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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  
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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, 
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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-

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

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

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



1
5
0

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!   
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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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umjetnosti, Zagreb: Mladost.

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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