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JeneHa
JlyxuHa

Npe3eHuuja, urpa, pasnuka:
llepupa v HeroBuTe
,,MapruHanau”

TeaTapCKu KOMeHTapu

TeaTpoJiorujata, HECOMHEHO, JKaJIX IIOPAJX HECITOPHUOT
dakt mro JdupexitiHuoill, tioctieyuduuHUOT UHITepec
3a HEJ3BUHHOT IPEAMET — TeaTapoT — UMEHO, HHTEPEC
KaKOB IITO (eKCIUTUIIMTHO!) OW MOXKeJ1 /ia ce IPeIo3Hae,
WCYHUTA, TUTHPA U/Wiu pedepupa o KHUTUTe Ha JKak
Jlepuia, ocTaHaI HABUyM CKPOMEH, MaprHHAJIEH HJIU
(moxxebu, mypu) cocema He3HauuteseH. Ce paszbupa,
TeaTpoJIOTHjaTa € arcoJIyTHO CBECHA 3a (haxiliudHOCla
Ha OBOj HecriopeH ¢akT, Koj, Mefyroa, He Tpeba Ja TH
MOIIpeYyBa TeaTPOJIO3UTE BHUMATEIHO Ja TM YWUTAaT
M VIITe IMOBHUMATEJHO /Ja T TOJIKyBaaT HCTUTE THE
kHuru. Hanmpotus.

IIpuBuHata (6ykBasiHa!) depudaoscka mapauHanu3a-
yuja Ha MPeMETOT CO KOj Ce 3aHMMAaBa TeaTPOJIOIIKATa
HayKa — OJHOCHO: HaBUAYM MaprUHAJIHOTO MECTO IITO
TeaTapoT Io ,3a3eMa“ BO OHAa MITO (KOJIOKBUjaJIaHO) OU
MOJKeJIe J1a r0 O3HaYMMe/UMeHyBaMe Kako 0epudaoscKu
KOHillexcill (Ha MUCTIehe/IPOMUCTyBakhe Ha HelTaTa)!
— JIeHeIlTHaTa TeaTpoJioryuja 6u Tpebaso Aa ro pasbepe
Kako ¢pseHa pakaBuna. [I0TOUHO, KaKO HeCOMHeHa,/
WHXEpeTHa Odepudaoscka Uposokayuja Koja HacodyBa
KOH HajCyIITECTBEHOTO: J1a OM/ie MpOYNTaHa KaKo u2pd.

Jelena
Luzina

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

Theatrical Comments

There is no doubt that theatre studies laments the ir-
refutable fact that the direct, more specific 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 insignificant. 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)' should be taken by
contemporary theatre studies as a gauntlet thrown
down, or more specifically, as a unquestionable/inherent
Derridian provocation that points to the most essential:
to be read as a play.
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He Tpeba s1a ce 6uze k0j-3Hae-KoJIKy depudaosey, 3a ia
ce mpouyuTa U pasbepe JeKa, BO KOHTEKCT Ha JIEKOH-
CTPYKTUBHUCTUYKOTO MHCJIEHEe Ha caMuoT Jlepuza, mo-
MMOT U2pa O3HadyBa/moapa3dupa ,BUJ enactiuHOoCl
Wiy toaepanyuyja (...), IITO € CIIPOTUBHO HA Hjiejara 3a
CaMO/JIOBOJIHOCT U aTICOJIyTHA IOBPIIIEHOCT, ITOTIIOJTHOCT
(Cum, 2004:23). TeaTtapor, max, oncrou (1 Toa Beke 25
Beka!) MMeHO 3aToa IITO € BTEMeJIEH He BP3 HEKaKBU
MeTa(pU3UIKHU KaTeropyuu, aMHu Bp3 TaKBaTa enaciliuy-
HOWl W UWoAepaHyuja, KOUIITO M ce MMaHEHTHH Ha
CeKoja aBTEeHTHYHA U2pd.

Tearapckara uepa, BpoueM - e1Ha 0J1 HajeTabIupaHuTe,
HO ¥ HajJMOKHUTE U2pl, BOOIIITO — HECOMHEHO € uzpa
Koja mMa camMo enHa (M Toa MOIIHE KpyIHa!) Ies.
JlerepMuHupaHa co Oepudaos8cku ja3ux (Iypu, ako
cakate, 1 co depudaoscku karambyp wnu tiapadokc!) —
1[eJITa Ha 0Baa u2pa co/OKOJIy TeaTapoT OU MOKeJia Jia ce
bopmynmpa kako 6eckoHeYHa UHTEPaKIMja (beckoHeUeH
elacTunu3aM, OecKOHeuHa io/epaHyuja...) momery
UpucyitiHoiio U O CYUIHOO.

JlecHO ke ce corjacuMe OKOJIy HEIOPEKJIMBOCTa Ha
HOTOPHHOT (aKT /IeKa, BO TEKOT Ha CHUTE BEKOBHU Of
cBOjaTa JloJira HCTOpPHja, TeaTapoT KuBee (U OICTO-
jyBa) MMeHO 3apajiu uspueuoill iloilleHyujar Ha OBOj
KpyIyjajieH mapazokc. VImeHo, caMoTo OuTHE Ha Tea-
TapCKUOT YMH — OHa mTo bapr (Barthes) ro nmeHyBa
KaKo leallipanHoctl, a caMuoT Jlepu/ia, MOBUKYBajKU ce
Ha Pyco (Rousseau), ro Hapekysa iipeseHyuja (Derrida,
1976:399-403) — CYIITECTBEHO € JETEPMUHUPAHO TOKMY
co/ox MoKHaTa (mmapajiokcanaHal) uepa/uHTepakiyja Ha
UpucyitiHoiio 1 OUCYUHOTLIO.

IMeHO, TeaTapCKUOT YUH € apUCTOTEJIOBCKU MUME3UC
par excellence: Toj ce ciydyBa iiped Hac u, 6e3pyTo,
ceza (XamsteT ymMHUpa TOKMY BO MUTOT BO KOj HHE TOa IO

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 signifies/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 (infinite elasticity, infinite 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) specifically 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
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rieflame, MITO 3HAYM: ce2d, KAKO IITO ce2ad yMpesl U
CHOIIITH, U JIaHU, U 1601, Kora OUJI Mpau3Be/ieH BO Tea-
tapoT 7106 (Globe)); mpoTaroHUCTUTE HA TEATAPCKOTO
CIIyJyBamb€e Ce HCUBU U suciliuHcKu (IypH U Kora/ako The
ce KyKJIHM, OM/IEjku U KyKJIUTE MOpa Jia TH IPU/IBIKYBA
>KWB U BUCTUHCKU aHUMATOP); TeaTapCKOTO JIEjCTBUE CE
mojipa’kaBa HasuciiuHa, OwWaejku, HeJH, IMOApakaBa-
IbETO CEKOTall MPUKaXKyBa,/TIOKaXKyBa HeKoe Oejcilisue,
a ziejerBueTo (Aypu U Kora € GUHTUPAHO) HE MOXKE a Jia
He Ce CJIydyBa HABUCWIUHA, IITO He 3HAYM caMo iped
Hac, aMy 3HA4YU U ce2a, TOKMY BO MHUTOT BO KOj HUE TJIe-
JlaMe BO Hero.

TeaTapoT KakoB IITO TO IT03HaBaMme (Beke 25 Beka!)
(GyHKIMOHMpa Taka INTO INpe3eHTHpa, ama U II0pajgu
TOa IITO iipe3eHiliupa. Toj, mpocTo, 3aTpymyBa co upu-
cyiuHocuua.

EnHOBpEeMeHO M HAIlOPeIHO CO OBOj HAllAU8 HA Upu-
cytHocilia, HUEe KOHUIITO ceauMe JOJIy (,BO Mpad4HarTa
JIyIIKa Ha CaJIOHOT ) IIOCTOjaHO MOPaMe Jia To pelaBame
KPYIIHHUOT TTPOOJIEM CO KOj TeaTapCKHOT mume3uc (par
excellence) Hen3beKHO He coouyBa. FIMeHO, BO TEKOT
Ha CeTO BpeMe Ha Io/IpakaBameTo (Ha HeKoja CU 0/ ueda
sucitiuHa“), Hue coceMa 100po 3HaeMe JieKa OJf Toa IIITO
ce lipe3eHiliupa/tiodparxcasa TOKMy ceaa (U TOKMY IIpeJ
HaIIIUTe JbyOOIIUTHU OUH) OWCYCciliey8a — cemnak! — efHa
outHa nuMeHn3uja. He 3nam namu Jlepuza 6u ce coriacuit
Taa JUMEH3HWja Jla ja HWMeHyBaMe 6UCIlUHUILOCI,
Ouejku BaKBOTO MMEHyBalhe KaKO allPpUOPHO /A yIa-
TyBa KOH HeIllTo MeTadu3ndko (depudujaHckaitia muc-
/a e, 3HaeMe, allCoOJIyTHO TpaHcMeTadu3nykal).

3a mro 36opyBame? Ha kakBo oilicycitieo (Ha 6uc-
uHuttocttia) amynupame? HajBepojaTHO 3a OHa Ha
koemro muciaen u Bukrop Uro (Victor Hugo), xora
HeKaJle 3allMINajl JieKa TeaTapoT cellak He e 3eMja Ha

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 fictional, 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;
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peayiHOCTa: JieKa Hej3UHHUTe CcTebyia ce 07 KapToH,
HEj3UHUTE MaJIaTH OJi HACJHUKAHO IUIATHO, HEj3SUHOTO
He0O OJT CBUTKAHU 3aBeCH... Vi1 3a OHA MITO rOJIEMHOT
CraHuciaBcKM — BTEMEJyBAaYOT Ha €JIeH O] Hajce-
PHUO3HUTE CHCTEMU Ha TeaTpasusanujara (ipeseHyuja)
BO IeJIaTa HCTOPHja Ha TEATAPCKUOT MEIIYM — IIOCTOjaHO
ro IeUHUPAIT KAKO ,Ma2uuHOo kaxko-0a“ (...ecau Ov1).
[TapanokcanHo, HaBucTHHA: CTaHUCIIABCKU, KOj TaKaHA-
peuyeHaTa peayIMCTUYKA TeaTapCKa MOEeTHKA/eCTeTHUKA ja
JIOBelyBa JI0 CaMHOT pab Ha HEJ3MHUTE MOXKHOCTH,
objacHyBajKu ro IpeaMETOT Ha cBojaTa JiejHOCT (Tea-
TapoT), IOCTOjaHO ITpuberHyBa KOH MaruyHaTa hpopMysia
IIITO CAMHOT ja CMUCIWI. /[a, HETOBUOT TeaTap BEPHO IO
II0/IpakaBa PeaTHHUOT KUBOT, aMa BO TOA MO/IpaKaBarbe
ceKoranl uMa M eIHo ,Maz2udHo kako-0a“ (...ecau 6wvi),
KOEIITO CUTHAJIU3Wpa JleKa ,BHUCTUHCKaTa pPeaHoCT"
HY’>KHO 1 Hen30€eKHO OTCYCTBYBA O/ Te€ATAPCKUOT YHH.

CrojiesyBajku ja BHCTUHHTOCTA Ha IOAPaKaBaHbETO
(MuMe3aTa) cO aKTEpUTE U CO CHUTE IITO HUB T IpPU-
JIPY?KyBaaT/OmCIyKyBaaT, HUe — CellakK, cermak! — ceTro
BpeMe 3HaeMe JieKa Taa BUCTUHHUTOCT Ha TeaTapcKaTa
MHMe3a € coceMa YCJIOBHA. J/leka e KOHBEHI[MOHAIHA.
Jlexa e pe3y/aTar Ha MPETXOJHO CKIIYYEHUOT JIOTOBOP
rmoMery Hac KOUIITO ceuMe 10y (,BO MpayHaTa JIymKa
Ha CaJIOHOT") ¥ OHME KOU 3apa/iv Hac U 3a Hac ro mpasaT
TOA INTO IO NPaBaT — HUMEHO: IMOJApa)kaBaaT HeKoe/
HEKAKBO JlejcTBHe IITO Tpeba Jla ja o0d-urpa camata
BHUCTHHA/peaysHocT. VI HUe ,Jiomy"“ u THe ,rope“ 3HaeMe
Jleka uMa OUTHa pasauka momery Hamara IpeTcTasa 3a
peasHOCTa (,KaKO TakBa“) M TaKaHapeUYeHaTa TeaTapcka
»DEUTHOCT® IITO O/pe/ieHa IIpeTcTaBa HACTOjyBa /Ja
ja mojapaskaBa, MOKa)KyBajKH ja BO Hej3WHATA U0/HA
tipeseHyuja, kako mro Benu Jlepuma (Derrida, ibid.).
Ere, ToxkMy Taa pasdauka mnoMery BHCTUHHUTOTO/
PEeayHOTO U {ipe3eHIlIHOIO0 € OHA 32 IITO 300pyBaMe Kora

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 defined as “the magical as if” (...ecau 6s1). 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”
(...ecau 6wv1) 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 significant 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.
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300pyBaMe 3a BEUHHUOT TeaTapCKU OKCHMOPOH: BeUHATa
uepa/vHTepaKInja Ha UpucyiliHOOo U OCYUHOTIO.

[MIupokuoT depudujaHcku kouillekcill cyrepupa aeka
OBaa CUTHU(PUKaHTHA MHTEPKAIHja (BCYIITHOCT: ITOCTAI-
Ka) He caMo IITO MOXKe, TYKy U MOpa /ia ce O3Hayu/
JIeCKpUOUpa KaKo OeKOHCIIPYKIUBHA.

®aMO3HHOT TTOUM OJeKOHCUWIPYKUUja — KOjIITO, UHAKY,
dbyHKIHOHNpPA KaKO KaMeH-TEMEeJIHUK Ha CEeBKyITHATa
depudaos8cka Mucaa — HECOMHEHO € IPUMEp 3a CIie-
upUIHA, MAKCUMAJIIHO OTBOPEHa, HO U MAaKCHUMAJIHO
IIPOBOKATHBHA KaTeropuja Koja MOCTOjaHo ce ,U3MOJIK-
HyBa“ o7 cekoj obu 3a (mpenusHo) nepuHupame. Ce-
IIaK, KOJIKy U Jla Ce MOTBPAyBa (CO TAaKBOTO ,U3MOJIK-
HyBambe") kako QuyuaHa (,HeoapeaeHa“/oTBopeHa), de-
KOHCTIpYyKyujailia — 6apeM Kora e BO Ipalllaibe TeaTap-
CKUOT YMH, HHAKy MakcuMasaHo QuynsieH, ebeMepeH U
OTBOPEH II0 CBOETO Outne! — Haje[HOCTaBHO/HajeKc-
IUTUIIUTHO MOJXKE JIa ce TO0jaCHU, UMEHO, IPEKy MHTep-
aKIyjaTa Ha JiBaTa IIOCOYEHH YJleHa Ha KJIyJYHaTa depu-
daoscka (nepdopMaTUBHA, Upe3eHiliHa) OMHAPHA OIIO0-
3unuja UpucyitiHo-otCcYiHO.

NmeHo, TeaTpoJsiorujata ©Ma 4yBCTBO JIEKa TOKMY OBaa
curHuduKaHTHa aybsera (IpucyiliHo-0tCYiiHO) MOKe
Jla TIOCJTY?KH KaKO CBOEBUJIEH KaMEH-TEMEJIHUK, BP3 KOj
Tpeba J1a ce OTIpe/IOTIHPa OCTaNKaTa (CTpaTerujaTta)
Ha deKOoHcCUIpyupare Ha eailiapCcKuoill YUH, ITOTOYHO
Ha OTKpHBame Ha OHUE ,CcJenu TOYKH“ (,0em meTHa®,
Kako mTO Benu Jlepuzia) KOH KOU HY>KHO/HEU30eKHO
rpPaBUTHPA ceTa Heroma ipedeHyuja. VimeHo, mporecot
Ha OexoHcUIpyupare Ha teatliapckuoill YuH Tpeba s1a
MMOHY/I/ pa3Bue HEKaKBU HOBH (IIOMHAKBH) TEXHUKHU HA
HErOBOTO 2/1edarbe - TEXHUKHU IITO 61 Tpebasio ga bumar
€KBUBAJIEHTHU Ha HEKAaKBHU HOBH/TIOMHAKBY TEXHUKH HA
yuitiarbe Ha KOHBEHIMOHAJIHUTE KHUKEBHU TEKCTOBU

Thebroad Derridian context suggests that this significant
interaction (in fact, a procedure) not only is able, but it
also has to be signified/described as deconstructive.

The famous term deconstruction, which otherwise
works as a cornerstone of the overall Derridian thinking,
is undoubtedly an example of a specific, thoroughly
open, as well as thoroughly provocative category which
keeps “slipping away” from any attempt of defining
it (precisely). Nevertheless, no matter how much
deconstruction confirms itself (with such a “slipping
away”) as fluid (“undetermined”/open), at least when
it comes to the theatrical act, an otherwise thoroughly
fluid, 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 significant
doubling (present-absent) in particular could serve as a
unique cornerstone on which the procedure (strategy) of
deconstructing the theatrical act, in particular finding
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
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(BKJIy4MTEJTHO U OHUE JpamMcKuTe). Mefyroa, BakKBOTO
2nedarve Ha teattiapoil (Moxkebu Tpeba /1a ro HapeueMe
senedarbe-witio-dexoHcipyupa“) MoKe J1a CTaHe peJie-
BAaHTHO CaMO JIOKOJIKYy Owujle IOATOTBEHO/KBaTU(HU-
KyBaHO Jla ja 21eda BKYITHOCTa Ha TeaTapckKaTa iipe-
3eHyuja, OJHOCHO JIOKOJIKY IIEpPMaHEeHTHO ja 3eMa IpPe/I-
BHJ HEj3UHATA 3alIEMETyBauYKa pa3HOBUIHOCT/ pa3auy-
Hocil. JIOKOJIKY ycIteasi MoBeKe /1a ce 3aHUMaBa CO Tea-
TapcKaTa YMETHOCT, CUTYPHA CyM JieKa 1 caMuoT Jlepuaa
OBaa Hej3WHa 3allleMeTyBaykKa Pa3sHOBUIHOCT/pasauy-
Hocill Hen30exHO OU ja UMEeHyBaJl CO CBOjJOT 3HAMEHUT
kBanudukatus dugeperya (dbpan,. différance).

TeaTapckara fipeseHyuja e, 3HaeMe, CHHECTETHYKA I10-
jaBa, uuH npeToBapeH (,,00peMeHeT) cO MHOTYOPOjHH U
Pa3JIMYHU KOJIOBH, YMH/aKT CO BUCOKA KOHTHHTEHIH]a.
Teatapckara tipeseHuuja ja ,cocraByBaart"/,ycorya-
cyBaatr® WCKJIYYUTETHO MHOTY pas3AudHU 3HAKOBHU
CHUCTEMU: ja3WUeH, TOBOPEH, Napaja3uveH, KUHE3UUKH,
MMPOCEMUYKH, MPOCTOPEH, BpeMeHCKH... Ha armwrHuTe
TeaTapCKu CEMHOJIO3U, KOUIITO BO TEKOT Ha cemyMje-
CEeTTHTE TOJIMHU HA JBA€CETTUOT BEK WHTEH3UBHO C€
3aHMMaBaa CO CHUTE THE€ CHCTEMH, BJIOKYBAajKH TOJIEMH
HAIIOPH 34 J1a TU JIeKoAupaaT/aeuHUpaaT BUCTUHCKUTE
byHKIIMM Ha HUBHUTEe oxazenHu eneMeHTUH (AH bep-
chenn (Ann Ubersfeld), Ilatpuc IlaBuc (Patrice
Pavis)...), HecomHeHO Tpeba 1a UM OuzeMe OG1arolapHu
3a YTBP/IyBaHETO HA TEOPUCKUOT IIOUM IIITO COOZIBETHO
ja meTrepMUHUPA, HO U epUKACHO ja OleparioHATN3HUpa
TOKMY CUHECTETHYHHOCTA Ha TeaTapcKaTa iipe3eHuuja.

VMeHo, oBue edUKACHU OIEPATHUBIM HE CaMO IITO ja
BOBeJI0a BO ymotpeba, TyKy U /lepUHUTHUBHO ja adup-
Mupaa (yHaIrpeayBajKu ja BO cepHO3HA TEOPHCKA KaTe-
ropuja) UCKJIYUYUTETHO Ba)KHATa CUHTarMa ilexkcitioitl
Ha lpetliciuasattia (wm tipetticitiasa xkaxo texcil), 00-
jacHyBajKu JieKa Taa He caMo IITO ja moapas3bupa, TyKy

was prepared/qualified 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/defining the true functions
of their constituent elements (Ann Ubersfeld, Patrice
Pavis...), for establishing the theoretical notion which
accordingly determines as well as efficiently puts to work
the very synaesthetic nature of theatrical presence.

Not only did these efficient operatives bring it into use,
but they also definitely 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
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OykBaTHO W ja  JecKpubupa CHHECTETHYHOCTA
(,BKymHOCTa“) Ha KOMIUIMKyBaHaTa ipe3eHuuja Ha
TeaTapckuoT 4yuH. CTaHyBa 300p 3a CHHECTETUYHOCTA
KOja IIITO eTHOBPEMEHO ja ,,cOCTaByBaaT" /KoHCIUpYyupa-
aill ¥ TEKCTOT, 1 HETOBOTO FOBOPEHE, U CETO OHA IIITO TO
nmoapazbupamMe Kako IJIyMa, U KUHE3WKa/ITPOKCEMHUKA
Ha aKTepuTe, U HAUMHOT Ha KOj PEKUCEPOT I'0 MOJIeprupa
IIeJINOT IPOIeC Ha TeaTpaju3anujaTa, U CHUCTEMOT Ha
CUTEe MPOCTOPHU-AYIUTUBHU-CBETJIOCHU B3HAI KOj
COO/IBETHO ja TMOAJAP)KyBa Taa TeaTpaju3ainuja, |
CHUCTEMOT Ha PeIfUIUpalbe Ha caMmaTa IIPeTCTaBa ,KaKo
TakBa“...

Jeka cuHTarmara iuexkciuoil Ha Upeiuciuasaiua ce
MOKaXka W JIOKaXka KakO COOJ/IBETHA, (PYHKITMOHATIHA U
0COOEHO TIPOAYKTUBHA TEOPHCKA KaTEropHja, MOTBP/Y-
BaaT M HEj3UHUTE MOIOIHEKHU MoaudUKauu. Bo efieH
O/l CBOHUTE He-0C0OeHO-MHO2YOpOjHU TEKCTOBH HA Te-
arapcku TemMu, Posiad bapT nps ro ynotpeoms uCKIydn-
TEJIHO QYHKIIMOHAIMOT ITIOUM, HECOMHEHO H3BEJIEH Of]
WHUIMjaJTHaTa CEMUOTHYKATa KaTeropuja ilieKcitioil Ha
fipetlicitiasailia, amMa HECIOPHO IIOeIHOCTaBEH/IIPUC-
rocobeH 3a ,,cekojaHeBHA yrioTpeba“. Habpry, oBoj moum
— a cTaHyBa 300D 3a MIOUMOT ilikaerbe! — Ke CTaHe MOIITHE
MIOIyJIapeH (/1a peyeMe: BO TEATPOJIOLIKUTE TEKCTOBH HA
Eyrenuno bap6a (Eugenio Barba), Bo Teopuckuor cucrem
Ha Mumen ®yko (Michel Faucault)...), 3a momorna u
camuoT Jlepu/ia a TO MPOMOBUPA BO €/IEH OJT BAKHUTE
IIOMMU Ha CBOjaTa cilipailiecuja Ha OeKOHCUIpYKuuja
(Derrida, 1976).

Ha wro mucnu lepupa, Kora 36opysa 3a
cTpateremara (opMynupaHa Kako
~TKaemwe Ha AeKOHCTpyKuMjaTa”?

Muciu Ha CBOEBHU/IHA BMPEKEHOCT/Mpexca Ha HaIIeTo
BKYITHO TEOPHCKO U ITPAKTHYHO HCKYCTBO — HCKYCTBO Ha

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 confirmed by its later
modifications. In one of his not particularly numerous
texts on theatre issues, Roland Barthes was the first
to use the exceptionally functional term, undoubtenly
derived from the initial semiotic category the text of the
stage show, however indisputably simplified/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
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YUTAETO, IIPeJT c€! — KOjallITo MOCTOjaHo Ce ,,pa3MHO-
’KyBa“/muceMUHUPA MMPEKY OCO3HABahe/YUTahe HA HO-
BU (M HOBH, ¥ HOBH) HCKyCTBa. VICKyCcTBa Ha YHUTAIHETO,
npen ce! Muciejku u 1moHatamy BO KOHTEKCT Ha Mpe-
Jcailia, BAaKBOTO ,,HCKYCHO“ ynTame Tpeba /a GyHKIU-
OHHpA KaKo (pUrypaTUBHO Bp3yBarbe HAa HOBH (1 HOBU, U
HOBH) ja3nu. Cekoe yuTame (He caMo OHAa YHUTAHE IITO
BeKe ro ,,01pab0TUBME", HO U YUTAFHETO IIITO JIOMPBA HH
MPETCTON) aBTOMATCKU Ce ,,3a8P3Y8a“ 1 BMPEKyBa KaKo
HOB/IOTIOJTHUTEJIEH ja30.J1 ,,BO IIOBEKEja3UUHOTO — (DHIIO-
coCKO, KHMIKEBHO, TIOJIUTUYKO, UJIE0JIOIIKO, ETHIKO —
ttikaerwe Ha dexkoHciipykuujaita“ (Biti, 2000:61).
Jepuna, oueBUAHO, IUIEIUPA 32 CHENUMUIHO, UCKITY-
YUTEJTHO aKTUBHO U MPOAYKTUBHO (0eKOHCIUPYKUUCKO)
yuTamwe. VICKyCTBOTO Ha TAKBOTO OeKOHCIIPYKUUCKO U~
itiare ce TIOTBP/yBa KaKo coceMa 0coOOeHO: HACOUYEHO €
— ceKoralll ¥ HallopeAHO — He CaMO KOH MOeAUHEYHUOT
TEKCT KOj BO MHUTOT ce yuTa (ja3oJI KOj ce Bp3yBa), TYKY
U KOH KOHTEKCTOT (ilikaereilio) BO KOJIITO HCTHUOT TOj
TEKCT aBTOMAaTCKH Ce ,,BMPEXKyBa“, BOCIIOCTaBYBajKU CO
Hero (HO W IPeKy Hero) MHTEH3UBHU WHTEPTEKCTYaTHU
penanuu. Baka pa3OpaHmOT KoHTeKCT J[lepuza ro
HMMeHyBa 8pamyearse (aHIJI. frame), IPU IITO 3HAYEHETO
Ha OBOj IIOUM €, IOBTOPHO, MOIITHE KOMILJIEKCHO.

Bpamysareitio o ,,IOKpUBA“ aBTOPOBUOT IIOCTOEH UH-
Tepec 3a TaKaHapeueHUTe PaOHU/TpPAaHUYHU 30HH Ha
TEKCTOT (MHTepec 3a HACJIOBH, *KAHPOBCKU KJIAY3YJIH,
nornucy, 6eyenIky, MapruHu...), OHOCHO 3a peJaI-
ute (KopejanucKuTe Ay0aeT Wik OMHAPHU OTTO3UITUN)
mrto Jlepuia oncecuBHO T dexoHcilipyupa. Bo mparma-
b€ Ce TOKMY OHHe Jy0JIeTH Ui OMHAPHU OIO3UIIUU Ha
KOUIIITO TPAJUIIMOHAJIHO Ce IIOBHKYyBa CeTa 3amajHa
MHCJIa: BHATPEITHO/HAIBOPEITHO, IIeHTap/MapruHa, 1y-
111a/TeJI0, JIOCJIOBHO/TIPEHECEHO, TOBOP/IMMCMO, IIPe-
MeT/O3HakKa...

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
figurative 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 specific, 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....
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MeryToa, 8pamysar-eilio ymaTyBa 1 Ha MapaJlOKCaTHOCTA
Ha COIICTBEHOTO (GyHKIMOHUpae. IMeHo, HacTojyBajku
J1a IT0jaCHU 301IITO 3HAYEHHETO Ha €7IEH TEKCT (3BHAYEHETO,
BOOIIIIITO) HUKOTAIIl HE MOKeE Jia Oujie yTBPAEHO Camo
MPEKy ,HeyTPpaTHOTO“ (,,aCeNTUYHO“, OCaMEHHUYKO)
YHUTalhe Ha CAaMUOT TOj TEKCT, /lepuia eKCIUTUIIUTHO ce
MMOBUKYBa TOKMY Ha HETOBOTO HEM30EKHO 8pamyearse
BO JIDyTU TEKCTOBH, BO JIDyTU THUIIOBH/BUJOBU Ha
TEKCTOBU, BO CUTE TEKCTOBU HA OBOj CBET, HAJIIOCJIE — BO
Kyatliypaitia pa3bpaHa kako ihexkcia! VIMeHO, TOj
OECKOMIIDOMHUCHO TO 3acTallyBa CTaBOT JieKa TaKBOTO
,OECKOHEYHO“ 8pamyearbe My € HEOIXOJHO Ha CEKOj
TEKCT. 3aToa IITO CaMO TAaKBOTO 8PAMYBarbe Ha TEKC-
TOBHTE (Ha CEKOj eJIeH TEKCT, a CO TOA U Ha CUTE TEKCTOBH
Ha 0BOj cBeT!) UM OBO3MOXKYBa /ia CO37laBaaT 3HAYEHA,
HO U /1a ja 00e30e/yBaar concTBeHara ,pa3H03HaYHOCT,
KOJaIlITO € pPe3yyITaT TOKMy Ha OeCKOHeuHaTa ,Mrpa Ha
pasuku“. 3HAYEHETO Ha €/IeH TEKCT — Ha IpeTcTaBaTa
yuTaHa U pa3bpaHa Kako TeKcT! — MOKeMe 1 a TO JI0-
JIOBHME CaMO IIPEKY Pa3JINYHUTE 3HAYEHA IIITO T'O TMAaaT
TEKCTOBUTE BO KOW TOj ce 8pamysa. Pasaukaitia (a He
,ACTOCTa®) e KJIyd INTO ja OTBopa ImHdpaTa Ha
3HauemeTo. Koemro — cekoramr! — e pe3dysnrar Ha bec-
KOHEYHOTO BpaMyBaibe, HO BpaMyBalbe KOe HUKOTAIIl He
ce 3aTBOpa Bo pamka (Derrida, 1988).

JlaHcupaHara JIoceTKa — ,,BpaMyBarbEeTO ITOCTOU, aMa He
IIOCTOM paMKa“ — IPETCTaByBa YIITE €[eH O/ WHTPHU-
TaHTHUTE Oepudaoscku mapagokcu. Celak, He CTaHyBa
300p 3a rosia mocetka. Hamporus.

Ke ce oGuzmeMe z1a ja dekoHcilpyupame He caMo Hej3u-
HaTa JIOCETIMBOCT, HO U Hej3MHATa HECOMHEHA PeyH-
JIAHTHOCT, IIOTITUPAjKH ce IIPUTOA TOKMY Ha TeaTapcKaTa
TeopHuja U IMpaKTUKA.

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 finally — 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-significance”, 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 infinite 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.
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Kako 1 BO WITO Ce BpaMyBa TeaTapCKUOT TEKCT ?

3a 7]a OATOBOpUME Ha 0BAa HAaBUAYM IIPOCTO IIpallambe,
Tpeba MOBTOPHO Jla 'O YTOUHMMe 3HAYeHeTO Ha IIOU-
MOT illexcill, KaKOB IITO ro pa3dupa cOBpeMeHaTa Te-
aTpoJIorHja.

Kora muciu u 360pyBa 3a iliekcilioill, TeaTPOJIOTHjaTa
MUCJIN U 300pyBa 32 HEIITO MHOT'Y IIOKOMILJTUKYBAHO Of
OHa IITO TO Cyrepupa JIAKOHCKaTa CHHTarMa opamcko
fiucmo, Koja HajuecTo U He Mozpa3dupa HEIITO I0aM-
OUIIM3HO OTKOJIKYy IITO € OHaa (aMo3Ha ,COAPKUHA
¢dukcupana Ha xapruja“. Ce pa3bupa, Iypu HU camara
Taa ,,CO/Ip;KUHA“ He e cCoceMa e/THOCTABHA 32 UCUNUTYBAbE,
0CcOOEHO aKo cTaHyBa 300D 3a UCYUTYBa€e KOe TEHUPA
KOH Hej3uHa Tearpanusanuja (/lepuma Ou pekour:
tipezenyuja). VimeHo, dpamckuoili iliekcili e coceMa
cuenuduveH BHUJ KHIKEBEH 3amuc. VcnuiaH Ha Haj-
MaUIKy JIBE HIBOAQ, OJTHOCHO ITPOCJIE/IEH U MOAAPKAH Of
HajMaJIKy /1Ba TUIIA IIUCMO — KOU, HHAKY, T€eHEPAIHO Ce
nudepeHIpaar MpeKky cTaHAapAHaTa OMHApHA OMO3HU-
[ja Aujasior/auaackannuja — Opamckuoil itekcill Beke
»Ha TIPB TIOTJIE/ " yIIaTyBa Ha CBOjOT B3UCKAaTEJIEH CTATyC:
BO IIpalllahe €, HECOMEHO, XUOpudeH UeKcCill, OJHOCHO
XubpuodeH KHUdCe8eH MHCAHP, KOj ce IOCTBAapyBa TOKMY
MPEKy ITIEPMaHEHTHOTO KOMOWHHpame Ha IOBEKe TH-
IIOBY/BU/IOBU JTHCKYPC.

MeryToa, Aypu U BO MHUTOT Kora e (Beke) JIyITUIHO
,ACKOMOMHUPAH“ W IIeJIOCHO ,3alHIllaH Ha XapTuja“,
dpamckuoili iliexcili c€ ymTe He e IejaoceH. Hemy
My HeJOCTacyBa €IHO Ba)KHO ,JONOJHyBame. OBa
LJAOMOMHyBame“ Jlepuma ro HapekyBa supplement!
(Derrida, 1976:188-213), mojacHyBajKu JeKa CTaHyBa
300p 3a IIOUM KOj 'O MapKHpa TOKMY OHA IIapa0KCaTHO
JIBUJKEHbE KOEITO TO JIEIEHTPUPA CEKOe O3HAUyBambe.
,11apaJIoKCOT My € IMaHEeHTEH Ha CAMHUOT IIOUM, OHU/Iej-

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 fixated 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
specific 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 first 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 specifically 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 signification. The paradox is inherent
in this term because it simultaneously means both sup-
plementing something incomplete as well as making up
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KU TOj €eTHOBPEMEHO 3HAYH U JIOMOJIHYBAI€e HA HEIITO
HEIIOTIIOJIHO, HO M HaJ0OMECTyBame/3aMeHa Ha HEIITO
IMOTHOJIHO U mestocHo” (Biti, 2000:92).

OHa IITO CMe CBUKHAJIE /Ia TO UMEHYBaMe Kako OpamcKu
ttiexciti (,,JjpaMa Kako IIMCMO"), HECOMHEHO € THII Ha
KHIKEBEH (HO U TeaTapcKu!) TEKCT KOj € /I71ab0KO CBECEH
3a COTICTBEHATA ,HEIIOTIOJIHOCT, aMa W CHUTYPEH JIeKa
TOKMY BO Taa ,,HEITOTIIOJTHOCT® € KOH/IEH3UpaHa HeroBara
HajclwIHa MOK. ,HemormosiHocTa® M/Win ,HEJOCTUTOT,
KOU My ce WHXEepPeTHU Ha dpamcKkuoill itiekciti (Tue ce
HEIITO Kako HeroBa ¢abpuuka gpewxa!) He camMo IITO
TO JIETEKTHPAJI, TYKY ¥ CYIIEPHOPHO T'0 JIeUHUPAIT YIIITE
JIOOpHOT cTap APUCTOTET, HAPEKYBajKU T'O IIPOCTO OiICUC.

[ToumoT oticuc 0OUYHO ce IIpeBe/lyBa KaKO ,,CUEHCKA
atapaiaypa“ wim ,uHcueHauuja“. Bo MakemOHCKHOT
npeBoy Ha ,lloermkara“, Muxaun /I. IlerpymeBcku
pelIuI Jja TIpeBe/lyBa UHIUPEKTHO, IETEPMUHHUPAjKHU TO
(amo3HUOT oticuc co MOMOII HAa CHHTarMara ,,CUeHCKO
tipuxadxcysarse”“. EBe T0 TOa BA2KHO M€ECTO, IIBPCTO MO3HU-
[IMOHUPAHO BO IIlecTara IyiaBa oj ,,IloeTukara“:

»---|C]IIEHCKOTO NTpUKaKyBarbe BUCTUHA HAJMHOTY ja IJIEHU
Jlylata, Ho € BO Hajciaaba BpcKa cO yMETHOCTA M HajMAaJIKy
CBOjCTBEHO Ha IMOETHKAaTa; 3aITo e(eKTOT Ha Tpareaujara
Tpeba aa ce 1obue u 6e3 mpercTaBa u 63 apTHUCTH, & OCBEH
TOA BO ype/yBabeTO HA CIIeHATa [TOBaJKHA € BEIITMHATA Ha
ciieHorpadoT OMOIITO IMoeTcKaTa yMeTHOCT® (ApHCTOTen,

1990:46).

Ona mto BooOM4YaeHo To UMeHyBaMe KaKo UHCUeHauuja
wrH, cuopen IleTpyiieBcku, ,cueHCko Upukaxcysarbe
(camwmort /lepusia, KaKko IITO BUIOBME, TO KOPHUCTU TepP-
MHHOT iipe3eHyuja!), BO TeaTapcKaTa MPAKTHKa OTCe-
KOTalll ce ITOCTBapyBaJIo U Ce ITOCTBapyBa KaKo 30MPHO
“Me 3a IeJjla peIulia ,,HelOTIIOTHOCTH “/,,HeZI0CTaTOI!

for/replacing something complete and finished (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 flaw) not only was detected, but it
was also defined 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. Petrusevski has decided to do an indi-
rect translation in defining opsis by getting help from the
expression “stage presentation”. Here is this important
place, which is firmly rooted in the sixth chapter of the
Poetics:

“..[Sltage 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
Petrusevski “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”
/ “insufficiencies” (supplements), which are inherent for

179



180

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

(supplements), kouIlITO My ce WHXEPEHTHH Ha Opam-
cKuoil iliexcili, OMHOCHO Ha JipaMaTa Kako crenuduieH
B, nucMo. Boominro, apamc;cuom tlexcill KakKo Jia e
CcyZOUHCKU oOfibeJie’keH HAJIPBUH CO CBOUTE MHOTY-
OpOjHH ,,HETIOTIIOJTHOCTH , & J[ypH TI0TOA CO HEKOU apXu-
ttipazu (arche-trace, kako 1rto Besiene Jlepua) KOUIITO
— 3a cpeka! — yyBaar 110 HEKOj crloMeH Ha HuUB. Toj cro-
MeH, HeJId, OCTaHaJI COUyBaH Ha XapTHja, Ha Koja IpeT-
XOZTHO OWJT (pUKCHpPaH €O IMMOMOII HA MTHCMOTO.

Housro, 6e3manky /10 camuoT [lepuya, BO 3amaaHaTa
dumocodcka TpagunMja TUCMOTO UMallle TPETMaH Ha
OaHaJIeH ,,TEXHIYKH U3yM 32 IPUKAKyBake Ha TOBOPOT
(Culler, 1991:86). OTTyka 1 MpUYMHATA HA ITUCMOTO J1a
My ce IpUCTallyBa pe3epBHPAHO, CO jacHa CBeCT 3a
HeroBaTa MocpeHUYKa QYHKIH]jA, KOja MOXKe ypU U J1a
ja 3arpo3d aBTEHTHYHOCTA HAa CaMHOT TOBOP, JOBe-
JIyBajKH ja BO mpaliame (3arpo3yBajku ja!) GyHKIMOHAI-
HOCTa Ha KOMYyHUKalujata. BakBHOT cepuo3eH 3a30p
KOH ITUCMOTO CEPHO3HO ja MpobeMaTu3upaj HEropata
KBAIN(UKYBAHOCT 32 IPEHECYBalkhe€ HA BHUCTHHCKUTE
3Hauema. /leMeK: eITMHCTBEHO KUBUOT FOBOP, a HE MPT-
BaTa Tpara Ha XapTHja, MOXKe Jia ja ,JIOJIOBH aBTEH-
TUYHOCTA HA 3HAYEHHETO.

Kako 1 3a cuTe TEXHHYKH U3YMH, U 32 ITUCMOTO JI0JITO
ce MUCJIEJIO COCeMa CTEPEOTHITHO: JleKa € HeCTaOWITHO
Y CKJIOHO KOH ,HMCKpHUBYBamwma“. OJ Apyra cTrpaHa, roOBO-
pOT MoIIHe s1oro (ceé 70 emoxara Ha COCHPOBCKUOT
CTpyKTypasim3aM!) OMJI CMeTaH 3a aBTEHTUYEH, ITPUPO-
JIeH U HENPUKOCHOBEHO (YHKIIMOHAJIEH MeIUyM KOj,
OCBEH IITO BOCIOCTaByBa /JHPEKTHA KOMYHHKAIH]ja
— eTHOBPEMEHO U 3Hauu (IIpeHecyBa 3HAUEHE), TYKY U
ja mokaskyBa tipucyitHocitia! ITucMoTo 6UI0 TPETUPAHO
KaKO JMCTAaHIUPAHO, OTCYTHO U JIBECMUCJIEHO, 32 pa3-
JIIKAa OJi TOBOPOT, KOj CEKOraml CTOeJ BO JAUPEeKTHa
KOpeJIaIyja co cCaMOTO 3HAUYEHeE.

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 first 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 fix-
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.
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Ionro, 6e3manky no camuot Jlepuza, 3amagHara Guio-
codcKa ¥ OIIITOKYJITYypPHA TPAAHIH]ja CUJTHO CE Top/ieesia
CO BAKBHUOT CBOj JIOTOIlEHTpU3aM. 3acTaIlyBajKu To,
CO TOJIHO yOenyBame, TPAAUIIMOHAHUOT CTaB 3a MpHU-
pOAHATa MPEAHOCT HA TOBOPOT IPEJ, TEKCTOT, IJIACOT
npey, OykBarTa U 3KUBHOT 300p TpeJ ,MPTBOTO“ MHUCMO,
3amajHaTa TpPajUIifja CHUCTEMATCKH IO HETyBajia CTe-
peoTUnoT 3a Mmetuagusukaila Ha tipucycitusoituo. Ko-
jamro, Benu Jlepusa, mpercraByBa elHA O/ HEj3SUHUTE
HAQjroJIEMU U HAjOITACHU WJIYU3UH.

Marytoa, depudujaHckoitio deKOHCIIpyupare e citipa-
fliecuja MITO ce HaCO4YyBa, UMEHO, KOH ,,CPIIeTO Ha OBaa
rojleMa M omacHa Wiy3uja, AepuHHpaHa KaKo rojemMa
MetadusuyKa ,reMHrHA“. CyOBep3WBHA U PEIIUTEIHA,
OBaa cilipailiecuja HACTOjyBa Ha TPaAHIUjaTa HA WIy-
3UOHUCTUYKUOT JIOTOLIEHTpH3aM (Ha TOBOPHOTO, Ha
TOBOPOT) /1a 1 TO CIIPOTUBCTaBU IPAarMaTHYHUOT rpado-
IleHTpH3aM (Ha HaIIUIIaHOTO, Ha ITUCMOTO, HAa TEKCTOT).
Beke Hekosnky aeneHun (07 KpajoT Ha IIEECETTHTE
TOAMHU HA U3MHUHATUOT BeK!), BAKBOTO CIIPOTHUBCTaBY-
Bambe ce JIOKAKyBa KaKo MOIIIHE aKTyeJIHO, HO U MOIITHe-
MOIITHE TPOAYKTUBHO!

Jla My ce BpaTuMe, cellak, Ha JPAaMCKHOT TEKCT W Ha
Herosara crieludpuyHa MPUPO/A, Koja BeKe ja JiepuHU-
paBMe Kako xubpuoHa, HO U KaKo uepusa. Bpakajku my
ce, HeMa Jia 'y 3a00paBUMe HUTY OHUE HETOBU BaXKHU
,HETOTIOTHOCTH (supplements), YUHUINITO HECOMHEHU
itipazu, eBUJIEHTUPAaHU U COYyBAaHU BO HEroBaTa KOM-
IIKJIECHA TeKCTypa (3amuinaHa Kako ,COAp:KHMHA Ha
xapTuja“), He caMo IITO ja IPOBOIIUPAAT, TYKY U ja OBO3-
MOKyBaaT TeaTpasmsanujara (lepuga 6u pekos iipeseH-
yyjaitia). TokMy IIpeKy OBOj He3a00UKOJIEH Ipollec Ha
TeaTpaIu3aIuja, JPaMCKUOT TEKCT HYKHO TPaH3UTHpPA
BO JiejcTBHE (BO IO/Ipa’kaBarbe Ha CUTE BU/IOBH JI€jCTBU]A,
Mery APYTHTE U JE€jCTBUETO IITO 'O MMEHyBaMe Kako

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
defined 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
specific nature, which we have already defined 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
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2080pH0). HecriopHO € /ieka TpaH3UTHUPAETO Ha ilek-
citioiti (mPaMCKOTO THCMO) BO Pa3JIMYHU THUIIOBH/
BHJIOBH JiejcTBHUja (Mely IpDyTUTE U BO 2080PHOIUO JiEjC-
TBUE) Tpeba Ja ce cMeTa 3a CMHCJIAa Ha HETOBOTO ITOC-
Toeme. /IpaMCKHOT TEKCT My € HaMeHEeT Ha aKTHBHUOT
Y4YeCcHUK BO HeropaTa TeaTpaju3allija U Ha HEj3UHUOT
MOJIEAHAKBO aKTHUBEH 2/1e0ay, a He Ha IIaCUBHHOT YlU-
waiaea.

Jlexa TakBaTa TeaTpajd3alidja e ,oHaIpena’ BIIHIIAHA
BO CAMHUOT JIpDAMCKH TEKCT — JIeKa, CO JIPYTH 300pOBH,
MIUIIIAHOTO/TEKCTYaJTHOTO HECOMHEHO € YCJIOB 32 HOJIOII-
HEJKHOTO TOJIpa’kaBarbe (TeaTpaymzanuja) — JOKaKyBa
¥ IUTUPAHUOT CTaB Ha APHUCTOTEN: 13, eeKTOT HA Tpa-
reffjaTa MOXKe Jia ce JIobue W co ,,r0JI0 YUTame", IITO
ke peue ,0e3 mpercraBara, u 6e3 aptuctu“ (Apucroren,
ibid.), ama Toa mMoke Aa ce ciyuu camo mopaau (GpakToT
IITO TOj edeKT 1 € MMaHEeHTeH Ha Hej3HHaTa IIPUPOJIA.
CnoMHyBaHUTE arWJIHU cEMUOTUYapu-oniepaTuBIiy (116e-
pcdeng, [TaBuc) oBaa HOTOpHA KOHCTATAaIHja YCIEITHO ja
IIPETBOPHja BO AeOUHUIIM]A: IMEHO, THE BEJIaT IeKa CEKOj
TEKCT IIITO € HAITHMIIIaH BO XUOpU/IHATa JpaMcKa ¢dopma U
He e JIPyro OCBEH oUlucC Ha ileailiapckatla upeiuciuasa
kxojawitio my e umarenitina (Ibersfeld, 1982).

JedbuHumyjaTa kako a My e 1mo mepka Ha /lepuaa. Taa
IIeJIOCHO TO TMOJJP>KyBa HE caMO HETOBHOT rpado-
IIEHTPUYEH KOHIIENT Ha CBETOT (KOHIIENT Ha ,,IPUMAaTOT"
Ha IICMOTO ITpeJT TOBOPOT U Ha TEKCTOT IIPeJi Heropara
tipe3eHyuja), TyKy ro IMOJJIP’KyBa U KPYIHjaTHHUOT CTaB
3a TEKCTOT KaKO ,MpeKa Ha Pa3/INKHU, TKaekhe Ha Tparu
KOHIIITO OECKOHEYHO yIIaTyBaaT Ha HEIITO JAPYro/Iou-
HaKBO 0]1 cebe, Ha JIPYTUTE TParH IIITO OHOBO yIIaTyBaaT
Ha pasinuku“ (Biti, 2000:62). ImeHO, cekoja uHcue-
Hauyuja Ha JIPAMCKUOT TEKCT, CEKOe HEroBO TpaHC-
MMOHUPamke/TPAaH3UTUPAhE BO OHA IIITO IO UMEHyBaMe
KaKo iloulaneH llexcil UIu Wekxkcil Ha upeulciuasaiua,

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 definition. Namely, they
say that every text written in the hybrid dramatic form
is but a description of its innate theatrical peformance
(Ibersfeld, 1982).

This definition 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 infinitely 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 specific kind of
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CTaHyBa BO3MOXKHO M KPEaTHBHO UMEHO ITopaau (GaKkToOT
IIITO MCTOTO HeW30eKHO ce oIlepallMOHAIU3Upa KaKo
cuenudUIHO WKaerwe Ha TUHIIUYHO depudaoscka ,Mpe-
’Ka Of] TPArH U O] Pa3JINKH .

Cnopen [lepuza, cekoj mouM Bo cebe COAPIKU U TParu of
HEKO]j APYT ITIOKM; IypH OU MOKeJIe a peueMe JieKa CEKOj
IIOUM € KOHTAaMHHHPaH O7] APYrocTa Ha MPETXOAHHOT
(mm Ha CJIETHUOT, CeeHO0); BaKBaTa KOHTaMUHAaIlHja
ce UMeHyBa KaKo Wipaaa; of] ipyra CTpaHa, COAP>KUHATA
Ha HEKOj IOMM He € OTpaHMYeHa caMO Ha TOj TEPMUH,
TYKy ce IIHUPH, ,,Ce pa3eBa HAABOP o7 cebecu”, co IITO
' KOHTAMUHHUpPA JIDYTUTE MTOUMH, OCTaBajKX M HA HUB
CBOjaTa ipasa; Ha OBOj KOMILIEKCEH HAYMH, IIPOLIECOT
Ha IIUIIYBaWkbeTO CTaHyBa IIpolec Ha ,0ECKOHEYHO
TKaeme Ha ipazu”, Ha 6eCKOHEUYHO TPEU3BUKYBahe Ha
pasauxu v Ha 6ecKpajHO smpedcysatrve.

HecomueHo, BO mpaiiiame € IMeKoJIHa KOMOMHATOPHKA:
Ipollec Ha MepMaHeHTHA uepa, uepa 6e3 3anup u 6e3
OperoBu. Mepa Kako 1eJl.

Hepa He e caMo efieH Of KJIyYHUTE IMOUMHU BO (PUIIO-
cockuotr cucrem Ha Jlepuzaa, TyKy U eAHa OF JIOMU-
HAHTHHUTE CTPAaTereMy IITO IO Pa3BUBAAT TOj CHUCTEM,
OJIp>KyBajKu TO BO A00pa kKoHuIuja. Hekou cepro3Hu
IMO3HAaBa4u BeJIaT, AYPH, JeKa MOKE JIa Ce 3aKJIy4Yd OTH
~HETOBUTE UTPH CO CAMUOT (PHII0COPCKU TEKCT, HA KPAjOT
‘pesyatupaar co GUIOCO(PCKU CTUJI KOJIITO MHOTY
IoBeke ITOTCETYBa Ha MTIparbe urpa (game playing) muim
Ha KPEeaTHUBHO IHIIYBakbe, OTKOJIKY Ha TPAIUITIOHAJIEH

dmnocodckn muckypce’.” (Ilemapocku, 2004:32)

3a ka1, He ce 3abeJiexkyBa /IeKa BO COBpeMeHaTa TeaT-
poJsolika Hayka dJepudaosckailia OeKOHCIIpYyKuucka

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 “infinite
weaving of traces”, of causing differences, and of infinite
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
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uepa nokmBeasia (cera-zacera?) Hekoja ITOMapKaHTHA
WIN TOocpAedHa peneniuja. HuTy, mak, Hnpeau3Bu-
KYBauKHUOT Oepudaos8cku molen BO pelleHTHATa Tea-
Tapcka IpaKTHKa Jiouekas (cera-zacera?) HeKoja moce-
pUO3Ha aluIMKaluja, OMI0 Ha HUBO HA HWHCIEHAIHja
(tipesenyuja), 6umo Ha HUBO HA Teopuja U kputuka. Co
JIpyTH 300pOBH, TeaTapoT — bapem 3acera! — He ymees fa
npoduTHpa (Koj-3Hae-KOJIKy) 0/l HHTPUTAHTHOTO depu-
daoscko Hacaedciiso. Kako ce yirTe /1a He 3Hae IITO 61
MOJKeJI Jia [IOYHE CO HErO.

Camuot /lepuja, MCHUIIYBAajKHM TH COIICTBEHHUTE Tea-
TapCKHU ,MapruHAJIMK (3apajii KOU W 3all0YHaB Jia TO
MHUIITyBaM OBOj TEKCT), oA0upa (Bo HUB) /1a ce 3aHMMaBa
caMO CO €JHAa TeaTapCKa IIOETHKA, OHaa Ha AHTOHUH
Aprayzn (Antonin Artaud).

M360pOT BOOIIIITO HE € CJlydyaeH, HAalIPOTHB !

OuekyBaHo, /lepuia, IMeHO, KOH ApTay/l ja ©Ma Hacode-
HO I1apaJIOKCAITHOCTA Ha €30TEPUYHHOT TeaTapCKU KOH-
IenT. AHAJIU3UPAjKU IO TOj KOHIENT (3a TeaTapoT U 3a
HETOBHOT JBOjHUK), Jlepuyila TOYHO IIpENno3Hasl JieKa
TeaTapoT Ha CypOBOCTA, 3a KaKOB IIITO IUIeAUpa ApTayl,
IIpeTCTaByBa JIyIIUJIEH, HO U COCEMA YTOIHMCKU OOHUJ J1a
ce TeaTpayiN3upa/Mpe3eHTHpa ,IUCTOTO IIPUCYCTBO, (...)
€IMHCTBOTO ITIPEJT Pa3/BOjyBabETO, COCEMA 0CJI000/IEHO
O/l BHATPEIIIHUTE Pa3IMKa IIITO CEKOTAIll T 00ejIeKyBa
nuiryBamwero” (Derrida, 1978:174).

TeaTapoT Ha ApTaya HHKOraml He Ce MOCTBAPUJ Kako
»,BUCTUHCKH" W ,JIPAKTUYEH", HUTY MaK MoxeJ (,KaKo
TakoB“) /1a ce mocTBapu. MarnuHata ybaBHHA Ha TOj
TeaTap HECOMHEHO € CO/Ip’KaHa TOKMY BO HerosaTa
,HEIIPAKCHOCT* — TOj MOCTOU CaMO KaKO 3aIlHC/IHCMO
(,comp:xkrHa Ha XapTHja“) U QYHKIMOHHPA HCKIIYYHU-
TEJIHO KaKO CyreCTHBHa BH3Hja (3a HIEaTTHOTO), 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 profiting 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-




Identities ) Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture, Vol. III, No. 2, Winter 2004

KOTHeE K (110 HEBO3MOKHOTO) U KaKo moTpara (1o Hejioc-
THKHOTO). IlapajiokcasiHOCTa Ha Taa IIOTpara, rapa-
JTOKCOT IIITO TO pa3bpaj u caMuoT ApPTo, COApKaHa € BO
TOYHOTO YyBCTBO Ha HETOBUOT TBOPEII, /IEKa ,,e/[HA TAaKBa
aBTEHTHYHA IIPUCYTHOCT MOpa /ia IIOCTOM HAaJBOP Of
Bpemetro u of cBecra“ (Carlson, 1993:418). Exnatt oc-
TBapeHa, Taa BeJIHAIIl O ce cooursia co baHaM3aljaTa
Ha [TOBTOPYBAKETO, BEAHAII OV r0 HaTOBapuja Bp3 cebe
CBOjOT IOTYOEH ,,JIBOJHUK".

3akaj, ,IpaKTUYHHUOT TeaTap“ — OHOj TpO3anyeH/ mpar-
MaTH4Y€eH TeaTap cO KOj CEKOjJIHEBHO Ce 3aHUMaBa TeaT-
pOJIOIIKaTa HayKa — IIPOCTO € OCY/IeH Aa QYHKIMOHUPA
MMEHO Taka: IIOBTOPYBajku ja (o OecBecT) cBojaTa
tipezeHyuja, MPUWINYIHO HECBECEH JIEKA BEKe OJT MUTOT Ha
CBOETO 3aYHyBale U He MPaBU HUIITO (IPYyro) ocBeH
IITO ITOCTOjAHO T'O IIOBTOPYBA HETIOBTOPJIUBOTO.

benewku:

1. DopMasTHO/CTATUCTUYKHU, TeaTapcKara IpobieMaTHKa
EKCIUTUITUTHO € TEMATU3UPaHa CaMO BO HEKOJIKY TEKCTOBHU
Ha [lepuza: BO udeTBpTarara IjlaBa OJi BTOPHOT JeJl Ha
KyJITHaTa KHUTa 3a epamaitoaozujaitia (Bumm ,Teopem
U Tearap®) M BO [IBa eCeH IIOCBeTeHA HA AHTOHUH ApTay/
(Antonine Artaud), mybsukyBanu Bo kHuraTta L'ecriture
et la difference (1967); ocranyBa BleuaTok jeka Jlepuaa
JINPEKTHO/EKCIUTUIIUTHO ja TEeMAaTH3UpaJl TeaTapcKaTa
npobJsieMaTuka (IJIaBHO) BO II€€CETTUTE TOAUHH.

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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