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KoHTUHeTanHo u
llepupaoBcKo

Hekasie oxosty 1992 mpecraHaB Ja ja ciedam paborara
Ha Jlepuna. OBoj HaciliaH He ce cAyyu OJIeTHAIIL, TYKY Ce
VIIITE ce pa3BJIEKYBa, O7j1ara, MOoTHCHyBa. Muciaam geka
HeMallle HeKakBa IoceOHa NPUYHHA, BCYIIHOCT, T'M
nMaiie nmoseke. Toa Gellle BpeMeTO KOTa IMPUBPIITyBaIle
roJsiemara giebara okosry Mogepausmor/IloctmonepHu3-
MOT M kKora co pacnajgor Ha COPJ, oniurecTBeHUTE
IPWJINKH BO MakefjoHHja IOYHyBaa Ja ce MeHyBaart.
OuekyBamara JieKa JeMOKPATCKUTE MPOoIlecu Ke TH 3a-
(daTaT cuTe €JI0BU Ha OIIITECTBOTO Oea TIOMATEHU CO
CTPaBOT O7] BOjHA, KOja BEKe ce CIydyBalle Bo XpBaTcKa
1 BocHa. KOMyHHCTHUYKHUTE OJIUTapXUH, TpaHCHOPMHU-
PaHU BO IMOJIUTHUYKH MAPTUH, HE3aKOHCKUTE IPHUBATHU-
3allli, YHUBEP3UTETCKUTE CTPYKTYPHU KOU rpajatr bac-
THOHU OKOJIy CBOUTE KaTeJpH, cCTaHaa OeJjie3u Ha HoBaTa
crBapHocT. Hakyco, Toa 6ea moueTonure Ha TypOyJIeHT-
HUOT IIEPUOJI BO KOj 3araiHaBMe.

ToxMy BO Toa BpeMe, BO THE YCJIOBH, IIOYHAR /Ia CH IOCTa-
ByBaM HEKOHU IIpalliarba KOU T' CMETAaB 32 HECBEJJINBH.
IIIto 6u 3HAUesI0, BO €THU TaKBH YCJIOBH, Jla ce Ouze
JnepuaoBen? Miu noTouHo, mITo IpercraByBa Jlepusa,
Kako 3HavajHa prtocodcka purypa Ha HaIIETO BpEME,
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Somewhere around 1992 I stopped following Derrida’s
work. This event didn’t occur abruptly, it still persists,
and is delayed, repressed. I think that there was no spe-
cial reason, while actually there were several. That was
the time when the grand debate around Modernism/
Postmodernisam was coming to an end and when with
the break-up of Yugoslavia the conditions in Macedo-
nian society started to change. Expectations that demo-
cratic processes would enter all parts of society were
interfered with through fear of war that was already go-
ing on in Croatia and in Bosnia. Communist oligarchies,
transformed into political parties, illegal privatization,
university structures building bastions around their
chairs became the features of the new reality. All in all,
those were the beginnings of the turbulent period that
we fell into.

Precisely at that time, in those conditions, I started to
ask myself certain questions I considered as unanalys-
able. What would it mean to be, in such conditions, a
Derridaean? Or more precisely, what does Derrida, as a
significant philosophical figure of our time, represent for
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3a JIeMOKpaTCKHUTe Ipoliecu B0 Makenonuja? Ox apyra
CTpaHa, BepyBaB W C€ YIITe BepyBaM, JieKa OJIpe/leHH
WHTPUHCUYHHU TeMH, TPOOJIEMU U IIpaliama Ha GUI0Cco-
¢dujara Tpeba na ce charaT KaKO TEXHUUYKHU Mpallamba
Ha aucruiuimHata. Ho, Toa He 3HauM Jieka nesnarta Gu-
Jocoduja Ha HEKOj pumocod, Ha HEKOE JIBUIKEHE WJIH
IIpaBell He MOXKe, He CMee WM HeMa /1a UMa IMOJTUTHIKHI
TIOCJIEZTUTIH.

MeryToa, cTBapHOCTa W HACTAaHHUTE T'H JIEeMaHTHpaa
moute cdakamwa. Bo Toa Bpeme, oHMe KouIITO Oea orle-
HYBaHU KaKO JIEPUJAOBIU WU IOCTMOJIEPHUCTH, Oea
CMECTYBaHM BO HEKaKOB IIOJIUTUYKHA KOII, OFf Kaze
Tpebarie Ja ce u3Je3e WIN KaKo aBaHTap/ia Ha MaKeJ[0H-
CKara JieMoKpaTHja (HO CKpoeHa IO MOJIEJIOT Ha aBaH-
rapsaTa Ha KOMYHHCTHYKaTa TpaHchopMalyja) HIu
KaKO HEKOj KOj 3arpo3yBa HEUHU WHTEPECH, OUJIO0 /1a ce
TOA MOJINTHYKH, EKOHOMCKH WJIN HHTeJIeKTya Hu. Mma-
IIle HEIITO 3aBelyBaykKo BO cera Taa pabora. Mmamie
TAaKBU KOH, KOJIHEJKU Ce BO CBOjaTa MHTEJIEKTYaTHA Yec-
HOCT, Ce IMPOEKTHpaa BO HUYEOBCKOTO Oapame 3a BOC-
IIOCTaBYBalb€ HOBU BPEAHOCTH U 3aBpIIyBaa KaKO
»JIBOPCKU“ MHTEJIEKTYaJII[1 HA HOBUTE OJIMTAPXHUU; He-
KOU CTaHyBaa Ipodecopu KOU CO CBOjOT JEKOHCTPYK-
TUBUCTUYKU >KAPTOH I'M MarerncyBaa KakKO CBOUTE IIOC-
Tapu KoJierd mpo¢ecop, TaKa U CBOUTE CTY/IEHTH, UAKO
HEJIOBOJIHO CHUTYDHHU JIeKa Toa IITO To 300pyBaar e Ha-
BHCTHHA TaKa.

AHasiu3aTa Ha TakKBaTa KOHCTeJallMja Ha OJIHOCUTE
BO MAaKEJIOHCKOTO OIIIITECTBO ITOKaXKyBalle IIaboKu
Tparu Ha 6opba 3a mosuTHYKA MOK. BepyBam neka He
cra”yBaie 300p 3a HEKaKBa OPUTHHAJIHA IOJIUTUYKA
1I0jaBa, TYKy 3a JIEKOHCTPYKI[Hja O/ KOjaIlITO U3BHPAIIle
MIOTEHIIMjaJIHA TOJIUTHYKA MOK. /[0 IOYeTOKOT Ha Jie-
BeZleceTTuTe Jlepusila HeMallle IPOCJIEIEHO KaKBU CE
WIN KakBU Ou OWie MOJIMTHYKUTE HUMIUTUKAIUA Ha

the democratic processes in Macedonia? On the other
hand, I believed, and still do, that certain intrinsic topics,
issues and questions of philosophy need to be compre-
hended as technical questions of the discipline. But, that
does not imply that the entire philosophy of a particular
philosopher, or movement or direction cannot, must
not, and won’t have political consequences.

However, reality and events disputed my beliefs. At
that time, those that were appraised — Derridaean or
postmodernist — were tossed into some political basket
that one needed to exit either as an avant-garde of Mac-
edonian democracy (but tailored in accordance with the
model of the communist transformation avant-garde)
or as someone endangering someone’s interests, being
political, economic or intellectual. There was something
seductive in this whole business. There were those that,
swearing on their intellectual honesty, projected them-
selves into the Nietzschean demand on establishing new
values and ended up being ‘court’ intellectuals of the new
oligarchies; some became professors that with their de-
constructionist jargon enchanted both their elder associ-
ate professors and their students, although insufficiently
certain that what they say is really so.

The analysis of such an assemblage of relations in
Macedonian society showed deep traces of a political
power struggle. I believe that it was not some kind of
original political phenomenon, but a deconstruction
oozing potential political power. Until the beginning
of the "9os, Derrida hadn’t followed through what the
political implications of deconstruction are or what
they would be. Although he did this later on with a set
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JIEKOHCTpyKIujaTta. Mlako Toa ro HampaBH IOJIOIHA CO
HHM3a IIOJINTUYKA TEKCTOBU OFf KOW HAjOYEKYBAaHHOT
Oerre oHOj 3a Mapkc (Marx), IeKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKUOT
aHTa)XMaH BO Make/loHMja He ce TeMeJlellle Ha THE Teo-
peTrcku yBUIH. J[€KOHCTPYKTUBHUCTUYKHOT aHTa)KMaH
Oerrie TOBOJIHO pedOpMaTOPCKHU 3a Ja TH IOAPHE JIOT-
MAaTCKHTE U KOH3ePBaTUBHUTE CTPYKTYPU U MPAKTHKH,
Y JIOBOJIHO HEPAJIUKAJIEH JIa HE TIPEeIN3BUKA BUCTUHCKH
pedopMcku mporecu. TPUKOT CO TEKOHCTPYKITHjaTa BO
mpakca Oellle TpoOHEH: JIOBOJIHO € Jia Ce YCBOH Kap-
TOHOT WM JIUCKYPCOT HA JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa 3a Jja ce
Ouzie in, U UICTOBPEMEHO PabOTHUTE /1a OCTAaHAT KaJIe IIITO
ce, WM aKO IPWINKUTE UCHaHAT IIOBOJIHH J1a ce Ao0ue
yiITe moBeke. JIeKOHCTPyKI[MjaTa HEMAa HUIITO CO BHC-
TUHaTa, BUCTUHATA € HEBO3MOKHA II03HIH]ja, CTBAPHA €
caMO MOKTA.

Hagucruna Gelire 3a4yZ[yBauKo JieKa Toa IITO Tpebarie
Jla TIpeTCTaByBa JlelleHTPUPaHa CTPYKTypa Ha II03Ha-
HHUETO, 3HAEHETO, TT0JIeKa ce IIPeTBopalle BO UHTEJEK-
TyaJleH U OIIITECTBEH INparMaTUYeH mainstream.
Wsrnena cMenrHo, ma u rpoTecKHO, Ha MPUMep, Ha Ka-
TeJIPUTE T10 JInTeparypa wiu punocoduja 1a ce mpeaana
~3Haeme" co Koe ce TBPJHU JieKa co ¢uiocodujaTta u co
JIuTeparyparTa e 3aBpIIeHo, Ieka ¢pumocodujaTa Bo CBO-
jara cymThHaA € JIUTeparypa M Taka HaTaMy M Taka
Haramy. CeTo Toa Oellle MOTKPENEHO CO TEKCTOBUTE HA
Jlepunia u Ha ,,0CTAaHATHUTE ITOCTMOJEPHUCTUYKHA aBTOPH
kako mTo ce Poptu (Rorty), Xacan (Hassan), JIuorap
(Liotard), Bogpujap (Baudrillard). Kako mto cnomeHas,
HEKOU O/I TIocTapuTe MpodeCcOpU U MHTEEKTyaIIu Oea
MarerncaHu O HOBUTE WHTEJIEKTYaJIIH, WIN OapeM ce
IpaBea TaKBU IUIAIIEjKH Ce 3a HUBHUOT OIIITECTBEH
cratyc. Ho, umame u TakBu KoW JaBaa oTmop. Ha
Karezpara no ¢uiocoduja, Ha MPUMEP, JOMUHAHTHA,
aKo He U BO IIeJIOCT, Oelle cTpyjaTa Ha MapKCUCTHYIKHU
opueHTHpaHuTe mpodecopu. Tre cBOUTE HACTAaBHU IPOT-

of political texts of which the most awaited was the
one on Marx, the deconstructionist engagement in
Macedonian was not based on those theoretical insights.
The deconstructionist engagement was sufficiently
reformative to undermine the dogmatic and conservative
structures and practices and sufficiently unradical to
bring about true reformative processes. The catch in the
deconstruction of practice was revealed: it is sufficient
to adopt the jargon or discourse of deconstruction to be
in, and to have things remain where they stand, or if the
circumstances turn out favourable to gain even more.
Deconstruction has nothing to do with truth; truth is an
impossible position, real is the power alone.

It was truly amazing that what was to be a decentralized
structure of cognition, of knowledge, slowly turned
into intellectual and societal pragmatic mainstream. It
seems funny and even grotesque, for example, to teach
‘knowledge’ at the departments of literature or philosophy
that claims that literature and philosophy are done with;
that philosophy, in its essence is literature and so on and
so forth. All this was supported by Derrida’s texts and
by those of ‘the rest of the post-modern authors’ such as
Rorty, Hasan, Leotard, Baudrillard. As mentioned, some
oftheelderprofessorsandintellectuals were enchanted by
the new intellectuals, or at least played interested fearing
their own social status. But, there were also those that
resisted. At the department of philosophy, for example,
the dominant, if not entirely so, was the current of
Marxist-oriented professors. They would complete their
curricula with Sartre. The Frankfurtian philosophers
Adorno and Horkheimer were also excluded from there,
although at least they were supposed to be close to them;
nor were the analytical philosophy philosophers taught,
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pamu rH 3aBpiryBaa co Captp (Sartre). He ce usyuyBaa
Huty ppankdyprckure prtocodpu AnopHo (Adorno) u
Xopkxajmep (Horkheimer), nako 6apem Tue Tpebarie a
UM 6uaaT OJIMCKY; He ce IIpeiaBaa HUTY puitocodure o
aHaMTUYKaTa Guaocoduja HaKo MO HEKOj CTOEIIE BO
HUBHUTE MPOrpaMu Kako IITo ce Burrenmraju (Vitgen-
stein), Pacen (Russell), Kapuam (Carnap). OHa mto um
Oellle U € YIIITe MM € 3a€JTHUYKO Ha HOBUTE JIEKOHCTPYK-
TUBUCTUYKU M HA OHHUE KOH3EPBAaTUBHHUTE HHTEJIEK-
TyaJl[d € HEeTPIEJMBOCTAa KOH aHAJUTUYKaTa (QUIo-
coduja. Pobujara oy aHATUTHIAPHUTE Oellre IpaBaaHa
MIOYHYBAjKH co 3abesemkuTe 3a ¢prtocodpckaTa HEUMHC-
MUPAaTUBHOCT HA aHAJIMTUYKaTa purocodwuja, ma ce 10
UJIEOJIOIIKNUTE CTABOBH HA MapKCHCTUYKaTa (HIIOCO-
duja 3a aHATUTUYKHOT CHUEHTU3aM. [[|eKOHCTPYKTH-
BHUCTUTE IIaK, Ce IOTIHUpaa Ha pUIocopCKuTe yBUIU HA
PopTtu k0j ce obuaysaie fa TH JEKOHCTPyHUpPA COBpe-
MEHUTE UCTPaKyBakba BO aHAIUTHYKaTa pumocoduja 3a
po6JieMUTe Ha jJa3UKOT M YMOT, a KaKO KJIy4eH apry-
MEHT 3a 1mobejiaTa Ha JIEKOHCTPYKITHjaTa HaJl aHATUTHYI-
kaTa ¢puwiocoduja r'u cMeTaa KyJITHHOT TEKCT Ha Jlepuia
,I1OTIINC HacTaH KOHTEKCT* M JucKycwjata co Cepi
(Searle) 3a mpamamara o7 TeopHwjaTa Ha TOBOPDHHUTE
YUHOBH.

ITocTou noBOJIHA MPUYMHA 32 BaKBaTa MO3HWI[MOHHUPA-
HOCT Ha JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKHUTE HHTEJIEKTYaJIH U
KOH3EPBAaTUBHUTE MAaPKCHUCTH KOH aHAJIUTHYKATA (QHUIIO-
coduja. lepuga - KakoB IITO o MO3HABABME U IO WUH-
TepIpeTUpaBMe, BeKe Oellle CIIaKyBaH KaKO ITPOU3BOJ
0/l aMEPUKAHCKUTE M aHTJIUCKUTE KPUTUUAPHU U UHTEP-
MpeTaTopy KOou Oea JIeBO OPUEHTHUPAHU U IIOTEKHYBaa Off
(eMUHUCTUYKUTE WK Tej ABIIKEHATa; Ja He ja CIIo-
MeHyBaMe Jejiickara IIKosa mpeTrcraBeHa of Ilos ge
Mau (Paul de Man) u bap6apa Iloncon (Barbara
Johnson). Toa u He e HEKaKBa HOBOCT 3a aHIJIOAMEPH-
KaHCKaTa KojuduKalyja Ha JeKOHCTPyKIujaTta Ha Jle-

although some were contained in their programmes
such as Wittgenstein, Russell, Carnap. What was, and
still is, common to the new deconstructionist and the
conservative intellectuals is the impatience towards
analytical philosophy. The analyst phobia was justified
starting with the comments on the lack of philosophical
inspiration in analytical philosophy, and reaching the
idealistic standings of Marxist philosophy on analytical
scientism. Deconstructionists, on the other hand,
leaned on Rorty’s philosophical insights attempting
to deconstruct contemporary researches in analytical
philosophy on the issues of language and mind, and they
considered Derrida’s cult text ‘Signature Event Context’
and Searle’s discourse on questions of speech acts theory
as a key argument for the victory of deconstruction over
analytical philosophy.

There is sufficient reason for such positioning of de-
constructionist intellectuals and conservative Marxists
towards analytical philosophy. Derrida, as we know him
and interpret him, was already packed as a product of
American and English left-oriented critics and interpret-
ers that originated from feminist or gay movements; not
to mention the Yale school represented by Paul de Man
and Barbara Johnson. That really isn’t a particular nov-
elty for the Anglo-American codification of Derrida’s de-
construction; the novelty is in the intellectual audience
that appeared following the fall of the Eastern bloc and
American dominance. The language of deconstruction
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pUJia; HOBMHATA € BO WHTEJIEKTyaJIHaTa IyOJIMKa KO_
jamrTo ce jaBW MO IaJIOT HAa HCTOYHUOT OJIOK U aMe-
pHKaHCKAaTa JOMHUHAIM]a. Ja3UKOT Ha JIEKOHCTPYKI[HjaTa
Oellle U ce yIITe € MOJI3yBaH KAKO ja3UK HA HOBUTE UH-
TeJIEKTYaJIIH, a Hej3MHATA UHTEHIja 00e30eyBa MUp-
0JbyOMBa KOEr3UCTEHIIMja CO KOH3EPBATHUBHHUTE MapK-
cucTd. BeymHocT, Muciam fieka ce cirydyBallle cIeTHO-
BO: paboTaTa Ha JEeKOHCTpyKI[HjaTa cama Io cebe He
3HAYeIlle W 3a3eMarbe Ha MOJUTUYKHU CTaB WJIM AHTa-
’KMaH, Meryroa u300poT 3a paboTa co JIEKOHCTPYKITHjaTa
BO JI/IEHU ITOJIUTUYIKH U KYJITYPHU YCIIOBH, HOAUTHUYKU
3HAYeEIlle MHOTY.

HHTepnpeTupaHuoT U KouduKyBaH Jlepuaa u Heropa-
Ta JIEKOHCTPYKIH]ja 6ea CKPOEHH KaKO CIIPOTHCTABYBAbE
Ha aHaJIWTUYKaTa puiocoduja, KaKo eMaHalyja Ha UH-
TeJIEKTyaJTHaTa KPUTHYKA CTEPHJIHOCT U KOH3€PBATHB-
M3aM U Ha XEreMOHU3MOT Ha aHIJVIO-aMEPUKAHCKOTO
omrecTBo. Bo kpajHa inHMja, MUPOJ/byOUBaTa KOET'3HC-
TeHIIMja Ha JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUTE U KOH3€PBATHBHUTE
MapKCHCTH ce TeMeJlellle Ha OTIIOP KOH OHa Ha Koe berle
CIIPOTHUCTaBEH U aHITI0POHCKUOT Jlepua.

JleKOHCTPYKTUBMCTUYKU recTOBU

Ha oBme mTypo cKUIIMpaHU CiIydyBarba O MOXKeJse Ja
IIOTJIEJTHEME KaKO Ha OeKOHCIIpYKIusUCU4KU 2ec-
iosu. bu cakays ma ce mpUMar Kako HEMITO INTO TO
ONKpYyXyBa ,Jlepuna“, kako peHOMEHN KOU HaKO U3-
IJIeZ]aaT HEBAXKHU U TPUBUjAJIHH, IO UCIIOJIHYBAaT yCJI0-
BOT Jla OU/IaT MIPETCTaBeHN KaKO OYUTYBama Ha JIEKOH-
cTpyknujarta. JJOKOJIKY ,JIEKOHCTPYKIIHjaTa“ He ce Of-
HecyBa caMo Ha oHa mTo Jlepyusia ro npaBu BO CBOUTE
TEKCTOBU, TYKy Taa KaKO HHU3a O] pa3rpazdu (meKoH-
CTPYKIIMH) C€ CIydyBa BO Pa3JIMYHU ,TEKCTOBH" KaKO
IIITO € UCKYCTBOTO WJIH OMIITECTBOTO, TOTAIl HACTAHUTE

was and still is used as a language of the new intellec-
tuals; its intention provides peaceful co-existence with
the conservative Marxists. I think that what was really
going on was the following: working on deconstruction
by itself did not also mean assuming of a political stand-
ing or engagement, however the choice to deal with de-
construction in certain political and cultural conditions,
politically meant a lot.

The interpreted and codified Derrida and his decon-
struction were tailored as confrontation to analytical
philosophy, as an emanation of intellectual critical ste-
rility and conservatism and of the hegemony of Anglo-
American society. Finally, the peaceful co-existence of
the deconstructionists and conservative Marxists was
based on resistance to what the Anglophonic Derrida
was opposed to.

Deconstructionist Gestures

We could look at these vaguely sketched events as de-
constructionist gestures. I would like them to be taken
as something that surrounds ‘Derrida’, as phenomena
that, although seemingly insignificant and trivial, com-
ply with the condition of being presented as readings
of deconstruction. If ‘deconstruction’ does not relate
only to what Derrida does in his texts, but happens in
different ‘texts’ such as experience or society as a set of
de-constructions (deconstructions), then we can follow
the events that accompany ‘Derrida’ as deconstructions.
However, this does not concern some biographical,
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KOW TO cienar ,Jlepuzma“ Moxkeme 7la TU IPOCJIEAUME
KaKo JIEKOHCTPYKIIUK. Meryroa, He cTaHyBa 300p 3a He-
KakBa brorpadcka, COIHMOJIONIKA WJIH KYJITYpHA aHAJIN3a
Ha HacTaHUTE MOBP3aHU o ,Jlepuma“, co pazdbupamwero
Ha HErOBUTE CIIHCH, BJIMjAaHHETO IITO TOj TO MMa Ha
Pa3HHU UHCTAHIY BO Pa3JINYHU KOHTEKCTHU WJIH IIEPUOIH,
Pa3HUTE OYeKyBama 0Ji HEr0 CAaMHUOT, TYKy ce paboTH 3a
cylefiere Ha OJIpeZIeHH 2eciliosu IITO Ce MpaBaT BO THE
pamku. [Ipumepu 3a TakBU recToBU UMa MHOTY. ITpoge-
cuoHaau3ayujaiia Ha JeKOHCTPYKTUBUCTHIKHUTE UHUTA-
1A, 0YeKYB8arailla 3a TOJIUTHYKA WHTEPIpeTaIyja Ha
~JAEKOHCTPYKIHjaTa“, Oaparailia 3a Hej3UHA alau-
KattiusHoCll, Hej3UHATA Helpu@ailiaueocili Kako GUIo-
codwuja wu tipudailieHoCll KAKO OJPeIEH CBETOIJIE], CEe
caMo JieJl OJ] MOJKHUTE 2eciliogUu KOW MOXKeMe Jla TH
BOCIIpHEMaMe KaKO JIEKOHCTPYKTUBHU Mmecilia. XopH-
30HTOT HA OBHE HACTAHU HE IO TPAHCIEHAUPA XOPU30H-
TOT Ha ,JeKOoHCTpyKIiujaTta“. O aApyra cTrpaHa, CaMHUTe
2eciliosu ce HEIITO HAJIBOPEIIHO BO OJTHOC Ha JIEKOH-
CTPYKIMjaTa 3aToa IITO THUE M MPOTHUBPEYAT Ha HEj3U-
HaTa UHTEHIIN]ja, IOKAXKyBajKU ja BO HEKAKBO (QYHKITHO-
HAJTHO CBETJIO, OTKPHBAjKH ja Hej3WHATA IPAarMaTUYHOCT
Y OIIPaBJJaHOCT.

Pesarujata mery JeKOHCTPYKTUBUCTHYKHUTE T€CTOBU U
JIEKOHCTpyIHjaTa Ha ,Jlepuma“ 6u mMoxkesie Jia ja mper-
CTaBUME Ha CJIEJITHUOB HAUMH: KOTa ce IIpaBH 00U/ J1a ce
JIonupa, O/pesiy, CJIeU WM BO KpajHa JIMHUja, Ja ce
pasbepe ,,JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa“, OTHOCHO, /1a ce AeUHU-
paar, pasjacHaT WIH IIOCTaBaT OJIpEJEeHH MapaMeTpy Ha
KOXEPEHTHOCT, BCYIITHOCT Ce ITPaBU 00U/ Jia ce HaIrpaBaT
MMIUTAKAIIUY BO IIpaBell Ha Hej3UHAaTa BPEHOCT 3a, Ha
IIPUMED, AIVTMKATUBHOCT, UHTEJIEKTYaJIeH ITPU/I0HEC, IT0-
suThaka 6opba... He Bestam Jieka TaKBU UMILIMKAIIUY HE
MO’KE€ WJIM He CMee Jia ce IIpaBaT, HO 3a OBaa KJiaca
cIy4ad 3a KOHIINTO 300pyBaM, MMILUIMKaTHBHOCTA Ha
,JEKOHCTPYKIIHjaTa“ € KOHTEKCTyaTHAa paMKa Koja tipeil-

sociological or cultural analysis of the events relating
to ‘Derrida’, with an understanding of his writings,
the influence that he has on various instances in dif-
ferent contexts and periods, the various expectations
from him himself, it concerns the following of certain
gestures which occur within those frames. There are
many examples of such gestures. Professionalization of
deconstructive readings, the expectations for a political
interpretation of ‘deconstruction’, the requirements for
its applicability, its unacceptability as philosophy or
acceptance as a certain viewpoint, are only part of the
possible gestures that we can perceive as deconstructive
places. The horizon of these events does not transcend
the horizon of ‘deconstruction’. On the other hand, the
gestures themselves are something external in regard to
deconstruction because they oppose its intention, show-
ing it in some kind of a functional light, revealing its
pragmatism and vindication.

The relation between the deconstructive gestures and
the deconstruction of ‘Derrida’ could be presented in the
following manner: when an attempt is made to locate,
follow or, finally, to understand ‘deconstruction’, i.e. to
define, clarify or pose certain parameters of coherency,
actually an attempt is made to make implications in the
direction of its value for, for example, applicability, intel-
lectual contribution, political fight. I am not saying that
such implications cannot or may not be made, but for the
class of cases that I'm speaking about, implicativeness of
‘deconstruction’ is a contextual frame that precedes the
dialogue with ‘Derrida’. This feature of deconstruction
could be called ‘deconstructive exposure’: the always
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XoOu Ha IUjajioroT co ,,Jlepua“. OBa CBOjCTBO Ha J€KOH-
CTpyKIIjaTa OM MOXKeJle Ja To HapeyeMe ,JIeKOH-
CTPYKTUBHUCTHUYKA H3JI0JKEHOCT: BeKe CEeKOTalll IIOCTO-
€4Ka MOXKHOCT ,,JIEKOHCTpYKIIHjaTa“ /1a Oujie morpentHo
pasbpaHa, careHa WM TPOYUTAHA W HEj3MHATA WH-
TPUHCHUYHA KapaKTEPHUCTHKA Jla MOJKE Ce BITHIIE, JIa Ce
AKCHOMAaTHU3UPA UJIU IPArMAaTHYHO JIa Ce CTPYKTYHPA BO
OJIHOC Ha HEKOj KOHTEKCT.

JlajauspasumMe IpupoaTa Ha JEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUIKHUTE
reCTOBM IOITACTHYHO. Moxeme CJI000HO Ja KaskeMe
Jleka cuTe oOWUaM 3a aHaAJNM3a, MPETCTaByBambe, CIIO-
pellyBame, KpUTUYKO pasTiie/lyBarkbhe, CHCTEMATH3allHja,
JIMjaJior, pacipaBa 1 TH. ce camo MeTadopu, METOHUMHUH,
aHajioruu, QeTHIIN3anuy, WHCUHYaI[uu, apaboyi Ha
~JAeKOHCTpyKiujata Ha Jlepmaa“. Op npyra crpasa,
camaTa ,JIEeKOHCTPYKIIHja“, TOKMy IIOpaJil Hej3uHATa
BIUIIIAHOCT BO KYJTYPHHUTE, OJHOCHO BO HHCTHUTY-
IIMOHAJTHUTE TEKOBH, Ce U3.10Xcysa cebecu na Ouze
HACTaH Ha HEKOj JEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKH TecT. He e
M3JI0JKEHA Ha ITOHATAMOIIHU JIEKOHCTPYKIIUU, TYKYy Ha
HEKaKBO IIeJIOCHO u3MectyBambe. Co ipyru 300poBH, OHA
KOEIIITO ja MPeTCTaByBa MUMILUIMKATUBHOCTA Ha ,,JIEKOH-
CTpYKIHjaTa“, KOEIITO 1 ,,[IPETXO/IN“ KaKO Hej3WHA KOH-
TEKCTyaJIHA paMKa, € XePMEHEBTCKHOT XOPHU30HT Ha
O4YeKyBabe, KOj 110 CBOjaTa IPUPO/IA € PEAYKTUBUCTUUKH
U IIparMatuyeH. J[eKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUUKUTE T€CTOBU HE
ce HUINTO JAPYro TYKy HPOIeCH Ha OYUTYBame Ha
LJEKOHCTPYKIIFjaTa“ BO TEKOBHUTE JUCKYPCH Ha KyJI-

Typara.

CoouyBameTo €O TOj HpPEeAU3BUK HE IO OJAMUHYBA
HHUKOTO KOjIIITO € Ha HEKOj HAaYUH BO OJIHOC CO JIEKOH-
CTPYKTUBUCTUUKUTE noTdatu Ha [lepuna, ma aypu HU
camuor Jlepuzia kora ru OpaHu, pasjacHysa, KOMeH-
ffiupa CBOUTE TEKCTOBU WJIU CTOjAJIUINTA, CTABOBUTE,
CTOjaJIUINITa U JiejcTBaTa Ha JAPYTUTEe IMOBP3aHH CO ,Jie-

existent possibility of misinterpreting, misunderstand-
ing or misreading of ‘deconstruction’ and its intrinsic
characteristic to be inscribed, to be axiomized or prag-
matically structured in relation to some context.

Let us express the nature of deconstructive gestures
more plastically. We can freely say that all attempts
for analysis, presentation, comparison, critical observ-
ance, systematization, dialogue, argument, etc., are
only metaphors, metonymies, analogies, fetishizations,
insinuations, parables of the ‘deconstruction of Derrida’.
On the other hand, ‘deconstruction’ itself, precisely due
to its inscription in cultures, i.e. in institutional streams,
exposes itself to be an event of some deconstructionist
gesture. It is not exposed to further deconstructions, but
to some kind of total displacement. In other words, what
represents the implicativeness of ‘deconstruction’, that
precedes it as its contextual frame, is a hermeneutical
horizon of expectation; that is, reductionist and prag-
matic by nature. Deconstructive gestures are nothing
else but processes of reading ‘deconstruction’ in the cur-
rent discourses of culture.

Facing that challenge does not pass anyone that is in
some way in relation with the deconstructive under-
takings of Derrida, and even Derrida himself, when he
defends, clarifies, comments his own texts or the view-
points and actions of others connected to ‘deconstruc-
tion’. Those that formalize ‘Derrida’ and present him

253



254

Bobi Badarevski Analytical/Continental and Derridaean

KoHcTpynujata®“. He ce offMHUHATH HUTYy OHHE KOU TO
dopmanusupaar ,/lepusna“ v ro mpercraByBaaT KakKo
3HAewe, HUTY OHHE KOWINTO IIPENO3HaBaaT HEKAKOB
BUCTHHCKH, paB /lepua ¥ MOTPENIHO MPEeTCTaBEHUOT
- naxxuuot [epuna. He ce ogMUHATH HUTY OHUE KOH
ro otdpsaaT HETOBOTO €0 TBPJAEjKU JleKa BO HETO
HeMa HUINTO WHTenuru6OwiHo. [IpeamsBunure Ha Je-
KOHCTPYKTHUBHUCTHYIKHUTE TECTOBU C€ TOJIKY TOJIEMU, IIITO
ce IUIalIaM Jieka Ke IpeAN3BHKaaT HeZopa30Oupama U
JIWJIEMH OKOJIy 3HAaYeHeTo U MecTOoTo Ha Jlepuza ymire
IIOTOJIEMHU OJf IOCETALITHUTE.

AHanutnuko/KoHTuHeTanHo

[Ipamamara TOBpP3aHU CO JEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTHUIKUTE
reCTOBU Ce Tpallamkma 3a CUTYHMPAaHOCTA HA JIEKOH-
CTpyKIMjaTa. AHAJIM3aTa Ha TAKBUTE 'eCTOBU € IOBeKe-
KpaTHa, cO Toa IITO ce (POKycHupa Ha HEKOJIKY ACIIEKTHU:
Ha CO/Ip’KMHATA Ha camara JIeKOHCTPYKIIHMja, Ha HEj3UH-
HOT CTaTyC U Ha KOHTEKCTOT BO KOj ce BOAH JUjaJIOTOT CO
IIPETXOJHUTE JBa acnekra. [I[ppuMepoT HA JIEKOHCTPYK-
TUBUCTUYKU T'eCT IITO CaKaM /Ia TO IPUKaKaM Ce Of[He-
CyBa Ha CHTYHPAHOCTa Ha JIEKOHCTPYKIIHjaTa BO KOHTEK-
CTOT Ha JMJjIOTOT aHAJUTHYKA/KOHTUHEHTaJIHA (u-
socoduja. Toa e MOIITHE HHTEPECEH CIIyYaj MIOPAIH CIIe-
nuduUUHaTa CTPYKTYPHUPAHOCT Ha KOHTEKCTOT. Of eqHa
CTpaHa e OOHOT Jla ce BOCIIOCTaBH Jiujajior co Jlepuma
0/l aHAJINTUYKA IIEPCIIEKTUBA, ITOCTOjaHO aKIEeHTUPAjKH
ro Mpo0JIEMOT Ha OTHOCOT aHATUTHYKA/ KOHTUHEHTATHA
dunocoduja. Ox gpyra cTpaHa, AUjasOroT IOCTOjaHO TO
OTBOpA IMPAIIAHETO 32 CTATYCOT M IIPUIIATHOCTA HA TEK-
croBuTe Ha Jlepuza: npunaraar ju Tue Ha duaocodu-
jara wiu He, ICTOBPEMEHO OTBOPAjKH T'0 IPoOJIEMOT Ha
BIIMIIIAHOCTA HA IEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa BO PAMKUTE HA KOH-
TUHEHTaJIHaTa dunocoduja. OBOj KOHTEKCT IO CMETaM
3a 0coODEHO Ba)KeH 3aToa IITO OTBOPA U HEKU JIPYTH

as knowledge, are also not surpassed, neither are those
that recognize some real, true Derrida and a falsely pre-
sented, fake Derrida. Neither are those surpassed that
cast away his work claiming that there is nothing intelli-
gible in it. The challenges of deconstructive gestures are
so great that I fear that they will provoke even greater
misunderstandings and dilemmas than the present ones
concerning the meaning and place of Derrida.

Analytical/Continental

Questions in regard to deconstructive gestures are issues
on the establishment of deconstruction. The analysis of
such gestures is manifold due to the fact that it focuses on
several aspects: on the contents of deconstruction itself,
on its status and on the context in which the dialogue
is led within the two previous aspects. The example
of a deconstructionist gesture that I wish to portray
concerns the position of deconstruction in the context
of the dialogue analytical/continental philosophy. That
is quite an interesting case due to the specific structure
of the context. On one hand, there is the attempt to
establish a dialogue with Derrida from an analytical
perspective, constantly accentuating the problem of
the relation analytical/continental philosophy. On the
other hand, the dialogue constantly opens the issue
of the status and belonging of Derrida’s texts: do they
belong in philosophy or do they not, at the same time
opening the concern of inscription of deconstruction
within continental philosophy. I consider this context
as particularly important because it also opens up
some other topics, such as those on the ’Anglophonic
Derrida’, that I mentioned at the beginning of this text,




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

TEeMH, KaKo IIITO ce OHUE 3a ,aHTI0pOHCKUOT Jlepuma“
KOHU T CIIOMEHAB Ha II0YETOKOT HAa TEKCTOB, HO ¥ TEMUTE
KaKo IIITO ce MpaliameTo Ha GriaocoGCKUOT CTUIL, JIUT-
€papHOCTa UK MOKHOCTA 32 hopMan3alyja Ha JIeKOH-
crpyknujata. Erzemmimdukanujata Ha JEeKOHCTPYK-
TUBUCTUYKUTE T€CTOBU CE€ jaByBa Ha I'PDAHUIIUTE U ja-
3JITe Ha JIaJIEHUOT KOHTEKCT, BO GOPMH KOU BOOOMYaeHO
ce CMeTaaT UPeJIEBAaHTHHU 3a €[JHA CYIITHHCKA COZp-
JKMHCKA aHanu3a. JleTeknujata Ha CUMITOMUTE € II0-
YeTHOTO HUBO HA KO€ U Ke Cce 3aJ[prKaM.

dunocodujara, KakBa IITO ja IO3HABAME JIEHEC Zl0ara BO
eZlHa JUXOTOMHA (popMa, MMEHO, KaKO AHAJUTHYKA U
KOHTHHeHTaTHa (Quiocoduja. Mako Ha mpB moryiern
MO2Ke /1a U3IJIeJla Jileka cTaHyBa 300p 3a HeKaKBa yCJIOB-
HAa U eKCTPUHCHUYHA 110/ies10a Ha TeJIOTO Ha (prtocod-
CKHOT KOPIIyC, paclipaBUTE 3a PA3JIUKUTE CE€ IOBEKe
MMOKa)KyBaaT JieKa CTaHyBa 300p, MO)keOH, 3a IOCYIII-
THHCKA moziesiba. Mima Hu3a mpuHIUNIM Ha mojesba -
MIOYHYBAjKH Of TEXHUYKHU Ipaliama Ha ¢uiocodujata
KaKo JUCITUIINHA, T1a CE /0 HEj3UHUTE COIUjaTHH acIie-
KTH - CO KOM Ha HAjINPEKTeH HAauWH Ce ITOCTABYBa
MpaIIameTo 32 CTAaTyCOT U MECTOTO Ha dustocodujaTa BO
ommTectBoTo. IIpamamara 3a NpUHIUINTE Ha Jeaba
MOXKe Jla ce IocTaByBaT MeTaduaocopcku, MITO MpU-
JIOHECyBa 3a OJIpe/leHa HAITHATOCT IIOMeTy IPUpo/iaTa Ha
THe MPUHIUIIA: HAITHATOCTA MOMely HOPMAaTHUBHUOT U
JIeCKPUIITUBHUOT ACIIEKT.

Moskebu HajaAUpPEKTHUOT CyAup Jocera, momery aHa-
JuTUYKaTa puiocoduja 1 IeKOHCTPyKIMjaTa Ha Jlepu-
Jla BO IIOIJIeJT HA KpUTepuymure 3a (puiocodckoro,
3a MpUIagHOCTa KOH ¢miocodpujaTa, BKIYIYBAjKU TH
CUTE OHHE aCIeKTU KOU T'M CIIOMEHABME, Ce CIIYYH I10
IIOBOJ] HAa3HAUyBameTO Ha /Jlepuza 3a IMOYECeH JIO0K-
Top Ha YHuBep3ureToT Kembpur. ITo Toj moBog Gerre
WCIIPAaTEHO OTBOPEHO NHCMO, TMOTHUIIAHO 07 Bepu

but also the topics such as the issue on philosophical
style, literariness or the possibility of formalization
of deconstruction. Exemplification of deconstructive
gestures appears on the borders and loops of the given
context, in forms that are usually considered irrelevant
for an essential contents’ analysis. The detection of the
symptoms is the starting level and to it I will give my
attention.

Philosophy as we know it today comes in a dichotomic
form, namely as analytical and continental philosophy.
Although at first glimpse it may seem that it concerns
some conditional and extrinsic classification of the
philosophical corpus, arguments on the differences
reveal more and more that the issue concerned is,
maybe, a more essential classification. There is a set of
classification principles — starting with the technical
questions of philosophy as a discipline, and reaching
to its social aspects — with which the question on the
status and place of philosophy in society is posed in the
most direct manner. The questions on the principles of
classification may be posed metaphilosophically, which
contributes to the certain tension between the nature of
those principles: the tension between the normative and
descriptive aspect.

Maybe the most direct clash until now, of analytical
philosophy and Derrida’s deconstruction regarding the
criteria of philosophical, of belonging to philosophy,
including all aspects that we mentioned, happened
on the occasion of Derrida’s receiving of an honorary
degree at the University of Cambridge. On that occasion,
an open letter was sent, signed by Barry Smith, editor,
at that time, of the respected magazine The Monist and
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Cmur (Barry Smith), Torames ypelHUK Ha yIJIEAHOTO
crircaHue ,MOHHUCT® U YIIITe OJT MHOTY APYTH GUI0cOobH
0/l aHAJINTHYKA ITPOBEHHUEHIIH]ja, Mel'y KOM 1 HKOHaTa Ha
a”HasuThukara ¢uiocodpuja Burap Ban Opman Ksaju
(Willard Van Orman Quine).

00 tipogpecopoiti Bepu Cmuiti u Opyau:
Tuwmec (JlounoH), cabota, 9 Maj, 1992

TFocrionune, YuuBep3uteroT KemOpun Ha 16-TH Maj ke
taca ganu rocrnoauHot JKak Jlepusia Tpeba ia ro npumMu
II04YecHUOT AokTopat. Hue kako ¢unocodu u fpyrure Kou
MOoKarkaa akaZleMCcKo U npodeCHOHATTHO UHTEPeCUPabe 3a
U3BOHpeAHATa Kapuepa Ha r-H /lepusa BO TEKOT Ha OBUE
TOZIMHU, BEpyBaMe JieKa CJIeHOBO OU Mokesio /1a ja ¢pau
nmoTpebHAaTa CBET/IMHA HA jaBHATa JiebaTa KOjallTo ce IIo-
BeJle 3a OBa IIpallame.

I'-u Jlepuma cebecu ce omwminyBa Kako ¢uiocod, u
HETrOBUTE CIIMCH HABHUCTHHA HOCAT HEKaKBU obeJiexkja Ha
Taa aucnuiuinHa. Cemak, HUBHOTO BJIMjaHWe OWJIO, Ha
3a4Yy/lyBayKO HUBO, PEUNCH HMCKJIYIUTETHO BO chepu Kou
He I mpumaraat Ha ¢umocodujaTa — KaTeapu 3a GUIMCKU
CTYyAWU, HAa TpPUMEpP, WIH 3a (paHIyCKa U aHIJIUCKA
JIUTEPATypa.

Bo ounTte Ha punocoduTe, U cekako Mery oHre Kou paborat
Ha BoZieukH GMIOCO(CKU KaTeIpU BO CBETOT, paboTaTa Ha
r-g Jlepuia He TU HCIIOJIHYBa NpudaTeHUTe CTaHAApAU 32
jacHOCT ¥ IPeU3HOCT.

Hue 6u nojaste nexa, JOKOJIKY J€JI0TO Ha eJleH (1a peueMe)
(usuuap 6u ce 3eMaso Kako Jja UMa BPETHOCT IIPBEHCTBEHO
3a OHHME KO paboTaT BO PYTH JAUCIHHUILIMHU, TOA CAMO II0
cebe Ou OWJIO JOBOJIHO 3a /1a ce HAMETHE COMHEX BP3
ujiejaTa geka Toj pusudap 6u 6 COOIBETEH KAaHIUAAT 32
IOYeceH JIOKTOP.

by many other philosophers of analytical provenience,
among which the icon of analytical philosophy Willard
van Orman Quine.

From Professor Barry Smith and others:
The Times (London), Saturday, May 9, 1992

Sir, The University of Cambridge is to ballot on May 16
on whether M. Jacques Derrida should be allowed to go
forward to receive an honorary degree. As philosophers and
others who have taken a scholarly and professional interest
in M. Derrida’s remarkable career over the years, we believe
the following might throw some needed light on the public
debate that has arisen over this issue.

M. Derrida describes himself as a philosopher, and his writ-
ings do indeed bear some of the marks of writings in that
discipline. Their influence, however, has been to a striking
degree almost entirely in fields outside philosophy -- in
departments of film studies, for example, or of French and
English literature.

In the eyes of philosophers, and certainly among those
working in leading departments of philosophy throughout
the world, M. Derrida’s work does not meet accepted stand-
ards of clarity and rigour.

We submit that, if the works of a physicist (say) were simi-
larly taken to be of merit primarily by those working in oth-
er disciplines, this would in itself be sufficient grounds for
casting doubt upon the idea that the physicist in question
was a suitable candidate for an honorary degree.
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Kapuepara Ha r-H /lepuza e BKOpeHeTa BO BO30OyAIMBUTE
JIEHOBU Ha '60-TUTE U HETOBUTE CIIMCU BO KOHTUHYHUTET IO
OTKPHUBAAaT CBOETO IOTEKHYBaMe 071 TOj Iepuosi. MHory of
HUB Ce YIHU JIeKa Ce COCTOjaT, ¥ Toa BO 3HAYNTEJIEH JIEJI, O
€71a00pUPaHU IIETH U CJINYHU ja3UYHU UTPH KAKO ,,JIOTUYKHU
danycanuu® u HU ce YMHU JleKa I-H Jepra peurcu ycmean
Jla U3Tpajiyl Kaprepa o7 OHa LITO HUe o cMeTaMe 3a IIpe-
BeZlyBame BO akajieMckaTa cdepa Ha TPUKOBU U JIOCETKU
CIMYHU Ha OHHE Ha [lafjaucTuTe WM HA KOHKDETHUTE
moetu. CeKako JieKa TOj BO TOj IOIJIE] IMOKaXKa MPHINYHA
opuruHaiHocT. Ho, TOBTOpHO /071aBaMe, TakBaTa OPUTU-
HaJIHOCT He ¥ JIaBa TeKWHA Ha U/ejaTa JeKa TOj € COOJ{BETEH
KaHAUAAT 32 TI0YECeH JOKTOP.

Muory ¢pannycku ¢uiocodpu Bo r-H /Jlepupa riezaat
€ZIMHCTBEHO II0BO/I 32 IIPUKPHEH cPaM OJf TOA IIITO HETOBUTE
Oynasieema MpUI0HECOA MHOTY KOH IIMPOKO TPUDATEHHOT
BIIEYATOKOT JIeKa coBpeMeHara ¢paHiyycka ¢uiocodpuja e
HEIIITO MAJIKy IIOBEKE O] IIPEIMET 32 UCMEBAIBE.

ObemuuTe crrcu Ha r-H Jlepuza, copes Hac, TH pacrer-
HyBaaT BoOOMYaeHUTe (pOopMH Ha aKazieMCKO paboTere 10
CTelleH Ha HEIpPeNno3HaTiuBocT. U yiuTe moBeke — Kako
IIITO MOKE JIa 3aKJIyIH CEKOj yurarest 3a cebe (a, 32 oBaa
IIeJT He € BaKHO KO0ja CTpaHHUIla Ke ce 3eMe) — BO HETOBUTE
CIIMCH € YIIOTpeOeH CTWJI Ha MHUIIyBalbe KOj M IPKOCH Ha
pasbupimBocTa.

MuorymuHa nokaxkasue go6pa Bosja Ha r-H Jlepuna na my
Zla/1aT IaHca U 71a ja OcTaBaT MOYKHOCTA eZIeH TOJIKY JI71aboK
U TEKOK 33 WHTEPIIPETUPAIbe ja3HUK Ja KpHe HaBUCTHHA
I71a00KHU U CYIITHJIHA MUCJIH.

MefyToa, KOra Ke ce HallpaBU HATIOP /14 Ce HaBJIe3€ BO HETO,
celak CTaHyBa jacHO, 6apeM HaM HU CTaHyBa jacHO, JieKa, U
KOra BOOIITO Ce a/IeHN KOXePEHTHU TBP/EHA, THE Ce WU
JIQKHU WIU TPUBUjAITHU.

M. Derrida’s career had its roots in the heady days of the
1960s and his writings continue to reveal their origins in
that period. Many of them seem to consist in no small part
of elaborate jokes and the puns ”logical phallusies” and
the like, and M. Derrida seems to us to have come close to
making a career out of what we regard as translating into
the academic sphere tricks and gimmicks similar to those
of the Dadaists or of the concrete poets. Certainly he has
shown considerable originality in this respect. But again, we
submit, such originality does not lend credence to the idea
that he is a suitable candidate for an honorary degree.

Many French philosophers see in M. Derrida only cause
for silent embarrassment, his antics having contributed
significantly to the widespread impression that
contemporary French philosophy is little more than an
object of ridicule.

M. Derrida’s voluminous writings in our view stretch the
normal forms of academic scholarship beyond recognition.
Above all -- as every reader can very easily establish for
himself (and for this purpose any page will do) -- his works
employ a written style that defies comprehension.

Many have been willing to give M. Derrida the benefit of the
doubt, insisting that language of such depth and difficulty of
interpretation must hide deep and subtle thoughts indeed.

When the effort is made to penetrate it, however, it becomes
clear, to us at least, that, where coherent assertions are be-
ing made at all, these are either false or trivial.
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AXaJIeMCKH CTaTyC KOjIITO Ce 3aCHOBA BP3 OHA IIITO HAM HU
ce YMHH KaKO HEIITO MAJIKy MOBEKe O] TOJIOBUYHO UHTEJIET-
UOWIHN HalaJy BP3 BPEIHOCTUTE HA pPa3yMOT, BUCTHHATA
U aKaJIEMCKOTO paboTerme, HE € JIOBOJIEH ITOBOJ, CMETaMe
HUeE, 32 JI0/IeJTyBatbe Ha ITOYeCeH JOKTOPAT MPH eZleH IeHET
VHUBEP3UTET.
Co mouwur,
Bepu Cmut (Ypenuuk Ha MoHuci)

Xanc AnbGepr (ManxajMcku yHuBep3urter), /[lejBun
Apmcrponr (Cuzmnu), Pyr Bapkan Mapkyc (Jemwn), Kut
Kamn6en (Cumuan), Puyapy naycep (Hojmares), Pygoad
Xanmep (I'pam), Macumo Myruaum (Pupenna), Kesun
Masnuran (PKenea), Jlopenro Ilewa (Magpua), Bumaps
Bad Opman Ksaju (Xapsaps), Bondraur Pox (UuCOpyK),
Kapn HIyman (YTpexr), Haumen Iynrxec (Hojmaren),
ITutep Cumonc (Canoypr), Perne Tom (Byp — cyp -HBer),
Hamac Bunapza (Jloc Annenec), Jaun Bosiencku (Kpakos)
Internationale Akademie fiir Philosophie, Obergass 75,
9494S Schaan, Liechtenstein.

Peuncu ucroBpemeHno, /lepuja BO €IHO HHTEPBjy IO
KOMEHTHpAIIIE 0BOj HACTaH:

[Ipamamero 72 ce 3Hae IITO MOXe Jla Ce Hapeue
»~prmocodpuja“ orcekoram 6HII0 camoilio TUpawuarbe Ha
¢unocodujara, HejsuHATA CPLIEBUHA, HEJ3UHOTO IIOTEKJIO,
HEJ3UHUOT >KUBOTEH MPUHIIUIL. BUJIejKU OBOj recT, KOjIITo
MPBOOUTHO W KOHCTUTYTHUBHO € (MIocodCKU TecT, € U
MOBTOPYBAaH M WCIUTYBaH BO CE IITO IHUIIMyBaM, OUejKu
Mojara paboTa 61 HeMasia HUKaKBa cMuciIa 6e3 Hej3UHOTO
€KCIUIMITUTHO, TIOBTOPYBAYKO M CUCTEMATCKO IIOBUKYBAaHe
Ha Ilnaron, Apwucroren, Jlekapt, Kant, Xeren, Huue,
Xycepsn, Xajaerep ¥ HEKOJKYMHWHA APYTd aBTOpU (wiu
0/l KAaHOHOT WJIU He), NTOBUKYyBakha HAaIllpaBeHH BO TEKOT
Ha TpHieceT TOJUHH, MOTHBUTE HA OHME KOHM cakaaT Jia
HerupaaT Jeka MojaTta pabora e ,puaocoduja“ mopa ma

Academic status based on what seems to us to be little more
than semi-intelligible attacks upon the values of reason,
truth, and scholarship is not, we submit, sufficient grounds
for the awarding of an honorary degree in a distinguished
university.

Yours sincerely,
Barry Smith (Editor, The Monist)

Hans Albert (University of Mannheim), David Armstrong
(Sydney), Ruth Barcan Marcus (Yale), Keith Campbell
(Sydney), Richard Glauser (Neuchatel), Rudolf Haller
(Graz), Massimo Mugnai (Florence), Kevin Mulligan
(Geneva), Lorenzo Pena (Madrid), Willard van Orman
Quine (Harvard), Wolfgang R6d (Innsbruck), Karl
Schuhmann (Utrecht), Daniel Schulthess (Neuchétel),
Peter Simons (Salzburg), René Thom (Burs-sur-Yvette),
Dallas Willard (Los Angeles), Jan Wolenski (Cracow)
Internationale Akademie fiir Philosophie, Obergass 75,
9494S Schaan, Liechtenstein.

Almost at the very same time, Derrida commented on
this event in an interview:

The question of knowing what can be called “philosophy”
has always been the very question of philosophy, its heart,
its origin, its life-principle. Since this gesture, which is
originally and constitutively a philosophical gesture, is
both repeated and examined in everything I write, since my
work would have no sense outside its explicit, recurrent,
and systematic references to Plato, Aristotle, Descartes,
Kant, Hegel, Nietzsche, Husserl, Heidegger, and several
other authors (whether in the canon or not), references
made over a period of thirty years, the motives of those who
wish to deny that my work is “philosophy” must be sought
elsewhere. That is their problem, not mine. Most often,
I think these inquisitors confuse philosophy with what
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ce OapaaT Ha Apyro mecto. Toa e HUBEH mpobJieM, a He
Moj. Hajuecto cMeram [ieKa OBHE KECTOKU HCIIHTYBAYH
ja memaat ¢mwiocodujaTa co Toa IITO T'U HAYJHIE Jia TO
petipodyuupaaili BO TpaAWIjaTa ¥ CTHIOT Ha OApeIeHa
WHCTUTYIIHja, BO pPaMKUTe Ha MOM0OpO WJIM IIOJIOIIO
YyyBaHa — WX 0I06PO, MOJIOIIO U TOMAJIKY 06PO YyBaHA
— ONIITECTBEHA U ITpOdECHOHATHA CPEANHA.

Kosiky 1 72 ce pa3jiMYHU MOTUBUTE 32 OIEHKUTE 3a
YCITEIITHOCTA UJIA HEYCITEITHOCTA Ha JIEKOHCTPYKI[AjaTa 1
Ha /lepria Kako Hej3UH IPOTArOHUCT, €THO € HECOMHEHO
CUTYpDHO: BeKe TpueceT U IoBeke roguuu [lepupa He
ycrea Aa ja DOOJMMKU JEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa 0 HETOBUTE
HQjroJIeMHU KPUTHUYApH, a HUTY THe, (UIocodpuTe of
QHAJINTUYKATa IIPOBEHUEHIMja HEe H3HAjAoa HAYMH
Jla ja PEeKOHCTPyHWpaaT HMMIUIMIUTHATA JOKTPUHA Ha
Hepunaosara pmwiocodbuja. HuBHUTE COMHEXH, 1A AYPU
U npenybeayBama 3a MOCTOmE (Pritocodpcka JOKTPUHA
BO paborarta Ha [lepmzaa, Toj T oxpabpyBlle cO HHU3a
,CTAaBOBU“ M ,3a0esIeNKN", TIa JIypu 1IN Iacaku O/
HETOBUTE KHUTU U TEKCTOBH 3a TOA Kako duiocodpujara
He MO’Ke HUTY yCIIeBa Jla TO BUU WJIH J]a TO OMPEeTH
TOA IIITO TOj 0 PaOOTH U KOH KOEIIITO ce oOpaka.

Heycnexor Ha obujauTe 3a apryMeHTHpaHa pacipaBa
BOJIellle KOH TaKaHApEeYHOTO eiliuuko duTambe Ha Jle-
pusia, HAJMHOTY U3PA3eHO BO TPYAOBHUTE Ha aBTOPHUTE
kako mro ce: Cajmon Kpuwru (Simon Critchley), I'a-
jarpu CnuBak (Gayatri Spivak), Ileppu Benunrron
(Geoffrey Bennington), Ilon Kamyro (John Caputo),
ITon Casnmc (John Sallis), dpycuna Kopuen (Drucilla
Cornell). [lejpug T'omambuja (David Golumbia), enen
OJ IPOTAarOHUCTUTE HA ellluuKOoilo unTame Ha lepuaa,
HMCTAaKHyBa JIeKa CO TAKBHOT IIPHUCTAll OBO3MOXKYBa Jia
ce pasbepe JlepuzoBaTa MHTEPBEHIIHja BO 3amajHaTa
JIUCKYp3WBHa Ipakca HapeueHa ¢uiocoduja, omHOC-
HO, HETOBUTE JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKUA TE€CTOBH BO pe-

they have been taught to reproduce in the tradition and
style of a particular institution, within a more or less well
protected—or rather, less and less well protected—social
and professional environment.

However different the motives for the assessments of
the successfulness or unsuccessfulness of deconstruc-
tion and of Derrida as its protagonist, one thing is un-
doubtedly certain: in thirty years and more, Derrida has
not yet succeeded in bringing deconstruction closer to
his greatest critics, nor have they, the philosophers of
analytical provenience, found a way to reconstruct the
implicit doctrine of Derrida’s philosophy. Their doubts,
prejudice even, about the existence of a philosophical
doctrine in Derrida’s work, were supported by him with
a set of ‘views’ and ‘notes’, and even entire passages of
his books and texts on how philosophy cannot do so, nor
succeeds in seeing or determining what he works and
what he addresses.

The unsuccessfulness of the attempts for an arguable
argument led to the so-called ethical reading of Der-
rida, strongly expressed in the works of authors such as:
Simon Critchley, Gayatri Spivak, Geoffrey Bennington,
John Caputo, John Sallis, Drucilla Cornell. David Go-
lumbia, one of the protagonists of the ethical reading
of Derrida, makes a point that such an approach allows
for the understanding of Derrida’s intervention in the
Western discursive practice called philosophy, i.e. his
deconstructionist gestures in the relations between the
activity called philosophy and the production of what is
called philosophical doctrines. According to Golumbia,
what this reading of Derrida implies is Derrida’s posi-
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JIaruTe IoMery akTUBHOCTA HapeueHa ¢uiocoduja u
IIPOJIyKIMjaTa Ha OHA IITO ce HapeKyBa (umocodcku
noktpunu. Cropes I'osam6uja, OHa IITO OBAa UHUTAHE
Ha Jlepuya ro uMimnypa e craBot Ha Jlepuga KoH 3a-
aJIHaTa aHAJIUTUYKA prtocodrja: HaKo aHAJIUTHIKATA
dunocoduja, oHaKa KaKo IITO € KOHCTUTYHPaHa, IPeT-
craByBa 00OW/ 3a 0€rcrBo O HMCTOpPHjaTa, Hej3MHATA
cerairHa II0CTaBeHOCT, Hej3MHATa KOHIIENTyaIHa arnapa-
Typa U METOZI0JIOTHja He ce HUIITO JIPYTro TYKy Hej3uHa
OTeJIOTBOPEHOCT U CUTYHPAHOCT BO UCTOpHjaTa:

Ha ce ananusupa ,,bWIOCOPCKUOT AUCKYPC” BO HEromaTa
¢opma, HEroBUTE Pa3HU KOMIIO3UIINHU, HETOBATA PETOPHKA,
HeropuTe MeTadOpH, HETOBUOT ja3WK, HETOBUTE (DUKIIUH,
Cce IITO M IPOTHUBPEYH Ha MPEBOJIMBOCTA, M TaKa HAaTaMy,
He 3HAYH TOj /Ia ce CBe/ie Ha ynteparypa. Toa Iypu u e BO
rojieM cremeH ¢uiaocodcka 3amadya (Mako He OCTaHyBa
dunocobcka Bo CHOT HEj3UH TeK), Ja Ce HCTPaKyBaar
oBue ,popMu“ Kou moBeke He ce camMo (GOpPMH, KaKO U
MOJQTUTETHUTE CIIOPEN KOU, CO MHTEPIIPETUPAHE HA TTOE3U-
jara u JuTepaTypara, MPUNUIIYBAjKW M HA IIOC/IEHATA
OTIIITECTBEH U MOJUTUYKHU CTATyC, U OOUAYBAIETO THE 1A
Ce HCKJIy4aT OJi HEj3SUHOTO COIICTBEHO TeJIO, aKa/IeMCKOTO
WHCTUTyHpame Ha driocodujara ja mobapa cBojaTa COII-
CTBEHA aBTOHOMHOCT, M IIPAaKTHKYBallle Henpudakame BO
OJTHOC Ha CBOjOT COIICTBEH ja3WK, OHA IINTO Ce HapeKyBa
»OYKBJIIHOCT® W TIHIIyBake BOOMIITO; Taka, TOa HE THU
Mperno3Ha BUCTHMHCKH HOPMUTE Ha COICTBEHUOT JTUCKYPC,
OJTHOCUTE TIOMery TOBOPOT U IHIITYyBAHETO, TOCTAIIKUTE Ha
KaHOHU3HUPAame Ha IIOT0JIEMH WM Ha TEKCTOBH 3a IIPUMED,
¥ Taka Haramy. OHUEe KOU [IPOTECTUPAAT IPOTUB CUTE OBUE
mpaliama caKaar /ja 3allITUTAT KOHKPETEH NHCTUTYIIHOHA-
JIeH aBTOPHUTET Ha (putocodujaTa, BO 00JIUKOT BO KOj Oelire
3aMp3HAT BO JIaJIeH MOMEHT. 3allTUTYyBajku ce cebecu
MIPOTUB OBHE Ipalllalkhba U IPOTUB TPaHCHOPMALMUTE KOU
mpaliamaTra I'd HaMeTHyBaaT WIH MPETIOCTABYyBaaT, THE
KCTO TaKa ja IITUTAT HHCTUTYIHjaTa oA pumocodujara.

tion towards western analytical philosophy: although
analytical philosophy, as it is constituted, represents an
attempt to escape from history, its current position, its
conceptual apparatus and methodology are nothing but
its embodiment and establishment in history:

To analyze “philosophic discourse” in its form, its modes
of composition, its rhetoric, its meta-phors, its language,
its fictions, everything that resists translation, and so
forth, is not to reduce it to literature. It is even a largely
philosophical task (even if it does not remain philosophical
throughout) to study these “forms” that are no longer just
forms, as well as the modalities according to which, by
interpreting poetry and literature, assigning the latter a
social and political status, and seeking to exclude them from
its own body, the academic institution of philosophy has
claimed its own autonomy, and practiced a disavowal with
relation to its own language, what you call “literality” and
writing in general; it thereby misrecognized the norms of its
own discourse, the relations between speech and writing,
the procedures of canonization of major or exemplary
texts, and so forth. Those who protest against all these
questions mean to protect a certain institutional authority
of philosophy, in the form in which it was frozen at a given
moment. By protecting themselves against these questions
and against the transformations that the questions call for
or suppose, they are also protecting the institution against
philosophy.
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BakBaTa mosunuja I'ostambwuja ja ryieja 1 BO Heromara
peakiuja Ha Adepara Kem6purl. Meryroa, BAKBOTO 00-
jacHyBame Ha O/THOCOT Ha JIeKOHCTPYKIMjaTa U aHaJIU-
TU4YKaTa procoduja ro U3BMeCcTyBa TEKUIITETO HA MOXK-
HOCTa 07 BOCIIOCTAaBYBa€ Ha AMjasioroT. Jlypu u z1a ce
MpU3Hae TPUBUjATHOCTA 32 HCTOPUCKATa ITOBP3aHOCT
nmomery duiocodpujaTa U IpoAyKIHjaTa Ha umocod-
CKUTe JOKTPUHU, OUUIJIETHA € IIpOMeHaTa Ha Te3UTe:
TeMUuTe U POKYCOT Ha MHTEPECOT Ha aHAJIUTUUYKaTa Qu-
socoduja 6ea U ce OHA IIITO MOXKE JIa Ce OKBATH(PUKYBa
KaKoO TeopHja U 3Haewme BO JlepusaoBuTe TEKCTOBU, HO
He W OHa 3a mTo 300pyBa l'osmambuja. Tpanchopma-
ujaTa Ha JIEKOHCTPYKIHjaTa BO WCTOPHICKA JOKTPHUHA
3a UCTOPUCKATA WHCTUTYIIHOHAJIM3UPAHOCT Ha (DHUII0CO-
(dujaTa m Hej3UHUTE AUCKYPCH, ja MPETBOpaA JIEKOH-
CTPYKIHjaTa BO €/IeH UCTOPUIIN3aM, U3MECTYBajKH ja U
TaKa HeNoITyJlapHaTa CJINKA Ha JAEKOHCTPYKIHjaTa KaKO
cepuo3zeH ¢umocodcku mordar.

KOHTeKCTOT 1ITO TO HyAW elliuuKollo YUTAke Ha JEKOH-
CTpYKIIFjaTa € IOBeKe IOJIUTUYKH U Toa Cce OOuayBa
JIEKOHCTPYKIIFjaTa /ia ja ,MCKOPHUCTU" 32 IIeJIM IIOMHAKBU
o71 OHHE IITO OM MOXKeJie Jja TH JIeTEKTHpaMe KaKO BO-
oOWYaeHN WHTEHIUHM HA JEKOHCTpPyKIujarta. Toa e mcro
TaKa eJHO PEeAYKTUBUCTHUYKO unTame Ha lepuna. Pemyk-
TUBHUCTHUYKU € ¥ PUKA30T Ha aHAJTUTHYKaTa (procoduja
KaKo IeJINHA U TMO3HWIMja IITO M Ce CIIPOTHUCTaByBa Ha
JleKOHCTpyKnujata. KiuIeTo KoemrTo ce MOBTOPYBa BO
n300pOT Ha aHWIHTHUYKUTE (Prmocopu WU CTAaBOBU 3a
auCTOPUYHOCTA HA usmocodujaTa u keytbaTa 3a HEKAKOB
YHUBep3aJieH JIOTUYKH ja3uK, ja MOKaKyBaaT WX HEWH-
dopmupaHoCTa HAa aBTOPUTE HA IPOETUYKOTO YUTAHE HITH
HerCcKpeHaTa U Heep Hamepa KOH myOsiukara. OHue 3a
KOH THe 300pyBaaT WJIU Ce YIITe Ce Ha TUIATHUTE CITHCOIIN
Ha /ip>kaBHUTe (DOH/IOBU 3a HayKa U 00pa3oBaHUe, WIH ce
BeKe WCTOpUja, a aUCTOPUCKUOT cTaB 3a (rutocodwujara,
JIOKOJIKY TIOCTO€JI BO TakBa (hopMa, € 3aMHUHAT CO HUB.

Golumbia also sees this position in his reaction to the
Cambridge Affair. However, this interpretation of the
relation of deconstruction and analytical philosophy
disturbs the base of the possibility of establishing a
dialogue. Even if the triviality of the historical bond
between philosophy and the production of philosophical
doctrines is recognized, the change in the theses
is obvious: the topics and the focus of the interest
of analytical philosophy were and are what can be
qualified as theory and knowledge in Derrida’s texts,
but not including what Golumbia is talking about.
The transformation of deconstruction in an historical
doctrine on historical institutionalization of philosophy
and its discourses turns deconstruction into an
historicism, thereby disturbing, the already unpopular
image of deconstruction as a serious philosophical
undertaking.

The context that is offered by the ethical reading of
deconstruction is one that is more political and it tries
to ‘use’ deconstruction for purposes other than those
that we could be able to detect as normal intentions
of deconstruction. It is also a reductionist reading of
Derrida.The portrayal of analytical philosophy as a
whole and a position that withstands deconstruction is
also reductionist. The reoccurring cliché in the choice
of the analytical philosophers or positions on the
ahistoricity of philosophy and the desiring of a universal
logical language, reveal either the uninformedness of
the authors of the pro-ethic reading or the insincerity
and dishonest intention towards the audience. Those
that they speak of are either still on the pay-rolls of state
science and educational funds, or are already history and
the ahistorical position on philosophy, if it ever were in
such form, is gone with them.
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Enna npyra rpyma aBTOpu ce oOWayBa /a NpHjAe KOH
JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa Of] €/IeH APYT aciekT. Tue HUTY ce
obuayBaar /fa TH WCTpakaT AOKTpuHUTE Ha [lepuna,
HUTY I1aK /Ia TO [TIOCTABaT BO HEKAKOB HcTOpHIu3aM. Tue
IIPOCTO ja CIIOpeAyBaar, TOJIKYyBaaT, BKPCTYBAT (QHUI0CO-
¢dujara Ha lepuzaa co puiocodpujaTa Ha AHATUTHIKUTE
dunocodu, kako mro ce aBuacon (Davidson), KsajH,
Butrenmraju, Cenepc. OBue nordaTtu Hemaiie j1a buiar
npudaTeHn Kako HEIITO HEBOOOWYAEHO [OKOJIKY He
cTaHyBalle 300p 3a HENITO IITO U3IJIe/la HECBEIJINBO.
Bo HHBHATa HaMBHA MCKPEHOCT HAa OHA IITO IO IIPaBar,
ITOHEKOTAIIl U3IJIe/Ia JIeKa € TOJIKY IIPUPO/IHA paboTa Ja
Ce CIIOpeZIaT TEOPHUUTE 32 jJa3UKOT U 3BHAYEHETO HA HEKOU
AHAIUTHYKA QUI0CO(PU CO HEKOUM EKCIUIMITUTHU aHaJI-
W3 WU CO PEKOHCTPYUPAHUTE Teopuu Ha Jlepuza.

Hajuectu nmpumepu Ha AUjaJIOT CO IEKOHCTPYKITHjaTa BO
KOHTEKCTOT Ha CIIOpeA0eHUTEe aHAU3U Ce CJTUYHOCTUTE
co ryeauIITaTa 3a jasukor Ha KBajH u Ha JlaBH/ICOH.
KoHcTaTHpaHuTe pa3/MKU ce OfHeCcyBaaT WM HA JIUC-
KYP3UBHUTE, CTHJICKUTE, ICTOPUCKUTE WM Ha brorpad-
CKHUTE KOHTEKCTH.

KoJsiky 1 /1a ce BakBUTe KOMIIAPAaTUBHU IIPUO/IH BO IIPUH-
U BO3MOXKHHU, CEMaK, HUBHHUOT JI€KOHCTPYKTHUBUC-
TUYKHU TECT Ce COTJIEZyBa BO €KCTpaImoJianijaTa Ha pas-
HOPOJHUTE JFICKYPCH BO €/[UHCTBEHA apryMeHTaTHBHA
MaTpurna. Maejara Ha ,,KOMIIapaTUBHUOT IIPUOJ" € /1a TH
IocTaBy (He /1a TM OHEBO3MOXKHU) ITPaBUJIaTa 3a TPAHC-
dopmanuja Ha HekakBa apryMeHTAaTHBHA JIMHU]jA, IO
KOja M HHU3 KOja apryMEHTHUTE O/ Pa3HOPOJHUTE JIHIC-
KypCH - OHUE Ha JIEKOHCTPYKI[UjaTa U OHHE Ha KOMIIa-
PUPAHUOT aHUTUTUYKYU Prtocod - ce HaIOBP3yBaaT BO
HEKaKBa 11eJ1ec000Pa3HOCT MO OAPEAEHO MPAIlahe UJIN
TeMa. 3a Ja ce HalpaBU TOA4, OCBEH IPUHIMIOT Ha
aHaJIOTHja KOJIITO BJIajiee BO WUHTEPIpeTaIujaTa, MmoT-
pebHO e 71a ce MpUKaXKke JIEKOHCTPYKIMjaTa BO aHAJIU-

Another group of authors is trying to approach
deconstruction from another aspect. They neither try
to study Derrida’s doctrines, nor to position it in some
kind of historicism. They simply compare, interpret,
cross Derrida’s philosophy with the philosophy of
the analytical philosophers such as Davidson, Quine,
Wittgenstein, Sellers. These undertakings would not have
been accepted as something unusual if something that
appears unanalysable was not concerned. In their naive
sincerity in what they are doing, it sometimes appears as
such a natural thing to compare the theories of language
and significance of certain analytical philosophers with
some explicit analyses or with Derrida’s reconstructed
theories.

The most common examples of dialogue with decon-
struction in the context of comparative analyses are the
similarities in the views on language of Quine and of
Davidson. The established differences concern either the
discursive, style, historical or biographical contexts.

However possible these comparative approaches may be
in principle, yet their deconstructionist gesture is recog-
nized in the extrapolation of the various discourses into
a single argumentative matrix. The idea of ‘comparative
approach’ is to set (not to make impossible) the rules of
transformation of some argumentative line, along and
throughout which the arguments of various discourses
— those of deconstruction and those of the compared
analytical philosopher — interconnect in some appropri-
ateness in regard to a certain issue or theme. In order to
accomplish that, aside from the principle of analogy that
rules in interpretation, it is necessary to portray decon-
struction in analytical terms or to present some of the
supposed deconstructionist operations with certain ana-
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TUYKHU TEPMHUHU WX HEKOU O/ IPETIIOCTABEHUTE JIEKOH-
CTPYKTHUBUCTUYKHU OIIEPAIlUH Ja Cce MPHUKaXKaT co Of-
peneHn aHAJIUTUYKH oTe3u. Ho, Baxku u 06paTHOTO:
AHAJINTUYKATA apPXUTEKTypa Ha PE30HUPAIETO /1A Ce
IpeBeJie BO JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKYA TEPMUHU. MHOTY €
BEpPOjaTHO JIeKa HEKOMY KOjIITO € J00po yIaTeH u
00yd4eH BO JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTHYKATA HHTEPIIPETATHBHA
IIpaKca, BAKBUTE KOMIIADATHBHU KOHTEKCTH OU My W3-
IJie/iajie KaKO CTPATETHCKA OCMHUCIIEHA JEKOHCTPYKIIHja
Ha OJTHOCOT aHAJIUTHYKa (prytocoduja/IeKOHCTPYKIHja,
CO rojyieMa J1o3a Ha rpoTeckHa napoauja. Ho, He e Taka.
ABTOpUTE Ha TEKCTOT CO IEJTHOT CBOj aBTOPUTET U CEPH-
03HOCT ce 00MyBaaT 7ja ja MpeTCTaBaT AeKOHCTPYKI[UjaTa
Y Hej3WHATa CMHUCJIEHOCT. JJOKOJIKY He ycIieBaatr BO TOa,
THe He ja JIOBeyBaaT BO IIpalllalbe caMO OCTPHUHATA Ha
CBOUTE aHAJIUTUYKU I1epa, TYKy TOA 3HAYU JieKa CO UH-
TEJIMTUOMTHOCTA Ha JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa HEITO HE € BO
pen.

Enna o/ kKapaKTepUCTHKHUTE 32 KOM OOWYHO Cce cMeTa
JIeKa JOBOJTHO ja MOKa)KyBaaT pasjIdKara IoMery aHa-
JIMTUYKaTa U KOHTUHEHTaJIHaTa puiocoduja € MECTOTO
U yJjiorara IITO apryMeHTOT r'o uMa Bo duiocodckure
TeKCTOBU. Bo aHamuTmukaTta dunocoduja, apryMeHTOT
MMa IIOTOJIEM IIPOCTOP M PECHEKT HACIPOTH PEeTo-
PUYKHUTE eJIEMEHTH Ha KOHTUHEHTaIHaTa Guaocoduja.
ApryMeHTHPAHO J1a Ce paclpaBa, Jia Ce IOKaKyBa U Jia ce
OpaHU CTaBOT WJIHM CTojasuiITeTo, 0€e3 ma ce mpe-
packaxyBa HeYHe CTojayiniiTe (Kako IITO TOA IO IpaBaT
JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKUTE TOCTMOJEPHUCTH) CE CYII-
TUHCKUTE 0Oesie3U Ha aHAJTUTUYKOTO JlebaTupame U pac-
mpaBa. Ho, kako /a ce BOAM apryMeHTHpaHa pacipaBa
co Jlepuna? Kako s1a ce pazbepe HENPHUjaTHOTO UCKYCTBO
Ha ®yko (Foucault) u Cepi (Searle), koj Bo HHTEpBjyTO
3a Reason (deBpyapu, 2000) Beyu:

lytical moves. But, the opposite also applies: to translate
the analytical architecture of reasoning into deconstruc-
tionist terms. It is most likely that to someone that is well
informed and trained in the deconstructionist interpre-
tative practice, such comparative contexts would seem
as strategically envisioned deconstruction of the relation
analytical philosophy/deconstruction, with a great dose
of grotesque parody. But it is not so. The authors of the
text, with all their authority and seriousness try to por-
tray deconstruction and its sense-ness. If they are not
successful in this, they do not place under questioning
the issue of the sharpness of their analytical pens alone,
but that means that there is something wrong with the
intelligibility of deconstruction.

One of the characteristics that is usually deemed to
sufficiently show the difference between analytical and
continental philosophy is the place and the role that
the argument takes in philosophical texts. In analytical
philosophy, the argument takes up a greater space and
respect as opposed to the rhetorical elements of conti-
nental philosophy. To argue argumentatively, to prove
and defend a view or standpoint without narrating some-
one’s standpoint (as deconstructionist postmodernists
do), are the inherent features of analytical debating and
argument. But how to have an agruable argument with
Derrida? How to understand the unpleasant experience
of Foucault and Searle, who in the interview for Reason
(February, 2000) says:
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Hepuna enBaj u 1a Mo¥Ke /1a ce MHTEPIPETUPA MOTPEIIHO,
o0 Tonky e obckypeH. Cekojmar kora ke kaenr, ,,Toj
BeJIM BaKa W Baka“, TOj CEKOTrall BeJH, ,, ¥ MOTPenrHo Me
pas36pa“. Ho ako ce obuzeTe 1a ja oaraTHETe BUCTHHCKATA
WHTEepIIpeTaIMja, TOTAll Toa He e JiecHo. EgHam My ro
KaxkaB oBa Ha Mures ®yko, koj Gellre moKeCTOKO HaCTPOEH
koH Jlepuzia iypu u o meHe, 1 ®yko peue neka epuza ro
IIPaKTHUKyBa METOIOT Ha iepopu3am HA OOCKYPHOCI).
36opyBaBMe Ha (ppaHIycku. U jac pekos, ,IIITO 10 FaBOJIUTE
cakar Jia Kaxkel co Toa?“ A toj pede: ,,Toj muimyBa TOJIKy
OOCKYPHO IITO HE MOKENI J]a PACHO3HAaEell IITO KaXKyBa,
ToOa € OOCKYDHHCTHYKHOT JIeJI, 2 KOTa IO KPHUTHKYBAI,
TOj cekoram Besnw, ‘He me pasbpa; T cu uauor. Toa e
TEPOPUCTUUKHUOT JIeJI.

OBue 700pO0 TMO3HATH KBUTHMUKAIMU 32 ,,00CKYpHH-
OoT TepopucT‘ Oea 3eMeHH 3a OIlpezesida Ha JIEeKOH-
CTpYKI[jaTa BO OJHOC Ha (UIOCOPDCKUTE TEKCTOBH.
Cemnak, MucjiaM Jieka oBue 3a0eJIelTKH He ce OTHECYyBaaT
Ha ju4yHocTa Ha Jepuza. Kako mrro HanmomeHaB IIpeT-
X0ZHO, Jlepu/ia moBeKe o] TPHECET TOAVHU He yCIlea J1a T
yoemu punocodute o kamubapot Ha Cepit, Pyko, KBajH,
JleKa JIEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa € HEIlITO 3a KOe MOJKe Pas3jIo:KHO
J1a ce pacupasa. I cammot [epusia, Ha efHA OJ1 TIOCIIEI-
HUTE KOH(DEPEHIIUH CO aHAIUTUIKUTE putocodu, Io uc-
TaKHyBa U IPU3HABA ,ITpaIllabeTo” Ha apryMeHTanujaTa:

Bupere, ce ciydyBa Beke JI0JIT0 BpeMe U HEKOJIy IIaTH €]1-
HOIIOZIPYTO, Jla cakaM HaKpaTKO Jia ce IIpuceTaM Ha MOETO
npesaBatbe 3a différance, koe To OApP:KAB HEJATEKY Of
oBzie, B0 Okcdopa, Bo 1967 r. KomiuieTHo cym 0w jyz
mTo cyMm orumos Toram Bo Oxcdoph 3a Ja ro ofpxam
Toa mpeAaBame! Bo Taa mpuroza, iuwuHailla KOjalliTo
cJIefiellie 10 MpeiaBambeTo Oellle OYUTJIETHO €JI0KBEHTHA.
EnoksenTHO Besejku: ,Hema pacmpaBa Tyka ¥ HemMa HU-
KaKBa II0JI3a J]a Ce PACIIpaBa CO OBOj YOBEK, HUTY IIaK CO
0B0j auckypc”. CtpocoH (Strawson) Geriie TaMy — 1 MHOTY

With Derrida, you can hardly misread him, because he’s
so obscure. Every time you say, “He says so and so,” he
always says, “You misunderstood me.” But if you try to
figure out the correct interpretation, then that’s not so
easy. I once said this to Michel Foucault, who was more
hostile to Derrida even than I am, and Foucault said that
Derrida practiced the method of obscurantisme terroriste
(terrorism of obscurantism). We were speaking French.
And I said, “What the hell do you mean by that?” And he
said, “He writes so obscurely you can’t tell what he’s saying,
that’s the obscurantism part, and then when you criticize
him, he can always say, ‘You didn’t understand me; you're
an idiot.” That’s the terrorism part.”

These well-known qualifications of the ‘obscure terrorist’
were taken to determine deconstruction in regard
to philosophical texts. However, I think that these
comments are not directed at Derrida’s personality. As I
mentioned earlier, Derrida didn’t succeed in convincing
philosophers of the calibre of Searle, Foucault, Quine
that deconstruction is something that can be argued
with argumentation. Also Derrida himself, at one of the
last conferences with the analytic philosophers, calls
attention to and recognizes the argumentation 'issue':

You see, it occurs a long, long time after another one, that
I would like briefly to recall, when I delivered the lecture
on différance, not far from here, in Oxford, in 1967. I was
totally mad to go to Oxford then to give that lecture! On
that occasion the silence which followed it was obviously
eloquent. Eloquently saying: “There is no arguing here and
there is no prospect of arguing with this man, or with this
discourse.” Strawson was there — and very politely kept si-
lent. Ryle was there — didn’t say a word. It was very embar-
rassing for me, a very embarrassing situation. Ayer started
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kyatypHo mosuerntre. Pajit (Ryle) Gemre Tamy — He KaXka HUTY
360D, Toa bGellle MHOTY HEIIPUjaTHO 32 MeHe, MHOTY HEIIPHU-
jatHa cutyanuja. Ajep (Ayer) mouHa pacrpaBa — HO Toa He
ja mopobpu cutyamnujara. Taka, Toa Oele mpes MoBeKe O
TpHeCeT TOAVHU U jac 3HAM JieKa IOIUIAJTHEBO IOBTOPHO
Ke ce JIMCKyTHpa 3a IpefaBamero 3a différance, a jac mo-
pazu Toa ce YyBCTBYBaM MHOTY GsarozapeH. M1 BUHOBEH.
BuHOBeH 3a BpeMeTo Koe Oelrie moTpebHO 3a Toa. BuHOBEH
3aTOA IITO HE HAIIPABUB HAIIOP, KOjIITO ITOBEKETO O] BacC
ro IpaBHUTe, CO JIBHUKeUKa J0Opa BOjja, /a co3zazam Oa-
PE€M MOXKHOCT 3a ,apryMeHT" (IIITO U J]a 3HA4YU TOAQ, a [led
(Geoff), kako u 06UYHO, TO IPUTOTBH HAJMOKHOTO U Haj-
OpWINjaHTHOTO CBEyBAaIbE HA CE IITO MOXKE /1A ce KaKe BO
BpCKa €0 Toj 300p). BuHOBEH, 3aT0a IITO HE BJIOKUB HATIOD
Jla YuTaM, Kora Tpebalile Toa /ia ro CTOpaM, ,aHaJTUTHIKA"
WJIH ,,aHTJIOCAKCOHCKA“ WH ,,OpuTaHcka“ pumocoduja, Ha-
0P KOj 61 ja IOTIIOMOTHAJI OBaa JIUCKYCHja, PacIpaBa WiIu
nujasior. Ha mpumep, oBa 1o IiajiHe ke O6ujaM IpaiiaH
»30IIITO HE TO CIIOMHYyBall ButreHmrTajH?“ A jac HeMam
HUKaKBO OIpaB/yBambe 3a Toa. EfHOCTaBHO: He 20 ciliopus
tioa. Taka, ce YyBCTBYBaM BUHOBEH.

Jac He 6u MOXKeJl /1a TBpAAM Jieka ro pazbupam 3Ha-
YEETO Ha OBOj McKa3 Ha Jlepuzaa, meryroa, He OM MO-
KeJ1 1a ipudaraM Jieka cTaHyBa 300p 3a YIIITe eeH He-
roB ,ltepopMaHc’, 3aTOA IITO TOA € MHOTY HEUECHO KOH
HeroBUTEe COrOBOPHUIM Ha KoHdepeHnujarta. Ox apyra
CTpaHa, cCaMUOT HACTaH IITO TOj TO pacKa)kyBa € MHOTY
WIyCTPAaTUBEH 32 MOKHOCTA Jla Ce apryMeHTHpa IIpO
U KOHTpPA J€KOHCTPYKIIMjaTa, HEJ3SUHHUOT CTATyC U IIO-
cienuny. OHa mto Jlepuia Bo oBaa UCIOBE/L IO HajaByBa
KaKO BO3MOXKHO, IMEHO, BO3MOKHOCTA 32 apryMeHT, 3a
apryMeHTHpaHa pacrpasa 3a AeKOHCTPYKI[jaTa, € KOH-
TPaJUKTOPHO CO HETOBUTE CTOjaJIUINTA 32 MECTOTO H
CUTYHpAHOCTa Ha JIeKOHCTPYKIMjaTa BO OfHOC Ha u-
JIOCOCKUOT, OZHOCHO MeTadU3NUKUOT AUCKypc. [lo-
KOJIKYy TIaK apTryMeHTallfjaTa € HeBO3MOXKHA, a UMajKHu

arguing — but it didn’t improve the situation. So that was
more than thirty years ago, and I know that this afternoon
the lecture on différance will be discussed again, and I feel
all the more grateful. And I feel guilty. Guilty for the length
of time it has taken. Guilty because I did not make the effort
that most of you are making, with moving good will, just
to produce the possibility of ‘an argument’ (whatever that
may mean, and Geoff has, as usual, given the most power-
ful and most brilliant account of everything that can be said
around this word). Guilty because I didn’t make the effort to
read, when I should have read, ‘analytic’ or ‘Anglo-Saxon’ or
‘British’ philosophy; an effort which could have helped this
discussion, this argument or dialogue. For example, this
after-noon I will be asked ‘Why don’t you mention Wittgen-
stein?’ And I have no justification for that. Simply: I failed.
So I feel guilty.

I couldn’t insist that I understand this statement of Der-
rida, but I couldn’t accept that it is yet another one of his
‘performances’, because that is very unfair to his inter-
locutors at the conference. On the other hand, the very
event that he is narrating is very illustrative for the possi-
bility to give arguments for and against deconstruction,
its status and consequences. What Derrida announces
with this confession as possible, namely, the possibility
of an argument, an agruable argument on deconstruction
is contradictory to his views on the place and establish-
ment of deconstruction in regard to philosophical, i.e.
metaphysical discourse. Provided this argumentation is
not possible, and having in mind the promised and the
spoken, the implications would be very unpleasant for
both Derrida and his deconstruction.
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ro IPEJBHU/ BETEHOTO U HCKA’KAHATO, UMILUTHKAI[UUTE
6u Owie MHOTY HelpUjaTHU U 3a Jlepuja u 3a HeroBara
JIEKOHCTPYKIIHja.

Moxkebu He craHyBa 300p 3a HempudarJIuB TecT
HaIlpaBeH CO HEKaKBa MPOIEJEBTCKA yMHUCIIA, TYKy 3a
~JEKOHCTPYKTUBHUCTUYKH TeCT‘ KOj BO CBOJOT ,JBOEH
rect” (double gesture) ro cmecryBa u Jlepunia u 1eKoH-
crpyknujata? Kako mrTo HamomeHaBMe IIOrOpe, CO-
OYyBaIeTO CO TPEAU3BUKOT Ha JIEKOHCTPYKTHBUC-
TUYKHUTE TECTOBH HE IO OJMHUHYBA HUKOTO, 1A AypU HU
camuoT /lepuga. Hema comHeHue sieka ctaHyBa 300p 3a
~JEKOHCTPYKTUBHUCTUYKH TeCT* KOj HCTOBPEMEHO TO
TPUBUjaJIM3UPA U CIIEKYyJIaTUBHO HE IIOCTaByBa KOH
pestoro Ha Jlepuza. Hema comHeHUe Aeka Toa e yIuTe
€/IEH OJT OHUE TeCTOBU KOMUIIITO ITOBEKE 07 IeCeT TOAUHU
TO MpocJielyBaaT U IO OJJIOKyBaaT MOjOT IIPEKUH Ha
caedemweitio Ha Jlepusia.
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