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What is “Truth”?

What therefore is truth? A mobile army of metaphors, metonymies, anthropomorphisms: in short, a sum of human relations which became poetically and rhetorically intensified, metamorphosed, adorned, and after long usage seem to a notion fixed, canonic, and binding; truths are illusions of which one has forgotten that they are illusions; worn-out metaphors which have become powerless to affect the senses. (Friedrich Nietzsche, “On Truth and Lying in an Extra-Moral Sense”)

What are “Transcendent Signifiers”?

[It] has always been thought that the center, which is by definition unique, constituted that very thing within a structure which while governing the structure, escapes structurality. This is why classical thought concerning structure could say that the center is, paradoxically, within the structure and outside it. The center is at the center of the totality, and yet, since the center does not belong to the totality (is not part of the totality), the totality has its center elsewhere. (Jacques Derrida, “Structure, Sign and Play in the Discourse of the Human Sciences.” In Modern Literary Theory: A Reader, ed. Rice & Waugh, 177)
What are “Undecidables”?

“Undecidables” are those signs that play with the system of binary oppositions, subverting language through their very undecidability. (Me)
Hence, for example, the word pharmakon. In this way, we hope to display in the most striking manner the regular ,ordered polysemy that has, through skewing, indeterminancy, or overdetermination, but without mistranslation, permitted the rendering of the same word by “remedy,” “recipe,” “poison,” “drug,” “philter,” etc. (Jacques Derrida, “Plato’s Pharmacy.” In Literary Theory: An Anthology, First edition, 430)

What is the “Myth of Presence”?

We thus come to posit presence – and, in particular, consciousness, the being-next-to-itself of consciousness – no longer as the absolutely metrical form of being but as a “determination” and an “effect.” Presence is the determination and effect with a system which is no longer that of presence but of differance. (Jacques Derrida, “Différance,” 290)
We “think only in signs” (Derrida, Of Grammatology, 50)

Il n’y a pas de hors-texte [there is nothing outside of the text]. (Derrida, Of Grammatology, 163)

What is “Logocentricism”?

The metaphysical text must have retained a mark of what it lost or put in reserve, set aside. In the language of metaphysics, the paradox of such a structure is the inversion of the metaphysical concept which produces the following effect: the present becomes a sign of signs, the trace of traces. It is no longer what every reference refers to in the last instance; it become a function in a generalized referential structure. (Derrida, “Différance,” 295)
What is “Différance”?
HOW AM I TO SPEAK OF the a of differance? It is clear that it cannot be exposed. We can expose only what can be shown, presented as a present, a being-present in its truth, the truth of a present or the presence of a present. However, if differance is (I also cross out the “is”) what makes the presentation of being-present possible, it never presents itself as such. It is never given in a present or to anyone. (Derrida, “Différance,” 282)

[The] Greek diapherein does not carry one of the two themes of the Latin differre, namely, the action of postponing until later, of taking into account, the taking account of time and forces in an operation that implies an economic reckoning, a detour, a respite, a delay, a reserve, a representation – all the concepts I will sum up here in a word I have never used but which could be added to this series: temporalizing. “To differ” in this sense is to temporalize, to resort, consciously or unconsciously, to the temporal and temporalizing mediation of a detour that suspends the fulfilment of “desire” or “will,” or carries desire or will out in a way that annuls or tempers their effect. […] The other sense of the “to differ” (differer) is the most common and identifiable, the sense of not being identical, of being other, of being discernible, etc. And in “differents,” whether referring to the alterity of dissimilarity or the alterity of allergy or of polemics, it is necessary that interval, distance, spacing occur actively, dynamically, and with a certain perseverance in repetition. (Derrida, “Différance,” 283)
The signified concept is never present in itself, in an adequate presence that would refer only to itself. Every concept is necessarily inscribed in a chain or system, within which it refers to another and to other concepts, by the systematic play of differences. Such a play then – differance – is no longer a concept but the possibility of conceptuality, of the conceptual system and process in general. For the same reason, differance, which is not a concept, is not a mere word; that is, it is not what we represent to ourselves as the calm and self-referential unity of a concept and sound [phonie]. (Derrida, “Différance,” 285-86)
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Figure 1: The Play of Binary Oppositions – Good vs. Evil

What is “Deconstruction”?

Retaining at least the schema, if not the content, of the demand formulated by Saussure, we shall designate the term differance the movement by which language, or any code, any system of reference in general, becomes “historically” constituted as a fabric of differences. Here, the terms “constituted,” “produced,” “created,” “movement,” “historically,” etc., with all they imply, are not to be understood only in terms of metaphysics, from which they are taken. It would have to be shown why the concepts of production, like those of constitution and history, remain accessories in this respect. […] I only use the terms here, like many other concepts, out of strategic convenience and in order to prepare the deconstruction of the system they form. (Derrida, “Différance,” 286-87 (emphasis added))
What deconstruction is not? Everything of course!

What is deconstruction? Nothing of course!

(Jacques Derrida, “Letter to a Japanese Friend”)
























