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Thus myth brings into operation a form of logic [logos] which we may describe, in
contrast to the logic of non-contradiction of the philosophers, as a logic of the ambiguous.
... [Myth requires] not the binary logic of yes or no but a logic different than that of
logos.

Jean-Pierre Vernant, Myth and Society in Ancient Greece

Jacques Derrida (1930, El-Biar, Algeria-2004, Paris, France) was probably the most
famous philosopher of our time. He may have been the most famous philosopher ever,
the first truly global philosopher, the recipient of numerous honorary doctorates from
India to Brazil, from Germany to England and the United States. An enormously prolific
writer and lecturer, Jacques Derrida is the author of over seventy books and forty
seminars which now started to appear in print. The first seminar (the last one Derrida held
in 2002) to have been published is dedicated to the topic of “The Beast and the
Sovereign” and has just been published in French and in English, in two volumes.
Jacques Derrida started his career working on Edmund Husserl’s phenomenology in the
1950s in Paris (Ecole Normale Superieure) among one of the greatest generations of
philosophers and social scientists of our time. During Derrida’s formative years, the
philosophers working in Paris included Jean Paul Sartre, Simone de Beauvoir, Maurice
Merleau-Ponty, Jacques Lacan, Emmanuel Levinas, Michel Foucault, Louis Althusser,
Roland Barthes, Claude Levi Strauss, Sarah Kofman, Helene Cixous, etc. With all of
these authors Jacques Derrida engaged in various way, by writing books about them,
polemicizing with them, or with some of them co-authoring books. Among his books are
Of Grammatology, Writing and Difference, Margins of Philosophy, more recently The
Concept of 9-11, Politics of Friendship and, relevant for our topic, Khora and “Plato’s
Pharmacy” from his book Dissemination (all these books were written and published
between 1970 and 2003).

His philosophical practice is often referred to as “deconstruction,” a name which he
embraced with some reservation. “Deconstruction” is inspired by and related to (but by
no means identical with) Martin Heidegger’s (and earlier Friedrich Nietzsche’s) notion of
“Destruktion” (“destruction”) of Western Metaphysics, that is, with the deconstruction of
the entire philosophical tradition from its inception to our time.

What does “deconstruction” consist of? What does it “deconstruct”? Deconstruction
coincides with the rewriting of the concept of man and humanities in the twentieth
century, a notion that the definition of what is a “man,” given by traditional anthropology
or philosophy, failed to give a non-essentializing account of what is a human. Martin
Heidegger, for example, in his criticism of humanism, proposed to study the conditions
under which a being in the world evolves out there in the openness of existence, which he
called a Da-sein. His landmark book, Being and Time, defines a human in his being by
focusing on the finitude of each singular being, and from there rewriting the entire
metaphysical tradition of interpreting the classical definitions of what a man is, based, for
example, on his/her self consciousness, intelligence or rationality (Descartes cogito ergo
sum, for example).



The deconstruction of Western Metaphysics is an enterprise that takes up the entire
tradition, and proceeds to read it from its very inception, from the moment even before it
appeared on the stage of history, in order to find in the foundations of European culture
the formative forces that are at work in it to the present day. But also, to find in these
formative foundations forces that allow the tradition to be re-worked, deconstructed, and
freed from the metaphysical ballast, to open the tradition toward its better and more just
future.

It is there where the relationship of myth and philosophy comes into play. No other
philosopher has ever thought through the relation between myth and philosophy so
persistently, as is the case with Jacques Derrida. Numerous are Derrida’s references and
works in which he engaged with the notion of myth, but nowhere probably more
importantly or for the “deconstruction” of the philosophical tradition more persistently,
than in his essay on Plato’s Timaeus. What is the theme of this celebrated dialogue by
Plato? Here is a brief summary from the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy:

“In the Timaeus Plato presents an elaborately wrought account of the formation of the
universe. Plato is deeply impressed with the order and beauty he observes in the universe,
and his project in the dialogue is to explain that order and beauty. The universe, he
proposes, is the product of rational, purposive, and beneficent agency. It is the handiwork
of a divine Craftsman (“Demiurge,” démiourgos, 28a6), who, imitating an unchanging
and eternal model, imposes mathematical order on a preexistent chaos to generate the
ordered universe (kosmos). The governing explanatory principle of the account is
teleological: the universe as a whole as well as its various parts are so arranged as to
produce a vast array of good effects. It strikes Plato strongly that this arrangement is not
fortuitous, but the outcome of the deliberate intent of Intellect (nous),
anthropomorphically represented by the figure of the Craftsman who plans and constructs
a world that is as excellent as its nature permits it to be”
(http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/plato-timaeus/).

Plato’s Timaeus is a dialogue that elaborates upon the mythical cosmogony of the entire
universe and all the created species. It does not get more mythical than that. More
importantly for the project of “deconstruction” of the Western Metaphysics and the entire
tradition of philosophy ensuing from Plato and Platonic philosophy (practically making
an imprint on our entire shared cultural tradition and civilization to this day), in this
dialogue Plato proposes a set of binary oppositions based on the difference between the
mythos and the logos. In his creation of the world, the Creator orders the world from the
chaos of the myth towards the rational, logical (logos) ordering. This description of the
creation of the world, coincides with the binary oppositions set up, as a hierarchy, in the
history of philosophy (and starting with Plato), between the myth and the logos as well.
Myth bad, logos good. This binarism governs, subsequently, entire structures of
knowledge (written/oral, female/male, unconscious/conscious, visible/invisible,
sensitive/cognitive, material/spiritual, formless/form, sensible/intelligible, fiction/reality,
literature/philosophy, non-serious/serious, the raw and the cooked, etc), always
privileging in this pair the element closest to the logos. The history of metaphysics (or
philosophy) is a history of imposition of logos over the forces of mythos, bringing
mythos into the fold of the logical ordering (for example in Hegel’s History of
Philosophy). This is what Hegel had to say about myth and philosophy:



“The myth is always a mode of representation which, as belonging to an earlier stage,
introduces sensuous images, which are directed to imagination, not to thought; in this,
however, the activity of thought is suspended, it cannot yet establish itself by its own
power, and so is not yet free. The myth belongs to the pedagogic stage of the human race,
since it entices and allures men to occupy themselves with the content; but as it takes
away from the purity of thought through sensuous forms, it cannot express the meaning
of Thought. When the Notion attains its full development, it has no more need of the
myth” (Hegel 20).

Here you have the classical philosophical exclusion of the myth on the account of “pure
thought,” logos. This is an exemplary move for the entire constitution of philosophy or
history of metaphysics. Derrida would say, not so fast!

In the middle of the dialogue Timaeus, however, Plato introduces a “third genus,” (triton
genos, 48a, 52a) which belongs neither to the mythical, nor to the logical, and yet
strangely belongs to both. That third genus, third concept or term Plato calls the space or
khora. Khora is described as a receptacle or a nurse of all generation.

Plato, Timaeus, Khora

49b

HIS new beginning of our discussion of the universe requires a fuller division than the
former; for then we made two classes, now a third must be revealed. The two sufficed for
the former discussion: one, which we assumed, was a pattern intelligible and always the
same, and the second was only the imitation of the pattern, generated and visible. There
is also a third kind which we did not distinguish at the time, conceiving that the two
would be enough. But now the argument seems to require that we should set forth in
words another kind, which is difficult of explanation and dimly seen. What nature are we
to attribute to this new kind of being? We reply, that it is the receptacle, and in a manner
the nurse, of all generation.

OVANOTM NITATOHA , TUMEN

49b Hauano oice nawux noswvix peueii o Bcenennoii noosepenemcs na ceii pas bonee
noIHoMYy, Yem npedicoe, paziudenuto, ub6o moz0a Mvl 060coONANU 08a 8UOA, A Meneps
npudemcs evloerums ewje u mpemuil. Ilpesxcde docmamouno ObLIO 2080pUMb O 08YX
gewax: B6o-nepgvlx, 00 OCHOBONONA2AIOWeEM nepeoobpase, Komopwli obaadaem
MBICTUMBIM U MOMHCOECMBEHHbIM OblMUEeM, a B60-6MOPLIX, O HOOPANCAHUU DTNOMY
nepgoobpaszy, [78] kxomopoe umeem podxcoenue u 3pumo.B mo epems movl He vloensnu
mpembe2o udda, Hatds1, Ymo 00CmaHem 08yX, 0OHAKO menepb MHe COACMCA, YMo Cam
X00 HAWUX paccyrHcOenuti NpuHyicoaem HAc HONbIMAMbCA NPOIUMb C8em HA MOM 8UO,
KOmMopbwlll memer u mpyoen 01 nouumauus. Kaxyio oce cuny u Kakyilo npupooy
npunuwem mol emy? Ilpedcde 6ceco 6om Kakylo: Mo — GOCHpUEMHUYA U KaK Obl
xkopmunuya [79] ecaxozo poscoenus.

Khora gives place to all things created, but itself always withdraws. It is the condition of
all creation and the conceptualization of the creation (as in Plato’s Timaeus narrative
about the myth of the creation of the world), yet it partakes in neither. This third term
thus destabilizes the foundational set of binary oppositions that, precisely, it helps bring
forth into being.



Jacques Derrida analyzes in his own text Khora the narrative folds of Plato’s text, in
order to show that the textuality of Plato’s dialogue, its narrative, its very fexz-ure, its
literary qualities, give space to the philosophical argument in ways which both
inaugurate the philosophical, logical thesis, and which that philosophical dialogue (and
the subsequent tradition) ignores or represses. Thus, the narrative, “literary” elements of
this philosophical text (Plato’s Timaeus) operate themselves as khora of this dialogue, a
receptacle giving form to the logos of the philosophical mytho-logy. The text of Plato’s
dialogue is the formative receptacle of the philosophy of Plato, which the forces of the
philosopher’s mytho-logy (the metaphysical, the cognitive, the idealistic, the intelligible)
subsequently repress and obscure as the sensual, mythological, narrative, literary, written,
etc.

The figure of Socrates in Plato’s dialogues in general is emblematic of such a “third
position,” in which Socrates, between a sophist and a philosopher, practices the method
of maieutics, receiving and nurturing the knowledge and thus giving it a form. Like
khora, Socrates is a receiver of knowledge, but the knowledge does not get to be
“produced” before that welcoming gesture and reception.

If khora is a receptacle, if it/she gives place to all stories, ontologic or mythic, that can be
recounted on the subject of what she receives and even of what she resembles but which
in fact takes place in her, khora herself, so to speak, does not become the object of any
tale, whether true or fabled. A secret without secret remains forever impenetrable on the
subject of it/her [a son sujet] Derrida, Khora 117)

Jacques Derrida’s deconstructive intervention (inaugural and original, no one until he did
had seen khora in these terms in the entire centuries old tradition of reception of
Timaeus) consists in pointing out this destabilizing figure of khora for any metaphysical
hierarchy based on the privilege of logos. Since khora is a receptacle which gives form, it
also gives space (as its etymology implies, khoros-space) to the very logos which claims
to govern it, which the logos systematically subsequently (that is the whole history of
metaphysics, philosophy and culture, civilization), represses. Derrida goes on to claim the
“primacy” of khora that comes before any being or any logos and explores the
destabilizing force of this “space” for the binary opposition that governs our thinking.
When we think we are objectively writing or thinking about khora we are always already
formed by the receptacle of this tradition.

In her essay “Abjection, Death and Difficult Reasoning: The Impossibility of Naming
Chora in Kristeva and Derrida,” a feminist philosopher Tina Chanter writes:

“Derrida evokes here the necessity that philosophy be carried by the image, the necessity, then,
that the truth of philosophy be borne by the myth of non-philosophy [emphasisDK], or
rather—to put it in a way that does not already decide in favour of the logos: its truth cannot be
sustained outside mythos. This would make myth a kind of receptacle, that which gives logic not
just its expression but its life. Mythology would therefore be like a mother to all thoughts, just as
khora would be like a nurse to all things. "This necessity" says Derrida "(khora is its sur-name)
seems so virginal that it does not even have the figure of a virgin any longer" (K: 126).



In Dissemination, Jacques Derrida turned to the myth of Theuth in order to make a
similar operation on the history of philosophy, this time to show how the myth of writing,
which in Plato’s Phaedrus is likened to a pharmakon (meaning both a medicine and a
poison, and also meaning a scapegoat, pharmakeus) is what both makes any philosophy
possible, by means of the stabilizing space of writing giving logos a permanence, and a
substrate, a mythological foundation of thinking, which needs to be sacrificed, eliminated
and repressed, in order for the logos of philosophy to constitute itself.

274 ¢ Coxkpat. Tak BOT, s cinprman, 9to 61au3 erumerckoro HaBkparuca [79] poamiics
OJIMH M3 APEBHUX TaMOIIHHWX OOrOB, KOTOPOMY IOCBSIIIEHA NTHIA, HAa3bIBaeMast HOUCOM.
A camomy OoxectBy mms Obuio TeBt [80].d OH mepBbli M300pen YUCIO, CUET,
TeOMETPHUI0, aCTPOHOMHMIO, BAOOABOK WIPYy B MIAIIKH M B KOCTH, a TaKXe M MUCHMEHA.
Hapem vag Bcem Eruntom Opin Torma Tamyc, MpaBUBIINN B BETUKOM TOPOJAE BEpXHEH
o0macTH, KOTOPBI TPeKH Ha3bIBAIOT erunerckuMu dusamu, a ero 6ora — AMmoHoM [81].
Ipuns x mapro, TeBT moka3am CBOM HMCKYCCTBA M CKasaj, YTO MX HaJ0 IepeaaTb
OCTaJbHBIM erunTsHaM. Llapp crpocuil, Kakyio MoJab3y MPUHOCHUT Kaxa0e W3 HUX. TeBT
cTan OOBSICHATH, a Iaph, CMOTPS IO TOMY, TOBOPHI JIn TeBT, M0 €ro MHEHHIO, XOPOIIO
WIH HET, KOe-4TO MOpHIal, a Koe-uTo xBanui. €. [lo moBogy kaxkmoro nckyccrsa Tamyc,
KaK IepeaaroT, MHOTO BhICKa3aJl TeBTy XOpOWIEro U AypHOTO, HO 3TO OBLIO OBl CIUIIKOM
JONTO pacckaspiBaTh. Korma ke gomien depen mo muchbMeH, TeBT ckaszanm: "DTa Hayka,
aph, clejaeT erunTsH Ooiee MyApPHIMU W MaMATIWBEIMHU, TaK KaK HaWJIEeHO CPEICTBO
i namatd u myzapoctu”. Ilaps ke ckasam: "HMckycheimmit TeBT, oauH crocoOeH
MOPOXKAATh MPEIMETHI MCKYCCTBa, a APYTOH — CyIWTh, Kakas B HUX JOJIS BpeAa WA
BBITOJIBI ITIS1 T€X, KTO OyAeT MMH Moab30BaThes. 275 Bot u celiuac ThI, OTEI TUCHMEH, U3
MO00BH K HUM TPHUIAT UM MPSMO MPOTHUBOIOIOKHOE 3HAUCHHE. B Mymn HayduBIIHXCS
MM OHH BCEIAT 3a0BIBYMBOCTH, TaK Kak OymeT IuIleHa YHPaKHEHUS TaMsTh:
MPUIIOMUHATH CTAaHYT H3BHE, JOBEPSSACh MUCHMY, 1O IOCTOPOHHMM 3HaKaM, a He
W3HYTpH, camMu cob6oto. Crtamo OBITh, TH HAIIENA CPEACTBO HE IS MaMATH, a s
NpUNOMHUHAHUS. THl Jaellb YICHHKAM MHUMYIO, 2 HE UCTHHHYIO MyApocTs. OHH y TeOs
OyayT MHOroe 3HaTh IIOHAciHbBIIKe, Oe3 oOydenus, b. u OyayT Kazarecs
MHOTO3HAIOIINMH, OCTaBasCh B OONBIIMHCTBE HEBEXKIAMHU, JIOABMH TPYAHBIMU IS
OOIIeHNS; OHU CTAaHYT MHIMOMYJIPBIMH BMECTO MYAPHIX".

®@enp. Trr, Cokpar, JIETKO COUYMHSCIIH ETUIIETCKUE U KaKrie TeOe YTOHO CKa3aHuUs.

Coxpat. PacckaspiBanm sxe >kpernsl 3eBca [lomonckoro [82], uro cioBa nyba Obuté
MEePBBIMH MPOpHUIIAaHUAMHA. JIFOISIM T€X BpEMEH, — BEJb OHU HE OBLIN TaK YMHEI, KaK BBHI,
HBIHEIIHHEe, — OBUIO JOBOJBHO, 1O WX MPOCTOTE, CIYIIATh Ay0 WIIM CKaly, JUIIb OB
TOJIBKO T€ TOBOPIJIM MPABIY. C. A AJis TeOs, HAaBEpHOE, BAXKHO, KTO 3TO TOBOPHUT U OTKYAa
OH, BeJIb THl CMOTPHIIIb HE TOJIEKO Ha TO, TAK JIU BCE HA CAMOM JIeJIe WU HHAYe.

Plato, Phaedrus, 274 c-

Socrates I have heard a tradition of the ancients, whether true or not they only know;
although if we had found the truth ourselves, do you think that we should care much
about the opinions of men?

Phaedr. Your question needs no answer; but I wish that you would tell me what you say
that you have heard.



Soc. At the Egyptian city of Naucratis, there was a famous old god, whose name was
Theuth; the bird which is called the Ibis is sacred to him, and he was the inventor of
many arts, such as arithmetic and calculation and geometry and astronomy and draughts
and dice, but his great discovery was the use of letters. Now in those days the god
Thamus was the king of the whole country of Egypt; and he dwelt in that great city of
Upper Egypt which the Hellenes call Egyptian Thebes, and the god himself is called by
them Ammon. To him came Theuth and showed his inventions, desiring that the other
Egyptians might be allowed to have the benefit of them; he enumerated them, and
Thamus enquired about their several uses, and praised some of them and censured others,
as he approved or disapproved of them. It would take a long time to repeat all that
Thamus said to Theuth in praise or blame of the various arts. But when they came to
letters, This, said Theuth, will make the Egyptians wiser and give them better memories;
it is a specific both for the memory and for the wit. Thamus replied: O most ingenious
Theuth, the parent or inventor of an art is not always the best judge of the utility or
inutility of his own inventions to the users of them. And in this instance, you who are the
father of letters, from a paternal love of your own children have been led to attribute to
them a quality which they cannot have; for this discovery of yours will create
forgetfulness in the learners' souls, because they will not use their memories; they will
trust to the external written characters and not remember of themselves. The specific
which you have discovered is an aid not to memory, but to reminiscence, and you give
your disciples not truth, but only the semblance of truth; they will be hearers of many
things and will have learned nothing; they will appear to be omniscient and will generally
know nothing; they will be tiresome company, having the show of wisdom without the
reality.

Phaedr. Yes, Socrates, you can easily invent tales of Egypt, or of any other country.

In Plato’s dialogue, Derrida convincingly shows, the logos [performs] a “restoration of
internal purity” (Derrida, Plato’s Pharmacy, 128) in order to “transform mythos into
logos (Derrida, “Plato’s Pharmacy” 134) but that restoration is a myth as such, a myth of
untroubled, pure origin of itself. Thus, writing, which gives place to philosophy (for
example, Plato’s Dialogues), has to be purged, excised, repressed, in order for the purity
of thought (remember Hegel) to appear. This operation or repression actually constitutes
“the dominant structure of the history of metaphysics” (Derrida, “Plato’s Pharmacy”
149).

Just in time for this conference, a book came out a few weeks ago about Derrida, Myth,
and the Impossibility of Philosophy, written by a young scholar Anais Spitzer. So I am
very glad to present you with the latest research in the realm of philosophy and
mythology. Spitzer’s book follows Derrida in re-introducing myth as a constitutive
ingredient to thinking and to re-structuring (deconstructing) the foundation of philosophy
as we have known it to this day.

Affirming and thinking through mythos involves accepting that doing so is incompatible
with traditional pathways of thought. It requires thinking without any expectation of
arriving somewhere certain [for example Hegel’s “pure thought’]. In this respect, being
non-affirmative, the unaccountable, maintaining a relation to the non-logofiable [that is,
what cannot be subsumed under the cover of logos], the indecideable and the non-
dialectical [all this is written contra-Hegel] components of thought (Spitzer, 144).



The implications of Derrida’s privileging khora as a destabilizing force of the entire
tradition are numerous. They have found the way into Derrida’s thinking about law and
justice, his thinking about friendship and hospitality, writing and thinking, etc. Derrida’s
notion of a gift and the economy of exchange based on khora (obviously trying to go
beyond certain theories of potlatch from Marcel Mauss to Georges Bataille) stipulates a
notion of the gift which is not one, a gift which goes beyond giving in order to avoid any
economy of exchange and profit. Derrida’s notion of hospitality is radicalized by the
recourse to khora, since it dreams of a hospitality in which the guest becomes a host, an
opening to the other which is fraught with risks yet unconditionally hospitable. The
implications for “practical” politics, for example of emigration, but also for the entire
realm of cultural and political practices that would be affected by an unconditional
receiving and hospitality, are tremendous.

All these cultural realms (our entire tradition) are marked first and foremost by certain
forces of originary hospitality (a khora, in short) which give space to all our political,
cultural, symbolic, existential, etc “practices,” but which these practices, every time
anew, repress and forget. Deconstruction consists in revealing and unleashing the forces
of the originary potential for justice, welcoming of a being or event, in every cultural or
political practice we are engaged in.

And this is the conclusion drawn by Anais Spitzer as well, in her book. Myth is
indispensible for the constitution of philosophy:

Without mythos, philosophy would not be possible. Mythos gives to philosophy, no thanks to
giving [a play of word: it gives without calling itself a gift; it gives beyond the economy of the gift
giving] philosophy’s very possibility, depth and contours. It impassions thought, calls it forth, and
stirs us to think that which, inevitably to some extent, always remains veiled. The disfigurations of
mythos make possible the very figurations of logos, and of lived experience [the lived myths of
out conference titles!]. In this way, mythos is both the impossibility, and the possibility, of
philosophy (Spitzer 149).

This makes the “myth” of khora the most archaic, and at the same time the myth most
alive (to gesture towards the title of our colloquium which is about “live” and literary
mythologies). In that consists the legacy of Jacques Derrida.
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