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INTRODUCTION

The essay is the author’s personal attempt to mésfiret or mis/read Derrida and
his works. Anyone could have this feeling that thement one proclaims to understand
Derrida, it is tantamount in saying that he/she rhaye indeed misunderstood him.
According to Derrida, there is a fixed relationdifferences of meanings ascribed within
the phonemic differences of utterances. Languagigeiprimary object of deconstruction
and Derrida subverts and exposes the phonocentri@ationalism of the structuralists,
particularly that of Ferdinand de Saussure’s. Bsea this, Derrida is oftentimes placed
in the history of philosophy as part of post-stawatism. In the end, | tried to tussle my
way in critiquing deconstruction. There is no preenof clarity if the paper did or fail to
do it, but the contingent debacle of sustaininglémguage of deconstruction as it denies
philosophy and other systems of thought, a placstaot with, could well eat inside
deconstructive approach and left fossilizing it¢empt to reroute away from the
metaphysics of conformity it triumphantly deconsteu This would judge whether, as
others claim, deconstruction has waned or hasjasgied after Derrida.

Derrida confronts the issue whether ‘deconstructian lead to an
adequate practice, whether critical or political...brder to
advance a factual rather than a pathetic critiquth® European
intellectual’s ethnocentric impulse, Derrida adnthat he cannot
ask the ‘first’ questions that must be answerededtablish the
grounds of his argument.

--Gayatri Spivak, “Can the Subaltern Speak?”

THE PROJECT OF THIS PAPER

The present milieu of philosophical discourse ientered on language.
Philosophy since Plato has concerned itself with uhderstanding of the metaphysical
framework of reality, of which philosophy questioasd apprehends reason as its
domain. Language is then subservient to philosofthis, all the more, a medium to
communicate ideas through the ages. However ibdwist of fate, a reversal from this
linearity of tradition, or more precisely the rédtibn of language against the
‘metaphysics of conformity

On the one hand, it was Wittgenstein who then mostl language as a
philosophical intereétthe object of scrutiny and the subject for sciatirg philosophy



in particular and reality in general. On the othand, the structuralists, from Saussure,
Barthes to Levi-Strauss, delineated language as rdwuctionistic or absolutist
explanation of all. It means in simple terms tiatrything can be reduced to language—
from simple utterance, myths, laws, culture, sgcigi to the supra-structure of relations
or co-relations of all these categories as goverpgdinguistic patterns, rules and
principles.

Because of this regimentation of reality in allitsf intelligible and unintelligible
aspects, Jacques Derrida employed rigorous readinghilosophical texts of Edmund
Husser, Ferdinand de Saussfirdmmanuel Kant and other philsophers in order to
critique the so-called “metaphysics of presence”.

But it is contended that language is the limitha togos (philosophy) and the text
(literature). This paper therefore attempts to rdefand read Derrida’s deconstructive
reading from a critical perspective coming fromragmatic and analytical view. The
language debate refers to Derrida’s deconstrud¢hiah has spawned debates inside and
outside philosophical circl2svhile the critique explores deconstruction’s pbiisy and
tendency to go to another closure called Idgesentrism.

Thus it is imperative in this paper to stipulatestfi the contentions of
deconstruction as a framework. Then later in disé¢ part, a critique is posed against it to
see if this framework is just a solipsistic claiar fietouring to metaphysical discussion.
We can also pose this question after reading the @l those of who adamantly critique
the method, approach or strategy of deconstructidm:we approach the method of
deconstructive reading a kind of aporia, nihilistn,skepticism that leads to the end of
philosophy?

In the end, the writer will propose a lense for isgethe debate and a
reconstruction between the text and the logogdlitee and philosophy) using language
as a limit and a critique against the languageegbdstruction.

THE TEXT AND THE LOGOS: A PROLOGUE

With the German hermeneutics and the re-emergehtiter@ary criticism to the
fore of philosophizing, it is now considered thatemsthing is a text. A text in a
traditional definition is a written form. But bacse it is not the form which is important
in the text but rather the meanings in the texterythingbecomes a multitude of
meanings and interpretations and therefore d@laexythingis thetext A poem is a text,
Plato’s Dialogues too, the readers, and so goes for the critics heflsé texts, its
translations, the translators, etc. Everythingdfoe is textualized and then rationalized.
To follow this, that which gives meaning igext even anything which is not meaningful
in this sense. The absence of meaning is illusfanythis absence is meaning itself.
Indeed, under the pressure of...perspectivism, alameled with is “the text,” and the
text ‘about’ texts® Likewise: “The self like the work, is a text thatalready embedded
in a context, the community of interpretation osteyn of sign¥

Thelogosas reason or as philosophy is what makes the mgariquitous and
hermeneutically operative within a given perspeagtiparadigm or framework. It is
language that mediates the possibility of meanifigsis language is the kernel of both
logos (reason) and text (meaning) which graspith& &nd question an imposition of a
limit brought about by a criticism like deconstioct.



THE ONSLAUGHT OF CRITIQUE AGAINST STRUCTURALISM

The emergence of positivism in the field of philpbg has tremendously shaken
the metaphysical foundations of language. From itvard preoccupation to build a
science of language, structuralism began to claen’lens of truth’ about language and
its manifestations in human nature, understandialjure, economics, politics and so on.
It considers language as the structure and supretiste of reality. “Structuralism, in a
broad sense, is the practice of studying phenonaandifferent as societies, minds,
language, literatures and mythologies as totalegyst or connected wholes—that is,
structure—and in terms of their internal patterhsamnections”

Ferdinand de Saussure in l@®urse in General Linguistits, laid down the
principles of this linguistic project. The firgtinciple elaborates the arbitrariness of the
‘'sign’. The concept of the sign is the essenctaonfjuage according to Saussure. “The
study of the nature of the linguistic sign helpstasinderstand the structure of all (even
non-linguistic) signs?” The sign is composed of two underlying conceptise-signifier
and the signified. The signifier is any spokenwoitten element and the idea or notion
produced from this element is the signified. Tthesword tree (signifier) could signify
stillness or courage (signified)etaporicallydepending on how the writer or the speaker
produces the connection and meaning. For Saudsene language is a system of signs
with the signifier and the signified completing Bugystem. The interplay of these two
makes the language arbitrary. To explicate thigea@tion is like saying that there is no
natural connection between a ‘tree’ (word) and acatia’ (the reference). In other
words, a word is formed correlatively dependingwdro is speaking, where and what is
the context of the actual speech-act. Every culha® its own language, its own way of
arbitrarily assigning word to mean what it is iteten to their system of representing the
outside world and system of meanitfgs“This is common sense; otherwise we would
have difficulty in explaining the existence of @ifént language” Furthermore, a word
establishes meaning through its smallest unit ahdpthephonemelt means that what
differentiates a ‘tree’ and ‘free’ is the sound t/fVe derive meaning by the sound of
word/s when spoken and consequently by way it agpelaen written.

The second principle is Saussure’sldague and parole For him, “langue is
something that is at once social—langue is the gssssn of the community of
speakers—and constrainindangue is something fixed;parole is the realm of
freedom™ The langue (that is, as language) is the systérarevall significations rest.
Parallel with this, we can say that Filipino asaaduage is typically the Saussurean
langue and the outgrowth of this with its presanggn, slang, neologism, and attachment
with other languages such as Spanish, English, Watal others is where the realm of
parole stands. Jonathan Culler has somethingytalsaut this:

A language is thus conceived as a system of difterg and this leads to
the development of the distinctions on which suitalism and semiotics
have relied: between a language as a system @reliites (langue) and
the speech events which the system makes pospérie€)...and between
the two constituents of the sign, signifier andstgmified™



Saussure hence accentuates the primary strengtiisoproject that “in the
linguistic system there are only differences, withpositive terms” (Saussure, 166).
Here is where Derrida enters because for him tl@sncfor linguistic differences or
differentiation is problematic. He also attacks Wadorization appropriated by Saussure
to sound, phoneme or speech at the expense ofgyritt is said that because Derrida has
left a destructive imprint on Saussure’s works @rtigular and in structuralism in
general, critics have labeled Derrida as a postairalist.

Derrida’s attack on Saussure’s concepdifference phonemesnd privileging of
speechshall be discussed after a treatment of a framlewsed as a critique, and even far
more violent as a critique. This framework—whidsltcaptivated modern thinkers and
until now, has been a subject of intellectual delzehong philosophers, scholars, literary
theorists, teachers, students and many others—eisrkpopularly asleconstruction

DECONSTRUCTION AND THE QUESTION OF ITS PHILOSOPHY

Let us examine now the framework of scrutiny usgdbrrida. It is said that this
‘framework’ has been tacit in the mind of Derridadeconstruction, but rather only as a
notion mixed up, along with his other conceptstha whole project of rereading and
reversing tradition in philosophy, or more strongbf subverting this tradition as
philosophy. But because his framework is actuatig explicitly a way of rereading,
reversing & subverting anything on sight, decorwton:

has had a remarkable career...having first appearesveral texts that
Derrida published in the mid-1960s, it soon becathe preferred

designator for the distinct approach and concenas his thinking apart.

Derrida has confessed on several occasions thétasebeen somewhat
surprised by the way this word came to be singletf o

This writer refers to the whole gamut of Derridgbilosophical undertaking as a
‘radical’ framework'’  Deconstruction ushers in and sometimes viotearlvocates re-
working of a framed ‘frame’. It is also a framewobecause it does stand alone
as/outside philosophy. Even critics would say affdm that deconstruction too is a
philosophical position in doing philosophy. Deciastion is only a philosophical
position, merely a way of seeing philosophical ésswtherwise. Jonathan Culler
emphasizes that deconstruction is “a strategy wiphilosophy and a strategy for dealing
with philosophy, for the practice of deconstructespires to be both rigorous argument
within philosophy and displacement of philosophicaiegories or philosophical attempts
at mastery®

It is in this view that one can grasp it as a posjta strategy and a practice of
philosophizing. This quite ambivalent gesture isharacteristic of this framework. Yet
if it is merely a position or a strategy, how coimes called as within or displaced from
philosophy? Is it a preparation to philosophy @ractice prior to doing philosophy (pre-
/within-/post-philosophy)? To answer, no matterevéhand what its position, strategy or
practice is, the main point however is that itl sidils down to “engaging with and re-
reading” philosophy. The point however is to spltbe text of philosophy to come up



with a double gesture, resisting a possibility mflesure or a metaphysics of conformity.
Philosophical texts are open to scrutiny and imdao, a deconstructionist treats such
texts as “oppositional texts.” Derrida himself mduie position about this:

Therefore we must proceed using a double gestoosrding to a unity
that is both systematic and in and of itself didida double writing, that
is, a writing that is in and of itself, multiple,hat | called, in La double
seanc¢’ a double science. On the other hand, we musgetsa a phase of
overturning. To do justice to this is necessitytasrecognize that in a
classical philosophical opposition we are not deplWith the peaceful co-
existence of ais-a-vis but rather with a violent hierarchy..To deconstru
the opposition, first of all, is to overturn theerarchy at a given
moment®

On the one hand, as a position, “it belongs...tolgsophy’ in so far as it raises
certain familiar questions about thought, languaigentity and other longstanding
themes of philosophical debdf%. On the other hand, it is displaced from philoisg*
because “one way of describing this...is to say Detrida refuses to grant philosophy
the kind of privileged status it has always claimasl the sovereign dispenser of
reasorf”’

Deconstruction is elusive and slippery as it isyiobsly because it defies
(un)certainty of (im)positions in pursuing this #if framework. It is critical and yet
uncritical in its subversidn

With these in mind, let us proceed to deconstractie a practice. This writer
shall give four points involved in the practice @sborated from Norris’ work: (1)
reversal, (2) displacement, (3) un-closure andrédjleconstructicf. The first two
points involve the initial movement of deconstrantwhile the remaining others assume
the endless movement of this framework.

Reversal commences upon a necessity that entagsrogi;g the binary
oppositions that become part of a metaphysicalaramty. “The deconstructor begins by
disclosing the hierarchically ordered, metaphyswalbstratum of a specific piece of
discours€™ In a philosophical discourse the apparent divisamd opposition had been
very prevalent to pair terms like soul/body, bemug-being, mind/matter, good/bad,
essence/existence and so on. All of these higemdccording to Derrida, which in
some degree were venerated as something that daserka certain truth or value, must
be consistently transformed. To quote him,

| believe that every conceptual breakthrough améamtansforming, that
is, to deforming, an accredited, authorized refetiop between a word
and a concept, between a trope and what one hayl ieverest to consider
to be an unshiftable primary sense, a properaliter current usage...All
of this is grouped together under the title of destouction®®

In this process of transforming and deforming aglgtionship of opposition, “the
deconstructor proceeds then by reversing the ltieyanot perversely, but by discerning
a chink in the discourse which allows their revef§a



Derrida makes his attack or criticism by reading philosophies of past thinkers.
His approach needs the examination of what has begten before (the text). In this
particular textual discourse, he looks for inconstas, intricacies, ironies...etc. that may
serve to start any attack. “Deconstruction is thiical procedure by which this
supposed other is unearthed and shown to be aratiyeeif invisible in an ongoing
scheme of meanind’ In relation with this, reversal happens withiretistructure or
content it wants to deconstruct. It works intelpnahnd further scrutinizes the hierarchy
that maintains that conformity. Derrida is adarhaagainst a metaphysics of conformity
and presence. This is also known as logocenttisengentering or grounding of truth as
present and as transcending in discourse. Butgitimt is not simply to invert the values
of a common place hierarchical distinction but tsipthe enquiry much further back and
ask what presuppositions are concealed by thetstaidlifference in questiof® This is
very important in the next point of deconstructiamich is displacement.

Displacement happens in order to demystify a sleadakturn to hierarchy after a
reversal of oppositions. In this sense, a decocstr eliminates the possibility of
conforming to valorize the reversed of the opposifie.g., matter/mind after the reversal
of mind/matter construct). The chain of hierarshig therefore shattered by assuming
that no equilibrium shall be forged again. In otlveords, displacement destroys
conformity. Selden puts this by saying that:

The newly asserted hierarchy is itself displaced annot allowed to
install a new ‘truth’ or structural fixity. The les of indeterminacy
prevails. While structuralists had treated binappositions as stable
terms in a formal structure, Derrida sees themrganized in unstable
disequilibrium>°

Truth here refers to conformity or acceptance oédifying structure of meanings
and values imposed universally just like the pegihg of soul over body. The rule of
indeterminacy implies here the resistance to ckEysniherwise a possible conformity will
rise again. Because of this, there is no fixed mmgpas for language that has no
universal claim for structuring. Language is imdgtinate, interminable and thus man
cannot exhaust within and beyond the possibiltiasieanings.

Following this argument, deconstruction manifesis ‘un-closure’ of discourse
whether textual, cultural, political, etc. Philpsy also must remain un-closed to be able
to disclose at the same time the endless pos&bilif interpretation, understanding and
criticism. This is resistance to closure. Theraasmovement from beginning to end but
every point could be a beginning and an end.

Hence it can be surmised that there is no finatitgeconstruction. Any attempt
to reach a verdict of truth or truth-claims apptyitleconstruction is only a beginning, an
end or whatsoever, because such claim to trutbriedred to an endless scrutiny, to an
aporia of deconstruction. “Argument by deferral aodplication is the characteristic of
Derridarean mode, ‘interminable’...haunted by ininiegress and yet insisting on the
ethical imperative to proceed in no other WdyEntering into deconstruction is like an
endless labyrinth with no entrance and exit. tHeded there is, outside the labyrinth is
another endless one. Here re-deconstruction peisisan infinite, interminable task,
again and again.



THE RESURGENCE OF DIFFERENCE OUT FROM DIFFERENCE

The four movements of deconstruction as discusaddeare likely inherent in
the attacks made by Derrida against structuraliSime destructive assault rendered here
starts from the very structure of structuralisra,,iform the point of view of Saussurean
linguistic difference and differentiation. The etwgal closure of signification becomes
problematic when the signifier and the signifiedldwa reference without any form of
escape. The signifier must always point to thaisgg. There seems to be a structured
meaning at hand by way of differentiation, by wdydifferent tongues speaking it.
Derrida believes that this is a closure.

A deconstructive framework deciphers these enigmdifferences in language.
“In order to decipher, one must dismantle, seetkinegs apart, reject any established
relationship of word and concefft. To get away from such closure of differences,
Derrida introduceslifferance

The difference of which Saussure speaks is itdbHrefore, neither a
concept nor a word among others. The same caraillg a fortiori, of

differance...What is written as differance, then wié the playing
movement that ‘produce’—by means of something thatot simply an

activity—these differences, these effects of défere®

This word is a signature of Derrida which eluddsead or definite meaning. In
such a way that it produces differences, it isitsobrigin or its end. Differance as a term
therefore displaces differentiation because by wpaogsto discern it, it temporizes (its)
meaning.

Differanceis the nonfull, nonsimple, structured, and différating origin
of differences. Thus the name origin no longenssuii... which is
simultaneously spacing and temporization.

This seemingly ambiguous term justifies its beipgced and temporized for
understanding because it defies a closure thaacteizes Saussure’s differences.

The differences between the two controversial wonifference and
differance is, of course, one letter (a). The &we derived not from the
Greek,diapherein meaning to differ, but from the Latidifferre meaning
both to differ and to defer. To differ is the ma@mmon word meaning
non-identity, difference, the involvement of aneinal, a distance, a
spacing®

In other wordsdifferanceis the difference of differences but at the samet
different from this assumed differentiation. Itbdeks the relationship of the signifier
and the signified as correlatively pointing towaedbnear differentiation. For example,
one tree in relation with other trees could sigridyest to wilderness, wilderness to



primitivity, and so on. And countless it may sedntranslated to other languages, which
by means of differing with this difference couldgduce a distancing from what has been
established originally as the word or the termétréself. The deviation then is the
differance from these two different or arbitraryesof tree anguna Where then is the
origin? What then is the connection? Imagineewample how an American, French,
German, Japanese, and a Filipino build a signiboadf the word ‘apple’. In connection
with this, take in mind the cultural, religious, lpigal, and economic underpinnings in
which a differentiation of this term might incuin fact, one would be lost in this kind of
displacement, deferral, and differance. “The pcactif a language or of code supposing a
play of forms without a determined and invariabldstance, and also supposing in the
practice of display a retention and pretensionitéégtnces, a spacing and temporization,
a play of tracé™

LOGOCENTRISM OR THE METAPHYSICS OF PRESENCE

Another philosophical hierarchy that somehow camdt itself, as the longest
tradition in philosophizing is what Derrida caltgbcentrism.

Logocentrism is also, fundamentally, an idealist.isl the matrix of

idealism. Idealism is its most direct representgtithe most constantly
dominant force. And the dismantling of logocentrisnsimultaneously—a
fortiori—a deconstitution of idealism or spiritusthh in all its

variants...Now of course, logocentrism is a widenaept than idealism,
for which it serves as a kind of overflowing foutida...It constitutes a
system of predicates, certain of which can alwags found in the
philosophies that call themselves nonidealist, tisatantiidealist. The
handling of the concept of logocentrism, therefoi®, delicate and
sometimes troubling’

In this context, the whole tradition of philosopdlienterprise has always been
obsessed to formulate the ‘truth’. What is trutWhether a truth formulated is universal
or relative, the grounding principle is to locatis presence somewhere, i.e., the
foundation of knowledge. Derrida deconstructs theilpging of presence over absence;
well in fact without the latter the former will std as a bleak concept. In this
perspective, he inverted and subverted the confgroeitween presence and absence and
thus advocated its reversal. Let us examine tite$peech and Phenomena

Since its presence to intuition (presence, thaitspeing before the gaze,
has no essential dependence on any worldly or eapisynthesis, the
restitution of its sense in the form of presenceob®es a universal and
unlimited possibility. But being nothing outsideetworld, its ideal being
must be constituted, repeated, and expressed irdium that does not
impair the presence and self presence... a mediunptbeserves both the
presence of the object... The ideality of the objedtich is only its being



for a nonempirical consciousness, can be only esptin an element the
phonomentality of which does not have worldly fottn.

This passage confirms the reversal of absence easkmce which nonetheless
takes the importance of ideal object. Theory $elftand other philosophical claims are
abstracted from absence not presence. Absencétatessthe ideality and possibility of
presencé’ Once a theory is placed into practice, it emeigts repetition, restitution,
and even transformation. “Philosophy has been aphgsics of presence... that each of
these concepts, all of which involve a notion adgance, has been treated as a centering,
grounding, force or principl&”

This initial attack on the metaphysics of preseisceell summarized in one of
Derrida’s writings:

... the determination through history of the mearohgeing in general as

presence, with all the subdeterminations that démenthis general form

and organized within it their system and their drisial linkage (presence

of the object to sight as eidos, presence as sulessence/existence
(ousia), temporal presence as the point (stigméheihow or the instant

(nun), self-presence of the cogito, consciousragggectivity, co-presence

of the self and the other, intersubjectivity asraentional phenomenon of
the ego, etc.). Logocentrism would thus be boymdhuthe determination

of the being of the existent as presefice.

Though this ‘displaced calculation’ of Derrida isstioned to denounce this
enterprise, any attempt to explain this is indeggtentric—always pointing to ‘explain’
and ‘foreground’ what this is all about. It is deped because he wanted to escape
logocentricism, to displace everything that poitdsthis course. Hence, to escape an
‘attempt to explain’ the framework of Derrida isr@undabout detour to logocentrism.
Derrida himself is faced with this dilemma but $ri¢o circumvent this imminent
entrapment by his ambiguity and through his obsstyle of writing,

PHONOCENTRISM: SPEECH/WRITING HIERARCHY

Related to logocentrism, Derrida resuscitateising in its proper pedestal after it
has been enslaved from a tradition knownpasnocentrism Earlier as discussed,
Saussure’s project could be well grasped by théeréifices of sounds (phonemes)
produced per syllables to point meanings. ThusS8ae advocated the importance of
speech over writing, for through the former tha project ofla langueand parole is
rationalized. In Plato’®harmacy Derrida traces the genealogy of this hierarchgdaing
back to what Plato said about writing: “Plato isiben presenting writing as an occult,
and therefore suspects, power. Just like paintmgyhich he will later compare it, and
like optical illusions and techniques of mimesigeneral®

Furthermore, writing is condemned as a distortibragarasite with, an allusion
from, speech. In théPhaedrusPlato condemns writing as “bastardized form of
communication; separated from the father or the emrof origin, writing can give rise
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to all sorts of misunderstandings since the speikeot there to explain to the listener
what he has in min&”

With this kind of perspective, only a deconstruetireatment (as Derrida
believed) could reverse and place writing in it®gar region within the linguistic
tapestry. Yet, as a caution, writing is not emyijast an actual jotting down, scribbling
and combining of letters and words. It is the tiorc of writing as writing which is
understood within a Derridarean framework. Becaugbout distinguishing which is
which, Derrida would fall into an equivocal fallacyThus for Derrida ‘writing is a
difference’ away from the difference between wagtiand speech. This is what he calls
as archi-writing. Itis a

...movement of difference, irreducible archi-syntBesipening at once
towards temporization in one and the self-same ipitisg language
cannot, insofar as it is a condition of the enliimguistic system, be a part
of the linguistic system or be situated as an dbieits field (1967: 82).

By archi we mean the beginning or the origin thhttes writing and speech into
a temporized category. The passage however telthat this writing is a condition, a
part and an effect of a linguistic system. Thusaases simultaneously as the origin
because it is displaced throughout the linguisggtean. To explain this, it is wrong to
conclude that speech precedes writing, for theieriing’ happening in our thought that
serves as aarchi-typeof either speech or writing and vice-versa. Thusing is not a
distorted replica of speech. In the same wayhiangiting’ is the very condition of the
possibility of language as an articulated systemd, \@hich permits us to understand the
true articulation of speech and writing, referredas the ‘formulation of formi** Let us
presume therefore two examples to explicate theval@mce between the originary and
non-originary characteristics of this ‘archi-wrgin An infant, for example, before
learning to speak is somehow constructing his thbuging words from his mother or
from anybody else. But since, he could not utteroad yet he only mumbles sounds to
respond, the child’'s mind is simulating and stininlg all these experiences of
mimicking, observation, and response prior to spepkby way of writing these
experiences mentally. At the age of one onwattsmind® has written these formally
to utter sensible words, such as “mama”, “papah.: wh”. Archi-writing hence, using
this analogy, is a pre-speech phenomenon. leiotiyin of speech and subsequently of
writing. Another example is when we talk or comncate with others. Either we speak
or write to communicate our ideas, ‘archi-writingg amassing and assembling our
thought to produce effects. Hence, it is saiddcaltrace, where the moment we speak
the trace is erased because it is a manifestafitimeomental state. Our mental state is
unalienable and impenetrable, thus this ‘archiingitis a trace of trace of no trace...

Being primordial must be thought on the basis aicér and not the
reverse. This pro-writing is at work at the origoh the sense. Sense,
being temporal in nature...is never simply presents ialways already
engaged in the ‘movement’ of the trace, that igriter of signification?®
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Thus the sentence, “you are the sunshine of my. .litmuld be traced mentally,
which means prior to writing or speaking this, iiginates from within—a mental
construct. But to trace within as ‘you’ (to retersomebody, something), ‘sunshine’ (as
a metaphor for what? What does it stand for?), ‘fsglf? feeling? experience?), and
‘life’ (myself? body? me?) could be an endlessdrat signification. This metaphorical
allusion is also predicated within or from compfexndations such as, but not limited to,
the system of signification/intepretation, the resiy of context, the authorial intent, and
a whole sense of determining effects after suchitéwy allusion” or “utterance” is
subjected into scrutinity. What is being hindefiemn these effects is the “position” and
“voice” of the reader to understand with ease dhwmeaningful pretext an appreciation
of what has been read in the first place. Decoostmn may possibly burden the reader to
make initial success in “understanding the textthe first place. And as a result, it
creates another form of “hierarchy of enclosurdbsit diminishes the participation of
multiple voices/responses of other readers. Ashalgged reading strategy, it therefore
privileges only the few.

The utterance (in speaking) or mark (writing) i$ boe of the traces of an endless
pre-writing of traces. Reading becomes then aewdifit spectrum in the field of
deconstruction. Reading in a practical sense iserst@nding & consummating
knowledge of the text. Furthermore, re-reading coitiquing this text using a
deconstructive framework entails difficulty for oeas outside the margins of
deconstruction. It becomes an “endless displaceofaneaning which governs language
and places it forever beyond the reach of a stableauthenticating knowledd&.

PHILOSOPHY AS WRITING

This archi-writing has been pushed towards a radical christening-stagering of
the demarcation between philosophy and literatui®errida is able to thematized the
end of philosophy, conceived as the theory of amuof representation, as an event
within writing, by recognizing that its dream amgslito reading and writing as wéfl”
Derrida has something to say about the margindibdgophy in his essajympan

Philosophy says so too: within because philosophisgourse intends to
know and to master its margin, to define the liéign the page,
enveloping it its volume. Without because the rmgrgs margin, its
outside are empty, are outside: a negative aboighwthere seems to be
nothing to do, a negative effect in the text oregative working in the
service of meaning, the margin...in the dialecticthefBook?®

This compares philosophy with that of the sheetspapers of the book.
Philosophy is within the book, written in all thages. Thus the margin of philosophy,
the edge of the page is its limit. Nothing canplo¢ outside the margin, no philosophy
can be written outside the page, so to speak. t@abntinue in doing philosophy, we
need a tabula rasa, another clean sheet or blagd where we can write again. To
reiterate, no philosophy exists outside the margmgside ‘mere’ writing. Hence
philosophy is appropriated as just writing anddaduced as mere literature of tlogos
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(of the philosophical enterprise). This is out@g®y disturbing which hails the end of
metaphysics of presence as philosophy, and vicgaydoy merely contrasting and
comparing it to writing. It is disturbing becauBerrida contradicts himself about what
he means by writing or archi-writing. In fact, pat it this way, the end of philosophy
that stands on the ‘end’ which is ambiguous follogvDerrida, is nothing more, nothing
less a stance on nihilism.

SELF-DESTRUCT DECONSTRUCTION: THE FLAW OF THE AXE | N ITSELF

Deconstruction is shrieking the inevitable end bfigsophy, that it is this end
where literature/writing relegates the tasks ofigguphers. Derrida’s framework is a
labyrinth which signifies the finality of searchingny point of entrance and exit.
Deconstruction in this context destroys strategycidie logos (philosophy) and théext
(writings of the philosophers and others) and siamdously annihilates the reader’s
context in proceeding with this framework. It omheans that by reading a text (using a
deconstructive reading) is tantamount to destroyhey mode of reading traditionally
inscribed to this reading. Thus a reading couldvitbout understanding because in the
outset, a framework such as Derrida’s, is misraadih together in this attempt. Gary
Madison says that: “Derrida’s critique of metaplegdiands us, for all practical purposes,
in a debilitating relativism, a kind of philosophlmihilism...Derrida’s handling of texts
is ‘mutilated or castrated for it is...without theaith to knowledge or trutf® In fact,
there’s nothing new with thidifferance If we look back, Sextus Empiricus had already
laid down the specter of light for Derrida’s exaroi known as deconstruction.

Skepticism is an ability...which opposes appearangadgments in any
way whatsoever, with the result that, owing to #wiipollence of the
objects and reasons thus opposed, we are brougfhy fo state of mental
suspense and next to a state of ‘unperturbednessiietude>*

Deconstruction is an ability, a free play of plagat mixes the text and the logos
while underscoring its opposition to displace thege by reason and textual meaning
within (or even beyond) the end of no finality. donsequently then assumes a
temporization and suspension or deference in grggbie equipollence of text and the
logos. Except for the last state after temporaopatdeconstruction destroys quietude
since it unsettles conformity and closure. Quietut®y point to within the context of
desconstruction as the nihilism of nihilism, i.the sound of the hand one clapping..
Furthermore, “unlike ordinary, run-of-the-mill dgtes, it is, however a critique from, so
to speak, nowhere. But because it is from nowhéis,is precisely why it is basically
nihilistic.>?

Going back to the end of philosophy, deconstructioes not entirely push the
end but the limit of philosophy. David Wood expigithis limit as: “The structure of the
thought that would see a limit in the desire torowene all limits is both complex and
exemplary. Limits are always limits to some projec desire or ambition. But such
projects are themselves open to scrdffhyDeconstruction has opened itself up to
scrutiny which debunks the nihilistic claim thatisths a time to end philosophy.
Philosophy is not merely literature because thegmaas limit is philosophy. Only
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philosophy can go beyond this mere reduction tatimg’. Philosophy is therefore not
literature in this respect, as hastily generalired deconstructive framework, for it can
reside outside the margins. ‘It (philosophy) alkoand forces us to rethink the question
of ends, of beginnings, of margins, of limits, #$ttelds—the very spaces piilosophy
[Italics mine.}* The text and the logos are shattered and dissoitedone not as an
endless claim of text as/in everything but of phdphy as limited in this everything.
Philosophy in this everything is manifested by laage alone, for silence of both the text
and the logos could be well the disastrous limibyst the ‘end’. Yet it is not the end
because both pervade in reason and in meaningtgéigtein also echoes this: “The
limits of my language are the limits of my worf®> Derrida’s framework works in
reverse, the limitless language of a deconstruistioss a free-play of reading a text
ushers in multiple and complex world/s of interpten. Again, Wittgenstein says:
“Philosophy is a battle against the bewitchmentoofr intelligence by means of
languag€®™ Derrida is just mystifying and mythologizing ointelligence, an insult in
its extreme, by his juggling of language in an ind@st and violent way. His language is
violence shrouded with a bewitching apparition aofde.nihilism...skepticism and
aporia. lItis like a language game without a gama language where anyone for that
matter can join. Deconstruction is just offerirgghroken eyeglasses to see in a different
way what is there to be seen. But because it a&dor, our sight could only see a
mutilated, wrecked and ruined version of realitfhe more we wear this ‘kind’ of
eyeglasses, the more we become deluded to beliba¢ reality is broken,
destroyed...nihilistic.

Another point is that Derrida using his frameworkshust given us a radical
form of writing, reading and speaking. Likewise, denies the metaphysics of presence
yet in the end his project is but another metamsysi This is what | call
LOGODECENTRISM because the center aspired in logocentricism ssralgeed. The
grounding truth is decentered to sway away fromfawonity and presence but the
‘untruth’ and ‘de-center” are the sprouting seetlyed another foundation of presence.
To regenerate this framework is to say that thedoand text are pulled away, displaced
in all its significations, in its reasons or measn Hence, there is another closure of this
presence in absence—the presence in pretensioccémtaate absence! This is in fact
indicative in his constructions of differance, arahiting, trace and margins which are
nonetheless metaphysical idealities. In this respkeconstruction (the axe that grinds
logocentrism) has failed or is proned to failurecdese it becomes prey to another
closure. This isogo-de-centricisnat its best!

ENDNOTES

! Metaphysics of conformity or logocentrism refarsatnew form of idealism that Jacques Derrida is
referring to inPositions trans. Allan Bass (Chicago: University of Chicd&yess,1981).
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2 Language at this stage became a crucial subjettemgor philosophers especially for analytic
philosophers like Gottlob Frege, Bertrand Russall hudwig Wittgenstein, among others. Wittgensiain
his Tractatus Logico Philosophicus offered this explanation: “The book deals with thblems of
philosophy, and shows, | believe, that the reasbg these problems are posed is that the logic of ou
language is misunderstood. The whole sence of dlo& ight be summed up the following words: what
can be said clearly, and what we cannot talk al@umust pass over in silence. Thus the aim of kb
is to draw a limit to thought, or rather—not to tight, but to the expression of thoughts...It wikitefore
only be inlanguagethat the limit can be drawn, and what lies on tle ©f the limit will simply be
nonsense. lttp:/filepedia.org/files/Ludwig%20Wittgenstein%2620Tractatus%20Logico-
Philosophicus.pdf original text published in 1922.

Language then in Wittgenstein’s work in Tractatexdmes a metacritical tool to limit our thought to
knowable propositions and facts about reality. bbek’s arguments are higly debatable even Wittgemst
himself abandoned and modified some of it in hisceeding works but the sense of it all runs eoptr
against the claims of “metaphysics” or “ontology.”

3 Derrida deconstructs Husser’sgical Investigationin his workSpeectand PhenomenorSee J. Claude
Evan’sStrategies of Deconstruction: Derrida and the ngtithe voiceMinnesota & Oxford: University
of Minnesota Press, 1991.

* Saussure’s phonocentrism is critiqued in Derrid $Srammatologylbid.

® Even Richard Rorty made a distinction of thoseatimired and rejected Derrida’s philosophical rigo
“In the first place, there are those who are tdkgthe rigor of Derrida’s arguments. Here we findts
writers as Culler, Christopher Norris, Irene Hareeyl Rodolphe Gasche. On the other side we find
Geoffrey Hartman and above all Rorty himselhid, xiii.

® This is a question of tentativity. Whether decamnstion is a strategic reading or a literary cum
philosophical system of analysis, the writer o§thaper assumes that using such entails in theriagia
“difficulty precedes meaning” discomfort. True egbuf these “difficulties” are not sorted out ortno
properly appreciated, mis-appropriation and disgaent occur in applying deconstructive readingsTéi
where aporia and nihilism come into the pictures ohe tries to apply it, the more mis-appropriatod
displacement occur, the more it becomes difficubissume a Derridian deconstruction (which is not
actually what it intends to be), the more it becsiess precise, reliable, pragmatic as a methsttategy
and a system (which it actully wants to be to regelosure or a metaphysics of conformity). Thgtn
question, then: Where do we stand and where ddawkis the first place?

’ This claim can be traced in Nietzsche’s assumptianliterature plays a statutory mark in the higtand
historicity of philosophy—that is, philosophy islgra part of literature inscribed and transcribgdamd
through writing. You can find this overaching Nietzschean view daréiture in Bernd Magnus, et. al.
Nietzsche’'s Case: Philosophy as/and Literat{Mew York: Routledge, 1993), 14.

8 Jane TompkinsReader Response CriticisiBaltimore: John Hopkins University Pres, 198®jyx

° Leonard JacksonThe Poverty of Structuralism: Literature and Sturefist Theory(London and New
York: Longman, 1992), 20.

10 Ferdinand de Saussur€purse in General Linguisticdrans. Wade Baskin, (London: Duckworth,
1959).

11 Raman SelderPracticing Theory and Reading Literatufieondon: Roultledge, 1989), 76.



15

2 For instance, here in the Philippines the ‘tre=¢dmespunobut in such no way that it refers only to
acacia, pine tree, etc. Each word in this sigatfamn must be thought of as it is without any refere if
this ‘it is’ exists or refers to reality.

13 Raman Selden, 89.

14 Jakson, 42.

15 Jonathan CullelQn DeconstructiofCornell University Press, 1982),98.

16 peggy Kamuf. EdA Derrida Reader: Between the Blingslew York: Columbia University Press,
1991), viii.

"It is because deconstruction is like a breezimypvgignaling havoc and disaster from nowhere as it
morphs into a violent storm radically destroying fbundation and the present dogmatic frame okthn
of philosophers. The most controversial and comsitly some critics as Derrida’s finest immanent
critigue and deconstructive reading is his workskEsimund Husserl’s philosophy of consciousnessoénd
Ferdinand de Saussure’s linguistic structuralisee Slaude Evans, 1991; and Peggy Kamuf, 1991.

18 Culler, 85.

19 Jacques Derrid&®ositions trans. Allan Bass, (Chicago: University of Chiod@ress, 1981), 41.

2 Christopher NorrisDeconstruction: Theory and Practi¢eondon and New York: Methuen), 18.

2L ater in this paper, | shall deal with this clainat philosophy is de-privileged and subvertedawof of
writing and/or literature.

22 Norris, 18.

23 \t's like looking on how to destroy or to defeat anemy. A critical fighter finds the waterloo dfet
enemy’s strength. Once noticed, he can proceed smemingly uncritical ways of eradicating the
unsuspecting opponent. An engineer, in anothanpia would estimate the core foundation of a weeck
building before demolishing it. In this way, hengaroceed to start its demolition as easily asiptsby
following his estimates. For a deconstructioniké IDerrida, once a building or a structure hasapsiéd it
does not end there. The attitude is to contingodsktroy the ‘collapsed’ structures into piecdisis an
endless way of deconstruction.

24 Christopher NorrisDeconstruction and the Interest of The@gndon: Printer Publishers), 1988.
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> This principle of a child learning the inner graamof language is likened to the “universal geneeat
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