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WBaH
llenapocku
TecHute yeBnu Ha BaH lor:
Llepupa ru pacobyBa
Xajperep u Wanupo

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

Ivan
Dzeparoski

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

I don’t have the usual habit of looking at the shoes of
people walking past me, nor do I look at the shoes of
those I speak to, be it on the street, at work, or at some-
one’s home. I don’t look at unknown people’s shoes! But,
it is different with those I know, those who are close to
me. I notice changes and sometimes I even pay a com-
pliment to their appropriate choice of new shoes. And
still, T understand why this is so: unlike any other object
that serves to cover and protect our body, shoes most
straightforwardly speak of their owner’s taste, style, but
also financial status. The aesthetics and sociology of the
Balkan shoes in transition is a story as sad as it is prom-
ising, but unfortunately, here it will be cast aside and
will not be discussed. This is because I am determined
to write about another type of shoes, shoes or boots I
became fond of long ago, shoes that from time to time
have not only made me perceive them aesthetically, but
also understand them, and to some extent, even inter-
pret them.
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Taka, nako He TOJIKY YECTO, KOTa OZlaM J]a CH KyIlyBaM
YEeBJIM, CEKOTAalll TpeJ JIa TPrHaM BO 3/10/I€BHO-TIPHUB-
JleyHaTa aBaHTypa Ha KYyIyBameTo, CH IIOMHUCIIyBaM,
HACMEBHYBajku ce Bo cebe, HA 4eBIuUTE Ha BuHCEHT
Ban T'or (Vincent van Gogh). Ho, Tue ueBiu, KOJIKy U
Jla 3ByYH M3HACUJIEHO U TJIYIIaBO, HAjYECTO, U CETUIIHO
¥ MHCJIOBHO, Ce€ IIOCDPEIYBAaHU Of] CEKABAIETO HA TOJI-
KyBamara Ha Xajaerep (Heidegger) u ma [Ilanupo (Scha-
piro), mpu 1To uHTepBeHIujaTta Ha Jlepuna (Derrida)
€ OHaa IITO ce BHECYBa 3a J]a co37jaBa MpobisieMu, 3a Ja
YKarKyBa JieKa IIOHEKOTaIll ¥ BO JKUBOTOT ¥ BO YMETHOCTA
He cTaHyBa 300p 3a ,4udT 4YeBIU", TyKy 3a ,pacrmap
yeBIn“, 3a pacuugilieHu 4es1u KOUIITO IIOCTOjaT 3a Jia
r'O IIOPEMETYBAAT CPEIEHOTO, 32 /Ia CO3/IaBaaT HEMHUPH U
TPHIKHL.

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

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

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

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

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

MHoryTte yeBnu (a u Knomnu) Ha BuHceHT co3paBaar
npo6nemu

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

5 D D

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

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

Vincent’s Many Shoes (and Clogs) Cause Problems

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

2 D D

More than a quarter of a century ago, in the summer of
1979, when I was a student and hitch-hiked or travelled
with an InterRail ticket, marking the cult, must-see
cities I was going to visit, Amsterdam was the first city
on the long list. And there, of course, apart from the
Vondelpark and the nightclubs among which Melkweg
became my favourite, were the greatest museums of
the wonderful museum triad: the Rijks, van Gogh, and
Stedelijk museums. In all three the exhibited works
followed the chronological order. Especially in the
van Gogh museum. All began with the grey and foggy
northern Dutch regions, with the alienated people and
objects, with the workers, farmers and weavers, with the

135



136

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

paboTHULINTE U PAOOTHUYKUTE, CEjaunTe U TKAjauuUTe,
O/l TaJIKAYUTe W ITUTAYUTE, Of] JieJlaTa CO3/IaBaHU IIOJ
BJIMjaHHE Ha Pe3UTHAIMjaTa U Ha OIIITecTBeHaTa Oe/a,
II0JT BJIMjaHUE Ha CJIMKapckure ocrpenu Ha Mue (Mil-
let) u Kyp6e (Courbet). Ho, Bo Taa TeMHa rama Ha TOHO-
BU IIPUCYTHA BO paHuUTe Jiesia Ha Bau I'or, eAMHCTBEHOTO
IIITO ZIEJIYMHO OJIeCHYBa e OeJIMHaTa Ha IIOHEKOja KOIITyJ1a
nu Ha 6estute ApBenu kiomnu. Cenak, Ban I'or cranysa
MIOET U CJIMKAP Ha CBETJIMHATA MHOTY IIOJIOIIHA, TyPH CO
HEroBOTO O/ierhe Bo [lapu3 a moTeM u Ha jyr, Bo [IpoBan-
ca. CeBo oBa U TOraIm 3a MeHe He Oellle HEIITO HOBO U
HeIo3HaTo. Bo My3€joT ro cjieseB HETOBHOT IAT KOH
CBETJIMHATA, Zl0araB JI0 JIOIHEKHUTE CJIMKHA BO KOU 00-
jara crTHO 6JIECKOTH Y BOSHEMHUPYBA, HO HE MOXKEB, a /1a
He ja HocaM BO cebecl U TEMHUHATa Ha Heromara Bp3a-
HOCT 32 3eMjaTa U OTYI'€HHTE JIyI'e U IIPEeMETH.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

iro 1994:136)

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

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

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

Heidegger Too Wrote Remembering the Same Pair of
Shoes

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1991:129)

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

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

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

1991:129).

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

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

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

135)

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

Schapiro Argues: The Shoes Have a Particular Owner

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

1994:135).

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

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

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

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

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

141)

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

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

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

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

Nlepupa ru pacobysa Xajaerep v LWanupo

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

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

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

Derrida Unshoes Heidegger and Schapiro

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1994:147)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Translated from Macedonian by Rumena Buzarovska
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benewku:

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

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

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

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