Derridean Deconstruction

General Introduction and Pros and Cons
Questions: 

1. What is différance?  Temporalizing and spacing?  On the level of language and then ontology?  

2. What does it mean to say that sign, meaning, identity, truth can never be self-present; instead, they are always in différance?   
Subversion of Foundations: 
1) logocentricism of Saussure, who places speech above writing; Lacan, who sees phallus as the greatest signifier; 

2) praises and subverts Levi-Strauss 

 a. Levi-Strauss privilege nature over culture, is frequently sentimental and nostalgic. 

b. In Writing and Difference, Derrida thinks that LS is “working toward deconstruction.” (35), a deconstructive hermeneutics  borderline case, he relies on inherited conceptual oppositions, as, for example, nature/culture, speech/writing, interiority/exteriority, innocence/corruption, and truth/falsehood, but he annuls traditional oppositions often enough. Caught in this boundary situation, between a logocentric structuralism and an emerging poststructuralism, Lévi-Strauss points toward a new critical discourse—a deconstructive “hermeneutic.” “In effect,” summarizes Derrida, “what appears most fascinating in this critical search for a new status of discourse is the stated abandonment of all reference to a center, to a subject, to a privileged reference, to an origin, or to an absolute archia [a founding and controlling first principle]’’ (WD, 286). In short, the decentering operations of Lévi-Strauss exceed the project of structuralism and prefigure the work of deconstruction. Fascinated, Derrida marks the difficult turn. (L 35)
(Ref. Deconstructive Criticism: An Advanced Introduction by Leitch, Vincent B.)

Derrida’s Critique of Theoretical Masters: “The Violence of the Letter” in Of Grammatology. 
"Writing Lesson" in Tristes Tropiques – 

1) “an ethnocentricism writing itself as anti-ethnocentricism”  “The entire ‘Writing Lesson’ is recounted in the tones of violence repressed or deferred, a violence sometimes veiled, but always oppressive and heavy.” (107).  E.g. “society withtout writing.” 

2) Levi-Strauss’s way of getting the people’s “proper names” The act (the lifting of the interdict) … “does not consist in revealing proper names, but in tearing the veil hiding a classification and an appurtenance(附屬物), the inscription within a system of linguistico-social differences.”(111) 

3) Nambikawa’s writing as “drawing lines” –For Levi-Strauss it has only aesthetic values.  Derrida critiques him for seeing the aesthetic as something extrinsic.  
Pros and Cons: 
1. Negative Critique: Mind or Language Game 
deconstruction rapidly became one of the "critical approaches" taught in all self-respecting literary theory courses from the 1970s, as satirized by Patrick Hogan:

Begin by isolating contradictions; this may be done by uncovering

ambiguities in the text . . . or by wordplay or by ignoring historical

readings or by overlooking literary conventions. (If stuck, attend to any

discussions of writing, speech, books, letters, postcards-that sort of thing).

From one of the contradictions, establish a hierarchy. Identify this hierarchy

with writing/speech. Return to the text and elaborate along similar

lines. . . . (183-84) (source: http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2342/is_n4_v29/ai_18348497/print)
2. Ethic of Deconstruction: (source: http://www.cobussen.com/proefschrift/100_outwork/110_music_deconstruction_ethics/music_deconstruction_ethics.htm ) 

'To locate a point of otherness within philosophical or logocentric conceptuality and then to deconstruct this conceptuality from that position of alterity' (Critchley, p.26).
Deconstruction can be thought of as a reading and writing strategy that takes notice of traces of the other, of the unthought, the invisible, the unheard without absorbing, assimilating or reducing it to the same (to the cognitive power of the knowing subject or self-consciousness). 'The interest of deconstruction, of such force and desire as it may have, is a certain experience ... of the other', Derrida writes (Waters and Godzich, p.36). 
Derrida wants to preserve the space of the other as other. But how? How can a deconstructive strategy - a reading and writing practice - pay attention to the other, even the other of or in language, precisely in language itself? The paradox is that what cannot be put into language has to be evoked in language nonetheless. According to Derrida it is this same language that can open the space, the space of the other, that, in fact, never really succeeds in closing it. Thus, the invention of the other implies locating traces of the other within the order of the same. A cautious oscillation between two positions: complete assimilation would deny the other as other, whereas complete affirmation of the difference between the other and the same would render any contact between them impossible. Derrida: 'It is in this paradoxical predicament that a deconstruction gets under way. Our current tiredness results from the invention of the same and from the possible, from the invention that is always possible. It is not against it but beyond it that we are trying to reinvent invention itself, another invention, or rather an invention of the other that would come, through the economy of the same, indeed while miming or repeating it, to offer a place for the other' (Waters and Godzich, p.60).
