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INTRODUCTION

Jacques Derrida is now generally agreed—by botlotdeg and critics alike—to be one
of the most influential philosophers of the lateehtieth century. To put it simply, Jacques
Derrida became not just one of the best-known namesntemporary philosophy in the 1970s
and 1980s, but something of a media phenomenonenaose stretched far beyond the walls of
the university. His mode of philosophy—which quicldcquired the famous or notorious brand
name of ‘deconstruction'—has influenced almost g\wsrademic discipline from art history to
sciences. For Derrida, his early explorations ef pnoblem of writing in western thought only
represented the beginning of a much wider enquid/fas many subsequent texts develop this
theme in new, singular and surprising directionfieiAthe 1960s, he went on to explore such
diverse areas, themes and disciplines as art amgtexture, literature, linguistics, politics and
international relations, psychoanalysis, religistidies and theology, technology and the media,
and witnessing and testimony. From the 1980s orsyatdhlso becomes possible to detect an
increasingly marked ‘ethical’ or ‘political’ turmiDerrida’s work and thought. The philosopher
at least appears to move away from the seemingiiraadt philosophical questions of the earlier
work and to gravitate towards concrete politicablpgems such as apartheid, the fall of
communism and the future of Europe. This impresssononfirmed by the appearance of an
increasingly ethical—even theological—vocabularytie later work which draws on such
themes as the gift, sacrifice, the impossible, @erthaps most intriguingly, the messianic.

This paper will not comprehensively thresh out #rdire deconstructive project of
Derridavia negotiating his more than 60 books translated kniglish, as well as his numerous
essays and manuscripts in French that are stillailadle for English readership. Instead, it will
concentrate on the expatiation of Derrida’s decocsbn of Martin Heidegger’'s existential
analysis of Dasein’s death Being and Timé which Derrida theorized as aporetic, through
allusions to hifAporiasand other related writings.

In Aporias Derrida asks: Can we be “certain” of death? Nawlat might happen after
death? but of the “brute” fact that each of us will meeth his or her own death? For Sigmund
Freud, who has exerted a considerable influend@esrida, it is impossible to imagine our own
death, let alone be certain about it, because wieernvee attempt to do so we can perceive that
we are in fact still present as spectators. In, faetcould say that we assist at our own death, as
if the one who dies in our imagination were a ddfdé person. We cannot imagine how we
would be like dead, without being able to thinksee, for example. We cannot accept our own
death; at bottom no one believes in his own defglreud claims, in the unconscious every one
of us is convinced of his own immortality. Therenis sense of the passage of time; time does
not work chronologically in our unconscious. Thiganscious belief that nothing can happen to
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us may be seen as the secret of heroism. Sincaveerfot gone through the experience of death
(as we have never died before) and since death mlmtesxist in our unconscious, we cannot
actually fear death itself. When we say we areicfod death, according to Freud, we may fear
something else—such as abandonment, castratiaousamnresolved conflicts, or otherwise fear
of death may be the outcome of a sense of guilt. Ffeud also specifies that fear of death
dominates us oftener than we know. It is not artéssote that he posits the existence of death
drive, a destructive drive, which has an aim talledoat is living into an inorganic state. “The
aim of all life is death® he said. This leads Freud to the paradoxical esimh that life is a
detour on the way to death, based on “the drivetiarn to the inanimate state.”

Seen in this light, the theoretical importancehs drives of self preservation, of
self assertion and of mastery greatly diminishe$ YWe have no longer to reckon
with the organism’s puzzling determination to maintits own existence in the
face of every obstacle. What we are left with is tiact that the organism wishes
to die only in its own fashior"Self-preservative drives are conservative drives,
because they ensure that the organism will diey‘anits own fashiorS.

This makes life circuitous paths to death, faitlyfldept by the conservative drives and
places the struggle for life, and so also the Erdtives in the service of the death drfvéhe
repetition compulsion therefore overrides the pleasprinciple, replacing the striving for
pleasure with a striving for death.

Even though Freud admits that death is somethingradawe do try to deal with it in
various ways, and we react to it differently. Oiuffedent attitudes towards death may account
for the existence of various behaviors, for theattom of beliefs such as those in life after death.
Of course, it is our unconscious that is the caafsmost of our beliefs and behaviors, or even
feelings in relation to death.

Again for Freud, none of us has “certainty” witlyaed to death. We all say “lI know | am
going to die,” but deep down, behind the one-wayraniof the unconscious, the archival
repository of the repressed, none of us believeBat Heidegger, on the other hand, death is
more certain—or better, is certain in a more “pnidial” (urspringslichg¢ way—than epistemic
certainty or even cognitive certainty. Heideggenasskeptic; for him, “holding to the truth of
death—which as we will see means maintaining oueselin the unconcealedness of the
phenomenon of our own death—reveals a certaintglwls absolutely basic to the totality of
lived contexts constituting world intelligibilityAs being-in-the-world If-der-welt-Seih, Dasein
dies;sthere is nothing more certain: “More origitfan man is the finitude of the Dasein within
him.”

If, accordingly, Heidegger and Freud are takenvas éxtreme characterizations of the
cognitive relation one stands in relation to ona/ death, then it becomes easier to imagine
why Derrida might ask such a strange, perhaps difdee question; for this seems to be an
irreconcilable opposition, an either/or of the typetoriously most vulnerable to Derrida’s
deconstructions. Thus, when Derrida asks, “Is natld@ossible?” he is not simply speculating
as to whether one can be certain of death’s oloigirhis is a more radical questioning: Can |
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die? Is it even possible for me to die? Can | matt death? In what sense can death happen to
me—can “it” happen to “me” at all?

DECONSTRUCTION: TYING THE KNOT TIGHTER?

Deconstruction is an approach, introduced by Freglosopher Jacques Derrida, which
rigorously pursues the meaning of a text to thetpof undoing the oppositions on which it is
apparently founded, and to the point of showing thase foundations are irreducibly complex,
unstable or impossible. It generally tries to destate that any text has more than one
interpretation; that the text itself links theséenpretations inextricably; that the incompatilyilit
of these interpretations is irreducible; and thhe &an interpretative reading cannot go beyond a
certain point. Derrida refers to this point as gorea in the text, and terms deconstructive
reading “aporetic’. By demonstrating the aporiad alipses of thought, Derrida hoped to show
the infinitely subtle ways that this originary colexity, which by definition cannot ever be
completely known, works its structuring and dedutiog effects. An aporetic reading can, in
addition, show the failure of earlier philosophicistems (like that of Heidegger) and the
necessity of continuing to philosophize throughtheith deconstruction.

The bookAporias a relatively recent addition in a long line ofrid@a’s interpretation of
Heidegger’s thinking, is surely best heard as sipgaéut of the rich heritage of that linealJe.
The term “aporia” literally means “nonpassage” without passage” and involves an experience
of not knowing what path to follow or coming to theint where no path can be found.” As
Derrida points out, the experience of the aporianas at all foreign to the philosophical
tradition* In fact, following Heidegger, Derrida notes howpecially in Kant and Hegel, the
experience of the aporia is rendered dialecticatlyialecticized? However, Derrida chooses
the term aporia instead of “antinomy” (which Kaot,course, uses) since an antinomy involves
“contradictions or antagonisms among equally imipezdaws” that can be solved or overcome,
whereas an aporia involves an irreducible and dokise experience of impossibility or
nonpassage The contradiction of equally valid and necessargppsitions found in an
antinomy is solved by showing how it is “apparent ibusory,” by dialecticizing the
contradiction in a Hegelian or Marxist manner, giréndering it as a “transcendental illusion in
a dialectic of the Kantian typé®

In contrast to these experiences of the aporiagétenstructive articulation of the aporia
shows it to be irreducible and constitutive to tegree that it cannot be overcome. While a
Hegelian or Marxist thought, for example, would kexipthe constitutive and necessary nature of
the aporia in order to engender a dialectical mesgon, for Derrida the irreducible and
interminable nature of the aporia will always drthis progress by showing how thought and
action remain caught in the movement of the “doutited.” Instead of being sublated or
overcome, the aporia for deconstruction becomes/éing ordeal of all experience. The aporia
must be endured as interminable in order for eeper to take place. As opposed to a
contradiction of equally valid and necessary stateis) the deconstructive aporia is perhaps best
formulated by showing how the conditions for thesgbility of something also prove lo be the
conditions for its impossibility’ The deconstructive aporia is thereby iterabilityelf, an
ineradicable “doable bind” or an “experience of imgossible.*” Or, one could render aporia as
undecidability, as the undecidability involved irdaterminate vacillation between determinate
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and structural possibilities and as the undecidglfdund when the conditions for the possibility
of something also prove to be the conditions fquassibility.

It is not without reason that | use Freud to introel a paper on the relationship between
Derrida and Heidegger, a relationship marked byeddhces which | take to be best
characterized as generational. This assertion wsuldrise Derrida least of all, who describes
his argument with Heidegger's generatiotfahnd thus as a generational altercation. It should
not be surprising, then, that when Derrida turnsdosider the possibility of “my death,” it is
Heidegger's thinking—Heidegger's ghost as well as [Beist—that he finds himself
confronting. In an interview given to tiNew York Times Magaziriéanuary 23, 1994), just after
the English translation diporiaswas published, Derrida said: “All of my writing @ death. If
| don’t reach the place where | can be reconciléti weath, then | have failed. If | have one
goal, it is to accept death and dyird.Given the central role, Heidegger's thought play i
Aporias it is hard to avoid the conclusion that Heideghas come between Derrida and his
death.”

Thus, in the early pages of thgorias before explicitly invoking Heidegger, Derrida
writes, “concerning the threshold of death, we emgaged here toward a certain possibility of
the impossible® This “possibility of the impossible” is, of coursa paraphrase of the facial
moments in Division Two oBeing and Timas a phenomenological definition of death. At what
could be taken as the zero-point of his proximity lHeidegger, Derrida (re)defines
“deconstruction . . . as a certain Aporetic experéeof the impossible?® It should escape no
one’s notice that this definition of deconstructiasm nearly identical with Heidegger’'s
phenomenological definition of death (as the “poisisy of an impossibility”), with “Aporetic
experience” substituted for “possibility.” These ngeation proxemics turn, then, around
Derrida’s interpretation of the possibility of deats an aporetic experience.

SPECTRALITY OF DEATH

In the Specters of MarPerrida states that to live is not something thva learns from
either life or oneself. The question, “How ougltb llive?” does not receive an answer from life,
but arrives “only from the other and by deathI’earning to live is never something one does
alone, all by oneself. It is never something orare to do in the present now, in the absence of
the contratemp<® To learn to live, in Derrida’s words is “ethicsétf.” Yet the ethics of learning
to live alone cannot be just “unless it comes tontewith death. Mine as (well as) that of the
other.”?* Learning how to live would involve moving away finche ontology of the present and
entering the hauntology of the contretemps. ForiBerthis involves:

... learn[ing] to livewith ghosts, in the upkeep, the conversation, the aosp
and companionship, in the commerce without commefahosts. To live
otherwise, and better. No, not better, but mordyu8ut with them No being-

with the other, nsociuswithout thiswith that makedeing-within general more
enigmatic than ever for us. And this being withapes would also be, not only,
but also, a politics of memory, of inheritance, afidenerations’
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Derrida reminds us that these ghosts must be weldoderrida defines the ghost as the
“effect of another’s crypt in my unconsciou§.He provides a rough schematic of how this crypt
within me may be formed. For example, if | loseomeld one and fail to mourn propefiythe
dead person would continue to live inside me, “@sita stranger.” Derrida explains that “the
incorporated dead, which one has not really managedke upon oneself, continues to lodge
there like something other to ventrilocate throubl “living.”*® Thus, talking with the dead
would now mean communicating with the dead-in-me wpeaks through and to me as | speak
to/with others in the universalism of our conveimat

How would this learning how to live, become possitespecially for traditional scholars
who only believe in Being-as-presence? For all éghesch scholars the Specter will never be
heard. Derrida provides,

A traditional scholar does not believe in ghostsinaall that could be called the
virtual space of spectrality. There has never l@eeaoholar who, as such, does not
believe in the sharp distinction between the redl the unreal, the actual and the
inactual, the living and the non-living, being amah-being (“to be or not to be,”
in the conventional reading), in the oppositiorwestn what is present and what
is not, for example in the form of objectivity.

Moving beyond the traditional scholar still trappedthe logic of binary opposition and in the
negative way of asserting, another scholar mightdpable to think

beyond the opposition of presence and non-presastgglity and inactuality, life
and non-life, of thinking of the possibility of th&pecter and the Specter as
possibility. Better (or worse) he would know howaiddress himself to spirits. He
would know that such an address is not only alrgamlsible, but that it would
have at all times conditioned, as such, addresgeireral. In any case, here is
someone mad enough to hope to unlock the posgibflisuch an addres8.

Derrida held that Heidegger was the first scholbhowefined Being-as-presence and for
whom out-of-joint-time ¢ontretempgswould have to be canceled along with the SpeEiarthe
scholar of the future, learning to communicate wite dead might involve rethinking tiiza
(there, implying its being a site of disclosednes&rschlossenhéitof Dasein. Now we turn to
an analysis of Heidegger’s understanding of compatin and being-towards-deaei{n zum

tod).
DEATH ASAN APORETIC POSSIBILITY

To articulate his own “aporetology or aporetogrgpiBerrida hunts down basic aporias,
sites of “impossible but necessary passage” ah#agt of Heidegger’'s existential analytic. As
Derrida thinks through the aporias, paradoxesggall conundrums of Heidegger’'s existential-
phenomenological analysis of death, he developswrsprojects of thought “in the margins” of
Being and Timetraveling back and forth between textual exegasis$ self-elaboratiof: Here
Derrida follows Heidegger’'s thought-path with thgor of reflexivity so critical it seems at
times almost to paralyze the logic of its own udiog. Wittgenstein once said that philosophy is
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like a kind of bicycle race, the point of whichtsgo as slowly as possible without falling off.
Derrida’s stylistic adagio is certainly gracefuljtbwhether or not he “falls off’ remains to be
seen. InAporias Derrida claims that Heidegger wants to make thstemtial analysis of death
(der Tod, primary and universal; that is to say philosgphiand not logical or psychological.
While Derrida carries out a detailed reading ofddgger’s understanding of death, he is also
attentive to what Heidegger has gotten in his amlyHe shows that iBeing and Timge
Heidegger does not conduct an existential anabfsike ghost, spectrality, living-on, surviving
or mourning.

Before we can understand why Heidegger forgetsgtiast, we must first engage in a
brief analysis of his explication of death. Deakistentially interpreted as such, is not an ending
in the sense of fulfillment. For, at death, Dadeses its possibilities, and for the most part,send
in unfulfillment. Nor is death an ending in the serof stopping or finishing. Heidegger seeks for
a more precise formulation of the phenomenon ofhdéa his three distinctions dferenden
Ableben and Sterben Verenden meaning perishing, properly characterizes livorganisms
below the human leveRbleben meaning demise, refers to the biological termamadbf human
life, that is, the ontic annihilation of human drisce. AndSterben the term for dying, is an
existential modality in which this ontical nulliition is permeated with consciousness, and is
taken up in the existential process of DaséiHeidegger clearly defines: “Let the term ‘dying’
stand for the way of Being in which Dasein is todgits death Thus, death, now understood
in terms of dying, is definitely a phenomenon ofrfan life. Death is not an event which puts an
end to life, but an existential-ontological detemation of existence; as such. it is a fundamental
structure of life. Dasein is, in this sense, defias a being-towards-death.

In Section 51 ofBeing and TimeHeidegger points out that death understood in an
everyday manner is “known as a mishap which is temly occurring as a ‘case of deatt?* In
our everyday way of being, and through idle-talle, wnderstand death as something indefinite,
in other words, as something that did occur to sttvéhom we read about in newspapers or
notices but not something that can or will occuwnd@his inauthentic understanding of death
ignores that, “death is a way to be, which Dasake$ over as soon as it is. As soon as man
comes to life, he is at once old enough to die¢oading to Heideggel’ In the existential-
ontological sense, this means that death belontigetuery constitution of human existence; it is
an ever-present essential element in the ontolbgmastitution of Dasein, which Heidegger
calls an “existential’. The existential view of deas such that, in the analysis of human
existence, death is the existential of totalitgag Ganzheitsexisten2idl in the structure of
Dasein; death embraces the totality of human engsteBeing-towards-death is thus a being
which has death in the midst of its actual procdddge. Furthermore, in this ontic way of talking
about death through our idle-talk, “death is untierd as an indefinite something which, above
all, must duly arrive from somewhere or other, Which is proximally nut yet present-at-hand
for oneself, and is, therefore no thredtThus, the dying which is essentially my death amyd
dying “is perverted into an event of public occage which the “they” encounters®”
Furthermore, according to Heidegger, “the dyingQihers is seen often enough as a social
inconvenience, if not even a downright tactlessiregavhich the public is to be guarded.”
Even if one knows that death is certain, often,ane not “authentically certain” about our own
death and dying. In other words, we live inautheaily in our fear of death.
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The authentic approach to the being of Dasein a® (@orge™ results in the
proclamation that death, seen from the perspediivéhe totality of human existence, is a
possibility. This is quite a corollary to the fooegg description that Dasein in its existentiateta
is a possibility. Here it should be noted that plossibility of Dasein does not signify something
to be actualized in the future but the immanentityeanderlying the ontological structure of
Dasein. Authentic being-towards-death apprehendsown death as the last outstanding
possibility of Dasein in the concrete particulardfyhuman subjectivity. Dasein conducts itself
towards this possibility not by actualizing it, nby brooding over how it may finally be
actualized, but by projecting‘it.To project toward death is to make oneself ardigigowards it
in such a way that, in terms of the totality of s#&hce, death reveals itself as a genuine
possibility, “the possibility of the impossibilityf any existence at alf** Heidegger specifies the
existential relationship of Dasein to its deatia#icipation” of the uttermost possibility. Thus,
he states:

Being-towards-death is the anticipation of a pogdity-for-Being of that entity
whose kind of Being is anticipation itself. In thaticipatory revealing of this
potentiality-for-Being, Dasein discloses itself itself as regards its uttermost
possibility. ... Anticipation turns out to be the pdslity of understanding one’s
ownmost and uttermost potentiality-for-Being—thsittd say, the potentiality of
authentic existence. The ontological constitutibsuch existence must be made
visible by setting forth the concrete structurenficipation of deatf’

In the above quotation, we clearly find the intrin®lationship of the anticipation of death to the
actual possibility of authentic existence. The téamticipation,” defined as a mode of being, is
not restricted to its cognitive or emotional dimens it is a way of relating towards one’s own
death which has these dimensions, but “in a unifider than composite fashioff.”

The concrete modes of anticipation as the authealation of Dasein to its own death
are then determined by an examination of Heideggdetailed analysis of the characteristics of
death as the possibility of impossibility of existe. Death is, first of all, Dasein’s ownmost
possibility*® In anticipating my death as the most proper astirditive possibility of my own, |
realize that it is precisely through death thatdédass liberated from domination by impersonal
“someone”. The anticipation of my death as my owshpmssibility enables me to recover from
the inauthentic condition of possibility to an aentic confrontation with death as an ever-
present possibility of my own being.

Death is also a non-relational possibility. Heidegglaims that this “non-relational
character of death, as understood in anticipatimhiyidualizes Dasein down to itself*’ Death
as Dasein’s unique possibility is not transferaioleothers even in its communal world. This
individualizing and personalizing impact of the faritic confrontation with death presents the
possibility of accepting the responsibility for stantial choices and decisions for one’s
individual destiny.

Death is a possibility which can not be outstrippBden though death, in relation to
Dasein, presents itself as a future possibilityisitexperienced in the present as a constant
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possibility. Authentic being-towards-death resdiutiaces it by becoming totally free for it.
Thus, Heidegger states:

Since anticipation of the possibility which is rtotbe outstripped discloses also
all the possibilities which lie ahead of that pbdgly, this anticipation includes
the possibility of taking the whole of Dasein invadce Yorwegnehmensn an
existentiell manner; that is to say, it includes gossibility of existing as a whole
potentiality-for-Being"’

Death, when authentically confronted, is interpeatet with freedom, rejecting any kind
of self-absolutization of its intermediate possiigs, and thereby appears as the final possibility
for the totality of existence.

Death as the unsurpassable possibility of Daseterigin. In anticipating my own death
as a possibility with existentially apodictic chetier of certainty, | realize that its certitudenist
based on the statistical probability but experienda existential awareness. Death is
appropriated as an intrinsic possibility whichngerpenetrated into every moment of existential
decisions'® This reveals that anticipation is an essentialcstire of human existence.

Finally, death is indefinite as regards its cettairin anticipating my own death as an
indefinite possibility, | see that | can never knavhen | will die. The authentic self thus
appropriates death as an imminent reality. Thefinideness of death drives the fundamental
anxiety as the existential mode of anticipationiddgger develops the function of anxiety and
its relation to anticipation as follows:

In the state-of-mind, Dasein finds itself face txd with the “nothing” of the
possible impossibility of its existence. Anxietyaaxious about the potentiality-
for-Being of the entity so destinedds so bestimmten Seienfjemd in this way

it discloses the uttermost possibility. Anticipatiotterly individualizes Dasein,
and allows it, in this individualization of itsellhp become certain of the totality of
its potentiality-for-Being. For this reason, anyies a basic state-of-mind belongs
to such a self-understanding of Dasein on the mdiasein itself?

In Section 47 oBeing and TimeHeidegger makes a distinction between the dedease
(Der Verstorbengand the dead persodgm GestorbengnAnother distinction is made between
perishing Yerendei and ending. We turn to the distinction between dkeceased and the dead
person. According to Heidegger, as related by Darrihe deceased is that which “has been torn
away from those who have remained behitfdThe mourners who have remained behind are
with the deceased, “in a mode of respectful solitgt’™ However, although the mourners are
with the deceased in a respectful solicitude, tlationship they have toward the deceased
cannot be understood as @fcernfulBeing-alongside something read-to-hardas it would
be for a non-deceased persdithe second distinction concerns perishing andnendVe never
experience the coming-to-an-end of the deceasedMyeexperience the loss of the loved one.
However, according Heidegger: “in suffering thisda.. we have no way of access to the loss-
of-Being as such which the dying man suffe¥slh a certain sense, when another dies we can
only be “there alongside.” At the moment of watghand waiting and crying we will eventually
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encounter a corpse, which according to Heideggésasnething unalive, which has lost its
life.”>®> What remains behind according to Derrida are mésprimpressions, traces,
photographs, and the ash of mourning.

Derrida inAporiasexplores further Heidegger’s analysis of death pogks the question
“My death—is it possible®® He asks whether death can “be reduced to somediiassing, to a
departure, to a ration, to a step, and thereforedeceas@™’ Derrida asks, “What, then, is to
cross the ultimate border$"He considers death’s radical inaccessibility imi of the aporetic
logic of the passage into the nonpassage. Culurakath is one half of the powerful
metaphysical set life/death. The classical role deconstruction at this point would be to
highlight how, in our culture, life has been fawdm@ver death, and then to go on to demonstrate
in a series of texts how our concept of life isdicated on that of death thus redressing the
balance. However, the logic of the nonpassage doiedo this, as it can’'t pass from one term to
another as the name suggests, and it reveals aia apaleconstruction because of tF<Of all
semantic and discursive sets the life/death sbeisnost challenging to deconstruction primarily
because the two terms are not, as one might asfgued together in a relationship of mutual
infection. They are not two parts of a set, but tveterogeneous realms with literally nothing in
common. So, in terms of quality, they are radicdifferent, by which | mean it is not true to say
that every aspect of life as a continuum is pradat@n its opposite in death. Death is not life’s
opposite; it is its limit. Further, the categorlgée and death do not fit together in a structuse a
structure is definable by limitations and deatkhis limit of the concept of finitude. Thus, death
is precisely araporia or the impossibility of what cannot pass. Deatthesnonpassage, the non-
crossable border. Throughout our tradition, death Iheen defined as a border or limit. Death
means to become ungrounded, to become spectratpdivé-on spectrally. Death would be the
space without a ground; where no path exists becaoipath is required to exist.

The nonpassage therefore reveals itself as the dihtieconstruction, or deconstruction’s
aporia, as Derrida admits:

In one case, the nonpassage resembles an impelitye#bivould stem from the
opaque existence of an uncrossable border: a Habdbes not open or that only
opens according to an unlocatable condition, adegrtb the inaccessible secret
of some shibboleth ... In another case, the nonpasshg impasse or aporia,
stems from the fact that there is no limit. Thexaot yet or there is no longer a
border to cross, no opposition between two sidbs: ltmit is too porous,
permeable, and indetermindfe.

Death, considered as the nonpassage, is decommttactimit because there is no
communication between this side and the next angbseconstructive dynamic can be set up.
All its ambitions are stymied. Yet, at the sameetirand due to the same logic, there is also a
total permeability akin to that of the hymen ouwtihin Derrida’s “The Double Sessidh"and
“The Law of the Genre® Because there can be no limit established betwfseand death, as
death will not succumb to borders and limits, thigffect means death is everywhere around, in,
and between us. Although it is also over and beymds wellAporiasis important in relation
to how one could come to understand how this cbeldo. Derrida is deliberate, in this text, in
relating the dead being “in us” to his early workiteration when he says:
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Everyone’s death, the death of all those who csrifreg death,” is irreplaceable.
So is “my life.” Every other is completely otheTdut autre est tout autre

Whence comes a first exemplary complication of eplanity: nothing is more
substitutable and yet nothing is less so than yineagm “my death.” ... This is
also true for everything that entails first-pergpammatical fornt>

If Derrida defines death as the aporia, the pd#silmf the impossible, there might be
another definition of death, of being-human, andivahg-on. Such a definition would show us
that death is not thaporia, we are theaporia, and we are the impossibility of what cannot pass
away—we, who live in what he calls thauntology of the contretempse who live spectrally,
we, who are both guests and ghosts, held hostagaah other's arms through our universal
mourning. Derrida’ spectral subject is not Heidatgeircled Dasein who vacillates between the
authentic and the inauthentic, between inauthetdgs Manand authenti®asein For Derrida,
one cannot be responsible as such without expéngmontradictions, contradictory duties. To
face a situation that is free of contradictionsuadecidability requires no responsibility. The
spectral subject is the beyond the corpse of ateriéned corpus.

As Derrida notes, it is easy to speak for the dmadl through the repetition of the first
person grammatical form, to overtake their deathraake it your own. If one looks at Mallon’s
speech quoted in the same work one can see hirg tiénsame thing for the living. To say “my
death”is a singular speech act, but the reiterable natutangfuage then carries that singularity
away through material repetition: “I am | am | aranh ...” The early, grammatological, Derrida
would have left it there, but what is fundamentatizical about Derrida’s more recent positions
is that he realizes that just because there igiand, that the dead friend does not exist except
within us, or that the phrase “my death” can dispdahe radical singularity of death, death does
not mind.

Derrida notes throughout his work on death and miagrthat it is death’s radical
unknowability that makes it a site for ethics tketglace. One cannot know death, know about it.
As Jean-Luc Nancy puts it, “I recognize that in ttheath of the other there is nothing
recognizable. And this is how sharing—and finitudeas be inscribed ..** We are bound
together by the fact that we can never be bounetheg in a form of communion; community is
never here but always over there, beyond the fieitof death. Death, and our relation to it, ties
us to the other as other, the fundamental ethigsitipn | am considering, as it is unrecognizable
just like the other is unrecognizable, and justh@sother also is unable to recognize death. One
cannot address oneself to death as death is aldytbere, and so is always unable to respond.
Further, one cannot be in agreement with deathtiDsaalways in the negative, which is not to
say that it is tantamount to Hegelian theorieserfation and subjectivity. Rather we must take
this negativity more as a simple speech act ofsadfuOne cannot vote for death; it has no
policies. It is death’s job to say no to everything

Unknowability is what marks death out as foundadldo a deconstructive position, for if
deconstruction is the identification of aporias dhelir investigation, then death as the ultimate
aporia is the most apt place to start an investigabf deconstructive ethics. Even more so
because of the ethical obsession with the otherothuer, which, as we have seen above, comes
essentially from what one might call the re-cogmitchallenge of radical absence. Perhaps one
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can know death, have a cognitive relationship vijthut there can be no repetition or reiteration
in this and so one can never re-cogniZ8 @nce one knows death one is dead and at this point
discourse stop?¥.

DIFFERENT POSSIBILITIESIN DEATH: A PROVOCATION

True enough, Derrida’s deconstructive reading evmisato “bring to light several
aporias” in the phenomenological interpretationdeth, as that interpretation is expressed in
Heidegger’s assertion that: “Death is the possybdf the very impossibility of Dasein.” Derrida
writes that inBeing and Time

There are several modalized occurrences of thiseau@roposition. It is often
cited. However, its gripping paradox is hardly mtend the importance of all the
successive explosions that it holds in reservéherunderground of the existential
analysis, is probably not measured . . . What barpbssibility of an impossibility
be? How can wehink that? How can wesay it while respecting logic and

meaning? How can we approach that, liveeristit? How does one testify to
vadd

It is indeed an intriguing assertion upon whicHdous for, as Heidegger says in another
context: “The sentence is easy to read but diffitulthink.”® To begin with, what Heidegger
means by “possibility Nloglichkei)—in “the possibility of an impossibility"—is by nmeans
straightforward. Derrida recognizes that “a certhimking of the possible is at the heart of the
existential analysis of deafti’and he is correct that Heidegger's understandintgath turns on
his distinctive (and peculiar) understanding of guoitity. Nevertheless, his conclusion—that
“one can turn what is thus at the very heart ofgbssibility of the existential analysis against
the whole apparatus oBeing and Timge against the very possibility of the existential

analysis”®—is based on a subtle but important misreading.

In this misreading, Derrida notes that “the essarfcBaseinas entity is precisely the
possibility, the being-possibledés Méglichsein).”’* From this he infers that if being-possible is
the being proper tDasein then the existential analysis of the deata$einwill have to make
of this possibility its theme’? By formulating this claim conditionally, Derridaxgresses
rhetorically a caution which | take to be porterstodor, failing to adequately characterize
Heidegger’'s distinctive sense of “existential pbsiy,” Derrida substitutesMoglichseinfor
Seinkénnena semantiglissementvhich then allows him to attribute Heidegger anenable
reliance on the impossible experience of deathuals. Shis calls for some explanation.

Derrida claims that “two meanings of possibility-exist indie Moglichkeit””® The first
is “virtuality” or “imminence,” the second “ability in the sense o€tapability, “possibility as
that of which | am capable, that for which | hakie power, the ability or the potentialit{’"This
characterization is insufficient and potentiallysteading. Heidegger distinguishes his own use
of possibility,existential possibilityfrom two other understandings of possibility coomto the
philosophical tradition, namely the logical and eggirical possibility; as amxistentiale of
Dasein, possibility is constitutive of Dasein’s fogi Existential possibility is “the most
primordial and ultimately positive way in which s is characterized”® Here Heidegger has
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not simply inverted the millennium-old Aristoteliahstinction according to which actuality is
granted metaphysical primacy of place over possibibiccording to Heidegger's thinking of
“existential possibility,” Dasein exists througheticonstant charting of “live-options,” choices
that matter. Existential possibilities are what &adorges ahead into: the roles, identities, and
commitments which shape and circumscribe the redegomportment of Dasein as a “thrown
project.” Heidegger’s distinctive sense of existdnpossibility is, he later says, best understood
as enabling possibility, as “what enables” us tovbat we are®

Heidegger further specifies that existential pasgibdoes not signify possibility in the
Kantian sense of “capability”: that which | couldttmay or may not choose to §oDerrida’s
equation of existential possibility with “capabflitis misleading, then, insofar as existential
possibility does not describe—except in derivativeeakdown states”—our standing back in a
detached theoretical pose, deliberating over whiolssible outcome to “actualiz&®” That
Derrida has taken a wrong step becomes clear ithancontext when step becomes clear in
another context when he asserts that “every reldtaleath is an interpretive apprehension and
a representative approach to dedthExistential possibility, on the contrary, descsbeur
ongoing non-calculative “charting the course” aofelioptions in which we are always already
immersed® Even imminence, which Derrida does well to empteasas an ineliminable
constituent of the phenomenology of death, wilhlisunderstood if thought of as the theoretical
grasping of an impending event rather than as tleeoaching of an indefinite horizon within
which we embody possibilities.

DEATH AND FUTURITY

Heidegger brings in Dasein’s futurity to contralist“being-possible” with Dasein’s
“ability-to-be” (Seinkdénnen “As being-possible Nloglichseir) . . . Dasein is existentially that
which, in its ability-to-be $einkoénne), it is notyet”® This difference betweeBeinkénnerand
Maoglichsein is elusive, but it is crucial for an adequate @&agtlon of Heidegger's
phenomenological understanding of death. In thetestnof such an explication, Derrida’s
central exegetical claim—that “if being-possibMdglichseir) is the being proper to Dasein,
then the existential analysis of the death of Daseil have to make othis possibility its
theme® —is misguided. Heideggetoesprivilege the context of such an explication, Deai$
central exegetical claim—that “if being-possill®glichseinas “the most immediate [mode of]
being-in.”

Moreover, and this is the closely related moddhésl Derrida commits, Heidegger does
not assert death is impossible, only that it issfmg impossiblé€® This difference becomes
crucial when we remember Heidegger’s claim that b&ing-possibleMoglichseir) . . . Dasein
is existentially that which, in its ability-to-b&¢inkdnne) it is not yet”®* Since it is “ability-to-
be Seinkdnnen rather than “being-possible”M@glichseir) that receives elaboration “in
conjunction with the outermost possibility of deatbasein embodies the possibility of an
impossibility only as something which mot yet “Being towards one’s ownmost ability-to-be
(i.e., death) means that in each case Daseindaditaheadof itself.”®> Heidegger holds that as
being-toward-death | am ahead of myself, able-toastwat | am not yet. How is this to be

understood?
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In 1928, Heidegger is clear; this seemingly stratigeng ahead of myself, able to-be-
what | am not yet” is in fact simply an accurateepbmenological description of our basic
experience of futurity.

Expecting (Gewartigen is . . . ecstatic (fromek-statis “stepping out”).
Expectance implies a being-ahead-of-oneself. thésbasic form of the toward-
oneself. . . Expectance means understanding onéseff out of one’s own
ability-to-be. . . This approaching oneself in atlve from one’s own possibility,
is the primary ecstatic concept of the future. W dlustrate this structure,
insofar as this is possible at all, in this waye(ttuestion mark indicating the
horizon that remains opeff).

Heidegger’s implicit claim about the structure ofurity and its relation to possibility is
that Dasein, through its ability-to-be, projectelf ahead of itself, opening the “horizon” of the
futural “ecstasis,” the phenomenal space withinclvhive comport and understand ourselves
futurally. The existential possibilities we “prefsgsward into” or “project ourselves upon” (e.g.
teaching a class) return back to us as whaoame(e.g. professor). Dasein’s “disclosedness” is
constituted according to this “ecstematic unityha horizons of temporality.”

However, it is well known but little understood faat in this implicitly tripartite
structure Heidegger privileges futurfty:

What do we mean by the horizontal character ofeitstasies? . . . The being-
carried-away as such . . . provides . . . futuasysuch, i.e., possibility pure and
simple. Of itself the ecstasis (futurity) . . . guzes the horizon of possibility in

general. . . The horizon manifests itself in anthwine ecstasis; it is iscstema.

. And, corresponding to the unity of the ecstasesheir temporalization, the
unity of the horizons is a primordial unity. Thisseematic unity of the horizon of
temp08réality is nothing other than the temporal ¢bod for the possibility of
world.

It is as gathering this “ecstematic” unity of theriaons of temporality that Dasein
“exists” (from “ek-sister®) or “stands-out” into Being, and thereby come$ave an intelligible
“world.” But why does Heidegger call the futuralséema “futurity as such, i.e., possibility pure
and simple™? Perhaps it is because without deainifed appropriately enough by the
guestion-mark in Heidegger’s diagram) there wowddb futurity, the possibilities we press into
would not “come back to us,” constituting {s.

Heidegger’s underlying intuition seems to be thamifal possibilities would not matter to
us if our embodiment was not thrown up againstithés of our own temporal finitude. In other
words, death makes the future matter, and thussoffenhorizon within which we “press-into”
the possibilities which in turn constitute us. Féeidegger, then, death is not something we
embody, but the ineliminable limit of our embodimetihe indefinite but irremovable horizon
within which all embodied possibilities unfold.
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THE APORETIC THRESHOLD OF DEATH

Derrida’s objection focuses on and problematizesidiea of a “limit-line,” “threshold,”
or border separating life and death, which he agisean aporia implicit in Heidegger's
existential analysis of death. For Derrida, sin@s&n embodies its possibilities existentially,
and death is “the possibility of an impossibilityginbodying the possibility ain impossibility
would seem to entail embodying an impossibility.u3hDerrida writes: “If death, the most
proper possibility of Dasein, is the possibility b impossibility, death becomes the most
improper possibility and the most ex-propriatirige most inauthenticating on&'What are we
to make of this objection?

Obliquely recalling Kafka's “Before the Law” para&bfrom The Trial and Blanchot’s
“The Madness of the Day? Derrida’s reading appeals to an “experience whwdigure of the
step is refused to intuition, where . . . the idgnbf oneself and therefore the possible
identification of an intangible edge—the crossingtee line—becomes @roblem”®® For
Derrida, Heidegger’'s phenomenology of death (théHentic” conception of death or “properly
dying” (eigentlich sterbentacitly relies on the crossing of this threshdtde “vulgar” or
“common” conception of “perishing”’vérendei and thus conceals an “aporetic structure”
whicrg),4 once exposed, threatens to tear apart tiiedband performative cohesion Béing and
Time

For Derrida, even the faithful must admit of thgital possibility—although we should
not forget that Heidegger is talking about exis@mtather than logical possibility—that death is
the end, the cessation of experience. But, toviolerrida’s logic: if this possibility should in
fact obtain, if death turns out to entail the céssaof experience, then, strictly speaking, my
death does not happen to me. Derrida formulatsspibint provocatively: “here dying would be
the aporia, the impossibility of being dead, theassibility of being dead, the impossibility of
living or rather ‘existing’ one’s death’> Simply put, we cannot eradicate the possibilitt tve
cannot experience death. This possibility cleaglyatls Heidegger’'s reading of Epicurus’ maxim
that “Dasein is nothing to us; since when we exigath is not present, and when death is
present, then we do not exist.If death is the end of experience, and | cannpeggnce the
end of experience (for to set a limit is to be @me sense already beyond it, Hegel teaches us),
then | cannot experience my own death. Thus, evenv die, my death does not happen to me.
| never meet my death.

Following Blanchot, Derrida tends to read this ggation (of the impossibility of my
death’s happening to me) not as leading to theecimtent of Epicureaataraxia, but rather as
an agonizing form of damnation. This tragic impbagy of death leads to an existence which
more closely resembles that of the cursed vampih® cannot die). This “impossibility of being
dead”—rather than conferring me with a kind of “tabimmortality” in an “eternal moment of
the now” (as on Heidegger's reading Ldirathustras recognition thait is never not noyv—
leads to what Derrida calls “ruination,” “the finahpossibility of dying, thedisasterthat |
cannot die, the worst unhappiness.”

Why is this “mortal immortality” suffered or, at &t “endured” as a kind of disastrous
ruin? The Heideggerian explanation would seem tadéollows. In the search for something
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that is uniquely myown (eiger), my relationship with my own death, in its “miress”
(Jemeinigkeijt and “irreplacability” (the fact that no one elsan die in my place), seemed to
hold out to me a last promise of “authenticity” (@wwnmostness,Eigentlichkeij. But the
recognition that | can never meet with that whishuniquely my own leads the quest for
authenticity toward a realization of the tragic wspibility of death, the tragedy—as “Blanchot
constantly repeats”—“of the impossibility, alas, afing.”’ Not even my own death will be
mine. This reading is dramatic and powerful, buit isompelling as a reading of Heidegger’s
text?

To recognize that it is a compelling reading, beit @ convincing critique, it is important
to be clear about something which Derrida doeswalkte clear. Heidegger insists that: “Dying is
not an event; it is a phenomenon to be understaistieatially.””® Heidegger treats death not as
an occurrence that happens to us, but phenomenallygiin terms of its showing-itself as
phenomenon. Phenomenologically, death is the unkndke Being as such, death does not
show itself directly. It is for precisely this remsthat Heidegger writes in tf@ontributions to
Philosophy (From Enowning)‘Death is the highest and outermost witness oin@gdas
héchste und duRerste Zeugnis des 9eyn8Because Heidegger is doing a phenomenology of
death, his existential analytic does not rely om plossibility of experiencing “the moment” of
life’s cessation. “When Dasein dies,” Heideggenea; “even when it dies authentically—it does
not have to do with an experienderleben of its factual demisingAbleben.”'® But if Being
and Timedoes not rely in our being able to experience'itant” of death, then the existential
analytic cannot be “brought to ruin” by the impdéisly of experiencing this instant. Derrida’s
stirring ideas about the “disauthenticating,” “qipeopriating,” impossible experience of death
turns out to be Blanchotian themes read into Hejdeg text™*

Nevertheless, Derrida successfully opens a prow@caew reading oBeing and Time
for us here; he raises poignant and moving questwich, though they do not undermine
Heidegger's own existential analysis, certainlylgdophical contributions in their own right.
And, not surprisingly, there are momentsAiporias where Derrida clearly seems to recognize
this. Thus, despite presenting what he takes ta bevastating critique, Derrida nevertheless
acknowledges that there is something profound iétger's phenomenological interpretation
of death worth preserving. He finds, in the endit tHeidegger’'s existential analysis of death
constitutes “a powerful and universal delimitatidf? Derrida’s alternative to Heidegger's
indefensible “privileging” of the ontological enlwia re-situating Heidegger's supposedly
ahistorical existential analysis of death withie tidudeo-Christian-Islamic experience of death
to which the [existential] analysis testifieS™ In this way Derrida would historicize without
dissolving the performative status of phenomenalaigattestation or testimonB¢zeugunp(the
methodology oBeing and Timg even taking such phenomenological testimony paradigm
for the most defensible methodological strategyredsoned justification available for post-
Heideggerian thought.

Conclusion
Derrida could thus be seen as initiating nothirsg ldhan a radical reconceptualization of

“legitimation” via a promising renewal of ancient paradigm of ettpoditical adjudication, a
strategic methodology of argumentation which Derraglls simply testimony. It is in terms of
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Derrida’s return to the richly evocative thematit “the witness” that his reading of the
impossibility of death casts a new and revealigbtlion Heidegger’s thinking. As he made clear
in his 1994 Irvine seminar, Derrida thinks of deaththe instant that shatters the illusion of
instantaneity (our feeling of existing in an etémoment of the now), separating “the witness
structure” into its two component parts or momewithessingandbearingwitness. | take it that
here Derrida is interpreting Heidegger's notionEokignis beings become intelligible once
tacitly interpreted as something; beings show upombing to a pre-existing (ontological)
understanding of Being (“the clearing”) which tégcifilters their showing-up.

This originary doubling (or “fold”)—in which thingshow themselves only after first
being implicitly interpreted according to the dosaim historic-cultural understanding of Being—
is rechristened by Derrida as “ineviterability.’kki Heidegger’s understanding of “endowment”
(upon which it is clearly modeled), Derrida thin&k ineviterability as conditioning the very
possibility of intelligibility. But, in the case afeath, this originary doubling is shattered, drel t
condition of possibility becomes a condition of imsgibility. Here death is thought as the last
instant which can be witnessed, perhaps, but nigexjuently borne witness to—thus effectively
splitting “the witness-structure” into its two “mants” (“discrepant,” as he wrote iOf
Grammatology “by the time of breath™}** But it is precisely by thinking it as shatteredhimgt
the impossible instant of death that this “struetunf enownment or ineviterability becomes
visible. In this sense, Derrida’s deconstructiieraation withBeing and Timerants us access
to the phenomenon which the later Heidegger calte “gentle law ofEreignis”!®® the
inconspicuous occurrence of the tacit but consiatetrpretive filtering which constitutes the
intelligible, and this is a great service indé&Y.

To conclude, | say thaporiasis a turning point for deconstruction and a chajkemo
the community of thinkers who work through, with,amainst deconstruction. As a text, its logic
of impermeability returns our attention back to siiegular, summons us to come back from the
logic of the repetition of phrasing, and asks updg attention to the singularity of this phrase
and every phrase.

Endnotes

1 As the new quest for the meaning of Being, theliti@al concept of metaphysics
which has for so long been taken for granted biopbphers, Heidegger’'s fundamental ontology
begins with the analysis of human existence. SB&iag cannot be grasped in itself, Heidegger
takes the being of human existence as the poidepérture in his ontological inquiry. In this
preliminary analysis, human being as Dasein isale@ias a being-in-the-worlinfder-Welt-
Seir]. A human being is always involved in the histatigvorld as a pattern of references; the
world is inseparable from the human self, since ldteer is always in the former. (Martin
HeideggerAn Introduction to Metaphysicfrans. Ralph Manheim [New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1987], 81). Being-in-the-world is one’s entontext or field of relationships, and as
such, it is an integral mode of Being, becausetlilgeg conventional dichotomy of subject and
object is overcome.
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However, this preliminary existential analysis rai¢ethat the everyday character of
Dasein is an inauthentic mode of human existenber&in the total potentialities of Dasein are
not discovered and fulfilled since it precludediband death because of its structural limitation.
Thus the inner transition for a more primordial Iggs is demanded: “If the Interpretation of
Dasein’s Being is to become primordial as a fouiodator working out the basic question of
Ontology, then it must first have brought to ligekistentially the Being of Dasein in its
possibilities of authenticity and totality.” MartiiHeidegger,Being and Timge trans. John
Macquarrie and Edward Robinson (New York: HarpeR&w, 1962), 276. What is meant by
this clarification is that the totality of Daseirust include its death. But this would seem to mean
that the totality can never be attained for Dasmnomes no longer Dasein at the point of its
death. Here Heidegger vigorously points out thatuhderstanding of death as the mere ceasing-
to-be of Dasein is neither sufficient nor approferitor the attainment of the totality of Dasein.
He goes further to insist that death be interpretethe very relation of Dasein to its erad_,
285-7).

2 Perhaps we should acknowledge that we do not kmoat happens after death, that our
knowing is limited to what Levinas calls the “tragledness” of death. But this brings up an
important point. When we explicate Heidegger'siditive sense of possibility, we will come to
realize that Heidegger’s definition of death as thessibility of an impossibility” does not
explicitly make the above acknowledgement. Heideggeot saying that death is only possibly
the end of experience; for Heidegger, it is celyaitme end (to simplify: possibilities are
embodied for Heidegger; interpreted phenomenoldgicadeath marks or limits the end of
embodied possibilities). But if we remember Hegas$ baught us about “the limit,” we should
recognize that death, as a limit, both does and doé belong to the ensemble that it delimits
(and hence cannot be entirely purged of its “o#idedness” of death over its “other-sidedness,”
Derrida’s Aporias can be seen as fleshing out this criticism; forisit this ineradicable
“possibility” (in the ordinary non-Heideggerian se) that death, as the limit of life, does not
belong entirely to life, that gives Derrida’s agitie its life.

% The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychologiwarks of Sigmund Freudrans.
James Strachey, vol. 1Beyond the Pleasure Principle, Group Psychology éther Works
(London: The Hogarth Press and the Institute otRsgnalysis1975), 38.

* Ibid.

> Ibid., 39.

® Ibid.

" Eros (the life drive or libido) is concerned withe preservation of life and the
preservation of the species. It thus appears as bhaeds for health, safety and sustenance and
through sexual drives. It seeks both to preserfeednd to create life. It is associated with
positive emotions of love, and hence pro-socialalvedr, cooperation, collaboration and other

behaviors that support harmonious societies. Tloan@he death drive, mortido, or aggression),
on the other hand, appears in opposition and balam Eros and pushes a person towards
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extinction and an inanimate state. Freud saw dragemoving towards earlier states, including
non-existence.

The death drive was an extension of Freud's earhadtings, having to do with
conservation of energy in the organism, and was tals latest version of the dualism that was a
constant in his work. In his earlier thinking, mantonflict had originated among component
instincts of the libido—ego and object libido, spieservative and erotic instincts. In the new
conception, all these previous instincts were soiegliunder the libido, or Eros, and opposed to
the death instinct. According to the logic of tHegsure principle, energy was to be conserved at
all costs. In view of the repetition compulsione&td amended his view: On the one hand, energy
was to be conserved; on the other, according tdahie of the death drive, the reduction of
tension demanded that energy be reduced to nottetgned to a state of rest—a return to the
inorganic stasis that Freud (borrowing from theesce of his time) believed to be the original
condition of all matter.

8 Martin Heidegger,Kant and the Problem of Metaphysicgans. Richard Taft
.Bloomington: Indiana, 1990, 156.

® The later Heidegger claimed that “only the waywfard will lead us back”; Derrida
asserts that the only way out of a bindagie the knot tighterMartin Heidegger, “Dialogue in
Language Between a Japanese and a InquireQhinthe Way to Languagé&ans. Peter Hertz
.San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1971, 12. Derridamark comes from the 1995 Irvine Seminar
where it was preceded by: “What philosophers daunderstand is that . . . .”

19 As | will argue, Heidegger and Derrida both previdnswers to the question of the
philosophical significance of death, and do so iaysvthat are both radically different and
fundamentally connected (the latter building onr@bfematic but provocative interpretation of
the former). However, to rigorously make the caselieir difference within connectedness (we
could say their identity and difference) one wolsddve to treat not only Derrida on Heidegger on
death (and thus borders, delineation, and finallymentative justification itself), but Derrida’s
other important interpretation of Heidegger, on penality and the tradition, on spirit, the earth,
art, and home, on the hand, subjectivism and aitynah hearing and the voice of the friend, on
naming and negative theology, and perhaps most riammity, on the pre-attunement of the
agreement4usagé¢ more fundamental than (or, to take Heideggeisaiord, already meant by)
the “piety” of questioning@n the Way to Languag&2). Nevertheless, any serious reader of
Derrida must come to terms with the profound inficee Heidegger has had on Derrida before
hoping to grasp the subtle but important distaraigt Derrida effects via his immanent
critiques.

1 Aporias trans. Thomas Dutoit. Stanford, CA: Stanford @nity Press, 1993, 12.
21bid., 14.

13 bid., 16.
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 Ibid.
1% bid., 15.
1% |bid.
7 Ibid.

18 This makes Derrida a theorist of heritage, ofrélationship to father, fatherland, and
Law. Our cybernetic age of unprecedented reprodeidéchnology—an era of intense struggle
between prophylactics and promiscuity—has taugtthasif each generation loses some of the
resolution of its predecessor(s), it also picksertain irreducible properties of is own.

9 There is much to be said about these remarkablelsvdhat Derrida—a thinker,
famous for, among other things, subverting theilgge of speech over writing—spoke these
words gives any careful reader pause for thoughteM there might be quotation marks,
inflections, emphases? (These same consideratisasapply to my citations from his Irvine
lectures.) And what does it mean that all of histimg “is on death?” Is this the Derridean
Ungrund the “perhaps necessary appearance of ground’d@gger, An Introduction to
Metaphysics 3) whereby the writings are founded on a paradbxleath whichAporias so
painstakingly draws? Rather than guessing his fioiesy arguably a very un-Derridean
hermeneutic strategy, one would no doubt do bede&se out the full implications of the
polysemic phrasing, tracing the links between thgrs®emes cast very publicly into the world.

20 Aporias 11; cf. 4.
2L Ibid., 15. Variations on this definition can be foundnany of Derrida’s recent works.

22 Jacques Derrid&pecters of Marxrans. Peggy Kamuf (New York: Routledge, 1993),
xviii. In this text, Derrida analyzes the euphooiacertain scholars like Francis Fukuyama who
believed that the collapse of communism has alsaninde death of Marxism and the securing
of liberal democracy as the only viable way of migang our world. Of course, Derrida wants to
avoid the euphoria of the Fukuyama scholar. Eveoorhmunism has collapsed and liberal
democracy (which sees itself as “the ideal of humatory”) has moved in to fill the site that
“Marxism” has previously occupies, many problemmae. Derrida points out: “Never have
violence, inequality, exclusion, famine and thusremmnic oppression affected as many human
beings in the history of the earth and of humanitgtead of singing the advent of the ideal
liberal democracy and of the capitalist marketha euphoria of the end of history, instead of
celebrating the “end of ideologies” and the endhef great emancipator discourses, let us never
neglect this obvious macroscopic fact, made upnotimerable singular sites of suffering: no
degree of progress allows one to ignore that nbeéore, in absolute figures, never have so
many men, women and children been subjugated,estanr exterminated on the eartltid.,
85).

23 This word literally means hitches.
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24 Specters of Marxxviii.
2% |bid.

6 The Ear of the Othertrans. Peggy Kamuf (Lincoln: University of NebtasPress,
1988), 59.

2" In an interview entitled “Dialanguages,” Derridays the following: “I cannot
complete my mourning for everything | lose, becausent to keep it, and at the same time,
what | do best is to mourn, is to lose it, becamgenourning, | keep it inside me. And it is this
terrible logic of mourning that | talk about alletiime, that | am concerned with all the time,
whether in ‘Fors” or inGlas this terrible fatality of mourning. The psychobytia discourse,
despite its subtlety and necessity, does not go ihis fatality, this necessity: the double
constraint of mourning.Points, Interviews 1974-199trans. Peggy Kamuf. Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1995, 152.

28 The Ear of the Othe57-8.

29 Specters of Marxi 1.

¥ bid., 12.

3 From this perspectiveAporias culminates in a self-consciously violent gesture
whereby Derrida rhetorically subsumes the alteofyHeidegger’'s existential problematic,
interpreting the phenomenological analysis of destlfone example among others . . . of the
aporia Aporias 72). Ironically, this hermeneutic violence is enthbly Heideggerian in its
style, its model being the subsumption and Nietzscharacteristic of Heidegger’'s woilhe
Will to Power as Artvol. 1 of Nietzschetrans. Frank Capuzzi. San Francisco: Harper & Row
1982.

32 calvin O. SchragExistence and Freedom: Towards on Ontology of Hufiaitude
.Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1961, 96.

%3 Being and Timg291.
34 bid., 296-7.
3% |bid., 2809.

% James M. DemskdBeing, Man, & Death: A Key to Heideggetexington, KN: The
University Press of Kentucky, 1970, 3.

37 Ibid., 297.

20 of 29



LUMINA, Vol. 21, No.2, October 2010, ISSN 2094-1188 HOLY NAME UNIVERSITY

% |bid.

¥ bid., 298.

% The formal existential wholeness of the ontologataucture of Dasein is summed up
by Heidegger as “ahead-of-itself-Being-alreadytime(world) as-Being-alongside (entities
encountered within-the-world)"igid., 237). This structural formula is finally callédare” or
“concern” Sorgg, which term must be understood, not as an onigastion, but in a purely
existential-ontological sense. And, conversely,ddasidentified as care in turn encompasses all
these ontological characteristics in its existéntmty on the basis of temporality.

1 In this subjective apprehension of death as aivigheal and imminent possibility, Its
relevance for the whole of existence is made manif@eath is seen to permeate the totality of
life and qualifies it at every instant It is no gmr viewed as a simple external and natural
phenomenon which seems to happen to all peoplena point in time and which has no reality
until it arrives. Death when it becomes relevamttfee whole of life is apprehended as a reality
already present. Cf. Schrdgxistence and FreedqrhO6—7.

2 Being and Timge307.

* Ibid.

* DemskeBeing, Man, & Death33.

> Being and Timg307.

*°Ibid., 308.

*"bid., 309.

8 SchragExistence and Freedqril6.

9 Being and Timge310.

*%bid., 282. According to Heidegger, the deceased “istgact of concernBesorg in
the ways of funeral rites, interment and the ctijraves.”

> bid.

*2|bid.

3 The following question arises, if Heidegger defirdeath as “a way to be, which
Dasein takes over as soon as it is,” does it makses to talk of the deceased as having

abandoned our ‘world’ ” or to speak of the mourngssthose who have “remained behind?” If
this is the case then death is an event that psojecaway from the “here” to “there.” As such,
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death cannot be understood as something “Dase&s t@ker as soon as it is.” On the one hand,
Heidegger wants to maintain that Death is “sometidasein takes over as soon as it is,” which
means that Dasein remains Dasein even when it Wies.according to Heidegger's spatial
metaphors ohere and no longer herdasein as that which dies can no longer be Dasain
becomes that which is no-longer-Dasein.

> |bid.

> |bid.

*¢ Aporias 3.
> bid., 6.

%8 |bid., 8.

% Derrida aligns his understanding of ‘aporia’ witiat of Aristotle’sPhysics(217b).
Aporia for him is a situation of impasse, where oaanot transgress the limits of one’s borders;
it is an experience that paralyzes us before a,dmgrassage, or a traversal. Aporias, he
outlines succinctly other such aporias in his textkich include: a) double bind (iGlas);
b)work of impossible mourning impracticable oppiasitbetween incorporation and introjection
(“Fors” in Memoires for Paul de Maand Psyche: Inventions of the Othec) step pag and
paralysis, and non-dialectizable contradiction; bifth date that only happens by effacing
oneself; e) iterability, which means a condition pafssibility as condition for impossibility
(“Signature, Event, Context” iimited, Inc); f) invention of the other as the impossible
(Psyche: Inventions of the Otheg) nine antinomies of the philosophical disagli(inRight to
Philosophy; h) gift as the impossible (in The Gift of Degtlhd i) single duty that recurrently
duplicates interminably, fissures itself, and cadicts itself without remaining the same, i.e. that
which concerns the only ‘single’ and ‘double’ cadictory imperative (ihe Other Heading

% Aporias 20.

®l In Dissemination trans. Barbara Johnson (Chicago: University ofc@&do Press,
1981), 20585.

®2 trans. Avita RonnellCritical Inquiry 7, No. 1,1980: 5531.
®3 Aporias 22.

® The Inoperative Communijtyed., Peter Connor; trans. Peter Connor, Lisa @arb
Michael Holland and Simona Sawhney. Minneapdsiversity of Minnesota Press, 1991, 33.

% Death and secrecy occupies the final sectiohhef Gift of Death“Tout Autre est Tout

Autre.” It is also shown as being the precondifimnan ethical appreciation of othguaother in
Memoires for Paul de Manwhen Derrida considers how one could go abouind kf true
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mourning that does not sacrifice the otherneshefather person: “True ‘mourning’ seems to
dictate only a tendency: the tendency to acceminmeehension, to leave a place for it, and to
enumerate coldly ... those modes of language whickhort, deny the whole rhetoricity of the
true (the non-anthropomorphic, the non-elegiac, tlen-poetic etc.).” Jacques Derrida,
Memoires for Paul de Martrans. Cecile Lindsay, Jonathan Culler, Eduardda®a and Peggy
Kamuf. New York: Columbia University Press, 1986,

® As Nancy makes clear: “In death ... there is no é&@ngny community or
communication: there is only the continuous idgntit atoms” (noperative Communityl2).
The formative role of death in forming communitythat in death, all communication is lost, and
yet “what this community has ‘lost—the immanencw dhe intimacy of a communion—is lost
only in the sense that such a ‘loss’ is constitutof ‘community’ itself” (bid.). Thus ethical
community is very much an attempt at Derridean tfoeurning” or mourning through
acceptance of the radical alterity and incompreivensature of death.

®7 Aporias 68.

® The Question of Beingrans. Jean T. Wilde and William Kluback. Londafision
Press, 1956, 73.

% Aporias 62.

O bid., 77. Apparently referring to Heidegger’s assertioat it is “the relation to death
in which Dasein’s character as possibility letslitdoe revealed most preciselyBd&ing and
Time 293), Derrida writes “death is possibilipar excellencé This too is more than a bit
misleading.

" bid., 63.

"2 |bid. (italics supplied)

" 1bid., 62.

“bid.

> “The Being-possible Moglichsei) which Dasein is in every case is to be sharply
distinguished both from empty logical possibilitydafrom the contingency of something
present-at-hand . . . As a modal category of bpnegent-at-hand, possibility signifies what is
not-yetactual and what igot at any timenecessary. It characterized the merely possibleéOn
the other hand, possibility as aristentiales the most primordial and ultimately positive way

which Dasein is characterized ontologicalB€ing and Timgl83.

® On the Way to Languag@3.
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" “possibility, as an existential, does not sigrifjree-floating potentiality-for-Being in
the sense of the liberty of indifference. In eveage Dasein, essentially having a state-of-mind,
has already got into definite possibilitieB&ing and Timel83.

8 Explicit thematization is not paradigmatic of ardiy experience, but rather is
primordially encountered and must be thought, Hpijge argues, as a break in the flow of
involved experience - Heidegger criticizes the akstof philosophers like Descartes who model
their understanding of human life on such “breakxdstates”.

" The Gift of Deathtrans. David Wills. Chicago: University of ChgzaPress, 1995, 45.
Derrida published this text in 1992, the same Yyeadelivered the lecture that forms the basis of
Aporias

8 cf. Martin Heidegger'sHeraclitus Seminar trans. Charles Siebert.  University:
Alabama University Press, 1979,-Bl where Heidegger persistently resists Fink’s risses
that “steering” necessarily involves the calculatise of reason.

81 Being and Timg185-6.

82 Aporias 6 (my italics). Derrida makes this claim despitging earlier, correctly, that
“properly dying’ belongs to the proper and authebieing-ableof Dasein.”

85 At the root of the modal fallacy Derrida commitsa subtle and in itself innocuous
substitution. InBeing and Timeas we have seen, Heidegger defines our phenoowgcal
relationship to death as “the possibility of an omgibility.” But in On the Way to Languagen—
an analysis which Derrida exploresAporias—the “mortal” is defines (in contradistinction to
“the animal”) by the relation (presumably througinguage) ‘to death as such.” Taking “mortal”
and “Dasein” as equivalent expressions here (atguabjustifiable move, but one that as
prominent a Heideggerian thinker as Reiner Schunmragues against, and which would thus
seem in need of some defense), Derrida implicitig phe two definitions together—substituting
Being and Tim's “the possibility of an impossibility” foOn the Way to Language“death”—
to yield the following: Dasein is defined by itdaton to “ ‘the possibility of an impossibility’sa
such.” So far, no logical error. The problem arigdgen Derrida transforms this new definition
by illegitimately shifting the square-quotes, syhttarranging these sentries at the borders of
meaning. It is as if Derrida thinks that “(the pbdiy of an impossibility) as such” and the
“possibility of (an impossibility as such)” weredigally equivalent expressions; they are not.
The former is the position supported by combiningidg¢gger’s above two definitions (of
“death” and of “the mortal”); the latter is the ftamn with which Derrida’s modal fallacy would
saddle Heidegger, ascribing to Heidegger an untemabance on death as “the possibility of an
‘impossibility’ as such,” ” rather than simply asthe possibility of as impossibility’ as such.”
This subtle but untenable move is supported nelilienodal logic nor by Heidegger’s texts, and
it is ironic that Derrida makes this kind of mistalgiven the care with which he ordinarily treats
such cautionary signs as square-quotes, parenthesdslining, etc. See, e.g. Jacques Derrida,
Of Spirit: Heidegger and the Questiotrans. Geoffrey Bennington and Rachel Bowlby
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(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1989), Gf. Emmanuel Levinasfime and the
Other, trans. Richard Cohen (Pittsburgh: Duquesne UsityePress, 1987), 70, n. 43.

8 Being and Timg185-6.
% Ibid., 236.

8 The Metaphysical Foundations of Logicans. Michael Heim. Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1984, 206 (my emphasis).

87 We are interpreting Heidegger's claim that “ther@ary meaning of existentiality is the
future” (ibid., 376).

8 The Metaphysical Foundations of LogRO8.

8 This also helps explain why Heidegger does natkthihat the extension of “Dasein”
includes “world-poor” animals; for he holds—"A theand signs to the contrary,” Derrida rightly
objects—that animals lack a relationship to th@naleaths (cfAporias 35-42;0n the Way to
Language 107108).

% “In Dasein, as being toward its death, its owemmiost “not-yet” has been included—
the not yet which all others lie befordBging and Time303).

%1 Aporias 77.

%2 Derrida is well aware that Blanchot's “story—“Naop, stories, never again"—his
impossiblestory, as Derrida calls it, points back to Kafkéasnous “Before the Law” parable
from The Trial

% Aporias 11.

% «It is with regard to death that we shall approd#iis aporetic structure iBeing and
Time” (ibid., 32).

*Ibid., 73.

% Cf. Epicurean Philosophy Online, “Epicurus’ Letter Menoeceus,” ifThe Life of
Epicurus bk. 10 ofThe Lives and Opinions of Famous PhilosophbssDiogenes Laertius, §
125, http://www.epicurus.info/etexts/Lives.html#14ccessed 26 February 2009.

%7 Aporias 77.

% Being and Time284.
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% trans. Parvis Emad and Kenneth Maly. Bloomingtondiana University Press, 1999,
284.

10 Being and Time 291.

191 Derrida’s final footnote near the end Ayporiasin which he says that “it would now
be necessary to re-read and cite [two of Blancht#¥ds from beginning to end” provides some
confirmation of this thesis (see 87, n. 18).

102 1bid., 80.
103 bid.

194 1n this case, dast breath. See Jacques Derridf, Grammatology trans. Gayatri
Spivak. London: John Hopkins University Press, 198

1% 0n the Way to Languag#28.

19 This contribution is made greater by the fact thag a short step from recognizing
Ereignis to recognizing Being. For, acknowledging both tiat tacitly interpret the intelligible
according to metaphysically predetermined ontolalgiparameters, and also that these
metaphysical parameters pre-filtering “what-is” @éaa history, leads to a recognition of that
which for the later Heidegger always exceeds aatktly makes possible each of these historical
epochs of intelligibility (and the possibility of mon-nihilistic futural clearing), namely, Being,
the “always-outstanding,” the “never-autochthono(@s’ Heidegger puts it).

It seems especially fitting that reading DerridaH@idegger should lead us here; for was
not the recognition of Being the goal toward whidkidegger’'s “ontological destruction” in
Being and Timégso influential on Derrida) wasn the wa$ (Recall, e.g., Heidegger's famous
claim that: “We understand this task as one in tvhiaking the question of Being as our clue,
we are to deconstruct the traditional content @iemt ontology until we reach into and recover
those primordial experiences in which we achievedfost ways of determining the nature of
Being—the ways that have guided us ever sin&#irjg and Time44]). In retrospect, is not
Derrida’s facilitation of this recognition—both tBeing” (understood as the ineffable source of
historical intelligibility) and of the phenomenoifi ‘@nownment” or “ineviterability” by which
“Being” is tacitly interpreted and so made intalig—Derrida’s own answer t8eing and
Timés “call” for an *“ontological destruction™ Thus, hite Derrida’s deconstruction of
Heidegger have undoubtedly responded criticalltht® call, they have nevertheless managed to
respond so as to illuminate the texts to which trespond in surprising and important ways.
And, as Derrida likes to say, the response is éugnning of responsibility.
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