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

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

Somewhere around 1992 I stopped following Derrida’s 
work. This event didn’t occur abruptly, it still persists, 
and is delayed, repressed. I think that there was no spe-
cial reason, while actually there were several. That was 
the time when the grand debate around Modernism/
Postmodernisam was coming to an end and when with 
the break-up of Yugoslavia the conditions in Macedo-
nian society started to change. Expectations that demo-
cratic processes would enter all parts of society were 
interfered with through fear of war that was already go-
ing on in Croatia and in Bosnia. Communist oligarchies, 
transformed into political parties, illegal privatization, 
university structures building bastions around their 
chairs became the features of the new reality. All in all, 
those were the beginnings of the turbulent period that 
we fell into.

Precisely at that time, in those conditions, I started to 
ask myself certain questions I considered as unanalys-
able. What would it mean to be, in such conditions, a 
Derridaean? Or more precisely, what does Derrida, as a 
signifi cant philosophical fi gure of our time, represent for 
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za demokratskite procesi vo Makedonija? Od druga 
strana, veruvav i s$ u{te veruvam, deka odredeni 
intrinsi~ni temi, problemi i pra{awa na filoso-
fijata treba da se sfatat kako tehni~ki pra{awa 
na disciplinata. No, toa ne zna~i deka celata fi-
losofija na nekoj filosof, na nekoe dvi`ewe ili 
pravec ne mo`e, ne smee ili nema da ima politi~ki 
posledici. 

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

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

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

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

The analysis of such an assemblage of relations in 
Macedonian society showed deep traces of a political 
power struggle. I believe that it was not some kind of 
original political phenomenon, but a deconstruction 
oozing potential political power. Until the beginning 
of the `90s, Derrida hadn’t followed through what the 
political implications of deconstruction are or what 
they would be. Although he did this later on with a set 
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dekonstrukcijata. Iako toa go napravi podocna so 
niza politi~ki tekstovi od koi najo~ekuvaniot 
be{e onoj za Marks (Marx), dekonstruktivisti~kiot 
anga`man vo Makedo nija ne se temele{e na tie teo-
retski uvidi. Dekonstruktivisti~kiot anga`man 
be{e dovolno reformatorski za da gi podrie dog-
matskite i konzervativnite strukturi i praktiki, 
i dovolno neradikalen da ne predizvika vistinski 
reformski procesi. Trikot so dekonstrukcijata vo 
praksa be{e probien: dovolno e da se usvoi `ar-
gonot ili diskursot na dekonstrukcijata za da se 
bide in, i istovremeno rabotite da ostanat  kade {to 
se, ili ako prilikite ispadnat povolni da se dobie 
u{te pove}e. Dekonstrukcijata nema ni{to so vis-
tinata, vistinata e nevozmo`na pozicija, stvarna e 
samo mo}ta.

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

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

It was truly amazing that what was to be a decentralized 
structure of cognition, of knowledge, slowly turned 
into intellectual and societal pragmatic mainstream. It 
seems funny and even grotesque, for example, to teach 
‘knowledge’ at the departments of literature or philosophy 
that claims that literature and philosophy are done with; 
that philosophy, in its essence is literature and so on and 
so forth. All this was supported by Derrida’s texts and 
by those of ‘the rest of the post-modern authors’ such as 
Rorty, Hasan, Leotard, Baudrillard. As mentioned, some 
of the elder professors and intellectuals were enchanted by 
the new intellectuals, or at least played interested fearing 
their own social status. But, there were also those that 
resisted. At the department of philosophy, for example, 
the dominant, if not entirely so, was the current of 
Marxist-oriented professors. They would complete their 
curricula with Sartre. The Frankfurtian philosophers 
Adorno and Horkheimer were also excluded from there, 
although at least they were supposed to be close to them; 
nor were the analytical philosophy philosophers taught, 
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rami gi zavr{uvaa so Sartr (Sartre). Ne se izu~uvaa 
nitu frankfurtskite filosofi Adorno (Adorno) i 
Horkhajmer (Hork heimer), iako barem tie treba{e da 
im bidat bliski; ne se predavaa nitu filosofite od 
analiti~kata filosofija iako po nekoj stoe{e vo 
nivnite programi kako {to se Vitgen{tajn (Vitgen-
stein), Rasel (Russell), Karnap (Carnap). Ona {to im 
be{e i s$ u{te im e zaedni~ko na novite dekonstruk-
tivisti~ki i na onie kon zer vativnite intelek-
tualci e netrpelivosta kon ana liti~kata filo-
sofija. Fobijata od anali ti ~arite be{e pravdana 
po~nuvaj}i so zabe le{ kite za filosofskata neins-
pirativnost na analiti~kata filosofija, pa s$ do 
ideolo{kite stavovi na mark sisti~kata filoso-
fija za anali ti~kiot scien tizam. Dekon struk ti-
vistite pak, se potpiraa na filosofskite uvidi na 
Rorti koj se obiduva{e da gi dekonstruira sovre-
menite istra ̀ uvawa vo anali ti~kata filosofija za 
pro blemite na jazikot i umot, a kako klu~en argu-
ment za pobedata na dekon strukcijata nad analiti~-
kata filosofija gi smetaa kultniot tekst na Derida 
„Potpis nastan kontekst” i diskusijata so Serl 
(Searle) za pra{awata od teorijata na govornite 
~inovi. 

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

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

There is suffi cient reason for such positioning of de-
constructionist intellectuals and conservative Marxists 
towards analytical philosophy. Derrida, as we know him 
and interpret him, was already packed as a product of 
American and English left-oriented critics and interpret-
ers that originated from feminist or gay movements; not 
to mention the Yale school represented by Paul de Man 
and Barbara Johnson. That really isn’t a particular nov-
elty for the Anglo-American codifi cation of Derrida’s de-
construction; the novelty is in the intellectual audience 
that appeared following the fall of the Eastern bloc and 
American dominance. The language of deconstruction 
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rida; novinata e vo intelektualnata publika ko_
ja{to se javi po padot na isto~niot blok i ame-
rikanskata dominacija. Jazikot na dekon strukcijata 
be{e i s$ u{te e polzuvan kako jazik na novite in-
telektualci, a nejzinata intencija obez beduva mir-
oqubiva koegzistencija so konzerva tivnite mark-
sisti. Vsu{nost, mislam deka se slu ~uva{e sledno-
vo: rabotata na dekonstrukcijata sama po sebe ne 
zna~e{e i zazemawe na politi~ki stav ili anga-
`man, me|utoa izborot za rabota so de kon strukcijata 
vo dadeni politi~ki i kulturni uslovi, politi~ki 
zna~e{e mnogu. 

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

Dekonstruktivisti~ki gestovi

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

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

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

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

Deconstructionist Gestures

We could look at these vaguely sketched events as de-
constructionist gestures. I would like them to be taken 
as something that surrounds ‘Derrida’, as phenomena 
that, although seemingly insignifi cant and trivial, com-
ply with the condition of being presented as readings 
of deconstruction. If ‘deconstruction’ does not relate 
only to what Derrida does in his texts, but happens in 
different ‘texts’ such as experience or society as a set of 
de-constructions (deconstructions), then we can follow 
the events that accompany ‘Derrida’ as deconstructions. 
However, this does not concern some biographical, 
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koi go sledat „Derida” mo`eme da gi prosledime 
kako dekonstrukcii. Me|utoa, ne stanuva zbor za ne-
kakva biografska, sociolo{ka ili kulturna analiza 
na nastanite povrzani so „Derida”, so razbiraweto 
na negovite spisi, vlijanieto {to toj go ima na 
razni instanci vo razli~ni konteksti ili periodi, 
raznite o~ekuvawa od nego samiot, tuku se raboti za 
sledewe na odredeni gestovi {to se pravat vo tie 
ramki. Primeri za takvi gestovi ima mnogu. Profe-

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

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

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

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

The relation between the deconstructive gestures and 
the deconstruction of ‘Derrida’ could be presented in the 
following manner: when an attempt is made to locate, 
follow or, fi nally, to understand ‘deconstruction’, i.e. to 
defi ne, clarify or pose certain parameters of coherency, 
actually an attempt is made to make implications in the 
direction of its value for, for example, applicability, intel-
lectual contribution, political fi ght. I am not saying that 
such implications cannot or may not be made, but for the 
class of cases that I’m speaking about, implicativeness of 
‘deconstruction’ is a contextual frame that precedes the 
dialogue with ‘Derrida’. This feature of deconstruction 
could be called ‘deconstructive exposure’: the always 
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hodi na dijalogot so „Derida”. Ova svojstvo na dekon-
strukcijata bi mo`ele da go nare~eme „dekon-
struktivisti~ka izlo`enost”: ve}e sekoga{ posto-
e~ka mo`nost „dekonstrukcijata” da bide pogre{no 
razbrana, sfatena ili pro~itana i nejzinata in-
trin si~na karakteristika da mo`e se vpi{e, da se 
aksiomatizira ili pragmati~no da se struktuira vo 
odnos na nekoj kontekst.

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

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

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

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

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

Facing that challenge does not pass anyone that is in 
some way in relation with the deconstructive under-
takings of Derrida, and even Derrida himself, when he 
defends, clarifi es, comments his own texts or the view-
points and actions of others connected to ‘deconstruc-
tion’. Those that formalize ‘Derrida’ and present him 
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konstrucijata”. Ne se odminati nitu onie koi go 
formaliziraat „Derida” i go pretstavuvaat kako 
znaewe, nitu onie koi{to prepoznavaat nekakov 
vistinski, prav Derida i pogre{no pretstaveniot 
- la`niot Derida. Ne se odminati nitu onie koi 
go otfrlaat negovoto delo tvrdej}i deka vo nego 
nema ni{to inteligibilno. Predizvicite na de-
konstruktivisti~kite gestovi se tolku golemi, {to 
se pla{am deka }e predizvikaat nedorazbirawa i 
dilemi okolu zna~eweto i mestoto na Derida u{te 
pogolemi od dosega{nite.

Analiti~ko/Kontinetalno

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

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

Analytical/Continental 

Questions in regard to deconstructive gestures are issues 
on the establishment of deconstruction.  The analysis of 
such gestures is manifold due to the fact that it focuses on 
several aspects: on the contents of deconstruction itself, 
on its status and on the context in which the dialogue 
is led within the two previous aspects. The example 
of a deconstructionist gesture that I wish to portray 
concerns the position of deconstruction in the context 
of the dialogue analytical/continental philosophy. That 
is quite an interesting case due to the specifi c structure 
of the context. On one hand, there is the attempt to 
establish a dialogue with Derrida from an analytical 
perspective, constantly accentuating the problem of 
the relation analytical/continental philosophy. On the 
other hand, the dialogue constantly opens the issue 
of the status and belonging of Derrida’s texts: do they 
belong in philosophy or do they not, at the same time 
opening the concern of inscription of deconstruction 
within continental philosophy. I consider this context 
as particularly important because it also opens up 
some other topics, such as those on the ’Anglophonic 
Derrida’, that I mentioned at the beginning of this text, 
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temi, kako {to se onie za „anglofonskiot Derida” 
koi gi spomenav na po~etokot na tekstov, no i temite 
kako {to se pra{aweto na filosofskiot stil, lit-
erarnosta ili mo`nosta za formalizacija na dekon-
strukcijata. Egzemplifikacijata na dekonstruk-
tivisti~kite gestovi se javuva na granicite i ja-
zlite na dadeniot kontekst, vo formi koi voobi~aeno 
se smetaat irelevantni za edna su{tinska sodr-
`inska analiza. Detekcijata na simptomite e po-
~etnoto nivo na koe i }e se zadr`am.

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

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

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

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

Maybe the most direct clash until now, of analytical 
philosophy and Derrida’s deconstruction regarding the 
criteria of philosophical, of belonging to philosophy, 
including all aspects that we mentioned, happened 
on the occasion of Derrida’s receiving of an honorary 
degree at the University of Cambridge. On that occasion, 
an open letter was sent, signed by Barry Smith, editor, 
at that time, of the respected magazine The Monist and 
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Smit (Barry Smith), toga{en urednik na uglednoto 
spisanie „Monist” i u{te od mnogu drugi filosofi 
od analiti~ka proveniencija, me|u koi i ikonata na 
analiti~kata filosofija Vilar van Orman Kvajn 
(Willard Van Orman Quine).

Od profesorot Beri Smit i drugi:

Times (London), sabota, 9 maj, 1992

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

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

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

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

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

From Professor Barry Smith and others:
The Times (London), Saturday, May 9, 1992
 
Sir, The University of Cambridge is to ballot on May 16 
on whether M. Jacques Derrida should be allowed to go 
forward to receive an honorary degree. As philosophers and 
others who have taken a scholarly and professional interest 
in M. Derrida’s remarkable career over the years, we believe 
the following might throw some needed light on the public 
debate that has arisen over this issue.

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

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

We submit that, if the works of a physicist (say) were simi-
larly taken to be of merit primarily by those working in oth-
er disciplines, this would in itself be suffi cient grounds for 
casting doubt upon the idea that the physicist in question 
was a suitable candidate for an honorary degree.

Bobi Badarevski Analytical/Continental and Derridaean



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

2
5
7

Identities

Karierata na g-n Derida e vkoreneta vo vozbudlivite 
denovi na ’60-tite i negovite spisi vo kontinuitet go 
otkrivaat svoeto poteknuvawe od toj period. Mnogu od 
niv se ~ini deka se sostojat, i toa vo zna~itelen del, od 
elaborirani {egi i sli~ni jazi~ni igri kako „logi~ki 
falusacii” i ni se ~ini deka g-n Derida re~isi uspeal 
da izgradi kariera od ona {to nie go smetame za pre-
veduvawe vo akademskata sfera na trikovi i dosetki 
sli~ni na onie na Dadaistite ili na konkretnite 
poeti. Sekako deka toj vo toj pogled poka`a prili~na 
originalnost. No, povtorno dodavame, takvata origi-
nalnost ne & dava te`ina na idejata deka toj e soodveten 
kandidat za po~esen doktor.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

When the effort is made to penetrate it, however, it becomes 
clear, to us at least, that, where coherent assertions are be-
ing made at all, these are either false or trivial.
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Akademski status koj{to se zasnova vrz ona {to nam ni 
se ~ini kako ne{to malku pove}e od polovi~no inteleg-
ibilni napadi vrz vrednostite na razumot, vistinata 
i akademskoto rabotewe, ne e dovolen povod, smetame 
nie, za dodeluvawe na po~esen doktorat pri eden cenet 
univerzitet.

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

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

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

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

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

Yours sincerely,
Barry Smith (Editor, The Monist)

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

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

The question of knowing what can be called “philosophy” 
has always been the very question of philosophy, its heart, 
its origin, its life-principle. Since this gesture, which is 
originally and constitutively a philosophical gesture, is 
both repeated and examined in everything I write, since my 
work would have no sense outside its explicit, recurrent, 
and systematic references to Plato, Aristotle, Descartes, 
Kant, Hegel, Nietzsche, Husserl, Heidegger, and several 
other authors (whether in the canon or not), references 
made over a period of thirty years, the motives of those who 
wish to deny that my work is “philosophy” must be sought 
elsewhere. That is their problem, not mine. Most often, 
I think these inquisitors confuse philosophy with what 
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se baraat na drugo mesto. Toa e niven problem, a ne 
moj. Naj~esto smetam deka ovie `estoki ispituva~i 
ja me{aat filosofijata so toa {to gi nau~ile da go 
reproduciraat vo tradicijata i stilot na odredena 
institucija, vo ramkite na podobro ili polo{o 
~uvana – ili podobro, polo{o i pomalku dobro ~uvana 
– op{testvena i profesionalna sredina.

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

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

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

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

The unsuccessfulness of the attempts for an arguable 
argument led to the so-called ethical reading of Der-
rida, strongly expressed in the works of authors such as: 
Simon Critchley, Gayatri Spivak, Geoffrey Bennington, 
John Caputo, John Sallis, Drucilla Cornell. David Go-
lumbia, one of the protagonists of the ethical reading 
of Derrida, makes a point that such an approach allows 
for the understanding of Derrida’s intervention in the 
Western discursive practice called philosophy, i.e. his 
deconstructionist gestures in the relations between the 
activity called philosophy and the production of what is 
called philosophical doctrines. According to Golumbia, 
what this reading of Derrida implies is Derrida’s posi-
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laciite pome|u aktivnosta nare~ena filo so fija i 
produkcijata na ona {to se narekuva filo sofski 
doktrini. Spored Golambija, ona {to ova ~itawe 
na Derida go implicira e stavot na Derida kon za-
padnata analiti~ka filosofija: iako analiti~kata 
filosofija, onaka kako {to e konstituirana, pret-
stavuva obid za begstvo od is torijata, nejzinata 
sega{na postavenost, nejzinata konceptualna apara-
tura i metodologija ne se ni{to drugo tuku nejzina 
otelotvorenost i situiranost vo istorijata:

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

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

To analyze “philosophic discourse” in its form, its modes 
of composition, its rhetoric, its meta-phors, its language, 
its fi ctions, everything that resists translation, and so 
forth, is not to reduce it to literature. It is even a largely 
philosophical task (even if it does not remain philosophical 
throughout) to study these “forms” that are no longer just 
forms, as well as the modalities according to which, by 
interpreting poetry and literature, assigning the latter a 
social and political status, and seeking to exclude them from 
its own body, the academic institution of philosophy has 
claimed its own autonomy, and practiced a disavowal with 
relation to its own language, what you call “literality” and 
writing in general; it thereby misrecognized the norms of its 
own discourse, the relations between speech and writing, 
the procedures of canonization of major or exemplary 
texts, and so forth. Those who protest against all these 
questions mean to protect a certain institutional authority 
of philosophy, in the form in which it was frozen at a given 
moment. By protecting themselves against these questions 
and against the transformations that the questions call for 
or suppose, they are also protecting the institution against 
philosophy.
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Vakvata pozicija Golambija ja gleda i vo negovata 
re akcija na Aferata Kembrix. Me|utoa, vakvoto ob-
jas nu vawe na odnosot na dekonstrukcijata i anali-
ti~kata filosofija go izmestuva te`i{teto na mo`-
nosta od vospostavuvawe na dijalogot. Duri i da se 
priznae trivijalnosta za istoriskata povrzanost 
pome|u filosofijata i produkcijata na filosof-
skite doktrini, o~igledna e promenata na tezite: 
temite i fokusot na interesot na analiti~ kata fi-
losofija bea i se ona {to mo`e da se okvalifikuva 
kako teorija i znaewe vo Deridaovite tekstovi, no 
ne i ona za {to zboruva Golambija. Transforma-
cijata na dekonstrukcijata vo istoriska doktrina 
za istoriskata institucionaliziranost na filoso-
fijata i nejzinite diskursi, ja pretvora dekon-
strukcijata vo eden istoricizam, izmestuvaj}i ja i 
taka nepopularnata slika na dekonstrukcijata kako 
seriozen filosofski potfat. 

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

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

The context that is offered by the ethical reading of 
deconstruction is one that is more political and it tries 
to ‘use’ deconstruction for purposes other than those 
that we could be able to detect as normal intentions 
of deconstruction. It is also a reductiоnist reading of 
Derrida.The portrayal of analytical philosophy as a 
whole and a position that withstands deconstruction is 
also reductionist.  The reoccurring cliché in the choice 
of the analytical philosophers or positions on the 
ahistoricity of philosophy and the desiring of a universal 
logical language, reveal either the uninformedness of 
the authors of the pro-ethic reading or the insincerity 
and dishonest intention towards the audience. Those 
that they speak of are either still on the pay-rolls of state 
science and educational funds, or are already history and 
the ahistorical position on philosophy, if it ever were in 
such form, is gone with them. 
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Edna druga grupa avtori se obiduva da prijde kon 
dekonstrukcijata od eden drug aspekt. Tie nitu se 
obiduvaat da gi istra`at doktrinite na Derida, 
nitu pak da go postavat vo nekakov istoricizam. Tie 
prosto ja sporeduvaat, tolkuvaat, vkrstuvat filoso-
fijata na Derida so filosofijata na anali ti~kite 
filosofi, kako {to se Davidson (Davidson), Kvajn, 
Vitgen{tajn, Selers. Ovie potfati nema{e da bidat 
prifateni kako ne{to nevoobi~aeno dokolku ne 
stanuva{e zbor za ne{to {to izgleda nesvedlivo. 
Vo nivnata naivna iskrenost na ona {to go pravat, 
ponekoga{ izgleda deka e tolku prirodna rabota da 
se sporedat teoriite za jazikot i zna~eweto na nekoi 
analiti~ki filosofi so nekoi eksplicitni anal-
izi ili so rekonstruiranite teorii na Derida.

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

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

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

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

However possible these comparative approaches may be 
in principle, yet their deconstructionist gesture is recog-
nized in the extrapolation of the various discourses into 
a single argumentative matrix. The idea of ‘comparative 
approach’ is to set (not to make impossible) the rules of 
transformation of some argumentative line, along and 
throughout which the arguments of various discourses 
– those of deconstruction and those of the compared 
analytical philosopher – interconnect in some appropri-
ateness in regard to a certain issue or theme. In order to 
accomplish that, aside from the principle of analogy that 
rules in interpretation, it is necessary to portray decon-
struction in analytical terms or to present some of the 
supposed deconstructionist operations with certain ana-
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ti~ki termini ili nekoi od pretpostavenite dekon-
struktivisti~ki operacii da se prika`at so od-
redeni analiti~ki potezi. No, va`i i obratnoto: 
analiti~kata arhitektura na rezoniraweto da se 
prevede vo dekonstruktivisti~ki termini. Mnogu e 
verojatno deka nekomu koj{to e dobro upaten i 
obu~en vo dekonstruktivisti~kata interpretativna 
praksa, vakvite komparativni konteksti bi mu iz-
gledale kako strategiska osmislena dekonstrukcija 
na odno sot analiti~ka  filosofija/dekonstrukcija, 
so gole ma doza na groteskna parodija. No, ne e taka. 
Avtorite na tekstot so celiot svoj avtoritet i seri-
oznost se obiduvaat da ja pretstavat dekon strukcijata 
i nejzinata smislenost. Dokolku ne uspevaat vo toa, 
tie ne ja doveduvaat vo pra{awe samo ostrinata na 
svoite analiti~ki pera, tuku toa zna~i deka so in-
teligibilnosta na dekonstrukcijata ne{to ne e vo 
red.

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

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

One of the characteristics that is usually deemed to 
suffi ciently show the difference between analytical and 
continental philosophy is the place and the role that 
the argument takes in philosophical texts. In analytical 
philosophy, the argument takes up a greater space and 
respect as opposed to the rhetorical elements of conti-
nental philosophy. To argue argumentatively, to prove 
and defend a view or standpoint without narrating some-
one’s standpoint (as deconstructionist postmodernists 
do), are the inherent features of analytical debating and 
argument. But how to have an agruable argument with 
Derrida? How to understand the unpleasant experience 
of Foucault and Searle, who in the interview for Reason 
(February, 2000) says: 
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Derida edvaj i da mo`e da se interpretira pogre{no, 
do tolku e obskuren. Sekojpat koga }e ka`e{, „Toj 
veli vaka i vaka”, toj sekoga{ veli, „Ti pogre{no me 
razbra”. No ako se obidete da ja odgatnete vistinskata 
interpretacija, toga{ toa ne e lesno. Edna{ mu go 
ka`av ova na Mi{el Fuko, koj be{e po`estoko nastroen 
kon Derida duri i od mene, i Fuko re~e deka Derida go 
praktikuva metodot na terorizam na obskurnost). 
Zboruvavme na francuski. I jas rekov, „{to po |avolite 
saka{ da ka`e{ so toa?” A toj re~e: „Toj pi{uva tolku 
obskurno {to ne mo`e{ da raspoznae{ {to ka`uva, 
toa e obskurnisti~kiot del, a koga go kritikuva{, 
toj sekoga{ veli, ‘Ne me razbra; ti si idiot’. Toa e 
teroristi~kiot del.” 

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

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

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

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

You see, it occurs a long, long time after another one, that 
I would like briefl y to recall, when I delivered the lecture 
on différance, not far from here, in Oxford, in 1967. I was 
totally mad to go to Oxford then to give that lecture! On 
that occasion the silence which followed it was obviously 
eloquent. Eloquently saying: ‘There is no arguing here and 
there is no prospect of arguing with this man, or with this 
discourse.’ Strawson was there – and very politely kept si-
lent. Ryle was there – didn’t say a word. It was very embar-
rassing for me, a very embarrassing situation. Ayer started 
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kulturno mol~e{e. Rajl (Ryle) be{e tamu – ne ka`a nitu 
zbor, toa be{e mnogu neprijatno za mene, mnogu nepri-
jatna situacija. Ajer (Ayer) po~na rasprava – no toa ne 
ja podobri situacijata. Taka, toa be{e pred pove}e od 
trieset godini i jas znam deka popladnevo povtorno 
}e se diskutira za predavaweto za différance, a jas po-
radi toa se ~uvstvuvam mnogu blagodaren. I vinoven. 
Vinoven za vremeto koe be{e potrebno za toa. Vinoven 
zatoa {to ne napraviv napor, koj{to pove}eto od vas 
go pravite, so dvi`e~ka dobra volja, da sozdadam ba-
rem mo`nost za „argument” ({to i da zna~i toa, a Xef 
(Geoff), kako i obi~no, go prigotvi najmo}noto i naj-
brilijantnoto sveduvawe na sé {to mo`e da se ka`e vo 
vrska so toj zbor). Vinoven, zatoa {to ne vlo`iv napor 
da ~itam, koga treba{e toa da go storam, „analiti~ka” 
ili „anglosaksonska” ili „britanska” filosofija, na-
por koj bi ja potpomognal ovaa diskusija, rasprava ili 
dijalog. Na primer, ova po pladne }e bidam pra{an 
„Zo{to ne go spomnuva{ Vitgen{tajn?” A jas nemam 
nikakvo opravduvawe za toa. Ednostavno: ne go storiv 

toa. Taka, se ~uvstvuvam vinoven.

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

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

I couldn’t insist that I understand this statement of Der-
rida, but I couldn’t accept that it is yet another one of his 
‘performances’, because that is very unfair to his inter-
locutors at the conference. On the other hand, the very 
event that he is narrating is very illustrative for the possi-
bility to give arguments for and against deconstruction, 
its status and consequences. What Derrida announces 
with this confession as possible, namely, the possibility 
of an argument, an agruable argument on deconstruction 
is contradictory to his views on the place and establish-
ment of deconstruction in regard to philosophical, i.e. 
metaphysical discourse. Provided this argumentation is 
not possible, and having in mind the promised and the 
spoken, the implications would be very unpleasant for 
both Derrida and his deconstruction.
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go predvid vetenoto i iska`anato, implikaciite 
bi bile mnogu neprijatni i za Derida i za negovata 
dekonstrukcija.

Mo`ebi ne stanuva zbor za neprifatliv gest 
napraven so nekakva propedevtska umisla, tuku za 
„dekonstruktivisti~ki gest” koj vo svojot „dvoen 
gest” (double gesture) go smestuva i Derida i dekon-
strukcijata? Kako {to napomenavme po gore, so-
o~uvaweto so predizvikot na dekons trukti vis-
ti~kite gestovi ne go odminuva nikogo, pa duri ni 
samiot Derida. Nema somnenie deka stanuva zbor za 
„dekonstruktivisti~ki gest” koj istovremeno go 
trivijalizira i spekulativno n$ postavuva kon 
deloto na Derida. Nema somnenie deka toa e u{te 
eden od onie gestovi koi{to pove}e od deset godini 
go prosleduvaat i go odlo`uvaat mojot prekin na 
sledeweto na Derida.
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