Theodore Jennings, Reading Derrida / Thinking Paul, Stanford, California:
Stanford University Press, 2006 (c. 81-4).

[Otav mopaditeTe, va OiveTe TOVG OPLONOVS CEMOMV OTIS OYKVAES, 0L omoiol
OVTLOTOL(OVV 6TO AYYMKO TPOTOTLTO]

Kepdraro 4

H dwkaroodvn o d@po
To adovvaro Tov ddpov
[81] Yrapyovv ekeivor mov vroBétovv 6Tt ot Bempnoelg Tov NTeptvtd Yo To dMPO Ko
70 adVVATO TOV dMPOL GLVETAYOVTIOL TNV KATAPYNOTN TNG OKEYNG TOL dMPOV, OAAL
avtd etvan AdBoc. Xvvendg Ba mpoomadnowm mpdta va 0eifw ev cuvvtouio e mO0
TpOTMO 1O OPO €lvarl advvaTo, VO Tole Evvola elval €161, Kol £METO VO OEIE® TMG
avtd aKpPds onuoaivel 6Tt To 0MPO dveTal TPOG GKEYN - 1], Y10 VAL TO TOVUE Le AAAOV
TPOTO, OTL TO dMPO £ivOL CNUAVTIKO aKPIP®OG EMEON givor adbvato.

"Eyovtag vmodeiEel 6TL 10 ddpo givarl avolkovopukod [aneconomic], o Ntepvid

Mgl

«Ymd avtv Vv évvota icmg to d®po givar To advuvatov. Oyt addvato aArd

0 advvatovy (DT19'/GT 7)*.

[« C’est en ce sens peut-Etre que le don est I’impossible. Non pas impossible

mais /‘impossible »]

[Tpoxeywévov va xataotel avtd cagés, [82] o Ntepvtd apyiler pe avtd mov Oa
QovoTtay va gtvon 1 doun g 1€ac Tov dmpov: o A divel To B otov I'* éva vokeipevo
(dwpntNg) évag mapaAnmIng Kot avtd mov divetal. Todpo avt 1 dopr TG KOWNg

AOYIKNG TOL Odpov Ko Tov docipatog [giving] opyiler va Bpvppotiletor €dv

! Jacques, Derrida, Donner le temps : 1. La fusse monnaie, Editions Galilée, Iapiot 1991 (DT)
? Derrida, Jacques, Given Time: 1. Counterfeit Money, ptop. Peggy Kamuf, University of Chicago
Press, Zikcdyo 1992 (GT).



0moL0dNTOTE £150¢ StovonTiknc Tieong £pbet va epappootel v ™G] Avtd yiveton
oo LOAG avayvopilovpe 6t apofotdtnTo [reciprocity ] KataoTpEPEL TO SMPO LE

TO Vo T0 KaO1oTA avTiKeipeEVO G€ o otkovopio TN avtaiiayng [exchange]:

«Axvpovetal KaBe @opd mov vrdpyel emoTpoen 1 avidwpo. Kabe @opd
OV, COUPOVA LE TOV 1010 KUKAIKO dOKTOMO TTOV 00MNYEL GTO «EMIOTPEP®Y,

vrdpyel TANpoUN Kol eE6pAnon evog ypéovey (DT 25/GT 12).

[«Il s’annule chaque fois qu’il y a restitution ou contre-don. Chaque fois
selon le méme anneau circulaire qui conduit a “rendre”, il y a paiement et

acquittement d’une dette” (DT 25)

"It is annulled each time there is restitution or countergift. Each time,
according to the same circular ring that leads to 'giving back' /rendre], there

is payment and discharge of a debt" (GT 12).]

H apotPardonta tov docipatog tov d®pov 10 KabioTd eUmdPlo, 1 LIOKEIUEVO HLOG
«oyopdoy[“market”]. Zov dive 50 $ yio avtd 10 doyeio. Agv éxel vapEet dmpo, OALG

avTIETMG Pl GUVAAAOYTY].

«Ta va vmhpyer 0dpo, d0ev mPEMEL va LIAPYEL Kopd oapolPordtnra,
EMGTPOPY], CLVOALOYT, AVTO®PO, N XP€os. Edv o dAlog pov diver miow M
HOV 0@eiiel | TPEMEL VAL OV EMGTPEYEL OVTO TOV TOL Olve, dev Ba €xel
vmépéer  Odpo, ¢€ite oavt| 1N omoKatdotoon eivon  Queon  eite
npoypappotiletor omd €vav cOVOETO LIOAOYIGUO HOG HokpoTpOBeoung

avafoing N wog oapopdc» (DT 24/GT 12).

[«Pour qu’il y ait don, il faut qu’il n’y ait pas de réciprocité, de retour,

d’echange, de contre-don ni de dette. Si ’autre me rend ou me doit, ou doit

? Although I am not persuaded of Robyn Horner's attempt to distinguish Gift from gift in her reflections
on Derrida's thinking of the gift, I find her depiction of the impossibility of the gift to be a reliable
interpretation of Derrida's perspective otherwise. Rethinking God as Gift: Marion, Derrida, and the
Limits of Phenomenology (New York: Fordham University Press, 2001), esp. 184-208. Among the
earlier discussions of gift, and its impossibility, that prefigure the difficulties to which Derrida refers in
Given Time: 1. Counterfeit Money, trans. Peggy Kamuf (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992),
it is useful to consider the discussion of this theme in Glas, 242-45.



me rendre ce que lui donne, il n’y aura pas eu don, que cette restitution soit
immédiate ou qu’elle se programme dans le calcul complexe d’une

différance a long terme. » (DT 24)

"For there to be a gift, there must be no reciprocity, return, exchange,
countergift, or debt. If the other gives me back or owes me or has to give me
back what I give him or her, there will not have been a gift, whether this
restitution is immediate or whether it is programmed by a complex

calculation of a long term deferral or difference" (G7, 12)]

Ag €QUpUOGOVUE OVTO GTNV KATAGTACT) TOV d®PNTY. 2oL dive 50 gvpd, aAAd
dev Béhm éva doyelo oe avtdiraypo. Ovte amoterel £va ddvelo mov Kamowa pépa O
npénel vo Eemnpdoelg (e 1 yopig T0ko). Aot avtd Ba oy Eva davelo mopd Eva
dmpo- 1 emoTpoPn N 1 amolnuioon speaviCetar poévo apydtepa, avaParretar. ‘Etot
Aéw 6tTL cov dive 50 § yopig va Intow timota oe avidiiaypo. To TpoPAnuo eivol
ot oM pmopd va avtapeiym tov eavtd pov. Tt Kahdg avBpwmog mov eipot: 'Edmwca
50 $. H evovvaicOnomn [awareness] TG yevvaiod®piog Hov omotelel 1 idio avTopolpn
[repayment]. ()G ek ToVTOL dev EY® dGEL Eva dMPo. Exm ayopdoet yio To mocd tev
50 $ wo aicOnon Tov €aVTOV POV MG KOAOD Kol YEVWOLOSI®POL aTtOHov. DTnvh Tun,

mpaypatikn evkaipio. O Ntepvtd emeEnyet:

«T0 0Mpo Oev TmpEmel kav v gueaviletar | va. ONA®VETAL, GLVEWNTA M
acvvoicOnto, ws dMPo Yo Tovg dWPNTEC, €1t TPOKELTAL Y10 LEUOVOUEVA
elte Yo GuAAOYIKE VIokeipeva. Ao T GTyUn Tov T0 dMPo Ba epeaviiotay
®¢ 0MPOo, MG TETO10, MG AVTO TOL £ival, 6TO EAVOUEVO TOV, GTO VONUE TOV
Kol TV ovoia tov, o gumiexdToy o€ ol GVUPOAIKT, BvcluoTikY, M
OIKOVOUIKY] doun oL Ba aKkOpwVve TO dDPO GTOV TEAETOVPYIKO KUKAO TOV
ypéovg. H amdn mpobeom tov divewy, oto pétpo mov kovPard v mpobetikn
onuacio tov ddpov, apkel vo mpoPel oe HoL EMOTPOPN) TANPOUNG GE
Kkdmolov. H amAn cuveidnon tov ddpov oTéAvel apécmE ToW GTOV E0VTO
™G TNV €LAPESTN EIKOVA TG KOAOGVUVIG N TG YEVVOLOOMPIag, TOL divovToc-
ovtoc, mov yvopiloviag to 1010 6Tl givon T€TO10, Ovayvopileton pe €vov

KUKAMKO, KATOMTPIKO TPOMO GE€ KAMOWO €100C OVTO-0VOYVMOPIONG, OLTO-



EMOOKIUOGIOG, KOl VOPKIGGIOTIKNG gvyvopoosuvns. (DT 38/GT 23)

[«le don ne doit pas méme apparaitre ou signifier, consciemment ou
inconsciemment, comme don pour les donateurs, sujets individuels ou
collectifs. Dés lors que le don apparaitrait comme don, comme tel, comme
ce qu’il est, dans son phénoméne, son sens et son essence, il serait engagé
dans une structure symbolique, sacrificielle ou économique qui annulerait le
don dans le cercle rituel de la dette. La simple intention de donner, en tant
qu’elle porte le sens intentionnel du don, suffit a se payer de retour. La
simple conscience du don se renvoie aussitot I’image gratifiante de la bonté
ou de la générosité, de I’étre-donnant qui, se sachant tel, se reconnait
circulairement, spéculairement, dans une sorte d’auto-reconnaissance,

d’approbation de soi-méme et de gratitude narcissique. » (D7 38)

«the gift must not even appear or signify, consciously or unconsciously, as
gift for the donors, whether individual or collective subjects. From the
moment the gift would appear as gift, as such, as what it is, in its
phenomenon, its sense and essence, it would be engaged in a symbolic,
sacrificial, or economic structure that would annul the gift in the ritual circle
of the debt. The simple intention to give, insofar as it carries the intentional
meaning of the gift, suffices to make a return payment to oneself. The
simple consciousness of the gift right away sends itself back the gratifying
image of goodness or generosity, of the giving-being, who, knowing itself to
be such, recognizes itself in a circular, specular fashion in a sort of auto-

recognition, self-approval, and narcissistic gratitude.» (GT 23)]

T1 cvpPaiver pe tov moaparnmtn; Kamolog pov €dmwoe $ gvpm. To yvopilo
Omwg Yvopilm 01t 10 £xel kKdvel kdmolog. Towg éxovv mel 0Tt givat ddpo. AAAGL gipo, 1
alcBdvopat 6Tt glpat, Ype®UEVOG 1 VITOYPE®UEVOG. [83] Ba umopovca vo TPOSPEP®
ATTAMG TNV EVYVOUOGUVI LoV O otvoTay ayeveG va un 10 KAve. AAAG 6€ avTiV TV
TePIMTOON, dev &Y® EMOTPEYEL KATL Y00 TO OMPO, KOl OV €M KAVEL £TGL TO

avVOIKOVOULKO [aneconomic] O1KOVOUIKO €V TEAEL,



Kot telikd to 1810 1o dwvpo [gift], 10 «ddpo» [«presen‘[»]4 (o Ntepvtd kavel
waitepn xpnon avtfg g oxéong HeETash Tov dMPOL MG TOPOVTOC, TS TOPOLGINGS,
TOL TAPAOVTOG, K.AT.- TNV KeQaAaonolel, Bo pmopovoape va modue). Lto Pabud mwov
npoPaived 6TV Katoyn Tov ddpov (Kot 6V dev Umopd, TOTE Xl TPOyUaTikd d00el;)
&xel NON koTaoTtel Ol SMPO OALA KoTOYN. Agv UTOPDd va dexdd awTd ToL ivar dikd
pov: edv yivel 06 pov kot kafag yivetor dikd pov, dev eivar mAov ddpo. MOALG
kafiotaton «mapovy, eEapavileTon ®g Ompo.

AvTtég 01 OKEYELS £(0VV G GTOYO VO KOTOGTNGOLV GOPES OTL OVTO TTOL
ekAapPévovpe Vo omoTEAOVV TOVG OPOVG VOGS ODPOV (OTL VTLAPYEL EVOG SWPNTNG, EVOG
dmpeodo)0g, kol KAtl oL dwpiletoan N don) amoteEAOVV  CLYYXPOVOS OPOLS
aduVATOTNTOS TOV OMPOL ®C OMpov. Xe khbe onueio, o d0dpo olcBOaivel ot
OVTOAAQYY, OTNV OlKOVOpio, GTO VOHO TNG OVTOAAQYNG, TNG Otovopr], Kot oVT®
kabeéng. Koatd cuvénela Ba pavotav 6Tt 10 0dpo eivar advvaro.

e éva AL Keipevo, o Ntepvtd otoydletal Katd KATolo TpOTo TEPIGGOTEPO

LTV TNV WWEA TOV AdVVATOL:

«M amodounon €xel ovyvd optotel g M 10w M eumepia g (AdLVATNG)
dvvoTdTTog TOL AdVVATOV, TOL TAEOV adLVATOL, &vag OpOg TOL M

OmOdOUNON LOWPGLETE HE TO SdPo.”

["deconstruction has often been defined as the very experience of the
(impossible) possibility of the impossible, of the most impossible, a

condition that deconstruction shares with the gift"]

Av10 glvar onuUavTIKO TPMOTO ENEWN £XOVLE TNV ATOSOUNCT] VO GUVOLETAL EOD LE KTO
dMPOY, KATL TOL €MIoNG EYOLUE dEL OGOV aPoPd TN dkalocvvT. AAAG dev gival povo
OTL 1 AmOdOUNGN GLOYETILETOL LE TO dMPO KO TN SKAocOVY, aAAd cuoyetileTon KoTd
TETO0 TPOTO MOTE VO UTOPOVV TPAYUATIKE VO GpOivovTol MG Vo OTOoTEAOVV TO 1010
oxedOV mPAyHo: €0 emiong 1o AdLVATO TOV dMPOL cuoyetiletar pe TV 1WA NG

duvatdttog Tov adbvatov [impossible]. O Beoddyog Ba pmopovce TOLAGYIGTOV

4 Acg un Egyvape 0Tt ota ayyAkd Ot o GAAN AEEN Yo To SMPO Etvon present, OTMG, Y0 TOPASELY LA,
birthday present, | onola onpaivel eniong 1o wopov.

> J. Derrida, “Sauf le nom» 6to On the Name. Translated by David Wood et al. Stanford: Stanford Uni-
versity Press, 1995, ¢. 43.



avayvopicet autqv v yAocca. Eivor 1 101 1 yA®cca oty omoio. o Barth ko
Bultmann &yovv pAncet yio ™ yapig [grace] xou v wiot [faith] [...] AAAG o
Nrtepvtd €xet katnyopnOet 6Tt kab16Td T0 dDPO, ETEWN AOVVATO, ENIONG U1 OKENTEO
[adtovénto, unthinkable].® Kot 6yt novo amd ekeivoug mov yia emoyyEAROTUCONG
Adyoug pmopel va vmotebel 0tTL ayvoovv Bgoldyovg Omwg o Barth kor o Bultmann
(31011 01 P1AOc0POL dev dafalovv cuyva Bcoldyovg — oiyovpa Oyt T0G0 cLyva 6GOo o1
Beoloyot d1aalovv PILOGOPOLG.)

‘Etot, 610 God, the Gift and Postmodernism, o Ntepwvtd dievkpvilet:

«To dwpo wg tétolo dev umopel va yvootel, aAld pmopodue vo 10
oKeEPTOVUE. MTOpPOOUE VO OKEPTOVUE OVTO 7OV OEV  UTOPOVUE VO

; 7
YVOPIGOLUED.

[“the gift as such cannot be know, but is can be thought of. We can think

what we cannot know.”]

Oyt pévo pumopovpe vo okePTOLUE 0VTO TOL dgv yvmpilovpe, oAAd @aivetal emiong
ot n okéym [thinking], cuvdéetar amopaciotikd pe avtd [84] mov dev yvopilovpe. H
okéyn amoutel por opopéVn aduvaTOTNTO OKOUN Kot Yo vo. VdpEel akpiag g
oKEYT, EW0IKA €AV OKEYN ONUAIVEL KOTL TOL GTOYEVEL VO TOPOUEIVEL LE TO EPDOTNLOL,
napd va to EEQopPTmOEL.

H oyéon peta&d okéymg -o€ OovVTIOWGTOAN HE TN YVAON- Kol ODdPOL,

% Robyn Horner provides a response to what seems to be a misunderstanding at this point on the part of
Milbank in her Rethinking God as Gift, 16-18. Although Milbank's primary interest in Being
Reconciled is the related notion of forgiveness, it does not seem to me that he has yet quite understood
the character of Derrida's reflections on gift (and so on forgiveness). Derrida maintains neither that the
gift is unthinkable nor that the gift does not occur. Rather, his point is that the thinking of the gift must
reckon with the aporia of gift, and that the subsuming of gift to knowledge destroys the gift as gift. In
Memoires for Paul de Man, Derrida suggests,

"And aporia evokes, rather than prohibits, more precisely, promises through its prohibition,

an other thinking, an other text, the future of another promise" (Memoires for Paul de Man,

133).
To be sure, this talk of promise—

"No path is possible without the aporia of the gift, which does not occur without the aporia

of the promise. I have tried to show elsewhere, in a seminar on the gift (given on Yale on

Paul de Man’s invitation), that there is no gift except on the aporetic condition that nothing

is given that is present and that presents itself as such.” (Memoires for Paul de Man, 147)
— opens to another discussion that must be postponed to Chapter 8.

7 “On the Gift. A Discussion between Jacques Derrida & Jean-Luc Marion (Moderated by Richard
Kearney)” oto John Caputo and M. J. Scanlon (em.), God, The Gift and Postmodernism
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1999), . 60.



kabiotator TAnpéotepn oto Given Time:

«Avt6 10 Ydoua petady, ag' evog, T okEYng, TG YA®ooog 1 g embopiog
Ka, o' ETEPOV, TNG YVAGNG, TNG PIAOGOPING, TNG EMOTNUNG, TNG TAENG TNG
napovciog amotedel emiong éva yaopo petad TOL SDPOL KOl NG

owovoptocy (DT 46/GT 29).

[« Cet écart entre, d’une part, la pensée, le langage ou le désir et, d’autre
part, la connaissance, la philosophie, la science, I’ordre de la présence, c’est

aussi un écart entre le don et I’économie. » (DT 46)

"This gap between, on the one hand, thought, language, and desire and, on
the other hand, knowledge, philosophy, science, and the order of presence is

also a gap between gift and economy" (GT 29)].

H okéyn tov ddpov elvar cuvenmg pe Evav optopévo TPOTo eEMTEPIKT MG TPOG «TN
YVOGN, TN OLL0cOoPI0 Kol TNV EMGTAUN KL Y10, 0VTO TO AOYO €ivat oav 1 GUVOEETOL
HE «T1 oKEYM, TN YA®ooo Kot tnv embopioy. Efvar onuoavtikd va onueudoovpe 6Tt 1o

adVVaTO GLVOEETOL TTAAL KABOPIOTIKA [E TN OKEYT, AV KoL O)L LE TN YVAON:

«eldv 10 dmpo eivor évo GAAo Ovopa Yoo 10 adHVOTO, EVIOVTOLS TO
oKePTONOTE, TO ovopdlovpe, To embupovpe. AmofAémovpe og avtd» (DT

45/GT 29).

[« si le don est un autre nom de I’impossible, nous le pensons pourtant, nous

le nommons, nous le désirons. Nous en avons I’intention » (DT 45)

"if the gift is another name for the impossible, we still think it, we name it,

we desire it. We intend it" (GT 29).]

Koatd ovvénela, o Ntepvtd éxel emouméel va eENynoetl, akoOun Kot evavtio

OTOVG «PIAOVCY TOV, OTL 1 100 TNE AOLVATOTNTOG OEV EXEL MG OKOMO VO, GTOLOTIOEL



oG avTBETOC va apyioel T okéyn.t. Tvvende, dmme vroompilet oto God, the Gift

and Postmodernism:

«IIpoomabnoa akpiPdg vo HETATOTIC® TNV TPOPANUATIKY] TOL ODPOV, Yo
VO TO OTOGTAC® Ad TOV KOKAO TNG OIKOVOUIOG, TG GUVAAAXYNG, AL OxI
Vo GLUVAY® omd TNV adVVOTATNTO TOL ODPOV VO ELPAVICTEL MG TETOL0 KO VL
kaBopilotel g téTo10, TNV amdALT advvaToTTd TOoL [...] Elval advvato yu
T0 dMPO Vo VILAPEEL Kal Vo ELPavioTel oG T€T010. AAAG ToTé dev KaTéAnEa
OTO GULUTEPAGHO OTL OEV VIAPYEL ODPO. XLVEPT Vo T OTL €GV VTAPYEL
dMPO, SOUECOL AVTNG TNG AOLVATOTNTAG, TPEMEL VoL Elval 1 eumelpion avTNg
™E odVVaTOTNTOC, Ko TPETEL Vo, eppaviotel mg advovaton.” (God, the Gift

and Postmodernism, 59).

["] tried to precisely displace the problematic of the gift, to take it out of the
circle of economy, of exchange, but not fo conclude, from the impossibility
for the gift to appear as such and to be determined as such, to its absolute
impossibility. [. . . ] It is impossible for the gift to exist and appear as such.
But I never concluded that there is no gift. I went on to say that if there is a
gift, through this impossibility, it must be the experience of this
impossibility, and it should appear as impossible" (God, the Gift and

Postmodernism, 59).]

Xe po EKQpoon mov poc mdel Katd kimowo tpdmo mo mEPO amd 0Tt 0 Ntepvtd

QOIVETOL TPOETOUACUEVOG Va. TTaEL 610 Given Time, pmopel aKOUN Kol vaL TTEL:

«To dmpo eivar olokAnpotikd EEvo mpog tov opilovta Tng otkovopiag, g

OVTOAOYIOG, TNG YVAOONG, TOV JOMIGTOTIKOV INAMGE®MY, KOl TOV Be@pnTiKo

¥ Derrida's typical way of referring to this sort of impossibility is through

the term aporia, which we have encountered before, and will again. Speaking of
this, he says,
"the aporia or the non-way is the condition of walking: if there was no
aporia we wouldn't find our way; path-breaking implies aporia” ("Hospitality, Justice and
Responsibility," 73).

«M amopia 17 0 un-0popog ivai o 6POG TG Padiong: edv dev VINPye amopio dev Ba Ppickaue
70 dpOUO pag: M d1dvolEn dpORoL VITOVOEL TNV aropio.

? «“On the Gift. A Discussion between Jacques Derrida & Jean-Luc Marion”, d.7., 6. 59.



npocdoptopo kat kpiongy '’ (God, the Gift and Postmodernism, 59).

"The gift is totally foreign to the horizon of economy, ontology, knowledge,
constantive statements, and theoretical determination and judgment" (God, the

Gift and Postmodernism, 59).

Eivor €dd mov @aivetar va gtdvovpe o€ pio Slutdmmon e oxéong eEmTeptkoOTNTOg

[exteriority] peTa&D TOL dMOPOL KOl TNG OWKOVOUIOS TOL AVTIGTOLKElL GE TOPOUOIEG

ONAMCELG GYETIKA LE TNV ETEPOYEVELD TNG OKOLOGVVIG KOl TOV VOLLOV.

1007[



