93 Hi all,

I know that some of you are interested in Philosophy and Derrida in particular.  I have been reading his Of Grammatology and wrote a four page analysis for my class.  If you look carefully you may suspect his ideas to be loaded with Qabalistic implications, especially if you keep in mind that his ideas of signs are intimately link with his ontology.  "...there is nothing outside the text..."

 

Well here’s my paper...good grief!
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Ryan

Hi Ryan,
93
Thanks for this.  As your paper has to do with the original theme of Magick; writing, I though it worth commenting upon by bringing the text into the message box and commenting directly.  Here goes...
 

Explaining and Deferring the Trace
 

While reading the section subtitled “The Outside is X the Inside” in Jacques Derrida’s Of Grammatology, my mind was impressed by his idea of the trace.  From this reading I am left with the strong impression that Derrida’s trace refers to what I call ‘a hint of meaning’ without being meaning itself.  This hint of meaning referred to as the trace seems to be an experience involving an interdependent relationship, or better, a mutual contingency with the binary oppositions of signs by which meaning itself is continually deferred.  
The meaning is deferred or inferred?  I'm not sure I understand what you're trying to say here as it seems to me that we can draw meaning from an integrative connnectiveness between two terms; themselves being equivalent to signs.  By deferring meaning, aren't we obfuscating our terminology?

The intention of this paper is humble in that it merely seeks to articulate and illustrate my perception that the relationship between Derrida’s trace and the binary opposition encountered in general writing (i.e. all symbols in general, existing in thought, language and graphic writing) is circular, non-linear, and non-causal. 

 
Now there is much preliminary exegesis required in order to gain an adequate and comprehensive understanding of Derrida’s trace.  Therefore it is necessary within the limited space of this paper to create a context, however superficial by which to discuss my central object of exploration.  
 
In his discussion titled, “The Outside is X the Inside” Derrida deconstructs the work of Saussure by identifying the inherent contradictions within his logocentric notions of language and writing.  One important contradiction is Sausure’s claim that there is a radical distinction between the linguistic and graphic sign followed by a later claim that signs are arbitrary: “The thesis of the arbitrariness of the sign…must forbid a radical distinction between the linguistic and graphic sign.” (Derrida p. 44)
More a side-bar here: I would have tried to include the quote in the text of my statement, rather than insert it as an authoritative redundancy.  It might have gone something like:  One important contradiction noted in Saussure's claim is the "thesis of the arbitrariness of the sign..."  And then from there, you might have added your own comment in noting the 'radical distinction.'
 
The notion of an arbitrary sign disrupts the assumption of a natural hierarchy of meaning/presence, followed by phonic language and writing within the logocentric paradigm.  If signs are arbitrary there can be no linear hierarchy since each sign must derive its meaning from another sign which is necessarily devoid of meaning itself.  To this effect he writes: “One must therefore challenge, in the very name of arbitrariness of the sign, the Sausurian definition of writing as “image,”-hence as natural symbol-of language.” (Derrida pgs 45-47)  Thus in this sense there is no  direct or exclusive claim of any particular sign, graphic or phonic to meaning as presence, that is to some essence of ‘truth’ in an absolute metaphysical sense.  This is the logocentric view of writing which Derrida is deconstructing. 
Personal note:  This seems so obvious as to be surprising that it is only recently being considered.  If a symbol is arbitrary, it can have no inherent meaning and will therefore not convey any real meaning to another and communication is negated.  Even that a symbol have a variety of meanings, this does not necessitate that those meanings are arbitrary.  For arbitrary meanings to be assigned to symbols, then as you say, the symbol itself would have no meaning.  From a magickal perspective, we know the universe is populated with a heirarchy of beings.  And we know that one way to approach, appeal to, control and/or manipulate these beings is to know their name; their symbol or term (Rumplestiltskin comes to mind as a myth that teaches this esoterically) and to utilize this by a variety of means.  Therefore, symbols must have as you say, a linear hierarchy; at least in the time/space continuum.
 
His next observation involves the recognition that phonic language involves a series of arbitrary signs as much as graphic writing: “Now we must think that writing is at the same time more exterior to speech, not being its ‘image’ or its ‘symbol,’ and more interior to speech, which is already in itself a writing.” (Derrida p. 45) Thus one could postulate a classification of ‘general writing’ or ‘arche writing’ to include all arbitrary signs both spoken and written within the purview of ‘writing’ as a total, non linear system of reference.
How can an 'arche writing' be arbitrary?  Unless I am misreading the term, this as a height (arche) necessarily implies a hierarchy.
Such a view decentralizes the exclusive privilege of phonic language as the direct link to meaning/presence.  Thus the logocentric depiction of  graphic writing being outside, with the spoken word and presence being inside is disrupted. (Derrida p. 45-53)   
In Derrida’s framework where graphic and phonic symbols are understood to be equally arbitrary, the hierarchical relationship of outside and inside, true and derived meaning is ruptured.  There is no distinct boundary between outside and inside or binary opposites as such; there is just the play of hinted meaning created by the interaction of opposites and the deferral of meaning from one arbitrary sign to the next.  This play of hinted but never revealed meaning is the trace, sometimes called the ‘instituted trace’, the ‘arch trace’ or ‘differance’. (Derrida pgs. 47-53)  This is what is implied by his enigmatic subtitle “The Outside is X the Inside” 
The outside and the inside, at least from the mystical perspective (and I wonder how Hegel would approach this), would be at least, co-equivalent if not more directly connected.  In other words, that which is spoken, may have an essence that comes from the interior of one's psyche, but even a graphic that is more exteriorized and along with the hearing or reception of the spoken term, both will produce in the other an image that is also directly evocative of energy within the interior of the psyche.  My words can conjure up an image in your mind and after all, we really do think in images, which is shown to us partially, in the nature of our dreaming attention.  The poets of our society have figured this out, much to the horror of those dupes of the Black Lodge (most people) that have confused the symbols (cf. my commentary to Liber Trigrammaton at astronargon.us) and seek to alienate, isolate or separate language from its source.
 
It seems that the instituted trace is that hint of meaning assigned to a particular arbitrary sign.  The hint of meaning is that subjective ‘sense of’ which one experiences when encountering an arbitrary sign.  Derrida writes: The instituted trace is ‘unmotivated’ but not capricious.  Like the word ‘arbitrary’ according to Saussure, it ‘should not imply that the choice of the signifier is left entirely to the speaker”’ (Derrida p. 46)  
The very fact that we have a collective unconscious and that symbols have a common efficacy amongst a plethora of practitioners of the holy art and science, shows us this 'trace' meaning.  It is an intuited truth (that again, I wonder how Hegel would respond) that we rely on or we could not join together in the formation of a Magickal Lodge.
 
The trace is henceforth instituted, that is a specific idea is assigned to it within the context of signs in which it exists.  The trace itself as a hint of meaning is “…neither a concept, nor a sign…”, it is elastic; the sense of the instituted trace is contingent upon its contextual relationship to the other existing signs and the hint of meaning shifts: it is subject to ‘play’ as the sense of meaning attributed to a sign is deferred by its reference to another sign.  In this sense the experience of the trace is dependent upon the difference and play of the binary oppositions, that is the play of meaning between two different instituted signifiers.  He writes: “The instituted trace cannot be thought without thinking the retention of difference within a structure of reference where difference appears as such and thus permits a certain liberty of variations among the full terms.” (Derrida p. 46)
I think you almost answer my original criticism; that of the seeming contradiction in the deference of meaning.  My comments following this have then been alluding to the inherent nature and meaning of any one sign, symbol or term.  But any inferred meaning would be deferred until we find its connected or binary partner.  This then implying that each is inherently giving the other meaning, rather than the reader, simply making effort to infer a meaning when the terms are beyond his or her everyday vocabulary.  So then, I guess I would have to say that I still don't understand neither what Derrida nor Saussure are after in each their philosophical inquiries.
 
Here the instituted trace depends on the retention of difference, that is the maintenance of a certain linguistic or graphic convention.  The differences between certain signifiers must be agreed upon within the proper context, within a certain framework of symbols.  This allows a series of symbols, opposites, and differences by which the trace can play out its hint of meaning by deferral to various combinations of symbols.  A close analysis of this claim suggests that the relationship between the retention of difference as opposites and the trace is not causal.  The trace is not caused by difference.  
Yes, the trace is mystical or intuitive (my reason for constantly invoking Hegel).  As the French phrase goes, this trace is the 'genes se quas' (and I know I butchered the spelling) or indeterminate but identifiable essence.  This has a certain relation to Plato or Socrates disruption of the Sophistic notion that Virtue is a definable term or symbol.  We know what Virtue is, but we really cannot come up with a proper definition for it.
 
This is indicated when Derrida writes that “These oppositions have meaning only after the possibility of the trace.  The un-motivated-ness of the sign requires a synthesis in which the completely other is announced as such-without any simplicity, any identity, any resemblance or continuity-within what it is not.” (Derrida p. 47)  This suggests that the difference of the opposition is also dependent on the trace implying a co-arising of the instituted trace and its differing opposites within a total, but not exhaustive continuum of arbitrary signs.  
 
The relationship here appears circular as opposed to linear.  While the trace is necessary for the opposition; the opposition is not created or caused by the trace, since the trace cannot maintain it’s existence without the opposition.  In this sense they are mutually contingent factors being simultaneously interdependent.  Henceforth, there can be no hierarchical relationship between the trace and the binary oppositions.  They are simply interrelated features much in the way that speech and written symbols are interdependent signs within a totality of arbitrary signs that Derrida refers to as ‘arch writing’ or ‘generalized writing’. 


But it seems to me again, that this is only so when these symbols, signs, words, et al have no inherent meaning of their own and are only superficially deriving meaning from another related binary object, no matter how complicated the nature of that relation. And we as Qabalists do know (consider Gematria) that terms do have an interrelation. But they also have inherent qualities independent of that relation. It just seems that this is being excluded in this deconstruction.
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pj
In a message dated 11/17/06 10:26:09 AM, provelli1@nycap.rr.com writes:

.  This is the logocentric view of writing which Derrida is deconstructing.
Personal note:  This seems so obvious as to be surprising that it is only recently being considered.  If a symbol is arbitrary, it can have no inherent meaning and will therefore not convey any real meaning to another and communication is negated.  Even that a symbol have a variety of meanings, this does not necessitate that those meanings are arbitrary.  For arbitrary meanings to be assigned to symbols, then as you say, the symbol itself would have no meaning.  From a magickal perspective, we know the universe is populated with a heirarchy of beings. 


Perhpas he used the wrong word there, It may not be arbitrary as it is a substitutional?
Of course I could be wrong..But I beleive the Archetype may be the same but slightly different according to the person or system
regards
johnmoon3717@aol.com
Hi JohnMoon,
93
I'm just not sure that by using the term 'arche' that Derrida is referring to Jung's idea of an archetype.  Though 'arche' definitely gives the impression of hierarchy.  But then again, I would be using this 'trace' method to define the term...lol.
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Hi PJ,
 

I'll try to respond to your comments in part, though I need time to really meditate on these issues.
 

my comments follow below:


Paul Joseph Rovelli <provelli1@nycap.rr.com> wrote:

Hi Ryan,
93
Thanks for this.  As your paper has to do with the original theme of Magick; writing, I though it worth commenting upon by bringing the text into the message box and commenting directly.  Here goes...
 

Explaining and Deferring the Trace
 

While reading the section subtitled “The Outside is X the Inside” in Jacques Derrida’s Of Grammatology, my mind was impressed by his idea of the trace.  From this reading I am left with the strong impression that Derrida’s trace refers to what I call ‘a hint of meaning’ without being meaning itself.  This hint of meaning referred to as the trace seems to be an experience involving an interdependent relationship, or better, a mutual contingency with the binary oppositions of signs by which meaning itself is continually deferred.  
The meaning is deferred or inferred?  I'm not sure I understand what you're trying to say here as it seems to me that we can draw meaning from an integrative connnectiveness between two terms; themselves being equivalent to signs.  By deferring meaning, aren't we obfuscating our terminology?  
According to Derrida (in this context) the deferal is the differand.  It is the natural conclusion to the common observation that signs are arbitrary.  Though the Aristotelian logocentric view, (which still informs modern linguistics, believe it or not!) which espouses a metaphysical essence followed by a hierarchy where phonic symbols have priveledged status over written symbols.
The intention of this paper is humble in that it merely seeks to articulate and illustrate my perception that the relationship between Derrida’s trace and the binary opposition encountered in general writing (i.e. all symbols in general, existing in thought, language and graphic writing) is circular, non-linear, and non-causal. 

 
Now there is much preliminary exegesis required in order to gain an adequate and comprehensive understanding of Derrida’s trace.  Therefore it is necessary within the limited space of this paper to create a context, however superficial by which to discuss my central object of exploration.  
 
In his discussion titled, “The Outside is X the Inside” Derrida deconstructs the work of Saussure by identifying the inherent contradictions within his logocentric notions of language and writing.  One important contradiction is Sausure’s claim that there is a radical distinction between the linguistic and graphic sign followed by a later claim that signs are arbitrary: “The thesis of the arbitrariness of the sign…must forbid a radical distinction between the linguistic and graphic sign.” (Derrida p. 44)
More a side-bar here: I would have tried to include the quote in the text of my statement, rather than insert it as an authoritative redundancy.  It might have gone something like:  One important conatradiction noted in Sausure's claim is the "thesis of the arbitrariness of the sign..."  And then from there, you might have added your own comment in noting the 'radical distinction.' I tend to do that alot in other papers and just felt like breaking the rythm.
 
The notion of an arbitrary sign disrupts the assumption of a natural hierarchy of meaning/presence, followed by phonic language and writing within the logocentric paradigm.  If signs are arbitrary there can be no linear hierarchy since each sign must derive its meaning from another sign which is necessarily devoid of meaning itself.  To this effect he writes: “One must therefore challenge, in the very name of arbitrariness of the sign, the Sausurian definition of writing as “image,”-hence as natural symbol-of language.” (Derrida pgs 45-47)  Thus in this sense there is no  direct or exclusive claim of any particular sign, graphic or phonic to meaning as presence, that is to some essence of ‘truth’ in an absolute metaphysical sense.  This is the logocentric view of writing which Derrida is deconstructing. 
Personal note:  This seems so obvious as to be surprising that it is only recently being considered.  If a symbol is arbitrary, it can have no inherent meaning and will therefore not convey any real meaning to another and communication is negated.  Even that a symbol have a variety of meanings, this does not necessitate that those meanings are arbitrary.  For arbitrary meanings to be assigned to symbols, then as you say, the symbol itself would have no meaning.  From a magickal perspective, we know the universe is populated with a heirarchy of beings.  But you must remember that academic philosophers usually are unable to think for themselves and are mostly psuedo philosophers footnoting the same old, usually out of date metaphysical assumptions.  Like the god damn neo-platonists!  The ten of swords is assigned to many of them. lol. 
Also remember that Derrida is a deconstructionist so these obvious statements are really a response to his deconstruction of Suasure who is promoting this logicentric idea.  Derrida is not interested in metaphysics at all, rather he is interested in showing the limits of all human thought and discourse, even his own! which is cool.
 And we know that one way to approach, appeal to, control and/or manipulate these beings is to know their name; their symbol or term (Rumplestiltskin comes to mind as a myth that teaches this esoterically) and to utilize this by a variety of means.  Therefore, symbols must have as you say, a linear hierarchy; at least in the time/space continuum. Derrida is part of the French postmodern tradition, (he was a student of Foucault.  Remember philsophy is anti magick in that its analysis destroys the phenomonal time bound assumptions.  Ie. gnana yoga.  The postmodern tradition is mixing the planes.  And despite their "anti-metaphysical" stance so-called, their deconstructions are informed usually by un-stated moral sentiments analogous to secular humanism, which implies an non-rational, and eventually a metaphysical, religious, or simply sentimental assumption.  They want to challenge hierarchies, they are essentially christist agendas, by their mixing of the planes.  If everyone took their ideals seriously there would be no business, no creation, just humble pushovers, a peaceful and boring planet.  The redeeming factor about this type of deconstruction, (especially that of Foucault, which I will present later) is that it can be applied to the christist delusions themselves, and you can even use their own arguments to expose their hidden agendas for what they are: nap.  This is what I do in my class discussions which tends to irritate many of the 'wholesome' drones who parrot this stuff. This paper is just an exegesis, since Derrida is quite challenging, even for the professors! lol.
 
 
His next observation involves the recognition that phonic language involves a series of arbitrary signs as much as graphic writing: “Now we must think that writing is at the same time more exterior to speech, not being its ‘image’ or its ‘symbol,’ and more interior to speech, which is already in itself a writing.” (Derrida p. 45) Thus one could postulate a classification of ‘general writing’ or ‘arche writing’ to include all arbitrary signs both spoken and written within the purview of ‘writing’ as a total, non linear system of reference.
How can an 'arche writing' be arbitrary?  Unless I am misreading the term, this as a height (arche) necessarily implies a hierarchy. Arch in the Oxford dictionary: 1) means a curved support for a structure or a building.
2) Self consciously playful or teasing.
3)Chief or superior, pre-eminent of its kind.  
Your raise a good point. Arc is D's play on words implying all of the above.  The idea here is that it is a paradox.  It is arbitrary, yet the arbiter is the source of the 'trace' that hint of meaning.  which is dependent on the binary opposition of arbitrary concepts, symbols etc.  This is circular of course, but he does not believe in a linear ontology so it is consistent in that sense.  But we could use this to deconstruct his deconstruction and I'm sure he acknowledges this in his career.
 

well, I have to go now.  I'll continue this response later.  I have a date. lol.
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Ryan

93
 

Hello Pj and all,
 

Heres the continuation of my original response to PJ's comments from the previous e-mail.
Such a view decentralizes the exclusive privilege of phonic language as the direct link to meaning/presence.  Thus the logocentric depiction of  graphic writing being outside, with the spoken word and presence being inside is disrupted. (Derrida p. 45-53)   
In Derrida’s framework where graphic and phonic symbols are understood to be equally arbitrary, the hierarchical relationship of outside and inside, true and derived meaning is ruptured.  There is no distinct boundary between outside and inside or binary opposites as such; there is just the play of hinted meaning created by the interaction of opposites and the deferral of meaning from one arbitrary sign to the next.  This play of hinted but never revealed meaning is the trace, sometimes called the ‘instituted trace’, the ‘arch trace’ or ‘differance’. (Derrida pgs. 47-53)  This is what is implied by his enigmatic subtitle “The Outside is X the Inside” 
The outside and the inside, at least from the mystical perspective (and I wonder how Hegel would approach this), would be at least, co-equivalent if not more directly connected.  In other words, that which is spoken, may have an essence that comes from the interior of one's psyche, but even a graphic that is more exteriorized and along with the hearing or reception of the spoken term, both will produce in the other an image that is also directly evocative of energy within the interior of the psyche. This is an interesting insight, but Derrida is trying to deconstruct all positive metaphysics in general.  In some secondary reading I found that Hegel is also one of Derrida's victims.  Derrida criticizes Hegel's claims that the phonetic alphabet is more evolved that the heiroglyphic alphabet.  This again is due to the logocentric tradition in D's view.  Of course as magicians we can attest to some pragmatic truth to the logocentric view (as you pointed out earlier); however Derrida is simply trying to disrupt any absolute claims to these views, I don't think he's trying to deny the phenomenal reality of logocentric hierarchy, only the traditional absolutist notion.  In his apologetics Derrida does claim to be a realist, since he does need to depend on realist hierarchy in order to make his deconstructions.  Personally I like Derrida, since he is not absolutely negating any idea or theory at all, (though his critics will claim so, he denys this) what he is doing is simply a language game strategy by which he uses philosophic discourse, not philosophy itself to simply challenge any absolute assumptions that are taken for granted in philsophy, or any discipline for that matter.  He would therefore disagree, like the critical theorists with Hegels concept of an absolute that unfolds in history, since this can be used to mummify knowledge as 'absolute objectivity'.   My words can conjure up an image in your mind and after all, we really do think in images, which is shown to us partially, in the nature of our dreaming attention.  The poets of our society have figured this out, much to the horror of those dupes of the Black Lodge (most people) that have confused the symbols (cf. my commentary to Liber Trigrammaton at astronargon.us) and seek to alienate, isolate or separate language from its source. Again I agree with this and its hard to know for sure what Derrida really thinks since he is not claiming to present a philosophy inso much as he is attempting to disrupt absolute beliefs that prevent new ideas.  His method is simply deconstruction.  Even his idea of the 'trace' is meant to be un-intelligible.  "it is niether a concept nor a sign..."  any concepts that he invents are not meant as positive objective assertions, or metaphysics per se, but rather paradoxical riddles meant to overthrow our mind's tendency to absolutize finite historically conditioned concepts, that could stifle the developement of new concepts.  The 'God' all too often gets replaced with absolute foundations or assumptions from modern reason or science, which when taken for granted and used to police the world of ideas becomes 'anti-modern' in effect.
 
It seems that the instituted trace is that hint of meaning assigned to a particular arbitrary sign.  The hint of meaning is that subjective ‘sense of’ which one experiences when encountering an arbitrary sign.  Derrida writes: The instituted trace is ‘unmotivated’ but not capricious.  Like the word ‘arbitrary’ according to Saussure, it ‘should not imply that the choice of the signifier is left entirely to the speaker”’ (Derrida p. 46)  
The very fact that we have a collective unconscious and that symbols have a common efficacy amongst a plethora of practitioners of the holy art and science, shows us this 'trace' meaning.  It is an intuited truth (that again, I wonder how Hegel would respond) that we rely on or we could not join together in the formation of a Magickal Lodge. This is interesting, however for Derrida the trace can never really be defined, even my tentative explanation is a convenient abomination in so far as I was attempting to un-pack D's otherwise un-intelligible notions.  Personally In the context of language I think it may be Ain soph aur/keter, while the instituted sign, ie. conventional denotation of a word is analogous to chesed, in the suit of swords.  Arbitrary settlement, law, but not absolute truth itself.  Your points do offer a critique of D's work similar to my own thoughts, that despite all efforts, his ani-metaphysics and trace inherently imply an unarticulated metaphysics.  Yet I'm sure Derrida would admit this, which makes him even more fun.  He just likes showing the limits of all thought, even his own.  Behind this lurks a sense of justice, where he is generating a way of deconstructing ideas that may be used for oppression.  His work, along with other PM writers such as Layotard present themselves more as a means than an end or a reality in my humble opinion.
 
The trace is henceforth instituted, that is a specific idea is assigned to it within the context of signs in which it exists.  The trace itself as a hint of meaning is “…neither a concept, nor a sign…”, it is elastic; the sense of the instituted trace is contingent upon its contextual relationship to the other existing signs and the hint of meaning shifts: it is subject to ‘play’ as the sense of meaning attributed to a sign is deferred by its reference to another sign.  In this sense the experience of the trace is dependent upon the difference and play of the binary oppositions, that is the play of meaning between two different instituted signifiers.  He writes: “The instituted trace cannot be thought without thinking the retention of difference within a structure of reference where difference appears as such and thus permits a certain liberty of variations among the full terms.” (Derrida p. 46)
I think you almost answer my original criticism; that of the seeming contradiction in the deference of meaning.  My comments following this have then been alluding to the inherent nature and meaning of any one sign, symbol or term.  But any inferred meaning would be deferred until we find its connected or binary partner.  This then implying that each is inherently giving the other meaning, rather than the reader, simply making effort to infer a meaning when the terms are beyond his or her everyday vocabulary.  So then, I guess I would have to say that I still don't understand neither what Derrida nor Saussure are after in each their philosophical inquiries.
 
Here the instituted trace depends on the retention of difference, that is the maintenance of a certain linguistic or graphic convention.  The differences between certain signifiers must be agreed upon within the proper context, within a certain framework of symbols.  This allows a series of symbols, opposites, and differences by which the trace can play out its hint of meaning by deferral to various combinations of symbols.  A close analysis of this claim suggests that the relationship between the retention of difference as opposites and the trace is not causal.  The trace is not caused by difference.  
Yes, the trace is mystical or intuitive (my reason for constantly invoking Hegel).  As the French phrase goes, this trace is the 'genes se quas' (and I know I butchered the spelling) or indeterminate but identifyable essence.  This has a certain relation to Plato or Socrates disruption of the Sophistic notion that Virtue is a defineable term or symbol.  We know what Virtue is, but we really cannot come up with a proper definition for it.
 
This is indicated when Derrida writes that “These oppositions have meaning only after the possibility of the trace.  The un-motivated-ness of the sign requires a synthesis in which the completely other is announced as such-without any simplicity, any identity, any resemblance or continuity-within what it is not.” (Derrida p. 47)  This suggests that the difference of the opposition is also dependent on the trace implying a co-arising of the instituted trace and its differing opposites within a total, but not exhaustive continuum of arbitrary signs.  
 
The relationship here appears circular as opposed to linear.  While the trace is necessary for the opposition; the opposition is not created or caused by the trace, since the trace cannot maintain it’s existence without the opposition.  In this sense they are mutually contingent factors being simultaneously interdependent.  Henceforth, there can be no hierarchical relationship between the trace and the binary oppositions.  They are simply interrelated features much in the way that speech and written symbols are interdependent signs within a totality of arbitrary signs that Derrida refers to as ‘arch writing’ or ‘generalized writing’. 


Butit seems to me again, that this is only so when these symbols, signs, words, etal have no inherent meaning of their own andare only superficially derivingmeaning fromanother related binary object, no matter how complicated the natureof that relation. And we as Qabalistsdoknow (consider Gematria) thattermsdohave an interrelation. But they also have inherent qualitiesindependent of that relation. It just seems that this is being excluded in thisdeconstruction.
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pj
 

Thankyou again for the stimulating commentary PJ.  Wish you were in the class.  I'm sure you would have a blast if you could tolerate the nauseating stench of sniveling christist niavete and its agendas lurking in the astral.
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Hi John,
 

'Arch writing' is a term coined by Derrida that cannot be defined in a fixed sense.  It is suggestive more than denotative, in the context of his "Grammatology" it suggests any symbol which so ever which produces a sense of meaning only by its reference to another symbol.  It seems from Derrida's writing that even an object is a symbol.  Ex. the word apple, refers to the 'arch' symbol of a a visible object that we ascribe that symbolic phonic symbol to, and that symbol is also referred to by the writen symbol 'apple'.  Thus for Derrida Arch writing includes both physical objects, thoughts, words, pictoral and written symbols et al.  as a non heirarchical general writing.  He is not arguing this as the 'truth' or as the way things are, but as another way of interpreting grammar and symbols aside from the traditional logocentric view espoused by linguists.  He's just basicall stirring up shit, trying to stimulate creativity, by disrupting old established concepts that are taken for granted without necessarily implying their invalidity.  For derrida I think from my readings there is no absolute validity in particular finite thing.  There is just the trace, which is 'no thing' at all in my interpretation which is communiocated through a never ending possiblity of combinations of finite symbols.  
 

Again his work is more of a philsophic vitriol than any positive or assertions.  It is even self negating on purpose in one sense.  As much as this is my opinion, there are secondary sources on Derrida that also point this out in other aspects of his work.  There is not much that can really be said by any secondary source since Derrida despite all his discourse doesn't say anything really graspable.  
 

It is very similar to the emptiness philsophy of Nagarjuna from the Sunyata school of Mahayana Buddhist philsophy, claiming that everything is contradictory, even its own claims.  
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Pardon all this dribble its the best I can do.  Thankyou for your insightful response.  
 

Ryan
Hi Ryan,
93
Thanks for your responses...this is all very fascinating for me.
The meaning is deferred or inferred?  I'm not sure I understand what you're trying to say here as it seems to me that we can draw meaning from an integrative connnectiveness between two terms; themselves being equivalent to signs.  By deferring meaning, aren't we obfuscating our terminology?  
According to Derrida (in this context) the deferal is the differand.  It is the natural conclusion to the common observation that signs are arbitrary.  Though the Aristotelian logocentric view, (which still informs modern linguistics, believe it or not!) which espouses a metaphysical essence followed by a hierarchy where phonic symbols have priveledged status over written symbols. 

I think I'm as much interested in the hierarchy and that that needs an explanation in and of itself.  Let's say that the hierarchy starts with the visual, that would be the innate, essential and sensorial input of phenomena, then translated by brain; particularly the cerebellum, which was the first center of human consciousness (cf. The Origins of Consciousness in the Breakdown of the Bi-cameral Mind by Jules Jaynes).  This then is graphically depicted in symbols (i.e. Cave Paintings?...possibly before hieroglyphs).  So then the phonetic as the mind moves out of the self-absorption and into a social state, possibly, simultaneously moving then to the cerebral cortex for consciousness orientation.  This then definitely stimulates the need for hieroglyphs but also sets up the phoneme, which then results in alphabetic language.
And so the 'metaphysical' is then visual with the other accompanying sensorium of the cerebellum.  It is the state that the ancient shamans found a need to return to, using psycho-tropic drugs and other forms of trance-induced states that later became termed Magick.  And in reading through your comments in the various posts, it seems to me that Derrida is seeking to develop a certain sophistry by which his comments can't be challenged, except for the fact that they are inherently meaningless; as is all sophistry.
Socrates of course, made this point all too well.  And like the modern "christist" philosophers as you point out, this sophistry is still relied on today, and without which, the slave religions themselves could not exist. 
I digress here, but, it seems this was also the tragic flaw in the thinking of Ayn Rand, she hated Plato and clung to Aristotle.  But perhaps more interesting is Blavatsky's thoughts on philosophy.  We really can't ignore the metaphysical as it all essentially returns to this.  And thus, Plato remains the kingpin.
Personal note:  This seems so obvious as to be surprising that it is only recently being considered.  If a symbol is arbitrary, it can have no inherent meaning and will therefore not convey any real meaning to another and communication is negated.  Even that a symbol have a variety of meanings, this does not necessitate that those meanings are arbitrary.  For arbitrary meanings to be assigned to symbols, then as you say, the symbol itself would have no meaning.  From a magickal perspective, we know the universe is populated with a heirarchy of beings.  But you must remember that academic philosophers usually are unable to think for themselves and are mostly psuedo philosophers footnoting the same old, usually out of date metaphysical assumptions.  Like the god damn neo-platonists!  The ten of swords is assigned to many of them. lol.  
First, what's wrong with the neo-Platonists?...or were you being facetious?  Their attempt to return to the ancient wisdom, though often fledgling and indulgent, represented a return to the true metaphysical understanding of the Universe and opened the door for greater discoveries as mapped by those including Blavatsky and Crowley.  Indeed Newton and Eliphas Levi become important cornerstones that set up the new Gnosis brought to us first by John Dee and ultimately, Crowley.
Your critique of modern philosophers is important in that it demonstrates the nature of extreme intellection (10 of Swords)  centered and isolated on the lowest plane.  But then Malkuth in such a case is uninformed of the metaphysical nature of even its existence.  This is where I have touted the brilliant insights of Patrizia Norelli-Bachelet in the past.  She, Mother & Sri-Aurobindo, saw the true nature of Malkuth, not in itself being the Maya, but the Maya being our incorrect relation with the plane of physical manifestation.
In this, we show how reason is divorced from reality as per the 10 of Swords.  But also, the Sun in Gemini, which is its attribution; the taking of identity (Sun) in duality and in defiance of archetypal absolutes as would be of the Supernal Triad and consistent with Plato's symbology.  Then we have a return to the metaphysics that Blavatsky insists upon.
Also remember that Derrida is a deconstructionist so these obvious statements are really a response to his deconstruction of Suasure who is promoting this logicentric idea.  Derrida is not interested in metaphysics at all, rather he is interested in showing the limits of all human thought and discourse, even his own! which is cool. 
This just wreaks of the worst form of sophistry, nihilism.  So I'm not sure that it's so "cool".  I'll be careful not to plant the notion of absolute truth or absolutism in general as we've spoken about this on the list some time back.  But Plato clearly demonstrated the nature of "correct opinion" and I believe this is something that must be considered in an a priori manner in any philosophical inquiry.  It seems to me then the Deconstructionism is a 'punk' philosophy.  This may be cool so far as Johnny Lydon and the Sex Pisols or Jello Biafra and the Dead Kennedys were.  But those 'philosophers' were challenging a false establishment on a socio-political scale that has adopted a Christist philosophy.  Derrida's effectually going at Plato, which is altogether different. 
 
His next observation involves the recognition that phonic language involves a series of arbitrary signs as much as graphic writing: “Now we must think that writing is at the same time more exterior to speech, not being its ‘image’ or its ‘symbol,’ and more interior to speech, which is already in itself a writing.” (Derrida p. 45) Thus one could postulate a classification of ‘general writing’ or ‘arche writing’ to include all arbitrary signs both spoken and written within the purview of ‘writing’ as a total, non linear system of reference.
How can an 'arche writing' be arbitrary?  Unless I am misreading the term, this as a height (arche) necessarily implies a hierarchy. Arch in the Oxford dictionary: 1) means a curved support for a structure or a building.
2) Self consciously playful or teasing.
3)Chief or superior, pre-eminent of its kind.  
Your raise a good point. Arc is D's play on words implying all of the above.  The idea here is that it is a paradox.  It is arbitrary, yet the arbiter is the source of the 'trace' that hint of meaning.  which is dependent on the binary opposition of arbitrary concepts, symbols etc.  This is circular of course, but he does not believe in a linear ontology so it is consistent in that sense.  But we could use this to deconstruct his deconstruction and I'm sure he acknowledges this in his career.
So we have an interesting sophistry; acknowledging these several definitions and making no commitment to any one single idea.  And worse, in defying a linear ontology, he breaks the first rule of philosophy; no tautologies (the circular nature of his thinking).
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The outside and the inside, at least from the mystical perspective (and I wonder how Hegel would approach this), would be at least, co-equivalent if not more directly connected.  In other words, that which is spoken, may have an essence that comes from the interior of one's psyche, but even a graphic that is more exteriorized and along with the hearing or reception of the spoken term, both will produce in the other an image that is also directly evocative of energy within the interior of the psyche. This is an interesting insight, but Derrida is trying to deconstruct all positive metaphysics in general.  In some secondary reading I found that Hegel is also one of Derrida's victims.  Derrida criticizes Hegel's claims that the phonetic alphabet is more evolved that the heiroglyphic alphabet.  This again is due to the logocentric tradition in D's view.  Of course as magicians we can attest to some pragmatic truth to the logocentric view (as you pointed out earlier); however Derrida is simply trying to disrupt any absolute claims to these views, I don't think he's trying to deny the phenomenal reality of logocentric hierarchy, only the traditional absolutist notion.   
What do you mean by this?  What is the "traditional absolutist notion"?
 In his apologetics Derrida does claim to be a realist, since he does need to depend on realist hierarchy in order to make his deconstructions.  Personally I like Derrida, since he is not absolutely negating any idea or theory at all, (though his critics will claim so, he denys this) what he is doing is simply a language game strategy by which he uses philosophic discourse, not philosophy itself to simply challenge any absolute assumptions that are taken for granted in philsophy, or any discipline for that matter.  He would therefore disagree, like the critical theorists with Hegels concept of an absolute that unfolds in history, since this can be used to mummify knowledge as 'absolute objectivity'.    
This shows your 10 of Swords hard at work.  I'm not sure that there are assumptions taken for granted in the line of the discipline.  If we start with the pre-Socratics and move through the Platonic and Aristotelian periods, we can then move forward with a discipline of accumulated insight and observation.  It is more presumptive to assert that there are assumptions.  Or we have a line of philosophers that don't understand the historical context of their profession (take that as a pun).
Per an absolute objectivity, I'm not really up on Hegel as I hope to be soon enough.  But I can surmise, that his absolute has as much to do with the origin of manifestation as it does with epistemology.  And here, I would invoke again, Thomas Nagel (The View from Nowhere) and his brilliant essay on objectivity.  He shows how the objective realm is at least ontologically provable by inductive argumentation, which really brings us back to the intuitive insight of Plato; hence Hegel holds up well in this post-modern, nihilistic period in the profession.
It seems more to me that Derrida is just another Ph.D. trying to justify his existence as a second-hander while pretending to be a first-hander.  His sophistry could be created over and over again, giving us nothing of value.
I get more out of the Existentialists trying to ascertain the intimacy of our relationship with our lives (wether the negatives like Sartre or the apologists like Laing).
My words can conjure up an image in your mind and after all, we really do think in images, which is shown to us partially, in the nature of our dreaming attention.  The poets of our society have figured this out, much to the horror of those dupes of the Black Lodge (most people) that have confused the symbols (cf. my commentary to Liber Trigrammaton at astronargon.us) and seek to alienate, isolate or separate language from its source. Again I agree with this and its hard to know for sure what Derrida really thinks since he is not claiming to present a philosophy inso much as he is attempting to disrupt absolute beliefs that prevent new ideas.  His method is simply deconstruction.  Even his idea of the 'trace' is meant to be un-intelligible.  "it is niether a concept nor a sign..."  any concepts that he invents are not meant as positive objective assertions, or metaphysics per se, but rather paradoxical riddles meant to overthrow our mind's tendency to absolutize finite historically conditioned concepts, that could stifle the developement of new concepts.  The 'God' all too often gets replaced with absolute foundations or assumptions from modern reason or science, which when taken for granted and used to police the world of ideas becomes 'anti-modern' in effect. 
The intent to deconstruct the false foundations of 'modern' thought by showing how they really lead to something more medieval (where probably, philosophical development was all but halted until the neo-Platonists found a voice), is noble in and of itself.  But there's a careful blending of nihilism that is negatively post-Nietzchean (deliberately obscuring his mystical Zarathustra, which is the only way to take such a position) and a dangerous sophistry that will effectively uphold the medieval values as that of being something positive in nature to cling to.  Then faith and superstition remain enthroned over and thwarting intuition and intellect.
The very fact that we have a collective unconscious and that symbols have a common efficacy amongst a plethora of practitioners of the holy art and science, shows us this 'trace' meaning.  It is an intuited truth (that again, I wonder how Hegel would respond) that we rely on or we could not join together in the formation of a Magickal Lodge. This is interesting, however for Derrida the trace can never really be defined, even my tentative explanation is a convenient abomination in so far as I was attempting to un-pack D's otherwise un-intelligible notions.  Personally In the context of language I think it may be Ain soph aur/keter, while the instituted sign, ie. conventional denotation of a word is analogous to chesed, in the suit of swords.  Arbitrary settlement, law, but not absolute truth itself.  Your points do offer a critique of D's work similar to my own thoughts, that despite all efforts, his ani-metaphysics and trace inherently imply an unarticulated metaphysics.  Yet I'm sure Derrida would admit this, which makes him even more fun.  He just likes showing the limits of all thought, even his own.  Behind this lurks a sense of justice, where he is generating a way of deconstructing ideas that may be used for oppression.  His work, along with other PM writers such as Layotard present themselves more as a means than an end or a reality in my humble opinion. 
I can't help but be reminded of Ayn Rand's criticism against those anti-ideologists who in effect have no point to make and use a whole sophisticated argument for ad hoc reasoning that in effect creates a fascistic goverment.  This coincidentally is that status quo that today keeps the medieval philosophies at the forefront of the contemporary 'dark age.' 
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Again, this nihilistic notion that Derrida acts out, almost as an angry school child (at least in the manner that your explanation seems to point to), leans to the danger of non-ideological thought that is so prevalent even in the political philosophy of our time.  This is much the same as the present array of modern philosophers and intellectuals keeping to their consensus-driven community.
I'll quote Ayn Rand here:
Anti-ideology consists of the attempts to shring men's minds down to the range of the immediate moment, without regard to past or future, without context or memory--above all, without memory, so that contradictions cannot be detected, and errors or idsasters can be blamed on the victims.
This is shown by the flexibility of Derrida's terms, they mean one thing when it is convenient for him and another altogether when that is convenient for him.  And as you stated in a previous email...he then 'victimizes' other philosophers.  But to continue with Ayn Rand:
In anti-ideological practice, principles are used implicityly and are relied upon to disarm the opposition, but are never acknowledged, and are swiched at will, when it suits the purpose of the moment.  Whose purpose?  The gang's.  Thus men's moral criterion becomes, not "my view fo the good--or the irght--or of thetruth," but "my gang, right or wrong."
This is what makes today's public issues and discussions so sickeninly false and future.  Most issues rest on so many wrong premises can carry so many contradictions that instead ofthe question: "Who is right?" 0one is constantly and tacitly confronted with the question: "Which gang do you want to support?"
And of course, Derrida's 'gang' is that punk class known as the Deconstructionists.
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You touch upon one of my own contentions with the use of such theories particularly in the religion dept, that is just loaded with closet theologians attempting to dissolve the reign of scientific ojectivity in order make room for their naive humanism.  

 

Here are the secret agendas of my department: World Peace (this can only happen when we are either soap or fertilizer in my opinion)  challenge or removal of hierarchy,  (then there could be no big inventions, everything is equal and mediocre)  Material ease and comfort for all (again, mediocrity and sleep)

 

I am exagerating here, there are some original bright thinkers on the faculty; this is just what I percieve to be the hidden political agenda of our so call 'spiritual times' motivating the general intelligencia.  

 

The problem here is that generally these pipe dreams are not possible unless nothing existed, as we know from 0=2 and general Qabala.  

 

Derrida does not claim to be a philosopher, and there is much study to do before one can be too sure of where he is really going.  His work is more of a methodological tool.  the problem is that it can be used to serve a nihilist ego loser end.  

 

Well at least we can make gloves out of them as my old Cassock friends put it.
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If Derrida doesn't consider himself a philosopher, what is he?...a hyper-active etymologist?...a muffled epistemologist?  Even his inability to clearly define his discipline in a non-ideological commitment that make his essay intellectual masturbation.  He stops one step shy of showing the words that these traces are masked over and hence, describing the traces the way memes are analyzed by the etymologists.  And for that matter, he stops shy of relating the tendency of the human mind to embrace and interact with these traces and how this epistemological method  informs us about the nature of thought.
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