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JenucaseTta
bnarojeBuk

Mucnam, 3Hauu, ro
MUCaM JpyroTo:
llepupoBaTta noeTuKa Ha
roctonpmMemcTeo

3a 1a 6ujsie 3HaEHETO BUCTUHUTO U 3a JIa TO 3HAe OHA IIITO
ro 3Hae, MOTPeOHO € He-3HaeHe... 3allITo, HEKOe MOXKHO
KOeIIITo 61 6110 caMoO MOKHO (He ¥ HEBO3MOKHO) HEKOe
CUTYPHO U U3BECHO, OFHAIPe IPUGMATIHBO MOXKHO, OU
OMJI0 JIOIIO MOXKHO, MOXKHO 0€e3 WUJTHWHA, €HO MOXKHO
gexe ocilia8eHO HACIIPAHA, AKO TaKa MOXKe Jla ce KaKe,
ocyzieHo Ha KUBOT. Toa 6u 6110 HEKOja ITporpama, HeEKoja
IIPUYUHETOCT, HEKOe Pa3BUBAIbE, HEKOE OJBUBAME 0€3
HacraHH... [la ce moBeze 110, Zla ce IpaBu, IpeoOpa3ysa,
Jla ce IPOU3BeE/IyBa, TOA € BAYKHO'

EnnHa o 0cHOBHUTE NIPETIIOCTaBKU Ha ¢pusiocodujaTa HA
Kak Jlepuna (Jacques Derrida), kako u OekoHCIIpYK-
yuuilie KaKO HAYMH Ha MUCJIEEE KOUIIITO Ce IOBEAYBAaaT
BO BPCKa co HeroBaTta paboTa, mpeTcTaByBa OOUOT /ia ce
MHCJIM BO Iapa/IOKCH, BO alOPHUH, CUMYJITAHO Jia Ce
MHCJIAT KOHTPAJUKTOPHU TBPJAEHa, U Ha TO] HAYUH
CaMOTO MUCJIEEE JIa Ce ,,0TBOPU" 3a OHa dpy2oilio, Tyro
Ha MUCJIEHETO, HEBO3MOJKHOTO, 3a WJIHMHATA, HO U 3a
nosutukara. Cenak, 00UI0T 32 0BOj HAUMH HA MUCJIEEHE
CEKOorarl ja HOCH BO ce0e OImacHOCTa, O/ €/lHA CTPaHa /1a
O6uze yrmoTpebeH Taka IITO 37[paBOpa3yMCKaTa, paryuo-
HaJTHA MUcJIa (MCKIydyBauka, MPUCBOjyBayKa, TOTAJIU-
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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.

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-
affirmation 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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TapHa) MOBTOPHO Jia ce aupMupa IPUCBOjyBajKH TH
CBOUTE COIICTBEHH TPAaHUIU, WIH, OJ JIpyra CTpaHa, Jia
Ou/ie MporJIaceH 3a TEOPUCKU HePEIeBAHTEH, }KAaHPOBCKH
HEMPUKJIa/ieH, WIN Aypy allOJIUTUYEeH HAauYMH Ha MUC-
Jeme. Bo Taa cMucia, cimyHa cyI0MHA UMa U CEKOj 00H/T
ITIOMMHTE ITOBTOPHO Jia ce JedUHUpAAT U Ja ce Ipo-
MucsaT. Kako U cekoj cTpeMesk KOH IIPOMeHa, Toa 3HaUYH
OTBOpame MOJKHOCT 32 HEKOe HEBO3MOXKHO, 3a HEKOja
HEOJIJTyYHOCT, HEM3BECHOCT ¥ HECTAOMJTHOCT — 3a HEKOe
He-3Haeme. Taa HeCUTYPHOCT U HEU3BECHOCT, TOA IIPUO-
JIM)KyBarb€ Ha HEKOj HaciliaH, MOKeMe Jla TO Hapedyeme
dpy20, IPUCYCTBO Ha OpY20ilio KOe BeKe CEeKoralll IOo/-
pasbupa puU3UK U KOEIITO HE PACKHMHYBa BO CAMOTO CPIIe
Ha HaIIeTo ,jac”, OHa KOEeIITO MUC/IH, Koe IIPeTeHupa
Ha Toa JieKa ro 3Hae W I'0 MO3HaBa 3aKOHOT (Ha MUC-
semeTo). Kora HEmTO BO MOTIIOJHOCT 3HaeMme, ja YKU-
HyBaMe MOXKHOCTa 3a IIPOMeHa; ITOTPeOHO e, 3HaYH, J1a
He 3HaeMe, /la pU3UKyBaMe, KaKO U HeKaKBa OJJTyKa 3a
OJITOBOPOT U OZITOBOPHOCTA BO OJTHOC HA JIPYTOTO Jla My
IIPETXO/IM Ha HAIIIETO ,jac”, 3a MpOMeHaTa HaBUCTHHA /14
ce CIIy4H.

Enna TakBa ojutyka, WyiM Kako 1o Jlepuza ja uMeHyBa
— ,JIaCHBHA OJUIyKa“ - IMpPEeTCTaByBa, 3HAUYM, YCJIOB 3a
CJIy9yBaETO, YCJIOB 32 IIPOMEHATA, M YCJIOB 3a IOJIH-
THKaTa, Taa € CeKorall IIPUCYTHA U TOA CTPYKTYPHO,
KaKo HeKOja dpyaa OJJIyKa, KaKo pa3/iepyBadvKa OJiIyKa
Ha Hekoj Opye. Toj Apyruor Bo MeHe e aiicoayilieH
dpye, aiiconyill KOj O/JIydyBa 3a MEeHe BO MeHe. ,Jlanmu
6u Tpebayo“, ce mpamysa [lepuna, .1 MOKpaj Toa, /A
3aMHUCJIIME HEKOja ‘TlacMBHA OJIJIyKa, Ha HEKOj HAYWH,
u 6e3 cy1000/1a, orpaBo 6e3 oxpeseHa cioboa? bes Taa
aKTUBHOCT, ¥ 0e3 IMacMBHOCTA KO OBJIE Ce CIapyBaaT?
Ho cenak, He 6e3 oxrosopHoct? lamu 6u Tpebayso na
ce MOKaXKell rOCTOIPHUEMJIMB 32 CAaMOTO HEBO3MOXKHO,
MMEHO, 3a OHAa IITO 37PaBHOT pa3yM Ha CceKoja
dumocoduja Moxke camo J1a O UCKIIyYH KAKO JIYAUJIIO,

a theoretically irrelevant, unsuitable in the genre, even
apolitical way of thinking. In this respect, every attempt
of re-defining 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 identified 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 "1”
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? *
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W He-CMUCJIa, UMEHO, 32 TIAaCHBHA OJIJTyKa, 32 HI3BOPHO
aduIpaHa oIyKa?“

Teopuckure pasmuciaysama Ha Kak Jlepuzpa npercra-
ByBaaT e/ieH 07 HajaoOpuTe IMpUMepH Ha ITOMHAKBOTO,
He-KaHOHCKO pa30upame Ha TMOWMOT IIOJIUTHKA |
MOJTUTUYKO. HEeroBoTo MCTakHyBame Ha 3HAUEHETO Ha
rocronpueMHoOcTa (BO OZHOC Ha OpYy20ilio) 3a CaMOTO
MUCJIEEhe, TO IIPAaBU MPAIIAKETO 3a IOJUTUYKOTO
He CaMO MOXKeH, TYKy M Hy)X€H acCIeKT Ha ceKoe Teo-
PHUCKO TIPOMUCIyBambe. Vn, TOWHAKy Ka’kaHo, II0-
BUKYBajKU ce IIpUTOA HA COKPATOBCKATa TPAJUIMja
Ha CTPaHEIOT 3a Koja 30opyBa u Jlepuma — Toa HOBO U
MMOMHAKBO pa3bupare Ha MOMMOT Ha MOJUTHIKOTO T'O
MIPETIIOCTaBYBa CTPAHEIIOT KaKO OHOj KOj IpaIlameTo 3a
MTOJIUTUYKOTO (KAKO BIIPOYEM M CEKOE JIPYTO Ipalllamhe)
rO TpaBH BCYIIHOCT BO3MOXKHO. ,llpamamero Koe
CTPaHEIOT I'o IOCTaByBa OTBOPAjKH ja oOBaa TrojieMa
pacripaBa W OWTKa TOKMY 3a ITOJIUTHYKO, Ipalllarbe
3a YOBEKOT KaKO MOJUTHYKO Outwue. [Ipamamero 3a
MIOJIUTUYKOTO € Tpalllame KOe OBJIE Ce MTOCTaByBa KAKO
Ipaliame KOEeIITO HHU Joara O APYT, Of CTPaHel. AKO
MpAIabeTO 3a IMOJUTHYKOTO € €JHO O/ TEMEJTHUTE
MOJIUTUYKY Tpallakha — HUAKO € IOCTaBEeHO YIITe Kaj
CokpaT — Toa € HOBO IIpallare, 3alITO HU IO I0CO-
YuJI JpYyr, IIOBTOPYBaH, YIOPEH YyHajJ Ha HEroBOTO
mpamiame. U Toa e OHa IITO HU JIaBa MHCTPYKIIHja J1a
oarosopume.“?

3Hayu, APYTHOT € OHOj KOj TO IIOCTaByBa IIPBOTO
mpaiiame, WIH OHOj KOMYy My IO yIaTyBaM IIPBOTO
mpaniame, APYTUOT € OHOj KoMy My ce obpakam. Bo
cBojata kuura Of Hospitality, [lepusa HE TOTCETyBa Ha
HEKOU Ba’KHM MeCTa BO HcTOpHjaTa Ha pumocodujaTa
KOWIIITO Ce OJTHECYyBaaT Ha OBaa TeMa: BO MHory Iliaro-
HOBH JIMjaJI0O31, TOKMY CTPAHEIOT € OHOj KOj ITOCTaByBa
npamamwa. Bo Cogucit, Ha mpuMep, CTPAHEIOT T'0 HOCT-

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 fight, 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
first (Socratic) dialogues.... It is a new question, because
it is signified 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.™

The other is, therefore, the one who asks the first
question or the one to whom I address the first 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

225



226

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

aByBa IpalllamkbeToO KOEeITo ja mpobsematusupa Ilap-
MEHU/I0BaTa Te3a, [0gos 1 MaTePHATUCTUYKOTO TBP/IEHE
JleKa ,,0Ha IIITO € - € ¥ OHA IITO He € He €“. CTpaHernoT: 3a
Jla ce oOpaHuMe, HUEe Hy>KHO MOpaMe /1a ja ZJoBe/ieMe BO
npariame Te3ata (logon) Ha HammOT TaTKO I[lapMeHm
U IIPUHYIHO JIa BOCIIOCTaBHME JieKa He-OMTHETO HEKAKO
€, U JleKka OUTHeTo, HAIPOTUB, HA HEKOj HAauWH He €.“4
OBa 3acTpalryBayko IIpalllaibe € PEBOJIyIIHOHEpHATa
XHUIIOTe3a Ha CTPAHEINOT. ,,Kako u cekoe TaTKOyOHCTBO, U
0Ba Ce CJIy4yBa BO PaMKHTE Ha CEMEJCTBOTO: CTPAHEI[OT
MO2Ke J]a Ouzie TaTKOyOHel] eIMHCTBEHO KOTa € BO HEKOja
CMHCJIa BHATPe BO ceMejcTBOTO. CTpaHEeIoT ce TJIe/ia U ce
IIpe/IBU/TyBa cebecH, TOj OJTHAIIPE]T 3Hae JieKa e JJOBeIeH
BO IIpalllaibe CO TATKOBCKUOT U Pa3yMCKHUOT aBTOPUTET
Ha 3aKOHOT Ha JIOTOCOT"?

Hcto Taka, [epuzma ro HaBegyBa U CoOKpaTOBHOT
puMep, Kajie TOj BO CBojaTa on0OpaHa TBPJU JIEKA €
cTpaHel| BO OJIHOC Ha jaswKoT Ha cynor.° Toj mopa ja
ro6apa rocTOIprueMCTBO BO Ja3UKOT KOj IO JlepUHUIH]jA
He e HEroB, KOj My € HaMeTHAT O/ CTPaHa Ha FOCIIOAapOT
Ha KyKara, O/ JIOMaKHHOT, KpaJIOT, aBTOPHUTETHTE,
HaIMjaTa, Ap:KaBaTa, TaTKOTO, UTH. Toa 6apa oj1 Hero Ja
Ouye mpeBelyBaH HA HUBHUOT ja3WK, HEroBaTa MHCJIa J1a
ce TIpeBelyBa Ha jadUK KOj He My € cBOjcTBeH. Toa mucro
TaKka HaBeJyBa Ha YINTE €/leH aCIeKT Ha IOBTOPHOTO
[IOCTAByBalb€ HAa IPAIIAIETO 32 TOCTOIPUEMCTBOTO:
LA CMeeMe Jla OuyeKyBame O/ CTPaHeIoT /Ja He
pasbepe, 1a ro 300pyBa HAIITUOT ja3UK, BO CEKOja CMHUCIIA
Ha TOj 300D, BO CUTE HETOBU MOXKHU €KCTEH3UH, IIPEJ
Jla 6buziemMe BO cocTojba a My ImocakaMme J100peiojie Bo
HamaTa 3eMja? 3allTo ako TOj ceKorall Beke ro pasbupa
HAIIIFOT ja3UK, JIAJIN CTPAHEIIOT € BOOTIITO CTpaHeI?*”

CTpaHenoT, ancoJIyTHHOT JIpYT, € OHOj KOj BO CBOjaTa
QHOHUMHOCT M CBOjaTa IOEINMHEYHOCT IO PACKUHYBa
CEeK0j 0O/THOC CO 3aKOHOT U JIOJPKHOCTA; ATlICOTyTHUOT APYT

deals with the Parmenides’ thesis, logos and a paternal
assertion that “the being that is, and the non-being that
isnot”. 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.” 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.”

Furthermore, Derrida gives the example of Socrates,
where in his defence he claims that he is a foreigner
regarding the language of the court.® He has to demand
hospitality in a language which is by definition 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™

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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Oapa armcoJiyTHO TOCTOIIPHUEMCTBO, a TOa IToApa3doupa
Oaparme /1a ce OTBOPH BparaTta Ha COIICTBEHUOT JIOM,
otkosa — Ha OHa ipse, ¥ Ha HENIO3HATHOT JIPYT, I1a KOj U
J1a € TOj, Ia My Ce IIOHYZI! MECTO, /]a My Ce OBO3MOKH JIa
JI0j/ie U J1a TO 3a3eMe MEeCTOTO KOEIITO My € TIOHY/IEHO, a
MIPUTOA J]a He My ce 6apa HUIIITO 3a BO3BPAT, HUTY /1A Ce
BOCIIOCTaBYBa KaKOB OHJIO PEIUIIPOIIUTET.

ITapagokcanHo, eeH TaKOB OAHOC CIIpeMa JApPYrHOT,
3Ha4yH, OM Mopas Bo cebe MCTOBPEMEHO J]a COJIPKU U
HCKJIydyBame U BKJIyUyBale, U TpPaHCUEHJeHIMja U
MPUMAJHOCT, W aIlCOJyTHAa HA/IBOPENIHOCT Ha HEKOj
¥ HEIITO HEMO3HAaTO U Tyro, KAKO W HHTUMHOCT Ha
oHa (paMuUIMjapHOTO M GJIMCKOTO, 3HA4YH, da/s1evuHa u
b6.aucKocil ucttiogpemeHo.

Koj e, 3Ha4M, TOj APYTUOT KOJIITO € ICTOBPEMEHO U CTPA-
HeIl ¥ OHa IIITO HU € HajOJIuCKO, U ,jac” u ,,apyr ?

Bo koHTekcT Ha ImpoMHUCIyBamara Ha XajaerepoBara
¢unocoduja, HO U BO AYXOT Ha Xaj/IerepOBHOT ja3HK,
Jlepuia ro HyIHM CIAETHHOT oAroBop: ,[H]ema oGiuk.
Hewma nmosi. Hema ume. Toj He e MaX, He € »KeHa, He € HU
ceOHOCT, HHU ,jac”, HU cyDjeKT, HUTY HeKoja JIMIHOCT. Toj
e Hekoe Jipyro Dasein xoe cexoe Dasein To HOCH, IPEKY
IJIaCOT, IJ1aCOT IIITO To ciymia, mpu cede (bei sich tragt),
He BO cebe, BO YBOTO, BO ,,BHATPEIIHOTO yBO“, BHATPE
HeKoja cy0jeKTHBHA BHATPEIIHOCT, HUTY Of] AaJIeYrHa,
MIPEMHOTY JIAJIEKY OF] YBOTO (3aIITO UCTO TaKa HE MOXKeE
Jla ce 4ye O JaJieKy, BO HEKOj HaJ[BOPEIIEH ITPOCTOP,
OJTHOCHO BO HEKOja TpaHCIEH/IeHIIHja), TYKY BO CBOjaTa
OKOJIMHA, Ha OJI/JaJIEYEHOCT KOja He € HU allCOJIyTHa —
arcoyIyTHO OecKpajHa — HUTY HHUIIITOXKHA BO aIICOJIyTHA
01M3MHA HA HEKOoja ceOHOCT, T1a, 3HAYH, HUTY OJ[Pe/IJINBA
CIIOpe]T HEKOja 00jeKTUBHA eJTMHUIIA 32 MEPKA BO CBETOT.
Toj mocer Ha TJIacot, Toa Ja ce OHJIe-BO-IOCETOT Ha
IJIaCOT... IPABH TOj HEKOj Jia € Of APYT BUA.®

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 ‘T’ 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
selthood, not ‘T’, 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 trdgt),
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 specific external space, i.e. in a certain transcendence)
but in one’s own environment, at a distance which is
neither absolute — absolutely infinite — 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.”®
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Bo cBojata kuwura Iloauttiuku Ha Upujaitiencitiso’
Jlepua pa3auKyBa TPU MOXKHHM HAUHUHHU J1a CE OATOBOPHU
(ma gpyruor) u, coobpa3Ho co Toa, 71a ce bude 002080peH:
ce BeJIM JieKa HEKOj ,,0/iroBapa 3a...“ JleKka HEKOj ,,0/Iro-
Bapa HEKOMY WJIM Ha HEIITO...“, ¥ JIeKa HEKOj ,,0/IroBapa
npen...“. MeryToa, oBue HAUHHH /Ia CE OJTOBOPH U Jia Ce
O6uze oAroBopeH, cMeta Jlepuza, He ce 6e3 KOMJIUKAIIUH;
MMEHO, HaKO MOKeOH ce UMHH JIeKa HEKAaKOB OPUTHHAJIEH
HAYYH /1a ce O1/ie OZITOBOPEH € TOj HUE /1a O/IroBapaMe 3a
cebe, 32 OHa IITO CMe, IITO 300pyBamMe WJIH MPaBUME,
HUeE CellakK, MoKakyBa Jlepuia, HajIipBO My O/iroBapaMe
Ha JPYTMOT M Taa JAUMEH3Hja Ha OJ[roBapame KakKo
o/iroBapame HEKOMY WJIM Ha HEIITO € MOW3BOPHA Of
npyrute: ,O7n eaHa cTpaHa, ojiroBapaMe 3a cebe U BO
COIICTBEHO UMe, OJITOBOPHH CMe€ CaMo IIpeJ] IIPaIlakbeTo,
HM3UCKYBameTo, Oapamero o0jacHeHUe, ,HMHCTAHIATa®,
OTHOCHO ,MHCHUCTHPameTo Ha ApyruoT. Opm apyra
CTpaHa, COIICTBEHOCTA KOjalllTO CTPYKTyHpa ,,0/IroBapa-
e-3a-cebe”, Bo camara cebe e 3a dpyauoil, 6WiIo Apy-
THOT /1a ja u36pas (MMeTo IITO MU € Aa/IeHO IIpu para-
Ib€TO, KOe HHUKOTAIll He CyM To H30pasl M KOEIITO Me
BOBEJIyBa BO IIPOCTOPOT Ha 3aKOHOT), OMJIO TOa, HAa HEKOJ
HA4Y¥H, 1a UMIUIMIAPA HEKOTO JAPYT BO CAMHUOT aKT HA
MMeHyBaIbe, BO HETOBOTO ITOTEKJIO, HErOBaTa HaMeHa U
ynotpeba... icTo Taka u ,/1a ce oJiroBapa mpez , ToCKOpPO
ro moapasbupa APYTHOT W OATrOBOp/HOCTa (crpema)
JIPYTHOT, 3aI1ITO ,,JIa CE OITOBapa MpeJ, KaKO IIITO TOA T'O
nmokakysa Jlepuza, ,13riesia aeka... MojieJimpa‘ oarona-
pame HeKkoMy Wiu Ha Helrto. Ce oAroBapa mpej ApyruoT
3aToa IIITO HAjIIPBO My ce OITOBapa Ha ApyruoT. 3pazor
‘pesi’ ja 03HaYyBa WHCTUTYI[MOHAJIHATA WHCTAHIA HA
Zpyrocra.“*°

Axo ro mpudaruMme TBpAewmeTo Ha [lepusa geka ,,colr-
CTBEHOCTA KOja CTPYKTyHpa ‘OJirOBapame-3a-cebe’, BO
camaTta cebe e 3a Jpyeuoil“, Torami, IITO 3HAYU TOA
3a JlekapToBOTO Cogito, Wiy, MOMIUPOKO cdaTeHo, 3a

In his book Politics of Friendship®, 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 first 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, finality
and use. The answering always supposes the other in a
relation to self...”°

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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MOAEePHUOT cyOjekT? MHTepIpeTupaHa Ha OBOj HAYUH,
KapTe3HjaHCcKaTa MakcuMa OU MOXkesia Jja IJIacH: ,MHUC-
JlaM, 3Ha4u MUCJIaM pYro: MHCJIaM, 3Ha4l IOTpebHO

€ 11

MU e APYTOTO 3a J1a MUCTIaM".

Baka cdartena, MoKHOCTa Ha MUCIIEEHETO TO BOBEAYBA
JIPYTHOT U JIPYTOCTa KaKO OHA IIITO € KOHCTUTYTHUBEH MO-
MEHT Ha CAMOTO MHUCJIEEHE; BO CPILIETO HA MUCJIEHETO TO
HaoraMme JIpyTHUOT, 3aIITO MUCJIEHETO TO U3UCKYBa JAPY-
THOT, TO MIOBUKYBA JIPDYTUOT U My OATrOBapa Ha JIpyTHOT.
On oBa ceyBa Jieka MOKHOCTA /1A Ce MUCJIM MUCTIEHHE
BeKe CEeKOTalll ja mojipa3bupa MOXKHOCTA Jla Ce MUCIIH
MUCJIEEe Ha MOJIUTHYKOTO, KAKO OHA IIITO MHUCIEHETO
3a UCTOTO MOIMPABO I'O IPETBOPA BO MUCJIEEHE 3a JIPYTUOT
WIN BO MHCJIeHme Ha Apyr. Ilpen cekoj opraHusupaH
socius, mpen cekoja politeia, pu cekoe OJpereHO
~BJIajieeme”, IpeJ CeKoj ,3aKoH“, TBpau llepunaa, moc-
TOU JPYTHOT, KOMY My O/ITOBapaMe U IIpeJT KOTO IIITO CMe
OJITOBOPHU.

Ke ce obuseme fa HalpaBHMe pasjnKa IoMely jBa
MOKHU HaYWHA 3a pa3buparbe Ha ¢purypaTta Ha JPyrUoOT
Y IpyrocTa: IPBHOT O] HUB Ce O/[HeCyBa Ha purypara Ha
JIDYTHOT OHaKa KaKO IITO ja TO3HaBa W ja pa3bupa
MojiepHaTa uiocoduja KojalTo e BreMeIeHa Bp3 JIH-
jaJyIeKTHYKaTa JIOTHKa Ha OJHOCOT IoMery cebHocTa (ef1-
HUOT) U JIPYTHOT, OTHOCHO OHOj PA3JINYHUOT, (KaKO IITO
e Toa CJIy4aj, Ha nmpuMep, Bo Xeresosara ¢uiocoduja),
Kajie JIDyTUOT CEKOoTralll Beke ce I0jaByBa KaKo ,,TOCTHH
BO paMKHTe Ha JOMaKWHCKaTa JIOTHKAa Ha CeOHOCTa;
BTOPUOT MOJKEH HAYMH Ha WHTEPIPETHPalbe U pa3ou-
pame Ha IPYTHOT U Ha IPYTOCTa HI Jloara o] TpaAuIrjaTa
HacoBpeMeHaTaKOHTHHeHTaTHa puaocoduja(bpaHiryc-
KaTa), BO KOja MHTEPECUPAHETO 32 IOUMOT Ha JAPYTUOT U
JIpYyTOCTa He CaMo IIITO Ce 3Tr0JIEMYBa, TYKY U ITO3UIIHjaTa
Ha JIpyroCTa BO OJHOC Ha ceOHOCTA ce IEKOHCTPyHpa U
OJTHOBO pajIuKaJiHO ce JeduHupa. OBa MOBTOPHO Jie-

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”."

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 find 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 specific ‘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 first 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 selthood; 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 selthood is deconstructed and radically re-defined.
This re-defining and understanding of the form of the
other and otherness resulted in series of diverse ideas
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duHmpamwe u paszbupame Ha (urypata Ha JPYyTrUOT U
JIpyrocTa pe3yITHpa BO HU3a MPOMUC/IyBama Ha IPeT-
CTaBHUIIUTE U NPETCTAaBHUUKUTE HA oBaa (pusocodcka
IIKOJIa Ha MUCJeme (Mely KOU ce, /la HaBeZeMe CaMo
Hekou ox HuB: Emanyesn JleBunac (Emanuel Levinas),
Mopuc bmanmo (Maurice Blanchot), »Kak [lepuna,
Jynuja Kpucresa (Julia Kristeva), Xenen Cukcy (Helen
Sixou), ’Kan-JIuk Hancu (Jean-Luc Nancy), utH.), a
KOWIIITO O7IaT BO IpaBell Ha pa3bupame Ha ¢purypara Ha
JIDYTHOT BO CMUCJIa Ha ,JIOMaKUH" Ha cebHOCTa, chaTeH
KaKo eJIeH U eJJMHCTBeH. 3JHaUM, aK0 HACTOjyBaMe Jia ja
cJIelUMe OBaa Pasyivika BO cdakarmeTro Ha MOUMOT Ha
JIDYTHOT, & CO TOA U PAa3JINYHUTE MTOJUTUKU Ha Pa3InuKa
KOH, KaKO IOCJIEAUIA, TPOU3JIETyBaaT o] chakarmara Ha
JiBe pa3yiuuyHu GUI0cO(CKU IIKOJIM HA MHUCIEHE - Ke
300pyBame 3a APYTUOT U/WIX BO CMHUCJIA HA IPYTHOT Ka-
KO JIOMaKWH U/WJIK BO CMHUCJIA Ha IPYTUOT KAKO TOCTHH.

On enHa crtpaHa, /[ekapTOBOTO yYeme 3a IpBaTa Me-
JIUTaIMja Koe IMPeTCTaByBa MPUMEP Ha MOJIEPHOTO (pu-
J10cOCKO yUeme IITO Ce TEMEJIU HAa HUCKIy4YyBame Ha
JIDYTHOT TOKMY BO CMHCJIa Ha pas3buparbe Ha JPYTUOT
KaKO TOCTHH KOMY MY IIPETX0/Y HEKOj JIOMaKUH — HEKOE
,jac“ M Koe, co OrJIe] Ha TOa JieKa MOMKE J]a ITOCBEI0YU
JIeKa T0 MUCJIM OHA IIITO TO 300pyBa U JieKa IpeTcTaByBa
,jac’ KOeITO T CJedyd CHUTE€ MOU IPETCTaBU — HCTO
TaKka MOXKe Jla TO IPHUCBOM U IPAIIalkbeTo Ha JAPYTUOT
KaKO COIICTBEHO Ipalllame, T.€., Ipallame Ha ceOHOoCTA.
OBoj cTaB paJIMKaTHO ja YKUHYBA HjiejaTa 3a JIPyTo IITO
M TPeTX0oAu Ha ceOHOCTa, KOe CO MpallakbeTo INTO T'0
ymaTyBa ja KOHCTHTyHpa ceOHOCTa M HHUKAKO 0OpaTHO
— TyKy nojpa3bmpa Jeka cekoe ,jac” cekoraml Beke
o/iroBapa Ha MOBUKOT Ha JAPYTHOT, 3HAu4H, cropen Jle-
KapT, CO OTJIe/] leKa MOKaM /ia ja IPUCBOjaM COTICTBEHATA
MHCJIa U JIa TIOCBEZ0YaM 3a Hea, ,jac“ UCTO TaKa MOKaM
Jla TO IIPUCBOjaM U IIPAIAkeTO U IOBUKOT Ha JAPYTHOT.

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 selthood 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 ‘T’ and having in mind that this ‘T’ 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 selthood. This
radical viewpoint questions and re-defines the idea of
the other preceding selfhood. By asking a question, the
other constitutes selfhood and never vice versa — it is
assumed that every ‘T’ 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, ‘T’ can also assume the question and the
respond to the other.
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ITapamokcoT Ha Baka cdareHaTa CyOjeKTUBHOCT JIEKH
BO TOA IITO Cy0jeKTUBUTETOT UCTOBPEMEHO € BHATPE U
HAJ[BOP O] IOPENOKOT (3aKOHOT) KOj TO KOHCTUTYHpA.
Axo cy0jeKTOoT e cdaTeH Kako caMOCBeCT, KaKO CaMo-
adexkTUBHAa U caMo-pedJIeKTUBHA CTPYKTypa, TOTAaIll
KOHIIENITOT HAa 3HAEHETO U HMIUIEMEHTHPAHOCTA Ha
TOA 3HaeHe BO CeKOj IOeNHEeYeH MOMEHT € OHA IITO
ja mpaBu Bo3MoxkHa. Hema cybGjexkt 6e3 3Haeme 3a
COTICTBEHaTa Cy0jeKTHBHOCT; CETO OHa IITO OCTaHyBa
Ha/IBOp (APYrHOT BO HEroBaTa JPYTOCT) O] IPOIECOT
Ha KOHCTUTYHpPame Ha CYDjeKTOT KaKO 3HAeme, a Co
TOA U KaKO 3aKOH, HAa OBa CYBEPEHO ,jac” My JaBa MOK
Jla TporjiacyBa cocToj0a Ha HCKJIYYOK BO OJHOC Ha
3aKOHUTOCTA Ha COIICTBEHOTO KOHCTUTYHPAIbe, U Ha TOj
HAYMH, IapaJIOKCATHO, JIa ja CyCHEeHAMpa BaJIHAHOCTA
Ha CaMUOT MOPEeZIOK KOj 'O KOHCTUTYUPA; Ha TOj HAUYUH
MPOU3JIETYBA JIeKa, OJT €Ha CTpaHa, U CAMHOT CYOjeKT
CTOU HAJ[BOP O/ MTOPENOKOT CO KOj € KOHCTUTYHPaH, a
O]l Ipyra CTpaHa, Celmak My IpuIara, 3aToa IITO TOKMY
0/1 HETO 3aBHCH JIAJTH OBA KOHCTUTYHUPAKE BO IIEJIOCT Ke
ouye cycieniupano. OBoj mapasioke, 3Hauu, OM MOKETI0
Jia ce ¢GopMyJIMpa M Ha CJIETHUOT HAYMH: ,3aKOHOT €
HaJIBOp 011 cebecu” WiH ,jac“, JOMakHHOT, CyOjeKTOT,
TOCIOZIAPOT WJIM CYBEPEHOT, KOJIITO CYyM HAaJBOP Of
MIOPEOKOT U HA/IBOP O/ 3aKOHOT, TBPZAM JleKa HeMa
HHUIIITO HAZ[BOP O/ 3aKOHOT.

On nmpyra crpana, [lepuzioBata mOETHKA Ha TOCTOIPH-
eMcTBO 300pyBa 3a OHa IITO BHATpe (HIOCOPCKUOT
HAUWH Ha MHCJIEEbe He My IpuIlafa Ha IOPEIOKOT
Ha OeHOill, 3HAYN Ha OHA BUJJIUBOTO, CO3HAJHOTO U
JIOTUYHOTO, TYKy IIpPEeTCTaByBa OOW/ IIOBTOPDHO Jia ce
adupmupa elHa MMOETHUKA HA HOKA;'"* cTaHyBa 300p 32
00UI0T /1a ¥ ce MPUOIMKHUME Ha TUIITHHATA OKOJIY KOja e
YPeAeH ceKoj AUCKYPC U Koja, Ha TOj HAYMH, € u3pa3eHa
mpeky ¢urypara Ha HOKTa, CEKOTalll BeKe 3aIHIIaHa BO
ja3WKOT, BO IOPEIOKOT HA JIEHOT — 3HAYU BO JIOTUKATA,

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-
reflexive 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 ‘T’ 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 ‘T, 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 reaffirm the poetics
of the night;* 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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co3HaHueTo U Muciemero. OHa mro Jlepuza ro mpa-
BH BO OBOj CJIyuaj € CO3/laBarhe KOHTYPU Ha e/lHa He-
BO3MO’KHA, HEZI03BOJIEHA U HA MOJIEPHHOT Cy0jeKT Tyra
kapTtorpaduja Ha 6ycKOCTa U Ha OJ1M3UHATA; OJIMCKOCT
KOja IoBeKe He ce pa3dupa KaKo CIIPOTUBHOCT Ha HEIIITO
IITO ioara OTHAIBOP, 3HAYH KAKO CIIPOTUBHOCT HAa HEIIITO
IIITO HY Ce II0jaByBa KAaKO JAPYT U IPYTOCT KaKO CTPaHell,
WJIM HAjIIOC/Ie KAaKO TOCTHH, a KOja Toa HAJBOPEIIHO ja
OTIKPY’KyBa, TYKy 3a OrckocTa careHa Kako OHA IITO
e ,0JIMCKO Ha GJIMCKOTO® - 32 TOj HEIIOJTHOCIIUB BUOP HA
WHTHUMHOCTA.

JlatuHCcKkHOT TepMuH hostis (rOCTMH, HO MCTO TakKa
YU HeIpHjaresl) yKa)kyBa Ha €J[HA TaKBa IMOETHUKA HA
TOCTOIIPUEMCTBO BO Koja Jlepuia My ja CIIpOTHCTaByBa HA
KaHTOBHOT Manu@ucTUYKy pa3yMm ujejaTta 3a cy0jeKTOT
KaKo 3apO0EHHUK Ha CBOETO IpSe, Ha COIICTBEHATa Cy0jeK-
TUBHOCT, Ka/Ie IIITO OBOj CAMOIIPOTIJIACEH TOCIIOZIap YeKa
Ha CBOJOT TOCTHUH, HO HCTO TaKa W HeNpHjaTes, Kako
Ha 0cI0007UTes, KaKO Ha cBOj eMmaHIumnarop. OBOj
rocroziap € 3apobeHuK U Ha CBOETO MECTO M Ha CBOjaTa
MOK, U TOQ 3aceKorail My OHEMOBO3MOKYBa Jia ce 3aT-
BOpU CaMHOT cebe BO CBOJOT COIICTBEH MUP — MHPOT Ha
JIOMakHH, Ha OHOJj KOj CEKOralll BeKe € JIoMa, BO CBOjOT
otkos. lHTepripeTpaHa Ha BaKOB HauYMH, IO3UIIHjaTa
Ha Cy0jeKTOT Ce BOCIIOCTaByBa KaKO IO3UIIMja BO KOja
Cy0jeKTOT BCYIITHOCT CEKOTAIll BEKe € TOCTHH.

»Jla ce TOHyU TOCTOIIPUEMCTBO - ce TparryBa Jlepuza
— ,3apeM Toa He 3HA4YM J]a ce I0j/Ie Of] HEKAaKBa er3u-
CTEHIIMjAa HA CMECTYyBaIbe, WJIU TOA MOMPBO MOApa3doupa
moarame O/ HW3BeCHa [IUCJIOKAI[Wja, HEMOXKHOCT 3a
3aCOJIHUIITE, OE€3JTOMHUIIITBO, O/ KOja Ce M0jaByBa U Ce
OTBOpPA aBTEHTHYHOCTA HA TOCTOIIPUEMCTBOTO? Mokebu
€IUHCTBEHO OHOj KOj T0 TMOJHECyBa HMCKYCTBOTO Jla MY
Ouzme on3eMeHa KyKaTa MOXKe Jla TOHYAU TOCTOIPH-
eMmctBO? IlpamameTo ,Kaze“ yka’kyBa Ha Toa JieKa

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 pacified 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 first 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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IIPBOTO IIpaIllare He € Mpallame Ha Cy0jEKTOT KaKo Ipse,
TYKy MOPaJINKaJIHO, OHAa 3a CaMOTO /IBMXKEHe Ha Ipa-
MIAETO 0]1 Koe Cy0jeKTOT BOOIIIITO ce mojaByBa. Toa ja
IIpeBe/lyBa HEMOKHOCTA HEKOj /la ITOce/lyBa CBOja COIIC-
TBEHA 3eMja, 3aT0a IIITO OBA MPAIIamkhe CE CBPTYBA TOKMY
Ha OHAa MeCTO 0] Koe HeKOj MOKeJI Ja MUCJIH U J1a Ouze
CUTypeH Jileka Moxke na 36opyBa. Toa ro mocraByBa
IIPAIIaeTO HA MMOYETOKOT, WJIM HEMOXKHOCTA 32 II0Ye-
TOK, WJIM HA HEIIOCBE0UYEHOTO OTEKJIO TaMy KaJIe IIITO
6u TpebaJio JIOrocoT /1A € 3alUIIaH... '0CTOoIpreMcTBOTO
HII T'O J]JaBa TOj aMOUBaJIEHTEH OTHOC KOH MecToTo. Kako
MECTOTO 3a KOEIITO CTaHyBa 300p kora 300pyBamMe 3a
TOCTOIIPHEMCTBOTO J]a € MEeCTO KO€ OPUTHHAJIHO HEe MY
mpunara HUTY Ha IOMaKWHOT, HU Ha TOCTUHOT TYKy Ha
recTOT HAa OCHOBAa Ha KOj €THHOT OJi HUB My IIOCaKyBa
Jlo0peojie Ha OHOj APYTHOT. "

Bo Taa cmucna, lepusioBOTO TIpeBpTyBambe Ha J[le-
KapToBaTa MaKCHUMa ,MHUCJIaM, 3HAYU IIOCTojaM“, Koja-
IIITO Ce Haol'a BO CAaMHUOT TeMeJI Ha MOJIEPHOTO MHUCJIEEhE,
BO MakcumMara ,MHCJIaM, B3Ha4YW MHUCIIAM JApyro*
— MakcHMa Ha ja3U4YHO, OHTOJIOIIKO, €ITUCTEMOJIOIIKO,
€TUYKO, EKOHOMCKO, HO ¥ CEKAKBO JIPyT0 O€3/IOMHHIIITBO
U Auc/IOKanyja — Koja yKaXkKyBa Ha HY»KHOCTa Ha rec-
TOT HAa TOCTOIPHMEMCTBO ¥ TOA TOCTONPHUEMCTBO 3a
CaMOTO HEBO3MOXKHO, OTBOpa, 3HAYH, MOXKHOCT 3a
€THO HOBO W IOMHAKBO pa3bupame Ha Hoautliuxkailia u
tloautiuukoitio, BO Koe, Ja ce JOBeJie 10, Ja ce IIpaBu,
mpeoOpasyBa | Jla ce MPOU3BeIyBa IIPETCTaByBa HETOBA
CYIITUHCKA OJIPETHUIIA.

IIpeBog ox cpricku ja3uk: Tatjana MurtpeBcka

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 first
origin where the logos would be inscribed.... Hospitality
gives as unthought, in its ‘night’ this difficult, 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....”"

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 ‘T 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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