murosu Ha ToJ-
KyBauKa HEMOK, YOBEKOT IPUOErHyBa KOH BepaTa Koja
He Oapa 300pOBH U KOja TOJIKyBa CO Cplie, HE CO yM.
sJajre mu 360p...“ 3a Hero, Bestn yoBekot. Hajaere mu
ro BUCTUHCKHOT 300p, HeroBotro ume. Jlajre Mu ro
tipasuoiu 360p. /laro umam. /la ro c-param. /la cparure
HEIITO 3HAYW Jla TO MMare, /a TO JIPXKUTE BO palle, Ja
vMaTe MOK Haj Hero. Haz 360pot, a mpeky Hero u Haj,
yoBeKoT. bor faBa otnop. U Toj He € paMHOyIIIEH TIPES
jasukor. Cu ro kpue wumero. Hyau mceBgoHUMH,
IpeKapy, aKpOHHUMH, C€, CaMO He CBOETO BHUCTHUHCKO
Nwme. AnicosryTHaTta TajHa 010MBa 1a OUe MPOTOJIKYBaHA
co 30op. Taa, eBeHTyasiHO, MOXKe Jla Ouje HaceTeHA
MHTYUTHUBHO, KaKO MPHU3HAK WU KAaKO JIeJl o7 HEKoja
BU3Hja. ATICOJIyTHATa TajHA HE € (YMCTO) YoBeuKa pabo-
Ta U MOCTOU OTa/ie ja3MKOT. Taa HeMa IPENO3HATIINB
HJIEHTUTET. AIICOJIyTHATA TajHA TO OCTaBa YOBEKOT 0e3
300poBH, Ia TAKOB, (GaCIMHUPAH, €r3aJTUPAH U Mapa-
JIN3UPaH, YOBEKOT HEe MOKe J1a ToJIKyBa. Moskebu 3a Toa
Hcak He ja moHy/ZIyBa CBOjaTa Bep3Hja Ha TOJKYBAHETO
Ha UCKYIIIEHHUETO.

[Tpegmver HA MUHTEPECOT HAa XePMEHEBTHUKATA € CIOjie-
snenara Tajua. Haunarara tumuna. Peura. Ciopen lepu-
Jla, OCHOBHATA MPUYHMHA /Ia HE Ce Kake HUKOMY HHIIITO
0/l OHA IIITO HEKOj IO 3HAe U IITO HEKOMY MYy € KaXKaHO
KaKO TajHa, JIEKH BO MoTpedaTa /1a He ce UCIPEYH ,He-
koj Tper Mmery Hac“ ([lepuma, 1999, 203). Ho, mu ce
YUHHU JieKa TpobJIeMOT ce 3aYHyBa BO MOMEHTOT KOra ce
mojaBuyI BTOpHOT, a HE BO MOMEHTOT Kora Ke ce II0jaBh
Tpetunor. IllTom mocrojaT ABajia, €JHUOT O] HUB ja Urpa
yJioraTa Ha TOJIKyBay M, KaKO TaKOB, TOj € IOTEHI[UjaIeH

Interpreting a secret requires appropriate knowledge of
its code and respecting the rules for decoding it. Every
secret that has been named is not an absolute secret
(anymore). An absolute secret has no name. For, since
the days of yore, man has not found the true name of
God... In times of interpretative weakness, man resorts
to faith that demands no words and interprets from the
heart, not through mind. “Give me a word...” for Him,
says man. Find me the true word, his name. Give me the
right word. To have it. To grasp it. To grasp something
is to have it, hold it in your hands, to have power over it.
That is, to have power over the word, and thus over man.
God resists. He too is not indifferent to language. He
is hiding his name. He offers pseudonyms, nicknames,
acronyms, everything but his real Name. The absolute
secret refuses to be interpreted with words. It may be
sensed intuitively, as sign or part of some vision. The
absolute secret is not a (purely) human thing and it
exists beyond language. It does not have a recognisable
identity. The absolute secret leaves man speechless and
as such, fascinated, exalted and paralysed, man cannot
interpret. Perhaps that is why Isaac does not offer his
version of the interpretation of the temptation.

The object of interest to hermeneutics is the shared secret.
The dented silence. The word. According to Derrida, the
basic reason for not telling someone anything from what
one knows and has been told as a secret lies in the need to
prevent “a third person” from coming between (Derrida,
1999, 203). However, it seems to me that the problem
is conceived the moment the Second rather than the
Third appears. Once there are two players, one of them
plays the role of interpreter and, as such, is a potential
transmitter of the secret and its possible solver.
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IpeHecyBay Ha TajHAaTa U MOTEHIIMjaJIeH OiTaTHyBay Ha
TajHAaTa.

3aKoHOT Ha TaTKOTO U 3aKOHOT Ha CuHOT
- TUpaHM1jaTa 1 pasBJIacTyBabETO

Opunocure Ha penanuja Tatko, CuH u Ceruor [Iyx ce
OCHOBAa Ha CHUMOOJIMYHUOT TOPEJOK Ha ja3UKOT U Ha
cBeroT. DyHKITMjaTa TAaTKO ro MeHyYBa Cy0OjEKTOT M CO
TOAQ TBOPU HCTOPHICKA HHM3a HA TpaHcepw O eaHa
reHepalyja Ha Jpyra, o7 POJAUTEJIH Ha Jielia, O/ TaTKO Ha
cuH. CHHOT CTaHyBa TaTKO, a TAaTKOTO CHH. 3a TaTKOTO
Jla cTaHe CHH, JIOBOJIHO € J1a Oujie BEpHUK U /1a TO CIIyIIa
nocyymrHo 300por Ha TaTkoTo - bBor. Cekoj BepHHK
e cuH boxju. 3a CHMHOT /Ja cTaHe TaTKo, Tpeba Jila ro
CHUMHE O] BJIACT CBOJOT TaTKO, Jia TO Pa3BJIACTH, /a My
ce CIIPOTHUCTAaBU HA HETOBHOT 3aKOH, Jla CE BOCTOJIUYH
cebe BO GyHKIIHja HA TaTKO (IleHTap, MOK, THpaHUja) /1a
BOBeJie HOB 3aKOH. CTaHyBajkH TaTKO, CHHOT IIOBTOPHO
CTaHyBa CHH, aKO BO HrpaTa ce BKJIyuu bor, a Toa e
HajBEpPOjaTHO.

3akoHOT Ha TaTKOTO € 3aKOH Ha THUPaHHWjaTa. 3aKOHOT
Ha CHUHOT e 3aKOH Ha pasBiacryBamweTo. Kojyiky e mo-
CTPOT, TMIOHENOIYCTJIMB U ITOHEMUJIOCP/IEH 3aKOHOT Ha
TaTkoTo, TONKy 1moBeke CHHOT € MOTHUBHUPAH Jia TO Jie-
TPOHU3UPA, IIa U Jia TO yeMpTH...> TakoB e 3aKOHOT Ha
Ypan, nHa XpoH unu CaTypH, 1 Ha JynmuTep, Toraii Kora
Tre ja BpmaT dyHknujara Ha CuH. Kora ke ja mpesemar
(¢yHKIIMjaTa Ha TaTKO, TOTAIIl THE M CAMUTE CE IPEIMET
Ha pa3BJyacTyBame, a He cyOjeKill KOj pa3BJiacTyBa. 3a-
KOHOT T0JIpa30upa parame U BOBEAyBame HOB 3aKOH,
3aKOHOT IoApa3bupa TpaHcdep, AeJIUKT, IIOBPEAa, 3710-
cTop, 0OHOBa, PEBOJIyNMja, U Taka J0 OECKOHEYHOCT,
3aToa IITO HEMA aICOJIyTEH MJIM COBPIIEH 3aKOH.

The Law of the Father and the Law of the Son
-Tyranny and Dethronement

The relationships between the Father, the Son and the
Holy Spirit are the basis for the symbolic order of lan-
guage and the world. The function of the father changes
the subject and by doing so creates a historic sequence of
transfers from one generation to another, from parents
to children, from father to son. The son becomes a fa-
ther, the father becomes a son. For the father to become
a son, it is enough for him to be a believer and obey the
word of the father — God. Every believer is a son of God.
For the son to become a father, he needs to remove his
father from power, dethrone him, challenge his law, to
install himself in the office of fatherhood (centre, power,
tyranny), to introduce a new law. By becoming a father,
the son becomes a son again, if God comes into the game,
which is most likely.

The law of the Father is a law of tyranny. The law of
the Son is a law of dethronement. The stricter, more
relentless and more merciless the Father’s law is, the
more motivated the Son is to dethrone him and even put
him to death...® Such are the laws of Uranus, Cronus or
Saturn, and Jupiter, when they perform the function of
being a Son. When they take over the function of fathers,
they themselves are the objects of dethronement, not
the subjects that dethrone. The law involves giving birth
to and introducing a new law, the law involves transfer,
delict, injury, crime, restoration, revolution and so on
endlessly, since there is no absolute or perfect law.
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OnHOCHUTE Mely TaTKOTO M CHHOT Ce HapyIIyBaaT TOKMY
CO TIPOHUKHYBAaIETO BO eHuUrmaTta (OJ CTapOTPYKHOT
360D ai viypa, aiviypatoo KOj 3HA4YH 3araTka, raTaHKa,
3araJIoueH, TeMeH U HENOWMJIUB TOBOD, HEPEIUINB
cyuaj). Cnerara moBepbaTa IporJieiyBa IpeKy CIio3Ha-
BAlbeTO HA TajHaTa U HEJ3MHOTO CMECTyBamhe/II0JIO-
’KyBarbe BO Ja3MKOT, MaKap KaKo Haj-3arasioyHa durypa
Ha roBopoT (rpoTecka, HpoHUja, ajeropuja). Jlopepbara
BO TaTKOTO € HapylleHa. 3a cekoranl. becripuropopaara
JoBepba e 3aMmeHera co jaHsa. OHOj KOj HeKoramr 0w
OJIUIIETBOPEHNE HA CAKPAIHOTO, CTPAB-U-TPEIET IIOMe-
IIAHU CO MOYUT U JbyOOB, OJIeAHAII Ce JeCaKPaTU3Upa.
CosprireHcTBOTO O6MiT0 3absya. JbyboBTa e mozesneHa.
CuHor cdaka Jieka He OMJT HU €JUHCTBEH, HU HajMUJI, HA
HajBakeH. [IpHOPUTETOT € MpeMecTeH, IIEHTAPOT € Ha
Hekoe apyro mecto (bor, Mokra, kapuepara, OPOKOT,
eroto). ABpaam Toa ro caka BO MOMEHTOT KOTa ja JJOHE
OJlJTyKaTa Koro Ke »KpTByBa. [Ipes Toa, Toj MOXKeJ Aa ce
JIOBeZlyBa U caMHUOT cebecu Bo 3abiyna. Mopwja e cum-
060y Ha ecakpasmzanuja Ha TarkoTto. Camozabiry-
JIlyBarbeTO, KAKO YOBEKOBa TajHa par exellence, ce pac-
TajHyBa U C€ YKUHYBA.

OHoj k0j e ¢haTeH Ha /IeJI0 O/ CUHOT, Kako ABpaaM, HeEMa
kazie 71a 6era. ITomo6po, ako € BOOIIIITO HEITO 100pO
(ymre egHa MpOHMja Ha jJa3UKOT M MOK Jia Ce CIIPaBU
co becMUCTUIINTE), /1a Ce TIPenpaBa Jieka He To 4yJI Ipa-
IIAFeTO U Jla TO OJMOJIYH OATOBOPOT. /la He maze Ko-
MeHTap. /la cMeTa Ha BpeMeTO U Ha Ha/eKTa YOBEUKa,
JIeKa eJieH JieH Ke ce 1o3abopaBu U JieKa Toa IITo 0110
ke Oujie Kako j1a He Omio. Taka cé€ 1o cMpTTa, TaTKOTO
ke JKHBee CO IOPHUBOT Jia IPOIaJHe BO 3eMja, /la 3UHE
3eMjaTa U Jia To TOJITHE, 3a Jla He Mopa J1a ce cekaBa. Tat-
KOTO Ke CH IO KpHUe IOTJIEJIOT, Ke TJIe/ia Ha CTpaHa 3a Jia
He Ouzie BusieH. Ouute 360pyBaart. [lorienoT ro kaxxysa
OHa IIITO yCTaTa ro KpHe.

The relations between the father and the son are
shattered precisely by the penetration into the enigma
(from the ancient Greek word ai viyua, aiviypatoo,
which means puzzle, riddle, puzzling, mysterious,
obscure and ungraspable speech, unsolvable case).
Blind trust sees through the cognition of the secret and
its placement/allocation in language, even as the most
puzzling figure of speech (a grotesque, irony, allegory).
One’s confidence in the father is shattered. Forever.
Unquestioning trust has been replaced by anxiety. He
who was once the embodiment of the sacral, terror
mixed with respect and love, is suddenly desacralised.
Perfection was a delusion. Love has been divided.
The Son realises that he was neither the only one nor
the dearest, nor the most important. The priority has
shifted; the centre is elsewhere (God, career, vice, the
ego). Abraham realises this the moment he decided
who to sacrifice. Before that he could delude himself.
Moriah is a symbol of the desacralisation of the father.
Self-delusion, as a human secret par excellence, is being
de-secretised and abolished.

He who is caught red-handed by the son, like Abraham,
has nowhere to run. He had better, if there is anything
good at all (another irony of language and its power to
deal with nonsense), pretend that he has not heard the
question and suppress the answer. He had better stay
without comment. He had better hope that in time and
thanks to human hope things will be forgotten one day
as if they have never been. Thus, until the end of his
days, the father would keep wishing that the ground
had swallowed him up so that he would not have to
remember.
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TaTkoTO ke m3berHyBa pasroBOp OYHM BO OYH CO CHHOT,
Ha TeMaTra HCKyIIeHue U KpTByBame. CHHOT MOXe J1a
My IIPOCTH, HO IIPOIIKATa HEMA /1a TO CIacu oj1 cebe U o7
colcTBeHaTa jaHsa. Mopuja ke Guzie, o/ MOYETOKOT JI0
KpPajoT, HOKHA MOpa Ha Y0BeIITBOTO. COMHEBAHETO KE TO
rpu3e U TaTKOTO, K HETOBHUOT CUH. TaTKOTO, 3aT0a IITO Ke
ce IUIAIIY JIeKa € IEMUCTU(UIIUPAH OJf CHHOT, a CHHOT -
3aTOA IITO Ke caKa, Kora U Jja €, /1a ja J03Hae BUCTHUHATA.
CoMmHeBameTO ke Oujie HAUMH HA KOMYHUKaIja Mery
TaTKOTO U CUHOT. COMHEBAHETO KAKO €r3UCTEHIIMjaTHA
¥ OHTOJIOIIKA HesarogHocT. HokHara Mopa Ha ABpaam
€ HOKHa Mopa Ha 4oBemTBOTO. [{MKINYHO, Taa ce Oy-
[N, ce aKTyeJu3upa, ce oOHOBYBa. 3a xkay. CBeTOT Ou
ro U3TYyOMJI CBOJOT WUJIEHTHTET KOra OM ce OTKaXKasl Of
HOKHaTta Mopa Ha Mopwuja. KamxkeBHOCTa € efeH of
MeJILyMUTe KOU ja aKTyeJIu3upaar TajHata Ha Mopuja.

Ce HameTHyBa U eJlHA JIpyra ONTHKA BO IOCMaTPabeTO
Ha rpoTeckara Ha uckyueHuero. Tekcror Ha Eganee-
Aueilio TO COAPIKU OMUCOT HA WCKYIIEHUUYKUTE CTpa-
JlaHuja Bo ¢popMa Ha IIPUKA3Ha KOja €, BOETHO, U TOJIKY-
Bame Ha CUTyallljaTa, U IUTHpake Ha HcKasuTe Ha bor,
Aspaam u Hcak. Mojcej, kako aBTop Ha EeaHeeaueitio,
JleMUCTHU(UIIIPA HEKOU ACIIEKTH Ha TPOTECKHOCTA, HO ja
MMOYUTYBa €HUTMAaTUYHOCTA KOJIKY IIITO € TOA MOXKHO
KOTr'a Ce pacKaKyBa, MaKap ¥ Bo 00JIMK Ha CAKPAIM3UPAH
roBop. Toj HacTojyBa /1a He r0 pa3ropyBa YyBCTBOTO Ha
roBpezieHOCT Kaj Mcak. HaunHOT Ha kojmro Mojcej ro
COOIIIITYBAa IPEJAaHHETO 3a ABpaaM, He ja HWHCTHUTY-
IIUOHAJIM3MPA OMa3/laTa KaKO UJIEHTUTET HAa CUHOT U
He 3aroBapa, Iapa/iOKCaJHO, Ka3HAa HA TaTKOTO, HU
Herosa JieTpoHusanuja. Toa e Iokasares JeKa IIpHU-
KazHara 3a ABpaaMm u lcak MuHasa HU3 efieH (Xpuc-
TUjaHCKH) puiiTep U Jieka e 700po Gokasm3upaHa HU3
cBecTa Ha HapaTopoT. Bo cniucure Ha Citiapuoiu 3aseil
ce MpeMHHYBa O€IVIO 07 MHKPUMHHUDPAHUTE >KPTBe-

The father will look away to hide his eyes, lest he should
be seen. The eyes speak. The look betrays what the lips
secrete. The father will avoid eye-to-eye conversations
on the topics of temptation and sacrifice. The son can
forgive him, but forgiveness will not deliver him from his
own anxiety. Moriah will be, from the beginning to the
end, humanity’s nightmare. Doubt will gnaw the father
and his son: the father — because he will be afraid that
he has been demystified by his son; the son because at
some point he will want to find out the truth. Doubt will
be a way of communication between the father and the
son. Doubt as an existential and ontological uneasiness.
Abraham’s nightmare is a nightmare of humanity.
Cyclically, it awakes, becomes topical again, renewed.
Unfortunately. The world would lose its identity if it gave
up the Moriah nightmare. Literature is one of the media
that actualise the Moriah secret.

Another kind of optics offers itself in the observation of
the grotesque of temptation. The text of the Gospel con-
tains the description of the tempted one’s anguish in the
form of a story that is, at the same time, an interpreta-
tion of the situation and a quote of God’s, Abraham’s and
Isaac’s statements. Moses, as the author of the Gospel,
demystifies some aspects of the grotesque but respects
the enigmatic as much as it is possible when relating,
even in the form of sacalised speech. He is trying not to
inflame Isaac’s sense of injury. The manner in which Mo-
ses delivers the story of Abraham does not institutional-
ise revenge as the identity of the son and, paradoxically
enough, does not advocate punishment for the father
and dethronement. It is a sign that the story of Abraham
and Isaac has gone through a (Christian filter) and that it
has been focalised well through the consciousness of the
narrator. The subsequent incriminated events involv-
ing sacrifice are superficially treated in the scriptures
of the Old Testament. There is no mention there of the
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HUYKU cCOOMTHja Ha coOMTHjaTa KOU cJjieiaT rmoroa. Bo
HUB HeMa HM 300D 3a YyBCTBYBalhe€TO BHMHA M TPHsKa Ha
COBECT Kaj TaTKOTO WJIH 3a TpaymaTa Ha Vcak. ABpaam u
Hcak ce BpakaaT cO JBajijaTa MOMOIIM KaKO HUIIITO
HeoOUuHO Ja He ce ciIyduao. TokMy Toa HeoOUu4HHO
Hewilio 3a KOEIITO He pasroBapaaT ABpaam u Mcak, e
TEMHO MeCTO Koe Tpeba sia ce ocBetiu. Ho, Guaejku
XepMeHEeBTHKaTa Ha TOa MPeMOJIYyBalbe UMa mnorpeda
O/l pacBeT/IyBarbeé HHU3 MpU3MaTa Ha eIeH JPYT TOIOC,
IIpOIIIKaTa, Toa Ke o OCTaBMMeE 3a HeKoja Jpyra IpHu-
roja.

HpuHuunor 4Y0OBEYHOCT - HOKHATA MOpa Ha YOBELWTBOTO

Bo mojata mecHa ,VckymieHue“, akTye/JH3UpPajKu ja
rpoTeckaTa Ha HCKyIIeHHeTO Ha ABpaam, IIpallaB:
»3o1rto OHoj T'ope mMosTyelie 1 MUJIOCTA ja IITEJIENIE -
HUKO]j He y3Ha!“. AJlyiupaB Ha cUTyarijaTa BO KOjaIlTo
ce Haora YOBEIITBOTO JIEHEC, U ITOCEOHO MaKeIOHCKUOT
Jles1 of 4doBemTBoTO. ['0 3amosiuB ABpaam, TaTtkoTo
u bBora, na onbujar - >KPTBYBameTO HA COICTBEHUOT
mopoj/Hapoy na 6uzme 0ka3 3a BepHocTta. Toramn pe-
KOB - JIa 0/I0Me /1a TO KPTBYBa HajMHJIOTO, aMa HE CyM
CUTYpPHA JIeKa PEKOB IpaBo. /[a My Oellle HajMUII BO BUC-
TUHCKA CMHCJIa Ha 360poT, ABpaaM HeMallle 1a OJIJTydH
Jla CH TO JKPTByBa CUHOT. CHHOT MOKeOu My OMJI MWL,
HO moMu1 My 6ut Bor. Bo eieH MOMEHT, CHCTEMOT Ha
€TUYKA M €MOTHUBHHU BPEIHOCTH Kaj HEro ce MeHyBa.
Torarm mpaiias - 0 Kora Ke ce IpaBH O/ 3710 1103JI0, BO
“Me Ha HEKOW ujeu 3a ooporo? Jlo Kora menra Ke TH
ompaBayBa cpezcrara (1 koja I[EJI, Bupouem)? /o kora
Ke ce MPOMOBHPA IOJIUTUKATa HA IIpaBere 3J10700p0?
Jlo xora ke MOJIYU CEMOKHHOT, cecBuieresoT (OHOj-Koj-
TJiefia-ce) ¥ IpaBeTHUOT?

father’s sense of guilt and remorse or of Isaac’s trauma.
Abraham and Isaac return with the two young men as if
nothing unusual has happened. Precisely this unusual
something that Abraham and Isaac will not discuss is the
dark spot that needs to be brought to light. But, since the
hermeneutics of this silence needs to be brought to light
through the prism of another topos, forgiveness, we will
leave it for another opportunity.

The Humanity Principle - the Nightmare of
Humanity

In my poem ‘Temptation’, revisiting the grotesque of
Abraham’s temptation, I asked: “Why He above spoke
no word and why He saved his mercy — none has
ever learnt!” I alluded to the position that humanity,
especially its Macedonian portion, is in today. I asked
Abraham, the Father, and God to refuse the sacrifice of
one’s progeny/people as a proof on one’s loyalty. I said
“refuse to sacrifice the dearest” but I am not sure that I
put it well. Had Isaac been Abraham’s dearest in the true
sense of the word, Abraham would not have decided to
sacrifice his own son. He may have been fond of his son
but God must have been dearer to him. At one point his
system of ethical and emotional values changed. Then I
asked — how many more iniquities in the name of ideas
of good? How much longer will the end justify the means
(and what END, actually)? How much longer will the
policy of evil-good be promoted? How much longer will
the almighty keep silent, the ubiquitous (he who sees all)
and righteous?
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EnHO 071 0CHOBHHUTE IIpaliiama IITO IO IOCTaByBa XepMe-
THYHATA U XepMeHeBTHYKara cutyanuja of Ciiapuoil
3aeeill BO BpCKa CO HCKYIIIyBam€TO Ha ABpaaM U KPT-
ByBameTO Ha lcak € TOKMy IpallameTo - KaKo Jia ce
’KMBee YOBEUKH, a J1a ce ousie BepHUK? Kako 1a ce buzie
BEPHHUK, a JIa ce OocTaHe XyMaH? /lasu HeKaJie, BO HEKOU
KpajHU TPAHUIIY, BepaTa ja UCKJIy4dyBa XyMaHOCTa U HA
IIpeZieH IIJIaH ja IOCTaByBa UJiejaTa, uieajoT, HA4eao0To.
IlITo u na oxbepe, bor wim CuHOT, YoBeKOT Tyon. Kora
ryou nmomasiky? YoBeukaTa cuTyaldja € Ouparbe Mery
nBe 3ya. Ho, kako /1a ce ope/ln KOe € MOMaJIOTO 3JI0?
Moszke i1 Koe OUJIO 3710 /1a ce IPETBOPHU BO HEIITO J100-
po? Ja 3Hae JiM HEKO]j Taa aJIXeMuja, Taa Maruja?

N36opoTr Ha ABpaam e mo3HaT. Toj oxbupa ma cu ro
YCMPTH CHUHOT, noJ; ¢dopMa Ha 0OpeTHO IMPUHECYBame
»kpTBa mpe U Ha Bora. CeemHo o ABpaam de facto
HE TO M3BPIIyBa YOUCTBOTO, TOj CYIITUHCKH T'O IPAaBHU
CBOjOT U300p. ABpaam e CBECEH 3a TeKMHATa Ha CBOjOT
n360p, HO caMm ro bupa. bor My Hasnara, HO TOj € OHOj KOj
Tpeba J1a OJ/UTyJH IITO Ke HampaBu. ABpaam ja npudaka
omIMjaTa Ha cyiena BepHocT. Toj 3Hae ieka n3060pOoT IITO
TO IIPaBH Ce KOCHU CO HETOBATa IIPETCTaBa 32 TATKOBCTBO-
TO, HO CeIIaK OJJTy4YyBa Jia /N HACIIPOTHU cebe U J1a pU3U-
KyBa. PU3BUKOT Ha ABpaaM BepOjaTHO ce ucIiuiaTenre. bor
JleMHellle HaJl HEro W ro cupedu Hajmormoro. Ho mro
ke Oemre ako Bor Geme 3a Mur orcyteH? A 3a GaKTOT
Jleka CHHOT HeMa HUKOTAIll ITOBeKe J1a Ouze I1eJI0CHO
CHH, PETKO KOj ce mparryBa. Vcak e obesnexaHn, 3a BeK-
H-BEKOB, O/ COMHEXOT BO TaTKOBaTa JbyOOB. CHHOT
CTpajia o7 HeJIOCTATOK Ha JbyOOB, HEJOCTATOK Ha BepoOa,
HeJIOCTaTOK Ha nortkpena. CHHOT e 1eUHUTUBHO CaM.
Opn uckymeHreTo Ha ABpaaM JI0 JIEHEC, YOBEKOT € CaM.
HcropurjaTa IMHUYHO IO IIOTCETYBA YOBEIITBOTO JIeKa €
TeHKa rpaHunaTa mery bor u Coronara, Mery TaTKOTO U
FaBOJIOT.

One of the basic questions posed by the hermetic and
hermeneutic situation in the Old Testament concern-
ing Abraham’s temptation and the sacrifice of Isaac is
precisely the question of why to live like a human be-
ing and be a believer? How to be a believer and remain
human? Does faith, in some extreme instances, exclude
humanity and put the idea, the ideologue and the prin-
ciple in the foreground? Whatever one chooses, God or
the Son, one loses. When is the loss smallest? Man is in a
position to choose between two evils. But how does one
decide which evil is smaller? Can any evil be turned into
something good? Does anyone know that alchemy, that
magic?

Abraham’s choice is well known. He chooses to put his
son to death, under the guise of a ritual offering before
and to God. Regardless of the fact that Abraham does not
actually commit the murder, in essence he does make his
choice. Abraham is aware of the graveness of his choice
but he makes it anyway. Abraham accepts the option of
blind loyalty. He knows that the choice he makes con-
tradicts his perception of fatherhood, yet he decides to
go against himself and to take the risk. Most likely Ab-
raham’s risk paid off. God eyed him and prevented the
worst. But what would have happened if God had been
absent for a moment? And few people ask themselves
about the fact that the Son will never be entirely a son.
Isaac was marked for ever by his doubt in his father’s
love. The son suffers from lack of love, faith and support.
The son is definitely alone. Ever since Abrahams’ temp-
tation, man has been alone. History has been cynically
reminding humanity of the thin line between God and
Satan, between the father and the devil.
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Bor Bo mocseneH MHT ro CIpedyBa 4YeIOMOPCTBOTO,
HO TOA He MOXKe Jla ja IMPOYMCTH COBecTa Ha ABpaaM.
Y6ucTBOTO BO 00M/1 € YMH Ha ITPEIABCTBO HA CMUCJ/IATa HA
MIOCTOEHETO, HA IMIPUHITUIIOT YOBEUHOCT. AKO CMHUCIIATa
Ha IIOCTOEHETO MOJKe Ja Ce OCTBapU U HACIPOTH
MIPETCTAaBUTE 32 XyMaHOCTA M €THYKHUTE Hadesla, TOrall
3HAYU JIeKa XyMaHOCTa He € YCJIOB 06e3 KOjIITO He MOXKe
4yoBeKOT. FIMa MHOTYOPOjHU MpUMeEPU KO MOKaXKyBaaT
JleKa 3a HeKOW WHJIUBHU/YU IIOCTOEHETO Ce OCMHUCIIYBa
MpeKy OecMUCIEHH, allCypAHU, HEXYMaH!U U HEETUYHH
nocranku. KosKy U /1a e pacTerjvB MOUMOT €TUYHOCT
KaKO MOKEH CUHOHUM 3a YOBEYHOCTA, TO] CENakK He e
pactersiuB /1o O6ecBecT U He e alCoJIyTHO €HTPOIIMYEH.
KuBotoT ja ofpetyBa MepaTa Ha XyMaHOCTa.

BecMmucnenuTe, pOHUYHH U TPOTECKHU ITOCTAIKH, KaK-
BU IIITO C€ JKPTBYBAaHETO M YOMBAHETO HA HAjMUJIOTO,
O/THOCHO Ha HEIO03HATOTO, CO HUIITO HEMOTHBUPAHUTE
yOHCTBa MJIM MUCTEPHO3HO MOTHBHUpPaHUTEe youctsa (o1
Aspaawm, nipeky Meneja, 1o Mepco ox Cilipaneyoil Ha
KamMyu wim [0 JIMKOT-packaskyBad O] packas3oT Aiico-
AyitieH cayx Ha Jlanuen aen Llyaude...), KAITaT o7 IpHU-
MOpPAUjaTHU 0OY/TU U YyBCTBAa KAKBH IIITO CE - OMPa3a-
Ta, 3aBHUCTA, [IOPUBOT 32 CAJUCTUUKO Y>KUBambe, 0e3yMu-
eTo... /la ce HajIe cMHUcIIaTa Ha MOCTOEHETO (YOBEUKOTO
Jla CTaHe YOBEYHO) 0/Ipa3brpa XxyMaHU3alMja Ha CEKOj
yoBeK o//iesiHO. Toa € pedyrcu HeoCTBApJIUB ITPOEKT.
Torar, ako 4OBEKOT caM 10 cebe He € YOBeUEH, IIITO €
HeroBa differentia specifica? CTeKHyBameTO HCKyCTBa
Bp3 TyrUTe MPUMEPHU € IPEAYC/IOB 3a Jja ce MpoduaInpa
KOHIIENITOT Ha XyMaHoTO. /]a ce pazbujaT wiysuurte. J{a
He ce HJleayIn3upa YOBEKOT, 3a Jla MOXKE Jla ce XyMaH-
u3upa.

He cMpTra, TyKy >KHUBOTOT IIpaBH IIOAOH-IIIETA CO
yoBekoT. CMpTTa € BepHa, KUBOTOT IO HU3HEBEpyBa
YOBeKOT. IlapajiokcaITHUTe MPECBPTH CTOjaT 3aj CEKOj

God prevents the infanticide in the nick of time but that
cannot cleanse Abraham’s conscience. An attempted
murder is an act of treason of the meaning of existence,
of the principle of humanity. If the meaning of being can
be grasped despite the perceptions of humanity and of
ethical principles, then humanity is not a prerequisite
that man cannot live without. There are numerous exam-
ples that show how some individuals perceive existence
through nonsensical, absurd, inhumane and unethical
deeds. However flexible, the term ethicality as a possible
synonym of humanity, it is still not endlessly flexible or
absolutely entropic. Life sets the measure of humanity.

The absurd, ironic and grotesque acts, such as the sac-
rifice and murder of one’s dearest, or of the unknown,
the murders motivated by nothing or the mysteriously
motivated murders (from Abraham, though Medea, to
Mersault from Camus’ The Stranger or to the narrator in
Daniele del Giudice’s short story Absolute Ear [L’Oreille
absolue]...), are full of primordial motives and feelings,
such as revenge, envy, desire for sadistic pleasure, mind-
lessness.... Finding the meaning of existence (for the
human to become humane) involves humanising every
human being individually. It is almost an unfeasible
project. Then, if the human per se is not humane, what
is his differentia specifica? Gaining experience through
other people’s examples is a precondition for profiling
the concept of the humane. Dispelling the illusions. Ide-
alising the human in order to humanise him.

Life rather than death plays tricks on man. Death is
loyal, life betrays man. The paradoxical shifts lurk be-
hind every corner of existence. Ethics is reconstructed
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CBUjOK Ha IMOCTOemeTo. ETHKaTa ce peKOHCTpyHUpa IpeKy
coomHOCOT (ja30T M coBmaramarta) Mery 300pOBUTE U
nenata. ETMkara Ha jKUBeemeTO He e Hacjle/Ha KaTe-
ropuja, He e CTEKHATA e{HAIll 3a cekorail. Taa mocrojaHo
ce rpajy U ce BO30OHOBYBA. A TOKMY €THKATa € Taa Koja
ra ¢popMHpa IPETCTaBUTE 3a JAPYroCTa W 3a JIPYTHOT.
Etukara e mozapadje Ha IOJBOEHOCTH W PAa3JIUKH, He-
KOrall HENOMMHHM W KpajHO HempudatiusBu. 3aToa
JIDYTHOT IIOCTOU U HE MOJKeE J1a Ce IIOUCTOBETU CO MEHE U
jac He cakaM Jia ce IIOMCTOBETAM HUTY Jla M€ IOUCTO-
BeT(yBa)aT co Hero. Mokebu He coceMa U He CeKorarll,
HO €TUYKUTE PA3JINKU C€ BUJJIUBU U MEPJIMBH, 3AIITO
MMaaT YOBEUYKH 00pas.

Cakpanu3auuja Ha KHUXKEBHOCTa

KHI>KeBHHOT roBOp € TaeH roBop. JIOTHIHO, KHU>KEBHU-
OT TOBOP € BUJ] CAKpPaTU3UPaH roBop (sacra, secre — Taj-
HO, cBeTO). JIuTepapusanujara e cakpanusanuja. JKes-
OaTa /1a He ce KaXKyBa ce, moTpebaTa HellTaTa /ia ce mpe-
MOJTYAT UM € CBOjCTBEHA HA HEKHIKEBHUTE BUJIOBU I'O-
BOD, 0CO0EHO Ha TEKOBHUOT, KOJIOKBUjaJIeH F'OBOP, KOj €
JlaJIeKy TIOMOATOTBEH J]a Ce HA/IOMOJIHU CO HEja3UdHU
CpeZicTBa U CO BOHja3WYHATa CUTyalyja IITO ja KOH-
TEKCTyaJIu3upa Bo cebe M Ha KojamTo U JilaBa MHGOp-
MatuBHa MOK. HeBepOasiM3upaHHUOT e 0f] TOBOPOT €
BOOOMYAEH 3a MPUPOJ0ja3BUYHUTE CHUCTEMH U KOMYHH-
karuu. KHMKeBHOCTA ce CTPEMH Jja TO Oja3UdM, 3HAUH
Jla To BepbayM3upa M OHA IITO HE IO HCKaxyBa. Bo
KHIKEBHHTE MCKa3U HEMCKAXKAaHUTE 300pOBHU Ce coCTa-
BEH JIeJ1 071 Ja3UIHO-PETOPUYKUTE (PUTYPH, HADATUBHUTE,
JIDAMCKUTE U JIMPCKUTE OOJIMIA CO KOWIITO C€ TI0C-
TUTHyBaaT CeMaHTUYKHU (U IpyTH) eDeKTH Ha eTHO KHU-
’)KeBHO Jiesio. CBECHOTO 0/10UBame /1a ce Ka)KaT HEeKOU
300pOBHU U J]a ce OTKPHjaT HEKOU TAjHU MOPAKU € OIl-
IITOjJa3UYHO CBOjcTBO. KHIIKEBHOCTA TO crieluUIupa

through the relationship (the gaps and coincidences)
between words and deeds. The ethics of living is not a
hereditary category; it is not acquired once and for all.
It is constantly built and rebuilt. Precisely ethics is what
forms the perceptions of otherness and of the other. Eth-
ics is a realm of dichotomies and differences, sometimes
ungraspable and utterly unacceptable. Therefore, the
other exists and cannot be identified with me, nor would
I want to identify or be identified with someone else.
Perhaps not entirely or always, but ethical differences
are visible and measurable because they have a human
reputation.

Sacralisation of Literature

Literary speech is secret. Logically, literary speech is a
kind of sacralised speech (sacra, sacre — secret, holy).
Literarisation is sacralisation. The desire not to say eve-
rything, the need to suppress some things is a feature of
non-literary kinds of speech, particularly of contempo-
rary colloquial speech, which is by far more open to be-
ing supplemented with non-linguistic instruments and
with the extra-linguistic situation that it contextualises
within and to which it gives informative power. The non-
verbalised part of speech is a commonplace in natural
linguistic systems and communications. Literature seeks
to verbalise even that which it does not express. In lit-
erary statements, unexpressed words are constituent
elements of the linguistic-rhetorical figures, narrative,
dramatic and lyrical forms through which the semantic
(and other) effects of a literary work are rendered. The
conscious refusal to say some words and reveal some se-
cret messages is a general feature of language. Literature
specifies this feature and adjusts it to its linguistic and
aesthetic code. Literature says much more but the way
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TOA CBOJCTBO M T'O HPHUCIOCOOYBa HA CBOJOT ja3UYHO-
eCTeTCKU KojI. KHIkeBHOCTA Ka)KyBa MHOTY ITOBEKe, HO
HAYMHOT Ha KOJIITO ro IIpaBU Toa He e 6aHaneH. 1 kora
KpHe, Taa He IO IPaBU TOA EKCIUIMIIUTHO, HU IIpar-
MatugHO. OHOj, maK, Koj He 300pyBa eKCIUTUIIUTHO, UMa
IIOJTHO TIPABO U JIOJIKHOCT J1a 300pyBa UMILTUIIUTHO, /1a
300pyBa QUTYpPATHBHO, /1a TO I'yOU KOHTAKTOT CO IIPEJI-
METOT Ha KOJjIIITO Ce OJHECYBA, /Ia CE OTHECYBA HA IIOBEKE
IIpeMEeTH, IIPOCTOPU U BPEMHUIHA BO UCTO BPEME.

Crniopen lepuia, KHMKEBHOCTA € ecTeTU3HMpaHa dopma
Ha Jlecakpaiu3anyja Ha CBeTOTO oTKpoBeHuUe ([lepuna,
1999, 205). KumkeBHOCTa ce TOCTaByBa KaKO CBHU/IETET
Ha eJIeH MUCTEPHUO3€eH YMH, HEKOTAIl Ha €THO 3JI0-71eJI0
Koe KomHee 1o 3abopaB. Ho, ymre cBeruTe mucma/
KHUTH, KOJIKY U J]a Ce CAKPAJIM3UPAHHU, IT0APa3oupaaT u
HEKOM KHIKEBHU cBOjcTBa. OTTaMy, CBETUTE TUCMA BEKe
ja HajaByBaaT Jiecakpasin3alijaTa, HO U HajaByBaaT HOB,
JIeJIyMHO eCTETU3HUpaH OOJIMK Ha eHUTrMaTu3aIyja, a co
TOA U Ha cakpanu3anyuja. KHukeBHOCTa HE MOXKe coceMa
Jla ce WU3BJleue O/ CeHKaTa Ha cakpasnHoTo. HejsuHara
CKJIOHOCT KOH E€HUTMaTUYHOCT U KOH XEPMETUYHOCT
ja mobamKyBa J0 CaKpaJIHOTO, MaKap Kako OOJIMK Ha
MucTU(HUKAIM]a HA CAKPATTHOTO.

Kako ecreTcku 001K Ha MEMOpPHja KOja MOKe /ia ce pe-
aKTyeJIM3MPa BO CEKOja COO/IBETHA KOHCTE IAIH]a, BJIacTa
IJlela Ha KHIDKEBHOCTA KaKO Ha IOTEHIHjaJieH Ipo-
TUBHUK. II0OCTOM CTepEeOTUNHM3UPaH, IIPU3HAT WIH He-
[IPpU3HAT UMHII IeKa KHIYKEBHOCTA MOYKE /1a TU 3arPO3H
CIIOKOJOT M CTaTyCOT HAa BOCTOJIMYEHUTE JUCKYPCH Ha
MOKTa M Ha HOCHUTEJIUTE Ha MOKTa, JileKa IIPeTCTaByBa
3aKaHa IO OAHOC Ha odUIMjaTU3UpaHATa CIUKA Ha
CBETOT, Ha HCTOpWjaTa, Ha ceramHocrta. OTramy BO
OIIIITECTBATa, OCOOEHO OHHWE KOW HHKJIWHUPAAT KOH
TOTAJIUTAPHOCT, C€ jaByBa 3a30p O/ KHMKeBHOCTAa. KHU-
’KEeBHOCTAa HE MOXKE, U Jla caKa, J]a T0O UTHOpUPA YHUTa-

in which it does so is not banal. Even when it conceals,
it does not do that explicitly or pragmatically. Whoever
does not speak explicitly, has every right and duty to
speak implicitly, figuratively, to lose touch with the ref-
erence object, to refer simultaneously to more objects,
spaces and times.

According to Derrida, literature is an aestheticised form
of the desacralisation of the holy revelation (Derrida,
1999, 205). Literature bears witness to a mysterious act,
sometimes an evildoing that longs for oblivion. But the
holy scriptures/books, however sacralised, still involve
some literary features. Hence, the holy scriptures already
herald not only desacralisation but also a new and par-
tially aestheticised form of enigmatisation and, thereby,
of sacralisation. Literature cannot come entirely out of
the shade of the sacral. Its tendency to be enigmatic and
hermetic brings it closer to the sacral, even as a form of a
mystification of the sacral.

Being an aesthetic form of memory that can be re-ac-
tualised in every appropriate constellation, literature
is perceived by the authorities as a potential opponent.
There is a stereotyped, recognised and unrecognised
image that literature can threaten the tranquillity and
the status of the established discourses of power and the
holders of power, that it is a threat to the canonised im-
age of the world, of history and the present. Therefore,
in societies, particularly in those inclined to totalitarian-
ism, there is an aversion to literature. Literature cannot,
even if it wanted to ignore the reader and be indifferent
to the throne and to tyranny (a final paronomasia).
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TEJIOT, ja Oujle paMHOZYIIIHA CIIpEMAa TPOHOT M THpa-
HujaTa (elHa pUHA MApOHOMAa3Hja, HeJH ?)

Jepuna ru pe3auMupa, Ha CaMHOT KPaj 0] cCBOjaTa KHUTA
/la ce dade cmpili, YETUPUTE CBOjCTBA HA KHIKEBHOCTA
KOU Ce 3HaYajHH 3a XepMeHeBTHUKaTa. [IpBO, BeJIU TOj,
KHIDKEBHOCTA MIMa IPaBO Jla Kake C€ W Ja CKpHue ce.
BTopo, KHUKEeBHOCTA € 0CsT000/IeHa O] OATOBOPHOCTA J1a
“Ma cMuciIa (CMUCIIa, He 3Havere!) ¥ 0O3HAYeH MpeJIMET
(pedepent). Tpero, KHHUKEBHOCTA MOKe Jia Ouzme Oec-
MHCJIEHa KaKo JKpTBaTa Ha ABpaaM. KHukeBHOCTa MMa
IIPABO Jla He caKa Jia Kajke HUIITO, 3Ha4H Jia Oujie xep-
MeTHYHA, 7la Ouje arcosyTHO XepMeTwdHa. YeTBpTO,
TajHaTa Ha KHIKEBHOCTA HE MOPA /Ia COO/IBETCTBYBA Ha
HEKOja CTBAapPHOCT BO CBETOT U Ha HEKOE BOCTAHOBEHO
3Haueme. [1eTTo, KHUKEBHOCTA € MEeCTO Ha CUTEe TajHHU
0e3 TajHA. BpBeH 3aKOH Ha KHM)KEBHOCTA € €ITNHEYHOCTa
Ha HacTaHoT, me0To (Derrida, 1999, 206). OBue Te3u Ha
JKak [lepuma ro oapeayBaaT KaKO MUCJIHTEN KOj ja
OpaHU aBTOTEJIMYHOCTA M aBTOHOMHOCTA Ha KHHUJKEB-
HOCTa, HEJ3UHOTO NPABO W HEj3MHATa OOBpCKa Ha ec-
TeTcKa c0007a, ©300p M UIpa, a TOKMYy 3aToa W HEj-
3WHATa MpeopeeHo0 T 1a Ou/ie TanHCcTBeHa. KHMKeB-
HOCTa, OWIo 7a ja caTuMe KaKo Jecakpasms3anyja Ha
TajHATAa WIM KaKO CaKpajim3alyja Ha HCTOpHjaTa, He
MO2Ke Jia Oujie arncosyTHO XxepMeTndHa. KHMKeBHOCTA,
CO CBOjaTa peJIaTUBHA XEPMETUYHOCT, HE MOXKE Jia He
Ka’Ke ariCoJIyTHO HUINTO. KHMKeBHOCTA KajKyBa MHOTY,
300pyBajku TamHCTBeHO. CeKorami OJJHOBO U OJIHOBO.
KHukeBHOCTa ja Ha/pKuByBa cMpTTa. IIpem MHoryTe
HCKyIlIeHU]ja, /la Ouze wiu Ja He Oujie, KHUKEBHOCTA
oncranyBa. Koj ja mTuty, Toa e yuiTe €JHO OTBOPEHO
npamame. Ho, ako camara He ce mrtuTy, HU bor HEMa 1a
11 TIOMOTHE.

At the end of his book To Give Death, Derrida summa-
rises the four features of literature that are significant to
hermeneutics. First, says he, literature is entitled to say
everything and to conceal everything. Second, literature
is free from the responsibility to make sense (sense, not
meaning!) and a clear object of reference (referent).
Third, literature can be absurd like Abraham’s sacrifice.
Literature is entitled to refuse to say something — that
is, to be hermetic, to be absolutely hermetic. Fourth, the
secret of literature does not have to correspond to any re-
ality in the world and to any established meaning. Fifth,
literature is a place of all secrets without a secret. The
supreme law of literature is the singularity of the event,
the work (Derrida, 1999, 206). These theses designate
Jacques Derrida as a thinker who defends the autotelism
and autonomy of literature, its right and duty to aes-
thetic freedom, choice and play, and, precisely because
of this, its predestination to be mysterious. Literature,
understood as desacralisation of the secret or as sacra-
lisation of history, cannot be absolutely hermetic. What
literature, being relatively hermetic, says cannot be an
absolute nothing. Literature says a lot, speaking myste-
riously, always anew. Literature outlives death. Faced
with the many temptations, to be or not to be, literature
survives. Who protects it is another open question. But
if it does not protect itself, even God will not be able to
help it.

Translated from Macedonian by Ognen Cemerski
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Katica Kulavkova The Moriah Nightmare: Hermeneutics of the Grotesque Temptation

benewku:

1. K KynaBKOBa, Me3dyceeil, (Cxorje: Tpu, 2000).

2. Bo Bpcka co TpaHCKpumIgjaTa Ha uMeTo ABpaMm Tpeba

Jla ce Kaxke cjaefHOTO. Bo mpeBosoT Ha Ciliapuoill 3aseill
Ha MakKeIOHCKH jasuk, ce kopuctu ¢opmarta ABpam. Ha
ABpawm, CIIope/T 3aBETOT IIITO CO Hero ro Hampasui [ocmo,
KaKO TaTKO Ha MHOTY Hapozy, I'ocros My ro cMEHUII UMETO
ox ABpam Bo ABpaam wmwiu ABpa’am. ['ocrioz ce 3aBeTuit (ce
3aKOJIHAJI) ZIeKa Ke T0 pa3MHOKU U JieKa Ke My OBO3MOXKHU
Jla OTICTaHe 32 BEKU BEKOB, 2 ABpaM Ce 3aKO0JIHAJ JIeKa Ke TO
CJIaBU Kako enuHCTBeH Bor. CuM60.1 U JIoKa3 Ha TOj 3aBeT
O0u Tpebaio na Oume oOpe3yBameTO HAa MAIIKHTE Jlena
(bwno ma ce posieHH, BeU, WX Ja ce KyIeHH 3a MapH,
1aBa 17 ox Kuurara MojcueBa). Bujejku uckyieHueTo ce
CJIyyyBa OTKaKo Bor My ro cMeHusI HMeTo, BO OBOj TEKCT ke
ja kopuctuMme popmaTta ABpaam.

3. Toa mecTo Kaje MITO ABpaaM Tpe6a110 Aa CHh ro Y6I/Ie CHUHOT,

€ HapeuyeHo, Cropej] 300POBHUTE OFf HETOBHOT OJArOBOD,
(6pmo Ha koerrro) I'octiod ke ce tio2pudtcu.

Notes:

1. K. KynaBskosa, Medyceeini, (Cxomje: Tpu, 2000). (English

quotation taken from the King James Version of the Bible,
the First Book of Moses: Commonly Called Genesis; tr.
note.)

2. It is worth saying something concerning the transcription

of the name Abram. The form Abram (Avram) is used in
the Macedonian translation of the earlier lines of the Old
Testament. According to the covenant between God and
Abram, who fathered many peoples, God changed his
name from Abram to Abraham or Abra’am. God swore to
multiply him and thus enable him to be for ever and ever.
In return, Abram swore to worship Him as the only God.
The symbol and proof of that covenant is the circumcision
of male children (“he that is born in the house,” he says,
“or bought with money of any stranger, which is not of thy
seed”; Gen. 17:12). Since he was tempted after God had
changed his name, I use the form Abraham in this text.

3. The place where Abraham was supposed to kill his own son

was named after his answer, In the mount of the Lord it
shall be seen.

4. David Wills translated the title into English as The Gift

of Death but the author of this text explores various
Macedonian verb and noun forms that cannot be readily
translated into English and therefore seem somewhat
unnatural. Bestowing Death, a variant I use several lines
below to translate the Macedonian gerund that Kulavkova
challenges, is closest to Wills’s choice. tr.note.

5. Hermes is a winged messenger of the gods, inventor of the

o
;‘ 4. XepMec e KPUJIeCT U3BECTUTEI Ha GOTOBUTE, N3YMUTEN Ha
lyre, escort of the souls in the nether world...

Jiupara, IpUJAPyXXHUK Ha AYUINUTE BO IIOJIBEMHHOT CBET...

9
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5. 3a Toa 300pyBaaT MUTOBUTE 32 YpaH, XpoH, u Jymnurep,
MpeflaHMjaTa 3a MHOTY UCT OPUCKU JIMYHOCTH, HA IOMHAKOB
HayuH U Tpareaujata Ha Codoxie, Kpasoiti Eduil, koja ro

MIPUKAKyBa, Mel'y APYTOTO, 3aMHUCIIEHOTO YOUCTBO Ha Etun
¥ 3TBapHOTO yOucTBO Ha JIaj...

bubnuorpaduja:

Derrida, Jacques. 1999. Donner la mort, Paris: Galilée.
Caettio tiucmo (Citap 3asetti). 1991. Ckorije.

6. This is the subject of the myths about Uranus, Cronus and
Jupiter, the stories of many historical characters, and in
a different way the tragedy by Sophocles, King Oedipus,
which, among other things, shows Oedipus’s imaginary
murder and the confinement of Laius...

References:

Derrida, Jacques. 1999. Donner la mort, Paris: Galilée.
Caettio tiucmo (Citiap 3asettn). 1991. Cxorije.
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JlekoHcTpyKluMja, coronysame

Deconstruction, Stripping &Tf




L el
Hppii

Tajua

He i noanaBaM, HA HAMHHE WITO B0 O/IPENEHA Mepa &
nijriTHEEH B HaVOeH, MOeTO AHPRETHO CpOOCTED H
(OEEACTO Ha MoeTo ceMejeTeo. Toa mTo ce B/ayOHE Bo
and| shop, OITO CTAHA efEH B OMCECH]A H NOCTOjaHO
‘¢ 10jABYBA BO MOHWTE TEKCTORH, BO MOronemHoT Hpoj
wisll TEKCTORH BO MIOCTNEIHHTE MOAHHE, € 3aT0a LITO Toj
VIITYEA Ha ToA MPeTHOCTABEHO Y Ae0-ITNAHCK MOTER,
e 1T TAKAL H 38704 Mo TEKCTOBHTE KA BAAT HETIITd
| KYITYPATA HA TAjHATA.

(‘v pasbWpa, NpalmameTo HA TAJHATZ OTCEKOTAIN Me
nECMATO BO TOAEMA Mepa, HEeSARHCHO Of MOETO, Ha
[0xG] HAYHH eBPEjCKo npamate, Toa Me obsese He camo
W) GAHOCOT 0O HECRECHOTO, GO [MUTHTHYEATA ZHMEHIH]A
i TajHATA - TAjHATE DHEAJEH OHA 1ITO M 08 MPOTHECTABYRA
/1A TIEUVTHTHEATA, OHA IITO € OTIOPHO HA IOTHTHIAHjaT],
A [p#ARjaHCTREOTO, HA TPAHCMAPEHTHOCTA, Ha MOjas-
iocTa. Cexane kaae NITO CAKAAT A ja VHHINTAT TajHATS,
YYBAHETO Ha TAjHATA, TOCTOH 3AKAHA Ol TOTATHTADHIAM.
(OTANHTAPHIAMOT, KOHEHHO, & HCHTHETA rajua. Ty Ke
npustae. Ke kaenm ormo mMant Bo croMagor. 3Hagmy,

* TercTorT & HAPATHBEH HIBAOOK of ¢ummor Bipoves,
Hepuda na Caa Parn.

Identites

Jommel Fer Politics, Gander, and Cwiture, Vol, [11, Mo, 2. Winter I00&

Jacgues
Derrida

Secret*

Je ne connais pas, de fagon en gquelque sorte objective
et scientifique, ma filiation et les origines de ma famille.
Si je suis tombé amoureux de ce mot, qui est devenu
comme une sorte d'obsession et qui réapparait dans tons
mes textes, dans la plupart de mes textes ces derniéres
années, ¢'est parce que il renvoie i ces origines supposées
judéo-espagnoles, mais aussi parce qu'ils disent quelque
chose d'une culture du secret.

Et naturellement, la question du secret m'a toujours
beancoup occupé, indépendamment de ma gquestion
juive en quelque sorte, elle m’a oecupé non seulement en
rapport avec l'inconscient, avec la dimension politique
du seeret-le secret &tant ce qui résiste a la politique,
ce qui résiste & la politisation, 4 la citoyenneté, a la
transparence, i la phénoménalité, Partout ol l'on veat
détruire le secret, garde du secret, il ¥ a une menace de
totalitarisme. Le totalitarisme, c’est finalement le secret
brové. Tu vas avouer. Tu vas confesser. Tu vas dire ce que
tu as dans le ventre. Donc, la mission secréte, discréte du

* Extrait narratif du film Daillenrs Derrida par Safaa Fathy.
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TajHATA, HEYIALAKBaTa MHcHja Ha Mapawui@oll e aa
MOAyYYBa Ha TajHaTa, Aexa Tajuara tpefa pga Guae
JaMyBaHA, AeKa TajHara Tpeha na Buae nounTyBaHa,

[llto e amcomyTHa TajHa? Opa npamame Me Oporo-
HYBAIE HCTO KOAKY H MOETO NpPeTHOCTABEHO jyiec-
MOAHCKO ODOTekAn. THE ce BEPCTIja, OBHE JABE ONCeCHH,
B0 auroT Ha Mapanuifioi. Tocreneso, jac novyHas ga
Ce MOHCTOBETYBAM €O HEKO] IITO HOCH TajHA moronema
OO HErD H A0 Koja HM TOj HeMa npHcran. Kako ga
Ges Mapanuill Ha Mapanuiliolll, oOAOCHO CBETOBEH
Mapanuill, Mapanuill KOjIIme 1o 3arybHa 1enoTo es-
pejcko M INMAHCKO MOTEESID HA HEMOBHOT MApOHHIAM.
Enen sua vaurepsanen Maparuii.

[peron on dpasIycEr jasui: 3opan JORAHOBCKN

marane, c'est d'enseigner le secret que le secret doit étre
gardé, doit étre respecté, que le secret doit étre respects.

Qu'est-ce qu'un secret absolo? Cette question m'a obséds
tout autant que celle de mes supposées origines judéo-
espagnoles. Elles se sont croisées, ces deux obsessions,
dans la figure du marane. Peu 3 peu, je me suis mis i
m'identifier & quelqu'un qui porte un secret plus grand
que lui, et anguel il n'a pas lui-méme aceés. Comme &
j'étais un marane de marane, cest-d-dire un maeran
séculaire, un marane qui aurait perdu jusqu'a ori
juive et espagnole de son maranisme. Une sorte
marane universel,
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WBaH
llenapocku
TecHute yeBnu Ha BaH lor:
Llepupa ru pacobyBa
Xajperep u Wanupo

OOMYHO HeMaM HaBHKA Jia TIJIeflaM BO 4YeBJIUTE Ha
JIyfeTo IIITO MUHYBAaaT Kpaj MeHe, HUTY, [IaK, Ha OHUE CO
KOWIIITO pa3roBapaM, OMJI0 Ha yJuIla, 610 Ha pabora,
OWI0 IPU HEKOM JIOMAIIHU IoceTd. JIyfeTo mTo He TH
IMOo3HaBaM, He T'U 3arjeayBam Bo deBiaute! Ho, apyra e
paborara co OHHeE IIITO I'M I03HABAM, IIITO MU ce OJIUCKHU.
Kaj HuB rm 3abesnexyBaM INPOMEHUTE, a IOHEKOTAIl
Zypu U moasiHO ce u3pa3yBaM 3a COOJIBETHHOT U300p
HA HUBHUTE HOBU YEBJIH. A, ceillak, jJaCHO MU € 30IIITO €
TOA TaKa: KaKO HUTY €/IeH JAPYT MPEeAMET IITO HU CIIYKHU
3a MPEKPUBAHE U 3AIITUTA HA TEJIOTO, YEBJIUTE HAjjaCHO
roBOpAT 3a BKYCOT, 32 CTHJIOT, HO U 3a (pMHAHCHCKATa
cocroj0a Ha HUBHUOT uMares. OBaa eCTeTUKA U COIH-
oJioruja Ha OaJKAaHCKUTE TPAH3UIIMOHHU UYEBJIU € IPH-
Ka3Ha KOJIKYy Ta)KHA TOJIKY U BETYBa4Ka, HO, 32 KaJl, BO
OBaa IPUT0/1a, K€ OCTaHe HACTPaHA U HeMa J1a Oujie TeM-
atusupana. Toa e Taka 3aIlTO CyM PeIleH /ia MUIIYyBaM
3a efieH JPYT BUJ YEBJIH, YEBJIU WJIH I[OKYJIA KOWIITO
oJlaMHa T'Ml 3aCaKaB, YEBJIU IITO OJBDEME-HAaBPEMe Me
Tepaa He CaMO ECTETCKH /Ia TH BOCIIPUEMAM, TyKY U JIa TH
pasbepawm, a, MOKeOH, IEJIYMHO, U J1a TH IIPOTOJIKYBaM.

Ivan
Dzeparoski

Van Gogh'’s Tight Shoes:
Derrida Unshoes
Heidegger and Schapiro

I don’t have the usual habit of looking at the shoes of
people walking past me, nor do I look at the shoes of
those I speak to, be it on the street, at work, or at some-
one’s home. I don’t look at unknown people’s shoes! But,
it is different with those I know, those who are close to
me. I notice changes and sometimes I even pay a com-
pliment to their appropriate choice of new shoes. And
still, T understand why this is so: unlike any other object
that serves to cover and protect our body, shoes most
straightforwardly speak of their owner’s taste, style, but
also financial status. The aesthetics and sociology of the
Balkan shoes in transition is a story as sad as it is prom-
ising, but unfortunately, here it will be cast aside and
will not be discussed. This is because I am determined
to write about another type of shoes, shoes or boots I
became fond of long ago, shoes that from time to time
have not only made me perceive them aesthetically, but
also understand them, and to some extent, even inter-
pret them.
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Ivan Dzeparoski Van Gogh's Tight Shoes: Derrida Unshoes Heidegger and Schapiro

Taka, nako He TOJIKY YECTO, KOTa OZlaM J]a CH KyIlyBaM
YEeBJIM, CEKOTAalll TpeJ JIa TPrHaM BO 3/10/I€BHO-TIPHUB-
JleyHaTa aBaHTypa Ha KYyIyBameTo, CH IIOMHUCIIyBaM,
HACMEBHYBajku ce Bo cebe, HA 4eBIuUTE Ha BuHCEHT
Ban T'or (Vincent van Gogh). Ho, Tue ueBiu, KOJIKy U
Jla 3ByYH M3HACUJIEHO U TJIYIIaBO, HAjYECTO, U CETUIIHO
¥ MHCJIOBHO, Ce€ IIOCDPEIYBAaHU Of] CEKABAIETO HA TOJI-
KyBamara Ha Xajaerep (Heidegger) u ma [Ilanupo (Scha-
piro), mpu 1To uHTepBeHIujaTta Ha Jlepuna (Derrida)
€ OHaa IITO ce BHECYBa 3a J]a co37jaBa MpobisieMu, 3a Ja
YKarKyBa JieKa IIOHEKOTaIll ¥ BO JKUBOTOT ¥ BO YMETHOCTA
He cTaHyBa 300p 3a ,4udT 4YeBIU", TyKy 3a ,pacrmap
yeBIn“, 3a pacuugilieHu 4es1u KOUIITO IIOCTOjaT 3a Jia
r'O IIOPEMETYBAAT CPEIEHOTO, 32 /Ia CO3/IaBaaT HEMHUPH U
TPHIKHL.

TokmMy 3aToa, 3a Ja HEMaM HATaMOIIHU ITPOOJIEMH CO
KYITyBabETO YEBJIH, CE PelllaBaM, KOHEYHO, II0 MHOTY I'o-
JIVHU MUHATU BO IIO/ITOTOBKA U 3aJeT, puiocodcku aa
MPUCTAIIaM | JIa CH ja IIPOTOJIKyBaM IPUKa3HAaTa 3a YeB-
aute Ha Bau I'or, co Hajiexx Jeka oBaa IIOCTanKa eHaIl
3aceKorall Ke TM pelrd mpobJieMUTe Ha HeJIoyMHUIlaTa
Kora CTaHyBa 300D 3a IVIeJJabe€TO U KYIIyBAaHhETO HOBU
(wm crapu, WM CTapO-HOBH, WJIM HOBO-CTapO-HOBH)
yeBId. MOTHUBOT € KPajHO JIMYEH, HO IOCTOM HaJeXKTa
JIeKa TIPU TOJIKYBAaKETO Ke ce JIONpe W JI0 HEKOHu
CYIITECTBEHU TEMH, BaXKHU HE CaMO 3a €CTeTHKaTa MU
HCcTOpHjaTa Ha YMETHOCTA, TYKY U 3a CyZ0MHATa Ha HO-
BOBEKOBHHUOT JIEIIEHTPUPAH CyDjeKT.

Ho, He Tpeba na ce 6p3a. bp3amero Tpeba 1a ce octaBu
3a KpajoT, 3a 3akIydokoT. Cera 3a0aBeHO U CMHPEHO
Tpeba /1a ce MPEeCKOKHAT M PaMKaTa U MaclapTy-To U /1a
ce BJIe3€e BO CJIMKATA, PA3JIMYHO OJi CTPABOTHOTO BJIETY-
Bamb€e BO CJIMKATA Ha JAIOHCKUOT YMETHUK JOIIUXH/IE OFf
packasot Ha PjyHocyke Akyrarasa ,Busuja Ha eKoI0T"
(AxkyraraBa, 1976), WiId, HaK, CJINYHO HAa CIIOKOjHHOT

And so, when I not-so-often go shoe-shopping, before
embarking on the mundane, yet tempting shopping
adventure, with a smile to myself I think of Vincent
van Gogh’s shoes. No matter how silly and pretentious
this may sound, these shoes, both with the mind and
the senses, are mediated by the memories of Heidegger
and Schapiro’s interpretations. Derrida’s intervention
is imposed in order to create problems, to indicate that
sometimes, both in life and in art, there is no such thing
as “a pair of shoes”, but rather “odd shoes”, mismatched
shoes that exist only to disrupt the orderly, to cause
unrest and worry.

Therefore, to avoid further shoe-shopping problems, af-
ter many years of preparation and gathering momentum
I have finally decided to philosophically approach and
interpret the story of van Gogh’s shoes, with the hope
that this will once and for all solve the problem of hesi-
tation when it comes to looking at and buying new (or
old, or old-new, or new-old-new) shoes. The motive for
doing so is thoroughly personal, but there is hope that
this interpretation will touch upon some essential issues
important not only for aesthetics or art history, but also
for the fate of the contemporary de-centred subject.

But we are in no hurry. That should be left for the ending,
for the conclusion. Now one should slowly and calmly
pass by the frame and the passe-partout and enter the
painting; not like the horrific entrance in the painting
of the Japanese artist Yoshihide from Ryunosuke
Akutagawa’s short story ‘Hell Screen’ (Akutagawa,
1976), or similarly to the calm entrance in the painting,
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BJIe3 BO CJIUKATa, 0Ta/ie OpaHOBUTE U OTaZle CTBAPHOCTA,
Ha ciaukapor Baur-®o ox packasor ,Kako ce cnacua
Baur-®o“ ma Maprepur Jypcenap (Yourcenar, 1963).
Tpeba na ce Bie3e CyNTUJIHO U IMPENHU3HO, KAKO IITO
BJieryBa u Bau I'or Bo jammoHCcKuTE ecTramiiu, BO O0€HUTE
JipBOope3u Ha XupoIure U Ha X0Kycaj.

MHoryTte yeBnu (a u Knomnu) Ha BuHceHT co3paBaar
npo6nemu

Kora ce BiieryBa Bo My3e€j, ce BJIeTyBa BO €JIeH 3aTBOPEH
CBET 3aKauyeH Ha SHUJIOBUTE, CBET IITO PACKA)KyBa €HA
IIPUKAa3Ha, HO MMPUKa3Ha KOja € CTPYKTYPHO IO/Ipe/ieHa.
Kora, mak, cranyBa 300p 3a My3ejcKa II0CTOjaHa ITOCTaB-
Ka Bp3aHa 3a €JleH aBTOp, Taa MPHUKa3Ha, BOOOWYAEHO,
cjlenu eleH XPOHOJIONIKH IIPUCTAIl, TPTHYBAajKU Of
HajpaHUTeE JieJia Ha aBTOPOT, I1a C€ /10 HajAOI[HEKHUTE.
CTpenKkuTe BO My3€jOT, [TaK, HH ja ITOKa’KyBaaT HacOKaTa
II0 KojamTo Tpeba Jila ce JBUKEMeE, 3a Jla MOXKEME yC-
TIEIITHO /A ja BIIMEMeE OBaa XpOHOJIOTH]ja.

5 D D

IIpen moBeke of YETBPT BEK, BO JIETOTO 1979 TOJWHA,
KOra KaKO CTYZEHT IaTyBaB aBTO-CTOI WJIM CO WHTEP-
PEeWJI KapTa U CU TH OTIPEZIETyBaB KyJITHUTE IPaZIOBU KON
He cMee a Ja He OwaaT mocereHU, AMmcrepyam Oerre
MIPBUOT I'PaJi Ha IOJITHOT CITKCOK. A TaMy, CEKaKo, IIOKPaj
,BOH/IEJI“ TAapKOT U HOKHUTE KJIyOOBH Mery Kou
LSMIIKBer” Mu cTaHa OMIJIEH, Me 4eKaa [ja I' [1oceTaM 1
BPBHHUTE MY3€H IIITO ja opopMyBaa IIpeKpacHaTa My3e-
jcka Tpujana: ,,Pujkc”, ,Ban 'or“ u ,,Cremenujk“ Mmysejor.
W Bo HUB, 0€3 HMCKJIYy4YOK, IIOCTAaBEHOCTA Ha JiejlaTa ja
cienente xpoHosiorgjata. OcobeHo Bo My3ejoT Ha Ban
Tor. Cé mouHyBarle oJi CHBUTE U MarJIOBHIHHU CEBEPHU
XOJIAHJICKU IIPEJIEJTH, O/ OTYI'€HUTE JIyT'e U IIPEJIMETH, O]

beyond the waves and beyond reality, of the painter
Wang-Fo from Marguerite Yourcenar’s short story ‘How
Wang-Fo Was Saved’ (Yourcenar, 1963). One should
enter subtly and scrupulously, much like van Gogh
enters the Japanese estampes, in the coloured woodcuts
of Hiroshige and Hokusai.

Vincent’s Many Shoes (and Clogs) Cause Problems

Entering a museum is like entering a closed world
hung upon a wall, a world that narrates a story, but a
story that is structurally arranged. However, when this
story regards a museum’s permanent exhibition of one
author, it usually follows a chronological order, from the
author’s earliest to the latest works. The arrows in the
museum show us the direction we are to follow in order
to successfully absorb this chronology.

2 D D

More than a quarter of a century ago, in the summer of
1979, when I was a student and hitch-hiked or travelled
with an InterRail ticket, marking the cult, must-see
cities I was going to visit, Amsterdam was the first city
on the long list. And there, of course, apart from the
Vondelpark and the nightclubs among which Melkweg
became my favourite, were the greatest museums of
the wonderful museum triad: the Rijks, van Gogh, and
Stedelijk museums. In all three the exhibited works
followed the chronological order. Especially in the
van Gogh museum. All began with the grey and foggy
northern Dutch regions, with the alienated people and
objects, with the workers, farmers and weavers, with the
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paboTHULINTE U PAOOTHUYKUTE, CEjaunTe U TKAjauuUTe,
O/l TaJIKAYUTe W ITUTAYUTE, Of] JieJlaTa CO3/IaBaHU IIOJ
BJIMjaHHE Ha Pe3UTHAIMjaTa U Ha OIIITecTBeHaTa Oe/a,
II0JT BJIMjaHUE Ha CJIMKapckure ocrpenu Ha Mue (Mil-
let) u Kyp6e (Courbet). Ho, Bo Taa TeMHa rama Ha TOHO-
BU IIPUCYTHA BO paHuUTe Jiesia Ha Bau I'or, eAMHCTBEHOTO
IIITO ZIEJIYMHO OJIeCHYBa e OeJIMHaTa Ha IIOHEKOja KOIITyJ1a
nu Ha 6estute ApBenu kiomnu. Cenak, Ban I'or cranysa
MIOET U CJIMKAP Ha CBETJIMHATA MHOTY IIOJIOIIHA, TyPH CO
HEroBOTO O/ierhe Bo [lapu3 a moTeM u Ha jyr, Bo [IpoBan-
ca. CeBo oBa U TOraIm 3a MeHe He Oellle HEIITO HOBO U
HeIo3HaTo. Bo My3€joT ro cjieseB HETOBHOT IAT KOH
CBETJIMHATA, Zl0araB JI0 JIOIHEKHUTE CJIMKHA BO KOU 00-
jara crTHO 6JIECKOTH Y BOSHEMHUPYBA, HO HE MOXKEB, a /1a
He ja HocaM BO cebecl U TEMHUHATa Ha Heromara Bp3a-
HOCT 32 3eMjaTa U OTYI'€HHTE JIyI'e U IIPEeMETH.

Toramm Beke ja ©MaB IMIPOYUTAHO CTyAUjaTa Ha MapTuH
Xajnerep ,Iloreksoro Ha ymeTHHYKOTO Jeno“ (‘Der
Ursprung des Kunstwerkes’, 1935/36), kopucrejku ro
OJUUIMIHUOT XPBAaTCKU IIPEBOJ] HA ecTreTrdapuTe J[aHmimio
IlejoBuk u Jlanko I'pyiuk, u Beke 3HaeB 3a ,, YeBuTe Ha
Bau T'or cmopen TosikyBameTo Ha Xajaerep. Moxkebu
3aTO0AQ U TOJIKY JIOJITO OCTAHAB IIpeJ HUB, IJIeZIajKU BO
CJIMKATa CO MOCTOJaHO IMOTCETYBame Ha Xaj/lerepoOBUOT
MIpUCTAIl, BEPOjaTHO IOMHCIYBajJKM U HA pa3JIMKaTa
Mel'y OBHE TEMHH, TEIIKN U U3BETBEHU YEBJIH HA HEKO]
CeJIaHel WM CeJIaHKa, o7 BpeMeTo Ha Ban I'or, u mounte
CBETJIU, JIECHU U HOBH ITATHUKU CO KOU IIE€TAaB HU3 TOTAII
IIEHTEeHCKH HeorpazeHara EBpomna.

wanderers and beggars, with the works created under
the influence of resignation and social poverty, under the
influence of Millet’s and Courbet’s artistic achievements.
But in this dark harmony of tones in van Gogh’s early
works the only thing that partially gives light is the
whiteness of a random shirt or of the white wooden
clogs. Still, van Gogh became a poet and painter of light
much later, after his departure to Paris, and later to the
south, to Provence. Even at that time all this was not
new and unknown to me. In the museum I followed his
road towards light, I came to the late paintings in which
colour brightly shines and disturbs, but I could not avoid
carrying within me the darkness of the bond he had with
his country and with the alienated people and objects.

At that time I had already read Martin Heidegger’s
study ‘The Origin of the Work of Art’ (‘Der Ursprung
des Kunstwerkes’ 1935/36) in the excellent translation
of the aestheticians Danilo Pejovic and Danko Grlic,
and I already new about the interpretation of van
Gogh’s “Shoes” by Heidegger. Maybe that is why I stood
before them for such a long time, wondering about the
difference between the dark, heavy and worn out pair of
shoes belonging to some peasant from van Gogh’s time,
and my brightly coloured, light, new sneakers with which
I strolled through the then Schengen-free Europe.
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Beke He ce cekaBaMm pasii Toraml 3HaeB Aeka Bau I'or
MMa HaCJIMKaHO I1eJia e/{Ha CEpPHja BAKBU MPAaYHU YEBJIH,
YeBJIM OCAMEHHU U OTTPTHATHU OJI IIPOCTOPOT U OJ BpeMe-
TO, HO CUTYPEH CyM JleKa He 3HAaeB 3a yKaKyBarmaTa Ha
aMEepPUKAHCKUOT TeopeTHYap W HCTOpUYap Ha yMeT-
HocTta Mejep Illanupo o HeroBaTa mpovyeHa IoJieMHUKa
co Maptun Xajzerep, Bp3aHa TOKMY 3a 4eBjIuTe Ha Ban
Tor. He 3HaeB, UCTO Taka, HUTY 3a TYKyIITO OOjaBeHaTa
kuura Ha JKak [lepuzaa Bo Ilapus, Haci0oBeHa Kako ,,Buc-
TUHATa BO CJIMKApcTBOTO“ (Le vérité en peinture, 1978)
BO KojaTo Jlepuia Il IEKOHCTPYHPA TEOPUCKHUTE JTUC-
Kypcu 1 Ha Xajzaerep u Ha [llanupo.

Ho, na oqume co pen u 6e3 6p3amwe. Hajuanpes koH Xaj-
nerep, noteM koH Illanmupo, a Ha kpajot kKoH [epuaa.

BuHceHT BaH [lor, Yesnu, 1886, macno
Ha nnatHo, My3ej Ha BuHceHT BaH [or,
AmcTepaam

Vincent van Gogh, Pair of Shoes,
1886, oil on canvas, Vincent van Gogh
Museum, Amsterdam

I cannot remember whether I had known at the time
that van Gogh had painted a whole series of such dismal
shoes - shoes that were lonely and separated from both
time and space - but I am certain that I had not known
about the well-known American theoretician and his-
torian of art Meyer Schapiro and his comments about
the van Gogh shoes in his famous dispute with Martin
Heidegger. I also hadn’t known about the then newly
published book in Paris by Jacques Derrida The Truth
in Painting (Le vérité en peinture, 1978), where Der-
rida deconstructs Heidegger and Schapiro’s theoretical
discourse.

But there is no need to hurry. Let us take Heidegger first,
then Schapiro, and Derrida at the end.
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W Xajaerep nuwyBan cekaBajKu ce Ha UCTUTE YEBNIM

Ha ,py0e3H0TO TIpO(hrecopCcKo mpaliame MOCTaBEHO O
crpana Ha Mejep [Ilanupo: Ha KOU O] IOBEKENaTH pas-
JUYHO HACJIUKaHUTe 4yeBau Ha Bau T'or mmciaen kora
ITHIIYBaJI 32 HUB BO ,,[I0TEKJIOTO Ha yMETHHYKOTO JIeJI0%,
caMHOT Xajzierep o/iropapa HauBHO, O€3 Ji1a ce COMHEBA
BO cranuriara 1o [llanmupo My ja moAroTBHII, IeKa CTa-
HyBa 300p 3a YEBJIUTE IIITO TOj TH BU/IEJI BO MYy3€jOT BO
AwmMcrepaam, HeKajle BO MapT 1930 roauHa. Toa My aBa
3a mpaBo Ha [llamupo Ja 3akiydd JeKa, OJi TOrarl
MTO3HATUTE OCYM BEP3WH Ha HACJTUKAHU YEBJIH O/ CTPaHA
Ha Ban I'or, cTaHyBa 300p 3a 4eBJINTE 3aBEEHH I107] OPOj
255 OJ1 IPOYYEHUOT U ceolldpaTeH KaTayIoT Ha JiejiaTa Ha
Bawu I'or, mosiroreen o e s1a ®@aj (De la Faille). (Schap-

iro 1994:136)

Ho, 3o1To My e Tosky BakHO Ha Illanupo 3a KO KOH-
KPETHU YEBJIU CTaHyBa 300D, U 30IIITO € TOJIKY OUTHO 3a
KOU YeBJIM IUIlyBa Xajzerep BO ,II0TeKsI0TO HA ymeT-
HHUYKOTO J1es10“? EmHOCTaBHO, 3a /1a ce moKaske Jieka Xaj-
Jlerep e Ha ITOrPeIHa Tpara Kora BO CBOETO TOJIKYBarbe
TPrHyBa TOKMY O] OBHE UEBJIH, 3aIIITO OHA IIITO BO OBHE
yeBsu ro riega [lamupo e coceM pa3jIMIHO O] OHA IIITO
ryena Xajaerep!

A Xajmerep Bo HUB IJIe/ia ,l1Iap CEJICKH YEBJIM, 32 KOU
3Hae geka Bau I'or moBekenaTu r'u UMa CJIMKAHO, YEBJIH
3a KOU BP3 OCHOBa Ha CJIMKaTa HE MOKE /ia Ce YTBPJH
KaJle ce HaoraaT, YeBJIM 32 KOU He Ce 3aJIelleHU TPYTKH
3eMja, HO YEeBJIU BO KOH, KAaKO IIITO ITOETCKH IIPEITU3HO TU
onuiryBa Xajaerep:

»~O TEMHHOT OTBOpP Ha 3ra3eHaTa BHATpeIHA CTpaHa
BKOYAHETO IJIe/la MaKaTa Ha paboTHUTE YeKopu. Bo mupo-
KoOozpaTa TexKrHa Ha 00YBKHTE HATAJIOXKEHA € JKIJIaBOCTa

Heidegger Too Wrote Remembering the Same Pair of
Shoes

Meyer Schapiro asks Heidegger a ‘polite’, academic
question: which of the many differently painted pairs of
shoes of van Gogh’s was he thinking of when he wrote
‘The Origin of the Work of Art’? In return, Heidegger
answers naively, unprepared for Schapiro’s trap that
those were in fact the pair of shoes that he had seen
in the Amsterdam museum in March, 1930. He gave
Schapiro the right to conclude that from the eight van
Gogh versions of paintings of shoes, he was referring
to the pair of shoes numbered 225 in De la Faille’s
renowned and exhaustive catalogue of van Gogh’s works
(Schapiro 1994:136).

But why is it so important for Schapiro to know exactly
which shoes Heidegger was referring to in ‘The Origin of
the Work of Art’? Simply to show that Heidegger strays
from the right path when he bases his interpretation on
that particular pair of shoes, since what Schapiro sees in
them is totally different from what Heidegger sees!

And what Heidegger sees in them is “a pair of peasant
shoes” that van Gogh had painted several times, a pair
of shoes whose painting does not reveal where they
are located, a pair of shoes without remnants of bits of
mud, but a pair of shoes most poetically and precisely
described by Heidegger:

“From the dark opening of the worn insides of the shoes the
toilsome tread of the worker stares forth. In the stiffly ru-
gged heaviness of the shoes there is the accumulated te-
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Ha 6aBHUOT O II0 JIOJITMTE W CEKOTAIl eHAKBH Opasau Ha
HUBaTa HaJ KOja Bee OCTPHOT Berap. Ha koxkata Jiexu
BJIZ?KHOTO U CHTOTO Ha TJIOTO. Iloz moTIiaTaTa ce Ipo-
BJIEKyBa CAMOTHjaTa Ha CEJICKHOT IIaT HU3 caMpak. Bo o0y-
BKUTE TPEeNepH BO3IPKAHUOT IIOBUK HA 3eMjaTa, HEjSUHOTO
THUBKO JIJapyBarbe Ha 30PHUHCKOTO KUTO U HEj3BUHOTO HEOO-
jacHETO caMOCTHBHYBam€ BO IIyCTHOT yrap Ha 3MMCKOTO
rmosie. Hus Toa opyzue mpoBejyBa TETOOHHOT KOITHEXK 3a
CUTYPHOCTA Ha JIeOOT, TPEIETOT IIpe7 J0arameTo HA TOPO-
JIOT U TPECEHETO IpeJl 3aKaHaTa Ha cMprtra. Ha 3emjaTa i
mpumnara oBa OpyZiie M TOa € 3aBap/leHO BO CBETOT Ha ce-
srankata. Of1 OBaa 3allITUTEHA IPUIIATHOCT, CAMOTO OPY/AHE
ce 1mojaByBa KOH CBOeTO Bo-cebGe-mounBamse.” (Heidegger,
1959:25-26/Heidegger, 1976:664)

Ho, Xajzerep caka co 0BOj OIIHIC HA YEBJIUTE /1A MTOKAKE
HEIITO /IPYTO, APYTO IIITO BO OCHOBA € IIPBO BO O/THOC HA
camara yMeTHOCT, Ha yMETHUUYKOTO JIeJI0 U Ha HErOBOTO
oTeKJI0. VI3Haorajku ro ,,0pyaue-OuTHETO Ha Opyaue-
TO“ ¥ TOA HE CO ITIOMOIII Ha ONUIIIYBakhe WX 00jacHyBarmbe
Ha HEKOU YeBJIM KOU CJIy:KaT KaKo opyzue 3a pabota, He
BpP3 OCHOBA Ha HEKOU CTBapHU Y€BJIH, TYKy CAMO Bp3 OC-
HOBa Ha HallleTO IIOCTaByBame IIpe7] ciMKaTa Ha Ban
Tor. 3a Xajmerep, camaTa CJIMKa CEBO OBA HU I'O TOBOPH
HaM, a BO OJIM3MHATa Ha CaMOTO YMETHUYKO /IeJI0 HUe
cMe npedpsieHn Hekajsle JIpyrajie, 3alliTo YMETHUYKOTO
JleJIo ja 3Hae BUCTHHATA HA YEBJIUTE, a OTTaMy U BUCTHU-
HaTa Ha OPYAHUETO.

U He e BOOIIITO CiIy4ajHO MITO Xajerep KIyIHUTE UAEH
32 YMETHUYKOTO JIEJIO ¥ 32 YMETHOCTA T U3BEyBa TPT-
HYBajKU OJ1 OITUCOT Ha YEBJIUTE Of] cyinKaTa Ha Bau T'or.
Toa e Taka 3amTo TOj BO HHUB ja Haora BHUCTHHATa, U
cimaHo Ha CesaH ox nmucmoto 10 Emun Bepuap of 23
OKTOMBPH 1905 rofiiHa, kora Ce3aH Besu: ,,Jac BaM BH ja
JIOJKaM BHCTHHATA BO CJIMKAPCTBOTO U jac BaM Ke BU ja

nacity of her slow trudge through the far-spreading and
ever-uniform furrows of the field swept by a raw wind. On
the leather lie the dampness and richness of the soil. Under
the soles slides the loneliness of the field-path as evening
falls. In the shoes vibrates the silent call of the earth, its
quiet gift of the ripening grain and its unexplained self-
refusal in the fallow desolation of the wintry field. This
equipment is pervaded by uncomplaining anxiety as to the
certainty of bread, the wordless joy of having once more
withstood want, the trembling before the impending chi-
Idbed and shivering at the surrounding menace of death.
This equipment belongs to the earth, and it is protected in
the world of the peasant woman. From out of this protected
belonging the equipment itself rises to its resting-within-
itself.” (Heidegger, 1959:25-26 / Heidegger, 1976:664)

However, Heidegger attempts to reveal something
different with this description of the shoes, something
which in essence is primal for art itself, for the work
of art and its origin. He finds the “equipmental-being
of equipment” not by describing or explaining some
shoes which serve as work equipment, not on the basis
of a pair of real shoes, but only by setting us before van
Gogh’s painting. For Heidegger, all this is uttered by the
painting itself; thus, with the nearness of the very work
of art we are transferred elsewhere, for the work of art
knows the truth of the shoes and hence the truth of the
equipment.

It is not merely by accident that Heidegger extracts his
key ideas regarding art and the work of art from the
description of van Gogh’s painting of the pair of shoes.
It is so because within he finds the truth, and similarly
to Cezanne’s words in the letter he addressed to Emile
Bernard on 23 October in 1905 “I owe you the truth in
painting and I will tell it to you”, Heidegger also tells
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KakaM“, Taka ¥ Xajaerep HU ja Ka)KyBa BUCTHHATa Ha
YMETHHUYKOTO JI€JI0, BUCTHHATa INTO ce Jodaka camo
TOTAIIl KOTa YMETHHYIKOTO JIeJI0 OBO3MOJKYBA JIa Ce IIPOJI-
J1abo4yu cMHCIaTa Ha HAIIIETO IIOCTOeHe, Kora ,BHATpe-
CBETCKOTO OUTHE" Ke ce OTKpHUe BO ,,0MTHETO HA YOBEY-
KOTO OuTHe” 1 ke craca Jio ,pa3doupamero”. Jlypu Torari,
KaKo IIITO BeJiu Xajaerep, ke MoKeMe Jla KasKeMe JieKa
,Toa mMa cmuciaa“ (Heidegger 1985:172), 3amTo co
TOJIKYBAIbETO JIEJIOTO CE BKJIOIYBa BO CJIYIYBaHbE€TO, BO
caMaTa CerallHHHa, a pa30OHpPameTO € JieJ Ha Toa CJIy-
yyBame, Ha Toa ,Ja-ouzgeni-tyka“. (Heidegger 1985:154)
PazbupameTo, oTTamy, He € paboTa Ha HEKOe OZJIETHO
CIIO3HABamkE€, HA HEKOj ITOEJUHEYEH UHH, TYKy € CyIII-
TECTBEH JIeJI Ha caMaTa CTPYKTypa Ha YOBeUKaTa erauc-
TeHnja. CeBO 0Ba HAIJIEHO ce IMTOTBPAYBA U Of] ITO/I0JI-
THOT U3BAJIOK O] ,,I[0TEKJIOTO HA YMETHHUYKOTO JIeJI0%,
M3Ba/IOK O] KOj Ce TJIe/la KaKo Xajzierep, TPTHYBajKU Of
€/THU eTHOCTaBHHU ,,CE€JICKH YEBJIN", joara 0 CyIlITHHATA
Ha YMETHUYKOTO JIeJIO U Ha YMETHOCTA.

»HO, TIpeJ1 ce, IeJIOTO HU HajMaJIKy He CJTyKeJI0, KaKo IIITO Ha
[IOYETOKOT MOKEJIO JIa HU Ce YMHH, €JUHCTBEHO 32 HATJIEAHO
MpeTCTaByBalbe Ha OHA IIITO HeKoe opyzaue e. Hamportus,
caMo CITOPEJT IeJIOTO M caMO BO JIEJIOTO Jioara JIo cBojaTa BU-
JIeJIMHA CBOjCTBEHOTO OpyAue-OUTHE Ha OPYIHETO.

IIITo ce cyuysa Tyka? IlITo e Bo feso Ha AesoTo? CiukaTta
Ha Bas I'or e oTBOpame Ha OHa IITO OPYZAHETO, Nap CEJICKU
4eBJiv, HaBUCTHUHA €. (. . .)

Bo fdenoTo Ha yMeTHOCTa BHCTMHATa Ha OWTHETO ce
IIOCTaBMJIA BO JIeJ10. ‘/la MoCTaBHUIIl’ OBJIE 3HAYM: [a JIOBEEII
JIo croerbe. EnHO GuTHe, map CeJICKW YEeBJIH, J0araaT BO
JIeJIOTO Jia CTOjaT BO CBETJIMHATA HAa CBOETO OMBCTBYBAIbE.
BuBcTByBameTo Ha OUTHETO J0afa BO IIOCTOjaHOCTA Ha
cBoeTo cjaeme. (Scheinen)

us the truth about the work of art, a truth grasped only
when the work of art enables us to deepen the essence
of our being, when the “inner being of the world” will be
found in the “being of the human being” and will reach
“understanding”. Only then, as Heidegger says, will we
be able to say that “it makes sense” (Heidegger 1985:
172), since with interpretation the work of art blends with
action, in the very presence, and understanding is part
of that experience, part of that “being-here”(Heidegger
1985:154). Thus, understanding is not part of a separate
realization and part of a separate act, but rather an
essential part of the very structure of human existence.
All this is evident in the longer excerpt from the ‘Origin
of the Work of Art’, an excerpt which shows how
Heidegger, based on a pair of simple “peasant shoes”
reaches the essence of art and the work of art.

“But above all, the work did not, as it might seem at first,
serve merely for a better visualizing of what a piece of
equipment is. Rather, the equipmentality of equipment first
genuinely arrives at its appearance through the work and
only in the work.

What happens here? What is at work in the work? Van
Gogh’s painting is the disclosure of what the equipment, the
pair of peasant shoes, is in truth. (...)

In the work of art the truth of an entity has set itself to work.
‘To set’ means here: to bring to stand. Some particular
entity, a pair of peasant shoes, comes in the work to stand
in the light of its being. The being of the being comes into
the steadiness of its shining. (Scheinen)
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Ha T0j HaumH, 3Ha4M, CyIITHHATA HA YMETHOCTa Ou Omia
oBa: cebe-Bo jeso-mocraByBaibe (das Sich-ins-Werk-Set-
zen) Ha BucTHHaTa Ha O6utnero.“ (Heidegger, 1959: 28 /
Heidegger, 1976:665-666)

Bp3 ocHOBa Ha BAaKBOTO TOJIKYBakh€, YMETHUIKOTO JI€JI0
CTaHyBa MeCTO KaJIelITO BUCTHHATA ce II0jaByBa, Toa
ro ,HM3JI0KyBa“ CBETOT W ja ,IIPO-U3BeAyBa“ 3emjara.
Cunopen Xajnerep, 3emjata (Erde) e oHa mTo Hac HE
MPaBU CMPTHH, HO U CAMOTO YMETHHYKOTO JIE€JIO, KAKO
sMaHudecTanja Ha BUCTUHATA“, THU U3JI0KYyBa HCTO-
PUCKHUTE CBETOBU U ja HajaByBa MCTOPUCKATA MOXKHOCT
Ha er3uCTEeHIINjaTa, HO CEKOTall BO HEj3MHATA BP3AHOCT
3a cMpTTa. BakBuTe cTaBoBU Ha Xajzerep, cioper [lanu
Batumo, ykakyBaar /ieKa: ,B0 YMETHUYKOTO JIEJIO IITO
'O IIOBP3yBa CBETOT CO 3eMjaTa, Ce OCTBApyBa OHA eJUH-
CTBO HA 3aCHOBYBAIETO U HA IPOJIOPOT IITO ja IIPOHHU-
KHyBa CEBKyITHaTa OHToJIOoTHja Ha Xajuerep.“ (Batumo,

1991:129)

Ho, cuBe oBume cynTuiHH U 1IaOOKU TOJIKYBama Ha
Xajnerep 3a Mejep Illarmupo ce HaIOJTHO HECYIIITECTBEHH,
3allITO TOj caKa Jla HajJe rpelka Kaj Xajuerep, caka Jia
IOKa’ke Jieka Xajierep cBOeTO BEXeMEHTHO TOJIKYBaHhe
ro 3aCHOBYBA BP3 CaM0C03/1a/ieHa KOHCTpyKuja. [Toen-
tara Ha Illanupo e mexa yeBsuTe 3a KOU 300pyBa Xaj-
Jlerep, KOHKpETHUTe 4eBau (CO KaTajomku 6poj 255!)
o7, cnukarta Ha Bax I'or He ce BOOIIIITO CEJICKU UEBJIH,
HUTY, MaK, YEBJIU IITO Ce BpakaaT OJf IOJie, TYKY JeKa
CTaHyBa 300p 3a YEBJIM IITO J0araatr oJ TPaJIOT, YEBJIH
LIITO ce COIICTBeHOCT Ha camuoT BaH I'or. Ho u oBzie He
Tpeba na ce O6p3a co 3axitydokor. [loseka Tpeba na ce
npedparMe KOH KpaTkuoT ecej Ha Illamupo Bo koj ce
TeMaTHU3UpaaT He caMo 4eBauTe Ha Bau [or, Tyky yiire
MOBeKe ,,JIOTPENTHOTO TOJIKyBakbe Ha Xajaerep!

The nature of art would then be this: the truth of beings
setting itself to work.” (das Sich-ins-Werk-Setzen)
(Heidegger, 1959:28 / Heidegger, 1976:665-666)

Based on such an interpretation, the work of art develops
into a place where truth appears. It “exhibits” the world
and “pre-deduces” the earth. According to Heidegger,
the Earth (Erde) is what makes us mortal, but even the
work of art itself as a “manifestation of truth” exhibits
the historical worlds and announces the historical
possibility of existence, always in its relation to death.
According to Gianni Vattimo, these views indicate that:
“the work of art which connects the world to the earth
is achieved by the unity of foundation and diffusion
persisting throughout Heidegger’s ontology” (Vattimo,

1991:129).

However, all of Meyer Schapiro’s subtle and deep
interpretations of Heidegger are totally non-essential,
since he seeks to find an error in Heidegger, he wants to
prove that Heidegger’s vehement interpretation is based
on a self-created construction. Schapiro’s point is that
the shoes Heidegger is referring to (with the catalogue
number 225!) from van Gogh’s painting are neither
peasant shoes, nor shoes returning from a field, but
rather shoes which come from the city, shoes which van
Gogh himself owned. But again, let us not hurry with the
conclusion. We should slowly shift towards Schapiro’s
short essay which not only regards van Gogh’s shoes, but

also Heidegger’s “wrong” interpretation!
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Lanupo yKaxkyBa: 4eBAUTE CM UMAAT KOHKPETeH
CONCTBEHUK

Bo Ttekcror ,MpTBaTa NpUpoAa Kako JUYEeH IpeaMET
- benemka 3a Xajnerep u Bau I'or® (The Still Life as a
Personal Object - A Note on Heidegger and van Gogh,
1968) Mejep Illanupo ke ykaxke aeka Xajaerep BO He-
roBaTa CTyauja ,I[[0TEKJI0TO Ha YMETHHUYKOTO JIEI0”, 32
Jla ja wayciipupa Te3aTa 3a MPUpOZAaTa HAa YMETHOCTA
KaKO pa30TKpHUBaIb€e Ha BUCTUHATA, TH 3€Ma YeBJIUTE Ha
Ban I'or Kako KJIYYHO CBEJIOIITBO JieKa OMTHUETO MOKe
Jla UMa TPU MOJIyCH Ha I0jaByBaibe: KaKO KOPUCEH ap-
TebaKT, KAaKO MPUPOHA CTBAP M KAaKO YMETHHYKO JIEJIO.
Xajierep HajHAIIpE/] TH OITHUIIYyBa YEBJIUTE KAKO KOPHUCEH
apredakxT, 3a IOTEM, CIIOPEJ, TOJIKyBameTo Ha [llamupo,
J1a J10j/ie 10 HUBHOTO OJIpe/lyBatbe KaKO YMETHUUKO JIeJI0
KOe€ € ,pa30TKpuBabe Ha BucTHHaATa“. (Schapiro, 1994:

135)

Ho, lIlanupo cmeTa Jieka MOBP3yBameTO HA UEBJIUTE
CO ,JKeHaTa O] CeJI0“, OTHOCHO CO 3eMjaTa, KaKO IITO
UM ce MpUora Ha YEBJIUTE BO TOJIKYBameTO Ha Xajre-
rep, BOOINIITO He € TOYHO, 3amTo, cnopen Illanupo,
OBHE YEBJIM 3a KOW 300pyBa Xajzerep (a 3a KOU YEBJIH
300opyBa Xajzerep, cO IOMOII Ha JE€TEKTUBCKH METOJIH
[ITanmupo ycmeBa Aa pa3oTkpue!), He Aoaraar of ceJo,
TYKY ,O/ Tpajl‘, W He ce Ha KeHa, TyKy Ha MaxX, 1 He Ha
KOj U Jla € Ma’K, TYyKy Ha aBTOPOT Ha CJIMKaTa Ha CaMUOT
Jl1ap 4YeBJIu“, OMHOCHO Ha camMuoT BuHceHT BaH Ior.
3Hauw, 3a lllanupo, ,HUTY O/ €THA OJf OBUE CIIUKU, HUTY
0]l KOja ¥ /ia e O] PYTUTe, CO CUTYPHOCT He MOXKe Jja ce
Kake Jieka yeBsute Ha Ban ['or ro uspasyBaat OUTHETO
WJIM CYIITHHATA HAa YEBJIUTE Ha CEJICKATA KeHA U Hej3UH-
HOT OJTHOC KOH IIpupozaTa u paborara. Tue ce ueBiuTe
Ha YMETHHUKOT, BO TOa BpeMe YOBeK Ha I'PaJIoT U Ha IieH-
tapoT.“ (Schapiro, 1994:138)

Schapiro Argues: The Shoes Have a Particular Owner

In the text “The Still Life as a Personal Object - A Note on
Heidegger and van Gogh’, 1968, Meyer Schapiro points
out that in “The Origin of the Work of Art’, Heidegger, in
order to illustrate the thesis of the nature of art as the
disclosure of truth, takes van Gogh’s shoes as principal
proof that the being has three modes of appearance: as
a useful artefact, as a natural thing and as a work of art.
Heidegger first describes the shoes as a useful artefact,
only later, according to Schapiro, to define them as a
work of art, which is “disclosure of truth” (Schapiro,

1994:135).

However, Schapiro believes that linking the shoes to
the “peasant woman”, i.e. to the earth, as Heidegger’s
interpretation suggests, is completely incorrect, since
according to Schapiro, the shoes to which Hedegger
is referring (Schapiro manages to establish this via
detective work!) are not from the village, but from the
“town”, and are not women’s, but rather men’s shoes,
and not just any man’s shoes, but the shoes of the author
of the painting and the Pair of Shoes, i.e. those shoes are
the property of van Gogh himself. Therefore, Schapiro
believes that “from neither of these pictures, nor from
any of the others, could one properly say that a painting
of shoes by van Gogh expresses the being or essence of
a peasant woman’s shoes and her relation to nature and
work. They are the shoes of the artist, by that time a man
of the town and city” (Schapiro, 1994:138).
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AcorujaruuTe mTo Kaj Xajaerep ru OyAu cauKaTta Ha
yeBsiuTe Ha Ban T'or, HUBHOTO IOBp3yBame CO ce-
JIAHCTBOTO U cO 3eMmjaTa, cmnopen Illamupo, He ce
COZIP?KAaHU BO caMaTa CJIMKA, TYKY BO KOHCTPYKI[UHUTE HA
Xajoerep 1 BO HETrOBHUOT ,TEXKOK IaTOC HA IPHUMOP-
JujaaHoTo U 3eMjeHOTO . 'pemkara Ha Xajaerep, CIIo-
pen llanupo, He e caMO BO HEroBaTa MpoeKIja Koja He
o/i/lajyiedyBa OJf CaMOTO YMETHUYKO J€JI0, 3allTO He-
roBuTe 300pOBH MOXKE /Ia Ce OJTHECYBaaT 32 KOW W J]a €
BHUCTUHCKHU CEJICKU YeBJIU (a He 32 HacJuKaHuTe of Ban
Tor), 3amTo roBOpoT Ha Xajaerep 3a OTKPUBAKETO HA
BHCTHHATA, 32 YHUBEP3aJIHATA IPUPO/IATA HA CTBAPUTE,
3a CBETOT U 3eMjaTa BO HUBHATa IPOTUBUTPA, CHOT ,,0BOj
KOHIIENT 32 MeTaU3NIKUTEe MOKH Ha YMETHOCTA, OBJIE
OCTaHyBa caMO eZlHa TeopeTcka ujeja. [IpumepoT mro
TOj CO CHJIHA YBEPEHOCT ro 00pa3joKyBa, He ja MOJ-
JIp>KyBa oBaa ugeja.“ (Schapiro, 1994: 139) 3ropa Ha Toa,
3a Xajnmerep, cropen Illanupo, HamosHO e HEOUTHO
IIPUCYCTBOTO HA YMETHHUKOT BO JIEJIOTO, ¥ 3aTOA TOj T'H
MPEBU/YBA ,JIMYHOTO U (U3HOTHOMCKOTO“ (personal
and physiognomic) Bo ueBsinTe, IpeBU/IyBa JeKa THE CE
cuM601 Ha camaTa jmyHocT Ha Ban I'or. Ciinkamero Ha
YEeBJIUTE IITO CTAPeaT TATKAjKU IO CBETOT € IOPTPET U
CJIMKabe Ha COIICTBEHUOT JKUBOT, cMeTa [Ilanmupo. OBoj
CTaB TOj caka J[ypU U HAIJIEJTHO JIa TO MOTBPAU IPEKY
cropeayBambe Ha ciiukarta Ha Ban I'or v Ha efieH TekeT Ha
Kuyr Xamcyn (Knut Hamsun), moTOYHO HW3Ba/IOK O/
HETOBHOT poMaH ,[utan“, kaze mro XaMCyH MCTO Taka
“Ma crienu@uyeH 0JTHOC KOH COTICTBEHUTE YEBJIH, U HUB
T'H OIHIIyBa KakKo ,JiyXx Ha cBoero BTOopo Jac“. (‘like a
ghost of my other I')

Ha Toj Haunn [llanupo nonHaky o1 Xajaerep ro TOJIKyBa
IJIATHOTO CO 4YeBJuTe: Xajierep BO Hero ja Haora
BHUCTHUHATA 32 CBETOT, KOja Ce OTKPUBA BO HATAJIOKEHUOT
’KUBOT U IIOCTOEHH€ HA YEBJIUTE HA CEJIAHEI[OT/ ceJlaHKaTa
OHAaKa KakKo IITO THe HECBECHO XKuBeart, fojeka [llanupo

According to Schapiro, Heidegger’s associations from
the painting of van Gogh’s pair of shoes and their link to
peasantry and the earth are not contained in the painting
itself, but in Heidegger’s constructions and in his “heavy
pathos of the primordial and earthly”. Heidegger’s error,
according to Schapiro, lies not only in his projection
which estranges us from the work of art, for his words
could refer to any existing pair of peasant shoes (and
not the ones van Gogh painted), since Heidegger’s
statements about disclosing truth, the universal nature
of things, the opposition between the world and earth,
“this concept of the metaphysical power of art remains
here a theoretical idea. The example on which he
elaborates with strong conviction does not support that
idea.” (Schapiro, 1994:139). Furthermore, according to
Schapiro, Heidegger finds the presence of the artist in
the work of art completely unimportant, which is why he
overlooks “the personal and physiognomic” in the shoes,
overlooks them as a symbol of van Gogh’s personality.
Schapiro believes that the portraying of shoes which
grow old wandering the world is a portrait of one’s own
life. He further gradually establishes this viewpoint
through comparing van Gogh’s painting to an excerpt
from Knut Hamsun’s novel Hunger, where Hamsun
exhibits a specific relationship towards his own shoes
and describes them with the words “like a ghost of my
other I”.

Thus Schapiro takes a different approach from Heidegger
in interpreting the canvas portraying the shoes. On
the one hand, Heidegger sees the truth of the world,
uncovered through the encrusted life and the existence
of the peasant’s shoes as they heedlessly live. On the
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WHCHCTHpPa Bp3 ,caMo-cBecHOcTa“ (self-awareness) Ha
aBTopoT Ban I'or, c/TiuHO HAa aBTOPOT XaMCyH, KOj cMeTa
JleKa HEroBUTE YEeBJIM Ce COCTaBeH JieJl Ha HeromaTa
JIMYHOCT WJIU ,,eJIeH Jies1 o] cerctBoTo” (‘a portion of the
self’). Copen [Ilanupo, ronemunara Ha Ban I'or e Bo Toa
IIITO TOj T IIPETBOPA COIICTBEHUTE UEBJIU BO YMETHUUKH
00j€eKT, WJIU MMOTOYHO Ka’KaHOo, BO JIEJI OJT €JleH ITOCTOjaH
»aBTO-TIOPTPET".

Kaxko 3aBpiiieH yzap Bo JJoKa3HaTa IOCTaNKa JieKa YeB-
aurte Ha Bau I'or ce yeBsiu Ha Bau T'or, Illaniupo ro BHe-
cyBa aprymeHTOT ['oren (Gauguin), IOTOYHO HETrOBOTO
cekaBame O] 3aeTHUYKHOT IpecToj co Ban T'or Bo Aps
(Arles). ITpukasHnaTa Ha ['oreH 3a BaskHOCTa Ha CTapUTE
YeBJIU IIITO CTOEJIEe BO aresjeTo Ha Bax I'or, yeBsuTe Kou
co cebe HOceJIe elHA NIPUKA3HA, YEBJIUTE KOU ja HOCEJIe
MMpUKa3HaTa 3a XUBOTOT Ha Ban I'or, 3a lIlanupo e ne-
JIOCHA MOTBP/IA Ha ,,CyIITUHCKUOT ¢akT Jieka 3a Ban 'or
yeBJITe OMJie efleH 3HaMeHUT JieJl 0Jf HerOBUOT COIICT-
BEH JKHMBOT, €lHa cBera penukBuja.” (Schapiro, 1994:

141)

Oga e 3aBprrIHara peueHuna of; Tekcrot Ha Mejep Illa-
NUPO, HAIUIIIaH BO 1966 roauHa. Ho, ypu 1 efjHO BaKBO
,CTPAaBOTHO 3a0MBambe“ HEMY KaKO /ia He My € JIOCTaTHO 32
Jla ja U3BOjyBa BO3AyIIHATa 1mobesa Haj Xajaerep. (AAD
u PA® nporus Luftwaffe!) Toj mopa, yire egnari, Ha
CTapu TOJIMHHU, BO 1994 TO/AMHA, MOBTOPHO Jila My Ce
HaBpATH Ha MPAIIAHETO 3a YEBJIUTE, 32 J1a TPHUAOAALE
yIIITe TI0 HEKOj apryMeHT BO IPWJIOT HAa COIICTBEHATa
uzeja 3a motpedara o Bpakame (PECTUTYIIHja) HA YeB-
auTe kKoH Bau T'or, ogHOCHO KOH H€ajoT 3a caMo-
CBeCHOCTa Ha IleHTpupaHuoT cybjekT. Ho, He Tpeba s1a ce
Op3a co oBHE ,HOBU" apryMEeHTH, 3allITO THE HE My Oue
no3Hatu HUTy Ha JKak Jlepuza xora ce Hadatwi Aa ja
JIOYCJIOXKHU - JIOPACBETJIyBajKU ja OBaa CyNTIJIHA IIOJIe-
muka mery Mejep lllamupo u MapTtusn Xajerep.

other hand, Schapiro insists on the 'self-awareness' of
van Gogh the author, similarly to the author Hamsun
who feels that his shoes are an integral part of his person
or “a portion of the self”. According to Shapiro, van
Gogh’s greatness lies in his ability to transform his own
shoes into an object of art, or better said, into a portion
of a continuous “self-portrait”.

Schapiro’s final blow in proving that van Gogh’s pair of
shoes is in fact van Gogh’s pair of shoes is presenting
the Gauguin argument, or more precisely, Gauguin’s
recollection of his stay with van Gogh in Arles. For
Schapiro, Gauguin’s story about the significance of
van Gogh’s old shoes in the studio, the shoes which
had about them the story of van Gogh’s life, fully
proves “the essential fact that for van Gogh the shoes
were a memorable piece of his own life, a sacred relic”
(Schapiro, 1994:141).

This is the sentence which ends Meyer Schapiro’s text
written in 1966. Still, he feels that even such a “fearful
slam-dunk” does not guarantee his aerial combat victory
over Heidegger (AAF and RAF against the Luftwaffe!).
At an older age, in 1994, he again re-addressed the issue
of the shoes, to add several arguments in favour of his
own idea of the need to return to van Gogh’s shoes, i.e.
the ideal of the self-aware and centralized subject. But,
one should not hurry around these ‘new’ arguments,
since they were not familiar even to Jacques Derrida who
endeavoured to further complicate — and also clarify this
subtle dispute between Meyer Schapiro and Martin
Heidegger.
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3Hauyu, KOHEYHO cTacyBame /10 Jlepunia, 6e3 1 HajMaJIKy
Jla cMe Op3aJte.

Nlepupa ru pacobysa Xajaerep v LWanupo

Axo ro npudaTuMe CTaBOT JieKa CEBKYIHOTO /IeJI0 Ha
Kak Jlepuza (1930-2004) e o0uj 71a ce pa3oTKpHjaT
IyKHATHHUTE BO JUCKYPCOT KaKO Pe3y/TaT Ha IyKHa-
TUHUTE BO JaBUKOT U BO 3HAYEHETO IIPOU3JIe3€HU 0/] 3a-
MIQ/THOEBPOIICKUOT (HUI0COPCKU JOTOLeHTPU3aM, WY,
KaKoO IITO BeJselle caMuoT [lepusa, ,MMIEpPUjaJIn3MOT
Ha jiorocot” (Derrida, 1976:10), Torair oBaa crpaTermja
Ha /lepusia fa rv pa3oTKpUe OHME HAaBUJYM HEBaXKHU
MOEIMHOCTH IIITO Ce BTKAEHU BO JIEJIOTO, a IITO Of
CBOja CTpaHa ce JUPEKTHO CIPOTUBHU HA CYIITHHATA
Ha CaMOTO JIeJIO, OBaa TaKTHKA HA JEKOHCTPYKIHjaTa
BO OTKPHUBAaWETO Ha ailopuuilie BO CaMHUOT TEKCT U Ha
CaMUOT TEKCT, Ce Haola, HECCOMHEHO, U BO OCHOBAaTa Ha
HEroBaTa JIEKOHCTPYKIIFja Ha CTABOBUTE Ha Xajaerep u
Ha [[lanupo, cynTrmiHo 06pasJiokeHa BO ,BuctuHaTa BO
CJIMKAPCTBOTO®, IOTOYHO BO YETBPTOTO U MOCJIETHO IIO-
IJIaBje HACJIOBEHO KaKo: ,PecTtuTynuja Ha BUCTHHATA®.
(Derrida, 1987)

Ho, depuna BO BOBEIOT KOH ,BructrHaTa BO ciuKapc-
TBOTO“, UMeHyBaH Kako ‘Passe-partout’, kako za caka
IIOBTOPHO /ia HE MOTCETH Ha HETOBUOT IMIPOYYEH JIEKOH-
CTPYKTHUBHUCTUYKH CTaB JIeKa ,IIParoT” e ,,CpeIUIITeTo ",
MMOTEHIINPAjKH ja TPaHUYHOCTA Ha ,[TACIIapPTy-TO ", 3AIIITO
TOKMY TOQ, KaKO IIITO HE y4aT JIEKCHKOHUTE, BO MIPBOTO
CBOE 3HAUEHeE € IJIaBeH KJIy4, KJIyd IIITO OTBOPa IOBEKe
OpaBH, a IypH IIOTEM € paMKa o] 6aKap MM KapTOH BO
KOja ce craBaar (UTYPU U CJIUKHA CO Pa3HU T'OJIEMHUHH.
Toa e, eTHOBPEMEHO, M1 OHA CITIOPETHOTO, TAPEPTOHAIIHO,
IIITO Ce Haora OKOJIy JIeJIOTO, HO KOEIIITO Ha CYIITECTBEH
HA4YUH T'0 OmpezieyBa caMoTO Jeso. IIparor, pamkara,

Therefore, we finally arrived to Derrida, without hurry-
ing at all.

Derrida Unshoes Heidegger and Schapiro

If we accept the opinion that Jacques Derrida’s (1930-
2004) whole opus is an attempt to reveal the cracks in
the discourse as a result of the cracks in the language and
in the meaning originated from the Western European
philosophy logocentrism, or, as Derrida himself has
said, “the imperialism of the logos” (Derrida, 1976:10),
then this strategy of Derrida’s to reveal those seemingly
irrelevant details that are weaved into the work, and
which in turn are direct opposites of the work’s very
essence, this deconstructivist tactic in revealing the
aporias in the text itself and of the text itself, can
also be found, without doubt, in the essence of his
deconstruction of Heidegger’s and Schapiro’s attitudes,
which is subtly elaborated in The Truth in Painting, i.e.
in the fourth and last chapter titled ‘Restitution of the
Truth’. (Derrida, 1987)

However, in his introduction to The Truth in Painting,
titled ‘Passe-partout’, Derrida seems to want to remind
us again of his famous deconstructivist viewpoint that the
“threshold” is “the centre™, highlighting the borderline
nature of the passe-partout, because, as lexicons teach
us, what it is, in fact, in its primary meaning, is a master
key, a key that opens many doors, and only then it is a
copper or cardboard picture frame in which one can
place figures or paintings of various sizes. It is also, at
the same time, the secondary, the parergonal frame that
surrounds the work, but which essentially determines
the work itself. The threshold, the frame, the passe-
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[acrnapry-To, Ia Jypu W YEBJIUTE U HUBHATa PECTH-
TYI[Hja, CTAaHyBaaT HOBO ,,CPEIUINTE"; HABUyM HEOUTHO-
TO CTaHyBa OUTHO, a OUTHOTO MPOJIOJKYBA /1A Ce TOA-
pasbupa. ITa nypu u camuor Jlepusia, Kako IITO BEJIH 32
cebe Bo ‘Passe-partout’, craHyBa TPETHOT YOBEK KOjIITO
ce IpelrpaBa KakKo /1a € MpPTOB: Bo AyesioT Mefy lllanupo
u Xajzerep, TOj € caMo ,,CBeIOK“ Ha 6bopbaTa ueBIuTe J1a
My OMIAT BpaTEHU HA BUCTHHCKHUOT COIICTBEHUK.

Toj ,panToM“ Ha UeBIUTE, TOA ,pECAaKpaATU3HPabe” Ha
YeBJIUTE IIITO TO CIpoBenyBaaT u Xajaerep u Illanupo,
TOj 0OW/ YeBJINTE Jla ce IOBP3aT OMJIO 3a CEJI0TO U
3eMjata (Xajmerep), OMJIO 3a TPafOT U 3a IIpecesiouTe
(IIlampo), 3a [lepusia e jaceH CHUTHaJI JieKa YEBJIUTE
Oapaat ga 6upar pectutyupanu. Ho, mpobsiemor e BO
Toa 1mTO Jlepusia BoOUyBa OJ IUIATHOTO JileKa MOXKeOu
He cTaHyBa 300p 32 ,l1ap YeBJIH TYKY JieKa, CO eZJHaKBa
CUTYPHOCT, MOXKeMe J1a 300pyBame 3a /JiBe HCTH (J1IeBU
WIN JIeCHU) YeByd. VcTo Taka, mpobJIeMOT € BO TOA IIITO
Jlepuia HUKa/le He Bed, Kako Xajaerep, Jeka Toa ce
CEJICKU YEBJIU, TYKY €TUHCTBEHO: HUWIO He 00KaxXcys8a
dexa toa ce ceacku uesau. IloreM, TOj He BeJIH, KAaKO
ITanmupo, Toa ce rpaZCcKu 4YeBJW U TOA 4YeBJIU Ha Ban
Tor, TyKy HAIIPOTUB BEJIM: HUWIO He 00KAXY8a, HUIlY
Modxce da doxadice, Oexa iioa ce uesauilie Ha Yymeil-
nuxoit. (Derrida, 1987:364) Ako e Taka, Torail THe
YeBJIM HE ce HUTY Ha ceJiaHell/ceslaHKka HUTY Ha Bad 'or
(JOBEKOT 0] TPA/IOT), TYKY, EBEHTYAITHO, U BO €THUOT U
BO JIPYTHOT CJIydaj cTaHyBa 300p 3a ,IIPOEKIHUU“ U 3a
LAHTEPIIPETALIUH ‘, 3a ,BUCTUHU BO CJIMKAPCTBOTO“ KOU
ce MOZIe/THAKBO TOYHU WJIH MOJIETHAKBO HETOUHH.

3aToa 4eBJIUTE U HE MOpA HYXKHO Ja OujaT map, WIn
Kako 1mTo Besnu Jlepusa: ,,KOJIKY IOBeKe IJieZlaM BO HUB,
TOJIKYy TIOMaJIKy THe MU Jjindat . . . Ha map“ (Derrida,
1987:278)

partout, even the shoes and their restitution, become
a new “centre”; the seemingly irrelevant becomes
important, and the important goes without saying. Even
Derrida himself, as he has said about himself in ‘Passe-
partou’, becomes the third man who pretends he is dead:
in the duel between Schapiro and Heidegger he is only a
“witness” to the struggle for the shoes to be given back to
their rightful owner.

That “phantom” of the shoes, that “re-sacredization” of
the shoes that both Heidegger and Schapiro practise,
that attempt to connect the shoes either to the village and
the land (Heidegger) or to the city and the migrations
(Schapiro), to Derrida represents a clear signal that the
very shoes demand restitution. The problem, however,
is that Derrida infers from the canvas that perhaps it
does not depict “a pair of shoes” but that, with equal
assurance, we can speak of two equal (left or right) shoes.
In addition, the problem is that Derrida does not say, as
Heidegger does, that those are peasant’s shoes, but just
that there is no proof that those are peasant’s shoes.
Then, he doesn’t say, as Schapiro does, that those are city
shoes, and van Gogh'’s shoes at that, but on the contrary,
he says: there is no proof, nor can there be any proof,
that those are the artist’s shoes (Derrida, 1987:364).
If that is the case, then those shoes belong to neither a
peasant nor to van Gogh (the man from the city), but,
possibly, in both cases, we can speak about “projections”
and about “interpretations”, about “truths in painting”
which are equally correct or equally incorrect.

That is why the shoes needn’t necessarily be a pair, or as
Derrida says: “The more I look at them, the less they look
like a . . . pair” (Derrida, 1987:278).
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OBUe JIEKOHCTPYKIIUY HAa BUCTHHATA 3a YEBJINTE Ha Ban
Tor, lepuza ru cripoBesiyBa Ha 6€3MaIKy CTO U TPHECET
CTPaHUIIM O] CBOjaTa KHUTA, CO OpHIMjaTHO-OPUKOIaXKHA
IocTankKa, Opycejku I'l IOCTOjaHO BHATPEITHUTE JIUHUU
Ha IacmapTy-To, HO, TOj, EAHOBPEMEHO, HE TH CBETHYBA
M3BEeTBEHUTEe W He3aBP3aHU YeBJIM OJi CJIMKATa, HUTY,
[IaK, caka HeKOMY /la My T'M BpaTU WIN NPUIIUIIE THe
YyeBJIH, TYKy caMO ITIOHUPA BO HUB KaKo BO Oe3/1Ha.

BceymHocrt, Jlepuia ru pacoOyBa 4eByINTe 00yeHH o7 Xaj-
nerep u [llanupo, ru pazoOrBa HUB OOMBAjKU ' KAKO CO
Kajay3, U T Bpaka KOH caMaTa CJIMKa, KOH YMETHOCTa
IITO Jioara o/ CJIMKaTa. 32 Hero € HeOUTEH MUMETHYKHUOT
KapakTep Ha JIeJIOTO, UCTO KAaKO IITO HEOUTHO U Ouo-
rpadckoTO U reorpadCKOTO BP3yBame 32 HACIUKAHOTO,
3a HETro, TOJIKyBamara kou ce buorpadceku (Illanupo) u
reorpadcku (Xajerep) MHOTY ITOBEeKe TOBOPAT 3a CAMUTE
TOJIKyBaul ¥ 3a HUBHaTa ¢uiocodcka U ecTeTUIKa
MO3UIMja OTKOJIKY 32 aHAJIM3UPAHOTO J1eJio. Xajnerep,
BO /IyXOT HA HETOBaTa OHTO-TEOJIOTHja, Ce CTPeEMU 00-
JEKTUBHO /1a TU 3aCHOBA YEBJIUTE, O0jEKTHBHO J1a TO 3a-
CHOBAa YMETHHYKOTO JIeJI0 BP3YBajKH ro 3a OMIIITOTO, 32
MaTepujaTa (3eMjaTa) 1 32 OTKPOBEHHETO HAa BUCTHUHATA,
noneka Ilanupo mocakysa Z1eJIOToO Jja To Bp3e 3a cy0jek-
TOT (M TBOPEUKHU U PENENTUBEH) U 32 CYyDjeKTUBHOCTA CO
TOA IITO YEBJIUTE My I'Ml ,Bpaka“ Ha COIICTBEHUKOT, HA
YMETHUKOT, Ha aBTOPOT Ban I'or.

3ropa Ha Toa, /lepuia BoouyBa aeka Illamupo caka sa ja
JIEHYHI[Mpa COllMjayiTHaTa Mo3ulija Ha Xajaerep (mako
TOA HUKAJle EKCIUTUIIMTHO HE CE CIIOMHYBA, O]T 33/THUHATA
Ha KpuTuKaTa Ha IIlamupo kKako /a u3BUpa COBHAHUETO
3a TOBp3aHOCTa Ha Xajaerep co HAIMOHAJICOIU]jasIn3-
MOT), JIOZieKa ,pecTUTyIhjaTa“ Ha YEeBJIUTE, HHUBHOTO
MOBp3yBame co cy0jeKToT, mrTo ro mpesema Illamupo,
KaKo /Ia € Bpakame U Ha OHKe Oe3MMEeHHN MHOIIITBA Y€BJIH
0/1 JIOTOPHUTE Ha CMPTTA KOU CH T 3aryOuja CBOUTE COTIC-

Derrida works out these deconstructions of the truth
about van Gogh’s shoes on a hundred and thirty or
so pages of his book, by a brilliant act of bricolage,
constantly refining the inner lines of the passe-partout,
yet, at the same time, neither polishing the shabby and
untied shoes from the painting nor aiming to give those
shoes back or assign them to anyone; he just falls into
them as he would into an abyss.

In fact, Derrida takes off the shoes that Heidegger and
Schapiro had put on, unbuckles them as if unlocking
them with a master key, and he returns them to the
painting itself, to the art that comes from the picture.
For him the work’s mimetic nature is irrelevant, just as
the biographical and geographical ties are irrelevant; for
him, the biographical interpretations (Schapiro’s) and
the geographical ones (Heidegger’s) point more to the
interpreters themselves and to their own philosophical
and aesthetic standpoints than to the work being
analysed. Heidegger, in the spirit of his onto-theology,
aims to objectively base the shoes, to objectively base
the artistic work relating it to the general, to the material
(earth), and to the revelation of truth, whereas Schapiro
wishes to tie the work to the subject (both theoretical
and receptive) and to the subjectivity, bearing in mind
that he “gives the shoes back” to the owner, to the artist,
to the author van Gogh.

Moreover, Derrida notices that Schapiro wants to
denunciate Heidegger’s social position (even though
it is never explicitly mentioned), in the background of
Schapiro’s criticism there seems to exist an awareness
of Heidegger’s connection with National Socialism,
whereas the “restitution” of the shoes, their connection
with the subject, which Schapiro advocates, seems to be
also a return to those anonymous piles of shoes from
the death camps, those shoes that lost their owners;
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TBEHUIIH, KAaKO J]a € KOITHEX 32 BO30OHOBYBaIb€e Ha 3a-
rybeHara cy0jeKTUBHOCT, 3arybeHoTo cernctBo (self), ca-
MocsecHocT (self conscious) u camocosHanue (self awa-
reness). Co apyru 300poBH KaKaHO, XOPHU30HTOT Ha
OYEKYBaIETO BO OJTHOC HA YEBJIUTE, Kaj Xajzerep u Kaj
[ITammupo e cocem pazsimuen: [Ilanupo caka j1a uma J10-
Bepba BO Cy0jeKTOT U BO CyOjEKTUBHOCTA, Ta 3aTOA YEB-
JINTE W TU Bp3yBa 3a cybjekToT, 'u Bp3yBa 3a Bau I'or,
Jozeka Xajzerep, Koj ja mMa 3ary0eHO joBepbara BO
JIEKapTOBCKHOT CYOjeKT U BO eroxaTa Ha MeTadU3UKaTa
Ha cy0jeKTOT, MHCUCTHPA BP3 O0jEKTMBUTETOT U OHTO-
JIOIIKATa 3aCHOBAHOCT HAa YMETHUYKOTO JI€JI0, MHCHUC-
THPA BP3 CO3HAHUETO JIeKa YEBJIUTE MIOCTOjaT U ce TyKa
MOpajJiy camaTa yMEeTHOCT, I0paJii BUCTHHATA Ha caMaTa
YMETHOCT.

Ho, nunrepecHo e geka /lepusa Bo oBaa IoJjiEMHUKA, HaKO
He 3a3eMa CTpaHa U € caMo ,CBeJIOK", IMapaJoKCaIHoO,
KaKo Jla ©UMa IoBeKe pa3bupame 3a mo3uljara Ha Xaj-
Zerep.” BeymHocr, Jlepuza mpojosKyBa OHamy Kaje
mITo Xajaerep 3acTaHyBa: ako Xajaerep cakariie /1a ro oT-
TPrHE YMETHUYKOTO JIEJI0 O] MEMETUYKOTO pa3Oupare
Ha HEroBaTa CyIITHHA, JIa TO CIIaCH JIeJIOTO OJ1 aZleKBaIlH-
jara co CTBapHOCTA, HO He U 0/1 caKameTo 32 BUCTUHATA
KaKO PACKPHUEHOCT, KaKO ITOCTaBYBal€ HA BUCTHUHATA
BO JleJIoTo, Torami Jlepuza cMmeTa JieKa AypH W €JHA
BaKBa IO3UI[Hja OCTAHYBa BO pAMKHUTE HA MUMETHUYKOTO
TOJIKyBalbe Ha YMETHOCTa. 3a Jila ja HajBjajiee oBaa
no3unuja /lepusia ro OTTpruyBa YMETHHYIKOTO €TI0 OF
HErOBUTE OHTOJIONIKU M CYy0OjeKTUBUCTUYKU PAMKH U TO
IIOCTaBYBa BO IOZ[payjeTo Ha YHCTAaTa MeYTa: JeJI0TO €
MIPUBU/, iMitatio MITO HAIITO HE UMUTHPA, TOA € 07 OHaa
CTpaHa Ha CYIITHHATA ¥ Ha IIPUCYTHOCTA. /[es10TO ro mMa
3ary0eHO CBOETO CPEJIUIIITE, TA OTTAMy Jioara W HalllaTa
HepemutesHocT (indecidabilité) Bo omHoc Ha BuUCTH-
HHUTOCTA WIH JIAJKHOCTAa Ha YMETHUYKOTO JIeJI0. 3aToa,
cmera Jlepuza, momo6po e /1a ce TOBOPH He 3a CYIIITHHATA

it seems to be a longing for reclamation of the lost
subjectivity, the lost self, the lost self-consciousness
and the lost self-awareness. In other words, the horizon
of expectations pertaining to the shoes is completely
different for Heidegger and for Schapiro: Schapiro wants
to trust the subject and the subjectivity, which is why he
connects the shoes to the subject, he connects them to
van Gogh; whereas Heidegger, who has lost his trust in
the Cartesian subject and in the epoch of the subject’s
metaphysics, insists on the objectivity of the work of art
and its ontological foundation, insists on the knowledge
that the shoes exist and are here for art’s sake, for the
truth of art itself.

However, what is interesting in this dispute is that
Derrida, although not taking sides and being only a
“witness”, paradoxically, seems to be more inclined
towards Heidegger’s position.” In fact, Derrida continues
where Heidegger stopped: if Heidegger wanted to push
the work of art away from the mimetic understanding
of its essence to save the work from its correspondence
with reality - but not from the realization of the truth
as a revelation, which places the truth inside the work
- Derrida, in turn, thinks that even such a position stays
within the frames of the mimetic interpretation of art.
In order to overcome this position Derrida distances the
work of art from its ontological and subjectivist contexts
and places it into the area of pure reverie: the art is a
mirage, animitation thatimitates nothing; itisbeyond the
borders of the essence and of the presence. The work has
lost its centre, hence our indecisiveness (indecidabilité)
regarding the truthfulness or deceptiveness of the work
of art. Therefore, Derrida believes it is better to talk not
about the work of art’s essence or even its truthfulness or
deceptiveness, but about that which is “around” the work
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Ha YMETHUYKOTO JIeJIO, WJIH, TIaK, 32 HeroBata BUCTHHHU-
TOCT WJIH JIAXKHOCT, TYKy 3a OHA IITO € ,,0KOJIy“ caMOTO
JleJIo, 3a paMKaTa, 3a ,IIaclapTy-To“. 3Hauu, 1m0100po
e 71a ce 300pyBa He 3a YeBJIMTe 07 cinkaTa Ha Ban Tor,
He 3a Toa KOMY THe My IIpuIiaraar, 3allTo ,»KejibaTa 3a
MIPUIIHIINYBalbe € jkeaba 3a mpucBojyBame”. (Derrida,
1987:260) U, 3Hauu, Tpeba /1a ce TOBOPHU He 3a HUBHATA
BHCTHHA WJIM 3a BHCTHHATa BO CJIMKAPCTBOTO, TYKY 3a
TOBOPOT 3a OBaa BHUCTHHA BO JUCKypcUTe Ha Xajaerep
u Ha Illanmupo, ma aypu ¥ 3a COICTBEHHUOT JIUCKYPC KOj
MapaJIeJTHO CO CEBO OBA Ce JIEKOHCTPYHPA.

Taka, /lepuga ja moBeayBa IIOA COMHEXK caMaTa KaTe-
ropvja ,BUCTHHA“, BO pAMKHUTE Ha CHHTarMara ,,BUCTHHA
BO CJIMKapCTBOTO®, Ha HauyuH cjuuedH Ha HuyeoBoTO
,IIPEBPETHYBAbE HA CUTE BPETHOCTH  IIPH OOUJIOT /1a Ce
IIOUTPA CO BUCTUHATA U CO 3HaemeTo. /lepuia ce coMmHEBa
M BO BHUCTUHHUTOCTA Ha YEBJIUTE HAJIBOP OJ] CJIMKATa
Ha Bau T'or, TOj ja moBeayBa BO IIpaliarbe BUCTUHATA
KOjalllTo MUCJAT /ieKa ja uMmaaT u Xajaerep u [lanupo
- KOTa YeBJIUTe UM T BpakaaT OWJIO Ha ceJaHeIoT/
ceJIaHKaTa WId Ha IrpagoT U Ha camuoT Bau I'or. depuna
ce COMHEeBa BO CEBO OBa, 3aIlITO TOj HE Ce 3aHHMMaBa CO
CJINKOBHOTO IIpeTcTaByBame (pictorial representation)
Ha YEBJIUTE, OJTHOCHO CO HUBHUOT MUMETHUYKHU KapaKTep,
TYKy CO TOJIKyBamaTa Ha YEBJIUTE, CO HCTOPUCKUTE
HapaTUBU BHECEHU BO J[JUCKYPCUTE HA TOJIKYBAaUUTE
Xajnerep u lllanupo.

Cemak, OHA IIITO € M3BECHO € JeKa YEBJIUTE ce OAe/IEHHN
oni cebecH, 3alllTO HEMA CUTYPEH JIOKA3 JileKa CTaHyBa
300p 3a map 4YeBJIH, U3BECHO € U JIeKa THE Ce OJI/IeJIEHHU
OJ, HO3€eTe IIITO HEKOTalll Th HoceJie, 3HAUM, OAAeJIEHN
ce on cyojekror (Ban I'or), kKako INTO ce OJiJIeJIEHU W
01 3eMjaTa IO KOjallITO HEKOorall rasese, 3Ha4W, OJJI-
eJIeHH ce U oJ1 00jeKToT. 3aKIydoKoT Ha Jlepuzaa - ako
BOOIIIIITO MOXKE /1a cTaHe 300D 3a HEKAKOB 3aKJIYYOK U

itself, about the frame, about the “passe-partout”. Which
means, it is better not to talk about the shoes from van
Gogh’s painting, not about to whom they belong, because
“the desire for attribution is a desire for appropriation”
(Derrida, 1987:260). And, therefore, one should speak
not about their truth or about the truth in painting, but
about the speech about this truth in Heidegger’s and
Schapiro’s discourse, even in one’s own discourse, which
is being deconstructed at the same time.

Hence, Derrida brings into question the very category of
“truth”, in the context of the syntagm “truth in painting”,
similar to what Nietzsche did while “re-evaluation of all
values” when he tried to play with truth and knowledge.
Derrida also doubts the truthfulness of the shoes outside
of van Gogh’s painting; he questions the truth which
both Schapiro and Heidegger think they have discovered
- when they give the shoes back to either the man/woman
from the village or from the city or to van Gogh himself.
Derrida doubts all of this, since he does not deal with the
pictorial representation of the shoes, i.e. their mimetic
character, but with the shoes’ interpretations, with the
historical narratives introduced into the discourses of
the interpreters Heidegger and Schapiro.

Still, it can safely be said that the shoes are separate
from one another, because there is no solid proof that
there is a pair of shoes in the painting; it can also be
safely said that the shoes have been separated from the
feet which used to wear them, therefore they have been
separated from the subject (van Gogh), just as they have
been separated from the land they used to tread, there-
fore, they are separated from the object as well. Derrida’s
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3a HEKaKBO 3aKjydyBame, OTH CO Kajay30T IIOCKOPO
ce OTKJIydyBa OTKOJIKY ILITO Ce 3aKJIydyBa - € JieKa He
IIOCTOU U JleKa He MOXKe /1a IIOCTOU CaMO €JHO MOXKHO
TOJIKYBab€ UWJIN UCUYUTYyBab€ HA YMETHOCTA, OTHOCHO Ha
yepsuTe. JleKOHCTPYHPAjKU T'M TOJIKyBamaTa Ha Xajze-
rep u Ha Illlanmpo, Toj BOOMIIIITO He caka Jja KOHCTPYHUpa
HEKOe HOBO TOJIKYyBamb€, TYKy CaMO Jia TU ITOCBEIOYH
Ppa3/IMKUTE BO TOJIKYyBambaTa KOHU CJjieaaT pPa3JIMYHH
MIPUCYTHO-OTCYTHU TpParu.

Otramy, BepojaTHO € Bo mpaBo Ilon Jlepesmu (John
Llewelyn) kora koHcraTtupa: , [, ciuano Ha Xajaerep,
Jllepuna chaka fieka TOj € BO HEBOJIja aHAJIOTHA HA OHaa
IIITO ja Pa30TKPHBAa BO aHAJIM3UPAHUTE TEKCTOBU. Toa e
HeroBaTa/HalllaTa COIICTBEHA HEBOJIja IIITO TOj ja JIEKOH-
crpyupa. JlekoHcrpyknuure Ha Jlepuga ce aBTO-ZeKOH-
CTPYKIUU, JIEKOHCTPYKIMH Ha Jlepusa U Ha HETOBHOT
napar uurtate, Hac.“ (Llewelyn, 1986:34)

JIeKOHCTPYHPAjKH ja MUMeTHYKaTa CHMOOJIMKA HA YeB-
JIUTE, UTPajKHU Ce CO CTPYKTypaTa U CO TUCKYPCOT, Jlepu-
Jla UM TH O/i3eMa IPUCBOEHUTE YEBJIM M Ha Xajzierep u
Ha [[lanupo, HUB HU MaJIKy HEKHO T pacoOyBa, a My TH
0CTaBa YeBJIUTE HA caMOTO Iu1aTHO HA Ban T'or, 3a Tamy
THE /1A KUBEaT, O/ OHAa CTpaHa Ha MPUPOZATa U OTaZle
OIIIIITECTBOTO, OMJIO KaKo Iap OMJIO KaKo pacmap, Ouio
KaKO MAIIIK{ WA KaKO YKEHCKU YEBJIH, CEE/THO.

Ho, mpukasHara 3a 4eBJIWTEe He 3aBPIIyBAa TyKa U HE
3aBpiryBa co Jepuza. Illanupo MOBTOPHO ce MOjaByBa
U MOBTOPHO HMHCHUCTHpA JleKka ueByiuTe ce Ha Bax Tor!
Toa ro mpaBu BO TEKCTOT O/ 1994 TOAWHA HACJIOBEH
Kako ,HaramomHu Oenermku 3a Xajaerep u Bau Ior*
(‘Further Notes on Heidegger and van Gogh’). Ho,
6uzejku I[lanupo BO 0BOj CBOj TEKCT HE BHECYBA HEKOU
HOBM apTyMEHTH, TYKy CaMO T'tl IPo;y1abovyyBa CTapHUTe,
W3HAOlajKu HEKOJIKY IMOMAaJIKy MO3HATH WU3BAaJIONH Of

conclusion - if there is a conclusion and any closure at
all, because the master key is used primarily for opening
[doors] instead of closing [them] - is that there is not and
cannot be a single possible interpretation or reading into
art, i.e. into the shoes. Deconstructing both Heidegger’s
and Schapiro’s interpretations, he does not want to con-
struct a new interpretation, but only to point out the
differences in the interpretations, which follow different
present-absent traces.

Hence, John Llewelyn is probably right when he states:
“And, like Heidegger, Derrida recognizes that he is in
a predicament analogous to that which he discerns in
the texts under analysis. It is his/our own predicament
that he is deconstructing. Derridian deconstructions are
auto-deconstructions, the deconstruction of Derrida and
his dear reader, us.” (Llewelyn, 1986:34)

Deconstructing the shoes’ mimetic symbolics, play-
ing with the structure and with the discourse, Derrida
takes back the appropriated shoes from both Heidegger
and Schapiro, de-shoeing them none too gently, and he
leaves the shoes to van Gogh’s canvas, so that the shoes
could live there, beyond that other side of nature and be-
yond society, either as a pair or as a mismatch, either as
men’s or women’s shoes - it doesn’t matter really.

But the shoe story doesn’t end here, and it doesn’t end
with Derrida. Schapiro reappears and insists again
that the shoes belong to van Gogh! He does that in
the 1994 text titled ‘Further Notes on Heidegger and
van Gogh’. Still, since in this text Schapiro doesn’t
introduce any new arguments, but only elaborates on
the old ones, offering several less known excerpts from
Paul Gauguin’s reminiscences about his conversations
with van Gogh, which should verify the “truthfulness”
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cekaBamarta Ha [los 'oren 3a pasroBopure co Ban I'or
KOH ja MOTBP/IyBaaT ,,BUCTUHHUTOCTA" Ha Te3aTa 3a BaXK-
HOCTA ¥ 32 IPUIQTHOCTA Ha YeBJINTE KOH aBTOPOT, KOH
camuotr Bau Tor, u Ouzejku [llanmupo KHMIKEBHO T'H
pecrutyupa ueBnuTe Ha Ban I'or cera co momoir He Ha
XamcyH, Tyky Ha ®s106ep (Flaubert), a co HuTy e11€H 360p
He IO CLIOMHYBa /lepr/ia BO 0Ba CBOe HOBO BU/IyBame HA
IIPUKA3HaTa 32 YEBJIUTE, NAKO, KAKO e/IeH MOIIHe J00po
nHpopMupaH mpodecop, BepOjaTHO, UMaJ yBUJI BO
kHuraTa Ha Jlepuza ,BuctuHa Bo ciMKapcTBOTO, OTTaMy
Ha OBa IIOCJIEJTHO HaBpakarbe KOH ueBuTe Ha Bau I'or u
KOH Xajerep HeMa Jia My IIOCBETUME IIPEMHOTY TOJIEMO
BHUMAaHUE.

dopmysanyjaTa Jieka YeBIUTE, UAKO Ce Iap, MOXKaT Ja
bunar u ,mMeradopuyHo cnapeHu deBsau“ (metaphoric
paired shoes), ro Bogu IIlanupo KOH JAOMOJTHUTETHUOT
apryMeHT 3a COIICTBEHOCTA M 32 Ba)KHOCTA Ha UEBJIUTE.
Toj Besmu: ,IlocrojaHoTo cimkamwe Ha Ban 'or Ha crmap-
€HU YeBJIH OJJIeJIEHU O] TeJIOTO U OJ] HeroraTta obJieka
kako IlesnHa, MOKe 71a OUAAT CIIOPEIEHH CO BaXKHOCTA
IITO TOj BO Pa3rOBOPUTE M ja MPHUAABAJI Ha HJ€jaTa 3a
YyeBeJIOT KaKo cMOOJI Ha Heropara IeJI0/lTHEBHA HaBUKa
3a IIeTame, U Ha UJEAJIOT 3a JKUBOTOT KaKO alIUJIAK,
KaKo IOCTOjaHa MpoMeHa Ha HCKycTBoTo.“ (Schapiro,

1994:147)

JacHo e neka [Ilanupo ce yiire MHCUCTHPA BP3 BaXKHOCTA
Ha 4eBJIuTe 3a cyDjeKToT, 3a aBTopoT Bau I'or, u Mmucin
Jleka Xajerep HeNpaBeIHO CEBO OBa IO WUTHOPHPA,
Bp3yBajku Tro mapoT ceyicku 4eByu (ein Paar Bauern-
schuhe) enrHCTBEHO 3a 3eMjaTa 1 3a CBETOT Ha CeJICKaTa
>keHa. JlocseZHOCTA € 3a TMOYUT, KAaKO IITO MCTO TaKa
HEe € 3a IIOYUT U UTHOPUPAWkeTO Ha cTaBoBUTe Ha Jle-
puzia 06pasioKeHu BO ,PecTutyiyjara“, UITHOpUpPAHE
KOEILTO He My € CBojcTBeHO camo Ha Illamumpo, Tyky u
Ha Iiesia eHa Hu3a putocodu 3a koutrto /lepuia berre

of the thesis about the shoes’ importance and of their
ownership by the author, by van Gogh himself; and since
Schapiro restitutes van Gogh’s shoes in a literary way,
this time not with the help of Hamsun but of Flaubert,
yet doesn’t mention Derrida at all in this new perspective
of his about the shoe story - although, as a very informed
professor he had probably read Derrida’s book Truth in
Painting - we shall not pay too much attention to this
last re-evaluation of van Gogh’s shoes and of Heidegger.

The formulation that the shoes, even though a pair, can
also be “metaphorically paired shoes”, takes Schapiro
towards the additional argument about the shoes’
ownership and importance. He says: “van Gogh’s
frequent painting of paired shoes isolated from the
body and its costume as a whole may be compared to
the importance he gave in conversation to the idea of
the shoe as a symbol of his life-long practice of walking,
and an ideal of life as a pilgrimage, a perpetual change of
experience” (Schapiro, 1994:147).

It is obvious that Schapiro still insists on the importance
of the shoes for the subject, for the author van Gogh,
and thinks that Heidegger is unjust in ignoring all this,
tying up the pair of peasant shoes (ein Paar Bauern-
schuhe) only to the land and to the peasant woman’s
world. Consistency deserves respect, although what
doesn’t deserve respect is the disregard of Derrida’s
opinions elaborated in the “Restitution”, the disregard
which is not only typical of Schapiro but also of a whole
line of philosophers for whom Derrida was an anti-
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e/IeH aHTH-eIIHCTEMOJIOT KOjIIITO € MHOTY IIOMHTEPECEH U
ITOCOZP2KAEH O] IJIe[IHA TOUKA Ha peTOpUKAaTa U Ha CTHJI-
HCTHKATa, OTKOJIKY Ha (riocodujaTa, OHTOJIOTHjaTa U
norukara. (cf. Habermas: 1985:221)

Ho, 6e3 orsie Ha ceBo 0Ba, 6€3 OrJIe/] Ha IOTEKJIOTO U HA
KpajoT HA UrpaTa Bp3aHAa 3a TOJIKYBAaIb€TO HA UEBJIUTE,
BeKe e BpeMe Jia UM KaxkeMe 30orym u Ha Ban Tor, u
Ha Xajnmerep u Ha Illamupo, a ocobeHo Ha Jlepuzaa, Koj
MIOCJIE/IEH 3a TTOCJIE/IEH TIAT Ce OJI/IEJIH Off CBOUTE UEBJIH
BO €CeHTa Ha 2004 TOJ[MHA.

Moskebu, eHec, BpeEMeTO Beke IMpaBH Jia ce mmoj3abopa-
BaT depsuTe Ha Ban I'or, THe BHUCOKO-MOJIEPHUCTHYKHI
IIPETCTaBH 3a CYIITHHATa Ha 4YeBJINTEe, KOu U 3a Map-
TiH Xajnerep, Ho u 3a ®penepuk Ilejmucon (Fred-
eric Jameson) ro cojip;kea ,IIEJTUOT IIPEIMETEH CBET
Ha 3eMjoJieJICKaTa MH3€epHja, Ha IIOTIIOJIHATA CeJICKa
6ena“! (Jamison, 1990:7) Moxkebu 3aroa, ce yIITe, YeB-
snute Ha Bau T'or He ce deTum-uessy, 3aIITO THE HE ja
3aTCKpMBaaT MayHaTa M MOHEKOTalll TpZja CTBAPHOCT U
He TU (QEeTUIN3HpaaT COIHUjaTHUTE OJTHOCH IIITO BJIajie-
aT BO cTBapHOcTa. Ho, Beke IOCTMOZIEPHUTE YEBJIH HA
Engu Bopxon (Diamond Dust Shoes) BoBeayBaat efHO
IIOMHAKBO CJIMKOBHO IPETCTaByBame, IEJIOCHO HCIOJI-
HETO cO (PeTUIIN3aM.

3a oBue BU3YEJIHU IIPETCTaBYBama Ha MOCTMOJIEPHUTE
yepsd, Jlepuaa, KOJIKYy INITO MU € IIO3HATO, HE Ce
nmpousHecyBa. Mo)xkeOU U 3aToa € TOJIKY TEIIKO JeHeC,
BO OBa IIOCTMOJZIEPHO pasfiobje, BO IPOJIaBHUIIA, a
He Ha CJIMKA, a He Ha IUIATHO, /Ia Ce HajaaT U Ja ce
KyIaT/IPUCBOjaT YE€BJIU, YEBJIU KOU COBPIIEHO OW UM
IpuJierajie He caMo Ha cTarajiaTa TyKy W Ha IOTJIEZIOT
Ha CHUTe CJIyYajHH TOJIKYBaud Ha YeBJIH!

epistemologist who was more interesting and more
essential from the rhetorical and stylistic points of view
than from the viewpoints of philosophy, ontology and
logics (cf. Habermas: 1985:221).

Nevertheless, regardless of any of this, regardless of the
origin and the end of the game tied to the shoe inter-
pretation, it is time to say goodbye to van Gogh, and to
Heidegger, and to Schapiro, and especially to Derrida,
who was the last to part company with his own shoes in
the Autumn of 2004.

Perhaps today the times we live in make us forget about
van Gogh’s shoes, those highly modernist representations
of the shoes’ essence, which for Martin Heidegger as well
as for Frederic Jameson comprised “the whole object
world of agricultural misery, of stark rural poverty”!
(Jameson, 1990:7). Perhaps that is why van Gogh’s shoes
aren’t a fetish yet, since they do not hide the miserable
and sometimes ugly reality and do not fetishize the social
relations that govern reality. However, Andy Warhol’s
already postmodern shoes (Diamond Dust Shoes)
introduce a different painterly representation, which is
filled to the brim with fetishism.

Derrida, to my knowledge, does not have an opinion
about these visual postmodern shoe representations.
Perhaps that is why it is so difficult today, in this
postmodern era, to find and to buy or to appropriate
shoes - in a store, not in a painting, not on the canvas
- shoes that would perfectly fit not only the feet but also
the eye of any random shoe critics!

Translated from Macedonian by Rumena Buzarovska
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benewku:

1. IloobeMHO 3a AEKOHCTPYKTHUBHUCTHYKATAa (pumocoduja u
ecTeTHKaTa Ha Jlepua MUIINYyBaB BO IOIJIABjETO ,,YMET-
HHUYKOTO JIeJIo Kako amopuja: Kak Jlepuma“ on kHHTraTa
»~YMeTHIUYKOTO Jiesio“. (Ilemapockw, 1998: 273-295)

2. On ;pyra crpaHa, yimre MOWHTepecHO e mmto Illammpo
(Schapiro, 1994:139) Kako apryMeHT 3a Cy0jeKTHBHHOT
U cuUMOOJIMUEH KapaKTep Ha YEBJINTE IO KOPUCTU CTABOT
npezeMeH oy pomaHoT ,Iyag“ ma Kuyr XamcyH, aBTO-
pOT-HOOEJIOBEI KOj I[EJIOCHO T'O MOJPIKYBas (QaIIu3MorT.
Ce YMHU JIeKa HAjMAJIKy IIITO MOXKE JIa ce Kaxe € JieKa U
IMTampo u lepusa kako Jja cakaaT Jia T U30pUINAT WU
OapeM M3MeIlaat Tparure!
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Notes

1. Thave written more on the deconstructivist philosophy and
Derrida’s aesthetics in the chapter ,YmernuukoTro aesno
kako anopuja: JKak lepuzga“ [“The Work of Art as Aporia:
Jacques Derrida”], of the book Ymeitinuukoitio deno. [The
Work ofArt] (Ilemapocku, 1998: 273-295)

2. On the other hand, yet more interesting is that Schapiro
(Schapiro, 1994:139) as an argument for the subjective and
symbolic character of the shoes uses the viewpoint taken
from the novel Hunger by Knut Hamsun, the Nobel-win-
ning author who was completely in favour of Fascism. It
seems that the least we can say is that both Schapiro and
Derrida seem to want to erase or at least muddle the trac-
es!
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MurneHa

HukonuunHa
Mpawara 3a
6ecMpTHOCTa BO
¢pparmenT op Cacpo*

Tparara mrto ja octaBam 337 cebe BO UCTUOT MUT ja O3HA-
YyyBa MoOjaTa CMPT, KOja jjoara WIH € Beke J[0jeHa, KaKo
U HaJIeXKTa Jieka ke Me Hamkupee. Toa He e cTpeMex 3a
6ecMpTHOCT; CyIITHHCKO €. OcTaBaMm OBJie JIUCT XapTHja,
ocTaBaM, yMUpaM; HEBO3MOXKHO € /la Ce HAIyIITHd OBaa
CTPYKTypa; Taa € HempoMeHJuBaTa ¢opma Ha >KHUBOTOT.
CekojnaT kora ke 3aBpIllaM HEIITO, ja KUBeaM CBOjaTa
CMPT HU3 NIUIIIyBamkeTo. EKCTpeMeH mporiec; ce obumyBame
6e3 /1a 3HaeMe KOMy IIOTOYHO MY T'O JIOBEpyBaMe OHa IITO
ro ocraBame 3ax cebe. Koj ke ro naciequ u kako? OBa e
Ipamame IITO YOBEK Tpeba /1a cu ro ImocTaBu cebecH IeHec
moseke o7 Kora GuIo.

Kak Jlepuza, [TocyiemHOTO HHTEPB]Y

3a ®parmenT 55 ox Cado /o3HaABamMe O] TPU U3BOPH:
[Tmyrapx aBamatu IUTHpA JIEJOBHU OFf HErO IPH INTO
MIPBHOT IIaT TBPAU Jieka ¢pparMeHTOT M ce obpaka Ha
HeoOpa3oBaHAaTa JKEHa, I0/IeKa BTOPUOT AT TBP/U JleKa
1 ce obpaka Ha 6orararta jkeHa; CTobaj UCTO Taka cMeTa
JleKa ImecHara ¥ ce obpaka Ha JkeHaTa 6e3 0Opa3oBaHUe.

* Pu cakasna Jia u ce 3absarogapam Ha Hesena [laHoBa 3a

HaIlNTE NHCIIMPATUBHU AUCKYCUHU HA TPYKUTE TEKCTOBU.

Miglena
Nikolchina

Questions of
Immortality in a
Fragment by Sappho*

The trace I leave to me means at once my death, to come
or already come, and the hope that it will survive me. It is
not an ambition of immortality; it is fundamental. I leave
here a bit of paper, I leave, I die; it is impossible to exit this
structure; it is the unchanging form of my life. Every time
I let something go, I live my death in writing. An extreme
process; we exert ourselves without knowing whom exactly
the thing we leave behind is confided to. Who is going to
inherit, and how? It is a question that one can pose oneself
today more than ever.

Jacques Derrida, The Last Interview

Sappho’s Fragment 55 has reached us through three
sources: Plutarch quotes parts of it twice claiming, in
one of the cases, that it was addressed to an uneducated
woman, and, in the second case, that the addressee was
a rich woman; according to Stobeus, once again, the
poem was addressed to a woman of no education. In

* T would like to thank Nevena Panova for our inspiring dis-

cussions of the Greek texts.
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Cado, koja Bo pyruTe IecHU 3a cebe BeIU JieKa uMa
MeK KapakTep JIHIIEeH oj 3Ji00a, BO 0BOj (bparMeHT e
npuwingyHO cypoBa. Ex Kapcon (Anne Carson) coogBeTHO
3abesnexxyBa zeka ,llecnara Ha Cado u ce 3akaHyBa
Ha ’KeHaTa co 3a00paB 3a MMOTOAa W BUCTUHCKHU Jla Ce
IIOUTPYBA CO TOA TaKa IITO He ja UMeHyBa.“" ®parmMeHTOT
BCYIIIHOCT HA €JleH BeceJl HAYMH IPETCKaKyBa JleKa
Jipyrara >KeHa e MpTBa:

KotBdvoloo 8¢ KeEToNL 0VOE TOTH LVOLOGHVOL GEBEV
gooeT’ 0088 ~moK ~VoTeEPOV: 00 Yop TeEdEYMIC Ppddwv
v €k [Meptog GAL aedvng kv ~“Atdo oL
@ortdiontg med AUOOP®V VEKDWOV EKTETOTOUEVOL.

,Ke nesxumnr 3acexoram MpTBa M HEMa Ja OCTAHE CIIOMEH
Ha Tebe HUTY cera HUTY IIOJIOIIHA 30IITO HEMAIl YZes BO
posure, oune o7 Iluepuja, Ta Aypu XU BO KPAJCTBOTO HA
Xan ke ckutai He3abesexkaHa, ieb1ejku Mely CEHUIITHUTE
MpPTOBIH. “?

3a pasyiuka o IpyTuTe IoOMajd WX morojeMu ¢par-
MeHTH o7 zesnoro Ha Cado, 0BOj € MajKy MOTEXOK
3a mpeBenyBame. Posute o Ilmepuja BepojaTHO ce
necHu - [Imepuja e mMecto BO mofHOXKjeTo Ha OsuMn
Kazie OOKHUIlaTa HA MOMHEWmeTO MHeMocHHa Ty para
mysure. Jlocra orBopeHo, Cado ja 3amuciyBa cBojaTa
COTOBOPHUYKA MPTBA U 3a00paBeHa OUEjKU He e 3auH-
TEpPECUPAHA 32 My3UTE.

Ypen Bo po3ute

Cemak, BakBaTa OTBOPEHOCT € JIBOCMHUCJIEHA OuJIejKu
r0 KpHe MHCTEPHO3HOTO JPYro JIMIe HAa OHA IITO
e KakaHo. AKO cMpTTa U 3ab0paBOT Ce IOCJIeIHIIa
Ha HEMameTo yZea Bo po3ute oj Iluepwuja, Torarm
IITO Ke TH CHAjJle OHWE KOWIITO WMaar yzen? Jlamm
¢dparmenToT ja moxpaszbupa cMpTTa M 3a00pPaBOT Ha

this fragment Sappho, who elsewhere describes herself
as having a sweet nature without malice, is rather harsh.
As Anne Carson pertinently puts it, “Sappho’s poem
threatens the woman with an obliteration which it then
enacts by not naming her”.' The fragment, in fact, rather
gleefully envisions the other woman dead:

KotBdvoloo 8¢ kelont 0V ToTal [LVOLOCOVOL GEBEY
€00eT 0VOE ~TOK ~VOTEPOV: 0V Yap TEdEXMLS Ppddov
Tov €k ITiepiog GAA dedvng kév ~Atda dopmt
@ortdionig med AUAOpWV VEKVMV EKTETOTAUUEVOL.

“You will lie completely dead forever and there will be no
memory of you, neither then nor later because you have no
share in the roses, the ones from Pieria, but even in Hades’
kingdom you will wander unnoticed, flitting among the
shadowy dead.”

Unlike other bits, large and small, of Sappho’s writing,
this one seems to present few problems for translation.
The roses from Pieria must be poems — Pieria is a place
at the foot of Olympus where the goddess of memory,
Mnemosyne, gave birth to the Muses. Somewhat bluntly,
Sappho is envisioning her interlocutor dead and forgot-
ten because she has nothing to do with the muses.

A Share in the Roses

And yet, this transparency is misleading because it
conceals the mysterious obverse of what is being said.
If death and oblivion result from having no share in
the roses of Pieria, whatever does the having of such
a share incur? Does the fragment project the death
and oblivion of the rival against the prospect of their
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IIPOTUBHUKOT HACIIPOTH MOKHOCTA 3a HUBHA HAMOK?
Axo ,,Tu® yMUupal 3aITo HeMalll y/ieJ BO PO3UTe, JaIn
TOa MoJIpa3bupa JieKa ,jac“ HeMa Jla yMpaM 3aToa IITO
nMaM yzen? Ako jac 6e3rpHKHO Te IIOTCeTaM Ha TBOjaTa
Heus30eKHa CMPT, JaJIi TOA 3HAUYM JieKa jac Ha HEKOj
HauWH ja u30erHyBaMm cocrojbara Ha cMmpt? Mim Toa
MO>Ke0H 3Ha4Yu JieKa Ke ce cekaBaaTr Ha MeHe, HO He U Ha
Tebe? [loHaTamy ce BesIH ,,M BO ITajlaTaTa Ha Xaj " JKeHarta
KOja HeMa yZieJl Bo po3ute ke bujsie Hezabenexana. Taa
e He3zabesiexxaHa OBJIE U cera, He3abesieskaHa € BO MUTOT
Ha Hej3WMHATa CMPT U IO/IOIHA, 1A JYPH U BO MEKOJIOT
ke ocTaHe HezabesieskaHa. AKO IIPETIIOCTaBUME JieKa Ce
IITO Ke My Ce CJIy9H Ha ,TH“ BO IeCHATa r'o Pa3jINKyBa
,TH“ O] ,MeHe" 3aIlITO jac UMaM YZeJl BO PO3UTE, TOTAIII
IecHaTa HaBeJyBa Ha CJIEAHOBO:

~Jac HIKOTalll HeMa J1a JiexkaM MPTBa U Ke ce cekaBaar Ha
MEHe cera ¥ 3aCeKOTalll 3allITO jac UMaM yZesl BO PO3HUTE,
onue oy [luepuja, Ta AypU 1 BO KPAJICTBOTO Ha XaJ1 HEMA /1a
ckuTaMm He3abesnexaHa.

EaHWMHA MNK MHOXXUHA

OBne cempucyTHa € TOpZOCTa, TOPJIOCT Off Koja ce
CTpaByBa, HO M 4YeCTOIIAaTH Ce€ BOCIIEBA BO TIpUKaTa
kynTypa. Cado e ybesieHa Jieka Taa HeMa /ia IO JOIpe
HeboTo (F 52), mTo o sipyra crpaHa IIOCcodYyBa JieKa
caMara IMOMHMCJIA Jia Ce JOoNpe HeOOTO ja MpPHUKaKyBa
KaKo ’KeHa Ha Koja Adpoaura ¥ mpuora Ha IOMOII, ¥
ce obpaka mo MMe U ja CJIyIIa BO HEj3SUHUTE COHUIITA.
Axo HeKkoram IIOCTOeJia ToeTeca Koja Owmia ybOemeHa
Jleka gapbaTa Ha OOroBHMTe HeMa Ja ja YHHINTH KaKO
MoJTEbaTa ImTo ja 3amatmia Cemerna (BHAM ja mecHaTa
Ha XenaepauH ,Ha moerure®) - Toramt Toa 6mna Cado.
Tu cu maneky, HO MOUTe CTUXOBH Te€ BpaKaaT OBJE; Ce
paszesyBame, HO paJioCTa IITO ja UCKYCUBMe Kora 6eBMe

transcendence? If “you” will lie dead because you have
no share in the roses, does it mean that “I”, granted I
have a share, won’t? If I somewhat blithely remind you of
your inexorable death, does it mean that I will somehow
eschew the condition of ever lying dead? Or does it
simply mean that there will be memory of me but not of
you? It is said, further, that “also in the palace of Hades”
the woman with no share in the roses will be unnoticed.
She is unnoticed here and now, she is unnoticed at the
moment of her death and later, but there, in hell, she
will also be unnoticed. If we assume that all these things
that will happen to the “you” in the poem, distinguish the
“you” from the “me,” because I have a share in the roses,
the poem implies the following claims:

“I will not lie dead ever and there will be memory of me now
and always because I have a share in the roses, the ones
from Pieria, and even in Hades’ kingdom I will not wander
unnoticed.”

Singular or Plural

There is an aura of hubris here, the hubris so very much
dreaded and so frequently perpetrated in Greek culture.
Sappho’s assurance that she will not try to touch the
sky (F 52) indicates that the thought of touching the
sky, nevertheless, presented itself to the woman who
had Aphrodite rush to her help, address her by name,
and listen to her in her dreams. If there ever was a poet
confident that the gift of the gods would not strike her
down as the lightning that burnt Semele (see Hoelderlin’s
poem ‘To the Poets’) — here she was. You are away but my
verses bring you back here; we part but the joys we had
together are forever; I am in pain but here is my voice
creating moments of incorruptible bliss — how can it be
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3ae/IHO € BeYHa; jac maraMm, HO MOJOT IJlac cO3/aBa
MHTOBH Ha HEYHUIIITHBA CPeKa - KAKO € MOXKHO jac, Koja
co 6oroBuTe pazroBapam, /ia CyM IOJJIO’KHA HA CTapOCT,
CMPT U 3a00paB?

Bo cekoj ciyuaj, UMIUTAIUTHUTE TBpJieka BOo F 55,
HEeBOOOUYAEHHM TI0 CBOjaTa rOp/0CT, MOXKAT Jia ce carar
Y BO €/IHMHA ¥ BO MHOXKHWHA. 3apazu GparMeHTHPaHOCTa
Ha rpYKaTa [oe3Hja IIITO OICTOojasia /10 JIeHeC, YeCTOIaTH
€ TEIIIKO J1a Ce KayKe CO CUTYPHOCT KOj 300pyBa - WK KOj
nee. Jlamu caMHUOT IoeT/TI0eTeca, WM TOj/Taa e oyIulle-
TBOpeHHe Ha Hekoj? Jla Oujar paboTUTe MOKOMILIU-
IIMpaHH, MIECHUTE MOXKE Jila TH Iiee XOp Koj Iee ,jac”
03HAUyBajKku TH CUTE APYTH WK COJIUCT KOj 1ee ,Hue“ u
MpUTOA T'H MOApa3bupa CUTe JIUIA CO HEJBUHUOT UCKA3.
Bunejku pacnosarame co ¢pparMeHTH, CEKOTall IOCTON
Jlo3a Ha HEJaCHOCT BO OJIHOC HAa HAYMHOT HA KOj ce
TOJIKYBaar ,jac” Wiu ,,Hue". Vl mokpaj BakBaTa HEjaCHOCT,
CO CHTYPHOCT MOJKEMe Jla KajkeMe JieKa IOCTOW Hau3-
MEHUYHO KOPHUCTEHE Ha €JHHMHA U MHOXKHWHA BO HWH-
TUMHHOT KPyTI Ha IpUjaTeJd IINTO YECTONaTH Ce Har-
sacyBa Bo moesujara Ha Cado. Hamecto nma takume
3apazu (pparMeHTHPAHOCTa, MOKEME JIa Ce IPeJiaJieMe
Ha dacrHaHTHATA IUIACTUYHOCT, XHUITHOTHYKaTa (JIy-
HUJTHOCT Ha ,jac“ u ,Hue“. BakBata dynmHoct - pyna-
HOCTAa Ha CIIOjYBAaKETO U O/IBOJYBAHHETO HA II€jauyKHUTe
IJIACOBH - MPEU3BUKYBAa KPEBKa U KPIIUIMBA CaMOTH]ja
BO MOMEHTH Ha Kpu3a (,,BO THUIIMHATA MOjOT ja3WK Ce
npekpiryBa®, F 31) wiu HenocrymHoCT (,HEKO! BeJIaT ...
HO jac BenaMm“, F 16). Ce YuHH JieKa 3a/I0BOJICTBOTO €
IIPOCJIEJIEHO CO IMOMET BO MHOKHHA, O0JIKaTa 1 pa3MUC-
JIyBam-€TO HaMETHYBaaT eITHUHCKA popma, eTHUHA KOja
II0TOa € MO/JIOKHA Ha KOHQJIUKT U ABojOa (,He 3HaAM
IIITO Ja IpaBaM, Ha aBa yma cyMm“, F 51). Bo F 147, koj
MOZKe Jla Ce TOJIKYBa KaKO e/leH O] HajeKCILUIMI[UTHUTE
MCKa3W Ha UMIUTUIIUTHUTE TBpAEewma Bo F 55 - HazexTa

that I, who converse with the gods, should be subject to
old age, death, and oblivion?

The implicit claims of F 55, remarkable for their hubris,
might, however, be understood to be either in the
singular, or in the plural. Due to the fragmentariness of
the Greek poetry that has survived it is frequently difficult
to know with certainty who is speaking — or singing.
Is it the poet him/herself, or is s/he impersonating
somebody? To complicate things further, Sappho’s
poems might be sung by a chorus, which uses “I” as
part of everybody else, or by a soloist who says “we” in
order to subsume other persons in her statement. Since
we are dealing with fragments, there is always a dose
of uncertainty as to the way one should read the “I” or
the “we”. Beyond the uncertainties, there is for sure a
rotation of the singular and the plural in the intimate
circle of friends that Sappho’s poetry so frequently
implies. Instead of lamenting the fragmentariness, we
might surrender ourselves to the fascinating plasticity,
the hypnotic fluidity of “I” and “we.” This fluidity — the
fluidity of the merging and separation of singing voices
— gives way to a crisp and brittle aloneness in moments
of crisis (“”in silence my tongue is broken”, F 31) or
defiance (“some say ... but I say”, F 16). Pleasure seems
to pluralize the subject, pain and thinking impose the
singular on it, a singular, which is then subjected to
conflict and division (“I do not know what to do, I have
two minds”, F 51). In F 147, which could be read as one
of the explicit statements of the implicit claims in F 55
— the hope of being remembered in the future — the “I
say” is juxtaposed to the “us” who will be remembered:




Identities ) Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture, Vol. III, No. 2, Winter 2004

Jla ce OuJie 3amaMeTeH BO MIHUHATA - ,jac” € CIIopeeHO
€O ,Hac" Kou ke OuaT 3anaMeTeHu:

pvéoocot Tvé goupt ~kod Etepov~( kai UoTepov) dppémv
Jac Besam otcera rma HaTamy JIyf'eTo ke He 3aIllOMHaT HAC...

Bo F 55 360poT mITO TO IpEBENOB KaKO ,Ja Ce MMa
yzen“ o3HauyBa 3aeJHMYKA IIPHUCBOJHOCT WJIM yIOTpe-
6a Ha Hemrto. Cropes Toa, po3ute of Iluepuja mper-
[IOCTaByBaaT 3aeJ[HUIITBO BO HHUBHATA IPHUCBOJHOCT U
yrnorpeba: THe He caMO IITO Ce IOCEAyBaaT TYyKy U Ce
cnoziesyBaar. OTramMy MMITUKAamnujata 3a 0€CMPTHOCT
Bo F 55 ru ondaka ,jac/mene“ u ,Hue/Hac*:

Jac Beslam orcera ma HaTaMy JIyfeTo ke HE 3alIOMHAT Hac
Koun nmawme yzes Bo poswure...

¥eHute u 6ecmpTHoCTa

MHoX1HaTa, Koja ce 0O/JHeCYBa Ha KPYTOT Ha CTY/IeHTH U
npujatesin Ha Cado, HaBeZyBa Ha pa3MUCIyBame 3a
nHAKOB BUJ ropgoct. Cado, uuj KUBOT U JI€JI0 TO OI-
(akaaT mpeMUHOT HA CEIMHUOT U IIECTUOT BEK II.H.E., €
e/lHa 07 HajpaHUTe I'PUKU IIoeTecHu 3a Kou 3HaeMe. Taa
ce jaByBa OKOJIy efieH Bek mpen [IuHzap co HeroBute
ybenyBama 3a IoeToBaTa BeJImdecTBeHOCT. Taa ucro ta-
Ka UM MPeTXoau Ha GrIocopCKUTE Uien 3a 6eCMPTHOCT
KOH, KaKo IIITO IIPENM3HO ce T0COUyBa, He 61 MOXKeJe Ja
IIpou3sIe3aT 0Jf XOMEPOBCKUTE UJIeH 3 JiylllaTa U Hej3U-
HHOT y»kaceH 3aarpobeH »xuBoT.® [loHekoram opdej-
CKHUTe TPEHJIOBU BOJAT AYPHU JI0 CEAMUOT BEK I.H.e, HO
BAaKBOTO 0/Ipe/lyBae Ha BpeMeHCKaTa paMKa U HUBHATa
pesieBaHTHOCT BO ofiHOCc Ha Cado mpercraByBa camo
IIpeTIIOCTaBKa. be3 orsies Ha BakBUTE HEjaCHU TEHJIEH-
nuu, unente Ha Cado 3a cmprra 1 GecMpTHOCTa Tpeba

pvéoactot Tvé eonpt ~kod Etepov~( kai UoTEPOV) dppuénv
I say even hereafter people will remember us ...

In F 55, the word I have rendered as “having a share”
entails a joint possession or use of something. The
roses of Pieria thus presuppose a togetherness of their
possession or usage: one does not simply own them; one
has a share in them. Hence the implication of immortality
in F 55 involves not just “me” but “us”:

I say even hereafter people will remember us
Who have a share in the roses...

Women and Immortality

The plural, which refers to Sappho’s circle of students
and friends, induces the consideration of a different type
of hubris. Sappho whose life and work encompass the
threshold between the 7" and the 6™ century BC is one
of the earliest Greek poets to have reached us. She comes
about a century earlier than Pindar with his assertions
of the poet’s grandeur. She precedes, too, the philoso-
phers’ ideas of immortality, which, as has been right-
fully pointed out, could not have evolved from Homeric
notions of the soul and its dire afterlife.® Orphic trends
are sometimes traced back to the 7™ century BC but this
timing and their relevance with regards to Sappho can
only be a matter of speculation. Whatever the case with
these uncertain tendencies may be, Sappho’s thoughts
on death and immortality have to be measured against
the predominant heroic values of the epic world.
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Jla ce BpeZIHyBaaT CIOpeJ] IOMUHATHUTE XePOjCKU Bpesi-
HOCTH Ha €IICKUOT CBET.

OBue BpeHOCTH IO IPABWJIO ja MCKJIyYyBaaT jKeHaTa
O/l CpeAcCTBaTa CO KOHM MaXKUTE ja HAJOIOJIHyBaaT
cBojaTa cMpTHOCT. KeHUTe ce 3auyyBayKu JIUIIEHHU
O] ,,y/leJ1“ BO OBHE CPEJICTBA HE CaMO BO EICKHOT CBET,
TYKy W BO IIOCJIEZIOBAaTEJIHUTE CHUCTEMU HA BPEIHOCTHU
Ha TpajioBUTe-monCcH, 1a Taka Katepraa Koso3osa Bo
cBOjaTa CTy/1ja 3a TPUYKUTE CTABOBU BO OTHOC HA CMPTTAa
CO TpaBO IMpallyBa Al >KEHUTE BOOIIITO (3aeqHO
co poOOBUTE U CTPAHLIUTE) UMayle HEKaKBa yTexa COO-
YeHH CcO IleJlocHa aHuxwianuja.* Pazpaborkara Ha
eIICKUTE MPUOPUTETH BO JimpukaTa Ha Cado BKIyIyBa
KOHIIENITYQJIHU IPOMEHH KO T'O MPEU3BUKYyBaaT BaK-
BOTO HCKJIydyBamwe. Cado Kako CMPTHO CYIITECTBO U
KaKo ’keHa 6apa maT 1mo cMpTTa u 3a6opasot. Co apyru
300pOBH, Taa ja monMa O0ecMPTHOCTa Ha HaUWH CO KOj
Taa UM CTaHyBa JIOCTallHA Ha >keHuTe. VpoHwujaTta ce
COCTOH BO TOA IITO MAKO IPABIUTE KOWIITO Taa IpBa
ru pa3paboTyBa IpeBJiasieasie, HUBHATA PEJIEBAHTHOCT
3a JkeHUTe U yiorara Ha Cado Bo HUBHaTa pa3paboTka
Ouia peuricu U3rybeHa.

Nlanu 4oBek MoXe aa 6upe 3abenexxaH Bo NeKonoT?

Cure ke Ou1aT MPTBHU €/IEH JIEH: TPUYKATa KyJITYpa 0CcOOEHO
ro HarJlacyBa OBa IIPEeTCKakKyBarbe 3a Jyrero. CeHkaTa
Ha Oe3yIMYHA JKeHa - He3abeJiekaHa, HEIPU3HAeHA U
BepojaTHO Oe3 HHMKaKBa I0jaBa - Koja jebau mery OJie-
JIUTe CEHKU Ha MPTBUTE € MPHU30P O MEKOJIOT CO KOj
ce cpekaBaMe Kaj XoMep U KOj ce 3aprKaJl YIITEe J0JITO
BO aHTUYKHOT CBET U MOKPAj OpdejCKuTEe TPEHOBH, OF
e/lHa CTpaHa, U pa3BOjHUTE IPaBIH BO duiocodwujara,
ox apyra crpana. Criopes; HalIUTe CO3HAHUja, CEHKUTE
10 MMPABUJIO HE MOJKAT Jla Ce Mperno3HaaT Mely cebe BO

These values as a rule exclude women from the devices
that compensate men for their mortality. Women are so
strikingly deprived of a “share” in those devices both in
the epic world and in the subsequent system of values
of the polis that in her study of Greek attitudes towards
death Katerina Kolozova rightfully asks whether women
(along with slaves and foreigners) had any consolation at
all in the face of annihilation.* The reworking of the epic
priorities in Sappho’s lyric involves conceptual shifts that
challenge this exclusion. It is both as a mortal being and
as a woman that Sappho looks for a route beyond death
and oblivion. To put it differently, she conceptualizes
immortality in a manner that would make it accessible
to women. The irony is that, while the trends she was the
first to articulate prevailed, their relevance for women
and Sappho’s role in their elaboration were practically
lost.

Can One be Noticed in Hell?

Everybody will lie dead one day: Greek culture
was especially emphatic about this predicament of
humans. The shade of the faceless woman — unnoticed,
unrecognized and, perhaps, lacking any appearance at
all — flitting among the pale shades of the dead belongs
to a vision of hell which we find in Homer and which
persists until late into antiquity in spite of orphic trends,
on the one hand, and developments in philosophy, on
the other. For all that we know, it is likely that in hell
the shades cannot recognize anybody at all as a matter of
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mekosioT. Pajuep Mapua Pusike (Rainer Maria Rilke)
ja mojiip:KyBa OBaa HJieja BO cBojaTa IecHa ,,Opdej,
EBpunuka, Xepmec“: kora XepMmec HaTa’KeHO M BeJIH
Ha EBpuzauka ,,Ce cBpre® (cBpTyBajKu ce Ha3asj 3a /Ja ce
yBepH Jieka aymiata Ha EBpuauka ro ciaemu, Opdej ja
r'yOU JlaJieHaTa IIIaHca /1a ja BpaTH BO CBETOT Ha JKUBUTE),
EBpuauka camo my oaronapa ,,Koj?“

Cenak XoMep He e TOJIKy KaTeropudeH. HarmacyBameTo
Ha Jlera u 3ab0paBeHOCTA - HACIIPOTH OHHE KOW 3HAaT,
criopes; opdejckure M3Bopu - He (GYHKIMOHHUPA KOTa
Opnucej ro moceryBa Epe6. MpTBuTe Jymu KOW T cpe-
kaBa Ojucej ce ceKkaBaaT Ha COIICTBEHHTE ITPUKA3HH
U MOJXKAaT Jila T pa3depaT HOBOCTHTE IITO TO] UM TH
npekakyBa. Ce pa3bupa, THe Mopa Ja IujaT KPB Of
I[PH OBEH U IIPHA OBIJa 3a /1a OWUJaT JJOBOJIHO BUTAJTHU
u 71a pasroBapaar co Oxaucej. Ako Opuicej caka J1a KOMy-
HUIIMPa CO CEHKaTa Ha cBOjaTa MPTBa Majka, TOj Tpeba
Jla 11 OBO3MOXKH IIPUCTAIN JI0 KPBTA, My BEJIU IPOPOKOT
Tejpecuja. Cemak, Tejpecuja ro mpemosnaBa Opucej
yIIITE TIpes 1a ja BKycu KpBTa. CIMYHO U Ajak KOj THEBHO
ozn6vBa J]a ja mye KpBTA 3aIlITO CE€ YIITE € JIYT 3apaju
HelITaTa mrTo My ra ctopun Opjuce] Aosieka OMIT JKUB.
Ja ryemame pymaTta Ha AXuiiej Kako BeceJIO IeTKa IO
MIOJINEbATA CO JIMJIMU OTKAKO Ke T uye J0OpUTe BECTH
3a HETOBHOT CHH: OUHIJIEJTHO € JIeKa TOj CE YIITe MOXKe
Jla ce CeTH Ha OHA IITO My OmiIo kakaHo. Ce YMHU JIeKa
0/I0MBAFbETO HA CEHKUTE Jla Pa3roBapaaT CO PETKUTE
MIOCETUTETHN OJT HA/IBOPEIIHUOT CBET HE € MOC/IeTNIa Ha
BHCTHHCKA aMHe3Hja, TYKy caMo BellITa hu3MaMa Cco Koja
MPTBUTE T TEPAAT OCETUTETUTE J]a TY HaXpaHaT.

Tue camuTe He MOXKAT /Ja ce HaxpaHaT; PEYUCU Ce
HeBUIUBY (Osieu, HejacHU, HEOBOJIHU); U JIUIIEHH
ce ox morup. Oaucej TaKu MOPaJyd HEMOXKHOCTA /A ja
IIperpHe cBojaTa Majka Koja My ja o0jacHyBa cocrojbara
BO KOja ce Haora jyiraTa Ha MPTBHOT ,JiebJiee Kako /ia

principle. Rainer Maria Rilke seems to espouse this view
in his poem ‘Orpheus, Eurydice, Hermes’: when Hermes
says sadly to Eurydice “He turned back” (by turning
back to make sure Eurydice’s dead soul is following him,
Orpheus lost the chance of returning her to the world of
the living), Eurydice simply answers “Who?”.

Homer, however, is not so definitive. The emphasis on
Lethe and forgetfulness — which could, according to Or-
phic sources, be countered by the ones who knew — is
not fully operative in the episode with Odysseus’ visit to
Erebus. The dead souls Odysseus meets remember their
own stories and are able to appreciate the news he can
give them. True, they need to drink the blood of a black
ram and a black ewe in order to acquire the measure of
vitality that will allow them to talk to Odysseus. If Odys-
seus wants to communicate with the shade of his dead
mother, he should allow her access to the blood, the
prophet Teiresias tells him. And yet, Teiresias recog-
nizes Odysseus even before being allowed to partake of
the blood. So does Ajax who sullenly refuses to taste the
blood because he is still angry with things which Odys-
seus did to him in his lifetime. We see Achilles’ soul stroll
away happily through the fields of asphodel after he
hears good news about his son: clearly, he can keep the
memory of what he has been told. It is as if the shades’
refusing to speak to the rare visitors from outside is not
the result of real amnesia but just a ruse to make them
feed them.

They cannot feed themselves; they are next to invisible
(pale, indistinct, insubstantial); and they are deprived
of touch. Odysseus is grieved by the impossibility of
embracing his mother who gives him a briefing on the
condition of the dead person’s soul “flitting away as if it
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e coH“. BakBHOT HeBKyceH, 6e300eH 1 OelleH Ha4YuH Ha
IIOCTOEE € JIOBOJHO Mu3epeH. Hema coMHexX aeka
,XEJICHCKUOT CBET Ha MPTBUTE HE € MEeCTO Ha KOEIITO
ce O/IBMBA HEKAKOB ‘3ajirpobeH KuBOT.“> OCBeH IO
HEroBaTa IeTUIa, AXUJIE] € YIITe IO3HAT U II0 OHA IITO
My To Kakas Ha Opucej: feka e 1mogo0po /ia cu ciryra
BO KyKaTa Ha CHPOMAaBHOT, HO JKHB, OTKOJIKY KpaJ BO
kpasictBoTo Ha mMpTtBUTe. Cado mosOUBHO 3abesexyBa
JIeKa akKo CMpTTa He Oele 3710, TOramr OOTOBUTE OU
n3bpaste s1a ce MmptBH. (F 201)

Cemak, mocTOjaT OJIpEAEHU PABJIMKH BO IOJI3EMHHOT
ceer. Onucej Toa Habp30 ro 3abenexxyBa. EnHu ce kas-
HETH, IPYTH ce IPUBWIErHpaHu. XepakJje BOOIIIITO 1 He
e Tamy! Bo mekosioT, mocTou camMo HaJIMK Ha HaroBara
CEHKa, TOj € BCYIIHOCT rOpe 3aeJHO CO OJUMIIHCKUTE
6oroBu. McTo Taka, TaMy Ce U CJIABHUTE JKEHU - OHUE KOU
ce cakaHH 07 OOTOBUTE U KOU T POJUJIE CBOUTE CJIABHHU
cuHOoBH. O/1Hicej € 0cOOEHO JbYOOITUTEH /1A T'H Uye HUBHUTE
npukazHu. Eimcej, eqHO coceM pasyiMuHO 3aArpoOHO
MECTO Ha cpeka ¥ U300MJTHe, ce CIIOMeHyBa HaceKaie HU3
IecHaTa Kako MeCTO KaJie o/1aT cpekHunuTe. Vcro Taka,
C€ YIIITe IIOCTOH U CIIOPHOTO Ipalllahe 3a IOYETOIUTE HA
TPEH/I0T HA MUCTEPHH BO KOU HA yIIATEHUTE UM Ce BETYBa
CpEeKeH KHBOT 10 CMPTTa ¥ MOXKHOCT 32 peMHKapHAIyja.
HayuHwuiiute cMeraar /ieka UCTUTE MOXKE J1a ce HajaaT
JIyPH JI0 CEIMHOT | IIECTHOT BeK II.H.€., BO BPEMETO Ha
Cado. Ce cmera aeka 3anagHuoT Oper Ha Masa Asuja,
HajOIMCKUOT cocest Ha JIe30oc, 61t IeHTap o1 Kajie buie
3ayHATH BakBUTE HeH. Bo ofpesieHu cay4yau, BpcKaTa
nmomery moeswjatra Ha Cado u opdpusmor (ce BesH
Jleka ryiaBata Ha Opdej Omia mpeHeceHa MpeKy Mope
Ha Jleszboc) ce 3eMa 3apaBo 3a rotroBo.’ KomHexor Ha
Cado 3a staHUTE BOIM IIOKPUEHH CO JIOTOCOBHU I[BETOBH
Ha nekosiHaTa peka AxepoH (F 95) jacHo e moBp3aH co
pa3ovapyBameTo Off KUBOTOT KOJIITO TH IPUKAXKYBa
TpeJieJTuTe Ha MOA3EMHHUOT CBET KAKO 3eMja Ha JKeJIOH.

were a dream”. This tasteless, colourless, flimsy manner
of being is dismal enough. There is no doubt that “[...]
the Hellenic world of the dead is not a site at which any
sort of an ‘after-life’ is taking place.” Apart from his
heel, Achilles is probably best remembered for telling
Odysseus that it is better to be a servant in a poor man’s
house but alive, rather than a king in the kingdom of the
dead. Sappho’s wry comment is that if death were not an
evil, the gods would choose to die. (F 201)

And yet, some manner of distinction does remain in
the netherworld. Odysseus is quick to notice it. Some
are punished, others are privileged. Heracles is, in fact,
not there at all! In hell, there is just the semblance of his
shade; he is actually up there, with the Olympian gods.
And there are also the famous women — those whom the
gods loved and who gave birth to famous sons. Odys-
seus is especially curious to hear their stories. Elysium,
a very different afterlife realm of bliss and plenty, is
mentioned elsewhere in the poem as the place for the
lucky ones. There is, too, the still disputed issue of the
precise beginnings of mystery trends that would promise
to their adepts a happy life after death and the prospect
of reincarnation. Some researchers believe they can be
pushed back to the 7"/6™ century, to Sappho’s times. It
is believed, moreover, that the Western coasts of Asia
Minor, Lesbos’s closest neighbour, were the centre from
which such ideas emanated. In certain cases the link be-
tween Sappho’s poetry and Orphism (Orpheus’s head is
said to have been carried by the sea to Lesbos) is taken
for granted.® Sappho’s longing for the cool waters of the
lotus-covered hell river Acheron (F 95) is explicitly con-
nected to her chagrin with life that opens the landscapes
of the netherworld as a country of desire. Her hope that
having a share in the roses might make one eminent in
hell should be read literally.
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Hej3uHaTa Haziexx JieKa yZeJoT BO PO3UTe MOXKeOu ke
1 00e30e1 UCTAaKHATO MECTO BO IEKOJIOT Tpeba jia ce
chaTu OYKBaTHO.

3anoMHaTK 3aceKorau

XOMepOBHOT YOBEK UMAJI €JHA MOKHOCT Jia TpuyMdupa
HaJl CBOjaTa CMPTHOCT: Jila Oujie 3alraMeTeH II0 cBOjaTa
OpPHUJIMjaHTHOCT WJIM, YIITEe I0A00pO, Ja 3aruHe BO
6utka. Ho, 3a na Ouzem 3armoMHar, noTpebHo e A0ToJI-
HUTEJTHO CPEJICTBO, OJTHOCHO, CAMHUOT WHCTPYMEHT Ha
IIOMHEMe: I0eTOT. Taka, XepojoT € ABOJjHO 3acUJIeH:
TOj He IIOCTOW 0Oe3 IOEeTOT, TOj € Xepoj-co-moeT. BakBo
JIBOJHO 3aCHJTyBambe € MMpuKakaHo Bo Oduceja, Kajie ciie-
ot mmoet JleMOJI0K ce TojaByBa Ha roszbara Ja Iee 3a
Opyucej, KOj MaK e MPUCYTEH Ha ro30aTa W CIIyIa Kako
ce BocIrieBaaT Heropurte jiesia. Toram Opyicej Besu JieKa
JleMOIOK € ,Haj CuUTe CMPTHHIU® 3apajii HeromaTa
WHTUMHOCT cO My3utTe. Taka Bo3aursar, Ha JlemMozok
My e moTpeOHa Taa MOTBPJA OJ HETOBUOT XepOj, UCTO
KaKo IIITO My € Ba)KHO XEePOjOT Jia OTCede O CBOETO
Iapue MecO W JiJa My ro IOHYAU. XepPOojoT-CO IOETOT €
cuMOUOTCKa dhUrypa: THe jazjat o/ UCTa YUHUja U TU CII0-
JleJlyBaaT WCTHUTE Jiejia, HO Kaj XOMep, XepojoT € TOj KOj
cHab/ryBa XpaHa U T'Ml UI3BeJIyBa Jiejiarta.

Cado nomHaky ro 3aMuCIyBa OBOj Ma)KECTBEH HaT JI0
OGecMpTHOCTa M TOA TO IMPABU CO €7IeH y/Aap: ro ocaobo-
JTyBa MIOETOT O XepojoT. OBa ce YUHU IMOJIECHO OJ[OIITO
HaBucTuHA e. {mnemure Bo F 16 ja wiyctpupaaTr oBaa
TelIKoTHhja: Bo oBOj dparmeHT Cado TBpAM feKa Jpy-
’KMHA KOWaHUIIH, Telainja Wik 6pomoBu (HemTa Io-
Bp3aHU CO BOjHA COTJIACHO CO XOMEDPOBCKHOT IIPHCTAM)
ce HajyOaBUTE HEINTAa CIOpEZ, HEKOU Jyfe, Jofieka Taa
cMeTa Jieka Hajy0aBOTO HEIITO € OHA IIITO YOBEK T'0 IToca-
KyBa. HeKOJIKy JieTai Th MaJdea TOJIKyBauUTe HA OBHE
ctuxoBu: 3o1mTo Cado 61 v crioMeHyBasia HEIIPH jaTesl-

Remembered Hereafter

Homer’s man had one chance to triumph over his
mortality: being remembered for his excellence and,
preferably, death in battle. Being remembered, however,
requires yet another figure, the instrument of memory
per se: the poet. The hero is hence necessarily redoubled:
he cannot be without the poet; he is a hero-cum-poet.
This redoubling is staged in The Odyssey where the
blind poet Demodok appears at the banquet to sing of
Odysseus who is actually present there and listens to
the glorification of his own deeds. Odysseus then says
he places Demodok “above all mortals” because of his
intimacy with the muses. Exalted as he is, Demodok
needs this confirmation from his hero as well as the meat
that the hero cuts from his own portion to feed him. The
hero-cum-poet is a symbiotic figure; they eat from the
same plate and share the same deeds, but, with Homer,
it is the hero who provides the food and the deeds.

Sappho re-conceptualizes this virile road to immortality
by what seems to be a single stroke: she emancipates
the poet from the hero. This may seem easier than it
actually is. The confusions around F 16 illustrate the
difficulty: in this fragment Sappho claims that some
say a host of horsemen, or infantry, or ships (all items
of war in the Homeric vein) are the most beautiful thing
but she says it is the thing one desires. Commentators
struggled with a number of details in this statement:
why would Sappho mention enemy Lydian chariots as
something someone would like to see as much as she
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CKHTE JIUJUjCKU KOYMH KaKO HEIIITO IITO HEKOj Ou Toca-
KyBaJI /Ia TO BHIU UCTO KOJIKY IIITO Taa MOCAKyBa /ia ja
BUM ybaBaTta AHakTopuja? Moskuo yin e Cado ga ro
BocneBasia npebernyBameTo Ha Enena co [Tapuc 6e3 nes-
3ypa? HecoMHEHO € MOKHO IIITOM HajybaBOTO € OHA IIITO
YOBEK I'0 [TOCAKYBa, a HajyDaBOTO € UCTOBPEMEHO U Haj-
JI00po: oBze Tpeba Jla HallOMeHeMe JieKa IojaBaTa Ha
ABTODUTATHUBHUOT 32 TOA BPEME TPYKH KOHIIEMNT
KoAOKGyo®i0, OTHOCHO IOHMCTOBETYBAIbETO Ha y0ABOTO
co mobpoTo, UCTO Taka U ce mpunuirysa Ha Cado. (F 50)

Axo0 Hajy0aBOTO HEIIITO € OHA IIITO YOBEK 'O IMOCAKYyBa,
TOTAIll €JHA MOKeOU IMOcaKyBaaT BOjHA, a APYTH IIOCA-
KyBaaT Jby00B. Co3/1aBameTO BpEAHOCT O] JbyOOBTA €
CYIITUHCKA HOBOCT BO TPUYKHOT cBeT.” E¢eKToT o7 0BOj
IIpUCTal e MPUKaXkaH BO IecHaTa Kajie Eyena yasa co-
ceMa MHAKBO BHUyBaibe Ha TpojaHcKaTa BojHa: Taa, Koja
ce cMeTa 3a HajyDABOTO HEIITO HA CBETOT, HE € TOBEKe
IMMOH Ha OCBOjyBaYKHTE BOjCKH; Taa OCTaBa CE 3a OHA
mTO ilaa 20 tiocakyea. Ejena e Taa koja medbuHupa
TO € HajybaBo IPEKy CBOUTE COIICTBEHU KeJIOH, Taa
CTaHyBa IIpeAMeT Ha »keJiba. JlomaBajku ja JjbyO0OBTa KOH
BOjHaTa Kako ,HajybaBo“ Herrro, Cado oTBOpa mpocTop
3a JKEHCKaTa Cy0jeKTUBHOCT U ja UCIUIIIyBa IPUKa3HATA
3a xepoute u butkute o Maujada npeky cBojata GypHa
IIPHKa3Ha 32 OJIpEKyBaIbE OJ1 C€ BO UMe Ha JbyDOBTA.

Waxko oBOj oTer e BUCTHHCKA HOBOCT, Cado mpoi0KyBa
nmoHaramy. Bo cBojaTa MoOIlTHe MHTepecHA aHaIW3a Ha
oBaa mecHa Ileji /Tubya (Page duBois) mocouyBa sieka
Cado bGapa oaroBop Ha IpallameTo MITO € ybaBo ca-
MOTO 1O cebe? OAroBOpOT € elleH BUJ JedUHUITjA
- Hajy0aBOTO € OHa IIITO YOBEK ro mocakysa. ,Cado ce
CTPEMU KOH aHAJIUTHYKH ja3UK, KOH TOUMOT 3a JiepUH-
unyja [...] BakBata Hej3nHA ClIOCOOHOCT BPEMEHCKU Ce
coBIIara co U3yMOT Ha KOBAHUTE MOHETH BO UCTOYHOTO
Cpenosemje, Bo OJIMCKOTO KpasicTBo JIuauwja, uekop Ha

herself would like to see the beautiful Anactoria? Could
it be that Sappho spoke of Helen’s elopement with Paris
without censure? Well, clearly she could if whatever one
desires is the most beautiful and the most beautiful is
also the best: we should note here in passing that the
invention of the magisterial Greek concept of kohokdryad1
o, the coincidence of the beautiful and the good, is also
attributed to Sappho. (F 50)

If the most beautiful thing is whatever one desires, then
some may desire war, and some may desire love. Creating
a value out of love marks a fundamental novelty in the
Greek world.” Its immediate effect is demonstrated in
the poem where Helen provides a totally new perspective
on the Trojan war: she, who is considered to be the
most beautiful thing on earth, is no longer the pawn of
contending armies but the one who forsakes everything
for what she desires. Helen becomes the one who defines
the most beautiful thing through her own desire; she
becomes the subject of desire. By adding love to war as
a possible “most beautiful” thing, Sappho clears space
for female subjectivity and overwrites the Iliad story of
heroes and battles with her own tempestuous story of
renouncing everything for love.

Groundbreaking as this move is, Sappho’s does not stop
here. In a compelling analysis of this poem Page duBois
points out that Sappho wants to answer the question
what is the most beautiful per se? The answer is a type of
definition — the most beautiful is whatever one desires.
“Sappho is progressing toward analytical language,
toward the notion of definition [...] Her ability to do
so coincides in time with the invention in the eastern
Mediterranean, in nearby Lydia, of coined money, a step
which Aristotle sees as enabling abstract thought....”® To
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KOj ApHCTOTEN IJlefla KaKo Ha OCTBapyBale Ha €JlHA
ancrpaktHa uzeja...“® Co apyru 36oposu, Cado He
ja 3amMeHyBa BOjHATa cO JbyOOBTa HHUTY IIaK ja JoAaBa
Jpy0OBTa KOH BOjHATa KakKo yIITe €JHO yOAaBO HEIITO.
Kako moeTeca Taa He TO 3aMeHyBa XEPOjOT CO JbYyOEHHOT
BO JIyXOT Ha CUMOMOTCKUOT IPHUCTAIl OIMHUIIAH IOTOPE.
Toa Ke ce CJlydd BO MOJOITHEIKHUTE MEPUOIU - CEKAKO
He Ha HAaWBeH TYKy Ha CEHTUMEHTAJIEH HAYMH, [IOMAJIKY
WU TIOBeKe 0e3BOJTHO/ 01 3J1a BOJIja/0/1 HEMYKAET.

Cado e zamHTepecupaHa u mpaBu Apyr udekop. OHa
IITO YOBEK IO IIOCAKyBa € TOa IITO YOBEK IO IMOMHH
- BO HEJ3MHHOT cjIy4yaj Toa € AHaktopwja koja Cado
IoBeKe I0CaKyBa Jia ja BUAU OTKOJIKY ,, TBOUTE/BaIIuTe"
sunujcku kounu. OHA MITO YOBEK I'O IIOMHH € TOa IITO
yoBeK ro mee. ,,OBa“ e BCYIIHOCT IPa3HO CaMOTO IO
cebe. Mozke /1a TO TIPETCTaByBa XEPOjOT WJIU JbYOEHUOT
- camoTo 10 cebe Toa e oTBOpeHO. Toa IITO TO YUHHU
Jla bujie e JbyOemeTo - MocaKyBameTo. MeHyBajku To
HaTJIaCOKOT Ha OHAa IIITO YOBEK To mocakyBa, Cado ro
IIpeHeCcyBa Ha MOETOT KOj ITOCaKyBa, ce CeKaBa U IIee.

Yectronatu ce TBpAU JieKa oHa 3a koemTo Cado mee He
e Jby0OBTa, TYKy (DU3HOJIOTHjaTa U CETHIHOTO 3aJI0BOJI-
ctB0.’ Cemak ce YMHU Jieka oAToBopoT 11To Cado ro 6apa
He e arcosiyTHara Jby00oB. HekosiKky BEKOBH IOJIOIHA,
cBemrennukara Jluoruma Bo Ilinaronosara I'o3ba ke
Ka’Ke JIEKa OHA IITO IO IT0CaKyBaMe fiogeKe 0T €THO WJIH
JIpyTO yOaBO HEIITO €, BCYIITHOCT, 6ECMPTHOCTA.

Cera moskeMe J1a ce HaBpaTuMe Ha po3uTte oj [Tuepuja.
Bunejku CekaBameTo, MajkaTa Ha My3HUTE, € IIOETOBHOT
yzei. Jla ce mma yzies1 BO Kou OUI0 PO3H He € TapaHIuja
3a ga ce bune 3anomuet. [ToTouHO, He ce mozapaszbupa
Jla ce ©UMa y/ieJl BO po3uTe Ha ApposuTa, OHHE BO KOU ce
BOCITeBaaT O0JIKaTa U 3a70BOJICTBATA OJ1 JbyOOBTA, HAKO
noe3ujata Ha Cado MocTojaHo ' CIIOMEHYBa 08ue po3ul.

put it differently, Sappho does not simply replace war
with love or add love to war as yet another most beautiful
thing. As a poet she does not, consequently, replace the
hero with the beloved in the symbiotic vein described
above. Later ages will do it — of course, not naively but
sentimentally, in a more or less mauvais fois.

Sappho is interested in a further move. Whatever one
desires is whatever one remembers — in this case, it is
Anactoria whom Sappho would see rather than “your”
Lydian chariots. Whatever one remembers is whatever
one sings. This “whatever” is empty in itself. It can be
filled by the hero or by the beloved — in itself, it is open.
It is the loving — the desiring — that makes it. By shifting
the emphasis onto whatever one desires, Sappho
displaces it onto the poet who desires, remembers, and
sings.

It has often been claimed that it is not yet love, the thing
that Sappho sings, that it is just physiology and sensuous
pleasure.’ The answer is that, perhaps, it is not ultimate-
ly love that Sappho is after. Centuries later, a priestess,
Diotima, will appear in Plato’s Symposium to assert that
whatever we desire beyond this or that beautiful thing is
immortality.

Now we can go back to the roses of Pieria. For memory,
mother of the muses, is the poet’s share. It is not the
having a share in just any roses that guarantees being
remembered. More specifically, it is not the having a
share in the roses of Aphrodite, of the pains and pleasures
of love, although Sappho’s poetry refers constantly
to these roses. It is the having a share in those roses,
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Tpeba sa ce mma yzies1 Bo oHue posu, of [Tuepwuja, co 1mro
UM Ce OBO3MOJKyBa Ha JIyreTo Ja OujaT 3amaMeTeHH
3acexoeaw. Cado ja KOpHCTHM cCBOjaTa MO3UIHja HA
’KeHCKU CyDjeKT Ha kes1ba 3a 1a ro 0cs1000/11 ITOETOT.

Jac Hema pa neXxam MpTea

OBa OTKpUTHE € Ba’KHO, HO HE U 3a JKeHuTe. Jlanu ,sxkeHa-
Ta“ e MOKeOU CMMOOTMYHA PU3HUIIA OJT KA/I€ IIITO ITOTEK-
HyBaaT JIBIDKEUYKHUTE YCUJIOU 32 CEIIPOMEHIUBUTE XOPH-
30HTH Ha 4YoBeukara csioboza? Cado, Bo cekoj ciiyuaj,
O/lN YIIITE €/IeH YeKOp ITOHATaMy, YeKOp KOj O/ eITHO
JIDYTO TJIEJIUINTE € Aypu U moapamaTtuydeH. Ociaobomy-
BajKH ro IMOETOT O] HEroBaTa CHMOM03a CO XEPOjOT, Taa,
HCTO TaKa, ce 00MyBa U J1a ja OTdpJIu TparuyHaTa CTpa-
Ha Ha peIlleHHEeTO 32 YOBEUKaTa CMPTHOCT, BU/IeHA HU3
MIPUMEPOT Ha AXWJIEj KOMY My € IIOMIJIO Jla yMpe MJIaj
U CJIaBeH, OTKOJIKY cTap U HemosHart. Toj mopa na ympe
MJIaJ] aKO CaKa JIa ja 3aCJIy:KU CBOjaTa cjiaBa, EJUHCTBEH-
HOT BUJ] Ha 0ECMPTHOCT /I03BOJIEHA HA JIYT'€TO - XEPOjOT €
cekorail MPTOB XepOoj; XepojckaTa yOaBHHA € OJIUIIET-
BOpeHAa BO yOABUOT TPYII.

CamoTO 3aMeHyBame Ha BOjHATA €O JbyOOB HE MOXKe J1a
ja mpodmcTH OBaa TparuyHa JIBOCMUCJIEHOCT: JbyOOBTa
e cernak bapeM MaJIKy ,,lOPYWINBO-CJIaTKa , 30yHyBayKa,
MOHCTPYO3Ha ¥ KPajHO TParu4Ha, UCTO KAaKO U BJIOTOT
Ha XepOjoT.

ITocraByBajku ja GecMpTHOCTA IOJ] 3HAKOT HA MYy3HUTE
HaMmecTo JbyOOBTa, Cado ce obuayBa na ja usberse
JIBOCcMUCJIeHocTa. Tarata He TOCTOM TaMy KaJie IIITO Ipe-
ouBaat my3ure. (F 150) Ako My3uTe Te MUIyBaaT - U aKO
TH CaKalll /ia TH ce 6JIaTOHAKJIOHETH - Torall Tpeba /1a Th
n30erHyBalll CTpaJlambaTa.

the ones from Pieria, that will make people remember
you hereafter. Sappho utilizes her position as a female
subject of desire in order to emancipate the poet.

I will not Lie Dead

This discovery will stand, although not for women.
Could “woman” be the symbolic reservoir propelling
the struggles for the always shifting horizons of human
freedom? Sappho, in any case, goes yet another step
further, a step which is, from a certain point of view,
even more dramatic. While emancipating the poet from
his symbiosis with the hero, she tries, also, to reject
the tragic aspect of the solution to human mortality,
exemplified by Achilles’ choice to die young and famous
rather than old but unknown. He has to die young if he
wants to earn glory, the only type of immortality allowed
to humans — the hero is a dead hero; heroic beauty is
epitomized by the beautiful corpse.

The mere replacement of war with love cannot purge
this tragic ambiguity: love, after all, is at least as “bitter-
sweet”, ambiguous, monstrous, and ultimately tragic, as
the wager of the hero.

By placing immortality under the sign of the muses
rather than love, Sappho tries to do away with ambiguity.
Sorrow is out of place where the muses dwell. (F 150) If
the muses favour you — and if you want to be favoured by
them — you should stay clear of misery.
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OBa e TelKo U HEBO3MOKHO MPABUJIO - Ta AYPH U 3a
Cado. Ce ynnu nmeka [IuHAAp rO MOYUTYBAJ CO CeTa
BesimueHcTBeHOCT; Xesmepaud (Holderlin) mosyme o
HeroBaTa 0JI€CKaBOCT, y/IPEH OJT MOJIEha. ,,/KaJIoCHO aKo
MOETO CpIle KpBaBU caMopaHeTo.“ be3 xepojoT, HeroBara
JIBOCMHCJIEHa cyba OCTaHyBa CO OHHME KOH ja »KHUBear
CBOjaTa CMPT HU3 ITHUIIYBAETO.
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Now, this is a difficult, an impossible precept — difficult
for Sappho, to begin with. Pindar seems to have
majestically followed it; Hoelderlin went mad under its
light, thunderstruck. “Alas, if my heart bleeds wounded
by itself.” With the hero gone, his ambiguous lot stayed
with those who live their death in writing.
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JeneHa
JlyxuHa

Npe3eHuuja, urpa, pasnuka:
llepupa v HeroBuTe
,,MapruHanau”

TeaTapCKu KOMeHTapu

TeaTpoJiorujata, HECOMHEHO, JKaJIX IIOPAJX HECITOPHUOT
dakt mro JdupexitiHuoill, tioctieyuduuHUOT UHITepec
3a HEJ3BUHHOT IPEAMET — TeaTapoT — UMEHO, HHTEPEC
KaKOB IITO (eKCIUTUIIMTHO!) OW MOXKeJ1 /ia ce IPeIo3Hae,
WCYHUTA, TUTHPA U/Wiu pedepupa o KHUTUTe Ha JKak
Jlepuia, ocTaHaI HABUyM CKPOMEH, MaprHHAJIEH HJIU
(moxxebu, mypu) cocema He3HauuteseH. Ce paszbupa,
TeaTpoJIOTHjaTa € arcoJIyTHO CBECHA 3a (haxiliudHOCla
Ha OBOj HecriopeH ¢akT, Koj, Mefyroa, He Tpeba Ja TH
MOIIpeYyBa TeaTPOJIO3UTE BHUMATEIHO Ja TM YWUTAaT
M VIITe IMOBHUMATEJHO /Ja T TOJIKyBaaT HCTUTE THE
kHuru. Hanmpotus.

IIpuBuHata (6ykBasiHa!) depudaoscka mapauHanu3a-
yuja Ha MPeMETOT CO KOj Ce 3aHMMAaBa TeaTPOJIOIIKATa
HayKa — OJHOCHO: HaBUAYM MaprUHAJIHOTO MECTO IITO
TeaTapoT Io ,3a3eMa“ BO OHAa MITO (KOJIOKBUjaJIaHO) OU
MOJKeJIe J1a r0 O3HaYMMe/UMeHyBaMe Kako 0epudaoscKu
KOHillexcill (Ha MUCTIehe/IPOMUCTyBakhe Ha HelTaTa)!
— JIeHeIlTHaTa TeaTpoJioryuja 6u Tpebaso Aa ro pasbepe
Kako ¢pseHa pakaBuna. [I0TOUHO, KaKO HeCOMHeHa,/
WHXEpeTHa Odepudaoscka Uposokayuja Koja HacodyBa
KOH HajCyIITECTBEHOTO: J1a OM/ie MpOYNTaHa KaKo u2pd.

Jelena
Luzina

Presence, Play, Difference:
Derrida and His
“Marginal”

Theatrical Comments

There is no doubt that theatre studies laments the ir-
refutable fact that the direct, more specific interest of
its subject matter — the theatre - and namely, an inter-
est that could (explicitly!) be recognized, read through,
cited and/or referenced from the books of Jacques Der-
rida — has seemingly remained modest, marginal, or
(even) completely insignificant. Certainly, theatre stud-
ies is absolutely aware of the factuality of this irrefutable
fact, which however, should not prevent theatre studies
scholars from carefully reading and even more carefully
interpreting these same books. Quite the contrary.

The seeming (literal!) Derridian marginalization of the
subject matter of theatre studies, that is, the seemingly
marginal place that theatre has taken in what we could
(colloquially) signify/name as Derridian context (of
thinking over/contemplating)' should be taken by
contemporary theatre studies as a gauntlet thrown
down, or more specifically, as a unquestionable/inherent
Derridian provocation that points to the most essential:
to be read as a play.
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He Tpeba s1a ce 6uze k0j-3Hae-KoJIKy depudaosey, 3a ia
ce mpouyuTa U pasbepe JeKa, BO KOHTEKCT Ha JIEKOH-
CTPYKTUBHUCTUYKOTO MHCJIEHEe Ha caMuoT Jlepuza, mo-
MMOT U2pa O3HadyBa/moapa3dupa ,BUJ enactiuHOoCl
Wiy toaepanyuyja (...), IITO € CIIPOTUBHO HA Hjiejara 3a
CaMO/JIOBOJIHOCT U aTICOJIyTHA IOBPIIIEHOCT, ITOTIIOJTHOCT
(Cum, 2004:23). TeaTtapor, max, oncrou (1 Toa Beke 25
Beka!) MMeHO 3aToa IITO € BTEMeJIEH He BP3 HEKaKBU
MeTa(pU3UIKHU KaTeropyuu, aMHu Bp3 TaKBaTa enaciliuy-
HOWl W UWoAepaHyuja, KOUIITO M ce MMaHEHTHH Ha
CeKoja aBTEeHTHYHA U2pd.

Tearapckara uepa, BpoueM - e1Ha 0J1 HajeTabIupaHuTe,
HO ¥ HajJMOKHUTE U2pl, BOOIIITO — HECOMHEHO € uzpa
Koja mMa camMo enHa (M Toa MOIIHE KpyIHa!) Ies.
JlerepMuHupaHa co Oepudaos8cku ja3ux (Iypu, ako
cakate, 1 co depudaoscku karambyp wnu tiapadokc!) —
1[eJITa Ha 0Baa u2pa co/OKOJIy TeaTapoT OU MOKeJia Jia ce
bopmynmpa kako 6eckoHeYHa UHTEPaKIMja (beckoHeUeH
elacTunu3aM, OecKOHeuHa io/epaHyuja...) momery
UpucyitiHoiio U O CYUIHOO.

JlecHO ke ce corjacuMe OKOJIy HEIOPEKJIMBOCTa Ha
HOTOPHHOT (aKT /IeKa, BO TEKOT Ha CHUTE BEKOBHU Of
cBOjaTa JloJira HCTOpPHja, TeaTapoT KuBee (U OICTO-
jyBa) MMeHO 3apajiu uspueuoill iloilleHyujar Ha OBOj
KpyIyjajieH mapazokc. VImeHo, caMoTo OuTHE Ha Tea-
TapCKUOT YMH — OHa mTo bapr (Barthes) ro nmeHyBa
KaKo leallipanHoctl, a caMuoT Jlepu/ia, MOBUKYBajKU ce
Ha Pyco (Rousseau), ro Hapekysa iipeseHyuja (Derrida,
1976:399-403) — CYIITECTBEHO € JETEPMUHUPAHO TOKMY
co/ox MoKHaTa (mmapajiokcanaHal) uepa/uHTepakiyja Ha
UpucyitiHoiio 1 OUCYUHOTLIO.

IMeHO, TeaTapCKUOT YUH € apUCTOTEJIOBCKU MUME3UC
par excellence: Toj ce ciydyBa iiped Hac u, 6e3pyTo,
ceza (XamsteT ymMHUpa TOKMY BO MUTOT BO KOj HHE TOa IO

One need not be much of a Derridian to be able to read
and understand that in the context of Derrida’s own
deconstructive thinking the term play signifies/implies
“a kind of elasticity or tolerance (...), which opposes the
idea of self-content and absolute completeness, entirety”
(Sim, 2004:23). The theatre, however, has survived
(it has been 25 centuries now) not only because it was
founded on certain metaphysical categories, but because
of the elasticity and tolerance that are inherent for any
authentic play.

The theatrical play, one of the most established as well
as most powerful plays in general, is undoubtedly a
play which has only one (and a very important!) goal.
Determined by the Derridian language (even with the
Derridian pun or paradox, if you will!), the goal of this
play with/about theatre could be formulated as an infi-
nite interaction (infinite elasticity, infinite tolerance...)
between the presence and the absence.

We will easily agree on the irrefutability of the notorious
fact that throughout all the time of its existence theatre
has lived (and existed) specifically because of the playful
potential of this crucial paradox. The very being of the
theatrical act, which Barthes calls theatricality, and
Derrida himself, calling upon Rousseau, calls it presence,
(Derrida, 1976:399-403) is essentially determined by the
powerful (paradoxical!) play/interaction between the
present and the absent.

The theatrical act is in fact an Aristotelian mimesis par
excellence: it takes place in front of us, and doubtless,
now (Hamlet dies exactly at the moment at which we are
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rieflame, MITO 3HAYM: ce2d, KAKO IITO ce2ad yMpesl U
CHOIIITH, U JIaHU, U 1601, Kora OUJI Mpau3Be/ieH BO Tea-
tapoT 7106 (Globe)); mpoTaroHUCTUTE HA TEATAPCKOTO
CIIyJyBamb€e Ce HCUBU U suciliuHcKu (IypH U Kora/ako The
ce KyKJIHM, OM/IEjku U KyKJIUTE MOpa Jia TH IPU/IBIKYBA
>KWB U BUCTUHCKU aHUMATOP); TeaTapCKOTO JIEjCTBUE CE
mojipa’kaBa HasuciiuHa, OwWaejku, HeJH, IMOApakaBa-
IbETO CEKOTall MPUKaXKyBa,/TIOKaXKyBa HeKoe Oejcilisue,
a ziejerBueTo (Aypu U Kora € GUHTUPAHO) HE MOXKE a Jia
He Ce CJIydyBa HABUCWIUHA, IITO He 3HAYM caMo iped
Hac, aMy 3HA4YU U ce2a, TOKMY BO MHUTOT BO KOj HUE TJIe-
JlaMe BO Hero.

TeaTapoT KakoB IITO TO IT03HaBaMme (Beke 25 Beka!)
(GyHKIMOHMpa Taka INTO INpe3eHTHpa, ama U II0pajgu
TOa IITO iipe3eHiliupa. Toj, mpocTo, 3aTpymyBa co upu-
cyiuHocuua.

EnHOBpEeMeHO M HAIlOPeIHO CO OBOj HAllAU8 HA Upu-
cytHocilia, HUEe KOHUIITO ceauMe JOJIy (,BO Mpad4HarTa
JIyIIKa Ha CaJIOHOT ) IIOCTOjaHO MOPaMe Jia To pelaBame
KPYIIHHUOT TTPOOJIEM CO KOj TeaTapCKHOT mume3uc (par
excellence) Hen3beKHO He coouyBa. FIMeHO, BO TEKOT
Ha CeTO BpeMe Ha Io/IpakaBameTo (Ha HeKoja CU 0/ ueda
sucitiuHa“), Hue coceMa 100po 3HaeMe JieKa OJf Toa IIITO
ce lipe3eHiliupa/tiodparxcasa TOKMy ceaa (U TOKMY IIpeJ
HaIIIUTe JbyOOIIUTHU OUH) OWCYCciliey8a — cemnak! — efHa
outHa nuMeHn3uja. He 3nam namu Jlepuza 6u ce coriacuit
Taa JUMEH3HWja Jla ja HWMeHyBaMe 6UCIlUHUILOCI,
Ouejku BaKBOTO MMEHyBalhe KaKO allPpUOPHO /A yIa-
TyBa KOH HeIllTo MeTadu3ndko (depudujaHckaitia muc-
/a e, 3HaeMe, allCoOJIyTHO TpaHcMeTadu3nykal).

3a mro 36opyBame? Ha kakBo oilicycitieo (Ha 6uc-
uHuttocttia) amynupame? HajBepojaTHO 3a OHa Ha
koemro muciaen u Bukrop Uro (Victor Hugo), xora
HeKaJle 3allMINajl JieKa TeaTapoT cellak He e 3eMja Ha

watching the event, which means now: just as he died
now last night, as well as last year, as well as in 1601
when it was originally staged at the Globe). The protago-
nists of a theatrical event are living and real (even when/
if they are puppets, because puppets have to be moved
by a living and real animator). Theatrical action is truly
imitated, because imitation always presents/represents
action, and action, even when fictional, could not be but
truly happening, which means not only in front of us but
now as well, precisely as we are watch it.

Theatre, as we have known it (for 25 centuries now!)
works by presenting, as well as because it presents. It
simply overwhelms with the presence.

Simultaneously and along with this surge of presence,
we, who sit below (“in the dark hollow of the salon”),
have to keep solving the huge problem with which the
theatrical mimesis (par excellence) inescapably confronts
us. Namely, when imitating (some “living truth”) all the
time we are very well aware that what is being presented/
imitated just now (and just before our curious eyes), is
however lacking one very important dimension. I am not
sure if Derrida would have agreed with us in naming this
dimension truthfulness, because such a name seems to
refer a priori to something metaphysical (the Derridian
thought, we all know, is absolutely transmetaphysical!).

What are we talking about here? What kind of absence
(of truthfulness) are we referring to? Most likely to
that which Victor Hugo had in mind when he wrote
somewhere that theatre is not really a land of reality;
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peayiHOCTa: JieKa Hej3UHHUTe CcTebyia ce 07 KapToH,
HEj3UHUTE MaJIaTH OJi HACJHUKAHO IUIATHO, HEj3SUHOTO
He0O OJT CBUTKAHU 3aBeCH... Vi1 3a OHA MITO rOJIEMHOT
CraHuciaBcKM — BTEMEJyBAaYOT Ha €JIeH O] Hajce-
PHUO3HUTE CHCTEMU Ha TeaTpasusanujara (ipeseHyuja)
BO IeJIaTa HCTOPHja Ha TEATAPCKUOT MEIIYM — IIOCTOjaHO
ro IeUHUPAIT KAKO ,Ma2uuHOo kaxko-0a“ (...ecau Ov1).
[TapanokcanHo, HaBucTHHA: CTaHUCIIABCKU, KOj TaKaHA-
peuyeHaTa peayIMCTUYKA TeaTapCKa MOEeTHKA/eCTeTHUKA ja
JIOBelyBa JI0 CaMHOT pab Ha HEJ3MHUTE MOXKHOCTH,
objacHyBajKu ro IpeaMETOT Ha cBojaTa JiejHOCT (Tea-
TapoT), IOCTOjaHO ITpuberHyBa KOH MaruyHaTa hpopMysia
IIITO CAMHOT ja CMUCIWI. /[a, HETOBUOT TeaTap BEPHO IO
II0/IpakaBa PeaTHHUOT KUBOT, aMa BO TOA MO/IpaKaBarbe
ceKoranl uMa M eIHo ,Maz2udHo kako-0a“ (...ecau 6wvi),
KOEIITO CUTHAJIU3Wpa JleKa ,BHUCTUHCKaTa pPeaHoCT"
HY’>KHO 1 Hen30€eKHO OTCYCTBYBA O/ Te€ATAPCKUOT YHH.

CrojiesyBajku ja BHCTUHHTOCTA Ha IOAPaKaBaHbETO
(MuMe3aTa) cO aKTEpUTE U CO CHUTE IITO HUB T IpPU-
JIPY?KyBaaT/OmCIyKyBaaT, HUe — CellakK, cermak! — ceTro
BpeMe 3HaeMe JieKa Taa BUCTUHHUTOCT Ha TeaTapcKaTa
MHMe3a € coceMa YCJIOBHA. J/leka e KOHBEHI[MOHAIHA.
Jlexa e pe3y/aTar Ha MPETXOJHO CKIIYYEHUOT JIOTOBOP
rmoMery Hac KOUIITO ceuMe 10y (,BO MpayHaTa JIymKa
Ha CaJIOHOT") ¥ OHME KOU 3apa/iv Hac U 3a Hac ro mpasaT
TOA INTO IO NPaBaT — HUMEHO: IMOJApa)kaBaaT HeKoe/
HEKAKBO JlejcTBHe IITO Tpeba Jla ja o0d-urpa camata
BHUCTHHA/peaysHocT. VI HUe ,Jiomy"“ u THe ,rope“ 3HaeMe
Jleka uMa OUTHa pasauka momery Hamara IpeTcTasa 3a
peasHOCTa (,KaKO TakBa“) M TaKaHapeUYeHaTa TeaTapcka
»DEUTHOCT® IITO O/pe/ieHa IIpeTcTaBa HACTOjyBa /Ja
ja mojapaskaBa, MOKa)KyBajKH ja BO Hej3WHATA U0/HA
tipeseHyuja, kako mro Benu Jlepuma (Derrida, ibid.).
Ere, ToxkMy Taa pasdauka mnoMery BHCTUHHUTOTO/
PEeayHOTO U {ipe3eHIlIHOIO0 € OHA 32 IITO 300pyBaMe Kora

its trees are made of cardboard, it palaces painted on
canvas, its skies made of hanging drapes.... Perhaps we
are referring to what the great Stanislawski, the founder
of one of the most serious systems of theatricalization
(presence) in the whole history of the theatre medium,
has defined as “the magical as if” (...ecau 6s1). It is truly
paradoxical that Stanislawski, who brought the so-called
realistic theatre poetics/aesthetics to the very boundaries
of its potentials, explaining the subject matter of his
work (the theatre) always resorts to the magical formula
which he himself had invented. Yes, his theatre faithfully
imitates real life, but there is always a “magical as if”
(...ecau 6wv1) in that imitation, which signals that “true
reality” is necessarily and inevitably absent from the
theatrical act.

Sharing the truthfulness of imitation (the mimesis)
with the actors and with everyone accompanying/
serving these, we, still, still!, know the whole time that
such truthfulness of theatrical mimesis is completely
conditional, that it is conventional, and that it is a result
of the previously made covenant between us, who sit
down there (“in the dark hollow of the salon”) and those
who for our sake do what they do, namely, imitate a
certain/given action which needs to play out the very
truth/reality. Both we “down there”, and they “up there”
know that there is a significant difference between our
perception of reality (“as such”) and the so-called theatre
“reality” which a given play is trying to imitate, bringing
it to its full presence, as Derrida says. It is exactly this
difference between the truthful/real and the presented
that we are talking about when we consider the eternal
theatre oxymoron, i.e., the eternal play/interaction
between the present and the absent.
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300pyBaMe 3a BEUHHUOT TeaTapCKU OKCHMOPOH: BeUHATa
uepa/vHTepaKInja Ha UpucyiliHOOo U OCYUHOTIO.

[MIupokuoT depudujaHcku kouillekcill cyrepupa aeka
OBaa CUTHU(PUKaHTHA MHTEPKAIHja (BCYIITHOCT: ITOCTAI-
Ka) He caMo IITO MOXKe, TYKy U MOpa /ia ce O3Hayu/
JIeCKpUOUpa KaKo OeKOHCIIPYKIUBHA.

®aMO3HHOT TTOUM OJeKOHCUWIPYKUUja — KOjIITO, UHAKY,
dbyHKIHOHNpPA KaKO KaMeH-TEMEeJIHUK Ha CEeBKyITHATa
depudaos8cka Mucaa — HECOMHEHO € IPUMEp 3a CIie-
upUIHA, MAKCUMAJIIHO OTBOPEHa, HO U MAaKCHUMAJIHO
IIPOBOKATHBHA KaTeropuja Koja MOCTOjaHo ce ,U3MOJIK-
HyBa“ o7 cekoj obu 3a (mpenusHo) nepuHupame. Ce-
IIaK, KOJIKy U Jla Ce MOTBPAyBa (CO TAaKBOTO ,U3MOJIK-
HyBambe") kako QuyuaHa (,HeoapeaeHa“/oTBopeHa), de-
KOHCTIpYyKyujailia — 6apeM Kora e BO Ipalllaibe TeaTap-
CKUOT YMH, HHAKy MakcuMasaHo QuynsieH, ebeMepeH U
OTBOPEH II0 CBOETO Outne! — Haje[HOCTaBHO/HajeKc-
IUTUIIUTHO MOJXKE JIa ce TO0jaCHU, UMEHO, IPEKy MHTep-
aKIyjaTa Ha JiBaTa IIOCOYEHH YJleHa Ha KJIyJYHaTa depu-
daoscka (nepdopMaTUBHA, Upe3eHiliHa) OMHAPHA OIIO0-
3unuja UpucyitiHo-otCcYiHO.

NmeHo, TeaTpoJsiorujata ©Ma 4yBCTBO JIEKa TOKMY OBaa
curHuduKaHTHa aybsera (IpucyiliHo-0tCYiiHO) MOKe
Jla TIOCJTY?KH KaKO CBOEBUJIEH KaMEH-TEMEJIHUK, BP3 KOj
Tpeba J1a ce OTIpe/IOTIHPa OCTaNKaTa (CTpaTerujaTta)
Ha deKOoHcCUIpyupare Ha eailiapCcKuoill YUH, ITOTOYHO
Ha OTKpHBame Ha OHUE ,CcJenu TOYKH“ (,0em meTHa®,
Kako mTO Benu Jlepuzia) KOH KOU HY>KHO/HEU30eKHO
rpPaBUTHPA ceTa Heroma ipedeHyuja. VimeHo, mporecot
Ha OexoHcUIpyupare Ha teatliapckuoill YuH Tpeba s1a
MMOHY/I/ pa3Bue HEKaKBU HOBH (IIOMHAKBH) TEXHUKHU HA
HErOBOTO 2/1edarbe - TEXHUKHU IITO 61 Tpebasio ga bumar
€KBUBAJIEHTHU Ha HEKAaKBHU HOBH/TIOMHAKBY TEXHUKH HA
yuitiarbe Ha KOHBEHIMOHAJIHUTE KHUKEBHU TEKCTOBU

Thebroad Derridian context suggests that this significant
interaction (in fact, a procedure) not only is able, but it
also has to be signified/described as deconstructive.

The famous term deconstruction, which otherwise
works as a cornerstone of the overall Derridian thinking,
is undoubtedly an example of a specific, thoroughly
open, as well as thoroughly provocative category which
keeps “slipping away” from any attempt of defining
it (precisely). Nevertheless, no matter how much
deconstruction confirms itself (with such a “slipping
away”) as fluid (“undetermined”/open), at least when
it comes to the theatrical act, an otherwise thoroughly
fluid, ephemeral and open phenomenon in its essence! —
the easiest/most explicit way of explaining it is, namely,
through the interaction of the two mentioned elements
of the crucial Derridian (performative, of the present)
binary opposition present-absent.

Namely, theatre studies has a sense that this significant
doubling (present-absent) in particular could serve as a
unique cornerstone on which the procedure (strategy) of
deconstructing the theatrical act, in particular finding
those “blind spots” (“white stains”, as Derrida would
say) towards which all its presence inevitably inclines.
Namely, the process of deconstructing the theatrical act
should offer/develop some new (different) techniques
of viewing it, techniques which should be equivalent to
some new/different techniques of reading conventional
literary texts (including theatrical ones). However,
such an outlook to theatre (perhaps we should call it a
deconstructing outlook) could become relevant only if it
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(BKJIy4MTEJTHO U OHUE JpamMcKuTe). Mefyroa, BakKBOTO
2nedarve Ha teattiapoil (Moxkebu Tpeba /1a ro HapeueMe
senedarbe-witio-dexoHcipyupa“) MoKe J1a CTaHe peJie-
BAaHTHO CaMO JIOKOJIKYy Owujle IOATOTBEHO/KBaTU(HU-
KyBaHO Jla ja 21eda BKYITHOCTa Ha TeaTapckKaTa iipe-
3eHyuja, OJHOCHO JIOKOJIKY IIEpPMaHEeHTHO ja 3eMa IpPe/I-
BHJ HEj3UHATA 3alIEMETyBauYKa pa3HOBUIHOCT/ pa3auy-
Hocil. JIOKOJIKY ycIteasi MoBeKe /1a ce 3aHUMaBa CO Tea-
TapcKaTa YMETHOCT, CUTYPHA CyM JieKa 1 caMuoT Jlepuaa
OBaa Hej3WHa 3allleMeTyBaykKa Pa3sHOBUIHOCT/pasauy-
Hocill Hen30exHO OU ja UMEeHyBaJl CO CBOjJOT 3HAMEHUT
kBanudukatus dugeperya (dbpan,. différance).

TeaTapckara fipeseHyuja e, 3HaeMe, CHHECTETHYKA I10-
jaBa, uuH npeToBapeH (,,00peMeHeT) cO MHOTYOPOjHH U
Pa3JIMYHU KOJIOBH, YMH/aKT CO BUCOKA KOHTHHTEHIH]a.
Teatapckara tipeseHuuja ja ,cocraByBaart"/,ycorya-
cyBaatr® WCKJIYYUTETHO MHOTY pas3AudHU 3HAKOBHU
CHUCTEMU: ja3WUeH, TOBOPEH, Napaja3uveH, KUHE3UUKH,
MMPOCEMUYKH, MPOCTOPEH, BpeMeHCKH... Ha armwrHuTe
TeaTapCKu CEMHOJIO3U, KOUIITO BO TEKOT Ha cemyMje-
CEeTTHTE TOJIMHU HA JBA€CETTUOT BEK WHTEH3UBHO C€
3aHMMaBaa CO CHUTE THE€ CHCTEMH, BJIOKYBAajKH TOJIEMH
HAIIOPH 34 J1a TU JIeKoAupaaT/aeuHUpaaT BUCTUHCKUTE
byHKIIMM Ha HUBHUTEe oxazenHu eneMeHTUH (AH bep-
chenn (Ann Ubersfeld), Ilatpuc IlaBuc (Patrice
Pavis)...), HecomHeHO Tpeba 1a UM OuzeMe OG1arolapHu
3a YTBP/IyBaHETO HA TEOPUCKUOT IIOUM IIITO COOZIBETHO
ja meTrepMUHUPA, HO U epUKACHO ja OleparioHATN3HUpa
TOKMY CUHECTETHYHHOCTA Ha TeaTapcKaTa iipe3eHuuja.

VMeHo, oBue edUKACHU OIEPATHUBIM HE CaMO IITO ja
BOBeJI0a BO ymotpeba, TyKy U /lepUHUTHUBHO ja adup-
Mupaa (yHaIrpeayBajKu ja BO cepHO3HA TEOPHCKA KaTe-
ropuja) UCKJIYUYUTETHO Ba)KHATa CUHTarMa ilexkcitioitl
Ha lpetliciuasattia (wm tipetticitiasa xkaxo texcil), 00-
jacHyBajKu JieKa Taa He caMo IITO ja moapas3bupa, TyKy

was prepared/qualified to view the entirety of a theatrical
presence, i.e. if it permanently considered its stunning
diversity/difference. Had he had the opportunity to deal
more with the art of theatre, I am sure that even Derrida
himself would inevitably have called its stunning
diversity/difference with his famous term différance.

Theatrical presence, as we know, is a synaesthetic phe-
nomenon, an act overloaded (“burdened”) with a mul-
titude of different codes, a highly contingent act. The-
atrical presence is “comprised”/“aligned” exceptionally
numerous different semiotic systems: linguistic, pho-
netic, paralinguistic, kinetic, prosemic, spatial, chrono-
logical.... We should be thankful to the diligent theatrical
semioticians, who during the seventies of the twentieth
century were actively studying all these systems, putting
great efforts into decoding/defining the true functions
of their constituent elements (Ann Ubersfeld, Patrice
Pavis...), for establishing the theoretical notion which
accordingly determines as well as efficiently puts to work
the very synaesthetic nature of theatrical presence.

Not only did these efficient operatives bring it into use,
but they also definitely promoted (advancing it into a se-
rious theoretical category) the exceptionally important
expression “the text of the play” (or the play as a text),
explaining that not only does it imply, but it also literally
describes the synaesthetic nature (“the entirety”) of the
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OykBaTHO W ja  JecKpubupa CHHECTETHYHOCTA
(,BKymHOCTa“) Ha KOMIUIMKyBaHaTa ipe3eHuuja Ha
TeaTapckuoT 4yuH. CTaHyBa 300p 3a CHHECTETUYHOCTA
KOja IIITO eTHOBPEMEHO ja ,,cOCTaByBaaT" /KoHCIUpYyupa-
aill ¥ TEKCTOT, 1 HETOBOTO FOBOPEHE, U CETO OHA IIITO TO
nmoapazbupamMe Kako IJIyMa, U KUHE3WKa/ITPOKCEMHUKA
Ha aKTepuTe, U HAUMHOT Ha KOj PEKUCEPOT I'0 MOJIeprupa
IIeJINOT IPOIeC Ha TeaTpaju3anujaTa, U CHUCTEMOT Ha
CUTEe MPOCTOPHU-AYIUTUBHU-CBETJIOCHU B3HAI KOj
COO/IBETHO ja TMOAJAP)KyBa Taa TeaTpaju3ainuja, |
CHUCTEMOT Ha PeIfUIUpalbe Ha caMmaTa IIPeTCTaBa ,KaKo
TakBa“...

Jeka cuHTarmara iuexkciuoil Ha Upeiuciuasaiua ce
MOKaXka W JIOKaXka KakO COOJ/IBETHA, (PYHKITMOHATIHA U
0COOEHO TIPOAYKTUBHA TEOPHCKA KaTEropHja, MOTBP/Y-
BaaT M HEj3UHUTE MOIOIHEKHU MoaudUKauu. Bo efieH
O/l CBOHUTE He-0C0OeHO-MHO2YOpOjHU TEKCTOBH HA Te-
arapcku TemMu, Posiad bapT nps ro ynotpeoms uCKIydn-
TEJIHO QYHKIIMOHAIMOT ITIOUM, HECOMHEHO H3BEJIEH Of]
WHUIMjaJTHaTa CEMUOTHYKATa KaTeropuja ilieKcitioil Ha
fipetlicitiasailia, amMa HECIOPHO IIOeIHOCTaBEH/IIPUC-
rocobeH 3a ,,cekojaHeBHA yrioTpeba“. Habpry, oBoj moum
— a cTaHyBa 300D 3a MIOUMOT ilikaerbe! — Ke CTaHe MOIITHE
MIOIyJIapeH (/1a peyeMe: BO TEATPOJIOLIKUTE TEKCTOBH HA
Eyrenuno bap6a (Eugenio Barba), Bo Teopuckuor cucrem
Ha Mumen ®yko (Michel Faucault)...), 3a momorna u
camuoT Jlepu/ia a TO MPOMOBUPA BO €/IEH OJT BAKHUTE
IIOMMU Ha CBOjaTa cilipailiecuja Ha OeKOHCUIpYKuuja
(Derrida, 1976).

Ha wro mucnu lepupa, Kora 36opysa 3a
cTpateremara (opMynupaHa Kako
~TKaemwe Ha AeKOHCTpyKuMjaTa”?

Muciu Ha CBOEBHU/IHA BMPEKEHOCT/Mpexca Ha HaIIeTo
BKYITHO TEOPHCKO U ITPAKTHYHO HCKYCTBO — HCKYCTBO Ha

complicated presence of a theatrical act. We are talking
about a synaestheticity simultaneously “composed”/
constructed equally by the text and its voice, all that
we understand as acting, as well as kinetics/proxemics
of the actors, both the way the director moderates the
whole process of theatricalization, and the system of all
spatial-audio-light signs which accordingly support that
theatricalization, as well as the system of reception of the
play itself “as such”....

That the expression text of the stage show has been shown
and proven as appropriate, functional and particularly
productive theoretical category, is confirmed by its later
modifications. In one of his not particularly numerous
texts on theatre issues, Roland Barthes was the first
to use the exceptionally functional term, undoubtenly
derived from the initial semiotic category the text of the
stage show, however indisputably simplified/adapted
for “everyday use”. Soon after, this term — and we
are talking about the term weaving! — would become
quite popular (for instance, in the theatre studies texts
of Eugenio Barba, in the theoretical system of Michel
Foucault...), and eventually even Derrida himself
promoted it into one of the important concepts in his
strategy of deconstruction (Derrida, 1976).

What does Derrida Have in Mind
When He Talks About the Stratagem
Formulated as “Weaving of Deconstruction”?

He has in mind a certain network/net of the sum of
our theoretical and practical experience — experience
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YUTAETO, IIPeJT c€! — KOjallITo MOCTOjaHo Ce ,,pa3MHO-
’KyBa“/muceMUHUPA MMPEKY OCO3HABahe/YUTahe HA HO-
BU (M HOBH, ¥ HOBH) HCKyCTBa. VICKyCcTBa Ha YHUTAIHETO,
npen ce! Muciejku u 1moHatamy BO KOHTEKCT Ha Mpe-
Jcailia, BAaKBOTO ,,HCKYCHO“ ynTame Tpeba /a GyHKIU-
OHHpA KaKo (pUrypaTUBHO Bp3yBarbe HAa HOBH (1 HOBU, U
HOBH) ja3nu. Cekoe yuTame (He caMo OHAa YHUTAHE IITO
BeKe ro ,,01pab0TUBME", HO U YUTAFHETO IIITO JIOMPBA HH
MPETCTON) aBTOMATCKU Ce ,,3a8P3Y8a“ 1 BMPEKyBa KaKo
HOB/IOTIOJTHUTEJIEH ja30.J1 ,,BO IIOBEKEja3UUHOTO — (DHIIO-
coCKO, KHMIKEBHO, TIOJIUTUYKO, UJIE0JIOIIKO, ETHIKO —
ttikaerwe Ha dexkoHciipykuujaita“ (Biti, 2000:61).
Jepuna, oueBUAHO, IUIEIUPA 32 CHENUMUIHO, UCKITY-
YUTEJTHO aKTUBHO U MPOAYKTUBHO (0eKOHCIUPYKUUCKO)
yuTamwe. VICKyCTBOTO Ha TAKBOTO OeKOHCIIPYKUUCKO U~
itiare ce TIOTBP/yBa KaKo coceMa 0coOOeHO: HACOUYEHO €
— ceKoralll ¥ HallopeAHO — He CaMO KOH MOeAUHEYHUOT
TEKCT KOj BO MHUTOT ce yuTa (ja3oJI KOj ce Bp3yBa), TYKY
U KOH KOHTEKCTOT (ilikaereilio) BO KOJIITO HCTHUOT TOj
TEKCT aBTOMAaTCKH Ce ,,BMPEXKyBa“, BOCIIOCTaBYBajKU CO
Hero (HO W IPeKy Hero) MHTEH3UBHU WHTEPTEKCTYaTHU
penanuu. Baka pa3OpaHmOT KoHTeKCT J[lepuza ro
HMMeHyBa 8pamyearse (aHIJI. frame), IPU IITO 3HAYEHETO
Ha OBOj IIOUM €, IOBTOPHO, MOIITHE KOMILJIEKCHO.

Bpamysareitio o ,,IOKpUBA“ aBTOPOBUOT IIOCTOEH UH-
Tepec 3a TaKaHapeueHUTe PaOHU/TpPAaHUYHU 30HH Ha
TEKCTOT (MHTepec 3a HACJIOBH, *KAHPOBCKU KJIAY3YJIH,
nornucy, 6eyenIky, MapruHu...), OHOCHO 3a peJaI-
ute (KopejanucKuTe Ay0aeT Wik OMHAPHU OTTO3UITUN)
mrto Jlepuia oncecuBHO T dexoHcilipyupa. Bo mparma-
b€ Ce TOKMY OHHe Jy0JIeTH Ui OMHAPHU OIO3UIIUU Ha
KOUIIITO TPAJUIIMOHAJIHO Ce IIOBHKYyBa CeTa 3amajHa
MHCJIa: BHATPEITHO/HAIBOPEITHO, IIeHTap/MapruHa, 1y-
111a/TeJI0, JIOCJIOBHO/TIPEHECEHO, TOBOP/IMMCMO, IIPe-
MeT/O3HakKa...

in reading, above all! — which keeps “multiplying”/
disseminating through cognition/reading of new
(and newer and newer) experiences, above all reading
experiences! Continuing to think in the context of the
net, this “experienced” reading should function as a
figurative tying of new (and newer and newer) knots.
Every reading (not only that which we already have
“gone through”, but the one that we are yet to read as
well) is automatically “tied” and becomes part of the
network as a new/additional knot “in the multilingual
— philosophical, literary, political, ideological, ethical
— weaving of deconstruction” (Biti, 2000:61).

Derrida, obviously, pleads for a specific, exceptionally
active and productive (deconstructive) reading. The
experience of such a deconstructive reading has been
proven as particularly unique. It is aimed — always and
along with — not only at a single text that is being read
at a particular moment (a knot that is being tied), but at
the text (the weaving) as well in which it is automatically
“networked”, establishing with it as well as through
it intensive intertextual relations. The context thus
understood is named by Derrida as framing, while the
meaning of this term, again, remains fairly complex.

The framing “covers” the author’s existing interest in the
so-called marginal/border zones of the text (interest in
titles, genre stipulations, signatures, notes, margins...),
that is, his interest in relations (correlational doublets
and binary oppositions) which Derrida obsessively de-
constructs. We are questioning precisely those doublets
or binary oppositions that western thought traditionally
calls upon: internal/external, centre/margin, soul/body,
verbatim/paraphrased, speech/writing, object/sign....
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MeryToa, 8pamysar-eilio ymaTyBa 1 Ha MapaJlOKCaTHOCTA
Ha COIICTBEHOTO (GyHKIMOHUpae. IMeHo, HacTojyBajku
J1a IT0jaCHU 301IITO 3HAYEHHETO Ha €7IEH TEKCT (3BHAYEHETO,
BOOIIIIITO) HUKOTAIIl HE MOKeE Jia Oujie yTBPAEHO Camo
MPEKy ,HeyTPpaTHOTO“ (,,aCeNTUYHO“, OCaMEHHUYKO)
YHUTalhe Ha CAaMUOT TOj TEKCT, /lepuia eKCIUTUIIUTHO ce
MMOBUKYBa TOKMY Ha HETOBOTO HEM30EKHO 8pamyearse
BO JIDyTU TEKCTOBH, BO JIDyTU THUIIOBH/BUJOBU Ha
TEKCTOBU, BO CUTE TEKCTOBU HA OBOj CBET, HAJIIOCJIE — BO
Kyatliypaitia pa3bpaHa kako ihexkcia! VIMeHO, TOj
OECKOMIIDOMHUCHO TO 3acTallyBa CTaBOT JieKa TaKBOTO
,OECKOHEYHO“ 8pamyearbe My € HEOIXOJHO Ha CEKOj
TEKCT. 3aToa IITO CaMO TAaKBOTO 8PAMYBarbe Ha TEKC-
TOBHTE (Ha CEKOj eJIeH TEKCT, a CO TOA U Ha CUTE TEKCTOBH
Ha 0BOj cBeT!) UM OBO3MOXKYBa /ia CO37laBaaT 3HAYEHA,
HO U /1a ja 00e30e/yBaar concTBeHara ,pa3H03HaYHOCT,
KOJaIlITO € pPe3yyITaT TOKMy Ha OeCKOHeuHaTa ,Mrpa Ha
pasuku“. 3HAYEHETO Ha €/IeH TEKCT — Ha IpeTcTaBaTa
yuTaHa U pa3bpaHa Kako TeKcT! — MOKeMe 1 a TO JI0-
JIOBHME CaMO IIPEKY Pa3JINYHUTE 3HAYEHA IIITO T'O TMAaaT
TEKCTOBUTE BO KOW TOj ce 8pamysa. Pasaukaitia (a He
,ACTOCTa®) e KJIyd INTO ja OTBopa ImHdpaTa Ha
3HauemeTo. Koemro — cekoramr! — e pe3dysnrar Ha bec-
KOHEYHOTO BpaMyBaibe, HO BpaMyBalbe KOe HUKOTAIIl He
ce 3aTBOpa Bo pamka (Derrida, 1988).

JlaHcupaHara JIoceTKa — ,,BpaMyBarbEeTO ITOCTOU, aMa He
IIOCTOM paMKa“ — IPETCTaByBa YIITE €[eH O/ WHTPHU-
TaHTHUTE Oepudaoscku mapagokcu. Celak, He CTaHyBa
300p 3a rosia mocetka. Hamporus.

Ke ce oGuzmeMe z1a ja dekoHcilpyupame He caMo Hej3u-
HaTa JIOCETIMBOCT, HO U Hej3MHATa HECOMHEHA PeyH-
JIAHTHOCT, IIOTITUPAjKH ce IIPUTOA TOKMY Ha TeaTapcKaTa
TeopHuja U IMpaKTUKA.

Nevertheless, the framing also refers to the paradox of
one’s own functioning. Namely, insisting on clarifying
why the meaning of a given text (the meaning, can
never be determined at all only through “neutral”
(“aseptic”, isolated) reading of that same text, Derrida
explicitly refers exactly to its inevitable framing in other
texts, in other types/kinds of texts, in all the texts in
the world, and finally — in the culture understood as
a text! Namely, he has an uncompromising opinion
that such an “endless” framing is necessary for every
text because it is this kind of framing of texts (of any
given text, and therefore of all the texts in the world!)
that helps them create meanings as well as secure their
own “multi-significance”, which is a result of exactly
this kind of endless “play of differences”. We could
grasp the meaning of a text — of a performance read
and understood as a text! — only through the different
meanings of the texts framing it. The difference (not the
“sameness”) is the key that breaks the code of meaning,
which is - always! - the result of infinite framing, but
framing that is never enclosed within a frame (Derrida,
1988).

The circulating witticism - “framing exists, but there
is no frame” — represents yet another of the intriguing
Derridian paradoxes. However, this is not a mere
witticism, quite the contrary.

We will attempt to deconstruct not only its wittiness, but
its unquestionable redundancy while relying precisely
on the theory and practice of theatre.

177



178

Jelena Luzina Presence, Play, Difference: Derrida and His “Marginal” Theatrical Comments

Kako 1 BO WITO Ce BpaMyBa TeaTapCKUOT TEKCT ?

3a 7]a OATOBOpUME Ha 0BAa HAaBUAYM IIPOCTO IIpallambe,
Tpeba MOBTOPHO Jla 'O YTOUHMMe 3HAYeHeTO Ha IIOU-
MOT illexcill, KaKOB IITO ro pa3dupa cOBpeMeHaTa Te-
aTpoJIorHja.

Kora muciu u 360pyBa 3a iliekcilioill, TeaTPOJIOTHjaTa
MUCJIN U 300pyBa 32 HEIITO MHOT'Y IIOKOMILJTUKYBAHO Of
OHa IITO TO Cyrepupa JIAKOHCKaTa CHHTarMa opamcko
fiucmo, Koja HajuecTo U He Mozpa3dupa HEIITO I0aM-
OUIIM3HO OTKOJIKYy IITO € OHaa (aMo3Ha ,COAPKUHA
¢dukcupana Ha xapruja“. Ce pa3bupa, Iypu HU camara
Taa ,,CO/Ip;KUHA“ He e cCoceMa e/THOCTABHA 32 UCUNUTYBAbE,
0CcOOEHO aKo cTaHyBa 300D 3a UCYUTYBa€e KOe TEHUPA
KOH Hej3uHa Tearpanusanuja (/lepuma Ou pekour:
tipezenyuja). VimeHo, dpamckuoili iliekcili e coceMa
cuenuduveH BHUJ KHIKEBEH 3amuc. VcnuiaH Ha Haj-
MaUIKy JIBE HIBOAQ, OJTHOCHO ITPOCJIE/IEH U MOAAPKAH Of
HajMaJIKy /1Ba TUIIA IIUCMO — KOU, HHAKY, T€eHEPAIHO Ce
nudepeHIpaar MpeKky cTaHAapAHaTa OMHApHA OMO3HU-
[ja Aujasior/auaackannuja — Opamckuoil itekcill Beke
»Ha TIPB TIOTJIE/ " yIIaTyBa Ha CBOjOT B3UCKAaTEJIEH CTATyC:
BO IIpalllahe €, HECOMEHO, XUOpudeH UeKcCill, OJHOCHO
XubpuodeH KHUdCe8eH MHCAHP, KOj ce IOCTBAapyBa TOKMY
MPEKy ITIEPMaHEHTHOTO KOMOWHHpame Ha IOBEKe TH-
IIOBY/BU/IOBU JTHCKYPC.

MeryToa, Aypu U BO MHUTOT Kora e (Beke) JIyITUIHO
,ACKOMOMHUPAH“ W IIeJIOCHO ,3alHIllaH Ha XapTuja“,
dpamckuoili iliexcili c€ ymTe He e IejaoceH. Hemy
My HeJOCTacyBa €IHO Ba)KHO ,JONOJHyBame. OBa
LJAOMOMHyBame“ Jlepuma ro HapekyBa supplement!
(Derrida, 1976:188-213), mojacHyBajKu JeKa CTaHyBa
300p 3a IIOUM KOj 'O MapKHpa TOKMY OHA IIapa0KCaTHO
JIBUJKEHbE KOEITO TO JIEIEHTPUPA CEKOe O3HAUyBambe.
,11apaJIoKCOT My € IMaHEeHTEH Ha CAMHUOT IIOUM, OHU/Iej-

How is the Theatrical Text Framed and Into What?

To answer this seemingly simple question we need to
specify the meaning of the term text as it is understood
by contemporary theatre studies.

When contemplating and speaking about the text, thea-
tre studies thinks of and speaks about something much
more complicated than what is suggested in the laconic
expression theatre writing, which usually does not even
imply anything more ambitious than the famous “con-
tent fixated on paper”. Of course, not even this “content”
is simple enough for reading through, especially if we are
talking about a reading intended to dramatize it (Der-
rida would say presence). The text play writing is a very
specific kind of literary writing. Written on at least two
levels, that is to say, followed along and supported by at
least two types of writing, which otherwise are gener-
ally differentiated through standard binary opposition
dialogue/stage direction — “at first glance” the dramatic
text already suggests its demanding status. Doubtless,
this involves a hybrid text, that is, a hybrid literary
genre which comes into being specifically through a per-
manent combination of many types/kinds of discourse.

Even at the moment when it is (already) lucidly “com-
bined” and completely “written on paper”, however, the
dramatic text is not yet complete. It lacks one very im-
portant “addition”. Derrida calls this “addition” supple-
ment! (Derrida, 1976:188-213), clarifying that it is a term
that marks precisely that paradoxical movement which
de-centres every signification. The paradox is inherent
in this term because it simultaneously means both sup-
plementing something incomplete as well as making up
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KU TOj €eTHOBPEMEHO 3HAYH U JIOMOJIHYBAI€e HA HEIITO
HEIIOTIIOJIHO, HO M HaJ0OMECTyBame/3aMeHa Ha HEIITO
IMOTHOJIHO U mestocHo” (Biti, 2000:92).

OHa IITO CMe CBUKHAJIE /Ia TO UMEHYBaMe Kako OpamcKu
ttiexciti (,,JjpaMa Kako IIMCMO"), HECOMHEHO € THII Ha
KHIKEBEH (HO U TeaTapcKu!) TEKCT KOj € /I71ab0KO CBECEH
3a COTICTBEHATA ,HEIIOTIOJIHOCT, aMa W CHUTYPEH JIeKa
TOKMY BO Taa ,,HEITOTIIOJTHOCT® € KOH/IEH3UpaHa HeroBara
HajclwIHa MOK. ,HemormosiHocTa® M/Win ,HEJOCTUTOT,
KOU My ce WHXEepPeTHU Ha dpamcKkuoill itiekciti (Tue ce
HEIITO Kako HeroBa ¢abpuuka gpewxa!) He camMo IITO
TO JIETEKTHPAJI, TYKY ¥ CYIIEPHOPHO T'0 JIeUHUPAIT YIIITE
JIOOpHOT cTap APUCTOTET, HAPEKYBajKU T'O IIPOCTO OiICUC.

[ToumoT oticuc 0OUYHO ce IIpeBe/lyBa KaKO ,,CUEHCKA
atapaiaypa“ wim ,uHcueHauuja“. Bo MakemOHCKHOT
npeBoy Ha ,lloermkara“, Muxaun /I. IlerpymeBcku
pelIuI Jja TIpeBe/lyBa UHIUPEKTHO, IETEPMUHHUPAjKHU TO
(amo3HUOT oticuc co MOMOII HAa CHHTarMara ,,CUeHCKO
tipuxadxcysarse”“. EBe T0 TOa BA2KHO M€ECTO, IIBPCTO MO3HU-
[IMOHUPAHO BO IIlecTara IyiaBa oj ,,IloeTukara“:

»---|C]IIEHCKOTO NTpUKaKyBarbe BUCTUHA HAJMHOTY ja IJIEHU
Jlylata, Ho € BO Hajciaaba BpcKa cO yMETHOCTA M HajMAaJIKy
CBOjCTBEHO Ha IMOETHKAaTa; 3aITo e(eKTOT Ha Tpareaujara
Tpeba aa ce 1obue u 6e3 mpercTaBa u 63 apTHUCTH, & OCBEH
TOA BO ype/yBabeTO HA CIIeHATa [TOBaJKHA € BEIITMHATA Ha
ciieHorpadoT OMOIITO IMoeTcKaTa yMeTHOCT® (ApHCTOTen,

1990:46).

Ona mto BooOM4YaeHo To UMeHyBaMe KaKo UHCUeHauuja
wrH, cuopen IleTpyiieBcku, ,cueHCko Upukaxcysarbe
(camwmort /lepusia, KaKko IITO BUIOBME, TO KOPHUCTU TepP-
MHHOT iipe3eHyuja!), BO TeaTapcKaTa MPAKTHKa OTCe-
KOTalll ce ITOCTBapyBaJIo U Ce ITOCTBapyBa KaKo 30MPHO
“Me 3a IeJjla peIulia ,,HelOTIIOTHOCTH “/,,HeZI0CTaTOI!

for/replacing something complete and finished (Biti,
2000:92).

That which we have become used to calling a dramatic
text (“drama as writing”), is undoubtedly a type of liter-
ary (as well as theatrical!) text that is deeply aware of its
own “incompleteness”, but at the same time certain that
its supreme power is condensed precisely in this “incom-
pleteness”. The “incompleteness” and/or “shortage” that
are inherent for the dramatic text (they are something
like a manufacturing flaw) not only was detected, but it
was also defined in a superior fashion by good old Aristo-
tle, who simply called the phenomenon opsis.

The term opsis is usually translated as “stage appara-
tus” or “staging”. In the Macedonian translation of the
Poetics, Mihail D. Petrusevski has decided to do an indi-
rect translation in defining opsis by getting help from the
expression “stage presentation”. Here is this important
place, which is firmly rooted in the sixth chapter of the
Poetics:

“..[Sltage presentation of truth is what captivates the
soul the most, but it is barely related to art and is least
characteristic of poetics, because the effect of tragedy
should be achieved both without a presentation and artists.
Furthermore, in the stage design process the skill of the
scenographer is more important than the art of poetics”
(Aristotle, 1990:46).

What we usually refer to as staging, or according to
Petrusevski “stage presentation” (we have seen that
Derrida himself is using the term presence!), in theatre
practice has been materialized and has always material-
ized as a collective name for a whole set of “incompletes”
/ “insufficiencies” (supplements), which are inherent for
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(supplements), kouIlITO My ce WHXEPEHTHH Ha Opam-
cKuoil iliexcili, OMHOCHO Ha JipaMaTa Kako crenuduieH
B, nucMo. Boominro, apamc;cuom tlexcill KakKo Jia e
CcyZOUHCKU oOfibeJie’keH HAJIPBUH CO CBOUTE MHOTY-
OpOjHH ,,HETIOTIIOJTHOCTH , & J[ypH TI0TOA CO HEKOU apXu-
ttipazu (arche-trace, kako 1rto Besiene Jlepua) KOUIITO
— 3a cpeka! — yyBaar 110 HEKOj crloMeH Ha HuUB. Toj cro-
MeH, HeJId, OCTaHaJI COUyBaH Ha XapTHja, Ha Koja IpeT-
XOZTHO OWJT (pUKCHpPaH €O IMMOMOII HA MTHCMOTO.

Housro, 6e3manky /10 camuoT [lepuya, BO 3amaaHaTa
dumocodcka TpagunMja TUCMOTO UMallle TPETMaH Ha
OaHaJIeH ,,TEXHIYKH U3yM 32 IPUKAKyBake Ha TOBOPOT
(Culler, 1991:86). OTTyka 1 MpUYMHATA HA ITUCMOTO J1a
My ce IpUCTallyBa pe3epBHPAHO, CO jacHa CBeCT 3a
HeroBaTa MocpeHUYKa QYHKIH]jA, KOja MOXKe ypU U J1a
ja 3arpo3d aBTEHTHYHOCTA HAa CaMHOT TOBOP, JOBe-
JIyBajKH ja BO mpaliame (3arpo3yBajku ja!) GyHKIMOHAI-
HOCTa Ha KOMYyHUKalujata. BakBHOT cepuo3eH 3a30p
KOH ITUCMOTO CEPHO3HO ja MpobeMaTu3upaj HEropata
KBAIN(UKYBAHOCT 32 IPEHECYBalkhe€ HA BHUCTHHCKUTE
3Hauema. /leMeK: eITMHCTBEHO KUBUOT FOBOP, a HE MPT-
BaTa Tpara Ha XapTHja, MOXKe Jia ja ,JIOJIOBH aBTEH-
TUYHOCTA HA 3HAYEHHETO.

Kako 1 3a cuTe TEXHHYKH U3YMH, U 32 ITUCMOTO JI0JITO
ce MUCJIEJIO COCeMa CTEPEOTHITHO: JleKa € HeCTaOWITHO
Y CKJIOHO KOH ,HMCKpHUBYBamwma“. OJ Apyra cTrpaHa, roOBO-
pOT MoIIHe s1oro (ceé 70 emoxara Ha COCHPOBCKUOT
CTpyKTypasim3aM!) OMJI CMeTaH 3a aBTEHTUYEH, ITPUPO-
JIeH U HENPUKOCHOBEHO (YHKIIMOHAJIEH MeIUyM KOj,
OCBEH IITO BOCIOCTaByBa /JHPEKTHA KOMYHHKAIH]ja
— eTHOBPEMEHO U 3Hauu (IIpeHecyBa 3HAUEHE), TYKY U
ja mokaskyBa tipucyitHocitia! ITucMoTo 6UI0 TPETUPAHO
KaKO JMCTAaHIUPAHO, OTCYTHO U JIBECMUCJIEHO, 32 pa3-
JIIKAa OJi TOBOPOT, KOj CEKOraml CTOeJ BO JAUPEeKTHa
KOpeJIaIyja co cCaMOTO 3HAUYEHeE.

the dramatic text, that is, for the drama as a unique kind
of writing. Overall, it seems as though the dramatic text
is faithfully marked first with its many “incompletes”,
and only then with certain arche-traces (as Derrida used
to call them), which - fortunately! - keep a few memories
of them. Such memories, you would agree, have been
preserved on paper, prior to which they have been fix-
ated on it by means of writing.

For a long time, almost until the appearance of
Derrida, western thought had treated writing as a banal
“technical device for capturing speech” (Culler, 1991:
86). Hence the reason writing is approached cautiously,
with a clear understanding of its mediating role, which
can even endanger the authenticity of the speech itself,
bringing into question (endangering!) the functionality
of communication. Such a serious precaution towards
writing has seriously complicated its capability of
transmitting real meanings, as if only living speech,
and not dead paper, can “capture” the authenticity of
meaning.

Like all technical devices, writing as well was considered
completely stereotypical, unstable and prone to
“bending”. On the other hand, for a long time (until
the era of Saussurean structuralism!) speech had been
considered an authentic, natural, and unquestionably
functional medium, which besides establishing direct
communication - at the same time means (carries
meaning) — but it also proves the presence! In contrast
to speech, which has always stood in direct correlation
with meaning itself, writing was considered distanced,
absent and ambiguous.
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Ionro, 6e3manky no camuot Jlepuza, 3amagHara Guio-
codcKa ¥ OIIITOKYJITYypPHA TPAAHIH]ja CUJTHO CE Top/ieesia
CO BAKBHUOT CBOj JIOTOIlEHTpU3aM. 3acTaIlyBajKu To,
CO TOJIHO yOenyBame, TPAAUIIMOHAHUOT CTaB 3a MpHU-
pOAHATa MPEAHOCT HA TOBOPOT IPEJ, TEKCTOT, IJIACOT
npey, OykBarTa U 3KUBHOT 300p TpeJ ,MPTBOTO“ MHUCMO,
3amajHaTa TpPajUIifja CHUCTEMATCKH IO HETyBajia CTe-
peoTUnoT 3a Mmetuagusukaila Ha tipucycitusoituo. Ko-
jamro, Benu Jlepusa, mpercraByBa elHA O/ HEj3SUHUTE
HAQjroJIEMU U HAjOITACHU WJIYU3UH.

Marytoa, depudujaHckoitio deKOHCIIpyupare e citipa-
fliecuja MITO ce HaCO4YyBa, UMEHO, KOH ,,CPIIeTO Ha OBaa
rojleMa M omacHa Wiy3uja, AepuHHpaHa KaKo rojemMa
MetadusuyKa ,reMHrHA“. CyOBep3WBHA U PEIIUTEIHA,
OBaa cilipailiecuja HACTOjyBa Ha TPaAHIUjaTa HA WIy-
3UOHUCTUYKUOT JIOTOLIEHTpH3aM (Ha TOBOPHOTO, Ha
TOBOPOT) /1a 1 TO CIIPOTUBCTaBU IPAarMaTHYHUOT rpado-
IleHTpH3aM (Ha HaIIUIIaHOTO, Ha ITUCMOTO, HAa TEKCTOT).
Beke Hekosnky aeneHun (07 KpajoT Ha IIEECETTHTE
TOAMHU HA U3MHUHATUOT BeK!), BAKBOTO CIIPOTHUBCTaBY-
Bambe ce JIOKAKyBa KaKo MOIIIHE aKTyeJIHO, HO U MOIITHe-
MOIITHE TPOAYKTUBHO!

Jla My ce BpaTuMe, cellak, Ha JPAaMCKHOT TEKCT W Ha
Herosara crieludpuyHa MPUPO/A, Koja BeKe ja JiepuHU-
paBMe Kako xubpuoHa, HO U KaKo uepusa. Bpakajku my
ce, HeMa Jia 'y 3a00paBUMe HUTY OHUE HETOBU BaXKHU
,HETOTIOTHOCTH (supplements), YUHUINITO HECOMHEHU
itipazu, eBUJIEHTUPAaHU U COYyBAaHU BO HEroBaTa KOM-
IIKJIECHA TeKCTypa (3amuinaHa Kako ,COAp:KHMHA Ha
xapTuja“), He caMo IITO ja IPOBOIIUPAAT, TYKY U ja OBO3-
MOKyBaaT TeaTpasmsanujara (lepuga 6u pekos iipeseH-
yyjaitia). TokMy IIpeKy OBOj He3a00UKOJIEH Ipollec Ha
TeaTpaIu3aIuja, JPaMCKUOT TEKCT HYKHO TPaH3UTHpPA
BO JiejcTBHE (BO IO/Ipa’kaBarbe Ha CUTE BU/IOBH JI€jCTBU]A,
Mery APYTHTE U JE€jCTBUETO IITO 'O MMEHyBaMe Kako

For a long time, almost until Derrida emerged, western
philosophical and cultural tradition had taken pride in its
logocentrism. Mintainging in good faith the traditional
view of speech, sound and living word as being naturally
superior to text, letter, and “dead” writing respectively,
western tradition had been systematically nurturing the
stereotype of the metaphysics of presence, which, as
Derrida said, was one of its biggest and most dangerous
illusions.

However, Derridian deconstruction is a strategy that is
aimed at the “heart” of this big and dangerous illusion
defined as a metaphysical “darkness”. Subversive and
determined, this strategy challenges the tradition of
illusionist logocentrism (of the spoken, of speech) with
pragmatic graphocentrism (of the written, of writing, of
text). It has been a few decades now (since the end of
the sixties of the previous century!) since this challenge
proved quite fresh as well as fairly productive!

Let us go back, however, to the dramatic text and to its
specific nature, which we have already defined as hybrid,
but also as playful. Coming back to it, we will not forget
its important “incompletes” (supplements), whose indis-
putable traces recorded and stored in its complex tex-
ture (written as “contents on paper”) not only provoke,
but also enable theatralicalization (Derrida would say
presence). It is exactly through this unavoidable process
of theatralicalization that the dramatic text is necessar-
ily transited into action (imitating all kinds of actions,
among others the action that we refer to as spoken).
There is no doubt that the transition of the text (dramat-
ic writing) into different types/kinds of actions (among
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2080pH0). HecriopHO € /ieka TpaH3UTHUPAETO Ha ilek-
citioiti (mPaMCKOTO THCMO) BO Pa3JIMYHU THUIIOBH/
BHJIOBH JiejcTBHUja (Mely IpDyTUTE U BO 2080PHOIUO JiEjC-
TBUE) Tpeba Ja ce cMeTa 3a CMHCJIAa Ha HETOBOTO ITOC-
Toeme. /IpaMCKHOT TEKCT My € HaMeHEeT Ha aKTHBHUOT
Y4YeCcHUK BO HeropaTa TeaTpaju3allija U Ha HEj3UHUOT
MOJIEAHAKBO aKTHUBEH 2/1e0ay, a He Ha IIaCUBHHOT YlU-
waiaea.

Jlexa TakBaTa TeaTpajd3alidja e ,oHaIpena’ BIIHIIAHA
BO CAMHUOT JIpDAMCKH TEKCT — JIeKa, CO JIPYTH 300pOBH,
MIUIIIAHOTO/TEKCTYaJTHOTO HECOMHEHO € YCJIOB 32 HOJIOII-
HEJKHOTO TOJIpa’kaBarbe (TeaTpaymzanuja) — JOKaKyBa
¥ IUTUPAHUOT CTaB Ha APHUCTOTEN: 13, eeKTOT HA Tpa-
reffjaTa MOXKe Jia ce JIobue W co ,,r0JI0 YUTame", IITO
ke peue ,0e3 mpercraBara, u 6e3 aptuctu“ (Apucroren,
ibid.), ama Toa mMoke Aa ce ciyuu camo mopaau (GpakToT
IITO TOj edeKT 1 € MMaHEeHTeH Ha Hej3HHaTa IIPUPOJIA.
CnoMHyBaHUTE arWJIHU cEMUOTUYapu-oniepaTuBIiy (116e-
pcdeng, [TaBuc) oBaa HOTOpHA KOHCTATAaIHja YCIEITHO ja
IIPETBOPHja BO AeOUHUIIM]A: IMEHO, THE BEJIaT IeKa CEKOj
TEKCT IIITO € HAITHMIIIaH BO XUOpU/IHATa JpaMcKa ¢dopma U
He e JIPyro OCBEH oUlucC Ha ileailiapckatla upeiuciuasa
kxojawitio my e umarenitina (Ibersfeld, 1982).

JedbuHumyjaTa kako a My e 1mo mepka Ha /lepuaa. Taa
IIeJIOCHO TO TMOJJP>KyBa HE caMO HETOBHOT rpado-
IIEHTPUYEH KOHIIENT Ha CBETOT (KOHIIENT Ha ,,IPUMAaTOT"
Ha IICMOTO ITpeJT TOBOPOT U Ha TEKCTOT IIPeJi Heropara
tipe3eHyuja), TyKy ro IMOJJIP’KyBa U KPYIHjaTHHUOT CTaB
3a TEKCTOT KaKO ,MpeKa Ha Pa3/INKHU, TKaekhe Ha Tparu
KOHIIITO OECKOHEYHO yIIaTyBaaT Ha HEIITO JAPYro/Iou-
HaKBO 0]1 cebe, Ha JIPYTUTE TParH IIITO OHOBO yIIaTyBaaT
Ha pasinuku“ (Biti, 2000:62). ImeHO, cekoja uHcue-
Hauyuja Ha JIPAMCKUOT TEKCT, CEKOe HEroBO TpaHC-
MMOHUPamke/TPAaH3UTUPAhE BO OHA IIITO IO UMEHyBaMe
KaKo iloulaneH llexcil UIu Wekxkcil Ha upeulciuasaiua,

others the spoken action) should be considered as the
meaning of its existence. In its theatralicalization the
dramatic text is intended for the active participant and
for its equally active viewer, not for the passive reader.

<

That such theatralicalization has been written “in
advance” into the dramatic text itself — that, in other
words, the written/the textual is inadvertently a pr-
requisite for the imitation (theatralicalization) that will
follow — is attested by Aristotle’s view: yes, the effect
on tragedy could be achieved even through a “sheer
reading”, which means, “without the stage show, and
without artists” (Aristotle, ibid.), but that could happen
only because of the fact that such an effect is inherent
for its nature. The aforementioned diligent semiotic
operatives (Ubersfeld, Pavis) have successfully turned
this famous conclusion into a definition. Namely, they
say that every text written in the hybrid dramatic form
is but a description of its innate theatrical peformance
(Ibersfeld, 1982).

This definition seems to sit well with Derrida. It entirely
supports not only the graphocentric concept of the
world (concept of the “prevalence” of writing over
speech and of text over its presence), but the crucial
view of the text as “a network of differences, weaving
of traces which infinitely point to something else/other
than themselves, to other traces which again point to
differences” (Biti, 2000: 62). Namely, every staging of
a dramatic text, every transposition/transition of it into
that which we call absolute text or text of the stage show,
becomes possible and creative only because of the fact
that it is inevitably operationalized as a specific kind of
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CTaHyBa BO3MOXKHO M KPEaTHBHO UMEHO ITopaau (GaKkToOT
IIITO MCTOTO HeW30eKHO ce oIlepallMOHAIU3Upa KaKo
cuenudUIHO WKaerwe Ha TUHIIUYHO depudaoscka ,Mpe-
’Ka Of] TPArH U O] Pa3JINKH .

Cnopen [lepuza, cekoj mouM Bo cebe COAPIKU U TParu of
HEKO]j APYT ITIOKM; IypH OU MOKeJIe a peueMe JieKa CEKOj
IIOUM € KOHTAaMHHHPaH O7] APYrocTa Ha MPETXOAHHOT
(mm Ha CJIETHUOT, CeeHO0); BaKBaTa KOHTaMUHAaIlHja
ce UMeHyBa KaKo Wipaaa; of] ipyra CTpaHa, COAP>KUHATA
Ha HEKOj IOMM He € OTpaHMYeHa caMO Ha TOj TEPMUH,
TYKy ce IIHUPH, ,,Ce pa3eBa HAABOP o7 cebecu”, co IITO
' KOHTAMUHHUpPA JIDYTUTE MTOUMH, OCTaBajKX M HA HUB
CBOjaTa ipasa; Ha OBOj KOMILIEKCEH HAYMH, IIPOLIECOT
Ha IIUIIYBaWkbeTO CTaHyBa IIpolec Ha ,0ECKOHEYHO
TKaeme Ha ipazu”, Ha 6eCKOHEUYHO TPEU3BUKYBahe Ha
pasauxu v Ha 6ecKpajHO smpedcysatrve.

HecomueHo, BO mpaiiiame € IMeKoJIHa KOMOMHATOPHKA:
Ipollec Ha MepMaHeHTHA uepa, uepa 6e3 3anup u 6e3
OperoBu. Mepa Kako 1eJl.

Hepa He e caMo efieH Of KJIyYHUTE IMOUMHU BO (PUIIO-
cockuotr cucrem Ha Jlepuzaa, TyKy U eAHa OF JIOMU-
HAHTHHUTE CTPAaTereMy IITO IO Pa3BUBAAT TOj CHUCTEM,
OJIp>KyBajKu TO BO A00pa kKoHuIuja. Hekou cepro3Hu
IMO3HAaBa4u BeJIaT, AYPH, JeKa MOKE JIa Ce 3aKJIy4Yd OTH
~HETOBUTE UTPH CO CAMUOT (PHII0COPCKU TEKCT, HA KPAjOT
‘pesyatupaar co GUIOCO(PCKU CTUJI KOJIITO MHOTY
IoBeke ITOTCETYBa Ha MTIparbe urpa (game playing) muim
Ha KPEeaTHUBHO IHIIYBakbe, OTKOJIKY Ha TPAIUITIOHAJIEH

dmnocodckn muckypce’.” (Ilemapocku, 2004:32)

3a ka1, He ce 3abeJiexkyBa /IeKa BO COBpeMeHaTa TeaT-
poJsolika Hayka dJepudaosckailia OeKOHCIIpYyKuucka

weaving of the typically Derridian “network of traces
and differences”.

According to Derrida, every concept contains in itself
traces of some other concept. We could even say that
every concept is contaminated by the otherness of the
previous one (or the next one, all the same), and such
contamination is referred to as a trace. On the other
hand, the contents of a given concept are not limited to
that concept only, but it expands, “it spills out of itself”,
and by doing so it contaminates the other concepts,
leaving its trace on them. Through this complex way,
the process of writing becomes a process of “infinite
weaving of traces”, of causing differences, and of infinite
networking.

Doubtless, this is a kind of infernal contrivance: a process
of permanent play, unceasing , and boundless play. Play
as an aim in itself.

Playing is not only one of the key concepts in Derrida’s
philosophical system, but also one of the dominant
stratagems which develop this system keeping it in
good shape. Some experts even argue that it could be
concluded that “his plays with the philosophical text
itself, eventually ‘result in a philosophical style which
is far more reminiscent of game playing or creative
writing than of a traditional philosophical discourse™
(Dzeparoski, 2004:32).

Unfortunately, the fact that Derridian deconstructivist
play has (for the time being?) lived to see an outstanding
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uepa nokmBeasia (cera-zacera?) Hekoja ITOMapKaHTHA
WIN TOocpAedHa peneniuja. HuTy, mak, Hnpeau3Bu-
KYBauKHUOT Oepudaos8cku molen BO pelleHTHATa Tea-
Tapcka IpaKTHKa Jiouekas (cera-zacera?) HeKoja moce-
pUO3Ha aluIMKaluja, OMI0 Ha HUBO HA HWHCIEHAIHja
(tipesenyuja), 6umo Ha HUBO HA Teopuja U kputuka. Co
JIpyTH 300pOBH, TeaTapoT — bapem 3acera! — He ymees fa
npoduTHpa (Koj-3Hae-KOJIKy) 0/l HHTPUTAHTHOTO depu-
daoscko Hacaedciiso. Kako ce yirTe /1a He 3Hae IITO 61
MOJKeJI Jia [IOYHE CO HErO.

Camuot /lepuja, MCHUIIYBAajKHM TH COIICTBEHHUTE Tea-
TapCKHU ,MapruHAJIMK (3apajii KOU W 3all0YHaB Jia TO
MHUIITyBaM OBOj TEKCT), oA0upa (Bo HUB) /1a ce 3aHMMaBa
caMO CO €JHAa TeaTapCKa IIOETHKA, OHaa Ha AHTOHUH
Aprayzn (Antonin Artaud).

M360pOT BOOIIIITO HE € CJlydyaeH, HAalIPOTHB !

OuekyBaHo, /lepuia, IMeHO, KOH ApTay/l ja ©Ma Hacode-
HO I1apaJIOKCAITHOCTA Ha €30TEPUYHHOT TeaTapCKU KOH-
IenT. AHAJIU3UPAjKU IO TOj KOHIENT (3a TeaTapoT U 3a
HETOBHOT JBOjHUK), Jlepuyila TOYHO IIpENno3Hasl JieKa
TeaTapoT Ha CypOBOCTA, 3a KaKOB IIITO IUIeAUpa ApTayl,
IIpeTCTaByBa JIyIIUJIEH, HO U COCEMA YTOIHMCKU OOHUJ J1a
ce TeaTpayiN3upa/Mpe3eHTHpa ,IUCTOTO IIPUCYCTBO, (...)
€IMHCTBOTO ITIPEJT Pa3/BOjyBabETO, COCEMA 0CJI000/IEHO
O/l BHATPEIIIHUTE Pa3IMKa IIITO CEKOTAIll T 00ejIeKyBa
nuiryBamwero” (Derrida, 1978:174).

TeaTapoT Ha ApTaya HHKOraml He Ce MOCTBAPUJ Kako
»,BUCTUHCKH" W ,JIPAKTUYEH", HUTY MaK MoxeJ (,KaKo
TakoB“) /1a ce mocTBapu. MarnuHata ybaBHHA Ha TOj
TeaTap HECOMHEHO € CO/Ip’KaHa TOKMY BO HerosaTa
,HEIIPAKCHOCT* — TOj MOCTOU CaMO KaKO 3aIlHC/IHCMO
(,comp:xkrHa Ha XapTHja“) U QYHKIMOHHPA HCKIIYYHU-
TEJIHO KaKO CyreCTHBHa BH3Hja (3a HIEaTTHOTO), KaKO

or more cordial welcome is hardly noticeable in modern
theatrical science, nor has the challenging Derridian
model seen in the recent theatrical practice (for the time
being?) had a more serious application, whether at the
level of staging (presence), or at the level of theory and
criticism. In other words, the theatre — at least for now!
— has not been (all that much) successful in profiting on
the Derridian legacy. It seems that it still does not know
what it could spark with it.

Writing his own theatrical “marginalia” (because of
which I started writing this text), Derrida himself chose
(in them) to deal with only one theatrical poetics, that of
Antonin Artaud.

The choice is hardly coincidental! Quite the contrary!

As might have been expected, Derrida directed the
paradox of the esoteric theatrical concept towards
Artaud. Analysing that concept (for the theatre and its
double), Derrida recognized that the theatre of brutality,
which Artaud advocates, represents a lucid as well as an
entirely utopian attempt to dramatize/present the “pure
presence, (...) the unity before separation, an attempt
completely freed from the inherent differences that the
writing always marks” (Derrida, 1978:174).

Artaud’s theatre has never materialized as “real” or
“practical”, nor has it been able (“as it is”) to material-
ize. The magical beauty of this theatre undoubtedly
arises precisely from its “impracticality” — it exists only
as a written record/writing (“contents on paper” and it
works exclusively as a suggestive vision (of the ideal), as
a longing (for the impossible), and as a quest (for the un-
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KOTHeE K (110 HEBO3MOKHOTO) U KaKo moTpara (1o Hejioc-
THKHOTO). IlapajiokcasiHOCTa Ha Taa IIOTpara, rapa-
JTOKCOT IIITO TO pa3bpaj u caMuoT ApPTo, COApKaHa € BO
TOYHOTO YyBCTBO Ha HETOBUOT TBOPEII, /IEKa ,,e/[HA TAaKBa
aBTEHTHYHA IIPUCYTHOCT MOpa /ia IIOCTOM HAaJBOP Of
Bpemetro u of cBecra“ (Carlson, 1993:418). Exnatt oc-
TBapeHa, Taa BeJIHAIIl O ce cooursia co baHaM3aljaTa
Ha [TOBTOPYBAKETO, BEAHAII OV r0 HaTOBapuja Bp3 cebe
CBOjOT IOTYOEH ,,JIBOJHUK".

3akaj, ,IpaKTUYHHUOT TeaTap“ — OHOj TpO3anyeH/ mpar-
MaTH4Y€eH TeaTap cO KOj CEKOjJIHEBHO Ce 3aHUMaBa TeaT-
pOJIOIIKaTa HayKa — IIPOCTO € OCY/IeH Aa QYHKIMOHUPA
MMEHO Taka: IIOBTOPYBajku ja (o OecBecT) cBojaTa
tipezeHyuja, MPUWINYIHO HECBECEH JIEKA BEKe OJT MUTOT Ha
CBOETO 3aYHyBale U He MPaBU HUIITO (IPYyro) ocBeH
IITO ITOCTOjAHO T'O IIOBTOPYBA HETIOBTOPJIUBOTO.

benewku:

1. DopMasTHO/CTATUCTUYKHU, TeaTapcKara IpobieMaTHKa
EKCIUTUITUTHO € TEMATU3UPaHa CaMO BO HEKOJIKY TEKCTOBHU
Ha [lepuza: BO udeTBpTarara IjlaBa OJi BTOPHOT JeJl Ha
KyJITHaTa KHUTa 3a epamaitoaozujaitia (Bumm ,Teopem
U Tearap®) M BO [IBa eCeH IIOCBeTeHA HA AHTOHUH ApTay/
(Antonine Artaud), mybsukyBanu Bo kHuraTta L'ecriture
et la difference (1967); ocranyBa BleuaTok jeka Jlepuaa
JINPEKTHO/EKCIUTUIIUTHO ja TEeMAaTH3UpaJl TeaTapcKaTa
npobJsieMaTuka (IJIaBHO) BO II€€CETTUTE TOAUHH.

attainable). The paradox of that quest, a paradox under-
stood even by Artaud himself, is contained in the precise
feeling of its creator: “such an authentic presence has
to exist beyond both time and consciousness” (Carlson,
1993:428). Once achieved, it would immediately face the
banality of repetition, and it would immediately take its
disastrous “double” on its back.

Unfortunately, “practical theatre”-that prosaic/prag-
matic theatre with which theatre studies deal on a
daily basis — is simply destined to function in this way:
repeating its presence (until the point of exhaustion),
quite unaware that ever since its inception it has been
doing nothing (else) but constantly repeating the
unrepeatable.

Translated from Macedonian by Goran Stoev

Notes:

1. Formally/statistically the study of theatre is explicitly
thematized only in a few of Derrida’s texts: in the fourth
chapter of the second volume of his landmark book On
Grammatology (see Theorem and Theatre) and in two
essays dedicated to Antonin Artaud, published in the book
L’ecriture et la différence (1967). There is an impression
that Derrida had directly/explicitly thematized the study of
theatre in the '60s.
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Ja3nKoT Ha
cTpaHeuor*

ibwapcod, ucailles, Opoghecop nao Eeole des houtes
études en sciences socinles (EHESS), #ax Hepuda wa
22 ceflifiemapu ja dobu wospodaiia ,Teodop B, Adopuo™
willo ja dodeayea epodoil Gpawxdiypil. Ochoedha eo
1977 2., dodedysana cexojn Mipetia aoduwa, w vuuuido
dofiudinuyu eeve Hea Jupeen Xabepmac (Jirgen Haober-
maz), Miep Boyaez (Pierre Bowlez) u Maw-"Tux Iodap
{Jean-Lue Godard), e vazpadyjea deaa ko, 0 Byt Ha
parngiypilickailla wxoad, 2u GpesMunysaaill domenuiie
wit gueccogiuailio, wa ofho@ecilieenuilie wayKky o wo
yueliHociuiie (vyawka, Aiiepafiypa, Wealfap, @i,
uiiin.). Bo osaa dpuzodn, FMax Jepuda su dpovulic wa
sepMancku fipauilie U focteduuilie pevenuyy o cemoin
sogop. Tof Gewe nailnnan u dpeseden gwilie od mecey
aoaycill. Pegperyuilie wa ameceyolll oseyed, oflfiliywad,
fea dodadenu wo denodll Ha eaevenocile. Offaeyeaiitu 2o
unilieapaane oog) Mexcd, "Le Monde diplomatique” caxa
da My addade Tovwuill wa eden od Hujfzoaemuiiie HPAHUTCKL
uniTie ey,

Opoj Texcr € objasesn nog wacnopor ‘Fichus, =so
maproscknoT Gpoj wa Editions Galilée, Paris, 2002,

Jacques
Derrida

La langue de
l'étranger*

FPhilosophe, écrivain, professeur & ['Eeole des hautes études
en sciences sociales (EHESS), Jacques Derrida a regu e
prix: Theodor-W.-Adorno de le ville de Francfort le 22
septembre 2001. Fondé en 1977, attribué tous les trois ans,
déja décerné @ Jiirgen Habermas, Pierre Boulez ef Jean-
Lue Godard, il récompense des oeuvres qui, dans Pesprit de
l'école de Francfort, traversent les domaines de la philoso-
phie, des selences sociales et des arts (musique, liftérature,
thédtre, cinéma, ete. ). Jacques Derrida a fuen allemand les
premiers et derniers paragraphes de son discours, Il auait
été écrif et trodutt dés le mois d'aodlt, Les références au 11
septembre furent donc ajoutées le jour de la cérémanie.
« Le Monde diplomuatique », en publiant intégralement ce
texte, entend rendre ommage o Cun des plus grands intel-
lectuels frangais.

x
* Ce texte sera publié sous le titre 'Fichus' aux Edifions F
Galilée, en mars 2o02.
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lNocmofo rpafoHAMATHHE, TOCOOIHHE MEeHEPANTEH KOH-
aya, apar npodecope Bannendrenc (Waldenfels), aparn
KOJIerH, Apard TPHjaTe -,

Be MonasM 1a MH MPOCTHTE, CAKAM JIA BE NO3APaBaM ¥ Ja
RH C& 3a0/1arogapaM Ha MOjoT JasHE,

Jazukor, sBopoueM, Ke OHZe MojaTa TeMa: ja3HKOT Ha
OPYTHOT, ja3MKOT Ha TOCTHHOT, Ja3HKOT Ha CTPAHENOT
HIH HA [DCENEHHKOT, EMHIPAHTOT HIH er3lIafTor.
7o ke HANPABRH £HA OATOBOPHA DOMHTHKA O MHOHH-
HATA WM OJf EAHHHATA, DOYHYEAJKH O pasAHKHTe Mery
jazMouTe BO yrpemmata Esponma M, no mpHMepoT Ha
Erpona, Bo TexoBHaTa rrofanuzanuja? TokMy BO pan-
KHTE Ha OHa KOE HA eJeH ¢ NOCOMHENTENEH HAYHH T
HapekyBaMe riobanusansja, ce Haofame Ha pafor Ha
BOJHH KOH C€, 01 11 CeITeMEPH, MOMANKY 0] KOra H /ia e,
BeafenHn BO CBOJOT ja3HK, BO CBOETO JHAYMEHE H BO CBO-
BTO HME,

Kaxo MOTO Ha 0BOj CKPOMEH H yMepeH Hapad Ha fna-
rogapHOCT, AOIBONETE MH, HAjOpBO, Ja BH NPOYHTAM
efHa peueHHna Ha Bamrrep Bemjamuu' mwmo Toj egram,
eOHA HOK, ja coHYBan Ha dpannycks. Iloroa #1 ja
AoBepra Ha ppanmyckn Ha peren Agopao, Bo THCMO
IITO H IO YOATHA HA 12 OKTOMBPH 1939 TO/AHHA, O
Hjepp xage urro 6mn uMTepHHpan. Bo Toa speme Toa
o DpannMja ce HapexyBame  KaMmn Ha So0poBOaHMH
paforHHOM”. Bo HEroBHOT COH, KOjIOTO OHA, ako My
Bepyname, eviopuden, BeHjaMHH cH IO BETH ¢IefIHOBO,
Ha dpanmyckH, auaun: I s'agissait de changer en fichu
une poésie™. M npesegyea: “Es handelte sich darum, aus

* Cranypame z060p 38 ToR 7Ia C2 OPETBOPH MOE3Hj2 BO
MapaMa; HMenkaTa Jfichu® (nam.), osuagysa Mapasa, man,
MMM, MAapaM9e; opuaassata nax fichu® nva nonHakeo
FHANMERS, FHHIITEH, PAcHTaH, HaryfeH, roron”, oo Koe
oo o wrpa Jepaga. (3af, npes.)

Tnchues Berrida” La langue de Uétanger & a= ————

Madame le Maire, Monsieur le Consul général, cher Pro-
fesseur Waldenfels, chers Collégues, chers Amis,

Je vous en demande pardon, je m'appréte 4 vous saluer
et & vous remercier dans ma langue.

La langue sera d'ailleurs mon sujet : la langue de ['antre,
la langue de I'héte, la langue de I'étranger, voire de
Pimmigrant, de I'émigré ou de 'exilé. Qu'est-ce qu’une
politique responsable fera du pluriel et du singulier, 4
commencer par les différences entre les langoes dans
F'Europe de demain et, 4 'exemple de I'Europe, dans
la mondialisation en cours ¥ Dans ce qu'on appelle de
fagon de plus en plus douteuse la mondialisation, nous
nous trouvons en effet au bord de guerres qui sont moins
que jamais, depuis le 11 septembre, siires de leur langue,
de leur sens et de leur nom.

En exergue i ce modeste et sobre témoignage de reco-
nnaissance, permettez-moi de lire d'abord une phrase
que Walter Benjamin' un jour, une nuit, réva, loi, en
francais. 11 1a confia en frangais 4 Gretel Adorno, dans
une lettre qu'il lui adressa le 12 octobre 1939, depuis la
Niévre o1 il se trouvait interné. Cela s'appelait alors en
France un « camp de travailleurs volontaires ». Dans son
réve, qui fut, a l'en croire, euphorique, Benjamin se dit
ceci, en frangais donc : « Il s'agissait de changer en fichu
une poésie. » Et il traduit : « Es handelte sich darum,
aus einem Gedicht ein Halstuch zu machen. » Tout &
I'heure, nous caresserons ce « fichu », cette Geharpe ou
ce foulard. Nous v discernerons telle lettre de alphabet
que Benjamin crut y reconnaitre en réve. Et « fichu »,
nous ¥ viendrons aussi, ce n'est pas n'importe quel maot
francais pour dire écharpe, chile ou foulard de femme.
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cinem Gedicht ein Halstuch zu machen.” Tlogomsa, ge
i NOTANMME TEA MapaMa®, TOj WIAT HAM TAa [AMH)E.
lby ea ke pacnosHaeMe ogpejfeHa Gyksa on asbykara
urro BeRjaMue NOMHOTHA Jeka ja OpenosHan Ha com,
i na abopor fichu” &e ce HABPATHME HCTO TAKA, HE C8
piboTH 3a Koj 1 ga Giuao dpannyexs s60p 3a 18 oo HMe-
I[¥Ba #OHCKD Mapama, AT Wi mameja. Conyveame TH
CEROTAN BO CEOJOT KpeBeT, Hoke? (JINOBOPHM I CME 3a
pamrHTe comrmTa? MoxeMe TH 13 0roBapaMe 3a HHR?
Jla npernocTaBuMe gexa conyBam. Mojor con Gu Gmna
cpeken, Kaxo ol Ha BerjaMus,

Bo caMuoT oRGj MHT, obpakajin BM ¢e RaM, HHYKYM, €O
UTBOPEHH 04K, NOATOTEYBAjKH ce ma By ce safimarogapas
0 OHOTO HA cpoero, o0 unheimlich WAH ceRMIIHM
ABMAKERA HA Meceuap, WIH Nak Ha pasbojHHE a0jieH
qa rpafHe Harpaga Koja ge My Onaa Hamesera, ce O
CE CAYIHAO, 3HAYH, KAKO BO MHTOB A8 COHVBEAM, KaKO
04 AYPH Aa 10 TPH3HABAM: BCYITHOCT, BH BEJIaM, 1o3-
ApaByBajkM Be c0 DAATOMADHOCT, MH C& UHHH Jexa
couyBam. JypH H pasbojHHkOT HAH IUBEPUEPOT Aa He
(0 FACTYHYEA OHA IITO MY CF CAVIYRA, KAKO NOMIHOT
YHEHHE BO eaHa npHkaszka of Kadwa, woj Mo gexa
& noBukaH, u3bpaH, xako ABpaaM, Ha MECTOTO Ha
NpBEHENOT HA OFJEMEHMETO, HETOBHOT COH CE8 MHHH
cpeken, Kako jac.

Mefyroa ma COMyBAm M 3 MHCTIMID A@Ka COHYBAmI,
koja e pasnmeara? M, mpeg cd, Koj uma npasc ga ro
MOCTABH OBa npamasse? Jand ¢ Toa cCORYBaAY0T HYDHAT
g0 HCKVCTEOTO HA CBOJATE HOK WM MDAk COHYEAYOT KOTA
ke ce pasfynn? Ke suae nu, Bnpouem, coHyRauoT, aa
sBopyea 3a ceojoT coll a0 He ce pasbyan? Ke suae nn
BOOIIIITO 13 T4 UMENYEA conor? Ke 3Hae 11 TO4H0 04 To
NPOTOTEYER COHOT, 08 IypH o Ja c& ToemysiH co sbopor
Lcon” Ha cooppered Hauuy (03 13 ro npekHHE H O ro
npenane, aa, fes 4a ro opefase coEoT?

: Iggﬂﬁu | Jowrnal for Politics, Gander, asd Qulture, Vol, I0E, Mo. 2. Wipter 2004

Réve-t-on towjours dans son lit, et la nuit? Est-on
responsable de ses réves? Peut-on en répondre?
Supposez que je réve. Mon réve serait heureux, comme
celui de Benjamin.

En ee moment méme, m'adressant & vous, debout, les
yeux ouverts, m'apprétant 4 vous remercier du fond du
coeur, avec les gestes unheimlich ou spectraux d'on som-
nambule, voire d'un brigand venu mettre la main surun
prix qui ne lui était pas desting, tout se passerait donc
comme si 1'étais en train de réver. de I'avouer méme :
en vérité, je vous le dis, en vous saluant avec gratitude,
je crois réver. Méme si le brigand ou le contrebandier
ne mérite pas ce qui lui arrive, comme dans un récit de
Kafka, le mauvais éléve qui se croit appelé, tel Abraham,
i la place du premier de la classe, son réve parait heu-
reux. Comme moi.

Entre réver et croire qu'on réve, quelle est la différence ?
Et d’abord qui a le droit de poser cette question ? Est-ce
le réveur plongé dans 'expérience de sa nuit ou le réveur
i son réveil ? Un révenr saurait-il d'ailleurs parler de
son réve sans se réveiller ? Saurait-il nommer le réve en
général ? Saurait-il 'analyser de fagon juste et méme se
servir du mot « réve » 4 bon escient sans interrompre et
trahir, oui, trahir le sommeil ?

i
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“Jarquies Derrda’ La Langoe de Uitranger

Jamucryeam oBe gea oarogopa. Oxoj Ha drnocodior Bu
GHA OMIyMHO HE" He MOKe 13 OB JpHN CEPHOZEH H
OAMOBOPEH NOBOD 38 COHOT, HUKO] He B 3HAeN AVPH HHU Ja
paciase con (es npuroa na ce pastymr. Mu ce unau gexa
OBO] HEMATHEEH OATOROP, 34 KOj O MOoMene Oa gageme
injana mpasepn of [Tnaror oo Xycepn, momebn ja gedn-
HHpA CyIrTAHATA HA Gunocodrjara. Toa .re” ja spaysa
OAMOBOPHOCTA HA (hitnocodoT co PAIHOHANHHOT HMIIepa-
THE Ha NPETXONHKOT JEH, HA CyBEPEHOTO jac, Ha Dyanara
ceect. llto e prnocodugara, 3a dunocodor? Byaemsero
1 fyarocTa. CoceMa NOHHAKOE, HO HE IOMANKY OATOBOPEH
6m Omn, mowebH, OOTOBOPOT Ha MOETOT, HA MHCATENOT
/N [IAK HA €CeMCTOT, Ha MYSHYAPOT, Ha ¢/IHKAPOT, Ha
OpaMaTyproT HiH Ha clesapHeroT. OnHocHo Ha NCHXO-
agamTHYapot. Tee He OH Kamane we, TYKY Aa, smosedn,
noHexoram. by kasane aa, Mosxebn nonexoram. Tue 6y
ro ogobpine HACTAROT, HETOBATA HCEIVEHTENHA noceh-
HOCT: A3, MoelH MoMeMe I3 MHCTHME H [a IPHIHaAcMe
nexa coHysame Dea ga ce pasfiyaHme; 13, Toa He & HEBO3-
MOACHO, TOHEKOTAIN, 13 KAKeME, CIHEejkH, o 3aTROPEHH
WIH 00 HIHPOKO OTBOPEHH O4H, HEIOTO KAKO CHOSEHIHA
BHCTHHA HA COHOT, HEKAKEA CMHCTA H DPHYHHA HA COHOT
SACTAYAYED JA HE NOTOHE BO HOKTA Ha HHUTTABWAGTE.

[lITo ce oprecysa o Taa ayuuanecr, Taa Aufklirung ua
efeH COHYBAUKH FOBOD 33 COHOT, jac TOKMY cakam aa
MHCTaM Ha AgopHo®. I'o MouyMTYEAM H 10 cakam BO
AmopHO OHO] K0j He HPecTasal 4a ce JBOYMM Mery Toa
<He" Ha prnocodoT # Toa A, Toa Modeli NOHEKOTALS
ce CHF‘[::’EH# Ha MOeTOT, HA MRCATENO0T B Ha eleHCTOT, Ha
MYIH4apOT, HA CTHEAPOT, HA JPpaMaTyproT HiaH cIeHa-
PHCTOT, OIHGCHO Ha NCHX0AHATHTHYapoT, [Ieovmejin ce
Mefy Toa He" ¥ Toa Ja, noHexoram moxeGn®, Toj rH
HacaeaHn obete. Toj 1o aen npeasya 0HA WTO KOHLET-
TOT, CAMATA JHJATEKTHEA, He MOMENa [1a 1o oCosHae ol
nocefHHOT HACTAH M HaNpaBda ¢ 3a jJa ja npeseMe

|| OOroBOPHOCTA HA TOA ABOJHO HACNEACTRO.

Jimagine ici deux réponses. Celle du philosophe serait
fermement « non » ; on ne peut tenir un discours séri-
eux et responsable sur le réve, personne ne saurait méme
raconter un réve sans s'éveiller. Cette réponse négative,
dont on pourrait donner mille exemples de Flaton & Hus-
serl, je crois qu'elle définit peut-8tre 'essence de la phi-
losophie, Ce « non » lie la responsabilité du philosophe &
l'impératif rationnel de la veille, du moi souverain, de la
conscience vigilante. Qu'est-ce que la philosophie, pour
le philosophe ? L'éveil et le réveil. Tout autre, mais non
moins responsable, serait peut-étre la réponse du podte,
de I'écrivain ou de I'essayiste, du musicien, du peintre, du
scénariste de théitre ou de cinéma. Voire du psychana-
lvste. [lz ne diraient pas non mais oui, peut-8tre, parfois.
lls diraient oui, peut-étre parfois. Ils acquiesceraient &
I'événement, 4 son exceptionnelle singularité : oui, peut-
étre peut-on croire et avouer qu'on réve sans se réveiller ;
oui, il n'est pas impossible, parfois, de dire, en dormant,
les yeux fermés ou grand ouverts, quelque chose comme
une vérité du réve, un sens et une raison du réve qui
meérite de ne pas sombrer dans la nuit du néant.

Quant & cette lucidité, cette lumiére, cette Auyfkldrung
d’un discours réveur sur le réve, jaime justement penser
i Adorno®. J'admire et j'aime en Adorne quelquun qui n'a
cessé d'hégiter entre le = non » du philosophe et le « oui,
peut-étre, parfois cela arrive » du poéte, de 1'écrivain on
de l'essayiste, du musicien, du peintre, du scénariste
de théitre ou de cinéma, voire du psychanalyste, En
hésitant entre le « non » et le « oui, parfois, peut-8tre », il
a hérité des dewx. 1l a pris en compte ce que le concept, la
dialectique méme, ne pouvait concevoir de I'événement
singulier, et il a tout fait pour assumer la responsabilité
de ce double héritage.

.




o, BoymHOET, HH npegnara Ajgopeo? Pasmuxara
MV COHOT M jaBeTO, Taa BHCTHHA HA KOja OBa ,He" HA
unoeedor BHE NOTCETYBA CO HEMOMYCT/NHBA CTPOTOCT,
roa (i OHI0 OHAa KO I'H PAHYEA, TH HOBPEIYEA HIOH TH
JomrreryBa® (beschiidigt) majyGapuTe cOHMIOTA B BO
WHE 'O CTABR NOTIHHHCOT Ha HEeEABA JaMEd, Ha HelTod
rpamuo (Makel), Toa me®, 6u Moxene jJa KaxeMme, BO
WIHe MOMHAKBA CMHCAA € HETATHBHOCTA INTO dheumo-
vodagarta BH My ja CHPOTHCTABYBAZIA HA COHOT, Toa Ou
D0 MOBPESa YHjAITO NyEHA B HajyOaBMTe COHHIITA
JACEROUANT ja HOCAT.

Haen npemun og Minima Moralia®, na xoj My gasam
IPEHOCT Ol ABE TPHYHHK, Hé noTceTysa Ha Toa. [lpen
i, AOPHO B0 HETO KAXYBa Kako HajyDarMTe COHHIITA
2 PAaCHIIAHHE, IOBPENSHA, OCAKATERN, LOmmerenn” (bes-
chiadigt), paretn ox paz0y/eHaTa CBECT KOja HH KAKYEA
Jema THe ce uner npuend (Schein) Bo oanoc Ba edex-
risrata peannoct (Wirklichkeit). A 36opor eo xoj ce
cAy#cH AJOPHO 33 i ja Hekase Taa nospena, beschaidigt,
r0a € TOKMY 300pOT WTO e jasyBa BO NOAHALIOBOT Ha
Minima Moralia: Reflexionen aus dem beschidigten
Leben. He pazMucnysarma 3a° eleH NoBpeieH, paHer,
OIITETEN, OCAKATEH HMHBOT, TVEY PASMHCIYBARA 01 KR
noafajis o0 eaeH TAKOE MHBOT, aus dem beschiidigten
Leben: pasmucayeama 03HadeHH of Oonkarta, DoToH-
AHH 0f ToBpenaTa. [IoceTaTa HA KHHIATA 84 Xopiy-
ajmep {Horkheimer) ofijacayea o e oHa koewrro gop-
MATA HA KHHTATA MY IO JOUGKH Ha DPHBATHHOT MHEOT H
1A MAKOTRITHATA MTOVIHEDA Ha  HHTEAEKTYANEIOT BO 8MH-
rpagija” (ausgegangen vom engsten privaten Bereich,
dem des Intellektuellen in der Emigration).

o oafupaM HeTo oBoj nacas of Minima Moralia sa na
HM OfIANAM JSHEC NOMKT Ha OHHE KOM ja BOCTAHOBHIE
HArpajgaTa (ASOPHO" M KOH I'0 DOuHTYRAAT HEj3HHHOT
ayx. Kako H cexoram kaj ANOpHO, TOA € HENOBOTO Haj-
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Qe nous suggére en effet Adorno ? La différence entre
le réve et la réalité, cette vérité i laquelle le « non » du
philosophe nous rappelle avec une inflexible sévérité, ce
serait ce qui lése, blesse ou « endommage » (beschédigt)
les plus beaux réves et vient y déposer la signature d'une
tache, d'une souillure (Makel). Le = non », on pourrait
dire en un autre sens la négativité que la philosophie
opposerait au réve, ce serait une blessure dont les plus
beaux réves portent 4 jamais la cicatrice.

Un passage de Minima Moralia® le rappelle, que je priv-
ilégie pour deux raisons. En premier lieu, Adorno y dit
comment les plus beaux réves sont gités, lésés, mutilés,
= endommagés » (heschddigt), blessés par la conseience
éveillée qui nous fail saveir gqu'ils sont pure apparence
(Schein) au regard de la réalité effective (Wirklichkeit).
Or le mot dont Adorno se sert alors pour dire cette hles-
sure, beschddigt, c'est celui-la méme qui apparait dans
le sous-titre des Minima Moralio ; Reflexionen aus dem
beschadigten Leben, Non pas « réflexions sur » une vie
blessée, lésée, endommagée, mutilée, mais « réflexions
depuis ou @ partir » d'une telle vie, aus dem beschddig-
ten Leben : réflexions marquées par la douleur, signées
par la blessure, La dédicace du livre & Horkheimer expli-
que ce que la forme de ce livre doit 4 la vie privée et 4 la
condition douloureuse de « Uintellectuel en émigration »
{ausgegangen vom engsten privaten Bereich, dem des
Intellektuellen in der Emigration).

Je choisis aussi ce passage de Minima Moralia pour ren-
dre aujourdhui un hommage reconnaissant & ceux qui
ont institué le prix Adorno et en respectent un certain
esprit. Comme toujours chez Adorno, voild son plus bel
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yiaso HACAEACTEO, OBO] TEATAPCKH QPATMEHT ja MOBHKY-
sa dnocodijaTa RO 81eH eMHHCTEEH YHH, Ha egHa HeTa
CllEHA, NPE] HHCTAHIATA Ha cHTe OpyrH. dunocodHjaTa
Tpeba aa oAroBOPa Npef COHOT, Mpe MYSHKATa — Oper-
crapena of llyGepr, npen moesHjara, Npeq TEaTapoT H
Npef INTEPaTYPaTa, OBAE NpeTeraseHa of Kadea:

LLorg ce VIHDD cpejge con, OVPH B Cpeie HAJCTDAIHNOT
KOIMAR, PAs0uapan oM o HMal 4VECTED gexda TH Guon
opzemen  Hajaobpuor men Ho e y  MCIHOTHETHTE
COHRIITA, O BCYIMHGCT HCTO TONKY PETEH KONEY T 8
coopen Mlyfepr, secenara sovauxa. Jypn v sajybassor
COH ja HOCH kaxo Hexaksa gamka (wie ein Makel) caojama
FSMHEA BO OJIHOC B0 JARETO, CEECTH PSR HIT HY/IH CAMO
npocTH ®WavaHe. ETe 3omTo HajyOaRrTe COHHADITA HMMBAT
KAKD Hekaksa nykmatHuea (wie beschidigt). Enno ragno
HCEVCTBO € GEEcH o Ha HeCIOpETHE HAYHE B0 OTTHOOT
Ha TEATAPOT O senedwto o Uinaxoma, so Asmepling HE

Kadiga."

AnopHo GHA oncenHAT CO Toj Tearap of Oxnaxoma Bo
Amepuxo va Kadra, ocobeno xora ce ceRaga Ha CRONTE
EKCIEPHMEHTANHE HeTpaxysama B0 CAJl, #a croWTe
TPYAOEM BO BPCKA CO [E30T, 33 OfpeAeHHOT heTHIIHe-
THUKH EAPAKTED HA MYSHKATA, BO BPCKa c0 Hpolaemure
NPeAM3BHEAHHE 0 HHAYCTPHCKOTO NPOHIBOACTEG HA
HpenMeTH 0 KVATYDAaTa, TaMy Kaje IIT0 HEeroBaTa
KPMTHEA CAKH, TOA TO BEJIH CAMHOT, 3 My PelLTHIHPAa Ha
Benjamua Bo Das Kunstwerk im Zeitalter seiner
technischen Reproduzmierbarkeit. Buno ga e oBaa KpH-
THEA OMPABIAHA HIIH HE, KAK0 TOMKY APYTH, BO OJHOC Hit
Berjamun, Hue aenec OH HMane noroieMa norpeda of
KO M Jla € fla PASMHCTHME 32 Hea. AHANMHIHPA]KH
OAPENeHA Ta3APHA BPeIHOCT Ha KYATYPATa, Taa BOSIHO
HAjABYBA CTPYKTYPATHA MYTAIMja Ha KANHTANOT, HA
nasapoT Ha cajiep-TpoCTOpOT, HA penpoAyRIMjaTa, Ha
CHETCHATH KOHIEHTPAIIH]A HA CONCTREHOCTA.

héritage, ce fragment thédtral fait comparaitre la phi
losophie en un seul acte, sur une méme scéne, devan
Vinstance de tous ses autres, La philosophie doit répon
dre devant le réive, devant la musique - représentée pai
Schubert -, devant la poésie, devant le théitre et devam
la littérature, iei représentée par Kafka :

« Lorsqu'on s'éveille au milieu d'un réve, méme du pire o
chemar, on est dégu et I'on a limpression d'avoir &té frustr
de la meilleure part. Mais les réves heureux, comblés, sonl
en réalité aussi rares que 'est, selon Schubert, la musique
joyeuse. Méme le réve le plus beau porte comme une taclie
(e ein Makel) sa différence par rapport 4 La réalité, la cone
science de ne nous procurer que de simples illusions. Voilh
pourguoi les réves les plus beaux ont comme une felure (zofe
beschddigt). Une telle expérience est fixée de facon inégal
able dans la description du théitre de verdure d'Oklahoma
dans L'Amérique, de Kafka, »

Adorne fut hanté par ce théitre d'Oklahoma dang
I'Amerika de Kafka, surtout quand il rappelle ses recher-
ches expérimentales aux Etats-Unis, ses travaux sur le
jazz, sur un cerlain caractére fétichiste de la musigue,
sur les problémes posés par la production industrielle
des objets culturels, 14 on sa critique entend, il le dit
hui-méme, répliquer au Benjamin de Das Kunstwerk im
Zeitalter seiner technischen Reproduzierbarkeit. Que
cette critigue soit justifiée ou non, comme tant d'aulres,
i 'endroit de Benjamin, nous aurions plus que jamais
besoin de la méditer aujourdhui. En analysant un cer-
tain devenir-marchandise de la culture, elle annonce
aussi une mutation structurelle du capital, du marché
cyberspatial, de la reproduction, de la concentration
mondiale et de la proprigté.

-
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Bu 6une pasouapanH, oTTyKa, Aa OugeMe pasdyoeHyu H
071 HAjCTPALITHHOT KOIIMap (MoMeMe aa I'i HaMHOKHME
HMCTOPHCKHTE NPHMEPH 34 Toa 07 NOYEeTOKOT Ha BEKOT
ma cé A0 MHHATATA Hellesa), 3aliTo Toj Ke He HaBejene
Jia TO NPOMHCINME Ha3aMeHJIHBOTO, HeKakBa BHCTHHA
HIM CMHCIA IITO CBECTa PH3MKYBA [a HH ja CKpHe Kora
Ke ce pasbygume, ma AypH M [Ja ja ycnue TOBTOPHO.
Kako coHoT na e mofynen on GyaHocra, HECBECHOTO
MOCEECHO Of CBECTd, JAHTEPATYPATA HJIH YMETHOCTHTE
nodunocodcky, BO CEKO] CTy4aj, TOKPHTHYKY 0, huio-
coujata.

Bu ce ofpakam, 3Haun, Bo Hokra Hefape nmovyeTokor
aa bemre conor. [IITo e conoT? A MMciaaTa Ha COHOT?
A jasHkor Ha coHoT? BHM MMano M HEKakBa eTHKa
HJIH TIOJIMTHKA HA COHOT KOja HE ce HOBJIeKYBa mpej
HMarHHApPHOTO HHTY YTONHjaTa, Koja He Ce OTKAXKVEa,
KOja He e HeoarosopHa M eckanueruuka? IlorropHo cH
[O3BOMYBAaM 74 TIOYHAM Ha OBOj HA4MH o7 AJOpHO, U
MOTOYHO Of] e4Ha APYra pasMHC/IA Ha AJOPHO Koja Me
TPOTHYBA AOTONKY TMOBeke INTO, KAKO OITO Toa jac ro
NpaBaM cé [I0YecTo, NPeMHOry dYecto moskebn, Anopho
Tyka 300pyBa OYKBATHO 34 MOKHOCTA HA HEBO3MOKHOTO,
3a ,[1apajIoKCoT Ha MOKHOCTA HAa HeBO3MOXKHOTO" (vom
Paradoxon der Moglichkeit des Unmdglichen). Bo
Prismen, Ha kpajor Ha HerosHoT ,Iloprper na Bamrep
bBenjamus®, Bo 1955 rojuHa, AJOPHO I'0 THIIYBa
CIEAHOBO, O KoeliTo OH cakan Aa HampasaM MOTO,
Dapem Ha CHTE ,MTOCIIENHH TaTH" HA MOjOT MHBOT:

-Bo 0bIHE0T HA MAPAIOKCOT HA MOMHOCTA HA HeBOBMOMK-
HOTO, Toj (BenjamuH) ja obeauayBa 3a DOCIemeH OaT MHC-
ruxara H Aufklirung-or, eMaHIMOATOPCKHOT PALTHOHAH-
zam. Toj ro warouun comor Ges ga ro npegage (ohne ihn zu
verraten) H Ges A cTaHe cOYMECHHK HAa NOCTOjaHATA e{HO-
ITACHOCT Ha itocogHTe, CIOPEN KoM Toa He & MOMHO. ™

Le pire cauchemar (nous pouvons en multiplier les ex-
emples historiques depuis le début du siécle jusqu’a la
semaine derniére), nous serions done décus d’en étre
réveillés, car il nous aura donné i penser 'irremplacable,
une vérité ou un sens que la conscience risque de nous
dissimuler au réveil, voire d’ensommeiller de nou-
veau. Comme si le réve était plus vigilant que la veille,
I'inconscient plus pensant que la conscience, la littéra-
ture ou les arts, plus philosophiques, plus critiques, en
tout cas, que la philosophie.

Je m'adresse donc & vous dans la nuit comme si au
commencement était le réve. Qu'est-ce que le réve ?
Et la pensée du réve ? Et la langue du réve ? Y aurait-
il une éthique ou une politique du réve qui ne céde
ni 4 I'imaginaire ni a I'utopie, qui donc ne soit pas
démissionnaire, irresponsable et évasive ? C'est d’Adorno
que je m'autorise encore pour commencer de la sorte, et
plus précisément d’un autre propos d'Adorno qui me
touche d’autant plus que, comme je le fais moi-méme
de plus en plus souvent, trop souvent peut-étre, Adorno
y parle littéralement de la possibilité de I'impossible,
du « paradoxe de la possibilité de l'impossible » {vom
Paradoxon der Moglichkeit des Unmaglichen). Dans
Prismen, ala fin de son « Portrait de Walter Benjamin »,
en 1955, Adorno écrit ceci, dont je voudrais faire une
devise, au moins pour toutes les « derniéres fois » de ma
vie :

« Sous la forme du paradoxe de la possibilité de l'impossible,
il [Benjamin] réunit pour la derniére fois la mystique et
I'Anfklirung, le rationalisme émancipateur. Il a banni le
réve sans le trahir (ohne ihn zu verraten) et sans se faire le
complice de I'unanimité permanente des philosophes, selon
laquelle cela ne se pent. »*

(
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MomHocTa HA HEBOIMOMKHOTD, TAEA BemH Ajtopuo, die
Miglichkeit des Unméglichen, [la se ce nornanse non
MMTOpECHja Ha JIOCTOJAHATA eIHOTNACHOCT HA dumo-
eodume”, oAHOCHD NPEOTO COYMECHHIITRD Koe Tpeba na
fHle MPEKPHIEH: € TOKMY OHA 34 Koe Tpeba 1 nouHeMe
Ja 2 IPHRHME K0 CAKAME A3 MHCTHMe manxy. la ce
uzzoxu coHot bea aa ce ipedade (ohne thn zu verraten),
To4 e oHA Koe Tpeba na ce cropd, cnopen Bemjamum,
asropor Ha Traumkitsch®: ma ce pasfyoume, ma ja
KY/ITHBHpaMe OVAHOCTA H BHEMATSTHOCTE, IPIDKe]jkH oo
HCTOBPEMEHO 08 CMMCIATA, OCTAHYBAJKH BEPHH Ha
NOYVKEETE H AVIHAHOCTA HA COHOT, BHHMATE/IHH BO 0OHOC
HA OHAa INTO COHOT HH T0 JaBa HA [POMHCTVBALES,
ocofeHo KoTa Hif IABA 14 ja TPOMHCTHME MOMHOCIT Ma
HERDAMONCHOED. Mo#HOTO Ha HeBoaMOdHOTO MORe 18
Ouae caMo COHYBAHO, HO PasMHCHATA, EOHA COCEM
HHAKEA MHCA HA OMHOCOT MelY MOMHOTO ¥ HeBod-
MOJKHOTO, Tad JPYTa MHCIA Mo Koja Bele TONKY Z0ANo
BPEME AHIIAM H NOHEKOTAL C& 3a8HITVEAM 33 BpEME Ha
MOHTE MNpejaBalka HAH NAsapyBaska, ModedH HMa
nopeke apHHATETH 34 TOj COH OTEOAKY camMaTa (umno-
codmja. Bu Tpebano, Gynejiu ce, HCTOBpEMEHO a OF
MpoAoIKH 4a ce Hiee Bps cOHOT. 3a OBAA MOMKHOCT HA
HEROSMOKHOTO, ¥ 33 oHA KoemTo B Tpefano aa ro
CTOpHME 3a Aa ce o0HAeMe Ja ja DTPOMHCTHME TOHHAKY,
JIA ja mpoMECIHME HHAKY MECTATA, BO efiHA feayeIoBR0CT
fies HEDETHEA CYBEDEHOCT, HAAROD O PAMKHTE Ha OHA
KD DOMHHHPAN0 BO HALTATA METAQHAKYED TPaaHIH]a,
ce oDHAyBaM HA MOj HAaYHH Ja HIBNEMAM HEKOKY
ETHIKH, TPABHH M NOMHTHYKH Docneanux — 6o ga ce
paboTi 3a BEpemMern, 3a JAPOT, 33 POCTOOPHMCTBOTO,
NPOIIKATA, OAMYKATAE MAH 33 HAHATA JeMOKDATH]A.

¥mme He cyM MOYHAN O3 BH ja HCKaxyBaMm CeTa Moja
fnarogapHOCT, HO TOEMY O3 CH A03BGaaM Toa Ja ro
CTOPaM, [0 CIYIIHAR AnopHO Kako sbopyea za bexjamum,
o8] IaTa HIPOHETH O TATEOBHHATA 0l KOH eIHHOT He oo

La possibilité de I'impossible, dit ainsi Adorno, die
Maglichkeit des Unmdglichen. Ne pas se laisser im-
pressionner par « l'unanimité permanente des philos-
ophes », & savoir la premiére complicité 4 rompre et
cela méme dont il faut commencer par s'inquidter si 'on
veut penser un peu. Bannir le réve sans le trahir (ohne
ihn zu verraten), voila ce qu'il faut, selon Benjamin,
V'auteur d’un Traumkitsch®: se réveiller, coltiver la veille
et la vigilance, tout en restant attentif an sens, fidéle aux
enseignements et d la lucidité d'un réve, soucieux de ce
que le réve donne & penser, surtout quand il nous donne
i penser la possibilité de impossible. La possibilité
de I'impossible ne peut étre que révée, mais la pensée,
une tout autre pensée do rapport entre le possible et
Iimpossible, cette autre pensée aprés laquelle depuis
si longtemps je respire et parfoizs m'essoufile dans mes
cours on dans mes courses, elle a peut-étre plus d’affinité
que la philosophie méme avec ce réve. Il faudrait, tout
en se révelllant, continuer de veiller sur le réve. De cette
possibilité de I'impossible, et de ce qu'il faudrait faire
pour tenter de la penser autrement, de penser autrement
la pensée, dans une inconditionnalité sans souveraineté
indivisible, hors de ce qui a dominé notre tradition
métaphysique, j'essaie 4 ma maniére de tirer quelques
conséquences éthiques, juridiques et politiques - go'il
s'agisse du temps, du don, de ['hospitalité, du pardon, de
la décision ou de la démoeratie & venir.

Je n'ai pas encore commenceé i vous dire toute ma recon-
naissance, mais je viens, pour m'en autoriser, d'entendre
Adorno parler de Benjamin, ces deux expatriés dont I'un
ne revint jamais et dont il n'est pas silr que l"autre soit
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B[ TH HHKOPAII M 0f KOH APYTHOT HE € CHIYPHO JIeKa
IO ce BpaTiiL [lononHa ke ro croMesan NOBTOPHD
LewjaMel Bo ofHoc Ha AjopHo. bupejrm fe mu ce
CAYHMYEA 9ECTO A3 OHTHPAM Baka, TOrAID, NOBTOPHO
criakyea 300p 3a nuTHpame Ha beHjaMHE 08 CTpaHa HA
\AopHD IWTo Me oXpalpyBa Ja DOMHCIAM JeKa Mojata
yiorpefia Ha IETaTHTEe Tyka OB TpeBano ma Duae cé
[PVTO CAMO He aKaAReMCEd, TPOTOXOJAPHA H ROHBEHITHO-
HAMHA, TYKY NOBTOPHO, MoBeke 3arpHEyBavka, 30vHy-
pauka, fa ayps unheimlich. JTse crpamnom norope, so
HCTHOT TeKeT, AJopHO Hé noTreTyea gexa Bexjamus ja
Lipakan Oveeanno (wirtlich) peuvennuata on Edwo-
HOCOMHA WANLE CHOPEe Koja METATHTE BO ZeaTa JIHAT
ia pasbojHMIMTe Ha maTrmraTta (wie Raiiber am Wege)
KOH HIHMKHYBAAT HAINIO 3a Ja MY TH OTKDPAgHAT HA
qHTATEAOT HeropuTe yhenysamsa®. 3uajre, om0j ®oj ro
MOYecTBYBaTE JIeHeC ¢o OBAa MOeMa HATPAfa MITo He e
CHIYPEH JIEKA ja 3aciyxyBa, Toa € BOeOHC HeKo] Koj
CEKOTANI PHIHKYRA, 0co0eHO KOTA OHTHPR, 13 HATHEKYBA
TOBERE HA PasfoiHHIIHTE Ha NaTHIOTATA" OJ0INTO Ha
TOMEY mouecHuTe npodecopr no daocoduja, aype 1
a CB HeTOBM IPHJATENH.

Conypam. Mecevapas. Mucram gexa COHYBaM, KOTE BY
ja M3pasyveam Mojata HrarolapHocT 3a OrpOMHATA IpH-
BHJIEIHjA KOja feHer MH @ JOJeneHa, TORTOPHO COHYRAN,
HECOMHEHD, KOTA HABOAHO BH 3fopyBaM He caMO0 KaKo
pasfojHHE, TYEY NOCTCKH, kako noeT. Jac Gesapyro me
CVM coocofer 3a necHata uito ja conyeam. H snpouen,
Ha Koj jasHk OM Mooken fa ja RanMmmasM HAH Ja ja
ornejam? Fan ga ja orconyeam? Bu OHA mogenes, oa
BIHA CTPAHA, MEe’y JAKOHNTE HA MOCTOOPHEMCTBOTO,
OAHOCHO, wenfata Ha OJarofapHHoT TOCTHH Koj GM
Tpefano oa By ce ofipaTH Ha BANIHOT ja3HE, H, O APYTa
CTpaHa, MojaTa HenobeTHBAa NMPHBPIAHOCT KOH &1eH
ppasmyers wanom Hes xoj Gn Gt cocen saryben, cocem
HITOHET, JaToa OHa Koe Hajoobpo ro pasfupaM B To
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jamais revenu. Tout 4 Iheure jévoquerai encore un
Benjamin tourné vers Adormo. Comme il m'arrivera
souvent de citer ainsi, eh bien, ¢'est encore une citation
de Benjamin par Adoerne qui m'encourage i penser que
mon usage des citations devrait étre ici tout sauf aca-
démique, protocolaire et conventionnel, mais plutot,
encore une fois, inquiétant, déroutant, voire unheim-
lich. Deux pages plus haut, dans le méme texte, Adorno
rappelle que Benjamin « prenait 4 la lettre (wértlich) la
phrase de Sens unique selon laquelle les citations dans
les travaux ressemblaient aux brigands des chemins
{wie Raitber am Wege) qui surgissent brusquement afin
de dépouiller le lecteur de ses convictions®s. Sachez-le,
celui que vous honorez aujourd hui d'un grand prix qu'il
n'est pas siir de mériter, c'est aussi quelquun qui risque
towjours, surtout quand il cite, de ressembler plus aux
« brigands des chemins » qu'a tant dhonorables profes-
seurs de philosophie, fussent-ils ses amis.

Je réve, Je somnambule, Je crols aveir révé, pour vous
donner i entendre ma gratitude devant I'immense priv-
ilége qui m'est aujourd’hui accordé, je réve encore sans
doute de savoir vous parler non seulement en brigand
mais poétiquement, en poéte. Du poéme dont je réve,
je ne serai sans doute pas capable. Et d’ailleurs, dans
quelle langue aurais-je pu I'écrire ou le chanter ? Ou le
réver ? Je serais partagé entre, d'une part, les lois de
I'hospitalité, & savoir le désir de I'hdte reconnaissant qui
devrail s'adresser & vous dans votre langue, et, d’autre
part, mon attachement invincible & un idiome frangais
sans lequel je suis perdu, plus exilé que jamais. Car ce
que je comprends et partage le mieux, avec Adorno,
jusqu’a la compassion, c'est peut-gtre son amour de la
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CIOMEnyBaM, c0 ANOpHD, of 10 COYMVBCTEOTO, TOA @ MO-
#ebn Herovara /byboB KOH JasHKOT, A JYpH H ChOe-
EMJIHATA HOCTATIH]A 34 OHA Koe, Meiyroa, Guno Hero-
sHoT concreed jasuk. [profivtaa nocraniuja, HocTan-
THj& KOja He ja AOMersaTa HeTOpHMeKaTa K ederrrnenaTa
garyha Ha jasHKOT, KOHMEHHTATHA HOCTANIH]A KojatTo e
CTAPA KOJAKY HAIIETO CODMYBAHE CO JAIHKOT HApeHeH
MAjuMH — WM TaTEOB jasmi. Kako Toj jasuk ma Gin
sarybeH YIIITe O AeTCTBOTO, yime o npexot sbop. Kaxo
Taa karactpoda ma Orna ocyaena na ce nosrope. Kaxo
[1a Cce 3AKAHYEA Ja Ce BPATH HACTPOTH CEK0] HCTOPHCKH
MpPECEDT, H 33 CAMHOT AJOPHO, 8 0 AMEPHKAHCKHOT
ersun. Bo ceojoT OZrOBOp HE TPATHIHOHAIHOTO
npaname ,Was ist deutsch™, so 1965 r., AnopHo HH
AOBEPYRA [eKa HErOBATA Menba, B0 1049 I. A3 ce BpaTH
on CAJ/l po lepmannja, Omna npen cé HaMeTHaTa OX
jasuroT. JMojata onmyea ga ce Bpatam Bo epmanmja®,
BETH, ,CKODD H ga He Oeme MOTHEMpAaHA of cyijex-
TMEHATA noTpeba, 08 HOCTANIHjATA N0 TATKOBHHATA
(vom Heimweh motiviert). Hmame wpero egna ofijex-
THEHA MOTHBAIH]A. Toa e jazuroT (Auch ein Ohjektives
machte sich geltend. Das ist die Sprache).”

30ITD HMA HEITO MOBeRe Off HOCTANMTMja B HemTo
apyTo ocBeH cybijerTHEeH aderT? 3ommmo AnopHO ce 0du-
MyB4 [a T'0 ONpagia cBOeTO Bpakame Bo [epManmja
OpeKy apryMeHTor Ha JasHKoT Koj osae On bun objex-
THEHA mpHuHHAA” T Herosara onbpaga 6u Tpebano xa Gu-
Oe OpHMED JEHEC 34 CHTE OHME, BO CBETOT, HO ocobeHo
Bo AeneimrHaTa Espoma so marpagba;, xow caxaar ga
et MHHPAAT HEKOjd NMOHHAKER ETHEA WIH NOHHAKEA
NOVINTHER, MTOHHAKED EK0HOMH]A, TA AVDH H DOHHAKBA
EXUIOrHja Ha JA3HKOT: KAKO 3 & KYJATHBHDA MOeTHY-
HOCTA HA HIHOMOT BEOOIIITO, CROETO 0MA, CBOjoT 0ikaos,
KAKOD AA CE CIACH JASHYHATA PASHONHEKOCT, G110 Taa Aa e
PETHOHANHA WIH HANWOHANHA, KAKO A CE OICTOH Hac-
OpOTH MErvHAPOIHATA XErEMOHHjA HA €NeH jJasHK Ha

langue, et méme une sorte de nostalgie pour ce qui aurn
pourtant été sa propre langue. Nostalgie ornginaire,
nostalgie qui n'a pas attendu la perte historique ou el
fective de la langue, nostalgie congénitale qui a I'age de
notre corps-d-corps avec la langue dite maternelle - on
paternelle. Comme =i cette langue avait été perdue doy
I'enfance, dés le premier mot. Comme si cette catastro-
phe était voude & se répéter, Comme =i elle menacait de
revenir & chague tournant de T'histoire, et pour Adorno
jusqu'a l'exil américain. Dans sa Réponse 4 la question
traditionnelle « Was ist deutsch’», en 1965, Adorno
confiait que son désir de revenir des Etats-Unis en Al-
lemagne, en 1949, fut d'abord dicté par la langue. « Ma
decision de revenir en Allemagne, dit-il, était 4 peine
maotivée par le besoin subjectif, par le mal du pays (vom
Heimuweh motiviert). Il v avait anssi une motivation ob-
jective. C'est la langune (Auch ein Objektives machte sich
geltend, Das ist die Sprache). »

Pourquoi y a-t-il 1 plus qu'une nostalgie et autre chose
qu'un affect subjectif ? Pourquoi Adorno tente-t-il de
justifier son retour en Allemagne par un argument de
la langue gqui serait ici une raison « objective » ? Son
plaidoyer devrait tre exemplaire aujourd'hui pour tous
cenx gui cherchent, dans le monde, mais en particulier
dans 'Europe en construction, 4 définir une antre éthigue
ou une autre poliique, une autre économie, voire une
autre écologie de lalangue : comment cultiver la poéticité
de 'idiome en général, son chez-soi, son oikos, comment
sauver la différence lingmistique, gu'elle soit régionale
ou nationale, comment résister & la fois & I'hégémonie
internationale d'une langue de communication (et
pour Adorno, c'était déji 'anglo-américain), comment
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KoMyHHEaIM]a (a 3a AgopHe Toa seke DA anrmo-aMe-
[MEAHCKHOT JA3HK), KAKO A4 0¢ CIPOTHCTABHME HAa MH-
CIPYMEHTATHHOT YTHANTAPHAAM HA eeH HHCTO HVHE-
HHOHATEH H KOMYHHEATHREH jaszdk, Dea npuroa ga ce
(reTAnd Opel HANHOHATHEMOT, Ha Jlpekapara-nanm-
DHATH3AM N HAa cyeepesaTa HanponaHereaka-qpsa-
b, e A4 ¥ ce Jane Toa cTapo Procasn opyige Ha HueH-
rHTAPHATA PEAKTHBHOCT M HA UEAOKYIHATA CTApa CVBE-
PeHMCTHYKA, KOMYHHTapHCTHYKA M audepermjanme-
rHYKA HOEeonorajar

ANOPHO HABNETYEA BO €0H0 HABMCTHHA CAOMEHO H 10~
HEROUAIl ONACcHO ADTYMEeHTHDGEE Ha Koe MYy fen noc-
BETHJ, NP 20 TOAHHH, AOVITE MavHd AHCKyCH]a BO
[FIMEMTE Ha e0eH CEMHHAD NOCBETEH HA HANWOHA-
nnamor”, ua JKanr, Espennor, lepmanenor”, Ha Barae-
poroTo ,Was ist deutsch” 1 ona koe ro Hapexor Toraum,
a3 AA HMEHVBAM OfpefieHa eHHIMATCRE ClexyIapHocT,
IIEMO H YERACHD HCTOPHCKD OTIeano, jyaeo-repMan-
crata neuxa”. Of Toa ke 3aapiam caMo e PTH.

A. TTppara OH 'l DOJRTEENA; HA KAACHYEH, HEKOH AyPH
(M perte JarpHMYBAYKH HAuMHH, NPHBHACIHMHTE A
repMadckuoT jasuk. JpojHa npuBlierdja, mro ce of-
HecyBa A0 diaocodijaTA M oOWTe C8 OJHeCYBa Ha OHA
KORIITO ja noBpayea gmmocodujara co ARTEpaTypara;
SlepMaHCcKHOT ja3uE, 3abensxyea AROPHO, OHHITIEIHO
noceaysa adwmunTer copeMa graocodmjara (eine beson-
dere Wahlverwandtschaft zur Philosophie), adsimrer
s cRexKyIandja Ma xoja Jamagor i npedpna, ne Gea
MpHYHHEA, JeKa @ ONacHo HejacHa”. AKO € OIacHo ga ce
nperesat oo CKH TERCTOBH 0] BHCOKD HHBO, KaKD
Penomenoaczujaiiia wa dyxoit waw Hayxailio wa ao0-
2uKaiba ua Xerem, Toa e NopaaH TOd WMo repMaHcKkHOT
jaaME, MHCOTH ANOPHO, TH BROPEHYRA CBOMT® (HI0-
CoMCKH KOHIENTH BO 818H NPHPOASH jasik wro Tpefa
fta ce auae yiure of gercrsoro. Orramy, mefy gmmnoco-

s'opposer & I'utilitarisme instrumental dune langue
purement fonctionnelle et communicative sans pour
antant céder an pationalisme, & I'Etat-nationalisme ou
au souverainisme Etat-nationaliste, sans donner ces
vieilles armes rouillées a la réactivité identitaire et 4
toute la vieille idéologie souverainiste, communautariste
et différentialiste *

Adorno s'engage en effet, parfois dangereusement, dans
une argumentation complexe i laquelle j'avais consaeré,
il v a prés de vingt ans, une longue discussion tour-
mentée dans un séminaire sor le « nationalisme =, sur
« Kant, le Juif, 'Allemand », sur le « Was ést deutsch »
de Wagner et ce que jappelais alors, pour surnommer
une énigmatique specularité, un grand et terrible miroir
historique, la « psyché judéo-allemande ». J'en retiens
seulement deux traits.

A. Le premier soulignerait, de fagon classique, certains
oseraient dire inquiétante, les priviléges de la langue
allemande. Double privilége, quant & la philosophie et
quant & ce qui unit la philosophie & la littérature : « La
langue allemande, note Adorno, présente manifeste-
ment une affinité élective pour la philosophie (eine be-
sondere Wahlverwandtschaft sur Philosophie), une af-
finité pour la spéculation & laguelle 'Occident reproche
non sans raison d'étre dangereusement fumeuse. » 5l
est difficile de traduire des textes philosophiques de haut
nivean, comme la Phénoménclogie de lesprit ou la Sci-
ence de la logigue de Hegel, c'est que lallemand, pense
Adorno, enracine ses concepts philosophiques dans une
langune naturelle qu'il faut connaitre dés 'enfance. D'ot,
entre philosophie et littérature, une alliance radicale
- radicale parce que nourrie aux mémes racines, celles
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pHjaTa H AHTEPATYPATA HMA PAIHEAIHA OOBP3AHOCT —
Taa & PAAHEATHA JAIITO (2 XPAHH Off HOTHOT KOPEH, OHGj
ua gercraoro. He nocrou rosem dunocody, Benu AnopHo
unTHpajin ro ¥apux 3omeman (Ulrich Sonnemann), koj
He e poetHo W ronem nucaten! Konxy e 1of o npasol
1o ce oHecyEa 40 ASTCTBOTO, KoemTo Betne eqna of
HErORMTE MMABHH TEMMH, 1IITO ¢& OIHECYEA 0 JA3HKOT HA
HETOBOTO AETCTEO, AATH & CTYUAjHO Toa T AOPRO MY
08 HABDAKA BEOHAID TOCTE ABa KPATKH M TNOSHATH
adwpramu 3a EspenTe u jasukor: Der Antisemitismus
ist das Gerticht iiber die Juden® et "Fremdworter sind
die Juden der Sprache® [ AnTHcemurHamor, Toa ce
FAACHHHTE KOH CE CIVIDaaT B0 Bpcka co Espemre” M
JLTpancrnTe 360posu ce Espen na jaauxor” [*? Cyaajro
M e, SHAYH, ToA IITo AJOPHG HH QOBEpYRE BEOHAI M0
«Hemameprara Tara” (fassungslose Traurigheit), ,menan-
xoamjara” (Schwermut) nmpexy Koja Toj ce OCBECTYBA,
Aexa AONYIOTHA COOHTAHO Ja ce pasfyaun”, Toa e
HeroproT 300D, jASHKOT HA HETOROTO AETCTREO, NMOTOMHD
Aexa OCcTaBMa ga ce pasbyom, Kako Na npofoIEyBd
ByAeH AA COHYBA, TPEKy JeH, HeKaksa AHjanexTatHa
fopma (une forme dialectale} na BerosoTo geTeTBO, HA
HEIORHOT MAjuMH JasHK, oHOj Koj ro afopyvean BO He-
FORHOT [MOJIEH TPaz, EOJIITO [0 HAPEKYBA TOUAI
Vaterstadt. Muttersprache u Vaterstadt:

JEapa pevep Ha MepsMepna tara (An einem Abend der
fassungslosen Traurigkeit), ce datres kaxo ro ynorpebysas
CMENIHHOT H OOFpemesd EOH]VHETHE HE THarIorT koj
CAMHOT HE & COCEMA TOMEH HA TEPMAHCKH, H KOJIITO MY
MPHIATE Ha MOBOPHHOT HJATEET BO MOJOT pojleH rpad. He
ja eR COymHAA — H ywre nomanky ja Gee ynorpefysai -
OBAA MOTPEliHA H Nosuara hopMa VIUTE Oj1 MOHTE P&
rogrHH Ha yaranirre. Hexagea menamomiga (Schwermut)
KOJAINTO HEOAOIMBO Me Biedeme koH Oe3qHHTE Ha
mercrrore (in den Abgrund der Kindheit) ro pasfvan toj
cTap ofex woj uexame, OGecnosmomes, B0 HHBHHTE
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de I'enfance. Pas de grand philosophe, dit Adorno o
tant Ulrich Sonnemann, qui ne soit un grand éerivain.
Et comme il a raison! A propos de l'enfance, qui ful
un de ses thémes insistants, i propos de la langue de
son enfance, est-ce un hasard si Adorno v revient juste
aprés deux brefs aphorismes célébres sur les Juifs et le
langage : « Der Antisemitismus ist das Geriicht iiber die
Juden » et « Fremdwdorter sind die Juden der Sprache »
[« L'antisémitisme, c'est la rumeur qui court & propos
des Juifs » et « Les mots étrangers sont les Juifs du lan-
gage]® ? Est-il fortuit, done, qu'Adornoe nous confie aus-
sitdit aprés la « tristesse incommensurable » (fossung-
slose Traurigkeit), la « mélanecolie » (Schwermut) avée
laquelle il prend conscience d'avoir spontanément laissé
« se réveiller », c'est son mot, la langue de son enfanece,
plus précisément d'avoir laissé se réveiller, comme s'il
poursuivait un réve éveillé, un réve diurne, une forme
dialectale de son enfance, de sa langue maternelle, celle
quil avait parlée dans sa ville d'origine, qu'il appelle al-
ors Vaterstadt, Muttersprache et Vaterstadt:

= 1In soir de tristesse incommensurable (An efnem Abend
der fassungslosen Trourigheit), je me surpris 4 faire usage
du subjonetif rdicule et erroné d'un verbe lui-méme plos
tout & fail eorrect en haut allemand, et qui fait partie du dia-
lecte pardé dans ma ville natale. Je n'avais pas entendu - et
encore bien moins utlisé- cette forme errondée et familiére
depuis mes premiéres années de classe. Une mélancolie
{Schwermut) qui m'entrainait irrésistiblement vers les
gouffres de lenfance (in den Abgrund der Kindheit) réveil-
la cette résonance ancienne qui attendait, impuissants, en
leur fonds (weekte auf dem Grimde den alten, chnméchitig
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Anadoguny (weckte auf dem Grunde den alten, chnmachtig
verlangenden Laut). JasuxoT M# ro BPATH NOHWKYBRRETO
T} MH IO HAHBCYBALIE CYADHHATL, KAKe HEKAKBO exi,
sabopapajin nrro cym cTaHan”.

Con, noerckn wgwom, menanxondja, Bbesmma na aer-
creoTo”, Abgrund der Kindheil koja He e armTo apyro,
CNYUIHABTE, OCBed AMaboYHHATA HA MYSHUKATA SAOHHHA
(Grund), Ha Tajumor ex #a rnacoT WaAn Ha 3DOPORHTE
KO YeKaaT BO BAC, KAKO BO 3aJIHHMHATA Ha MIPBOTO JTHM-
HO, HO Gecnomomuo ume Ha Anopuo (auf dem Grunde
den alten, ohnmiichtig verlangenden Laut). Ohnmachtig,
MHCHCTHpaM Ha Toa: GecnomoinHie, kpeskd. Mla uman
lHoBeke BpeMe, ke cakaB Ja OfdM NOSATEKY OTKOTKY
CAMO A3 HaYHaM HeKaKEa PEeKOHCTHTVIH{a Ha Ajop-
HORATA MHCMA; ke ja HCTPAXKes JIOPMKATA Ha 0Baa MHCIA
KOjd PEMHCH CHCTEMATCKH cE 0OMIYBa Ja TH SAITHTH
CHTE THe cnafocTs, THE KPeBROCTH, THe GEcnoMONIHKR
WPTEH 07 HACHNCTBEOTO, TA O¥PH H 00 CYPOBOCTA HH
IPFIHIHOHANHOTO TOIKVBARE, OIHOCHO Ha duaocod-
UEHOT Hperies] Koj @ MeTad 3y, WICATHCTHYEN, TH-
MIEKTHMEH Jiypy, M kanuTanserhaxn. Hanomysamero
Ha Toa GHpyeame-Oez-on0pasa, HA Taa HEMOK, Tan
Panniea Ohnmichtigheit, mome 12 G18e BCTO TAEA CO-
HOT, JASHKOT, KAKQ M HHBOTHOTO, gerero, Erpemsor,
CIPANenoT, dkeHata. Agopuo Oun nomanky Gecnomo-
HIeH", HO H T0j cenak OH Taxos, cnopel 3D0POBHTE Ha
‘npren XaGepmac®, B0 efHa KHHIA NOCBETEHA HA
FoMERCT Ha AgopHO:

«AN0pHO Deme fecromomen (...) Hacnporr Tepy' se Geme
KD ma ce MpeseMe YJoraTa Ha ROSPACHNOT Koj ‘e BO
Hpare’. ADopHD, HAEHCTHHA, NHKOTAII HE MOGKEN J 10
VCROH  OTHECYRAFRETO HAa HPHCOOCODNHER MMyHMZAlMH|A
(OABETHD HB PEAMHOCTA KOSIITO € CBOJCTEEHO 33 BOJ
iicnnTe. Toj ocTanan cTpamel] cpese cHTe HHCTHTYIIHE, Ho
I 3ATOH OITo TAKA caxan.™

verlangenden Laut). Tel un écho, le langage me renvoya
Thumiliation que m'infligeait Fadversité, en oubliant ce que
Jetais devenu, »

Réve, idiome poétique, mélancolie, « Abime de
l'enfance », Abgrund der Kindheit qui n'est autre, vous
I'avez entendu, que la profondeur d'un fond (Grund)
musical, de la secréte résonance de la voix ou des vo-
cables qui attendent en nous, comme au fond du pre-
mier nom propre d'Adorno, mais sans pouvoir (auf dem
Grunde den alten, ohnmdchtig verlangenden Laut).
Chnmichtig, j'y insiste: sans pouvoir, vulnérables.
Si le temps m'en était donné, j'aurais aimé faire plus
quesquisser une reconstitution; jaurais exploré une
logigque de la pensée d'Adormo qui tente de fagon quasi
systématique de soustraire toutes ces faiblesses, ces vul-
nérabilités, ces victimes sans défense i la violence, voire
a4 la cruauté de 'interprétation traditionnelle, ¢'est-i-dire
a l'arraisonnement philesophique, métaphysique, idéali-
ste, dialectique méme, et capitalistique. L'exposition de
cet étre-sans-défense, cette privation de pouveir, cette
vulnérable Ohnmdchtigkeit, cela peut &tre aussi bien le
réve, la langue, l'inconscient, que Panimal, 'enfant, le
Juif, I'stranger, la femme. « Sans défense », Adorno le
fut moins que Benjamin, mais il le fut aussi lui-méme,
selon le mot de Jiirgen Habermas®, dans un livre dédié 4
la mémoire d'Adorno :

« Adorno était sans défense. {...) face & "Teddie” on pou-
vait sans mal se donner le rile de Padulte qui "a raison”.
Adorno n'a jamais en effet 6 en mesure de s'assimiler les
comportements dimmunisation adaptative conformes 4 la
réalité qui sont le propre de Uadulte. 11 est resté un étranger
au sein de toutes les institutions et ce n'est pas qu'il Iait
voulu, »™
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Jacpids ' Derrida La langue de Tétranger

B. Eana apyra npra sa Was ist deutsch e nobrrsa sa
meHe, EaHo KpUTHYKD NpPeIyIpenyEatse ja cienH oBaa
nodanba Ha COeHGHYHOTO H 00jEKTHBHO CBOjCTED Ha
repMaHcEnoT jasur” (eine spezifische, objektive Eige-
nschaft der deutschen Sprache). Bo nero npenosnasame
Hy:%HA DapHepa 3a DOMHTHYKATA HAHHHA Ha Espona
HIIH AK HA [VI00ATH3ANH]aTa: HeTospemeno BopejkH ce
NPOTHE MHETBHCTHYKHTE XeTeMOHHHE H OHA KOE THE I'o
ofpeayeaat, 6u Tpebano ga ce No4YHE CO JAEKOHCTPY-
Hpamke” B Ha OHTO-Teo/IOTHCKO-TIOTHTHYKHTE (DaHTasMy
34 EIHA HEJeTHBA CYBEPEHOCT H HA METadHINYKMTE
HANHOHAUTHCTHYKH-IPAABH, AZIODHO CEKAKD cdka, H jac
Toa ro pasbHpant, 1a MPOAOIEH A3 10 JBY0H repMalckioT
jasHK, 1a ja nervea Taa MpEoBHTHA HETHMHEOCT C0 CBOjOT
HaHOM, HO npuToa Ges sanHomanmsam, Dea  gosex-
mueHiorT Hapoucusam® (kollektiven Narzissmus) ma
HEEAKBA MeTahHIHEA Ha jasHRoT . [IpoTHE Taa MeTad-
FHKA HA HAIHOHATAHOT jA3HE, YHja TPAJHIH]a H HCKY-
mweHwe Aofpo TH SHaeMe, BO Taad H BO JPYTH 3eMjH,
~EHHMATENHOCTA", BRI YIITE Toj, GYIHOCTa HA OHG) KOj
Onee Mopa aa buae  HeyMopHA®.

JOnoj gojurmo ce apaga (ce nogpasbupa: of ersion) 1 Koj To
ATV HAHMIHOT KOUTAKT 60 082 HIT0 ji COYHIYBA HerOBaTa
enedpaioct (onaa Ma jasmpxor) fe Tpela, HCTOBPOMEEHO
COYVBYBAjEN ja HETHMHOCTE CO CBOJOT COLCTBEH JAIHE, A
noKase Hevsmopua  ppsasarerscer (mit unermidlicher
Wachsamkeit) sa 4a nabera o/ cosakea MIMAME IITO TO] ja3HK
B moen fa ja noroomorse; Tof &e tpeba np waberne na
BEpYBR AeKa OHZ WTo jac G cakan g8 IO OKBANHGHEVEIM
gaxo MeTahHIHMEN BRIOE B8 TEpMaRcKROT jasnk (den meta-
physischen Uberschuss der deutschen Sprache) e noromio za

A& ja rapasETHpPa EHCTHHATA He MeTAgHIAEATI mTO ja
[PEAIArd, KK nak Ha MerachrankgaTa soonmTo. Moxebn fe

MY AOSBOAKNTE A [MPUIHAAM SEED TOPAIH TR MRHMHHA j8
pannman Jorgon der Eigentlichkedt. {...) Metatnamignor
FAPAKTED Ha JasMEoT He npercrasyvea npusnernja. He tpeta

B. Un autre trait de Was ist deutsch compte davantagy |
mes yeux. Une mise en garde critique suit cet éloge de la
« propriété spécifique et objective de lalangue allemande
{eine spezifische, objektive Eigenschaft der deutschen
Sprache) ». On ¥ reconnait un garde-fou indispensable
pour I'avenir politique de 'Europe ou de la mondialisa
tiom ; tout en luttant contre les hégémonies linguistiques
et ce gu'elles déterminent, il faudrait commencer par
« déconstruire » et les phantasmes onto-théologico-
politiqgues d'une souveraineté indivisible et les métaphy-
siques Etat-nationalistes. Adorno veot certes, et comma
je le comprends, continuer 4 aimer la langue allemande,
& cultiver cette intimité originaire avec son idiome mais
sans nationalisme, sans le « narcissisme collectif »
(kollektiven Narzissmus) d'une « métaphysique de la
langue ». Contre cette métaphysique de la langue na-
tionale, dont on connait bien 1a tradition et la tentation,
dans ce pays et dans d’autres, la « vigilance », dit-il en-
core, la veille du veilleur doit étre « infatigable ».

« Celui gqui rentre [sous-entendu : de 'exil] et qui a perdu le
contact naif avec ce qui fit sa spéeificité [celle de la langoe]
devra, tout en eonservant son intimité avec sa propre langoe,
faire preuve d'une vigillance infatigable {mit unermudlicher
Wachsamkeit) pour échapper & toute supercherie gue cette
langue pourrait faciliter ; il dévra éviter de eroire que ce que
jalmerais qualifier d'excédent métaphysiqoe de la langue
allemande (den metaphysischen Uberschuss der deutschen
Sprache) suffil & garantir la vérité de la métaphysigque qu'elle
propose, ou de la métaphysigue en général. Peut-8tre me sera-
t-il permis davouer que c'est pour cette raison que j'ai éerit
Jargon der Eigentlichkeit. {...) Le caractére métaphysique de
la langue ne constitue pas un privilége. Ce n'est pas & lui qu'il
faut imputer une prafondeur qui devient suspecte an moment
ol elle se glorifie elle-méme. Il en est de méme du concept
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HERY A8 MY OB HMIYTHPR Hekakea JpiefiocmsEa Rojaimrmo
CTANYER COMHMTINA BO MHIOT KOTa e TRopidHIiHps CaMaTa
cefecH. Hero e co xoMUeNTOT HA repsanckaTa myma. f..)
Hinioj) on oune £o4 MHIIYBAAT HA TEPMAHCKH A KOMIITO SHALT
RIWTKY JASHEDT ja obesenyha HHRHATAE MACA, He G Tpebano
i i aafopasi kprTHErTe HA Hide Bo Bpexa co osa. ™

(rpaa pedepenna na Jargon der Eigentlichkeit 6u mé
openexna npepanexy. Ilpernounram ga ro pasbepan
(B MCKQKAHO VBEPYBAHE KAKO TOBMK 38 @qHa HOBA
Aufklirung. AmopHo H3jaBYBA MANKEY NOHATAMY IEKa
TOKMY TOj KYIT Ha jasHEOT, H Ha anabodudHATR Ha
PEPMAHCKATA JAVIIA, € OHO] KOj MPeIH3BHEAT HEKOT Ha
lIpocreTHTencTeoTo Az Ouae obBHEeT 3a noppuHocT”

H epec”.

Focoofo rpaloHavaniyuK, Ipard KOJerH, apard npeja-
TENH, KO Npallai co KOJTKY BPEME 33 TOBODEIbE
PRCTIOAATAM, Of TPH JHOA SOOHE TPH pPasaHyYHH of-
rosopi. THe Oea HAMETHATH, NPETOOCTABYRAM, KOMKY
ONPABJAHATA TPIEA TOMKY H of menbara: Hajupeo
mu Deme KaAano 15 20 20 MEHYTH, 00702 30 MHHYTH,
HAJIOCTE 30 A0 45 MHHYTH. A jac, MefyToa, o yiore e
CYM 10 HH CHOMEHAN — TOJKY & CYPOBa eRONOMIjaTa Ha
€18H BAKOB JMCKYPC - JOJITOUT WITO ME BEyBa 3a Bac, 34
rpagor ¥ 3a PpanRgyYPTCKHOT YHHBEPEHTET, 32 TOAKY
koners W npijarens (ocoGero npodecopure Xabepmac
u Xoner (Honneth), 3a cure omme xou, Bo ®pankdypr n
BO OBaA 3eMja, ke MH TPOCTAT INTO T HMEHYBAM CaMo
B0 emHd kyea sabenemxa®, The ce Toaxy muorybpojm,
npeseayraunre (mounysajin on Uredan Jopennep
(Stefan Lorenzer) koj e TpHcyTen oBae meHec), crymen-
THTE, M3IABAYNTE KOH BeKe MH ja MOHyAMja MII0s-
JHBOCTA HA HHBHOTO MOCTONPHEMCTRG yioTe of 1968 L.
BO YHHBEDaHTeTHTE Bo bepnmn, $pajiypr, Xajaenbepr,
Kaces, Bowym, 3uren o ocobeno so ®pankdypr, v Toa
HA TPHTIATH, H NOBTOPHO MHHATATA IOAHHA, 33 BpeMme
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d'dme allemande. (..) Avnenn de ceux qui éerivent en allemand
et qui savent combien la langue marque leur pensée ne devrait
oublier les critiques de Nietzsche i ce sujet. »*

Cette référence au Jargon der Eigentlichkeit nous
entrainerait trop loin. Je préfére entendre dans cette
profession de foi un appel 4 une nouvelle Aufklirung.
Adorno déclare un peu plus loin gue cest ce culte
métaphysique de la langue, de la profondeor et de 'ime
allemande qui a fait accuser le sidcle des Lumiéres de
« superficialité » et d"« hérésie »,

Madame le Maire, chers collegues, chers amis, quand j'ai
demandé de combien de temps de parale je disposais, i'ai
regu de trois personnes trois réponses différentes. Elles
furent dictées, j'imagine, par une inguiétude légitime
autant que par le désir : ce fut d"abord 15 4 20 minutes,
puis 3ominutes, enfin de 30 4 45 minutes. Or je n'ai pas
encore commence & effleurer - tant 'économie d'an tel
discours est eruelle -la dette qui me lie 4 vous, & 1a ville et
a I'université de Francfort, i tant de collégues et d'amis
(en particulier les professeurs Habermas et Honneth), &
tous ceux et 4 toutes celles gui, & Francfort et dans ce
pays, me pardonneront de ne les nommer que dans une
note cursive', [ls sont si nombreux, les traducteurs (3
commencer par Stefan Lorenzer ici méme aujourd hui),
les étudiants, les éditeurs gui m'ont déji offert la grice
de leur hospitalité, depuis 1968, dans les universités
de Berlin, de Freiburg-im-Breisgau, de Heidelberg, de

Kassel, de Bochum, de Siegen et surtout de Francfort,

par trois fois, et 'an dernier encore, lors de conférences
sur I'Université, d'un séminaire commun avec Jiirgen

Habermas ou déji, en 1984, dun grand symposium sur -Eg
1

-
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Jarmuns Berrda La langue de Fatrargsy

Ha koudepennMHaTe 33 YHHBEPIHTETOT, 338 BpeMe Ha
EaeH SaefHHMEN cemuHap co Jupren Xabepmac, sau
yuTe Bo 19084 1., 33 BpEMEe HA E0eH MJEM CHMOO3HYM
aa lloje. Tlpen pa nofipaam co 3aKAyM0KOT, HE CAKAM 4
ja zabopagam HHTY ,MapaMara” BO COHOT Ha BexjanmuH,
HHTY O3aK COAPMHMHATA HA ©mHA BHPTVETHA KHHTA
MOCEETEHA HA OBAA HATPAO: JANODPHO®, KHHTA M HATpaga
34 HOMINTO HE OMEKVEAM JEeK: BOeH AeH o8 VIOTe He
Bumam cnocobed waw nax gocroer. Bu abopyeae za
JH3HEK H 38 COH, MOTOA 34 &JeH COHYVBAH Ja3HK, MOTOd 3a
BIEH JASHE-COH, TO] jA3HEK HITO CEKOTAIN COHYBAME A T
afOpyBAME, B8 TO CErd JasHK0T HA COHOT, KAKO mTo On
perne no Gpojm.

He 61 caxan oa BM HAMETHAM AeKIHjA N0 HA0A0TH]A,
CEMAHTHEA HAW nparMathia. He Om i cnenen mepu-
BAIIHMTE H yoTpeduTe Ha oroj wymeced 3bop “fichu”, Toj
OZHAMYBA PAATHYHH HEINTA CTOped Toa ganu Gurypupa
KHKD HMEHKS HAH KAK0 npHaaega. 36oport “fichu”, wtoa
€ HAJONMMTTIEHATA CMHCIIA BO peMeHnnaTa Ha benjamun,
OZHAMYBA A, TAPMETO TKREHHHEA ITTO eJHA ¥MEHA MOJKe
A3 Cf 1o cTaeM, HabpanHA, HA TNAEA WM OKOJY BPATOT.
Ho, npuaasxara “fichu” ro oznauyea anoTo: 0HA KoemTO
e noimo, aarvieno, ocyaeso. Enen nex so cenmeMapu 1970
I'., YYBECTRYBA]KH IO JOAMAET0 HA CBOJATE CMPT, MOjOT
fosen TaTre MH ce gosepn; "Je suis fichu” (,Coros coym™).
Axo ferec BM ce ofipakamM co eneH BOTKY OHHpOgTHCKH
IOBOP, TOA € JATOd T COHOT & HAJNpPHEeMYHBHOT
ENEMEHT N0 OAHOC HA AMOCTA, ONCEIHATOCTA, CIEK-
TPAMHOCTA HA CHTE AVINH H Hi BPAKARETO HA AYXOBHTE
(Taxa, HA TpHMED, THE TATEOBOH no caobomgeH w3bop
HITO 33 HAC, Mely APYTHTE, FH MPETCTABYEAA OYPH H BO
HHEHWTE HECOrMACYBAMA, AJopHO HAH BeHjaMuH, H
mosedn Agopao za Benjamus). CoHOT € mogeaHAKED
FOCTONPHEMAKE NPOCTOP 34 MPABAO/EYOHETO KAKO H
a8 HajHenobegmuBMTE MecHjaHckr Hagem#. 3a fichuo®
(.roTor, zarybed, ocynen”), ce penu nowexoram ,fouto®

Joyce. Avant de me précipiter vers la conelusion, je ne
veux oublier ni le « fichu » dans le réve de Benjamin, ni
la table des matigres d'un livre virtuel sur ce prix Ador-
no, un livre et un prix dont je n'espére plus étre capable
et digne un jour. Je vous ai parlé de langue ¢t de réve,
puis d’une langue révée, puis d'une langue de réve, cette
langue qu'on réve toujours de parler, voici maintenant la
langue du réve, comme on dirait aprés Freud.

Je ne vous imposerai pas une lecon de philologie, de
semantique ou de pragmatique. Je ne suivrai pas les
dérivations et les usages de ce mot extraordinaire,
a fichu », I signifie des choses différentes selon qu'il
figure un nom ou un adjectif. Le « fichu », et c'est le
sens le plus apparent dans la phrase de Benjamin, cela
désigne donc un chile, la piéce d'étoffe quune femme
peut se mettre, en toute hite, sur la téte on autour du
cou, Mais l"adjectif « fichu » dénote le mal ; ce qui est
mauvais, perdu, condamné. Un jour de septembre 1970,
vovant venir sa mort, mon pére malade me confia:
« Je suis fichu. » 5 je vous adresse un discours si
onirophilique aujourdhui, ¢’est que le réve est I'élément
le plus accueillant au deuil, 4 1a hantise, i la spectralité de
tous les esprits et au retour des revenants (par exemple
ces péres d adoption que furent pour nous, entre autres
et jusque dans leurs dissensions, Adorno ou Benjamin,
et peut-étre Adorno pour Benjamin). Le réve est aussi
un lieu hospitalier a l'exigence de justice comme aux
esperances messianiques les plus invincibles. Pour
« tichu », on dit parfois « foutn » en frangais, mot qu'on
entend aussi bien dans le registre eschatologique de la
fin ou de la mort que dans le registre scatologique de la
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[ qaefan®) ma Qpaduyckd, 300p WTO To CcAymaMe
NI THAKEO BO @CXATOAONIKHOT DETHCTAD Ha KpajoT
Wi BA CMPTTA E4KO M BO eCXaTONOMKHOT perscrap
il CeRCYATHOTO HacuacTeo. FpoHmjara moHexoram ce
wownexysa: I s'est fichu de quelqu'un®, Toa suaum .Toj
ci (1o HEATIE CO HEKOTO, T0) He 10 ChaTH CePHOIHO HiH
111 HE Ipe3eMa ONTOBEOPHOCT BO (JIHOC Ha Hero®,

[ieHjaMHE ro MOYHVBA TAKA AGMIOTO [MHCMO UITO IO
uMinyBa, 3WaYH, Ha QpaHmyckn g0 Iperen Apopso,
ya 12 OKTOMBPH 1930 T, O €eH KaMil 52 fo0poBonHa
pabora Bo Hjesp:

.Hokecxa, Bps ceHOTO, COHHB COH 00 Taksa yDarHHa mTO
He MOMEM 14 QROACAM A3 He TH ro pacswsam, (..) Toa e
effEH O OHHE COMHUITA KAKEH TITD JACXABYEaM mMomebn
HI CEKOH [ET MOAHHH A KOH C8 HARBZEHW OKOAY MOTHBOT
“yuram-e. Teny ke oe CATH Ha VIOTATA [MTO ja WMAane 08oj
MOTHR B0 MOHTE PASMHCTYBATEA OKONY SHAeHETO."

Mopaka kojammo e mamedera sa Tegw, fa Anopuo,
oasocHo, MaxoT Ha [peren. 3omwro Beyjamun ro pac-
KAajKyBa OBO] COM HA WEHATA, A He HA MamoT? 30UITO
YETHPH TOOHHH TOPAHO, NOBTOPHO NHIYEAJEM # HA
I'peren Anopuo®, BerjaMus ofroBpapa Ha no Malky anTo-
PHTETHHTE H TATKOBCKH KPHTHEM IWTO AJOPHO, EAKO
W ApPYITIAT, My TH Deme ymaTHia, BO @IHO mHeMa’, Bo
BJICEA TOXMY CO COHOT, CO UAHOCHTE Mely  OHWPHYEHTES
durypr” B JujanerTHuraTa cauka’. To ocrasaM 0BOj
pOj Mpaliaia Ha TOTHHEA.

JloAroTo PACKAMCYBAE KOS CAeaH NOBTOPHO NOCTaByBa
Ha cueHa (Toa e MoOjOT comcTEeH TOAKoBEeH HaGop)
elHA ,CTAPA CAMEHA MAMKA", HEKAKEA MAHAMA" IITO
Bienjamuy ja Gelle HACIEAHA O CROJOT TATKO M KOJalITo
HMa, B0 HETOBHOT COH, IIHPOK PACIEN Ha MOpHHOT Je,
¢o ,Tpard of upeeHa Goja® mHa paboBnTe HA pacHenot,

violence sexuelle, Lironie s'y insinue parfois : « 1l s'est
fichu de quelqu'un », cela signifie « il s'est moqué de
quelqu'un, il ne I'a pas pris an sérieux ou n'a pas assumé
ses responsabilités 4 son égard =.

Benjamin commence ainsi la longue lettre qu'il écrit
done en francais 3 Gretel Adorno, le 12 octobre 1939,
dun camp de travailleurs volontaires dans la Nievre

« Jai fait cette nuit sur la paille un réve dune beauté telle
que je ne résiste pas & lenvie de le raconter A toi, (...] C'est
un des réves comme j'en ai peut-&tre tous les cing ans et qui
sont hrodés autour du motif "live”. Teddie se sonviendra du
rile tenu par ce motif dans mes réflexions sur la connais-
RRNCE. *=

Message i destination de Teddie, d'Adorno, donc, le mari
de Gretel. Pourquoi Benjamin raconte-t-il ce réve a la
fernme, non au mari 7 Pourquoi quatre ans auparavant,
c'est aussi en écrivant & Gretel Adorno™ que Benjamin
répond & des critiques un peu autoritaires et paternelles
qu'Adorno, comme souvent, lui avait adressées, dans
une lettre™, au sujet précisément du réve, des rapports
entre les « figures onirigues » et '« image dialectique ».
Je laisse cette ruche de questions en sommeil.

Le long réeit qui suit remet en scéne (c'est ma propre
silection interprétative) un « viewx chapeau de paille =,
un « panama » que Benjamin avait hérité de son pére et
qui portait, dans son réve, une large fente sur sa partie
supérieure, avec des « traces de couleur rouge » sur les
bords de la fente, puis des femmes dont 'une s'occupe
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H NOTOa WeHH Off KOWINTO eQHATA (2 3aHHMMABA CO
rpadomorija B ApAH B0 paKaTa HemTo WTo benjaMBH
ro Hanuman. Toj ce nobamxysa v, packaKysa Toj, OHa
orra 1o BHAeE Deme TEAeHMHA MOKPHEHA CO CIHKH M
YHHIITO SIHHCTESHN IpadHuKH eNeMERTH IITO VCIeaE
na re Bupam Oea ropaMTe genoeM Ha OvEeara O 9MM
HCTEHYEHH JIVDKHHH OTKEPHBAA EECTPeMeH CTPeMe
kKoH ayxosuocra. Oeoj nen op Gyksata DGeme oceen
TOA ONPEMEH CO MAno egpo oo CHH nopab B egpoTo ce
Ayelre Ha HPTeXoT K4KO Aa Mmame Berap. Toa bGeme
EAMHCTBEHOTO HEIITO KOE MOMEE Ja ro ApounTam”
(...) Paaropopor ce BpTEI® HEKOS BpPEME OKOIY TOj
pakormue. (..) Bo mamen momenT jac GyxBanuo o
pener eaegHoro: Ll s'agissait de changer en fichu une
poésie™ (Es handelte sich darum, aus einem Gedicht ein
Halstuch zu machen). (...) Mefy mennte nMame egua,
momHe ydaga, koja Geme nernara Ha gpeser. Cayimajgn
ro moero ofjacHypamke TAa HAMpaBH Op30 ABHMKeme
Kaxo cexapnua. [Tpwmoa OTKDH egeH MAnedyok fAen of
fanjaxHHOT Koj ja SacoMHYBALTE BO HEJSHHHOT KPEBEeT.
(---) H Toa He ro cTOPH 3a 43 MH I'O IOKaMKe CBOETO TENO,
TYEY LPTEXOT HA HEj3HHATA NOCTETHNHA Koj bH Tpefano
AA MOHYAM CrMvHA GHTYPA CO OHAA KOjAIITO BEpOjaTHO
C¥M ja HanWman®, opej MHOTY DOOQNHHE, 33 Ja MYy ja
nogapas Ha Joc (Dausse). (...) OTKAKO I'o COHHE OBOj
COH, HE MOMER Ja 3aciijaM nosTopHO co yacosH. H Toa
o cpeka. TH MHMIyBaM TOKMY 34 04 'Y CIogesaaM co Tebe
OBHE HACOBH."

Ha noveroxor npamas, ,CoHyBaMe HH Cexoramm Bo
crojor kpeser?” Of ceojor kaMn 3a nobpososia paboTa,
Benjasus, spayun, i nuuryea ga [peren Anopao gexa sy
Ce CTVHIO A3 COHVEd, BO CBOJOT KEDEBET, 34 elHa ®eHa
SJEIHATA BO KpeBeT”, 53 e0HA JMHEOTY vOaBa® ®weHa Koja

¥ JCe paboretne 33 708 438 Ce DPETEDPH TOSIH}A BO Mapama”
(zab. npes.)

|

de graphologie et tient dans sa main quelque chose gue
Benjamin avait écrit. Celui-ci s'approche et, dit-il, « ce
que je vis était une étoffe couverte d'images et dont les
seuls éléments graphiques que je pus distinguer étajent
les parties supérieures de la lettre d dont les longueurs
effilées décelaient une aspiration extréme vers la spiri-
tualité. Cette partie de la lettre &ait au surplus munie
d'une petite voile & bordure bleue et la voile se gonflait
sur le dessin comme si elle se trouvait sous la brise,
C'était la seule chose que je pus "lire” (...). La conver-
sation tourna un moment antour de cette éeriture. (...)
A un moment donné je disais textuellement ceci: I
s'agissait de changer en fichu une poésie” (Es handelte
sich darum, aus einem Gedicht ein Halstuch zu ma-
chen). (...) Il y avait parmi les femmes une, trés belle, qui
était couchée dans un lit. En entendant mon explication
elle eut un mouvement bref comme un éclair. Elle écarta
un tout petit bout de la couverture gui I'abritait dans son
lit. (...) Et ce ne fut pas pour me faire voir son corps, mais
le dessin de son drap de lit qui devrait offrir une imagerie
analogue & celle que j'avais dii "éerire”, il y a bien des
années, pour en faire cadeau 4 Dausse. (...) Aprés avoir
fait ce réve, je ne pouvais pas me rendormir pendant des
heures, C'était de bonheur. Et c'est pour te faire partager
ces heures que je 'éeris. »

« Réve-t-on touwjours dans son lit ? », demandai-je en
commencant, De son camp de travailleurs volontaires,
Benjamin écrit done i Gretel Adorno qu'il lui &tait arrivé
de réver, dans son lit & lui, d'une femme « couchée dans
urt lit », une femme « trés belle » exhibant pour lui le
« dessin de son drap de lit ». Ce dessin portait, telle une
signature, ou un paraphe, sa propre graphie & lui, Ben-
jamin, On peut toujours spéculer sur le d que Benjamin
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MY IO HOKAXYBa [PTEXOT HA CBUjaTA TNOCTENHHMHA .
Opoj Upres IO HMa, HAMECTO NOTIMC, HAH TamHja,
HETOBHOT concreen paxonue, Benjamun. Mosesme cexo-
rifl A CreKyaMpasMe Bo ogioc Ha Toa d urro BemjaMun
ro OTKpHES HA MapamaTa. Toa e Moskeb HHMIH]ANOT HA
noxropor Jloe, woj Topado ro Dewe HANEUHT OF
MATAPHjA M KOjUITO, BO COHOT, B Gelle nan Ha HeKoja o
CBOHTE #eHH Hemwrro wro Bemjamus seny JEKa TO
manuman. berjaMiH rd CTaka B0 HABOAHHIH BO CROETO
nxcMo sboposrTe MuTamke” 1 onmysame’ . Ho Oykeara
 MO®Ee HCTO, Mely JAPYTH OpPEeTHocTaBky, mely ApyTH
HEOHjans, Aa Guae npeara Gyxsa of Jerned. Berjamun
OOHEKOTAI I'H (OTOHIOVBAIIE CBOMTE MHCMA 70
nprjaTenuTe kaxo Jleraed”. Toa soenso Gewe HMeTD
K€ T0j ro ynoTpetn B0 HexoH ol HETOBHTE NCEEA0HHMH,
kako Herned Xoan (Detlef Holz), noantHukn npexap co
KDJITTO TOf MOTHHIAN, Kako emurpadT go [Msajoapaja,
B0 1936 roaHea, £aHA HCTO TAKa SNHCTONADHA KHHTA,
Deutsche Menschen'™. Toj TH DOTHMIIYRALLE CEKOrAID
TaKa CBOMTE nHema 3a Iperen AnopHO, H NpeIHIHpAIIe
noxexoram ,Dein alter Detlef®. Herospemeno npousTa-
Ha B HanumaHa o7 Besjasun, Gykearta d 1o npeTcTasyed-
1I& TOTAIN HHHIHJAMOT Ha HETOBHOT CONCTEEH MOTIHC,
kako nog Jerned na ce nogpastupawe: ,Je suis le fichn”
{Jaccym onoj Koj e Haryben™), OEHOCHO, OHOj 01 KaMIoT
sa gobporosHa palora, NOMANKY 0O enHa MOgHHA Ipen
HETOBOTO CamMOVOHCTRO, H KaKo M CEK0j CMPTHHE Koj
BEJIH jac, BO CBOJOT COMYBan jasui: Jac, #, ¢ym saryben”,
TloMaaKy O €1Ha PojIHEA TPe] HETOBOTO CaMoyOHCTRD,
HEKOITKY MEceri npea Aa sy ce sabnarogapy Ha AZOpPHO
o My o wecTHTan, of Fbyjopk, HeroBHOT OCNENEH
podeHzieH, Koj G HCTO Kako H MOjoT, Ha 15 jya,
BeHjaMuH e codysa, 3Haejin ro Toa Hes ga 1o aHae, He-
KAKOB MOETCKH M NPeTCKKYBAUKH XHepornud: Jjac, 1,
OTCETA Md HATAMY CYM OHOj K0j C& Hapexysa saryben”,
MeryToa NOTHHCHHKOT 3HAS, H 0 T0 Ka¥yea TOd Ha
I'peTen, ceTo TOa MOHE 04 08 Kase, HamHIine i OpodHTa,

découvre sur le fichu. Cest peut-dtre Vinitiale du docteur
Dausse, qui I'avait naguére soigné de son paludisme
et qui, dans le réve, avait donné & I'une de ses femmes
quelque chose que Benjamin dit avoir écrit. Benjamin
met entre guillemets dans sa lettre les mots « lire »
et « écrire ». Mais le d peut 8tre aussi, entre autres
hypothéses, entre autres initiales, comme la premiére
lettre de Detlef, Benjamin signait parfois familiérement
seg lettres « Detlef », Ce fut aussi le prénom qu'il utilisa
dans certains de ses pseudonymes, comme Detlev Holz,
surnom politique dont il signa par exemple, alors émigré
en Suisse, en 1936, un livre aussi épistolaire, Deutsche
Menschen®. 11 signait tonjours ainsi ses lettres & Gretel
Adorno, et précisait parfois « Dein alter Detlef = A la
fois lue et écrite par Benjamin, la lettre d figurerait al-
ors l'initiale de sa propre signature, comme si Detlef se
donnait 4 sous-entendre : « Je sufs le fichu », voire, du
camp de travailleurs volentaires, moins d'un an avant
son suwicide, et comme tout mortel qui dit moi, dans sa
langue de réve :« Moi, d, je suis fichu. » Moins d'un an
avant son suicide, quelques mois avant de remercier
Adorno de lui avoir souhaité, de New York, son dernier
anniversaire, qui fut aussi, comme le mien, un 15 juillet,
Benjamin aurait révé, le sachant sans le savoir, quelque
hiéroglyphe poétique et prémoniteire : « Moi, d, je suis
dorénavant ce gui s'appelle fichu. » Or le signataire le
sait, il le dit & Gretel, tout cela ne peut se dire, éerive
et lire, cela ne peut se signer ainsi, en réve, et déchif-
frer, qu'en francais ; « La phrase que fui distincternent
pronencé [sic] vers la fin de ce réve se frouvait étre en
frangais. Raison double de te faire ce récit dans la méme
langue. » Aucune traduction, au sens conventionnel du
mot, n'en rendra jamais compte, un compte commeunis
cable de facon transparente, En francais, la méme per-
sonne peut étre, sans contradiction et au méme instant,
i la fois « fichue », « bien fichue » et « mal fichue ». Et
pourtant, dans le respect des idiomes, un cerlain pas-
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TOA MO Aa CE MOTIMHINE TAK:A, HA 0OH, H 08 08 OAraTHS,
caMo Ha dhpaniyekd: JPeqennnara mro jacHo ja waro-
Bopue [sic] kKoH EpajoT HA 0BOj COH BCymHOCT Deme Ha
fppanuycxH. JIBojHA OPHMHHA 38 A TH 10 DACKA@AM 0Ba
B0 Herdor jaswk. Hukaxos npesog BO KOHBeHIH-
OHANMHATA CMHLTA Ha 3'ELJ;H:IT, HHEOTHIL HEMA OBR TOWHOD
1A [0 DpeHece Ha KOMyHHEATHREH ¥ Ha jaceH HavnH. Ha
fhpaHIycrH, HCTATA IHYHOCT MoKe na Guae, De3 mpoTHE-
PESHOCT H BO HCTHOT MHT, HCToBpemeno fichue®, ogroe-
1o  hien fichue® u .mal fichue®'. MefyToa, noafajin on
HENPEBOIMEOTO, JOKOIKY CAKAME 13 OCTAHEME BO
HVXOT HA BAMOMHTE, OfpeqeH JHIAKTHYEH MPEMHH €
MOMEH, TO] & aypu ¥ GapaH, norpebe, YHHBEP3AIHO
nomened. Ha npumep, B0 HEKO] YHHEEDSHTET HAH BO
HEKO]d PKEA HA JEHOT HA AOQEIyBARETO HA HATPAIA.
Ocofiedo axo He HCKIYYIMME JeKa BO OBAa MIPa Ha
cyndMHATA W COHOT HCTO HMAa ceoja ynora, Beprep
Kamaxep (Werner Hamacher) mu ro aomensysa uMeto
Hd NpRaTa Mena Ha BanTep, RO BOEAHO H HA HErDBATA
cectpa xoja toram Geme muory Gonma: lopa, Ha

CTAPOIPYEM oapana, narpebana win obpaboTena Koma.

Ocrasajis o notoa benjaMue 1a cTpajga of HecoHHDa,
oBO] COH C8 YHHH OTHOPEH HA 3aKUHOT HAJABEH Of
Ppoja. 32 HeNOTo EpEMEeTPASHe HA COHOT, TEpPIeme
TO] APYT ERPEjCKH eMMIPAHT, HHE 3HASME CO CHIYPHOCT

* Tpupaskara fichu", nerospeseno soXe fa HMa Dad-
AMYHH TOSHTHEHH HIH HeratHsuy spadema. Taxa wa
npumep, kapasor un fichu caractére” mome pa oanaTyna
SHEMNIHOCTHE, 307, BLTERH, Tpooter kaparTep”; [pras-
gora Jichu" soegro ce ynorpefiysa 3a 3 ja 03HAMH COC-
Tojfiara Ha HEROj Koj e 3aryben, ocyned, rotos”; Hapasor
bien fichu" soxe ga oxpayysa Hexoro koj & cpeges, Aobpo
ofinesen, HO W A0OPO TPANEH; HTH., 8 wepasoT ,mal fichu”
MIORE [ CIFAYVED JIHIE koe & fonesnueo, A0Mo rpagesn,
urH. (3ab. npes.)
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sage didactique est possible, il est méme appelé, requis,
universellement désirable & partir de l'intraduisible. Pai
exemple, dans une université ou dans une église un jow
de prix. Surtout si l'on n'exclut pas qu'en ce coup de dis
le réve ait aussi joud, Werner Hamacher me le souffle,
le prénom de la premiére femme de Walter mais encore
celui de sa soeur alors trés malade : Dora, en grec la peau
éeorchée, griffée ou travaillée.

A laisser ensuite Benjamin sans sommeil, ce réve semble
résister 4 la loi énoncée par Freud. « Pendant toute la
durée du réve, prétendit cet autre émigréjuif, nous savons
avec cerfitude que nous révons, COMME NOUS SAVONS gue
nous dormons » (wir den ganzen Schlafrustand iiber
ebenso sicher wissen, dass wir trdumen, wie wir es
wissen, dass wir schigfen). Le désir ultime du systéme
gqui régne souverainement sur l'inconscient, c'est le
désir de dormir, le désir de se retirer dans le sommeil
{#..awdhrend sich das herrschende System auf den
Wunsch zu schlafen zuriickgezogen hat'®... ).
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JIPKA COHYBAME, KAKO ITO 3HaeMe qexa cnneme” (wir den
ganzen Schlafzustand Giber ebenso sicher wissen, dass wir
traiumen, wie wir es wissen, dass wir schlafen). Epajrara
menba HA CHCTEMOT K0j CYBEPEHO BAAMEE CO HECEECHOTD,
r0d & enbaTa 34 cCOHEHE, MenDaTa 33 TOBNEKYBAHE BO
¢oHO0T {,...wihrend sich das herrschende System auf den
Wunsch zu schlafen zuriickgezogen hat'®...”).

Beke co OeNeHHH, CIVIIAM HA COH, KAKO IITO C8 BEJIH,
raacoBy. Toa ce MOHEKOTAIN MPHjATENCKH IIAC0BH, MO-
nexoram He, Toa ce rmacoBuTe Bo MeHe, CHTe Kako aa
MH BEIAT: 30INTO Ja HE I'H OpH3IHASNI, JaCHO M jABHD,
SOHAID 3acexorain, apHAWTETHTE HA TEOjaTa paboTa
cOpeMa OHaa Ha AJOPHO, BCYHNIHOCT TBOjOT JOAT KOH
Anopro? [la me A cH HacneaHHK Ha $pankdyprcraTa
MIEOmar

Bo mene 1 HAGBOD OJ MEHE, OAr0BOPOT KE OCTAHE Ce-
KOTAll CAOMKEH, CERAKD, AenyMHD BHpTVeneH. Ho, otce-
ra, H 33 Toa TMOBTOPHO EW BenaM OaaromapaM®, Hoe
MOMKAM NOBEKe J4 Ce paBaM KAKO a3 HE TH CIVIIAM THE
rnacord. [1ejeaxoT Ha BIHjaHHjaTa, HA HAMOBEP3YEAATA
HIM HA HACTEJCTEATA, HA OTIOPOT HCTO TAK4, K DCTAHE
CEKOTRII HEMHPEH, AABHPHHTCEH WIH CTPMOITIAE, W
OTTVER, MoelH, ke Ouoe MonpoTHEpEYEH H Nonpea-
OOpefeH Of KOTa ¥ Ja &, jac cvM CpekeH neHec, Gmaro-
OapeHHEe HA Bac, IITO MOMAM H WTo Tpeba Aa Kamam
La° HA MOJOT JOJAT KOH AJOPHO, H TOA O NOBEKe MPH-
YHHH, HAKO C& YIITe He cyM cnocobed 5a oAT0BOPAM Ha
TOA M 713 OATDBApaM 3a Toa.

Ja pocTojHO JA ja HoEAMAM MojaTa GmarogapHOCT Ha
BHCHHATA HA OHA KOS MH € NOJAPEHD O BaC, OJHOCHO
DBOj 3HAK Ha A0BEpOA ¥ HA AOREPEHA OTOEOPHOCT, 33 14
MOMAM O3 MM OIroBOPAM H 3 MM CODABETCTEYBAM, MH
beme norpeiHo aa nobegam e HCEYIDeHHja. bapajiu
0/ BAC 4 MH 'O IPOCTHTE DBROJHHOT HEVCOEX, Ke Bi I

Depuis des décennies, j'entends en réve, comme on dit,
des voix, Ce sont parfois des voix amies, parfois non. Ce
sont des voix en moi. Toutes elles semblent me dire;
pourguol ne pas reconnaitre, clairement et publique-
ment, une fois pour toutes, les affinités entre ton travail
et celui d’Adorno, en vérité ta dette envers Adomo ?
Mes-tu pas un héritier de P'école de Francfort ?

En moi et hors de moi, la réponse restera toujours
compliguée, certes, en partie virtuelle. Mais dorénavant,
et de cela je vous dis encore = mered », je ne puis plus faire
comme 5 je n'entendais pas ces voix, Si le paysage des
influences, des filiations ou des héritages, des résistances
aussi, restera toujours tourmenté, labyrinthigue ou
abyssal, et dans ce cas peut-étre plus contradictoire el
surdéterminé que jamais, je suis heureux aujourd’hui,
griice & vous, de pouveir et de devoir dire « oui » 4 ma
dette envers Adorno, et & plus d'un titre, méme si je ne
suis pas encore capable d'y répondre et den répondre.

Pour mesurer décemment ma gratitude & la hauteur
de ce qui m'est par vous donné, & savoir un signe de
confiance et Passignation d'une responsabilité, pour y
répondre et correspondre, il m’aurait fallu vainere deux
tentations. En vous demandant de me pardonner un
double échec, je vous dirai, sur le mode de la dénégation,
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KaaM, ROPHCTejRH 1o OIpedHROT HAYHH, 0OHA IUTO HEe
CAKAR A4 IO CTOPAM WK OHa koe He Ou Tpebano ga ro
CTOPAM.

Ke fGeme norpefuo, of ejua crpasa, ga ce uaberne
CEKAKBO HAPIHCTHYKO AOABOPYBAHE H Off ApYTa CTpa-
HA CEKAKBO - HAOCO(CKD, HCTOPHCKD, MOMHTHYEO
— MPEYBEIHYYEAE HA CEIANIHHOB HACTAH BO KOj, TOJIKY
MIHPOKOTDAA0 OeHe: Me BRIVYHETE MEHE CaMHOT,
mMojaTa pabfora, ma AypH M 3eMjuTe, KYITYPaTa H jasmH-
KOT BO KOH CE BKODEHYBa M 0f] KOH O8 XpaHH Mojara
CKPOMEA MPHEAIHA, KOJKY H [ OCTAHYBA NPHTOA He-
BepHa H MapraatHa. Kora sHexkoram GM ja Hanmmiman
KHHTATA 33 TOAKYBAEKE HA MCTOPHjATAa, 53 MOMHOCTA
H BnaskeHOCTa Ha OBaa HATPAAA, 33 KOjAlITO COHYBAM,
Taa 6 e COCTOENA HAjMANKY O CeflyM nornanja. Ese
TH, BO CTHAOT Ha TENEBH3MCEA NPOrpama, HHBHHTE
HOPOBH30PHH HACTOBH:

1. KomnpaparHBHa ReTOpMja Ha (QpPaHIVCROTO H
repMaHckoTo Hacneacrso Ha Xerea u Mapke, zaen-
HHYMKOTO HO BOSTHO H TOA KOMKY PAInHYHO ordiphane
HA HOSATHIMOT, OCODEHO HA CHEKYJATHRHATA JMja-
AEKTHEA, MPen i nocne sojrara. Opa noriasje, o okory
10 000 CTpaHH, Ke i Gi1e ToCEeTeHo HA padiHKaTa Mely
KPHTHEATa M JeKOHCTpyKUMjaTta, ocobeso npexy
KOHIENTHTE JIETEPMUHHPAHA HErATHEHOCT®, cyBepe-
HOCT, HEN0CT H ASMHEOCT, HA AETOHOMMjA, HE (PeTHITH3AM
— BENYYYBAJKH I'D H OHA KO£ AJOPHO GO Opaso o
HapeKyea GeTHIMHIMOT HA L JKOHLENTOT 34 KyaTypa” Bo
eana ogpegeHa Kulturkritik™, npeky paanHaHuTe
nouMe Ha Aunfllarung w [IpoceeTHrescrsoro, Kako
[ebaTH M rpaHHITH BO PAMEHR HA NEPMAHCKOTO NoApadje,
HO HCTO H BO (DPAHIVCKOTO Tane (oBMe ane [eHHd
NOHEKOTANI C8 MOXETEPOTeHH OTHONKY LMo e MHCTH BO
PAMENTE Ha HAIHOHATHMTE IPAHMIM, H TOA BOAH KOH

. MHOryOpOjHH BIYEHH HA IMegHHTe ToMEH). 3a ja ro

.

ce que Jaurais voulu ne pas faire ou ce que je devrais ne
pas faire.

Il awrait fallu éviter dune part toute complaisance
narcissique et dautre part la surévaluation ou la
surinterprétation - philosophique, historique, politique
- de l'événement auguel, si généreusement, vous
m'associez aujourd’hui, moi-méme, mon travail, voire
les pays, la culture et 1a langue dans lesquels ma modeste
histoire s'enracine ou dont elle se nourrit, si infidéle et
marginale qu'elle y demeure. 5i j'"écrivais un jour le livre
dont je réve pour interpréter I'histoire, la possibilité et la
grice de ce prix, il comporterait au moins sept chapitres.
En wvoici, dans le style d'un téléprogramme, les titres
provisoires :

1. Une histoire comparée des héritages francais et
allemands de Hegel et de Marx, le rejet commun
mais combien différent de 'idéalisme et surtout de la
dialectique spéculative, avant et aprés la guerre. Ce
chapitre, & peu prés 10 000 pages, serait consacrd & la
différence entre critigue et déconstruction, surtout 4
travers les concepts de « négativité déterminée », de
souveraineté, de totalité et de divisibilité, d'autonomie,
de fétichisme -y compris de ce qu'Adorno a raison
d'appeler le fétichisme du « concept de culture » dans
une certaine Kulturkritik”, & travers les concepts
différents d'Aufkldrumg et de Lumiéres, comme des
débats et des frontiéres a 'intérieur du champ allemand
mais aussi 4 l'intérieur du champ frangais (ces deuy
ensembles étant parfois plus hétérogénes qu'on ne le
croit au-dedans des bordures nationales, ce qui conduit
a beaucoup d'illusions de perspective). Pour faire tain
le narcissisme, je passerais sous silence tous les éearls
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AMOIMHME HAPMMCH3MOT, K8 TH OpeMoidaMm cHTe
[MCHEKOPH HA MOETO HeNPHIAFALE HA KYITyPaTa koja ja
lapekyBaMe (hpaHIyeKa # ocobeHo YHHBEPIMTETCKA BO
qHH PAMEH MEFYTOA ce BITHIIAR, ITTO A0CTA I'H YCIOHHYE
IETAaTa Mo OQHOC HA KPaTKHOT DOROD I0Ta BH DO

YUATYBAM.

2. KOMIapaTHEHA HCTOPH]A HA TOMHTHYKHTE TPATelHH
HA fIBETE SEMIH, IITO CB OfHeCYBA Ha OPHEeMOT W Hac-
negereoTo Ha Xajgerep. H Tyka ¥ero, Ha HEROH 10 000
CTPAHM, BO BPCKA €O OBO] OIVHYEAUKH BAOT, OM moT-
CETHA HA OHa KoewTo I'm JofnimyBd H pasidkyRa
CTpaTErHHTE, 00MIVBAjEN ce Ja 3afeneisam mopagn Mo-
jaTa crpaTerdja, Koja e GapeM HeTo TOJIKY OPeTHARIHER
KIVIKY OHaa Ha AIOPHO, W KO0ja @, B0 CEKOj ciiyyaj, pa-
AMEATHO JEKOHCTPYHPAYKA, KOja MHIYBA IO &M HaT 1
ofrosapa #a cocem gpyre Gapama. Hue Gu tpebano me-
TOEPEMEHO AA TH DEHHTEDNPETHPAME, O 87HA H of
Npyra cTpaHa, Hacnenctearta Ha Huue u Ppojn, B HeTo
TAKE, AOKMIKY C8 OCMENAM [ OfaM JoTaMy, Ha Xycepa,
¥ O¥pH, AOEOJKY C8 OCMENaM A O0aM VIOTe TOAAnery,
ua Benjamun. (Axo peren Azopno cé ymre Geme #odpa,
e H HATMHILEE JOBEPUTHEC [THCMO BO BPCKA OO OHOCHTE
mefy Temn u Jerned. Ke ja npamag somro Benjamus
HEMA HATPAZA, M Ke il I'H NPeHeces MONTE NpeTiioCTaRKH
RO BCKA 00 0B.)

3. Hurepecor 3a nenxoanamaara. Bo ronema mepa Ty
za unocodHTE 00 IepMaHCKHOT VHHBEPSHTET, Hero
ro coOenyeaa co ATODHO pedHcH cHTe dpaHiyeEH
tunocod 0 Mojata reHepanMja HIH Ha OHAA Koja
HenocpeaHe MH  nperxogeme.  Mety aopyrorvo, O
Tpebane Aa o HHCHCTHDA HAa NONHTHYKATAR OymHOCT
koja, fes peakuMOHEPCTEO M Henparaa, 6u Tpebano aa ce
OPUMEHVEA BO YHTameTo Ha Ppoja. Ke cakas na BRpeTasM
oapefed npemuH on Minima Moralia — sachopes
En decid du principe du plaisir” (.Og opaa crpasa Ha

de ma non-appartenance a la culture dite francaise et
surtout universitaire dans laguelle je me sais pourtant
inscrit, ce qui complique trop les choses pour le bref
discours que je vous adresse.

2. Une histoire comparée, dans les tragedies politiques
des deux pays, quant & la réception et i I'héritage de
Heidegger. LA aussi, en quelque 10 000 pages, sur cet
enjen décisif, je rappellerais ce qui rapproche et distingue
les stratégies, en essayant de marquer en quoi la mienne,
qui est an moins aussi réticente que celle d'Adorno,
et en tout cas radicalement déconstructrice, passe
par un chemin et répond & des exigences tout autres.
Nous aurions du méme coup a réinterpréter, de part et
d’autre, les héritages de Nietzsche et de Freud, et méme,
si j'ose aller jusque-la, de Husserl, et méme, si jose aller
encore plus loin, de Benjamin. (Si Gretel Adorno vivait
encore, je lul écrirais une lettre confidentielle au sujet
des rapports entre Teddie et Detlef. Je lui demanderais
pourquei Benjamin n'a pas de prix, et lui ferais part de
mes hypothéses i ce sujet).

3. L'intérét pour la psychanalyse. Largement étranger
aux philosophes de I'université allemande, il fut partagé
avec Adorno par presque tous les philosophes francais
de ma génération ou de celle gqui m'a immédiatement
précédé. Entre autres choses, il faudrait insister sur la
vigilance politique qui, sans réactivité ni injustice, devrait
s'exercer dans la lecture de Freud. J'aurais aimé croiser
tel passage de Minima Moralia - intitulé « En de¢a du
principe du plaisir » - avec ce que j'ai appelé récemment
« 'An-deld de 'an-deld du principe de plaisir® ».
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NP HHIRIOT BANOBONCTEG”) 0O OHA KOE HeQMaAMHA 1o
sacnosns LI'Au dela de 'au dela du principe de plaisir®
(O opaa crpaHa HA OHAA CTPEHA OJ NPHHINMOT HA
sagosoacTeo”).

4, MMocne Aywsiy: WTo ¥ 8 3HAYH OBA HME, KOH B 148
CE DACTIPABHTE OTBOPEHT O/ MPECKPHITIHATE HA ATODPHO
B0 BPCK@ CO OBAA Tema (He MOMaM Ja rH aHaIH3HDaM
DBAE, THE CB MPeMHAOTY OpOjHH, PARTHYMHHE H CIOMEHH),
OMI0 A3 CME COrMTACHH ©0 Hero (M HEMa JA C8 DUEeKYEd
OBOE Of MeHe APIVMEHTHPAHO IAZEMARE CTPAHA BO
HERONKY PedeHHIH), B0 CEKOj CIy4aj, HECOMHEHATA
3aCTyTa Ha AJODHO, EAHHCTBEHHOT HACTAH UHjIITO
MOTOHCHAE & Toj, Toa & WTo pasiyona ToJAKY MHOTY
MHCAHTENH, TTHCATENH, TPODEcopH HAH VMETHHIH BO
DAHOC HA HHEHATA OAIOBOPHOCT HACMPOTH C& OHA 34 Koe
Aymeun Tpeba 13 OCTAHE H He3AMEHAHED THYHO HME H
METOHHMH]jA.

&, Judpepennujanaa vCTOPHja HA OTOOPOT W HA HE-
popastnpamaTa (HCTOPHjA KOja & MokedH BO rosieMa
MEPA MHHATA, OJ HEOTAMHA, HO MOeOH C8 VIOTe He
HAIMHHATA) MErV, 07 €MHa CTPAHA, TEPMAACKH MHCIH-
TEMH KOH C8 HCTO TAKA 33 MEHE TOMHTVBAHM MPHjaTemNH,
cakaMm ma wakam Xanc-leopr lagamep (Hans-Georg
Gadamer)™ u Jupres Xabepmac, ¥ 0 Apyra cTpaHa
thparnyckrTe hunocody oa Mojata resepanyja. Bo osa
nornasje ke ce obHoaM O3 NOEAXKaM JAeKa, W IOKpaj
PASMTHENRTE Mely oBHe ase roseM Aefarh (Docpesnn
WM HETNOCPENHH, EKCIVIHOHTHH HAH HMILTHIHTHH),
HefopasbHpamkaTa ce BPTAT CEKOTANT OKOY TONKYBAHETO
H OKOJTY CAMATA MOMHOCT Ha HeAopasGHpaieTo, oKoTy
KOHIENTOT HA HefopasOHpamero, OKOIY AHCEHIYCOT
HCTO TAKA, OKOIY APYTOCTA H moceGHOCTa HA HACTAHOT,
HO TOTAI, NOCAEIHYHD, 0KOTY CYINTHHATA Ha HIHOMOT,
Ha CYIITHHATA HA jA3HKOT, OTAIE HEjIHHOTO HEOCIOPHD
H HY:KHO giyHKYUOHUPGIee, OTAJE Hej3HHATA KOMYIH-

4. Aprés Auschwitz : quoi que signifie ce nom, quels que
soient les débats ouverts par les prescriptions d’Adorno
d ce sujet (je ne puis les analyser ici, elles sont trop
nombrenses, diverses et complexes), qu'on soit ou non
d'acecord avec Iui (et I'on n'attendra pas ici de moi une
prise de parli argenmentée en quelgues phrases), dans
tous les cas, le mérite indémable d'Adorno, I'unique
événement qu'il aura signé, c'est d'avoir réveillé tant de
penseurs, d'écrivains, de professeurs ou d'artistes a leur
responsabilité devant tout ce dont Auschwitz doit rester
et I'irremplacable nom propre et la métonymie.

5. Une histoire différentielle des résistances et des
malentendus (histoire largement passée, depuis peu,
mais peut-£tre no encore dépassée) entre d'une part des
penseurs allemands qui sont aussi pour moi des amis
respectés, je veux dire Hans-Georg Gadamer™ et Jiirgen
Habermas, et d'aotre part les philosophes frangais de ma
génération. Dans ce chapitre, je tenterais de montrer
que, malgré les différences entre ces deux grands débats
(directs ou indirects, explicites ou implicites), les
malentendus tournent tonjours autourdel'interprétation
et de la possibilité méme du malentendu, du concept de
malentendu, du dissensus aussi, de l'antre et de la
singularité de I'événement, mais alors, par conséquent,
de l'essence de l'idiome, de l'essence de la langue, au-
dela de son indéniable et nécessaire fonctionnement,
tendus d ce sujet sont eux-mémes passés, ils passent en-
core parfois par des effets d'idiome qui ne sont pas seule-

.
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raTiBHa pasdupaneoct. HegopasGapamaTa HAa Taa TeMa
' CAMHTE MHHATH, MHHYBAAT C& VIIITE NOHEKOTAI MPeKy
PEETH H HIHOMM KOH HE G2 CAMO JIHHIEHCTHYKH, TYKY
(PAIHITHOHANHY, HAIHOHANHH, HHCTHTYUHOHATIHH —
MOASIHAKBO HCTO TOAKY WIHOCHHEPACTHYHH H THYHH,
CBECHH HIH HECBECHH. AKO [feHec ce YHHH JeKa OBHe
negopazfHparka 0ROy HeAopasdHPaeTo Ce CMHPYBaaT
WTH TIAK IEIOCHO G8 PACTPCHYEAAT, BO 61HA aTMochepa
115 IPHjaTeNcKD TOMHPYBAE, SACITYTATA 33 ToA He Tpefia
jlil ce TMpenHmE ¢aMo Ha pabdoTaTta, HA YHTAHETO, Ha
aofipata BoMja, HA NPHjaTencTEOTO HA EQHMTE H HA
APYTHTE, HECTOTIATH Ha HajMaaaute gmnocodn na osaa
semja. Tpeba oeaHo Aace seMe npeaRi/] HADACHYBAYKATA
CHECT 34 MOIHTHUKATA OJIOBOPHOCT koja Tpeba ma ce
CIIOAETH BO OQHOC HA HAHHHATA, H HE CAMO HIHHHATA Ha
Fepona: HCKYCHM, PAIMHCIYBARKA H IIOAHTHYKH OLTV-
KH, HO BOEJHO H BO OOHOC HA CYUWITHHATA Ha NOJH-
THYKOTO, BO O/IHDC HA HOBHTE CTPATerdd Ko Tpeba aa
Cf HSMHCAAT, HA OJAYKHTE KOH Tpeba ma ce JoHecart
SAEHO, BO OFHOC HA &/IHA J0IMKR H IVPH H HA AN0DHHTE
1 cyBepeHoCTa (IpAARHA WK He) Koja He MoKeMe Bele
HHTY GOHOCTABHO I3 ja axpefiHTHpaMe HHTY 1a ja
AHCEPETHTHPAME, HACTIPOTH HOBHTE O0JMHIH Ha KaHTa-
JHIMOT H Hi CEETCKHOT MA3Ap, HACOPOTH eNeH HOB JTHE,
na AVpH | HOB yeTas Ha Expona koj Gn Tpebano, mopajas
BEPHOTO HEBEPCTEO, Aa Ditae HelTo NOHHAKED Of OHA
IO TPeTCTABYBANE PAZTHUHNTE  KPHAH" HA CBPOTICKHOT
VX AHjArHOCTHIHDAHH BO OBOj BEX O HEro — HO
HCTORPEMEHD HEITTO MIOMHAKEO 01 gAHa cynep-Jpoxana,
obHYHHOT EKOHOMCKH IWTH BOeH KOHEYPerT Ha CAJ] wan
na Kxna.

J1aTyMOT 11 CEMTTEMBDH NOBERE DM HE NOTCETYBAN OTKOM-
KY INTO HH ro Hajasyeame Tod #o Fhyjopx mwon BanrHur-
TOH; HHEOTAIT OOroROpHOCTHTE BO IHOC Ha O0Ba
npamaike He Gune Toaxky nocelHM, OCTPH, HYKHH.
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ment linguistiques, mais traditionnels, nationaux, insti-
tutionnels - parfois aussi idiosyncrasiques et personnels,
conscients ou incomscients. Si ces malentendus sur le
malentendu semblent aujourd hui s'apaiser sinon se dis-
siper totalement, dans une atmosphére d'amicale récon-
ciliation, il ne faut pas seulement rendre hommage au
travail, & la lecture, & la bonne foi, & Famitié des uns et
des autres, souvent des plus jeunes philosophes de ce
pays. Il fant prendre en compte la conscience croissante
de responsabilités politiques & parfager devant Iavenir,
et non seulement celui de I'Europe : discussions, dé-
libérations et décisions politigues mais aussi quant &
l'essence du pelitique, quant aux nouvelles stratégies a
inventer, aux partis 4 prendre en commun, quant 3 une
logique et méme aux apories d'une souveraineté (éta-
tigue ou non) qu'on ne peut plus ni accréditer ni simple-
ment discréditer, devant les nouvelles formes du eapital-
isme et du marché mondial, devant une nouvelle figure,
voire une nouvelle constitution de I'Europe qui devrait,
par fidéle infidélité, &tre autre chose que ce que les di-
verses « crises » de Uesprit enropéen diagnostiquées en
ce siécle en ont représents - mais aussi autre chose qu'un
super-Etat, le simple concurrent économique ou mili-
taire des Etats-Unis on de la Chine.

La date du 11 septembre nous le rappellerait
plutét qu'elle ne nous l'annongait & New York ou &
Washington : jamais les responsabilités & cet égard
n'ont été plus singuliéres, plus aigués, plus nécessaires.
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Huxoram He GHI0 TOAKY DOTPeDHO NOHHAKBO Hpo-
mucavearke Ha Erpoma. Toa obspsvea ma orpesHera,
ocpecTeHa, OviHa, AEKOHCTPYKTHBHCTHYKA KPHTHES,
BHHMATEAHA BO OANOC HA Ccé OHA KOS, MpeRy HAjoR-
MACTEHATR CTPATErHja, Koja ¢ BOEJHO M OHAA KOja €
HAjO3AKOHETA 0 CTPaBA HA TOAHTHYKHTE DETOPHEH, Of
MEAHVMCKATA M TEXHOMOUIKATE MOK, 0 CHOHTAHHTE
HIIH OPraHHIHpPaHHTe JBHAEH:A HA JABHOTO MHEHHE, IO
COBIMHVBA MOAMTHHKGTO ¢0 MeTadHIHUKOTO, CO KAITH-
TAMTHCTHYKHTE WINEKYIAIHH, 00 TEPEEPIHHTE HA PEIH-
THOZHHOT MM HAUMOHATHCTHYKHOT adekT, oo cyBepe-
uxerHuEnoT anTazam. Hagsop og Espona, HO B BO
Eepona. Ha cwre pafosn. MomeOn oBa ro xamysam
npebp30, HO CENAK Cf OCMETYRAM IBPCTO JA MOBTODAM:
Ha cHTe pabopd. MoeTo ancofyTHO COUYBECTBO 34
MPTBHTE 01 11 CCNTEMEDPH HEéMa Oa Me COPEYH Ja T
KAaM 0BA: JAC He BepyRaM BO NONMHTHYKATA HEBHHOCT
Ha K0j ¥ 14 € B0 0Ba AnocTopeTio. M ako MOETO0 cOMYBCTBO
33 CHTE HEBHHM MPTHH & DeArpaHHyHO, TOA € 3ATOA T
HMCTOTO HE SalMpa Ha OHME KOHINTO SarHHANE HA 11
cemrreMBpH B0 CAJL. Toa e MoeTo TONKYEAILE HA OHA KOB
61 Tpefano ga Hwie oHA NITO TO HapexkyBaMe of BYepa,
cnopex Hapepfara o Benara kvka, . Besrpanndmaa
npasaa” (infinite justice, grenzenlose Gerechtigkeit); na
He ce ocnofiogyeaMe of oroBOPHOCTA 33 COMCTEEHMTE
TPEIIKH W Ofi TANKARATA HA CONCTESHATA IOJINTHES,
AVPH H 3 € TOA B0 MHTOT KOrA 33 T0a, NPEMHHYBAjKR
CEKAKEA Mepxa, Tpefa Ja ce IaTH Hajy)RacHATA [IEHA.

6. IlpamameTn Ha AHTEPATYPATAE, TAMY Kage mITo Tod €
HEPAZOEnHD 01 MPAllakeTo Ha jaIHKOT H Ha HENOBHTE
HHCTHTYIIHH, OH HMAT0 KIY4HA Y/10T3a BO 0BAa TPHEAIHA,
Ona KoemrTo HalnecHo 1o COOJENHE co ANOpHO, 00HOCHD
I0 IPHMHE O] HEID, KAKO WITO TOA N0 CTOPHJE H APYTH
fpapmyckn quutocodH, Hako NOBETOPHO HA MOHHAKOE

HAYHH, TOA & HHTEPEC0T 34 INTEDATYPETA H 34 OHA [T
Taa MOFEE A 0 ASNeHTPHPA, KAKO H IDYTHTE VMETHOCTH,

Jamais n'aura été plus urgente une autre pensée de
I'Europe. Elle engage une critique déconstructrice
dégrisée, éveillée, vigilante, attentive i tout ce qui,
a4 travers la stratégie la plus accréditée, la mieux
légitimée des rhétoriques politiciennes, des pouvoirs
médiatiques et télétechnologiques, des mouvements
d'opinion spontanés ou organisés, soude le politique
au métaphvsique, aux spéculations capitalistiques,
aux perversions de l'affect religieux ou nationaliste; au
phantasme souverainiste. Hors d'Europe mais aussi en
Europe. Sur tous les bords. Je dois le dire trop vite mais
jose le maintenir fermement : sur tous les bords. Ma
compassion absolue pour les victimes du 11 septembre
ne m'empéchera pas de le dire : je ne crois & I'innocence
politique de personne dans ce crime. Et si ma compassion
pour toutes les victimes innocentes est sans limite, ¢'est
qu'elle ne s’arréte pas non plus i celles qui ont trouvé
la mort le 11 septembre aux Etats-Unis. Cest 14 mon
interprétation de ce que devrait 8tre ce gqu'on appelle
depuis hier, selon le mot d'ordre de la Maison Blanche,
une « justice sans limite » (infinite justice, grenzenlose
Gerechtigkeit) : ne pas se disculper de ses propres
torts et des errements de sa propre politique, fiit-ce an
maoment d'en payer, hors de toute proportion possible, le
plus terrible prix.

6. La question de la littérature, 13 of elle est indisso-
ciable de la question de la langue et de ses institutions,
jouerait un rile décisif dans cette histoire. Ce que j'ai le
plus facilement partagé avec Adorno, voire recu de lui,
comme l'ont fait d'autres philosophes frangais, quoigque
différemment encore, ¢'est 'intérét pour la littérature et
pour ce qu'elle peut décentrer, comme les autres arts,
de fagon eritique, dans le champ de la philosophie uni-




i1 RPUTHYKH HAYHE, BO ODOIETO HA YHHBEPIHTETCEAT:A
(pnocodmja. H ryra Hero Taxa, By tpedano Aa ce 3eMart
IPeOBHE, O EHATA M OF OpyraTta crpasa Ha Pajna,
SEIHEYKHTE HHTEPECH H PA3HYMHHTE AMTEPATYPHH
LOPOYCH, HO HWCTO Taka H DPasAHYMHHTE MYaHuKEH H
THEOBHHE KOPIYCH, cé 10 GHIMoT, ocTanysajii NpHToa
BIHMATETEH KOH JAVXOT Ha oHa o KaninHcKs, TETH-
paH 0F AIOPHO, [0 HapeKysame, (Ge3 23 XHepapxHaHpa,
Jarbtonmusik” win aeyqana Goja™*”. Osa G Me AoBeno
A0 eIHA TMPHEAZHA 33 FAEAHHYKOTO uMTAlke, Npeg .
IOCTE BOJHATA, BO # HANBOD 04 VHHBEPSHTETOT, 10 efHO
MOIHTHIAE HA NPEBCAOT, HA OOHOCHTE Mely KVITyp-
HHOT MA3ap HA M3fARANITROTO M YHHBEPSHTETOT, HTH.
(ero opa G Tpebano A ce HAPABM BO CTHA k0j Ok ocTa-
HAT MOHEKOTAN MONIHe fUTHI0K 40 0HO] Ha ANOPHO.

7. [oafamM Hajnoote A0 NOCAaBjeTo koemTo 6H ro
HAOHIIAM ¢0 HAJIOJEeMo 33 0B0JICTED, SAIITO T0a 6 ro
CABNEND MATOT MO KOj HajpeTED Ce Ofeno, HO MaToT
HOJIITO 33 MEeHe ¢ NpPecydeH 53a WOHOTO 4HTALE HA
Anopro. Cranyea 200p 3a oHa Koe To HApeKyBame, co
EjHA OIIINTA eHHHA KOja OTCEKOTAll Me [MOKHpAna, 3a
AmpoTHo, Kako aa nma camo enxo musoTHO. Hagospay-
BAjiKH ce HA noBeke HEQOBOMHO FalesiesaHy pasMuc-
MYBARA WITH CYTECTHR Ha Anopho, Bo kaurata Dialektik
der Aufklarung. Philosophische Fragmente ou dans son
Beethoven, Philosophie der Musik™ xoja ja nansman so
CAML co Xoprxajmep, e ce ofpgam ga nokamam (jac,
BIpOYEM, BeRe ce ofHI0B TO& Aa I'D CTODAM Ha Jpyro
MECTO) EKA TYKA MMA MPeMECcH KoH Tpeba 0a ce nanokaT
€0 TOEMA BHHMATENHOCT, HCKpHTe Dapem Ha enHa
PEBOITYIN}A KOja pA3MHCIYEA H ASjCTEVEA M Koja Hit e
noTpebiHa, B0 COMMBOTOT CO THE APYTH JUBH CVIUTECTER
INTO TH BHEAME HHBOTHH. AZOpPHO pasipa fexa Taa HOBA
EROVIOINIKA KPHTHESR, jac 68 ja Hapekon nosege JAeK0n-
CTPYKTHEHA", ‘Tpebalne Aa ce CNpoTHCTAEH Ha JBE 3a-
TPHAKYBASEH CHIM, YECTO AHTATOHHCTHMEH, MOHEKOA
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versitaire. La aussi, il faudrail prendre en compte, de
part et d'autre du Rhin, la communauté des intéréts et
la différence des corpus littéraires mais aussi des cor-
pus musicaux et picturaux concernés, jusqu'au cinéma,
en restant attentif & l'esprit de ce que Kandinsky, cité
par Adorno, appelait, sans hiérarchiser, la « Farbton-
musik » on la « couleur sonore »™. Cela me conduirait
& une histoire de la lecture mutuelle, avant et aprés la
guerre, au~dedans et au-dehors de Puniversité, & une
politologie de la traduction, des rapports entre le marché
culturel de 'édition et 'université, ete. Tout cela devrait
se faire dans un style qui resterait parfois trés proche de
celui d'Adorno.

7. Fen viens enfin au chapitre que je prendrais le plus
de plaisir & écrire, parce qu'il emprunterait le chemin le
moins frayé mais 4 mes veux parmi les plus décisifs dans
la lecture & venir d'Adorno. Il s’agit de ce qu'on appelle,
d'un singulier général qui m'a toujours chogué, I'Animal,
Comme s'il n'y en avait quun. En me référant 4 plusieurs
esquisses ou suggestions peun remarquées d'Adorno, dans
le livre qu'il a composé aux Etats-Unis avec Horkheimer,
Dialektik der Aufkidrung. Philosophische Fragmente ou
dans son Beethoven, Philosophie der Musik™, j'essaierais
de montrer (j'ai déja tenté de le faire ailleurs) qu'il vala
des prémisses 4 déployer avec une grande prudence, les
lueurs au moins d'une révolution pensante et agissante
dont nous avons besoin, dans la cohabitation avec ces
autres vivants qu'on appelle les animaux. Adorno a
compris que cette nouvelle écologie critique, je dirais
plutdt « déconstructive », devait s'opposer 4 deux
redoutables forces, souvent antagonistes, parfois alliées.
[Yune part, celle de la plus puissante tradition idéaliste
et humaniste de la philosophie. La souveraineté ou la
maitrise (Herrschaft) de 'homme sur la nature est en




cojyanrukd. Of efgHa cTpaHA, OHAA HA HajMOKHaTA
HOSATHCTHYER H XVMAHHCTHYMER TPAOHIH]A Ha dHaoco-
dpujara, Cynepenocra wnn xorrponata (Herrschaft) wa
HOBEKOT BO OfHOC HA NPHPOZATA € BCYIIHOCT (HacodeHa
nporHe sueroTHHTe” (Sie richtet sich gegen die Tiere),
npenusnpa ogge Anopao, Toj My npedpna ocobeno na
Kanr, Koro mmo ro nosHTYEA TOJIKY O JpYTa TAeIHA
TOMEA, SAIITO HE OCTABA MECTn, BO CEOjOT KOHIEOT Ha
YosewkoTo aocronacTeo (Wiirde) » .asromommja®, 3a
HEHEAKBO couyecTeo (Mitleid) smefy woperor H #HBOT-
HoTo. Hrmro kaj Kast He My e noogbueHo (verhasster)
Hid WOBEKOT, BEMH ANODHO, OTEOJKY CIOMEHOT 33 He-
KAKBA CAHYHOCT BAH AdMHNTET HA YOBEKOT KOH WHBO-
tHHCcKOTO (die Erinnerung an die Tierdhnlichkeit des
Menschen). KaHToBHOT HOBEK MyBCTHYEZ CaMo OMpasa
8a WHEOTHHCKOTO Kaj wosexoT. Tyka aypu news Hero-
BoTo Taby". Anopro 36opyea 3a Tabuierung u ogenuam
OH MEOTY JAfEKY; BO MABLTHCTHUKH CHCTEM, MHHEBQT-
HHTe OH ja Hrpane BHPTYENHO HCTATA yAora Kako Es-
penTe B0 hamucTakroT ciered [, Die Tiere spielen fiirs
idealistische System virtuell die gleiche Rolle wie die
Juden fiirs faschistische®). #asoTHuTe 6H GHNe Enpen
H# MASATHCTHTE KOM Taka Om OHie caMo BHPTVEIHH
dammmeTn. PANIHIMOT TOYHYEA KOTA HABPEIVEAME HH-
BOTHO, A IVPH H AHBOTHOTO BO MOBEKOT. ABTEHTHUHHOT
mneannsam (echter Idealismus) ce cocron Bo Toa ga ce
HABPEIYFA #AABOTHOTO BO YOBSKOT HAM NaK RO TDETH-
PAIETO HA HEKO] YOBLEK Kako MHBOTHO. ANOPHO ja HMe-
HyBa fgsanarTH HaspegaTta (schimpfen). Ho, og apyra
CTPAHA, HA APYTHOT (GPOHT - TOA & &IHA OJ TEMHTE Ha
thparMeHTOT LHOBEKOT H HBOTHOTO" Ha Dialektik der
Aufklidrung™ - tpeba ga ce GopHMEe DPOTHE HAROIOTHjaTA
KOja Ce KPHE BO HejaCcHHOT HHTEpEC ITo amHeTHTe,
HAIHCTHTE H PHPEPOT HABHAVM IO MOKAKATE, HATIPOTHE,
3 WHBOTHHTE, MOHEKOrA OALjKH A0 BEIeTADH]AHCTRG.
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verité « dirigée contre les animaux » (Sie richfet sich
gegen die Tiere), précise ici Adorno. 1l reproche surtout
i Kant, qu'il respecte tant d'un autre point de vue, de ne
laisser place, dans son concept de la dignité (Wiirde) et
de I'« autonomie » de I'homme, & aucune compassion
(Mitleid), entre I'homme et 'animal. Rien n'est plus
odieux (verhasster) & I'homme kantien, dit Adorno,
que le souvenir d'une ressemblance ou d'une affinité
entre 'homme et l'animalité (die Erinnerung an die
Tierdihnlichkeit des Menschen), Le kantien n'a que de
la haine pour I'animalité de l'homme. C'est méme 14 son
« tabou ». Adorno parle de Tabuierung et va d'un coup.
trés loin : pour un systéme idéaliste, les animaux jouer-
aient virtuellement le méme role que les Juifs pour un
systéme fasciste (« Die Tiere spielen fiirs idealistische
System virtuell die gleiche Rolle wie die Juden fiirs
Saschistische »). Les animaux seraient les Juifs des idé-
alistes qui ne seraient ainsi que des fascistes virtuels, Le
fascisme commence quand on insulte un animal, voire
l'animal dans I'homme. L'idéalisme authentique [echter
Idealismus) consiste & insulter I'animal dans 'homme
ou & traiter un homme d'animal. Adorno nomme deux
fois l'insulte (schimpfen). Mais, d'autre part, sur l'autre
front, c'est un des thémes du fragment « 'homme et
Panimal » de la Dialektik der Aufklirung™, il faudrait
combattre Uidéologie qui se cache dans I'intérét trouble
gue les fascistes, les nazis et le Fihrer ont paru mani-
fester, au contraire, parfois jusqu’au végétarisme, pour
les animaux.
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{yiyMTe NOrMAaBja Ha OBaa MPHEAIHA 38 Koja COHYHAM,
Hisfe, ce MAMIYBAAT BO TOA cyM curyped. Oxa mmo aenec
0 COOJENYBAME HecOMHEeHO IO DOTEpAYEa Toad. OBME
NI HI 1 OBG) MM £e T HMAAT CBONTE HOBH HCTOPHYAPH,
CHONTE HOBM HOBH HCTODHYADH, T4 OypH H CBOHTE
Jnoporn Ha weropigapure”  (Historikerstreit). Ho
Hite HE SHAEME KAKO H B3 KOja MOAMOTE, BP2 KOH eapa
s wnj Inajmaxep (Schleiermacher) sa wexoja upHA
(UPMEHEBTHEA, BP3 KOe IUTATHO M BP3 KOJA Npoxiera
WWWeb crpannua ke ce Hadpan yTpe YMETHHEOT Ha
una raesse (hyphantes, 6u peron [lhaton so Jpocasa).
Hitkoram HeMa Ja 3gaeMe, HHE, HA koja npoknera Web
CIPAHHDE Heroj uaes Weber ke caxa aa ja noTnsime wix

131 j4 TPeAABA HAILATA HCTOPH]A.

HuTY BA8H HCTOPHCKH METAJASHE HEMA 28 1A OCES)I0TH
1 TOA CO TPAHCNAPEHTHHOT eNEMEHT HA HEKAKBO Anco-
NYTHO SHABHE.

Celan: T Niemand

zeugt fiir den

Leagen™r,

Bi GrarogapaM 8a BAIIATA TPIEAHBOCT.

[Iperon on dipaniycry jasuk: Jecnina AHTenoBCHa
benewsu:

1. Pogen po 1892 T. BO ACHIMMAHPANG GEPEJCRO TEPMAHCKD
cemejereo, Bagrep BexmjaMus, 0o saspiuyEamReTs HE CTY-

¥ Neprja oEIE DOETOREO CH MDA C0 YVIITE BHA YIoTpeis 1
aBoper 'fichu’ Bo cRojeTeo Ha npraaska 3a wapasor ‘fichu
Web' (3a6. npes.)

Jowtnal Tet Polltics,  Gender, asd Colture. Wol. IIL. ®a, ¥, Wister 2004

Les sept chapitres de cette histoire donl je réve, ils
s'écrivent déja, j'en suis sir. Ce gue nous partageons
aujourd’hui Iatteste sans doute. Ces guerres et cette paix
auront leurs nouveaux historiens, leurs nouveaux nou-
veanx historiens, et méme leurs « conflits d'historiens »
( Historikerstreit]. Mais nous ne savons pas comment et
sur quel support, sur quels voiles pour quel Schleierm-
acher d'une herméneuntique a venir, sur quelle toile et sur
quel fichu WWWweb s'acharnera demain Partiste de ce
tissage (hyphantes, dirait le Platon du Politigue). Nous
ne saurons jamais, nous, sur quel fichu Web un Weber 4
venir entendra signer ou enseigner notre histoire.

Nul métalangage historique pour en témoigner dans
I'élément transparent de quelque savoir absolu.

Celan : « Niemand
zeugt fiir den
Zengen »'3,

Je vous remercie encore de votre patience.

Notes:

1. Né en 1892 dans une famille juive allemande assimilée,
Walter Benjamin, aprés des études de philosophie, de
littératare allemande et d'histoire de Iart, publie son pre-
mier essai, sur Goethe, en 1924. L'année précédente, il est
entré en contact avec Theodor W, Adormo et V'Institut de
techerche sociale de Francfort. Chroniqueur ef essayiste, |
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e no dustocodijd, no repMEHCKE KHHMERHOCT H He-
TOPIja HA YMETHOCT, BO 1024 rofHHa o ofjasysa cBojoT
npe ecej noceeten Ha Teve. TlperxopmaTa rogwea, Toj
cTanmyea B0 KOHTAKT 0 Teopop B. ApopeEo H HECTHTYTOT
33 OIIITECTHEHH HCTPARYEAH:A BO DpansgvpT. XpoHmgap
n ecenct, Berjamue copaboryea co Frankfurter Zeitung
n Litterarische Welt. Toj npecrojysa so Mockes on 1926-
1927 raguaa. O 1943 roauea eMATpHpa 80 PFpaHnEja H
ce COPHJETENYER ©0 APYTH ErsHIanTH Kako XaHa ApenT,
Xepmar Xece w Kypr Bejn. Ilon 3akasa nexa Ee Dmie
npexanes Ha Nectano, Toj ke ce caMoyfine B0 1940 rogHHAa.
HeroBHTE rMaBHRA ecer ke DRAST PErpyIHpaEd H ofjapenn
n0 BOjHATA,

. PosieH BO 1903 TOAMHA O] MAjKA KATOMHE W O TATEO

Erpens, Tepaop B. Anopro cTvanpa dmaocodija, MyaHe:d
H OCHXOA0rHA. OTKAKD He I HANYIITH CTYZHHTE 00
MYIHYES KOMICIHIN]A (H0 He H My3HEWIOTHjaTa, Ha Koja
£e I 02 TOCHETH C& 110 CBOJATA cMpPT), T0] TH ITHIYBA TPBHTE
TEKCTORH KOH D OTCOHEYBAAT RAHjaHHeTD Ha Batrep
EBeHjaMPH; NTPHMEHATA HA MADKCHIMOT BP3 KyITTYPRIHC-
THHEATA KPHTHES. AAOPHO BD 1934 IOOHHA EMHTRPHDA BO
Bennka-Eprranmja, 2 notoa 8o 1938 o CAJI, kafe wmo ra
TPOIOAEYEE CBORTE MCTPAXYBARKA CO WIEHBHTE, W THE
MCTO ErzHiadTH, o, HHCTHTYTOT 38 ONIITecTReHN HETpa-
myeawa 80 Ppaadgypr. Toj cTanysa KOOHPEKTOD Ha HETPA-
EYERHEROT MPOSET 34 (IINTECTHEHE QHCKPHMWHALN]E HE
¥aneepsuteror bepian B0 KanuwfopHdja 3a BpeMs Ha
THE TOJIHEN, TO] N0 MHITYES KANHTAMR0TO 020 Juyfaexiiu-
xiaifia we Mpoceelulescillsoillo. Bo 1040 M. NOBTOPHO
ce Bpaka B0 @pankdypt ¥ ro pexoHcTpyHpa HuacTHmyToT
38 ONMITECTREHH ACTPANKYER, KOj, mog AMeTo Ppank-
ypreke mEona”, e NPHAOHESE 33 HHTENEKTYAIHATA
ohxoea so Cojvana lepMantja Docne BojHATE — ALODHO Ke
CTAHE H AHPEXTO) HA DBAA HHCTHTYIH}A BO 1958 rommHa,
Toj rr ofijanysa egronoapyro $wrccogiyjo Ha Hoeaia
myzuna (1949), Aetiopuilieifinailia auvnoctl (1950, Mini-

Benjamin collabore avec la Frankfurter Zeitung et la Lit-
terarische Welt, 11 séjourne 4 Moseou en 1026-1007. Dis
1933, il émigre en France et se lie d’amitié avee d'autres ex-
ilés comme Hannah Arendt, Hermann Hesse et Kot Wil
Menacé d'étre livré & la Gestapo, il se suicklera en 1940, Ses
principauy essais seront regroupés et publiés aprés-goerro.
NDLE

. Né en 1903 dune mére catholique et dun pére juif

Theodor Wiesengrund Adorno étudie la philosophie, la
musigue ek la psvehologie. Aprés avoir abandonné la com-
position musicale (mais non la musicologie, & laguelle il se
consacrera jusqud sa mort), il écrit de premiers textes qui
reflétent Uinfluence de la démarche de Walter Benjamin :
I'application du marxisme 4 Ia eritique culturelle, Adorno
g'exile en 1934 en Grande-Bretagne, puis en 1038 aox
Etals-Unis, od il poursuit ses recherches avec les mem-
bres, eux aussi exilés, de I'Institut de recherche sociale de
Francfort. 11 devient codirecteur du projet de recherche
gur la diserimination sociale & P'univessité de Californie,
Berkeley. Durant ces années, il écrit un Hivre eapital : La
Dialecticque des Lurmiéres. En 10409, il regagne Francfort
et reconstruit 'Institut pour la recherche sociale, qui, sous
le nom '« éeole de Franefort », contribuera au renouvean
intellectuel dans FAllemagne fédérale d'aprés-guerre - il
en deviendra divecteur en 1958, 11 publie succoessivenent
Phitosophie de lo nouvelle musigue (1949), La Person-
realité autoritaire (1950), Mindima Moralio (1951), N5
somanees (1956). Critigue dua rationalisme issu du siécle
des Lamiéres, Dialectique négative (1966) est suivie de
la Querelle du positivisme (1960), ot il débat avec Karl




47
T

ma Moralia (1951}, Jueowawyu (1956). Kpuiliuka nd
pUyUORLILIMOE  Opoustesen of eexoll wa [pocee-
iuifieaciieoio, HeeaMusna dujeaextiivng (19466) no xoja
coemved Poclipoaa g Goaui@usuiscd (196g), xane
aefempa co Kapa [lonep 33 AHJAAEKTHNKHOT METON o
ONIITeCTREHHTE HaykH. CMeTaH 33 paTHKaneH, AgopHo,
Mefyroa, HeMa A T IIEGHYBA CTYIEHTCEOTD BHMERE,
Ha 6 agryer 1960 roj,, Toj YMHDa O Cples YIap.

Minima Moralic, Suhrkamp, Francfort-sur-le-Main
(1951, 1973), 143:; npepod Ha papmyern. E.Kautholz, J.-
R.Ladmiral, {Paris; Pavot, 1991), 107.

. 'Portrait de Walter Benjamin', in Prismes, Critique de lao

culture ef soctétd, Pavol, 1086, tr. G. et R. Rochlitz, 213
{Suhrkamp: Prismen, 1955).

Harmme 5 pojurmo AJopHo Ipagy amysHja BO HETHOT TEKCT.
Ty Gewn objanesr po Neve Bundschay v ce sapmsvasa, mery

IPYTOTO, 00 HAAPELIHIMOT.

. Thed., 211,

. Ogrosop sa npamamwero: JITo e repyancko?, in Modéles

eritigues, Pavot, 1084, dpamiyekn npeeom. M. Jimenez &
E. Kaufholz, 228 sq. CL “Auf die Frage: Was ist deutseh’, in
Stichworte, Kritische Modelle 2, (Suhrkamp, 1965}, 102.

. Mirima Moralia, (Suhrkamp, 1973), 70, 141-142; op. cit.,

106-107.

Pogen a0 1029 roguma, Jupren Xabepmac CryzHpan
dmaocoduja, ueroprja # conHorortja. Bo 1956 rom., Toj
cTaHYBED wien Ha HHCTHTYTOT 34 ONIITECTRERH HCTREHY-
eama B0 Opanrdypr. AcucrenT Ha Teonop B. Anopao, Toj

Ke upegass eqHonoapyro Ha XajaenGepr, Ppanxdgypr, n

Identities Journal for Pofitics. Gender, and Celture, Vol, §IT, We. ¥, Wintar 2004

Popper de la méthode dialectique et des sciences sociales.
Considéré comme radical, Adorno ne soutiendra pourtant
pas le mouvement éudiant. Le 6 aodit 1969, il succombe &
une crise cardiaque, NDLR

. Minima Moralia, Suhrkamp, Francfort-sar-le-Main (1951,

1973), 143 ; tr. fr. E.Kaufholz, J.-R.Ladmiral, (Paris: Payuot,
1991), 107.

‘Portrait de Walter Benjamin’, in Prismes, Critique de la
culture et société, (Paris: Payot, 1986), t1. G. et R, Rochlitz,
213 [Suhrkamp: Prismen, 1955).

. Article auquel Adorno fait allusion dans le méme rexte. Tl

fut publié dans la Neus Rundschau et traitait, entre zutres
choses, du sureéalisme,

. Thid, 211,

. Réponse i la question : « Qu'est-ce qui est allemand ? =,

in Modéles eritigues, Payot, 1984, tr. fr. M. Jimenez et E.
Kaufthole, p. 228 sq. Cf. « Auf die Frage : Was ist deutsch =,
in Stichwaorte, Kritische Modelle 2. (Suhrkamp, 1965), 102

BQ.

. Minima Moralia, (Suhrkamp, 1973), 70, 141-142 ; op. cit.,

10G-107.

Neé en 1929, Jirgen Habermas a émdié la philosophie,
I'histoire et la sociologie. En 1956, il rejoint 1'Institut pour
la recherche sociale de Francfort. Assistant de Theodor
W. Adormo, il enseignera successivement 4 Heidelberg,
Francfort, puis dirigera 'Tnstitat Max-Planck a4 Starnberg
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notos e ro paosoger Muacrwryror Make ITnask 8o
Hitepufepr mpen fia Ce EPATH HA YHHBEDSHTETOT HO
Ppauxdypr. Ke rm ofjasw, mefy apyroro: Teopujo u
dpaxiffuna (1963), Josnuoll Opociiop: apxecacsufa ma
pecwivaiiio kawo cocllasen dea Wa  Gypmoackolio
oihuilleciian (1963 ) Iuaerwe u unilepec (1068) Texnuxailia
u wayxailla kaxo udeoaceuia” (1068 duwrocodhoxu u
Hoauiiuky fipogicay (1971), Mo Mapxe (1976), Poays i
aegulliumuoctl;  Gpofaesmu  wa  Acsuiliivmuacuyiio  eo
nafpeduailiuoil xofulongses (1981), Mopar u wosyHu-
KOuuia: MOpaAHa eseclll i KesMiNIGTyLeKg axiiteHo
(1983) Coyuososuja u Meoptia ka josuxod (1995), Hpaso
u demoxpailiyja, Medy faxifuiie u noprmuile (1997).

10. Jirgen Habermas, Philosophisch-politische Profile,
(Suhrkamp, 1971); npegoa Ha dpaniyckn F. Dastur, J.-R.
Ladmiral, M. B. de Launay, coll. ,Profils philosophiques et
politiques”, (Paris: Gallimard, 1974), 246.

11, Stichworte, Kritische Modelle 2, op. cit., 111-112. Modéles
critigues, op. cit., 229,

12, TepMAHCENOT TReBO) ja coqpeeelle NOATaTa JHCTE HE
NPEReVEASNTE, KOWlErH H TepMAHCKH [PHjATENH HA
wowmrme Hak Jlepris caxame i3 |1 ce aadnaronap.

13. TTHcMa o 16 aRCYET, 19350

14. TTHCMO O 2 ABTYCT, 1935 I

15. Suhrkamp, 1962.

16. Die Traumdeutung, ch. VII, C, Fischer, 1061, 464-465.

17. BEAM 1o modeToroT Ha L JKpHTHEAD H& KyITYPATR H HE
OIOITECTROTO , Ha MOYEToR0T Ha Prismes, op. cit.

T et DT La lanque de étrangsr

= - i e T N

avant de revenir & Iuniversité de Francfort. 11 publiers
notamment : Théorie ef pratigue (1963}, L'espace public ;
archéologie de la publicité comme dimension constitutive
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Identities ) Journal for Politics,

JenucaseTta
bnarojeBuk

Mucnam, 3Hauu, ro
MUCaM JpyroTo:
llepupoBaTta noeTuKa Ha
roctonpmMemcTeo

3a 1a 6ujsie 3HaEHETO BUCTUHUTO U 3a JIa TO 3HAe OHA IIITO
ro 3Hae, MOTPeOHO € He-3HaeHe... 3allITo, HEKOe MOXKHO
KOeIIITo 61 6110 caMoO MOKHO (He ¥ HEBO3MOKHO) HEKOe
CUTYPHO U U3BECHO, OFHAIPe IPUGMATIHBO MOXKHO, OU
OMJI0 JIOIIO MOXKHO, MOXKHO 0€e3 WUJTHWHA, €HO MOXKHO
gexe ocilia8eHO HACIIPAHA, AKO TaKa MOXKe Jla ce KaKe,
ocyzieHo Ha KUBOT. Toa 6u 6110 HEKOja ITporpama, HeEKoja
IIPUYUHETOCT, HEKOe Pa3BUBAIbE, HEKOE OJBUBAME 0€3
HacraHH... [la ce moBeze 110, Zla ce IpaBu, IpeoOpa3ysa,
Jla ce IPOU3BeE/IyBa, TOA € BAYKHO'

EnnHa o 0cHOBHUTE NIPETIIOCTaBKU Ha ¢pusiocodujaTa HA
Kak Jlepuna (Jacques Derrida), kako u OekoHCIIpYK-
yuuilie KaKO HAYMH Ha MUCJIEEE KOUIIITO Ce IOBEAYBAaaT
BO BPCKa co HeroBaTta paboTa, mpeTcTaByBa OOUOT /ia ce
MHCJIM BO Iapa/IOKCH, BO alOPHUH, CUMYJITAHO Jia Ce
MHCJIAT KOHTPAJUKTOPHU TBPJAEHa, U Ha TO] HAYUH
CaMOTO MUCJIEEE JIa Ce ,,0TBOPU" 3a OHa dpy2oilio, Tyro
Ha MUCJIEHETO, HEBO3MOJKHOTO, 3a WJIHMHATA, HO U 3a
nosutukara. Cenak, 00UI0T 32 0BOj HAUMH HA MUCJIEEHE
CEKOorarl ja HOCH BO ce0e OImacHOCTa, O/ €/lHA CTPaHa /1a
O6uze yrmoTpebeH Taka IITO 37[paBOpa3yMCKaTa, paryuo-
HaJTHA MUcJIa (MCKIydyBauka, MPUCBOjyBayKa, TOTAJIU-

Gender, and Culture, Vol. III, No. 2, Winter 2004

Jelisaveta
Blagojevic
I think, Therefore

I Think the Other:
Derrida’s Poetics of
Hospitality

So, in order for this knowledge to be true, to know what
it knows, a certain non-knowledge is necessary.... For a
possible that would only be possible (non-impossible),
a possible surely and certainly possible, accessible in
advance, would be a poor possible, a futureless possible,
a possible already set aside, so to speak, life-assured. This
would be a programme or a causality, a development,
a process without an event... Rendering, making,
transforming, producing, creating — this is what counts.

One of the main assumptions of Jacques Derrida’s
philosophy, as well as of deconstruction as a model of
thinking closely related to his work, is the attempt to
think in paradoxes, in aporiae, to simultaneously think
contradictory claims, thus ‘opening’ the process of
thinking for the other which is foreign and impossible
to the thinking process, to the future and to politics.
Nevertheless, such way of thinking always poses a danger,
on the one hand, of being used as an instrument for re-
affirmation of the commonsensical rational thought
(logical, excluding, embracing, totalitarian) within its
own limits, or, on the other hand, of being declared as
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TapHa) MOBTOPHO Jia ce aupMupa IPUCBOjyBajKH TH
CBOUTE COIICTBEHH TPAaHUIU, WIH, OJ JIpyra CTpaHa, Jia
Ou/ie MporJIaceH 3a TEOPUCKU HePEIeBAHTEH, }KAaHPOBCKH
HEMPUKJIa/ieH, WIN Aypy allOJIUTUYEeH HAauYMH Ha MUC-
Jeme. Bo Taa cMucia, cimyHa cyI0MHA UMa U CEKOj 00H/T
ITIOMMHTE ITOBTOPHO Jia ce JedUHUpAAT U Ja ce Ipo-
MucsaT. Kako U cekoj cTpeMesk KOH IIPOMeHa, Toa 3HaUYH
OTBOpame MOJKHOCT 32 HEKOe HEBO3MOXKHO, 3a HEKOja
HEOJIJTyYHOCT, HEM3BECHOCT ¥ HECTAOMJTHOCT — 3a HEKOe
He-3Haeme. Taa HeCUTYPHOCT U HEU3BECHOCT, TOA IIPUO-
JIM)KyBarb€ Ha HEKOj HaciliaH, MOKeMe Jla TO Hapedyeme
dpy20, IPUCYCTBO Ha OpY20ilio KOe BeKe CEeKoralll IOo/-
pasbupa puU3UK U KOEIITO HE PACKHMHYBa BO CAMOTO CPIIe
Ha HaIIeTo ,jac”, OHa KOEeIITO MUC/IH, Koe IIPeTeHupa
Ha Toa JieKa ro 3Hae W I'0 MO3HaBa 3aKOHOT (Ha MUC-
semeTo). Kora HEmTO BO MOTIIOJHOCT 3HaeMme, ja YKU-
HyBaMe MOXKHOCTa 3a IIPOMeHa; ITOTPeOHO e, 3HaYH, J1a
He 3HaeMe, /la pU3UKyBaMe, KaKO U HeKaKBa OJJTyKa 3a
OJITOBOPOT U OZITOBOPHOCTA BO OJTHOC HA JIPYTOTO Jla My
IIPETXO/IM Ha HAIIIETO ,jac”, 3a MpOMeHaTa HaBUCTHHA /14
ce CIIy4H.

Enna TakBa ojutyka, WyiM Kako 1o Jlepuza ja uMeHyBa
— ,JIaCHBHA OJUIyKa“ - IMpPEeTCTaByBa, 3HAUYM, YCJIOB 3a
CJIy9yBaETO, YCJIOB 32 IIPOMEHATA, M YCJIOB 3a IOJIH-
THKaTa, Taa € CeKorall IIPUCYTHA U TOA CTPYKTYPHO,
KaKo HeKOja dpyaa OJJIyKa, KaKo pa3/iepyBadvKa OJiIyKa
Ha Hekoj Opye. Toj Apyruor Bo MeHe e aiicoayilieH
dpye, aiiconyill KOj O/JIydyBa 3a MEeHe BO MeHe. ,Jlanmu
6u Tpebayo“, ce mpamysa [lepuna, .1 MOKpaj Toa, /A
3aMHUCJIIME HEKOja ‘TlacMBHA OJIJIyKa, Ha HEKOj HAYWH,
u 6e3 cy1000/1a, orpaBo 6e3 oxpeseHa cioboa? bes Taa
aKTUBHOCT, ¥ 0e3 IMacMBHOCTA KO OBJIE Ce CIapyBaaT?
Ho cenak, He 6e3 oxrosopHoct? lamu 6u Tpebayso na
ce MOKaXKell rOCTOIPHUEMJIMB 32 CAaMOTO HEBO3MOXKHO,
MMEHO, 3a OHAa IITO 37PaBHOT pa3yM Ha CceKoja
dumocoduja Moxke camo J1a O UCKIIyYH KAKO JIYAUJIIO,

a theoretically irrelevant, unsuitable in the genre, even
apolitical way of thinking. In this respect, every attempt
of re-defining and/or re-thinking of the concepts
shares a similar destiny; just as every effort to bring
about changes is void, or to create possibilities for the
impossible, for certain indecisiveness, uncertainty and
instability — for certain non-knowledge. Such insecurity
and uncertainty, such approaching to a certain event can
be identified as the other, or as the presence of the other
which always implies a risk and which destroys the very
essence of ‘I’ of the one who thinks, who believes that
he knows and recognizes the law (of thinking). When we
comprehend something in its wholeness, we eliminate
the possibility of a change; therefore, it is necessary that
we do not know, that we take risks and that we have
a certain decision about the answer/respond and the
responsibility towards the other which is prior to our "1”
in order that a change may happen.

Such a decision, to use Derrida’s terminology — ‘a
passive decision’ — represents the cause for making
things happen, a condition of change and a condition
of politics; it is always in me, structurally, as the other
decision, a rending decision of the other: of the absolute
other in me, the other as the absolute that decides about
me in me. "But should one imagine”, asks Derrida, “for
all that, a ‘passive’ decision, as it were, without freedom,
without that freedom? Without that activity, and without
the passivity that is mated to freedom? But not, for all
that, without responsibility? Would one have to show
hospitality to the impossible itself — that is, to what
the good sense of all philosophy can only exclude as
madness or nonsense: a passive decision, an originarily
affected decision? *
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W He-CMUCJIa, UMEHO, 32 TIAaCHBHA OJIJTyKa, 32 HI3BOPHO
aduIpaHa oIyKa?“

Teopuckure pasmuciaysama Ha Kak Jlepuzpa npercra-
ByBaaT e/ieH 07 HajaoOpuTe IMpUMepH Ha ITOMHAKBOTO,
He-KaHOHCKO pa30upame Ha TMOWMOT IIOJIUTHKA |
MOJTUTUYKO. HEeroBoTo MCTakHyBame Ha 3HAUEHETO Ha
rocronpueMHoOcTa (BO OZHOC Ha OpYy20ilio) 3a CaMOTO
MUCJIEEhe, TO IIPAaBU MPAIIAKETO 3a IOJUTUYKOTO
He CaMO MOXKeH, TYKy M Hy)X€H acCIeKT Ha ceKoe Teo-
PHUCKO TIPOMUCIyBambe. Vn, TOWHAKy Ka’kaHo, II0-
BUKYBajKU ce IIpUTOA HA COKPATOBCKATa TPAJUIMja
Ha CTPaHEIOT 3a Koja 30opyBa u Jlepuma — Toa HOBO U
MMOMHAKBO pa3bupare Ha MOMMOT Ha MOJUTHIKOTO T'O
MIPETIIOCTaBYBa CTPAHEIIOT KaKO OHOj KOj IpaIlameTo 3a
MTOJIUTUYKOTO (KAKO BIIPOYEM M CEKOE JIPYTO Ipalllamhe)
rO TpaBH BCYIIHOCT BO3MOXKHO. ,llpamamero Koe
CTPaHEIOT I'o IOCTaByBa OTBOPAjKH ja oOBaa TrojieMa
pacripaBa W OWTKa TOKMY 3a ITOJIUTHYKO, Ipalllarbe
3a YOBEKOT KaKO MOJUTHYKO Outwue. [Ipamamero 3a
MIOJIUTUYKOTO € Tpalllame KOe OBJIE Ce MTOCTaByBa KAKO
Ipaliame KOEeIITO HHU Joara O APYT, Of CTPaHel. AKO
MpAIabeTO 3a IMOJUTHYKOTO € €JHO O/ TEMEJTHUTE
MOJIUTUYKY Tpallakha — HUAKO € IOCTaBEeHO YIITe Kaj
CokpaT — Toa € HOBO IIpallare, 3alITO HU IO I0CO-
YuJI JpYyr, IIOBTOPYBaH, YIOPEH YyHajJ Ha HEroBOTO
mpamiame. U Toa e OHa IITO HU JIaBa MHCTPYKIIHja J1a
oarosopume.“?

3Hayu, APYTHOT € OHOj KOj TO IIOCTaByBa IIPBOTO
mpaiiame, WIH OHOj KOMYy My IO yIaTyBaM IIPBOTO
mpaniame, APYTUOT € OHOj KoMy My ce obpakam. Bo
cBojata kuura Of Hospitality, [lepusa HE TOTCETyBa Ha
HEKOU Ba’KHM MeCTa BO HcTOpHjaTa Ha pumocodujaTa
KOWIIITO Ce OJTHECYyBaaT Ha OBaa TeMa: BO MHory Iliaro-
HOBH JIMjaJI0O31, TOKMY CTPAHEIOT € OHOj KOj ITOCTaByBa
npamamwa. Bo Cogucit, Ha mpuMep, CTPAHEIOT T'0 HOCT-

The theoretical ideas of Jacques Derrida are the best
examples of a different, non-canonical understanding
of politics and the political. His giving emphasis to
the meaning of the notion hospitality to the process of
thinking (with regard to the other) makes the question of
the political not only a possible but also a necessary aspect
of any theoretical thought. In other words, according to
Derrida, this new and different understanding of the
notion of the political assumes a stranger, with reference
to the Socratic tradition, who actually makes possible
the question of the political (and any other question):
“The question with which the foreigner will address
them, to open this great debate, which will also be a
great fight, is nothing less than that of the political, of
man as a political being. The question of the political is
given there as being the question that comes to us from
the other, the foreigner. If the political is the one of the
founding philosophical questions, operating since the
first (Socratic) dialogues.... It is a new question, because
it is signified to us from the place of the other, from the
repeated, insistent, breaking in of his question. From
what, in that question, instructs us to respond.™

The other is, therefore, the one who asks the first
question or the one to whom I address the first question.
In the book Of Hospitality, Anne Dufourmantelle
invites Jacques Derrida to respond, Derrida reminds us
of several important points in the history of philosophy
which relate to this topic: in many of Plato’s dialogues it
is the foreigner (xenos) who asks the questions. In the
Sophist, for instance, a foreigner asks the question that
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aByBa IpalllamkbeToO KOEeITo ja mpobsematusupa Ilap-
MEHU/I0BaTa Te3a, [0gos 1 MaTePHATUCTUYKOTO TBP/IEHE
JleKa ,,0Ha IIITO € - € ¥ OHA IITO He € He €“. CTpaHernoT: 3a
Jla ce oOpaHuMe, HUEe Hy>KHO MOpaMe /1a ja ZJoBe/ieMe BO
npariame Te3ata (logon) Ha HammOT TaTKO I[lapMeHm
U IIPUHYIHO JIa BOCIIOCTaBHME JieKa He-OMTHETO HEKAKO
€, U JleKka OUTHeTo, HAIPOTUB, HA HEKOj HAauWH He €.“4
OBa 3acTpalryBayko IIpalllaibe € PEBOJIyIIHOHEpHATa
XHUIIOTe3a Ha CTPAHEINOT. ,,Kako u cekoe TaTKOyOHCTBO, U
0Ba Ce CJIy4yBa BO PaMKHTE Ha CEMEJCTBOTO: CTPAHEI[OT
MO2Ke J]a Ouzie TaTKOyOHel] eIMHCTBEHO KOTa € BO HEKOja
CMHCJIa BHATPe BO ceMejcTBOTO. CTpaHEeIoT ce TJIe/ia U ce
IIpe/IBU/TyBa cebecH, TOj OJTHAIIPE]T 3Hae JieKa e JJOBeIeH
BO IIpalllaibe CO TATKOBCKUOT U Pa3yMCKHUOT aBTOPUTET
Ha 3aKOHOT Ha JIOTOCOT"?

Hcto Taka, [epuzma ro HaBegyBa U CoOKpaTOBHOT
puMep, Kajie TOj BO CBojaTa on0OpaHa TBPJU JIEKA €
cTpaHel| BO OJIHOC Ha jaswKoT Ha cynor.° Toj mopa ja
ro6apa rocTOIprueMCTBO BO Ja3UKOT KOj IO JlepUHUIH]jA
He e HEroB, KOj My € HaMeTHAT O/ CTPaHa Ha FOCIIOAapOT
Ha KyKara, O/ JIOMaKHHOT, KpaJIOT, aBTOPHUTETHTE,
HaIMjaTa, Ap:KaBaTa, TaTKOTO, UTH. Toa 6apa oj1 Hero Ja
Ouye mpeBelyBaH HA HUBHUOT ja3WK, HEroBaTa MHCJIa J1a
ce TIpeBelyBa Ha jadUK KOj He My € cBOjcTBeH. Toa mucro
TaKka HaBeJyBa Ha YINTE €/leH aCIeKT Ha IOBTOPHOTO
[IOCTAByBalb€ HAa IPAIIAIETO 32 TOCTOIPUEMCTBOTO:
LA CMeeMe Jla OuyeKyBame O/ CTPaHeIoT /Ja He
pasbepe, 1a ro 300pyBa HAIITUOT ja3UK, BO CEKOja CMHUCIIA
Ha TOj 300D, BO CUTE HETOBU MOXKHU €KCTEH3UH, IIPEJ
Jla 6buziemMe BO cocTojba a My ImocakaMme J100peiojie Bo
HamaTa 3eMja? 3allTo ako TOj ceKorall Beke ro pasbupa
HAIIIFOT ja3UK, JIAJIN CTPAHEIIOT € BOOTIITO CTpaHeI?*”

CTpaHenoT, ancoJIyTHHOT JIpYT, € OHOj KOj BO CBOjaTa
QHOHUMHOCT M CBOjaTa IOEINMHEYHOCT IO PACKUHYBa
CEeK0j 0O/THOC CO 3aKOHOT U JIOJPKHOCTA; ATlICOTyTHUOT APYT

deals with the Parmenides’ thesis, logos and a paternal
assertion that “the being that is, and the non-being that
isnot”. Foreigner: It is that in order to defend ourselves,
we will necessarily have to put to the test the thesis
(logon) of our father Parmenides and, forcibly, establish
that non-being somehow is, and that being, in its turn,
in a certain way is not.” This is a fearful question and
a revolutionary hypothesis of the foreigner. Just as any
patricide, this one takes place within the family: "The
foreigner can be the killer of the father only when he is in
some sense within the family. The foreigner carries and
puts the fearful question, he sees or foresees himself, he
knows he is already put into question by the paternal and
reasonable authority of the logos.”

Furthermore, Derrida gives the example of Socrates,
where in his defence he claims that he is a foreigner
regarding the language of the court.® He has to demand
hospitality in a language which is by definition not his,
which is imposed on him by the owner of the house, the
host, the king, the authority, the nation, the state, the
father, etc. This requires his being translated into his
language, i.e. his thought has to be translated into the
language which is not his language. This also leads us
to another aspect of raising the question of hospitality:
“Must we ask the foreigner to understand us, to speak
our language, in all the sense of this term, in all its
possible extensions, before being able and so as to be
able to welcome him into our country™

The foreigner, the absolute other, is the one who, in his
anonymity and individuality, breaks down every relation
with the law and duty; the absolute other demands an
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Oapa armcoJiyTHO TOCTOIIPHUEMCTBO, a TOa IToApa3doupa
Oaparme /1a ce OTBOPH BparaTta Ha COIICTBEHUOT JIOM,
otkosa — Ha OHa ipse, ¥ Ha HENIO3HATHOT JIPYT, I1a KOj U
J1a € TOj, Ia My Ce IIOHYZI! MECTO, /]a My Ce OBO3MOKH JIa
JI0j/ie U J1a TO 3a3eMe MEeCTOTO KOEIITO My € TIOHY/IEHO, a
MIPUTOA J]a He My ce 6apa HUIIITO 3a BO3BPAT, HUTY /1A Ce
BOCIIOCTaBYBa KaKOB OHJIO PEIUIIPOIIUTET.

ITapagokcanHo, eeH TaKOB OAHOC CIIpeMa JApPYrHOT,
3Ha4yH, OM Mopas Bo cebe MCTOBPEMEHO J]a COJIPKU U
HCKJIydyBame U BKJIyUyBale, U TpPaHCUEHJeHIMja U
MPUMAJHOCT, W aIlCOJyTHAa HA/IBOPENIHOCT Ha HEKOj
¥ HEIITO HEMO3HAaTO U Tyro, KAKO W HHTUMHOCT Ha
oHa (paMuUIMjapHOTO M GJIMCKOTO, 3HA4YH, da/s1evuHa u
b6.aucKocil ucttiogpemeHo.

Koj e, 3Ha4M, TOj APYTUOT KOJIITO € ICTOBPEMEHO U CTPA-
HeIl ¥ OHa IIITO HU € HajOJIuCKO, U ,jac” u ,,apyr ?

Bo koHTekcT Ha ImpoMHUCIyBamara Ha XajaerepoBara
¢unocoduja, HO U BO AYXOT Ha Xaj/IerepOBHOT ja3HK,
Jlepuia ro HyIHM CIAETHHOT oAroBop: ,[H]ema oGiuk.
Hewma nmosi. Hema ume. Toj He e MaX, He € »KeHa, He € HU
ceOHOCT, HHU ,jac”, HU cyDjeKT, HUTY HeKoja JIMIHOCT. Toj
e Hekoe Jipyro Dasein xoe cexoe Dasein To HOCH, IPEKY
IJIaCOT, IJ1aCOT IIITO To ciymia, mpu cede (bei sich tragt),
He BO cebe, BO YBOTO, BO ,,BHATPEIIHOTO yBO“, BHATPE
HeKoja cy0jeKTHBHA BHATPEIIHOCT, HUTY Of] AaJIeYrHa,
MIPEMHOTY JIAJIEKY OF] YBOTO (3aIITO UCTO TaKa HE MOXKeE
Jla ce 4ye O JaJieKy, BO HEKOj HaJ[BOPEIIEH ITPOCTOP,
OJTHOCHO BO HEKOja TpaHCIEH/IeHIIHja), TYKY BO CBOjaTa
OKOJIMHA, Ha OJI/JaJIEYEHOCT KOja He € HU allCOJIyTHa —
arcoyIyTHO OecKpajHa — HUTY HHUIIITOXKHA BO aIICOJIyTHA
01M3MHA HA HEKOoja ceOHOCT, T1a, 3HAYH, HUTY OJ[Pe/IJINBA
CIIOpe]T HEKOja 00jeKTUBHA eJTMHUIIA 32 MEPKA BO CBETOT.
Toj mocer Ha TJIacot, Toa Ja ce OHJIe-BO-IOCETOT Ha
IJIaCOT... IPABH TOj HEKOj Jia € Of APYT BUA.®

absolute hospitality implying a demand to open the
doors of one’s own home, oikos — the very ipse, and offer
to the unknown other, whoever he is, a place, to make
possible for him to come and to take the place which is
offered to him and, at the same time, to require nothing
in return and establish no reciprocity.

Such relation between I and other would have to,
paradoxically, contain in itself inclusion and exclusion,
transcendence and belonging, absolute external
appearance of somebody and something unknown and
strange as well as intimacy of the familiar and close, in
other words, distance and intimacy at the same time.

Who is then this other, who is both a stranger/foreigner
and someone closest, both ‘T’ and ‘the other’?

In the context of contemplating Heidegger’s philosophy,
yet in the spirit of Heidegger’s terminology, Derrida
offers the following answer: ”(it) has no shape. No sex.
No name. It is neither a man nor a woman. It is not
selthood, not ‘T’, not a subject, nor a particular person.
It is another Dasein that every Dasein has, through
the voice, a voice it hears, of itself (bei sich trdgt),
not within itself, in the ear, in the ‘inner ear’, within
a certain subjective interior, not from a distance and
away from the ear (since it cannot be heard from far in
a specific external space, i.e. in a certain transcendence)
but in one’s own environment, at a distance which is
neither absolute — absolutely infinite — nor worthless
in the absolute closeness of one’s ownership, therefore
impossible of being determined according to a particular
unit of measurement in the world. This range of voice,
to-be-in-the-range-of-voice ... makes the other someone
of a different kind.”®
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Bo cBojata kuwura Iloauttiuku Ha Upujaitiencitiso’
Jlepua pa3auKyBa TPU MOXKHHM HAUHUHHU J1a CE OATOBOPHU
(ma gpyruor) u, coobpa3Ho co Toa, 71a ce bude 002080peH:
ce BeJIM JieKa HEKOj ,,0/iroBapa 3a...“ JleKka HEKOj ,,0/Iro-
Bapa HEKOMY WJIM Ha HEIITO...“, ¥ JIeKa HEKOj ,,0/IroBapa
npen...“. MeryToa, oBue HAUHHH /Ia CE OJTOBOPH U Jia Ce
O6uze oAroBopeH, cMeta Jlepuza, He ce 6e3 KOMJIUKAIIUH;
MMEHO, HaKO MOKeOH ce UMHH JIeKa HEKAaKOB OPUTHHAJIEH
HAYYH /1a ce O1/ie OZITOBOPEH € TOj HUE /1a O/IroBapaMe 3a
cebe, 32 OHa IITO CMe, IITO 300pyBamMe WJIH MPaBUME,
HUeE CellakK, MoKakyBa Jlepuia, HajIipBO My O/iroBapaMe
Ha JPYTMOT M Taa JAUMEH3Hja Ha OJ[roBapame KakKo
o/iroBapame HEKOMY WJIM Ha HEIITO € MOW3BOPHA Of
npyrute: ,O7n eaHa cTpaHa, ojiroBapaMe 3a cebe U BO
COIICTBEHO UMe, OJITOBOPHH CMe€ CaMo IIpeJ] IIPaIlakbeTo,
HM3UCKYBameTo, Oapamero o0jacHeHUe, ,HMHCTAHIATa®,
OTHOCHO ,MHCHUCTHPameTo Ha ApyruoT. Opm apyra
CTpaHa, COIICTBEHOCTA KOjalllTO CTPYKTyHpa ,,0/IroBapa-
e-3a-cebe”, Bo camara cebe e 3a dpyauoil, 6WiIo Apy-
THOT /1a ja u36pas (MMeTo IITO MU € Aa/IeHO IIpu para-
Ib€TO, KOe HHUKOTAIll He CyM To H30pasl M KOEIITO Me
BOBEJIyBa BO IIPOCTOPOT Ha 3aKOHOT), OMJIO TOa, HAa HEKOJ
HA4Y¥H, 1a UMIUIMIAPA HEKOTO JAPYT BO CAMHUOT aKT HA
MMeHyBaIbe, BO HETOBOTO ITOTEKJIO, HErOBaTa HaMeHa U
ynotpeba... icTo Taka u ,/1a ce oJiroBapa mpez , ToCKOpPO
ro moapasbupa APYTHOT W OATrOBOp/HOCTa (crpema)
JIPYTHOT, 3aI1ITO ,,JIa CE OITOBapa MpeJ, KaKO IIITO TOA T'O
nmokakysa Jlepuza, ,13riesia aeka... MojieJimpa‘ oarona-
pame HeKkoMy Wiu Ha Helrto. Ce oAroBapa mpej ApyruoT
3aToa IIITO HAjIIPBO My ce OITOBapa Ha ApyruoT. 3pazor
‘pesi’ ja 03HaYyBa WHCTUTYI[MOHAJIHATA WHCTAHIA HA
Zpyrocra.“*°

Axo ro mpudaruMme TBpAewmeTo Ha [lepusa geka ,,colr-
CTBEHOCTA KOja CTPYKTyHpa ‘OJirOBapame-3a-cebe’, BO
camaTta cebe e 3a Jpyeuoil“, Torami, IITO 3HAYU TOA
3a JlekapToBOTO Cogito, Wiy, MOMIUPOKO cdaTeHo, 3a

In his book Politics of Friendship®, Derrida distinguishes
possible modalities of answering and/or responding
to, which are enveloped and implied in one another;
consequently, these are also modalities to be responsible;
he asserts that one is answering for (self or something),
responding to (the other), and answering before (the
other). However, these modalities of answering and/or
responding to and thus being responsible, according
to Derrida, are not void of complication; although it
seems that perhaps an original way of being responsible
is being responsible for oneself, to what we are, what
we speak and what we do, in fact, as Derrida points
out, we are primarily responsible to the other and this
dimension of being responsible to someone or something
is more authentic than any other: "One first responds to
the other: to the question, the request, the prayer, the
apostrophe, the call, the greeting or the sign, the adieu of
the other. This dimension of answering qua responding
to — appears more originary than the others for two
reasons. On the one hand one does not answer for the
request, the interpellation, the ‘insistence’ of the other.
On the other hand, the proper name structuring the
‘answering for oneself’ is in itself for the other — either
because the other has chosen it (for example, the name
given to me at birth, one I never chose, which ushers me
into the space of law) or because, in any case, it implies
the other in the very act of naming, in its origin, finality
and use. The answering always supposes the other in a
relation to self...”°

If we accept Derrida’s argument that the ‘answering
for oneself is in itself for the other, what, then, does
Descartes’ cogito mean, or broadly speaking what does
it mean for the modern concept of subjectivity? Being
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MOAEePHUOT cyOjekT? MHTepIpeTupaHa Ha OBOj HAYUH,
KapTe3HjaHCcKaTa MakcuMa OU MOXkesia Jja IJIacH: ,MHUC-
JlaM, 3Ha4u MUCJIaM pYro: MHCJIaM, 3Ha4l IOTpebHO

€ 11

MU e APYTOTO 3a J1a MUCTIaM".

Baka cdartena, MoKHOCTa Ha MUCIIEEHETO TO BOBEAYBA
JIPYTHOT U JIPYTOCTa KaKO OHA IIITO € KOHCTUTYTHUBEH MO-
MEHT Ha CAMOTO MHUCJIEEHE; BO CPILIETO HA MUCJIEHETO TO
HaoraMme JIpyTHUOT, 3aIITO MUCJIEHETO TO U3UCKYBa JAPY-
THOT, TO MIOBUKYBA JIPDYTUOT U My OATrOBapa Ha JIpyTHOT.
On oBa ceyBa Jieka MOKHOCTA /1A Ce MUCJIM MUCTIEHHE
BeKe CEeKOTalll ja mojipa3bupa MOXKHOCTA Jla Ce MUCIIH
MUCJIEEe Ha MOJIUTHYKOTO, KAKO OHA IIITO MHUCIEHETO
3a UCTOTO MOIMPABO I'O IPETBOPA BO MUCJIEEHE 3a JIPYTUOT
WIN BO MHCJIeHme Ha Apyr. Ilpen cekoj opraHusupaH
socius, mpen cekoja politeia, pu cekoe OJpereHO
~BJIajieeme”, IpeJ CeKoj ,3aKoH“, TBpau llepunaa, moc-
TOU JPYTHOT, KOMY My O/ITOBapaMe U IIpeJT KOTO IIITO CMe
OJITOBOPHU.

Ke ce obuseme fa HalpaBHMe pasjnKa IoMely jBa
MOKHU HaYWHA 3a pa3buparbe Ha ¢purypaTta Ha JPyrUoOT
Y IpyrocTa: IPBHOT O] HUB Ce O/[HeCyBa Ha purypara Ha
JIDYTHOT OHaKa KaKO IITO ja TO3HaBa W ja pa3bupa
MojiepHaTa uiocoduja KojalTo e BreMeIeHa Bp3 JIH-
jaJyIeKTHYKaTa JIOTHKa Ha OJHOCOT IoMery cebHocTa (ef1-
HUOT) U JIPYTHOT, OTHOCHO OHOj PA3JINYHUOT, (KaKO IITO
e Toa CJIy4aj, Ha nmpuMep, Bo Xeresosara ¢uiocoduja),
Kajie JIDyTUOT CEKOoTralll Beke ce I0jaByBa KaKo ,,TOCTHH
BO paMKHTe Ha JOMaKWHCKaTa JIOTHKAa Ha CeOHOCTa;
BTOPUOT MOJKEH HAYMH Ha WHTEPIPETHPalbe U pa3ou-
pame Ha IPYTHOT U Ha IPYTOCTa HI Jloara o] TpaAuIrjaTa
HacoBpeMeHaTaKOHTHHeHTaTHa puaocoduja(bpaHiryc-
KaTa), BO KOja MHTEPECUPAHETO 32 IOUMOT Ha JAPYTUOT U
JIpYyTOCTa He CaMo IIITO Ce 3Tr0JIEMYBa, TYKY U ITO3UIIHjaTa
Ha JIpyroCTa BO OJHOC Ha ceOHOCTA ce IEKOHCTPyHpa U
OJTHOBO pajIuKaJiHO ce JeduHupa. OBa MOBTOPHO Jie-

interpreted from this aspect, the Cartesian maxim could
be re-read as follows: "I think, therefore I think the
other: I need the other in order to think”."

The possibility of understanding the process of thinking
from this aspect introduces the other and the otherness
as a constituent part of the thinking itself; we find the
other being a part of the thinking core, because thinking
requires the other, demands the other and is responsible
to the other. Consequently, the possibility of thinking
about thinking assumes the possibility of thinking about
thinking of the political as the one who transforms
thinking of the same thing into thinking of the other or
the other’s thinking. Derrida claims that before every
organised socius, every politeia, every specific ‘governing
system’ or every ‘law’, there is always the other to whom
we respond to and to whom we are responsible.

Let us make a difference between two possible ways of
relating and understanding the form of the other and
otherness: the first relates to the form of the other the
way it is known and understood by modern philosophy
which is founded on the dialectic logic of the relation
between the selfhood (of the one) and the other, i.e.
the one who is different (such is the case with Hegel’s
philosophy), where the other always appears as a ‘guest’
within the host’s logic of selthood; the other way of
interpreting and understanding the other and otherness
derives from the tradition of contemporary continental
philosophy (primarily, the French philosophy) where
the interest for the concept of the other is not only
increased but also the position of otherness with regard
to selthood is deconstructed and radically re-defined.
This re-defining and understanding of the form of the
other and otherness resulted in series of diverse ideas
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duHmpamwe u paszbupame Ha (urypata Ha JPYyTrUOT U
JIpyrocTa pe3yITHpa BO HU3a MPOMUC/IyBama Ha IPeT-
CTaBHUIIUTE U NPETCTAaBHUUKUTE HA oBaa (pusocodcka
IIKOJIa Ha MUCJeme (Mely KOU ce, /la HaBeZeMe CaMo
Hekou ox HuB: Emanyesn JleBunac (Emanuel Levinas),
Mopuc bmanmo (Maurice Blanchot), »Kak [lepuna,
Jynuja Kpucresa (Julia Kristeva), Xenen Cukcy (Helen
Sixou), ’Kan-JIuk Hancu (Jean-Luc Nancy), utH.), a
KOWIIITO O7IaT BO IpaBell Ha pa3bupame Ha ¢purypara Ha
JIDYTHOT BO CMUCJIa Ha ,JIOMaKUH" Ha cebHOCTa, chaTeH
KaKo eJIeH U eJJMHCTBeH. 3JHaUM, aK0 HACTOjyBaMe Jia ja
cJIelUMe OBaa Pasyivika BO cdakarmeTro Ha MOUMOT Ha
JIDYTHOT, & CO TOA U PAa3JINYHUTE MTOJUTUKU Ha Pa3InuKa
KOH, KaKO IOCJIEAUIA, TPOU3JIETyBaaT o] chakarmara Ha
JiBe pa3yiuuyHu GUI0cO(CKU IIKOJIM HA MHUCIEHE - Ke
300pyBame 3a APYTUOT U/WIX BO CMHUCJIA HA IPYTHOT Ka-
KO JIOMaKWH U/WJIK BO CMHUCJIA Ha IPYTUOT KAKO TOCTHH.

On enHa crtpaHa, /[ekapTOBOTO yYeme 3a IpBaTa Me-
JIUTaIMja Koe IMPeTCTaByBa MPUMEP Ha MOJIEPHOTO (pu-
J10cOCKO yUeme IITO Ce TEMEJIU HAa HUCKIy4YyBame Ha
JIDYTHOT TOKMY BO CMHCJIa Ha pas3buparbe Ha JPYTUOT
KaKO TOCTHH KOMY MY IIPETX0/Y HEKOj JIOMaKUH — HEKOE
,jac“ M Koe, co OrJIe] Ha TOa JieKa MOMKE J]a ITOCBEI0YU
JIeKa T0 MUCJIM OHA IIITO TO 300pyBa U JieKa IpeTcTaByBa
,jac’ KOeITO T CJedyd CHUTE€ MOU IPETCTaBU — HCTO
TaKka MOXKe Jla TO IPHUCBOM U IPAIIalkbeTo Ha JAPYTUOT
KaKO COIICTBEHO Ipalllame, T.€., Ipallame Ha ceOHOoCTA.
OBoj cTaB paJIMKaTHO ja YKUHYBA HjiejaTa 3a JIPyTo IITO
M TPeTX0oAu Ha ceOHOCTa, KOe CO MpallakbeTo INTO T'0
ymaTyBa ja KOHCTHTyHpa ceOHOCTa M HHUKAKO 0OpaTHO
— TyKy nojpa3bmpa Jeka cekoe ,jac” cekoraml Beke
o/iroBapa Ha MOBUKOT Ha JAPYTHOT, 3HAu4H, cropen Jle-
KapT, CO OTJIe/] leKa MOKaM /ia ja IPUCBOjaM COTICTBEHATA
MHCJIa U JIa TIOCBEZ0YaM 3a Hea, ,jac“ UCTO TaKa MOKaM
Jla TO IIPUCBOjaM U IIPAIAkeTO U IOBUKOT Ha JAPYTHOT.

by the representatives of this philosophical school of
thought (including Emanuel Levinas, Maurice Blanchot,
Jacques Derrida, Julia Kristeva, Helen Cixous, Jean
Luc Nancy, etc.) who tended to comprehend the form
of the other as a ‘host’ of selthood understood as the
unique and irreplaceable. Thus, if we are inclined to
follow this different understanding of the concept of the
other (at the same time following the different politics of
difference which is a result of the difference in ideas of
the two philosophical schools of thought), we refer to the
other either as a host and/or as a guest.

On the one hand, Descartes’ theory in his Meditations —
which represents an example of a modern philosophical
theory based on the exclusion of the other in the sense
of understanding the other as a guest which is preceded
by a host , an ‘T’ and having in mind that this ‘T’ can
witness what he thinks what something means and
that it represents an ‘I" which accompanies all my
concepts — it can also assume the question of the other
as a personal question, i.e. a question of selthood. This
radical viewpoint questions and re-defines the idea of
the other preceding selfhood. By asking a question, the
other constitutes selfhood and never vice versa — it is
assumed that every ‘T’ is always already responsive to
the question of the other; hence, according to Descartes,
having in mind that I can assume my thought and be a
witness to it, ‘T’ can also assume the question and the
respond to the other.




Identities ) Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture, Vol. III, No. 2, Winter 2004

ITapamokcoT Ha Baka cdareHaTa CyOjeKTUBHOCT JIEKH
BO TOA IITO Cy0jeKTUBUTETOT UCTOBPEMEHO € BHATPE U
HAJ[BOP O] IOPENOKOT (3aKOHOT) KOj TO KOHCTUTYHpA.
Axo cy0jeKTOoT e cdaTeH Kako caMOCBeCT, KaKO CaMo-
adexkTUBHAa U caMo-pedJIeKTUBHA CTPYKTypa, TOTAaIll
KOHIIENITOT HAa 3HAEHETO U HMIUIEMEHTHPAHOCTA Ha
TOA 3HaeHe BO CeKOj IOeNHEeYeH MOMEHT € OHA IITO
ja mpaBu Bo3MoxkHa. Hema cybGjexkt 6e3 3Haeme 3a
COTICTBEHaTa Cy0jeKTHBHOCT; CETO OHa IITO OCTaHyBa
Ha/IBOp (APYrHOT BO HEroBaTa JPYTOCT) O] IPOIECOT
Ha KOHCTUTYHpPame Ha CYDjeKTOT KaKO 3HAeme, a Co
TOA U KaKO 3aKOH, HAa OBa CYBEPEHO ,jac” My JaBa MOK
Jla TporjiacyBa cocToj0a Ha HCKJIYYOK BO OJHOC Ha
3aKOHUTOCTA Ha COIICTBEHOTO KOHCTUTYHPAIbe, U Ha TOj
HAYMH, IapaJIOKCATHO, JIa ja CyCHEeHAMpa BaJIHAHOCTA
Ha CaMUOT MOPEeZIOK KOj 'O KOHCTUTYUPA; Ha TOj HAUYUH
MPOU3JIETYBA JIeKa, OJT €Ha CTpaHa, U CAMHOT CYOjeKT
CTOU HAJ[BOP O/ MTOPENOKOT CO KOj € KOHCTUTYHPaH, a
O]l Ipyra CTpaHa, Celmak My IpuIara, 3aToa IITO TOKMY
0/1 HETO 3aBHCH JIAJTH OBA KOHCTUTYHUPAKE BO IIEJIOCT Ke
ouye cycieniupano. OBoj mapasioke, 3Hauu, OM MOKETI0
Jia ce ¢GopMyJIMpa M Ha CJIETHUOT HAYMH: ,3aKOHOT €
HaJIBOp 011 cebecu” WiH ,jac“, JOMakHHOT, CyOjeKTOT,
TOCIOZIAPOT WJIM CYBEPEHOT, KOJIITO CYyM HAaJBOP Of
MIOPEOKOT U HA/IBOP O/ 3aKOHOT, TBPZAM JleKa HeMa
HHUIIITO HAZ[BOP O/ 3aKOHOT.

On nmpyra crpana, [lepuzioBata mOETHKA Ha TOCTOIPH-
eMcTBO 300pyBa 3a OHa IITO BHATpe (HIOCOPCKUOT
HAUWH Ha MHCJIEEbe He My IpuIlafa Ha IOPEIOKOT
Ha OeHOill, 3HAYN Ha OHA BUJJIUBOTO, CO3HAJHOTO U
JIOTUYHOTO, TYKy IIpPEeTCTaByBa OOW/ IIOBTOPDHO Jia ce
adupmupa elHa MMOETHUKA HA HOKA;'"* cTaHyBa 300p 32
00UI0T /1a ¥ ce MPUOIMKHUME Ha TUIITHHATA OKOJIY KOja e
YPeAeH ceKoj AUCKYPC U Koja, Ha TOj HAYMH, € u3pa3eHa
mpeky ¢urypara Ha HOKTa, CEKOTalll BeKe 3aIHIIaHa BO
ja3WKOT, BO IOPEIOKOT HA JIEHOT — 3HAYU BO JIOTUKATA,

The paradox of the subjectivity understood from this
aspect lies in the fact that subjectivity is at the same
time within and outside the order (of the law) by
which it is constituted. If a subjectivity is perceived
as self-consciousness, as a self-affective and self-
reflexive structure, then the concept of knowledge and
the implementation of this knowledge in every single
moment of subjectivity is the aspect that actually makes
it possible. There’s no subject without knowledge of his
own subjectivity; everything that remains outside (the
other in his otherness) of the process of constituting the
subject/ivity as knowledge, similarly as the law, gives
power to this sovereign ‘T’ to declare a state of exception
with regard to the legality of its own constitution, thus
paradoxically suspending the validity of the very order by
which it is constituted; this way it seems that, on the one
hand, the subject is outside the order which constitutes
him and, on the other hand, he belongs to the same
order because it is up to him whether this constitution
will be totally suspended. Therefore, this paradox could
be formulated as: ‘the law is outside of itself’ or ‘T, the
host, the subject, the master or the sovereign, being
outside the order and outside the law, claims that there
is nothing outside the law.

On the other hand, Derrida’s poetics of hospitality
reveals nothing about that which does not belong to
the order of the day, the visible, the comprehensive
and the logical; it is an attempt to reaffirm the poetics
of the night;* an attempt to drift towards the silence
around which every discourse is ordered thus expressing
it in the form of the night, already inscribed in the
language, in the order of the day — therefore, in the logic,
knowledge and thinking. What Derrida does in this case
is outlining the map of proximity and intimacy, which
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co3HaHueTo U Muciemero. OHa mro Jlepuza ro mpa-
BH BO OBOj CJIyuaj € CO3/laBarhe KOHTYPU Ha e/lHa He-
BO3MO’KHA, HEZI03BOJIEHA U HA MOJIEPHHOT Cy0jeKT Tyra
kapTtorpaduja Ha 6ycKOCTa U Ha OJ1M3UHATA; OJIMCKOCT
KOja IoBeKe He ce pa3dupa KaKo CIIPOTUBHOCT Ha HEIIITO
IITO ioara OTHAIBOP, 3HAYH KAKO CIIPOTUBHOCT HAa HEIIITO
IIITO HY Ce II0jaByBa KAaKO JAPYT U IPYTOCT KaKO CTPaHell,
WJIM HAjIIOC/Ie KAaKO TOCTHH, a KOja Toa HAJBOPEIIHO ja
OTIKPY’KyBa, TYKy 3a OrckocTa careHa Kako OHA IITO
e ,0JIMCKO Ha GJIMCKOTO® - 32 TOj HEIIOJTHOCIIUB BUOP HA
WHTHUMHOCTA.

JlatuHCcKkHOT TepMuH hostis (rOCTMH, HO MCTO TakKa
YU HeIpHjaresl) yKa)kyBa Ha €J[HA TaKBa IMOETHUKA HA
TOCTOIIPUEMCTBO BO Koja Jlepuia My ja CIIpOTHCTaByBa HA
KaHTOBHOT Manu@ucTUYKy pa3yMm ujejaTta 3a cy0jeKTOT
KaKo 3apO0EHHUK Ha CBOETO IpSe, Ha COIICTBEHATa Cy0jeK-
TUBHOCT, Ka/Ie IIITO OBOj CAMOIIPOTIJIACEH TOCIIOZIap YeKa
Ha CBOJOT TOCTHUH, HO HCTO TaKa W HeNpHjaTes, Kako
Ha 0cI0007UTes, KaKO Ha cBOj eMmaHIumnarop. OBOj
rocroziap € 3apobeHuK U Ha CBOETO MECTO M Ha CBOjaTa
MOK, U TOQ 3aceKorail My OHEMOBO3MOKYBa Jia ce 3aT-
BOpU CaMHOT cebe BO CBOJOT COIICTBEH MUP — MHPOT Ha
JIOMakHH, Ha OHOJj KOj CEKOralll BeKe € JIoMa, BO CBOjOT
otkos. lHTepripeTpaHa Ha BaKOB HauYMH, IO3UIIHjaTa
Ha Cy0jeKTOT Ce BOCIIOCTaByBa KaKO IO3UIIMja BO KOja
Cy0jeKTOT BCYIITHOCT CEKOTAIll BEKe € TOCTHH.

»Jla ce TOHyU TOCTOIIPUEMCTBO - ce TparryBa Jlepuza
— ,3apeM Toa He 3HA4YM J]a ce I0j/Ie Of] HEKAaKBa er3u-
CTEHIIMjAa HA CMECTYyBaIbe, WJIU TOA MOMPBO MOApa3doupa
moarame O/ HW3BeCHa [IUCJIOKAI[Wja, HEMOXKHOCT 3a
3aCOJIHUIITE, OE€3JTOMHUIIITBO, O/ KOja Ce M0jaByBa U Ce
OTBOpPA aBTEHTHYHOCTA HA TOCTOIIPUEMCTBOTO? Mokebu
€IUHCTBEHO OHOj KOj T0 TMOJHECyBa HMCKYCTBOTO Jla MY
Ouzme on3eMeHa KyKaTa MOXKe Jla TOHYAU TOCTOIPH-
eMmctBO? IlpamameTo ,Kaze“ yka’kyBa Ha Toa JieKa

seems impossible, forbidden and foreign to a modern
subject. Such proximity would not be the opposite of an
‘elsewhere’ coming from outside and surrounding it, but
‘close to the close’ that unbearable orb of intimacy.

The Latin term hostis (guest, as well as enemy) points
out a similar poetics of hospitality where Derrida
contradicts Kant’s pacified reason by developing the
idea of an subject as a hostage of its own ipse, of its own
subjectivity, where this self-proclaimed master awaits
his guest and, at the same time, awaits its enemy as a
liberator or a subjective emancipator. This master is a
hostage of his own place and powers, which deprives him
of isolating oneself in one’s own peace — the peace of the
host, the one who is always at home in his oikos. The
position of the subject, being interpreted in this manner,
becomes a position in which the subject is always already
a guest.

“To offer hospitality” — asks Derrida — “is it necessary to
start from the certain existence of dwelling, or it is rather
only starting from the dislocation of the shelterless, the
homeless, that the authenticity of hospitality can open
up? Perhaps only the one who endures the experience of
being deprived of a home can offer hospitality. Where?
says that the first question is not that of the subject as
ipse but more radically that of the very movements
of the question out of which the subject happens. It
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IIPBOTO IIpaIllare He € Mpallame Ha Cy0jEKTOT KaKo Ipse,
TYKy MOPaJINKaJIHO, OHAa 3a CaMOTO /IBMXKEHe Ha Ipa-
MIAETO 0]1 Koe Cy0jeKTOT BOOIIIITO ce mojaByBa. Toa ja
IIpeBe/lyBa HEMOKHOCTA HEKOj /la ITOce/lyBa CBOja COIIC-
TBEHA 3eMja, 3aT0a IIITO OBA MPAIIamkhe CE CBPTYBA TOKMY
Ha OHAa MeCTO 0] Koe HeKOj MOKeJI Ja MUCJIH U J1a Ouze
CUTypeH Jileka Moxke na 36opyBa. Toa ro mocraByBa
IIPAIIaeTO HA MMOYETOKOT, WJIM HEMOXKHOCTA 32 II0Ye-
TOK, WJIM HA HEIIOCBE0UYEHOTO OTEKJIO TaMy KaJIe IIITO
6u TpebaJio JIOrocoT /1A € 3alUIIaH... '0CTOoIpreMcTBOTO
HII T'O J]JaBa TOj aMOUBaJIEHTEH OTHOC KOH MecToTo. Kako
MECTOTO 3a KOEIITO CTaHyBa 300p kora 300pyBamMe 3a
TOCTOIIPHEMCTBOTO J]a € MEeCTO KO€ OPUTHHAJIHO HEe MY
mpunara HUTY Ha IOMaKWHOT, HU Ha TOCTUHOT TYKy Ha
recTOT HAa OCHOBAa Ha KOj €THHOT OJi HUB My IIOCaKyBa
Jlo0peojie Ha OHOj APYTHOT. "

Bo Taa cmucna, lepusioBOTO TIpeBpTyBambe Ha J[le-
KapToBaTa MaKCHUMa ,MHUCJIaM, 3HAYU IIOCTojaM“, Koja-
IIITO Ce Haol'a BO CAaMHUOT TeMeJI Ha MOJIEPHOTO MHUCJIEEhE,
BO MakcumMara ,MHCJIaM, B3Ha4YW MHUCIIAM JApyro*
— MakcHMa Ha ja3U4YHO, OHTOJIOIIKO, €ITUCTEMOJIOIIKO,
€TUYKO, EKOHOMCKO, HO ¥ CEKAKBO JIPyT0 O€3/IOMHHIIITBO
U Auc/IOKanyja — Koja yKaXkKyBa Ha HY»KHOCTa Ha rec-
TOT HAa TOCTOIPHMEMCTBO ¥ TOA TOCTONPHUEMCTBO 3a
CaMOTO HEBO3MOXKHO, OTBOpa, 3HAYH, MOXKHOCT 3a
€THO HOBO W IOMHAKBO pa3bupame Ha Hoautliuxkailia u
tloautiuukoitio, BO Koe, Ja ce JOBeJie 10, Ja ce IIpaBu,
mpeoOpasyBa | Jla ce MPOU3BeIyBa IIPETCTaByBa HETOBA
CYIITUHCKA OJIPETHUIIA.

IIpeBog ox cpricku ja3uk: Tatjana MurtpeBcka

translates the inability to have a land of one’s own, since
the question is turned back to the very place from which
one thought one was sure of being able to begin to speak.
It puts the question of beginning, of an uncontested first
origin where the logos would be inscribed.... Hospitality
gives as unthought, in its ‘night’ this difficult, ambivalent
relation to place. As though the place in question in
hospitality were a place originally belonging to neither
host nor guest, but to the gesture by which one of them
welcomes the other....”"

In this respect, Derrida’s alteration of Descartes’ maxim
‘I think, therefore I am’, which is at the very core of the
modern thought, into the maxim ‘T think, therefore I
think the other’ — a maxim of the lingual, the ontological,
the epistemological, the ethical, the economic, as well
as every other homelessness or dislocation — points
to the need for a gesture of hospitality and shows that
hospitality for the impossible gives a possibility of a new
and different understanding of politics and the political
where rendering, making, transforming, producing,
creating represents that what counts and its crucial
objective.

Translated from Serbian by Anastazija Kirkova
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Kaksa cuprarma,  se prendre pour” (ce 3aMHCIYEA Kako
Ha e..., Ce Mpenpaea Kako jga e.., MHcIH gexa e..)! Jda
CE 3aMHOTYBAIN KAKo Ja CH HEKO] ApYT, IITO BCYIIHOCT
sHa4YH Toa? 3a mwTo au Tpeba 18 cH ce 3AMHCTYRAIL 34
Ja IO HAnpasHill Toa, ja MHCTHI aexa o Hexoj? He ce
nogpastHpa IH BegHALL, VINTE XKOra Ke o8 KUKe .08 33-
MHECAYEA KaKO... —, JeKd NOCTOM COMHEN ASKA HEKO] o8
3aMHCAYRS JeKa e Hekoj koj He € HasHcTHHA"™? Koreuno,
33 Hexoj apyr? Jla ce samuenyeam” yire oaHanpen ja
SACETHYBA HASjaTa HA 3aMEHATA, HA €IHO Ui Pro quo:
(parTaZMa, HITOBOP, H3MAMA - CAMOHIMAMA HIH H3-
mMaMa Ha gpyrare: ;Ho, I0T0 # K0j, BCYITHOCT, Ce 3aMHC-
aysa gexa e?” Toa Gelne HagukoT 003HAHET O CTPaHA Ha
IMoxx, B0 egen Man namduer ofjases 1970-THTE, KAKO
OATOBOP Ha HEKOM APOTAHTHH MJATH MTHCATENH, Ha KOH
H HE CE CEEABAM ITOBLKe, & KOHIITO CMETAA JeKa, HIH oe
3AMHLIVEAA AeKa I'o  noHdnryeaar”™: JHo, mro nu cn ce
saMHCTYBAAT THe myfe!”, uanuka o, Ko ceXaBabeTo
MH & gabpo.

* Texcror =z Jlepups e ooropop Ha npamassers Kawxo
2 SaMHCTYBATE!, NOCTABCHO OF CTPAHA HAa YRASAROTO
corcaune La Quinzaine Littéraire (3a6. npes.).

Jaurnal Far Politics, Gemder, amd Culture, ¥aol. TT1. Mo, 2. Winter 2004
Jacgues
Derrida
Le survivant,
le sursis,
le sursaut

« Se prendre pour », quel syntagme! Se prendre, qu'est-
ce ga veut dire? Comment &'y prendre pour faire ¢a, se
prendre? Puis dire « se prendre pour », n'est-ce pas, dés
le premier instant, soupgonner un « s& prendre pour ce
gu'on n'est pas en vérité »? Pour un autre en somme?
« Se prendre pour = insinue d’avance lidée d'une
substitution, d'un gui pro guo: fantasme, subterfuge,
mensonge - & soi ou aux autres: « Mais pour qui se
prend-il done? ». Ce fut une exclamation publiée par
Ponge, dans un petit pamphlet cinglant des années
1970, en réponse 4 je ne sais plus quels jeunes écrivains
arrogants qui s'en étaient pris 4 lui ou avaient prétendu
le « dénoncer »: « Mais pour qui donc se prennent ces
gens-la »!, disait Ponge, si ma mémoire est bonne,




Jaogues Derrida’ L sorvivant, e sorss, le morsas

Yurre 8o AEEDP 04 MOSTO AeTcTBO (a MomeDH Taka
Ci BEAW W Ha JPYrH MecTa, Bo cpegHa Ppannuja), He-
NPEKHHATO Me BOCXMTVEALIE €IHa HApoJHA HIPEeEa.
Hejannara exoHOMHjA € HABHCTHIA MOIMIHE CHIYPHA H
epukacya! 3a aa ce NMOTCMERAAT CO NPETEHITHOIHHTE,
myfern Benea: _0OHQ] OHAMY OF [IpaRH JEKa ¢ HEKO] H
HELITo™ HAK mak M ce saMEcTvea”. Jla ce ocMEenaM ga
ce npenpasam (ga, £e ce ocMenasm) AeKa HHKOTAILL He
YCMEeas fa ce  JaMHCTYRAM " WK 04 06 ZAHeCYEAM JI2Ka
cym..."? Ho, 3a fa mu noBepyeEATE, MAMKY ke I'H ApryMeH-

THpAM padoTHTe.

o opbermyeam npeoTo (HEOApPeAgHO CONHOTOrHAH-
padEn) HCEVINEHHE: R 0 BpafaM npaiamkero. JHaqm,
34 [ITO Me CMETATE MEeHES, 33 WTO Me JAMHCTVRATE, BHE
oa cnumcannere La Quinzaine? 3aroa 10ITO, KOHEYHO,
BEKE CTE MOPAIE Aa Me cMeTaTe 3a Hekoj (3a  nucaren”
- JIucatennre HY oArORapaat”, BeHTE, - MOseln egen
COMHHTEREH MHCATEA, HO JOBOAHO MOAHAT H BEPOmOC-
TOEH WIH A0cToed 3a 1a GApe sacranes Bo La Quinzaine):
KOHEWHO, He 33 Hexkojeu koj roge. Bu Gnarogapam 3a Toa.
He mosesre fa ro NOCTABHTE Toa NpalliaH.e Ha KOTO
Ouno, a yiuTe NOMANKY ja npepnoxdre ga Guge ofja-
BeHO. Bnpoues, Toa BO CEKO] £TY4a] MH NOZBOSYEA H 43
opfiersamM fa flajam OaroBOP 3a TOA INTO @ BO TIPS pej
AHAYAJHO 38 MEHE, 38 MOJOT JaBeH MHBOT H 33 MOHTE
nyfinkanuy. Beke ce NpernocTaEyea Aeka cero Toa ¢ o
NOpPaso NOFHATO, H 3AT0A HeMa I3 KasaM HHINTO NoBeke
sa Toa. [Tpeo npHaHAHKE: HMAaM fipe20demMa cRAoHOCH
1A CMETAM JEKA CYM TOA [ITO M@ 3AMHCTYBAAT ICKA CYM,
fIA MMCAAM [IEKa CFM TAKOE KAKOB IITO H M ZAMHCTY-
BEAT, KAk 1T &M A0ileHaill, Hﬂfa-EH, cgbaified, paa-
BOpaw (pris, Surpris, compris) 04 crpaHa Ha JpyTiHTe, H
fa ja MaMenaM MojaTta CONCTReHA CIHEA BO MOWTE O4H,
no #enba Ha OHAaa CHOPE] KOJAlmo Me NPEeno3HARAAT:
Kaj pOAHHHHTE, Kaj KOHIITO H OHAKA HMaM MoBeke of
EJHO MR, KAj MONTE IPHjaTenH W NPHjaTeIRH, O] MpE

Dans I'Algérie de mon enfance { mais cela se dit peut-étre
aussi ailleurs, dans le midi), une expression populaire
faisait déja mon admiration. Son économie est tellement
siire et efficace! Pour se moguer du prétentieux, on disait:
« celui-1a, il 5e prend » ou encore « il se croit ». Oserai-je
prétendre ( owud, j'oserai) que jamais je n'ai réussi 4 « me
prendre » ou & « me croire »? Mais pour que vous me
croyiez, yous, j& vais un peu argumenter la chose,

J'évite une premiére tentation (vaguement socio-
logisante); vous retourner la question. Pour qui me
prenez-vous, donc, vous, & La Quinzaine? Car vous
avez bien dii me prendre pour quelgu’un en somme {un
« écrivain » - « Des écrivains nous répondent », dites-
vous -, un écrivain peut-étre contestable, mais assexr
connu &t crédible ou accrédité digne de figurer dans
La Quinzaine) : pas n'importe qui en somme. Je vous
en remercie. Yous n'auriez pas posé cette question a
n'importe qui et encore moins proposé de la publier, Du
coup, cela me permet en tout cas d'éviter. de parler de ce
qui compte avant tout pour moi, dans la vie publique et
mes publications. Tout cela est supposé connt, je n'en
dirai done rien d"autre. Premier aveu : f'ai trop tendance
i me prendre seulement pour qui on me prend, & me
prendre 13 ou je suis pris, comme je suis pris, surpris,
compris par les autres, et donc & changer & mes yeux ma
propre image an gré de celle qu'on me renvoie: dans mes
familles, o1 j'ai déja plus d™un visage, chez les amis et les
amies, d'un individu & 'autre, du bébé au viefllard, dans
les milieux professionnels et les nombreuses institutions
auxquelles jappartiens, dans les publics, larges ou
étroits, de la culture philosophique, littéraire, politique,
en France, 4 Paris ou d 'étranger. Beaucoup d'images,
donc, puis les différences entre la France parisienne,
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Ao noenedeH, o emeH Ao ApyT, oa Gebe a0 crapen, Bo
npodecHoRaTHATa CPeaNHA H B0 MHOTYEPOIHNTE HECTH-
TYIIHH HA KOHIITO HM IIPHOATAM, BO JABHOCTA, MOMBPOKE
H noTecHa, Bo HAOCOMCEATA, THTEPAPHATA, MOMHTHY-
KATA KYATYpa, Bo Ppanuuja, 5o [lapss win Bo crpancTeo.
3HaYH, TOA C8 MHOTY CTHKH, 3 IATEM - TVEA C8 DAZTHEKHTE
i mely [Tapus, (ypannyckara NpoBHHINA M OCTATOKOT
071 CBETOT, KOH & - MOWAM J3 NOCBEA0YAM - OTPOMHM.
Hurpara ananusa Bo roseMa Mepa Ke ' HagMHHEe
HETHPHTE CTPRRHIM IITO MH I'H J0Je/HBTe 33 oBa Gec-
KOHEUHO Npamake. BenaM, npeMuory cym cenos” oa ce
saMHCAYBEaM noalfajie of DoSHOHjaTA O Kaje umo
CMETAAT JAEKA CYM OHAKOR KAKOB 1I0TO MHECTAT JeKa CyM.
Bege cym aamuiciaen npeq 1a DOYHAM I3 CE 3AMHCTVBAM,
Mo cexoja iewsa, HO HANPasIHO, HACTOjYBAM Za IO
nabernaM Toa pacyayeatse, Bo cefie, 3a CIMKATA IHTO MH
J& AOJeNyYRa APYTHOT, HACTOjVBAM A2 JANAM OTTIIOP, A4 TH
HACOYAM AHATHINTE KOH T IITO B MEHE HEMA HHKAKBA
BPCKA O MOMTE JIHIA", CO jaBHATA CAHKA IITO C& IPABH
HJTH, KOJa 0@ CAKa Ja o HAaIDABH O MEHE, H Koja, TopaiH
HAJPAIAHYHH HHTePecH, C& COSJABA WIH C8 [IMpPH BO
BPCRA €0 MOjor cyfjexr. Toj oTHOp 3amodHa MolnHe
paHo, ViIre 8o TyHepTeToT, TAKA INTO YYBCTBHTETHHOT W
npedHEeT YHTATET BH MOMeN A2 OPOHAINE TAKEH TPATrH
BO CETD OHA IOTO I'o TPaBaM B WTo To nemyeam. Ha
BOSPACT O YOTHPHIASCET TOAHHY, YHHAM JEKA CB mpe-
noaHak cefiecH (O TaMy DOTEKHYEA H BOOIYIIERYBAETO
o #ero!) o Aunpe Jun (André Gide), xoj ce mape-
Kypaine cebecy nporejdopvupan” (og Hero W HayuHB
xaj G Mporej ). Oxooy Toa Npamamke HCNoTHYEAE DeH
HHTHMHM YYHIHWIIHH TeTPATKH: S0IITO A0 TOj CTEneH
cyM NPOMEHTHE, PASNHYeH, COCEMA APYT BO 3ABHCHOCT
OO CAMKHTA 30 MEHe, IITO MH ja JaBAAT IPYTHTE - M
MAK, O/} GHAR IO ja Japa equa poTorpadmja, aemena o,
mene? Koe e Toa jac", Koe Mefy OpYroTo e HEKOj ApyT,
OTAEe OHOj KOj ce Haofa Taka baren”, sapober (He ar-
BOpEH aMi Jmuen of ciobopa), aedmanpan, deifiep-

la province et le reste du monde sont i, je puis en
témoigner, massives. Leur analyse excéderait largement
les 4 feuillets que vous m'accordez pour cette question
abyssale. I'ai « trop tendance », disais-je, 4 me prendre
par i ol I'on me prend et tel qu'on me prend. Je suis pris
avant de me prendre. Jessaie & tout prix, mais en vain,
d'échapper & cette réflexion, en moi, de 'image que me
renvoie 'autre, d'y résister, d'orienter les analyses vers
ce qui en moi 0'a rien & voir avec mes « visages =, avec
I'image publique qu'on se fait de moi ou qu'on voudrait,
pour des intéréts multiples, se faire ou faire accréditer
a mon sujet. Cette résistance a commencé trés tot, dés
Fadolescence, un lecteur sensible et raffiné pourrait
trouver des traces dans tout ce gue je fais, dis ou
ecris. A guatorze ans, je croyais me reconnaitre (d'od
mon admiration pour lui!) dans le Gide qui se disait
« protéiforme » (c'est de lui que 'ai appris qui était
Protée). Je couvrais des cahiers intimes d'écolier autour
de cette guestion: pourquoi suis-je 4 ce point changeant,
différent, voire tout autre au gré de 'image que 'on me
donne de moi- ou de celle que, telle une photo, on prend
de moi? Qui est ce « je », qui est on reste un autre, au-
deli de eelui qui se trouve ainsi « pris », captif (non pas
captivé, mais capturé), défini, déterminé, par les uns et
les autres? Cette question inquidte ne s'est jamais tue
en mol. Je n'y ai jamais répondu, dans la vie et dans
les textes, comme on dit, que par des stratégies de
compromis: surprendre (sursauter ou faire sursauter)
ld oi I'on croit me prendre et m'identifier, mais aussi
assumer la responsabilité de correspondre, fiit-ce en
le corrigeant de telle ou telle fagon, an « meilleur » de
ce qu'on eroil que je suis et dois Etre, conformément &
l'image qu'on désire avoir de moi.
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MUMUDTH, 0 CTPAHA HA A WIH Ha apvru? Toa Bos-
HEMHPYVEAYUKO TPANAE HUKOTAIl He aracHa Bo MeHe.
HHuKoram He OATOBOPHE HA HETD, BO #HBOTOT H BO TEK-
CTOBHTE, TAKA BANAT, DCREH NPEKY CTPATErHHTE Ha KOM-
NPOMHCOT: JA C& M3HeHAIYRa (No-CKOKHYBA, HAJ-CROK-
HYEa) TOTAII KOTA APYTHTE BEPYRAAT AeKa Be HIeHTH(H-
KyBaje, HO cenar Bp3 cebe na e npeseme 0aroBopHoCcTa
aa ce odzoeopa/xopeciiondupa (correspondere), na ce
KOpHTHpam cefecH Ha OBOj MM HA OHO} HAYMH Ha
~Homo0po”, 3a ga GHUASH OHA T CH IWTH TOA 1o Tpeda
ma GHeIn, BO CODTACHOCT CO (IMKATA IITO NOCaKyBall aa
ja EmaaT gpyruTe 3a Tebe.

Hakyco, 3a cefe MHOIAM JEKA CYM HEKO] APYT Koj NPBeH-
CTEEHO OAT0BApA”, C8 YYBCTBYRA MOHHKAH Ja 0AroBapa
- 33 MHT, HA TPHMEp (BO CMHOME HA MOPANHA, NPaBHA,
dunocndera DINOBOPHOCT, - KOja, 1ITO & MOMHO NOBeKe
NpPHEMENITeHR, YECTOMATH MH HANOMYBA, c0 XHnepho-
MHYHO HALTABAE M NPECKOKHYBAE, JA 08 COMHEBAM
BO THE MODATHH, TMPABHH, NOAHTHYEH, (mnocodexn
HOPMH H 03 OOCOBOPAM M NOKPE] NPAIARETO, HO H BO
CMHC/IA HA DHA IOTO HA AHTAMCKH C¢ HADPKYRa res-
ponsiviess” (,ogroeopameoct”, Bosspakame”), OHOj
BHA AQeKTHEHA MPETIOCTABKA 34 COIOMTAHO Ja o Kame
~0a"). Toa ke ce mposepyEa 1 ke ce MPOMMUCTYER BO MOjOT
WHBOT H BO MHOTVOPOJHHTE TEKCTORN BO KOMIOTO Ja"° 0
LOATOBOPIIHBOCTA  NPEPACHYRAAT BO OCHOBNA TemMa. Toa
CTAHYBA JACHO, MCTO TAKA, H 0 (GAKTOT JAEKa BO CERO]
CIVHA] JAC HEMAM UCKOIMOOHD WA HOTUUaHo HUwmo,
HemaM objaseHo HMIOTO WNTO OPETXOAHC He OHIo no-
caxaHo, OobapaHo, HAPAYMAHO, IAMOBENAHO, OPEHA-
BHEAHO, HTH., 0 apyrure. H nokpaj Toa mmo ce eMeram
32 HEeKO] KOj HHKOTAII HE HH COHYBAN [a [pasH HelrTo
ApYro CCBEH Aa nHmyBa (MAM noroysHo ja mocMarpa,
CHHMA) H TOA INTO HHKOTANL HE CYM 08 HVBCTEVBAT CII0-
cobeH Aa OpaBam mTo M j1a & APYTo, RO NpophecHOHaTHa
HITH BO CTATYTAPHA CMUCIA, jac He ¢y ol jasin HHEoram

Bref, je me prends pour guelgu’un d'antre qui avant tout
« répond », se sent sommé de répondre - 4 I'instant, par
exemple - (au sens de la responsabilité morale, juridique,
politique, philosophique- qui, poussée aussi loin que
possible, me dicte souvent, surenchére et sursaut
hyperbaolique, de défier ces normes morales, juridiques,
politiques, philosophiques, et de répondre 4 cité de la
question, mais aussi au sens rte ce qu'on appelle en
anglais la responsiveness, cette soi te de prédisposition
affective & dire spontaném ent « oui » ). Cela se vérifierait
dans ma vie el dans de nombreux textes réfléchis on je
fais du « oui » et de la « réponse » un théme majeur.
Cela se démontre aussi dans le fait que je n'ai jamais rien
dit ou écrit, rien publié, en tout cas, qui ne fiit d'abord
par d'autres désiré, demandé, commandé, enjoint,
provoqué, etc. Bien que je me prenne pour quelqu'un
qui n’a jamais révé de faire autre chose qu'éerire (plutot
gqu'enseigner) et qui ne s'est jamais senti capable de
faire professionnellement, statutairement, quoi que ce
soit d’autre, je n'ai jamais rien publié spontanément,
de moi-méme. Seulement révé de le faire un jour - mais
je suppase que ce réve a di laisser quelques traces dans
mes publications. Corrélat paradoxal mais intelligible de
cette compulsion & « répondre », une aptitude hors du
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HHIITO COOHTAHD, caMo o cebe, caM of cebe, CaMo co-
HYBaM Ja IO CTOPAM TOA e0eH JeH - N0 CEMaK MpeTno-
CTABYBAM JEXd TOj COH MOPa A3 OCTABHT HEKOW TPard Bo
smonTe objaseny gena. Ilapagoxcanes, HO HHTEAHTH-
OHIEH KOpPenaT Ha Taa KOMIMVICH)A Ja o2 oJroBopH”,
eAHa Heguekyeana gapba e da we ce od2osopi, Aa ce 0j1-
POBOPH NPEKY THITHEATA. YIITE Off MOETO JeTCTBO CIio-
H cyM, & 3a TOA IHAAT H MOWTE POAHTETH, IPEKY TBRI0-
[JIARA THUTHHA, IIT0 He OH ja NPerHBEanG HHEIHO MOGKHO
HAMAYYBAHE, A 08 CHPOTHCTABYRAM HA CRTO OHA KOO HE
MH HArTeane jocTojio 3a oaroBop. THUTHHATA @ MOjaTa
HajeyiHMHa, MojaTa HajMHpoEYGHE, HO B HAjHeOCmop-
Ha objasa Ha BojHA WK npeadp. [ToHexkoram ce coy4yea,
00 ADNOAHMTENHO MAjCropeTso, Ma ce ciylide Tag TH-
[IHHA W B0 rIaroTHBEOCT, CHATEOPEHHBOCTA H BO [EENIOCHO
tananHuTe ropopi. Baaropapende Ha [MTaox (Page) v Ha
LHCEVCTBOTO", NPEKY PAiMHYHOCTA HAa MECTATd, Cpeiu-
HMTe M BPeAHOCHWTE KDPHTEPHYMH, NOAEKL ja yuam
TPAHC-AKIM]ATA KOJALITO C8 COCTOH BO BEUITHHATA M OT-
MOPHOCTA KOH CIMKATA [1ITO MH A JoJieayBaaT fiyxa, Bps
OCHUBA HA OHAA LWITO MM ja Jogesayveaar oMy,

Oma wTo & jacHD, BOPOYeM, & TOA - Q8K HeMALe 13 e
HadaTamM HHKOMEIM 43 Jajam oIroBOp Ha 9eTHPH crpa-
HHIH HA E0H0 CTHYHO NPAllarke, Aa He Aojieie Toa o
OHHE TG TR CMEeTan, OO NPAB) HiH HE, 23 MOH npH-
jarenn (wrotyky v amenyeag Mopne Hago (Maurice
Nadeau) u La Quinzaine Littéraire, xom ja cumyaupaar
HAHBHOCTA [EKA BEPYBAAT OTH 08 HCIPEBDTYEA JE/ehe-
0" 0O IITO C8 DROAMOMYEA 18 ¢ onderHar  KYATYPHHTS
MEHYMH (...) KOH C& JOMHBYBAAT KAKD OPOCTOP 38 Npo-
MOBHPARRE, TPOMOBHPAE HA M8, KOH YeCTONATH npH-
HVIVBAAT HA THvHE npomonmja”). [ipary opujareny, uM
BEDVBATE AM HA OHHE KOHM BH OAroBapaaT, sadopasajiu
HA HMEHATA JHYHA OpoMonMia®, ITO W A PEYAT, na
JIVPH M HA CAMOKPHTHYEH" HAMHH, KAKD 1IITO BHE HM CY-
repupare?

commun d ne pas répondre, & répondre par le silence.
Je reste capable, depuis mon. enfance, mes parents
en savaient quelque chose, d'opposer un silence tétu,
qu'aucune torture ne ferait céder, & quiconque ne me
parait pas digne de ma réponse. Le silence est ma plus
sublime, ma plus pacifigue mais ma plus indéniable
déclaration de guerre on de mépris. Il arrive parfois
que, ruse supplémentaire, je donne & entendre ce silence
a travers le bavardage et des paroles délibérément
convenues. Avec Page et le ‘expérience =, avec la
multiplicité des lieux, milieux, critéres d'évaluation,
japprends peu & peu la transaction qui consiste 4 ruser
et & résister & une image qu'on me renvoie ic grice i telle
autre qu'on me renvoie la.

Ce qui est clair, et en dit long, ¢’est que jamais je n'aurais
accepté de répondre en 4 fenillets 4 une question pareille
si elle ne me venait de ceux que je prends, moi, 4 tort ou
a raison, pour des amis (je viens de nommer Maurice
Nadeau et La Quinzaine Littéraire qui feint la naiveté
de eroire, dites-vous, « inverser la donne » et permettre
d'échapper aux « medias culturels [...] avant tout percus
comme des espaces de promotion, promotion d’oeuvres
qui contraint souvent & la promotion personnelle »),
Allons done, chers amis, croyez vous que ceux qui vous
répondent en oublieront leur « promotion personnelle
=, quoi qu'ils disent, et méme de fagon « autoeritique =,
comme vous le leur suggérez ?




— ! T Jevgues DerrdE” Le surdhant, lo sursis, Lz sursaut

Ere ro mojor orogop, co TpH 360pa HA HANABARLE, KO
Moxe0H MOTCETYBAAT Ha MEHE, TPH XHOepOoIHANDaHK
afoposr co npedukcor sur” (survivant, sursis, sursaut
- NMpEXHBEaH, onoEen, norckorrar). HajmyGeano e
HACTOJVBAM I3 CTOPAM C& LITO & MOMHO, KAKQ ¥ CeKo-
TAII, 33 1A HE I'H KOPHCTaM METHVMHTE 33 CAMOTPOMO-
THEHH" IIEIH.

1. Mpeswsean/Hapxneean (Survivant). Hmam muoTY
HANHIIAHD 33 ,APSKHBCAHHOT , KOj He & HH FHB HH Mp-
TOR, TYKY BO TIPB pejt, Tpara ik ceanmre. [[a ro octasam
Toa. JleHec, KAKO H CHTE JPYTH, H jJac CyYM E0eH MpesH-
BOAH BO OONORYBARE, 8 MOoMeDH M DozacerHaT o apy-
rute (of .crapocta® ® Gonecra®, Kako mTo Benar).
Mefyroa, ja OpesHpaM H ja OCTIOPYEAM CTHEATA KOjalrmo
ol MOBEKEe MH ja MPHIWIOVBAAT, KO3, BO OENATOT, O
ofHAYBAaT HAM CHMY/AHPAAT, HACTOjVBAjKM na me ,3a-
MHCTYVBAAT CAMO KAKO el NpexHBean”, ma aypH H
SHECTBEHHOT NMPEXMBLEAH O e0HA NeHepallja, Koja
OypH HE € HH HasucTHHA Mojata (Jakan (Lacan), An-
Theep (Althusser), Jenea (Deleuze), @yvxo (Foucault),
Juotap (Lyotard), sapem mucauTenuTe og 68-ra"?). Bo
HZBECHA CMHCAA, BHCTHHA &, HO OF APYTA CTPaHA, AK0 MH
JafeTe NpocTop, K& B NOKAMAM BO [ITO & DOrpeiiHa Taa
LLMHEA", Na KOHEYHO - KAKO H CMPTHHOT MMOVAC - H
noryOra. [NogenHagso KONKY H aKTYeNHATA (JIHKA BO
TONKY MHOTY BECHMIM HA HajOpeReyBaHHOT-JH-
nocoh-HIR-HAJMHTEHHOT-RO~CT PARCTBO-DCo0eH0-RO-
CAMT": norpemsa B HCOPeBPTEHA CAHKA, KOja @ yure
geH HAYHH Kako O3 OMNaM H3roHeT HAH O3 MH ja
OpaHEYaT MOjaTa OyGnMEa, Kako Ha HeKoj Koj & Heno-
wened B0 KyATYPaTa HA Heropara semja. HajonaGo wmu-
HOPMHPAHHTE METHVMHA, HIH HAJHEXOMIETEHTHHTE, C8
OHHE KOH MACORHO I'H HAJERIAT THE KNHIIEA HA oMpPasa.
Ce npantysaM mro 51 0roBopiuie oHHe KOoH 00Ty IyBaaT,
KOH THUIVEAAT, PESAKTHDAAT HIH BEPENHVBAAT BO ne-
HATOT, JOKOTKY Beroj (jac curypuo Hel) MM ro nocTasH

Voici donc ma réponse, en trois mots de surenchére qui
me ressemblent peut-étre, trois mots hyperboliques en
« sur » (survivant, sursis, sursant). Je ferai poliment tout
mon possible, comme towjours, pour ne pas me servir
des media 4 des fins de « promotion personnelle =.

1. Survivant. J'ai beaucoup écrit sur un « survivre = qui
n'était ni la vie ni la mort mais, avant elles, la trace on
la spectralité. Laissons. Aujourd’hui, comme toul le
monde, je suis un survivant en sursis, peut-étre un pen
plus menacé que d'autres ( 1' « fge », comme on dit,
ou la « maladie »). Mais je déteste et conteste I'image
qu'on voudrait de plus en plus répandre quand, dans
la presse, on essaie ou feint de « me prendre » pour un
« survivant =, voire le seul survivant d'une génération
qui n'était d’ailleurs pas exactement la mienne (Lacan,
Althusser, Deleuze, Foucault, Lyotard, la « pensée
68 », gquoi). Cest vrai, en un sens, mais en un autre
sens, si vous m'en donniez la place. je démontrerais
en quoi cest faux et an fond, comme ung pulsion de
mort, pernicieux. Tout comme l'image courante, dans
tant de journaux, du « philosophe-le-plus-traduit-ou-
le-plus-lu-i-l'etranger-surtout-aux-USA »: erroné et
pervers, li encore, autre maniére de m'expulser ou de
tenter de limiter mon audience, comme celle d'un imam
indésirable dans la culture de son pays, Ce sont les media
les moins bien informés, ou les plus incompétents, qui
répandent massivement ces clichés du ressentiment.
Je me demande ce que répondraient en retour ceux qui
décident, écrivent, évoluent ou évaluent dans la presse,
si quelqu'un ( pas moi bien sfir) leur demandait: « Mais
pour qui done vous prenez-vous? »
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mpamamero: Ho BHe, IITO BCYINHOCT ce 3aMHCJIyBaTe
BHe? ©

2. Opnoxysame (Sursis). Cregcrseno, Bo BpeMero Koe
MH TPEOCTAHYBa, KAKO H CEKOTall, eKOHOMHMYHO I'H
AaKyMY/IHPAM KOHTPDAJAHKIHHTE: HAJaRTOKPATCKH M Haj-
Meranomancks. JIneraTa ke Ouze rpefonara: Ha IpHMEp,
HE caMo IUTO BeKe Ke OugaM ,HaAMHHAT", He caMo MITo
Ke IpHIajHaM BO TeHepanujaTa ,MpTBH ", TYKY jac HMam
AICOIYTEH CKENTHIHAAM BO OHOC HA NPEKHEVEAETO,
KOJIKY M [a € Toa Kyco, BO OJHOC HA OHA IUTO Ke Io
ocraBam mo Mojara cmpr. M obGpatno, Bexou 3manu
M@ VBEPYBAAT BO TOA Jiexa, JYPH M BO OBOj MMT, Kora
OfiBaj 3alOYHAB Ja ITHOIYBAM, H KOT3, OCBEH BO PETKH
WUCKJIVYOITH - e/IBaj 3anoYHale 12 Me YHUTAAT - KaKo To
Befene MojoT NpHjaTes AnTHcep, 33 MeHe HIHHHATA
Tpae HoJiro.

3. Horckoxnysame (Sursaut). Tokmy Bo caMuTe NPOTH-
PEMHOCTH OTCEKOraml I'o MpoHaolfaM MajoT ,IOTCKOK",
MOET0 H3MOJIKHYBAHE, MOjOT JIOBHK" TIPeJi CKOKOT, CH-
J1aTa Ja IpojomKaM, 1a ' Ha3urpaM cHTe orenana. Ha
I'H COYYBAM EQ JKHBOT MOETO JeTCTBO M MojaTa skenda.
Co eHOBpEMEHO Paz0YapyBavyKOTO U JAYAD YYBCTBO Ha
HaJek, AeKa e VIITe He CYM HM 3aI09Ha.

Hopatox 3a BMeTHyBame. YITe cera MH e Telrko ja
ce Ipeno3HaaMm, sa Ja ce BrmumaM cebecH Bo HEKoja off
CTHKHTE KOM TYKYIITO 'l HAJ0KHB. YIUITe eJHAlI, OB-
TOPHO CYM H37I03K€eH Ha T0a JPYTHTE Ja Me 3aMHC/IYBaar:
KaKo JIpYT 07 cTpaHa Ha Hexoro gpyr. Ce hpenymirys 2a
na MM ce Hanpasu QortorpadHja (MOMEHTATHA WM
doromaron) unH ga Ouaam 3aTedeH of CTpPAHA Ha pa-
Aap Koj ja meps Op3uHATA M OpecyAyBa HE OCTABAJKH
BH HHM BpEME, HH MECTO 3a Jia NPOrOBOPHTE BO TIPHIIOr
Ha BalUIMTe NpaBa, Kako mro W 6u Tpebano. Cenax,

2. Sursis. Par conséquent, dans le temps qui me
reste, j'accumule économiquement, comme toujours,
les contradictions: les plus autocritiques et les plus
mégalomaniaques. La liste serait trop longue: par
exemple, non seulement je serais déja « passé s,
jappartiendrais a une génération de « morts », mais je
suis d'un scepticisme absolu quant & la survie, si courte
soit-elle, de ce que je laisserai & ma mort. Inversement,
certains signes me laissent croire, et an méme moment,
que j’ai 4 peine commence a écrire, et que, sauf de rares
exceptions, on a & peine commencé a me lire - ou que
pour moi, comme disait mon ami Althusser, I'avenir
dure longtemps.

3. Sursaut. Dans ces contradictions mémes, je trouve,
depuis toujours, mon « rebond », ou mon échappée,
mon « appel » avant le saut, je le suppose du moins, et la
force de continuer, de déjouer tous les miroirs. De garder
mon enfance et mon désir en vie. Avec le sentiment, a la
fois désabusé et fou d'espérance, que je n'ai pas encore
commencé.

Priére d'insérer. J'ai déja du mal & me reconnaitre,
pour v souscrire, dans chacune des images que je viens
d’exposer. Je me suis plutét exposé et laissé prendre, une
fois de plus: par un autre pour un autre. Je me suis laissé
prendre en photographie (instantané ou photomaton)
ou surprendre par un radar qui juge et sanctionne la
vitesse sans vous laisser le temps ni la place de prendre la
parole pour faire valoir vos droits, comme il le faudrait.
Je signe toutefois sincérement ce que vous venez peut-
étre de lire. Non comme le symptome d'une « vérité »,
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HCKPEHO IO TIOTIHIIVEAM 0Ba KOCLITO MosefH IrmoTyry
ro npouynTasTe. He Kako CHMITTOM Ha @UHa BHCTHNA®,
MOJaTE, TYEY MHOUY HOBERe KAKO £HA MOMHTEA, OHAA 33
KOJALTo APHCTOTEN CO TOIKY NPABO BEH KA He e HH
BHCTHHA HH fara®.

[Mpenon on ppaniycxs jasm:
Brnagumup MaprHHOBCEH

la mienne, plutét comme une priére, celle dont Aristote
disait si justement qu'elle n'est « ni vraie ni fausse ».
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bapapescku
AHanutuuko/
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Hekasie oxosty 1992 mpecraHaB Ja ja ciedam paborara
Ha Jlepuna. OBoj HaciliaH He ce cAyyu OJIeTHAIIL, TYKY Ce
VIIITE ce pa3BJIEKYBa, O7j1ara, MOoTHCHyBa. Muciaam geka
HeMallle HeKakBa IoceOHa NPUYHHA, BCYIIHOCT, T'M
nMaiie nmoseke. Toa Gellle BpeMeTO KOTa IMPUBPIITyBaIle
roJsiemara giebara okosry Mogepausmor/IloctmonepHu3-
MOT M kKora co pacnajgor Ha COPJ, oniurecTBeHUTE
IPWJINKH BO MakefjoHHja IOYHyBaa Ja ce MeHyBaart.
OuekyBamara JieKa JeMOKPATCKUTE MPOoIlecu Ke TH 3a-
(daTaT cuTe €JI0BU Ha OIIITECTBOTO Oea TIOMATEHU CO
CTPaBOT O7] BOjHA, KOja BEKe ce CIydyBalle Bo XpBaTcKa
1 BocHa. KOMyHHCTHUYKHUTE OJIUTapXUH, TpaHCHOPMHU-
PaHU BO IMOJIUTHUYKH MAPTUH, HE3aKOHCKUTE IPHUBATHU-
3allli, YHUBEP3UTETCKUTE CTPYKTYPHU KOU rpajatr bac-
THOHU OKOJIy CBOUTE KaTeJpH, cCTaHaa OeJjie3u Ha HoBaTa
crBapHocT. Hakyco, Toa 6ea moueTonure Ha TypOyJIeHT-
HUOT IIEPUOJI BO KOj 3araiHaBMe.

ToxMy BO Toa BpeMe, BO THE YCJIOBH, IIOYHAR /Ia CH IOCTa-
ByBaM HEKOHU IIpalliarba KOU T' CMETAaB 32 HECBEJJINBH.
IIIto 6u 3HAUesI0, BO €THU TaKBH YCJIOBH, Jla ce Ouze
JnepuaoBen? Miu noTouHo, mITo IpercraByBa Jlepusa,
Kako 3HavajHa prtocodcka purypa Ha HaIIETO BpEME,
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Bobi

Badarevski
Analytical/
Continental and
Derridaean

Somewhere around 1992 I stopped following Derrida’s
work. This event didn’t occur abruptly, it still persists,
and is delayed, repressed. I think that there was no spe-
cial reason, while actually there were several. That was
the time when the grand debate around Modernism/
Postmodernisam was coming to an end and when with
the break-up of Yugoslavia the conditions in Macedo-
nian society started to change. Expectations that demo-
cratic processes would enter all parts of society were
interfered with through fear of war that was already go-
ing on in Croatia and in Bosnia. Communist oligarchies,
transformed into political parties, illegal privatization,
university structures building bastions around their
chairs became the features of the new reality. All in all,
those were the beginnings of the turbulent period that
we fell into.

Precisely at that time, in those conditions, I started to
ask myself certain questions I considered as unanalys-
able. What would it mean to be, in such conditions, a
Derridaean? Or more precisely, what does Derrida, as a
significant philosophical figure of our time, represent for

247



248

Bobi Badarevski Analytical/Continental and Derridaean

3a JIeMOKpaTCKHUTe Ipoliecu B0 Makenonuja? Ox apyra
CTpaHa, BepyBaB W C€ YIITe BepyBaM, JieKa OJIpe/leHH
WHTPUHCUYHHU TeMH, TPOOJIEMU U IIpaliama Ha GUI0Cco-
¢dujara Tpeba na ce charaT KaKO TEXHUUYKHU Mpallamba
Ha aucruiuimHata. Ho, Toa He 3HauM Jieka nesnarta Gu-
Jocoduja Ha HEKOj pumocod, Ha HEKOE JIBUIKEHE WJIH
IIpaBell He MOXKe, He CMee WM HeMa /1a UMa IMOJTUTHIKHI
TIOCJIEZTUTIH.

MeryToa, cTBapHOCTa W HACTAaHHUTE T'H JIEeMaHTHpaa
moute cdakamwa. Bo Toa Bpeme, oHMe KouIITO Oea orle-
HYBaHU KaKO JIEPUJAOBIU WU IOCTMOJIEPHUCTH, Oea
CMECTYBaHM BO HEKaKOB IIOJIUTUYKHA KOII, OFf Kaze
Tpebarie Ja ce u3Je3e WIN KaKo aBaHTap/ia Ha MaKeJ[0H-
CKara JieMoKpaTHja (HO CKpoeHa IO MOJIEJIOT Ha aBaH-
rapsaTa Ha KOMYHHCTHYKaTa TpaHchopMalyja) HIu
KaKO HEKOj KOj 3arpo3yBa HEUHU WHTEPECH, OUJIO0 /1a ce
TOA MOJINTHYKH, EKOHOMCKH WJIN HHTeJIeKTya Hu. Mma-
IIle HEIITO 3aBelyBaykKo BO cera Taa pabora. Mmamie
TAaKBU KOH, KOJIHEJKU Ce BO CBOjaTa MHTEJIEKTYaTHA Yec-
HOCT, Ce IMPOEKTHpaa BO HUYEOBCKOTO Oapame 3a BOC-
IIOCTaBYBalb€ HOBU BPEAHOCTH U 3aBpIIyBaa KaKO
»JIBOPCKU“ MHTEJIEKTYaJII[1 HA HOBUTE OJIMTAPXHUU; He-
KOU CTaHyBaa Ipodecopu KOU CO CBOjOT JEKOHCTPYK-
TUBUCTUYKU >KAPTOH I'M MarerncyBaa KakKO CBOUTE IIOC-
Tapu KoJierd mpo¢ecop, TaKa U CBOUTE CTY/IEHTH, UAKO
HEJIOBOJIHO CHUTYDHHU JIeKa Toa IITO To 300pyBaar e Ha-
BHCTHHA TaKa.

AHasiu3aTa Ha TakKBaTa KOHCTeJallMja Ha OJIHOCUTE
BO MAaKEJIOHCKOTO OIIIITECTBO ITOKaXKyBalle IIaboKu
Tparu Ha 6opba 3a mosuTHYKA MOK. BepyBam neka He
cra”yBaie 300p 3a HEKaKBa OPUTHHAJIHA IOJIUTUYKA
1I0jaBa, TYKy 3a JIEKOHCTPYKI[Hja O/ KOjaIlITO U3BHPAIIle
MIOTEHIIMjaJIHA TOJIUTHYKA MOK. /[0 IOYeTOKOT Ha Jie-
BeZleceTTuTe Jlepusila HeMallle IPOCJIEIEHO KaKBU CE
WIN KakBU Ou OWie MOJIMTHYKUTE HUMIUTUKAIUA Ha

the democratic processes in Macedonia? On the other
hand, I believed, and still do, that certain intrinsic topics,
issues and questions of philosophy need to be compre-
hended as technical questions of the discipline. But, that
does not imply that the entire philosophy of a particular
philosopher, or movement or direction cannot, must
not, and won’t have political consequences.

However, reality and events disputed my beliefs. At
that time, those that were appraised — Derridaean or
postmodernist — were tossed into some political basket
that one needed to exit either as an avant-garde of Mac-
edonian democracy (but tailored in accordance with the
model of the communist transformation avant-garde)
or as someone endangering someone’s interests, being
political, economic or intellectual. There was something
seductive in this whole business. There were those that,
swearing on their intellectual honesty, projected them-
selves into the Nietzschean demand on establishing new
values and ended up being ‘court’ intellectuals of the new
oligarchies; some became professors that with their de-
constructionist jargon enchanted both their elder associ-
ate professors and their students, although insufficiently
certain that what they say is really so.

The analysis of such an assemblage of relations in
Macedonian society showed deep traces of a political
power struggle. I believe that it was not some kind of
original political phenomenon, but a deconstruction
oozing potential political power. Until the beginning
of the "9os, Derrida hadn’t followed through what the
political implications of deconstruction are or what
they would be. Although he did this later on with a set
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JIEKOHCTpyKIujaTta. Mlako Toa ro HampaBH IOJIOIHA CO
HHM3a IIOJINTUYKA TEKCTOBU OFf KOW HAjOYEKYBAaHHOT
Oerre oHOj 3a Mapkc (Marx), IeKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKUOT
aHTa)XMaH BO Make/loHMja He ce TeMeJlellle Ha THE Teo-
peTrcku yBUIH. J[€KOHCTPYKTUBHUCTUYKHOT aHTa)KMaH
Oerrie TOBOJIHO pedOpMaTOPCKHU 3a Ja TH IOAPHE JIOT-
MAaTCKHTE U KOH3ePBaTUBHUTE CTPYKTYPU U MPAKTHKH,
Y JIOBOJIHO HEPAJIUKAJIEH JIa HE TIPEeIN3BUKA BUCTUHCKH
pedopMcku mporecu. TPUKOT CO TEKOHCTPYKITHjaTa BO
mpakca Oellle TpoOHEH: JIOBOJIHO € Jia Ce YCBOH Kap-
TOHOT WM JIUCKYPCOT HA JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa 3a Jja ce
Ouzie in, U UICTOBPEMEHO PabOTHUTE /1a OCTAaHAT KaJIe IIITO
ce, WM aKO IPWINKUTE UCHaHAT IIOBOJIHH J1a ce Ao0ue
yiITe moBeke. JIeKOHCTPyKI[MjaTa HEMAa HUIITO CO BHC-
TUHaTa, BUCTUHATA € HEBO3MOKHA II03HIH]ja, CTBAPHA €
caMO MOKTA.

Hagucruna Gelire 3a4yZ[yBauKo JieKa Toa IITO Tpebarie
Jla TIpeTCTaByBa JlelleHTPUPaHa CTPYKTypa Ha II03Ha-
HHUETO, 3HAEHETO, TT0JIeKa ce IIPeTBopalle BO UHTEJEK-
TyaJleH U OIIITECTBEH INparMaTUYeH mainstream.
Wsrnena cMenrHo, ma u rpoTecKHO, Ha MPUMep, Ha Ka-
TeJIPUTE T10 JInTeparypa wiu punocoduja 1a ce mpeaana
~3Haeme" co Koe ce TBPJHU JieKa co ¢uiocodujaTta u co
JIuTeparyparTa e 3aBpIIeHo, Ieka ¢pumocodujaTa Bo CBO-
jara cymThHaA € JIUTeparypa M Taka HaTaMy M Taka
Haramy. CeTo Toa Oellle MOTKPENEHO CO TEKCTOBUTE HA
Jlepunia u Ha ,,0CTAaHATHUTE ITOCTMOJEPHUCTUYKHA aBTOPH
kako mTo ce Poptu (Rorty), Xacan (Hassan), JIuorap
(Liotard), Bogpujap (Baudrillard). Kako mto cnomeHas,
HEKOU O/I TIocTapuTe MpodeCcOpU U MHTEEKTyaIIu Oea
MarerncaHu O HOBUTE WHTEJIEKTYaJIIH, WIN OapeM ce
IpaBea TaKBU IUIAIIEjKH Ce 3a HUBHUOT OIIITECTBEH
cratyc. Ho, umame u TakBu KoW JaBaa oTmop. Ha
Karezpara no ¢uiocoduja, Ha MPUMEP, JOMUHAHTHA,
aKo He U BO IIeJIOCT, Oelle cTpyjaTa Ha MapKCUCTHYIKHU
opueHTHpaHuTe mpodecopu. Tre cBOUTE HACTAaBHU IPOT-

of political texts of which the most awaited was the
one on Marx, the deconstructionist engagement in
Macedonian was not based on those theoretical insights.
The deconstructionist engagement was sufficiently
reformative to undermine the dogmatic and conservative
structures and practices and sufficiently unradical to
bring about true reformative processes. The catch in the
deconstruction of practice was revealed: it is sufficient
to adopt the jargon or discourse of deconstruction to be
in, and to have things remain where they stand, or if the
circumstances turn out favourable to gain even more.
Deconstruction has nothing to do with truth; truth is an
impossible position, real is the power alone.

It was truly amazing that what was to be a decentralized
structure of cognition, of knowledge, slowly turned
into intellectual and societal pragmatic mainstream. It
seems funny and even grotesque, for example, to teach
‘knowledge’ at the departments of literature or philosophy
that claims that literature and philosophy are done with;
that philosophy, in its essence is literature and so on and
so forth. All this was supported by Derrida’s texts and
by those of ‘the rest of the post-modern authors’ such as
Rorty, Hasan, Leotard, Baudrillard. As mentioned, some
oftheelderprofessorsandintellectuals were enchanted by
the new intellectuals, or at least played interested fearing
their own social status. But, there were also those that
resisted. At the department of philosophy, for example,
the dominant, if not entirely so, was the current of
Marxist-oriented professors. They would complete their
curricula with Sartre. The Frankfurtian philosophers
Adorno and Horkheimer were also excluded from there,
although at least they were supposed to be close to them;
nor were the analytical philosophy philosophers taught,
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pamu rH 3aBpiryBaa co Captp (Sartre). He ce usyuyBaa
Huty ppankdyprckure prtocodpu AnopHo (Adorno) u
Xopkxajmep (Horkheimer), nako 6apem Tue Tpebarie a
UM 6uaaT OJIMCKY; He ce IIpeiaBaa HUTY puitocodure o
aHaMTUYKaTa Guaocoduja HaKo MO HEKOj CTOEIIE BO
HUBHUTE MPOrpaMu Kako IITo ce Burrenmraju (Vitgen-
stein), Pacen (Russell), Kapuam (Carnap). OHa mto um
Oellle U € YIIITe MM € 3a€JTHUYKO Ha HOBUTE JIEKOHCTPYK-
TUBUCTUYKU M HA OHHUE KOH3EPBAaTUBHHUTE HHTEJIEK-
TyaJl[d € HEeTPIEJMBOCTAa KOH aHAJUTUYKaTa (QUIo-
coduja. Pobujara oy aHATUTHIAPHUTE Oellre IpaBaaHa
MIOYHYBAjKH co 3abesemkuTe 3a ¢prtocodpckaTa HEUMHC-
MUPAaTUBHOCT HA aHAJIMTUYKaTa purocodwuja, ma ce 10
UJIEOJIOIIKNUTE CTABOBH HA MapKCHCTUYKaTa (HIIOCO-
duja 3a aHATUTUYKHOT CHUEHTU3aM. [[|eKOHCTPYKTH-
BHUCTUTE IIaK, Ce IOTIHUpaa Ha pUIocopCKuTe yBUIU HA
PopTtu k0j ce obuaysaie fa TH JEKOHCTPyHUpPA COBpe-
MEHUTE UCTPaKyBakba BO aHAIUTHYKaTa pumocoduja 3a
po6JieMUTe Ha jJa3UKOT M YMOT, a KaKO KJIy4eH apry-
MEHT 3a 1mobejiaTa Ha JIEKOHCTPYKITHjaTa HaJl aHATUTHYI-
kaTa ¢puwiocoduja r'u cMeTaa KyJITHHOT TEKCT Ha Jlepuia
,I1OTIINC HacTaH KOHTEKCT* M JucKycwjata co Cepi
(Searle) 3a mpamamara o7 TeopHwjaTa Ha TOBOPDHHUTE
YUHOBH.

ITocTou noBOJIHA MPUYMHA 32 BaKBaTa MO3HWI[MOHHUPA-
HOCT Ha JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKHUTE HHTEJIEKTYaJIH U
KOH3EPBAaTUBHUTE MAaPKCHUCTH KOH aHAJIUTHYKATA (QHUIIO-
coduja. lepuga - KakoB IITO o MO3HABABME U IO WUH-
TepIpeTUpaBMe, BeKe Oellle CIIaKyBaH KaKO ITPOU3BOJ
0/l aMEPUKAHCKUTE M aHTJIUCKUTE KPUTUUAPHU U UHTEP-
MpeTaTopy KOou Oea JIeBO OPUEHTHUPAHU U IIOTEKHYBaa Off
(eMUHUCTUYKUTE WK Tej ABIIKEHATa; Ja He ja CIIo-
MeHyBaMe Jejiickara IIKosa mpeTrcraBeHa of Ilos ge
Mau (Paul de Man) u bap6apa Iloncon (Barbara
Johnson). Toa u He e HEKaKBa HOBOCT 3a aHIJIOAMEPH-
KaHCKaTa KojuduKalyja Ha JeKOHCTPyKIujaTta Ha Jle-

although some were contained in their programmes
such as Wittgenstein, Russell, Carnap. What was, and
still is, common to the new deconstructionist and the
conservative intellectuals is the impatience towards
analytical philosophy. The analyst phobia was justified
starting with the comments on the lack of philosophical
inspiration in analytical philosophy, and reaching the
idealistic standings of Marxist philosophy on analytical
scientism. Deconstructionists, on the other hand,
leaned on Rorty’s philosophical insights attempting
to deconstruct contemporary researches in analytical
philosophy on the issues of language and mind, and they
considered Derrida’s cult text ‘Signature Event Context’
and Searle’s discourse on questions of speech acts theory
as a key argument for the victory of deconstruction over
analytical philosophy.

There is sufficient reason for such positioning of de-
constructionist intellectuals and conservative Marxists
towards analytical philosophy. Derrida, as we know him
and interpret him, was already packed as a product of
American and English left-oriented critics and interpret-
ers that originated from feminist or gay movements; not
to mention the Yale school represented by Paul de Man
and Barbara Johnson. That really isn’t a particular nov-
elty for the Anglo-American codification of Derrida’s de-
construction; the novelty is in the intellectual audience
that appeared following the fall of the Eastern bloc and
American dominance. The language of deconstruction
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pUJia; HOBMHATA € BO WHTEJIEKTyaJIHaTa IyOJIMKa KO_
jamrTo ce jaBW MO IaJIOT HAa HCTOYHUOT OJIOK U aMe-
pHKaHCKAaTa JOMHUHAIM]a. Ja3UKOT Ha JIEKOHCTPYKI[HjaTa
Oellle U ce yIITe € MOJI3yBaH KAKO ja3UK HA HOBUTE UH-
TeJIEKTYaJIIH, a Hej3MHATA UHTEHIja 00e30eyBa MUp-
0JbyOMBa KOEr3UCTEHIIMja CO KOH3EPBATHUBHHUTE MapK-
cucTd. BeymHocT, Muciam fieka ce cirydyBallle cIeTHO-
BO: paboTaTa Ha JEeKOHCTpyKI[HjaTa cama Io cebe He
3HAYeIlle W 3a3eMarbe Ha MOJUTUYKHU CTaB WJIM AHTa-
’KMaH, Meryroa u300poT 3a paboTa co JIEKOHCTPYKITHjaTa
BO JI/IEHU ITOJIUTUYIKH U KYJITYPHU YCIIOBH, HOAUTHUYKU
3HAYeEIlle MHOTY.

HHTepnpeTupaHuoT U KouduKyBaH Jlepuaa u Heropa-
Ta JIEKOHCTPYKIH]ja 6ea CKPOEHH KaKO CIIPOTHCTABYBAbE
Ha aHaJIWTUYKaTa puiocoduja, KaKo eMaHalyja Ha UH-
TeJIEKTyaJTHaTa KPUTHYKA CTEPHJIHOCT U KOH3€PBATHB-
M3aM U Ha XEreMOHU3MOT Ha aHIJVIO-aMEPUKAHCKOTO
omrecTBo. Bo kpajHa inHMja, MUPOJ/byOUBaTa KOET'3HC-
TeHIIMja Ha JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUTE U KOH3€PBATHBHUTE
MapKCHCTH ce TeMeJlellle Ha OTIIOP KOH OHa Ha Koe berle
CIIPOTHUCTaBEH U aHITI0POHCKUOT Jlepua.

JleKOHCTPYKTUBMCTUYKU recTOBU

Ha oBme mTypo cKUIIMpaHU CiIydyBarba O MOXKeJse Ja
IIOTJIEJTHEME KaKO Ha OeKOHCIIpYKIusUCU4KU 2ec-
iosu. bu cakays ma ce mpUMar Kako HEMITO INTO TO
ONKpYyXyBa ,Jlepuna“, kako peHOMEHN KOU HaKO U3-
IJIeZ]aaT HEBAXKHU U TPUBUjAJIHH, IO UCIIOJIHYBAaT yCJI0-
BOT Jla OU/IaT MIPETCTaBeHN KaKO OYUTYBama Ha JIEKOH-
cTpyknujarta. JJOKOJIKY ,JIEKOHCTPYKIIHjaTa“ He ce Of-
HecyBa caMo Ha oHa mTo Jlepyusia ro npaBu BO CBOUTE
TEKCTOBU, TYKy Taa KaKO HHU3a O] pa3rpazdu (meKoH-
CTPYKIIMH) C€ CIydyBa BO Pa3JIMYHU ,TEKCTOBH" KaKO
IIITO € UCKYCTBOTO WJIH OMIITECTBOTO, TOTAIl HACTAHUTE

was and still is used as a language of the new intellec-
tuals; its intention provides peaceful co-existence with
the conservative Marxists. I think that what was really
going on was the following: working on deconstruction
by itself did not also mean assuming of a political stand-
ing or engagement, however the choice to deal with de-
construction in certain political and cultural conditions,
politically meant a lot.

The interpreted and codified Derrida and his decon-
struction were tailored as confrontation to analytical
philosophy, as an emanation of intellectual critical ste-
rility and conservatism and of the hegemony of Anglo-
American society. Finally, the peaceful co-existence of
the deconstructionists and conservative Marxists was
based on resistance to what the Anglophonic Derrida
was opposed to.

Deconstructionist Gestures

We could look at these vaguely sketched events as de-
constructionist gestures. I would like them to be taken
as something that surrounds ‘Derrida’, as phenomena
that, although seemingly insignificant and trivial, com-
ply with the condition of being presented as readings
of deconstruction. If ‘deconstruction’ does not relate
only to what Derrida does in his texts, but happens in
different ‘texts’ such as experience or society as a set of
de-constructions (deconstructions), then we can follow
the events that accompany ‘Derrida’ as deconstructions.
However, this does not concern some biographical,
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KOW TO cienar ,Jlepuzma“ Moxkeme 7la TU IPOCJIEAUME
KaKo JIEKOHCTPYKIIUK. Meryroa, He cTaHyBa 300p 3a He-
KakBa brorpadcka, COIHMOJIONIKA WJIH KYJITYpHA aHAJIN3a
Ha HacTaHUTE MOBP3aHU o ,Jlepuma“, co pazdbupamwero
Ha HErOBUTE CIIHCH, BJIMjAaHHETO IITO TOj TO MMa Ha
Pa3HHU UHCTAHIY BO Pa3JINYHU KOHTEKCTHU WJIH IIEPUOIH,
Pa3HUTE OYeKyBama 0Ji HEr0 CAaMHUOT, TYKy ce paboTH 3a
cylefiere Ha OJIpeZIeHH 2eciliosu IITO Ce MpaBaT BO THE
pamku. [Ipumepu 3a TakBU recToBU UMa MHOTY. ITpoge-
cuoHaau3ayujaiia Ha JeKOHCTPYKTUBUCTHIKHUTE UHUTA-
1A, 0YeKYB8arailla 3a TOJIUTHYKA WHTEPIpeTaIyja Ha
~JAEKOHCTPYKIHjaTa“, Oaparailia 3a Hej3UHA alau-
KattiusHoCll, Hej3UHATA Helpu@ailiaueocili Kako GUIo-
codwuja wu tipudailieHoCll KAKO OJPeIEH CBETOIJIE], CEe
caMo JieJl OJ] MOJKHUTE 2eciliogUu KOW MOXKeMe Jla TH
BOCIIpHEMaMe KaKO JIEKOHCTPYKTUBHU Mmecilia. XopH-
30HTOT HA OBHE HACTAHU HE IO TPAHCIEHAUPA XOPU30H-
TOT Ha ,JeKOoHCTpyKIiujaTta“. O aApyra cTrpaHa, CaMHUTe
2eciliosu ce HEIITO HAJIBOPEIIHO BO OJTHOC Ha JIEKOH-
CTPYKIMjaTa 3aToa IITO THUE M MPOTHUBPEYAT Ha HEj3U-
HaTa UHTEHIIN]ja, IOKAXKyBajKU ja BO HEKAKBO (QYHKITHO-
HAJTHO CBETJIO, OTKPHBAjKH ja Hej3WHATA IPAarMaTUYHOCT
Y OIIPaBJJaHOCT.

Pesarujata mery JeKOHCTPYKTUBUCTHYKHUTE T€CTOBU U
JIEKOHCTpyIHjaTa Ha ,Jlepuma“ 6u mMoxkesie Jia ja mper-
CTaBUME Ha CJIEJITHUOB HAUMH: KOTa ce IIpaBH 00U/ J1a ce
JIonupa, O/pesiy, CJIeU WM BO KpajHa JIMHUja, Ja ce
pasbepe ,,JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa“, OTHOCHO, /1a ce AeUHU-
paar, pasjacHaT WIH IIOCTaBaT OJIpEJEeHH MapaMeTpy Ha
KOXEPEHTHOCT, BCYIITHOCT Ce ITPaBU 00U/ Jia ce HaIrpaBaT
MMIUTAKAIIUY BO IIpaBell Ha Hej3UHAaTa BPEHOCT 3a, Ha
IIPUMED, AIVTMKATUBHOCT, UHTEJIEKTYaJIeH ITPU/I0HEC, IT0-
suThaka 6opba... He Bestam Jieka TaKBU UMILIMKAIIUY HE
MO’KE€ WJIM He CMee Jia ce IIpaBaT, HO 3a OBaa KJiaca
cIy4ad 3a KOHIINTO 300pyBaM, MMILUIMKaTHBHOCTA Ha
,JEKOHCTPYKIIHjaTa“ € KOHTEKCTyaTHAa paMKa Koja tipeil-

sociological or cultural analysis of the events relating
to ‘Derrida’, with an understanding of his writings,
the influence that he has on various instances in dif-
ferent contexts and periods, the various expectations
from him himself, it concerns the following of certain
gestures which occur within those frames. There are
many examples of such gestures. Professionalization of
deconstructive readings, the expectations for a political
interpretation of ‘deconstruction’, the requirements for
its applicability, its unacceptability as philosophy or
acceptance as a certain viewpoint, are only part of the
possible gestures that we can perceive as deconstructive
places. The horizon of these events does not transcend
the horizon of ‘deconstruction’. On the other hand, the
gestures themselves are something external in regard to
deconstruction because they oppose its intention, show-
ing it in some kind of a functional light, revealing its
pragmatism and vindication.

The relation between the deconstructive gestures and
the deconstruction of ‘Derrida’ could be presented in the
following manner: when an attempt is made to locate,
follow or, finally, to understand ‘deconstruction’, i.e. to
define, clarify or pose certain parameters of coherency,
actually an attempt is made to make implications in the
direction of its value for, for example, applicability, intel-
lectual contribution, political fight. I am not saying that
such implications cannot or may not be made, but for the
class of cases that I'm speaking about, implicativeness of
‘deconstruction’ is a contextual frame that precedes the
dialogue with ‘Derrida’. This feature of deconstruction
could be called ‘deconstructive exposure’: the always




Identities ) Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture, Vol. III, No. 2, Winter 2004

XoOu Ha IUjajioroT co ,,Jlepua“. OBa CBOjCTBO Ha J€KOH-
CTpyKIIjaTa OM MOXKeJle Ja To HapeyeMe ,JIeKOH-
CTPYKTUBHUCTHUYKA H3JI0JKEHOCT: BeKe CEeKOTalll IIOCTO-
€4Ka MOXKHOCT ,,JIEKOHCTpYKIIHjaTa“ /1a Oujie morpentHo
pasbpaHa, careHa WM TPOYUTAHA W HEj3MHATA WH-
TPUHCHUYHA KapaKTEPHUCTHKA Jla MOJKE Ce BITHIIE, JIa Ce
AKCHOMAaTHU3UPA UJIU IPArMAaTHYHO JIa Ce CTPYKTYHPA BO
OJIHOC Ha HEKOj KOHTEKCT.

JlajauspasumMe IpupoaTa Ha JEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUIKHUTE
reCTOBM IOITACTHYHO. Moxeme CJI000HO Ja KaskeMe
Jleka cuTe oOWUaM 3a aHaAJNM3a, MPETCTaByBambe, CIIO-
pellyBame, KpUTUYKO pasTiie/lyBarkbhe, CHCTEMATH3allHja,
JIMjaJior, pacipaBa 1 TH. ce camo MeTadopu, METOHUMHUH,
aHajioruu, QeTHIIN3anuy, WHCUHYaI[uu, apaboyi Ha
~JAeKOHCTpyKiujata Ha Jlepmaa“. Op npyra crpasa,
camaTa ,JIEeKOHCTPYKIIHja“, TOKMy IIOpaJil Hej3uHATa
BIUIIIAHOCT BO KYJTYPHHUTE, OJHOCHO BO HHCTHUTY-
IIMOHAJTHUTE TEKOBH, Ce U3.10Xcysa cebecu na Ouze
HACTaH Ha HEKOj JEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKH TecT. He e
M3JI0JKEHA Ha ITOHATAMOIIHU JIEKOHCTPYKIIUU, TYKYy Ha
HEKaKBO IIeJIOCHO u3MectyBambe. Co ipyru 300poBH, OHA
KOEIIITO ja MPeTCTaByBa MUMILUIMKATUBHOCTA Ha ,,JIEKOH-
CTpYKIHjaTa“, KOEIITO 1 ,,[IPETXO/IN“ KaKO Hej3WHA KOH-
TEKCTyaJIHA paMKa, € XePMEHEBTCKHOT XOPHU30HT Ha
O4YeKyBabe, KOj 110 CBOjaTa IPUPO/IA € PEAYKTUBUCTUUKH
U IIparMatuyeH. J[eKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUUKUTE T€CTOBU HE
ce HUINTO JAPYro TYKy HPOIeCH Ha OYUTYBame Ha
LJEKOHCTPYKIIFjaTa“ BO TEKOBHUTE JUCKYPCH Ha KyJI-

Typara.

CoouyBameTo €O TOj HpPEeAU3BUK HE IO OJAMUHYBA
HHUKOTO KOjIIITO € Ha HEKOj HAaYUH BO OJIHOC CO JIEKOH-
CTPYKTUBUCTUUKUTE noTdatu Ha [lepuna, ma aypu HU
camuor Jlepuzia kora ru OpaHu, pasjacHysa, KOMeH-
ffiupa CBOUTE TEKCTOBU WJIU CTOjAJIUINTA, CTABOBUTE,
CTOjaJIUINITa U JiejcTBaTa Ha JAPYTUTEe IMOBP3aHH CO ,Jie-

existent possibility of misinterpreting, misunderstand-
ing or misreading of ‘deconstruction’ and its intrinsic
characteristic to be inscribed, to be axiomized or prag-
matically structured in relation to some context.

Let us express the nature of deconstructive gestures
more plastically. We can freely say that all attempts
for analysis, presentation, comparison, critical observ-
ance, systematization, dialogue, argument, etc., are
only metaphors, metonymies, analogies, fetishizations,
insinuations, parables of the ‘deconstruction of Derrida’.
On the other hand, ‘deconstruction’ itself, precisely due
to its inscription in cultures, i.e. in institutional streams,
exposes itself to be an event of some deconstructionist
gesture. It is not exposed to further deconstructions, but
to some kind of total displacement. In other words, what
represents the implicativeness of ‘deconstruction’, that
precedes it as its contextual frame, is a hermeneutical
horizon of expectation; that is, reductionist and prag-
matic by nature. Deconstructive gestures are nothing
else but processes of reading ‘deconstruction’ in the cur-
rent discourses of culture.

Facing that challenge does not pass anyone that is in
some way in relation with the deconstructive under-
takings of Derrida, and even Derrida himself, when he
defends, clarifies, comments his own texts or the view-
points and actions of others connected to ‘deconstruc-
tion’. Those that formalize ‘Derrida’ and present him
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KoHcTpynujata®“. He ce offMHUHATH HUTYy OHHE KOU TO
dopmanusupaar ,/lepusna“ v ro mpercraByBaaT KakKo
3HAewe, HUTY OHHE KOWINTO IIPENO3HaBaaT HEKAKOB
BUCTHHCKH, paB /lepua ¥ MOTPENIHO MPEeTCTaBEHUOT
- naxxuuot [epuna. He ce ogMUHATH HUTY OHUE KOH
ro otdpsaaT HETOBOTO €0 TBPJAEjKU JleKa BO HETO
HeMa HUINTO WHTenuru6OwiHo. [IpeamsBunure Ha Je-
KOHCTPYKTHUBHUCTHYIKHUTE TECTOBU C€ TOJIKY TOJIEMU, IIITO
ce IUIalIaM Jieka Ke IpeAN3BHKaaT HeZopa30Oupama U
JIWJIEMH OKOJIy 3HAaYeHeTo U MecTOoTo Ha Jlepuza ymire
IIOTOJIEMHU OJf IOCETALITHUTE.

AHanutnuko/KoHTuHeTanHo

[Ipamamara TOBpP3aHU CO JEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTHUIKUTE
reCTOBU Ce Tpallamkma 3a CUTYHMPAaHOCTA HA JIEKOH-
CTpyKIMjaTa. AHAJIM3aTa Ha TAKBUTE 'eCTOBU € IOBeKe-
KpaTHa, cO Toa IITO ce (POKycHupa Ha HEKOJIKY ACIIEKTHU:
Ha CO/Ip’KMHATA Ha camara JIeKOHCTPYKIIHMja, Ha HEj3UH-
HOT CTaTyC U Ha KOHTEKCTOT BO KOj ce BOAH JUjaJIOTOT CO
IIPETXOJHUTE JBa acnekra. [I[ppuMepoT HA JIEKOHCTPYK-
TUBUCTUYKU T'eCT IITO CaKaM /Ia TO IPUKaKaM Ce Of[He-
CyBa Ha CHTYHPAHOCTa Ha JIEKOHCTPYKIIHjaTa BO KOHTEK-
CTOT Ha JMJjIOTOT aHAJUTHYKA/KOHTUHEHTaJIHA (u-
socoduja. Toa e MOIITHE HHTEPECEH CIIyYaj MIOPAIH CIIe-
nuduUUHaTa CTPYKTYPHUPAHOCT Ha KOHTEKCTOT. Of eqHa
CTpaHa e OOHOT Jla ce BOCIIOCTaBH Jiujajior co Jlepuma
0/l aHAJINTUYKA IIEPCIIEKTUBA, ITOCTOjaHO aKIEeHTUPAjKH
ro Mpo0JIEMOT Ha OTHOCOT aHATUTHYKA/ KOHTUHEHTATHA
dunocoduja. Ox gpyra cTpaHa, AUjasOroT IOCTOjaHO TO
OTBOpA IMPAIIAHETO 32 CTATYCOT M IIPUIIATHOCTA HA TEK-
croBuTe Ha Jlepuza: npunaraar ju Tue Ha duaocodu-
jara wiu He, ICTOBPEMEHO OTBOPAjKH T'0 IPoOJIEMOT Ha
BIIMIIIAHOCTA HA IEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa BO PAMKUTE HA KOH-
TUHEHTaJIHaTa dunocoduja. OBOj KOHTEKCT IO CMETaM
3a 0coODEHO Ba)KeH 3aToa IITO OTBOPA U HEKU JIPYTH

as knowledge, are also not surpassed, neither are those
that recognize some real, true Derrida and a falsely pre-
sented, fake Derrida. Neither are those surpassed that
cast away his work claiming that there is nothing intelli-
gible in it. The challenges of deconstructive gestures are
so great that I fear that they will provoke even greater
misunderstandings and dilemmas than the present ones
concerning the meaning and place of Derrida.

Analytical/Continental

Questions in regard to deconstructive gestures are issues
on the establishment of deconstruction. The analysis of
such gestures is manifold due to the fact that it focuses on
several aspects: on the contents of deconstruction itself,
on its status and on the context in which the dialogue
is led within the two previous aspects. The example
of a deconstructionist gesture that I wish to portray
concerns the position of deconstruction in the context
of the dialogue analytical/continental philosophy. That
is quite an interesting case due to the specific structure
of the context. On one hand, there is the attempt to
establish a dialogue with Derrida from an analytical
perspective, constantly accentuating the problem of
the relation analytical/continental philosophy. On the
other hand, the dialogue constantly opens the issue
of the status and belonging of Derrida’s texts: do they
belong in philosophy or do they not, at the same time
opening the concern of inscription of deconstruction
within continental philosophy. I consider this context
as particularly important because it also opens up
some other topics, such as those on the ’Anglophonic
Derrida’, that I mentioned at the beginning of this text,
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TEeMH, KaKo IIITO ce OHUE 3a ,aHTI0pOHCKUOT Jlepuma“
KOHU T CIIOMEHAB Ha II0YETOKOT HAa TEKCTOB, HO ¥ TEMUTE
KaKo IIITO ce MpaliameTo Ha GriaocoGCKUOT CTUIL, JIUT-
€papHOCTa UK MOKHOCTA 32 hopMan3alyja Ha JIeKOH-
crpyknujata. Erzemmimdukanujata Ha JEeKOHCTPYK-
TUBUCTUYKUTE T€CTOBU CE€ jaByBa Ha I'PDAHUIIUTE U ja-
3JITe Ha JIaJIEHUOT KOHTEKCT, BO GOPMH KOU BOOOMYaeHO
ce CMeTaaT UPeJIEBAaHTHHU 3a €[JHA CYIITHHCKA COZp-
JKMHCKA aHanu3a. JleTeknujata Ha CUMITOMUTE € II0-
YeTHOTO HUBO HA KO€ U Ke Cce 3aJ[prKaM.

dunocodujara, KakBa IITO ja IO3HABAME JIEHEC Zl0ara BO
eZlHa JUXOTOMHA (popMa, MMEHO, KaKO AHAJUTHYKA U
KOHTHHeHTaTHa (Quiocoduja. Mako Ha mpB moryiern
MO2Ke /1a U3IJIeJla Jileka cTaHyBa 300p 3a HeKaKBa yCJIOB-
HAa U eKCTPUHCHUYHA 110/ies10a Ha TeJIOTO Ha (prtocod-
CKHOT KOPIIyC, paclipaBUTE 3a PA3JIUKUTE CE€ IOBEKe
MMOKa)KyBaaT JieKa CTaHyBa 300p, MO)keOH, 3a IOCYIII-
THHCKA moziesiba. Mima Hu3a mpuHIUNIM Ha mojesba -
MIOYHYBAjKH Of TEXHUYKHU Ipaliama Ha ¢uiocodujata
KaKo JUCITUIINHA, T1a CE /0 HEj3UHUTE COIUjaTHH acIie-
KTH - CO KOM Ha HAjINPEKTeH HAauWH Ce ITOCTABYBa
MpaIIameTo 32 CTAaTyCOT U MECTOTO Ha dustocodujaTa BO
ommTectBoTo. IIpamamara 3a NpUHIUINTE Ha Jeaba
MOXKe Jla ce IocTaByBaT MeTaduaocopcku, MITO MpU-
JIOHECyBa 3a OJIpe/leHa HAITHATOCT IIOMeTy IPUpo/iaTa Ha
THe MPUHIUIIA: HAITHATOCTA MOMely HOPMAaTHUBHUOT U
JIeCKPUIITUBHUOT ACIIEKT.

Moskebu HajaAUpPEKTHUOT CyAup Jocera, momery aHa-
JuTUYKaTa puiocoduja 1 IeKOHCTPyKIMjaTa Ha Jlepu-
Jla BO IIOIJIeJT HA KpUTepuymure 3a (puiocodckoro,
3a MpUIagHOCTa KOH ¢miocodpujaTa, BKIYIYBAjKU TH
CUTE OHHE aCIeKTU KOU T'M CIIOMEHABME, Ce CIIYYH I10
IIOBOJ] HAa3HAUyBameTO Ha /Jlepuza 3a IMOYECeH JIO0K-
Top Ha YHuBep3ureToT Kembpur. ITo Toj moBog Gerre
WCIIPAaTEHO OTBOPEHO NHCMO, TMOTHUIIAHO 07 Bepu

but also the topics such as the issue on philosophical
style, literariness or the possibility of formalization
of deconstruction. Exemplification of deconstructive
gestures appears on the borders and loops of the given
context, in forms that are usually considered irrelevant
for an essential contents’ analysis. The detection of the
symptoms is the starting level and to it I will give my
attention.

Philosophy as we know it today comes in a dichotomic
form, namely as analytical and continental philosophy.
Although at first glimpse it may seem that it concerns
some conditional and extrinsic classification of the
philosophical corpus, arguments on the differences
reveal more and more that the issue concerned is,
maybe, a more essential classification. There is a set of
classification principles — starting with the technical
questions of philosophy as a discipline, and reaching
to its social aspects — with which the question on the
status and place of philosophy in society is posed in the
most direct manner. The questions on the principles of
classification may be posed metaphilosophically, which
contributes to the certain tension between the nature of
those principles: the tension between the normative and
descriptive aspect.

Maybe the most direct clash until now, of analytical
philosophy and Derrida’s deconstruction regarding the
criteria of philosophical, of belonging to philosophy,
including all aspects that we mentioned, happened
on the occasion of Derrida’s receiving of an honorary
degree at the University of Cambridge. On that occasion,
an open letter was sent, signed by Barry Smith, editor,
at that time, of the respected magazine The Monist and
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Cmur (Barry Smith), Torames ypelHUK Ha yIJIEAHOTO
crircaHue ,MOHHUCT® U YIIITe OJT MHOTY APYTH GUI0cOobH
0/l aHAJINTHYKA ITPOBEHHUEHIIH]ja, Mel'y KOM 1 HKOHaTa Ha
a”HasuThukara ¢uiocodpuja Burap Ban Opman Ksaju
(Willard Van Orman Quine).

00 tipogpecopoiti Bepu Cmuiti u Opyau:
Tuwmec (JlounoH), cabota, 9 Maj, 1992

TFocrionune, YuuBep3uteroT KemOpun Ha 16-TH Maj ke
taca ganu rocrnoauHot JKak Jlepusia Tpeba ia ro npumMu
II04YecHUOT AokTopat. Hue kako ¢unocodu u fpyrure Kou
MOoKarkaa akaZleMCcKo U npodeCHOHATTHO UHTEPeCUPabe 3a
U3BOHpeAHATa Kapuepa Ha r-H /lepusa BO TEKOT Ha OBUE
TOZIMHU, BEpyBaMe JieKa CJIeHOBO OU Mokesio /1a ja ¢pau
nmoTpebHAaTa CBET/IMHA HA jaBHATa JiebaTa KOjallTo ce IIo-
BeJle 3a OBa IIpallame.

I'-u Jlepuma cebecu ce omwminyBa Kako ¢uiocod, u
HETrOBUTE CIIMCH HABHUCTHHA HOCAT HEKaKBU obeJiexkja Ha
Taa aucnuiuinHa. Cemak, HUBHOTO BJIMjaHWe OWJIO, Ha
3a4Yy/lyBayKO HUBO, PEUNCH HMCKJIYIUTETHO BO chepu Kou
He I mpumaraat Ha ¢umocodujaTa — KaTeapu 3a GUIMCKU
CTYyAWU, HAa TpPUMEpP, WIH 3a (paHIyCKa U aHIJIUCKA
JIUTEPATypa.

Bo ounTte Ha punocoduTe, U cekako Mery oHre Kou paborat
Ha BoZieukH GMIOCO(CKU KaTeIpU BO CBETOT, paboTaTa Ha
r-g Jlepuia He TU HCIIOJIHYBa NpudaTeHUTe CTaHAApAU 32
jacHOCT ¥ IPeU3HOCT.

Hue 6u nojaste nexa, JOKOJIKY J€JI0TO Ha eJleH (1a peueMe)
(usuuap 6u ce 3eMaso Kako Jja UMa BPETHOCT IIPBEHCTBEHO
3a OHHME KO paboTaT BO PYTH JAUCIHHUILIMHU, TOA CAMO II0
cebe Ou OWJIO JOBOJIHO 3a /1a ce HAMETHE COMHEX BP3
ujiejaTa geka Toj pusudap 6u 6 COOIBETEH KAaHIUAAT 32
IOYeceH JIOKTOP.

by many other philosophers of analytical provenience,
among which the icon of analytical philosophy Willard
van Orman Quine.

From Professor Barry Smith and others:
The Times (London), Saturday, May 9, 1992

Sir, The University of Cambridge is to ballot on May 16
on whether M. Jacques Derrida should be allowed to go
forward to receive an honorary degree. As philosophers and
others who have taken a scholarly and professional interest
in M. Derrida’s remarkable career over the years, we believe
the following might throw some needed light on the public
debate that has arisen over this issue.

M. Derrida describes himself as a philosopher, and his writ-
ings do indeed bear some of the marks of writings in that
discipline. Their influence, however, has been to a striking
degree almost entirely in fields outside philosophy -- in
departments of film studies, for example, or of French and
English literature.

In the eyes of philosophers, and certainly among those
working in leading departments of philosophy throughout
the world, M. Derrida’s work does not meet accepted stand-
ards of clarity and rigour.

We submit that, if the works of a physicist (say) were simi-
larly taken to be of merit primarily by those working in oth-
er disciplines, this would in itself be sufficient grounds for
casting doubt upon the idea that the physicist in question
was a suitable candidate for an honorary degree.
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Kapuepara Ha r-H /lepuza e BKOpeHeTa BO BO30OyAIMBUTE
JIEHOBU Ha '60-TUTE U HETOBUTE CIIMCU BO KOHTUHYHUTET IO
OTKPHUBAAaT CBOETO IOTEKHYBaMe 071 TOj Iepuosi. MHory of
HUB Ce YIHU JIeKa Ce COCTOjaT, ¥ Toa BO 3HAYNTEJIEH JIEJI, O
€71a00pUPaHU IIETH U CJINYHU ja3UYHU UTPH KAKO ,,JIOTUYKHU
danycanuu® u HU ce YMHU JleKa I-H Jepra peurcu ycmean
Jla U3Tpajiyl Kaprepa o7 OHa LITO HUe o cMeTaMe 3a IIpe-
BeZlyBame BO akajieMckaTa cdepa Ha TPUKOBU U JIOCETKU
CIMYHU Ha OHHE Ha [lafjaucTuTe WM HA KOHKDETHUTE
moetu. CeKako JieKa TOj BO TOj IOIJIE] IMOKaXKa MPHINYHA
opuruHaiHocT. Ho, TOBTOpHO /071aBaMe, TakBaTa OPUTU-
HaJIHOCT He ¥ JIaBa TeKWHA Ha U/ejaTa JeKa TOj € COOJ{BETEH
KaHAUAAT 32 TI0YECeH JOKTOP.

Muory ¢pannycku ¢uiocodpu Bo r-H /Jlepupa riezaat
€ZIMHCTBEHO II0BO/I 32 IIPUKPHEH cPaM OJf TOA IIITO HETOBUTE
Oynasieema MpUI0HECOA MHOTY KOH IIMPOKO TPUDATEHHOT
BIIEYATOKOT JIeKa coBpeMeHara ¢paHiyycka ¢uiocodpuja e
HEIIITO MAJIKy IIOBEKE O] IIPEIMET 32 UCMEBAIBE.

ObemuuTe crrcu Ha r-H Jlepuza, copes Hac, TH pacrer-
HyBaaT BoOOMYaeHUTe (pOopMH Ha aKazieMCKO paboTere 10
CTelleH Ha HEIpPeNno3HaTiuBocT. U yiuTe moBeke — Kako
IIITO MOKE JIa 3aKJIyIH CEKOj yurarest 3a cebe (a, 32 oBaa
IIeJT He € BaKHO KO0ja CTpaHHUIla Ke ce 3eMe) — BO HETOBUTE
CIIMCH € YIIOTpeOeH CTWJI Ha MHUIIyBalbe KOj M IPKOCH Ha
pasbupimBocTa.

MuorymuHa nokaxkasue go6pa Bosja Ha r-H Jlepuna na my
Zla/1aT IaHca U 71a ja OcTaBaT MOYKHOCTA eZIeH TOJIKY JI71aboK
U TEKOK 33 WHTEPIIPETUPAIbe ja3HUK Ja KpHe HaBUCTHHA
I71a00KHU U CYIITHJIHA MUCJIH.

MefyToa, KOra Ke ce HallpaBU HATIOP /14 Ce HaBJIe3€ BO HETO,
celak CTaHyBa jacHO, 6apeM HaM HU CTaHyBa jacHO, JieKa, U
KOra BOOIITO Ce a/IeHN KOXePEHTHU TBP/EHA, THE Ce WU
JIQKHU WIU TPUBUjAITHU.

M. Derrida’s career had its roots in the heady days of the
1960s and his writings continue to reveal their origins in
that period. Many of them seem to consist in no small part
of elaborate jokes and the puns ”logical phallusies” and
the like, and M. Derrida seems to us to have come close to
making a career out of what we regard as translating into
the academic sphere tricks and gimmicks similar to those
of the Dadaists or of the concrete poets. Certainly he has
shown considerable originality in this respect. But again, we
submit, such originality does not lend credence to the idea
that he is a suitable candidate for an honorary degree.

Many French philosophers see in M. Derrida only cause
for silent embarrassment, his antics having contributed
significantly to the widespread impression that
contemporary French philosophy is little more than an
object of ridicule.

M. Derrida’s voluminous writings in our view stretch the
normal forms of academic scholarship beyond recognition.
Above all -- as every reader can very easily establish for
himself (and for this purpose any page will do) -- his works
employ a written style that defies comprehension.

Many have been willing to give M. Derrida the benefit of the
doubt, insisting that language of such depth and difficulty of
interpretation must hide deep and subtle thoughts indeed.

When the effort is made to penetrate it, however, it becomes
clear, to us at least, that, where coherent assertions are be-
ing made at all, these are either false or trivial.
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AXaJIeMCKH CTaTyC KOjIITO Ce 3aCHOBA BP3 OHA IIITO HAM HU
ce YMHH KaKO HEIITO MAJIKy MOBEKe O] TOJIOBUYHO UHTEJIET-
UOWIHN HalaJy BP3 BPEIHOCTUTE HA pPa3yMOT, BUCTHHATA
U aKaJIEMCKOTO paboTerme, HE € JIOBOJIEH ITOBOJ, CMETaMe
HUeE, 32 JI0/IeJTyBatbe Ha ITOYeCeH JOKTOPAT MPH eZleH IeHET
VHUBEP3UTET.
Co mouwur,
Bepu Cmut (Ypenuuk Ha MoHuci)

Xanc AnbGepr (ManxajMcku yHuBep3urter), /[lejBun
Apmcrponr (Cuzmnu), Pyr Bapkan Mapkyc (Jemwn), Kut
Kamn6en (Cumuan), Puyapy naycep (Hojmares), Pygoad
Xanmep (I'pam), Macumo Myruaum (Pupenna), Kesun
Masnuran (PKenea), Jlopenro Ilewa (Magpua), Bumaps
Bad Opman Ksaju (Xapsaps), Bondraur Pox (UuCOpyK),
Kapn HIyman (YTpexr), Haumen Iynrxec (Hojmaren),
ITutep Cumonc (Canoypr), Perne Tom (Byp — cyp -HBer),
Hamac Bunapza (Jloc Annenec), Jaun Bosiencku (Kpakos)
Internationale Akademie fiir Philosophie, Obergass 75,
9494S Schaan, Liechtenstein.

Peuncu ucroBpemeHno, /lepuja BO €IHO HHTEPBjy IO
KOMEHTHpAIIIE 0BOj HACTaH:

[Ipamamero 72 ce 3Hae IITO MOXe Jla Ce Hapeue
»~prmocodpuja“ orcekoram 6HII0 camoilio TUpawuarbe Ha
¢unocodujara, HejsuHATA CPLIEBUHA, HEJ3UHOTO IIOTEKJIO,
HEJ3UHUOT >KUBOTEH MPUHIIUIL. BUJIejKU OBOj recT, KOjIITo
MPBOOUTHO W KOHCTUTYTHUBHO € (MIocodCKU TecT, € U
MOBTOPYBAaH M WCIUTYBaH BO CE IITO IHUIIMyBaM, OUejKu
Mojara paboTa 61 HeMasia HUKaKBa cMuciIa 6e3 Hej3UHOTO
€KCIUIMITUTHO, TIOBTOPYBAYKO M CUCTEMATCKO IIOBUKYBAaHe
Ha Ilnaron, Apwucroren, Jlekapt, Kant, Xeren, Huue,
Xycepsn, Xajaerep ¥ HEKOJKYMHWHA APYTd aBTOpU (wiu
0/l KAaHOHOT WJIU He), NTOBUKYyBakha HAaIllpaBeHH BO TEKOT
Ha TpHieceT TOJUHH, MOTHBUTE HA OHME KOHM cakaaT Jia
HerupaaT Jeka MojaTta pabora e ,puaocoduja“ mopa ma

Academic status based on what seems to us to be little more
than semi-intelligible attacks upon the values of reason,
truth, and scholarship is not, we submit, sufficient grounds
for the awarding of an honorary degree in a distinguished
university.

Yours sincerely,
Barry Smith (Editor, The Monist)

Hans Albert (University of Mannheim), David Armstrong
(Sydney), Ruth Barcan Marcus (Yale), Keith Campbell
(Sydney), Richard Glauser (Neuchatel), Rudolf Haller
(Graz), Massimo Mugnai (Florence), Kevin Mulligan
(Geneva), Lorenzo Pena (Madrid), Willard van Orman
Quine (Harvard), Wolfgang R6d (Innsbruck), Karl
Schuhmann (Utrecht), Daniel Schulthess (Neuchétel),
Peter Simons (Salzburg), René Thom (Burs-sur-Yvette),
Dallas Willard (Los Angeles), Jan Wolenski (Cracow)
Internationale Akademie fiir Philosophie, Obergass 75,
9494S Schaan, Liechtenstein.

Almost at the very same time, Derrida commented on
this event in an interview:

The question of knowing what can be called “philosophy”
has always been the very question of philosophy, its heart,
its origin, its life-principle. Since this gesture, which is
originally and constitutively a philosophical gesture, is
both repeated and examined in everything I write, since my
work would have no sense outside its explicit, recurrent,
and systematic references to Plato, Aristotle, Descartes,
Kant, Hegel, Nietzsche, Husserl, Heidegger, and several
other authors (whether in the canon or not), references
made over a period of thirty years, the motives of those who
wish to deny that my work is “philosophy” must be sought
elsewhere. That is their problem, not mine. Most often,
I think these inquisitors confuse philosophy with what
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ce OapaaT Ha Apyro mecto. Toa e HUBEH mpobJieM, a He
Moj. Hajuecto cMeram [ieKa OBHE KECTOKU HCIIHTYBAYH
ja memaat ¢mwiocodujaTa co Toa IITO T'U HAYJHIE Jia TO
petipodyuupaaili BO TpaAWIjaTa ¥ CTHIOT Ha OApeIeHa
WHCTUTYIIHja, BO pPaMKUTe Ha MOM0OpO WJIM IIOJIOIIO
YyyBaHa — WX 0I06PO, MOJIOIIO U TOMAJIKY 06PO YyBaHA
— ONIITECTBEHA U ITpOdECHOHATHA CPEANHA.

Kosiky 1 72 ce pa3jiMYHU MOTUBUTE 32 OIEHKUTE 3a
YCITEIITHOCTA UJIA HEYCITEITHOCTA Ha JIEKOHCTPYKI[AjaTa 1
Ha /lepria Kako Hej3UH IPOTArOHUCT, €THO € HECOMHEHO
CUTYpDHO: BeKe TpueceT U IoBeke roguuu [lepupa He
ycrea Aa ja DOOJMMKU JEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa 0 HETOBUTE
HQjroJIeMHU KPUTHUYApH, a HUTY THe, (UIocodpuTe of
QHAJINTUYKATa IIPOBEHUEHIMja HEe H3HAjAoa HAYMH
Jla ja PEeKOHCTPyHWpaaT HMMIUIMIUTHATA JOKTPUHA Ha
Hepunaosara pmwiocodbuja. HuBHUTE COMHEXH, 1A AYPU
U npenybeayBama 3a MOCTOmE (Pritocodpcka JOKTPUHA
BO paborarta Ha [lepmzaa, Toj T oxpabpyBlle cO HHU3a
,CTAaBOBU“ M ,3a0esIeNKN", TIa JIypu 1IN Iacaku O/
HETOBUTE KHUTU U TEKCTOBH 3a TOA Kako duiocodpujara
He MO’Ke HUTY yCIIeBa Jla TO BUU WJIH J]a TO OMPEeTH
TOA IIITO TOj 0 PaOOTH U KOH KOEIIITO ce oOpaka.

Heycnexor Ha obujauTe 3a apryMeHTHpaHa pacipaBa
BOJIellle KOH TaKaHApEeYHOTO eiliuuko duTambe Ha Jle-
pusia, HAJMHOTY U3PA3eHO BO TPYAOBHUTE Ha aBTOPHUTE
kako mro ce: Cajmon Kpuwru (Simon Critchley), I'a-
jarpu CnuBak (Gayatri Spivak), Ileppu Benunrron
(Geoffrey Bennington), Ilon Kamyro (John Caputo),
ITon Casnmc (John Sallis), dpycuna Kopuen (Drucilla
Cornell). [lejpug T'omambuja (David Golumbia), enen
OJ IPOTAarOHUCTUTE HA ellluuKOoilo unTame Ha lepuaa,
HMCTAaKHyBa JIeKa CO TAKBHOT IIPHUCTAll OBO3MOXKYBa Jia
ce pasbepe JlepuzoBaTa MHTEPBEHIIHja BO 3amajHaTa
JIUCKYp3WBHa Ipakca HapeueHa ¢uiocoduja, omHOC-
HO, HETOBUTE JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKUA TE€CTOBH BO pe-

they have been taught to reproduce in the tradition and
style of a particular institution, within a more or less well
protected—or rather, less and less well protected—social
and professional environment.

However different the motives for the assessments of
the successfulness or unsuccessfulness of deconstruc-
tion and of Derrida as its protagonist, one thing is un-
doubtedly certain: in thirty years and more, Derrida has
not yet succeeded in bringing deconstruction closer to
his greatest critics, nor have they, the philosophers of
analytical provenience, found a way to reconstruct the
implicit doctrine of Derrida’s philosophy. Their doubts,
prejudice even, about the existence of a philosophical
doctrine in Derrida’s work, were supported by him with
a set of ‘views’ and ‘notes’, and even entire passages of
his books and texts on how philosophy cannot do so, nor
succeeds in seeing or determining what he works and
what he addresses.

The unsuccessfulness of the attempts for an arguable
argument led to the so-called ethical reading of Der-
rida, strongly expressed in the works of authors such as:
Simon Critchley, Gayatri Spivak, Geoffrey Bennington,
John Caputo, John Sallis, Drucilla Cornell. David Go-
lumbia, one of the protagonists of the ethical reading
of Derrida, makes a point that such an approach allows
for the understanding of Derrida’s intervention in the
Western discursive practice called philosophy, i.e. his
deconstructionist gestures in the relations between the
activity called philosophy and the production of what is
called philosophical doctrines. According to Golumbia,
what this reading of Derrida implies is Derrida’s posi-
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JIaruTe IoMery akTUBHOCTA HapeueHa ¢uiocoduja u
IIPOJIyKIMjaTa Ha OHA IITO ce HapeKyBa (umocodcku
noktpunu. Cropes I'osam6uja, OHa IITO OBAa UHUTAHE
Ha Jlepuya ro uMimnypa e craBot Ha Jlepuga KoH 3a-
aJIHaTa aHAJIUTUYKA prtocodrja: HaKo aHAJIUTHIKATA
dunocoduja, oHaKa KaKo IITO € KOHCTUTYHPaHa, IPeT-
craByBa 00OW/ 3a 0€rcrBo O HMCTOpPHjaTa, Hej3MHATA
cerairHa II0CTaBeHOCT, Hej3MHATa KOHIIENTyaIHa arnapa-
Typa U METOZI0JIOTHja He ce HUIITO JIPYTro TYKy Hej3uHa
OTeJIOTBOPEHOCT U CUTYHPAHOCT BO UCTOpHjaTa:

Ha ce ananusupa ,,bWIOCOPCKUOT AUCKYPC” BO HEromaTa
¢opma, HEroBUTE Pa3HU KOMIIO3UIINHU, HETOBATA PETOPHKA,
HeropuTe MeTadOpH, HETOBUOT ja3WK, HETOBUTE (DUKIIUH,
Cce IITO M IPOTHUBPEYH Ha MPEBOJIMBOCTA, M TaKa HAaTaMy,
He 3HAYH TOj /Ia ce CBe/ie Ha ynteparypa. Toa Iypu u e BO
rojieM cremeH ¢uiaocodcka 3amadya (Mako He OCTaHyBa
dunocobcka Bo CHOT HEj3UH TeK), Ja Ce HCTPaKyBaar
oBue ,popMu“ Kou moBeke He ce camMo (GOpPMH, KaKO U
MOJQTUTETHUTE CIIOPEN KOU, CO MHTEPIIPETUPAHE HA TTOE3U-
jara u JuTepaTypara, MPUNUIIYBAjKW M HA IIOC/IEHATA
OTIIITECTBEH U MOJUTUYKHU CTATyC, U OOUAYBAIETO THE 1A
Ce HCKJIy4aT OJi HEj3SUHOTO COIICTBEHO TeJIO, aKa/IeMCKOTO
WHCTUTyHpame Ha driocodujara ja mobapa cBojaTa COII-
CTBEHA aBTOHOMHOCT, M IIPAaKTHKYBallle Henpudakame BO
OJTHOC Ha CBOjOT COIICTBEH ja3WK, OHA IINTO Ce HapeKyBa
»OYKBJIIHOCT® W TIHIIyBake BOOMIITO; Taka, TOa HE THU
Mperno3Ha BUCTHMHCKH HOPMUTE Ha COICTBEHUOT JTUCKYPC,
OJTHOCUTE TIOMery TOBOPOT U IHIITYyBAHETO, TOCTAIIKUTE Ha
KaHOHU3HUPAame Ha IIOT0JIEMH WM Ha TEKCTOBH 3a IIPUMED,
¥ Taka Haramy. OHUEe KOU [IPOTECTUPAAT IPOTUB CUTE OBUE
mpaliama caKaar /ja 3allITUTAT KOHKPETEH NHCTUTYIIHOHA-
JIeH aBTOPHUTET Ha (putocodujaTa, BO 00JIUKOT BO KOj Oelire
3aMp3HAT BO JIaJIeH MOMEHT. 3allTUTYyBajku ce cebecu
MIPOTUB OBHE Ipalllalkhba U IPOTUB TPaHCHOPMALMUTE KOU
mpaliamaTra I'd HaMeTHyBaaT WIH MPETIOCTABYyBaaT, THE
KCTO TaKa ja IITUTAT HHCTUTYIHjaTa oA pumocodujara.

tion towards western analytical philosophy: although
analytical philosophy, as it is constituted, represents an
attempt to escape from history, its current position, its
conceptual apparatus and methodology are nothing but
its embodiment and establishment in history:

To analyze “philosophic discourse” in its form, its modes
of composition, its rhetoric, its meta-phors, its language,
its fictions, everything that resists translation, and so
forth, is not to reduce it to literature. It is even a largely
philosophical task (even if it does not remain philosophical
throughout) to study these “forms” that are no longer just
forms, as well as the modalities according to which, by
interpreting poetry and literature, assigning the latter a
social and political status, and seeking to exclude them from
its own body, the academic institution of philosophy has
claimed its own autonomy, and practiced a disavowal with
relation to its own language, what you call “literality” and
writing in general; it thereby misrecognized the norms of its
own discourse, the relations between speech and writing,
the procedures of canonization of major or exemplary
texts, and so forth. Those who protest against all these
questions mean to protect a certain institutional authority
of philosophy, in the form in which it was frozen at a given
moment. By protecting themselves against these questions
and against the transformations that the questions call for
or suppose, they are also protecting the institution against
philosophy.
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BakBaTa mosunuja I'ostambwuja ja ryieja 1 BO Heromara
peakiuja Ha Adepara Kem6purl. Meryroa, BAKBOTO 00-
jacHyBame Ha O/THOCOT Ha JIeKOHCTPYKIMjaTa U aHaJIU-
TU4YKaTa procoduja ro U3BMeCcTyBa TEKUIITETO HA MOXK-
HOCTa 07 BOCIIOCTAaBYBa€ Ha AMjasioroT. Jlypu u z1a ce
MpU3Hae TPUBUjATHOCTA 32 HCTOPUCKATa ITOBP3aHOCT
nmomery duiocodpujaTa U IpoAyKIHjaTa Ha umocod-
CKUTe JOKTPUHU, OUUIJIETHA € IIpOMeHaTa Ha Te3UTe:
TeMUuTe U POKYCOT Ha MHTEPECOT Ha aHAJIUTUUYKaTa Qu-
socoduja 6ea U ce OHA IIITO MOXKE JIa Ce OKBATH(PUKYBa
KaKoO TeopHja U 3Haewme BO JlepusaoBuTe TEKCTOBU, HO
He W OHa 3a mTo 300pyBa l'osmambuja. Tpanchopma-
ujaTa Ha JIEKOHCTPYKIHjaTa BO WCTOPHICKA JOKTPHUHA
3a UCTOPUCKATA WHCTUTYIIHOHAJIM3UPAHOCT Ha (DHUII0CO-
(dujaTa m Hej3UHUTE AUCKYPCH, ja MPETBOpaA JIEKOH-
CTPYKIHjaTa BO €/IeH UCTOPUIIN3aM, U3MECTYBajKH ja U
TaKa HeNoITyJlapHaTa CJINKA Ha JAEKOHCTPYKIHjaTa KaKO
cepuo3zeH ¢umocodcku mordar.

KOHTeKCTOT 1ITO TO HyAW elliuuKollo YUTAke Ha JEKOH-
CTpYKIIFjaTa € IOBeKe IOJIUTUYKH U Toa Cce OOuayBa
JIEKOHCTPYKIIFjaTa /ia ja ,MCKOPHUCTU" 32 IIeJIM IIOMHAKBU
o71 OHHE IITO OM MOXKeJie Jja TH JIeTEKTHpaMe KaKO BO-
oOWYaeHN WHTEHIUHM HA JEKOHCTpPyKIujarta. Toa e mcro
TaKa eJHO PEeAYKTUBUCTHUYKO unTame Ha lepuna. Pemyk-
TUBHUCTHUYKU € ¥ PUKA30T Ha aHAJTUTHYKaTa (procoduja
KaKo IeJINHA U TMO3HWIMja IITO M Ce CIIPOTHUCTaByBa Ha
JleKOHCTpyKnujata. KiuIeTo KoemrTo ce MOBTOPYBa BO
n300pOT Ha aHWIHTHUYKUTE (Prmocopu WU CTAaBOBU 3a
auCTOPUYHOCTA HA usmocodujaTa u keytbaTa 3a HEKAKOB
YHUBep3aJieH JIOTUYKH ja3uK, ja MOKaKyBaaT WX HEWH-
dopmupaHoCTa HAa aBTOPUTE HA IPOETUYKOTO YUTAHE HITH
HerCcKpeHaTa U Heep Hamepa KOH myOsiukara. OHue 3a
KOH THe 300pyBaaT WJIU Ce YIITe Ce Ha TUIATHUTE CITHCOIIN
Ha /ip>kaBHUTe (DOH/IOBU 3a HayKa U 00pa3oBaHUe, WIH ce
BeKe WCTOpUja, a aUCTOPUCKUOT cTaB 3a (rutocodwujara,
JIOKOJIKY TIOCTO€JI BO TakBa (hopMa, € 3aMHUHAT CO HUB.

Golumbia also sees this position in his reaction to the
Cambridge Affair. However, this interpretation of the
relation of deconstruction and analytical philosophy
disturbs the base of the possibility of establishing a
dialogue. Even if the triviality of the historical bond
between philosophy and the production of philosophical
doctrines is recognized, the change in the theses
is obvious: the topics and the focus of the interest
of analytical philosophy were and are what can be
qualified as theory and knowledge in Derrida’s texts,
but not including what Golumbia is talking about.
The transformation of deconstruction in an historical
doctrine on historical institutionalization of philosophy
and its discourses turns deconstruction into an
historicism, thereby disturbing, the already unpopular
image of deconstruction as a serious philosophical
undertaking.

The context that is offered by the ethical reading of
deconstruction is one that is more political and it tries
to ‘use’ deconstruction for purposes other than those
that we could be able to detect as normal intentions
of deconstruction. It is also a reductionist reading of
Derrida.The portrayal of analytical philosophy as a
whole and a position that withstands deconstruction is
also reductionist. The reoccurring cliché in the choice
of the analytical philosophers or positions on the
ahistoricity of philosophy and the desiring of a universal
logical language, reveal either the uninformedness of
the authors of the pro-ethic reading or the insincerity
and dishonest intention towards the audience. Those
that they speak of are either still on the pay-rolls of state
science and educational funds, or are already history and
the ahistorical position on philosophy, if it ever were in
such form, is gone with them.
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Enna npyra rpyma aBTOpu ce oOWayBa /a NpHjAe KOH
JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa Of] €/IeH APYT aciekT. Tue HUTY ce
obuayBaar /fa TH WCTpakaT AOKTpuHUTE Ha [lepuna,
HUTY I1aK /Ia TO [TIOCTABaT BO HEKAKOB HcTOpHIu3aM. Tue
IIPOCTO ja CIIOpeAyBaar, TOJIKYyBaaT, BKPCTYBAT (QHUI0CO-
¢dujara Ha lepuzaa co puiocodpujaTa Ha AHATUTHIKUTE
dunocodu, kako mro ce aBuacon (Davidson), KsajH,
Butrenmraju, Cenepc. OBue nordaTtu Hemaiie j1a buiar
npudaTeHn Kako HEIITO HEBOOOWYAEHO [OKOJIKY He
cTaHyBalle 300p 3a HENITO IITO U3IJIe/la HECBEIJINBO.
Bo HHBHATa HaMBHA MCKPEHOCT HAa OHA IITO IO IIPaBar,
ITOHEKOTAIIl U3IJIe/Ia JIeKa € TOJIKY IIPUPO/IHA paboTa Ja
Ce CIIOpeZIaT TEOPHUUTE 32 jJa3UKOT U 3BHAYEHETO HA HEKOU
AHAIUTHYKA QUI0CO(PU CO HEKOUM EKCIUIMITUTHU aHaJI-
W3 WU CO PEKOHCTPYUPAHUTE Teopuu Ha Jlepuza.

Hajuectu nmpumepu Ha AUjaJIOT CO IEKOHCTPYKITHjaTa BO
KOHTEKCTOT Ha CIIOpeA0eHUTEe aHAU3U Ce CJTUYHOCTUTE
co ryeauIITaTa 3a jasukor Ha KBajH u Ha JlaBH/ICOH.
KoHcTaTHpaHuTe pa3/MKU ce OfHeCcyBaaT WM HA JIUC-
KYP3UBHUTE, CTHJICKUTE, ICTOPUCKUTE WM Ha brorpad-
CKHUTE KOHTEKCTH.

KoJsiky 1 /1a ce BakBUTe KOMIIAPAaTUBHU IIPUO/IH BO IIPUH-
U BO3MOXKHHU, CEMaK, HUBHHUOT JI€KOHCTPYKTHUBUC-
TUYKHU TECT Ce COTJIEZyBa BO €KCTpaImoJianijaTa Ha pas-
HOPOJHUTE JFICKYPCH BO €/[UHCTBEHA apryMeHTaTHBHA
MaTpurna. Maejara Ha ,,KOMIIapaTUBHUOT IIPUOJ" € /1a TH
IocTaBy (He /1a TM OHEBO3MOXKHU) ITPaBUJIaTa 3a TPAHC-
dopmanuja Ha HekakBa apryMeHTAaTHBHA JIMHU]jA, IO
KOja M HHU3 KOja apryMEHTHUTE O/ Pa3HOPOJHUTE JIHIC-
KypCH - OHUE Ha JIEKOHCTPYKI[UjaTa U OHHE Ha KOMIIa-
PUPAHUOT aHUTUTUYKYU Prtocod - ce HaIOBP3yBaaT BO
HEKaKBa 11eJ1ec000Pa3HOCT MO OAPEAEHO MPAIlahe UJIN
TeMa. 3a Ja ce HalpaBU TOA4, OCBEH IPUHIMIOT Ha
aHaJIOTHja KOJIITO BJIajiee BO WUHTEPIpeTaIujaTa, MmoT-
pebHO e 71a ce MpUKaXKke JIEKOHCTPYKIMjaTa BO aHAJIU-

Another group of authors is trying to approach
deconstruction from another aspect. They neither try
to study Derrida’s doctrines, nor to position it in some
kind of historicism. They simply compare, interpret,
cross Derrida’s philosophy with the philosophy of
the analytical philosophers such as Davidson, Quine,
Wittgenstein, Sellers. These undertakings would not have
been accepted as something unusual if something that
appears unanalysable was not concerned. In their naive
sincerity in what they are doing, it sometimes appears as
such a natural thing to compare the theories of language
and significance of certain analytical philosophers with
some explicit analyses or with Derrida’s reconstructed
theories.

The most common examples of dialogue with decon-
struction in the context of comparative analyses are the
similarities in the views on language of Quine and of
Davidson. The established differences concern either the
discursive, style, historical or biographical contexts.

However possible these comparative approaches may be
in principle, yet their deconstructionist gesture is recog-
nized in the extrapolation of the various discourses into
a single argumentative matrix. The idea of ‘comparative
approach’ is to set (not to make impossible) the rules of
transformation of some argumentative line, along and
throughout which the arguments of various discourses
— those of deconstruction and those of the compared
analytical philosopher — interconnect in some appropri-
ateness in regard to a certain issue or theme. In order to
accomplish that, aside from the principle of analogy that
rules in interpretation, it is necessary to portray decon-
struction in analytical terms or to present some of the
supposed deconstructionist operations with certain ana-
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TUYKHU TEPMHUHU WX HEKOU O/ IPETIIOCTABEHUTE JIEKOH-
CTPYKTHUBUCTUYKHU OIIEPAIlUH Ja Cce MPHUKaXKaT co Of-
peneHn aHAJIUTUYKH oTe3u. Ho, Baxku u 06paTHOTO:
AHAJINTUYKATA apPXUTEKTypa Ha PE30HUPAIETO /1A Ce
IpeBeJie BO JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKYA TEPMUHU. MHOTY €
BEpPOjaTHO JIeKa HEKOMY KOjIITO € J00po yIaTeH u
00yd4eH BO JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTHYKATA HHTEPIIPETATHBHA
IIpaKca, BAKBUTE KOMIIADATHBHU KOHTEKCTH OU My W3-
IJie/iajie KaKO CTPATETHCKA OCMHUCIIEHA JEKOHCTPYKIIHja
Ha OJTHOCOT aHAJIUTHYKa (prytocoduja/IeKOHCTPYKIHja,
CO rojyieMa J1o3a Ha rpoTeckHa napoauja. Ho, He e Taka.
ABTOpUTE Ha TEKCTOT CO IEJTHOT CBOj aBTOPUTET U CEPH-
03HOCT ce 00MyBaaT 7ja ja MpeTCTaBaT AeKOHCTPYKI[UjaTa
Y Hej3WHATa CMHUCJIEHOCT. JJOKOJIKY He ycIieBaatr BO TOa,
THe He ja JIOBeyBaaT BO IIpalllalbe caMO OCTPHUHATA Ha
CBOUTE aHAJIUTUYKU I1epa, TYKy TOA 3HAYU JieKa CO UH-
TEJIMTUOMTHOCTA Ha JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa HEITO HE € BO
pen.

Enna o/ kKapaKTepUCTHKHUTE 32 KOM OOWYHO Cce cMeTa
JIeKa JOBOJTHO ja MOKa)KyBaaT pasjIdKara IoMery aHa-
JIMTUYKaTa U KOHTUHEHTaJIHaTa puiocoduja € MECTOTO
U yJjiorara IITO apryMeHTOT r'o uMa Bo duiocodckure
TeKCTOBU. Bo aHamuTmukaTta dunocoduja, apryMeHTOT
MMa IIOTOJIEM IIPOCTOP M PECHEKT HACIPOTH PEeTo-
PUYKHUTE eJIEMEHTH Ha KOHTUHEHTaIHaTa Guaocoduja.
ApryMeHTHPAHO J1a Ce paclpaBa, Jia Ce IOKaKyBa U Jia ce
OpaHU CTaBOT WJIHM CTojasuiITeTo, 0€e3 ma ce mpe-
packaxyBa HeYHe CTojayiniiTe (Kako IITO TOA IO IpaBaT
JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKUTE TOCTMOJEPHUCTH) CE CYII-
TUHCKUTE 0Oesie3U Ha aHAJTUTUYKOTO JlebaTupame U pac-
mpaBa. Ho, kako /a ce BOAM apryMeHTHpaHa pacipaBa
co Jlepuna? Kako s1a ce pazbepe HENPHUjaTHOTO UCKYCTBO
Ha ®yko (Foucault) u Cepi (Searle), koj Bo HHTEpBjyTO
3a Reason (deBpyapu, 2000) Beyu:

lytical moves. But, the opposite also applies: to translate
the analytical architecture of reasoning into deconstruc-
tionist terms. It is most likely that to someone that is well
informed and trained in the deconstructionist interpre-
tative practice, such comparative contexts would seem
as strategically envisioned deconstruction of the relation
analytical philosophy/deconstruction, with a great dose
of grotesque parody. But it is not so. The authors of the
text, with all their authority and seriousness try to por-
tray deconstruction and its sense-ness. If they are not
successful in this, they do not place under questioning
the issue of the sharpness of their analytical pens alone,
but that means that there is something wrong with the
intelligibility of deconstruction.

One of the characteristics that is usually deemed to
sufficiently show the difference between analytical and
continental philosophy is the place and the role that
the argument takes in philosophical texts. In analytical
philosophy, the argument takes up a greater space and
respect as opposed to the rhetorical elements of conti-
nental philosophy. To argue argumentatively, to prove
and defend a view or standpoint without narrating some-
one’s standpoint (as deconstructionist postmodernists
do), are the inherent features of analytical debating and
argument. But how to have an agruable argument with
Derrida? How to understand the unpleasant experience
of Foucault and Searle, who in the interview for Reason
(February, 2000) says:
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Hepuna enBaj u 1a Mo¥Ke /1a ce MHTEPIPETUPA MOTPEIIHO,
o0 Tonky e obckypeH. Cekojmar kora ke kaenr, ,,Toj
BeJIM BaKa W Baka“, TOj CEKOTrall BeJH, ,, ¥ MOTPenrHo Me
pas36pa“. Ho ako ce obuzeTe 1a ja oaraTHETe BUCTHHCKATA
WHTEepIIpeTaIMja, TOTAll Toa He e JiecHo. EgHam My ro
KaxkaB oBa Ha Mures ®yko, koj Gellre moKeCTOKO HaCTPOEH
koH Jlepuzia iypu u o meHe, 1 ®yko peue neka epuza ro
IIPaKTHUKyBa METOIOT Ha iepopu3am HA OOCKYPHOCI).
36opyBaBMe Ha (ppaHIycku. U jac pekos, ,IIITO 10 FaBOJIUTE
cakar Jia Kaxkel co Toa?“ A toj pede: ,,Toj muimyBa TOJIKy
OOCKYPHO IITO HE MOKENI J]a PACHO3HAaEell IITO KaXKyBa,
ToOa € OOCKYDHHCTHYKHOT JIeJI, 2 KOTa IO KPHUTHKYBAI,
TOj cekoram Besnw, ‘He me pasbpa; T cu uauor. Toa e
TEPOPUCTUUKHUOT JIeJI.

OBue 700pO0 TMO3HATH KBUTHMUKAIMU 32 ,,00CKYpHH-
OoT TepopucT‘ Oea 3eMeHH 3a OIlpezesida Ha JIEeKOH-
CTpYKI[jaTa BO OJHOC Ha (UIOCOPDCKUTE TEKCTOBH.
Cemnak, MucjiaM Jieka oBue 3a0eJIelTKH He ce OTHECYyBaaT
Ha ju4yHocTa Ha Jepuza. Kako mrro HanmomeHaB IIpeT-
X0ZHO, Jlepu/ia moBeKe o] TPHECET TOAVHU He yCIlea J1a T
yoemu punocodute o kamubapot Ha Cepit, Pyko, KBajH,
JleKa JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa € HEIlITO 3a KOe MOJKe Pas3jIo:KHO
J1a ce pacupasa. I cammot [epusia, Ha efHA OJ1 TIOCIIEI-
HUTE KOH(DEPEHIIUH CO aHAIUTUIKUTE putocodu, Io uc-
TaKHyBa U IPU3HABA ,ITpaIllabeTo” Ha apryMeHTanujaTa:

Bupere, ce ciydyBa Beke JI0JIT0 BpeMe U HEKOJIy IIaTH €]1-
HOIIOZIPYTO, Jla cakaM HaKpaTKO Jia ce IIpuceTaM Ha MOETO
npesaBatbe 3a différance, koe To OApP:KAB HEJATEKY Of
oBzie, B0 Okcdopa, Bo 1967 r. KomiuieTHo cym 0w jyz
mTo cyMm orumos Toram Bo Oxcdoph 3a Ja ro ofpxam
Toa mpeAaBame! Bo Taa mpuroza, iuwuHailla KOjalliTo
cJIefiellie 10 MpeiaBambeTo Oellle OYUTJIETHO €JI0KBEHTHA.
EnoksenTHO Besejku: ,Hema pacmpaBa Tyka ¥ HemMa HU-
KaKBa II0JI3a J]a Ce PACIIpaBa CO OBOj YOBEK, HUTY IIaK CO
0B0j auckypc”. CtpocoH (Strawson) Geriie TaMy — 1 MHOTY

With Derrida, you can hardly misread him, because he’s
so obscure. Every time you say, “He says so and so,” he
always says, “You misunderstood me.” But if you try to
figure out the correct interpretation, then that’s not so
easy. I once said this to Michel Foucault, who was more
hostile to Derrida even than I am, and Foucault said that
Derrida practiced the method of obscurantisme terroriste
(terrorism of obscurantism). We were speaking French.
And I said, “What the hell do you mean by that?” And he
said, “He writes so obscurely you can’t tell what he’s saying,
that’s the obscurantism part, and then when you criticize
him, he can always say, ‘You didn’t understand me; you're
an idiot.” That’s the terrorism part.”

These well-known qualifications of the ‘obscure terrorist’
were taken to determine deconstruction in regard
to philosophical texts. However, I think that these
comments are not directed at Derrida’s personality. As I
mentioned earlier, Derrida didn’t succeed in convincing
philosophers of the calibre of Searle, Foucault, Quine
that deconstruction is something that can be argued
with argumentation. Also Derrida himself, at one of the
last conferences with the analytic philosophers, calls
attention to and recognizes the argumentation 'issue':

You see, it occurs a long, long time after another one, that
I would like briefly to recall, when I delivered the lecture
on différance, not far from here, in Oxford, in 1967. I was
totally mad to go to Oxford then to give that lecture! On
that occasion the silence which followed it was obviously
eloquent. Eloquently saying: “There is no arguing here and
there is no prospect of arguing with this man, or with this
discourse.” Strawson was there — and very politely kept si-
lent. Ryle was there — didn’t say a word. It was very embar-
rassing for me, a very embarrassing situation. Ayer started
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kyatypHo mosuerntre. Pajit (Ryle) Gemre Tamy — He KaXka HUTY
360D, Toa bGellle MHOTY HEIIPUjaTHO 32 MeHe, MHOTY HEIIPHU-
jatHa cutyanuja. Ajep (Ayer) mouHa pacrpaBa — HO Toa He
ja mopobpu cutyamnujara. Taka, Toa Oele mpes MoBeKe O
TpHeCeT TOAVHU U jac 3HAM JieKa IOIUIAJTHEBO IOBTOPHO
Ke ce JIMCKyTHpa 3a IpefaBamero 3a différance, a jac mo-
pazu Toa ce YyBCTBYBaM MHOTY GsarozapeH. M1 BUHOBEH.
BuHOBeH 3a BpeMeTo Koe Oelrie moTpebHO 3a Toa. BuHOBEH
3aTOA IITO HE HAIIPABUB HAIIOP, KOjIITO ITOBEKETO O] BacC
ro IpaBHUTe, CO JIBHUKeUKa J0Opa BOjja, /a co3zazam Oa-
PE€M MOXKHOCT 3a ,apryMeHT" (IIITO U J]a 3HA4YU TOAQ, a [led
(Geoff), kako u 06UYHO, TO IPUTOTBH HAJMOKHOTO U Haj-
OpWINjaHTHOTO CBEyBAaIbE HA CE IITO MOXKE /1A ce KaKe BO
BpCKa €0 Toj 300p). BuHOBEH, 3aT0a IITO HE BJIOKUB HATIOD
Jla YuTaM, Kora Tpebalile Toa /ia ro CTOpaM, ,aHaJTUTHIKA"
WJIH ,,aHTJIOCAKCOHCKA“ WH ,,OpuTaHcka“ pumocoduja, Ha-
0P KOj 61 ja IOTIIOMOTHAJI OBaa JIUCKYCHja, PacIpaBa WiIu
nujasior. Ha mpumep, oBa 1o IiajiHe ke O6ujaM IpaiiaH
»30IIITO HE TO CIIOMHYyBall ButreHmrTajH?“ A jac HeMam
HUKaKBO OIpaB/yBambe 3a Toa. EfHOCTaBHO: He 20 ciliopus
tioa. Taka, ce YyBCTBYBaM BUHOBEH.

Jac He 6u MOXKeJl /1a TBpAAM Jieka ro pazbupam 3Ha-
YEETO Ha OBOj McKa3 Ha Jlepuzaa, meryroa, He OM MO-
KeJ1 1a ipudaraM Jieka cTaHyBa 300p 3a YIIITe eeH He-
roB ,ltepopMaHc’, 3aTOA IITO TOA € MHOTY HEUECHO KOH
HeroBUTEe COrOBOPHUIM Ha KoHdepeHnujarta. Ox apyra
CTpaHa, cCaMUOT HACTaH IITO TOj TO pacKa)kyBa € MHOTY
WIyCTPAaTUBEH 32 MOKHOCTA Jla Ce apryMeHTHpa IIpO
U KOHTpPA J€KOHCTPYKIIMjaTa, HEJ3SUHHUOT CTATyC U IIO-
cienuny. OHa mto Jlepuia Bo oBaa UCIOBE/L IO HajaByBa
KaKO BO3MOXKHO, IMEHO, BO3MOKHOCTA 32 apryMeHT, 3a
apryMeHTHpaHa pacrpasa 3a AeKOHCTPYKI[jaTa, € KOH-
TPaJUKTOPHO CO HETOBUTE CTOjaJIUINTA 32 MECTOTO H
CUTYHpAHOCTa Ha JIeKOHCTPYKIMjaTa BO OfHOC Ha u-
JIOCOCKUOT, OZHOCHO MeTadU3NUKUOT AUCKypc. [lo-
KOJIKYy TIaK apTryMeHTallfjaTa € HeBO3MOXKHA, a UMajKHu

arguing — but it didn’t improve the situation. So that was
more than thirty years ago, and I know that this afternoon
the lecture on différance will be discussed again, and I feel
all the more grateful. And I feel guilty. Guilty for the length
of time it has taken. Guilty because I did not make the effort
that most of you are making, with moving good will, just
to produce the possibility of ‘an argument’ (whatever that
may mean, and Geoff has, as usual, given the most power-
ful and most brilliant account of everything that can be said
around this word). Guilty because I didn’t make the effort to
read, when I should have read, ‘analytic’ or ‘Anglo-Saxon’ or
‘British’ philosophy; an effort which could have helped this
discussion, this argument or dialogue. For example, this
after-noon I will be asked ‘Why don’t you mention Wittgen-
stein?’ And I have no justification for that. Simply: I failed.
So I feel guilty.

I couldn’t insist that I understand this statement of Der-
rida, but I couldn’t accept that it is yet another one of his
‘performances’, because that is very unfair to his inter-
locutors at the conference. On the other hand, the very
event that he is narrating is very illustrative for the possi-
bility to give arguments for and against deconstruction,
its status and consequences. What Derrida announces
with this confession as possible, namely, the possibility
of an argument, an agruable argument on deconstruction
is contradictory to his views on the place and establish-
ment of deconstruction in regard to philosophical, i.e.
metaphysical discourse. Provided this argumentation is
not possible, and having in mind the promised and the
spoken, the implications would be very unpleasant for
both Derrida and his deconstruction.
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ro IPEJBHU/ BETEHOTO U HCKA’KAHATO, UMILUTHKAI[UUTE
6u Owie MHOTY HelpUjaTHU U 3a Jlepuja u 3a HeroBara
JIEKOHCTPYKIIHja.

Moxkebu He craHyBa 300p 3a HempudarJIuB TecT
HaIlpaBeH CO HEKaKBa MPOIEJEBTCKA yMHUCIIA, TYKy 3a
~JEKOHCTPYKTUBHUCTUYKH TeCT‘ KOj BO CBOJOT ,JBOEH
rect” (double gesture) ro cmecryBa u Jlepunia u 1eKoH-
crpyknujata? Kako mrTo HamomeHaBMe IIOrOpe, CO-
OYyBaIeTO CO TPEAU3BUKOT Ha JIEKOHCTPYKTHBUC-
TUYKHUTE TECTOBH HE IO OJMHUHYBA HUKOTO, 1A AypU HU
camuoT /lepuga. Hema comHeHue sieka ctaHyBa 300p 3a
~JEKOHCTPYKTUBHUCTUYKH TeCT* KOj HCTOBPEMEHO TO
TPUBUjaJIM3UPA U CIIEKYyJIaTUBHO HE IIOCTaByBa KOH
pestoro Ha Jlepuza. Hema comHeHUe Aeka Toa e yIuTe
€/IEH OJT OHUE TeCTOBU KOMUIIITO ITOBEKE 07 IeCeT TOAUHU
TO MpocJielyBaaT U IO OJJIOKyBaaT MOjOT IIPEKUH Ha
caedemweitio Ha Jlepusia.
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Kun
[pene

lfonemara Teopuja Ha
KpeTeHuTe

~HEBO3MOXKHO J1a OUZEeNl UyeH Of HEro, 3allTO KapaKTe-
pUCTHYHA IIPTa HA KPETEHOT € HEYMOPHO Aa 300pyBa
BOCXUTYBAjKHU UM Ce Ha OIIIITUTE MeCTa KOWIITO T'M uchpa
KaKo Jia ejakyaupa.“

Jleon biioa,
OHa witio He modice da ce tipodade,
25 jyau 1904.
bubmmorpadcka 3abernemka. - IIpBoTo oOjaByBambe,

JIOBEPJIMBO, 0BOj TaMJIeT 0 T0KKBea CO 3aI03K0UTe Ha
Cojysor 3a pusmuku u MeHTanHu akuu (MoHpej, mapT
2002). HeroBoTo momnosiHeHue, /ocera HeobjaBYBaHO,
Oellle HAMUIIIAHO BO TEKOT Ha 2002 U aKTYEJIM3UPAHO 32
OBaa IPWINKA.

1. FoslemaTa Teopuja 3a KpeTeHUTE € KIy4yeH JieJ1 BO MO-
jara paboTa Ha BOCIIOCTaByBam€e Ha THO3aTa, OTHOCHO Ha
[IATOT IIITO TO TPOOUBAM CO illeopUCTIUYKO UCTIOTIHYBAEhE
Ha THOCTUKO-MaTEPHjaTU3MOT.

1.1 Bo mpamame e oOmpejieyBameTO BO KpajHA HWH-
CTaHIIA Ha JIMHUjaTa HA pasfieslyBame, KOJjallTo TH JeTH
KpeTeHUTe Of IPYTHUTE.

Gilles
Grelet

La grande théorie
des crétins

« Impossible de s’en faire écouter, le trait caractéristique
du crétin étant de parler sans relache en admirant les lieux
communs qu’il éjacule. »

Léon Bloy,
L’Invendable,
25 juillet 1904.

Remarque bibliographique. — Ce tract(atus) a connu
une premiére publication, confidentielle, par les soins
de T’Association des actions physiques et mentales
(Montreuil, mars 2002). Son appendice, inédit, a été
rédigé courant 2002 et actualisé pour 'occasion.

1. La grande théorie des crétins est une piece-clé dans
mon travail d’établissement de la gnose, c’est-a-dire
dans la voie que je fraye d'un accomplissement théoriste
du gnostico-matérialisme.

1.1. Ily va de la détermination en derniere instance d’'une
ligne de démarcation, celle qui passe entre les crétins et
les autres.
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1.2. Cropen MarepujaTta koja mro e (6e3 Outue u, a
forteriori, 6e3 cymcTaHIla U HEIITOCT, IypU M KOTra e
o cebe) peasTHOTO BO KpajHa WHCTAHIA, TEOPU3MOT
BCYIITHOCT Ce IIPETCTaByBa KaKO ,,JIHjTUTHIKO-OIHUIITY-
BAUKU"“ U MPOIHUIIIYBAYKHU.

1.2.1. T'o HAapeKkyBam Oujaausa MeTOJIOT Ha IIPOYUCTYBa-
b€, YUCTEmE I10 IaT Ha mozenba (Jiu3aTa € MPeKUHOT)
HO 0e3 oOequHYBarme U TOBPATHOCT HA IPEKUHOT.
Kako yHuMIaTepasieH, IUjaTUTUYKHUOT 3adaT ro 3a3zeMa
MEeCTOTO Ha JWjaJIeKTHKaTa M Kora e Taa alCOJIyTHA,
KaKo IleHTpasieH 3adaT Ha MUCJIATA: IUjaJIEKTUKATA €
WHCTPYMEHTOT M MECTOTO HA OIITAaTa 3aMEHJIUBOCT
Ha MHCJIaTa CO PEATTHOTO; AUjAIUTHKATA € HHCTPYMEHT
Ha CIIOCOOHOCTA 32 MHUCJIEHE KOjIITO, MIOTIPEH Ha pe-
anHoto-EqHO, HacramyBa co MuWiIocTa Ha AHTeJ0T BO
MIPOYMCTYBAKETO HA MUCJIaTa Oe3 HUKOTAIII J]a CE CBPTH
Ha3aJ ; cTaHyBa 300p 3a opdu3aM KOjIITO He mporara
Ha KpajoT, ofypodeH opduszaM, WIM IaK armpUopHa
COAp’KMHA HA AaHTeJICKOTO pelnreHne (WIM aHTHU-
¢uHaHA) HA TPOOJIEMOT HA HUXUJIU3MOT - CMPTTa Koja-
IIITO ceKorarll nmobejryBa Ha Kpajor.

1.2.2. YIIaTCTBOTO LITO Taa I'o U3/1aBa, WJIH Ha JIPYT HAUHH
Ka)KaHo, Hej3nHaTa 00jaBa, HEJ3UHOTO IIPOjaBYBAHE UIJIH
yIITe Hej3MHATa (peHOMeHam3anuja Ha eJUHCTBeHaTa
THOCTUYHO-MATepUjINCTUYKA  TPaJUluja,  IPEKY
HCTHOT reCT IPEMUHYBA BO ONUIITyBame (1 Bo o0jaBarta)
Ha roJsieMara Teopuja (co 3HaYele Ha IIpollecHja) 3a
KpETEHUTE.

2. Teopu3amMOT 1Ma HeIpHjaTesl, KOTO ro UeHTUGUKYyBa
KaKO BOJlau Ha KPETEHU3MOT: TOA € roJjieMara TeopHja
3a KpEeTEeHUTE BO CMHCJIAa Ha METO/Ia Ha pa3jacHyBambe 1
HCIIpITyBakhe, KaKO Ha MHCJIaTa HAa KpeTeHUuTe (HUBHUOT
roryie/; Ha cBeT U [IpUHITUIIOT HA KOJIITO € 3aCHOBAaH),
Taka ¥ Ha HUBHATA rojieMa Iporiecrja. TeopuamMoT uMma,

1.2. Selon la Matiére qu’est (sans I’étre et, a fortiori, sans
substance ni choséité, fiit-elle en soi) le réel de derniére
instance, le théorisme se laisse en effet présenter comme
méthode « dialytiquement » descriptive et prescriptive.

1.2.1. J'appelle dialyse la méthode de purge, de
purification par division (la lyse est la coupure) mais sans
unification ni réversibilité de la coupure. Unilatérale,
lopération dialytique se substitue a la dialectique, fat-
elle absolue, comme opération centrale de la pensée : la
dialectique est I'instrument et le lieu de la convertibilité
générale de la pensée avec le réel; la dialytique est
I'instrument du penser qui, adossé au réel-Un, procede
par la grace de I’Ange a I’épuration de la pensée sans se
retourner jamais ; c’est un orphisme qui n’échoue pas a
la fin, un orphisme désensorcelé, ou encore le contenu
apriorique de la solution angélique (ou anti-finale) au
probléme du nihilisme — de la mort qui gagne toujours
a la fin.

1.2.2. La prescription qu’elle opere, autrement dit son
énonciation, sa manifestation ou encore sa phénomé-
nalisation de l'unique tradition gnostico-matérialiste,
procede du méme geste a la description (et a la
dénonciation) de la grande théorie (au sens de pro-
cession) des crétins.

2. Le théorisme a un ennemi, qu’il identifie sous le chef
du crétinisme : c’est la grande théorie des crétins au sens
de la méthode d’élucidation et de consumation tant de la
pensée des crétins (leur vision du monde et le Principe
ou celle-ci se fonde) que de leur grande procession. Mais
le théorisme a aussi des alliés, par quoi dans sa lutte
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HCTO TaKa, U COJy3HHUIU, CO IITO BO HEroBara OWTKa
CO KDETEeHCTBOTO He € alCOJIyTHO caM IIPOTUB CHTe:
TyKa C€ TEOPUCTUTE, TyKa ce HeJOOPOEHUTEe I'PO3/I0BU
KpeTeHU (IIpe)nazieHu Ha BHU3HUCOT, eMIIMPUCKU WU
TPaHCIIe/IEHTeH, HaMaMeHU BO IPUBU/IOT, pa3pelieHara
JIBOCMUCJIEHOCT M IIOCTOjaHaTa HEjaCHOCT, a II0Toa TyKa
Ce U cHTe OHUeE KOUIIITO, HA e/IeH WX Ha JIPYT HaulH, He
ce oiHecyBaat KoH [11aTOH KaKo KOH I[PKHATO Kyde.

3. IIpBuoT useH oj rojeMara Teopuja 3a KpeTeHUTe €
Jleka He II0CTOU Teopuja 3a KpeTeHuTe. Hu Bo cMucia
Ha IIpOollecyja Ha KPETEHHUTe, HU BO 3HAYEHe Ha MUCJIA
(kpeTeHM3aM) KOjallITO TH BAAXHyBa U I'u AeduHmpa (u
0/T KOjalllTO Ce U3POIyBa HUBHATA Ipoliecuja), HU (yIre
IIOM&JIKy) BO CMHCJIA Ha TeOopHja-MeToy| (Teopu3am)
KOjaIlITo IO OPraHU3UPA PYIIEHETO HA OBaa MUCJIA.

3.0.1. He 6e3 mpwynHA: KPETEHCTBOTO TBPJH JeKa
HUIITO He e IOJATJIMBO Jla Ce pas/iesd OJi HUIITO, CO
MaJIo pa3/IuKyBambe.

3.0.2. Wu, 1ITO € coceMa KCTO: JIBE /1a Ce CII0jaT BO €HO
U Jieka ce e (Bo) ce, co MaJia TpaHCaKIITja.

3.1. IIpeayor kojmro Bo 6e3peaneTro uMa HY;KHU I10C-
JIeIUIH, JleKa Tpeba IeJIOCHO J1a ce HypHEME BO CBETOT,
Jla ce u3MelllaMe CO Hero, U Jia To 3a3eMeMe CBOETO Mec-
TO BO rosieMata IesimHa (u3pexka Ha CeHeka, KOjalllTo
HHMKOTO He Ke U3HEeHa/ |, 3aToa IIITO CTOUIIU3MOT € eJIeH
0J1 HAUMHHUTE Ha KPETEHCTBOTO); JieKa CEeKOTralll uMame
IIPABO Jia ce HaroauMe (cpekaTa, eJTUHCTBEHATA 1€ IIITO
HEKorall 01 MosKeJie Jla CU ja 3a71ajieMe 0e3 N301avueHOCT
BO IIOCTOEH-ETO, Oe3 /a € OBeKe ,Ha IIpo/iaBambe” TyKy
IIOCKOPO IIO/I Ha TPAHCAKI[Hja BO CHUTE ITPABIIM); /leKa
IIOCTOX JIOOPO BO CUTE PEJIUTUH; JieKa CMUPYBAIbETO,
ITIOMUPYBAHETO, CEKOTAIll Ce TTOBPEAHU O] HACHJICTBOTO

contre le crétinisme il n’est pas absolument seul contre
tous : il y a les théoristes, il y a les grappes innombrables
des crétins (dé)voués aux Affaires, empiriques ou
transcendantales, et englués dans le semblant,
Pambiguité résolue et I'équivoque permanente, et puis
il y a tous ceux qui, d'une maniere ou d’'une autre, ne
traitent pas Platon en chien crevé.

3. L’article premier de la grande théorie des crétins,
cest qu’il n'y a pas de théorie des crétins. Ni au sens
d’'une procession des crétins, ni au sens d'une pensée
(Ie crétinisme) qui les anime et les définit (et dont
s’engendre leur procession), ni (encore moins) au sens
d’'une théorie-méthode (le théorisme) qui organise le
démantelement de cette pensée.

3.0.1. Et cela pour une bonne raison : le crétinisme tient
que rien n’est susceptible de se séparer de rien, a une
différenciation pres.

3.0.2. Ou, ce qui revient exactement au méme : que
deux fusionnent en un et que tout est (dans) tout, a une
transaction pres.

3.1. Proposition qui a pour corollaires, dans le désordre,
qu’il faut se plonger totalement dans le monde, se méler
alui, et prendre sa place dans le grand tout (la maxime de
Séneque, ce qui n’étonnera personne, le stoicisme étant
un mode du crétinisme) ; qu'on a toujours raison de
transiger (le bonheur, la seule fin qu’on puisse jamais se
donner sans perversion dans l'existence, étant non point
« au prix » mais bien plutot le fruit de la transaction
tous azimuts) ; qu’il y a du bon dans toutes les religions ;
que 'apaisement, la conciliation, valent toujours mieux
que la violence et la guerre ; que le totalitarisme, comme
forcage de la totalité du point de sa défection incessante,
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U BOjHATa; JileKa TOTAJIUTAPU3MOT, KaKo hopcupame Ha
CEBKYITHOCTA O/I IJIeTHA TOYKA Ha HEJ3MHO HEMIPEKMHATO
M3MOJIKHYBAIbE, € yKac Haj yxacute (1iesocta Ha pe-
aJIHOCTA, aKO 3HaeMe /1a ja HabspylyBaMe Hea IO/ aroJl U
CO COOZBETHH OYMJIA, 3aTOAa IITO Taa € CEKOorall Beke
OCTBapeHa); /JieKa IMOCTOU arCoJIyTHA HAJIMOKHOCT Ha
JleMokpaTtrjaTta (OHOCHO Ha JleMOKpaTHjaTa-1masap, Ha
Hepas3/[BOUBUOT Map /JeMOKpaThja U I1asap), OBaa
BPXOBHA BPEZTHOCT; JIEKa MOKe Ce J]a ITpe3upare HO IMOJ,
HaMepeH YCJIOB /1a He mpe3upare (U, BO MOOIIIITa CMUC-
JIa, 1a He CyAUTe) HUKOTAII HUKO020; IeKa XyMaHU3MOT €
asipa ¥ omera Ha ceKoja MUCJIa, IParMaTU3MOT XOPU30HT
Ha Cekoja He-0e3yMHA IIpakca M Ha €MITUPHUCTHYKATa
LIPEIM3HOCT Ha MOJEpHATa HayKa, €IWHCTBEHUOT
rapaHT 32 IMOJIHOBAXKHOCTA Ha HEKO]j IUCKYPC (be3MayKy
KaKO ZI0/IATOK Ha JIyliaTa); AeKa MOPaoT U HapOJOT ce
COIJIaCyBaaT OKOJIy CYIITHHCKHUTE COAPIKUHU, a HE 3a
Hekoja ¢popMa; JleKa HUIITO He € O/PKUBEaHO U OJMHUC-
JIEHO OJ[HAIIPE]] U JieKa IMPOPOoIUTe ce merobujuu (mpu
IIITO HUBHATAa BPETHOCT, aKO HAaBUCTHHA HUM Tpeba J1a
UM ce J1aJle HEKOja BO UMe Ha YHUBEp3aIHaTa IMOYUT Ha
JIlyXOBHUTe Jiesa, € (pyHKIUja Ha HUBHUOT ,IIOETCKU
reHuj"); JeKa HaI[UCTUTE Ce Uy/IOBHUIIITA, a ,HUe" JIyre Ha
MecTO (IIOCT-XUTJIEPU3MOT IIITO HE OIKPY)KYBa, 3a KOj
36opysa Iljep Jlexxaunp (ITueppe Jlerewzape) e, cien-
CTBEHO, CaMO IIpeTepyBaibe 6e3 3HaUeme); IeKa He I0C-
TOW BpCKa Mely YHUIITyBareTo Ha EBpeute ox EBpoma
Y HUBHOTO I03alaJIHyBame (WU, yIITe IO0jacHo, JAeKa
EBpeute pacIymreHd OJf © BO HHBHOTO KOMIIPOMH-
3€pCTBO CO COBPEMEHOCTa M HUBHOTO HAIyIITame Ha
Bora HemaaT BpcKa coO COIICTBEHOTO UCTPeOyBambe); IeKa
11eJIaTOT HeMa Iozobpa paboTta o/1 Toa Jia ce TIoKae U Jia
IUTaye HaJi HETOBUTE KPTBH; JleKa Haj3HAYajHOTO JEJI0
BO MHHATHOT BeK, a TOa € CeKako AgaHiliypuilie Ha
TeHnilieH, € OCOMHUYEHO 32 PACUITyBalb€ HA MJIA/HATA;
Ke 3ampam TyKa, HO CIIMCOKOT OUUTJIEZTHO HE € UCIPIIEH.

est 'abomination des abominations (le tout de la réalité,
si 'on sait considérer celle-ci sous I'angle et avec les
lunettes qui vont bien, étant toujours déja réalisé) ; qu’il
existe une supériorité absolue de la démocratie (c’est-a-
dire de la démocratie-marché, du couple indissociable
démocratie et marché), cette valeur supréme ; qu’on peut
tout mépriser mais a la condition expresse de ne mépriser
(et, plus généralement, de ne juger) jamais personne ;
que 'humanisme est I’'alpha et 'oméga de toute pensée,
le pragmatisme ’horizon de toute pratique non délirante
et la «rigueur » empiriste de la science moderne le
seul garant de la validité d’un discours (au supplément
d’ame pres) ; que la morale et le peuple s’entendent de
contenus substantiels, non d'une forme ; que rien n’est
vécu ni pensé d’avance, et que les prophetes sont des
farceurs (leur valeur, si vraiment il faut leur en accorder
une au nom du respect universel des ceuvres de I’esprit,
étant fonction de leur « génie poétique ») ; que les nazis
sont des monstres et « nous » des gens comme il faut (le
post-hitlérisme ambiant dénoncé par Pierre Legendre
n’étant par conséquent qu'une outrance sans portée) ;
qu’il n’y a pas de rapport entre la destruction des Juifs
d’Europe et leur occidentalisation (ou, plus nettement,
que les Juifs dissous par et dans leur compromission
avec la modernité et leur abandon de Dieu ne sont pour
rien dans leur extermination) ; qu'un bourreau n’a rien
de mieux a faire que de se repentir et de pleurer sur
ses victimes ; que I'ceuvre majeure du siecle dernier, a
savoir bien stir Les Aventures de Tintin, est suspecte de
corruption de la jeunesse ; j’arréte 1a, mais la liste n’est
évidemment pas close.
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3.2. Bo omiirta cMucIia, rojieMaTta Teopuja 3a KpeTeHUTe,
OHaKa Kako INTO Taa ro OOBHMBA II0jaCHYBameTO U
YPUBAIETO HA KPETEHCTBOTO, HETOBaTa He-PEJTUTHO3HA
edHoB8ep3uja, e er3eresa Ha OIIITUTE MECTA YTBPEHA BO
eJIeMeHTOT (MpeIru3HOoCcTa BO ITOCEHA WHCTAHIA) Ha
Enno-Martepuja.

4. BropuoT wieH Ha rojeMara Teopuja 3a KpeTEHUTe
(CKpHEeH WjIeH IITO TEOPU3MOT T'0 IMPOHA0ra, BO CMHUCIIA
BO KOJaIlITO IPaBHUOT ja3WK 300pyBa 3a IIPOHAOTarhe
Tpe3op), c(m)ekysapHocTa Koja mpeTcemaBa. KpereH-
CTBOTO € YIIPaByBaHO O] OHA IIITO IO HapeKyBaM IIpUH-
U HAa CaMOJIOBOJHA C(I1)EKyJIapHOCT, CKPaTyBajKu
ro Bo CC. Jla ce ka’ke Ha KOja BHCOYMHA € CMECTEHO
KPETEHCTBOTO; HUIITO HHCKO W TECHO IOJIEMHUYHO BO
TOA: KPETEHCTBOTO, YIIATEHO HA MPUHIUIOT KOjIITO ja
MOTXpaHyBa AedUHHUIUjaTa HAa KPETEHUTE U HUBHOTO
JIUCKYP3UBHO U IIPOIIECHCKO 3aYHYBaKhe HE € HUIIITO I10-
MAaJIKy, Ha KpajoT, OJf MUCJIaTa-CBeT.

5. TpeTroT wieH Ha rojieMara TeOpHja 3a KPETEHHUTE €
ITOCJIEINI[Aa Ha BTOPHOT YJIEH; CO HEro KPETEHCTBOTO,
CO HCTHOT TeCT CO KOj HEOTPAaHWUYEHO T'0 IPOIIHPYBa
[IepUMETApPOT Ha BMETHATUTE KPYroBHU, cebecH ce IMpo-
JTOJIKYBa, TO OBEKOBEUYBa CBOETO BJIAJI€EHHE; OBOj eheKT
Ha IIpOM3JIe3eHU OTCjajyBamba 0e3 Opoj ce m3pasyBa:
waxa cu e.

6. OTramy, TypKajKu T'l HeIITaTa KOH HUBHATa IIOC-
JlenuIa, KpeTeHu MOoXKe U Tpeba /a ce HapedaT OHue
Kouwiio umaait citipa8 00 cmpititia. OHUE KOH,
BepyBajKU JieKa ja pIaT HUBHATA JJOBOJIHA PEIIEHOCT 32
HUBHUTE 0COOEHOCTH U 3a HeJIeJIMBATa OYUTJIEHOCT HA
CIIOMEHATATa PEIIeHOCT, MUCJIAT JleKa HEIlITO MOXKaT Jia
3arybar. 3Haud He OHHE IITO HMMaaTr OCOOEHOCTH,
atpubytu (THe ce eTHOCTAaBHO 80 CBETOT, IIITO UM C€
CJIydyBa Ha HajaoOpuTe), TYKy OHHE KOU BO TOA BepyBaaTr

3.2. D'une maniere générale, la grande théorie des
crétins, en tant qu’elle enveloppe I'élucidation et le
démantelement du crétinisme, son unversion non-
religieuse, est une exégese des lieux communs établie
dans I’élément (la rigueur de derniere instance) de 'Un-
Matiere.

4. L’article deuxiéme de la grande théorie des crétins
(article caché que le théorisme invente, au sens ou la
langue juridique parle de I'invention d’un trésor), c’est
la s(p)écularité quiy préside. Le crétinisme est gouverné
par ce que j’appelle le principe de s(p)écularité suffisante,
I’abrégeant en SS. C’est dire a quelle hauteur est situé le
crétinisme ; rien de mesquin ni d’étroitement polémique
ici : le crétinisme, référé au principe qui pourvoit a la
définition des crétins et a leur engendrement discursif
et processionnel n’est rien de moins, finalement, que la
pensée-monde.

5. L’article troisieme de la grande théorie des crétins
est leffet de l'article deuxieme; c’est par lui que le
crétinisme, du méme geste qu’il étend indéfiniment le
périmeétre de ses cercles enchassés, trouve a se perpétuer,
a éterniser son regne ; cet effet aux miroitements dérivés
sans nombre s’énonce : sékommca.

6. De 1a, poussant les choses a leur conséquence, que les
crétins peuvent et doivent étre dits ceux qui ont peur
de la mort. Ceux qui, croyant tirer leur détermination
suffisante de leurs propriétés et de I'évidence irréductible
de ladite détermination, pensent avoir quelque chose
a perdre. Non donc ceux qui ont des propriétés, des
attributs (ceux-la sont simplement dans le monde, ce
qui arrive aux meilleurs), mais bien ceux qui y croient
— qui croient a leur mondanité — et par la s’y croient
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- KOUIIITO BEPYBAaT BO HUBHOTO MOH/IEHCTBO - U OTTaMy,
Kako mTo HepOpMasHO ce Beid, CH BOooOpasyBaar.
Pesumupam: kpeilieHuilie ce OHue Kouwilio, 8006pa-
3ysajKu (ce), ce irawaill 00 cMpiiilia, a TEOPUCTHIKATA
¢dbyHKIMja Ha ToJIeMaTa TeopHja 32 KPETEHUTE €, CIIOPE]
PagukanHoTO KOoe e Marepujara Kako JIMYHOCT, 7ia ja
oIIpeZieV JIMHUjaTa HA paszieslyBame KOjalllTo MUHYBa
Mer'y OHUE KOHIIITO Ce IUIAIIAT Off CMPTTa U APYTHUTE.

7. 3a rosieMaTa TeopHja 3a BJIaJIe€HETO Ha KpETEHUTE
KOjalllTO TO CMeTa KPeTEeHCTBOTO 3a IIpe/MeT U 3a He-
IpujaTes, HEMOKOJIeOJIMBUOT aHTaKMaH, BO KOJIITO ce
mpeobpasyBa MEeJOKYITHUOT THOCTUYKY MaTepHjaan3am
KaKO aHTH-(EHOMEHOJIOTH]a, ce KOHIIEHTPHPA BO €/[UH-
CTBEHO yIATCTBO: da ce lipeliriawy8aaill kpeilieHuile.

Hexkposomku npozarok. [osem canmoHcku dumocod,
CIIOpE COIICTBEHOTO MPU3HAHHUE OICENHAT U YXKACHAT
ozl cMpTTa, Ha JKak Jlepuzia My ce BocxuTyBaa Oe3MasIky
Hacekazie BO cBeTOT (o7 /BeTe AMepuKH 10 JaroHUja
MUHYBajku Ipeky I'epmaHuja) 1 HEKOU HEMYIIITH KJIOB-
HOBU Bo ®paHnuja, happy few BpeBayuu, Ipa3HOIJIABH,
[103€epH, JINIIEMEPH U Ha/IyeHH o] caMoaoBoHOCT. Co
HETrOBUOT KBa3W METOJI UMM U3PEKU Ce CBeIyBaaT Ha
Hewiliaitia da ce pa3aaedyesaatii tiocebHo (Bo Teopujara),
a ICKYCTBOTO Jia ce IIITH Jia ce cIydyBa (Bo Impakcara),
HEYMOPHO TH YMHOXKYyBAallle KDPCTOIIATHUTE, PA3JIHKY-
BambaTa W THU OTCTPAHyBallle IPErpajuTe, MPU IITO
HeroBaTa MHTEJIUTEHIH]a - KOjaIlITO € TOJIeMa, IIPEeTIIOC-
TaByBaM, HO HE CyM CTpPYYeH Jia cy/iaM - npudaka camo
efqHa GUKCHA TOYKA: TOj, TajHATa Ha /[epus0BOTO jac u
Jlepui0BOTO jac Kako TajHA, Ma JAypH U HENMPEKUHATO
O/IJIOJKyBaHaTa HApI[MCOH/IHA ITOTBPJia IIITO ja 0OBHBA
aTaKOT Ha HEroBOoTO MMe (ja Ha repmancku). Ha T1oj
HAauWH TOj NIPOU3BE/Ee TEKCTOBH Kako Ha dabpuduka
JIEHTa WCTOBPEMEHO 3a C€ W 3a HUIITO KOWINTO THU

comme familierement on dit. Je résume : les crétins sont
ceux qui, (s’)y croyant, ont peur de la mort, et 'office
théoriste de la grande théorie des crétins est, selon le
Radical qu’est la Matiéere en personne, de déterminer la
ligne de partage qui passe entre ceux qui ont peur de la
mort et les autres.

7. De la grande théorie du regne des crétins qui prend
le crétinisme pour objet et pour ennemi, 'engagement
untransigeant, en quoi se résout le matérialisme
gnostique tout entier comme anti-phénoménologie, se
concentre dans une unique directive : faire terreur aux
crétins.

Appendice nécrologique. Grand philosophe de salon de
son propre aveu obsédé et terrifié par la mort, Jacques
Derrida était adulé un peu partout dans le monde (des
Amériques au Japon en passant par ’Allemagne) et
par quelques pitres impuissants en France, happy
Jfew bavards, stériles, poseurs, hypocrites et bouffis de
suffisance. Avec sa quasi-méthode dont les maximes se
ramenent a prendreles choses au cas par cas (dansl’ordre
de la théorie) et laisser Uexpérience se faire (dans 'ordre
de la pratique), il n’a eu de cesse que de multiplier les
croisements, les décloisonnements et les différenciations,
son intelligence — qui est grande, je suppose, mais je ne
suis pas qualifié pour en juger — n’admettant qu'un point
fixe : lui-méme, le secret du moi derridien et le moi
derridien comme secret, voire 'affirmation narcissique
incessamment différée qu’enveloppe l'attaque de son
prénom (ja, en allemand). C’est ainsi qu’il a produit du
texte a la chaine sur tout et n’importe quoi de maniere
a saturer tous azimuts le champ philo-littéraire (et,
comme on peut raisonnablement en faire ’hypothese,
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3aCUTHja CHUTE MIPaBIH Ha (PUIO-JIUTEPATYPHOTO IIOJIE
(1, KaKO IITO OJf TOA JIOTHYHO MOXKE Ja Ce HU3BeJe
IIPETIIOCTaBKa, CO OIJIe, JileKa TPHUBUjAJIHOCTA KaKO
Marepuja e J00pa COBETHUYKA, JI0 TOj CTElleH Ja My
OBO3MOKH J]a HAIIPABU JUBEP3Hja HA HETOBUOT CTPAB OF]
CMPTTa IIPEKy JBOjHA UTpa HA HCIIOJIHYBakhe Ha MHUIO-
BUTE U Ha IPUBU/IEHUYHOTO IIOKOJIEHHE), HAMETHYBAjKH
ce KaKo e/leH Of] MajCTOPUTE Ha KPETEHCTBOTO OJf FOJIEM
Mamrpad.

ITpeBon o dpaHIyckH ja3uk: 30paH JOBAHOBCKU

la trivialité en la matiére étant bonne conseillére, de
maniere a lui permettre de faire diversion a sa peur de la
mort par le double jeu d'un remplissage des instants et
d’une postérité fantasmée), s’imposant comme 1'un des
maitres du crétinisme de haute volée.
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