Writing Sample – Richard Lambert
The following is the Introduction to my doctoral thesis.

1. Beginnings and Returns

The starting point of the present study will have been a remark that came to Derrida during the course of an interview:  

I have attempted to distinguish différance […] from Hegelian difference, and have done so precisely at the point at which Hegel, in the greater Logic, determines difference as contradiction only in order to resolve it, to interiorize it, to lift it up […] into the self-presence of an onto-theological or onto-teleological synthesis. Différance (at a point of almost absolute proximity to Hegel […]: everything, what is most decisive, is played out, here, in what Husserl called “subtle nuances,” or Marx “micrology”) must sign the point at which one breaks with the system of the Aufhebung and with speculative dialectics (P 44/59-60).   

Hegel’s analysis of difference is given in the second book of his Science of Logic, The Doctrine of Essence. Derrida indicates here that the nature of his relation to Hegel—and by extension the nature of his own thinking—might be significantly illuminated through an exploration of his proximity to and ‘departure’ from Hegel’s logic of essence. Indeed, he adds that the ‘conflictuality of différance […] can be called contradiction only if one demarcates it by means of a long work on Hegel’s concept of contradiction.’ Yet Derrida himself did not undertake either this long study or a broader exploration of the relation between his thinking and Hegel’s Logic—at least not directly. 
	Likewise, in the scholarship on the relation between Hegel and Derrida, the relation of Derridean ‘differance’ to Hegel’s Logic, and to the logic of essence in particular, has not been treated in detail.[footnoteRef:1] This has perhaps contributed to a frequent simplification of the relation between the two thinkers from both ‘Derridean’ and ‘Hegelian’ perspectives. While, from the one perspective, Hegel is often painted as the Identitätsphilosoph par excellence, for whom difference is only ever a moment of an absolute identity that is tacitly present from the outset, Derrida, from the other, is presented as the thinker of pure difference who would have failed to pay attention to Hegel’s elementary lesson that pure difference = pure identity; he would thus turn out to be a profoundly ‘metaphysical’ and reactionary thinker. It is in this way that a simple and misleading conflict is staged between Hegel and Derrida. [1:  Some of the works that have touched on this relation include: Karin de Boer, ‘Différance as Negativity: The Hegelian Remains of Derrida’s Philosophy’, in A Companion to Hegel, ed. by Stephen Houlgate and Michael Baur (Chichester, West Sussex ; Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2011); Manfred Frank, What Is Neostructuralism?, trans. by Sabine Wilke and Richard Gray (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1989); Catherine Kellogg, Law’s Trace : From Hegel to Derrida (Abingdon: Routledge, 2010); Wendell Kisner, ‘Erinnerung, Retrait, Absolute Reflection: Hegel and Derrida’, The Owl of Minerva, 26 (1995), 171–86; Leonard Lawlor, Derrida and Husserl: The Basic Problem of Phenomenology, Studies in Continental Thought (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2002); John Llewelyn, ‘A Point of Almost Absolute Proximity to Hegel’, in Deconstruction and Philosophy: The Texts of Jacques Derrida, ed. by John Sallis (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987); J. Protevi, ‘Derrida and Hegel: Différance and Unterschied’, in Jacques Derrida, Vol. 1, ed. by Christopher Norris and David Roden (London: Sage, 2003), pp. 331–46; Kevin Thompson, ‘Hegelian Dialectic and the Quasi-Transcendental in Glas’, in Hegel after Derrida, ed. by Stuart Barnett (London: Routledge, 1998).] 

	 Yet Derrida’s remark indicates that his departure from Hegel—if such it is—can only take place through a slight displacement of the Hegelian logic. As Joseph Cohen notes, it would then be too simplistic to regard Derrida simply as opposing—i.e. ‘positioning’ himself against—or attempting to leap out of Hegelianism.[footnoteRef:2] In the present study it will rather be a question of attending to the manner in which Derrida could be said to inhabit Hegel otherwise, to dwell on that which Hegel’s thinking both gestures toward and presupposes, but at the same time shrinks back from and represses. Of course, we cannot assume at the outset that this slight détournement of the Hegelian logic might not have significant repercussions.  [2:  Joseph Cohen, ‘The Event of a Reading: Hegel “with” Derrida’, in Hegel’s Thought in Europe: Currents, Crosscurrents and Undercurrents, ed. by Lisa Herzog and George Pattison (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), p. 251. Cf. also Derrida’s remarks on the inadequacy and self-satisfaction of such position-taking in P 96/131-2. ] 

	In pursuing Derrida’s remark in Positions, the present study is then rather belated. But its belatedness perhaps also gives it the possibility of returning otherwise to the Hegel-Derrida relation, of conceiving this relation in a manner that might not have been possible in the heat of the moment. This is of course not to claim that this reconceptualisation should be in any way ‘definitive.’ 

2. The Gift of Hegel

Rather than outlining the terms of an opposition, the present study might be read as tracing the inheritance of a debt or the reception of a gift. When viewed through the lens of the Science of Logic, what might we suggest, then, that Hegel gives to Derrida? 
First of all, in the first book of the Logic—the Doctrine of Being—Hegel gives an immanent critique of immediacy—of what Derrida will term ‘presence.’ What is critiqued under the heading of immediacy is the notion that things are what they are simply by themselves, without relation to other things. By the end of the logic of being, such simple immediacy has been seen to ‘sublate’ itself, which means that, in truth, things are what they are only through their relations to other things, and so are nothing prior to these relations. For Hegel, this means that their identity does not precede their difference. And this itself means that the critique of immediacy is also a critique of the notion of an ‘origin’ that would not already have displaced itself by ‘showing itself’ within this process of mediation.   
	Hegel thus conceives essence as this ‘originary’ process of mediation or reflection. Now in truth, nothing precedes this process, and yet, the process still seems to have to presuppose that there was initially something there to be mediated—an ‘origin’—in order for it to get going at all. Essence thus appears to be troubled by a ‘past’ that it has not succeeded in shaking off. This ‘past,’ however, is not simply a leftover of the immediacy of being that has not fully disappeared, for in truth it does not precede the process of reflection ‘on’ it. Indeed, as we see in chapter 1, it is this reflection itself which, as it were, generates the ‘illusion’ that something preceded it. What seems to be referred back to is thus a ‘past that has never been present,’ a revenant which returns for the first time. Though it is not named as such in Hegel’s text, the notion of such a remainder will have been the second aspect of Hegel’s gift to Derrida.    
	Now it is precisely because the ‘illusion’ of this origin arises through the movement of reflection itself that reflection can never definitively ‘catch up with’ and overcome it. As soon as it has done so—as soon as it has explained the remainder away as in truth ‘only’ an illusion, the remainder returns again. It thus acquires the strange status of a ‘necessary illusion.’ Since the basic structure of reflection runs through Hegel’s entire logic of essence, the latter is then continually haunted by the very spectre that it conjures up. The sphere of essence is therefore marked by an unsettling Nachträglichkeit. This takes the form of a disruption of the unity or the closure of reflection: though the remainder does not lie outside reflection, it also cannot be made fully transparent to any given reflection, and thus leaves itself open to being subsumed under, but never definitively captured by, many different reflections. We might then describe it as the ‘outside inside,’ or the ‘quasi-transcendental,’ which gives rise to a contaminating form of difference: a difference that is neither the simply ‘external’ difference between immediately given terms, nor the wholly ‘internal’ difference between the moments of a totality.  

3. Forking Paths

3.1. Hegel’s Sublation of the Remainder

How, then, does Hegel’s Logic respond to this remainder, to this spectre that it has conjured up? It does so not by living with it, but by repeatedly conjuring it away. This takes place through what in chapters 2 and 4 I call the all-or-nothing character of the dialectical movement in the sphere of essence, which leaves no space or time for the remainder to persist in. Almost as soon as the remainder appears, it comes to be determined as that which falls outside of reflection and so gives rise to wholly external difference (diversity), only for this external difference to collapse into wholly internal difference (opposition and contradiction). This all-or-nothing movement serves to guard against the contaminating effect of the remainder, and in the moment of contradiction it ‘overcomes’ the remainder by re-establishing the unity of reflection or the identity of identity and difference.  
The remainder will return again and again throughout the sphere of essence in the form of the difference of identity and difference, and this movement from diversity to opposition and contradiction will be repeated. Yet with each new passage through contradiction the remainder is ‘reduced’ ever further until it vanishes entirely. At this point, the logic of essence gives way to the logic of the concept—to the complete identity of identity and difference. The concept thus reconstitutes the simple presence critiqued in the logic of being, not as this simple presence, but as self-presence—as the complete transparency of the self to itself. This eternal self-presence is no longer troubled by a ‘past’ that it cannot catch up with; as we see in chapter 5, it has overcome the diachrony of essence to such an extent that it can even be said to give itself its own ‘history.’    

3.2. Derrida’s ‘Ingratitude’

How, then, does Derrida respond to the gift of Hegel? He does so not by faithfully taking up what Hegel believed himself to be bequeathing, but by attending to what in this gift is not given—to what is not ‘obvious’ or ‘self-evident.’ Derrida responds, then, by dwelling on the remainder to which the Logic fails to give time and which it rushes past in its desire for reconciliation. He attends to that which Hegel’s Logic gestures towards, but which only appears between its lines—to what Hegel ‘saw without seeing’ or simply could not see: ‘Thus he must be followed to the end, without reserve, to the point of agreeing with himself against himself and of wresting his discovery from the too conscientious interpretation he gave of it’  (WD 328/381). 
	Derrida’s interminable response to Hegel thus consists in thinking through this blind spot and pausing to consider where the remainder might lead us if it is not passed over. This thinking through of the remainder leads to a form of negativity that is neither abstract nor absolute—a ‘negativity without reserve’—and a difference that resists and displaces its determination as either simply ‘external’ or wholly ‘internal.’ In chapter 3 I therefore suggest that Derrida departs from Hegel in coming to think a form of ‘diversity’ that is not the symmetrical ‘own other’ of opposition, and so does not simply collapse into opposition but continually exceeds it.  
	Nevertheless, it would be too simple to regard Derrida as simply working out another logic from the remains of or the scraps left behind by Hegel’s Logic. To think that this could be the case would be to fail to take the measure of Derrida’s ‘ingratitude.’ For what is gestured toward but repressed within Hegel’s Logic is a form of difference that, in being essentially multiple, cannot be ‘faithfully’ presented within any pure onto-logic, insofar as the latter must treat and name difference as such. What the thinking of the remainder ultimately calls into question, then, is the very possibility of such a logic, which is why in chapter 3 I also claim that Derrida does not and cannot elaborate a general ‘philosophy,’ one whose principle would be ‘differance.’ 
	This also means that the question of the difference between Hegel and Derrida is not ultimately a theoretical question, one that could be treated in a ‘neutral’ manner. It is rather a question of desire and repression. If an onto-logic can constitute itself only by passing over and repressing the remainder, then the question becomes that of the desire for such a systematic project, and the desire for a ‘way out’ of it. Through a reading of Glas in chapter 6 I therefore show that the question of Derrida’s reception of the gift of Hegel opens on to the question of Derrida’s and Hegel’s respective responses to the unreason of that which ‘gives to thinking’—to that which both gives rise to thinking and continues to animate and potentially haunt thinking. There I consider how, for Derrida, the Hegelian response to this gift is to take it ‘as given,’ in a manner that conceals a desire to make the gift fully transparent—to make it one’s own and ultimately give it to oneself. I contrast this with a Derridean response to the gift which attempts to avoid such an appropriation, which rather affirms that that which gives rise to thinking does not let thinking ‘rest,’ and so leaves what the gift will have been still to come. 
