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Opycuna

KopHen Mucnuten Ha

UAHMHaTA

Jlocera BepojaTHO HEMAJIO TIOTOJIEM MHUCJINTE Ha UHU-
HaTta of Kak [epuzma. Hus 11e10T0O HETOBO TBOPEIITBO
Jepuia nocTojaHo ce HaBpaka KOH IIPOMUCIIYBakheTO Ha
OHa ,MOkebu“, Ha arrizant. BakBOTO pa3MuC/IyBame 3a
TOa ,,MOKebu“ 1001Ba 00JIUK Ha HEIIITO ,,HOBO“ U IPYTO 3a
HAIIOT CBET, HEIIITO KOe €, 3aT0a, HEMO3HAjHO JIypUu U
KaKO XOPU30HT Ha H/IEaJTHOCTa KOj MCTOBPEMEHO IIPO-
W3JIeTyBa O] ¥ yIIaTyBa Ha OHa IIITO Tpeba s1a 6uze BO KOj
OWJI0 /1aJIeH CBET. Ja MpernMeHyBaB JIEKOHCTPYKIIHjaTa BO
dunocoduja Ha TpaHHIaTa 3a 1A ro ucrakHam Jlepuaa
KaKO 3allITUTHUK Ha OHa KOEIITO JIoNpBa joara. Mojara
pacmpaBa BO cymTHHa Oemre Jieka /[lepuzma ro pa-
JIMKAJIN3UPAJT IOUMOT Ha KAHTOBCKOTO 3HAUEHh€ Ha ,,I10/T-
TOTBYBalkh€ Ha TEPEHOT® KaKO CO3/IaBame€ TPAaHHUIUA 32
efHa chepa Ha BEPOIOCTOJHO 3HAEHHE WJTH Ha PEIIaBAYKO
pacynyBame. Kaj KaHT, KpUTHKYBambeTO IMa 3a eI J]a TO
pa3rpaHUYM OHA KOEIITO € O/JTyIyBayKO 32 BUCTUHCKATa
CYIIITMHA Ha HeKoja cdepa HA 3HAeHme, Jja peueMe, Ha
IIpUMep, HayKara. , [ [ocTaByBameTO IPaHUIIA " TIPEJT CE HE
e JeMapkanuja co chepata Ha 3Haewe, TYKy pa3rpaHH-
YyBamb€ BO CMHCJIAa Ha IIPUKA)KyBake HAa BHATpEIIHATa
KOHCTDYKIIMja Ha YHCTHOT pa3yM. M3aurHyBameTo Ha
€JIEMEHTHUTE Ha pa3yMOT IoApa3bupa KPUTHUKA BO CMHCIIA
Ha TOa IITO MCTOBPEMEHO T'M HCI[PTYBa KOHTypUTE HA
YHUCTHOT Pa3yM M 'O MpeMepyBa IMPOEKTOT KaKO IeJIMHA
0J1 HETOBaTa MOKPYITHA aPXUTEKTOHCKA UJIH CHCTEMATCKA

CTpYKTYyPa.

Drucilla
Cornell

The Thinker of
the Future

There has perhaps been no greater thinker of the future
than Jacques Derrida. Throughout his entire body of
work Derrida constantly returns to the thinking of
the “perhaps,” of the arrizant. This thinking of the
“perhaps” takes shape as what is “new” and other to
our world, something that is therefore unknowable
even as a horizon of ideality that both arises out of and
points to what ought to be in any given world. I renamed
deconstruction the philosophy of the limit so as to
emphasize Derrida as the protector of what is still yet
to come. My argument was fundamentally that Derrida
radicalized the notion of the Kantian meaning of "laying
the ground” as the boundaries for the constitution of a
sphere of valid knowledge, or determinant judgment.
In Kant, to criticize aims to delimit what is decisive to
the proper essence of a sphere of knowledge, say for
example science. The “laying of limits” is not primarily
a demarcation against a sphere of knowledge, but a
delimiting in the sense of an exhibition of the inner
construction of pure reason. The lifting out of the
elements of reason involves a critique in the sense that it
both sketches out the faculty of pure reason and surveys
the project as the whole of its larger architectonic or
systematic structure.
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Ho, xputrnkaTta kaj KaHT e mocraByBame I'paHUIIN BO
CMHCJIa HA TOA JieKa YOBEYKUOT pa3yM ce IJiefla KaKo
orpaHuyeHa TBopb6a. 3a KaHT, orpaHnueHocTa Ha pasy-
MOT BO M3BECHA CMHUCJIA TH OF[peyBa HEPOMEHIUBUTE
rpanunu. lleHara mro ja rrakame 3a €JHO IIPOBEPJINBO
OCTpOBYE BHUCTHMHA € TOA IITO Pa3yMOT, pa3dpaH KaKO
OTpaHUYeH pa3yM, HUKOTAIIl He MOJKE /Ia JIOCETHE OTazle
IPaHULINTE HA YOBEUKUOT YM — [I03HABATEJIHUOT Cy0jeKT
KOj TO IIPETUYYBCTBYBA CBETOT IPEKY TPAHCIIEHIEHTATHA
MMarvHaiyja BO Koja CHUTe IIpeMETH JioaraaT J0 OBOj
Cy0jeKT IPEeTXO/IHO OTPaHHYEHHU O] IIPOCTOPOT U Bpe-
meto. HezabopaBuuor Maprun Xajnerep (Martin Heide-
gger) Hamumas Jeka KaHT HE BOJM /0 TpaHUIIATA Ha
CaMHOT IIOMM Ha KPUTHKaTa U KOHEYHO I'0 IIOKPEHYBa,
HO II€JIOCHO HE T'0 aJipecupa IIpaliameTo 3a Toa ,Koj“ e
OTPAHUYEHOTO OUTHE KOE MOpa Ja MHC/IU IIPEKy TpaH-
CIleH/IeHTaJTHaTa uMaruHainuja. ,Koj“, ma ru ymortpe-
6ume 300poBUTE Ha Xajaerep, € ,4Y0BEKOT, U Taka Toa
,K0j“ e da sein. Toa mTo Xajerep TOJIKy BHUMATEJIHO Ce
3aHuMaBas co Kant u HaumHOT Ha koj KaHT He Tepa ga
OITOBOPUME Ha IIpaIllalbeTo ,KOj € YOBEKOT* € eJleH
BaKeH Jies1 of prtocodckara uCTOpUja KOj YECTOIIATH
ce ryou. Kako 1mTo 3abesexxyBa u camuot Jlepuza, oHre
HEOKaHTOBIM BO ®paHIMja KOUWIITO Ce IIOCBETUJIE
pevrcy UCKJIyYUTETHO Ha apXUTEKTypaTa Ha CUCTEMOT,
U er3ucTeHIhjaTHuTe (PeHOMEHOJI031 KOHUIITO CEe 3aHHU-
MaBaar Co IpaIlameTo ,KOj € YOBEKOT" OuJIe Mo/IesIeHH,
a Jlypu U HENPHUjaTeJICKH HACTPOEHU €HU KOH JIPYTH.
A cemak, KaKo IIITO YKa)KaB, PA3MHUCIyBABETO HA CAMUOT
Xajnerep Moxxke J1a ce caTu eIMHCTBEHO aKO ce pazbepe
KaKo J[JIa00K ¥ NMMPOHUKJIMB OATOBOP Ha KaHT; miu, ako
cakare, Ipaliame Koe KpUTHKaTa BO KAaHTOBCKA CMUCJIA
Hajlara J1a TO IocTaBuMe. EJieH acmekT of mpeuMe-
HyBamweTo Ha Qurocoguja Ha epanuyaita 6emie Kaut 1a
ce BpaTH Ha HETOBOTO BHCTHHCKO MECTO, OHa KOe cera
IIOYHAaa /1a r'o HapeKyBaaT KOHTUHeHTaIHa ¢uiocoduja.

But critique, in Kant, is a setting of boundaries in the
sense that human reason is seen as a finite creature. The
finitude of reason, in a sense, defines unalterable limits
for Kant. The price we pay for a verifiable island of truth
is that reason, understood as finite reason, can never
reach beyond the limits of the human mind—a knowing
subject who intuits the world through a transcendental
imagination in which all objects come to this subject
bounded already by space and time. Martin Heidegger
famously wrote that Kant takes us to the limit of the very
notion of critique and ultimately raises, but does not
fully address, the question of “who” is this finite being
that must think through the transcendental imagination.
“Who,” in Heidegger’s words, is “man,” and so this
“who” is da sein. That Heidegger himself so carefully
addressed Kant and the way in which Kant pushes us
to answer the question of “who is man” is an important
part of philosophical history that has often been lost. As
Derrida has himself noted, in France those neo-Kantians
who focused almost exclusively on the architecture of the
system and the existential phenomenologists that take
up the question “who is man” were both divided from one
another and, indeed, hostile to one another. And yet as I
suggested Heidegger’s own thinking can only be grasped
if it is understood as a deep and profound response to
Kant; and, if you will the question, the critique in Kant’s
sense demands that we ask. One aspect of the renaming
of the Philosophy of the Limit was to return Kant to his
rightful place in what has now become called continental
philosophy. We can not rightly understand the signi-
ficance of Kantian critique if we do not struggle with
those aspects of Kant that are most troublesome, at least
to certain schools of neo Kantianism—the transcendental
imagination and synthetic a priori judgment. I wanted, in
this way, to bring a Kantian specter that I believe haunts
Derrida’s work into the vision of deconstruction that had
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He morxeMe mpaBWIIHO 71a TO pa3bepeMe 3HAUEHETO Ha
KanToBaTa KpUTHKA JIOKOJIKY He ce (paTuMe BO KOCTeI]
co oHUe aclieKTH Ha KaHT Kou ce HajHEe3TOHH, bapeM 3a
M3BECHU IIIKOJIM HA HEOKAHTHU3aM - TPAaHCIeHIeHTaTHATa
MMarvHanuja U CHHTETUYKOTO pacylyBalbe a priori.
CakaB Ha OBOj HAUMH /Ja BHeCAM €JHO KaHTOBCKO
CEHHIIITe, KOE CYM YBEPEHA JIeKa T'0 OIICEHYyBa TBOPEII-
TBOTO Ha Jlepusa, Bo IpeTcTaBaTa 3a JeKOHCTPYKIHjaTa
KOja JOMHHUpAIle BO akazemujata Ha CoequHETHTE
Jlp>kaBu, 6apeM BO BpeMeTO Kora ja HamuinaB ®uio-
coduja Ha epaHuyaina.

[To3dHaTH HU Cce HEKOJIKYy TOJIKyBama Ha JEKOHCTPYK-
[yjaTta: Kako MeTOJ| Ha YHTame, Kako JoKa3 3a Oec-
KOHEYHHOT perpec BO Ja3WKOT KOj TH TIOTKOITyBa
TEeMeJINTE Ha PelIaBauYKOTO pacyyBarmbe, KAKO CEpHO3Ha
Wrpa Koja OTBOpPa HOBH MOXKHOCTH 3a TOJIKYBambe BO
KOHBEHIIMNTEe Ha 3Haueme. He 360pyBaB TOJIKY IPOTUB
BEpPO/IOCTOJHOCTA HA OBHUE TOJIKYBama Ha JIEKOHCTPYK-
1ujaTa, KOJIKYy IITO CMETaB JIeKa € HEOIIXOJHO Jia Ce
OTBOPH ETUYKOTO KaKO HEIIITO IIITO JIEXKU BO CPIIEBUHATA
Ha JileKoHCcTpyKuujaTa. Bo @uaocoduja Ha eparuyaitia
cakaB /la TOKa)kaM Jieka [lepuzia ro pajuKaausupa
cdakameTo 3a ,,[I0/IFOTBYBakhe HA TEPEHOT  BO KDUTHKATA
Ha KaHT co Toa ImITO HM MOKa)KyBa JieKa OHA a priori
,IIO/ITOTBYBam€ TEPEH  Ha Pa3yMOT HUKOTAIll He MOXKe
Jla ce HaAMuHe. HUTY mak mpariameTo ,KOj € YOBEKOT"
MOzKe JIeUHUTHUBHO J]a Ce O/ITOBOPU KAKO /IpyTra OCHOBA
3a YHUCTHUOT pasyM. [lepuzia ja mocTaBuJ JEKOHCTPYK-
nujara aa paboTu IMPOTUB CUTE OOHWIM Jla Ce OHTOJIO-
ru3upa 3HaueHhEeTO Ha ,,Y0BEKOT , OUJIO0 /]a € TOA ONITHMIC-
TUYKO WIN HecCUMUCTHYKO. Ha T0oj HauuH, ,,/Ie0HTOJIOI-
KHOT“ MOMEHT Kaj [lepu/ia cexoramr 611 co Hamepa 3a J1a
HI ce TIOKake JIeKa € HEBO3MOXKHO JIe(pUHUTHUBHO Jia ce
3HAE IIITO € BO3MOKHO, a IIITO HeBO3MOKHO. Hajoesexxuto
on ce, /lepuzma ja mocTaBUII JEKOHCTPYKIIMjaTa BO
Cenuwitaitia Ha Mapxc na pabOTH IIPOTUB OHTOJIOTH-

dominated the academy in the United States, at least at
the time when I wrote Philosophy of the Limit.

We know several interpretations of deconstruction: as
a method of reading, as a demonstration of the infinite
regress in language that undermines the foundations
of determinant judgment, as serious play that opens up
new possibilities of interpretation in the conventions of
meaning. I was not so much arguing against the validity
of these interpretations of deconstruction as much as I
thought it was necessary to open up the ethical as the
heart of the matter of deconstruction. In the Philosophy
of the Limit I sought to show that Derrida radicalizes the
notion of the “laying of the ground” in Kant’s critique by
showing us that the a priori of the “laying of the ground”
of reason can never be overcome. Nor can the question
of “who is man” be answered definitively as another
ground for pure reason. Derrida set deconstruction to
work against all attempts to ontologize the meaning of
“man,” whether optimistic or pessimistic. Therefore,
the “deontological” moment in Derrida was always done
to show us that it was impossible to know definitively
what is possible or what is impossible. Most notably,
Derrida set deconstruction to work in Specters of Marx
against the ontologization of a triumphant liberalism
that in many different declarations suggests “man”
is definitively the liberal citizen of modern western
democracies, and that the rest of humanity was fated
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3amyjata Ha efieH TpuymdasieH jubepasim3aM KOj BO
MHOTY Pa3JIMYHH M3jaBU YKA)KyBa HA TOA JIEKA H08EKO
e lepuHUTUBHO JTUOEPTHHOT TparfaHWH Ha COBpeMe-
HUTE 3alaJIHU JeMOKPATUU, U JleKa Ha OCTAHATUOT /e
0/T YOBEIIITBOTO MY € CyZIeHO J1a ¢paTh YeKOp CO OBOj He-
raTUBHO HJieaJIN3UpaH ,,90BeKk”. Bo Taa cMmuciia, IeKOH-
CTPYKIIMjaTa HI OKAKyBa JIeKa TPAHUIINTE Ha 3HAJHOTO
IIOCTOjaT BO MMETO Ha HEeKOoja WJHWHA Koja MOKebu
JIoTIpBa cekorar joara. ITorsiaBjeTo o6jaBeHO OBJie OT-
NpBUH ce Bukaiie , O CBETWJIHHKOT: BeTyBameTo 3a
CIlaceHre M MOXKHOCTA 3a IMPABHO TOJIKyBawe . Bo IToau-
ffiuka Ha tipujailieacitisoitio Jlepua ce HaBpaka Ha MO-
jara Mmetradopa Co CBEeTHJIHUKOT U ITUIIIyBa BaKa:

Ha, xako pediekTopu 06e3 Oper THe IIapaaT 110 TEMHOTO
He0O, TaCHAT WIM T'M CHEMYBAa BO INPAaBIJIHU BPEMEHCKU
VHTEPBUIN U TO KpUjaT HEBUJIUBOTO BO camMaTa HHUBHA
ceeTsinHa. Hue Beke U He 3HaeMe Ha KaKBU OMACHOCTH U
nporactu HE mpenynpenyBaar. M3b6erHyBame egHO camo
3a J1a buneme ¢dpJieHH BO HeKoe Apyro. Beke aypu u He
3HaeMe JIayiv OBUe HabsbyiyBadn HE BOAAT KOH HEKOE IPYTO
OZIpEZIUIITE, HUTY TaK JaJd HEKOe OAPEUIITE OCTaHyBa
BeTeHO WJIH YTBPZEHO.

EquHCcTBEHO cakaMe Ja MUCIUME JieKa o CJIeAuMe IIaToT
Ha elHAa HEBO3MOXKHA aKCHOMAaTHKa KOja OCTaHyBa [a
ce nmpomucau. Cera, ako oBaa aKCHOMAaTHUKa Ce ITOBJIEYE,
3a MW, O] €[ieH [0 APYT 3paK Ha pedJIeKTOPOT, Of edeH
CBETWJIHHUK JI0 ApyT (3amTo uma 6e30poj ceeiliuiHuuu, U
OHaMYy Ka/jie IIITO Beke HeMa JIOM THe MOBeKe He ce JOMOBH,
U €Be IIITO Ce CIy4YyBa: OBZie [TOBEKe HeMa JJOMOBH), a TOa
e 3aTroa IITO Iara Mpak Bp3 BPENHOCTA HA BPEIHOCTA,
a OTTyKa M BP3 CaMHOT KOITHEK II0 axkcuomailiukd, Io
CHCTEM Ha BPEIHOCTHU KOj € JIocyie/ieH, TpudareH, U Koj ce
roapasoupa.’

to catch-up with this negatively idealized “man.” In
this sense, deconstruction shows us that the limits of
the knowable exist in the name of a future that might
yet always arrive. The chapter published here was
originally called, “From the Lighthouse: The Promise of
Redemption and the Possibility of Legal Interpretation.”
In the Politics of Friendship Derrida returns to my
metaphor of lighthouse and writes as follows:

Yes, like searchlights without a coast, they sweep across the
dark sky, shut down or disappear at regular intervals and
harbour the invisible in their very light. We no longer even
know against what dangers or abysses we are forewarned.
We avoid one, only to be thrown into one of the others. We
no longer even know whether these watchmen are guiding
us towards another destination, nor even if a destination
remains promised or determined.

We wish only to think that we are on the track of an
impossible axiomatic which remain to be thought. Now, if
this axiomatic withdraws, from instant to instant, from one
ray of the searchlight to another, from one lighthouse to the
next (for there are numerous lighthouses, and where there
is no longer any home these are no longer homes, and this
is what is taking place: there are no longer any homes here),
this is because darkness is falling on the value of value, and
hence on the very desire for an axiomatic, a consistent,
granted or presupposed system of values.'
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OBzie, Bo 0BOj nuTat, /lepuza € BepeH Ha HETOBOTO
IIOCTOjaHO TIOTCETYBAabE€ JleKa OHA KOEIITO OCTaHyBa
LAPYT0“, jaByBajku ce HAKPAaTKO KaKO MIKypKaB OJie-
COK, MOJKe J1a J1ojAe Bo ¢opMa Ha IpeaynpeayBame 3a
OHA KOoemTo € HOBO. OHa IITO € BUCTUHCKU PA3JIMIHO
MOZKe /1a He JI0je 32 HacC KaKo JI0OpO MU KaKo MpaBe/-
HO, aMU BCYIITHOCT MOXKe J1a Oujie Heropara IOTIIOJIHA
CIIPOTUBHOCT.

He MoxkeMe na ja 3HaemMe HWAHUHATA CO TOYHOCT. AKO
HENITO ja MPeTCTaByBa WAHWHATA, WIH JAPYTrOTO, TOTAII
TOA HE € BO HAIIWOT CHUCTEM Ha MPECMETJINBO 3HAEH-E.
Taka CBETWJIHMKOT, WJIM CBETWJIHHIIUTE MOXKE Ja Ce
MIPOYHUTAAT KaKo Jia Hé npeaynpeayBaat. Ce pa3bupa, Toj
HCTO TakKa MOXe Jia Oujie MpOYMUTaH U KaKo /1a HU /1aBa
HAJIe)K 32 CIAceHue IOHYAEHO - Jila T0 yHoTpedbume
MMO3HATHUOT M3pa3 Ha [lepuzaa - BO MecHjaHCTBOTO 0e3
Mecuja. MOETO TOJIKyBame, aKO CakKare, € MOOITHMUC-
TUYKO OHIejkH ja ynTam Mojata Metadopa Kako Taa Ja
HI J]aBa HEKOja MIDKYPKaBa MCKpa Ha JIoOpo Koe e ce-
KOTalll HA/JIBOP O HAIIHUOT HENOCPeleH XOPHU30HT Ha
3Haeme. CBEeTHJIHUKOT, ce pa3bupa, Moke /1a Ouie mpo-
yuTaH Ha obarta HaumHA. /lepyuzia e BO mpaBo Jieka ce-
KOTalll TIOCTOY PU3UK U BETYBAhe 32 ClIacEHUE U HEyMO-
JIMBaTa 3allITUTA Ha ,,0Ha KOe JI0IPBa ioara“ Kako HEIlTO
IIITO MO>Ke J1a Ou/ie pa3yIMdaHoO, IIITO MOXKe Jja Oujie Apyro
U, Z1a, OHA IIITO MOXKe /1a Ouje caceH cBeT. Hema Bety-
Bame 3a craceHue 0e3 oBOj pusuk. Celak, Kako IITO U
camuoT /lepuza cekoraml IUIIyBalle, HETOBAaTa JEKOH-
CTPYKIIHja ceKorami Omja BO J[yXOT Ha MapKCH3MOT BO
CMHCJIAa Ha Toa IITO TOj Oapas Ja ro pasrpaHuvd
[[APCTBOTO HA MOXKHOTO BO MMETO HA OHA KOe MOKeOu
JIOIIPBA C€ YIIITE € MOKHO - COHOT 32 CIaCeHO YOBEIIITBO
KOj € HEPa3/IBOUB O] U/eaJI0OT HA KOMYHU3MOT.

[TpeBop ox anryncku ja3uk: ['opan Croes

Here, in this quotation, Derrida is true to his constant
reminder that what remains “other,” only appearing
briefly as a glimmer, might come in the form of a warning
for what is new; the truly different might not arrive for
us as the good or the just, but indeed might be its exact
opposite.

We can not know the future precisely; if something is the
future, the other, then it is not in our system of calculable
knowledge. Thus, the lighthouse, or lighthouses, can be
read as giving us warnings. But of course it can also be
read as giving us hope of redemption held out—to use
Derrida’s famous phrase—in the messianism without
messiah. My interpretation, if you will, is more opti-
mistic in that I read my own metaphor as giving us the
glimmer of a good that is always beyond our immediate
horizon of knowledge. The lighthouse, of course, could
be read either way. Derrida is right that there is always a
risk and a promise of redemption and the relentless pro-
tection of the “yet to come” as what might be different, as
what might be other, and, yes, what might be a redeemed
world. There is no promise of redemption without this
risk. And yet, as Derrida himself always wrote, his own
deconstruction was always in the spirit of Marxism in
that he sought to delimit the realm of the possible in the
name of the what might yet still be possible—the dream
of a redeemed humanity that is inseparable from ideal of
communism.
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