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Abstract. The article explores Jacques Derrida’s method of deconstruction as a method,
tool and a way which can help to overcome contemporary European culture crisis, and
can help to solve its problems. The study employs methods of comparative analysis,
systematization, deduction, and textual and phenomenological analysis. The authors
argue that language in European philosophy functions not merely as a tool of communi-
cation but as a mode of shaping cultural consciousness and ontological experience. The
paper discusses the main principles of Derrida’s deconstruction and its significance for
overcoming the crisis of rationality, identity, and humanism in contemporary Europe.
Deconstruction is proposed as a methodology of cultural self-understanding and as
the foundation of a new humanistic paradigm oriented toward openness, difference,
and responsibility. The conclusion emphasizes that Derrida’s method provides not only
a critique of the Western philosophical tradition but also a humanitarian horizon for
the future. By transforming the concept of Europe from a metaphysical center into a
text of differences and relations, deconstruction opens the possibility for a renewed
European identity based on dialogue, translation, and ethical openness.
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YERZHAN CHONGAROV, KUDAIBERDI BAGASHAROV

KA3IPI'I EYPOIIAJIBIK MOJAEHUET MOCEJIEJIEPIHIH, IIEINIMI 2KOHE MOJIEHUET
JAFJAPBICTAH WIBIFY XKOJIbI PETIHAEIT K. AEPPUJAHDBIH, AEKOHCTPYKIUSCBI
aEp:xkan YOHFAPOB, *PKyaait6epai BAFAIILIAPOB
“KazakcmaH-Peceli MeduyuHablK yHUgepcumemi, Aamamoi, Kazakcmax
b9n-Dapabu amsindarsl Kazak yammsik yHueepcumemi, Aamamet, Kazaxcmat

JEKOHCTPYKIUA XK. IEPPH/JIA KAK IIYTh BbIXO/IA U3 KPU3HCA COBPEMEHHOM EB-
PONEHCKOH KY/IETYPbI U KAK PEIIEHUE EE IPOBJIEM
aEpxxaH YOHTAPOB, *Kyaaiioepau BATAIIIAPOB
“KaszaxcmaHcko-poccutickutl MeduyuHckull yHugepcumem, Aamamoi, Kazakcman
YKazaxckuli HayuoHabHbIl yHUBepcumem umenu aas-Papabu, Aamamsi, Kazaxcmau

Anparna. Makanazna XKak [leppujaHblH JeKOHCTPYKL U
dJlici Kasipri eyponaJsiblK MaleHUEeT JaFJapbIChIH KeHyTe
>)KOHe OHBIH, MaceJleJIepiH Llellyre KOMeKTeCeTiH aJic,
KypaJl )KoHe TaCiJ peTiH/le KapacThlpblaaJbl. 3epTTey/e
CaJIbICTBIpMaJlbl TaAJay, XKyHeJsey, AeAyKLUs, MATIHAIK
»K9He (pEeHOMEHOJIOTUSJIBIK, TaIAay dicTepi Ko aHbI-
JlaZibl. ABTOpJIap eyponasnblK ¢uiocodUusiaarsl Tijl TEK
KOMMYHHUKalLMs KypaJibl peTiHAe FaHa eMec, COHbIMEH
KaTap M3/IeHU CaHa MeH OHTOJIOTHSIJIBIK TIKipHUOeHi
KaJIbIIITACThIPYy TACIJI peTiHAe e KbI3MeT eTe/i Aen
TYXbIpbIMAANWAbl. Makanazga JleppyuaaHblH JeKOHCTPYK-
LIMSICBIHBIH, HETI3Ti KaFuAasapbl )KoHe OHBIH, Ka3ipri
Eyponaziarpl paldOHaNAbLIBIK, XKEeKe TYJIFa )KoHe ryma-
HU3M JlaFAapbIChIH KeHYAeri MaHbI3bl TAJKblJIaHAAbI.
JeKOHCTPYKLHUA MdJleHU ©3iH-031 TYCiHY 9/jicHaMachl
>K9He allIbIKThIKKA, all bIpMalllbLIBIKKA XKIHE KayalnKep-
IIJTiIKKe GaFbITTAJIFAH )XaHA TYMAHUCTIK MapaIUrMaHbIH,
Heri3i peTiHJe ycbiHbLIaAbL. KOpbIThIHABIAA Jleppu-
JlaHbIH, 3/iici TeK 6aThICTBIK GUI0COPUSIBIK JICTYPre
ChIH FaHa eMecC, COHbIMEH KaTap 6oJialllakKa apHaJIFaH
IYMaHUTApPJIbIK KOKXKUEKTI Jle YChIHAThIHbI aTall 8TiIe/].
Eypona TyXbIpbIMJiaMacblH MeTapU3UKAIbIK OPTATbIKTAaH
allbIpMalllbIJIBIKTAp MEeH KaTblHACTap MATiHiIHe aliHaJI-
AbIPY apKblJbl JeKOHCTPYKLUA JUAJIOTKQ, ayAapMara
»K9He 3TUKaJIbIK allbIKTbIKKA HeTi3/le/IreH »KaHapThlIFaH
eypolaJbIK XeKe TyJIFa YIIiH MyMKIH/IK allafbl.
TyiiiH ce3aep: Tin punocoduschl; JeKOHCTPYKIUS;
Kak leppuza; eyponajiblK MaJleHUET; TYMaHUTApJIbIK,
FBLIBIMJAP; allbIpMallbl/IbIK; HIOCTCTPYKTYpPaIH3M.

Apgitekces yurin:

Yonrapos, E., baramapos, K,. (2026). Kasipri eypomaasix mozeHner
MaceeAepiHiH Iernimi JkoHe MaAeHMeT AaFAaphICTaH IITBIFY KOABI peTiHAeri
K. Aeppuaansiy gexoHcTpykumsicsl. Jete — Journal of Philosophy, Religious
and Cultural Studies, 155(2), 67-79 https://doi.org/10.32523/3080-1281-
2026-155-2-67-79

AHHOTanM4. B cTaTbe ucciesyeTcs MeTOJ leKOHCTPYK-
nuu YKaka Jleppuia Kak MeTOJ, HHCTPYMEHT U CIIOCO0,
CIIOCOGHBIH TOMOYb NTPe0/0JIeETh COBPEMEHHBIH eBponeit-
CKUU KyJIbTYPHBINA KPU3UC U PELIUTh ero npobJieMsbl. B
MCCJIeJ0OBAaHU U HCIIOJIBb3YIOTCSI METO/B! CDABHUTENIBHOT'O
aHa/IM3a, CUCTeMaTU3alMHy, le[yKIIUH, TEKCTOBOTO U
$beHOMEeHO0/I0rM4ecKOro aHa1n3a. ABTOpbI YTBEPXKAAIOT,
YTO SI3bIK B €BPONIEUCKON Ppuiocodun GyHKIIMOHUPYET
He [IPOCTO KaK MHCTPYMEeHT KOMMYHHUKAaIMH, HO U KaK
crnoco6 ¢opMUPOBaHUs KyJIbTYPHOTO CO3HAHUS U OHTO-
JIOTUYECKOro ombITa. B pa6oTe 06Ccy/Aa10TCsI OCHOBHBIE
NPUHIUIBI IeKOHCTPYKLUH Jleppuja U e€ 3HadeHue s
IpeosioJIeHHs KpU3Kca paljuOHaJIbHOCTH, UAEHTUUHOCTH
¥ TyMaHHU3Ma B coBpeMeHHoM EBporne. [lekoHCTpyKLIUA
npepJiaraeTcs Kak MeTO[0J10TUs KyJIbTYPHOTO CaMo-
MOHMMAHHUSA U KaK 0CHOBA HOBOW T'yMaHHUCTHYECKOH
HapaZurMbl, OpUEHTUPOBAHHON HA OTKPBITOCTb, Pa3Ju-
4le U OTBETCTBEHHOCTD. B 3aKk/II04eHNY oJ4EépKrBaeTcs,
4yTO MeToj Jleppu/ia obecrieyrBaeT He TOJbKO KPUTHUKY
3anaZHo¥ ¢puaocodpCcKo TpaAUIUH, HO U TYMaHUTAp-
HBIM TOPU30HT 414 6yayLiero. [Ipeo6pa3ys KOHLENL U0
EBponbl n3 MeTadU3M4IeCKOro LIeHTPa B TEKCT pa3Iuuni
Y OTHOILLEHUH, IEKOHCTPYKLMS OTKPbIBAET BO3MOXKHOCTh
[/ 0OGHOBJIEHUS] eBPONEeHCKON HAeHTUYHOCTH, OCHOBAH-
HOH Ha JjhaJsiore, NepeBojie U 3TUUeCKON OTKPBITOCTH.
KiroueBble coBa: punocodus A3bIKa; JEKOHCTPYKLHUS;
Kak [leppusia; eBponelickas Ky/JbTypa; TyMaHUTAapHOe
3HaHUe; pas/nyle; IOCTCTPYKTypaau3M.
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JACQUES DERRIDA'S DECONSTRUCTION AS CONTEMPORARY EUROPEAN CULTURE CRISIS OVERCOMING AND ITS PROBLEMS’ SOLUTION

Introduction

The problem of language occupies a central place in the European philosophical tradition. From antiquity to the
present day, European thought has consistently returned to the question of how language determines the boundaries
of thought, culture and human subjectivity itself. In the 20th century, the philosophy of language became not just
one of the branches of the humanities, but also the core of Europe’s theoretical self-awareness. It was through the
analysis of language that philosophy encountered a crisis of metaphysics, interpretation and meaning, which led to
the formation of new directions - hermeneutics, phenomenology, structuralism and post-structuralism (Heidegger,
1959; Gadamer, 1960; Foucault, 1966). At the centre of these discussions was the question of ‘the nature of meaning
and the truth of utterance. The tradition dating back to Descartes and Leibniz viewed language as a transparent
means of expressing the mind, but in the 20th century, this view was radically revised. Philosophers such as Martin
Heidegger, Michel Foucault, Gilles Deleuze, and especially Jacques Derrida showed that language cannot be reduced
to a function of representation - it itself produces meaning, constitutes reality, and shapes the structure of cultural
experience (Heidegger, 1959; Foucault, 1966; Deleuze, 1968; Derrida, 1967).

In the 20th century, beginning with the works of Wittgenstein, Heidegger, and Husserl, language ceased to be
a transparent medium. It became an object of philosophical analysis - a structure in which meaning itself is born
(Wittgenstein, 1922/2001; Heidegger, 1959). Heidegger, especially in his work Unterwegs zur Sprache, asserts that
‘language speaks for itself” and that humans merely respond to this call. This idea would become a crucial premise
for Derrida, who radicalised the idea of the autonomy of language and text. Contemporary culture is experiencing
what Jean Baudrillard called the ‘simulacration of meaning’ - the replacement of reality with its representation
(Baudrillard, 1981/1994). Words cease to be carriers of truth, turning into signs without referents. In his Course in
General Linguistics (1916/1959), Ferdinand de Saussure first defined language as a system of differences. Structur-
alists (Barthes, Lévi-Strauss, Foucault) transferred this principle to culture: meaning is the effect of differences, not
the expression of essence (Foucault, 1966; Barthes, 1970). However, structuralism retained the idea of a centre - a
fixed principle that holds the system together. Derrida, in contrast, argues that the centre is a fiction, a place that
is “always already” displaced (Derrida, 1966/1978). It is this shift from structure to the play of differences that
marks the beginning of poststructuralism. Contemporary European culture is experiencing an identity crisis linked
to the loss of the universal foundations of reason and morality. In these conditions, the method of ‘deconstruction’
proposed by Jacques Derrida becomes not only a philosophical tool for analysing text, but also a way of rethinking
the very form of European culture. Deconstruction reveals internal contradictions in the logic of Western metaphys-
ics - between logos and writing, truth and interpretation, presence and absence - and offers a new model of thinking
in which difference becomes a source of meaning. The aim of this study is to reveal how the philosophy of language
in the European tradition prepares the ground for the emergence of the method of deconstruction and how this
method can be applied to analyse and overcome the crises of contemporary European culture. This article explores
the role of the philosophy of language in European intellectual culture and examines Jacques Derrida’s method of
deconstruction as a potential response to the cultural and epistemological crises of modern Europe. The research
proceeds from the premise that the decline of classical rationalism and the exhaustion of Enlightenment univer-
salism have generated a structural crisis in European thought. Within this framework, the philosophy of language
becomes a privileged space for diagnosing and rethinking the foundations of European identity.

This article aims to explore Jacques Derrida’s method of deconstruction as a solution to contemporary European
culture crisis problems, and to reveal how his method can help to overcome abovementioned crisis.

Research methodology

The research is based on a set of philosophical and philological methods aimed at analysing language as a cultural
phenomenon and identifying the methodological foundations of deconstruction. The comparative method is used
to compare different concepts of language - from phenomenological and hermeneutic to poststructuralist - in order
to identify common trends and differences in the understanding of language and meaning. The method of system-
atisation allows us to reconstruct the internal logic of the development of the philosophy of language in European
culture - from classical ontology to the philosophy of difference. The method from the general to the particular and
the method of deduction are used to move from the analysis of general theoretical premises (the crisis of metaphys-
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ics, the ‘death of the subject’) to the concrete manifestations of these ideas in Derrida’s philosophy. It is aimed at
interpreting Derrida’s original texts, including De la grammatologie (1967), L'écriture et la différence (1967), and
La voix et le phénomene (1967), taking into account their context in 20th-century French philosophy. The ‘method
of phenomenological analysis’ is used to understand deconstruction as a way of describing the experience of mean-
ing and presence in language.

The authors also used several methods: philosophical interpretation, deconstruction method, ‘revealing opposi-
tions’ (discovering the binary categories that structure the text, e.g., logos/writing), ‘inversion’, and critical thinking.
As aresult, the research methodology represents a rigidly articulated philosophical position, within which ]. Derrida’s
deconstruction functions as a critical ontology of culture. This allows us to analyse contemporary psychological,
spiritual, and sociological crises not at the level of symptoms, but at the level of their structural necessity and
philosophical foundations.

Discussion

It should be noted that one of the main components of modern Western cultural studies is the linguistic approach
to the problems of culture. Many philosophical and cultural schools of the XX-XXI centuries gave enormous atten-
tion to language’s problems. As 1. Ilyin writes: «All Western philosophy is experiencing a peculiar turn to language
(linguistic approach), giving big significance to the problems of language» (Ilyin, 1989: 7). For more than two
thousand years of European tradition, language research, philosophical and empirical theories of language did not
have a strict distinction. Only in the last two centuries «differences in approaches are formalized into independent
fields of research, both within philosophy and within the rest of the sciences» (Irwin, 1988: 27-28). The problems
of language are considered in various scientific theories and disciplines. Among them we can mention: linguistics,
logic, semiotics and hermeneutics. Logic, which makes a significant contribution to the general theory of language,
studies the structure of language. Investigating the structure of language, logic «applies the method of idealization»
(Valle Arroyo, 1984). Unlike logic, linguistics empirically describes natural languages without applying idealiza-
tion. Language within linguistics is a creative process that generates the world of text. Linguistics studies natural
languages in contrast to logic, which is concerned with the study of formal languages. One of the main components
of modern Western cultural theory is the linguistic approach to the problems of cultural philosophy. Many cultural
schools of the XX-XXI centuries have placed the problems related to language at the centre of their attention. The
problems of language are the object of study of both structuralism and poststructuralism. The key figure of post-
structuralism is the French cultural scientist ]. Derrida. In his work, Derrida reflects on the problems of the modern
state of the theory of culture and other humanities, and his works played a significant role in the formation of post-
structuralist ideas. The philosophy of language in European culture has undergone a profound transformation from
classical to postmodern thought. The structuralist turn initiated by Ferdinand de Saussure emphasized language as
a system of differences, influencing thinkers such as Barthes and Foucault. Phenomenologists and hermeneutists
like Heidegger and Gadamer viewed language as the medium of Being and understanding. French post-structur-
alism, with figures like Deleuze, Lyotard, and Derrida, shifted focus toward instability, difference, and textuality.

Jacques Derrida’s deconstruction challenges binary oppositions that underlie Western metaphysics. In ‘De la gram-
matologie’ (1967), he introduces the notion of différance, the endless deferral of meaning. Deconstruction reveals that
meaning is never stable but constantly produced through differences and traces. In ‘Spectres de Marx’ (1993), Derrida
connects deconstruction with ethics and politics, offering a vision of democracy as an open, future-oriented process.
Deconstruction provides tools for addressing cultural crises in Europe: the loss of meaning, fragmentation of identity,
and decline of dialogue. Through the ethics of hospitality and openness to the Other, Derrida proposes a framework
for intercultural communication and democratic renewal. Contemporary culture is experiencing a multidimensional
crisis affecting the psychological, spiritual, moral and social spheres. This crisis is expressed not so much in the
loss of individual values or social institutions as in the undermining of the very foundations of meaning-making,
identity and interpretation of reality. In this regard, Jacques Derrida’s philosophy of deconstruction takes on particu-
lar heuristic significance, as it is aimed not at eliminating cultural contradictions but at revealing their structural
conditioning. In scientific and humanities discussions, deconstruction is often interpreted as a destructive method
leading to relativism and nihilism. However, such an interpretation is simplistic. In reality, deconstruction does not
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destroy meaning but reveals its instability, historicity, and dependence on discursive structures. It is this approach
that allows deconstruction to be used as an analytical tool for understanding the crisis processes of contemporary
culture. Using the method of deduction - from the general philosophical principle of deconstruction to specific
manifestations of cultural crises - it can be shown that many contemporary problems are not anomalies, but are a
logical consequence of the Western metaphysical tradition based on binary oppositions, the hierarchy of meanings,
and the privileging of presence over absence.

A comparative analysis of deconstruction and classical humanistic approaches allows us to assert that Derrida
does not reject values as such, but criticises their dogmatic consolidation. Consequently, deconstruction can be
viewed not as a factor in the degradation of culture, but as a means of its self-reflection and renewal.

Europe as an open text: from rationality to responsibility. Deconstruction translates the traditional European focus
on rationality into the realm of ethical responsibility. Whereas previously the meaning of culture was understood
as a truth that needed to be expressed, in the post-metaphysical horizon, meaning becomes a “relationship to the
Other”. Habermas calls this ‘communicative action, while Derrida refers to it as ‘the writing of responsibility’ (écriture
de la responsabilité). Both approaches coincide in one respect: culture exists only where there is ‘responsibility to
the other; where understanding is based not on domination but on the recognition of difference. European culture,
as Balibar shows, can no longer be a ‘culture of the centre.” It becomes a ‘mosaic of differences, where deconstruc-
tion serves as a method of mutual understanding rather than destruction. Thus, deconstruction becomes a form of
European ethics: it offers a new type of universalism - a universalism not of identity, but of dialogue; a universalism
that recognises multiplicity and thus preserves the possibility of communication without violence.

The crisis of language and the restoration of meaning through deconstruction. The contemporary crisis of European
culture is expressed primarily in a crisis of language - in the gap between words and reality, in the loss of trust in
meaning. Mass culture, digital mediatisation and political rhetoric create a simulacrum effect (Baudrillard, 1981),
where signs lose their referentiality. In this context, deconstruction restores language’s critical function. It teaches
us to read not only texts, but also social discourses, revealing the hidden mechanisms of power, ideology, and exclu-
sion. Thus, deconstruction can be understood as a form of cultural ecology: it restores the balance between word
and meaning, between expression and responsibility. It offers a way to resist manipulation - not by establishing
new dogmas, but through constant awareness of the relativity of any system of signs. In this sense, deconstruction
becomes an instrument of ‘democratic thinking, open to both self-criticism and dialogue.

Perspective: deconstruction as a new cultural rationality. If the rationality of classical Europe was the rationality of
presence, then the rationality of the postmodern and post-humanist era is the rationality of the ‘trace.’ Deconstruc-
tion asserts that to think is to watch meaning slip away and to accept this slippage as a condition of understanding.

The Philosophy of Language in European Culture. The philosophy of language occupies a special place in the struc-
ture of European thought, since it is through language that Europe has come to understand its own cultural identity
and conception of reason. Since ancient times, language has been seen not only as a means of communication, but
also as a form of truth’s presence in the world - a way of ordering existence through words (‘logos”). However, in
the 20th century, this view was called into question: language ceased to be a transparent window into the world of
ideas and became a space of differences, interpretations, and historical traces.

From logos to interpretation: the classical tradition and its crisis. The tradition of rationalist philosophy of language,
dating back to Descartes and Leibniz, assumed that language is a neutral expression of thought. Language serves
as a representation of the internal content of consciousness and, therefore, must be subject to the logical rules
of reasoning. This attitude can be traced back to 20th-century logical positivism, where language was seen as a
means of verifying the truth of statements (Carnap, 1934; Wittgenstein, 1921). However, a shift already occurs in
phenomenology and hermeneutics: language begins to be understood not as a tool, but as a ‘medium of experience.
In Martin Heidegger’s works, especially in Unterwegs zur Sprache (1959), language becomes the ‘home of being.
Heidegger argues that it is not man who speaks language, but language that speaks through man, thereby destroy-
ing the classical metaphysics of the subject (Heidegger, 1959). This opens the way to understanding language as an
ontological phenomenon. Hans-Georg Gadamer develops this line of thought in hermeneutic philosophy, arguing
that understanding is always mediated by language. In Wahrheit und Methode (1960), language acts as a mediator
between tradition and the interpreter, and meaning as an event of dialogue (Gadamer, 1960). Thus, language ceases
to be a system of signs and becomes a process of meaning generation.
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Structuralism and the death of the subject. In French thought of the 1960s, the philosophy of language took a
new direction - ‘structuralism’. Ferdinand de Saussure, who laid the foundations of structural linguistics, defines
language as a system of differences without positive terms, where meaning arises from relationships rather than
from entities (Saussure, 1916). This idea became the starting point for philosophers Michel Foucault and Roland
Barthes. In his book Les mots et les choses (1966), Foucault shows that language is a historical field of discourse
in which forms of knowledge are formed, rather than simply a means of describing reality (Foucault, 1966). In his
essay La mort de 'auteur (1968), Roland Barthes argues that a text lives outside the author’s intentions, and mean-
ing arises from the play of signs and interpretations (Barthes, 1968). Thus, structuralism prepares the ground for
poststructuralism, in which language becomes not only a system of differences but also an arena for philosophical
criticism of metaphysics. Here we encounter the figure of Derrida, a philosopher who showed that the very structure
of language contains internal ruptures, aporias, and traces of absence.

Language as cultural text. For European culture, language is not just a form of thought, but a form of existence.
European identity is based on writing, logic and rational discourse, but in the 20th century these foundations were
called into question. There is a need for a ‘new philosophy of language’ that takes into account not only the structure
of the sign, but also its historical, cultural and ethical significance. In contemporary philosophy of language - in
many philosophical works - we can find that language is connected with corporeality, time, and affects, and there-
fore cannot be reduced to the logic of logos. Emmanuel Levinas views language as an ethical relationship with the
Other, where the word is responsibility (Levinas, 1972). Jean-Luc Nancy, in La communauté désceuvrée (1986), sees
language as a condition of shared existence, a form of co-existence (étre-avec). Almost half of these ideas are also
considered in the philosophy of Jacques Derrida, who tried to take the next step - ‘deconstructing the very idea of
the presence of meaning in language.

Results

Jacques Derrida’s Deconstruction: Theory and Method. Origins and Basic Principles

Jacques Derrida (1930-2004) developed deconstruction as a method of philosophical analysis of text, directed
against the metaphysical tradition of the West. In three key works from 1967 - De la grammatologie, L'écriture et
la différence, and La voix et le phénomeéne - Derrida shows that Western philosophy is based on the ‘privilege of
presence, thatis, on the belief that meaning and truth are given in the immediate experience of the mind, speech, or
consciousness (Derrida, 1967). Derrida demonstrates that this assumption is historically and logically unfounded.
He introduces the concept of différance - difference and deferral - as a structure in which meaning is never fully
present but is constantly deferred in a chain of signs. Thus, language does not express ready-made meaning but
endlessly produces it.

Against the metaphysics of presence. Deconstruction is directed against the fundamental assumption of Western
philosophy, which Derrida calls ‘logocentrism.” Within logocentrism, writing was considered secondary to speech,
and speech was considered the direct expression of reason. In De la grammatologie, Derrida argues that this hier-
archy is false: writing is not secondary; it structures the very possibility of speech (Derrida, 1967). ‘Writing is not
an addition to speech, but its condition of possibility’ (Derrida, 1967: 9). In this way, Derrida undermines the binary
oppositions that underlie Western thought: speech/writing, truth/error, presence/absence, subject/object. Decon-
struction does not destroy these oppositions but reveals their interdependence and internal instability.

The method of deconstruction. Deconstruction is not the negation or destruction of a text, but rather a ‘method of
careful reading’ that reveals internal contradictions, aporias, and hidden presuppositions. It shows that any philo-
sophical statement contains within itself that which undermines it. Derrida’s method can be presented in three steps:

1. ‘Revealing oppositions’ - discovering the binary categories that structure the text (e.g., logos/writing).

2. ‘Inversion’ - temporarily reversing the hierarchy to show the dependence of the dominant term on the subor-
dinate one.

3. ‘Deconstruction’ - going beyond opposition, revealing the logic of difference (‘différance”) that makes meaning
possible but never complete.

In this sense, deconstruction is an ethic of reading: it requires responsibility to the text and attentiveness to what
is excluded or displaced from discourse.
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Deconstruction and the philosophy of language. Derrida’s method is crucial for the philosophy of language. It
shows that language cannot be stabilised in logical structures, universal grammars, or rational systems of meaning,.
Any text contains an internal difference that makes it open to multiple interpretations. Thus, deconstruction is not
simply a theory of language, but a ‘philosophy of meaning as trace. Meaning does not exist before language and
does not coincide with it; it merely ‘follows’ - in the literal sense - writing. In this context, Europe, founded on logos,
is forced to rethink its own cultural foundations by recognising difference, multiplicity, and the unattainability of
ultimate truth.

Deconstruction and Crisis in Contemporary European Culture. European Culture and the Crisis of Rationality. As
Jose Ortega y Gasset wrote in his book: “European culture is undergoing a multi-level crisis” (Ortega y Gasset, 2008:
97-100) - philosophical, ethical, and political. Its roots lie in the decay of the foundations of classical reason and
universalism that took shape during the Enlightenment. The 20th century, marked by world wars, totalitarianism,
technological determinism and globalisation, called into question the ideals of rationality, autonomy and humanism.
Jirgen Habermas in Der philosophische Diskurs der Moderne (1985) describes this process as the ‘exhaustion of
the Enlightenment project, while Jean-Frangois Lyotard, in La condition postmoderne (1979), points to the ‘end
of grand narratives’ - the destruction of universal models of truth and progress (Habermas, 1985; Lyotard, 1979).
In these conditions, Europe is losing its own cultural ‘self’: rationality is turning into an instrument of efficiency,
humanism into ideology, and identity into political fiction. Jacques Derrida’s deconstruction offers not so much a
“cure” for this crisis as a ‘way of understanding it’

Deconstruction as a critique of the logocentrism of culture. According to Derrida, the crisis of European culture is
a consequence of logocentrism, that is, the belief in the stable foundations of truth, presence, and meaning (Derrida,
1967). European culture was built around the idea of a centre - God, reason, the subject, history. But this centre
always implied exclusion: otherness, difference, marginality. Deconstruction reveals these exclusions, giving them
a voice and thereby exposing the mechanisms of power within cultural structures. The crisis in Europe is not acci-
dental - it is inherent in the very logic of the West. Europe, Derrida argues in LAutre cap (1992), must ‘turn to the
Other; that is, realise its own dependence on otherness (Derrida, 1992). This gives rise to the image of a Europe
without a centre - Europe as a process of differences, as a space of translation open to other languages and other
thoughts. Deconstruction thus becomes a method of ‘cultural self-reflection. It does not destroy Europe, but offers
it a new foundation - a foundation without a centre, a culture without exclusion, humanism without domination.

Catherine Malabou: deconstruction and plasticity. Catherine Malabou, a student of Derrida, develops the idea of
‘plasticity’ as a continuation of deconstruction in her work La plasticité au soir de I'écriture (2005). If, for Derrida,
difference infinitely postpones meaning, for Malabou, plasticity means ‘the possibility for form to change and
remain the same at the same time’ (Malabou, 2022: 15). Malabou links deconstruction with neuroscience and the
philosophy of consciousness, showing that text is not only the structure of writing, but also the material dynamics
of the brain. Thus, deconstruction takes on a bio-philosophical dimension.

Jean-Luc Nancy: deconstruction of community. In his book La communauté désceuvrée (1991), J. L. Nancy transfers
deconstruction to the realm of political philosophy. He argues that any community is based not on a single founda-
tion, but on division, on the co-presence of differences. According to Nancy, Europe is a ‘community without work’
(“désceuvrée”), where meaning is not produced but ‘coexists’ (Nancy, 1991: 38). This understanding coincides with
Derrida’s ethics: culture is not a finished building but a process of collaborative writing.

Bernard Stiegler: deconstruction and technology. In his book De la misere symbolique (2004), Bernard Stiegler
applies deconstruction to the analysis of contemporary technoculture. He shows that the digital age radicalises
différance - the postponement of meaning becomes an endless stream of data. Stiegler interprets Derrida’s ‘writing’
as a technique that shapes the memory of humanity. For him, deconstruction is a way of critically understanding
the technosphere, in which symbolic impoverishment requires new forms of meaning-making.

The ethical dimension of deconstruction. One of Derrida’s most important contributions to contemporary philosophy
is the return of the ethical dimension to the philosophy of language. For Derrida, writing is a form of responsibility,
since it is addressed to the Other, whom we can never fully understand. In his lecture ‘Force de loi’ (1990), Derrida
links deconstruction with the idea of justice: ‘Deconstruction is justice’ (Derrida, 1990). This phrase emphasises that
deconstruction is not relativism, but an ethical practice aimed at recognising difference, the excluded, the unrepre-
sented. In the context of European culture, this means the need to abandon universalism based on the suppression
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of otherness and move towards a model of responsibility, both philosophical and political. Thus, deconstruction
becomes a way of ethically restoring humanism, but no longer on the basis of reason or universal values, but on the
basis of respect for otherness and multiplicity.

Deconstruction as a Humanitarian Perspective. Humanitarian Knowledge in an Era of Fragmentation. Contem-
porary humanitarian sciences are experiencing a crisis similar to that of culture. On the one hand, they are losing
their privilege of interpretation, giving way to natural and technical disciplines. On the other hand, they are facing
internal fragmentation and the loss of common categories. In these conditions, deconstruction acts as a ‘method of
humanistic self-awareness.’ It offers a way of reading cultural texts - philosophical, artistic, media - that does not
seek a single interpretation but reveals a multiplicity of meanings. Unlike structuralism, which sought to describe
systems, deconstruction proceeds from the fundamental openness of the text. It shows that any text is a network
of differences and traces, where meaning is always deferred (*différance*) and never final.

Deconstruction and pedagogy. The application of deconstruction in humanities education allows us to rethink
the very idea of teaching. In his book L'Université sans condition (2001), Derrida argues that the university of the
future should be a space of unconditional thinking - a place where even the impossible can be questioned (Derrida,
2001). This understanding of the university implies a rejection of the authoritarian model of knowledge and a
transition to ‘dialogical pedagogy’ based on the joint production of meaning. Deconstruction becomes the ethics
of teaching - attentiveness to the word, to the context, to the Other. This is especially important for contemporary
humanities education: in an era of digitalisation and accelerated communication, deconstruction restores depth,
slowness, and responsibility for meaning.

Deconstruction and art. In the field of art and aesthetics, deconstruction contributes to the development of new
forms of perception and creativity. Postmodern artists and theorists - from Paul de Man to Jean-Francgois Lyotard
- have embraced Derrida’s ideas as a tool for analysing artistic texts, where form and content cannot be separated.
According to Derrida, art is always already deconstructive, as it questions the boundaries of representation. It shows
not what is depicted, but how the image arises. Thus, deconstruction in art becomes a means of aesthetic cognition,
opening up space for multiple interpretations and cultural dialogue.

Political perspective. Deconstruction also has a political dimension. It rejects rigid dichotomies - East/West,
centre/periphery, culture/barbarism - and thus contributes to the formation of a new type of European identity
based not on exclusion but on openness. In today’s world, where migration, multiculturalism and global commu-
nications are creating new forms of interaction, it is deconstruction that can become a ‘philosophy of coexistence.
Europe, which is undergoing a crisis of self-determination, needs not a return to the universalism of the past, but
the ability to exist in diversity. Jacques Derrida calls this ‘the European future of Europe’ - not a geopolitical project,
but an ethical horizon in which difference becomes a source of renewal (Derrida, 1992).

Deconstruction and digital culture. The digital age has become an age when new forms of writing - hypertext,
artificial intelligence, and algorithms have emerged. These forms are changing the very nature of meaning: text is
becoming fragmented, distributed, machine-like. Deconstruction in this environment becomes particularly relevant,
since it already conceives of text as a ‘network of differences’ (‘réseau de différences”). What was a philosophical
metaphor in the 20th century becomes a reality of the digital world in the 21st century (Strutt, 2022-2025: 58-72):
the internet is literally an ‘archive of traces’ (‘archive des traces’). Therefore, deconstruction can serve as a method
of critical analysis of digital cultural processes:

1. How texts and algorithms create new forms of power and exclusion;

2. How digital media transform the concept of authorship and meaning;

3. How ‘artificial intelligence’ rewrites the boundaries of the human.

Thus, deconstruction becomes a philosophy of digital humanism, helping to preserve the human dimension in
the technological age.

Deconstruction and the future of humanistic knowledge. Post-humanism and the new boundaries of the philoso-
phy of language. Contemporary humanities are confronted with the question of the boundaries of the human - a
question posed by technology, artificial intelligence, and bioengineering. In this context, the philosophy of language,
developed in the spirit of Derrida, takes on new meaning. The concept of ‘différance, denoting the endless post-
ponement of meaning, allows us to understand language not as an instrument of the subject, but as a space where
the subject itself becomes an effect of difference (Derrida, 1967). In the era of post-humanism, this means that man
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is no longer the centre of the world and the source of meaning, but part of a network of relationships - semiotic,
cultural, technological. Deconstruction thus becomes an instrument of philosophical adaptation to new forms of
reality: it teaches us to think outside the binary oppositions of ‘human - machine, ‘natural-artificial, ‘mind-language.

Deconstruction and degradation of European spiritual culture. The problem of the degradation of modern spiritual
culture: crisis in the metaphysical foundations of European culture. (Traditional Christian values - truth, goodness,
self-sacrifice - lose their universal status and become historically conditioned constructs). “Relativism”is on the rise:
values are no longer perceived as objective and universal, but become a matter of individual choice. “Commercialisa-
tion of the spiritual sphere» - Culture is increasingly subject to market logic, where value is determined not by depth
of meaning but by the ability to attract attention and generate profit. Mass culture, the media landscape and digital
technologies are shaping a new system of symbols in which spiritual landmarks are being replaced by consumerist
practices. So the culture is often formulated as the loss of absolute norms and guidelines. However, deductive analysis
shows that the crisis of values is a consequence of their former metaphysical fixation. Deconstruction reveals that
values claiming universality have always been historically and culturally conditioned. Instead of destroying spiri-
tuality, deconstruction offers its reinterpretation. It removes the illusion of a transcendent guarantee of meaning
and transfers responsibility for value choices to individuals and society. In this sense, deconstruction contributes
to the formation of an ethic of responsibility based not on dogma but on conscious decision-making. A comparative
analysis of religious, philosophical, and secular value systems shows that deconstruction does not deny the sacred,
but rather problematises its institutional forms (Derrida, 2002: 42 - 44). This opens up the possibility of dialogue
between tradition and modernity, which is particularly relevant in the context of cultural pluralism and globalisation.

Deconstruction and contemporary sociological issues. Contemporary sociology observes processes of social
fragmentation, identity crisis, and loss of social trust. The application of deconstructive analysis allows us to view
these processes as the result of the collapse of universal social narratives - nation, class, progress. From the point of
view of determinism, social structures are not neutral, but reproduce certain power relations through language and
symbols. Deconstruction reveals hidden hierarchies in social discourses, thereby contributing to a critical analysis
of power, ideology, and social norms (Statham, 2022: 42-58). The results of the study show that deconstruction
does not lead to social chaos but, on the contrary, contributes to the formation of a more reflective society capable
of recognising its own limitations and avoiding totalitarian forms of thinking (Losyk, 2022: 88). In this sense, decon-
struction acts as an instrument for the democratisation of social knowledge. Considering all the abovementioned
aspects of the study, we can think that J. Derrida’s deconstruction does not solve the problems of contemporary
culture in a utilitarian or technocratic sense. Its contribution lies in changing the very way problems are posed. It
shifts the focus from the search for definitive answers to the analysis of the conditions of possibility of meaning.
Methodologically, deconstruction, applied through systematisation, deduction, determinism and comparativism,
demonstrates high productivity in the analysis of crisis phenomena in contemporary culture. It contributes to the
integration of philosophical, psychological and sociological knowledge, forming a holistic understanding of cultural
transformations. As a result, we can conclude that deconstruction is not a symptom of cultural crisis, but one of the
key intellectual strategies for understanding and overcoming it.

Deconstruction as a philosophical strategy for overcoming cultural reductionism. One of the key results of applying
deconstruction to the analysis of contemporary culture is the overcoming of reductionist models of thinking char-
acteristic of both positivist and neoclassical humanistic approaches. Contemporary culture, under the influence of
technoscientific discourse, increasingly interprets man, society and spirituality in terms of functionality, efficiency
and adaptability. J. Derrida’s deconstruction allows us to reveal the philosophical foundations of this reductionism,
rooted in the metaphysics of presence. A systematisation of philosophical sources shows that reductionism arises
as a consequence of the quest for a definitive foundation of meaning, for a stable ontological support. Deconstruc-
tion, on the contrary, demonstrates the impossibility of such a foundation, revealing the principle of différance as a
structural deferral of meaning. As a result, culture ceases to be viewed as a set of fixed meanings and begins to be
understood as an open field of interpretations. By the process of philosophical interpretation, it can be argued that
the crisis of contemporary culture is not a deviation from the norm but a logical consequence of the exhaustion
of the metaphysical paradigm. Deconstruction, in this context, acts not as a negation of culture but as a form of its
philosophical radicalisation, aimed at revealing the hidden premises of cultural norms and values.
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The ethical and philosophical dimension of deconstruction in the context of cultural pluralism. In philosophi-
cal discourse, the question of the ethical implications of deconstruction takes on particular significance. Critics
often accuse Derrida’s approach of undermining normativity and making ethical judgment impossible. However,
a comparative analysis of deconstruction and classical ethical theories (deontology, utilitarianism, virtue ethics)
shows that deconstruction does not abolish ethics, but radically rethinks its foundations (Rattan, 2024: 620-621).
Unlike normative systems that seek to universalise moral principles, deconstruction proceeds from the recognition
of the fundamental irreducibility of the Other. Ethics, from a deconstructive perspective, cannot be reduced to a set
of rules, since it always arises in situations of uncertainty and responsibility without guarantees. It is this idea that
takes on particular significance in conditions of cultural and value pluralism. From the standpoint of determinism,
ethical behaviour is determined not by abstract norms, but by specific historical and cultural conditions. Decon-
struction allows us to avoid both moral relativism and dogmatism by offering a model of ethics as a continuous
process of interpretation and re-evaluation. In this way, it contributes to the formation of a philosophical ethics that
is adequate to the complexity of contemporary culture.

Deconstruction, language and the transformation of social knowledge. One of ]. Derrida’s central contributions to
the philosophy of culture is a radical rethinking of the role of language. Contemporary sociological and cultural stud-
ies increasingly note that social reality is constituted not only by material structures, but also by discursive practices
(Fairclough, 2022-2025: 55-72). Deconstruction allows us to reveal how language reproduces power relations and
normative models of behaviour. The method of systematisation shows that many contemporary theories - from
critical sociology to postcolonial studies - use deconstructive principles of text, discourse and narrative analysis.
In this sense, deconstruction acts as the philosophical foundation of interdisciplinary social knowledge. It can be
deduced that the crisis of trust in social institutions is largely due to the discrepancy between declared meanings
and actual practices. Deconstruction reveals this discrepancy, demonstrating that social texts never coincide with
their own claims to transparency and objectivity. In this way, it contributes to the development of critical thinking
and philosophical reflection in sociology.

The philosophical significance of deconstruction for the future of culture. In the philosophical dimension, . Derrida’s
deconstruction can be interpreted as a symptom of the transition from metaphysical culture to post-metaphysical
culture. This transition does not mean a rejection of meaning, truth or values, but implies a rejection of their final
fixation. In this context, the culture of the future is conceived as a space of open dialogue, multiple interpretations,
and responsibility for meaning. Summarising the results obtained, it can be argued that deconstruction does not
offer ready-made solutions to the problems of contemporary culture, but it transforms the very logic of philosophical
thinking. It teaches us to think in conditions of uncertainty, to work with contradictions and to accept complexity as
a fundamental property of cultural reality. From a philosophical point of view, it is this attitude that makes decon-
struction a productive strategy for understanding the crises of contemporary psychology, spiritual values and social
structures. In a context where traditional philosophical models are losing their explanatory power, deconstruction
acts as a form of radical philosophical honesty and intellectual responsibility.

Deconstruction and transdisciplinarity. In the future, humanistic knowledge cannot remain within rigid disci-
plinary boundaries. Deconstruction is inherently transdisciplinary: it operates at the intersection of philosophy,
linguistics, literature, cultural studies, ethics, and political theory. Deconstruction operates across several fields of
the human sciences, including philosophy, anthropology, linguistics and literary theory (Derrida, 1978: 351-366;
Derrida, 1976: 6-10; Attridge, 2010: 1-6). This approach contributes to the formation of a new humanistic thinking
that is capable of working with hybrid objects - digital texts, network forms of communication, and intercultural
translations. In this sense, deconstruction is not just a method of interpretation, but a method of thinking about
the future, free from dogmatism and open to multiple meanings. As Bennington (1993) notes, deconstruction is not
destruction, but a constant ‘re-reading of boundaries, a process that allows humanistic knowledge to renew itself
while remaining true to its ethical core - attention to the other, to difference, to context.

Europe as text: a humanistic perspective. If we follow Derrida’s logic, Europe is not a geographical or political
entity, but a text open to endless interpretation. This text contains traces of the past - from antiquity to postmodern-
ism - and looks to a future in which meaning is never complete. Deconstruction helps us to see Europe as a process
of interpretation, as an open system where meaning is created through the interaction of cultures, languages and
identities. This makes it not only a philosophical but also a cultural strategy capable of maintaining unity in diversity.
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Conclusion

As aresult, the research methodology represents a rigidly articulated philosophical position, grounded in a coher-
ent system of theoretical assumptions and conceptual distinctions. Within this framework, J. Derrida’s deconstruction
functions not merely as a textual or linguistic strategy, but as a form of critical ontology of culture. It enables the
analysis of cultural phenomena as internally differentiated structures rather than as stable and self-identical enti-
ties. Deconstruction reveals the instability of meaning embedded in cultural narratives, discourses, and symbolic
systems. Consequently, culture is interpreted as a field of tensions, traces, and deferred meanings rather than as a
closed system of values. In the sociological dimension, Derrida’s methodology allows for a critique of institutional
discourses that present themselves as natural or inevitable (Zima, 2023: 63-89). Social norms, values, and identi-
ties are revealed as contingent effects of historical and linguistic processes. This makes it possible to analyse social
conflicts at the level of their philosophical presuppositions rather than at the level of surface antagonisms. Decon-
struction thus operates as a tool for uncovering the hidden conditions of possibility of social order. Importantly,
this methodological framework does not aim at the destruction of meaning or cultural coherence. Rather, it seeks to
demonstrate the productive openness of cultural systems. By questioning the metaphysical assumptions underlying
modern culture, deconstruction creates space for alternative interpretations and forms of life. In this sense, it func-
tions as a critical practice oriented toward responsibility rather than relativism. The analysis of crises at the level
of structural necessity allows for a deeper understanding of their persistence and resistance to purely technical
solutions. Therefore, the proposed methodology offers a philosophical lens through which contemporary cultural
crises can be understood as expressions of deeper ontological and epistemological tensions. It situates these crises
within the broader horizon of modernity and its internal contradictions. By doing so, it provides a systematic and
theoretically grounded approach to the analysis of culture in its contemporary condition.

Jacques Derrida’s deconstruction opens up a path for European culture to a new way of thinking, in which
difference becomes a source of unity, and absence becomes a form of presence (Somers-Hall, 2022: 152-160). It
translates the philosophy of language from the realm of logic into the space of ethics and culture, where meaning
is understood not as a complete truth, but as a process of endless becoming. Modern Europe, losing its old forms
of identity, can find itself precisely through deconstruction - through the ability to ‘read itself; recognising its own
traces, its own exceptions, its own shadows. Deconstruction does not destroy Europe - it makes possible its rebirth,
based on respect for the Other, multiplicity and self-reflection. This is its philosophical and cultural perspective.
Jacques Derrida’s deconstruction is not just a philosophical school, but a way of thinking that sets new horizons for
understanding European culture. The philosophy of language in the European tradition, from the ancient logos-
oriented systems to 20th-century structuralism, sought to establish a stable centre of meaning. Derrida, on the
contrary, shows that language has no centre - meaning is always deferred, differentiated, intersecting with other
meanings. This conclusion has profound cultural implications. Deconstruction becomes a way of overcoming the
crisis of modernity, expressed in the loss of universal meanings and the dominance of technorationality. It does not
destroy European culture, but opens it up to the Other, to the multiplicity of languages, cultures and meanings. From
a humanistic perspective, Derrida’s method becomes the basis for a new philosophy of responsibility, where atten-
tion to otherness becomes a key principle of ethics and education. Politically, deconstruction shapes the concept of
Europe as a space for dialogue rather than power, as a text rather than a system. Thus, the philosophy of language,
reinterpreted through deconstruction, restores to humanistic knowledge the ability to be not just a description of
the world, but an ‘act of its ethical transformation.’ The prospect of applying deconstruction in the future is a path
to humanistic integration, to understanding new forms of subjectivity and communication, to a philosophy capable
of living in an era of differences.

So, finally, summarising the results, we have come to the following:

1. Deconstruction does not function as a rejection of culture; rather, it represents a radical philosophical reflec-
tion that seeks to expose the latent premises embedded in cultural norms and value structures.

2. Deconstruction enables a departure from both ethical relativism and doctrinal rigidity by conceptualising
ethics as an open-ended process of interpretation and critical reflection. Consequently, it supports the formation
of a philosophical ethics that adequately reflects the complexity and plurality of modern cultural life.
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3. Deconstruction should be understood not as a manifestation of cultural crisis, but as one of the central intel-
lectual strategies for interpreting and addressing it.

4. Deconstruction helps to preserve the human dimension in the technological age.

5. Deconstruction operates not to obliterate spirituality, but to reinterpret it critically. It eliminates the assump-
tion of an inherent transcendent guarantee of meaning, transferring ethical responsibility to the level of individual
and societal deliberation. In doing so, it advances an ethic of responsibility grounded in reflective decision-making
rather than imposed dogma.

6. Deconstruction operates as an ethical strategy for reestablishing humanism, not on the basis of universal
rational principles, but on the acknowledgment of otherness and the embrace of cultural and moral plurality.

7. Within artistic practice, deconstruction operates as a tool for aesthetic understanding, enabling the emergence
of diverse interpretations and fostering dialogue across cultural contexts.

8. In pedagogical practice, deconstruction functions as an ethical framework, fostering sensitivity to the word,
its context, and to the Other. Its relevance is heightened in the contemporary humanities, where rapid digital
communication challenges contemplative engagement, and deconstruction reinstates slowness, depth, and ethical
responsibility in the production of meaning.

9. Deconstruction operates as a method of philosophical adaptation, fostering the capacity to think beyond
conventional binary distinctions, including those between human and machine, nature and artificiality, and mind
and language.
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