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KPAJOT HA EAHA JbYBOB:
MuwyBaweTo Kako
AejCTBO Ha (hapMaKoH

I PasmucnyBameTo Kako npesepyBate

dunmvor Ha Hawn [lopaan ,,Kpajoiti Ha eona n»yb60o8”
[TOYHYBA CO MHIIYBambe; CO MUIILYBambe THEBHUK. Mopuc
Benzipuke, nucares, NuiryBa:

»,OBa € THEBHUK 3a OMpasara... WJIH MOKeOu, He OU TO
[IUIIyBaJI OBa aKO 3HAaeB KOoro Mpases... beie s Toa
Xenpu? Bermre it Toa Capa? u Gelire HEKOj APYT, KOTO
e yIITe He CyM I'o OTKpHJI?“

Ha mipB miories1, oBa € etHa 0OMYHA MPHUKa3Ha 32 Opakor,
3a JbyDOBHHUOT TPHUATOJIHUK, a OTTaMy H 3a JbyboMopaTa
u 3a 3abpaHeTaTa crpacHa jby00B. IIpes roguna, vau Ase,
Mopuc u Capa nmaa MHOTY cTpacTHa Bpcka. Ho, Henrro
ce cayuu. JIo3BoJieTe HII HAKPATKO Jla ce IIPUCETHME Ha
sukoBuTe U Ha dabynara. Capa Majic ([Iyaujan Myp),
Koja e Bo Opak 6e3 JbyOOB €O HEj3UHHOT Mak XeHpu Majiic
(Ctius Pua) — npskaBeH CIIyKOEHUK, KOj, KAKO IIITO TBP/TH
Capa, ,oeeKe 2u caka Hasukuiie otiKoNKY cpe;éaﬂa,,.
TpeTHOT JIUK BO IPUKa3HaTa e Beke cloMeHaTHOT Mopuc
Benapukc (Paag @ajHc), HOBETUCT U JbyOOMOPEH YOBEK,
Koj Oermre, Kako IITO MOKe /1a ce caTu 0/ HETOBUOT
JTHEBHUK, U CE YIIITE €, CTPACTHO BJ/bYOeH Bo Capa, a uCTo
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I Thinking as Translating

Neil Jordan’s movie “The End of the Affair” starts with
writing; the writing of a diary. Maurice Bendrix, writer, is

typing:

“This is a diary of hate... or perhaps, I wouldn’t be writing
this if I had known whom I hated... Was it Henry? Was
it his wife Sara? Or was it some other who was yet to be
revealed to me?”

At first sight, this is an ordinary story about marriage,
about a love triangle and about jealousy, and about
forbidden passionate love. A year or so ago, Maurice and
Sara had a very passionate relationship. But something
happened. Let us just briefly recall the characters and the
plot. Sarah Miles (Julianne Moore) who is in a passionless
marriage with her husband Henry Miles (Stephen Rea) -
a public servant, who, as his wife Sara claims, “prefers
habit to happiness”. The third main character in the story
is the previously mentioned Maurice Bendrix (Ralph
Finess), a novelist and a jealous man, who was, as one
can understand from his diary, and still is, passionately
in love with Sara, while also being madly jealous about
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TaKa, ITIOBPEMEHO, JIyZ0 JbyboMopeH Ha Hea. Kako mro
TBPJY CAMUOT: ,,Ja MepeB JbyOOBTa CO CHUITHATA Ha MojaTa
jpyboMoOpa... 1 Kako IITO MojaTa Jjbybomopa bemre
OeckpajHa, UcTO Taka 61 Tpebasio MojaTa JbybOB /1a buie
6esrpannyHa. Cekoj Koj JbyOu e JbyOOMOpeH “.

[TprkasHara noJjieka ce pa30TKpHBa IIPEKY IUIIYBabEeTO.
Bo 0BOj MOMEHT, MOja HaMepa € ia ce TOBUKaM Ha Jlepusia
¥ HETOBHOT KOHIIENT 33 hapmMaxoHoill (JIeK, penenT,
OTpOB, TabJeTa, (JbyOOBEH) HAITUTOK, UTH.) WJIH, /la OugaM
MIOIIPEIU3€eH, CaKaM /a TO IIPETCTaBaM OMUCOT Ha Jlepuia
Ha dejciligoitio Ha GapMaxKoHOl, IITO OU MOKETIO, UCTO
taka (Moxxebn), 1a ce MHTepPIPEeTHpPa KaKo /IejCTBOTO Ha
sYybomopaitia, n (M0okebH) KaKO ,HAUYMH" HA MUCJIEHHE
HO, KaKO HAYWH HA MHUCJIEEHE KOj Ce O/THECYBA HA €JHA
[IOMHAKBA JIOTUKA O] ,JIOTHYHATA " JIOTHKA, efHa ,JIyfa“
JIOTHKA, pa3JIMuHa O] JIOTUKaTa Ha pa3ymoT. Bo Taa
CMUCJIa, OBaa MPUKa3HA He e IIPUKa3Ha €JUHCTBEHO 3d
Wiy ipottiue JbyboMopaTa, TYKy UCTO Taka € IpUKazHa
KOja ITOBTOPHO € pacKa)kaHa co JbyOoMopa, KaKo Hej3rHA
cTpaTreruja. A NMUIIyBamweTo, KaK0O U JIeJCTBOTO HA
@dapmaxoHOili € OTPOB U JIEK BO HCTO BpeMe. 3HAUU,
“MaMe KOHCTaHTHA WUrpa Ha MPUCYCTBO U OTCYCTBO, HA
’)KUBOT U CMPT. Bo nuiryBameTo, OHA IITO € IIPUCYTHO €
OTCYTHO, 2 OHA IIITO € OTCYTHO € ITPUCYTHO. Toa € HAUMHOT
Ha K0j papmaxoHoill, Wiu Tuwysareilio 3aBeayBa:
ocraBajku (camo) iipazu. 1 cexkorari Kora e JOBeZIEHO BO
Ipalame 1ejCTBOTO Ha PapMaKOHOIU — CUTYPHO Ce 3Hae
JleKa fiocitiou HEeKOj IpyT — APYT Kako wuiliaitien, ApyT
KaKo /bYO0BHUK, IPYT KAKO APYT 101, APYT KAKO oilicyc-
80, IPyT KaKo CMPil, IPYT KaKo Opye/ocilia Ha APYTUOT.
Bo Taa cmucia, Bo oBaa IpUKa3HA, pacKakaHa IMPEKy
[IUIIYBarbe, IOCTOU ApyruoT. IlocTou 1pyr Bo Herosara/
Hej3uHaTa JIpyrocT. Vin, Kako IITo ce BeJIM, UMa HEKOj
ZIPYT BO HETOBOTO/ HEJ3UHOTO OpYy20. [IpyTHOT OB/ie MOKe
Jla ce pasrye/lyBa €IUHCTBEHO INPEKY /IeJCTBOTO Ha

her. As he claims: “I measured love by the extent of my
jealousy... and as my jealousy was infinite, my love should
be infinite, too. Anyone who loves is jealous”.

This story is slowly unfolding itself through writing. My
intention at this point is to recall Derrida’s concept of the
pharmakon (‘remedy’, ‘recipe’, ‘poison’, ‘drug’, ‘philtre’,
etc.) or, to be more precise, I will introduce Derrida’s
description of the labour of the pharmakon which could
also (perhaps) be interpreted as a the labour of jealousy,
and (perhaps) as a “way” of thinking, but a way of thinking
that concerns another logic other than the ‘logical’ logic,
one ‘mad’ logic different from the logic of reason. In that
sense, this story its not only a story of or against jealousy
but also the story that is told, again with jealousy as its
strategy. And writing, as a work of the pharmakon, is the
poison and remedy at the same time. We have, then, the
constant play of presence and absence, of life and death.
In writing, what is present is absent and what is absent is
present. Thisistheway pharmakon, or writing, seduces:
by leaving only traces. And whenever there is the labour
of the pharmakon at stake — one knows for sure that there
is the other - the other as the reader, the other as the lover,
the other as the other sex, the other as absence, the other
as death, the other as the other’s other. It is in this sense
that in this story, told through writing, there is the other.
There is the other in his/her otherness. Or, that is to say,
there is the other in his/her alterity. The other can here
only be considered through the work of translating,
because translation communicates the otherness of the
other.
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IIpeBeAyBameTO, OUAejKkH MPEBOOT ja MpPeHecyBa
ZpyrocTa Ha JPyTHUOT.

Bo nmumyBameTo, cekoraim Beke ro uMa JIPYTHOT BO
HeroBaTa/Hej3uHaTa JIPyTroCT, HeloCeAyBaHa HUTY O]f
MKCATEeNIOT, HUTY O/ CAMOTO MHIIyBambe. J[pyruoT, K0j o7
cebecu e ,Ha HajOsMMCKaTa AUCTAHIEA, U (HU) YEeKOp
noHaramy“ (2, 66). 1 oHa 1IrTo cakaM OBJIe /1a TO UCTaKHAM
€, KaKo MHIIYBAKHETO WU KaKO TAaKBOTO MUCJIEHE, KOe
MoBeKke T BKJIyU4yBa OTKOJIKY IITO TM HUCKJIy4YyBa CHUTE
MOKHH JIPYTOCTH, CTAaHyBa ITPEMET Ha IIPEBE/IyBAIbETO,
WIN CTaHyBa IpeBeyBambe (IIpeHecyBame) KaKo TaKBo,
»0I (pUITaHOT 710 ycHUTe, of TaprejaHckaTa Kapma /10
Kamurot, o Xapub6sa qo Ciiuita, o elHa TpaHHIA 10
JIPyTa, O7L €/leH S/l 110 JIPYT, O7L €/{HA YCHA JI0 IPYTa, Off
Tebe /10 MeHe, 01 €ZJHO BpeMe JI0 IPyTro“ (2).

[IpenecyBameTo (IIpeBeAYBAHETO) O] €7IeH JI0 JIPYT, BO
CMUCJIA Ha ITOCTOjaHO Jloararbe U OJI€Ehe OJ1 eZIEH 10 ZIPYT,
3Ha4YU, MOKeOH, JleKa JIPYTHOT HUKOTAIIl He € iipesedeH,
IIOTOYHO JIeKa Toa € Ipallame Ha iipegodausocitia Ha
ZIPYTHOT KOj €, WJIN YKja JUCTAHIIA e Hajosrrcka uiu (Hu)
YeKOop IoJlajIeKy TOKMY OJ] OBaa pasjuka. [[pyruor
HHUKOTAll He e MpeBeJieH, HO 3a Jla ce Ouze pyr BO
HeroBaTa/Hej3nHaTa JAPYroCT, BO HErOBaTa/Hej3uHATA
HCKJIyYUTEJHOCT U BO HUBHATA €IMHCTBEHOCT, €JHUOT
CEKOTalll TO IPEeBe/IyBa JIPYTHOT, BO CMUCJIA Ha Joarame
U OJIEEHE OJ1 e/IEH JI0 IPYT.

Toa e oHa IITO MPOW3BEyBa €lleH BUJ uwuHa (Mery
Ennanor u JIpyruoT) — MOMEHTOT Ha pa3jIuKa — BO CMHCJIA
Jla ce Ouze pasauveH, V/WId UCTOBPEMEHO J1a ce Ouze
otixaxcaH oJ, cebecu. Criopes; Toa, KOHIENTOT (aKo ce
VIIITE OBJIe MOJKE J]a ce yIOTPeOu Toj 300p) Ha pasyimKaTa
ce nuiryBa camuot. [locTou BUA HA HecilabuHoCl Ha
MUIIyBameTo. I TOKMy Toa € MeCTOTO KaJie IITO Ce
II0jaByBa JIEjCTBO HA DAPMAKOH, FIJTH, KAKO IIITO OU cakaia

2002

In writing there is always already the other in his/her
otherness possessed neither by the writer nor by the
writing itself. The other who is by itself at the “distance of
the most proximal, and step (not) across” (2, 66) And what
I would like to stress here is how writing, or how such
thinking that includes rather than excludes all possible
otherness, becomes a question of translating or becomes
translation as such, “from the cup to the lips, from the
Tarpeian Rock to the Capitol, from Charybdis to Scylla,
from one border to the other, from one wall to the other,
from one lip to the other, from you to me, from one time
to the other”(2).

Translating from one to the other in the sense of constant
coming and going from one to the other, means, perhaps
that the other is never translated, but rather that it is a
question of translatability of the other who is, or which
is distance of the most proximal, and step (not) across
precisely of this difference. The other is never translated,
but in order to be an other in his/her otherness, in his/
her singularity and in its uniqueness, one is always
translating the other in the sense of coming and going
from one to the other.

This is what produces a kind of a silence (between the
One and the Other) — the moment of difference - in the
sense of being different, and/or at the same time of being
deferential from itself. Consequently, the concept (if one
can still use that word here) of difference is writing itself.
There is a kind of nonstability of writing. And this is
precisely the place where a labour of pharmakon, or as I
would like to claim, the labour of jealousy as a labour of
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7la TIOTBPZiaM, ZIejCTBOTO HA JbyOOMOpaTa KaKo /IejCTBO HA
¢dapmaxorH. Kako mTO CHOMHAB NPETXOJHO,
@dapmaxoHol € HEITO IIITO MOJKe J1a Ou/ie TpUIHHA UJIH
3a usnexkyearse Wiu 3a bonecil. Tabnera, Koja UCTOBpe-
MEHO e 0ilipos u sek. Criopes Toa, PapmaxoHoilll KaKo
TaKOB € HeCcu2ypHO MEeCTO 32 IPEMUH O] HE3HAJHOTO 10
3HAjHOTO, IIITO CEKOTAIII € Beke camo 110 cebe ITOBPeJIyBaHO
U pa3yJiTaT Ha MMOTHUCHYBAETO HA IBOCMHCIEHOCTA HA
HETroBUTe 3Hauema. Cenak, Toj CTaIryBa BO JIjaIeKTUKATA,
CTamyBa BO IpUKa3HaTa U BO (HeroBara) ucropwuja. Toj
CTaIlyBa BO Pa3MHUCJIyBAaKkHETO U 3HAEHETO, HO HA HAYNH
KOj ja IPEeKUHYBa, ja 30pKyBa Hej3UHATA IUjaJIEKTUIHA, &
OTTaMy U JIOTUYHA CTPYKTypa, Mapaju3dupajku ro
HEJ3UHUOT TeK.

Ona mrto oBZle 6U cakasa Jja ro UCTaKHaAM € JieKa
Ybomopailia KaKo TaKBa, ¥ MIOKPaj Toa IITO e Upob.aem,
3HAa4YU, pAUUOHANHA KaTeropuja WJIN KaTeropuja Ha
pauuoitio, UCTO Taka OU MOKeJIa Jla ce pasriie/iyBa Kako
CTpaTeruja, Ik KaKo J€JHOCT — 3aeTHO CO PapMaKoHOil,
WIN Kako hapMakoH — Ha HepewuilieaHocila. 3Havu,
MeCTO Ha aliopujaitia, Ha atiopucko UcKycTBo. Kako u s1a
€, [IOCTOM JT HEKOE UCKYCTBO KO€ He € CeKOTalll alIOPUCKO?
W anopuja? AKo e Taka, Toralll JiejcTBOTo Ha ¢apma-
KOHOT, UCTO TaKa, € BUJI CTPaTeruja, Mako pasjimaHa Of
cTpaTerujata Ha MHUCJIEEHETO, KOjaIluTo ce caka Kako
,JIOTUYHA“, IIITO 3HAYH ,,palliOHaTHA MucIa“. JlejcTBOTO
Ha ¢$apMaKOHOT € ,JIOTUYHO“ ¥ CO TOA IIITO HE Ce TEMEIIN
Ha MPOTHUBPEYHOCT, TYKYy IIOBEKe Ha JIBOCMHCJIEHOCT.
®dapmakoHOll e OHA IITO € OTPOB U/UAU JIEK BO HCTO
BpeMe, U MHUCJIA, UCT, HO aMOUBaJIEHTEH JIBOEH r'ecT. AKO
IIOCTOU HEMITO IITO MOXKE Jla Ce Hapeye .102UKa Ha
dapmaxoHolll, Toa € JIOTUKaTa Ha U/UAu, KaKO JIOTUKA
Koja Ou MozkeJia a ja 00eJIoZieHU COTICTBEHATA CTpaTeryja
€IMHCTBEHO Ha 0Baa IO/II0Ta: Kako arnopuja. OHaMy Kazie
IITO MOCTOU OpYy2auoill, UMa MOKHOCT 3a JIeJCTBO Ha
dapmaxonoiti. CranyBajku olipo8 W /WU Ae€K UCTO-

pharmakon appears. The pharmakon, as I mentioned
earlier, is something that could have as its cause either
cure or illness. It is drug that is at the same time poison
and remedy. Thus, the pharmakon as such is the
undecidable place, the passage from not knowing to what
is able to be known, which is always already violated and
the result of the repression of the ambiguity of its
meanings. Nevertheless, it enters the dialectic; it enters
the story and his/story. It enters reasoning and
knowledge, but in the way that interrupts it by confusing
it, by paralysing its circular, dialectical and thus logical
structure.

What I would like to point out in this work is that jealousy
as such, despite being a problem, and thus a rational
category, or a category of the ratio, could also be seen as
strategy, or as work - together with pharmakon, or as
pharmakon — of undecidability. Thus, the place of the
aporia, of the aporetic experience. However, is there any
kind of an experience that is not always already aporetic?
Or an aporia? And if so, then the labour of the pharmakon
is also a kind of strategy, although a different one than
the strategy of thinking that is understood as ‘logical’
which means a “rational thought.” The labour of the
pharmakon s the ‘logic’ that is not based on contradiction
but rather on ambivalence. The pharmakon is that which
is the poison and/or the remedy at the same time, and
through the same but an ambivalent double gesture. If
there is such a thing that one can call the logic of the
pharmakon, it is the logic of the and/or as a logic that
could reveal its own strategy only on that basis: as the
aporia. Where there is the other there is the possibility
for the labour of the pharmakon. Since being a poison
and/or remedy at the same time, the labour of the
pharmakon is unavoidably the labour that implies at every
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BPEMEHO, /IejCTBOTO Ha fApMaKoHOU HEU3DEKHO €
ZI€JCTBO KOE BO CEKOj C/Iy4aj ro MMILTHIIMPA ITPAIIaheTo
3a cmpititia. OHaMy KaJie IITO IIOCTOU CMPT, KaJle IITO
IIOCTOM 3aBe/lyBaIbe, IIOCTOM MOKHOCT 32 JIEjCTBOTO Ha
dapmaxoHolll TOJIKY, KOJIKY IITO (hapMaxKoHOil fa TO
OTBOpA MPOCTOPOT Ha ApyrocTta. PapMaxkoHOUl J1ejCTBYBA
IpeKy 3aBeyBamwe. OHaMy Ka/ie IITO IOCTOU Opy2uoil 1
3asedyeameilio, IOCTOU MOXKHOCT 3a bybo8. U 3a
sybomopa. 1ITo pyro, eBeHTyasHO, OM MOXKEJIO Jia TO
3aBejie U /1a T0 IPUHYAY JbyOOMOPHHOT JbYOOBHUK J1a CEe
JIBIZKY U 1 JIEjCTBYBA, 10 TPAHUIA HA yMHUPAIbe, aKO HE
TaMHCTBEHUTE JUIAO0YNHU KOU Ce CIIPOTUCTaByBaatr U
o/10rBaaT 1a OuaT aHAIM3UPAHU U MHTEPIIPETUPAHU BO
cBojata ambuBaseHTHOCT? IIITO yIIITEe 1O OBHE XHEPO-
U Ha IPYTHOT/ IPYTOCTa, a OTTaMy U Ha Jbybomopara?
V1 HOBTOPHO € U3HECEHO MTPANIabeTo 32 PEBEYBAKHETO
Ha e/lHA eJJUHCTBEHOCT BO jpyra. Kako moxke exHa
€AMHCTBEHOCT /1a ja IPeBeie APyTaTa BO CBOjaTa APYyTOCT.
Jlanmy e BO3MOXKHO €/IHO €IMHCTBEHO CYIITECTBO Jia T'H
rpeBesie XxueporauduTe Ha JIPYrocra, U Aajayd € TOrall,
€IMHCTBEHOTO CYIITECTBO BOOIIITO €IMHCTBEHO? i
MpamameTO HA UHTEPIPETUPAKHETO OJT €IHUOT HA
JIPYTHOT, CEKOTAIII, € BeKe Mpalllame Ha CTAaHyBakbe JIPYT,
Joarare U 3aMUHYBambe 0/ eAHUOT 10 Apyruot? I1ITo ako
JpyboMoOpaTa, Kako deocMuUcCeH AUk, KaKo cilipaitiecuja,
KaKO Mpedca Ha peaayuil, Kako dejcitiéo Ha hapmaxkoHoil
— e JIoBeJleHA BO mpatname 1eno Bpeme? IllTo ako
spyboMopaTa e Apyro uMe (aKo e HeOIXOJHO Jia ce
HMeHyBa) 3a ,Ayda n02uKka“, KaKo IITO IPETXOJTHO
30opyBas? I1ITo ako JbyboMoOpaTa, Uil ,,U38eCHO CIUpYeHbe
HUu3 sYyboMopailia“ OTKpHUBa MmoceOHa CTpaTerwja Ha
MHCJIEHE, MUCIIEhE KOE € U/WIN He-MHCJIEHhE BO UCTO
Bpeme?

2002

instance the question of death. Where there is death,
where there is seduction, there is a possibility for the work
of the pharmakon, insofar as the pharmakon opens up
the space of the otherness. The pharmakon operates
through seduction. Where there is the other and seduction,
there is a possibility of love. And of jealousy. For what
else could possibly seduce and force the jealous lover to
the point of dying, to move and to act if not the cryptic
depths that are resisting and refusing to be analysed and
interpreted in their ambivalence? What else than these
hieroglyphs of other/ness, and thus of jealousy? And one
is once again brought to the question of translating one
singularity into the other. How can one singularity
translate the other in its otherness? If it is possible for a
singular being to translate the hieroglyphs of otherness,
is then the singular being singular at all? Or the question
of translating from one to the other is always already the
question of becoming the other, coming and going from
one to the other? What if jealousy as a double figure, as a
strategy, as a web of relations, as a labour of the
pharmakon - is at stake all the time? What if jealousy is
another name (if it is necessary to name it) for the ‘mad
logic’that I was talking about previously? What if jealousy,
or “a certain movement through jealousy” is revealing a
particular strategy of thinking, of thinking that is and/or
non-thinking at the same time?
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IT ,, Jac cym my6omopeH YoBeK”

Beke cnomenarute 36opoBu Ha Mopuc benapuke,
nycates — ,Jac ja MepaM JbyOOBTa CO CHJIMHATA HA MOjaTa
JpyOOMOpa... U aKO MojaTa JbyboMopa e 6e3rpaHUYHa,
MojaTa JbyOOB OM TpebaJsIo, UCTO TakKa, 1a Oujie be3rpa-
HUYHA...“ BCYIIHOCT ce KaykKaHU, He o/ Mopuc, TyKy of
Hez2o8uoll OYX, o7 He2osuoill 080jHUK. Toa e JTUKOT IIITO
ce ,MojaByBa“ Kako pedyJiekcuja BO OIJIeas0, KOjaIlTo
36opyBa co camuotr Mopuc. Bo Tre 360poBU HEKAKO €
3aIUIIAHO €JIeH BUJ IpeyTipeayBame 3a Mopuc: ,MojaTta
Jby0OB OM TpeodaJIo fa 6u/ie 6e3rpaHUYHA, UCTO TaKa...
Oga nipezynipestyBame e, MO3KebH, pa3yJsITaT Ha HEKOj BUJ
BUHA: ,Ja MepeB J/py00OBTA CO CHJIMHATA HA MoOjaTa
JpyOOMOpa... 1 aKO MojaTa JbyboMopa e O6e3rpaHUYHa,
Mojarta Jby0OB OU TpebdasIo 1a 6uze 6e3rpaHUYHA, HCTO
taka...“ Toa e HeK0j BUJ| BUHA ITOPAJYl MEPEHETO U CIIOPE]T
TOA KAKYAUPaH-eilio Mery HeroBara jby00B 1 JbyOOMOPa,
HO HCTO TaKa ¥ MOPaJy CTAHYBAETO HEJIOBOJIHO /106ap,
BO CMUCJIa HA HEJIOBOJIHO 002080PEH.

Bo xou ycaosu modice da tiocitiou dobpuHaitia Hadgop o0
cuitie kaakyaayuu? Bo ycaosu xoza dobpunaitia ce
3abopasa cebecu, xkoza dswxicereilio e dsuixcere HA
dapotli Koj ce otlikaxcysa camuotili cebecu u, ciioped itioa,
dewicere Ha besepaHuuHa Yybos. Camo beckoHeuHa
Y608 Moxce Oa ce otlikaxce camailia cebecu u, 3a 0a
ciiaHe KOHeYHa, cllaHys8a oauyeilisopeHa 0a 20 caxka
dpyauoil, da 2o caxa dpyauoill kako koHeueH dpye. 080
dap Ha beckoHeuHa Y608 doaza 00 Hekoz2o u yiailieH
MYy e Hexomy; 002080pHOCIIa U3UCKYBA HA3AMEHAUBO
eduncilieo. /loceza camo cmpiiitia, uau iodobpo,
pasbupareilio Ha cmpiiiia Moxceao da ja dade iaa
He3aMeHAUB0C U caMOo 8P3 OCHOBA HA TOa Moxce 0a ce
36opyea 3a 002080pHA AuvHOCH, 3a dywailla Kaxko
ceecHocill 3a cebe, 3a camailia cebecu uitin. Owiayxa
itipeba da 3axayuume 0exa e MOXCHO Upowupyearse Ha

II 'T am a Jealous Man’

The already mentioned words by Maurice Bendrix, writer
- “I measured love by the extent of my jealousy... and as
my jealousy was infinite, my love should be infinite,
too..” are spoken out actually not by Maurice but by his
spectre, by his double. This is the character who ‘appeared’
as the mirror image talking to Maurice himself. In these
words is somehow inscribed a kind of warning for
Maurice: “My love should be infinite too...” This warning
is aresult of, perhaps, a kind of guilt: “ I measured love by
the extent of my jealousy... and as my jealousy was infinite,
my love should be infinite, too. It is a kind of guilt
because of measuring and thus calculating between his
love and jealousy, but also because of not being good
enough in the sense of not being responsible enough.

On what condition does the goodness exist beyond all
calculation? On the condition that goodness forgets itself,
that the movement be a movement of the gift that
renounces itself, hence the movement of infinite love. Only
infinite love can renounce itself and, in order to become
finite, become incarnated in order to love the other, to
love the other as the finite other. This gift of infinite love
comes from someone and it is addressed to someone;
responsibility demands irreplaceably singularity. Yet
only death or rather the apprehension of death can give
this irreplaceability, and it is only on the basis of it that
one can speak of a responsible subject, of the soul as
conscience of self, of myself, etc. We have thus deduced
the possibility of a mortal’s accession to responsibility
through the experience of his irreplaceability, that which
an approaching death or the approach of death gives
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002080pHOcCilia lipexy 00x4UBY8areilio Ha 08aa He3a-
MeHAUBOCT W0 HA CMPUWIHUKOW MY ja dasa eoHa
tipubauxcysauxa cmpid uau Habauxcysaweiio Ha
cmpttitia. Ho, taxa cgaitien, cMpiiHUKOL e HEKOJ Huja
002080pHOCT bapa camuoill da ce 2puxcu He camo 3a
oGjexttiusHoitio /Jobpo, tiyKy, 3a 0apoill Ha be3epaHuyHa
aYbo8, dobpuHa xoja e 3abopasHa 3a cebecu. Ciioped
ttioa, tiocitiou cllipyxitiypHa ductipotiopuuja uau ouc-
cumetlipuja medy KOHeUHUOW U 002080PHUOTU CMPITHUK
00 edHa cilipaHa, u dobpuHaitia Ha 6e3zpaHu1HUOT dap,
00 dpyea citipana. Hexoj moxce da ja cgaitiu ogaa
ductipotiopyuja 6e3 da ja oilixpue tipuuuHaiia, uau 6e3
da ja bapa Hanaszaod 80 HactliaHOl HA U380PHUOIT 2pes,
HO oa Heu3bexcHOo 20 tWpaHchopMupa UYscilioilio Ha
002080pHOCII 80 UY6Cilido Ha 8uHa: Huxozaw He cym 6un
U Huxozaw Hema da budam Ha epeoill Ha taa be3zpa-
HUYHa 0ob6puUHa, HUIlY HA 8p8OW HA Heu3MepHOCIUa
Kojamopa, otiwitio 3emeHo, 0a 20 OedpuHupa camuott oap.
/lapott e uzgopeH, caudHo Ha u3gopHuoil 2pes. IIped da
ce yitispou kaxkea O6110 epewKa, jac cym 6UHOB8eH OHONKY,
KOAKY Willo CYM 002080DEH.

BuHailia u e ceojcilisena Ha o02080pHocilia budejku
odzosopHocilia e cekozaw HedopacHailia Ha cebecu:
HuKo2aw He modice 0a ce bude 00804HO 002080peH. Hukoj
HuKo2aw He e 00801HO 002080PeH, 3ailioa WO Cexoj e
o2paHuveH Ho, UCilio Taka, 3ailioa witio 002080pHoCIa
b6apa dee KoHilipadukxiiopHu dewicerba. Taa 6apa da ce
8038paka xkaxo edUHKA U KAKO He3ameHausa eouH-
citiseHocill, da ce odzo8apa 3a oHa wilio ce tipasu,
36opysea, dasa; Ho, ucttio Wwakxa, bapa da ce 6ude dobap
u Hu3 dobpuHaitia da ce 3abopasu, wau da ce uzbpuwe
fioiliexn01lio Ha oHa wWitio ce dasa (4, 51).

Bo xou ycsi0Bu MOKe /1a TTIOCTOU JJOOpUHATa OTajle CUTE
KaJIKyJ1aInum?
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him. But the mortal thus deduced is someone whose very
responsibility requires that he concern himself not only
with an objective Good but with a gift of infinite love, a
goodness that is forgetful of itself. There is thus a
structural disproportion or dissymetry between the finite
and responsible mortal on the one hand, and the
goodness of the infinite gift on the other hand. One can
concetve of this disproportion without assigning to it a
revealed cause or without tracing it back to the event of
the original sin, but it inevitably transforms the
experience of the responsibility into one of guilt: I have
never been and never will be up to the level of this infinite
goodness nor up to the immensity that must in general
define a gift as such. This guilt is original, like original
sin. Before any fault is determined, I am guilty inasmuch
as I am responsible.

Guilt is inherent in responsibility because responsibility
is always unequal to itself: one is never responsible
enough. One is never responsible enough because one is
finite, but also because responsibility requires two
contradictory movements. It requires one to respond as
oneself and as irreplaceable singularity, to answer for
what one does, says, gives; but it also requires that, being
good and through goodness, one forgets or effaces the
origin of what one gives (4, 51).

On what condition does goodness exist beyond all P

calculation?

B
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Cnenejku ro Jlepuma, MOKe Jla ce OJITOBOPH: CaMO BO
YCJIOBH Kora JloOpuHara e 3abopaBHa 3a cebecu. [ToHa-
TaMy, OBa JIBU)KeHe Ha A0OpMHATa Koja ce 3abopaBa
cebecH, Koja He ce Ipelo3HaBa cebecr Kako T0OpUHA e
ZBIDKEHHETO Ha 1IapOT, KOj He ce IIpero3HaBa cebecr Kako
7iap, WIH ce oJIpeKyBa cebecu Kako gap. Toa e map camo
BO Taa CMHCJA, WIN Toa e Jlap Ha OeckpajHa Jpy0OB,
Ouzejku camo 6ecKOHeUHaTa Jby00B MOJKE /1a Ce OTKaKe
oz cebecu, u J1a 6uze 3abopaBHa 3a cebecu Kako JbyOOB.
[TouHaky Ka>kaHo, JbyOOB € MOKHA €ZJUHCTBEHO BO YCJIOBH
KOTa He ce Mperno3HaBa cebecu Kako jby00B. JbyboBTa €
7ap; Jby00BTa € GecKkpajHa JbyOOB; WJIH JbYOOB € JbyOOB.
Ho Toa He e kpaj Ha mpobiiemuTte. BeckpajHara /by00B, 3a
Jla cTaHe JbyOOB 32 IPYTHOT KaKO KOHEeUeH, CMpPTEH Py,
HCTO TakKa, MOpa U caMara Jia CTaHe KOHeYHa. 3HauH,
JpyOOBTa Tpeba Jla cTaHe COICTBEHOTO ApPYyro. busmejku,
»OBOj Z1ap Ha 6eckpajHa JbyOO0B Jroara 071 HEKOT'O U € yIIaTeH
KOH HEKOT0; 0/IT0BOPHOCTa Oapa He3aMeHJIMBA €AUHCT-
BeHocrt.“ ,,Cemak”, mposiospkyBa Jlepuza, ,caMo CMpPTTa,
win ogo0po, pa3dupameTo Ha CMPTTA MOXKE /1A ja Aazie
Taa He3aMeHJINBOCT, ¥ €IMHCTBEHO BP3 Taa OCHOBA HEKOj
MO2Ke 71a 300pyBa 3a OZITOBOPEH Cy0jeKT, 3a AyIaTa Kako
cBecT 3a cebe, 3a caMuoT cebe UTH. , /1 TyKa, KaKo IITO
Beke peKoB, paboTuTe CTaHyBaaT YIITE IMOKOMILJIH-
nupaHu. 3a Aa 6uze JbyOOB 3a IPYTUOT, KAKO KOHEYEH U
CMPTEH JIpyT, OecKOHeUHaTa Jby00B Tpeba /1a ce OTKaXKe
on cebecu u Taka CcTaHyBa KOHeuHa (Jby0oB). OTTamy,
pasrielyBajkul To MPANIABETO HA OJITOBOPHOCTA, KaKO
ITO TBpAM /lepuia BO TOPEIUTHPAHUOT JIeJI, IIOCTOU
HEKOj BUJI ,CTPYKTYPHA AUCHPOIOPIIHjA UJIU JTUCCH-
MeTpHja oMely KOHEYHUOT U OZITOBOPEH CMPTHUK, O]
e/lHa CTpaHa, 1 IoOpHUHaTa Ha OECKpajHUOT Jjap, O ApyTa
crpana.” Ciopes T0a, /1a ro 3aKjlyuaM YUTAETO Ha OBOJ
IUTAT ,IIpeJT Jla ce YTBP/IM KakBa OWJIO BHHA, jaCc CyM
BHHOBEH OHOJIKY, KOJIKY IIITO CyM OATOBOpeH". 3Hauw,
OZITOBOPHOCTA € HeN30€eKHO ITOBp3aHa co BUHATa. ,, HuKoj

Following Derrida, one could answer: only on the
condition that this goodness is forgetful of itself.
Furthermore, this movement of goodness that forgets
itself, that does not know itself as goodness is the
movement of a gift that does not know itself as a gift, or
that renounces itself as a gift. Only in that sense it is a
gift, or it is a gift of infinite love, since only the infinite
love can renounce itself and be forgetful of itself as love.
Or, to say it differently - love is possible only on the
condition that it does not know itself as love. Love is a
gift; love is an infinite love; or love is love. But this is not
the end of complication. Infinite love, in order to become
the love for the other as the finite, mortal other, has to
become itself finite, too. Which means, love has to become
its other. Since, “this gift of infinite love comes from
someone and it is addressed to someone; responsibility
demands irreplaceable singularity.” “Yet”, Derrida
continues, “only death, or rather the apprehension of
death can give this irreplaceability, and it is only on the
basis of it that one can speak of a responsible subject, of
the soul as conscience of self, of myself, etc.” And here, as
I already said, things are becoming even more
complicated. In order to be love for the other, as for the
finite and mortal other, infinite love has to renounce itself
and thus become a finite (love). Thus, considering the
question of responsibility, as Derrida is claiming in this
passage, there is a kind of “structural disproportion or
dissymetry between the finite and responsible mortal on
the one hand, and the goodness of the infinite gift on the
other hand.” Therefore, to conclude my reading of this
passage “before any fault is determined, I am guilty
inasmuch as I am responsible.” Responsibility is thus
unavoidably related to guilt. “One is never responsible
enough...”(4, 51), claims Derrida.
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HUKOTAIll HE € JOBOJHO OATOBOpEH...“ (4, 51), TBpAU
Hepuna.

[Tak ga ce BpaTuMe Ha HaIlaTa aHaJaW3a Ha QUIMOT
~Kpajoii Ha edHa »Y608“, ce YNHU JieKa JbyboMopaTa Ha
Mopuc beHapukc jacHO mpousJieTyBa 0O/ HeEropaTta
cBecHOCT 32 TOj ¢akT. Toj He e curypeH; Toj He 3Hae. Toj e
3a00paBeH 3a COICTBEHATA JbyOOB U OATOBOPHOCT KOH
Capa, TOKMy 3aToa, TOj € Beke BHHOBEH, CTaHyBajKu
CBECEH JIeKa HUKO] HUKOTAIl HE € JJOBOJIHO OJITOBOPEH.
Toj He ce cdaka cebecu Kako 700ap YOBEK, BEPEH UOBEK,
OZITOBOPEH YoBeK. Ha moueTokoT Ha GHUIMOT, I03BOJIETE
MH /Ia Be TIOTCETaM YIIITe €HAIIl, TOj TO ITUIITyBa OBa:

»,OBa e THEBHUK 3a OMpasara... WJIH MOXeOHu, He OU TO
MUIIyBaJI OBa aKO 3HAaeB KOoro Mpases... beie jiu Toa
Xenpu? Berre i1 Toa Capa? u Gellre HEKOj APYT, KOTO
e yIITe He CyM r'o OTKpHJI?“

Toj He HamUIIIA ,,0BA € JHEBHUK 3a JbyOOBTa“. ,OMpaza“e
300pOT KOj IITO To ©3MavyBa. Toj He e cUTypeH HU 32 Toa
KOTO Mpa3sH, o7 IPUYKMHA IITO TOj € KOHEUEH U, 3HAYH,
€IMHCTBEHOTO HEIIITO IIITO, BCYIITHOCT, OM MOKeJI /1a ¥ TO
nozapu Ha Capa, Gere ,jjapot Ha cMptTa“ (4). Toj e
CUTypEH BO HeroBaTa 6eckpajHa JbyboMopa, HO MaKap IITO
ja caka Capa, He MO>Ke Jja Ou/ie CUTYpeH Bo GeckpajHocTa
Ha HeroBaTa Jby00B. ETe 3aT0a Heropara JjbyboMopa Moske
na 6une 6eckpajua. Bo Taa cmuciia, jsybomopara ctaHyBa
HM3BOPOT Ha HEroBarta Jby0oB.

Jlo3BoJieTe MH J1a TO MOBJIEYAM TOA YIITE eIHAI: UaKO
cBojara Jby0OOB ja ymaTyBa KOH Capa U eTUHCTBEHO KOH
Hea, TOj ja UCIuTyBalle OeKpajHOCTa Ha CBOjaTa JbyOOB,
3eMajKu To mpeABu PaKkToT JAeKa BO HeroBara eJuHCT-
BEHOCT, OTTaMy ¥ He3aMEeHJIUBOCT, TOj HE € HUIIITO JPYTO,
TYKy KOHEYHO CYIITECTBO, cpakajKku ja CMPTTa KaKO
BUCTHHCKO MECTO 3a CBOjaTa He3aMeHJIUBOCT. U, Oumy-
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Yet, to come back to our analysis of the film “The End of
the Affair”, it seems that Maurice Bendrix’s jealousy
precisely originates from his being aware of that fact. He
is not sure; he does not know. He is forgetful of his love
and responsibility towards Sara, precisely because he is
already guilty, being aware that one is never responsible
enough. He does not consider himself a good man, a
faithful man, a responsible man. At the beginning of the
movie, let me remind you once again that he is writing;:

“This is diary of a hate... or perhaps, I wouldn’t be writing
this if  had known whom I hated... Was it Henry? Was
it his wife Sara? Or was it some other who was yet to be
revealed to me?”

He does not write “this is a diary of love”. “Hate” is a word
that haunts him. He is not even sure whom to hate because
of the fact that he is finite and thus the only thing that he
could actually give to Sara was a ‘gift of death’ (4). He is
sure of his infinite jealousy, but although loving Sara he
could not be sure about the infinity of his love. This is
why his jealousy could be infinite. In that sense, the origin
of his love became jealousy.

Let me underline this one more time: although addressing
his love to Sara and only to her, he was questioning the
infinity of his love considering the fact that in his
singularity, and thus irreplaceability, he is nothing other
than a finite being apprehending death as the very place
of his irreplaceability. And since being finite he was
infinitely jealous. In that sense, his goodness forgets itself.
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BajKku KOHeuYeH, TOj € OecKkOHEeYHO JbyOoMopeH. Bo Taa
CMUCJIa, HeroBaTta J00puHa ce 3abopaBa cebecu. Hero-
BHOT JIap Ce OTKaxKyBa cebecH, ,3HauH, IBUIKEHE Ha
O6eckoHeuHa Jby0O0B.“

Ha mponosmkume co nipuka3Hara. [logomHa, Moxe f1a ce
yye 3BYKOT Ha CTapaTa MalllMHa 3a NUIIyBame. Mopuc
numnysa: ,Jac cym sybomopeH wogex.“ Ho, Herosara
JpybOMOpa € YIIITe IOOYUTJIEHA BO €/I€H OJ1 AUjaTIO3UTe
co Capa:

Mopuc: Kamam, ama mopari fa pasbeper. Jbybomopen
cyM Ha ce. Toa 3HaYU — /bYOHOMOPEH CYM HA Q0HCOOT.

Capa: Kakxo modice da budewt YyboMopeH Ha 00H#cOoTl?
Mopuc: JbybomopeH cym Ha osue 1opatiil...
Capa: 3owino?

Mopuc: 3awitio 20 doiupaaii oHa wiio jac He
Mmoxcam... Tu eu bakHysaait Ho3ellie.

Jby0OMOpEH CyM Ha OBa KOITYeE...
Capa: 3owilio Ha eOHO HeBUHO Koliue?

Mopuc: Bootiwitio He e HeguHo. Toa e yea deH co iliebe,
jac He cym...

Capa: Ilpeitiiocitiasysam, /bybOMOPEH CU U HA MOuUBe
yegau?

Mopuc: /Zla.

Capa: 3owito?

His gift renounces itself, “hence the movement of infinite
love”.

Let us continue with the story. Later on, one can hear the
sound of the old typewriter. Maurice is typing “I am a
jealous man.” Buthis jealousy is much more obvious
in one of his dialogues with Sara:

Maurice: I am sorry, but you have to realise, I am jealous
of everything. That means — I am jealous of the rain.
Sara: How can you be jealous of the rain?

Maurice: I am jealous of these stockings..

Sara: Why?

Maurice: Cause it touches what I can’t...Kisses your
whole leg.

I am jealous of this button...
Sara: Why an innocent button?

Maurice: It’s not innocent at all. It’s all day with you, I
am not...

Sara: I suppose you are jealous of my shoes?

Maurice: Yes.

Sara: Why?
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Mopuc: 3awitio itie oddanreuysaaili 00 meHe.

OBo0j Aujasior He TO OTKPHUBA CaMO CTENIEHOT Ha JbyOOMO-
paTta Ha Mopuc, TyKy OTBOpa ApYTo IIpaniame Ha Koe 601
cakasia Jia cBpTaM BHHMaHue. PakToT MTO TOj € Jby6oMO-
peH Ha iipedmettiu. Toa HajaByBa HEIIITO IITO JIOCETa HE €
JMCKyTHPaHO BO OBOj TPY/I, a € IOBP3aHO cO IPo0IeMOoT
Ha JbyboMmopara. Moske 11 HEKOj 71a Oujie jbyOOMOpeH HA
npejMeTH, U aKO MOCTOM TAaKOB, IITO 3HA4YU TOoa?
HajBaskeH TepMHH IITO OBJE CaKaM Ja IO HaryjiacaM e
TEPMUHOT dotiuparse.

Mopuc: /bybomopeH cym Ha o8ue Hopaiiul...
Capa: 3owiuo?
Mopuc: 3awitio 2o dotiupaaiti OHA WO jac He MOXCAM...

He nmeka e ;by60MOpeH Ha MpPEIMETHTE, BO CJIyYajoB
HEej3MHUTE YOpalu, 3aIlITO MOKAT Jja TO JOoMHpaaT OHa
IIITO TOj HE MOKE Jia TO JIOIPE, TYKY IMOPajA Toa IITO
YopaImuTe Wik TaKBUTE tipedmeiliu (HelTa) ja Jomupaar
Hea uen0 epeme.

Mopuc: /bybomopeH cym Ha 08a KouHe...
Capa: 3owilio Ha eOHO He8UHO Koliue?

Mopuc: Bootiwitio He e HeguHo. Toa e yea deH co iliebe,
jac He cym...

IToBTOPHO, KaKO IIITO MOKE J]a CE BUAU BO OBOj parMeHT
OJ1 HUBHUOT Jirjasior, MopucoBara JbyOoMopa Ha IIpeiMe-
THTE € MIOBP3aHa Cco MpalameTo Ha BpemeTo (,,BoomiTo
He e HeBUHO. Toa e 1es 1eH co Tebe, jac He cyM...“) HO,
KaKo IIITO Ke ce 00M/1aM Jja IIoKakaM, 0Baa U/ieja 3a Bpeme

2002

Maurice: Because they’ll take you away from me.

This dialogue reveals not only the extent of Maurice’s
jealousy, but it opens up another question that I would
like to pay some attention to. The fact that he is jealous of
things. This introduces something that was not discussed
in this work until now and is related to the problem of
jealousy. Can one be jealous of things, and if this could be
the case, what does it mean? The most important term
that I would like to stress here is the term touching.

Maurice: I am jealous of these stockings.
Sara: Why?
Maurice: Cause it touches what I can't....

It is not that he is jealous of the things, in this case of her
stockings, because they can touch what he cannot touch,
but because of the fact that the stockings, or that the things
are touching her all the time.

Maurice: I am jealous of this button...
Sara: Why an innocent button?

Maurice: It’s not innocent at all. It’s all day with you, I
am not...

Again, as one can also see in this fragment of their dialogue
Maurice’s jealousy of things is connected with the question
of time (“It’s not innocent at all. It’s all day with you, I am
not...”) but as I will try to show, this notion of time is very
much connected with the notion of touching and exposing
oneself to be touched all the time.
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€ TECHO ITOBP3aHa CO HlejaTa 3a JJOTUPAE H U3JI03KYBAHE
cebecu 3a J1a ce Ouzie JOTTUPAH 1IeJI0 BPeME.

[TpeKy KOHIIENITOT Ha IOIIUPakhe OU caKasia Jja IoKasKkaM
Jleka HeroBaTa JbyOoOMopa Ha MpeJaMeTH, BO HUKOja
CMUCJIa HE € HAaWBEH HAaUMH Ha eKCIIpecHja Ha Jbybomopa.
Kaxko u fa e, mpef; fa ja poioJi?kaM MojaTa aHaan3a Ha
MIOUMOT ,0oliupare”, 6u cakaja Ja UCTAKHAM HEKOU
JIPYTU acIeKTU IPUCYTHU BO OBOj Aujasior. PakToT 1ITO
Mopuc e jby00MOpEH Ha MPEMETH ja MOKAXKyBa, UCTO
TakKa, HeroBaTta CBECHOCT 3a U3./10%ceHociia U oulso-
peHocilia Ha HEKOTro Jia 6uzae aonupaH. 1 He camo 1a e
JIONUpaH, TYKy Aa Oujie momupaH ueao speme. Bo Taa
CMMCJIA, TOj € CBECEH 3a U3JI0KEHOCTA U OTBOPEHOCTA HA
HUBHaTa Bpcka. /la 6uge gonupana. Op mpeaMeTH, o
IpyTH, oji cMpTTa. [IoBTOPHO, HEOIIXO/ITHO Ce I0jaByBa
uzejaTa 3a dpyeuoil. HupHaTa Bpcka, BO HUKaKBa CMHUCJIA,
He e 0lipasdaHa Wi ocu2ypeHa cO HUKAKOB 3aKOH, Ha
nmpuMep, BO CJIy4yajoB, cCO MopaJieH 3akoH. Tue ce
tipedasHuyu; TUE ce ClipaHyl; THE ce Ha Mapa2uHuilie Ha
3akoHOT. HuBHaTa Jjby00OB I'Ml M3JI03KYyBa, BO CMHUCJIA HA
6unyBame ApPYyr/ocT Ha 3aKOHOT. Jlypu u moBeke,
OmmyBajku BO CTpAacHA JbyOOB, THE IO HATIYIIITAAT 3aKOHOT.
HuBHaTa Jby0OB He € HU 3awiliuilieHa, HUTY cllaceHa,
Ouzlejku He e ompaBJaHa WU OCUTYPEHa CO Y08eUKU
3axoH of1 KakoB O6wmyio Bu. Of1 3aKOHOT HA IIO3HAHUETO,
0/, 3aKOHOT Ha (COIICTBEHOTO) UMe, 07, 3aKOHOT Ha
noz2ocoil. OTTyKa, CIIOpe/ JIOTOC, CIIOPe/] 3aKOHOT, THUE Ce
Hekxou/Odpyeu. Hekou Hetio3Hailiu. 3aToa € BaKHO Jia ce
HAIJIacH JIeKa ce Hekou/0pyau, OTTaMy U HEKOU Hello3-
Hailiu, IITO Ce BEJIU MPOTEPAHHU Of 21020COLU KOj TH 1aBa
(comcTBEeHUTE) UMUIbA, HEKOM, KOU, 3HAUHU, O1 Ouie
~HaJIBOP“ 071 (Y0BEUKHUOT) 3axoH. VIJTi, IOTOYHO KasKaHO,
THE Ce mMapeauHaila, aumuiioil, epaHuyaila U, Kako
TaKBH, ,BHaTpe" WJIN ,,HAIBOP“ O] KOHIIEIITOT J]a ce Ouze
»uogeuer”. V1 moBeke o1 Toa, THE 3HAAT (HO cera 3HAEHETO,
aKo0 HEKOj Ce YIIITe MO2KE 1a ro yIIOTpeObu 0BOj 300p, Aoara

Through the concept of touching I would like to show that
his jealousy of things is not in any sense a naive way of
expressing jealousy. However, before I continue my
analysis of the notion of ‘touching’, I would also like to
point out some other aspects that are present in this
dialogue. The fact that Maurice is jealous about things
also expresses his awareness of the ex-position and
openness of someone, of anyone to be touched. And not
only that it is touched but that it is being touched all the
time. In this sense, he is aware of the ex-position and of
the openness of their relationship. To be touched. By
things, by others, by death. Again, the notion of the other
necessarily appears. Their relationship is not in any sense
approved or assured by any kind of a law, in this case, for
example, by moral law. They are betrayers; they are
foreigners; they are on the margins of the law. Their love
exposed them in the sense of being the other/ness to the
law. Even more, they have abandoned the law by being
passionately in love. Their love is neither protected nor
saved, since it’s not approved and assured by a human
law of any kind. By the law of knowledge, by the law of
the (proper) name, by the law of logos. Thus, according
to logos, according to the law they are some/ones. The
anonymous ones. That is why it would be important to
stress that they are someones and thus anonymous ones,
that is to say, ones expelled from the logos that gives
(proper) names, ones which thus could be ‘outside’ of the
(human) law. Or to be more precise, they are the margin,
the limit, the border as such thus being ‘inside‘ and
‘outside’ of the concept of being ‘human.” Moreover they
know (but this time knowledge, if one can still use this
word, comes from being ex-posed) that things can touch,
and that that very touch is also touched by one who is
touched. Anonymous ones know that they are touched all
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071 OMYBAmETO M3JIOXKEH) JIeKa IMPeAMETUTe MOXKAT /14
JIOTIPAaT, ¥ TOA JIeKa BUCTUHCKUOT JIOIIUP UCTO TaKa €
JIOIIPEH OJ1 HEKOj KOJIITO € IOIPeH. AHOHUMHUTE 3HAaT
JleKa ce JIOIMUPaHU I1eJI0 BpeMe U JieKa JIOIMUpaaT Iejio
BpeMe. IIpestmeTH, CMpT, CBET, PYTHU (He Hy?>KHO YOBEUKHU
CYIIITECTBA), APYT/0OCTa, KAKO TAKBa.

Jpyro mpamame Koe Ou cakasa Jja ro IIoCTaBaM OBJIE €:
3HA4YM JIM TOA JieKa JOMHUPOT, KOj He e UCKIIYUYUTETHO
,4OBEUKHOT JIOTTHP“, AOIHPOT KOj ce tio3Hasa cebecu Kako
JIONIUP, MIOBTOPHO, IPEKY HAYMHOT HA MOCEyBambE U
COTJIACHO, MTPEKY HAYMHOT Ha IOBTOPHO IPHUCBOjyBakhe
cebecH KaKo JIONUP, IPaBHU KaKBa OWJI0 pa3InKa momery
Mawxuoill ¥ XceHckuoil nonup? 3Ha4YU JIU Toa JieKa
TAaKBHOT JIONUP ja HoHUwWillyea moJioBara paziauka? aun
MO>Ke0OH He ja MOHHIITYBAa, IOTOYHO PEeUYeHo, I0JI0BaTa
pasJyimka cTaHyBa 0e3pas3/auuHa KOH CBOjaTa pasauxa?
WNnu moxkebu, HepewuilieaHa BO Hej3UHATA ITPOTUBCTA-
BEHOCT U pasiuka? Jlaju e, Torai, Toa cjay4aj co CUTe
MO>KHU pa3Iuku? Mosxkebu, OHa IIITO OBJIE € IOBEZIEHO BO
mpaiiamwe IOBeke € JBOCMHUCIEHOCT, OTKOJIKY
IIPOTUBPEYHOCT.

JlejcTBOTO Ha hapMaxoHOTl, WK JEjCTBOTO HA /byyOOMO-
paita, ciopen Toa, O MOKeJIO JJa HaIIpaBu TakBa 6e3/
pasauuHocili KoH pasauxaitua. O 1ITO € COYNHETA OBaa
pasjinka — pasjinkaTa Ha eKCKJIY3UBHUOT ,90BEUYKH
Jlonup“ u ,JOMUPOT KaKO pe3yJITaT Ha OUJIyBamETO BO
cocTojba Ha OBOPEHOCT ITU U3A0HCEHOCT?

Xajmerep objacHyBa:

Kamenoili e 6e3 ceeiti. Kamenoill aedxcu Ha tiaitioill, HA
tipumep. Modxceme 0a peueme Oeka KameHoOll 8puiu
u3eeceH tipuitiucok 8p3 tlospwuHaiua Ha 3emjaiaa. Toj
ja ,dotiupa“ 3emjaitia. Ho, ona witio Hue 20 Hapekysame
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the time and that they are touching all the time. Things,
death, world, others (not necessarily humans), other/ness
as such.

Another question that I would like to pose here is: does it
mean that the touch, which is not exclusively the ‘human
touch’, the touch that knows itself as a touch, again, by
the way of possessing and accordingly by way of re-
appropriating itself as a touch, makes any distinction
between masculine and feminine touch? Does it mean that
such a touch abolishes the sexual difference? Or perhaps
does not abolish it, but rather sexual difference becomes
indifferent of its difference? Or perhaps, undecidable in
its opposition and difference? Is it then the case with all
possible differences?

Perhaps it is not a contradiction that is at stake here but
rather an ambiguity. The labour of the pharmakon, or
the labour of jealousy therefore could make such in/
difference of the difference. What is this difference made
of — the difference of the exclusively ‘human touch’ and
of a ‘touch’ as the result of being in a state of openness
and of being ex-posed?

Heidegger declares:

The stone is without world. The stone is lying on the path,
for example. We can say that the stone is exerting a
certain pressure upon the surface of the earth. It is
“touching” the earth. But what we call “touching” here is
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yootiupare“ osde sootiwilio He e hopma Ha doliuparse,
80 UolliecHa cmucaa Ha 36opoitd. Toa gootiwilio He e
CAUYHO HA OOHOCOT WO 20 UMA 2Yywiliepoill co Kame-
HOW HAa KOj /excu tiedejKu ce Ha coHyetlio. /Jotiupoil
umitiauyuilied Ha deailia cayvau e, Hao ce, He KakKo
dotiupoili koj 20 doxcusysame Ko2a Hawaitia paxka xKe ja
ciiagume Ha pakaitia 00 0py20 108eUKo CYwiiecilso...
3awitio 80 He20801li0 OUIYBarbe KAMeEH, TOj HEMA MOHCEH
ipuo0 KOH HUWO OpY20 0KOAY He20, HUWIO WO
Modice Oa dociliueHe uau da tiocedysa, kaxo ttiaxkeo (5,

196-197).

Kosiky mrTo Moske a ce pazbepe 0BOj IUTAT, HajBaKHATA
pasJiuKa Mery ,, 4OBEUKHOT JIOMUP* ¥ IOMTUPOT KAKO TAKOB
e (aKTOT IITO ,YOBEUKHUOT JOTUP“ CEKOTralll € MOBP3aH
CO u7iejaTa 3a moceryBame. 408eukoilio CyIITECTBO, UK
MMOWMHAKy Ka)kaHo, cybjexiliolll, TO JOMUPA APYTHUOT,
MPeAMETOT, CBETOT WJIU JAPYTUOT YOBEK BO (opma Ha
ITOCEyBabe U CIIOPEJ] TOa, IPUCBOjyBajku ro. I1ITo 3Hauw,
3a IMMOBTOPHO /1A ce IIPUCBOU ceOecH U, OTTaMy, /1a CTaHe
YOBEK U JIa IMa UMe, 1UYHO UME, CyOjEKTOT MOpa Jja 3Hae.
Cy06jexToT Mopa /a Ousle HEKOj KOj 3Hae, U BO TOj
crelujajeH cy4aj, HEKOj KOj 3Hae JieKa Ionupa iiped 1a
JOTIMpa Wity Jia OuJie TOTpeH.

Ho, m1To 32 oHME KOU He 3HAaT JieKa MOCTOU JIOTHUPAhe
npen monupameTo? 11ITo 3a oHME Kou ce 6e3 HUBHUTE
auuHu nmuma’? Illto 3a egen anonumen? Tokmy 3a Toa,
0u cakasia, MIOBTOPHO, Jia ce BparaMm Ha GuiaMoT Kpajoill
Ha edHa sYbO08, 3a Aa ce obuaaM Ja HajaaM MOKHH
OZITOBOPU Ha OBHUE Mpalllama.

Joneka ro rireza Makot i1 Ha Capa, ceZfHaT caM BO IapKOT
nmpe3 HokTa, Mopuc cdaka: ,YyaAHO KOJKY MHOTY
JIOCTOMHCTBO OM MO2K€JIO Jla MMa BO eJHa IIamka... 0e3
Hea Toj u3rijena eaeH oJ aHOHUMHUlle, Heﬁoceay—
sanuite...“ Kako mTo 6erre mMpeTxoAHO Ka)XaHO BO

not a_form of touching at all in the stronger sense of the
word. Itis not at all like that relationship which the lizard
has to the stone on which it lies basking in the sun. And
the touching implied in both cases is above all not the
same as that touch which we experience when we rest
our hand upon the head of another human being....
Because in its being a stone it has no possible access to
anything else around it, anything that it might attain or
possess as such (5, 196-197).

As far as one can understand this quotation, the most
important difference between ‘human touch’ and a touch
as such is the fact that the ‘human touch’ is always
connected with the idea of possession. The human being,
or to put it differently, the subject, is touching the other,
the thing, the world or the other human in the mode of
possessing and thus appropriating it. Which means, in
order to re-appropriate itself and thus to become a human
and to have a name, a proper name, the subject has to
know. The subject has to be the one who knows, and in
this particular case, the one who knows that he is touching
before touching or being touched.

But what about those who do not know that there is
touching before touching? What about ones without their
proper names? What about anonymous ones? At this
point I would like again to return to the film The End of
the Affair in order to try to find possible answers for these
questions.

While watching Sara’s husband sitting alone in the park
during the night Maurice realises: “Strange how much
dignity there could be in a hat... without it, he seemed
one of the anonymous, the dispossessed...” As was
previously said in Nancy’s argument “every one is just as
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apryMeHTOT Ha HeHcH ,,ceKoj € UCTO TOJIKY €UHCTBEH
KaKo cekoj Apyr. Bo m3BecHa cmmuciia, THe ce Heorpa-
HUYEHO 3aMEeHJINBU, CEKOj 3a CUTE IPYTH, Oe3pas3InIHU
¥ aHoHuUMHu" (6, 71-72).

Be3 mamnka, Xenpu Majic e aHOHUMHO CYLITECTBO.
HermocenyBaHo cymrecTBo. 3a 1a ©IMa UMe U, CIIOPeJ] T0a,
Jla He Oujle aHOHUMEH U HeIoceAyBaH, HeMy My Tpeba
marnkaTa. [Ilankara (kako HEIITO IITO € HeroBa JIMYHA
CBOMHA) My 'O /]JaBa HETOBOTO MM€E U HETOBOTO JIOCTOMH-
CTBO KaKO 4oBeYyKo cymrectBo. [[lankara My ja maBa
HeroBaTa XyMaHOCT, HETOBUOT cyOjekTuBUTET. Bo Taa
cMuCJIa, Mankara goara iiped Hero. He mocrou XeHpu
Majnc, np:xaBeH ciyk0eHUK, 6e3 Heropara manka. IllTo
3Hauu Toa? Mokebu e BO mpalame HEMOXKHOCTA J]a Ce
Ou/ie YOBEUKO CYIITECTBO Oe3 HEIITO IITO Joara OJHa-
BOD, O CBETOT | o7 ApyT/ocTa. Vnu, monHaKy KaskaHo,
cTaHyBa 300D 32 HEBO3MOXKHOCT Ha MO3UI[Hja BO CBETOT,
0e3 Beke IPETXO/THO CEKOTAIII /1a ce OH/ie 1U3/104ceH Ha Hea.
TokMy Taka Kako IITO IIamKaTa WA UMAameTO IIAIKa
noara tiped Xenpu MajJic, n3jaByBameTo U I03HABAHETO
Ha JbyOOBTa foara iiped jbyboBTa. MICcTOTO Baku 3a
nonupameTo. Moke /1a ce 3aKJIy4Yd JleKa YOBEK He
nomupa. IIoTouHO, YOBEKOT ro 3Hae cBojoT ponup. Ho, 3a
JIONIUPOT /a2 Ouze AOMHUP, HE TOCTOU HUTY €JHO 3HAEHE
KOe eBEHTYaJIHO Ou Jlonuio npes Hero. Hekoj e cexorarn
BeKe JIONpeH OHWAyBajku U3JIOKEH KOH ,,HaJIBOP“ O
cebecH, Wiv OUyBajKu U3JI0KEH Ha JPYyTOCTa O] APYTHOT.
HesHnaemeTo 3Ha4M He Jja ce ITOceyBa JJOUP, TYKY Jja Ce
Ou/le MOCTOjaHO MBJIOKEH Ha JONUpame U Jla ce ouze
JIOTIPaH 07 Ha/IBOPEIIHOCTA, OTHA/IBOP, O CBETOT, O]
npeaMeTuTe, oA ApyruoT. CeTo oBa MOKebU MOKe J1a ja
o6jacHU MHOTY CJI0JKeHaTa BPCKa IITO CeKoe ,Jac” ja uma
CO HAJBOPEIIHUOT CBET, CO APYTHOT. ,Jac* cexorarr
BeEpyBa /ieKa ja MO03HaBa HAJ[BOPEIIHOCTA, EKCTEPUED-
HOCTA, U JieKa ro 3Hae Jipyruot. Ho, Tokmy Toa e MecToTo
KaJZle CEeKOTalll Cce M0jaByBa APYTHOT WJIU APYTOCTa, KAKO
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singular as every other one. In a sense, they are indefinitely
substitutable, each for all the others, indifferent and
anonymous”(6, 71-72).

Without a hat, Henry Miles is an anonymous being. A
dispossessed being. In order to have a name and thus not
to be anonymous and dispossessed, he needs his hat. The
hat (as something that is his proper possession) gives him
his name and his dignity as a human being. The hat gives
him his humanity, his subjectivity. In this sense, the hat
comes before him. There is no Henry Miles, public servant,
without his hat. What does it mean? Perhaps, it concerns
the impossibility of being a human being without
something that comes from the outside, from the world
and from the other/ness. Or, to put this in another way, it
would concern the impossibility of a position in the world
without being always already previously ex-posed to it.
Just as the hat or having the hat comes before Henry
Miles, the declaration and knowledge of love comes before
love. The same goes for touching. One can conclude here
that a human does not touch. Rather, the human knows
his touch. But in order for touch to be a touch, there is
not any knowledge that could possibly come before it. One
is always already touched by being exposed to the ‘outside’
of oneself, or by being exposed to the otherness of the
other. Not knowing means not possessing that touch but
being constantly exposed to the touching and being
touched from the outside, from the world, from the things,
from the other. All this perhaps might explain the very
complicated relation that any “I” has with the outside
world, with the other. The “I” always believes that he
knows the outside, and that he knows the other. But this
is precisely the place where the other or the otherness
always appears as the absence of what the “I” considers
as the most present. Or, let us return to the notion of death.
Death is the structure of every presence, the structure of
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OTCYCTBO Ha OHA IITO ,Jac“ ro cMeTa 3a HajupucyTHO. Vn,
IaK Jila ce BpaTHUMe Ha MOUMOT 3a cMprra. CMpTTa €
CTPYKTypara (CoCTaBeH JIeJ1) Ha CEKOe ITOCTOEHE, CTPYK-
Typara Ha KUBOTOT. CMPTTa € HUCIHUIIIaHA BO IIOCTOEHETO
H, CIIOPEJ] TOQ, BO JKUBOTOT KaKO HETOB COCTaBEH JIeJI, IIITO
3HAYH JIEKa eKCTEPUEPHOCTA, HAJ[BOPEITHOCTA U IPYTUOT
3a ,Jac“, cexoraml e Beke 4yZ[Ha UTpa Ha MPUCYCTBO U
otcycTBo. I[IpHUCyTHO e OHa IITO € OTCYTHO, U Vice versa.
He moskeme J1a TO moceayBaMe WUJIM MPHUCBOjyBaMe
ApyTHOT (CBETOT WJIM HAJBOPEIIHOCTA) HO, IIOTOYHO
peueHo, ceKoralll cMe BeKe uameHelliu of]/Bo pyr/ocTa,
Y CIIOpEJ] TOQ, HE MO?KeMe KOMILJIETHO U ITOTIIOJTHO /1a TO
MIPUCBOjyBaMe JIDYTHOT M MOBTOPHO J]a ce IPUCBOUME
cebecu.

Mopuc BeHipukc, poMaHOIIHUCELT, YOBEKOT KOj pacKasKyBa
MIPUKA3HA, U /bYyOOMOpeH /bYb08HUK, HE Ce OTKAXKyBa O]
obuaurTe 712 ja moceryBa, OTHOCHO /1a ja mpucBojyBa Capa.
Toj e 7ybOMOpPEH; TOj ITPOCTO MOJIy/TyBa 07 (GAKTOT JieKa
Taa He e HETroBa CBOMHA. Toj AypH, BO MMe HA HEJ3SUHUOT
COIIPYT, U3HAjMyBa IIPUBATEH JIETEKTUB 3a Jla OTKPHE CO
KOTO ce Tyiefa Taa. Toj ce oOuayBa /1a OTKpHUE CE 3a Hea,
Jla 3Hae ce 3a Hea, CIIOpE] Toa U Ja ja mocexysa. Toj ce
obu/iyBa /1a pa30TKpHUeE Ce 3a HEj3UHUTE WAjHU.

HerektuBoTr: Hema Huwitio HedoauuHo (komiipomu-
wupauko) xaj sybomopaita. Cexozaw cym ja
fio30pasyean Kako 3HAK Ha BUCIIUHCKA /bYO08.

Mopuc: Toj mucau deka itiaa 20 usHegepysa. Toj mucau
dexa tiaa uma twWajHuU.

JeTeKTuBOT: 3HaUU, WajHU...
daxrot nexa Capa Mo)xkebu UMa TajHU, 3a Mopuc 3HaYH

JleKa Taa ro U3HEBEPYBA CBOjOT COIIPYT HO, BCYIIIHOCT, TOj
BepyBa JieKa Taa ro u3HeBepyBa Hero. Toj e JbyDOMOPHHUOT.

life. Death is inscribed in presence and thus in life as its
structure, which means that the outside and the other for
the “I”, is always already the uncanny play of presence
and absence. What is present is precisely that which is
absent, and vice versa. One does not possess and
appropriate the other (the world or the outside) but rather,
one is always already altered by/into the other/ness, and
thus cannot completely and fully appropriate the other
and re-appropriate itself.

Maurice Bendrix, a novelist, a man who is telling a story,
and a jealous lover, does not give up trying to possess
and thus appropriate Sara. He is jealous; he is simply going
mad about the fact that she is not his property. He even,
in the name of her husband, hires a private detective in
order to find out whom she is seeing. He is trying to find
out everything about her, to know everything about her,
and thus to possess her. He is trying to find out all about
her secrets.

Detective: There is nothing discreditory about jealousy.
I always salute it as a mark of true love...

Maurice: He thinks that she is deceiving him. He thinks
that she has secrets.

Detective: Ah secrets, yeah...

The fact that Sara perhaps has secrets means for Maurice

that she is deceiving her husband, but actually he believes
that she is deceiving him. He is the jealous one. But is
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Ho pganu e Capa Hekoj ko0j ytaxxe? Jlayu Taa HABUCTHHA
vMa TajHu? OB/ie e TelIKo Jia ce Jjazie HeJJBOCMUCIIEH
oarosop. HejauHaTa cutyaruja e mapagokcaiaa. Oy eHa
CTpaHa, Taa ce 00M/IyBa fja ro yBepu Mopuc, TOBTOPYBajKHI
My LieJio BpeMe, ,Hukoram Hema fja 6u1am co HeKOj ApyT
Mak“, Zleka T0j HeMa HUKaKBa IIpUYMHA J1a Oujie jby0o-
MODEH, JleKa My € BEPHa, JieKa He To jiaske. Taa moctojaHo
ro 30opyBa Toa. Oj ipyra cTpaHa, Taa Ha TOj HAYHMH, BO
CEKOj MOMEHT T'0 IIPABHU Ce MOBeKe U IMOBeKe JbyOOMOPEH.
3omrtTo e Taka? Janu Taa co Toa He My JOKa:KyBa HEMY
JleKka HeMa HUKakBU TajHU? He Gerrie i1 Toa TOKMYy OHA
mTo Toj ro Oapamie o Hea, 3a Ja He OuJsie MoBeKe
spyb0oMopeH? [TocTOM HEIITO IITO OCTaHyBa TajHA 32 HETO,
6e3 pasauka mTo 306opyBa Taa. Cemak, Kora HeKoOj
3600pyBa, KOora HEKOj TO BHeCyBa ja3WKOT, TOj/Taa He
Ka)KyBa HUIIITO 32 HErOBaTa/Hej3NMHATA TajHA. 3aIIITO Taa
camara Ha cebecH e TajHa. Bo Hej3sMHATa HE3aMEHIUBOCT
u enuHCTBeHOCT. OHA IITO OCTaHyBa TajHa 3a Mopuc #,
OTTaMy, IO IPaBU C€ MOBeke U MOBeke JbyOOMOpPEH, €
dakroT mro Capa camaTa 3a cebe, BO Hej3UHATa €IUH-
CTBEHOCT, € TajHa. Jlofileka HeKOj 300pyBa, Kora HEKOj ro
BOBeJyBa ja3WKOT, He Ka)KyBa HUIITO 3a Heromara/
Hej3uHaTa TajHa. HampoTus, oTTaMy mpousJsieryBa Aeka
HEKOj CaMHOT CTaHyBa TajHa, He Ka)KyBajKU HUIITO 3a
COIICTBEHATa TajHa. buiejku BO cBojaTa TajHOCT € caM u
HeM. U criopey JlorukaTta Ha TajHOCTa, Hej3uHUllle tWajHu
bea HajmMHO2Y 3auyeaHu TokMY 6UIYBAJKU U3N0HCEHU.
3Hauwn, ako Mopuc BepyBa /ieKa Taa Io JiaKe Hej3UHUOT
COIIPYT, U CIIOPEJ] TOa Hero, Ouzejku Taa uMa TajHH, Toa
3HAYU JleKa Taa Io JaXke YyBajKU TH HEJ3UHUTE TAjHU
W3JIOKEeHU, WIN 6udyeajku M3Ji0KeHa, OUyBajKu OHA
IIITO € BO Hej3MHAaTa eqUHCTBeHOCT. Jlamu Toramt Mopuc
e JbyOOMOpEH TOKMY IOpPaJiNl HEj3SUHATA MU3JI0KEHOCT?
ITopaay Hej3MHATA €TUHCTBEHOCT?
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Sara the one who deceives? Does she indeed have secrets?
It is difficult here to give an unambiguous answer. Her
situation is paradoxical. On the one side, she is trying to
convince Maurice, by repeating to him all the time, “I'll
never be with any other man”, that he does not have any
reason to be jealous, that she is faithful to him, and that
she is not deceiving him. She constantly speaks of it. On
the other side, she is thus making him at every instant
more and more jealous. Why is that? Isn’t she thus proving
to him that she does not have any secrets? Wasn'’t that
precisely what he wanted from her in order not to be
jealous anymore? There is something that remains secret
for him, no matter what she says. Nevertheless, when one
is speaking, when one enters the language s/he is not
saying anything about his/her secret. Because she herself
is a secret. In her irreplaceability and in her singularity.
What remains the secret for Maurice and thus makes him
more and more jealous, is the fact that Sara herself is a
secret in her singularity. While one is speaking, when one
enters the language, one is not saying anything about his/
her secret. On the contrary, one is thus becoming a secret
oneself, because one says nothing about one‘s secret.
Because in one’s secrecy one is alone and silent. And
according to the logic of secrecy, her secrets are the most
kept precisely by being exposed. Consequently, if Maurice
believes that she is deceiving her husband and therefore
him, because she has secrets, it means that she is deceiving
him by keeping her secrets exposed, or by being exposed,
by being what she is in her singularity. Is, then, Maurice
jealous precisely because of her ex-position? Because of
her singularity?
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III , He pas6upaw! Tu 6ewe mproB!”

[TocTou eziHa sipyra crieHa BO GUIMOT KOja MUCIIaM JIeKa
€ MHOTYy IIOBp3aHa co ropHarta tema. Mopuc u Capa
CTpPACHO BOZJAT JbyOOB Jl0/leka 60MOU eKCIJIoAupaaT
OKOJTy HUB (ITpUKa3HaTa e cMecTeHa Bo JIOHI0H 3a BpeMe
Ha Bropara cBercka BojHa). /[0 TOj MOMEHT ITOCTOU CaMO
e/lHa MpUKa3Ha: MPUKa3HaTa IIITO ja packaKyBa POMaHO-
nucenor Mopuc benapuke. Ho, TokMy Taa ciieHa BO
(uIMOT € MOMEHTOT Kora IMpuKa3HaTa Ce JIeJIU Ha J[Be
3aceOHU MPUKA3HU, HEC8001UBU eTHA Ha IPYyTa, He3aMeH-
AUBU €JTHA CcOo Apyra, MefyceOHO pasziaudyHu. Jo/eka
CTPacHO BOJAT JbyOOB, HUBHATA Kyka e bomOapaupaHa.
MoJik co BelllTauKa CBETJIMHA W Torall, mpekuH. O/ Toj
MOMEHT, HHUIITO IOBeKe He e ucto. Cé e mpoMeHeTo.
Hemro ce cayuuno. Ho, HemTo 3a mITo HE MOXKe J1a ce
300pyBa. Hellrto He3aMHUC/IUBO: JloarameTo Ha dojoeHe-
uotl, cayuxaiua, HaciuaHoiu. Ilox ,HacTaH“ TO MOIpa3-
O6upaM OHa Ha KoemTo MHCIU Jlepuga Kora BeJu:
,HacrtaHoT, CyMMupaHo, € OHa IIITO TO Tepa ,Jac“ ;ma ce
zamparmia: ,,I1Ito mu ce ciryuyBa mene?* , I1ITo ce ciyuamn?“
u ,IlIto e Hacrau?“ IllTo 3Haum ma ce ciyuu (arriver)?
Moske JT1 HEKOj /1a co3/1a/1e HacTaH? Moske Jiv /1a HalTpaBU
HCTOPHja, /1a HallpaBH IIPUKa3Ha... (7, 120).

[Tocroeme Hacitian. Hemrro ce cityuu, v mprkasHara bere
IpeKnHarTa. ,Jlorukara“ Ha MpuKa3HaTa € IPEKUHATA;
IPa/IeleTo Ha ,HeroBaTa/IpHUKa3HaTa“ € MPeKUHATO.
Kpy?KHOTO TKHBO Ha 3HEHETO € IPEKUHATO U OTTOTalll
“Ma MPEeKUH, ja3: iBe MPUKa3HU, /IBe IPUKA3HU 34
Jby0OOBTA, IBE BUCTHHH, JIBE 3HAUEHA, IBE UCTOPUH, JIBE
Jpy0OBH, 1BA ITapa >KUBOT U JIBa apa cMpT. I Bo cBoeTO
ZIBOjCTBO, CEKOj Iap e Hec8001us efieH Ha pyT. CooueHn
cMe co eduHciliseHo cyuwuitieciieo/a. OHa MITO MOKE /1A
ce BUJIY BO CIIeHaTa KOjallITo caeau e feka Mopuc jiexxu
Ha ckasuTe. O IPBUOT MOMEHT HEKOj IO Ijiefjla KaKo
JIEKH TaMy, HEKOj ce IpairyBa Jau € JKUB, UJIU He.

IIT “You don’t understand! You were gone!”

There is another scene in the movie, which is, I believe,
very much connected with the issue above. Maurice and
Sara are passionately making love while there are bombs
exploding all around (the story is set in London during
the Second World War.) Up to this moment, there is only
one story: the story that Maurice Bendrix, a novelist, is
telling. But at precisely this scene in the movie is the
moment when the story splits into two separate (singular)
stories, irreducible to each other, irreplaceable for each
other, altered to each other. While they are making love
passionately their house is bombed. There is a silent
moment, with an artificial light and then the cut. From
this moment nothing is the same anymore. Everything
changed. Something has happened. But something that
one cannot talk about. Something unthinkable: the arrival
of the arrivant, the happenstance, the event. By “event” I
mean what Derrida does when he says that “ The event,
in sum, is what urges the “I” to ask himself: “What is
happening to me?” “What has just happened?” and “What
is an event?” What does ‘to happen’ [arriver] mean? Can
one create an event? Can one make history, make a

There was an event. Something had happened, and the
story was interrupted. The ‘logic’ of the story is
interrupted; the construction of ‘his/story" is interrupted.
The circular structure of knowledge is interrupted, and
from then on there is a rupture, a gap: two stories, two
stories of love, two truths, two meanings, two histories,
two loves, two histories of love, two lives and two deaths.
And in their doubling, each pair is — irreducible to the
other. One is faced with the singular being/s. What one
can see in the scene that follows is Maurice lying on the
stairs. From the first moment, one sees him lying there,
one wonders if he is alive or not. Suddenly, like coming
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Haemnam, kako s1a moara of Ipyr ,,CBET, TOj IOJIeKa TU
OTBOpPa OYHTE, CTAHYBa, I'M UCKaUyyBa CKaJINTe, ja bapa
Capa. Ja rrezja KaKo Jieku Ha KpeBeTOT U ce MOJTH. 30YHET,
Ztypu OeceH, ja mpariyBa IIITo IPaBHU U 301ITO He J10j/1e 1a
BUJIM IIITO Ce CJIYYHJIO co Hero. Ho, Bo MOMEHTOT Kora ro
U3roBapa HEj3BUHOTO MMe, CTOEJKH 33/ HEj3UHHUOT rpod;
Besiejku ,,Capa“?! I1ITo mpaBuII?“ — MO3Ke 7ja ce BU/IH JleKa
Taa 3jara BO HEro, Kako 7ja IJieJila MpPTOBeI] KOj € IOBTOPHO
’KUB, HEKO] BUJ 4dyzno. M Toa e HelITO MITO Taa He OU
MOJKeJsa Jia To upugailiu, HEMMIOUMJINBO KaKO TaKBo,
HEIIITO IIITO ja U3HEeHa U, Ou/iejku He Oellre BO3MOKHO Ha
HUKO]j HAa4YMH /1a ce npeaABuau. ,,Ce MmosaM...“ — 0Ar0BOpU
Taa. Taa ce moJielie 3a HETOBUOT »KUBOT. Taa ce moJielra
3a HETOBHOT JKUBOT, /IaBajku gelliysarbe JeKa ke ro
HAIYIITH HEero U Hej3MHaTa JbyOOB 3a HETO, He TJIe/IajKu
ro HUKOrall noseke, ako bor ro ocrasu jia sxusee.

»~He paszoupam! Tu 6eme mpToB!“ My KaxyBa Taa,
obuIyBajKu ce Taka Jja My 00jacHU 301IITO ce 00JIEKyBa U
ro HamymITa. ,,/byboBTa He 3aBpIIyBa CO TOA IIITO HEMA /1A
ce riaegame...“ mpoaosKyBa. Bo Toj momeHT Mopuc
cTaHyBa Jiyjl, 6eceH U JbyOOMOpEH mopaau GaKTOT IIITO
Taa ro HaIMyIITa, HO YIITE IMOBeKe IMOPaJAy HEj3UHUTE

300pOBH:

Mopuc: He 3aspwysa?

Toa He e M0j 8ud Ha HYOO8.

Capa: Moscebu He tiocitiou Hukaxoe opye eud?!

On oBoj aujastor ce unHU ieka Mopuc u Capa ja pazbupaa
JbyboBTa pazymuuHo. Ox e/lHa cTpaHa, ¢paktot 1mro Capa
TBP/IH JIeKa JbyOOBTA He 3aBPIILyBa 3aT0a IITO THE HEMA
Jla ce IJIeflaart, yIITe MoBeKe ja 3acuyIyBa JbyboMoparta Ha
Mopuc. Toj, peuncu ayz, npanrysa: He 3aBprryBa? Ho 3a
HEro Toa He e mparame. [IpamnryBajku, TOj BCYIITHOCT

2002

from another ‘world’ he slowly opens his eyes, stands up,
and climbs the stairs, looking for Sara. He sees her lying
on the bed and praying. Confused, even angry, he asks
her what is she doing and why she did not come to see
what had happened to him. But at the moment when he
pronounced her name, while standing behind her; saying
“Sara?! What are you doing?” — one could see that she is
staring at him as if seeing a dead person come alive, a
kind of miracle. And this is something that she could not
take-in, incomprehensible as such, something that
surprised her since it was impossible in any sense to be
foreseen. “Praying...” — she answered. She was praying
for his life. She was praying for his life by giving a promise
that she will give up him and her love for him by not seeing
him ever again, if God allows him to live.

“You don’t understand! You were gone!”, she is telling him
and thus trying to explain why she is dressing and leaving
him. “Love doesn’t end because we don’t see each other...”
she continues. At that moment Maurice is becoming mad,
angry, and jealous because of the fact that she is leaving,
but even more because of her words:

Maurice: Doesn’t?
That’s not my kind of love.
Sara: Maybe there is not any other kind?!

It seems from this dialogue that Maurice and Sara
understand love differently. On the one hand, the fact that
Sara is claiming that love does not end because of not
seeing each other is reinforcing Maurice’s jealousy. He
almost madly asks: Doesn’t? But for him this is not a
question. By asking he is actually answering that that is
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O/IrOBapa JIeKa Toa He € He208 BUJ JbyOOB. AKO Taa MOKe
Jla TO caka Hero He IJIelajKu ro, Uau MOXKebu He
IIPU3HABAjKH ja Hej3UHATA JbyOOB KOH HETO, TOTAIll TOA
He e JbyOOB; WJIH JIypH U J1a IOCTOU TaKBa JbyOOB, TOA HE €
MopucoBuoT BuJ Jby60B. O] e1HA CTPaHa, aKO Taa MOXKe
Jla TO caka BO HETOBO OTCYCTBO, MaKO MOXKeOHU MOCTOU
Jpy0OB, 1 MaKO MOKeOH Taa I'o caka Hero, T0a, CEKaKo, He
€ HEeroB BU/ JbyOOB. 32 HETO ITIOCTOM CaMO €/IeH BU/T JbYOOB,
HETOBUOT B/ Jby0OOB. Bo Taa cMucia, Mozke Jja ce 3aKIydu
JleKa TOj e MTOBeKe 3aMHTEPECUPAH J1a OH/ie CUTYPEeH IeKa
TOj € eAUHCTBEHHUOT IITO € CaKaH, a Aypu IOTOA 3a
JpyboBTa Ha Capa koH Hero. Oj ipyra ctpaHa, Capa e Taa
KOja He U3TIJeAa TOJKY CUTypHa, Kako Mopuc, 3a
Hej3uHUo BU/ JbyOOB, O1/Iejku Taa BeKe ce MMa COOUEHO
CO [Mapa/IOKCOT Ha JbyOOoBTAa. Bu/tyBajku cBecHa 3a cBojaTa
IapajiokcayiHa CUTyallHja, Taa mpaniysa: ,Moxebu He
IIOCTOM APYT BUJ Jby0O0B?“ HO HEJ3MHOTO mpalame He €
mpamame camo 3a Mopwuc, TyKy, UCTO Taka, U 3a Hea
camara. Taa moxuBeasa anopuja. 3a 1a ro caka Mopuc,
Taa Mopa Jia TO HamyIITH, Ousiejku My BeTmia Ha bora.
Taa ja >xpTByBa Hej3MHATa JbyOOB 32 HETOBHUOT JKUBOT.
Croopen Toa, Taa MOXe Jila TO caka caMO BO HEroBO
OTCYCTBO. 3a J]a TO OJIP3KU BETYBAHETO IIITO T'O Jjajia BO
VMe Ha Jby0OBTa, Taa MOXKE J]a TO CaKa caMo He TJIefajKu
ro, caMo He U3jaByBajku My ja JbyOoBTa. 11 Taa mparryBa
— Moskebu 1 He ITOCTOH APYT BUJ JbyOOB?

AKO elMHCTBEHATa MOKHOCT 3a Hea Jja To caka Mopuc e
J1a TO OJIP3KH BETYBAHETO 32 HETJIeIahe CO HEro, Ha HEKOj
HAYMH, ITOCTaBYBajKH I'0 OBa IIpalllarbe, Taa My ja U3jaByBa
cBojarta Jby0OoB.

Ja ru norsieqHeMe cera KoMmeHTapuTe Ha HeHcu 3a
JbyOOBHUTE 300pOBH, 3a Jja pa3bepeme IMOHATaAMY IIITO €
JTOBEJIEHO BO ITpalllalhe OBJIE:

not his kind of love. If she can love him without seeing
him, or perhaps without approving her love for him there
is no love then; or at least, even if there is such a love, this
is not Maurice’s kind of love. On the one hand, if she can
love him in his absence, although maybe there is love, and
although maybe she loves him, this is definitely not his
kind of love. For him, there is only one kind of love, his
kind of love. In that sense, one might conclude that he is
more interested in being assured that he is the one who is
loved then about Sara’s love for him. On the other hand,
there is Sara who does not seem as sure as Maurice about
her kind of love since she already had faced the paradox
of love. Since being aware of her paradoxical situation,
she is asking question: “Maybe there is not any other kind
(of love)?” But her question is not the question only for
Maurice but for her herself as well. She has experienced
an aporia. In order to love Maurice she has to leave him,
since she gave the promise to God. She is sacrificing her
love for his life. Thus, she can love him only in his absence.
In order to keep the promise that she gave in the name of
loving him, she can love him only by not seeing him, only
by not declaring her love for him. And she is asking -
Maybe there is not any other kind of love?

If the only possibility for her to love him is to keep the
promise of not seeing him, in a way, by asking this
question she is declaring her love to Maurice.

Let us at this point look at Nancy’s comments on the words
oflove in order to understand further what is at stake here:

9
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Ho nybosHuilie 360posi, kako wilio e dobpo tio3Hatto,
peilixo, Mu3epHo ja tiosiliopysaaill ceojaitia coticiisena
u3jasa, Koja e ceco2aul UCia, cexo2aul 8eKe COMHUeAHA
3a Hedociliue Ha /bYbos, budejiku 20 usjasysa woa. Ho,
08aa 8030pxHcaHocill Modice 0a 3Ha1U dexa ce 80 /bybositia
e 803MOMCHO U Heolixo0HO, deka cuilie »Yybosu ce
8CYWHOCT MOMCHOCTIU 3a /YOO8, HEJ3UHU 21aC08U UAU
Hej3uHU 0COOUHU, KOU e HeB0B03MOMCHO da ce 36pkaail,
a tiax ce Heu3bedxcHo 3ailnellikaHu: muaocpoue u
3adosociligo, 8036ydeHoctl u iopHoepaguja, cocedoill
u Oetlieitio, /bYbosilia Ha bYbosHUYUe U bYOOsIa Ha
Boe, bpaittickaitia »Yybos u sybosilia 3a ymelliHocilia,
bakxHedxcoll, clipacita, tpujaiteacitsoio... /la ce uma
Ha ym sYybos, ciioped wioa, bu baparo besspaHuyuHa
dapexcaugoctili KOH cuilie 08ue MOXCHOCTIU U ilioa akKea
dapedcausocill, kKoja 6Gu HAN0HUAA 8030PHCAHOCTL:
dapexcaugocili, He 0a usbupa tiomedy HY60BU, He da
tipusuaezupa, da iipasu xuepapxuja, He 0a UCKAYHY8ed.
Budejxu nybositia He e HUBHailla cyliciiaHya uau
HUBHUOTI 3ae0HUMYKU KOHUETI, He e HeWTio Willo MoXce
da ce ussaeve u da ce pasenedysa odoanrexy. Koza e
fioilitionHo 32paiiveHa, /bybosilia 80 ceojailia eOuHCil-
geHocill Moxcebu u camailia He e HUWITO OpY20, THYKY
HedeUHUPAHO U306UACITIB0 00 cuilie MOXCHU /bYb608U U
odpexysare 00 HUB, cé 00 HUBHUIlle OUCeMUHUPAbA,
ecywHoctl, 0o beapedueilio 00 osue exciino3uu.”(8, 83).

OBzie cMe MOBTOPHO COOYEHH CO CHUTE TEIIKOTUHU Ha
M3jaBYBamb-ETO JbYOOB, HO IMA YIIITE HEIITO IIITO Tpeba Aa
ce Harsacu. MzejaTa e, 1a kaxkeMe IMOeTHOCTaBHO, JeKa
IIOCTOU CaMO e/Ha JbyOOB BO CHUTE HEj3MHU MOKHOCTH.
3a na ce pa3bepe 0BOj mpobsieM, Tpeba /1a ce BpaTHUMe
noBTOpHO HAa HeHcu: ,,Ho oBaa Bo3ap:kaHOCT MOXKeE 1a
3HAYU JIeKa CE€ BO JbyOOBTa € BO3MOKHO U HEOIIXO/HO,
JleKa CUTe JbYOOBH Ce€ BCYIITHOCT MOYKHOCTH 3a JbyOOB,
HEej3WHU IJIaCOBU WJIM HEj3UHH OCOOUHU, KOU € HEBO3-
MOKHO J1a ce TOOpKaaT U IaK ce Hen30e)KHO 3aIJIETKAHU:

2002

But the words of love, as is well known, sparsely,
miserably repeat their own declaration, which is always
the same, always already suspected of lacking love
because it declares it. But this reticence might signify that
all, of love, is possible and necessary, that all the loves
possible are in fact the possibilities of love, its voices or
its characteristics, which are impossible to confuse and
yet ineluctably entangled: charity and pleasure, emotion
and pornography, the neighbour and the infant, the love
of lovers and the love of God, fraternal love and the love
of art, the kiss, passion, friendship.... To think love, would
thus demand a boundless generosity toward all these
possibilities, and it is this generosity that would
command reticence: the generosity not to choose between
loves, not to privilege, to be hierarchical, not to exclude.
Because love is not their substance or their common
concept, is not something one can extricate and
contemplate at a distance. Love in its singularity, when
it is grasped absolutely, is itself perhaps nothing but the
indefinite abundance of all possible loves, and an
abandonment to their disseminations, indeed to the
disorder of these explosions.” (8,83).

Again, we are faced here with all the difficulties of
declaring love, but there is also something else here to
stress. The idea, to put it simply, is that there is only one
love in all its possibilities. Again, to understand this issue
let me return to Nancy: “But this reticence might signify
that all, of love, is possible and necessary, that all the loves
possible are in fact the possibilities of love, its voices or
its characteristics, which are impossible to confuse and
yet ineluctably entangled: charity and pleasure, emotion
and pornography, the neighbour and the infant, the love
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MHJIOCPZIME U 33/I0BOJICTBO, BO30Yy/IEHOCT U ITOPHOTPA-
dwuja, cocenot u nerero, JbybOBTA HA JHYOOBHULIUTE U
spyboBTa Ha Bbor, 6parckara 5py60B U JbyOOBTA 3a
YMeTHOCTa, GAaKHEXKOT, CTpacTa, IPHjaTeICTBOTO... /la ce
“Ma Ha yM Jby0OOB, criopez; Toa, 6u 6apaso 6e3rpaHuYHA
ZIapEKJINBOCT KOH CHUTE OBHE MOXKHOCTH U TOA TaKBa
JapeXXJINBOCT, KOja OM HAJIOKUJIa BO3/IPKAHOCT: Tapesk-
JIMBOCT, He J1a n3bupa nomery jby00BH, He /12 IPUBUIIE-
TUpa, /la IpaBU XHepapxuja, He J1a UCKIy4dyBa.” (8, 68-
71). Hencu oBjie pa3jacHyBa /ieka He cTaHyBa 300p camo
3a M3jaByBame WIN HEMambe 300pOBU MMOMeTy JbyOOBHU-
I[UTe BO HUBHATA HCKJIYIUTETHOCT U €JUHCTBEHOCT, HO
JleKa € BO3MOXKHO J1a ce 300pyBa 3a camaTta Jby0OB BO
Hej3MHATa eIMHCTBEHOCT U HeoOuuHOoCT. Bo Taa emucia,
He MOKeMe Jja n3bmupame momery by00BH (IIOCTOH caMo
e/lHa Jby0OB BO HEj3WHATA UCKJIyYUTEHOCT U €JIUHCTBe-
HOCT), U JbyOOBHUTE HE MOXKEMe HUTY Jia TH IPUBUJIE-
rupame HUTY J1a 'u oTdpiiaMe (OuIejKu TOCTOU caMo e/THA
Jby06OB BO HEj3WHATA UCKJIYYUTETHOCT ¥ €JUHCTBEHOCT).

IV (tout autre est tout autre)

Ce unHu fieka Capa OTKpH JieKa ITIOCTOU CaMO e[Ha Jby00B
BO CHTe HEJ3WHU PAa3HOBUHU MOXKHOCTH U JIeKa BO CUTE
HEej3WHU Pa3HOBUIHU MOXKHOCTH JbyOOBTA € TOKMY TaKBa
KaKBa IITO € BO IlejlaTa CBOja UCKJIYUYUTEJIHOCT U
eIMHCTBEHOCT. BeTyBajku BO nMe Ha cBOjaTa JbyOOB KOH
Hero, BO UMe Ha CBOUTe HAIIOPH Jja Ce OTKaKe O7] TOA IIITO
HaJMHOIY T'O caka — Hero, 3a TOj /ia *KUBee, Taa My /JlaBa
BeTyBame Ha bora, Ha HeKOj ZIpyT, Ha HEKOj IIITO € HaZ[BOP
0/1 HUBHATa JbyOOB, U HA TOj HAYMH BKJIyYyBa TpeTa
CTpaHa. A cO BKJIyUyBakb€e Ha TPeTa CTPaHa, Taa BKIYIyBa
CEeKOro, CeKoj ApyT, cBeToT, bor, cMptTa. OcBeH Toa, Taa
MoOpa Jia ce JKPTBYBa; 3a HEKOj Jla ce KPTBYBa, TOj/Taa
Tpeba Aa Tu XPTBYyBa THe IITO T'M caka. He mocron
’KPTBYBamhe OCBEH KPTBYBame 3a Toa IITO ce caka. He
MO2Ke 7ja ce 300pyBa 32 UMH Ha JKPTBYBAIbE 32 THE IITO HE

of lovers and the love of God, fraternal love and the love
of art, the kiss, passion, friendship.... To think love, would
thus demand a boundless generosity toward all these
possibilities, and it is this generosity that would command
reticence: the generosity not to choose between loves, not
to privilege, not to hierarchize, not to exclude”(8, 68-71).
Nancy makes clear here, that it is not only the question of
declaring or not words of love between lovers in their
singularity and uniqueness, but that it is possible to talk
about love itself in its singularity and in its uniqueness.
In this sense, we cannot choose between loves (there is
only one love in its singularity and uniqueness), we cannot
hierarchize between loves (there is only one love in its
singularity and uniqueness), and we cannot neither
privilege nor exclude between loves (since, there is only
one love in its singularity and uniqueness).

IV [tout autre est tout autre]

Sara seemed to discover that there is only one love in all
its various possibilities, and then, that in all its various
possibilities love is what it is in all of its singularity and
uniqueness. By giving a promise in the name of her love
for him, in the name of trying to give up what she
loves most — him, in order to keep him alive, she made a
promise to God, to someone else, to someone outside of
their love, and thus she included a third party. And by
including a third party, she included every/one, every/
other, the world, God, death. Moreover, she had to make
a sacrifice; in order to sacrifice one should sacrifice the
one s/he loves. There is no sacrifice except for the sacrifice
of what one loves. One cannot talk about the sacrificial
act towards ones one does not love. Once again, one is
faced here with the difference between the concept of the
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Iy cakaMme. V1, TOBTOPHO, TYKa ce COOIyBaMe CO Pa3IuKaTa
romery KOHIIENITOT 3a €TUYKATa MU CO KOHIIENTOT 3a
OIIIIITAaTa OJATOBOPHOCT M KOHIENTOT 32 arcoOJIyTHATa
oxrosopHocT. Co Apyru 300pOBU, HOBTOPHO CE COOTyBaMe
co amopujaTa Ha oAroBopHocta. M, moBTOpHO, 3a
aropujara Ha OATOBOPHOCTA, [lepu/ia Beu:

Ob6epckaitia uau odzoeopHocilia Me 068p3ys8a KoM
dpyauoill, koH Opyauoili kako Opyes, u Me 8p3Yysa 80
Mojailia aticonyiliHa UCKAYYUilieAHOCTT KOH Opyauoil
kaxo Opye. boe e umeilio Ha aticonyiliHuoill Opye Kaxko
dpye u xaxo eduHcitiseH (bozoii Ha Aépam dedpuHupaH
Kaxo edeH u eduHcitigeH). Illitiom Ke 8ae3am 80 8pCKA CO
aticonyttiHuoill 0pye, mojattia aiconyiliHa uckayvuitien-
HOCIl 821€2Y8a 80 8PCKA CO HE208ailla UCKAYHULIeHOCTT
Ha HUBo Ha obspcka u doaxcHocil. O02080peH cYM KOH
dpyauotl kaxo dpye, Hemy MYy 00208apam, U 3a WOa Wito
2o tipasam, tiped Hez2o cym odzo8opeH. Ho, ce pasbupa,
fioa wilio Me 8p3Yy8a HA 8aKO8 HAYUH 80 Mojailia
UCKAY4UllleAAHOCUW Co aticoayiuHaila ucKkAayvuuiueaHocl
Ha dpyauoill, BedHAW Me HOCU 80 UPOCIUOPO HA, UAU
80 pusukoill 00 aiicoayiliHoilio xcpitisysatve. Hcitio
tiaka, tiocttiojatti u dpyau, kou 2u uma 6e36poj, HebpoeHa
otiwitiociti 00 dpyau KOH Kou ilipeba da cym 068p3aH co
ucttiaitia odeosopHocil (iioa witio Kjepxezop 2o Hape-
Kyea eitiuuku ped). He moxcam da odzo8o0pam Ha
flosuxoill, Mmonbaitia, obepckaitia, ia dypu u Ha Ybosilia
Ha Hekoj Opye, a da He 20 xcpilisysam dpyauoili opye,
dpyeuitie dpyau. Cexoj Opye e cocem dpye (tout autre est
tout autre), cexoj dpye e HailoAHO U UEAOCHO Opya.
EonocittiagHuol ioum 3a uHAxK8OCl U 3a UCKAYHU-
lieHOCT 20 COHUHYB8A UCIHO WOAKY TouMOoil 3a ob8pcka
KoKy u 3a odzo8opHocili. Kaxo pe3yattiaili Ha iioa,
fioumuilie 3a 002080pHOCIl, peleHue uau 0b8pcka ce a
priori ocydenu Ha tiapadoxc, ckandan u atiopuja.

2002

ethical, or with the concept of general responsibility and
with the concept of absolute responsibility. That is to say,
one is faced again with the aporia of responsibility. Again,
about the aporia of responsibility, Derrida writes:

Duty or responsibility binds me to the other, to the other
as other, and ties me in my absolute singularity to the
other as other. God is the name of the absolute other as
other and as unique (the God of Abraham defined as the
one and unique). As soon as I enter the relationship with
the absolute other, my absolute singularity enters into
relation with his on the level of obligation and duty. I
am responsible to the other as other, I answer to him
and I answer for what I do before him. But of course,
what binds me thus in my singularity to the absolute
singularity of the other, immediately propels me into the
space or risk of absolute sacrifice. There are also others,
an infinite number of them, the innumerable generality
of others to whom I should be bound by the same
responsibility (what Kierkegaard calls the ethical order).
I cannot respond to the call, the request, the obligation,
or even the love of another without sacrificing the other
other, the other others. Every other (one) is every (bit)
other [tout autre est tout autre], every one else is
completely and wholly other. The simple concept of
alterity and of singularity constitute the concept of duty
as much as that of responsibility. As a result, the concepts
of responsibility, of decision, or of duty, are condemned
a priori to paradox, scandal and aporia.

a1 ]




82|

Jelisaveta Blagojevic The End of the Affair: Writing as a Labour of Pharmakon

IITitiom 8ae3am 80 8pcka co Opy2uoill, co cocpedoiliove-
Huoil tio2ned, co u3pasoill Ha auyetlo,, co moabaila, co
mybosilia, co 3atiosedilia uau co io8uUKO Ha Opyauoil,
3Ham deka modxcam 0a 002080paM Camo CO Hcpiliey8arse
Ha etiuxkailia, 00HOCHO CO HCPUBYBAtbe HA WOA WO Me
068p3ysa u 0a um 002080pam Ha UCTUUOL HAYUH, 80
uctiuoti Mu2, Ha cuilie Opyeu. Hydam tiodapox cmpid,
usHesepysam...

Moscam da my odzo08opam camo Hemy (uau Hemy),
00HOCHO Ha Opyauoill ¥pilisysajku my 20 Opyauoil.
O0dzo080peH cym KOH Hekoj (co Opyau 360posu, KOH HeKOj
dpyea) camo axo He yciieam 80 mouitie 002080PHOCIIU KOH
cuilie Opyau, KOH eliuvkailia uau doautiuukaiia ouwl-
ttoctti. 1 Huxoezaw He ke moxcam da 2o otipagdam iioa
Jcpilisysarbe, cekozaill ke Mopam 0a mMoavam 3a ioa.
Caxan unu He, HUKO2auwl He Ke Moxcam da 20 otipasdam
daxiliolti dexa tpeililoHUTTAM UAU HCPULIBYBAM HEKO]
(Hexoj Opye) Ha dpyeuoil. Cexozaw ke budam WauH-
citigseH, Ke uctipaam 80 iiajHOCIlia 80 8pcka co ioa
3auitio HeMam HUWIO da Kaxcam 3a toa. Toa witio me
ep3yea tioseKe 3a uckayvuilieaHocitiuilie, 3a 08aa UAU
0HAaa, 3a MAWKA UAU HCEHCKA, OTIKOAKY 3A 080] UAU OHOJ,
Hajiiocae octiaHy8a (tioa e ABpamosaiia xutiepettiuuxka
JHCpiliea) ucilio WoAKY HeolpasdaHo, KOAKY U MOeilio
becKoHeuHO Hcpilisy8arve Willo 20 ipasam cexoj mue. Tue
uckayvuilienHocitiu 2u tipeiticiiasysaaill dpyauilie,
HationHo dpyza opma Ha uHakKeocili: eOHU Opyau uau
Hexou Opyau AuYHOCTU, HO U Mecilia, HUBOTIHU, jasuk

(4,68).

I'o ogOGpaB 0BOj 10CTa AOJIT IUTAT, 32 Jla ce 00uaMm Jia ja
cdaTtam cutyanmjara Ha Capa co moMor Ha 3a0eJIeIKUTE
3a oAroBopHOCT Ha [lepuza, 3amuto Capa, BepyBaM, ce
COOYyBa CO aropujaTa Ha OJITOBOPHOCTA. 32 J1a TO OJIP3KHU
CBOETO BETYBakbe€ W Ha TO] HAUMH Jla My OJTOBOPHU U Jia

As soon as I enter into a relation with the other, with the
gaze, look, request, love, command, or call of the other, I
know that I can respond only by sacrificing ethics, that
is, by sacrificing whatever obliges me to also respond,
in the same way, in the same instant, to all the others. I
offer a gift of death, I betray...

I can respond only to the one (or to the One), that is, to
the other, by sacrificing the other to that one. I am
responsible to any one (that is to say to any other) only
by failing in my responsibilities to all the others, to the
ethical or political generality. And I can never justify that
sacrifice, I must always hold my peace about it. Whether
TIwant to or not, I can never justify the fact that I prefer
or sacrifice any one (any other) to the other. I will always
be secretive, held to secrecy in respect to this, for I have
nothing to say about it. What binds me to singularities,
to this one or that one, male or female, rather than that
one or this one, remains finally (this is Abraham’s hyper-
ethical sacrifice), as unjustifiable as the infinite sacrifice
I make at each moment. These singularities represent
others, a wholly other form of alterity: one other or some
other persons, but also places, animals, language (4, 68).

I have chosen this quite long quotation in order to try to
read Sara’s situation with the help of Derrida’s remarks
on responsibility, since Sara is, as I believe, facing the
aporia of responsibility. In order to keep her promise and
thus to respond and to be responsible towards God, she
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6une oarosopHa mpez bora, Taa mopa ga ja XKpTByBa
cBojara jpy060B. 3a /1a My OZITOBOPH BO CBOjaTa aIllCOJIyTHA
HUCKJIYYUTETHOCT Ha APYTHOT BO HETOBAaTa/Hej3MHATA
arcoJIyTHA HCKJIYYHUTEJIHOCT, Taa BeJHAINI Ipe3eMa
aTlCcoJIyTEH PU3HK O]I ’KPTBYBa€ Ha cBojaTa Jby060B. Toa
IIITO MOKe 7]a ce IIPOYUTA BO oIcepBanuuTe Ha Jlepuza,
MOXKe U Jla ce IpUMeHHU Bo cuTyanujata Ha Capa:
»O0BpCcKaTa UJIM OATOBOPHOCTA Me OOBp3yBa KOH
ZPYTHOT, KOH JIPYTHOT KaKo JPYyT, U Me Bp3yBa BO MojaTta
aTlCoJIyTHA UCKJIyIUTETHOCT KOH IPYTUOT KAaKO ApyT. bor
€ UMeTO Ha alCOJIYyTHHUOT APYT KAaKO APYT U KakKoO
enuHcTBeH (BoroT Ha ABpam /eUHHUpPAH KakKo efeH U
enuHcTBeH). [IITOM Ke Byie3aM BO BpCKa CO allCOJTyTHUOT
ZPyT, MOjaTa arcoJIyTHA WCKJIYYUTETHOCT BJIETYBA BO
BpPCKa CO HETOBATa UCKJIyIUTETHOCT HA HUBO HAa 0OBpPCKA
U 1ospKHOCT. OATOBOPEH CyM KOH JIPYTHUOT Kako JpPYT,
HeMy My OZIrOBapaM, ¥ 3a TOa IIITO I'0 IIpaBaM IIpeJ HEro
cym oarosopeH. Ho, ce pazbupa, Toa mto Me Bp3yBa Ha
BaKOB HAYHMH BO MOjaTa UCKIIYIUTETHOCT CO allCOJIyTHATA
HUCKJIYIUTEJTHOCT Ha JIPYTHUOT, BEJHAII M€ HOCH BO
IIPOCTOPOT Ha WJIK BO PU3HK OJ] alICOJIYTHO KPTBYBambe.

3a 1a My o/IrOBOpH U 1a Ouie OATOBOPHA Ipejt bora kako
arCcoJIyTHUOT JAPYT BO Heropara HCKIyYuTesHocT, Capa
He MOpa /Jila My OZICOBOPU U HA TOj HAYWH 7la He buzae
0/ITOBOpHA KOH MopHC BO HETOBaTa arcoyTHa UCKITYUU-
TEJIHOCT; Taa MOpa Jia TO U3HEBEPH; Taa He MOXe Ja 1
oaroBopu Ha MopucoBata ¢popMa Ha JbyOOB; OJIpKyBajKu
IO CBOETO BETyBalbe W HAa TOj HAYUH OJIrOBapajku U
CTaHyBajKU OAITOBOPHA Ipej bora Kako amcoJyTHUOT
JIpyT, Taa ro *KPTBYBa APYTHUOT APYT, HO U IPYTUTE JPYTH.
Bo Taa cmucia, Taa MOKe Jja T U3TOBOPH 300pPOBUTE HA
Hepuna: ,He mo:kaMm fma oaroopamM Ha IOBUKOT, Ha
moJsibaTa, Ha oOBpcKara, Ia Aypu W Ha JbyOOBTa Ha
JIDYTHOT, 0€e3 Jla TO KPTBYBaM JPYTHOT APYT, APYTUTE
npyru. Cekoj apyr e coceM apyr (tout autre est tout au-
tre), cexoj ApyT € HAIIOJTHO U IE€JIOCHO JIPYT.
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has to sacrifice her love. In order to respond in her
absolute singularity to the other in his/her absolute
singularity she immediately took an absolute risk of
sacrificing her love. What one could read in Derrida’s
observation, one can also apply to Sara’s situation: “Duty
or responsibility binds me to the other, to the other as
other, and ties me in my absolute singularity to the other
as other. God is the name of the absolute other as other
and as unique (the God of Abraham defined as the one an
unique). As soon as I enter the relationship with the
absolute other, my absolute singularity enters into relation
with his on the level of obligation and duty. I am
responsible to the other as other, I answer to him and I
answer for what I do before him. But of course, what binds
me thus in my singularity to the absolute singularity of
the other, immediately propels me into the space or risk
of absolute sacrifice.”

In order to respond and to be responsible towards God as
the absolute other in his singularity, Sara has not to
respond and thus to be irresponsible toward Maurice in
his absolute singularity; she had to betray him; she could
not respond to Maurice’s (kind of) love; by keeping her
promise and thus responding and being responsible
towards God as an absolute other, she has sacrificed the
other other, but also the other others. In that sense, she
could be the one saying Derrida’s words: “I cannot respond
to the call, the request, the obligation, or even the love of
another without sacrificing the other other, the other
others. Every other (one) is every (bit) other [tout autre
est tout autre], every one else is completely and wholly
other.”
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U, Torai, JJIeCHO MOJKe J]a Ce 3aMHUCJIM KaKO Taa IMPOJ0JI-
’kyBa: ,IlITom ke Bie3aM BO BpCKa CO JPYTHUOT, CO
COCPEeIOTOUYEHHUOT MOIJIe]l, CO U3Pa30T Ha JIUIETO, CO
MoJ16aTa, CO 3aII0BE/ITa UJTU CO IIOBUKOT HA JIPYTHOT, 3HAM
Jleka MOXKaM Jla O/iT0OBOpaM €aMoO CO KPTByBamwe Ha
€TUKAaTa, OTHOCHO CO KPTBYBAIb€ Ha TOA IIITO Me 0OBP3yBa
Y JIa UM O/ITOBOpPaM Ha UCTUOT HAa4YUH, BO HCTUOT MUT, HA
curte ipyru. Hyzam noapok cMpT, H3HEBEPYBaM....

Moxam fa My ofgrosopam camo Hemy (unu Hewmy),
OZJHOCHO Ha JAPYTUOT, KPTBYBajKH MYy rO APYTHOT.
OxaroBopHa cyM KOH HEKOj (co pyTu 300pOBU, KOH HEKO]
ZIPYyT) caMo aKo He ycreaM BO MOUTE OJITOBOPHOCTU KOH

CUTE APYTH...

Taa ro >kpTByBa THBKO 1 HEOIIPAB/IAHO OHOJ IIITO T'0 caKa:
Mopuc. ,/I HuKorant He ke MoXkaM Jja TO OIpaB/iaM Toa
JKPTBYBame, CEKOram Ke MopaM Ja MoJyidaM 3a Toa.
Caxkasia niy He, HUKOTAIIl He Ke MOKaM Jia To OIIpaB/iaM
(akTOT IEKa MpeTIIOYNTAM W KPTBYBaM HEKOj (HeKoj
npyr) Ha apyruotT. Cexkoram ke 6uaM TaWHCTBEHA,
HCTpajyBaM BO TajHOCTA 32 TOA 3aITO HEMAaM HUIITO /14
KakaM 3a Toa.”

Ho Hej3smHOTO KpTByBame He e Oe3 3amer. Taa ja
’)KPTBYBa cBojaTa Jby0OOB KOH Mopuc 3apaju cBojaTa
Jby0OB KOH Hero. CaMo IOPaJiv Toa MOKeE /Ia ce KaKe JieKa
TOA € HAaBUCTHHA YWH Ha JKpPTByBame. Taa craHyBa
HeO/IroBOpHa KOH MOpHC TOKMY ITOPa/i¥ CBOjaTa OATOBOP-
Hoct. Taa mopa /1a My oziroBopu Ha Bor — Ha ipyTHOT, Ha
JIPYTHOT KOMY MY JiaJia BeTyBarbe. O4ajHUUKH O0UIyBajKku
ce /1a Ouze OATOBOPHA, OYajHUYKHU OOUIYBajKH ce J1a
omtyyu (KOMy Jla My OJITOBOPH), OOUIyBajKH ce Jia TO
IMOYHUTYBa TOA IITO T'O CMETa 3a CBoja 0OBpcKa (a ro
OZIP>KU BETYBAHHETO IIITO T'0 JlaJjia), Taa Ke ce Haje cebecu
Ha CaMOTO MECTO Ha ,,[IapaJIOKCOT, CKAHIAJIOT U allOPH-
jara“. Kako 111To Moske /ia ce BUJIH, OOUIyBajKu ce Ja Ouze

And then, one can easily imagine her continuing: “As soon
as I enter into a relation with the other, with the gaze,
look, request, love, command, or call of the other, I know
that I can respond only by sacrificing ethics, that is, by
sacrificing whatever obliges me to also respond, in the
same way, in the same instant, to all the others. I offer a
gift of death, I betray...

I can respond only to the one (or to the One), that is, to
the other, by sacrificing the other to that one. I am
responsible to any one (that is to say to any other) only by
failing in my responsibilities to all the others...”

She sacrifices, silently and unjustifiably the one she loves:
Maurice. “And I can never justify that sacrifice, I must
always hold my peace about it. Whether I want to or not,
I can never justify the fact that I prefer or sacrifice any
one (any other) to the other. I will always be secretive,
held to secrecy in respect to this, for I have nothing to say
about it.”

But her sacrifice is not without a complication. She
sacrificed her love for Maurice, because of her love for
him. Only because of that one can claim that it was really
the act of sacrifice. She became irresponsible toward
Maurice precisely because of her responsibility. She had
to respond to God — to the other, the other that she gave
her promise. By desperately trying to be responsible, by
desperately trying to make a decision (whom to respond
to), by trying to respect what she considered as her duty
(to keep the promise that she gave) she has found herself
at the very place of the “paradox, scandal and aporia.” As
one can see, by way of trying to be responsible she found
herself in the middle of the aporia of the responsibility.
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OZITOBOPHA, Taa Ke ce Haje cpejle arnopujaTa Ha OATO-
BopHocTa. Co caMHOT YUH Ha O/TOBOPHOCT, Taa ce
OTKaxXyBa oJ oAroBopHocra. Camara Taa cTaHyBa
O/ITOBOPHA, LITO Ce T'PAaHUYM cO HeoAroBopHocT. Co
CaMUOT YMH Ha JbyDOB, Taa ce OTKaxyBa oJi JbyboBTa. Co
CaMUOT YMH Ha BETYBAIHE, Taa CE OTKAXKYBA O/ BETYBAHETO
mTo To Aana. Bo umero Ha Jpy6OBTa, Taa Mopa Ja ja
JKPTBYBa cBojata jby00B. Taa He MOKe J1a TO OJPIKHU
BeTyBameTo. In, MoxkeOH, MOKe J1a ce KaKe JIeKa MOXKe
J1a TO O/AP3KH, HO Ha MTapa/IOKCAJIEH HAYKMH; HA HAYWH IPU
KOj ce COOYyBa CO amopHja Jja 0/iroBapa Ha aIlCOJIyTHO
JIPYTHOT U /1a UMa OZITOBOPHOCT KOH aIICOJIyTHO IPYTHUOT;
CO amopuja Ha BeTyBame Ha JbyOOBTA; CO amopuja Ha
BETYBAIETO KaKo TakBo. MeryToa, mto e BetyBame? 11ITo,
BCYIIIHOCT, BeTyBa BeTyBameTo? Ce Bpakame Ha Hencu:

Ho ,, Te cakxam® (tioa e eduncitiseH uckas Ha Yybosiia u
80 ceojailia 0CHOBA € Hej3UHOOo ume: uMeilio HA
sYybosiia He e ,HYb08", Koe e cyiliciiaHyuja uau
gewliiuHa, YKy osaa peveHuua, ,,Te cakam®, ucttio kaxko
Koza ce geau “cogito”) — peueHuyaita ,Te cakam® e
Hewitio dpyeo. Taa e geiliysarve. Beiliysareitio, ciioped
ceojoill cociias, e ucka3 wilo ce tiosaexysa iiped
3axoHotl xoj My do3eo.ayea da ce tiojasu. Beiliysar-eilio
Huilly otiuwyea, Huilly tipoiiuwyea, HUillYy ciiposedyaa.
Toa He tipasu HUWITIO U 3ailioa cexozail e Hatlpa3Ho. Ho
tioa My 003601Y8a Ha 3aKOHOI da ce fiojasu, 3aKOHOTI
Ha dadeHuoill 360p: deka ttioa mopa da bude. ,, Te caxkam*
He Kaxcyea Huwitio (oceeH epaHuyailia Ha 2080poil), HO
dossoayea Oa ce tiojasu gaxitioili deka /bYybositia mopa
da tipuciliueHe u dexa HUWIO, AICOAYTUHO HUWITTO, He
Modice ja Hamanu, da ja odepailiu uau 0010x4cuU Hetlo-
fiyciiausocitia Ha 080j 3aKOH. Betliysarveilio HUilY ja
fipedsudysa, HUillYy ja eeiliyea uOHUHAIla: Moxcebu edeH
deH geKe Hema 0a Tlie cakam U Waa MOXCHOCIL He MoXce
da bude od3emena 00 sYybosiia — wWiaa U Upuiasa.
Bettiysarveitio, dadeHuoill 360p e liokmy tipoilius waa
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By the very act of responsibility she gave up responsibility.
She herself became responsible to the point of
irresponsibility. By the very act of love she gave up love.
By the very act of promising, she gave up the promise she
made. In the name of love she had to sacrifice her love.
She could not keep that promise. Or, perhaps one can say,
yes she could keep it but in a paradoxical way; in the way
that has faced her with an aporia of the responding to the
absolute other and of the responsibility towards the
absolute other; with an aporia of the promise of love; with
an aporia of the promise as such. However, what is a
promise? What is the promise actually promising?
Returning to Nancy:

But “I love you” (which is the unique utterance of love
and which is, at bottom, its name: love’s name is not
“love”, which would be a substance or a faculty, but it is
this sentence, the “ I love you”, just as one says “the
cogito”) — the “I love you” is something else. It is a
promise. The promise, by constitution, is an utterance
that draws itself back before the law that it lets appear.
The promise neither describes nor prescribes nor
performs. It does nothing and thus is always vain. But it
lets a law appear, the law of the given word: that this
must be. “I love you” says nothing (except the limit of
speech), but it allows to emerge the fact that love must
arrive and that nothing, absolutely nothing, can relax,
divert, or suspend the rigor of this law. The promise does
not anticipate or assure the future: it is possible that one
day I will no longer love you, and this possibility cannot
be taken away from love — it belongs to it. It is against
this possibility, but also with it, that the promise is made,

the word given. Love is its own promised eternity, its P

own eternity unveiled as law.
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MO2HCHOCT, HO U cO Hea. /bybosilia e Heja3uHailia coticitige-
Ha eeilieHa 8evHOCil, Hej3uHailia cotlicilieena 8e1HOCI,
OlIKpUueHa Kaxo 3aKOH.

Ce pasbupa, seiliysar-eitio mopa da ce odpxcu. Ho, axo
He ce o0picu, oa He 3Ha4u Oexa He tiociliou /Y608,
Huilly tiax dexa He tiociioena /bYybos. /bybositia e sepHa
camo Ha cebecu. Betliysameitio mopa da ce 00pxcu, a
cetiax nybosilia He e gelliysare U 00pHCYBAtbe HA
geiysamveitio (8,100).

YurTe enHaln /1a ce nmoTceTuMe Ha MOMeHTOT kora Capa
BO (pusimot Kpajoiti Ha edHa Y606 Ha U3BECEH HAUUH ja
H3jaByBa cBojaTa Jby00B KOH Mopuc, nako Bo ¢hopma Ha
Ipaliame; BO HEJ3UHOTO Ipamamke ,MoxeOu He TOCTON
JApyT BUJ Ha JbyOOB?!“ — mOCTOM €/leH BHJ M3jaBa Ha
Jpy0OB; Taa ja u3jaByBa cBOjaTa JbyOOB KOH MopuC BeJiejKu
My, CaMO cO ITOMHAKBU 300poBH, ,, Te cakam®.

»,Ho ,Te cakam” (Toa e eTMHCTBEH HCKa3 Ha JbyOOBTA U BO
CBOjaTa OCHOBA € HEJ3MHOTO MMe: UMETO Ha JbyDOBTA HeE €
,JbyOOB“, KOe e CyIICTaHIja WX BEIITHHA, TYKy OBaa
peuenHuria, ,,Te cakam“, ©CTO KaKO KOTa ce BEJIH ,,c0gito”)
— peuenunara ,Te cakam“ e Hemrro apyro. Toa e BeTy-
Bame.”

Ha T0j HauuH, Taa BeTyBa Jby0OB, HO HICTOBPEMEHO JlaBa
BeTyBame BO UMETO Ha Jhy0OBTa W Taka ro mpudaka
3aKOHOT; 3aKOHOT 32 JbyOOBTA; 3aKOHOT 32 BETYBAETO;
3aKOHOT KaKO TaKOB.

»,le cakaM“ He Ka)KyBa HUIITO (OCBEH rpaHHUIlaTa Ha
rOBOPOT), HO JIO3BOJIYBa /ia ce MojaBu (GaKTOT JeKa
JbyOOBTa MOpA J]a IPUCTUTHE U JIeKa HUIIITO, allCOJIyTHO
HHUIIITO, HE MOJKE ja HaMaJIH, /1a ja OABPATH WUJIHA OJJI0KHU
HEIIOITyCTJIMBOCTA HA OBOj 3aKOH.

Of course, the promise must be kept. But if it is not, that
does not mean that there was no love, nor even that there
was not love. Love is faithful only to itself. The promise
must be kept, and nonetheless love is not the promise plus
the keeping of the promise (8, 100).

Let us, one more time, recall the moment from the story
in the film The End of the Affair in which Sara, in a way,
declares her love for Maurice, although in the form of
question; in her question “Maybe there is not any other
kind of love?!” — there is a kind of declaration of love; she
isthus, declaring her love for Maurice by saying, although
in different way, “I love you.”

“But “I love you” (which is the unique utterance of love
and which is, at bottom, its name: love’s name is not
“love”, which would be a substance or a faculty, but it is
this sentence, the “ I love you”, just as one says “the
cogito”) — the “I love you” is something else. It is a
promise.”

So, she gave a promise of love, but she also gave a promise
in the name of love, thus subscribing herself to the law; to
the law of love; to the law of promise; to the law as such.

“I'love you” says nothing (except for the limit of speech),
but it allows to emerge the fact that love must arrive and
that nothing, absolutely nothing, can relax, divert, or
suspend the rigor of this law.”
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Capa ro npugaka 40BEKOBHOT 3aKOH 32 BETYBAKETO JIEKa
BeTYBaETO MOpa Jia ce oAp:KU. V1 u3BECHO BpeMe Taa ce
npuAp:KyBa KOH Hero. Taa e BepHa Ha 3aKOHOT 3a
BeTyBambe KOj € 3aKOH Ha O/[P:KyBamhe Ha BeTyBamweTo. Ho
KaKOB € 3aKOHOT IITO ro Ipudaka? 3aKOHOT 3a BeTyBambe
IIITO BETYBA € CAMOTO BeTyBambe. Vin, Kako mrto o6jacHyBa
Capa, ,,He moxkam /1a ce mpup:KyBaM Ha BETYBAETO, HO
HEIIITO MU Ka)KyBa JieKka Tpeba /1a ce mMpuAp:KyBaM. Ja
IIpeIN3BUKAB CyZI0NHATA, Cy/I0MHATA KOja HCKIydyBa... 1
cera ce Haj/OB BO €/lHA MyCTHHA... 0e3 Hero.“ A, moToa,
IIPOJOJIKYBA: ,PEKOB Jieka He TOYyBCTBYBaB HUIITO... Ha
MECTOTO KaJie mTo Tpeba a Guze cpueTo mmaiie
KameH“. Vlako /1azsie BetyBame (3a JbyOOB), HE MOXKEIIIE
Jla TO OZIPKU BETYBameTO (M 3aToa He MOJXKeIle Ja ja
HICITOJTHY CBOjaTa 00BPCKA CIIOPE] 3aKOHOT 32 O/[PIKYBAHE
Ha BETYBAHETO) 3aIIITO BETYBAKETO U1 ja 0/13e]1e JbyOOBTA.
BeryBameTo IITO ro Zjajie CIiopes eTUKAaTa U CIOPES
YOBEKOBHUOT 3aKOH (1aZleHO BO UMETO Ha JbyOOBTA) U ja
onzene jpbyboBTa. Hamecro /py00B, camaTa Taa cTaHa
3aKOH: 3aKOH 32 OJ[P’KyBaIb€ Ha BETyBalbe BO UMETO HA
JbyOOBTa, HO HE M HA caMaTa JbyDOB.

,»,Ce pazbupa, BeTyBambeTo Mopa 7ia ce oapsku. Ho, ako He
ce OIP’KH, TOA He 3HaUH JieKa He TIOCTOH JbyOOB, HUTY ITaK
Jleka He TocToesa jbyboB. JbyboBTa € BepHa caMO Ha
cebecu. BeTyBameTo Mopa Jja ce OZ[pIKH, a CENaK JbyOOBTa
HE € BETYBambe U OJIP>KyBabe Ha BETYBAmeTO.

Bunejku naze BeTyBame U OUIEJKU PEIH Ja TO OAPIKU
BETYBAIHETO, KAaKO IIITO PEKOB IIPETXOAHO — caMaTa CTaHa
3akoH. Ho, kako mro HariacyBa Hencw, ,JbyboBTa e
BepHa caMo Ha cebecH; 3aToa Taa HE MOJKe J]a TO 3aMeHU
3aKOHOT 3a O/IP’KyBarbe Ha BETYBAHETO 3a CBOjaTa JbyOOB.
U Benu: ,Benatr gexa BeTyBameTO € 3a CEKOralll, HO He
3HaM JJaJTi Ke MOKaM J1a ro oAp:kaM. Toj Me yHHIIITYBaIe
co JbyboMOpa, T Me YHHIITYBAIll cO JbyOOB... jac He
MO’KaM Jia Ce IIPU/IP;KyBaM Ha BETYBaHETO, HO HEIIITO MU
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Sara subscribed herself to the human law of any promise
that the promise should be kept. And for a while she was
faithful to it. She was faithful to the law of the promise,
which is the law of keeping the promise. But what is the
law that she subscribed herself to? The law of the promise
that promises is the promise itself. Or as Sara’s explains,
“I can’t be held on that promise, but something told me I
would be. I tempted fate, and fate that excepted... So I
was in a desert now... without him.” And, then, she
continues: “I said, I felt nothing... There was a stone
where my heart should be.” Although she gave a promise
(of love) she could not keep that promise (and thus she
could not fulfil her duty according to the law of keeping a
promise), because that promise took her love from her.
The promise that she made according to ethics, and
according to human law (made in the name of love), took
her love away from her. Instead of love, she herself became
a law: a law of keeping the promise in the name of love
but not the love itself.

“Of course, the promise must be kept. But if it is not, that
does not mean that there was no love, nor even that there
was not love. Love is faithful only to itself. The promise
must be kept, and nonetheless love is not the promise plus
the keeping of the promise”.

Since she made a promise, and since she decided to keep
that promise, as I already said — she, herself became a
law. But, as Nancy is underlines “Love is faithful only to
itself”; thus, she could not exchange law of keeping the
promise for her love. So, she says: “They say a promise is
forever, but I don’t know if I can keep this one. He killed
me with jealousy, you‘re killing me with love...I can’t be
held on that promise, but something told me I would be.

H

B




88|

Jelisaveta Blagojevic The End of the Affair: Writing as a Labour of Pharmakon

Ka)kyBa Jieka Tpeba /1a ce mpuap KyBaMm. Ja mpeIn3BUKaB
cynbuHaTa, cyJ0MHATa Koja ucKIy4dyBa. Cera ce HajIoB
Bo mmyctuHa. bes Hero.

U kako 1ITO BeJIM — HA MECTOTO HA HEJ3UHOTO CpIIe, HA
MECTOTO IIITO ,,0e“ BO HETOBOTO ITPUCYCTBO K UCKPEHOCT,
Ha MECTOTO KaJIe IIITO ce ’KUBOTOT U CAKAHETO, IMa KaMeH.
Wnn, nonHaky KakaHO, UMa 3aKOH. 3aKOHOT 3a OZIPXKYy-
Bame HAa BETyBameTO. 3AaKOHOT 3a OJPKyBame Ha
BETYBaETO KOE Taa He MOXKe /1a To o/Ip»KU. Bo Taa cmucia,
MOZKe A Ce KaKe, CJIe/IejKU ja IpUKa3HaTa — JieKa CPLeTo
11 € CKPIIIEHO. A TOA 3HAa4H, BO COTJIACHOCT CO OHA IITO €
IIPETXOHO Ka’KaHO BO OBOj TPYZ, ZleKa Taa uma cpriie. Taa
ce obuze a Ouzie OATOBOPHA; Taa ce 00H/Ie a TO OFPIKU
BETYBAETO; Taa ce o0uje /1a MpeKuBee CTAHYBAjKHU
camaTa 3aKOH HaMecTo /1a ro caka Mopuc, Ho He MOJKellle.
Jla ro kaxxeme Toa co 36opoBuTe Ha HeHcu — oTrorain
HaTaMy HEj3MHOTO ,jac“ cTaHyBa CKpIIEHO jac“. Jla ro
[IPpOYUTAME I[eJIUOT apryMeHT IITO Hi ro HyAu Hencu:

Jbybosilia Hocu kpaj Ha otlo3uyujaitia medy Lod0apoxoil
u tiocedysameilio, 6e3 da ja cosaada u 6e3 da ja
olticilipaHu: axo ce spattiam KoH cebe 80 /bybo8ilia, He ce
epakxam KoH cebe 00 /Y608 (dujarexitiukaitia, Hacupoitiu
08a, ce xpaHu co 0socmucaeHocil). He ce epakam 00 Hea
u 3aitioa edHo deaue 00 ,jac” e depuHuiliusHo 3a2ybeHo
uau odoeeHo 80 He208UOT YUH HA /bYbetrbe. HecomHeHo
ttioxmy 3aitioa ce 8pakam (iia dypu u 0a uma siievaitiok
Ha epaxame Koj e tiyka ilo2o0eH), HO ce 8paKam
cKpuieHa: ce 8pakam koH cebe uau usne2ysam oo cebe
cKkpwena. ,Bpaxkarveitio“ He 20 loHUWIY8a CKPULEHOTHO
Mmeciio, HUllYy 20 uoupasa, HUWdY 20 oliciupaHyesa
3awilio spakareilio, 80 CYwiliuHa, ce CAYHYysa camo
lipexy CKpWeHOoUlo Mecilio, OClasajku 20 Oill8OPeHoO.
Jbybosilia cu 20 tlipeiliciliagysa jac ckpuieHo (a ioa He e
tipetticiiasysatrve). Taa my 2o tipetticitiasyesa iioa: oy,
cybjexitiolli, e WipoeHalll, CKpWeH 80 c80joill cybjex-

I tempted fate, and fate that excepted. SoIwasin adesert
now. Without him.”

As she is claiming - at the place of her heart, at the place
that is ‘beating’ in its presence and openness, at the place
of being alive and thus loving, there is a stone. Or, to put
it differently, there is a law. The law of keeping the
promise. The law of keeping the promise that she cannot
keep. In this sense, one can say, following the story — that
her heart is broken. Which, in accordance with what was
previously stated in this work means that she has a heart.
She tried to be responsible; she tried to keep her promise;
she tried to survive being the very place of law instead of
loving Maurice, but she couldn’t. To put it in Nancy’s
words - From then on, her “I” is constituted as broken.
Let us read the whole argument that Nancy offers:

Love brings an end to the opposition between gift and
property without surmounting and without sublating it:
if I return to myself within love, I do not return to myself
from love (the dialectic, on the contrary, feeds on the
equivocation). I do not return from it, and consequently,
something of I is definitively lost or dissociated in its act
of loving. That is undoubtedly why I return (if at least it
is the image of a return that is appropriate here), but I
return broken: I come back to myself, or I come out of it,
broken. The “return” does not annul the break; it neither
repairs, it nor sublates it, for the return in fact takes place
only across the break itself, keeping it open. Love re-
presents I to itself broken (and this is not a
representation). It presents this to it: he, this subject, was
touched, broken into, in his subjectivity, and he is from
then on, for the time of love, opened by this slice, broken
or fractured, even if only slightly. He is, which is to say
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iausuideiu u, oiio2aul Hatamy e ol8OpeH 3a muzoil
Ha pYybostla tipeky tWoj 0ea, CKpuleH uau paciiykaH, oypu
u da e twioa mHoay manxky. Toj e ckpweH, co dpyau
360po8i, CKpUIeHOTO MeCllio UAU paHailla He e HecpekeH
cAyuaj, HuUtllYy e coticilieeHOC CO Koja cybjexitiotll Moxce
da ce tiosp3se. Budejku ckpuieHOtlo Mecilio e CKpUleHO
Mecilio 80 He20801l0 cebeilocedysare Kako cybjexil;
iioa e 80 cywiluHa UpexuHysarbe Ha upouecoil HA
fiosp3ysare Ha cebecu co cebecu Hadsop 00 cebecu.
Otitozaw Hattamy, Jac ce KoHCuilyupa Kako CKp-
weHo. IIlitiom tiocitiou /byb08, U HAJMAN HUH HA /bYDOOB-
iia, Hajmana uckpa, ozaw iocitiou Wakea OHIUoAOWKA
filykHatlluHa wWito 2u tipecekysa U Willo ja UpeKuHysda
epckailia tiomedy enemeHitiuilie Ha camuoill cybjexid —
HuwKuile Ha He2o8oto cpue. Eden uac y6086 e 0080.1¢eH,
camo edeH baxHedxc, 100 ycaos tioa 0a e 00 /bYb08 — Modice
AU, 8CYWHOCH,, da tiociiou dpye eud? Modice au twioa oa
ce Hatipasu 6e3 Y608, 6e3 da ce bude ckpuieH, ia makap
u camo manxy? (8,96).

Buzejku mocrou jpy00B, OUEjKU TOCTOU U HajMaJI YHH
Ha JbyOOBTA, IOCTOU U CPIE, HO CKPIIEHO CPIIE KOe €
JbyOOB IIITO HE MY ZI03BOJIyBa IOBEKE HA ,jac” Ja KuBee
HaJBOP OJI TOA CKPIIIEHO MecTo. ,,OTToraIl HaTamy, ,jac”
ce KOHCTUTYHPA KaKO CKPIIEHO.“ 3aToa, JbyOOBTA I'O KPIITH
KOHCTUTYUPAKETO Ha ,jac” WX MOUMOT 3a cyOjeKT/
WBUTET KaKO TAaKOB, 3alllTO, ,IIITOM IOCTOU JbyOOB, U
HajMaJI YMH Ha JbyOOBTA, HajMasia UCKpa, TOTalll IIOCTOU
TaKBa OHTOJIOIIKA IIyKHATUHA IIITO TH IPEeCceKyBa U IITO
ja mpeKuHyBa BpPCKaTa IIOMely eJeMeHTHTE Ha CaMHOT
cy0jeKT — HUIIIKUTE Ha HETOBOTO cpile. ExeH yac jbyOoB e
JTOBOJIEH, CAMO €/IeH OaKHEK, ITO/T yCJIOB TOA 14 € 01 JbyOOB
— MOJKe JIM, BCYIIIHOCT, Jla TIOCTOH ZpyT Bua? Moke ju
TOAa J1a ce HampaBH 0e3 Jby0oB, 6e3 /1a ce Oue CKpIIeH, Ima
JIlypH U CaMO MaJIKy?“
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that the break or the wound is not an accident, and
neither is it a property that the subject could relate to
himself. For the break is the break in his self-possession
as the subject; it is essentially, an interruption of the
process of relating oneself to oneself outside of oneself.
From then on, I is constituted broken. As soon as there is
love, the slightest act of love, the slightest spark, there is
this ontological fissure that cuts across and that
disconnects the elements of the subject-proper — the fibers
of its heart. One hour of love is enough, one kiss alone,
provided that it is out of love — and can there, in truth,
be any other kind? Can one do it without love, without
being broken into, even if only slightly? (8,96)

Since there is love, since there is a slightest act of love,
there is a heart, but a broken heart, which is the love that
does not allow anymore the “I” to live out of that break.
“From then on, I is constituted broken”. Consequently,
love breaks the constitution of the ‘I”, or the concept of
the subject/ivity as such, since “as soon as there is love,
the slightest act of love, the slightest spark, there is this
ontological fissure that cuts across and that disconnects
the elements of the subject-proper — the fibres of its heart.
One hour of love is enough, one kiss alone, provided that
it is out of love — and can there, in truth, be any other
kind? Can one do it without love, without being broken
into, even if only slightly?”
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Cnenejku ja mpukaszHata, Capa ce 06uIyBa 1a My To criacu
’KMBOTOT Ha CBOJOT CaKaH O/IP>KyBajKU I'O BETYBAHETO 32
Jpy00B. MefyToa, 06uIyBajKu ce /1a TO CIacu U 3aIITUTH
HErOBHOT »KUBOT, a Ha TOj HAYHMH U CBOjaTa Jby0OoB, Taa ja
n371aBa cBojara JbyooB. Taa ro rybu cpIieTo; Taa mpexu-
BYyBa KpIIIeE-e Ha CBOETO cprie. Tyka ,jac” ce KOHCTUTYHpa
caMo OHOJIKY KOJIKy IITO e ckpuieHo. Ho, 3emajku ro
npenBus ¢akToT eka Capa ymMupa Ha KpajoT O] IPUKa3-
HAarTa, IaJIi TOA ce CIIydyBa IIOPaJik TOA IITO He ycIiea BO
CBOWTE HAIIOPH /1A ja IaZIe CBOjaTa Jby0OB, a CO TOA U CBOjOT
’KHBOT Ha HEKOj IIITO IO cakajyia HajMHOry? Moxke i 1a
rO ZlaZleMe CBOjOT JKMBOT 3a »KUBOTOT Ha Jpyr? /la ro
7lazieMe CBOjOT >KMBOT BO 3aMeHa 3a >KMBOTOT Ha CaKa-
HUOT? Jl03BOJIETE MU /Ia 3acTaHAM 32 MUT Ha OBa MECTO
KO€e MU Ce UMHU BaXKHO U Ja ce 00H/1aM /1a OroBOpaM Ha
HeKou Ipamama. Kako mro Beke pekos, Capa ce obuze
7la ja maze cBojaTa JbyOOB, a CO TOA M CBOJOT JKHUBOT 3a
HEKOj, 3a ZIPYT IIITO TO CaKa; HO He ycrea: rTOpunHaTa Ha
Hej3UHUTe 300pOBU r'o U3pa3yBa TOj HEYCIIEX, a CO TOA U
Hej3uHAaTa 60J1Ka: ,Ho, aKo e Toj KUB, cera jac CcyM MpPTBa.
3HaeB /leka HUIITO BO OBOj CBET He Ke MMa HHUKAKBa
cMucsIa 3a MeHe.“

Taa o/1Baj Mo3Ke J1a TO IIO/IHECE CBOjOT OeCMUCIIEH KUBOT
6e3 Mopuc 1 HUBHaTa Jby0OB, Mako 3a Capa OTKa:KyBa-
IbETO O/1 Hej3NHATA JbyOOB KOH HETO € IIPO/I0JIKyBamhe Ha
HErOBUOT KUBOT. Ho Taa He MoKellle Jja ja MOMOJIHU
IIpa3HUHATAa Ha OTCYCTBOTO Ha cBojaTa Jby06OB, Ha
OTCYCTBOTO Ha CBOjOT cakaH, Ha aKTOT /IeKa Taa e OHaa
IIITO 3aMUHYBa; Taa He MOXKEIIIe Ja ja IoHece OoKaTa
KOja Ha M3BeceH HAUMH € MOTBP/a Ha Taa Mpas3HuHa. Bo
Taa CMHCJIA, aKO € TOj KUB, Taa € MpTBa. Taa Oelre MpTBa,
yMpe Ipej; HaBUCTUHA Jia ymMpe; Taa Oelle MpTBa BO
CMUCJIa Ha HeMame JbyOoB U KuBOT. HO He BO cMucia
JleKa ycIiea ia ympe HaMecTo Hero. Bo Taa cMuciia Taa He
ycriea, Uako ce oOujie Jj]a yMpe 3a Hero >KpTBYBajKH ja
cBOjaTa JbyOOB BO CMHCJIa HAa OOH/TyBahe /1a yMpPe HAMECTO

Following the story, Sara tries to save the life of her
beloved by keeping the promise of love. However, by way
of trying to save and to protect his life, and thus her love,
she betrayed her love. She lost her heart; she experienced
the breaking of her heart. Here ‘T’ becomes constituted
only and insofar as it has been broken. But considering
the fact that she is the one who is dying at the end of the
story, is it because she failed in her effort to give her love
and thus her life to the one that she loved the most? Is it
possible to give our life for the life of the other? To give it
in exchange to the life of beloved one? Allow me to pause
for a moment on this point, which seems to me important
and to try to answer some of these questions. As I have
already said, Sara tried to give her love and thus her life
for the one, for the other that she loved; but she failed:
The bitterness of her words expresses that failure and thus
her pain: “But if he was alive, now I was dead. And I knew
that nothing in this world would make sense to me again.”

She could hardly bear her senseless life without Maurice
and their love, although giving up her love for him was
for Sara what kept him alive. But she could not fill a void
of the absence of her love, of the absence of her beloved,
of the fact that she herself was the one to leave; she could
not bear the pain, which in a way, was the affirmation of
this void. In that sense, if he was alive, she was dead. She
was dead before she actually died; she was dead in the
sense of being loveless and lifeless. But not in the sense
that she succeeds in dying instead of him. In that sense
she did not succeed, although she tried by sacrificing her
love to die for him in the sense of trying to die in his place.
And she failed. At this point, I would like to introduce




Identities ) Journal For Politics, Gender and Culture, vol. I, no. 3,

Hero. U1 He ycnea. Tyka Ou cakajya fa ro CHOMEHaM
aprymeHTOT Ha HeHcu BO Bpcka co mpamameTo Jaau
MO2KE ,,JIa ce yMpe HaMeCTO ApyT™.

Modxcam da 20 dadam yeauoill c80j Hcugoil 3a dpye,
Moxcam da ja tioHydam ceojailia cmpili Ha Opye, HO
fipuitioa camo 0eAYMHO Ke 3amMeHaM UAU clacam Hewilo
80 Hekoja tiocebHa cuiliyauuja (iioa ke 6ude HeucupiiHa
PA3MeHa U #Cpiisy8arbe, eKOHOMUJA HA HCPTligY8arse).
AticonyiliHo cueypHo 3Ham Oeka Hukozawl Hema 0a 20
ctiacam dpyauoili 00 Hezosailia cmpitl, 00 CMPIUILA WO
s/ujae 8p3 Uen0illo He2080 tiocilioerse.

Mnoey o0 ttioa e uHB0A8UPAHO Koza tpeba da ce dade
JHcueotllot ,3a " dpyauoill, dpyauoil 3Haxu 0a ce dade HA
cmptuiua.

Axo 00 osa ilipeba da ce cailiu Hewilio padukaaHo
HEMOXMCHO — U aKo ce u38edysa cmucaa 00 aa Hemodic-
Hocll — to2au toa e, cekaxo, yMupareitio 3a Opy2uoi,
80 cMUCAA HA YyMuUpare Hamectlio Opye. Moxcam da my
dadam ce Ha Opyeuoill, oceeH becMpUiHOCI, 0C8EH
ymuparettio 3a He2o 0a bude ymuparse Hamecitio Heao U
Ha oj HauuH da 20 ocarobodam 00 Hezosailla coliciliseHa
CMpI.

Moocam da 1t 20 dadam cpueitio 80 bykeaaHailia u
dueypaitiueHaitia cmucaa 3a da ja ybedam 80 usgecHa
doazoseuHocil. Ho, He moscam 0a ympam Hamecilio Hea,
He Moxcam da U 20 0adam c80joill Hcugoill 80 3aMeHa 3a
Hej3uHaitia cmpitd. Camo cMpiliHUK MoXce 0a 0asd, KaxKo
witio pexoeme tipeitixooHo (8,43).

Criopepn TonkyBameTo Ha Jlepuzia, caMmO CMPTHHK MOXKe
Jla naze. JlapameTo U 3eMambeTo € MOXKHO CaMo II0/1 yCJIOB
Jla ce IIPeTYyBCTBYBa COIICTBEHATAa CMPT KaKO U CMpPTTa
Ha JAPYTUTE; HA TOj HAYHUH, IPETYYBCTBYBAHETO HA
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Nancy’s argument that concerns this issue of possibility
of “dying in someone’s place”:

I can give my whole life for another, I can offer my death

to the other, but in doing this I will only be replacing or
saving something partial in a particular situation (there
will be a nonexhaustive exchange or sacrifice, an
economy of sacrifice). I know on absolute grounds and
in the absolutely certain manner that I will never deliver
the other from his death, from the death that affects his
whole being.

That is very much what is involved when to give one’s
life “for” the other the other means to give to death.

If something radically impossible is to be conceived of —
and everything derives its sense from this impossibility
— it is indeed dying for the other in the sense of dying in
place of the other. I can give the other everything except
immortality, except this dying for her to theextend of
dying in place of her and so freeing her from her own
death.

I can give her my heart in literal or figurative sense in
order to assure her of a certain longevity. But I cannot
die in her place, I cannot give her my life in exchange for
her death. Only a mortal can give, as we said earlier
(8,43).

According to Derrida’s explanation only a mortal can give.
Giving and taking become possible only on the condition
of apprehending one’s own death, as well as the others
death; thus, apprehension of one’s but also others death

T
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COIICTBEHATa CMPT, HO ¥ Ha CMPTTA Ha JIPYTUTE € TOKMY
TOA IITO ja CO3/laBa HeroBaTa HE3aMEHJIMBOCT, 3aIITO
YMUPAKBETO KAKO TAKBO € €IMHCTBEHOTO HEIITO IITO He
MOJKe HUTY Jia ce /1aJle, HUTY Jia ce o/i3eMe. Bo Taa cmuciia,
€IMHCTBEHOTO HEIITO IITO CMPTHUKOT MOXKE JIa My TO
Jlazie Ha IpyTUOT, HAa APYTUTE, € ,II0APOKOT CMPT ; HO
II0/IAPOK IIITO /IaBa €JHAKBO Ha €JTHUOT U Ha JIPYTHOT.

Kpajoiti Ha edna nybos 3aBpiryBa co cMpTTa Ha Capa.
Taa ro >XpTByBarile cBOjoT }KUBOT. Hej3HHOTO KPTBYBalbe,
KaKO CMPTHHK, Ce COCTOEIIIE BO aBAbE ,,T0IAPOK CMPT"
Ha TOj LITO IO cakallle, 3HaYy Ha J[PyTUTe, HA CUTE IPYTH
U Ha ipyruTe Ipyru. Ha Toj HauwH, Taa ro /1ajie eANHCTBe-
HOTO HEIIITO IITO MOKellle; ,[I0ZJaPOK CMPT;“ Taa He Jiajie
,HEIITO", TYyKy TOa IITO TO Zaze Oellle caMUOT YMH Ha
JlaBame U, IOpaJiu Toa, YMH Ha OeckpajHa Jpy0O0B; Taa
MOJKeIlle J]a TO JIaJie caMo TOA LITO e€ZleH CMPTHHUK MOXKe
7la TO Jajzie — MOJAapoK CMPT; KOj, apa/IOKCAITHO, MOXKe
Jia ce Jlazie caMo KaKo YMH Ha b6eckpajHa Jby0oB.
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is what makes one’s irreplaceability, since dying as such
is the only thing that cannot be either given or taken. In
that sense, the only thing that a mortal can give to the
other, to the others is a ‘gift of death’; but the gift that
gives equally to the one and to the other.

The End of the Affair ends with Sara’s death. Her sacrifice
was her life. Her sacrifice was, as being a mortal being,
the giving of the “gift of death” to the one she loved, and
thus to the others, all the others, and the other others.
Thus, she gave the only thing that she could: a ‘gift of
death’; she did not give ‘something’ but what she gave was
the very act of giving, and therefore the act of infinite love;
she could give only what a mortal can give - a gift of death;
which, paradoxically could be given only as an act of
infinite love.
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