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Futures of Deconstruction abstracts 

 

Futures of Deconstruction (I): “Inheritors and inheritance” 

Chair: Daniel Matthews 

Thursday 11:45-13:15 WIN 0-04 

 

Post -Deconstructive Writing: Critical or Creative? 

Marc Farrant 

 

Martin Hägglund's relatively recent rise in the world of continental philosophy has been met 

with equal praise and disdain. Seen by some commentators (Ernesto Laclau, Derek Attridge) 

as too clinical and profoundly at odds with the Derridean legacy, he is also equally lauded by 

others (Henry Staten, Aaron F. Hodges) as the figurehead of the future of deconstruction. 

This paper aims to explore Hägglund's many polemical discussions with not only the above 

commentators but also a wide range of theoreticians from across the humanities, proposing 

that Hägglund's recent work provides an unparalleled opportunity to discuss the legacy of 

deconstructive thinking. 

By reading Hägglund's interpretation of deconstruction as pivoting on a logical formula 

predicated on an analysis of time, I aim to clarify and fortify Hägglund's immediate assertion 

that, contrary to popular criticism, Derrida is neither a textual idealist or a pseudo-religious-

ethical thinker. Instead, there is a philosophical materiality to deconstruction that has brought 

Hägglund into conversation debate with a number of  thinkers associated with the movement 

of Speculative Realism, culminating in a critique of Quentin Meillassoux's After Finitude. 

Nevertheless, in my paper I propose to explore what I believe remains as something missing 

from Hägglund's rendering of deconstruction. Principally, this concerns what Adorno might 

term 'mediation'; a negotiation and self-reflexivity that governs the language of Derrida's text 

and his notion and use of literature. Such an account of the importance of mediation through 

the concept of literature, I argue, reveals the ongoing political efficacy of deconstruction in 

relation to a democratic thinking that is absent from Hägglund's wider project. 

 

Inheriting Derrida: Stiegler on Différance and Technology 

Tracy Colony 

 

One of the most important inheritors of Derrida’s thought is unquestionably the French 

philosopher of technology Bernard Stiegler. His seminal Technics and Time trilogy relies 

heavily on Derrida’s thought of différance and is, by Stiegler’s own account, a work made 

possible by its appropriation of Derrida. However, Stiegler’s work is not simply an application 
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of Derrida’s deconstructive philosophy but also presents a critical challenge to Derrida’s 

understanding of the way in which différance characterizes human and non-human life. On 

this point Stiegler charges Derrida with an “indecision” regarding the way in which différance 

is changed and ruptured when non-human life becomes technically mediated in the 

transition from animal to specifically human life. In my paper I will argue that Stiegler’s 

reading of Derrida in terms of the way in which différance also characterizes non-human life 

is insufficient. While Stiegler describes human life as prosthetic and in default of origin there 

is no treatment of the way in which non-human life as a figuration of différance is also 

aporetic and constituted in terms of its relatedness to exteriority. In contrast to the 

technologically mediated and articulated character of human life, Stiegler describes all non-

human life as “pure”. In conclusion, I return to Derrida’s richer account of non-human life as 

différance to question Stiegler’s interpretation and make a suggestion for an alternative 

account of the implications of Derrida’s thought for an anthropogenic sense of technology. 

 

Deconstruction in a Future without Fear of Not Deciding about Deconstruction 

Richard Fitch 

 

In Gary Gutting’s recent survey of French philosophy since the 1960s, he argues that 

Derrida is an absolute sceptic regarding philosophy’s powers of conceivability (185). This is 

a position which Gutting is not in sympathy with, and he tries to show that Derrida’s 

arguments do not successfully justify the absolute status of this scepticism because he fails 

to establish the logical connections between the insights his close readings bring to light. He 

fails to be absolute and thus falls back into the other position Gutting outlines, which is that 

of relative scepticism, associated chiefly with Foucault, Deleuze and Badiou. For these 

thinkers ‘there are conceptual impossibilities for any given set of concepts…but… it is 

always possible to develop new concepts that will allow us to think such impossibilities’ 

(185). However, these developments remain within a traditional understanding of the powers 

of philosophy. If even the putatively radical forms of recent French philosophy slip back into 

the relative scepticism of traditional philosophising, what remains of the promise of a 

radically different thinking that has been sought, in various ways, by the likes of Hegel, 

Nietzsche, Heidegger, and, indeed, by Derrida? Is a position of absolute scepticism 

regarding the principalities and powers of traditional philosophy even possible? Or does it 

always retain the power to predestine to failure any attempt to think otherwise? This paper 

argues absolutely against these powers, but by questioning the hurry to decide upon 

decision in Derrida’s later writings and in the current literature inspired by this decision. 

Reference: Gary Gutting, 2011, Thinking the Impossible: French Philosophy Since 1960 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press). 
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 Futures of Deconstruction (II): “A Politics of the Future” 

Chair: Roberto Yamato 

Friday 11:30-13:00 WIN 0-05 

 

Deconstruction and Vegetarianism 

Yoav Kenny 

 

In the last two decades of his life Derrida’s answers to his long-lasting “question of the 

animal” focused on ethico-political notions such as responsibility, empathy, sympathy and 

sacrifice. Despite this focus, and although Derrida criticized our violence towards non-human 

animals, he was reluctant to draw unequivocal conclusions regarding the consumption of 

animal flesh and defined himself as “a vegetarian in [his] soul.”  

Thus far, this obscure declaration generated two major philosophical responses, both of 

which focus on Derrida’s interview with Jean-Luc Nancy (“Eating Well”, 1989). In the first, 

David Wood criticized Derrida for avoiding a real deconstruction of meat consumption which 

would necessarily advocate vegetarianism; and in the second, Matthew Calarco rejected 

Wood’s critique and claimed that the role of deconstruction was neither to support nor to 

object vegetarianism but rather to sharpen the tools with which we analyze it.  

In the first part of the paper I will claim that this debate sketches two different futures of 

deconstruction as a political mechanism: while Wood argues that “Vegetarianism is 

deconstruction” thus outlining a performative political development of deconstruction, 

Calarco calls for a “deconstruction of vegetarianism” and sees it as a continuation of the 

infinite political task of deconstructing discourses and institutions.  

In the second part of the paper I will use the conceptualization of flesh and the political 

analyses of animality that Derrida offered in his last texts and seminars in order to support 

and strengthen Wood’s understanding of vegetarianism as a possible radical political future 

of deconstruction.  

 

Interrogating the Momentum of Deconstruction: Ontology, Resistance, Responsibility 

Aggie Hirst 

 

Challenging claims that Derrida’s thought is non- or apolitical, this paper conceptualises 

deconstruction as always already connected to, and in a important sense amounting itself to, 

a form of political resistance. If, as Levinas has claimed, political totalitarianism rests upon 

ontological totalitarianism, the ceaseless ruptures and folds of deconstruction offer salient 

means by which such processes of totalisation may be resisted, namely at the level of their 
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ontological foundations. The paper provides an account of how a deconstructive resistance 

might complement and challenge contemporary critical conceptualisations of radical political 

intervention. 

Taking seriously the restlessness of the deconstructive imperative, however, the paper also 

explores a series of complications which accompany this reading of deconstruction and/as 

resistance. Centrally, it explores the question of where the deconstructive imperative 

emanates from, discussing the tensions between Derrida’s claim that deconstruction is 

always already at work within the text, on the one hand, and his insinuations that there is 

something of a struggle or ‘ordeal’ associated with deconstructive interventions, on the other. 

The question of the drive or momentum animating deconstruction is thus posed; if framed as 

something already at work in the text, this seems to entail that one may simply sit back and 

allow it, and the resistances it makes possible, to unfold. Against this, the paper reads 

deconstruction as requiring significant and, importantly, endless effort. Such struggle, and 

the ordeals it entails, the paper argues, demonstrates the explicitly ethico-political 

dimensions of deconstruction as an aporetic interventionary process. 

 

Community, Fraternity and Limits of the Law: Derrida and Nancy’s Brotherly Spat 

Daniel Matthews 

 

This paper returns to the exchange between Derrida and Nancy on the question of 

community and fraternity. In The Inoperative Community Nancy suggests that “community” is 

a term capable of being deconstructed and re-deployed in a way that moves it beyond its 

traditionally identitarian and foundationalist logic. Derrida, however, is suspicious of this 

move. In The Politics of Friendship and Rogues, he argues that the notion of “community” 

always implies a logic of fraternity that works to reduce difference and singularity and 

violently imposes a logic of the same into a (heterogeneous) collectivity. Though differences 

clearly remain, I argue that a deep sympathy between Nancy and Derrida’s projects is 

revealed by this brotherly spat that provides helpful markers for any contemporary effort to 

re-articulate the formation and de(con)struction of communities. Implicit in both Nancy and 

Derrida’s engagement with community is a suspicion of a present and stable limit to the 

community. I frame this commonly accepted point in terms of the legal limit, suggesting that 

both Nancy and Derrida offer ways of re-thinking the jurisdiction implicit in the foundation 

and maintenance of community that in turn animates a much broader concern with the status 

of “the Law” in deconstructive thought.  
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Futures of Deconstruction (III): “The Arrivant of Deconstruction” 

Chair: Daniel Matthews 

Friday 16 :00-17 :30 WIN 0-05 

 

On Facing the “Mustaqbal”: Deconstruction, Figuration, and envisaging a trans-

figured “future” for critical thought 

Sarah Epstein 

 

In Arabic, the word mustaqbal means future – literally, that which would be welcomed (with 

hospitality), and toward which one would turn the face.  In French, figure and visage both 

mean “face.” However, as Derrida observes in “Violence and Metaphysics”, the “vis-age” is 

literally that which is or can be seen – by implication, that which could be envisioned, 

envisaged, or conceptualized. Critical thought is thus inextricable from its tropological 

visage. 

Is it impossible to encounter otherness except by framing or envisaging it within one’s own 

conceptual terms -- as Derrida seemingly concludes in “Violence and Metaphysics”? Or, as 

Levinas suggests, might it be possible to “turn the thematization into a conversation”-- by 

means of what I would describe as a trans-figurative critical encounter? The political 

implications of this question are significant in relation to the agency of “non-European” 

critical traditions and their framing categories. 

What might it mean for deconstruction to turn its face or figure toward the face of another (in 

welcome)? If the legacy of deconstruction is a kind of engagement with otherness through 

language (a crossing toward otherness, toward “the other heading” or “the heading of the 

other”), what would it mean for deconstructive criticism to face the future in a language other 

than its own? To begin conceptualizing a particular experience of language and alterity in 

terms other to its own historical discourse? Wouldn’t such a “disownment” constitute the 

heritage of deconstructive thought? 

 

Ce qui arrive: The future of (Derrida's?) deconstruction 

Chris Lloyd 

 

This paper seeks to ask how, nearly 10 years after his death, we are to take, or inherit, 

Derrida's legacy of deconstruction. Of crucial concern in answering this question is the 

adherence to Derrida's repeated assertion that deconstruction is not a theory, nor a 

philosophy, not a school, nor a method or a technique, but rather that which happens. This 

paper seeks to ask questions of what it would be to inherit this legacy, or indeed if there is 

anything to do against a theory which, rather, happens.   
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Reading the World Text: Language(s), Globalatinization, and the Politics of 

Translation 

Roberto Yamato 

 

This paper aims at reading Derrida’s ‘general text’ (in Of Grammatology) in relation to 

Nancy’s ‘world’ (in The Sense of the World), refocusing the question of language or writing 

(in ‘general’) in relation to what Derrida names ‘globalatinization’ (in Faith and Knowledge). 

More specifically, it aims at engaging with the co-related problems of the politics of 

language(s) and the (im)possibility of translation in Derrida. In so doing, it suggests a 

reading of different and aporetic “conceptions” of language (‘general text’ or ‘arche-writing’, 

‘monolingualism’, ‘national’ languages) in relation to globalatinization, and the politics of 

language more broadly, positioning ‘deconstruction’ in relation to Western law, justice, and 

the politics of translation. Rereading Force of Law, it argues that ‘[d]econstruction takes 

place in the interval that separates the undeconstructibility of justice from the 

deconstructibility of [Western] law’; that is, ‘in the interval that separates the 

undeconstructibility of [the ‘world text’] from the deconstructibility of [globalatinization]’. 

Hence, this paper suggests, deconstruction happens not only in close relation to justice and 

the experience of aporia, but also to the monolingualism of the other and the politics of 

translation. 
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Thursday, 6th June 
 

Time/Room WIN 0-02  WIN 0-03 WIN 0-04 WIN 0-05 ABG024 ABF003 ABF001 

9:30-

9:45 
   OPENING  WELCOME WINDSOR  AUDITORIUM     

9:45-

11:15 

PsyAn.  

& CT (I) 

Bodies (I) Higher Ed (I) Spinoza (I) Identity (I) 
Latin 

America (I) 
  

11:15-

11:45 
      Break       

11:45-

1:15 

Represent- 

ation (I) 

Nancy (I) 
Futures 

Decon. (I) 
Critique (I) L. Bros (I) 

New 

Amateur 
 

13:15-

14:15 
      Lunch       

14:15-

15:15 
Pragmatism (I) 

Historical 

Subj. (I) 

Soul at Work 

(I)  
New Mats (I) 

Represent- 

ation (II) 

PsyAn. & 

CT (II) 
  

15:15-

15:45 
      Break       

15:45-

17:15 
Identity (II) Feminism (I) Justice 

New Mats 

(II) 
Critique (II) 

Higher Ed 

(II) 
Bodies (II) 

 
Friday, 7th June 

 
Time/Room WIN 0-02  WIN 0-03 WIN 0-04 WIN 0-05 ABG024 ABF003 ABF001 
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11:00 
New Mats (III) Nancy (II) 
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(II) 
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11:30 
      Break       
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13:00 
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(II) 
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(II) 
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      Lunch       

14:00-

15:30 
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ation (IV) 

Identity (III) Nancy (III) 
Feminism 

(III) 
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CT (III) 
Critique (III) 

Spinoza 

(IV)  

15:30-

16:00 
      Break       

16:00-

17:30 
L. Bros (II) 

Soul at 

Work (III) 

Higher Ed 

(IV) 

Futures 

Decon. (III) 

 Bodies (IV) 
New Mats 

(IV) 
 

 


