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Identities

Za da bide znaeweto vistinito i za da go znae ona {to 
go znae, potrebno e ne-znaewe... Za{to, nekoe mo`no 
koe{to bi bilo samo mo`no (ne i nevozmo`no) nekoe 
sigurno i izvesno, odnapred prifatlivo mo`no, bi 
bilo lo{o mo`no, mo`no bez idnina, edno mo`no 
ve}e ostaveno nastrana, ako taka mo`e da se ka`e, 
osudeno na ̀ ivot. Toa bi bilo nekoja programa, nekoja 
pri~inetost, nekoe razvivawe, nekoe odvivawe bez 
nastani... Da se dovede do, da se pravi, preobrazuva, 
da se proizveduva, toa e va`no1

Edna od osnovnite pretpostavki na filosofijata na 
@ak Derida (Jacques Derrida), kako i dekons truk-

ciite kako na~in na mislewe koi{to se do veduvaat 
vo vrska so negovata rabota, pretstavuva obidot da se 
misli vo paradoksi, vo aporii, simu ltano da se 
mislat kontradiktorni tvrdewa, i na toj na~in 
samoto mislewe da se “otvori” za ona drugoto, tu|o 
na misleweto, nevozmo`noto, za idninata, no i za 
politikata. Sepak, obidot za ovoj na~in na mislewe 
sekoga{ ja nosi vo sebe opasnosta, od edna strana da 
bide upotreben taka {to zdra vorazumskata, racio-
nalna misla (isklu~uva~ka, prisvojuva~ka, totali-

So, in order for this knowledge to be true, to know what 
it knows, a certain non-knowledge is necessary…. For a 
possible that would only be possible (non-impossible), 
a possible surely and certainly possible, accessible in 
advance, would be a poor possible, a futureless possible, 
a possible already set aside, so to speak, life-assured. This 
would be a programme or a causality, a development, 
a process without an event…. Rendering, making, 
transforming, producing, creating – this is what counts.1

One of the main assumptions of Jacques Derrida’s 
philosophy, as well as of deconstruction as a model of 
thinking closely related to his work, is the attempt to 
think in paradoxes, in aporiae, to simultaneously think 
contradictory claims, thus ‘opening’ the process of 
thinking for the other which is foreign and impossible 
to the thinking process, to the future and to politics. 
Nevertheless, such way of thinking always poses a danger, 
on the one hand, of being used as an instrument for re-
affi rmation of the commonsensical rational thought 
(logical, excluding, embracing, totalitarian) within its 
own limits, or, on the other hand, of being declared as 
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tarna) povtor no da se afirmi ra prisvojuvaj}i gi 
svoite sopstveni granici, ili, od druga strana, da 
bide proglasen za teoriski nerelevanten, ̀ anrovski 
neprikladen, ili duri apoliti~en na~in na mis-
lewe. Vo taa smisla, sli~na sudbina ima i sekoj obid 
poimite povtorno da se definiraat i da se pro-
mislat. Kako i sekoj streme` kon promena, toa zna~i 
otvorawe mo`nost za nekoe nevozmo`no, za nekoja 
neodlu~nost, neiz vesnost i nestabilnost –  za nekoe 
ne-znaewe. Taa nesigurnost i neizvesnost, toa prib-
li`uvawe na nekoj nastan, mo`eme da go nare~eme 
drugo, pri sustvo na drugoto koe ve}e sekoga{  pod-
razbira rizik i koe{to n$ raskinuva vo samoto srce 
na na{eto „jas”, ona koe{to misli, koe pretendira 
na toa deka go znae i go poznava zakonot (na mis-
leweto). Koga ne{to vo potpolnost znaeme, ja uki-
nuvame mo` nosta za promena; potrebno e, zna~i, da 
ne znaeme, da rizikuvame, kako i nekakva odluka za 
odgovorot i odgovornosta vo odnos na drugoto da mu 
prethodi na na{eto „jas”, za promenata navistina da 
se slu~i.

 
Edna takva odluka, ili kako {to Derida ja imenuva 
– „pasivna odluka” - pretstavuva, zna~i, uslov za 
slu~uvaweto, uslov za promenata, i uslov za poli-
tikata, taa e sekoga{ prisutna i toa strukturno, 
kako nekoja druga odluka, kako razderuva~ka odluka 
na nekoj drug. Toj  drugiot vo mene e apsoluten 

drug, apsolut koj odlu~uva za mene vo mene. „Dali 
bi trebalo”, se pra{uva Derida, „i pokraj toa, da 
zamislime nekoja ‘pasivna’ odluka, na nekoj na~in, 
i bez sloboda, popravo bez odredena sloboda? Bez taa 
aktivnost, i bez pasivnosta koi ovde se sparuvaat? 
No sepak, ne bez odgovornost? Dali bi trebalo da 
se poka`e{ gostopriemliv za samoto nevozmo`no, 
imeno, za ona {to zdraviot razum na sekoja 
filosofija mo`e samo da go isklu~i kako ludilo, 

a theoretically irrelevant, unsuitable in the genre, even 
apolitical way of thinking. In this respect, every attempt 
of re-defi ning and/or re-thinking of the concepts 
shares a similar destiny; just as every effort to bring 
about changes is void, or to create possibilities for the 
impossible, for certain indecisiveness, uncertainty and 
instability – for certain non-knowledge. Such insecurity 
and uncertainty, such approaching to a certain event can 
be identifi ed as the other, or as the presence of the other 
which always implies a risk and which destroys the very 
essence of ‘I’ of the one who thinks, who believes that 
he knows and recognizes the law (of thinking). When we 
comprehend something in its wholeness, we eliminate 
the possibility of a change; therefore, it is necessary that 
we do not know, that we take risks and that we have 
a certain decision about the answer/respond and the 
responsibility towards the other which is prior to our ”I” 
in order that a change may happen.

Such a decision, to use Derrida’s terminology – ‘a 
passive decision’ – represents the cause for making 
things happen, a condition of change and a condition 
of politics; it is always in me, structurally, as the other 
decision, a rending decision of the other: of the absolute 
other in me, the other as the absolute that decides about 
me in me. ”But should one imagine”, asks Derrida, ”for 
all that, a ‘passive’ decision, as it were, without freedom, 
without that freedom? Without that activity, and without 
the passivity that is mated to freedom? But not, for all 
that, without responsibility? Would one have to show 
hospitality to the impossible itself – that is, to what 
the good sense of all philosophy can only exclude as 
madness or nonsense: a passive decision, an originarily 
affected decision? 2 
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ili ne-smisla, imeno, za pasivna odluka, za izvorno 
aficirana odluka?”2

Teoriskite razmisluvawa na @ak Derida pretsta-
vuvaat eden od najdobrite primeri na poinakvoto, 
ne-kanonsko razbirawe na poimot politika i 
poli ti~ko. Negovoto istaknuvawe na zna~eweto na 
gostopriemnosta (vo odnos na drugoto) za samoto 
mislewe, go pravi pra{aweto za politi~koto 
ne samo mo`en, tuku i nu`en aspekt na sekoe teo-
risko promisluvawe. Ili, poinaku ka`ano, po-
vikuvaj}i se pritoa na sokratovskata tradicija 
na stranecot za koja zboruva i Derida – toa novo i 
poinakvo razbirawe na poimot na politi~koto go 
pretpostavuva stranecot kako onoj koj pra{aweto za 
politi~koto (kako vpro~em i sekoe drugo pra{awe) 
go pravi vsu{nost vozmo`no. „Pra{aweto koe 
stranecot go postavuva otvoraj}i ja ovaa golema 
rasprava i bitka tokmu za politi~ko, pra{awe 
za ~ovekot kako politi~ko bitie. Pra{aweto za 
politi~koto e pra{awe koe ovde se postavuva kako 
pra{awe koe{to ni doa|a od drug, od stranec. Ako 
pra{aweto za politi~koto e edno od temelnite 
politi~ki pra{awa – iako e postaveno u{te kaj 
Sokrat – toa e novo pra{awe, za{to ni go poso-
~il drug, povtoruvan, uporen upad na negovoto 
pra {awe. I toa e ona {to ni dava instrukcija da 
odgovorime.”3 

Zna~i, drugiot e onoj koj go postavuva prvoto 
pra {awe, ili onoj komu mu go upatuvam prvoto 
pra{awe, drugiot e onoj komu mu se obra}am. Vo 
svojata kniga Of Hospitality, Derida n$ potsetuva na 
nekoi va`ni mesta vo istorijata na filosofijata 
koi{to se odnesuvaat na ovaa tema: vo mnogu Plato-
novi dijalozi, tokmu stranecot e onoj koj postavuva 
pra{awa. Vo Sofist, na primer, stranecot go post-

The theoretical ideas of Jacques Derrida are the best 
examples of a different, non-canonical understanding 
of politics and the political. His giving emphasis to 
the meaning of the notion hospitality to the process of 
thinking (with regard to the other) makes the question of 
the political not only a possible but also a necessary aspect 
of any theoretical thought. In other words, according to 
Derrida, this new and different understanding of the 
notion of the political assumes a stranger, with reference 
to the Socratic tradition, who actually makes possible 
the question of the political (and any other question): 
”The question with which the foreigner will address 
them, to open this great debate, which will also be a 
great fi ght, is nothing less than that of the political, of 
man as a political being. The question of the political is 
given there as being the question that comes to us from 
the other, the foreigner. If the political is the one of the 
founding philosophical questions, operating since the 
fi rst (Socratic) dialogues…. It is a new question, because 
it is signifi ed to us from the place of the other, from the 
repeated, insistent, breaking in of his question. From 
what, in that question, instructs us to respond.”3

The other is, therefore, the one who asks the fi rst 
question or the one to whom I address the fi rst question. 
In the book Of Hospitality, Anne Dufourmantelle 
invites Jacques Derrida to respond, Derrida reminds us 
of several important points in the history of philosophy 
which relate to this topic: in many of Plato’s dialogues it 
is the foreigner (xenos) who asks the questions. In the 
Sophist, for instance, a foreigner asks the question that 
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avuva pra{aweto koe{to ja problematizira Par-
menidovata teza, logos i paternalisti~koto tvrdewe 
deka „ona {to $ - $ i ona {to ne $ ne $”. Stranecot: Za 
da se odbranime, nie nu`no morame da ja dovedeme vo 
pra{awe tezata (logon) na na{iot tatko Parmenid 
i prinudno da vospostavime deka ne-bitieto nekako 
$, i deka bitieto, naprotiv, na nekoj na~in ne $.”4 
Ova zastra{uva~ko pra{awe e revolucionernata 
hipoteza na stranecot. „Kako i sekoe tatkoubistvo, i 
ova se slu~uva vo ramkite na semejstvoto: stranecot 
mo`e da bide tatkoubiec edinstveno koga e vo nekoja 
smisla vnatre vo semejstvoto. Stranecot se gleda i se 
predviduva sebesi, toj odnapred znae deka e doveden 
vo pra{awe so tatkovskiot i razumskiot avtoritet 
na zakonot na logosot”5 

Isto taka, Derida go naveduva i Sokratoviot 
primer, kade toj vo svojata odbrana tvrdi deka e 
stranec vo odnos na jazikot na sudot.6 Toj mora da 
pobara gostopriemstvo vo jazikot koj po definicija 
ne e negov, koj mu e nametnat od strana na gospodarot 
na ku}ata, od doma}inot, kralot, avtoritetite, 
nacijata, dr`avata, tatkoto, itn. Toa bara od nego da 
bide preveduvan na nivniot jazik, negovata misla da 
se preveduva na jazik koj ne mu e svojstven. Toa isto 
taka naveduva na u{te eden aspekt na povtornoto 
postavuvawe na pra{aweto za gostopriemstvoto: 
„dali smeeme da o~ekuvame od stranecot da n$ 
razbere, da go zboruva na{iot jazik, vo sekoja smisla 
na toj zbor, vo site negovi mo`ni ekstenzii, pred 
da bideme vo sostojba da mu posakame dobredojde vo 
na{ata zemja? Za{to ako toj sekoga{ ve}e go razbira 
na{iot jazik, dali stranecot e voop{to stranec?”7 

Stranecot, apsolutniot drug, e onoj koj vo svojata 
anonimnost i svojata poedine~nost go raskinuva 
sekoj odnos so zakonot i dol`nosta; apsolutniot drug 

deals with the Parmenides’ thesis, logos and a paternal 
assertion that ”the being that is, and the non-being that 
is not”. Foreigner:  It is that in order to defend ourselves, 
we will necessarily have to put to the test the thesis 
(logon) of our father Parmenides and, forcibly, establish 
that non-being somehow is, and that being, in its turn, 
in a certain way is not.”4 This is a fearful question and 
a revolutionary hypothesis of the foreigner. Just as any 
patricide, this one takes place within the family: ”The 
foreigner can be the killer of the father only when he is in 
some sense within the family. The foreigner carries and 
puts the fearful question, he sees or foresees himself, he 
knows he is already put into question by the paternal and 
reasonable authority of the logos.”5

Furthermore, Derrida gives the example of Socrates, 
where in his defence he claims that he is a foreigner 
regarding the language of the court.6 He has to demand 
hospitality in a language which is by defi nition not his, 
which is imposed on him by the owner of the house, the 
host, the king, the authority, the nation, the state, the 
father, etc. This requires his being translated into his 
language, i.e. his thought has to be translated into the 
language which is not his language. This also leads us 
to another aspect of raising the question of hospitality: 
”Must we ask the foreigner to understand us, to speak 
our language, in all the sense of this term, in all its 
possible extensions, before being able and so as to be 
able to welcome him into our country”7

The foreigner, the absolute other, is the one who, in his 
anonymity and individuality, breaks down every relation 
with the law and duty; the absolute other demands an 
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bara apsolutno gostopriemstvo, a toa podrazbira 
barawe da se otvori vratata na sopstveniot dom, 
oikosa – na ona ipse, i na nepoznatiot drug, pa koj i 
da e toj, da mu se ponudi mesto, da mu se ovozmo`i da 
dojde i da go zazeme mestoto koe{to mu e ponudeno, a 
pritoa da ne mu se bara ni{to za vozvrat, nitu da se 
vospostavuva kakov bilo reciprocitet.

Paradoksalno, eden takov odnos sprema drugiot, 
zna~i, bi moral vo sebe istovremeno da sodr`i i 
isklu~uvawe i vklu~uvawe, i transcendencija i 
pripadnost, i apsolutna nadvore{nost na nekoj 
i ne{to nepoznato i tu|o, kako i intimnost na 
ona familijarnoto i bliskoto, zna~i, dale~ina i 

bliskost istovremeno. 

Koj e, zna~i, toj drugiot koj{to e istovremeno i stra-
nec i ona {to ni e najblisko, i „jas” i „drug”?  

Vo kontekst na promisluvawata na Hajdegerovata 
filosofija, no i vo duhot na Hajdegeroviot jazik, 
Derida go nudi sledniot odgovor: „[N]ema oblik. 
Nema pol. Nema ime. Toj ne e ma`, ne e `ena, ne e ni 
sebnost, ni „jas”, ni subjekt, nitu nekoja li~nost. Toj 
e nekoe drugo Dasein koe sekoe Dasein go nosi, preku 
glasot, glasot {to go slu{a, pri sebe (bei sich trägt), 
ne vo sebe, vo uvoto, vo „vnatre{noto uvo”, vnatre 
nekoja subjektivna vnatre{nost, nitu od dale~ina, 
premnogu daleku od uvoto (za{to isto taka ne mo`e 
da se ~ue od daleku, vo nekoj nadvore{en prostor, 
odnosno vo nekoja transcendencija), tuku vo svojata 
okolina, na oddale~enost koja ne e ni apsolutna – 
apsolutno beskrajna – nitu ni{to`na vo apsolutna 
blizina na nekoja sebnost, pa, zna~i, nitu odredliva 
spored nekoja objektivna edinica za merka vo svetot. 
Toj doseg na glasot, toa da se bide-vo-dosegot na 
glasot... pravi toj nekoj da e od drug vid.8

absolute hospitality implying a demand to open the 
doors of one’s own home, oikos – the very ipse, and offer 
to the unknown other, whoever he is, a place, to make 
possible for him to come and to take the place which is 
offered to him and, at the same time, to require nothing 
in return and establish no reciprocity.

Such relation between I and other would have to, 
paradoxically, contain in itself inclusion and exclusion, 
transcendence and belonging, absolute external 
appearance of somebody and something unknown and 
strange as well as intimacy of the familiar and close, in 
other words, distance and intimacy at the same time.

Who is then this other, who is both a stranger/foreigner 
and someone closest, both ‘I’ and ‘the other’? 

In the context of contemplating Heidegger’s philosophy, 
yet in the spirit of Heidegger’s terminology, Derrida 
offers the following answer: ”(it) has no shape. No sex. 
No name. It is neither a man nor a woman. It is not 
selfhood, not ‘I’, not a subject, nor a particular person. 
It is another Dasein that every Dasein has, through 
the voice, a voice it hears, of itself (bei sich trägt), 
not within itself, in the ear, in the ‘inner ear’, within 
a certain subjective interior, not from a distance and 
away from the ear (since it cannot be heard from far in 
a specifi c external space, i.e. in a certain transcendence) 
but in one’s own environment, at a distance which is 
neither absolute – absolutely infi nite – nor worthless 
in the absolute closeness of one’s ownership, therefore 
impossible of being determined according to a particular 
unit of measurement in the world. This range of voice, 
to-be-in-the-range-of-voice … makes the other someone 
of a different kind.”8
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Vo svojata kniga Politiki na prijatelstvo9 
Derida razlikuva tri mo`ni na~ini da se odgovori 
(na drugiot) i, soobrazno so toa, da se bide odgovoren: 

se veli deka nekoj  „odgovara za...” deka nekoj  „odgo-
vara nekomu ili na ne{to...”, i deka nekoj  „odgovara 
pred...”. Me|utoa, ovie na~ini da se odgovori i da se 
bide odgovoren, smeta Derida, ne se bez komlikacii; 
imeno, iako mo`ebi se ~ini deka nekakov originalen 
na~in da se bide odgovoren e toj nie da odgovarame za 
sebe, za ona {to sme, {to zboruvame ili pravime, 
nie sepak, poka`uva Derida, najprvo mu odgovarame 
na drugiot i taa dimenzija na odgovarawe kako 
odgovarawe nekomu ili na ne{to e poizvorna od 
drugite: „Od edna strana, odgovarame za sebe i vo 
sopstveno ime, odgovorni sme samo pred pra{aweto, 
iziskuvaweto, baraweto objasnenie, „instancata”, 
odnosno „insistiraweto na drugiot.” Od druga 
strana, sopstvenosta koja{to struktuira „odgovara-
we-za-se be”, vo samata sebe e za drugiot, bilo dru-
giot da ja izbral (imeto {to mi e dadeno pri ra |a-
weto, koe nikoga{ ne sum go izbral i koe{to me 
voveduva vo prostorot na zakonot), bilo toa, na nekoj 
na~in, da implicira nekogo drug vo samiot akt na 
imenuvawe, vo negovoto poteklo, negovata namena i 
upotreba... Isto taka i  „da se odgovara pred”, poskoro 
go podrazbira drugiot i odgovor/nosta (sprema) 
drugiot, za{to „da se odgovara pred”, kako {to toa go 
poka`uva Derida, „izgleda deka... modelira” odgova-
ra we nekomu ili na ne{to. Se odgovara pred drugiot 
zatoa {to najprvo mu se odgovara na drugiot. Izrazot 
‘pred’ ja ozna~uva institucionalnata instanca na 
drugosta.”10

 

Ako go prifatime tvrdeweto na Derida deka „sop-
stvenosta koja struktuira ‘odgovarawe-za-sebe’, vo 
samata sebe e za drugiot”, toga{, {to zna~i toa 
za Dekartovoto cogito, ili, po{iroko sfateno, za 

In his book Politics of Friendship9, Derrida distinguishes 
possible modalities of answering and/or responding 
to, which are enveloped and implied in one another; 
consequently, these are also modalities to be responsible; 
he asserts that one is answering for (self or something), 
responding to (the other), and answering before (the 
other). However, these modalities of answering and/or 
responding to and thus being responsible, according 
to Derrida, are not void of complication; although it 
seems that perhaps an original way of being responsible 
is being responsible for oneself, to what we are, what 
we speak and what we do, in fact, as Derrida points 
out, we are primarily responsible to the other and this 
dimension of being responsible to someone or something 
is more authentic than any other: ”One fi rst responds to 
the other: to the question, the request, the prayer, the 
apostrophe, the call, the greeting or the sign, the adieu of 
the other. This dimension of answering qua responding 
to – appears more originary than the others for two 
reasons. On the one hand one does not answer for the 
request, the interpellation, the ‘insistence’ of the other. 
On the other hand, the proper name structuring  the 
‘answering for oneself’ is in itself  for the other – either 
because the other has chosen it (for example, the name 
given to me at birth, one I never chose, which ushers me 
into the space of law) or because, in any case, it implies 
the other in the very act of naming, in its origin, fi nality 
and use. The answering always supposes the other in a 
relation to self…”10

If we accept Derrida’s argument that the ‘answering 
for oneself’ is in itself for the other, what, then, does 
Descartes’ cogito mean, or broadly speaking what does 
it mean for the modern concept of subjectivity? Being 
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moderniot subjekt? Interpretirana na ovoj na~in, 
kartezijanskata maksima bi mo`ela da glasi: „mis-
lam, zna~i mislam drugo: mislam, zna~i potrebno 
mi e drugoto za da mislam”.11

Vaka sfatena, mo`nosta na misleweto go voveduva 
drugiot i drugosta kako ona {to e konstitutiven mo-
ment na samoto mislewe; vo srceto na misleweto go 
nao|ame drugiot, za{to misleweto go iziskuva dru-
giot, go povikuva drugiot i mu odgovara na drugiot. 
Od ova sleduva deka mo`nosta da se misli mislewe 
ve}e sekoga{ ja podrazbira mo`nosta da se misli 
mislewe na politi~koto, kako ona {to misleweto 
za istoto popravo go pretvora vo mislewe za drugiot 
ili vo mislewe na drug. Pred sekoj organiziran 
socius, pred sekoja politeia, pri sekoe odredeno 
„vladeewe”, pred sekoj  „zakon”, tvrdi Derida, pos-
toi drugiot, komu mu odgovarame i pred kogo {to sme 
odgovorni. 

]e se obideme da napravime razlika pome|u dva 
mo`ni na~ina za razbirawe na figurata na drugiot 
i drugosta: prviot od niv se odnesuva na figurata na 
drugiot onaka kako {to ja poznava i ja razbira 
modernata filosofija koja{to e vtemelena vrz di-
jalek ti~kata logika na odnosot pome|u sebnosta (ed-
niot) i drugiot, odnosno onoj razli~niot, (kako {to 
e toa slu~aj, na primer, vo Hegelovata filosofija), 
kade drugiot sekoga{ ve}e se pojavuva kako „gostin” 
vo ramkite na doma}inskata logika na sebnosta; 
vtoriot mo`en na~in na interpretirawe i razbi-
rawe na drugiot i na drugosta n& doa|a od tradicijata 
na sovremenata kontinentalna filosofija (francus-
kata), vo koja interesiraweto za poi mot na drugiot i 
drugosta ne samo {to se zgolemuva, tuku i pozicijata 
na drugosta vo odnos na sebnosta se dekonstruira i 
odnovo radikalno se definira. Ova povtorno de-

interpreted from this aspect, the Cartesian maxim could 
be re-read as follows: ”I think, therefore I think the 
other: I need the other in order to think”.11

The possibility of understanding the process of thinking 
from this aspect introduces the other and the otherness 
as a constituent part of the thinking itself; we fi nd the 
other being a part of the thinking core, because thinking 
requires the other, demands the other and is responsible 
to the other. Consequently, the possibility of thinking 
about thinking assumes the possibility of thinking about 
thinking of the political as the one who transforms 
thinking of the same thing into thinking of the other or 
the other’s thinking. Derrida claims that before every 
organised socius, every politeia, every specifi c ‘governing 
system’ or every ‘law’, there is always the other to whom 
we respond to and to whom we are responsible. 

Let us make a difference between two possible ways of 
relating and understanding the form of the other and 
otherness: the fi rst relates to the form of the other the 
way it is known and understood by modern philosophy 
which is founded on the dialectic logic of the relation 
between the selfhood (of the one) and the other, i.e. 
the one who is different (such is the case with Hegel’s 
philosophy), where the other always appears as a ‘guest’ 
within the host’s logic of selfhood; the other way of 
interpreting and understanding the other and otherness 
derives from the tradition of contemporary continental 
philosophy (primarily, the French philosophy) where 
the interest for the concept of the other is not only 
increased but also the position of otherness with regard 
to selfhood is deconstructed and radically re-defi ned. 
This re-defi ning and understanding of the form of the 
other and otherness resulted in series of diverse ideas 
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finirawe i razbirawe na figurata na drugiot i 
drugosta rezultira vo niza promisluvawa na pret-
stav nicite i pretstavni~kite na ovaa filosofska 
{kola na mislewe (me|u koi se, da navedeme samo 
nekoi od niv: Emanuel Levinas (Emanuel Levinas), 
Moris Blan{o (Maurice Blanchot), @ak Derida, 
Julija Kristeva (Julia Kristeva), Helen Siksu (Helen 
Sixou), @an-Lik Nansi (Jean-Luc Nancy), itn.), a 
koi{to odat vo pravec na razbirawe na figurata na 
drugiot vo smisla na „doma}in” na sebnosta, sfaten 
kako eden i edinstven. Zna~i, ako nastojuvame da ja 
sledime ovaa razlika vo sfa}aweto na poimot na 
drugiot, a so toa i razli~ni te politiki na razlika 
koi, kako posledica, proizleguvaat od sfa}awata na 
dve razli~ni filosofski {koli na mislewe - }e 
zbo ruvame za drugiot i/ili vo smisla na drugiot ka-
ko doma}in i/ili vo smisla na drugiot kako gostin.

Od edna strana, Dekartovoto u~ewe za prvata me-
di tacija koe pretstavuva primer na modernoto fi-
losofsko u~ewe {to se temeli na isklu~uvawe na 
drugiot tokmu vo smisla na razbirawe na drugiot 
kako gostin komu mu prethodi nekoj doma}in – nekoe 
„jas” i koe, so ogled na toa deka mo`e da posvedo~i 
deka go misli ona {to go zboruva i deka pretstavuva 
„jas” koe{to gi sledi site moi pretstavi – isto 
taka mo`e da go prisvoi i pra{aweto na drugiot 
kako sopstveno pra{awe, t.e., pra{awe na sebnosta. 
Ovoj stav radikalno ja ukinuva idejata za drugo {to 
& prethodi na sebnosta, koe so pra{aweto {to go 
upatuva ja konstituira sebnosta i nikako obratno 
– tuku podrazbira deka sekoe „jas” sekoga{ ve}e 
odgovara na povikot na drugiot, zna~i, spored De-
kart, so ogled deka mo`am da ja prisvojam sopstvenata 
misla i da posvedo~am za nea, „jas” isto taka mo`am 
da go prisvojam i pra{aweto i povikot na drugiot. 

by the representatives of this philosophical school of 
thought (including Emanuel Levinas, Maurice Blanchot, 
Jacques Derrida, Julia Kristeva, Helen Cixous, Jean 
Luc Nancy, etc.) who tended to comprehend the form 
of the other as a ‘host’ of selfhood understood as the 
unique and irreplaceable. Thus, if we are inclined to 
follow this different understanding of the concept of the 
other (at the same time following the different politics of 
difference which is a result of the difference in ideas of 
the two philosophical schools of thought), we refer to the 
other either as a host and/or as a guest. 

On the one hand, Descartes’ theory in his Meditations – 
which  represents an example of a modern philosophical 
theory based on the exclusion of the other in the sense 
of understanding the other as a guest which is preceded 
by a host , an ‘I’ and having in mind that this ‘I’ can 
witness what he thinks what something means and 
that it represents an ‘I’ which accompanies all my 
concepts – it can also assume the question of the other 
as a personal question, i.e. a question of selfhood. This 
radical viewpoint questions and re-defi nes the idea of 
the other preceding selfhood. By asking a question, the 
other constitutes selfhood and never vice versa – it is 
assumed that every ‘I’ is always already responsive to 
the question of the other; hence, according to Descartes, 
having in mind that I can assume my thought and be a 
witness to it, ‘I’ can also assume the question and the 
respond to the other. 

Jelisaveta Blagojevic I think, Therefore I Think the Other: Derrida’s Poetics of Hospitality



Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture, Vol. III, No. 2, Winter 2004

2
3
1

Identities

Paradoksot na vaka sfatenata subjektivnost le`i 
vo toa {to subjektivitetot istovremeno e vnatre i 
nadvor od poredokot (zakonot) koj go konstituira. 
Ako subjektot e sfaten kako samosvest, kako samo-
afektivna i samo-reflektivna struktura, toga{ 
konceptot na znaeweto i implementiranosta na 
toa znaewe vo sekoj poedine~en moment e ona {to 
ja pravi vozmo`na. Nema subjekt bez znaewe za 
sopstvenata subjektivnost; seto ona {to ostanuva 
nadvor (drugiot vo negovata drugost) od procesot 
na konstituirawe na subjektot kako znaewe, a so 
toa i kako zakon, na ova suvereno „jas” mu dava mo} 
da proglasuva sostojba na isklu~ok vo odnos na 
zakonitosta na sopstvenoto konstituirawe, i na toj 
na~in, paradoksalno, da ja suspendira validnosta 
na samiot poredok koj go konstituira; na toj na~in 
proizleguva deka, od edna strana, i samiot subjekt 
stoi nadvor od poredokot so koj e konstituiran, a 
od druga strana, sepak mu pripa|a, zatoa {to tokmu 
od nego zavisi dali ova konstituirawe vo celost }e 
bide suspendirano. Ovoj paradoks, zna~i, bi mo`elo 
da se formulira i na sledniot na~in: “zakonot e 
nadvor od sebesi” ili „jas”, doma}inot, subjektot, 
gospodarot ili suverenot, koj{to sum nadvor od 
poredokot i nadvor od zakonot, tvrdam deka nema 
ni{to nadvor od zakonot.

Od druga strana, Deridovata poetika na gostopri-
emstvo zboruva za ona {to vnatre filosofskiot 
na~in na mislewe ne mu pripa|a na poredokot 
na denot, zna~i na ona vidlivoto, soznajnoto i 
logi~noto, tuku pretstavuva obid povtorno da se 
afirmira edna poetika na no}ta;12 stanuva zbor za 
obidot da & se pribli`ime na ti{inata okolu koja e 
ureden sekoj diskurs i koja, na toj na~in, e izrazena 
preku figurata na no}ta, sekoga{ ve}e zapi{ana vo 
jazikot, vo poredokot na denot – zna~i vo logikata, 

The paradox of the subjectivity understood from this 
aspect lies in the fact that subjectivity is at the same 
time within and outside the order (of the law) by 
which it is constituted. If a subjectivity is perceived 
as self-consciousness, as a self-affective and self-
refl exive structure, then the concept of knowledge and 
the implementation of this knowledge in every single 
moment of subjectivity is the aspect that actually makes 
it possible. There’s no subject without knowledge of his 
own subjectivity; everything that remains outside (the 
other in his otherness) of the process of constituting the 
subject/ivity as knowledge, similarly as the law, gives 
power to this sovereign ‘I’ to declare a state of exception 
with regard to the legality of its own constitution, thus 
paradoxically suspending the validity of the very order by 
which it is constituted; this way it seems that, on the one 
hand, the subject is outside the order which constitutes 
him and, on the other hand, he belongs to the same 
order because it is up to him whether this constitution 
will be totally suspended. Therefore, this paradox could 
be formulated as: ‘the law is outside of itself’ or ‘I’, the 
host, the subject, the master or the sovereign, being 
outside the order and outside the law, claims that there 
is nothing outside the law.

On the other hand, Derrida’s poetics of hospitality 
reveals nothing about that which does not belong to 
the order of the day, the visible, the comprehensive 
and the logical; it is an attempt to reaffi rm the poetics 
of the night;12 an attempt to drift towards the silence 
around which every discourse is ordered thus expressing 
it in the form of the night, already inscribed in the 
language, in the order of the day – therefore, in the logic, 
knowledge and thinking. What Derrida does in this case 
is outlining the map of proximity and intimacy, which 
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soznanieto i misleweto. Ona {to Derida go pra-
vi vo ovoj slu~aj e sozdavawe konturi na edna ne-
vozmo`na, nedozvolena i na moderniot subjekt tu|a 
kartografija na bliskosta i na blizinata; bliskost 
koja pove}e ne se razbira kako sprotivnost na ne{to 
{to doa|a odnadvor, zna~i kako sprotiv nost na ne{to 
{to n& se pojavuva kako drug i drugost kako stranec, 
ili najposle kako gostin, a koja toa nadvore{no ja 
opkru`uva, tuku za bliskosta sfatena kako ona {to 
e „blisko na bliskoto” - za toj nepodnosliv vior na 
intimnosta.

Latinskiot termin hostis (gostin, no isto taka 
i neprijatel) uka`uva na edna takva poetika na 
gostopriemstvo vo koja Derida mu ja sprotistavuva na 
Kantoviot pacifisti~ki razum idejata za subjektot 
kako zarobenik na svoeto ipse, na sopstvenata subjek-
tivnost, kade {to ovoj samoproglasen gospodar ~eka 
na svojot gostin, no isto taka i neprijatel, kako 
na osloboditel, kako na svoj emancipator. Ovoj 
gospodar e zarobenik i na svoeto mesto i na svojata 
mo}, i toa zasekoga{ mu onemovozmo`uva da se zat-
vori samiot sebe vo svojot sopstven mir – mirot na 
doma}in, na onoj koj sekoga{ ve}e e doma, vo svojot 
oikos. Interpretirana na vakov na~in, pozicijata 
na subjektot se vospostavuva kako pozicija vo koja 
subjektot vsu{nost sekoga{ ve}e e gostin. 

„Da se ponudi gostopriemstvo” - se pra{uva Derida 
– „zarem toa ne zna~i da se pojde od nekakva egzi-
stencija na smestuvawe, ili toa poprvo podrazbira 
poa|awe od izvesna dislokacija, nemo` nost za 
zasolni{te, bezdomni{tvo, od koja se pojavuva i se 
otvora avtenti~nosta na gostopriem stvoto? Mo`ebi 
edinstveno onoj koj go podnesuva iskustvoto da mu 
bide odzemena ku}ata mo`e da ponudi gostopri-
emstvo? Pra{aweto „kade” uka`uva na toa deka 

seems impossible, forbidden and foreign to a modern 
subject. Such proximity would not be the opposite of an 
‘elsewhere’ coming from outside and surrounding it, but 
‘close to the close’ that unbearable orb of intimacy.

The Latin term hostis (guest, as well as enemy) points 
out a similar poetics of hospitality where Derrida 
contradicts Kant’s pacifi ed reason by developing the 
idea of an subject as a hostage of its own ipse, of its own 
subjectivity, where this self-proclaimed master awaits 
his guest and, at the same time, awaits its enemy as a 
liberator or a subjective emancipator. This master is a 
hostage of his own place and powers, which deprives him 
of isolating oneself in one’s own peace – the peace of the 
host, the one who is always at home in his oikos. The 
position of the subject, being interpreted in this manner, 
becomes a position in which the subject is always already 
a guest. 

“To offer hospitality” – asks Derrida – “is it necessary to 
start from the certain existence of dwelling, or it is rather 
only starting from the dislocation of the shelterless, the 
homeless, that the authenticity of hospitality can open 
up? Perhaps only the one who endures the experience of 
being deprived of a home can offer hospitality. Where? 
says that the fi rst question is not that of the subject as 
ipse but more radically that of the very movements 
of the question out of which the subject happens. It 
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prvoto pra{awe ne e pra{awe na subjektot kako ipse, 
tuku poradikalno, ona za samoto dvi`ewe na pra-
{aweto od koe subjektot voop{to se pojavuva. Toa ja 
preveduva nemo`nosta nekoj da poseduva svoja sops-
tvena zemja, zatoa {to ova pra{awe se svrtuva tokmu 
na ona mesto od koe nekoj mo`el da misli i da bide 
siguren deka mo`e da zboruva. Toa go postavuva 
pra{aweto na po~etokot, ili nemo`nosta za po~e-
tok, ili na neposvedo~enoto poteklo tamu kade {to 
bi trebalo logosot da e zapi{an... Gostopri emstvoto 
n& go dava toj ambivalenten odnos kon mestoto. Kako 
mestoto za koe{to stanuva zbor koga zboruvame za 
gostopriemstvoto da e mesto koe ori ginalno ne mu 
pripa|a nitu na doma}inot, ni na gostinot tuku na 
gestot na osnova na koj edniot od niv mu posakuva 
dobredojde na onoj drugiot.13 

Vo taa smisla, Deridovoto prevrtuvawe na De-
kartovata maksima “mislam, zna~i postojam”, ko ja-
{to se nao|a vo samiot temel na modernoto mislewe, 
vo maksimata “mislam, zna~i mislam drugo” 
– mak sima na jazi~no, ontolo{ko, episte molo{ko, 
eti~ko, ekonomsko, no i sekakvo drugo bezdomni{tvo 
i dislokacija – koja uka`uva na nu`nosta na ges-
tot na gostopriemstvo i toa gosto priemstvo za 
samoto nevozmo`no, otvora, zna~i, mo`nost za 
edno novo i poinakvo razbirawe na politikata i 

politi~koto, vo koe, da se dovede do, da se pravi, 
preobrazuva i da se proizveduva pretstavuva negova 
su{tinska odrednica. 

Prevod od srpski jazik: Tatjana Mitrevska

translates the inability to have a land of one’s own, since 
the question is turned back to the very place from which 
one thought one was sure of being able to begin to speak. 
It puts the question of beginning, of an uncontested fi rst 
origin where the logos would be inscribed…. Hospitality 
gives as unthought, in its ‘night’ this diffi cult, ambivalent 
relation to place. As though the place in question in 
hospitality were a place originally belonging to neither 
host nor guest, but to the gesture by which one of them 
welcomes the other….”13

In this respect, Derrida’s alteration of Descartes’ maxim 
‘I think, therefore I am’, which is at the very core of the 
modern thought, into the maxim ‘I think, therefore I 
think the other’ – a maxim of the lingual, the ontological, 
the epistemological, the ethical,  the economic, as well 
as every other homelessness or dislocation – points 
to the need for a gesture of hospitality and shows that 
hospitality for the impossible gives a possibility of a new 
and different understanding of politics and the political 
where rendering, making, transforming, producing, 
creating represents that what counts and its crucial 
objective. 

Translated from Serbian by Anastazija Kirkova
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