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KatepuHa

PeanHoTo KoeliTo ce
Kono3osa

TpaHcueHaupa cebe cu
(vu3 ;by60B): PapukanHa
CaMoTHja BO CPLETO Ha
my6oBTa*

1. ,BepHoct”, ,Papukanioro” u ,BepHOCT KOH
paauKanHoto”

JIBajiiata MOKeOM HAJKOHTPOBEP3HU MHUC/IUTENN Ha
JneHenrHaTa (paHiycka puaocodCcKko-TeopeTcKa ClieHa,
Anan baajy u ®pancoa Jlapyen ce cjiokyBaaT BO HHUB-
HaTa IOCBETEHOCT Ha IPOEKTOT 3aroBapame Ha Muc-
Jlata Ha PauKaTHOTO M MOKpPAj CYIITHHCKATa Pa3yinKa
rmoMery OBHE JIBE TEOPDUHU KOjJaIlITO Ce COCTOM Of dak-
TOT IITO IpBaTa ro BKJIy4YyBa paJUKaIHO (puUiaocod-
CKOTO (MPHUKJIyYyBajKU ce HA H3BeCHa MeTadU3MIKA
Tpaaunuja, T.e. [IaTOHU3MOT), J0/AEKa BTOpaTa ce
0o0uyBa paInKaJIHO J]a TH MMOTKOIIA CUTE MOKHOCTH 32
MMOCTOEHETO Ha efHa ¢wuaocoduja. PagukaaHoro pas-
MUCIyBalbe — WIH ,Muciata Ha PajukaaiHOTO — U Kaj
JIBajIlaTa aBTOPH He T'0 Mojipa3doupa 30MpOT Ha CPOHU
3HAYEHAa, KAKO IIITO € EKCTPEMU3MOT Ha PEBOJIYITHOHED-
HOTO TJIEJTUINTE, KOU OOMYHO Ce BCaJIEHU BO PAMKHUTE HA
OBOj TIOWM.

* Texkcror 3a mpBmar e objaBeH kako [1aBa IV ox kHurara

Katerina Kolozova, The Real and “I”: On the Limit and the
Self (Skopje: Research Center in Gender Studies, 2006).
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Katerina

The Real Transcending
Kolozova

Itself (Through Love):
Radical Solitude in the
Heart of Love*

1. “Fidelity,” the “Radical,” and the “Fidelity to the
Radical”

The two perhaps most controversial thinkers of today’s
French philosophico-theoretical scene, Alain Badiou and
Francois Laruelle agree in their devotedness to the Project
of re-claiming the Thought of the Radical, in spite of the
critical difference between the two respective theories,
consisting of the fact that the first invokes the radically
philosophical (subscribing to a certain metaphysical tra-
dition, i.e., Platonism), while the latter attempts to radi-
cally subvert any possibility for a philosophy. The radi-
cal thinking — or the “Thought of the Radical” — in both
authors does not entail the ensemble of the concomitant
meanings, such as extremism of revolutionary stance,
that are habitually implanted within this notion.

* The article was first published as Chapter IV in Katerina
Kolozova, The Real and “I”: On the Limit and the Self
(Skopje: Research Center in Gender Studies, 2006).
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OBOj mOMM €HOCTaBHO yIIaTyBa Ha TEOPHCKO II03H-
[IMOHMpPalbe Ha BEPHOCT KOH MMAHEHTHOCTA HA YMHOT
Ha KOHIIENTyaJHa MPOAYKI[Mja BO HEroBaTa HEIOBTOP-
JINBA CHUHTYJIADHOCT, KAKO ¥ KOH HErOBHUTE HUMAaHEHTHO
CaMOITPOU3BEJIEHN 3aKOHU. BepHocTa KOH ,,4MHOT® Ha
KOHIIEIITYaIHO MPOU3BOJICTBO Tpeba Jla ce unuTa Kako
BEPHOCT KOH ,HACTAaHOT“ Ha NPOU3BEAYyBaihe BHUCTHHA
1 KOH 3aKOHMTOCTHTE Ha HErOBOTO cebecosmaBarbe KOu
ce UMaHEHTHHU Ha OBOj eAuHCTBeH HactaH. OBOj BH Ha
~PaUKaIN3aM" ce 3ajlara 3a BEPHOCT KOH pPeasIHOCTa Ha
€IUHCTBEHUOT, CAaMOTEH YiH Ha MuciiaTa cooHecyBajku
ce Ha eJWMHCTBEHAaTa, caMOTHA MHCTaHIa Ha PeasHoTO
(Ha TeopeTH3MpaHATa PEASHOCT), HACIIPOTH BEPHOCTA
KOH CXOJIACTMYKATa CMECTEHOCT KaKO KpajHa MHCTaHIa
Ha JieruTUMHOCT. KOH OBa TBpAEHmE € MPUAPYKEHO U
OHa 3a MOroJjieMaTa II0aTHOCT 3a Teopucka 0b6paboTka
U IPOAYKTUBHOCT — ObOjacHyBauka MOK, MJIM, KOora Ou
ce uM3paswio aOpPUCTUYHO, CTATYC HA ,IOBUCTHHUTA
BucrtuHa“— Ha mMeTo/mouMoT/uHcTaHIaTa Ha EgHOTO
(JIapyen) wnu Hcroro (Bamjy) Hacrmporu Pasyimkara.
EzeH oz ieHTpaIHUTE MOMEHTH BO OBOj BU/T HA TEOPHUCKO
[TO3UIMOHUPabe € 00UIOT 3a ,,JIMHIBUCTUYKO HCKYIIY-
Bame”“ Ha PeasHOTO, T.€. co3/1aBambe ja3UUKU OOJIMK KOj
Moxe Jia nH(pOpMUpa HE caMO 3a IIPHCYCTBOTO/OTCYC-
TBOTO Ha PeaylHOTO, TYKy ¥ 3a HETOBUTE JI€jCTBYBaIba, 3a
edexTrTe U HCKycTBaTa IITO IpOU3Jerysaar oz Peai-
unoto. (Basjy roBopu 3a IIpasHuHaTa Ha JUHTBUCTHYKA
IIPEI03HATIMBOCT BO ,MECTOTO Ha HACTAHOT" OKOJIy KOE
ce MojaByBa eJHa HOBa BHUCTHHA, 1 HoB Jasuk; Jlapyen
ce IMOBHMKYBa Ha paJdKajHaTa UMAaHEHTHOCT — MMEHO,
PeaslHOTO — KaKO KpajHa HHCTAHI[A Ha JIETUTHMHPAELETO
Ha Muciara).

Cemak, Tpeba Ja ce Kake JleKa HUBHUTE TEOPUCKH
TPAaeKTOPUH Ce pasujyBaaT BO JIBE COCEM pa3IUYHH,
MO’KeOM M CIIPOTHCTAaBEHU HACOKHM Ha Pa3MUCIyBambe.
Ke on6ernam HaBJIETYBake BO KaKBa OMJIO CXOJIACTUYKA

It merely refers to the theoretical positioning of fidel-
ity to the immanence of the act of conceptual produc-
tion in its unrepeatable singularity, as well as to its im-
manently auto-generated laws. The fidelity to the “act”
of conceptual production is to be read as fidelity to the
“event” of truth production and the laws of its auto-
constitution which are immanent to this unique event.
This type of “radicalism” stands for fidelity to the reality
of the unique, solitary act of Thought correlating with
a unique, solitary instance of the Real (of the theorized
reality), as opposed to the fidelity to the scholastic back-
drop as the ultimate instance of legitimacy. This claim is
appended by that about the greater theoretical workabil-
ity and productiveness — explanatory power; or, to put it
aphoristically, a status of a “more truthful Truth” — of the
name/notion/instance of the One (Laruelle) or the Same
(Badiou) vis-a-vis the Difference. One of the central con-
cerns in this sort of theoretical positioning is the attempt
for “linguistic recuperation” of the Real, that is to say, of
creating a form within Language that can inform not only
about the presence/absence of the Real, but also of its
workings, of the impacts and experiences resulting from
the Real. (Badiou speaks of the Void of linguistic recog-
nizability within the “evental site,” around which a new
Truth, together with a New Language, emerges; Laruelle
invokes the radical immanence — namely, the Real — as
the ultimate instance of legitimization of Thought.)

Nevertheless, it needs to be said that their theoretical
trajectories diverge into two entirely different, perhaps
opposed courses of thought. I will avoid entering into
any scholastic comparative discussion and will merely
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KOMIIapaTHBHA JHUCKyCHja U caMoO Ke ja mocodaM IIpe-
CyJHATa, TEMeJHAa M BTEeMeJlyBaukKa pasjiiKka IoMery
JIBajiiaTa aBTopa: Aojeka AnaH basjy ja 3aroBapa paau-
kaHO ¢rnocodcekara muciaa, Pparcoa Jlapyen ja 3a-
cTamyBa paJuKaaHocTa Ha He-purocodujara. Y mokpaj
— WJIM, COCEM €HOCTAaBHO, Ha JIMHHUjaTa Ha — OBa Ipe-
CY/IHO pa3uyBaibe, HUBHUTE TEOPHH CIIOZEIyBaaT yIITe
e/lHa 3HavYajHa KapaKTePHUCTUKA: TBPAEIHETO IeKa YMHOT
Ha Teopucka pabora e cexozawl eeke yHHUBEp3aJeH
rect (Ha Muciara) Koj, of Apyra cTpaHa, € paJuKaaHo
WHAVNBUIYTUCTHYKH (CAMOTEH), HETOTATUTAPUCTHIKK
1 HEeyHHBep3aJieH/u3upauku. L[eHTpaJHHOT apryMeHT
Ha OBOj BUJI ,[IAPTUKYJIADUCTHYKYM YHUBEp3aIu3amM" Ou
OWJI IeKa YMHOT Ha TEOPETU3UPAIHE € CEKOTalll BeKe YMH
Ha Ipou3BeayBame ,,CBeT" Koj HUKOTaIll IOPaHO He OUJI
BHJIEH 071 KOj 6uito zpyr csert. Jlapyes roBopu 3a ,Lan-
gage-Univers“, nosmeka baajy jacHo tBpau: ,,Cekoja yHU-
BEP3aJIHOCT € CHHTYJIapHOCT ! ,YHUBEp3yMoT“ Ha Jlapy-
€J1 € HETETUUKHU, U Toa € ,JUMEH3Hja KOja He e TOTaJIHa,
TYKY € caMO HeoJIydyBauku TotaauTeT”.> Bo Herosara
Te3a Op. 2 3a YHUBEP3AJIHOTO, ITOKPAj TBPAEHETO JAeKa
,CE€KOja YHUBEP3ATHOCT € eauHeuHocT”, Bajjy Bemu:
»YHUBEP3AJIHOTO HE MOKE AUPEKTHO J]a C€ apTUKYIUPA
CO HEKOja MPeno3HaT/INBa TaPTUKYJIaPHOCT, TPYIHUPAhe
AN UIEHTUTET .3

U BO ABETE TEOPUCKH MO3UIUKM HEMA HUTY MpeTeH3Hja
HUTY €MICTEMOJIONIKA MOKHOCT 3a ,,KOJIOHU3HUPame” Ha
pa3IMYHUTE KYJITYPH Ha JUCKYPCUBHOCT WJIM Ha CyO-
aJITEPHOTO, OU/IEJKU U JBETE Ce MO3HUIUHU KOU I[BPCTO
ja 3acramyBaar MOKHOCTa C€KOja pa3MHUCIyBadyKa CHUH-
TYJIAPHOCT J]a IPOU3Be/ie YHUBEP3YM U YHHUBEP3AJIHOCT.
Hewma noTpeba sa ce 6paHu mo3unujata Ha ,,parmMeHT/
HO“ OHJIejkH He ce IpeTnocTaByBa HHUKakBo Lleno (koe
r'0 MHHAJIO IIPOIIecOT Ha (pparmMeHTHpare). THCTaHIIATA
sangage-univers“ e mpousBoy; Ha Busuja-Bo-EnHO Ha
IIpercraByBaukuotr CyOjeKT KOj TO OCTBApUJI IIPOIIECOT
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point to the critical, to the founding and fundamental
difference between the two authors: while Alain Badiou
invokes the radically philosophical thought, Francois
Laruelle calls upon the radicalism of non-philosophy.
In spite of — or, quite simply, along — this critical diver-
gence, their respective theories share another important
trait: the argument that the act of theoretical work is al-
ways already a universalistic gesture (of thought) that is,
nonetheless, a radically individualistic (solitary), non-to-
talitarian and non-universal/izing one. The central argu-
ment of this sort of “particularistic universalism” would
be that the act of theorizing is always already an act of
producing a “Universe” never witnessed by any other
universe before. Laruelle speaks of a “Langage-Univers,”
while Badiou clearly claims: “Every universal is a singu-
larity.”™ Laruelle’s “Universe” is non-thetic, and it is “a
dimension which is not total, but a sheer non-decisional
totality.” In his Thesis no. 2 on the universal, besides the
statement that “every universal is a singularity,” Badiou
says: “The universal cannot be directly articulated with
any recognizable particularity, grouping, or identity.”

In the both theoretical positions there is neither preten-
sion nor epistemic possibility to “colonize” the different
cultures of discursivity or the subaltern, since they are
both positions strongly claiming the possibility of each
thinking singularity to produce a universe and universal-
ity. There is no need to defend the position of “fragment/
al,” since they do not assume a Whole (that would have
undergone the process of fragmentation). The instance
of “langage-univers” is a product of the Vision-in-One of
the Representing (representational) Subject, which has
accomplished the process of “dualysis” (of dismantling

’II
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Ha ,ayannza‘“ (Ha pa3rpajiyBarbe Ha IyaTu3MOT HHXEePeH-
TeH Ha ja3uKOT Ha pusocodujara) u ce ciry:ku co chora-
Ta, ,TPAHCIEH/IEHTAJIHUOT MaTepujai’, co Ja3UKOT KaKO
MaTepHujasl IITO HE € OpraHu3upaH KaKo JAVCKYpP3UBEH
Kocmoc. IIpousBoauTe o/ €/1eH TakoB mpoiiec (Ha Muc-
JlaTa KOja € BO HHTepaKIihja co PeaTHOTO) ce HapeueHU
sangages-univers“ u Tue ce ,,0HOj ‘DUHaIEH TPOU3BO/
KOj CeKorarll e IpeJiMeT Ha 6eCKOHeUYHU pedopMyJIaiiuu
U nojiobpyBama“.* 3aToa, oBue ,yHHBEP3YMH" ce, HCTO
TaKka, 1 KOHTUHTEeHIIUH.

3a passmka op Jlapyes, Bajjy ro mpermocraByBa Ioc-
TOEeTO U (YHHUBep3ajHaTa) peJeBaHTHOCT Ha HUBOTO
Ha TpaHcleHeHTHa(1) Bucruna(u) (cocem miaToHUC-
TUYKH, U TOA CIIOPE] COIICTBEHATa JeKJIapUPAHOCT Ha
aBTOPOT), TPAHCIEHAMPAjKK IO HHUBOTO HA HCTOPH]a,
HMaKo W MOTEeKHyBajku of Hea. Toa IITO ¥ [BajiaTa ro
CIIOZIe/TyBaaT, BCYIIHOCT, € TJIEHUIITETO JieKa MMO3HUIU-
jaTa Ha YHHBEP3AJIHOTO €, (GaKTHUKH, IO3UIIHja HA pa-
JIUKAJTHOTO (KaKO HAaJIOKyBauyKa CHUHTYJIAPHOCT IIITO
BJIeYe JIETUTUMHOCT OJ COIICTBEHATa UMaHEHTHOCT, a He
O/1 MHTEPIIPEeTaTUBHATA MHCTAHIIA HA JUCKYP3UBHOCTA).

BoBenyBajku ru umumaTa Ha Jlapyen u Ha Bazjy Bo ca-
MOTO MHUIIMpame Ha OBOj TeOpeMaTCcKu OO/, He Haja-
ByBa IIOHaTaMOIIIHA JjIabMHCKa cropezideHa pacipaBa
3a HUBHHUTE TEOPUCKU OIlyCH. BO HUBHUTE TEODUU THU
HaofaM TEPMUHHTE IITO C€ HCKJIYYEHU O] CTpPaHA Ha
IIOCTCTPYKTYPAJIMCTUUKATA JUCKYpP3UBHA MOXHOCT Ka-
KO OIlepaTHUBHU KOHIENTYaJIHU Kpeallud KOW He MOpa
Jla 6uaT BO CyAUP CO HEKOU O/1 TBP/lehaTa Ha IIOCTCTPYK-
TYPAJIUCTHYKUTE (IIOCTMOJIEPHUCTHIKUTE) TEOPUU KO-
IITO ce, criopes, MeHe, 3HauajHu. Cekako, MuUcjIaM Ha
nmoumure Ha ExHoro/Hcroro, PeanHnoro, PagukaaHoro
U Ha HOBOBOBEJICHOTO - YHUBEP3IHOTO. Jlerutumu-
paukuTe nocranku Ha Muciara (ogHOCHO, paboTaTa Ha
IIPOU3BE/lyBAabe BUCTHHY) KO OU ce IIOBUKAJIe HA OBUE

dualism inherent in philosophical language), and has
resorted to the “chora,” the “transcendental material,”
to Language inasmuch as material unorganized into a
discursive Cosmos. The products of such a process (of
Thought interacting with the Real) are called “langages-
univers,” and they are “that ‘“final’ product which is al-
ways subject to infinite reformulation and rectification.”
Therefore, these “universes” are contingencies as well.

Differently from Laruelle, Badiou presupposes the ex-
istence and (universal) pertinence of the level of tran-
scendent Truth/s (quite Platonic and declaredly so),
transcending the level of history even though originating
from it. What they share, then again, is the view that the
position of the universal is, in fact, the position of the
radical (inasmuch as that dictating singularity drawing
legitimacy from its immanence, not from the interpreta-
tional instance of discursivity).

Introducing the names of Laruelle and Badiou into the
very initiation of this theorematic attempt does not an-
nounce any further in-depth comparative discussion of
their theoretical opuses. It is in their respective theories
that I find the terms that have been excluded from the
poststructuralist discursive possibility as operative con-
ceptual creations that need not establish conflict with
some of the claims of poststructuralist (postmodern)
theories valuable to me. I am, of course, referring to the
notions of the One/Same, the Real, the Radical and the
newly introduced Universal. Legitimizing gestures of
Thought (that is to say, the work of generating truths)
that would resort to these notions or merely names
are simply precluded by the poststructuralist legacy of
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MTOMMH WJIM CAMO UMHIba, €THOCTABHO, Ce UCKJIyUYEeHH Of
CTpaHa Ha IOCTCTPYKTYPAJIHUCTUYKOTO MHCJIOBHO Hac-
JieJicTBO. /la ro MOBTOpPHME YIIITE €/THAII OHa INTO Oele
KaKaHO BO IIPETXOJHUTE TJIABH, PA3MHUCIYBAIETO BO
JIyXOT Ha IOCTCTPYKTYPAIMCTUYKATA U/ LJTH JIEKOHCTPYK-
TUBUCTUYKATa TEOPUCKO-(Procodcka Tpaauiiuja — Wim
MOJTYEITKYM WJIM OTBOPEHO — ja OTdpJia MOKHOCTA 3a
KOHIIENITYaJIN3UPakhe Ha H3BECHO ,PaIMKATHO® HJIN
,ACTO“ WU ,yHUBEP3AIHO“ WIU ,peayiH0 Koe He Ou
OmMJI0 BO CyAUp €O Toa 3a IITO OBaa TpaJullHja ce 3aJia-
ra.

OBaa npoxubuIyja, Uiy MOTOYHO NHXUOUIHU]ja, Ha MUC-
JlaTa, UCTO TaKa, IIOKPAj APYTHUTE MMPETXOAHO CIIOMEHATH
paboTH, TO UMIUTUIIKPA U CJIETHOBO: 3a JAUCKYP3HB-
HOTO HACJIEJICTBO Ha ITOCTMOJIEPHU3MOT — ¥ 0COOEHO Ha
(beMUHUCTUYKUOT MOCTCTPYKTypaTu3aM (KOj IPETEKHO
nmotekHyBa oz, CAJl 1 IBpCTO ce MOTIHpPa Ha KOHTUHEH-
TayiHaTa Pumocodcka TpaauIrja) — OBUE ,HMHEbA“ OF
3anmaiHuOT (UI0copCKO-TEOPUCKH BOKabysap He ce
caMo JIMHTBUCTHYKH (DEHOMEHH, TYKY €JTHAIIl 3aCeKorarll
JNeUHUPaHU KOHIENITH, KOHEUHH IeTEPMHUHAIIUH, HOMH-
HAJIHU 3a0Kpy’keHocTu. HaBuCTHHA, THE ce TPeTHPaHU
0e3MasIKy KaKO HEKAaKBO ,HOMHUHAIMCTUYKO PEAJTHO®,
0CcOOeHO 0] cTpaHa HAa aMEePUKAHCKUTE (DEeMUHUCTHIKHI
dumocodu ox moctmoznepHa (IOCTCTPYKTYPATUCTHIKA,
JIEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUYKA WA KOHCTPYKTUBHUCTHYKA...
WTH.) TpoBeHHeHIHja: ,CrabwiHoto®, ,McTroTo® mim
»YHUBEP3AJTHOTO® ce YMHHU KaKo Jla UMaaT (PUKCHpaHa
M HENpPOMEeHJIMBa TO3WIMja KOja CO IpaBO MOXKeE Jia
ro IPHUCBOjyBa CTaTyCOT HAa HEIPUKOCHOBEHO PeasHo.
HuBHaTa HempoMeHJIMBa IPUPO/Ia BO PAMKUTE HA WJIN
COIJIAaCHO OBHE JINCKYPCH, KaKO U (PaKTOT JieKa IMOCTojaT
KaTErOPHUH IITO Ce UCKIyYeH! BP3 OCHOBA Ha CTAaTyCOT
,IIPAKTUYHO HEIOCTOEYKH“ KOj UM € JaZileH O] CTpaHa
Ha OBa JUCKYP3UBHO HaCJIEACTBO, MOXKE Jla TOBOPHU 3a
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thought. Let us once again repeat what has been said in
the previous chapters, thinking in the vein of the post-
structuralist and/or deconstructionist theoretico-philo-
sophical tradition — either tacitly or openly — rejects
the possibility of conceptualizing a certain “radical” or
“same” or “universal” or “real” that would not be in colli-
sion with what this legacy stands for.

This prohibition, or rather inhibition, of thought also
implies, among other things mentioned previously, the
following: for the discursive lineage of postmodernism
— and in particular, of feminist poststructuralism (origi-
nating predominantly from the States, and relying heav-
ily on the continental philosophical tradition) — these
“names” from the western philosophico-theoretical vo-
cabulary are not merely linguistic phenomena, but once
and for all defined concepts, finite determinations, nom-
inal accomplishments. They have been, indeed, treated
as if a certain “nominalistic real,” and in particular so
by the US feminist philosophers of postmodern (post-
structuralist, deconstructivist or constructivist ..., and so
on) provenance: the “Stable,” the “Same” or the “Univer-
sal” seem to have a fixed and unchanging position that
can rightfully claim the status of an unshakeable Real.
Their nature of inalterability within or according to the
discourses in question, and the fact that other categories
have been excluded on the basis of the status of “virtu-
ally non-existent” that they have been accorded by this
discursive legacy, can speak of a tacit pretension of the
language/thought to re-present the real/ity.

:
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IpeMoJIyaHaTa MMpeTeH3uja Ha jJa3UKOT/MHCIaTa Jia TO
(ja) mpercraByBa peasHo(cTa).

IToBTOpYBajKU TH OBUE TBPAEHA, Ce 00UAYBAM IIOBTOP-
HO /Ia ja MCKa)kaM U IMOTBP/IaM MOjaTa IMPecTaltHuYKa U
epeTHYKa MO3HUIHja ViS-A-VIS COBPEMEHUOT ITOCTCTPYK-
TypaJIMCTHUKK (peMuHU3aM (M pojgoBaTa U queer Teo-
puja), ce yITe MpUAPKYBajKH Ce JI0 HEr0 BO 3HAYUTEHA
MepKa, MCTO OHaKa KaKO IITO 3a3eMaM U IIPUIMYIHO
epeTuyKa IOo3UlMja U BO OAHOC Ha JlaypesoBara He-
dunocoduja. Jac ja cmectyBam JAOKTpUHATa Ha He-pU-
socodujara Bo chepara Ha chora, BO JOMEHOT Ha TpaHC-
HeHAeHTaTHUOT (prtocodcku) MmaTepujast 3aeHO CO TOj
Ha IIOCTMOJIEPHUCTUYKHTE, IEKOHCTPYKTUBUCTUUKUTE K
ITOCTMOJIEPHUCTUYKHUTE (MM KOW OWJIO APYTH) TEOPUH
CO KO pacriojiaraM BO MOUTE OOH/IH 32 TEOPETU3HPAIbE.
Bo mowuTe TeopuCcKH HamopH, o HedrrocodpckaTa J0K-
TPUHA ja 3a7prKyBaM €JUHCTBEHO IpaszHaTa IOCTypa
Ha MHCJIaTa KOja OCTaHyBa BepHa Ha PeaylHOTO W ,CBe-
cHa“ 3a (WM cekorail cooueHa co) ¢paKTOT JieKa Toa CO
IITO pacroJiara BO MPOILECOT € TPAHCIEHAEHTATHHOT
Marepujajl Kako Matepujai - chdra, a He OpraHu3UpaH
M WHTEJerHOHJIeH CHCTeM Ha 3Haeme, win KocMmoc.
Cama 110 cebe, oBaa IO3HUIIMja OJIBAj J1a € EPETUYKA BO
OIHOC Ha TeopwjaTta Ha He-puiaocodHja, BO cropeada
CO eJIHa OJI MO3UIUUTE IIITO M 3acTalyBaM TyKa: Bepy-
BaM JieKa HUe Heus0eXHO cMme ,couynHeTu ox” CeeroT
Ha JMCKYP3WBHOCTA, O/ MHKCJIaTa CO KOja pacroJsara
Haieto Bpeme. CieicTBEHO, pa3HaTa He-puiocodcka
IIOCTypa Ha MHCJIaTa € HaMEPHO ITPOU3BE/IEH pacIiel BO
cekoraiil Beke (KOH-) TeKCTyaJIM3ipaHaTa MKCJIa, OTBOD
o1 BHaTpeIlIHocTa Ha Teker/ypaTa o] KojallTo cMe CO3-
JTaZIeH .

Cemnak, Hama He-uirocodCcka ,,I0JKHOCT € Jla UcTpae-
Me BO OBaa IIOCTypa U Jia To 06e30euMe OIICTOjyBAEeTO
Ha OBOj OTBOP, OAPIKYBajku ro mpucyreH. Taka, He Bepy-

Through the repeating of these statements I am attempt-
ing to reiterate and reaffirm my transgressive and hereti-
cal position vis-a-vis the contemporary poststructuralist
feminism (and gender and queer theory), while still sub-
scribing to a considerable part of it, as I am assuming
a rather heretical position vis-a-vis Laruelle’s non-phi-
losophy as well. I am relegating the doctrine of non-phi-
losophy to the realm of the chora, to the domain of the
transcendental (philosophical) material together with
that of poststructuralist, deconstructive and postmod-
ernist (or any other) theories that I dispose with in my
attempts of theorization. What I am keeping in my work
of theorizing from the non-philosophical doctrine is the
mere, empty posture of thought which remains in fidel-
ity to the Real and “aware” of (or, always already facing)
the fact that what it can dispose with in the process is the
transcendental material inasmuch as material — chora,
and not an organized and intelligible body of knowledge,
not a Cosmos. This position in itself is hardly heretical
with respect to the theory of non-philosophy compared
to another of the positions that I am adopting here: I be-
lieve that we are inescapably “made of” the World of Dis-
cursiveness, of the available thinking of our time. Conse-
quently, the empty non-philosophical posture of thought
is a purposely produced crack within the always already
(con-)textualized thought, an opening from within the
Text/ure we have been made of.

However, it is our non-philosophical “duty” to persevere
in this posture and secure the keeping of this opening
alive, preserving it there. Thus, I disbelieve the validity of




Identities )

BaM BO BJIM/THOCTA HA C€KOj 00K/ 3a 11eJIOCHO 0T pJiarbe
Ha IUCKYPCUTE Ha TOCTCTPYKTYPATU3MOT U IEKOHCTPYK-
nujata (WM HA KOj OWJIO aBTOPUTET PEJIEBAaHTEH 3a
HAYMHOT Ha KOj CBETOT JieHec ce Tiiena cebe cu). Ex-
HOCTaBHO, He BEPYyBaM JIeKa HEKOj MOXKe J]a TIPOU3BEE
ybeJIBO U KOH3UCTEHTHO TEOPUCKO TBPJEHE CIIOPEN
KO€ BO IIeJIOCT Ce MCKJIyYyBa aBTOPUTETOT HA MHUCJIATa
KOja ja 00JIMKyBa eroxaTa BO KOja KHBee, HaKO MOXKe J1a
ce MPOU3BeJle PAJUKATHO CUTYUPakhe OFHATpe camaTa
Curyanmja (Bo BagjyoBcka cmuciia Ha 360poT) a, €o Toa,
Y PaJIMKJTHO pa3ynyHa BucTuHA. Ho, KojamTo ke 6uze
CUHTYJIapHA, KOJallITO He MOKE€ U He CaKa — OJTHOCHO,
pagukaiHo e uHAuGEpPEeHTHA — Jla ja MO/pUE CEBKYII-
HocTa Ha J[uckyp3uBHHUOT CBeT, 1a ro 3ameHu CUCTEMOT
CO HOB U PAJIUKAJTHO PasjindeH. PauKkaiHO pa3InyHOTO
CUTYyHpaibe, pararmbeTo Ha HOBa BUCTHUHA o] [Ipa3HuHAa-
ta win ox I'panuniara (u PeasHOTO), a cemak omHaTpe
Curyarnujata (baajy) wim Cseror (Jlapyen), moxke na
[IPOU3BeE/ie [PAMATUYHO IIOMECTYBalbe KOe IpoIlarmpa
IIeJIOCHO TOWHaKBa JIMCKyp3uBHOCT, HOB ,,CHUCTEM®, HO
HUKOTAIIl KaKO Pe3yJITaT Ha TaKBaTa MIPeTeH3Huja.

Pasiika/THOTO CUTyHMpaibe € CHHIYJIapHO U 3aToa HMa-
HEHTHO UWHAW(MEPEHTHO KOH TaKBUTE IIPETEH3UM.
Bpakajku ce Ha IpalllameTo 3a ,epecuTe”, aBTOPUTE-
TUTE, TIOKPaj Beke criomeHatute Jlapyen u Banjy (kako
OCHOBHU pedepeHIin), Bp3 YUK Pa3MUCIN C€ IOTIIHPaAM
Ha CTpaHUIIMBE IITO cienaT ce U Po3u Bpaumoru (Rosi
Braidotti), JIuc Mpurape (Luce Irigaray) u XKun [lenes
(Gilles Deleuze). OBue (HajMasyiKy) JiBa pa3/IUYHU Te-
OPMCKH TpaBI[d Ke ce CpeTHAT M HCIpeIUIeTaT TyKa,
BOCIIOCTaBYBajKU AUjaJIOT HE CaMO HA JOKTPUHU TYKY
HCTO TaKa, aKO He U IOoBeKe, Ha MOXKHH YIIOTpeOH Ha
Ja3WKOT CO3/1aBajku 3aeMHO HAJIONOJIHYBayKa HHTEP-
aprymeHnraija. Ad hoc coonBeTcTByBamara Ha ,,puio-
codCKUTe/TpaHCIIEHEHTATHUTE MaTepujain”, Hes3a-
BHMCHO O/ CXOJIACTUYKOTO IOTEKJIO0, ke ja uH-popMupaar
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any attempt of doing away in totality with the discourses
of poststructuralism and deconstruction (or of any au-
thority relevant for the way the World sees itself today).
Plainly, I do not believe that anyone can yield a convinc-
ing and consistent theoretical claim to have entirely dis-
missed the authority of the thought shaping the epoch
in which one lives, although one can produce a radical
situating from within the Situation (in Badiou’s sense
of the word) and, therefore, a radically different truth.
But a singular one, which cannot and does not wish to
— it is radically indifferent in this respect — to undermine
the entirety of a Discursive World, to replace the System
with a new and radically different one. The radically dif-
ferent situating, the birth of a new truth from the Void or
from the Limit (and the Real), and still from within the
Situation (Badiou) or the World (Laruelle), can produce
a dramatic shift propagating an entirely different Dis-
cursivity, a new “System,” but never as a result of such
pretension.

The radical situating is singular and, therefore, imma-
nently indifferent to such pretensions. Returning to the
question of “heresies,” the authorities, besides the al-
ready mentioned Laruelle and Badiou (as the principal
points of reference), on whose thought I am drawing in
the forthcoming pages are also Rosi Braidotti, Luce Iri-
garay and Gilles Deleuze. These (minimum) two differ-
ent lines of theory will meet and intertwine here, estab-
lishing a dialogue of not merely doctrines but also, and
even more so, of possible usages of language creating a
complementing inter-argumentation. The ad hoc cor-
respondences of the “philosophical/transcendental ma-
terials,” regardless of the scholastic provenance, will be
in-forming the thought which has assumed the posture
of “correlativity” with the Real. It is the consonance of

;
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MHCJIaTa Koja 3a3ejia MOCTypa Ha ,,KOpeJaTUBHOCT® co
PeasrnoTo. Co3BydjeTo Ha pa3jIMYHUTE IIPHCBOjyBarba
Ha Ja3WKOT IITO O/IEKHYBAaaT CO MCKYCTBOTO Ha Peai-
HOTO Ke ja HCIIOJIHYBa Ipa3HaTta mnocrypa Ha Muciara,
KOjaIllTo, O/ Jpyra cTpaHa, Ke OuJie BO ceKorall Beke
IIOBTOpYyBaukKaTa cocTojb6a Ha OJHOBO IIPE-CO3/IaBAIHE
Ha CBOjOT cTaTyc Ha mpasHoTtuja. U Toa camo 3a 1a 6uzne
IIOBTOPHO HCIIOJIHETA CO HOBA TEKCTypa Ha ja3WK BO —
KPajHO HEIUJIOJTHUOT — O0H/T 32 I0JI0BYBAab€ Ha OZEIUTE
Ha uckyceHoTo (PeasiHo). CraHyBa 300D 3a cekoraii Beke
HeycIelleH 001/, HO camo BO KpajHaTa MHCTAHIIA.

Tparu Ha uckycrBoro (PeasHOTO) HEM3OEKHO Ce€ BIIU-
[IIaHK BO aTOHAJHATa My3WKa IITO ja MPOU3BEAyBaaT
O/IlJIaCHTE Ha Ja3WKOT BO KoOpeJanuja co PeasHOTO;
Jypd ¥ Herorata HeMOK—80-KpajHailla-uHCciliaHya
(ma ro mosioBu PeasHOTO) € BIMINAHA BO Ja3HKOT
[Ipeco3/iaBajku ro ¥ KOMYHHUIIUPAjKU TO UCKYCTBOTO Ha
OHOj CeKoralll Beke HelleJIOCEH Ha4uH, OCyZleH Ha perre-
TUTUBHUOT YHH Ha HENIPEKWMHATO CTPEMEHhE KOH HUCIIOJI-
HetocT. TokMy kesibaTa 3a UCIIOJIHETOCT HEU30EKHO ja
CUTyHpaMHUCJIaTa KaKO UCIIPA3HETa O/ JOKTPUHA H )KeTHA
3a 3aJ[0BOJIYBAHETO IIITO TO OBO3MOKYBa HCKYCTBEHOTO
(PeastHoTO). 3a710BOJICTBOTO J0ara BO OOJIMK Ha 3aBET Ha
oBaa ,JbyOOB“: IIpO3payHaTa TEKCTypa Ha Ja3UKOT IITO
Ce HCIUIETYBa OKOJIy r'ycTUHaTa Ha VICKyCTBOTO.

2. Solitude radicale

PagykasHa caMOTHja € eIHO O/ MHOTYTE€ HUMHEba KOH
JlapyesoBaTa He-duocodwuja My I'i JaBa Ha (cocrojoaTa
Ha 3a3eMarbe Ha) UIEHTUTETOT-BO-KpajHa-uHCTaHIIa Ha
YOBEYKOTO buTHe, MCTO Taka HapeYeHO U YOBEKOT-BO-
yoBek noTouHo Maxkor-so-Max (’Homme-en-Homme)
kako Peannoro (Ha ,goBemTBoT0). Ke cu ja mo3Bosiam
c06o/1aTa 3a Mpe-UMeHyBabe Ha MHCTaHIlaTa Ha ,Mask-

the different appropriations of Language echoing the ex-
perience of the Real that will be filling the empty posture
of Thought, which, on the other hand, will itself be in the
always already reiterating state of re-creating anew its
status of emptiness. Only to be filled in again by a new
texture of language in the — ultimately futile — attempt
of capturing the resonances of experienced (Real). It is
an always already failed effort, but only in the last in-
stance.

Traces of the experience (the Real) are inevitably in-
scribed in that atonal music produced by the resonances
of Language correlating with the Real; even its power-
lessness-in-the-last instance (to capture the Real) is in-
scribed in the Language recreating and communicating
the experience in that always already incomplete way,
doomed to the repetitive act of always already striving
for completion. It is the desire for this completion which
inevitably situates the thought as empty for doctrine and
thirsty for the satisfaction endowed by the experiential
(the Real). The satisfaction is taken in the form of the
token of this “love”: the translucent texture of Language,
weaving around the thickness of Experience.

2. Solitude radicale

Radical solitude is one of the many names that Laru-
elle’s non-philosophy gives to (the state of inhabiting)
the identity-in-the-last-instance of the Human Being,
also called the Man-in-Man (’'Homme-en-Homme) in-
asmuch as the Real (of “Humanity”). I will allow myself
the freedom of re-naming the instance of “Man-in-Man”
into “Wo/Man-in-Wo/Man.” Nonetheless, in most of the
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Bo-Max" Bo ,Ma/»/eHa-Bo-Ma/x/ena“. Kako u fa e, BO
IIOBEKETO CJIydyau eJHOCTaBHO Ke IO KOpUCTaM IIPEBO-
1ot Ha ,,’Homme-en-Homme" kako ,, 40BeK-BO-4OBEK".
OcCTaTOKOT IITO HUKOTAIl HeMa Jla MOXe Ja My Ouzje
rocpefyBaH Ha JIpyruor, u3gurHat Ha HUBO Ha TpaHc-
[EHZIEHTAJTHO, M TakKa Jila OBO3MOXH €aMoocI000.Ty-
Bame 071 cebe3aTBopeHOCTa (BO COICTBEHOTO ,PeaysHo
Ha BuiyBamero“), HaBUCTHHA € cocToj6a Ha paJuKaHa
caMOTHja — TEPUTOPHjaTa KOjJaIlITO CEKOTaIll BeKe CMe
ja HacenyBase. A TakBa e U TeOpHUCKaTa HACOKAa HA MHUC-
Jierbe BO TEpMUHM Ha PeasiHOTO — co BepHOCT KOH Peast-
HOTO — a He Ha JJOKTpuHCKHoT Kocmoc.

BakBHUOT BHJ TEOPHUCKO cebecHUTyHparme MOXKe Ja ce
Hapeue He-pmwiocodcko, Ouzaejku He-pumocodujara
€ OHaa IIITO ro 3acTalyBa BO TaKOB pajluKaJieH u bec-
KOMIIPOMHCEH OOJIMK Ha KOjIITO Ce TOBUKYBaM OBJIE, U
TOKMY Ha OBOj IUCKYPC U Ce IIOBHKyBaM KOTra TOBOpaM 3a
Hero. He-duiocodujaTa—uau monpernusHo, Hej3UHUOT
ocHoBau ®pancoa Jlapyesn — cemnak, ro KapakTepu3upa
Kako ,HaydeH“. Toa IITO MPBEHCTBEHO Ce Mo/pa3bupa
071, ,,HAyYHO € BCYIITHOCT ,,cOCTOjKaTa“ /1 BUAOT HA MHC-
Jla KOja KAHOHCKU € KBaJTn(UKyBaHA KaKO HayJYHa U KOja
Jlapyesn ja cmera 3a nepuHEpayKa (3a HeroBara ,HayJIHa
MeTo/a“): MHUCJIEHhe O] MEepPCIeKTHBA Ha 00jeKTOT Ha
HCIIUTYyBakhe BO Herorara HecdariuBa HeZODATIHBOCT
(Bo HeroBmoOT aciekT Ha PeaysHo u kako camoTto Peas-
HO) KODHICTEJKM TO W YIATyBajKu HA JOKTPUHAPHUOT
MaTepHjajl eIMHCTBEHO KAaKO Ha Toa — Marepujaa (Ha
JIOCTallHU KOHIleNTyanu3anuu). Toa e BU MHCIA KOja
HE ja CMecTyBa CBOjaTa IIOYeTHA IMO3UIlHja BO JOKTPHUHA-
Ta, TYKy BO CyOjexilioili Ha MHUCJIaTa, ¥ TH UCKOPUCTYBa
Pa3JIMYHUTE JOCTAITHU JOKTPUHH CO3/IaBajKU efeH Iie-
JIOCHO WHTEP-JAOKTPUHApPeH (WU WHTEP-ITUCIIUILIMHA-
peH) 30Up HA OUMTJIETHH CXOJTACTHIKH JUCKPEIAHITU CO
€IMHCTBEHA IIeJ1 — pa3buparme Ha KOHKPETHHOT 00jeKT
Ha HUCIIUTYBAKETO.
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cases I will simply resort to the translation of “I’'Homme-
en-Homme” as “Human-in-Human.” The remnant of
what cannot ever be mediated to the Other, elevated on
the level of the Transcendental, and, therefore, enable a
certain self-deliverance from the self-enclosure (in one’s
“Real of Being”), is indeed a state of radical solitude —
the territory we have always already inhabited. And such
is also the theoretical stance of thinking in terms of the
Real — in fidelity to the Real — and not to the doctrinal
Cosmos.

This sort of theoretical self-situating can be named non-
philosophical, since it is the non-philosophy which has
professed it in that radical and uncompromising form
that I am invoking here, and it is this discourse that I
draw on when referring to it. The non-philosophy, how-
ever — or, more accurately, its founder, Francois Laru-
elle — categorizes it also as “scientific.” What is primarily
understood by the latter is in fact the “ingredient” of the
type of thinking canonically labelled as scientific that
Laruelle considers defining (of his “scientific method”):
thinking from the perspective of the object of investiga-
tion in its ungraspable elusiveness (in its aspect of the
Real and inasmuch as the Real) whereby the doctrinal
material is used, referred to as merely that — a material
(of available conceptualizations). It is a kind of thought
which does not situate its starting point in the doctrine
but in the subject of thought, and makes use of the dif-
ferent available doctrines creating an entirely inter-doc-
trinal (or inter-disciplinary) assemblage of utter scholas-
tic discrepancies with the sole aim of understanding the
particular object of investigation.
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TakBOTO pasMuCIyBambe € JUKTUPAHO €JUHCTBEHO Of
00jEKTOT HA HCIUTYBamb€e, 0J] HEIOCTOjAaHOCTUTE HA He-
npeaBuinBoTo Peanno. Taka, TepMHHOT ,Hay4yeH"
He ce KOPHCTU BO KOHBEHI[MOHAJHA CMHCJIA HA 300pOT
MaKo Ce OJIHECYBa Ha efleH acleKT Ha HayYHHOT MeTOoJ
BO KOHBEHI[MOHAJIHATa CMHCJIa Ha 300poT; Toa e ac-
IIeKTOT IITO TO Pa3JIMKyBa OBOj BUJl MHUCJIA Of IPYTUOT
mto Jlapyen ro Hapekysa ,unocodcku“. dunocodpu-
jaTa e OHOj rojileM ceKorani Beke MarelicaH Kpyr Ha eJl-
HOBpPEMEHO COBJIa/lyBame Ha PeastHOTO 1 Ha camarta cebe
cu (Mucinara wiu TpaHCIEHIEHTIHOTO) BP3 OCHOBA Ha
— cropes He-puiocodujaTa — HEJ3UHOTO O/JIyIyBabe,
WK TOTOYHO, CaMOOJIy4dyBameTo Ha (uiocodujara
— CaMO-JIETUTUMHUPAYKHOT CTAaTyC BO CPILIETO HA Hej3U-
Hute (Ha punocodujaTa) aBaHTypU — € OHA IITO ja HOCU
JI0 coCcT0jb6a Ha caMOI0BOJIHOCT, COCTABEH JIeJl HA CEKO-
ja dunocoduja — TBpAu Jlapyes — u OHa HEIITO KOe ja
npaBu punocodujara cebe-0OBUTKYBATKA.

OBaa BHaTpeIIHa, CTPYKTYpPHA KOMIIOHEHTa € Hen30exKHa
Y HETIIPeMOCTJINBa 32 hrutocodujaTa Kako TaKBa, Ouzejku
TOA € HeJ3MHOTO UCXOJIUIIITe: BTeMeJlyBauKaTa 1ozesnda
nomerly Muciata u PeasiHOTO, 1 BEKOBHUOT, OecKOHeueH
laHy Ha tlocaxkyseaHaitia uHiliep-pedaexcuja sodeHa
00 axiiusHailia Mucaa Hactipoiiu 3actiaHaiia ua-
cugHocill Ha Peannoitio. HensbexxHaTa 110jJ0BHA TOUYKA
U reHe3a Ha cekoja ¢unocoduja e oJIyKaTa IITO Taa ja
JIOHECyBa 3a 0lHOCOT noMmery Mucsara u Peannoro, 10-
JleKa pe3yJITaTUTe Of] CUTe HEJ3UHU HUcjeyBama Mopa
Jla ce corylacyBaar u jia 6uzjat Bo XapMOHHja CO OBaa
OCHOBauKa ojayyka. OBa e HellITO MITO U He-duiocodu-
jara ro mpasy, U TOA € IPUYMHATA 30IITO Taa OCTaHyBa
Jia 6uzne duwiocoduja TOMOTHUTETHO U HACIPOTHU IIpe-
¢uxcor ,He-“. Toa mro ja mpasu ,He-“ Ha dunocodpu-
jara e HalyIITaWkeTO Ha JIOTMKAaTa Ha PeJalluOHU3MOT
KaKo OCHOBauka 3a (¢uyiocodujata U cycrneHsujara Ha
JlelIN3UOHU3MOT.

Such thinking is dictated, but by the object of investiga-
tion, by the vicissitudes of the unpredictable Real. There-
fore, the term “scientific” is not used in the conventional
sense of the word, although it refers to a certain aspect
of the scientific method in the conventional sense of the
word; it is that aspect which differentiates this type of
thought from the one called by Laruelle “philosophical.”
Philosophy is that always already grand vicious circle of
mastering both the Real and itself (the Thought or the
Transcendental) on the basis of — according to the non-
philosophy — its decisionism. Or rather, it is philoso-
phy’s auto-decisionism— the self-legitimizing status at
the heart of its (philosophy’s) adventures — which brings
it to the state of self-sufficiency, a constituent shared by
any and all philosophy — claims Laruelle — and that thing
which renders philosophy self-enveloping.

This intrinsic, structuring component is inevitable to
and insurmountable by philosophy as such, since it is
its juncture of origin: the grounding division between
Thought and the Real, and the perennial, endless dance
of attempted inter-reflection led by the active thought
vis-a-vis the dormant passivity of the Real. Any philoso-
phy’s unavoidable point of departure and genesis is the
decision it establishes of the relation between Thinking
and the Real, while the results of all its investigations
must confirm and be in consonance with this founding
decision. This is something that also the non-philosophy
does, and this is why it remains to be philosophy in ad-
dition to and in spite of the prefix of “non-". What makes
it, however, a “non-” of the philosophy is the dismantling
of the logic of relationism as founding for the philosophy
and the suspension of decisionism.
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He-dwmiocodckoro 3aroBapame Ha Mucia IITO ce Tpe-
THpa KaKo ollepalyja JIUIIeHa 07 ceKaKBa OHTOJIOTH]a,
MOTYMHETA Ha PeasTHOTO, TPOM3JIeryBajKu O/ HETO KAKO
HErOB ,HETETUUYKHU 0/Ipas”, ,,allCoOJIyTeH ofpa3, uiu 0e3
oryiemasio”,® ce 3ajiara 3a HeIMBU3MOHM3aM. Vma camo
e/lHa UMAaHEHTHOCT, a Taa € MCTO IITO U PeasiHOTO, [0-
Jleka Muciara (Wi ,,-I03HAaHUETO , TEPMHUH KOj ITOBeKe
ce KOpHCTH BO, Ha mpumep, Théorie des identiés) nejcr-
ByBa Ha COIICTBEHA TEPUTOPHjA KAKO CIIyIyBak€e CO APYT
cratyc (BO cMHCJIa Ha HE€HTUTETOT-BO-KpajHaTa-UH-
CTaHIIA): Taa € TPAHCIeH/IeHTHA (2 He UMaHEeHTHaA).

Cenak, TBpZiemeTO Jieka Muciara cekoralll Beke 3a3eMa
cratyc Ha TpaHCIEeH/IeHTaTHO, He UMIUTUIIFpPA JIeKa €
eJIHalll ¥ 3aceKoralll OTIelleHa OJf KMaHEeHTHOTO — Pe-
aiHOTO. Hamporus, He-dumocodpckoTo mo3HaHme e
,3aCHOBAHO KaKO arcoJiyTHa (MakKo KOHEYHAa) MOK
MMOTIHPAjKHU Ce BP3 YUCTa MMAHEHTHOCT | ... ], UBUCKYBajku
TPAHCIIEHIEHTHOCT 32 CBOUTE OOjEKTH U CBOHTE IPET-
CTaBU, TOA YYECTBYBA BO aIlCOJIyTHATA CYIITHHA WU BO
Taa [EeJ0CHO MMaHeHTHa denoMenaaHoct”.® He-puito-
codckaTa MHCJIa ce MOTYMHYBA Ha PeastHOTO (,,s€ soumet
au reel”),” kopesmpajku co Hero Bo 06w/ f1a ro pedJiek-
Thpa (HETeTHMYKH). APryMEHTOT 3a HEIOoCpeHOCTa Ha
moBp3aHocTa Ha Mucsara co PeasTHOTO e 3aI[BpCTeH CO
TBPJIEHETO JleKa HJIEHTUTETOT-BO-KpajHaTa-uHCTaHIIA
Ha Hej3UHHUOT MenuyM e PeastTHOTO: YOBEKOT-BO-UOBEK
(’Homme-en-Homme); u yIte noBeke, co ABO3HAYHOTO
TBpJielhe Ha Jlapyesn neka chora-ta Ha TpaHCIEHIEH-
TQJIHUOT MaTepHjasl €, BCYIIHOCT, ,MaTePHUjaTHOCT HJIN
arcoJiyTHa TPaHCIEH/IEHTHOCT .

OuursnenHo, 0Ba TBP/IeHe 0 BO3HEMUPYBA U KJIACUIHOTO
pasbupame Ha MOUMUTE ,MaTepUja“ WIH ,MaTepUjas-
HOCT“: ,Xopara e MaTepPUjaTHOCT KOja € PaJUKITHO UH-
JUBUIyaIu3upaHa Kako MatepujaaHocr”.® Taka, TpaHc-
I[EHJIEHTAJTHO TPOU3BEJIeHa, Taa € ,Pa3HOJIMK TOIOC

Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture Vol. 5/No. 1/Winter 2006

The non-philosophical arguing for a Thought that is treat-
ed as an operation devoid from any ontology, subjected
to the Real, issuing from it as its “non-thetic reflection,”
“an absolute reflection, or without mirror,” is arguing for
non-divisionism. There is only one immanence, which is
the same thing as the Real, and the Thought (or “cogni-
tion,” the term more frequently used in, e.g., Théorie des
identiés) operates on its territory as an occurrence of a
different status (in terms of the identity-in-the-last-in-
stance): it is transcendental (not immanent).

However, the argument that the Thought always already
assumes the status of the Transcendental, does not im-
ply that it has been seceded once and for all from the
immanent — the Real. On the contrary, non-philosophi-
cal cognition is “founded as absolute power (even though
finite) upon a pure immanence [...], exigent of the tran-
scendence of its objects and of its representations, it par-
ticipates in that absolute essence or in that phenomenal-
ity entirely immanent.”® The non-philosophical thought
subjects itself to the Real (“se soumet au reel”),” corre-
lating with it in the attempt to reflect it (non-thetically).
The argument about the immediacy of the Thought’s
connection with the Real is strengthened by the claim
that its Medium’s identity-in-the-last-instance is the
Real: the Human-in-Human (I’'Homme-en-Homme);
and even more so, by the ambiguous claim of Laruelle
that the chora of the transcendental material is, in fact,
“a materiality or an absolute transcendence.”

Evidently this claim disturbs also the classical under-
standing of the notions of “matter” or “materiality”: “La
chora est une matérialité individuée radicalement com-
me matérialité.”® So, transcendentally produced, it is the
“diverse topique of and for its [thought’s] distinctions,™
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Ha ¥ 32 HEj3UHUTE [Ha MuUciara] AUCTUHKIUK,’ ToA €
,MECTOTO“ KO€e € HEeCBOJJIMBO KaKO TaKBO — HHUIIITO-OC-
BeH-TpaHcIeH/eHTaTHO. Chora-ta e ,,MecToTo“ Kaze
IITO ,JKUBee“ TPAHCIEHJEHTATHOTO BO CBOJjOT HJIEH-
TUTET-BO-KPajHA-MHCTAHIIA: TEHEPUYKH U CIIeIU(PUIHI
KaTeropuu He-opraHusupanu Bo (¢mtocodceku) Koc-
MoOC KOj Ou ja cMecTHJT eHCTBEHO BO cebe cu (Kocmo-
COT KOj TO JUKTHPA 3HAYEHHETO U MECTOTO Ha O/ipeJieHa
kaTeropuja). OBa e JIpyro HUBO HA PaJUKAJIHOCT, IOC-
Typa Ha MHCJIa 0CJI000/IeHa KOJIKY IIITO € MOKHO ITOBeKe
O/l OrpaHUYyBambaTa IPOHM3BEAEHU O] J[MKTaTOT Ha
MucaTa mITO TO KHBee CBOJOT camMoordaTeH >KUBOT,
00e30enyBajku ,ltoepUKACHO® MOTUYMHYBame Ha Muc-
JlaTa BO OZHOC Ha MMaHeHTHOTO. 3aToa He MOKeMe Ja
rOBOPHME 3a IOJIBOEHOCT BO IOIJIeA Ha ojiHOcoT Muc-
Jia/PeastHO BO paMKHTe Ha He-puocodujaTa: *MaHEHT-
HOCTA He e Mo/ieJIeHa, a TPAHCIIEHIEHTHOTO He ja 3a3eMa
MO3HUIIMjaTa Ha UMaHEHTHOTO, NaKO IIPETCTaByBa HETOBO
MOTEKJIO U ,MeJINyM".

He-dunocodujata npeasiara Muciaewme BO TEPMUHU HA
PeanHOTO: MuC/IEHE KOE He CaMO LITO H/IMUHYBA CeKaK-
Ba IpeTeH3Hja Ha (IIOBTOPHO) IPHUCBOjyBarbe Ha Pea-
HOTO, TYKY I10 IIaT Ha HallyllITame Ha aBTOpedepeHTHaTa
orcecrja Ha Muciara (rpeky cebecuTypame BO IOTJIe]
Ha PeasTHOTO) ro n3BesyBa TEOPUCKHOT recT Ha cebecyc-
neHsyja. OBa e YUH Ha ceOeCUTyUparmbe HA MUCJIEIKHOT
cy0jeKT Koj ce 6a3upa Ha aKTYeJTHOTO IOIYIITAe IIPes
NpBeHcTBeHOCTa HAa PeasiHoTro. Hema miperensuja Muc-
JlaTa /ia My ce HajpeJu Ha PeaslHOTO, IITO €BEHTYaJIHO
Ou MpeZIM3BUKAJIO PACIEN BHATPE BO HETO, BKIIYIYBajKU
ro u T0j Mef'y Mucsata u PeatHOTO — 3aTOa IIITO HUBHUTE
pas3JyIMKU MOoCTojaT caMo Ha HUBO Ha TpaHCLeH/JeHTas-
HOTO, He Ha HUBO Ha MIMaHeHTHOTO. IMaHEeHTHOTO e UH-
nudepeHTHO (BO KpajHATa MHCTAHIIA) KOH OBaa Pa3JINKa,
KaKo IITO e WHIuGepeHTHO (BO KpajHAaTa MHCTAHIIA) KOH
acriupanuuTre Ha TpaHCIeHIeHTaJTHOTO.

it is the “place” which is irreducibly that — nothing-
but-the-transcendental. The chora is the “place” where
the transcendental “lives” in its identity-in-the-last-in-
stance: generic and specific categories non-organized
in a (philosophical) Cosmos that would place it only in
itself (that Cosmos dictating the meaning and the place
of a particular category). This is another level of radical-
ity, a posture of thought as liberated as possible from the
restrictions produced by the Dictate of Thought living
its self-enclosed life, securing a more “efficient” subjec-
tion of Thought to the Immanent. This is why we can-
not speak of divisionism regarding the Thought/Real
relation in non-philosophy: the immanence is not split
and the transcendental does not assume the position of
the immanent, even though the latter is its origin and its
“medium.”

Non-philosophy proposes thinking in terms of the Real:
thinking which does not only overcome any pretension
of (re-) claiming the Real, but by way of abandoning
Thought’s auto-referential obsession (by way of self-sit-
uating with respect to the Real) performs the theoretical
gesture of its own self-suspension. This is an act of self-
positioning of the thinking subject that is based on the
f/actual giving way to the primacy of the Real. There is
no pretension of Thought over the Real, that could even-
tually produce a split in it, including that regarding the
Thought and the Real — because their difference exists
only on the level of the Transcendental, not on the level
of the Immanent. The Immanent is indifferent (in the
last instance) to this difference, as it is indifferent (in the
last instance) to the aspirations of the Transcendental.
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OBaa uHAN(EPEHTHOCT € paJuKaiHA, HE allCoJIyTHA.
TpaHCIeH/IEHTaJTHOTO, ITaK, TPaBUTHPA OKOJIy OCKaTa Ha
PeanHoTO; TOA € TaMy 3aToa mITO PeastTHOTO € TaMy — Toa
€ MMPOU3BOJ] Ha HAIIOPOT Ha YOBEKOT-BO-YOBEKOT (KO€ e
Peannoro Ha Hammata CeGHOCT) 71a TO IocpeayBa ,,CBETOT
Ha PeanmHoTro“ (omHOCHO PeasHoTO) Ha camMuOT/camara
cebecu. 1 He-puocodujata 3aropapa — v ro rocTaByBa
OBa 3aroBaparbe Kako aKCoMa — IIOCTypaTa Ha MUcJIaTa
IIITO ce MOTYMHIIIA Ha BJIajeemeTo Ha PeasiHoTo f1a Ouze
yiH Ha Buswujata-po-E/iHO, Ha Tyiefalbe Ha HEIITaTa BO
tepmuHd Ha Peannoto. Ilocrankara Ha ,Iename-Bo-
TepMuHU-Ha-EqHoTO (M PeasiHOTO) mMMa IeJIOCHO
ITIOMHAKOB OHTOJIOMIKKA (WX ,OHTOJIOIIKH) CTaTyC
— BCYIIIHOCT TaMy X HEMa OHTOJIOIIKH CTaTyC BO CTPO-
raTa CMHCJIa Ha 300pOT KOj OM MO2KeJsia Jia To 3a3eMe — U
IOPaJi OBaa paJiiKaiHa acCUMeTpHja He MOXKe J]a uMa
HUTY 10/ieJI0a HUTY eJHaKBOCT Mely HUB. Toa e HelTo
IIITO HEMa HUKaKBa BpcKa co ,Haykara 3a butuero®. Toa
€ caMO YOBeuKa IIpakca — WJIM IIpakca Ha cUTe OWTHja
JlapyBaHU CO CIIOCOOHOCTa 3a MO3HAHHWE — IITO HeMa
BpPCKa cO ,,BUTHETO” IITO € paiIuKajJHO Pa3JINIHO U He-
COMEpPJIMBO IIpalliaike (BO CMHUC/IA HA JUMEH3UUTE Ha
JIpeaMeTHaTa MaTrepuja“) BO OJHOC Ha IIpaKTHUKAaTa Ha
MTO3HAHHUETO U MIPOU3BEYBAKHETO 3HACHE IIITO TO MPaK-
TUKyBaaT YOBEUKUTE OUTH]a.

PeanHoTro 1 Mucjiata He MOKaT Ja BOCIOCTAaBaT HUTY
PaBeHCTBA WM PEIUNPOLMTETH HUTY PACKOJH Off Ka-
KOB OWJIO BUJl OUZejKM THE He ce ,eqHaKBU®. 3aeM-
HaTa €IHAKBOCT U €BEHTYAJTHOTO Mely-OIJIeflajierhe €
HEBO3MOXKHO 3aToa IIITO, He-OHTOJIOIIKY KayKaHOo, HeEMa
JIBe (ko OM MO’Kese JJa BOCIIOCTaBaT OJTHOC Ha peIu-
IIPOIUTET), TYKYy camo Exxo. MucaTa yuyecTByBa BO OBa
Enno, T.e. Bo PeasTHOTO Kako Herosara ,,Ha/irpajidoa“, Kako
IIPO3PAaYHOTO HUBO Ha TPaHCIEHAeHI[hja 6e3 COIICTBEHA
OHTOJIOTHja 00BUTKYBajku ro PeasHotro wiu EgHoTo —
KaKo MHCTaHIIA Ha ,aBTocyoauMarnyja“. CaMo HUBOTO Ha
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This indifference is radical, not absolute. The Transcen-
dental, however, gravitates around the axis of the Real;
it is there because the Real is there — it is the product of
the Human-in-Human’s (which is the Real of our Self)
effort to mediate the “World-of-the-Real,” that is to say,
the Real, to Her/HimSelf. And the non-philosophy pro-
claims — and installs this proclamation as an axiom — the
posture of thought which has succumbed to the rule of
the Real to be the act of a Vision-in-One, of seeing things
in terms of the Real. The operation of “Seeing-in-terms-
of-the-One” (or the Real) has an entirely different onto-
logical (or “ontological”) status — in fact there is no onto-
logical status in the strict sense of the word that it could
inhabit — and because of this radical asymmetry there
can be neither division nor equation between them. It
is something which has nothing to do with the “Science
of Being.” It is merely a human practice — or practice of
all beings endowed with the faculty of cognition — which
has nothing to with the “Being” which is a question radi-
cally different and incommensurable in terms of the di-
mensions of “subject matter” with that of the practice of
cognition and production of knowledge exercised by the
human beings.

The Real and the Thought can establish neither equa-
tions or reciprocities nor schisms of any kind, since they
are not “equal.” The mutual equality and the eventual in-
ter-mirroring is impossible, because, non-ontologically
put, there are no Two (that could establish a relation of
reciprocity) but only the One. Thinking participates in
this One, i.e., in the Real as its “superstructure,” as that
translucent level of transcendence without an ontology of
its own enveloping the Real or the One — as its instance
of “auto-sublimation.” It is merely the level of interpre-
tation, of giving meaning, of signification that dilutes the
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HHTEpIIpeTalyja, Ha /laBaibe 3Hauerhe, Ha 03HAUyBaIbe
IIITO ja pa3BO/{HYBa I'yCTHHATA Ha HexpodaTinBoTo Peas-
HO, TO HaceJyBa cO 3HAIU U IO 3a3KUBYBA MPEKY ,,CPe/I-
CTBOTO"“ HapeueHOo Jasuk. Ha HeKkoj HauUWH, MHCTAHIATa
Ha MuciaTta (1 Ha Ja3MKOT) € YOBEKOBOTO — WJIM Ha
HEKOe JIPYTro OUTHeE CO CIIOCOOHOCT 3a TO3HAHUE — IIPUC-
BOjyBambe Ha PeasHoro (Ha EHOTO); YOBEKOT-BO-HETO-
BaTa-KpajHa-UHCTAHIA, KAKO U YOBEKOT-BO-YOBEK, WU
Ma/x/enara-Bo-Ma/x/eHa (’Homme-en-Homme), e
PeastHo(TO) M HeymostBOTO EZTHO.

Ennoro, kako mto Oellle KakaHo, HE € HUTY TOTa-
JINBUPAYKO HUTY TOTATHO, TYKy € IOBeKke MHHUMAaJI-
HO — HAJIyYCTOTO ¥ HECBEAJIUBO ,KOJUYECTBO“ HA
pasuKaIHOTO (MM YucTaTa WMaHeHTHoOcT). Toa He
€ HHUTYy yHHBep3anusupaykoro EmHo (Bo cMmcia Ha
peNyKIIMOHUCTUYKATa wuzaeja 3a EAWHCTBO Ha pas-
JIIKHUTE), TYKY €IUHCTBEHO U caMOTHO ExHo. PeasrHOTO
ceKkoraril Beke ce Haora cebe C BO HEyMOJIIBA CAMOTHOCT
Hacrpotu Ceerot (TpaHcuenzeHnnujata, Jazukor, Muc-
sara u [TocpeayBameTo) u HacpoTH J[pyruot (rmocpemy-
BaH npeky CBerot). MuciaTa Bo TepMuHH Ha PeasiHOTO/
EAaHOTO Kako mojaoBHA TOYKAa M KaKO TOYKA HA rpas-
UTHpakhe WMIUIUIUPA YHUBEP3AJUCTUYKU ITOCTAIKU
Ha Mucia, cenak, He BO CMHUCJIaTa KPUTUKYBaHa OJ UC-
TOPHUIIUCTUTE — OJTHOCHO, HEe KaKO YHHUBEP3aJTU3UPAUKO
EAvHCTBO Ha pa3UKU — TYKY KaKO eTHOBpEMEHO KOH-
TUHTEHTHU pa3jauku. Tue ce yHUBEpP3aJIHU BO CMHUCJIA HA
CO3/1aBaIbeTO Ha eIMHCTBEH ja3uK-yHUBEP3yM (Jlapye)
win BucTHHA IITO ja OTeJIOTBOPYBa KejbaTa j1a Ouzje
BJIM/IHA 32 CeKOTO (YHHUBEP3aJIHO).

Jlokosiky ro mpudaruMe TBPJAEHETO HA ITOCTMOEP-
HUCTUYKUTE TPHUCBOjyBamkha Ha JIAKAHOBCKOTO PeayiHo
kako HemuciuBo, kako Hemonupimo o Mucia (ucro
¥ BO CMHCJIA Ha ,,/1a He Ce IoNHpa‘“), HUue BCYIIHOCT OU To
TBpP/ieJie HETOBOTO (paKTUYKO BJaJieere Haj Muciara,

thickness of the incomprehensible Real, populates it with
Signs and makes it liveable through the “device” called
Language. In a way, the instance of Thought (or of Lan-
guage) is the human — or of any being capable of cogni-
tion — appropriation of the Real (the One); the Human-
in-its-last-instance, inasmuch as the Human-in-Human,
or the Wo/Man-in-Wo/Man (I'Homme-en-Homme), is
(the) Real and the inexorably One.

It is a One, as already said, that is neither totalizing nor
total, it is rather the minimal — the densest and irreduc-
ible “quantity” of the radical (or the pure immanence).
Neither is it the universalizing One (in the sense of the
reductivist idea of Unity of differences), but the unique
and solitary One. The Real always already finds itself in
an irredeemable solitude vis-a-vis the World (the Tran-
scendence, the Language, the Thought and Mediation)
and vis-a-vis the Other (mediated through the World).
Thinking in terms of the Real/One as the point-of-depar-
ture and as a point of gravitation implies universalistic
gestures of Thought, however, not in the sense criticized
by the historicists — that is to say, not as a universaliz-
ing Unity of differences — but as concurrently contingent
ones. They are universal in the sense of its creation of a
unique language-universe (Laruelle) or a Truth embody-
ing the Desire to be valid for everyone (universally).

If we accept the claim of the postmodern appropria-
tions of the Lacanian Real as the Unthinkable, as the
Untouchable by Thought (also in the sense of “not to be
touched”), we would be in fact claiming its factual rule
over the Thought, since this sort of claim resides upon
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Ouejku BaKBUOT BUJI TBPJEHbE Ce MOTIHPa Ha IIPEMH-
cara 3a IieJIoCHaTa HEMOK M OABOEHOCT Ha Muciara BO
onHoc Ha PeastHOTO. OBa 6WM OMJIO TOA IITO PAJUKATIHO
ja OHEeBO3MOXKyBa CeKOja BaJIUHOCT Ha ,,YHHUBEP3YMOT
Ha MuciaTta“ BO oJiHOC Ha ,,YHUBEP3YMOT Ha PeasHOTO®
Koe OW TrOBOpeJIO 3a HaIlllaTa HEIOIPaBJIMBa HEMOK
BO IIOIVIeJT Ha arcosyTHara Mok Ha PeasHoTo. 3aro-
BapameTo Ha Jlapyen (1 Ha Bajjy Bo comcrBeHa Bapu-
jamuja) Ha Mwucia BO TepMHUHH Ha PeasTHOTO, MpH IITO
MuciaTta ja cyclieHAUpa CBojaTa NpeTeH3Hja 3a BJIACT
Haji PeastTHOTO U € caMO BO cOOOHOC CO HETO, ja OTBOpaA
MOKHOCTa MuciiaTa 1a KOMyHUIIEPa co U 3a PeayiHOTO.
OBa e cekoralil Beke HeycIielneH notgar HO caMo BO Kpaj-
HaTa MHCTAHIIA, HeycIleX Ha o0uoT Aa ce nodaru Peas-
HOTO BO HErosara ILieJIOCHOCT U 0e3 ocrarok. Cemnak, Ha
HHUBO Ha OYEKyBaIbe KOe ja JI03BOJIyBa HEIleJIOCHOCTA Ha
BAaKBUOT OOW/I, HA HUBO Ha IOCPEAyBabe UM Ha HUBO
Ha MOJKHOCT 3a KOMyHHUKaIllfja, 3a3eMeHaTa HacoKa Ha
KOopeJialyja Ipou3Be/lyBa OIPe/IeH! CTeleH:u U (OpPMHU
Ha CMeCTyBameTo Ha PeayiHOTO BO U 3a ,,CBeTOT".

He-dunocodckaTa niu pasukaaHaTa HacOKa Ha MUCJIA
BO COIJIACHOCT CO JUKTATOT HA HEJOTUYHOTO, HeIpes-
BWJINBOTO U HECOBJIAJINBOTO PeasiHO M €O oMol Ha
VHBEHTUBHA YIOTpeba Ha JIOCTAallHUOT JIOKTPUHApEeH
Marepujaj MOBJeKyBa U POU3BeIyBakhe HA HOBU KOH-
[ENTyaJHU aIaTKU (Pe3yJITHPajKU BO HOBU JOKTPUHU).
Cemax, 0Ba IIOCJIETHOTO HE € OCHOBHATA I1eJI (CO3/1aBabe-
TO Ha HOBHU KOHIENTYaJHU QIATKU WJIH JIOKTPUHH).
Hamnpotus, Toa e IToctypa Ha Muciara mmocsereHa Ha
— WJIM BO cOCTOj6a Ha BEPHOCT KOH 3ajjlauyaTa Ha — pa30u-
pame Ha omnpejiesieHa EnuHeuna PeasHoct, ocameHa BO
cBOjaTa paJIMKAJIHOCT: OIIpeJieJieH HJeHTUTeT-BO-CBO-
jara-kpajHa-uHcraHna (PeasmHoto). (TokMy KakoB IITO
e CJIy4ajoT co MOTHBAIMjaTa U HAUMHUTE Ha HAyYHOTO
mucseme). OBa e eeH MOXKEH HayuH Ha HA/IMUHY-
Bambe Ha (akToT neka ¢uiocodujara, bapem Bo 3a-
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the premise about Thought’s unmitigated helplessness
and detachment with respect to the Real. This would be
the radically disabling of any validity of the “Universe of
Thought” with respect to the “Universe of the Real” that
would speak of our irreparable helplessness in the face
of the absolute Power of the Real. Laruelle’s (and Badi-
ou’s, in a variation of its own) arguing for a thinking in
terms of the Real, whereby the Thought suspends its pre-
tension of authority over the Real and merely correlates
with it, opens the possibility of Thought’s communicat-
ing with and of the Real. This is an always already failed
undertaking but only in the last instance, a failure of
the attempt to grasp the Real in its totality and without
a remnant. However, on the level of expectation which
allows the incompleteness of this attempt, on the level
of mediation or of communicability, the assumed stance
of correlation produces certain degrees and forms of the
Real’s emplacement in and for the “World.”

The non-philosophical or the radical stance of thinking
in accordance with the dictate of the illogical, unpredict-
able, uncontrollable Real by taking recourse to an inven-
tive use of the available doctrinal material entails also
producing of new conceptual devices (issuing into new
doctrines). However, the primary goal is not the latter
(the creation of new conceptual devices or doctrines).
Instead, it is a Posture of Thought devoted to — or in
a state of fidelity to the task of — understanding a cer-
tain Singular Reality, lonely in its radicality: a certain
identity-in-its-last-instance (the Real). (Just as it is the
case with the motivation and the ways of the scientific
thinking.) This is one possible way of overcoming of the
fact that philosophy, at least in its occidental sense, has
always already maintained a (or, the) dyadic structure
(of the reciprocal mutual hold between Thought and the
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IaJiHaTa CMHUCJIa Ha 300pOT, cekorail Beke (ja) mmasa
nujaguyHa(iia) cTpykTypa (Ha pemuIpovyHaTa cIipera
nomery Mucsara u PeasiHoTro).'° OBa, UMEHO, € METOJIOT
Ha PaJIMKaTHO MO/IpeayBame Ha MuciaTa Bo Iorjes Ha
PeasiHOTO, Taka IITO ja cycmeHAMpa cBojaTa »keba aa
BJIaJiee cO Hero, 6e3 IMOCTMOJIEPHUCTUYKOTO PEIIeHHe
Ha HETOBO II€JIOCHO HAIYIITale U KaKO Ipallamke HO
U KaKo MECTO Ha Koe MokeMe /1a ce Hajaeme. (bunejku
IIOCTMO/IEPHUCTUYKOTO PEIIeHNe Ha ,,pACKIHYBambe"” co
PeasHoTO, ja mpe-nnponsBenyBa Crapara [ujana.

Tyka 6u cakasa /a mpejjokaM HaYMH Ha IJIefjabe Ha
IIpalnameTo 3a oAHOcoT noMery Peasrnoto u MuciaTa
win Jazukor (ciencrBeHo, mery PeasmHoto u [[pyruot
win CBeTOT) Kako Ha mparname Ha JbyOos. [ToTpebara
Jia ce uzsese o7 PeaslTHOTO Ha COICTBEHATA CMECTEHOCT
(wm cMecTeHOCTa-BO-KpajHATa-MHCTAHIIA) BO CAMUOT
cebe cu e ynH Ha Jby6oB, Ha 06Uz fa ce pompe JIpyruot
KaKO MHCTAHIIA Ha CIIac O/ COIICTBEHATA PaJIUKAJIHA ca-
moorndarteHoct. Hensbexnara norpeba Ha Peannoro fa
6une nmocpeaysaHo (3a JIpyruor/CBeTOT) € HEIlITO IITO
MMIUTAIIIpa oTpeba Kaj ceKoj 0/ HaC BO HETOBUOT/ Hej-
3UHUOT WJEHTUTET-BO-KpajHaTa-MHCTAHIA KOj e Pe-
anmHoto (Ha HeroBara/Hejaunara CebHOCT) fa 6uzie 3a
u Hu3 Jlpyruor. Obuzot fa ce rosopu 3a Jbybosra Ha
PeastHOTO MCTO Taka ke Ouzae U 00U Ja ce TOBOPHU 3a
(Peasnara) Jby6oB.

OBOj /1BOeH 00OW/ aBTOMATCKH Ce pas3TpaHyBa BO JIBE
pPa3IMYHU U MMapasieJIHM HU3W Ipaliama. [IpBara meau
KOH MCTpa’kyBarbe Ha MOKHOcTa JbyboBTa /1a ce MmcC-
JI1 BO HEKAKOB OOJIMK Ha HOCTAJITMYHO KOIIHEEHEe I10
HEBO3MOKHOTO, KOe IPOHU3JIEryBa O] MHCTAHIaTa Ha
40BeKoT-Bo-40BeK (I'Homme-en-Homme) xako Peai-
HO, HEOTIIOBUKJIMBO U HEyTeIIHO EHO0, KaKo WHCTaHIIA
Ha — Pajgukanunara Camotuja. Bropata Hu3a mpaiiarba
CTPEMH J1a ja UCJIeT1 MOKHOCTA /1a ce IOMMH Toa IIITO O1

Real).” This is, namely, a method of radical submission
of Thought to the Real, by way of suspending its desire
to master it, however, without the postmodern solution
of entirely forsaking it both as a question and as a place
to inhabit. (Since the postmodern solution of “divorce”
from the Real, re-produces the Old Dyad.)

I would like to propose here a way of seeing the ques-
tion of the relation between the Real and the Thought
or Language (consequently, between the Real and the
Other or the World) as a question of Love. The need to
exit the Real of one’s radical situatedness (or situated-
ness-in-the-last-instance) in oneself as an act of Love, of
attempting to reach out to the Other as the instance of
salvation from one’s radical self-enclosure. The inevita-
ble need of the Real to be mediated (for the Other/the
World) is something that implies the need of everyone
in his/her identity-in-the-last-instance which is the Real
(of His/HerSelf) to be for and through the Other. The at-
tempt to speak of the Love of Real will also be an attempt
to speak of (the Real) Love.

This double attempt automatically bifurcates into two
different and parallel series of questions. Firstly, the one
aiming to investigate the possibility of thinking Love in
some mode of nostalgic craving for the impossible, one
ensuing from the instance of the Human-in-Human
(I'Homme-en-Homme) inasmuch as the Real, the ir-
revocable and inconsolable One, as the instance of — the
Radical Solitude. Secondly, a series of questions inter-
rogating the possibility to conceive of what Love might
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Mozkesia JbyOboBTa fja 6uzie BO CBOjOT COIICTBEH pajiKa-
JIeH UJIEHTHUTET, BO CBOJOT UJEHTUTET-BO-KpajHATa-MH-
CTaHIa.

Kako ga pasmuciyBame 3a JbyboBTa BO CBeT/IMHATA
— WJIM BO TEMHHUHATA — HA HEj3WHATA CYIITUHCKA HEBO3-
MOKHOCT, Kako popMa Ha camaTa HEBO3MOKHOCT, KaKO
moTdat co BpojieHO cebe-nmoMeTHyBame? Jac ke ce 06u-
JlaM MojaTa BU3Hja 3a OBa Ipalllarbe /1A ja TocTaBaM Ha
HAYMHOT IITO o npezara Jlapyes, HapeueH Busuja-Bo-
Eznmo. Ke ro coobpasamM MOETO HCKasKyBambe Ha Helpes-
BUJUIMBUOT JUKTAT Ha JOKUBYBAKETO HA PaJUKAIHA
camoTHja, ke Ipou3BeZilaM IOCTypa Ha MHCJIa BEPHA HA
eMHEYHOCTa HA TOA HCKYCTBO Wi HacTaH. [lomHaky
Ka)kaHo, Ke JI03BOJIaM MojaTa Hapanuja Ja ce HOTYUHHI
Ha JUKTATOT Ha PeaslHOTO Ha HACTAaHOT — OHOj Ha pa-
JIMKaJTHATa U30Januja. 3a IeJIUTe Ha 0Ba HCKAXKyBarbe,
TOA MOKe Jja Ou/ie 0)KMBYBal€e Ha HACTAH CKJIQIMPAH U
KOjIITO pabOTH Ha HUBO HA CeKaBarbe, T.e. BHATPEIIHO;
WJIM HACTaH KOjIITO ce CIyvIyBa MCTO TaKa U HA HUBO HA
HAJ[BOPEIIHOCT, PAJIMKAITHA CAMOTH]a JIOHECEHA O] CTpa-
Ha Ha HENOITyCTJIMBOTO OTCYCTBO — CMPTTa — Ha CakaHa
JINYHOCT, HEIPECTAaHO JIO’KMBYBaHA KaKO Hem30eXxHa.
VYmaryBameTo Ha HEOIXOJHOTO ,O0XKHBYBame“ Ha Hac-
TAHOT Tpeba caMo J1a He MOTCETH JieKa He-drutocodceka-
Ta IOCTAaBEHOCT HA MUCJIATA IO IPe-IIPO3BeAyBa CBOjOT
SapeaMer Ha (HayYHO) UCTPaKyBambe CO HEU30EKHOTO
IIPUCYCTBO HA ,TEOPUCKO-TEXHUYKHU-EKCIEPUMEHTAI-
HuTe“ coctojku.'” Toa e cuTyanuja Ha ,,MeNIAHOTO®, HO
oJ1 Toce0OeH BU: aBTOPOT Ha MHcJIaTa ja apupmupa pa-
3JIMKaTa BO CTATyCOT IOMely IpeiMeTOT Ha Muciaa (Bo
coostHOC co PeasHoTo) 1 PeasiHOTO Ha MpeAMETOT IPU
IITO IPBOTO ce IPENO3HaBa KaKO TPAHCIEHAEHTHO, a
BTOPOTO KaKO MUMAaHEHTHO.

MoeTo TIPBUYHO TBpPZEHE BO Bpcka co JbyboBTa Kako
3a7I0JDKUTENIEH O0OJTMK Ha ,,0uayBame” 3a PeastHOTO e
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be in its own radical identity, in its identity-in-the-last-
instance.

How are we to think of Love in the light — or the gloom
— of its essential impossibility, as a form of impossibility
itself, as an undertaking with an inborn auto-abortion? I
will attempt to situate my vision on this question in the
way purported by Laruelle under the name of a Vision-
in-One. I will conform my account to the unpredictable
dictate of the experience of radical solitude, produce a
posture of thought in fidelity to the singularity of that
experience or event. Put differently, I will allow my nar-
rative to succumb to the dictate of the Real of the event
— that of radical isolation. For the purposes of this ac-
count it can be a recreation of an event stored and op-
erating on the level of memory, i.e., internally; or an
event happening also on the level of exteriority, radical
solitude installed by the relentless absence — death — of
a loved one, and continuously experienced as inescap-
able. The reference to the necessary “recreation” of the
event should only remind us that the non-philosophi-
cal posture of thought reproduces its “object” of (scien-
tific) investigation with the unavoidable presence of the
“theoretical-technical-experimental” ingredients." It is a
situation of “the mixed,” but of a particular kind: the au-
thor of thought affirms the difference in status between
the object of thought (correlating with the Real) and the
Real of the object in a way where the first is recognized as
transcendental and the latter as immanent.

My initial claim about Love as the compulsory mode of
“being” for the Real is the following: radical solitude (the
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CJIETHOBO: pajinkajiHa camoTHuja (curyarnujata Ha Pe-
QJIHOTO) paJINKaJIHO ce TpHUHyAyBa cebecu na Oumie
IIoCcpeJlyBaHa MpeKy MHTEPBEHIIUU Ha TPaHCIEeH/eHIIN-
ja, T.e. mpeky Ja3uk win Buctuna. A cexorair Beke U e.
OBo0j MOCT Ha TOCpe/lyBambe ja rpajiv clieHaTa 3a pa3HUTe
HU3-MUCTyBama Ha JbyboBTa, BO ,,cBETOBHATA“ CMUCJIA HA
3060pOT: TOA UCKYCTBO KOe My € II0O3HATO Ha CeKoe KUBO
CYIITECTBO U KOe ce II0jaByBa BO HEKOJIKY IIpefieTep-
MHHHPaHu GopMU, 32 KOU CUTE HUE CMe CIIOCOOHH (3a
IOBeKe MJIU [TOMAJIKY yCIIETHOTO HUBHO IIPECO3/IABAHE
WJIY, TIAK, 32 HeycllexX BO HEKOU o7 popMuTe Ha JbyOOBHO
nckycTtBo). IIpomecor Ha YIOPHOTO caMOHaMeTHATO
— ,camMo0“ OUJIejKM HeMa HUKOj U HHIITO IITO MOKE J1a
ro HameTHe ocBeH EnHOTO — mocpenyBame Ha Peas-
HOTO € CE-TIOJIIP?KYBAaYKH U Ce-TeHEePUPAYKH JIBUTATE
Ha JI0’KMBYBaHETO HA JbyDOOBTA CO/IP>KaH BO Pa3HU Iep-
LENIUN U KOHIENITUH, uien U uneanusmu (Ha Jbyoos).

Jlapyen ja co3zmaBa TeopucKaTa KOHCTPYKIIMja Ha
~Crpanenot” (I’Etranger), 3a ma ro o0jacHu HacTaHy-
BameTo Ha ,CBeror” m Ha JlumuHocra Ha u 3a CBeroT
(JImunOCT-BO-JIMYHOCT) KaKO Pe3yJITaT Ha HEOIXOIHU-
OoT mporec Ha cebeoTyfyBarbe HAa YOBEKOT-BO-YOBEK
(ma CebHoctra BO Hej3uHOTO Peasno). /lejcTByBamara
Ha HUBO Ha CTpaHenot vis-a-vis PeasiHoro (wyim Eroro
BO ,HEaHAJIUTHYKA“* cMHcCIa Ha 300pOT) ce JeTayHO
paspaborenu Bo Jlapyenosure Théorie des Etrangers
(1995) u Ethique de l'Etranger (2000). lleHTpaJiTHUOT
apryMeHT Ha 0OBaa TeopHja € JieKa YOBEKOT-BO-YOBEK
(T.e. PeastHOTO) € cekoraill Beke Hy»KHO OTyT'eH (BO OZ[HOC
Ha caMHOT cebe) mpeky uHcTanmara Ha Crpanenor. Moe-
TO CJIOOOTHO M BEPOjaTHO IMIPEMHOTY ITOE€THOCTABYBAUKO
TOJIKyBalbe Ha Teopujara 3a CTpaHeIoT, BO 00U/ Ja ce
CTUTHE JI0 Hej3WHAaTa ,,0CHOBHaA moeHTa“ Ou Omsio: Pe-

i
% * He-ananmusa e He-puaocopckara obpaborka Ha JlakaHO-
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BaTa IICUXOaHaJ/In3a.

situation of the Real) radically urges itself to be mediat-
ed through interventions of transcendence, i.e., through
Language or Truth. And it always already is. This bridge
of mediation builds the stage for the various inventions
and re-inventions of Love, in the “worldly” sense of the
word: that experience known to every living being ap-
pearing in a number of predetermined forms, that we are
all competent of (for a more-or-less achieved rendition
of them, or through failing in some of these forms of lov-
ing experience). The process of relentless auto-imposed
— “auto,” since there is no one and nothing but the One
to impose — mediation of the Real is the all-supporting
and all-generating wheel of the experience of love con-
tained in the various perceptions and conceptions, ideas
and idealisms (of Love).

Laruelle invents the theoretical construct of the
“Stranger” (I'’Etranger), to explain the becoming of the
“World” and of the Person of and for the World (Person-
in-Person) as the result of the necessary process of the
auto-alienation of the Human-in-Human (of the Self in
its Real). The workings of the level of the Stranger vis-
a-vis the Real (or the Ego in the “non-analytical”* sense
of the word) are elaborated in much detail in Laruelle’s
Théorie des Etrangers (1995) and Ethique de I'Etranger
(2000). The central argument of this theory is that the
Human-in-Human (i.e., the Real) is always already, nec-
essarily alienated (to itself) through the instance of the
Stranger. My free and perhaps over-simplifying inter-
pretation of the theory of the Stranger, in an attempt to
extract its “bottom line” would be: the Real makes use of
its own superstructure, the instance of auto-alienation

* Non-analysis is the non-philosophical appropriation of
(Lacanian) psychoanalysis.
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aJIHOTO ja KOPHICTHU COIICTBEHATa HAaJrpasnba, WHCTaH-
rata Ha cebeoTylyBame — CTpaHeIOT 32 J1a MOXKe J]a TO
nmpumMa, npousBeayBa u obpaboryBa Cerot. (,CBeToT®
IO COYMHYBA ITOCTOJHUOT U MOTEHIIUjTHUOT TPAHCI[EH-
JIeHTaJIeH MaTepujajl, Heropa aHajaoruja kaj Jlakan 6u
6wt Jazukor). [I0BTOPYBAaUKHOT YMH HA TOHATAMOIIIHO
cebeoTyr'yBame e ce6eBOCTAHOBEH HU3 METACTPYKTypaTa
HapeueHa Cy0jekT (Taa e ,Mera“ u Bo ogHoc Ha CrpaHe-
IIOT ¥ BO OZHOC Ha PeasrHOTO).

OBaa gqucrtuHKIuja nmomery PeasHoro u Crpanenor (u,
cnopest Toa, CBeToT) cemak He Tpeba /1a ce cMera 3a
moziesiba, pacien Koj COYMHyBa (yHAaMEHTAJIHO JBOj-
CTBO OWJIejKU pasyiKaTa IoMery HUB € YHUJIaTEPaTHO
BOCIIOCTaBeHa. UMHOT Ha ,yHWIaTepatudanuja“ (uni-
latéralisation) e YuH Ha HEOZHOCHO U HECOOAHOCHO BOC-
MIOCTaBYBal€ HAa OHOC Ha pasyjnmgyHocT. OBa € YMH Ha
CUHTYJIADUTET, COUMHET O] CHHTYJIaPHOCT — PAJIUKATHO
caMOTeH YWH Ha YHWIaTepajHa cebe-nudepeHIiuja-
nuja.'”” KoHIENTOT Ha yHWIaTepaau3amuja MoXKe Jja ce
pasbepe MpeKy pearpopujaliija Ha TOUMOT Ha YHUJIaTe-
paJiHa pa3JIMKa CTpacHO 3aroBapaHa o/ crpaHa Ha [lene3
Bo Difference and Repetition (Pasauxka u tosiiopy-
earbe), M CO TIOMOII Ha jJa3BUKOT KOPUCTEH BO OBOj TPYI
KaKO COOJIBETEH IPEBO/I HA MHUIIIyBambeTo Ha Jlaypes (Ha
rcrata Tema). OBOj HAUMH HA YHUJIATEPAJTHO PA3JIHKY-
Bamb€ U TEeHEPUYKO 3aroBapare Ha ExHOTO mpaBu o1 He-
dunocodujara Mucsa BO TEpMUHU HA — WJIN IOTOYHO,
BO COOJIHOC CO — PeasTHOTO W ja mpaBU paiIiKaHO He-
nuxoroMHa. Cemnak, Tpeba Jja ce HaIJIacH JieKa, CIOpe/T
Jlapyes, mocrankaTa Ha YHHJIATEPHO Pa3IMKyBame ce
o/iHecyBa Ha mHcTaHmaTa Ha CrtpaHeror/Cy06jeKToT, /10-
Jleka PeasiHOTO He caMo IITO OCTaHyBa MHAU(EPEHTHO
KOH Hea, TYKY € W JIIIIEeHa 0JT MOKHOCTA 32 U3BEyBahe
e/leH TaKOB WJIM KaKoB OWJIo rect. PeasTHOTO ocTaHyBa
MMaHEHTHO WHANU(EPEHTHO KOH OBaa OIepalyja, BeJu
Jlapyesn. 1 6u cakayia TIOBTOPHO Ja ja mapadpasupam
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— the Stranger in order to be able to receive, produce and
process the World. (The latter comprises the existing
and potential transcendental material, its Lacanian anal-
ogy would be the Language.) The repetitive act of further
auto-alienation is auto-installed through the meta-struc-
ture called Subject (it is “meta” both with respect to the
Stranger and to the Real).

This distinction between the Real and the Stranger (and,
thus, the World) is however not to be considered as a di-
vision, as a split constituting a fundamental duality, since
the difference between them is unilaterally established.
The act of “unilateralization” (unilatéralisation) is an act
of non-relative and non-relationalist establishing a rela-
tion of difference. This is an act of a singularity, made
of singularity — a radically solitary act of unilateral self-
differentiation.’”” The concept of unilateralization can be
understood through a re-appropriation of the notion of
unilateral difference passionately invoked by Deleuze in
Difference and Repetition, and by way of resorting to the
language used in this work as a rather adequate transla-
tion of the Laruellian account (on the same theme). This
mode of unilateral differentiation and the generic claim
of the One render the non-philosophy thought in terms
of — or rather, in correlation with — the Real and radically
non-dichotomous. However, emphasis should be made
that, according to Laruelle, the gesture of unilateral dif-
ferentiation is pertaining to the instance of the Stranger/
Subject, whereas the Real not only remains indifferent
to it but is also deprived of the possibility of perform-
ing such or any kind of gesture. The Real remains imma-
nently indifferent to this operation, says Laruelle. And
I would like to rephrase this Laruellian thesis through
a slight shift of the argument by saying that the Real is
immanently indifferent to the relation of difference es-

’II




Katerina Kolozova The Real Transcending Itself (Through Love): Radical Solitude in the Heart of Love

oBaa Te3a Ha Jlapyes co HE3HAUUTEIHO ITOMECTYBakhe
Ha apryMeHTOT BeJIejKU Jieka PealJHOTO € MMaHEeHTHO
UHIU(DEPEHTHO KOH OOHOCOW HA PAasAuyvHOCil BOC-
IIOCTaBEH CO YMHOT Ha YHHJIaTEpaInU3aIja, U 00paTHO:
YHUJIATEPATHO IPOU3BENIEHOTO TpaHCIEeH/IEHTATHO €
pazuKaIIHO HHAU(EPEHTHO KOH 00HOCOW HA uHOugep-
enitiHocil HA PeasrHOTO, KaKO WITO € U KOH pas3auxaiia
KOjJaIlIToO 0Ba OM MOJKeJIO Jla ja pe-IIpe3eHTHpa 3a Hea
(1rTo e HerrTo 1mITO 6UM MOKEIO Jja OG1/Ie TPOU3BEAEHO O
caMara Mo3uIiifja Ha UHIU(pEPEHTHOCT).

Bu cakana fa ja pasrienaM MOMKHOCTA 3a IOUMArbe
— wiu GapeM 3aMHUC/IyBarhe — Ha TParuTe, 3TOJIUTE U
HE3TOJIUTE Of] UCKYCTBaTa Ha (HeM30elKHO 3aMHUCITyBa-
HaTa, W/leaJTu3upaHaTa, CEKOralll BeKe aHTa’KUpaHaTa BO
Ceerot) Jby6OB Ha TEPUTOPHjaTa COOZBETHA 32 KCKYCTBE-
HOTO, HepedJieKTHPaHO npokuBeaHo (Jlapyet: le vécu)
— PeanHoTO (Ha YOBEKOT-BO-40BeK). Taka, Toa IITO TO
mpeJjlaraM € pasrjie/lyBarbe Ha MOJKHOCTA 3a IIPEeco3-
JlaBame Ha Tparure Ha JbyOoBTa — K0ja € HICTOBPEMEHO:
U JINHTBUCTUYKA U UCKYCTBEHA KAaTeropuja — BIHIIAHU
BO MECOTO Ha YUCTO UCKYCTBEHOTO, OTHOCHO, PeasiHOTO.
Vwmajku ro npeasuz JIapyesoBOTO jaCHO MHCUCTHDPAEbE
Ha paZuKajHaTta WHAU(PEPEHTHOCT HA PeaslHOTO KOH
JINHTBUCTUYKHUTE OIIEPAI[iU KaKO KOH ,HEIITO IITO ce
cyiyuyBa Bo U 3a CBETOT, OBOj MPEJIOT MOKE /1a 3BYUH
HEKAKO HEOPTONOKCHO (BO mores Ha He-puiaocodu-
jara).

Cemak, ke TBpZlaM JieKa Jypu U BO paMKuTe Ha Jlapye-
JIOBaTa TEOpHja, OBaa MOKHOCT HE € TOJIKY PUTOPO3HO
HCKJIy4eHaO0uiejku , KoMyHUKaIjaTa“momery PeastHOTO
u CTpaHeIoT He e IpeKrHaTa. FiMa TepuTopHja Kazlelto
OBWE JIB€ HUBOA HYKHO ce cpekaBaar: J[oskuBeaHoto (le
vécu) HapedyeHo u “Joui“ (Y:kuBaHoTO) Ha “Jouissance”

= (¥xuBameTo) Koe noTekHyBa o7 CBetoT. TepmuHUTE CEe

tablished by the act of unilateralization, and vice versa:
the Transcendental unilaterally produced is radically in-
different to the relation of indifference of the Real, as
it is to the difference it might re-present to it (which is
something which may be implicated by the position of
indifference itself).

I would like to look into the possibility of conceiving of
— or merely imagining — the imprints, the motions and
commotions of the experiences of (the unavoidably im-
agined, idealized, always already engaged in the World)
Love on the territory proper of the experiential, the unre-
flected lived (Laruelle: vécu) — the Real (of the Human-
in-Human). Thus, what I am proposing is look into the
possibility of recreating the traces of Love — which is the
both: alinguistic and an experiential category — inscribed
on the flesh of the purely experiential (le vécu), that is to
say, the Real. Bearing in mind Laruelle’s clear insisting
on the Real’s radical indifference to the linguistic opera-
tions as a “thing” taking place in and for the World, this
proposition may sound somewhat unorthodox (with re-
spect to non-philosophy).

However, I will argue that even within the framework
of the Laruellian theory this possibility is not so rigidly
excluded, since the “communication” between the Real
and Stranger is not severed. There is a territory where
these two levels necessarily meet: it is the Lived (le vécu)
termed also as the “Joui” (the Enjoyed) of the “Jouis-
sance” (Enjoyment) coming from the World. The terms
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0/l TeopHjaTa Ha He-TICUXOaHaJM3aTa Ha Jlapyes,* He-
dunocodcka mpepaboTka Ha JJaKaHOBCKATA IICUX0AHAII-
u3a (mpercraBeHa Bo HajboraTo pazpaboreHa ¢popma BO
Herosara Théorie des Etrangers oy 1995 TOHHA, HAKO
pa3BHUBaHa HU3 IIEJIMOT HETOB OIIyC)."

WmarmHapHata NOpUOJMKHOCT Ha OBaa TepUTOpHja
ja mpoHaoram Bo xujaTycoT Bo CumbGoisiHOTO Ha Jlnc
Hpurape (Luce Irigaray), Bo mioHaTa HEMOCT Koja TO
3arpebyBa Ja3wKOT U BO OjuM3WHATa Ha JaswkoT u Te-
sioto. I'o Haoram Bo durymaHocTa Ha TesoTo HEN36€KHO
o6eserkaHo o 3HAUYEHE IIITO, BCYIITHOCT, ¥ 'O IPOU3BEJTY-
Ba: BO Taa HejacHa ,MaTEPUjaJTHOCT  HA HAIIata IJIOT
HEYMODHO IIHUPEJKH PEeYNCH HEOATATINBU 3HaYyerma.
Oga Tesio HaceseHO o7t IMaruHapHOTO, IPOHUKEHO Of
JazuKoT, He e pe3yJITaT Ha eJHOCTPAHO /iejcTBYBambe (Ha
akTUBHUOT Ja3uk/Cy0jeKkT HaCIpOTH ,,[IACUBHOTO“ TEJIO),
HaunHOT Ha KOj [lymut Batnep (Judith Butler) mpen-
Jlara /ia ce BUJIU Heromarta ,MMarmHapusanuja“ (mro e
IIOCTaIlKa Ha MIPUIIHIIIYBAbE CyBepEHa BIacT Ha obJacta
Ha Ja3WKOT HAJl 03HAYYBAYKOTO TeJIo). Toa e ucTo u ak-
THUBEH CO-CO3/1aBay Ha 3HAUEHeTO, COJIejCTBUTEHA UH-
CTAHI]A HA HUBO Ha Ja3WKOT, MIPENYKHYBajKU O] HAIIOP
Jla TO IpeBeZie CBOjOT BUOPHUPAYKH >KUBOT, HETOBUTE
(pykTyanuu Ha MCTOBPEMEHO U3JUTHYyBame U IaJl BO
apTUKYJINpPaH u3pas, Bo GopMa Ha aBTocybInMaryja.

OBa cekako He HMIUIMIIUPA JieKa TEJIOTO Ce OFHeCcyBa
Kako OOJIMK Ha mapaJjiejiHa ,JejCTBUTEHOCT (agen-
cYy) Koja ,caMOCTOjHO“ T M3BeJ/lyBa ITOCTAIIKUTE Ha ce-
O6enpeBenyBame (Ha TesoTo Bo Ja3uk), TyKy aeka ,Jac*
€ IPUHY/IEHO Jla TH IIPEeBeJle CBOUTE TEJIECHH HCKYCTBa
BO JasuK, JieKa IpUHyAyBamaTa Ha TeI0To To 00/IHKY-
BaaT (WJIM MMaaT y/iesl BO OOJIMKYyBareTO Ha) Ja3HKOT.

*  TepMHHOT KOJIITO MHOTY IIOYECTO ce ymoTpebyBa BO He-

dumnocodujara e He-aHATM3a HAMECTO He-IICUX0AHAIN3A.
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belong to Laruelle’s theory of non-psychoanalysis,* a
non-philosophical re-appropriation of the Lacanian psy-
choanalysis (presented in a most richly elaborated form
in his Théorie des Etrangers from 1995, although devel-
oped throughout his entire opus).*

The imaginary approximation of this territory I find in
Luce Irigaray’s hiatus within the Symbolic, in the fecund
muteness scarring the Language and in the proximity
of Language to the Body. I find it in the fluidity of Body
unavoidably marked with Meaning and, in fact, produc-
ing it: in that dim “materiality” of our flesh relentlessly
emanating virtually undecipherable signification. This
body populated by the Imaginary, traversed by Language
is not the result of a one-sided action (that of the ac-
tive Language/Subject vis-a-vis the “passive” body) the
way Judith Butler proposes to see its “imaginarization”
(which is a démarche of ascribing sovereign authority to
the realm of the Language over the signifying body). It
is also an active co-creator of signification, a contribut-
ing instance on the level of Language, bursting with ef-
fort to translate its vibrating life, its fluctuations of both
rise and fall into an articulated expression, into a form of
auto-sublimation.

This does not, of course, imply that the body acts as a
form of a parallel “agency,” performing “on its own” the
gestures of auto-translation (of the Body into the Lan-
guage), but that the “I” is urged to translate its bodily
experiences into Language, that the urges of the Body
shape (or participate in shaping) the Language. This
theory of Irigaray attempting to speak with “voice of the

* The term far more frequently used in non-philosophy is

:
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Ogaa Teopuja Ha Vpurape koja ce obujysa jia 360pyBa
CO ,IJIac Ha TEJOTO“ MOXKE Jla ce MPOIIUPU U Ha ,Ma-
TepUjaIn3MOT Ha HacTaHyBamweTo“ Ha Po3u Bpamporu
(Rosi Braidotti). ITocsieHOBO € TeopHja KOja HE caMo
IITO ce HAZI0Bp3yBa Ha Vpurape TyKy € U KBaJIUTAaTHBEH
HICYEKOP BO HEIITO HOBO Koe pa3bupamero Ha purape
Ha IoJIoBaTa (TesiecHaTa) pasyimka Kako opMaTUBHA 32
cybjeKTUBHOCTA (CceKoralll BeKe € I0JIOBO JIeTepMUHUPa-
HA: JKEHCKO FUTM MAIIIKO) IO BOAY IOJAJIEKY, KOH CO3-
JlaBarbe Ha JIETAJHO eJ1ab0pUPAHUOT AUCKYPC HapedeH
LsMaTepujain3aM Ha HacTaHyBamweTo . CTaHyBa 300p 3a
TEOPHCKA KOHCTPYKITHja KOja TJIaBHO Ce Ha/I0BP3yBa Ha
Jlesnes, a ocobeHO Ha HeroBara uzeja 3a MOBTOPYBAETO
(u pasynimkaTa) U Ha PEBUAUPAILETO HA TICUXOAHAIN3ATa
u3BeZieHo 3aeqHo co Penukc T'atapu. Martepujanus-
MOT Ha HAaCTaHyBameTo Ha bpawjoru He ja 3aaymryBa
HeIPEABUINBOCTA HA HUKOTAII IEJIOCHO MHUCIHUBOTO
Tesio (M CJIeZICTBEHO, M0OJIOBATAa PA3JIMKa) CMECTYBajKku
T'H HETOBUTE HeNOMATIIMBU OCTATOLM HA HEMUCIHBOTO
Bo OmnocrpaHocTta-Ha-Peasmnoro. CoceM CIPOTHBHO,
BpanzoTu ja BocmocraByBa maTekara, MeTO/IOJIONIKATA
rpaz0a Koja ja BOBeZlyBa peJIeBAaHTHOCTA HA MHCTAHIATa
Ha TEJIOTO — CO HErOBUTE BO3HEMHUPYBAUKU IPU3BYIU
Ha PeasHOTO-0/-0HAa-cTpaHa-HA-IOUMIIMBUOT-KUBOT
— BO (wu Ha rpaHunara nomery) Jazukor u Muciara.
Bo Metamorphoses (Meitiamopgosu), Taa ce Hadaka
Ha MaKOTPIHUOT IIPOEKT /Ia ja apTUKYJIpa yJiorata Ha
HeapTukympaHOTO HU3 YMH HA HWHTEJIEKTYaJIHO ap-
TUKYJIUPame par excellence — mpousBelyBabe TEOPHja.

» JKeHCTBeHOTO  3a Vpurape He € HUTY €HTUTET Ha KOj My
ce MPUIUIIYBA CYIITHHA, HUTY HEMOCPEAHO IIPHUCTAILINB
€HTUTET: IIOIIPBO € BUPTYeJIHA PeaJlHOCT, BO CMICJIA Ha TOa
Jleka e e(peKT Ha eleH IIPOEeKT, IOJIUTHIKY U KOHIIEeNTyaIeH
IIPOEKT HA TPaHCIEHANpPAame HA TPAAUIMOHAIHATA
(‘Mostapna’) cybjekTHA IO3UITHAja HA JKeHATa Kako JIpyruot
Ha lcToBeTHHOT, 3a Jla ce HCKaxke JIpyroto Ha JIpyruor.
Cenak, 0Ba TPAHCIEH/IEHTUPAILE Ce CJIyIyBa IIPEKY MECOTO,

body” can be extended to Rosi Braidotti’s “materialism
of becoming.” The latter is a theory which not only builds
on Irigaray but is also a qualitative leap into something
new taking Irigaray’s understanding of the sexual (bod-
ily) difference as formative of the subjectivity (always
already sexually determined: female or male) further
towards the creation of a meticulously elaborated dis-
course called “materialism of becoming.” It is a theoreti-
cal construct drawing to a large extent on Deleuze, and in
particular: his idea of repetition (and difference) and the
revision of psychoanalysis carried out together with Felix
Guattari. Braidotti’s materialism of becoming does not
occlude the unpredictability of the never totally conceiv-
able body (and subsequently, the sexual difference) by
way of relegating its elusive remnants of the unthinkable
to the Beyond-of-the-Real. Quite the opposite, Braidotti
sets the route, a methodological compound, of introduc-
ing the relevance of the instance of the body — with its
disturbing overtones of the-beyond-conceivable-life-
Real — into (or interfacing with) Language and Thought.
In Metamorphoses, she undertakes the laborious project
of articulating the role of the Unarticulated in the act of
intellectual articulation par excellence - production of a
theory.

“The ‘feminine’ for Irigaray is neither one essentialized en-
tity, nor an immediately accessible one: it is rather a virtual
reality, in the sense that it is the effect of a project, a political
and conceptual project of transcending the traditional (‘Mo-
lar’) subject-position of Woman as Other of the Same, so as
to express the other of the Other. This transcendence, how-
ever, occurs through the flesh, in embodied locations and
not in a flight away from them [My italics].”
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Ha OTEJIOTBODEHH MECTa, a He OJIJIETYBajKU ce OJf HUB [MOj
Kyp3uBJ.“*4

BpaunoTu ro caka pogoBHOT UIeHTUTET (MJIH IIOTOYHO
UJIEHTUTETOT/Cy0jeKTUBHOCTA , KeHA“) KaKO ,IPOEKT"
Ha HacTaHyBame (’KeHa I10 IaT Ha ,,TPaHCIeHApae Ha
tpagunoHaiHara (‘MosiapHa’) cybjeKTHA MTO3HUIIHja HA
»keHaTa Kako J[pyruot Ha Mcrrot®), a oBa pazbuparbe e
»,MaTEPUJjATTUCTUIKO®: ,,CTAHYBAIETO" Ce CIIyIyBa IIPEKY
,MecoTo".

sMaTrepujajinzaM Ha HACTAaHYBAabETO“ € HAUUH Ha MUC-
Jierbe, TMpOIleC HA IIOCTOjaHO IIPECO3/IaBalbe Ha KOH-
[ENTyaJHU arapaTH Koe ro 3eMa IPeJIBU/J ,jaByBAbETO
npeKy MecoTo“ Ha cekoja Tpaucuenaennuja. bpaungoru
ja mamupa kaprorpadujaTta Ha u-topos, ,HelocToeuKaTa
3eMja“ MPBUYHO 3aMUCJIEHA U BKJIyUeHa BO TeOpHUCKaTa
urpa oj crpana Ha Upwurape.

OsBaa ciirKa Ha cebOecUTynpame BO COIICTBEHOTO TEJIO Ha
camara rpaHuIa Ha PeasiHoTo (HemodarainBaTa MaTepu-
jaJTHOCT Ha TeJIOTO), /T0/IeKa MMOCTOJHUTE, OJTHOCHO pa3-
OupsuBUTE U pa3MeHInBHUTE 03HauyBaun (CHMO0IIHOTO)
— 3aeJIHO CO MOBP3aHOCTa CO J[PYyrHOT OBO3MOXKEHHU O
CuMO0JIHOTO — Ce CyCIleHAUPaHH, IOTceTyBa Ha Jlapye-
JIOBHOT W/IEHTUTET BO KpajHAaTa MHCTAHIA. AKO HHUIITO
JIpyTo (Mu moBeKe), TO HOCHU TPU3BUKYOT Ha COCTOjOaTa
Ha paJluKaJIHa CaMOTHja.

Pagukannara camotruja e epeKTOT — WJIH IIOTOYHO
,MaTeMaTUYKHUOT TNPUHIUI® Ha ,pajuKajHaTa e-
HOCT® Bp3 KOj IOYMBa — Ha HamaTta cebeordareHOCT
OBO3MOJKEHA 0] HeN30eKHHUOT cTaTyc Ha PeasHo Ha KOj
My e TojitoKeH/a cekoj(a) Ma/»k/eHa (J1apyesioBCKH-
or/ta Ma/x/eHa-Bo-Ma/x/ena). Cure cme ,poaeHu”
— Kako ,Jac“, Kako Toa ,,HajIpUMHUTHUBHO" cekaBarmbe Ha
CebGHOCTa — BO HAJHETIOCPETHOTO JI0KUBYBAIHE HA COCTOj-
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Braidotti’s understanding of the gender identity (or
rather: the identity/subjectivity “Woman”) is that it is a
“project” of becoming (a Woman by way of “transcend-
ing the traditional (‘Molar’) subject-position of Woman
as Other of the Same”), and this understanding is “mate-

rialist”: “the becoming” takes place through the “flesh.”

“Materialism of becoming” is a mode of thinking, a proc-
ess of continuous re-creation of conceptual apparatuses
that takes into account the “occurrence through the flesh”
of all Transcendence. Braidotti maps the cartography for
the u-topos, the “nowhere land” originally imagined and
put into theoretical play by Irigaray.

This image of self-situating in one’s own body on the very
border of the Real (the ungraspable materiality of the
body), while the existing, i.e., the intelligible and com-
municable signifiers (the Symbolic) — together with the
relatedness to the Other enabled by the latter — are sus-
pended, echoes Laruelle’s identity in the last instance. If
nothing else (or more), it resonates the state of radical
solitude.

Radical solitude is the effect of — or rather the “math-
ematical principle” of the “radical oneness,” upon which
resides — our own self-envelopment brought about by
the inescapable status of the Real that every Wo/Man is
subject to (Laruelle’s Wo/Man-in-Wo/Man). We were all
“born” — as an “I”, as that most “primitive” sense of Self-
hood — in the most immediate experience of the state of
inescapable situatedness (that of the Real) in ourselves.
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OaTa Ha Hem30eKHa cUTyupaHocT (Taa Ha PeasiHOTO) BO
camute Hac. OBaa MPBEHCTBEHOCT He € BpeMeHa. Taa e
pagukanHa. VICKycyBameTo Ha pajiKajiHaTa caMOTHja
€ HajaupeKTHaTa KOMyHUKanuja co PeasHoTo (koe cMme
CUTe HUE), BO HeropaTa HEBO3MOXKHOCT-BO-KpajHa-UH-
craHIfa ja 6use omndareHo o MuciaTta u, CJI€ZCTBEHO,
IOCTAIlKa Ha MIOYETHO BOCIIOCTABYBakh€e 3HAECIHE 32 HETO.
OBa 3HaUM aBTOMATCKO, CTPYKTYPHO KOHCTHUTYTHBHO, a
Cemak pajiKaJIHO MMaHEHTHO ceGeBOCTAaHOBYBakhe€ Ha
YUHOT Ha pedJiekcuja, Ha TPAHCIIOHUPAIbe Ha HUBOTO
Ha TpaHCIEeHIeHTaTHOTO, CeaK OCTaHYBajKU BO CPIIETO
Ha HepedIeKCHPAHOTO U HEMOJIOKHOTO Ha pediiek-
cvja (MCKyCTBO Ha COTICTBEHaTa CeOHOCT Kako u Ha Pe-
anmHoTO). OUUIJIETHO, OBA € TPAHUYHO CUTYUPAIhE Kajle
IITO PaJiuKaJHaTa UMaHeHTHOCT Ha CeOHOCTA — C€ yIITe
CUTyHpaHa BO HepedIeKCHPaHO MCKYCTBO Ha PeaTHOTO
— I'0 BOBe/lyBa MPBUYHUOT IIOTET Ha cebepedJiekcuja.

3aToa, MOKHOCTA 07 pedpiekcHja e 3a4HaTa BO camara
MarJiiHa Ha Toa IITO He MOXKe Jia ce pedJieKTHpa, BO
HCKYyCTBOTO Ha HauleTo corcrBeHo PeasHo. IloHaTtamy,
TOA IIITO € COJIP’KAHO KAaKO KOHIleNTyaJleH MaTepujas
BO OBaa /IBOjHA — cellaK YHWJIATePaJIHO IIpeIu3BUKaHa
— cUTyallija e MPOHUKHYBame BO paJiMKaIHATa CaMo-
trja. OTTamMy, MoOKeMe Ja IIPEeTIOCTaBHMeE JeKa CeTo
MMOHATaMOIITHO ITOCpeAyBatbe Ha PeasIHOTO — IITO 3HAYU:
ceta Pediekcuja u TpaHCIeH/IeHIIH]ja — € 0BO3MOKEHA
1 ITIOTEKHYBA O] UCKYCYBAaIbeTO Ha PaJUKaHA CAMOTH]a;
U JIeKa UCKYCTBOTO Ha JbybOB 3aelHO CO CHTE HEj3HMHH
TPaHCIeHIEHTATHA KOH(UTYpaIUH ce Haola Ha caMOTO
M3BOPHUIITE Ha ceTa U cekoja TpaHclieHeHI1ja, BO cpIie-
TO Ha co3zaBameTro Ha cuoT (cute) Ham(u) Ceer(oBu).

This primacy is not temporal. It is radical. The experi-
ence of radical solitude is the most direct communication
with the Real (that we all are), in its impossibility-in-the-
last-instance to be encompassed by Thought, and, there-
fore, a gesture of initial establishing knowledge of it. This
means an automatic, structurally constitutive yet radi-
cally immanent auto-imposition of the act of reflection,
transposition to the level of the Transcendental, while
still remaining in the heart of the non-reflected and non-
reflectable (experience of one’s own self inasmuch as
the Real). Evidently, this is a borderline situating where
the Self’s radical immanence — while still situated in the
non-reflected experience of the Real — initiates the pri-
mary gesture of self-reflection.

Therefore, the possibility of reflection is conceived in
the very nebula of the non-reflectable, the experience
of our own Real. Further, what is contained as concep-
tual material in this two-fold — yet unilaterally brought
about — situation is the insight into the radical solitude.
Hence, we can assume that all further mediation of the
Real — meaning: all Reflection and Transcendence — is
enabled by and originating from the experience of radi-
cal solitude; and that the experience of Love and of all of
its transcendental configurations finds itself at the very
origin of all and any Transcendence, at the heart of the
creation of all of our World/s.
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3. Jby60B BO CpLeTO Ha paguKaNHaTa caMoTHja

OBa MOKeMe /1a TO TBPJIUME CO BOBEIyBa€ Ha €JHOC-
TaBHATA JIOTHKA CIOPEJ] KOja CeTo mocpeayBame Ha Pe-
aJTHOTO € YMH Ha 00U/ 1a ce Ha/IMUHE U yTEIITN HETOBUOT
paZiuKaIo CaMOTHHYKH KapakTep. Bo oBaa cmuciia Mmoxke
J1a ce corsacume co [lnaron — dunocodujara HaBuCTHHA
ce ogHecyBa Ha JbyOoBTa, 1 He camo OuocodujaTta, TYKy
u ceto TpaHceHneHTaTHO [IpOn3BO/ICTBO, CUTE U CEKOJ
pe3ysiTaT Ha aKTUBHOCTA Ha JIMHTBHCTHYKaTa (KOTHU-
TUBHATA) JiejCTBUTETHOCT. OUUTJIETHO, BeKE PUBUKYBaM
Jla TO U3HECAM MOETO TBPZEHHE 32 — HJIH JIa MIPEJIOKAM
SLAeUHUIIja“ 3a — UIEHTUTETOT-BO-KpajHa-MHCTAHIA
Ha JbyboBTa: TOA cexorari Beke BO CBOjaTa KpajHa CMUC-
Jia HeyCIIENTHOTO HACTOjyBarbe Jla ce HaJMUHE HaIlaTa
HEYHHUINITIINBA — OCBEH CO OcaMHyBameTo Ha CMprra —
3aTBOPEHOCT BO caMUTe cebe KaKo HAIIeTO HEeIoOeI/IBO
PeasiHo, f1a ce HaAMUHE U YOJIAXKM HAIIaTa PaJUKIHA
camotuja. Oz oBaa Touka (MIM: BKPCTyBam€e Ha HaIllaTa
JINCKyCHja) IIa HaTaMy, MOKeMe /Ia 3all0OYHeMe J1a TO 3a-
MUCJIyBaMe Pa3MHOXKYBAaETO Ha OBOj IPBUYEH T'eCT BO
ceTa IMOHATAMOIITHA TpPaHCIEH/IEHTaJIHa eJraboparyja,
BO POjOT mpeBou Bo CBETOT U CBETOBHOCTA.

YWHOT Ha COICTBEHATa aBTOTPAHCIIEH/IEHIIH]a, CIIOPE]T
TOQ, My € UMaHEHTeH Ha PeaJlHOTO, WM MOTOYHO HAa
Ma/x/enara-Bo-Ma/»x/eHa kako peaysHo. TpaHcreH-
JIeHITMjaTa e, CJIEZICTBEHO, CO3/aZIeHa OZJHATPE U O]f CTPa-
Ha HAa CYIITHHCKU HETPAHCIEHJEHTHOTO. [[pBEHCTBEHO,
Taa e yuH Ha JbyOoB, ako mocyieHaBa ja chaTuMe Kako
TeH/IEHIINja 3a HaJ]MHUHYyBame Ha cebeomdareHocra Ha
HaIllaTa PaJUKaIHA UMAHEHTHOCT M BOBEJIEME IPOIIEeN
BO Taa cocTojba Ha pamukaiHa camoruja. Cie/cTBEHO,
cebepasioKyBambeTO Ha pafiKaJHATa OCAaMEHOCT Ha
PeastHoTO mpeky otBopameTo KoH Jlpyruor/CseToT €
HEIITO PaJIMKAJIHO MMAaHEHTHO HAa WHCTAHIATa Ha pa-
JIUKAJTHA UMAHEHTHOCT. Ye3HeemeTo 110 HEBO3MOKHOTO
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3. Love in the Heart of the Radical Solitude

We can claim this by putting into operation the simple
logic according to which all mediation of the Real is an
act of attempt to surpass and console its radically solitary
character. In this sense, we can agree with Plato — Phi-
losophy is truly about Love, and not only Philosophy, but
also all Transcendental Production, all and any result of
the activity of the linguistic (cognitive) agency. Evident-
ly, I have already ventured stating my claim about — or,
proposing my “definition” of — Love’s identity-in-the-
last-instance: it is the always already ultimately failed
striving to surpass our indestructible — except by the ad-
vent of Death — enclosure in ourselves, inasmuch as our
own unbeatable Real, to surpass and relieve our radical
solitude/s. From this point (or: juncture of our discus-
sion) on, we can begin imagining the propagation of this
initial gesture into all further transcendental elabora-
tion, into the myriad of translations into the World and
worldliness.

The act of its own auto-transcendence is thus immanent
to the Real, or rather to the Wo/Man-in-Wo/Man inas-
much as real. Transcendence is, therefore, engendered
within and by the essentially non-transcendental. And
initially, it is an act of Love, if we conceive of the latter as
a tendency to overcome the self-enclosure of our radical
immanence and introduce fissure into that state of radi-
cal solitude. Consequently, the self-dissolution of Real’s
radical solitude into an opening to the Other/the World
is radically immanent to the instance of radical imma-
nence. The craving for the impossible is inherent to the
radical experience of that very impossibility. The deepest
yearning for the Other is carved by its very own impos-

’II
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My € MHXEPEeHTHO Ha PaJINKTHOTO HCKYCYBaIbe TOKMY
Ha HcTaTa Taa HEBO3MOKHOCT. HajimabokoTo KomHee-
e 10 JIpyTHOT e HCKJIECAHO OJi HeroBaTa COIICTBEHA
HeBO3MOKHOCT. OTBOpameTo (koH /IpyruoT) ce para TOk-
My Ha caMOTO TJIO Ha KOHeYHaTa cebeorgaTeHoCT; 1 00-
paTHO, KpajHaTa 3aTBOPEHOCT € ceKoralll Beke obesieskaHa
o] 0OTBOpeHocTa 32 6erctBo Bo /Ipyruor. ,Cexorari Beke“
(moBTOpJIMBOCTA) MMA yJIOTa HA BpEMEHCKA YTOIHja, Ha
oIpezieJieHa BpeMeHCKa IIPETIIOCTaBKA KOja, celak, M-
IMnupa 6e3BpeMeHOCT: Ha HeKOj HAuMH (PyHKITMOHUPA
KaKo OeprcoHOBCKO-/1e1e30BcKoTo Tpaeme.

WNpaunara (HacranyBamero) e Bpakauko MwuHaro.
BponeHoTo yesHeewe 1o J[pyrHOT, KOe CEKOTall Beke
ro obenexxyBa PeasHOTO, ,,paboTH® KaKo cexasare HA
Hexozawl ocilisapeHo eduHciieo co Jlpyruot. 3aroa,
cekoe JbyOOBHO ue3Heerme NMa acCleKT Ha HOCIan2uyeH
KOIHEeXX (IIITO TO MMa MOTTUKHATO HACTaHYBAIETO HA
TOJIKYy MHOTY MHTOBU 3a MPBOOHUTHOTO E€IHHCTBO CO
JIpyTHOT, KaKo OHOj IITO I11aTOH My TO IPUIMIIYBa HA
ApucrodaHn).

HocranrujaTta e cekaBame COYMHETO O/ HEYTEIIHO KOII-
Heele 10 U3ry0eHuoT/usrybeHara jbybeH(a); cekoj(a)
JpybeH(a) e cekorain Beke u3ryoer(a). HaBpakajku ce Ha
~,MaTePUjaTu3MOT Ha HacTaHyBaweTO“ Ha bpauioru, Koj
ce IIOTIHPA, Mel'y OCTaHATUTe Uzieu Ha Jlesies, 1 HAa BeKke
CIIOMEHATHOT OEpPrCOHOBCKO-/I€JIE30BCKU KOHIIENT Ha
HacranyBamero (MaHuHaTa kako Bpakauko MwuHaro),
MOXKeMe Jla KaxkeMe Jieka PeaslHOTO e BO He3ammpJinB
IIpoliec Ha II0CTOjaHa, HEyMOPHA aBTOTPAHCIEH/IEHITH]a,
HaJMUHYyBame Ha COIICTBEHATa pajiiKajHa OCaMEHOCT;
WJIV TOA € UHCTAHIIATa Ha 6€CKOHEYHO, KPYKHO JIBIDKEHE
Ha MOTBP/yBameTO Ha ,MOKTa Ha M3pa3yBame" Koja ce
OJlHeCyBa Ha ,, TPAHCIIEHJIEHIIMjaTa HA JJUHTBUCTUIKUOT
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= O3HaduTeJI .

sibility. The opening (to the Other) is born on the very
ground of the ultimate self-enclosure; and conversely,
the ultimate enclosure is always already marked by the
opening for an escape to the Other. The “always already”
(the repetitiveness) plays the role of a temporal utopia,
of a certain temporal presupposition which, however,
implies timelessness: in a way it works as the Bergso-
nian-Deleuzian Duration.

The Future (the Becoming) is a Returning Past. The in-
born craving for the Other always already marking the
Real “works” as a memory of a once upon a time accom-
plished unity with the Other. That is why any amorous
yearning bears an aspect of nostalgic craving (that has
given rise to so many myths about the original unity with
the Other, such as the one ascribed to Aristophanes by
Plato).

Nostalgia is a memory made of an inconsolable longing
for the lost loved one; every loved one is always already
lost. Resorting to Braidotti’s “materialism of becoming,”
which draws, among the other Deleuzian ideas, on the
already mentioned Bergsonian-Deleuzean concept of the
Becoming (Future as Returning Past), we can say that
the Real is in an unstoppable process of a continuous,
relentless auto-transcendence, overcoming of its own
radical solitude. Or, it is the instance of endless, circular
movement of assertion of “the potency of expression,”
which is “about the transcendence of the linguistic signi-
fier.”s

9



Identities )

TBprejku neka ,,ue3HeeheTo 10 HEBO3MOKHOTO MY € UH-
XepPEHTHO Ha PA/INKAJTHOTO UCKyCyBarhe TOKMY Ha FCTaTa
Taa HEBO3MOXKHOCT, HABU/YM, M ce IIPUJIPYKyBaMe Ha
BEKOBHUTE YMHOBH Ha CJIaBEbe HA ApaZIOKCOT KaKo 00-
JIVK Ha eCKaIu3aM IITO CJIY>KU 32 YCIOKOjyBabe Ha aIo-
pHjara BO Koja ce 3aIaJHaJIO; M HEMa HUIITO IOTPENIHO
WJIM HEBUCTHHUTO BO THE ,CJIaBeHha Ha IMapajioKCOT .
OnnaBameTo MpU3HAHKE Ha MapaZioKcoT e ¢puocodceka
»,BUCTHHA“ Koja OU ja mpudarmia, HO Kako cocTojoa Ha
oxHoc nomery JIBe. Cemak, ce orpazyBaM oOf JIOJIeJIy-
Bame JleprHUpaUKa yJIora Ha 0BOj OTHOC BO IOTJIEN HA
CeKoja 0/1 eIMHEYHUTE KOMIIOHEHTH IITO TO COYNHYBAaT
6uHapHOTO (KOe ro BocmocTaByBa ojfHOCOT). Cekoja of
OBHE CHHTYJIAPHOCTH € IIPHU3HAaeHa KaKO CHHTYJIapHOCT
BO coo/iHOC co PeasHoTO.

[IpubernyBajku KOH METOJIOT HAa YHHJIATepah3alyja
(oBo3MmozkeH on Busujara-Bo-EqH0), cycneHaupajku ro
PasJIoroT 3a PeIallMOHU3MOT (U IyaTU3MOT), IOKOJIKY
OJUTydrMe J1a TO corjiezilaMe (J1a BocmoctaBuMe theoria
Ha“) HacCTaHOT Ha KoItHeerbe (Ha PeasnoTo) mo (Gererso)
BO JI[pyrHMOT BO HEroBaTa CHUHTYJIADHOCT — 3aKJIYYOKOT
O6u OWJI Jleka OBa He € HUTY HEBO3MOJKHA HUTY MapaioK-
canHa cutyanuja. CooueHH cMe (WJIM CIIOCOOHU CMe Jia
MIPOM3BEJIEMEe CJIMKA HAa COOYEHOCT) CO aKTyeJHOCTAa Ha
YUHOT Ha KOIHeeHe, 0e3 OIJieJl Ha BO3BpakameTo Ha
»~OHOJ TI0 KOj ce KormHee®. OBa ,HEBO3MOKHO“ Ye3HEEHEe
€ aKTyeJIJHOCT Ha eIMHeYHa >keJyiba, Koja IMpOU3BeIyBa
YMHOBU Ha UMaruHapusanuja (ma Taka, 1 Ha cebenma-
THHApHU3aIija: MPeTBOpamke Ha rpybata (U3UKATIHOCT
Ha jkesnbata Bo O3HauyBambe), IIPETCTaBYBajKkH, caMo-
TO 1o cebe, ocTBapeHa peaysHOCT. Kacrpupaukara
HEBO3MOXKHOCT KOjaIlITO € HaMeTHaTa OJHAaJ[BOP, Of
cTpaHa Ha /[pyruoT, e MO3UTHBHA PEaJTHOCT KOja BJIEry-
Ba BO KOHCTHUTYIIMjaTa Ha KacTpHpaHaTa peajHOCT (Ha
,HEBO3MOXKHHUOT KomHe k). CebenpeBenyBameTo Ha Pe-
JIHOTO BO IIPEMOCTYBAUYKO IOCETHYBame KOH [[pyruor
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By making the claim about “the craving for the impossi-
ble as inherent to the radical experience of that very im-
possibility,” seemingly we are joining the perennial acts
of celebration of the paradox as a form of escapism serv-
ing to appease the aporia one has fallen into; and there
is nothing wrong or untrue about the “celebrations of the
paradox”. The affirmation of the paradox is a philosophi-
cal “Truth” I would subscribe to, nonetheless as a state
of a relation established by Two. However, I am shying
away from granting to this relation a defining role with
respect of each of the singular components constituting
the binary (establishing the relation). Each of the singu-
larities is affirmed inasmuch as singularity in correlation
with the Real.

Resorting to the method of unilateralization (provided
by the Vision-in-One), suspending the reason of relation-
ism (and dualism), if we decide to see (establish a “theo-
ria of”) the event of (Real’s) craving for (an escape to) the
Other in its singularity — the conclusion would be that it
is neither an impossible nor a paradoxical situation. We
are faced (or we are able to produce the Image of being
faced) by the actuality of the act of craving, regardless of
the response of the “one craved for.” This “impossible”
yearning is an actuality of a particular desire, producing
acts of imaginarization (and, thus, self-imaginarization:
turning the brute physicality of the Desire into Signifi-
cation), constituting an accomplished reality in itself.
The castrating impossibility imposed from the outside,
by the Other, is a positive reality entering the constitu-
tion of the castrated reality (of the “impossible” crav-
ing). The Real’s self-translation into that bridging reach
towards the Other and the World, does not cut into its
own Self with dualism, does not thrust a division within
itself, since the Vision of Duality (and of the consequent
Impossibility) belongs to the Thought, not to the Real.

:
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1 koH CBeTOT, He ja 3acekyBa corncrBeHaTta CeOHOCT co
Jlyayii3aM, He MPaBU YIIaJl HA IOJBOEHOCT BO cebecH,
ounejku Busujara Ha JlyamuTeToT (1 ocyieoBaTeTHaTa
HeBo3moxkHOCcT) 11 mpunara Ha Muciara, He Ha Peas-
HoTO. HacpoTru moagBoeHocta Bo MuciaTa mpousBezieHa
oJicTpaHa Ha BuzujaTa Ha HEIIOMUPJIMBO ACUMETPUYHHUOT
Hyanurer, PeaTHOTO HEN30€KHO ja IPEMIOBTOPYBA CBO-
jara skeyiba Jja ja TpaHCIIEHAPA COCTOjOaTa Ha pauKaI-
Ha camoTHja. Bo oBaa cMucsia, Toa OCTaHyBa paIUKaIHO,
BO KpajHaTa WHCTAHIIA HEJIOMPEHO O] CIy4YyBamaTa Ha
HuBO Ha Muca. Heroara »xesiba 3a mpeobpasyBame Ha
3TparyeH0CTa Ha PaJJUKaIHA CAMOTH]ja BO MOCT Ha TPAHC-
IeHINpambe MpeKy [Ipyruor e yHuiaaTepaaIHoO MOBTOPHO
MOTBP/IyBaHa, HACIIPOTH ACUMETPUYHUOT ,,0ATOBOP".

ITapasiOKCOT € HEIITO IITO Ce CIyYyBa caMO Ha HUBO HA
OJTHOC; JIoZleKa BO CMHCJIAa HAa CHHTYJIADHOCT, ce pabo-
TH 3a HEIITO JIPYro: camoorndareHa YHUIATEPATHOCT
BO cocToj0a Ha He3amupJIMBO MoOBTOpyBame. (,Hesa-
MIUPJIUBO“ OCBEH aKO He € 3aIllPEHO Off Ipyra HHTEPBEH-
1[1ja Ha PeasTHOTO KOjaIto MOKe Jja 'O ZIOHeCe HETOBHOT
kpaj: CmpTTa). Bugen ox mo3unuja Ha Busuja-so-ExHo,
edekToT Ha mapasokcoT (KOj cexorai Beke ce CIydyBa
Ha HUBO Ha OJ{HOC) ce IpeBeyBa cebecw BO CHia Ha
XpaHeme Ha kejbata co cebecu. ,IlykHatmHaTa“ Ha
HEHAIMUH/INBATa HEJIOBOJTHOCT KOja JIE?KU BO CPIIETO Ha
OJTHOCOT Ha TapaioKc, MpeBe/leHa BO TEPMUHU Ha CHUH-
TyJIapHOCTA, € TOKMY TOj MpPeIUIaByBauKy OpaH KOjIITO
ce BJIEBAa BO TEUEHHMETO HA He3acUTHATA kejiba Ha Peas-
HoTo. CorsieZlaHd BO HUBHUOT aCIIEKT Ha YHUJIATEPAJI-
HOCT, OBHE JIejCTByBalha Ha HAIIIHOT CTaTyC U COCTOj6a
Ha Pajiukanna OcamMmeHOCT ce counHeTH o] 6e30p0j euH-
CTBEHH, paJIMKaJIHO CAMOTHH IOCTAllKU Ha, BO KpajHa
HWHCTaHIa, pedIeKTUPAHO UCKYCTBO MPECO3/AaBajKu ce
camuTe cebecu Kako pa3eMHETH WHCTAHIIN Ha ,0Iepa-
TUBHOTO Peasno. Co Apyru 360pOBH, KAKO UCKYCTBEHA
HACOKa, ceOeTpaHCIEHAUPAYKOTO BHKEeme Ha Pe-

In spite of the split within Thought produced by the Vi-
sion of the inconsolably asymmetric Duality, the Real in-
escapably reiterates its Desire to transcend the state of
radical solitude. In this sense, it remains radically, in the
last instance untouched by the happenings on the level
of Thought. Its Desire for transforming the grip of radi-
cal solitude into a bridge of transcendence through the
Other is unilaterally reaffirmed in spite of the asymmet-
ric “response.”

The paradox is something that takes place but on the
level of the relation, whilst in terms of singularity we are
always dealing with something else: with a self-enclosed
unilaterality in a state of unstoppable reiteration. (“Un-
stoppable” unless stopped by another intervention of a
Real that can introduce its end: the Death.) Seen from
the position of the Vision-in-One the effect of the para-
dox (always already taking place relationally) translates
itself into a force of self-feeding of the Desire with itself.
The “crack” of irredeemable insufficiency which lies in
the heart of the relation of paradox, translated in the
terms of singularity is but that flooding flow feeding into
the flux of insatiable Desire of the Real. Seen in their
aspect of unilaterality, these workings of our status and
state of Radical Solitude are constituted as myriads of
unique, radically solitary gestures of ultimately non-re-
flected experience reproducing themselves as disunited
instances of the “operational” Real. In other words, as
an experiential stance, the self-transcending move of the
Real (of our own radical immanence) imposes itself as a
Real in itself, as yet another instance of the non-reflected
experiential that we decide to see in its singularity.
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aJTHOTO (Ha HaIlaTa COIICTBEHA paJiuKa/iHa WMaHEHT-
HOCT) ce HaMeTHyBa Kako PeasTHOTO o cebe, KaKo yIITe
eZHa WHCTaHIA Ha pedJIEKTUPAETO HCKYCTBEHO KOE
00ayuyeame a ro BUAMME BO HETOBATa €IUHEYHOCT.

4. 1a ce 6upe cakaH/a Bo CONCTBEHATa PaAUKaNHa
camoTuja

Moskeme s J1a cakaMe (BOCIOCTaBUME ,,0JHOC Ha Bep-
HOCT KOH " 1 ,,[TIPON3BeJIeMe BUCTUHA 3a2“) JIpyruoT Bo He-
roBaTa/Hej3WHATA paJiMKaJIHA CaMOTHja, BO Herosarta/
Hej3WHaTa HelocpeyBaHa eINHEUYHOCT U €ITMHCTBEHOCT,
JIO/IEKa CHOT peslalliOHu3aM (M OYeKyBameTO Ha peru-
IIPOIUTET) € cyclieHaAupaHo? MoxkeMe Jiu /1a TO cakaMme
JpyruoTr BUAEH BO HETOBUOT/HEJ3UHUOT OTIOP KOH
MPEMOCTYBAa€TO Ha HEroBara/Hej3MHaTa pajuKaTHA
caMoTHa cebe-ondareHoct? [Ipyr HaUMUH Jja ce IIOCTaBU
IpamameTo 61 OUJI: MOKEMe JIH /12 BOCIIOCTaBUME OZTHOC
KOH /[pyrHOT KOj He € peJIallMOHUCTHYKU? Mokeme i
Jla cakaMe (MJIU Jja BOCIIOCTaBHMeE OZJHOC HA BEPHOCT IIITO
IIPOM3Be/lyBa BUCTHMHA) HAa PAJUKAJIHO yHUJIATepaJieH
HayuH? MosxeMe ji1 KOH JIpyruoT /1a “MaMe OHOC KaKo
Jla cMe BO KopeJsamuja co Peasmnoro? JacHo, MenuyMoT
Ha OBaa omnepanuja 6u 6ma Ja3ukor: cu mumame pabora co
>keJiba Koja e Hy>KHO IocpeiyBaHa (Kako U ceKoja apyra
»kennba) Hu3 Co3panujata Ha CBeTOT (,, TpaHCIIEHAEHTA-
HUTE MaTepHjain‘, COUMHETH 0] Ja3UK).

[IpunyzneHu cMe 1a ro mpeTnocraBuMe (WIN: Jja 3aMUC-
JIMMe, WIH: Jla 3aMUCJIUMe TTPUKa3Ha 3a) HEM30EKHOTO
npuberHyBame KOH TPAHCIEH/IEHTATHUOT MaTePHjasl BO
IIPOIECOT HA aKTyeJIM3Upame Ha OBaa »kejiba, oumejku
€ KOHCTUTYTHBHA 0COOMHA Kako Ha MmuciaTa Taka U Ha
JbybGoBTa BO HEJ3MHOTO CBOJCTBO HA IIPU/IBHIKYBa€
KOEIIITO ja 3aYHyBa ceTa TPAHCIeH/IeHIH]a.
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4. To Be Loved in One’s Own Radical Solitude

Can we love (establish a “relation of fidelity to” and
“produce a truth of”) the Other in her/his (or its) radi-
cal solitude, in her/his (or its) unmediated singularity
and uniqueness while all relationism (and expectation of
reciprocity) is suspended? Can we love the Other seen
in her/his (or its) resistance to the bridging of her/his
(or its) radically solitary self-encompassment? Another
way of putting the question would be: can we establish
a relation to the Other which is not relationist? Can we
love (or establish a relation of fidelity generating truth)
radically unilaterally? Can we relate to the Other as if
correlating with the Real? Clearly, the Medium of this
operation would be the Language: we are dealing with
a Desire that is necessarily mediated (just as any other
desire) through the Creations of the World (the “tran-
scendental materials,” made of Language).

We are compelled to presuppose (or: imagine, or: imag-
ine a narrative of) the unavoidable recourse to the tran-
scendental material in the process of this Desire’s actu-
alization since it is the constitutive property of Thought
and Love inasmuch as that engendering gesture of all
transcendence.
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[Toarajku ox MmoeTo o6jaBeHO npudakame HA He-PUITO-
co(pCKHOT MOBUK /Ja ce MHUCIU BO Kopenanuja co Pe-
ajmHOoTO, OU cakasja Ja TpeJJIolkKaM Ja ja pasriename
MOJKHOCTA 3a IonMambe Ha Jbybosra (vt Mucia-mro-
Jpy6m) koH Panmkannara Camoruja (Ha J[pyruor, ofHOC-
HO Ha PeasrHOTO), BO KOpesnanuja co Peasinoto. Criopez,
TOA, OHA IIITO jac ro ImpeJjiaram, OTOYHO, € /1a ce HIONMU
Muciia koja Bogu cMeTKa 3a (KojamTo ce cutyupa cebe-
cu aBTopedIeKCHBHO BO IOTJIE/] HA 3aMHUCJIATa 3a) CBO-
jata cpozmenoct Bo Kenbara 3a cebeTpaHCIeHAVPabe
(mpexky u 3a /[Ipyruor) Ha PeanHOTO, eIHOBpeMeHO
BrpajlyBajku ja BO cebe ,MMarmHapHaTa WH(PACTPYK-
typa“ (oBO3MOKeHa oJf 3amuciara 3a PagukanHara
Camoruja Ha [Ipyruor).

Cekako, OHA IITO MOKE Jia CE€ 3aMUCIU € eQUHCTBEHO
damucuBo. Co Zpyru 300pOBH, MOJKEME Jla ja 3aMUC-
JIIMe caMo cuTyarujata Bo CBeTOT Ha efieH cIy4aj Ha Pa-
nukarHa CamoTHja, Koja Omita oTesIoTBOpeHa Kako Teso
»HaceJeHo“ co o3HauyBama M CO ,Jac®; moxkeMme Jia ja
3aMHCJIIMe caMo Taa otyreHa Ma/»/eHa-Bo-Ma/»k/eHa
(MMaruHapHa/JIMHTBUCTUYKA/TPAHCIIEHIEHTaTHA TBOP-
6a) Koja MOKe /1a ce Haora caMo Bo CBETOT.

AxTuBHupamero Ha Mmuciara 3a (WIM BOBEIYBambeTO
Ha crojasuinTeTo Ha JbyOOB KOH) eZjHAa OTEJIOTBOPEHA
Pagukanna CamoTHja IMaHEHTHO IO UMILTUIVPA J€jCT-
BYBAIbETO HAa HHCTAHIIATA U CIIOCOOHOCTA 32 03HAUYBAbE,
OJTHOCHO Ja3uKoT. FIMeHo, MOKe caMo /ja ja 3aMUCINME
paZiKasTHaTa OJIBOEHOCT, HEYTEIlTHATa caMOTHja Ha J{py-
ruoT Bo CBeTOT (WIM HeroBaTa/Hej3MHATA ,paJUKATHA
HEeJIOBOJIHOCT, KakaHO co 306opoBute Ha Jlapyein), 3a-
€IHO CO HEMOKTa U PAHJIMBOCTA KaKO WHTPUHCHUYHH
Ha OBaa Io3uIyja. Jac ja 3aroBapaM MOKHOCTa 32 BOC-
IIOCTaBYBabE OJTHOC HA EMIIATHja CO €HO TAaKBO TPAHC-
IEHJIEHTAJIHO JIOHECyBame Ha JApyrocra Ha Jlpyruor,
3aCHOBAHO BP3 IOYETHHOT TI'eCT Ha IIOCETHYBame KOH

Departing from my declared espousal of the non-philo-
sophical call upon thinking in correlation with the Real, I
would like to propose considering the possibility of con-
ceiving of a Love (or Loving Thought) of (the Other’s)
Radical Solitude (that is to say, of the Real) in correla-
tion with the Real. Therefore, what I am proposing, more
specifically, is to conceive of a Thought which takes into
account (which situates itself self-reflexively with respect
to the imagined of) its engenderment within the Desire
for self-transcendence (through and to the Other) of the
Real while incorporating the “imaginary infrastructure”
(provided by the Imagined of) Other’s Radical Solitude.

Clearly, what can be imagined is only the imaginable
itself. In other words, one can imagine only the situa-
tion within the World of an instance of Radical Solitude,
which has been embodied by a Body “populated” with
significations and by an “I,” one can imagine only that
estranged Wo/Man-in-Wo/Man (an imaginary/linguis-
tic/transcendental creation) that can be found but in the
World.

The activation of Thought about (or introducing the
stance of Love toward) an embodied Radical Solitude
immanently implies the operation of the instance and
faculty of signification, that is to say, the Language.
Namely, one can imagine only the radical separatedness,
the inconsolable solitude of the Other in the World (or
her/his/its “radical insufficiency,” in Laruelle’s words),
together with the helplessness and vulnerability as in-
trinsic to this position. I am arguing for the possibility of
establishing a relation of empathy with such a transcen-
dental rendition of the Other’s otherness, based on the
inceptive gesture of reaching out to the Other by means
of enacting solidarity with her/his (its) imagined radical
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JIpyTHOT 1O maT Ha JIO’KUBYBAIHETO COJIUZAPHOCT CO
Hej3MHATa/HeroBaTa 3aMHUCJIeHa PaJiMKajHa CaMOTHja
U HEeHaJIMUHJIMBA CUHTysJapHOCT. OBOj rect mMa XH-
OpuzieH KapakTep OOJIMKYBaH Kako o7 pedJiekcHjaTa
(TpaHCIeH/IeHTaTHA, KOHI[ENTyaIHa, KOTHUTUBHA) TaKa
U of] Hepe(JIeKTUPAHOTO HCKYCTBeHO. Emmarujata co
pasiKajHaTa OCaMeHOCT Ha JIpyruoT mo maT Ha W/eH-
TU(DUKYBake Ha COICTBEHATa JIO’KMBeaHa COCTojba Ha
painKajHa 0CAaMEeHOCT €O Taa Ha (3amucsieHuor) JIpyr, e
YUuH HaTIpaBeH KaKo O/ MOMEHTOT Ha ,,IPOKUBYBAHETO"
(le vécu) Taka 1 01 MOMEHTOT Ha MIOCPEAYBABETO KOj TO
0BO3MOKyBa Ja3ukoT (viu TpaHCIeH/IEHTATHOTO).

OBa NpaKkTUKyBame COJIHIAPHOCT Ce IPOIINPYBA HCTO
TaKa ¥ Ha HUBOTO Ha OHOj 6eCKpaeH KOITHEeXK Koj cebecu ce
,UUTa“ KaKO HeyTelIHa HOCTa/ITHja, OUJIejKU Toa IITO Ce
3aMHUCJIyBa BO OBOj ITPOIIEC € PaJMKATHATA 0CAMEHOCT Ha
JIpyTHOT HY>KHO HaroBeCTyBajKHU ja HeroBaTa/Hej3nHaTa
HEMOXXHOCT 3a aBTOTpPAHCIEeHJIeHTHpame (OuayBajku
oHa HeusbexHo, camoondareno Peasnno). ITogpaxka-
BaHOTO MICKYCTBO Ha HOCTAJITHja, HA eMIATUYKOTO HAB-
JIeTyBame BO COCTOj0aTa HA ,HEBO3MOXKHO “ KOITHEEHhE — BO
VMe Ha BOCIIOCTaBYBamh€e COJIHIAPHOCT CO PaJUKaTHATA
ocaMeHOCT Ha /[pyTHoT — e cIy4ajoT Bo Koj PeasrHOTO (11X
Pagukannara CamoTHja) BieryBa Bo Mrpara kojamro e
80 ceojailia kpajHa uHcillaHya TpaHcleHeHTanHa. Toa
€ CTPAHO TeJIO BO CPIIETO HA HE3ANUPJIMBUOT IIPOIiec Ha
(cebe-) oryryBame: TpaHCI€HJIEHTaJIHATA MPOAYKIH]ja
(wu reHepupame BucThHA). MuciaTta (KojalTo e BO CBO-
jaTa KpajHa MHCTAHIA TPAHCIIEH/IEHTAIHA) KOPEJIUpajKu
co ce Ha PeayiHOTO € 0cBOEHA O] ITPHCYCTBO KOE € BO-CBO-
jaTa-KpajHa-MHCTAHIA CO PAJUKATHO IIONHAKOB CTATYC:
oHOj Ha Peanmnoro wiu Ha Pagukannata MIMaHeHTHOCT.

Cemak, 0OBOj WHBa3Hja He IO 3alHpa IPOIECOT Ha
cebe-pa3MHOXKYBalhe Ha OTyl'yBauKaTa HMHCTaHIA Ha
TpaucuenieHTaTHOTO. CebeoTylyBameTo (Ha YOBEKOT-
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solitude and insurmountable singularity. This gesture
is of a hybrid character moulded out of both reflection
(the transcendental, conceptual, cognitive) and of the
non-reflected experiential. The empathy with the radical
solitude of the Other by way of identifying one’s own en-
acted state of radical solitude with that of the (imagined)
Other, is an act made both of the event of “living out”
(le vécu) as well as of that of the mediation provided by
Language (or the Transcendental).

This exercise of solidarity extends also to the level of that
infinite craving that “reads” itself as inconsolable nostal-
gia, since what is being imagined in this process is the
Other’s radical solitude necessarily intimating her/his
(or its) impossibility for auto-transcendence (inasmuch
as that inescapable, self-enclosed Real). The enacted ex-
perience of nostalgia, of the empathic entering into the
state of “impossible” craving — in the name of establish-
ing solidarity with the Other’s radical solitude — is the
instance at which the Real (or the Radical Solitude) en-
ters the Play which is in its last instance transcenden-
tal. It is the alien body in the heart of the in the unstop-
pable processes of (self-) alienation: the transcendental
production (or truth generation). The Thought (which is
in its last instance transcendental) correlating with the
Real has been invaded by a presence which is in-its-last-
instance of a radically different status: that of the Real or
the Radical Immanence.

Yet, this invasion does not stop the process of auto-
propagation of the estranging instance of the Transcen-
dental. The self-alienation (of the Human-in-Human, as
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BO-YOBEK, Ka’kaHO co 30opoBute Ha Jlapyes, win Ha
~’KUBOTOT-BO-JKMBOT", Kako INTO jac Ou Kakaysa Oe3
Jla ce oOulyBaM Ha OBa MMeEHYBambe Jia My MPHUIIHIIAM
CTaTyC Ha TEXHUYKH TEPMHUH) He MOJKe Jla Ouze nsber-
HATO: 3aToa IITO €QUHCTBEHHOT MOJKEH IIaT Ha 3aeM-
HOJIEjCTBYBame IOMerly JiBe MHCTaHIM Ha PeasHOTO (M
MecTOTO Ha 3amuciyBauykuor CyOjeKT MU MecTOTO Ha
3amuciieHoT0) € — tocpedysamweitio. TpaHCIEHEH-
TAJIHOTO € eAUHCTBEHUOT IoiloC KaJie IITO ABa UAEHTH-
TeTa-BO-KpajHAa-MHCTaHIIa MOXKE Jia Ce CPeTHAaT U 3a-
€MHO J1a CH JIejCTBYBaaT, OJTHOCHO: CEKOTalll BeKe IPEKY
MenuyMm, cekorail BeKe BOCIOCTAaBYBajKH IOCPEAyBaH
koHTakT. OTramy, Hocrasnrujara kako AedUHUPAYKH
acriekT Ha PaaukanHoTo JbyOOBHO uYe3Heewme He
e camo TaryBame HaJ COIICTBeHaTa HemnoOeaIuBa
Papukanmna Camotmja, TyKy ucro Taka u OriakyBambe
Ha cekoraml BeKe u3ryoeHuUoOT JIpyr BO Hemocpe-
HOCTa HA HEroBOTO/HEj3MHOTO HeOoTyleHO PeasHo.

W cKyCcTBEHOTO ja/ipo BrHE3EHO BO 3aUYETOKOT Ha AKTOT
(ma Papukanna Jby6oB) ,Toram’“ wiu ,eTHOBPEMEHO"
ce mpeBeayBa cebecH BO IIOCpeyBarbe€ Ha 3aMUCIIe-
HHUOT PaJINKaJIeH UJIEHTHTET CO KOj ce HAeHTU(]HUKYBa.
(HuenmeH on TepMUHUTE — ,TOrall” U ,eTHOBPEMEHO"
— He ce ynorpebyBa BO TEMIIOpaJIHA CMHCJA, TYKY BO
CMHCJIa Ha aKCUOJIONIKO IPBEHCTBO, U TOA CaMO 3a Jia
IO HapyIlIu U HAMECTO HEro JIa MPeJIOKU XOPU30HTAaJI-
HocT). [IpeMeToT Ha HAIIIETO HCTPAXKYBakhe KOjIIITO CMe
ro 1o6wsie peky BusujaTa-Bo-E/HO, € BCYIITHOCT TOj XH-
opun Ha CebGeomndarenara CyGjekTuBHOCT HenszOerxHO
Curyupasna kako Ctpanern Bo CBerort. [loueTHOTO UncTO
Y ITyPUCTUYKO JIBHKEEHE BO IPaBel] Ha U3BECHA paIUKaJI-
Ha CaMOTHOCT Heu30e)XHO Ke Oujle MpecpeTHATO Of
crpaHa Ha Ja3ukoT (TpaHCIeHIEeHTaTHOTO); IIPEHECEHO
Ha TPAaHUYHOTO HHUBO Ke ce CJIydH MpeoOpaTyBame Ha
oBa BTOpoBO (Jazukort, TpaHCIIeHAEHTATHOTO) BO COJIH-
JIADHOCT CO JIMHTBUCTHYKH J1ODATIUBHOT HIAEHTUTET-

Laruelle puts it, or of the “Life-in-Life”, as I would put it
without attempting to assign to this naming the status of
a technical term) cannot be escaped: since, the only pos-
sible route of interplay between two instances of the Real
(both the site of the Imagining Subject and the site of the
Imagined) is — the mediation. The Transcendental is the
only topos where two identities-in-the-last-instance can
meet and interact, that is to say: always already through
a Medium, always already establishing a mediated con-
tact. Thus, the Nostalgia as the defining aspect of the
Radical Loving Yearning, is not only Grief over one’s own
unbeatable Radical Solitude, but also Mourning for the
always already lost Other in the immediacy of her/his (or
its) non-alienated Real.

The experiential encapsulation nesting in the inception
of the Act (of Radical Love) is “then” or “simultaneously”
translated into a mediation of the imagined and identified
with radical identity. (Either of the terms — “then” and
“simultaneously” — is not used in the temporal sense, but
in the sense of axiological primacy, and only in order to
disturb it and suggest horizontality instead.) The object
of our investigation that we have received through the
Vision-in-One is, in fact, that hybrid of the Self-Enclosed
Subjectivity Inescapably Situated as a Stranger in the
World. The inceptive pure and puristic move towards a
certain radical solidarity will inevitably be intercepted by
Language (the Transcendental) and translated into the
bordering level of conversion of the latter into solidarity
with the linguistically conceivable identity-in-the-last-in-
stance of the Other. Namely, what is imagined, identified
and solidarized with is the identity-in-the-last-instance
of the estranged for and in the World Wo/Man-in-Wo/
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BO-KpajHaTa WHCTaHIA Ha J[pyruot. iMeHo, Toa mITO ce
3aMHCJIyBa, CO KOe ce UIeHTU(PUKYBA U COJTUIAPU3UPA €
WJIEHTUTETOT-BO-KpajHa-MHCTAaHIla HAa OTyleHHUOT(-aTa)
3a 1 Bo CBerot Ma/>»x/eHa-Bo-Ma/x/eHa (W1u ,JKUBOT-
BO-)KUBOT"), CO HETOBUTE/HEJ3UHUTE OIPEIETyBAUKHI
WUIUOCUHKPA3uH (KOHTUHTEHIINU KOU, KaKO TaKBH, IO
cBojaTa ieUHUIIH]ja, ce TPOU3BOJT HA epeKTOT Ha Peas-
HOTO) M HMBHATA CAMOTHA €JUHCTBEHOCT (MHCTaHIIaTa
Ha Pagukannata CamoTHja, 0THOCHO Ha PeasTHOTO MOB-
TOPHO).

MucIerero Uin Jby0emheTo Ha Heurja paluKaHa CaMOo-
THja € MO3UI[Hja KOjallITO € UMAaHEHTHO Pa{uKaIHA UCTO
Taka cropes HejauHoto IToreksto, wau cropes MecTo-
TO Ha Hej3UHOTO /lejcTByBambe wiu cropesi Hocute-
J1oT Ha IIpo1ecoT: OAHOCHO, CIIOPE T0KUBYBAKHETO Ha
paguKasiHaTa ocameHocT Ha JbyGOBHHMKOT (a He camo
Ha JbyOGeHnoT). MOCTOT Ha COTUAAPHOCT CO OTYI'€HUOT
WJIEHTUTET-BO-KpajHa-UHCTAHIIa Ce II0jaByBa KaKoO pe-
3yJITaT Ha YyBCTBOTO M COCTOj0aTa Ha HemobOeinBa
ozBoeHoct o ITocakyBanuor/ata (Bo HeroBaTa/Hej3u-
Hata Papukanna Camotuja wiu Peanno).

BakBuoTr pagukaseH o0uz 3a IOBp3yBame co JIpy-
ruoT (BO HETOBOTO/HEj3MHOTO PeasiHO) e HampaBeH Of
JIOKHUBYBAKHETO Ha CEKOoralll Beke (pyCcTpUpaHOTO 3aEM-
HO [TIOBP3yBaibe CO paJuKaJHaTa UMaHEHTHOCT Ha Jby0e-
HHUTE UAMOCUHKpasuu. Toa e MCKYyCTBO Ha CBEOYEHHE
Ha 0ECKOHEUHOTO ITOBJIEKYBaibe BO cebe-00BHUTKAHOCT
Ha HesmodaTMBUTE MpojaBu HA PeasrHoTo Ha JbybeHu-
ot/ata (T.e., Ha TakaHapeYEeHUTE ,NTUOCUHKPA3UH" Ha
JpyOeHara JINUHOCT), HA HUBHATAa KOHEYHA He3aMeHJIH-
BOCT.

OBa e camMo VIITE €IHO JIMIle HA HOCTAJITHUYHO
OIUIAaKyBAUYKHUOT HACTAHOK Ha cera JbyboB — Gapem Ha
ceta Papukanna JbyboB wiu Ha ceta Pagukanna Muciia
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Man (or “Life-in-Life”), with her/his (or its) determining
idiosyncrasies (contingencies which, inasmuch as con-
tingencies, are, by definition, the result of the impact of
the Real) and their solitary uniqueness (the instance of
the Radical Solitude, i.e., of the Real once again).

Thinking or loving one’s radical solitude is a position
which is immanently radical also according to its Origin
or according to the Site of its Operation or according to
the Bearer of the Process: that is to say, according to the
experience of radical solitude of the Lover (and not only
of the Loved one). The bridging of solidarity with the es-
tranged identity-in-the-last-instance arises as a result of
the sense and state of unbeatable separation from the
Desired One (in his/her or its Radical Solitude or Real).

This radical attempt for connecting with the Other (in
her/his or its Real) is made of the experience of an al-
ways already frustrated interconnecting with the radical
immanence of the beloved idiosyncrasies. It is an expe-
rience of witnessing the infinite retreat in self-envelop-
ment of those ungraspable emanations of the Real of the
Loved One (i.e., of the so called “idiosyncrasies” of the
loved Person), of their finite irreplaceableness.

This is yet another face of the nostalgic mourning engen-
derment of all Love — at least of all Radical Love or of all
Radical Thought of Love — inside of and for the kernel of
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3a JbyboBTa — BO U 3a jagpoTto Ha PasukanHara Camotu-
ja. U TakBo e cekoe Mucsieuko ITo3urnmoHupame Bo 0BOj
IIpospauen Cser Hcnosner co Ynaau Ha I'yctnHa Ha
Kuseanoro Peasno.

5. HaBpalial-be Ha nNpalWakbeTo Ha YHUBEP3a/IU3IMOT:
yHVIBep3aJ'IHOT0 KdKO papUKaNHO CAMOTHa no3uu,uja

OsBaa Kyca MeZuTaInija HECOMHEHO € BO COIJIacHe cO OHA
IIITO MO2Ke 7]a ce UAeHTU(DUKYBa KAKO YHUBEP3JINCTUYKI
IIPU3BYK BO Ja3MKOT M HACOKaTa Ha MOJOT aBTOPCKU
,Iyac. V1 eBe HE IOBTOPHO, ce BpakaMme Ha IPaIlambeTo
Ha YHUBep3aJIu3MoT. /]a ja moBTOpaM BeKe HCKa)KaHAaTa,
enabopupaHa U mnpudareHa IMO3UIHjA: COTJIACYBajKu
ce co ®pancoa Jlapyen u Anen banjy, moBTOpHO Ke To
HCKa)KaM MOETO BepyBame JleKa ceKoja MHUCIa € MMa-
HEHTHO YHHBEP3JINCTUYKA, OWJejku mpeTeH3UjaTa 3a
YHHBEP3AJTHOCT € KOHCTUTYTUBHO BrpasieHa Bo JKesnbara
3a Mucsa. OBaa mpeTeH3uja e Hen30eKHa, UCTO KaKO U
HAaWBHOTO WJIM HCKOHCKO HACTOjyBambe Jla ce MOCTUTHE
yHajTOuHaTa“, ,HajBUCTUHUTATA BUCTUHA“ — OJIHOCHO,
Buctunara — 3a enen Hacran wiau 3a CBETOT BO CEKOj
Mucaedku ob6ma. OBa HAMBHO HaIlperame € OHa IITO
para Mucya, 1, coceM U3BECHO, W IPETXOAM Ha KaKBa
6w1o aBTOpediekcyja, Ha KakBa 610 aBTOpedepeHTHA
cebeKoOpeKIFja BO MHUCJIEUKHOT IPOIiec KOj BOBEAyBa
KPUTHYHOCT U (TIOJIUTHYKA) OATOBOPHOCT BO cebecH.
BakBOTO MeraoMaHCKO MO3UIIMOHUPAHE i € IMaHEHT-
HO Ha Muwucara, reHepaTUBHO € 3a Hej3uHaTa Kenba
U e Hen30eXXHO U PaIMKIHO ocaMeHo. Bo Taa kpajHO
KpILJIMBA, paHInBa U cyaba mo3unuja Ha ¢aHTasupa-
HaTa CEMOK Ha YHHBEP3AJTHOCTA, YOBEK € PaJIUKAJIHO
CaMOTeH.

Muciara e cama, COOUeHa €JUHCTBEHO CO CBOjaTa COII-
cTBeHa xkesiba 3a (PanTazmjaTa Ha) yaTHMaTUBHATa Brc-

Radical Solitude. And such is each Thinking Positioning
in this Translucent World Full of Protrusions of Thick-
ness of the Lived Real.

5. The Question of Universalism Revisited:
The Universal as Radically Solitary Position

This short meditation undoubtedly resonates with what
can be identified as universalistic overtones in the lan-
guage and the stance of my author’s “voice.” And here
we are again, returning to the question of universalism.
To reiterate the already stated, elaborated and embraced
position: concurring with Francois Laruelle and Alain
Badiou, I will reaffirm my belief that every thought is im-
manently universalistic, since the pretension of univer-
sality is constitutively inbuilt in the Desire of Thought.
This pretension is unavoidable, as is the naive or primal
compulsion to attain “the most accurate,” “the most
truthful truth” — that is to say, the Truth — of an Event
or of the World in every thinking endeavour. This naive
compulsion is what gives birth to Thought, and it is cer-
tainly prior to any self-reflection, to any auto-referential
self-correctives of the thinking process that introduce
criticality and (political) responsibility into itself. This
megalomanic positioning is immanent to Thought, it is
generative of its Desire and it is unavoidably and radical-
ly lonely. In that ultimately fragile, vulnerable and weak
position of fantasized omnipotence of universality one is
radically solitary.

The Thought is alone facing but its own Desire for (the
Fantasy of) the ultimate Truth as for the impossible im-
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THHA KaKO 32 HEBO3MOKHATAa HellocpeHoCT Ha PeastHOTO
Ha /Ipyruot. OBOj HICKOHCKY, IPUMHUTHBEH YHUBEP3aJIU-
3aM — 32 KOJIIITO TBP/IaM JIeKa e Hen30e:KHO IPUCYTEH BO
CeKoe TocaKyBamwe Muciia — e, cjIeIcTBEHO, PA/IUKAITHO
CaMOTeH, ITPOU3BEYBajKU CBOj COIICTBEH cebeordaTeH
YHauBep3yMm (,Jangage-univers“ co 36opoBure Ha Jlapy-
ex). OBa He 3HauH Jleka Muciara Ha CBETOT, U3BEIITEHA
KaKO BO 3aKOHUTE TaKa U BO HENPEJBUJUINBOCTUTE HA
Tpancuennenrannoro (mefy apyroto, u 3a ,Branee-
weTo Ha McropujaTta“), Tpeba 1a 1 ce MOTUMHU Ha OBaa
IPUMUTHBHOCT U Jia 3a60paBu IITO 3Hae 32 CBETOT Ha
Paznukara, 3a HeroBoto MHoOryInyje u mosuiyjata Ha
KPUTUYHOCT KOja Toa ja IMKTUPA.

KakyBajKu To MCTOTO CO HEINTO MOWMHAKOB ja3HWK, Ke ja
IIOBTOpPaM MojaTa II03UllMja JieKa 0gue TBP/iemha 3a e/leH
ifilakoe yHUBEp3aJIu3aM He ja UCKJIydyBaaT CaMO-CBecC-
HOCTa Ha MHCJIEYKHOT cy0jeKT (MU ZIejCTBUTEIHOCT) 3a
HEeroBara/Hej3NHATa KOHCTUTYTUBHA UCIIPEIJIETEHOCT CO
COILII0-KYJITYPHO-TIOJIMTUYKUOT KOHTEKCT U UCTOPUCKATA
11033/IMHA Ha PACIOJIOKIUBUOT TPAHCIEH/IeHTaJIeH Ma-
Tepujas. OBUe /iBe IPETIIOCTABKU KOU I'O UMAaaT CTaTyCOT
Ha BTEMeJIyBAaUKU yBepyBama (WIH, MaK, HA aKCHOMU)
3a TyKa IpUMeHyBaHAaTa JUCKyP3UBHOCT He Tpeba Jia ce
ryefaaT Kako MPOTUBPEYHU MJIM Kako Jja ce cyaupaar
BO paMKHTe Ha eJlHa UCTa apryMeHTanyja. Jac HUM UM
npunuurysam GyHIaMeHTaTHO pa3jndeH ,,0HTOIOMKY
CTaTyc: YHUBEP3AJIUCTUIKHUOT recT Ha MUCJIaTa ce Haora
Ha HajIpUMHUTUBHATA TEPUTOPHU]ja, OHAA KOja ce poTera
Ha ['panunara Ha Jasukor (wiu Ha pabot Ha Ilpa3Hu-
Harta Ha banjy), Jomeka KpUTHUYKaTa IO3WUIMja WH-
dopmupana ox Hcropujata (IOJUTHYKH OATOBOPHO
CTajasIuIlTe 3aCHOBAHO BP3 ,,CBECHOCTA 3a KyJITypHAaTa
pasiuka“) e YUCTO JIMHTBUCTUYKY ITPOU3BO/I, TAa € MMa-
HEHTEH IIPOM3BO/l HA UMAaHEHTHO JIMHTBUCTUYKOTO (VLTI
BO roBopoT Ha Jlapyesn, Ha ,, TpaHCIeHAeHTATHOTO ).
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mediacy of the Other’s Real. This primal, primitive uni-
versalism — which I claim to be unavoidably present in
any desiring of Thought — is therefore radically solitary,
creating a self-enclosed Universe (“langage-univers” as
Laruelle puts it) of its own. This does not mean that the
Thought of the World, versed in the rules and vicissitudes
of the Transcendental (among other, the “Rule of His-
tory”), should succumb to this primitiveness and forget
what it knows of the World of Difference, of its Multiple
Face and the position of criticality the latter dictates.

Saying the same in a somewhat different language, I will
reaffirm my position that these claims of such universal-
ism do not exclude the self-awareness of the thinking
subject (or agency) about her/his constitutive entangle-
ment with the social-cultural-political context and his-
torical background of the available transcendental ma-
terial. These two presuppositions holding the status of
grounding beliefs (or, for that matter, axioms) for the dis-
cursiveness employed here do not need to be regarded as
contradicting or as colliding within the same argumenta-
tion. I am assigning them a fundamentally different “on-
tological” status: the universalistic gesture of thought oc-
cupies the most primitive territory, the one spreading at
the Limit of Language (or at the edge of Badiou’s Void),
whereas the critical position in-formed by History (po-
litically responsible stance based on the “awareness of
the cultural difference”) is a purely linguistic product, it
is an immanent product of the immanently linguistic (or
in Laruellian speech, of the “Transcendental”).

’II
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Kaxkano Bo tepmuuu Ha baxajy, Mucieukuor CyOjexkt
CeKorail BeKe OCTBapyBa OZHOC Ha BepHocT kOoH He-
ko0j HacraH koj camuoT 1o cebe e (KaKO HaCTaHyBauKo,
uckycrBeno) IlpasuwHa (,cpene“ JIMHTBUCTHYKOTO):
HEU3yCTJINBOTO KaKO CaMOTO TKHBO Ha HMaHEHTHO
nckycrBeHoTO. Cenak, oBaa [Ipa3HuHa e BO cpueTo Ha
HekakBa CuTyanuja Koja MOXKe CaMO JIMHTBUCTHUYKU
Jla ce TIOMMHU U Jla ce BOCTAaHOBU Kako BucrtuHa ,HuU3
OeckoHedYeH cyief] Ha ucnuTyBama“. Taka, mojaByBameTo
Ha Hekoja HoBa Bucruna e mioa na Jluursuctuuku Tpyz,
cenak — OKOJIy NpeJl-TUHTBUCTUYKOTO, OKosy IIpasHu-
HaTa Ha HENOBTOPJIMBOTO, €AWHCTBEHO UCKYCILBO, 3a
[[eJINTe Ha 4Mja pa3MeHa co JIpyruot (3Hauu, Ha HUBO
Ha 3HAaK) YOBEK I'0 ITpe-u3MHUCIyBa Ja3HuKoT.

BepHoct koH Hekoj HacTtaH e HEIIITO IITO ce Ipe-I10jaBy-
Ba KaKO MPOIIEC HA BUCTUHA WJIM TeHEPUUYKA [IOCTaIKa'
IIITO BOCIIOCTABYBa OZIpeZieHa T€HEPHUKO ITOIMHOKECTBO
(subset). Criopen Baxjy, BuCTHHATa HEMa OHTOJIOUIKH
cratyc per se. Kako u 1a e, HejJ3UHOTO OU/TyBarbe MOXKe
Jla ce OIHIIEe CO MaTeMaTHKa WJIH, YIITe MOTOYHO, CO
KoeHoBaTa reHeTHuKa Teopuja Ha MHO}KecTBa. Cemak,
,BUCTHHATA € e[TUHCTBEHO BUCTUHHTA 32 CBOUTE CyDjeK-
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THU, HE U 3a Ha6]by,lly3a‘—II/ITe .

OBaa 1BOjHA CBECHOCT Ce O/IUTPYBA BO HAIIOPUTE IIPHCYT-
HU BO OBOj TEKCT U CE€ COCTOH OJ] 3alITUTYBame Ha IIPO-
IIECOT Ha TEOPUCKO IIPOU3BOZCTBO O7f apOTaHIjaTa Ha
TOTAJIUTAPUCTUYKHIOT IOTer Ha yHuUBep3atmzanuja. Co
ZpyTu 300pOBH, Taa HU ja Mpy»ka OyHOCTa HA TEOPHC-
KaTa OZITOBOPHOCT 32 €JHOBPEMEHOTO PaboTeme Ha /IBE
napasjieJJHi TeH/IEHIINHU/KeJa0u: YHUBEP3INCTUYKATA
IIpETeH3Hja Ha CHHTYJIADHHUOT Cy0jeKT U HCTOpUCKaTa
OTYETHOCT BO IOIJIE/] HA YIOTPEOYBAaHNOT TPAHCIIEH/[€H-
TaJIeH MaTepHjal.

Ogaa cocrtoj6a Ha — HajMaJIKy ABOjHA (MU IOTEHIHjaTHO
IIOBEKeKpaTHA) — CBECHOCT € IIOBTOPHO IO3UIIH]ja Ha pa-

Put in Badiou’s terms, the Thinking Subject always al-
ready establishes a relation of Fidelity to an Event, which
is in itself (inasmuch as the evental, the experiential) a
Void (in the “midst” of the Linguistic): the unutterable as
the very tissue of the immanently experiential. However,
this Void is at the heart of a Situation that can be but lin-
guistically conceived and established a Truth of “through
an endless sequence of investigations.” Thus, the emer-
gence of a New Truth is the fruit of Linguistic Labor,
however — around the pre-linguistic, around the Void of
the unrepeatable, unique experience for the purposes of
whose exchange with the Other (thus, on the level of the
Sign) one re-invents the Language.

Fidelity to an Event is what re-emerges as the truth proc-
ess or a generic procedure’® establishing a certain gener-
ic subset. According to Badiou, truth does not have an
ontological status per se. Nevertheless, its being can be
described by mathematics and more precisely through
Cohen’s generic set theory. Still, “the truth is true only
for its subjects, not for the spectators.””

This double awareness is at play in the efforts present
in this text and consists of the protecting of the proc-
ess of theoretical production from the arrogance of the
totalitarian move of universalization. In other words, it
provides us with the vigilance of theoretical responsibil-
ity for the simultaneous work of the two parallel tenden-
cies/desires: the universalistic pretension of the singular
subject and the historic accountability for the transcen-
dental material at use.

This state of vigilance, of that at least double (and po-
tentially, multiple) awareness is again a position of radi-
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JIvKanHa camoTuja. YoBek ja 3ema mpeasuy ['panunara
Ha HeroBata/Hejsunara Mucia u BuctuHa HameTHaTa
on JIpyruor (1 HeroBara/Hej3uHara Paziuka). PeasiHoTO
Ha Paznmkara Ha JI[pyruoT e oHa co KOe ce COOuyBa UCTO-
PHCKH O/ITOBOPHATA JIEjCTBUTETHOCT Ha IPOU3BEYBAbE
BHUCTHHA; OBA € PA/IMKAJIHO caMOTHa mo3unuja. Pagu-
KaJTHaTa CaMOTH]ja, U MpeTeH3HjaTa Ha YHUBEP3aJTHOCT
KOja IIITO Taa ja UMIUIUAIIPA, € COCTOj0a BO KOja MCTO-
PHCKH OATOBOPHATa Pa3MHUCIyBayKa JIejCTBUTEIHOCT €
IIPUMOpAaHa /1a ce Hajze, TOBTOPHO U IOBTOPHO.

Post Scriptum: Post Mortem
(Ha TaTko mu)

HckycrBoTo Ha 3aryba Ha JbyOeHA JIMYHOCT € KOM-
IJIEKCHO U COYMHETO OFf MHOTY CJIOEBH OJ] XETEPOTE€HO
MTOTEKJIO KoU MefyceOHO ce BKPCTYBaaT: HEKOH OJf HUB Of
JIMHTBUCTUYKH ITPOUCXO/ U KAPAKTEP, IPYT'H HA YUCTOTO
HepedIIEKTUPAaHO UCKYCTBEHO. [10C/IeTHOBO ce COCTOU
ofl uncra OOJIKa, CTPaJiathe COUYMHETO 07 0OJIeAyBaIbe,
M3MadyBarbe KOe IIPOU3JIETyBa Off MPOCTOTO KUBEEHHE
Ha OTCEYEeHOCTa O JbyOeHaTa JU4YHOCT. be3 orsen Ha
HaIluTe yOeIyBarba 3a, BEpyBama U TOJIKYBatba Ha ,[IPHU-
pozara“ Ha (kakBa GMJI0) IOBP3aHOCT CO U IPUBP3AaHOCT
KOH JIpyrHOT: Ia/Ti HEKOj TBPAH JieKa € O] CEKOTaIll BeKe
“MarvHapeH, ¢GaHTa3MaTCKH, JUHTBUCTHYKU TIOCPE/TY-
BaH KapaKTep WK MHCHCTUPA Ha Hej3NHATA CrienupruIHa
cyrncranna (MCTO KOJIKY M CYIITHHA), UCKYCTBOTO Ha
TaryBarbe€TO KAKO TAKBO € UCKYCTBO HAa YHCTO CTPAJArbe
HAHECEHO O] YyBCTBYBAETO Ha Of[BOeHocTa o Jbybe-
HuoT(-ta). Jlypn M 3a mcuxa MOTOHATa BO (aHTA3HHU
(ybemyBama) 3a umcTo (paHTA3MATCKHUOT KapakTep Ha
cBojot oxHoc (Ha JbyOoB) koH 3arybenuor/ara Jbyben/
a, cocrojbaTa Ha TaryBare € — IPUMapHO WJIM KOHCTH-
TYTUBHO — COYMHETa O/ He pedieKTUPAHOTO, KPajHO
He1odaTIMBOTO 3a Koja Omia pedekcuja, FcKycTBeHO
Ha cymrara bosika.

Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture Vol. 5/No. 1/Winter 2006

cal solitude. One is taking into consideration the Limit
to His/Her Thought and Truth imposed by the Other
(and his/her or its Difference). The Real of the Other’s
Difference is what the historically responsible agency of
truth production faces; this is a radically solitary posi-
tion. Radical solitude and the pretension of universality
it implies is a state which also the historically responsi-
ble thinking agency is compelled to find her/himself over
and over again into.

A Post Scriptum: Post Mortem
(To my father)

The experience of Loss of a loved one is complex and
comprises many intersecting layers of a heterogeneous
origin: some of them of linguistic provenance and char-
acter, the others of the purely non-reflected experiential.
The latter consists of sheer pain, suffering made of ache,
throbbing resulting from the simple experience of being
severed from the loved one. Regardless of our convic-
tions about, beliefs and interpretations of the “nature”
of (any) connection with and attachment to the Other:
whether one claims its always already imaginary, phan-
tasmatic, linguistically mediated character or insists on
its specific substance (inasmuch as essence), the experi-
ence of grieving itself is that of pure suffering inflicted
by the sensation of being severed from the Loved One.
Even for a psyche submerged in fantasies (convictions)
about the purely phantasmatic character of its relation
(of Love) with the Lost Loved One, the state of grief is
— primarily or constitutively — made of the non-reflect-
ed, the ultimately evasive to any reflection Experiential
of Sheer Pain.
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HeornoBukymBaTta — pagukaiHa — pasjesba ox (dan-
Ta3MaTCKUOT WJIH ,BOo-PeasHOTO®) JbyOeH/a/o Moike
Jla ce CIAy4d caMO BO-YHCTO-VICKyCTBEHOTO (Mid BO
cryqaj Ha Cmpr/Pagukanna 3aryba Ha JbyGeHn/a/o,
KOora IPeTXOZu Ha KakBO OWJIO TeHepupame pediiek-
cuja/BUCTHHA), co Apyru 300poBH, Bo-PeasHoTo. Heot-
MMOBUKJIMBOCTA Ha pasziesibaTa-Bo-PeasiHo ce 10KUBYBa
KaKO COTr0oJIeHOTO PeasiHoO, JIUIIIEHO O CEKaKBa CMHUCIIA,
0/l CEKaKBO 3Hauemwe Koe ,,0u umasao cmuciaa“. CaMuor
Hacran u MHcraHnma — kako cocrojoa Ha ,0uayBarbe”,
Ha ,IIOCTOEHE“, OHTOJIONIKH CTaTyC Ha ,,0u/yBarbe-BO-
PeanHoro“ — Ha HeOTIIOBUKJIMBOCT € HUIITO JAPYro OC-
BEH ONPHUCYTHyBale Ha PeasTHOTO BO HeromaTa arico-
sytHa ¢opMa — HCYHCTEHA Off YCIIOKOjyBAYKUTE, T.€.
ottiydyeauxuitie nejcreuja Ha CBeroT. Taa e uncr Ymag
Ha AIICyp/IOT — Of OHaa cTpaHa Ha Jasukort. Toa e Opy-
TajiHata u 6ecmuciiena TpayMma Koja e mpeiu3BUKaHa O]f
U Kako PeasHOTO.

PeanHoTO-Ha-TaryBameTo € YCJIOBEHO U OIPEETIEHO Of
HeroBaTa IOBP3aHOCT CO €/IMHCTBEH, HEOBTOp inB Hac-
TaH Ha He3aMeHanBa CHHIYJIapHOCT Ha efHa JIMYHOCT,
o7 (hakTOT ZieKa Toa OIUIAaKyBarbe Ha 1 KOITHEEIhe 110 3a-
ryboeHnoT(-ta) JbyOeH/a € HUIITO JIPYTO OCBEH OILIAKY-
Bambe Ha Taa omnpejesieHa Jimanoct. YoBeK HEYTEIIHO TO
oIUIaKyBa I'yberheTo Ha KOHKpeTHa JUYHOCT. Taa ompe-
JleJieHa ¥ KOHKpeTHa JIMYHOCT e ,ltoceOHa“ U ,,KOHKPET-
Ha“ 3aToa ITo TOj (MJIU Taa) € TOj eAUHEYEH U €TUHCTBEH
YOBEK-BO-Y0OBEK, (haTeH BO HETOBOTO Cera BeKe pasrpa-
neHo Peanno. KoHKpeTHaTa IMYHOCT € KOHKPETHA 3aT0a
IITO TOj (Taa) OTCeKoraIl U Heu30eKHO O1JIa TOj KOHKpe-
TEH YOBEK-BO-40OBEK WIH — PeasHo (Ha eHa JIMuHOCT),
Koja cekorai Oerasia Bo OtyryBame, kako CTpaHel BO
O/IHOC Ha HAIIIUTE CeKOTalll Beke HeyCIeITHr O0HIH /1a ja
(ro) mosioBUMeE BO HEj3MHOTO (MJIM HETOBOTO) PeastHo.

Bpyranuocra Ha TpaymaTa Ha OTceueHOCT-BO-PeaiHOTO
MOzKe J1a 00J11 U 1a paHU, MOJKE TPajHO /a HaHece OoJIKa

The irrevocable — radical — parting with the (phantas-
matic or “in-the-Real”) Loved One can take place but
into-the-purely-Experiential (or in the Event of the
Death/Radical Loss of a Loved One, prior to any reflec-
tion/truth generation), that is to say, into-the-Real. The
irrevocability of the parting-in-the-Real is sensed as
the denuded Real, stripped of any meaning, of any sig-
nificance that “will make sense.” The very Event and In-
stance — as a state “of being”, of “existence”, an ontologi-
cal status of “being-into-the-Real” — of Irrevocability is
but the presentification of the Real in its absolute form
— cleansed from the soothing, i.e., estranging workings
of the World. It is the sheer Thrust of the Absurd — be-
yond Language. It is the brutal and senseless Trauma
brought about by and as the Real.

Real-of-Grieving is conditioned and defined by its attach-
ment to a unique, unrepeatable Event of an irreplaceable
Singularity of a Person, by the fact that the mourning
and longing for the lost loved one is but mourning for
that particular Person. One inconsolably mourns the
loss of a concrete person. That particular and concrete
Person is a “particular one” and “concrete” because he
(or she) is that singular and unique Human-in-Human,
entrapped in his (or her) own now dissolved Real. The
concrete person is concrete because he (she) has always
and inescapably been that concrete Human-in-Human
or — Real (of a Person), who has always escaped into Es-
trangement, as a Stranger to our always already failed
attempts to grasp him (or her) in his (or her) Real.

The brutality of the Trauma of the Severance-in-Real can
hurt and wound, it can lastingly bring pain only when
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caMo Kora e ,KjoHupaHa“ (Jlapyes) oa mpuMepok of
peanuoctute Ha CBeroT. HeMOTO, OPraHCKO HCKYCTBO
Ha uncrata bBoJsika TMpeAu3BUKaHA O paJUKaHaTa
orceueHOCT 071 JbyGeHHNOT(-Ta) OTIICTOjyBa caMO JOKOJIKY
ce HaKaysieMH Ha (aHTa3aM, BKPCTYBajKH Ce CO 3HAUEIHE
(cekaBame koe ja Oyzmu cocTojbaTa HAa HOCTalTHja, Oec-
KpajHaTa >kejiba 3a OecKpajHO ITIOBTOPYBakh€e Ha IOCTAall-
KU OOpeMeHEeTH CO OIpe/esieHO 3Haderbe). AICYp/I-
HOTO, PeasTHOTO 071 OHaa cTpaHa Ha MucjaaTa — Kako BO
y:KrBaHaTta OJIMCKOCT Taka U BO oTceyeHocTa o1 Jbyoe-
HUOT(-Ta) — Ce OJApKyBa BO JKUBOT IPEKYy HETOBHOT
croj co Mucnata (IIpeKy CEeHTHUMEHTaJHH (aHTa3MH,
win IIpe-Co3naBauku-®aHTa3zmu,* OMHOCHO TIPEKY
CekaBarbeTo), MPEKy HETOBUTE YMHOBU HA KJIOHHPAIHE
€O Ja3uKoT.

N Bo XaJIOBHOTO KOITHEEHE II0 H3TyOeHUOoT/aTa
JbybeH/a, BO OIJIAKYBAHETO BO KOEIIITO CeH3alfjaTa Ha
yrcTa 60JIKA MPeTeKHYBa BO KOMIIO3UIIMjaTa HACIIPOTH
ybnaxkyBaukure einemeHTH Ha OtyfyBamero (/lejcTBy-
Bamara Ha Peduiekcujata — TpaHCIEHIEHTATHOTO),
danTazMoT e 000€H, OCBOEH O] CeHaalujata Ha Opy-
TajiHaTa ancypaHoct Ha PeamHoro. CekaBamerto (IIpe-
CocraByBameTo Ha ctapu 1 HOBU PaHTa3MM Ha 3keJiba,
T.e. Ha JbyOOB) € MPOEKTUPAHO OFf TEMHOTO, TYCTO
JIOKHBYBame Ha PeasHoto-Ha-JbyOboB 1 PeasHOTO-HA-
3aryba. HacraHOT Ha KOIIHEeHe 10 0BOj/oBaa (ypu u
Ja e ¢aHTasWpaH/a, UMaruHapeH/a Wiu cuMOoJieH/a)
JpyOeH/a (undusudya) e peaseH, Toj € Bo PeaysHOTO.

W mpauHOTO, TaTHEUKO PeasiHo Ha oBaa JbyOoB ja Hamara,
v ru 60u BO HPHO OJieckaBUTe ceKaBarba Ha JbyOboB — u
TOa IITO ce rnojaByBa e Yucr-Jlenek-Ha-boska. IlpHnio-
TO U CBeTJIMHaTa, 0e300jHOcTa Bo CHHTyJIapHOCTa Ha

* Hrpa co eTMMOJIONIKOTO 3HauYere Ha 360poT Remembe-
ring (cekaBame): Re-Membering (IIOBTOPHO cOCTaBYBame
Ha pacuwieHeToTo). (3a6. Ha mpeB.)
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“cloned” (Laruelle) from a sample from the realities of
the World. The numb, organic experience of Pure Pain
brought about by the radical severance from the Loved
One survives only if planted upon a phantasm, inter-
breeding with a signification (a memory that gives rise
to a state of nostalgia, endless desire for endless rep-
etition of gestures loaded with a certain meaning). The
absurd, beyond Thought Real — both in savoured close-
ness as well as in severance with the Loved One — is kept
alive by its interface with Thought (through sentimental
phantasms, or Re-Membering-Phantasms, that is to say,
Memory), by its acts of cloning with the Language.

And in grieving longing for the lost loved one, in mourn-
ing in which the sensation of pure pain is predominant in
composition vis-a-vis the soothing elements of Estrange-
ment (the Workings of Reflection — the Transcendental),
Phantasm is coloured, invaded by the sensation of the
brutal absurdity of the Real. Remembrance (re-mem-
bering old and new Phantasms of Desire, i.e., of Love)
is projected by the dark, thick sensation of the Real-of-
Love and the Real-of-Loss. The event of longing for this
(even if and even though fantasized, imaginary or sym-
bolic) loved one (in-dividual) is real, it is in-the-Real.

And the dark, thundering Real of this Love invades, and
colours in black the brilliant remembrances of Love — and
what takes rise is a Sheer-Shriek-of-Hurt. The blackness
and the luminosity, the absence of colour in the Singu-
larity of Pain and the radiant colourfulness of Craving
Memories begin to merge, to create a fusion which will
be the gloomy point of genesis of new light and colour.

:
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Bonkara u GieckaBaTa oboeHoct Ha KomHexyiuBute
CekaBarba ITOYHYBAar Jja ce 110jaByBaar, /1a ce CII0jyBaar,
Jla co3ziaBaar (¢ysuja KojalTo Ke 6ujie TeMHATa TOUKa Ha
reHe3a Ha HOBa cBeTJIMHA U 60ja. Hocranruuna IlecHa
Ha Jby6oB Ke o4He /1a ce HAaTIpeBapyBa co JlerekoT Ha
Bosnkata, Bo 60J1HA HO cenak Ha/ieskHa OUTKA Jja TO 3aMe-
Hu. Kaxkano nmonnaxky, PeasiHoro (Ha yucrata Tpayma) u
Muciara (Ha CBeTOT Ha Ja3UKOT) ce KOaryJIaTUBHU eJie-
MEHTH Ha OBaa CBETJIMHA IITO ce pafa Ha OOHOBeHaTa
»kesiba 3a Jlpyruor — Ha OnHOBO-Pogenara-Jby6os.

[TpeBox ox anrvcku jasuk: Poguna PyckoBcka
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A Nostalgic Song of Love will begin to compete with the
Shriek of Ache, in a dolorous yet hopeful struggle to re-
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agulating elements of this emerging brilliance of renewed
Desire for the Other — of the Anew-Born-Love.
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Identities )

Laruelle, Philosophie et non-philosophie, 168.
Ibid., 97.

Francois Laruelle, Théorie des identités (Paris: Presses Uni-
versitaires de France, 1992), 93: « Bien que fondée comme
pouvoir absolu (quoique fini) sur une immanence pure qui
ne contient pas la moindre parcelle de transcendance, la
science n’exclut pas définitivement celel-ci, au contraire,
mais elle exige que la trenscendance des objets et de ses re-
présentations participe elle aussi de cette essence absolue
ou de cette phénoménalité toute immanente. »

Ibid., 93.

. Ibid., 149.

Ibid., 150.

Laruelle, Philosophie et non-philosophie, 13: « Comment
expliquer cette situation continiment révolutionnaire, en
définitive conservatrice, ennemie des vraies mutations? La
regle structurale de la décision philosophique — regle trans-
cendantale aussi, puisqu’elle s’affecte elle-méme en affec-
tant ce qu’elle organise et distribue -, c’est en effet I'Unité-
des-contraires, la coextension circulaire — a quelques déca-
lages pres — de1'Un et de la Dyade. Or cette regle ultime des
agrégations conceptuelles en régime philosophique n’est
pas brisée, elle est épurée et devient plut6t immanente dans
le sérialisme philosophique contemporain et méme dans la
déconstruction ou I'un des opposés de la Dyade est rem-
placé simplement par ’Autre-qui-n’est-pas. Bien entendu
elle régne plus que jamais lorsqu’elle demeure dissimulée,
comme par example dans une certaine pratique ‘rationelle’
et ‘critique’ des concepts qui n’en est qu'une forme parti-
culiérement figée et obnubilée par sa dénégation. Aucune
philosophie ne peut suspendre la validité de cette régle qui
parait ‘naturelle’ au philosophe autant que la tonalité au
musicien classique ou le capitale au capitaliste. [emphasis
of F.L.] Tout au plus a-t-il été possible de 'entemer, de la
solliciter, de distendre la Dyade d’une altérité ou d’une Dif-
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férance: celle-ci est maintenant I'Un sur le mode de ’Autre
au lieu de I’étre sur le mode de I’Etre ou du deux. Mais rien
de fondamental n’a été gagné parla[...] . »

11. Laruelle, Théorie des identités, 93.

12. Bugu: Laruelle, Théorie des identités, 145-150, HaKO MOC-
TamnkaTa Ha ,yHUWIaTepaau3amnuja“ e HallupoKo o0jacHyBa-
Ha HU3 [eJInoT omyc Ha @pancoa Jlapyesn, Ha MHOTY MeCTa
n 6yKBaJ'IHO BO CUTE HETOBU KHUTH.

13. Bunu: Laruelle, Théorie des Etrangers : Science des hom-
mes, démocratie, non-psychanalyse (Paris: Editions
Kimé), 221-234, norouno geaoBure: «Le Réel ou le Joui-
sans-Jouissance » u « La jouissance : 1) comme organon
du Réel » of Chapter III (« Principes de la non-psychana-
lyse »).

14. Rosi Braidotti, Metamorphoses: Towards a Materialist
Theory of Becoming (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2002), 23.

15. Ibid., 119.

16.Toa mTo Banjy ro HapekyBa mIpoIlleCc Ha BUCTHHA WU
TeHEePUYKA ITOCTAIKA €, BO OHTOJIONIKA CMHCJIA, ,HACTaHY-
BabETO HA TOA IMTOJMHOKECTBO, HU3 CJIEZICTBOTO HA KOHEYHH
WCIIUTYBarba KOU T ‘TECTUPAAT eJIEeMEHTHUTE Ha CUTYaIlH-
jata Bo IorJie/1 Ha IOTIOJTHUTEIEH eJIEMEHT, KOj BO CUTYaITH-
jara e TparaTta Ha uC4e3HATHOT HacTaH. Cy0jeKTOT BO U3Be-
CHA CMUCJIA € aKTUBHOTO JIUIE, ‘ONPUPOIyBayKaTa IIPUPO-
J1a’ Ha OBHE HCTPaKyBarba, MaTePHjaTHO HEPACIIO3HATINB
BO OZiHOC Ha HUBHOTO nocroeme”. (Hallward, Badiou, 134).
urupamero nHa Xonsapa Ha Badjy e 3emeno ox “Platon
et/ou Aristote-Leibniz: Théorie des ensembles et théorie
des Topos sous l'oeil du philosophe” Bo L’Objectivité ma-
thématique: Platonismes et structures formelles, ed. Mar-
co Panza (Paris: Masson, 1995), 79.

E‘ 17. Bugu: Hallward, Badiou, 128-134.
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de fondamental n’a été gagné parla[...] . »

11. Laruelle, Théorie des identités, 93.

12. See: Laruelle, Théorie des identités, 145-150, although the
procedure of « unilateralisation » has been amply expli-
cated throughout the entire opus of Francois Laruelle, at a
great number of places in virtually all of his books.

13.See: Laruelle, Théorie des Etrangers : Science des hom-
mes, démocratie, non-psychanalyse (Paris: Editions
Kimé), 221-234, namely the sections : «Le Réel ou le Joui-
sans-Jouissance » and « La jouissance : 1) comme organon
du Réel » of Chapter III (« Principes de la non-psychana-
lyse »).

14.Rosi Braidotti, Metamorphoses: Towards a Materialist
Theory of Becoming (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2002), 23.

15. Ibid., 119.

16. What Badiou calls a truth process or a generic procedure is,
ontologically, “the coming to be of this subset, through the
succession of finite investigations that ‘test’ the elements
of the situation with respect to a supplementary element,
which is the trace in the situation of the vanished event. A
subject is in a sense the active face, the ‘naturing nature’
of these explorations, materially indiscernible from their
existence” (Hallward, Badiou, 134). Hallward’s quotation
of Badiou’s is taken from “Platon et/ou Aristote-Leibniz:
Théorie des ensembles et théorie des Topos sous l'oeil du
philosophe” in L’Objectivité mathématique: Platonismes
et structures formelles, ed. Marco Panza (Paris: Masson,
1995), 79.

17. See: Hallward, Badiou, 128-134.




