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Identities

Redakcijata na spisanieto za politika, kultura 
i rodovi problemi Identiteti/Identities, od-
 lu ~i eden broj na spisanieto da mu go posve ti 
na deloto na golemiot francuski filosof i 
teoreti~ar @ak Derida (1930 - 2004). Temata - moto 
na ovoj broj treba{e da se prepoznae vo istoriski 
simptomati~nata i arhetipski strukturiranata vr-
ska me|u simboli~niot Tatko i Sin. Zo{to? Zatoa 
{to, koga tvore{tvoto }e se sfati kako najte`ok vid 
parazitizam, toga{ se sozdava prostor za nepred-
vidliva i nekontrolira~ka tortura nad pisatelot 
i  negovata literatura. Pisatelot e Sin obvinet 
i osuden od Tatkoto (vlasta, mo}ta), poradi fak-
tot {to se zanimava (samo) so pi{uvawe, namesto 
so nekoja korisna rabota (Franc Kafka, Pismo do 

tatko mi). Vakviot, kafkijanski opis/definicija 
na pisatelskata rabota, kako eklatanten oblik na 
dengubewe i prototip na bezdelni~ewe, @ak Derida 
go aktuelizira vo svojata studija Da se dade smrt 
(1999). Samiot Derida, celiot svoj `ivot se zani-
mava samo so pi{uvawe. Taa „parazitska” forma na 
sebeosmisluvawe i na osmisluvawe na svetot preku 
usno iska`anata i pi{anata re~ e korenot na neg-
oviot identitet. Vo pi{uvaweto toj se vdomuva kako 
vo svoj priroden prostor. Razobli~uvaj}i go vakviot 
stereotip za pisatelskata dejnost, Deri da ja demis-

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/defi nition 
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-defi ning and defi ning 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 demystifi es 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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tificira i grotesknosta na faktot de ka kni`evnos-
ta, koga bara pro{ka od vlasta, implicitno priz-
nava deka pravi nekakov grev vo op{testvenata 
za ednica i vo istorijata i deka, poradi toa {to e 
takva kakva {to e - Pi{uvawe i Pismo - taa ja igra 
ulogata na gre{niot simboli~en Sin pred/pod ne-
pog re{liviot simboli~en Tatko. Prifa}aj}i ja 
takvata optika, kni`evnosta vleguva vo zamkata {to 
ja postavuva vlasta, dr`avata, zakonot. Fatena vo 
stapicata na ovoj stereotip, kni`evnosta sama si ja 
uskratuva svojata sloboda, koja inaku & e inherentna 
i neprikosnovena od gledna to~ka na vi{ite in-
stanci, Neboto i Etikata na estetikata. 

Podgotovkata na ovoj broj na Identiteti n$ 
potseti deka `ivotot e dvi`ewe i otstapuvawe 
od prvobitnite `elbi i nameri. Ovoj broj ja zao-
kru`uva{e svojata koncepcija menuvaj}i ja. Ova 
izdanie na Identiteti go pretstavuva deloto na 
@ak Derida kako ne{to unikatno, nepovtorlivo i 
edinstveno, onaka kako {to toj go opi{uva „krajot 
na svetot”. Na opusot na @ak Derida koj ima 
bezbroj lica, mu soodvetstvuva tolkuvawe koe }e gi 
multiplicira tie „bezbroj lica”. Zatoa, mo`ebi, 
raznorodnosta na pristapite kon @ak Derida vo 
ova izdanie na Identiteti ne e vo sprotivnost 
so prvobitnata namera. Ovaa raznorodnost mo`e da 
se sfati kako predviden i predvidliv „otskok” od 
prvobitnata namera, otskok bez koj{to nikoga{ ne 
se ostvarila nitu edna - da re~eme golema - ideja. 
 
Ako i ima otskok ili otklon od dominantnata 
tema „Tatko - Sin” vo koja{to bi se vklopile si-
te prilozi i ogledi za Derida, toj (otklon) se 
poka`a kako korisen za da se postigne neophodnata 
harmonija me|u razli~nite hermenevti~ki rakursi 
na avtorite zastapeni vo ovoj broj na Identiteti. 

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 fl awless 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 fi t, 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 otklon n$ potseti, po kojznae koj pat, deka - od koj 
i da e agol da &  se pristapi na temata „Tatko - Sin”, 
}e se stigne do nejzinoto sredi{te. Site pati{ta 
vodat kon Tatkoto. Site pati{ta gi izoduvaat 
sonovite. Sredi{teto na temata Tatko - Sin se 
pomestuva bez prestan i sekoga{ e podatlivo i 
pristapno. Toa e sekade onamu kade {to se vkrstuvaat 
odnosite me|u Tatkoto i Sinot: tradicijata - 
modernosta, avtoritetot - individuata, sistemot 
- igrata, zaboravot - memorijata, grevot - pro{kata, 
centarot - decentriraweto, kulturnite stereotipi 
- istoriskite zabludi, Zapad - Istok, identitet - 
alteritet, isto - drugo, moe - tu|o... 

Derida veli deka kni`evnosta “nema drug zakon 
osven zakonot na edine~nosta na sobitieto, deloto”, 
onaka kako {to e, vpro~em, unikaten, edinstven i 
nepovtorliv i krajot na svetot, krajot na `ivotot. 
Sekoj ja do`ivuva intimno i vo ~etiri o~i svojata 
nepovtorliva sredba so svetot, od drugata strana 
na Krajot. Nie mo`eme samo da ja zamisluvame taa 
sredba. Mo`eme da ~ekame od drugata strana na 
Krajot. Nie, Vie, Tie, sekoj so svojata vizija za svetot-
od-ovaa i za svetot-od-onaa strana na postoeweto, na 
deloto, na jazikot. Dijalogot prodol`uva. Mo`ebi 
najubavite ne{ta se slu~uvaat nadvor od na{ata 
volja - ne rekov nasproti! Nepredvidlivosta na 
sobitijata po odnos na ~ovekovata volja go pra vi 
podnoslivo i privle~no su{testvuvaweto, posto-
eweto, no i ja pottiknuva afektivnata vrska sprema 
Bitieto. Taa nepredvidlivost na sobitijata e majka 
na tvore{tvoto, sozdatel na poiezisot vo umetnosta 
i vo filosofijata. 

Nade`ta, vo seta nejzina neizvesnost po odnos na 
ostvaruvaweto, se ~ini kako najstabilna po odnos na 
opstanokot, nad`ivuvaweto i postoeweto: s$ minuva, 

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 
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nade`ta ostanuva. Bi mo`ele duri, ironi~no, da 
ka`eme: za `al, ~ovekot nikoga{ ne gubi nade`, 
~ovekot nikoga{ ne ja gubi Nade`ta. Nade`ta e vo 
genezata na golemite dela i potfati. Nade`ta e 
senkata od koja{to ne mo`eme da se razdelime ni 
da se odvoime. I po ovoj nesekojdneven povod, da se 
posveti eden broj na Identiteti na @ak Derida, 
nade`ta ostana najistrajna i poka`a deka ne e 
zaludna. Site na svoj na~in, kade i da SME vo svetot, 
ja ~uvstvuvame senkata na Derida kako sopstvena 
skriena, tajna i tainstvena rezerva nade`. 

Ako vistinata se definira kako podra~je na verojaten 
{ok, skandal, diskontinuitet, deformacija, u`as, 
tabu, toga{ se ~ini deka e razbirlivo {to @ak 
Derida nejze & ja sprotivstavuva Igrata koja ne 
mo`e da opstane nadvor od poredokot i od pravilata 
na igrawe, no koja tokmu poradi toa ja ovozmo`uva 
slobodata, osobeno slobodata vo podra~jeto na 
tvore{tvoto i na tolkuvaweto.  Da se postigne privid 
za otsustvo na pravila i na red, zna~i da se vladee 
sovr{eno so daden sistem. Kreativnata sloboda e 
preduslov za individualnata ~ovekova sloboda. 
Tokmu vo toj kontekst na slobodata i na igrata se 
formira{e mojata li~na pretstava za Derida. 
Oslobodena od balastot na u~enosta, na pomodniot 
mentalitet na imitacijata i citatomanijata i na 
postmodernisti~koto simulirawe le`ernost vo 
duhot na populisti~kata maksima „s$ e mo`no”, taa 
pretstava za Derida bi mo`ela da ja svedam na tri 
poenti. Ovie tri to~ki go stiliziraat, a so toa i 
go sveduvaat na informaciski minimum inaku 
maksimalno kompleksniot, te{ko ~itliv tekst i 
oblik na likot na Derida:  

1. Za Derida, patot do otkrovenieto i do spo z na  va-
weto na vistinite e istkaen od oksimoroni. Nego-

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 defi ned 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 diffi cult 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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vata optika na posmatrawe na su{testvuvaweto/
bivstvuvaweto, na so-bitieto nasprema bitieto, e 
optika na radikalni antitezi ili oksimoroni. Vo 
svojot teorisko-filosofski i hermenevti~ki opus, 
Derida ne otstapuva samo i edinstveno od svojata 
vrodena smisla za groteskni antitezi i oksimoroni 
(„kni`evnosta ima pravo da ka`e s$ i s$ da skrie; 
kni`evnosta e mesto na tajnite bez tajni; 
“nevozmo`na scena na nevozmo`nata pro{ka”, “O 
prijateli moi, nema prijateli”, i tn.). Toa se 
ilustrira i so poslednoto intervju {to toj go dade 
za francuskiot dneven vesnik Mond, pod naslov „Jas 
sum vo borba protiv samiot sebe” (Jacques Derrida:
“Je suis en guerre contre moi-même”, Le Monde, 
09.10.2004), vo koe{to veli deka - da se u~ime da 
`iveeme zna~i da se u~ime da umirame; deka ̀ ivotot 
e pod znakot na umiraweto, a smrtta e pod znakot na 
`iveeweto. Za ovie idei podrobno zboruva i vo bio-
grafsko-avtobiografskata kniga Jacques Derrida 
(Geoffrey Bennington et Jacques Derrida, Paris, Seuil, 
1991).  

2. Derida e poet na filosofskiot diskurs. Filosof-
poet. Hermenevt-poet. Teoreti~ar-poet. Negoviot 
poetski senzibilitet pred i vo jazikot, pred i vo 
svetot i nasprema Bitieto e negovata diskretna kon-
stanta, negovata karma, negovata neizbe`na Senka. 
Negoviot identitet. Negovata senka e nego viot iden-
titet. Darbata za literarizacija i za poeti zacija na 
teoriskite diskursi go pravi Deri da uni katen fi-
losof i teoreti~ar. Taa darba e vo tvore~ki koitus 
so negovata smisla za otskoci, za presvrti, za anti-
tezi i oksimoroni i so smislata da u`iva vo igra-
weto so niv, vo niv. Pi{uvaweto kako u`ivawe vo 
prevrtuvaweto na svetot i na jazikot - naopaku. Rasu-
duvaweto kako potraga po etimologijata - na uni ver-
zumot. @ivotot kako palindrom. Postoeweto ka ko 

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”, 
“O, 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 ‘I am 
in a battle against myself’ (Jacques Derrida: ‘Je suis en 
guerre contre moi-même’, 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 
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anagram. Derida. Derrida. Aed-i-dr. Dar ide. Ide 
dar.  Da-rider. 

3. @ak Derida e institucionalizirana metonimija: 
mo`eme da ka`eme deka go tolkuvame Derida, a vsu{-
nost go tolkuvame negovoto delo. Deloto, `ivotot i 
li~nosta na Derida, sega, ve}e, se neraz delni, za 
vek-i-vekov, i nema nikoga{ da doznaeme kade se 
dvojat eden od drug. Vpro~em, postoi li voop{to 
granica koja go deli `ivotot od deloto? Deloto na 
Derida e negoviot `ivot, `ivotot e negovoto delo. 
Delo polno so qubov, posvetenost, bezuslovnost, 
nesebi~nost, humanost, poeti~nost, antiteti~nost, 
paradoksalnost. Deloto na Derida e delo na oksimo-
ronskiot Um. Lucidnosta na oksimo ronskata percep-
cija na svetot i na jazikot, kako unikaten vid poe-
ti~nost, e genezata ili Bitieto na filosofskata i 
teoriskata misla na @ak Derida, i samiot oksimo-
ronski sklop na identiteti - al`irskiot, arapskiot, 
evrejskiot, francuskiot, evropskiot, univerzal ni-
ot,  me tafizi~kiot, ono stra niot... 
 
NB. 
Redakcijata im blagodari na site sorabotnici i avtori 
koi u~estvuvaat so svoj tekst vo ovoj broj na Identiteti. 
Posebno & se zablagodaruva na Safa Fati, egipetska i 
francuska pisatelka i re`iserka, prijatelka i sorabot-
ni~ka na @ak Derida, avtor na dva filma za nego, “Vpro-

~em, Derida” i “Imeto na moreto”. Redakcijata & e 
posebno blagodarna {to taa i nejziniot producent Gloria-
fi lm & go otstapija pravoto na prezentacija na filmot 
“Vpro~em, De ri da” na makedonski, vo ~est na hommage-ot 
{to Identiteti mu go napravi na Derida. 2005 godina, 
bez Derida, so Derida.  

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 fi nd 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, 
unselfi shness, 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 fi lms on him, Derrida’s Elsewhere and The Name of the 
Sea. The editorial board wants to thank her and her producer  
Gloriafi lms especially for granting the right for presentation of 
the fi lm 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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„Prijateli moi, vi blagodaram {to dojdovte. Vi 

blagodaram za sre}ata {to ste mi prijateli, ne bidete 

ta`ni, nasmevnete mi se kako {to jas bi vi se nasmevnal, 

izberete go `ivotot, pa duri i besmrtnosta, ve 

blagoslovuvam, ve sakam, vi se nasmevnuvam kade i da 

sum.” Ete, toa se poslednite zborovi na Derida {to sin mu 

gi izgovori na negovoto ve~no po~ivali{te.

Po~nuvam so citat od Blan{o {to Derida go 
naveduva vo Ulysse gramophone: „Sepak, sum sretnal 
lu|e koi nikoga{ ne mu rekle na `ivotot „zamol~i, 
i nikoga{ na smrtta, odi si” (109). @ak Derida e 
eden od tie lu|e. @ak Derida ne e mrtov. Eve edna 
re~enica koja e odglas na edna druga {to Derida 
ja izgovoril na simpoziumot za Blan{o, odr`an 
po negovata smrt. „Blan{o e mrtov.” Na istiot 
simpozium, kako i vo pove}eto negovi izlagawa vo 
posledno vreme, kon taa re~enica, vklu~uvaj}i ja i 
svojata zavr{na re~, toj dodava, ka`uva i povtoruva, 
naglasuva i ja blagoslovuva besmrtnosta: „Izberete 
ja besmrtnosta”.

Na simpoziumot za Blan{o toj otide duri dotamu 
{to go imenuva{e ona {to smrtta vo eden mig ja 
~ini radosna, koga treba da go podnesete `ivotot 

« Mes amis, je vous remercie d’être 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 même 

la survie, je vous bénis, je vous aime, je vous souris où que je 

sois.» Voilà, ils sont les derniers mots de Derrida prononcés par 

son fi ls 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 êtres qui n’ont jamais dit la vie, tais-toi, 
et jamais à la mort, va-t’en » (109). Jacques Derrida est 
l’un de ces êtres. Jacques Derrida n’est pas mort. Voilà 
une phrase qui fait écho à une autre, prononcée par 
Derrida lors du colloque sur Blanchot après sa mort. 
« Blanchot est mort ». A cette phrase, il ajoute, lors 
de ce même colloque, et comme pour la plupart de ses 
interventions ce dernier temps, y compris son mot de 
fi n, il dit et redit, insiste, et consacre la survie: « Il faut 
préférer la survie ».

Il est allé même dans le colloque Blanchot jusqu’à 
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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Safaa Fathy Jacques Derrida n'est pas mort

po smrtta, da go nosite drugiot vo sebe, da go nosite 
i da go o`iveete vo sebe, da go ~uvate i da se ~uvate 
~uvaj}i go. Ete toa ja ~ini smrtta radosna, a `ivotot 
po smrtta zbogaten so drugiot koj ne e pove}e vo 
sega{nata sega{nost, tuku vo damne{noto minato 

na sega{nosta.

Od kone~nosta, od smrtnosta proizleguvaat gole-
mite motivi vo deloto na Derida, deloto kako traga, 
obele`je, datum, kripta, pratka, pismo, cel. I pokraj 
toa, smrtta go slede{e sekoe dvi`ewe na @ak 
Derida, sekoja negova postapka ili misla. Taa, 
smrtta, ili mojata smrt, be{e negativ koj se 
vudvosuva{e i koj dopu{ta{e da bide otpe~aten vo 
migot, vo vremeto, koj se vtisnuva{e vo niv so site 
svoi modaliteti. Pekolnoto zabrzuvawe na vremeto 
na `iveewe i u`ivawe i negovoto beskrajno traewe 
koga stanuva zbor za nad`ivuvawe, za nad`ivuvawe 
na majkata, {epoti toj vo Circonfessions.

Vo istata kniga, Derida naveduva edna re~enica od 
majka mu: „Sakam da se ubijam” i izjavuva deka ovaa 
re~enica „e moja re~enica, od mene, od moeto jas 
celosno isplukano... povtoruvawe koe postojano go 
ispolnuva celiot moj vnatre{en teatar, pret stavata 
koja si ja prireduvam bez prekin pred tolpa priv-
idenija, obred i izliv koi kolku pove}e bea nevi-
dlivi, tolku pomalku bea ograni~eni... po~nuvaj}i 
od molitvite i solzite, a onie koi me ~itaat od gore, 
se pra{uvam dali mi gi gledaat solzite, denes... 
dali nasetuvaat deka mojot `ivot be{e samo dolga 
prikazna od molitvi i dali postojanoto vra}awe 
na „sakam da se ubijam” pomalku iska`uva `elba da 
stavam kraj na mojot ̀ ivot otkolku eden vid prinuda 
da ja preteknam sekoja sekunda, kako {to eden avto-
mobil preteknuva drug, ili poto~no da ja udvojam 
odnapred vtisnuvaj}i go negativot od fotografi-

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

De la fi nitude procède les grands motifs de l’oeuvre de 
Derrida, l’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 l’instant, 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 à la mère souffl e-t-il dans 
Circonfessions. 

Dans ce même livre, Derrida reprend une phrase de 
sa mère: « 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 
théâtre intérieur, la représentation que je me donne 
sans relâche, devant une foule de fantômes, un rite et 
une effusion qui connaissaient d’autant moins de limite 
que l’invisibilité leur est assurée... à commencer par les 
prières et les larmes, et ceux qui me lisent de là-haut, je 
me demande s’ils voient mes larmes, aujourd’hui… s’ils 
devinent que ma vie ne fut qu’une longue histoire des 
prières et le retour incessant de « j’ai envie de me tuer » 
dit moins le désir de mettre fi n à ma vie qu’une sorte 
de compulsion à doubler chaque seconde, comme une 
voiture l’autre à la dédoubler plutôt en sur-imprimant 
d’avance le négatif d’une photographie déjà prise avec 
un dispositif « retard », la mémoire de qui me survit 
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jata ve}e slikana so ko mandata za „zadocnuvawe”, 
spomenot za mene, na onie koi me nad`ivuvaat za da 
prisustvuvaat na moeto is~eznuvawe, go tolkuva i go 
vra}a filmot nanazad, a jas ve}e zabele`uvam kako 
me gledaat legnat na ple}i na dnoto od mojata zemja, 
slu{am, ... i pokraj toa {to go pominav `ivotot vo 
molitvi i solzi i vo neizbe`nosta vo sekoj mig od 
nivnoto nad`ivuvawe, nad`ivuvawe {to ima kraj 
posle koj jas se gledam „kako `iveam”, ili vo prevod 
„se gledam kako umiram”, se gledam mrtov, otse~en od 
vas vo va{ite se}avawa {to gi sakam, i pla~am... ” 
(Circonfessions, 40-41)

Zna~i, toj ja poznava{e  smrtta. Da se potsetime, 
filosofskoto delo na Derida do`ivuva uspeh po La 
Grammatologie vo koja{to toj go prezema Dekartovo-
to cogito vo forma na - „Mislam zna~i sum ... mrtov”. 
Toj misle{e samo na nea, na smrtta, paralelnata 
pateka kon koja{to vodea gradskite uli~ki, qubovta 
i gradovite.” ...Pariz kon „kogo {to” sepak neguvam 
bezusloven kult. Pla~am mislej}i deka }e umram bez 
da go slavam, da go baknam sekoj negov kamen za da 
mu se zablagodaram. Nema nitu edna pariska uli~ka 
koja ne mi veli, bukvalno, se slu{am sebe kako {epo-
tam, na sekoj ~ekor: }e te nad`iveam.” (La contre Al-
lée, 104)

Smrtta izobiluva vo deloto na Derida i sozdava 
knigi. Kolku li knigi za dlabokata taga toj napi{al: 
Glas, Circonfession, Adieu à Emmanuel Levinas, Fors, 
Béliers, Un vers à soie, Chaque fois unique, la fi n du 
monde i mnogu drugi.1

„Jas sum na stranata na smrtta”, veli toj vo edna 
prepiska so @erar Granel, no toj go saka{e (ah, 
upotrebata na glagolot vo minato vreme me zbunuva! 
Navistina li mislite deka nekoga{ umirame?), toj 

pour assister à ma disparition, interprète et se repasse le 
fi lm, et déjà je les surprends à me voir couché sur le dos 
au fond de ma terre, j’entends, …sauf que j’ai vécu dans 
la prière et les larmes et l’imminence à 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, l’œuvre 
philosophique de Derrida prend son essort à partir de 
la Grammatologie où il reprend le cogito de Descartes, 
« Je pense donc je suis …mort. » Il ne pensait qu’à elle, 
la mort, une contre-allée où Derrida se laissait guider par 
les ruelles des villes, par l’amour et les villes « …Paris 
à « qui » je voue pourtant un culte inconditionnel. Je 
pleure en pensant que je mourrai sans en avoir célébré, 
baisé, chaque pierre pour lui rendre grâce. Pas une ruelle 
de Paris qui ne me dise, littéralement, je m’entends mur-
murer à chaque pas : je te survivrai. » (La contre Allée, 
104)

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

« Je suis de côté de la mort », dit-il dans un échange de 
lettres avec Gérard Granel, mais il aimait (et l’utilisation 
du verbe au passé me barre la route. Croyez-vous 
vraiment que l’on meurt jamais »?) Il aimait la vie plus 
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go saka{e `ivotot najmnogu i nad s$ drugo. ^esto 
vele{e, stavaj}i se ve}e od drugata strana na svojot 
`ivot, deka „duri i Ajfelovata kula }e mi nedosti-
ga.” Toj `ivee{e za sebe vo svoeto vreme, a za posle-
sebe vo drugoto vreme. Se}avaweto ne be{e rezultat 
na sega{nosta koja si pripomnuva za svoeto minato, 
tuku rezultat na sega{nosta koja go podgotvuva svoe-
to minato. Toj razmisluva{e za se}avaweto ili, ako 
pove}e sakate, za tragata {to sekoj mig }e ja ostavi, 
so razlika vo vreme i mesto, preku razlikata so dru-
gata strana na `ivotot, so `ivotot po smrtta. Toj 
vsu{nost gi ̀ ivee{e i ̀ ivotot i ̀ ivotot po smrtta. 
Nad`ivuvaj}i gi dvajcata bra}a od koi{to edniot 
umira pred nego, a drugiot po nego, toj `ivee `ivot 
koj e izvorno besmrten. „Go sakam samo se}avaweto, 
drugoto ime za idninata po koja{to tr~am, i tr~am, 
i tr~am. I brkam [...]” (La contre–Allée, 31)

Derida si spomnuva, i toa do zamisluvawe i se}a-
vawe, duri i do gledawe, za toa kakvi bile po~inatite 
dragi lica dodeka bile `ivi, kako negovite dvajca 
po~inati roditeli {to bi mo`el da gi vidi s$ u{te 
`ivi. Eden den, koga me ispra}a{e so avtomobil do 
`elezni~kata stanica Ri-Oran`i kade {to `ive-
e{e, napravi neobi~no skr{nuvawe. Se protna cik-
cak niz avtomobilite na eden parking za da bide 
otsprotiva na edna zgrada. Go pra{av zo{to go izbra 
toj nevoobi~aen pat, a toj mi odgovori deka rodi-
telite na negovata sopruga Margarita `iveele tamu 
dodeka bile ̀ ivi i deka go napravil toa skr{nuvawe 
za da im oddade po~it.

Toj ja po~ituva{e smrtta i im e, im be{e apsolutno 
veren na svoite pokojnici. Koj e pisatelot koj 
najmnogu pi{uval za svoite pokojni prijateli? Cel 
eden tom, vo koj duri i nema s$. „Sekojpat edinstven, 
krajot na svetot.” Naslov izvle~en od edna re~enica 

que tout par-dessus tout. Souvent  il disait, se plaçant déjà 
après sa vie  que « Même la tour Eiffel me manquerai ». 
Il vivait pour lui dans son temps et pour l’après lui dans 
l’autre temps. La mémoire n’était pas l’œuvre d’un 
présent qui se remémore son passé mais l’œuvre d’un 
présent qui prépare son passé. Il pensait à la mémoire, 
à la trace, si vous voulez, que chaque instant va laisser 
avec la différance de temps et de lieu, par la différance 
par-delà la vie, dans la survie. C’est qu’il vivait la vie et 
la survie. Survivant à deux frères morts l’un avant lui et 
l’autre après lui, il vit une vie originairement survivante. 
« Je n’aime que la mémoire, autre nom de l’avenir après 
lequel je cours, et je cours, et je cours. Et je chasse […]» 
(La contre–Allée, 31).

Derrida remémore, et jusqu’à imaginer et rappeler, 
et même voir, les êtres 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’à la gare de Ris-Orangis où il vivait, il faisait 
un détour étrange. Il passait par un parking en zigzag à 
travers les voitures, pour être face à 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 là de leur vivant, et il faisait ce détour pour 
leur rendre hommage.

Il respectait la mort et il est, était d’une fi délité absolue 
à ses morts. Qui est l’écrivain qui a le plus écrit pour 
ses amis morts? Un volume entier et qui pourtant 
ne contient pas tout. « Chaque fois unique, la fi n du 
monde ». Un titre qui vient d’une phrase reprise de l’un 

Safaa Fathy Jacques Derrida n'est pas mort
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prezemena od eden od negovite seminari za smrtnata 
kazna. Derida im oddava{e po~it na mrtvite, na 
nivnite dela, na nivnata rabota, na nivnoto minato, 
na nivnata ostavnina, mislam na Moris Blan{o za 
kogo{to toj be{e edinstveniot izvr{itel na tes-
tamentot. Toj dosledno gi po~ituva{e takvi kakvi 
{to tie bea dodeka bea `ivi, no i vo drugiot svet.

Derida go predviduva{e svoeto zaminuvawe kako 
mizanscenot koj se sre}ava vo sekoja negova kniga. 
„]e umram, koga i kako, ne znam”, mi vele{e minatoto 
leto. @elba za `ivot i `elba da umre za nea, za nego. 
No `ivotot go dr`e{e so negoviot pogled kon 
`ivotot, kako {to i Derida go dr`e{e nego so pog-
ledot, dodeka zaminuva{e.

Se obiduvam da zamislam deka toj e s$ u{te vo vre-
meto nadvor od traeweto, otade traeweto i kalen-
darot, vremeto na ispra}aweto, na patuvaweto, 
mo`ebi vo nekoja druga kategorija na ve~nosta. Hori-
zontot na smrtta ja oblikuva{e osnovata na negoviot 
svet i sekoja podrobnost od negoviot `ivot. Toj 
misle{e na nea, se objasnuva{e so nea vo eden pos-
tojan dijalog, so pridu{en glas, otsekoga{ ja gle-
da{e v lice. Smrtta mu be{e odnapred poznata, mu 
be{e obi~na, go pridru`uva{e sekoj negov ~ekor 
ili postapka, sekoja negova misla ili re~enica, taa 
mu be{e bliska, {to zna~i nemo}na. „... ona da, da na 
himenot, da na golemata afirmacija na zrelosta, a 
potem nejasnosta na dvojnoto da: ...na se}avaweto i 
na odgovornosta; drugoto da, da, vozdu{esto, tan-
cuva~ko, svetlo, e voedno da na reafirmacijata, na 
vetuvaweto i na zavetot, da na ve~noto vra}awe.” 
(Ulysse gramophone, 108).

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

Derrida prévoyait sa sortie comme la mise en scène que 
chacun de ses livres déployait. « Je vais mourir, quand 
et comment, je ne sais pas » me disait-il l’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 à imaginer qu’il est encore dans un temps 
en dehors de la durée, au-delà de la durée et du calen-
drier, le temps de l’envoi, du trajet, peut-être une autre 
catégorie de l’éternité. L’horizon de la mort formait le 
fond de son monde et chaque détail de sa vie. Il pensait 
à 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 familière et donc 
impuissante. « ... le oui, oui de l’hymen, le oui de la 
grande affi rmation de midi, et puis l’ambiguïté de double 
oui : …de mémoire et de responsabilité; l’autre oui, oui, 
aérien, dansant, solaire est aussi un oui de réaffi rmation, 
de promesse et de serment, un oui à l’éternel retour » 
(Ulysse gramophone, 108). 
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Pretpo~itajte go `ivotot, besmrtnosta, ve sakam... 
kade i da sum. Toa se negovite zborovi na negovoto 
po~ivali{te... gi slu{am.

Prevod od francuski jazik: Joana Haxi-Lega

Bele{ki: 

1. Mrtove~ko yvono, Sobitispovedi, Zbogum na Emanuel 

Levinas, Osudi, Ov~ari, Svilena buba, Sekoj pat 

edin  stven, krajot na svetot. 

Safaa Fathy Jacques Derrida n'est pas mort

Préférez la vie, la survie, je vous aime … où que je sois. Ce 
sont ses mots à lui au bord de son lieu …. je les entends. 
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Dosega verojatno nemalo pogolem mislitel na idni-
nata od @ak Derida. Niz celoto negovo tvore{tvo 
Derida postojano se navra}a kon promisluvaweto na 
ona „mo`ebi”, na arrizant. Vakvoto razmisluvawe za 
toa „mo`ebi” dobiva oblik na ne{to „novo” i drugo za 
na{iot svet, ne{to koe e, zatoa, nepoznajno duri i 
kako horizont na idealnosta koj istovremeno pro-
izleguva od i upatuva na ona {to treba da bide vo koj 
bilo daden svet. Ja preimenuvav dekonstrukcijata vo 
filosofija na granicata za da go istaknam Derida 
kako za{titnik na ona koe{to doprva doa|a. Mojata 
rasprava vo su{tina be{e deka Derida go ra-
dikaliziral poimot na kantovskoto zna~ewe na „pod-
gotvuvawe na terenot” kako sozdavawe granici za 
edna sfera na verodostojno znaewe ili na re{a va~ko 
rasuduvawe. Kaj Kant, kritikuvaweto ima za cel da go 
razgrani~i ona koe{to e odlu ~u va~ko za vistinskata 
su{tina na nekoja sfera na znaewe, da re~eme, na 
primer, naukata. „Postavu vaweto grani ci” pred s$ ne 
e demarkacija so sferata na znaewe, tuku razgrani-
~uvawe vo smisla na prika`uvawe na vnatre{ nata 
konstrukcija na ~istiot razum. Izdig nuvaweto na 
elementite na razumot pod razbira kri ti ka vo smisla 
na toa {to istovre meno gi iscrtuva konturite na 
~istiot razum i go pre meruva proektot kako celina 
od negovata pokrupna arhitek tonska ili sistematska 
struktura.

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.

Drusila 
Kornel Mislitel na 

idninata

Drucilla 
Cornell The Thinker of 

the Future
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Drucilla Cornell  The Thinker of the Future

No, kritikata kaj Kant e postavuvawe granici vo 
smisla na toa deka ~ove~kiot razum se gleda kako 
ograni~ena tvorba. Za Kant, ograni~enosta na razu-
mot vo izvesna smisla gi odreduva nepromenlivite 
granici. Cenata {to ja pla}ame za edno proverlivo 
ostrov~e vistina e toa {to razumot, razbran kako 
ograni~en razum, nikoga{ ne mo`e da dosegne otade 
granicite na ~ove~kiot um – poznavatelniot subjekt 
koj go pret~uvstvuva svetot preku transcendental na 
imaginacija vo koja site predmeti doa|aat do ovoj 
subjekt prethodno ograni~eni od prostorot i vre-
meto. Nezaboravniot Martin Hajdeger (Martin Heide-
gger) napi{al deka Kant n$ vodi do granicata na 
samiot poim na kritikata i kone~no go pokrenuva, 
no celosno ne go adresira pra{aweto za toa „koj” e 
ograni~enoto bitie koe mora da misli preku tran-
scendentalnata imaginacija. „Koj”, da gi upotre-
bime zborovite na Hajdeger, e „~ovekot”, i taka toa 
„koj” e da sein. Toa {to Hajdeger tolku vnimatelno se 
zanimaval so Kant i na~inot na koj Kant n$ tera da 
odgovorime na pra{aweto „koj e ~ovekot” e eden 
va`en del od filosofskata istorija koj ~estopati 
se gubi. Kako {to zabele`uva i samiot Derida, onie  
neokantovci vo Francija koi{to se posvetile 
re~isi isklu~itelno na arhitekturata na sistemot, 
i egzistencijalnite fenomenolozi koi {to se zani-
mavaat so pra{aweto „koj  e ~ovekot” bile pode leni, 
pa duri i neprijatelski nastroeni edni kon drugi. 
A sepak, kako {to uka`av, razmisluvaweto na samiot 
Hajdeger mo`e da se sfati edinstveno ako se razbere 
kako dlabok i pronikliv odgovor na Kant; ili, ako 
sakate, pra{awe koe kritikata vo kantovska smisla 
nalaga da go pos tavime. Eden aspekt od preime-
nuvaweto na Filo sofija na granicata be{e Kant da 
se vrati na nego voto vistinsko mesto, ona koe sega 
po~naa da go na rekuvaat kontinentalna filosofija. 

But critique, in Kant, is a setting of boundaries in the 
sense that human reason is seen as a fi nite creature. The 
fi nitude of reason, in a sense, defi nes unalterable limits 
for Kant. The price we pay for a verifi able island of truth 
is that reason, understood as fi nite 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 fi nite 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-
fi cance 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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Ne mo`eme pravilno da go razbereme zna~eweto na 
Kantovata kritika dokolku ne se fatime vo kostec 
so onie aspekti na Kant koi se najnezgodni, barem za 
izvesni {koli na neokantizam - transcendentalnata 
imaginacija i sinteti~koto rasuduvawe a priori. 
Sakav na ovoj na~in da vnesam edno kantovsko 
seni{te, koe sum uverena deka go opsednuva tvore{-
tvoto na Derida, vo pretstavata za dekon strukcijata 
koja dominira{e vo akademijata na Soedinetite 
Dr`avi, barem vo vremeto koga ja napi {av Filo-

sofija na granicata.

Poznati ni se nekolku tolkuvawa na dekon struk-
cijata: kako metod na ~itawe, kako dokaz za bes-
kone~niot regres vo jazikot koj gi potkopuva 
temelite na re{ava~koto rasuduvawe, kako seriozna 
igra koja otvora novi mo`nosti za tolkuvawe vo 
konvenciite na zna~ewe. Ne zboruvav tolku protiv 
verodostojnosta na ovie tolkuvawa na dekonstruk-
cijata, kolku {to smetav deka e neophodno da se 
otvori eti~koto kako ne{to {to le`i vo srcevinata 
na dekonstrukcijata. Vo Filosofija na granicata  
sakav da poka`am deka Derida go radikalizira 
sfa}aweto za „podgotvuvawe na terenot” vo kritikata 
na Kant so toa {to n& poka`uva deka ona a priori 
„podgotvuvawe teren” na razumot nikoga{ ne mo`e 
da se nadmine. Nitu pak  pra{aweto „koj  e ~ovekot” 
mo`e definitivno da se odgovori kako druga osnova 
za ~istiot razum. Derida ja postavil dekonstruk-
cijata da raboti protiv site obidi da se ontolo-
gizira zna~eweto na „~ovekot”, bilo da e toa optimis-
ti~ko ili pesimisti~ko. Na toj na~in, „deontolo{-
kiot” moment kaj Derida sekoga{ bil so namera za da 
n& se poka`e deka e nevozmo`no definitivno da se 
znae {to e vozmo`no, a {to nevozmo`no. Najbele`ito 
od s$, Derida ja postavil dekonstrukcijata vo 
Seni{tata na Marks da raboti protiv ontologi-

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 infi nite 
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 defi nitively 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 defi nitively 
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 defi nitively the liberal citizen of modern western 
democracies, and that the rest of humanity was fated 
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zacijata na eden triumfalen liberalizam koj vo 
mnogu razli~ni izjavi uka`uva na toa deka ~ovekot 
e definitivno liberalniot gra|anin na sovre me-
nite zapadni demokratii, i deka na ostanatiot del 
od ~ove{tvoto mu e sudeno da fati ~ekor so ovoj ne-
gativno idealiziran „~ovek”. Vo taa smisla, dekon-
strukcijata n& poka`uva deka granicite na znaj noto 
postojat vo imeto na nekoja idnina koja mo`ebi 
doprva sekoga{ doa|a. Pog lavjeto objaveno ovde ot-
prvin se vika{e “Od sve tilnikot: Vetu vaweto za 
spasenie i mo`nosta za pravno tol kuvawe”. Vo Poli-

tika na prija telstvoto Derida se navra}a na mo-
jata metafora so svetilnikot i pi{uva vaka:

Da, kako reflektori bez breg tie {araat po temnoto 
nebo, gasnat ili gi snemuva vo pravilni vremenski 
intervali i go krijat nevidlivoto vo samata nivna 
svetlina. Nie ve}e i ne znaeme na kakvi opasnosti i 
propasti né predupreduvaat. Izbegnuvame edno samo 
za da bideme frleni vo nekoe drugo. Ve}e duri i ne 
znaeme dali ovie nabquduva~i né vodat kon nekoe drugo 
odredi{te, nitu pak dali nekoe odredi{te ostanuva 
veteno ili utvrdeno.

Edinstveno sakame da mislime deka go sledime patot 
na edna nevozmo`na aksiomatika koja ostanuva da 
se promisli. Sega, ako ovaa aksiomatika se povle~e, 
za mig, od eden do drug zrak na reflektorot, od eden 
svetilnik do drug (za{to ima bezbroj svetilnici, i 
onamu kade {to ve}e nema dom tie pove}e ne se domovi, 
i eve {to se slu~uva: ovde pove}e nema domovi), a toa 
e zatoa {to pa|a mrak vrz vrednosta na vrednosta, 
a ottuka i vrz samiot kopne` po aksiomatika, po 
sistem na vrednosti koj e dosleden, prifaten, i koj se 
podrazbira.1

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.1

Drucilla Cornell  The Thinker of the Future
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Ovde, vo ovoj citat, Derida e veren na negovoto 
postojano potsetuvawe deka ona koe{to ostanuva 
“drugo”, javuvaj}i se nakratko kako mi`urkav ble-
sok, mo`e da dojde vo forma na predupreduvawe za 
ona koe{to e novo. Ona {to e vistinski razli~no 
mo`e da ne dojde za nas kako dobro ili kako praved-
no, ami vsu{nost mo`e da bide negovata potpolna 
sprotivnost.

Ne mo`eme da ja znaeme idninata so to~nost. Ako 
ne{to ja pretstavuva idninata, ili drugoto, toga{ 
toa ne e vo na{iot sistem na presmetlivo znaewe. 
Taka svetilnikot, ili svetilnicite mo`e da se 
pro~itaat kako da né predupreduvaat. Se razbira, toj 
isto taka mo`e da bide pro~itan i kako da n& dava 
nade` za spasenie ponudeno - da go upotrebime 
poznatiot izraz na Derida - vo mesijanstvoto bez 
mesija. Moeto tolkuvawe, ako sakate, e pooptimis-
ti~ko bidej}i ja ~itam mojata metafora kako taa da 
n& dava nekoja mi`urkava iskra na dobro koe e se-
koga{ nadvor od na{iot neposreden horizont na 
znaewe. Svetilnikot, se razbira, mo`e da bide pro-
~itan na obata na~ina. Derida e vo pravo deka se-
koga{ postoi rizik i vetuvawe za spasenie i neumo-
livata za{tita na „ona koe doprva doa|a” kako ne{to 
{to mo`e da bide razli~no, {to mo`e da bide drugo 
i, da, ona {to mo`e da bide spasen svet. Nema vetu-
vawe za spasenie bez ovoj rizik. Sepak, kako {to i 
samiot Derida sekoga{ pi{uva{e, negovata dekon-
strukcija sekoga{ bila vo duhot na marksizmot vo 
smisla na toa {to toj baral da go razgrani~i 
carstvoto na mo`noto vo imeto na ona koe mo`ebi 
doprva s$ u{te e mo`no - sonot za spaseno ~ove{tvo 
koj e nerazdvoiv od idealot na komunizmot.   

Prevod od angliski jazik: Goran Stoev

Here, in this quotation, Derrida is true to his constant 
reminder that what remains “other,” only appearing 
briefl y 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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Izbor me|u dve zla 

Pred nekolku godini, okolu 1998 godina, napi{av 
edna pesna pod naslov „Isku{enie: aktuelizacija”, 
so moto pre-zemeno od Stariot Zavet, Prvata kniga 
Mojsieva, Glava 22, 7: „O~e! A on re~e: {to, sine? 
I re~e Isak: eve ogan i drva, no kade e `rtvenoto 
jagne?”1 Vo taa pesna go tolkuvav, na poetski na~in, 
obidot na Gospoda da ja testira vernosta na Avraam 
kon nego,2 stavaj}i go vo situacija da bira me|u 
Nego - Bog i svoeto ~edo, sin mu Isak. Gospod Bog 
go stava Avraam vo groteskna situacija da se otka`e 
od svojot sin, da se otka`e od najmiloto, i pove}e 
od toa, da go sotre najmiloto, da go usmrti, da mu 
nanese smrt, da go ubie, da go spali, pod forma na 
(obredno?) `rtvuvawe. Pri~inata za takvata `rtva 
e kapricioznata `elba na Gospod Bog da ja isku{a 
vernosta na Avraam sprema nego, vrhovniot tatko, 
bo`jiot zakon. Avraam, za da doka`e deka vernosta 
sprema Boga e pogolema i pova`na od qubovta 
sprema sopstvenoto ~edo, i so mnogu strav od Boga, 
trgnuva na ma~niot pat kon zemjata Morija, {umata 
na isku{enieto, no}nata mora na ~ove{tvoto,3 kade 
{to ja podgotvuva kladata na koja{to treba da go 
polo`i, namesto jagne ili kako jagne, svojot sin 
Isak, i da mu nanese smrt. 

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 fi re and the wood: but where is the 
lamb for a burnt offering?”1 In that poem I poetically 
interpreted God’s attempt to test Abraham’s loyalty2 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?) sacrifi ce. The reason for 
such a sacrifi ce 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,3 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.

Katica
]ulavkova 

Morata na Morija: 
hermenevtika na
grotesknoto isku{enie 

Katica 
Kulavkova 

The Moriah Nightmare: 
Hermeneutics of the 
Grotesque Temptation 
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Katica Kulavkova The Moriah Nightmare: Hermeneutics of the Grotesque Temptation

Izvlekuvaj}i go pra{aweto na Isak kako moto na 
pesnata, upativ na soznanieto deka Isak gi nasetil 
namerite na tatko mu i deka sfatil {to se slu~uva so 
nego, so tatko mu i so Bog: Isak videl deka nema drugo 
`rtveno jagne osven nego, a mora da go ima, zaradi 
obredot i tradicijata; znael ubavo deka obredot 
na `rtvuvawe treba i mora da se izvede; Avraam go 
vrzal sinot svoj Isak i go stavil na `rtvenikot, 
nad drvata („I zamavna Avraam so rakata svoja i go 
zede no`ot za da go zakole sinot svoj” - se veli vo 
knigata Mojsieva 22, 10); Isak imal dovolno dokazi 
i drugi (jazi~ni i vonjazi~ni) priznaci koi kaj 
nego predizvikale somne` vo postapkite na tatkoto 
i vo prirodnosta (humanosta) na situacijata... Po 
intervencijata na Bog, Isak se pretvora od `rtva 
vo svedok. Isak e svidetel na pate{estvieto i na 
dramata na isku{enieto na tatkoto raspnat me|u Bog 
i sinot. Zloto sfateno kako nu`en izbor me|u dve 
dobra, pri {to na ednoto dobro treba da mu se nanese 
smrt. Koe dobro i da go izbere, tatkoto (nekomu) 
}e nanese zlo. Taka bi mo`elo da se definira 
prvobitnoto isku{enie vo koe{to Bog go stavil 
Avraam: da bira me|u dve dobra, da zazeme ne~ija 
strana, da se podvoi, da se raspne zasekoga{. Toj 
izbor e isklu~uva~ki i e predlo{ka na situacijata 
ili-ili. Ednoto go isklu~uva drugoto, a i dvete se 
neophodni za da se ostane ~ovek. Tragi~na ~ove~ka 
situacija. Krstot na isku{uva~koto raspetie me|u 
dve dobra se pretvora vo izbor na zloto i ja nema 
izgubeno svojata aktuelnost nikoga{ vo minatoto, 
obnovuvaj}i se vo razli~ni vremiwa i prostori. 

Isku{enie: da se dade smrt 

Kon krajot na 2004 godina, ja pro~itav knigata na 
@ak Derida, Donner la mort (Paris, 1999). Dolgo 

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 
sacrifi cial 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 fi rst 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 crucifi xion 
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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vreme razmisluvav okolu naslovot na ovaa kniga i 
kako toj da se prevede na makedonski. Da se dade 

smrt, Da se nanese smrt, Davawe smrt, Da se us-

mrtuva, ili Da se dava smrt, Ubivawe. Da se pre-
vede pogre{no naslovot e kako da se sfatila pog-
re{no knigata. Da se prevede pravilno naslovot e 
preduslov za pravilno tolkuvawe na eden tekst. 
Mene nikako ne mi se vklopuva{e vo negovata kon-
cepcija prevodot na francuskiot izraz i naslov na 
knigata so make donskoto Daruvawe smrt. Stu di jata 
na @ak Derida Kni`evnosta tajno (vtori ot del od 
Davawe smrt) se ispi{uva okolu sto`erniot motiv 
na ̀ rtvuvaweto na Isak - sinot, od Avraam - Tatkoto. 
Derida upatuva tokmu na usmrtuvaweto i ubivaweto 
na drugiot, so tradiciski simptomati~na istorija 
i eti~ki problemati~na vrednost. Daruvaweto smrt 
pove}e me potsetuva na situacii vo koi{to smrtta 
bi mo`ela da bide podobra varijanta za izbor od 
`ivotot, vo uslovi na nu`na, i vo taa smisla posaku-
vana smrt ili evtanazija, odnosno vo situacii koi 
potsetuvaat na onaa vo koja{to Seta ja usmrtuva 
svojata qubena }erki~ka mislej}i, vo mig na bezumie 
i u`asnatost, deka toa e edinstven na~in da ja spasi 
od ropstvoto koe vo nejzinite o~i e postra{no i od 
samata smrt (Toni Morison, Qubena). @rtvuvaweto 
na Isak ne e daruvawe smrt. Toa e davawe smrt, toa e 
usmrtuvawe. 

Postojat navistina nekolku dobri pri~ini poradi 
koi{to jas  ja ~itam i ja tolkuvam knigata na Derida 
niz optikata na usmrtuvaweto. Usmrtuvawe. Da se 

usmrtuva. Da se ubiva. Da se posega po `ivotot na 
drugiot. Ne edna{. Pove}e pati. Nesvr{en glagol. 
@ivotot e postojano isku{enie, isku{enie vo pro-
ces, nevkusno dolg i {okanten proces na isku {uvawe 
na drugiot i samoisku{uvawe. Za isku {enieto da 
stane groteskno, treba da bide upateno na ne{to/

title and how it should be translated into Macedonian. 
To Give Death, To Infl ict Death, Putting to Death or 
Giving Death, Killing.4 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 sacrifi ce 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 horrifi c than 
death itself (Tony Morrison, Beloved). In the sacrifi ce of 
Isaac death is no gift. Death is about to be infl icted; 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. Infl icting 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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nekogo za {to/za kogo {to najmalku bi se o~ekuvalo 
deka mo`e da stane predmet na usmrtuvawe i na od-
zemawe na `ivotot. Isku{enieto stanuva gro teskno 
pod uslov da posakuva da go usmrti najmiloto, naj-
bliskoto, obo`uvanoto, zna~i ne{to sveto, ne{to 
koe e del od ~ovekoviot identitet, ne{to bez koe{to 
se obezvrednuva postoeweto, se obesmisluva `ivot-
ot. Isku{enieto e groteskno koga na masovnata grob-
nica na istorijata tatkoto go frla ne samo sinot 
edinec, tuku celiot svoj porod i narod, so niv i kul-
turata, tradicijata, jazikot. 

Isku{enie se narekuva sostojba vo koja{to ~ovek 
mora da bira me|u dve ne{ta bez koi{to ne mo`e 
da ostane sosema ~ovek, oti se kosi so principot 
~ove~nost (da se potsetime na Izborot na Sofija, 
na primer!). Stvarnosta izgleda ima nekoja bo`ja 
dimenzija i podzaborava na milosta, pa go stava 
~oveka vo situacija da stanuva s$ pomalku ~ovek, 
{to e mo`no pomalku ~ove~en, da stane bestijalen, 
~udovi{en, sadisti~en, smrtonosen... Da, toa bi 
mo`elo da bide dobar prevod na naslovot na knigata 
na Derida - Nosewe smrt. Da se donese nekomu smrt 
zna~i da mu se odzeme `ivotot. Knigata na Derida 
mo`e da se prevede, zna~i, i kako Odzemawe `ivot. 

^udno, ama vo makedonskiot jazik ne postoi voobi-
~aen izraz za davawe smrt. Postoi samo pridavkata 
smrtonosen. Postoi glagolot usmrtuva. Toa e neo-
bi~no, dotolku pove}e {to postoi sprotivniot iz-
raz - da se dade `ivot. Vo makedonskiot jazik mo{ne 
dobro e legnat tokmu ovoj izraz davawe `ivot, soz-
davawe `ivot, vdahnuvawe `ivot, o`ivotvoruvawe, 
o`ivuvawe i drugi izrazi povr zani so ra|aweto. 
Toa, paradoksalno, mo`ebi zna~i deka tamu kade 
{to ima premnogu ra|awe, vsu{nost ima premnogu 
povtorno ra|awe, odnosno deka imalo premnogu 

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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smrt, premnogu primena smrt, premnogu nanesuvawe 
smrt (od nekogo drug i/ili od samiot sebe). Isto-
riski poglednato, toa ne e nelo gi~no. Make  don skiot 
iden titet e pod postojana zaka na za razoru vawe i vo 
postojan streme` da se potvrdi, da se do ka`e, da se 
vostanovi, da se aktualizira, da se pre poznae, da se 
odbrani. Smrtta demne zad sekoe ra |awe. Ima nade`, 
makedonskiot identitet pov torno }e se prerodi na 
svojot prostor. Toa e pra{awe na vizija, na stra-
tegija, na verba i na qubov. Samo qubovta mo`e da 
soz-dade nov `ivot. Ete kako, asocijativno, preku 
qubovta, doznavame kako dava weto `ivot e sozda-
vawe, tvore{tvo, umetnost. Opsta nokot e umetnost. 
Ovde-bitieto e vo dosluh so Biti eto. 

Isku{enieto stanuva groteskno koga e promisleno, 
svesno, koga e plod na li~en izbor. Vistinskoto is-
ku{enie e groteskno, apori~no. Ne bi imalo is-
ku{enie ako, da re~eme, edno usmrtuvawe e po~i neto 
vo mig na bezumie, ili zatoa {to taka moralo vo 
uslovi na prirodna katastrofa ili nesre}en slu~aj. 
Ima, me|utoa, isku{enie, koga usmrtuvaweto e po~i-
neto po slobodna volja, kolku ovaa i da ima izgovor 
deka nemala drug izbor, deka bila primora na ili 
deka postoel nekoj drug izgovor i nekoja druga vi{a 
sila i instanca. Ima isku{enie koga ima vreme i 
uslovi da se promisli odlukata, da se izgradat 
kriteriumi, da se napravi hierarhija na vrednosti, 
da se prezemat odbranbeni merki, da se nadmudri 
sistemot, da se izbegne situacijata ili-ili, a ako 
ve}e mora da se `ivee takvata situacija ili-ili, da 
se bide podgotven za `rtvata, za samo`rtvata i za 
posledicite od opredelbata/izbo rot me|u dvata 
(simboli~ki) zakona, me|u dvete op cii - Bog ili 
Sinot. 

infl icted (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 confi rmation, affi rmation, 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 killing 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 sacrifi ce, the self-sacrifi ce 
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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Ima isku{enie koga isku{enikot mo`e da ja osvesti 
sopstvenata volja i da se stavi vo pozicija na nekoj 
koj e prinuden da odlu~uva da bide ili da ne bide 
ubiec, da go usmrti ili da ne go usmrti svoeto dete, 
da go izneveri ili da ne go izneveri svojot bog, da go 
smeni svojot bog ili da se razdeli od nego. Avraam 
ima izvesna sloboda da bira me|u dvete dobra, da 
bira da ubie ili da ne ubie, da bide slep vernik ili 
da bide misle~ka i dejstvitelna individua. Na toa 
uka`uva i faktot {to Bog „mu gi otvora o~ite” na 
Avraam, vo posledniot mig, demne nad nego za da go 
spre~i ~edomorstvoto, nebare znael deka Avraam e 
podgotven i da si go ubie sinot ako treba, samo da 
poka`e kolku golem vernik e pred Boga, ili zatoa 
{to ne mo`e da go sovlada stravot od Boga. Koga na 
Avraam mu vetuva deka (preku Sara, `ena mu) }e mu 
donese na svet sin, deka }e mu dade nov `ivot i 
idnina za negovoto seme, loza, porod i narod, Gospod 
Bog go najavil Isak kako sin Bo`ji. Avraam, da 
mislel na toa, }e znael deka Bog ne bi napravil 
ni{to za da go ubie, ni da go protera Isak (kako {to 
go proteral Ismail, na primer). Logi~no bi bilo da 
se o~ekuva Bog da go {titi Isak, svoeto zavetno 
~edo. 

Ima isku{enie ako isku{enikot mo`e da bira dali 
}e se identifikuva so zakonot i so tatkoto ili }e 
izgradi sopstvena proekcija za sebesi. Ima isku{e-
nie ako isku{enikot e vo pozicija da go svrgne od 
vlast tatkoto-tiranin i so toa da ja izbegne sudbi-
nata da bide egzekutor na doblestite na ~ove{tvoto. 
Ima isku{enie pri koe{to isku{enikot mo`e da 
bira dali i ponatamu Tatkoto }e go gleda kako zakon 
ili }e odbere da se buntuva protiv takviot zakon (re-
ligija, ideologija) koj od nego bara da si go usmrti 
najmiloto - Sinot. Ima isku{enie koga Sinot mo`e 
da stane Tatko i da vovede svoj, nov Zakon i taka da 

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 sacrifi ce of progeny, of future. But the sons 
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go spre~i ~edomorstvoto i obred noto `rtvuvawe na 
potomstvoto, na idninata. No, sinovite vospitani 
vo duhot na tiranijata mnogu ~esto i samite se pret-
voraat vo tirani. Zatoa e potreben golem jaz, visoka 
svest i samokontrola, za da se promeni radikalno 
svetot vo smisla na negova hu manizacija. 

Relativizacija na tajnata

Osnovnoto pra{awe {to go postavuva isku{eni~kata 
situacija na relacija Bog - Avraam - Isak se odnesu-
va na tajnata i kako taa da (ne) se iska`e. Relati-
viziraweto na apsolutnata tajna Gospodova, sfateno 
kako spodeluvawe na tajnata Gospodova so ~ovekot, e 
oblik na nejzino de-sakralizirawe. Nema somnenie 
deka Svetoto pismo e nasledeno i nasledni~ko 
pomnewe i zavet na sakralnoto, no i taa e vid pismo 
i kni`evnost, a so toa ja ras-ka`uva tajnata na svojot 
kodiran jazik i ja spodeluva so ~ovekot. Kako da se 
sokrie beskrajnata u`asna i apsolutna tajna kakva 
{to e tajnata na Boga? Dali mo`e ovaa tajna, vo mo-
mentot koga stanuva i tajna na Avraam, da bide apso-
lutna? Kako se sozdava i zo{to se ~uva tajnata? Dali 
hermenevtikata se zanimava so apsolutnata tajna? 

Vo prikaznata na Mojsej za Avraam i Isak postojat 
dve tajni. Prvo, tajnata {to ja kriel Bog pred Avraam, 
za da mo`e da go stavi vo isku{enie (da mu ka`el s$ 
otvoreno, ne bi imalo isku{enie), baraj}i od nego 
da si go `rtvuva sinot. Vtoro, tajnata {to ja kriel 
Avraam pred Isak, koga mu ka`al deka go vodi so sebe 
do {umata Morija, na obredot na `rtvuvaweto, ama 
ne mu ka`al koj }e bide `rtvata. Namerata da se ubie 
sinot e pri~ina da se tai vistinata, povod za tajna i 
za taen govor. @rtvuvaweto, tajniot i svetiot govor 
se me|usebno tesno povrzani. Sakrifikacijata e vid 

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 sacrifi ce 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 sacrifi ce, but failed to tell him who the sacrifi ce 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. Sacrifi ce, the secret, and holy talk are all closely 
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sakralizacija i hermetizacija (sacrum – sveto, pos-
veteno, no i ona koe e tajno, sveta tajna i sl., sacrifi er 
pak, zna~i da se ̀ rtvuva ne{to, ili da se nosi ne{to 
sveto za `rtva). @rtvuvaweto e sveta tajna. Nasil-
nata, a ne prirodnata smrt, e pri~initel na tajniot 
i dvosmislen govor. I vo dvata slu~aja, situacijata 
prinuduva na diskreten i dvosmislen govor, koj pak 
e zarodi{ na kni`evnosta. Bog ka`uva edno, a misli 
drugo. Avraam ka`uva edno, a misli drugo. Iskazite 
na Bog i na Avraam se alegori~ni. Literarnosta 
se za~nuva vo stvarnosta, vo dijalogot me|u Boga i 
~ovekot, koga se vkrstuva sakralnoto so egzistenci-
jalnoto.  

Tajnata e dovolno na~nata, podjadena i razgolena 
za da ne bide pove}e tajna, za da ne bide sosema 
tajna. Apsolutnata tajna na Bog stanuva relativna 
tajna na ~ovekot. Spodeluvaj}i ja apsolutnata tajna 
so ~ovekot, preku jazikot, kako zaedni~ko mesto 
me|u Bog i ~ovekot, Bog se pomiril so faktot deka 
tajnata pove}e ne e apsolutna, deka tajnata ne e samo 
negova. Spodelenata tajna (so nekogo drug) pove}e ne 
e apsolutna tajna. Tajnata za koja{to postoi makar 
eden svedok, ne e apsolutna. Drugiot go podrazbira 
Tretiot. Sekoj ~ovek vizavi Bog e Drugiot. Spode-
lenata tajna ne mo`e da bide kontrolirana. Taa e 
glas koj leta. ^ove~kata tajna e spodeluva~ka, me|u 
~ove~ka tajna, a so toa i delumna tajna. Kolku i da 
e zabraneta, spodelenata tajna sekoga{ e - ili vi-
dena ili ~uena, ili preka`ana, ili zapi{ana, ili 
navestena od nekogo drug. Na ovoj svet nema sovr{ena 
tajna. 

Apsolutnata tajna ne e spodelena. Ako ~ovekot e Dru-
giot vo o~ite na Bog, toga{ Bog ja prenesuva tajnata 
na Drugiot. Bog ne e pove}e sam, koga e so ~ovekot. 
Rizikot e golem. Kaj {to ima ~ovek, ima ri zik. 

inter-related. Sacrifi ce is a kind of sacralisation and 
hermetisation (sacrum – holy, sanctifi ed but also secret, 
a holy secret and the like; sacrifi er, on the other hand, 
means to sacrifi ce something, or to bring something holy 
as an offering). Sacrifi ce 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-à-vis 
God is the Other. A shared secret cannot be controlled. 
It is a voice that fl ies 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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Av raam ne ja soop{tuva tajnata so zbor nikomu, no 
tajnata mo`e da se soop{ti i preku drugi znaci i 
jazici, i preku premol~enite, otsutni zborovi, 
~ie{to otsustvo vo odredeni situacii stanuva 
simptomati~no i re~ito. Semantikata na otsutnite, 
neizre~eni zborovi e su{tinata na hermenevtikata 
(‘ερµενεια - na starogr~ki zna~i mo} da se is-ka`e, da 
se razjasni i da se protolkuva ne{to koe ne e jasno 
ka`ano).4 

Kriej}i ja tajnata, Bog go isku{uva Avraam. Kriej}i 
ja tajnata, Avraam se isku{uva sebesi, i pove}e 
od toa, toj se podgotvuva da si go ubie sinot so 
predumisla, svesno. Koga Isak go pra{uva kade e 
`rtvenoto jagne, Avraam odgovara: „Bog, sinko, }e se 
pogri`i da najde jagne za sebe za `rtva”. Povtorno 
ne ja ka`uva vistinata, povtorno izbegnuva da se 
ispoveda i da zboruva direktno (ednozna~no). Av-
raam se slu`i so dvosmisleniot govor, so {to go 
stava Isak vo zabluda i vo neizvesnost, a sebesi 
si pravi otstapnica, izgovor, opravdanie, alibi. 
Av  raam sekoga{ }e mo`e da se pravda deka do{lo 
do nedorazbirawe me|u nego i sin mu, deka ne bil 
pravilno sfaten, deka samo se {eguval i sakal da 
go zapla{i, deka e pogre{no protolkuvan, deka 
n egovata postapka e izvadena od kontekst, i taka na-
tamu. Avraam, na nekoj na~in, ja prefrli vinata od 
sebe, na Bog. Avraam bi ja prifatil sekoja ̀ rtva {to 
Bog }e ja pobara od nego. 

Ako nekoj mol~i i se vozdr`uva od re~ta, ne zna~i 
nu`no deka go praktikuva diskursot na lagata. Se-
kojdnevniot govor ne ja isklu~uva lagata. No, figu-
rativniot govor, bilo da e sakraliziran ili kni`e-
ven, ne e ni vistinit ni la`en govor. Figurativniot 
govor e govor na zna~enskoto i tolkuva~koto isku-
{enie. Zatoa se postavuva pra{aweto: postoi li 

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 (‘ερµενεια – ancient Greek for to ex-
press, clarify and interpret something that has not been 
said clearly).5 

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 sacrifi cial 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, justifi cation 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 sacrifi ce 
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 fi gu-
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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apsoluten molk me|u dve ~ove~ki su{testva posta-
veni zaedno vo edna egzistencijalna situacija? 
Pretvoraweto na tajnata vo molk e pretvorawe na 
eden govor vo drug. Toa pretvorawe e prosledeno so 
izvesen ostatok, so nekoi priznaci, koi ne mora 
nu`no da bidat lingvisti~ki, no koi nu`no se 
semioti~ki i prenesuvaat izvesna informacija. 

Spodelenata tajna ima forma, ima svoj jazik, svoj kod, 
pa - sledstveno - mo`e da bide predmet na tolkuvawe. 
Tolkuvaweto, pak, mo`e da ima najrazli~ni oblici: 
mit, pesna, prikazna, drama, pismo, memoari, esej... 
Retori~koto pra{awe na Isak e znak deka tajnata 
na Avraam e razotkriena. Ako nema sovr{ena tajna, 
toga{ nema ni sovr{eno zlostorstvo. @rtvata e 
prviot svidetel i tolkuva~ na tajnata. Isak e i 
svidetel, i hermenevt. Po odnos na upatenosta vo 
tajnata na drugite svedoci (vo slu~ajov, dvajcata 
slugi), sega se ~ini deka e bespredmetno da se 
zboruva, zatoa {to tie se sporedni po odnos na 
dramata koja se odigruva me|u Sinot, Tatkoto i Boga. 
Tie registriraat {to se slu~uva, nebare se skriena 
kamera na memorijata. Nivnata slika na sobitijata 
ne e dovedena na preden plan i ostanuva vo sferata 
na pretpostavkite. 

No, interesen e eden drug moment: po zavr{uvaweto 
na dramata na isku{enieto, Avraam i Isak ne 
razmenuvaat pove}e ni zbor za toa {to se slu~ilo i 
za toa {to mo`elo da se slu~i. Nema pra{awe, nema 
komentar, nema prefrluvawe, nema pravdawe, nema 
odgovor. Bog ja razre{uva dramata so voveduvawe na 
negovata obredna `rtva - ovenot. Nema ni zbor za toa 
kako Avraam go odvrzuva Isaka i kako go osloboduva 
od kladata. Tie ednostavno se vra}aat doma molkum, 
nebare molkot }e gi spasi od pamteweto i }e im 
pru`i za borav i spokoj. Sekoe opi{uvawe na sobi-

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 fi rst witness and interpreter of the crime. Isaac is 
both a witness and a hermeneut. It seems superfl uous 
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 fi rst 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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tieto e povtoruvawe na sobitieto i oblik na pom-
newe. Kolku pove}e se povtoruva prikaznata za toa 
sobi tie, tolku podolgo trae sobitieto. Neis ka`ana, 
prikaznata ostanuva vo sferata na pret postavkite, 
s$ dodeka sosema ne izblednee, sli~no na son koj ne e 
ni raska`an, ni zapi{an. Kni`evnosta e otpor 
protiv zaboravot. Kni`evnosta opi{uva, zapi{uva 
i pamti. Poradi toa, taa e zakana za onaa ideologija 
koja saka da ja skroi ili da ja revidira istorijata 
spored svoite potrebi i nameri, a ne spored stvar-
nosta, faktite i vistinata. 

Zo{to Isak ne mu zameruva na tatka si, od kade 
negoviot spokoj i negovata tolerancija, e pra{awe 
koe zaslu`uva poseben prostor za tolkuvawe. Vo ovaa 
prigoda }e uka`am samo na mo`nosta toj samiot da se 
stavil vo situacija da odbere da go pamti selektivno. 
Nema somnenie, Isak ne samo {to nasetuva {to se 
slu~uva, tuku sfa}a {to se slu~uva. No, toj odbiva da 
go priznae toa javno i so zbor. Isak e vo {ok. 
[o kiran, ne saka da veruva vo toa {to go gleda. Toa 
{to go gleda se raziduva so negovata pretstava za 
zdraviot razum, humanosta i eti~nosta. Toa {to go 
gleda, molskavi~no minuva niz negoviot um i misla, 
no toj nema hrabrost da go imenuva so vistinskiot 
zbor. Vo Evangelieto na Mojsej nedostasuva prikaz-
nata na Isak, a so toa nedostasuva i negovata pret -
stava za sobitieto. S$ {to znaeme za nea e navesteno 
vo negovoto pra{awe polno so ~udewe. Isak go 
izbegnuva vistinskiot zbor, zatoa {to ja izbegnuva 
vistinata za isku{eni~kata drama. 

Za da mo`e da `ivee, nemu mu treba figura (aluzija, 
ironija, groteska), koja }e ja obele`i retorikata na 
negovoto postoewe i koja }e bide odraz na negovoto 
bitie. A bidej}i vpe~atokot od toa {to go videl 
i go do`iveal e tolku silen {to ne mo`e sosema 

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 fi t 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 fi gure (allusion, irony, gro-
tesque) that will mark the rhetoric of his existence and 
that will refl ect 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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da go premol~i, toj izustuva edno pra{awe koe go 
sodr`i vo sebe odgovorot onolku kolku {to ja so-
dr`i vo sebe i tajnata. Isak e zgrozen, vxa{en i 
stapisan, pa ne mu preostanuva ni{to drugo osven 
da go postavi, aluzivno, retori~koto pra{awe 
koe, spored simboli~kiot kod na tajnata, ne treba 
da ja razotkrie tajnata so zbor, tuku me|u zborovi, 
so otsutnite zborovi, otade jazikot. Isak ja ~ita 
tajnata preku znacite koi ne se jazi~ni: tatkoto go 
zema sinot so sebe na ~inot na `rtvuvaweto, ima 
klada, nema jagne, Isak e vrzan nad kladata, Avraam 
go dr`i no`ot nad nego, tatkoto premnogu mol~i, a 
pregolemoto i prenapregnato mol~ewe e priznak 
na nekoja golema i nametnata tajna, simptom za 
negovata dlaboka potreba od nadkompenzacija, znak 
deka Avraam se pla{i da ne ja izdade sam tajnata, 
znak deka `ivee so edna nepodnosliva tajna. 

Aluzivnoto pra{awe na Isak e oblik na tolkuvawe. 
Odgovorot postoi i se znae, no postoi zad jazikot. 
Odgovorot ne stignuva do zborot. Odgovorot mora da 
ostane enigma i da tropa na portite na jazikot. 
Jazikot veli ne, nema da te iska`am.]e te premol~am. 
]e te ka`am, premol~uvaj}i te. Zarem toa ne ti e 
dovolno, veli jazikot nadmeno, poradi stravot pred 
~ove~kata zaslepenost i ~ove~kata podgotvenost za 
najmonstruozni zlo-dela, `rtvi i postapki vo ime 
na ne{to „vi{o”. Jazikot se blokira pred taa vi{a 
instanca i zamol~uva. Toj e svesen za svojata mo}. 
Znae deka ne{tata mo`at da se ka`at me|u redovi. 
Jazikot znae deka postojat retori~ki figuri koi 
ka`uvaat, iako ne is-ka`ale. Jazikot ja razviva kaj 
sebe taa mo} da ka`uva bez da izre~e, da ka`uva niz 
jazi~ni sliki i obrti. Jazikot se umno`uva samiot 
na po~vata na taa svest za svojot kapacitet da ka`uva 
ne zboruvaj}i mnogu ili kriej}i gi zna~ewata vo 
{ifri. Toj svoj kapacitet go izrazil vo pove}e dis-

it contains the secret. Isaac is horrifi ed, awestruck and 
petrifi ed 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 
sacrifi ce; 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, sacrifi ces 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 fi gures 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 

Katica Kulavkova The Moriah Nightmare: Hermeneutics of the Grotesque Temptation



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

1
1
5

Identities

kur zivni praktiki: sakralnata, mitskata, biblis-
kata, poetskata, tajnite jazici. Jazikot ja prifa}a 
zabranata da zboruva otvoreno kako svoja konvencija. 
Taa konvencija gi generira jazicite so enigmati~en 
sostav. Hermeti~nosta na bitieto stanuva herme-
ti~nost na jazikot. Enigmati~nosta na bitieto sta-
nu va enigmati~nost na jazikot. 

Hermenevtikata gi tolkuva, preku pismoto i jazikot, 
tvorbite na ~ovekovata kultura i civilizacija. Tie 
se relativizirani ovde-tajni, tajni na ~ove~koto 
su{testvo i na su{testvuvaweto, a ne tajnata na bi-
tieto. [tom apsolutnata tajna na bitieto se rela-
tivizira i stane pridobivka na ~ovekovata kultura, 
taa mo`e da bide rastajneta. Samoto formulirawe 
na tajnata go podrazbira nejzinoto rastajnuvawe, 
onaka kako {to gatankata ja podrazbira svojata raz-
gatka, kako {to enigmata e umetnost zatoa {to ja 
vklu~uva igrata na nejzinoto sokrivawe i nejzinoto 
razotkrivawe. Faktot {to ne mo`e sekoj da ja raz-
gatne enigmata/gatankata ne doka`uva ni deka enig-
mata e nespoznatliva, ni deka ~ovekot koj ja spoznal 
e bo`ji glasnik. Toa {to tajnata }e bide protolku-
vana subjektivno i razli~no, ne ja pravi da bide 
nesfatliva, tuku ja otvora sprema ovde-bitieto (su{-
testvoto) i sprema istorijata, ja pravi da bide is-
tori~na. Kni`evnata tajna e istori~na i pluralna 
i e sostavena vrz na~eloto tajna-vo-tajna, me|utajna. 
Hermenevtikata na svetite pisma poka`uva, vo po-
novo vreme P. Riker i N. Fraj (P. Rickert, N. Frye), 
deka i tajnite na evangelijata se soo~uvaat so prob-
lemot na isto ri~nosta i na pluralnosta na zna~e-
weto na tekstot. Ni sakralnite tekstovi ne se oslo-
bodeni od isto ri~nosta, od tamu ni od razli~nite 
tolkuvawa i prevodi na istite tekstovi.

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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Tolkuvaweto na tajnata podrazbira soodvetna upa-
tenost vo nejziniot kod i po~ituvawe na pravilata 
na nejzinoto kodirawe. Sekoja tajna koja e imenuva-
na, ne e (pove}e) apsolutna. Apsolutnata tajna nema 
ime. Zatoa ~ovekot, od damnini do denes, ne go ima 
najdeno vistinskoto ime na Bog... Vo migovi na tol-
kuva~ka nemo}, ~ovekot pribegnuva kon verata koja 
ne bara zborovi i koja tolkuva so srce, ne so um. 
„Dajte mi zbor...” za Nego, veli ~ovekot. Najdete mi 
go vistinskiot zbor, negovoto ime. Dajte mi go 
praviot  zbor. Da go imam. Da go s-fatam. Da sfatite 
ne{to zna~i da go imate, da go dr`ite vo race, da 
imate mo} nad nego. Nad zborot, a preku nego i nad 
~ovekot. Bog dava otpor. I toj ne e ramnodu{en pred 
jazikot. Si go krie imeto. Nudi psevdonimi, 
prekari, akronimi, s$, samo ne svoeto vistinsko 
Ime. Apsolutnata tajna odbiva da bide protolkuvana 
so zbor. Taa, eventualno, mo`e da bide nasetena 
intuitivno, kako priznak ili kako del od nekoja 
vizija. Apsolutnata tajna ne e (~isto) ~ove~ka rabo-
ta i postoi otade jazikot. Taa nema prepoznatliv 
identitet. Apsolutnata tajna go ostava ~ovekot bez 
zborovi, pa takov, fasciniran, egzaltiran i para-
liziran, ~ovekot ne mo`e da tolkuva. Mo`ebi za toa 
Isak ne ja ponuduva svojata verzija na tolkuvaweto 
na isku{enieto. 

Predmet na interesot na hermenevtikata e spode-
lenata tajna. Na~natata ti{ina. Re~ta. Spored Deri-
da, osnovnata pri~ina da ne se ka`e nikomu ni{to 
od ona {to nekoj go znae i {to nekomu mu e ka`ano 
kako tajna, le`i vo potrebata da ne se ispre~i „ne-
koj tret me|u nas” (Derida, 1999, 203). No, mi se 
~i ni deka problemot se za~nuva vo momentot koga se 
pojavil Vtoriot, a ne vo momentot koga }e se pojavi 
Tretiot. [tom postojat dvajca, edniot od niv ja igra 
ulogata na tolkuva~ i, kako takov, toj e potencijalen 

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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prenesuva~ na tajnata i potencijalen odgatnuva~ na 
tajnata. 

Zakonot na Tatkoto i zakonot na Sinot 
- tiranijata i razvlastuvaweto 

Odnosite na relacija Tatko, Sin i Svetiot Duh se 
osnova na simboli~niot poredok na jazikot i na 
svetot. Funkcijata tatko go menuva subjektot i so 
toa tvori istoriska niza na transferi od edna 
generacija na druga, od roditeli na deca, od tatko na 
sin. Sinot stanuva tatko, a tatkoto sin. Za tatkoto 
da stane sin, dovolno e da bide vernik i da go slu{a 
poslu{no zborot na tatkoto - Bog. Sekoj vernik 
e sin Bo`ji. Za sinot da stane tatko, treba da go 
simne od vlast svojot tatko, da go razvlasti, da mu 
se sprotistavi na negoviot zakon, da se vostoli~i 
sebe vo funkcija na tatko (centar, mo}, tiranija) da 
vovede nov zakon. Stanuvaj}i tatko, sinot povtorno 
stanuva sin, ako vo igrata se vklu~i Bog, a toa e 
najverojatno. 

Zakonot na Tatkoto e zakon na tiranijata. Zakonot 
na Sinot e zakon na razvlastuvaweto. Kolku e po-
strog, ponepopustliv i ponemilosrden zakonot na 
Tatkoto, tolku pove}e Sinot e motiviran da go de-
tronizira, pa i da go usmrti…5 Takov e zakonot na 
Uran, na Hron ili Saturn, i na Jupiter, toga{ koga 
tie ja vr{at funkcijata na Sin. Koga }e ja prezemat 
funkcijata na tatko, toga{ tie i samite se predmet 
na razvlastuvawe, a ne subjekt koj razvlastuva. Za-
konot podrazbira ra|awe i voveduvawe nov zakon, 
zakonot podrazbira transfer, delikt, povreda, zlo-
stor, obnova, revolucija, i taka do beskone~nost, 
zatoa {to nema apsoluten ili sovr{en zakon. 

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 offi ce 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...6 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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Odnosite me|u tatkoto i sinot se naru{uvaat tokmu 
so proniknuvaweto vo enigmata (od starogr~kiot 
zbor α„ νιγµα, α„νιγµατοσ koj zna~i zagatka, gatan ka, 
zagado~en, temen i nepoimliv govor, nere{liv 
slu~aj). Slepata doverbata progleduva preku spo zna-
vaweto na tajnata i nejzinoto smestuvawe/polo-
`uvawe vo jazikot, makar kako naj-zagado~na figura 
na govorot (groteska, ironija, alegorija). Doverbata 
vo tatkoto e naru{ena. Za sekoga{. Besprigovorna ta 
doverba e zameneta so janya. Onoj koj nekoga{ bil 
olicetvorenie na sakralnoto, strav-i-trepet pome-
{ani so po~it i qubov, odedna{ se desak ralizira. 
Sovr{enstvoto bilo zabluda. Qubovta e podelena. 
Sinot sfa}a deka ne bil ni edinstven, ni najmil, ni 
najva`en. Prioritetot e premesten, centarot e na 
nekoe drugo mesto (Bog, mo}ta, karierata, porokot, 
egoto). Avraam toa go sfa}a vo momentot koga ja donel 
odlukata kogo }e `rtvuva. Pred toa, toj mo`el da se 
doveduva i samiot sebesi vo zabluda. Morija e sim-
bol na desakralizacija na tatkoto. Samo za blu-
duvaweto, kako ~ovekova tajna par exellence, se ras-
tajnuva i se ukinuva. 

Onoj koj e faten na delo od sinot, kako Avraam, nema 
kade da bega. Podobro, ako e voop{to ne{to dobro 
(u{te edna ironija na jazikot i mo} da se spravi 
so besmislicite), da se preprava deka ne go ~ul pra-
{aweto i da go odmol~i odgovorot. Da ne dade ko-
mentar. Da smeta na vremeto i na nade`ta ~ove~ka, 
deka eden den }e se podzaboravi i deka toa {to bilo 
}e bide kako da ne bilo. Taka s$ do smrtta, tatkoto 
}e `ivee so porivot da propadne vo zemja, da zine 
zemjata i da go goltne, za da ne mora da se se}ava. Tat-
koto }e si go krie pogledot, }e gleda na strana za da 
ne bide viden. O~ite zboruvaat. Pogledot go ka`uva 
ona {to ustata go krie. 

The relations between the father and the son are 
shattered precisely by the penetration into the enigma 
(from the ancient Greek word α„ νιγµα, α„νιγµατοσ, 
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 fi gure of speech (a grotesque, irony, allegory). 
One’s confi dence 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 sacrifi ce. 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 }e izbegnuva razgovor o~i vo o~i so sinot, 
na temata isku{enie i `rtvuvawe. Sinot mo`e da 
mu prosti, no pro{kata nema da go spasi od sebe i od 
sopstvenata janya. Morija }e bide, od po~etokot do 
krajot, no}na mora na ~ove{tvoto. Somnevaweto }e go 
grize i tatkoto, i negoviot sin. Tatkoto, zatoa {to }e 
se pla{i deka e demistificiran od sinot, a sinot -  
zatoa {to }e saka, koga i da e, da ja doznae vistinata. 
Somnevaweto }e bide na~in na komunikacija me|u 
tatkoto i sinot. Somnevaweto kako egzistencijalna 
i ontolo{ka nelagodnost. No}nata mora na Avraam 
e no}na mora na ~ove{tvoto. Cikli~no, taa se bu-
di, se aktuelizira, se obnovuva. Za `al. Svetot bi 
go izgubil svojot identitet koga bi se otka`al od 
no} nata mora na Morija. Kni`evnosta e eden od 
mediumite koi ja aktueliziraat tajnata na Morija. 

Se nametnuva i edna druga optika vo posmatraweto 
na groteskata na isku{enieto. Tekstot na Evange-

lieto go sodr`i opisot na isku{eni~kite stra-
danija vo forma na prikazna koja e, voedno, i tolku-
vawe na situacijata, i citirawe na iskazite na Bog, 
Av raam i Isak. Mojsej, kako avtor na Evangelieto, 
demistificira nekoi aspekti na grotesknosta, no ja 
po~ituva enigmati~nosta kolku {to e toa mo` no 
koga se raska`uva, makar i vo oblik na sakraliziran 
govor. Toj nastojuva da ne go razgoruva ~uvstvoto na 
povredenost kaj Isak. Na~inot na koj{to Mojsej go 
soop{tuva predanieto za Avraam, ne ja institu-
cionalizira odmazdata kako identitet na sinot i 
ne zagovara, paradoksalno, kazna na tatkoto, ni 
negova detronizacija. Toa e pokazatel deka pri-
kaznata za Avraam i Isak minala niz eden (hris-
tijanski) filter i deka e dobro fokalizirana niz 
svesta na naratorot. Vo spisite na Stariot zavet 
se preminuva beglo od inkriminiranite `rtve-

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 sacrifi ce. 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 demystifi ed by his son; the son because at 
some point he will want to fi nd 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, 
demystifi es 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 
infl ame 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 fi lter) and that it 
has been focalised well through the consciousness of the 
narrator. The subsequent incriminated events involv-
ing sacrifi ce are superfi cially treated in the scriptures 
of the Old Testament. There is no mention there of the 
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ni~ki sobitija na sobitijata koi sledat potoa. Vo 
niv nema ni zbor za ~uvstvuvaweto vina i gri`a na 
sovest kaj tatkoto ili za traumata na Isak. Avraam i 
Isak se vra}aat so dvajcata momoci kako ni{to 
neobi~no da ne se slu~ilo. Tokmu toa neobi~no 

ne{to za koe{to ne razgovaraat Avraam i Isak, e 
temno mesto koe treba da se osvetli. No, bidej}i 
hermenevtikata na toa premol~uvawe ima potreba 
od rasvetluvawe niz prizmata na eden drug topos, 
pro{kata, toa }e go ostavime za nekoja druga pri-
goda. 

Principot ~ove~nost - no}nata mora na ~ove{tvoto  

Vo mojata pesna „Isku{enie”, aktueliziraj}i ja 
groteskata na isku{enieto na Avraam, pra{av: 
„Zo{to Onoj Gore mol~e{e i milosta ja {tede{e - 
nikoj ne uzna!”. Aludirav na situacijata vo koja{to 
se nao|a ~ove{tvoto denes, i posebno makedonskiot 
del od ~ove{tvoto. Go zamoliv Avraam, Tatkoto 
i Boga, da odbijat - `rtvuvaweto na sopstveniot 
porod/narod da bide dokaz za vernosta. Toga{ re-
 kov - da odbie da go `rtvuva najmiloto, ama ne sum 
sigurna deka rekov pravo. Da mu be{e najmil vo vis-
tinska smisla na zborot, Avraam nema{e da odlu~i 
da si go `rtvuva sinot. Sinot mo`ebi mu bil mil, 
no pomil mu bil Bog. Vo eden moment, sistemot na 
eti~ki i emotivni vrednosti kaj nego se menuva. 
Toga{ pra{av - do koga }e se pravi od zlo pozlo, vo 
ime na nekoi idei za dobroto? Do koga celta }e gi 
opravduva sredstvata (i koja CEL, vpro~em)? Do koga 
}e se promovira politikata na pravewe zlodobro? 
Do koga }e mol~i semo}niot, sesvidetelot (Onoj-koj-
gleda-se) i pravedniot? 

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 sacrifi ce of 
one’s progeny/people as a proof on one’s loyalty. I said 
“refuse to sacrifi ce 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 
sacrifi ce 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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Edno od osnovnite pra{awa {to go postavuva herme-
ti~nata i hermenevti~kata situacija od Stariot 

zavet vo vrska so isku{uvaweto na Avraam i `rt-
vuvaweto na Isak e tokmu pra{aweto - kako da se 
`ivee ~ove~ki, a da se bide vernik? Kako da se bide 
vernik, a da se ostane human? Dali nekade, vo nekoi 
krajni granici, verata ja isklu~uva humanosta i na 
preden plan ja postavuva idejata, idealot, na~eloto. 
[to i da odbere, Bog ili Sinot, ~ovekot gubi. Koga 
gubi pomalku? ^ove~kata situacija e birawe me|u 
dve zla. No, kako da se odredi koe e pomaloto zlo? 
Mo`e li koe bilo zlo da se pretvori vo ne{to dob-
ro? Ja znae li nekoj taa alhemija, taa magija? 

Izborot na Avraam e poznat. Toj odbira da si go 
usmrti sinot, pod forma na obredno prinesuvawe 
`rtva pred i na Boga. Seedno {to Avraam de facto 
ne go izvr{uva ubistvoto, toj su{tinski go pravi 
svojot izbor. Avraam e svesen za te`inata na svojot 
izbor, no sam go bira. Bog mu nalaga, no toj e onoj koj 
treba da odlu~i {to }e napravi. Avraam ja prifa}a 
opcijata na slepa vernost. Toj znae deka izborot {to 
go pravi se kosi so negovata pretstava za tatkovstvo-
to, no sepak odlu~uva da odi nasproti sebe i da rizi-
kuva. Rizikot na Avraam verojatno se isplate{e. Bog 
demne{e nad nego i go spre~i najlo{oto. No {to 
}e be{e ako Bog be{e za mig otsuten? A za faktot 
deka Sinot nema nikoga{ pove}e da bide celosno 
sin, retko koj se pra{uva. Isak e obele`an, za vek-
i-vekov, od somne`ot vo tatkovata qubov. Sinot 
strada od nedostatok na qubov, nedostatok na verba, 
nedostatok na potkrepa. Sinot e definitivno sam. 
Od isku{enieto na Avraam do denes, ~ovekot e sam. 
Istorijata cini~no go potsetuva ~ove{tvoto deka e 
tenka granicata me|u Bog i Sotonata, me|u tatkoto i 
|avolot. 

One of the basic questions posed by the hermetic and 
hermeneutic situation in the Old Testament concern-
ing Abraham’s temptation and the sacrifi ce 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 defi nitely 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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Bog vo posleden mig go spre~uva ~edomorstvoto, 
no toa ne mo`e da ja pro~isti sovesta na Avraam. 
Ubistvoto vo obid e ~in na predavstvo na smislata na 
postoeweto, na principot ~ove~nost. Ako smislata 
na postoeweto mo`e da se ostvari i nasproti 
pretstavite za humanosta i eti~kite na~ela, toga{ 
zna~i deka humanosta ne e uslov bez koj{to ne mo`e 
~ovekot. Ima mnogubrojni primeri koi poka`uvaat 
deka za nekoi individui postoeweto se osmisluva 
preku besmisleni, apsurdni, nehumani i neeti~ni 
postapki. Kolku i da e rastegliv poimot eti~nost 
kako mo`en sinonim za ~ove~nosta, toj sepak ne e 
rastegliv do besvest i ne e apsolutno entropi~en. 
@ivotot ja odreduva merata na humanosta. 

Besmislenite, ironi~ni i groteskni postapki, kak-
vi {to se `rtvuvaweto i ubivaweto na najmiloto, 
odnosno na nepoznatoto, so ni{to nemotiviranite 
ubistva ili misteriozno motiviranite ubistva (od 
Avraam, preku Medeja, do Merso od Stranecot na 
Kami ili do likot-raska`uva~ od raskazot Apso-

luten sluh na Daniel del Xudi~e...), kiptat od pri-
mordijalni pobudi i ~uvstva kakvi {to se - omraza-
ta, zavista, porivot za sadisti~ko u`i vawe, bezumi-
eto... Da se najde smislata na posto eweto (~ove~koto 
da stane ~ove~no) podrazbira humanizacija na sekoj 
~ovek oddelno. Toa e re~isi neostvarliv proekt. 
Toga{, ako ~ovekot sam po se be ne e ~ove~en, {to e 
negova differentia specifi ca? Steknuvaweto iskustva 
vrz tu|ite primeri e pred uslov za da se profilira 
konceptot na humanoto. Da se razbijat iluziite. Da 
ne se idealizira ~ovekot, za da mo`e da se human-
izira. 

Ne smrtta, tuku `ivotot pravi podbi-{ega so 
~ovekot. Smrtta e verna, `ivotot go izneveruva 
~ovekot. Paradoksalnite presvrti stojat zad sekoj 

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 fl exible, the term ethicality as a possible 
synonym of humanity, it is still not endlessly fl exible or 
absolutely entropic. Life sets the measure of humanity.

The absurd, ironic and grotesque acts, such as the sac-
rifi ce 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 specifi ca? Gaining experience through 
other people’s examples is a precondition for profi ling 
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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svijok na postoeweto. Etikata se rekonstruira preku 
soodnosot (jazot i sovpa|awata) me|u zborovite i 
delata. Etikata na `iveeweto ne e nasledna kate-
gorija, ne e steknata edna{ za sekoga{. Taa postojano 
se gradi i se vozobnovuva. A tokmu etikata e taa koja 
gi formira pretstavite za drugosta i za drugiot. 
Etikata e podra~je na podvoenosti i razliki, ne-
koga{ nepoimni i krajno neprifatlivi. Zatoa 
drugiot postoi i ne mo`e da se poistoveti so mene i 
jas ne sakam da se poistovetam nitu da me po isto-
vet(uva)at so nego. Mo`ebi ne sosema i ne sekoga{, 
no eti~kite razliki se vidlivi i merlivi, za{to 
imaat ~ove~ki obraz.  

Sakralizacija na kni`evnosta

Kni`evniot govor e taen govor. Logi~no, kni`evni-
ot govor e vid sakraliziran govor (sacra, secre – taj-
no, sveto). Literarizacijata e sakralizacija. @el-
bata da ne se ka`uva s$, potrebata ne{tata da se pre-
mol~at im e svojstvena na nekni`evnite vidovi go-
vor, osobeno na tekovniot, kolokvijalen govor, koj e 
daleku popodgotven da se nadopolni so nejazi~ni 
sredstva i so vonjazi~nata situacija {to ja kon-
tekstualizira vo sebe i na koja{to & dava infor-
mativna mo}. Neverbaliziraniot del od govorot e 
voobi~aen za prirodojazi~nite sistemi i komuni-
kacii. Kni`evnosta se stremi da go ojazi~i, zna~i 
da go verbalizira i ona {to ne go iska`uva. Vo 
kni`evnite iskazi neiska`anite zborovi se sosta-
ven del od jazi~no-retori~kite figuri, narativnite, 
dramskite i lirskite oblici so koi{to se pos-
tignuvaat semanti~ki (i drugi) efekti na edno kni-
`evno delo. Svesnoto odbivawe da se ka`at nekoi 
zborovi i da se otkrijat nekoi tajni poraki e op-
{tojazi~no svojstvo. Kni`evnosta go specificira 

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 identifi ed with me, nor would 
I want to identify or be identifi ed 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 fi gures, 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 
specifi es this feature and adjusts it to its linguistic and 
aesthetic code. Literature says much more but the way 
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toa svojstvo i go prisposobuva na svojot jazi~no-
estetski kod. Kni`evnosta ka`uva mnogu pove}e, no 
na~inot na koj{to go pravi toa ne e banalen. I koga 
krie, taa ne go pravi toa eks plicitno, ni prag-
mati~no. Onoj, pak,  koj ne zboruva eksplicitno, ima 
polno pravo i dol`nost da zbo ruva implicitno, da 
zboruva figurativno, da go gubi kontaktot so pred-
metot na koj{to se odnesuva, da se odnesuva na pove}e 
predmeti, prostori i vre miwa vo isto vreme. 

Spored Derida, kni`evnosta e estetizirana forma 
na desakralizacija na svetoto otkrovenie (Derida, 
1999, 205). Kni`evnosta se postavuva kako svidetel 
na eden misteriozen ~in, nekoga{ na edno zlo-delo 
koe kopnee po zaborav. No, u{te svetite pisma/
knigi, kolku i da se sakralizirani, podrazbiraat i 
nekoi kni`evni svojstva. Ottamu, svetite pisma ve}e 
ja najavuvaat desakralizacijata, no i najavuvaat nov, 
delumno estetiziran oblik na enigmatizacija, a so 
toa i na sakralizacija. Kni`evnosta ne mo`e sosema 
da se izvle~e od senkata na sakralnoto. Nejzinata 
sklonost kon enigmati~nost i kon hermeti~nost 
ja dobli`uva do sakralnoto, makar kako oblik na 
mistifikacija na sakralnoto. 

Kako estetski oblik na memorija koja mo`e da se re-
aktuelizira vo sekoja soodvetna konstelacija, vlasta 
gleda na kni`evnosta kako na potencijalen pro-
tivnik. Postoi stereotipiziran, priznat ili ne-
priznat imix deka kni`evnosta mo`e da gi zagrozi 
spokojot i statusot na vostoli~enite dis kursi na 
mo}ta i na nositelite na mo}ta, deka pretstavuva 
zakana po odnos na oficijaliziranata slika na 
svetot, na istorijata, na sega{nosta. Ottamu vo 
op{testvata, osobeno onie koi inkliniraat kon 
totalitarnost, se javuva zazor od kni`evnosta. Kni-
`evnosta ne mo`e, i da saka, da go ignorira ~i ta-

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, fi guratively, 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 
mystifi cation 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 fi nal paronomasia).
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At the end of his book To Give Death, Derrida summa-
rises the four features of literature that are signifi cant 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 sacrifi ce. 
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

telot, da bide ramnodu{na sprema tronot i tira-
nijata (edna fina paronomazija, neli ?) 

Derida gi rezimira, na samiot kraj od svojata kniga 
Da se dade smrt, ~etirite svojstva na kni`evnosta 
koi se zna~ajni za hermenevtikata. Prvo, veli toj, 
kni`evnosta ima pravo da ka`e s$ i da skrie s$. 
Vtoro, kni`evnosta e oslobodena od odgovornosta da 
ima smisla (smisla, ne zna~ewe!) i ozna~en predmet 
(referent). Treto, kni`evnosta mo`e da bide bes-
mislena kako `rtvata na Avraam. Kni`evnosta ima 
pravo da ne saka da ka`e ni{to, zna~i da bide her-
meti~na, da bide apsolutno hermeti~na. ^etvrto, 
tajnata na kni`evnosta ne mora da soodvetstvuva na 
nekoja stvarnost vo svetot i na nekoe vostanoveno 
zna~ewe. Petto, kni`evnosta e mesto na site tajni 
bez tajna. Vrven zakon na kni`evnosta e edine~nosta 
na nastanot, deloto (Derrida, 1999, 206). Ovie tezi na 
@ak Derida go odreduvaat kako mislitel koj ja 
brani avtoteli~nosta i avtonomnosta na kni`ev-
nosta, nej zinoto pravo i nejzinata obvrska na es-
tetska sloboda, izbor i igra, a tokmu zatoa i nej-
zinata predodredenost da bide tainstvena. Kni ̀ ev-
nosta, bilo da ja sfatime kako desakrali zacija na 
tajnata ili kako sakralizacija na isto rijata, ne 
mo`e da bide apsolutno hermeti~na. Kni ̀ evnosta, 
so svojata relativna hermeti~nost, ne mo`e da ne 
ka`e apsolutno ni{to. Kni`evnosta ka`uva mnogu, 
zboruvaj}i tainstveno. Sekoga{ od novo i odnovo. 
Kni`evnosta ja nad`ivuva smrtta. Pred mnogute 
isku{enija, da bide ili da ne bide, kni`evnosta 
opstanuva. Koj ja {titi, toa e u{te edno otvoreno 
pra{awe. No, ako samata ne se {titi, ni Bog nema da 
&  pomogne. 
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Bele{ki: 

1. K. ]ulavkova, Me|usvet, (Skopje: Tri, 2000).

2. Vo vrska so transkripcijata na imeto Avram treba 
da se ka`e slednoto. Vo prevodot na Stariot zavet 
na makedonski jazik, se koristi formata Avram. Na 
Avram, spored zavetot {to so nego go napravil Gospod, 
kako tatko na mnogu narodi, Gospod mu go smenil imeto 
od Avram vo Avraam ili Avra’am. Gospod se zavetil (se 
zakolnal) deka }e go razmno`i i deka }e mu ovozmo`i 
da opstane za veki vekov, a Avram se zakolnal deka }e go 
slavi kako edinstven Bog. Simbol i dokaz na toj zavet 
bi trebalo da bide obrezuvaweto na ma{kite deca 
(bilo da se rodeni, veli, ili da se kupeni za pari, 
glava 17 od Knigata Mojsieva). Bidej}i isku{enieto se 
slu~uva otkako Bog mu go smenil imeto, vo ovoj tekst }e 
ja koristime formata Avraam.

3. Toa mesto kade {to Avraam trebalo da si go ubie sinot, 
e nare~eno, spored zborovite od negoviot odgovor, 
(brdo na koe{to) Gospod }e se pogri`i.

4. Hermes e krilest izvestitel na bogovite, izumitel na 
lirata, pridru`nik na du{ite vo podzemniot svet...

Notes: 

1. K. ]ulavkova, Me|usvet, (Skopje: Tri, 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 
lyre, escort of the souls in the nether world...

Katica Kulavkova The Moriah Nightmare: Hermeneutics of the Grotesque Temptation
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5. Za toa zboruvaat mitovite za Uran, Hron, i Jupiter, 
predanijata za mnogu ist oriski li~nosti, na poinakov 
na~in i tragedijata na Sofokle, Kralot Edip, koja go 
prika`uva, me|u drugoto, zamislenoto ubistvo na Edip 
i ztvarnoto ubistvo na Laj...

Bibliografija: 

Derrida, Jacques. 1999. Donner la mort, Paris: Galilée. 
Sveto pismo (Star zavet). 1991. Skopje.

  

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 confi nement of Laius...

References: 

Derrida, Jacques. 1999. Donner la mort, Paris: Galilée. 
Sveto pismo (Star zavet). 1991. Skopje.
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Obi~no nemam navika da gledam vo ~evlite na 
lu|eto {to minuvaat kraj mene, nitu, pak, na onie so 
koi{to razgovaram, bilo na ulica, bilo na rabota, 
bilo pri nekoi doma{ni poseti. Lu|eto {to ne gi 
poznavam, ne gi zagleduvam vo ~evlite! No, druga e 
rabotata so onie {to gi poznavam, {to mi se bliski. 
Kaj niv gi zabele`uvam promenite, a ponekoga{ 
duri i pofalno se izrazuvam za soodvetniot izbor 
na nivnite novi ~evli. A, sepak, jasno mi e zo{to e 
toa taka: kako nitu eden drug predmet {to n& slu`i 
za prekrivawe i za{tita na teloto, ~evlite najjasno 
govorat za vkusot, za stilot, no i za finansiskata 
sostojba na nivniot imatel. Ovaa estetika i soci-
ologija na balkanskite tranzicioni ~evli e pri-
kazna kolku ta`na tolku i vetuva~ka, no, za `al, vo 
ovaa prigoda, }e ostane nastrana i nema da bi de tem-
atizirana. Toa e taka za{to sum re{en da pi{uvam 
za eden drug vid ~evli, ~evli ili cokuli koi{to 
odamna gi zasakav, ~evli {to odvreme-navreme me 
teraa ne samo estetski da gi vospriemam, tuku i da gi 
razberam, a, mo`ebi, delumno, i da gi protolkuvam.

 

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, I 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 fi nancial 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. 

Ivan
Xeparoski 

Tesnite ~evli na Van Gog: 
Derida gi rasobuva 
Hajdeger i [apiro  

Ivan
Dzeparoski

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

Taka, iako ne tolku ~esto, koga odam da si kupuvam 
~evli, sekoga{ pred da trgnam vo zdodevno-priv-
le~nata avantura na kupuvaweto, si pomis lu vam,  
nasmevnuvaj}i se vo sebe, na ~evlite na Vinsent 
Van Gog (Vincent van Gogh). No, tie ~evli, kolku i 
da zvu~i iznasileno i glupavo, naj~esto, i setilno 
i mislovno, se posreduvani od se}avaweto na tol-
kuvawata na Hajdeger (Heidegger) i na [apiro (Scha-
piro), pri {to intervencijata na Derida (Derrida) 
e onaa {to se vnesuva za da sozdava prob lemi, za da 
uka`uva deka ponekoga{ i vo `ivotot i vo umetnosta 
ne stanuva zbor za „~ift ~evli”, tuku za „raspar 
~evli”, za ras~ifteni ~evli koi{to postojat za da 
go poremetuvaat sredenoto, za da sozdavaat nemiri i 
gri`i. 

Tokmu zatoa, za da nemam natamo{ni problemi so 
kupuvaweto ~evli, se re{avam, kone~no, po mnogu go-
dini minati vo podgotovka i zalet, filosofski da 
pristapam i da si ja protolkuvam prikaznata za ~ev-
lite na Van Gog, so nade` deka ovaa postapka edna{ 
zasekoga{ }e gi re{i problemite na nedo umicata 
koga stanuva zbor za gledaweto i ku pu vaweto novi 
(ili stari, ili staro-novi, ili novo-staro-novi) 
~evli. Motivot e krajno li~en, no postoi nade`ta 
deka pri tolkuvaweto }e se dopre i do nekoi 
su{testveni temi, va`ni ne samo za estetikata ili 
istorijata na umetnosta, tuku i za sudbinata na no-
vovekovniot decentriran subjekt.

No, ne treba da se brza. Brzaweto treba da se ostavi 
za krajot, za zaklu~okot. Sega zabaveno i smireno 
treba da se preskoknat i ramkata i paspartu-to i da 
se vleze vo slikata, razli~no od stravotnoto vlegu-
vawe vo slikata na japonskiot umetnik Jo{ihide od 
ras kazot na Rjunosuke Akutagava „Vizija na pekolot” 
(Akutagava, 1976), ili, pak, sli~no na spokojniot 

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 fi nally 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 horrifi c 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, 



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

1
3
5

Identities

vlez vo slikata, otade branovite i otade stvarnosta, 
na slikarot Vang-Fo od raskazot „Kako se spasil 
Vang-Fo” na Margerit Jursenar (Yourcenar, 1963). 
Treba da se vleze suptilno i precizno, kako {to 
vleguva i Van Gog vo japonskite estampi, vo boenite 
drvorezi na Hiro{ige i na Hokusaj. 

Mnogute ~evli (a i klompi) na Vinsent sozdavaat 
problemi

Koga se vleguva vo muzej, se vleguva vo eden zatvoren 
svet zaka~en na yidovite, svet {to raska`uva edna 
prikazna, no prikazna koja e strukturno podredena. 
Koga, pak, stanuva zbor za muzejska postojana postav-
ka vrzana za eden avtor, taa prikazna, voobi~aeno, 
sledi eden hronolo{ki pristap, trgnuvaj}i od 
naj  ranite dela na avtorot, pa s$ do najdocne`nite. 
Strelkite vo muzejot, pak, ni ja poka`uvaat nasokata 
po koja{to treba da se dvi`eme, za da mo`eme us-
pe{no da ja vpieme ovaa hronologija. 
 

� � �

Pred pove}e od ~etvrt vek, vo letoto 1979 godina, 
koga kako student patuvav avto-stop ili so inter-
reil karta i si gi opredeluvav kultnite gradovi koi 
ne smee a da ne bidat poseteni, Amsterdam be{e 
prviot grad na dolgiot spisok. A tamu, sekako, pokraj 
„Vondel” parkot i no}nite klubovi me|u koi 
„Milkveg” mi stana omilen, me ~ekaa da gi posetam i 
vrvnite muzei {to ja oformuvaa prekrasnata muze-
jska trijada: „Rijks”, „Van Gog” i „Stedelijk” muzejot. 
I vo niv, bez isklu~ok, postavenosta na delata ja 
slede{e hronologijata. Osobeno vo muzejot na Van 
Gog. S$ po~nuva{e od sivite i maglovidni severni 
holandski predeli, od otu|e nite lu|e i pred meti, od 

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. 

� � �

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 fi rst 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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rabotnicite i rabot ni~kite, seja~ite i tkaja~ite, 
od talka~ite i pita ~ite, od delata sozdavani pod 
vlijanie na rezig nacijata i na op{testvenata beda, 
pod vlijanie na slikarskite dostreli na Mile (Mil-
let) i Kurbe (Courbet). No, vo taa temna gama na tono-
vi prisutna vo ranite dela na Van Gog, edinstvenoto 
{to delumno blesnuva e belinata na ponekoja ko{ula 
ili na belite drveni klompi. Sepak, Van Gog stanuva 
poet i slikar na svetlinata mnogu podocna, duri so 
nego voto odewe vo Pariz a potem i na jug, vo Provan-
sa. Sevo ova i toga{ za mene ne be{e ne{to novo i 
nepoznato. Vo muzejot go sledev negoviot pat kon 
svetlinata, doa|av do docne`nite sliki vo koi bo-
jata silno bleskoti i voznemiruva, no ne mo`ev, a da 
ne ja nosam vo sebesi i temninata na negovata vrza-
nost za zemjata i  otu|enite lu|e i predmeti. 

Toga{ ve}e ja imav pro~itano studijata na Martin 
Hajdeger „Potekloto na umetni~koto delo” (‘Der 
Ursprung des Kunstwerkes’, 1935/36), koristej}i go 
odli~niot hrvatski prevod na esteti~arite Danilo 
Pejovi} i Danko Grli}, i ve}e znaev za „^evlite” na 
Van Gog spored tolkuvaweto na Hajdeger. Mo`ebi 
zatoa i tolku dolgo ostanav pred niv, gledaj}i vo 
slikata so postojano potsetuvawe na Hajdegeroviot 
pristap, verojatno pomisluvaj}i i na razlikata 
me|u ovie temni, te{ki i izvetveni ~evli na nekoj 
selanec ili selanka, od vremeto na Van Gog, i moite 
svetli, lesni i novi patiki so koi {etav niz toga{ 
{engenski neogradenata Evropa.  
 
    

wanderers and beggars, with the works created under 
the infl uence of resignation and social poverty, under the 
infl uence 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.

Ivan Dzeparoski Van Gogh’s Tight Shoes: Derrida Unshoes Heidegger and Schapiro 
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Ve}e ne se se}avam dali toga{ znaev deka Van Gog 
ima naslikano cela edna serija vakvi mra~ni ~evli, 
~evli osameni i ottrgnati od prostorot i od vreme-
to, no siguren sum deka ne znaev za uka`uvawata na 
ame rikanskiot teoreti~ar i istori~ar na umet-
nosta Mejer [apiro od negovata pro~uena polemika 
so Martin Hajdeger, vrzana tokmu za ~evlite na Van 
Gog. Ne znaev, isto taka, nitu za tuku{to objavenata 
kniga na @ak Derida vo Pariz, naslovena kako „Vis-
tinata vo slikarstvoto” (Le vérité en peinture, 1978) 
vo koja{to Derida gi dekonstruira teoriskite dis-
kursi i na Hajdeger i na [apiro.  

No, da odime so red i bez brzawe. Najnapred kon Haj-
deger, potem kon [apiro, a na krajot kon Derida.

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 fi rst, 
then Schapiro, and Derrida at the end. 

Vinsent van Gog, ^evli, 1886, maslo 
na platno, Muzej na Vinsent van Gog, 
Amsterdam
 
Vincent van Gogh, Pair of Shoes, 

1886, oil on canvas, Vincent van Gogh 

Museum, Amsterdam
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I Hajdeger pi{uval se}avaj}i se na istite ~evli

Na „qubeznoto” profesorsko pra{awe postaveno od 
strana na Mejer [apiro: na koi od pove}epati raz-
li~no naslikanite ~evli na Van Gog mislel koga 
pi{uval za niv vo „Potekloto na umetni~koto delo”, 
samiot Hajdeger odgovara naivno, bez da se somneva 
vo stapicata {to [apiro mu ja podgotvil, deka sta-
nuva zbor za ~evlite {to toj gi videl vo muzejot vo 
Amsterdam, nekade vo mart 1930 godina. Toa mu dava 
za pravo na [apiro da zaklu~i deka, od toga{ 
poznatite osum verzii na naslikani ~evli od strana 
na Van Gog, stanuva zbor za ~evlite zavedeni pod broj 
255 od pro~ueniot i seopfaten katalog na delata na 
Van Gog, podgotven od De la Faj (De la Faille). (Schap-
iro 1994:136)

No, zo{to mu e tolku va`no na [apiro za koi kon-
kretni ~evli stanuva zbor, i zo{to e tolku bitno za 
koi ~evli pi{uva Hajdeger vo „Potekloto na umet-
ni~koto delo”? Ednostavno, za da se poka`e deka Haj-
deger e na pogre{na traga koga vo svoeto tolkuvawe 
trgnuva tokmu od ovie ~evli, za{to ona {to vo ovie 
~evli go gleda [apiro e sosem razli~no od ona {to 
gleda Hajdeger!       

A Hajdeger vo niv gleda „par selski ~evli”, za koi 
znae deka Van Gog pove}epati gi ima slikano, ~evli 
za koi vrz osnova na slikata ne mo`e da se utvrdi 
kade se nao|aat, ~evli za koi ne se zalepeni grutki 
zemja, no ~evli vo koi, kako {to poetski precizno gi 
opi{uva Hajdeger: 

„Od temniot otvor na zgazenata vnatre{na strana 
vko~aneto gleda makata na rabotnite ~ekori. Vo {i ro-
kobodrata te`ina na obuvkite natalo`ena e `i la vosta 

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 naïvely, 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 stiffl y ru-
gged heaviness of the shoes there is the accumulated te-
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na bavniot òd po dolgite i sekoga{ ednakvi brazdi na 
nivata nad koja vee ostriot vetar. Na ko`ata le`i 
vla`noto i sitoto na tloto. Pod potplatata se pro-
vlekuva samotijata na selskiot pat niz samrak. Vo obu-
vkite treperi vozdr`aniot povik na zemjata, nejzinoto 
tivko daruvawe na zorninskoto `ito i nejzinoto neob-
jasneto samostivnuvawe vo pustiot ugar na zimskoto 
pole. Niz toa orudie provejuva tegobniot kopne` za 
sigurnosta na lebot, trepetot pred doa|aweto na poro-
dot i treseweto pred zakanata na smrtta. Na zemjata & 
pripa|a ova orudie i toa e zavardeno vo svetot na se-
lankata. Od ovaa za{titena pripadnost, samoto orudie 
se pojavuva kon svoeto vo-sebe-po~ivawe.” (Heidegger, 
1959:25-26/Heidegger, 1976:664)

No, Hajdeger saka so ovoj opis na ~evlite da poka`e 
ne{to drugo, drugo {to vo osnova e prvo vo odnos na 
samata umetnost, na umetni~koto delo i na negovoto 
poteklo. Iznao|aj}i go „orudie-bitieto na orudie-
to” i toa ne so pomo{ na opi{uvawe ili objasnuvawe 
na nekoi ~evli koi slu`at kako orudie za rabota, ne 
vrz osnova na nekoi stvarni ~evli, tuku samo vrz os-
nova na na{eto postavuvawe pred slikata na Van 
Gog. Za Hajdeger, samata slika sevo ova ni go govori 
nam, a vo blizinata na samoto umetni~ko delo nie 
sme prefrleni nekade drugade, za{to umetni~koto 
delo ja znae vistinata na ~evlite, a ottamu i visti-
nata na orudieto. 

I ne e voop{to slu~ajno {to Hajdeger klu~nite idei 
za umetni~koto delo i za umetnosta gi izveduva trg-
nuvaj}i od opisot na ~evlite od slikata na Van Gog. 
Toa e taka za{to toj vo niv ja nao|a vistinata, i 
sli~no na Sezan od pismoto do Emil Bernar od 23 
oktomvri 1905 godina, koga Sezan veli: „Jas vam vi ja 
dol`am vistinata vo slikarstvoto i jas vam }e vi ja 

nacity of her slow trudge through the far-spreading and 
ever-uniform furrows of the fi eld swept by a raw wind. On 
the leather lie the dampness and richness of the soil. Under 
the soles slides the loneliness of the fi eld-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 fi eld. 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-
ldbed 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 
be longing 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 fi nds 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 fi nds 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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ka`am”, taka i Hajdeger ni ja ka`uva vistinata na 
umetni~koto delo, vistinata {to se dofa}a samo 
toga{ koga umetni~koto delo ovozmo`uva da se prod-
labo~i smislata na na{eto postoewe, koga „vnatre-
svetskoto bitie” }e se otkrie vo „bitieto na ~ove~-
koto bitie” i }e stasa do „razbiraweto”. Duri toga{, 
kako {to veli Hajdeger, }e mo`eme da ka`eme deka 
„toa ima smisla” (Heidegger 1985:172), za{to so 
tolkuvaweto deloto se vklopuva vo slu~uvaweto, vo 
samata sega{nina, a razbiraweto e del na toa slu-
~uvawe, na toa „da-bide{-tuka”. (Heidegger 1985:154) 
Razbiraweto, ottamu, ne e rabota na nekoe oddel no 
spoznavawe, na nekoj poedine~en ~in, tuku e su{-
testven del na samata struktura na ~ove~kata egzis-
tencija. Sevo ova nagledno se potvrduva i od podol-
giot izvadok od „Potekloto na umetni~koto delo”, 
izvadok od koj se gleda kako Hajdeger, trgnu vaj}i od 
edni ednostavni „selski ~evli”, doa|a do su{tinata 
na umetni~koto delo i na umetnosta. 

„No, pred s$, deloto ni najmalku ne slu`elo, kako {to na 
po~etokot mo`elo da ni se ~ini, edinstveno za nagledno 
pretstavuvawe na ona {to nekoe orudie e. Naprotiv, 
samo spored deloto i samo vo deloto doa|a do svo jata vi-
delina svojstvenoto orudie-bitie na orudieto.

[to se slu~uva tuka? [to e vo delo na deloto? Slikata 
na Van Gog e otvorawe na ona {to orudieto, par selski 
~evli, navistina e. (. . .) 

Vo deloto na umetnosta vistinata na bitieto se 
postavila vo delo. ‘Da postavi{’ ovde zna~i: da dovede{ 
do stoewe. Edno bitie, par selski ~evli, doa|aat vo 
deloto da stojat vo svetlinata na svoeto bivstvuvawe. 
Bivstvuvaweto na bitieto doa|a vo postojanosta na 
svoeto sjaewe. (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 fi rst, 
serve merely for a better visualizing of what a piece of 
equipment is. Rather, the equipmentality of equipment fi rst 
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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Na toj na~in, zna~i, su{tinata na umetnosta bi bila 
ova: sebe-vo delo-postavuvawe (das Sich-ins-Werk-Set-
zen) na vistinata na bitieto.” (Heidegger, 1959: 28 / 
Heidegger, 1976:665-666)

Vrz osnova na vakvoto tolkuvawe, umetni~koto delo 
stanuva mesto kade{to vistinata se pojavuva, toa 
go „izlo`uva” svetot i ja „pro-izveduva” zemjata. 
Spored Hajdeger, zemjata (Erde) e ona {to nas n$ 
pravi smrtni, no i samoto umetni~koto delo, kako 
„manifestacija na vistinata”, gi izlo`uva isto-
riskite svetovi i ja najavuva istoriskata mo`nost 
na egzistencijata, no sekoga{ vo nejzinata vrzanost 
za smrtta. Vakvite stavovi na Hajdeger, spored  Xani 
Vatimo, uka`uvaat deka: „vo umetni~koto delo {to 
go povrzuva svetot so zemjata, se ostvaruva ona edin-
stvo na zasnovuvaweto i na prodorot {to ja proni-
knuva sevkupnata ontologija na Hajdeger.” (Vatimo, 
1991:129) 

No, sive ovie suptilni i dlaboki tolkuvawa na 
Hajdeger za Mejer [apiro se napolno nesu{testveni, 
za{to toj saka da najde gre{ka kaj Hajdeger, saka da 
poka`e deka Hajdeger svoeto vehementno tolkuvawe 
go zasnovuva vrz samosozdadena konstrukcija. Poen-
tata na [apiro e deka ~evlite za koi zboruva Haj-
deger, konkretnite ~evli (so katalo{ki broj 255!) 
od slikata na Van Gog ne se voop{to selski ~evli, 
nitu, pak, ~evli {to se vra}aat od pole, tuku deka 
stanuva zbor za ~evli {to doa|aat od gradot, ~evli 
{to se sopstvenost na samiot Van Gog. No i ovde ne 
treba da se brza so zaklu~okot. Poleka treba da se 
prefrlime kon kratkiot esej na [apiro vo koj se 
tematiziraat ne samo ~evlite na Van Gog, tuku u{te 
pove}e „pogre{noto” tolkuvawe na Hajdeger!

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 fi nd 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 fi eld, 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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[apiro uka`uva: ~evlite si imaat konkreten 
sops tvenik 

Vo tekstot „Mrtvata priroda kako li~en predmet 
- bele{ka za Hajdeger i Van Gog” (The Still Life as a 
Personal Object - A Note on Heidegger and van Gogh, 
1968) Mejer [apiro }e uka`e deka Hajdeger vo ne-
govata studija „Potekloto na umetni~koto delo”, za 
da ja ilustrira tezata za prirodata na umetnosta 
kako razotkrivawe na vistinata, gi zema ~evlite na 
Van Gog kako klu~no svedo{tvo deka bitieto mo`e 
da ima tri modusi na pojavuvawe: kako korisen ar-
tefakt, kako prirodna stvar i kako umetni~ko delo. 
Hajdeger najnapred gi opi{uva ~evlite kako korisen 
artefakt, za potem, spored tolkuvaweto na [apiro, 
da dojde do nivnoto odreduvawe kako umetni~ko delo 
koe e „razotkrivawe na  vistinata”. (Schapiro, 1994:
135)

No, [apiro smeta deka povrzuvaweto na ~evlite 
so „`enata od selo”, odnosno so zemjata, kako {to 
im se prio|a na ~evlite vo tolkuvaweto na Hajde-
ger, voop{to ne e to~no, za{to, spored [apiro, 
ovie ~evli za koi zboruva Hajdeger (a za koi ~evli 
zbo ruva Hajdeger, so pomo{ na detektivski metodi 
[apiro uspeva da razotkrie!), ne doa|aat od selo, 
tuku „od grad”,  i ne se na `ena, tuku na ma`, i ne na 
koj i da e ma`, tuku na avtorot na slikata na samiot 
„par ~evli”, odnosno na samiot Vinsent van Gog. 
Zna~i, za [apiro, „nitu od edna od ovie sliki, nitu 
od koja i da e od drugite, so sigurnost ne mo`e da se 
ka`e deka ~evlite na Van Gog go izrazuvaat bitieto 
ili su{tinata na ~evlite na selskata ̀ ena i nejzin-
iot odnos kon prirodata i rabotata. Tie se ~evlite 
na umetnikot, vo toa vreme ~ovek na gradot i na cen-
tarot.” (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 fi rst describes the shoes as a useful artefact, 
only later, according to Schapiro, to defi ne 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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Asocijaciite {to kaj Hajdeger gi budi slikata na 
~evlite na Van Gog, nivnoto povrzuvawe so se-
lanstvoto i so zemjata, spored [apiro, ne se 
sodr`ani vo samata slika, tuku vo konstrukciite na 
Hajdeger i vo negoviot „te`ok patos na primor-
dijalnoto i zemjenoto”. Gre{kata na Hajde ger, spo-
red [apiro, ne e samo vo negovata proekcija koja n$ 
oddale~uva od samoto umetni~ko delo, za{to ne-
govite zborovi mo`e da se odnesuvaat za koi i da e 
vistinski selski ~evli (a ne za naslikanite od Van 
Gog), za{to govorot na Hajdeger za otkrivaweto na 
vistinata, za univerzalnata prirodata na stvarite, 
za svetot i zemjata vo nivnata protivigra, siot „ovoj 
koncept za metafizi~kite mo}i na umetnosta, ovde 
ostanuva samo edna teoretska ideja. Primerot {to 
toj so silna uverenost go obrazlo`uva, ne ja pod-
dr`uva ovaa ideja.” (Schapiro, 1994: 139) Zgora na toa, 
za Hajdeger, spored [apiro, napolno e nebitno 
prisustvoto na umetnikot vo deloto, i zatoa toj gi 
previduva „li~noto i fiziognomskoto” (personal 
and physiognomic) vo ~evlite, previduva deka tie se 
simbol na samata li~nost na Van Gog. Slikaweto na 
~evlite {to stareat talkaj}i po svetot e portret i 
slikawe na sopstveniot `ivot, smeta [apiro. Ovoj 
stav toj saka duri i nagledno da go potvrdi preku 
sporeduvawe na slikata na Van Gog i na eden tekst na 
Knut Hamsun (Knut Hamsun), poto~no izvadok od 
negoviot roman „Glad”, kade {to Hamsun isto taka 
ima specifi~en odnos kon sopstvenite ~evli, i niv 
gi opi{uva kako „duh na svoeto vtoro Jas”. (‘like a 
ghost of my other I’)    
 
Na toj na~in [apiro poinaku od Hajdeger go tolkuva 
platnoto so ~evlite: Hajdeger vo nego ja nao|a 
vistinata za svetot, koja se otkriva vo natalo`eniot 
`ivot i postoewe na ~evlite na selanecot/selankata 
onaka kako {to tie nesvesno `iveat, dodeka [apiro 

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 fi nds 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 specifi c 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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insistira vrz „samo-svesnosta” (self-awareness) na 
avtorot Van Gog, sli~no na avtorot Hamsun, koj smeta 
deka negovite ~evli se sostaven del na negovata 
li~nost ili „eden del od sepstvoto” (‘a portion of the 
self’). Spored [apiro, goleminata na Van Gog e vo toa 
{to toj gi pretvora sopstvenite ~evli vo umetni~ki 
objekt, ili poto~no ka`ano, vo del od eden postojan 
„avto-portret”. 

Kako zavr{en udar vo dokaznata postapka deka ~ev-
lite na Van Gog se ~evli na Van Gog, [apiro go vne-
suva argumentot Gogen (Gauguin), poto~no negovoto 
se}avawe od zaedni~kiot prestoj so Van Gog vo Arl 
(Arles). Prikaznata na Gogen za va`nosta na starite 
~evli {to stoele vo ateljeto na Van Gog, ~evlite koi 
so sebe nosele edna prikazna, ~evlite koi ja nosele 
prikaznata za `ivotot na Van Gog, za [apiro e ce-
losna potvrda na „su{tinskiot fakt deka za Van Gog 
~evlite bile eden znamenit del od negoviot sopst-
ven `ivot, edna sveta relikvija.” (Schapiro, 1994:
141)

Ova e zavr{nata re~enica od tekstot na Mejer [a -
piro, napi{an vo 1966 godina. No, duri i edno vakvo 
„stravotno zabivawe” nemu kako da ne mu e dostatno za 
da ja izvojuva vozdu{nata pobeda nad Hajdeger. (AAF 
i RAF protiv Luftwaffe!) Toj mora, u{te edna{, na 
stari godini, vo 1994 godina, povtorno da mu se 
navrati na pra{aweto za ~evlite, za da pridodade 
u{te po nekoj argument vo prilog na sopstvenata 
ideja za potrebata od vra}awe (res titucija) na ~ev-
lite kon Van Gog, odnosno kon idealot za samo-
svesnosta na centriraniot subjekt. No, ne treba da se 
brza so ovie „novi” argumenti, za{to tie ne mu bile 
poznati nitu na @ak Derida koga se nafatil da ja 
douslo`ni - dorasvetluvaj}i ja ovaa suptilna pole-
mika me|u Mejer [apiro i Martin Hajdeger. 

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 fi nal 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 signifi cance 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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Zna~i, kone~no stasuvame do Derida, bez i najmalku 
da sme brzale.

Derida gi rasobuva Hajdeger i [apiro 

Ako go prifatime stavot deka sevkupnoto delo na 
@ak Derida (1930-2004) e obid da se razot krijat 
puknatinite vo diskursot kako rezultat na pukna-
tinite vo jazikot i vo zna~eweto proiz lezeni od za-
padnoevropskiot filosofski logocen trizam, ili, 
kako {to vele{e samiot Derida, „impe rijalizmot 
na logosot” (Derrida, 1976:10), toga{ ovaa strategija 
na Derida da gi razotkrie onie navidum neva`ni 
poedinosti {to se vtkaeni vo deloto, a {to od 
svoja strana se direktno sprotivni na su{tinata 
na samoto delo, ovaa taktika na  dekonstrukcijata 
vo otkrivaweto na aporiite vo samiot tekst i na 
samiot tekst, se nao|a, nesomneno, i vo osnovata na 
negovata dekonstrukcija na stavovite na Hajdeger i 
na [apiro, suptilno obrazlo`ena vo „Vistinata vo 
slikarstvoto”, poto~no vo ~etvrtoto i posledno po-
glavje nasloveno kako: „Restitucija na vistinata”. 
(Derrida, 1987)

No, Derida vo vovedot kon „Vistinata vo slikars-
tvoto”, imenuvan kako ‘Passe-partout’, kako da sa ka 
povtorno da n$ potseti na negoviot pro~uen de kon-
struktivisti~ki stav deka „pragot” e „sredi{ teto”1, 
potenciraj}i ja grani~nosta na „paspartu-to”, za{to 
tokmu toa, kako {to n$ u~at leksikonite, vo prvoto 
svoe zna~ewe e glaven klu~, klu~ {to otvora pove}e 
bravi, a duri potem e ramka od bakar ili karton vo 
koja se stavaat figuri i sliki so razni golemini. 
Toa e, ednovremeno, i ona sporednoto, parergonalno, 
{to se nao|a okolu deloto, no koe{to na su{testven 
na~in go opredeluva samoto delo. Pragot, ram kata, 

Therefore, we fi nally 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”1, 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 fi gures 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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paspartu-to, pa duri i ~evlite i nivnata res ti-
tucija, stanuvaat novo „sredi{te”;  navidum nebit no-
to stanuva bitno, a bitnoto prodol`uva da se pod-
razbira. Pa duri i samiot Derida, kako {to veli za 
sebe vo ‘Passe-partout’, stanuva tretiot ~ovek koj{to 
se preprava kako da e mrtov: vo duelot me|u [apiro 
i Hajdeger, toj e samo „svedok” na bor bata ~evlite da 
mu bidat vrateni na vistinskiot sopstvenik.    

Toj „fantom” na ~evlite, toa „resakralizirawe” na 
~evlite {to go sproveduvaat i Hajdeger i [apiro, 
toj obid ~evlite da se povrzat bilo za seloto i 
zemjata (Hajdeger), bilo za gradot i za preselbite 
([apiro), za Derida e jasen signal deka ~evlite 
baraat da bidat restituirani. No, problemot e vo 
toa {to Derida voo~uva od platnoto deka mo`ebi 
ne stanuva zbor za „par ~evli” tuku deka, so ednakva 
sigurnost, mo`eme da zboruvame za dve isti (levi 
ili desni) ~evli. Isto taka, problemot e vo toa {to 
Derida nikade ne veli, kako Hajdeger, deka toa se 
selski ~evli, tuku edinstveno: ni{to ne do ka`uva 

deka toa se selski ~evli. Potem, toj ne veli, kako 
[apiro, toa se gradski ~evli i toa ~evli na Van 
Gog, tuku naprotiv veli: ni{to ne doka`uva, nitu 

mo`e da doka`e, deka toa se ~evlite na umet-

nikot. (Derrida, 1987:364) Ako e taka, toga{ tie 
~evli ne se nitu na selanec/selanka nitu na Van Gog 
(~ovekot od gradot), tuku, eventualno, i vo edniot i 
vo drugiot slu~aj stanuva zbor za „proekcii” i za 
„interpretacii”, za „vistini vo slikarstvoto” koi 
se podednakvo to~ni ili podednakvo neto~ni. 

Zatoa ~evlite i ne mora nu`no da bidat par, ili 
kako {to veli Derida: „kolku pove}e gledam vo niv, 
tolku pomalku tie mi li~at . . . na par” (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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Ovie dekonstrukcii na vistinata za ~evlite na Van 
Gog, Derida gi sproveduva na bezmalku sto i trieset 
stranici od svojata kniga, so brilijatno-brikola`na 
postapka, brusej}i gi postojano vnatre{nite linii 
na paspartu-to, no, toj, ednovremeno, ne gi svetnuva 
izvetvenite i nezavrzani ~evli od slikata, nitu, 
pak, saka nekomu da mu gi vrati ili pripi{e tie 
~evli, tuku samo ponira vo niv kako vo bezdna. 

Vsu{nost, Derida gi rasobuva ~evlite obueni od Haj-
deger i [apiro, gi razobiva niv obivaj}i gi kako so 
kalauz, i gi vra}a kon samata slika, kon umetnosta 
{to doa|a od slikata. Za nego e nebiten mimeti~kiot 
karakter na deloto, isto kako {to nebitno i bio-
grafskoto i geografskoto vrzuvawe za naslikanoto, 
za nego, tolkuvawata koi se biografski ([apiro) i 
geografski (Hajdeger) mnogu pove}e govorat za samite 
tolkuva~i i za nivnata filosofska i esteti~ka 
pozicija otkolku za analiziranoto delo. Hajdeger, 
vo duhot na negovata onto-teologija, se stremi ob-
jektivno da gi zasnova ~evlite, objektivno da go za-
snova umetni~koto delo vrzuvaj}i go za op{toto, za 
materijata (zemjata) i za otkrovenieto na vistinata, 
dodeka [apiro posakuva deloto da go vrze za subjek-
tot (i tvore~ki i receptiven) i za subjektivnosta so 
toa {to ~evlite mu gi „vra}a” na sopstvenikot, na 
umetnikot, na avtorot Van Gog. 

Zgora na toa, Derida voo~uva deka [apiro saka da ja 
denuncira socijalnata pozicija na Hajdeger (iako 
toa nikade eksplicitno ne se spomnuva, od zadninata 
na kritikata na [apiro kako da iz vira soznanieto 
za povrzanosta na Hajdeger so nacio nalsocijaliz-
mot), dodeka „restitucijata” na ~evlite, nivnoto 
povrzuvawe so subjektot, {to go prezema [apiro, 
kako da e vra}awe i na onie bezimeni mno{tva ~evli 
od logorite na smrtta koi si gi zagubija svoite sops-

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 refi ning 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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tvenici, kako da e kopne` za vozobnovuvawe na za-
gubenata subjektivnost, zagubenoto sepstvo (self), sa-
mosvesnost (self conscious) i samosoznanie (self awa-
reness). So drugi zborovi ka`ano, horizontot na 
o~ekuvaweto vo odnos na ~evlite, kaj Hajdeger i kaj 
[apiro e sosem razli~en: [apiro saka da ima do-
verba vo subjektot i vo subjektivnosta, ta zatoa ~ev-
lite i gi vrzuva za subjektot, gi vrzuva za Van Gog, 
dodeka Hajdeger, koj ja ima zagubeno doverbata vo 
dekartovskiot subjekt i vo epohata na metafizikata 
na subjektot, insistira vrz objektivitetot i onto-
lo{kata zasnovanost na umetni~koto delo, insis-
tira vrz soznanieto deka ~evlite postojat i se tuka 
poradi samata umetnost, poradi vistinata na samata 
umetnost.

No, interesno e deka Derida vo ovaa polemika, iako 
ne zazema strana i e samo „svedok”, paradoksalno, 
kako da ima pove}e razbirawe za pozicijata na Haj-
deger.2 Vsu{nost, Derida prodol`uva onamu kade 
{to Hajdeger zastanuva: ako Hajdeger saka{e da go ot-
trgne umetni~koto delo od mimeti~koto razbirawe 
na negovata su{tina, da go spasi deloto od adekvaci-
jata so stvarnosta, no ne i od sfa}aweto za vistinata 
kako raskrienost, kako postavuvawe na vistinata 
vo deloto, toga{ Derida smeta deka duri i edna 
vakva pozicija ostanuva vo ramkite na mimeti~koto 
tolkuvawe na umetnosta. Za da ja nadvladee ovaa 
pozicija Derida go ottrgnuva umetni~koto delo od 
negovite ontolo{ki i subjektivisti~ki ramki i go 
postavuva vo podra~jeto na ~istata me~ta: deloto e 
privid, imitatio {to ni{to ne imitira, toa e od onaa 
strana na su{tinata i na prisutnosta. Deloto go ima 
zagubeno svoeto sredi{te, ta ottamu doa|a i na{ata 
nere{itelnost (indecidabilité) vo odnos na visti-
nitosta ili la`nosta na umetni~koto delo. Zatoa, 
smeta Derida, podobro e da se govori ne za su{tinata 

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.2 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, an imitation that imitates nothing; it is beyond 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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na umetni~koto delo, ili, pak, za negovata vistini-
tost ili la`nost, tuku za ona {to e „okolu” samoto 
delo, za ramkata, za „paspartu-to”. Zna~i, podobro 
e da se zboruva ne za ~evlite od slikata na Van Gog, 
ne za toa komu tie mu pripa|aat, za{to „`elbata za 
pripi{uvawe e `elba za prisvojuvawe”. (Derrida, 
1987:260) I, zna~i, treba da se govori ne za nivnata 
vistina ili za vistinata vo slikarstvoto, tuku za 
govorot za ovaa vistina vo diskursite na Hajdeger 
i na [apiro, pa duri i za sopstveniot diskurs koj 
paralelno so sevo ova se dekonstruira. 

Taka, Derida ja doveduva pod somne` samata kate-
gorija „vistina”, vo ramkite na sintagmata „vistina 
vo slikarstvoto”, na na~in sli~en na Ni~eovoto 
„prevrednuvawe na site vrednosti” pri obidot da se 
poigra so vistinata i so znaeweto. Derida se somneva 
i vo vistinitosta na ~evlite nadvor od slikata 
na Van Gog, toj ja doveduva vo pra{awe vistinata 
koja{to mislat deka ja imaat i Hajdeger i [apiro 
- koga ~evlite im gi vra}aat bilo na selanecot/
selankata ili na gradot i na samiot Van Gog. Derida 
se somneva vo sevo ova, za{to toj ne se zanimava so 
slikovnoto pretstavuvawe (pictorial representation) 
na ~evlite, odnosno so nivniot mimeti~ki karakter, 
tuku so tolkuvawata na ~evlite, so istoriskite 
narativi vneseni vo diskursite na tolkuva~ite 
Hajdeger i [apiro. 

Sepak, ona {to e izvesno e deka ~evlite se oddeleni 
od sebesi, za{to nema siguren dokaz deka stanuva 
zbor za par ~evli, izvesno e i deka tie se oddeleni 
od nozete {to nekoga{ gi nosele, zna~i, oddeleni 
se od subjektot (Van Gog), kako {to se oddeleni i 
od zemjata po koja{to nekoga{ gazele, zna~i, odd-
eleni se i od objektot. Zaklu~okot na Derida - ako 
voop{to mo`e da stane zbor za nekakov zaklu~ok i 

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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za nekakvo zaklu~uvawe, oti so kalauzot poskoro 
se otklu~uva otkolku {to se zaklu~uva - e deka ne 
postoi i deka ne mo`e da postoi samo edno mo`no 
tolkuvawe ili is~ituvawe na umetnosta, odnosno na 
~evlite. Dekonstruiraj}i gi tolkuvawata na Hajde-
ger i na [apiro, toj voop{to ne saka da konstruira 
nekoe novo tolkuvawe, tuku samo da gi posvedo~i 
razlikite vo tolkuvawata koi sledat razli~ni 
prisutno-otsutni tragi. 

Ottamu, verojatno e vo pravo Xon Levelin (John 
Llewelyn) koga konstatira: „I, sli~no na Hajdeger, 
Derida sfa}a deka toj e vo nevolja analogna na onaa 
{to ja razotkriva vo analiziranite tekstovi. Toa e 
negovata/na{ata sopstvena nevolja {to toj ja dekon-
struira. Dekonstrukciite na Derida se avto-dekon-
strukcii, dekonstrukcii na Derida i na negoviot 
drag ~itatel, nas.” (Llewelyn, 1986:34)   

Dekonstruiraj}i ja mimeti~kata simbolika na ~ev-
lite, igraj}i se so strukturata i so diskursot, De ri-
da im gi odzema prisvoenite ~evli i na Hajdeger i 
na [apiro, niv ni malku ne`no gi rasobuva, a mu gi 
ostava ~evlite na samoto platno na Van Gog, za tamu 
tie da `iveat, od onaa strana na prirodata i otade 
op{testvoto, bilo kako par bilo kako raspar, bilo 
kako ma{ki ili kako `enski ~evli, seedno. 

No, prikaznata za ~evlite ne zavr{uva tuka i ne 
zavr{uva so Derida. [apiro povtorno se pojavuva 
i povtorno insistira deka ~evlite se na Van Gog! 
Toa go pravi vo tekstot od 1994 godina nasloven 
kako „Natamo{ni bele{ki za Hajdeger i Van Gog” 
(‘Further Notes on Heidegger and van Gogh’). No, 
bidej}i [apiro vo ovoj svoj tekst ne vnesuva nekoi 
novi argumenti, tuku samo gi prodlabo~uva starite, 
iznao|aj}i nekolku pomalku poznati izvadoci od 

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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se}avawata na Pol Gogen za razgovorite so Van Gog 
koi ja potvrduvaat „vistinitosta” na tezata za va`-
nosta i za pripadnosta na ~evlite kon avtorot, kon 
samiot Van Gog, i bidej}i [apiro kni`evno gi 
restituira ~evlite na Van Gog sega so pomo{ ne na 
Hamsun, tuku na Flober (Flaubert), a so nitu eden zbor 
ne go spomnuva Derida vo ova svoe novo viduvawe na 
prikaznata za ~evlite, iako, kako eden mo{ne dobro 
informiran profesor, verojatno, imal uvid vo 
knigata na Derida „Vistina vo slikarstvoto”, ottamu 
na ova posledno navra}awe kon ~evlite na Van Gog i 
kon Hajdeger nema da mu posvetime premnogu golemo 
vnimanie. 

Formulacijata deka ~evlite, iako se par, mo`at da 
bidat i „metafori~no spareni ~evli” (metaphoric 
paired shoes), go vodi [apiro kon dopolnitelniot 
argument za sopstvenosta i za va`nosta na ~evlite. 
Toj veli: „Postojanoto slikawe na Van Gog na spar-
eni ~evli oddeleni od teloto i od negovata obleka 
kako Celina, mo`e da bidat sporedeni so va`nosta 
{to toj vo razgovorite & ja pridaval na idejata za 
~evelot kako simbol na negovata celodnevna navika 
za {etawe, i na idealot za `ivotot kako axilak, 
kako postojana promena na iskustvoto.” (Schapiro, 
1994:147)     

Jasno e deka [apiro s$ u{te insistira vrz va`nosta 
na ~evlite za subjektot, za avtorot Van Gog, i misli 
deka Hajdeger nepravedno sevo ova go ignorira, 
vrzuvaj}i go parot selski ~evli (ein Paar Bauern-
schuhe) edinstveno za zemjata i za svetot na selskata 
`ena. Doslednosta e za po~it, kako {to isto taka 
ne e za po~it i ignoriraweto na stavovite na De-
rida obrazlo`eni vo „Restitucijata”, ignorirawe 
koe{to ne mu e svojstveno samo na [apiro, tuku i 
na cela edna niza filosofi za koi{to Derida be{e 

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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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 
fi lled 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 diffi cult today, in this 
postmodern era, to fi nd and to buy or to appropriate 
shoes - in a store, not in a painting, not on the canvas 
- shoes that would perfectly fi t not only the feet but also 
the eye of any random shoe critics!
 

Translated from Macedonian by Rumena Buzarovska 
 

eden anti-epistemolog koj{to e mnogu pointeresen i 
posodr`aen od gledna to~ka na retorikata i na stil-
istikata, otkolku na filosofijata, onto logijata i 
logikata. (cf. Habermas: 1985:221)

No, bez ogled na sevo ova, bez ogled na potekloto i na 
krajot na igrata vrzana za tolkuvaweto na ~evlite, 
ve}e e vreme da im ka`eme zbogum i na Van Gog, i 
na Hajdeger i na [apiro, a osobeno na Derida, koj 
posleden za posleden pat se oddeli od svoite ~evli 
vo esenta na 2004 godina. 

Mo`ebi, denes, vremeto ve}e pravi da se podzabora-
vat ~evlite na Van Gog, tie visoko-modernisti~ki 
pretstavi za su{tinata na ~evlite, koi i za Mar-
tin Hajdeger, no i za Frederik Xejmison (Fred-
eric Jameson) go sodr`ea „celiot predmeten svet 
na zemjodelskata mizerija, na potpolnata selska 
beda”! (Jamison, 1990:7) Mo`ebi zatoa, s$ u{te, ~ev-
lite na Van Gog ne se feti{-~evli, za{to tie ne ja 
zatskrivaat ma~nata i ponekoga{ grda stvarnost i 
ne gi feti{iziraat socijalnite odnosi {to vlade-
at vo stvarnosta. No, ve}e postmodernite ~evli na 
Endi Vorhol (Diamond Dust Shoes) voveduvaat edno 
poinakvo slikovno pretstavuvawe, celosno ispol-
neto so feti{izam.  

Za ovie vizuelni pretstavuvawa na postmodernite 
~evli, Derida, kolku {to mi e poznato, ne se 
proiznesuva. Mo`ebi i zatoa e tolku te{ko denes, 
vo ova postmoderno razdobje, vo prodavnica, a 
ne na slika, a ne na platno, da se najdat i da se 
kupat/prisvojat ~evli, ~evli koi sovr{eno bi im 
prilegale ne samo na stapalata tuku i na pogledot 
na site slu~ajni tolkuva~i na ~evli!   
 

Ivan Dzeparoski Van Gogh’s Tight Shoes: Derrida Unshoes Heidegger and Schapiro 
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Bele{ki: 

1. Poobemno za dekonstruktivisti~kata filosofija i 
estetikata na Derida pi{uvav vo poglavjeto „Umet-
ni~koto delo kako aporija: @ak Derida” od knigata 
„Umetni~koto delo”. (Xeparoski, 1998: 273-295) 

2. Od druga strana, u{te pointeresno e {to [apiro 
(Schapiro, 1994:139) kako argument za subjektivniot 
i simboli~en karakter na ~evlite go koristi stavot 
prezemen od romanot „Glad” na Knut Hamsun, avto-
rot-nobelovec koj celosno go poddr`uval fa{izmot. 
Se ~ini deka najmalku {to mo`e da se ka`e e deka i 
[apiro i Derida kako da sakaat da gi izbri{at ili 
barem izme{aat tragite!  
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Notes

1. I have written more on the deconstructivist philosophy and 
Derrida’s aesthetics in the chapter “Umetni~koto delo 
kako aporija: @ak Derida” [“The Work of Art as Aporia: 
Jacques Derrida”], of the book Umetni~koto delo. [The 
Work ofArt] (Xeparoski, 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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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 confi ded 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 

Miglena
Nikol~ina 

Pra{awa za 
besmrtnosta vo 
fragment od Safo*

Miglena
Nikolchina

Questions of 
Immortality in a 
Fragment by Sappho*

Tragata {to ja ostavam zad sebe vo istiot mig ja ozna-
~uva mojata smrt, koja doa|a ili e ve}e dojdena, kako 
i nade`ta deka }e me nad`ivee. Toa ne e streme` za 
besmrtnost; su{tinsko e. Ostavam ovde list hartija, 
ostavam, umiram; nevozmo`no e da se napu{ti ovaa 
struktura; taa e nepromenlivata forma na `ivotot. 
Sekojpat koga }e zavr{am ne{to, ja `iveam svojata 
smrt niz pi{uvaweto. Ekstremen proces; se obiduvame 
bez da znaeme komu poto~no mu go doveruvame ona {to 
go ostavame zad sebe. Koj }e go nasledi i kako? Ova e 
pra{awe {to ~ovek treba da si go postavi sebesi denes 
pove}e od  koga bilo.

@ak Derida, Poslednoto intervju

Za Fragment 55 od Safo doznavame od tri izvori: 
Plutarh dvapati citira delovi od nego pri {to 
prviot pat tvrdi deka fragmentot & se obra}a na 
neobrazovanata `ena, dodeka vtoriot pat tvrdi deka 
&  se obra}a na bogatata `ena; Stobaj isto taka smeta 
deka pesnata & se obra}a na `enata bez obrazovanie. 

* I would like to thank Nevena Panova for our inspiring dis-
cussions of the Greek texts.

* Bi sakala da & se zablagodaram na Nevena Panova za 
na{ite inspirativni diskusii na gr~kite tekstovi.
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Miglena Nikolchina Questions of Immortality in a Fragment by Sappho

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”.1 The fragment, in fact, rather 
gleefully envisions the other woman dead:

katq£noisa d‹ ke…shi oÙdš pota mnamosÚna sšqen 

œsset’ oÙd‹ ~pok’~Üsteron· oÙ g¦r pedšchij brÒdwn 

tën ™k Pier…aj· ¢ll’ ¢f£nhj k¢n ‘A…da dÒmwi 

foit£shij ped’ ¢maÚrwn nekÚwn ™kpepotamšna.

“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, fl itting among the 
shadowy dead.”2

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 

Safo, koja vo drugite pesni za sebe veli deka ima 
mek karakter li{en od zloba, vo ovoj fragment e 
prili~no surova. En Karson (Anne Carson) soodvetno 
zabele`uva deka „Pesnata na Safo & se zakanuva 
na `enata so zaborav za potoa i vistinski da se 
poigruva so toa taka {to ne ja imenuva.”1 Fragmentot 
vsu{nost na eden vesel na~in pretska`uva deka 
drugata `ena e mrtva:

katq£noisa d‹ ke…shi oÙdš pota mnamosÚna sšqen 

œsset’ oÙd‹ ~pok’~Üsteron· oÙ g¦r pedšchij brÒdwn 

tën ™k Pier…aj· ¢ll’ ¢f£nhj k¢n ‘A…da dÒmwi 

foit£shij ped’ ¢maÚrwn nekÚwn ™kpepotamšna.

„]e le`i{ zasekoga{ mrtva i nema da ostane spomen 
na tebe nitu sega nitu podocna zo{to nema{ udel vo 
rozite, onie od Pierija, ta duri i vo kralstvoto na 
Had }e skita{ nezabele`ana, lebdej}i me|u seni{nite 
mrtovci.”2

Za razlika od drugite pomali ili pogolemi frag-
menti od deloto na Safo, ovoj e malku pote`ok 
za preveduvawe. Rozite od Pierija verojatno se 
pesni - Pierija e mesto vo podno`jeto na Olimp 
kade bo`icata na pomneweto Mnemosina gi ra|a 
muzite. Dosta otvoreno, Safo ja zamisluva svojata 
sogovorni~ka mrtva i zaboravena bidej}i ne e zain-
teresirana za muzite.

Udel vo rozite

Sepak, vakvata otvorenost e dvosmislena bidej}i 
go krie misterioznoto drugo lice na ona {to 
e ka`ano. Ako smrtta i zaboravot se posledica 
na nemaweto udel vo rozite od Pierija, toga{ 
{to }e gi snajde onie koi{to imaat udel? Dali 
frag men tot ja podrazbira smrtta i zaboravot na 
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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 
confi dent 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 

protivnikot nasproti mo`nosta za nivna nadmo}? 
Ako „ti” umira{ za{to nema{ udel vo rozite, dali 
toa podrazbira deka „jas” nema da umram zatoa {to 
imam udel? Ako jas bezgri`no te potsetam na tvojata 
neizbe`na smrt, dali toa zna~i deka jas na nekoj 
na~in ja izbegnuvam sostojbata na smrt? Ili toa 
mo`ebi zna~i deka }e se se}avaat na mene, no ne i na 
tebe? Ponatamu se veli „i vo palatata na Had” ̀ enata 
koja nema udel vo rozite }e bide nezabele`ana. Taa 
e nezabele`ana ovde i sega, nezabele`ana e vo migot 
na nejzinata smrt i podocna, pa duri i vo pekolot 
}e ostane nezabele`ana. Ako pretpostavime deka s$  
{to }e mu se slu~i na „ti” vo pesnata go razlikuva 
„ti” od „mene” za{to jas imam udel vo rozite, toga{ 
pesnata naveduva na slednovo:

„Jas nikoga{ nema da le`am mrtva i }e se se}avaat na 
mene sega i zasekoga{ za{to jas imam udel vo rozite, 
onie od Pierija, ta duri i vo kralstvoto na Had nema da 
skitam nezabele`ana.”

Ednina ili mno`ina

Ovde seprisutna e gordosta, gordost od koja se 
stravuva, no i ~estopati se vospeva vo gr~kata 
kultura. Safo e ubedena deka taa nema da go dopre 
neboto (F 52), {to od druga strana poso~uva deka 
samata pomisla da se dopre neboto ja prika`uva 
kako `ena na koja Afrodita & prio|a na pomo{, &  
se obra}a po ime i ja slu{a vo nejzinite soni{ta. 
Ako nekoga{ postoela poetesa koja bila ubedena 
deka darbata na bogovite nema da ja uni{ti kako 
molwata {to ja zapalila Semela (vidi ja pesnata 
na Helderlin „Na poetite”) - toga{ toa bila Safo. 
Ti si daleku, no moite stihovi te vra}aat ovde; se 
razdeluvame, no radosta {to ja iskusivme koga bevme 
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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 diffi cult 
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 fl uidity of “I” and “we.” This fl uidity – the 
fl uidity 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 
defi ance (“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 
confl ict 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:

zaedno e ve~na; jas patam, no mojot glas sozdava 
migovi na neuni{tiva sre}a - kako e mo`no jas, koja 
so bogovite razgovaram, da sum podlo`na na starost, 
smrt i zaborav?

Vo sekoj slu~aj, implicitnite tvrdewa vo F 55, 
nevoobi~aeni po svojata gordost, mo`at da se sfatat 
i vo ednina i vo mno`ina. Zaradi fragmentiranosta 
na gr~kata poezija {to opstojala do denes, ~estopati 
e te{ko da se ka`e so sigurnost koj zboruva - ili koj 
pee.  Dali samiot poet/poetesa, ili toj/taa e olice-
tvorenie na nekoj? Da bidat rabotite pokom pli-
cirani, pesnite mo`e da gi pee hor koj pee „jas” 
ozna~uvaj}i gi site drugi ili solist koj pee „nie” i 
pritoa gi podrazbira site lica so nejziniot iskaz. 
Bidej}i raspolagame so fragmenti, sekoga{ postoi 
doza na nejasnost vo odnos na na~inot na koj se 
tolkuvaat „jas” ili „nie”. I pokraj vakvata nejasnost, 
so sigurnost mo`eme da ka`eme deka postoi naiz-
meni~no koristewe na ednina i mno`ina vo in-
timniot krug na prijateli {to ~estopati se nag-
lasuva vo poezijata na Safo. Namesto da ta`ime 
zaradi fragmentiranosta, mo`eme da se predademe 
na fascinantnata plasti~nost, hipnoti~ kata flu-
idnost na „jas” i „nie”.  Vakvata fluidnost - fluid-
nosta na spojuvaweto i odvojuvaweto na peja~kite 
glasovi - predizvikuva krevka i kr{liva samotija 
vo momenti na kriza („vo ti{inata mojot jazik se 
prekr{uva”, F 31) ili neposlu{nost („nekoi velat ... 
no jas velam”, F 16). Se ~ini deka zadovolstvoto e 
prosledeno so podmet vo mno`ina, bolkata i razmis-
luvaweto nametnuvaat edninska forma, ednina koja 
potoa e podlo`na na konflikt i dvojba („Ne znam 
{to da pravam, na dva uma sum”, F 51). Vo F 147, koj 
mo`e da se tolkuva kako eden od najeksplicitnite 
iskazi na implicitnite tvrdewa vo F 55 - nade`ta 
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mn£sasqa… tin£ faimi ~kâ  ›teron~( καὶ ὔστερον) ¢mmšwn

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 7th and the 6th 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.3 Orphic trends 
are sometimes traced back to the 7th 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. 

da se bide zapameten vo idninata - „jas” e sporedeno 
so „nas” koi }e bidat zapameteni:

mn£sasqa… tin£ faimi ~kâ  ›teron~( καὶ ὔστερον) ¢mmšwn

Jas velam otsega pa natamu lu|eto }e n$ zapomnat nas...

Vo F 55 zborot {to go prevedov kako „da se ima 
udel” ozna~uva zaedni~ka prisvojnost ili upo tre-
ba na ne{to. Spored toa, rozite od Pierija pret-
postavuvaat zaedni{tvo vo nivnata prisvojnost i 
upotreba: tie ne samo {to se poseduvaat tuku i se 
spodeluvaat. Ottamu implikacijata za besmrtnost 
vo F 55 gi opfa}a  „jas/mene” i „nie/nas”:

Jas velam otsega pa natamu lu|eto }e n$ zapomnat nas
Koi imame udel vo rozite...

@enite i besmrtnosta

Mno`inata, koja se odnesuva na krugot na studenti i 
prijateli na Safo, naveduva na razmisluvawe za 
inakov vid gordost. Safo, ~ij `ivot i delo go op-
fa}aat preminot na sedmiot i {estiot vek p.n.e., e 
edna od najranite gr~ki poetesi za koi zna eme. Taa 
se javuva okolu eden vek pred Pindar so ne govi te 
ubeduvawa za poetovata veli~estvenost. Taa isto ta-
ka im prethodi na filosofskite idei za besmrtnost 
koi, kako {to precizno se poso~uva, ne bi mo`e le da 
proizlezat od homerovskite idei za du{ata i nejzi-
niot u`asen zadgroben `ivot.3 Ponekoga{ orfej-
skite trendovi vodat duri do sedmiot vek p.n.e, no 
vakvoto odreduvawe na vremenskata ramka i nivnata 
relevantnost vo odnos na Safo pretstavuva samo 
pretpostavka. Bez ogled na vakvite nejasni tenden-
cii, ideite na Safo za smrtta i besmrtnosta treba 
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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.4 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 
fi rst 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 – fl itting among the pale shades of the dead belongs 
to a vision of hell which we fi nd 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 

da se vrednuvaat spored dominatnite herojski vred-
nosti na epskiot svet.

Ovie vrednosti po pravilo ja isklu~uvaat `enata 
od sredstvata so koi ma`ite ja nadopolnuvaat 
svojata smrtnost. @enite se za~uduva~ki li{eni 
od „udel” vo ovie sredstva ne samo vo epskiot svet, 
tuku i vo posledovatelnite sistemi na vrednosti 
na gradovite-polisi, pa taka Katerina Kolozova vo 
svojata studija za gr~kite stavovi vo odnos na smrtta 
so pravo pra{uva dali `enite voop{to (zaedno 
so robovite i strancite) imale nekakva uteha soo-
~eni so celosna anihilacija.4 Razrabotkata na 
ep skite prioriteti vo lirikata na Safo vklu~uva 
konceptualni promeni koi go predizvikuvaat vak-
voto isklu~uvawe. Safo kako smrtno su{testvo i 
ka ko `ena bara pat po smrtta i zaboravot.  So drugi 
zborovi, taa ja poima besmrtnosta na na~in so koj 
taa im stanuva dostapna na `enite. Ironijata se 
sostoi vo toa {to iako pravcite koi{to taa prva 
gi razrabotuva prevladeale, nivnata relevantnost 
za `enite i ulogata na Safo vo nivnata razrabotka 
bila re~isi izgubena.
 

Dali ~ovek mo`e da bide zabele`an vo pekolot?

Site }e bidat mrtvi eden den: gr~kata kultura osobeno 
go naglasuva ova pretska`uvawe za lu|eto. Senkata 
na bezli~na `ena - nezabele`ana, nepriznaena i 
verojatno bez nikakva pojava - koja lebdi me|u ble-
dite senki na mrtvite e prizor od pekolot so koj 
se sre}avame kaj Homer i koj se zadr`al u{te dolgo 
vo anti~kiot svet i pokraj orfejskite trendovi, od 
edna strana, i razvojnite pravci vo filosofijata, 
od druga strana. Spored na{ite soznanija, senkite 
po pravilo ne mo`at da se prepoznaat me|u sebe vo 
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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 defi nitive. 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 fi elds 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 briefi ng on the 
condition of the dead person’s soul “fl itting away as if it 

pekolot. Rajner Maria Rilke (Rainer Maria Rilke) 
ja poddr`uva ovaa ideja vo svojata pesna „Orfej, 
Evridika, Hermes”: koga Hermes nata`eno & veli 
na Evridika „Se svrte” (svrtuvaj}i se nazad za da se 
uveri deka du{ata na Evridika go sledi, Orfej ja 
gubi dadenata {ansa da ja vrati vo svetot na ̀ ivite), 
Evridika samo mu odgovara „Koj?”

Sepak Homer ne e tolku kategori~en. Naglasuvaweto 
na Leta i zaboravenosta - nasproti onie koi znaat, 
spored orfejskite izvori - ne funkcionira koga 
Odisej go posetuva Ereb. Mrtvite du{i koi gi sre-
}ava Odisej se se}avaat na sopstvenite prikazni 
i mo`at da gi razberat novostite {to toj im gi 
preka`uva. Se razbira, tie mora da pijat krv od 
crn oven i crna ovca za da bidat dovolno vitalni 
i da razgovaraat so Odisej. Ako Odisej saka da komu-
nicira so senkata na svojata mrtva majka, toj treba 
da & ovozmo`i pristap do krvta, mu veli prorokot 
Tejresija. Sepak, Tejresija go prepoznava Odisej 
u{te pred da ja vkusi krvta. Sli~no i Ajak koj gnevno 
odbiva da ja pie krvta za{to s$ u{te e lut zaradi 
ne{tata {to mu gi storil Odisej dodeka bil `iv. 
Ja gledame du{ata na Ahilej kako veselo {etka po 
poliwata so lilii otkako }e gi ~ue dobrite vesti 
za negoviot sin: o~igledno e deka toj s$ u{te mo`e 
da se seti na ona {to mu bilo ka`ano. Se ~ini deka 
odbivaweto na senkite da razgovaraat so retkite 
posetiteli od nadvore{niot svet ne e posledica na 
vistinska amnezija, tuku samo ve{ta izmama so koja 
mrtvite gi teraat posetitelite da gi nahranat. 

Tie samite ne mo`at da se nahranat; re~isi se 
nevidlivi (bledi, nejasni, nedovolni); i li{eni 
se od dopir. Odisej ta`i poradi nemo`nosta da ja 
pregrne svojata majka koja mu ja objasnuva sostojbata 
vo koja se nao|a du{ata na mrtviot „lebdee kako da 



1
6
2

were a dream”. This tasteless, colourless, fl imsy 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.”5 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 7th/6th 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.6 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. 

e son”. Vakviot nevkusen, bezboen i beden na~in na 
postoewe e dovolno mizeren. Nema somne` deka 
„helenskiot svet na mrtvite ne e mesto na koe{to 
se odviva nekakov ‘zadgroben `ivot’.”5 Osven po 
negovata petica, Ahilej e u{te poznat  i po ona {to 
mu go ka`al na Odisej: deka e podobro da si sluga 
vo ku}ata na siromaviot, no `iv, otkolku kral vo 
kralstvoto na mrtvite. Safo podbivno zabele`uva 
deka ako smrtta ne be{e zlo, toga{ bogovite bi 
izbrale da se mrtvi. (F 201)

Sepak, postojat odredeni razliki vo podzemniot 
svet. Odisej toa nabrzo go zabele`uva. Edni se kaz-
neti, drugi se privilegirani. Herakle voop{to i ne 
e  tamu! Vo pekolot, postoi samo nalik na nagovata 
senka, toj e vsu{nost gore zaedno so olimpiskite 
bogovi. Isto taka, tamu se i slavnite ̀ eni - onie koi 
se sakani od bogovite i koi gi rodile svoite slavni 
sinovi. Odisej e osobeno qubopiten da gi ~ue nivnite 
prikazni. Elisej, edno sosem razli~no zadgrobno 
mesto na sre}a i izobilie, se spomenuva nasekade niz 
pesnata kako mesto kade odat sre}nicite. Isto taka, 
s$ u{te postoi i spornoto pra{awe za po~etocite na 
trendot na misterii vo koi na upatenite im se vetuva 
sre}en ̀ ivot po smrtta i mo`nost za reinkarnacija. 
Nau~nicite smetaat deka istite mo`e da se najdat 
duri do sedmiot i {estiot vek p.n.e., vo vremeto na 
Safo. Se smeta deka zapadniot breg na Mala Azija, 
najbliskiot sosed na Lezbos, bil centar od kade bile 
za~nati vakvite idei. Vo odredeni slu~ai, vrskata 
pome|u poezijata na Safo i orfizmot (se veli 
deka glavata na Orfej bila prenesena preku more 
na Lezbos) se zema zdravo za gotovo.6 Kopne`ot na 
Safo za ladnite vodi pokrieni so lotosovi cvetovi 
na pekolnata reka Aheron (F 95) jasno e povrzan so 
razo~aruvaweto od `ivotot koj{to gi prika`uva 
predelite na podzemniot svet kako zemja na `elbi. 
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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 fi gure, 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 glorifi cation 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 confi rmation 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 fi gure; 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 
diffi culty: 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 

Nejzinata nade` deka udelot vo rozite mo`ebi }e 
& obezbedi istaknato mesto vo pekolot treba da se 
sfati bukvalno.

Zapomnati zasekoga{

Homeroviot ~ovek imal edna mo`nost da triumfira 
nad svojata smrtnost: da bide zapameten po svojata 
brilijantnost ili, u{te podobro, da zagine vo 
bitka. No, za da bide{ zapomnat, potrebno e dopol-
nitelno sredstvo, odnosno, samiot instrument na 
pomnewe: poetot. Taka, herojot e dvojno zasilen: 
toj ne postoi bez poetot, toj e heroj-so-poet. Vakvo 
dvojno zasiluvawe e prika`ano vo Odiseja, kade sle-
piot poet Demodok se pojavuva na gozbata da pee za 
Odisej, koj pak e prisuten na gozbata i slu{a kako 
se vospevaat negovite dela. Toga{ Odisej veli deka  
Demodok e „nad site smrtnici” zaradi negovata 
intimnost so muzite. Taka vozdignat, na Demodok 
mu e potrebna taa potvrda od negoviot heroj, isto 
kako {to mu e va`no herojot da otse~e od svoeto 
par~e meso i da mu go ponudi. Herojot-so poetot e 
sim biotska figura: tie jadat od ista ~inija i gi spo-
deluvaat istite dela, no kaj Homer, herojot e toj koj 
snabduva hrana i gi izveduva delata. 

Safo poinaku go zamisluva ovoj ma`estven pat do 
bes mrtnosta i toa go pravi so eden udar: go oslo bo-
duva poetot od herojot. Ova se ~ini polesno odo  {to 
navistina e. Dilemite vo F 16 ja ilustriraat ovaa 
te{kotija: vo ovoj fragment Safo tvrdi deka dru-
`ina kowanici, pe{adija ili brodovi (ne{ ta po-
vrzani so vojna soglasno so homerovskiot pris tap) 
se najubavite ne{ta spored nekoi lu|e, dodeka taa 
smeta deka najubavoto ne{to e ona {to ~ovek go posa-
kuva. Nekolku detali gi ma~ea tolkuva~ite na ovie 
stihovi: zo{to Safo bi gi spomenuvala nepri  ja tel-
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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 kalok¢gaq…

a, 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.7 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 defi nes 
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 
defi nition – the most beautiful is whatever one desires. 
“Sappho is progressing toward analytical language, 
toward the notion of defi nition […] 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….”8 To 

skite lidijski ko~ii kako ne{to {to nekoj bi  posa-
kuval da go vidi isto kolku {to taa posakuva da ja 
vi di ubavata Anaktorija? Mo`no li e Safo da go 
vospevala prebegnuvaweto na Elena so Paris bez cen-
zura? Nesomneno e mo`no {tom najubavoto e ona {to 
~ovek go posakuva, a najubavoto e istovremeno i naj-
dobro: ovde treba da napomeneme deka pojavata na 
avto ri tativniot za toa vreme gr~ki koncept 
kalok¢gaq…a, odnosno poistovetuvaweto na ubavoto 
so dobroto, isto taka & se pripi{uva na Safo. (F 50)

Ako najubavoto ne{to e ona {to ~ovek go posakuva, 
toga{ edni mo`ebi posakuvaat vojna, a drugi posa-
kuvaat qubov. Sozdavaweto vrednost od qubovta e 
su{tinska novost vo gr~kiot svet.7 Efektot od ovoj 
pristap e prika`an vo pesnata kade Elena dava so-
sema inakvo viduvawe na Trojanskata vojna: taa, koja 
se smeta za najubavoto ne{to na svetot, ne e pove}e 
pion na osvojuva~kite vojski; taa ostava s$ za ona 
{to taa go posakuva. Elena e taa koja definira 
{to e najubavo preku svoite sopstveni `elbi, taa 
sta nuva predmet na `elba. Dodavaj}i ja qubovta kon 
vojnata kako „najubavo” ne{to, Safo otvora prostor 
za `enskata subjektivnost i ja ispi{uva prikaznata 
za heroite i bitkite od Ilijada preku svojata burna 
prikazna za odrekuvawe od s$ vo ime na qubovta. 

Iako ovoj poteg e vistinska novost, Safo prodol`uva 
ponatamu. Vo svojata mo{ne interesna analiza na 
ovaa pesna Pejx Dibua (Page duBois) poso~uva deka 
Safo bara odgovor na pra{aweto {to e ubavo sa-
moto po sebe? Odgovorot e eden vid definicija 
- najubavoto e ona {to ~ovek go posakuva. „Safo se 
stremi kon analiti~ki jazik, kon poimot za defin-
icija […] Vakvata nejzina sposobnost vremenski se 
sovpa|a so izumot na kovanite moneti vo isto~noto 
Sredozemje, vo bliskoto kralstvo Lidija, ~ekor na 
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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 
fi lled 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.9 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 specifi cally, 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, 

koj Aristotel gleda kako na ostvaruvawe na edna 
apstraktna ideja...”8 So drugi zborovi, Safo ne 
ja zamenuva vojnata so qubovta nitu pak ja dodava 
qubovta kon vojnata kako u{te edno ubavo ne{to. 
Kako poetesa taa ne go zamenuva herojot so qubeniot 
vo duhot na simbiotskiot pristap opi{an pogore. 
Toa }e se slu~i vo podocne`nite periodi - sekako 
ne na naiven tuku na sentimentalen na~in, pomalku 
ili pove}e bezvolno/od zla volja/od nemukaet. 

Safo e zainteresirana i pravi drug ~ekor. Ona 
{to ~ovek go posakuva e toa {to ~ovek go pomni 
- vo nejziniot slu~aj toa e Anaktorija koja Safo 
pove}e posakuva da ja vidi otkolku „tvoite/va{ite” 
lidijski ko~ii. Ona {to ~ovek go pomni e toa {to 
~ovek go pee. „Ova” e vsu{nost prazno samoto po 
sebe. Mo`e da go pretstavuva herojot ili qubeniot 
- samoto po sebe toa e otvoreno. Toa {to go ~ini 
da bide e qubeweto - posakuvaweto. Menuvaj}i go 
naglasokot na ona {to ~ovek go posakuva, Safo go 
prenesuva na poetot koj posakuva, se se}ava i pee. 

^estopati se tvrdi deka ona za koe{to Safo pee ne 
e qubovta, tuku fiziologijata i setilnoto zadovol-
stvo.9 Sepak se ~ini deka odgovorot {to Safo go bara 
ne e apsolutnata qubov. Nekolku vekovi podocna, 
sve{teni~kata Diotima vo Platonovata Gozba }e 
ka`e deka ona {to go posakuvame pove}e od edno ili 
drugo ubavo ne{to e, vsu{nost, besmrtnosta.

Sega mo`eme da se navratime na rozite od Pierija. 
Bidej}i Se}avaweto, majkata na muzite, e poetoviot 
udel. Da se ima udel vo koi bilo rozi ne e garancija 
za da se bide zapomnet. Poto~no, ne se podrazbira 
da se ima udel vo rozite na Afrodita, onie vo koi se 
vospevaat bolkata i zadovolstvata od qubovta, iako 
poezijata na Safo postojano gi spomenuva ovie rozi. 
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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, 
exemplifi ed 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. 

Treba da se ima udel vo onie rozi, od Pierija, so {to 
im se ovozmo`uva na lu|eto da bidat zapameteni 
zasekoga{. Safo ja koristi svojata pozicija na 
`enski subjekt na `elba za da go oslobodi poetot. 

Jas nema  da le`am mrtva

Ova otkritie e va`no, no ne i za ̀ enite. Dali „`ena-
ta” e mo`ebi simboli~na riznica od kade {to potek-
nuvaat dvi`e~kite usilbi za sepromenlivite hori-
zonti na ~ove~kata sloboda? Safo, vo sekoj slu~aj, 
odi u{te eden ~ekor ponatamu, ~ekor koj od edno 
drugo gledi{te e duri i podramati~en. Oslobo du-
vaj}i go poetot od negovata simbioza so herojot, taa, 
isto taka, se obiduva i da ja otfrli tragi~nata stra-
na na re{enieto za ~ove~kata smrtnost, videna niz 
primerot na Ahilej komu mu e pomilo  da umre mlad 
i slaven, otkolku star i nepoznat. Toj mora da umre 
mlad ako saka da ja zaslu`i svojata slava, edinstven-
iot vid na besmrtnost dozvolena na lu|eto - herojot e 
sekoga{ mrtov heroj; herojskata ubavina e olicet-
vorena vo ubaviot trup. 

Samoto zamenuvawe na vojnata so qubov ne mo`e da 
ja pro~isti ovaa tragi~na dvosmislenost: qubovta 
e sepak barem malku „gor~livo-slatka”, zbunuva~ka, 
monstruozna i krajno tragi~na, isto kako i vlogot 
na herojot. 

Postavuvaj}i ja besmrtnosta pod znakot na muzite 
namesto qubovta, Safo se obiduva da ja izbegne 
dvosmislenosta. Tagata ne postoi tamu kade {to pre-
bi vaat muzite. (F 150) Ako  muzite te miluvaat - i ako 
ti saka{ da ti se blagonakloneti - toga{ treba da gi 
izbegnuva{ stradawata. 

Miglena Nikolchina Questions of Immortality in a Fragment by Sappho
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Now, this is a diffi cult, an impossible precept – diffi cult 
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.  

 Notes:

1. Anne Carson, If Not, Winter: Fragments of Sappho, (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2002), 368. If the nameless woman 
was in actuality not indifferent to the muses, we might infer 
a totally different set of questions from the ones I set forth 
here. See my Matricide in Language: Writing Theory in 
Kristeva and Woolf, (New York: Other Press, 2004).

2. References to Sappho’s texts are based on Edgar Lobel & 
Denys Page, Poetarum Lesbiorum fragmenta, (Oxford: 
Clarendon press, 1955); and David A. Campbell, Greek 
Lyric. vol. 1. Sappho, Alcaeus. The Loeb classical library. 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 
1982).

3. Cf. Катерина Колозова, Хелените и смртта, (Скопjе: 
Култура, 2000), 80. 

4. Ibid., 71.

5. Ibid., 13.

6. Cf. Т.Г. Мякин, Сапфо. Аспекты истории семанти-
ческих трансформаций, (Новосибирск, 1999), 67-68.

Ova e te{ko i  nevozmo`no pravilo - pa duri i za 
Safo. Se ~ini deka Pindar go po~ituval so seta 
veli~enstvenost; Helderlin (Hölderlin) polude od 
negovata bleskavost, udren od molwa. „@alosno ako 
moeto srce krvavi samoraneto.” Bez herojot, negovata 
dvosmislena sudba ostanuva so onie koi ja `iveat 
svojata smrt niz pi{uvaweto.  

Prevod od angliski jazik: Anastazija Kirkova

Bele{ki:

1. Anne Carson, If Not,Winter: Fragments of Sappho, (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2002), 368. Dokolku bezimenata 
`ena vsu{nost ne e indiferentna kon muzite, mo`no 
e da se postavat sosema drugi pra{awa od onie koi gi 
poso~uvam ovde. Vidi ja mojata Matricide in Language: 
Writing Theory in Kristeva and Woolf, (New York: Other 
Press, 2004).

2. Referencite na tekstovite na Safo se bazirani na Ed-
gar Lobel et Deys Page, Poetarium Lesborium Fragmenta, 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1955); i David A. Campbell, 
Greek Lyric. Vol. 1 Sappho, Alcaeus. The Loeb Classical 
Library. (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University 
Press, 1982).

3. Cf. Katerina Kolozova, Helenite i smrtta, (Skopje: 
Kultura, 2000), 80.

4. Ibid., 71.

5. Ibid., 13.

6. Cf. Т.Г. Мякин, Сапфо. Аспекты истории семанти-
ческих трансформаций, (Новосибирск, 1999), 67-68. 
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7. Cf. Недялка Видева, Гръцкото морално съзнание до 
епохата на елинизма, (София: Софийски университет, 
1987), 116.

8. Page duBois, ‘Sappho and Helen’, in Ellen Greene (ed.), 
Reading Sappho: Contemporary Approaches, (Berkley: 
University of California Press, 1996), 79-88.

9. Ka`ano so tipi~nata terminologija na ruskiot 
nau~nik A. F. Losev vo jazikot na Safo postojat el-
ementi so „fiziolo{ka, su{tinsko erotska sodr`ina” 
(cit. vo T.G. Мякин, op.cit., 64).

Bibliografija:

Campbell, David A. 1982. Greek Lyric. Vol.1 Sappho, 
Alcaeus.The Loeb Classical Library. Cambridge, Mas-
sachusetts: Harvard University Press.

Carson, Anne. 2002. If Not,Winter: Fragments of Sappho. 
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There is no doubt that theatre studies laments the ir-
refutable fact that the direct, more specifi c 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 insignifi cant. 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)1 should be taken by 
contemporary theatre studies as a gauntlet thrown 
down, or more specifi cally, as a unquestionable/inherent 
Derridian provocation that points to the most essential: 
to be read as a play.

Jelena
Luzina

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

Teatrologijata, nesomneno, ̀ ali poradi nesporniot 
fakt {to direktniot, pospecifi~niot interes  
za nejziniot predmet – teatarot – imeno, interes 
kakov {to  (eksplicitno!) bi mo`el da se prepoznae, 
is~ita, citira i/ili referira od knigite na @ak 
Derida, ostanal navidum skromen, marginalen ili 
(mo`ebi, duri) sosema nezna~itelen. Se razbira, 
teatrologijata e apsolutno svesna za fakti~nosta 

na ovoj nesporen fakt, koj, me|utoa, ne treba da gi 
popre~uva teatrolozite vnimatelno da gi ~itaat 
i u{te povnimatelno da gi tolkuvaat istite tie 
knigi. Naprotiv.

Prividnata (bukvalna!) deridaovska marginaliza-

cija na predmetot so koj se zanimava teatrolo{kata  
nauka – odnosno: navidum marginalnoto mesto {to 
teatarot go „zazema” vo ona {to (kolokvijalano) bi 
mo`ele da go ozna~ime/imenuvame kako deridaovski 

kontekst (na mislewe/promisluvawe na ne{tata)1 
–  dene{nata teatrologija bi trebalo da go razbere 
kako frlena rakavica. Poto~no, kako nesomnena/
inheretna deridaovska provokacija koja naso~uva 
kon najsu{testvenoto: da bide pro~itana kako igra. 

Jelena 
Lu`ina

Prezencija, igra, razlika:  
Derida i negovite 
“marginalni” 
teatarski komentari 
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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 signifi es/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 (infi nite elasticity, infi nite 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) specifi cally 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 

Ne treba da se bide koj-znae-kolku deridaovec, za da 
se pro~ita i razbere deka, vo kontekst na de  kon -
struktivisti~koto mislewe na samiot Deri da, po-
imot igra ozna~uva/podrazbira „vid elas ti~ nost 

ili tolerancija (...), {to e sprotivno na idejata za 
samodovolnost i apsolutna dovr{enost, potpolnost” 
(Sim, 2004:23). Teatarot, pak, opstoi (i toa ve}e 25 
veka!) imeno zatoa {to e vtemelen ne vrz nekakvi 
metafizi~ki kategorii, ami vrz takvata elasti~-

not i tolerancija, koi{to & se imanentni na 
sekoja avtenti~na igra.  

Teatarskata igra,  vpro~em - edna od najetabliranite, 
no i najmo}nite igri, voop{to –  nesomneno e igra 

koja ima samo edna (i toa mo{ne krupna!) cel. 
Determinirana so deridaovski jazik (duri, ako 
sakate, i so deridaovski kalambur ili paradoks!) – 

celta na ovaa igra so/okolu teatarot bi mo`ela da se 
formulira kako beskone~na interakcija (beskone~en 
elasticizam, beskone~na tolerancija...) pome|u 
prisutnoto i otsutnoto.  

Lesno }e se soglasime okolu neporeklivosta na 
notorniot fakt deka, vo tekot na site vekovi od 
svojata dolga istorija, teatarot `ivee (i opsto-
juva) imeno zaradi igriviot potencijal na ovoj 
krucijalen paradoks. Imeno, samoto bitie na tea-
tarskiot ~in – ona {to Bart (Barthes) go imenuva 
kako teatralnost, a samiot Derida, povikuvaj}i se 
na Ruso (Rousseau), go narekuva prezencija (Derrida, 
1976:399-403) – su{testveno e determinirano tokmu 
so/od mo}nata (paradoksalna!) igra/interakcija na 
prisutnoto i otsutnoto. 

Imeno, teatarskiot ~in e aristotelovski mimezis 

par excellence: toj se slu~uva pred nas i, bezdrugo, 
sega (Hamlet umira tokmu vo migot vo koj nie toa go 

Jelena Luzina Presence, Play, Difference: Derrida and His “Marginal” Theatrical Comments
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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 fi ctional, 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; 

gledame, {to zna~i: sega, kako {to sega umrel i 
sno{ti, i lani, i 1601, koga bil praizveden vo tea-
tarot Glob (Globe)); protagonistite na teatar sko to 
slu~uvawe se `ivi i vistinski (duri i koga/ako tie 
se kukli, bidej}i i kuklite mora da gi pridvi ̀ uva 
`iv i vistinski animator); teatarskoto dejs tvie se 
podra`ava navistina, bi dej }i, neli, podra ̀ ava-
weto sekoga{ prika`uva/poka`uva nekoe dejs tvie, 
a dejstvieto (duri i koga e fingirano) ne mo ̀ e a da 
ne se slu~uva navistina, {to ne zna~i samo pred 

nas, ami zna~i i sega, tokmu vo migot vo koj nie gle-
dame vo nego.

Teatarot kakov {to go poznavame (ve}e 25 veka!) 
funkcionira taka {to prezentira, ama i poradi 
toa {to prezentira. Toj, prosto, zatrupuva so pri-

sutnosta. 

Ednovremeno i naporedno so ovoj napliv na pri-

sutnosta, nie koi{to sedime dolu („vo mra~nata 
dupka na salonot”) postojano morame da go re{avame 
krupniot problem so koj teatarskiot mimezis (par 
excellence) neizbe`no n$ soo~uva. Imeno, vo tekot 
na seto vreme na podra`avaweto (na nekoja si „`iva 

vistina”), nie sosema dobro znaeme deka od toa {to 
se prezentira/podra`ava tokmu sega (i tokmu pred 
na{ite qubopitni o~i) otsustvuva – sepak! – edna 
bitna dimenzija. Ne znam dali Derida bi se soglasil 
taa dimenzija da ja imenuvame vistinitost, 
bidej}i vakvoto imenuvawe kako apriorno da upa-
tuva kon ne{to metafizi~ko (deridijanskata mis-

la e, znaeme, apsolutno transmetafizi~ka!).

Za {to zboruvame? Na kakvo otsustvo (na vis-

tinitosta) aludirame? Najverojatno za ona na 
koe{to mis  lel i Viktor Igo (Victor Hugo), koga 
nekade zapi {al deka teatarot sepak ne e zemja na 
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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 defi ned as “the magical as if” (...esli bы). 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” 
(...esli bы) 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 signifi cant 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.

realnosta: deka nejzinite stebla se od karton, 
nejzinite palati od naslikano platno, nejzinoto 
nebo od svitkani zave si... Ili za ona {to golemiot 
Stanislavski – vte meluva~ot na eden od najse-
rioznite sistemi na tea tralizacijata (prezen cija) 
vo celata istorija na te a tarskiot medium – postojano 
go definiral kako „ma gi~noto kako-da” (...esli bы). 
Paradoksalno, navistina: Stanislavski, koj takana-
re ~enata  realis ti~ka teatarska poetika/estetika ja 
doveduva do samiot rab na nejzinite mo`nosti, 
objasnuvaj}i go predmetot na svojata dejnost (tea-
tarot), postojano pribegnuva kon magi~nata formula 
{to samiot ja smislil. Da, negoviot teatar verno go 
podra`ava realniot `ivot, ama vo toa podra`avawe 
sekoga{ ima i edno „magi~no kako-da” (...esli bы), 
koe{to signalizira deka „vistinskata realnost” 
nu`no i neizbe`no otsustvuva od teatarskiot ~in.

Spodeluvaj}i ja vistinitosta na podra`avaweto 
(mimezata) so akterite i so site {to niv gi pri-
dru`uvaat/opslu`uvaat, nie – sepak, sepak! – seto 
vreme znaeme deka taa vistinitost na teatarskata 
mimeza e sosema uslovna. Deka e konvencionalna.  
Deka e rezultat na prethodno sklu~eniot dogovor 
pome|u nas koi{to sedime dolu („vo mra~nata dupka 
na salonot”) i onie koi zaradi nas i za nas go pravat 
toa {to go pravat – imeno: podra`avaat nekoe/
nekakvo dejstvie {to treba da ja od-igra samata 
vistina/realnost. I nie „dolu” i tie „gore” znaeme 
deka ima bitna razlika pome|u na{ata pretstava za 
realnosta („kako takva”) i takanare~enata teatarska 
„realnost” {to odredena pretstava nastojuva da 
ja podra`ava, poka`uvaj}i ja  vo nejzinata polna 

prezencija, kako {to veli Derida (Derrida, ibid.). 
Ete, tokmu taa razlika pome|u vistinitoto/
realnoto i prezentnoto e ona za {to zboruvame koga 
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The broad Derridian context suggests that this signifi cant 
interaction (in fact, a procedure) not only is able, but it 
also has to be signifi ed/described as deconstructive.

The famous term deconstruction, which otherwise 
works as a cornerstone of the overall Derridian thinking, 
is undoubtedly an example of a specifi c, thoroughly 
open, as well as thoroughly provocative category which 
keeps “slipping away” from any attempt of defi ning 
it (precisely). Nevertheless, no matter how much 
deconstruction confi rms itself (with such a “slipping 
away”) as fl uid (“undetermined”/open), at least when 
it comes to the theatrical act, an otherwise thoroughly 
fl uid, 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 signifi cant 
doubling (present-absent) in particular could serve as a 
unique cornerstone on which the procedure (strategy) of 
deconstructing the theatrical act, in particular fi nding 
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 

zboruvame za ve~niot teatarski oksimoron: ve~nata 
igra/interakcija na prisutnoto i otsutnoto. 

[irokiot deridijanski kontekst sugerira deka 
ovaa signifikantna interkacija (vsu{nost: postap-
ka) ne samo {to mo`e, tuku i mora da se ozna~i/
deskribira kako dekonstruktivna.  

Famozniot poim dekonstrukcija –  koj{to, inaku,  
funkcionira kako kamen-temelnik na sevkupnata 
deridaovska misla – nesomneno e primer za spe-
cifi~na, maksimalno otvorena, no i maksimalno 
provokativna kategorija koja postojano se „izmolk-
nuva” od sekoj obid za (precizno) definirawe. Se-
pak, kolku  i da se potvrduva (so takvoto „izmolk-
nuvawe”) kako fluidna („neodredena”/otvorena), de-

konstrukcijata – barem koga e vo pra{awe tea tar-
skiot ~in, inaku maksimalno fluiden, efeme ren i  
otvoren po svoeto  bitie! – najed nostavno/naj eks-
plicitno mo`e da se pojasni, imeno, preku inter-
akcijata na dvata poso~eni ~lena na klu~nata deri-

daovska (performativna, prezentna) binarna opo-
zicija prisutno-otsutno.

Imeno, teatrologijata ima ~uvstvo deka tokmu ovaa 
signifikantna dubleta (prisutno-otsutno) mo`e 
da poslu`i kako svoeviden kamen-temelnik, vrz koj 
treba da se potpre/potpira postapkata (strategijata) 
na dekonstruirawe na teatarskiot ~in, poto~no 
na otkrivawe na onie „slepi to~ki” („beli petna”, 
kako {to veli Derida) kon koi nu`no/neizbe`no 
gravitira seta negova prezencija. Imeno, procesot 
na dekonstruirawe na teatarskiot ~in treba da 

ponudi/razvie nekakvi novi (poinakvi) tehniki na 
negovoto gledawe - tehniki {to bi trebalo da bidat 
ekvivalentni na nekakvi novi/poinakvi tehniki na 
~itawe na konvencionalnite kni`evni teks to vi 
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was prepared/qualifi ed 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/defi ning the true functions 
of their constituent elements (Ann Ubersfeld, Patrice 
Pavis…), for establishing the theoretical notion which 
accordingly determines as well as effi ciently puts to work 
the very synaesthetic nature of theatrical presence.

Not only did these effi cient operatives bring it into use, 
but they also defi nitely 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 

(vklu~itelno i onie dramskite). Me|utoa, vak voto 
gledawe na teatarot (mo`ebi treba da go nare~eme 
„gledawe-{to-dekonstruira”) mo`e da stane rele-
vant no samo dokolku bide podgotveno/kvalifi-
kuvano da ja gleda vkupnosta na teatarskata pre-

zencija, odnosno dokolku permanentno ja zema pred-
vid nejzinata za{emetuva~ka raznovidnost/razli~-

nost. Dokolku uspeal pove}e da se zanimava so tea-
tarskata umetnost, sigurna sum deka i samiot De rida  
ovaa nejzina za{emetuva~ka raznovidnost/razli~-

nost neizbe`no bi ja imenuval so svojot zname nit 
kvalifikativ diferenca (franc. diffé rance).

Teatarskata prezencija e, znaeme, sinesteti~ka po-
java, ~in pretovaren („obremenet”) so mnogubrojni i 
razli~ni kodovi, ~in/akt so visoka kontingencija. 
Teatarskata prezencija ja „sostavuvaat”/„usogla-
suvaat” isklu~itelno mnogu razli~ni znakovni 
sistemi: jazi~en, govoren, parajazi~en, kinezi~ki, 
prosemi~ki, prostoren, vremenski... Na agilnite 
teatarski semiolozi, koi{to vo tekot na sedumde-
settite godini na dvaesettiot vek intenzivno se 
zanimavaa so site tie sistemi, vlo`uvaj}i golemi 
napori za da gi dekodiraat/definiraat vistinskite 
funkcii na nivnite oddelni elementi (An Iber-
sfeld (Ann Ubersfeld), Patris Pavis (Patrice 
Pavis)...), nesomneno treba da im bideme blagodarni 
za utvrduvaweto na teoriskiot poim {to soodvetno 
ja determinira, no i efikasno ja operacionalizira 
tokmu sinesteti~niosta na teatarskata prezencija.  

Imeno, ovie efikasni operativci ne samo {to ja 
vovedoa vo upotreba, tuku i definitivno ja afir-
miraa (unapreduvaj}i ja vo seriozna teoriska kate-
gorija) isklu~itelno va`nata sintagma teks tot 

na pretstavata (ili pretstava kako tekst), ob-
jasnuvaj}i deka taa ne samo {to ja pod razbira, tuku 
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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 confi rmed by its later 
modifi cations. In one of his not particularly numerous 
texts on theatre issues, Roland Barthes was the fi rst 
to use the exceptionally functional term, undoubtenly 
derived from the initial semiotic category the text of the 
stage show, however indisputably simplifi ed/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 

bukvalno i ja deskribira sineste ti~nosta 
(„vkupnosta”) na komplikuvanata prezen  cija na 
teatarskiot ~in. Stanuva zbor za sineste ti~nosta 
koja {to ednovremeno ja „sostavuvaat”/konstruira-

at i tekstot, i negovoto govorewe, i seto ona {to go 
podrazbirame kako gluma, i ki nezika/proksemika 
na akterite, i na~inot na koj re`iserot go moderira 
celiot proces na teatra lizacijata, i sistemot na 
site prostorni-auditivni-svetlosni znaci koj 
soodvetno ja poddr ̀ uva taa teatralizacija, i 
sistemot na recipirawe na samata pretstava „kako 
takva”...

Deka sintagmata tekstot na pretstavata se 
poka`a i doka`a kako soodvetna, funkcionalna i 
osobeno produktivna teoriska kategorija, potvrdu-
vaat i nejzinite podocne`ni modifikacii. Vo eden 
od svoite ne-osobeno-mnogubrojni tekstovi na te-
atarski temi, Rolan Bart prv go upotrebil isklu~i-
telno funkcionaliot poim, nesomneno izve  den od 
inicijalnata semioti~kata kategorija tekstot na 

pretstavata, ama nesporno poednosta ven/pris-
posoben za „sekojdnevna upotreba”. Na brgu, ovoj poim 
– a stanuva zbor za poimot tkaewe! – }e stane mo{ne 
popularen (da re~eme: vo teatro lo{kite tekstovi na 
Eugenio Barba (Eugenio Barba), vo teoriskiot sistem 
na Mi{el Fuko (Michel Faucault)...), za podocna i 
samiot Derida da go pro mo vira vo eden od va`nite 
poimi na svojata strategija na dekonstrukcija 

(Derrida, 1976).

Na {to misli Derida, koga zboruva za
stra tegemata formulirana kako
„tkaewe na dekonstruk cijata”? 

Misli na svoevidna vmre`enost/mre`a na na{eto 
vkupno teorisko i prakti~no iskustvo – iskustvo na 
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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 
fi gurative 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 specifi c, 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….

~itaweto, pred s$! – koja{to postojano se „razmno-
`uva”/diseminira preku osoznavawe/~itawe na  no-
vi (i novi, i novi) iskustva. Iskustva na ~itaweto, 
pred s$! Mislej}i i ponatamu vo kontekst na mre-

`ata, vakvoto „iskusno” ~itawe treba da funkci-
onira kako figurativno vrzuvawe na novi (i no vi, i 
novi) jazli. Sekoe ~itawe (ne samo ona ~itawe {to 
ve}e go „odrabotivme”, no i ~itaweto {to doprva n& 
prets toi) avtomatski se „zavrzuva” i vmre`uva kako 
nov/dopolnitelen jazol „vo pove}e jazi~noto – filo-
sofsko, kni`evno, politi~ ko, ideolo{ko, eti~ ko – 
tkaewe na dekonstrukcijata” (Biti, 2000:61). 

Derida, o~evidno, pledira za specifi~no, isklu-
~itelno aktivno i produktivno (dekonstrukcisko) 
~itawe. Iskustvoto na takvoto dekonstrukcisko ~i -

ta we se potvrduva kako sosema osobeno: naso~eno e 
– sekoga{ i naporedno – ne samo kon poedine~niot 
tekst koj vo migot se ~ita (jazol koj se vrzuva), tuku 
i kon kontekstot (tkaeweto) vo koj{to istiot toj 
tekst avtomatski se „vmre`uva”, vospostavuvaj}i so 
nego (no i preku nego) intenzivni intertekstualni 
relacii. Vaka razbraniot kontekst Derida go 
imenuva vramuvawe (angl. frame),  pri {to zna~eweto 
na ovoj poim e, povtorno, mo{ne kompleksno. 

Vramuvaweto go „pokriva” avtoroviot postoen in-
teres za takanare~enite rabni/grani~ni zoni na 
tekstot (interes za naslovi, `anrovski klauzuli, 
potpisi, bele{ki, margini...), odnosno za relaci-
ite (korelaciskite dubleti ili binarni opozicii) 
{to Derida opsesivno gi dekonstruira.  Vo pra{a-
we se tokmu onie dubleti ili binarni opozicii na 
koi{to tradicionalno se povikuva seta zapadna 
misla: vnatre{no/nadvore{no, centar/margina, du -
{a/telo, doslovno/preneseno, govor/pismo, pred-
met/oznaka... 
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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 fi nally – 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-signifi cance”, 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 infi nite 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.

Me|utoa, vramuvaweto upatuva i na paradoksalnosta 
na sopstvenoto funkcionirawe. Imeno, nasto juvaj}i 
da pojasni zo{to zna~eweto na eden tekst (zna~eweto, 
voop{to) nikoga{ ne mo`e da bide ut vrdeno samo 
preku „neutralnoto” („asepti~no”, osa meni~ko) 
~itawe na samiot toj tekst, Derida eksplicitno se 
povikuva tokmu na negovoto neizbe`no vramuvawe 

vo drugi tekstovi, vo drugi tipovi/vi dovi na 
tekstovi, vo site tekstovi na ovoj svet, najposle – vo 
kulturata razbrana kako tekst! Imeno, toj 
beskompromisno go zastapuva stavot deka takvoto 
„beskone~no” vramuvawe mu e neophodno na sekoj 
tekst. Zatoa {to samo takvoto vramuvawe na teks-
tovite (na sekoj eden tekst, a so toa i na site tekstovi 
na ovoj svet!) im ovozmo`uva da sozdavaat zna~ewa, 
no i da ja obezbeduvaat sopstvenata „razno zna~nost”, 
koja{to e rezultat tokmu na beskone~nata „igra na 
razliki”. Zna~eweto na eden tekst – na pretstavata 
~itana i razbrana kako tekst! – mo`eme d a go do-
lovime samo preku razli~nite zna~ewa {to go imaat 
tekstovite vo koi toj se vramuva. Razlikata (a ne 
„istosta”) e klu~ {to ja otvora {ifrata na 
zna~eweto. Koe{to – sekoga{! – e rezultat na bes-
kone~noto vramuvawe, no vramuvawe koe nikoga{ ne 
se zatvora  vo ramka (Derrida, 1988). 

Lansiranata dosetka – „vramuvaweto postoi, ama ne 
postoi ramka” –  pretstavuva u{te eden od  intri-
gantnite deridaovski paradoksi.  Sepak, ne stanuva 
zbor za  gola dosetka. Naprotiv.

]e se obideme da ja dekonstruirame ne samo nej zi-
   na ta dosetlivost, no i nejzinata nesomnena redun-
dantnost, potpiraj}i se pritoa tokmu na teatarskata 
teorija i praktika.
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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 fi xated 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 
specifi c 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 fi rst 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 specifi cally 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 signifi cation. The paradox is inherent 
in this term because it simultaneously means both sup-
plementing something incomplete as well as making up 

Kako i vo {to se vramuva teatarskiot tekst ? 

Za da odgovorime na ova navidum prosto pra{awe, 
treba povtorno da go uto~nime zna~eweto na poi-
mot tekst, kakov {to go razbira sovremenata te-
atrologija.  

Koga misli i zboruva za tekstot, teatrologijata 
misli i zboruva za ne{to mnogu pokomplikuvano od 
ona {to go sugerira lakonskata sintagma dramsko 

pismo, koja naj~esto i ne podrazbira ne{to poam-
bicizno otkolku {to e onaa famozna „sodr`ina 
fiksirana na hartija”. Se razbira, duri ni samata 
taa  „sodr`ina” ne e sosema ednostavna za is~ituvawe, 
osobeno ako stanuva zbor za is~ituvawe koe tendira 
kon nejzina teatralizacija (Derida bi rekol:  
prezencija). Imeno, dramskiot tekst e sosema 
specifi~en vid kni`even zapis. Ispi{an na naj-
malku dve nivoa, odnosno prosleden i poddr`an od 
najmalku dva tipa pismo – koi, inaku, generalno se 
diferenciraat preku standardnata binarna opozi-
cija dijalog/didaskalija – dramskiot tekst ve}e 
„na prv pogled” upatuva na svojot vziskatelen status: 
vo pra{awe e, nesomeno, hibriden tekst, odnosno 
hibriden kni`even `anr, koj se postvaruva tokmu 
preku permanentnoto kombinirawe na pove}e ti-
povi/vidovi  diskurs. 

Me|utoa, duri i vo migot koga e (ve}e) lucidno 
„iskombiniran” i celosno „zapi{an na hartija”, 
dramskiot tekst s$ u{te ne e celosen. Nemu 
mu nedostasuva edno va`no „dopolnuvawe”. Ova 
„dopolnuvawe” Derida go narekuva supplement! 
(Derrida, 1976:188-213), pojasnuvaj}i deka stanuva 
zbor za poim koj go markira tokmu ona paradoksalno 
dvi`ewe koe{to go decentrira sekoe ozna~uvawe. 
„Paradoksot mu e imanenten na samiot poim, bidej-
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for/replacing something complete and fi nished (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 fl aw) not only was detected, but it 
was also defi ned 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. Petruševski has decided to do an indi-
rect translation in defi ning opsis by getting help from the 
expression “stage presentation”. Here is this important 
place, which is fi rmly rooted in the sixth chapter of the 
Poetics:

“…[S]tage 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 
Petruševski “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” 
/ “insuffi ciencies” (supplements), which are inherent for 

}i toj ednovremeno zna~i i dopolnuvawe na ne{to 
nepotpolno, no i nadomestuvawe/zamena na ne{to 
potpolno i celosno” (Biti, 2000:92).

Ona {to sme sviknale da go imenuvame kako dramski 

tekst („drama kako pismo”), nesomneno e tip na 
kni`even (no i teatarski!) tekst koj e dlaboko svesen 
za sopstvenata „nepotpolnost”, ama i siguren deka 
tokmu vo taa „nepotpolnost” e kondenzirana negovata 
najsilna mo}. „Nepotpolnosta” i/ili „nedostigot”, 
koi mu se inheretni na dramskiot tekst (tie se 
ne{to kako negova fabri~ka gre{ka!) ne samo {to 
go detektiral, tuku i superiorno go definiral u{te 
dobriot star Aristotel, narekuvaj}i go prosto opsis. 

Poimot opsis obi~no se preveduva kako “scenska 

aparatura” ili “inscenacija”. Vo makedonskiot 
prevod na „Poetikata”, Mihail D. Petru{evski 
re{il da preveduva indirektno, determiniraj}i go 
famozniot opsis so pomo{ na sintagmata “scensko 

prika`uvawe”. Eve go toa va`no mesto, cvrsto pozi-
cionirano vo {estata glava od „Poetikata”: 

„...[S]censkoto prika`uvawe vistina najmnogu ja pleni 
du{ata, no e vo najslaba vrska so umetnosta i najmalku 
svojstveno na poetikata; za{to efektot na tragedijata 
treba da se dobie i bez pretstava i bez artisti, a osven 
toa vo ureduvaweto na scenata pova`na e ve{tinata na 
scenografot odo{to poetskata umetnost” (Aristotel, 
1990:46).  

Ona {to voobi~aeno go imenuvame kako inscenacija 
ili, spored Petru{evski, “scensko prika`uvawe”  
(samiot Derida, kako {to vidovme, go koristi ter-
minot prezencija!), vo teatarskata praktika otse-
koga{ se  postvaruvalo i se postvaruva kako zbirno 
ime za cela redica „nepotpolnosti”/„nedos ta toci” 
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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 fi rst 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 fi x-
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.

(supplements), koi{to mu se inhe rentni na dram-

skiot tekst, odnosno na dramata kako speci fi~en 
vid pismo. Voop{to, dramskiot tekst kako da e 
sudbinski odbele`en najprvin so svoite mno gu-
brojni „nepotpolnosti”, a duri potoa so nekoi  arhi-

tragi (arche-trace, kako {to vele{e Derida) koi{to  
– za sre}a! – ~uvaat po nekoj spomen na niv. Toj spo-
men, neli, ostanal so~uvan na hartija, na koja pret-
hodno bil fiksiran  so pomo{ na  pismoto. 

Dolgo, bezmalku do samiot Derida, vo zapadnata 
filosofska tradicija pismoto ima{e tretman na 
banalen „tehni~ki izum za prika`uvawe na govorot” 
(Culler, 1991:86). Ottuka i pri~inata na pismoto da 
mu se pristapuva rezervirano, so jasna svest za 
negovata posredni~ka funkcija, koja mo`e duri i da 
ja zagrozi avtenti~nosta na samiot govor, dove-
duvaj}i ja vo pra{awe (zagrozuvaj}i ja!) funkcional-
nosta na komunikacijata. Vakviot seriozen zazor 
kon pismoto seriozno ja problematiziral negovata 
kvalifikuvanost za prenesuvawe na vistinskite 
zna~ewa. Demek: edinstveno `iviot govor, a ne mrt-
vata traga na hartija, mo`e da ja „dolovi” avten-
ti~nosta na zna~eweto.  

Kako i za site tehni~ki izumi, i za pismoto dolgo 
se mislelo sosema stereotipno: deka e nestabilno 
i sklono kon „iskrivuvawa”. Od druga strana,  govo-
rot mo{ne dolgo (s$ do epohata na sosirovskiot 
strukturalizam!) bil smetan za avtenti~en, priro-
den i neprikosnoveno funkcionalen medium koj, 
osven {to vospostavuva direktna komunikacija  
– ednovremeno i zna~i (prenesuva zna~ewe), tuku i 
ja doka`uva prisutnosta! Pismoto bilo tretirano  
kako distancirano, otsutno i dvesmisleno, za raz-
li ka od  govorot, koj  sekoga{ stoel vo direktna 
korelacija so samoto zna~ewe.

Jelena Luzina Presence, Play, Difference: Derrida and His “Marginal” Theatrical Comments
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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 
defi ned 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 
specifi c nature, which we have already defi ned 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 

Dolgo, bezmalku do samiot Derida, zapadnata filo-
sofska i op{tokulturna tradicija silno se gordeela 
so vakviot svoj logocentrizam. Zastapuvaj}i go, 
so polno ubeduvawe, tradicionalniot stav za pri-
rodnata prednost na govorot pred tekstot,  gla sot 
pred bukvata i `iviot zbor  pred „mrtvoto” pismo, 
zapadnata tradicija sistematski go neguvala ste-
reotipot za  metafizikata na prisustvoto.  Ko-
ja{to, veli Derida, pretstavuva edna od nejzinite 
najgolemi i najopasni iluizii. 

Ma|utoa, deridijanskoto dekonstruirawe e stra-

tegija {to se naso~uva, imeno, kon „srceto” na ovaa 
golema i opasna iluzija, definirana kako golema 
metafizi~ka „temnina”. Subverzivna i re{i tel na, 
ovaa strategija nastojuva na tradicijata na ilu-
zionisti~kiot logocentrizam (na govornoto, na 
govorot) da & go sprotivstavi pragmati~niot grafo-
cen trizam (na napi{anoto, na pismoto, na tekstot). 
Ve}e nekolku decenii (od krajot na {eesettite 
godini na izminatiot vek!), vakvoto sprotivstavu-
vawe se doka`uva kako mo{ne aktuelno, no i mo{ne-
mo{ne produktivno! 

Da mu se vratime, sepak, na dramskiot tekst i na 
negovata specifi~na priroda, koja ve}e ja defini-
ravme kako hibridna, no i kako igriva. Vra}aj}i mu 
se, nema da gi zaboravime nitu onie negovi va`ni 
„nepotpolnosti” (supplements), ~ii{to nesomneni 
tragi, evidentirani i so~uvani vo negovata kom-
pklesna tekstura (zapi{ana kako „sodr`ina na 
hartija”), ne samo {to ja provociraat, tuku i ja  ovoz-
mo`uvaat teatralizacijata (Derida bi rekol prezen-

cijata). Tokmu preku ovoj nezaobikolen proces na 
teatralizacija, dramskiot tekst nu`no tranzitira 
vo dejstvie (vo podra`avawe na site vidovi dejstvija, 
me|u drugite i dejstvieto {to go imenuvame kako 
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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 defi nition. Namely, they 
say that every text written in the hybrid dramatic form 
is but a description of its innate theatrical peformance 
(Ibersfeld, 1982).

This defi nition 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 infi nitely 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 specifi c kind of 

govorno). Nesporno e deka tranzitiraweto na tek-

s tot (dramskoto pismo) vo razli~ni tipovi/
vidovi dejstvija (me|u drugite i vo govornoto dejs-
tvie) treba da se smeta za smisla na negovoto pos-
toewe. Dramskiot tekst mu e namenet na aktivniot 
u~esnik vo negovata teatralizacija i na nejziniot 
poded nakvo aktiven gleda~, a ne na pasivniot ~i -

tatel.  

Deka takvata teatralizacija e „odnapred” vpi{ana 
vo samiot dramski tekst – deka, so drugi zborovi, 
pi{anoto/tekstualnoto nesomneno e uslov za podoc-
ne`noto podra`avawe (teatralizacija) – doka ̀ u va 
i citiraniot stav na Aristotel: da, efektot na tra-
ge dijata mo`e da se dobie i so „golo ~itawe”, {to 
}e re~e „bez pretstavata, i bez artisti” (Aristotel, 
ibid.), ama toa mo`e da se slu~i samo poradi faktot 
{to toj efekt & e imanenten na nejzinata priroda. 
Spo  m nu  vanite agilni semioti~ari-operativci (Ibe-
r      s      feld, Pavis) ovaa notorna konstatacija us pe{ no ja 
pretvorija vo definicija: imeno, tie velat deka sekoj 
tekst {to e napi{an vo hibridnata dramska forma i 
ne e drugo osven opis na teatar skata pretstava 

ko ja{to mu e imanentna (Ibersfeld, 1982). 

Definicijata kako da mu e po merka na Derida. Taa 
celosno go poddr`uva ne samo negoviot grafo-
centri~en koncept na svetot (koncept na „primatot” 
na pismoto pred govorot i na tekstot pred negovata 
prezencija), tuku go poddr`uva i krucijalniot stav 
za tekstot kako  „mre`a na razliki, tkaewe na tragi 
koi{to beskone~no upatuvaat na ne{to drugo/poi-
nakvo od sebe, na drugite tragi {to odnovo upatu vaat 
na razliki” (Biti, 2000:62). Imeno, sekoja insce-

nacija na dramskiot tekst, sekoe negovo trans-
ponirawe/tranzitirawe vo ona {to go imenu vame 
kako totalen tekst ili tekst na pret stavata,  

Jelena Luzina Presence, Play, Difference: Derrida and His “Marginal” Theatrical Comments
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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 “infi nite 
weaving of traces”, of causing differences, and of infi nite 
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 

stanuva vozmo`no i kreativno imeno poradi faktot 
{to istoto neizbe`no se operacio nalizira kako 
specifi~no tkaewe na tipi~no deridaovska „mre-
`a od tragi i od razliki”. 

Spored Derida, sekoj poim vo sebe sodr`i i tragi od 
nekoj drug poim; duri bi mo`ele da re~eme deka sekoj 
poim e kontaminiran od drugosta na prethodniot 
(ili na sledniot, seedno); vakvata kontaminacija 
se imenuva kako traga; od druga strana, sodr`inata 
na nekoj poim ne e ograni~ena samo na toj termin, 
tuku se {iri, „se razleva nadvor od sebesi”, so {to 
gi kontaminira drugite poimi, ostavaj}i i na niv 
svojata traga; na ovoj kompleksen na~in, procesot 
na pi{uvaweto stanuva proces na „beskone~no 
tkaewe na tragi”, na beskone~no predizvikuvawe na  
razliki i na beskrajno vmre`uvawe.

Nesomneno, vo pra{awe e pekolna kombinatorika: 
proces na permanentna igra, igra bez zapir i bez 
bregovi. Igra kako cel. 

Igra ne e samo eden od klu~nite poimi vo filo-
sofskiot sistem na Derida, tuku i edna od domi-
nantnite strategemi {to go razvivaat toj sistem, 
odr`uvaj}i go vo dobra kondicija. Nekoi seriozni 
poznava~i velat, duri, deka mo`e da se zaklu~i oti 
„negovite igri so samiot filosofski tekst, na krajot 
’rezultiraat so filosofski stil koj{to mnogu 
pove}e potsetuva na igrawe igra (game playing) ili 
na kreativno pi{uvawe, otkolku na tradicionalen 
filosofski diskurs’.” (Xeparoski, 2004:32)  

*

Za `al, ne se zabele`uva deka vo sovremenata teat-
rolo{ka nauka deridaovskata dekonstruk ciska 
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igra do`iveala (sega-zasega?) nekoja pomar kantna 
ili posrde~na recepcija. Nitu, pak, prediz vi-
kuva~kiot deridaovski model vo recentnata te a-
tarska praktika do~ekal (sega-zasega?) nekoja pose-
riozna aplikacija, bilo na nivo na inscenacija 
(prezencija), bilo na nivo na teorija i kritika. So 
drugi zborovi, teatarot – barem zasega! – ne umeel da 
profitira (koj-znae-kolku) od intrigantnoto deri-

daovsko nasledstvo. Kako s$ u{te da ne znae {to bi 
mo`el da po~ne so nego. 

Samiot Derida, ispi{uvaj}i gi sopstvenite tea-
tarski „marginalii” (zaradi koi i zapo~nav da go 
pi{uvam ovoj tekst),  odbira (vo niv) da se zanimava 
samo so edna teatarska poetika,  onaa na Antonin 
Artaud (Antonin Artaud).  

Izborot voop{to ne e slu~aen, naprotiv !

O~ekuvano, Derida, imeno, kon Artaud ja ima naso~e-
no paradoksalnosta na ezoteri~niot teatarski kon-
cept. Analiziraj}i go toj koncept (za teatarot i za 
negoviot dvojnik), Derida to~no prepoznal deka 
teatarot na surovosta, za kakov {to pledira Artaud, 
pretstavuva luciden, no i sosema utopiski obid da 
se teatralizira/prezentira „~istoto prisustvo, (...) 
edinstvoto pred razdvojuvaweto, sosema oslobodeno 
od vnatre{nite razlika {to sekoga{ gi obele`uva 
pi{uvaweto” (Derrida, 1978:174).

Teatarot na Artaud nikoga{ ne se postvaril kako  
„vistinski” i „prakti~en”, nitu pak mo`el („kako 
takov”) da se postvari. Magi~nata ubavina na toj 
teatar nesomneno e sodr`ana tokmu vo negovata 
„nepraksnost” – toj postoi samo kako zapis/pismo 
(„sodr`ina na hartija”) i funkcionira isklu~i-
telno kako sugestivna vizija (za idealnoto),  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 profi ting 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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kopne` (po nevozmo`noto) i kako potraga (po nedos-
ti`noto). Paradoksalnosta na taa potraga, para-
doksot {to go razbral i samiot Arto, sodr`ana e vo 
to~noto ~uvstvo na negoviot tvorec, deka „edna takva 
avtenti~na prisutnost mora da postoi nadvor od 
vremeto i od svesta” (Carlson, 1993:418). Edna{ os-
tvarena, taa vedna{ bi se soo~ila so banali zacijata 
na povtoruvaweto, vedna{ bi go natovarila vrz sebe 
svojot poguben „dvojnik”. 

Za ̀ al, „prakti~niot teatar” – onoj prozai~en/prag-
mati~en teatar so koj sekojdnevno se zanimava teat-
rolo{kata nauka – prosto e osuden da funk cionira 
imeno taka: povtoruvaj}i ja (do besvest) svojata 
prezencija, prili~no nesvesen deka ve}e od migot na 
svoeto za~nuvawe i ne pravi ni{to (drugo) osven 
{to postojano go povtoruva nepovtorlivoto.    

Bele{ki:

1. Formalno/statisti~ki, teatarskata problematika 
eks plicitno e tematizirana samo vo nekolku tekstovi 
na Derida: vo ~etvrtatata glava od vtoriot del na 
kultnata kniga Za gramatologijata (vidi „Teorem 
i teatar“) i vo dva esei posvetena na Antonin Artaud 
(Antonine Artaud), publikuvani vo knigata L’ecriture 
et la difference (1967); ostanuva vpe~atok deka Derida  
direktno/eksplicitno ja tematiziral teatarskata 
problematika (glavno) vo {eesettite godini.

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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Za da bide znaeweto vistinito i za da go znae ona {to 
go znae, potrebno e ne-znaewe... Za{to, nekoe mo`no 
koe{to bi bilo samo mo`no (ne i nevozmo`no) nekoe 
sigurno i izvesno, odnapred prifatlivo mo`no, bi 
bilo lo{o mo`no, mo`no bez idnina, edno mo`no 
ve}e ostaveno nastrana, ako taka mo`e da se ka`e, 
osudeno na ̀ ivot. Toa bi bilo nekoja programa, nekoja 
pri~inetost, nekoe razvivawe, nekoe odvivawe bez 
nastani... Da se dovede do, da se pravi, preobrazuva, 
da se proizveduva, toa e va`no1

Edna od osnovnite pretpostavki na filosofijata na 
@ak Derida (Jacques Derrida), kako i dekons truk-

ciite kako na~in na mislewe koi{to se do veduvaat 
vo vrska so negovata rabota, pretstavuva obidot da se 
misli vo paradoksi, vo aporii, simu ltano da se 
mislat kontradiktorni tvrdewa, i na toj na~in 
samoto mislewe da se “otvori” za ona drugoto, tu|o 
na misleweto, nevozmo`noto, za idninata, no i za 
politikata. Sepak, obidot za ovoj na~in na mislewe 
sekoga{ ja nosi vo sebe opasnosta, od edna strana da 
bide upotreben taka {to zdra vorazumskata, racio-
nalna misla (isklu~uva~ka, prisvojuva~ka, totali-

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.1

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-
affi rmation 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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tarna) povtor no da se afirmi ra prisvojuvaj}i gi 
svoite sopstveni granici, ili, od druga strana, da 
bide proglasen za teoriski nerelevanten, ̀ anrovski 
neprikladen, ili duri apoliti~en na~in na mis-
lewe. Vo taa smisla, sli~na sudbina ima i sekoj obid 
poimite povtorno da se definiraat i da se pro-
mislat. Kako i sekoj streme` kon promena, toa zna~i 
otvorawe mo`nost za nekoe nevozmo`no, za nekoja 
neodlu~nost, neiz vesnost i nestabilnost –  za nekoe 
ne-znaewe. Taa nesigurnost i neizvesnost, toa prib-
li`uvawe na nekoj nastan, mo`eme da go nare~eme 
drugo, pri sustvo na drugoto koe ve}e sekoga{  pod-
razbira rizik i koe{to n$ raskinuva vo samoto srce 
na na{eto „jas”, ona koe{to misli, koe pretendira 
na toa deka go znae i go poznava zakonot (na mis-
leweto). Koga ne{to vo potpolnost znaeme, ja uki-
nuvame mo` nosta za promena; potrebno e, zna~i, da 
ne znaeme, da rizikuvame, kako i nekakva odluka za 
odgovorot i odgovornosta vo odnos na drugoto da mu 
prethodi na na{eto „jas”, za promenata navistina da 
se slu~i.

 
Edna takva odluka, ili kako {to Derida ja imenuva 
– „pasivna odluka” - pretstavuva, zna~i, uslov za 
slu~uvaweto, uslov za promenata, i uslov za poli-
tikata, taa e sekoga{ prisutna i toa strukturno, 
kako nekoja druga odluka, kako razderuva~ka odluka 
na nekoj drug. Toj  drugiot vo mene e apsoluten 

drug, apsolut koj odlu~uva za mene vo mene. „Dali 
bi trebalo”, se pra{uva Derida, „i pokraj toa, da 
zamislime nekoja ‘pasivna’ odluka, na nekoj na~in, 
i bez sloboda, popravo bez odredena sloboda? Bez taa 
aktivnost, i bez pasivnosta koi ovde se sparuvaat? 
No sepak, ne bez odgovornost? Dali bi trebalo da 
se poka`e{ gostopriemliv za samoto nevozmo`no, 
imeno, za ona {to zdraviot razum na sekoja 
filosofija mo`e samo da go isklu~i kako ludilo, 

a theoretically irrelevant, unsuitable in the genre, even 
apolitical way of thinking. In this respect, every attempt 
of re-defi ning 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 identifi ed 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 ”I” 
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? 2 
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ili ne-smisla, imeno, za pasivna odluka, za izvorno 
aficirana odluka?”2

Teoriskite razmisluvawa na @ak Derida pretsta-
vuvaat eden od najdobrite primeri na poinakvoto, 
ne-kanonsko razbirawe na poimot politika i 
poli ti~ko. Negovoto istaknuvawe na zna~eweto na 
gostopriemnosta (vo odnos na drugoto) za samoto 
mislewe, go pravi pra{aweto za politi~koto 
ne samo mo`en, tuku i nu`en aspekt na sekoe teo-
risko promisluvawe. Ili, poinaku ka`ano, po-
vikuvaj}i se pritoa na sokratovskata tradicija 
na stranecot za koja zboruva i Derida – toa novo i 
poinakvo razbirawe na poimot na politi~koto go 
pretpostavuva stranecot kako onoj koj pra{aweto za 
politi~koto (kako vpro~em i sekoe drugo pra{awe) 
go pravi vsu{nost vozmo`no. „Pra{aweto koe 
stranecot go postavuva otvoraj}i ja ovaa golema 
rasprava i bitka tokmu za politi~ko, pra{awe 
za ~ovekot kako politi~ko bitie. Pra{aweto za 
politi~koto e pra{awe koe ovde se postavuva kako 
pra{awe koe{to ni doa|a od drug, od stranec. Ako 
pra{aweto za politi~koto e edno od temelnite 
politi~ki pra{awa – iako e postaveno u{te kaj 
Sokrat – toa e novo pra{awe, za{to ni go poso-
~il drug, povtoruvan, uporen upad na negovoto 
pra {awe. I toa e ona {to ni dava instrukcija da 
odgovorime.”3 

Zna~i, drugiot e onoj koj go postavuva prvoto 
pra {awe, ili onoj komu mu go upatuvam prvoto 
pra{awe, drugiot e onoj komu mu se obra}am. Vo 
svojata kniga Of Hospitality, Derida n$ potsetuva na 
nekoi va`ni mesta vo istorijata na filosofijata 
koi{to se odnesuvaat na ovaa tema: vo mnogu Plato-
novi dijalozi, tokmu stranecot e onoj koj postavuva 
pra{awa. Vo Sofist, na primer, stranecot go post-

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 fi ght, 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 
fi rst (Socratic) dialogues…. It is a new question, because 
it is signifi ed 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.”3

The other is, therefore, the one who asks the fi rst 
question or the one to whom I address the fi rst 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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avuva pra{aweto koe{to ja problematizira Par-
menidovata teza, logos i paternalisti~koto tvrdewe 
deka „ona {to $ - $ i ona {to ne $ ne $”. Stranecot: Za 
da se odbranime, nie nu`no morame da ja dovedeme vo 
pra{awe tezata (logon) na na{iot tatko Parmenid 
i prinudno da vospostavime deka ne-bitieto nekako 
$, i deka bitieto, naprotiv, na nekoj na~in ne $.”4 
Ova zastra{uva~ko pra{awe e revolucionernata 
hipoteza na stranecot. „Kako i sekoe tatkoubistvo, i 
ova se slu~uva vo ramkite na semejstvoto: stranecot 
mo`e da bide tatkoubiec edinstveno koga e vo nekoja 
smisla vnatre vo semejstvoto. Stranecot se gleda i se 
predviduva sebesi, toj odnapred znae deka e doveden 
vo pra{awe so tatkovskiot i razumskiot avtoritet 
na zakonot na logosot”5 

Isto taka, Derida go naveduva i Sokratoviot 
primer, kade toj vo svojata odbrana tvrdi deka e 
stranec vo odnos na jazikot na sudot.6 Toj mora da 
pobara gostopriemstvo vo jazikot koj po definicija 
ne e negov, koj mu e nametnat od strana na gospodarot 
na ku}ata, od doma}inot, kralot, avtoritetite, 
nacijata, dr`avata, tatkoto, itn. Toa bara od nego da 
bide preveduvan na nivniot jazik, negovata misla da 
se preveduva na jazik koj ne mu e svojstven. Toa isto 
taka naveduva na u{te eden aspekt na povtornoto 
postavuvawe na pra{aweto za gostopriemstvoto: 
„dali smeeme da o~ekuvame od stranecot da n$ 
razbere, da go zboruva na{iot jazik, vo sekoja smisla 
na toj zbor, vo site negovi mo`ni ekstenzii, pred 
da bideme vo sostojba da mu posakame dobredojde vo 
na{ata zemja? Za{to ako toj sekoga{ ve}e go razbira 
na{iot jazik, dali stranecot e voop{to stranec?”7 

Stranecot, apsolutniot drug, e onoj koj vo svojata 
anonimnost i svojata poedine~nost go raskinuva 
sekoj odnos so zakonot i dol`nosta; apsolutniot drug 

deals with the Parmenides’ thesis, logos and a paternal 
assertion that ”the being that is, and the non-being that 
is not”. 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.”4 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.”5

Furthermore, Derrida gives the example of Socrates, 
where in his defence he claims that he is a foreigner 
regarding the language of the court.6 He has to demand 
hospitality in a language which is by defi nition 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”7

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 

Jelisaveta Blagojevic I think, Therefore I Think the Other: Derrida’s Poetics of Hospitality
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bara apsolutno gostopriemstvo, a toa podrazbira 
barawe da se otvori vratata na sopstveniot dom, 
oikosa – na ona ipse, i na nepoznatiot drug, pa koj i 
da e toj, da mu se ponudi mesto, da mu se ovozmo`i da 
dojde i da go zazeme mestoto koe{to mu e ponudeno, a 
pritoa da ne mu se bara ni{to za vozvrat, nitu da se 
vospostavuva kakov bilo reciprocitet.

Paradoksalno, eden takov odnos sprema drugiot, 
zna~i, bi moral vo sebe istovremeno da sodr`i i 
isklu~uvawe i vklu~uvawe, i transcendencija i 
pripadnost, i apsolutna nadvore{nost na nekoj 
i ne{to nepoznato i tu|o, kako i intimnost na 
ona familijarnoto i bliskoto, zna~i, dale~ina i 

bliskost istovremeno. 

Koj e, zna~i, toj drugiot koj{to e istovremeno i stra-
nec i ona {to ni e najblisko, i „jas” i „drug”?  

Vo kontekst na promisluvawata na Hajdegerovata 
filosofija, no i vo duhot na Hajdegeroviot jazik, 
Derida go nudi sledniot odgovor: „[N]ema oblik. 
Nema pol. Nema ime. Toj ne e ma`, ne e `ena, ne e ni 
sebnost, ni „jas”, ni subjekt, nitu nekoja li~nost. Toj 
e nekoe drugo Dasein koe sekoe Dasein go nosi, preku 
glasot, glasot {to go slu{a, pri sebe (bei sich trägt), 
ne vo sebe, vo uvoto, vo „vnatre{noto uvo”, vnatre 
nekoja subjektivna vnatre{nost, nitu od dale~ina, 
premnogu daleku od uvoto (za{to isto taka ne mo`e 
da se ~ue od daleku, vo nekoj nadvore{en prostor, 
odnosno vo nekoja transcendencija), tuku vo svojata 
okolina, na oddale~enost koja ne e ni apsolutna – 
apsolutno beskrajna – nitu ni{to`na vo apsolutna 
blizina na nekoja sebnost, pa, zna~i, nitu odredliva 
spored nekoja objektivna edinica za merka vo svetot. 
Toj doseg na glasot, toa da se bide-vo-dosegot na 
glasot... pravi toj nekoj da e od drug vid.8

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 ‘I’ 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 
selfhood, not ‘I’, 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 trägt), 
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 specifi c external space, i.e. in a certain transcendence) 
but in one’s own environment, at a distance which is 
neither absolute – absolutely infi nite – 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.”8
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Vo svojata kniga Politiki na prijatelstvo9 
Derida razlikuva tri mo`ni na~ini da se odgovori 
(na drugiot) i, soobrazno so toa, da se bide odgovoren: 

se veli deka nekoj  „odgovara za...” deka nekoj  „odgo-
vara nekomu ili na ne{to...”, i deka nekoj  „odgovara 
pred...”. Me|utoa, ovie na~ini da se odgovori i da se 
bide odgovoren, smeta Derida, ne se bez komlikacii; 
imeno, iako mo`ebi se ~ini deka nekakov originalen 
na~in da se bide odgovoren e toj nie da odgovarame za 
sebe, za ona {to sme, {to zboruvame ili pravime, 
nie sepak, poka`uva Derida, najprvo mu odgovarame 
na drugiot i taa dimenzija na odgovarawe kako 
odgovarawe nekomu ili na ne{to e poizvorna od 
drugite: „Od edna strana, odgovarame za sebe i vo 
sopstveno ime, odgovorni sme samo pred pra{aweto, 
iziskuvaweto, baraweto objasnenie, „instancata”, 
odnosno „insistiraweto na drugiot.” Od druga 
strana, sopstvenosta koja{to struktuira „odgovara-
we-za-se be”, vo samata sebe e za drugiot, bilo dru-
giot da ja izbral (imeto {to mi e dadeno pri ra |a-
weto, koe nikoga{ ne sum go izbral i koe{to me 
voveduva vo prostorot na zakonot), bilo toa, na nekoj 
na~in, da implicira nekogo drug vo samiot akt na 
imenuvawe, vo negovoto poteklo, negovata namena i 
upotreba... Isto taka i  „da se odgovara pred”, poskoro 
go podrazbira drugiot i odgovor/nosta (sprema) 
drugiot, za{to „da se odgovara pred”, kako {to toa go 
poka`uva Derida, „izgleda deka... modelira” odgova-
ra we nekomu ili na ne{to. Se odgovara pred drugiot 
zatoa {to najprvo mu se odgovara na drugiot. Izrazot 
‘pred’ ja ozna~uva institucionalnata instanca na 
drugosta.”10

 

Ako go prifatime tvrdeweto na Derida deka „sop-
stvenosta koja struktuira ‘odgovarawe-za-sebe’, vo 
samata sebe e za drugiot”, toga{, {to zna~i toa 
za Dekartovoto cogito, ili, po{iroko sfateno, za 

In his book Politics of Friendship9, 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 fi rst 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, fi nality 
and use. The answering always supposes the other in a 
relation to self…”10

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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moderniot subjekt? Interpretirana na ovoj na~in, 
kartezijanskata maksima bi mo`ela da glasi: „mis-
lam, zna~i mislam drugo: mislam, zna~i potrebno 
mi e drugoto za da mislam”.11

Vaka sfatena, mo`nosta na misleweto go voveduva 
drugiot i drugosta kako ona {to e konstitutiven mo-
ment na samoto mislewe; vo srceto na misleweto go 
nao|ame drugiot, za{to misleweto go iziskuva dru-
giot, go povikuva drugiot i mu odgovara na drugiot. 
Od ova sleduva deka mo`nosta da se misli mislewe 
ve}e sekoga{ ja podrazbira mo`nosta da se misli 
mislewe na politi~koto, kako ona {to misleweto 
za istoto popravo go pretvora vo mislewe za drugiot 
ili vo mislewe na drug. Pred sekoj organiziran 
socius, pred sekoja politeia, pri sekoe odredeno 
„vladeewe”, pred sekoj  „zakon”, tvrdi Derida, pos-
toi drugiot, komu mu odgovarame i pred kogo {to sme 
odgovorni. 

]e se obideme da napravime razlika pome|u dva 
mo`ni na~ina za razbirawe na figurata na drugiot 
i drugosta: prviot od niv se odnesuva na figurata na 
drugiot onaka kako {to ja poznava i ja razbira 
modernata filosofija koja{to e vtemelena vrz di-
jalek ti~kata logika na odnosot pome|u sebnosta (ed-
niot) i drugiot, odnosno onoj razli~niot, (kako {to 
e toa slu~aj, na primer, vo Hegelovata filosofija), 
kade drugiot sekoga{ ve}e se pojavuva kako „gostin” 
vo ramkite na doma}inskata logika na sebnosta; 
vtoriot mo`en na~in na interpretirawe i razbi-
rawe na drugiot i na drugosta n& doa|a od tradicijata 
na sovremenata kontinentalna filosofija (francus-
kata), vo koja interesiraweto za poi mot na drugiot i 
drugosta ne samo {to se zgolemuva, tuku i pozicijata 
na drugosta vo odnos na sebnosta se dekonstruira i 
odnovo radikalno se definira. Ova povtorno de-

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”.11

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 fi nd 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 specifi c ‘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 fi rst 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 selfhood; 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 selfhood is deconstructed and radically re-defi ned. 
This re-defi ning and understanding of the form of the 
other and otherness resulted in series of diverse ideas 
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finirawe i razbirawe na figurata na drugiot i 
drugosta rezultira vo niza promisluvawa na pret-
stav nicite i pretstavni~kite na ovaa filosofska 
{kola na mislewe (me|u koi se, da navedeme samo 
nekoi od niv: Emanuel Levinas (Emanuel Levinas), 
Moris Blan{o (Maurice Blanchot), @ak Derida, 
Julija Kristeva (Julia Kristeva), Helen Siksu (Helen 
Sixou), @an-Lik Nansi (Jean-Luc Nancy), itn.), a 
koi{to odat vo pravec na razbirawe na figurata na 
drugiot vo smisla na „doma}in” na sebnosta, sfaten 
kako eden i edinstven. Zna~i, ako nastojuvame da ja 
sledime ovaa razlika vo sfa}aweto na poimot na 
drugiot, a so toa i razli~ni te politiki na razlika 
koi, kako posledica, proizleguvaat od sfa}awata na 
dve razli~ni filosofski {koli na mislewe - }e 
zbo ruvame za drugiot i/ili vo smisla na drugiot ka-
ko doma}in i/ili vo smisla na drugiot kako gostin.

Od edna strana, Dekartovoto u~ewe za prvata me-
di tacija koe pretstavuva primer na modernoto fi-
losofsko u~ewe {to se temeli na isklu~uvawe na 
drugiot tokmu vo smisla na razbirawe na drugiot 
kako gostin komu mu prethodi nekoj doma}in – nekoe 
„jas” i koe, so ogled na toa deka mo`e da posvedo~i 
deka go misli ona {to go zboruva i deka pretstavuva 
„jas” koe{to gi sledi site moi pretstavi – isto 
taka mo`e da go prisvoi i pra{aweto na drugiot 
kako sopstveno pra{awe, t.e., pra{awe na sebnosta. 
Ovoj stav radikalno ja ukinuva idejata za drugo {to 
& prethodi na sebnosta, koe so pra{aweto {to go 
upatuva ja konstituira sebnosta i nikako obratno 
– tuku podrazbira deka sekoe „jas” sekoga{ ve}e 
odgovara na povikot na drugiot, zna~i, spored De-
kart, so ogled deka mo`am da ja prisvojam sopstvenata 
misla i da posvedo~am za nea, „jas” isto taka mo`am 
da go prisvojam i pra{aweto i povikot na drugiot. 

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 selfhood 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 ‘I’ and having in mind that this ‘I’ 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 selfhood. This 
radical viewpoint questions and re-defi nes the idea of 
the other preceding selfhood. By asking a question, the 
other constitutes selfhood and never vice versa – it is 
assumed that every ‘I’ 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, ‘I’ can also assume the question and the 
respond to the other. 
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Paradoksot na vaka sfatenata subjektivnost le`i 
vo toa {to subjektivitetot istovremeno e vnatre i 
nadvor od poredokot (zakonot) koj go konstituira. 
Ako subjektot e sfaten kako samosvest, kako samo-
afektivna i samo-reflektivna struktura, toga{ 
konceptot na znaeweto i implementiranosta na 
toa znaewe vo sekoj poedine~en moment e ona {to 
ja pravi vozmo`na. Nema subjekt bez znaewe za 
sopstvenata subjektivnost; seto ona {to ostanuva 
nadvor (drugiot vo negovata drugost) od procesot 
na konstituirawe na subjektot kako znaewe, a so 
toa i kako zakon, na ova suvereno „jas” mu dava mo} 
da proglasuva sostojba na isklu~ok vo odnos na 
zakonitosta na sopstvenoto konstituirawe, i na toj 
na~in, paradoksalno, da ja suspendira validnosta 
na samiot poredok koj go konstituira; na toj na~in 
proizleguva deka, od edna strana, i samiot subjekt 
stoi nadvor od poredokot so koj e konstituiran, a 
od druga strana, sepak mu pripa|a, zatoa {to tokmu 
od nego zavisi dali ova konstituirawe vo celost }e 
bide suspendirano. Ovoj paradoks, zna~i, bi mo`elo 
da se formulira i na sledniot na~in: “zakonot e 
nadvor od sebesi” ili „jas”, doma}inot, subjektot, 
gospodarot ili suverenot, koj{to sum nadvor od 
poredokot i nadvor od zakonot, tvrdam deka nema 
ni{to nadvor od zakonot.

Od druga strana, Deridovata poetika na gostopri-
emstvo zboruva za ona {to vnatre filosofskiot 
na~in na mislewe ne mu pripa|a na poredokot 
na denot, zna~i na ona vidlivoto, soznajnoto i 
logi~noto, tuku pretstavuva obid povtorno da se 
afirmira edna poetika na no}ta;12 stanuva zbor za 
obidot da & se pribli`ime na ti{inata okolu koja e 
ureden sekoj diskurs i koja, na toj na~in, e izrazena 
preku figurata na no}ta, sekoga{ ve}e zapi{ana vo 
jazikot, vo poredokot na denot – zna~i vo logikata, 

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-
refl exive 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 ‘I’ 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 ‘I’, 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 reaffi rm the poetics 
of the night;12 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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soznanieto i misleweto. Ona {to Derida go pra-
vi vo ovoj slu~aj e sozdavawe konturi na edna ne-
vozmo`na, nedozvolena i na moderniot subjekt tu|a 
kartografija na bliskosta i na blizinata; bliskost 
koja pove}e ne se razbira kako sprotivnost na ne{to 
{to doa|a odnadvor, zna~i kako sprotiv nost na ne{to 
{to n& se pojavuva kako drug i drugost kako stranec, 
ili najposle kako gostin, a koja toa nadvore{no ja 
opkru`uva, tuku za bliskosta sfatena kako ona {to 
e „blisko na bliskoto” - za toj nepodnosliv vior na 
intimnosta.

Latinskiot termin hostis (gostin, no isto taka 
i neprijatel) uka`uva na edna takva poetika na 
gostopriemstvo vo koja Derida mu ja sprotistavuva na 
Kantoviot pacifisti~ki razum idejata za subjektot 
kako zarobenik na svoeto ipse, na sopstvenata subjek-
tivnost, kade {to ovoj samoproglasen gospodar ~eka 
na svojot gostin, no isto taka i neprijatel, kako 
na osloboditel, kako na svoj emancipator. Ovoj 
gospodar e zarobenik i na svoeto mesto i na svojata 
mo}, i toa zasekoga{ mu onemovozmo`uva da se zat-
vori samiot sebe vo svojot sopstven mir – mirot na 
doma}in, na onoj koj sekoga{ ve}e e doma, vo svojot 
oikos. Interpretirana na vakov na~in, pozicijata 
na subjektot se vospostavuva kako pozicija vo koja 
subjektot vsu{nost sekoga{ ve}e e gostin. 

„Da se ponudi gostopriemstvo” - se pra{uva Derida 
– „zarem toa ne zna~i da se pojde od nekakva egzi-
stencija na smestuvawe, ili toa poprvo podrazbira 
poa|awe od izvesna dislokacija, nemo` nost za 
zasolni{te, bezdomni{tvo, od koja se pojavuva i se 
otvora avtenti~nosta na gostopriem stvoto? Mo`ebi 
edinstveno onoj koj go podnesuva iskustvoto da mu 
bide odzemena ku}ata mo`e da ponudi gostopri-
emstvo? Pra{aweto „kade” uka`uva na toa deka 

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 pacifi ed 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 fi rst 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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prvoto pra{awe ne e pra{awe na subjektot kako ipse, 
tuku poradikalno, ona za samoto dvi`ewe na pra-
{aweto od koe subjektot voop{to se pojavuva. Toa ja 
preveduva nemo`nosta nekoj da poseduva svoja sops-
tvena zemja, zatoa {to ova pra{awe se svrtuva tokmu 
na ona mesto od koe nekoj mo`el da misli i da bide 
siguren deka mo`e da zboruva. Toa go postavuva 
pra{aweto na po~etokot, ili nemo`nosta za po~e-
tok, ili na neposvedo~enoto poteklo tamu kade {to 
bi trebalo logosot da e zapi{an... Gostopri emstvoto 
n& go dava toj ambivalenten odnos kon mestoto. Kako 
mestoto za koe{to stanuva zbor koga zboruvame za 
gostopriemstvoto da e mesto koe ori ginalno ne mu 
pripa|a nitu na doma}inot, ni na gostinot tuku na 
gestot na osnova na koj edniot od niv mu posakuva 
dobredojde na onoj drugiot.13 

Vo taa smisla, Deridovoto prevrtuvawe na De-
kartovata maksima “mislam, zna~i postojam”, ko ja-
{to se nao|a vo samiot temel na modernoto mislewe, 
vo maksimata “mislam, zna~i mislam drugo” 
– mak sima na jazi~no, ontolo{ko, episte molo{ko, 
eti~ko, ekonomsko, no i sekakvo drugo bezdomni{tvo 
i dislokacija – koja uka`uva na nu`nosta na ges-
tot na gostopriemstvo i toa gosto priemstvo za 
samoto nevozmo`no, otvora, zna~i, mo`nost za 
edno novo i poinakvo razbirawe na politikata i 

politi~koto, vo koe, da se dovede do, da se pravi, 
preobrazuva i da se proizveduva pretstavuva negova 
su{tinska odrednica. 

Prevod od srpski jazik: Tatjana Mitrevska

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 fi rst 
origin where the logos would be inscribed…. Hospitality 
gives as unthought, in its ‘night’ this diffi cult, 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….”13

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 ‘I 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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Nekade okolu 1992 prestanav da ja sledam rabotata 
na Derida. Ovoj nastan ne se slu~i odedna{, tuku s$ 
u{te se razvlekuva, odlaga, potisnuva. Mislam deka 
nema{e nekakva posebna pri~ina, vsu{nost, gi 
ima{e pove}e. Toa be{e vremeto koga privr{uva{e 
golemata debata okolu Modernizmot/Postmo derniz-
mot i koga so raspadot na SFRJ, op{testvenite 
priliki vo Makedonija po~nuvaa da se menuvaat. 
O~ekuvawata deka demokratskite procesi }e gi za-
fatat site delovi na op{testvoto bea pomateni so 
stravot od vojna, koja ve}e se slu~uva{e vo Hrvatska 
i Bosna. Komunisti~kite oligarhii, transformi-
rani vo politi~ki partii, nezakonskite privati-
zacii, univerzitetskite struk turi koi gradat bas-
tioni okolu svoite kated ri, stanaa belezi na novata 
stvarnost. Nakuso, toa bea po~etocite na turbulent-
niot period vo koj zapadnavme. 

Tokmu vo toa vreme, vo tie uslovi, po~nav da si posta-
vuvam nekoi pra{awa koi gi smetav za nesvedlivi. 
[to bi zna~elo, vo edni takvi uslovi, da se bide 
deridaovec? Ili poto~no, {to pretstavuva Derida, 
kako zna~ajna filosofska figura na na{eto vreme, 

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 
signifi cant philosophical fi gure of our time, represent for 
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za demokratskite procesi vo Makedonija? Od druga 
strana, veruvav i s$ u{te veruvam, deka odredeni 
intrinsi~ni temi, problemi i pra{awa na filoso-
fijata treba da se sfatat kako tehni~ki pra{awa 
na disciplinata. No, toa ne zna~i deka celata fi-
losofija na nekoj filosof, na nekoe dvi`ewe ili 
pravec ne mo`e, ne smee ili nema da ima politi~ki 
posledici. 

Me|utoa, stvarnosta i nastanite gi demantiraa 
moite sfa}awa. Vo toa vreme, onie koi{to bea oce-
nuvani kako deridaovci ili postmo dernisti, bea 
smestuvani vo nekakov po liti~ki ko{, od kade 
treba{e da se izleze ili kako avangarda na makedon-
skata demokratija (no skroena po modelot na avan-
gardata na komunisti~kata transformacija) ili 
kako nekoj koj zagrozuva ne~ii interesi, bilo da se 
toa politi~ki, ekonomski ili intelektualni. Ima-
{e ne{to zaveduva~ko vo seta taa rabota. Ima{e 
takvi koi, kolnej}i se vo svojata intelektualna ~es-
nost, se proektiraa vo ni~eovskoto barawe za vos-
postavuvawe novi vrednosti i zavr {uvaa kako 
„dvorski” intelektualci na novite oligar hii; ne-
koi stanuvaa profesori koi so svojot dekon struk-
tivisti~ki `argon gi ma|epsuvaa kako svoite pos-
tari kolegi profesori, taka i svoite studenti, iako 
nedovolno sigurni deka toa {to go zboruvaat e na-
vistina taka. 

Analizata na takvata konstelacija na odnosite 
vo makedonskoto op{testvo poka`uva{e dlaboki 
tragi na borba za politi~ka mo}. Veruvam deka ne 
stanuva{e zbor za nekakva originalna politi~ka 
pojava, tuku  za dekonstrukcija od koja{to izvira{e 
potencijalna politi~ka mo}. Do po~etokot na de-
vedesettite De rida nema{e prosledeno kakvi se 
ili kakvi bi bile politi~kite implikacii na 

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 insuffi ciently 
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 `90s, 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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dekonstrukcijata. Iako toa go napravi podocna so 
niza politi~ki tekstovi od koi najo~ekuvaniot 
be{e onoj za Marks (Marx), dekonstruktivisti~kiot 
anga`man vo Makedo nija ne se temele{e na tie teo-
retski uvidi. Dekonstruktivisti~kiot anga`man 
be{e dovolno reformatorski za da gi podrie dog-
matskite i konzervativnite strukturi i praktiki, 
i dovolno neradikalen da ne predizvika vistinski 
reformski procesi. Trikot so dekonstrukcijata vo 
praksa be{e probien: dovolno e da se usvoi `ar-
gonot ili diskursot na dekonstrukcijata za da se 
bide in, i istovremeno rabotite da ostanat  kade {to 
se, ili ako prilikite ispadnat povolni da se dobie 
u{te pove}e. Dekonstrukcijata nema ni{to so vis-
tinata, vistinata e nevozmo`na pozicija, stvarna e 
samo mo}ta.

Navistina be{e za~uduva~ko deka toa {to treba{e 
da pretstavuva decentrirana struktura na pozna-
nieto, znaeweto, poleka se pretvora{e vo intelek-
tualen i op{testven pragmati~en main stream. 
Izgleda sme{no, pa i groteskno, na primer, na ka-
tedrite po literatura ili filosofija da se predava 
„znaewe” so koe se tvrdi deka so filosofijata i so 
literaturata e zavr{eno, deka filosofijata vo svo-
jata su{tina e literatura i taka natamu i taka 
natamu. Seto toa be{e potkrepeno so tekstovite na 
Derida i na „ostanatite postmodernisti~ki avtori” 
kako {to se Rorti (Rorty), Hasan (Hassan), Liotar 
(Liotard), Bodrijar (Baudrillard). Kako {to spomenav, 
nekoi od postarite profesori i intelektualci bea 
ma|epsani od novite intelektualci, ili barem se 
pravea takvi pla{ej}i se za nivniot op{testven 
status. No, ima{e i takvi koi davaa otpor. Na 
katedrata po filosofija, na primer, dominantna, 
ako ne i vo celost, be{e strujata na marksisti~ki 
orientiranite profesori. Tie svoite nastavni prog-

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 suffi ciently 
reformative to undermine the dogmatic and conservative 
structures and practices and suffi ciently unradical to 
bring about true reformative processes. The catch in the 
deconstruction of practice was revealed: it is suffi cient 
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 
of the elder professors and intellectuals 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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rami gi zavr{uvaa so Sartr (Sartre). Ne se izu~uvaa 
nitu frankfurtskite filosofi Adorno (Adorno) i 
Horkhajmer (Hork heimer), iako barem tie treba{e da 
im bidat bliski; ne se predavaa nitu filosofite od 
analiti~kata filosofija iako po nekoj stoe{e vo 
nivnite programi kako {to se Vitgen{tajn (Vitgen-
stein), Rasel (Russell), Karnap (Carnap). Ona {to im 
be{e i s$ u{te im e zaedni~ko na novite dekonstruk-
tivisti~ki i na onie kon zer vativnite intelek-
tualci e netrpelivosta kon ana liti~kata filo-
sofija. Fobijata od anali ti ~arite be{e pravdana 
po~nuvaj}i so zabe le{ kite za filosofskata neins-
pirativnost na analiti~kata filosofija, pa s$ do 
ideolo{kite stavovi na mark sisti~kata filoso-
fija za anali ti~kiot scien tizam. Dekon struk ti-
vistite pak, se potpiraa na filosofskite uvidi na 
Rorti koj se obiduva{e da gi dekonstruira sovre-
menite istra ̀ uvawa vo anali ti~kata filosofija za 
pro blemite na jazikot i umot, a kako klu~en argu-
ment za pobedata na dekon strukcijata nad analiti~-
kata filosofija gi smetaa kultniot tekst na Derida 
„Potpis nastan kontekst” i diskusijata so Serl 
(Searle) za pra{awata od teorijata na govornite 
~inovi. 

Postoi dovolna pri~ina za vakvata pozici oni ra-
nost na dekonstruktivisti~kite intelek tualci i 
konzervativnite marksisti kon anali ti~kata filo-
sofija. Derida - kakov {to go pozna vavme i go in-
terpretiravme, ve}e be{e spakuvan kako proizvod 
od amerikanskite i angliskite kriti~ari i inter-
pretatori koi bea levo orien tirani i potek nuvaa od 
feministi~kite ili gej dvi`ewata; da ne ja spo-
menuvame Jejlskata {kola pretstavena od Pol de 
Man (Paul de Man) i Barbara Xonson (Barbara 
Johnson). Toa i ne e nekakva novost za angloame ri-
kan skata kodifikacija na dekonstruk cijata na De-

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 justifi ed 
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 suffi cient 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 codifi cation 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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rida; novinata e vo intelektualnata publika ko_
ja{to se javi po padot na isto~niot blok i ame-
rikanskata dominacija. Jazikot na dekon strukcijata 
be{e i s$ u{te e polzuvan kako jazik na novite in-
telektualci, a nejzinata intencija obez beduva mir-
oqubiva koegzistencija so konzerva tivnite mark-
sisti. Vsu{nost, mislam deka se slu ~uva{e sledno-
vo: rabotata na dekonstrukcijata sama po sebe ne 
zna~e{e i zazemawe na politi~ki stav ili anga-
`man, me|utoa izborot za rabota so de kon strukcijata 
vo dadeni politi~ki i kulturni uslovi, politi~ki 
zna~e{e mnogu. 

Interpretiraniot i kodifikuvan Derida i negova-
ta dekonstrukcija bea skroeni kako spro tistavuvawe 
na analiti~kata filosofija, kako emanacija na in-
telektualnata kriti~ka sterilnost i konzervativ-
izam i na hegemonizmot na anglo-amerikanskoto 
op{testvo. Vo krajna linija, miro qubivata koegzis-
tencija na dekonstruk tivis tite i konzervativnite 
marksisti se temele{e na otpor kon ona na koe be{e 
sprotistaven i anglofonskiot Derida.

Dekonstruktivisti~ki gestovi

Na ovie {turo skicirani slu~uvawa bi mo`ele da 
pogledneme kako na dekonstruktivisti~ki ges-

tovi. Bi sakal da se primat kako ne{to {to go 
opkru`uva „Derida”, kako fenomeni koi iako iz-
gledaat neva`ni i trivijalni, go ispolnuvaat uslo-
vot da bidat pretstaveni kako o~ituvawa na dekon-
strukcijata. Dokolku „dekonstrukcijata” ne se od-
nesuva samo na ona {to Derida go pravi vo svoite 
tekstovi, tuku taa kako niza od razgradbi (dekon-
strukcii) se slu~uva vo razli~ni „tekstovi” kako 
{to e iskustvoto ili op{testvoto, toga{ nastanite 

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 codifi ed 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 insignifi cant 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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koi go sledat „Derida” mo`eme da gi prosledime 
kako dekonstrukcii. Me|utoa, ne stanuva zbor za ne-
kakva biografska, sociolo{ka ili kulturna analiza 
na nastanite povrzani so „Derida”, so razbiraweto 
na negovite spisi, vlijanieto {to toj go ima na 
razni instanci vo razli~ni konteksti ili periodi, 
raznite o~ekuvawa od nego samiot, tuku se raboti za 
sledewe na odredeni gestovi {to se pravat vo tie 
ramki. Primeri za takvi gestovi ima mnogu. Profe-

siona li zacijata na dekonstruk tivisti~kite ~ita-
wa, o~ekuvawata za politi~ka interpretacija na 
„dekonstrukcijata”, barawata za nejzina apli-

kativnost, nejzinata neprifatlivost kako filo-
so fija ili prifatenost kako odreden svetogled, se 
samo del od mo`nite gestovi koi mo`eme da gi 
vospriemame kako dekonstruktivni mesta. Hori-
zontot na ovie nastani ne go trans cendira horizon-
tot na „dekonstrukcijata”. Od druga strana, samite 
gestovi se ne{to nadvore{no vo odnos na dekon-
strukcijata zatoa {to tie & protiv re~at na nejzi-
nata intencija, poka`uvaj}i ja vo nekakvo funkcio-
nalno svetlo, otkrivaj}i ja nej zinata pragmati~nost 
i opravdanost. 

Relacijata me|u dekonstruktivisti~kite gestovi i 
dekonstrucijata na „Derida” bi mo`ele da ja pret-
stavime na sledniov na~in: koga se pravi obid da se 
locira, odredi, sledi ili vo krajna linija, da se 
razbere „dekonstrukcijata”, odnosno, da se defini-
raat, razjasnat ili postavat odredeni parametri na 
koherentnost, vsu{nost se pravi obid da se napravat 
implikacii vo pravec na nejzinata vrednost za, na 
primer, aplikativnost, intelektualen pridones, po-
liti~ka borba… Ne velam deka takvi implikacii ne 
mo`e ili ne smee da se pravat, no za ovaa klasa 
slu~ai za koi{to zboruvam, implikativnosta na 
„dekonstrukcijata” e kontekstualna ramka koja pret-

sociological or cultural analysis of the events relating 
to ‘Derrida’, with an understanding of his writings, 
the infl uence 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, fi nally, to understand ‘deconstruction’, i.e. to 
defi ne, 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 fi ght. 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 
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hodi na dijalogot so „Derida”. Ova svojstvo na dekon-
strukcijata bi mo`ele da go nare~eme „dekon-
struktivisti~ka izlo`enost”: ve}e sekoga{ posto-
e~ka mo`nost „dekonstrukcijata” da bide pogre{no 
razbrana, sfatena ili pro~itana i nejzinata in-
trin si~na karakteristika da mo`e se vpi{e, da se 
aksiomatizira ili pragmati~no da se struktuira vo 
odnos na nekoj kontekst.

Da ja izrazime prirodata na dekonstruktivisti~kite 
gestovi poplasti~no. Mo`eme slobodno da ka`eme 
deka site obidi za analiza, pretstavuvawe, spo-
reduvawe, kriti~ko razgleduvawe, sistemati zacija, 
dijalog, rasprava i tn. se samo metafori, metonimii, 
analogii, feti{izacii, insinuacii, paraboli na 
„dekonstrukcijata na Derida”. Od druga strana, 
samata „dekonstrukcija”, tokmu poradi nejzinata 
vpi{anost vo kulturnite, odnosno vo institu-
cionalnite tekovi, se izlo`uva sebesi da bide 
nastan na nekoj dekonstruktivisti~ki gest. Ne e 
izlo`ena na ponatamo{ni dekonstrukcii, tuku na 
nekakvo celosno izmestuvawe. So drugi zborovi, ona 
koe{to ja pretstavuva impli kativ nosta na „dekon-
strukcijata”, koe{to &  „prethodi” kako nejzina kon-
tekstualna ramka, e hermenevtskiot horizont na 
o~ekuvawe, koj po svo jata priroda e reduktivisti~ki 
i pragmati~en. Dekonstruktivis ti~kite gestovi ne 
se ni{to drugo tuku procesi na o~ituvawe na 
„dekonstrukcijata” vo tekovnite diskursi na kul-
turata. 

Soo~uvaweto so toj predizvik ne go odminuva 
nikogo koj{to e na nekoj na~in vo odnos so dekon-
struktivisti~kite potfati na Derida, pa duri ni 
samiot Derida koga gi brani, razjasnuva, komen-

tira svoite tekstovi ili stojali{ta, sta vovite, 
stojali{ta i dejstvata na drugite povrzani so „de-

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, clarifi es, 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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konstrucijata”. Ne se odminati nitu onie koi go 
formaliziraat „Derida” i go pretstavuvaat kako 
znaewe, nitu onie koi{to prepoznavaat nekakov 
vistinski, prav Derida i pogre{no pretstaveniot 
- la`niot Derida. Ne se odminati nitu onie koi 
go otfrlaat negovoto delo tvrdej}i deka vo nego 
nema ni{to inteligibilno. Predizvicite na de-
konstruktivisti~kite gestovi se tolku golemi, {to 
se pla{am deka }e predizvikaat nedorazbirawa i 
dilemi okolu zna~eweto i mestoto na Derida u{te 
pogolemi od dosega{nite.

Analiti~ko/Kontinetalno

Pra{awata povrzani so dekonstruktivisti~kite 
gestovi se pra{awa za situiranosta na dekon-
strukcijata. Analizata na takvite gestovi e po ve }e-
kratna, so toa {to se fokusira na nekolku aspekti: 
na sodr`inata na samata dekonstrukcija, na nejzin-
iot status i na kontekstot vo koj se vodi dijalogot so 
prethodnite dva aspekta. Primerot na dekonstruk-
tivisti~ki gest {to sakam da go prika`am se odne-
suva na situiranosta na dekonstrukcijata vo kontek-
stot na dijalogot analiti~ka/kontinentalna fi-
losofija. Toa e mo{ne interesen slu~aj poradi spe-
cifi~nata strukturiranost na kontekstot. Od edna 
strana e obidot da se vospostavi dijalog so Derida 
od analiti~ka perspektiva, postojano akcen tiraj}i 
go problemot na odnosot analiti~ka/kon tinentalna 
filosofija. Od druga strana, dijalogot postojano go 
otvora pra{aweto za statusot i pripadnosta na tek-
stovite na Derida: pripa|aat li tie na filosofi-
jata ili ne, istovremeno otvoraj}i go problemot na 
vpi{anosta na dekon strukcijata vo ramkite na kon-
tinentalnata filo sofija. Ovoj kontekst go smetam 
za osobeno va`en zatoa {to otvora i neki drugi 

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 specifi c 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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temi, kako {to se onie za „anglofonskiot Derida” 
koi gi spomenav na po~etokot na tekstov, no i temite 
kako {to se pra{aweto na filosofskiot stil, lit-
erarnosta ili mo`nosta za formalizacija na dekon-
strukcijata. Egzemplifikacijata na dekonstruk-
tivisti~kite gestovi se javuva na granicite i ja-
zlite na dadeniot kontekst, vo formi koi voobi~aeno 
se smetaat irelevantni za edna su{tinska sodr-
`inska analiza. Detekcijata na simptomite e po-
~etnoto nivo na koe i }e se zadr`am.

Filosofijata, kakva {to ja poznavame denes doa|a vo 
edna dihotomna forma, imeno, kako analiti~ka i 
kontinentalna filosofija. Iako na prv pogled 
mo`e da izgleda deka stanuva zbor za nekakva uslov-
na i ekstrinsi~na podelba na teloto na filosof-
skiot korpus, raspravite za razlikite s$ po ve}e 
poka`uvaat deka stanuva zbor, mo`ebi, za posu{-
tinska podelba. Ima niza principi na podelba - 
po~nuvaj}i od tehni~ki pra{awa na filosofijata 
kako disciplina, pa s$ do nejzinite socijalni aspe-
kti - so koi na najdirekten na~in se postavuva 
pra{aweto za statusot i mestoto na filosofijata vo 
op{testvoto. Pra{awata za principite na delba 
mo`e da se postavuvat meta filosofski, {to pri-
donesuva za odredena napnatost pome|u prirodata na 
tie principi: napnatosta pome|u normativniot i 
deskriptivniot aspekt. 

Mo`ebi najdirektniot sudir dosega, pome|u ana-
liti~kata filosofija i dekonstrukcijata na Deri-
da vo pogled na kriteriumite za filosofskoto, 
za pripadnosta kon filosofijata, vklu~uvaj}i gi 
site onie aspekti koi gi spomenavme, se slu~i po 
povod nazna~uvaweto na Derida za po~esen dok-
tor na Univerzitetot Kembrix. Po toj povod be{e 
isprateno  otvoreno pismo, potpi{ano od Beri 

but also the topics such as the issue on philosophical 
style, literariness or the possibility of formalization 
of deconstruction. Exemplifi cation 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 fi rst glimpse it may seem that it concerns 
some conditional and extrinsic classifi cation of the 
philosophical corpus, arguments on the differences 
reveal more and more that the issue concerned is, 
maybe, a more essential classifi cation. There is a set of 
classifi cation 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 
classifi cation 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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Smit (Barry Smith), toga{en urednik na uglednoto 
spisanie „Monist” i u{te od mnogu drugi filosofi 
od analiti~ka proveniencija, me|u koi i ikonata na 
analiti~kata filosofija Vilar van Orman Kvajn 
(Willard Van Orman Quine).

Od profesorot Beri Smit i drugi:

Times (London), sabota, 9 maj, 1992

Gospodine, Univerzitetot Kembrix na 16-ti maj }e 
glasa dali gospodinot @ak Derida treba da go primi 
po~esniot doktorat. Nie kako filosofi i drugite koi 
poka`aa akademsko i profesionalno interesirawe za 
izvonrednata kariera na g-n Derida vo tekot na ovie 
godini, veruvame deka slednovo bi mo`elo da ja frli 
potrebnata svetlina na javnata debata koja{to se po-
vede za ova pra{awe.

G-n Derida sebesi se opi{uva kako filosof, i 
negovite spisi navistina nosat nekakvi obele`ja na 
taa disciplina. Sepak, nivnoto vlijanie bilo, na 
za~uduva~ko nivo, re~isi isklu~itelno vo sferi koi 
ne &  pripa|aat na filosofijata – katedri za filmski 
studii, na primer, ili za francuska i angliska 
literatura.

Vo o~ite na filosofite, i sekako me|u onie koi rabotat 
na vode~ki filosofski katedri vo svetot, rabotata na 
g-n Derida ne gi ispolnuva prifatenite standardi za 
jasnost i preciznost.

Nie bi dodale deka, dokolku deloto na eden (da re~eme) 
fizi~ar bi se zemalo kako da ima vrednost prvenstveno 
za onie koi rabotat vo drugi disciplini, toa samo po 
sebe bi bilo dovolno za da se nametne somne` vrz 
idejata deka toj fizi~ar bi bil soodveten kandidat za 
po~esen doktor.

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 infl uence, however, has been to a striking 
degree almost entirely in fi elds outside philosophy -- in 
departments of fi lm 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 suffi cient grounds for 
casting doubt upon the idea that the physicist in question 
was a suitable candidate for an honorary degree.
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Karierata na g-n Derida e vkoreneta vo vozbudlivite 
denovi na ’60-tite i negovite spisi vo kontinuitet go 
otkrivaat svoeto poteknuvawe od toj period. Mnogu od 
niv se ~ini deka se sostojat, i toa vo zna~itelen del, od 
elaborirani {egi i sli~ni jazi~ni igri kako „logi~ki 
falusacii” i ni se ~ini deka g-n Derida re~isi uspeal 
da izgradi kariera od ona {to nie go smetame za pre-
veduvawe vo akademskata sfera na trikovi i dosetki 
sli~ni na onie na Dadaistite ili na konkretnite 
poeti. Sekako deka toj vo toj pogled poka`a prili~na 
originalnost. No, povtorno dodavame, takvata origi-
nalnost ne & dava te`ina na idejata deka toj e soodveten 
kandidat za po~esen doktor.

Mnogu francuski filosofi vo g-n Derida gledaat 
edinstveno povod za prikrien sram od toa {to negovite 
budaleewa pridonesoa mnogu kon {iroko prifateniot 
vpe~atokot deka sovremenata francuska filosofija e 
ne{to malku pove}e od predmet za ismevawe. 

Obemnite spisi na g-n Derida, spored nas, gi rasteg-
nuvaat voobi~aenite formi na akademsko rabo tewe do 
stepen na neprepoznatlivost. I u{te pove}e – kako 
{to mo`e da zaklu~i sekoj ~itatel za sebe (a, za ovaa 
cel ne e va`no koja stranica }e se zeme) – vo negovite 
spisi e upotreben stil na pi{uvawe koj &  prkosi na 
razbirlivosta.

Mnogumina poka`ale dobra volja na g-n Derida da mu 
dadat {ansa i da ja ostavat mo`nosta eden tolku dlabok 
i te`ok za interpretirawe jazik da krie navistina 
dlaboki i suptilni misli.

Me|utoa, koga }e se napravi napor da se navleze vo nego, 
sepak stanuva jasno, barem nam ni stanuva jasno, deka, i 
koga voo{to se dadeni koherentni tvrdewa, tie se ili 
la`ni ili trivijalni.

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 
signifi cantly 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 defi es comprehension.

Many have been willing to give M. Derrida the benefi t of the 
doubt, insisting that language of such depth and diffi culty 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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Akademski status koj{to se zasnova vrz ona {to nam ni 
se ~ini kako ne{to malku pove}e od polovi~no inteleg-
ibilni napadi vrz vrednostite na razumot, vistinata 
i akademskoto rabotewe, ne e dovolen povod, smetame 
nie, za dodeluvawe na po~esen doktorat pri eden cenet 
univerzitet.

         So po~it,
Beri Smit (Urednik na Monist)

Hans Albert (Manhajmski univerzitet), Dejvid 
Armstrong (Sidni), Rut Barkan Markus (Jeil), Kit 
Kampbel (Sidni), Ri~ard Glauser (Noj{atel), Rudolf 
Haler (Grac), Masimo Mugnai (Firenca), Kevin 
Maligan (@eneva), Lorenco Pewa (Madrid), Vilard 
van Orman Kvajn (Harvard), Volfgang Rod (Insbruk), 
Karl [uman (Utreht), Daniel [ulthes (Noj{atel), 
Piter Simons (Salcburg), Rene Tom (Bur – sur -Ivet), 
Dalas Vilard (Los Anxeles), Jan Volenski (Krakov)
Internationale Akademie für Philosophie, Obergass 75, 
9494S Schaan, Liechtenstein.

Re~isi istovremeno, Derida vo edno intervju go 
komentira{e ovoj nastan:

Pra{aweto da se znae {to mo`e da se nare~e 
„filosofija” otsekoga{ bilo samoto pra{awe na 
filosofijata, nejzinata srcevina, nejzinoto poteklo, 
nejziniot `ivoten princip. Bidej}i ovoj gest, koj{to 
prvobitno i konstitutivno e filosofski gest, e i 
povtoruvan i ispituvan vo s$ {to pi{uvam, bidej}i 
mojata rabota bi nemala nikakva smisla bez nejzinoto 
eksplicitno, povtoruva~ko i sistematsko povikuvawe 
na Platon, Aristotel, Dekart, Kant, Hegel, Ni~e, 
Huserl, Hajdeger i nekolkumina drugi avtori (ili 
od kanonot ili ne), povikuvawa napraveni vo tekot 
na trieset godini, motivite na onie koi sakaat da 
negiraat deka mojata rabota e „filosofija” mora da 

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, suffi cient 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 (Neuchâtel), Rudolf Haller 
(Graz), Massimo Mugnai (Florence), Kevin Mulligan 
(Geneva), Lorenzo Peña (Madrid), Willard van Orman 
Quine (Harvard), Wolfgang Röd (Innsbruck), Karl 
Schuhmann (Utrecht), Daniel Schulthess (Neuchâtel), 
Peter Simons (Salzburg), René Thom (Burs-sur-Yvette), 
Dallas Willard (Los Angeles), Jan Wolenski (Cracow)
Internationale Akademie für 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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se baraat na drugo mesto. Toa e niven problem, a ne 
moj. Naj~esto smetam deka ovie `estoki ispituva~i 
ja me{aat filosofijata so toa {to gi nau~ile da go 
reproduciraat vo tradicijata i stilot na odredena 
institucija, vo ramkite na podobro ili polo{o 
~uvana – ili podobro, polo{o i pomalku dobro ~uvana 
– op{testvena i profesionalna sredina.

Kolku i da se razli~ni motivite za ocenkite za 
uspe{nosta ili neuspe{nosta na dekonstrukcijata i 
na Derida kako nejzin protagonist, edno e nesomneno 
sigurno: ve}e trieset i pove}e godini Derida ne 
uspea da ja dobli`i dekonstrukcijata do negovite 
najgolemi kriti~ari, a nitu tie, filosofite od 
analiti~kata proveniencija ne iznajdoa na~in 
da ja rekonstruiraat implicitnata doktrina na 
Deridaovata filosofija. Nivnite somne`i, pa duri 
i predubeduvawa za postowe filosofska doktrina 
vo rabotata na Derida, toj gi ohrabruv{e so niza 
„stavovi” i „zabele{ki”, pa duri celi pasa`i od 
negovite knigi i tekstovi za toa kako filosofijata 
ne mo`e nitu uspeva da go vidi ili da go opredeli 
toa {to toj go raboti i kon koe{to se obra}a.

Neuspehot na obidite za argumentirana rasprava 
vode{e kon takanare~noto eti~ko ~itawe na De-
rida, najmnogu izrazeno vo trudovite na avtorite 
kako {to se: Sajmon Kri~li (Simon Critchley), Ga-
jatri Spivak (Gayatri Spivak), Xefri Benington 
(Geoffrey Bennington), Xon Kaputo (John Caputo), 
Xon Salis (John Sallis), Drusila Kornel (Drucilla 
Cornell). Dejvid Golambija (David Golumbia), eden 
od protagonistite na eti~koto ~itawe na Derida, 
istaknuva deka so takviot pristap ovozmo`uva da 
se razbere Deridovata intervencija vo Zapadnata 
diskurzivna praksa nare~ena filosofija, odnos-
no, negovite dekonstruktivisti~ki gestovi vo re-

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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laciite pome|u aktivnosta nare~ena filo so fija i 
produkcijata na ona {to se narekuva filo sofski 
doktrini. Spored Golambija, ona {to ova ~itawe 
na Derida go implicira e stavot na Derida kon za-
padnata analiti~ka filosofija: iako analiti~kata 
filosofija, onaka kako {to e konstituirana, pret-
stavuva obid za begstvo od is torijata, nejzinata 
sega{na postavenost, nejzinata konceptualna apara-
tura i metodologija ne se ni{to drugo tuku nejzina 
otelotvorenost i situiranost vo istorijata:

Da se analizira „filosofskiot diskurs” vo negovata 
forma, negovite razni kompozicii, negovata retorika, 
negovite metafori, negoviot jazik, negovite fikcii, 
s$ {to & protivre~i na prevodlivosta, i taka natamu, 
ne zna~i toj da se svede na literatura. Toa duri i e vo 
golem stepen filosofska zada~a (iako ne ostanuva 
filosofska vo siot nejzin tek), da se istra`uvaat 
ovie „formi” koi pove}e ne se samo formi, kako i 
modalitetite spored koi, so interpretirawe na poezi-
jata i literaturata, pripi{uvaj}i & na poslednata 
op{testven i politi~ki status, i obiduvaweto tie da 
se isklu~at od nejzinoto sopstveno telo, akademskoto 
instituirawe na filosofijata ja pobara svojata sop-
stvena avtonomnost, i praktikuva{e neprifa}awe vo 
odnos na svojot sopstven jazik, ona {to se narekuva 
„bukvalnost” i pi{uvawe voop{to; taka, toa ne gi 
prepozna vistinski normite na sopstveniot diskurs, 
odnosite pome|u govorot i pi{uvaweto, postapkite na 
kanonizirawe na pogolemi ili na tekstovi za primer, 
i taka natamu. Onie koi protestiraat protiv site ovie 
pra{awa sakaat da za{titat konkreten instituciona-
len avtoritet na filosofijata, vo oblikot vo koj be{e 
zamrznat vo daden moment. Za{tituvaj}i se sebesi 
protiv ovie pra{awa i protiv transformaciite koi 
pra{awata gi nametnuvaat ili pretpostavuvaat, tie 
isto taka ja {titat institucijata od filosofijata.

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 fi ctions, 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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Vakvata pozicija Golambija ja gleda i vo negovata 
re akcija na Aferata Kembrix. Me|utoa, vakvoto ob-
jas nu vawe na odnosot na dekonstrukcijata i anali-
ti~kata filosofija go izmestuva te`i{teto na mo`-
nosta od vospostavuvawe na dijalogot. Duri i da se 
priznae trivijalnosta za istoriskata povrzanost 
pome|u filosofijata i produkcijata na filosof-
skite doktrini, o~igledna e promenata na tezite: 
temite i fokusot na interesot na analiti~ kata fi-
losofija bea i se ona {to mo`e da se okvalifikuva 
kako teorija i znaewe vo Deridaovite tekstovi, no 
ne i ona za {to zboruva Golambija. Transforma-
cijata na dekonstrukcijata vo istoriska doktrina 
za istoriskata institucionaliziranost na filoso-
fijata i nejzinite diskursi, ja pretvora dekon-
strukcijata vo eden istoricizam, izmestuvaj}i ja i 
taka nepopularnata slika na dekonstrukcijata kako 
seriozen filosofski potfat. 

Kontekstot {to go nudi eti~koto ~itawe na dekon-
strukcijata e pove}e politi~ki i toa se obiduva 
dekonstrukcijata da ja „iskoristi” za  celi poinakvi 
od onie {to bi mo`ele da gi detektirame kako vo-
obi~aeni intencii na dekonstrukcijata. Toa e isto 
taka edno reduktivisti~ko ~itawe na Derida. Reduk-
tivisti~ki e i prikazot na analiti~kata filosofija 
kako celina i pozicija {to & se spro tistavuva na 
dekonstrukcijata. Kli{eto koe{to se povtoruva vo 
izborot na analiti~kite filosofi ili stavovi za 
aistori~nosta na filosofijata i `elbata za ne kakov 
univerzalen logi~ki jazik, ja poka`uvaat ili nein-
formiranosta na avtorite na proeti~koto ~ita we ili 
neiskrenata i nefer name ra kon publikata. Onie za 
koi tie zboruvaat ili s$ u{te se na platnite spisoci 
na dr`avnite fondovi za nauka i obrazovanie, ili se 
ve}e isto rija, a aistoriskiot stav za filosofijata, 
dokolku postoel vo takva forma, e zaminat so niv. 

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 
qualifi ed 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 reductiоnist 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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Edna druga grupa avtori se obiduva da prijde kon 
dekonstrukcijata od eden drug aspekt. Tie nitu se 
obiduvaat da gi istra`at doktrinite na Derida, 
nitu pak da go postavat vo nekakov istoricizam. Tie 
prosto ja sporeduvaat, tolkuvaat, vkrstuvat filoso-
fijata na Derida so filosofijata na anali ti~kite 
filosofi, kako {to se Davidson (Davidson), Kvajn, 
Vitgen{tajn, Selers. Ovie potfati nema{e da bidat 
prifateni kako ne{to nevoobi~aeno dokolku ne 
stanuva{e zbor za ne{to {to izgleda nesvedlivo. 
Vo nivnata naivna iskrenost na ona {to go pravat, 
ponekoga{ izgleda deka e tolku prirodna rabota da 
se sporedat teoriite za jazikot i zna~eweto na nekoi 
analiti~ki filosofi so nekoi eksplicitni anal-
izi ili so rekonstruiranite teorii na Derida.

Naj~esti primeri na dijalog so dekonstrukcijata vo 
kontekstot na sporedbenite analizi se sli~nosti te 
so gledi{tata za jazikot na Kvajn i na Davidson. 
Konstatiranite razliki se odnesuvaat ili na dis-
kurzivnite, stilskite, istoriskite ili na biograf-
skite konteksti. 

Kolku i da se vakvite komparativni priodi vo prin-
cip vozmo`ni, sepak, nivniot dekon struk tivis-
ti~ki gest se sogleduva vo ekstrapolacijata na raz-
norodnite diskursi vo edinstvena argumenta tivna 
matrica.  Idejata na „komparativniot priod” e da gi 
postavi (ne da gi onevozmo`i) pravilata za trans-
formacija na nekakva argumentativna linija, po 
koja i niz koja argumentite od raznorodnite dis-
kursi - onie na dekonstrukcijata i onie na kompa-
riraniot analiti~ki filosof - se nadovrzuvaat vo 
nekakva celesoobraznost po odredeno pra{awe ili 
tema. Za da se napravi toa, osven principot na 
analogija koj{to vladee vo interpretacijata, pot-
rebno e da se prika`e dekonstrukcijata vo anali-

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 naïve 
sincerity in what they are doing, it sometimes appears as 
such a natural thing to compare the theories of language 
and signifi cance 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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ti~ki termini ili nekoi od pretpostavenite dekon-
struktivisti~ki operacii da se prika`at so od-
redeni analiti~ki potezi. No, va`i i obratnoto: 
analiti~kata arhitektura na rezoniraweto da se 
prevede vo dekonstruktivisti~ki termini. Mnogu e 
verojatno deka nekomu koj{to e dobro upaten i 
obu~en vo dekonstruktivisti~kata interpretativna 
praksa, vakvite komparativni konteksti bi mu iz-
gledale kako strategiska osmislena dekonstrukcija 
na odno sot analiti~ka  filosofija/dekonstrukcija, 
so gole ma doza na groteskna parodija. No, ne e taka. 
Avtorite na tekstot so celiot svoj avtoritet i seri-
oznost se obiduvaat da ja pretstavat dekon strukcijata 
i nejzinata smislenost. Dokolku ne uspevaat vo toa, 
tie ne ja doveduvaat vo pra{awe samo ostrinata na 
svoite analiti~ki pera, tuku toa zna~i deka so in-
teligibilnosta na dekonstrukcijata ne{to ne e vo 
red.

Edna od karakteristikite za koi obi~no se smeta 
deka dovolno ja poka`uvaat razlikata pome|u ana-
liti~kata i kontinentalnata filosofija e mes to to 
i ulogata {to argumentot go ima vo filo sofskite 
tekstovi. Vo analiti~kata filoso fija, argumentot 
ima pogolem prostor i respekt nasproti reto-
ri~kite elementi na kontinentalnata filo sofija. 
Argumentirano da se rasprava, da se doka`uva i da se  
brani stavot ili stojali{teto, bez da se pre-
raska`uva ne~ie stojali{te (kako {to toa go pravat 
dekonstruktivisti~kite  postmodernisti) se su{-
tin  skite belezi na analiti~koto debatirawe i ras-
prava. No, kako da se vodi argumentirana rasprava 
so Derida? Kako da se razbere neprijatnoto iskustvo 
na Fuko (Foucault) i Serl (Searle), koj vo intervjuto 
za Reason  (fevruari, 2000) veli: 

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 
suffi ciently 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: 



2
6
4

Derida edvaj i da mo`e da se interpretira pogre{no, 
do tolku e obskuren. Sekojpat koga }e ka`e{, „Toj 
veli vaka i vaka”, toj sekoga{ veli, „Ti pogre{no me 
razbra”. No ako se obidete da ja odgatnete vistinskata 
interpretacija, toga{ toa ne e lesno. Edna{ mu go 
ka`av ova na Mi{el Fuko, koj be{e po`estoko nastroen 
kon Derida duri i od mene, i Fuko re~e deka Derida go 
praktikuva metodot na terorizam na obskurnost). 
Zboruvavme na francuski. I jas rekov, „{to po |avolite 
saka{ da ka`e{ so toa?” A toj re~e: „Toj pi{uva tolku 
obskurno {to ne mo`e{ da raspoznae{ {to ka`uva, 
toa e obskurnisti~kiot del, a koga go kritikuva{, 
toj sekoga{ veli, ‘Ne me razbra; ti si idiot’. Toa e 
teroristi~kiot del.” 

Ovie dobro poznati kvalifikacii za „obskur ni-
ot terorist” bea zemeni za opredelba na dekon-
strukcijata vo odnos na filosofskite tekstovi. 
Sepak, mislam deka ovie zabele{ki ne se odnesuvaat 
na li~nosta na Derida. Kako {to napomenav pret-
hodno, Derida pove}e od trieset godini ne uspea da gi 
ubedi filosofite od kalibarot na Serl, Fuko, Kvajn, 
deka dekonstrukcijata e ne{to za koe mo ̀ e razlo`no 
da se rasprava. I samiot Derida, na edna od posled-
nite konferencii so analiti~kite filosofi, go is-
taknuva i priznava „pra{aweto” na argumentacijata:

Videte, se slu~uva ve}e dolgo vreme i nekolu pati ed-
nopodrugo, da sakam nakratko da se prisetam na moeto 
predavawe za différance, koe go odr`av nedaleku od 
ovde, vo Oksford, vo 1967 g. Kompletno sum bil lud 
{to sum oti{ol toga{ vo Oksford za da go odr`am 
toa predavawe! Vo taa prigoda, ti{inata koja{to 
slede{e po predavaweto be{e o~igledno elokventna. 
Elokventno velej}i: „Nema rasprava tuka i nema ni-
kakva polza da se rasprava so ovoj ~ovek, nitu pak so 
ovoj diskurs”. Stroson (Strawson) be{e tamu – i mnogu 

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 
fi gure 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 qualifi cations 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, Fоucault, 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 briefl y 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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kulturno mol~e{e. Rajl (Ryle) be{e tamu – ne ka`a nitu 
zbor, toa be{e mnogu neprijatno za mene, mnogu nepri-
jatna situacija. Ajer (Ayer) po~na rasprava – no toa ne 
ja podobri situacijata. Taka, toa be{e pred pove}e od 
trieset godini i jas znam deka popladnevo povtorno 
}e se diskutira za predavaweto za différance, a jas po-
radi toa se ~uvstvuvam mnogu blagodaren. I vinoven. 
Vinoven za vremeto koe be{e potrebno za toa. Vinoven 
zatoa {to ne napraviv napor, koj{to pove}eto od vas 
go pravite, so dvi`e~ka dobra volja, da sozdadam ba-
rem mo`nost za „argument” ({to i da zna~i toa, a Xef 
(Geoff), kako i obi~no, go prigotvi najmo}noto i naj-
brilijantnoto sveduvawe na sé {to mo`e da se ka`e vo 
vrska so toj zbor). Vinoven, zatoa {to ne vlo`iv napor 
da ~itam, koga treba{e toa da go storam, „analiti~ka” 
ili „anglosaksonska” ili „britanska” filosofija, na-
por koj bi ja potpomognal ovaa diskusija, rasprava ili 
dijalog. Na primer, ova po pladne }e bidam pra{an 
„Zo{to ne go spomnuva{ Vitgen{tajn?” A jas nemam 
nikakvo opravduvawe za toa. Ednostavno: ne go storiv 

toa. Taka, se ~uvstvuvam vinoven.

Jas ne bi mo`el da tvrdam deka go razbiram zna-
~eweto na ovoj iskaz na Derida, me|utoa, ne bi mo-
`el da prifatam deka stanuva zbor za u{te eden ne-
gov „performans”, zatoa {to toa e mnogu ne~esno kon 
negovite sogovornici na konferencijata. Od druga 
strana, samiot nastan {to toj go raska`uva e mnogu 
ilustrativen za mo`nosta da se argumentira pro 
i kontra dekonstrukcijata, nejziniot status i po-
sledici. Ona {to Derida vo ovaa ispoved go najavuva 
kako vozmo`no, imeno, vozmo`nosta za argument, za 
argumentirana rasprava za dekonstrukcijata, e kon-
tradiktorno so negovite stojali{ta za mestoto i 
situiranosta na dekonstrukcijata vo odnos na fi-
losofskiot, odnosno metafizi~kiot diskurs. Do-
kolku pak argumentacijata e nevozmo`na, a imaj}i 

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 justifi cation 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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go predvid vetenoto i iska`anato, implikaciite 
bi bile mnogu neprijatni i za Derida i za negovata 
dekonstrukcija.

Mo`ebi ne stanuva zbor za neprifatliv gest 
napraven so nekakva propedevtska umisla, tuku za 
„dekonstruktivisti~ki gest” koj vo svojot „dvoen 
gest” (double gesture) go smestuva i Derida i dekon-
strukcijata? Kako {to napomenavme po gore, so-
o~uvaweto so predizvikot na dekons trukti vis-
ti~kite gestovi ne go odminuva nikogo, pa duri ni 
samiot Derida. Nema somnenie deka stanuva zbor za 
„dekonstruktivisti~ki gest” koj istovremeno go 
trivijalizira i spekulativno n$ postavuva kon 
deloto na Derida. Nema somnenie deka toa e u{te 
eden od onie gestovi koi{to pove}e od deset godini 
go prosleduvaat i go odlo`uvaat mojot prekin na 
sledeweto na Derida.
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„Nevozmo`no da bide{ ~uen od nego, za{to ka rak   te -
risti~na crta na kretenot e neumorno da zboruva 
voshituvaj}i im se na op{tite mesta  koi{to gi isfrla 
kako da ejakulira.”

Leon Bloa, 
Ona {to ne mo`e da se prodade, 
25 juli 1904.    

Bibliografska zabele{ka. - Prvoto objavuvawe, 
doverlivo, ovoj pamflet go do`ivea so zalo`bite na 
Sojuzot za fizi~ki i mentalni akcii (Monrej, mart 
2002). Negovoto dopolnenie, dosega neobjavuvano, 
be{e napi{ano vo tekot na 2002 i aktuelizirano za 
ovaa prilika. 

1. Golemata teorija za kretenite e klu~en del vo mo-
jata rabota na vospostavuvawe na gnozata, od nosno na 
patot {to go probivam so teoristi~ko ispolnuvawe 
na gnostiko-materijalizmot.

1.1 Vo pra{awe e opredeluvaweto vo krajna in-
stanca na linijata na razdeluvawe, koja{to gi deli 
kretenite od drugite. 

« Impossible de s’en faire écouter, le trait caractéristique 
du crétin étant de parler sans relâche en admirant les lieux 
communs qu’il éjacule. »

Léon Bloy, 
L’Invendable, 
25 juillet 1904.

Remarque bibliographique. – Ce tract(atus) a connu 
une première publication, confi dentielle, par les soins 
de l’Association des actions physiques et mentales 
(Montreuil, mars 2002). Son appendice, inédit, a été 
rédigé courant 2002 et actualisé pour l’occasion.

1. La grande théorie des crétins est une pièce-clé dans 
mon travail d’établissement de la gnose, c’est-à-dire 
dans la voie que je fraye d’un accomplissement théoriste 
du gnostico-matérialisme. 

1.1. Il y va de la détermination en dernière instance d’une 
ligne de démarcation, celle qui passe entre les crétins et 
les autres.

@il 
Grele

Golemata teorija na 
kretenite

Gilles
Grelet

La grande théorie 
des crétins



2
7
0

1.2. Spored Materijata koja {to e (bez bitie i, a 
forteriori, bez supstanca i ne{tost, duri i koga e 
po sebe) realnoto vo krajna instanca, teorizmot 
vsu{nost se pretstavuva kako „dijaliti~ko-opi{u-
va~ki” i propi{uva~ki. 

1.2.1. Go narekuvam dijaliza metodot na pro~is tuva-
we, ~istewe po pat na podelba (lizata e prekinot) 
no bez obedinuvawe i povratnost na prekinot. 
Kako unilateralen, dijaliti~kiot zafat go zazema 
mestoto na dijalektikata i koga e taa apsolutna, 
kako centralen zafat na mislata: dijalektikata e 
instrumentot i mestoto na op{tata zamenlivost 
na mislata so realnoto; dijalitikata e instrument 
na sposobnosta za mislewe koj{to, potpren na re-
al noto-Edno, nastapuva so milosta na Angelot vo 
pro ~istuvaweto na mislata bez nikoga{ da se svrti 
nazad ; stanuva zbor za orfizam koj{to ne propa|a 
na krajot, oduro~en orfizam, ili pak apriorna 
sodr`ina na angelskoto re{enie (ili anti-
finalna) na problemot na nihilizmot - smrtta koja-
{to sekoga{ pobeduva na krajot. 

1.2.2. Upatstvoto {to taa go izdava, ili na drug na~in 
ka`ano, nejzinata objava, nejzinoto projavuvawe ili 
u{te nejzinata fenomenalizacija na edinstvenata 
gnosti~no-materijalisti~ka tradicija, preku 
istiot gest preminuva vo opi{uvawe (i vo objavata) 
na golemata teorija (so zna~ewe na procesija) za 
kretenite.

2. Teorizmot ima neprijatel, kogo go identifikuva 
kako voda~ na kretenizmot: toa e golemata teorija 
za kretenite vo smisla na metoda na razjasnuvawe i 
iscrpuvawe, kako na mislata na kretenite (nivniot 
pogled na svet i Principot na koj{to e zasnovan), 
taka i na nivnata golema procesija. Teorizmot ima, 

1.2.  Selon la Matière qu’est (sans l’être et, a fortiori, sans 
substance ni choséité, fût-elle en soi) le réel de dernière 
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 
purifi cation par division (la lyse est la coupure) mais sans 
unifi cation ni réversibilité de la coupure. Unilatérale, 
l’opération dialytique se substitue à la dialectique, fût-
elle absolue, comme opération centrale de la pensée : la 
dialectique est l’instrument et le lieu de la convertibilité 
générale de la pensée avec le réel ; la dialytique est 
l’instrument du penser qui, adossé au réel-Un, procède 
par la grâce de l’Ange à l’épuration de la pensée sans se 
retourner jamais ; c’est un orphisme qui n’échoue pas à 
la fi n, un orphisme désensorcelé, ou encore le contenu 
apriorique de la solution angélique (ou anti-fi nale) au 
problème du nihilisme – de la mort qui gagne toujours 
à la fi n.

1.2.2. La prescription qu’elle opère, autrement dit son 
énonciation, sa manifestation ou encore sa phéno  mé-
nalisation de l’unique tradition gnostico-matérialiste, 
procède du même geste à la description (et à la 
dénonciation) de la grande théorie (au sens de pro-
cession) des crétins.

2.  Le théorisme a un ennemi, qu’il identifi e 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 
où 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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isto taka, i sojuznici, so {to vo negovata bitka 
so kretenstvoto ne e apsolutno sam protiv site: 
tuka se teoristite, tuka se nedobroenite grozdovi 
kreteni (pre)dadeni na Biznisot, empiriski ili 
transcedenten, namameni vo prividot, razre{enata 
dvosmislenost i postojanata nejasnost, a potoa tuka 
se i site onie koi{to, na eden ili na drug na~in, ne 
se odnesuvaat kon Platon kako kon crknato ku~e. 

3. Prviot ~len od golemata teorija za kretenite e 
deka ne postoi teorija za kretenite. Ni vo smisla 
na procesija na kretenite, ni vo zna~ewe na misla 
(kretenizam) koja{to gi vdahnuva i gi definira (i 
od koja{to se izroduva nivnata procesija), ni (u{te 
pomalku) vo smisla na teorija-metod (teorizam) 
koja{to go organizira ru{eweto na ovaa misla. 

3.0.1. Ne bez pri~ina: kretenstvoto tvrdi deka 
ni{to ne e podatlivo da se razdeli od ni{to, so 
malo razlikuvawe. 

3.0.2. Ili, {to e sosema isto: dve da se spojat vo edno 
i deka s$ e (vo) s$, so mala transakcija.

3.1. Predlog koj{to vo bezredieto ima nu`ni pos-
ledici, deka treba celosno da se nurneme vo svetot, 
da se izme{ame so nego, i da go zazememe svoeto mes-
to vo golemata celina (izreka na Seneka, koja{to 
nikogo ne }e iznenadi, zatoa {to stoicizmot e eden 
od na~inite na kretenstvoto); deka sekoga{ imame 
pravo da se nagodime (sre}ata, edinstvenata cel {to 
nekoga{ bi mo`ele da si ja zadademe bez izopa~enost 
vo postoeweto, bez da e pove}e „na prodavawe” tuku 
poskoro plod na transakcija vo site pravci); deka 
postoi dobro vo site religii; deka smiruvaweto, 
pomiruvaweto, sekoga{ se povredni od nasilstvoto 

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, 
l’ambiguïté résolue et l’équivoque permanente, et puis 
il y a tous ceux qui, d’une manière ou d’une autre, ne 
traitent pas Platon en chien crevé.

3. L’article premier de la grande théorie des crétins, 
c’est qu’il n’y a pas de théorie des crétins. Ni au sens 
d’une procession des crétins, ni au sens d’une pensée 
(le crétinisme) qui les anime et les défi nit (et dont 
s’engendre leur procession), ni (encore moins) au sens 
d’une théorie-méthode (le théorisme) qui organise le 
démantèlement 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, à une 
différenciation près. 

3.0.2. Ou, ce qui revient exactement au même : que 
deux fusionnent en un et que tout est (dans) tout, à une 
transaction près.

3.1. Proposition qui a pour corollaires, dans le désordre, 
qu’il faut se plonger totalement dans le monde, se mêler 
à lui, et prendre sa place dans le grand tout (la maxime de 
Sénèque, ce qui n’étonnera personne, le stoïcisme étant 
un mode du crétinisme) ; qu’on a toujours raison de 
transiger (le bonheur, la seule fi n qu’on puisse jamais se 
donner sans perversion dans l’existence, étant non point 
« au prix » mais bien plutôt le fruit de la transaction 
tous azimuts) ; qu’il y a du bon dans toutes les religions ; 
que l’apaisement, la conciliation, valent toujours mieux 
que la violence et la guerre ; que le totalitarisme, comme 
forçage de la totalité du point de sa défection incessante, 
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i vojnata; deka totalitarizmot, kako forsirawe na 
sevkupnosta od gledna to~ka na nejzino neprekinato 
izmolknuvawe, e u`as nad u`asite (celosta na re-
alnosta, ako znaeme da ja nabquduvame nea pod agol i 
so soodvetni o~ila, zatoa {to taa e sekoga{ ve}e 
ostvarena); deka postoi apsolutna nadmo}nost na 
demokratijata (odnosno na demokratijata-pazar, na 
nerazdvoiviot par demokratija i pazar), ovaa 
vrhovna vrednost; deka mo`e s$ da prezirate no pod 
na meren uslov da ne prezirate (i, vo poop{ta smis-
la, da ne sudite) nikoga{ nikogo; deka huma nizmot e 
alfa i omega na sekoja misla, pragmatizmot horizont 
na sekoja ne-bezumna praksa i na empi risti~kata 
„preciznost” na modernata nauka, edin stveniot 
garant za polnova`nosta na nekoj diskurs (bezmalku 
kako dodatok na du{ata); deka moralot i narodot se 
soglasuvaat okolu su{tinskite sodr`ini, a ne za 
nekoja forma; deka ni{to ne e od`iveano i odmis-
leno odnapred i deka prorocite se {egobijci (pri 
{to nivnata vrednost, ako navistina nim treba da 
im se dade nekoja vo ime na univerzalnata po~it na 
duhovnite dela, e funkcija na nivniot „poetski 
genij”); deka nacistite se ~udovi{ta, a „nie” lu|e na 
mesto (post-hitlerizmot {to n$ opkru`uva, za koj 
zboruva Pjer Le`andr (Pierre Legendre) e, sled-
stveno, samo preteruvawe bez zna~ewe); deka ne pos-
toi vrska me|u uni{tuvaweto na Evreite od Evropa 
i nivnoto pozapadnuvawe (ili, u{te pojasno, deka 
Evreite raspu{teni od i vo nivnoto kompro mi-
zerstvo so sovremenosta i nivnoto napu{ tawe na 
Boga nemaat vrska so sopstvenoto istrebuvawe); deka 
xelatot nema podobra rabota od toa da se pokae i da 
pla~e nad negovite `rtvi; deka najzna~ajnoto delo 
vo minatiot vek, a toa e sekako Avanturite na 

Tenten, e osomni~eno za rasipuvawe na mladinata; 
}e zapram tuka, no spisokot o~igledno ne e iscrpen. 
                    

est l’abomination des abominations (le tout de la réalité, 
si l’on sait considérer celle-ci sous l’angle et avec les 
lunettes qui vont bien, étant toujours déjà réalisé) ; qu’il 
existe une supériorité absolue de la démocratie (c’est-à-
dire de la démocratie-marché, du couple indissociable 
démocratie et marché), cette valeur suprême ; qu’on peut 
tout mépriser mais à la condition expresse de ne mépriser 
(et, plus généralement, de ne juger) jamais personne ; 
que l’humanisme est l’alpha et l’oméga de toute pensée, 
le pragmatisme l’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’âme près) ; 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 prophètes sont des 
farceurs (leur valeur, si vraiment il faut leur en accorder 
une au nom du respect universel des œuvres de l’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 à faire que de se repentir et de pleurer sur 
ses victimes ; que l’œuvre majeure du siècle dernier, à 
savoir bien sûr Les Aventures de Tintin, est suspecte de 
corruption de la jeunesse ; j’arrête là, mais la liste n’est 
évidemment pas close.
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3.2. Vo op{ta smisla, golemata teorija za kretenite, 
onaka kako {to taa go obviva pojasnuvaweto i 
urivaweto na kretenstvoto, negovata ne-religiozna 
ednoverzija, e egzegeza na op{tite mesta utvrdena vo 
elementot (preciznosta vo posledna instanca) na 
Edno-Materija. 

4. Vtoriot ~len na golemata teorija za kretenite 
(skrien ~len {to teorizmot go pronao|a, vo smisla 
vo koja{to pravniot jazik zboruva za pronao|awe 
trezor), s(p)ekularnosta koja pretsedava. Kreten-
stvoto e upravuvano od ona {to go narekuvam prin-
cip na samodovolna s(p)ekularnost, skratuvaj}i 
go vo SS. Da se ka`e na koja viso~ina e smesteno 
kretenstvoto; ni{to nisko i tesno polemi~no vo 
toa: kretenstvoto, upateno na principot koj{to ja 
pothranuva definicijata na kretenite i nivnoto 
diskurzivno i procesisko za~nuvawe ne e ni{to po-
malku, na krajot, od mislata-svet. 

5. Tretiot ~len na golemata teorija za kretenite e 
posledica na vtoriot ~len; so nego kretenstvoto, 
so istiot gest so koj neograni~eno go pro{iruva 
perimetarot na vmetnatite krugovi, sebesi se pro-
dol`uva, go ovekove~uva svoeto vladeewe; ovoj efekt 
na proizlezeni otsjajuvawa bez broj se izrazuva: 
taka si e. 

6. Ottamu, turkaj}i gi ne{tata kon nivnata pos-
ledica, kreteni mo`e i treba da se nare~at onie 

koi{to imaat strav od smrtta. Onie koi, 
veruvaj}i deka ja crpat nivnata dovolna re{enost za 
nivnite osobenosti i za nedelivata o~iglednost na 
spomenatata re{enost, mislat deka ne{to mo`at da 
zagubat. Zna~i ne onie {to imaat osobenosti, 
atributi (tie se ednostavno vo svetot, {to im se 
slu~uva na najdobrite), tuku onie koi vo toa veruvaat 

3.2. D’une manière générale, la grande théorie des 
crétins, en tant qu’elle enveloppe l’élucidation et le 
démantèlement du crétinisme, son unversion non-
religieuse, est une exégèse des lieux communs établie 
dans l’élément (la rigueur de dernière instance) de l’Un-
Matière.

4. L’article deuxième de la grande théorie des crétins 
(article caché que le théorisme invente, au sens où la 
langue juridique parle de l’invention d’un trésor), c’est 
la s(p)écularité qui y préside. Le crétinisme est gouverné 
par ce que j’appelle le principe de s(p)écularité suffi sante, 
l’abrégeant en SS. C’est dire à quelle hauteur est situé le 
crétinisme ; rien de mesquin ni d’étroitement polémique 
ici : le crétinisme, référé au principe qui pourvoit à la 
défi nition des crétins et à leur engendrement discursif 
et processionnel n’est rien de moins, fi nalement, que la 
pensée-monde. 

5. L’article troisième de la grande théorie des crétins 
est l’effet de l’article deuxième ; c’est par lui que le 
crétinisme, du même geste qu’il étend indéfi niment le 
périmètre de ses cercles enchâssés, trouve à se perpétuer, 
à éterniser son règne ; cet effet aux miroitements dérivés 
sans nombre s’énonce : sékommça.

6. De là, poussant les choses à leur conséquence, que les 
crétins peuvent et doivent être dits ceux qui ont peur 
de la mort. Ceux qui, croyant tirer leur détermination 
suffi sante de leurs propriétés et de l’évidence irréductible 
de ladite détermination, pensent avoir quelque chose 
à perdre. Non donc ceux qui ont des propriétés, des 
attributs (ceux-là sont simplement dans le monde, ce 
qui arrive aux meilleurs), mais bien ceux qui y croient 
– qui croient à leur mondanité – et par là s’y croient 
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- koi{to veruvaat vo nivnoto mondenstvo - i ottamu, 
kako {to neformalno se veli, si voobrazuvaat. 
Rezimiram: kretenite se onie koi{to, voobra-

zuvaj}i (se), se pla{at od smrtta, a teoristi~kata 
funkcija na golemata teorija za kretenite e, spored 
Radikalnoto koe e Materijata kako li~nost, da ja 
opredeli linijata na razdeluvawe koja{to minuva 
me|u onie koi{to se pla{at od smrtta i drugite.

7. Za golemata teorija za vladeeweto na kretenite 
koja{to go smeta kretenstvoto za predmet i za ne-
prijatel, nepokolebliviot anga`man, vo koj{to se 
preobrazuva celokupniot gnosti~ki materijalizam 
kako anti-fenomenologija, se koncentrira vo edin-
stveno upatstvo: da se prepla{uvaat kretenite.

Nekrolo{ki dodatok. Golem salonski filosof, 
spored sopstvenoto priznanie opsednat i u`asnat 
od smrtta, na @ak Derida mu se voshituvaa bezmalku 
nasekade vo svetot (od dvete Ameriki do Japonija 
minuvaj}i preku Germanija) i nekoi nemu{ti klov-
novi vo Francija, happy few vrevaxii, prazno glavi, 
pozeri, licemeri i nadueni od samodovolnost. So 
negoviot kvazi metod ~ii izreki se sveduvaat na 
ne{tata da se razgleduvaat posebno (vo teorijata), 
a iskustvoto da se pu{ti da se slu~uva (vo praksata), 
neumorno gi umno`uva{e krstopatite, razliku-
vawata i gi otstranuva{e pregradite, pri {to 
negovata inteligencija - koja{to e golema, pretpos-
tavuvam, no ne sum stru~en da sudam - prifa}a samo 
edna fiksna to~ka: toj, tajnata na Deridovoto jas i 
Deridovoto jas kako tajna, pa duri i neprekinato 
odlo`uvanata narcisoidna potvrda {to ja obviva 
atakot na negovoto ime (ja na germanski). Na toj 
na~in toj proizvede tekstovi kako na fabri~ka 
lenta istovremeno za s$ i za ni{to koi{to gi 

comme familièrement on dit. Je résume : les crétins sont 
ceux qui, (s’)y croyant, ont peur de la mort, et l’offi ce 
théoriste de la grande théorie des crétins est, selon le 
Radical qu’est la Matière 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 règne des crétins qui prend 
le crétinisme pour objet et pour ennemi, l’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 terrifi é par la mort, Jacques 
Derrida était adulé un peu partout dans le monde (des 
Amériques au Japon en passant par l’Allemagne) et 
par quelques pitres impuissants en France, happy 
few bavards, stériles, poseurs, hypocrites et bouffi s de 
suffi sance. Avec sa quasi-méthode dont les maximes se 
ramènent à prendre les choses au cas par cas (dans l’ordre 
de la théorie) et laisser l’expérience se faire (dans l’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 qualifi é pour en juger – n’admettant qu’un point 
fi xe : lui-même, le secret du moi derridien et le moi 
derridien comme secret, voire l’affi rmation narcissique 
incessamment différée qu’enveloppe l’attaque de son 
prénom (ja, en allemand). C’est ainsi qu’il a produit du 
texte à la chaîne sur tout et n’importe quoi de manière 
à saturer tous azimuts le champ philo-littéraire (et, 
comme on peut raisonnablement en faire l’hypothèse, 
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zasitija site pravci na filo-literaturnoto pole 
(i, kako {to od toa logi~no mo`e da se izvede 
pretpostavka, so ogled deka trivijalnosta kako 
materija e dobra sovetni~ka, do toj stepen da mu 
ovozmo`i da napravi diverzija na negoviot strav od 
smrtta preku dvojna igra na ispolnuvawe na migo-
vite i na privideni~noto pokolenie), namet nuvaj}i 
se kako eden od majstorite na kre tenstvoto od golem 
ma{traf.   

Prevod od francuski jazik: Zoran Jovanovski      

 

la trivialité en la matière étant bonne conseillère, de 
manière à lui permettre de faire diversion à sa peur de la 
mort par le double jeu d’un remplissage des instants et 
d’une postérité fantasmée), s’imposant comme l’un des 
maîtres du crétinisme de haute volée.






