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000 | What is deconstruction?

o Jacques Derrida

e Western thought and binary oppositions:
soul/body; nature/culture; male/female;
white/nonwhite...

e “| do not ‘concentrate,” in my reading... either
exclusively or primarily on those points that
appear to be the most ‘important,’ ‘central,’
‘crucial.” Rather, | de-concentrate, and it is the
secondary, eccentric, lateral, marginal,
parasitic, borderline cases which are
‘important’ to me and are a source of ... insight
into the general functioning of a textual
system.”

000 | What is deconstruction?

o Paul de Man

e “The paradigm for all texts consists of a
figure (or a system of figures) and its
deconstruction.”

e “A deconstruction always has for its
target to reveal the existence of
hidden... fragmentations within
assumedly monadic totalities.”

000 | What is deconstruction?

o “Deconstruction reads with an eye and
ear extended for the excluded, the
marginal, the blind spot, the blank.”
(SDM, 86)

o “Deconstruction is scrupulously
attentive to difficulties in the texts that it
reads.” (SDM, 86)

00O | The text as “parable”

o “... the Gospel as a whole can be said to
function parabolically, parable being a type of
paradox.” (88)

o “Parabolai in Mark are a partition, screen, or
membrane designed to keep insiders on one
side, outsiders on the other.” (92)

o “There are no insiders in Mark who are not at
the same time outsiders.” (93)

o “Parabole is prudent. It inflicts a greivous
wound on common sense, but takes care to
leave it untended.”

© 00 | The Written V(o)ice

o “In the West, the spoken word has almost
always been privileged over the written.” (89)

o “What if Jesus’ speech were inhabited by
writing? What if it were haunted, infected,
afflicted by it?” (89)

o “Mark is gradually folding back on itself as we
read it... It is a writing about reading, a
writing, which, as it retells the story of Jesus,
also foretells the history of (mis)reading that
the story will generate.” (91)
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(OXONE)
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utshle, speechiwriting. presencesataence. And this takes place within 2 ook
whone ceding (“they 54 rothing 1o anyene™; 16:8) prechades its ever having
bevss able to begin, Mow Deerida Hoes 1o et concepts -under exasure.” He
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B e, et Indipensable 1o it ipeesence. being. erigin, e1c.). Does Mak. who
peaks with twa diflerest vl whe weiles with bwo differens handi, who
ot vt - under

desk. Dyinsg, b opens the Book
y God, my God, why have yos
o (“Cheiu), in abio the ety

the sign of the cxoss, the ohr, e chidsmus, the mark (X)? A writing thas “marks
and goes Back over s mark with an usdecklable ke, Mask can more
apety b i,

Faced with the mystery of Jesus. Mark can only {double) cros iielf. Faced
with the hit-and-ssbasery of coegeis, e critk cam only fegeat the gesture.

Ome thi . however: Mack pliuary 173t them
ke up thelt cross and follow me": 8:34], which demansds a cros-dinci-
plinary seating

[ Bul the real double crows 1 Mark T e Kiss (1l dravs DIood. e savage
kiss of Judas that initistes Jesus” passion ("And he kissed him™; 14:45), the
lewd X near the end of Mark's lemer. Mark writes under the sign not of one
bt of three crosses, then: the cross of Jesus, coupled with the colossal double
O O O cross of Judas. The laster booms aver the story almost from the stant (cf. 3:19),
driving its action onward and beinging it 1o an inexarable climax (14:10-11, 18-
21. 43-46). This sign of the triple cross is marked by a theeefold crucifixion:
“And with him they cnacified two obbers, one on his right and one on his
left” (15:27). Jesus’ cross, soon to become a book (Mark), b placed between
two cross-shaped bookends.

In short, the author of this Gospel has scattered his autograph, his signature.
This) Magk in the texi—a name he docs not yet know is his; it will be assigned
0 him anily afier his death. This author's real name is lost 16 us. Originally the
Gespel circulated anonymously, “Mark™ only Later being added 1o it. This name
appears to have been stolen from cenain neighboring exts (Acts 12:12.2%;
15:37-3%: 2 Tim 4:11: 1| Pet 5:13) that feature a (John) Mark who was a
compankon of Peter and Paul,

Did {Johin} Mark write the first Gospel? Most scholars today doubt that he
did. However, the hypothesis that he did write it might not be alsogether amiss.
Like the reading that fums the fleeing young man into the authors signatuee,

bt {the) Mark hide missing it And itis the striking.
“ether” logic of that missterious hit that fascinates me—how, flying wide. it
nonetheless conmects with a truh that conventional historiography would not
think 10 target. Miss-und i king pawer has made
an accurate miss-lbe of an inaccurate reading.

“Silenaly, labaricusly, minutely, obsessionally,” like a thicf in the night, the
author (of) Mark has set his signanares in place. “In the marning . . . you find
his name all aver the place. ... He is no longer there, but you live in his
mausoleumn ar his Larines. ™ The cross-stitching in this text s elaborate and
deficate: from Mark who signs his name with the sign of the cross, also the
sign of erasure, 10 Jesus whoise name—Je suir) is put 1o death on the oo
ithereby erasing the / it contains), through an intricate pastern of crosshike
marks, crosswise fusions, and irresolvable cruxes, all enacted in the shadow of
a colossal double cross. To begin 10 unsavel it s to take hold of a thread thay
leads mot ur of a labyrinth, biat ine oee.

Bul whose labyrinth s it?

00O

Deconstructive Criticism

o “Deconstruction is inventive or it is
nothing at all; it does not settle for
methodological procedures, it opens up
a passageway, it marches ahead and
marks a trail;... it produces rules—other
conventions.” (Derrida: 99)

00O | Deconstructive Criticism

o Mark’s Nightmaze: Writ(h)ing on a Bed
of Paper

o “A Gospel is more like a dream than a
dissertation... Mark is at least as close
to the language of the unconscious (that
of the dream, for example) as to the
theological treatise or scholarly
commentary.” (100)

(OXONE)

Deconstructive Criticism

o Rabbinic > Freud > Literary theory
o Reader Response > Deconstructive
o Deconstructing art

www.danbrown.com/the_new_york_times/the_last_supper_in .html#

o What is it about? Where is the focus?




00O | Deconstructive Criticism

o Text? Subtext? Pretext? Pre-text?

o Is this stuff legit? Just literary? Litter?

o Is there any place for this in the
Church?

o What if you tried preaching a
‘deconstructed’ sermon?




