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- ABSTRACT

The purpose of the thesis is to describe,- clarify, and
critically examine Jacques Derrida‘'s conceéption of 1ogocentr1sm
and counterview of différance. For Derrida, logocentrism is

.the underlying theme or plot structure of Western metaphysics,

while diff8rance is that counter-process which creates and
displaces the.theme. It is a movement that can never be fully
captured by philosophical systems.
I attempt to articulate Derrida‘’s conception of logocentrism

. by looking at the idea of the tramsceéndental signified, the

method of deconstruction, and the notion of presence. €he-
different modes of logocentrism both in philosophy and in
ordinary and -literary discourse are also outlined.

Next I examine the tacticg of logocentrism in terms of
its use of figurative or metaphorical language. The exchange
between Ricoeur and Derrida on the issue of metaphor is

" discussed, along with its importance for philosophy in general.

I then attempt to place Derrida‘'s thought in a historical
context by introducing Nietzsche's, Heidegger‘'s, and Levinas'
view of the history &f Western metaphysics. Nietzsche's idea
of Platonism, Heidegger's idea of ontotheology, and Levinas'
idea. of totality are introduced and compared with Derrida‘s
idea of logocpntrlsm Derrida’s crltlclsms of ‘each of these
thinkers is then presentel.

Following this I offer two crltlcal persppctlves on
Derrida‘s conception of logocentrism; criticisms of his method
of arriving at his view of logocentrism, and criticisms of the
specific content of the view itself. The latter illustrates
how Derrida‘'s metahistory of philesophy is too simplistic,
abstract, and essentialistic. Possible philosophical viewpoints
that do not perhaps fit into Derrida‘'s interpretive scheme,

"such as mysticism, voluntarlsm nominalism, and contextualism,

are briefly.dealt with. -

La=tly, 1 disclose Derrida‘’s tacit conceptlon of freedom
which consists of a liberation from repressive theoretical
structures and an affirmation of creative play, and demonstrate
how it is central to his whole deconstruction project.

_ In sum, the basic point of the thesis is to show the
philosophical relevance of Derrida‘’s thought, and to open it
up for rational discussion.
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PREFACE
b 1 .'

To classify and analyze the thought of Jacqués Derrida
is a difficult task given that there are really two

Derridas; one seen in the context of French philosophy, the

- other through the eyes of Anglo-Saxoﬁ litérary theorists,

. The "French" Derrida has a definite history. He was

born .in 1930 in Algeria of Sephardic Jewish parents. During

»

World War II Derrida suffered from the anti-semitic. laws
emanating from the Vichy government in France, and at one

point was expelled from school along with all other Jewish

-

students. (Bis connection to the Hebraic tradition remains

. :
apparent through his interest in the writings of Emmanuel

.

-

;ijnas.) At the age of nineteen Derrida came to France and

studied philosophy and literature at the Ecole Normale

Supérieure in Paris,' (This placed him a full generation

apart from Sartre and company.) He now teaches the History
L]

. of Philosophy at the same institution,

Derrida has written dozens of articles and books, the
important ones ‘having ,baen translated into English, His
work can be divided .into three major periods, each with its
own sbecific orientation, 1 - ]

From 1950 to 1962, Derrida was mainly concerned with.

understanding and criticizing the works of other thinkers.,.

(He would not "have become sc well known if he continued only
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this,) The tradition Derrida was investighting at‘;his time
was principally German, something -obviously difficult for a
post-war Jew. He was pariicularly préopcupiea  with, the
thought of Edmund Husserl and transcendental phenomen&l%gy.
His Master's thesis, wfitten in the early 1950's,dealt with

the problem of genesis -in the _phenomenclcgy of Husserl,

while in 1957 he registered for, though did not complete, a

doctoral dissertation entitled "THe Ideality of tﬁg Literary

Object". His first book, L'Origine de la geom&trie (The

Origins of Geometry) was published in 1962, and consisted of

a translation of Husserl's Origin of Geometry, with a long,

critical introduction, ‘

The second period of Derrida's poblished writings

cover the years between 1967 and 1972. Duriﬁ§ this time

L4
Derrida became a thinker in his own right and presepted his
ideas of logocentrism, diffé%ance, and deconstruction, 2

) . . 3
In 1967, three of Dervida's books were published thQh

caused a stir on the French intellectual scene. These were

La voix et le ph&nom&neé (Speech and Phenomena), L'Ecriture

et la diffé&rence (Writing and Difference) and De 1la

grammatologie (Of: Grammatology).. -

Speech and Phenomena is a critique 2f/ﬁﬁsserl's\theory
\gf signs (meaning), with ‘an emphasis n  the Husserlian

concepts 'of voice and presence. Writing ang Difference is a

collection of essays on various philosophers and artists and

B

is where Derrida first introduces his counterview of

e e e -
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différance, Of Grammatology is Derrida's best known-work.

In it he introduces the concept of logocentrism and
describes how those who write about language (e.g. Ferdinand

de ‘Saussure, Jean-Jacques Rousseau) have always privilegéd

speech over writing. 3

Threge more of Derrida's books were published in 1972.

Marges de la philosophie (Margins of Philosophy) is a’

collection of ten essays ranging over a variety of thinkers
(Hegel,' Freud), and issues (humanism, metaphor}. La

Diss8&mination (Dissemination) contains three long. essays

dealing with the idea of the literary, and the productivity
o{ E; guage, Positions 1is a different text in that'it
' consists of three interv;ews conducted by Henri Ronse, Julia
Kristevé, Jean—Lobis Houdebine, and Guy Scarpetta, In the
integviews Derrida e%abofates on his notions of
logocentrism, diff&rance, and deconstructign.' This book has
proven to be an extremely lucid introduction to Derrida's
thoughts and Qritings of the 1967 - 1972 period,

Although there 1is little doubt that the first two
peridds of Derrida'SVK“published" writings belong to
philosophical -fefleétion, there |is gréater uncertainty
regardiﬁg ﬁhe third perioé. This pericd lasts from 1974 to
_1;80 and is primarily concerned with specific probleﬁs in
textual interpretation, authership, and literature. The
ratherApoetié and rhapsodia'style of these later works make

them appear more literary than philecsophic.

f—
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Glas, published in 1974, is an unusual text on Hegel

b
and Jean Genet. On the left-hand column of each page

Derrida analyges Hegel's concept of fhe family, while on. the
right-hand column he discusses, and guotes from, the work of

Genet,

The year 1976 saw the publication of L'Arch&ologie de

la Frivole (Archeology of the Frivolous), an introdudtion to

Condillac's Essal sur l'origine de la connaissance humaine

(Essay on the Origin of Human Knowledge), and Eperon, Les

Styles de Nietzsche {(Spurs: Nietzsche's Styleps), a critique

of Heidegger's 'interpretatioh of . Nietzsche through a

discussion of ‘women and style.

&

In 1978 Derrida's La V&ritZ en peinture {(The Truth of

[

‘Art) was published, It brought together a number of
. Derrida's essays on art such as "Economimesis®,.a critique
of Xantian and Romantic aesthetic theory.

Derrida's last book so far has been La Carte Postale:

de Socrates 3 Freud et au-deld (The Post Card: From

Socrates “to Freud), published in 1980, It is a collection

of essays written in ‘a more literary, whimsical style, like
Glas, and deals with Freud, Lacan, and the idea ©of

aukhorship or origin.

The "Anglo-Saxon" Derrida has also taken on a definite

-history. Derrida has spent some time in the United States,
first on a Harvard Scholarship in 1956 - 57, then as a

visiting professor at Johns Hopkins University, and now at
. 1
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Yale. He first became known to American academics in 1966

", when he participated in an international symposium called

"The Languages of Criticism and the Sciences of Man" held at-
“Johns Hopkins, There' he presentea a _ﬁéper entitled
"gtructure, Sign, and Play in the Discoufse of the Human
Sciences" in which he criticized structuralism, and in
particular, L&vi-Strauss. 4 ' |
It is .important to note that Derrida;s work has been
qpproaﬁhed'differently in the-Anglo-Saxon:wdfld, especially
in the United States, compared to Europe. fn Europe, where
ﬁhe line between philosophy and literature is thin indéed,
Derrida is considered more as a philosopﬁer. "While in the
United States, where Derrida. has been ma&nly appropriated by
literary theorists‘and ¢critics who have “nsed his method of
deconstruction to analyse 1i€érary texts only, he is seen
more in the context of litérary theory. Chief among these
theorists and critics is the group at Yale which includes
paul de Mgn‘5, J. Hillis Miller 6, Geoffefy Hartman ’ and
Harold Bloom's.fr What these scholars see in Derrida'g work
is a way of sﬂcWing the uniqueness of literary texts, Every
text, literary or- non-literary, 1is a - construction, but
~
literary texts alome draw attention to the fictive nature of
these structures. They accomplish this by essentially

dAconstructing themselves or illustrat{ng how language 1in

the text plays against and subverts its own meaning.
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qnpe translation, however, of a seemingly innocent,
continental ,philosophical problematic into an American

literary idiom has altered the significance of the whole

Derridean enterprise, Deconstruction exists today as a

specifically American or Anglo-Saxon phenomenon which has
been reduced to a series of predictable techniques for
analysing texts, The original philosophical relevance

concerning the notions of logocentrism and diff&rance seems

to -have been missed, .and needs to be reinstated,

e e o e




INTRODUCTION ~

b

Ever since Immanuel Kant rung the deéth, knell of
speculative reason, metaphysics has come undér increasing .
attack. -There have been those who have viewed the subject
as a moribupd discipline whose methods and assertions are
notgriously unclear, (€,g. Logical Ppsiti&ists), and others
who hdve attempted to disclose the internal logic regulating
the tradition as a whole (e.g. Heidegger}, Ong of the most
recent and forceful critiques Sf ﬁetaphyéical thinking from
the second point of view hés come from Post-striucturalism,
and in particular, from Jacques Derrida. befrida‘s

provocative account of the persisﬁence in Western philosophy

1
-

of what‘ he calls "logocentrism" or the "metaphysics ‘of-
presence", together - with his specific deconstructive
readings of certain philosobhical Eexts, has precipitated
"much discussion and defin}tely warrants further
investigation. . ; |
Td'fully understand Derrida's fhﬁught it is necessary
to become acquainted with the intéllectual.backgrbund from
~which it emerges, In post-war France Ehree schools of
thought came to dominate philosopﬁical discussion at the
Unive;sities and in the -academic joufnﬁls: phenomenology,

.

existentialism, and. Marxism.

-
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Derrida first vérsed  himself in _ Husserl's

. o R j .
transcendental phenomenology but later began to question the
idea of the intentionalityiof.conséiousnégs because of its

Hegelian oveftones of teleoiogy along with its-émphasis“on

-

time and subjective presence., 1

The next philosopher Derrida gonfronted was 'Jean-Paul
Sartre (1905 - 198B0), whose brand. of existentialism held
sway in Frenéh intetlectual circles in the 1940's and 50's
and whe had a tremendous impact on Derrida's own thinking. %.
pDerrida, however, came .to réje;t Sartre's humanism because
in his view it remained too meéaphysical. Sartre's thought

4
concentrated on human reality (phenomenologidal ontology),

: : . ¢
and assumed ‘that the totality of Being, as composed of the
in-itself (things) and the for-itself (consciousness),
appears to itself in human reality as consciousness-{fd

self. 3

Derrida's relation to Marxism, as compared to his

relation to phenomenclogy. and existentialism, was quite

different. He was never a disciple of Marxism.as he was of

the other tﬁo, and defended himself . against it

.intellectually when it was in vogue during the 1950' s ana

60's., He rejected'Marxism‘s adherence to determinism and
. < *
teleology and even criticized its more humanistic ‘variants

(e.qg. Sartre's existential Marxism) because of its reliance

on a philosophical anthrepology, 4
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‘What these'th}eé schools of thoughf had'in.common was a
ﬁost—wér_ romanticis@' :reacting against positivistic
Fatibnal}Sm. ‘Tﬁeif adherence to a philosophy of the human
subject and ifréedoh; howpver; was ,chalIenéed by a more
ﬁosi;ivistic sygtem of thought kﬁown'as sﬁnucturalism._
Structuralism swept through Ffanéé.in'the 1960's, its
main -proponents being Claudg‘Lévi—Strauss 5, Jacques -Lacanb,

Louis Althusser 7, Roland Barthes 8, and the early Michel

Foucault 9.» In contrast to the previous philosophies,

-

structuralism assigns 1intelligibility exclusively to an

- .

anonymous. rational structure (the sunchronic), not to

consciousness or the historical process (the diachronic),
: ' . ’ T Ve

and eliiézigﬁs subjectivity from the scientific model.  Any
element ‘has meaning as part of the overall structure which

entails wholeness, transformation, and self-regulation.

Language is the paradigm case of a structure for it consists
of a system of signs, All structuralists have accepted
Ferdinand de Saussure's analysis of the sign as consisting

of both a sound component which he called.the signifier and

. a conceptual component which is called a signified. They

also accept his viewﬁthatg}inguistic meaning results from
the in;ernal differenc flbqgween words, aﬁd does not depend
for‘its.significﬁﬁce OnJSOme egternal object (reference) or
speakihg subjgct {intention, c¢onsciousness). The‘ true
nature of tﬁ{ngs lies not 4in the things.themselves, but in
the rational relationsﬁipg Eetween them, “the finite‘system_

.

of which ig precisely theé structure.
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Post-structuralism is a more recent force in France
which has arisen from -certain criticisms_le@elled against.

P .
some aspects of structuralist thought. The main thinkers

ehind this force include the late Foucé@lt }0, Cilieg‘

- _ Deleuze 11, anb of course Jacques Derrida. These thinkérs.
retain strﬁcturaliSm‘s‘emphASis on form but.crftic;ze the
structualjist idea of structure and the sign.

- Poét—structualists have shifted at;entioﬁ away‘from—the
problematics of  the = subject to  the concept . of
rebresentation._ _ Derrida; for 1instance, ’in hjs article
"Force and Signification" asserts that structurélisﬁ ha;
-failed to put the very idea of structuré and sién under -
question,-and as such, has.beﬁrayed the founding pringiplé

.that meaning Ts Qéén and relational 12, .Conceiving
structure as, a totality enccugages a telelogical: or
hierarchical view of tﬁb relation between thé'elemehts and
the whole for the whele tﬂ; taken to be a‘ Qnifigd centre
exempt- from the differe;tial play: of 1lts parts. I The
structuralist emphasis on form ie;ds to the‘péésibflity of -
taking the form itself as an '~ object, so ignoring
differential value,. ' Similarly, the sign in %t{yéturalist
thought risks being reduced  to a,’metaphygical object -
(instead of é relation) because of thevsepgration of the
signified from the signifi®er, The latter can bhe regardéd.a

substitute for the former in the same way that the sign was

seen as a substitute for something in medieval thought.
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-Th1s also opens up: the possibility ‘of the slgn1f1ed exzst1ng

independently of the .s1gn1f1er, ,somethlng c1a551cal

structuralism would not endorse.

Thus Post structurallsm,- and‘ perrida- in particular,_'

uses the c¢entral ideas’ of structuralism to deconst:uct it

from within, and to show how it fails to live up to 1ts-own
reélational or differential theory of - meaning.

Structuralism, in shdrt, turns out to be another instance of

logocentrism in Western thought.
11

For Derrida, the different theories and'positions in

metaphysics have just been variations on the single theme of

logocentrism. all .hetaphyeical positions' allude - to an

extra—llngu15t1c authorlty, presenée, or ]neaning' which is
taken to be the. ultimate Eoundatlon of all value and truth

This inexorable'yearning for_an 1ndependent absolute wh1ch

explaxns and . justifies eueryth1ng, for a "transcendental‘

signifled" 1s at the. heart Gf logocentrlsm {or metaphy51caL

thlnklng), and 15 completely 1nescapab1e. What Derr1da sets

out to do. is flrst 1dent1fy the restrlctlve cond1t1ons of
lthought wh1ch logocentrism 1m§Q\es onto the tradltlon, and_

then deconstruct the trad1t1on from within by showlng how

1te fundamental presuppos1t10ns result 1n contradlctlons.A

K

A



Most Engllsh studies of Derrida's wr1t1ngs have focused

on hls spectacular deconstructlon of assorted texts, " Not

many have sought to undertake an analysis . of his

conception of logocentrisﬁ kmetapﬁysicalﬁ thinking) or

examine his enigmatic notion- of diff&rance or.. freeplay.

This line of .inquiry is important however because one must

know ptecisely what " Derrida _ means by _metapﬁysics

(lbgocenttism). before embarkidg on an apptaisal of his

critique -Qf metaphysical diseeurse} or_*udderstend' his

coddterview .of- the ‘traditien. In. this thesis, ‘then, I

Specificelly aim to do the Following: bhapter one will

descriibe 'and elarify‘ what Derrida means by logocentrism,
oo _ .

This' task ‘will"include delisegating Derrida's 1dea of the

transcendental 51gn1f1ed and the method of deconstructzon,

looking :ét' the' 1dea of the transcendental signified in’

}dealist,  empiricist,  and materialist philosophies,

analysing the concept of presence in its different modes,
and examlnlng logocentrism in ordinary and . literary

dlscourse. Numerous examples of. Derrida's readings of

various philosophers such a-Plato and Rousseau will be given.

to illustrate the idea of logocentrism. I, will not  -be

concerned here with whether Derrida's interpretations are’

plausible or -ndt.‘. I .am not. sufE1c1ently versed in the

currenth scholarly debates surroundlng these phllosopher 5 .

writings, and will st1ck to disclasing what Derr1da actually

means by logocentrlsm.

The second ' chapter wiil outline Derrida's view

Ty

.
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concereing'tﬁe'figh;;tive or metaphorical expressions.
inherent in meteohysical diecqerse. This will involve
.iookigg'et the_predominant me:aphors used in ﬁhiloeophicei
.texts, es well ES"the exchange between Derrida and Paul-

.

Ricoeur on the issue of metaphor in ph1losophy.
\

The thlrdlchapter will "examine’ the major phllOsqphlc-
influences on Derrida‘s coeception of logocentrism, namely
Nietzsche's idea oﬁ Platonism, = Heidegger's hotion of'
ontotheology and tevinas" viéw of totality. ._ I 'wil1_
concentrate malnly on the latter two (and deal more brlefly
with Nletesche) since their-influence, eepec1a11y Levinas',
eas not been as Qell reéogeized or underétood"_as
Nietzsche's. : - | o Lo

The-fourthhohapter will offer'two poesible briticisﬁe
of Derfida‘e thematio ;view of the history of “Western
pﬂilosoéhy -(1ogocentrism). . I$ he right in claiming that
Iogooentrism/ is the’ single; underlying' themev'running

thr0ughout the metaphy51cal tradltlon’ I w1ll attempt - to

cr1t1c1ze the: method used Eor arr1vlng at h15 view along

‘with the content of the view itself.
_‘The’ fifth chapter 'wlll present his counterview of
'différépceror freeplay'which'is supposed;ylat oddS‘eith-aﬁ
_metéphysiCS'ot ptesence. “1.will first present Saussure 5
relat1onal theory of meanlng andAthen reveal and castlgate
Derrlda S- 1mp1101t theory of meanlng, show1ng how it forms.
the ba51s ‘of his entlre critique of Western logocentrlsm. I:-

w111 alsokdlscuss and'cr1t1etze.h15 idea of Ereeplay.‘
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And'finallﬁ, I will conclude' the thesis by disclosing

LY

Derrida's tacit conception of- freédom which I feel lies at’

the heart of his whole deconstruction project. This will be

‘a more speculative conclusion since I hope to connect

Derfida‘s thodght to eertain pertinént aspects of Zen

-

Buddh1sm and - the llterary genre of comedy. ///

A few words should be sald about .the, methodology used

in the theSLs. ~ The method ‘of thls ‘investigation will
primarily be Qescrlptlve, critical, and in parts,
'companative. The descripti&e part‘ will seek to clarify

-Derrlda s thoughts concernlng 1ogocentrlsm and différance b;
examinrng h15'.own. texts ,(ma;nly in Engllsh translatlon)
along eithnsome importanf secondafy material, The strategy
.w1ll be to lsolate those’ passages where Derrida talks about
1ogocentrlsm and dlfférance, and br1ng‘them to bear on my
oWR <1lscu551on. by extractlng a general coherent meening
froﬁ tﬁeh; ' f have chosen to concentrate more on” certain

prlmary texts, from‘the~1967 ;/}3}2 périod, which includes, -
W

among others, of Grammatology r1t1ng and Difference,

Speech and Phenomena,~Marg1ns.of Phllosopnx, 1ssem1nat10n,

and'particulerly Pasitions. . I belleve these texts present
Derrida's. view of 1ogoeent;15m and diffsfance in a more

intelligible manner than say Glas or The Post Card which are

extremely difficult texts to'follow.‘ In fact; the 1atter
_really brlng to an extreme styl1st1c conclu51on the - central_

positions | in " the: .other' texts. and do hot change

-



or contradict what their saying in any way. As such, I have
,decided to stick with' Derrida's more substantive and
coherent material, . \\\

Other sections.of the thesis will take a more critical

approach. I intend to explicate the weaknesses in the

method of arriving at his theme ©of logocentrism together
\
with the specific substance of the theme itself., Other

criticisms of Derrida wi plicit theory ‘of

meaning and idea of freeplay. h these} do not repfesent

all the criticisms that coul be levelled ageinst

perrida's thought, they deo at least reés eﬁough‘of the

important ones which may call into question the entire

déconstructive enterprise.

The comparative facets of the thesis will look at the
: » .

similarities and differences between Derripa's_conception'of
logocentrism and other thinkers® interpretation - of the

Western metaphysical tradition (Nietzsche, Heidegger 'and

Levinas), A later comparison willvfocds on eﬁé bqssible

differences between- the idea of logocentrism "and  other-

systems -of thought , such as ' mystic¢ism, voluntarism,

nominalism, and'con;extualisﬁ'that'ﬁay'in fact escape ft.

I do not claim fo have fully undErsfood Derridq since
hlS wrltlngs are exceedlngly complex and muLtl faceted ‘I
only w1sh to present a plaus1b1e and cr1t1cal account of hlS

view of the Western metaphysyggl tradltlon along w1th his

tdea of diff&rance or freeplay. It. is "my belief tha;
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Derrida has done philosophers a great service in making them

more aware of the general thematic and restrictive contours
of their tradition, and for demonstrating how powerful and
ineluctable the desire for presence - a "nostalgia for the

[}

absolute” - really is.

PP U PRy e S
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- . CHAPTER I
The Meaning of Logocentrism
I Conceptual Prerequisites to Understand Logocentrism

meaning they are a11' centered on some absolute pre;;;EE‘\\

a) The Transcendental Signified
A

.‘M* ’ ’ '.’ : . >
According to Derrida, the single- underlying theme

running - throughout the history of Western metaphysics is
what -he terms "logocentrism". All metaphysical systems,
whether idealist, materialist or dualist are logocentric,

-

(logos) whichiekiéts outside of any system of signs but to

which the signs themselves refer and derive their meaning.

v

- -

"The history of metaphysics, like the
history of “the West, is the history of
these metaphors and metonymies. 1Its .
matrix...is the determination of Being
as presence in allcghe senses of this
i«rord.“ 1 . . . . . .

In btherwwords, the majority of philosophers in the
West havé lbeen ‘preoccupied with thé‘ idea of an_ absolute

. 5
reality, with some primordial ground or _ultimaté‘ referent

which lies anterior to discourse and acts as the foundation

~_

- itti3 |

BT N
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for knowledge. Metaghysics dan thus be cdnstrued as the

reflective search for a perfectly se}f;preseht,

self-grounded meaning which. = Derrida calls the

"transcendental signified",

"(a) it must pass through the difficult
deconstruction of the entire history of
metaphysics which imposed, and never
will ceage to impose upon semlologlcal
science in its entirety this fundamental
quest for a "transcendental signified”
and a concept independent of language;"

Derrida relates the idea of the transceadémtaI

signified to the meaning of the term "transcendental® as it

-

is conceived in medieval thought,

-
- . "the "transcendental" signified
ﬂ_\\x {"transcendental” in a certain sense as
in the Middle Ages the transcendental
. — ens, unum, verum, bcocnum - was said to
be the "primum cognitum™)."

© .

The transcendentals are those properties (e.g. being, unity,

truth, good) that go beyond any genus and species, ‘and apply

to eve ything that is. They are, in other words, attributes
of b fng'égg being. All beings are things with unity; true
in re‘ ion to what they are, and tend towards their own
ends or goals. The transcendentals constitute, the/coré of

reality and are given when being is given, in the mind's

first apprehension. This primary datum of experience where

AN
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the mind is immediately aware. of the transcendental

properties of reality is the primum cognitum. In'béing both

ranscendentgl and universal the transcendental properties.
are'12 all things though they. are not reducible to any one
thing.
-Deﬁgida gives a linguistic -twist to this medieval
conception ©of the transcendental by substituting linguistic

signifiefs for things.

-

"The transcendental -signified... implied
by all categories or all determined
"significations, by all lexicons and all
linguistic signifiers, though not to be
- ildentified with any one of those
ignifiers, allowing itself to be
precomprehended through each Qf them,
remaining irreducible to all the epochal
determinations that it nonetheless makes
possible..." ' ’

i'\

- By linking his notion of the transcendéntal signified to the
médieval denqtation, Derrida is attempting to show how it.
aces asrthe privileged ground or terminating point for all
other signifieds. It-is’ this that prevents the chain of
§ignifiérs from going on ad infinitum.' M.H. Abrams catches

the gist of what Derrida means when he says: ,
. . 4
- . .
"By "presence" - or in alternative terms,
a "transcéndental signified™ or "ultimate
referent” = he (Derrida) designates what
I call an absolute; that is, a foundation.
outside the play of language itself which
is immediately and simply present to us,
as something*pltimate, terminal, self-
. cettifying, and thus adequate to "center"

r
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the structure of the linguistic system
and to guarantee the determinate meaning
of an utterance within that system.”

In this sense, Derrida's conception of the transcendental
signified is not unlike what Paul Tillich means by ﬂultimaLe
concern” 6 or what 5ohn Hutchison cails "ultimate
valuation”?, 1In all three ideas there is something that is
unconditional, absolute, and unqualified which constitutes

the final ground of meaning. Any way of thinking that

postulates such a ground, such a transcendental signified,'

is for Derrida inherently logocentric. Logocentrism, then,

simply means being centred on - or pEeoccupied with - a
. '
transcendental signified.

"# have identified logocentrism and the
metaphysics of presence 'as the exigent,
powerful, systematic, and irrepressible

desire for such a signified."
I

b} The Method of Deconstruction

What Derrida attempts to do -in his wnitings is
pinpeint and eipose the various expressions of logocentrism
through the rea?ing of different.philosophical and literary
texts. This approach somewhat .resembles that of a judge

“{Derrida). to an accused {the text). BQt Derrida 1is not

concerned with demonstrating the flaws or weaknesses of a

text or with isolating its essential meaning., His task is



to reveal how the text unknowingly conspires in the vast
metaphysical plot "of presence. Armed with a systematic

suspicion, Derrida endeavors to find clues that may betray

.

the text's complicity in the cfime of logocentrism.

fhis suspicious reading takes the form of a critical
practice or strategy known as agconstruction. Eor Derrida,
the strategy of deconstruction conéisgs of two‘main‘phases-
which he calls reversal and displacement, or in short, the
mdouble science®.

“Decenstruction cannot limit itself or

proceed immediately to a neutralization:

it must, by means of a double gesture, a
double science, a double writing, practice

an overturning of the classical opposition
and a general displacement of the system”. 9

The first phase involves uncoJering’ the metaphysical
(logocentric) presuppositions lying' within certain texts,
and disclosing their -internal, conceaie@ contrqdictioné. In
othe} words; deéonsﬁruction begins by locating a
contradiction in the text which, 1like a deological fault

~revealing the gtratified layers underlying ‘the entire
region, gives access to the laws, structure or textuality of
the text, 10 The metaphysicai présupposiﬁions relate - to
tﬁinking in terms cof hierarchical oppdsitiéns where one of
the terms (e.g. speech, géod) is seen to be femporally and

qualitatively superior to the other term (e.g. writing,
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evil). Derrida'Fhén reverses the hiérarchy'bg showing how
ghe lower‘germ is actually superior-and.p%io%'to the higherl
one. Thus speech is réally a form of writing, good a form
of evil, and sc on,

The possibility of reversing the established hierarchy
results in an inherent contradiction since what was First
thought to be- the superior and prior term turns o;t to be
really dnferior and derivative. Derrida,>however, is Bot
trying tc replace the previéus superior term with the
subordinate one and make it supreme, ﬁe is attempting to

‘ v
show how all binary terms "are interéonnected and depend oH:
one another‘fgr their meaning. Good,for éxample;cahhot be
conceived without evil, or realiﬁy without appearance.
Following Saussure, Derrida pelieve; meaning to be a resgl;.
of differences and not identity.> Unfortuna;ely; the
majority of philoéophers in the Westihave faﬁqﬁfeﬁ idenﬁity-
and unity over .difference thereby repreésing- orr_léaviﬁg'
unthouéht the essential :intefdepéndencé .of all opposing
terms, If-bis by undoing . key metéphyéiéal; terms ‘or
assumptipns, and elaboratiﬁglthe contrédicpory structure and
arguments they conceal, that.Devr'rida-,‘is Wto.-révéai ‘the”
repression of difference in'assofted téxt.. ' -

Derriﬁa'employs'two major anéiytic fechniques totuﬁveil
the blind spotsriq tge ‘text a&d_;éverge‘the,opppsittons.‘
The first technique is:isolatjng certain kéy words such as.

“pharmakon" - in Plata, “"supplement" in Rousseau, “hymen" in



Mallaémé, or “"parergon" in Kant. Derrfda .sets -0pt éo
estéblish héw these words both figure in opéositions that
-are crucial _ts a text's argument while, at'éhe same time
‘fdnction “to undsrmine the"vslue-laden oppositions. The
second technique consists of paying-close aﬁtpntion to the
marginal features oé a text (like -the use of metaphor) for
. . ‘ ‘
these offer clyes into what is really important,. .

‘Generally speaking,'ths first. phase of peconstruction
(reversal) can be characterized as a-form of crisique. It
does not seek fo' exéminé Eauity reaSoniné or improye ‘a
theoretlcal system, but’to-reveal the csnaitiqqs +hat make
any theoret1ca1 system po$51b1e. . |

I~

’"To "deconstruct“'phxlosophy, thus would be -
to think - in the most faithful, interiot
way - the structured genealogy of
phllosophy s concepts, but at the same
time to determine - from a certain exterior
that is unquallflable or unnameable by
ph1losophy - what this history has, been_
able to dissimulate. or forbid, maklng itself
into a history by means of thlS somewhere .
mot1vated repre551on » 11.. : -

A critiqse, tﬁen, starts with wﬁat seems nétural,and obviods L
“in a text and proceeds to show how this is realfy a cultural .
construpt wltb zits' own concealed hlstory and rsason for
-.beiﬁg. | .

Another | way -of‘- puttlng » th1s is  to say :that
udeconstructlon resembles more of a de sediﬁenﬁat1on process'

'than a diSméntllng of parts., ASs Josué Hararl explalns'lt;



18.

&

"perridean deconstruction wb{ch consists more

of the tracing of a path among textual strata

in order to stir up and expose forgotten

and dormant sediments of meaning which

have accumulated and settled into the text's
fabric...Thus, deconstruction is really .
more of a technigque of de-sedimentation (the
word was first used by Derrida in Of

Grammatology and. later abandoned), a

technique ‘of de-sedimenting the text

in order to allow what was already

inscribed in its texture to resurface.” 12

It is this attempt to problematize, to de-stabilize or to
put under\'eraéure any a priori concept taken to be

substantial and essential that lies at the base of the

deconstructive enterprise, ° : o

The second phase of the, Derridean ' strategy 'of_

deconstruction is displacement, Here one attempts to enact

a transformation in.the meanifiy’ 6f a term so as.to prevent

the refestablishment'of-the original ‘hierarchy.

,"By means of this double, and précisely
stratified, dislodged and dislodging, . - .
. writing, we must also mark the -interval .. ‘&

' between inversion, which brings low L
what was high, and the irruptive emergence
of a new "concept", a concept that can no
londer be, and never ¢ould be, included |
in the previous regime." ST

fhe  aim 1qf 1t£i§_ SEcéhﬁ -stage is  t9 :édicallx\ alter the
‘;6ncep£ua1 . field by'ltegitﬁ;ting"Qr.'dispiacing. the -enti;é-
'systemlﬂofi vélqes é;pre§sea by  the- &laésidal :obﬁoéition;
-ThisljhvplﬁeéAtryihgrto transfoem a text witﬁduﬁ méfely .

:éndorging.the wider ﬁréméwprk‘of ﬁeaning‘to;whichritsxterms

belong.i___

- —

ol



One can observe' the two"phases’ of deconétrpction —at
work 1n Derrlda S. concept of “writing',’f First}_”Derrida

-demonstrates how speech is c0nt1ngent ‘on wrxtlng,_and not

" the reverse, . since ‘tne_ features normally attrlbuted to

'.wr;tlng are exactly the same used -to character1ze speech

~ Thus both written and- spoken words ‘are repeatable (or what

Derrlda calls 1terable"),ﬁ arbxtrary or - lnstitutlonal

understandable, and are subject to a system of dlfferences.

’
4

"IE “wrxtlng means inscription and
especially the durable instituting of
signs (and this is the only irreducible
kernal of the -concept writing), then
.writing in general covers the entire
-domain’ of lxngu1st1c—sxgns...The very
idea of insti! on, hence of the <
arbit;ap&ness of the s1gn, is unthxnkable
pricr to or OutSlde the horieon of
wr1thg

In the sécond‘phasé perrida givés a newlméaning to the

" term "writing" so that it cannot ‘be - subsumed by~ the old

_ hierarchical .pattern. The;new term is “arch-wrltlng

C-MI would NlSh rather.to suggest that the
“alleged. der1vat1ves of wr1t1ng, however‘
.real and massive, was possible only on
one  condition: _that the "original",
" "patural®, etc. language had never:
‘existed, never been intact and. untouched
“by’ wrltlng, that it had itself always
been a wr1t1ng. An- arch-writing whose .
necessa.ty and new concept T wish o . =
indicate and outline here; and which 1
continue to call writing only. because it
essentially communicates with the vulgat
concept of wr1t1ng
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This arch-writing is an'“undegidaﬁié concept 11ke may other;'

Derridean terms -like ”d1fférance : “dlssem1nat1on , . and

;supplement' " ‘These concepts are undec1dable because they

cannot be" 1nterpreted from the poxnt of v1ew of any sxngle,'
.self-xdentlca1~ meanlng. _Thexr purpqse is to upset ‘the“

estéblished_ 1echentfie_ pattetn jthereby_ feleaSing the 

freeplay of difference.

. In ..sum, -a deconsttuctiye " reading is one . which

undertakes . a double "task: v first digs 'np the latent
metaphysical premises in texts,tand then teaefines certain

cdnéepts_such'as-writing theh challenge the consistency of -

thetrogoeentrie system.‘.Deconstruction; however} snoald not

© be confused with tradltional ekeptlcxsm It is more like a
contemporary vers1on of sophxsm .16 since it exposes' the
rhetorlcal nature of phllOSOpth arguments as well as the

’ close connectlon between reason andtlanguage in the search

of an authentlcatlng truth

.There‘,are .a few impottént_ implieatﬁens cof berrideenl
deeonstrnctien'thet should‘be mentioned-nere._‘Fibstrthere
is the v1ew that wrlterglof phllosophlcal and 11terary texts.
have certa1n,b11nd epots, that is, they are not aware of the'

.unavoidable contradictions their'metaphy51cal premlses lea

r

to,

"The writer writes in a language and in a’
"logie whose proper system, laws, and life
‘his discourse by definition cannot dominate
" absolutely., He uses them only by letting:

it |




21.
. S <
hlmself, after a- fashlon ‘and up to a: p01nt,
‘be gowverned by. the system. And readlng

must -‘always aim.at a certain relattonshlp,
-unperceived by the writer, between what .

he commands and-what he does not command
of the patterns of the language he uses.’ - 17

" But if. the author s blindness “to the 'eontradiEtion
w1th1n his own text IS unav01dab1e, what attltude should the
_critlctnadoptlgtowardé “the text? . berrida® s own reSponse
varies. - He hseems' to treat ~some writers- like 'Hejdegger}
uHusserl,. and Saussure wlth‘ more respec* than‘ ethers_blihe;
Rousseau and Levr Strauss whom he often cr1t101ies;‘f ?or_
‘example, Derrlda often pays tr1bute to. Hexdegger (e qu “What

I have. attempted to do would not have been p0551ble w1thout .

;the openlng of . Heldegger s questlon. 18), whereas‘ he .~
severely cast1gates Lév1 Strauss, ("LEvi- Strauss is néver
‘susp1c1ous of the value of such a dlstlnctlon.- This allows

'hlm.-to eon51der the passage from speech to- wr1t1ng .as’ a
' Ieap;fllg).\ There are perhaps, degrees of 1090centrlsm that
1a wr1ter rs subject fto Heldegger belng less logocentrlc
than Levi- Strauss 20 1n this- way Derrida gives an new twist
~to the Orwelllan adage- "All texts are logocentr1c but somef
texts are more 1egoeentr1c—than‘others._.
The second implicatibn--felldws- trom' the" first C1E
'Derr1da 1s cla1m1ng that wr1ters are really unaware of what

. is going on in thelr,texts,'then he must know more than they



do qnd,have-closer'abdess-to‘the "truth", But what fs'thg

exact cFiterion of truth Derrida.is working with? It is not

‘made ' clear ' in anything _he’ wr;teé. His’ éuperiority, “if

‘anything, is. probably more a matter of‘ingénious rhetoric

.;hat'genginé_iogic.":ndeed,'his standpoint is not’a logical

" one_bbt genealogical in. the sense of dealing with hidden

interests..
The -~ third and. final. -implication of Derridean

-deconstruction I wish to meﬂtidn_ is its ﬁossiblg

relativism. If the desire for a‘transpehdéntal‘signified‘ a.

‘primél_and final unity, is.mére wishrfulfillmen;,.and if

nothing is ever really presén;, ‘just "différance”, then’

there is no sense in ~limiting " the interpretation to one

absolute meaning in a text for there is a  plurality of

possible- meanings. - 1In other words, .meaning is Something

that is not discovered: it is a construct, a Eictidn made by’

the forqé of our desire. Meaning, -then, is always relative,

never absolute. Whether this is an accurate depiction of

deconstruction is' too larqge a topic to adequately deal with

in this thesis.. .Suffice it to say. that the fear of

‘relativism belongs to‘the system Derrida-is attabking.

Not only does Derrida read; he writes. ~And his writing

does 'not ‘often confprm.to the dictates of conventional,

‘discursive prose. For example, he does not argue. in a

logical manner, from stated premises to conclusions, ‘and

"~

‘ra:ely uses 1ogicalzéohnectors (e:g. therefore, conclude) of

22

ey
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ahy kiqd. His'étylé is_more whimsicglhand a(tistic than
'rigo'ro;.ls or sc‘ientll'.fic.' Th‘i.s has proven rather disquieting
‘to ,.a'lnumber' jof_-_Derrida‘s' readers who continue to slog away
 3£ his tékté. But it -1is not withqut purpose. >It is my
opini.,ory that "'Derrida ‘d-eliberately adopts: a non'—discur.sive

writ.ing style in order to disclose and upset the logocentric

+
-~

biases inherent within “both our own writing and reading’ --

.

habits, .Tﬁese biases include a tendency to discover a
'single, essential meaning or truth in a text, to link this
‘meaning ‘to the author's i,nyt‘ention, and to beli;eve- that a
s’yste;ma’tic méthod. leads to the true meaning. Derrida's
wr-'iting:at‘_temp't? -i:o/decr'anstruct the e})the:r/or log‘ic of
non-contradiction that lies. at  the béée of Western
metaphysical thinking, ‘and to’ suége.st the possibility ;DE__.a.
'nd_n-binar:y "logic". It is not surprising,'t.hen, that his
wr‘iting'_ often leaves the reader puzzled and dismayed for
that is exéctly, what -it, is supp'osed to do.

-,De'rrida ‘utiliize,s a vast array of textual tactics to
elaborate- this non-binary logic,- and subvert logocentrism,
E‘ol]:d.wing .I_)avid wood 21 we ;:ar1_ list these t.ac.tics‘-‘as.
graphic, lexi_cal‘, struétural, methodoiogicai, - and_<
self-reflexive, ‘

Under grqpr‘nié t_éctics'éan .be lis‘ted the téchniqu'es for
'cro‘ssing'o’ut words (e.qg. -esg;ecia_lly about 'the subject, or

“"The outside ')-(the inside.") in order to show the condemnation of

-



the cohcept;_as~well as the ﬁse of.brackets'lwﬁich #an_go on

for pagesY, long . sentences .and’ quotations, rampent
ambiguity,'needle§Sgbunctuation {not unlike in the poems of
"Mallarm&), italics, and - square notes. ALl these aid in

decentering the text. : ‘

'The lexicalttactic'ingolvés the taking up and ﬁodifying
of certainrwordg which actually bive rise‘to neologisms.
Derrida’s modificatién of the word “diffé&rence” _iﬁtq
"différance” is .the prime example here. These neologisms
are marshalled against the nostalgia for an 6rigin or
centre,

étructural tactics cover ‘the surface of © texts

fthemselves; Occasionally in Derrida's writings there will‘
be a creative outburst on the page usually in the jo;m of a
parallel writing péﬁtern. His book Glas is a good examéle
of this techﬁiqUe wﬁére Derrida writes in two columnsl on
each page’ - one involving a text on Hegel, the othér on
Genet. This tactic puts 1in question the lihear}ty‘ of
writing and the supposedly 'essential relationship bétween
the author and the text,

‘The_methodoloéicai techniques primarily relate to both
phaseg of?the.deéonstfuctive enterprise;: the disclosuré of

| intérnai contradictions'within a fext, the reversal of thé,
,established opposit}onalfgﬁrms, and the redefinition of' the

old subordinate term in order to prevent the re-emergence of

. . . s Vo™ . ' '
the previous hierarchy. . ) '

-t
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: Finé}lQ;' the self-reflexive tactic is where Derrida
expliq}tlé .uoicés his . concerns about writing the text,
deviéfng techhiques-to combat logocentrism, and his debt to
other 5hinkets. All thése reflectivg musings work against
theJ lowgr‘_gféereflectivé"leUel of awareness which |is
‘necessarily imﬁued :{evén in perrida) with 1logocentric
assumptions.

Although Derridé'éttempts to upset the inherent biases i°f

of lébocentrism, he knows it is really inescapable. For o&e
must adopt the same sort oE terms and ‘procedures that- are

A
placed 'in que tlon. As Derrida- descrlbes it:

"T try to keep myself at the limit of

philosophical discourse. 1 say limit

and not death, for I do not at all

believe in what today is so ea511¥ ¢ »
called the death of philosophy. 2

why write or read at all then? Part of the reason is

sheer pleasure,

"By means of this simultaneously faithful
and violent circulation between the inside
and the outside of philosophy - that is of
the West -~ there is produced a certain
textual work that gives great pleasure." 23

But the major reason, not unrelated to the first, is the

affirmation of freeplay:
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"...the Nietzschean affirmation, that is

the joyous affirmation of the play of the
world and of the innocence of becoming,

the affirmation of a world of signs

without fault, without truth, and without
origin which is offered to an active
interpretation, This affirmation then
determines the noncenter otherwise than as
loss of centre. And it plays without
security. For there is a sure play: that
which is limited to the substitute of given
and existing, present pieces," 24

In sum, Derrida's method of deconstructive reading and

unconventional  writing style helps him map out the textual

s

terrain of logocentrism, and determine its important -

characteristics,
II The Concept of Logocentrism

a) The Modes of Logocentrism

« The notion of a "transcendental signified" (object),
and of logocentrism ({desire) in general, has expressed
itself in numerous ways throughout the Western philqsophical
tradition. For Dperrida, "logocentrism is, fundamentally, an

idealism, It is the matrix of tdealism", 25 By this he

means that whether it be pPlato's eidos, bescartes' cogito,

or Hegel's Geist, there is always a plenitude of meaning

thought to exist behind and prior to any actual meanings

which calls to be interpreted. 1In being both anterior and

-

bagic, this plenitude of meaning is also more/transparirt to

tho ght'or immediately self-present,

s
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A?ﬁﬂ?‘imngg;ancg of this idea becomes clearer when we

remember -that metaphy§ics is the gearch for something
immediately present, The possible ﬁateriality_ of the
pranscendental signified, therefore, is downplayed in otder

to centre truth entirely in an_intelligible form of

presence, the logos., - : g

r-t

"The history of (the only) metaphysics
which has, in spite of all differences,
not only from Plato to Hegel (even
including Leibniz) but also, beyond
these apparent limits, from the
pre-Socratics. to Heidegger, always

. assigned the origin of truth in general
‘to the logos." 2 '
L d o -

-

-

An example from the history of philosophy will
_ L 4 ! =
illustrate whatvDerrida means hére. Accogding tq_Derrida,

Platonism is the logocentric philésophy par excellence. It

has "set wup the whole 9f Western metaphysics in its

A -

conceptuality", 27 Epf Plato, the world is bifurcated into a
reaim of changing individual phenomena, and é realm of
immutable, univéfsai Fofméror\lgggiy/ The- former realm. is
merely an Iappearancé' cpnsistiﬁb of' transient ‘material

bodies, It "is known through sense ‘perception and yields

only opinion (doxa), never true knowledge (episteme). By

contrast, the realm of the 'Forms - is the ultimat® reality .

since it exists <Separately from matter and 1is eternally

T
—

perfect. It istiij)model of which the sensible world is

¥



only a degenerate copy. The Forms cofe to be known mainly
through the logos, that is, through the reasoning process
(e.qg. dialectib, récollection), which at its highest stage
. of perfect intelligence 1is able to !bprehend the forms

directly. The result of this is true knowledge or episteme.

"This reality, then, that gives their truth
to the objects of knowledge and the power
of knowing to the knower, you must say is
the idea of gopd, and you must conceive it
as being the cause of knowledge, and truth
in so far as known." 28 ‘

uth And meaning are for Plato grounded in .the

intelligiﬂle world of the Forms, and true knowledge resides
in the abjlity to give.a:_jccount (logos) of this ultimate
reality,

Another idealist element in logocentrism is its
tendency to structure things in térms of hierarchical

oppositions or dichotomies such as good vs. evil, reality

_vs. appearance, or mind vs. matter. 1In this way of thinking

the first term of the pair is given priority over the second

[

term both in a temporai and qualitative sense. Thus good is

prior to and more important than evil - reality is superior
to ' appearance, and so. on. There is a particular
- hierarchical dichotomy, however, that Derrida claims forms

the basis of 'legocentrism; namely, the primacy of speech
over writing, This "“phonocentrism", as Derrida calls 1it,
has always privileged the spoken word over and above the

written word because as Barbara Johnson notes:



29.

" ...the speaker and listener are both
present to the utterance simultaneously.
There is no temporal or spatial distance
between speaker, speech, and listener,
since the speaker hears himself speak .
at the same moment the listener does,
This immediacy seems to guarantee the
notion that in the spoken word we. know
what we mean, mean what we say, say what
we mean, and know what we have said.
Whether or not perfect understanding
always occur in fact, this image of
perfectly self-present meaning is,
according to Derrida, the underlying
ideal of Western culture." 29 .

-

Writing on the other hand is considered to be greatly
inferior because it 1is only an imperfect and parasitic
representation of speech. In writing there is a distance

between the thoughts of the author and the physical marks

put down on paper, These marks are not only divorced from -

thought, they are also able to function .in the aBsence
_either of-a.speaker or of a listener. it is this inclusion
of differénce, distance, and death that allows writing to
corrupt the immediate and perfect self-presence of oral
meaning, and explains why writing has been placed in a
position inferior to speech.' )

Derrida has discovered numerous examples of
phpnocentrism in the history of Western philosophf. one of
the first and ﬁost important examp1€s' can | be ‘found in

plato's dialogue, the Phaedrus. In his article, "Plato's

pPharmacy", Derrida shows how Plato privileges speech over



writing in the Phaedrus, and how ‘this leads to truth being

30.

thought to originate'in the-immediate self—presénce'of the'

l

Forms. - Having: flrst dlscussed the art of" dlscourse (logos),

'Soérates turns’ h1s attentlon £0"the status of wrltlng

(graghel ny. ' He relates , the myth. of how "the Egyptian

,demL-god Theuth invqntéd writing, and'boqiphe King of the

gods condemned - writing as a poison- since it introduces

forgetfulngsg intc people's souls céusing them to completely

-

forget the truth of things. ‘There is a kind of fall into
the materiality of script which estranges the. soul from its
own inwardness, that is, from its own. ocrigin in speech and

self-presence.

i

"And so it is that you, by reason of your
fender regard for the writing that is

your offspring, have declared the very
opposite of its true effect. 'If men learn
this, it will implant forgetfulness in
their souls; they will cease to exercise
memory because they rely on that which is
written, calling things to rememberance

no longer from within themselves, but by
means of external marks « 30

e

Direct speech, so Socrates notes, is ‘the proper vehicle

for dialectics and truth, for unlike  writing, speecﬁ

repreSents the cternal Forms accurately and d1rectly._i1n
A

speech the soul is An immediate contact wlth meanlng, words

issue _from. the peaker ‘as the spontaneous and nearly

transparent sign

f his present thoughts. Writing on the’



o
other hand, is much more medlate because 1t is- tw1ce removed
from the Forms--'wrltlng represents speech, and speech in
turn. represents the Forms._ Moreover, by expre551ng 1tse1£,

in -an external, materlal medlum wrltlng 15 also removed ﬁrom

_the 11v1ng subject or logos.

Derrlda sees thlS pr1v11eglng of speech over wr1t1ng as .
a replay of the pr1v1leg1hg of .the Forms (reallty) ‘over the:-
phenomena (appearances) - In other words,‘thessubordrnationv
of wr1t1ng to speech mirrors . on a smaller scale the .
traditional " metaphysical pr1macy ' or --'transcendene~
sp1r1tua11ty over fallen mater1a11ty. Accordihg to'Derrida,'
this attempt to offer the'internal qoice as Ehe model- for
self-present meaning 1is a4t 'the root of all logocentric

. thinking, and has’ been vreproduced throughout every major

metaphys1ca1 system since Plato,

- "We already have a_foreboding that

phonccentrism merges with the.
historical determination of the meaning ’ :
of being in géneral as presence, with all
the subdeterminations ‘which depend on’
this general form and which organize :

+ within their system and .their historical .
.sequence {(presence of the thing to the .
sight of. eldos)... 31 ) , : ’

N .

e31L ot

- * ~

Another example of phonocentrism is found in Rousseau's

-view of- language and culture, In Rousseau's Essay on the

Origin of Languages, two related higrarchical oppositions

. S “ 1 o . -
can be discerned; speech wvs. writing and. nature vs,
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culture. Rousseau. along "~ with the Test of the Western

‘metaphy51cal “tradition, pr@vileges speeCh over writing.:

Speech 1s-seen-as the natural, good, and original'condition.

of languageo beoause while speaklné the self 1is nmost
'_1mmed1ately present to itself. erting on the other hand,
is seen as artlflclal evil, and derivative for lt'is:only.a

'representatlon of dLrect speech and so less immediate and

present. Consequently, speech Eor RoOusseau const1tutes the

v

origin of language, while wrltlng is akln to a garas1t1c‘

growth., As Derrida’expresses it:

v

"We .have set foot aga1n upon a Rousseéauist
ground that we hardly left: a.classical ;
ideology accordlng to'which writing takes
the status of a tragic fatality come to
prey upon hatural innocénce, interrupting

" the- golden age of the preSent and full’

-speech '

This opposition between the naturalness'of'speech‘anﬁ

the artifigiality of writing inflates into the more general

N .

opposition between nature- and culture. o Culture,' argues

Rausse au, debases nature and. actually represents a fall away

from it, Rodsseau'eonstructs an elaborate mythology based.

on the ditference ‘between *what \ne calls ‘the‘l"southern
culture" 'wHere‘ thet voice, remains <c¢lose to ‘lts Qcigin in
émotional utterance;, and the. “northetn éultu;e“,_where
certain conventlons and rules oominate ‘ovef ‘tbe ‘innocent

. passions. ° 1In _other” words,  the South ‘is part Lof .that




- supéridr.'dﬁainvudf natural terms which includéj'libértyh

33. -

'accent; and vowei,'wheréas the-Nofth is that.supplementary,-

chain of cultural terms made up of serv1tude, artlculatlon,

'and consonant whlch are assoc1ated wlth masturbatlon, ev1l,'
and'hlstory. In thls way both speech ang natute are prlor

and, sUperior to wr1t1ng 'and_ pulture.-' .-galn, Derrlda s

‘words': -

_"From this p01nt of . view, it'abpears that’
life, energy, desire, etc., are of the
South. The northern language is less
alive,; less animated, less 50ngl1ke,
colder...Writing is at the North: <cold,
necessitous, reasoning, turned toward )
death, to be sure, but by that tour de.

. force, by that detour de force which
forces it to Hold on to llfe 33

Thus by saying- that logocentrlsm is Euhdamentally.an'

idealism, Derrida is. really cla1m1ng that most phLlosophers.

have conceived of the transcendental signified (or presence)
as something wholl}. intelligiblel‘aﬁd suprasehsrble;A - And

they have frequently used the seif—presqncg associated with

speech as the model for this kind of éuprasensiblerpreéence.‘

]

The result of phonocentrism or any kind of Hierarchicar

r

opposition, idealist or otherwise, is the eéxclusion. and

subordination of.  one term vis-3-vis another -tetm., £ Because

of this, logocentrism is " really a discourse ~based -on
repression, But not; only is logdcentrlé “dis¢ourse

repressive; discourse concerning the dynamics: of ‘repression

can also be repressive. i - i
- .

.



For Derrxda “this latter type of repress1on 1s ev1dent

in such contemporary thlnkers as Mlchel Foucault Ih “the

last. twenty flve years there has emerged on the Eur0pean

contlnent a phllosophxcal force that can be characterlzed as -

.antl—humanlst,-meta-theoretlcaL, and crltlcal; _Thls trend

of thought has reacted _negatively_ tc the rationalism of

F

Descartes, - the -subjectiﬁism - of Hhsserl ' and- . the

' anthropolog1sm of - Sartre. 'Foucauit; in belng part of thxs

.

contlnental force, has attempted ‘to, subvert the 1nfluence of

the - -past ‘masters . - (e.g. "A"Descartes)

-34.

as well as to trace the concealed power of interests lying

.'behind'varicﬁs-kiﬁds of -discourse.

Like Derrida, Foucault attempts to make'viéible what is‘ 

customarily invisible "in a text, namely, ‘the var10us rules

| . .
-further than Derrlda. however, in- 11nk1ng the orlgln of a

text not s1mp1y to the text s own 1nternaL~play, but to,an

'external.network of power conSLStlhg'df_an impersonal and ’
highly inStitutionalizéd,dee\of discourse, . What the text -

ultimately represses.is.its origins in discursive power, It

-becomes‘a‘ldcus for the different powers of discourse, and

~at  the’ same ‘time obscures -‘this power through .its ‘own

textuality.

"1 am supposing that in every society the
production ‘of discourse is-at once
controlled, selected, organized .and
redistributéd -according 'to a certain

"and -mysteries‘ of :its own construction. Foucault goes.
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.

- ,number ‘of procedures,_whose role 1s to

_avert is powers and ‘its dangers, to .
_cope with chance events, to evaééEets

ponderous, awesome materiality

The-ljdb of the. critic; or ~ what. Fodcault calls the

Y

archaeoleglst“ is' to act aS'a'"coUntermemofy",'to'dig down

and reveal the network of dlscurs1ve power lylng behlnd and

within the text.

Derrida ' argues that this Kind Of countermemory, of
. . ,

giving' a rational vdiee ‘to that thch is nonratlonal andl
s11ent, ‘ts- lnherently 1odocehtric. - It' only ends' up
.repre551ng its own rellance on a metaphy51cs of presence.
This isAmost evident in Foucault s analy51s of madness in

Madness and Civilizatlon. In thlS book Foucault. attempts to

‘write a history of'madness from the standpolnt'of madness
.1tself and hot tfom the standpbint of reason.- : éut
dlfferently, the c0nCepts and v0cabulary of the soc1al and
psychological sciences ‘are put into quest1on.and caretp;ly

avoided, Madness, through the archaeologlcal method,'is to

be rescded from the fate of .51lence wh1ch the age of

reason” has committed it to,-

“Foucault wanted to write a hxstory of
‘madness itself, that is madness speaking:
on the basis of its own experience and
under its own authority, and not a-
history of madness described from within
the language of reason, the language of
‘psychiatry on madness,



For Derrida this "projected archaéolody of silence™ is
- b /',‘ - B . X 1 . . . b .
S, ' problematic. By writing a history of madness Foucault is

_inevitably taking the perspective of reason since writing a
history, any history, entails a rational project of inguiry

and the use of concepts that wjll be' readily understood, -

-”

"But, first of all, is there a history of

silence? Further, ' is not an archaeology,
even of silence), a logic, that is, an ’
organized language, a project, an order,

a sentence, a syntax, a work? Would not -

the archaeclogy of silence be the most

efficacious and subtle restoration, the .
repetition, in, the most "i'rreducibly’

ambiguous meaning of the word, of the act

perpetrated against madness - and be . so
at the very moment wheh this act is
denounced?" ' '

According to Foucault, a diVision"Occured in the
Seventeenth century when reason and madness split off into
two separate soliloquies. There was no longer, as in the

‘Middle Ages, a kind ofldialogue.betwéen the two.. But as

Derrida notes: | . . . . -

“A_histopyW that'is, an archaeology against
reason doubtless canngt be written, for,
despite all appearances to the contrary,

* the concept’ of history has always been a

. rational one.. Tt is the meaning of "history"
-or archia - that should have been questioned

" first, perhaps. A writing that exceeds, by

e
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questioning them, the values "origin”,

"reasons”, and-"history™ could not be
contained w1th1n the metaphys1cal closure
“of an archaeology :

- . - -

In order to have remained faithful to his stated aims,
Foucault would have had to either remaln completely 511ent
or “foilow the madman down the road of his ex1le Since he
does neither oné can only‘conclude that ‘his is merely a more
sophlst1cated rat1ona1 dlscourse on madness, and as such is
Just another reconstxtutlon of the Cartesian coglto. 38 in’
this way, Derfida identifies Féucault's project with the
rationalist - idealist enterprise ih)general which claims
" that a system of thought canllead to meaniﬁg. . -

Although Derrida “conceives of logocentrism along tﬁe
lines of an idealism, he also states that, "logoccentrism is
a wider concept than idealism for which it serves as a kind
of overflowing foundation.” 39 and he further claims that,
"Realism or sensualism - empiricism - are modifications ot
dogocentrismf,ﬁao as weli as "metaphysical materjalism"., 41
What these remarks suggest is a concept of idealism much
broader than the usual one where it is’ seen mere;y as an‘
.alternative to materiali#m. " 1In Derridé's view, idealism.
(1;gocan;rism) "constitutes a system qf predicates, éerﬁain

» . . : .
of which can élways be found ‘in the philbsophies that,call

themselves nonidealist, " that is, anti-—idealist“.“’f'2



The most _impo}tant of these predicaces: are presence,
1dent1ty, and foundation. a1l logocentric philosophies,
1deallst or otherwlse, p051t a full, self-identical presence

which is taken to be the ground of all substantial truth and

meaning.
This idea of lpgocentniém can be clearly observed in
the case of empiricist philosophies. ‘These philosophies

rest on the important ideas of experience and representation

~

which are both permeated with the "logocentric" wvalués of
pfesence, identi&y, and 60undatiéﬁ. Empiricism states that
experienée is the ultimate source of all our knowledge, and
so. functions as a fopndation;. In addition, experiénce,
whether :seen in terms of Locke:s "sensations”", Hume's
"impressions", or- Ayer's "sense—_data"q i?volves something

that is simply present. And if something is experienced, it

[

must be experienced as something, so a degree of identity is

also essential to experience, Derrida sums up the-situation

as follows:

.

"There is one law there: the notion of : -
_experience, even when oné¢ would like to -

use it to destroy metaphysics or

speculation, continues-to be in cne or

another point of its’ functioning, Co :

fundamentally inscribed within ontotheology:

at least - by the value of presence, whose
.1mp11cat10n it can rever reduce by . itself.
) Experlence is always the relationship

with a plenltude, whether it be sensory

51mp11c1ty or the infinmite" presence of
God. . .

38.

Fe



The idea of representation is also closely linked with
empiricism, aqd so with a metaphysics of presence, This is

appafent .in  the empiricist epistemological ‘theory of

-representatlve real1sm. on this view, the mind does 'not

apprehend external obJects dlrectly, but only through the

medlatlon_of 1¢eas yhlch represent them. These ideas in
turn are expressed through language so that th¢/meaning of a

word or an idea is what it represents. FOr instance, the

idea of a brdﬁn' table re§ults from first receiving an
impreésion 5; sénsation of gomething, and then connecting
this:impressiod-to thé lihguistic sign "brown table", The
souree of the'idea lies outside the repfesentation. Realism
is a logocentr1c phllosophy because 15 rests on the idea of
representatlon which, as' we have seen, .is. invariably
committed to a éelf;iden;icél presence (e.,qg. experience)

standing anterior to discourse.

“Not.omly -do the signifier and, the signified
seem to unite, but also, in this confusion,
the signifier seems to erase, itself or to
become transparent, in order to allow the
conqept to present itself as what it is,
referring to nothing other than its presence.
The exteriority of the s1gn1f1er seems

", reduced, . Naturally this experience is a

- qure, byt a lure whose necessity has
organized an entire structure, or an
entire epoch; and on the grounds Of this
epoch ‘a semiology has been constituted

- ., whose® concepts and .fundamental

presuppositions are guite precisely
d1scprn1b1e from Plato to Husserl, pa551ng
through prlstotle, Rousseau, Hegel, Etc.

~
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i
Derrida's analysis of the logocentrjc elements within
empiricism resembles in some ways the récent Anglo-American

criticisms- of what is called "epistemological

‘foundationalism”. Thinkers such as Michael Williams 45 and

Richard Rorty 46 belieye that the majority of epistemologies

in the Western philoscophical tradition have been ;

. L
,/*f”#ﬁ?shqdationaliSt. That is to say, they have all sought an

indubitable ground for belief and have attempted to answer
the radical skeptic who claims that one is never justified
in beliéving anything, so that knowledge is i:;ossible. The
foundationalist thinks he can justify his beliefs by showing

how some of them ultimately rest on far more basic -ones

which are self-evident. The self-evident beliefs are

‘assumed to be absolutely certain, and to require no further

justification. Thus a sort of epistemological order in
pyramid form results, with the basic beliefs fillking out the
ground/ level, and the non-basic beliefs on top; hence the

L . . 7 ™ '
name, "epistemclogical foundatlonalHSm“.

’ : . . —~T : .

These self-evident, basic beliefs refer, I think, to a
kind of jpresence’in the form of consciousness, sensation,
sense-data and the like, " Each of - these is seen as

%

being give experience and represented -in some way. They

further act g2 e primordial foundation of other beliefs.
Thus foundatilonalism could possibly be viewed as the

epistemaologica

-

correlate of logocentric metaphysics,

/



and concretely illustrates how Derrida's'analysis of

logocentrism touches on problems presently being discussed
M L] il

in contemporary Anglo-American philosophy.

The Jogocentric values of presence, identity, and

. foundation can\\ also be cbserved in ."metaphyéical

materialism". Derrida mentions that the concept of matter
p

“can be reinvested with "logocentric values" and become just

another "transcendental signified";

13

""In sort, the signifier "matter" .appears
to me problematical only at the moment
when its reinscription cannot avoid making
of it a new fundamental principle which,
by means of theoretical regression, would
*be reconstituted into a "transcendental
.signified".”

He goes oﬁ to suggest, rather gipgerly, that Lenin's
analysis of matter may be interpreted in this way, though he
fails to elaborate further, One might suspect‘he meant that
Lenin‘s- view of the pr}macy of _mattérz over mind, where
.matterris taken to be the ultimate reality from which ideas
derive and mind a mere‘ epiphenomenén, could be seen .as
fulfilling the same role in.philbsophy *as Plato's eidos or
Aquina's God; pa@ely, to act ,as an cbjective referent and

ground for true knowledge, In {other words, mAtter is a form

" of ‘presence, "the property of being an objective reality",

frdm which the truth and meaning of things are. .derived and ..

accounted for. o

~ v : )
v

~ -

4]1.
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"It is.not only idealism in the narrow
sense that falls back upon the
: transcendental signified, It can always - -
come to reassure a metaphysical '
materialism. It then becomes an ultimate
referent, or it becomes an "objective
reality"” absolutely anterior to any work
/ of the mark, the semantic content of a
form of presence which guarantees the
movement of the text in general from the
outside.”

what is common, then, to idealist, empiricist, and
materialist philosophies is the - assertion of a
transcendental sigﬁified that . whether called eidos, °
;xperience or matter, relates to what is strictiy present,
fundamental and identical, and excludes what 1is abséht,

derivative and different, It is this profound commitment, to .

presence that makes each of these-phildsophies logocentric,

"It could be shown that all names related

to fundamentals, to principles or to the
center have always designated an invariable
presence - eidos, arch, telos, energeia,
ousia (essence, existence, substance,
subject), aletheia, transcendentality,
consciousness, God, man, and so forth," 49

Since the idea of presence is central to Derrida’s
entire thematic characterization of Westerm T sics, it

must be examined more closely,

<



c) The Idea of Presence

-~

In his article "Diff&rance", Derrida describes presence

as "the ontology of beings and beingness®, 50 Thgs suggest
that presence is a plenum of being with a kind of spatial

and/or temporal dimension. 51 The spatial. aspect refers to

. »

the full, capacious existence of an entity (or some

equivalent), while the temporal aspect concerns the

disclosure of an entity in the present moment.

The spatiél form of presence can be further subdivided
into an objective and a subjective mode. Some philosophers
like  Aristotle emphasize the objective side, while others
like Descartes stress the subjective angle. Derrida
describes the whole shift from the objective to the

subjective form of presence as follows:

"petween the overture and the philosophical
accomplishment of phonologism (or
logocentrism), the motif of presence was
decisively articulated. It underwent an
internal modification whose most
conspicuous index was the moment of
certitude in the Cartesian cogito. Before
that, the identity of presence offiered to
the mastery of repetition was constitlted ‘
under the "objective" form of the ideality \\\
of the eidos or the substantiality of
ousia. Thereafter, this objectivity takes
the form of representation, of the idea
as the modification of a self-present

) substance, conscious and certain of itself
at the moment of its relationship to .
itself.” 52 '



, _ ‘
An example of the "objective" mode of presence ‘is

discernible in Aristotle's conception of substance. Derrida

remarks that substance (ousia) is a type of" presenCe,

"presence as substance/essence/existence (ousia)."- 53 1p

Aristotle's thought, the term substance, is used in a variety

of ways. It can mean: 1) the concreté individual thing

consisting of the form and matter (primary*sgbstance{; 54

2} the genera and species to which the individual thing

belongs (secondary substance); 55 3) that which is capable

of " independent existence; 56 4). that' which underlies all

attributes and is the foundation_ of things (substratum); 57

5) the logical subject of predication. 58 For Aristotle, all

these meanings denoté an objectively ‘existi g presence. A

f

concrete individual thing like a man is

8

some way as are his accidental qualities (e.q. colour of

- .
.hair) and essential qualities (e.g. ationality). . Even if

all his ‘attributes . were removed, there would _stilI: be '

something presént;‘ the independently existing substratum.

It is this all-pervasive, Invariable sense of présence whiéh

. makes substance for+ Aristotle ' the subject ‘matter‘ of -

metaphysics,. and herce the ultimate reality. ) -
Descartes' cogito represents 'a clear ' instance .of

) . .‘ . 2. ! . ' R
presence in - 1ts subJectLye mode., Here presence -1is

interpreted in terms of a éuhjecp_being present to'itself:in;

the immediacy. of a conscious act; ' By, systematicallx

doubting 'everything, " Descartes - eventually . arrived - qf

something he could .not doubt," namely, %is own thinKing

(doubting). The cegito presented itself o the mind is such

.

l

e

urely present in.

44.

TR e



. an-immediahely‘EIear and distinct fashion that doubting it
. . . [

" would have been completely impossible., For Descartes, the

.

presence of consciousness to itself becomes the: starting

point “ of * all - knowledge, and the first principle of
philosophy. ’ .

o/ -

. "I am ce{lgln thpt I am a thinking thing;
. + but do 1 not therefore likewise know what.
“is required to render me certain of a
truth?. 1In ;h1s first knowledge, doubtless,
. fthere is nothing that gives me assurance
.~ of its truth except the clear and distinct
perception of what 1-:affirm, which would -
not%indeed‘§e{sufficient to give me the
assurance that what I say is true, if it
would ever.heppen that anything I.thus
clearly and dlstlnctly perceived should’
prove false; and accordingly-it seems to ’
me that! I may now take as a general rule,
that all that is.very clearly and
'd15t1nctly apprehended {conceived)} is, true " 59 -

- In both the objective and 5ubjective - ¢xamples of

presence, then, there is something immedia&ely‘ given in

experience (e.g. heing, thought) .which. serves as ‘the

foundation for truth and meaning..
The temporal .aspect of presence can aiso'be_subdivide¢

‘into two parts: presence as present moment, and presence as

telos, Derrida agrees wlth He1degger that the "temporar

-~ L]

presence as point (stlgml) of the now or of the momentf

(nun)" ‘is one of the.“determinatipns-of_the being'of the

entity as presence". 60 This kind of temporal presence has

always been at the forefrpnt of bhiloédphers‘ queries about

r
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time; "from Parmenides to Husserl, the_ptivilegéd position
of the present has never béen_questioned“.,sr. s p'

Derrida examines the idea of ‘temporal presence in

Husserl's theory of signs. In the Logical Investigations,

Husserl makes a crucial distinction between two sorts of

signs, indicative  and ' expressive., 62 . Indication includes

both 'natural .and. conuventional 'signs- which are  totally:

arbitrary, external, and superficial. For this reason thew

s cannot serve . as the 'féundatibn for an ideal science.’

/— .‘ A .. . ..-. _ . . ,
- Expressions on the other. hand. are foundational for they are

context - free, and have a direct temporal acquaintance with

what ' they mean. . An.example of an expressive sign would be

the inner. experience of uttering words to oneself silently,

Hé%e the expression 1is 'presént to conscipusnesé_ at the

- present, moment, and is seen to be- ideal because it has no
: . o .- . -
intrinsic, ¢cohnection to empirical._existence. The ideal

-, ¢

"meaning is given. to consciousness through intg}}ion pricr to
1ingui§tic formylation, Thfé intuition is capable.of giving
us nécessary truth or evidence on which .certain. knowledge

must be based. Husserl thus brackets the empirical -or
external aspect'of sjgnification, and, concentrates only on

the pure, ideational aspect which is intrinsically present

to-a'phre consciousness for ingpection. It is this attempt

to base certain knowledge on the immediate self-presence of
consciousness which makes Husserlian phenomenology, or more

specifically, Husserl's theory of - expreésiﬁe signs,

inherently logocentriqﬂ_'

. -
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.. "The Living-Rresent.(lebendige‘GegehWErtJ
- is- the.universal and absolute form of - .
. transcendental experience.to which'Hussexl ...
-+ - . gefers us., 1In the descriptions of the - .
movements of temporalxzat1on, all that )

does not torment- the simplicity -and'the . .-

‘ domination of that form seems to indicate
to us how much transcendental phenomenology
belongs to metaphysics.” 63 o .

'Another'aspect of the temporal form of presence is its

possxble teleoglcal pattern. Not only does.presence act as
an o;:;Eh (arché) from whlch the truth and mult1p11c1ty of

things can be deduced; it can also sometimes function as a

final reference point from which the world <an be accounted
N ' . . R

for and given meaning. Derrida sees himself sﬁrugglfng‘

against this idea of telds in the following way:

-

"1 have attempted to systemétize a
deconstructlve\crxthue prec1sely at the - \
authority of meaning as the transcendental
s1gn1fled ot as telos; in other words,

+ history determined in the last analysis .
4s the history of meaning. 4

It is Hegel's philosophy that represents for Derrida

the epitome of teleological thinking. More specifically,

"Hegel, as in all’ metaphysics( indissociably coordinates

teleology wlth an eschatology,-a theology and an.ontology”.
65 This coordination can be observed in Hegel's philosophy

of the Absolute. (Geist). For Hegel, the Absolute moves

2
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dialecéically jthreugh -thé -stages 6f the EogiCal Idea,

Neture,' énd -Spirit '(Sdbject1ve,' ObJettlve, Absolute), 'in

order’to reach the f1na1 end of total self cons¢1ousness.

The whole p;ocess of real1ty 15 thus mov1ng in a part1cular
dxrectlon, towards the goal of self- thlnklng thought. :The

end, however,‘ is ‘immanent w1th1n. the process ‘and so is

present through all ‘the' stages of development It is the‘

Absolute s teleolog1ca1 goal of Lomlng to be consc1ous of
1tse1f which glves meanlng to the unlverse as a- whole, and
acts as the f1na1 reference p01nt for certaln knowledge. 66,

‘For .Derrlda, then, ‘presence- is any ‘full,. unmediated

plenum-which.eipresees-itself either’objectively-(ae in the

form of .e.ubs.tahce)'.‘ subjectively. (as in  the: form of"

-

consc;busneesl, and/or temporally {as in the.present moment

or in. telos).

But Derrlda further descrxbes presence ‘as "that -which -

is " not “subject to. the _ process .of "différance",” 67

-

"Diffé&rance” . is a':Derridean' neoldgism combining rhe Stwo

senses of the french «verh Tdifferer" meahingf"to differ“

.

and "to defer‘br‘pbstpone“‘ It is & noun dee1gnat1ng act1vef

non- self -presence bhoth - 1n space and txme. .

. "Différarice i$ the systematic play of’
. differences, of traces of dlfferences,_of-
: " the spacxng (espacementi by which elements
refer to one.another, This spacing is the
productlon, both active and passive (the
" . ta''of différance indicates this indecision
in relation to ctivity and passivity,
1nd;cates‘thet“whi§p cannot be governed '

e —ae
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and organized by that opposition), of
intervals without which the "full” ‘terms
could not signify, could not function.”

so by diff&rance, Derrida means a process”whfch {s basiéally.
fragmentary, decentered, and diffgrentia;ed, as opposed to
presence which is a plenum inﬁolving ynity, cengerédnéss“énd
identity. Any transcendental signified such as God excludes
all that is diﬁferent4and absent, and includes all that is
identical qnd present; for only'rn.ﬁhis way can it §§ssess'
the self-same completi;n and sithlariéy of ajwhgle'which i§
4 necessary cgndition for all grounding.principles..

' The .idea of a self-identical presence which denies br

reappropriates . différance is evident - in ' "infinitist:

theologies." For Derrida,

‘"Only infinite being .can reduce the difference
in presence. ' in that sense, the name of God,
at least as it is pronounced within'classical
rationalism, is the name.of indifference
itSelf‘.“ 69 . :

In other .words, the concept of God in rationalist thought
"indolves'the_nétidn of an infinite being who_isEthe locus af
'synthgqis and .unity, and is completely self-identical,

The métaphysical - sjstehs ..of Spinoza gnd'\ Hegel

fepresent;, in Derrida's mind, two outstanding examples of

#*infinitist ~ theologies™. . In Spinoza's writings
: Vo - , L

.self-identical presence takes the form of a pantheism.where

'~i  'i - ’i
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"God and the world are one and the same infinite substance.,’0

This leads Derrida to say of Spinoza: -

"Infinitist theologies are always.
‘logocentrisms, whether they are
creationisms or not, Spinoza himself
said of the understanding - or logos -
that it was the immediate infinite

" mode of the divine substance even
calling 1t its ‘eternal son in the Short
Treatise,” 71 '

" In Hegel's system, presence 1is -construed in terms of

the absolute which 1is "not one static substance (as 1in
: . . 4
Spincza), but a dynamic process consisting of parts all

united 1into a éomplex system, In the form of Absolute

Spirit, the Absolute synthesizes the ‘previous stages of

Objective and Subjective Spirit, ahd-.brings together

1

evdrything into its own absolute knowledge of itself. All
difference. is reappropridted (Aufhébung) into the self-same
presence of the Absolute. 72 This leads Derrida to suggest

——

that : o

.

"Hegel Wwas already caught up in this game,
.On ‘the one hand, he undoubtedly summed up
the entire phllosphy of the logos, He
determined ontolegy as absolute logic: he
v . assembled all the delimitations of
philosophy as presence; he assigred to
_presence the eschatology of parousia, ‘of
the self-proximity of infinite subjectivity.
And for the same reason he had to debase
and subordinate writing." 73

50.
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T Both Sp1noza s and» Hegel's -~“infinitist thedlogies®,
therefore, pos1t an absolute selfhigentlcal presence wh1ch

-elther‘denles or reapprOpr1atee différance. "

"The subgrdination of the trace to the
full presence summéed up in the. logos,

* the humbling of writing beneath a speech
dreaming its plenltude, such are the

. gestures required by an ontotheolqu

~ determining the archeological and

o eschatologlcal meaning of being as

presence, as parousia, as life without
différance: another name for .death,
historical metonymy where God's$ name
nolds death in check. That is why,
if this movement begins its era-in
‘the form of Platonism, it ends in
1nf1nit1st metaphy51cs'

-

. The foredoing discussicn of presence, has ehowq‘it to be

a mu1t1 faceted concept in Derrlda s thought.. It.bdsically
,p01nts to an absolute plenum eilcp has a spat1a1 sense }n

terms of an ob;ectlve or subjective mode, and a temporai
sense. in regards to *beiﬁg ‘ immediately ‘present or
teleological.a‘ Any system'of thoughtrwhich bdsits-such a
plenum in any of its diverse forms can be characterized as

beiﬁg lagocentric, .

N

111 Logocentrism in Ordinary and Literary Discourse

The-tdeé_cf presence (transcendental signified) is not

Qnty pre&alent in metaphysical thinking; it is also evident

-
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© in ordinary, and literary ‘discourse. 1In Positions, Derrida
. - . - - . T —— O

'mentions that, ™ever day © langua e is not _ innocent or
' _ 4 guage _

‘ neutral. Ibfis‘the language of metaphysics...knotted into a

. system”. ‘?5"0rdinary, .everyday thinking ‘often’ assumes’

certain: concepis which"are'.essentially metaphysicai by
nature. One of the most basic assumptions embedded within

"ordinary = language is the - distinction - biquEn words
. . . ) . . ! ' -
and things. Aiword such as "cat" is generally thought to

refer to some particular object in the world. For Derrida

this wiew is inherently logocentric since it assumes that’

the meaning of a 'word is primarily what it refers to

externally, and is not something derived from its internal

relatﬁon to other words  within the linguistic  system,

- ’

Meaning and truth are tied to something cutside of language,

to a transcendental signified, .

]

"The maintenance 'of the rigorous distinction
.~ and essential- and juridical distinction -
between the signatum, the eqguation of the
signatum and the concept, inherently leaves’
open the possibility of thinking a concept
signified in-and of itself, a concept simply
present for thought, independent of ‘a -
relationship to language, that is of
relationship tQ a system of signifier." 76

rl
.

- . - . .

Derrida i particularly critical of 1itérafydeSCourse['

or more precisply, of the -discourse surrounding ~literary

.

criticism. 77 Like -philosophy | and ordinary language,

literary criticism harbours a _nUmber- of " presuppositions
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which Ainvar@ably commit it to a lnetaﬁhysicé; of ﬁreseﬁce;.

One of the most important of - these presuppositiong is the
idéa'of;a unifieditext;: it isfoften assumed_by‘critics‘that

-

4 literary text embodies -a uﬁ@ty d; theme which gives the

-

work significance énd;determin:ation;o Without .'this theme or

unity the text would juét,bg an~incohereht'jumblg'of,words,.

: -

and sentencés,. signifying nothing. The theme .acts as the

foundation for truth and meaning in the text, and as such

resembles a transcendenfal signified. As Manfréd ‘Frank,
- expresses it, the text,

*represegts something appfoaching a .
transcelldental signifjed (signfi&) or an
expression-founding, originary sense
which as the independent organizational
basis of the entire construct, serves
like a magnet to hold together the field
of all meaning in a coherent order."

)

Now Derrida is very skeptical of the whole idea of
Epematic criticism,

¢

‘"What we will thus be concerned with here
"is the very possibility of thematic
criticism, at work where-ever one tries’
to determine a meaning through a text,
to.pronounce a decision upon it, to decide
that this or that is a meaning‘:and that it
‘ is meaningful, to say that this meaning is
e _ posed, posable, or“transposable as such:
“a-themel," '

s



54.

v
-

W

In his® artic}e, "The Double Session", Derrida critically

discusses J.P. Richard's book, Méllarmé's Imaginary

Universe, a study which seeks to reduce Mallarmé&'s poetic

texts to certain "signified themeg"” such as the "blank".and

. T
the "fold". For Derrida, this thematic criticism of
"Richard's does an injﬁstice to Mallarm&'s texts., -. It

completely fails to take account of the differences withinh

each of the works,

"Thematicism necessarily leaves out of

account the, formal, phonic.or graphic

"affinities" that do not have the shape

of a word, the calm unity of the verbal N
sign. Thematicism as such necessarily

ignores the play that takes the word

apart, cutting it up and putting the

pieces to work "on the basis of some
contingency." 80 )

-

The result of this thematicism is an "impoverished" reading'

which is blind to the textuality (différance)..of writing,

and is only concerned with discovering a total meaning in

the text.

“If there is thus no thematic unity or
overall meaning to reappropriate beyond
the textual instances, no total message
located in some imaginary order, -~
intentionality, or lived experience,
then the text is no longer the
exprgssion or representaticn

citious or otherwise) of any trukh
hat would come to diffract or assemb
itself in the polysemy concept of 4
literature. It is this hermeneutic concept
of polysemy that must be replaced by
disseminaticn,"

vt
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Ahother "logocentric®™ assumption operating in literary

criticiSm_iqvplves the question @f “the ultimate sourc&;of &

textual meaning }and order. ' Most critics believe some kind
of’presqnce,ac s as the ground for thematAT unity, though
tpé} disagree on whethgr this presence is wultimately
osgective or 'subjéfEE:;:hBy natufe.- Erige/\Auerbach, for

instance, believes Fhat the source of textual meaning is the

objective presence of reality, that is, tLe natural and

social world. 82 Literary texts mirror or represent this

v }eality through gQ:fr various plats, characterizations,

x,
Ny

settings, and style It is the extra-linguistic reality
that gives texts their +4ntegral meaning and unity, a %eaning
which exﬂEQS both prior to aﬁd indepeﬁdent of any linguistic
representation. . o ‘

on' the subjective side, E.?, Hirsch argues that tﬁe
presenée of the author's inténtion, that is, his or her
though;s,‘ purposes and plans, ultimately . determines the
meaning af the téxt,_ so thét' the goal of interpretation
should bé to d&scover the author's intende/%eanindy and not
some objective ‘reality. 82 By discovering the intended
meaning, one unlocks the true significance of the entire
work, ‘'The author's intention exists before the actual

written expression and gives the latter.its determinate

meaning in the same way that the meaning of an. utterance is

what is present to the speaker's consciousness, to what he

cor she has in mind at the moment of speaking. For Derrida,

this vighsis hopelessly logocentric:

.
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"Thus, the notion of an idea or "interior

~ design"™ as simply anterior to a work.which + -
would supposedly be the expression of it,
is a prejudice: a prejudice of the
traditional criticism called idealist," B84

Both ordinary language and literary criticism,
therefore, are riddled with logocentric assumptions and
éermeated by a metaphysics of presepce'since they presuppose
3 transcendental signified which exists behind‘language, and

acts -as the source of meaning and truth,
* - The upshot of Derrida's deconstructive readings of a
variety of philosophical and literary texts is to show how

metaphysics (logocentrism) is still very ‘much alive.

philosophy has fooled itself into thinking metaphysics has

56.

disappeared but it has only flourished under different na75§r““‘

like empiricism and humanism, As such, it remains

inescapable,

-~



CHAPTER II

The Metaphdrical Nature of Metaphys1ca1
Discourse

- -

I Metaphor and Metaphysics : . - )

»

If logocentrism represents the thematlc or strateglc

aspect of metaphysical thlnklng; then -flguratlve'

(metaphorical) language represents its content or tactics.

.

As Derrida puts it: -~ . -

"The history of: metaphy51cs like the
history of the West, is- the history of
these metaphors angd metonymies.”

»
-

Derrida - establishes this claim by~ arguing .that ﬁq-

distinction exists betweqﬁﬂiitetal languége and figurative

language. All discourse rests on rhetorlcal structures for

its .articulation so that ~metaphomczty 15. completely
inescapable. - This is 9spec1a11y true 'for bhilosophical
texts which rely heavily pn. an assortmeht oé Eidurativp
devices, metaphor being the méin one. Plato’ s Regubllc, for

instance, favourably compares the 1dea of the Good to the

blazing sun, and Henri Bergson, in hlS Creatlve Evolutlon,

“

describes the "é&lan v1tal" in ‘terms of a 11v1nq. thrivipg

organism. In these and othér ‘cases  a . key _mepaphysical

1

concept such as Being is expressed by heans-of‘metaphoridal

language;



-Derrida coins ~ the term “white' mythology" to
characierfze metépﬁysics He clalms metaphychal concepts.

v

are really nothlng but worn out metaphors in dlsgulse whose

metaphor1c1ty has been both forgotten and suppressed. They

-

"have become bleached to ‘the point of being almost

unrecognizable, and so remajin virtually undetected by the

1

uncritical mind,

"What is metaphysics? "A white mythology
" which assembles and reflects Western
Culture,

and conversely:

.ok P . .

"What is White mythology’ It is metaphysics
which has effaced in itself -that fabulous
scene which brought it into belng and yet
remains active and stirring, inscribed in:
white ink, and invisible drawing covered

over in palimpsest,”
i £V}

Thé wear and tear of metaphors result from their repetitive .
use, As they Ea?e or turn _stale, hetaphysicél concepts’

arise which attempt to capture, in a static way, the truth

of thinys., It is these concepts, and not the metaphors they

~

‘rest upon, whlch have- mon0p011zed phllosophlcal dlscourse

through the ages,

The two predeominant .metaphors Derrida sees operating

thpoughout' the history of  Western metaphysics are the




" cave, especlially in its _source the sun, .represents the

. paseéin, the. mutual appropriation, of the event, 1is what
—_—— ’

LY

metaphors of thé sun and the home. .The he;éphor of thé: sun.]

]

brings with it a number of the;-images associated with

lighb such as viéibiiity and éeéing. fheég images figure

pfgemiﬁently- in metaphysical texts and usually stand_ for'
knowledge or Being {reality). For example, in the Republic
Plato describeé'how the cave with its shadows represents the

sensible world of appearances, whereas the light outside the

‘intelligible world of reality. Reailbeing resides in the

" Idea.of the Gdod;]aidos) which is compared to the sun for it

illuminates all things' and is thg' source of visibiiity.
Truth, then,.involves the correct segeing of the forms.
ﬂeidegger also makes prolifi¢ use of light images such

as clearing, -illumination and brilliance to describe the

disclosure event of Being (Ereignis). He further utilizes

the metaphor of the home to express the proximity of Being .

and time (Daséin). . ‘According to Heidegger, the event .of

'approﬁriation .resembies. that of a homecoming, . It'callows

both Being and Dasein to become present to their own proeper
characters or to ‘their ‘own essence. Being comes to its own

proper g£haracter by revealing itself 1in. Dasein through

"language, and Dasein comes tc its own proper character by

opening -itself up to Being. 1In short, Beimg is the process

of presencing, while Dasein is the 1location where the !

presencing occurs. _This inseparable proximity of Being and

-~



constitutes the homécoming and establishes the foundation of

truth as the disclosure of Being. T

The metaphors of light and home point towards the idea

"of presence in both its. originary and feleological senses,

Plato's sun, -in representing the Idea of the Good, is
synonymous with originary presence since it is the single
principal Form - from which all others are ultimately

derived, It is also akin to teleological,presence in that

the Idea of the Good is able td account for the world and

give it meaning. Al

The metaphor of home or homecoming plays a similar role
in the thought of Hegel. Reality, for Hegel, 1is the
Absolute Idea which is present in itself as loéic, for
itself as nature, and in and for it;elf as spirit. The
(njginary and teleological senses of presence are brought

together by-the circuitious journey of the Absolute Idea

which starts with itself {(logic), precedes away from itself

_ (nature),’” and then returns to itself om a higher,

self-conscious level (spirit). The journey is described by

Hegel as a homecominé. /

"This being-at-home-with-itself or coming-
. to-self of mind may be described as its
. complete and highest end: it is this
alone that it desires and nothing. else.
Everything that from eternity has happened
"in heaven and earth, the life of God, and
all the deeds of time simply are the
struggles for mind to know itself, to
find itself, be for itself, and finally

RS



unite itself to itself: it is'alienated .
and divided, but only so as to be able’
thus to find itself-and return to itself. 4

The Absolute Idea becomes reintegrated with itself‘jh_ﬁh@\
same way that a weary traveller returns home ' to be reﬂniteé
with his family. fhe end is the beginning, aﬁd ‘the
peginning, the end. The Absolute Idea is present bdtH as'an.

originary principle from which the plurality of existence

can be deduced, and as a final reference point ‘from which -.

the world can bd given meaning.

According to Derrida, the majority . of philosophers

since Plato have been unaware of the undérlying metéphorital’

-elements embedded within ppiiosophicél discourse, They,ﬁ‘

have, in other words, effaced philosophy's origins. ‘in

figurative language. Metaphorical language has usuaIiQ been

considered a non-serious and derivative mode -of expression

N -

which obstructs the philosopﬁer's search for"apsdlute

truth. Its' elegant and decorative manner'haé beén,éeen more

as a tool of persuasion than a ‘legitimaté_'method' for -

obtaining real knbwledge. -This 1is because metaphorical g

language is seen to créaﬁe more af a qiétanée betWeéq worQS.
and the 'presence of ideas or ' things ;hey‘ sdppogedly
represent., . Flight; of ;metaphorical. fancy ' appear. les§
connected to a substantial reality, and so are deemed.leés
capabie of depicting a form- of preéenca. -

t



The dream, however, has been to dxscover or construct
an 1dea1,‘ loglcal -language wh1ch would sliminate’ the
7perva51ve metaphor1c1ty of words and supply phllosophy wltn

Ta- universa1 and unamblguous means of expressing certain

. truths..’ Towards th1s‘end the maJorlty of phllosophers in

"the. West have based linguistic mean1ng on. 1OQIL rather than
Von rhetorlc. Both ) ratlonallsts He. g. - L91bn12) and

empiricists (e.g., Locke) belxeve 1anguage to. be rooted in

signs_representing idéas, and view these ideas as ‘standing.

1n logical relatlon to one another."This view usUally workqb,

-

in tandem w1th ‘the correspondence theory of truth unere a
prop051t1on is true if -jt depicts a spec1fic state of
;affaxrs. and these- propo51txons can-only be expressed'in
'elﬁteral language because unl;ke f1gurat1ve language it can
_adequetelf.conuey.the presence of‘ideas or thﬁnds and so
‘remaln closely connected to‘lts orlglnatlng source,

. The suppress1on of E1gurat1ve language ;n philosophy is
.tlearly~~év1dent.‘ﬁn ‘Hobbes! thoudht. Aﬁ. In his book
_Lev_iathan, Hobbes attempts to demonstrate how t‘he absolute
‘politicallstate depends on laws expressed in-an unequivocal
.-1énguage,,and how this language or the uniyersal meaninq of
.Qor'ds is guarsnteed o’nli/ by the metaphysical. concept of the
.19905 as the'ground for absolute cognitive,authority.‘ There,
_is.a connection;_theh, between the absoluteness of proper
medning an: the absoluteness of politicai authority‘. The

sovereign Aaw depends on the unambiguous proper meanings of

' -

.
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uofds.‘ Hobbes-seeks to-exclude meuaphor from ph1losopg1c
dlscoarse because-1ts essent1al amblgulty or transference og
:mean}ng.’fnom _one. th}ng tg-_another v1olates .tﬁe law of
.'id96§itg_,og :which “all.fadthority, pol1t1ca1 agd .semantlc,,.
';rests. . ﬁy aroa51ng pass1on and playlng .oH amb1gu1ty,
metaphor1ca1 1anquage leads one astray and” 1s thus analogous

tp' polrt1cal qed191on. ~ And " just as qedltlon must be‘

pllmlnated from the body pol1t1c, metaphor must . be. expunged

from phllosophlc dlscourse. ' The rhetorlcal structures . -

embod1ed w1th1n phll soph1ca1 language, thén, are'COmplégely
" denied and sappreségz ‘Hobbes.

.kiﬁbeéiglng to Derrlda, the f1garat1ue dev1ces qach as ©

metapﬁ%r found operatlng 1n phlloeophlcal workq are what o

give ph1losophy its’ 11terary..and textual‘-qharapteclstlcs.

And the literary ° and textual charagteristicé . of
bhilosbphibai- texts is‘ what ;ﬁakés meﬁaphor a - part gf
‘bhilosobhy;-'Phiiosoth is really a klnd of wrltlng which
resglts in the establ1shmen} of a’ grogb of cultqrallyg

determined teéxts. The meanings of these texﬁs'are derived’

from their internal reference to one another, ‘their
intertextuality, and not to some extra-linguistic source. .
In other words, the text's appearance of being ditected

towards some external referent is really-quite an effect of

(

.‘lanquaqe:itself.

"A writing within which phlloSOphy
inscribed as a place within a text whlch



it does not command. Philosophy is,’.

Within .writing, nothing but -this B
~movement of- writing as effacement of -- -

the sigpifier -and:the desire of presénce

restored, of belng, 51gn1f1ed in 1ts
wzbrllllance and its glory.”

" For Derridé, metaphysics basicaily*cbnsists pf_a‘number of

written texts' which share. simflar themeq,' st}uctures and
prohIEms,'and whose exlstence depends on certaln hidden but
repreqsed flqaratlve rhetorlcal dev1ces.

* *, _"W_hlte Myth_oloqy'{ Derrida not only" desci'_ibe_s how

metaphor in ph1losoph1cal - texts. operhteé, but . alse

deconstructq hls own pos;tlon somewhat by c1a1m1ng that all

talk 'abodt _metaphor in ph11050phy relres heavlly . on

ﬁetaphor. In other wurds, we cannot dlqcuqs -metaphor except
by using a-conceptaal scheme which is itself engendered out

of metaphér.

i "If we wanted ta ¢ conceive: and claeqxfy all

the metaphorical p0551b111t1es of .

. phlloqophy, there would-.always be at least

. one metaphor which would bhe rexcluded and
remain outside the system: - that one, at
least, which was needed to constrict the
concept of metaphnr;, or, to cut out the
argument short, the metaphor of metaphor.® 7’

L3

.

For example, the basic idea of wear-and tear relies on the

metaphor of the image of~coins'being erased or of adding

value ("surplus-value")“to something. In addition, the very

idea of a "theory" of metaphor implies the notion  of

foundation or ground which, is itself a metaphor of sorts.

. /
. /
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"Concept is-a metaphor. foundatlon is a . ‘-
metaphor, theoty is a metaphor; and there’
is no meta-metaphor ‘for them.™

\

1‘Thus'bo;h.meéapho; and a.théory §fimetaphor in the -text of

. phiiésophy'are metaphoric. . .= - o o
II - Ricoeur and Derrida on the Iksue of Metaphor . i
An exchange of views has recently. taken place between T »-

Derrxda and Raul R;coeur oq"théAr1ssue' of' metaphor-'in
‘phlloqophy. '.-Ih, jis paper fMetéphgr and -Pﬁilogophicai
o D1scourse Ricoéué dffers sévefal ékiticisms of Deirida'@l
conceptlon of metaphqvfin phllosophlcal ‘texts.’ 'The first
cr1t1c15m 1nvolves what/Rlooeur q\_lq the.“efflcacy of deadA
: metaph0r§‘ On Rlcoe ; 5 aqc0dnt, Derrlda .overemphaslzes
the sappoaed fecundlty of "dead metaphors in.ﬁhiloéobﬁical~
d1scoQ}sé.f.A semantlc analysis, hpwever, sho@s thét "QQad‘
metaphor% afei né‘ longér metaphors,l bué_‘insﬁeéd‘ ére
oc1af/d wlth llteral mean1ng,'extend1nq 1ts ‘polysemy." -9
AAny metaphor1cal sense  of. a word, even 1ts dead metaphorlcal
sense; prﬂsuppoges conpact with a literal meanlnq.f Through
the. pfégess 6ﬁ ?léxiéaliiatiqﬁ" thé heﬁaphor becomes Ca.
_pfoper Qofd.f,As,Ricoéur ééeé'it} Derr1da S problems result'

from his sémiotic.cohception5of'metaphor'whlch q;ves’pr1macy



to denomination, and tg the substitution of meanjngst But

1

this overlooks "the real broblemf‘pf metaphoricity, which,

as we- know, are related to- the play of ‘semantic pertinmence .

and impertinence”. 10 Rricoeur attempts to ,show how metaphor

relates to thé semantics of the sentence and not primarily

to the semantics of the word. All substitution theoriFs.of

Jetaphor, from Aristotle to Derrida, have believed metaphor

»

to be "an accident of denomination, a displacement 1in the

: : . -,
signification of words". ‘11 .

In response to the above criticism, Derrida argues that

.

R1COeur has attributed to h1m certain positions Wthh he has

put igto qqe%tlon. “The firqt involves the notlon of Worn

'oué metaphor. Rlcoeur aqcr1hes to Derr1da the v1ew that the'
process of metaphorlcity is' to hé'understdod,in.regards to

the concept'of'fadinq (usure). 'Derr{da,'however; ¢laims

Cow

that hé puts.this whole conception into qgéstiqn,and instead -

focuses' on another sense .of usure involving the. production

.

'Réf-surﬁlus:yalueﬂ

"Ricoeur then does nbt at all.take into
consideration this twist and reduces my.
entire statement to the assertion-which

I am precisely putting into question, -
far from assuming it: namely, that the,
relation of metaphor to conéept, and the
‘process of metapherigity in géneral would
be Understood under . the concept or the’
scheme of usure {wear and-tear) as a
becoming-wgrn or becoming-worn-out, and

. not as usureé) (usury) in another sense,

as the prodyction of surplus value’
{value-plus ccording to, laws other’ than
those of a continuous- and 11ne?r1y
accumulatlve.capltallzation

o



Mofedver, Detridé questions thé semidtié conception’df

metaphor ‘which g1ves prlmacy to the word along with the

~ -

whole d1chotomy 5f sem10t1c semant1q which Rlcoeur adheres

to. S

"The "privilege of the name" having been
indicated between parentheses, I must
take advantage of it in order to emphasize
that,: like Pauh Ricoeur, I have constantly
- in "White.Mythblogy" and elsewhere, and
with an insistence that might be judged

~ tiresome but in any case cannot be
neqlectéd - put in question the privilege
of the name and the word,-like all three
"gsemiotic conceptions which", Ricoeur says

- precisely, "impose the primacy of °
* , denomination"", 13 ' .

.

T
-
.

'RidoéQrfs»iéécénd majét criticism- involves Derrida's
bonceptién. of .the roLp of metaphor in éoncept formation;
Accordlng to R1coeur, Derrlda 1ncorporates Heqel s idea of
‘-Aufhebung (sablablon) and uses Lt to 1nterpret metaphor as a

->traaner of meanxng from the sen51b1e to the 1nte111gib1e If;'
realm. - ‘7-,':"' ' . f.‘.. ‘ - -

"Derrida bases his work here on a

. particularly eloquent text in Hegel'
Aesthetics.’. It beqgins by statlng that
‘philosophical- ¢oncepts are initially
“sensible- meanlnqq transposed to the
qp1r1taal order .
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, . As the ﬁetaphor bédins to fade it is raised into a concept.

This constitutes the 'first phase pf Aufhebung. The second

phase involves both supreés&bn and preservation of the

+« original mébaphoricny of the concept. That is what Desrida
. cails “deéd mé&iéhor". The deaé metaphor greateé a proper
sense in the spiritual or intelligible order out of the
improper sgnée in the sensible Qrder.‘ Ricoeur likens this
‘”x\”‘, . idtad to Kant's notion of the preoduction of the concept in
,. : '_ its schgmé. And just as the concept is in no way reduced to

ité schema, Ricoeur belleves the concept is not reducible to

s

a dead metaphor. Thus Ricoeur challengés Derri ;Tg‘tﬂainL_\*’__/,_/—

that a concept results from the wear and tear a metaphor,

for as he states it:

4

Q ‘ ' "To revive dead metaphors is in no way to
unmask concepts: first of all because -
revived metaphor functions differently

than dead metaphor, but above all because
revived metaphor functions differently

.the full genesis of the concept does not
.- 1nh9re in the proceqs by which metaphor
is lexicalized. .

e S p } ~

.

.
- A
-

The idea of a transference of feaning from the visible
to> the ‘invisible realm is also unwaftrranted becauyse there are

. - -’.. : : : by
numerous examples, 1like "courage craving for perll and
. 0 i ‘ '
praisé™ where no such transference occurs. It ,is more a
matter of "tenor and vehicle, ‘focus and frame" than a
. ) : ™ : &
process of Aufhebung. Moreover, "the pryxedominant metaphors . !

of the sun and the. home mephd ,.b¥ Derrida are only

ol )
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pr;dominant to th? extent that they are selected by
philosophical discourse and not becaune they are dead
metaphors hidden and embedded.within that discourse. Again,
it is Derrida's reliance on the sub§ti£ution theory of
metaphor and his privileging of metaphysicél discourse which
leads him to assert, according to Ricoeur, "the supposed
collusion between. the metaphorical pair of the proper aﬁd
figurative, and the metaphysical pair of the visible and
invisible". 16

-

DerriEa résponds to - Ricoeur's second main criticism
much "l'ike he resgébded to the first; by showing how Ricoeur
faléely attributes tb him certain views 'he (Derrida) has
already put intc question, Derrida rejects the idea that he
is simply éontinuiné énd radicali;ipgfﬂeidegger's claim that
"the métaphoricai exists only inside the metaphysical”, énd
that there is a cléar cerrespondence between .Nthe
metaphysical transfer of thevﬁensible to the infelligible,
and the metaphorical traésier of the literal to the
figurative. Ihtl'tﬁésq~§ichot§mies are subject to criticism,
. " : o - . .
"This continuist assimilation.éf setting

iqto_filiation surprised me. For it is
precisely on the subject of these couples,

L]

- and particularly of the ‘couple "visible/

invisible", "sensible/intelligible", that
1 had marked, in my note on Heidegger, a
» Cclear and;unequivocal reservation: a
reservation which at least in letter, even
resembles that of Ricoeur. Thus I see
myself the object, after being assimilated
to Heideygger, of ‘an objéction. whose
principle I had myself formulated previousiy." 17

7

-y
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The importanc€ of this exchange between Ricoeur and
Derrida on the issue of metaphor in philosophy cannot be

overestimated, for what is at .stake is no less than the

status of philosophical thinking itself. Ricoeur argues for

a sharp distinction Dbetween 1literal and figurative
discourse, and places philosophy under the literal category
so it may retain its serious and important role as 'the

LY

dispenser of reason and truth. Derr}da on the other hand,
folloWing'Nietzschq, is a critic of seriousnes&y” For him
th%Fe is no riqgid Qemarcation between literary language and
critical discourse. The distinction between the two that
ﬁicoeur draws simply reiterates on a different level such
logocentric distinctions as appearance}reality or
mind/body. Derridavcdnstantly refuses to grant philosophy
the privileged stagusﬂ‘iyJ has accorded itself as the
"sovere}gn dispenser of reason",. Indeed, philoscophy has
only been able. to claim this pretentious status by ignoring
or suppre$sing the disruptive effects of language. It‘is an
illusion, howéveri to think that philosophy can disregard

language and arrive at some unmediated presence or truth,

And it is an additional 1illusion to think that only

literature deals with fictions and pﬁiiosophy with reality.
Both are preoccupied with imaginary themes like the seafbﬂl

for an Absolute (transcendental.signified).

-

daimitil um-J




The "blind spots™ of metaphbp and other rhetofical'
devices can.be detected in pbilosophyfs at;empt Ep gfface‘
its téxtuél charactet.. As é relet; rhetorical -aﬁélysjs
applies as egually ;to pﬁilo§ophy\‘(or any -other literal

. text), as‘dt do_s to 12teratufe. Thus to §ide.wigh':1ther =
Rigpeur or Derrida on éhis ‘issue w;ll have enormoqs

! - .
repercussions on how one sees and values philosophy.

I ’ ’

AN -
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) CHAPTER III R , .
Thfee»Ahtecedent.Ideés'to perridat's
- - Conception of Logocentrism -
4 ’ .
- -

\

Derrida's ideas concerning logdcentrism have not

occurdd in & vacuum. Other thinkers have held similar views

regarding the Western metaphysical tradition.: Foremdsp
among these are,FriedricH‘Nietische (1844 -~ 1900),' Martin
Heidegger (1889 - 1976). aﬁd'Emmanuel_Levinas‘(1910 - Y.

it

Each of Yﬁesa thinkers have 19terpreted the hlstory " of

Western metaphy51cs in a“§§m1lar fashion and have postulated

.

a sxngle theme underlylng the entireé .tradition; Nietzsche.

called thls theme “P{atonxsm H Heidegger termed it
éontofhédlogy"; ;hiléJLevinas labeled it "totality". I wish
to coméage . their réspective. ideas - of | Platonism,
ontotheniogy,. and ‘totalit; wi;h Perrida's conception of
logocéntriSm, and aﬁ§o exblore Derrida's_criticisms of-thejr

. 1
views, .

Before brocéedihg any further I wish to briefly discuss "

a problem arlslng from there being any v1ews ant1c1pat1ng

berrida's conception ‘of logocentrism. Can 1t be ma1nta1ned
h i
that Nietzsche' s, Heldegger s and Levﬂvﬁs position

concerning the Western-metaphy51cal tradition "influenced&.

Derrlda s thinking given his deconstruction of logocentrism

and its accompanying. ideas of origin, casualty, teleology

. . . P
[linear history}, and individual subjectivity?

.

- A m— s v s
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This is a serious problem because be%gg influenced by
- i ‘
. N ) 4
any person or text implies, among other things, a commitment
' . Aoy

to these logocentric ideas and to a continuity-of opinion

.

which Derrida rejects. But if he rejects them and is still ~
N - ’. ’ ) ’ ’ . 4
deterministically januenced by certain texts, his pesition

is incoherent. - Can. it be said then that _ Derrida’s .
conception.of logocentrism is reéally influenced by the fdeas;-‘4’;)

of Nietzsche, %eidegger. and Levinas?

. . & . ’ . . .
Derrida is .not so much influenced in a deterministic

way, 1 thin@. by a pkévioué set of iﬂeas{ ‘Rather, he |is
simply agreeing with a particular way of seeing. In other

-

words, Derrida is not copying .a series of concepts, but

engaging in a particular problematic.  What Nietzsché, _\§>

1

Heidegger, and Eevinas have déne i§ hélp establish a certain
way of looking at the history of WES;ern'métapﬁysics, one
which Derrida has “basically borrowed. . He ‘séys,~ for
instasece, tﬁd@ Heidégqer‘s qpestions set the stége for his

own investigations.

"what I have attempted to do would have.
not been p0351b19 wlthout the opening of |
He1dquer S question.

- - . ' Lo
s

Derrida, ‘owevér, doeés not borrow uncritically. Hé'points
. ’ : ‘ v .
out when these theorists- (mainly Heidegger and Levinas) have

-

failed to escape the confines of logocentrism.

i : A o
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- The idea of influence, then, designates-a particular

.

problematic or framework similar to the Nietzschean -

conception. of genealogy where the direction of ™insti " ‘ . i
creates a kinship between rninds? without the nedd for - .

psychological identification. = —

~

I Nietzsche's Idea of Pl&)n-i'sm

—

Although Derrida has mainly written on otber\;g\o_ple's’

interpretétions of Nietzsche 3, and little on Nietzsche'é_

.
* .

own texts, the “inﬁluencef' cg- the Gerr_na‘n phil_o‘sop'her"still
figures predominantly in his writ_ingéi Thi's can be seen,
for i-nstance, in De.:'rrida's clair_n-t‘hat quaponi'sni h'as '“se.t‘ 'up
the whole Qf' Western metaphysics in its Jconcept,'ualli_r_y" 4
since Nié‘tzscime's idea of Platonism,‘»‘:or .the:'- Westernh
metaphysical _ tradition, anticipates - Derrida's ~own
description of the binary and reprefsive str.:‘ucvtu're of
metaphysical thinking. What': ﬁhe; is Nietzsche's view of
Platonism? Co

religion (e.g. Christianity - "a platonism for the people”)

posit a two werld thesis: there is a true, eternal world of

Being as opposed to a false, changing world of becoming,

This otherworl}iiness Aies at the Y basis of Western

metaphysica} thought, | Indee‘d, the defin,ing feature bf
"metaphysi;s_ _(Plat‘onism) is?,.its depreciaéion. of life and gll
|l.)ecoming. . / | -

o . )

For Nietzsche, both philosophy (e,g. Platonism) and.




' .+ "The "other world"™, ‘as illumined by these
facts, as a synorym. for non-being,:~
non11v1ng, not wanting to live -

. General insight: .it is the.instinct
of life-weariness and not that-of life,
which has created ‘the "other world",

_ Consequence- philosophy, religion

~and morallty are symptons of decadence.

N1etzsche suggests three ways in wh1cﬁ’thls fundamental
duallsﬂ' seduces people . into lookxng beyond the world of‘
their own‘exper1ence.‘ The Elrst is an unknown, world whlch.
transoends Qhat ne know; the_second is another eorlq where
things are'differentq>perhaps even‘heteer; and the third is
a tnne wonlo_which is'opposed to the deception and flug of
‘this world. All thtee,:aceorQing'to Nietzsche, generate.the

otherwdridlinesd e

valent in Western phiiosophy, religion

and mora }ty -‘th ‘:epfessihg the temporal world of

becoming’, : ‘ o :

"And behold: now the world becomes false, -
and precisely. on account of the properties
that constitute its realitys change,
becoming, mu1t1p11c1ty, oppos1tlon,

P contradiction was,"

fa

This (epression results- from the fact that a changing

-

world leads to a state of  intolerable veuffering and

frustration, and. fram tHePconstant GESLIE then to abollsh

. 2

this sufferlng through an active fo;gettlng. In other

- .
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«
words, Nietzsche offers us a genealogical explanatiop” for

the origins of the g&g)Borld thesis, namely, the deep-rooted

-

need of humanity for self-preservation, security, and a
N - -
sense of -identity.

N

"We have projected the.conditions of our
preservation as predicates of being in
general. Because we have to be stable in
our beliefs if we are to prosper, we have
made the "real" world a world not of
change and becoming, but one of being." 7

Now insofar as Nietzsche's expldnation is seen to be
o

purely psychological 1in character Derrida would <clearly

‘reject it, " psychological explanations refer 'to the

C5ect an 3 )
conscious subject 3nd so are entangled in th3dt whole web of

logocentric ideas. 1f, however, the explanatibn is taken in
a genealogical sense, when one examines the whole process cof
underlying drives and passions, then Derrida would find it
. ’ -

more :convincing. Metaphysics (logocentrism) cannot be

s

"explained by surface psychological phenomenon for it is
something people are not aware of, It 1is more% of ~an

3 k"‘
unconscious drive or desire which sacrifigces the }ndlvidual

-

for the sake of the unﬁversal.
‘Another way in which Nietzsche and perrida sce
repression operating in. metaphysical thinking is  in .

philosophy's ~attempt to eclipse its basis in figurative

-L.(metaphoricél) language, In The Birth of Tragedy and "On

e

v
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Truth and Lie in an Extra-Moral Sense"[‘Niet;sche‘deals_yith
/;Ee crucial problems arising from ladguage;é/\étgeﬁptl to
represent reality truthfully.. He claims language ;6 -bgz'
inadequate to express the truth of th%ngs sihce-reaiity is_

an qndifferentiated becoming or chaos, whereas language is-ax
system of concépts and metaphors which freézes.ﬁhis becominé : L

and creates a static being. All concepts and theoretical

structures are human fabrications which falsify.thé_gternal

flux of reality. Their purpose has to do mote with \\“f
. —

practical human endeavors such” as safeguardfng'the life and
preservation of the species than in giviog us é’true acéount
of things in the world. In fact, when Nietzscéhe asks "what
then is truth?; he answers, "A mobile army of metaphors,
metonyms, and anthropomorphisms"™. The essence ?f 1329uage,
therefore, is to lie in an "extra-moral sense", to mask the

chaotic nature of the universe by constructing a benevolent

cogmic scheme which humans can _come to know and deri;
meaning from,

" For Nietzsche, language is' radically metaphorical “in
chasacterl The sense of metaphor he embraces 1is the
original Greek one where metaphor is viewed as a
transfe‘nce or carry over of meaning. - If the meaning of.
cne word, say flower, is éarried over ino anothef hord, say
women, tHen'it san be said t¢ be metdphorical. §This is a‘

broader conception of metaphor than the Aristotlean ' one

where metaphor is a rhetorical figqure-of speech which likens

.

N
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one thing to 'another. It is thereby ‘opposed to the common
view which sees metaphorical language as a deviant mode of
discourse. _
: .- S

In demonstrating how metaphor involves the carry over
of our experience into language, Nietzsche 1is able to

. : 4

establish four different but related claims. The first is

that there is no distinction between literal and figurative

discpurse. A literal eXpreséion is simply one that has been

~

. . . b
repeated a sufficient number of £imes and is taken as

Eaéfual, while a figurative expression is one that has not -
"been repeated so often and thus remains nominally fresh.

—

The second‘%iaim is that a true idea is one enshrined as it
was -in the'cémetery of metaphors, while a false idea, in
heing a deviant jmagé, is one that is unenshrined and so is _
very much alive. “The third claim is that, contrary to N\
Aristotle, metabhorical language is prior to conceptual .
.language for in transferring our nerve stimuli into iﬁaqes
and our ihaqes irnto concepts we cannot help hut..create
metaphors. And the fothh' and final c¢laime is that
philosophical discourse, like all language, is inherently
metaphorical since it depeﬁ%s on concepts which turn out to-
be only residues of metaphors. ~The Western philosophical
traditi®n has suppressed its métaphorical %niq@ns, for this
has been the only way .to maigtaiQ thé.authority of reaSOn\

over the rhetorical gambits of language. It is by effacing

the metaphors that brought it into_beinq that philosophy has
' 1

PRNPR Sy



.been’ able to. direct itself to ~the  truth of things,
Nietzsche sums' up‘the whole predicament in ‘the. context of

his attack, on the idea of absolute truth: -

”What, then, is truth? A mobile army of
_metaphors. metonyms, and anthropomorphisms
- in" short, ‘a sum of human'relatlons,

_ which have been enhanced, transposed, and
embellished poetically and rhetorically,
and which after long usé seem firm, )
canonical, and obligatory to a people:
truths are illusions about which one has
forgotten -that this is what they are;
‘metaphors which are worn out and without .
sensuous power; toins which have lost.their - o

. pictures and now matter only as metal, no
longer "as c01ns

N

Although Derrlda “agrees with much of what Nletzsche

-

says concerning metaphor, qnd' phllOSOphlc dlscourse, he

remains somewhat sceptical of Nietzsche's claim that all.

language is radically metaphorical by character, - )

"Nietzsche stretches the limits of the
I~ - metaphorical to such a point that he ‘K:
attributes a metaphorical power to every
use -of sound in speaking: for does this
" not involve the transfer into the time
of speaking of something that has,a .
different nature in itself," & -

t -~

~

The problem is that Nietzsche seems to

treat “every .
signifier as a metaphor for the sigﬁified“ and thus comes up

against the classical concept of metaphor which

~——

*denotes

)‘ ' . ]

Pal
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only the substitution of one signified for another so that
the one becomes the signifier of.the other™. 10 ° o
perrida thinks. Nietzsche - has confused one figure of

:spegch,' namely metéphor, with _another figure of speech,

metonymy. ~But they are different,

"Is not Nietzsche's procedure here precisely

* to extend to every ‘element of discourse,
under the name of metaphor, what classical,
rhetoric no less strangely considered a
quite specific figure of speech, metonymy
of the sign?

Metonomy ‘consists' in taking the sign for the thing

signified. Symboli¢ and arbitrary signs which substitute
an éttribute or another suggestive word for the name of the
. 1

'thing meant, such as when we take the crown to suggest the

-

Monarch's majesty .or the hat t& suggest the Cardinal's

[ ' .
office, are examples_of metonymical expressions.

" Ay

Despite Derrida's claim, Nietzsche wag well aware of
the %istinctiqn between metaphor gnd metonymy and repeatedif
digcussed the rhetoriéal figures of speech in his - Basel
Lectures. He cpnceived of metap;or, however, in bqth a-
general sense, where- it is a collectivé name for all’
rhetorical figures of speech involving a transference of
meaning (e.g. synecdoche, metoﬁymy), and in a more specific
sénsé where it is an abbreviated simile implying "like" or

»+ "as" (e.g. Jacklis an ass.), Derrida might be willing to go

. along with Nietzsthe's position here if one substituted the

‘general‘gense of metaphor for figurative language, including

. g ‘1 k-



X - ) ' ¥ v
D . o

synecdoche, metonymy, pe;sonification, etc., and claimed,

this to be the basis for all discourse. ‘ ) -

The Nietzschean idea of Platonism bears remarkable

resemblance to Derrida's notion of logocentrism as a f§>m pf
idealism. - Recall that for Derrida idealism structures
things in terms of hierarchical oppositions where one term
in an opposing pair (e.g. reality - appearance) takes
precedence over the o;her term, The inferior term then

becomes excluded and repressed in philosophical discourse.

"Is not the whole thought of Nietzsche a :
critique of philosophy as active indifference:
to difference, as a system of reduction
or adiaphoristic repression?”

r

Q
k)

3 )
Thus both Nietzs;he and Iirrida see the search for
transcendence as the guiding theme and desire of Western

metaphysics.
11 Heidegger's Idea of Ontotheology

Thé principal "influence" on Derrida's_‘ thought
regarding 15goé@ntrism has been Hefaegget's pﬁilosophy;
Heidegger's interpretation of the Western megaphysical
tradition as being essentiaily ontofhéélogicéi '1;id ”the
foundation for Derrida's own critique, 'Heidegge; was
‘preoccupied with the quesFEOn of Being. .Hg.shéwed h§w~most

' philosophers_have only been content- to ask themsélves ngUE

AYE

©com
s

-
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the Being of béings,'anq have remained completely oblivious"
to the central problem of Being .itself. They have, ;ﬁ other
words, been guilty ofA a forgetfulness of Being; a
forgetfulness that ev\entually. led to the birth of Weééern
metaphysics in Plato's thought. Heideggér -attempes to
retrieve the thought of Being,:f%pst within the confines of
met;bhysics with his investigation of fundamental ontology
or Dasein (humah existence), and later‘outside the realm of
metaphysical thinking wifh his concept of the ontological
difference and Ereignis., These 1?tter concepts, - together
with the method of the destruction of ontology, represents
Heidegger's attémpt to overcome metaphysics, By destroying
ontology, that is to say, by directing one's attention to
the unthought and the unsaid in philosoph}cal discourse, one
transcends the bounds of ontic metaphysics (about beiﬁgs)
and becomes involved with thé central gquestion of Béing
itself. Thus in overcoming metaphysics one is simply
overcoming the fateful forgetfulness of Being.

The destruction of ontology and resultant overcoming of
metaphysics is carried .out by Heidegger by means of his

4

interpretation of the Western metaphysical tradition.

' Heidegger describes this tradition as consisting of a number

of assumptions which form the theme and structure of an

ontotheology.

Metaphysics is ontology because it is concerned with
the Being of beings in its, utmost generality as the first

and most universal ground commop to all beings.
» : P

£



"When, metaphysics thinks of beings with

respecty to the ground that is common to .
all_beings ‘as_such then it is logic as . .
ontologic.” . ’

Metaphysics is also theology in the sense that it
thinks Being as the highest m¥ound above all beings, and as

the foundation of itself (causa sui) which explains the

" ensemble of beings in their totality.

L]

"when metaphysics thinks of beings as such

as a whole, that is, with respect to the
highest being which accounts for everything,
then it is logic as theo-logic.”

and metaphysies: is logic because it is concerned with
the Being of beings in the form of logos (a -gathering

together and laying down as “a unity), which is really a

thinking preoccupied with finding ultimate reasons, causes,

rinciples, or grounds.
g

"We now understand the name logic... as
the name for that kind of thinking which
everywhere provides and accounts for the

ground of beings as such within the_whole
in terms of Being as the  Ground.,™

.~

[y

In short, metaphysics for Heidegger is onto-theo-logic
because it seeks to ground beings in the "permanent

presenbe" of an unconditioned .Being (e.g. God) on which

everything else is contingently related.,

L i At
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Now definite similarities exist between VHeidegger's
notion of ontotheelogy and bDerrida's ‘ goheeptipn of
lengentrism:_ Both ideas_draw our ettention‘to the primary
“theme ef Western metaphysical thought, nahely; tﬁe'search
for fan absolute order of meaning or- totallz'i'ng prlnc1ple
such as God, Logos, Truth, or Belng, whlch 15 seen to be
separate from the realm of contlngent belngs, and exlsts in
itself as foundation, “More spec1freallyh- Heldegger -]
concept of logos as the gathering together and laying down

as a unlty relates to Derrlda s ldea of 19905 in _the term

"logocentrism" which refers to a way of. th1nk1ng centered on-

*

~

some ultimate pr;nc1ple\or ground,
Derrjda also follows Heidegger's example in readihg-the
texts of individual philosophers and does hot.jUst look " at

the entire philoSophlcal tradition.- Their way of reading or
. interpreting, however, is‘deite distinct. 'Heidegéer ie more
of the scholar who is well versed in: the 11terature and. who
met1culously analyses the et;mology of words.‘ Hle concern
is to . dlSClOSG the general type or theme. Derridé éimpiy
. states the theme and then deconstructs the text exp051ng 1ts.

. logocentrlc (phonocentrlc) biases.
- Both Heidegger and‘ Derrida’ ﬁeve. read‘.P;atoe in ;
particular way. 'Heidegger shows how PIato's'ellegory of the_
cave in Book VII of the ReEubllc embodles a Shlft 1n the
-

* meaning of physics from Being (presenting of the present) ‘to

being {(the present). In preSocratlc thought‘ phy51cs (or

4.

K‘\ ‘ ] . ‘ ' ‘
- . - -t )
- .
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ipgysiES)-gncamEassed thh‘;he‘#emboral aspéct of;presentiﬁg.
and the non-temﬁqral aspeét rof.-appearing. Later,"P;ato
exéense of thq presenﬁing part. The result wés a gongeptidn
.of Being in terag of .the eternal Forms or ideas, for they
are what illuﬁinate all. things 'andr are the source of
visibiligty® Derriéé’s reading of Plato .Eocu§es on ‘tﬁe‘
Phaedrus whicﬁ'"is wﬁe;e Pléto systematically~ subordinates
‘writing_anqﬁothér forms of grapﬁic representation to speech,
and where speech is seen to be the ﬁarbinger of reason and

truth, °~ Both Heidegger's'and’Derrida's intérpretations*of

. Plato, howéver,‘po{nt to the same‘?utcome; ~In both, Plato s

is seen as the philospher most responsible for the
posﬁulated division betﬁeen a supersensible wdrld'of :eélity

and a génsible world of appearance} a division whicH'forms.
_the bedrock of most métabhysical and. religious systems of

I

thought,. ‘ . . : = ~

. . . . v

.. "But the fact that Platonism” which sets-

" up the whpgle of Western metaphysics in
its conce ality, should not escape the
geherality?df this structural constraint,

- and even illustrates it with. incomparable

sublety and force, stands out as all the *

- more significant," 16° L E :

-

" Ancther Heideggefiﬁn influknce on Derrida®s notion of‘
logocentrism involves the idéa'bf ﬁfesénce. It might be

. argued that Derrida's sense of "s atial" prescénce is closaly .
“sp P ly

concentrated solely on the present part of Being at the -+
\ . " ) .

-



akin to Heideggef{s idea of 'bpesencc—at-hand' in Being and

‘Time. For': Heidegger, something, can be said to be .

S

'present-at—hand when ,it is viewed as a bare objett:. with

obJectlve propertles, causal relations, and a location'in

\

space, and not simply as a tool to be used for some purpose"

in a p;rticulan_context.. It is simply "there" 1ndependent
2 ’ ~ .

of human thinking ®r doing. 17 This independent "thereness”

is what charactex1zes Derrlda s idea of presence in the

ob;ectlve ‘'mode ., The Arlstote11an substance, for instance,

ob;ectxvely exists in concrete partlcular things as ‘do the

T

ac¢idental and essential qualities. Despite change, an

ébstrqct materiality constantly remains. Both Heidegger and

.bDerrida reject this idea of objective presence..because for

-

re

them everything. occurs within a particular context of

theoretical assumptions and practices, so that nothing can

be purely présent-at-hand. In other words, . theory

{reflection) and practice involve one™ another and are

strictly interdependent.

Besides the similarities, there ' are important

differences -between Heidegger's and”’ Derrida’s
. \

interpretétions”of Western philasophy. The major Qifference

- between them involve their respective purposes or aims,

He{degger carries out his, interpretation in order to destroy

ontblogy and retr;eve-thefchought of Being, whereas Derrida

sets out to interpret the tradition only jto show how it has

\

+



s

AL

o

[ T - -
.

B

. imprisédned us within.a certain metaphysica}‘epoéh,‘and to

reveal how thlS imprisonment came about. In other words,

v ,,..L .

he .

wants to delineate theAconstra1nts on freedom or "freeplay®,

and-to argue that logocentrism is inescapable. _
. v ST - o Bl .

« "There ia Wo:sense in doing withtut the
concepts of métaphysics in order to shake
metaphysics. 'We have no language-- no
syntax-and no lexicon - which is foreign
to this history; we can pronounce not a
single destructive proposition which has
not alreddy had to slip into:the form, the
logic, and the implicit postulat1ons of
precisely what it seeks.to contest." 18

s

- Sy

And: - - _ -

' . : .
e’ - -
R . L * Y.
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"I try to keep myself at the limit of
philosophical discourse. 1 say limit
and not death, for I do not at all believe
~in what today is so.easily called the"
death of ph1losophy " 19 .

- .-

e

.

That 'Héidegger's, views'~have dpeﬁed- up a space

-

for

Derrida's thought there can be 11tt1e doubt., . AS'DTrrida’.

hlmself expresses .the matter-

n

“1 do. malntaln... that Heidegger's - text is
extremely important to me, and that.it
constituted a novel, irreversible advance
all of whose crltlcal responses we are
far from hav1ng éxp101ted v 20

L e
.
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Despite these- influences, Derrida severely criticizes
Heidegger for remaining‘\entrapped within the epoch of.
' ontotheology or"a metaphysics of presence. Heidegger

remalns a prlsoner of thls epoch for three main reasons:

" first,” because of hxs systematxc and totalistic read1ng of

Nietzsche's texts; second, because of his later concept of

Erelgn1s, and ‘third, because of his theory of lanéuage. 1

<

willk 1nvestlgate each of these criticisms separately.

’The logocentr1c elements in Heidegger's 1nterpretation
) 5 d

of Nietzsche reside in his attempt to uncover a unified

f meaning and. truth .in Nietzsche's texts. According ‘to

Heidegger, Nietzsche‘is_a systematic thinker who tried and
fai}ed to ove:come the-Western}metaphysical tradition. By
asking "What is the being‘of the-entity“fNietzsche betrayed

hls metaphysmal orlentatmn for this" has .beeh the "master
guestlon , governlng; the- entlre . course of Western

:philosophys"Niétzsche is further ‘described by Heidegger as

helng the last-metaphy51c1an because of his answer to the

.o -

_metaphysxcal quest;on- namely, that the belng of the entity

- . n

is the w111 to power.z'

>

]

-

Derrlda takes issde., with this "tOtal{stic"ﬁreadinggof

Nletzsche,-and argues for a more rhapsod1o interpretation.

For . him," -there is no tota11ty to N1etzsche 5 text 21 The "

*

‘trouble wlth -Heldegger s view ‘is. that it .1gnores and

4 . N

excludes the styl;stic excesses w1th1n N1etzsche s wrltlngs,

-and settleslfor'a sLngle, proper meaning-. Nletzsghe s texts
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are filled with innovative terms and metaphors which.

distance him from the surface of the text. For this rqaéqn, -

"there is no such thing either as the truth of Nietzsche, or

+

of Nietzsche's texts". 22 Heidegger has forgotten the

essential heterogeneity of Nietzsche's writinga because of
- : "

- his hidden commitment to a metaphysics of presence. His

entxre hermeneutic_ project rests on the “logoceﬁtric"

assumptlon that there is an ultimate presence of ‘meaning in

~

Nietzsche's text which seeks to be released. For* Derr;da,

this 1is- simply part of the same’ metaphysical quesf for
origin and truth which lfes at the base of‘logocentr;sm,
. . ~

"Heidegger -here is pursuing the* Nietzschean
operation into the very reaches where it
exceeds metaphysics and Platonism, But at
the same time it would seem that what he is
after there is in fact a form of question
more proper to "a hermeneut1c, and . - )
conseguently philosophical, order, indeed
the very order that Nietzsche's opératlon
should have otherwise put out of order." 23 :

Theufsecond logo;entric elément that can - be found . in
Heidegger's thought invoives his concept af Eréignis. In
Positions, Derrida states that Ereign{s may be the Jmost‘
profqdnd and powerful defense of what I attempt to puéuin£o
question‘-under the rubric of "the thought oﬁ-éreseﬁce?. 24

Unfortunately Derrlda does not elaborate ‘on-this provocat1ve

e aN

remark.,f I will therefore endeavor - to suggest what Derrlda-
might of meant given his more general. criticisms of a

metaphysics of, presence. ' .

.y
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%he word fEreignié" is used by ﬁeidegger in its
etymoiodical sense as the “occurance of owning". The
essential ambiguity of the word is evident in its msaning
both. a coming to pass (event) and a briﬁéing a thing into
its own, or what is proper to it (appropriation). The usual
translation of Ereignis is "the event of apbropriation".
The concept Ereignis represents Heidegger's .attempt to
‘overcome traditional metaphysics: .The thought of Being (the
infinite,: eternal) and’ time (the finite, temporal) have
preoccupied. philosophers throughout history. wéstern
meiaphysics began when Plato separated the realm of Being
{the Forms) froﬁ the' realm of time Tthe appearing world),
and subqrdihated the latter torthe\fqrmer. Heidegger has
eg@eavoredyto retbink:Being and time anew with his conc;pt
of .E}eignis. ' 'éimply :put; Ereignis is the event of
appropriation‘wﬁicﬁ is b:ior to Being and time énd gives
. . ; )

meaning to them both. It is thit movement or process which

allows Being and time to‘beiong together and makes them what

.-

they properly are,

wa Heidegger'é.cohcept-of.Ereignis could. be .seen by

perrida . as_ falling into a form of logocentrism or

ontotheology. To begin withj'Breignis apﬁéars to possess -

the same characteristics .as any transcendental signified o

(eig. God).  Like the latter concept, éreignﬁs‘acts as the
ultimate source andISantipn-oivBeing and time. This is the
‘case regardless-'of-_whether Ereignis is . conceived . as - a
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separate third thing apart from Being and time, as some
dommentators have argued 25, or as a further exp}jcation of
Being itself 3s otherg have claimed. 26 In either case
Ereignis remains ontologically prior to Being, non-being,
and time, and is their p}imordial source, Moreover, like
;éhe Christian conception of God, Ereignis grants Being and
Eime‘almost as a gift.. IE sends Being in the manner of
time, and gives time in the manner of Being. This makes
"Ereignis sound like the mysterious origin of all that is,
and perhaps is He;deggeqfs final answer to .the perenniai
:metaphysical qugstioqxof why there is sbmething rather tﬁén
nothing. .

*.Besides being an ultimate source, Ereignis is also
something that is pe;manently present, This is clear from
-Heideggef's accoﬁnt of the different epochs of Being.
According tol Heidegqer, Ereignis grants Being to Dasein
under - tﬁé“ successive ‘ guises .or determinations which

) L

constitute the history of Western ﬁetaphysics such as Idea,
Substance, Wwill, and so on. " Despite ;hesé different
'Hetérmiﬁationsf there remgins any conéegled elemént wh%ch is
éommoﬁ‘tq all%epochs,; This cbmmog, concealed elemént is the
Ereigni;. C it is bermanently‘pfesen£-throughout alljtihe,
.aﬁdlhéhuq ‘réseﬁbles the a-historical God or Absolute of .
ontotheoiogiéal'thought.

"The history of Being becomes a history
in which no being, nothing, happens

R




i ' except Ereignis'-unfathomable process.
" . The property of the abyss (das -Eigentum
des Ab-grundes) is necessarily abyss O{cé
h

proper-ty, the violence of an event w
befalls without Being.* 27

It is by possessing the logocentric characteristics of
ultimate source, ground, and presence that Eréignis can ‘be
classified as a ontotheologlcal idea p01nt1ng to the limits
of conceptuallzatlon.

The f1na1 ngocentrlc element in He1degger s thought
that I wish to deal with <oncerns his theory of . language.
In perrida's v1ew,-He1degger is committed- to phonocentrism,

to the privileging of speech, over writing.

’

"But doubtless there is a certain
Heideggerean phonologism, a noncritical
privilege accorded in his works, as in
the West in general, to the voice, to a
determined "expressive substance"."

This privileging of.the.voicé and COmmitmént to'pfesence is
“most apparent in Heidegger's description of truth'(alethia)t‘
For Heidegger,'trdth consists in the disclosuré event of
" Being. . To illustrate this disclospr? event, Héidégger makes
'prél?fic'ﬁse‘of light images such as cléafing, illhminhtion,
. énd brllllance,'és well as ahditory‘images.(liké when‘he.
says we are all wa1t1ng to hear the call of Belng 29y, éoth.

these types of 1images, the ocular and ;he auditory, hark .

‘back to a Platonic language of repfesentation where seeing’



';nd hearing are thought to be more immediately present than
writing, and so are more ‘representative of a Being whose
determination is presence, - . .
Derrida also belie&es that in Heéeidegger's theory of

B :
‘language "Being"™ is the "masterword", the “transcendental ¥

signified to which all other ~signifiers refer and derivg.

their meaning. .Speech, eépecially in the form of poetry,

the bearer of ontol®gical reference and truth; truth being

. .

the disclosure of Being. For Derrida, aﬁy theory of
lahnguage which rests on an irreducible dualism between the
signifier and the sighified is‘harbouring the metaphysicél
illusion .that a sién must refer to someﬁhing, and that this

referentiality enables language to express truths, "The |

search for a. fixed origin, ‘however,

for a'Efaﬁscendéntal
signified, 1is simﬁly "the other side of nostalgia”", aﬁd
"there never has been and never will be a unique word, a
. master name... even the name of Being."” 30

‘ Thus aitﬁough Heidégger's interpfetat}on of the history
of"metaphféics 'shares ﬁuch in _common with Derrida's -Ownﬂ
éerspective'(specifically’in terms o§ 1ogocentfism), Derrida
still claims' that. Heidéggef remained‘ captive - to the

LI

ontotheological tradition, x

T

ITI Levinas® Idea of Totality L . <:/Nh

?
o i ' A ;
In addition to Heidegger, the other major precursor to -

Derrida's 'thought regarding logocentrism has - been the
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Lithuanian Jewish philosopher, Emmanuel Levinas. Derrida

has devoted a lengthy essay to Levinas® philosophy, 31 and
k1

refers to him occasionally throughout his writings. His

-

respect for Levinas is evident when he says,.'Totality and

Infinitz is a “"great book", a work of art, and that his own

¥

questions are "really questions put to us by Levinas". 32
' r]
Levinas sees himself as bringing together and improving

upon two philosophical traditions: Continental
Phenomenology and Judaic Interpersonalism. The former
encompasses the philosophies of -Husserl, Sartre,

i

Merleau-Ponty, and Heidegger, while the latter includes such

Je%}ﬁﬁ thinkers as Rozénzweig, Cohen and Buber. What

Levinas is egéﬁntially aiming at is a "phenomenology of the
P

Oother” which he feels has been either 'neglected or

1 P . . .
misconstrued in the course of Western philosophy. He 1is

also seeking to correcﬁ what he considers to " ber a;
‘ovéradhereqce to Hellenic reason at the expense of Hebraic
”morality. in other words, Levinas wants .to affirm the
__metaphysicalzxpriority of ethics over ontology, thus
revérs;hg the "totalistic" tren%/funning throughout Western
philosophical thougﬁt.
The entire history of Westefn metaphysics, according to
_Lev{ﬁas, has Beén characterized by Lwhat he calls a
-”éétélity" and an "egology". All theoretical disciplines

such ?é.philosophy and science can be understood in terms of

BES

their attitude ‘towards the Other.” The Other is that which



pun ’ - . . -,
lies out51de oneself rand ‘includes other person,

nature and prlmarlly*God._ L

objects,

wth

ey . -~

L) . ‘ e ‘h‘ o

SR> Pﬁilosophy is a tStalistic discipline bgérause it seeﬁé¥

iy

a synoptlc expianatlon of the Other, and

- l‘an-

% Sndividual uniqueness of the Other into a more comg;ehen&lue

ane R

7] "

subordinates the relation with the Other to the relatlon of

A .

b

‘S&

Being in general,

" . .
Ve "y - . +

e A e 5
-

"Western Phllosophy has most. pften been'. L e
an ontology: a reduction of” the other to b

the same, Interposition of a mlddle term

and neutral term that ensures the triumph .
of Being." o

'; ) \,,- “a
T, i o P - *
Western phiklosophy is also an "egology" since it is

fe

baseq on th self's qeed for é'COmprehensive understanding of
the world. The self ‘‘seeks to reducé the multiplicity of
experiencé to a unified structlre éf thought in order to
feel more certain éndAgecure. It is this egoistic need of

the self which dictates the reductipn of the Other‘to.the.
same.

Moreover, the Other takes on meaning and value only

1ncorporates the -

system of thought. For Levinas) th1§ uis_ tantamoun?: to
v1olence since totaiistlc thlnklng ruﬁhléssly excludeé«zhe
. ) v
Other,\ fdfﬁfﬁé it, to surrender ;Eg— 1nd1y1dua11ty?ﬁt6 a
category that reduces the Other Eb ‘a puré abst:églion.
Levinas labels th%s way of thinking "ontological" bega&%&\lt :ﬂV“
- givess priority to Being over individual beLngs, “and ”

v
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S 7. oo
in relation to the self, ‘and the “self only relates to the

[ Otﬁer ﬁy means of reason {or thought and representation).

S eee

T

. "The relation with the other is here
= X . accomplished only through a third. term
. - ‘which I find in myself. The ideal of
A v Socratic truth thus rests on the essgntial
. C . self-sufficiency of the same, its
T identification in its egoism. Philosophy
- ' ' is an egology.".34

- - In egology,=then, primacy is given to reason and ontological

. truth over that of interpersonal.relationships.
Derrida's interpretation of the Western metaphysical
Jtradition owes as much to Levinas as it does to Heidegger. -
$

Indeed, Levinas' idea of totality, like Heidegger's idea of

. . ontotheology, anticipates Derrida's ‘own conteption - of
~ .

L\ .

. . N : .
n \ e logocentrism. What each of these ideas have in common is a
— :
— . preoccupation with presence or identity which is really at

the core of any metaphysical system, Identity refers to a
state of absolutg sameness, free of all negati&iﬁy and
differenca}land imbued Jith.the status of first principle or
ground, For Levinas, ko;alistic thinking seeks identityiby
overlooking the individual?gy of thiﬁgs, reducing them to a
nebulous Being, Similarly,' logocentric thinking seeks
identity b? postulating a transcendental signified, an
absolufg centre which pulls the multiplicity’ of things
towards itself, Both ideas, tﬁerefore, embrace a kind of

monistic reductionism where the plurality of experience gets

~

S
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‘reduced tc a single, totalistic presence.

-

thought this presence takes the form of an ontology of

Levinas®

abstract_ Being, whereas in Derrida's mind presence takes the
form of a transcendental signified thch can bg ceonceived oﬁ
- in numerous ways. - | - <
Derrida's'descfiption of the objective and subjéctive
variants of presence (transéendenﬁal signified) owés
gomething "fo Levinas' analysis. We saw earlier how the
transcendental signified has been éhought of in terms of an
objective mode (e.g. Agistotle's ousia) and "a subjective
mode (e.g. Descartes' cogito). Levinas expresse$ a similar
view. He sees the Western bhilosophical traditi&n as
passing through three main phases. The first ma§~be calied
the period of objectivity. 35 1In this period, which
encapsulates bofh ancient- Greek and Medieval philosophy,
primacy is‘givej\fo the objective world where multiplicity
{otherness) 1is reduced to somé- form of the -same, bhe, it
Plato's Ideas, Aristotle's Substance, or Aquina's God. éach
of these ideas repfesent an "“imperialistic ontologyﬁ or
"totality" since they embody a synoptic view of oﬁjectivev
reality which destroyé the radical alterity of the Other. ..
The objective phase of philosophy eventually gives way
to thgfperiod of subjectivity. This phase, which brimarily
begins with Descartes and ehds with ﬁant, ceqters QQ thg'
subject (e.qg. edo, selgf ratherlthén on some objective or

.transpersonal realm, The éubject in the certitude of his
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own self- con9c1ousness becomes the fOundat1on of knowledge,

and th1ngs take on meaning only in relatlon to the subject,'

'(egology). .~ ThlS 1dea is clearly ev1dent in‘ Descartes

gglto, Lelbn1z monads, and Kapt s transcendental self- for:i“

in each there is an attempt to comprehend the real 1n terms
of a totalistic explanat1on of the sub]ect whose needs areﬂ

primary“

Anomalies and *insurmountable “problems efupg’ in- the

5ub§ectivity _paradigm ushering “in * a new ) period - of .

intersubjectivity. The phasez-of-'intersubjectivity,f which

beings with Kant's‘Seco Cr1t1que and reaches matur1ty tn'

Levinas' own ph1losophy f exter1or1ty, emphas1zes the Other-

-

over and galnst the ¢t tal'stlc objéct - and sub]ect. ln

.1ntersub3ect1ve thlnklng, the: rad1ca1 alterlty of the Other

e

(e.g. nature, person, God)-is rescued from the totalltarlan,

egoloéical thought constructions of the earl1er per1ods..

The Other is seen for what it is, above -andu.beyond: any

general totalization of it, "By relat1ng to the Other on xts.

own terms, so ta . speak, we transcéend _the philosoph1cl__

e

"totality, egology. and-violence 50'characteristic of Western

,

thought . : T : 1 . .

Although Derrida's 1nterpretatlon of Western ph1losophyA

-

owes much-to Lev1nas analy51s, he bel1eves Lev1nas hlmself

has fallen victim to tota11st1c thlnklng. Thlﬁ "is most

apparent in Levlnas‘ 1deas of ahsolute otherness, positive

infinity, and radical emplricism.

e
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Lev1nas puts forth his conceptlon of absolute otherness

rﬁ_oppd51t10n to the rdea of a self—enciosed totallty.;yfhc}

R

ego1st1c self tr1es ‘to brlng everythlng under its control by

s

‘representlng it in some conceptua;. system.. : Someth1ngh

;howeverh aLways_ remains cutside hthe 5ystem,.;completély;

-

;untecoghizabie..t' TJThis outside someth1ng »Levinaé.,callsa.f

- . N -

'_absolute o;herness 'o;':exteriprity. The Other Jis - that

radical alterlty transcend1ng any reductlon to the same. It

_ can~never be captuxed by’ any categorles, Jand’ ;s beybnd‘ail

COgnltIVE sfructures.l

¥}

i

.

“It 1s*someth1ng other than all that,
..~ absolutely. other and. not other in . .
. conJunbtlon with some relative term, - It .
is the Unrevealed. ,Not revealed not. ' .’ o

' because all knowledge is too limited and
o too small to reCeive its-light, but also’ .
' unrevealed because One’and because to - o

g

5 . make omself known implies a dual1ty which.

already clashes with the unity of the
Zgone. The One- is beyond ggyng, not. because:
it is buriéd and hidden.” It is buried T
because it is beyond belng, completely
‘other than belng v 36

x -
[ .

In'his crit}cal'rejofnder,‘bertiQa cqgentky pinbointa
the dtleﬁ%as ;nhérent ihf Levihas' fhotion of abqoiute
chetnesa. Hc f1rst challenges the 1dea of a non spatlaL'
exteriority ,outside pf beinqﬁ To say that the Other lies -
oﬁtSidc.cf;béing:is taxeﬁbrqil ohesclﬁ in the language of
Space,'-tdr -outsidé‘ ls -as much iasv_a- spatial concept as

*

"inside.“‘It makeé no sense then for Levinas to falk about a-

o
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:non spat1al exter1or1ty except through the language of - the
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same, of totallty.

"That it is necesgsary to state- infinity's
excess over totality in the language of
totallty,,that it is necessary to state
the other in the language of the same;

.. that it is necessary to think true @ -

_exteriority, that is, still by ‘means of *

. the Inside - 0utsxde structure and by

o .._;spatlal metaphor- and .that it i5 necessary

' ~ " still to inhabit the metaphor in ruins, to

. dress onself in tradition's shreds and the

devil's patches - all this means, perhaps,

.. that .there is no- ‘philosophical logos which
.. must - not first let itself be expatrlated
into the structure ‘Inside - Outside. 37

3

;Thus Levinas fails to eradlcate such tradltlonal totalistic

.dlchotom1es as 1n51de outs1de, and so remains subject to the

~ same binary loglc operatlve ‘in all metaphy51cal dlsoourse.

'There is a related problem w1th the concept of absolute

om

i

otherness as it concerns the other person or thé " alter-egot_

51n belng absolutely other, he other ‘person must contaln ‘A

reference beyond h1mse1f He must, 1n other words, be other

_Eor thlS 1s the only loglcal way of d15t1ndu1sh1ng onself'

‘from another. Consequently, other is not really dlvorced_

than somethlng. ng “other" here must mean other than self-~u

from " the -relatlon to -an-'egoj and 'is, »therefore, not‘

. . .. . \

aﬁsolutely other. Furthermore,‘the other person can only be

_ _absolutely other 1f,,-and .only Cify they are other than

@+

themselves."Yet in belng other than themselves, they are

n

an
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not what they Aare and thus not ‘absolutely other " This

1nsoIvab1e dxlemma, Deer1daﬁargues,_has,adverse efﬁects on

v e -

the»anterpersonal encounter:‘ Treat1ng the other gerson ‘as

‘an alter ego deprlves h1m or her, of their - equallty ‘as’ an

egb i?d ultlmateyy destroys their alterlty. ‘The othe: 1s

.

‘1rredue1ble to nnr ego preé1sely because he .1s”hﬁmseiﬁ an

egoa By approachlng hhm as an alter—ego I submerge h1m.1nto

the gmundanltyA of the.’ world,A ;hus..@ol}epggng his 'entire

. . - . . -~ - N AN . .
P - : . . 1

alterity.

P

"In efﬁect, e1ther _there is only the eame,

which  can ng longer -even appear and. be o
- said, nor even exercise;violence (pure '
. infinity of finitude}; or indeed there: is’
'+ © » the same atd the other,. and then the other -

’ «cannot be the other - of the same - except
by being the same (as itself:’ égo), and
‘cannot be ‘the same (as itself: ego})’ exceg e
by belng the othei's other: alter-ego. B ’

‘. P T '. a ’ < . : : S

- Positive infinity, "so Levinag claims, is just .another

H

,ndﬁ—negatiVeﬂanq‘is the ﬁoundétion of-befng;,including all
. E . . K.

vthoughts ahd actionee. Pos1t1vb 1nf1n1ty mhn1feetq 1tself 1n

“the’ fact of the other person.- The presence of the'Othe; in

"the face: face encounger demands ‘that 1 -quest1on . my

egoistic existenceE and take an. actlvé moral' 1ntetest in

. v

‘other‘oeople. The face of the Other speak§ to ‘me, and ln its

1

';expreséione'I:dlscern tgaces,of the 1nf1n1te in a- p651t1ve

e . . . ?
“i - -

.mode of -beingl o Leviras drticulates the matter ini the

L. . . Y
. LT 2

.

_ nampe for__the.;total¥y exterior btherL" 1t. is’ completely . -

.
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: ”The~ca111ng of questlon of the- self " is.

~ precisely the welcome reception of the
_absolutely:- ‘other... 'The epiphany of. the - Lo
* labsolutely -other is the countenance where .
.the Other calls out to me and 51gn1fxes T
for me an order ‘on behalf of his nudity .
"and of his destltut1on. His presence Do
Ils a summons to reply C )

—

. "Tth trauma whlch cannot be assumed,
_inflicted by Infinity on presence, or -
this, dffectirig of presence by Infinity
'~ this affectivity - takes shape 'as a
~subjection to’' the nelghbor. It is - ‘-

;. thought: thxnklng more than -it thinks,

. . Desire, the reference to the nelghbor,

.the respon51b111ty -

I T N
N

Derr1da -Sees ©oan overwhelmlng paradox ’in»A tnisﬂ

’fdescrlptlon of pos1t1ve 1nELn1ty.' Levlnas ‘is attemptlng to

GOganE‘ someth;ng, .the ,1nf1n1te, .which is essentlally

pre cogn1t1ve.' In other words, ‘he 1is using~concepts énd

language to descrlbe and apprehend a p051t1ve 1nf1n1ty ;hat'

'Iles beyond all concepts and 1anguage- or to experlence the

1nf1n1pe Qtner~wh1ch tranecends all exper1ence,

“If one - thxnks, and Levinas does, that

,p051t1ve 1nf1n1ty tolerates, or even
requires infinite alterity, then one
must rendunce all lariguage, and first”‘



.- ~o0f:all the words infinite and other,

Infinity cannot be¢ understood as other -
except in the form of the infinite, As .
soon .as one attempts to think infinity

- ' ' as a positive plenitude (one pole of

-Levinas' non-negative transcendence)

the other becomes unthinkable, impossibly

uhutterable. -Perhaps Levinas calls us

toward “this.unthinkable- 1mp0551b1e-.

unutterable beyond - (tradition's) Being

and Logos. But it must not be possible

either to thifik or state this call,™ 41

-

Against this . background, positive - infinity and the "

encounter wlth ';he other emerge ' a8 incompatible. ~.The’

.iﬁfiniﬁe 'is supposed to express itself fn_édd through the

face of the othér person, but thislbefson is also a finite

A\ S .
Dody. How can .the two possxbly Lnteract’i How -can they be’

.adequately recopc;led? . Mqreover, «Lev1na$ff attghpt' to
suborqinatef ontolég& té .ethical , meﬁabﬁysicS' ultimately
-fails 75eéaUse "the ,notlon .0f" the face  to face . éncogntérA
melles an ontologlcal commltment 1nvolv1ng at least the

belpg of the_other pepson. The 1dea of a 9051t1ve 1nf1n1tyr
:dfaﬁs- Lév{nas‘ béck ‘into .a phllosophy-”of totaIity since.'
:1nf1n1ty turns out to be thé a- h1stor1cal orxgln of meanlng

whlch is not unllke the.tradltlonal Judeo Chrxstlan concept

“of God A

“Now Levinas %1multaneously proposes to us’

‘a humanism and a metaphy51cs. ‘It is a
rquestion of attalnlng, via the .royal road

of ethics, the supreme exlstent, the truly
eéxistent ("substance® and "in itself" are .
.Levinas" expressions) as other. And- this -
existent is man, detérmined as .face in his
essence, as man on the basis of. his -
resemblance to God, Is this not what:
Heidegger has in mind when he- speaks of the
unlty of metaphxs1cs, humanism and
ontotheology?” ' : - -



Finally, De}ride accuses Lev1nas of 1a951ng into 'a
"radical emp1r1c1sm 5wh1ch ultxmately rests on a metaphyslcs“

v .
of.presencea '

"By rad10a1121ng the theme of the 1nf1n1te
exteriority of the other, Lev1nas thereby
assumes the aim which has more.or less
secretly animated all the philosophical

. gestures which have been called empiricisms, N
in the history of._philosophy. He does: sg o .
with an audacity, -a profoundity, and a
,resoluteness never before attatned

~ The type of empiricism Defriqe'has;ih‘hindlhere is.ﬁore
in eccord{;i think,‘with that_pf“Sextue Empiricus, fathér-
“than w1th pavid Hume's., - It is, -in ether words} more' a
'matter of looking for a pr1mord1al experlence rather than an -
qnelysis‘ of the perceptual ‘sources " of knowledge. The
primordial exﬁeriehce that Levinpas -alludes Apo is of ithe
ebselutely Othef. The problem is that thia‘experiehee'js
determlned by a metaphysxcs of presence since it iﬁ&bivés
encounterlng the.infinjte through the’ presence of the other

person's face. The presence of the- Other is .the source of

experlence and meaning, - Thus’ the long comlethy‘between_"

emp1r1cxsm and metaphysics in Western phxlosphy contlnues 1n"

.Lev1nas thought.

"By taklng thls progect to its end, .
totally renews emp1r1c;sm, and 1nverses 1t
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- - ) St by revealing it to 1tse1f as metaphysics.,
. ’ . ~ « Despite the Husserlian and Heideggerean -
. '+ states of his thought, Levinas. does not
even’ séek .to draw back from the word
empiricism. On two occasions, at least,
--he speaks for "the radical empiricism
confident in the instruction of
v T ) exterlorlty (TI}. The experlence of the - . :
. ot 77 other (of the infinite) is irreducible, o .
’ e ahd is therefore "the ‘experience par
: - . excellence™ (TI). And, concerning death
' -which is indeed its irreducible resoure,
Levinas, speaks of an “empiricism which
is in no way a positivism". But can one
. Speak of an ‘experience of the other or _
of difference? Has not the concept of - " t
experiencé always been determined by the
metaphysics of presence° Is not experience
. . always an encountering of - an irreducible -
. presence, the perception of.a phenomenality?
. " This complicity between empiricism and . .
metaphysics is in no way surprising." 44 : 2

InAsumming up this chapter itiis‘importent to note that
Nietzsche, Heidegger, Levlnas, and Derrfda ali snEEe; e
cemmon” orientetion; they are all,  in- short, critjcs of
"modernity. The wdrd “modernity" refers here to a clpster of
'concepts and interests involvfnd the indtviduai squeet‘er
censciousness, ‘reason Irationalism], humanism, positivism,.'
Zscience; nbjectiiftyJ Utlllty, and hlstorlcal progress. Its.
pr1nc1pa1 tenent is the bellef that nature is .a reasonable

system that human belngs,-by v1rtue_of ‘their sensory and

. 'ratlonal-ppwers, can kndw [and'control}wWithout thé eid'bt

external authority., - l K -‘li ' i‘;.._'- . h : oo
pepriaa. and cnmpany' bieee_ this' central. tenent;::

quest1on.—"wThey lreJect the Carte51an subJect centered‘

phllosophy in fav0ur of the strangeness ‘and ru11ng force of

-~
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Ianguage.- fThegr emphasis in 'on‘ finiteness,-'plurality,

.paradox, and aﬁbiguity, rather that on a ratlonal order of

th1ngs 45 These th1nkers, 1n short, are post-modern Cin

that they treat modernlty as a f1eld of dlscourse comlng to

complet1on or as the last epoch of what 1s alleged to be a

closed- h1story. The.task of phllOS hy Vn,thls_eohte;t-ls

ph11050ph1ca1 d1scourse through the - this, the"

way is clear.to think the fman;fold”. ‘dispérsion

of things). . . -7 o \S

.
. -
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" CHAPTER IV

Two Crltlcal Perspectlves on Derrida's
Conceptlon of Logocentrlsm

-

‘N -

so far I have simply.tried

-

to artichlate what Derrida B

means, by'iogocentrism, and to show how he was 1ndebted to

Western-metaphys1cal tradition..
cr1t1c1sms of his 1nterpret1Ve sc

of Derrlda s general -v1ew of

fNietzsehe's, Heldegger s, and Lev1nas' 1deas concernlng—the

I now wish to. offer. some

heme. What are we to make ..’

the western,'metaphysical

tradition? Is-he.essentiélly‘eorrect or not in’claiminé

that logocentrish is the single,

'throughout the hlstory of Western

~ma1n areas for cr1t1c1sm I w1sh

metahlstory of phllosophy, that i
on the h1story and log1c of the

the second concentrates on - the

possxble llnes of critical - in

pertinent 901nts and* prohlems

 seriously coh51der._

underlylng theme runnlng

phlloSOphy’ There are two

to focus on L the flrst

) concerns the method used by Derrlda to arrive ‘at hls

s, his general perspectlve

tradltlon as ‘a whole-‘and‘ i

speclflc content'lof._the

these criticisms only-'as
vestigation, and not as

deflnltlve. appralsals.' 'HoweQer,-‘I.'think _they raise

)

.thet' any Dperridean’ nest.rfﬁ

u
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criticisms of ‘the nethod
-

_—

*. . -

Recall. that on  Derrida's -.scheme the history of:

-

metaphys1cs has simplyv involved one 1long search for a

transcendental 51gn1f1ed, for a form of absolute presence

1,

';which existseoutside of langusge,and'acts as the foundation

.5ﬁ9r-ceftsip kndwiedge. ~Now theré- are two possible ways in

Qﬁich' Deftide"could have “.arriyed at this theme of

"iegpeentrism: either a posteriori,.by ‘means of his method

- -, -

of .déconstruction; or a priori, by way of pure theorizing.

Both methods present serious problems.

“In” regards to the first method (a poster10r1), Derrida

arrlves at his metahlstory of phllosophy through a select

deconstruct1ve readlng of- part1cu1ar texts. (As mentloned

' earller,p a deconstruct1ve “reading is one which first

-

uncovers gpe“ traditional hierarchical oppositions within

. texts .e,g. spe®ch over writing, reality over appearance,

, - - -
) etc; 4 and'then'reverses thé'hierarchy by demonstrating how

‘the higher term really presupposes the er term,) - After

<

”deconstructlng these texts Derr1da concludes that they are -

all commltéd to. a form of phonocentrlsm (the privileging ‘of

'_ speech over wrltlng), and thus tq logocentrism. In this way

1

. ' - %
the method of de:;fstructlon leads to the interpretive

ij-metahlstory of ph1

sophy.' o £
There are two major problems with the deconstructive

methcd ih thlS context. fiast it rests on a select,

‘i 1n-depth reading of only a few philosophical texts 1ike "

Plato's Phaedrus or R0usseau =3 Dlscourse on Inequality. 1In

e : . n

At
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fact, a large number of Derrida's readingé concentrate only

on literary, artistic, or social science texts, ndét

philosophical ones. Thus to draw a general conclusion about

the entire Westerih-phdlosophical tradition (elg. that i; is
- e T
logocentric} from just analysing a few actual philosophigal

LA
"

té&ts seems rather audacious and premature., It certain{y
bredks the rules of ﬁorma} schélarship and investigatioa.
Second, I do not think Derrida's dec02§truc ive method led
him  to formﬁ%zﬁg—hys metahistory of philogjgﬁyrxxaEher it
was his metahistory of philosophy which led him to adopt the
aecoﬁstruction method. I think Derrida already had_in mind
his view of logocentrism before he set out to. actually
deconstruct texts, In fact, a particular method. cannot
determine what texts .or concepts are to be deconstructed
since it ;;;blg carries out the prime purpose. Gadamer, for
instance, briiliantly demonstraté%‘ how it was Deséartes'
tﬁeory of truth, where truth involves the apprehension of
clear and distinct ideas, that led té his adoption of the
method of systematic doubt, and not th other way around as

is usually assefted. 1 I think the same applies to Derrida

redarding his heorj of logocentrism, Some theory is needed
. L]

‘first.in ordér, direct the method,

. i

L]

-

‘have arrived at his theme of logocentrism, I think What

ultimately determines for Derrida the choice of text® and

concepts to be deconstructed is his a Eriofi theorizing

‘ ) -

et

This brings us to the second way in which Derrida may

bl T %

pEp

Sa

-5
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about the metahistory of philosophy, and ot his method of

deconstruction

More .Specifically, I believe Derrida.
chooses Ao deconstruct Plato's idea of the "pharmakon" in
the Phaegrus or Rousseau's idea of the "supplement"™ in the

Essay on_the Origin of Languages because these works more

" {e.g. that ﬁetaphysics'

phonocentric and thus logo

readiiy confirm his own interpretation of Western philosophy
as being phonocentric and logocentric. _Just as Heidegger's
concept of Being determines his interpretation of Western

metaphysisé as invelving the forgetfulness ‘of Being,

“Derrida‘'s concept of presence determines his interpretation
P

n F

of Western metapﬁysics as consisting of the forgetfulness

{repression) of wrjting and différance, ~His whole

-

interpretive enterprise, then, seems to simply beg the

entire question about the metaphysical tradition since he

already confirms what he . supposedly set out to demonstrate
P4 :

r -
is ' logocentric because it is

-~

II' Criticisms of the Content

L\

More serious difficulties arise regarding the spegcific
‘ )
content of Derrida's metahistory of Western. philosophy. in

1 L]

particular, I think ‘there are three major problems with
® ' : “
Derrida's view: first, it is too simplistic; second, it is

too static; and third, it is too essentialistic. I will

elaborate on each of these problems separately.
\ -~ C— -

-~
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It is difficult to accept the view that the various

metaphysical systems in Western philosoﬁhy are really just

internal modifications of the single theme of logocentrism.

Or that almost every philosopher since the Greeks has been

working uncritically in an ontotheological closure. The

trouble with Derrida is that he expands the meaning of

presence to such an exorbitant extent that practically every

~

metaphysical position comes under its sway. In so doing he

[y

loses sight of the definite differences that exist within
the tradition. Leibniz, for instance, was dealing “with
different problems than Plato, and his doctrine of monads is

-

a far distance from Plato's doctrine of eidos. Thus to. lump

- the two philosophies EOgether into a metaphysics of presence

does a grave injusticéi I .think, to both systems of thought.

- \-‘ ' . a ) - . ’
The same can* be %aid® for thgrldea of logos.- Derr1dau

seems to use the termrlogos interchangeably with the terms

ipresence and the transcé%dental signified ag that ultimate,

self-certifying. plenum which centres the structire of
&

discourse. ' This may indeed bhé one possible meaning’to’ the

term logos, but it certainly fails to encompass the majority’

of meanings. A proleny quotation from the Dictionary of

Philosophy and Religien will give some indication of its

various meanings in philosophical discourse.

"A Greek term°mean1ng *reason, word, speech,
- discourse, definition, principle or ratie..."
(1) - Heraclitus (gq.v. -3) found in the
universe a formative and shaping power

w
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.- analogous to the power ©f reason in'man... -

L. “e - (2) * From axagoras (q.v. 3) through :, o

Aristotle,.noud replaces logds as .the
motivating principle of the universe...
(3) Logos reappeared in the system_of
St01cs, when their principle of teleology
was termed both logos* and God... M
(4) Even in Judaism there are- tendenc1es ES
‘to personify the word of God. .. -
~ {5) Philo (q.v. 4) identified the
. creative word of the 01d Testament ‘with X
the logos of the Stoics... =3 T
{6) 1In the Gospel of John, the logos.
is both creative and redemptive; the
“latter aspect is given greater emphasis .
-than the former. 1In John' and in the. ‘ : y
early Church the principle was assimilated
to the idea of an historic person, whose
transcendent aspect is as a member of the
K ' Trinity. -
' (7) The logos is found among the
emanations of many of the Gnostic systems
(q.v., for example, Valentinus). L
(8) Among the Apologlsts, Minuctus
+ . found the Christian Trinity prefigured
in Greek philosophy and identified the
logos of the Greek phllosophers with the.
son of Christianity. '
.. (9) 1In modern philosophy, Fichte ({g.v. 8}
L stated that God is present as logos in all
there is; and Hegel's (q v. 4) dialectic ~

derived from Flch;e - i3 an expression of a
working logos.
v (10) Unamuno (q.v. 3) rejected the logos .

as an abstraction, subst1tut1ng for it the’
Word as the intimate expression of the man.
of flesh and bope.

~ -~ {11) For Heidegger {(g.v. 8) the logos or

C . word is present in all discourse, capable

of revelatory disclosures of Being when
properly addressed."”

Though = some of these meanings. might be congruent with '

'herrida‘s (e.qg. Fichte, Heidegger}, to . label the entire

tradition "logocentric" in the sense of a metaphysics of

presence seems rather hasty andyoversimplified.
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The source .of Derrida's .oversimplification: of ‘the
T N . . ..

‘history of _ﬁéste;n “pHLlosophy 11;5; 1  tﬁink{ ;n_'his.‘A
-.Nietzscheah ‘adootion"of' a :siqgle thematic--sttectote_'ot;
"blot.‘*By imposing a plot'ontO'the history of metabhysicé)‘e.
1plot 1nv01v1ng logocentrlsm and the qystematlc repr9551on of
‘ d1fférance, Dérrida tenns that tradition into a ~gros§
'vcarlcature. iPlots ot themes'have_auﬁey oé_ekbluding:thoée‘

‘. details that are not ‘compatible . with  the overall -,

representation.- .In true‘ metonymic fashion there. is an

‘unwarrahted overemphaqls on some characterlstlcs ~at the
Aexpense ‘of: others, S0 that the part may. be . wrongly taken for

'the whole.:>

This ovefemﬁhESis'is'breyalent tn Derr;da 's 5elect1ve
and- diqtotredv_teadinge- oéﬂ Weetern phllosoph1cal texts.
Derrlda only seems to' choose those texts that fit with hlq
1nterpretatlon of'a partxcular phllosopher, and 1qnoresﬂor
neglects other relevant textq, or. dlfferent aepects oE the
same_text, that mlqht qqggest an alternatlve view: iPlato is
a good example. Derrlda uncrltxcally follows Heldegger in
plac1ng Plato at the forefront of the Western metaphy%1ca1
_tradltlon. Plato s pr1v;1eg1ng .o‘fA speech oﬁe&rltlng ' .

together w1th h1q pr1v11eg1ng of eternal Ideas over chanq1ng

:phenomena make, h1q phllOSophy, in »Derr}da s mxnd, Ta
’ paradlgmatlr example of 1ogocentr19m. De?rida, “hoWwever,

“arrives at ‘his 1nterpretat1on by merely eXamlnLng a certaln

aspect of a Platonic dialogue), the PhaedrUS,' (concernrnq,
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.wrlting); and completely neglects other facets of the-same“

teit (S:g.- nature oE‘ love) as. well Jds’ other--relevant‘

' d1alogues (e g. the zm2051um). Consequently,,Derrxda g1ves”
a rather lop51ded view of Plato, though one that bodes well
~with hls own theme of logocentrism._p‘ ~_h_ -'-m;j_-‘ ?M

A related probiem w1th app1y1ng themes Or plots” to .

‘I
i

.history 1nvolves the dlfflculty of Ea151fy1ng them. ‘forl
: 1nstance, Derrida s .concept of presence-mis construed' S0
'ibroadly, SO comprehen51vely, that 1t can apply to almost any
. metaphyslcal system., ThlS takes the spec1f1c meanlng away;
dfrom the term presence, and makes 1ts general app11¢at1on
‘d1Ef1cult to Eals1fy. (Derrlda; however, would probably say:
this "'concernl ,about _;falslflcatlon. :'is'i _1nherentlyi
logoeentrrcl“ - |

The problem w1th Derrida 15 .that he has a metahlstory

S wgthout suff1c1ent knowledge of the h1story. ' 'Ih otherh.

--words, his knowledge of  the hlstory of Western phllosophy is
rather llmlted w1th huge gaps in places (1 e. Pre-socratlcsh
early Medleval) " He:‘is certalnly not .ther~hist0rian of
phllosophy that Heldegger was. 'Indeed} whﬁt Derrlda_really‘
<offers us .is_ a . mythology bf Western .philosophy,z not a
:scholarly hlstory - o | -

 ‘There _is ‘another 'e;y -of. demonstra&ing ‘Derrida's
:;over51mp11fLed -and excluslve-readlng of Western phllosophy,

ﬁone‘ could ask‘ whether logocentr1sm is’ the only p0551b1e

- theme 'operating “in the hlstory of phllosophy or whether
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'ethical anﬁ“ epistemoloqioal"heliefs by ha51nq them 'on

S —

there afe gnyﬁother_themes;' in otner.wordS} one'cled_point.

to certain, philosophicai systemg that mlqht ”sefbe'.as

poss1ble except1ons to Derrlda s logocentrlsm. - I belleve .at
3

.least ﬁoar such exceptions to. Derrida's metaphy51cs 'of‘

presence might “be found in Western phlloeophy" myst;cism

.(inclddinq negative theology), l.voluntarism . (including
existentialism), nominalism and LcontextqaliémL; T lel

attemgt'rto .8how how these philosopnicall nositions mlghr

dfffer'from lpgocentrien; end then describe how;a.Derg1dean.:

mlqht cr;txcally reepond to them. . h -
In Derrlda s mlnd, phllosophy (1ogocentr19m) 1s.cnief1§‘; 

concerned w1th rat1onal1ty, that-;s, w1th\reason,~speech and

ordef (1 ogos). © On- thlS -view- reality (1nc1ud1ng human

L

'natdre) is conceived as someth1ng ultlmately ratlonal, and

i +

fknowledqe of it is atta1ned‘ thcough reason or dlalectieﬂ

: Consequently, philosophers seek :tO‘.justify their:-yacioue

.

rablonal'principles.' But there is at 1east two trad1t1ona
‘that have been opposed to thxe ratxuna11qt1c 1nrerpretar10nj'

of . phllosophy. mysticism and voluntarlsm. s Theee Ctwo

positions have - emphasized thex non-ratlonal-.natdre_uof

reality,‘.énd have"holstered ‘the )intuitive -or.'conativo.

[

aepegte of human exletence and knowledge over and above the
_rattonal aspects. In short, both prefer mzttos: (the
‘concrete loq1c of assoc1atlon and narratlve) to_logoe (the

abstract logic of ‘discursive reaSOn).
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B The mystical tradltlon in’ Western— thought (Tncluding .

negatlve theology) is a Iong one, stretch1ng - from
" NeoPlatonisn (e.qg. Plotlhas), .thro@gh._eaqu' Christianity

-(e.g},the‘Pseudo-ﬁionyslqs); Catholicism (€.g.-'St. John of

the 'Crosey St.  Teresa .of Avila, . Meister - Bckhart);
Protestantimn {Jakob Boehme,-Ceoge:Fox{,_Medleval Judalsm

(e g 'Issae Luric; Baal ShéQFtov), Sufiem (e g. Abu Ya21d),‘

'up to Process Theology (e.g. Te11hard De .Chardin), and even

-perheps“tO'the eanly Wlttgehsteln.‘.Myst1c13m-cou1d:be75een

as a possihle_ exception tq' logocentrism in at -least ' two

ways; ' Flrst,' in_'positing ‘an expetience_-beyond all

- diecarelve _understand1ng and lanQUage, mysticism s ‘taken
' outf-of_‘the.'realm »f . logos.’ Unltke_'most philosophioal
.diSCOQree \-‘mystietem | does _ nhot eoncetn' itselt ‘ with
“_COnst:uctlng "argumenteq. verityinghi oropositions,', or

'clarlfylng conceptq. ‘Its main mode of expresslon 1s the v1a

negatlva whlch ultlmately destroys ratzonal thought becauee
1n try1ng to descrlhe and underqtand the myqtlcal exper1ence
ratlonal thought f1ndsl 1tself enmeshed ,in 1rresolvab1e

contradictiohs.f In not bexng dependent on’ language, then,

. mystiqum 15 Aot SUDJPCt to the eearch for a trénscendental
‘-s;gnxfxed . that » grounds ~ and . .certlfleq dlscourse.

~Seconhdly, in overcoming mediacy (understood as.diétande or

sepafation) an exper1ence of faqlon or uniontresurts which‘

makes a metaphy51cs of presence obsolete. .In other words,'

in an qnmedxated (mystlcal) exper1ence noth1ng is Qresent to'
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the experience, and thé- experlencer is: not EresentA to -

. anything. else. The experlence is not centered on, or-

_preoccup1ed wlth, any k1nd of object, tran5cendentél or
otherwise, Preoccupat1on may be the case in the pre11m1nary:
-stages of mentalland bodily d15c1p11ne, but it is certainly
missing in  the plgimafe staoe of the SCohtemplatiVe
expefiencé :'tself .i Thus mySticiso ié not vlogocentric
- because it is not focused on a transcendental 51gnlfled

I tthk Derrxda would not .be convinced of mystlcism 5

nod—logocentr1c~status. The mystlcal exper1ence may indeed

escape a metaphy51cs ot presence when the latter is deflned
as a spat1a1 -(obJectlve' or subjectlve) .and/or temporal
plenum (e g. “the ontology of DEIOQ and be1ngness").j But'it

does not escape it when‘presence is deflned as a denLal oﬁ

différance, that °'is, an identity, VOne ‘of the def1n1ng--.

characteristics of a mystical .experience is its oyerwhélmlng-

feelings.of oneness and unity. ' This experience of identify

ié also .commoh  to those mystic;l traditions {(e.q. St. Tgfesa
of Avila) whioh‘posit a differéoco between the ;ndiﬁidual
self and God., There is ap'“ecstatio" moment whére'the t@o
fuse into oné,.andfuﬁde}go a kiﬁd of “opiritua} marriage4;3'
Mysticism and hegaéive'theolooy are} therefore, not‘rea}iy
negatiQe at -all since God's being is denied in ofde? to
attribute to him (hén or it)-a higherlkind'of-es;enée'andf

presence. And it is this dialectical recuperation of
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_negativity, this highet: Aufhebung,'*which _berrida~ sees as

being the hallmark of logocentrism,

"philosophical. language, as ‘sQon as 1t
speaks, recuperates negat1v1ty - or:

" forgets it, wh1ch comes to the same.
thing - even .when it claims to afflrm
it,. to recognlze ic.” :

Furthermore,"a mystlcal experlence ‘does . not occur in a

vacuum but is.part of a cultural re11glous tradltlon which .

imposes a meaning-or interpretatlon upon it, Thls explalns

why the experlence 1s varlously descr1bed as. a union with

God in Judaism, . Chrlstlanlty, Islam- a union wlth Brahmam in

Hinduism; a union wlth the Tao or nature in Ta01sm- and as a

union with emptiness in Buddhlsm. . Desp1te the dlfferent.'

“terminology, these tradltlons may be- descrlblng the same

1 et

experience - union, wlth some form' of an absolute rea11ty'

‘which brings together what was once apart "and acts as the

_ultlmate ground of all knowledge, meanlng and llfe.f' and -

“this is ‘what Derrlda broadly means’ by a "transcendental

_Signified" - whose:- postulatlon isf théa maln 1ngred1ent 'of
logocentrlsm. Myst1c1sm, then; does not fall out51de the
realm of a metaphy51cs of presence broadly COnce1ved

The - second maln phllOSOpth "tradition that ma& :be
opposed ao logocentrlsm ls voluntarlsm.-‘In,its.éaglyxfofm,

]

' voluntarlem ‘(or same- v1ew 11ke it) . was eSpdhsed byi the

yrenalcs, the Eplcurlans, Duns Scotus, Thomas Hobbes,'DaQid

1Hume, Wllllam James, Henri Becgson, and moat of all Arthun

+
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Schopenhauer. Elemepté»ofivéluntarism continue, I think, .in

‘the eiistentfalisnt-of' jean;Paul Sartre, Martin Heidquer,h

-.Maarlce Merleau—Ponty, and Albert Camus.
Both VOlqntar1sm and exlstentlallsm could poss1b1y be

v1ewed as falllnq out51de loqocentrlsm in two 51gn1f1cant

ways: flrst-by poSltlng'a non-rational or absurd universe;

", and ;secend, by privileging will or intehtionality"over

reason or rationality."™ 5 In regards to the first pointﬁ
most .bolqntaristsA and exiqtentialists (except perhaps the

more reliQiously 1nc11ned ones ‘like Dans Scotus) helieve

" that the unlverse is not rat;onal or orderly by natqre. It

. '
4

‘ 1s more or.less chaotlc. Any order or rat1ona11ty that it
' might, Aeppear ‘te‘ have 1is meosed,rapon i; »by ‘our  own
tonsqibﬁsdeés.“ Schopenﬁauer,'for iﬁstance, claimed that all
phenomené - himan ahd ﬁonhuﬁan, enimate ané inaeimete - was
merely an expne951on of a. anlversal W111 whlch was for him
the. name of ‘a nonratlonal, bllnd force whoqe operat1ons are

wlthout u1t1mate purpoqe or deqlqn. The meanlnqs we find in

the worldfaare' placed there‘fpy_ our - own intellects.

‘ . .

Similarly, Sartre and.Camus see the .univérse, or man's
relation "to, it, as 'ﬁrincipal;ﬁ _ahsurd, without ihherent

rationality - or order. For them’ there 1is, no ultimate

explanation .- of why things “are as ’‘they are’' and not
otherwisé. ‘Indeed, at ﬁhe heart of"the aniverse " are

'1nnumerable contradlctlons whlch defy human reason; order is

] *

. redqced to chaos, nece551ty to contlngency, and value to

.



brute EacticiEyg X Buq..uhLike'-Schopenheugr and other
) vqluntatiste, neigher_ -Sarere nor ‘Camus pcstuihte a
"nonrational 'Will lying behigd phénemena. ‘:This is -just
another 1nean1ng 'imposed upon the' world. by consciouSness.'
Human, consclousness is bas1caI1y no—bhlng whlch contlnuously

trles.to t;anscend 1ts_own 51{uat10n. Hence, the universe

N
]

consists of just human consciousness andlthings with' no

léar f1t between the two. o

P -

. A Derrldean might respond to alI this by po1nt1ng out

that'bgth yoluntgrxsts'llke 5chopenhauer and exlstentrallsts
liké Sartre eventually end up pos1t1ng a transcendental
sidnified in one form or another. _In Schopenhauer s case,
this takes the Eorm‘of Fhe-unieeésal will’, which heé himself

claims 1is 'the Kantian'thing—in—itself.or’ulpiﬁate reality,

"And as Pdward von Hartmann noted, the will cannot .simply be

K
!

blind and chaotlc since 1t has. a clear end in view, namely,

.

self- presenvatlon. With Sartre and other éxistentialis;s,

the transcendental signifled: ‘turns out to be human

cbnsc1ousness (freedom) itself. It creates its own meanings

and- values, aﬁd‘ impqses these on differeqt'usitqations.
Hehan consciousness, therefore, ifadvertently takes the
‘place of God in being the sourée and koundaeion . of ail
keOwledge and value, As'Sartfe'puts it, ﬂIt,ie ohly‘throggh

_human consciousness that value comes into the world™.

" ' In regards to anthropology, both voluntarism and

existentialism privilege will or intentionality over



-

.hot lie in the logos.

_pre-reflective-reflective; and "“&#n Merleau-Ponty,. the

rationality. .For Schopenhauer the inner experlence»of the oy

1nd1v1dual wlll in terms of desxres, w1shes and the llke

léad to a conception of rea11ty as universal- wiilz 'fh'e'.. N

conative nature of human belngs is inflated and then taken w7t

-

to be a model for reality as a whole. And S1nce the wllltis'

- -

blind and impulsive it is not" subJect to the logos. -1ﬂIn. %

fact, Schopenhauer, along with Hume and James, believes that e

21t‘1s not the 1nte11ect that controls the‘wlll;‘it is the

will that controls the intellect. Ahd.much-of{our-behaViQr: e

is a result of deep, underlying- forces whose chafaoter we

. - . L, : o S

are often wholly unaware. The .essence of man,-then, does'

For existentialists like Sartse human belngs "have no-
essence, whether ratlonal or nonrat10nal The'most.that can -
be said is that human consciousnéss is intentiohal, that ~«it

is always directed towards something. Intentionality does-

. o _
. R -,

not simply involve cognition ~ but fnoludeé ' ‘desire,
imagination and needs. 1In Sartre's terminology,‘"exfsteagé

precedes essence", meaning we first exist in the ‘world. and.

-
. -

then’ proceed to construct a meaning or essence for our
. : - )
life. Hence, existentialism places greater emphasis on 'the.,

pre-cognitive, 1lived experience over and” against : the

theoretical, reflective 'experience} ) In ‘Heidegger this

distinction ié'termed the ontic-ontological: in Sartre, the

wh
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T . prgﬁco@pitive-gognitive. In each case there is the idea of

[

a. ;pre—conspious intentionality which serves as the
e foundation for reflective thought and action. The task of

—-1' - L3 - .:j L3 - L3 »
-philosophy, then, 1is not to articulate this reflective

-t Y

=logos; but to describe the pre-logos. And the best way of
abédmpiishibg this has been through mythos (e.g. discursive

prose). Finally, existentialism, unlike rationalism or

5 - £ -

igealism, has drawn our attention to the darke%#, irrational
-ﬁ\éhdes of the human condition, and has tried to make us more

aware of those'nonrational, conative aspects of our being

.

that "are as’imqpntant s the rational aspects.
I do not think "voluntarism *or existentialism escape

- AR beinq:logocentric on the.basis of their privileging will or
inteﬁtionality .over rationality. An important part of

10q0¢éntrism is thinking in terms of dichotomies and of
~.~elevating one of the terms over and above the other term.
Now it i@“trué_;ﬁét the main tradition in Western philosophy

has elévated reason or ratienality over the nonrational,
But what thihkers like Schopenhauer and Sartre do is simply

reversé?"_the ‘hierarchy; on. -their  schemes will or
+- v ’ Y - N

.~

pre-conscious intentionality takes precedence over reason.-

. By remaining . within -a'dichotomous structure of thought,

Coe

however, voluntarism and existentialism remain within the

closure of logocentrism.’
% - x . . .. . . ) A B . \ C R
The other . two possible exceptions to logocentrism,

namely,. nominaiism_ and fébntextualism, are not as
Ve K N L] ) e ” ) '
. i o .

—



nominalism most assert the view that abstract or general

antagonistié towards the rationaliét interﬁietati?n of
philosophy as are the traditions of mysticish ané
voluntarism. They do not seem to emphasize thé nonrational
aspects of reality or human nature over and above the
rational aséects. Indeed, both nominalism and COntextuqliSm
place mucﬁ faith in reason and the empirical method.  Their
exception to ldgocentrism, then, comes from a completely
different point of view, .

The nominalist tradition,.which inciudes ﬁhe'sophists:f
Boethius, .Roscollenus, William of Ocqam, Thomas Hobbes,
Ferdinand de Saussure, and mofe ‘recentiy Nelson Goodman,

represents one of the most possible genuine exceétions_to

logocentrism, Though there are different  versigns of

h

t

terms, or universals, represent no objective realtexisténts,
but are mere words or names.“AlT‘tbat a class of things has

in common is the pame given td them, so that universals can:
- M

be -said to exist-Eoét'res but never ante pes. Reality, ~
. ' » *

“

then, consists only of actual, particular things, never-

o : - - PR
universals. In nominalism there 1is no "“presence" -.or
"transcendental signifiéd“ standing outside of J}anquage

giving it meaning. Méaninq is generated wholly within the

Rl

¢
| A ~

linguistic system. Thus nominalism rejects .pboth realism
o, o ¢

(%@S;;yiew tht universals objectively exist) - and the

. . e - ' 3 W "

referential theory of meaning (where the meaning of a word

- .' — B .

is what it refers to externally), = s ~ [

1!

-

'Y
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Derrida's own view has much in common with nominalism.

Both comncentrate on language and reject the view that a

concept can exist independently - of language {e.qg.

transcendental signified). But the similarities end there.

‘Derrida believes a theory like nominalism either turns out

to be secretly commited to a transcendental signified
tndependent of language,f or merely substitutes language

(e.g. the sign) for the objective reality of a

transcendental signified. “This is clearly evident in

Saussure., P

rl

By distinguishing the 'signifier from the signified,

. : A
Saussure leaves open the possibility of an independent

signified existing prior to its dignifier.
4

\

"The maintenance of the‘rlgofbus distinction
\ . - an essential and jur1d1cal distinction -
between the signanda and the signatum, the
equation of the 51gnatum and the concept
{P.99), inherently leaves gpen the
poss1b111ty of thinking a concept signified-
in and of itself, a concept simply present
for thought, indépendent f a relationship
to language, that is of a relationship to a
system of signifiers.”

This conception of the sign can lead;to the traditional view

n idea - or

thing. And this traditioigi;Z)ew can then be transposed to

the structure of the sign

that _a sign is a vehicle “or substi

elf, with the signifier being



-
r

' \\ | . 125.
regarded as a substitute for the signified. "It thus takes

the place of the transcendental signified.

"Saussure contradicts the critiecal
acquisitions of which we were just
speaking. He accedes to the classsical
exigency of what I have proposed to call a
"transcendental signified," which in and
of itself, in its essence, would refer to
no signifier, would exceed the chain of

" signs, and would no longer itself function

- as a signifier.” o '

3 . - i

Moreover,

- .

The semiological or, more specifically,
linguistic "science” cannot therefore
hold on to the difference hetween
signifier and signified - the very idea -
of the sign - without the difference

between sensible and intelligible,

certainiy, but also*not without

retaining, more profoundly and more -
implicitly, and by the same token the

reference to a signified able to "take

place” in - its intelligibility, before '+

its "fall," before any expulsion into

the exteriority of the sensible here

_ below. As the fact of pure intelligibility,

. it.refers to an absolute logos to which ‘
it is immediately united. This absolute

logos was an infinjite creative subjectivity

in medieval theology: the intelligible

face of the sign remains turned toward

the word and the face of God." 8

-t

- W
. P
Thus nominalism remains within the closure of
K

logocentrism heg;use it presupposes a « conception of
language, or more specifically, of the sign, which is tied

to a concatenation of ontological distinctions (e.q.

- »
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intelligible-seﬂsible); and to a metgphysics of presence,

.+ The last possible exception to logocentrism that I wish
to investigate'“is‘contextualism. Contextualism is a much
more recent trend.. ©of thought when compared to mysticism,

voluntarism ‘or nominalism. Its roots lie in the earlier

*Ypragmatism of C.S. ~Peirce, William James, and John Dewey, _

and is now influenced. by the hermeneutics &f Hans-Georg

Gadamer. The prime proponent of contextualism at present is

s,

Richard. Rogty. 9

Contextualism ‘has constantly protested against

) .

epistemological foundationalism, the view that a belief is

justified when it ‘is connected to more basic beliefs that

-

are self-evident. It has also been opposed to the more

“general concomitart view that mind is a mirror that reflects

-

reality, and that truth . resides ‘in the . accurate
representation of things outside the mind, Both classical

rationalism and empiricism ' fall under the  spell of
. h :
foundationalism whether in terms of Descartes' clear and

distihct ideas or Locke's_ experience. ‘ -

-

Contextualism generally holds to the twin

nonfoundationalist principles of antiessentialism and

+

fallibilism. There is no general theory of justification,

no fruitful inquiry into the essential nature:of knowledge,

There can only be lccal juStificationlwithin a particular

context of inquiry. In any given circumstances we are

Yes

T

willing to take some beligfs as basic and. otheérs as’

nonbasic. And according to the principle of fallibilism

L]
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'éhgse belfefs{ both basic éndhnonbasic, afe not stable for | N
eternal, - but subjeqt. to altération.—' Conséquently, t he
fépectétor-theory bf'kAOwledgé“; what Dewey believed to be
;tﬁe preépminant‘vieﬁy‘together with the old dualism between
.thEOry (thinking) andtpractlce (doing;, is dropped in favour
of the doctrlne of active, self-correcting inquiry.

I believe contextuallsm is: the most ygenuine alternatlve

to logoceﬁtriém so far. Like Derrida, it is opposed to all

forms of Eoundational}sm-_(transcendental signified), and
holds no view of in%eépreté£ioﬁ to be etgrnally sacred or
unchangeable., ~ The contextualist * doctrine 6f‘ active,
fallible ipquiry qprrespond; in some ways to Derrida's idea
of interpretat?on where the.'goal is not to discoverr an
invariable "present" méaning ly}ng anterior to discourse,
but o consé?ntly play at and construct different possible

» meanings. ‘Derrida expresses it in the following way:

av

"Turned towards the lost or impossible .
»~ . ., presence of the absent origin, this
' structuralxst thematic of broken 1mmed1acy
is therefore the saddened, negative,
- nostalgic, quilty, Rousseauistic side of |
- ‘the thinking of play whose other side
. would be the Nietzscheaw aEf1rmatlon,
% ' that is the Jjoyous affirmation of a
world. of sighs wlthqut fault, without
- truth,” and without origin whlch is offered
.. an actlve in retatlon ’

It would seem then that] contextualism is the best'Céndidate

available (at lgast in'Anglo-Saxon thdught) for the position

LS . AN
N
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1of;a poseible.noﬁélogoceotric philosoph;; ‘(Or.to at-ieast
point in tpat_direction:)J - . \? _

'By 1nvest1gat1ng the four 'poseiole eiceptions to
,1ogocentrism (mysticism, ) voluntariep, . nominaliem , and-
(epmtextialism) I have endeavored to show how, ‘the history of-

Western philosophy :night be' seen to 1nclude other themes '
be51des logocentrism, and thus reveal perrida‘'s exclusive
and oversimpiified reading of the metaphyeical' tradition.
But I also showed how at least three oot of the four
possible exceptions to 1ogoeentrism”did not turn out to be
exceptions,in all respecte; Despite this drawback, I,etili
feel that Derrida should have been more *attuned"to the
__diversity in Weetern philoéophical thought.
| _Besides being, ‘too exclusive and oversimplified,
perrida's metahistory' of philosophy ie also ‘too static and
~ abstract. In other'words, his single thematic etrqcture.is

unable to adequately account for the major differences,
>
. confliets, and creative innovations prevalent in the Western

{

metaphy51cal tradition,

e According to Derrida, philosophy merely plays out what
is already 1mp11c1t within it so there is no such thing as
pure*originality. A philosopher such as ‘Kant may redirect_
the lines of philosophical investigation but he :is still
working within the confines of a metaphysics of presence.
Cconflict in philosophy ig onlylapparent because everyone is

playing by the same logocentric rules 6; the game. A
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H;pénist philesophy, for. ingtsnce}. is' as cémmitea to a
'y . - . - . .
-transéqhqental signified (e.g. human .consciousness) as a
religious’ phi}osdphy. " The mod;rn notigﬁ of créativiﬁy,,
then, is seriously put igto;quéstion ﬁn'Derrida's thought,

since he is a critic of the moderh, specifically the 18th
century ideal of progress though.innovaﬁion.
Rut is all changé,. conflict and innovation . in

philosophy merely Eepepition’orIréiteration? Has there been
no progressive or even rggressive mévement in the histo;y of
metaphysiés? _TQ. cpunteréet ‘bérriﬁé;s cigims 6ne must
distinguish, T think,  between what m;y. be called the -
. theoretical {abstract) and .lived Fconc;eté) levels of the
phi1;sophical tradition. !l The tﬁgoretical level refers to
the logic df‘the tradition as a whole (Derrida's métahistorf
being an’e#ample). It is'q bdrely abstract anskruét. Gﬁ
tﬁis. level, difference, _chéngé_.or conflict -iS'.seea " to
operéte'within the bafameters of the genéral system, and are
éll‘jdst varianhts of the siﬁglé theme of logocentrism. By
con&rast{_thé iiqu léQel refers Lo }hé concrete egperience N
of 'éarticular -philoSOphérs and -éhéir thoughﬁgis on tﬁis
level, difference, change ‘or conflict is gxperienced as
.real. A philosopher like Kant definitely saw -himself aé
struggling against the tradition and sStarting anew. Inaeed,
it is ofteﬁ‘ said that Kant inauguraied a "Copernican

_revolution” -in philosophy by claiming that it 1s not the

-mind that' revolves around the world, but rather the world
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that revdlvqs around ghe-mihd. Numerous philosophers (e.q.
Husserl) have felt "they have brought abéut a new way of
doing philosophy, and hbelieved the problems to be tackled in

phildsophy.héﬁe changed.  16 this sense, change does occur

“in the tfradition. Mbreoqer, the sequential elements in the

* tradition seem irreversible. It is difficult to imagine

Aristotle coming before Plato or of Kant coming bhefore

Descartes and Hume, or even of Derrida and deconstruction

- coming before exiétentialism, phénomeqology.‘ " and

structuralism. Derrida. seems ob;ivious'“to the definite
sequence ekisting within the history. of- philosophy, a
séquenéé cdnéisting of' diffefentiy conceived of prqblems}
methods, and areas.of concern.

In.sugqesging that there is no real changes orlcreativg
innavations in philosophers' thoughts Derrida slips into a
sort of intellectual el{tism, He seems to think he Kknows
the thoﬁghts qf phiiosophers' better than fhey themselves
know them. R But if there are ‘ﬁd_ real innovations - in

philosophy how then does Derrida conceive of his own

. discourse? ~Are his " remarks about logocentrism merely

repetifive or do they convey something truly novel? 'What{
in short, 1is the status of his own texts within the
tradition? |

Thus while ﬁer;ida 'miqﬁf be correct in saying that
there 1is no reai Chgnge in pqiloéophy .6h; the abstractﬂ

theoretical level, this is pqrchésea at the great price of
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ignoring the'real confliets.and changes thet have occured on
the concrete levei of philosophical experience.

One perhaps, could further arque‘ithat 'real_ thematic
change and conflict does occur on the ehstrect, theoretical-
level. Some thinkers.such as Leo Strauss 12,-George Grant
13, Eric Voeqlin 14, -and' to some .extend, Michel Foucault 15,
have postulated a reai dividing line in"ﬁestern thought
between what may be called tradltlonallsm and modernlty 16
Tradltlonallsm, which 1nc1udes hanqlent Hellenlc ~and
.Judeo-Christian . thought, posits aﬁr‘inherent order and -
harmony - to the universe, On his'vieQ; freed0m or. the good
life resides in becoming attuned 'to this all- pervadlng
harmony, whereas'bondage or evil'resdlts from heing separate
from this order and harmony in the uriverse. 'Moderhity on
the other hand, does not necesserily posit an inherent order .
and -harmony to the universe., For it. freedom and the.good'
life resides in {imposing one's own'mean}ngs'onto the.wor}d,
whilefbondage.or evil results_from believing thererts an
inherent order that one must sueeomb to.- In short, the
thematic dlfference hetween tradltlonallsm and modernlty can
be expressed by saylng that traditional . thought sees reallty
as a cosmos (a un;tled total1ty) and freedom.as heteronomy,
while‘-modern thought sees reality = more as chaos (a

meaningless history) and freedom as autonomy.



The questlon is whether ‘the maJor div1510n in Weetetn"
_tﬁought between tradltlonallsm . aﬁd . moderq1ty reallyn
tepresents a substantlal themat1c change or whether both are
51mply opp051te sides of the 'same co1niof logocentrlsm. E
thlnk Derr1da would argue the latter. ‘His.véeu logically
1mp11esfthat although both systems of thought eisagree_on
“the u1t1mate nature of the world and- human freedom, both

o+

Stlll desire a Eoundatlon for dlscourse. ““Traditionalism

finds this foundation in a transcendental'source sucﬁ'as

God, while modernity finds it in an immanent sourcé such'as
) . R )

histery. Traditionalism ~and modernity,"then, are both
smaller :paredighs of the.hmuch larger ﬁetaparadigm‘ of

»

‘legocentrism or.the-desrre‘for presence .’ ,

- The ‘final criticism I.wish to raise against’ Derrida's,
metéhistory.‘of.-logocentrism s thet it Lis’ ultimately
essentialistic. In ethe}’.wores,_ the siegie .ihtefptetive,:

theme or plot strueture of logoeentrism'cbmmits Derrida to
53 eseentlallsm untenable on hls own teres. By imposing e
thematlc structure onto the hlstory of Western metaphy51cs_
Derrida excludes all those elements that are not compatlble
w}th his scheme,: and reduces everythlng to a- totalistic’
. sameness,

Mbrébvert the decdnsttqetion method shows pow a
- permanent meaning cannot be extracted from.a“philosopicei
text (or e text of,aby kind) yet Derrida proceeds te'extraet

such a total ‘meaning from -the philosophical tradition as a
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whole. 1% he ﬂot then pr1v1leglng one meanlng'over a numbeb

of, thEIE p0551b1e meanlngs, and in. so’ d01ng 1nterfer1ng w1th

the ‘freeplay of 1nterpretat1on “and repress1ng d1fférance°

K - L]

Is he not subjectlng himself" fto_ the 'same search Tor

.presencé, for security, for real meanxng or ‘a transcendentﬁl

u 5

51gn1E1ed which he so castlgates 1n others° And flnalLy, he*

Y
.

is nQt simply being a victim to what Levinas: calls .

3

totalistic thinking which sbeks 1dent1ty by overlook1ng the

individuality of things,': ahq posxt1ng-.'én ahstracb
construct? Indeed, Derridafs’’ whole= metahlstory of

phLLdSophy (idgocenﬁ ismi m:ght be seen to be as . abstract

and as esseptialisti as'hny Platonlc Form or tranﬁcendental

'
] 7

Godhead.

The possible «criticisms directed against Derrida .

regarding his 'method pf. arriving . at' his metihistory of
logocentrism along with the oversimplification, staticness,

and essentialism of .the fmetahistory itself, does nat in the

13 . c,
end. detract from his overall achievement.- For instance, one

. may ‘grant the oversimplification of his interpretation of

.

‘the Westlern metaphysical tradition but stil]l believe it L)
be enlighténind. In this case, detailed criticism may be
beside the point since it 1is the §gry exaggeration or

»

cAaricature of Derrida's interpretive scheme which enables us

to see the. history,of philosophy in an entirely new light,

-

. . " - N .
Indeed, one c¢could even fargue that only such an exaggeration
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could have: the desired effect ‘of breékiﬁg the rigidity of

other”intérpreta;ions of the métaphysicaI tradition, Hence,

3 -

Dérrida might be.clqssifiedj-following Rorty, as an edifying

as opposed_to ‘a systematic philosopher. His task, perhaps,

-y

is not so muéh"as.tofrepresent what is real or true, but to
3 : . . . N

' suggest more lhte}qsting{ fruitful ways of speaking. As
_Rorty expresses it: g : .
e “Great systematic philosopfers are

constructive and.offer arguments, Great

. edifying philosophersg are reactive and )
of fer satires, parodies, aphorisms. They
krnow their work loses its point when the
period they were reacting against is over.
They are intentionally peripheral. Great .
systematic philosophérs, like great N
scientists, build for eternify. Great
edifying phllosqphers destroy: for the.
sake of their own genetation. Systematic

- - phllosophers want to put their subject

on the securé path of a science’

Edifying philosophers want to keep space

open for the sense of woader which poets

can sometimes cause - wonder that there

is something new under the sun,

something which is not an accurate

representation of what was already there,

something which (at least for the :

moment) cannot be explalned and can

barely be described." }7

-~

‘In other words, Derrjda is not so concerned, I think,

withlyhether his ihterprgtafiqn of the'wéste:n{metaphysical

" tradition is dorrect. or not, or whether' it’ accurately -

reflects- the’ way.'thingé really happened in histofy.- He

. h

s1mply Wants to keep the conversat1on g01ng and prevent Lp

from soIldxfy1ng . into a -mumm1f1ed 'system' éf. thought.
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CHAPTER V . K i
J : The Counter-view of Diff&rance . -
i
= T ¥
In the previous chapter I attempted tb criticize
. . : .
Derrida's conception of logocentrism. I now wish to g
v % “w
N
explote, in a more cursory manner, his counter-view 1 of
dlfférance or freeplay which is ostensibly at odds with i -
. . N oy *
metaphys1cs of presence, . . - «

- i l'
I - Saussure's Relational Theory of Meaning
Despite his ~remarks on the 'inescapability yof

logocentrism, Derrida does hold to an implicit theofy of

= b

meaning which he feels is not necessarilylphonocentrlc. .The
theory was originally derived ‘from the 19th century Swlss

linguist Ferdinand de Saussure, and :Qas transferred tof

-

philosophy via L&vi-Strauss (ethnology). Saussure s theory; L

rests on the distinction between the signifier':and the

signified. Each SLgn has a material or sound element called
the signifier, and a Eormal or conceptual element referred
to as the signified, sSigns derive their meaning not Erom
some objective, extra-linguistic reality, but from the
internal relations of signs to each otner. -For ekample;iye
can distlnguish the sound sequence ‘'b'e't' because it .

contrasts with 'm'e't', .Likewise, we Kknow what .'dog' means -

L

oy
'
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and relate to one- another by being differentiated

. present.

. "is secondary. oo ;;}
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.~ fe
- . . '_ L .

:because of ‘its phonetically discriminating differences with

'non-dog ” AlL 51gns, then, are arbitrary and conventiOnal
“ " A
Y. This k relational view of - 51gns " is  completely

i . »

antipathetic to a metaphy51cs of presence. The meaning or

l“ v \

1dentity of a sign- is defined by a play of differences that

-

arev-internai_ to the system, and are more absent than

'
"

Identity, the foundation for any metaphysics,
'becomes purely relational There ts no transcendental'
: . i

51gn1ﬁ1ed out51de the llngu15t1C systent which is the source

of mearing.

. ki

Although Derrida adheres to’ Saussure‘s“relational

theory of sagns,‘he cr1t101zes him for falling back into a

form.of phonocentrism. This is- most év1dent in -Saussure's

-

- view of“writihg. One of‘the pr1nc1pal characteristics of

*phonocentrism, as mentioned earlier, is its given priority

‘of Speech over writing. ‘Speech is seen. by Saussure as the

7

more natural and predominant form of communication, whereas
writing is wholly dependent on speech : The proper object of

11ngu1stic ana1y51s is the spoken form of language. Writing

’_putﬂnot only;is'writinb‘snbordinate”to 'speech; it is

-+

'also,"aj“danger to. its .purity. In other words, writing

corrupts speechabecapse it- represents it imperfectly. - In

talking the, words - are tehporal 'signs of the speaker‘s

L. L3

thodghts which are 1mmed1ate1y grasped by the 1istener. In



writing, however, there is a distance‘bi::eeh the’ writer%s
N ’ -

thoughts and the words on paper; a distance ghat,?often

proves detrimental to thought., This imperfect

- -

representation is a resudlt of the inherent characteristics ™,

-

of writing itself, nameky,“that it consists of external

marks on_some material which are separate fréﬁ”hhq,immediate
e . : bl [ -

,khuﬁghts producing them, It appears external amd alien to

-
-

both the speaker and the hearer,
Perrida points to a contradiction in Sagﬁsure'g
phonocentrism, On the one hand, Saussure alludes to the
mere externality or physical notation of writing, while on-
thi/diher, to how this empty externality is able to corfupt

the pqrity of speech. It is not clear how something “
V!:iérAiﬁate to speech, even _parasitic, can incgr éhch

damage. Thé-aependent, exteknéi‘n;ture of writing would .

appear to make it more passive than active, and speech more
. { . T "

£ < . LT
the protagonist.” Either Saussure has to,/?Efeﬁmulate his .

.

views on speech and writing or reverse t@gjhierarchy.
’ b -
Derrida believes Saussure's theory of signs does entail
. N 2 *

a reversal of séeech and writing. If writing can have such

a negative 1impact on speech, as Saussure claims, then

* perhaps it-is spee hat is really dependent on writdng and

not the . More important, Saussure in his

Course in General Linguistics ends up describing the nature
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"Since an.identical state of-affgirs is '
observable in writing, ‘another systeém of
signs, we shall use writing to draw some
comparisons. that will clarify the whole
issue."2 ot v

f - : A
- , - 2 N M
For instance, one can write the letter 'b' in any way so-

1S

long as it is kept distinct from other letters such as 'a’,
‘¢! or *d'. " By showing that the relational nature of
A language can be demonstrated by writing, . Saussure

inadvertently reverses the primacy of speech over writing

and even presents spéech as a form of writing. Derrida sums

it up as follows:

"Let us ask ip a more intrinsic and concrete

way, how language is not merely a sort of
writing... but a species of writing. Or

rather, since writing no longer relates to
language as an extension or frontier, let

us ask how language is a possibility founded .

on the general possibility of writing,”3 RN //

/
i
7

A more serious problem " confronting Saussure’s

:

relational théory of meaning, according to Derrida, is the
dénger of thge éign degeneratipg into an entity and thus

{reverting to a metaphysical concept. The distinction

between a signifier and a signiﬁied could

L]
possibility of an independent signikied existing prior to

its signifier, and therefore capable of being represented by

more than one signifier. The traditional concepfvoé the

]
ne";—-
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sign as. a vehicle or substitute for an idea or 'a thing can

fairly easily bé transposed to the structure of the sign
‘-

itself, with the signifier being regarded as a substitute

for the si9nified. : . —_—

’

I1 Différance and Derrida's_Implicit Theory of Héaning

To prevent the concept of the sign from collapsing into

-

a metappysics of presence Derrida alludes to a more
sdphisticated theory of meaning which is presented in his

notion of diff&rance. N

Différance is a constructed neologism which designates
an es?eﬁtial and complex characteristic of-signs. The word

comes from the French verb Diff&rer meaning both to differ

- .

and to defer (meaning to postpone).

-

.

= "The verb 'to differ' "{diffé&rer) seems to
Tt differ from itself, On the one hand, it
indicateg difference as distinction,
inequality, or discernibility; on the
' other, it expresses the interposition of
delay, the interval of spacing and
temporalizing that puts off until 'later’
what is presently denied, the possible
that is presemtty impossible,”

Like Saussure, Derrida believes that any element of
language relates to other elements and 1is distinct from
them, But wunlike Saussure, he believdys that difference

works within as well as between elements. This is due to

R
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the deferring aspect of signs.™ A word (signifier) in

standing for a thought, feeling or thin (signified) is

*

actually indicating the absence of the ”referént; - .The

&

signifier marks a postponement or deference inasmuch as it

momentarily takes the place of the signified. There is a

-

definite distance between the two., . 1In 'suggesting its
b - : - -

presence it is paradoxically marking its absence, This

applies to both spoken rand written words. When, for

example, a person says "table" they are as distant from the.

actual physical object as they would be if they ‘wrote

"table" on a piece of paper. This dtfférance iﬁvolqgs a
temporal as well as 'spatial distance. I can talk about
things in the past, present, or future tense even if tﬁey do

not exist, It is this interplay of absence and presence

which defines the workings of language as diffé&rance.

»

"Diff€rance is the systematic play of
differences, of traces of differences,

of the spacing (espacement) by which

elements refer to one another, This

spacing is the preduction, both active .
and passive (the 'a' of diff&rance o :
indicates this indec}sion in relation

to activity and passivity, indicates

that which cannot be governed and

organized by that opposition), of

intervals without which the 'full' terms

could not signify, could not function.">




For Derrida, nothing has the purity of an absolute

T

presence whether in terms of being, gbdg, speech, or the
- self. Like writing they are all infected by what they are

not, by absénce, The* meaning of a term is. never fully

present because it depends on association with other terms

.- to which it harks back and refers_forward. We are thus left

* with nothing but a,*linguieiic . system consisting. of what
Derrida~calls "traces”", those "forever deferred others", or

-

shadows of a supposedly real referent, Trace and diffé&rance

. represent the same phenomenon. S '

.

”
L

"A' (pure) trace is différance. It does
‘ not depend on any sensible plenitude,
- audible or visible, phonic or graphic."®

.
-

The apparent self-identity of each element is really an

effect (or- trace) of its difference from and deferral of

other elements, none of which have an identity of its own .

outside the movement - of differen;ial relations. Trace,

therefore, is deposited by the‘proeess of différance.
' ™~

-

"Diff&rance is what makes the movement of:
signification p0551ble only if each
element that is said to be "present",
appearing on the stage of presence, is
related to something other than itself
but retains the mark of a past element

- and .already lets itself be hollowed out
by the mark of its relation to a future’
element. This trace relates no less to -
what is called the future than to what
is cailed the past, and it constitutes
what is’ called the present by this very

R V'S B

hSS
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relation to what it is not, to what it
absolutely- is not: that is, not even .
ta a past or future considered as a
modified present,”

In pDerrida's view, then, linguistic meaning is a result

of differences which are prodyceq by the movement of

- ¢ ) . ° N
différance, that ig,nby a procgss that differs, defers, and
- T/

ultimately generates differencp?:between terms.

"Flrstd‘dlfférance refers to the (active
and passive) movement that consisys in
deferring by means f delay, delegation,
reprieve, referrallqﬁstour, postponement,
reserving... Second he movement of

" différance, as that which produces
different things, that which dlfferentlates,,
is the common root of all the oppositional
concepts that¢mark. our language... Third,
différance is also the production, if it
can still be gu; this way, of these
differences.,”

It might not be an exaggeration to suggest that
Derrida's whole critique of Western logocentrism rests on
his view of meaning-as‘being relational and internal to the

linguistic system. This puts him squarely at odds with many

philosophers in the West who have adhered more or less to a-

referential‘theory_of meaning where the meaning of a term is
a r%sult of its relation to eithef én gxternal object or
'intﬂgnal'concept. For Derrida both views are permeated with
a metaphysics of presence since each assumes that meaning is

dependent on a present source {transcendental signified)

- outside of language, be it things in the world or ideas in

-8
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13 " . . - N
the mind, Both views somehow"fail to see  that semantic

value is produced entirely within the confines of language

without reference to an extra;lihguistic world; of things or

thought-contents.

$ince Derrida's critique of logocentrism is based on

his tacit relational theory of meaning it is 4dimperative that

- '

we examine its plauéibility.

Can it be serfously maintained that meaning is purely a
product  of differential = relations (différance) within
ianguage? NBt' entirely. To sée the . liﬁitations of this
view we ‘must distinguish‘fftweén two levels of meaning.9
One is a first-level meaning where a word has.a determinate,

fixed significance in the.language at large inerenaent of-

-

any further meanings or uses in a text. The other is a
second-level meaning where a word is further determined in

some sort of (con)text, The Eirst level ‘answers ‘the

! N [

question what is the sefse of this word?g, Whereas the second

»

level .-answers the gdestion what are these words with

.. . ) s . .
specific meanings bejng used "to do? Are they making an
assertion, posﬁng‘3 question, or delivering a -warning? We

g

L k

are asking here not what the sense -of the word ‘is, but what "

it means or wishes to convey.

Now the problem with Derrida's relational view of

meaning is that it fails to explain how meaning originates

+

~on the _first lewvel,. How can .Derrida account for the sense
. . r .

given to such simple, c¢oncrete _Eerma liké brown or blue

N
]
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w1thout rq}ylng on a notion of reference° We cduld_attempt
to discover thelr eanlng by using -a dictionaty but

eventually we- would requlre an osten51ve definition that

would demonstrahe to us what falls under the terms blue and

brown.‘ Without some referential theory, some way of showing
how words ~are .related‘ to the world, there can be no
determlnate semantlc value a551gned to words.

Wwhat Derrlda s relational view of mean1ng does is

simply account for the second level of 51gn1f1cat10n,where

the sensé of cOncrete words have already been carried over

into. a tekt. ' But words must first be assigned a determlnate

meaning before they can be used for whatever effect w1th1n

or by the text. In' fact, to apprehend a second-level

'

meaning one must first grasp the determinate sense of the

words involved. )

Bearing this in mind we ‘can” see that Derrida's claim
r v A .

concerning the .plural and undecidable méanings within texts

relates only to second—lével meanings. One can agree oOn the

particular sense of constituent words in a text and yet come

up with entirely ‘different readings. " gut this 1is more

problematlc in regards to first-level meanlngs. There the

senses of words are more or less flxed due to their

reference to an external object or subjeptlve intention.

: . 7
Thus Derrida's whole relational theory of meaning

]

kiaves ‘language hanging, and ﬁnanchored_ to anything that



would lend de'g,erminate semantic value to its words. Aand

this is exactly Derrida's aim. p

A

. g

III Fréeplay
Now Derrida's notion of différancé qums tﬁe-éasis for
his attempt to posit a possibly'dﬁfferent way of ihinkiqé
and of seeing the world, one that is not subject 'to’ the
) . : . .
hiératéhical . and binary .thought constructions " of
logocentrism, The whole perspective is of@ented towards
allowing space for his conception of Ereéplay_whi;e_gt the
- same time avoiding any form of order or centéredness,
Freeplay, like o&herl"undecidable" terms in Derrida‘'s
lexicon, is Jjust another naﬁe ﬁor the- phenohenon éf.

différance. It particularly rqfers to that aspect of

différance which produces differences ' and ultiﬁ?&ﬁq%

meaning.
L

"Such a play, then - différance - is no
longer simply a cohcept, but the .,
possibility, of the.concegtual system
and process in general,"l

And,

— "What we.note as diff&rance will thus be

the movement of play that "produces® (and
not by something that.is simply an

-activity). these differences, these effects
of difference,"ll :
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Derrida defines freeplay as -“the disruption ‘of;

presencie."11 It is a”movement_not.pound ;o-énythihg outside
itself, but consists totally in the coﬂtinual generatioﬁ.of
possible meanings "including substitutions, displacemenpé,
and differences, The world, or a. text, can have no

ultimate, .final méaﬁing.' Freeplay generates a multitude of

meanings. There is no pure experience, only reflection or

interpretation {traces of traces).

Freeplay is free, then, because it is the pléyful
individual who -coﬁtrols the variphé possible meanings
(mediations), whereas in logocentrism it is the méaning

which controls the individual, In this way, freeplay is a

spontaneous activity, like artistic creation, which is free

from moral values or telos,
'y

There are two fespdnses to this phenomenon of freeplay:
either, deny it and attempt to recover a lost innocence

.(presence), or steadfastly affirm it,

"As a turning toward the. presence, lost
or impossible, of the absent origin,
this structuralist thematic of broken
immediateness is, thus the sad, negative,
nostalgic, gullty, Rousseauist facet of
the thinking of freeplay of which the
Nietzschean affirmation - the joyous -
affirmation of the freeplay of. the world
and without truth, without origin offered
to an active interpretation - would be
the other side." '
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'DerriQa :wauld like us to embrace. the second alternative,

though he thinks desire édges us: towards the first, Desire

is defined ‘as a permanent lack'which is continually seeking

‘fulfillmeﬁt.l_fhe process of this fulfillment Derrida calls

”supplemént".

"One could say that the movement of

the freeplay, permeated by the lack,
. the absence of a center or origin is

the movement of supplementarity.”

For bgrriaa,-the movement of supplementarity explains
how the illusion. of the transcendental signified originates.

and how presence is attained without really attaining it.

- Supplement means both an addition and a substitute., It may

add to something that is already - present ‘or replace

something that is not present.

"The concept of the supplement... harbors
within itself two significations whose
cohabitation is as strange as it is
necessary, The supplement adds itself,
it is a surplus, a plenitude enriching
another plenitude, the fullest measure of
presence, It cumulates and accumulates
presence... But the supplement supplements.
It adds only to replace. It intervenes
or insinuates itself in- the-place-of; 1if

- it fills, it is as if one fills a void.
‘VIf it represents and makes an image, it

is by the anterior default.of a presence.
Compensatory (suppleant) and vicarious, _
the supplement:is an adjunct, a subaltern ™
instance which takes-(the)-place (tient-
lieu). As substitute, it is not simply
added to the positivity of a presence,

it produces no relief, its place is

asssigned in the: structure by the mark of -
an emptlness."lS-
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What this ﬁeane is the supplement, in be1ng added to make up

i

'satisfled. Thus the, constant p0551b111ty of a supplement to

-

the supplement.

- In his study of Rousseau in Of Grammatolog_y_, Derrida

" shows how the supplement is an 1ntegral ‘part of the

metaphysics of presence. _Rouseeau'uses the word supplement

to describe both writing and masturbation. Each of these

add and ‘réplace something; Qriting' adds fto and replaces

“naturql“ relatlonshlp. Sb in both cases somethmng external

and artificial fepldces something more. primordial - and.

- . . -

natural and restores, through illusion, an-absent presence.

Metaphysics,' Derrida argues, operates in a similar

rests on the p0551b111ty of compensatigg/for a pr1mord1al

non-presence by way of the supplements - And philosophers

have constantly fooled themselves into- thinking .that the

supplement is’' the real presence or- transcendental
signified. (The supplement), of.coureef has "taken many'fogms

both spiritual and .secular. thoughall have in common what

"George Steiner has . aptly called a "nostalgia for s the

ifbr_'a def1c1ency, reveals a lack whlch Can never be -

speech, while masturbatlon _adds ‘to ' and- réﬁlééés"the?

-manner; The whole ed1£1ce of Wwestern metaphy51ca1 thought”.

absalute"). Thus in assuming presence to be primotdial,’

philosophers have ectually taken an effecﬁ (the supplement.)
to be a cause. " ‘

3 -
J

- ! s



"Phllosophy is, within wrltlng, nothlng but
- this movement of writing as effacement of .
the signifier and the desire of presence :
restored, of being, 51gn1fled in 1ts : .
brilliance and its glory."16 =

Theafreeplay‘of différance or supplement represents.a
possible non-dualistic, and thﬁs non-logocentric, wayigﬁ
thinking. The numerous peculiar terms used by Derridé, such
as "diff&rance”, "supplement;; "trécé", "pharmakon*,
,"dissemin?tionf, "hymen", "gram" and the like, are all
classified as undecidable terms which do not conform tn
ordinary logic and grammar. He deliberateiy shifts from gne
term to another so as 'to demonstrate the» inevi€;ble
incompleteness of any set of philosophic axioms; and to

emphasize that there is no master-word or concept, not ebén

différance, which represents a first principle or >origin:
The words are wused only strategically to ‘deconstruct

logocentrism,

"In marking out diff&rance everything is
a matter of strategy and risk. It is a )
question of strategy because no g
transcendental truth present outside the

sphere of writing can theologically oL

command the totality of the field."17
The "logic" of “Freeplay, and the other undecidable
terms, 1is a neither-nor kind of logic. Instggd "of the

R »

either-or logic of Western metaphysics where one term in_ an

Pyovd

\

.1,
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over becoming, reality over appearance}, in a ‘mon-binary

. : L .,'7 . . .4 150.
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f_opgosfqg_paifuis pr@bilegea.obér_aﬁothef term -(e.g. being

-

Flogid'neither‘term is given priority. .This is because each
ey . ~ b >

- -

tefm‘isQfﬁlly dependent on the other fo;{its meaning; they

afg both at once, but ﬁgithék one exclusiveiy. What matters

- ts. not the hierarchical arrangement of mg;aphysical terms

‘but .the play between “them; a play which all&? both

contradiction and nbn—contradiétibh"Without.a dialecticaks

‘Apfhebungi ;.

. - K * g K N . [ ' 5 -
- 1

o e . W [

"I have called undecidables,” that is,
" unities of simulacrum, "false” verbal .
properties (nominal or semantic) that
- can no longer be Included within
.~ . philosophical (bipary) oppositions, but
which? however, inhabit’ philosophical
opposition,. resisting and disorganizing
it, without ever constituting a third
térm, -without ever leaving room for a
solution in the form. of speculative
dialectics (the pharmakon is neither
remedy nor poison, neither good ner evily
neither the inside nor the outside,
‘neither speech nor writing; the
supplement is neither a plus nor a. minus,
~ neither an ocutside nor the complement of
an inside, neither accident nor essence,
‘etc.; the mymen is neither confusion nor
distinctioh, neither identity nor
difference, néither consummation nor
virginity, neither the veil nor unveiling,
neither the inside nor the outside, etc.;
“ “.the gram is neither a signifier nor a oo
signified, neither a sign nor a thing, -
neithew a presence nor an absenceé neither
a position nor a negation, etc,"
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" Derrida's attembqﬁ to articulate a non-binary logic of

) é}eeplaﬁ, where différance is cgnceived as the producer of;:f;
meaning, should not be inte}prefed as a wéy of replacing‘;'r
me;gphysics of presence with E metaphysicg,OE absence.l8 1In

other words, Derrida is . not advocating a negative

-bntotheblogy. ‘As he himself says:
: ~

' "Thus, the detours, phrases, and siggaﬁ‘
- that I shall often have to resort-to will

resemble - will sometimes be practically
indescernible from - those of negative
theology...It belongs to no categary of
being, present or absent. And yet ,what
is thus denoted asg, diff&rance is not
theological, not even in the most negative ~
order of negative theology... Not only is

différance irreducible to every ontological

or theological - ontotheological -

reappropriation, but it opens up the very.
- space in which ontotheology - philosophy -

produdes its system -and its history. It

thus encompasses and irrevocably surpasses
ontotheology or philosophy."20

Despite his ?requent warnings, there are still elements:
in Derrida's conception of différ;nce that come awfully
close to an ontotheology. "Recall that for Derrida
everything\ is a matter of discourse, of traces. There are
no pure si p}eé, only a collage of i;tgrpretations. If this
isrﬁso en what 1is thé status of diff&rance or freeplay.
itself, At times he suégests-tﬁat in being characteristic¢

of signs freeplay is part of discourse,

"The field (language) is in fact that of
freeplay... This field permits these

infinite substitutions only because,..
there is something missing from it: a

center which arrests and founds the’ .
freeplay of substitutions.,"20
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while at other times he %ays freeplay is thdat which

generates discourse, : o .

! £

"What we ote as différance will thus_gpf
“the movement of play that "produces (and
/ s not be something that is simply an

. activity) thq;gf%%ﬁggrences,'thes effects AN
-~ 3 * -

of difference ~
<\

[
It would appear that freeplay has/ the oddgability to

vae in an out of discourse, to reate .and displace
Ll

! . .
meaning. In~-so-doing it may be construed as a kind of

transcendental centre \gf origin, though Derrida warns
against this interpretation,
N .
"This does not mean that the diff&rance
N which produces dlfferences is before thegm
in a simple and in itself unmodified and
indifferent present., Diff&rance is the
nonfull, ‘nonsimple "origin"; it -is the

structured and differing origin of
,dlfferences.

But warnings may prove inéonsequential sinchPE;}ida‘s'more
elaborate passages concerning the "non-origin origin" of
Ereeplay .or différance. does bear resemblance to the
descrigﬁion of the creator God in the tradition of negative

% theology.?24 -
There is a further probiem fhat should be meptionéd.
In being just a play of differences, of interpretations

“without a centre, freeplay must involve a certain degree of

A .
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‘randomness. Butlis this randomness a totally puée preseﬁcé,
a puni&; that is supposedly impossiblé to- achieve? Derrida
is not clear on this point. It is'my opinion that he has
not géné far enough in his deconstruction of metaphysical
concepts for his notions of différance or freeplaf appear
just as meﬁaphysical as \others in the tradition, To be
fully consistent Derrida would have hgd to deconstruct these
undecidable terms as well. Failidg:this he may succumb to
logocenﬁrism.

Not énly mayiDerrida‘s alternative of freeplay rgtain
some trgces of logocentric values, it is morally vgcuous.
In bein‘ primarily concerned with the freeplay of a ﬁature,

artistic-type individual, Derrida is excluding ‘the whole

. realm of intersubjectivity. There is no sense of community

o

Oor communication between persons in the Derridean state of

freeplay, only th? concerns of the egotist. Derrida is in

" no way calling For »a genefa} cultural revolution of the body

politic, only a liberation of eros from the individual
..body. he perrenial préblem of éuffering is not even
‘touched uéon let idlone dealt with in any convincing way. An
alternative, however, that sayé noth;ng about the problem of
human suffering and its possible amelioration 1is either
hopelessly naive or unBélievaply insensitive,
The upshot ,of Derrida's analysis of freeplay, and ail
thoée other undecidable terms, is a different way of viewing

language and the world; one that is not dualistic or
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self—idgntical. ﬁhét we are simplf left with is freepl#f in
a'fundaﬁehtally discontinuous text.. This 'closely resembles
a move from, monotheism to 'polytheism except on a'-purely
“secular and textual level. The loss of a fixed centre
(logocentrism) introduces the possibility of multiple
centres ({(différance) of value and meaning, . 0or exp;;;;ed
différently: the death of God (monotheism) has given rebirth
to the gods (polytheism). Pérhaps in this way Derrida can

be seen as being one of the most inspired (secular)

polytheists of our time,
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A SPECULATIVE CONCLUSION

Derrida's Tacit Conception of Freedom

Derrida's attempt to pinpoint and expose the history of -

.Wéstern logocentrism is not done without reason. The

reason, however, does not really involve t scholarly

appraisal of philosopher's writings as  his™ rather
unorthodéx, and occasionally inacurréte, interpretations
suggest. And it does not, 1 think,.reSult from some pure
academic ‘interest in phiIOSOphicgi texts for their 'own
‘sake. - What thén ~is his purpose in outlining the hidden
'éoﬁtours of logocéntrism? I believe- it stems frbm‘a tacit
commitment to freedom; Ndw bj freedoh here I do not.mean
civil liberties or free will; I réfer rather to a more
fundamental sense of ffeedom”involving an emancipation from
all rep;essive structures,dparticularly the huge repressive'
edifice pf dualistic'(logbcentric) cohceptuélization along -
with the affirmation of creative play.’ Thié not only places
Derrida's thought in that‘tradition of’ Western philosophy

which has advocated the primacy of freedom over being (cf,,

for example, Fichte's Second Introductioh to the Doctrine of

Science) .1 but, more interestingly, links him with certain
strains of Eastern philosophy such as Zen Buddhism, and with
—

the literary genre of comedy. How, then, should we

understand Dérrid%‘s'implicit conception of freedom?

-
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I think the best way to approach ‘this problem is’ by
viewing‘Derrida‘s work .as an expression of a philosophy of
the 1liminal.? In other words, Derrida is tf*S:q to

articulate a "logic"™ of neither-nor, of betwi and

between. Différance or freeplay is neithep-thts\QE: that,

neither idéntity nor difference. It 1is beyond ~all

" classification and status. The liminal state, therefore, is

one which dismisses all valuative hiérach{es and embraces
complete undifferentiation.

I'béli;ve this philosoéh? of]tne liminal leads Derrida
to act in the combined roles of Zen master and clown. In
regards to Zen, Deiriaa's writings can be seen” to represent
one long koan' or unsolvable puzzle such as "What is the
sound of one ﬁand clapping?” Just as this type.of koan is
designed in Zen to make the disciple aware of the 1imitsdof
reason (discursive, dualistic conceptualization), Derrida's
increasingly 1incoherent and hystifying texts force the

reader to recognize the biases inherent within .logocentric

‘Ehinking and reading. More importaht, Derrida‘'s method of

deconstruction, which discloses thé internal contradictions
within‘th?lwritings of various théoristsf resemhles in some
fashion the Zen master's use Aof- the koén ,and_.other
teghnigues to show ﬁbw reaso;, when pﬁshed to_itsrlim'ts,
collapses'into contradiction} Perhaps‘ghis is why berrida
claims he ‘ stands "at , the | limits of philosophical:

discourse."3 By challenging these assumptions by means of -

—
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" style and deconstruction Derrida is aéting the parf of a
Zen master who through numerous technique; pusheg and prods
the student to the realization tQat reason has a place, but
ﬁnly a limited place, in the whole context of human
existence.

Many of the effects of these “5waréness"itechniques in

Zen Buddhism display a comic element, and ‘in  numetous

!
writings on Zen the master is portrayed as a comic fiqure.

This is because, like comedy, 2en technigues highlight.
contradictions within the human situation, ror more
-specifically, in the attempts of reason to go beyond its
-
proper function(s) and enthrone- itself as the essence of
human nature. Many of the Zen master's resaonses to .
student's questions make no sense whatsoever if viewed from
a pufely rational standpoint. ‘For example, ‘a student may
'aék_"What is the Buddha-nature?", the master replying "three
flux of wax."  Or he may simly shrug or even hit the
student. All tgis is to show the student that ulti;éte
reality cannot be grasped by reason alone. " And these

2

_ responses all have a comic ring'to them Eecause they are not
//f’““Wﬁgz we would logically éxpect. ~Perhaps like the ‘Zen
o ﬁ;ster, then, Derrida can be undersﬁooélin the role of a
élown, his writings one. long joke or parody of the Western
philosophical tradition. . Lets examine this idea more

closely. - . q 7
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| Why should Derrida be viewed as a clown, and what
KHﬂbear:im;‘does it have on his tacit conception of freedom? Tt><;
answer this we must unéerstand what comedy is all about.
At the heart of all comic  phenomena lies .a
. contradiction, adjimplacable discrepancy between‘what ought
to be and what is. As Kierkegaard so succintiy expressed

. »
1t:

_) "Wherever there is life, there is
. contradiction, and wherever there is
contradiction), the comical is present."4

v
The comic effect always involves a deviation from an
accepted norm or the non;attainmept of a perfect ideal. . It
recognizes that human beings ére,nﬁt just angelic intellebts
but also beasti&l bodies, and that ‘the latter often
undermines the achievements of the former. A AperSOn's
efforts to follow.the éath of rat}onai sobriety are forever

_ _ s,
beipg interrupted by the infirmities of the flesh. In this
way_ comedy“'exposes human folly and deals with characters
less perfeét than others. ‘;The.'comic vision, therefore,
holds ﬁo a duélistic view of human nature as an incongruéus
mixture o% bodil? instinct and rational intellect, and finds
the source of the ridiculous in the. animal part lwhich

:prevents a person from attaining the ideal perfection of

which he or his society conceive him caﬁahle..
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Now the clown is‘the concrete emboéimént of th¢ comic
viqion.r‘Hiq cﬁaracter and-éctions cqnspicuodsly expreés thg'
frightful COntrad1ct10ns between the 1dea1 and -the real.. Hé
is, above all else, a rebel. The clown's OJtlandlsh dress,
undignified ﬁannerﬂ ididtic behavior, and paradoxical
remarks invariably place him outside the sanctified o;def
'(homos) of society. The clown, so to sﬁéak, is a mirror of
éoéiety‘s own foibles and[follies; And it is bfistandind
outside of all status o; rank that the clown can mif and
confgse .the symbols  of. order, making them all look

/f%idiéulous. The clown, 1in short, is the Lord'of disordér
{as the devil was called in medipval'literature) since he
condemns and is opposed to organized society which he, feels
is too-COnf1n1ng and stu1t1fy1nq. Freedqm, then, resides in

?;he destruction of all estahlished order.

I believe Derrida can be cast in the role of a clown
§incé hig stylish antics and deconstructive manoeuvres are
‘all -used to highlight the contradictory, and thus ludicrous,
nature of tegtua1 ﬁystems of order - {e.qg. Western
éhiloséphical texts}). Furthermore, .just as the clown does
not attack the nﬁmos with open hostility bhut instead
iﬁitates_all its_symbols‘out of context, Derrida's stylistic .
excesses (such.as the two'column pattefn in Glas) act, like
the clown's behavior, to confuse or parody and diSSQCiafe

the accepted symbols of discursive, textual order. Finally,

the cggqglﬁ conception of iconoclastic freedom appears to be



embraced by Derrida who believes all. forms of centered

discourse -(transcéndental signified) restrict freeplay.

_"Nevertheless, up to the event which I
wish 'to mark out arid define, structure

- or rather thd4 structurality of structure -

although it has|] always heen at work, has
always been nedfralized or reduced, and
this by a process of giving it a center
wor of referring it to a peoint of presence,
a fixed origin. ' The function of this
center was not only to orient, balance,
and organize the structure - one cannot

in fact conceive of an unorganized structure .

.— but above all to make sure that the
organizing principle ¢f the structure
would limit what we might call the play
of the structure,.. Nevertheless, the
center also cleoses off the play which it
opens up and makes possible. As center,
it is the point at whitch the substitution
of contents, elements, or terms is no
longer possible."5

Seeing Derrida ™ as a clown also helps to place his

thought in historical context. Throughout the history of

Western philosophy’ there has bheen a serlous antagonism.

between those philosophies which adwocate a permanent,

. . : . T
ahistorical absolute to which we can appeal 1n determining

r

the nature of truth, goodness, or reality, and

philosophies that question the accepted absolutes.

those

Stated

differemtly, the ongoing conflict has been between

the

phil&sophy of the priest who is the guardian of dogma, and

the philosophy of the clown

established principles.6 TS; clown's philosophy

is

who is the destroyer of all

one
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yﬁich duestiops l that whichl- appéars VunshakaS}e or
self-evident, r Qo;nts to inhegeqt» .goﬁtfadicﬁions, and .
ridicules common sensei: From this qescription.we can see’
how\Derrida‘s‘thought bodeslﬁelltwith the philpsophy of the
clown. | | |

But not only does the clown function to destroy the

accepted orvrder; he also plays a _more positive role in

correcting ‘human imperfections and affirming human

survival. How so?
- &~ . . : _ : o
It is the view of a number of . literary critics that
‘ P b
comedy expresses a continuing faith in human continuity, ‘its

central message being that humanity will survive and is
destined to carry on despite the numerous obstacles it must:

encounter. -In other words, while tragedy is a celebration’

of humanity's capacity to . aspire and -suffer, . comedy

s

gplebrates its:capacity to endure. As a result, comedy,

.

Gnlike tragedy, afficms human finitude fandl asks us to
- e . .
remember the tangible thinqs_ of. the world in all .their.
sinqula}) density ana' transience. By shawing thé 'éétual,
imperfect world of‘éarﬁh which is ourrhomé the clown éeeks
to correct our forgetfulness and restore our confidence in
temporality. He never gives up insisting that we are nﬁt
angels who belong .to eternity;. but finite creatures who
inhabit a dynamic world of space and t&me. By enlivening

our sense of human actuality, the clown puts us in touch

with the whole truth of our existence; namely, that we are
< .

B -
.-
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pathetic.. beasts with divine aspirations.’ And the whole

'truth ﬁéy -help us ‘correct or .improve upon our earthly
D .
deficiencies.

. Derrida's.connection with the ciown'§ positive function
can'ﬁe'more-readily apprehended in reference to Nietzsche,
one of Derrida's chief mentors. The clown;s affirmation of
dynamic. finitude echoes, in some respects Nietzsche's
philoséphy of the Dionysian Overman (e.g. Zarathustra). For
Nie;zsche, the Dionysian Overman is the person who Says

"Yes" to .all of life's vicissitudes. He is the one who

affirms ‘the world exactly as it 1is without "exception,

-
substraction, or selection."

"The tragic artist is no-péssimist: he
\ is precisely the one who says Y4s to

evprythang questionable, even to the
ternblé - he is, D1ony51an

&

rl

The core of this Yea—say{ng lies in the.affirmétion of

the eternal recurrence of the same. For Nietzsche, Western

philesophy and religion has constantly de?aipgd or jejedtéd

this world of change, becoming, ' and. time "in . favour of

another world of stability, being, and etérnity “ (2. .

Platqpic Forms, Heaven). This ﬁormative_bifurcahion'reéults
from the suffering and fear experienced by imperfect, finite
human beings.  Thus metaphysics  is more a desire for. the

abolition of suffering and the negativity of 1life than a

162.



; ('1c>ve of fate).

true understanding of the world. It is the vengeance Bf
those who cannot accept the;_traﬁails “of historical
existence. ' e -

' -

The eternal recurrence - the view that all aspects of

L] Y

life return an infin}te number of times in an identical way.

- offers for Nietzsche a radical affirmatien of thie_world'

of time and becoming. In asking whether we would wapt to

i

live our -lives over again in exactly the same manner for a11_

time Nietzsche

life as it is, warts and all. We do not really need another

is really asking us to-gccept and celebrate

4

world of eternity because this ‘temporal one is good and

sufficient- in and of ifself.

r

‘Derrida .appears to side with Nietzsche's. "joyful’

.wisdom". - For instance, in "Structure, Sign, and Play in the

‘Discourse ‘of the Human Sciences" he says,

. ".++ the Nietzschean affirmation, that is

) the joyous affirmation of the play of the.
-world and of the 1nnocence of hecom1nq,

- the affirmation of a world of signs-
w1thout fault, without truth, and without

or1g1n which is offered to an active
i«terpretatlon

By calling us ‘back to this world, a world of diverse play,
. . . - ) v . ) . . .
Nietzsche and 'Derrida are actually reminding us of our

\ [ ]
contlngent, earth béund exlqtence, and that

this- mﬂst. be

faced wlth courage: or wh

Nletzsche cailed “"amor fati"

_ And is this /hot the central message of the .
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. clown Lehd zbf comedy 'in‘*generai?r that despite all -the

s y ' s e

. is‘stlliEa:falth, an aff1rmat1on in the tanglble things of

-7, 't . . -
- - ' “ - -

“this world, and that we look ridiculous (funny) when we try

. i
to become spmething we are really not, "namely, eternal.
] . E R -
- This  more affirming sense of comedy, like the

.
- ry
. -

iconoclastic sensé, implies .a cohﬁeption of freedom. It is

a*~ freedom of creative play. f\gTe clown (Nietzsche and
- -

. a

weaknesses,assoclated w1th a f1n1te, ‘corruptible life there

5 .Derrida) accepts. and rejoices in the world for its own sake,

and is«not concerned about any cognitive or practical value-

it may have.: In .playing one approaches the world without

. L]
vy .

. the question "What is it?" (cognitive response) or "What can
" . 1 use if for?". (pragmatlc xesponse), but simply meets the
world .on its own terms.‘ ThlS play is creative because it is

hot, governed by éhy ‘transcendental or’ flxed p01nt of

reference. One does not dlscover new be11efs and _goals but

creates them. And thls creatlon reflects the play- characterr

of the world. v‘

For Derrlda, thlS creatlve play, in disrupting presence
or the transcendental 51gnrf1ed,~opens up the p0551b111ty of

‘numerous creative interprécaribneTof'aerext.

--“One could call play thé absence of the
. transcendental signified as limitlessness
of . play,- that 'is to say_as the destruction

~of ontotheology and the metaphy51cs of
presence
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. " and,
' ~ » ‘ . S .
"...the orlglnal or tradnscendental o .

i 519n1f1ed? is never absolufely present
' - outside a system of differences. The :
o . absence of the transcendental signified ;/)

: extends th¢ domain and the Blay of .
- v significat%ﬁg\}nf1n1tely _

. . In destroyingfthe old.order’of meaning a new one -is
ﬁ\\ created which, in tukn, is destroyed. It is this mrocess of
A building "’ (afﬁirming) and demolishing (criticizing), of

construction and deconstruction that characterizes the idea

‘of play (diff&rance) as freedom. —

But 1is this notion of freedom as creative play

w

congrdent with the 2Zen Buddhist sense of freedom as
. 1
-+ 1involving the elimination of desire? I believe it is. When
: 4 : '
¢ Buddhism talks about eliminating desire as a path to

liberation it does not mean doing away with all possible

desires, A totally desireless. creature would be a dead
. v . ’ -
B . one. ' What. it actyally means can be, readily apprehended by

] -

referrlng to the Pa&a.wotd for deslre,\tanha. Tanha means a

‘-"-"v—"*-}’ s ™~

> state of veg}- cllnglng or grasplng craving. . It is a
compulsive stpi:igg_gg&\fns{mllar to what /the psychoanalyst .
AV ‘ ~ térms neurotic ,behavior. One of the.most perv351ve crav1ngs.
is for some ’permSnsntky sacure and Ftable point in an
. ) overwhelmingly mutable world; for eternity.in the midsé of

. . . . : LA .
- . temporality. Concomitant with this desire for permanence is

duallstlc thlnklng which separates the world into two .parts,




.

1

and privileges one of the parts over and above the other. A

whole, stable edifice is thus constructed (e.g. the ego,

god) which denies the transient nature of the world. It is

f\“_\

only this = "neurotic" desinpe for permanence, and other
_similar cravings, that Buddhism wishes to elimina;e because
it keeps us in bondage. In realizing the fictionality of
permanence one is then free to embrace and celebrate life's

chang}pg. diversity. The enlightened mind 1is really a

-
-

piayful one, -~

) What the clown; the Zen master, the Dionysian Overman,
and the deconstructive criticF(Derrida) all have in common
then is: (i) a realization of the illusory nature of all
attempts to transcend time through the duilistic .thought
constructions of a repressive order of meaninﬁﬁ) (ii) an
awarenesg-of the comical effects this obsessive desire for
permaneﬂce has on, worldly events; and (iii) an aff}rmative
dﬁé joyful stance toward;.the plurality and dynamism of a

non-centered world, They @are all, in short, Lords of

creative disorder,

-

W5
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Thus Derrida's implicit conception of freedom can be

construed in a negayive sense as a freedom from all
repressive~ and illusory structures (e.g. logocentrism), and
in a positive sense as a freedom towards creative play in a

”

world (or text) with no absolute centre of meaning. It is

th@f al conception of freedom which I believe directs
. - 2 .
Derrida’ whole deconstructive project. His attempts to
.- - e
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s -
reveal the esztencé’of logocentrism in Western thought is

actually a revolt against the Gnosticism inherent in our
cflture. For Gnosticism is a way of thinking which harbours
the secret ﬁope.that humanity's life in history shall come
to an end. And it 1is precisely this common resistaqce to

temporality, this "interruption of eternity", that Derrida

has chosen to do battle with im his writings.

ey
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' The follqying'list of Derrida‘'s books and articles is-
g?gigd f;o: Fregch Structuralism: A Multidisciplinary
ibliography. ompl by Joan Miller {(New York : :
Garland, .1981). pPP. 130 .- 142, o *an London:

A more complete and up-to-daté bibliogra i

‘ o graphy of Derrida's

writings has rgcegtly been published. It is Jacques Derrida:
An Anhotated Bibliography. Compiled by James Hulbert. (New

York and London: ’
- ehie b Garland, 1985). (I was not able to obtain
this book at the time of writing.) ' :
- ‘
JJACQUES DERRIDSA
PYIMARY Setmi b .
1964
. 3 ..
sl.e.  Translation of and introdus tien L St ine di sw riromtrie.
By Ednund'ﬂussurl. Paris: l'ressoes Liiversitalres de brancs,
1962, 2nd rev. «d. 1974, tor fuglist trans. . xee item 1610, ’//"’-\\;
Jof reviews, sce lTems 18794, LR/ vh and l&nu.\\\
& _ . -1,
[ I
' o ‘A
150, Ylonce et wignifloation.™ CRIPaga o et 195 (June 1943), PP.
© Wf-&499; no. 1y (luly Wk, TS C LS TP T8 item
1921, pP- Y-u9. 0
n Jean Rouns@L B Fugme ot -t abafh osbafs sur s
srructures littérarfes de corte Sie a3 o cawfel (PREis Junk »
Cortl, 1962).
thal. TMtaptte st histotre de 1a tolie™ ¥ 1 1ualens avant L yepa puink
- do départ lo livie de Bl bl Frolae ot delaiser.
wrstolre do sa folg D 1 ereatur. Parier Flong [RLIHE P
Kevur de MTtaphysique vt 4o Mo, w196 )], LBUe LY. hpt . -
. In ttem 1921, PP S1-87, See aleo atem 1900 !
ru}& hewlve 01 Lrbvn;uﬁlt und Gesctoite. hrund:bur';rr St phiioso= h}
rh1e Edmund Husserls, By tubert Hohl. Fretburg-Munloh:
- \ barl Alber, 1902, Les Frude:s FrLrlusufiitues, 18 (1403}, ‘
94h-96. . )
- . » .
P9k, Review ul'fhdmrn‘m)ibq:schr Fadotia o gir Yordcserdaon Sumgm? -
- vramentel, 1935, Herausgepyben von valter Bioewmel. The Hapuesd
Mart inus Nithoff, 1902, tas Lruies Jrado s higaes, 1R . ’
(1upY), JUi-2ub. . U_\\‘

Jwed

J4Ue. “A propos de Cogito et Wi torne e ga tolie. " Revue de Ritas
physigue et de Morale, B9 (1464), 116-119.

On item 1501

b 1505 “Eimond Jahds et 11 question du livre. " Cratique, 20, no. 101
(February 1964), 99-11%. Rpt. In ltes 15211, pp. 99-116. .
1w - -
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1506. *"Violence et aftaphysique. Fasal sur la pensée d‘f—a‘nuel
Levinas." Revue de MEtaphysique et de morale, 6% (1964), -
]_22-35&, 425-473. Rpt. in 1tem 1521, pp. 117-228.

1507. Co-translator, with Roger Martin, of “Les Frontidres de la
théorie logique.™ By W.V. Quine. In Ferspectives sur la
philosophie nord-asdricaine, I. Paris: Preises Universitalres
de France, 1964, pp. 191-208, les Ftudes Philosophiques,

19, mo. 2 (1984).

1508, Trnnﬂ’ator of "Le Monde-de-la-vie ot la tradition de la philo-
sophie amfricaine.” Bv Murvih Farber. In Perspectives sur
la philusophie nord-amfiricarne. I. Paris: Presses Universi-
talres de France, 1964, pp. 209-219, Les Etudes Philosopht jues,
19, no. 2 (1964).

1309. Review of Edmund Husserl®s Theory, f Mesning. Bv AN, Mohant. .
The Higuv: Martinus Nijhoff, hi. Les Etudes Philosopl. Jues,
19 (198.), 617-619.

' 1965 )
. - .
'
1810, "Cendse ot stracture' et la phfnondnolog (o™ Ernrretions sur
les nutions de Gerdsa ot de stractore, B, Maurice de_ .

Candilla, lucien Loldmann and Jean Praget, Ccn!’ru' vulture]
Internatlonal de Certsy=-la-Salle, Jul.-August 1959, Paris-
The Hague: Mouton, 1965, pp. J44-60. Rpt. in ltem 1521, pp.
229251, .

1311, " Parole soufflfe.” ‘!‘T"} Quel, an. 20 (Winter 1963), pp. &4l-
67, Rpt. dn Atem 1521, pp. 25)- 242,

. Antanin Arnaud.
. - s !
15312, Revicw of The Idea of Phenomenologu. By Fdmund Husserl. Trans,
William P. Alkton and Leorpe Sakhnikian. The Hague: Mar-
tinus Stihoff, 1964, Ley Frudes Philonophiques, 20 (1969),
518.

1313, Keview of The P.nr:sg:-(.'fun-s. Bv bdmund Huswerl. Trans., Peter
Koestenbaum. The Hapue: Martinus S3jhotf, 1966 [1965).
Les Ftudes Fhilosophiques, 20 (LyhS), 549,
Py . .
1514, Review of The Farmation of Husserl's Concept of Constitutian,
By Robert Sokolowskl. Thwe Haxue: Martinus Nijhoft, 1964,
a5 Ftudes Phylosophiques, 20 (1insyy, :;‘Jf‘-')':ﬂ.

..‘ . IR

13E%. " 1, grampatologie. I-11." crir:a.e, 21, no. 221 (Decoember
196%% | 1016-1042; S, no. 214 (lanuary 1966), 2iwp3. Rpt.

item 1519,

»and developed In the First Barc o ttem 1522. See also b;

ey m————— e
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N Individual SCructursissts

Commentary and philosophical reflection on M.V, David's -
Le D3hat sur les ovrltures et ['hifrogiyphe au XVIIe et XViIle \,/
cidcles (1965, A. Lerol-Gourhan's ic Geste ot la parole (1965),
and L'Ecriture e# la psychologie des peuples (1963). -,

€1516. “ireud et la sciénd de-l'€erfture.” Tol Quel, no. 16 (Sumser
1466), pp. lU-41. Paper read in Lr. Lreen's seminar at the
Institut de Psychanalyse in March lyt6. Rpt, in item 1521,
’ pP. 293-340. For Fnglish trans., sve ttems 1558 and 1967,

41517. *le Théhtre de la cruact® et la loture de la représentation.”
- Critigue, 22, no. 230 {(Julv lyhb), 595-h1K, Paper read at
Parma, April 19eh, at the Antontn Arnaud Colloyufum (Festival
- Internat tonal®v Théatre Univernitaire}. Rpt. in frem 1521,
. 341-30H. For l‘.ngll;-h”tr.nn-\., wen {tem 16173,
1918, ““Avertisscment.” Cakicrs pour 1tAnalysce, no. 4 (Sfpt&iber- .
Uctaber *1966), pp. Lil-iv. Intzoduction to an entire 1ssue
entitled "Lévi-Strauss dans le 1Rdme sidcle.”

1519,  "Sature, culture,.dertiture. La Violence de la lettre de Lévi-
Strauns 3 Rousseau.”™ Cahiers pour L'Analyse, no. & (Septom—
ber-tctoher 148h); pp. 1-4%. . . '

* The text of two vlanses of 4 conrme piven at the Ecole Normale
- Supfrieure in 196%-1496b under the ticle of “Ecriture et Clvili-
satton.™ Item 1519 contains the main points of the Introduc-
tloh atnoubtcing the systematic intention of this course. See
, part two of {tem 1522 {for romparison.

1967

.

1520, "De 1'Economie restreinte 3 1'&conomic pénfrales.un hépllianisme
sans réserve.” In ceorges Hatarlle. BEd. Hearl Ronse. Afs-
en-Provence: L'Arc, no. 11 (May 1967), pp. 24~44, Rpt. in

T— item W1, pp. 369-407. For Tnplish trans., see item 1601,

w1521, L Eeriture ot le ditférence, Paris: Fditlons du Seuil, 1967,
Conmtains items 1500, 1501, 1505, 1506, 15310, 1511, 1%1b, .
1517, 1520, the French version of item 1542, and chapter X1
entitled "Fllipse," pp. 429-436. For trans,, see ltems 1548
(1taltlan), 1560 (Cerman), 1569 (Serbo-Croatian), and 1bléa
(English). For reviews, see ftems 1862-1R70.

01522, Do la grammatolote. Paris: Les Edltions de Minutt, 1967. For
’ trana., see. .{tems 1537 (ltalian), Q549 (Spanish), 1574
. (English), 1577 (Cerman), and 1600 (English). For reviews,
sev 1tems 1844-1A57.

Contains: Avertissvment; Prewldre Pattle: L'Ecriture avant
la lettre] Exergue; {1) La Fin du llvre et le commencement
de 1'Berlture? {2) Linguistigue et grammatologip: (3) De la
e . gfarmatologie comme wcience positive; Deuxldmw Partie: Hature,
BN cttute, feriture; Intvoduction 3 17"Epoque de Rou_suau": (1) .
la Violence de.la lettre: de Ltvi-ﬁu:.nusn 2 Rounseau; ) - -)
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(2) ... Ce dangereux supplément ...": (1) Cendxe vl structure
de 1'Essai sur l'orfigipe des languos, (&) Du supplfment 1 1a
source: la thforie de 1'€criture. Cf. items 151% and 15319,

w]523. fa Voux vt le phénomdne. Introducticn au probldm du signc Jans
La phénominulogie de Husserl. Paris: Prewwes Lnivessitalres
de France, 1967. 2nd ed. 1972. Jrd cd. 1976. For trans.,
see ftems 1534 (Iralian) and 1566 (Fnglish), pp. 1-1%4. For
revievs, see Ltems 1883-1892., ° .

Contalns: Introdaction;.(]) Le ¥ipn t les signesi (2} La
REduction de L'lndice: (3) Le Voulntf&re comme soltloque;

(&) le Vouluir-dtre ot fa représentaiion (5) Le Slgne et le
cltn deoell; (6) La Voix yut garde le wNilence] (7) Le Supplé-
ment dlorigine. ’

01526, Ma Forme ot le voulotr-dire. Notv sur ba phiénosénoulogie du
lingage.™ Revue Internattonhle de it:losophie, 81, no, 3
T (September 1967), 277-24%. Rpt. #n dtem 1553, pp. MRS-2037
bor English trans., s»ce ltem L%6h, pp. 1UI=128.

Mysserl's attempt at an elletios ot lanpuae I Jdeen 1.
01525, Mla Langudstbgue de it s v, Fegue Jntornat male Ie Fho
T S R L LA TS SUPEEE Spanish trans,,
tem 1576, : . :

Kodshedu' s thinning on languige, the sipn, the vrigin of
languages, and the relat lonships betwren specch and writing
marh "im as a forerunner of sodern Linpuiscten, Ihis article
taoan varly verston of "Le Cercle Dinpulstidue de Cantve”
published tn ttem 1953, pp. 165-1R.2 - -

1926 "llplir.ntln.m.: cntret len aver Henrl Ronsel™ Les lettres Frans”
caisen, no. 1211 (6-12 December 140y, pp. 12-14 Hpt. in -
ittem 19%4, pp. o Y=2e. " ‘ . .t

1527, heview of Jur phanomenoiogle des’ nperes Jegthewusstneins.,
. Bv Edmund Huseerl. Fd. R. Boehm. The Hapue: Martinus Nijhotl,
1466, Les Ftudes Philosophigue., 7 (1461 ,.494,

1528, Review of Studtes zuf Phiaceeasl e ool=lrbe Uy Fugen Fina.
e Mpue: Martinus Rijhott o Taens Do FE oS R osophadve s,
J0orlwh i, 5692550, - . :
lut 8 i ’ . . / -
1579, "L Pharmacie de Platen, T1-11."7Tel puvd, no 32 (Minter 174 /
. pp. V-aB; no. 3N (Spring LYRAY, P 1H-59, Kpt. in ltem
1542, pp. b9=197,
81530, "tmaia el Grammilonole sur uhe note dv oean ound Zest,™ In
L Enduramce doe la genede Pour saliet Jean Brsufret, kd.
Morcel Jouhandeau. Parls: Plon, FUhK, pp. 192t Kpt.oIn
ttem 1393, pp. M=78. For trans., svv ltems 1961 {bkngll=h),
1550 (Spanish}, and lo0) (Lerman).
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1531,

*1532.

133).

153%.

1536,

1332,

191y,
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Individudl Structuralists

- ' :
"semlologle et grammatvlogie, entretien avec Julia Kristevs."

information sur les Sciences Soc:iales, 7 () June 1968),

135~248. Rpt. in ttem 1554, pp. 25-50 and item 1544,

“La ‘DiffErance.'™ Bullecin de la société Francaise de Philo-
sophie, 62, no. 3 (July-September 190&)5 73-101. Paper read
at a meeting of the Socité held in thé Amphithédtre Michelep
of the Sorbonne on January 27, 1968, Rpt. in item 1553, pp.
1/29. For trans., eee ttem 1566 (English}, pp. 129-162,
and item 1603 (Cerman). See alwg ltem 1313,

*“la 'Différance.'"™ In Théorie d'cnsemble. Faris: Editions du

" Seull, 1968, pp. 41-66. Rpts. ftem 1532.

Lo Ve w il fenomeno. Introdurione ol problema del seqno nella
tenomenolozia di' Husser!. Trans. G. Dalmasso. Milan: Jaca
Buok, 1968. Trans. owf ltem 15213, -

1969 -

"la Dissémination.” c‘nr‘:que, 29, no. 261 (February 196%}),
99=139; no. 262 (March 1969), 215-24%. Kpt. in item 1592,
pp. I1N-407.

Vippe Sollvgs’ wombres.

of Ma®™ Trans. fdouard Morot-5irv, et al. Fhilosophy
and Flenomenological Research, 30, no. 1 (1969), 31-57. Paper
read it a French-American philosophers’ conference on Language
and ‘Nu n hature, SUNY Confervice Center, Ovster Bay, Long
I~land, Qetoher 18-19, 1968, Rpr. in item 1353, pp. 129-164,
For Go notrans., sec item 1603,

p——— "

Analvzes the anthropolagical conceptlons of Hegel, Husserl
and Heldepgrer as opposed to post-war French philosophers who
hadly Interpreted ches, ) : ’

e 2l grammatologia. Milan: Jaca Book, 1969, Trahs. of itea

1522. A -

' 1970 .

. P .

“Le Pults et la pyramide. Introduction 4 la sémiclogte'de
Hepel." In Hogel ot la pensbe modernc. Séminaire dirigé par’
Jean Hyppolite au Colldge de France (19671-1968). Fd. Jacyues
b'Hondt . rin: Presses Universitaires de France, 1970,
pp. 27-83( Paper plven January 16, 196R, Rpr. in irem 1553,
pp. 79-127.

“b'un texte 3 V'6cart.” Les Temps Modernes, 25, no. 284 (March
1970), 15%4b6-1%92. : .

on J. CGarelll's L'fcart du m.unh-n!&n-t i1'extension dv
tesprat. ' -

b
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1540. "La Double séance.” Tel Quel, no. 41 {(Spring 1970), pp. J-43;
no. &) (Summer 1970), pp. 3-4%. Rpt. in {jem 1552, pp. 199~
Jl7. Sae also {tem 15413, )

on Mallarek, .
1541, "'nusle and Crammd': A Kote tu a Footnote tn Being and Time "
Trans, Edwvard S. Casey. ln #Fhenomeno!logy 1n Perspective. Ed.
F.l. Smith. The Hague: Mattinus Nijhaft, 1970, pp. 33-9).
Trans. of item 1530, ' .
L -
#1542, "Structure, Sign and Play in the Discourse of the Human /
Sctences.” In The languages of Criticiss and the Scie
ot Man. The Structuralisc-Contruversy. Ed. Richard kwey
and Eugenic Umberto Donato. Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins
Univeralty Press, 1970, pp. 247-26%; discussion, pp.-265-270,
Paper read at the collogulum on Uctober 2%, 19667 Rpr. tn ltes
1521, pp. 409-428. For Serbo-Cruatian trans., see ltem 1369,

.

1

.

1471

1551, lu Double sfance. Parts: Tel wtnuel, 1971, 8dpp, Cf. ltem 1530,
- A

'Ts-.:.. “simlologie ef grammatologle: entretien avec Julta Kristeva.”
In Fsways in Semiotics. Fssais Joe demiorsque, Bd. Jultla
kristeva, Josette Rey-Debove, and Duvna Jean Untcker, The ~
Hague=-Parim: Mouton, 1971, pp., 11-17. Rpts. ftem 1531,

01545, "La wve@ogth bipnche. Lu Hftaphare dans 1e texte philosophi-
Gue! PQéthue‘ noN 3 (1971), pp. 1-52. Rpr. in ttem 1553,
rp. 267<324, For English trans., nee ftem 19575

*1%46. "Pnal:fnm. Entretien avee Jean-lTouts Houdeblne et Guv Scar-
petta.” Promesse, nos. -3 (Fall and Winter 1971}, pp.

5-62. Rpt. In 1tem 19%54, pp. S51-13} For English trans., sec
itema 199%% and 1508, - :

$154%  "le Supplément de copule. la Philosophie devant 1o llogulstiyue.’
lan oy, 24 Deceaber 1971, pp. lé=3v, Kpt. inrtem 1993,
Pp. JUY-2468 For Fnglish teans., sce ptems 1587 and 1ol

15«8, o Scrattura e la ditterenze. Trans. Gilunnd Pozzi, lurin: G,
Finaudi, 1971, Trans. of ttem L5201,
N
1954+, v La gramst.logls. Huenos Afres: Siplo Vetntlune Argentina
tditoren, 1971, Trans. of item 120, .
1550, Tiempo g presencia. Ousis y gramews. Itans, Fatriclo Marchant. -
Santlage de Chile: Fdivorlal Universttarta, 1471 Trans.
of Itee 1510,

"

-
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15%2.

15%3.
-

*15%%4.

1538,

-

F9Y9.

T 15360,

Individaeal Structuralists

& - 1ar;

L)

"les Sources de Valfrv: yual, quelle.” MLV, A7, no. & {May
1472), 363-999, Paper given November 6, 1971 at Johns Hopkins
tniversity for the 100th anniversary of Valérv'a hirth. This
iksue of MLN was published as Paul ValSry In 1977 by the

Juhns Hopkins University Press. Article rpt. in jtem 15973,
pp. 32%-361.

La Dissbmination. Paris: Editlons du Seutl, 1972, Contains:
Hors 1ivre: préfaces, pp. 7-67 and ftems 1529, 1540 and
1539.. For reviews, nee ftems 1HSH-1RL]. English trans., forth-
roming by University of Chicago Press,

‘Mirges de la philosophie. Paris: Fditiona de Minutt, 1972,
Contailns: Tympan by Hichel leiris, gP. 1-xxv and ltems 1532,
1530, 1938, the original French version.of item 1536 (dated
12 May 1968), and ftems 1525, 1524, 1547, 1545, 1%51, and
1%u]. For reviews, irr‘lte-a 1878-1R79%, \

Fositions. Entretiens aved Henri Ronwe, Julia Xrjsteva, Jean-

Louts _Houdebine, Guy Scarpetta. Paris: tditlons de Minuit,
1472, Contains items 1926, 1531, md 1546, tor Itallan trans.,
pec ltem 1589, For reviews, see items 18H1-1882.

“

“"Positions. " Drabritics, 2, no. 4 (Wiatep 1972}, 35-43.
Partial trans. of ltem 15&b. Sec also ltes 1568,

lEdmond Jabds aujoourd ‘hut. | Nogveuy Cahiers, B¢ annfe, no. Il
(Winter 1972-167}1), %h. ;

Ingerview with Lucette Finas: "Avolr 1'oreille de la phdlosophlie.®

ta Jusnzarne Littfrarre, po. 152 (16-30 November 1912), pp.
13-16. Kpr. in Foarts: Judtle essa1s J projos de Jecques
Derrida. By Lucette Finas, et al. Pari~: Favard, 1973, pp.
Jul-112.

"Freud and the Scene of Weiting.™ Trans. Je¥frey Mehlman. ruje
fgench Studies (issue entit)ed "French Freud: Structural
Studies in Paychoanalysis'), no. &R (1472), pp. *74-117.

sTrans, of ltem 1%16. Rpt. in ftem 15h7.

Dos Ensayos. Trams, Eugenio Triamn and Albgrto ConzSlez Trovana,
‘Barcr;ona: Anagrama, 1972. For review, see ltem 1871,

I'ie Schraft xpd die Differenr. Trans.' R. Gaschf, Frnnkfurf
am Main: Scuhrkamp Verlag, 1977, 1975, 1977. Tranas. of item
1521.

. .
*]15h1, ignature, Evfagment, contexte.™ fla Communication, Il1. Actes

du XV® Congrds de 1'Association dres Socités de Philosophie
de Lanyue Frangalse. Université de MonerSal, Ja71, quir!al:

. v
h] » *
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Editions Montmoréncy, 1971, pp. 49-76. Rpt. In item 1553, pp.
365-393. For trans., see {tenms 1603 (Cerman) and 1611 :
- (English). : A
. 2
L 1562, “Clas.”™ L*arc sue on Jacquen Berrida), no. 5& (1973),
: PP. 4-13. Efcerpts of this article dppeared in La Quinzaine -
. Littéraire, ‘no. 172 (1973}, pp. 1¥-36. cf. ltem 1570,
1563, "L'Archéologte du frivole.” In Condillac's Faga: sur I'on.qmo
des connaisxsances humaines. Fd. tharles Parnet. Pardw:’ .
‘ Edittlons Calilée, 1973, PP- 9-93. Rpt. in {tems 15692 and
. 1591, .
1564, Anoavmously. “Aphorismes ou 'textuels'® and “En marpe de
. . Rouneau.'_' ‘e Nonde (des L:vres?, no, B (14 June 1973),
- p. 22, '
JtlebSs Mla guestion Ju stvle.™ In Mietesohe aujourd®hug? o, :n.rrnsxl.-?s.
) o™ ' " Paris: Union Céafrale ¢'Fditions, 1979, pp. 235-2R7; dis-
cusslon, pp, 288-299. For modificd verston and English,
. ltalian and Cermin rfafs., weo ftems 1942 and 1614,
', : ‘ -
N 15b6. Hpeech :lf]-f Phenomena, and uther datays 0 HuSsef.*s Trewsry of
. Sope Trans. David B, Ajlison, Evanston, 111.: Northwestern
: - sntvetrsity Presa, 1973.
contains® 4 preface b¥\Sewtun Garver, PP Lx=axix; a trans-
lator's introduct lon, PP. mxxl=xli1; and trans. of (teks 1521,
. . , 1524 and 1512, . ’
! . : 1567, “Ereud and the- Seene of Wolting.™ Ivans, and intro. Jeffrev
. . Mehlman. L'Ar- (dusue on Taciues Derrdds), na, % (1911},
o PP. T3-2RT. Wpt. o ltes 1594,
PSS, “Puaittouns,™ iwcrities, 3, no. 1 (spring t“#?l]..!!-':h. tare ial
. ’ , trans. of dtem 1546, Sce alne feem 15%9.
£ Interview with J.=1. Houdeb Ine .
Laby, ":Struk!urd, Zhak [ dgra u govory fanka o Eovehu. " (o, 1y,
no. 12 (1977), 1477-1495. Serhosfroattan trans, of item 1540
Aot the last chapter of e 1521,
Sy
Lihva. LrAzchéo! wige du frivole, Paris: bditlons Caliléer 1974,
(Falimpseste) Kpt. of item L%, Sev btem 1991 tor new vditiun.
. table of contents and revicws. .
> .
. IS5 Clas. Parss: Editions Caliloe, 1. L, frem 1962, bor teviow
wee ltems WH72-1H77,
’ . L ] - v
K ' P32, ™ullareé." In Teblesu de a3 Prttdrature frangaine. e Madame
dee Staitl «3 Rimbaud. Parls: Callimard, 1978, pp. 168-17Y,
. ' 15720 "Le Parergon.” Otgrapher no, Y (1974), i’p- 21-57.
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1541,

#1582,
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1581,
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individual Structuralists
“Le Sans de la coupure pure. (Lo Parvipon 11)." bigraphe,

no. 3 (1974), pp. S5-3I, _ . -

LS - - - )
"'Lln;uls:lcu and Gfl-atnlogv.:' Sub-stance, no. 10 (1974),

Pp. 127-181. Trans. of second chapter of part one Gf item

1522 by Gayatrd Chakravorty Spivak. See also irem 1600,

"White Mythology: Metaphor in ghe 'i'rxl of Philosophy.” New

Literary Nistory (issue on Mvtaphor), 6, no. 1 (Autven
1974), 5+74. Trans. of 1tem 15&5. .

"Lla Lingifstica de Rousseau.™ In E} origen de las Ienqu«ls.‘
By Jean-lacqurs Rousseau.- Buenos Alren: Fdictonea Calden,
1474 or carller. Trans. of frem 152%. .

srammutolog:e. Trans, Hans J. Rbeinherger and Hanns Zischler,

Frankfurt am Maln? Suhrkamp Verlag, 1974. Trans. of  item
1527, - '

1975 .

"Foonomimestn.” In Mimesis Jeos artacalations. By Svlviane
Apac inshi, Jacques Derrida, et al, Parin: Aubler-Flammarion,
197%, pp. 95-91. .

4
' .

Text of valerio Adami: le voage da dessin ACCORMPRGNE far +
R ofpar dessus Je marchi], Paria: Mavghit, 1979, Sec alsn
items 1580 and 1581, .

"o R (par dexpus le march€)." In ortitre e mirorr, no. 214
(Mav 1975}, pp. 1-231. See also ltems 1579 and 1581,

"Indiit + k (par dessus le march®) " inraine Littira:ro,

no. 211 (1-1% Iune 1975}, gy la-lt, Sew Mlso Ltems 157% and
1580,

“Le Facteur de vér{tf." Poftique (terue on Littérature et
philosophie melfes), no. 21 (1923), pp. 96-147. Four English
trans., see ltem ]586,

-Commentary on Lacan's Séminaire sur la letere volle; vhar *
psvchoanalysis does with Yterature and how it seeks truth

P . N
"Pour la philosophie.” La Nouvelle Critiqua, no. B4 (1975),
pp. 25-29. Rpt. in item 1607. .

"Responsc to Questions on the Avant-Carde.™ Digraphe, no., & !

“(Uctober 197%), pp. 152-153.
"La Philosophic refoylde.” Le Monde de 1*Education, no. &
(1973}, pp. 14-15. An cxtract of [tem 1606,

MahY's (the mintater of educatinn) of fens{ve against philos-
ophy Kt not Just elicit the reflex of defending the ctradi-
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X tiond]l institution. It must ‘also lead philosophers to re-examine
- . content and what Lls at stake in teaching thelir discipline.

. : 19586, “Purveyor of \l‘ru:h." Trans. Wiilis Dumingo, «& al. vale Frem-h
. v Studies. (lssue on anhenll:'l’crnp_euh?rl In Literature and
- ' . Philosophy), no. %2 {1975), PP~ 11-113. Trans., of ltem 1%82.

1387, "The Copula Supplement ™ Trans. David B. Allisoa. ln Didlogues
in Phenomenclogy. Ed. Don lhde Jod Kichard M. Zaner. The
. . Hague: Martinus Nithoff, 197%, pp- 1-48. Trana. of iltem
- . 1557, See also {tem 1602. '

ISBH‘. E!' Pensamiento de Anton:in Artaud. Buenus Alres: Ediciovnes
Caldea, 1975, 124pp. With Julla Xriuteva. {Colecciln e}
.

Hombre y el Mundo, 18) ’ -
. . ’ ) Hd?._ Pus.zioni. Colluqur con Nenr: Runse) ‘ulia Kristeva, Jean-Louis
, Moudebine, Guy Scarpetts e Lu wtte Finas. Ed. Cluseppe
i Y Syrtoll. Trans. M. Chisppini and G. Sertoll. Verona: Bertant)
. } \ . 175, 15%pp. (Il Lavoro crfeteo: filosofla, 6) Trans. of
| , item 15%. v
- ’ . 1w, Article in Theorie-literctyr-Fran;s. Arbestutuch zur Literatur-

Trecrie sent 1970, ¥, Richard Brutting and Bernhard 2immer-
man. Frankfur? am Matln: Athenaion, 1975,

- / 1976

' ’ 1991. L'.\rchéo'.lo-ue du frivole. Parls: Denofl-Conthler, 1976. A new
vdition of itew 1569a. Rptw, item 1563, For reviews, see

items 1841-184), -
. ’ 2 Tentalns: (1) Premidre seconde--la nftaphysique: (7) L Apréu-
. s : voup de kbnle; (3} 1t iner--las doublure des Wncepts ot le -

foman de la force; (4) Note marginale oy remarque~-les deux-

. pages volantes; (5) Introduction 3 1'Essa: sur I'origine des
COonnAlssances humaines-~la €rivolitf mhme; Blographle de E.
fonnat de Condillac. : -

*1592.  #pwrons: les styles de Nietzsche. Spurs: Nidtzsche's Styles,
: Yenlce: Corbo ¢ Fhore, o, 1976; Paris: Flammarion, 1977,
T 129pp. See also item 1614, Sea !tem 1617d for Amarican edi-
tion. Fur reviews, see items 18B43a and 1843b.

Modifled veralon and l".nll.llh'. ltalisn and Cerman trans. of
lrem 1365. Includes “Coup sur coup: Introductiom & Eparons”
by Stefano Agostl and drawings by Frangols Loubrieu.

. 1593, Reply in Aujourdhui, Rimbaud...: emjuiste de Roger Munier.
' : - Paris; Lettres Modernes, 1976,

* *1594. “Fore: les mots anglés de Nicolas Abraham et Maria Torok.”

In Cryptonymie: le verbicr de 1'"homm aux loups.= By

Nicolam Abraham and Marla Toruk. Parin: Aubler-Montalgne/
Flammarion, 1976, pp. 7-7). For English trans,, see ltem 1615,
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"On comménce et comment finlt un corps cnsetpnant Y In Chateler,

Derride, Foucsult, Luoturd, Serre<. Politiques de la philosophie

EJ. Dominique Grisoni, Paris: BRernard Grasser, 1976, pp. 55-97.

“Fntre crochers. Entretien dgvec Jaciyues Derrida, Presidre
partie.™ Digrapbe, ne. B (Apri) 1976), pp. 97-114. See item
16U% for sccond part of the intervies. ' :

"Pan 1.” Crasma: Lire Blanchot I, nos. -4 (1976), pp. 111-215.

"signfponpe.” Digraphe, no. B (April 1976}, pp. 17-14. See
irem 1604,

“0h nont les chasseurs de sorcidres?™ Le Monde, 1 Julv 1976,

- [ !
(f Grammatology. Trans. Gavatri Chakravortv Spivak. Baltionre:
Johns. Hopkins University Press, 1976, Trans. of itee 1522,
' A

“Yrom Restricted to General Econumy. A Hegpelianisa without
Rexerves.” Trans. Alan Rasa. Semiotextie), 2, no. 2 {1976),
29-5%. Frans. of 1tem 1520,

"Supplement of Copnla: Philosophy before Lingulstics.” Trans,

tames Crecch and losuf Hararl. Georsia Review, 30 {Fall

1976), 5271-564. Trans. of {tem 1547; to be reprinted in the o

forthcoalng Textual Strdategles: CTitiolsm 1n the Wake of

Structuralism, v¢d. Josuf Hararl. See also ftem 15A87.

randglinge der Philosophie. Trans. {Lerhard Ahrens, Henriette
Beese, and Eva Brickner-Plaffenberp. Frankfurt-h!rl)n-VlcnnI:
Ullstein, 1976. Cuntains trans, of frema 1532, 1530, 1536,
and 1561, all part of ttem 1551, . (S

- i V“

“Signfponge." In Ponge laventeur et Llassique. Coliogue de
Cerisy. Paris: Union Cénfrale d'Editions, 1977, pp. 115-
144. Discussion, pp. 145-151. Differs from item 1398, Both
are extracts of & work In progress. .

"L "Age dc Hegel."” In Qul a peur de la philosophie? By the
Groupe de Recherches sur 1'Enseignewent Phllosophigue (GREPH).
Paris: Flammarion, 1977, pp. 73-107.

"ta Philosophie et ees clarses.” In Qui & peur de la phijoso-
phie? By the Groups de Recherches sur 1 Enselgnement rhilon-
ophique (CREPH). Paris: Flammarlon, 1977, pp. 445-450. For
an extract of this article, see ltem 1385, :

"REponses 3 La Nopvellr Cr{{bqur." In Qus & peur de la philo-
suphie? By the @Roupe de Recherches sur 1'Enseignement
Philonophique (GREPH)Y. Parts: Flasmarion, 1977, pp. 451-
458, Rprs. lrem 1583
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1608. PrefaceWro MWarburton's Essei sur les hiroglyphes. Paris:
Aubley-Flammarion, 1977, .

-
1609, "Ja, le faux-bond (Sufte)." Digrephe, no. 11 (March "1977), ~*

Derrida answers questions on Glas (item 1570) and talks
about upcoming works on Marxism, the practice of deconstructton
and the notion,of {deology.

1810. Edmund Husserl’s Origin of Geometry: An Introduction. Ed. Davld
B. Allison. Trans. Johm P. Leavey. Stony Brook, N.Y.: Nicolas
Havs, 1977; Boulder, Colo.; Creat Eastern Book Co. (distrib-
utor), 1978; Hassocks, Sussex: The Harvester Press, 1978.
See item 1499. Derrida bibliography, pp. 181-193.

1611. “Stignature, Event, Context.™ Trans. Samuel Heber and Jaffrey ~
Mehlman. In Glyph I. Johns Hopkins Textual Studies. Ed.
Samucl Weber and Henry Sussman., Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
Univeesity Press, 1977, pp. 172-197. Trans. of item 1561.
Sev item lbl2. ¢

16122 "Limited Inc.” In Glyph 2. Johns Nopkins Textual Studiés. Ed.
Samuel Weber and Henry Susssan. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
Imiversity Press, 1977, pp. 162-254. Fnglish trans, of item
161) which {5 the sequel to item 1611,

Kesponds to the criticisms of John Searle published in
Giyph 1.

1813, l.:mieed Inc.: Supplement to Glyph 2. Baltimore: Johna Hopkins
Untversity Press, 1977. This 13 the:#]l-page French version
of {tem 1612 written fn antlclpation of {ts translation.

1614, "The Oueation of Style." Trana. Reuben Berczdivin, In The Now
’ Nietzsche: Contemporary Styles of Interpretation, Ed. David
B. Alltson, New York: Dell Publimhing, 1977, pp. 176-189.
txcerpts and trons. of items 1565 and 1%92.

N
1615. "Fors: the Anglish Words of Nicolas Abraham and Maris Torok.'
Trans. Barbara lohnson. Georgia Review, 3, no. L (Spring
1477), 64-116. Trans. of item 1594.

RLH

16151, Lu Vir:té en peintura. Paris: Flammarion, 1978, 440pp.
(Chaeps, no 57. Champ philosophique) Drawn, In }art. from
varlous journals and publications of 1968-1978.

1615b. GErard Titus-Carmel: The Pocket Size Tlinget Coffin. Parls:
Centre Georges Pompldou, 1978, 7)pp. Text of an exhibit held
at the Centre National d'Art et de Culture Georges Pompldou,
Hyusée National d'Art Moderne, ! March to 10 April 1978.
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"Scribh]e: pouvoly/Eerire,” In “Fesar sur les hidroglyphes des
Fguptiens. By William Warburton. Trans. Lfonard Des Malpelnes.
Parias: Aubjer-Montatlgfe ‘Flarmmarion, 1978, (Pal jmpeste)

Writing and Difference. Trans. and intro. Alean Bass. London:
Rout ledge and Kegan Paul; (fhlr.u_:o: University of Chivage
Press, 1978, 3Ipp. Trans. of 1lem 1521,

"Coming Into One's Own.® In Psychoanalysis and the Luestion
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Hophins University Preas, 1976, pp. 1146-129. (Selected papera
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"Speech and Writing According to Hegel." Trans, Alfonso Linglis.
Man and World, lI.,no. 1-2 (1478), 107-130.

Spurs: Nictrsche's Stylese-Lperans: les stelen de Nrrezsohe,
Intro. Stefano Awoscd. Fng. trans. Barbara Harlow. Dravings
by Frangols Loubrieu. Chicago: Univeraity ot Chivapo Press,
1979, c. 1978, 165pp. First American edition of ftem 1592,
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. Th1§_division is taken from Derrida's own remarks
iy in the opening of his thesis defence (based on published
- works) on June 2, 1980 at #xhe Sorbonne. It has been

published as v"The Time~ of the Thesig: punctuations®,

trans. Kathleen -McLaughlin, in Allan Montefiore (ed.)

PRilosophy - in- "France.  Today, (Cambridge: 7 Cambridge
‘University. Press, 1983). ,See pp. 36, 48, 49.
- [
* :A 3 » * / .
5 _ 2. I will explain these ideas later in the thesis.

. 3.. Derrida calls this "phonocentrism™, It too will
be .explained in more detail later on,

ie 4. - Thé proceédings of this syﬁposium have been

published- under the title The kanguages of Criticism and the
"+ Sciences of Man, The Structuralist Controversy. (Baltimore
and London: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1970). %

.
kS

5. - See his .Blindness and 1Insight (New York and
"Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971) .and Allegories of:
Reading . (New Haven: dnd London: Yal§y University. Press,

= [

" 1979). . . -

K .
' £

: 6. °_See his Fiction and Repetition (Cambridge Harvard
_University Press, 1982), )

o

. . X + '
7. ~See His Crificism in the Wilderness (New,Haven and
New York: Yale University Press, 1980) and Saving the Text
'(Baltimore and London:  Johns “Hopkins ~Univ_e_r!si;y Press,

1981). -,

8. . See hié Decohbtruction ahd Criticism {New. York:

» The Seabury Press, 1979) and Agon: Towards a -“Theory of

Revisionigm (New York and Oxford: Oxford University Press,
~19829. : ) : )

<
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INTRODUCTION wr ) >

1. "Trangcendental ~phenomenolegy * would be :ithe

>,
- . 3 Y
. -

ultimate completion of this teleology of reagon which passesf

through humanlty...
And amompg ‘these metaphpsical “concepts which form the
essential r950urces of Husserl's discourse, that of end, or

telos, plays ecisive ‘role," 4 <
"The. Ends £ > Man” Philosophy and’ Phenomenologlcal

Research, wvol, ¢ NO. l. September (1969) - pp 43 - 4,

B K . - kY

- ¢ oo, : s -

EY

2. "He (Sartre) played an 1mportant role ins -my 11fe4
at the time, He was a modél that I have since JUdged toc be’

“i1l1-fated and catastrophic, but one T still love, "An

-

-

Interview with Jacques Derrida”, Graduate ‘Faculty Phllosophy

Jdournal, vel. 10, no. 1, Spring (1984). orlglnally
published. in Le nouvel Observateurr Sprlng (1983) i ‘

b Toom

3.: "At the end of Be1ng and Nothlngness, when Sartrev

‘poses programmatlcally the: question ©f the unity of Being

(which .in this context means the totality of be1ng), when he
titles.this question a “metaphys1cs"‘1n rdér to distinguish
it from phenomenological ontology,_ ch itself described
the .essential spec1flu1ty +of reglons, it is obvious that
this metaphysical unity-qf Being,.as a totallty itself
and of fitself is preC1sely the unity of the human—reallty in
its final’ pro;ect Be1ng in itself ‘and Being for itself

~,were Being and*this totality .of Being.within which they were

put -together was. 1Lnked to, itself, referred tg :itself,

hecame apparent to. “itsedf by: the. essential project of.
human-reality. That which was thereby named ‘in a.supposedly
neutral and 1ndeterm1nate way, ~was. non ‘other than the.

hetaphy51cal unit of man and God, .the progect of“becom;ng.

God as ‘a4 - final ©objective conetltutlng' human-reality,
Atheism changes nothing 1in this fundamental: structure.’

Sartre's attempt is a- remarkable a_example verifying

He1degger S propos1t10n"according to .which *all humanism

4. . *pDefined in this way, ‘humanism ar. anthropologlsm

whether Christian ot Athelst, of - the_phllosophy ‘of values,
whether splrrtuallstlc .or not, of personalism, whether

D)

. remains. metaphyslcal/ metaphysics being the ‘ather name for -
. ontortheology". "The Ends of Man", pp. 35 - 6.

‘was at this time a sort of common gradund of existentialism '™’
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"

rightist or leftist, and of Marxism in the classical style,
and if one's references is on ‘the ground of' political
idéologies, anthropologism was the unnoticed and ungontested
common ground of  Marxism, of social-democratic = or
democratic-Christian discourse.,"” "The Ends of Man®, p. 36,

5. “See his Tristee Tropiques {Paris: ’"Plon, 1955)

--Z-— Anthropologie Structurale (Paris: Plon, 1958),
translated as structural Anthropology (New York: Basic
Books, 1963). ] , . . o,
————— La pensée sauvage (Paris: "Plon, 1962), translated’ as
The “Savage Mind (Chicago: : University of Chicago Press,

1966). ; .

-—4-- Le Cru et'le cuit (Paris: Plon, 1964}, Mythologique
1. Translated as The Raw and. the Cooked (New York: Harper
and Row, 1968). N : : ‘

————— pu_ miel _aux - cendres '5(P§!.$: Plon, .1968),
Mythologique ILI. : ‘Translated as From Honey to” -Ashes

“(London: Jonathan Cape, y973).7 .

6. See his Ecrits I (Paris: FEditions du, Seuil, 1966)
————— scilicet, vol, 2/3 (Paris: Editions:du Seuil, 1970)
————— Les quatres cdncepts fondamentaux de la psychanalyse
(Paris: Editions du\Seugl, 1973). Trahslated as The Four
._Fuﬁdamental Concepts ‘of Psychoanalysis. : J¢ Jacques=~Alain
Miller (ed.), (New York: Norton, 1978}. . T
------ Les &crits techniqués de Freud {Paris: Editions du
Seuil, 1974). ' c

LS

-————"Ecrits II (Paris: Editions du Seuil, 1971).

. . N
L - N

7. © .See his Lire le capita)l with Etienne Balibar
_(Paris:  Maspero, 196B). :Translated as Reading Capital
{London: .New Left Books, 1970). 4 -
----- Pour Marx (Paris:  Maspero, ,1965). Translated as
For Marx [New York: Pantheon, 1972)..

>

. 8. : See his Le degrs "26ro de :1l'Bcriture (Paris:
Edition du Seuil, 1953}« G : . .

Sl  'Mythologies (Paris:  Editions fdu Seuil, 1957).
Translated as Myt ologies. {New vyork: Hill and Wong, 1972).

----=" ElGments de semioldgie (Paris: Editions du Seuil,
1964). ~ Translatéd” as Elements of Semiology (New York: Hill
and Wong, I968). .. - ; ; .

————— L'empire des signes (Geneva: skira, (1970}, 4 »
————— A Lover's Discourse '(New York: . Hill and Wong, 1978).~




+

186.

. ) o
9. . See his L'histoire de la folie (Paris: Gallimard,
1968). Translated as Madness and Civilization (New York:
Random House, 1965), . .
————— Naissance ‘'de la clinique,  (Paris: Presses
Universitalres de France, 1963). Translated as The Birth of
the Clinic'(New York: Pantheon, 1973}.
————— Les mots et les choses (Paris: Gallimard, 1966).
“Translated as The Ordef of Things (New York: . Pantheon,

. 1970).

-=~-= L' archéologle du savoir (Paris: Gallimawd, 1969).
Translated as The Archeaology of Knowledge (N York:
Pantheon, 1972. °

" 10. See his Surveiller et punir (Paris:. Gallimard,
1975). Translated as Discipline and Punishment (New Yqpk:
Pantheqn, 1977). _
----- La volont& de savoir, Vol. 1 (Paris: Gallimard,
1976). Translated as The History of Sexuality,: Vol 1 (New
'York: Pantheon, 1978).

1. See his Nietzsche et la philosophie (Paris:

P,U.F., 1962). e,
————— Différence et rép&tition (Paris: P.U.F., 1968).
————— Logique du sens (Paris: Editions de Minuit, 1969). -

----- L'Anti-Oedlipe. (Paris: '~ Editions de Minuit, 1972).
Translated as Anti=Oedipus (New York: Viking, 1977).

12, "Structuralism lives within and on the difference
between its promise and its practice. Whether biology,
linguistics or literature &s in question, how can an
organized totality be perceived without reference to its
end, or without presuming to know its end, at least? And if
meaning is meaningful only within a totality, could it come
forth if the totality were not animated by the ant1c1pat10n

.of an ‘end, or by an intentionality which, morever, does not

necessar11y and primarily belong to a- consciousness?"
"Force and Signification", Writing and Differance,
translated Alan Bass, (Chicaqo: University of Chicago
Press, 1978), p. 26. "




NOTES - - 4

CHAPTER I

1. Jacques Derrida, "Structure, Sign, and Play in the
Discourse of the Human Sciences, Writing and Difference,
p. 279.

2, ' Jacques Derrida, Positions, txans. Alan Bass
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981), p. 20.

"a} elle doit passer par la d&conskruction difficile
de toute l'histoire de. la m&taphysique qui a impos&, et
ne cessera ' jamais d'imposer 3 toute la science

" sBmiologique cette requ2te fondamentale d'un "signifi&
transcendental” et d'un concept ind€pendant de 1la

langue;"
»
. Positions, (Paris: Les ' &ditions de minuit, 1972)}
p. 30, :

3. Jacques Derrlda, Of Grammatology, trans, Gayatri
Chakravorty Spivak (Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1976), p. 20.

/

.

4. 1bid, p.20.

. "5, M.H. Abrams, "How to do Things with Texts",
bPartisan Review, XLIV, (1979), p. 569. ‘

: 6. ~ See his . book, = The Protestant Era, (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1948), : '

o 7.. See his book, .Paths® of Faith, (New York:
McGraw-Hill Company, 1981), p;4. : ' ‘

-8, Derrlda, Of Grammatology, p. 49

"Nous. avons 1dent1f1é le logocentrlsme v 1la
"métaphysique de la pr&sence comme le dfsir exlgeant,'
puissant, systémathue et irrépressible, d'un tel
signifi&." De la grammatologie, (Parisa Les &ditions

de minuit, 1967) pp. 71 - 2. '




(L

. )

Margins of Philbsophy, trans. Alan BRass (Br

Lo

J .
: e, T g
- J' Z'-f“,. d N
9. Jacques Derrida, “Signature Ewer _ text",
ton: The

arvestor Prgss, 1982), p. 329,

"La dE&construction ne peut se limiter " ou passer

imm8diatement 3 une neutralisation: elle doit, par un
double geste, une double science, une double écriture,

pratiquer un renversement de 1'opposition classique et
un d&placement g&n&ral de syst&me,"

"Signature EvE&nement Contexte, Marges de la

philosophie, (Paris: Les &ditions de minuit, 19727, p. 392,

10, The laws, structure or textuality of the text

refef to the objective set of rules independent from the
author's iptentions. .

e

nell University Press, "1971), p. 37. ‘

"Aussi faut-il par cette 8criture double, justement,
. stratifige, dgéalée et de&calante, marquer.l'&cart entre

<

l11. Derrida, Poditions, p. 6.

"Deconstruire la philosophie ce serait ainsi penser la

génBalogie structur&e de ses concepts de la manisre la
plus fidele, 1la plus intérieure, mais en méme temps
depuis un c¢ertain dehors par elle ingualifiable,
innommable, d&terminer ce que cette histoire a pu
dissimiler ou interdire, se faisant histoire par cette
répression-quelque part intéressge." .

3

Positions, p. 15.

12, Josu& V. Harari (ed). Textual .Strategies (Ithaca:

13. Derrida, Positions, p, 42,

1'inversion. qui met bas 1la hauteur, en d&construit 1la
gEnéalogie sublimante ou idéalisante, et 1'8mergence
irruptive d'un nouveau. "concept", concept de ce qui ne,
se laisse plus, ne s'est jamais laiss& comprendre dans
le r&gime ant&rieur." - oo

i.Positions, p.'57, - \

14.. Derrida, Cf Graﬁmatology, p. 44

r



L R B 189.

15, Ibidy p. 56\ -
"Nous voudrions plutdt suggérer que 1la prétendué
dérivation de 1l'&criture, si ré&elle et si massive
qu'elle soit, n'a &t& possible qu'ad une condition: que
le language; "originel™, "naturel®, etc., n'ait jamais
exist&é, qu'il n'ait jamais &té&_intact, intouch®, par
l'&criture, gqu'il ait toujou!! &t& lui-m&me une
gécritute. Archi-&criture dont nous voulons “ici
indiquer la n&cessit& et dessiner le nouver concept; et
gue ‘nous ‘ne continuons 3 appeler &criture quel parce
qu'elle communique essentiellement avec le concept
vulgaire de 1l'&criture.” '

De la grammatologie, pp. 82 - 3.

16. For a fuller account of. this view see A.J.
Cascardi, "Skepticism .and Deconstruction,” Philosophy and
Literature, vol, 8, no. 1, april, (1984), pp. 1 - 14.

17. Derrida, Of Grammatology. p.35

”

18. Derrida,.Positiaons, p.' 9.
, N
19. Derrida, Of Gramﬁatologx, p. 120. -

- 20, There can conceivably be degrees of logocentrism
depending on: 1) how many ‘logocentric values or concepts
"(.e.g. telos, subject-consciousness) are expressed in one's
texts, or 2} how many elements, of philosophical inquiry
(e.g. reflective, rational, critical) one adheres to.
Heidegger, then, could be less logocentric than Levi-Strauss
because he has less of-1) and/or 2). ‘ '

. 21. See his article, "Style and Strategy at the Limits
of Philosophy: Heidegger and- Defrida", The Monist, vol. 63,
no. 4, October, (1980), pp. 494 - 511.

52. Derrida, Positions, P. 6. . . ; ..

23, 1bid, pp. 6 — T+

24, Derrida, Writing_gnd pifference, p. 292.




190.

25. Derrida, Of Grammatology, p; 3. - Y

"Le logocentrisme est aussi, fondamentalement, un
id&alisme, Il est la matrice de 1'id&alisme," -

Positions, pp. 69 - 70. . .
26, Derrida, Of Grammatology, p. 3.. ' ;
27. Jacqués berfida, "Plato's Pharmacy",

Disseminatidn, trans, Barbara Johnson, (Chicago: University
of Chicago Pregs, 198l1), p. 76. )

28.° Plato, "The Republic", Plato: The Collected

bialogues, trans. and edited by Peter Shorey, Edith
Hamilton, Huntington Cairns,: (Princeton: Princeton

University Press, 1961), p. 744.

29, In her introduction to Derrida's Dissemination,

Op. cit., pp. viii - ix.

30, Plato, "The Phaedrus", trans. R. Hackford, Plato:
The Collected Dialogues, trans., R. Hackford, p. 520.

31. Derrida, Of Grammatology, p. 12.

'32. 1Ibid., p. 168.
33. Ibidy pp. 225 - 26.

34. Michel Foucault, "the Discourse on Language", The
Archaeology of Knowledge, trans, A.M. Sheridan Smith,. (New
"York: Harper Colophon Books, 1972}, p. 216.

35, Jacques Derrida, "Cogito and th istory of
Madness", Writing and Difference, p. 34.

]
. t
36. Ibid, p. 35. <

37. Ibid. p. 36,



, : 5 L. 15].
P L . ' i H

38. "In this sense, I would be tempted to ¢onsider
Foucault's book a powerful gesture of protection and
internment.] A Cartesian gesture for the twentieth century.
A reappropﬂﬁatﬁon of negativity. To all appearances, it is
reason that he interns, but, like Descartes, he chooses the’
reason of yesterday as his target and not the possibility of
meaning in general.”

Ibidy p. 55.

e

L} -
39, Derrida, Positions, p. 51.
"Maintenant, bien entendu, 1le logocentrisme est un
concept plus large que celui d'idsBalisme, auquel il sert
d'assise dé&bordante.” v -

Positions, p. 70.

40. 1bid, pp. 64 - 5.

"lLe rBal{sme ou le sensualisme, l1'"empirisme”, sont des

modifications du logocentrisme.”
’

x\ . Positions, p. 87.
41. 1bid, p. 65.

42. 1Ibid., p. 51.

"Il constitue uh syst2me de prédicats dont certains
peuvent toujours se rencontrer dans des philosophies
qui se disent non-id&alistes, voire anti-idéalistes.”
Positions, p. 70.. v’;

43. Derrida, 0Of Grammatoclogy, p.. 283.

44. Derrida,-Positions, p. 22.

45. See his '‘book, Groundless Belief: an essay on_the
. possibility of epistemology, {(New  Haven: Yale University
" Press, 1977). , . .




4

4
E

- . = ) g ?.'.. - . _‘37"192-

- 46. See hls book, Philosophy and the leror of Nature,
(Pr1ncet0n- *Brinceton Uﬂ1vers1ty Press, 1979). :

e . R -
. o Bk -
= Ny “ e

47, Dérrida, Pogitions, p. 65.
E e .

48: Ibid, p. 65.

- - o~
R -~ . -
E V= -

45._ Derfida, -“Structure. Sign, and Play 1in the
Discoursé of the Humaf: Sciences™® , "Writing and Difference,
PP. 279 - 80. _ - .
Cr ) 5. = Fe T : b

50. . Jacqué% Derrlda, "Diff&rance™, Speech and

Phenomena and Other E\ says, trans. David Allison, (Evanston-
Northwestern University Press, 1973), P. 153.

e

51. To say that it is "spatial" is not to lig}t it to
the phenomenal world, God, for instance, can manifest this
kind of presence. By spatial I mean simply the existence of
some kind.of ‘:plenum which is "there"

”

52. Dperrida, Of Grammatology, p. 97. . T3

53. 1Ibid, p. l2. . P

54, r See Aristotle's "Categories", -Richard McKeon (éh.)
The Basic Works of Aristotle, trans. E.M. Edghlll (New York:
Random -House, 1941), p. 9.

55. 1Ibid, pp. 9 - 10.

56, See Aristotle's "Metaphysics", trans. W.D. Rdss,
1028b. ’

57. 1bid, 1029a.

<8, See Aristotle's "Categories", p. 8.

%

{*

59, Ren& Dpescartes, "Meditations", The Rationalists,
trans. John Veitch, (New York: Anchor Books, 1974), pp. 128
- 29, . .




A

193.

60. Derrida, Of Grammatology, p. 12. \\\\

-

6l. Jacdues Derrida, 'ohsia and Gramﬁé”, F.J. Smith
(ed.) Phenomenology in perspective, (The Hague: Martinus
Nijhoff, 1970), p. 57. ) ” o

-

. 62, see his Logical Investigations, Vol. I, trans,
rJ.N., Findley, {(London: Routhledge apd Kegan Paul’, 1970),
pp. 269 - 98, - :

L

# ¢3. Dperrida, Of Grammatology, p. 62.

* - -
' .

64. Dérrida, Positionms, p; 49.

65. Jacques Derrida, "The End® of Man", p. 42,

N

66. See Hegel's "Introduction to the Philosophy of
spirit", In F.G,W. Hegel: The Essential Writings, trans,
and edited by Fredrick Weiss (New . York: Harper and Row,

.*1974), pp 225 - 52.

-
P
.

67. Derrida, Of Grammatology, p. 166.

68. Derrida, Pesitions, p. 27.

“"fe gramme comme diff&rance c'est alors une structure et
un mouvement qui ne se laissent plus penser 3 partir de

- 1'opposition ‘pr&sence/absence. La différance, c'est le
jeu syst&matigue de - difféqgntﬁ, des traces de
différences, de 1'espacement par lequel les ElE&ments se
rapportent les uns aux autres. Cet espacement est  la
production, & la faqis active.et passive ({le a de la
différance indique cette ind&cision par. rapport a
l'activité et 3 la passivit&, ce qui ne se laisse pas
encore commander et distribuer par cette opposition),
des intervalles lesquels les termes "pleins" ne
signifieraient pas,_ne fonctionniiiSent pas."

Positions, pp. 38 - 9.

69. Derrida, Of Grammatclegy. p. 71.



[P e 4 mmmny =

N

. . 194.

70. example, Spinoza says, “Watsoever is, is in
God, and without God nothing can be, or be conceived".
Ethics, The Rationalists, trans. R.H.M. Elwes, p. 189.  He
further states "By God I mean a heing absolutely infinite -
that 1is, a substance consisting in "infinite attributes of
which each expresses eternal and infinite essentiality",

ibid, p. 179.

i

'71. Dperrida, Of Grammatology, p. 71.

72. Hegel, "Introduction to the Philosophy of Spirit",
pp. 225 - 52. : : .

73. Derrida, Of Grammatology, p. 24.

74. 1Ibid, p. 71.

75.. Op. cit.,, p. 19,

76. 1bid, p. 19 . ‘ e,

77. The queition of literature has always been at the
forefront of Derrida's thinking. As he expresses it: "“"For
I have.to remind you somewhat bluntly and simply, that my
most constant interest, coming even before my philosophical
interest I should .say, if this 1is possible, has been
directed towards literature, towards that wrjting which is
called "literary". "The Time of a Thesis: punctuations”, *
Philosophy in France Today, p. 37. : '

P

- 78, "The Infinite Text", Glyph: Teitual Studies, no,.
7, Johns Hopkins University Press, (1980), p. 74. .
. 79. Jacqueg- Derrida, "The Double Session",
Dissemination, p. 245. N

80, 1Ibid., p. 255,

81, 1bid, p. 262. : oo



- 195, .
82. See his Epilogue in the book, Mimesis:  the .
Regresentation of Reality ip Western Literature, (Princeton: --
Princeton University Press, 1953),.pp. 554 - 57. i

i

i 83. See his 'book, Validity in Intefpretation, (ﬁewi
Haven: - Yale University Press, 1967), pp. 1 - 23.°

*

84. Jacques ‘Der'i:'ic-la "Force and Signification""; Writiﬁg' .
and Difference, p. 1l1. - S - ;\,




(SRR, V0N Te W N Ve erm e -

- : '196.
, . NOTES )
T R .
CHAPTER II .
1, " Dpérrida, 'Structure,' Sign, and  Pplay in the
"Dlscourse of the Human S¢1ences p- 279. : ’
2.. . Derrida, "White Mythology i Tréanslated F.C.T.

. Moore, Néw Literary Hxstory, vol. VI, no. 1, Autumn, (1374),
p. 11,

‘“La“météphysique - mytﬁoldgié blanche qﬁi'rassemble et
" réfléchit la-culture de-'l'Occident;" -

T vpa Mythologiqvélanéhg“,'ﬂargés“dé la phflosbphie; r.
254, c o o . T : )

3. ibid, poin1.

"Mythologiz. blancéhe. - . la métaphy51que a effacé en

',elle -méme la sc@ne fabuleuse qui 1'a produite et qui
reste " n&anmoins act1ve, rermuante, inscrite 3 l'encre

" blanche, . dessin -invisible , et . recouvert dans. le
palimpseste.® : B ’ SR -

- fLa‘Mythblbgie'Bladéﬁe",'p; 254,

C 4. - GJW.F. Hegel, Oh Art, Religion and thioSophy,_ed._and

intrb! by J. Glghu{Gray {(New York: ~Harper and Row, 1970).

230
. 5.' The follow1ng 1deas are taken from M1chae1 Ryan s;
- book Marxism and Deconstruction. (Baltimore: The Johns

‘Hopkins University -Press, 1983}, pp. 6 .~ 8,

wyad

_ 6., Derrida, Of Grammatolbgy, p. "286.
7. '_Derrjda;;?White ﬂ&thoiegy", p. 18.

- 8. 1bid, -p. 23



" trans. eds. Enclitic, vol, I

--’

9. - Paul- Rigogur, "ﬁe;aphor and Philosophical

" piscourse®, The: Rule of Metaphor, translated Robert Czerny-

(Toronto and Buffalo: ~University of Toronto Press, 19717},

'.p. 290. - ! “'_. voe

“10. 1bid, p. 290.

11. 1Ibid, p. 290. .- - _— .

r.

12. "Jacques Derrida, ‘;rhe, Retrait oflfnetapﬁbr",‘

'13. 1bidy p. 15.

- - ’
14. RicGeur, “Métaphon_and'ﬁhilosobhical'Discourse”,
. p. 286. % ’ : | :

e

15.- Ibid, p..292.

~

16, 1bid, p. 294.

’ 17, Derrida, "The Retrait of Metaphor™, p. 12.

‘,;fol‘

, no. 2, Fall, (1978), p. 13.- -

’

r e

=



’,‘ - -“. . - . -:",“- | "\ - ',: 198.

Histoky, PP 26 -

. CHAPTER IIT L e
- - , o T _:q S ;.

1. I w111 concentrate more on Derrlda s cr1t1c1sms of .
Héi&ggger and LeVJnas since: he ra:ely c0mments on Nfetzsche
in a negat1ve way.' . . _

2. . Derrida, Positions; p. 9{

3. . See for ‘'example’ his . book Spurs-' Niétiéche s:'

- Styles, trans: Bérbara -Harlow, {CHhicago: ‘University of’ o

Chicago Press, -1979), - which deals’ w1th K Heldegger 5.

1nterpretat10n of Nxetzsche.

4, Derrida, “Plhto's}Phérmaéy”, Disﬁemihatfén; p:'76:

5. Friedrich Nietzsche, The wiilitofPow&rf'Frans;'

Wwalter Kaufmann' and R.J.. Hollingdale (London:, .- Weidenfeld
and Nicolson, 1967), p, 585 S o .

6. 1bid, p. 584, .~ . . ...
) . ' . . o * o PN !
7. Ibidq p. 507. e
8. . Fr1edr1ch Nletzsche,_ "On. Truth and Lie  in .“an .

Extra-Moral | Sense" * The., Portable N1etzsche, trans. ahd
edited by Walter Kaufmann (New York: P&ngu1n Books, 1976),~
Pp- 46 - 7. A . '

» ‘

-

a, Jacques Derr1da, “Whlte Mythology New L{terary

I10;.'Ibid4 p. 24. R
11, Ibid, p. .27. '
12. Derrida, “leférance p.\148



P l‘- R o }* f“°/( 199.

>

13 . Martin Heldegger,AIdeﬁtity and Difference, trahs.

" Joan Stambough, {New York: Harper”'qnq Row Publishers,
1969), p. 70. ’ " T e

14, Ibid, pp.. 70 - 1. . v et

15. 1Ibidy p. 59. °

LI

16. Defrida,°”Platb!s'PHarmacy“; ﬁissemination, p_ﬁ?ﬁ,u

17. . In. Being and_Time Heidegger *chaqécterrZéE
presence-at-hand in the Eolldwlng way-r . o o

"All entities whose Belng 'in' one -another can:thus be -

described have the samé kind of Being - that of -

Being- present at hand - as things occuring 'w1th1n' the
'world '

Belng and Time. Translated-John Hacquarrié'and'Edwéfdm
Roblnson, (New York: Harper and Row,-1962), p. 79.

.18, perriday, *Structuré, sign and Play in  the

D1scourse 6f the Human Sc1ences Wr1t1ng and leference,

a pp. 280 = .8l.. - - : 5 &

19, berrida, Positions, p« 6:

20. 1bidy p..54.

- ' Lo ' . . -

.. 21. Jacques Derrida, SpursS: Nietzsche's styles, D.n
135, e . : DL

32, -igy}f p. 103.
f23,' gggg; pé. 81 - 27“
24. ;p}'55f

25. . For 1ns£ance,‘J$$n Stambough in her introduction

to Heldegger s The End of PhllOSOphy, (New York: Harper "and
Row. Publlshers, 1973), pp. %11l - x1, ‘ ’

1

‘:



T 200, -

- - >

26, ' For instance, W.J+ Richardson. in his book.

He1Qggger- Through Phenomeénology to Thought, (The Hague,’
Mart1nus N1)hoff, 1963), p. 504. . E

f
o

'fi27; Derqiﬁa,"Spurs:"Nietische's Stjles, p. 119.
28. Derrida, Positions, p. 10.

. 29. For: 1nstance, "Man is the shepherd of Belng. -Man
looses nothing ,.in the -'less'; rather, he gains in that he
attains the essentxal poverty of the shepherd, whose dignity
consists in being called by Being into the preservation of’
. Being's. Thought.” ; "Letter on Humanism" Translated Frank
Capuzzi.:- In Martin Heidegger — Basic ertlngs, David Krell
‘}ed } (New York-: Harper and Row, 1977). p. 239..

”

30. Derrida, “Differamce", p. 159.

31, Namely, "Violence End Metaphysics“:' An Essay on
. the. Thought of Emmanuel Lev1nas Writing and Difference,
‘pp. 79 - 153. ' S : ,

32. ‘1bid, footnote no. 7, p. 312.

33, Emmanuelﬁpevinas, Totality and Infinity, trans.
Alphonso Llngls {Pittsburgh: . Duguesne University Press,
1969), p. 43. : - . - o )

34. 1bid, p. 44.

. 35. . The follow1ng remarks echo Andrew Tallon, in his
rrevxew article of Levinas' Autrement qu'@tre ou au-deld de
l'essence in Man and wOrld, vol, 9, no. 4, December, (1976),
pp 451'— 62. ‘ " -

. .36, Emmanuel Levinas "on the Trail of _the Other",
Philosophy Today, vol. 10, Spring, (1966), p. 36.

37. Derrida, "Violence and Metaphysics", p. 112,



'3g. 1bidy p.  128. - ° -

39, “*On the Trail of the other", p. 4l.. .
40.  Emmanuel Levinas, "God and Phi}bsophy'. Philosophy
Today, vol XXiI, no, 2, Summer, :{1978), p. 138. -

41. Derrida;_'Violence ahd Mgtéphysipé', p. 114.

42- Ibid'r p. 142.

44, - Ibid., pp. 151 - 2.

45. . Levinas may be the exqeption'here beéausé of his
overtly religious. orientation. ' :

]



st gk e

s H ’
NOTES g
- CHAPTER IV
1. Hans—Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method, (New York-
The Seabury Press, 1975).
2. wWilliam Reese; Dictionary of Philosophy and .

Religion, (New York: Humanities Press, 1980), p. 314.

3. “St. Teresa gf-Avila describes this experience as
follows: '

"What I want to explain is the soul's feelings when it
is in this divine union. It is plain enough what union
is; in union two separate things become one,

This is from "The Degreés of Prayer" in F.C. Happold'
Mysticism: A study and an Anthglogy, (New York and London:
Penguln Books, 1970), p. 352.

. 4. Quoted in Christina Hoﬁells' "Sartre and DEYrida: -
Qui perd gagne", Journal of the British Society. for
Phenomenology, vel, I3, no. I, January {19827, p. 30 ‘

5. It may be the case that the anthropology really
determines the metaphysics here. 1In any case I think it is
clearer to deal with them separately,

6. Derrida, Positions, p. 19.

ke

7.  1bid., pp. 19 - 20.

8. Derrida, Of Grammatology, p. 13. -

9. See his book, Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature,
op. cit. - ‘ : e

,
,l

10. Derrida, - "Structure, Sign, - and .Play in the

‘Discourse of the Human Sciences", p. 292.

-



203.-

“11.. . I .am indebted. to ‘Danidle Letocha for. this
distinction. ‘ . : - _ . ‘ ) :

12. See "his Natural Right and H1story, (@hicago£
Un1ver51ty of Chicago Press, 1965). :

. 13.’ See his Ph1losophy in the Mass Age, (Toronto-
.Copp Clark, 1959). ) . -

14. See . his Order and History, (Baton Rouge:
Louisiana State Ugiversity Press, 1958}, .

15. ,See his The Order of Thi
. the:Human Sciences, (New York: . Pantheo,

16. By tradltlonallsm I mean thé whole Western way of
life and' thought bef&re the 1600' 5. It corresponds to an
agrarian (including maritime) and rural society, Modernity.
is the whole Western way of life and thought in: the last 400
years. It corresponds to an industrial and highly urbanized
society. ’ ' : -

17, Philosophy and. the Mirror of Nature, p. 369.°

v
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’ NOTES
. CHAPTER V
1. I call différance a counterview because berrida

claims -it "is neither a word nor a concept”, ("Diff&rance”,
p. 130). 1t is that play of differences which is never
appropriated by the logocentric tradition, and so runs,
counter to it. L :

2. Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in General

‘Linguistics,

3, Derrida, Of Grammatology, P. 52.

4. tDerrida, "Differamce”, p. 129.

5. Derrida, Positions, p. 27.

6. Derrida, 0Of Grammatology, p. 62.

"La trace (pure) est la diffé&rance. Elle ne dépend
dtaucune pl&nitude sensible, audible ou visible,
phonigue ou graphigue.”

De la grammatologie, p. 92.

7. Derrida, "Diff&rance”, pp. 142 - 3.
8, Derrida, Fositiod!, pp. 8 - 9.

9. I am indebted to Sollace "Mitchell for the

following remarks. See his "post-structuralism, Empiricism -

and Interpretation”, Sollace Mitchell and Michael Rosen,
{eds.) The MNeed for Interpretation, (London: The Athlone
Press, 1983), pp. 54 - 89. :

10, Derrida, "Diff&rance", p. 140.

[



T 11.} Ibld p.-141.

fUn tel:;eu,.ta dxfférance, n est plus alors sxmplement
LU concept mais la possxb111té de la conceptualité du -
procés ‘et du syshéme conceptuel ‘en général. -

La D1£férance p. 49. . s

T T :_L'_f“Ce qu1 s‘écrlt d1fférance, ce . sera donc Je mouvement de
T . Bl teeyl Jeud Tquit nproduit”,  par .ce qui n'est pas 51mp1ement une
- LT TET ﬁ:-ﬂfactlvité, ces- effets ‘de dlfférance; o
. - ‘:’fa"La dlfférance"-p,-sq; ' )
. e T ::y,li‘_,~ .}?;J;- :-_,f-.- kif.. e j»~."_:[
e 7 v Ji12e “St:ucture,‘51gn, and- Play in the Dlscourse of the‘
N oo 'f, ﬁumah 5c1ences’ p. 292.g - o ~
TR 13__rapzez SO
o RS . 15}nklgigidbi'239;,5 .
- " v .1'_‘7 515._ Derrlda, of Grammatologx,,pp 144'1_45,
. T S EE “Car le concept de supplément - Quifdéte:mihe ici
. -ﬂcelu1 ‘d'image .représentatlve -, abrite en’ lui deux
’ -51gn1f1cat1ons .gont . la cohab1tat1on est aussi. 8trange
3 ‘gque - nécessaire, Le supplément S aJoute, il 'est un
- - . surpluss,. ‘une* p1én1tude, le comble de“la présence. 11
. - -cumule et accumulegla présence... : _
2 : ~ 7 T Mais le” suppl&ment supplée, Il ne-s ajoute que
T 2. -pour remplacer..» oI o 1nterv1ent ou - -s'insinue
"L a=la- place—de-‘s il comble, c'ést comme on comble un
- . --Ylde.z s'il . représente et” -fait image c'est par le’
- dgfaut 'antér1eur d'une - p¥Esence., - Suppl&ant et
LT . vicaire, -le° supplément,,est .un adjoint, une: rinstance
' c . .,subalterne qui tient-lieu. - En tant que. substitut, il
. ; - ne s 'ajoute | pas. simplement & la positivit& d'une
. S .présence,”’ il ne produ1t aucun relief, sa place est
o : 'a551gnée dans la structure par larmarque d'un vide."
- 3
T  'pe.la grammatologie,. p. 208,' h
, - 16. -Ibid, p. 286, -
. ;i 17. Derrida, "Différance”, p. 135, . °
fk;; R _18.7,perriqq,(Positidhs; ﬁ.:AB.,' A
»/jf_ ) - -
H ’ - . i . h &
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19, - Derrida's courb.i_gw of diff&rance, has been
interpreted as a metaphysics of absence by James Han in his ’
review .article of Of Grammateclogy, in MLM 94, (1979}, pp.'
809 - B826. ) - -

-

20. Derrida, "Diff&rance", pp. 134 - 5.

21. Derrida "Structure, Sign; and Play in - the
Discourse of the Human Sciences", p. 289, , ~ ° . _
¢ 22, Derrida, "Diff&rance", p. 141.

B

34

.23, Ibid, p. 141. - i‘\\\‘_\‘
24, See for example the idea of tﬁé creator God in the
negative theology of Dionysius the Areopagite {(the.
- pseudo-Dionysius), especially his Mystical Theology. /

P -

-~

.

:,._.2
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NOTES

This is argued by Stanley Resen in his review
artitle of Derrida's. 0f Grammatclo in Philosophy and.
Rhetoric, Vvol. 15, no, 1, Winter, (1982), p. 67.

f. See for example, “James Jakob Liszka's "Derrida:
Philg’sophy of the Liminal", Man and World, vol, 16, No. 3,
{1983), pp. 233 - 250. :

L

3. .~ Derrida, Positions, p. 6.

L4
A , : e s
4. Soren Kierkegaard, Concluding UrnScientific
Postscript. . Translated David Swenson, (Princeton:

P

Princeton Universi:y Press,-1941), p. 459.

5. perrida, "Structure, Sign and play in the
Discourse of the Human Sciences", pp. 278 ~ 79,

6. - See Leszek Kolakqwéﬁi, "The Priest and the
Jester®, Dissent, 9, no. 3, ;hmmer, (1962) pp. 215 - 35.

7. Friedmic Nietésghe "Twilight of the Idols", The
Portable Nietzsche) op. cit., p« 484.

+

B. Ibid., P. 292.

9. Derrida, Of Grammatology, p. 50.

, ’ ' -y [
10. Derrida, _fStructure, Ssign, and Play 1in the
Discourse of the.Human Sciences", p. 280,
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