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= The Backward Roll <5

{(Memory as the backward roll of the dice [Coup de D2és]: reeling in time—in a
see saw

spin swung, sprung back all the chance rebound and carom, ail the ricochets of scrolling
between the sheets and the cyes when, at footnote 4), a scission was thrown inte our
bargain; there anticipaiing, here recalling, in the future, in the past, under the folse
appearance of a present an exqguisite shiver of a sublime confusion remains
[N'ABOLIRA] the glint and lustre of ever ythmg that happened, before 1, and afier iz, the
eye blinks :@, and . . . then, opens. =

To answer for oncself would here be to presume to know all that one could
de, say, or write, to gather it together in an intelligible and coherent synthesis, to
stantp it with one and the same seal (whatever the genre, the place, or the date, the
discursive form, the contextual strategy, cte.), to posit that the same ‘I think’
accompanies all my representations which themselves form a systematic,
homogeneous tissie of ‘theses’, themes’, ‘objects’, of ‘narratives’, ot ‘critiques’,
or of ‘evaluatons’, a issuc which can be subjectivized and of which T could have
a total and intact memory, would know all the premises and all the consequences,
etc.; this would also be to suppose that deconstruction is of the same order as the
critigne whose concept and history it precisely deconstructs.

Dermda, Passions
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Re-tracing The Frames, Barders, Edpes And Marpins of Derrida’s De-Construction(s) { Part i)

DRAWING THE LINE: THE LOGIC OF THE BORDERLINE

Let us draw a line here and entitle iz, ‘the borderline,’ the very borderline between
literatere and philosophy and attempt to recollect {(as if a text can ever be hermetically
sheathed or encapsulated in a past rcading—Xkept intact and inviolate, inoculated against
ail the endlessly impinging contamirations and grafis of thought, expericnce, and dream,
other readings, as well as the inexcrable skicing anc shifting fragmentations and
reconstructions of memory—thereby securing an impregnable, sealed sense, Yet in a
strict sense there is nothing that is aliered.?!) and reconstitute and perhaps situate the
obiigue trajectory of our fictive movement from A io B, from there (where?) to here, Eet
us talk of cur narvative cr, raither, our simulation of narrative.

(We have drawn a line of de(margcjaticn that privileges a fictional righi(e) of
sassage through a logic or nasrative and which finds ts eventually builing up against
other boundarizs, other edges.42 Perhaps here we might remind ocurselves (& lacuna, an

41, “There 1% no first meaning which a sccond writing woutld then come along to divent and upset,
dooming it forever 1o lament its infinite loss or painfully lo await its infinite reconstitution. “All
meaning is altered’, “tout le sens ext altérd’ ! what this says first of all is that meaning is thirsty,
altfré. I thirsts afler #s own lack, that is is passion. {And this is also Derrida’s passion for
tanguage: in the word “a/iéréd” and in the altered word, the word thirsly for change, we might say,
an ellipsis of meaning is what makes the meaning, and the excess of meaning.) Meaning thirsts
for its own ellipsis, for that which hides it, cludes it, which gilently cis it pass. What is pagsed
over in stlence in all meaning is the meaning or the sensc of mecaning. But there is nothing
nepative in this, nor anything truly silent. For nothing is lost, and nothing is silenced. Everything
is satd” Nangy, “Ellipticat Sense,” pp. 38-G.

42, “If we are 10 approach {aborder? a lext, for cxample, it must have a bord, an edge. Take this ext
What is iis vpper edge? Hs title [“Re-tracing the Sorders, Boundaries, .. .}? But when do you
stant reading 17 What if you staried reading i afler (he first senienee (another upper edge), which
(netions as i ftesy reading head but which fself in tum folds is outer edges back over onto
inner edges whose mobility—multitayered, guotational, displaced Mmom meaning 10 meaning—

prohibiis you from making out a shoreline? There is a vegular submerging of the shore,
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ellipsis, our omission? like the forgotten umbrelia, how easy to forget, and though we
remind ourselves, perhaps by a note in a margir, we siiil forget) of what has always been
proposed as “good literature™ that which resists totalization, resists our atterzpts a2
mastery, resists coming to 2 hait, always keeps moving. There is something uncanny
nere, something strange and yet familiar—something which reveals itself as forgotten yet
remains vuinerable and endangered,

Our beginning arrived cut of desire {vouloir dire], after a period trem out of
nowhere. We were foilowing the tracks of something that had gone before us. Now here
we find ourselves spilling over ecges, out of bounds (on the wrong side of the border?},
perbaps. Perhaps another transgression. Have we gene too far? Punciured a delicate
merbrane, pricked open & wound, knocked something off its hinges. Our approach and
strategy 1s, with 2 medutative mindful vigilance, to biink, And 10 keep our eyes in the
blink of what is right in front of us (to the woven tissue of texi, fellowing its most
gossamer threads, neither refraining to commit anything of ourself nor authorizing
ourselt to add any ¢ld thing, but rather rigorcusly prescribing “by the necessities of 4
game, by the logic of play,”3 how to proceed in the writing of this supplement), above
and anderneath us, and wha: is crembling and shifting and dislecating inside s, so as o
avold he treacherous rocky shoais that we already [déjd] walked about and will continue
to address (as well as the “sails” {des voiles}), and which, aithough withdrawn, have left
thetr mark, insinuated their shadowy presence (their uncanny play of disappearance-as-
appearance) and are stilf to be accounted for.

Approacking a boundary we put our ear gently against its delicate transparent
membrane, we finger its elasticity, znd peer through to the other side. Where do we draw
the Line? Shall we provide some proofs, or better yet some grounds and fcangations for
every insertion we make, for svery incursion inte unknown tarritory, and i we can’t, if
we are unable to offer grournds shall we say we have gone mad, that our thougnts and
concepts have become unanchored and foundered on the recky shoals of primary matter
and that we are ship-wrecked {du fond d'un naufrage}? Can we get beyond, cuiside the
negs and snzares of the un(windjing, unraveling threads of the lexicen, that has no center,
no handies nor levers for manipuiation? Does, in fact, language have a boundary? Is
ianguage a distinct thing ouiside other things, an ideal entity which cen then be

“When a text gquotes and requotes, with or without guotation marks, when it is wiitten on the
brink, you start, or indeed have already started. to lose your footing. You lose sight of any line of

demarcation beiween a text and what is outside it"” “Living On : Border Lines,” pp. 81-82,
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subtractea out as g temainder? And is there a possibility for yet a more dangerous and
conseguential condensation: Can all this be redeced to a matter of styie, a poetics, a

yearning for ¢ rew mythology 7

BEING AT THE LIMITS

Derrida’s d'{iemma)—both lawch and fiocdgate—Being at the Hmit,?? is the
dilerma which cannot be avoided either through veriing or repression, either by the X of
imaginary erasure of viz the colossal X of the anscendental dialectics of the

cufgehoben.®> The metaphorical iextaral weave of language cuis on ihe very bias of

43 Disvemination, p. 64

44, [ Philosophy] .. has always msisted upon assuring isell masiery over the Timat (peras, limes,
Grenze). T has recognized, conceived, posited, declined the limit according 1o all pessidle modes;
and therefon: by the same loken, in order beller 1o dispose of the Timit, has transgressed . £y own
{imit had not o remain foreign o it Therefore it has appropriated the concepst for itself) it has
believed that it contrals the margin ofits volume and that it thinks its other.
“Philosophy has always ingisicd upon this: thinking its other. Its other: that which lmits if, and
from which i dernives 15 essence, ifs definition, its producticn. To think itg other: docs (s
amount solely to relever (aufheben) thai from which it derives, 1o head the procession ol jts
method only by passing the limit? Or indeed does the limil, obliquely, by surprise, alwavs reserve
onc more biow lor philosophical knowledge? Limit/passage” Marging of Philosophy, pp. x-xi.

43, Sec Richard Roriy’s, “is Derrida 2 Uranscendental Philosopher?” in Serrida: A Critical Reader
pp. 235-46, where Rorly tekes up the “simmesing” argument among Dernda’s admirers as
whelher he has “invented a new, splendidly ironic way of wriling aboul the philosophical
tradition” or whether he is, in fact, “giving us rigorous arguments for surprising phitosophical
concfusions” (p. 233). Taking a nominalist postere (believing that “the realm ol possibility
expands whenever somebody (hinks up a new vocabulary, and thereby discloses . .. a new set of
possible worlds™), Rorty wryly contends that argumentation of any stripe {rigorous or lame)
“requires that the same vocabulary be used in premises and conclusions  -that koth be pant of the
same Tanguage-game, Hégclian Aufhebung is something quiie different, 1 is what happens when
we Dlay elements of an old vocabulary off against one another in order 1o make us impatient for g
new vocabulary. But thal activity 18 quite different from playing old helicfs against other old

beliefs in the attempt 1o see which survives. An existing language-game will provide ‘standard

rules® for the laticr aciivity, but nothing could provide such rules for the former” (. 241) In
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meaning, vielding the sign of & s(p)iit,4® forcing and wrenching apart certain directive

concepts, twaining the copula: the mind turning now this way, now that; looking up, now

down, but hopelessly always arriving too late, nonetheless always aspiring to, yearning

towards*? plenitude; a deathlike fixation with a seamless logos or genetic ordering, a
fascinating anticipation of (uncertain) closure betwixt either/or. Here ther are the skeich

46,

47

Rorty’s view (and onc can ¢asily agree here} it is precisely Authebung that Derrida is so good at. |
would venture 1o go a bit further and say that Derrida’s seducing charm can hardly lie in an
ability to grind out a new critical vocabulary but rather, one feels, is 1o be found in his creative
leaps of imagination whose dazzle manifests in his uncanny manner of doing philosophy or
literary criticism; the question of whether Derrida is engaged in rigorous argument or oracular
disclosure scems trivial and beside the point when compared (how does one compare historicat
impems and empowering potentiality?) with the excitement and creative fervor that the Derridean
siyle {(which surely is more (han the gencration of & new critical vocabulary list but, morcover,
entails, afnong a host of other things: an unquenchable Shakespearcan zest for punning, a rapier-
like expertisc at rhetorical parrving, and a sensttivily 10 imagery and tone so Tinely tuned as to be
able to infinitely circulaie meanings to the point where, at times, one experiences a cognitive
vertigo—that is, the whole gambit of spell-binding devices that can create the quasi-magical sway
that words can have in the hands of a master} has unleashed especially among younger critics,

“At the edge of being, the medium of the hymen never becomes a mere mediation or work of the

negative; i outwits and undoes all ontologies, all philcsophemes, all manner of dialectics. It

outwits them and—as a cloth, a tissue, a medium again—it envelops them, tums them over, and
inscribes them. This nonpenetration, this nonperpetration (which is not simply negative but stands
between the fwo), this suspense in the antre of perpenetration, is, says Matlarmé, “perpemal”
“This is how the Mime operates, whose act s confined to a perpetual allusion without breaking
the ice or the mirror: he thus sets up a medium, a pure medium, of fiction.” (The play of the
commas {virgulee} only appears, in all its multipticity, in the last version, inscrting a series of culs
marking pauses and cadence, spacing and shortness of breath, within the continuum of the
sequence). Hymen in perpetual motion: one can’t get oul of Mallarmé's antre as one can out of
Plato’s cave. Never min{e)d [mine de rien]; it requires an cnlirely different kind of speleology

Mo

which no longer searches behind the lustrous appearance, outside the “beyong,” “ageni,”

“motor,” “principle part or nothing” of the “hterary mechanism . . .7 Disseminarion, pp. 215-10,

One must look into this archive which is rooted in found and foundarions: **To found to {an
ohject); 10 strive or yeam towards, try to arrive at or reach;” and founding in the sense of
fastening and attaching, and foundations as the grounds for and constructs upon which reason and

principle are built.
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marks and futting of the horny dilemma of limits that cannot be effectually effaced or
worn away. Can there be a genuine overcoming or vanquishing when impaled on the
herns of such g dilemma? Strategies permit us 1o continue the dialogue, to continue 10
endlessly re-frame the question about what les in the interstices of the preseat boundaries
of our present thinking and understanding, and through this play of question and answer,
16 te-locate ourselves on the so-cailed ground of questioning (with a greater famitiarity
perhaps of the general terrair}. Can we and shali we (and why the reluctance?) forgo the
impossible stance of mind standing ousside or above mind (in 2 masterful sense) and
having to fabricate, ad infinitum, other minds, in crder to observe its endiessly reflecting
selves.

Those who, itke Derride, maneuver within this terrain of the infinite caiculus of the
uagecidabie—those who verily live on borders, march [marche| over boundsries, whose
ergagement is with fingering edges, whose ballistics incline g trajeciory towards
marging, must possess ¢ pavigators krack for tacking (know the winds), be close to the
winds that can reach everywhere—ithat carnot be opposed or resisted—zthat arrive from &
distance, un{ftl}terable, shaking reed, {ilameat, and threag; entering and filiing, withcut
desire, the hollowed and creviced; passaging the gapped, billowing and swelling sails,
ruffling the vei: that both invites and conceals; winds that bound upon us from afar gver
an interminable distance chilling or delighting us to our very bone and marrow, causing
us to wrap and to nind or to unfurl and lay ourselves bare to a seductively cool delight
that is exposed where the garment (gap)es.48

There is a spacious resemblance here between specie and genre as winds from a
distance: wansparent yet felt, desive able o move and strike, dislocate, and disseminate
seeds and spores, invited by the inserstices weven inio the veil that prolengs and defers,
distancing and defaying a desire that swells only to in(seminate) and then shrinks and
recedes bashfully back into its sneath. Here, as elsewhere, a possibility and infimation of

48. “Is not the most erolic portion of a hody where the garment gapes? In perversion (which 1s the
realm of lextual pleasure} there are no “crogenons zones' (a foolish expression, besides); it is
intermittence, as psychoanalysis has so rightly stated, which is erotic; the intermitlence of skin
flashing between two articles of clothing (trousers and sweater), between two edges (the open-
necked shirt, the glove and the sleeve), it is this flash Htself which seduces, or rather: Lhe staging
of an appearancc-as—disappcarancé" Roland Barthes (stroking and nuzzling the very edges ol the

crotic, incanting a s{tlex{tiual striptease), in The Pleasure of the Text, pp. 9-10,
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the entre, A of desire and castration, a breaking or fissure along the edges of language, the
splaying of the sof: felds of @ meaning whose movement is experienced on the surface of
the text, as one rides the spumy crests of language, buoyant, suspended betwixt and
between, here butting up against, rubbing up against the iimits of pleasure, which
alternates between swelling and folding (folding back into its own skin in erder 1o shield
z pleasure that is exposed and vulnerable), its final consummate explesion being both an
expuision and impulsion, a rhythmic dissemination and imgestion waich ncurishes and is
nourished; the final drip of desire that inscribes a period befere the next articusated oreath
out of rowhere, the endiess unarriving or postponement {coitus interrupiusy that aliows
and invties 2 beginning for what follows bemnd an imagined period from outside the
berderline of every text, enfolding and camouflaging niself on the surface of the text. The
master of straiegy, trying to celculate a calculus of the incalculable, aspires to the “grand
style,"30 dis-plays a unique genius of taste and judgment as s/he depioys her arseral of

49, See Derrida’s “Double Session” in Dissemination (and our exploration, ""Between the Membrane™
below) for how the homonymic play between Mallarmé's “entre,” Plato’s “antre’ {cave) and the
double meaning of “hymen” (“membrane” and “marriage’) act as a sirategy for staging 4
discontinuity belween inside and outside: “These “words” [“hymen,” “antre”] admit (o their
games hoth contradiction and non contradiction (and the contradiction and noncentradiction
berween contradiction and noncontradiction). Without any diatectical Aufiebung, without any
time off, they belong in a sense both 1o consciousness and to the unconscious, which Freud tells
us can tolerale or remain insensitive o contradiciion, insofar as the iext depends upon them,
bends to them {57y pliel, it thus plays a double scene upon a double stage. It operates in two
absolutely different places al once, even if these are only separated by a veil, which is both
traverscd and not traversed, intersected {entr ouvert]” Dissemination, p. 221

50. In Spurs, Derrida describes “a margin where [Nictzsche's] control over the meaning or code 18
without recourse, poses the limit to the relevance of the hermeneutic or sysiemalic question” (p.
9C). And on the edges and borders where “reversal” i shuitling back and forth, the master of
style speaks: “For the reversal, i1t is not accompanied by a discrele parody. a strategy of writing,
or difference or deviation in quilis, if there is not style, no grand style, this is {inally but the same
thing, nothing more than a clamorcus declaration of the antithesis™ {p. 23). Those writers who
live on ihe gossamer edge, must know how 10 spin and weave without entangling themsclves,
without becoming entwined and ensnared in the net: “Nicizsche himsell did not see his way too
clearty there . . . Rather a regular, thythmic blindness takes place in the 1ext. Cne will never have

done with it. Nictzsche too is a litle {ost there, But that there is a loss, thal anyway is
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tropes, rhetoric, punctuation, etc. Wind (like the dragon, who knows the art of changing
directions), s/he s the bow to the wind, shifting the veils [voile]. Masters of ine so
calied grand style (Mallarmé, Nietzsche, Genet, Derrida) stir and swirl the sedimentary
meanings of language, finger the edges and surfaces of the text, penetrating every
opening, fingering every gap, rupturing and grafting, bout upon bout of violation s¢ as to
embrace.

THE ATTACK : STYLISTIC BLOWS

The textural weave of Derrida’s writing is overrun with cuts and ruptures, splices
and grafts; we are constantly cenfronted by a rhetorical barrage which simuiates stack,
invasion® and intrigue (there are police, accomplices, and a steaming haze of
indectpherables: cryptic letters, coded messages fanagrams, cryptogramsl; subterfuge,
dissiraulation, as well as endiess mterrogations anc rhetorical questioning). There are

1 L]

“hosttle surfaces,” “incursions,” “trajectories,” “fractures,” “fissures,” “seams,”
“sirategies,” crumbling walls,” “rapiers,” and “spurs” {éperon]. And there are innu-
merable {coups| blows and knocks———coup dedans (the inside beat), coup de dent (bite),
coups du dehors (knocks fromy without), coup pour rien {unavailing attempt), coup de
force (unjustified violence), coup démaoniaque {demoniacal zttack}, as well as the coups
de gong (the stroke of the gong}, which we are told, is not found on the page but rather
resounds in a mental space “where all the sonorities (the echoes of meaning}, out of sight
and hearing and through various strata [matcrial, notational, mets-operational}, penetrate
each other and multiply in rapid, discontinuous motions.”52 There are sometimes even

wars (Paul de Man's War) but regardless of attack or war there is a writing that

ascertainable, as soon as there is hymen. Niclzsche might well be a little lost in the web of his
text, fost much as a spider who finds he is unequal 1 the web he has spun” (p. 101).

51. “In the question of style there is always the weight or examen of sonic pointed object. At times
this object might be onty a quill or a slylus. But it could just as easily be a stiletto, or even &
'rapicr. Such objects might be used in a vicious attack against what philosophy appeals t¢ in the
name of matter or matrix, an attack whose thrust could not but leave its mark, could not but
inscribe there some imprint or form. But they might also be used as protection against the threat
of such an attack, in order 1o keep it at a distance, to repel it—as one bends or recoils before its

force, in ight, behind vells and sails (des voiles)” Spurs, p. 37.
52, See Swefano Agosti's, “Coup upon Coup,” in Spurs, pp. 2-25.
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obliterates what it imprints and disperses what it says, a meaning that “says in some
other place than it is speaking.”>3 There is also a swayiag strain of chanting, distinetly
midrashic, an interrogation and arraignment this tme not with God bat with the book, the
etymologies, the tongue and the palate. Derrida’s stylistic blows of effect [coups de siylel
reverberate within and without the boundaries of all that caa be called Text, play the full
symaphonic lexicon which, as it is played, shifts and reclusiers, creating new sheats of
meantng. There is, to my mind, no one writing today (and no one within memory) who
has been so able to b(ring)-back-to-lifc the scund and sense [sens) of language, even in
ranslation. And through this element of style, Derrida has been able to move ianguage
and idea to a new horizon beyond dialectics and metaphysics. Derrida’s ideas without
the Derridean sivle, that is, presented simply in the common envelope of educated
discourse, remai.. hopelessly untransmiitable—relays and switching systems shut down,
connections are broken—and he goes no where. Or worse, he goes misundcrstood,
translated ronically inte the very idiom of understanding, churned into the very maw of
the machiee that he is trying to jostle and distocate.”* This new crientation {which is not

53. “What 1t is speaking are explicit phrases and direct statements of Uts « discourse, » And thesc are
ncver whalt it is saving, or at least net quite. The meaning (what meaning?) moves along a strafum
where there is nothing left of the surface, or if (here is, it is very little, There may be a fragment
or a scrap of jetsam; perhaps there is the bare mast of a saiting ship, the sole and entire evidence
of its shipwreck™ Ibid., p. 23.

54. It is cspectally surprising to sce critics whe, so to speak, have taken up the banmner of
deconstruction still cxpressing an “unecasiness™ which veils a yearning for closure:
“Deconstruction ., . attempts 10 resist ils own tendencies to come 1o rest in some sense of
mastery over the work, it resists these in the name of an uneasy joy of interpretation . .. fmy
stahies [ 1. Hillis Miller, “The Crtic as tost,” p. 253, Jonathan Culler’s inlerrogation of
Deconstruction during the early 805 1s also marked by such an “uncasiness™ “Derrida and his
cohorts do not, indeed, seem commiticd to identifying the distinctiveness of cach work {or even
its distinclive uncanniness) as becomes an interpreter. They scem preoccupied instead with
questions aboul signatures, tropes, frames, reading or misrcading, or the difficulty of cscaping
from some sysiem of assumptions. Moreover, deconstructive readings show scant respect for the
wholeness or [ntegrity of individual works. They concentraic on parts, relaling them to material
of diverse sonts, and may not even consider the relation of any part to the whole. Interpreters are
allowed to argue that a work lacks unity, but o igrore the question of unity is fo flowr the
abligations of their task. {my itatics]” See Culler, Peconstruction, pp. 220-221, Having tendered

such great care in analyzing deconsiructive strategics, Culler still is unable 10 r{d)esist (and we
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necessarily a way of seeing), whether it be in poetry or philosophy, requires a radical
otherness in the use of language; it is not concerned merely with shifts and relocations of
old marks but rather of opening up space which aliows for a radical ungrounding.
The strategies and weapens used in this raid on thinking, in this invasicn of old
fortresses of idealization, are determined by the exigencies encountered in readings of
- particular texts, 35 philoscphical, literary, psychological, etc,, “which exhibit a solid zone
of impticit conventions . . . stratifications that are already differenital and of a very great
stability with regard to the relations of forces and ali the hierarchies and hegemonies they
suppese to put inio operation” >t {grammar, vocabulary, rhetoric, historical and iierary
codes, etc.). The stability “is neither originary, nor zhistoriczl, nor simpie, nor seif-
identical in any of i{s elements and is relative even if it is sometimes so great as to seem
immutabie and permuanent . . . In order for this history o have taken place, in its
turbalence end in s stases, in order for reiations of force, of tensions, or of wars 10 have
taken place, in order for hegemonies o have imposed themselves during a determinate
period, there must have been a certain play in sll these struciures, hence a certain
instabilizy or non-seif-identity, nontransparency. Rhetorical equivocation and mobility,
for instance, musi have been able 10 work within ‘meaning.” Différance mus? have been
able 10 affect reference,”>7
Derrida believes thai the most “venturesome interpretations start from questions
concerning conflicis, tfensions, differences of force, hegemonies that have aliowed such
provisional instaliations to take place. What has interesied me the most, what has always
seemed to me the most rigerous . . . is not indeterminacy in iself, but the strictes:
possible determinatior of the figures of play, of osciilation, of undecidability, which is to

raust therelore assume that for both Culler and Norris [see fooincte 26 1 this 18 a matter of
preference and not a misunderstanding) the reflexive, logocentric yvearning 1o pour the new
Demidean wine in the old metaphysical, constructualist bottle. Culler, in his preface, reveals to
the reader the source of his metaphysical ache: “This boolk attempts to dispe! confusion, 10 furnish
meanings and ends, by discussing what is at stake in today's critical debates and analvzing the
most interesting and valuable projects of recent theory” [my ilalics] Ibid, p. 18.

35. “Deconstruction does not exist somewhcere, pure, proper, sclf-identical, outside of its ingcriptions
mn conftctual and differentiated contexts; i “is” only what it does and what is done with it, there
where it takes place™ Limited fne. p. 141,

56. See Derrida’s answer 1o Gerald Grafl’s question regarding “the moment cf doubling
commentary,” in Limited Inc, pp. 142-30,

57. Limited fnc, p. 145,
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say, of the différantial conditions of determinable history, sic.”’38 Derrida’s approach
does not argue for indetcrminzey {as many have impded) bui rather cnconrages a
scruputously detatled and vigornus gppreciation of the conicxt that determine a given
work, i.c, its Hierary, phijosophical, rhetorical traditions eic., nor does it contest or oy to
desiroy the value of trath but rvather only reinscribes in more powerful, larger, more
stratified contexts. Rather than “indeterminacy,” deconstruction is concernsd with
“undecidability” which refers o the “determinate oscillation between possibilities. ™% We
have sought not o triviehze Derrida’s highly stratified articulations by simpiification or
generatization. The above Demridean concenirate shouid liguely afier 2 second reading.
Derrida’s texts invite and, in {act, call for a patient reader, Tor a reader who, in a singie
gesture, but doubled, reads and writes, By removing the guardeails traditionally ohserved
inreading (Le., “oorms of objectivity,” “methedical prudence,” cic.), Derrida effaces the
limiting inscription that has marked the boundarics of inside/outside Text. He tags the
reader and invites her to join in the game of reading/writing.

DBeerida clearly is out to wedge, tear, cut, o7 rip apart the seams which form the
houndaries and Hmits of concepiual thinking. Eis attacks {deconstructions), which he
admits are not merely theoretical, have been directed towards what {8 poiitically “suspect
in the very projcet of aticrpiing to {ix the coniexts®0 of utierances.” His most masterful
and extended aitack s no doub: agains: Limited Inc,® that vast insidious body of critical
(7) thinking {?) which dominzics the so-called instiiutions of lcarning and education,
Though nvolved in inierpretations which spiay and fissure, penctraic, and rupture,

Derrida s most interesied in moving the critical discussion t¢ new ground. In the

58, Ibid., p. 145

39, Ihid., pp. 148-9,

60, Sece Limited Inc, espectally pp. 131-54.

61. Derrida’s book Iength reply to John R, Searle's essay, “Reiterating the Differences: A Reply io
Dierrida.” A through reading of Limiied Inc. and Siodegradables: Seven Diary Frogmenis (&
scathing reply Lo critics of his essay entitled, "Paul e Mar’s War'™) serves a5 2 master course in
the art of thetorie and rebuttal, Both lexty make for (with no exaggeration) exciting reading. If
vou exjoy the art of intellectual fencing, obscrve Derrida at his quintesseniial best in Lisuted {nc.
In addition, there is an excellent supplement in the form of an Afteirword (Questions from Gerald
Oraff, which Derrdda answers in the foom of an exiended letler} where Derridg takes the

LTI

opporiunity 10 update and re-aniculate some ol his formulations, i.e., “différance,” “restance,”

cle. Biodegradables appeais in the Summer 1989, Critical fnquiry, vol, 15, no. 4, pp. 812-73.
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“nysterical 07 struggle 10 open such new ground (where one might move freely betwixe
and between binary poles), there is a necessary “sheafing” of 1mages and tropes which
pecform as more than additional sublations in a-beyond-of-a-dialectic. As we have
repeatedly said (and tried o play-on in the surface of car fext) Derrida is at work on
“flapping ™3 the whole fabric of janguage and thought, setting it, so to speak, “all

work,”

EMTRE : ANTRE
OR
BETYWEEN THE MEMERANE

Letus take one lasi, short cxcursion (Just the mention of an “excursien” and we are
en{wirapt in the simuiacrum of narrative) into what is perhaps Derrida’s most important
lext that bears dirceily on lierature (a performance as critigue of the notion of Literary
criticism), The Dourble Session, for a “flapping” of the image (and oh, what an image!)
thai shakes e foundations of metaphysics. The image of the hymen. An image (one
ampng the charade within the Derridean 1ableaux that include pharmakon, spaciag,
différance, eic.) thas works where a disceurse of concepts and ideas——subjecied 1o 2

forpotten brutaiity which methedicaily and systernatically crascs—are incficciual and, in

62, This prepares us for the image of the hymen.

63, “Flapping™ provides here the desired contextual modulation of senses: the sense of striking; of
something that iy limber or flat and usually thin and thai hangs loose or projects freely, as a
gamment that hanps free. Also the sense of a picce of tissue partly severed from ivs place of origin
Jor use in surgical grafting. The sense alse of a meveable, auxiliary airfoil aitached to an airplane
wing's {railing edge 1o increase 4ift or drag. There is, of course, also the scnse of hcaiing, but 2
beating that open-shuts: the sound of fans, winds, and especially, the flapping of wind in szils
(here, of course, the sails and veils (déjg) that we had promised would retum, reappear), wings,
pulsating wings; and, a bit of non-sense; “tlapaoodie,” “flapping one’s jaws,” the non-scrious
which Derrida whirls us toward and which prescribes the rigorous necessities of a game, the logic
of play, “signs 1o which the system of all textual powers must be accorded and aguned ™ (Is it
pussible, do we dare harbor the bope, ihat in ripping open the seam of the is thal couples
reading 1 wriling—as we live it and teach 1L -that open spaces stifl exist that invite and call for

(LYY

“flapping,” thal the classroom can also he, among other things, a place of “ra” "] genuine

cxcitcment, cven uproar?
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fact, turn against themnselves, cisseminating eviscerated sens from out of the holiow of
their impoverished nullity,

The Double Session in its entircty is a “systemic and playful exploration of the
interval,”®% a space invoked by playful etymological play, simulated or reaf, which
enables certain marks to freely circulaie and deposit an inscripiion, by analogy, 1o a
concept. These marks Derrida has called, “undecidables, that is, unities of sirmulacrum,
false verbal properties (nominal or semantic) that can no longer be included within
philosophical (binary) epposition, but which, however, inhabit philosophical opposition,
resisting and disorganizing it, without ever constituting a third term, without ever leaving
room for a solution in the form of specuiative dialectics”05

The image of the interval as hymen is 2t work throughou: the Double Session. It
mimes on multiple ievels. For example, it marks the question posed at the very
beginning: what is the “BETWEEN [ENTRE] literature and truth, between literature and
that by which the guestion whar is? wants answering,”60 as well #s enzcting a
“mimodrama’” (posed by Derrida’s playful juxtaposing of texts by Mallermé and Plato
and his suspending over the essay the subiitie, “Hymen : INTER Platonem et
Matlarmatum’™) which frames a history of an interpretation of mimesis. The hymen,
“tainted with vice yet sacred, between desire and fulfillment, perpetration and
remembrance: here anticipating, there recalling, in the future, in the past, under the false
appearance of a present’®7 And the hymen, as a word which reminds us that what is in
question 18 a “supreme spasm,” is “first of all a sign of fusion, the consummation of a
marriage, the identification of two beings, the confusion between two. Between the two,
there is no longer difference but identity. Within this fusion, there is no longer any
distance betweer desire (the awaiting of a full presence designed to fulfill it, to carry it
out) and the fultillment of presence, between distance and non-distance; there is no
fonger ary difference between desire and satisfaction. It is not onty the difference
(between desire and fulfillment} that is abolished, but aiso the difference between
difference and nondifference. Nonpresence, the gaping void of desire, and presence, the

64, Derrida, Postiions, p. 43.

65. “The hymen is neither confusion nor distinction, neither identity nor difference, neither
CORSuMMation nor virginity, neither the veil nor unveiling, neither the inside nor the ouiside . .
Neither/nor, that 18 simufraneously either or; the mark is also the marginal limit, the march, eic.”
Thid., pp. 42-3.

66, Dissemination, p. 177

67. Ihid.,p. 175.
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fullness of enjoyment, amount 1o the same. By the same token {du méme coupl, there is
no longer any textal difference between the image and the thing, the empty sigrifier and
the fuil signified, the imitator and the imitated, etc.”08

And more. More than one hundred pages of textual amplification, turnings,
retracings, false starts, erasures that ieave marks, and marks that truncate before having
fuily arrived, and ali this creating a “vibratory suspense,” a repercussion of words
between the walls of the grotto, or of the giottis, sounded Sy Maltarmé’s rhyrnes which
produce a suspension of differends as iliustraied by the kymen, and which transform intc

[11

Dream: a concept no longer enclosed in the cld oppositions, “. . . being at once
perception, remembrance, and anticipation {desire}, each within the others, is really none
of these. It deciares the “fiction,” the “medium, the pure medium, of fiction” , . . a
presence both perceived and not perceived, at once timage and incdel, and hence image
without model, neither image or mode!, a medivm (medium in the sense of middle,
neither/nor, what is between extremes, and medium®? in the sense of element, ether,
matrix, means).”’0 There are endiess extensions and variations of this thesis which
displace and dislocate a binary opposition predicated on & discontinuity of zime. The
hymen transforms into an elemental ether in & séance of confusion between the present
and the nonpresent.

And there are supporting etymologies. Littré on the ANTRE: caves, caverns:
““These antres, these braziers that offer us oracles,”””? bone cavities, clefts, a suggestion
to temnpt a visualization of these as “the hollow or bed of a valley {valfiis) without which
there would be no mountains, like the sacred vale between the two flanks of the
Parnassus, the dwelling-place of the Muses and the site of Poetry; but intervallum is
composed of inter (between) and vallus (pole), which gives us not the pole in between
but the space between two palisades. According to Littré. We are thus moving from the

68. Ibid., p. 209.

649, . . . a mcdium as element enveloping both terms ai once; a medium locaied belween the two
terms . ., It is an operation that borh sows confusion between opposites and stands bepveen the
opposites “at once.” What counts here is the between, the in-between-ness of the hymen. The
hymen “‘takes place” in the “inter-,” in the spacing between desire and fulfillment, between
perpetration and its recollection, But this medium of the enzre has nothing 10 do with a center”
ibid., p. 212.

70. Ibid.,, p. 211

71. Ibid., p. 212. Requoted here by Derrida, who quotes {rom Littré, who is quoting from Voltaire,
COedipe 11,5, 2.
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logic of the palisade, which is always, in a sense, “full,” to the logic of the hymen, 72
Derrida, the skiiiful medium and master of words, stages the hymen’s disappearance and
appearance, inscribing a fantasm of appearance-as-disappearance: “the hymen as
protective screen, the jewel box of virginity, the vaginal partition, the fine, invisible veil
which, in front of the hysteria, stands berween the inside ard the outside of a woman, and
consequently hetween desire and fulfiliment. It is neither desire nor pleasure bu: in
between the two. INeither fuiure nor present, but between the two. 1t is the hymen that
desire dreams of piercing, of bursting, in an &ct of violence that is {at the same {ime or
somewhere between) love and murder. If either ore did take place, there would be no
hymen. But neither would there simply be a hymen n (case events go} no place. With ali
the undecidability of its meaning, the hymen only takes place when it doesn’t take place,
when nothing really happens, when there is an ali-consuming consummation without
violence, or & viclence without blows, or a blow without marks, a2 mark without a mark (a
margin}, etc., when the veil ts, withour being, tom, for example when one 1s made to die
or come laughing.” 73

_ There is more, still much more to come but here, for the sake of economy, {which
we have already over-stenped [aebord] ) we offer merely an hors d ouvre to the entre aad
the hymen but promise to pursae, in another place, its “hysterical” gjlay, its textual weave
{veils, gauzes, canvases, fabrics, wings, feathers, curtains, fans, etc.) and embroider more
on 1ts seminal importance. In ihe final {in the sense of finis, the furthest edge or boundary
10 which any z2nalysis can hope to probe) analysis, dissemination produced by the hymen
cannct be reassembled as a pockeibook definition, nor can one summarize in any
vigorous or precise manner its concepiual tenor since the veritable “force and form of its
disruption explode the semantic horizon,”7* so that the reader must be referred hack to
the original texz. This, of course, is aiso true for any text which s ambiguous, itlusive and
thus evekes undecidables. And here, Derrida is not pointing to polysemia which is also
organized within an “impiicii horizon of a unitary resumption of meaning.. . . a
teleclogical and totalizing dizlectics that at a given moment, however far off, must permit
the reassemblage of the totality of the text into the truth of its meaning, consiituting the
text as expression, 28 illustration, and annuliing the open ané productive displacement of

72. Ihid., p. Z12.
73. Ibid., pp. 212-13,

74. Positions, p. 45,
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the texiual chain.””s “Dissemingtion”’6 as g critdesl practice “marks an irredocible and
generative multiplicity” by fraciuring a iext, it forbids “an cxhaustive and closed
formalization of it, or ai leasi a satursling laxcnomy of its themes, its signified, its
meaning.”?’ Both the lack and the surplus prodaced by a disseminaied reading can never
be stabilized in the “form of ao equation.” And here, al the copula of the eguation, at the
speciral appearance of forr, a ring of alavm reminds us thal

DEBOIARDING : LAST STOP OGN THE LINE
ALL METHOD 15 A FICTION

our play at formalization must stop lest the reader, by an habimated anticipation, is
led to believe he has finally armived at a conveniont summation of a methodoiogy or
approach thal can be reapplied Like ¢ well behaved parudigm in some other place at some
ather time, That ke has gained masiery over g difficell text. There are po longer (at least
in lhe decensiructive mode) sucn hargains, The reader can no longer be an impatiens
consumncr who desires o receive, already bagged or boxed, something that he can bring
home with him, and at a hargain. Such 15 the “bad” reader. Yes T said “pad.” The
impatient reader, the fearful reader, “ti a herry to be detormined, docided wpon deciding
{in order o annul, in other words to bring back 1o onesclf, cng has o wish to know in
advance what to cxpect, ong wishes o expact whai has happoned, one wishes to cxpect
{oneself) ) Now it is bad, and T kknow no other definition of the bad, it is bad io predesiing
one’s reading, it is always bad 1o foreicil. It is bad, reader, no longer to like retracing

one’s steps,” 78

75. ibid., p. 45.

76. The term used oy Demida w describe the kind of eritical reading that opens oul meaning, which
does not aneinpt 1o recover of bundle a ceniral theme, Dor try 16 lsad us back to “a present of
single origin.™ The whole “vegetative cryplography” in &les {the imagery of femnas that multiply
ihemselves through the dispersicn of spores, brackens that unfgld their fronds severs) meters
nelow the ground, ete) serves, perhaps, as Dernida’s most fruitful metaphoric representation of
“dissemination.”

71, Positions, v, 43,

18. The Post Card, p. 4.
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We have vontured into this, if not dangerous at least reacherous, no-rnan’s-iand that
contains the-eniire-real-history-of-the-worid.” Where is thai place, thal context? Let us
Ty to re-frame our original guestion: Where do “Derrida’s decorstructions” take place?
Did they take place, and 1f so was it bere or below 1 the {ootnotes, or in ihe margins, or
somewnere beyond the margins of the page? Could this iext in some way replace or
zfiace ot make irrclevani the references that walt patiently on the borderiings and marging
of a ioxt? Is cur text just a vain attempt to proiong or postpone z real encounier, the
spume thai spins from g wave? Where precisely is the periphery of a text? Where are the
bonndarics?

Shall we cfface the frame or perhaps re-frame the frame?80 Imagine the extent of
ambiguity and misinterpretation that would have occurred here were there no fosmotss or

79. “What ig called “objectivity,” sclentific for instance (in which t fimnly believe, in a given
situation), imposes itsell only within a conlext which is cxtremely vast, old, powerlully
cstablished, stabilized or rooted in a network of conventions (1or instanee, those of language) and
vl which siill Temains 2 contexl. And the emergence of the value of objectivity (and hence of 50
many others) also beloags o 2 context. We can call “context” the entire “real-history-of-the-
world,” if you like, in which this waluc of objectivity and, even more broadly, thai of truth (eic.;
have token on meaning and imposed themselves. That does not in the slightest discredit them. In
the name of what, of which other “truth,” morcover, would i? One of the definitions of whal iy
calicd deconstruction would be the cifort W take this limitiess context into account, to pay the
sharpest and broadest attention possible 1o context, gnd thus 1o an incessant movement ol
recomtexualization, The phrase which for some has become a sort of slogan, in gencral so badly
undersiond, of deconstruction (“there 18 nothing outside the text”™ [ 1’y a pas de hors-texie]),
means nothing else: there 18 nothing outside comtext. In this form, which says exaclly the same
iiing, ine {oimuia would doubiless have boen less shocking. [ am not cemain that it would have
provided more o think about . . . the text is not the book, it is not conlined in a volume itself
confined to the library. It does not suspend reference—to hisiory, o the world, to realily, 0
being, and especially 1ot  the other, since to say of history, of the world, of reality, that they
always appear in an cxperience, henee in a movement of interpretation which contextualizes them
according to a network of differences and hence of refemal o the other, is surely to recall that
allerity (difference) is irreducible. Rifférance is a reference and vice versa” Limited fnc, pp. 136-
137.

B0, “Philosophy wants to arraign it [the frame] and can’t manage, Bul what has oroduced and
manipulated the frame puts evervihing 0 work in order 1o efface the frame effect, most often by

naturalizing it te infinity, in the hands of God (one can venity this in Kant} Deconstruction must
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references, or if the footnotes and references had gone unread? Again, imagine what
would occur if this text was erased and only the fooinotes and references were to remain
in the margins? Or tmagire a blank page with references, or a long focinote with perhaps
just one line of text?8! Is text merely a frame-work, a frame-up, and if so, for what? How
much of the “original” woven texturs should be allowed into the margin? And now much
citation from a text is necessary in order not to violate, castrate?82

For our final improvisation, a fantastic textual feint. Shall we attempt here to
retrace the ground we have covered. Here, as at the beginning, a promise of an intention
(to recapitulaie and summate within the confines of these margins something that exists
beyond the boundaries of its own pages) to caich up with something that has always been
moving [marche] in front of us. Coming st the end of a fext this summation should
properly, by all rights of convention, be entitzed to the name posiface, but rather plays the
presumptive and renegace role here of a preface: the didactic conciusion, the discourse
on method, which, written after the text, comes before the demonstration; that which
might well stand hovering above the text, as some father assisting and answering for his
son, “losing his-breath in sustaining, retaining, idealizing, reinternalizing and mastering
his seed™83

it has been necessary 1o subvert the ruies of the game in order fo keep a “promise,”
to keep our part of a “bargain” to retrace the horders, edges, and enirefs] of a difficule
tainker. But under the umbrella of a critical thinking and under the veil of a “criticism,”
we hope to have put into guestion some of the assumptions siill held by those here in
Taiwan who teach and write about iterature. In our course [démarche! we have engaged

neither reframe nor dream of the pure and simple absence of the [rame. These two apparently
coniradictory gestures are the very ones—and they are systematically indissocizble—of what is
here deconstructed” The Truth in Painting, p.73.

81. See, Derrida’s “Qusia and Gramme: Note on a Note from Being and Time,” in Margins of
Philosophy (pp. 29-69), or The Truth in Painting, an analysis of Kant's Critique of Judgment
which hinges on & notc appended as 2 “General Remark” 10 Kant's Religion Within the Limits of
Reascn Alone. By paying aticntion o what is considered by convention ag marginai and thus
extrinsic within the corpus of an individual anthor’s work, or within an esiablished canon,
Derrida is able 1o distocate and reshwsffic 2 valorized hierarchy of imporiance.

82. Limited fnc, Derrida’s respense to John R, Scarle’s “Reilerating the Differences; A Reply to
Derrida,” quotes Searle’s article almost in its entirety. Deconstruction has alwzys been accused

of saying “too much and too little.”
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in double-handedness, irony, and simuiation (sometimes intended, sometimes blind) on a
journey intended to re-mark a terrain that is “slippery and shifting, mined and
undermined.”$4 A ground that is more like an “underground.” We have willfully
trespassed on the frame (effect) of our standard journal article: turning an ending into a
beginning, letting texts speak for themselves—no grand summations or reductive,
simplistic paraphrases, no thematizations, no manipulative moves which attempt to pile
up proofs in support of some preintended meaning. Nor have we refrained from
permitting the force of rhetoric, the play of figure and metaphor, and style in general to
join inte the critical discussion. Re-tracing the marks of our text would indicate that the
question of style is relentlessly pursued, always present, thus reflecting the critical role
style plays in Derrida’s deconstructions.

QOur approach has been fragmented—threads are followed and just as they seem
about to be tied up in a bundle, they unravel; there are false starts, re-trackings and
postponements; accustomed narrative connections have been withheld (“thus you can see
..., “as we have demonstrated . . .” ) leading the unwary reader to perhaps lose their
sense {sens] of direction. This has not been a discourse of themes, theses, and
conclusions. There is nothing here snug or airtight. The (uestions that are raised remain
unanswered, questionable, even beyond the guestion.85 Conclusions are deferred,
suspended, or truncated, there being no telos, final destination (beginnings and ends are
dubitable), or resolution; nor is there a claim to mastery or to achieving an overview
[survol].80 Our journey seems to re-trace {as we promised?) the same terrain, taking
different twists and turns, going on, but not necessarily ahead, not necessarily reachiug
any destination. Although boundaries are inscribed and crossed their limits are no longer
certain. Tracking in this manner subverts and frustrates an habitual, orderly way of
progressing towards some meaning and puis a kink in the circuit of intention and
expectation. What such an approach may provide, however, 1s a space in which new
ground can be broken (where thinking is able to think on itself anew) without feeling the

83. Dissemination, p. 45.

84. Limited inc, p. 34.

85. For Derrida questions central to the philosophic tradition are “always urgent; in way they must
remain urgent and unanswered, at any rate without a general and rule-govemed response, without
a response, other than that which is linked specificatly cach time, to the occurrence of a decision
without rules and without will in the course of 2 new test of the undecidable” Derrida, “Passions”
pp. 14-15.

§6. tbid., p. 19.
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need to first set up a predetermined ifinerary: it thus provides an unthatched, open space
for “undecidables,” and for a deferred meaning. Such an approach punctures the airtight
discourse of themes and theses and provides the ventilating possibility that any given text
may be akin to the Borgesian vision of the universe as a cryptogram in which not @/l the
symbols are valid, Our (Derrida’s? Nieizsche’s? mine? yours?) fragment of the lost
umbrella, (*I have forgotten my umbrella™) sefves as an epigraphic reminder of a
possibility that always lies beyond any perceived edge or boundary. Like the lyrical
dissemination of the hymen it reminds us that in re-tracing our steps we are tracking a
meaning that is mischievously elliptical and will not nor properly return to itself. Re-
tracing the arc of an ellipsis87 back towards our first step (though never identical with
that step, meaning being always on the move [étre en marche)), requires some acrobatic
leaps and bounds over a vast incalculable stretch of thought which has no stepping stones
| ... ], neither preceding from the simple to the complex, nor leading us from some
beginning to some end—a reminder that the discussion “neither begins nor ends: at most
it pretends to.”"8%

87. “Meaning is elliptical when it docs not come back (0 itscl{: meaning which, as meaning. does
not link up with its own meaning or rejoin it by repeating itself, appealing again and again to iis
limit as to its essence and its truth—then coming back to itself as to this passion.

“To appeal to the limit is not to undertake the conguest of a territory. It would not extend, nor
would it pretend, to the appropriation of the boundarics. For when the boundarics are
appropriated, there is no longer a Jimit. But to solicit the limit as such is to demand that which
cannot be apprepriated. I is 10 demand the infinite exposition of that which takes place on the
limit, the yiclding o this spaceless space which is the limit itself: it Aas no limits, nor dees it have
an infinite spatiality, and therefore it is not even ‘finite’ bul the end or finitude iiself. Wriling
does nol hgve any limil, but ii {5 the endless inscription of the end itsell.

“Such is the last page of the book, the last line of the text—which 'is what the book, the text,
never stops demanding, calling for and seducing. The text--every text—closes around the
cpening of its own appeal. The cllipsis of ‘Ellipsis’ links up with itsell and wraps up a hook
within the differcnce of its own ci'rcularity” Nancf, “Elliptical Sense,” p. 40.

88. Dissemination, p. 171
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