HEF L TALAERTLSZ

REFH A AN Hed AL “2ahA 3o F9o El escepticismo esencial”? g}z o
Aot 2 WA ] bsAdE wite Aoslx dAuL,
< , oH A4 EH 7&491 FTAE A

Aot “BAATo e FHoE otold AR FFY AR E FAuEA HEI] H

Tolth, z¥ o, dAe] W nasdae Ad4EH sjos 29 FHAFY A HaAA

itel A8 A Aoz P s AR REdar BE Yol A

AAAA ZAGE 9AA 249 Hetdolge dAER Dol

A7k okt FAdst %1‘?9] Aoty AW A FAA =g, o]

=0 F27F EA3E sl Ewioz mHd %

7T BEIH2E FAY] £ afogix] ddden, 29 £ @ F HE A4

Sl vt F9 & Aoz gl b Jaime Alazrakizl F53

o
W,
b
o
=,
o

‘HEH2"2HE ol F& olvl 3t mAgAst okvel, oW AEFx %Er:l' A d=E
AH e dubd Ad el conceptoo @ ol AHE e o)EFHTGE Aolth? detiu st A
A% whel dsE BEdarE A2e FaddE 2dAs A4y d4e BE, a9

o

@ wstel WACl HE BHA Q4E 2RRE B0 UL WY 99 F AdAE Aoz
st A, nEHzg Faslk ssgleldelA

71Ee £3 A dulEHE
ol Az ,\% AAbgte, 2 FEea ddE Az dAEA A E FAEE A
FoA e HARH HEe T g Aolh

ol¥ g FA AVl REdxdd TAERHUEAY JAE @AY, 29 FFE G
YEte ZZERYUEE AR s el F & 9 zEv k&gt

<A

1) “Epilogo”, Otras Inquisiciones, Obras Completas, Bruguera, Barcelona, vol. I, 1980, p. 304.
2) Jaime Alazraki; “Jorge Luis Borges”, Narrativa y Critica de Nuestra América, Castalia,
Madrid, 1978, p. 35.
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AAG vhsh 2& “wzs2A borgeano™s] e} AL FHSA AAD Ao i, w}
W2 ZAERAYEA A8 o £9 ARE Fush] o FoiAA e AL 2
ok . FABE Wk gol, TEERTVZ AP o 23 AAL ASHz glon, ©
HuEse BAe AdAzAE A0d A4 wAstz g @9 dEeeld £
e AFAE o] F mrERTUFolbBE U1F HEH SAo] AR # LA
ZA2l#E the most over and under-defined” Aol gt A FL A AAo|t]. 3 oA YE, “LX
EnvyFiold Zo] 2zolzm FH A Falsiel Yohe AL L, ooy B &3
28¢ @, Aoz dde AL A A2e A4 G4 PEAE Aoz ¥ 4
et md, “w2dzdnd Aol AR T2 A0 Ade] A 2
A% duisie Adolo, “wEdadny AL TrERUUES AF
£ A= ﬂ 1oATe &g Aol
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EUUE Ad 9 )\H 2% oaaE “‘ﬂi%zg Arolgbz 3ot ¥ & L. Hutcheon®:
ERduF FEAAT AAEH AzkH FAEA, A4 € A5 A% AEA *4
AEA7 & Aold, =493 F¢, 8947 FA44, =3

ness and human nature, X 2.9} 9, A¥3 Rzl P& N2 S5 zlo] “0¥d ¢
o ol deA AdS 2AAE T3 A3A AT Y AR =37z g
o} ¥ e @ oA A7 Madan Sarupd TAERUUZE o] 2L ATA ez AHE & 8
uw} 2 Jean-Francois Lyotarde] 7] EF A o] “s]A 3} nfE2axe] &4

o} depdE, TAEENUYES E3dA daEA AAsz Qe Fag AR F9
b, 24909 $9Ad, FEAACS YA AFAAY Faolge 454 2
FFE R F d€d] X4 i G 2he2 gAR} REH AT A9
“BAA A FA"E T2ERT Y Fo W o] But “RA 8 $41e a negativized rhetoric””

3) Linda Hutcheon, A Poetics of Postmodernism, History, Theory, Fiction, Routledge, London,
1988, p.3.

4) “The Right Promethean”, Humanities in society, 1, No.1(autumn, 1978), (3+Zo] Bladx
Tz2emviyE o3 date] £33 9 23 ol &), 443 H9Y, F=2A4, 1985 p.17D). ©
T Gatel A Qo] AlAlE “FFA oz 2HAZ} AV wEH lolok 3, WA Al
Y E4AA4L =Edes Ao b o Aol o, “Qztel F3 A E2 T4

AZste AYE”, F A2 447 AALAE & 2234 Aeleh

5) 4" A, p.87.

6) Madan Sarup; An Introductory Guide to Post-structuralism and Postmodernism, Harvester
Weatsheaf, London, 1988, p.138.

7) “(Postmodernism]} is usually accompanied by a grand flourish of negativized rhetoric: we
hear of discontinuity, disruption, dislocation, decentering, indeterminacy, and antitotalization,”
(Linda Hutcheon, 9143 A, p.3).
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of dvbt TFHE M2 AT A TH, HEHY £AA T AE5H
AfAANA v 2D B FA g 29 DA A GBS ARz ol & FHA
efz YA A Bk 2AL T2ERHYEA gre Fad 54 9 vz o
A2 F Aok B2 28 FFo) T2ERHYE HFe FEE WA & A FAud
A9 AHA FA” 2e A dgzy od s F5T Afd x4 v X" Ad
Aol th.®

1. X Zenon2| A4

“$AA4 Ho R e nasee WHE” AU A9
& AR =T ¥ F k. 2E AHoeza 444 & &

2388 FelFo) Aol Wel & AVEg ddAE HAA Aoz FA% o) &
A, Adolngt ey ME Rals Aguilesrt 1098 24 Bl a2

2 H3HgE F s =28 AL A= Zentnd] HAHeldd D, I

T A Evka obfAvErt A8 EAE FHEY A8 AT AR vrE A= A
WEH whe] “F-3 3 Regressus in infinitum”o] ¢} 2% A o] ¥ 7} 2 E. Descartes, 2|4l
B. Russel £9 @A) 01271717 308 o) oI $8g AR (dem, 200),
AeA QA9 AR neh =24 Ade A ASAE | Eol BARA Bk

A e E=Eiv wEAR] AL AAA A AFAE £9A L Yo A&l o}
A7t 2849 AXole A HiEZE F¢ AFeE =gAve = & gy e
ol Zolax, of £k AFolY $A e ot 20} bdri2e Fg Adol: = oA A
4o GuE 0 Rolnz JUH kA2t AL E FFFe + frte Axe

8) nEslis F33 FEEo wEd AL dAZ 1940d 3tz & 4 eos, wapd o A
HA o] F9 F3F AR GdARNE Z2ERUUEFE AAHor dXdch, FAE nE A
AEeoR 19329 W& & AR T4 Discusion]€ 5 4 Jovt, L2Ent Y= £doz
Ae EFA 5AL 2dFE AL 194499 g4, Ficciones), 194938] [4al, El Aleph],
EE 195219 dAolR TE tr& @ Otras Inguisiciones| 5& 5 4 b, Ex=EAE
SE ZL FolE 2y ¥} Discusion (D), Ficciones (F), El Aleph (A), Otras
Inquisiciones(OI). #3¢+e] <AL ®Blzex AL3 Jorge Luis Borges. Prosa Completa
(Bruguera, Barcelona, 2 vols., 1980)8] @< (2v7 £A) 9} Z4(olebul o} ¢35 ¥ )&},

9) “SFolE FET AAE #A G AL glov, 2 A, £, 2 g9 = GE Yei9 A
Fdelz FAe AA s 499 B dddoln 449 9dL s Ageld, Azy
Adle 2 ¢ ey vdes 2 & A AR, AAH d434L, 2 FHAA
Eo] 27Aolg & §dHolnz, & -’F RAct. 2HAE BTtz AAE 2l 29 A4
olt}; o] Z2HE L& +4Ad ¢ gde o= Haxy 9, F WL FE24E ¢ A0, I,
202).
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T AZE E454d AAD £709 Aoz o Wk ATt 2, EAEH
Aol e SAA A st ALd F gt A =8 454 A =EE £ 7
JAA Y A4z H438 &9 59" A5 AR AHY Fiel d= A
ol Azte] o4& AFA Agolzte A4 FAE AT F gk Ak G4 o
& 2Eizd dre 23] A dE FARHE Aol e, “WH AR zhs o]
9] ofeleiv e} HTFALE FR3HE Aojth AL APA d4d A oA A&
AFA AAAAYL dJAAE TEA o2 HEEE Zloivh AlEd A B2z 4%
& FAAelz A Ao d-E Bl | SAAE £ RIAAE ot
e ZEERUYEA ARe 27he o+t

A=e =4 dAdda REdae ’?—Cﬁiﬁ‘r i R RO RS T
7Ee) EA FI3gs @49 FAA 7&*11% =24 f‘hr] AZF Ax
AL 29A oz AA AA9 mEdg Fubdeh AHL o] M%i o] ¥

axA A A3 the new society post-Marxist”o] o8k o] Rolztz & 4 P+ TAEFRHY

¥
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.
(o]
T
-0,
ok

= A FE A

ze Foug 374 4049 Adse 2L SEY 424 e NEDEL AAG 0
Aol FFA QA6 AF wzdzg Helk 29 dAolt SA4e B wAsA o
solqch WWl 2k “gYor FAE 2ot 498 2 9PonIy dgd e
(D, L 367), o 2o A4 Aol Ld%A A% HHAE G 2 Y
A AAFE QA 49T FJA"SE B Aold, ALl FLE Fa| THE B4
AQl A7 A A%se ol dAdh. =k, Ake 44 2A IF o g, AL
“peg 4z, $87 @ 4= doPE dwgm Sexto Empiricot waHEF FH
Bradleys] oh¢3} 2& sdd FEaAE vt

A= 24T £ gle Aol oF Y AT F ke FAS oA Y AEE, v
Bt oleld A EE 9 Aol HH, AL 2ol dE AL Tl & 7 oM, dAHE
7o drie Ao Hrh z¥dgw Ta@ N /J\‘;}-TLE g 4 g

Azt ebd Aoz ol FelAck dr] Aotk [] B A A2 Ay AAE= oA 5 gl
o, Aze Vs Had zle] 2 Feoldh ILF—JJ—, g s, AR HARH AAE Aol
o] Bed FAlo] AR &= (01, II, 200).

28 e ‘ERe2AY A FATezA A AAE FAse dviind

10) o143 A, p 134, #F72 J. Lacang FAELF L “dojAA Y AR} ez uged, T 3
A, @4, w49 AR d€4 £9 AP AP Ao) AN AE 9L A 2% 7
Az FA g dH2 dAHE wlA ALY *]"“°1 FAAE AL vt oA, A
ALAAA A4 L YA n DA A7 35S Bd5H vde] £ o9 434
guAAZ QA=A Eae, AL TEebd “A 7&91 sA3, ¢34 @AY A5A a frag-
mentation of time, a series of perpetual presents”®] HE-& rujdrt. o FF AALIA <o
giolern z2ERUYUZEY AAda Fo3 2elu Fo FudAUS, 1AL E2EEY
3o 2A g0l AAEEA dAEAY AP FAsdE AL 2 E
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o

qe, nEdfat 244 A7 2E A28 d454 2 AAE Holetz dojddh
Be, 2E A7 AAE 2R Ec FRE FHstd Ao EAE4L ol

B QwEmy B SEe) “REL, woAs, BEg LAy ooA AAS
v HAE AL AAY FEE ARG (bid, 299). REH 2 FAY
Az olelAE AW Ae) Aol 949 eFd + YvtE W FIEa
A B2 Q44 QAAA<2RY ddd T8 A9 Sz TdLdoz 4
EH0] Q& $F7% 448 o] &k & D. Humes} 2& 394 AYFIAE0] BE
d4e AF2L) 29 4G Aoz nol ANY AEF] FAFez =

T Pt

oz nf

o 2
o %
o

H
ol

M
oh(idem, 289).7Y 87, ZoA AL 59 AANE AYte FAFo] o, =23
Ha dd 14 459 FAAY ddeld, A ¥x flE Z

oolAE A% 4% AYL FAT W dAHolz wgAA e vod Ak A
e A48 Ad4e nadeh A nesae WA Ade] 24T Aol ok
T2 A4, BdA olgeAr A9, olgHd AAx muamow g $d4Y
& ety M 552% b5l AFE QAT 9F Aog 237 O, 1, 200¢ &
Aste Aol Faet,

Aes) G40 AAsE v 2L AYA Aol 4e JLBM] F2aA =5, 4

N FAAH =5 LA AAE dAd el Foh. A AFA e A8 AR E dF

ol DAL AT, £AA FEel BAFAAN, WAE ABAE 3AEA A%
AAE QAT 23 Aol Lok 2] AAE F4 ¥AY B2 e Fa4
S gEoE FARD. A FARA s Q4L Age FAGE WAzEA Ao
o BAE FAH DEA, AU AALel FAE AJA B Aobe} @oltE
49l FAs AANE AAA7 £ nEday FTadle dejddozs v A5 949

e
2
A
o

[o3

lebe FA g dAsle], 29 Ao A o) m@sd) fAR vedr.?

11) :’—‘4”i A7k A ge] whet doje] ol WA HAYE Adx dsAe) obd spuA

AL AAC A8 AL FAA Ao HAER FARZ GAH] L Ay AAHY B

£ A7Ad AL a7 15}04 T4 %8 F& F=2F 7 (Arturo Echevarria Ferrari, “Tiempo,

Lenguaje e Identidad: (Los Teélogos) de Jorge Luis Borges,” Texto y contexto en la Literatura

Iberoamericana, Instituto Internacional de Literatura Iberoamericana, Madrid, 1983, pp. 79-87.

12) w2} Jacque Derridad] 22594 AZAE Fx, 24, AE, &4, A 2L “29

A 719 transcendental signifieds”8t P E& A gor, AL oW gAesdrrdEs S

A g48 do 2 AA A<HAct(Art Berman, From the New Criticism to Deconstruction.

The reception of Structuralism and Post-Structuralism, Univ. of Illinois Press, Uress, Urbana
and Chicago, p.201.).
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2. AN ES ME

AFA dEe Ford g AR Eu4 AAd dF Aoz

m
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&
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A4 At 2 ZARAE Aok wdA 9AY AL a9 pe @w—i &g ol

A dAz wAAdG QAo FEd EASE vz AEY 4L A o4
AAse WA 24 gz, EAY AAE YAA dden AFozHd 2L T
T 244 AAE AgsEe AFRE FEE @@ 2, 249 44l =24
Az 229 shaA AAEY FAAG AAe Eerhd, F AEES Ao A=
AAAE AR 4540A Faachd, A8 AHEA =dLe FEG AolAv AR
ok 3Fe 2o AvA %& Aolch AF, A% A JA ¢ vz dzel z I¥
7t Hel 4n g $F9 dAe od A4 EASGE ARl WEHAGGT ¥ &
At 2 d AAF Fof E Buel AAA ofH BFAR WHtE EAY AAE

=

AANFE FA FA/IE vt AL 3] YA+ A4FH &, Fx9 A ge
Hyo] AF¢ APE F= Polot. HAE Az FA) L 2@ AAF F2H 4F
Hoz A dA b2 A%e FEA AR vtz 2 A9 AX ] A3
= A8 =39 Aspolrt

A4 AR AR EAFF T “HAA AA ] e L] JES AT AL TR
otz YA F. Nietsche §vt. 28 FHEA FH22 oA & A9 $5& 443z, &
AAAL 244 AR Ao & AP A FHdt 29 w2 f<le] 2
F5 dose Ao o At 9UAg el “A 79 A= Die Chronologische
Umdrehung”® 7} A Aol gtd, el WA oz yolbEoda & At F
7 999 Ao AAY, Ex 945 AR vge] 7199 A E A F Yopd, Y
e tol4 71949 originary o] HA Eetz 9] FolAshd EHL
oot “Z19A e Aol obd JEL U AAAAE oJlE F fe A 2
% zagch " JEY A REY #AAE Axd ¢ d9d, A’ aide i

Ashe “wd7HE AL ANEEE AT F G4 27 ol EWR, nEdas dee E
= gl @ Akl €% sl Faelar U¥AEge, “RE TH JAE T
@ gele) Aol A TR A 9A"YL A, 2% A BAE Hohd 4
ek, oA 2, AAS AMES 29 ATAEE B2 A2 2 A7 4G wel

2 54,

FFe AAE FAo 229 FA AYE AFAR (O 1L, 139-140). <

13) :_[onathan Culler; On Deconstruction: Theory and Criticism after Structuralism, Cornell
Univ. Press, New York, 1982, pp.86-87 #=.
14) & A, p.88.
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FFZIbe 29 FAE AFE HAE ATH AMEY IS e, e A% AFolA
gk, 2 ATA FUbEold tEste ERAA Tl o MEE RgLE A, F
HAZIE deloz e AFAA EAS A= o) (bid, 228).

Fzotel Aol st Aol Add A AHY 4 Ackd, E A2H A
A o 5Hgol -ﬂuw # 5ok, =2 FEAT AR AN gEsk Azl G40
WE3ts =23 £ gt 7Yoo U3 “53E 3 Regressus in infinitum”%. A&

S A%e 924 2Ae FA%E B AN Ad%2 ¢ & 9o nEsae 94
o ebe AAE olshe] Agel gom §A dshidel $id sk £EY A
Aolsh oAl e, S E FARE Aot Aol AN @ AR, 2%
24 955 $A% %2 Foe QA A4E 2 F goE Aon 2399
d, AAE Q49 Wgezdrg 2AE4 A73E F8 z3selor ¥t Wsd B
MacHaleg EHUEs Z2EEdUE Aol RoixE 224 wse A48 e &
Aol 3t Q79 AFA AArt QAAEH ELlA EAEH E522 wA e A
A e U &, Q4 EH EZAAL T “EAE4 Aol EeH44 ontological
plurality or 1nstab11ity”£.i 138 ¢ Az 2 99 g4 94 A FAr FA4e
FAAY E2dE ¢ ge Aol FeHE,® 1 F 24 F o= A& AASNSEI
vzt R g FE3 ZAEEUYUE EFL duisEte Zoth® AXst “AlAE o
BA AR oF B o sk EAZE Y FTUAY, “FAE o= Ax A
& g gl7en, “2A¢& ok FAE FTVH, ‘2 AL ofgA AsE F Q7aen,
‘2 A4 FAe FodAdAS 2 AHEH B¢ HA3 foregrounds)
d, FAE A4o] ohd EAGA B, 29 "RAAH postcognitive” FF, o &
A, o] AAE ol F59 AL, AsNAE Foo] ol FojA sAu, uel ofw Aol

rir
é
£

Ag ol Fo] ZHEA, mE “ofm FH AAT] EAIH, “2EL JUA Az o
2o, 2% A4 329 990l YUAAY A2 25 A B AE A 5
BAY e SAEH B4 AFHHE A%l APA T w2 zeA @A

Mﬂ 14 Ed o8 42 ¢ QT Aol ohith feHE “wFIF Folal
Wem, @etd 2@ $F BA s Aelehd [1Ae vdad 4d e g

2,
-0,
N
L
s
ne

15) Brian McHale, Postmodernist Fiction, Methuen, London, 1987, p.11. “Intractable epistemolo-
gical uncertainty becomes at a certain point ontological plurality or instability: push
epistemological questions far enough and they ‘tip over’ into ontological questions. By the
same token, push ontological questions far enough and they tip over espistemological quest-
ions-the sequence is not linear and unidirectional, but bidirectional and reversible.”

16) AL E BE Az wepy dA ez 2 ZQEHos A48 FHAL nol: w
2 E5-¢ “Limit modernist”s}z =3 &ep(Z- A, p.13).

17) #& 4, pp. 9-10.
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E, AYE, AA9ES F270L 11, 220F 24 AAY 7158 EA A A28 F
grell @ik zlolet. 23 “olded A& gelHer 853, Y de =94 AH
Ao o8 AET ¢ Jozz do] & =eddd AAw", A2, Ado] obd
g JoFs QAN v FEE e AT Adolr], 29 QAEA gAY 7
AEd 4L AFste FAS] A3E AR

REdas AL ATE dAE gEH, AVt deo $EdA gFE AR |

24 A% 4oz FHRAANE ¢IW(OL 1L, 21D ‘%5* oF S 144 A
FYNE 3% AAY A9 E2 g A A 6] AF AAY G
2 Hzopds n2dast R Fe Fasll AU Aelvh EAEH $9 ARsE
24 Q49 294 HA% Ase 222 Sde) A9 sk A YF ol
ek Fa1 ol golvt FnA 4o da AW & =HA A FEG AAEH 4A
E A 2T ded AAAAZ AAD ol BeFole, d&s QAR A
1% B T2ERHUEL REGUSHed nadat walF o4l 4¢3
A4Ed. g8 Q484 Agel =S BHA Vgol BHUEH T4E el

ARz 24 2u3 8ol Az EXstn HEEer. 2 st #AAA
A A FE2L HFANA v FAHNA e EAEH R HFE vleld 5 ¢l
ghot, whebA 39 AL f39 Feld, WAARgE a5 FAA 2
< FAg A9 F53 AFH o)A A T E A%

Aol e HAHow 4, A4, xE 294 $49 A4& 9udt FA4A4

o vlEe EE we|A L wiE ezt ZHA AA4Y FaAFdA #FH d
23 AFrt RAHZ G AEt A <o)
Eatm A G AEY AFol AAEFE AAL AAC A
AsAA T, WA Aol $FE5 EE01Y ofF AE ofy”
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22 (0, II, 162) w-gtch,

AAE oluts oj foldle] 2xA AN AvA geA EEch- 2 A4 24T A
qe _Hr:u_aqu}oq A wE ey FHEAR e AL A8 AdEol wEE A
Q9 AlY FF| vk 2AL olvl Feud, =% A4 FFA FFo] (0L, 224).19

AL tjol 4 AlA Y &4 el Origeno) ) FA FAHo] olrh. A4 Avl2g 23} ol A
Ao AEE ARy —ALe Fz9 24 Ex nihiloe 2, AAL Jx8 ASFE 3= o]
2—A2EH AAAAE HolA EAFRA etk oA QA B FAAE A B

18) Emir Rodriguez Monegal, Borges Por EI Mismo, Monte Avila Editores, Caracas(Venezuela),
1983, p.82.

19) David Hume, Dialogos Concernining Natural Religion (V, 17794 3z &7t AL
3 A,
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HAgolvt A F77t okel, EAEA AFE FAT 2EU£ Aolth o¥A B
27t 2lE $dA2 fotAel AAdAE AHE A g A7 AEA
Aol TAH T2 gzt ojAY EAHAY EFAAYE e nEd iz FE
< ‘TEHoz Eidg AF Y EAUFY sdy FAYAE ASAAAE HAY
FRE Ay Tl gel A8 A A& Rz oulE FoHE B EA
+ ARE ZZ2ERCUF0A AGe 3dd wAel Aot

2, $mutZ, A 4Fe] AlA S Tlon, Ugbar, Orbis Tertiuse “&x] 22 Aoz A4

ro

_ﬁ_‘é

o EEL AR 2LERGA ez € F g €7 AE g E oA
H AR wase 917k Felnlah, 21e AR Sol folHo FHY ZAAA L
olvel, “Sd5 P59 o]-A o< Una serie heterogénea de actos independientes)”
(F, L 41pele. FAU AA L &4 vzt FASE, A BE dAdoly AEL
s9dcz 4udoz IANE & 9E $4F FAB) Avkd @ wabd P9
o FA= gz AAR dov, AgH 2 dfelets ddd FFAME EAHA g
o EE AL Axse] gon 258 Aol JASNk $dd Al AvA e

L] B AE oFF2 A WA Ad 5 WA A9 WA Yuxtaposicion—2ACIfTE ZARx
% 4AY FAALAA—F olF kA BE glolvh. oA G, FnA el A Fo A&H
Aoletars P“rE_ A4 7A %}’-‘&D’r. Z g Aol tﬁ.?.é% a7, 2P oelA EeE Wi, 2z o]

% Fe Az dAeY 448 AR oA

At et £9A 4ok BhEeh A, dve Age 499

A Bgvhe AL =0E AEF BAAE £ A deln Ase, THAAE ZE
Aol 2P Qo ARk Aol 4G Ak zud 99 A WY, ¥
TR zHE “HT5 H78="A “el mero hecho de nombrarlo-id est, de clasificarlo-
importa un falseo” (F, I, 416)¢] &} 3tct. 23 (3] = & ZAE A7), &
Ag ARE AL $79 WAL 2HY A4 Aol gA L, AT Bo] 279 e}
d g4 A dA A% 270l ANEFY FREOAHE AA2AE EE3)H
TR AA A4 455 Hx A dAAAE A "=

dola ojx Flo] &7st? HAol HFE ukExR 2 77t o
= AA3te, 2T d4F JF FHupgo] deoid ¢ Uk, 2 F AAE

A FEAE £ Q' AAE? wA AR vt e B T Al Adle] v
¥ g F ARAA, b AF ARAE BTE FE HFY A ¢ F ddd AR
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o,
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2,
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20) David Lodge; The Modes of Modern Writing, Edward, London, 1977, p.220.
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OL 11, 197), A7t-& AAES AlA @AAA Q1A ¢ F gdoh. dAAA G =t
A AFAbels AFAA #AC Ault 22, 2] A9 39 £ F2E %
Aoz 3 T3etet. vt ERlolet: &fr3ld HTAA 9@ Aoz, =oE e
Z HTAASG @A Aol A mege] A Zolth? zEdte <IFgey e =3
AAE &7 Ao

3. “Everything and Nothing”

nEdzE 29 YA 94 S AU Yk A9 454 AdE $As A
424 449 AF4L =AU ek A 4L A2 d54E ATt 2
A Pl E FEHYTE =4 el BAE 4D ol @ AR A4
g m2e JH4EA FHe] =FE Aol ohizt Ase] YH AL HepwAA

o, o EH ™, 29 oAe] [&AclA &2 ]| De Alguien a Nadie (Otras Inquisiciones):=
“A” me A7 et s AEE o] AL FTY AAFAA ERsgTE A
Ao FFdo 4, 944 JEn ﬂi"ﬂ/ﬂ ‘Az E ARAH xdqE3 AFRE A
F27b Alquien”geh. 221} o “REAE 2AL AdsAt 947
HAel A Zes FHENZ ZEdA, wRNE “T72 obd A Nadieoz F &=
o gld, HaoioldE ““P & WP Soy El Que Soy"st: A7t Helo] zet
= “AAAE 290 AATY E74248$ 792 un respetuoso caos de superlativo

s no imaginables (4 x| omnisciente, % omnipotente, s3] omni-presente, 5)”7} ¥ g3}
2, 282 A0 A ol Zel4 o H Ecoto Brigena A3 A “FU e
Auk o]y FFE ol P9xA F La Nada Primordial”v} “Fol A9 3z Creatio ex
2o ol 2wt H%A AddAx ol =A BLHOL I, 259). LA, Ae} Aol
g oA EN Ao AF L B AL vl ERk 3L FaEg e, o A9
T FAAY A olax Aol ozt dd 48 E dASdvkE Aotk ©A =2
g, EdoiA dele] FFHAL AR 2 g8 EAL WEIdE Bed oA F

E
=,
o,
to
N
oL
{o
°

GAs =HAL 229 AABIAE At 2o s 7o} Samkaras] “%4
L whelof WA, A7t F 59 AV Bad HA R d& dFFHA o
2 AEA ol &}t

21) S EAF 4 Patricia Waugh—‘:— A3 £33 a7 A AE5H 2 9#E, a) ¥94

T Fictiony A% =& §79 AAZT RopEel A ‘falsity’ theorist b) 27 ¢ ¥ AA

A AA =z BFee A ‘non-referentiality’ theorist?] T7tx ez A=, oy
AAEL ALY 94, F 4 AAY A9 de A 29 AAge deAg iy A4
el AAZ AdA%E AL s, 53 F}=x/FAF (creation/description)?] 942 A5
otz 28 ch(Patricia Waugh; Metafiction, Methuen Series, 1984, p.90).
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“o) a et AL EAFFAE “ZE A% ohiste A "ok vz o dd AT Hd
Aoz AR “HF Ax opd AL “olm A”lE A o4y Aols, & T2 “ZE A7
) _/;«_ ot AAbd ol 2A =9 =HO0I, II, 261).

olo A, EASE AL AR FA ZAFAolg, x¥drEg “ZE AL “@ztz A4
294 dAgE FAA AAPL “EAGA & F AN TR =29F vl gole, “AA
A” ARV 28 87 ez gt AF, EadAx “AdAy7E A6
FAANEH ARE 238 2 y&g Fesete Aoz AFHAd=, A8 = vy
2AE BstE A o] Erke ofr| st "k wEpd AL E STk JHEH =8
373t oz AAHA, 2 FHE A7 vtz FA %Y f‘é"] A Afel A FEHL
2 A25 = “2s} & Everything and Nothing”e] =28 Aelzte Aot

BEart =84 6ozt AAd “Everything and Nothing”e] A3 4.2 2jv| g}
Zou], e 249 “987s “gl&7E Y #A=Z Qs £ oA =g L
BEH29 JAF dAold A FAFIY 279 2 AL BEIHEE $A49
dAelel A e e = FAo]l WESZ JE EeE AAsdA A9 A A

Asm 22 498 wteiz QEd, z te 98 = e AL adss
A9l wAlelth Z, “dag ANE ole] AAHE AR FHRE daAF Frold,
2 F %ot 34 las formas o] EAEA ZEHE adH9eld DL ALARA
“Everything and Nothing”e] 214 ¥|etg A¥geh aqersels] elo gaidd, A%

ki

o “avolvt x| “AdA EAVE AAA Wgol ot} FAd £33, 2L o

749 7tdglEs F9 dXo AvVA g% Aol =k, =221} “Everything and Nothing”=}
AWl A Aelol B kA WA FEE Dot gk FAE AAE D
7] 9% dHEAZ FEAYA, dAHo R AAY =P 4 ¢ BFhe AR o "
*x siu

Fepre e n2d e Aot YA ked FZo] B “$4EE Oximorénd”

o ARG o Yok 2ol ek, mEsre maodd ETFZE () TA A
7, () FAE AFseE A 49 2%k, (© nEdz AU A7, @ behcol W
49 AgolstE dAE AARCE Relth® wEasd w4 AARAL shtel 2
34 BAE AAHT ol SWAHE HUEL AN Ao, 2HAE mohE Az
ez, S5 ko) TR AW Qid, dzalE olE “deld 94
AdAoE F49 449 T4 S2ade Axol Ay dold FA IAA 2E A
AL 2998 Hele =9"® oz Fo|gr. 2y deti] st AAG SAREH =

22) Jaime Alazaki; La Prosa Narrativa de Jorge Luis Borges, Gredos, Madrid, 1983, p.327.
23) Z& 4, p.331.
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gTzd 2" FoA4L FAnd €A GeEAY FAE FLE An Aol A &4
A7RE “2edldA” /=4 2744 ot meEsze £33 A 542 AES
EZo] olet o fro girk o= ouldA A gtz AR o4 "AS =
HA70 FANA 53 (@9 (0)9 FA 24E %F dart U 4y ==AR3E
waH, (3)94' (©€ BA 4 gAY FA L Aoln, FA F st =24 AR
ALgete Aoz AAE Zojrh wide, nEdid AL, (A9 FHAT HEHE A
A A 5/‘] of A4 Wt AAZ ArxFozx HEY fud roEA s 9
d, A oAe] [EAA &= & “Everything and Nothing”e] AF84 (a)a “&xl
a9ole ‘FAT = )E AAAA, AA =4 wge FAR e 4RAH
F22 AAHE AZAR, A& FAY =it A5 s AEE EMEA e A
o] o},

FQAsA, Rn2fzd SARE TRAAM ofdtid FAd gt FAY etz 5
W3k GatgAe] FAdz & 4 Aok &£WsH-$ole B & “Everything and Nothing”e]
=% 2487 98 =A% 2y, as$ole HAl& “Everything and Nothing”
& “Brelnvt “?ﬂ”ﬂ”"ﬂ 243 Foustn HEdE w84 vgeR vt e AolHA K,

=

s
=2

S EH FAAG B ZQDH/‘;] 4 F3}8l= “Everything and Nothing”] —‘,59]2} FAL 24
2 Agstz ge delrh wetd AL 2 =84 AR F AR A e
detzdE & & gk 2%, FA435 F5 F9AF “Everything and Nothing” 2]
YA A7 AR GAE DRUE B4 GAToD Fobd =L A2 ¥
Az wels SA0 A2 ou g PPl E Ao edAd, BAG AFAZA (@
©9 =34 AL 2 dF5A Z32 ov9 AxE dedAEl, FAE T, 2
A7 2L AAYE T FA9 FE b 9 dgx i, AAgAer RadHs
9 EHE £ & =dF FadsE =P34 Aol ol2H “GAREoE dHo
A pEazs wdFrE, “2R7H “HP—Z—”-‘A %A FzE T4 oule Axe ARG
33 AFE Tl %’1"4'. BEgiE “oZo dast @ A Wz gugE WF
©L 1L, 139)shz dgAsh 24 A% &fstdold AR “$379 o] “obd
Aol FHY BT —“$FHE A kA welsl Esh: wieh 2L “fr1He)
Z B4R ouledAY AAg EASA B0l 11, 24)m nEd 2 T3A &=
H—o] g E=ohE T B, 228 Ag2EY] E519lE dhEe koo ek
g “ofn]” mE AR 0} Ao R o)X AP H FHE F e A4
A, Aol IAE FA I Zojth

3
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3. M2 €%t La Escritura Del Dios

Ol PN Y FFo|Fe JAREA T2 nEd 29 M A Aolulg A self-reflexivity

o e, 2 dAH wAL (A T4l (A9 £4IE AAE “FA45 Fz
Fol ENE ¥ 2AAdoz oMZM A3 #A”0 2 mi yhubz} Kabbalah Au]2ele] )
Pz ¥ 5 Aok FUAF AV TrinacknolAl AL “FhE 24 2 ol

=) ﬂ-‘% o] WA Qloke suels] 25uR FopE

. zde AEASY A2 T2sh D AHLE Qaholomd] A AR A e
5 %9 el AT Auge oA 2 2P Ao AAR HAFe do] U
&% FelE Aold, WIF ALE F2Y wpAH A AAelA A9 Fpto] AA
£ 540 ¥sgdn ded 24 zde 2 Wl 28 97 BHe FHE A9
Az QoA Az, 2 TAY d56 TAY AL slgath BFA 2 Ase 7
 AAALET Aol ez 9e ¥ 4 ghed, 2 ge £70 xYe) FHE
HFE F OE FU AOAE Rk A9 wAel 2AsE Avge] =He Foluct
Ao AXNA B2} Ae Aol %A hE Aclstel B 4R ARk

it

A, g FEA s 7AA feAv R Ad 98 299 gEd A FeAs o o
A ek A gHolwt ofd Fel €3 (e 222 AFA) i d7? A7
9 defele wrbek $5F AAE HEHA GE Re] drh ‘TR’ oz we AL AL B4
EE BHE, 230 Aot & At Ao, = Age FAol B Fx, o Fxo o
WA, 2 A 2 Hd dE, 2 BE AL wete Aotetxm dUA A Ag dede =
E wZo] T3d oA AAdg, BAAo oe wHAden, AAFAozs ohE EHFe=,
watehe Aolztz dejg et [-] A ——‘44‘\: s ®okelb— 27 3 =t <islgE Aolx,
2 @ mtee BE g Ao, Ad g 243 o ks $FEc FE 4 gz A
9 Feg AA gods, 2 A ¥4 A R2EeE o B s B ZE
Aol H=eE zel A kel F 2y FHF A glE AT wA “FA47, A7, “SFTE
(A, II, 88). :

ﬂl%

“o) Wahd, 478 dole 27
A F AL REe A kel A Q

o

A7t 2939 & $FF dAd d3ksts A ‘%
B T AuvA gt 2dE2ZE 95
Zk8 E, o EH “FAAT W “F7S A2 HEL AL FF A ULT S olL 2
sert. A8 AAe o] 2AAAE Avige PR %}9} A4 & &

dghol AT vz Eolvh, “BW A AgTom, “AgA “Bx7E, “4ATZ, “5
E'2 28 “9u]” e “NAHA” el significadoo] of]z} “x] A7) 5 el significante”

it
r_ﬁl.':
rpy

= o

24) Nicolas Emilio Alvarez, “Borges y Tzinacan”, Revista Iberoamericana, Pittsburgh, No. 127
(marzo-abril), 1984, p.470.
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o AR oI, ofulsh S5 Atole] BFel A G 25 E BAYE “A A7 35 el significante”
EEECEES

ou| ¢k 71& Ate]o] AolA FHAAA ¥ FHE dele] AR FA WG Ll mel =
Avzte) wezx 2o o] &dd, AAA #E “adA"L A7 £33 dd
g AL AdAelA HEo] =& Tl Foz8 & vliE 5 3lg Aelth

& TR Aol wAW Adol BolA Aol ket JAUL W, FEo} 2olA
Bieade 942 Aely Aol o, %] Foziy o did Fow AdxE W
Folvh. 2 B& B2 F Fol Fof Yo, oA =E F ol 24 Eglo] A
Aelet [] 27k Bohvrter & AL ol 9z, AR Ao Aol 2o 54 H
B2 (A, 1L 89). z2gehd Aeldols Y& + Uk AT n@ =2 A5, A
AtE AAA? ohibx, Ao FFAez o
AAY dole dol AAY €84 W2E deld 4 9L Aol
1

B

e, Ave s Alsh §UE o Fi Alvlel AYe] B 2 £7 A9 AA
4 28E B £ $FF BAA22 FAT & A A+, AAA%S 454 Qe
2 e $4, 99 Bez 9 Ao irqu— Ragezd 4ot o9 ZE A

Hi o
fo
2L
AL o

S a9 Edz 438 4 9 24 39 Gelerd AuAE A, T9 A4S
28 Mol S AMEE AFE SRR, 26l RE AE <4 98 4 94 2
e 2 £, Avze UhE £2 9 2179 B5E A9, A5EE BB E

2

7k
Afgeh dvetd, 2ok wiEld RE A, ok & $F AAY wEE dE 2 £
a7t Ade AL EA9 Fovrle, 224 Avgolgte A9 AAZZA el E A4
87 wgolth. 2 EE,

st @A Ede] 2d AuE ARG £2F 24 A, $59 A ALY veE T4
@ AE B A%E A4 27 2 A0 s, 28 AL 4, $4E AAT 45 2 2
ok, 2 7L wE 2 AAlARt 2ol AF 2k obF duE gl Aolth 2 oA FFE
ohiehd, A Balel g9el & gt gled, A Had dehh & G 9 2ok 2
A e A wge BseA godeh. 2AA Aol JF Sl FALE HE LA We Fo
2+ (A, II, 90).

EgoldAd £ATEE 486380, A ool Aoz gRg g, £ A
TE AN =2 A, FEo] 1_%-” AAE #A}E, F v Fonlz Ase
B 3 FHTEE ojfEd F I Aolth 9w, AL st B “Qd

oA Feid WA 2E AA4E 299EE =¥oz 449 F= 9 Aok 29
R EECEICLERRIE EER EES-EREL PEIEPRITE S
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o GE5AQ gu|E Fol B Fx Yok ® o] Ewd, onE AEE At “FofE"Y &
dojztdd, ZAL & £A419 Xﬂﬂ]ﬂ o iohe Ag Fedte AolH, wekAd, z9ho]
Fou gt EA9 AANA gA rl AFgo] & F AEstEn

18] AAZE oelgle, ddul23E vlojgde Helghgd, 9= dA}e P4d A2
olgt TAE F gle Aol HAcoke Holrh ZAL “YIEE” AAE FovE AFozH
‘A FAARE FIAI &= Aok, 234d, FAFY AZL&L “Fu"e AL
A FA, 2 AR FAuivh AEEY =AT AAAge] AAA Fojx Ao 2
£e AN mE AL Ug =2 £3) Aslolth AL 28 ol
0” mE A4S @Eo] o, 1 “RA"ele], wekd AL ol F o #w
AAE AHE Frel gdex ZED

A, REHad SARE F2E Qo R4 guE mdAs e SAH F279
FFo g olgHh. AL “IulE AP T2 g F2EA e Aoty
A self-reflexivity§ #2447 dode AN 22A9 Fdge AT A4 23
B, 94938 2 AAA R GobE 4 gl TAe] Ex oA =2lve ql7ke] odojs “A”
o g Aol FEE & gl AT F JES g FH S 2o FE AorE ek
oA D mEsse] Rgoly FRE W’ onle Edd FAE A FAF ofbdE
dole] WAlH AL 23 Aol oo g FAlal Aolrh <zt doie “Alg
T m YR E FUE “BE2E7 AR gt el EAE dEde A0
oby 2t F-3) 9 —'%ZMD%, o) Ay BAo] opel o EAFelch. A vt A A
R E AL “$F78 Fo], ulE F3 “ofA7e] AYowAE “FHI B2F”
ole] v|AAA A, EAS] EgAAolt. 2R AVt A
Brh, 2 AAY “ugEe e gle”, A zEgs A o]F7, ez A4l
EA e ‘@At 0 FdA” Aol EH/AA 7Tl mEx .

Atztel A st “AAN Y FFo] Al =getee A4 EH E5F

A Fo4A “AA"E 2 A EAH P47 490 AL GAAA F el =3
20 28 g, Augke] A old g “FA” Insighto] gt FEe] ohd E=nE &

L
T

25) B2 29 BHL ojd =Xy AR g e g A Ao otel, H2E AHE &2
2 FzHo slE Aoz 39024 a6 B 549 ukgo] Fgoz AWEA = (Carter
Wheelock, “Borges and the “Death” of the Text,” Hispanic Review, Philadelphia, Vol 53.
2, 1985, p.151).

26) ¥4 J. Reaussaut “E72 “BYA 27 dig = gvle] ojzx £& A owE ot H3Pst
£ 929 AP gt A8t (Jacque Derrida, Of Grammatology, The John Hopkins Univ.
Press, 1976. Paul De Man, Blindness and Insight: Essays in the Rhetoric of Contemporary
Criticism, Univ’ Minnesota Press Mineapolis, 1983, p.123. 514 =l 4).

27) “Sulgd$”olFd d4A LR Y]y FEHEo 2R H AFE Yudle AL ods? JEE &
282% TH3E ‘Yo7 e 249 4L E4n F529AH, T8 /39 FPeoz 4zl
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=" Blindenesso]t}, ==} Paul De Mang “Fm7o] gt “Z7x &£ £ £” an ontology
of unmediated presences] A Aoy TR W Arhgrel FAF AL “EA T
m]7els], zeldt “EAlY Fou|"E ‘FA4H AF” =y EAEH EIE gA4AE AL
29 Eyelth 2B@ud, Avzte “FAe] “wyve R, 29 “FH”L ETHE ‘AR
HEo A&l o, “A9 AA AAY Fn"E @EY “AANY e “ou]”
7b obdet 2 FAE ol FE YIE"EQ Ak AL ulE H2EQ] zotg, FE
s &9, oulsk A3, U3t ofF Aol EAsE qold FEA AdYE RAE
“g@r AAT, RF BT, LS T grlE Fudte 2T 2 AAA J5E
AAg “dole] Z-8 o] gl “de]” = AAolth z# gulef A Avirte]l AAE £ &
“97o] olvjz AEL 7ol “ojF7E B AL drtvt AAARAI! YA A R
2ozo ‘A 37" E HA4A % & dAAYSY, 2AL FFAA Fo| 43

4

7

weg AAdee Aold, R34 EAEA AFoE “EUL e = OE 5B
& gAsEE Aol nEdzdA “ARe A E TAGE Aol it A4E A3
= AAsE Aolu, AAd Hd AF HFFE PolgE AvelW, AF BE 244
AGAA S A7 e SUA47E xS, o wopd, “EEA el

5. 22522 otolHL

wedast RaFE oue AEsh $944 L 4AE vhehne 29 A6A A
Alo] ok $Fel AAR BAALE AAA, Aot Ase] A AL wHA s
e WA, 2 Qe AE FEA AAL] bz A AolA Ae wA%
Ax AnAFH ez QBOL 1L280. 2 Fel4s Ar14L BE FAres d
Aol 9 HAAR 24 1 FRe 6] mE 2
47, @AY “WAAE FRAAEE 404 AEE ¥ dez, AT 404

o
gl

2
=

grobz dARA WA AE AR Aol =
“genstk “ge”, AAA “EA"H “ww’elde dare R47 9
A0, QAT MdAL t2E ARA A4e AdA FANA B4

AA
ogHH, nEdar (57508 48 2Bl 25 T T DA

th, 2309, 24 94 A AAF dejz orste AL obdrt? A8 Teo] —ghuete
A AZ0] Fte AAH, T i $A4et d94x $4dA g AdA #AD, I,
146) el 8, <17te] dolE ovtx 2@l A4 A4 & THFFeed A FL AAH
dojz F2ste Aol obd#t?

28) 944 A, p.116.

29) Jean de Milleret, Entrevista con Jorge Luis Borges, Monte Avila Editores, Céracas, 1970,
pp. 113-116. (Jaime Rest, EI laberinto del Universo, Fausto, Buenos Aires, 1977, pp. 30-31¢}

A Ad).
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A& Fo] A=t Bl gz FAAckdlol “H Aok Eolge Aol o $3& 23 e
7H? A ZE A P/ 5609 547 H3, sl TEalg FAe] H& Ao o & B4
e AL7A? 2 AEe wAY A 2ok 28 FHAMNE JAFY 9dEe EA9 FAL F 9=,
259 g #A $HEe] 7Y 4 ke A& FARAH(0I, II, 175).

oA e, pEadat @A A4S AL, WSS, wepAu, FARY @ 2
JdEz @4t 494 AAL MA4S g w go] ¥R =: F3AA A4
Rolvt o4 4Ee 9ol Bvh zav $B4H A4 2 AelF £3) Yol n=d
& w4 g2 W B FE AT (A FANA Adnd B4 L dojel &
gzut HeAE AAA? dold FAAR A475E FER Bpos A%sz, s
AGH AFAAL L5 ARAHE w229 JAFL £99 ooleivAel . 23
B2, 9% welsh 9% F8 FA4 2 942 B4 2929 454 del4n e
Ao Ah? edd nExe Fadld BRA dzdd FAA HF4xc 0T
Aol F2 webgd AL Fo BT

39 2o} E. Giordano: w]y-#2 Al¢] Mini-Max Play o] 8¢ & $3ld, nEd X~

)

A G5E 3o NG Ane B4R 283z, Hao 243 el o] Folgt A
4 AFd AAATY A $F 2dA HAY AL Fuel gy ARl 29 &
e BdALE A 25 E U Bz 270 T nEsze FESHA vFF
AAE #E F QA dotz A A8 3 whg i A o} A M. Barrenechea® X EZ 3§29 “4
Zbst marzdte] {378 28 AwA nH g $5sz dokm F@ 3 EA A4 9

T Ao VLS AXgHA nEdgze A= 59 T Zildh. o
dol9) §3Fko] nE& 2 ooy e} AL YEetE Aolztd, otz HzA
Aol ZEeld § Avhe AAE FAE F 9 Aotk FPadIE nadad £
< 7elA “BmeAl o] FolR Ao Aotz FA e}

T Pﬂrxﬂﬂlﬁr Pol At Al A Bsliy $F5 oSt H4%EHE AP
A8 w3 Eh $A7, $Add 2H g oA (A 2
2@ =39 AAE AR Aol Ak, 23 ofstelnty AP Az AH FH&

A2 HAAA & & Aols $57 FdA S mes, 244 $59 A
F&H 9 Futel got"E Aol nzdzY HHga oW

30) “El juego de la creacién en Borges”, Hispanic Review, Univ. of Pensaylvania Press, Phila-
delphia. vol.53, No.2, spring, 1985, p.158. 3| e 2ctert A A% A4re o gs A
o)L AAFGAA AYEtE 49 WUHx o] B4 =&Y Aoz, Hao £47 51‘*1-4 o]
Solzhe AYY AHL vE AR 2HEL AASE Aoln, 2 A% A= = AddA
iAoz o7 243 249 gAdE Aol

31) La expresion de la irrealidad en la obra de Borgea, Bibliotecas Universitarias, Buenos Aires,
2 ed. 1984, p.203.

32) La prosa narrativa de Jorge Luis Borges, p.346.
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A%, 229 ] F A e =ov dA2F A9 EAodFd W@ A
A AR ARHE AeE ¥ & Ut 9A T, deld FARLE AF
A7 3FA, Betd ARFGAA AAE wA @2, 088 A5 1 A
249 g4 Ateld] ZARA FHET # nadze JHAEL HFTHeE #AFE F U
A #Hl
9389 §4x | Las Ruinas Circulares (Ficciones)= [Z-2 ... jo]1} [AlQ] &
AT W B AYA e o] pi, 2 AR HPo] €A, FAT b
E olES “ETo] whEol ¥” EAoz ki §AA L U8 PolE
g2y vy 2 3 st wbld] obEg Ao vl AFdr. FATY nHF oksE
A7l A& z5o AL A okEE BT AT $8F T/HIE AAd 2d
o 2y 2 AR 2xc A48 294 I sl ETeizen, 29 okER
Hzol A FAF wEst obEE AoWA & zlolvh, zFrhd, £A9 wEL vt
Al 29 ok s mE e AR ETW IS AX A ' Aol ok, “oled
AjiE B A 9l& Aotk AvlzH wH oz ogg FAMNE £XFH, vhY
Abe] FAlT EL aAlEe] Jie, mHlUE 9389 4R Akl 29 €4
Tl F3 25t obES AW ddll F E Alolol webd dhvel HwAH £7El A
A °L‘“"} oA e, 29 ‘e Z2E BTl T EAeH, FA :’—71' '
Tol ¥ oh5Y EAe U ® dhoh 29 EAlE “YEVo] okt “gle7e EAEA Ao
ok wpgabe} b 52 Folgte 4TS B A ERY EAE BrIT FAA AHANE £
Ao “herF “ol &7 A utEel] EBdicl. Alele AAAL Ful A, AW, €
HAs “Apalel HAYTE =7tk v A dALE “FA97Y EZE HoF
“ae) Foegs s FHEH A 2 AR 94 FIb & FFize A7
& AFEh@, -1, 440). 23 29 otEntA “AAle] TFAR § el AvtA G
e AN BT bl et FAEHA 44 Ash Aol oz = e g
o] I & Fdolzgte AL vA d gle Afolg, AU FelvtE A ohdrt | "(ibid, 439).
T3 FoE oojAE mERE U¥A €37 Fzoln, 2 FL& I dEsd A
9 FAAE B #gA9AT. AEY FAAS £85E 439 Tl ARo] Hewd
oL mohE Aoz ATk A £ 4, ¥ Y T FHFY R 2 EEF
HE QY RAAAY 5 Fo] B £F AdutEe] vjzst Aot
2829 opoleurst g4d] Avld dejFI R AAAA e AL wrE “dold
v 279) $e3 e st s REh Bas 2 o Rut Aohkg A FasldA dEF
i)

Ae 1F

r\r i

44 AR AL WFHL BHE AL, A & w2, 29 Y49 ¥l
A4 postcognitive 4Ao] WA AAY nalch 1Yok, $AE nEAE A 2
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Hu & Aoz APAIE Aol ofd7b? 22wt 72 José Ortega y Gasset 2T
U o€ mdzstEs Az A4S ARd AfE Fxmoutgrds 394 @ 24
HZd vz @dgeh ol FHd FE¢ T¥d £ 99 S 2 WA deA e 39
AZA ¥ e FH 2¥ G A9 FIddd dEE =AZ Folvh, AL HAdE
Holt}h, 3 BrjyFo] FTo & AAEH dgg o
Ae dRAAE BE, AA @A E ARIAI 2 dgA Aot gAY FAHE A
stepate o e Aolth 2y ke, FUtAAF gAste] AE Idsee ZHUEH
| oz 584 BxoE BH AL 5

UEFe 3de]l ZEHAH Adv AAH moch @A, REFH 2o

N
2
o
ul
bet
e
)
Ia 3
B
-
el
2
bt
I,
ro
TQL

A4 Fol4sa 49 290l EA9 Bt e ToUEA $HE A% Aol
PAA =AAA $¢ FE A0
A2 BAE 4 G AL 2h3 WE A4 BoUE vdo] d&y £24E =

B, 2zdad AfAAdE 28 mHYEe) Agel A 2 ek ago
BEdst mohd] 29¢ v sl A4S AL ohdst? Eho] Adte] £AE o
Astel ATE clgo] W AH Adoz BT Aoz Az Y& AL ohdA?
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BORGES Y ‘“POSTMODERNISM”’

Pretendemos examinar en este trabajo algunos factores peculiares de los escritos de
Borges con el fin de verificar su intima relacién con el llamado “postmodernism”. Partimos
del concepto de un “escepticismo esencial” con que Borges define su postura filosdfica
fundamental en sus escritos. En el “escepticismo esencial” esti implicita su pretensién
de negar las verdades filosoficas poniéndolas en tela de juicio, sobre todo, en la dimension
epistemoldgica. Borges pretende reinterpretar, a lo largo de sus escritos, los sistemas
filosoficos y teoldgicos por nuevos paradigmas estéticos, de modo que las doctrinas no le
interesan por sus valores filosoficos sino por sus maravillas singulares. Segin Borges, la
paradoja de Zendn, que le proporciona la ocasién de probar la falacia del racionalismo
filosofico,- estd apuntando a la borrosidad de la diferencia abismal entre realidad e
irrealidad, lo cual estd vedado a la razén humana tan bien arraigada, desde Sécrates,
en todo el sistema del pensamiento teleoldgico sobre la verdad.

Uno de los temas preferentemente explorados por Borges es el de “Everything and
Nothing”, un mecanismo légico que se repite en la reflexién metafisica tanto del Oriente
como del Occidente. La teologia cristiana ha venido desde su etapa primitiva esforzandose
por definir el dios, ese “Alguien” que era uno “concreto” como Jeova, y su concepto
posterior va amplificindose para convertirse en “nadie”, un “respetuoso caos de superlativos”
de “omnisciente”, “omnipotente”, “omnipresente, etc”. En fin, el mecanismo légico de
alcanzar lo Absoluto falla siempre, ya que el mundo es “indeterminado”, “desordenado”,
y mas casual que logico como se piensa en el racionalismo empirico. El salto légico de
identificar “Everything” y “Nothing”, como queda dogmatizado ya en el budismo, prueba
la imposibilidad de alcanzar el sentido de lo “Absoluto.” A nuestro modo de ver, tal
mecanismo légico pone de manifiesto “la ruptura abismal entre el significante y el
significado”.

Esta reflexién muy original de Borges, que fragmenta los tradicionales conceptos como
“Totalidad”, “Origen”, o “Causalidad”, se proyecta a través de sus escritos que llamariamos
auto-reflexivas, cuya manifestacion ejemplar podemos observar en “La Escritura del Dios.”
J. Alazraki denomina “oximorénica” la estructura logica de las ficciones de Borges, en
la cual podemos identificar, a su vez, una alegoria del laberinto linguistico, como se

demuestra en su ensayo, “De Alquien a Nadie”, y en el magnifico cuento, “La Escritura
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del Dios.” En este cuento, el protagonista, que esperaba la revelacién del dios, apenas
llega a conseguir su Gltimo propdsito de unirse con dios, cuando entiende el sin-sentido
de todo el ser para perder la identidad de su propio ser. ‘

Asi, el modo de pensar y escribir de Borges que, segin suponemos, se fundamenta en
un “escepticismo esencial”, se muestra evidentemente “postmodernista.” Sin embargo,
Borges parece ser victima de su propioﬂ laberinto linguistico, de modo que Borges se
convierte en un tragico que no pueda negar ni afirmar su escepticismo “infiinitamente”
irébnico. Borges puede ser irénico ante la filosofia, la teologia y todos los pensamientos
metafisicos, pero su ironia tampoco puede estar libre de la misma ironia.” Esto no nos
plantea una neuva forma del humanismo? Cuando no rechazamos que el postmodernismo
no es el fin del humanismo sino su replanteamiento dramatico, podriamos decir que la

manifestacién “postmodernista” de Borges queda doblemente confirmada.



