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PRATARME

Si, trylikta, zurnalo Athena: filosofijos studijos numerj pavadinome Dekonstruo-
jant Derrida, taip iSreik§dami intelektualine duokle Siam isties nejprastam filoso-
fui. Skaitytojai, bent kiek susipazine su Derrida mintimi, nesunkiai supras tokio
pavadinimo polisemantiskuma, arba, vartojant paties mastytojo terming, reik§més
diseminacijg. Viena vertus, padalyvis ,dekonstruojant® nurodo j testinumg - tiek
dekonstrukcijos kaip filosofinés praktikos, atsizadancios pretenzijy j uzbaigtuma
ir universalumg, tiek paties Derrida filosofinio paveldo pasaulyje ir, svarbiausia,
Lietuvoje. Kita vertus, $io numerio dekonstrukcijos objektas, kaip matyti i§ pa-
vadinimo, yra pats Derrida, ir $ia prasme tai yra aporetiné ,dekonstrukcijos de-
konstrukcija®“. Vélgi, jei galvotume apie tai sialomoje Derrida paradigmoje, supras-
tume, jog toks gestas jokiu budu néra $io mastytojo filosofiniy principy validumo
arba originalumo uzklausimas, bet yra veikiau istikimybé. Istikimybé paciam de-
konstrukcijos metodui (tikslesniam terminui nesant), kurio objektas yra bet kas,
kas yra legitimuota tradicijos; istikimybé Derrida i$plétotai poststruktaralizmo
atmainai — su neatsiejamomis nuo jos etinémis implikacijomis; galiausiai i$tiki-
mybé paciam Derrida ir tam, ko i$ jo galéjome pasimokyti.

Kaip vienas i§ $io numerio rengéjy galéciau teigti, jog tryliktoji Athena yra
tikrai ,,deridiska“. Nors po Derrida mirties praéjo beveik penkiolika mety, filosofo
pradétas dekonstrukcijos projektas neturi aiskios pradzios ir juolab pabaigos (ka
irgi bandéme perteikti pavadinimu). Dekonstrukcija kaip projektas, kaip proce-
dara, kaip jvykis (taip ja sialé suvokti pats Derrida) meta i$$tukj tradiciniams skai-
tymams ir tradicinéms kalbésenoms bei suvokimams. Sj numerj rengéme tikrai
»dekonstruktyviai“: maziausiai noréjome, kad jis tapty ,,dar vienu numeriu apie
Derrida“, kuriame buty atkartojami jau filosofiniais truizmais tape Derrida karybos
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aspektai. IeSkojome budy, kaip islaikyti balansa (gal net iStrinti ribg) tarp naujovis-
kumo ir istikimybés filosofui, moksliskumo ir kiirybiskumo, lokalios Derrida min-
ties interpretacijos tradicijos ir globalios dekonstrukcijos recepcijos. Todél, uzuot
susikoncentrave j kiekybinius rodiklius (terminus, sugaistg laika, savo asmeninius
resursus), pasirinkome kokybe - jtraukti kuo daugiau balsy, kurie, nors ir kalba
apie daugiau ar maziau tg patj, daro tai visi$kai skirtingai. Toks numerio polifonis-
kumas yra svarbi salyga, kodél, tikime, $is numeris yra istikimas Derrida. Nors visi
raSome apie tg patj asmenj, savo ras§ymu jrodome, jog Derrida filosofiné sistema
negali buti redukuota j vieng ,,transcendentalinj signifikata®, jog ji yra jvairi, misri,
nevienalyté, tam tikra prasme — net netapati sau ir skirtinga savo pacios atzvilgiu.
Balsy, poziiriy, rasymo budy jvairové lemia skirtingas prieigas prie Derrida svars-
tytos problematikos. Tiesa, $iame numeryje nerasite pakeréty Derrida apologety ar
jo arsiy oponenty - kiekviena/s autoré/ius steigia kritine (istoring, konceptualine)
distancija su savo nagrinéjamu objektu. Many¢iau, kad butent todél $is numeris yra
vertas démesio — jame ne atkartojami gerai filosofams (ir edukuotai publikai) Zi-
nomi postulatai, bet reflektuojamos mastytojo iskeltos problemos, formuluojamos
naujos, o tai jrodo, kad Derrida néra vien skyrelis filosofijos istorijos enciklopedi-
joje, bet tam tikra prasme yra gyvas, tarp misy. Galiausiai noréciau pasidziaugti
uzsienio autoriy indéliu j §j numerj - tai reiskia, kad Derrida néra nei vietinés
fascinacijos objektas, nei koks filosofinis artefaktas; tai geriausias jrodymas, kad
miusy apibréztos problematikos turinys ir mastas yra svarbas ir aktualis globaliame
filosofijos diskurse.

Grupuodami straipsnius pagal skyrius, susidiiréme su problema: visi straips-
niai, nors ir yra unikalas ir svarsto skirtingus Derrida minties aspektus, atliepia
vienas kitg, vietomis ,,persipina“, remiasi panasiomis referencijomis ir sykiu islieka
skirtinguose kontekstuose. Todél nesitlyc¢iau vadovautis skyriy pavadinimais kaip
skaitymo instrukcija: veikiau skirstymas j skyrius leidzia skaitytojui pamatyti, apie
ka yra raSoma, taciau jau pradéjes skaityti, ji/s neiSvengiamai pastebés, kad eina ne
keturiais atskirais takais, bet vaiksto aplinkui, pamatydama/s ne tik kazka nauja,
bet ir tg patj — tiesa, visiSkai skirtingu rakursu.

Pirmajame skyriuje ,,Dekonstrukcijos praeitys ir ateitys“ Derrida mintis atsi-
duria ,,pries ir ,,po“ kontekstuose. Naglis Kardelis sitilo i§samig sokratisko elencho
ir deridisko dekonstrukcijos metody komparatyvisting (net genealoging) analize.
Savo analize autorius jokiu bidu nebando déti lygybés zZenklo tarp $iy dviejy priei-
gy, bet, nuodugniai nagrinédamas jy prielaidas, demonstruoja kritinés filosofinés
tradicijos istoring geneze, transformacijas bei Derrida graiky minties recepcija ir
interpretacijg. A$ savo straipsnio pagrindiniu veikéju pasirenku subjekts, j kurj

ziariu i$ dviejy konceptualiniy perspektyvy — poststruktaralizmo ir neseniai susi-



formavusios afekto teorijos, kurios abi uzklausia $ios sgvokos alibi, arba savaime
suprantamuma, filosofijos diskurse. Siy nebendramaciy prieigy sugretinimu mégi-
nu jrodyti, jog tiek lingvistiné-semiotiné deridiska dekonstrukcija, tiek materializ-
mo tradicija tesianti afekto teorija pateikia skirtingas optikas fiksuoti tam paciam
fenomenui - imanentiskai subjektui diferenciacijos logikai.

Antrajame skyriuje ,Dekonstrukcijos estetinés implikacijos, kaip matyti i§
pavadinimo, méginama gretinti deridiskg postruktiiralizma ir estetikg. Zinia, Der-
rida nebuvo i$plétojes estetinés sistemos — bent jau ta prasme, kad jg bity galima
vadinti sistema, todél abiejy autoriy darbai yra jdomas ne tik turinio ir argumenta-
cijos, bet ir metodologiniu pozitriu. Nors Juratés Levinos ir Dainos Habdankaités
straipsniy objektai yra skirtingos medijos - literatiira ir tapyba, jos abi renkasi
(post)fenomenologinj aparatg. Jaraté Levina, aptardama lietuviskai nenagrinéta
Derrida teksta, skirtg James'o Joyce’o magnus opus Ulisas, kartu su filosofu seka,
kaip grozinis tekstas rei$kiasi materialiai ir jusliskai (ir, atvirksciai, kaip jtekstintas
jusliskumas aktyvina tokig patirtj). Toks ,skaitymas® leidzia teigti, jog $i patirtis
néra eksterioriska, ,,primesta“ i§ iSorés, bet randasi kiinisSkumo plotméje i$ skaity-
tojo santykio su tekstu. Daina Habdankaité juda priesinga linkme ir, uzuot kalbé-
jusi apie paskiras patirtis, susitelkia ties autentiskos praeities patyrimo negalimybe.
Autoré karybingai jdarbina Holokausto atmintj reflektuojanc¢io Anselmo Kieferio
tapybg ir jtikinamai parodo, kaip joje galime pastebéti analogisky deridiskai de-
konstrukcijai principy.

Treciasis skyrius ,,Dekonstrukcijos pédsakai politikoje“ pradedamas Audro-
nés Zukauskaités straipsniu, kurio objektas - imuniteto logika. Autoré ja aptinka
(sekdama Jacques'u Derrida ir Roberto Esposito) religijoje ir demokratijoje kaip
veiklose, nuolatos brézianciose ribas tarp sava ir svetima. Ypac vertas démesio auto-
rés konceptualinis judesys, nulémes straipsnio struktirg: pradédama nuo biologi-
nio-medicininio imuniteto apibrézimo, autoré i$samiai aptaria imuniteto veikimo
mechanizmg religijoje ir (bio)politikoje, o galiausiai vél grjzta prie biologijos - ir,
remdamasi paskutiniais $io mokslo atradimais, dekonstruoja konvencionalig imu-
niteto sampratg. Almira Ousmanova kviecia leistis j ,,kelione® i ,,$Smékly teritori-
ja“ - SSRS. Remdamasi paties Derrida ir jo sekéjy jzvalgomis, autoré iesko paraleliy
tarp dekonstrukcijos ir Pertvarkos, tapusios viena SSRS zlugimo priezasciy. Sykiu
autoré imasi uzduoties apvalyti marksizmg nuo sovietinio kvazikomunizmo apna-
$y ir priminti apie emancipacinj potencialg, be kurio nepamastomi nei marksizmas,
nei dekonstrukcija. Rheuben Bundy, uzklausdamas Vakary epistemologijos ir tei-
sinés sistemos modus operandi, Derrida argumenta apie teisingumo neredukuo-
jamumg j teis¢ papildo postkolonijinés tradicijos mastytojo Boaventura de Sousa
Santos jzvalgomis. Autorius skatina i§ esmés permastyti teisingumo pagrindus ir,
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uzuot ieSkojus universaliy racionalumo ir teisingumo principy, slepianciy savyje
epistemologinés prievartos mechanizma, susitelkti ties pliuralizmu ir situatyvumu
bei i$ jy atsirandanciu solidarumu.

Paskutinis, ketvirtasis, skyrius ,Dekonstrukcija ir etikos (kontro)versijos®
prasideda nuo Dainos Habdankaités kruopsciai atlikto Jacques’o Derrida ir Eli-
sabeth Roudinesco pokalbio apie mirties bausme vertimo. Sig tema tesia Danuté
Baceviciuté: pasak autorés, nors mirties bausmés problema galétume (norétume)
laikyti nominaliai iSspresta (tokia bausmé yra panaikinta daugelyje civilizuoty $a-
liy), tai jokiu budu nereiskia, kad $is klausimas yra i$semtas filosofiniu pozitriu.
Diskutuodama (per Derrida) su Kantu ir Heideggeriu, autoré sékmingai jrodo, jog
mastymas apie mirties bausmés panaikinimg kaip teleologinj siekinj subanalina ir
(pavojingai) supaprastina $ig problemag, ir, kad ir koks bty teisinis ir politinis land-
$aftas, mirties bausmeés galimybé - kaip to, kas, paradoksaliu biidu yra Zzmogiska -
islieka visada. Numerj reziumuoja Viktoro Bachmetjevo straipsnis, kurio tikslas
yra dvilypis - viena vertus, nuosekliai rekonstruoti Jacques’o Derrida ir Vladimiro
Jankélévitch’iaus argumentacija, kas yra ir kas néra atleidimas, ir, antra vertus,
pademonstruoti Jankélévitch’iaus jtakg Derrida minciai. Abudu mastytojai sutinka
dél aporetinés atleidimo prigimties: jei nusizengima galima atleisti, tai anuliuoja
besalygisko atleidimo galimybe; $ia prasme atleidimas visada yra $io akto negali-
mumas, nes jis reikalauja atleisti tai, ko atleisti negalima.

Esu tikras, kad $is numeris dél perspektyvy jvairovés ir jzvalgy praturtins
ir taip gyva Lietuvoje diskursg apie Derrida. Nuosirdziai tikiuosi, kad skaitytojas,
ieSkodamas ¢ia Derrida ,,pédsako®, atras zZurnale naujy intelektualinés sgveikos su
mastytojo filosofiniu palikimu bady.

Dékoju visiems autoriams uz jy karybinguma, nora diskutuoti bei atiduma ir
kruop$tuma rengiant ir taisant straipsnius. Atskirai noréciau padékoti Danutei Ba-
cevidiittei ir Audronei Zukauskaitei, kuriy indélis j §j numerj negali bati pervertin-
tas, uz jy i§skirtinj profesionaluma, jzZvalgias bei draugiskas pastabas ir visokeriopa

pagalbag man sudarant savo pirmg numer;.

Malonaus ir produktyvaus skaitymo!

Denis Petrina
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Straipsnyje formaliuoju ir funkciniu atzvilgiais analizuojami sokratiskojo elencho ir
Jacques’o Derrida dekonstrukcijos panasumai bei skirtumai. Nenagrinéjant klausimo
apie galimas Platono, kurio dialoguose aprasomas sokratiskojo elencho taikymas, jtakas
dekonstrukcijos (kvazi)metodo karéjui Derrida, démesys sutelkiamas j tipologinius -
formaliuosius bei funkcinius - elencho ir dekonstrukcijos panasumus. Parodoma, jog
taikant tiek elencha, tiek dekonstrukcija siekiama atskleisti vidinius, inherentinius,
siekiamo paneigti (dekonstruoti) objekto — kvo¢iamo asmens poziirio ar nagrinéjamo
teksto — prie$taravimus, paneigimo tikslais nenaudojant jokiy minéto poziario ar teksto
atzvilgiu iSoriniy nuomoniy ar empiriniy fakty. Atkreipiamas démesys j tai, jog elencho
ir dekonstrukcijos proceduros turi kai kuriy jprastiems metodams buadingy bruozy,
bet nei vienos i$ jy negalima pavadinti tikru, rutiniskai taikomu, metodu - nebent
autoriniu kvazimetodu, kurio taikymas kiekvienu konkreciu atveju reikalauja intuicijos
ir kiarybingumo. Negalimybé grieztai apibrézti nei elencho, nei juo labiau dekonstruk-
cijos jvardijama kaip dar vienas jy panasumo aspektas. Argumentuojama, jog ir elen-
cho, ir dekonstrukcijos procediira néra savitikslé, o yra taikoma keliant tam tikrg etinj
tiksla. Daroma i$vada, kad, nepaisant tos pacios etinés jy prigimties, elencho funkcija
i$ esmés skiriasi nuo dekonstrukcijos funkcijos. Etinis elencho adresatas atitinka pacios
elencho procediros adresaty: tai Sokrato kvoc¢iamas pasnekovas, kurj siekiama etiskai
transformuoti. Etinis dekonstrukcijos adresatas, priesingai, yra skirtingas nuo pacios
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dekonstrukcijos procediiros adresato. Sis etinis dekonstrukcijos adresatas — tai Kitas,
patiriantis kalbinio rezimo prievarta, kylancia i$ (tariamai) tapataus sau teksto ir jo pre-
tenzijos j monolitine, absoliuciai stabilig reikéme. Dekonstruojamo teksto totalitarinés
pretenzijos demaskavimu siekiama emancipuoti Kitg, kuris yra iSorinis teksto atzvilgiu,
o0 ] patj dekonstruojama teksta, kaip dekonstravimo procediiros objekta, joks tiesioginis
etinis judesys néra nukreipiamas, nebent negatyviai, jei dekonstruojamo teksto autorius
vis didesnj tiek savo paties, kaip autorinés reik§més steigéjo, tiek savo kuriamo teksto
susilpninima ar net sunaikinimg suvokty kaip etiSkai pozityvy rezultats. Straipsnio
pabaigoje pabréziama, kad, nepaisant elencho ir dekonstrukcijos skirtumuy, iy kritinés
analizés procedlry panasumai atskleidzia Vakary filosofinio mastymo raidos - nuo
Antikos iki masy dieny - testinumg ir santykinj vientisumg.

RAKTAZODZIAL Sokratas, Platonas, Derrida, elenchas, dekonstrukcija, etika.

Derrida ir graikai: jvadinés pastabos

Atidesné pazintis su Jacques'o Derrida tekstais atskleidzia isskirtinj $io mastytojo
démesj senovés graiky filosofijai ir puiky subtiliy jos nivansy iSmanyma - ko
verta vien deridiskoji pharmakon samprata, jkvépta Platono svarstymy apie rasto
prigimtj Faidre, bet i$plétota savaip, kaip visiskai originali filosofiné koncepcija'.
Prancizy filosofo santykj su graikiskaja mastymo tradicija, ypac¢ Platono tekstais,
galima apibudinti tiesiogiai neisreiksta odi et amo - ,,nekenciu ir myliu“ - nuostata:
Derrida sukyla prie$ graikiskaja metafizika, bet jg griauna neretai jos pacios suteik-
tais — o sykiu originaliai perkurtais - jrankiais, be to, daugelj svarbiy savo filosofijos
temy Derrida perima butent i§ graiky mastymo. Viena vertus, graikiskoji meta-
fizika, nuolat islikdama Derrida démesio centre, formuoja jo mastymo darbotvarke,
bet, kita vertus, $is démesys metafizikai visada islieka grynai negatyvus - jos buvi-
mas pranciuzy filosofo démesio centre reiskia ne ka kita, kaip jos buvimg pagrin-
dinio kritikos taikinio pozicijoje. Metafizikos prigimties ir gelminiy jos $akny
apmastymas negatyvia prasme suteikia energijos visai Derrida filosofijai, kuri, jei
tik bty netekusi $io pagrindinio savo kritikos objekto, buty rizikavusi arba visiskai
iSsikvépti, arba prarasti nemaza dalj savosios jégos ir aistros.

Kartu butina pripazinti, kad graiky mastytojy tekstus Derrida perskaito labai
karybingai: né vienos jy savokos ar koncepcijos jis neperima tiesiogiai, mokiniskai,
! Zr. Derrida 1989 [1968]. Si studija apie platoniskajj pharmakon véliau buvo integruota j Derrida

veikalg Diseminacija (Derrida 2004 [1972], p. 67-186). Savita deridiSkoji Platono dialogo Faidras
interpretacija, pateikta minétame darbe ir i$plétota j originalig filosofing koncepcija, savo ruoztu buvo
i$radingai panaudota Platono tyréjo Giovanni R. F. Ferrari’io, parasiusio klasika tapusj veikalg Besi-
klausant cikady: Platono Faidro studija (Ferrari 1990), taip pat kai kuriy kity profesionaliy Platono

interpretuotojy, tad $iuo metu galime teigti, jog deridiskoji farmakono koncepcija aktuali ne tik filo-
sofams, bet ir filosofijos istorikams.



ir niekada jy neplétoja pagal pirming jas sukirusiy filosofy intencijg, o visada trans-
formuoja taip, kad jos - lyg pakeitusios savo ,,genetinj koda“ — pradeda tarnauti jau
ne savo kiaréjy, o paties Derrida minties logikai, paverstos integralia jo mastymo
dalimi. Prancuzy filosofas graiky tekstus perskaito ir interpretuoja taip, kad mums,
skaitantiems Derrida pateiktus graiky filosofijos aiskinimus, jau ima rodytis, esa
patys graikai — galbtt patys to nesuvokdami - masté butent taip, kad atgaline data
patvirtinty Derrida intuicijas — arba, kad pranciizy filosofas savaja minties trajek-
torija nukeliavo tg patj kelia, kaip ir graikai, taciau geriau uz juos pacius, nes Sie,
mastydami apie tuos pacius dalykus, daug ka suvoké neteisingai ir iskreiptai.

Vis délto, nepaisant tam tikry interpretacijos idiosinkrazijy ir neretai perne-
lyg forsuotos, bet visada galantiskos filosofinés braviros, taip budingos didziajam
metafizikos kritikui, baitina pabrézti, jog Derrida, net ir aiskindamas graiky ir visos
Vakary filosofijos raidg itin savitu bei nejprastu budu - taip, kaip profesionalts
filosofijos istorikai galbut niekada nebuty linke jos aiskinti, savo tekstuose visada
islaiko aukstg (zvelgiant ne tik spekuliatyvaus filosofinio mastymo, bet ir griezto
akademinio mokslo poziiriu) profesionalumo lygj, puiky empiriniy - tiek filolo-
giniy, tiek istoriniy — detaliy i$manyma, daznai sugundantj pasipuikuoti pavydé-
tina erudicija, jau nekalbant apie filosofiniy svarstymy subtiluma, stiliaus zavesj ir
nesuskai¢iuojamus ironijos modusus.

Net ir pati graiky metafizikai - ir apskritai bet kokiai metafizikai — adresuoja-
ma Derrida kritika yra itin korektiska ir galantiska: jo teigimu, metafizikos niekada
nejmanoma jveikti — dekonstruoti — iki galo, be liekanos, be to, net ir pats laips-
niskas metafizikos iSkonstravimas vadinamosios desedimentacijos bidu - daugeliu
etapy sluoksnis po sluoksnio kantriai valant metafizines nuosédas nuo filosofijos
kiino lyg kokio uzkalkéjusio virdulio — jmanomas tik tais jrankiais, kuriuos tiesio-
giai ar netiesiogiai mums yra suteikusi pati metafizika. Vaizdziai tariant, nepaisant
jo dekonstruojanciai kritikai budingos aistros bei nirtulio - ir nepaisant ganétinai
karingy jo pareiskimy, kad po kovos jis niekada neimas belaisviy, savojo oponento,
kad ir kas jis buty, Derrida ne tik nemusa gulincio, bet net ir niekada neleidzia
jam nugriati — nugriuves ar brutaliai pargriautas konkurentas jam jau nebebuty
jdomus kaip gerbtinas dialogo partneris, vertas jam skirtos kritikos ir kai kuriais
atvejais — kaip antai Platonas, didziausias Derrida oponentas — negatyvia prasme
formuojantis pranciizy filosofo minties darbotvarke.

Graiky filosofai - visy pirma metafizikos tévas Platonas — Derrida akyse visa-
da islaiko negincijama autoriteta, nepaisant to, kad nuvainikuojama pati metafizika
kaip didingiausias graiky filosofijos projektas: tik i§likdami Derrida démesio - ne-
formalaus, nesuvaidinto filosofinio doméjimosi - centre, graiky filosofai islieka
stovéti jo negailestingos kritikos taikiklyje kaip jos verti taikiniai.
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Galétume paklausti, ar Derrida mastymo etosas nors kiek panasus j graikiskajj.
Jei orientacijg | metafizikg laikytume pagrindiniu graiky filosofijos etoso démeniu,
matyt, buity sunku surasti $iuolaikinj filosofa, savo mastymo etosu svetimesnj grai-
kams. Vis délto drjstume teigti, kad, nepaisant jo priesiskumo - ar aistringai prie-
$ikos meilés —metafizikai, Derrida tam tikrais atzvilgiais yra dvasiskai giminingas
graikams kaip joks kitas Siuolaikinis filosofas: tai liudija daug dalyky - rafinuotas
jo teksty stilius, nulemtas ne tik talento, bet ir filosofiskai motyvuoto démesingumo
literattirinei formai, negatyvumas, skepsis bei i$ prigimties ironiska proto nuostata,
aporijy svarbos filosofijai akcentavimas, o svarbiausia - aistringas filosofinis kovin-
gumas, konkurencijos dvasia, raginanti varzytis ne tik su amzininkais, bet ir su iski-
liaisiais filosofiniais pirmtakais, - ta pati tobuléti bei pranokti save ir kitus skatinanti
agono dvasia, kurig senovés graikai baty pripazing kaip savo paciy dvasios Serdj.

Stiliaus virtuoziskumu ir i§ spekuliatyviy prielaidy plaukianciu démesingumu
literattrinei filosofinio teksto formai, jau nekalbant apie daugelio didziy karéjy
kultivuojamg jausmg, kurj, perfrazuojant kita zinomg pranciizy mastytoja, buty
galima kiek ironiskai pavadinti rasymo malonumu, Derrida yra itin artimas Plato-
nui - tai, beje, akivaizdziai liudija ir nuolatinis neformalus jo démesys metafizikos
tévo tekstams. Kita vertus, radikaliu mgstymo negatyvumu, skeptiSkumu, ironiska
proto nuostata, aporijy akcentavimu Derrida labai panasus j Sokratg — tam tikru
atzvilgiu visiska Platono priesybe.

Ir i§ tiesy: ko gero, ne viena, kuris i$§ pradziy skaité vadinamuosius sokratis-
kuosius Platono dialogus su juose pavaizduotu pasnekovus kvocianciu ir panei-
ginéjanciu Sokratu, taikanciu savajj elenchg, o véliau — Derrida tekstus, kuriuose
prancuzy filosofas taiko dekonstrukcijos procediirg, arba, priesingai, ne viena,
pirma skaiciusj Derrida veikalus, kuriuose dekonstruojamas tam tikras tekstas ar
pazilry sistema, ir tik véliau — sokratiskuosius Platono dialogus, neapleidzia keistas
déja vu jausmas.

Sokratigkasis elenchas ir deridiskoji dekonstrukcija vienais atzvilgiais yra la-
bai panasis, o kitais — ganétinai skirtingi. Nors Derrida, puikus Platono dialogy
zinovas, tikrai galéjo savajg dekonstrukcija — kaip teksty skaitymo buda - sukurti
pagal sokratiskojo elencho provaizdj, kuris jam tikrai buvo puikiai pazjstamas i$
sokratiskyjy Platono dialogy skaitymo bei komentavimo praktikos (antai ir vél
prisiminkime, kaip meistriskai ir veik neatpazjstamai jis transformavo platoniskaja
pharmakon samprata, visiSkai pajungdamas ja savo paties filosofinei koncepcijai),
mes tikrai to neketiname jrodinéti, nes tai néra nei svarbiausias, nei galbtt apskri-
tai jmanomas jrodyti - ar paneigti — dalykas. Uzuot jrodinéje ar neige tiesioginés
(genetinés) Platono jtakos Derrida galimybe (ar juo labiau tokios jtakos faktg) Siuo
konkreciu atveju, savo démesj verciau sutelksime j tam tikrus tipologinius bei funk-



cinius sokrati$kojo elencho ir deridiskosios dekonstrukcijos panasumus bei skirtu-
mus, ypa¢ akcentuodami pamatiniy etiniy prielaidy, kuriomis, mtisy pozitriu, yra
grindziamas tiek elencho, tiek dekonstrukcijos procediros taikymas, skirtinguma.

Pirmiausia jvardysime ir apibudinsime sokratiskojo elencho ir Derrida de-
konstrukcijos panasumus.

Sokratiskasis elenchas ir Derrida dekonstrukcija:
keletas esminiy panasumy

Palyginima pradésime nuo sokratiskojo elencho. Graikiskas zodis elegkhos, konkre-
¢iu savo semantinés raidos metu jgijes filosofing paneigimo, paneigianciojo jrody-
mo reiksme, dar iki filosofijos gimimo buvo vartojamas kasdienéje graiky kalboje ir
galéjo reiksti daugelj su nuneigimu ar demaskavimu susijusiy dalyky, antai vagies
ar kito nusikaltélio uzklupimg, pagavima uz rankos in flagrante delicto — nusikal-
timo darymo akimirka®. Filosofinéje vartosenoje elegkhos reiské grieztg loginj ar
$iaip racionaliai argumentuotg tam tikro teiginio paneigimg, arba, pasakant kiek
kitaip, jrodyma, kad minétas teiginys yra klaidingas. Lotyniskasis termino elegkhos
atitikmuo yra refutatio, su minimaliais fonetiniais pakeitimais véliau patekes ir j
daugelj naujyjy Europos kalby.

Elenchas, kaip paneigiantysis jrodymas - jrodymas, kad ,,ne-A“, buvo pries-
prieSinamas teigianc¢iajam, pozityviajam, jrodymui - jrodymui, kad ,,A“ (¢ia A -
tam tikras teiginys), kuris graikiskai galéjo buti jvardijamas daiktavardziais apo-
deixis, endeixis arba tiesiog deixis (i§ veiksmazodzio deiknumi ,rodyti“)®. Kaip at-
skleidzia $iy terminy semantika, pozityvusis jrodymas, nepaisant jo abstraktumo
laipsnio, buvo suvokiamas kaip tam tikras rodymas ar parodymas, j konkrety daikta
parodant ranka ar pirstu, o abstrakty dalyka ,,parodant® mintyje ar nubraizytame
breézinyje, kuris graikiSkai buvo vadinamas ,,zvelginiu® (gr. theoréma): lietuviskas
daiktavardis ,daiktas®, i$ pradziy reiskes pir§tu parodoma viet, kurioje yra tam
tikras daiktas, ir tik véliau patj daikta kaip fizinj objekta, beje, yra tos pat $aknies,
kaip ir graikiskasis zodis deixis. Senoviskas pasakymas, jog tam tikras objektas yra
»Siame (ar tame) daikte® reiskia tai, kad jis yra $ioje ar toje vietoje. Minéty zodziy
$aknis yra susijusi su astrumo ir darimo semantika - tai aiSkiai parodo ir tokie
lietuviski tos pacios $aknies zodziai, kaip dygti, diegti, daigas ir pan.; $ig sasajg is-

Sokrati$kasis elenchinis kvotimas turéjo akivaizdziy sgsajy su teisminiu tardymu (Ausland 2002). Apie
semantinj zodzio elegkhos spektra zr.: Liddell; Scott; Jones 1996: 531; svv. elegkhos, elegkho.

* Liddell; Scott; Jones 1996: 195-196 (sv. apodeixis); 375 (sv. deixis); 373 (sv. deiknumi); 558 (sv.
endeixis).
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ry$kina ir pasakymas ,,durti pir§tu®, kuriuvo numanomas rodymo pirstu veiksmas.
Kaip atskleidzia etimologiné analizé, pirminé lietuvisko Zodzio ,,daiktas® reik§mé
yra net ne vieta kaip tam tikro ploto plokstuma, o veikiau vieta kaip nuliniy mat-
meny taskas, j kurj parodo rodantis pirstas.

Tos pacios $aknies lotynisko Zodzio index, galincio reiksti, be kity dalyky,
rodykle ir kaltintoja (kuris, akivaizdu, kaltina rodydamas pirstu j kaltinamajj), pir-
miné reik§mé buvo smilius, rodomasis pirstas. Fenomenologiniu pozitriu jdomu
tai, jog visiems minétiems Zodziams bendrasaknis lotyniskas veiksmazodis dicere
»sakyti, kalbéti“ patj kalbéjima nusako ne kaip abstrakty, o veikiau kaip ostensinj,
rodomajj veiksma, kai kalbantysis atsiskleidzia ne kaip uzdarytas savo abstrakciy
zodziy kiaute, o kaip projektuojantis i$ saves, kaip i§ centro, i iSorinj pasaulj nu-
kreiptg referenciniy nuorody tinkla. Lotyniskasis pozityviojo jrodymo jvardijimas
yra demonstratio, visiems puikiai pazjstamas i$ jo atspindziy naujosiose kalbose:
nors $is daiktavardis yra kitos $aknies nei graikiskieji deixis, apodeixis ir endeixis,
jo semantika taip pat susijusi su rodymu.

Palyginti su teigian¢iuoju jrodymu, apodeixis, paneigiantysis jrodymas, eleg-
khos, yra, sakytume, gerokai mjslingesnis fenomenas: etimologiné analizé néra
pajégi taip raiskiai atskleisti jo prigimties, be to, kaip galime spéti, i prigimtis
ir savaime - dél elenchui badingo negatyvumo - neturi fenomenologine prasme
universalaus, lengvai su¢iuopiamo patirtinio branduolio, kurj galéty atskleisti pati
kalba. Sakytume, kiekvienas elenchas yra situatyvus ir patirtine prasme singulia-
rus, atsitiktinis jvykis — kaip ir kiekvieno vagies pagavimas in flagrante delicto
yra netikétas, atsitiktinis, nesuplanuotas i§ anksto. Vaizdziai tariant, pozityvusis
jrodymas - tiesioginis parodymas - jvyksta dienos $viesoje, o negatyvusis jrody-
mas — paneigimas kaip netiesioginis parodymas, jvykstantis tartum duriant pirstu j
tam tikra neadekvatumo biiseng lyg kokiag tustuma, tamsg ar niekj - jvyksta nakties
tamsoje ar bent netikrumo prieblandoje.

Vis deélto sokratiskasis elenchas — konkreti graikiskojo filosofinio elencho
atmaina, — nepaisant kiekvienos situacijos, kurioje jis pritaikomas, singuliarumo
bei nepakartojamumo, turi ganétinai grieztos procediiros ar algoritmo strukti-
ra. Kaip patiriame i§ sokratiskyjy Platono dialogy, jy personazas Sokratas elen-
cha taiko ne Siaip nuosekliai, bet tiesiog metodiskai, su grieztam metodui badingu
nuoseklumu. Nepriklausomai nuo teiginio, kuriam paneigti elenchas taikomas, tu-
rinio, pati elencho procedira turi aiskius etapus ir veikia kaip tam tikras algoritmas.

Butina pabrézti, kad sokratiskasis elenchas yra tiesiogiai susijgs su sokratiskaja
ironija (apsimetimu nezinant) ir majeutika (zinojimo pribuvéjos menu)*. Sokratis-

* Sokratiskojo elencho sasajos su sokratiSkaja ironija ir majeutika subtiliai atskleistos Gregory’io Vlastoso
darbuose (Vlastos 1983; 1992), o elencho procediiros rysys su dialogo bei dialektikos prigimtimi ir



koji ironija veikia kaip pasnekovo sugundymas ir iSprovokavimas pokalbiui - jo
metu pasnekovas, Sokrato gundomas atsiverti ir atverti savo ,i$mintj“, ir sufor-
muluoja teiginj, kuriam véliau pritaikomas elenchas: ironiskas Sokrato apsimeti-
mas (graikiskas zodis eironeia, beje, reiskia butent apsimetima’), kad jis nezino
tam tikro dalyko, tarkime, vienos ar kitos etinés dorybés, apibrézties, suveikia kaip
jaukas, ant kurio uzkimba potencialus pasnekovas — busimojo elencho adresatas.
Savo ruoztu sokratiskoji majeutika (gr. maieutiké®) reiskia tai, kad Sokratas, tai-
kydamas elenchg, paciu negatyviu savo tarpininkavimu mégina padéti pasnekovui
»pagimdyti“ patikimg Zinojimga lyg kokj dvasinj kadikj, nors pats Sokratas, pasak jo
paties, néra pajégus iSgimdyti jokio pozityvaus zinojimo. Tiesa, bitina pripazinti,
jog visais atvejais Sokrato bandymai ,pribati“ patikima Zinojimg baigiasi bergz-
dziai - pats pribuvimas tampa tik idealu ir pasaukimu idealui - vien siekiamybe ir
tobulumo, kurio niekada nejmanoma realizuoti, galimybe.

Sumuodami galime teigti, kad ironija elenchg inicijuoja, iSprovokuodama pa-
¢ig elencho taikymo situacijg, o majeutika teleologiskai lydi visa elencho procediira
kaip epistemologinis ir etinis jos pateisinimas — ar kaip desperatikas méginimas
»pributi“ negatyvioje elencho stichijoje nors menkiausig pozityvy rezultata.

Sia proga verta atkreipti démesj j tai, jog $is ironiskas Sokrato apsimetimas ne-
zinéliu nebutinai suponuoja priesinga nei ,deklaruojama® ironisko apsimetimo ju-
desiu nuostata, buitent disponuojamo visisko ar tobulo zinojimo nuostata, - Sokra-
tas gali is tiesy manyti, kad nieko (ar ko nors) nezino, ir tuo pat metu ironiskai apsi-
mesti, jog to dalyko nezino, nors ir néra visiskai aisku, kaip tai suderinama logiskai:
veikiausiai ironija reiskia tam tikrg pazinting nuostata, kuri galéty buti apibadinta
kaip tarpiné tarp absoliutaus Zinojimo arba absoliutaus nezinojimo - galbut kaip
konceptualiai neperteikiama kvaziepistemologiné netikrumo ar nesvarumo buse-
na, kai suspenduojama ir visisko zinojimo, ir visis$ko nezinojimo galimybé. Tokiu
atveju ironija nebuty nei vienpusiskas neigimas, nei vienpusiskas teigimas — arba
paradoksaliai atsiskleisty kaip neigimas ir teigimas tuo pat metu: ji reikstysi ne kaip
pirmojo laipsnio negatyvumas, o veikiau kaip antrojo laipsnio negatyvumas - kaip
negatyvumas tiek pirmojo laipsnio pozityvumo, tiek pirmojo laipsnio negatyvumo
atzvilgiu (véliau galbtt ir §j antrojo laipsnio negatyvumo judesj paneigiant panasiu
treciojo laipsnio negatyvumo judesiu, ir taip toliau iki begalybés).

Dabar aptarsime pacig elencho procediirg. Sokrato apologijoje ir kituose —
ypa¢ ankstyvuosiuose — Platono dialoguose Sokratas parodomas pripazjstantis

sokratiskojo dialogo Zanru - Charles’o H. Kahno ir Hugho H. Bensono darbuose (zr., pvz., Kahn
1981; 1996; Benson 1990; 1992; 2000).

> Liddell; Scott; Jones 1996: 491 (svv. eiron, eironeia).

Liddell; Scott; Jones 1996: 1072 (svv. maia, maieia, maieuma, maieuomai, maieusis, maieutikos).
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savo radikaly nezinojima, plaukiantj i§ suvokimo, kad jis nezings nieko, i$skyrus
patj nezinojimo faktg. Kvosdamas savo pasnekovus jis siekia ir jiems atskleisti jy
nezinojima, bet tai darydamas jis niekada nebando savo oponenty nugincyti, pa-
sitelkdamas kokius nors jy pozitriui priestaraujancius iSorinius empirinius faktus,
kurie, atskleisdami ,objektyvig“ dalyky padétj, pasnekovy jsitikinimus paneigty
empiriskai — i§ ,,objektyvios® iSorinés perspektyvos, o ne ,,i§ vidaus®.

Sokratas, i$ pradziy nuolankiai priimdamas (arba ironiskai apsimesdamas
priimas) sugundyto pokalbiui pasnekovo pozicija, suvaidintu meilikavimu baisima-
jai kvotimo aukai jdiegia mintj, esg jis didziai vertina gundomo naivuolio Zinias ir
iSmintj - juk prieSingu atveju potencialus pagnekovas net nepradéty su juo kalbétis,
o véliau pradeda ,tardyti, vieng po kito pateikdamas klastingus klausimus, kuriais
siekia i$siaiskinti loginj pasnekovo ginamos pozicijos pagrjstuma, pamazu i$nars-
tydamas oponento poziirj jo vidinés loginés darnos atzvilgiu. Naiviam pasnekovui
né nejtariant, kur krypsta kvotimo veiksmas (juk jo atsargumas uzmigdytas Sokrato
jam parodytos ironiskai apsimestinés pagarbos bei tikéjimo jo autoritetu), Sokratas
subtiliu, veik nejuntamu spaudimu, kylanciu esg ne i$ jo paties, kaip kvotéjo, o i§
pacios jo pateikiamy klausimy struktaros (tiek teminés, tiek formaliosios), nejucia
»iStraukia“ i§ oponento sau reikalingus - ir i§ esmés jau i§ anksto numatytus — at-
sakymus, kurie laipsniskai, budami susije vieni su kitais Sokrato valdomo vientiso
argumento gijomis ir iSrikiuoti tam tikra logine seka, gudraus kvotéjo i§ anksto nu-
matytu badu kumuliatyviai ir selektyviai sumuoja bitent tuos pasnekovo pozitrio
aspektus, kurie ryskiausiai atskleidzia jo priestaringuma.

Pradzioje né nejtardamas, j kokias pinkles yra jviliojamas, po tam tikro skai-
¢iaus savo pateikty atsakymy Sokrato pasnekovas su apmaudu pamato, kad pasku-
tinis jo atsakymas, logiskai neisvengiamu budu sekantis i$ ankstesniyjy, — atsaky-
mas, kurio nejmanoma niekaip i$vengti ir kurj tenka priimti sukandus dantis, yra
visiSkai prie§ingas tam pozitriui, kuriam jis buvo jsipareigojes ir kurj deklaravo
kvotimo pradzioje. Butent t3 apmaudzia akimirkg kvotimo auka supranta, jog, ma-
jeutiskai ,padedama“ klastingo kvotéjo’, ji paneigé save pacia, sakytume, nugaléjusi
7 Johnas Beversluis, siekdamas apginti elenchinio kvotimo aukomis tapusius Sokrato pa$nekovus, at-

kreipia démesj j tam tikrus nenuoseklumus ir priestaravimus paties elenchg taikancio Sokrato pozici-
joje (Beversluis 2000): tyréjas mégina parodyti, jog, remdamiesi tuo, ka skaitome Platono dialoguose,
galime daryti i$vada, kad Sokratas kvotimo procediira surengia kiekvieng karta Siek tiek skirtingai, bet
visada taip, kad pokalbis pakrypty bitent jam naudinga linkme, o galutinis dialogo rezultatas bty
naudingesnis jam paciam, o ne pasnekovui. Beje, $ig Sokratui taikomg kritikg baty galima atremti
argumentu, kad Sokratas visais elenchinio kvotimo atvejais siekia naudos ne sau, o pasnekovui: So-
krato tikslas — kirybingai ir kiekvieng kartg Siek tiek skirtingai taikomu elenchu priversti pagnekova
pripazinti savo nezinojimg, idant $is prisipazinimas nezinanciu i$mokyty ji kuklumo, kurj Sokratas
visada be islygy laiko etiskai naudingu kvotimo ,aukai“. Kadangi kiekvienas pasnekovas yra skir-

tingas, elenchinis Sokrato kelias i savajj tiksla (naudingg, beje, ne pa¢iam Sokratui, o butent pasne-
kovui) - kvotimo pabaigoje iSgaunama pasnekovo prisipazinimg nezinanciu - kiekvienu konkreéiu



save pacig savo pacios ginklais, uzuot — tai nebuty taip apamaudu - pripazinusi
savo pralaiméjimg stipresniam iSoriniam priesui ar objektyviai iSorinei tiesai, jei tik
Sokratas buity nugincijes ja — kvotimo auka - kokiais nors objektyviais, faktiniais,
su empirine dalyky padétimi susijusiais ar subjektyviais, Sokrato jgeidzio pagim-
dytais argumentais.

Pateikdamas savo pasnekovui i§ anksto numatyta virtine klausimy, kuriy at-
sakymus jis jau i$ anksto badavo numates, be to, pajégdamas kvotimo procedi-
ros metu kontroliuoti, kad pasnekovo pateikiamy atsakymy grandiné nepakreipty
pokalbio Sokratui nenaudinga - jo i§ pat pradziy nenumatyta - linkme, Sokratas
savo jzvalgiai anticipuojamais pasnekovo atsakymais gristu taku nejucia atvesdavo
kvotimo auka j temigkai ir logiskai konkrecia — nes kvotéjo i§ anksto ,i$pranasau-
ta“ — kvotimo vieta, i§ kurios, lyg kokios apzvalgos aikstelés, Zvelgiant, oponento
pozitryje ai$kiausiai atsiverdavo jam priestaraujantys, jo logine nedarng akivaiz-
dziai parodantys ir taip jj sugriaunantys aspektai.

Toks Sokrato taikytas paneigimo budas, kurj pasitelkus pasnekovo argumen-
tai sugriaunami remiantis ne jy atzvilgiu iSoriniais empiriniais faktais, o ydingomis
formaliosiomis paciy argumenty savybémis, analitiskai iSryskinant logine teiginiy
struktiirg ir parodant joje inherentiskai slypincia logine nedarna, placiai taikomas ir
$iuolaikinéje analitinéje filosofijoje: pavyzdziui, argumento struktaroje atskleidzia-

atveju nei$vengiamai yra skirtingas, priklausantis tiek nuo asmeniniy kvoc¢iamo asmens savybiy, tiek
nuo jvairiy kontingentisky paties pokalbio aplinkybiy. Kitaip tariant, Sokrato ,klasta“ visais atvejais
yra geranoriska, nes ja kreipia naudos ne sau paciam, o pasnekovui siekis. ,, Takti$kai pateisinamg*
klastg galime jzvelgti nebent priemonése, kuriomis Sokratas siekia savojo tikslo — paversti pasnekova
kuklesniu asmeniu: $ios priemonés — tai Sokrato pasitelkiami gudriis elenchinio kvotimo manevrai,
kurie kiekviename pokalbyje i$radingai varijuojami (batent dél to mums ir kyla jspadis, kad So-
kratas yra nenuoseklus ir klastingai $aliskas), nors jie visada motyvuojami kilnaus tikslo — priversti
pasnekova prisipazinti nei$mananciu ir taip i$mokyti jj kuklumo. Elencho, o kartu ir viso dialogo
personalizavimas - jo eigos priderinimas prie pasnekovo asmenybés, beje, atspindi Platono Faidre
Sokrato lapomis i$sakyta nuostata, kad geras pokalbininkas turjs i$manyti ir kalby rasis, ir jas atitin-
kancias Zmoniy siely rasis: siekdamas jtikinti savo pasnekova, jis privalas pasirinkti tokig kalbos riisj
(kalbos Zanra), kuri atitikty to pasnekovo sielos risj (sakytume, dvasinj ar psichologinj pasnekovo
tipa), o retorikos mokytojas savo mokinj privalgs i$mokyti, ,kokia siela kokiomis kalbomis dél kokios
priezasties neiSvengiamai leidziasi jtikinama, o kokia - nejtiki“ (Phaedr. 271b; vertimas mano, cituo-
jamas pagal: Platonas 1996: 82). Tad siekis kalbos rasj priderinti prie pasnekovo, kuriam taikomas
elenchas, sielos rusies, matyt, ir lemia Siek tiek skirtingg elenchinés procedaros algoritmg kiekvienu
konkreciu atveju — dél to susidaro Sokrato nenuoseklumo, aliskumo ir klastingumo jspadis (apie
tai, kad Sokratas elenchg taiko ad hominem, zr. Kahn 1996: 141-142, 145 ff,; kiti tyréjai, turéda-
mi mintyje ne tik elenchg, bet ir platesnj dialogo konteksta, taip pat pabrézia, kad savitieji Platono
tekstuose vaizduojamy veikéjy asmenybés bruozai yra autoriaus suvokiami kaip svarbus tiek drami-
niam dialogy veiksmui, tiek juose plétojamy filosofiniy koncepcijy raiskai: apie tai zr., pvz., Blondell
2002, Gerson 2003). Tiesa, jei pripazintume, kad net ir labai kilnus, geranoriskas bei ,neklastingas®
tikslas vis tiek jokiu atveju ir jokiomis aplinkybémis nepateisina ,klastingy“ priemoniy, tokiy, kaip
$aliskai — personalizuotai — taikomas elenchas, tam tikras neeti$kumo atspalvis elenchinio kvotimo
procediiroje galéty buti jZvelgtas — beje, pastaraisiais deSimtmeciais atliktuose tyrimuose vis daugiau
démesio skiriama batent probleminiams sokratiskojo ,metodo“ aspektams (zr., pvz., Benson 2002).
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mos implicitinés — todél ne i karto pamatomos - loginés klaidos arba parodomas
loginis paskiry argumentg sudaranciy teiginiy (ir galbit net teiginiuose vartojamy
predikaty) nesuderinamumas, iSryskéjantis ne is karto, o tik po i§samesnés argu-
mento struktiros analizés.

Sis sokratiskajj elenchg primenancios analitinés procediiros rezultatas vadi-
namas ,saves paties nugaléjimu®, ,saves paties paneigimu®, o argumentai, kuriuos
tokiu bidu jmanoma sugriauti i$ vidaus, analitiskai, vadinami ,,nugalinc¢iais save
pacius®, ,paneigianciais save pacius® (self-defeating, self-refuting arguments), tuo
pabreéziant, kad destrukcinés potencijos slypi paciuose teiginiuose, o ne jy iSoré-
je: jei analitiné tam tikro teiginio struktiira nebus loginiu poziariu precizidkai
apmastyta, tas teiginys nei$vengiamai bus linkes save patj jveikti ir sugriauti save
i$ vidaus.

Istabu tai, kad sokratiskojo elencho anticipacijg atrandame jau graiky mituo-
se — antai mite i argonauty zygiy ciklo: uZuot méginus paciam tiesiogiai stoti j
musj su spartais — prieSo kariais, i§dygusiais i$ paséty slibino danty, pakanka mesti
akmenj | $iy kariy buarj, ir jie, susikove tarpusavyje, netrukus i§Zudo vieni kitus,
taip susinaikindami savo paciy rankomis. Tiesa, §j susinaikinimo veiksmg buti-
na inicijuoti i$ iSorés — sokratiskojo elencho atveju akmens metimo j sparty burj
veiksma, kuriuo inicijuojamas prieso kariy susinaikinimas, atitinka tiek pagnekovo
sugundymas pokalbiui, Sokratui ironi$kai apsimetant nezinéliu ir prasant i$min-
tingo patarimo i§ asmens, kurj siekiama paversti kvotimo auka, tiek pateikiant
pirmajj klausima, kuriuo inicijuojama grandininé tolesniy klausimy ir atsakymy
i juos reakcija, pasibaigianti loginiu oponento sunaikinimu.

Beje, verta pabrézti, kad nuoroda j siekiamo paneigti argumento autodestruk-
cines potencijas slypi ir pacioje misy jau aptarto daiktavardzio elegkhos semanti-
koje: turint galvoje, jog zodis elegkhos padarytas i§ veiksmazodzio elegkhein, kurio
kasdiené reik§me yra ,,pagauti nusikaltélj nusikaltimo vietoje“, nesunku suvokti
rysj tarp elencho pritaikymo procediros, kai argumentas sugriaunamas i$ vidaus,
o ne i$ iSorés, ir gerokai kasdieniskesnés nusikaltélio pagavimo in flagrante delicto
situacijos: juk kai nusikaltélis, tarkime, vagis yra pagaunamas nusikaltimo vietoje,
jau nereikia ieskoti jokiy papildomy, ,iSoriniy“ jkalc¢iy - visi reikalingi jkalciai
savaime aptinkami nusikaltimo vietoje, kartu su visy svarbiausiu ,jkal¢iu“ - paciu
nusikaltéliu. Daiktavardziui elegkhos jgijus filosofinio termino reik§me ir pradéjus
reiksti loginj, analitinj oponento pozicijos paneigima, kai §i sugriaunama i$ vi-
daus, kasdienés $io graikisko daiktavardzio reikSmeés atspalvis islieka svarbus tuo
atzvilgiu, kad visi loginiai, analitiniai ,jkal¢iai“, kuriais argumentas ,,pagaunamas”
lyg koks vagis, jau i§ pat pradziy yra paties argumento, jo inherentinés loginés
struktaros viduje, todél jy nereikia ieSkoti iSoréje, empiriniy fakty srityje: vienas



kitam priestaraujantys loginiu pozitriu ydingai sukonstruoto argumento aspektai
jzvalgaus kritiko supjudomi vieni su kitais nelyginant minétame graiky mite pa-
vaizduoti kariai spartai.

Dabar mesime zvilgsnj i deridiskosios dekonstrukcijos procedirs, ieSkodami
jos salycio su sokratiSkuoju elenchu tasky.

Nors kiekviename Derrida tekste, kuriame pasitelkiama dekonstrukcija, ji tai-
koma kiek skirtingai, priklausomai nuo konkretaus dekonstruojamo teksto turinio
bei formos, taip pat konkrecios dekonstravimo intencijos, galima pagrijstai kalbéti
apie tipinj dekonstrukcijos procediiros pavidalg, su nezymiomis modifikacijomis
pasikartojantj daugelyje pranciizy filosofo darby. Vienoks ar kitoks dekonstravimo
judesys gali buti jzvelgiamas beveik visuose Derrida veikaluose, nes dekonstruk-
cija yra, sakytume, autorinis Sio filosofo mastymo apie visg ankstesne filosofine
tradicijg badas, kuriuo, be analizuojamo konkretaus teksto dekonstravimo, sykiu
universaliai uzklausiama ir kalbos, rasto bei reik§més prigimtis®.

Nors, grieztai tariant, dekonstrukcija néra filosofinis metodas, ji vis délto ga-
léty buti pavadinta autoriniu Derrida kvazimetodu (beje, ir sokratiskajj elencha
deréty vadinti autoriniu Sokrato kvazimetodu — metodu jo negalétume vadinti,
nes jprasto ar paprasto metodo taikymas nereikalauty tokio virtuoziskumo, spon-
taniSkumo, subtilumo bei ruting paneigianc¢io meistriskumo, kokj demonstruoja

Sokratas, taikydamas savajj elenchg’, kaip, be jokios abejonés, ir Derrida, prakti-

® Tai, kaip Derrida supranta savajj dekonstrukcijos projekta, be kita ko, galima suvokti ir i§ jo svarstymy
apie haidegeriskaja metafizikos destrukcijos programa, kuri, kartu su struktaralizmo idéjomis,
laikytina vienu i§ svarbiausiy dekonstrukcijos projekto Saltiniy, taip pat i$ filosofo samprotavimy
apie kalbos, struktiros, Zenklo, interpretacijos ir diskurso prigimtj (Zr., pvz., Derrida 2003 [1967]:
351-370, ypac 352, 354-355). Derrida teigimu, metafizikos pamaty nejmanoma supurtyti nevartojant
pacios metafizikos savoky (Derrida 2003 [1967]: 354). Tai reiSkia, kad metafizikg galima sugriauti
tik i§ vidaus, jos pacios priemonémis ir jrankiais - savitai perinterpretuotomis ir netipiskai,
nekonvencikai taikomomis jos pacios savokomis. Sig destrukcijos prieiga pritaike tekstui, ypac
kiekvienam autoritetingu laikomam ir autorine intencija reprezentuojanc¢iam autoriniam tekstui,
kuris savaja stabilios ir tapacios sau reik§més pretenzija apreiskia metafizinj tapacios sau esaties
etosy, taip atstovaudamas ne tik esaties (prezencijos) metafizikai, bet ir apskritai visai metafizikai -
visam metafiziniam mastymui ir visoms metafizinéms nuostatoms, galime suvokti, jog teksta, kaip ir
pacia metafizika, taip pat jimanoma sugriauti tik pagrauziant ji i§ vidaus inherentiniais bei specifiniais
jo paties ,jrankiais“ — tomis spontaniskai teksto gimdomomis ir dekonstruotojo i$ry$kinamomis
reik§mémis, kurios neatitinka autorinés — fasadinés - teksto reik§més ir ,sau tapacios“ autorinés
teksto intencijos, pastarajg pagrauzdamos i§ vidaus.

Klausimas, ar Sokratas i§ viso turéjo kokj nors nuosekliai taikyta metoda, kaip ir klausimas, kokiu
atzvilgiu ir kokiu laipsniu metodo bruozai budingi sokratiskajam elenchui, yra gyvai tebesvarstomas
iki $iol (Scott 2002). Kad elenchas néra jprasta meistrysté (tekhne), taigi, kaip pasakytume mes, ir
iprastas techninis metodas, atkreipia démesj Kahnas (Kahn 1996: 199-200), pabrézdamas, jog elenchas
i§ tiesy yra taikomas ne tiek paskiriems pasnekovo teiginiams, kiek jam paciam kaip asmeniui —
paciai jo sielai, kuri iSkvo¢iama iki pat jos gelmiy (ibid.: 20-21, 97 ff,, 170 ff.). Esama nuomoniy, kad
egzistuoja ne viena sokratiskojo elencho rasis, o jvairios jo atmainos (Carpenter; Polansky 2002).
Beversluis, kaip ir kai kurie kiti tyréjai, skiria tiesioginio (standartinio) ir netiesioginio elencho
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kuodamas savgjj dekonstrukcijos kvazimetoda). Akivaizdu, jog dekonstrukcija turi
metodo bruozy jau vien dél to, kad jos procediira pasizymi tam tikra tipine bend-
riausio pobuidzio sekvencine struktira, primenancia algoritmg, kuris privalo buti
taikomas nuosekliai ir ,,metodiskai®, bet, skirtingai nei taikant jprastus metodus,
$ios abstrak¢ios struktiiros iSmanymas néra pakankama sékmingo dekonstrukcijos
taikymo praktikoje salyga.

Dekonstrukcijos praktikavimas - jos taikymas dirbant su konkreciais teks-
tais — ir ypa¢ praktinis jos rezultatas — niekada néra lengvai prognozuojamas: ne-
paisant algoritminio dekonstrukcijos procediiros pobudzio, skirtingai nei daugelis
jprasty metody, dekonstrukcija negali buti taikoma rutinikai ir nuspéjamai - jos
praktikavimas reikalauja didelio filosofinio talento, spontaniskos intuicijos, sub-
tilumo, milziniskos kultarinés bei tekstologinés erudicijos — viso to, kg roménai
jvardyty zodziu ars, turédami omenyje meng, kuris tuo pat metu yra ir mokslas:
Derrida turéjo visus $iuos privalumus, todél pajégé dekonstrukcijg taikyti praktis-
kai efektyviau nei bet kuris jo sekéjas.

Be to, bet kuris jprastas metodas beveik visada gali buti apibréztas kalbis-
kai. To negalima pasakyti apie dekonstrukcija: pati galimybeé jg apibrézti kalbiskai,
pateikiant tam tikrg stabilig ir fiksuota dekonstrukcijos termino reik§me, - jei tik
tokia galimybé apskritai egzistuoty, — radikaliai kirstysi su giliausia kiekvieno de-
konstravimo veiksmo intencija — paneigti bet kurios kalbigkai fiksuotos reik§meés
stabilumg ir neproblemiskumag. Poziiris, nulemtas paties dekonstrukcijos etoso,
kad kiekviena kalbiskai konstruojama reik§mé yra nestabili ir neapibrézta, nei$ven-
giamai privaléty buti taikomas ir kiekvieno termino, kuriuo buity siekiama apibrézti
pacia dekonstrukcijg, reik$mei, jei tik tokia reiksmé buty steigiama konkrecia de-
konstrukcijos apibréztimi: kitaip tariant, minétu pozitriu besivadovaujantis filo-
sofas privaléty dekonstruoti ir pacios dekonstrukcijos termino reik$me — ar bent
pretenzijg j tokios reiksmés stabilumg ir neproblemiskumg.

Cia susiduriame su dekonstrukcijos pozityvios teorinés apibrézties paradok-
su: jei pamatiné dekonstrukcijos intencija — atskleisti bet kurios reik§émés nestabi-
lumg, neapibréztuma ar net apskritai nejmanomuma - bty vainikuota sékmingu
rezultatu, stabili ir neproblemiska pacios dekonstrukcijos termino reik§mé tapty
nejmanoma, kaip ir bet kokia patenkinama dekonstrukcijos apibréztis, taigi tapty
neaisku, kas dekonstrukcija apskritai yra — jos konceptuali kalbiné tapatybé tap-
ty neapibrézta ar i$ viso nejmanoma; zvelgiant i§ kitos puseés, jei tik méginimas
dekonstrukcijg apibrézti pozityviai baty vainikuotas sékmingu rezultatu, net vie-
nintelis stabilios kalbinés reiksmés precedentas niekais paversty minétg pamatine

atmainas (Beversluis 2000: 37, n. 2; 44-45; 57-58). Apie metodu gristo mastymo istakas antikinéje
filosofijoje, filosofiniy metody rasis ir jy taikyma jvairiuose jos kontekstuose zr. Gentzler 1998.



dekonstrukcijos intencija atskleisti kiekvienos reikSmés nestabiluma, Sitaip patj
dekonstrukcijos veiksmg padarydamas bergzdziu ar nejmanomu'’.

Mastydami apie dekonstrukcijos ir elencho, kaip dviejy radikalios kritikos
jrankiy, santykj — ypac apie jy santykinj astrumg vienas kito atzvilgiu, pasitelkime
tokj mintinj eksperimentg: jsivaizduokime hipoteting situacija, kurioje Sokratas
kvocia Derrida, savajj elenchg pritaikydamas paciai dekonstrukcijai. Nesunku nu-
spéti, kad kritinj dekonstrukcijos smaigalj Sokratas refleksyviai atgrezty j pacia
dekonstrukcijg: tarkime, per elenchinj kvotimg jis priversty Derrida prisipazinti,
kad $is, kalbédamas apie visy autoriniy reik$miy bei intencijy neapibréztuma ir
pamatinj neisaiSkinamuma, pats to nesuvokdamas, - o i$ tiesy veikiau puikiai su-
vokdamas, bet gudriai nuslépdamas nuo skaitytojo, kurio protas néra analitiskai
treniruotas, — daro iSimtj sau paciam, savo paties tekstams suteikdamas imunitetq
nuo praziitingo dekonstrukcijos poveikio. Lyg savaime suprantamu dalyku laiky-
damas tai, kad skaitytojas be vargo pagauna jo autorine mintj ir suvokia jo au-
torine intencijg, atskleidziancia jo pozitrj j kiekvienos autorinés teksto reikSmeés
bei autorinés intencijos, kuri esg iki galo neperprantama, prigimtj, Derrida, kaip
atskleisty elenchg taikantis Sokratas, tuo pat metu mano ir tai, kad autorinés visy
teksty reik§més bei intencijos negali buti suprastos bei iSaiskintos, ir tai, jog kai
kuriy — butent jo paties — teksty reiksmés gali buti lokalizuotos, su¢iuoptos ir su-
prastos. Kitaip tariant, bty parodyta, jog Derrida, prieStaraudamas sau paciam,
tuo pat metu teigia ir A, ir ne-A - tam tikrg ir $iam priesingg teiginj. Tad Sokra-
tas, pagaudamas Derrida in flagrante delicto, demaskuoty ji arba kaip stokojantj
samoningumo - kritinés savo paties prielaidy refleksijos, arba kaip sgmoningg ir
samoningai — piktavaliskai - sukciaujantj.

Abiem atvejais etinis elencho rezultatas buty akivaizdus: dekonstrukcijos au-
torius bty arba pamokytas, arba sugédintas - ir, suvokes Zmogiskajj savo ribotu-
ma, igyty daugiau kuklumo.

Kita vertus, galétume paklausti, kas nutikty, jei Derrida paméginty dekon-
struoti patj sokratiskajj elenchg. Kadangi kritinés refleksijos pacios savaime nejma-
noma sugriauti jokiu kritinés refleksijos judesiu (nes tokiu atveju pats $is judesys

tapty neteisétas, o jo rezultatas — logiSkai neapibréztas), ir sokratiskojo elencho

'* Radikaliau galétume pasakyti taip: arba Derrida, kalbédamas apie autorinés intencijos ir dominuo-
jancios autorinés teksto reik§meés nestabiluma bei neapibréztuma, yra teisus, bet tada mes privalome
nezinoti (ar apsimesti, jog nezinome) ir to, ka savo veikaluose, kalbédamas apie visus $iuos dalykus,
sako jis pats, arba, prieSingai, mes suvokiame, kg Derrida teigia, bet tada jau vien dél to, jog pajégiame
suvokti jo mintj, sykiu nei§vengiamai privalome pripazinti, kad jis, kalbédamas apie autorine reik§me
ir intencija, yra neteisus. Panasig kritikg dekonstrukcijos atzvilgiu formuluoja daugelis filosofy ir $iuo-
laikinés filosofijos interpretuotojy. Antai Algis Mickiinas ir Dalius Jonkus, pateikdami dekonstrukcijos
kritikg i$§ fenomenologijos pozicijy, daro tikslig i$vada, jog, taikant Derrida jo paties reikalavimus, mes
nezinome, ka jis kalba (Mickanas; Jonkus 2014: 270).
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abstrakciausiu jo pavidalu - butent elencho paties savaime, atstovaujancio kriti-
nei refleksijai paciai savaime, — nebiity jmanoma sugriauti jokiu dekonstravimo
judesiu. Be to, verta pabrézti, kad elenchas pats savaime — elenchas abstrak¢iausiu
pavidalu ar abstrakti elencho idéja - atlaikyty ir bet kokj elenchinj kvotima'!, jei
$is kvotimas vykty kaip konkreti procedura. Taciau bet kuri pokalbyje ar tekste tai-
koma konkreti, logiskai ir konceptualiai kontingentiska elenchinio kvotimo proce-
dara, be jokios abejonés, galéty tapti dekonstravimo objektu. Konkretaus elencho,
jpainioto i singuliarigjg tikrovisko pokalbio ar teksto kontingencija, dekonstravi-
mas, matyt, pasireiksty parodant priestaras bei jtampas tarp to, ka jmanoma atlikti
ribotu, kontingentisku konkretaus elencho judesiu, ir maksimalistinés abstrak¢iai
suvokiamo elencho pretenzijos i galutinj, neginc¢ijama tam tikro priestaringumo
atskleidima. Akivaizdu, kad bet kurio konkretaus elencho dekonstravimo veiksma
buty atlikti lengviau, jei tam tikra konkreti elencho procedira buty fiksuota tekste
galutiniu pavidalu ir dél to jau buty netekusi jai i$ prigimties budingo loginio bei
konceptualaus dinamiskumo, sakytume, dinaminiy savigynos galiy - tad ir gali-
mybés gintis gyvo dialogo aplinkoje nuo potencialaus puoléjo.

Koks biity etinis sokratiskojo elencho dekonstravimo rezultatas paciam So-
kratui? Matyt, nulinis, jei tik Sokrato kuklumas, kylantis i§ radikalaus nezinojimo
nuostatos, nebuvo apsimestinis: dekonstravimo rezultatas tik dar kartg patvirtinty
Sios nuostatos pagristuma.

Dekonstrukcija, kaip ir su ja tiesiogiai susijes deridiskasis diferansas, negali
buti suciuopta kalbiskai (bent jau pozityvia prasme), fiksuojant tam tikrg kalbing
méginamo jsteigti dekonstrukcijos termino reik§me, taciau kiekvienas jgudes de-
konstrukcijos praktikuotojas kazin kokiu nenusakomu jausmu jaucia, kaip, susidii-
rus su konkreciu tekstu, kurj siekiama dekonstruoti, $ig dekonstrukcijos procediira
dera taikyti praktiskai.

Derrida, turédamas mintyje materijos (ar veikiau kazin ko nepagaunamo, kg
jvardijame zodziu ,materija“) slépiningumg, teigia, kad filosofija, vartodama tam
tikras kalbines figiiras, negali tiesiogiai kalbéti apie tai, j kg nurodo $ios kalbinés
figiiros'%: pranciizy mastytojas kalba apie Platono vartotg zodj khora ir kitus pana-
$ios prigimties zodzius, skirtus jvardyti materijg ir turincius ne tikslaus, kalbiskai
adekvataus termino, o vien kalbinés figtiros statusg. Matyt, ta pat galima pasakyti
ne tik apie slépiningiausius filosofinio mastymo objektus, bet ir apie filosofo var-
tojamus jrankius, kuriais atliekamas tam tikras pozityvus ar negatyvus (kaip de-

! Klausimg, kiek sokratiskasis elenchas - kaip kvotimo objekto, kuriam jis taikomas, vidinj nepries-
taringumga uzklausianti procediira — pats yra loginiu poZiiriu patikimas ir nepriestaringas, analizuoja
Carvalho (Carvalho 2002).

12 Derrida 2013 [1993]: 42.



konstrukcijos atveju) veiksmas tiek su mastymo objektais, tiek su pacia kalbine Sio
mastymo terpe: $iais jrankiais jmanoma daug ka nuveikti, bet jy - skirtingai nei
tokiy banaliy jrankiy, kaip, tarkime, plaktukas, kirvis ar graztas, - net nejmanoma
patenkinamai nusakyti kalba, juolab pateikti grieztas kalbines jy apibréztis. Vis
délto pati negalimybé kalbiskai apibrézti filosofo naudojamus jrankius - vaizdziai
tariant, nepajégumas kalbos jrankiais precizi$kai ,nuslifuoti® filosofijos jrankiy -
toli grazu nepaneigia ir nepanaikina pastaryjy astrumo.

Pats zodis ,,dekonstrukcija“ tam tikru atzvilgiu taip pat suvoktinas kaip kalbos
figiira: nors, zvelgiant etimologiskai, jis reikia iskonstravimg — tam tikros visumos
isardymg, deridiskosios dekonstrukcijos intencija neretai bina visiskai priesinga —
uzuot paprasciausiai iSardzius tekstinj audinj, atskleisti plika akimi - ar netreniruo-
tu protu — nematomas jo sitles, kuriy iSryskinimas paneigty monolitinj $io audinio
vientisumg, bet sykiu ir parodyty, kaip konkuruojancios ir viena kita neigiancios
teksto reik§més paciu savo priesingumu viena kitai steigia teksto rislumg — ar bent
tokio riSlumo jspudj (taip pat ir pacig teksto monolitiSkumo iliuzijg). Pasakant
kiek kitaip, dekonstrukcija, parodydama mums tekstinio audinio sitles lyg plika
akimi nematomus tarpus tarp statinio bloky, leidzia suvokti, kaip $i tekstiné visuma
buvo suausta, o teksto statinys — sukonstruotas: tad nors dekonstrukcija ir pa-
naikina ankstesnj iliuzinj tekstinés visumos monolitiSkumo jspadj, ji kartu mums
suteikia ir aiskesne tos visumos rislumo bei tvirtumo intuicijg. Nors ir ,iSardytas“
dekonstravimo judesiu, teksto statinys prie$ misy akis tam tikru atzvilgiu stovi dar
tvirtesnis, nes dekonstrukcija mums jau yra apreiskusi plika akimi ar netreniruotu
protu nematomg architektoning jo saranga.

Pasitelkdami vaizdzig analogija galétume pasakyti, jog dekonstravimo veiks-
mas, parodydamas mums tekste egzistuojanciy skirtingy ir neretai priesingy reiks-
miy daugj, atskleidzia, kaip prieSinga kryptimi viena kitos atzvilgiu orientuotos
tekstinio skliauto arky $akos, skliauto vir§tinéje besiremdamos viena j kitg ir atsver-
damos viena kitg - savaja jéga atlaikydamos priesinga kryptimi nukreiptg jéga - ne
tik leidzia Siam skliautui nesugriati, bet ir architektoniskai steigia jj kaip tvirta
strukt@rine visuma.

Nepriklausomai nuo tam tikry subtiliy skirtumy, badingy konkrec¢ioms teks-
ty dekonstravimo procediroms, bendroji dekonstrukcijos procediiros schema yra
tokia: dekonstruotojas i§ pradziy fiksuoja ,fasadine“, paties teksto autoriaus de-
klaruojamg intencijg, o véliau parodo, kad kruopsti teksto analizé jame atskleidzia
prasmes, radikaliai prieStaraujancias autorinei teksto intencijai ar net jg panei-
giancias. Kitaip tariant, yra parodoma, jog tekstas, ,atitrikes” nuo savo autoriaus
ir jo jsteigtos autorinés intencijos, pradeda spontaniskai gimdyti paties autoriaus

nenumatytas, jo nepageidaujamas ir ,kontrolinei“ jo intencijai priestaraujancias
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prasmes, taip suardydamas darnig prasmine savo, kaip tobulai ridlios ir mono-
litiskai koherentiskos reik$miy sistemos, struktiirg ir sugriaudamas — sakytume,
elenchiskai paneigdamas — save is vidaus.

Neretai pabréziama, kad dekonstruotojas pats niekada negriauna dekonstruo-
jamo teksto - jis tik parodo, jog tekstas jau yra dekonstraves — sugrioves — save
patj, tik ne visi tai jZvelgia, dél to dekonstruotojo uzduotis ir yra atskleisti kitiems
§j teksto autodestrukcijos fakta.

Panasiai kaip Sokratas, taikydamas savaji elencha, pasnekovui parodo, kad jis
mano ne tik tai, kg — kaip pirminj atsakyma — deklaruoja kvotimo seanso pradzioje,
bet ir tai, kas, pritaikant elencha, i$ jo ,itraukiama“ vélesniy atsakymy, neretai
inversiskai prieSingy pirminiam atsakymui, pavidalu (nors pati kvotimo auka, jei
nebtty istardyta, net nebtty jtarusi, kad jos galvoje egzistuoja toks diametraliai
skirtingy pozitriy daugis), taip ir Derrida, pritaikydamas dekonstrukcijos proce-
dirg, parodo, jog anapus fasadinés teksto reikSmés, numanomai atstovaujancios
paties teksto autoriaus intencijai, egzistuoja ir kitos reik§més, spontaniskai pagim-
dytos paties teksto, pac¢iam jo autoriui né nejtariant, — reik§émeés, kurios atsiskleidzia
ne tik kaip Siaip skirtingos, bet ir kaip radikaliai priesingos fasadinei — autorinei -
teksto reik§mei.

Tiek Sokrato pasnekovas, tiek Derrida dekonstruojamas tekstas ,,sugriauna“
save i§ vidaus: tai, kas sunaikina ar demaskuoja tiek viena, tiek kitag — asmenj ir
tekstg (ar veikiau nelygstamg asmens ir teksto autoriteta), ateina ne i$ iSorés, o i$
vidaus - ar tiesiog atrandama viduje.

Radikalus negatyvumas, imanentinis kritikos pobudis ir tam tikros etinés
intencijos, slypinc¢ios anapus pacios intencijos demaskuoti, egzistavimas - tokie
svarbiausi sokratiskojo elencho ir deridiskosios dekonstrukcijos panagumai.

Nepelnyto, perdétai iSpiisto ar totalitaring pretenzija maskuojancio autorite-
to nuvainikavimas jo paties rankomis — biutent toks svarbiausias tiek sokratidkojo
elencho, tiek deridiskosios dekonstrukcijos taikymo rezultatas.

Vis délto elencho ir dekonstrukcijos etiné intencija yra skirtinga — dabar ir
pereisime prie $iy skirtumy analizés.

13 Stulbinamg elencho ir dekonstrukcijos panasuma, be kita ko, rodo ir tai, jog neretai pats sokratiskasis
elenchas - be abejo, netiesiogiai, su iSlygomis - jvardijamas pasitelkiant zodj ,dekonstrukcija“. Antai
labai simptomiskas toks straipsnio, kuriame i$ elencho perspektyvos svarstoma apie vélyvajame Plato-
no dialoge Filebas (de)konstruojamg filosofinj argumentg, pavadinimas: ,Nepaneigiamo argumento
(de)konstrukcija Platono Filebe (Smith 2002).



Etinés elencho ir dekonstrukcijos intencijos skirtumai

Platono perteikta Sokrato pasnekovy, kuriy nuostatoms pritaikomas elenchas,
reakcija dazniausiai yra priesiska: kvotimo aukos, suvokusios savo neiSmanyma,
jauciasi nejaukiai — klastingai sugundytos pokalbiui, suvedziotos, pajuoktos ir pa-
zemintos. Jei §i emociné Sokrato pasnekovy reakcija buty vienintelis sokratiskojo
elencho taikymo rezultatas, Sokratas mums atrodyty panasus j paprasciausia sadis-
tiniy polinkiy turintj sofist3, o sokratiskasis elenchas niekuo nesiskirty nuo sofis-
tinio elencho, kurj kiek véliau kritikavo Aristotelis: juk vienintelis sofistinj elencha
praktikavusiy sofisty tikslas ir tebuvo bet kokia kaina laiméti gincg, nors pati jy
taikyta oponento paneiginéjimo procedira, kiek galime spresti, loginiu subtilumu
bei kalbinémis gudrybémis buvo labai panasi j sokratiskaja.

Platono dialogai atskleidzia, jog savajj elencha taikes Sokratas turéjo aisky eti-
nj tikslg: iSmokyti pasnekovus kuklumo ir padéti jiems geriau pazinti save pacius'.
Per kvotima pasnekovui parodes, kad $is apie klausiama dalyka turi keletg visis-
kai skirtingy - kartais net visi$kai prie$ingy ir viena kitg neigianc¢iy - nuomoniy,
Sokratas pasnekovui jrodo, jog Sio pretenzija j patikima Zinojima ir i§ jo kylantj
autoriteta yra nepagrijsta, kartu kviesdamas jj pripazinti savo zmogiskajj ribotuma
(juk bet kuriuo atveju tobulg zinojima turi tik dievai - jo neturjs ne tik Sokrato
pasnekovas, bet ir apskritai joks Zzmogus) ir jgyti kuklumo, kurio iSmokyty savojo
ribotumo suvokimas bei pripazinimas®. Be to, elencho metu isryskéjes faktas, kad
pasnekovas savo sieloje masto ir mano ne tik tai, kg pradzioje deklaruoja kaip pir-
minj atsakymg j Sokrato pateikta klausima, bet ir daugybe kity dalyky, pasnekovui
atveria skilimg jo sieloje ir dvasine nedarna, jo sielos ir dvasios nevientisuma, kurio

jis pats, be kvotéjo pagalbos, nebuvo jzvelges. Pamates §j savosios dvasinés prigim-

" Terence’as H. Irwinas, analizuodamas elencho funkcijg, atkreipia démes;j j elencho sasaja su Sokrato
raginimu kultivuoti dorybe: elenchas jau pats savaime yra btdas ir priemoné jtikinti Zmones rapin-
tis dorybe (Irwin 1995: 18-19). Martha Nussbaum savo ruoztu atkreipia démesj i rysky skirtuma
tarp epistemologiniy ir etiniy elencho rezultaty: epistemologiniai rezultatai visada yra neigiami,
nes kvociamieji niekada nepajégia pateikti Sokratg tenkinanciy atsakymy j jo klausimus, bet sa-
vistaba, jsigilinimas i save pacius ir savojo zinojimo riby suvokimas visada duoda akivaizdy etinj
rezultata — pasnekovas, jveikes i$ klaidingy savo jsitikinimy kylancia arogancija, tampa kuklesnis ir
geranori$kesnis kitiems, o tai sudaro jo tolesnio etinio tobuléjimo salygas (Nussbaum 2001: 129).
Elencho funkcija tampa aiSkesné turint galvoje ir tai, kad elenchinis kvotimas yra glaudziai susijes
su sokratiskuoju pasnekovo sielos ,,tyrimu® (exetasis): apie ry$j tarp elegkhos ir exetasis zr. Tarrant
2002.

Turint galvoje, kad j logines bei egzistencines aporijas vedanti elencho procedira jos adresatg iSmusa
i§ tariamos visazinystés véziy ir motyvuoja geriau pazinti save patj, tampa akivaizdus elencho rysys su
Delfy orakulo imperatyvu ,,pazink save patj“, kuriuo, kaip teigiama Sokrato apologijoje, buvo gristas ir
pats Sokrato siekis Atény gatvése diskutuoti su jvairiy luomy bei profesijy Zmonémis, tikintis tarp jy
rasti i$§mintingesnj uz save ($ios iSminties matas — sokratiskoji nuostata ,,zZinau nieko nezings®). Apie
elencho sasajas su Delfy orakulu zr. McPherran 2002.
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ties nevientisumga, pasnekovas kartu suvokia geriau nei anksciau ,,pazines save patj,
nepaisant to, jog $i saves paties pazinimo kelioné neturi ir negali turéti pabaigos.

Kai Sokratas, pritaikes elencha, savo pasnekovui parodo, jog $is tuo pat metu
mano daugybe skirtingy dalyky, dialogo dalyvis nataraliai i§provokuojamas pa-
klausti: o kg galy gale jis mano i§ tiesy, jei, kaip atskleidé Sokratas, jis mano ne
tai, ka deklaravo pradzioje kaip pirminj atsakyma j vieng ar kitg Sokrato iskelta
klausimag, — ir galbut net ne tai, ka besitesianc¢io pokalbio metu pateiké kaip ve-
lesnius atsakymus. Pasnekovo atsakymy priestaravimai, iSryskéje taikant elencha,
nebutinai turéjo reiksti, kad i§ pateiktyjy atsakymy teisingas galéjes buti tik vienas,
arba kad né vienas i$ jy nebuves teisingas: juk kiekvienas atsakymas galéjes savyje
slépti bent dalele tiesos, todél tolesnis visy pateiktyjy atsakymy apmastymas, ma-
tant prie$ akis bendrg pozitriy kontekstg ir panoramine atsakymy visuma, galéty
kreipti pasnekovo mastymg tikslesnio atsakymo link.

Sokratas, elenchiniu kvotimu priversdamas savo pasnekova geriau ,,pazinti
save patj“, tikrai nemané, kad pats atveria jam tiesg, tartum i$ iSorés atnesamg j
pasnekovo sielg, ir tikrai nebuvo toks naivus, jog buty tikéjesis, kad pasnekovas,
naudodamasis jo ,,pribuvimu®, pats ¢ia pat pagimdys galutine tiesg — absoliuciai
teisingg atsakyma j jo pateiktg klausimg. Pasnekovo sieloje atvéres pozitriy daugi,
Sokratas veikiausiai tikéjosi, kad pasnekovas ateityje bus priverstas ieSkoti bendrojo
racionalaus ty skirtingy savo paties pozitriy, atsiskleidusiy taikant elencha, pagrin-
do ar mato, o tai pasnekovg pavers ne tik protingesne, bet ir socialesne bei politis-
kesne butybe: gebédamas geriau matyti skirtumus savo paties sieloje ir ,,politiskai®
juos medijuoti racionaliu protu, jzvelgianciu bendraji racionaly ty skirtumy matg
ar vardiklj, taip atrasdamas politinio sutarimo galimybe savo paties viduje, pasne-
kovas sykiu taps kompetentingesnis megzti politinj dialogg ir su kitais asmenimis.

Nuversti pasipttusj pasnekova, jsivaizduojantj esant kone pusdieviu, nuo tus-
¢ios didybés postamento ir paversti kukliu, socialiu, pilietisku ir politisku, dievus
ir Zzmones gerbianciu, gebanciu tartis su kitais pilieciais asmeniu, — matyt, bitent
tokia ir buvo etiné sokratiskojo elencho funkcija.

Labai svarbu atkreipti démesj j tai, jog sokratiskasis dialogas, kurio metu
taikomas elenchas, visada yra dialektiskas: pozitriy skirtumai pasnekovo sieloje
atskleidziami ne tam, kad buty paprasciausiai deklaruotas pats ty skirtingy po-
ziuriy daugis, né neméginant jo jveikti ar net vertinant jj kaip pozityvy, emanci-
puojantj dalyka, o tam, kad buty parodytas pirminio pozitrio vienpusiskumas ir
atsirasty galimybeé siekti dialektinés skirtingy pozitriy, iSryskéjusiy taikant elencha,
sintezés'®. Skilimas pasnekovo sieloje atveriamas tam, kad véliau buty dialektiskai

16 Elencho sasaja su dialektika tampa akivaizdi svarstant net vien formaliai - turint galvoje, viena vertus,
situacinj elencho rysj su dialogu (nes elenchas taikomas butent dialogo kontekste) ir, kita vertus, pras-



jveiktas, skilimo atvertus skirtumus ,,politiskai“ medijuojant racionalaus proto pa-
stangomis.

Nors paciam Sokrato pasnekovui - sokratiskojo elencho adresatui - §i pro-
cedira yra labai nemaloni - lyg Saltas dusas jo savigarbai ar tus¢iagarbiskumui,
butent jis, pasnekovas, yra pagrindinis elencho procediiros teikiamos etinés naudos
gavéjas — butent jis, po prima facie itin nemalonaus pokalbio, iSauga ir subresta
kaip etinis subjektas.

Deridiskoji dekonstrukcija taip pat turi eting funkcija, bet ji visiskai kita: de-
konstrukcija, atvérusi reik$miy daugj dekonstruojamame tekste, patj §j daugj ver-
tina kaip emancipuojantj veiksnj, né nemeégindama jo jveikti dialektiskai. Dekon-
strukcija ir dialektika yra nesuderinami dalykai maziausiai dél dviejy priezasciy.

Pirmoji priezastis yra susijusi su Derrida pozitriu j pacig bet kurios kalbinés
reik§mes steigtj: remiantis $iuo pozitriu, kiekviena reik§mé — tariamas (iliuzinis) jos
tapatumas sau paciai - steigiasi kaip diferenciniy skirtumy rezultatas, dél to $iy skir-
tumy panaikinimas panaikinty ir pacias reik§mes (iliuzines ty reik§miy tapatybes),
taigi ir patj tekstg kaip reikSmiy audinj. Kitaip tariant, kalbiné reik§mé A steigiasi
kaip jos skirtumy nuo, tarkime, kalbinés reiksmés B ir kalbinés reiksémeés C rezul-
tatas, o ne kaip kalbinis anapus pacios kalbos egzistuojancio tikrovisko objekto A
atspindys; atitinkamai ir kalbiné reiksmé B steigiasi kaip jos skirtumy nuo kalbinés
reik§meés A ir kalbinés reik§més C rezultatas, o savo ruoztu kalbiné reik§mé C - kaip
jos skirtumy nuo kalbinés reiksmés A ir kalbinés reik§més B rezultatas. Kiekviena
reik§mé konstituojasi be jokiy sasajy su anapus kalbos egzistuojancia ,,ontologine®
tikrove — reik§mé jmanoma vien kaip tam tikras jung¢iy mazgas bendrame skir-
tingy reik§miy tinkle: §j mazgg galima jsivaizduoti tik kaip neobjektinj taska, o ne
kaip kalbinj ,,daiktg“, savo ruoztu atspindintj tikrg Daikta, esantj anapus kalbos.

Paradoksalu tai, jog dekonstrukcija, Derrida manymu, atskleidzia ne tik pa-
grindinés teksto reik§més, atspindincios autoring intencijg, nestabilumag bei ne-
apibréztumg, bet ir tai, jog net ir nestabili bei neapibrézta Sios reiksmes tapaty-
bé - tariama (iliuziné) tapatybé - kad ir silpnu pavidalu jmanoma tik dél to, jog
egzistuoja kitos, $ig pagrindine reik§me neigiancios, inversiskai apverciancios ar
$iaip paprasciausiai nuo jos besiskiriancios reik§més. Nors né viena reik§mé negali
dominuoti - arba dominuoja tik epizodiskai, tam tikrame kontekste ar kalbinéje
situacijoje, kiekviena i$ jy gali - bent iliuziskai - egzistuoti tik todél, kad egzistuoja
ir kitos skirtingos reiksmés - jos ,konkurentés®.

minj paties dialogo rysj su dialektika (pastaraja sasaja nurodo net pirminé daiktavardzio ,,dialektika“
reik§mé - batent ,dialogo menas®, dialektike (sc. tekhne), i§ veiksmazodzio dialegesthai ,kalbétis®).
Dialogo sasajas su dialektika i$ filosofinés hermeneutikos pozitrio tasko jzvalgiai atskleidzia Hansas
Georgas Gadameris savo hermeneutinése studijose, skirtose Platono dialogams (Gadamer 1980).
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Pasakant dar kiek kitaip: nors né viena reik§mé tvirtai nestovi ant kojy, o tik
vos vos ant jy laikosi, net ir $is netvirtas — iliuzinis - stovéjimas nebuty jmanomas,
jei kitos reiksmeés, skirtingos nuo pirmosios, $ios neméginty pargriauti ant Zemés.
Kitaip tariant, visos reik§més apskritai ,stovi“ tik todél, kad mégina pargriauti ant
zemeés viena kitg, o ne dél to, kad turi po kojomis kokj nors tvirta, inherentiskai
stabily pagrinda.

Vadinasi, uzuot lindéje, kad dekonstrukcija paneigé kurio nors mums mie-
lo teksto autorinés reiksmés stabilumg, tame tekste atskleidusi kitas paties teksto
spontaniskai pagimdytas reik$mes, konkuruojancias su pagrindine (fasadine) jo
reik§me, turime dziaugtis tuo, jog butent tos antrojo ar treciojo plano reiksmeés,
konkuruojancios su fasadine teksto reik§me, pastargja ir padaro apskritai — kad ir
netvariai, iliuziskai - jmanoma.

Antroji priezastis, dél kurios dialektinis reik§miniy skirtumy medijavimas ir
nugesinimas yra i§ esmés nesuderinami su pacia dekonstrukcijos intencija, yra ta
aplinkybe, jog bet kuris tekstas — ypac tas, kuris laikomas $ventu, autoritetingu,
$ioje mastymo tradicijoje yra laikomas potencialiu totalitarinés prievartos $alti-
niu: dialektinis dekonstrukcijos isryskinty reiksmés skirtumy jveikimas, pasialant
kokia nors dialekting ty skirtumy sinteze, reik$ty dekonstruoto teksto autoriteto
atkarima galbat kiek silpnesniu pavidalu, o kartu - ir teksto pretenzijos j prasminj
vientisumg atkarimg. Turint galvoje pamatinj motyva, dél kurio dekonstravimo
veiksmas apskritai atliekamas, tokia dialektiné dekonstruoto teksto — jo reik$éminio
bei prasminio vientisumo - rekonstitucija suvokiama kaip etiskai ir politiskai ne-
priimtina, net nepriklausomai nuo to, ar ji i§ viso jmanoma (kaip ka tik parodéme,
ji, Derrida jsitikinimu, néra jmanoma net i§ principo).

Jei dekonstruojamas tekstas — ir pati kalba, kurios diferenciniy skirtumy
stichijoje tekstas steigiasi, — yra suvokiami kaip totalitarinés prievartos Saltinis,
nattralu paklausti, kokia etiné dekonstrukcijos funkcija - ir kas yra paties etinio
dekonstrukcijos judesio adresatas. Si funkcija — iSlaisvinti anapus kalbos ir teksto
esantj Kitg, kurio laisvei gresia visy pirma totalitariné bet kurio teksto pretenzija
j tapatuma sau ir pamatinés jo reik§més stabilumg bei vientisumg. Akivaizdu, jog
etinio dekonstrukcijos veiksmo adresatas — tai Kitas, kurj siekiama emancipuo-
ti nuo kalbos ir kalbinio teksto, o ne pats tekstas, kuris dél to, kad néra $io eti-
nio veiksmo adresatas, ir néra dialektiskai ,,gydomas“ po dekonstrukcijos sukelto
jo suzalojimo.

Tai ir yra svarbiausias elencho ir dekonstrukcijos skirtumas: elencho procedi-
ros ir elencha lydincio etinio veiksmo adresatas sutampa - tai Sokrato pasnekovas,
o dekonstrukcijos procediiros adresatas ir $ig procedirg lydincio etinio veiksmo
adresatas yra skirtingi (dekonstrukcijos procediiros adresatas yra dekonstruojamas



tekstas, o $ig procedira lydincio etinio veiksmo adresatas yra Kitas, kuris suvokia-
mas kaip dekonstravimo judesiu emancipuojamas nuo totalitarinés teksto, atsto-
vaujanc¢io Tam Paciam, hegemonijos).

Be abejo, tam tikra antrine ar silpnesne prasme dekonstrukcija lydincio etinio
veiksmo adresatu galety buti laikomas ir potencialus bet kurio teksto autorius:
jam skirtas etinis jpareigojimas buty rasyti kiek jmanoma ,silpnesnius® ir kiek

jmanoma lengviau dekonstruojamus tekstus, kurie nuo pat pradziy negozty Kito.

i

Bendresnio pobtuidzio isvada, kurig galétume padaryti po atlikto tyrimo, yra $i:
nors antikineés ir $iuolaikinés Vakary filosofijos etosas yra skirtingas (galime teigti,
kad joms rapi i§ esmés skirtingi dalykai), vis délto sokratiskojo elencho ir deridis-
kosios dekonstrukcijos sgsajos leidzia jzvelgti ir svarbius antikinio bei $iuolaikinio
filosofinio mastymo salycio taskus: ir antikinei, ir $iuolaikinei kontinentinei filoso-
fijai, masy analizuotu atveju atstovaujamai dekonstrukcionizmo, biidingas ryskus
kritinis potencialas ir jo panaudojimas tam tikriems etiniams tikslams pasiekti.
Tipologiniai elencho ir dekonstrukcijos panasumai atskleidzia visos vakarietisko-
sios filosofinio mastymo tradicijos testinumg ir santykinj vientisumg, nepaisant
daugybés jos raidoje jvykusiy laziy ir naujy teoriniy atsisakojimy.

Antikiniy metodologiniy precedenty svarbos tipologiniams jy atitikmenims
$iuolaikinéje filosofijoje suvokimas, misy jsitikinimu, sudaro galimybe naujomis
akimis pazvelgti j tai, kas aktualu Siuolaikinéje kontinentinéje filosofijoje, taip pat
tiksliau jvertinti naujy teoriniy $iuolaikinio filosofinio mastymo tendencijy origi-
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Naglis Kardelis

IS THE SOCRATIC ELENCHUS A PROTOTYPE
OF THE DERRIDEAN DECONSTRUCTION?

Summary

The author of the article focuses on the typological - formal and functional -
similarities between the Socratic elenchus and the Derridean deconstruction. The
possibility of Plato’s influence on Derrida regarding the similarities between these
two procedures is left behind as irrelevant and ultimately unanswerable. It is ar-
gued that, despite the fact that both the Socratic elenchus and the Derridean de-
construction possess some features that are characteristic of a method, neither of
them can be called a method in a strict sense, for the employment of each of them
requires a creative approach and spontaneous insight. Both the Socratic elenchus
and the Derridean deconstruction are employed in order to undermine the sup-
posed unity of its respective target — be it a person under elenctic interrogation or
a text undergoing the procedure of deconstruction - and to expose the lack of its
inner coherence. This goal is always the same, yet it is achieved quite differently in
different situations of personal interrogation or textual analysis. The attention is
drawn to the fact that in both cases the object of deconstruction - be it a person’s
cherished opinion or a text’s authorial intention - is shown by Plato’s Socrates and
by Derrida to self-destruct, that is, to crumble under the weight of its own inherent

contradictions, without any extraneous factors or forces.

The author of the article also stresses the fact that both the Socratic elenchus and
the Derridean deconstruction are employed with an ethical end, which is quite
different in each of those two cases. The ethical addressee of the elenchus coincides
with the addressee of the elenctic procedure itself: it is Socrates’ interlocutor whose
opinions are exposed as the target of an elenctic procedure. The humbling effect
of this procedure on a person under Socratic examination is shown by Plato as an
effect of ethical transformation of that person. In the case of Derridean deconstruc-
tion, its ethical addressee utterly differs from the addressee of the deconstructive
procedure itself: it is, not the text that is the target of deconstruction, but the Other
who suffers under the totalitarian regime of that text and its supposedly monolithic
authorial meaning.
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The author of the text himself or herself — and, figuratively, the text itself — might
also be considered as an ethical addressee of the deconstructive procedure, yet only
indirectly, if the very result of the text’s — and its author’s — humbling, weakening,
diminution and even eventual extinction is viewed by the deconstructed text’s au-

thor as ethically desirable.

A more general conclusion that might be made from our analysis is this: though
the ethos of contemporary Continental philosophy is quite different from that of
ancient philosophy, the typological similarities between the Socratic elenchus and
the Derridean deconstruction, especially their critical potential and ethical orien-
tation, draw our attention to the essential unity and continuity, despite all evident

differences, of Western philosophical tradition.

Moreover, the disclosure of ancient methodological precedents of contemporary
philosophical thought enable us to evaluate more precisely the level of originality
of current innovative trends in the field of contemporary Continental philosophy.

KEYWORDS: Socrates, Plato, Derrida, elenchus, deconstruction.
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Sis straipsnis — atsakas j Derrida raginimg ,reabilituoti“ Vakary filosofijos subjektg.
Todél, viena vertus, straipsnyje yra vykdoma klasikinés subjekto sgvokos interpreta-
cijos kritika ir revizija, kita vertus - (re)konstruojama alternatyvi subjekto samprata.
Sioms uzduotims atlikti pasitelkiamas deridisko poststruktiiralizmo ir afekto teorijos
(daugiausia delioziskos versijos) potencialas - kaip dviejy filosofiniy prieigy, skirtin-
gais budais kvestionuojanciy tradicine subjekto samprata ir sykiu plétojanciy origina-
lig subjekto koncepcija. Subjekto savokos kritika / revizija vykdoma trimis kryptimis:
konceptualine, fenomenologine ir ontologine. Tokia ,,mi$ria“ prieiga bandoma jrody-
ti, jog, nepaisant teoriniy, konceptualiniy ir praktiniy skirtumy, poststruktaralizmas
ir afekto teorija i§ esmés aptinka tuos pacius klasikinés subjekto savokos probleminius
mazgus.

RAKTAZODZIAL subjektas, afektas, différance, Smékla, pakaitalas, Derrida, Deleuze.

Kaip reabilituoti subjekta: poststruktaralizmas
et / versus afekto teorija

Ilga laika subjektas turéjo epistemologinj alibi Vakary filosofijoje kaip savaime
suprantama (ir, reikéty manyti, savaime pakankama) kategorija. Klasikinéje filoso-



36

fijoje susiformavusi kalbésena apie subjekta sieja jj su racionalumo ir autonomijos
kategorijomis. Pastarosios, savo ruoztu, yra kildinamos i$ arba pacios sukuria prie-
laidy tokioms subjekto savybéms, kaip ,.esatis®, ,,valia®, ,,sutapimas su savimi® ir
~tapatybé®. Negana to, tokia kalbésena legitimuoja subjekta kaip pacios filosofijos
atskaitos taska (jei ne jos buting salyga): juk kiekvienas kalbéjimo aktas reikalauja
kalbanciojo — kalbéjimo ir mastymo veikéjo. Perfrazuojant, konvencionalus dis-
kursas apie autonominj ir racionaly subjekta suteikia jam privilegijuota, tariant
Derrida ZodZiais, kilmeés statusa.

Vis délto jau $iandien, kai subjekto sgvoka yra viena problemiskiausiy siuo-
laikinéje filosofijoje, $itokia retorika atrodo anachronistiska. Jau XX a. pradzioje
struktaralizmo atstovai postulavo, kad mastantis ir veikiantis subjektas yra saly-
gotas struktary, kuriy svarbiausia yra kalba. Taip performavus mastymo paradi-
gma, subjektas yra, pirmiausia ir svarbiausia, socialinis subjektas, taigi — kategori-
ja, apibrézta kultaros, politikos, ideologijos ir kt. Akivaizdu, kad, taip apibadinus
subjekta, epitetai ,savarankiskas®, (nepriklausomai) ,, mastantis“ ir ,tapatus sau“
skamba ironiskai, jei ne groteskiskai. Taciau tai nereiskia, kad subjektas, kaip filo-
sofiné sgvoka ir veikéjas, darosi bereik§mé arba nereikalinga: veikiau subjektas yra
iScentrinamas, jis praranda savo privilegijuotuma.

Kaip reabilituoti subjekta? Ir apskritai, ar jmanoma tai padaryti, ir ar reikia?
Pagrindinio $io straipsnio veikéjo — Jacques’o Derrida — manymu, atsakymas yra
teigiamas. Veikiausiai teiginys, jog Derrida yra vienas svarbiausiy ir produkty-
viausiy poststruktaralizmo atstovy, bty filosofiné kligé. Kaip rodo pats teorinés
krypties pavadinimas, poststruktiiralizmas yra tai, kas eina po struktaralizmo, kas
reiskia pastarojo ambivalentiska santykj su savo pirmtaku: viena vertus, poststruk-
taralizmas paveldi i$ struktaralizmo tam tikry mastymo schemy (be abejo, svar-
biausioji — poststruktaralizmo orientacija j kalbg); kita vertus, poststruktaralizmo
tradicija kritiSkai uzklausia ir negailestingai griauna struktiralizmo prielaidas. ,,Pa-
simetusj®, ,,uzstrigusj“ tarp struktary subjekta, pasak Derrida, reikia reabilituoti.
Interviu, pavadintame ,,,,Reikia gerai maitintis“, arba apie subjekto kalkuliacijas“
(““Il faut bien manger”, ou le calcul du sujet”), jis sitlo alternatyvig filosofing stra-
tegija: uzuot visiskai likvidavus karteziskajj subjekta (schematiskai aprasyta anks-
¢iau), reikia tokj ,,subjekta interpretuoti i§ naujo, atkurti, vél jtraukti [j filosofijos
diskursg — pastaba mano, D. P.]“ (Derrida, 1991: 96-97).

Taigi kyla kitas klausimas: kaip ir kokiomis priemonémis Derrida ketina
tai daryti? Sis klausimas atrodo dar problemigkesnis, jei atsizvelgtume j Derrida
sukurty ir i$plétota dekonstrukcijos metoda, kuriuo filosofas ardo dvinares opozi-
cijas — Vakary filosofijos diskurso atramos taskus. Jau suprantame, kad deridiskas

subjekto atgaivinimo projektas irgi néra vienareiksmis. Viena vertus, Derrida lai-



kosi struktiiralizmo linijos: jo filosofinéje paradigmoje subjektas néra nei kilmé,
nei pati save grindzianti substancija, nei aiskiai apibrézta fiziné, nei, juolab, pri-
vilegijuota metafiziné kategorija. Kaip ir struktaralizme, subjektas Derrida filoso-
fijoje yra struktiry - ir, vélgi, svarbiausia — kalbos — jkaitas. Taciau, antra vertus,
Derrida nepritaria pesimistiskai struktiiralizmo nuostatai, pasmerkusiai subjekta
bent jau simboliskai mirciai, nes, kaip minéta, filosofas tiki, jog pastarajj reikia
satkurti®, ,interpretuotiis naujo“ (kas, vélgi, nurodo j lingvistines subjekto reabili-
tacijos projekto prielaidas). Svarbu pastebéti, jog Derrida neragina sugrazinti neva
prarastg subjekta atgal j filosofijos diskursa; netgi priesingai: filosofo sitlymas
permastyti subjekta yra vieno gajausiy (ir svarbiausiy) Vakary filosofijos naratyvy
uzklausimas. Pasak paties Derrida, toks konceptualinis judesys turéty atskleisti
»desubjektyvavimo désnj subjekte ir kaip subjekta' (Derrida 2002: 157). Matome,
kad tokj (anti)subjekta, pazymeéty différance (netapatumo sau) zenklu, sunkoka
lokalizuoti dichotomijomis pagristoje filosofinéje sistemoje. Taigi nekeista, jog
Derrida sumanytas subjekto rekonceptualizavimo projektas tobulai atitinka mas-
tytojo grande mission — pamatiniy Vakary filosofijos kategorijy dekonstrukcija.
Vis délto subjekto iScentrinimas — ne vien poststruktaralizmo kritiné ambici-
ja. Kito pranciizy mastytojo, Derrida amzinininko - Gilles’io Deleuze’o? - tiesiogiai
ir netiesiogiai inicijuotas filosofinis projektas - tai, kg, pasitelke skétinj termina,
galétume pavadinti ,,afekto teorija“ - taip pat uzklausia subjekto savoka ir bando
ja savotiskai permastyti, perinterpretuoti, konceptualizuoti i§ naujo. Tiesa, afekto
teorija steigia kritine distancija tarp saves ir kalbiniy struktary (taigi, ir jprastos
filosofinés kalbésenos) ir, uzuot nagrinéjusi subjekto kategorija kalbos / Zenklo
problematikos kontekste (kaip tai nuosekliai daré Derrida), savo atspirties tasku
laiko materialy kiing. Cia pravartu paminéti Barucho Spinozos kiinisko afekto api-
brézima, kaip ji performulavo Deleuze’as: afektas yra kiino geba veikti kitus kiinus
arba buti paveiktiems jy (Deleuze 1988: 125). Afektas, suvoktas kaip toks santykiy
ir sgveikos vienetas, sykiu suproblemina absoliucios subjekto autonomijos galimy-
be (nes subjektas néra tik veikiantis, bet ir veikiamas) ir paneigia subjekto kaip vien
patiriancio, taigi, pasyvaus, suvokima (subjektas néra tik veikiamas, bet ir veikia

pats). Taigi, kaip ir poststruktiiralizmas, afekto teorija meta i$$ukj klasikinei episte-

! Sitoje vietoje galimas 7odZiy Zaismas: pranciizy ir angly kalbose terminas ,,subjektas* reiskia ir sub-
jekta, ir veiksnj. Tad gali buti, kad aporiskas Derrida desubjektyvavimo sugretinimas su subjektu
reiskia, kad desubjektyvavimas veikia pagal kalbos logika, kaip veiksnys, pagrindinis démuo.

2 Nors afekto teorija semiasi idéjy i$ ankstesniy mastytojy: pavyzdziui, Barucho Spinozos ir Henri
Bergsono, pastarieji nesieké sukurti filosofinés afekto teorijos. Negana to, gerai Zinome, kokig jtaka
jie padaré Deleuze’ui. Briano Massumi - ko gero, iSkiliausio afekto teorijos atstovo, susisteminusio
ankstesniy mastytojy idéjas ir suformulavusio jas kaip teorijg — filosofiné sistema yra originalus Gil-
les’io Deleuze’o (ir Félixo Guattari) projekto tesinys. Dél $iy priezasciy teigiama, kad batent Deleuze’as
paruosé solidy pagrinda afekto teorijai.
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mologijai, jpratusiai mastyma grijsti tapatumo principu; Briano Massumi teigimu,
afektas ,,iSilgai perpjauna jprastas kategorijas“ (Massumi 2015: x), kurios paklista
(veélgi, pastebime panasumy su poststruktiralizmu) dvinarei logikai: esatis / ne-
satis, gamta / kulttra, aktyvumas / pasyvumas, kiinas / kalba. Trumpai tariant,
afektas yra iki signifikacijos, taigi: anapus kalbos, struktairos, tapatybés — galiausiai,
paties subjekto, jei mastysime apie jj klasikinés filosofijos kategorijomis. Apibré-
ziant afekto kategorija Rei Terada Zodziais, jis priklauso nuo skirtumo, o ne nuo
referencijos (Terada 1999: 195).

Vélgi pastebime jau minétg ,desubjektyvavimo désnj“, apie kurj kalbéjo Der-
rida. Nors §j ,,désnj“ poststruktaralizmas ir afekto teorija aptinka skirtingais ba-
dais, netgi skirtinguose konceptualiniuose kontekstuose, matome, kad $iy dviejy
teorijy tikslas yra tas pats — kritikuoti tradicing subjekto sgvoka ir sykiu méginti
plétoti naujg. Sio straipsnio tikslas atliepia tokig kritine laikyseng: tyrime bus mé-
ginama uzklausti, probleminti, de- ir re-konstruoti subjekto kategorija, remiantis
poststruktiralizmo ir afekto teorijos prielaidomis. Pagrindiné straipsnio proble-
ma - $iy teoriniy kalbéseny nevienalytiskumas ir net nebendramatiskumas, atsi-
randantis dél to, kad poststruktaralizmas yra teorija, besiremianti kalbinémis ir

semiotinémis prielaidomis, o afekto teorija nusigrezia nuo kalbos.
Pastabus skaitytojas, gerai susipazings su Derrida ir Deleuze’o filosofiniais

diskursais, galéty kelti klausima, kiek toks konceptualinis judesys yra pagrijstas.
Derrida plétojamo ,,silpnojo“ subjekto (apvalyto nuo Vakary filosofijos jam pri-
skiriamy signifikacijy) koncepcija yra neatskiriamai susijusi su transcendentali-
némis struktiromis, kurios lokalizuotos subjekto patyrime®: pirmiausia ir svar-
biausia - tai kalba bei taip pat straipsnyje aptariamas lietimas, ateities laukimas,
ir, galiausiai — K/kitas. Tai reiskia, jog ,,desubjektyvavimo désnis®, kitybé pacioje
subjektyvumo Serdyje visuomet yra aptinkama subjekte ir per subjekta. Priesin-
gai, delioziskas imanentizmas panaikina bet kokig transcendentaliniy struktiry
galimybe: spinoziskai tariant, kiekviena substancija (ir subjektas néra isimtis) yra
grynosios imanencijos apraiska. Afektas, kertiné §io straipsnio sgvoka, kaip tik ir
yra budas ,prisijungti“ prie imanencijos plotmeés, tai yra: pajusti ir patirti ima-
nencijg tiesioginiu sgveikos / saly¢io btudu, nemedijuojamu transcendentaliniy
struktary.

Nors svarbu suvokti $iuos kertinius teorijy skirtumus, vis délto nekeliu tiks-
lo ,sutaikyti“ dviejy teorijy, arba redukuoti jy vieng j kita, (i§)randant jy locus
communis. Veikiau méginsiu ,,transplantuoti® afekto sampratg j poststruktaraliz-
mo diskursg ir tokiu konceptualiniu judesiu pademonstruoti, kaip, suspendavus

* 1§ svary aspekts, suprobleminantj Derrida ir Deleuze’o subjekto sampraty palyginimo pagrinda,
atkreipé démesj Audroné Zukauskaite.



minéta $iy teorijy nebendramatiskuma, kritinés pozicijos subjekto atzvilgiu ste-
bétinai rezonuoja viena su kita. Vélgi, pasitelkes paties Derrida veikale Gyviinas,
kuris, vadinasi, esu silloma limitrofijos metoda, Siame straipsnyje kaip pradine
pozicija renkuosi pozicijg tarp - ribg tarp (Derrida ir Deleuze’o, skiriancig ir
sykiu jungiancia), kuri, Derrida jsitikinimu, suteikia galimybe perzengti tai, kas
zinoma, ir generuoti naujy ziniy (Derrida 2008: 29). Pusiau ironigkai (ironija at-
siranda dél Derrida pasitlyto metodo, kuris bus taikomas pac¢iam Derrida) sitlau
ne skaityti drauge Derrida ir Deleuze’s i$ didZiosios raidés (kaip du filosofus, tu-
rincius aiskias tapatybes filosofiniame diskurse), bet veikiau stebéti dvi mastymo
trajektorijas, kurios, nors ir turi skirtingas kryptis, bet taip pat turi sankirtos tasky,
vienas kuriy reflektuojamas $iame straipsnyje — klasikinés subjekto sampratos
uzklausimas.

Toks méginimas mastyti ,,tarp“ atsispindi ir ,veidrodinéje” straipsnio struk-
taroje. Pirmoje jo dalyje Derrida subjekto-automato samprata nagrinéjama ly-
giagreciai su Deleuze’o ir Guattari (afektyvios) masinos konceptu. Antroje dalyje
prieinama prie Derrida subjekto, kaip causa sui, kritikos ir jg atliepiancio Deleu-
ze’o tapatybés sagvokos pagristumo uzklausimo, kuriam pasitelkiamos pagalbinés
diferenciacijos ir individuacijos kategorijos. Galiausiai trec¢ioje straipsnio dalyje
subjekto problematika yra svarstoma ne, kaip tai jprasta, ontologijos, bet haunto-
logijos kontekste, o tai leidzia ieSkoti panasumy tarp $méklisko poststruktiralizmo
subjekto ir afekto teorijos subjekto, nusakomo per reliacija, santykj, jtampg tarp
aktualumo ir virtualumo.

Apzvelgsimos sgvokos-sajungininkés — pakaitalas, différance, sSmékla ir ki-
tos — tik jrodo, kad poststruktaralizmas vadovaujasi implicitine (iki-tapatybine,
iki-signifikacine, transversalia) afekto logika. Nors Terada mano, jog poststrukti-
ralizme néra vieningos afekto (jausmo / emocijos / kiino geby*) sistemos (Terada
1999: 194), si kategorija vis délto (bent jau $mékliskai) pasirodo paties Derrida ras-
tuose. Ir, priesingai, matysime, kaip besipriesinantis signifikacijoms afektas darosi
stebétinai panasus j deridiska différance kaip Alaino Badiou aprasyta budg ,,prieiti
ar¢iau prie i$nykstancio (n)esaties tasko, nesunaikinant jos“ (Douzinas 2007: 2).
Todél manome, kad daromas zingsnis i poststruktiiralizmo teritorijos afekto link
leis mums dar labiau priartéti prie atsakymo j probleminj klausima: kaip atimti
i subjekto jo suteikta jam Vakary tradicijos alibi, visiskai nelikviduojant paties
subjekto?

* Originale vartojamas Zodis ,emocija“, kuris, priklausomai nuo autoriaus, yra / néra sinonimiskas afek-
tui. Nors a$ esu linkes manyti, kad emocija yra tik daliné afekto (kaip platesnés kategorijos) apraiska,
klaidingai sutapatinama su afektu, Terada daznai vartoja $iuos terminus kaip sinonimus. Pla¢iau zr.:
Terada 2001.
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De/subjektyvavimo masina

Masina [...] yra pasmerkta kartotei. Jos lemtis yra bejausmiskai, nesuvokiamai, be or-
gany ar organiskumo, reprodukuoti gautas komandas. Biidama nejautros busenos, ji
pakliista apskai¢iuojamai programai arba pati valdo ja be afekto arba autoafektyvumo,
kaip indiferentiskas automatas. (Derrida 2002: 72)

Veikale Apie gramatologijg Derrida, skaitydamas Jeano-Jacques’o Rousseau
tekstus (ISpazintj, Emilj, arba Apie aukléjimg, Samprotavimus apie Zmoniy nelygy-
bés kilme ir pagrindus’), aptinka kiekviename jy pasirodancia ir nuolatos pasikar-
tojancig sagvoka - ,pakaitalas“ (supplément). I$ pradziy $i savoka tampa Derrida
metodologiniu jrankiu, kuriuo filosofas ketina dekonstruoti $nekos / rasto tariama
opozicijg (zinoma, filosofo nagrinéjami Rousseau tekstai atliepia bendrg Derrida
kritikos kryptj — $nekos privilegijuotumo rasto atzvilgiu kritika®). Taciau, atro-
do, kuo ilgiau (ir nuodugniau) Derrida nagrinéja Rousseau rastus, j tuo daugiau
opozicijy jsiterpia tas ,keistasis“ (arba, kaip jj vadina pats Derrida, cituodamas
Rousseau, pavojingasis) pakaitalas: ,gamta vs. kultara®, ,tapatybé vs. skirtumas®
ir galiausiai ,esatis vs. nesatis“. Mégindamas aiskinti pakaitalo logika, Derrida
pabreézia nei$vengiama Sios sgvokos dvilypumga, viena vertus, pakaitalg siedamas
su papildymu (pakaitalas qua priedas, suplementas); kita vertus, aiskindamas jj
per trikumg, kaip tai, kas ,jsiterpia ar jsiskverbia vietoj-ko-nors“ (papildas qua
surogatas) (Derrida 2006a: 192). Jau tokiame ambivalentiskame apibrézime paste-
bima esaties / nesaties zaismé: pakaitalas papildo, tac¢iau pati papildymo operacija
jrodo tik struktaros, kuri yra papildoma, trikumag. Deréty pridéti, kad pakaitalas,
niekada nebtidamas neutralus, taip pat kei¢ia, modifikuoja papildoma struktarg.
Samoningai, norédamas pabrézti savoky pakeiciamumg, arba tarsi tycia, siekda-
mas intelektualiai iSprovokuoti skaitytoja, Derrida prasitaria, kad ,,pakaitalas - tai
kitas skirtumo (différance) jvardijimas“ (Derrida 2006a: 199).

Skirtumo kaip pakaitalo (ir, atvirksciai, pakaitalo kaip skirtumo) sinonimis-
kumas uzfiksuoja svarby Derrida filosofinio projekto aspekta: kalbos ir Zenklo
pirmapradiskuma, tarsi medijuojantj visy jmanomy patyrimy spektra. Dél to, pa-
vyzdziui, Derrida yra linkes kalbéti apie kiing kalbiniais (semiotiniais terminais),
uzuot kalbéjes apie kalbg somatiniais-taktiliniais terminais. Jean-Luc Nancy, sek-
damas Derrida, sugretina taktilinj akta — prisilietimg - su rasymu; kaip tokig ne-
tikéta Nancy s3saja aiskina Audroné Zukauskaité, ,,prisilietimas yra raSymas, zen-
* Pateikiami originalas vertimai j lietuviy kalba.
¢ Derrida poetiskai apibiidina Rousseau pozicija rasto palyginimu su $nekos liga (Derrida 2006: 188).

Cia ir toliau cituojamas lietuviskas ,,Apie gramatologija“ vertimas: Derrida, J. 2006. Apie gramatolo-
gijg. Verté N. Kersyté. Vilnius: Baltos lankos.



kly uzragymas ar jrasymas ant kito kiino, ant kito odos pavirsiaus“ (Zukauskaité
2008: 134). Taciau toks ,,rasymas” (kaip pakaitalas, skir¢iy produkavimo sistema)
reiskiasi ne tik vienam kanui liec¢iantis su kitu - jis, pasak Derrida, slypi pa¢iame
kine, pac¢iame somatinés egzistencijos fakte. Veikale Apie prisilietimg, Jean-Luc
Nancy (Le toucher, Jean-Luc Nancy) Derrida, remdamasis Nancy teksty korpusu,
bando rasti originalig prieiga prie kiiniSkumo ir prisilietimo problematikos, apei-
damas fenomenologijos pramintus takus. Reflektuodamas Nancy kiino samprata,
Derrida pamini, kad Nancy pavyko pastebéti prisilietimo kaip kiino proteziskumo,
suplementarumo locus, kuris ,,iSstumia, atideda ar panaikina (expropriates) [taria-
ma] pradinj tinkamuma® (kiino kilmés statusqg — pastaba mano, D. P.) (Derrida
2005a: 223). Performuluojant Derrida, prisilietimas ne tik uzfiksuoja kito patyrimo
negalimybe, bet, net radikaliau — nurodo j beasmenj ,kita“ paciame kine, kiino
betarpiskos patirties nejmanomuma, dél kurio kanas atsiduria anapus fenome-
nologinés percepcijos. Vélgi, kaip tai formuluoja Zukauskaité, ,kiinas, ar jis biity
savas ar svetimas, visuomet jau yra kitas“ (Zukauskaité 2008: 123-124). Kiinas yra
nei$vengiamai pazymeétas différance Zenklu, ir §ia prasme jis yra pakaitalas, Derrida
tai pavyksta aptikti per prisilietimo struktira.

Prisilietimo tema analizuojama ir veikale Apie gramatologijg, tiesa, kiek kito-
kiu rakursu. Palaipsniui, pradéjes gvildenti rasto kaip (tariamo) $nekos pakaitalo
problema Rousseau tekstuose, Derrida prieina prie intymesnio pavyzdzio — mas-
turbacijos, kurig (ne be kartaus gédos jausmo) reflektuoja Apsvietos epochos mas-
tytojas. Masturbacija (kaip santykis su savimi, savo ego ir kiinu), Derrida manymu,
kone geriausiai atskleidzia sudétingg pakaitalo logika (arba Zenkly ekonomija):
autoerotizmo patirtis reikalauja simbolinio darbo, tam tikro simbolio jsiterpimo,
leidziancio atsirasti tam, ko néra, bent jau fantazmo pavidalu. Taigi, pakaitalas,
Derrida zodziais, ,,turi galig [...] paripinti nesancia esatj per jos atvaizda“ (Derrida
2006a: 205), ir Sia prasme pakaitalas tiek pat priartina esatj, kiek ir jg nutolina.
Vélgi, pakartosiu Derrida, ,pakaitalas [...] néra nei nesatis, nei esatis, ir dél to jis
pazeidzia musy malonuma, ir masy nekaltybe® (galbat tuo buty galima paaiskinti
Rousseau vartojama afektyvy registra, kalbant apie savo polinkj j masturbacija:
géda, baime, susvetiméjimg, saviapgaule). Zvelgiant i§ $io poziirio tagko, pakai-
talas pasirodo kaip tam tikra atopija (paradoksali vieta be vietos), kaip akla démé
(Derrida 2006a: 216), funkcionuojanti kaip esaties pédsakas, ir sykiu esaties kaip
tokios negalimybé (jos tariamas susigrazinimas; bet ar galima susigrazinti tai, kas
tarsi yra, bet ko niekada nebuvo?). Tokia prabégomis apzvelgta tripleto — esaties /
nesaties ir §ig prieSpriesg suklibinancio pakaitalo — dekonstrukcija galiausiai lei-
dzia Derrida reziumuoti, kad ,sis iskreipimas [sic] ne iStinka ,as“, bet yra pati

,a$ kilme“.
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Perskaicius §j Derrida pasaza, kyla klausimai: kokia prasme subjektas yra
pakaitalas? Ir kaip autoerotizmo patirtis gali bati siejama su subjekto ,kilme*?
Vykdydamas Rousseau autobiografiniy teksty egzegeze, Derrida aptinka rysj tarp
Rousseau vartojamo afektyvaus registro masturbacijai aprasyti ir nenattralumo.
Zinoma, nenatiiralumo semg biity galima aikinti tuo, kad masturbacija vadovau-
jasi pakaitalo logika. Antra vertus, deréty sutelkti démesj ties pacia autoerotizmo
sgvoka, suponuojama prisilietimo prie saves ir turincia savyje svarby auto- kom-
ponentg. Tai, kas sieja autoerotizmg, ir subjekta, yra kylantis i§ autoafektyvumo
surogatinis masiniskumas. Tiek autoafektyvumo, tieck masinisSkumo savokos (bei
s3saja tarp jy) reikalauja iSsamesnés iSsklaidos.

Autoafektyvumas, Derrida komentatoriaus Leonardo Lawloro Zodziais, yra
savipatirtis, taciau ne tokia, kai ,,a$“ yra refleksijos objektas, bet betarpiska, savirefe-
rentigka ir saviprodukuojanti (Lawlor 2014: 130). Pasitles autoafektyvumo defini-
cija, Lawloras i$kart priduria, kad kiekvieno Derrida dekonstrukcijos akto taikinys
yra ne kas kita, bet butent autoafektyvumas (Lawlor 2014: 130). Masina yra tobula
autoafektyvumo iliustracija; veikale Be alibi Derrida apibrézia masing kaip tai, kas
yra pasmerkta kartotei (savireprodukcijai), taigi — kaip ,indiferentiska aparatg®
(Derrida 2002: 72). Kitaip tariant, masina yra techné (kaip pakaitalo invariantas
(Derrida 2006a: 192)) par excellance, nes pirmiausia, ji yra priemoné, vykdanti jra-
$ytas i ja komandas; antra, masina yra pakankama sau - ji yra hermetiskas aparatas,
atkartojantis tuos pacius signalus, vykdantis tas pacias operacijas (priklausancias
nuo masinos kompleksiskumo) tuo paciu principu; galiausiai, trecia — kas iSplaukia
i$ pirmy dviejy teiginiy — masinos tapatybés garantas yra butent savi-/reprodukcija
arba jos automatiskumas.

Jei subjekta suvoktume kaip autoafektyvy, steigiantj savo subjektyvuma per
savireferencijg ir savireprodukcijg, jo (ontologiné, epistemologing, etiné, politiné)
autonomija jgauna neautonominio automatizmo konotacijy. Pats Derrida teigia,
pavyzdziui, veikale Atskaliinai: dvi esé apie protg (Voyous: Deux essais sur la rai-
son), kad suverenumas kaip autonomijos atmaina neiSvengiamai grindziama auto-
afektyvumu (Derrida 2005b: 100-102). Si autonomija yra masinigka, nes jos veiki-
mo principas — kartoté, ,ateinanti i$ praeities, kurios ji negali prisiminti, ir kryps-
tanti link ateities, kurios ji negali nuspéti“ (Lawlor 2014: 136); kartoteé, jgalinanti
hegemoniska autonomijos auto- komponenta, vykdantj tokias ,,komandas®, kaip
islikti tapaciai sau, nesidalinti, atsiskirti, i§laikyti savo ribas. Toks veikimo principas
yra tapatus ,indiferentisSkam’ aparatui® todél, kad jis neprodukuoja skirtumo: taigi

auto- dalis (kas bus detaliau i$skleista vélesniuose skyriuose) eliminuoja hetero-

7 Paciame zodyje ,indiferentiskas“ yra uzkoduotas skirtumas: in-different, be skirtumo.



dalj. Derrida demaskuoja autonominj, suvereny subjekta, parodydamas, kaip toks
subjekto suvokimas stebétinai atitinka masinos / automato charakteristikas - ir, jei
toks subjektas ir esti, tai tik kaip pakaitalas; ne kaip nekvestionuojama esatis, bet
kaip tai, kas atsiranda i$ jtampos tarp esaties ir nesaties.

Kaip islaisvinti afektyvuma nuo problemiskos auto- dalies? Subjekto ir ma-
$inos santykj, tiesa, kokybiskai skirtingai nuo Derrida, svarsto Gilles’is Deleuze’as,
kuris drauge su Félixu Guattari veikale Anti-Edipas: kapitalizmas ir Sizofrenija ma-
$inos sampratg sieja su produkavimu. Vélgi, skirtingai nuo Derrida, kuris (subjek-
tyvumo) masing sitlo suprasti kaip autoafektyvy automatg, Deleuze’as ir Guattari
masinos tapatybe sieja su teigiamu afektyvumu, geba veikti ir bati paveiktai. Pasak
ju, viskas yra masinos, ,,priverciancios kitas masinas veikti, veikiamos kity masiny,
susiporuojancios ir susisiekiancios” (Deleuze; Guattari 2000: 1). Kiekviename i$
tokiy asambliazy abstrakti masina jgauna vis nauja funkcija, vis kitokia geba veikti
(ir, atitinkamai, yra skirtingai veikiama kity): taigi, prieingai nei Derrida aprasytas
mechaninis aparatas, paklistantis pasyviai reprodukcijos logikai, Deleuze’o ir Gu-
attari apraSomos masinos yra aktyviai gaminancios ir multifunkcionalios. Masinos
apibréztos tapatybés logika sabotuoja ir tai, kad pagrindiné masinos funkcija, kaip
aiskina filosofai, yra gesti (i§ esmés, masinos pasiekia savo produkavimo apogéjy
tik tada, kai genda (Deleuze; Guattari 2000: 8)), kas gali bati paaiskinta tuo, kad
gedimas, viena vertus, sustabdo susiformavusj produkcijos cikla, o, kita vertus,
vercia ieskoti keliy, kaip atkurti §j ciklg, arba pradéti nauja. Kitaip tariant, masinos
varomoji jéga yra ne referencija, bet skirtumas.

Taigi, turime dvi skirtingas subjekto-masinos interpretacijas: Derrida ap-
raSyta masing kaip uzdarg savireferencijos ratg vs. Deleuze’o ir Guattari sitiloma
gaminancios skirtumus masinos koncepcija. Bty neapdairu teigti, jog Derrida ir
Deleuze’o bei Guattari pozicijos radikaliai skiriasi — netgi priesingai, jos yra stebéti-
nai panasios. Skirtumas slypi pacioje masinos sampratoje, kurig mastytojai suvokia
skirtingai: Derrida kalba apie masing neorganikos terminais, prie$prieSindamas jg
organinio gyvenimo spontani$kumui, kurio stokoja atkartojanti masina (Derrida
2002: 72); tuo tarpu Deleuze’ui ir Guattari apraSomos masinos yra organiniai, ne
atkartojantys, bet kuriantys dariniai. Siuo pozitiriu afektas ir yra ta jéga, gaminanti
pozityvius skirtumus bei griaunanti nusistovéjusias tvarkas (ir $ia prasme jis yra
artimas différance, kurio pats Derrida ,pasigenda® savo pristatytoje kritinéje su-
bjekto issklaidoje). Todél abiem atvejais, subjektas yra nepamastomas be skirtumo:
diferenciacija yra formuojanti subjekta galia, leidzianti subjektui afektyviai veikti,
bet nesuabsoliutinanti jo autonomijos. Derrida kritika parodo, kaip subjekto logi-
ka nuslepia diferenciacijos, ¢ia sinonimiskos desubjektyvavimui, désnj: klasikinés
filosofijos suteiktas subjektui auto- komponentas uzsklendzia jj, ,apsaugo® subjekta
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nuo différance poveikio, taip paversdamas patj subjekta neorganine, primenancia
bejausmj automata, substancija. Panasiai, Deleuze’as ir Guattari, kalbédami apie
afektyvias masinas, neturincias aidkios tapatybés — taigi auto- dalies — netiesiogiai
formuluoja desubjektyvavimo désnj: taciau $is désnis pasirodo ne tiek kaip nepa-
judinamos subjekto autonomijos kritika, bet greic¢iau kaip naujy subjektyvumo/-y
galimybiy pazadas.

Jau cia galime pastebéti, kiek poststruktaralistiné subjekto kritika ir afekto
teorijai budingas subjekto iSvertimas j veikiantj / veikiamg masiniska kang skirtin-
gomis konceptualinémis priemonémis apciuopia tg patj probleminj mazga: ,apva-
lyta“ nuo skirtumo, sau pakankama, besireprodukuojantj subjekta, kuris, aporis-
kai tariant, jgauty subjektyvuma, tik atsizadéjes jam aproprijuojamo automatinio

subjektyvumo.

(Apgaulingas) Subjekto balsas

I §j gryna skirtuma jsiSaknijo visko, kg mes galvojame galétume atskirti nuo autoa-
fektyvumo - erdvés, iSorybés, pasaulio, kino, pan. — galimybé [...] Prie to arciausiai

prieiname judédami link différance (Derrida, 1978: 82).

Pamatiné deridiskos poststruktiralizmo versijos prielaida - il n’y a pas de
hors-texte, kuria galima suprasti dvejopai: ,néra nieko anapus teksto / néra jokio
anapusinio teksto“ - indikuoja, kad dekonstrukcijos projektas, pirmiausia ir svar-
biausia, remiasi kalbos / zenklo samprata. Sveicary lingvistas, viena jtakingiausiy
struktaralizmo figary, Ferdinandas de Saussure’as, isskyré du kalbos polius: ,,rasta”
ir ,,8neka“. Nors Derrida neatsisako $ios distinkcijos, uzuot suvokes ja kaip objekty-
vig duotybe, jis interpretuoja ja kaip tam tikra Vakary filosofijos ideologinj pamata:
pasak Derrida, dvinaréje opozicijoje vienas i$§ opozicijos nariy visada yra privilegi-
juotas signifikantas, tuo tarpu kitas funkcionuoja kaip pirmojo pakaitalas / papil-
das. I$ esmés visg veikala Apie gramatologijg galima skaityti kaip iSpléstine Snekos
pirmumo rasto atzvilgiu kritika: Derrida nuosekliai jrodo, jog Sneka yra konvencio-
naliai suvokiama kaip pirmapradé ir gyva, savarankiska, substanciali, o rastas yra
$nekos neigiamas invariantas, taigi antrinis, priklausomas (nuo $nekos), materialus.
Ypatingai vertas démesio Derrida kritikos konceptualus judesys yra ,,$nekos / ragto®
opozicijos siejimas su kitomis pagrindinémis Vakary filosofijos tradicijos opozicijo-
mis: ,,esaties / nesaties®, ,gamtos / kultiiros®, ,,subjekto / objekto®, ,,ego / Kito“ ir pan.

Todél, be pirmame skyriuje aptartos subjekto qua autoafektyvios masinos
dekonstrukcijos, galima dar viena prieiga prie subjekto problematikos: ,,$nekos /



rasto” prie$priesos dekonstrukcija. Nesunku nuspéti, kad subjektas yra sietinas su
$neka kaip gyva kalbos atmaina. Sneka yra tarsi ,,mgstymas zodziu“, kuriame kalbos
medijavimo funkcija nueina j antra plana, o pirmame pasirodo $nekos ,¢ia ir da-
bar“ betarpiskumas. Snekos kaip ,,mgstymo zodziu“ apibrézimas taip pat rezonuoja
su karteziskojo egologinio projekto prielaidomis, giliai jaugusiomis j pacius Vakary
minties pamatus. Dél to nekeista, kodél Derrida kaip oponentg renkasi vieng isti-
kimiausiy karteziskosios tradicijos atstovy - Edmundg Husserl; ir jo fenomenolo-
gijos projekta (kurj, drjsciau teigti, apskritai buty galima laikyti fenomenologijos
tradicijos reprezentamenuy).

Visy pirma, prisimine Husserlio ambicingg fenomenologijos projekto kaip
»pirmosios filosofijos“ (Husserl 1982: 72) apibuidinima, suprantame, kad fenome-
nologija yra genealogiskai susijusi su platoniska eidetine tradicija - ir, nors nemazai
$ios tradicijos prielaidy buvo revizuotos, pamatinis — esencializavimo - principas
yra islikes. Jei mastytume $nekos / rasto dichotomija platoniskos minties kontekste,
butent $neka yra artimiausia logos, o rastas yra tik jo kopija, protezi$kas papildas®.
Negana to, jau minéta, kad betarpiska Sneka yra sietina su esatimi, kuri, savo ruoz-
tu, yra praeiga j logos, nes, viena vertus, objektai pasirodo subjektui (sgmonei) kaip
esantys, kita vertus, subjektas suvokia save patj dél samonés akty betarpiskumo.
Jau i$ ¢ia matyti, kad fenomenologijoje subjektas yra tapatus (jkanytai) samonei,
o tai jrodo jos glaudy santykj su karteziskaja tradicija. Tiesa, Descartes’ui kiinas
(materija) ir symoné buvo dvi skirtingos, viena j kitg neredukuojamos substancijos
(Descartes 1996: 28); $ia prasme fenomenologijai pavyksta iSvengti dualizmo, kuris
priartina jg prie afekto teorijos, kurioje postuluojamas kiino / sgmonés paralelizmas
ir vieno(s) priklausymas nuo kito(s) (Hardt 2007: ix-x). Ir vis délto fenomenolo-
gijoje pirmenybé yra teikiama sagmonei, kuri geba suvokti tiek objektus, tiek kiina,
tiek vykstancius joje mentalinius procesus.

Kalbant fenomenologiskai (tiesa, kiek supaprastinant), subjekto formulé yra
samoné minus pasaulis’, tai Derrida jrodo, pasitelkes epoché savoka, kurig mas-
tytojas apibiidina kaip ultra-transcendentaling (Derrida 1978: 27). Kitaip tariant,
subjektas yra tapatus atsietai nuo pasaulio samonei, kuri, Derrida Zodziais, pasiro-
do kaip egzistencinis pasaulio suspendavimas (arba bent jau jo galimybé) (Derrida
1978: 78). Be abejo, subjekto savojo subjektyvumo patyrimo salyga yra prezencija,
arba esatis — tokig patyrimo galimybe Husserlis sieja su autoafektyviu girdéjimo
save Snekant aktu, kai jvyksta tikrasis saves patyrimas, nemedijuojamas atviro pa-

¢ Faidre Sokratas apibaidina rastg kaip bejégj naslaitj, kuriam, ,,kai su juo prastai elgiamasi ir ji i$nau-
doja“, reikalinga jo tévo ($nekos) pagalba (Hackforth 2001: 158).

Nors buty galima ginéytis su Derrida, teigiant, jog samoné yra intencionali, paties mastytojo jsitikini-
mu, samonés intenctionalumas tik jrodo, kad pasaulis yra kitybé, prieSprie§inama subjekto monadai.
Placiau zr. Derrida 1978: 39.
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sauliui kiino (kaip, pavyzdziui, prisilietimo atveju). Jei prisilietimo fenomenologija
yra susijusi su intersubjektyvumu (aktyvumu / pasyvumu ir bendru interaktyvu-
mu), balso ($nekos, esaties) fenomenologija, pasak Husserlio, atveria mums kelig
j subjektyvumo patirtj. Isties, girdédamas save $nekant, subjektas yra aktyvus ir
pasyvus vienu metu, nes jis pats yra ir veikiantis, ir veikiamas, ir $io veiksmo Saltinis
yra tas pats — pats subjektas. Subjektas $neka ir girdi save tuo paciu metu - tokiu,
jei ne paradoksaliu, bent jau unikaliu badu, kalbiné fonema virsta j subjektyvumo
fenomeng. Sig teoring eksplikacijg biity galima papildyti jdomia Mladeno Dolaro
pastaba: filosofas atkreipia démesj j pranciizi$ko sangrazinio veiksmazodzio s’en-
tendre reikSmes — ,,girdéti“ ir ,suprasti®, kas leidzia tapatinti girdéjima save $nekant
su sgmoningumu (Dolar 2006: 23). Taigi, Derrida reziumuoja, kad girdéjimas save
$nekant yra ,,grynasis auto-afektyvumas“ (Derrida 1978: 79), kai veikiantis save ir
paveiktas paties saves subjektas postuluoja savo subjektyvuma per esatj.

Taigi Husserlio mastymo trajektorija yra Vakary minties vektoriaus tesinys,
nes Husserlis teigia, kad subjektas ,atkeliauja“ j esatj per $neka. Atrodo, $neka
(girdéjimas save $nekant) yra pakankama salyga subjekto esaciai pagrijsti, taciau
Derrida pastebi, kad tariamas autoafektyvumas, subjekto ir jo sgmonés paciy saves
veikimas, sukuria ne tik (ir ne tiek) referencijy tinkla, bet ir produkuoja skirtuma
(Derrida 1978: 83). Derrida suardo hermetiska fenomenologinj subjekto konstruk-
tg, suproblemindamas $io konstrukto pamatg — esatj kaip buvimg sau ir buvimg dél
saves. Isties, kaip parodo Derrida, akivaizdi Husserliui subjekto esatis yra mirazas:
$nekantis ir girdintis save $nekant subjektas ne eliminuoja, bet, priesingai, kaip tik
kuria distancijg. Kaip tai, perfrazuodama Derrida, aiskina Terada: ,Kai a$§ snekuosi
su kuo nors, sumazinu distancijg; kai $nekuosi su savimi, a$ ja sukuriu® (Terada
1999: 204). Taip yra todél, kad, girdint save $nekant, tarp girdincio ir $nekancio
subjekto atsiranda mikrodistancija; negana to, Snekédamasis su savimi, subjektas
neiSvengiamai kreipiasi i save kaip ,, Tu“. Cia aiskiai pasirodo, kaip subjektyvumo
masinoje veikia i§ pirmo Zvilgsnio nepastebima différance (skirtumo / vélavimo)
dalis: betarpiska esatis yra negalima dél imanentiskos subjektui distancijos, o pats
subjektyvumo faktas pasirodo jau aposteriori, taigi — pavéluotai. Todél balsas néra
autoafektyvumo fenomenas, bet veikiau yra tai, kg, skolinantis terming i§ Kajos
Silverman, buty galima pavadinti ,akustiniu veidrodziu®, kuriame, kaip tikrame
veidrodyje, subjektas patiria save ne betarpiskai, bet per neisvengiama mediacija
(Silverman 1988: 100).

Nors Derrida oponuoja Husserlio idéjoms, jo kritikos objektas néra feno-
menologiné subjekto koncepcija, veikiau filosofas, polemizuodamas su Husserliu,
meégina dekonstruoti pacig subjekto kategorija, aptikti joje neatitikimy, priestary.
Jdomu, kad tiek Husserlis, tiek pats Derrida laiko autoafektyvumag qua causa sui



subjektyvumo atskaitos tasku. Veikale Apie gramatologijg Derrida raso apie au-
toafektyvuma kaip apie subjektyvuma'?, kuris ,jgauna tuo didesne galig [...], kuo
labiau idealizuojasi jo galia kartoti“ (Derrida 2006a: 218). Perfrazuojant §j apibré-
zima, subjektyvumas yra jprotis, habitualizacijos produktas. Subjektas néra nei
betarpiska paties saves esatis, nei juolab nepriklausoma, pakankama sau esmé, bet
besireprodukuojanti kartoté, sukurianti subjekto miraza.

Panasus subjekto apibrézimas jau buvo pasirodes, kai kalbéjome apie masi-
niska subjekto prigimtj. Todél prasmingiau buty susitelkti ties kita Derrida pléto-
jama subjekto kritikos kryptimi - différance. Husserlis girdéjima save $nekant sieja
su esaties betarpiSkumu, o Derrida $iame kalbéjimo akte aptinka skirtumo darba,
pirmesnj uz bet kokia tapatybe, o tai, kaip aiskina Lowardas, jrodo, jog kiekvienas
autoafektyvumas neiSvengiamai turi savyje heteroafektyvumo elementy (Loward
2014: 135). Snekai kaip kvazi-esaciai Derrida prieSpriesina rasta, kuriame visada
veikia ir aikiai pasirodo différance kaip skirtumas-veiksmas'’. Sis skirtumo niu-
ansas slypi pacioje différance savokoje: deridiskas neologizmas pranciizy kalboje
tariamas taip pat, kaip différence, skirtumas; sis skirtumas (a/e) pastebimas tik vizu-
aliai - taigi raste. Différance, kaip ir jai invariantiskos sgvokos — pédsakas, papildas,
farmakonas - kaip aiskina Zukauskaité, ,,priesinasi mastymo kaip identifikavimo,
skirtumy panaikinimo, priestaravimy slopinimo veiksmui“ (Zukauskaité 1998: 69).
Jos, teigia autoré, ,ne tik negali buti apibréztos pagal [jy] ,,esme®, priesingai, [jy]
esme ir sudaro tai, jog [jos] neturi pastovios esmés“ (Zukauskaitée 1998: 69). Tai
reiskia, jog subjektui priskiriama auto- dalis, jo savastis / tapatybé, yra tik pédsa-
kas, vedinys i$ diferenciacijos — ir $ia prasme §i dalis yra antriné heteroafektyvumo
atzvilgiu. Apie tai buvo uzsiminta aptariant Derrida Nancy teksty percepcija — di-
[férance slypi pac¢iame kiine, o tai panaikina betarpiskos kiino ir savasties patirties
galimybe, kuria tiki Husserlis. Cituojant Derrida, ,,autoafektyvumo poveikio ana-
lizé negali iSvengti heteroafektyvumo, kuris padaro ji jmanoma ir nuolatos kaip
smékla persekioja (haunting) ji“ (Derrida 2005a: 180).

Siuo pozitiriu Derrida yra labai artimas Deleuze’ui, kuris Skirtyje ir kartotéje
jrodé, jog kartoté (auto-) yra tapatybés pakaitalas, pajungiantis sau skirtuma (hete-
ro-). Nors Deleuze’o svarstymo objektas — universaltis mastymo principai, jo svars-
tomas kategorijas (tapatybe, kartote, skirtj) galétume pritaikyti ir subjektui, juolab
todél, kad vélesniuose darbuose Deleuze’as iSplétoja anti-tapatybine subjekto lini-
ja (pavyzdziui, kartu su Guattari raSytame dvitomyje Kapitalizmas ir $izofrenija).
1 Lietuviskame vertime l'auto-affection kazkodél ver¢iama kaip ,,savijauda“, nors kalbama apie subjek-

tyvuma kaip veikiant] patj save ir besirandantj i§ paties saves. Tikslesniam terminui nesant, straipsnyje
vartojamas tarptautinis zodis auto-afektyvumas.

' Lietuviskame Nijolés Ker$ytés vertime siilomas lietuviskas atitikmuo - skirsmas — sugestionuoja, kad
skirtumas veikia.
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Deleuze’as apvercia ,tapatybés / skirties“ dichotomijg, pirmumga teikdamas butent
skirciai. Pastaroji, kaip aiSkina filosofas, ,daugiau nebei$plaukia i§ elementarios
kartotés, bet randasi tarp kartotés, kuri yra totali ir totalizuojanti, lygiy ir laipsniy®
(Deleuze 1994: 287). Totalizuojanciai, mechaniskai kartotei (deridiskai tariant -
indiferentiskai, masiniskai) prie$prieSinamas skirtumas suproblemina statiskos
substancijos ir esaties sgvokas, pakeicia jas dinamiskais rysiais, kurie, jei ir steigia
tapatybes, tai tik laikinas; ir ¢ia matome, kaip autoafektyvumas tampa heteroafek-
tyvumo invariantu ir / ar padariniu. Tokioje teorinéje konfigiracijoje subjektas
pasirodo, kaip teigia Deleuze’as ir Guattari veikale Kas yra filosofija?, kaip habitus
(savoka, pasirodanti ir Skirtyje ir kartotéje, reiSkianti rutiniska kartote dabartyje),
jprotis sakyti ,A$“ (Deleuze; Guattari 1994: 48).

Subjekto mastymas per skirtumg koreliuoja su kitu filosofy konceptu -
tapsmu. Pastarasis yra spontaniskas ir variatyvus (kaip skirtumas, kuris kassyk
produkuoja kitoniskuma, ir différance, nurodantis j kitoniskuma savyje); Deleu-
ze’as ir Guattari aiskina: ,,[V]iskas yra vizija, tapsmas. Mes tampame visatomis.
Tapsmas gyvinu, augalu, molekule, tapsmas nuliu® (Deleuze; Guattari 1994: 169).
Cia pat mastytojai priduria, kad biitent afektai yra nezmogiski zmogaus tapsmai,
kitaip tariant — butent afektai yra tai, kas leidzia subjektui perzengti ,tapatybe®,
atsikratyti auto- dalies. Toks afektyvus tapsmas ($iuo klausimu Deleuze’as nuose-
kliai seka Gilbert'u Simondonu, kuris tikéjo, kad afektas yra tapsmo tarpsnis), viena
vertus, suardo tapatybés ribas, kita vertus, jrodo, jog tapatybé yra tik intervalas
nuolatinés individuacijos procese (Deleuze 1994: 47). Sekant $ia logika, méginimai
konceptualizuoti subjekta kaip individa (o tai yra klasikineés filosofijos skiriamasis
bruozas) ignoruoja produktyvig skirties galig: todél, uzuot maste apie individus
kaip determinuotas substancijas, turétume ,,jdarbinti“ skirtumg (leisti jam reikstis,
veikti) ir mastyti apie tarpine, procesualig individuacija, salygojancia diferenciacija
ir salygojama jos. Vélgi, kalbédami apie subjekta individuacijos ir diferenciacijos
terminais, galime pastebéti a la différance logika; Bernardas Stiegleris, sugretin-
damas Derrida ir Deleuze’o skirtumo sgvokas, pastebi, kad individuacija ,steigia
différance situacija”: saves diferenciacija virsta j saves individuacija (ir atvirksciai),
ir tokiu badu afektyvios jégos priesinasi kristalizavimui, stabilizavimuisi, fosiliza-
vimui (Stiegler 2013: 166).

Tapsmas yra kito Deleuze’o ir Guattari koncepto - kiino be organy - kore-
liatas. Kainas be organy kaip tik yra toks tobulas kiinas, kuris yra ,apvalytas“ nuo
signifikacijy, reprezentacijy, subjektyvumo - zodziu, organy. Mastytojy rastuose
kiino be organy savoka nuolatos vartojama kaip sinonimiska imanencijos plotmei,
kurioje veikia skirtingy kiiny visuma; afektas, savo ruoztu, kaip tik yra kano pri-
eiga prie imanencijos plotmés, ir, kaip minéta, tapsmo salyga. Taciau, kad ir koks



daug zadantis atrodyty kiinas be organuy, jis néra joks telos, tikslas savaime: veikiau
tai yra programa, arba, tariant Elisabeth Grosz zodziais, tendencija (Grosz 1994:
169) - tai tam tikras kiiniskas subjektyvumo rezimas, vietoj subjekto qua substan-
cijos / esmés (arba to, kg Deleuze’as ir Guattari vadina organizmu) postuluojantis ir
manifestuojantis atvirg eksperimentams, kintantj ir dinamiska (ir niekada iki galo
nepostuluoty ir nemanifestuotg) subjektyvuma. Cia Derrida ir Deleuze’o ,,jkiinyto“
skirtumo koncepcijos i§ esmés skiriasi: Derrida nuomone, skirtumas slypi kane ir
$nekoje ir pasireiskia kaip nei§vengiamas susvetiméjimas nuo jy (per juos pacius);
Deleuze’ui skirtumas yra pozityvus ir produktyvus, imanentiskas abstrak¢iam ka-
nui be organy ir jo mikroversijai - kinui.

Vis délto, nors Deleuze’o ir Derrida skirtumo suvokimai skiriasi, abudu filo-
sofai plétoja skirtumo filosofijos projekta, kurio ambicija, nepaisant skirtumy, yra
panasi — dekonstruoti tapatybés logika ir jrodyti skirtumo pirmenybe tapatybés
atzvilgiu. Zvelgiant i$ $ios perspektyvos, tapatybé (vadinasi, ir subjektyvumas) yra
galimi tik kaip pédsakas (Rae 2014: 86), pakaitalas, surogatas. Tiek Derrida, tiek De-
leuze’as demaskuoja autoafektyvig subjekto logika: Derrida jrodydamas subjekto
netapatuma sau, pasirodantj per / kaip différance, Deleuze’as — skirties pirmenybe

kildindamas i§ individuacijos, kylancios i$ kiino be organy imanencijos.

Smékliskos (subjekto) ateitys

Smékla buvo ¢ia (bet kas yra $méklos buvimas ¢ia)? Koks yra $méklos esaties modusas?
(Derrida 2006b: 46)

Pastebéjome, kad daugeliu pozitriy Derrida ir Deleuze’o minties trajektorija
sutampa: abudu mastytojai mégina atgaivinti filosofinj mastymga, sutelkdami dé-
mesj | tai, kas buvo marginalizuota tradicijos - skirtj. Todél jy pagrindinis kritikos
objektas — tapatybé, besiremianti identiskumo logika. IdentiSkumo logika subor-
dinuoja skirtumus tapatybei, padaro juos antraeilius, o tai leidzia rastis hierarchi-
joms. Hierarchinio tapatybiy principo, pagristo skirtumu tarp tapatybiy, esmé yra
ta, kad viena tapatybé yra subordinuojama kitai: kaip jau buvo aptarta, ,$neka“
pasirodo ,,virSesné“ uz ,rasta“, ,esatis“ — uz ,,distancija“ arba ,nesatj®, ,sgmoné“ -
uz ,kanag“. Butent uzklausdami subjekta ir jo tapatybe, mastytojai imasi konceptu-
aliy priemoniy ardyti susiformavusias ir tradicijos legitimuotas hierarchijas - tiesa,
kiekvienas savais bidais.

Derrida aiskiai parodo, kad filosofinis mastymas, kurio pagrindiné kategorija

yra tapatybé, ilgainiui atsiduria aklavietéje, kur, galiausiai, pradeda veikti autode-

N
O

SMEKLISKAS SUBJEKTAS: DIFFERANCE (A/E)FEKTAI



50

struktyviai dél kritinés (auto)refleksijos stokos. Susigrazings ir i§ naujo konceptuali-
zaves skirtuma, mastytojas ne tik (ir ne tiek) sukaré originaly filosofijos projekta ir,
drjsc¢iau teigti, iSplétojo alternatyvy filosofinj diskursa, bet, svarbiausia, sudrebino
pamatines Vakary filosofijos kategorijas, kuriy pagrindas — subjektas ir tapatybé. Jei
tapatybé yra visada pazymeéta différance zenklu, vadinasi, différance yra pirmesné
uz tapatybe, o pastaroji néra, kaip buvo manyta ir tikéta, jokia esmé, bet veikiau -
suplementas.

Deleuze’as masto panasia linkme: prisiming, kad Deleuze’as subjekty apiba-
dina kaip kintancig ir gendancig masing, suprantame, jog jis turi buti apibudina-
mas ne pagal tam tikrg tapatybe, bet pagal skirtingas subjekto funkcijas, atliekamas
skirtingomis aplinkybémis, arba skirtinguose asambliazuose-sanklodose. Sitokia
Deleuze’o subjekto interpretacija buvo eksplikuota pasitelkus individuacijos ir di-
ferenciacijos savokas, pabréziancias procesualumo ir variatyvumo, o ne substan-
cijos ir determinacijos svarbg. Tai, kas ,lydi“ subjekta skirtinguose diferenciacijos
tarpsniuose ir etapuose yra afektas kaip vienu metu aktyvi ir pasyvi galia veikti ir
buti paveiktam. Taciau jei afektas, atveriantis santykiy ir galimy kontakty visuma,
yra situatyvus, vadinasi, jis priklauso nuo ,¢ia ir dabar® - esaties, atveriancios san-
tykiy ir galimy kontakty visuma. Todél, pavyzdziui, Eve Sedgwick apie afektg kalba
taktiliniais-sensityviniais ,lie¢iama-jauciama® (“touchy feely”) terminais kaip apie
esancio ontologinio fakto chronotopg (Sedgwick 2003: 17).

Atrodo, ,.¢ia ir dabar®, arba esaties, svarba kuria jtampg tarp Derrida différan-
ce ir afekto, kaip patiriamo ir produkuojamo skirtumo. Karyn Ball teigia, kad di-
fférance dinamiskumas suponuoja esaties praradimg (Ball 2007: 123). Taciau toks
pozitris priklauso nuo to, kas yra suprantama kaip esatis, todél turétume Zengti
toliau ir klausti: ar pati esatis neturéty buti dekonstrukcijos objektas? Isties i§ pir-
mo zvilgsnio pasirodziusj skirtumg tarp poststruktiiralizmo ir afekto teorijos ga-
letume iSversti j jy panasuma. Pavyzdziui, afekto teorija jgalina mastyti apie esatj
kitokiomis nei jprasta kategorijomis — arba transversaliai, kaip tai skatina daryti
Massumi (Massumi 2005: 4). Sykiu toks mastymas atkartoja différance trajektori-
ja — ne judéjimg ,,nuo - iki“, bet judéjima tarp, iSrySkinant variacijas, gradacijas,
ir, svarbiausia, ambivalencijos ir priklausomybés santykius. Todél Siai uzduociai
atlikti turétume, visy pirma, atsisakyti binarinio mastymo ir apie subjekta mastyti
ne kaip apie esantj arba nesantj, bet aporiskai, performuluojant Derrida, kaip apie
esantj ir nesantj vienu metu.

I§ pirmo zvilgsnio gali pasirodyti, kad $i 4 la postruktaralizmui budinga for-
muluoté priestarauja elementarios logikos désniams, tac¢iau Derrida jtikinamai
iSplétoja tokj esaties / nesaties komplementarumo santykj ir net atranda tinka-
mg savoka tokiam keistam santykiui apibadinti - $mékla. Sméklos ,,tapatybé“ yra



aporetiné: ji néra nei gyva, nei mirusi, nei materiali, nei nemateriali, nei esanti, nei
nesanti. Pasak paties Derrida, ,budinga sméklai savybé [...] yra ta, kad ji neturi
veidrodinio atspindzio, tikro, atitinkancio tikrove veidrodinio atspindzio (Derrida
2006b: 195), o tai reiskia, kad Smékla néra tapati sau, neturi ,,saves®. Po $io teiginio
Derrida kelia ironiska retorinj klausima: ,,bet kas jj (atspindj) turi?“ (Derrida 2006b:
195), leisdamas suprasti, kad $méklos kategorija néra vien tik teorinis ,,pramanas®,
bet alegoriskai i$reikstas bandymas uzklausti subjektyvuma, grindziama sangrazos
dalelyte auto-.

Sykiu $méklos pasirodymas suproblemina (vientiso) laiko koncepta kaip vie-
ng svarbiausiy $io priesdélio auto- salygy. Jau kalbéta, kad klasikinéje filosofijoje
subjekto savokos validumg legitimuoja esatis. Priesingai, $méklos pasirodymas pa-
keicia jprasta laiko tékme (taigi suardo, i§sklaido esaties iliuzija), ,i$narina“ laika.
Vadindamas laikg ,,iSnirusiu® (Derrida 2006b: 11), Derrida cituoja Hamleto Zo-
dzius, siekdamas, kaip nesunku suprasti, uzklausti tapataus sau, linijinio, nuose-
klaus laiko koncepcija (kuria grindziama subjekto kategorija). Vadinasi, subjektas
(budamas pakaitalas), remiasi antriniu pakaitalu (vientiso laiko), mastydamas apie
save kaip apie autonominj. Ir, vadinasi, pats subjektas yra Smékla: be laiko ir be vie-
tos, nei esantis, nei nesantis, zodziu, be tapatybés. Jei sangrazinis priesdélis auto- ir
sugrazina subjekta, tai ne j save patj, bet j akla déme (arba: j save patj - | aklg démeg).

Subjektyvumo transformacija j spektralumag vercia permastyti ir buvimo ba-
dus bei galimybes: kai tapatybé yra nejmanoma, ilga laika besirémusj tapatybe on-
tologija virsta, Derrida ZodZiais, j hauntologija. Siame naujadare (kuris pranciizy
kalboje skamba taip pat, kaip ir terminas, kurj jis simuliuoja: l'ontologie / I’han-
tologie) uzkoduota vaidenimosi (hanter), spektralumo (vaiduokliskumo) sema:
to, kas pasirodo. Tai reiskia, kad hauntologija yra susijusi su ateitimi (tuo, kas
ateis; l'avenir'?) — arba veikiau su ateitimis, nes ateitis (viena ir universali), kaip
tai aiskina Markas Fisheris, yra negalima dél liakesc¢iy nuvertéjimo, dél ko ji yra
atSaukiama (Fisher 2007: 4). Tokia hauntologija pasirodo kaip, viena vertus, nos-
talgija prarastoms, nei$sipildziusioms ateitims, kita vertus, kaip begalés galimy kity
pazadas. Taigi Sitokioje hauntologinéje konfigiiracijoje subjektas yra vienu metu
praeityje-dabartyje-ateityje, ir Sia prasme yra niekur; negana to, §iuos tris paskirus
laiko modusus sieja ne bendramatiskumas, bet, priesingai, différance, skirsmas, at-
$aukiantis ateitis ir kuriantis naujy pazadus, performuojantis praeitj, istirpdantis

12 Derrida yra svarbi perskyra tarp la future (tai, kas bus) ir lavenir (tai, kas turi ateiti). Pirmoji ,ateitis“
yra prognozuojama, ir yra panasi j Deleuze’o aprasoma Amzingjj Sugrjzima, suprantama i§ praei-
ties / dabarties perspektyvy; priesingai, antroji yra neprognozuojama ir sietina ne tik su netikétumu
ir neprognozuojamumu, bet ir kokybiSka praeities / dabarties transformacija. Pla¢iau: biografiniame
dokumentiniame filme Derrida. Zr.: Dick; Ziering-Kofman 2006.
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dabartj, kuri niekuomet nepasirodo kaip duota. Kitaip tariant, prezencija virsta j
»persipynusiy“ referencijy tinkla.

Velgi, zvelgiant is tokios poststruktiralistinés perspektyvos, ar tai reiskia, kad
subjekto patiriamo laiko ir, vadinasi, jo paties $mékliskumas anuliuoja afekto kaip
ontologinio jvykio galimybe? Apie subjekto ,,$mékliskuma® kalba ir Deleuze’as,
tiesa, kitokiais terminais. UZuot koncentravesis j laiko perskyras (praeities, dabar-
ties, ateities), filosofas labiau linkes kalbéti apie aktualuma (tai, kas yra materia-
liai manifestuota) ir virtualuma (kity manifestacijy galimybe). Mastant tokiomis
kategorijomis, dabartis (kaip supratome, esaties pakaitalas) niekada néra statiska
ir pakankama sau: ji visuomet kinta, nes joje aktualizuojasi vis skirtingi virtualis
scenarijai. Afektas, kaip aiskina Massumi, kaip tik ir yra toks egzistencinis intensi-
fikatorius, diferenciacijos bidu aktualizuojantis uzkoduotas potencijas ir transfor-
muojantis statiska ,¢ia ir dabar® j ,tai, kas turi (turéjo) ateiti“ (Massumi 2015: 203;
68, cituojamos dalys iSskirtos kursyvu). Taigi, kaip ir deridiskoje poststruktaraliz-
mo versijoje, subjektas néra esencija, bet tik Smeékla: tik i§ dalies aktualizuotas, bet
ne redukuojamas j savo aktualizacijg, vienu metu veikiantis ir veikiamas, taigi — i$
anksto nezinantis, kas turi ateiti.

Kaip tokiame teoriniame subjektyvumo performavime, kai subjektas pasirodo
kaip $mékla, esanti tarp aktualumo ir virtualumo, keiciasi paties subjekto samprata?
Svarbiausia tokio performavimo i$dava yra ta, kad subjektas negali ir neturi buti
suvokiamas kaip determinantas, paskira, statiska aktualizacija, bet, veikiau, apie
ji deréty mastyti platesnio kiny ir jvykiy spektro kontekste, kuriame subjektas
yra tik vienas i§ kintamyjy. Taigi subjekto apraSymas jo tapatybés / autonomijos
terminais netenka prasmeés, nes tiek subjekto tapatybé, tiek jo autonomija yra saly-
goti kity kany ir veiksniy (kitaip tariant, jie yra ne esencialistiniai, bet reliatyviis).
Derrida $méklos savoka taip pat jrodo tapatybés reliatyvuma: aporiska $méklos
»tapatybe® pagrindziantys ,nei... nei...“ (nei kiinas, nei dvasia) arba ,ir... ir...“ (ir
gyva, ir mirusi) terminai rodo, kad tokio pobudzio subjektyvumas yra variatyvus.
Kad ir kaip paradoksaliai skambéty, bet $ia prasme nemateriali $mékla yra artima
materialiam afektyviam kanui: $mékliskas-afektyvus subjektas manifestuojasi ne
automato (reprodukcijos) principu, bet, priesingai, kiekvienoje naujoje sarangoje
tarsi atranda save i§ naujo - veikia ir yra paveikiamas skirtingai. Tokio ,naujojo
subjekto” skiriamagja savybe tampa ne betarpiskumas, bet tarpiskumas, afektyvu-
mas, kurj Rosi Braidotti apibtidina kaip ,,polinkj keistis arba transformuotis, kuris
yra tiesiogiai proporcingas subjekto gebai nepaliztant atlaikyti peréjimus (sustain
the shifts) (Braidotti 2012: 175).

Taigi subjekto uzduotis yra ne islikti tapaciam tau, bet pasiduoti skirsmui,
différance, kuris yra ne negatyvus ir destruktyvus, bet produktyvus.



Kelios pastabos apie subjekta, afekty ir différance

Lokalizuojant subjekto sampratg poststruktiralizmo ir afekto teorijos kontekste, §i
sgvoka nei$vengiamai ,,persipina“ su kitomis: pakaitalo, automato / masinos, kar-
totés / skirties, aktualumo / virtualumo ir kitomis. Tiek poststruktiralizmas, tiek
afekto teorija pasiilo kokybiskai skirtinga konceptualig optika, leidziancig kitaip
zvelgti ir kitaip vertinti subjekta. Prie§ingai nei klasikiné filosofija, kuri subjekta
suvokia kaip sau tapacia, autonomine substancijg, poststruktaralizmo ir afekto te-
orijos subjektams apibudinti tinkamesnés tokios semos, kaip dinamiskumas (vs.
statiSkumas), diferenciacija (vs. reprodukcija), individuacija (vs. individualumas),
potencialumas (vs. aktualumas), spektralumas (vs. substancialumas). Kyla klausi-
mas, ar §i skirtis — neredukuojama ir nei§vengiama - vis dar leidzia kategorizuoti
tokj ,,silpnaji“ subjekta kaip subjekta per se? Ko gero, atsakymas priklauso nuo
skirties suvokimo ir konceptualizavimo.

Jei sektume deridisko poststruktiiralizmo nubrézta trajektorija, skirtj priva-
létume suvokti kaip différance, jdarbintg skirtuma-veiksma, kuris, nors ir turi ais-
kiy praktiniy implikacijy, vis délto islieka Derrida post-meta-lingvistinio projekto
jrankiu; tai reiskia, kad subjektas, pirmiausia ir svarbiausia, yra Vakary minties tra-
dicijos lingvistinis / semiotinis konstruktas. Islaisvinti subjekta i§ tradicijy panciy
reikalauty mastysenos transformacijos - taciau, vélgi pusiau paradoksaliai, refor-
muojant ir transformuojant kalba (kita vertus, jei iliktume istikimi Derrida, turé-
tume klausti, kiek §i uzduotis yra prasminga ir jgyvendinama?). Trumpai tariant,
Derrida aporija yra ta, jog, kad ir kur bégtume nuo kalbos, visuomet vél atsiduriame
joje. Veikiausiai todél différance esme geriausiai perduoda ne apgaulinga atsidarusi
zodzio viduryje a raidé, bet nematomas (islikes anapus reprezentacijos), nepatiria-
mas, grynai konceptualus a/e skirtumas. Todél ten, kur turéty atsirasti subjekto esa-
tis, visuomet pasirodo akla démeé, skirtumas, sugriaunantis esaties iliuzija; todél ten,
kur tradiciné filosofija mato grindziamg autorefleksija ir autoreferencija subjekto
garantg - kiing, visuomet jau yra susvetiméjimas, kitoniskumas, apkeiciantis auto- i
hetero-; todél ten, kur turéty buti subjektas, visuomet iSnyra $mékla, nezinanti savo
praeities ir nostalgiskai gedinti ateities. Ir, nors tokia kritika atrodo pagrijsta, nors
ji atgaivina (netgi Sokiruoja) ,,prisntdusj“ mastyma, pripratusj mastyti aiskiomis ir
grieztomis kategorijomis, vargu ar tokia mastysena, budama virtualiame konceptu-
aliniame lygmenyje, gali aktualizuotis praktinéje plotméje (kaip praxis).

Kita vertus, jei pasuktume afekto link, skirtj turétume suvokti kaip veiksma,
kuris, prieSingai nuo différance, yra sunkiai konceptualizuojamas ir jraSomas j filo-
sofijos diskursg kaip savarankiska kategorija. Skirtumas yra afekto kaip vieno kiino

santykio su kitu padarinys, o tai reiskia, jog skirtumas reiskiasi praktinéje plotméje
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ir yra ekstraverbalus (contra post-meta-lingvistinis différance); toks skirtumas gali
buti palygintas su eksperimento rezultatu, kuris niekada néra i§ anksto Zinomas.
Vis délto taip suvoktas skirtumas yra artimas Derrida différance tuo, kad jis taip
pat jrodo statisky ir fiksuoty tapatybiy negalimybe. Gali pasirodyti, kad dél Sios
priezasties subjekto kategorija yra problemiska; taciau tik jei subjekta suvoktume
taip, kaip tai sialo klasikiné filosofija: kaip autonoming, sau pakankama, racionalig
substancijg. Jei statiska subjektg pakeistume j jo dinamiska versija, subjekto ego,
kaip tai metaforiskai apibtidina Patricia Clough, istinka transo busena (Clough
2007: 6): vienareiksmj, savireferencinj auto- santykj keicia aibés galimy santykiy,
kiekviename i$ kuriy subjektas aktualizuojasi vis kitaip. Tad, i§ esmés afekto teorija
nejmanoma be praktikos, perstumiancios ribg ir leidZiancios at-/iSrasti vis naujy
konfigiracijy budy.

Ko gero, bty klaidinga ir kiek pavirsutiniska teigti, kad afektas ir différance,
nepaisant skirtingos $iy savoky genealogijos, skirtingy interpretacijy ir teoriniy
implikacijy, ir galiausiai skirtingy metodologijos ir praktinio pritaikomumo, yra
artimos. Todél atkreipsiu démesj j, mano galva, jdomesnj ir svaresnj momentg -
tam tikra différance ir afekto transversalumga, savotiska vienos konvertacijg j kita,
neprarandant svarbaus jy skirtumo aspekto. Deridiska différance savoka kalbiné-
mis priemonémis uzfiksuoja tai, kas, atrodo, yra anapus kalbos - afektyvuma. O
afekte slypi différance dalis - jei différance suvoktume, skolindamiesi Deleuze’o
formuluote, kaip skirtuma, kuris skiriasi (Deleuze 1994: 38), imanentiskg diferen-
ciacijos procesa. Todél, pradéje nuo subjekto klausimo, nesvarbu, kurj - poststruk-
taralizmo ar afekto teorijos — kelig pasirinksime, prieisime prie to paties — subjekto,

nepamastomo be skirtumo.
Gauta 2018 11 20
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Denis Petrina

THE SPECTRAL SUBJECT: THE (A/E)FFECTS OF DIFFERANCE

Summary

This article is a response to Derrida’s encouragement to “rehabilitate” the subject of
Western philosophy. Because of that, on the one hand, the article offers a critique
and revision of the classical concept of the subject; on the other hand, it attempts
to (re)construct the alternative notion of the subject. To achieve these goals, the
potential of Derridean poststructuralism and affect theory (mostly its Deleuzian
version) is employed. Those two philosophical approaches are viewed as questio-
ning (each in a different manner) the traditional concept of the subject as well as
endeavors to develop a new and original one. The critique/revision of the concept
of the subject is implemented from three perspectives: conceptual, phenomenolo-
gical and ontological. By such a “mixed” approach, it is attempted to demonstrate
that, despite theoretical, conceptual and practical differences, poststructuralism
and affect theory generally identify the same problematical areas of the classical
notion of the subject.

KEYWORDS: subject, affect, différance, specter, supplement, Derrida, Deleuze.
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This paper elaborates on the insight that, in his 1984 address to Joyce scholars “Ulysses
Gramophone,” Jacques Derrida performs a methodologically comprehensive phenom-
enological analysis to show that James Joyce’s Ulysses activates the essential structures
of experience to make the reader live through the constitution of sense as corporeally
lived and grasped meaning. A deceptively casual collection of facts Derrida rehearses
in this talk is, also, a Husserlian variation of connections and continuities between the
body, in its many manifestations, and the signifying structures of the socio-cultural
order and consciousness. This variation leads Derrida’s deconstructive analysis to the
discovery of the originary event - the constitution of distinction and, with it, lan-
guage - in the living flesh which, as Derrida finds in Joyce, is the locus and experience
of the sensual, corporeally lived intentionality.

KEYWORDS: Derrida, Joyce, Husserl, corporeality, sense.

Rumour has it that Joyceans, inviting Jacques Derrida to give a welcoming address
to the Ninth James Joyce Symposium in Frankfurt in 1984, were anticipating
with great excitement a feast of the post-structuralist deconstructive dissection
of James Joyce’s language. Deconstructive criticism was only taking shape at the
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time, a panel on it was to follow Derrida’s address (Attridge 2013: 269), and there
was a ghost of the Text as a critical issue looming over that particular Symposium
anyway: Hans Walter Gabler was expected to present his much-heard-of synop-
tic edition of Ulysses (Joyce), a revolutionary editorial achievement in both the
theory and practice of editing (Gabler), to the Symposium, but he did it only at
the very end of the week (Benstock 1988: 16; Sandulescu 1986: xix). From today’s
perspective, it seems to have been an exceptional, singular opportunity to witness
the founding father of deconstruction dismantle the text par excellence — Joyce’s
text — to address the Text as the fetish of both post-structuralism and deconstruc-
tion, as they both appear to be concerned with, if not carried away by, jouissance,
or the “play of the signifier,” the definitive characteristic of the Text. If indeed there
was such an expectation, it was not met, for Derrida gives close to nothing of that.
There is a trace of a disappointment about it in Derek Attridge’s preface to “Ulysses
Gramophone” (Derrida 1987, 1992, 2013), in parenthesis: “(We might note, how-
ever, that the ‘play of the signifier’ — often taken to be the major affinity between
Joyce and Derrida - is not of great importance here.)” (Derrida 1992: 255). In the
“here” of Derrida’s two-and-a-half-hour address to Joyceans (Attridge 2013: 269)"
Attridge finds instead “an assortment of examples from Ulysses” Derrida exploits
for an exploration of “what seems to him at a given moment to be the singularity
of Joyce’s text” (Derrida 1992: 254). And this “moment of singularity” comes up as
a bric-a-brac of casual characteristics and themes with no common denominator
between them other than Derrida’s reading Ulysses there-and-then. So obviously
lacking internal cohesion, Derrida’s talk appears to perform one of its many as-
sorted themes: it comes across as “a derisive mockery of those who analyze and
systematize,” a mockery carried out by indulging in a “painstaking counting of
the yeses in the text, and [in the] relishing of the coincidences that stud the history
of [Derrida’s] writing on the text, during an odyssey that takes him from Ohio to
Tokyo and from Tokyo to Paris” (Derrida 1992: 254).

In this paper, I want to claim that, actually, the play of the signifier is pre-
cisely what Joyce makes Derrida tackle in his 1984 talk to Joyceans, except it is
not the (post-)structuralist but the phenomenological signifier. This signifier is
the structure and agency of the signifying activity, which signifies in terms of all
kinds of signifying structures we call textual but, nonetheless, itself is not quite

! A number of participants in the Frankfurt Symposium were present at the XXVI International James
Joyce Symposium (University of Antwerp, 11-16 June 2018), where I presented the first version of this
paper. None of them remembered the exact timing of Derrida’s talk but all agreed that it had felt very
long and that they had not been able to follow. Hans Gabler recalled that he had left Derrida’s lecture
to hear other papers and had come back to find Derrida still reading, several times. He also remarked
that Derrida had been present in all workshops on textual editing, always sat in the front row.



such a structure but a living embodied consciousness — a subjectivity, for want
of a better word, - involved in the unstoppable process of making sense of the
world. As such consciousness, I find myself, to use Heidegger’s wording, “thrown
into the world:” entangled in an immediately given yet always already signifi-
cant, as if pre-textualised reality I live in, experience, and know as the world. It
is this kind of experience that Derrida re-enacts in his address as he “thr[ows
himself] in the water, as one says in French” (« je me suis jeté a 'eau, comme
on di ten frangais » (Derrida 1987: 60), he actually says in the original) and
“decid[es] to surrender [himself] along with [us] to a chance encounter” which
Joyce’s text is sure to give because “[w]ith Joyce, chance is always recaptured by
law, sense, and the program, in accordance with the overdetermination of figures
and ruses” (Derrida 2013: 42). With Joyce, that is, chance is no longer accidental
but, on the contrary, is an outcome of a whole range of determinants — namely,
“law, sense, and the programme” — which are at work in the “figures and ruses”
Joyce deploys.

To appreciate the full significance of this, so to speak, thesis statement on
Joyce, which Derrida gives by way of a narrative opening to his performance,
Derrida himself must be read not so much as the father of post-structuralist de-
construction but, rather, as a son of Edmund Husserl’s and, then, a practitioner
of deconstruction in the original, phenomenological sense of the word. Martin
Heidegger in The Basic Problems of Phenomenology names it, in the original Ger-
man, Destruktion and defines as “a critical process in which the traditional con-
cepts, which at first must necessarily be employed, are deconstructed down to the
sources from which they are drawn” (Heidegger 1982: 23; Heidegger 1989: 31). The
“sources” here may mean two things: Generally, Heidegger and Derrida after him
are far more obviously preoccupied with the historical sources of Western thought
and, then, the philosophy they do is, as Heidegger puts it, “a de-constructing of
traditional concepts carried out in a historical recursion to the tradition” (Heide-
gger 1982: 23). Yet paired with Husserl rather than Heidegger, Derrida appears to
be concerned with the other kind of sources: those that are the originary ground
of our capacity for conceptualising lived reality whatever the concepts themselves
might be (Derrida 1962, 1989, 1990).

This capacity, along with the constitutive value of activating it in the pro-
duction of all knowledge, is the central concern for Husserl in “The Origin of
Geometry” and for Derrida after him, in his Introduction to the French translation
of the piece (Husserl 1962). Jean-Michel Rabaté tells us that, while working on
Husserl during his stay at Harvard in 1956-1957, Derrida read Joyce “to relieve
the tedium and the mental cramp caused by too many pages of Husserl at one
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go” (Rabaté 2013: 281) and Derrida’s Introduction to “The Origin of Geometry”
indeed confronts Husserl and Joyce, specifically, on the issue of language and
translatability (Derrida 1989: 102-103)%. About three decades later, in 1984, all
confrontation is gone: Derrida does not mention Husserl in “Ulysses Gramo-
phone” at all, but Husserl permeates it throughout even without being mentioned.
Husserl here is a silenced presence, an internalised philosophical stance that (along
with another unacknowledged ghost in attendance here, Maurice Merleau-Pon-
ty’) guides Derrida’s “auto-biographico-encyclopedic circumnavigation” (Derrida
2013: 46) across Ulysses. For, when read as itself a performative enactment of
reading Ulysses, “Ulysses Gramophone” shows Derrida, as the reader of the book,
re-reading Ulysses for the occasion of giving a lecture on it and reflecting on his
act of reading in an effort to comprehensively foreground the phenomenological
essential structures of experience mediated by Joyce’s literary discourse. Derrida
seems to be doing this by performing three interdependent methodological moves:
he (1) identifies the transcendental conditions of responsiveness to literature in
his specific response, to Joyce, (2) localises such conditions in the specific, given
settings of his experience of Joyce’s text, and (3) re-stages their manifestations
by re-enacting his reading Ulysses and living it beyond the text of the book, in
the here-and-now of his preparation for the lecture. Joyce here, inadvertently,
does not appear as the other of Husserl but emerges as somewhat of a Husserlian
himself: a master of an aesthetics of literature that draws on the transcendental
givens of literary discourse®. Such givens constitute what Derrida refers to as “law,
sense, and the program” that recapture chance in Joyce and thus pre-programme
all possible responses to his writing.

In “Ulysses Gramophone,” Derrida uncovers these transcendental givens by
identifying them as conditions he finds occurrent throughout all instances of the
experience he is describing. The logic behind this is quite clear: if transcendental
conditions are those without which experience is not possible at all, they must
be manifest in every instance of experience and, then, discovered in all instances
of experience by identifying their manifestation as a necessary — hence neces-
sarily recurrent — given for the experience to happen. From this point of view,
the transcendental shows by virtue of its iterability, in the dialectics of repetition

2

Donn Welton dates the composition of Derrida’s Introduction to “The Origin of Geometry” at 1953
1954 to highlight the fact that Husserl’s writings on genesis, the core issue Derrida has with Husser],
were not yet published at the time and that, whether or not Derrida had access to Husserl’s manu-
scripts, he largely ignores them (Welton: 395-397).

* Leonard Lawlor, in his Foreword to Merleau-Ponty’s notes on Husserl’s “The Origin of Geometry,”
elaborates on parallels between Merleau-Ponty’s and Derrida’s readings of Husserl (Lawlor 2002).
For the possibility and effectivity of reading Joyce in this framework, see my recent study “The Aes-
thetics of Phenomena: Joyce’s Epiphanies” (Levina 2017: 185-219).



and difference, which is, arguably, a major support of Derrida’s deconstructive
phenomenology at large and, quite clearly, the core of his reading of Ulysses. This
reading also effectively shows Derrida capturing the iterable, and hence the tran-
scendental, by the means of variation, a textbook method of Husser!’s (e. g. Moran
2000: 154-155) which Derrida employs with a significant modification: In “Ulysses
Gramophone,” variation is neither “free” nor “imaginative,” nor does it posit “the
primacy of free phantasy” over actual perception (Husserl 1983: 158) to play,
in the mode of “as-if,” with the “pure possibilities” of the experiential act until
one has grasped its essential structures (Husser]l 1982: 70). Instead, in “Ulysses
Gramophone,” variation is firmly rooted in the factual: not in what Derrida, as a
reader of Ulysses, might be imagining while reading the book, but in what Derrida
has actually experienced or knows and hence can remember as the facts of the
historical world into which Joyce’s book, indeed, happens to throw him. Further,
Derrida’s reading of Ulysses, in this variation of the factual, shows the factual itself
invariably pinned to the body which itself, however, surfaces as a variable whose
form of manifestation depends on the perspective that identifies it as a marker of
factuality within the eidetic framework that constitutes the perspective’s signifying
structure and force.

This reciprocity between the body and the signifying framework in which it
appears in a particular form, a form determined by the framework, is quite cru-
cial to keep in mind for us to fully appreciate the thrust of Derrida’s seemingly
paradoxical response to Joyce’s masterpiece and read it accordingly. By keeping
focus on the reciprocity rather than any of its two elements, Derrida seems to com-
plete the paradigm of ways in which phenomenology approaches the relationship
of consciousness and the body. In most general terms, this paradigm comprises
three possible positions. Husserl’s point of departure is the transcendental given of
intentional consciousness, defined as the process and activity of signifying percep-
tion, or of making sense of the world, rooted in the sensuous body on the one hand
and directed towards the world on the other. Merleau-Ponty shifts attention to the
embeddedness of intentional consciousness in the body - the living sensuous flesh
which is the experiential grounding, source, and support of the basic mechanisms
and schemes of all signifying perception of the lived world and, thus, of conscious-
ness itself. Derrida, in “Ulysses Gramophone,” revisits these transcendental givens
to show that the grasp of sense - and, with it, being — does not depend on either
consciousness or the body as the primordial condition in relation to the other but
is, instead, a matter of their interdependence if not inseparability. In Derrida’s
reading, Joyce’s Ulysses plays on the given that making sense necessarily involves
both the body and the signifying structures of consciousness. It is by entangling his
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reader in the activity of sensemaking on the plane of this transcendentally given
continuity that Joyce seems to pre-programme every possible act of making sense
and thus recapture, pre-determine every possible “chance encounter” that takes
place while reading the book, wherever and whenever the act of reading happens
to be performed.

An exposition of the full picture of this line of thought in Derrida’s reading
of Ulysses deserves a much larger study than the genre of this paper can accom-
modate, so I will restrict it to three examples that show three kinds of the body-
and-mind connection that constitutes the sense of being Derrida finds in Joyce and
discusses in his exposition of the multiple modalities of the yes (Derrida 2013: 42).
Notably, throughout this exposition, Derrida repeatedly refers to this yes in explic-
itly phenomenological terms pointing precisely to its transcendentality. He asso-
ciates it, for instance, with the “fundamental and quasi-transcendental tonality”
of the yes-laughter (Derrida 2013: 70; 68, 80), characterises as the “transcendental
adverbiality” of all discourse (Derrida 2013: 72) and, eventually, locates it “in the
place [of] transcendental egology” (Derrida 2013: 77) to which I have referred, in
the opening part of my paper, as the phenomenological signifier. The examples I
am presenting below also show that Derrida, in the course of his deconstructive
analysis of Joyce’s “figures and ruses,” finds that the ultimate originary event — the
constitution of distinction and, with it, language - takes place in the living flesh
and hence is, also, the primordial experience of intentionality.

The first kind of this constitutive connection comes across as, precisely, a
connection of what initially is distinct. The body here appears in the form of one’s
physical body, while the signifying structures mark it, in the literal sense of the
word, to endow it with a socio-cultural identity and thus include into the social
structure of a cultural community. This is done physically, in ritual acts such as
circumcision, a recurrent motif of “Ulysses Gramophone” (Derrida 2013: 62-63,
65, 69, 71), and linguistically, by naming - giving a person a proper name. In this
connection of the body (as the signified) and the sign (as the signifier), the body
itself functions as the ultimate marker of one’s actual presence in the act, which
confirms the act and legitimises the result. The body, in other words, is the token of
the real, the actual, while the signifying mark gives it a socio-cultural significance.
Circumcision is a most straightforward example of such a ritual act performed on
the body. It is also a complex example, because, for this physical act to have the
significance it has, it must be performed in the presence of Elijah the circumciser
who must be present in corpore in all circumcisions, as Derrida reminds us, even if
his corporeal presence has been reduced to the secondary form of “Elijah’s chair”
in which the baby boy is held for the ritual procedure (Derrida 2013: 62-63). The



same value of the body is manifest in signature: it cannot be reduced to “a phe-
nomenon of copyright readable through a proper name” (Derrida 2013: 71), for
it confirms by itself being a trace of one’s bodily presence there-and-then, as one
has to be present corporeally to perform the gesture of signing which seals what
is signed to the one who signed it. In this dependence on the body, signature is
not unlike other bodily self-expressions that leave a tangible, sensuously perceiv-
able trace. The scent seems to be a liminal case of it: it appears in Ulysses in ways
that prompt Derrida to ask, repeatedly, if it is “possible to sign with a perfume”
(Derrida 2013: 81; 73), rather than a handwritten inscription of the proper name
(Derrida 2013: 66), and invite us to imagine how his address would read if titled
“Of the Perfumative in Ulysses” (Derrida 2013: 75).

This parallel brings me to the second example: the second kind of the body-
and-mind connection, which is not quite a connection, for it manifests itself as
the originary split of consciousness from and within the living body, a split that
keeps the elements it distinguished from one another in interdependence. The
body here no longer is the physical body but the phenomenological (Husserlian)
conscious body. In order to sign, Derrida tells us, the signing yes must be en-
dowed with memory - with consciousness, that is, — for it needs to remember its
own identity while moving in space and time. It promises such memory in an act
of signing (Derrida 2013: 56, 78), and this promise of the memory of oneself is,
effectively, an intersubjective split: a split that puts another signing yes — another
subjectivity, even if my own - elsewhere, at a spacio-temporal distance from the
positing self. Molly’s so-called monologue, the closing episode of Ulysses, oozes
with such re-positings and awareness of another yes (Derrida 2013: 74) on the
primordial level of the living flesh, the flesh that lives by saying yes in response to
another yes before it speaks any language (Derrida 2013: 73). Derrida identifies
such “self-position of the self in the yes return unceasingly, each time in a different
form, all through the journey” (Derrida 2013: 76) of Ulysses. And he eventually
pins it down to the (Merleau-Pontian) living flesh - specifically, Bloom’s — which
splits into sensuous self-consciousness as Bloom, for example, thinks of mastur-
bating in the bath: ““Also I think I. Yes I. Do it in the bath.” (Joyce: 5.499-501),”
Derrida quotes Joyce to comment on “this “Yes-I’ that dreams of massaging itselt”
(Derrida 2013: 70), of giving itself pleasure, in the act of which the body is both
“I” the giver and “I” the receiver. The flesh of Bloom here daydreams of giving
sensual pleasure to itself, in the phantasm of masturbation he lives through in
the memory of the experience only, because, on the day we follow him in Ulysses,
Bloom does not actually “do it in the bath [that] morning” (Joyce: 13.786). And,
in the moment of holding to the phantasm of this experience, this flesh is both “I”
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the giver and “I” the receiver of the pleasure, each of them saying yes in its own,
different tonality even if verbally they are marked by the same word®.

This underlying tonality of the living flesh that says yes is the third and last
example that points to the living sensuous body as the ultimate originary grounding
of sense, hence the core of the phenomenological signifier surfacing in Derrida’s
response to Ulysses. The tonality of the living flesh, such as the tonalities Bloom’s
flesh takes on as it splits from itself, is the beginning of language - for, potentially
if not actually, this tonality makes sense by way of being distinct from its other
tonality and its other sense. To put it simply, Bloom’s “I” the giver is not his “I”
the receiver even if they dwell in the same flesh, are marked linguistically by the
same grammatical pointer, and hence overlap and contaminate one another so that
they are impossible to separate. Of these two, each “Yes-I” (Derrida 2013: 73, 75)
quite literally makes different sense, as one of them says yes in the tonality of giving
and the other in that of receiving. They each embody primordial intentionality: a
distinct, identifiable directedness of the living flesh towards an experience it knows
as, in this case, the pleasure and reproduces from either the giving or the receiving
end of it. Hence each is the locus and agency of signifying perception, lived through
corporeally as the experience of a sensuous grasp of sense as meaning.

On this plane of sensing meaning, language itself is indeed, as Derrida de-
scribes it, gramophonic - that is, heard and seen, visible and audible at the same
time and yet in different senses. It this gramophony of language on the page that
enables a reader like Derrida to see a “yes” written in the “eyes” of Molly (Der-
rida 2013: 49), as she “ask[s Bloom] with [her] eyes to ask again” to accept his
proposal in the closure of Ulysses (Joyce: 18.1605). It is the same gramophony
that, in the other modality of the sensuous grasp of meaning, makes him hear the
word “father” in Bloom’s inclination to “go a step farther,” in a conversation with
Stephen whose thoughts he is trying to encourage, a gramophony that is lost in the
translation of the book into, say, French, losing all Freudian implications of this
phrase as well (Derrida 2013: 45; Joyce: 16.1163). The sense perceived, in each of
these examples, depends directly on the quality of the sensuous, here connected to
a particular sense — seeing or hearing — as a channel that mediates the meaning.
This is why Derrida speaks of “remote control” technologies as the constitutive
elements of sense (Derrida 2013: 50). These, along with a range of other examples
Derrida gives in “Ulysses Gramophone,” make it glaringly clear that, by relying on
so-called material supports for transmitting language, such as words on the page

> See Waldenfels (1993: 65-77) and Lawlor (1993: 79-87) for a discussion elaborating on the constitu-
tive significance of this split in the living, simultaneously self-expressive and self-perceiving flesh in
Derrida’s thought in the context of Husserl.



or voice recording, linguistic expression itself is not at all “an external contextual
element” but indeed “affects from within the most elemental meaning” we grasp
while reading the text (Derrida 2013: 50) (« elle affecte le dedans méme du sens le
plus élémentaire » (Derrida 1987: 78)). Derrida, then, seems to be showing to the
respected audience of Joyce specialists at the Symposium how Joyce, by playing
with language in the ways he does, activates his reader’s capacities for sensemaking
in every modality of the sensuous living flesh. Ultimately, it is this sensemaking
living flesh that Derrida finds in himself answering to Joyce’s Ulysses as he throws
himself into its text and surrenders to the figures and ruses that bring about most

unpredictable chance encounters in quite predictable ways.
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Juraté Levina

APIE KUNISKASIAS KALBOS ISTAKAS:
DERRIDA KALBA SU JOYCE’U

Santrauka

Straipsnyje iSpleciama jzvalga, kad James’o Joyce’o Zinovams skirtoje 1984-uyjy pa-
skaitoje ,,Ulisas gramofonas“ Jacques’as Derrida atlieka metodologiskai nuoseklia
fenomenologing analize, kuria parodo, kad Joyce’o Uliso skaitymo akte jveiksmina-
mos esmings patirties struktiiros, panardinant skaitytoja j prasmés radimosi kanis-
koje jos pagavoje patirtj. I$ pazitros atsitiktiniy fakty kaleidoskopas, pateikiamas
$ioje paskaitoje, pasirodo esgs huserliskoji variacija, kuria apciuopiama jungéiy
tarp jvairiais pavidalais pasirodancio kino ir sociokultiirinés tvarkos bei samonés
uzduoty reiksmeés struktiry paradigma. Taip atliekama dekonstrukciné analizé at-
veria prasmeés iStaky jvykj — skirties, ir sykiu kalbos, steigtj — gyvo kaino patirties
lauke, kuris, kaip Derrida atranda skaitydamas Joyce’s, yra taip pat ir juslinio, k-
niskai patiriamo pirmapradzio intencionalumo vieta ir patirtis.

rAKTAZODZIAL: Derrida, Joyce’as, Husserlis, kiini$kumas, prasmé.
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Remiantis Jacques’o Derrida Marxo $méklose i$plétota isnarinto laiko metafora bei
jkontekstinant vokiec¢iy tapytojo ir skulptoriaus Anselmo Kieferio kiryba postfe-
nomenloginéje filosofinéje perspektyvoje, straipsnyje jrodinéjama tezé, jog Kieferio
darbuose veikia i$narinto laiko $mékliskumas, kuriuo per transformatyvy materialu-
mg sprendziama praeities nereprezentuojamumo problema. Aptariant tokius Kiefe-
rio karybos motyvus, kaip katastrofos nuojauta, kultrinés atminties ir uzmarsties
dialektika bei alchemigkais bruozais pasizyminti materijos transformacija, koncep-
tualizuojamas kolektyvine ir asmenine atmintj gydyti pajégus meninés mediacijos
potencialas, kurio kertiné asis — priezastinei praeities-dabarties-ateities logikai ne-
pasiduodantis laikiskumas.
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Kaip jmanomos $méklos i$ ateities?

Williamo Shakespeare’o Hamlete nuskambéjusia i$narinto laiko (time is out of
joint) metaforg Jacques’as Derrida prisimena svarstydamas apie marksizmo likima.
1993-aisiais, kai publikuotas Derrida tekstas Marxo sméklos, pasaulis i$gyveno tam
tikra post perioda. Po Soviety Sgjungos gritties ir Gelezinés uzdangos nusileidimo
bet kokia politika, socialiné tvarka ir pertvarkos, o taip pat ir kultarinis gyvenimas
pasirodé galimi traktuoti kaip i$gyvenantys postkio situacija: kazkas nutiko pasau-
lio istorijoje ir rytoj kazkas bus kitaip. 1992 m. Francis Fukuyama paskelbé istorijos
pabaiga. Taciau kas nutinka, kai pasaulis netenka istoriSkumo? Kaip jmanomas
naujumo jsiverzimas j tikrove, o taip pat ir akistata su autentiska laikiska buti-
mi, kai tikrové nebetenka istoriskai struktruoto pavidalo? Nors $mékly vaizdinys
pirmiausia nurodo j praeitj kaip savo kilmés saltinj, taciau, sekant Derrida Marxo
Smékly samprotavimu, teigtina, kad $méklos temporaliné apibréztis yra gerokai
sudétingesné ir jtraukia ne tik dabarties ir ateities modusus, bet ir suproblemina
linijine laiko sampratg. Derrida ima kalbéti apie $mékliska laika, kuris sutrauko
linijing pradzios ir pabaigos dialektika, nes kiekvienos $méklos pradzia yra ir pabai-
ga (Derrida 2006: 11). I$narintas laikas Derrida mastyme pasirodo kaip pertrikio
veiksmas, kai radikali praeitis yra numanoma, bet niekuomet néra ir nebuvo duota
dabartiskai, kaip esatis. Ar marksizmas kada buvo aktualiai? Ir vis tik jis islieka kaip
kazkas praeitisko, kaip mus persekiojanti, bet niekuomet nepasirodanti, Smékla.
I$narinto laiko metaforoje sutelkta ne tik problemiska linijinio laiko sampra-
ta, bet ir reprezentacijos problema. Dabarties gyventojus persekiojancios $méklos
(marksizmo, Holokausto, kolonijinés praeities ir t. t.) niekuomet nepasirodo kaip
kazkas konkretaus ir apibrézto - jy reprezentacija yra problemiska dél daugybés
priezasciy - jvykio masto, tiesioginiy liudininky nebuvimo, vertybinio neviena-
reik§miskumo ir pan. Holokausto reprezentacijos mene problematiskumas téra
vienas i§ pavyzdziy, kai praeities jvykis nesiduoda suc¢iuopiamas istorijos pasako-
jimui priklausanciais vaizdiniais ir reikalauja arba teatralizuoto, personazy asme-
niniais idgyvenimais gristo pasakojimo (Stievenas Spielbergas, Sindlerio sarasas,
1993), arba reprezentacijos ribas uzklausiancios tylos ir tustumos Holokausto siau-
bo akivaizdoje (Claude’as Lanzmannas, Soa, 1985). Pastargjg strategija palaikantis
Jeanas Francois Lyotard’as tokiy jvykiy kaip Holokaustas reprezentacijos mene
problemiskumg jzvelgia vaizdiniy ir atminties nesutapimuose. Pasak jo, Holo-
kausto reprezentacija vaizdais ir Zodziais paneigia jj patj ir taip stumia uzmarstin
(Lyotard 1990: 26). Holokausto vaizdavimas yra problemiskas ne tik dél proto ir
vaizduotés ribas pranokstancio siaubo masto ir sudétingy dalyviy ir liudininky
patirciy, bet ir dél savo santykio su istorija. Traktuojamas kaip istorija perzen-



giantis, Holokaustas i$ istorijos epizodo virsta Jvykiu. O praeities jvykio santykis
su dabartimi néra faktologinis-istoriografinis — jvykis grizta per $méklas, esmingai
veikdamas dabarties gyventojus.

Marxo sméklose Derrida aptaria différance sampratos aspekta, kuris ne toks
ryskus kituose mastytojo veikaluose. Différance reiskia ne tik atidéjima ar vélavi-
ma, bet ir neredukuojama cia ir dabar pertrukj kaip pazada to, kas dar tik ateis.
Kaip parodo Derrida, ¢ia ir dabar téra galimi, nes jiems butina i$saugoti galbit
momentg, kad i$laikyty reikalaujantj, jpareigojantj pobiidj. Cia verta jdarbinti dar
vieng skirtj, placiai eksploatuotg ir paties Derrida. Pasak jo, yra dviejy rasiy ateitis.
Ateitis, apie kurig galima papasakoti ir kuri iSauga i§ dabarties, savo ruoztu iSau-
gusios i$ to, kas $iandien jau praeitis - tai pranciziskai vadinama futur savoka,
kurig Derrida, Gilles’is Deleuze’as ir kiti XX a. kontinentinés filosofijos atstovai
linke skirti nuo avenir - to, kas dar tik ateina, kas néra nuspéjama ir apie ka ne-
galima sukurti iSankstinio pasakojimo. Futuristiné ateitis ateis kaip lukescio ar
prognozés iSsipildymas. Globalinio at$ilimo naratyvas, ory prognozé savaitgaliui
ar jkveépti turinti politiko kalba apie $viesiag miuisy vaiky ateitj — tai vis j rytojy nu-
kreipti naratyvai, kurie nesunkiai objektyvuojami ta prasme, jog, igije diskursyvy
pavidala, leidziasi jtraukiami j prognoziy sudarymo veiklas, o taip pat angazuo-
dami veiksmui. Tuo tarpu ateitis, kuri dar tik ateina, jsiver$ j esama naratyva ir
ontologines struktiras, jas sutraukydama ir jne$dama kazka naujo. Visiskai atvira
ateitis, priesingai nei j naratyving ir metafizing logika jsijungianti numatoma atei-
tis, nesiduoda objektyvuojama, taciau leidziasi su¢iuopiama jvykio sampratos.Tuo
tarpu Jeanas Baudrillard’as, svarstydamas Vakary pasaulio likimg po Zymiosios
Fukuyamos i$taros, teigia, jog kalbéti reikia ne apie istorijos pabaigg, o apie moder-
nybés apgrezimg. Kadangi nuo $iol kiekvienas istorijos jvykis tarsi grazina j iSeities
taska, tampa nejmanoma kalbéti apie ateitj: modernybés raidai issisémus, lieka tik
»Kkatastrofiniai pakartojimo ir sikuriavimo procesy elementai® (Baudrillard 1994:
10-11). Baudrillard’as laikosi pozicijos, jog jvykj juo paciu padaro tai, kad jis yra
neapgreziamas ir pranokstantis misy pastangas ji jprasminti interpretuojant. Pa-
grindiniu trukdziu jvykiui ateiti Baudrillard’as laiko laikinj neatitikima, kuriuo
pasizymi Siuolaikybés istorinis judéjimas: pasak mastytojo, istoriniai jvykiai, uzuot
stime laiking seka pirmyn, pasirei$kia kaip vélavimas ar atidéjimas, kai karas ir
kiti tikroveés jvykiai pasizymi ne destruktyviu negatyvumu, o negatyvumu, kylan-
¢iu i to, kad joks jvykis is tikryjy nevyksta (Baudrillard 1994: 17). Ivykiui jvyk-
ti, o kartu ir istorijai plétotis trukdo butent pakites tikrovés ontologinis statusas:
uzuot grindziama cia ir dabar apliuopiamais esiniais ir jvykiais, tikrové $iandien
yra konstruojama kaip naratyvas. Pastarojo pagrindu, Derrida jsitikinimu, tampa
jvykiai, kurie niekuomet nejvyko: tikrovés pasakojimas grindziamas fantazminiais
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jvykiais ar jy lakesciu (Derrida 2007: 394). Galima ivesti paralele tarp Martino
Heideggerio aprasyto neautentisko Das Man buvimo ir sunaratyvintos tikrovés,
apie kurig kalba Baudrillard’as bei Derrida: abiem atvejais esama informacijos
pertekliaus, kuris ne tik pripildo Zzmogiskaji buvima pasaulyje plepalais, bet ir uz-
ima tikrovés vieta. Kitaip tariant, pasaulyje, apie kurj kalba abu mastytojai, nebéra
galimybés stoti akistaton su atsiskleidusia batimi ir patirti autentiska laikisSkuma.
Nepaisant to, nostalgija naujumui ir jvykio lakestis islieka, uzimdami pirma plang
ontologinéje tikrovés sarangoje.

Kas lieka i$ ateitiskai orientuoto jvykio sampratos, kai nebetenkama linijinés
istorijos sampratos? Sekant pesimistiSkuoju Baudrillard’o naratyvu, iskyla batiny-
bé stoti akistaton su tikrovés iliuziskumu, kuris pasizymi nebe deridiskai i$narin-
tu laikiskumu (time is out of joint), o nelaikiska (ne)batimi. Pasak Baudrillard’o,
»musy nebepersekioja komunizmo $mékla, net ir galios $mékla nebesivaidena;
$iandien aristokratiskoji iliuzija apie kilme ir demokratiskoji iliuzija apie pabaiga
atsitraukia, mes nebegalime rinktis tarp judéjimo j priekj, esamos destrukcijos is-
saugojimo ir atsitraukimo; visa, kas mums lieka - stoti akistaton su $ia radikalia
iliuzija“ (Baudrillard 1994: 122-123). Kalbédamas apie pabaigos idéjos iliuziskuma
ir jvykio negalimybe, Baudrillard’as abi filosofemas suvokia mesianiskumo per-
spektyvoje. Pasak jo, mesianizmo viltis pagrjsta Apokalipsés tikroviskumo idéja,
taciau pastaroji pasirodo esanti ne ka tikroviskesné nei Didziojo Sprogimo teorija
ir todél turéty bati suvokiama ne kaip tikroviska, o kaip virtuali (Baudrillard 1994:
119). Virtualybé, savo ruoztu, neturi nieko bendra su ateitimi. Sekant Henri Berg-
sono ir Gilles’io Deleuze’o svarstymo linija, virtualybé laikytina veikiau dabarciai
lygiagrecia ontologine sritimi: ji yra ¢ia ir dabar, tad kalbéti apie jos jsitikrovinima
ateityje néra prasmés. Priémus pozicija, jog nudienos laikas, o kartu ir istorijos
samprata, yra valdomi c¢iadabartisko virtualumo, mesianiskumo nebegalima trak-
tuoti kaip relevantisko santykio su nadiene tikrove. Bet ar tikrai mesianiskumas
yra butinai susijes su apokaliptinés pabaigos idéja, kuri grindziama priezastine,
linijine laiko samprata?

Derrida atsakymas j pastarajj klausima bty neigiamas. Pasak mastytojo, me-
siani$kumas néra priklausomas nuo linijinés bendrojo istorinio laiko sampratos —
jis yra istorijos galimybés salyga. ,Mesianiskumas (kurj laikau universalia patyrimo
struktdra ir kurio negalima redukuoti j jokj religinj mesianizma) neturi nieko ben-
dra su utopija: kiekviename ¢ia-dabar jis nukreipia j tikroviska, konkrety jvyki, ki-
taip tariant, j labiausiai neredukuojama heterogeniska kitybe“ (Derrida 1999: 248).
Kaip pazymi Davidas Couzensas Hoy, Derrida mastyme mesianiskumas yra pir-
miau nei filosofijos istorija, jis yra jSaknytas j laikisSkuma, kuris, savo ruoztu, sudaro
istorijos galimybés salyga (Hoy 2008: 270). Utopizmas, o taip pat ir religinis mesia-



nizmas, priskirtini j naratyva redukuojamos ateities sampratai, iSlaikanciai priezas-
tingumu grjsta linijinio laiko struktiirg; tuo tarpu mesianiskumas, kuris funduoja
laikisSkumg ir istoriskuma, priklauso atviros, nenuspéjamos ir nereprezentuojamos
ateities sriciai. Butent pastaroji yra pajégi sutraukyti duotosios tikrovés struktaras
ir atverti galimybe naujumui ir poky¢iui rastis. Vélyvasis Derrida atsisako dekons-
trukcija taikyti teisingumui ir draugystei, abu traktuodamas kaip pazada ir tuo juos
susiedamas su reprezentacijos i$vengiancia j ateitj nukreipta sgmonés veikla. Béda
ta, kad nei teisingumas, nei draugysté, nei Emmanuelio Levino veidas ar Alaino
Badiou Jvykis negali buiti reprezentuoti, t. y. negali pasirodyti, negali buti duoti kaip
tokie, taigi visuomet turi likti anapus reprezentacijos, taigi ir esaties, struktary.
Jvykis neateis, nes sykj atéjes, jis jau nebéra jvykis. Uzradytas jstatyme teisingumas
virsta teise, artikuliuotas draugystés santykis virsta abiem puséms naudingu ben-
dradarbiavimu, pamatyta Kito akiy spalva reiskia ignoruojama zvilgsnio kreipinj,
uzfiksuotas jvykis tampa istorijos naratyvo dalimi... Jei ateitis tikrai yra lakestis to,
kam lemta sutraukyti esamas diskursyvines ir ontologines struktiiras, tokia ateitis
turi bati ne tik radikaliai atvira, bet ji turi ir niekada neateiti.

Ateitis, kuri neateina, nesiduoda nei tematizuojama fenomenologiskai, nei
kaip kitaip diskursyviai apraSoma dél to, kad ji niekuomet kaip tokia néra duota
samonei. Nesiduoti yra ateities, kuri neateina, buvimo modusas. Taciau jei prie
ateities neturime tiesioginio pri¢jimo, galbut ji pasirodo medijuotai? Galbit esa-
ma ateities Smékly? Katastrofiniuose naratyvuose apie klimato kaita, politing-eko-
nomine apokalipse, technologijy revoliucijas ir pan. visuomet veikia $méklos is
(ne)tolimos ateities, kurios persekioja mus tarytum perspédamos apie iSdavas,
kuriy turétume tikétis tuo atveju, jei nepakeisime dabartiniy veiksmy ir jprociy.
Apmastant musy dabarties veiksmy jtaka busimai dalyky padéciai, jjungiamas
etinio svarstymo rezimas, kuris sudaro jtampg su linijinéje sekoje besidéstanciu
priezastingumu. Svarstydami ekologines problemas, greta to, kad méginame ap-
skaic¢iuoti, kokiy padariniy turés musy veiksmai ateityje, taip pat sprendziame ir
etinj klausimg - kg privalétume daryti, kad iSvengtume numanomos katastrofos
ateityje? Jean-Pierre’o Dupuy sitloma apsviestojo katastrofizmo laikysena gerai
iliustruoja tokio pobudzio samprotavimo temporalinj modusg: pasak mastytojo,
turime mastyti apie musy laukancig katastrofg kaip apie Zmogaus autodestrukty-
vios prigimties i$pildyma, kuris yra nei$vengiamas, tac¢iau kurj turime tikétis nej-
vyksiant (Dupuy 2002: 103). Kartu su etine problematika besiformuojantis lakestis
suproblemina tiesiaeigj praeities-dabarties-ateities modusg, versdamas klausti, ar
jmanoma, jog ateitis ne tiesiog randasi i$ dabarties, o ja veikia ir kai kuriais atvejais
net konstituoja. Viena yra iSbadéjusio baltojo lokio ant ledo lyties vaizdinys, kuris
per$a mintj apie ne tik $ios rasies, bet ir didesnés ekosistemos dalies i$nykima dél
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zmogaus veiklos. Taciau visai kas kita - menininky kuriami vaizdiniai, kurie grjzta
i$ sunkiai nusakomo laiko, perspédami apie ateitj, kuri nebatinai yra tiesioginé da-
barties palikuoné. Toliau sieksiu parodyti, kaip Anselmo Kieferio darbuose veikia
i$narinto laiko $mékliskumas, kuris, mano galva, per transformatyvy materialuma

i$sprendzia praeities nereprezentuojamumo problema.

Kokio laiko iesko Kieferis?

Marcelio Prousto prarasto laiko paiesky asis — atmintis. Verta pazymeéti, kad pri-
siminimai tiek Prousto tekstuose, tiek toliau aptarsimuose Kieferio darbuose, néra
laikytini tiesioginémis praeities atplaiSomis, o veikiau suprastini kaip praeities mo-
difikacija dabartyje — prisiminimus peni misy melancholija (aistros, troskimai,
ilgesys ir t. t.). Prousto romanuose yra madlenas, Kieferio darbuose - cinkuota
vonia. Skirtumas tas, kad madlenas i$Saukia asmeniskai i§gyventus prisiminimus,
o cinkuota vonia - asmeniskai nepatirtus. 1930-aisais Treciojo reicho valdzia Vo-
kietijoje jsaké visuose namuose jrengti cinkuotas vonias ir taip uztikrinti piliec¢iy
asmenine higieng. Kieferis savo darbuose (knygose ir kiriniuose, skirtuose Ope-
ration Sea Lion', paveiksle The Red Sea ir kt.) referuoja j jo mociutés bute buvusia
cinkuotg vonig, kuri tapybos darbuose ima veikti kaip suvenyras (souvenir). Nors
meno istorikas Danielis Arasse perspéja Sio Kieferio kiirybos elemento perdém
nepsichologizuoti (Arasse 2014: 82), akivaizdu, kad karéjui rapi atminties ir uz-
marsties dialektika, aprépianti kultairos Zenklus ir istorijos jvykius, kuriy liudinin-
ku kuaréjas tiesiogiai neéra.

Gimes 1945-aisiais, menininkas jau neturéjo tiesioginio sglycio su Holokaus-
tu ir jo aukomis. Kieferis priklauso vokieciy kartai, vadinamai Nachgeboren - gi-
musieji po to - tad jo santykis su istorine atmintimi yra i§ dalies medijuotas. Vis
tik tyla ir pédsakas yra esminiai Kieferio santykio su Holokaustu aspektai. Kaip
pastebi menininko darbus komentuojanti Joan Gibbons, Kieferiui, kaip ir visai
jo kartai, rapi visy pirma vokieciy tautos tyla siaubingy nusikaltimy zZmogisku-
mui akivaizdoje (Gibbons 2011: 80). Net ir neturédamas tiesioginés tokiy jvykiy
kaip Holokaustas patirties, kiiréjas imasi juos apgedéti. Kieferio darbai 1980 mety
Venecijos bienaléje ir fotografijy ciklas Occupations, Heroic Symbols ir To Genet,
kuriose vaizduojami menininko, saliutuojancio naciy pasveikinimg, autoportretai,
laikytini gedéjimo veiksmu. Pasak Arasse, menininko laikysena tuometéje Vokieti-

joje, atsiribojant nuo to meto visuomenés aktualijy ir vaizduojant Vokietijos tolima

! Unternehmen Seeléwe buvo 1940 m. planuoto naciy Vokietijos jsiverzimo j Didziaja Britanija kodas.



ar artimg praeitj, jsikibus nacistiniy vaizdiniy, jtraukiant net savo paties kiang,
byloja apie Kieferio vykdoma gedéjimo veiksma per atsiminima (Arasse 2014: 38).
Kai kurie menotyrininkai, pvz., Lisa Saltzman (Saltzman 1998), Kieferio kirybine
veiklg ir po 1980-yjy laiko $io gedéjimo tasa.

Komentatoriai, aptardami Kieferio darbuose vaizduojamus Treciojo reicho
griuvésius, paprastai renkasi vieng i trijy prieigy. Tokie mastytojai, kaip Gib-
bons, linke pabrézti Kieferio kritiska pozitrj j nacisting ideologija, atsispindintj
triakinéjancioje atlikimo technikoje, kai, pavyzdziui, kai kurie paveikslai atrodo
tarsi palikti niokoti véjui, saulei ir vandeniui. Taip reprezentacijos buidas sutampa
su reprezentacijos objektu: meninés nuolauzos kalba apie istorinius-ideologinius
griuvésius. Kitg btuda skaityti Kieferio darbus renkasi, pavyzdziui, kultaros isto-
rikas ir teoretikas Andreasas Huyssenas, menininko karinius laikantis atminties
aktais, kuriais sueinama akistaton su negaléjimu apgedéti istoriniy siauby (Huys-
sen 1989). Gedéjimo negalios priezastys yra dvi: 1) gedulo objektas pranoksta
vaizduotés ribas savo mastu; 2) gedulo objektas yra pernelyg nutoles laike nuo
gedinciojo. Trecioji prieiga prie Kieferio darby dar artimesné psichoanalitinéms
teorijoms: Stai, pavyzdziui, Saltzman pabrézia svarbg traumos, kurios nei meni-
ninkas, nei meno suvokéjas néra pajégus asimiliuoti. Visos trys prieigos - ideo-
logijos kritika, nesékmingas gedulas ir traumos patirtis — ne tik dera tarpusavyje,
bet visoms joms budingas iSnarintas laikiskumas. Istraukdamas mene medijuota
istorine tikrove i§ temporalinés praeities-dabarties-ateities triados, Kieferis apver-
¢ia laikine hierarchija.

Kad jo kiryboje esama praeities-dabarties-ateities sekos transformacijos, pa-
tvirtina ir pats Kieferis, kuratoriui Jeanui Micheliui Bouhours duodamas interviu
savo parodos atidarymo Pompidou centre Paryziuje proga: ,Laikg suprantu taip:
kuo labiau greziesi j praeitj, tuo smarkiau pasistumi ateitin. Tai dvigubas, priesta-
ringas judéjimas, kuris i$plecia laika“ (Kiefer 2016). Paklaustas apie eschatologinj
savo paveiksly aspekta, Kieferis pereina prie i§ dalies ciklisko laiko vaizdinio: ,,Sian-
dien Zmonés jaudinasi dél pokyciy, nykstanciy gyviny, irstancios gamtos. Taciau
pries$ trylika milijony mety meteoritas sunaikino tris ketvirtadalius anuometiniy
gyvybés rasiy. Beveik visi gyvi padarai i$nyko, taciau prasidéjo kitas evoliucijos
etapas, apie kurj vis dar zinome labai mazai...“ (Kiefer 2016). Kieferis zitrova is-
stato akistaton su ateitimi, jsukdamas Zmonijos istorijg ratu ir sutraukydamas jj,
taip leisdamas vaizduotéje rastis gedulo ir prarasties atsiminimams apie tai, ko
niekada nebuvo. Tikrové sukrecia, taciau ji vilki meninés mediacijos ribg - taigi
yra reprezentuojama kaip niekuomet nesiduodantis laikiskumas, kuris, savo ruoz-
tu, angazuoja veikti, kol dar nevélu. Kieferio kuriamas laikiskumas yra $mékliska
ateitis — vaiduoklis to, ko (dar) nebuvo.
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Pakartojimas kaip iSnarinto laikrodZio mechanizmas

Kieferio darbo ritmas néra tiesiaeigis: jis grizta prie paveiksly, kuriuos laiké ne-
uzbaigtais, ir tapo ant virSaus, kartais visai kita tema; seny fotografijy spaudinius
jkontekstina naujame kontekste; i§ naujo panaudoja tiesiogiai ar perdirbes seny
kiriniy pavadinimus. Taip kariniai ima sietis ne chronologine atsiradimo prasme,
bet semantiniais ry$iais, kad ir kokie punktyriski jie baty. Dalis $iy rysiy — grynai
materialas, fiziniai - tai reikémingas aspektas, turint omenyje reprezentacijos pro-
blematiskumg, kuris Kieferio kairyboje pasirodo ir kaip problemiska atmintis. Kaip
prisiminti ir gedéti to, ko pats neiSgyvenai? Kieferis §j klausima sprendzia apro-
prijuodamas jau egzistuojancius dokumentus — vaizdinius ir tekstinius - i$ kuriy
konstruoja asmeniskus prisiminimus apie tai, ko pats prisiminti negali.

Nuo 1987-yjy Kieferis pradeda gaminti knygas, knygy skulptiras, knygos ima
figtiruoti jo tapybos darbuose. Skulptiirose ir instaliacijose knygos atrodo taip, tarsi
bty mus pasiekusios i§ neatmenamy laiky - pajuodusios, apdegusios, iSteptos mo-
liu, parudavusiais nuo laiko ir materijos nyksmo lapais. Kieferio kirinys-biblioteka
Zweistromland - High Priestess veikia tarsi atmintis, kurioje prisiminimai isbluko
ir nebegali komunikuoti su suvokéju. Anot Arasse, vienintelis badas suprasti §j
karinj — apmastyti Knyga kaip Zinios ne$éja ir saugotoja, taciau tai, kad jos saugo-
mas zinojimas mums yra nepasiekiamas, pavercia $ig biblioteka griuvésiais, pra-
rastu Zinojimo kanu ir todél sis Kieferio darbas laikytinas melancholine skulptira
(Arasse 2014: 178).

Vis tik Kieferio darby melancholijoje figiiruojantis pakartojimas apima ne tik
praeities, bet ir ateities dimensijas. Cia noréc¢iau grizti prie Kieferio tapybos dar-
by, jkvépty rusy futuristo poeto Velimiro Chlebnikovo. Viena pagrindiniy Chle-
bnikovo idéjy buvo ta, kad neva kas 317 mety pasaulyje atsikartoja stambiis jiary
musiai ir jvyksta galingyjy valstybiy jtakos zony persigrupavimas. Antimilitaristas
ir antivakarieti$kai nusiteikes, Chlebnikovas aktyviai ieskojo laiko désnio, galinc¢io
islaisvinti Zmonija nuo savinaikos. Tad Chlebnikovui skirti darbai yra odé rudi-
janciy laivy groziui, kuris anuomet jkvépé jy statytojus, apleidusius savo kirinius
atéjus pasaulio pabaigai.

Pasaulio pabaigos, o taip pat ir atgimimo motyvai apskritai budingi rusy fu-
turizmui, kuriam taip pat atstovavo tokie karéjai kaip Michailas Larionovas ir Na-
talija Gonciarova. Siekta atsiriboti nuo italiskojo futurizmo, kuriam budingas Za-
véjimasis industrializuota ir mechanizuota kulttira bei siekis sueiti j santykj su tuo,
kas tikra (metropoliu, technikos i§radimais, karu). Rusiskasis futurizmas glaudziai
susijes su nacionalistinémis nuotaikomis, kurios didzia dalimi sietinos su Petro I

pertvarky sukeltu kultiriniu pertrikiu, kai imperatoriaus paliepimu Rusijos Zzmo-



néms teko imituoti vakarietiska gyvenimo buda ir perimti jo jvaizdzius, neturint
jokio referento perimamai simbolikai ir dél to negebant nei jos jkontekstinti, nei
jSaknyti kolektyvinéje ir individualioje samonéje. Taigi Chlebnikovo futurizmas
yra nostalgiskas, i$ dalies atkartojantis Arkadijos mitologija, prarastajj piemenéliy
rojy pakeiciant Hiléja - stepiy zeme, kurioje laisvai gyvena menininkai. Rusiskajam
futurizmui buadinga atgimimo logika: jiems ateitis prikelia idilika praeitj, taip ja
perraSydama.

1912 m. Chlebnikovas kartu su Larionovu ir Gon¢iarova paraso teksta, pa-
vadintg Mir s kontsa (Pasaulis i$ galo). Tai savotiska antitezé Filippo Tommaso
Marinetti - italy futurizmo tévo — mastymui. Siame tekste kalbama ne tik apie
nei$vengiama pasaulio pabaiga, galincig istikti bet kurig akimirka, bet ir apie pa-
saulio pradzia, iki-istorinj pasaulj, savo senumu pranokstantj pacios ankstyviausios
civilizacijos pradzig. Italy futurizmui, atstovaujamam Marinetti, ateitis reiskia tai,
kas dar nejvyko. Tuo tarpu rusy futurizme skirtis tarp praeities, dabarties ir ateities
modusy apskritai nutrinama. Chlebnikovas tikéjo, kad atradus laiko désnj, bus
jmanoma atrasti lygybe Zemés ir galios pasidalijime: ilgainiui, laikui bégant, teisin-
gumas nusistovés. Zinodami, kad visa, net ir galia yra salygiska, Zzmonés pasidarys
taikesni ir maziau kraugeriski. Tokioje laiko sampratoje nebéra skirties tarp praei-
ties ir ateities — telieka tik nuolatiné dabartis. Tai yra vienas pagrindiniy skirtumy,
lyginant Chlebnikovo laiko sampratg su Marinetti, kuriam greitis ir verzimasis
i priekj buvo vienas esminiy tikrovés aspekty. Tikétina, $ios idéjos ir paskatino
Kieferj apmastyti karo ir taikos temas, o taip pat Zmonijos baigtinumg ir likimo
negailestingumg. Pasikartojantis ateities buvimo btidas vercia uzklausti ateities kaip
tokios butinybe: jei dabartis néra ateities priezastis, tuomet ateities ontologiné kil-
mé lieka mums svetima ir nepazini. Jei praeities-dabarties-ateities triadg per me-
nine mediacijg sutraukantis pakartojimas yra pajégus Zzeisti, ar galima tikétis, jog
jis turés ir gydancios galios? Taip, jei $meékliskai buciai suteikiamas pasikartojantis
materialumas, tuo biidu nuo Derrida mastymui badingo aporetiskumo ir jtampy
rys$kinimo pereinant prie gydanciy meniniy praktiky.

Derrida mastyme mimetiniu principu veikia rastas, kuris neatsispiria nuo ori-
ginalo ir néra reikalingas jam i$orisko tikrumo garanto, taciau nuolat kartoja(si).
Dekonstravus bet kokias opozicijas, jskaitant ir skirtj tarp to, kas jsivaizduojama,
ir to, kas tikra, destabilizuojama tiesos uztikrinimo sistema. Begalinis pakartoji-
my imituojant procesas jtraukia j Zaismg, kuris tampa viena pagrindiniy sgvoky
ne tik Derrida, bet ir kity postmodernybei priskiriamy autoriy darbuose. Nesant
originalo kaip pradinio proceso tasko, néra galimybés tikétis ir pakartojimo pro-
ceso pabaigos. Nepabaigiamumas figliruoja Derrida svarstymuose apie apokalipse,
kuriuos Richardas Kearney’is pavadina apokalipse be pabaigos. 1980-aisiais Cérisy
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skaitytoje paskaitoje apie apokaliptinj tong filosofijoje, Derrida atkreipia démesj j
graikiskojo apokaluptein reiksme ,atskleisti, atidengti“. Kearney’io teigimu, paties
Derrida diskursas laikytinas apokaliptiniu buitent §ia prasme: sujaukdamas komu-
nikacijos kodus ir perstumdydamas zenkly reiksmes, apokaliptinis diskursas meta
issukj dominuojanciai ideologijai (Kearney 1998: 293). Taciau Derrida néra tiesiog
demistifikatorius: ir §iuo atveju suveikia skir¢iy naikinimo mechanizmas, prives-
damas prie demistifikuojancio apokaliptinio diskurso savinaikos. Juk rasyti apie
pasaulio, sgmonés, zinojimy struktary, tiesos ir t. t. pabaiga jau savaime yra apo-
kaliptiska — nesant originalo, kuris buty aprasomas, raymas tampa performatyviu.

Cia naudinga prisiminti deridi$kgja mastymo linija sekantj Bernard’a Stieglerj
ir jo tretinés retencijos sampratg. Tretine retencija Stiegleris vadina visus techno-
loginius darinius, kurie turi huserliska laikiniy objekty struktiirg ir veikia sgmonés
pirmine (uzlaikymas dabartiskame patyrime) ir antring (atmintis) retencijas. Tre-
tiné retencija, prie$ingai nei pirmosios dvi, néra pacios samonés isgyventa praeitis,
o nurodo | Heideggerio aprasyta pasauliSkumo patirtj — kazka, kas buvo dar iki
mano atsiradimo ir kas mane veikia ir nukreipia veikti tam tikra linkme. Taciau
Stieglerio filosofijoje tretinés retencijos pagrindu veikianti atmintis néra vien ma-
terial@s turiniai, kurie kazkokiu budu veikia sgmone. Pasak Stieglerio, kantiskas A
visuomet jau suiorintas: jj supa jo objektai kaip protezai, kaip tai, kas visuomet yra
nei§gyventa praeitis, kuri gali tapti kieno nors praeitimi tik tuo atveju, jei tampa
jo ateitimi (Stiegler 2011: 49). Tai reiskia, kad iSoriski pédsakai (pavyzdziui, kal-
ba) paveikti samone gali tik aktualizuoti, pasisavinti, interiorizuoti taip, kad tapty
samonés savastimi, jos projekto dalimi. Kieferio meniné praktika retencija pakelia
dar vienu laipsniu auk$¢iau, mat vaizdiniai, su kuriais susiduriame ziarédami j
karéjo darbus, yra generuojami atliepiant ne j techninius pédsakus (kalbg, rasta,
mitus ir kitus kultarinius Zenklus), o j jau aproprijuotus ir sukeistintus vaizdinius,

kuriuos kairéjas generuoja transformuodamas pasiskolintus dokumentus.

Gydanti $mékliska materija

Pasak Arasse, Kieferio darbuose atmintis veikia kaip gedéjimas ir gedima ne naci-
zmo, o vokieciy kulttros - §is gedulas tapes karéjo tapatybés dalimi. Tyrinétojas
taikliai apibendrina klausima, aplink kurj sukasi Kieferio karyba: kaip galima buti
(vokieciy) menininku, kai vokieciy kultiiros elementai buvo sukompromituoti Tre-
¢iajam reichui juos jtraukus j sau naudingg tarnyste? (Arasse 2014: 140). Taciau
Arasse analizéje niekur nekalbama apie Sméklas ar vaiduoklius, kurie, mano galva,
vaidina itin svarby vaidmenj Kieferio darbuose ir gedincioje atmintyje apskritai.



Arasse kalba apie alegorinius vaizdinius, kuriy apstu Kieferio kiriniuose ir kuriy
aiSkinimas paliktas suvokéjui, kuriam tenka uzduotis jprasminti labirintiskame
semantiniame lauke i$barstytus kultariniy nuorody pédsakus. Nors Kieferio dar-
bai nevaizduoja istoriniy veikéjy ir tiksliai nereferuoja i realias vietas, ta¢iau juose
esama konkretumo, kuris prasprista pro interpretacinj sieta, jei kliaujamés tik ale-
goriniy vaizdiniy aiskinimu. Sis materialumas yra sukeistintas, svetimas, at§iaurus
ir nesuprantamas — tai Howardo Phillipso Lovecrafto materialumas.

Daugelyje apsakymy Lovecraftas skaitytojg jvesdina j sukeistinta pasaulj, ta-
¢iau batume netikslas jj pavading mokslinés fantastikos tikrove. Paslaptingose ra-
$ytojo istorijose pinasi technologijos, mistiniai reiskiniai ir nukrypimai nuo gamtos
désniy. Ar tai buty priesistoriniy, o gal net ikizmogisky, laiky civilizacijos pédsa-
kai kalny uolienose (At the Mountains of Madness, 1936), ar j badravimo tikrove
besiverziantys mistiniai raganos namo gyventojai (Dreams in the Witch-House,
1933) - Lovecrafto pasakojimuose siaubg kelia ir gamtos désnius permastyti vercia
svetima, sukeistinta materija, kuri nesiduoda suc¢iuopiama kasdienémis suvokimo
struktiiromis. Pats rasytojas apie savo tekstus kalba $itaip: ,,Siaubas ir tai, kas ne-
zinoma ar keista, visuomet glaudziai susije, todél sunku sukurti jtikinama sugriau-
ty gamtos désniy, kosminés tvarkos ar ,iSoriskumo“ paveikslg, neakcentuojant
baimés jausmo. Laikas vaidina tokj svarby vaidmenj daugelyje mano pasakojimy
todél, kad jis tino mano galvoje kaip dramatiskiausias ir labiausiai siaubg keliantis
dalykas visatoje. Konfliktas su laiku, mano galva, yra galingiausia ir vaisingiausia
zmogiskos saviraiskos tema“ (Lovecraft 2009). Sukeistinti materijg reiskia sukeis-
tinti ir Zmogaus santykj su ji supancia tikrove, o kartu tai pazeidzia priezastines
temporalines sekas.

Tuo tarpu Kieferio karybos aktas neretai panasus j alchemiko darbg - jis ne
atvaizduoja dalykus, o fiksuoja jy virsma. Vienas i$ atsikartojanciy jo karybos ele-
menty yra dirvozemio prideginimas. 1974-yjy karinys Cauterization of the Rural
District of Buchen gimsta i$ beveik alchemisko proceso. Kieferis sudegina senus
vokisky zemiy peizazy paveikslus, sukarpo gabaléliais ir suklijuoja kaip knygos
puslapius, tokiu budu, kaip teigia Andrea Lauterwein, i§gydydamas su Buchenwal-
du siejamos teritorijos vardg ir jvesdindamas jvykj j atmintj. Lauterwein, lygindama
Paulio Celano ir Kieferio kiiryboje pasirodantj i§deginimo motyva, daro skirtj tarp
karéjy: pasak tyrinétojos, Celanas transformuoja vokieciy kalbg alcheminiu badu -
per tremtj ir kremacija, o Kieferis atlieka materialias ir simbolines transformacijas
pasitelkes deginima, kuris pasizymi gydancia, atkuriancia galia (Lauterwein 2007:
140). Materijos alchemija lemia ir vaizdy simbolinés reik§més perkrovima: senosios
reik§més atkabinamos nuo pavidalg pakeitusiy vaizdiniy, taip iskeliant batinybe is
naujo sueiti j santykj su istorijos ir kultaros placigja prasme artefaktais.
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Materijos sukeistinimu i§ dalies grjstas ir Quentino Meillassoux argumentas
prie$ koreliacionizmg - filosofing pozicija, kuri tikrovés objektus traktuoja kaip
butinai susijusius su juos suvokiancia samone. Meillassoux knygoje Po baigtinybés
(2006) sukilus pries$ jo paties taip pakrikstyta koreliacionistine filosofija, laikisku-
mas pasirodé esgs vieni stipresniy koreliacionizmo klijy. Nuo $v. Augustino, apie
laiko triadg kalbéjusio kaip apie praeities dabartj, dabarties dabartj ir ateities da-
bartj, iki Immanuelio Kanto, laikg pavadinusio vidinio patyrimo forma, sgmonés
ir laiko sgveika kontinentinéje tradicijoje traktuojama kaip asimetrinés projekcijos
rysys: samoné projektuoja ir atsimena, ji yra procesuali ir naratyviska. Vis tik gydy-
tis reikia tuo, nuo ko kuo susirgai, ir Meillassoux sitilomas mintinis eksperimentas
yra susijes su laiku. Archifosilijos — tai materialas pédsakai, mus pasieke dar i ty
laiky, kai neegzistavo ne tik zmogiskas intelektas ir protas, bet Zeméje nebuvo
apskritai jokios organinés gyvybeés formos. Archifosilijos turi savo laika, jas galima
cheminiy ir fizikiniy tyrimy budu datuoti, jy amzius turi matemating israisky ir,
zinoma, $ioji iSraiska, net pats datavimo veiksmas, yra atliekami zmogaus sgmoneés,
taciau Cia ji susiduria su jg pranokstanciu dydziu, o gal net kokybe. Koks laikas yra
iki sgmonés laiko? Kaip sgmoné gali stoti akivaizdon su pédsaku tikrovés, kuri yra
nelaikiska Zmogaus laiko prasme?

Vis tik lygiai toks pat motyvuotas atrodo ir Grahamo Harmano sitlymas
pratesti mintiniy eksperimenty serijg ir kalbéti ne tik apie radikaliai iki-zmogiska
laika, bet ir apie post-zmogiska laikg (Harman 2011: 13). Kodél greta archifosilijy
praeitiskumo negaléty atsistoti postapokaliptinés ateities vaizdiniai, kuriy laikas
bus jau nebezmogiskas, kuriy tikroviskumo liudininkais jokia Zmogiska samoné
negalés buti? Atsakyti tokiam sitlymui, o kartu ir abejonei, galima akcentuojant
materialumg. Archifosilijos, mus pasiekusios i arche laiko, yra materialios, su¢iuo-
piamos, jos veikia kaip pédsakai, nukreipiantys j iki-zmogiska praeitj ir metancios
issukj koreliacionistiniam mastymui, kuriam pagrijsti reikalingas dvipolis santykis
tarp suvokéjo ir suvokiamojo. Postapokaliptinés ateities vaizdiniai néra materialts
ta pacia prasme kaip archifosilijos, taciau ar tai, jog jy negalime paciupinéti, reiskia,
jog jie negali veikti kaip pédsakai? Tik §jkart nebe archeologine, o deridiskai $mé-
kliska prasme? Juolab, kai tokios meninés praktikos, kaip Kieferio, transformuoja
ne tik vaizdinius, bet ir jy materialig israi$ka, taip keliant atminties, pédsako ir
zenklo prasmés problemas.

Zinoma, Kieferio meno kariniai yra zmogiskos veiklos rezultatas, o archifosi-
lijos yra radikaliai nezmogiskos tikrovés dariniai. Tad ar tikrai esama pagrindo ly-
ginti $iuos du fenomenus? Mano galva, taip. Juk abu reiskiniai aktualizuoja jtampa
tarp laikiskos samonés ir laiko, kuris ja pranoksta. Maza to, tiek ateities griuvésiai,

tiek archifosilijos yra reikalingi mediacijos: pirmuoju atveju — meninés, antruo-



ju — matematinés iSraiSkos. Pradzioje minétas archifosilijy materialumas i$ tikro
néra lemiamas veiksnys net ir paties Meillassoux argumentacijoje. Archifosilijos
veikia kaip koreliacionistinam mastymui prie$prieSinamas sgmone pranokstan-
¢ios ir nuo jos nepriklausomos tikrovés atvejis visy pirma todél, kad racionaliai
prieinamas, t. y. matematiskai galimas apskaiciuoti, yra jy radimosi laikas ar bent
apytikslé egzistavimo trukmeé. Dar daugiau, Meillassoux argumentui apie archi-
fosilijas net nebutinas tikslus jy egzistavimo periodo nustatymas — svarbu tai, jog
ju laikas smarkiai lenkia zmogiskaji, yra radikaliai iki Zmogaus ir jo laiko. Siuo
pozitriu lygiai ta pati Zmogaus laiko nukartinavimo strategija gali buti taikoma
radikaliai po ar net anapus zmogaus laiko tarpstanciam laikisSkumui. Ir jei archi-
fosilijy atveju mediacija vyksta skaitine iraiska, Zyminc¢ia materialaus pédsako
egzistavimo laika, ateities griuvésiy atveju mediacija vyksta vizualiojoje plotméje,
kur j mazgg suriS$ama praeitis ir ateitis, taip uzkertant kelig priezastingumo rysiais
grindziamai linijinio laiko tékmei. Po dabarties nebiitinai seka ateitis; ateities gali
ir nebati - tokig zinute siuncia Kieferio darbai. Galbut tai galima pavadinti radi-

kalia kontingencija?
Gauta 2018 12 07
Priimta 2018 12 18
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Daina Habdankaiteé

DERRIDA AND KIEFER: IN SEARCH OF THE DISJOINTED TIME

Summary

By employing the metaphor of time out of joint, widely exploited by Jacques Der-
rida in his Spectres of Marx and by recontextualising the work of Anselm Kiefer,
a German painter and sculptor, within post-phenomenological philosophical per-
spective, this article is stating that Kiefer’s works put into action the spectrality of
the disjointed time which solves the problem of representation of the past through
transformative materiality. By discussing such Kiefer’s creative motives as luring
catastrophe, the dialectics between cultural memory and memory-loss, as well as
the alchemic transformation of matter, the potential of artistic mediation is concep-
tualized and it is showcased how it is capable of healing the memory while resisting
the causal logic of past-present-future temporality.

KEYWORDS: Derrida, Kiefer, representation, time.
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Straipsnyje analizuojama imuniteto samprata, kuri susieja gamtos ir kultaros, biologi-
jos ir politikos sritis. Jacques’as Derrida imuniteto ir autoimuninio sutrikimo sampra-
tas pasitelkia siekdamas atskleisti priestaringa, aporeting religijos ir demokratijos pri-
gimtj: tiek religija, tiek demokratija siekia apsaugoti savo grynuma atmesdamos tai, kas
svetima, taciau tam, kad islaikyty savo bendruomenine prigimtj, jos turi saugotis savo
paciy imuniniy reakcijy. Roberto Esposito imuniteto samprata apsvarsto biopolitikos
kontekste: biopolitinis i$rasiavimas remiasi imunitarine logika, kuri padeda atskirti
sava ir svetima. Siai negatyviajai biopolitikos strategijai Esposito siekia priespriesinti
afirmatyviaja biopolitika, kuri remtysi bendruomenés samprata. Taciau tiek Derrida
(auto)imuninio sutrikimo samprata, tieck Esposito imunitarinés logikos kritika lieka
jstrigusios neigimo dialektikoje. Straipsnyje teigiama, jog $iai neigimo dialektikai gali
buti priespriesinamos biologijos mokslo siilomos galimybés. Vystymosi biologijoje ir
biomedicinoje aptinkami pavyzdziai atveria komunitarineg lgstelinio mobilumo para-
digma, kurioje imunitetas suvokiamas ne kaip gynybiné atmetimo reakcija, bet kaip
kintanti daugialypé ekosistema.

RAKTAZODZIAL imunitetas, (auto)imuninis sutrikimas, imunitariné logika, bendruo-
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Imuniteto samprata yra daznai Siuolaikinéje filosofijoje pasirodanti tema. Apie
imuniteto sampratg yra rase Peteris Sloterdijkas, Agnes Heller, Donna Haraway,
taciau nuosekliausiai jg aptaré ir iSanalizavo Jacques’as Derrida ir Roberto Esposito.
Imuniteto samprata yra hibridiné kategorija, apimanti gamtos ir kultaros, biolo-
gijos ir politinés teorijos sritis. Kaip zinome, biologijoje ir medicinoje imunitetas
reiskia tiek jgimta, tiek jgyta organizmo atsparuma susidarus su liga. Gamindamas
antikiinius, organizmas ima kovoti su ji puolanciais svetimkiiniais ir taip i$saugo
savo nepaliestuma bei sveikatg. Juridinéje ir politinéje plotméje imunitetas reiskia,
jog subjektas yra atleistas nuo tam tikry jsipareigojimy: kalbama apie diplomatinj,
parlamentinj ar baznytinj imunitet. Abiem atvejais imunitetas rei$kia pasipriesi-
nima svetimybei bei siekj apsaugoti tiek biologinj, tiek politinj individg nuo ,,pa-
tologinio® kito ar politinés bendruomenés keliamy reikalavimy. Taciau ka siekia
apsaugoti imunitetas? Ir kas yra tas kitas, kuris siekia suardyti nataraly ir sveika
individo tapatumg? Straipsnyje bandysiu atskleisti Derrida aptariamo (auto)imu-
ninio sutrikimo koncepcija ir palyginti ja su Esposito kritikuojamos imunitarinés
logikos samprata. Nors Derrida (auto)imuninio sutrikimo sampratg analizuoja de-
konstrukcijos kontekste, o Esposito tesia Michelio Foucault pradéta biopolitikos
projekta, jy sitlomos imuniteto koncepcijos jsitraukia j papildymy ir pakaitaly
seka, kol galiausiai dekonstruoja viena kita.

Derrida (auto)imuninio sutrikimo logika

Derrida imuniteto, tiksliau, (auto)imuninio sutrikimo sampratg i§samiau aptaria
keliuose tekstuose: straipsnyje ,, Tikéjimas ir Zinojimas® (Derrida 2000)', knygoje
Atskalinai: dvi esé apie protg (Derrida 2005)* bei interviu su Giovanna Borradori,
pavadintame ,,Autoimuninis sutrikimas: tikros ir simbolinés savizudybés“ (Derrida
2003). Straipsnyje ,Tikéjimas ir Zinojimas“ Derrida pasitelkia imuniteto sgvoka
siekdamas nusakyti religijos bukle: jo teigimu, religingumo suklestéjimas negali
bati atskirtas nuo teletechnomokslinio proto: sie du dalykai, nors ir visiskai skir-
tingi ir netgi vienas kitam prie$iski, yra susieti dvigubu imuniniu ir autoimuni-
niu rysiu. Nors religija remiasi tam tikra nepaliestumo, $ventumo, kitaip tariant,
imuniteto logika, butent $i logika jai yra prazitinga; tik pripazindama savo s3saja
su sau svetimu ir priesisku kitu bei uzsikrésdama teletechnomoksliniu protu, t. y.

' La Religion. Seminaire de Capri sous la direction de Jacques Derrida et Gianni Vattimo: avec la par-

ticipation de Maurizzio Ferrrari. Paris: Editions de Seuil, 1996. Toliau cituojamas vertimas j lietuviy
kalba (Derrida 2000).

Jacques Derrida. Voyous: Deux essais sur la raison. Paris: Editions Galilée, 2003. Toliau cituojamas
vertimas j angly kalba (Derrida 2005).



apsisaugodama nuo savo pacios imuniteto ir jsitraukdama j fataliska autoimuniteto
logika, religija gali atgimti (Derrida tai vadina religingumo masa). ,, Tiktai $is vi-
dinis ir betarpiskas, imuninis ir kartu autoimuninis pasipriesinimas gali paaiskinti
ta dvilypj ir priestaringa reiskinj, kurj pavadinsime religingumo masa. [...] Suda-
rydama sajungg su priesu, svetingai priimdama svetimkiinius, nusitempdama kitg
kartu su savimi, musa auga ir tvinksta priesiskos galios saskaita® (Derrida 2000:
64). Televizijos kanalais transliuojamos popieziaus kelionés, ,,Rushdie bylos“ mas-
tai bei matomumas, tarptautinis terorizmas, — visi $ie reiskiniai, susieti su teletech-
nomoksliniu protu, iskreipia ir paneigia religijos esme, taciau, kita vertus, suteikia
jai iki tol neregéta galig ir mastg. Religija ,kariauja negailestingg karg pries tai, kas
ja saugo jai grasindamas, remdamasi minétaja dvejopa priestaringa — imunine ir
autoimunine — struktara® (Derrida 2000: 65). Viena vertus, religija pagal apibré-
zimg kariauja imuninius karus siekdama i$saugoti tai, kas nepaliesta, nepazeista ir
sveika, kita vertus, §i imuniné logika uzdaro kiekvieng paskirg individa savyje ir
neleidzia kurtis tam, kas ir sudaro religingumo ir religijos esme¢ — bendruomenei.
Vadinasi, tam, kad bendruomené galéty rastis ir gyvuoti, ji turi nukreipti imuniteto
gynybinius mechanizmus pati j save, kad juos ,,nulauzty®, kaip esti autoimuniniy
sutrikimy atveju. Kaip teigia Derrida, ,autoimunizacijos procesas, kuris mus ¢ia
labiausiai domina, gyvame organizme vyksta, kaip Zinoma, tada, kai organizmas
siekia apsisaugoti nuo savo savisaugos sunaikindamas savo paties imunines uztva-
ras. [...] $i [autoimunizacijos] logika atrodo butina, kad galétume $iandien mastyti
ry$ius tarp tikéjimo ir Zinojimo, religijos ir mokslo, kaip saltiniy dvilypuma apskri-
tai“ (Derrida 2000: 61-62). Panasiai kaip imunitetg slopinantys vaistai ,,nulauzia“
gynybinius mechanizmus ir leidzia organizmui priimti persodintg organg, taip ir
bendruomené turi ugdyti savo autoimuniteta tam, kad galéty jveikti savo pasiprie-
$inima ir priimti naujus narius, atsiverti tam, kas nauja. ,,Sis autokvestionuojantis
paliudijimas palaiko autoimuniskos bendruomenés gyvybe, t. y. atveria ja kitkam,
tam, kas yra daugiau uz jg pacia: kitam, ateiciai, mirciai, laisvei, kito atéjimui arba
kito meilei, vaiduokliskuma kurian¢ios mesianybés erdvei ir laikui...“ (Derrida
2000: 73).

Knygoje Atskaliinai: dvi esé apie protg Derrida toliau tesia autoimuninio at-
sako tema, susiedamas jg su demokratijos kontekstu: nors pagal apibrézimg demo-
kratija turi atsizvelgti ne tik j dominuojancia daugumg, bet ir j galios neturincias
mazumas, — silpnuosius, neturtinguosius, beteisius, — visgi daznai jjungiami imu-
niniai gynybiniai mechanizmai, kurie atmeta bet kokj svetima elementa. Ir prie-
$ingai, kai imuniniai pasiprie§inimo mechanizmai ,nulauziami®, kai demokratija
nustoja priesintis svetimiems ir prieiskiems elementams, iskyla grésmé ne tik de-

mokratijai, bet ir paciai socialinei tvarkai, kaip tai jvyko rugséjo 11-osios jvykiy

o]
W

IMUNITETO SAMPRATA JACQUES’O DERRIDA IR ROBERTO ESPOSITO FILOSOFIJOJE



84

atveju. Kaip teigia Derrida, ,,demokratija visuomet buvo suicidiné“ (Derrida 2005:
33), paneigianti savo pacios esme. Taigi (auto)imuninés reakcijos ¢ia veikia kaip
aporija, kaip double bind, kurios veikimo principg nusako ne tiek vidinis priesta-
ravimas, kiek nei§sprendziamumas, kai tas pats (auto)imunizacijos procesas veikia
priesingomis kryptimis. Cia galima prisiminti Derrida knygoje Diseminacija (1981)
aprasyta farmakono sampratg, kuri reiskia tiek vaistus, tiek nuodus: viena vertus,
tam, kad pasveikty, organizmas turi jsileisti iSorinj ir svetima elementg (farma-
kong kaip vaisty), kita vertus, iSorinis elementas gali lengvai pakirsti organizmo
vientisumg ir tapatumga sau bei virsti paralyziuojanciu veiksniu (farmakonas kaip
nuodas). Tad demokratijos implikuojamas atvirumas kitam veikia kaip vaistas ir
nuodas tuo pat metu.

Dél sios priezasties demokratijos mechanizmas kartais turi uzblokuoti savo
paties veikima, kaip tai nutinka (auto)imuninio sutrikimo atveju. Derrida ra$o, jog
tam, kad demokratija galioty, ji turi suspenduoti pati save: jai reikia arba persikelti
j kitg erdve, arba j kitg laika, t. y. buti atidétai laike. Pirmuoju atveju (auto)imuniné
topologija veikia taip, kad ,,demokratija visuomet yra issiunciama [renvoyer] kitur,
ji yra pasalinama, atmetama ar i$vyjama tuo pretekstu, jog siekiama ja iSsaugo-
ti viduje, taciau atmetant, pasalinant ar i$siunciant j iSore vidinius demokratijos
priesus® (Derrida 2005: 36). Antruoju atveju demokratija yra atidedama laike: ,,au-
toimuniné [logika] reikalauja ja atidéti [renvoyer] iki kity rinkimy ir demokratijos
pasirodymo. Sis dvigubas atidéjimas (i$siysti kazkur ar kazkam kitam, ir atidéti,
pertraukti) yra autoimuniné butinybé, jrasyta pacioje [a méme] demokratijoje, pa-
¢ioje demokratijos sampratoje...“ (Derrida 2005: 36). Taigi demokratijai budinga
autoimuninés logikos aporija, kai demokratiné bendruomené, siekdama apsisaugo-
ti ir iSstumti nedemokratiska, blogajj kita, atsisuka prie§ save ir ima naikinti pacia
demokratijg, patj demokratijos mechanizmg ir principg. Kitaip tariant, tam, kad
likty demokratiné, bendruomené turi imti saugotis savo pacios imuniniy reakcijy ir
gynybiniy atmetimo mechanizmy. Si demokratijos aporija, $i jai bidinga autoimu-
niné logika atskleidzia, jog demokratija yra savoka be turinio, be jai budingos tikro-
sios savastingos reik§meés: ,,demokratija stokoja tikrosios reik§més, pacios [méme]
reik§més to, kas savastinga [méme] (...), kas tapatu sau [soi-méme], savastinga ir sau
budinga. Demokratija apibréziama, pagal demokratijos ideala, kaip Sio tikrumo ir
savastingumo trikumas® (Derrida 2005: 37). Taciau jei demokratija neturi esmés,
to, kas jai budinga, kaip tuomet galime zinoti, kg reikia apsaugoti ir nuo ko gintis?

Kaip demokratijos autoimuninio sutrikimo pavyzdj Derrida nurodo vadina-
muosius rugséjo 11-osios jvykius, kurie aptariami tiek knygoje Atskalinai, tiek
pokalbyje su Giovanna Borradori, pavadintame ,,Autoimuninis sutrikimas: tikros
ir simbolinés savizudybés®. Siame pokalbyje Derrida teigia, jog ,autoimuninj pro-



cesg nusako tas keistas elgesys, kai gyva butybé kvazi-suicidiniu budu ,,pati“ veikia
tam, kad sunaikinty savo pacios apsauga, imunizuoty save pries ,savajj“ imuni-
teta“ (Derrida 2003: 94). Derrida manymu, su tokiu autoimuniniu sutrikimu su-
siduriame apmastydami rugséjo 11-osios jvykius: ,Imigrave, apmokyti, paruosti
savo veiksmams Jungtinése Amerikos Valstijose ir su Jungtiniy Amerikos Valstijy
pagalba, Sie uzgrobéjai inkorporuoja, galima pasakyti, i§ karto dvi savizudybes: jy
paciy savizudybes (visuomet liksime bejégiai prie$ suiciding, autoimuning agresi-
ja, — ir tai labiausiai gasdina), taciau taip pat ir savizudybes ty, kurie priéme, apgin-
klavo ir apmokeé uzgrobéjus“ (Derrida 2003: 95). Kitaip tariant, ¢ia susiduriame su
tikromis ir simbolinémis savizudybémis: tikromis savizudybémis ty, kurie atémé
savo ir kity gyvybes, ir simboline savizudybe, kuri jrasyta pacioje demokratijos vei-
kimo principo $erdyje. Derrida manymu, jei Jungtinés Amerikos Valstijos ir toliau
tes savo politika, siekdamos kontroliuoti visg pasaulj, §i politika nei$vengiamai taps
suicidiskai autoimuniné ir ateityje iSprovokuos jvykius, kurie bus dar baisesni nei
rugséjo 11-oji. Kitaip tariant, autoimuniné ataka cia suvokiama kaip pasamoniné
trauma, kurios tikroji reik§mé isryskés tik neapibréztoje ateityje.

Tad galime teigti, jog Derrida (auto)imuninio sutrikimo sampratg vartoja
kaip dar vieng dekonstrukcijos jrankj, kaip dar vieng kvazi-savoka, kuri (kaip far-
makonas, différance, ar suplementas) padeda atskleisti imunizuotos ir nepaliestos
esaties, — ar ji buty religinés, bendruomeninés, ar politinés prigimties, — nejma-
nomybe ir aporijg. Esposito teigia, jog Derrida siiloma (auto)imuninio sutrikimo
samprata yra grynai negatyvi, atskleidzianti destruktyvig arba autodestruktyvia
Siuolaikinés politikos prigimtj. Siuo pozitriu Esposito teigia pritariantis Derrida
jzvalgoms bei mano, jog dabartiniai politiniai konfliktai demonstruoja priestarin-
gas imunines obsesijas: ,kalbama apie islamigkajj fundamentalizmg, kuris siekia
apsaugoti (kartais net gragsindamas mirtimi) savo religinj, etninj ir kultarinj gry-
numg nuo vakarietiSkos sekuliarizacijos uzkrato; kita vertus, tam tikrose Vakary
pasaulio dalyse siekiama atsiriboti nuo likusiy planetos gyventojy, kad nereikty
su jais dalintis gérybiy pertekliumi, ir kad galima buty apsiginti nuo bado, kuris
jau apémeé didzigjg pasaulio gyventojy dalj, pasmerkdamas juos priverstinei ano-
reksijai“ (Esposito, Paparcone 2006: 53). Taigi stebint Sias prie§ingas tendencijas
atrodo, jog pasaulj yra istikes autoimuninis $okas, kai organizmas, perdétai stipriai
gindamasis nuo svetimkiiniy, ima naikinti savo paties gyvybines funkcijas. Dél
$ios priezasties Esposito teigia, jog imuniteto sampratg butina svarstyti kartu su
bendruomenés problema: tai leisty atskleisti ne tik negatyvius, bet ir potencialiai
pozityvius imunitarinés logikos aspektus. Butent $io aspekto, Esposito teigimu,
stokoja Derrida plétojama (auto)imuninio sutrikimo samprata, kadangi ji ,,néra
susiejama nei su bendruomenés tema (kurig Derrida atmeta dél daug silpnesnés
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[...] draugystés temos), nei su biopolitikos kontekstu, kuris jo mastymui lieka gi-
liai svetimas“ (Esposito, Paparcone 2006: 53). Taciau tokia Esposito kritika néra
visiSkai pagrjsta, kadangi, kaip matysime véliau, Derrida ne tik puikiai suvokia
pozityvius (auto)imuninio atsako aspektus, bet ir nuolat masto apie bendruomenés
ir bendrabavio galimybe.

Esposito imunitarinés logikos kritika

Esposito imunitarinés logikos kritikai yra skyres dvi knygas — Bios: biopolitika ir
filosofija (2008)° ir Immunitas: gyvybés saugojimas ir neigimas (2011)*. Esposito
teigia, jog analogija tarp politinio ir biologinio kiino politikos filosofy darbuose
jsitvirtino jau dvide$imtojo amziaus pradzioje, o véliau $i sgsaja buvo iSsamiai at-
skleista Michelio Foucault darbuose, skirtuose biopolitikos temai. Biopolitinis i$ra-
$iavimo aparatas remiasi imunitarine logika, kuri nustato politinés bendruomenés
santykj su kitu. Kaip teigia Esposito, ,,jei biomedicinos sferoje ,,imuniteto savoka
reiskia gyvo organizmo natiiraly ar jgyta atsparumg susidarus su liga, juridiné-
je-politinéje kalboje imunitetas reiskia laiking ar galutinj subjekto atleidimg nuo
tam tikry pareigy ar atsakomybiy, kurias kitomis aplinkybémis jis turéty turéti
kity atzvilgiu® (Esposito 2008: 45). Tad imuniteto sgvoka nusako pacig biopoliti-
kos esme, nes susieja bios ir nomos, gyvaja kiino materija ir jstatyma. Imuniteto
sgvoka reiskia tiek biologinj, tiek politinj pasipriesinima kitybei bei individo siekj
apsisaugoti nuo kito ,patologinio“ subjekto ar politinés bendruomenés keliamy
reikalavimy. Kaip teigia Esposito, ,imunizacija yra negatyvi gyvybés apsaugojimo
forma. [...] Politinio kiino imunizacija vyksta panasiai kaip ir medicininé indi-
vidualaus kiino skiepijimo praktika, kai j kiing jdiegiamas fragmentas patogeno,
nuo kurio ir siekiama apsisaugoti, blokuojant ir stabdant jo nataraly vystymasi®
(Esposito 2008: 46). Kitaip tariant, individas ir bendruomené yra susieti aporetiniu
ry$iu: viena vertus, santykis su kitais individais yra nei$vengiamas, nes tokia yra
politinio ir bendruomeninio santykio esmé; kita vertus, kitas priimamas tik tam,
kad imuniné sistema uzblokuoty jo galimybe integruotis bendruomenéje.

Taigi panasiai kaip gyvas organizmas susikuria imuniteta svetimo patogeno
atzvilgiu, taip ir politinis subjektas siekia apsisaugoti nuo to kito, kuris késinasi
j jo suverenitetg, nuosavybe ar laisve. Tac¢iau, Esposito manymu, $is santykis yra

’ Roberto Esposito. Bios: Biopolitica e filosofia. Turin: Giulio Einaudi, 2004. Toliau cituojamas vertimas
i angly kalba (Esposito 2008).

* Roberto Esposito. Immunitas. Turin: Giulio Einaudi Editore, 2002. Toliau cituojamas vertimas j angly
kalba (Esposito 2011).



daug sudétingesnis, nes imuniteto (immunitas) samprata visuomet netiesiogiai
implikuoja tai, kam atsakoma, t. y. bendruomene (communitas). Savokos immu-
nitas ir communitas turi bendrg Saknj, - munus, - kuri reiskia dovana, santykj,
isipareigojimg. Remdamasis Emile’iu Benveniste’u ir Marceliu Maussu, Esposito
atskleidzia, jog dovanos priémimas yra socialinis santykis, jpareigojantis grazinti
skolg bendruomenei. Kitaip tariant, biti bendruomenéje reiskia jsitraukti j jsipa-
reigojimo santykj ir taip prarasti dalj savo autonomijos; ir vice versa: i$silaisvinti
i§ bendruomeneés jsipareigojimy reiskia atkurti savo autonomijg ir tapatybe bei
mégautis imunitetu kaip atleidimu nuo jsipareigojimy (Campbell 2008: xi). Ki-
taip tariant, matome ai$ky prieStaravima tarp individualios tapatybés, saugomos
imuniteto, ir jsipareigojimo bendruomenei: susisaistyti su kitu reiskia prarasti dalj
individualios tapatybés ir ,,uzsikrésti“ bendruomeniniu kitu.

Tad kas gi yra ta bendruomené, kuri gali iSgydyti nuo autoimuninio sutri-
kimo? Cia praversty nuoroda j Esposito interviu, kuriame jis, siekdamas nusakyti
santykj tarp individo ir bendruomenés, pasitelkia perskyra tarp kiino, suprasto kaip
organizmas, ir kino, suprasto kaip gyvasis audinys (,,mésa“, kurig aprasé Mau-
rice’as Merleau-Ponty ir pavaizdavo Francis Baconas ir Davidas Cronenbergas).
»Gyvasis audinys yra toks kainas, kuris galutinai nesutampa su savimi [...], kuris
néra i$ anksto suvienijamas organinés formos, ir kuris néra valdomas galvos (taigi
yra acefalinis, kaip pasakyty Bataille’us). Ne. Gyvasis audinys pagal savo sandarg yra
pliuralistinis, daugialypis ir deformuotas. Biitent i$ $io poziirio tasko galime pra-
deéti jsivaizduoti afirmatyviajg biopolitika“ (Esposito, Paparcone 2006: 52). Panasiu
principu galime atskirti imuniteto apsaugotg individg ir bendruomene: individas
yra gerai struktiruotas, organizuotas ir tapatus sau organizmas, o bendruomené
yra gyvasis audinys, kurj nusako skirtumai ir daugialypumai. Knygoje Commu-
nitas: bendruomenés kilmé ir likimas (2010)° Esposito teigia, jog ,bendruomené
negali bati apmastoma kaip kianas, korporacija [corporazione], kurioje individas
yra jstatomas j didesnj individg. Taip pat bendruomené negali bati interpretuo-
jama kaip abipusis, intersubjektyvus ,pripazinimas®, per kurj subjektai atspindi
vienas kit tokiu budu, kad patvirtinty savo pradine tapatybe... Bendruomené néra
individualaus subjekto buvimo, ir, dar maziau, jo ,,gaminimo® buidas. Tai néra sub-
jekto ekspansija ar dauginimas, bet veikiau i$statymas, kuris pertraukia [subjekto]
uzsidarymag ir iSvercia jj i iSore: tai kvaitulys, sinkopé, spazmas, istinkantis subjekto
testinumg“ (Esposito 2010: 7). Kitaip tariant, bendruomené néra koks nors ko-
lektyvinis subjektas ar subjekty visuma, bet veikiau santykis, kuris susieja kiek-
vieng individg su kitu ir neleidzia jam ,,uzsidaryti“, sutapti su savimi. Taciau taip

° Roberto Esposito. Communitas: Origine e destino della communita. Turin: Giulio Enaudi Editore,
1998. Toliau cituojamas vertimas j angly kalba (Esposito 2010).
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»i$versti“ individai nesukuria nieko bendra, taigi jy sasaja suprantama kaip grynai
negatyvi: ,,Jei bendruomené visuomet sudaryta i$ kity ir niekuomet is saves pacios,
vadinasi, jos esatj i§ esmés sudaro subjektyvumo, tapatybés, nuosavybés nesatis.
[...] Bendruomeneés bitis yra skirtumo intervalas, jerdvinimas, kuris susieja mus
su kitais per bendrg ne-priklausyma, per praradimg to, kas tikra, kuris niekuomet
nepavirsta bendru ,,gériu“. Bendrumas yra tik stoka, o ne valdymas, nuosavybé ar
pasisavinimas® (Esposito 2010: 138-139). Taigi bendruomené Esposito, panasiai
kaip ir Alphonso Lingiui, pasirodo kaip nieko bendra neturin¢iyjy bendrija.

Taciau jei bendruomeng apibuidina tik stoka ir nesatis, kaip tuomet galime ja
apibrézti ir suvokti? Panasu, jog tokiu bendruomenés sgvokos istustinimo judesiu
Esposito siekia ne paneigti bendruomenés galimybe, bet atsiriboti nuo identitari-
nés bendruomenés sampratos, kai bendruomené yra organizuojama aplink kurig
nors etnine, religine ar lingvistine tapatybe, vieng isskirtinj bruozg, ir taip imuni-
zuojama nuo bendros egzistencijos. Knygoje Politiskumo sgvokos: bendruomené,
imunitetas, biopolitika (2013)° Esposito teigia, kad ,bendruomené yra ne tapatybés,
priklausymo ar pasisavinimo vieta, bet, priesingai, pliuralumo, skirtumo ir kitybés
vieta. Tai filosofinis ir kartu politinis pasirinkimas, kuris turi tapti $iuolaikinés po-
litinés filosofijos uzduotimi: islaisvinti laisve nuo liberalizmo ir bendruomen¢ nuo
komunitarizmo® (Esposito 2013: 55). Taciau jei bendruomené nesiejama nei su
individualia tapatybe ar savybe, nei su visiems bendra substancija, kas tuomet ji
yra? Esposito teigia, jog ,,bendruomené néra nei subjektas, nei bendra substancija,
bet buvimo kartu badas, budingas singuliarumams, kurie negali bati redukuojami
vienas j kita... Batent pertriikis, riba ar slenkstis yra tai, kas bendruomenei suteikia
forma...“ (Esposito 2013: 55-56). Taciau ar toks bendruomenés apibrézimas per ne-
satj, per pertrukj ar riba, savo ruoztu néra absoliuciai negatyvus? Ar bendruomené
néra redukuojama j kazka neapibrézta ir nesantj, tiksliau, j visiska nieka? Jei bend-
ruomene jsivaizduojame lyg ta gyvajj audinj, kuris nesukuria jokios struktiiros,
nesusiklosto j uzbaigta organizma, bet nuolat zioji lyg pravira zaizda, kaip tuomet
galime zinoti, kas jai priklauso?

Siy klausimy kontekste turime dar kartg persvarstyti santykj tarp imuniteto ir
bendruomenés: imunitetas yra ne tik tai, kas apsaugo, apriboja ir ,uzdaro“ individa,
bet ir tai, kas individg susieja su bendruomene. Kaip teigia Timothy C. Campbel-
las, ,jei imuning sistemg suvokiame tik kaip savidestrukcijg, tuomet praziarime
kit interpretacing perspektyva, i kurios zvelgiant imuniné sistema apsaugo ne
atakuodama autentiska bios, jsiSaknijusj bendrame munus, bet veikiau augindama
jos nariy gebéjima saveikauti su savo aplinka tokiu buadu, kad bendruomené i$

¢ Roberto Esposito. Termini della politica: Comunita, immunita, biopolitica. Sesto San Giovanni: Mi-
mesis Edizioni, 2008. Toliau cituojamas vertimas j angly kalba (Esposito 2013).



tiesy gali bati sustiprinta imuninés sistemos“ (Campbell 2008: xxxi). Kitaip ta-
riant, vienokia ar kitokia autoimuniné reakcija yra bitina tam, kad gyvybé - tiek
biologiné, tiek politiné, — galéty egzistuoti. Kaip teigia Esposito, ,,gyvybé, paskira
ar bendra, mirty be imuninio aparato“ (Esposito, Paparcone 2006: 53). Siuo poZiti-
riu imuninj aparatg turétume jsivaizduoti ne kaip gynybinj mechanizmga, bet kaip
santykiy tinkla, kuris sukuria salygas susitikti su kitu. Btitent taip suprasta imuniné
sistema ir sudaro Esposito postuluojamos afirmatyviosios biopolitikos esme, ku-
rig jis prie$priesina Foucault ir Agambeno suformuluotai negatyviajai biopolitikai.
Butent $iuo aspektu Esposito siekia atsiriboti ir nuo Derrida suformuluotos (auto)
imuninio sutrikimo problemos, kuri neva yra tik negatyvi ir neatverianti pozityviy
imuninés reakcijos aspekty. Taciau ¢ia reikia pabrézti, jog Derrida puikiai suvokia,
jog (auto)imuninis atsakas turi ne tik neigiama, bet ir teigiama poveikj, nes baitent
imuninis santykis sudaro salygas sutikti kita. Kaip teigia Derrida, ,autoimuninis
atsakas néra absoliutus blogis ar liga. Jis sukuria sglygas sutikti kita, kazkg ar tg, kas
pasirodo - kitaip tariant, tai, kas turi likti neapskai¢iuojama. Be autoimuninio atsa-
ko, be absoliutaus imuniteto niekas niekuomet nejvykty ir nepasirodyty; daugiau
negalétume laukti, sulaukti ar tikétis pasirodant kito, ar tikétis kokio nors jvykio®
(Derrida 2005: 152). Vadinasi, autoimuninis sutrikimas yra buitinai reikalingas tam,
kad ,,nulauzty® imuninius pasipriesinimo mechanizmus ir leisty priimti kitg i sa-

vo bendruomene.

Biologija kaip imuninis atsakas biopolitikai

Tad kaip gi jmanoma jveikti negatyviosios biopolitikos palaikoma imuninj at-
metimg ir atverti pozityvy santykj su kitu? Catherine Malabou (2016) teigia, jog
biopolitinés teorijos negatyvumas gali buti jveikiamas pasitelkiant biologija: bio-
logijos atvertos naujos gyvybés vystymosi galimybés, pavyzdziui, epigenetika ar
klonavimas, sukuria sglygas pasipriesinti biopolitiniams dispozityvams. Jei biopo-
litika reiskia galig, kuri uzgrobia gyvybe ir ja pavergia, jai gali pasipriesinti bio-
loginé pacios gyvybés galia. Panasios pozicijos laikosi ir Esposito, kuris knygoje
Immunitas imasi tyrinéti afirmatyviosios biopolitikos galimybe. Esposito teigimu,
svarbu pripazinti ne tik autoimuninés dialektikos savidestruktyvumg, bet ir tuos
aspektus, kurie yra potencialiai ktirybiski ir produktyvis. Tad ar galime jsivaizduoti
tokias imunizavimo praktikas, kurios apeity organizmo gynybinius mechanizmus
ir priimty svetimg elementg be pasipriesinimo? Ar galime mastyti kiing kaip kazka,
kas yra ne tik sau tapatus ir homogeniskas, bet sudarytas i$ skirtumy ir hetero-

geniskas? Turédamas galvoje Siuos sunkius klausimus, Esposito imasi analizuoti

o
\O

IMUNITETO SAMPRATA JACQUES’O DERRIDA IR ROBERTO ESPOSITO FILOSOFIJOJE



90

komplikuotus ir krastutinius imuninio atsako atvejus, kurie sukuriami, pavyzdziui,
organy transplantacijos atveju, kai dvi imuninés sistemos kovoja viena su Kkita,
arba vadinamojo ,imuniteto deficito“ atveju, kai virusai, pavyzdziui, ZIV, ne tik
apeina gynybinius imuninés sistemos mechanizmus, bet ir ima naudotis imuninés
sistemos resursais tam, kad galéty dar efektyviau i$plisti ir pazeisti organizma. Taigi
$iuo atveju imuniné sistema padeda iSplisti virusui, nuo kurio ir siekia apsisaugoti.
Dar keistesnj imuninés sistemos paradoksg atskleidzia vadinamosios autoimuninés
ligos, kurios nukreipia imuninés sistemos gynybinius mechanizmus pries ja pacia
ir galiausiai sugriauna patj organizma.

Taciau labiausiai Esposito domina ne patologiniai imuninés sistemos aspek-
tai, bet tai, kas vadinama ,,normaliu“ imuninés sistemos funkcionavimu. Cia turi-
mas omenyje tas faktas, kad jprastai imuniné sistema nepuola savojo organizmo:
tai vadinama ,,imuniniu toleravimu®. Tokiu atveju imuniné sistema veikia tarsi sau
nejprastu ir antinomisku rezimu. Kaip teigia Esposito, ,,jei imuniné sistema veikia
pasiprieS§indama viskam, kq ji atpazjsta, tai reiskia, jog ji turi uzsipulti netgi ,,save®,
nes ,saves“ atpazinimas yra iSankstiné bet kokio ,kito“ atpazinimo salyga: kaip
imuniné sistema galéty atpazinti kita, jei prie$ tai nepazinty saves?“ (Esposito 2011:
164). Taigi ¢ia susiduriame su dar vienu imuninés sistemos paradoksu: ,tai, kg rei-
kia paaiSkinti, yra ne faktas, jog tam tikrais atvejais imuniné sistema ima atakuoti
save, bet tai, kad normaliu atveju tai nejvyksta. Si ne-agresija yra geriau Zinoma kaip
»autotoleravimo®, arba ,,saves toleravimo®, fenomenas. Norime atkreipti démesj j
tai, jog $is fenomenas veda j jprasto suvokimo apvertima: paaiskinimo reikalauja
ne autoimuninis [sutrikimas], lydimas praziatingy pasekmiy, jskaitant ir mirtj, bet
veikiau jo nesatis“ (Esposito 2011: 164). Taigi ¢ia iskyla esminis klausimas, kokia
yra pirminé ir natirali organizmo egzistavimo salyga: ar autoimuninio atsako ne-
iSvengiamybé (autoimuninis sutrikimas), ar jo stoka (,,saves toleravimas®)?

Svarbiu postimiu imunologijos moksle tapo atradimas, kad imunitetas gali
bati ne tik jgimtas, bet ir dirbtinai jgyjamas, jdiegiant j organizma tam tikra pato-
gena, kurj organizmas gali atpazinti. Tokiu bidu dirbtinai sukuriamas imuninis
toleravimas, kuris reiskia, jog j svetimg elementa nereaguojama arba reaguojama
neutraliai. Tokiu bidu imuniné sistema ne tik sugeba svetimg elementg atpazinti
kaip savg, bet ir aktyviai dalyvauja jo ,,pripazinimo® procese. Taciau kaip turétume
interpretuoti §j pripazinimg ir negatyvaus atsako trikuma? Kaip teigia Esposito,
»ar tai turéty buti interpretuojama kaip atpazinimo trikumas, ar kaip toks atpa-
zinimas, kuris yra tiek iSmanus, kad sustabdo negatyvy atsaka j tam paciam or-
ganizmui priklausancius antigenus?“ (Esposito 2011: 166). Kaip rodo medicininé
praktika, teigiamas imuninés sistemos atsakas dazniausiai i§gaunamas vartojant

imunine sistemg slopinanc¢ius medikamentus. Taciau net ir tuo atveju ,,derybos®



tarp svetimo elemento ir priimancio organizmo vyksta imuninés sistemos viduje.
Tai rodo, kaip teigia Esposito, kad ,,[imuninis] toleravimas néra imuniteto nesatis,
tam tikras nekaltas imuniteto trikumas; veikiau tai apverstas imunitetas: tai, kas
sukei¢ia padarinius to paties Zodyno ribose. Taciau jei su tuo sutinkame, jei tole-
ravimas yra pacios imunineés sistemos produktas, vadinasi, be vienintelio atsako,
liepiancio atmesti kitg nei a$, esama ir atsako, liepiancio jtraukti kitg j save, ir tai
yra ne tik imuninés sistemos varomoji jéga, bet ir vienas jos veikimo principy®
(Esposito 2011: 167).

Zvelgiant i§ platesnés biologijos ir medicinos moksly perspektyvos, svarbu
pastebéti, jog pakinta pats imuninés sistemos interpretavimo laukas. Kaip teigia
zinomas biologas Scottas F. Gilbertas, XX a. devintajame deSimtmetyje imuniné
sistema buvo suvokiama kaip gynybinis mechanizmas, nukreiptas j kova pries sveti-
mus organizmui elementus. Dabartinis imuninés sistemos supratimas radikaliai pa-
sikeité: ,,Uzuot jsivaizdave imuning sistema kaip gerai ginkluotg karing jéga, kuria
pasitelkia $eimininkas, galime ja apibrézti kaip pasy kontrolés punkto darbuotojus
ir tikrintojus. Jie zino, ka jleisti, ir kg sulaikyti, - ir tai jie suzinojo per milijonus
evoliucijos mety“ (Gilbert 2017: 81). Imuniné sistema turi jsileisti j organizmg tam
tikras bakterijas, nes be jy miisy organizmas negaléty susiformuoti ir vystytis. Vie-
nas i§ imunologijos mokslo pradininky, Alfredas I. Tauberis teigia, jog pati imuniné
sistema yra sudaryta i§ mikroby: neturédamos tam reikalingy mikrobiniy simbion-
ty, imuninés lastelés netgi negaléty susiformuoti (Tauber 2008). Atsizvelgdamas j
dabartinius biologijos ir medicinos tyrimus, paskutiniame knygos Immunitas sky-
riuje Esposito taip pat performuluoja imuninés sistemos apibrézima: jis teigia, jog
imuniné sistema veikia ,,ne kaip barjeras, atskiriantis ir pasalinantis iSorinio pasau-
lio elementus, bet kaip rezonatorius, kuris reaguoja j pasaulj, esantj viduje. Indivi-
dualig tapatybe sudaro ne genetiné konstanta ar i§ anksto nustatytas repertuaras, bet
veikiau konstruktas, kurj apibrézia dinamisky faktoriy aibé, derinami grupavimai,
atsitiktiniai susidarimai (Esposito 2011: 169). Kitaip tariant, individualus kiinas
turi buti suvokiamas kaip dinamiska moduliacijy sistema ar asambliazas, kuriame
viena su kita kovoja konkuruojancios molekulinés populiacijos.

Sis imunologijos mokslo pokytis, kartu su biologijos, embriologijos, genetikos
vystymosi atradimais, leidzia i§ esmés persvarstyti biologinio individo samprata.
Garsiajame straipsnyje ,,Simbiotinis poziris j gyvybe: mes niekuomet nebuvome
individai“ (Gilbert et al. 2012), grupé mokslininky teigia, jog biologiniai individai
niekuomet neegzistuoja kaip paskiri vienetai, bet visuomet yra uzvaldyti kity gyvy-
bés formy - virusy ar bakterijy. Pasitelke anatomijos, genetikos, vystymosi, fizio-
logijos, evoliucijos ir imunologijos kriterijus, minéti autoriai prieina prie iSvados,

jog visi organizmai yra susaistyti simbiotiniais rysiais. Dél Sios priezasties individo
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savoka sitiloma keisti holobionto terminu: holobiontg sudaro organizmas ir su juo
susisais¢iusi simbionty bendruomené. Nors galima bity manyti, kad holobiontas,
kaip tam tikras gyvybiniy santykiy ry$ulys, egzistuoja tik biologiniame kontekste,
Gilbertas teigia, jog tie patys kriterijai gali bati taikomi ir Zmogaus kanui. Pavyz-
dziui, jei | Zzmogaus kiing Zvelgiame i§ anatominés perspektyvos, Zmogaus kiinas yra
chimera, sudaryta i$ skirtingag genoma turinciy lasteliy: ,, Tik mazdaug pusé misy
kino lgsteliy turi ,Zzmogaus genoma®“. Kitos lastelés apima mazdaug 160 skirtingy
bakterijy genomy. Savo kiinuose turime mazdaug 160 pagrindiniy bakterijy rasiy,
kurios suformuoja sudétingas ekosistemas® (Gilbert 2017: 75). Misy mikrobiomas
yra tokio pat dydzio kaip ir smegenys, o jo metabolinis aktyvumas prilygsta musy
kepeny darbui. Vadinasi, teigia Gilbertas, remiantis anatominiu, kaip ir imunolo-
giniu, kriterijumi, mes esame ne individai, bet holobiontai — organizmai, nuolatos
bendradarbiaujantys su simbionty bendruomene.

I$ tiesy simbiotinis bendradarbiavimas prasideda dar ankstyvojoje raidos sta-
dijoje, vos tik kadikiui pradéjus vystytis. Pirmuosius bakterijy simbiontus kadikis
susirenka i$ motinos kiino keliaudamas gimdymo kanalais. Taciau, kaip teigia Gil-
bertas, motinos, vaiko ir bakterijy bendradarbiavimas ir toliau nenutraksta, kadan-
gi motinos piene randama dviejy rasiy maistiniy medziagy: ,vienos yra skirtos
naujagimiui, o kitos — bakterijoms, kurios padés suformuoti jo vir§kinimo sistemos
kapiliarus ir limfos audinius. Zmogaus motinos piene esama keleto oligosacharidy,
sudétiniy cukry, kuriy kadikis negali suvirskinti. Sie cukris yra skirti ne kadikiui,
bet bakterijoms, tokioms kaip Bifidobacteria, kurios turi genus, galin¢ius koduoti
enzimus, kurie padeda suvirskinti $iuos specialius pieno cukrus® (Gilbert 2017:
81). Vadinasi, nuo pat savo gyvenimo pradzios kudikis yra susietas simbiotiniais
rysiais ne tik su savo motinos kiinu, bet ir su bakterijy bendruomene, kuri pade-
da formuotis ir vystytis jo organizmui. Tad, Zvelgiant i§ biologijos perspektyvos,
galima teigti, jog Zmogus visuomet jau yra kity kitny simbiontas, kity rasiy tasa ir
dalis, todél bendruomenés klausimas turéty buati svarstomas ne kaip stoka, nesatis
ar pertrukis, bet kaip tarprasinio bendrabuvio pilnatvé ir triuksmas.

Tokj teiginj patvirtinty imunologijos tyrimuose aprasytas chimerizmo feno-
menas. Mokslininkai seniai pastebéjo, kad vaisius turi ilgalaikj poveikj motinos
imuninei sistemai, vadinasi, kazkas i§ vaisiaus organizmo turi bati perduodama
motinos organizmui. Dabar jau Zinoma, jog migruoja butent lastelés: motina per
placentg perduoda lasteles vaisiui, o vaisius — motinos organizmui (McFall-Ngai
2017: 52). Panasi lasteliy migracija pastebima ir organy transplantacijos atveju,
kai persodintas organas veikia $eimininko organizma, o $is — persodinta organa.
Tokiu atveju galime kalbéti apie tam tikrg lastelinj mobiluma, kuris persmelkia
kiekvieng organizmg. Zinoma, galima buty teigti, jog mikrochimerizmas yra tik



efemeriskas rei$kinys, kuris susikuria esant jau minétoms aplinkybéms, pavyzdziui,
néstumo ar organy transplantacijos atveju. Taciau kiti mokslininkai mano, jog mi-
krochimerizmo pripazinimas turi i§ esmeés pakeisti suvokimg apie kino tapatybe
ir ribas. Pavyzdziui, Margrit Shildrick, aptardama Dianos Bianchi tyrimus, teigia,
jog mikrochimerizmas yra ne laikinas, bet universalus reigkinys: ,,vienas labiausiai
stulbinanciy Bianchi atradimy yra tai, kad néstumo sukeltas chimerizmas gali buti
aptiktas [...] organizmuose ty motery, kurios niekuomet nesilauké... Taip pat Sioms
moterims niekuomet nebuvo perpiltas kraujas ar atlikta kauly ciulpy ar organy
transplantacija. Tai [...] rodyty, jog mikrochimerizmas turi turéti kitg paaiskinima.
Vienas i$ tokiy paaiskinimy [...] teigty, jog chimerizmas persiduoda vaikui i§ moti-
nos organizmo, kuriame kito kaino lastelés (HLA) buvo pagamintos per ankstesn;j
néstuma, ir kurias motina gali perduoti véliau gimusiems savo vaikams® (Shildrick
2016: 99-100). Vadinasi, mikrochimerizmas yra ne tik tarpkaniskas fenomenas, bet
ir fenomenas, keliaujantis tarp skirtingy karty. Tad ar tai néra pakankamas pagrin-
das teigti, jog mikrochimerizmas yra ne laikinas sutrikimas, bet visiems kitnams
pastoviai budingas reiskinys?

Mikrochimerizmo fenomeno atradimas radikaliai pakeicia jsitikinimg, jog
kiekvienas i§ musy yra unikalus individas, turintis savo unikaly HLA (Zmogaus
leukocity antigeng), - Sis jsitikinimas yra esminis, apibréziant imunologine ,,savo®
ir ,svetimo“ organizmo perskyrg. Taciau, kaip teigia Shildrick, ,chimerizmo pa-
sirodymas tariamai paskirame ir vientisame kiine meta rimtg is$ukj vienam svar-
biausiy Vakary medicinos nepajudinamy teiginiy ir kvestionuoja esminj imuninés
sistemos principa” (Shildrick 2016: 96). Mikrochimerizmo atradimas kvestionuoja
jsitikinimg, jog kiekvienas kiinas yra unikalus ir tapatus sau, bei atskleidzia, jog riba
tarp ,savo® ir ,svetimo“ organizmo niekuomet negali buti grieztai nubrézta. Dar
daugiau: organizmas yra ne nekintanti tapatybé, bet atvira ir lanksti sistema, galinti
jtraukti i save ir svetimus organizmus. Sie atradimai, mano manymu, visiskai dera ir
su Derrida (auto)imuninio sutrikimo teorija: kiekvienas kiinas visuomet jau yra per-
sekiojamas kito kitno $méklos, todél tikroji perskyra yra ne tarp ,,savo® ir ,,svetimo*
kiino, bet tarp dominuojanciy ir oponuojanciy populiacijy to paties kino viduje.

Siame kontekste verta prisiminti Derrida knygoje Marxo sméklos (1994) ap-
rasyta hauntologijos savoka: prieSingai nei ontologija, hauntologija remiasi tokia
logika, kuri nusako $méklisky ar chimerisky fenomeny buvimo buda: $mékla yra
nei gyva, nei mirusi, nei esanti, nei nesanti. Derrida hauntologija puikiai suderina-
ma ir su vystymosi biologijos atverta perspektyva, kuri parodo smékliska kiekvie-
nos biologinés butybés prigimtj, jos neiSvengiama simbioze¢ su kitais zmogiskais ir
nezmogiskais kinais. Kitaip tariant, Derrida hauntologija jtvirtina $méklisky kany

komunitarinio bendrabtivio forma. Taciau, skirtingai nei mano Derrida ir Marxo
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gerbéjai, §ig komunitarine bendrabtivio forma turime sieti ne su ideologijomis ir
kazkur klaidziojancia ,komunizmo $mékla®“, bet su lasteliniu mobilumu, persmel-
kianciu visg gyvyjy audiniy materijg. Galime teigti, jog materialioji kiiniskoji haun-
tologija sutrikdo biopolitines atmetimo reakcijas, siekiancias pasalinti ir sunaikinti
kitg, ir atveria tokig komunitarine lastelinio mobilumo paradigma, kurioje kitas

visuomet jau yra priimtas ir jtrauktas.
Gauta 2018 11 26
Priimta 2018 12 21
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Audroné Zukauskaité

THE NOTION OF IMMUNITY IN THE PHILOSOPHIES
OF JACQUES DERRIDA AND ROBERTO ESPOSITO

Summary

The article discusses the notion of immunity which belongs both to nature and cul-
ture, and to biology and politics. Jacques Derrida uses the notions of immunity and
autoimmunity to examine the contradictory and aporetic nature of religion and
democracy: both religion and democracy seek to protect their purity by rejecting
external elements; however, to maintain their communitary character they have to
protect themselves from their immunitary reactions. Roberto Esposito examines
the notion of immunity in the context of biopolitics: biopolitical exclusion is based
on an immunitary logic, which helps to distinguish between what is internal and
external, or proper and improper. In contrast to this strategy of negative biopolitics,
Esposito creates his own projects of affirmative biopolitics, based on the notion of
community. However, both Derrida’s notion of (auto)immunity and Esposito’s im-
munitary logic get stuck in the trap of negative dialectics. The article argues that this
impasse of negative dialectics can be solved by taking into account the possibilities
offered by biology. Some cases, examined by developmental biology and medicine,
reveal the paradigm of cellular mobility, where immunity is interpreted not as a

defensive reaction but as a constantly changing multiple ecosystem.

KEYWORDS: immunity, autoimmunity, immunitary logic, community, Derrida, Es-

posito.

\O
9]

IMUNITETO SAMPRATA JACQUES’O DERRIDA IR ROBERTO ESPOSITO FILOSOFIJOJE



\O
[«)}

ATHENA, 2018, Nr. 13, ISSN 1822-5047

Almira Ousmanova

JACQUES DERRIDA ON THE TERRITORY
OF GHOSTS

Department of Social Sciences

European Humanities University
Saviciaus g. 17, Vilnius, LT-01126
Email: almira.ousmanova@ehu.lt

In the given article, I would like to address a few texts of Jacques Derrida, written by
him in the 1990s, namely: Back from Moscow, in the USSR (1993), Specters of Marx:
The State of the Debt, the Work of Mourning and the New International (1994) and
Marx & Sons (1999). The close reading of Back from Moscow, in the USSR will allow
me to examine the first series of questions, in particular: what the role of the genre of
“autobiographical-travel-testimony”, constituted by the texts of European intellectu-
als who visited USSR in different periods of its history, in the intellectual biography
of Derrida, was; how the travel diary can turn into a political diagnosis and what
Deconstruction and Perestroika have in common. Two other texts are important for
the analysis of more general, yet interrelated questions: how and why the untime-
ly / contretemps thoughts of Derrida on the fate of Marxism, become relevant dans
Pici-maintenant — here (in Eastern Europe) and now (thirty years after the collapse of
socialism) and how the studies of “spectralities” contribute to our understanding of the
Postsocialist condition.

KEYWORDS: deconstruction, ghosts, hauntology, Marxism, Perestroika.



I believe in the political virtue of the contretemps
Jacques Derrida

Preamble

Bringing to the forefront the theme of the relationship between Jacques Derrida
and the “territory of ghosts”, I have in mind three interrelated storylines that we
can trace in the works of Jacques Derrida, written in the 1990s. All of them are
directly linked to the rethinking of the Postsocialist condition.

In the very first, quite literal sense, I am referring to the story of Derrida’s visit
to Moscow, which he had undertaken in 1990, shortly before the Soviet Union col-
lapsed. While deconstructing his own experience of travelling to the USSR and of
living-through the very particular, unique historical moment, that is of Perestroika,
in the book titled Back from Moscow, in the USSR (1993), Derrida “talks” with his
own ghosts — European intellectuals who visited the USSR in various periods of its
history and left the imprints of these travels in their memoirs. In a certain sense,
for Derrida, as well as for his predecessors, the USSR was from the beginning a
“phantom territory” — a space of utopian projections, unfulfilled expectations, lost
illusions that had gone forever together with the dissolution of the Soviet Union.

When the “sixth part of the world™ disappeared from the political map of
the globe and turned into a territory, inhabited by all kinds of ghosts and filled
with various material and virtual remainders of the no longer existent Soviet civ-
ilization, it turned out that the untimely thoughts of Jacques Derrida on Marxist
theory and his analysis of the “paradoxical symptoms of a geopolitical mourning”
(Derrida 2008: 259) can be very helpful in terms of comprehending the Post-Soviet
situation. The more so because deconstructionist approach disavows any claims for
“truth” and manifests the persistent mistrust to any metanarratives. Hauntology,
elaborated by Derrida in Specters of Marx, has become an invaluable analytic tool
that opens the possibility to come to terms with our own past, to reconcile with it
in a certain way.

And last but not least, the third meaning implies the space of thought that
was shaped by the Marxist tradition. For many decades, the frontiers of this im-
agined territory were vigilantly controlled by the guards of orthodox Marxism (on
both sides of the Iron Curtain, but especially in the USSR). However, after 1989

' The Sixth Part of the World (Shestaya Chast Mira) was a Soviet silent film directed by Dziga Vertov
in 1926, in a travelogue format, that represented diversity of geographical spaces, cultural traditions
and the multitude of people who inhabited this territory. With the time being, the title of Vertov’s
film became the common noun that referred to the entire USSR.

N
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they began to move and develop new contours. This was a familiar territory for
Derrida, but he questioned this familiarity / defamiliarized it in order to be able
to read Marx in “his own way”, breaking, thus, those “ghostly demarcations™ that
separate different modes of working with Marxist thought from within and from
outside of it, and at the same time restoring the interrupted “familial” bonds be-
tween Marx and his multiple heirs. However surprising that might have sounded
for the ideological opponents of Marxism, Derrida claims that “even people who
have never read Marx, or so much as heard of him, are Marx’s heirs, and so are
the anti-communists and anti-Marxists” (Derrida, Malle, Vermeren, Peretti, Sohm
1994: 39).

I also need to add that Derrida’s writings on Marx marked the end of the
Cold War within Marxist tradition itself, as throughout several decades, there was
a clear-cut divide between Western and Soviet Marxisms. The remote yet harsh
ideological disputes over the irreconcilable contradictions continued till the end
of Soviet era. The fall of the Berlin Wall put the end to this tale of two Marxisms
and allowed for “the ramification of ‘a thousand Marxisms™ (Bensaid 2002: xiii).
In this sense, Derrida’s Specters of Marx was one of the first books that inaugurated

the age of heterodox Marxist thought.

En revenir en USSR: Perestroika and Deconstruction

Jacques Derrida visited Moscow in the spring of 1990. He came just-in-time, as
a year later USSR ceased to exist: Perestroika ended, having buried the socialist
system, which it had intended to re-build anew.

In 1993, Derrida published a text titled Back from Moscow, in the USSR (which
came out first in Russian® and then in English). Despite / thanks to its working

character®, this text actually provides the explicit answers to several interrelated

> Ghostly Demarcations is the title of the book, edited by Michael Sprinker (Sprinker 2008),that gath-
ered critical essays, dedicated to Specters of Marx, which were written by prominent leftist theorists
in between 1994 and 1998.
* Jacques Derrida’s text came in the book titled Jacques Derrida in Moscow (Heppupma 1993: 13-81),
with the extended commentary by a Russian philosopher Mikhail Ryklin, who was one of the hosts of
Derrida in Moscow. But that was not a preface or the afterword of the editor: it would be more correct
to say that Ryklin positions himself as a co-author and a fellow in thinking with Derrida, “travelling”
with him back to USSR/sans USSR, working and walking through the same texts.
This text was initially written as a working paper, as a draft that Derrida meant to discuss with the
colleagues in Irwine University in May of 1990s. Its final version came out in 1993 in the collective
volume, edited by Mark Poster, based on a series of seminars in Irwine (Derrida 1993). But, as Der-
rida noted in Marxe>Sons, any text is a working text, not only in a sense that it does not stop at the
moment when it gets published, but also in a sense that texts should work: “And, as such, they call for
something other than a ‘reply’. Other work, another work, however modest and inadequate, should



questions. The first question that was often asked in the West is why Derrida had
never been Marxist and / or communist. The second question might have been
interesting mostly for the scholars from former socialist spaces: why he never trav-
eled to the USSR before Perestroika (or, one could reformulate this question in a
different way: why he came to Moscow / USSR at this particular moment).

This concise text can also be read as preliminary sketch for some of the major
ideas of the Specters of Marx (1994). It was possibly in Moscow where he realized
what exactly was at stake when a certain version of Marxism had come to its end.
“Derrida opined that his own form of ‘radical critique’ and ‘deconstructionist’
thought derived from ‘a certain spirit of Marxism’ and was a contribution to the
liberalization of Marxism, which had been inaugurated by Gorbachev in Soviet
Russia” (Pawling 2013: 61).

Back from Moscow, in the USSR is based on the re-reading of some autobio-
graphic texts written by the French and German writers and theorists who trav-
elled to the USSR in the 1920-1950s. Some of these texts played a special role in
Derrida’s own intellectual biography. He had read André Gide’s book The Return
from the USSR (Gide 1936) at the age of 15, in 1945. The book “left no doubt as to
the tragic failure of the Soviet Revolution” (Derrida 1993: 211). Yet this “remark-
able, solid and lucid” book impressed him so much that Derrida, even resisting “a
terrifying politico-theoretical intimidation of the Stalinist or neo-Stalinist type” in
his environment, always remembered the Affect conveyed to him through the texts
of Gide, René Etiemble and others. Derrida retained this memory of the Affect
(or retained this Affect in his memory) that permeated the literary testimonies
of French intellectuals of previous generations, who had visited the USSR. In his
words, nothing kept him “from sharing, in the mode of both hope and nostalgia,
something to Etiemble’s disarmed passion or childish imaginary in his romantic
relationship with the Soviet Revolution. [...] I am always bowled over when I hear
the International, I tremble with emotion and then I always “go out into the streets”
to fight against Reaction” (Derrida 1993: 211).

But not it was not only the memory of the Affect, which he long wanted to
work with and to analyze, prompted Derrida to come to Moscow. Derrida was
also interested in the systematic reflection on the relations between tourism and
political analysis, which he believed might allow him to see how travel impressions
may turn into a political diagnosis. Philosophical curiosity towards the “time of
the Now” (or Jetzzeit, to use Walter Benjamin’s concept (Benjamin, 2006: 395), the
fascination with the present and at the same time the wish to distance himself from

go out to meet them - so as to cross paths with them, rather than merely respond to them” (Derrida
2008: 2015).
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it through the act of writing, the desire to make the reality of actuality intelligible,
to relate that what he had read to his own experience - all of this undoubtedly
mattered. The most important was, probably, the awareness of witnessing / being
present / living through something that cannot take place at another historical time
and will never occur again. Here, we are speaking of the singularity and irrevers-
ibility of the moment (Perestroika) and the uniqueness of the experience — what
that means to think of the “epic center” of the socialist revolution, while being in
the epicentre of the new world’s “seism”.

Jacques Derrida visited Moscow in the very end of Perestroika and he came
there in “Perestroika’s style”: he was invited by intellectuals, who were affiliated
with the Laboratory of Postclassical Studies at the Institute of Philosophy and
formed the so called Podoroga’s circle’. Almost all of his predecessors (from André
Gide to Jean-Paul Sartre, Simone de Beauvoir, and many others), who went to the
Soviet Union in between the 1930s and 1980s, were allowed to visit the country by
the official invitation from the Soviet leaders in the format of “foreign delegation”.
Jacques Derrida arrived autonomously (as Walter Benjamin once did in the 1920s).

Derrida was certain that he had no choice. He felt an urge to write a book,
or as he formulated - “récit raisonné”, about his trip to the USSR. Not because he
was fond of such genre as travelogue, but because

raisonner signifies to rationalise. In the code of psychoanalysis this at times connotes
active overintepretation: it imposes order after the fact where there was nothing be-
fore, to draw a certain benefit, if only that of intelligibility or simple meaningfulness
(Derrida, 1993: 198)°.

In sketching up his own “phantom narrative”, he relied on the writings of
other European intellectuals, who had done this before him, those who visited the
USSR in different periods of its history and left the whole corpus of testimonies,

> In the early 1990s, Valery Podoroga, a prominent Soviet and Russian philosopher, and his younger
colleagues — Mikhail Ryklin, Helen Petrovsky, Oleg Aronson, Elena Oznobkina and few others, cre-
ated the Laboratory of Postclassical Studies as a part of the Institute of Philosophy in the Academy of
Sciences in Moscow. They have quickly became known outside of their circle, thanks to the seminars
and conferences to which they invited prominent European and American scholars, but most of all
due to their publications - collective volumes, translations and monographs that they published in
the 1990s in a new publishing house Ad Marginem, whose director Alexander Ivanov was himself
a philosopher. In 1992, they launched a series of books under the title “Philosophy on the Margins.
The International Collection of Contemporary Thought”, in which later on the translations of texts
by Walter Benjamin, Gilles Deleuze, Roland Barthes, Michel Foucault, Georges Bataille, etc. appeared.
This text of Jacques Derrida was the third book in the collection of Ad Marginem. In 2000, Russian
translation of De la grammatologie with a comprehensive introduction by Natalia Avtonomova was
released by the same publishing house (Jeppuma 2000).

For Derrida it was not obvious at all that any travel diary should necessarily result into the phenom-
enalization (Derrida 1993: 215).



whose very “genre”, “type” or “mode” Derrida describes as back from the USSRs
(adding “s”, Derrida implies that they travelled to different USSRs). He borrows this
title from André Gide, whose book under nearly the same title (with a reference
to the USSR as a singular noun) was published in 1936. Retrospectively, one can
say that Derrida made the last contribution to this “rich, brief, intense and dense”
tradition (even though deconstructing it). When he came to Moscow for the second
time, Soviet Union did not exist any longer. It was “Back to Moscow”, yet this time
without the USSR.

The USSR for Western intellectuals during several decades was an embodi-
ment of the “promised land”, the place of heterotopia. The stories of travel to the
“holy land of Bolshevism”, although their authors tended not to emphasize their
commitment to the transcendent, are comparable only to pilgrimage narratives on
Jerusalem or Mecca and have no analogues in the secular literature of the twentieth
century (Derrida 1993: 199; Ryklin 2005: 158):

Before the October Revolution, there was no such works. There will be no more to-
morrow; there can already be no more after the end of the struggles and hopes, the
anticipations and debates to which this revolution will have given rise [donné lieu] -
and donné lieu from a unique geographic and political lieu, from an irreplaceable geo-
political event, held to be exemplary, namely Moscow in the USSR (Derrida 1993: 198).

This corpus of “autobiographical-travel-testimonies” (Derrida 1993: 199) may
be studied as a single coherent text, the meaning of which arises from the montage
of various literary pieces, composed by different individuals. They narrate the sto-
ries of dis/continuous trips back and forth in time and space. Not accidentally, the
very first chapter in Derrida’s book begins with fort/da, back from/back in. We are
dealing here with the history of affect (Derrida 1993: 212), and the narrative(s) of
affection have their own dramaturgy: there was excitement and admiration at the
beginning of each trip, mixed with doubts and mistrust, a strong desire to come
and see in order to “tell the truth” about the Soviet Union upon return. Return in
which sense?

The key concept for Derrida’s book is the expression en revenir, which he
comes across in Etiemble’s text, when the latter writes that he n’en reviens pas from
his trip to Moscow. Derrida explores the density of this idiomatic expression (Ro-
land Barthes, perhaps, would have preferred the word amphibologie), deciphering
its multiple meanings. In its first and most obvious sense en revenir, indeed, means
“to return”. The other locution of this idiom means “to lose one’s illusions”, “lose
faith”, endure the cruelty of disappointment. And the moment the one “en revient”
is here all the more serious in that one “revient de loin” [returns from afar]”. Thus,
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this polysemic expression describes the trajectory of most of these back from Mos-
cow, in the USSRs (Derrida 1993: 211).

What did “the USSR” mean for Derrida? The uniqueness of the experience
(visiting the USSR) was predetermined by its name, to the meaning and signifi-
cance of which Derrida pays special attention. For any former Soviet citizen, who
knew that the USSR meant “the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics”, that was a
quite natural, inborn name, inseparable from the history of this state that did not
prompt to pose a question on its philosophical essence. Derrida comments on this
Name in the following way:

The very name of the USSR is the only name of the state in the world that contains in
itself no reference to a locality or a nationality, the only proper name of a state that, in
sum, contains no given proper name, in the current sense of the term: the USSR is the
name of an etatic individual, and individual and singular state that has given itself or
claimed to give itself its own proper name without reference to any singular place or to
any national past. At its foundation, a state has given itself a purely artificial, technical,
conceptual, general, conventional, and constitutional name, a common name in sum,
a “communist” name: in short a purely political name. I know no other example or

comparable phenomenon in the world (Derrida 1993: 198).

Given that socialism and nationalism are the eternal adversaries, and being
the ideological antipodes, as one excludes / expels the other, Derrida points out
that the very name of the country, which promoted universalism against any forms
of particularism, could not allow for the slightest allusions to the national / eth-
no-specific locality. I would only add that leaving behind the brackets the historical
names of the territory and the lands, which were given this technical name, and
abbreviating itself to the first letters (turning, thus, the name almost into the con-
juration), this name, however, indirectly holds the historical connection with other
revolutionary formations and, first of all, it alludes to the Paris Commune and
the political form of self-government generated by it (Le conseil de la Commune).

Certainly, Derrida sought to relate his own experience of visiting the USSR
during Perestroika and the experience of his predecessors, while being interested in
exploring not so much the commonality, but the difference. Mikhail Ryklin noted
that Derrida long awaited to ask the authors of those books a series of “inconven-
ient questions” constituting the essence of the deconstruction strategy (Rykhlin
2005: 157).

The majority of the texts, which shaped the tradition of “autobiographi-
cal-travel-testimony”, were written in between 1925 and 1939. The meaning of
the October revolution, its significance for the world’s political imagination and



history, the impulse it gave to the utopian projects of social reconstruction and
the internationalization of solidarity’, the enthusiasm of the masses which retained
even through the years of Purges and Second World War, - all of that faded away
with the course of time. Although the disillusionment took place gradually - first,
in 19378, then in 1956’ later in 1968 and then the 1989 became the point of no
return for that utopian impulse.

The enormous dissemination of the literature produced by Western intel-
lectuals on their travels to the USSR was due to the “massive need for concrete
utopias that the Soviet Union seemed to embody at that time” (Enzensberger 1982:
172). For decades, Soviet Russia stood as “a provisional supplier of pathos” for
European left-wing intellectuals, whereas “Parisian cafés were its processing fac-
tories”, as Mikhail Ryklin formulated it (Ryklin 1993: 133). André Gide wrote in
1931: “I should like to cry about my affection for Russia: and that my cry should
be heard, should have some importance” (Gide 1949: 179-180). The revolutionary
affect retained in those writings, even when it became clear that the revolutionary
experiment in the USSR had failed. René Etiemble claimed that he was so inspired
by the idea of “permanent revolution”, that at some point he turned into a kind of
a “touristo-Trotskyist,” explaining his travels by the sympathy to heresy (Etiemble
1989: 203).

This interest was also determined by the wide-spread anxieties within Europe
itself about its future — will it remain democratic? Become Communist? Or will it
be given up to Nazism and Fascism? As late as in 1939, Georges Friedman, who
was also sympathetic to the communist cause, expressed his belief that socialism
would retain, in one way or another, the need of the future, and that a new civili-
zation must be one of “modern humanism” grounded on the principles of rational

7 Antonio Gramsci in his Prison Letters wrote on the enormous solidarity that European working class
expressed towards the Soviet Union in the 1920s, going onto the demonstrations with the slogans
“Tutti vogliamo essere Russi!”, that is “We all want to be Russians!” (Gramsci 1997: 112-113).

1937 stands as a year when the last illusions concerning Europe’s communist future were lost. Nazism
and Fascism had already become the most powerful political regimes in Europe, and in the USSR,
where the revolutionary utopia was replaced by Stalinism in the beginning of the 1930s, the black
era of Purges started. The Nazi-Soviet pact of 23 August 1939 shattered the last hope: the myth was
dead. Significantly, Lion Feuchtwanger’s book Moscow, 1937 was published exactly that year and this
was the last book (until the death of Stalin) written in a “Back from the USSR” genre with a tonality
of “naive enthusiasm” (if to use Derrida’s words).

As Derrida points out, for him “the end of communist Marxism did not await the recent collapse
of the USSR and everything that depends on it throughout the world. All that started - all that was
even déja vu, indubitably - at the beginning of the ’50s”. Therefore, the question “Whither Marx-
ism?” resonates like an old repetition (Derrida 1994: 15). I could only add, that in the 1950s-1960s
French intellectuals (Jean-Paul Sartre, Maurice Merleau-Ponty and others) voiced similar concerns
and discussed almost the same questions (related to the fate of Marxism, the essence of Soviet regime
or the necessity to choose a political stance in relation to communism).
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organization of global resources. Therefore, he wrote, “the State formed by October
Revolution was the great hope of an epoch, when humanity seemed to have arrived
at the verge of disaster” (Friedman 1987: 76-77).

Derrida highlights that the travels to the USSR were not merely the travels to
another space abroad, they were more a kind of travel to the im/possible future,
to the space, which, despite its materiality, was not something quite real. That the
“USSR” from the very beginning represented a kind of Imago-logical construc-
tion, whose function was to show Europeans what they would have become if the
Revolution had succeeded in their countries too, and if Marxism had ceased to be
just one of the intellectual movements and would have become the state ideology.

The travel diaries of European intellectuals, who visited USSR in those years
in order to clarify their own political stakes and sympathies, are particularly helpful
if we want to understand their discontent and get to know what exactly they had
identified as inappropriate for themselves or just foo different. It is even more in-
teresting when these observations were conceptualized by the intellectuals, whose
opinion did not necessarily coincide with the Communist Party’s line'. In other
words, the October Revolution became an assay for many European intellectuals.
Disillusionment with Leftist ideas and, as a consequence, the ultimate choice of a
non-communist future (for themselves as well as for Europe) for many of them
began precisely because of their frustration with the “real socialism” as they could
observe it in the USSR.

Freedom or dictatorship'": this was a dilemma, which Feuchtwanger tried to
resolve by saying that the Soviet Union could never have achieved what it did if
it were a western type-democracy. In 1926, Walter Benjamin wrote from Moscow
to his friend Jula Radt that “it is impossible to predict what the upshot of all this
will be for Russia. Perhaps a true socialist community, perhaps something entire-
ly different. The struggle to decide this question continues without interruption”
(Benjamin 1994: 311).

A German theorist Hans Magnum Enzensberger pointed out that, due to the
disruption of the communication in relations between USSR and Western world,
“ignorance and manipulation become the rule.” Thus, socialism turned into a sort
of “internal and secretive affair, only accessible to those who have the opportunity
to peek behind the mystifying facade (Enzensberger 1982: 163). In that context,
an “eyewitness report”, based on personal observations should have played a cru-
cial role.

12 T have discussed it in more detailed way in another text: Ousmanova 2004: 210-238.
! It is worth mentioning, that when the Cold War started, the anti-left and anti-Soviet political discourse

represented the very “essence” of the Cold War as the “conflict between freedom and repression”
(Weichlein 2017: 26).



European intellectuals, who visited USSR in different periods of its history,
could not, of course, take the position of insiders for they would come to the
country for a short period of time as foreign tourists or members of an official
delegation. Therefore, they saw mostly what they were allowed to see. “No one
who returns from a sojourn in socialism is a genuine part of the process he tries to
describe” (Enzensberger 1982: 159).

In his late memoirs, René Etiemble commented on his travel to USSR in the
1930s: “[...] so one travels in a land of tyranny, without seeing anything, without
knowing anything, without understanding anything” (Etiemble 1989:105)". I de-
liberately take hold of this quote from the phrase context — in order to comment
on a position of a Speaking Subject, but then I will put it back in its place. Jacques
Derrida is fully aware that what he “saw” in Moscow, was pre-configured by the
texts that he read before coming to Russia. That what he knew or could get to
know about Moscow and Perestroika during his stay, he mostly learned from the
colleagues who hosted him in Moscow"’. When he refers to some facts from the
Soviet history or daily life in Perestroika’s times, he never fails to stress the medi-
ated character of his knowledge (“I was told”), thus, distancing himself from the
position of someone who “witnessed” something and could provide testimony,
questioning, that is, the very position of an “eyewitness” as a narrator.

Why this digression is important in relation to Etiemble’s remark? Derrida
provides the long quotation from Etiemble’s book, in which the writer accuses
himself (in 1989) of having been blind or too naive, when he praised “Russian
nationalist” Stalin in 1934, without knowing anything of the death of millions of
Ukrainians from hunger in 1933. Derrida notes that this self-accusation should
have brought to its author a “small narcisstico-exhibitionist benefit” (Derrida 1993:
214). This confession of Etiemble reveals a few things: first, the position of a West-
ern observer in the USSR had been well “organized” and “patronized” by the Soviet
regime, and, second, during Perestroika times not only Soviet intellectuals began to
repent of their former sympathies for the regime, but many Western intellectuals
and writers also rushed to denounce their publicized earlier memoires.

The German Marxist theorist Hans Magnum Enzensberger, who himself trav-
elled to the USSR in the 1960s-1970s, in 1973 wrote an ironic and at the same time
very informative text titled Tourists of the Revolution. In this text Enzensberger
problematizes the status of a distant observer — the position in which all intellec-
tuals who visited the USSR inevitably found themselves. In doing this, he reveals

12 “[...] ainsi voyage-t-on en pays de tyrannie, sans rien voir, sans rien savoir, sans rien comprendre”.

3 Derrida confesses of having mixed feelings about it: being enormously grateful to the colleagues in
Moscow, he, nevertheless, had to resist the growing sense of intellectual affinity.
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the structural causes (institutional conditions) of the formation of their views on
what they had seen in the country of “victorious socialism”. The institutional basis
of radical or revolutionary tourism, at least, from the early 1930s, was the so called
“delegation system”. Since the “delegates” were invited as privileged guests, they
were not supposed to cover any of their expenses. The privileges that the delegates
enjoyed during their stay in the USSR were particularly striking if to compare to the
conditions of life of general population. Enzensberger argued that from a material
viewpoint such an arrangement had led to corruption”, whereas from a moral view-
point it inevitably implied the “defusing of criticism”; and the main question for
him was, thus, “why professed socialists let themselves be politically blackmailed,
morally bribed, and theoretically blinded, and not just a few individuals, but in
drove” (Enzensberger 1982: 165).

As it has been said, after their travels to the Soviet Union, many of the intellec-
tuals faced a necessity to take a position towards what they had seen there'*. Soviet
authorities were driven by quite pragmatic intention to win over the vacillating
visitors to the Bolsheviks’ side®. To be (hyper)critical meant to betray communist
ideals associated with the USSR; to be hypocritical meant to betray oneself. They
had to make a choice, ethical and political at the same time, a choice which was
fraught with various consequences for the committed intellectuals.

Walter Benjamin begins his essay “Moscow” (1927) with the following state-
ment: “However little one may know Russia, what one learns is to observe and
judge Europe with the conscious knowledge of what is going in Russia. This is the
first benefit to the intelligent European in Russia. But, equally, this is why the stay
is so exact a touchstone for foreigners. It obliges everyone to choose his standpoint”
(Benjamin 1978: 97).

Can one consider the loss of an individual freedom to be a sign of social pro-
gress? This was one of the most difficult, almost intolerable, questions. The funda-
mental ambivalence of the position of European intellectuals towards Soviet Union
can be found in almost any of these texts: the country was an eternal reminder of
their own being, a constant reproach to the ambiguity of their position, of their
uncertainty. Derrida was not under the pressure of mauvaise conscience, as he was
not obliged to take a definite stance and to play a certain role, which might have
been prescribed by the circumstances of his travel to the USSR, if such a visit would

' T have discussed it in more detailed way in Ousmanova 2004: 210-238.

> Till the end of the 1930s this communicative strategy was highly efficient. When Gide “published
after his return, Retour de 'URSS and Retouches a mon retour de ’'URSS (both Paris, 1936 and 1937
respectively), it had a bomb-like effect. Within one year more than a hundred thousand copies were
sold and there were translations into fifteen languages” (Enzensberger 1982: 165).



have been undertaken in previous decades'. He did not have to choose “on whose
side he is”, as he was on his own side. However, none the less important question
is whether it is possible at all to choose “the standpoint” for a philosopher whose
main philosophical method is that of deconstruction of any form of a fixed identity
(of the word, of the thought, of the tradition, of the Self)? A deconstructionist may
be only - and always - in op/position. Reading Marx in the times when his ideas are
not welcome in the universities — this is also a deconstructivist gesture, a moving
to the op-posite direction, against the neoliberal mainstream.

Derrida came to the USSR in the times of Perestroika, when the USSR was
no longer the favourite travel objective of “radical” or “revolutionary tourists”
(Enzensberger 1982:178). Knowing that this is no longer the promised land even
for left-wing intellectuals, Derrida tries to make sense of (to rationalize) his own
experience of going to the USSR, when the Utopian spirit has already evaporated.
Derrida speaks of Perestroika as of “unique seism that is now shaking the history
of the world”, although it is not at all clear whether its epicentre is in Moscow
(“supposing that there is an epicentre somewhere”). But what is certain is that
Perestroika “destroys at its root the possibility of all back from USSRs, which from
now on are out of date” (Derrida 1993: 200).

It would be helpful to recall here that the very word Perestroika, which came
first as a part of the renewed Party’s lexicon and then became the signifier of the
entire historical period, was not accidental. Throughout the entire history of the
Soviet state, the theme of “construction” was given a political economic priority,
it played a crucial role in the economic modernization of the USSR (in some peri-
ods, like in the 1930s or in the 1960s, the entire Soviet Union seemed to be a huge
construction site), as well as in the political discourse that would exploit “construc-
tivist” metaphors. Derrida begins his reflection on the meanings of Perestroika by
asking — why to insist on this being-in construction? (Derrida 1993: 222)

At first glance, the word “Perestroika” sounds rather harmless, even joyful
and it does not seem to bear the threat or risk of destruction in it. However, the
whole question is what exactly should be “rebuilt”, how, and in which direction.
Let us not forget that in Russian the verb “perestroit’sja” is most often used in its
literal meaning in the sphere of military training and exercises: to re-build (that
is to re-assemble, to regroup) means to destroy the old order in order to quickly
establish a new one since the situation has changed.

'8 According to Mikhail Ryklin, Derrida had been invited to the USSR several times before 1990, but he
repeatedly refused, believing that in this country there were no conditions and prerequisites for free
thinking that would not be bound by external restrictions (Rykhlin 2005: 157).
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In order to underline the risks of Perestroika, that it bore from the very be-
ginning, Derrida quotes André Gide, who says that “it is important to tell ourselves
incessantly”, that USSR is in construction. He meant that it is mostly (or only) the
question of Time - when the new type of society will be built (Gide 1936: 17).
There were times of suspension, of delay, of re-construction, but these times were
considered only temporary delays that change neither direction nor the goal.

What did Perestroika change in the relation between Socialism and Time?

“Construction” has a purpose, but it also has its time constraints.

On the one hand, at an initial level, we are taking about a travail of time to come,
of an uneasy anticipation of the future: will the promise be kept? But from another
prospective, we can say today, that this “construction”, having failed, the supposed
taking into account of this failure opens the era of perestroika, a word that also means
“construction” - “reconstruction”, construction that begins or rebegins after a new
departure. This new departure supposes that the first construction has failed or been
undone” (Derrida 1993: 223).

Here Derrida reveals a strange “paradox of anticipation”, which could be as-
sociated with a possible occurrence of a reversal of direction and which embraces
the problematic presumption:

first, that one claims to go see “over there”, fort (and not in an ideal and future “here”,
da) if perestroika is “working”, if the delivery went well, if the travail is happening
as it should; and second, that in an inverse sense, one expects perestroika to forge a
society (Russian or not? Soviet or not? By definition we can no longer say) on the mo-
del of Western parliamentary democracies, liberal in the political and economic sense
(Derrida 1993: 223).

In other words, the future traveller who would like to see what the outcome of
de- and re-construction of a socialist society will be, has to have a firm knowledge
of “what democracy is or ought to be”, but such a presumption, in Derrida’s view,
“is the site of the gravest problem for us today” (I would say, that today, almost
thirty years later, in the current geopolitical and economic context, it has become
even more problematic).

Stating that “Deconstruction, that’s the USSR today”, Derrida points out that
it was not him who dared to compare or even to identify Perestroika as Decon-
struction, if colleagues from Moscow had not told him that “the translation they
were using among themselves for perestroika, was “deconstruction” (Derrida 1993:
222). Perestroika for Derrida is an experience of a singular / impossible, whose
radical spirit and historical scale may inspire and paralyze at the same time. In the



very same sense, deconstruction, if it takes place, happens only in the form of the
promise and failure, a promise that manages to persevere even though it is most
likely to fail.

It is hard to comment on the reception of Derrida’s text about his trip to Mos-
cow in other contexts. To my knowledge, its English version passed almost unno-
ticed and remained in the shadow of Specters of Marx, whereas for Russian-speak-
ing audience the publication of this book became a significant philosophical event
and was perceived as a Gift of the Philosopher. Not only because this was the
very first book of Derrida published in Russian, but even more so because it gave
an example of how deconstruction may work as an analytical tool in relation to
Soviet and Post-Soviet realities and the narratives they engendered. As Mikhail
Ryklin noted, in 1990 “Perestroika and deconstruction met in Moscow for the
first (and only) time” (Ryklin 2005: 156). In retrospect, reading this text today, we
understand why it was perceived as a diagnosis of the times, when no one could
predict the course and the speed of the events that followed in the 1990s. Com-
paring deconstruction with Perestroika, or more precisely, identifying Perestroika
as Deconstruction, Derrida himself, probably, could not imagine what destructive

and yet liberating effects it might produce:

Today, the dominant discourse in the West and for the travellers it dispatches in
the Eastern countries, too often consists in asking oneself, are these people going to
succeed — at what cost, at what rhythm - in resembling us by entering the now more
than ever assured space of democracies and their market (whether it is called capitalist,
neocapitalist, or mixed, or whether its autoregulation is named in another fashion?)
Are they finally going to end history? Or - will they leave history by entering it, if
one tranquilly believes, as does one White-House thinker-adviser, that we are finally
reaching the end of history with the universal realization of the democratic model
(Derrida 1993: 222)".

Reading these lines from Derrida’s text on “Back from USSRs”, one cannot
separate its spirit from the Specters of Marx, that came out just few years later —
when the answers to some of the questions posed in this fragment have already
become evident, while others, on the contrary, have revealed their actuality for us

only now.

'7 The notorious “White-House thinker-adviser”, of whom Derrida speaks here, is Francis Fukuyama,
whose book End of History and the Last Man appeared in 1992 (Fukuyama 1992). In Specters of Marx,
Derrida develops extended argument with a critique of Fukuyama’s main propositions, and what he
considers particularly important and timely, is the analysis of “the contextual effects and political logic
governing the reception and exploitation of his book” (Derrida 2008: 229).
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The Untimely Thoughts on the Actuality of Marxism

Specters of Marx came out in 1994 and almost immediately became one of the most
discussed books by Jacques Derrida, having provoked heated debates far beyond
the philosophical circles. It is important to note, though, that the reading and
further dissemination of Derrida’s ideas were greatly dependent on the intellectu-
al spaces where discussions took place. For Derrida himself the difference in the
modes of reception did not come as a surprise. He anticipated that interpretation,
appropriation or rejection of his propositions will vary significantly, depending on
“different axiomatics”, perspectives, “discursive strategies”, philosophies and the
political stakes (Derrida 2008: 215).

When this book reached its audience, one of the most frequent questions
that were posed to Jacques Derrida, was the question of its untimeliness, in both -
political and personal - senses.

On the one hand, in a situation of a profound crisis that post-Marxism faced
after the collapse of socialist system, the return to the figure of Marx, was, to say
the least, unexpected. This was the time when a series of inconvenient questions
were widely discussed in academia and beyond, such as: “What remains of the
socialist vision(s) after the “collapse” in 1989? Has the collapse of communism
also spelled the death of Marxism, and of Marx as an important philosopher and
political thinker? Have we indeed reached “the end of history” as Fukuyama has
argued, where pluralistic democracies and capitalist economies reign supreme?”
(Magnus, Cullenberg 1994: viii).

On the other hand, the question of untimeliness had to do with the intel-
lectual biography of Derrida himself: the return to Marx was unexpected from a
philosopher, who kept silent for many years, and distanced himself from Marxist
ideas and restrained from any communist temptations. Since his youth, Derrida
was opposed to “de facto “Marxism” or “communism” (the Soviet Union, the In-
ternational of Communist Parties, and everything that resulted from them”, but in
Specters of Marx he made it clear that he “would never step on the side / in defence
of conservative or reactionary, or even moderate right-wing or republican posi-
tions” (Derrida 1994: 15), and that at this particular historical moment he felt an
urge “to rise up against the new anti-Marxist dogma” (Derrida, Malle, Vermeren,
Peretti, Sohm 1994: 38)'8,

'8 In 2013, Peggy Kamuf, an American translator of Derrida’s book, gave an interview, in which she
provided a detailed account of the relations of Derrida with Marxist milieu in France from the
1950s till the end of the 1980s (Kamuf 2013). She also makes an important remark that concerns the
pre-history of Specters of Marx: “It was thus a conjunction of delay and precipitation, deferral and



The relations of Derrida with Time and contemporaneity are worth of sepa-
rate discussion, here I would only like to note that the very idea of “untimeliness”
bore particular significance for his position as a philosopher. He claimed that “a
certain untimeliness” was at once the temporality and the theme of Specters of
Marx (Derrida 2008:214) and that “the chrono-logic of the contretemps” was, thus,
“pre-programmed” (Derrida 2008: 227). Introducing the concept of contretemps
he plays with its idiomatic ambiguity, as this notion means at the same time “a
disagreement and untimely or inopportune action”, and, thus, it conveys Derrida’s
“dispute with orthodox Marxism as well as his call for untimely political involve-
ment”. As Daniel Rhodes contends, Derrida “seeks to channel the critical spirit of
Marx in order to re-politicize the current moment, introducing contretemps in
order to highlight the persistent openness and counter-temporality intrinsic to the
work of democracy” (Rhodes 2018: 527).

In one of the interviews Derrida was asked whether he considers himself “a
philosopher of the present”, or, at least, the one who “thinks his time”. Derrida

responded in his proper manner:

Like anyone else who tries to be a philosopher, I do not want to give up either on the
present or on thinking the presence of the present. I try not to forget that it is often
the untimely intrusions of so-called actuality which are most “preoccupied” with the
present. Being preoccupied with the present - as a philosopher for example - perhaps
means avoiding the constant confusion of presence with actuality (Derrida, Malle, Ver-
meren, Peretti, Sohm 1994: 31). Y

After all, “untimeliness” also means to appear just in-time, facing all “risks,
opportunities, and perhaps incalculabilities” that such an intervention into the
present implies.

Derrida, in his own words, intended to explore “the question of the ‘philo-
sophical’ in Marx”, which implies the investigation of three intertwined questions,

namely: “How are we to delimit: (1) the ‘phenomenality of the political” as such?

haste, that produced Specters of Marx. That work was precipitated out of its long suspended state in
the wake of a sudden, unforeseen acceleration of events in Berlin, Moscow, Prague, Warsaw, Buda-
pest, Sarajevo, and elsewhere. These were, Derrida remarks, events happening “at a rhythm that no
one in the world could calculate in advance, not even a few months before” (Kamuf 2013).

' Giorgio Agamben in his text “What Is the Contemporary?” formulates the question of “untimeliness”
in the following way, taking as a starting point an idea of Roland Barthes that “the contemporary
is the untimely”: “Contemporariness is, then, a singular relationship with one’s own time, which
adheres to it and, at the same time, keeps a distance from it. More precisely, it is that relationship
with time that adheres to it, through a disjunction and an anachronism. Those who coincide too well
with the epoch, those who are perfectly tied to it in every respect, are not contemporaries precisely
because they do not manage to see it; they are not able to firmly hold their gaze on it” (Agamben
2009: 41).
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(2) “‘philosophy’ as onto-theology? and (3) a heritage as a heritage of ‘Marx’, by the
name and in the name of ‘Marx™ (Derrida 2008: 219).

The reaction of post-Marxist theorists to Derrida’s book on Marx in the West
was and remains ambivalent®. Derrida was constantly reproached in “distillation”,
“depoliticizing” and dematerialization of Marx and Marxism, in promoting “Marx-
ism without Marxism”, in that he separated Marxism from its political agency and
the historical context for the sake of “deconstructive politics” (Macherey 2008;
Ahmad 2008; Eagleton 2008).

In response to the critics from the left, Jacques Derrida, firstly, denies the
proprietary claims that come from the “statutory Marxists”, arguing that “Marx”
is a heritage that no one has a right to possess:

What proprietary right must still be protected? Which borders must still be patrolled?
To whom is “Marxism” supposed to belong? Is it still the private preserve or personal
property of those who claim or proclaim that they are “Marxists”? (Derrida 2008: 222).

Secondly, dismantling the accusations of “depoliticizing” Marxist theory, he
argues, that deconstruction might and should lead to re-politicization:

the point, as I see it, of radically re-examining the premises subtending the relationship
between “Marx”, theory, science and philosophy is to provide the beginnings of an
account of disastrous historical failures on both the theoretical and political plane, as
well as to effect a different kind of repoliticization of a certain inheritance from Marx
(Derrida, 2008: 221).

In Eastern European countries, the relation to Marxism as “a theoretical
system, political orientation, scholarly tradition, and capitalist counterculture”
(Bauman 1976: 47) was problematic long before the actual dissolution of socialist
system. Marxism was heavily compromised by the guardians of the ideological
orthodoxy in the Soviet Union. The degeneration of Marxism into a dogma during
late socialism seriously affected the fate of this theory in the Post-Soviet countries.
After the collapse of the Soviet Union, it became part of its history, but ceased to
be a living intellectual tradition. Its emancipatory potential, conceptual depth and
methodological legitimacy were very soon entirely discarded and neglected.

It should be mentioned that in the 1990s the question of the political respon-

sibility of the Theory was widely discussed and Marxism was charged for the entire

2 A special volume, edited by Michael Sprinker, that includes the critical essays by Terry Eagleton,
Antonio Negri, Fredrick Jameson, Tom Lewis and others, with the detailed response by Derrida,
came out in 1999 and provides the most representative account on the very essence of this polemics
(Sprinker 1999). The review of more recent criticism of Specters of Marx can be found here: Habjan
2014:128-144.



experience of real socialism (along with the political repressions and economic
failures of the “society of labour”). In order to disclaim this criticism, some post-
Marxist theorists insist that “the communist hypothesis” should not be linked to the
experience of real socialism. Such a position leads to the exclusion of the East-Eu-
ropean Marxism (of the socialist times) from contemporary debates on Marxist
theory and erases “really existing socialism” from the history of Marxism itself
in the 20th century. For some scholars such statements are counter-productive
and they propose to “address directly the region’s experience with, and rejection
of, ‘really existing socialism,” rather than dismissing these and thereby allowing
socialism to function as an ontologically absent but epistemologically structuring
desire” (Kennedy, Galtz 1995: 23).

Meanwhile, the historical uniqueness of the Soviet project (and that was rec-
ognized by its critics as well) consisted in the fact that it represented an attempt
to realize the eternal dream of the philosophy, starting from Plato, “to establish
the power of philosophers”. As Borys Grois argues, the Soviet Union understood
itself as “a state in which all power belongs to philosophy”, in which any practical
activity was considered to be “a contribution to the development of communist
theory” (Groys 2007: 41). It is, thus, not surprising that Marxist theory in the
USSR became instrumentalized: its vulgarization was inevitable in the process of
adjusting complex conceptual schemes and theoretical apparatus to changing social
practices. Theory was used to legitimize the decisions and processes that acquired
an “uncontrollable” character at some point. In between 1917 and 1929, the state
policy was determined by people who creatively developed a theory and made
decisions taking into account changing circumstances, conducting analysis of eco-
nomic and political processes, but after Lenin and Trotsky, the theory had ossified
and turned into a set of dogmas that no longer worked. This has predetermined
the tragic destiny of the Soviet state: the discrepancy between reality and ideology
consisted in a constantly widening gap between the Marxist theory and the reality
that had “departed” from it, but the party nomenclature still tried to fit it into the
much simplified Marxist schemes.

The reduction of the socialist project to the “ghosts of totalitarianism”, on
which the contemporary dominant ideological discourse insists, is a too simplistic
view of the complex, controversial and dramatic experience of socialism. However,
it is precisely this oversimplification that makes it possible to “ban” the productive
rethinking of it*". In Marx & Sons Derrida articulates his disagreement with those

2 Tn 2001, Slavoj Zizek published a book, Did Somebody Say Totalitarianism? Five Interventions in the
(Mis)use of a Notion (Zizek 2001), in which he analyzed the ideological and political logic of this con-
cept, introduced into the scientific circulation by Hannah Arendt, and picked up by the propaganda
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who consider that “Marxism leads inevitably to the Gulag”. On the contrary, the
tragic prerequisite of the Gulag was precisely the non-use, rejection of the “critical
spirit” of Marxism (Derrida 2008: 243).

Thus, the end of socialism for many designated the symbolic death of the The-
ory. However, by the beginning of the 2000s, the initial confusion had passed, as it
became clear that 1989 “opened up a new critical space in which a spirit of debate
and self-criticism could flourish amongst committed left intellectuals”. (Pawling
2013: 61), and that with the collapse of the Soviet Communism “a certain version
of Marxism” came to its end (Kellner 1994: 34). Eventually, Marxism had not only
survived, but even strengthened its theoretical positions as the most argumenta-
tive critical theory of capitalism, which remains critically reflective towards its own
conceptual ground. The more capitalism itself mutates, the more sophisticated the
Marxist theory becomes, as it is able to “embrace” the social world in the totality of
its social relations and establish causal relations in the intricacies of the capitalist
production system. In retrospect, one can say that the collapse of socialism has
produced liberating effect for Marxism, but also put forward new obligations. As

Derrida points out,

it will always be a fault not to read and reread and discuss Marx — which is to say also
a few others - and to go beyond scholarly “reading” or “discussion.” It will be more
and more a fault, a failing of theoretical, philosophical, political responsibility. When
the dogma machine and the “Marxist” ideological apparatuses (States, parties, cells,
unions, and other places of doctrinal production) are in the process of disappearing, we
no longer have any excuse, only alibis, for turning away from this responsibility. There
will be no future without this. Not without Marx, no future without Marx, without the
memory and the inheritance of Marx (Derrida 1994: 14).

I would add to this that for scholars in former socialist countries without
Marx there is no past either. The close reading of Marx, as well as his predecessors
and followers, that shaped the long history of this critical thought, helps to system-
atically analyze not only contemporary capitalism or to unmask the ideologies that
serve to it, but also various issues of “real socialism” (be it the question of revolu-

tionary violence, techno-scientific Imaginary, of nationalism and ethno-particu-

media of the Cold War. In general, Zizek describes the mode of using this concept as Denkverbot, as
a refusal to interpret the questions of socialism through any other categories. This prohibition blocks
the possibilities to conceive a radical alternative to the existing capitalist order through a kind of
blackmail. As Zizek notes, everyone knows that there is corruption, exploitation and so on, but any
attempt to change the situation (or even to discuss it in a public sphere) is condemned as ethically
dangerous and unacceptable, as the one which reanimates “the specter of totalitarianism”. In other
words, “the reference to the ‘totalitarian’ threat sustains a kind of unwritten Denkverbot (prohibition
against thinking)” (Zizek 2001: 3).



larism, women’s emancipation, the problem of individual freedom, labour ethics
under socialism and many others).

In the 1980s, American sociologist Alvin Gouldner, in response to the question
“why study Marxism?”, argued that a knowledge of Marxist theory is indispensable,
as “Marxism is the genetic code, the germ plasm of the main twentieth century
revolutions and of the societies they created (Gouldner 1982: 8). In support of this
statement, I would say that Marxist theory (its both Soviet and Western versions) is
important as a discursive code of access to the studies of Socialism and the postso-
cialist aftermath. It is difficult to imagine how one can engage in the archaeology of
Soviet culture without understanding its conceptual foundations, as “real socialism”
was a project, whose utopian substrate was a product of the spirit of Marxist theory.

However, it is rather “difficult to convince audiences outside the Marxist tra-
dition of the usefulness of a Marxist framework when considering Eastern Europe.
The problem becomes more grave when one considers the overwhelming indiffer-
ence to, and rejection of, Marxist theory within Eastern Europe” (Kennedy, Galtz
1995: 3). Given this complex, if not to say, traumatic relation to Marx and Marxism
in former socialist spaces, it is not surprising that interpretations of Derrida’s book
took completely different directions.

Specters of Marx opened up new possibilities for rethinking the relations be-
tween the Theory and History after the end of state socialism in Eastern Europe.
There was no (longer) “statutory Marxists” who would have insisted on the “cor-
rect” reading of Marx and would have objected against any form of “revisionism”, as
it was in the Soviet times. The opportunity to get away from the political dimension
by focusing on Marx as a “pure philosopher” (and, thus, to discover non-orthodox
ways of reading Marx and his “sons”) made sense in a context in which Marxism for
many decades was seen primarily as a political ideology, including the philosophical
version of Marxism-Leninism. At the same time, for leftist theorists in the former
Post-Socialist countries, for those who were critical towards Marxism-Leninism,
but did not abandon their engagement with Marxist theory after the collapse of
socialism, the book gave important arguments against those who criticized Marx-
ism as a discourse of totalitarianism, against the advocates of “methodological na-

tionalism” and against those who hailed Fukuyama’s idea of “the end of history”.

The Territory of Ghosts and The Postsocialist Hauntology

In my view, Specters of Marx is one of the key texts for understanding the Postso-
cialist condition. “Postsocialist” not only with a reference to concrete spaces and to
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the particular history related to them, but also on a global scale, when we think of
the world without / after state socialism, of the metanarratives that sprung up on
its ruins and of the theories that make use of or strive to make this global condition
intelligible.

Taking into account the varieties of the interpretation of the “postsocialist
condition”, I, first of all evoke, the remarkable book by Nancy Fraser Justice Inter-
ruptus. Critical Reflections on the “Postsocialist” condition (1996) who was one of
the first scholars to diagnose and conceptually substantiate this condition. Fraser
characterizes the postsocialist condition as “a sceptical mood or structure of feeling
that marks the post-1989 state of the Left. Fraught with a sense of the “morning
after”, this mood expresses authentic doubts bound to genuine opacities concern-
ing the historical possibilities for progressive social change” (Fraser 1996: 1). She
distinguishes three constitutive features of the “postsocialist” condition, namely:
1) “the absence of any credible progressive vision of an alternative to the present
order”, aggravated by the shallow claim of Fukuyama “that 1989 represents “the
end of history”; 2) “the shift in grammar of political claims-making”, that eclipsed
the claims for social equality; 3)“a resurgent economic liberalism”, that marketizes
social relations, erodes social protection and worsens the life-chances of billions
(Fraser, 1996: 2-3).

Needless to say, I totally solidarize with Nancy Fraser when using the concept
of the “postsocialist condition”, yet, if to return to the founding text by Jean-
Frangois Lyotard (Postmodern Condition,1979%), in the context of the given ar-
ticle, I am more interested in the analysis of the epistemological situation, of the
conditions for the production of knowledge, intellectual discourses and paradigms
of interpretation that we use when we examine our recent past and the actual
present.

An ideological vacuum, that arose in former Soviet countries after the collapse
of socialism produced a certain epistemological confusion, the methodological an-
archism as well as disciplinary chaos, both in Humanities and in Social Sciences.
In the first decade after the collapse of socialism, at that particular historical mo-
ment that can be defined as “negative moment”*, Post-Soviet scholars desper-
ately needed fresh theories and new languages for their analytical work. Cultural
Studies, Gender Studies, Postcolonial theory - all these new paradigms appeared

** Lyotard 1979; Lyotard 1984.

» Achille Mbembe, a prominent postcolonial thinker, defines the negative moment in a following way:
“A negative moment is a moment when new antagonisms emerge while old ones remain unresolved.
It is a moment when contradictory forces — inchoate, fractured, fragmented - are at work but what
might come out of their interaction is anything but certain. It is also a moment when multiple old
and recent unresolved crises seem to be on the path towards a collision” (Mbembe 2015).



almost simultaneously, in the middle of the 1990s, and their arrival was clearly
marked by the birth trauma, as they came and got established on the ruins of
Marxism-Leninism. What was in the agenda of the 1990s for Post-Soviet scholars
can be characterized as a need for “decolonizing of knowledge, of mind and the
language” (Mbembe 2015). In other words, the “untimely” thoughts of Derrida on
Marx arrived (again) just in-time.

It should be noted, that the key for Derrida question of “the ontology in Marx”
was not the most important issue for many of his readers in Eastern Europe. Mean-
while, this book certainly works — as a prolegomenon to the ontology - the study
of being / presence - of ghosts, that was named by him as hauntologie. It works as
an analytical model for analyzing the Zeitgeist of the present times. It may seem
to be strange, but the Specters of Marx became so “fashionable” that very soon a

wholly new academic trend was established.

The publication of Jacques Derrida’s Spectres de Marx in 1993 (and its English trans-
lation, Specters of Marx, in 1994) is commonly considered the catalyst for what some
have called the “spectral turn,” marking the appearance of a new area of investigation
(Maria del Pilar Blanco, Esther Peeren 2013: 2).

”24 one can find

Today, within the framework of so called “Spectrality Studies
multiple modes of appropriation of Derrida’s ideas in the analysis of such diverse
phenomena as East European cinema, the memory of Stalinist repressions, African
literature, urban space, the history of America’s colonization and so on.

How to explain the enormous popularity and almost universal applicability
of Derrida’s “hauntology” in different contexts? I think, that few factors should
be taken into consideration. Firstly, it has to do with a centuries-long tradition of
dealing with ghosts in different cultures, which took new impetus in the Post-sec-

ular age:

Ghosts, spirits, and specters have played vital roles in oral and written narratives throu-
ghout history and across cultures, appearing as anything from figments of the imagina-
tion, divine messengers, benign or exacting ancestors, and pesky otherworldly creatures
populating particular loci to disturbing figures returned from the dead bent on exacting
revenge, revealing hidden crimes, continuing a love affair or simply searching for a way
to pass on (Maria del Pilar Blanco, Esther Peeren 2013: 1).

# Even the short bibliography of texts whose authors contributed to the development of “Spectralities
Studies”, would be a persuasive argument that confirms the existence of this strand: Auchter 2014;
Blanco, Peeren 2010; Blanco, Peeren Esther 2013; Buse, Stott 1999; Chambers, Malik Amna et al. 1999;
Etkind 2009: 182-200; Leeder 2015; Litchfield 2014; Luckhurst 2002: 527-546, et al. I would also like
to mention an article by Benjamin Cope, inspired by Derrida’s book, that is dedicated to Post-Soviet
Minsk: Cope 2008: 498-521.
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Secondly, one should not also forget that in the 1980s-1990s a significant epis-
temological shift occurred in the studies of history and memory, and the attention
of many scholars from different disciplines turned to the studies of personal and
collective trauma and its symptoms, which demonstrate “the subject’s failure to
internalize a past event, in which something from the past emerges to disrupt the
present” (Weinstock 2004: 5). Hence, the conceptual metaphor of spectrality has
become linked “to the discourse of loss, mourning, and recovery”. In other words,
the moment has come to reconsider the ghost “as actuality, metaphor, and concept”
(Blanco, Peeren 2013: 10-11)*. And another feature has to do with the question of
the formation of knowledge, as the ghost invokes what is placed outside it, excluded
from perception and, consequently, from both the archive as the depository of the
sanctioned, acknowledged past and politics as the (re)imagined present and future
(Blanco, Peeren 2013: 9).

Thirdly, as has already been mentioned above, the book of Derrida was very
timely in a sense that it opened the possibility to conceptually reconsider the relations
with the past, in a moment which definitely was marked by the dramatic disjoint of
times, at least, this would be right to say in relation to Eastern Europe (after 1989).

On the other hand, I would argue, that the phantom character of the memory
of socialism had been predetermined long before the Soviet Union collapsed. The
very first line of the “Communist Manifesto” (1848), by Karl Marx and Friedrich
Engels — “A specter is haunting Europe, the specter of communism” - had defined
the destiny of the communist idea for many decades to come. If Marx and Engels
had been able to anticipate the further developments related to the fate of their
program, they would have been surprised by the fact that the second statement of
“Manifesto” was equally prophetic: “All the powers of old Europe have entered into
a holy alliance to exorcise this spectre” (Marx, Engels 1948).

But what are these fears caused by? After all, the ghosts are phantasmatic and
can only exist in our imagination, appearing only to those who seek to see them.
Looking back to the future, we find a paradoxical situation: the Soviet Union is long
gone, the fate of Marxism has long been unrelated to building communism as a
state system, but for those who want to see the spectres of Communism, everything
looks as if nothing changed®. If we keep in mind that the ghosts from ancient times

» The negative side of this popularity reveals itself in the excessive exploitation of ghost as a theoreti-
cal concept, as the tropes of spectrality and haunting seem to become ubiquitous and are applied to
almost any cultural phenomenon. Roger Luckhurst has noted that “the ghost as figure of trauma has
become almost a cliché, reinforced as it was throughout the 1990s by an elaborate critical discourse
of spectres and spectrality” (Luckhurst 2008: 93).

% Only the structural position of the “Empire of Evil” and the role of the political Other now prescribed
to Russia, as if it was an ideological (not only economic) heir of the USSR, which is very far for the
actual state of affairs.



(or, at least, in the vein of Shakespeare’s prophetic vision) were perceived as a sign
of an approaching catastrophe, it is not surprising then that amid growing geopo-
litical tensions, increasing economic inequality, uncontrolled migration (caused by
military conflicts and poverty), the crisis of the political identity of former left and
right parties, the consolidation of protest movements and other problems, which
in their integrity are perceived as symptoms of revolutionary situation, we under-
stand better, why the “phantom” (more accurate to say, demonological) rhetoric
has become so popular in today’s political and media discourse.

Lyotard, probably, would also have been surprised to see, how quickly the new
/ old “Grand narratives”, the most powerful of which is nationalism, have returned
and got established in the former socialist spaces. Nationalistic metanarrative is
effectively used in political discourse, academia, media and popular culture, play-
ing, thus, a significant role in recoding of the cultural memory of the post-Soviet
subject. However, nationalistic historical narratives are full of gaps, of discursive
inconsistencies and logical contradictions, in particular when it comes to the mem-
ories on socialist past. As any other ideology, it tends to construct the coherent,
homogenous, universal view of the world, that expels the Other from the scene.
Grand narratives are repressive in their very essence, for one metanarrative always
seeks to oust the other, imposing its own conceptual matrix and values.

How do we interact with the ghosts of Soviet past? When Derrida speaks of
those who “want to exorcize, conjure away, deny, or ignore” the ghosts at any price
(Derrida 2008: 252), I cannot stop thinking about the fact that in the countries that
were born or restored on the ruins of the socialist world, one can distinguish two
explicit strategies of dealing with the “ghosts” of socialist past: one of them can be
called evocation, while the second one has to do with exorcism. If “evocative” strat-
egy consists in the attempt to hold on, to bring back to life, to foster the “reincar-
nation” of the ghosts of Soviet culture, the “exorcist” strategy, on the contrary, aims
to banish them forever, to erase their traces from history handbooks and tourist
guides, to make them disappear among other ghosts of the past and, eventually,
even to render their absence imperceptible (by simply removing their material
remnants from the public spaces, and, thus, literally - making them “invisible”).

Charity Scribner, in her book Requiem for Communism, notes, that traces of
the socialist past may be doomed to oblivion, but to this day they continue to be a
very important component of European cultural memory (Scribner 2003: 3). The
question of what is to be done with the remnants of Soviet / socialist art in pub-
lic spaces (films, painting, “office” art in the factories, Palaces of Culture, former
collective farms, monumental sculpture and Soviet modernist architecture) has
been heavily politicized in the countries of former socialist block. The politics of
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De-sovietization, that started in the beginning of the 1990s and gained a new im-
pulse in the course of last years engendered several waves of iconoclasm and lead
to the intentional destruction of public monuments from the Soviet period”. In the
beginning that was a movement from “below”, nowadays this pressure is imposed
from “above”. The heated political debates in Post-socialist countries have blocked
the possibilities of constructive reworking of cultural memory and the integra-
tion of cultural heritage of the socialist era into contemporary culture and artistic
production. Katarzyna Marciniak, a Polish scholar, poses a reasonable question,
with which I can only agree: “How can one deal with the socialist ghosts without
either romanticized nostalgia or disavowing amnesia?” How can one acknowledge
these ghosts without “automatically demonizing the era of totalitarian repression”?
(Marciniak 2008: 18).

Instead of concluding remarks (in order to leave the above posed questions
open for further discussion), I would like to refer once again to the Specters of
Marx, in which Jacques Derrida reminds us of the ethical responsibility towards the

» o«

ghosts. He claims that we should learn how “to live with ghosts”, “to live otherwise,

and better. No, not better, but more justly” (Derrida 1994: xviii).
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Almira Ousmanova

DERRIDA SMEKLU TERITORIJOJE

Santrauka

Siame straipsnyje aptariama keletas Jacques’o Derrida teksty, jo parasyty XX a.
desimtajame deSimtmetyje: SugrjZus is Maskvos, SSRS, (1993), Marxo sméklos: sko-
los biwvis, gedéjimo darbas ir naujasis Internacionalas (1994) ir Marxas ir Siniis
(1999). Nuodugniai skaitydama veikala SugrjZus i§ Maskvos, SSRS straipsnio
autoré nagrinéja $iuos klausimus: kokj vaidmenj Derrida intelektualinéje bio-
grafijoje atlieka ,,autobiografinio-kelionés-liudijimo® Zanras, kurj formuoja Euro-
pos intelektualy, aplankiusiy SSRS jvairiais jos istorijos laikotarpiais, tekstai; kaip
kelionés dienorastis gali virsti politine diagnoze ir kg bendro turi dekonstrukcija ir
pertvarka (perestroika)? Kiti du tekstai yra svarbtis analizuojant kitus bendresnius
su tuo susijusius klausimus: kaip ir kodél nesavalaikiai Derrida apmastymai apie
marksizmo lemtj tampa aktualts ¢ia (Ryty Europoje) ir dabar (praéjus trisdesimciai
mety po socializmo zlugimo) ir kaip ,,$mékliskumy” tyrimai prisideda prie miusy

postsocialistinio bivio supratimo?

rAKTAZODZIAL dekonstrukcija, hauntologija, marksizmas, $méklos, perestroika.
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This paper highlights the problematic nature of Jacques Derrida’s reading of the law as
it pertains to the material effects of colonialism. In doing so, it points to a deeper pro-
blem in postmodernity, namely, its insistence on ethereal ideals of justice that cannot
sufficiently account for the material costs of colonial practices. Employing the concept
of subaltern cosmopolitanism as it is developed in the works of Boaventura de Sousa
Santos, this paper ends by fully developing the Derridean negotiation regarding the pla-
ce of justice. By rehabilitating Derrida’s understanding of the law within the tradition
of post-colonial thought, it is argued that the legal philosophy is able to begin with the
problem of coloniality and employ the subject position of the other as a central feature
in developing a critical theory of law.
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Introduction

Jacques Derrida remains a central figure in critical studies of the law since his
remarks at Cardozo (Derrida 1992: 1). Since Force of Law, Derridean deconstruc-



tion has been used to analyze the connection between civil and religious laws
(Jacobson 1992), assess the limits of legal systems theory via the presence of fe-
male bodies (Cornell 1992, 1993). Derridean deconstruction has also been used to
contest the foundations of legal orders by pointing to the distinguishing between
law and society in Critical Legal Studies (Unger 1996, 2015). Duncan Kennedy
utilizes both Derridean methods and humor to destabilize liberal legal concepts
by tracing the ways in which they loop back in on themselves and distort their
own meaning (Kennedy 1992). Currently, Derrida is re-emerging as a central
force in racial analysis as a means to deconstruct “white mythologies” such as law
(Hesse 1997).

It could be stated that current legal scholarship coming from anti-colonial
scholars, such as Boaventura de Sousa Santos and Samera Esmeir, also fall under
the category of Derridean deconstruction of law. However, there is a sense in
which Derrida’s theory of law is itself a reinstatement of the very same Euro-
centric mythos of law that it was intended to disrupt (Santos 2002, 2007; Esmeir
2012). By focusing their studies on the ways in which “Law” was used to manage
economic outputs in colonial holdings, the authors point to an important flaw
in Derridean understanding of how law operates. By seeking to destabilize the
reified form of “Law” through pointing to its “prosthesis of origin”, Derrida in
fact maintains a Eurocentric understanding of “Law” (Derrida 1992; Santos 2007;
Esmeir, 2012). Derrida supplants the ideal of “Law” not with materiality of laws,
but with an idealized body of law. To do this, from the standpoint of post-colonial
legal histories, is to circumnavigate the material cost of European legal preferences
(genocide, torture, rape, racism, and economic piracy) on living bodies in order
to ground his theory in a largely European sense of “mystical justice” (Derrida
1992; 2002).

This paper seeks to rehabilitate the Eurocentricity of Derridean readings of
the law, by reading law as a text of colonial dominance in addition to its capacity
for intrastate violence. It does so by moving in three parts. The first section of
this paper develops Derrida’s reading of the law through Force of Law and relat-
ed moments in Derrida’s work. The second section critiques this understanding
through Santos’ criticism of western legal preferences using Esmeir’s Egyptian
case as an empirical bedrock. Finally, following Maria Lugones, this paper will
weave together Santos’ subaltern cosmopolitanism with Derridean negotiation to
present a deconstructive reading of the law that focuses on the material costs of

modernity rather than an ethereal sense of justice.
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Law-as-Justice

Derrida’s aim in Force of Law is not to read western law through the colonial' land-
scape, rather, develop an understanding of problem of authority in law. Derrida
seeks to problematize the overlapping relationship of law to justice®. This means
that there can only be one interpretation of justice in each society which he refers
to as “the Law”. While Derrida does much to uncover the tenuous foundations
of Law’s authority, he offers a reified reading of “Law” as it operates in western
society. As it will be shown through Esmeir and Santos below, Derrida’s reading of
Law can only provide a partial account of legality, when viewed through the lens
of the colonialism.

Derrida begins his critique of the law with the problem of its foundation.
The source of Law is an originary othering, or violence, whereby it sets itself up
as the authority (Derrida 1992: 13-14). For Derrida, this creates a problem of law
being a violence without a ground in authority’. This leads to a circular logic of
authority whereby the law has the capacity to act because it is law, and it derives
its authority solely from its presence as law (Derrida 1992: 13-14; Derrida 1988:
20-21). The exercise of the law, regardless of codification or form is nothing more
than an iteration of this violence repeatedly through the text of law*.

Iterability, in the Derridean sense, is the capacity for a text to convey meaning
or intent after its author is gone (Derrida 1988: 20-21). This requires an under-
standing of that intent to be attached to the text as it is passed along. In the case of
law, iteration covers the originary violence of the founding with an original intent
of justice (Derrida 1992 13-14; Derrida 1988: 20-21). Law becomes the source of

' While it is not his expressed intent, in typical Derridean fashion, it plays the role of subtext to his

argument. Derrida begins this text with a lengthy complaint on having to speak English and points
out the problems of having to ingrate himself to the requirements of the conference. This is a precur-
sor to a later speech given on the role of language in colonial identity (Derrida 1992: 3-4; Derrida,
1998). For a fuller reading of the subtext, language, and coloniality as it appears in Derrida, see John
McCormick’s Derrida on Law (McCormick 2001, 397-398).

Saul Newman highlights Derrida’s purpose in developing an argument about the “mystical foundation
of authority” in his work. As he points out, by rendering authority groundless, Derrida attempts to
reinsert the role of justice-as-such as central both to the ethical and practical role of law (Newman
2001 128-129).

“Its very moment of foundation or institution (which in any case is not a single moment inscribed in
history since it is ripped apart by one decision), the operations that amount to founding, inaugurating,
justifying law (droit), making law, would consist of a coup de force, of performative and therefore
interpretive violence that in itself is neither just nor unjust and no previous law with its founding or
anterior moment could contradict or invalidate” (Derrida 1992: 13).

Drucilla Cornell highlights this in her work on Derrida’s reading of the law. As she points out, this
circular logic of authority that always refers to law as the source of law, is the means that the originary
violence of interpretation, highlighted by Derrida above is erased and replaced with a narrative of
interpretation. See, for example, her work in Working with Derrida (Cornell 1993: 80-81).



justice and vice versa, in such a way that the originary violence of the founding of
law is obfuscated. Law, and its authority, become an irrefutable presence that gives
context to justice, but is necessarily reliant on justice for its authority’ (Derrida
1992 13-14; Derrida 1988: 20-21).

What emerges for Derrida is an image of law that is both iterable and cita-
tional. It is iterable in the sense that each time a judge makes a ruling, while it is
a novel instance it is an iteration of the originary justice that animates law. It is
citational in the sense that these new iterations are tied first to the conception of
justice generally, they are also a part of a specific body of case law that can be cited
as proof of its justness (Derrida 1992: 22-24). Justice, in this arrangement®, allows
for both the capacity to iterate the law by supplying the original intent of the law
and the conditions that make law possible, or its foundation (Derrida 1992: 22-24;
Newman 2001: 127-129). Law’s authority, for Derrida, rests on its capacity to re-
peat itself as the interpretation of justice. In this intertwining of law and justice as
co-originary, Derrida finds the nature of justice to be the other to law. Justice is
the ethereal foundation of law’s iterability, yet justice itself is always of the future,
that which comes after the enforcement of the law’.

Law renders the “to come” of justice as a stable field of power operations, by
tethering it to a cited corpus. Derrida refers to this reading of law’s necessity as
“law-as-justice” (Derrida 1992: 24-25). This conflation of law and justice becomes
highly problematic for Derrida, because while law is present in rulings, decisions,
and statutes, justice is effectively erased from the equation®. Law-as-justice, for
Derrida, is an image of law that focuses on codified law as the sole interpretation
of justice in a society. In this sense, law covers justice through codification by
creating a self-referential system in favor of codified law (Derrida 1982: 15-17;
Derrida 1988: 20-21; Derrida 1992: 26-27). “Law-as-justice” highlights the second
problem in contemporary understandings of law, its unitary nature. Law, he argues
with Max Weber, is a monopoly on violence. This requires that there be only one

> Newman highlights this relationship in his work, pointing out that this supplanting of violence with

justice as the source of law’s authority stabilizes the social field on which law operates, but also ne-

cessitates justice as something that must come “always after adjudication” (Newman 2001: 127-129).
¢ Itis important to note, that for Derrida, and deconstruction in general, these formulations amount to
an arrangement or formation of power operations in texts (Derrida 1982). As Derrida himself points
out, because they are arrangements they are imbued with differdnce or the capacity to be different
and / or rearranged. For a more thorough explanation of differdnce as it pertains to this discussion
see Newman 2001: 123-124.
“Justice remains, is yet, to come 4 venir, it has an, it is 4-venir, the very dimension of events irreducibly
to come. It will always have this 4-venir, and always has. It is for this reason that insofar as it is not
only a juridical and political concept, opens for I’avenir the transformation...” (Derrida 1992: 27).
This erasure, for William Sokoloff, exists at the intersection between decision and indecision for Der-
rida. As he points out, while law is present in the decisionism of its rulings, justice marks the trace of
the undecidable that must supplement that decision (Sokoloft 2008: 343-345).
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law, or interpretation of justice, that is valid (Derrida 1992: 33-34). Each instance
of law is a monopoly on justice within a given territory that first requires old law
to be invalidated (Derrida 1992: 36-39).

“Law-as-justice” is the capacity to produce order in a society through a unified
understanding of justice (Derrida 1992: 41-42). Multiple interpretations imply a
multiplicity of legitimate sources of power. These multiplicities have the effect of
undermining laws capacity to produce order. Each new law is a unitary form that
must undo the old law to gain primacy (Derrida 1992: 41-42). For Derrida, this
requires a reinsertion of the originary violence of law to both conceptualize the
just, but also to reify law as the legitimate interpretation of justice. Thus, the his-
torical memory of law, goes back to its founding moment, but does not go beyond
that point, lest it calls into question its own validity. This is best illustrated in his
example of the possibility of the general strike. Once the general strike gains mo-
mentum, he argues, law must recognize it as threat to its validity and act to undo
it (Derrida 1992: 42-43).

Abyssal Legalism

There are two problems with Derrida’s reading of the law from the perspective
of coloniality. First, as Boaventura de Sousa Santos argues, Eurocentric readings
of legal development miss the extent to which legality itself was used to subdue
the colonies. Thus, the atemporal and decontextualized reading of western law
becomes problematic in understanding the use of western law to subdue the colo-
nies.” Second, as Samera Esmeir points out, coloniality is not revealed through the
capacity of one form of law to eliminate other modes, but rather through a series
of maneuvers that both displace and disfavor indigenous modes of law (Esmeir
2012: 22-23).

Santos takes the human cost of modernity as the starting point for his under-
standing of the political terrain of law. For Santos, this requires situating the colony
at the center of any understanding of western legal development (Santos 2002: 4-5).
This is accomplished by highlighting the development of two distinct operations
of law: while both emerge and develop from the metropolitan self-image, they are
based on a distinct separation between the metropole and the colony.
® For a more thorough discussion of temporality in Derrida’s reading of the law, see Camil Ungure-

anu. For her, Derrida’s mystical foundation implies a permanence to the law, that is ascribed by its
self-referral. While this is the crux of his critique of the law, it seems that it is also ultimately tied to

a reified idea of the law as a stable permanent presence in social life that is a necessary condition for
social relations (Ungureanu 2008: 304-308).



For Santos, western epistemological preferences for scientificity are intimately
connected to the form western law takes in modernity (Santos 2002: 2-3). This
connection manifests itself in the preference for scientific reasoning on the one
hand, and codified legal norms on the other. Science and law emerged in liberal
discourse as a means of managing the excesses and deficits of modernity. Empirical
epistemology emerged to limit the scope of problems to manageable elements in
the political context. This had the effect of shifting the gaze of modern political
discourse from large scale ethical dilemmas to the management of things within the
state'. This created both the possibility for individualism as a political discourse,
and the preference for legal formalism (Santos 2002: 4-5).

Legal formalism finds its roots in the preference for logical continuity by al-
lowing the predictable regulation of objects within the society (Santos 2002: 4-5).
This capacity to normalize the interactions between the individual and law, allowed
the expansion of politics into its own intellectual constellation' (Santos 2002: 4-5).
Law was a corollary to the scientific management of society, because law allowed
a modicum of protection against opposition, by referring all opposition back to
itself as the form of authority. This cooperative relationship between science and
law is the hallmark of modernity for Santos, because it highlights a shift in un-
derstanding of society as a problem of proper management rather than of ethical
considerations.”” What emerges from this connection of scientific management
and the coercive power of law, is an idea of law based on two pillars of regulation
and emancipation.

The regulatory pillar is built around the principles of the state, the market, and
the community. Each of these institutions creates a series of expectations regarding
the central governing body and the individual. The pillar of emancipation calls into
question the norms and practices that manage these expectations (Santos 2002:
2-3). Emancipation acts to destabilize the expectations of state / market / commu-
nity, by calling into question the boundaries and legitimacy of these expectations.
If the pillar of regulation acts to regularize relationships in a society, the pillar of
emancipation disrupts these relationships to call them into question and posit new
possibilities (Santos 2002: 3-4).

1 “The reconstructive management of the excesses and deficits could not be managed by science alone.
It required the subordinate but central participation of law. Such participation is subordinate, because
the moral-practical rationality of law to be effective, had to surrender to the cognitive-instrumental
rationality of science” (Santos 2002: 5).

e

12 Consider this argument about Esmeir’s historical trajectory of colonialism and law. As she pointed
out, the shift from shari’a to codified English law was a problem of making the colony manageable
through law. Further it was taken up by means of a discourse that shifted the historical trajectory of
the colony from one of tradition to one of progress (Esmeir 2012: 20-23).
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The tension between these two poles create western self-identity, as suggested
by Santos. In modern discourse, this identity is predicated on the invisibility of dis-
tinction between the metropole and the colony (Santos 2007: 3—4). As Santos points
out, enlightenment writers used the colony as the permanent site of the state of
nature® in their writings to accomplish two things. First, it developed the narrative
of progress. By developing the liberal frame work out of a state of lawlessness, the-
orists could create a narrative of superiority through the distinction between “the
Old World and the New World” (Santos 2007: 5-6). Second, by utilizing the colony
as a permanent state of nature, theorists created an abyssal line between the modern
west and the colony. This line was necessary, Santos argues, because the claims of
universality inherent in liberal rights arguments would be undone if the colony
were a part of these considerations as a space of possibility (Santos 2007: 3-4).

The colony emerged as a place not only outside liberal conceptions of law,
but a place in which the possibility of law was absent. It emerged as a space of
permanent lawlessness in modern thought. As such, the defining tension of west-
ern justice was not extant in the colony. In absence of this tension, and in absence
of the law, western universal values were still universal because they could not be
expected to operate in places in the world that existed without law (Santos 2007:
12-14). Thus, principles that shaped the management of the colonies were not
based on the western tension between emancipation and regulation but were based
on the need for resource extraction. The law of the colonies developed around the
twin drives of appropriation and violence (Santos 2007: 14-15).

The use of violence and appropriation was justified in liberal thought by draw-
ing a sharp distinction between western liberal society and the primitivity of the
colonies. The utility of violence was highlighted by demarcating the colony as a space
of savagery and brutality, in opposition to the regularity of interactions through the
law in the west (Santos 2007: 6-7). Appropriation spoke to how the colony emerged
inside western discourse, as a space of resources. The colonial object emerged as
an interesting resource for study, but this study was only important insofar as it
could be used to better understand how to manage the colony (Santos 2007: 7-8).

Knowledge about the practices and customs of the colony became central to
the exploitation of the colonies by providing the necessary knowledge about the
people inhabiting the holding to create a regulatory system that furthered resource

13 Utilizing Thomas Hobbes and John Locke, Santos points out that the colonies existed as an example
of the state of nature. Hobbes refers to “the savage people in places of America” as an example of
what the state of nature looked like. Locke in a more benign was states “In the beginning the world
was America” (Santos 2007: 7). By deriving their examples from colonial holdings, Santos argues,
the colony was permanently solidified in the western mind as a site of lawlessness. This solidification
allows authors like Blaise Pascal to state “Below the Equator there are no sins” (Santos 2007: 6).



extraction (Santos 2007: 12-14). Knowledge production shifted from knowing the
world of the other to maintaining control over colonial holdings through devel-
oping law that mimicked cultural and social customs. We can see the operation of
the regulatory onus of law in the colonies in Esmeir’s analysis of the development
of British management practices in Egypt.

For Esmeir, legal development in the colonies was not marked just by vio-
lent upheaval; it was also an emergent process of shifting the expectations of law
from the pursuit of justice in Shari’a to the management of predictable outcomes
through a more rigidly codified law. This process, while marked by a rupture in
history, is one whereby those living in the present are simultaneously aware of
but cut off from a legal tradition that antedates colonization. Indigenous law is
relegated to a state of backwardness and superstition in favor of new modern law,
rather than being destroyed by a new one (Esmeir 2012: 22-23). She highlights this
development in her analysis of the replacement of Shari’a law with codified law in
British controlled Egypt.

Shari’a law manifests a deep connection between law and history. It was con-
nected to the development of the umma across time, rather than being seen as
parliamentary production. Shari’a does not offer a set of hard fast rules and pun-
ishments, general principles of justice were applied on a case by case basis given
the facts (Esmeir 2012: 32-33). The authority of law under Shari’a was found in
the interrelation of the ideas of justice found in the traditions and history of the
umma, and the application of these traditions to the situation. Thus, each ruling
was in fact a new law, but was connected to a juridico-historical sensibility that
placed adjudication firmly inside a lived tradition (Esmeir 2012: 31-32).

When British inherited the colony from the French they quickly moved to
bring it under the management of the crown. In doing so, it found considerable
trouble administering the law, as Shari’a is structured different than English law,
thus making it impossible for colonial magistrates to impose order (Esmeir 2012:
37-39). It was only through replacing Shari’a law with a form of codified law that
the English could manage the new acquisition. Through a discrediting Shari’a and
the schools of figh that surrounded it, the British magistrates began a series of
reforms to the law to bring it in line with the codified law of the crown. Reform
and modernization of the law, for Esmeir, became a new founding myth of the law,
which was enacted in two ways. The disempowerment of Shari’a judges, and the
training of modern reformers in London, rather than through existing schools of
figh in Egypt (Esmeir 2012: 37-39).

First, Shari’a placed considerable power in the hands of the individual qadi,

or judge. While each gadi was responsible for applying the principles of justice to
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the case before them, they were the ultimate arbiter of how these principles were
applied. Each ruling was individual and situational law rather than a codified law as
the English understood it (Esmeir 2012: 37-39). British magistrates began undoing
the power of the gadi by imposing sentencing rules on their procedures to regulate
outcomes. Mandatory sentences were imposed on qadi who were responsible for
doling out these sentences in conjunction with their opinion on the matter. This
not only bound the gadi to the code of law, but it also detached the law from its
historical foundation. Through the imposition of codified punishments, Esmeir
argues, the force of coloniality was unleashed on the Egyptian legal system. Rulings
no longer found their authority in the gadi or the specific school of figh that was
applied to the case, rather authority was bound in the law itself through its punitive
capacity (Esmeir 2012: 34-35).

Second, this erasure of history was covered by training a new generation of
legal scholars in western legal preferences rather than traditional figh schools. This
too had the effect of changing the legal landscape by creating a new historical
context for law based on the writing of western educated legal scholars. As Esmeir
points out, Egyptian legal scholars began advocating for a modernized form of law.
Shari’a, they began to argue was too chaotic and unpredictable in its outcomes.
What was needed, therefore, was a more “modern” form of law that could be relied
on for stable legal outcomes such as was found in the west (Esmeir 2012: 32-33).
It was through the writings of legal scholars such as Al-Bishri, that the new legal
founding myth was formed. This too was built on an intimate connection between
history and law, but a history of progress rather than of tradition. The new juridi-
co-historical context was one of progress from the chaotic backwardness of Shari’a
and towards a modern conception of law with predictable outcomes and codified
remedies (Esmeir 2012: 40-41).

It was impossible, for codified law to emerge in Egypt, Esmeir argues, without
one culture taking on an idea of its own inferiority to another culture. Modernity,
through the guise of law, offered just such a myth. It replaced the chaos of history
with the precision of the modern. The authority of law was based it its regularity
and repetition rather than the application of general principles to individual cases.
Outcomes could be made predictable; thus, a body of case law could emerge around
codified law giving it the validity of practice (Esmeir 2012: 43-44). Thus, Esmeir
argues, Egypt’s colonization came not through the force of violence, but through
the force of law as seen through the desire of modernization.

Esmeir’s narrative provides context to Derrida’s arguments. As she points out,
colonization of Egypt would not have been fully possible without a shift in law. This
required a new legal narrative based on “progress.” The story of Egyptian colonial



rule is not a story of violent conquest and subjugation in this regard, but rather it
is a complete dispensing of traditional modes of justice in favor of codified law, for
the expedience of colonial management (Esmeir 2012: 16-17). The development of
colonial law unalterably shifted Egyptian identity. The development of new legal
norms severed the historical connection to traditional authority in ways that would
never be undone. This was possible because the new law was not the wholesale
importation of British law as the rule of the colony, rather it was a hybridization
of British codes with the veneer of Shari’a to make the colony manageable (Esmeir
2012: 34-35).

Esmeir’s narrative of legal development in the colony points to a telling prob-
lem Derrida’s theory of justice as it pertains to legal development. While Derrida
uncovers the “originary violence” of the founding of law, which makes the author-
ity of law suspect, he only does so in a Eurocentric context. As such, the purpose
of law is the adjudication of justice which results in conflicts and / or revolution.
He fails to account for the development of a law whose onus isn’t the dispensing of
justice “to come”, but whose goal is to render a space predictable to secure resourc-
es. In short, by failing to account for the way in which western legal preferences
spread from the metropole to the colony, Derrida in fact misses the extent to which
law is not a unitary interpretation of justice, but only so for the metropole. The
law of the colonies, developed in the metropole, did not emerge as a dispute over
justice, it developed based on the needs of the metropole in securing the colony as
a permanent site of resource extraction. What emerges from Esmeir’s argument,
which will be taken up below with Santos, is the failure of Derrida to account for
law as a means of displacing and silencing the other.

From the ethereal to the material

As noted above, both Derrida and Santos heavily problematize the tethering of
justice to the idea of law in modernity. Both seek to provide a conception of jus-
tice that moves beyond the constraints of modernity. Derrida, through his critique
of law as a framework of obfuscating violence through arguments about justice,
creates a theoretical rubric whereby the only arguments that can be made about
justice must be open ended and thus his theory must always contain an element

of religious mysticism." If law derives its authority from its repeatability and cita-

' For a thorough reading of the religious elements of Derrida’s conceptualization of justice see McCor-
mick 2001: 404-412.
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tionality, justice, in Derrida’s reading, seems to derive its force from a position of
radical contingency that must be negotiated endlessly.

This is problematic in the reading of Santos, because while it places a prima-
cy on the contingency of power relationships, it offers no means of rearranging
them. Negotiation, as suggested by Derrida, implies that parties to negotiation are
recognized as being on equal footing. Problematic in this, as will be seen below, is
that Derrida’s starting point is a place of radical equality that fails to account for
the historical situation of coloniality and the manifest disequilibrium between the
global north and the global south. In failing to take the human cost of modernity
seriously, Derrida begins on the other side of the modern paradigm without giving
an adequate road map for arriving there.

Derrida’s reading of the law-as-justice points to a specific problem in mod-
ern legal sensibilities. Law’s power is derived from its repeatability (Derrida 1992:
13-14). The repeatability of law is found in its origin, namely the separation of
codified law from a general sense of justice. This separation, or “originary violence”,
has telling effect. Law is both tethered to a specific conception of justice, and also
must be the necessary supplement' to justice that gives it meaning. This makes it
impossible to come to a conceptualization of “justice-as-such” absent the “law-as-
such”, which must fill in its contours (Derrida 1992: 13-14).

While this supplanting of justice-as-such with law-as-justice does serve to so-
lidify the foundation of law, by covering up the originary violence of identification
of justice with law, it does not free the law from justice. Law relies on justice to give
its code meaning. This reliance means that we cannot speak of law as such, in the
way we can justice. Law, when disentangled from justice, emerges as state violence
in the form of disciplinary power, such as the police'® (Derrida 1992: 32-34). This
inability of law to act without the veneer of justice speaks to the separate nature of
justice (Derrida 1992: 27). It is for this reason, Derrida argues, that justice beyond
a mere juridico-political concept is something that exists prior to law and is capable

of rewriting and rearranging it.

> Derrida makes use of this term in Dissemination in reference to Plato’s understanding of writing. As
he points out, writing is a pharmakon, something that is both a poison and a cure. The idea of the
dangerous supplement as he applies it here denotes the idea that while codified law can be used to
serve justice, modernity has shifted the balance from justice through the law to law as justice. Codified
law, in his argument has replaced the drive for justice (Derrida 1981: 99-103; Derrida 1992: 15-17).

16 It is fruitful to consider Derrida’s argument through the work of Joe Soss and Michelle Alexander.
Both focus in on the prisons as a site of disciplinary power of the state that has gone beyond the just
confines of the law. Alexander sees mass incarceration as a reapplication of racist powers under Jim
Crow, where black bodies are subject to the disciplinary power of the state specifically because of their
race (Alexander 2010). Soss agrees with this but places the prison in the rubric of disciplinary powers
such and welfare and work programs that seek to extract value from the racialized poor (Soss, Fording
and Schram 2011).



Derrida remains messianic'” about justice in his reading of law. Derrida seems
keen to keep the idea of justice open through his insistence on negotiation and sol-
idarity as perpetual political processes. These two terms, he argues are inexhaustibly
because they are “always-already other oriented” (Derrida 2002: 24-25). The inex-
haustibility of the possibility of the “other”, he argues is central to understanding
justice beyond the law.

Justice, in Derrida’s interpretation, is a sense of responsibility without end. It
is a responsibility to negotiate the idea of justice itself and the violence contained
within it. Furthermore, this sense of responsibility requires the endless interroga-
tion of memory. It requires us to seek out the sedimentation in the law and critique
its mystical foundations (Derrida 1992: 18-20). It is an act of disarticulating law-
as-justice and rearranging its relationship to justice. It is the act of deconstruction,
and deconstruction has justice as its end goal (Derrida 1992: 15). It is, finally, an
incomplete project of continually assessing and reassessing what it means to be just.

Derrida is gesturing towards a concept of politics that does not rely on sta-
bility and repetition for its utility, and instead relies on the capacity of negotiating
subjectivities'® to develop a sense of commonality that is situational rather than
permanent (Derrida 1992: 18-20). In short, he is gesturing towards a conception
of justice that requires first and foremost that everything is always-already being
negotiated."

It is through the strategy® of negotiation that solidarity becomes possible.
Justice requires positing negotiation as a middle voice between extremes, one that
on the one hand values the positions of binaries, but on the other hand sees them
as a contingent array or différance which can be repositioned (Derrida 1982: 5-6;
Derrida 2004: 24-25). This is the space of negotiation for Derrida. It moves in be-
tween the impossibility of giving up one’s context, and the impossibility of asserting
one’s context as the only valid context, to mediate a solution to the seeming impasse
(Derrida 2004: 24-25). Both politics and justice are an ongoing process, rather
than a singular event of exclusion or selection that can only be carried forward

17 See McCormick 2001: 404-412, for a full account of Derrida’s quasi-mystical approach to the idea of
justice through Levinas and others.

'8 Derrida’s conceptualization of subjectivity has been highly problematized by feminist critiques for
its disavowal of the feminine on the one hand, and on the other for doubly obfuscating the feminine
presence on the other. See for example Chandler 1997; Grosz 1997; Kamuf 1977; Spivak 1997.

1 “There is negotiation when there are two non-negotiable imperatives that are incompatible but are
equally imperative. One does not negotiate between negotiable and exchangeable things. Rather, one
negotiates by engaging the nonnegotiable in negotiation” (Derrida 2002: 13).

0 Derrida does a lot of “heavy lifting” with his use of the word strategy. On the one hand, he uses it
to point to the troubling nature of a concept he is deploying as with both “justice” and “the subject”
(Derrida 2011: 88-89; Derrida 1992: 22-23). On the other, he uses it to denote a series of practices
whose commitments are utilitarian at best (Derrida 2004: 24-25).
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through the violence of repetition. A repetition that is only possible by ignoring
the supplementary nature of otherness (Derrida 2004: 24-25).

While Derrida does much to problematize law as a groundless authority, his
conception of justice seems ill-equipped to handle the human costs of modern
problems such as those highlighted by Santos’ reading of colonial law. What point
of departure can there be for negotiation within a legal system that does not recog-
nize the “other” as anything but a lawless space of violence, and source of resource
extraction? As Santos points out, the human costs of colonialism - slavery, forced
labor, and genocide - cannot find their solution in recourse to “ceaseless negotia-
tion of non-negotiables” because the non-negotiables in questions are human lives
(Santos 2007: 64-65).

While Santos agrees with the contingency of power arrangements that moder-
nity has manifested, he seeks to rest the problem of justice on a twofold recogni-
tion?! of the other. First, recognizing the history of power operations on the other
through colonial practices, and second recognizing the colonized as a legitimate
subject position that adds to rather than erodes western knowledge production.
Recognition of the other as a subject position requires us to take seriously their
inputs and alternative theories of justice. This requires that universal values of
justice be built from below rather than being imposed from above if they are such
must be built in such a way as to account for the presence of the subaltern (Santos
2007:45-47, 54-55, 62-63). The subaltern on his reading is the presence of silenced
modes of being / knowing that are disfavored by the law / knowledge rubric in
western thought. Doing so means opening space in the discourse of modernity for
these modes of being / knowing to not only speak® but also to develop an idea of
universally applicable justice, which he refers to as “subaltern cosmopolitanism”
(Santos 2007: 54-55).

Subaltern cosmopolitanism is the product of counter hegemonic globaliza-
tions that act decenter hegemonic knowledges. They operate in conjunction to shift
the balance of power away from hegemonic ways of knowing, and open space for

! Consider this in relation to Frantz Fanon’s understanding of recognition. As he points out, the colo-
nial subject comes to recognize both itself, and the possibility of liberation only through the tropes
provided by the colonial experience. The colonial master freed him from slavery, the colonial master
provided an understanding of liberation, these understandings are not the function of a struggle
for knowledge and recognition, but rather are grated through the structures of colonial subjectivity
(Fanon 2008: 194-195).

Edward W. Said speaks to this as well as he points out in his critique of Samuel Huntington, that
there is a distinct difference in knowledge that is produced to understand the positioning of the other,
and knowledge designed to manage the other. As he states, “It would seem to me, therefore, that
efforts to return a community of civilizations to a primitive state of struggle must be understood not
as descriptions about how they in fact behave, but rather as incitements to wasteful and unedifying
conflict” (Said 2002: 590).
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other modes of being to come to bare on the creation of “universals” (Santos 2007:
64-65). Santos argues that these counter hegemonic movements must be animated
by a different ethos than the ones presently found in capitalism and colonialism,
which manifest unequal power relations that produce social relationships based on
domination and exclusion.

Destabilizing colonial knowledge claims, for Santos, is not only a matter of
the colonized subject reasserting knowledge claims in the face of coloniality. It is
also the business of finding ways to ensure that the dominant Eurocentric mod-
el is receptive to these modes and can approach them without placing them in
a hierarchy. This requires a new method of knowledge production and political
organizations that values receptivity over domination®. For Santos, the project of
subaltern cosmopolitanism operates to create receptive forms of epistemology in
western discourse. It does so by accepting universal claims about human dignity,
but by recognizing that these claims are a built on a foundation of heterogeneity
rather than top down hierarchy (Santos 2007: 64-65).

Subaltern cosmopolitanism, for Santos, is emergent rather than extant. It sees
itself as a necessarily incomplete project that must be continually revisited, and
in doing so adds new iterations each new cycle (Santos 2007: 64-65). It creates a
process of both politics and knowledge production that sees itself as necessarily
incomplete.* This reorientation to knowledge and to politics that is additive rather
than reductive. It shifts the focus of epistemology to accept the inexhaustibility of
diversity and utilizes this fact as the site for future politics (Santos 2007: 64-65).
Santos posits a political epistemology without the impenetrable line of subject/
object drawn through cultural experiences and ways of knowing. Knowledge pro-
duction is built through the multiplicity of cultural outlooks on the world, rather
than placing them in a centralized arrangement.

Justice, as both Derrida and Santos argue, must be an open-ended conception
not out of theoretical nicety, but rather because it speaks directly to the marginal-
ized and colonized people’s experiences of the law through western imperialism.
Serious attempts to undo this experience, however, must be sufficiently grounded

» Grace Hong cites the connection between colonial and capitalist logic as a defining feature in her
definition of neoliberalism. As she points out, neoliberalism not only manifests itself in reorganizing
the system of values along economic lines, as in Wendy Brown, but more perniciously also moves to
define its inside and outside through racializing concepts like citizenship as well to produce a division
of both labor and people. Liberation comes, she argues, through sites of contestation that open colonial
logics to alterity, making it receptive to alterity (Hong 2015: 12-15).

This understanding is dramatically like the epistemology of Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari in A
Thousand Plateaus. As they point out, western thinking is hierarchical thinking that situates the other
in a relationship to itself based on distance rather than connection. To fully understand and apprehend
the other, knowledge production must be a horizontal endeavor that values the endless possibilities
of connectivity that heterogeneity offer (Deleuze and Guattari 2005).
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to allow for other modes of knowing and other legal formations to come to bare
on the discourse of justice in such a way as to give it both meaning and weight.
Doing this, for Santos, requires two things. First, we must seek a conception of
justice that is outside of codified law and animates it. Second, it must be built on a
diverse body of knowledge that does not favor scientific reason over other modes
of knowing. Recourse to ethereal forms of justice creates good theoretical fodder.
Santos highlights, however, that the human costs of coloniality require that they

be taken seriously and form a central feature of any postmodern sense of justice.
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Rheuben Bundy

TEISES OBJEKTAI: DERRIDA, VAKARIETISKA TEISE IR
KOLONIJINIS VALDYMAS

Santrauka

Siame straipsnyje pabréziamas Derrida probleminis teisés supratimo aspektas, su-
sijgs su atsirandanciais materialiniais kolonializmo padariniais. Sykiu nurodoma j
gilesne postmodernybés problema, o butent - j primygtinj jos reikalavima laikytis
nezemisky teisingumo idealy, kurie negali pakankamai atsizvelgti j materialinius
kolonijinés praktikos kastus. Sis straipsnis baigiamas i$samiai plétojant deridiska-
sias derybas dél teisingumo vietos, remiantis subalterniniu kosmopolitizmu, ku-
ris i$plétotas Boaventura’os de Sousa Santos kiiriniuose. Reabilituodamas Derrida
teisés supratima postkolonijiniame mastyme, straipsnio autorius teigia, kad teisés
filosofija pajégi imtis kolonijiskumo problemos pasitelkdama kito subjekto pozicija
kaip svarbiausig bruozg kuriant kritine teisés teorija.

rAKTAZODZIAL Derrida, Boaventura de Sousa Santos, teis¢, kolonializmas, kritinés
teisés studijos.
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Straipsnyje svarstoma, kokia prasme Jacques’o Derrida mirties bausmés kritika yra
aktuali $iandien. Juk pastaraisiais metais politiniame ir religiniame gyvenime jvyko
reikémingy poky¢iy, kurie sudaro jspudj, kad mirties bausmés panaikinimo klausimas
i$ esmés jau yra i$sprestas ir $i problema drasiai gali bati nustumta j parastes, mat yra
opi nebent necivilizuoty, diktatorisky $aliy gyventojams. Priesingai tokiam pozitriui,
straipsnyje teigiama, kad deridiskoji mirties bausmés kritika islieka aktuali dél jo klau-
simo apie mirties bausme masto ir pobtdzio. Siekiama parodyti, kad Derrida atlikta
Immanuelio Kanto ir Martino Heideggerio teksty analizé leidzia mirties bausmeés klau-
simg svarstyti pamatiniy Vakary filosofijos problemy kontekste, i$ naujo kelti klausi-
mus, kas yra Zzmogus, kas yra savastinga Zzmogui, koks yra proto / pagrindo principas.
RAKTAZODZIAL Derrida, Kantas, Heideggeris, mirties bausmé, zmogaus orumas, baig-

tinumas, kalkuliuojantis protas.

Jacques’o Derrida apmastymai apie mirties bausme ne tik teikia peno norintiems
filosofiniu lygmeniu kelti mirties bausmés panaikinimo klausimg, bet ir leidzia i$
ar¢iau pazvelgti | Derrida filosofinés analizés ,,virtuve®“. Mirties bausmés klausi-
ma Derrida nagrinéja 1999-2001 m. seminaruose (po jo mirties publikuotuose



2012 m." ir 2015 m.?), o juose nuveikta darbg apzvelgia 2001 m. paskelbtame po-
kalbyje su pranciizy istorike ir psichoanalitike Elisabeth Roudinesco, pavadintame
»Mirties bausmés’. Mus pasiekianti seminary medziaga ir pokalbis liudija minties
trajektorijas, tankinamas atsiSakojimy, skaidomas intarpy, ekskursy. Kitaip sakant,
liudija savotiska minties audinio tankinima, siekiant, kad tematiné ,,mirties baus-
meés/-iy“ gija iSryskéty butent sampynoje, zymincioje aporijos ar nei$sprendziamu-
mo vietg. Apibadindamas savo strategija Derrida raso: ,,[P]abandysime padauginti
miusy iSeities ir priegos taskus, tartum, skaidydami ir diversifikuodami misy puo-
limo kampus, vis dar tikétumémeés apsupti tam tikra gyvybinj klausimo centra®
(Derrida: 2017: 17). Taciau, pasak Derrida, negalime buti tikri, kad esama mirties
bausmés problemos, kuri buty viena ir tapati, identifikuojama $iuo vardu: ,,Gal-
bat §is vardas, $is pavadinimas — mirties bausmé - slepia nesuvienijamg sgvoky ir
klausimy daugj. Niekada neturétume atmesti $ios galimybés® (Derrida 2017: 18).
Taip suprantama mirties bausmés/-iy problema jos tyrinétojui kelia kone begali-
ne, nejveikiamg uzduotj. Todél $iame straipsnyje neméginsime i§samiai pristatyti
viso Derrida kuriamo minties audinio komplikuotumo, gimstancio i$ filosofinio,
literatiirinio, psichoanalitinio, teisinio, religinio diskursy sampynos. Taip pat ne-
méginsime tiesiog rekonstruoti Derrida argumentacijos, kaip tai daro Margueri-
te’a La Caze straipsnyje ,,Derrida: oponuojant mirties bausméms® (La Caze 2009:
186-199), kai stropios mokinés stiliumi papildo Derrida paminéty filosofy, pasisa-
kiusiy uz mirties bausme, sarasg keliy motery filosofiy pavardémis, o paskui kalba
apie argumenty uz ir prie§ mirties bausme dekontruojamuma bei imasi analizuoti
besalygiska opozicija mirties bausmei, kurig sieja su Derrida vystomu diskursu.
Taciau viena Marguerite’os La Caze pastaba mums pasirodé simptomiska,
todél paskatino atidziau pazvelgti | Derrida mastymo, jo prieigos prie mirties
bausmés klausimo budg. Pasak La Caze, Derrida nemini filosofy, argumentuo-
janc¢iy uz mirties bausme konkreciais jos taikymo atvejais (La Caze 2009: 188).
Jis nemini Simone’os de Beauvoir, pasisakiusios uz mirties bausme Robertui
Brasillach’ui*, nemini ir Hannah’os Arendt, parémusios mirties bausmés nuospren-
dj Adolfui Eichmanui. Vis délto Derrida $iy filosofiy ,,ignoravimo priezastis — ne
! Jacques Derrida. Séminaire: La peine de mort, Volume I (1999-2000). Paris: Editions Galilée, 2012.
Toliau cituojamas vertimas j angly kalbg (Derrida 2014). )
2 Jacques Derrida. Séminaire: La peine de mort, Volume II (2000-2001). Paris: Editions Galilée, 2015.
Toliau cituojamas vertimas j angly kalba (Derrida 2017).
* Jacques Derrida, Elisab?th Roudinesco. ,Peines de mort®, in De quoi demain... Dialogue. Paris: Librai-
re Arthéme Fayard et Editions Galilée, 2001, p. 223-267. Toliau cituojamas Siame leidinyje spausdi-
namas vertimas j lietuviy kalba (Derrida, Roudinesco 2018).
Robertas Brasillach’as, pranctzy Zurnalistas, leides nacionalistinio ir faistinio pobudzio laikrastj.
1944 m., i$vadavus Prancuzij i§ vokieciy okupacijos, jis apkaltintas kolaboravimu su naciais bei kurs-

tymu zudyti. 1945 m. Brasillach’ui jvykdyta mirties bausmé buvo vertinama kontroversiskai, mat jis
nubaustas mirties bausme ne dél kariniy ar politiniy veiksmy, o dél ,intelektualiniy nusikaltimy*.
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pilietiné pozicija, iSreiskiama konkreciu atveju. Juk ir pats Derrida nevengé jos
reiksti — 1996 m. pasirasé JAV prezidentui Billui Clintonui skirtg laiska®, raginantj
persvarstyti buvusio ,,Juodyjy pantery” nario Mumia Abu-Jamalo, nuteisto myriop
uz policininko nuzudyma, byla®. Veikiau toks ,ignoravimas® atskleidzia Derrida
analizés tikslg - isvaduoti mirties bausmeés klausimo svarstymgq is jo konkretaus,
specifinio, marginalaus statuso, leidzian¢io manyti, kad galbut mirties bausmeés
klausimas $iuolaikinei visuomenei nebéra aktualus. Zinoma, reikia pripazinti, kad
mirties bausmé daugelyje pasaulio valstybiy jau yra panaikinta (tarptautinés nevy-
riausybinés zmogaus teisiy gynimo organizacijos Amnesty International 2017 m.
pab. duomenimis, mirties bausmé jstatymiskai yra panaikinta arba praktiskai netai-
koma 142 valsybése i§ 1937), be to, ir Romos Kataliky Bazny¢ios pozicija, anksciau
kritikuota Derrida, $iuo metu taip pat yra pasikeitusi: 2018 m., pakeitus Kataliky
Baznyc¢ios Katekizmo 2267 straipsnj, laikomasi pozicijos, kad jokios aplinkybés
negali pateisinti mirties bausmés, ji nesuderinama nei su Zmogaus asmens oru-
mu, nei su Evangelija (Bordoni 2018). Todél manome, kad, klausiant apie Derrida
apmastymy aktualuma, butina issiaiskinti, koks yra Derrida klausimo apie mirties
bausme mastas ir pobudis.

1999 m. pabaigoje, pradédamas mirties bausmei skirta seminarg, Derrida ke-
lia Siuolaikinj europietj gerokai iSmusantj i$ véziy klausima: ,,Ka atsakytuméte tam,
kuris austant ateity pas jus ir sakyty: ,,Zinote, mirties bausmé yra tai, kas savastinga
/ budinga (pr. — propre) zmogui?““ Po ilgos pauzés Derrida tesia: ,,Kai dél manes,
tai man pirma kilty pagunda pernelyg greitai jam atsakyti: taip, Jas esate teisus.
Nebent ji yra tai, kas savastinga / budinga Dievui, — arba nebent tai susiveda i ta
patj dalyka. Tuomet, priesinantis $iai pagundai kitos pagundos déka - ar remiantis
priespriesine pagunda®, - sako Derrida, - ,man kilty pagunda, pamas¢ius, neatsa-
kyti pernelyg greitai ir leisti jam laukti - daugybe dieny ir nakty. Iki ausros® (Der-
rida 2014: 1). Sj laukima, atidéjima, kurj sukelia uzdelstas ar vilkinamas atsakymas,
Derrida papildo kitokio - etinio - pobiidzio laukimu, neatsiejamu nuo sprendimo
primygtinumo. Jis symoningai nevengia mirties bausmés klausime slypincio patoso

uztaiso, kai sako, kad noréty pradéti ne nuo mirties bausmeés pabaigos (ja panaiki-

Atvirg laiskg JAV prezidentui Billui Clintonui ir Hillary Rodham Clinton Derrida parasé sykiu su
zurnaliste, aktyviste, buvusio Prancazijos premjero nasle Marie-Claire Mendes France. ] trijy pusla-
piy laiska Clintonas niekada neatsaké, po trijy savaic¢iy laiSkas buvo i$spausdintas Zurnale Les Temps
Modernes, laikrastyje Libération ir kitur. Placiau $io laisko analize Zr. Brenner 2005: 109-122. Taip
pat paminétinas kiek anks¢iau - 1995 m. — publikuotas Derrida esé ,Mumia Abu-Jamalui“ (Derrida
2002: 125-129), kuriame, be kita ko, kalbama ir apie rasizmo neatsiejamuma nuo mirties bausmes
logikos.

2011 m. mirties bausmés nuosprendis Abu-Jamalui buvo pakeistas i jkalinimg iki gyvos galvos.

7 “Death penalty: How many countries still have it?” in BBS News, 2018 10 14. Prieiga per interneta:
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-45835584 [ziaréta 2018 10 11].



nusios valstybés Siandien sudaro nedidele dauguma), bet nuo pradziy, ,austant®,
t. y. jsivaizduodamas pasmerktuosius myriop visose pasaulio jkalinimo jstaigose,
laukiancius, kol kazkas ateis jiems pranesti apie suvereno malone, atleidimg nuo
$ios bausmeés, arba i$ves | bausmés vykdymo vietg (Derrida 2014: 2). Taigi pirmuo-
ju atveju klausimas apie mirties bausme keliamas to, kas ,,savastinga®, ,,esminga“
zmogui, kontekste, o antruoju - aktualizuoja eting prasme - santykj su egzistenci-
jos singuliarumu, vienatinumu. Vis délto ne kg tepadéty, jei klausimg apie mirties
bausme pirmuoju atveju apibréztume kaip ontologinj, o antruoju - kaip etinj ir
uzbégdami j priekj skubotai darytume i$vadg, kad Derrida plétoja savotiska on-
tologijos etika, iSlaikydamas jtampa tarp universalumo ir singuliarumo®. Galbut
deridiskasis atsakymo atidéjimas ir misy tyrimg turéty kreipti ilguoju — Vakary
filosofinés tradicijos apmastymo - keliu.

Juk Derrida klausimas apie mirties bausmés savastinguma Zmogui, t. y. jos ne-
atsiejamuma nuo zmogiskumo, ir besisitilantis greitas atsakymas j jj mus uzklumpa
kaip jsisgmoninimas tam tikros mastymo tradicijos, tam tikro buvimo budo, jau
nebeleidziancio mirties bausmeés laikyti vien marginalia atgyvena. Derrida klausi-
mas sukonstruotas taip, kad atkartoty ar pretenduoty prilygti Platono raginimui
pasiruosti mirciai (epimeleia tou thanatou), Immanuelio Kanto skelbiamam nepri-
lygstamam Zmogaus orumui (Wiirde), perzengian¢iam jo kaip gyvos butybés buvj,
Georgo Hegelio aprasomam dviejy sgmoniy santykiui kaip kovai dél pripazinimo,
kurioje rizikuojama savo paties gyvenimu (Bewdhrung durch den Tod), Martino
Heideggerio raginimui jsisamoninti batj-myriop kaip savastinga Stai-buties (Da-
sein) buties galimybe. Be to, detali Derrida parinkty teksty analizé leidzia jam kons-
tatuoti stulbinantj fakta apie Vakary filosofijos istorija: joks filosofas kaip filosofas,
jo ar jos grieztai ir sistemiskai filosofiniu diskursu, neuzklausé mirties bausmeés tei-
sétumo (Derrida, Roudinesco 2004: 146; Derrida, Roudinesco 2018: 148). Mirties
bausmés klausimo jradymas j Vakary filosofijos santykio su mirtimi istorijg sykiu
leidzia aptikti ir nemarginalig $io klausimo vietg paties Derrida teksty korpuse.
Siuolaikinés filosofijos tyrinétojas Peteris Grattonas teigia, kad Derrida tekstus ge-
riau suprasime, jei juose jzvelgsime serijas apmastymy apie mirtj ir baigtinuma
(pradedant ankstyvaisiais tekstais apie rasta ir subjekto savi-esaties mirtj, baigiant
paskutinémis paskaitomis, kuriose nagrinéjamas heidegeriskasis atsiribojimas nuo
gyviny (kurie ne mirsta, o tik baigiasi) klausimo), tik mirties bausmés atveju su-

siduriame ne su ,,pacia“ mirtimi, o su konkre¢iu mirties badu (Gratton 2016: 74).

¢ Bandyma kalbéti apie ontologijos etika aptinkame Christopherio P. Longo veikale Ontologijos etika.
Permgstant aristoteliskgjj palikimg. Pasak Longo, ,,[o]ntologija tampa eti$ka, kai pripazjsta savo pacios
kontingencijg. Atliepdama j §j pripazinimg ontologijos etika nuo tikrumo paiesky greziasi j individu-
alumo dviprasmiskuma, pripazindama tai, kas negali buti sugriebta savoka“ (Long 2004: 154).
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Pritardami $iai Grattono minciai, taciau suprasdami, kad mirties bausmé kaip
jstatymu jtvirtintas mirties budas reikalauja kur kas specifiskesnio tyrimo foku-
savimo, savaja Derrida prieigos prie mirties bausmés analize norétume apriboti
dviem tarpusavyje susijusiomis Derrida tezémis, atskleidzian¢iomis, kokia prasme
mirties bausmé yra savastinga zmogui. Pirmoji tezé skelbia, kad europinéje teisé-
je mirties bausmé visada atitiko giliai ,humanistinius“ argumentus; antroji — kad
mirties bausmés klausimas suvoktinas kaip paties proto principo, pagrindo prin-
cipo klausimas. Todél i§ gausaus buirio Derrida minimy ir analizuojamy autoriy
i$skirsime du — Kantg ir Heideggerj, kuriy teksty analizé geriausiai leidzia atskleisti
Derrida prieigos prie mirties bausmeés pobtd;. I karto galima pastebéti, kad mirties
bausmés klausimo kontekste minéty autoriy pozicijos atrodo nelygiavertés ir net
nebendramatés — Kantas, svarstydamas moralés ir teisés problematika, akivaizdziai
pasisako uz mirties bausme ir laiko jg esmine zmogaus orumo jtvirtinimui, o Hei-
deggeris, atsiribodamas nuo praktinés filosofijos problemuy, apskritai nekalba apie
mirties bausme. Vis délto buty klaidinga manyti, kad Kantas pasitelkiamas vien
kaip autorius, kuriam Derrida oponuoja, o Heideggeris apskritai nezinia kodél. Jy
dalyvavimas Derrida formuojamame diskurse apie mirties bausme¢ grindziamas
pamatiniu Zmogiskos buties uzklausimu, kurj pranctizy mastytojas jzvelgia jy teks-
tuose ir kurj pasitelkdamas siekia dekonstruoti Vakary mastymo tradicija.

Mirties bausmé kaip kvazi-transcendentaliné
baudziamosios teisés ir teisés apskritai salyga

Immanuelio Kanto pozicija Derrida mirties bausmés apmastymui yra svarbi keletu
aspekty, kuriuos Derrida apibendrina teiginiu, jog mirties bausmé Kanto filosofi-
joje iSryskéja kaip kvazi-transcendentaliné baudziamosios teisés ir teisés apskritai
salyga (Derrida, Roudinesco 2004: 145; Derrida, Roudinesco 2018: 148). Pamé-
ginkime konkretizuoti kantiskojo pozitrio esminius aspektus: 1) mirties bausmé
jtvirtina pagrindinj teisés principa — ius talionis, arba lex talionis - atsilyginimo tuo
paciu (akis uz akj) principg kaip protingumo principg; 2) Zmogaus orumas (zmo-
gus kaip tikslas) reikalauja, kad kaltoji pusé btity nubausta, nes ji yra baustina, ne-
atsizvelgiant j jokj naudinguma, be jokio socialinio politinio intereso (baudziamasis
teisingumas Kantui yra anapus skaic¢iavimo kaip santykio tarp tikslo ir priemoniy:
turiu ,,noréti“ bausmés, nes suprantu jstatymo protinguma, jtvirtinantj mano kaip
racionalios butybés oruma, iskeliantj mane kaip teisinj subjekta vir$ paties gyve-
nimo); 3) Kantui mirties bausmés taikymas turi vienintele absoliucig iSimtj - ji
negali buti taikoma suverenui, jstatymy leidéjui (Kantas mirties bausmeés taikyma



suverenui suvokia kaip valstybés savizudybe, nes taip pazeidziamas ne vienas ar
kitas jstatymo straipsnis, o visa teisiné tvarka).

Sie trys aspektai — kalkuliuojantis protas, zmogiskosios biitybés orumas, suve-
renumo principas - tai savotiski mirties bausmés sagvokos démenys, kuriuos Derri-
da idryskina kaip savo dekonstrukcijos taikinius. Net ir i§laikant mintyje §iy mirties
bausmés sgvokos démeny skirtinguma, galima, plétojant Grattono jzvalga, kalbéti
apie tam tikrg santykj su mirtimi, kurj $ie démenys uzduoda. Kantiskoji proto (kaip
galios formuluoti apriorinius principus), racionalios Zmogiskosios buitybés orumo
(kaip galios iskelti jstatymg virSum gamtinio instinkto i8likti gyvam), suvereno
(kaip galios spresti apie gyvenimg ir mirtj) sampratos grindziamos autonomis-
kumo principu. Tai galia pakilti vir§ paties gyvenimo, jj jvaldyti ir... apskaiciuoti.
Derrida raso: ,,[...] kai sukylame prie§ mirties bausme, sukylame ne prie$ mirtj ar
zudymo fakta, gyvenimo atémima; sukylame prie§ apskaiciuota sprendima“ (Der-
rida 2014: 256). Taciau ar teisus yra Derrida, kalbédamas apie kalkuliuojantj prota
Kanto atveju?

Pradékime nuo kantiskosios praktinio proto sampratos. Viena vertus, Kanto
filosofijoje pabréziamas metafizinis praktinio proto statusas — grieztai atsiribojama
nuo bet kokio instrumentalumo ir jtvirtinamas apriorinis praktiniy principy po-
budis (kategorinis imperatyvas). Dorovés metafizikos pagrindime (Grundlegung zur
Metaphysik der Sitten, 1785 m.) butent savitiksliSkumo ir autonomijos samprata
leidzia Kantui jvesti skirtj tarp kainos ir orumo. Jis raso: ,, Tiksly viespatijoje viskas
turi arba kaing (Preis), arba oruma (Wiirde). Tai, kas turi kaina, gali bati pakeista
kazkuo kitu, kas jam ekvivalentiska (als Aquivalent), o tai, kas auks¢iau bet kokios
kainos ir nieko ekvivalentisko jam néra, turi oruma. [...] Taigi, tik moralé ir Zzmo-
gus, kiek jis pajégus buti moraliu, gali turéti oruma” (Kant 1977a: 67; Kantas 1980:
70). Tas pats zmogaus orumo, jo jgimtos asmenybés (angeborne Personlichkeit)
momentas ataidi Doroveés metafizikoje (Metaphysik der Sitten, 1797 m.), kur, plé-
todamas teisés teorija, Kantas bausmés principg pristato kaip baudziamosios teisés
kategorinj imperatyva ir pabrézia, kad viesa (teisminé) bausmé niekada negali buti
paskirta tik kaip priemoné, siekiant kokio nors kito gério paciam nusikaltéliui ar
pilietinei visuomenei. Taigi Zmogy, net ir netekusj savo pilietinés asmenybés (biir-
gerliche Personlichkeit), gina jo igimta asmenybé (angeborne Personlichkeit), o $i
gynyba reiskiasi tuo, kad Zmogus turi buti suvokiamas kaip nusikaltes ir baustinas
pirma bet kokio méginimo i$pesti i§ Sios bausmés kg nors naudinga jam paciam
ar jo bendrapilie¢iams (Kant 1977b: 452; Kant 1991: 140-141). Matome, kad nusi-
kaltimo ir bausmés pripazinimg Kantas tapatina su moralés, taigi ir i$ jos kylancio
Zmogaus orumo, pripazinimu. Jo teigimu, ,teisingumas liaujasi buves teisingumu,
jei ji galima nusipirkti uz kokig nors kaing“ (Kant 1977b: 452; Kant 1991: 141).
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Taciau jau kitoje pastraipoje pats kelia bausmés mato klausimga: ,, Ta¢iau kokio po-
badzio ir kokio masto bausme viesas teisingumas pavercia savo principu ir matu?®
Ir nedelsdamas j jj atsako: ,Jokj kita, iSskyrus lygybés principg (das Prinzip der
Gleichheit)“ (Kant 1977b: 452; Kant 1991: 141).

Priespriesindamas lygybés principa ekvivalencijos, arba lygiavertiskumo,
principui, Kantas grindzia poziirj, jog bausmé turi buti ,tokia pati®, ,lygi“ nusi-
kaltimui. Lygaus atpildo siekiantis protas pateikia mirties bausme kaip ,tokj pat®
atlygj zudikui: tai, ka darai kitam Zmogui, darai sau - jei Zudai kita, Zudai save
(Kant 1977b: 453; Kant 1991: 141). Geoffrey Benningtonas, komentuodamas Kanto
bandymg is$gryninti ius talionis principa, pazymi, kad , Kanto formuluoté trans-
formuoja bet kokj kerstu paremtg ,talioninio” jstatymo supratimg j reflektyvig ir
grynai formalig struktirg, pagal kurig svarstomo ,,atpildo® principas grindziamas
pozitriu, jog bet koks nusikaltimas turi buti suprantamas taip, tarsi tuo pat metu
buty padarytas paciam nusikaltéliui ar nusikaltélei (Bennington 2012: 24). Taigi
¢ia susiduriame su specifiniu ,,kalkuliavimu®, kai, viena vertus, siekiama atlygio, o
kita vertus, teigiama, kad joks ekvivalentas kaip pakaitalas negali buti pasitelktas.

Kanto samprotavimus galétume iliustruoti Williamo Shakespeare’o ,,Veneci-
jos pirklyje“ aprasoma situacija, kai paliikininkas Sailokas uz pradelstg skolg reika-
lauja sutartyje numatyto vieno svaro Venecijos pirklio Antonijaus kitno mésos. Zi-
noma, tai néra tiesioginé ,talioninio“ ,akis uz akj“ atlygio situacija, bet joje galime
jzvelgti lygybeés ir ekvivalentiskumo principy priespriesg. Lygaus atlygio principo
besilaikantis Zydas Sailokas nesutinka tartis dél jokio ekvivalento uz negrazinta sko-
la (atsisako ne tik skolintos, bet ir dvigubai didesnés nei skolinta sumos - 6000 du-
katy). Kantiskai perraSytoje pjeséje Antonijus, suprasdamas jstatymo protinguma
(proto principa, kuriuo grindziamas pazado teséjimas ir sutarties laikymasis), pats
turéty ,noréti“ bausmés — juk c¢ia kalbama apie pacig teisés jgyvendinimo salyga,
iskeliancig moralés tvarka vir§ biologinio gyvenimo. Taciau Shakespeare’o pjeséje,
priesingai, iSry$kinamas ,lygaus atlygio“ nejmanomumas: Sailokui prigrasinta, kad
jam paciam teksig atsipjauti lygiai svarg — nei daugiau, nei maziau — Antonijaus
kiino mésos dar ir nepraliejant né laso kraujo, nes juk sutartyje tartasi dél svaro
mésos, o ne dél kraujo’.

Savo ruoztu Derrida, aptardamas Kanto deklaruojama orumo ir kainos, ly-
gybés ir ekvivalencijos priespriesa, atkreipia démesj j nepastebimai uzsimezgantj

santykj tarp orumo savitiksliskumo ir specifinio kalkuliavimo, nekalkuliuojamumo

° Reikia pasakyti, kad seminaruose apie mirties bausme Derrida taip pat probégsmais pamini Shakes-
peare’o ,,Venecijos pirklj“ (Derrida 2015: 66), tiesa, nurodydamas j ankstesne $io teksto analize, ku-
rioje ry$kino malonés ir gailestingumo klastg, pazodinés ir dvasinés prasmés jtampa, vertimo relevan-
tiskuma kaip pazodinés prasmeés atmintj ir jos gedéjima (Derrida 2001: 174-200).



kalkuliavimo, tarp kokybiskumo ir kiekybiskumo. Pasak jo, tai kantiskasis ban-
dymas sykiu ir sulaikyti prota nuo skai¢iavimo, ir pajungti jj jo pasaukimui ap-
skai¢iuoti. Mirties bausmés atveju auka ir nusikaltélis - du asmenys - yra lygiai
vertingi, jiems priskiriamas toks pat zmogiskosios biitybés orumas be skai¢iavimo
galimybés. Derrida teigimu, ,,8j lygybé yra kalkuliuojama kaip lygybé tarp dviejy
absoliuciy tiksly, dviejy savitiksliSkumuy, dviejy absoliuty, kuriy kiekvienas perzen-
gia kalkuliavimo tvarkg (Derrida 2017: 92). Galima sakyti, kad Kantas, kalbédamas
apie bausmés principg kaip lyguy, t. y. gryng, ,talioninj“ atpilda, siekia sugriebti
tai, kas suteikia kalkuliavimo principa, bet néra kalkuliuojama. Derrida manymu,
paradoksaly Sio santykio pobudj suprasime tik tada, jei neisleisime i§ akiy dviejy
Kantui be galo svarbiy tarpusavyje susijusiy perskyry: 1) perskyros tarp formos ir
turinio (kantiskai interpretuotas ius talionis yra gryna forma, atskirta nuo bet ko-
kio turinio); 2) perskyros tarp gryno ,talioninio® kalkuliuojamumo ir baudziamo-
jo teisingumo nekalkuliuojamumo (atsieto nuo bet kokiy interesy apskaiciavimo)
(Derrida 2017: 185). Taigi grynas ,talioninis“ atpildas lygina ne turinius, kurie yra
nepalyginami, kurie yra anapus bet kokios kainos skai¢iavimo, o pateikia gryng
jstatymo formg. Turédamas omenyje butent mirties bausme kaip teisés kategorinj
imperatyva, Derrida kalba apie kantiskojo proto nekalkuliuojama beprotybe: sa-
vitikslj zudymg, zudyma dél Zudymo, zudyma be jokio tikslo, zudymg, kuriame
néra nei pasagmoniniy impulsy, nei kersto, nei interesy' (Derrida 2017: 184, 29
iSnasa). Derrida dekonstrukcijos akiratyje atsiduria ne tik nuolat gryninamas ir
auksc¢iausiame grynumo taske nuo beprotybés nebesiskiriantis protas, bet ir kitos
grieztos Kanto perskyros: perskyra tarp vieSos ir privacios bausmés neatsilaiko,
jei kaltoji pusé pati turi suprasti, pritarti ar net reikalauti sau bausmeés; ius talionis
neveikia kaip universalus atlygio principas, kai imami svarstyti lytinio pobudzio
nusikaltimai'' — i$prievartavimas, pederastija, homoseksualumas — apie jokj ,ta
patj“ atlygj negali buti né kalbos (Derrida, Roudinesco 2004: 150-151; Derrida,
Roudinesco 2018: 154) ir pan.

Vis délto Kanto poziiryje j teise aptinkame ne tik bausmés principa kaip
kategorinj imperatyva. Aptinkame ir ,,pilkaja“ paribio zona, susidariusig tarp teisés
ir dorybés. Dorovés metafizikos skyriuje ,Jvadas i teisés doktring“ Kantas nurodo,

kad zmonés teise suvokia platesne prasme, t. y. jie kalba apie teise net tada, kai

10 Cia galétume prisiminti Kanto pateikiamg hipotetinj pavyzdj apie salos gyventojus, nusprendusius
palikti savo gimtine ir pasklisti po pasaulj. Kanto teigimu, netgi tokiu atveju pries$ i$siskirstydama
bendruomené turéty nubausti mirtimi paskutinj kalinamg Zudika, kitaip bendruomenés Zzmonés patys
bendrininkaus pazeidziant teisinguma (Kant 1977b: 454; Kant 1991: 142).

1! Sie nusikaltimai pavadinami nenatiraliais, nukreiptais prie§ Zmogiskuma. Jy kontekste pasirodanti
»husikaltimo zmogiskumui“ sgvoka véliau jsitvirtino tarptautingje teiséje (tiesa, jau iSple¢iant nusi-
kaltimy, dazniausiai jgyjanciy didelio masto nusikaltimy pobudi, sarasa) (Derrida 2017: 134).
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néra jstatymo, kuriuo biity apibréZtas prievartos panaudojimas. Sig dviprasmybés
ir netikrumo zong iliustruoja du priesingi atvejai: teisingumas kaip aequitas', ir
butinybés teisé. Kantas noréty siuos atvejus eliminuoti, kad jie nesutrikdyty visos
teisés srities. Pasak Kanto, problema ta, kad juose objektyvus teisés vykdymo pa-
grindas supainiojamas su subjektyviu: tai, ka Zmogus dél gery paskaty atpazjsta
kaip teisinga, nebus patvirtinta teismo, o j tai, kg jis turi vertinti kaip bloga, teismas
zvelgs atlaidziai (Kant 1977b: 343; Kant 1991: 61). Jau minétas Geoffrey Benning-
tonas, sekdamas Derrida pédsakais, teigia, kad butent Sioje dviprasmybés zonoje
aptinkami teisingumo ir bitinybés atvejai leidzia parodyti tiek Kanto baudziamo-
sios teisés kategorinio imperatyvo grieztuma, tiek ir jo krize (Bennington 2012: 33).
Tad panagrinékime $iuos du atvejus detaliau.

1. Aequitas (teisingumo) savoka atéjusi i$ graiky-romény teisés, kur buvo
taikoma kalbant apie individualiy atvejy teisinguma. Aequitas nepanaikina visuo-
tinés teisés, nekuria iSimciy, bet taiko teis¢ konkrecioje situacijoje, mat, laikantis
paraidinio teisingumo, auksciausia teisé gali virsti didziausia neteisybe (summum
ius, summa iniuria). Vienas i$ pavyzdziy, kuriais Kantas iliustruoja teisingumo kaip
aequitas (Biligkeit) atvejj yra $is: tarkime, prekybos kompanija buvo jsteigta salygo-
mis, pagal kurias partneriai pelng turéty dalytis po lygiai, tac¢iau vis délto vienas is
partneriy padaré daugiau nei kiti, todél ir patyré daugiau nuostoliy, kai kompanija
istiko negandos (Kant 1977b: 340-341; Kant 1991: 59). Nors, sieckdamas teisingu-
mo, §is zmogus gali reikalauti daugiau, bet, remiantis jstatymo raide, visiems par-
tneriams turéty bati atlyginta vienodai, t. y. turéty buti laikomasi sutartyje nustaty-
ty salygy. Kantas pripazjsta, kad $iuo atveju griez¢iausia teisé gali virsti didziausia
neteisybe, ta¢iau nemato galimybés istaisyti atsiradusio blogio. Kanto teigimu, mi-
néto partnerio reikalavimai teisingi, bet jie priklauso s3zinés teismui, o ne civilinei
teisei (Kant 1977b: 341; Kant 1991: 60). Nors Kanto pateikiamas pavyzdys, kaip ir
anksc¢iau musy pasitelktas ,,Venecijos pirklio® pavyzdys, nieko nesako apie mirties
bausme, bet labai aiskiai atskleidzia formaly teisés pobudj ir parodo, kad aequitas
problema pasirodo kiekvienu atveju, kiekvienoje byloje. Parafrazuodamas Derrida ir
apeliuodamas j jtampa tarp teisés ir teisingumo, Benningtonas raso: , Tobulai teisi
teisé, analogiskai matematiné ar mechaniné teisé, teisé visu savo grieztumu visada
rizikuoja, paciu savo tikslumu ir grieztumu, grynumu ir grieZtumu, bati ne gryna
teise, o tik teise, prievarta be teisingumo, jstatymo taikymu / jstatymo jéga, tapusia
paprasta jéga, taigi ir visi$kai neteisinga“ (Bennington 2012: 31).

2. Buatinybeés teisé (ius necessitatis) — teisé nepaisyti jstatymo situacijoje, kai
kyla pamatiné butinybé apsaugoti savo gyvybe — XII-XIII a. pasirodé kanony tei-

2 Viena i§ lot. aequitas reik§miy - teisingumas, zmoniskumas (pvz., pro aequitate contra jiis dicere —
»pasisakyti uz Zzmoniskuma pries jstatymo raide®) (K. Kuzavinio Lotyny-lietuviy kalby Zodynas).



séje, o véliau buvo perkelta j civiling teis¢. Batinybés situacijoje jvykusj laiking grj-
zimg i prigimtinj btvj (jstatymo suspendavima) Kantas iliustruoja tokiu pavyzdziu:
mirties bausme nebus baudziamas zmogus, kuris po laivo suduzimo gelbéjo savo
gyvybe, nuo vandenyje pluduriavusios lentos nustumdamas kita Zzmogy (zmogy,
kurio gyvybé taip pat kybojo ant plauko ir kuris nepadaré jam jokios zalos) ir taip
atimdamas jam gyvybe (Kant 1977b: 342; Kant 1991: 60). Tokio saves gelbéjimo
veiksmo Kantas nelaiko nekaltu, bet sako, jog jis nebaudziamas. Taigi ir ¢ia susi-
duriame su jstatymo neapimama neteisingumo liekana. Siekj eliminuoti batinybés
teise Kantas argumentuoja tuo, kad batinybés teisé, patekusi j teisés doktring, kelty
pavojy paciai teisei, kuri imty priestarauti pati sau (butinybé negali buti jteisinta,
nes ji suspenduoja jstatyma). Butinybés teisés moto: ,,Batinybé neturi jstatymo®
(necessitas non habet legem). Vis délto Kanto pozicija pasirodys kur kas priesta-
ringesné, jei prisiminsime, viena vertus, jo baiséjimasi Anglijos karaliui Karoliui
I (1648 m.) ir Prancuzijos karaliui Liudvikui XVT (1793 m.) jvykdytomis mirties
bausmémis kaip visos teisinés tvarkos pazeidimu (Kant 1977b: 440; Kant 1991:
132), o kita vertus, jo entuziazma Didziosios Pranciizijos revoliucijos, sugriovusios
sengjg tvarka, taciau teikiancios pazangos viltj, atzvilgiu (Kant 1979: 152-153)".
Pastarasis momentas susi$aukia su Derrida apmastymais apie prievarta, gludincia
paties jstatymo steigime. Sekdamas Walterio Benjamino svarstymais apie skirtuma
tarp jstatyma steigiancios prievartos ir jstatyma saugancios prievartos funkcijy,
Derrida nurodo, kad jstatymas, jo steigties momentu, néra nei teisétas, nei neteisé-
tas (Derrida 1992: 14). Taigi, ar butinybés teisé, suspenduojanti jstatyma, tam tikra
prasme néra ir tai, kas gladi paties jstatymo pagrinde? Tokig interpretacija susti-
printy ir dar vienas Benningtono pastebéjimas, jog Kantas primygtinai teigia, kad
pats jstatymas bendrai paémus, pati jstatymo savoka visu jos grieztumu turi turéti
butinybés pobudj (Bennington 2012: 33). Taigi prieStaravimas randasi suvokus,
jog istatymo gryninimas ir reikalavimas, kad jstatymas turéty biutinybés pobudj,
neatsiejamas ir nuo butinybés, glidincios jstatymo ir teisés iStakose ir veikiancios
kaip batinybé, kuri ,nezino jstatymo®.

Jvardydami paties Derrida strategija mirties bausmés atzvilgiu, sakytume, kad
ji nukreipta priesinga kryptimi — ne grieztinti apibréztis, o priesingai, iSryskinus
ju priestaringuma, plésti jas tiek, kad rastysi erdvé kilti pamatiniams klausimams.

Todél $alia Vakary filosofinés tradicijos dekonstrukcijos, Derrida sialo imtis ir sa-

" Nagrinédamas priestaringg Kanto poziarj i DidZigja Pranzazijos revoliucija seminare apie mirties
bausme, Derrida pabrézia kiek kitg jo aspekta. Pasak Derrida, Kantas sveikina DidZigja Prancazijos
revoliucijg ne kaip tikrove (res), nes jos nesékmeé ir virsmas teroru neleido jai pilnai ateiti kaip jvykiui.
Jis sveikina ja kaip Zenklg (signum), primenantj praeitj ir nurodantj i ateitj: ,,Sis zenklas mums sako,
kad esama ateities ir galima basima pazanga, nes mes prisimename, kad jau bata pazangos“ (Derrida
2017: 201).

177

DERRIDA APIE MIRTIES BAUSME: PRIEIGOS KLAUSIMAS



178

votiskos mirties bausmeés ,,fenomenologijos® ar veikiau ,kontr-fenomenologijos*
ar ,anti-fenomenologijos“ (jei fenomenologija suprasime kaip fenomeno aprasy-
ma, kuris remiasi dalyko aktualiu duotumu tose ribose, kuriose jis save duoda).
Pavyzdziui, klausdamas, ar mirties apskai¢iavimo aspektu mirties bausmé, zudy-
mas ir savizudybé nesupanaséja, bei skatindamas apmastyti skirtuma tarp mirties
sukélimo ir leidimo mirti, Derrida riipinasi ne tiek aigkia $iy fenomeny perskyra,
kiek jos negalimumu. Ar esama veikimo leidime mirti? Jstatymas dazniausiai bau-
dzia, t. y. atpazjsta veiksma mirties sukélimo atvejais, nors esama ir bausmiy, tiesa,
labai riboto veikimo, uz tai, kad atsisakoma padéti nelaiméje atsidiirusiam zmogui,
leidZiama jam mirti (Derrida 2017: 77). Taciau Derrida klausia - o kai leidziame
mirti milijonams zmoniy nuo bado ir ligy, ar prisidedame prie jy mirties, nors
uz tai joks jstatymas miusy nebaudzia? I$ to, kaip i$ple¢iamas klausimas, matome,
kad Derrida tikslas ne tiek kantiskai uzbrézti aiskias demarkacines mirties bausmes
fenomeno linijas, padedancias jsisgmoninti, kad uz nuzudyma ar mirties sukélima
galéty grésti mirties bausmé, o uz leidimg numirti - ne, arba dazniausiai ne, kiek
parodyti bréziamy perskyry trapumg ar paslankumg.

Toks klausimy lauko atvérimas leidzia mums Zengti kitg Zingsnj — eiti prie
Heideggerio.

Mirties bausmé kaip gyvenimo baigtinumo panaikinimas

Kaip jau galima buvo suprasti, Martino Heideggerio filosofija Derrida pasitelkia
siekdamas suteikti mirties bausmés klausimui pamatinio klausimo statusg, net jei
paties Heideggerio tyléjima apie zudyma ir mirties bausme laiko simptomatisku.
Derrida neabejoja, kad Biities ir laiko fenomenologinés ontologijos kontekste vo-
kieciy filosofas argumentuoty, jog ,$i teisiné problema yra antriné ir i§vestiné,
atsizvelgiant j pirmaprade butj-myriop: tik buvimas-myriop gali iskelti mirties
bausmés problema, kaip labai konkrecig situacijg; egzistencialinéje analizéje butina
mastyti, kas Dasein ($tai-buciai) yra Sein zum Tode (butis-myriop), kad paskui kel-
tum, kaip labai apribotg ir regioning, labai priklausomg, o ne pamatine problema,
juridine teisés bausti ir mirties bausmés problema“ (Derrida 2017: 148). Derrida
akivaizdu, kad i$ Heideggerio ontologinio diskurso negalima dedukuoti jokios po-
litinés ar teisinés pozicijos mirties bausmés klausimu. Taciau, pasak jo, tai ne $io
diskurso silpnumas, o jéga (Derrida 2017: 157).

Heideggerio ontologinis diskursas sugrazina mus prie proto / pagrindo klau-
simo, suteikiancio galimybe i§ naujo persvarstyti ir Zzmogaus klausimg. Pasak Derri-
da, komentuojancio 1955-1956 m. Heideggerio paskaity kursa Pagrindo principas



(Der Satz vom Grund), vokieciy filosofas apmasto du proto / pagrindo principo
moduliacijos ar ,kir¢iavimo® baidus. Viena, kuris dominuoja ir kuriame pagrindo
/ proto principas leidziasi dominuojamas skaic¢iavimo (ratio, reor'), paskirstymo
raciono, apsidraudimo® ir zmogaus kaip animal rationale metafizikos, kita - labiau
diskrety, bet gilesnj, nukreipta j buviniy niekj, i butj, kuri nebiidama nei buviniu,
nei ontine priezastimi ar pagindu, yra niekis ir smenga bepagrindybés (Abgrund)
bedugnén. Butent tarp Siy dviejy moduliacijy skleidziasi istoriné Zzmogaus ateitis
(Derrida 2017: 241-242). Heideggeris raso: ,,Mirtis yra iki $iol neapmastytas matas
nei$matuojamumo, t. y. i$kiliausio Zaismo, j kurj Zmogus jsitraukes Zeméje, kuria-
me jis pastatytas ant kortos (auf das er gesetzt ist) (Heidegger 1997: 167).

Butent Heideggerio ontologinio diskurso jéga leidzia pasiekti taska, kur jo
prielaidos gali pateisinti argumentus ir uz, ir prie§ mirties bausme. Mirties baus-
me galima pateisinti sakant, kad bet kuriuo atveju visi esame mirtingi, kad mirtis
suteikia matg ir kad nevalia to, kas téra i$vestinis, apribotas ir neautentiskas mir-
ties modalumas (mirties bausmeés), paversti pamatine problema. Taciau, priesin-
gai, galima dél to, kas neapskaiciuojama, priesintis tariamam teisinio racionalumo
skai¢iavimui, reikalaujan¢iam surasti lygy atpildg ir pateisinti teisingg nubaudimo
mirties bausme skai¢iavimg. Pastarasis momentas svarbus ne tik kaip galimo ar-
gumentavimo pries§ mirties bausme vieta, bet ir kaip biidas uzklausti patj racionaly
pagrindimg, t. y. uzklausti objektyvuojantj, skai¢iuojantj, apsidraudimo siekiantj
mastyma ir mastyti batj kaip pagrinda, kuris yra bepagrindybé, bedugné. Pasak
Derrida, gyvenimg manyje, gyvybés principg manyje jZeidzia, sukelia pamatinj ne-
teisinguma ne pati mirtis, o veikiau neapibréztumo principo pertrikis, pabaiga,
primetama neapskaic¢iuojamo atsitiktinumo atverciai, kai gyva butybé yra santykyje
su ateitimi, su kitu kaip jvykiu. Derrida, perinterpretuodamas Heideggerio bu-
ti-myriop mirties bausmés perpektyvoje, i$ryskina paradoksaly baigtinybés ir bega-
lybés santykj mirties bausméje: mirties bausmé panaikina ne gyvenimo begalinuma
ar nemirtinguma, o priesingai, ,mano gyvenimo® baigtinumg. Mano gyvenimas
yra baigtinis (jvykiSkas), kai iSlaikau santykj su nekalkulivojama ir neapspresta
savo mirties akimirka (Derrida 2014: 256). Taigi, pratesdami $ig mintj, galétume
sakyti, kad mirties bausmé, mirties akimirkos apskai¢iavimu panaikindama gyveni-
mo baigtinumag, sykiu panaikina ir zmogaus Zzmogiskuma, besisteigiantj per savojo

baigtinumo jsisgmoninima.

" Gr. reor - (ap)skaiciuoti.

!> Pro Derrida akis neprasprista Heideggerio pastaba, esa Gottfriedas Wilhelmas Leibnizas, suformu-
laves pakankamo pagrindo principa (nihil sine ratione), reikalaujantj, kad kiekvienas teiginys buty
grindZiamas pagrindu ar prieZastimi, leidziancia jj priimti ir laikyti teisingu, kartu yra ir gyvybés
draudimo (Lebensversicherung) iSradéjas (Heidegger 1997: 182; Derrida 2017: 149).
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Abiejy pozicijy galimumas ir nei$sprendziamumas (mirties bausmé kaip ne-
autentiskas santykis su mirtimi vs opozicija mirties bausmei kaip racionaliam kal-
kuliavimui), Derrida manymu, kaip tik ir sukuria vieta, kurioje mes patys turime
prisiimti sprendima ir atsakomybe.

ISvados

Derrida seminaruose mirties bausmés klausimas suformuluotas taip, kad savo
apimtimi prilygty klausimams ,kas yra Zzmogus?“, ,kas yra savastinga / budinga
zmogui?“. Tokia formuluoté paskatino j misy svarstymo akiratj jtraukti siuos klau-
simus kélusiy Kanto ir Heideggerio teksty analize. ,,Mirties bausmés® nagrinéjimas
krypo dviem pacios sgvokos uzduotomis ar net sulydytomis linijomis - 1) j mirties,
baigtinumo problema bei 2) i jstatymo, proto pagrindo problema. Kartu fiksavome,
kaip $ios pagrindinés linijos skyla j daugybe atsisakojimy, dauginanciy svarstymui
besisitlancias problemas (pvz., Kanto atveju jstatymo linija suskilo j ius talionis,
zZmogaus orumo, suverenumo, dorybés ir teisés santykio ir kt. problemas, kurios
savo ruoztu reikalauja dar i$samesnio aptarimo). Méginome judéti per daug ne-
nutoldami nuo paties Derrida teksty, kad labiau iSryskéty jo prieigos prie mirties
bausmés klausimo pobudis.

Kanto argumentai uz mirties bausme, Derrida svarstyti mirties ir baigtinumo
problemy kontekste, pasirodé kaip pastanga Zzmogaus baigtinuma paversti begali-
numu proto idéjoje, moraliniame proto pasaukime, Zmogaus orume, perzengian-
¢iame biologinj gyvenimg. Derrida perinterpretuotas heidegeriskasis ontologinis
diskursas atvéré dvi galimybes: j mirties bausme Zvelgti kaip j neautentiska santykj
su mirtimi, arba, priesingai, dél to, kas neapskaic¢iuojama, priesintis tariamam tei-
sinio racionalumo skai¢iavimui. Pabrézdamas pusiausvyra, kurig sukuria jtampa
tarp dviejy lygiai galimy (taigi ir nei$sprendziamy) interpetacijy, Derrida mirties
bausmeés klausimg pateikia kaip muisy atsakomybés klausima.

Siekéme parodyti, kad Derrida isryskina jtampg ir abiejy minéty mastytojy
pastangoje tiek apvalyti prota / pagrindg nuo kalkuliavimo (proto atribojimas nuo
interesy skai¢iavimo Kanto filosofijoje; buties kaip bepagrindybés mastymas Hei-
deggerio filosofijoje), tiek pajungti jam (kantiskoji lygaus atlygio paieska, Heidegge-
rio aprasytas objektyvuojantis mastymas). Siy skirtingy mastymo judesiy aptikimas
suteikia galios mirties bausmés dekonstrukcijos procesui. Kartu Derrida pabrézia,
kad dekonstrukcijos uzduotis néra lengva, mat mirties bausmés dekonstrukcija rei-
kalauja viso ,,zmogiskumg* apibréZiancio sgvoky lauko percentravimo, jvedant to,
kas neapibrézta, to, kas nekalkuliuojama, principa.



Klausinéjima apie tai, kas yra zmogus, kas yra savastinga / budinga zmogui,
Derrida palygina su XVTI a. antroje puséje Florencijoje sugalvotu ir visame pasau-
lyje iSpopuliaréjusiu stalo zaidimu ,,z3sis” (le jeu de l'oie), kur zaidéjai, vienas po
kito mesdami kauliuka, ,,juda® ratu iSdéstytais 64 langeliais, stengdamiesi iSvengti
pakeliui pasitaikanciy kliaciy - ,.tilto“, ,kaléjimo®, ,,mirties“. Pasak Derrida, jei jsi-
vaizduotume, kad visi $io zaidimo langeliai ir figiiros nuosekliai pasirodo viename
kelyje (taigi ir istorijoje) kaip jvairas tipai atsakymy j klausimg ,,kas yra zmogus?*,
»mirties bausmé® ¢ia tebuity vienas i§ langeliy ,,to, kas savastinga zmogui“ - kaip
antai kalba, protas, jstatymas, politika, laisvé, atsakomybé, suverenumas, juokas,
asaros, laikas, technika ir t. t. Jei jsitrauktume j zaidima siekdami sukelti revoliucija
ir pasalintume ar pasléptume vieng langelj, pavyzdziui, ,mirties bausme®, Zaidimo
prizitreétojas ar filosofas-krupjé mums pasakyty: ,,niekas nepasikeiteé, teskite toliau,
meskite kauliukg, langelis ,,mirties bausmé“ uzdarytas, ji dingo, ji panaikinta, bet
tai nieko nekeicia: tai, kas savastinga Zzmogui, kaip rodo visi kiti langeliai, numato,
kad mirties bausmés galimybé islieka (kaip galimybé, o ne kaip aktas)“ (Derrida
2017: 213).

Todél Derrida klausima, ar jmanoma istrakti i$ $io zaidimo, ar protas ir Zmo-
gus turi ateitj, kuri nebuty i§ anksto iSnaudota Sios kauliukg metancios rankos, tu-
rime priimti rimtai's. Tenka pripazinti, kad net jei §i ateitis — klausimo apie Zmogy
ateitis — yra tai, kas nenumatoma ir neapskaiciuojama, dekonstrukcija nesudaro
galimybés Sokti j ja. Derrida, toliau pratesdamas straipsnio pradzioje minétg jkali-
nimo, laukimo metaforika, formuluoja savotiska dekonstrukcijos ,kategorinj im-
peratyva“: ,sakyti ir mastyti tai, kas vargiai gali buti pasakyta ir pamastyta. Vargiai,
su dideliu sunkumu. Nepaversdamas aporijos i$sigelbéjimu, arba kaléjimo rojumi,
turi zinoti, kad pats kelias yra tai, ko nepalieki, iki mirties, ir pats kelias yra aporija,
keicianti vietas, tarsi eitum ar keliautum, imtumeis zygiy ne palikdamas kaléjima
uz nugaros ir padarydamas galg aporijai, o keisdamas kaléjimus, rasdamas laiko

tarp jkalinimo viety“ (Derrida 2017: 30-31).
Gauta 2018 11 30
Priimta 2018 12 18

16 Sunkumg istrakti i§ mirties bausmés logikos savotigkai iliustruoja Derrida mirties bausmeés semina-
rams skirto straipsniy rinkinio sudarytojos Stephanie M. Straub ,]Zangoje® i$sakytas nusivylimas,
esa ji turéjusi viltj, kad artimiausioje ateityje mirties bausmé JAV bus panaikinta, todél pradzioje jai
keistokai atrodziusi uzduotis vél analizuoti 1999 m. Derrida seminarus, kai, regis, esminiai pokyciai
Amerikos mirties bausmés panaikinimo judéjime, kritinéje teisés teorijoje bei filosofinéje suverenios
galios analizéje jau jvyko. Po Donaldo Trumpo iSrinkimo JAV prezidentu situacija pasikeitusi: Trum-
pas — radikalus mirties bausmés $alininkas, autoritarine retorika ,teatraliSkai demonstruojantis savo
galig masiniuose susibarimuose (kurie tesiasi ir pasibaigus 2016 m. rinkimy kampanijai), preten-
duojantis bati vieninteliu JAV Zmonéms atstovaujanciu balsu, neabejotinai tapo gasdinanc¢iu nauju
suverenios galios veidu® (Straub 2018: 2).
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Danuté Baceviciute

DERRIDA ON THE DEATH PENALTY: THE QUESTION OF
APPROACH

Summary

This article discusses the question, whether and in what sense the critique of the
death penalty by Jacques Derrida is still relevant today. In recent years, significant
changes have taken place in political and religious life, which gives the impression
that the issue of abolition of the death penalty has largely been resolved, so this
problem is marginal and it is important only for the inhabitants of uncivilized,
dictatorial countries. Contrary to this approach, the article states that Derridean
critique of the death penalty remains relevant due to the extent and nature of his
questions. The article aims to show that Derrida’s analysis of the texts of Immanuel
Kant and Martin Heidegger allows the issue of the death penalty to be reconsidered
in the context of the fundamental problems of Western philosophy, such as the
question of the human, the question of what is proper to human, and the question

of the principle of reason.

KEYWORDS: Derrida, Kant, Heidegger, death penalty, human dignity, finitude, rea-

son as calculation.
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The article discusses Jacques Derrida’s notion of forgiveness as an essentially aporetic

phenomenon and shows that it is entirely dependent on Vladimir Jankélévitch’s con-
cept as it was developed by him in the middle of the 20th century. Although Derrida
himself never denied the influence Jankélévitch had on his thinking, Derrida’s readers
are somewhat reluctant to acknowledge this influence and sometimes are completely
ignorant of it. The article shows that the aporias of forgiveness that Derrida discusses
are entirely dependent on the understanding of forgiveness as a gift and interpersonal
event that was proposed by Jankélévitch. Furthermore, Jankélévitch himself was deeply

aware of the inner contradictions of forgiveness, which is evidenced by the contra-

diction between his main two texts on the subject. The article is concluded by a brief

discussion of the divergence between the two thinkers.

KEYWORDS: Derrida, Jankélévitch, forgiveness, aporia.

Jacques Derrida’s view on the problem of forgiveness attracted much attention
from his readers. Most of the commentators insist that Derrida proposes an orig-

inal concept of forgiveness. Moreover, at least some of them are ready to agree



with Peter Banki’s suggestion that the studies of forgiveness that do not draw on
Derrida’s lose out in their understanding of this particular phenomenon: “It is
to the detriment of many of these studies that they have not been informed by a
careful reading of the work of the philosopher Jacques Derrida, who, during the
last ten years of his life, elaborated a novel concept of forgiveness that took as its
departure point a reading of this phenomenon quite different from that of anyone
else” (Banki 2018: 49). My contention is that although it is agreeable that Derrida’s
contribution to the study of forgiveness is valuable, the novelty and originality of
this contribution is rather doubtful. In what follows, I will show that Derrida’s work
draws heavily on Vladimir Jankélévitch’s interpretation of forgiveness so much so
that the main conceptual instruments, employed by Derrida, are, in fact, coined
and extensively used by Jankélévitch. Indeed, the very focus of Derrida’s thinking
of forgiveness, its aporetic nature, is articulated by Jankélévitch in his main work on
forgiveness. It is important to note that Derrida himself acknowledges the scope of
debt to Jankélévitch and in no way attempts to minimize the influence Jankélévitch
had on him in this regard, which even more pointedly calls into question the sup-
posed novelty of Derrida’s thinking.

In what follows, I will discuss Derrida’s approach to the problem of for-
giveness, which I consider to be aporetic, that is to say, aporia for Derrida con-
stitutes the essential feature of forgiveness. I enumerate and discuss at least six
aporias, associated with forgiveness in Derrida’s texts. Then, I turn to a summary
of Jankélévitch’s understanding of forgiveness, in which I show that this aporetic
nature of forgiveness is not merely present in his thought, but is considered to be
an essential part of the very nature of forgiveness. So much so that the main two
texts of Jankélévitch on forgiveness work in tandem to highlight this particular as-
pect of this phenomenon. Ultimately, I conclude with some comparative remarks.

Derrida’s Concept of Forgiveness

Jacques Derrida became explicitly interested in the problem of forgiveness in the
latter part of his career, when generally his focus shifted towards the relation be-
tween a singular individual and law, understood as established rules and norms. He
focuses on the question of how singularity (in his opinion, inevitably) is bound to
exceed the rules of law. On the one hand, there is a need for moral rules that are
then codified in the jurisdiction of the state and society. On the other hand, there
is the inability and incapacity of the singularity to submit to those laws without
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losing its singularity. This paradox, enforced by the inevitable character of this
relation between laws and singularity, is at the core of Derrida’s ethical thinking.

Forgiveness is one of the examples of such a paradoxical exceeding. Thus, not
surprisingly, he devoted at least two of his annual seminars Questions de respon-
sibilité to this topic, which resulted in at least two significant published texts. The
two main texts, in which Derrida explicitly deals with the concept of forgiveness,
are On Cosmpolitanism and Forgiveness (2001a) and “To Forgive: The Unforgivable
and the Imprescriptible” in Questioning God (2001b). In what follows I will draw
on both of them.

Derrida begins, typically for him, by both situating the origins of the phe-
nomenon and questioning them. According to him, one has to look for the sources
of forgiveness in what he calls Abrahamic religions: “As enigmatic as the concept
of forgiveness remains, it is the case that the scene, the figure, the language which
one tries to adapt to it belong to a religious heritage” (Derrida 2001a: 27-28). For
him, this immediately points at a tension, which arises when this religious heritage
is exported in its cultural forms to civilizations where Abrahamic tradition is not
dominant, if present at all. Derrida speaks of the relations between Japan and Korea
that are expected by the onlookers to apply Abrahamic notions of apology and for-
giveness, while neither of them are part of Abrahamic tradition in terms of cultural
and religious heritage.! Derrida, then, is ready to discuss forgiveness as a cultural
phenomenon (not a religious one), in which the tension arises when a singular tra-
dition (Abrahamic in this case) has within itself universalizing tendencies that force
it to reach outside itself. On the one hand, “this tradition ... is at once singular”,
on the other, it “has already become the universal idiom of law, of politics, of the
economy, or of diplomacy” (Derrida 2001a: 28). This tension between a particular
tendency of one cultural tradition and its application as a universal “measuring
stick” to other cultural traditions is the first in the series of inherent paradoxes of
forgiveness that Derrida intends to uncover in his discussion.

As already stated, Derrida’s thinking of forgiveness is aporetic. He meditates
on the concept and teases out the inherent paradoxes that are lying dormant within
the concept and that make the concept difficult, if not impossible, to act upon. In
this sense, his aporias are mirror opposites of Zeno’s paradoxes: Zeno constructs
his aporias on the conceptual level, yet they disperse when applied to actuality.
Derrida constructs the concept and follows it to its logical conclusion in order to
! One can easily think of more. “Political Apologies: Chronological List”, a project by Graham G. Dodds,

from the Political Science Department at the University of Pennsylvania, attempts at enumerating
similar attempts of apologies in political history, with Saddam Hussein’s apology for invading Kuwait

from December 7, 2002, among personal favourites. The list is available at http://www.upenn.edu/
pnc/politicalapologies.html [accessed 10/12/18].



show that its application in actuality would result in a contradiction or, to be more
precise, impossibility. There are at least six aporias which, for Derrida, in various
aspects reveal the impossibility of forgiveness.

However, before going deeper into the aporias of forgiveness, Derrida dis-
cusses the relation between forgiveness and the gift. In his unique, inimitable style,
Derrida proposes this relation should be based on the etymology of the French
words pardon and don. Readers of Derrida will no doubt know that he devoted a
lot of attention to the phenomenon of the gift (Derrida 1992). The main idea Der-
rida proposes in terms of the logic of the gift is that a true gift must stand outside
the economy of giving and taking. This suggests a paradoxical and, perhaps, im-
possible character of the gift. The same applies to forgiveness. Derrida claims that
all the aporias or paradoxes of gift have parallels (are analogous, Derrida says) in
forgiveness and are linked with the aporias and paradoxes of forgiveness (Derrida
2001b: 22). In a classic Derridean move, Derrida proposes two opposite courses of
action only to reject them both for a direction that would render the previous two
options useless. He says: “One must neither yield to these analogies between the
gift and forgiveness nor, of course, neglect their necessity; rather, one must attempt
to articulate the two, to follow them to the point where, suddenly, they cease to
be pertinent” (Derrida 2001b: 22). To articulate, then, here means to uncover the
structural elements of the concept, however, not in order to show its essence, but,
rather, to demonstrate that there is no essence to speak of, that the essence is the
fluctuation of meanings.

There are two obvious elements, according to Derrida, that are common to
the gift and forgiveness. Derrida terms them as the principle of the unconditional-
ity and the essential relation to time. By the first element Derrida means that both
the gift and forgiveness have to be given unconditionally, without getting anything
back, without being a part of trade, the giving-and-taking economy. That is a re-
quired element for both of these transactions. To give with no other goal, for the
sake of giving is essential both to the structure of the gift and to the structure of for-
giveness. As we will see, this already implies a certain paradoxical, if not impossible,
character of both the gift and forgiveness. In regard to the other aspect, although
it is clear that the gift and forgiveness both are essentially temporal phenomena,
Derrida stresses that for him they also diverge here. Forgiveness for Derrida is
inherently related to the past, as it is always connected to something that occurred
in the past and refuses to pass. The gift, on the other hand, always takes place in
the present, “in the presentation or presence of the present” (Derrida 2001b: 22).

The first aporia of forgiveness consists in the fact that the one who forgives
never does enough. It is “the aporia that renders me incapable of giving enough,
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or of being hospitable enough, of being present enough to the present that I give,
and to the welcome that I offer” (Derrida 2001b: 22). If the demand for forgive-
ness is unconditional, then it is a matter of pure will to be able to execute pure
forgiveness. That, of course, is impossible, at least for a human being. There will
always be a part that does not forgive, a remnant of refusal to give. Therefore,
the roles are reversed — the one who forgives now herself needs to be forgiven,
needs forgiveness for not forgiving enough. As Derrida says, “I always have to be
forgiven, to ask forgiveness for not giving, for never giving enough, for never of-
fering or welcoming enough” (Derrida 2001b: 22).

The second aporia is formulated by Derrida in the form of the question. The
question is that of collective responsibility and guilt. Derrida asks: “Can one, does
one, have the right, is it in accordance with the meaning of “forgiveness’ to ask more
than one, to ask a group, a collectivity, a community for forgiveness? Is it possi-
ble to ask or to grant forgiveness to someone other than the singular other, for a
harm or a singular crime?” (Derrida 2001b: 22) Although crimes can be committed
collectively, a long Western tradition of ethics and law has always refused to treat
guilt as collective. Guilt for the crime is always individualized as only in this way
the concept of free will makes sense and can function. However, if guilt is always
individual, then what about forgiveness? If there is no collective guilt, maybe there
is no collective forgiveness either? If that is the case, this surely makes problematic
and at least worthy of reconsideration all the history of political apologies, for if
only the individual wronged can take up the responsibility of forgiveness, then the
apology on behalf of the collective to another collectivity becomes a void.

The third aporia is concerned with the anti-transactional character of for-
giveness. According to Derrida, if true forgiving can have nothing in return, if it
is a pure giving, a giving in order to give [don par don], as Derrida nicely puts it,
then the question has to be asked if true forgiveness comes into play only when
forgiveness itself seems and is impossible. “Forgiveness, if there is such a thing,
must and can forgive only the un-forgivable, the inexpiable, and thus do the im-
possible” (Derrida 2001b: 30). For if forgiving is easy, if to forgive means to excuse
what is forgivable, then there is, strictly speaking, nothing to forgive — the forgiver
herself has no active role in this transaction and the moral value of forgiving what is
forgivable is questionable, if existent at all. “To forgive the forgivable (pardonable),
the venial, the excusable, what one can always forgive, is not to forgive” (Derrida
2001b: 30). It is, therefore, Derrida seems to suggest, not a gift, for nothing is
given away.

Even after forgiveness occurs, the transformation is never complete in such a

way that it annuls the wrongdoing from the past. In Jankélévitch’s terms, the for-



given wrongdoing does not disappear and it is not cancelled - it remains, however,
forgiveness means that one acts as if it had not been committed. This, as Derri-
da rightly notes, creates another aporia: “Forgiveness (granted or asked for), the
address of forgiveness, must forever remain, if there is such a thing, undecidably
equivocal, by which I do not mean ambiguous, shady, twilit, but heterogenous to
any determination in the order of knowledge, of determinate theoretical judgment,
of the self-presentation of an appropriable sense” (Derrida 2001b: 36). On the one
hand, the forgiver is transformed by her forgiveness, nevertheless, she remains in
relation to the wrongdoing committed in the past. On the other hand, the forgiv-
en is released from the guilt towards the forgiver, yet remains in relation to the
wrongdoing committed in the past. Thus, on both sides of the forgiveness, there is
a double relation that is contradictory and bound to remain irreconcilable.

This heterogeneity, this contradiction of relations extends into the future in
another aporetic aspect of forgiveness. “One senses the unaltered conviction, un-
alterable, that even when forgiveness of the inexpiable will have taken place, in the
future, in the generations to come, it will not have taken place, it will have remained
illusory, inauthentic, illegitimate, scandalous, equivocal, mixed with forgetting”
(Derrida 2001b: 41). If the relation to the wrongdoing committed in the past is to
remain, then the purity of forgiveness will always be in question. Importantly, the
purity is in question not for the lack of trying or intention, but the very relation to
the past contaminates it and in this sense the doubts about the authenticity of for-
giveness will remain. As Derrida says, this is the case “even when its subjects are and
believe themselves to be sincere and generous” (Derrida 2001b: 41). Furthermore,
the work of time will call into question the very intensity of forgiveness. Forgetting
surely is not forgiveness, but forgetting can dilute it: “History will continue and
with it reconciliation, but with the equivocation of a forgiveness mixed up with the
work of mourning, with forgetting, ... the work of mourning forgiveness itself, for-
giveness mourning forgiveness” (Derrida 2001b: 41-42). To forgive, as Jankélévitch
emphasized, does not mean to forget. It means the opposite — to remember. And
yet, the passing of time means that forgetting is inevitable, which means that every
forgiveness will be compromised by the work of time, decay, in which the gift of
forgiveness will inevitably disappear.

Lastly, another aporia emerges in the context of the relation of forgiveness
and justice. Derrida’s notion of justice relies on Emmanuel Levinas, who proposes
that justice emerges with the notion of collectivity as the “Third’, that exceeds and
supplements the fundamental relation between the I and the singular Other. The
existence of the “Third’ is the great balancing factor in the infinite responsibility of
the I in front the Other. Thus, justice originates and is checked by the responsibil-
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ity for the Other and, at the same time, is itself the balancing of responsibilities.?
Drawing on this notion of justice, Derrida notices that the seeking of justice in
forgiveness will always at the same time produce injustice to others: “I must ask
forgiveness in order to be just, to be just, with a view to being just; but I must
also ask forgiveness for being just, for the fact of being just, because I am just,
because in order to be just, I am unjust and I betray. ... Because it is unjust to be
just” (Derrida 2001b: 49). Being just to someone in this sense always means being
unjust to someone else. Justice in Levinasian rendering is simply not the supple-
ment of the ethical, but rather an inescapable limitation of it. Ethics simply is not
justice and, moreover, is not just. Thus, forgiveness as an act of gift in ethics is
necessarily unjust.

All of these aporias are meant to illustrate the impossibility or the inner ten-
sions of proper forgiveness. They also can be summed up in one, perhaps, the main
aporia, which Derrida formulates in the following way: “There is only forgiveness,
if there is such a thing, of the un-forgivable” (Derrida 2001b: 48). If something is
forgivable, then this something does not require forgiveness — it will be granted
anyway. Forgiveness, then, is required when the wrongdoing exceeds the regular
plane of human interaction, when the wrongdoing committed is beyond and be-
low the acceptable misdemeanours and violations of ethics. Only then the pure
giving — the forgiving — becomes possible. This, according to Derrida, constitutes
the fundamental paradox of forgiveness.

One cannot fail to notice that the provocative value of Derrida’s conclusions
is not matched by the conceptual articulation and grounding of those conclusions.
In Derrida’s defence, this is justifiable, because Derrida repeatedly draws back to
the work of Jankélévitch and, indeed, presupposes that his readers are familiar with
the main concepts of his predecessor. Therefore, in order to understand some of
the more controversial points of Derrida’s interpretation of forgiveness, we must

turn to Jankélévitch’s work for clarification and elaboration.

Jankélévitch’s Concept of Forgiveness

Jankélévitch introduces his philosophical concept of forgiveness in his book from
1967 Le Pardon (2005). This is as much a book about what forgiveness is, as it is
about what forgiveness is not. Jankélévitch maintains that the concept of forgive-

ness necessarily implies three characteristics: true forgiveness is an event, true for-

2 A short and concise introduction of the concept can be found in Emmanuel Levinas Ethics and Infinity
(Levinas 1985: 89-90).



giveness is a gift, and true forgiveness is interpersonal. And, conversely, he is care-
tul to outline why true forgiveness should not be confused with phenomena that,
according to him, are “replacement products [that] offer themselves to us from the
start” (Jankélévitch 2005: 5). These are decay through time, intellective excuse, and
liquidation. These six aspects constitute the core of Jankélévitch’s thinking about
forgiveness and inform all other deliberations and conclusions. Let us deal with all
six aspects in greater detail.

Qualifying forgiveness, Jankélévitch states that “true forgiveness is a sig-
nificant event that happens at such and such an instant of historical becoming”
(Jankélévitch 2005: 5). In his attempts to clarify this qualification, he contrasts true
forgiveness with clemency. Clemency, he says, “does not imply any determinate
event” (Jankélévitch 2005: 6) - it is an a priori disposition, which, Jankélévitch
argues, makes the very act of offense impossible. “There is no forgiveness because,
so to speak, there was no offense and absolutely no offended party, even though
there was an offender” (Jankélévitch 2005: 6). Thus, it seems that for Jankélévitch
true forgiveness is necessarily a transformative activity — it changes or transfixes
the one who has been offended and precisely in this sense - in the sense that it
happens, that it occurs, that it takes place in the continuity of time - it is an event.

Second, “true forgiveness, which is at the margins of all legality, is a gracious
gift from the offended to the offender” (Jankélévitch 2005: 5). Jankélévitch here
wants to delineate the difference between forgiveness and clemency on the one
hand, and forgiveness and exchange on the other. In the first case, if the offended
party is forgiving in advance, then, strictly speaking, she is not forgiving at all.
Clemency, Jankélévitch argues, does not care for the singularity of the offense —
the attitude of clemency is self-focused, it does not take into account neither the
offense, nor the offender. Forgiveness, conversely, is always concerned with the
particularity of the offence and the offender. For-giving is giving, therefore, it has
to have an addressee. Furthermore, the giving cannot be a part of an exchange - it
is not a giving, because one gets something in return. Forgiving is giving without
getting anything back. In short, it is not a trade. And, thus, forgiveness, strictly
speaking, is always undeserved, for there is nothing one can do to deserve it.

Third, Jankélévitch is adamant that forgiveness is possible only in the inter-
personal relation. In other words, it is an individual matter both on the offender’s
part and on the one’s who is offended part. One can only offend as an individual
and can only be forgiven as an individual. And, in parallel, one can only be offended
as an individual and can forgive as an individual. Collective forgiveness is not pos-
sible precisely because no one has the authority to speak for the collective offense.
Offence always touches one’s individual existence, therefore, it can be undone only
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on an individual level. It is, perhaps, this impossibility to stand in for someone else
is meant by Ruth Kliiger, when she says that

When talking about this book Weiter leben in German or Still Alive in English to Ger-
man audiences, I was invariably confronted with the anxious question whether I could
‘forgive.” It was not clear whether I was to forgive the perpetrators or all Germans...
How can I ‘forgive’ the murder of my teenage brother when I have had my life, and
he didn’t get to have his? And perhaps the adult that I am now cannot forgive even in
the name of the child I was then. This was not a free decision, I would explain: it was
simply not in my power to grant the kind of absolution that is implied in the plea or

demand for forgiveness (Kliiger 2002: 311).

As importantly, the impossibility of forgiveness for someone else is taken by
some to include the divine providence, too: “The faults of man toward God are for-
given by the Day of Atonement; faults towards one’s fellow man are not forgiven by
the Day of Atonement, unless the fellow man has been appeased beforehand” (Lev-

inas 1997: 29). This idea is by no means new and was already expressed by Kant:

Guilt can never be discharged by another person, so far as we can judge according to
the justice of our human reason. For this is no transmissible liability which can be made
over to another like a financial indebtedness (where it is all one to the creditor whether
the debtor himself pays the debt or whether someone else pays it for him); rather it is
the most personal of all debts, namely a debt of sins, which only the culprit can bear
and which no innocent person can assume even though he be magnanimous enough
to wish to take it upon himself for the sake of another (Kant 1960: 67).

And the same idea is even more forcefully illustrated in Fyodor Dostoyevsky’s
The Brothers Karamazov as a prohibition to forgive on someone else’s behalf: “I
don’t want the mother to embrace the oppressor who threw her son to the dogs! She
dare not forgive him! Let her forgive him for herself, if she will, let her forgive the
torturer for the immeasurable suffering of her mother’s heart. But the sufferings of
her tortured child she has no right to forgive” (Dostoyevsky 1969: 269). This means
that the individual can forgive for herself and herself only without ever assuming
neither the possession of another individual, nor the right of collective or group
forgiveness. The risks of sensitivities of such forgiveness are demonstrated by the
Holocaust survivor Eva Mozes Kor in a film Forgiving Doctor Mengele where she
declares: “Fifty years after the liberation, I, Eva Mozes Kor, in my name only hereby
give amnesty to all Nazis who participated directly or indirectly in the murder of
my family and millions of others, because it is time to forgive, but not to forget.
It is time to heal our souls” (quoted in Banki 2018: 9-0). Although she offers an



incredibly generous gesture (a gracious gift), she stresses that she does so in her
name only, for to forgive on behalf of someone else, even her closest family, she
has no right. Neither the guilt, nor forgiveness is transmitted to the next of kin or
anyone else. Therefore, one forgives only in her name.

It is equally important to define what forgiveness is as what forgiveness is not.
As mentioned above, Jankélévitch is carefully delimiting forgiveness from the three
elements that are often confused with forgiveness: decay through time (forgetting),
intellectual excuse (understanding), and liquidation (mad forgiveness).

In order to be able to truly forgive, Jankélévitch claims, we must make sure
that we remember the deed. He argues that if it diminishes in the past and is di-
luted in memory, then there is nothing left that can be forgiven. Therefore, on the
contrary, one must remember what one forgives as lucidly as possible. The deed
must remain, yet, as we noted above, the relation to it must be transformed. Hegel,
when linking forgiveness to forgetting, is pointing at precisely the same aspect: “The
deed still subsists, but only as something past, as a fragment, as a corpse. That part
of it which was bad conscience has disappeared, and the remembrance of the deed
is no longer that conscience’s intuition of itself; in love, life has found life once
more” (Hegel 1961: 239). Thus, to reiterate, forgiveness should not be confused
with our ability to forget the wrong. It is precisely the opposite — in order to be
able to forgive, one must remember the wrong.

Similarly, Jankélévitch disassociates understanding from forgiveness. If one
can understand the wrong: its reasons, context, motivations, then the wrong loses
its malevolence and, in its turn, does not need forgiveness any more. Thus, strictly
speaking, forgiveness is possible only when an intellectual excuse has failed, when
the wrong is quite literally incomprehensible. Not to understand and still to treat
the wrongdoer as if nothing has happened is the true meaning of forgiveness.

Finally, Jankélévitch speaks of what he calls mad forgiveness — an act on the
part of the offended to completely block out the wrong without any reaction or
sentiment. It is mad as it requires a submission and abandonment of one’s sub-
jective autonomy. Forgiveness can only occur when there is an injury, and the
latter is only possible when at least two autonomous individuals are interacting. A
complete refusal to acknowledge the injury, liquidating it as it occurs, is a sign of
one’s autonomy being broken - indeed, a sign of madness.

In addition to the book of 1967 Jankélévitch wrote a short polemical article
“Should We Pardon Them?” (Pardonner?) (Jankélévitch 1997), which seems to be
at odds with a lot of what is implied or even explicitly said in Le pardon. The main
point of diversion is the question from the title of the article: should we (the Jews,
the French, the civilization) forgive them (the Nazis, the Germans, the Barbarians)?
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Derrida notes the obvious problem in the very division between ‘us’ and ‘them’ - it
is not as obvious as it might seem immediately to define who precisely are these
‘us’ and ‘them’, especially in the light of Jankélévitch’s himself insistence that for-
giveness is possible only on the interpersonal plane .

Be it as it may, the answer to this question which Jankélévitch articulates
in this text is an emphatic ‘No!". This is clear from the very first remarks where
Jankélévitch employs sarcastic tone to emphasize his point: “Is it time to pardon,
or at least to forget? Twenty years are enough, it would seem, for the unpardonable
to become miraculously pardonable: by right and from one day to the next the un-
forgettable is forgotten. A crime that had been unpardonable until May 1965 thus
suddenly ceases to be so in June - as if by magic” (Jankélévitch 1997: 553). This
point has an additional controversy, as in Le pardon Jankélévitch seems to suggest
without reservations that forgiveness is a moral imperative, thus, there has to be a
particular procedure towards forgiveness. This, in its turn, means that whichever
way formulated, it will be situated in time - albeit it might not have a precise time
frame, it will, nevertheless, occur in time and therefore will at some point happen.

To be sure, a bigger problem formulated by Jankélévitch in Pardonner? is not
a particular time frame, but the very demand for or necessity of forgiveness which
he advocated in the book. While Le pardon seems to suggest that forgiveness is
morally imperative, Pardonner? quite unequivocally refuses to do so. This is a point
picked up and commented upon by Derrida.

Yet, this contradiction between the two texts is acknowledged by Jankélévitch

himself in an interview from 1977:

I have written two books on forgiveness: one of them, simple, very aggressive, very
polemical whose title is: Pardonner? and the other, Le pardon, which is a philosophy
book in which I study forgiveness in itself, from the point of view of Christian and
Jewish ethics. I draw out an ethics that could be qualified as hyperbolical, for which
forgiveness is the highest commandment; and, on the other hand, evil always appears
beyond. Forgiveness is always stronger than evil and evil is stronger than forgiveness
(quoted in Derrida 2001b: 29).

It seems that Jankélévitch is very much aware of the aporias which Derrida
is so fond of. At least one is already present in Le pardon: forgiveness can and at-
tempts to exceed evil, and evil can and will exceed forgiveness. This is inherent in
the Christian and Jewish concept of forgiveness. This aporia is unsolvable, yet not
unfamiliar: “It is a species of oscillation that in philosophy one would describe as
dialectical and which seems infinite to me. I believe in the immensity of forgive-
ness, in its supernaturality, I think I have repeated this enough, perhaps danger-



ously, and on the other hand, I believe in wickedness” (quoted in Derrida 2001b:
29). And yet, there is another aporia present in Jankélévitch’s work - it is the clash
between philosophical deliberation and the existential demand. These two opposite
poles are expressed in two books Jankélévitch wrote on this topic. There is a phil-
osophical - ideal - concept that describes a correct and just course of action, and
there is an actual situation of an individual in concrete circumstances that might
show that actuality exceeds philosophy. As with Derrida’s aporias, Jankélévitch’s
bind is not debilitating. Rather the opposite: forgiveness is a sort of self-fulfilling
prophecy, a performative act that is impossible until it happens. Only the execution
of it makes it possible, while without it forgiveness always will remain unattainable
and, possibly, repulsive. Jankélévitch’s polemical text demonstrates precisely that.

Disagreements

As we have seen, Derrida makes use of the main conceptual suggestions that
Jankélévitch provides: forgiveness as a gift and forgiveness as an interpersonal
event are necessary structural elements in Derrida’s attempt to expose forgiveness
as aporetic. Also, he makes an extensive use of Jankélévitch’s separation of for-
giveness from forgetting and, to a lesser extent, understanding. It is worthwhile to
repeat that Derrida never denies the influence and openly acknowledges his debt
to Jankélévitch.

Having said that, Derrida also explicitly comments on his disagreement with
Jankélévitch. He formulates what he terms ‘the axioms for Jankélévitch’, the pre-
suppositions that are unquestionable and on which all other deliberations can be
based. The first axiom is formulated in the following way: “Forgiveness cannot be
granted, ... unless forgiveness is asked for, explicitly or implicitly asked for” (Derri-
da 2001b: 27). The second axiom states that “When the crime is too serious, when
it crosses the line of radical evil, or of the human, when it becomes monstrous, it
can no longer be a question of forgiveness; forgiveness must remain, so to speak,
between men, on a human scale” (Derrida 2001b: 27). Derrida finds both of these
presuppositions problematic.

Regarding the first axiom, Derrida argues that the very concept of forgiveness
inherently has in it a requirement of forgiveness, which means, then, that one has
to forgive even when the wrongdoer does not ask for it:

It is this traditional axiom, which has great force, certainly, and great constancy, which
I will be constantly tempted to contest, in the very name of the same legacy, of the
semantics of one and the same legacy, namely that there is in forgiveness, in the very
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meaning of forgiveness a force, a desire, an impetus, a movement, an appeal (call it
what you will) that demands that forgiveness be granted, if it can be, even to someone
who does not ask for it, who does not repent or confess or improve or redeem him-
self, beyond, consequently, an entire identificatory, spiritual, whether sublime or not,
economy, beyond all expiation even (Derrida 2001b: 28).

In other words, Derrida claims, that a condition to ask for forgiveness con-
tradicts the very notion of unconditional forgiveness. If forgiveness is to remain
unconditional, it will include the requirement to have even no condition of asking
for forgiveness.

Regarding the second, Derrida does not provide an argument for finding this
axiom problematic, but there are enough hints in “To Forgive: The Unforgivable
and the Imprescriptible” that point at the direction in which Derrida is willing to
go. Later in the text he formulates a question regarding this axiom which seems to

extend the human plane in two directions at once:

Is forgiveness a thing of man, something that belongs to man, a power of man - or else
is it reserved for God, and thus already the opening of experience or existence onto a
supernaturality just as to a superhumanity: divine, transcendent, or immanent, sacred,
whether saintly or not? All the debate around forgiveness are also regularly debates
around this ‘limit’ and the passage of this limit. Such a limit passes between what one
calls the human and the divine and also between what one calls the animal, the human,
and the divine (Derrida 2001b: 44-45).

Thus, Derrida invokes the divine forgiveness as a possible and, perhaps, nec-
essary element to consider. This, of course, is not new neither in the history of the
concept of forgiveness, nor in the 20th century French philosophy. Levinas, for
one, was among the thinkers that thought that only God is capable of true forgive-
ness. More controversially, Derrida is willing to consider animal forgiveness, which
grants the right of a moral agent to an animal: in that case it has to be capable of
guilt, as well as forgiveness. Derrida for his purposes justifies this inclusion on the
grounds of phenomenological experience:

Yet we know that it would be very imprudent to deny all animality access to forms of
sociality in which guilt, and therefore procedures of reparation, even of mercy - begged
or granted - are implicated in a very differentiated way. There is no doubt an animal
thank you or mercy. You know that certain animals are just as capable of manifesting
what can be interpreted as an act of war, an aggressive accusation, as they are capable
of manifesting guilt, shame, discomfort, regret, anxiety in the face of punishment, and
so forth (Derrida 2001b: 47).



Finally, the last point of disagreement is based on Jankélévitch’s equation of
irreparable with the unforgivable. For Jankélévitch there are things that cannot be
forgiven - these are things where damage is so great that it is beyond repair; when
the abyss of the tragedy is so deep that the bottom is not visible. Derrida wants to
untangle this connection: “We will have to ask ourselves if the irreparable means
the unforgivable; I think ‘No,” no more than the ‘imprescriptible,” a juridical notion,
belongs to the order of forgiveness and means the un-forgivable” (Derrida 2001b:
31). This could be seen as an attempt not to merely untangle related terms, but also
to unjoin the spheres: forgiveness is of the moral order, which attempts to discuss
ideal principles, the imprescriptible is of the legal order that concerns itself with
juridical matters of the state, while the irreparable is a descriptor of the factual
order that concerns itself with actuality. Thus, we could say that Derrida is careful
to treat them in their respective domains and not to confuse them in one knot.

It is not our goal to try and defend Jankélévitch in these disagreements. The
purpose of this article is to track the influence of Jankélévitch to Derrida and for
this purpose it is sufficient to note the points where these influences reach a point
of diversion.

Conclusion

There is no doubt that Derrida makes a valuable contribution to our understanding
of forgiveness. He is certainly right to emphasize inner tensions - the aporias — that
are inherent in the very notion of forgiveness as such. At the same time, in order
to fully appreciate Derrida’s input, one has to go back to Jankélévitch, who lays the
ground and develops the conceptual apparatus, which Derrida later makes use of.
The idea of forgiveness as a gift and as a transformative interpersonal event is fun-
damental to Derrida’s thought and is given articulation in the work of Jankélévitch.
Even the idea that forgiveness is inherently contradictory and paradoxical, as we
have shown, it remains at the core of Jankélévitch’s understanding of forgiveness.
Derrida, who certainly acknowledges his debt to his predecessor, makes full use
of this contribution in order to develop it further. Therefore, I contend that Der-
rida’s work on this problem should be seen as a continuation and expansion of

Jankélévitch’s work rather than a new original conceptual approach.
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Viktoras Bachmetjevas

DEKONSTRUOJANT ATLEIDIMA: JANKELEVITCHIAUS ITAKA
DERRIDA

Santrauka

Straipsnis aptaria Jacques’o Derrida atleidimo kaip esmiskai aporetinio fenomeno
sampratg ir parodo, kad ji yra visiskai priklausoma nuo Vladimiro Jankélévitchiaus
sampratos, kuria $is i$plétojo XX a. viduryje. Nors pats Derrida niekuomet neslépé
jtakos, kurig Jankélévitchius padaré jo mastymui, Derrida skaitytojai nenoromis
pripazjsta $ig jtaka, o kartais tiesiog nezino apie j3. Straipsnis parodo, kad atleidimo
aporijos, aptariamos Derrida, yra visiskai priklausomos nuo atleidimo kaip dova-
nos ir tarpasmeninio jvykio supratimo, kurj pasitlé Jankélévitchius. Dar daugiau,
Jankélévitchius pats giliai suvokeé vidines atleidimo priestaras, kurias liudija pries-
taravimas tarp jo dviejy teksty $ia tema. Straipsnis baigiamas trumpu takoskyros
tarp $iy dviejy mastytojy aptarimu.
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Daina Habdankaité - Vilniaus universiteto Filosofijos instituto doktoranté. Di-
sertacijos tema — Ateities ontologija Siuolaikinéje filosofijoje: Stiegleris ir Meil-
lassoux. Moksliniy interesy sritys: fenomenologija, pranciziskoji postmoder-

nioji filosofija, naujieji materializmai ir spekuliatyvusis realizmas.

Naglis Kardelis - Lietuvos kultiiros tyrimy instituto Siuolaikinés filosofijos sky-
riaus vedéjas, vyresnysis mokslo darbuotojas, Vilniaus universiteto docentas.
Knygy Vienovés jzvalga Platono filosofijoje (Vilnius: Versus aureus, 2007),
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Pazinti ar suprasti? Humanistikos ir gamtotyros akiraciai (Vilnius: Aidai,
2008), daugybés moksliniy ir mokslo populiarinimo straipsniy autorius. Pla-
tono veikaly (Timajas, Kritijas, Faidras) vertéjas ir komentatorius. Moksliniai
interesai: Platono filosofija, dabartiné filosofija, kalbos filosofija, religijos fi-
losofija, mokslo filosofija, lyginamoji kalbotyra, civilizacijy istorija, senosios

kalbos, antikiné literatiira, kultiriné antropologija, senovés istorija.

Juraté Levina - humanitariniy moksly daktaré, Vilniaus universiteto Filologi-

jos fakulteto mokslo darbuotoja ir déstytoja asistenté. Apgyné disertacija
»T. S. Elioto betarpiskumo estetika“ (Jorko universitetas, JK, 2012), paskelbé
straipsniy apie fenomenologing T. S. Elioto ir Jameso Joyce’o estetika (2013,
2017), rinko bei tyré A. J. Greimo paveldg ir publikavo darby apie jo semio-
tikg formavusius kontekstus (2014-2018), i§verté kultiros tyrimy metodolo-
gijoms skirty veikaly. Moksliniy interesy sritys: literatiros fenomenologija,
fenomenologiné estetika, fenomenologija ir semiotika, literatiros tyrimy me-

todologija, modernistiné literatara.

Almira Ousmanova - Europos humanitarinio universiteto (Vilnius, Lietuva)

Socialiniy moksly fakulteto profesoré, Vizualiosios kultiros ir $iuolaikinio
meno laboratorijos direktoré. Ji parasé keleta knygy ir straipsniy, skirty se-
miotikai, ly¢iy studijoms ir kinotyrai. Pagrindinés publikacijos: Ymb6epmo
Ixko: napadoxcor unmepnpemavuu (Munck: [Tponmnen, 2000) (Umberto Eco:
interpretacijos paradoksai); Anmonoeus eendeproti meopuu (Cocr. E. Tanosa,
A. YcmanoBa. Musck: ITpommen, 2000) (Lyciy teorijos antologija (sudary-
toja, kartu Elena Gapova)); Gender Histories from Eastern Europe (co-edited
with Elena Gapova and Andrea Peto; Minsk: EHU Press, 2002) (Lyties is-
torijos is Ryty Europos); bu-mexcmyanvHocmo u kuHemamozpag (IIOf pep.
A. Ycmanosoit, Munck: EI'Y Iponunen, 2003) (Bi-tekstualumas ir kinas),
Gender and Transgression in Visual Arts (ed., Vilnius: EHU Press, 2007) (Lytis
ir transgresija vizualiniuose menuose), Visual (as) Violence (ed., Vilnius: EHU
Press, 2008) (Vizualumas kaip prievarta), Feminism and Philosophy (ed., To-
pos, 3/2010) (Feminizmas ir filosofija), TechnoLogos: the Social Effects of Bio-
and Information Technologies (ed., with Tatyana Shchyttsova, Topos, 3/2014)
(Technologos: bio- ir informaciniy technologijy socialiniai efektai), E-Effect:
Digital Turn in Humanities and Social sciences (with Galina Orlova, Topos,
1-2/2017) (E-Efektas: skaitmeninis posiikis humanitariniuose ir socialiniuose
moksluose). Moksliniy interesy sritys: vizualumo studijy genealogija ir meto-
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Denis Petrina - politikos moksly magistras, Lietuvos kultiiros tyrimy instituto fi-
losofijos doktorantas. Raso daktaro disertacijg apie afekto sampratos filosofi-

nes interpretacijas ir politines implikacijas. Moksliniy interesy sritys: afekto

APIE AUTORIUS

teorija, subjekto teorijos, $iuolaikiné politiné filosofija, biopolitika, poststruk-

taralizmas, psichoanalizé.

Audroné Zukauskaité — Lietuvos kultiiros tyrimy instituto Siuolaikinés filosofijos
skyriaus vyriausioji mokslo darbuotoja. Pastaraisiais metais i$leido monografi-
jas Nuo biopolitikos iki biofilosofijos (Vilnius: Kitos knygos, 2016) ir Gilles’io
Deleuze’o ir Félixo Guattari filosofija: daugialypumo logika (Vilnius: Baltos
lankos, 2011). Sudaré rinktine Intensyvumai ir tékmés: Gilles’io Deleuze’o fi-
losofija Siuolaikinio meno ir politikos kontekste (Vilnius: LKTI, 2011). Kartu
su Stephenu Wilmeriu sudaré leidinius: Apklausiant Antigone postmoder-
niosios filosofijos ir kritikos kontekste (Interrogating Antigone in Postmodern
Philosophy and Criticism, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), Deleuze’as
ir Beckettas (Deleuze and Beckett, Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015),
Besipriesinant biopolitikai: filosofinés, politinés ir performatyvios strategijos
(Resisting Biopolitics: Philosophical, Political, and Performative Strategies,
New York: Routledge, 2016). Moksliniy tyrimy sritys: $iuolaikiné filosofija,
Deleuze’o ir Guattari filosofija, biopolitika, posthumanizmas, vizualumo

studijos, performatyvumo studijos.
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