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Derrida and deconstruction

. Introduction

Deconstruction, which has attained widespread recognition as one of
the most important avant-garde intellectual movements inFra.nc_c;ggd
America, is essentially post-phenomenological and post-structuralist.
In the history of contemporary deconstruction the leading figure is

Jacques Derrida, who published three influential books in 1967: Of :
Grammatology, Speech and Phenomena and Writing and D@;@;g;e.]
Among other things these texts contain powerful critiques of pheno- -

menology (Husserd), linguisties (Saussure), Lacanian psychoanalysis,
and structuralism (Lévi-Strauss).

In this chapter I give an exposition of Derrida’s thought. Beginning
with an outline of his view of language 1 give an explanation of what |

he means by phonocentrism and logocentrism. I then present his
arguments against the work of Jean-Jacques Roussean, Claude Lévi-
Strauss and Jacques Lacan. There are also sections on his ‘predecessors’
Freud and Nietzsche and an account of how they have influenced

Derrida’s thinking on reading texts and the nature of metaphor. After ?

that I examine some metaphors in common use. Finally, after situating
metaphor in the context of political and ideological struggle, I discuss
the relationship between deconstruction and Marxism. ’

The instability of language

In trying to understand Derrida’s work one of the most important
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cepts to grasp is the idea of ‘sous m!ure.’, a term usually transla‘Fed as
inder erasure’. To puta term ‘spus ralure’is to writea wqrd, cross it out,
—’-ﬁ?ﬁ&;’ﬁﬁht both word and deletion. The ideais thl'S: since the word is
,{gEéLirate, or, rather, inadequate, it is crossed out. S}nce it is necessary
imains legible. This strategically important device which Derrida |
derives from Martin Heidegger, who often crossed out the word
emff (like this:-Beirg) and let both de.let'lcm and word stan.d because the
vord was inadequate yel necessary. Heidegger felt tha't B.emg .czmnot.be
r—amned By, is always prior to, indeed transcends, signification. Being
the final signified to which all signifiers refe;, the ‘transcendental
? . .

Ihiggn’ida’s view of language the signifier is not directly related to the 1
|gmﬁed. There is no one-to-one set of corrrespondenc.es benyeen

1. In Saussurean thought a sign is seen as a unity, but in Derrida’s
w word and thing or thought never in fact become one. Ii%_s:tigs_the 5
ign as a structure of difference: half of it is always ‘not there” and the |
“Her half 15 always ‘not that’. Signifiers and signified are contllnually |
“eaking apart and reattaching in new combinations, t%'lllS reveal_mg the
dequacy of Saussure’s model of the sign, according to which the
fier and signified relate as if they were two sides of the sane sheetof
paper. Indeed, there is no fixed distinction between 5.1gr.11ﬁers and
fied. If one answers a child’s question or consults a dictionary, one
on finds that one sign leads to another and so on, indefinitely.
ifiers keep transforming into signifieds, and vice versa, and you
r arrive at a final signified which is not a signifier in itself.
In other words, Derrida argues that when we read a sign, meaning is
mmediately clear to us. Signs refer to what is absen't, so in a sense
eanings are absent, too. Meaning is continually moving a{ong on a
chain of signifiers, and we cannot be precise about its exact ‘location’,
secause it is never tied to one particular sign.
Now, for Derrida the structure of the sign is determined by the trace
¢ French meaning carries strong implications of track, footprint,
: rint) of that other which is forever absent. This other is, of course,
riever to be found in its full being. Rather like the answer to a child’s
stion or a definition in a dictionary, one sign leads to another and so

e

What is the implication of this? That the projected ‘end’ of knowledge
uld ever coincide with its ‘means’ is an impossible dream of plenitude.
0 one can make the ‘means’ (the sign} and the ‘end’ (meaning) become
entical. Sign will always lead to sign, one substituting the other as
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| signifier and signified in turn. For Derrida the sign cannot be taken asa

| homogeneous unit bridging an origin (referent) and an end {meaning),
as semialogy, the study of signs, would have it. The sign must be studied
‘under erasure’, always already inhabited by the trace of another sign
~which never appears as such. o

In addition, language is a temporal process. When I read a
sentence its meaning often does not emerge until the end of the
sentence; and even then the meaning can be modified by later
signifiers. In each sign there are traces of other words which that sign
has excluded in order to be itself. And words contain the trace of the
ones which have gone before. All words/signs contain traces. They
are like reminders of what has gone before. Every word in a sentence,
every sign in a chain of meaning, has these traces in an inexhaustible
complexity.

; Meaning is never identical with itself; because a sign appears in

. different contexts it is never absolutely the same. Meaning will never

l stay quite the same from context to context; the signified will be altered

. by the various chains of signifiers in which it is entangled.

* The implication of this is that language is a much less stable affair
than was thought by structuralists such as Lévi-Strauss. None of the
elements is absolutely definable; everything is caught up and traced
through by everything else. Eagleton explains: ‘Nothing is ever fully
present in signs. Itis an illusion for me to believe that I can ever be fully
Present o you in what I say or write, because to use signs atall entails my
meaning being always somehow dispersed, divided and never quite at
one with itself. Not only my meaning, indeed, but ] myself: since
language is something | am made out of, rather than a convenient tool

I use, the whole idea that I am a stable, unified entity must also be a
fiction.’?

Phonocentrism~logocentrism

Derrida is mainly concerned with the role and function of language and
is famous for having developed a procedure called deconstruction. This
is a method of reading a text so closely that the author’s coriceptual
distinctions on which the text relies are shown to fail on account of the
inconsistent and paradoxical use made of these very concepts within the
text as a whole. In other words, the text is seen to fail by its own criteria;

the standards or definitions which the text sets up are used reflexively to

?
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unsettle and shatter the original distinctions. Derrida has uvsed this
: chnique against Husser], Rouss.eau, Saussure, Plato, Freud and
others; but the method can be applied to any text. '
The method of deconstruction is connected with w.hat Derrida calls
¢ ‘metaphysics of presence’. It is Derrida’s contention that ‘Husserl,
'ﬁg“ﬁﬂ:f?l?n;sﬁt all other philosophers, relies ggf@fe"gggpﬂpuo%oﬁan
mmediately available area of certainty. The origin and.foundation of
st philosophers’ theories is presence. In Husserl's case the searclh f(fr
e form of pure expression is at the same time a searcl} for that whx'ch is
mmediately present; thus implicitly, by being presentin an unmediated
v and present to itself, it is undeniably certain. ’
errida, however, denies the possibility of this presence.and in so
oing removes the ground from which philhosophe.rs have in gem_aral
ioceeded. By denying presence, Derrida is denymg thf1t there is a
rasent in the sense of a single definable moment which is ‘now’. For
ost people the present s the province of the known, We may be unsure
ofwhat took place in the past, of what may take place in the future, or of
‘what is taking place elsewhere, but we rely on our knowledge of the
resent, the here and now — the present perceptual world as we are
eﬁ:eriencing it. By challenging access ta the present Derrida poses a
hreat to both positivism and phenomenology.
Husser! made an important distinction in The Lagical Investigations
wveen expression and indication. The expression, iinke‘d to the
ntention 6f the speaker, is what we might call the pure meaning f’f the
em, and as such is distinguished from indication, which has a pointing
unction and could occur without any intentional meaning. Now,
errida has argued that pure expression will always involve an indicative
lement. Indication can never be successfully excluded from expression.
igns cannot refer to something totally other than themsel.ves. There_
no signified which is independent of the signifier./There is no realm i
f.fneaning which can be isolated from the marks which are used to
nt to it. -
Having argued that a realm of the independent signified does not
exist, Derrida concludes, first, that no particular sign can be regarded as
eferring to any particular signified and, second, that we are unable to .
scape the system of signifiers. In combination these conclusions imply 1
t there can be no unqualified presence.
Now, it is because of the assumption of presence that a priority has
een given to speech over writing. Derrida calls this phonocentrism.
peech has been regarded as prior because it is closer to the possibility :
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of presence. It is closer because speech implies immediacy. In speech
meaning is apparently immanent, above all when, using the inner voice
of consciousness, we speak to ourselves. In the moment of speech we
appear to grasp its meaning and are thereby able to capture presence, as
if the meaning was decided once and for all. Thus, unlike writing, which
is hopelessly mediated, speech is linked to the apparent moment and
place of presence and for this reason has had priority over writing. For
Derrida, therefore, phonocentrism is one of the effects of presence.
Derrida’s attempt to deconstruct the opposition betwen speech and
writing is linked to the uncovering of the metaphysics of presence as a
whole.

Derrida has also criticized Saussure for prescribing that linguistics
should be a study of speech alone rather than of speech and writing.
This is an emphasis shared by Jakobson, by Lévi-Strauss, indeed by all
semiological structuralists. Derrida suggests in Of Grammatology that
this rejection of writing as an appendage, 2 mere technique and yet a
menace built into speech ~ in effect, a scapegoat — is a symptom of a
much broader tendency. He relates this phonocentrism to logocentrism,
the belief that the first and last thing is the Logos, the Word, the Divine
Mind, the self-presence of full self-consciousness.

Derrida suggests that Husser] found evidence for self-presence in the
voice (phone) — not the ‘real’ voice, but the principle of the voice in our
interior soliloquy: “When [ speak I hear myself. I hear and understand
at the same time that I speak.” Husserl’s model of meaningful speech
is the silent conversation of consciousness with itself in solitary
mental life.

Speech is thought of as remaining closer to psychic interiority than
writing which symbolizes interiority only at one remove. When I speak,
1 seem to be truly myself. My spoken words seem to come from me, my
true, or real being. Writing does not seem to be so direct, so natural or
sincere. Compared with speech writing seems mechanical, second-
hand, a transcript of speech. Writing can be seen as deriving from
speech because it is thought of as purely phonetic transcription. Derrida
argues that from Plato to Heidegger and I.évi-Strauss, the Western
philosophical tradition has downgraded writing as if it were artificial and
alienated compared with the immediacy and vivacity of the human voice.
(This will be discussed in the next section when we consider Derrida’s
examination of specific texts by Rousseau and Lévi-Strauss.) Behind
this bias is a particular view of human beings; it is assumed that they can

spontaneously express themselves and that they can use language as
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it were a transparent medium for an inner trith about their being.
What this theory fails to see is that speaking could be just as much said to
1 second-hand form of writing as writing is said to be an inferior form
yeaking.
One of Derrida’s main concerns has been this privileging of voice as
the rﬁediurn of meaning and the consequent dismissal of writing as a
derivative form of expression. Western philosophy has focused on
ch, it has emphasized the voice. In this tradition the phenomeno-
ggléal structure of the voice is regarded as the most immediate evidence
|f-presence. Besides being ‘phonocentric’, Western philosophy.is
‘ogacentric’. Derrida uses the term ‘logocentric’ as a substitute for
physics in order to foreground that which has determined
physical systems of thought: their dependence on a /ogos. Western ]
philosophy assumes that there is an essence, or truth which acts as the
dation of all our beliefs; hence there seems to be a disposition, a
onging, for a_‘transcendental signifier’ which would directly relate,
rrespond, to a secure stable ‘franscendental signified’ (i.e. a logns).
Examples of such signs include: Idea, Matter, the World Spirit, God,
. Each of these concepts acts as the foundation of a system of thought
d forms an axis around which all other signs circulate. Derrida argues
that any such transcendental meaning is a fiction. wd
_ There are certain signifieds or meanings attached to such signifiers 2§
Authority, Freedom, Order which are highly valued in society.
etimes we think of these meanings as if they were the origin of all
thers. But it could be argued that for these meanings to have been
possible, other signs must already have been in existence in the first
ce. Whenever we think of an origin we often want to go back to an
even: earlier starting point. But these meanings are not always seen in
5 of origin, they are often seen in terms of goals, towards which al}
other meanings are advancing. Conceiving of things in terms of their
rientation towards a fefos or end point — teleology — is a way of
ganizing meanings in a hierarchy of significance. i
errida calls ‘metaphysical’ any thought-system which depends on 7
dation, a ground, or a first principle. First principles are often
defined by what they exclude, by a sort of ‘binary opposition’ to other
ncepts. These principles and their implied ‘binary opposites’ can
vays be deconstructed.
Derrida argues that all the conceptual oppositions of metaphysics
for ultimate reference the presence of a present. (He ofter uses the |
word ‘metaphysics’ as shorthand for ‘being as presence’.) For Derrida |
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the binary oppositions of metaphysics include: signifier/signified,
sensible/intelligible, speech/writing, speech (parole)/language (langue),
diachrony/synchrony, space/time, passivity/activity. One of his eriti-
cisms of the structuralists, as we shall see, is that they have not put these

concepts ‘under erasure’, that they have not put these binary oppositions

into question.

What are binary oppositions? They are a way of seeing, rather like -
ideologies. We know that ideologies draw sharp distinctions between
conceptual opposites such as fruth and falsity, meaning and nonsense, :
centre and periphery. Derrida suggests that we should try to break -
down the oppositions by which we are accustomed to think and which -

ensure the survival of metaphysics in our thinking: matter/spirit,

subject/object, veil/truth, body/soul, text/meaning, interior/exterior,

representation/presence, appearance/essence, etc. Derrida’s impor-

tance is that he has suggested a method whereby we can subvert these :
oppositions and show that one term relies on and inheres within the |

other,

Derrida argues that phonocentrism-logocentrism relates to centrism
itself — the human desire to posit a ‘central’ presence at beginning and
end. He states thatit is this longing for a centre, an authorizing pressure,
that spawns hierarchized oppositions. The superior term in these
oppositions belongs to presence and the logos, the inferior serves to
define its status and mark a fall. The oppositions between intelligible
and sensible, soul and body, seem to have lasted out ‘the history of
Western philosophy’, bequeathing their burden to modern linguistics
with its opposition between meaning and word. The opposition between
speech and writing takes its place within this pattern.

Rousseau and Lévi-Strauss

Derrida writes that many philosophers throughout history use the
opposition nature/culture. It is often stated that archaic man, living in an
innocent state of nature, comes upon a danger or insufficiency of one
sort or another bringing about a need or desire for community. In the
evolution of human beings from nature to society the latter stage of

existence is pictured as an addition to the original happy stage of nature. -
In other words, culture supplements nature. Before long culture comes |
 to take the place of nature. Culture, then, functions as a supplement in
two ways: itadds and it substitutes. At the same time it is potentially both :
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etrimental and beneficial. The structure of the nature/culture
position repeats itself in other traditional I?()lﬂl‘ltlESZ fm'. szxample,
hiealth/disease, purity/contamination, good/evil, speech/wnm?g'. The
term in each opposition traditionally constitutes the privileged
tity, the better state. ' -
Jerrida argues that when Rousseau describes an event or pheno- |
on he invariably ends up relying on the supplement. Although
ture is declared to be self-sufficient it needs culture. (In a similar way
cation for Rousseau aids the imsufficiencies of the untrained
ellect.) It is suggested by Derrida that there is no original,
pplemented nature but that matereis always alrt_:ady a supplemen-
‘entity. This device, sens rature, indicates the equivocal status of the
rm erased, warning, as I suggested earlier, the reader not to accept the
rd at face value. The marks of erasure acknowledge both the
nadequacy of the terms employed — their highly provisional status - and
act that thought simply cannot manage without them. Similarly,
Derrida has a mistrust of metaphysical language but accepts the_}
cessity to work within that language. ™
Rousseau believed that speech was the originary, the healthiest and
the most natural condition of language; writing was merely derivative
nd somehow debilitating, What Derrida does (by a close analysis of
Rousseau’s texts, particularly the Essay on the Origin of Languages) is to
w. that Rousseau contradicts himself, so that, far from proving
eech-to be the origin of language — and writing merely a parasitic
'~ his ess’ay confirms the priority of writing. In other words,
ssean’s text confesses what he is at such pains to deny; his text
nniot mean what it says or literally say what it means.
he theme of lost innacence is also to be found in the work of Lévi-
trauss, to which I now turn. However before I outline Derrida’s
ism of Lévi-Strauss, it may be useful to go over the main features of
atter’s structuralist approach. Structuralism, an attempt to isolate -
eral structures of human activity, found its main analogies in
istics. Itis well known that structural linguistics performs four basic
erations: it shifts from the study of conscious linguistic phenomena to
idy of their unconscious infrastructure; second, it does not treat
ms as independent entities, taking instead as its basis of analysis the
ions between terms; third, it introduces the concept of system;
y, it aims at discovering general laws.
atare Derrida’s criticisms of structuralism? Firstly, he doubts the :
ility of general laws. Secondly, he questions the opposition of the !

R




5sub}ect and the object, upon which the possibility of objective
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I descriptions rests. In his view the description of the object is
contaminated by the patterns of the subject’s desire. Thirdly, he
questions the structure of binary oppositions, He invites us to undo the
need for balanced equations, to see if each term in an opposition is not,
after all, an accomplice of the other.

The structuralism of Lévi-Strauss can be characterized as a search
for invariant structures or formal universals which reflect the nature of
homan intelligenice. This approach lends support to the traditional idea
of the text as'a bearer of stable meanings and the critic as a faithful
seeker after'truth in the text. Derrida suggests that when Lévi-Strauss
describes the life of the Nambikwara and their transition to civilization
he takes upon himself the burden of guilt produced by this encounter
between civilization and the ‘innocent’ culture it ceaselessly exploits.?
Lévi-Strauss gives expression, like Rousseau, to an eloquent longing for
the lost primordial unity of speech before writing. Writing for Lévi-
Strauss is an instrument of oppression, means of colonizing the
primitive mind. In Derrida’s view there is no pure ‘authenticity’ as Lévi-
Strauss imagines; the theme of lost innocence is a romantic illusion.

Derrida’s critique of Lévi-Strauss follows much the same path as his
deconstructive readings of Saussure and Rousseau.* Once again it is a

- matter of taking a repressed theme, pursuing its textual ramifications

and showing how these subvert the very order that strives to hold them

- in check. The ‘nature’ which Rousseau identifies with a pure,
- unmediated speech, and Lévi-Strauss with the dawn of tribal

awareness, expresses nostalgia for lost innocence, an illusory meta-

. physics of presence which ignores the self-alienating character of alt

social existence.

Derrida situates the projectof Lévi-Strauss (like those of Saussureand.
Lacan) in logacentrism. One of the central problems of anthropology is:
-the passage from nature to culture. Derrida argues that Lévi-Strauss’

regularly and symptomatically ends up privileging the state of nature over

culture. Heappears sentimental and nostalgic, trappedin a Rousseauistic:
dream of innocent and natural primitive societies. Beneath the guilt and-

nostalgia, endemic to the field of anthropology, lies a Western
ethnocentrism masking itself as liberal and humane anti-ethnocentrism.

As for writing, Lévi-Strauss conceptualizes it as a late cultural

arrival, a supplement to speech, an external instrument, Speech is

endowed with all the metaphorical attributes of life and healthy vitality,

writing with dark connotations of violence and death.’
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Demda has made similar comments on Saussure. He has criticized
Gaussure's Course in General Linguistics for the sharp distinction
I it maintains between the signifier and the signified, a
snﬁcnon which is congruent with the traditional opposition of
ef' and spirit, or substance and thought. (Traditionally, this
ition has always been elaborated in ways which privilege spirit
i/or thought as something that precedes matter or substance.)
ida suggests that the distinction between signifier and signified
gn]y be maintained if one term is believed to be final, incapable
-ferring beyond itself to any other term. If there is no such term,
very signified functions in turn as a signifier, in an endless play
ification.

rrida, in short, is critical of Saussure’s notion of the sign and
s that the traditional concept of signifier and signified rests firmly
thin'the phonocentric-logocentric episteme. One of the characteristics
¢ logocentric epoch is that there is a general debasement of writing
 'preference for phonetic writing (writing as imitated speech).
re is, then, 4 rooted Western prejudice which tries to reduce writing
stable meaning equated with the character of speech. It is widely
1d that in spoken language meaning is ‘present’ to the speaker through
ct-of inward self-surveillance which assures a perfect, intuitive ‘fit’
en intention and utterance,

Derrida demonstrates that in Saussurian linguistics privilege is
d to speech as opposed to written language. Voice becomes a
hor of truth and authenticity, a source of self-present ‘living’
'as opposed to the secondary, lifeless emanations of writing.
g is systematically degraded and is seen as a threat to the |
tiona] view that associates truth with self-presence. This repres- |
f writing lies deep in Saussure’s proposed methodology and
in his refusal to consider any form of linguistic notaton
tside the phonetic-alphabetical script of Western culture. Against
ew Derrida argues that writing is, in fact, the precondition of
ge and must be conceived as prior to speech. Writing is the
play’ or element of undecidability within every system of
munication. -
Itshould be pointed out that for Derrida ‘writing’ does not refer to the |
ipirical concept of writing {which denotes am intelligible system of
ions on a material substance); writing is the name of the structure
ys already inhabited by the trace. This broadening of the term,
ida argues, was made possible by Sigmund Freud.

~d
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Freud and Lacan

[ Derrida argues that it is no accident that when Freud tried to describe

the workings of the psyche he had recourse to metaphorical models
which are borrowed not from spoken language but from writing.” (This,

of course, raises the question of what a text is and what the psyche must

{_be like if it can be represented by a text.) :
At first, from about the time of ‘Project for a Scientific Psychology’
(1895), Freud used mechanical models, but these were soon discarded.
As Freud moved from neurological to psychical modes of explanation he
began increasingly to refer to metaphors of optical mechanisms. Then,
in TheTiterpretation of Dreams (1900), Freud thou ghtitmore appropriate
to compare dreams with a system of writing than with spoken language,
In order to suggest the strangeness of the logico-temporal relations in
dreams Freud constantly referred to alphabetic writing as well as non-
phonetic writing (pictographs, rebuses, hieroglyphics) in peneral,
Dream symbols, he wrote, frequently have more than one or even
several meanings and, as with Chinese script, the correct interpretation
can only be arrived at on each occasion from the context.
Later, in ‘Note on the Mystic Writing Pad’ (1925), Freud used a
\_writing apparatus as a metaphor for the working of the psyche. A child’s
toy had come on the market under the name of the Mystic Writing Pad.

r

You may have come across a modern version of it. Basically, it consisted .

of a celluloid covering-sheet which rested upon a wax slab. One could
write on it with a pointed stylus and the writing could be erased by
raising the double covering sheet by a little pull, starting from the free
lower end. The pad, cleared of writing, is thus ready to receive fresh
|” messages. Freud argued that its construction was very much like that of
the perceptual apparatus. It had an ever-ready receptive surface and
could retain permanent traces of the inscriptions made on it; the wax
. slab, in fact, represented the unconscious. ,
}f In shert, Freud found in the Mystic Writing Pad a model that would
! contain the problematics of the psyche — a virgin surface that still
retained permanent traces. The Freudian argument is that the
establishment of permanent traces in the psychic apparatus pFéﬁIﬁH%S
the possibility of immediate perception. In other words, we have
‘memory-traces’, marks which are not a part of conscious memory,
which may be energized into consciousness long afterwards and so
affect us,

’"" Derrida’s chief interest in Freudian psychoanalysis lies in the fact that
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;ches and uses a certain method of deciphering texts. Freud lists the’
atechniques used by the ‘dream-work’ of the psychic apparatus to
t'l:-;-t or refract the ‘forbidden’ dream-thoughts, to produce .the picto-
hic script of the dream: condensation, displacement, considerations

: l:': sresentability and secondary revision, Condensation and displace-
ot may be rhetorically translated as met:.lphor ﬂIlld metonymy.
. third item on the list refers to th.e technique which dllstiorts. an
a-so that it can be presented as dn image. Secondary revision is a
hic force that smooths over contradictions and creates an apparent
ess.
Dq?:ﬁt(;aggggested that the verbal text is constituted by cor}cea!ment as
ch as by revelation. Freud suggests that where the subject is not in
“trol of the text, where the text looks very smooth or very clumsy, is
vhiere readers should fix their gaze. Derrida develops this furt_ht'zr, he
sests that we should fasten upon a small but teli-tale moment in the
which harbours the author’s sleight of hand and ‘.Nhlch cannot be
issed simply as contradiction. We should examine that passage
vhere we can provisionally locate the rr_mment when the text -
gresses the laws it apparently sets up for itself, and thus unravel —
sconstruct — the very text.
reud’s greatest contemporary interpreter isjacql’les Lacan. Let me
efly remind you of the key features of Lacan’s L!wught befor.e
putlining Derrida’s critique of it. Like Freud, Lacan demes’that thereis
difference in kind between ‘the normal’ and ‘the abnormal’. Moreover,
¢ rejects the work of those American pSYCthOngtS‘ wl}o st‘ress that. the;
'gb is the primary determinant of the psyche. Ir} his view ‘the su_b]ect
- can never be a total personality and is forever divided frtE)m the abject of
its desire. Lacan goes on to define the unconscious in terms of Fhe
triicture of a language. This extends Freud in a direction that Derrida
vould endorse, but, nevertheless, the relationship between these
thinkers is an uneasy one. . ]
. It would seem to an outside observer that Lacan and QE!‘_I;LC}a have a
ot in common: they are both deeply concerned with anti-positivist
éories of language and are highly aware of language’s metap_horu:ity.
condly, both thinkers have been influenced by Freud’s theo'nes of the
“ unconscious and the dream as a text. This means that they are interested
Cin (ways of) ‘readi“ng’ and (styles of) ‘writing’. Thirdly, they both draw
attention, as did Freud, to the relationship between nature and cultu.rg_.J
“And so, why is there an uneasy relationship between them? I?f:r?da
argues that the goal of Lacanian analysis is to draw out and establish ‘the
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truth’ of the subject, and it appears to him that in spite of giving to the
uncenscious the structure of a language Lacan has entrenched some of
Freud’s (metaphysical) suggestions by making the unconscious the :
source of ‘truth’. Derrida believes that .acan sees himself as unveiling
‘the true’ Freud and is sceptical of Lacan's notions of ‘truth’ and
‘authenticity’, seeing them as remnants of a post-war existentialist ethic,
the unacknowledged debts to Hegelian phenomenology.
Derrida believes that Lacan simplifies Freud's text. In Lacanian
analysis the truth (logos) systematically shines forth as spoken or voiced. -
1 Psychoanalysis remains ‘the talking cure’ founded on spoken truth.”
| Derrida cautions us that when we learn to reject the notion of the .
primacy of the signified (of meaning over word) we should not satisfy our =
longing for transcendence by giving primacy to the signifier (word over
{ meaning). He feels that Lacan has done precisely this. _
" Istated earlier that Derrida is attempting to subvert the logocentric ¢
theory of the sign. Traditionally, the signifier refers to the signified, that
is, an acoustic image signifies an ideal concept, both of which are .
present to consciousness. The signifier ‘dog’ indicates the idea ‘dog’; *
‘ the real dog, the referent, is not present. In Derrida’s view the sipr marks

an absent presence. Rather than present the object we employ the sign;
however, the meaning of the sign is always postponed or deferred.
Derrida has developed a concept which he calls ‘différance’ and

H

form — and to “to defer’ — to delay, to postpone (the French verh différer
,has both these meanings). Spoken French makes no phonetic
distinction between the endings ‘-ance’ and *-ence’; the word registers

" as différence. This undetected difference shows up only in writing.
The advent of the concept of writing, then, is a challenge to the very;

[ idea of structure; for a structure always presumes a centre, a fixed
'\ principle, a hierarchy of meaning and a solid foundation; and it is just
!

these notions which the endless differing and deferring of writing
| throws into question.
= As we have seen, Derrida’s analysis of Husserl led him to portr
language as an endless play of signifiers. Once an independe
signified was abandoned signifiers referred to other signifiers whic
yet again referred to signifiers. Language is thus the play
differences which are generated by signifiers which are themselv
the product of those differences. Derrida incorporates into th
~ meaning of différance the sense of deferring. Différance is itse
| endlessly deferred. :

- individual subject to the text. Thus from N
. the human subject — traditionally the focug Ufphilosophical thought as
. the place of experience, morality, chojge

. abandoned.
=i Derrida suggests that the main characgeﬁsﬁcs of Nietzsche’s work
- are a systematic mistrust of metaphysics ang , su
~« < 4ruth’ and ‘meaning’. Many cultural relativig,q believe that. although we
- may interpret the world differently according !
" /is a single world which we are all interpreting_ For Nietzsche
~ there is no single physical reality beyond ouy 3, ;

Derrida and deconstry ;. i

Mietzsche and mEtaphor

Derrida’s acknowledged ‘precursors’ wep, Nietzsche. Freud and
Heidegger. They all felt a need for the Strategy of s ram;e' Heidegger
put ‘Being’ under erasure, Freud ‘the psyche’, an d. Nietzsche
‘snowing’.? It seems that post-strucCturaligeg o ,as Derrida have
not so much followed in Nietzsche’s foUtSteps 2 rediscovered his
philosophical stance, 2 stance that owes its character to an all-pervasive

- reflexivity.

The current emphasis on reflexivity (3 form of self-awareness, d
turning back on oneself) is in part due to a ¢y cal shift of focus from the

ietzsche to Derrida we see

and will — gradually

spicion of the values of

our social context, there
however,

i . terpretations. There are
only perspectives. )

Rooted in Nietzsche’s philosophy is the implicit stance that there are
o final conclusions; the text can never be fived and as a result it can
ever be deciphered either. Nietzsche beljeye, that we are unable to

our ‘trappedness’ but we
cepts which trap us. The
could express it, we would

unable to do so other than in the very ¢q,
riginal thought therefore eludes us, for if we
t, after all, be trapped.”.

Nietzsche, then, was deeply aware of the problem that one is bound
ne's perspective. One of his ways of Coping with this was by the

egy of intersubstituting opposites. If on ;¢ always bound by one’s
rspective, one can at least deliberately reverg, perspectives as often as

Nietzsche problematized, for example, y,q opposition between
aphor’ and ‘concept’, ‘body’ and ‘ming’, | mention this because

{

|
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/ Nietzsche’s undoing of opposites is rather like Derrida’s undoing of
them as a part of deconstructive practice.

| For Nietzsche there is no possibility of a literal, true, self-identical

|meaning. (Derrida, too, is deeply committed to the view that
philosophical discourse is something to be deciphered.) Nietzsche

i described the figurative drive as the impulse towards the formation of

{ metaphors. Every idea, he said, originates through an equating of the

t unequal. Metaphor is the establishing of an identity between dissimilar

 things:

What, therefore, is truth? A mobile army of metaphars, metonymies,

1 anthropomorphisms; truths are illusions of which one has forgotten that they
are iltusions . ., coins which have their obverse effaced and now are no longer
of account as ceins but merely as metal, !’

i In his later work Nietzsche gave this figurative drive the name ‘will to
! power’. Our so-called will to truth is the will to power because the so-
called drive for knowledge can be traced back to a drive to appropriate
and conquer. Sometimes Nietzsche places this abstract will to power, an
incessant figuration, not under the control of any knowing subject but
rather in the unconscious. Indeed, for Nietzsche the important main
activity is unconscious, that is, it takes place in that vast arena of the
mind of which the so-called ‘subject’ knows nothing. Derrida has
remarked that both Nietzsche and Freud questioned, often in a very
similar way, the self~assured certitude of consciousness,
In many ways, then, Nietzsche anticipates both the style and the
- strategy of Derrida’s writing. Nietzsche held that philosophy from Plato
-to the present had suppressed the fact that language -is -radically

! metaphorical in chardcter. Philosophy utilized metaphors but disguised
| this fict, All philosophies, whatever their claim to logic or reason, rested
( on a shifting texture of figurative language, the signs of which were
\ systematically repressed. In Nietzsche’s view the Sophists, a school of

rhetorician-philosophers in ancient Greece, came closer to wisdom by
{ implicitly acknowledging what Socrates has to deny: that thinking is

{
} always and inseparably bound to the rhetorical devices that support it. .
l

i

Following Nietzsche, Derrida makes the point that all language is
ineradicably metaphorical, working by tropes and figures. It is a mistake
to believe that any language is literally literal, Literary works are in a
sense less deluded than other forms of discourse, because they
implicitly acknowledge their own rhetorical status. Other forms of:

{

!
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writing are just as figurative and ambiguous but pass themselves off as
unguestionable truth.

One of the implications of this view is that literature «,, 10 longer be
seen as a kind of poor relatien to philosophy. There is 1 jear division
between literature and philosophy, nor between « .ycism’ and
‘creation’. Since metaphors are essentially ‘g'I'DllIldlESS’, mere substitu-
tions of one set of signs for another, language tends ¢, betray its own
fictive and arbitrary nature at just those points where it j5 ,ffering to be
most intensively persuasive. In short, philosophy, 13y, 4pd political
theory work by metaphor just as poems do, and so are just as fictional.

Understanding metaphor

i

The study of metaphor is becoming important as it is he;,, g realized that/
language does not simply reflect reality but helps ;" onstitute it.
Attention is now being increasingly given to how rhgiqeal devices
shape our experience and our judgements, hcmf language serves tcj
promote the possibilities of certain kinds of action 55,4 eyclude the
practicability of others. ;
: In the past, metaphor was often studied as an aspect g yp,q expressive
-~ function of language, but it is actually one of the essenyjy| conditions of
P ."'spcech. Language works by means of transference fyo one kind of
reality to another and is thus essentially metaphorical. §, . peaple have !
‘urged that technical and scientific language shoulg . purged of
metaphor but, as we have seen, metaphorical expressigne are rooted in
anguage itself. For example, we habitually think ¢ organizations |
patially, in terms of up and down. We tend to thiny . theories as 5
though they were buildings, and so we talk of foundatil)ns, frameworks, |
stc, ‘Base’ and ‘superstructure’ are fundamental CONeepyg j Marxism. 1}
]
i

As Derrida has shown, even philosophy is permeateg with metaphor
without knowing it.
Meaning shifts around, and metaphor is the name of the process by ¢
which it does se. It is a threat to orderly language ang ,j1ows for the
oliferation of meaning. First, there is no limit g the number of
metaphors for any given idea. Second, metaphor is g go. f rhetorical
double-bind, which states one thing but requires yy, ¢, ynderstand
mething different. (I found it interesting tO log. that many
schizophrenics cling to the literal and avoid metaphoyg pecause these
e ultimately undecidable.) Metaphors evoke rdationships and the

!
3

q

!
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making of the relationships is very much the task of the hearer or reader.
Indeed, understanding a metaphor is as much a creative endeavour as
making a metaphor, and as little guided by rules. Metaphor is ubiquitous
and ineradicable.

I want to stress the point that metaphors are not just the concern of
the poet or the literary critic, not just figures of speech; they represent
one of the ways in which many kinds of discourse are structured and
powerfully influence how we conceive things. I would like you to

T’ consider for a moment the metaphor ‘time is money’. In our culture time
is money in many ways; we calculate telephone calls, hourly wages,
interests on loans. But not only do we ad as if time is a valuable
commodity, we also conceive of time that way. ‘I don’t have the time to

I give you’ ‘How do you spend your time these days?® Thus we

| understand and experience time as the kind of thing that can be spent,
| wasted, budgeted, invested wisely or foolishly, saved or squandered,
| “Time is money’, ‘time is a limited resource’ and ‘time is a valuable

* commodity’ are all metaphorical concepts. They are metaphorical since

we are using our everyday experiences with money, limited resources
and valuable commodities to conceptualize time. But this is not the only
way in which human beings may conceptualize time; it is tied to our
culture. There are cultures where time is none of these things.

Let us consider another example: the organizing metaphors
surrounding work and leisure. One does a full day’s work; one is in or
out of work. Leisure time, on the other hand, is to be filled; holiday

- weekends are breaks between work. We associate the metaphor of work

‘with plenitude, with something of importance, and that of leisure with

emptiness, with a vacuum. The metaphors reinforce the idea of life as
first and foremost the life of work, while activities outside of it belong to

5 the frivolous and not to the main business of life, Metaphors like these

are particularly insidious since they are so interwoven into our speech

: that their flavour of metaphor is lost upon speakers and hearers.

gt

The politics of metaphor

Our ordinary language is saturated with metaphor. For example, in our
society argument is in part structured, understood, performed and
talked about in terms of war. There is a position to be established and
defended, you can win or lose, you have an opponent whose position you
attack and try to destroy and whose argument you try to shoot down. The

Derrida and deconstrycrion *

language of argument is, basically, the language of physical combat.
That ‘argument is war’ is built into the conceptual system of the culture
in which we live. Lakoff and Johnson have pointed gut that jt need notbe
so; that one can easily imagine societies in which areument is concei}red
differently — for example as theatrical performancégilliu[‘n such a society
both argument itself and the criteria for succegg or failure in argument \
would be quite unlike our own. '
Some metaphors, in certain historical Periods, have been liberating.
The historian Christopher Hill has described how i the seventeenth
century nature came to be thought of as 5 machine to be understood,
. controlled and improved upon by knﬂwledge_u Nature as a machine
was (at that time) a tremendously exciting, liberating idea- Human
' beings were freed from Providence or divine will and could not only
- understand the world better but could begin to change it. .
. I think that the ereative or imaginative aspect of socjological thEOI.‘les‘?
. often lies in their use of metaphor. Parsons likeng society to 2 biological
" grganism; Marx uses the metaphor of 4 building, the base anfl
* superstructure; Goffman uses the metaphor of 4 stage ‘perfgrmance;wg
- Metaphors serve to draw attention nog only to similarities but‘ to
. differences. As the theory develops and becomes more Drecise,
" concepts emerge that sometimes have ligle to do with the original
‘metaphor.
:An influential pust-struqturalist thinker, the late Michel Foucault
(whose work on the social sciences and the relagions berween power and
knowledge will be discussed in the next chapter), was particularly for%d
{ using ‘geographical’ metaphors such a territory, domain, soil,
rizon, archipelago, geopolitics, region, landscape. He also makes
ofuse use of spatial metaphors — position, displacement, Sité ﬁe%d.
Althusser, too, in Reading Capital uses many spatial metaphors {terrain,
ace, site, etc.). Foucault suggests that, since Bergson perbaps, there
§ been a devaluation of space. Space has beeq treated as the dead, the
fixed, the undialectical, the immobile; time, on the contrary, was
hness, fecundity, life, dialectic. But to talk in terms of space does not
mean that one is hostile to time. Althusser belieyed that the use of spatial
etaphors in his work was necessary but at the same e TreETessive,
-rigorous. Foucault, on the other hand, wag more positive. He said
that'it is thronugh these spatial obsessions that he came 1 what he was looking
the relations that are possible between power and knowledge- ‘Once
wledge can be analysed in terms of region, domain, implantati(?n, ;
placement, transposition, one is able to capture the process by which |

———y
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power.’!?

I'believe that metaphors determine to a large extent what we can think
in any field. Metaphors are not idle flourishes ~ they shape what we dao.
They can help to make, and defend, a world view. Itis important that the
implications of the metaphors we employ or acceptare made explicit and
that the ways in which they structure our thought and even our action are
better understood. I also want to stress that metaphors can be productive
of newinsights and fresh illuminations. They can promete unexpected or
subtle parallels or analogies. Metaphors can encapsulate and put forward
proposals for another way of looking at things. Through metaphor we
- can have an increased awareness of alternative possible warlds,

Deconstruction and Marxism

| The metaphor most often used by deconstructionists is that of the
* palimpsest; reading texts resembles the X-raying of pictures which
discovers, under the epidermis of the last painting, another hidden
picture. Deconstructive criticism takes the ‘metaphoric’ structure of a
text seriously. Since metaphors are not reducible to truth, their own
| structures ‘as such’ are part of the text. The deconstructive procedure is
! to spot the point where a text covers up its grammatical structure.
| Gayatri Spivak puts it like this:

Ifin the process of deciphering a text in the raditional way we COme across a
word that seems to harbour an unresolvable contradiction, and by virtue of
being one word is made sometimes to work in one way and sometimes in
another and thus is made to point away from the absence of a unified
meaning, we shall catch at that word. If a metaphor seems to suppress its
implications, we shall catch at that metaphor. We shall follow its adventures
through the text coming undone as a structure of concealment, revealing its
self-transgression, its undecidability.'*

gDerrida has provided a method of ‘close-reading’ a ‘text’ very similar to
' psychoanalytic approaches to neurotic symptoms. Deconstructive
‘close-reading’, having ‘interrogated’ the text, breaks through its
defences and shows that a set of binary oppositions can be found
‘inscribed’ within it. In each of the pairs, private/public, masculine/
feminine, same/other, rational/ irrational, true/false, central/peripheral,
etc., the first term is privileged. Deconstructors show that the

knowledge functions as a form of power and disseminates the effects of ,

- ynified meaning but rather a moment that genuinely

Derrida and deconstruction 5

‘privileged’ term depends for its identity on its excluding th, other and

demonstrate that primacy really belongs to the SUbOI‘dinate term |

instead. _ . )
Derrida’s procedure is to examine the minute Particularg of an

undecidable moment, nearly imperceptible displacements, that might
otherwise escape the reader’s eye. He tries to locate not 4 moment of
ambiguity or irony ultimately incorporated into the texpg system of

thl‘eatens to

A

collapse that system. Derrida’s method is not that of Hegey Hegel’s

idealist method consists in resolving by sublation the COntradictions
between the binary oppositions.

Derrida stresses the point that it is not enough simply to Deutralize the
binary oppositions of metaphysics. Deconstruction involves pa,, ersal and

. displacement. Within the familiar philosophical Oppositiong ¢here is

always a violent hierarchy. One of the two terms controls the other, holds

"the superior position. The first move in deconstructing the OPposition is

to overthrow the hierarchy. In __Lhmg_rggx_y phase this TEVersal must be

. displaced, the winning term puf ‘under erasure’. Decons_trucﬁom ther,

is the attempt

to focate the promising marginal text, to disclose the undecidabe Moment, o
pry it loose with the positive lever of the signifier, to reverse the resident
hierarchy, only to displace it; to dismantle in order to TECONStityte what is
always already inscribed.

efore making some critical remarks, let me try to sum up. Derrida has
‘made a close study of many philosophers: Nietzsche, Rousseau,

Husserl, Heidegger and others. He argues that they'have been able to
mpose their various systems of thought only by ignc_'rmg. OF Suppressing
the disruptive effects of language. One of the ruling illusiong of Western
metaphysics is that reason can somehow grasp the world.without aclose
ttention to language and arrive at a pure, self-authentlcaﬁng truth or
method. Derrida's work draws attention to the ways in which fﬂnguag e
eflects the philosopher’s project. He does this by focusing on

metaphors and other figurative devices at work in the texts of

ilosophy. In this way Derrida underlines the rhetoricg] Nature of
philosophical arguments.

Deconstruction stresses the irreducibility of metaphor, the difference
play within the very constitution of literal meaning. It g0\ 0o
membered that deconstruction is not simply a strategic reversal of
categories which otherwise remain distinct and unaffecteq It is an

i
i

i
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activi . .
et ;:g' Ic:;; rt:a(émg in which texts must be read in a radically new way,
b | ms D€ an awareness of ambivalence, of the discrepanc :
eaning and the author’s assertion. Derrida discovers a set o}f,
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dtﬁhg to himself, a citation, or a phrase overheard and noted for further
se? Perhaps the umbrella is seen as some sort of defence, a protection
m the weather? Nietzsche, on the verge of breakdown, has left his
fences behind; caught in a rainstorm, he has forgotten his umbrella.
course, it could also be analysed in Freudian terms, as psychoanalysis
ften focuses on the significance of forgetting and phallic objects. ‘I have
gotten my umbrella’: the phrase is undecidable. This llustration
ild be a metaphor for the whole of Derrida’s text.

As we saw with Derrida’s work on Saussure and Lévi-Strauss,
econstruction questions the self-identity of signifier and signified and
self-presence of the speaking subject and the voiced sign. There is
abandonment of all reference to a centre, to a fixed subject, to a
rivileged reference, to an origin, to an absolute founding and
ontrolling first principle.

Deconstruction disarticulates traditional conceptions of the author
nd the work and undermines conventional notions of reading and
history. Instead of mimetic, expressive and didactic theories of
iterature’ it offers textuality (ézriture). It kills the author, turns history
‘and tradition into intertextuality and celebrates the reader.!”

"One of the main features of post-structuralist theory is the
deconstruction of the self. In place of a unified and stable being or
‘consciousness we get a multifaceted and disintegrating play of selves.
‘The reader, like the text, is unstable. With deconstruction the categories
‘criticism’, ‘philosophy’ and Titerature’ collapse, borders are overrun.

he work, now called ‘text’, explodes beyond stable meaning and truth
towards the radical and ceaseless play of infinite meanings. Critical
writing, formerly analytical and coherent, becomes playfully fragmented.
. Is this a result of Derrida’s view of language? It has been suggested by

:Tcrry Eagleton that

s
i
E
3

'

meaning may well be ultimately undecidable if we view language
contemplatively, as a chain of signifiers on a page; it becomes ‘decidable’ and
words like ‘trutl?’, ‘reality’, “knowledge’, and ‘certainty’ have something of
their force restored to them when we think of language rather as something
we do, as indissociably interwoven with our practical forms of life.'®

The deconstructor’s method often consists of deliberately inverting
traditional oppositions and marking the play of hitherte invisible
_concepts that reside unnamed in the gap between opposing terms. In the
move from hermeneutics and semiotics to deconstruction there is a shift
,Df focus from identities to differences, unities to fragmentations,

PR P
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antology to philosophy of language, epistemology to rhetoric, presence
to absence. According to one recent commentator ‘deconstruction

celebrates dissemination over truth, explosion and fragmentation over -

unity and coherence, undecidable spaces over prudent closures,
playfulness and hysteria over care and rationality’."?

It is said that every boundary, limit, division, frame or margin instals 2
line separating one entity or concept from another. That is to say, every
border marks a difference. The question of the border is a question of

' difference. Derrida writes, ‘No border is guaranteed, inside or out.’
Applied to texts, this finding becomes ‘no meaning can be fixed or
decided upon’. According to deconstructionists there is nothing other
than interpretaticvn.20 As there is neither an undifferentiated nor a literal
bottom or ground, the activity of interpretation is endless. Itis also a fact
that every text tends itself to deconstruction and to further deconstruc-
tion, with nowhere any end in sight. Finally, no escape outside the
logocentric enclosure is possible since the interpreter must use the
concepts and figures of the Western metaphysical tradition. The term
used to describe the impasse of interpretation (‘there is no way out’) is
aporia. “The supreme irony of what Derrida has called logocentrism is
that its critique, deconstruction, is as insistent, as monotonous and as
inadvertently systematizing as logocentrism itself??!

Having given a few criticisms of Derrida and deconstruction, I now

want to ask, ‘Are his methods allied or opposed to Marxism?’ When”

faced with new approaches such as deconstruction itis very hard to try to
work out whether they are useful aids in building a new socialist order or
are just other forms of bourgeois recuperation and domination. I think I
am right in saying that deconstruction is, for Derrida, ultimately a
political practice, an attempt to dismantle the logic by which a particular
system of thought and, behind that, a whole system of political
structures and social institutions maintains its force. But in practice it

cannot be denied that his work has been grossly unhistorical and -

politically evasive.? One post-structuralist, Michel Foucault, argued
that Derrida’s own decision to avoid questions about the extent to which
the text arises out of and reflects underlying social practices itself
reflects a social practice. He said that by deliberately restricting himself
to textual analysis the question of evaluating textual analysis as a social
and political practice cannot be raised. Inso far as textual undecidability
precludes raising questions about truth it perpetuates the status quo.
On the other hand, some commentators have suggested that
deconstruction, by unsettling the theories with which we have

Derrida a
7]
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surrounded ou : '

conld ll;e differer:t3 l;zst’tileal:cwi:: (;Eo "Ndicate that our account of the world
Derrida seems to believe that i{nnﬂt tell us how it would be different.
the structures within which weeconsm"cﬁ““ is able gradually to shift
terrain of our work, and therel? Perate ‘little by litde to modify the
enough? Is Derrida playing amog Produce new figurations’. Is this
himself, and then parodying the Dfi t‘ge ‘;’;’-bs of language, ‘parodying

. - ody’?
deg:sﬁcﬁl;?whul?ts olf obServeq ﬂls-';t certain America of
ork to ensure ‘qp ; N uses
dominant political and ecunorn?él intSﬁmﬁonal closure” which serves the
also said that Marxist texts are s erests of American society, He has
concepts, themes that ¢ hot through with metaphors disguised as
, arry along . BUISES
baggage of presuppositions. Bug o with them a whole unrecognized
about -Marx — a silence thg
t e
pogrtlp;onement, a refusal as yet g ;::;abe ?g‘?&“e‘! atsh a prolonged
ere are some critics, like Frag. o056 With Marxist thought.

of synchronic thought must Soe ric Jameson, who feel that the claims
historical understanding, that "ehow be reconciled with those of
rhetoric and Marxist dialetic 24Bere must be a rapprochement between
Marxist model of represente;tio Ut other critics have suggested that the
up in a rhetoric of tropes and > Rowever refined in theory, is caught
Christopher Norris, for exam u:ages that entirely controls its logic.
inimical to Marxst thought. In ;. has argued that deconstruction is

deconstructive reading: ‘Q
deconstruction it is committed to
back to Nietzsche, rather thap M

Criticism enters the labyrinth of

& sceptical epistem
ar 25 p p ology that leads

subject. Deconstructionism asse dgainst the privileging of the unitary

relations to something other t, s that literary texts do not have

struction is not concerned Withan themselves. It follows that decon-

that exi : ; Aming anybody for th itati

\vl:iclinszsérfiltzc?uggzn\:;or?tlsd entg; sorfe kif}d 0? vglr.lta;e E;é)ili?tltﬁomn
Could be delj X

wrote that elivered. Eagleton, in 1981,

many of the vauntedly nove

reproduce some of thye moslt S:fr;nes of decanstruction do litle more than

The modest disownment of the Monplace topics of bourgeois liberalism.
%%, method and system; the revulsion from
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\ Call d notative; the l . N D

plurality and heterogeneity; the Tecurrent gestures of hesitation and

indeterminacy; the devotion to gliding and process, slippage and movement
the distaste for the definitive — it is not difficult to see why such an idiom
Ehould become so quickly absorbed within the Anglo-Saxon academies, 26

is ‘a problematic that Sees meaning itself as terroristic’, Both left
reformism (social democracy) and ultra-leftism are among other things
antithetical responses to the failure or absence of 2 mass revolutionary
movetnent.

vahies. He has a continuing critical engagement with the truth-claims
and ethical values of Enlightenment thought.*’ Derridean deconstruc-
tion supports the Enlightenment critique even while subjecting that
tradition to a radica redssessment.
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