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There is no doubt that theatre studies laments the ir-
refutable fact that the direct, more specifi c interest of 
its subject matter – the theatre - and namely, an inter-
est that could (explicitly!) be recognized, read through, 
cited and/or referenced from the books of Jacques Der-
rida – has seemingly remained modest, marginal, or 
(even) completely insignifi cant. Certainly, theatre stud-
ies is absolutely aware of the factuality of this irrefutable 
fact, which however, should not prevent theatre studies 
scholars from carefully reading and even more carefully 
interpreting these same books. Quite the contrary.

The seeming (literal!) Derridian marginalization of the 
subject matter of theatre studies, that is, the seemingly 
marginal place that theatre has taken in what we could 
(colloquially) signify/name as Derridian context (of 
thinking over/contemplating)1 should be taken by 
contemporary theatre studies as a gauntlet thrown 
down, or more specifi cally, as a unquestionable/inherent 
Derridian provocation that points to the most essential: 
to be read as a play.

Jelena
Luzina

Presence, Play, Difference:
Derrida and His
“Marginal”
Theatrical Comments

Teatrologijata, nesomneno, ̀ ali poradi nesporniot 
fakt {to direktniot, pospecifi~niot interes  
za nejziniot predmet – teatarot – imeno, interes 
kakov {to  (eksplicitno!) bi mo`el da se prepoznae, 
is~ita, citira i/ili referira od knigite na @ak 
Derida, ostanal navidum skromen, marginalen ili 
(mo`ebi, duri) sosema nezna~itelen. Se razbira, 
teatrologijata e apsolutno svesna za fakti~nosta 

na ovoj nesporen fakt, koj, me|utoa, ne treba da gi 
popre~uva teatrolozite vnimatelno da gi ~itaat 
i u{te povnimatelno da gi tolkuvaat istite tie 
knigi. Naprotiv.

Prividnata (bukvalna!) deridaovska marginaliza-

cija na predmetot so koj se zanimava teatrolo{kata  
nauka – odnosno: navidum marginalnoto mesto {to 
teatarot go „zazema” vo ona {to (kolokvijalano) bi 
mo`ele da go ozna~ime/imenuvame kako deridaovski 

kontekst (na mislewe/promisluvawe na ne{tata)1 
–  dene{nata teatrologija bi trebalo da go razbere 
kako frlena rakavica. Poto~no, kako nesomnena/
inheretna deridaovska provokacija koja naso~uva 
kon najsu{testvenoto: da bide pro~itana kako igra. 

Jelena 
Lu`ina

Prezencija, igra, razlika:  
Derida i negovite 
“marginalni” 
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One need not be much of a Derridian to be able to read 
and understand that in the context of Derrida’s own 
deconstructive thinking the term play signifi es/implies 
“a kind of elasticity or tolerance (…), which opposes the 
idea of self-content and absolute completeness, entirety” 
(Sim, 2004:23). The theatre, however, has survived 
(it has been 25 centuries now) not only because it was 
founded on certain metaphysical categories, but because 
of the elasticity and tolerance that are inherent for any 
authentic play.

The theatrical play, one of the most established as well 
as most powerful plays in general, is undoubtedly a 
play which has only one (and a very important!) goal. 
Determined by the Derridian language (even with the 
Derridian pun or paradox, if you will!), the goal of this 
play with/about theatre could be formulated as an infi -
nite interaction (infi nite elasticity, infi nite tolerance…) 
between the presence and the absence.

We will easily agree on the irrefutability of the notorious 
fact that throughout all the time of its existence theatre 
has lived (and existed) specifi cally because of the playful 
potential of this crucial paradox. The very being of the 
theatrical act, which Barthes calls theatricality, and 
Derrida himself, calling upon Rousseau, calls it presence, 
(Derrida, 1976:399-403) is essentially determined by the 
powerful (paradoxical!) play/interaction between the 
present and the absent.      

The theatrical act is in fact an Aristotelian mimesis par 
excellence: it takes place in front of us, and doubtless, 
now (Hamlet dies exactly at the moment at which we are 

Ne treba da se bide koj-znae-kolku deridaovec, za da 
se pro~ita i razbere deka, vo kontekst na de  kon -
struktivisti~koto mislewe na samiot Deri da, po-
imot igra ozna~uva/podrazbira „vid elas ti~ nost 

ili tolerancija (...), {to e sprotivno na idejata za 
samodovolnost i apsolutna dovr{enost, potpolnost” 
(Sim, 2004:23). Teatarot, pak, opstoi (i toa ve}e 25 
veka!) imeno zatoa {to e vtemelen ne vrz nekakvi 
metafizi~ki kategorii, ami vrz takvata elasti~-

not i tolerancija, koi{to & se imanentni na 
sekoja avtenti~na igra.  

Teatarskata igra,  vpro~em - edna od najetabliranite, 
no i najmo}nite igri, voop{to –  nesomneno e igra 

koja ima samo edna (i toa mo{ne krupna!) cel. 
Determinirana so deridaovski jazik (duri, ako 
sakate, i so deridaovski kalambur ili paradoks!) – 

celta na ovaa igra so/okolu teatarot bi mo`ela da se 
formulira kako beskone~na interakcija (beskone~en 
elasticizam, beskone~na tolerancija...) pome|u 
prisutnoto i otsutnoto.  

Lesno }e se soglasime okolu neporeklivosta na 
notorniot fakt deka, vo tekot na site vekovi od 
svojata dolga istorija, teatarot `ivee (i opsto-
juva) imeno zaradi igriviot potencijal na ovoj 
krucijalen paradoks. Imeno, samoto bitie na tea-
tarskiot ~in – ona {to Bart (Barthes) go imenuva 
kako teatralnost, a samiot Derida, povikuvaj}i se 
na Ruso (Rousseau), go narekuva prezencija (Derrida, 
1976:399-403) – su{testveno e determinirano tokmu 
so/od mo}nata (paradoksalna!) igra/interakcija na 
prisutnoto i otsutnoto. 

Imeno, teatarskiot ~in e aristotelovski mimezis 

par excellence: toj se slu~uva pred nas i, bezdrugo, 
sega (Hamlet umira tokmu vo migot vo koj nie toa go 
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watching the event, which means now: just as he died 
now last night, as well as last year, as well as in 1601 
when it was originally staged at the Globe). The protago-
nists of a theatrical event are living and real (even when/
if they are puppets, because puppets have to be moved 
by a living and real animator). Theatrical action is truly 
imitated, because imitation always presents/represents 
action, and action, even when fi ctional, could not be but 
truly happening, which means not only in front of us but 
now as well, precisely as we are watch it.

Theatre, as we have known it (for 25 centuries now!) 
works by presenting, as well as because it presents. It 
simply overwhelms with the presence.                     
          

Simultaneously and along with this surge of presence, 
we, who sit below (“in the dark hollow of the salon”), 
have to keep solving the huge problem with which the 
theatrical mimesis (par excellence) inescapably confronts 
us. Namely, when imitating (some “living truth”) all the 
time we are very well aware that what is being presented/
imitated just now (and just before our curious eyes), is 
however lacking one very important dimension. I am not 
sure if Derrida would have agreed with us in naming this 
dimension truthfulness, because such a name seems to 
refer a priori to something metaphysical (the Derridian 
thought, we all know, is absolutely transmetaphysical!).

What are we talking about here? What kind of absence 
(of truthfulness) are we referring to? Most likely to 
that which Victor Hugo had in mind when he wrote 
somewhere that theatre is not really a land of reality; 

gledame, {to zna~i: sega, kako {to sega umrel i 
sno{ti, i lani, i 1601, koga bil praizveden vo tea-
tarot Glob (Globe)); protagonistite na teatar sko to 
slu~uvawe se `ivi i vistinski (duri i koga/ako tie 
se kukli, bidej}i i kuklite mora da gi pridvi ̀ uva 
`iv i vistinski animator); teatarskoto dejs tvie se 
podra`ava navistina, bi dej }i, neli, podra ̀ ava-
weto sekoga{ prika`uva/poka`uva nekoe dejs tvie, 
a dejstvieto (duri i koga e fingirano) ne mo ̀ e a da 
ne se slu~uva navistina, {to ne zna~i samo pred 

nas, ami zna~i i sega, tokmu vo migot vo koj nie gle-
dame vo nego.

Teatarot kakov {to go poznavame (ve}e 25 veka!) 
funkcionira taka {to prezentira, ama i poradi 
toa {to prezentira. Toj, prosto, zatrupuva so pri-

sutnosta. 

Ednovremeno i naporedno so ovoj napliv na pri-

sutnosta, nie koi{to sedime dolu („vo mra~nata 
dupka na salonot”) postojano morame da go re{avame 
krupniot problem so koj teatarskiot mimezis (par 
excellence) neizbe`no n$ soo~uva. Imeno, vo tekot 
na seto vreme na podra`avaweto (na nekoja si „`iva 

vistina”), nie sosema dobro znaeme deka od toa {to 
se prezentira/podra`ava tokmu sega (i tokmu pred 
na{ite qubopitni o~i) otsustvuva – sepak! – edna 
bitna dimenzija. Ne znam dali Derida bi se soglasil 
taa dimenzija da ja imenuvame vistinitost, 
bidej}i vakvoto imenuvawe kako apriorno da upa-
tuva kon ne{to metafizi~ko (deridijanskata mis-

la e, znaeme, apsolutno transmetafizi~ka!).

Za {to zboruvame? Na kakvo otsustvo (na vis-

tinitosta) aludirame? Najverojatno za ona na 
koe{to mis  lel i Viktor Igo (Victor Hugo), koga 
nekade zapi {al deka teatarot sepak ne e zemja na 
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its trees are made of cardboard, it palaces painted on 
canvas, its skies made of hanging drapes…. Perhaps we 
are referring to what the great Stanislawski, the founder 
of one of the most serious systems of theatricalization 
(presence) in the whole history of the theatre medium, 
has defi ned as “the magical as if” (...esli bы). It is truly 
paradoxical that Stanislawski, who brought the so-called 
realistic theatre poetics/aesthetics to the very boundaries 
of its potentials, explaining the subject matter of his 
work (the theatre) always resorts to the magical formula 
which he himself had invented. Yes, his theatre faithfully 
imitates real life, but there is always a “magical as if” 
(...esli bы) in that imitation, which signals that “true 
reality” is necessarily and inevitably absent from the 
theatrical act.

Sharing the truthfulness of imitation (the mimesis) 
with the actors and with everyone accompanying/
serving these, we, still, still!, know the whole time that 
such truthfulness of theatrical mimesis is completely 
conditional, that it is conventional, and that it is a result 
of the previously made covenant between us, who sit 
down there (“in the dark hollow of the salon”) and those 
who for our sake do what they do, namely, imitate a 
certain/given action which needs to play out the very 
truth/reality. Both we “down there”, and they “up there” 
know that there is a signifi cant difference between our 
perception of reality (“as such”) and the so-called theatre 
“reality” which a given play is trying to imitate, bringing 
it to its full presence, as Derrida says. It is exactly this 
difference between the truthful/real and the presented 
that we are talking about when we consider the eternal 
theatre oxymoron, i.e., the eternal play/interaction 
between the present and the absent.

realnosta: deka nejzinite stebla se od karton, 
nejzinite palati od naslikano platno, nejzinoto 
nebo od svitkani zave si... Ili za ona {to golemiot 
Stanislavski – vte meluva~ot na eden od najse-
rioznite sistemi na tea tralizacijata (prezen cija) 
vo celata istorija na te a tarskiot medium – postojano 
go definiral kako „ma gi~noto kako-da” (...esli bы). 
Paradoksalno, navistina: Stanislavski, koj takana-
re ~enata  realis ti~ka teatarska poetika/estetika ja 
doveduva do samiot rab na nejzinite mo`nosti, 
objasnuvaj}i go predmetot na svojata dejnost (tea-
tarot), postojano pribegnuva kon magi~nata formula 
{to samiot ja smislil. Da, negoviot teatar verno go 
podra`ava realniot `ivot, ama vo toa podra`avawe 
sekoga{ ima i edno „magi~no kako-da” (...esli bы), 
koe{to signalizira deka „vistinskata realnost” 
nu`no i neizbe`no otsustvuva od teatarskiot ~in.

Spodeluvaj}i ja vistinitosta na podra`avaweto 
(mimezata) so akterite i so site {to niv gi pri-
dru`uvaat/opslu`uvaat, nie – sepak, sepak! – seto 
vreme znaeme deka taa vistinitost na teatarskata 
mimeza e sosema uslovna. Deka e konvencionalna.  
Deka e rezultat na prethodno sklu~eniot dogovor 
pome|u nas koi{to sedime dolu („vo mra~nata dupka 
na salonot”) i onie koi zaradi nas i za nas go pravat 
toa {to go pravat – imeno: podra`avaat nekoe/
nekakvo dejstvie {to treba da ja od-igra samata 
vistina/realnost. I nie „dolu” i tie „gore” znaeme 
deka ima bitna razlika pome|u na{ata pretstava za 
realnosta („kako takva”) i takanare~enata teatarska 
„realnost” {to odredena pretstava nastojuva da 
ja podra`ava, poka`uvaj}i ja  vo nejzinata polna 

prezencija, kako {to veli Derida (Derrida, ibid.). 
Ete, tokmu taa razlika pome|u vistinitoto/
realnoto i prezentnoto e ona za {to zboruvame koga 
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The broad Derridian context suggests that this signifi cant 
interaction (in fact, a procedure) not only is able, but it 
also has to be signifi ed/described as deconstructive.

The famous term deconstruction, which otherwise 
works as a cornerstone of the overall Derridian thinking, 
is undoubtedly an example of a specifi c, thoroughly 
open, as well as thoroughly provocative category which 
keeps “slipping away” from any attempt of defi ning 
it (precisely). Nevertheless, no matter how much 
deconstruction confi rms itself (with such a “slipping 
away”) as fl uid (“undetermined”/open), at least when 
it comes to the theatrical act, an otherwise thoroughly 
fl uid, ephemeral and open phenomenon in its essence! – 
the easiest/most explicit way of explaining it is, namely, 
through the interaction of the two mentioned elements 
of the crucial Derridian (performative, of the present) 
binary opposition present-absent.

Namely, theatre studies has a sense that this signifi cant 
doubling (present-absent) in particular could serve as a 
unique cornerstone on which the procedure (strategy) of 
deconstructing the theatrical act, in particular fi nding 
those “blind spots” (“white stains”, as Derrida would 
say) towards which all its presence inevitably inclines. 
Namely, the process of deconstructing the theatrical act 
should offer/develop some new (different) techniques 
of viewing it, techniques which should be equivalent to 
some new/different techniques of reading conventional 
literary texts (including theatrical ones). However, 
such an outlook to theatre (perhaps we should call it a 
deconstructing outlook) could become relevant only if it 

zboruvame za ve~niot teatarski oksimoron: ve~nata 
igra/interakcija na prisutnoto i otsutnoto. 

[irokiot deridijanski kontekst sugerira deka 
ovaa signifikantna interkacija (vsu{nost: postap-
ka) ne samo {to mo`e, tuku i mora da se ozna~i/
deskribira kako dekonstruktivna.  

Famozniot poim dekonstrukcija –  koj{to, inaku,  
funkcionira kako kamen-temelnik na sevkupnata 
deridaovska misla – nesomneno e primer za spe-
cifi~na, maksimalno otvorena, no i maksimalno 
provokativna kategorija koja postojano se „izmolk-
nuva” od sekoj obid za (precizno) definirawe. Se-
pak, kolku  i da se potvrduva (so takvoto „izmolk-
nuvawe”) kako fluidna („neodredena”/otvorena), de-

konstrukcijata – barem koga e vo pra{awe tea tar-
skiot ~in, inaku maksimalno fluiden, efeme ren i  
otvoren po svoeto  bitie! – najed nostavno/naj eks-
plicitno mo`e da se pojasni, imeno, preku inter-
akcijata na dvata poso~eni ~lena na klu~nata deri-

daovska (performativna, prezentna) binarna opo-
zicija prisutno-otsutno.

Imeno, teatrologijata ima ~uvstvo deka tokmu ovaa 
signifikantna dubleta (prisutno-otsutno) mo`e 
da poslu`i kako svoeviden kamen-temelnik, vrz koj 
treba da se potpre/potpira postapkata (strategijata) 
na dekonstruirawe na teatarskiot ~in, poto~no 
na otkrivawe na onie „slepi to~ki” („beli petna”, 
kako {to veli Derida) kon koi nu`no/neizbe`no 
gravitira seta negova prezencija. Imeno, procesot 
na dekonstruirawe na teatarskiot ~in treba da 

ponudi/razvie nekakvi novi (poinakvi) tehniki na 
negovoto gledawe - tehniki {to bi trebalo da bidat 
ekvivalentni na nekakvi novi/poinakvi tehniki na 
~itawe na konvencionalnite kni`evni teks to vi 
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was prepared/qualifi ed to view the entirety of a theatrical 
presence, i.e. if it permanently considered its stunning 
diversity/difference. Had he had the opportunity to deal 
more with the art of theatre, I am sure that even Derrida 
himself would inevitably have called its stunning 
diversity/difference with his famous term différance.

Theatrical presence, as we know, is a synaesthetic phe-
nomenon, an act overloaded (“burdened”) with a mul-
titude of different codes, a highly contingent act. The-
atrical presence is “comprised”/“aligned” exceptionally 
numerous different semiotic systems: linguistic, pho-
netic, paralinguistic, kinetic, prosemic, spatial, chrono-
logical…. We should be thankful to the diligent theatrical 
semioticians, who during the seventies of the twentieth 
century were actively studying all these systems, putting 
great efforts into decoding/defi ning the true functions 
of their constituent elements (Ann Ubersfeld, Patrice 
Pavis…), for establishing the theoretical notion which 
accordingly determines as well as effi ciently puts to work 
the very synaesthetic nature of theatrical presence.

Not only did these effi cient operatives bring it into use, 
but they also defi nitely promoted (advancing it into a se-
rious theoretical category) the exceptionally important 
expression “the text of the play” (or the play as a text), 
explaining that not only does it imply, but it also literally 
describes the synaesthetic nature (“the entirety”) of the 

(vklu~itelno i onie dramskite). Me|utoa, vak voto 
gledawe na teatarot (mo`ebi treba da go nare~eme 
„gledawe-{to-dekonstruira”) mo`e da stane rele-
vant no samo dokolku bide podgotveno/kvalifi-
kuvano da ja gleda vkupnosta na teatarskata pre-

zencija, odnosno dokolku permanentno ja zema pred-
vid nejzinata za{emetuva~ka raznovidnost/razli~-

nost. Dokolku uspeal pove}e da se zanimava so tea-
tarskata umetnost, sigurna sum deka i samiot De rida  
ovaa nejzina za{emetuva~ka raznovidnost/razli~-

nost neizbe`no bi ja imenuval so svojot zname nit 
kvalifikativ diferenca (franc. diffé rance).

Teatarskata prezencija e, znaeme, sinesteti~ka po-
java, ~in pretovaren („obremenet”) so mnogubrojni i 
razli~ni kodovi, ~in/akt so visoka kontingencija. 
Teatarskata prezencija ja „sostavuvaat”/„usogla-
suvaat” isklu~itelno mnogu razli~ni znakovni 
sistemi: jazi~en, govoren, parajazi~en, kinezi~ki, 
prosemi~ki, prostoren, vremenski... Na agilnite 
teatarski semiolozi, koi{to vo tekot na sedumde-
settite godini na dvaesettiot vek intenzivno se 
zanimavaa so site tie sistemi, vlo`uvaj}i golemi 
napori za da gi dekodiraat/definiraat vistinskite 
funkcii na nivnite oddelni elementi (An Iber-
sfeld (Ann Ubersfeld), Patris Pavis (Patrice 
Pavis)...), nesomneno treba da im bideme blagodarni 
za utvrduvaweto na teoriskiot poim {to soodvetno 
ja determinira, no i efikasno ja operacionalizira 
tokmu sinesteti~niosta na teatarskata prezencija.  

Imeno, ovie efikasni operativci ne samo {to ja 
vovedoa vo upotreba, tuku i definitivno ja afir-
miraa (unapreduvaj}i ja vo seriozna teoriska kate-
gorija) isklu~itelno va`nata sintagma teks tot 

na pretstavata (ili pretstava kako tekst), ob-
jasnuvaj}i deka taa ne samo {to ja pod razbira, tuku 
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complicated presence of a theatrical act. We are talking 
about a synaestheticity simultaneously “composed”/
constructed equally by the text and its voice, all that 
we understand as acting, as well as kinetics/proxemics 
of the actors, both the way the director moderates the 
whole process of theatricalization, and the system of all 
spatial-audio-light signs which accordingly support that 
theatricalization, as well as the system of reception of the 
play itself “as such”….

That the expression text of the stage show has been shown 
and proven as appropriate, functional and particularly 
productive theoretical category, is confi rmed by its later 
modifi cations. In one of his not particularly numerous 
texts on theatre issues, Roland Barthes was the fi rst 
to use the exceptionally functional term, undoubtenly 
derived from the initial semiotic category the text of the 
stage show, however indisputably simplifi ed/adapted 
for “everyday use”. Soon after, this term – and we 
are talking about the term weaving! – would become 
quite popular (for instance, in the theatre studies texts 
of Eugenio Barba, in the theoretical system of Michel 
Foucault…), and eventually even Derrida himself 
promoted it into one of the important concepts in his 
strategy of deconstruction (Derrida, 1976).

What does Derrida Have in Mind
When He Talks About the Stratagem
Formulated as “Weaving of Deconstruction”?

He has in mind a certain network/net of the sum of 
our theoretical and practical experience – experience 

bukvalno i ja deskribira sineste ti~nosta 
(„vkupnosta”) na komplikuvanata prezen  cija na 
teatarskiot ~in. Stanuva zbor za sineste ti~nosta 
koja {to ednovremeno ja „sostavuvaat”/konstruira-

at i tekstot, i negovoto govorewe, i seto ona {to go 
podrazbirame kako gluma, i ki nezika/proksemika 
na akterite, i na~inot na koj re`iserot go moderira 
celiot proces na teatra lizacijata, i sistemot na 
site prostorni-auditivni-svetlosni znaci koj 
soodvetno ja poddr ̀ uva taa teatralizacija, i 
sistemot na recipirawe na samata pretstava „kako 
takva”...

Deka sintagmata tekstot na pretstavata se 
poka`a i doka`a kako soodvetna, funkcionalna i 
osobeno produktivna teoriska kategorija, potvrdu-
vaat i nejzinite podocne`ni modifikacii. Vo eden 
od svoite ne-osobeno-mnogubrojni tekstovi na te-
atarski temi, Rolan Bart prv go upotrebil isklu~i-
telno funkcionaliot poim, nesomneno izve  den od 
inicijalnata semioti~kata kategorija tekstot na 

pretstavata, ama nesporno poednosta ven/pris-
posoben za „sekojdnevna upotreba”. Na brgu, ovoj poim 
– a stanuva zbor za poimot tkaewe! – }e stane mo{ne 
popularen (da re~eme: vo teatro lo{kite tekstovi na 
Eugenio Barba (Eugenio Barba), vo teoriskiot sistem 
na Mi{el Fuko (Michel Faucault)...), za podocna i 
samiot Derida da go pro mo vira vo eden od va`nite 
poimi na svojata strategija na dekonstrukcija 

(Derrida, 1976).

Na {to misli Derida, koga zboruva za
stra tegemata formulirana kako
„tkaewe na dekonstruk cijata”? 

Misli na svoevidna vmre`enost/mre`a na na{eto 
vkupno teorisko i prakti~no iskustvo – iskustvo na 
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in reading, above all! – which keeps “multiplying”/
disseminating through cognition/reading of new 
(and newer and newer) experiences, above all reading 
experiences! Continuing to think in the context of the 
net, this “experienced” reading should function as a 
fi gurative tying of new (and newer and newer) knots. 
Every reading (not only that which we already have 
“gone through”, but the one that we are yet to read as 
well) is automatically “tied” and becomes part of the 
network as a new/additional knot “in the multilingual 
– philosophical, literary, political, ideological, ethical 
– weaving of deconstruction” (Biti, 2000:61).

Derrida, obviously, pleads for a specifi c, exceptionally 
active and productive (deconstructive) reading. The 
experience of such a deconstructive reading has been 
proven as particularly unique. It is aimed – always and 
along with – not only at a single text that is being read 
at a particular moment (a knot that is being tied), but at 
the text (the weaving) as well in which it is automatically 
“networked”, establishing with it as well as through 
it intensive intertextual relations. The context thus 
understood is named by Derrida as framing, while the 
meaning of this term, again, remains fairly complex.

The framing “covers” the author’s existing interest in the 
so-called marginal/border zones of the text (interest in 
titles, genre stipulations, signatures, notes, margins…), 
that is, his interest in relations (correlational doublets 
and binary oppositions) which Derrida obsessively de-
constructs. We are questioning precisely those doublets 
or binary oppositions that western thought traditionally 
calls upon: internal/external, centre/margin, soul/body, 
verbatim/paraphrased, speech/writing, object/sign….

~itaweto, pred s$! – koja{to postojano se „razmno-
`uva”/diseminira preku osoznavawe/~itawe na  no-
vi (i novi, i novi) iskustva. Iskustva na ~itaweto, 
pred s$! Mislej}i i ponatamu vo kontekst na mre-

`ata, vakvoto „iskusno” ~itawe treba da funkci-
onira kako figurativno vrzuvawe na novi (i no vi, i 
novi) jazli. Sekoe ~itawe (ne samo ona ~itawe {to 
ve}e go „odrabotivme”, no i ~itaweto {to doprva n& 
prets toi) avtomatski se „zavrzuva” i vmre`uva kako 
nov/dopolnitelen jazol „vo pove}e jazi~noto – filo-
sofsko, kni`evno, politi~ ko, ideolo{ko, eti~ ko – 
tkaewe na dekonstrukcijata” (Biti, 2000:61). 

Derida, o~evidno, pledira za specifi~no, isklu-
~itelno aktivno i produktivno (dekonstrukcisko) 
~itawe. Iskustvoto na takvoto dekonstrukcisko ~i -

ta we se potvrduva kako sosema osobeno: naso~eno e 
– sekoga{ i naporedno – ne samo kon poedine~niot 
tekst koj vo migot se ~ita (jazol koj se vrzuva), tuku 
i kon kontekstot (tkaeweto) vo koj{to istiot toj 
tekst avtomatski se „vmre`uva”, vospostavuvaj}i so 
nego (no i preku nego) intenzivni intertekstualni 
relacii. Vaka razbraniot kontekst Derida go 
imenuva vramuvawe (angl. frame),  pri {to zna~eweto 
na ovoj poim e, povtorno, mo{ne kompleksno. 

Vramuvaweto go „pokriva” avtoroviot postoen in-
teres za takanare~enite rabni/grani~ni zoni na 
tekstot (interes za naslovi, `anrovski klauzuli, 
potpisi, bele{ki, margini...), odnosno za relaci-
ite (korelaciskite dubleti ili binarni opozicii) 
{to Derida opsesivno gi dekonstruira.  Vo pra{a-
we se tokmu onie dubleti ili binarni opozicii na 
koi{to tradicionalno se povikuva seta zapadna 
misla: vnatre{no/nadvore{no, centar/margina, du -
{a/telo, doslovno/preneseno, govor/pismo, pred-
met/oznaka... 

Jelena Luzina Presence, Play, Difference: Derrida and His “Marginal” Theatrical Comments
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Nevertheless, the framing also refers to the paradox of 
one’s own functioning. Namely, insisting on clarifying 
why the meaning of a given text (the meaning, can 
never be determined at all only through “neutral” 
(“aseptic”, isolated) reading of that same text, Derrida 
explicitly refers exactly to its inevitable framing in other 
texts, in other types/kinds of texts, in all the texts in 
the world, and fi nally – in the culture understood as 
a text! Namely, he has an uncompromising opinion 
that such an “endless” framing is necessary for every 
text because it is this kind of framing of texts (of any 
given text, and therefore of all the texts in the world!) 
that helps them create meanings as well as secure their 
own “multi-signifi cance”, which is a result of exactly 
this kind of endless “play of differences”. We could 
grasp the meaning of a text – of a performance read 
and understood as a text! – only through the different 
meanings of the texts framing it. The difference (not the 
“sameness”) is the key that breaks the code of meaning, 
which is - always! - the result of infi nite framing, but 
framing that is never enclosed within a frame (Derrida, 
1988).

The circulating witticism - “framing exists, but there 
is no frame” – represents yet another of the intriguing 
Derridian paradoxes. However, this is not a mere 
witticism, quite the contrary.

We will attempt to deconstruct not only its wittiness, but 
its unquestionable redundancy while relying precisely 
on the theory and practice of theatre.

Me|utoa, vramuvaweto upatuva i na paradoksalnosta 
na sopstvenoto funkcionirawe. Imeno, nasto juvaj}i 
da pojasni zo{to zna~eweto na eden tekst (zna~eweto, 
voop{to) nikoga{ ne mo`e da bide ut vrdeno samo 
preku „neutralnoto” („asepti~no”, osa meni~ko) 
~itawe na samiot toj tekst, Derida eksplicitno se 
povikuva tokmu na negovoto neizbe`no vramuvawe 

vo drugi tekstovi, vo drugi tipovi/vi dovi na 
tekstovi, vo site tekstovi na ovoj svet, najposle – vo 
kulturata razbrana kako tekst! Imeno, toj 
beskompromisno go zastapuva stavot deka takvoto 
„beskone~no” vramuvawe mu e neophodno na sekoj 
tekst. Zatoa {to samo takvoto vramuvawe na teks-
tovite (na sekoj eden tekst, a so toa i na site tekstovi 
na ovoj svet!) im ovozmo`uva da sozdavaat zna~ewa, 
no i da ja obezbeduvaat sopstvenata „razno zna~nost”, 
koja{to e rezultat tokmu na beskone~nata „igra na 
razliki”. Zna~eweto na eden tekst – na pretstavata 
~itana i razbrana kako tekst! – mo`eme d a go do-
lovime samo preku razli~nite zna~ewa {to go imaat 
tekstovite vo koi toj se vramuva. Razlikata (a ne 
„istosta”) e klu~ {to ja otvora {ifrata na 
zna~eweto. Koe{to – sekoga{! – e rezultat na bes-
kone~noto vramuvawe, no vramuvawe koe nikoga{ ne 
se zatvora  vo ramka (Derrida, 1988). 

Lansiranata dosetka – „vramuvaweto postoi, ama ne 
postoi ramka” –  pretstavuva u{te eden od  intri-
gantnite deridaovski paradoksi.  Sepak, ne stanuva 
zbor za  gola dosetka. Naprotiv.

]e se obideme da ja dekonstruirame ne samo nej zi-
   na ta dosetlivost, no i nejzinata nesomnena redun-
dantnost, potpiraj}i se pritoa tokmu na teatarskata 
teorija i praktika.
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How is the Theatrical Text Framed and Into What?

To answer this seemingly simple question we need to 
specify the meaning of the term text as it is understood 
by contemporary theatre studies.

When contemplating and speaking about the text, thea-
tre studies thinks of and speaks about something much 
more complicated than what is suggested in the laconic 
expression theatre writing, which usually does not even 
imply anything more ambitious than the famous “con-
tent fi xated on paper”. Of course, not even this “content” 
is simple enough for reading through, especially if we are 
talking about a reading intended to dramatize it (Der-
rida would say presence). The text play writing is a very 
specifi c kind of literary writing. Written on at least two 
levels, that is to say, followed along and supported by at 
least two types of writing, which otherwise are gener-
ally differentiated through standard binary opposition 
dialogue/stage direction – “at fi rst glance” the dramatic 
text already suggests its demanding status. Doubtless, 
this involves a hybrid text, that is, a hybrid literary 
genre which comes into being specifi cally through a per-
manent combination of many types/kinds of discourse.

Even at the moment when it is (already) lucidly “com-
bined” and completely “written on paper”, however, the 
dramatic text is not yet complete. It lacks one very im-
portant “addition”. Derrida calls this “addition” supple-
ment! (Derrida, 1976:188-213), clarifying that it is a term 
that marks precisely that paradoxical movement which 
de-centres every signifi cation. The paradox is inherent 
in this term because it simultaneously means both sup-
plementing something incomplete as well as making up 

Kako i vo {to se vramuva teatarskiot tekst ? 

Za da odgovorime na ova navidum prosto pra{awe, 
treba povtorno da go uto~nime zna~eweto na poi-
mot tekst, kakov {to go razbira sovremenata te-
atrologija.  

Koga misli i zboruva za tekstot, teatrologijata 
misli i zboruva za ne{to mnogu pokomplikuvano od 
ona {to go sugerira lakonskata sintagma dramsko 

pismo, koja naj~esto i ne podrazbira ne{to poam-
bicizno otkolku {to e onaa famozna „sodr`ina 
fiksirana na hartija”. Se razbira, duri ni samata 
taa  „sodr`ina” ne e sosema ednostavna za is~ituvawe, 
osobeno ako stanuva zbor za is~ituvawe koe tendira 
kon nejzina teatralizacija (Derida bi rekol:  
prezencija). Imeno, dramskiot tekst e sosema 
specifi~en vid kni`even zapis. Ispi{an na naj-
malku dve nivoa, odnosno prosleden i poddr`an od 
najmalku dva tipa pismo – koi, inaku, generalno se 
diferenciraat preku standardnata binarna opozi-
cija dijalog/didaskalija – dramskiot tekst ve}e 
„na prv pogled” upatuva na svojot vziskatelen status: 
vo pra{awe e, nesomeno, hibriden tekst, odnosno 
hibriden kni`even `anr, koj se postvaruva tokmu 
preku permanentnoto kombinirawe na pove}e ti-
povi/vidovi  diskurs. 

Me|utoa, duri i vo migot koga e (ve}e) lucidno 
„iskombiniran” i celosno „zapi{an na hartija”, 
dramskiot tekst s$ u{te ne e celosen. Nemu 
mu nedostasuva edno va`no „dopolnuvawe”. Ova 
„dopolnuvawe” Derida go narekuva supplement! 
(Derrida, 1976:188-213), pojasnuvaj}i deka stanuva 
zbor za poim koj go markira tokmu ona paradoksalno 
dvi`ewe koe{to go decentrira sekoe ozna~uvawe. 
„Paradoksot mu e imanenten na samiot poim, bidej-

Jelena Luzina Presence, Play, Difference: Derrida and His “Marginal” Theatrical CommentsJelena Luzina Presence, Play, Difference: Derrida and His “Marginal” Theatrical Comments
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for/replacing something complete and fi nished (Biti, 
2000:92).

That which we have become used to calling a dramatic 
text (“drama as writing”), is undoubtedly a type of liter-
ary (as well as theatrical!) text that is deeply aware of its 
own “incompleteness”, but at the same time certain that 
its supreme power is condensed precisely in this “incom-
pleteness”. The “incompleteness” and/or “shortage” that 
are inherent for the dramatic text (they are something 
like a manufacturing fl aw) not only was detected, but it 
was also defi ned in a superior fashion by good old Aristo-
tle, who simply called the phenomenon opsis.

The term opsis is usually translated as “stage appara-
tus” or “staging”. In the Macedonian translation of the 
Poetics, Mihail D. Petruševski has decided to do an indi-
rect translation in defi ning opsis by getting help from the 
expression “stage presentation”. Here is this important 
place, which is fi rmly rooted in the sixth chapter of the 
Poetics:

“…[S]tage presentation of truth is what captivates the 
soul the most, but it is barely related to art and is least 
characteristic of poetics, because the effect of tragedy 
should be achieved both without a presentation and artists. 
Furthermore, in the stage design process the skill of the 
scenographer is more important than the art of poetics” 
(Aristotle, 1990:46).

What we usually refer to as staging, or according to 
Petruševski “stage presentation” (we have seen that 
Derrida himself is using the term presence!), in theatre 
practice has been materialized and has always material-
ized as a collective name for a whole set of “incompletes” 
/ “insuffi ciencies” (supplements), which are inherent for 

}i toj ednovremeno zna~i i dopolnuvawe na ne{to 
nepotpolno, no i nadomestuvawe/zamena na ne{to 
potpolno i celosno” (Biti, 2000:92).

Ona {to sme sviknale da go imenuvame kako dramski 

tekst („drama kako pismo”), nesomneno e tip na 
kni`even (no i teatarski!) tekst koj e dlaboko svesen 
za sopstvenata „nepotpolnost”, ama i siguren deka 
tokmu vo taa „nepotpolnost” e kondenzirana negovata 
najsilna mo}. „Nepotpolnosta” i/ili „nedostigot”, 
koi mu se inheretni na dramskiot tekst (tie se 
ne{to kako negova fabri~ka gre{ka!) ne samo {to 
go detektiral, tuku i superiorno go definiral u{te 
dobriot star Aristotel, narekuvaj}i go prosto opsis. 

Poimot opsis obi~no se preveduva kako “scenska 

aparatura” ili “inscenacija”. Vo makedonskiot 
prevod na „Poetikata”, Mihail D. Petru{evski 
re{il da preveduva indirektno, determiniraj}i go 
famozniot opsis so pomo{ na sintagmata “scensko 

prika`uvawe”. Eve go toa va`no mesto, cvrsto pozi-
cionirano vo {estata glava od „Poetikata”: 

„...[S]censkoto prika`uvawe vistina najmnogu ja pleni 
du{ata, no e vo najslaba vrska so umetnosta i najmalku 
svojstveno na poetikata; za{to efektot na tragedijata 
treba da se dobie i bez pretstava i bez artisti, a osven 
toa vo ureduvaweto na scenata pova`na e ve{tinata na 
scenografot odo{to poetskata umetnost” (Aristotel, 
1990:46).  

Ona {to voobi~aeno go imenuvame kako inscenacija 
ili, spored Petru{evski, “scensko prika`uvawe”  
(samiot Derida, kako {to vidovme, go koristi ter-
minot prezencija!), vo teatarskata praktika otse-
koga{ se  postvaruvalo i se postvaruva kako zbirno 
ime za cela redica „nepotpolnosti”/„nedos ta toci” 
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the dramatic text, that is, for the drama as a unique kind 
of writing. Overall, it seems as though the dramatic text 
is faithfully marked fi rst with its many “incompletes”, 
and only then with certain arche-traces (as Derrida used 
to call them), which - fortunately! - keep a few memories 
of them. Such memories, you would agree, have been 
preserved on paper, prior to which they have been fi x-
ated on it by means of writing.

For a long time, almost until the appearance of 
Derrida, western thought had treated writing as a banal 
“technical device for capturing speech” (Culler, 1991:
86). Hence the reason writing is approached cautiously, 
with a clear understanding of its mediating role, which 
can even endanger the authenticity of the speech itself, 
bringing into question (endangering!) the functionality 
of communication. Such a serious precaution towards 
writing has seriously complicated its capability of 
transmitting real meanings, as if only living speech, 
and not dead paper, can “capture” the authenticity of 
meaning.

Like all technical devices, writing as well was considered 
completely stereotypical, unstable and prone to 
“bending”. On the other hand, for a long time (until 
the era of  Saussurean structuralism!) speech had been 
considered an authentic, natural, and unquestionably 
functional medium, which besides establishing direct 
communication - at the same time means (carries 
meaning) – but it also proves the presence! In contrast 
to speech, which has always stood in direct correlation 
with meaning itself, writing was considered distanced, 
absent and ambiguous.

(supplements), koi{to mu se inhe rentni na dram-

skiot tekst, odnosno na dramata kako speci fi~en 
vid pismo. Voop{to, dramskiot tekst kako da e 
sudbinski odbele`en najprvin so svoite mno gu-
brojni „nepotpolnosti”, a duri potoa so nekoi  arhi-

tragi (arche-trace, kako {to vele{e Derida) koi{to  
– za sre}a! – ~uvaat po nekoj spomen na niv. Toj spo-
men, neli, ostanal so~uvan na hartija, na koja pret-
hodno bil fiksiran  so pomo{ na  pismoto. 

Dolgo, bezmalku do samiot Derida, vo zapadnata 
filosofska tradicija pismoto ima{e tretman na 
banalen „tehni~ki izum za prika`uvawe na govorot” 
(Culler, 1991:86). Ottuka i pri~inata na pismoto da 
mu se pristapuva rezervirano, so jasna svest za 
negovata posredni~ka funkcija, koja mo`e duri i da 
ja zagrozi avtenti~nosta na samiot govor, dove-
duvaj}i ja vo pra{awe (zagrozuvaj}i ja!) funkcional-
nosta na komunikacijata. Vakviot seriozen zazor 
kon pismoto seriozno ja problematiziral negovata 
kvalifikuvanost za prenesuvawe na vistinskite 
zna~ewa. Demek: edinstveno `iviot govor, a ne mrt-
vata traga na hartija, mo`e da ja „dolovi” avten-
ti~nosta na zna~eweto.  

Kako i za site tehni~ki izumi, i za pismoto dolgo 
se mislelo sosema stereotipno: deka e nestabilno 
i sklono kon „iskrivuvawa”. Od druga strana,  govo-
rot mo{ne dolgo (s$ do epohata na sosirovskiot 
strukturalizam!) bil smetan za avtenti~en, priro-
den i neprikosnoveno funkcionalen medium koj, 
osven {to vospostavuva direktna komunikacija  
– ednovremeno i zna~i (prenesuva zna~ewe), tuku i 
ja doka`uva prisutnosta! Pismoto bilo tretirano  
kako distancirano, otsutno i dvesmisleno, za raz-
li ka od  govorot, koj  sekoga{ stoel vo direktna 
korelacija so samoto zna~ewe.

Jelena Luzina Presence, Play, Difference: Derrida and His “Marginal” Theatrical Comments
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For a long time, almost until Derrida emerged, western 
philosophical and cultural tradition had taken pride in its 
logocentrism. Mintainging in good faith the traditional 
view of speech, sound and living word as being naturally 
superior to text, letter, and “dead” writing respectively, 
western tradition had been systematically nurturing the 
stereotype of the metaphysics of presence, which, as 
Derrida said, was one of its biggest and most dangerous 
illusions.

However, Derridian deconstruction is a strategy that is 
aimed at the “heart” of this big and dangerous illusion 
defi ned as a metaphysical “darkness”. Subversive and 
determined, this strategy challenges the tradition of 
illusionist logocentrism (of the spoken, of speech) with 
pragmatic graphocentrism (of the written, of writing, of 
text). It has been a few decades now (since the end of 
the sixties of the previous century!) since this challenge 
proved quite fresh as well as fairly productive!

Let us go back, however, to the dramatic text and to its 
specifi c nature, which we have already defi ned as hybrid, 
but also as playful. Coming back to it, we will not forget 
its important “incompletes” (supplements), whose indis-
putable traces recorded and stored in its complex tex-
ture (written as “contents on paper”) not only provoke, 
but also enable theatralicalization (Derrida would say 
presence). It is exactly through this unavoidable process 
of theatralicalization that the dramatic text is necessar-
ily transited into action (imitating all kinds of actions, 
among others the action that we refer to as spoken). 
There is no doubt that the transition of the text (dramat-
ic writing) into different types/kinds of actions (among 

Dolgo, bezmalku do samiot Derida, zapadnata filo-
sofska i op{tokulturna tradicija silno se gordeela 
so vakviot svoj logocentrizam. Zastapuvaj}i go, 
so polno ubeduvawe, tradicionalniot stav za pri-
rodnata prednost na govorot pred tekstot,  gla sot 
pred bukvata i `iviot zbor  pred „mrtvoto” pismo, 
zapadnata tradicija sistematski go neguvala ste-
reotipot za  metafizikata na prisustvoto.  Ko-
ja{to, veli Derida, pretstavuva edna od nejzinite 
najgolemi i najopasni iluizii. 

Ma|utoa, deridijanskoto dekonstruirawe e stra-

tegija {to se naso~uva, imeno, kon „srceto” na ovaa 
golema i opasna iluzija, definirana kako golema 
metafizi~ka „temnina”. Subverzivna i re{i tel na, 
ovaa strategija nastojuva na tradicijata na ilu-
zionisti~kiot logocentrizam (na govornoto, na 
govorot) da & go sprotivstavi pragmati~niot grafo-
cen trizam (na napi{anoto, na pismoto, na tekstot). 
Ve}e nekolku decenii (od krajot na {eesettite 
godini na izminatiot vek!), vakvoto sprotivstavu-
vawe se doka`uva kako mo{ne aktuelno, no i mo{ne-
mo{ne produktivno! 

Da mu se vratime, sepak, na dramskiot tekst i na 
negovata specifi~na priroda, koja ve}e ja defini-
ravme kako hibridna, no i kako igriva. Vra}aj}i mu 
se, nema da gi zaboravime nitu onie negovi va`ni 
„nepotpolnosti” (supplements), ~ii{to nesomneni 
tragi, evidentirani i so~uvani vo negovata kom-
pklesna tekstura (zapi{ana kako „sodr`ina na 
hartija”), ne samo {to ja provociraat, tuku i ja  ovoz-
mo`uvaat teatralizacijata (Derida bi rekol prezen-

cijata). Tokmu preku ovoj nezaobikolen proces na 
teatralizacija, dramskiot tekst nu`no tranzitira 
vo dejstvie (vo podra`avawe na site vidovi dejstvija, 
me|u drugite i dejstvieto {to go imenuvame kako 
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others the spoken action) should be considered as the 
meaning of its existence. In its theatralicalization the 
dramatic text is intended for the active participant and 
for its equally active viewer, not for the passive reader.

That such theatralicalization has been written “in 
advance” into the dramatic text itself – that, in other 
words, the written/the textual is inadvertently a pr-
requisite for the imitation (theatralicalization) that will 
follow – is attested by Aristotle’s view: yes, the effect 
on tragedy could be achieved even through a “sheer 
reading”, which means, “without the stage show, and 
without artists” (Aristotle, ibid.), but that could happen 
only because of the fact that such an effect is inherent 
for its nature. The aforementioned diligent semiotic 
operatives (Ubersfeld, Pavis) have successfully turned 
this famous conclusion into a defi nition. Namely, they 
say that every text written in the hybrid dramatic form 
is but a description of its innate theatrical peformance 
(Ibersfeld, 1982).

This defi nition seems to sit well with Derrida. It entirely 
supports not only the graphocentric concept of the 
world (concept of the “prevalence” of writing over 
speech and of text over its presence), but the crucial 
view of the text as “a network of differences, weaving 
of traces which infi nitely point to something else/other 
than themselves, to other traces which again point to 
differences” (Biti, 2000: 62). Namely, every staging of 
a dramatic text, every transposition/transition of it into 
that which we call absolute text or text of the stage show, 
becomes possible and creative only because of the fact 
that it is inevitably operationalized as a specifi c kind of 

govorno). Nesporno e deka tranzitiraweto na tek-

s tot (dramskoto pismo) vo razli~ni tipovi/
vidovi dejstvija (me|u drugite i vo govornoto dejs-
tvie) treba da se smeta za smisla na negovoto pos-
toewe. Dramskiot tekst mu e namenet na aktivniot 
u~esnik vo negovata teatralizacija i na nejziniot 
poded nakvo aktiven gleda~, a ne na pasivniot ~i -

tatel.  

Deka takvata teatralizacija e „odnapred” vpi{ana 
vo samiot dramski tekst – deka, so drugi zborovi, 
pi{anoto/tekstualnoto nesomneno e uslov za podoc-
ne`noto podra`avawe (teatralizacija) – doka ̀ u va 
i citiraniot stav na Aristotel: da, efektot na tra-
ge dijata mo`e da se dobie i so „golo ~itawe”, {to 
}e re~e „bez pretstavata, i bez artisti” (Aristotel, 
ibid.), ama toa mo`e da se slu~i samo poradi faktot 
{to toj efekt & e imanenten na nejzinata priroda. 
Spo  m nu  vanite agilni semioti~ari-operativci (Ibe-
r      s      feld, Pavis) ovaa notorna konstatacija us pe{ no ja 
pretvorija vo definicija: imeno, tie velat deka sekoj 
tekst {to e napi{an vo hibridnata dramska forma i 
ne e drugo osven opis na teatar skata pretstava 

ko ja{to mu e imanentna (Ibersfeld, 1982). 

Definicijata kako da mu e po merka na Derida. Taa 
celosno go poddr`uva ne samo negoviot grafo-
centri~en koncept na svetot (koncept na „primatot” 
na pismoto pred govorot i na tekstot pred negovata 
prezencija), tuku go poddr`uva i krucijalniot stav 
za tekstot kako  „mre`a na razliki, tkaewe na tragi 
koi{to beskone~no upatuvaat na ne{to drugo/poi-
nakvo od sebe, na drugite tragi {to odnovo upatu vaat 
na razliki” (Biti, 2000:62). Imeno, sekoja insce-

nacija na dramskiot tekst, sekoe negovo trans-
ponirawe/tranzitirawe vo ona {to go imenu vame 
kako totalen tekst ili tekst na pret stavata,  
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weaving of the typically Derridian “network of traces 
and differences”.

According to Derrida, every concept contains in itself 
traces of some other concept. We could even say that 
every concept is contaminated by the otherness of the 
previous one (or the next one, all the same), and such 
contamination is referred to as a trace. On the other 
hand, the contents of a given concept are not limited to 
that concept only, but it expands, “it spills out of itself”, 
and by doing so it contaminates the other concepts, 
leaving its trace on them. Through this complex way, 
the process of writing becomes a process of “infi nite 
weaving of traces”, of causing differences, and of infi nite 
networking.

Doubtless, this is a kind of infernal contrivance: a process 
of permanent play, unceasing , and boundless play. Play 
as an aim in itself.

Playing is not only one of the key concepts in Derrida’s 
philosophical system, but also one of the dominant 
stratagems which develop this system keeping it in 
good shape. Some experts even argue that it could be 
concluded that “his plays with the philosophical text 
itself, eventually ‘result in a philosophical style which 
is far more reminiscent of game playing or creative 
writing than of a traditional philosophical discourse’” 
(Dzeparoski, 2004:32).

*

Unfortunately, the fact that Derridian deconstructivist 
play has (for the time being?) lived to see an outstanding 

stanuva vozmo`no i kreativno imeno poradi faktot 
{to istoto neizbe`no se operacio nalizira kako 
specifi~no tkaewe na tipi~no deridaovska „mre-
`a od tragi i od razliki”. 

Spored Derida, sekoj poim vo sebe sodr`i i tragi od 
nekoj drug poim; duri bi mo`ele da re~eme deka sekoj 
poim e kontaminiran od drugosta na prethodniot 
(ili na sledniot, seedno); vakvata kontaminacija 
se imenuva kako traga; od druga strana, sodr`inata 
na nekoj poim ne e ograni~ena samo na toj termin, 
tuku se {iri, „se razleva nadvor od sebesi”, so {to 
gi kontaminira drugite poimi, ostavaj}i i na niv 
svojata traga; na ovoj kompleksen na~in, procesot 
na pi{uvaweto stanuva proces na „beskone~no 
tkaewe na tragi”, na beskone~no predizvikuvawe na  
razliki i na beskrajno vmre`uvawe.

Nesomneno, vo pra{awe e pekolna kombinatorika: 
proces na permanentna igra, igra bez zapir i bez 
bregovi. Igra kako cel. 

Igra ne e samo eden od klu~nite poimi vo filo-
sofskiot sistem na Derida, tuku i edna od domi-
nantnite strategemi {to go razvivaat toj sistem, 
odr`uvaj}i go vo dobra kondicija. Nekoi seriozni 
poznava~i velat, duri, deka mo`e da se zaklu~i oti 
„negovite igri so samiot filosofski tekst, na krajot 
’rezultiraat so filosofski stil koj{to mnogu 
pove}e potsetuva na igrawe igra (game playing) ili 
na kreativno pi{uvawe, otkolku na tradicionalen 
filosofski diskurs’.” (Xeparoski, 2004:32)  

*

Za `al, ne se zabele`uva deka vo sovremenata teat-
rolo{ka nauka deridaovskata dekonstruk ciska 
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igra do`iveala (sega-zasega?) nekoja pomar kantna 
ili posrde~na recepcija. Nitu, pak, prediz vi-
kuva~kiot deridaovski model vo recentnata te a-
tarska praktika do~ekal (sega-zasega?) nekoja pose-
riozna aplikacija, bilo na nivo na inscenacija 
(prezencija), bilo na nivo na teorija i kritika. So 
drugi zborovi, teatarot – barem zasega! – ne umeel da 
profitira (koj-znae-kolku) od intrigantnoto deri-

daovsko nasledstvo. Kako s$ u{te da ne znae {to bi 
mo`el da po~ne so nego. 

Samiot Derida, ispi{uvaj}i gi sopstvenite tea-
tarski „marginalii” (zaradi koi i zapo~nav da go 
pi{uvam ovoj tekst),  odbira (vo niv) da se zanimava 
samo so edna teatarska poetika,  onaa na Antonin 
Artaud (Antonin Artaud).  

Izborot voop{to ne e slu~aen, naprotiv !

O~ekuvano, Derida, imeno, kon Artaud ja ima naso~e-
no paradoksalnosta na ezoteri~niot teatarski kon-
cept. Analiziraj}i go toj koncept (za teatarot i za 
negoviot dvojnik), Derida to~no prepoznal deka 
teatarot na surovosta, za kakov {to pledira Artaud, 
pretstavuva luciden, no i sosema utopiski obid da 
se teatralizira/prezentira „~istoto prisustvo, (...) 
edinstvoto pred razdvojuvaweto, sosema oslobodeno 
od vnatre{nite razlika {to sekoga{ gi obele`uva 
pi{uvaweto” (Derrida, 1978:174).

Teatarot na Artaud nikoga{ ne se postvaril kako  
„vistinski” i „prakti~en”, nitu pak mo`el („kako 
takov”) da se postvari. Magi~nata ubavina na toj 
teatar nesomneno e sodr`ana tokmu vo negovata 
„nepraksnost” – toj postoi samo kako zapis/pismo 
(„sodr`ina na hartija”) i funkcionira isklu~i-
telno kako sugestivna vizija (za idealnoto),  kako 

or more cordial welcome is hardly noticeable in modern 
theatrical science, nor has the challenging Derridian 
model seen in the recent theatrical practice (for the time 
being?) had a more serious application, whether at the 
level of staging (presence), or at the level of theory and 
criticism. In other words, the theatre – at least for now! 
– has not been (all that much) successful in profi ting on 
the Derridian legacy. It seems that it still does not know 
what it could spark with it.

Writing his own theatrical “marginalia” (because of 
which I started writing this text), Derrida himself chose 
(in them) to deal with only one theatrical poetics, that of 
Antonin Artaud.

The choice is hardly coincidental! Quite the contrary!

As might have been expected, Derrida directed the 
paradox of the esoteric theatrical concept towards 
Artaud. Analysing that concept (for the theatre and its 
double), Derrida recognized that the theatre of brutality, 
which Artaud advocates, represents a lucid as well as an 
entirely utopian attempt to dramatize/present the “pure 
presence, (…) the unity before separation, an attempt 
completely freed from the inherent differences that the 
writing always marks” (Derrida, 1978:174).

Artaud’s theatre has never materialized as “real” or 
“practical”, nor has it been able (“as it is”) to material-
ize. The magical beauty of this theatre undoubtedly 
arises  precisely from its “impracticality” – it exists only 
as a written record/writing (“contents on paper” and it 
works exclusively as a suggestive vision (of the ideal), as 
a longing (for the impossible), and as a quest (for the un-
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kopne` (po nevozmo`noto) i kako potraga (po nedos-
ti`noto). Paradoksalnosta na taa potraga, para-
doksot {to go razbral i samiot Arto, sodr`ana e vo 
to~noto ~uvstvo na negoviot tvorec, deka „edna takva 
avtenti~na prisutnost mora da postoi nadvor od 
vremeto i od svesta” (Carlson, 1993:418). Edna{ os-
tvarena, taa vedna{ bi se soo~ila so banali zacijata 
na povtoruvaweto, vedna{ bi go natovarila vrz sebe 
svojot poguben „dvojnik”. 

Za ̀ al, „prakti~niot teatar” – onoj prozai~en/prag-
mati~en teatar so koj sekojdnevno se zanimava teat-
rolo{kata nauka – prosto e osuden da funk cionira 
imeno taka: povtoruvaj}i ja (do besvest) svojata 
prezencija, prili~no nesvesen deka ve}e od migot na 
svoeto za~nuvawe i ne pravi ni{to (drugo) osven 
{to postojano go povtoruva nepovtorlivoto.    

Bele{ki:

1. Formalno/statisti~ki, teatarskata problematika 
eks plicitno e tematizirana samo vo nekolku tekstovi 
na Derida: vo ~etvrtatata glava od vtoriot del na 
kultnata kniga Za gramatologijata (vidi „Teorem 
i teatar“) i vo dva esei posvetena na Antonin Artaud 
(Antonine Artaud), publikuvani vo knigata L’ecriture 
et la difference (1967); ostanuva vpe~atok deka Derida  
direktno/eksplicitno ja tematiziral teatarskata 
problematika (glavno) vo {eesettite godini.

attainable). The paradox of that quest, a paradox under-
stood even by Artaud himself, is contained in the precise 
feeling of its creator: “such an authentic presence has 
to exist beyond both time and consciousness” (Carlson, 
1993:428). Once achieved, it would immediately face the 
banality of repetition, and it would immediately take its 
disastrous “double” on its back.

Unfortunately, “practical theatre”–that prosaic/prag-
matic theatre with which theatre studies deal on a 
daily basis – is simply destined to function in this way: 
repeating its presence (until the point of exhaustion), 
quite unaware that ever since its inception it has been 
doing nothing (else) but constantly repeating the 
unrepeatable.

Translated from Macedonian by Goran Stoev

Notes:

1. Formally/statistically the study of theatre is explicitly 
thematized only in a few of Derrida’s texts: in the fourth 
chapter of the second volume of his landmark book On 
Grammatology (see Theorem and Theatre) and in two 
essays dedicated to Antonin Artaud, published in the book 
L’ecriture et la différence (1967). There is an impression 
that Derrida had directly/explicitly thematized the study of 
theatre in the '60s.  
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