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Identities

Dosega verojatno nemalo pogolem mislitel na idni-
nata od @ak Derida. Niz celoto negovo tvore{tvo 
Derida postojano se navra}a kon promisluvaweto na 
ona „mo`ebi”, na arrizant. Vakvoto razmisluvawe za 
toa „mo`ebi” dobiva oblik na ne{to „novo” i drugo za 
na{iot svet, ne{to koe e, zatoa, nepoznajno duri i 
kako horizont na idealnosta koj istovremeno pro-
izleguva od i upatuva na ona {to treba da bide vo koj 
bilo daden svet. Ja preimenuvav dekonstrukcijata vo 
filosofija na granicata za da go istaknam Derida 
kako za{titnik na ona koe{to doprva doa|a. Mojata 
rasprava vo su{tina be{e deka Derida go ra-
dikaliziral poimot na kantovskoto zna~ewe na „pod-
gotvuvawe na terenot” kako sozdavawe granici za 
edna sfera na verodostojno znaewe ili na re{a va~ko 
rasuduvawe. Kaj Kant, kritikuvaweto ima za cel da go 
razgrani~i ona koe{to e odlu ~u va~ko za vistinskata 
su{tina na nekoja sfera na znaewe, da re~eme, na 
primer, naukata. „Postavu vaweto grani ci” pred s$ ne 
e demarkacija so sferata na znaewe, tuku razgrani-
~uvawe vo smisla na prika`uvawe na vnatre{ nata 
konstrukcija na ~istiot razum. Izdig nuvaweto na 
elementite na razumot pod razbira kri ti ka vo smisla 
na toa {to istovre meno gi iscrtuva konturite na 
~istiot razum i go pre meruva proektot kako celina 
od negovata pokrupna arhitek tonska ili sistematska 
struktura.

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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No, kritikata kaj Kant e postavuvawe granici vo 
smisla na toa deka ~ove~kiot razum se gleda kako 
ograni~ena tvorba. Za Kant, ograni~enosta na razu-
mot vo izvesna smisla gi odreduva nepromenlivite 
granici. Cenata {to ja pla}ame za edno proverlivo 
ostrov~e vistina e toa {to razumot, razbran kako 
ograni~en razum, nikoga{ ne mo`e da dosegne otade 
granicite na ~ove~kiot um – poznavatelniot subjekt 
koj go pret~uvstvuva svetot preku transcendental na 
imaginacija vo koja site predmeti doa|aat do ovoj 
subjekt prethodno ograni~eni od prostorot i vre-
meto. Nezaboravniot Martin Hajdeger (Martin Heide-
gger) napi{al deka Kant n$ vodi do granicata na 
samiot poim na kritikata i kone~no go pokrenuva, 
no celosno ne go adresira pra{aweto za toa „koj” e 
ograni~enoto bitie koe mora da misli preku tran-
scendentalnata imaginacija. „Koj”, da gi upotre-
bime zborovite na Hajdeger, e „~ovekot”, i taka toa 
„koj” e da sein. Toa {to Hajdeger tolku vnimatelno se 
zanimaval so Kant i na~inot na koj Kant n$ tera da 
odgovorime na pra{aweto „koj e ~ovekot” e eden 
va`en del od filosofskata istorija koj ~estopati 
se gubi. Kako {to zabele`uva i samiot Derida, onie  
neokantovci vo Francija koi{to se posvetile 
re~isi isklu~itelno na arhitekturata na sistemot, 
i egzistencijalnite fenomenolozi koi {to se zani-
mavaat so pra{aweto „koj  e ~ovekot” bile pode leni, 
pa duri i neprijatelski nastroeni edni kon drugi. 
A sepak, kako {to uka`av, razmisluvaweto na samiot 
Hajdeger mo`e da se sfati edinstveno ako se razbere 
kako dlabok i pronikliv odgovor na Kant; ili, ako 
sakate, pra{awe koe kritikata vo kantovska smisla 
nalaga da go pos tavime. Eden aspekt od preime-
nuvaweto na Filo sofija na granicata be{e Kant da 
se vrati na nego voto vistinsko mesto, ona koe sega 
po~naa da go na rekuvaat kontinentalna filosofija. 

But critique, in Kant, is a setting of boundaries in the 
sense that human reason is seen as a fi nite creature. The 
fi nitude of reason, in a sense, defi nes unalterable limits 
for Kant. The price we pay for a verifi able island of truth 
is that reason, understood as fi nite 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 fi nite 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-
fi cance 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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Ne mo`eme pravilno da go razbereme zna~eweto na 
Kantovata kritika dokolku ne se fatime vo kostec 
so onie aspekti na Kant koi se najnezgodni, barem za 
izvesni {koli na neokantizam - transcendentalnata 
imaginacija i sinteti~koto rasuduvawe a priori. 
Sakav na ovoj na~in da vnesam edno kantovsko 
seni{te, koe sum uverena deka go opsednuva tvore{-
tvoto na Derida, vo pretstavata za dekon strukcijata 
koja dominira{e vo akademijata na Soedinetite 
Dr`avi, barem vo vremeto koga ja napi {av Filo-

sofija na granicata.

Poznati ni se nekolku tolkuvawa na dekon struk-
cijata: kako metod na ~itawe, kako dokaz za bes-
kone~niot regres vo jazikot koj gi potkopuva 
temelite na re{ava~koto rasuduvawe, kako seriozna 
igra koja otvora novi mo`nosti za tolkuvawe vo 
konvenciite na zna~ewe. Ne zboruvav tolku protiv 
verodostojnosta na ovie tolkuvawa na dekonstruk-
cijata, kolku {to smetav deka e neophodno da se 
otvori eti~koto kako ne{to {to le`i vo srcevinata 
na dekonstrukcijata. Vo Filosofija na granicata  
sakav da poka`am deka Derida go radikalizira 
sfa}aweto za „podgotvuvawe na terenot” vo kritikata 
na Kant so toa {to n& poka`uva deka ona a priori 
„podgotvuvawe teren” na razumot nikoga{ ne mo`e 
da se nadmine. Nitu pak  pra{aweto „koj  e ~ovekot” 
mo`e definitivno da se odgovori kako druga osnova 
za ~istiot razum. Derida ja postavil dekonstruk-
cijata da raboti protiv site obidi da se ontolo-
gizira zna~eweto na „~ovekot”, bilo da e toa optimis-
ti~ko ili pesimisti~ko. Na toj na~in, „deontolo{-
kiot” moment kaj Derida sekoga{ bil so namera za da 
n& se poka`e deka e nevozmo`no definitivno da se 
znae {to e vozmo`no, a {to nevozmo`no. Najbele`ito 
od s$, Derida ja postavil dekonstrukcijata vo 
Seni{tata na Marks da raboti protiv ontologi-

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 infi nite 
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 defi nitively 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 defi nitively 
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 defi nitively the liberal citizen of modern western 
democracies, and that the rest of humanity was fated 
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zacijata na eden triumfalen liberalizam koj vo 
mnogu razli~ni izjavi uka`uva na toa deka ~ovekot 
e definitivno liberalniot gra|anin na sovre me-
nite zapadni demokratii, i deka na ostanatiot del 
od ~ove{tvoto mu e sudeno da fati ~ekor so ovoj ne-
gativno idealiziran „~ovek”. Vo taa smisla, dekon-
strukcijata n& poka`uva deka granicite na znaj noto 
postojat vo imeto na nekoja idnina koja mo`ebi 
doprva sekoga{ doa|a. Pog lavjeto objaveno ovde ot-
prvin se vika{e “Od sve tilnikot: Vetu vaweto za 
spasenie i mo`nosta za pravno tol kuvawe”. Vo Poli-

tika na prija telstvoto Derida se navra}a na mo-
jata metafora so svetilnikot i pi{uva vaka:

Da, kako reflektori bez breg tie {araat po temnoto 
nebo, gasnat ili gi snemuva vo pravilni vremenski 
intervali i go krijat nevidlivoto vo samata nivna 
svetlina. Nie ve}e i ne znaeme na kakvi opasnosti i 
propasti né predupreduvaat. Izbegnuvame edno samo 
za da bideme frleni vo nekoe drugo. Ve}e duri i ne 
znaeme dali ovie nabquduva~i né vodat kon nekoe drugo 
odredi{te, nitu pak dali nekoe odredi{te ostanuva 
veteno ili utvrdeno.

Edinstveno sakame da mislime deka go sledime patot 
na edna nevozmo`na aksiomatika koja ostanuva da 
se promisli. Sega, ako ovaa aksiomatika se povle~e, 
za mig, od eden do drug zrak na reflektorot, od eden 
svetilnik do drug (za{to ima bezbroj svetilnici, i 
onamu kade {to ve}e nema dom tie pove}e ne se domovi, 
i eve {to se slu~uva: ovde pove}e nema domovi), a toa 
e zatoa {to pa|a mrak vrz vrednosta na vrednosta, 
a ottuka i vrz samiot kopne` po aksiomatika, po 
sistem na vrednosti koj e dosleden, prifaten, i koj se 
podrazbira.1

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.1
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Ovde, vo ovoj citat, Derida e veren na negovoto 
postojano potsetuvawe deka ona koe{to ostanuva 
“drugo”, javuvaj}i se nakratko kako mi`urkav ble-
sok, mo`e da dojde vo forma na predupreduvawe za 
ona koe{to e novo. Ona {to e vistinski razli~no 
mo`e da ne dojde za nas kako dobro ili kako praved-
no, ami vsu{nost mo`e da bide negovata potpolna 
sprotivnost.

Ne mo`eme da ja znaeme idninata so to~nost. Ako 
ne{to ja pretstavuva idninata, ili drugoto, toga{ 
toa ne e vo na{iot sistem na presmetlivo znaewe. 
Taka svetilnikot, ili svetilnicite mo`e da se 
pro~itaat kako da né predupreduvaat. Se razbira, toj 
isto taka mo`e da bide pro~itan i kako da n& dava 
nade` za spasenie ponudeno - da go upotrebime 
poznatiot izraz na Derida - vo mesijanstvoto bez 
mesija. Moeto tolkuvawe, ako sakate, e pooptimis-
ti~ko bidej}i ja ~itam mojata metafora kako taa da 
n& dava nekoja mi`urkava iskra na dobro koe e se-
koga{ nadvor od na{iot neposreden horizont na 
znaewe. Svetilnikot, se razbira, mo`e da bide pro-
~itan na obata na~ina. Derida e vo pravo deka se-
koga{ postoi rizik i vetuvawe za spasenie i neumo-
livata za{tita na „ona koe doprva doa|a” kako ne{to 
{to mo`e da bide razli~no, {to mo`e da bide drugo 
i, da, ona {to mo`e da bide spasen svet. Nema vetu-
vawe za spasenie bez ovoj rizik. Sepak, kako {to i 
samiot Derida sekoga{ pi{uva{e, negovata dekon-
strukcija sekoga{ bila vo duhot na marksizmot vo 
smisla na toa {to toj baral da go razgrani~i 
carstvoto na mo`noto vo imeto na ona koe mo`ebi 
doprva s$ u{te e mo`no - sonot za spaseno ~ove{tvo 
koj e nerazdvoiv od idealot na komunizmot.   

Prevod od angliski jazik: Goran Stoev

Here, in this quotation, Derrida is true to his constant 
reminder that what remains “other,” only appearing 
briefl y 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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