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INTRODUCTION

JAMES CREECH

In April of 1984 The Society for Critical Exchange sponsored a
colloquium with Jacques Derrida at Miami University. During Pro-
fessor Derrida's visit he was interviewed in French by James Creech,
Peggy Kamuf and Jane Todd of the Miami University French
Department, A translation of that interview is contained in the
present volume.

It is followed by the remarks of Andrew Parker and Andrzej
Warminski, two of the respondents participating in a panel discussion
after Professor Derrida's address the following day. Although that
address is not printed here—it is entitled "Mnemosyne" and can be
read in a forthcoming issue of Critical Inquiry—these responses
make a significant statement that can be read by themselves. They
have the added virtue of describing very well the discursive field in
which Derrida's remarks on Paul de Man, memory and mourning can be
situated.

As for the interview, it was agreed in advance that it would
focus on the question of "Deconstruction in America," and Professor
Derrida received a list of written questions on the afternoon before
the interview the following morning., A significant portion of the
questions were spontaneous, however, as will be obvious to the
reader.

In transcribing and translating this discussion I have attempted
to reproduce its conversational tone, with all the interruptions,
ellipses, suspensions and laughter that marked a very cordial and
freeform discussion. Essentially nothing has been edited out, and the
reader can follow the sub-text of associations which lead from one
moment of the discussion to another. Although the interview was in
French, some words and phrases were inevitably spoken in English
because the discussion was often about things American. To
preserve the differential quality of those words I have printed them
in bold face type.

I would like to thank my colleagues Peggy Kamuf and Jane Todd
for generously suggesting ways of improving this translation, and
Jacques Derrida for his kindness in reviewing the French tran-
scription.



iv INTRODUCTION

SUMMARY

Here is a topical summary of the major issues that were discussed:

Deconstruction's "place” in America as distinct from Europe or
France. The importance of the campus. The American tradition as a
context in which deconstruction has had such a remarkable impact.

The importance of religious traditions for wunderstanding
deconstruction in America., The relatively new field of decon-
structive theology. American criticisms of deconstruction, with
specific reference to Edward Said concerning deconstruction's "anti-
referentiality."

Derrida's notion of translation and its possible importance in
understanding both the provenance and the effect of deconstruction
in America.

The relation of deconstruction and feminism, and the possible
role of the feminine in writing,

James Creech
Miami University

DECONSTRUCTION IN AMERICA:
AN INTERVIEW WITH JACQUES DERRIDA

JAMES CREECH, PEGGY KAMUF AND JANE TODD

PEGGY KAMUF: In accepting our invitation to come here to Miami,
you suggested the topos "Deconstruction in America” as a frame for
our discussions. In the lecture we are going to hear tomorrow, you
make it a point not to "define these words," since as you say the
gesture of wanting to define "is by definition exactly what defines the
enemy of deconstruction, someone who, at least out of ambivalence,
would like to exhaust it [la fatiguer], use it up, turn the page." I
would contrast this simple gesture of wanting to define decon-
struction with the necessity you have pointed to since your earliest
writings for deconstruction's "double gesture." More specifically,
I'm thinking of the double gesture you outline in "The Principle of
Reason." There, you first explain how and why the university can
easily adapt to apparently revolutionary discourse which leaves
intact the fundamental principles of all academic or scientific
discourse—even the most conservative. You then go on to situate
the terrain of the double gesture which you say "insures professional
competence and the most serious tradition of the university even
while going as far as possible theoretically and practically in the most
directly underground thinking that appears unsituable, and thus
unbearable, to certain university professionals in every country who
join ranks to foreclose or to censure it by all available means.”
Although the effects of this censure can be found in all countries,
aren't there effects which are quite specific to the United States
where the university institution very often presents itself—as it does
here {at Miami University] for example--as set apart, well defined in
its proper placey its campus, whose limits are often clearly marked?
What relation do you see between this topographical representation
and the fact that deconstruction provokes such strong reactions of
censure and exclusion? What in your opinion is being denied in this
representation of the university in its proper place?

JACQUES DERRIDA: Thank you. There are a large number of
fundamental questions here and it would be too ambitious for me to
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2 JACQUES DERRIDA

try and answer them all. I'm going to try to follow a thread that 1
perceive on first reading, basically the thread indicated by the word
"topos." Your question begins with the topos "deconstruction in
America," and goes on to talk about the topographical representation
of the American campus and its proper place. If I were to try and
summarize your guestion without simplifying too much or doing too
much violence to it, I would say fundamentally that it is asking what
takes place with deconstruction. What takes place and where does it
take place? So, it begins with the question of its American place,

P. KAMUF: Yes.

J. DERRIDA: It's true that I suggested we situate our discussion
arourd the question "deconstruction in America,® but as you know, in
the lecture I'm going to give tomorrow, I explain at the same time why
I must avoid that question—in a manner that is altogether as
deliberate, as thought-out, as analytical as possible. Although I can't
take up all the arguments that justify that avoidance, I want to say a
few words about it all the same. Partly because 1 belleve it's
necessary to clarify a large number of preconditions or protocols, in
order Ito b:ﬁeak about deconstruction in Amevrica.
eve that a rigorous analysis of what is ha
United States around this word, t}zs gesture and tl}:ip:nix:gv::ngrl:
cannot be explained without mobilizing an analysis that also focuses
on the history of this country, its religious and moral tradition. We
can't understand the reception that deconstruction has had in the
United States without background—historical, political, religious. and
so forth. I would say religious above all. (And such an analysis
can't be attempted impromptu like this.) So we can't understand what
is going on regarding this issue without studying not only very long
sequences of American history, but also a shorter sequence which is
the history of the American university institution—I would say the
history of the profession. I think that things happened between, let's
say, 1960 and 1980 in the profession of literary and philosophical
study, things that aren't without connection to the evolution of the
market, to the economic and political sphere~the number of jobs, etc.
I'm persuaded that an analysis could show that all this comes
into play in both the positive and negative reception given decon-
struction, in the defense against it as well as in the acceptance
which—it should be emphasized after all—has indeed been stronger in
_the United States than anywhere else. The reaction is ambiguous and
equal.ly strong in both directions. So I can only repeat what I said in
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the lecture when I decided to go very slowly, much more cautiously
than can be done when improvising either in a lecture or an interview,
in trying to approach this phenomenon which is so enormous.
Enormous not in itself, because let's not forget that in spite of
everything what we are talking about is a small thing going on among
a minority and in the very closed milieux of certain American
universities. Therefore, without exaggerating the importance of the
phenomenon in itself, let's say that it's the symptom—the small
symptom—of something whose proportions I believe are considerable.
And to gauge its dimensions I would have to undertake analyses that I
can't undertake here.

There is another moment in the argumentation of the lecture
which 1 develop in order to excuse myself, in sum, for not keeping my
promise and for not responding to the demand placed on me: one
finally realizes that there is no decomstruction in America quite
simply because once one takes into account that the United States is
today the place where deconstruction, or the reaction against
deconstruction, has spread more markedly than anywhere else in the
world, then at that point one can't give a meaning to the name
"America® unless one takes into account that very symptom. And
consequently, I would say that the United States today is a place
where something like this can take place, (And moreover, it is
remarkable that at least in a timid and scattered fashion, the word
"deconstruction” has appeared in certain political contexts, as well as
in certain newspapers like The Wall Street Journal... ) So the place
itself is defined in this context on the basis of the symptom which is
produced there.

So for me, the United States today is a place where something
like deconstruction—in its academic and its political dimensions—
reverberates in an altogether surprising way. And when I try to ask
myself where all this is taking place, I then perceive the United
States as a place where it is occurring much more, in a more lively
and sensitive way than anywhere else—that I know of. Morerso than
in Europe. In other words, I think Umberto Eco was to a large extent
right when, in an interview with the French newspaper Libération, he
said that deconstruction is first of all an American phenomenon and
that it is perceived in Europe as an American product. I myself find
in Europe that with the exception of France (although even in France
to a small degree)—but especially in Germany and in Italy—
deconstruction is known as an American import.

P. KAMUF: I see.
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J. DERRIDA: Even my own work within the field of deconstruction is
received very often on the basis of the American reception. So
something has happened in the United States which is not a simple
translation or importation of something European. I believe it has an
absolutely new and original dimension in the United States, and
therefore all the more difficult to put together. I don't think that
there is something like one deconstruction, There are very diverse,
heterogeneous phenomena which resemble each other, which in a way
come together under that name, but only to a certain point. So we
also have to take this great diversity into account. Yes, interrupt

me...

P. KAMUF: I think that, in this question, I underscored the words
"topos" and "place" as you noticed, because, as I said, in the American
institution there is this tradition of the university apart, and of the
university community apart. And obviously, I was also thinking of
your analysis in "The Princip{; of ?eason" wl::’cl: set:‘se ::t ‘f:on:l (.’Iarg::
g raphical rable. agree a

giecgot:sstr\::g:)i. pl;\lixt I sﬁ‘;pose 1 was trying to get at the limit of this
closed space—or this space which aspires to being, sees itself,
represents itself as being in its proper place. 1 was asking whether
it is not precisely here, at the borderline, in this encounter, that
deconstruction defines itself, necessarily somehow, for and by the
American institution. That was my point.

J. DERRIDA: Yes, I'll come to that aspect of the question. But just
a parenthesis before we get there.

What strikes me when the question you ralise is centered
around the question of place is a certain type of deconstructive
thinking, at least the kind that has interested me personally more and
more for some time now: that is, precisely, the question and the
enigma of event as that which takes place [qui a lieu],the question of
the enigma of place. And here we have to proceed very, very slowly
and very, very cautiously when we ask ourselves what we really
mean by place. Thinking about the question of place is a very
difficult thing—as is thinking about event as something which takes
place. It's finally a question of the topikos in the rhetorical sense,
as a localizing of what comes to pass in the sense of event, of
Ereignis. My reference to Heidegger is often a reference to those
places in Heidegger's thought where the question of place is very
alive and very mysterious too. All this means that the question of
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place is absolutely essential, but all the more difficult to circum-
scribe and to isolate, :

So, getting back to the question of the university place. Let's
skip over the intermediary question. We'll come back to it later. My
feeling is that, in effect, what distinguishes the United States for me
from a European place, from this particular point of view, is that all
intellectual and cultural life is concentrated—in any case to a large
degree—in the university.

P. KAMUF: Yes.

J. DERRIDA: It's very different from my experience in France where,
paradoxically, my move was to address myself over and above the
university to an intellectual or cultural or literary milieu which was
not defined by its links to the academy. From this point of view,
deconstruction was a kind of departure from the university, with all
the consequences that may have had for me. In the United States on
the other hand, everything is concentrated within the academic
institution, such that the intensity of the resonance provoked by
deconstruction is all the greater because such a situation con-
centrates both positive and negative resonance together in the same
space.

This academic concentration explains why deconstruction
reverberated much more strongly here than in France. In France it
had an impact very quickly, but right away it dispersed and there
were moves to interpret, to censure, to misread, to disassociate, but
also to combine. Moves proportional to the diversity of intellectual
milieux, of interests, schools, cliques—which weren't university
cliques. They all had to do with the university, but they weren't
composed purely of academics. So deconstruction found itself
dispersed right away, channeled into a highly diversified place.

While in the United States, since everything goes on in the
university (and I would even say in several departments of the
university which, despite the size of the country, are very close to
each other, with information circulating very, very fast inside a
relatively homogeneous milieu), there was right away a greater
intensity of reception in the positive sense of the term, and also, just
as great an intensity of reaction, of rejection. Consequently, I have
the paradoxical feeling that everything being done here under the
heading deconstruction has a much greater chance of being heard and
received than in Europe, precisely at the moment when it is
encountering the most violent resistance. Many indications today
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give us cause to think that In its violence, the reaction has reached a
point and a style—above all 2 style (we could talk about that}—which I
think constitute an event in the tradition of the American academic
ethic in particular. All of a sudden people are beginning to
transgress the rule of their own declared deontology.

P. KAMUF: Yes, that's really striking.

J. DERRIDA: It's a sign that some nerve has been touched. Of
course there are analogous things in Europe. I could cite examples.
But just now I have the impression that here in America quite violent
8 are going on in this regard.

thing Now.gto gget back to thcge campus limits, I believe that they do
explain the potential for impact (retentissement] because, as we're
realizing more and more clearly, deconstruction gets at the
foundation and the axiomatics of the institution, This could be
demonstrated. But also because, here and there, it establishes
connections between the interiority of the institution and the outer
social sphere. Deconstruction makes such, a connection not only by
calling into question the interdepartmental limits and so forth (which
isn't very novel), but above all by raising the question of the relations
between the university and the social sphere. And even if it's not
absolutely new as-a thesis, as a proposition, or in terms of the
content of the proposition (we'll return to that question in a moment),
1 think it is new enough as a praxis [manitre de faire], as a way of
proceeding, or writing, etc., for the forces with an interest in
protecting themselves inside of the university to feel very threatened
and to react with the violence we were just talking about.

I wanted to return to the question that you ask in the middle
about the definition of the double gesture. It is true that it's
difficult to define the one deconstruction {la déconstruction}, and not
only because it is Tfinally, 1 belleve, a rather heterogeneous
movement. Personally I would even say that its best interests are
served by keeping that heterogeneity—although I don't know whose
interests or what interests these are. But if deconstructjon has an
interest then this heterogeneity has to persist, otherwise it would be
precisely the end of deconstruction. .

Deconstruction is also difficult to define because it is neither
a system nor a unified discourse. It's as you say a multiplicity of
gestures, of movements, of operations. And what's more, multiplicity
is essential for each of these gestures, that is, simultaneously
carrying out several gestures which can seem either contradictory

|
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or in tension with one another, If this tension is not maintained then,
in my opinion, the very force of deconstruction is extenuated every
time, ’

Now, twice in your question you talk about double gesture, but
I would say that the double doesn't designate the same thing each
time. There's the double gesture which has become—and this I
regret—a kind of procedural or methodological schema which consists
in saying basically what I once ventured very hastily in Positions,
namely that there are two gestures, one which consists in over-
turning, the other which consists in displacing. It's become...

P. KAMUF: It's formula.

J. DERRIDA: It's a kind of formula. I'm not disavowing the formula,
but still, as soon as it beconies a technique In the instrumental sense,
it can't work, Nevertheless, I believe that what was indicated in this
double gesture is necessary. So on the one hand there is what
appears to be this technique. But there is no deconstruction without
questioning of technique, without returning to the question of
technique (which you'll see I try to do in tomorrow's lecture), without
recalling that deconstructions can't be reduced, can't let themselves
be instrumentalized and become a method of literary criticism, for
example, or a method for reading philosophical texts. At that point, it
is already "false" or "wrong" to transform the double gesture into a
device, a technical procedure. It's already insufficient.

Now the other double gesture you allude to is really, more than
a strategy, a kind of affirmation that is very important to me
personally. (Here I wouldn't want to appear to be speaking in the
name of the one deconstruction. I'm just saying how I experience,
how I see these things.) Personally I believe—I believe—that we have
to run the risk of raising even the questions that are most
threatening for the university, for the institution, for the solidity of
the academic institution, for the respiration of the university,

And then at the same time, I feel very "raditionalist" in a
certain way because I am for memory, history, and in sum, everything
of which the university is the guardian. That's it. The mission of
the university is, in a word, to assure the memory of culture, of
thought, of philosophy. And I am for the protection of this mission.
What's more, I'd even go so far as to say that the university's mission
will be all the better protected if we don't place limits on questioning,
even if it may seem destructive or tiresome or subversive, There
again, this double gesture is very difficult to sustain because it can
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lead to untenable situations of contradiction and "double bind."
Personally, I live this double gesture as a sort of rapid alternation,
doing both as fast as possible. [LAUGHTER] But I suppose that at
the same time it's this duplicity, if one can call it that, which makes
deconstructive gestures unbearable to... .

P, KAMUF; ...to the traditionalists...

J. DERRIDA: ...to the traditionalists, because they would like to be
able to say that everything called deconstruction is simply de-
structive and incompetent, and that basically people who do it forget
the memory of the university, destroy the criteria of reading, destroy
competency and seriousness, And when they realize that it's not
quite so simple, and that they have to deal with people who know, who
also have a certain competency, well, then things become absolutely
catastrophic and they fly off the handle,

Personally, that's one of the things that interests me a lot in
the United States because, to get back to what we were saying a
moment ago, in France that particular dilemma couldn't be felt with
such intensity since there are always avant-garde milieux involved in
experimental research into literature, philosophy and so forth, which
claim to be anti-university but always in a rather frivolous manner.
That's because they don't see in what way, in spite of everything, they
depend on the university. They need the university to assure their
own archives, and thus their own history. They need for people to
write theses on them.

In France, as soon as academics can assoclate, let's say,
deconstruction with these avant-garde movements outside the uni-
versity—I remember very well this moment in my own little history—
they say, "That's Tel Quel. That's Derrida outside the university, so
those people are incompetents... * While here, where everything
takes place on the inside, it becomes something very critical and
painful within the body of the university to see people who ask these
questions and sustain such discourse as members of the profession.
Which means that paradoxically, in the great body of the United States
the questions of deconstruction become concentrated, attain a kind of
intensity, that they don't attain elsewhere.

A
JAMES CREECH: Perhaps we could take up yet another question that
is linked to to the one you have just dealt with, In the United States
deconstruction has been accepted up to now primarily in literature
departments, and not in philosophy departments. As you know, we
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lack a philosophical tradition here, in any case of a tradition such as
there exists in France. And yet—perhaps because there is this lack
of tradition—the United States was receptive to this movement that
emerges in a certain fashion from the European philosophical
tradition. Why is that? How did this come to be? Why has it
happened in literature departments where the philosophical tradition
is especially weak? And secondarily, could you respond to the
critics who say, as you no doubt know, that deconstruction is
precisely a movement made up of people who don't have a sufficient
background in the the tradition to appreciate and to know what they
are doing. And that, because it is cut off from the roots of a certain
philosophical tradition, deconstruction becomes superficial and "for-
mulaic,” to go back to what we were saying before.

J. DERRIDA: Yes. There again, it's a very, multiple multiform
question. There are several points of entry...

J. CREECH: This would be a question not of place, of the campus,
but a question of tradition, of the reception within a tradition. And
thus it becomes a question of translation which is also something
which we might want to discuss,

J. DERRIDA: Yes. I think that to get at this question which is
altogether vital, altogether central, it is necessary to increase the
points of entry. And one of the possible entrances is first of all the
fact that the first texts making use of deconstruction in Europe, for
example, were texts which took very seriously the question of
literature, texts which had to give an account of themselves in the
face of literature [qui s'expliquaient avec la litt§rature] and which
considered certain operations, certain literary events as decisive for
posing questions of a deconstructive sort to philosophy. That you
know. No need to insist on it, So for that reason it was normal that
literature departments be sensitive to deconstruction--which is a
coming-to-terms with literature.

Another entrance into the question—I'm not going to say much
about it, but I think it could be done—another entrance might have to
do with what has happened in the relatively recent history of literary
studies in America. (But here I'm even more incompetent to talk
about it.) I think New Criticism, for example—a certain type of
attention, "close reading,” tending a bit towards formalistic, anti-
historicist issues, etc.——~was one of the premises preparing the way
for deconstruction. Even if the period of New Criticism was over by
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and large, it prepared people, readers and students, for certain
reading practices associated with deconstruction. That's one thread
that could be followed. I'm unable to do it myself, but I'm convinced
it could be done. On the other hand it is true that, in principle
people in literature departments aren't as prepared to receivé
philosophical discourses, discourses very rich in philosophy. But at
the same time, literature departments in the United States—certain of
them ?n any case—are at the outset more free of traditional
prejudices associated with philosophy, more free of resistances
regarding continental philosophy. Moreover, the way into continental
philosophy can pass under the heading "English Romanticism,” for
example, which inside and outside the United States is, after all
assoclated with readings of Hegel and the German philosophers. St;
here, a whole sensitivity was already prepared and waiting.

But then one has to consider the fact that in the literature
departments there has been rejection as well as acceptance. The
impact of deconstruction also stems from a moment of rejections And
the rejection has been very classically the rejection by literary
scholars of things theoretical and philosophical, (I say "very
classically" because it resembles what went on in France and in
Europe in general.) "That stuff is philosophy, we don't want any part
of it." In France, in the literature departments, that's always the
way it happens. So, resistance to theory. Resistance to things
European. Not only to individuals from Europe, but even to
Americans who are more "European" than others, I am thinking of
the role played by Paul de Man, who was both European, very open to
continental philosophy, to the European literary tradition, and who
played a decisive role in the American formation of deconstruction.

Thus we find ourselves faced with a paradoxical situation
where in certain literature departments deconstruction is rejected
as a theoretical and philosophical thing, while symmetrically, recip-
rocally, philosophers who are American by tradition—or at least non-
continental, non-European—reject deconstruction as a thing good only
for literature people. The poor literature types, in other words
have become victims of a kind of philosophical mystification ar;
import product, contraband that they were not solidly en(;ugh
prepared to criticize. And that's the situation we're in today.

Here is one possible reading of these symptoms. At the
present moment, big-name professors [e.g. Bate and Wellek] rep-
resenting the grand tradition of literary studies are allying
themselves with other big-name professors le.g. Danto and Searle]
representing the dominant tradition in philosophy, and both are saying

1
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the same thing: "it's going on somewhere else," (That's what Bate has
in common witlh Wellek. Without reading a page of what they're
talking about, they have the same diagnosis: It's philosophy, and it's
bad philosophy.) They form what in France we call a "cordon
sanitaire," that is, they want to surround the locus of the infection,
the epidemic, in order to avoid the contagion. The key to deciphering
this symptom is that when the philosophers say that "it's going on
somewhere else,” that the problem lies in the literature departments,
you can be sure, you can establish undeniably, that it's beginning to
occur in the philosophy departments. What makes them so nervous is
that, indeed, it is beginning not only in the philosophy departments,
but even in the centers within these departments that were
traditionally linked to analytical philosophy. Even there a certain
interest in deconstruction is developing. And that's what is making
people very nervous. I don't know if I've answered your questions...

J. CREECH: A moment ago you said that the reception of decon-
struction in the United States had something to do with religion.
Although you added that you didn't want to take up that question now,
it piqued my curiosity and I wonder {f you could even vaguely situate
the issue, if that would interest you. If not we could go on to some
other questions.

J. DERRIDA: Il try to do it in what will naturally be a very
inadequate and summary manner,

J. CREECH: Fine.

J. DERRIDA: We must look in two directions. On the one hand, as
you know, the teaching of religion, and above all its institution, is
something very strong in the universities of this country. It exists
in Europe too, but to a lesser degree and it isn't as integrated into
the academic tradition. Now, when faced with deconstruction, to the
extent that it is an integral part of the most rooted, the most solid,
the most fundamental academic culture, the instruction of theology
and of religion naturally finds itself called to task—mnot necessarily
threatened however; it's complicated—but at least sees itself
provoked by questions concerning all of metaphysics, morality and so
on. There is doubtless the impression that the socio-ethico-political
ground is actually threatened by something which it would like to
condemn as being both atheistic and immoral. And as you know, the
criticisms or the critical insinuations regarding deconstruction have
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always had a moral or a moralizing aspect to them. Deconstruction is
accused of corrupting academic morals, and sous-entendu, of
corrupting morals period, in the most sexua] sense of the term,

Now, because of this the protestant, theological ethic which
marks the American academic world acted all the more "responsibly,"
basically taking deconstruction more seriously than was possible in
Europe. Or rather in Europe, paradoxically, the dismantling of the
religious element was already further along. In a word, the
Européan cultural milieu was basically less protected than the
American milieu, and that might explain the negative sensitivity.

But there is a positive sensitivity which I believe can also be
explained by religion, by theology. Currently, in publications, etc.,
there are emerging many indices of a deconstructive theology
movement.l To talk about it seriously we would have to analyze a
whole history of exegesis, of modern hermeneutics in German and
European protestant thought, centering around Heidegger, Karl
Barth, etc. But in general, to summarize very succinctly, the point
would seem to be to liberate theology from what has been grafted on
to it, to free it from its metaphysico-philosophical super ego, 50 as to
uncover an authenticity of the "gospel,” of the evangelical message,
And thus, from the perspective of faith, deconstruction can at least
be a very useful technique when Aristotelianism or Thomism are to be
criticized or, even from an institutional perspective, when what needs
to be criticized is a whole theological institution which supposedly
has covered over, dissimulated an authentic Christian message. And
[the point would also seem to be] a real possibility for faith both at
the margins and very close to Scripture, a faith lived in a venturous,
dangerous, free way. I know theologians who are doing this, and who
applaud deconstruction, who need deconstruction, not against their
faith but in service of their faith, against a certain theology, even
against a certain academic, theological institution. There are
conflicts within the sphere of American theology. They're not very
visible or very developed, but they are certainly taking place and in
my opinion they're taking place at the points where the most work is
being done within the theological field.

I've just come from Williams College, where 1 was invited by a
department of religion, That department was the locus within the
university, or so it seemed to me, where the most work was going on
in new areas—courses on psychoanalysis, on Lacan, on decon-
struction, on anthropology, on Lévi-Strauss, on literature too. Ina
word, it was the place where the most risks were being taken
relative to the traditional focus of the academy, relative to the
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cloistering of departments. This religion departx‘nent is perceived by
other departments—English, philosophy—as a little unsettling. So
from the institutional point of view as well, I believ? the study of the
religious, theological dimension in the American university can go a
long way towards explaining what is going on with deconstruction.

. CREECH: Edward Said [The World, the Text, and the Critic
gCambridge: Harvard University Press, 1983), pp. 188-190.] raises a
question that is perhaps of some interest as an ?ntelligent form-
ulation of an issue often raised by American academics not receptive
to your work. What is "the mediating agency between base and
superstructure" that, Sald assumes, is presupposed by your critique
of Western metaphysics? How is logocentrism in or a governing
instance of, both the writer and the Western metaphysics that would
control the writer, enclosing him? By what "agency” is logocentrism
translated and transmitted from tradition to writing subjects in
different times and different places?

And by extension, how can a writer, such as yourself, be
outside logocentricism to that marginal extent required to point to it?
And here, let me say that I chose this criticism becz'\use it does echo a
number of other people with whom you're certainly familiar, The
question of agency however is certainly a crucial one,

J. DERRIDA: You know, I wonder whether Said's question, for-
mulated like that, is really more intelligent than the criticisms of
"academics not receptive to my work," whether it shows more
receptivity. Judging from the difficulty that I am having in entering
into the formulation of these questions, I would say that there is n?t
much receptivity, But once again, too hastily and too summarily, I'li
respond—so to speak.

o toFirsf,o to formula{): the question in these terms— "mediatio:\."
"base," "superstructure,"—is already to disregard everything I've
tried to put forth on this subject, if I may say so. I do not believe
that today one can, simply, analyze anything whatever while calmly
trusting the difference between an infrastructure and a super-
structure, It's not that I think this distinction is simply without
pertinence; it does have its pertinence. It can even be useful uptoa
certain point. But at the point where a deconstructive analysis
enters, this opposition cannot be considered as guaranteed, or ?a as a
thing in which one can have confidence. For that matter, I don't even
think that a marxist can have... I don't even considf:r this question a
marxist question. It's "marxoid," but it's not marxist.








































































