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I Razmisluvaweto kako preveduvawe

Filmot na Nail Xordan �Krajot na edna qubov�
po~nuva so pi{uvawe; so pi{uvawe dnevnik. Moris
Bendriks, pisatel, pi{uva:

�Ova e dnevnik za omrazata� ili mo`ebi, ne bi go
pi{uval ova ako znaev kogo mrazev� Be{e li toa
Henri? Be{e li toa Sara? Ili be{e nekoj drug, kogo
s$ u{te ne sum go otkril?�

Na prv pogled, ova e edna obi~na prikazna za brakot,
za qubovniot triagolnik, a ottamu i za qubomorata
i za zabranetata strasna qubov. Pred godina, ili dve,
Moris i Sara imaa mnogu strastna vrska. No, ne{to
se slu~i. Dozvolete n& nakratko da se prisetime na
likovite i na fabulata. Sara Majls (Xulijan Mur),
koja e vo brak bez qubov so nejziniot ma` Henri Majls
(Stiv Ria) � dr`aven slu`benik, koj, kako {to tvrdi
Sara, �pove}e gi saka navikite otkolku sre}ata�.
Tretiot lik vo prikaznata e ve}e spomenatiot Moris
Bendriks (Ralf Fajns), novelist i qubomoren ~ovek,
koj be{e, kako {to mo`e da se sfati od negoviot
dnevnik, i s$ u{te e, strastno vquben vo Sara, a isto

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, povremeno, ludo qubomoren na nea. Kako {to
tvrdi samiot: �Ja merev qubovta so silinata na mojata
qubomora� i kako {to mojata qubomora be{e
beskrajna, isto taka bi trebalo mojata qubov da bide
bezgrani~na. Sekoj koj qubi e qubomoren�.

Prikaznata poleka se razotkriva preku pi{uvaweto.
Vo ovoj moment, moja namera e da se povikam na Derida
i negoviot koncept za farmakonot (lek, recept,
otrov, tableta, (quboven) napitok, itn.) ili, da bidam
poprecizen, sakam da go pretstavam opisot na Derida
na dejstvoto na farmakonot, {to bi mo`elo, isto
taka (mo`ebi), da se interpretira kako dejstvoto na
qubomorata, i (mo`ebi) kako �na~in� na mislewe
no, kako na~in na mislewe koj se odnesuva na edna
poinakva logika od �logi~nata� logika, edna �luda�
logika, razli~na od logikata na razumot. Vo taa
smisla, ovaa prikazna ne e prikazna edinstveno za
ili protiv qubomorata, tuku isto taka e prikazna
koja povtorno e raska`ana so qubomora, kako nejzina
strategija. A pi{uvaweto, kako i dejstvoto na
farmakonot e otrov i lek vo isto vreme. Zna~i,
imame konstantna igra na prisustvo i otsustvo, na
`ivot i smrt. Vo pi{uvaweto, ona {to e prisutno e
otsutno, a ona {to e otsutno e prisutno. Toa e na~inot
na koj farmakonot, ili pi{uvaweto zaveduva:
ostavaj}i (samo) tragi. I sekoga{ koga e dovedeno vo
pra{awe dejstvoto na farmakonot � sigurno se znae
deka postoi nekoj drug � drug kako ~itatel, drug
kako qubovnik, drug kako drug pol, drug kako otsus-
tvo, drug kako smrt, drug kako drug/osta na drugiot.
Vo taa smisla, vo ovaa prikazna, raska`ana preku
pi{uvawe, postoi drugiot. Postoi drug vo negovata/
nejzinata drugost. Ili, kako {to se veli, ima nekoj
drug vo negovoto/nejzinoto drugo. Drugiot ovde mo`e
da se razgleduva edinstveno preku dejstvoto na

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.  This is the way   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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preveduvaweto, bidej}i prevodot ja prenesuva
drugosta na drugiot.

Vo pi{uvaweto, sekoga{ ve}e go ima drugiot vo
negovata/nejzinata drugost, neposeduvana nitu od
pisatelot, nitu od samoto pi{uvawe. Drugiot, koj od
sebesi e �na najbliskata distanca, i (ni) ~ekor
ponatamu� (2, 66). I ona {to sakam ovde da go istaknam
e, kako pi{uvaweto ili kako takvoto mislewe, koe
pove}e gi vklu~uva otkolku {to gi isklu~uva site
mo`ni drugosti, stanuva predmet na preveduvaweto,
ili stanuva preveduvawe (prenesuvawe) kako takvo,
�od filxanot do usnite, od Tarpejanskata karpa do
Kapitol, od Haribda do Scila, od edna granica do
druga, od eden yid do drug, od edna usna do druga, od
tebe do mene, od edno vreme do drugo� (2).

Prenesuvaweto (preveduvaweto) od eden do drug, vo
smisla na postojano doa|awe i odewe od eden do drug,
zna~i, mo`ebi, deka drugiot nikoga{ ne e preveden,
poto~no deka toa e pra{awe na prevodlivosta na
drugiot koj e, ili ~ija distanca e najbliska ili (ni)
~ekor podaleku tokmu od ovaa razlika. Drugiot
nikoga{ ne e preveden, no za da se bide drug vo
negovata/nejzinata drugost, vo negovata/nejzinata
isklu~itelnost i vo nivnata edinstvenost, edniot
sekoga{ go preveduva drugiot, vo smisla na doa|awe
i odewe od eden do drug.

Toa e ona {to proizveduva eden vid ti{ina (me|u
Edniot i Drugiot) � momentot na razlika � vo smisla
da se bide razli~en, i/ili istovremeno da se bide
otka`an od sebesi. Spored toa, konceptot (ako s$
u{te ovde mo`e da se upotrebi toj zbor) na razlikata
se pi{uva samiot. Postoi vid na nestabilnost na
pi{uvaweto. I tokmu toa e mestoto kade {to se
pojavuva dejstvo na farmakon, ili, kako {to bi sakala

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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da potvrdam, dejstvoto na qubomorata kako dejstvo na
farmakon. Kako {to spomnav prethodno,
farmakonot e ne{to {to mo`e da bide pri~ina ili
za izlekuvawe ili za bolest. Tableta, koja istovre-
meno e otrov i lek. Spored toa, farmakonot kako
takov e nesigurno mesto za premin od neznajnoto do
znajnoto, {to sekoga{ e ve}e samo po sebe povreduvano
i razultat na potisnuvaweto na dvosmislenosta na
negovite zna~ewa. Sepak, toj stapuva vo dijalektikata,
stapuva vo prikaznata i vo (negovata) istorija. Toj
stapuva vo razmisluvaweto i znaeweto, no na na~in
koj ja prekinuva, ja zbrkuva nejzinata dijalekti~na, a
ottamu i logi~na struktura, paraliziraj}i go
nejziniot tek.

Ona {to ovde bi sakala da go istaknam e deka
qubomorata kako takva, i pokraj toa {to e problem,
zna~i, racionalna kategorija ili kategorija na
racioto, isto taka bi mo`ela da se razgleduva kako
strategija, ili kako dejnost � zaedno so farmakonot,
ili kako farmakon � na nere{itelnosta. Zna~i,
mesto na aporijata, na aporisko iskustvo. Kako i da
e, postoi li nekoe iskustvo koe ne e sekoga{ aporisko?
Ili aporija? Ako e taka, toga{ dejstvoto na farma-
konot, isto taka, e vid strategija, iako razli~na od
strategijata na misleweto, koja{to se sfa}a kako
�logi~na�, {to zna~i �racionalna misla�. Dejstvoto
na farmakonot e �logi~no� i so toa {to ne se temeli
na protivre~nost, tuku pove}e na dvosmislenost.
Farmakonot e ona {to e otrov i/ili lek vo isto
vreme, i misla, ist, no ambivalenten dvoen gest. Ako
postoi ne{to {to mo`e da se nare~e logika na
farmakonot, toa e logikata na i/ili, kako logika
koja bi mo`ela da ja obelodeni sopstvenata strategija
edinstveno na ovaa podloga: kako aporija. Onamu kade
{to postoi drugiot, ima mo`nost za dejstvo na
farmakonot. Stanuvaj}i otrov i/ili lek isto-

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 is 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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vremeno, dejstvoto na farmakonot neizbe`no e
dejstvo koe vo sekoj slu~aj go implicira pra{aweto
za smrtta. Onamu kade {to postoi smrt, kade {to
postoi zaveduvawe, postoi mo`nost za dejstvoto na
farmakonot tolku, kolku {to farmakonot da go
otvora prostorot na drugosta. Farmakonot dejstvuva
preku zaveduvawe. Onamu kade {to postoi drugiot i
zaveduvaweto, postoi mo`nost za qubov. I za
qubomora. [to drugo, eventualno, bi mo`elo da go
zavede i da go prinudi qubomorniot qubovnik da se
dvi`i i da dejstvuva, do granica na umirawe, ako ne
tainstvenite dlabo~ini koi se sprotistavuvaat i
odbivaat da bidat analizirani i interpretirani vo
svojata ambivalentnost? [to u{te po ovie hiero-
glifi na drugiot/drugosta, a ottamu i na qubomorata?
I povtorno e izneseno pra{aweto za preveduvaweto
na edna edinstvenost vo druga. Kako mo`e edna
edinstvenost da ja prevede drugata vo svojata drugost.
Dali e vozmo`no edno edinstveno su{testvo da gi
prevede hieroglifite na drugosta, i dali e toga{,
edinstvenoto su{testvo voop{to edinstveno? Ili
pra{aweto na interpretiraweto od edniot na
drugiot, sekoga{, e ve}e pra{awe na stanuvawe drug,
doa|awe i zaminuvawe od edniot do drugiot? [to ako
qubomorata, kako dvosmislen lik, kako strategija,
kako mre`a na relacii, kako dejstvo na farmakonot
� e dovedena vo pra{awe celo vreme? [to ako
qubomorata e drugo ime (ako e neophodno da se
imenuva) za �luda logika�, kako {to prethodno
zboruvav? [to ako qubomorata, ili �izvesno struewe
niz qubomorata� otkriva posebna strategija na
mislewe, mislewe koe e i/ili ne-mislewe vo isto
vreme?

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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II �Jas sum qubomoren ~ovek��

Ve}e spomenatite zborovi na Moris Bendriks,
pisatel � �Jas ja meram qubovta so silinata na mojata
qubomora� i ako mojata qubomora e bezgrani~na,
mojata qubov bi trebalo, isto taka, da bide bezgra-
ni~na�� vsu{nost se ka`ani, ne od Moris, tuku od
negoviot duh, od negoviot dvojnik. Toa e likot {to
se �pojavuva� kako refleksija vo ogledalo, koja{to
zboruva so samiot Moris. Vo tie zborovi nekako e
zapi{ano eden vid predupreduvawe za Moris: �Mojata
qubov bi trebalo da bide bezgrani~na, isto taka��
Ova predupreduvawe e, mo`ebi, razultat na nekoj vid
vina: �Ja merev qubovta so silinata na mojata
qubomora� i ako mojata qubomora e bezgrani~na,
mojata qubov bi trebalo da bide bezgrani~na, isto
taka�� Toa e nekoj vid vina poradi mereweto i spored
toa kalkuliraweto me|u negovata qubov i qubomora,
no isto taka i poradi stanuvaweto nedovolno dobar,
vo smisla na nedovolno odgovoren.

Vo koi uslovi mo`e da postoi dobrinata nadvor od
site kalkulacii? Vo uslovi koga dobrinata se
zaborava sebesi, koga dvi`eweto e dvi`ewe na
darot koj se otka`uva samiot sebesi i, spored toa,
dvi`ewe na bezgrani~na qubov. Samo beskone~na
qubov mo`e da se otka`e samata sebesi i, za da
stane kone~na, stanuva olicetvorena da go saka
drugiot, da go saka drugiot kako kone~en drug. Ovoj
dar na beskone~na qubov doa|a od nekogo i upaten
mu e nekomu; odgovornosta iziskuva nazamenlivo
edinstvo. Dosega samo smrtta, ili podobro,
razbiraweto na smrtta mo`elo da ja dade taa
nezamenlivost i samo vrz osnova na toa mo`e da se
zboruva za odgovorna li~nost, za du{ata kako
svesnost za sebe, za samata sebesi itn. Ottuka
treba da zaklu~ime deka e mo`no pro{iruvawe na

II �I 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 a result 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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odgovornosta preku do`ivuvaweto na ovaa neza-
menlivost {to na smrtnikot mu ja dava edna
pribli`uva~ka smrt ili nabli`uvaweto na
smrtta. No, taka sfaten, smrtnikot e nekoj ~ija
odgovornost bara samiot da se gri`i ne samo za
objektivnoto Dobro, tuku, za darot na bezgrani~na
qubov, dobrina koja e zaboravna za sebesi. Spored
toa, postoi strukturna disproporcija ili dis-
simetrija me|u kone~niot i odgovorniot smrtnik
od edna strana, i dobrinata na bezgrani~niot dar,
od druga strana. Nekoj mo`e da ja sfati ovaa
disproporcija bez da ja otkrie pri~inata, ili bez
da ja bara nanazad vo nastanot na izvorniot grev,
no toa neizbe`no go transformira ~uvstvoto na
odgovornost vo ~uvstvo na vina: Nikoga{ ne sum bil
i nikoga{ nema da bidam na vrvot na taa bezgra-
ni~na dobrina, nitu na vrvot na neizmernosta
kojamora, op{to zemeno, da go definira samiot dar.
Darot e izvoren, sli~no na izvorniot grev. Pred da
se utvrdi kakva bilo gre{ka, jas sum vinoven onolku,
kolku {to sum odgovoren.

Vinata & e svojstvena na odgovornosta bidej}i
odgovornosta e sekoga{ nedorasnata na sebesi:
nikoga{ ne mo`e da se bide dovolno odgovoren. Nikoj
nikoga{ ne e dovolno odgovoren, zatoa {to sekoj e
ograni~en no, isto taka, zatoa {to odgovornosta
bara dve kontradiktorni dvi`ewa. Taa bara da se
vozvra}a kako edinka i kako nezamenliva edin-
stvenost, da se odgovara za ona {to se pravi,
zboruva, dava; no, isto taka, bara da se bide dobar
i niz dobrinata da se zaboravi, ili da se izbri{e
potekloto na ona {to se dava (4, 51).

Vo koi uslovi mo`e da postoi dobrinata otade site
kalkulacii?

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
conceive 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
calculation?
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Sledej}i go Derida, mo`e da se odgovori: samo vo
uslovi koga dobrinata e zaboravna za sebesi. Pona-
tamu, ova dvi`ewe na dobrinata koja se zaborava
sebesi, koja ne se prepoznava sebesi kako dobrina e
dvi`eweto na darot, koj ne se prepoznava sebesi kako
dar, ili se odrekuva sebesi kako dar. Toa e dar samo
vo taa smisla, ili toa e dar na beskrajna qubov,
bidej}i samo beskone~nata qubov mo`e da se otka`e
od sebesi, i da bide zaboravna za sebesi kako qubov.
Poinaku ka`ano, qubov e mo`na edinstveno vo uslovi
koga ne se prepoznava sebesi kako qubov. Qubovta e
dar; qubovta e beskrajna qubov; ili qubov e qubov.
No toa ne e kraj na problemite. Beskrajnata qubov, za
da stane qubov za drugiot kako kone~en, smrten drug,
isto taka, mora i samata da stane kone~na. Zna~i,
qubovta treba da stane sopstvenoto drugo. Bidej}i,
�ovoj dar na beskrajna qubov doa|a od nekogo i e upaten
kon nekogo; odgovornosta bara nezamenliva edinst-
venost.� �Sepak�, prodol`uva Derida, �samo smrtta,
ili podobro, razbiraweto na smrtta mo`e da ja dade
taa nezamenlivost, i edinstveno vrz taa osnova nekoj
mo`e da zboruva za odgovoren subjekt, za du{ata kako
svest za sebe, za samiot sebe itn. �I tuka, kako {to
ve}e rekov, rabotite stanuvaat u{te pokompli-
cirani. Za da bide qubov za drugiot, kako kone~en i
smrten drug, beskone~nata qubov treba da se otka`e
od sebesi i taka stanuva kone~na (qubov). Ottamu,
razgleduvaj}i go pra{aweto na odgovornosta, kako
{to tvrdi Derida vo gorecitiraniot del, postoi
nekoj vid �strukturna disproporcija ili dissi-
metrija pome|u kone~niot i odgovoren smrtnik, od
edna strana, i dobrinata na beskrajniot dar, od druga
strana.� Spored toa, da go zaklu~am ~itaweto na ovoj
citat �pred da se utvrdi kakva bilo vina, jas sum
vinoven onolku, kolku {to sum odgovoren�. Zna~i,
odgovornosta e neizbe`no povrzana so vinata. �Nikoj

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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nikoga{ ne e dovolno odgovoren�� (4, 51), tvrdi
Derida.

Pak da se vratime na na{ata analiza na filmot
�Krajot na edna qubov�, se ~ini deka qubomorata na
Moris Bendriks jasno proizleguva od negovata
svesnost za toj fakt. Toj ne e siguren; toj ne znae. Toj e
zaboraven za sopstvenata qubov i odgovornost kon
Sara, tokmu zatoa, toj e ve}e vinoven, stanuvaj}i
svesen deka nikoj nikoga{ ne e dovolno odgovoren.
Toj ne se sfa}a sebesi kako dobar ~ovek, veren ~ovek,
odgovoren ~ovek. Na po~etokot na filmot, dozvolete
mi da ve potsetam u{te edna{, toj go pi{uva ova:

�Ova e dnevnik za omrazata� ili mo`ebi, ne bi go
pi{uval ova ako znaev kogo mrazev� Be{e li toa
Henri? Be{e li toa Sara? Ili be{e nekoj drug, kogo
s$ u{te ne sum go otkril?�

Toj ne napi{a �ova e dnevnik za qubovta�. �Omraza� e
zborot koj {to go izma~uva. Toj ne e siguren ni za toa
kogo mrazi, od pri~ina {to toj e kone~en i, zna~i,
edinstvenoto ne{to {to, vsu{nost, bi mo`el da & go
podari na Sara, be{e �darot na smrtta� (4). Toj e
siguren vo negovata beskrajna qubomora, no makar {to
ja saka Sara, ne mo`e da bide siguren vo beskrajnosta
na negovata qubov. Ete zatoa negovata qubomora mo`e
da bide beskrajna. Vo taa smisla, qubomorata stanuva
izvorot na negovata qubov.

Dozvolete mi da go podvle~am toa u{te edna{: iako
svojata qubov ja upatuva kon Sara i edinstveno kon
nea, toj ja ispituva{e bekrajnosta na svojata qubov,
zemaj}i go predvid faktot deka vo negovata edinst-
venost, ottamu i nezamenlivost, toj ne e ni{to drugo,
tuku kone~no su{testvo, sfa}aj}i ja smrtta kako
vistinsko mesto za svojata nezamenlivost. I, bidu-

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 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?�

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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vaj}i kone~en, toj e beskone~no qubomoren. Vo taa
smisla, negovata dobrina se zaborava sebesi. Nego-
viot dar se otka`uva sebesi, �zna~i, dvi`ewe na
beskone~na qubov.�

Da prodol`ime so prikaznata. Podocna, mo`e da se
~ue zvukot na starata ma{ina za pi{uvawe. Moris
pi{uva: �Jas sum qubomoren ~ovek.� No, negovata
qubomora e u{te poo~igledna vo eden od dijalozite
so Sara:

Moris: @alam, ama mora{ da razbere{. Qubomoren
sum na s$. Toa zna~i � qubomoren sum na do`dot.

Sara: Kako mo`e da bide{ qubomoren na do`dot?

Moris: Qubomoren sum na ovie ~orapi�

Sara: Zo{to?

Moris: Za{to go dopiraat ona {to jas ne
mo`am� Ti gi baknuvaat nozete.

Qubomoren sum na ova kop~e�

Sara: Zo{to na edno nevino kop~e?

Moris: Voop{to ne e nevino. Toa e cel den so tebe,
jas ne sum�

Sara: Pretpostavuvam, qubomoren si i na moive
~evli?

Moris: Da.

Sara: Zo{to?

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   a m   a  
j e a l o u s   m a n.� But his 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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Moris: Za{to te oddale~uvaat od mene.

Ovoj dijalog ne go otkriva samo stepenot na qubomo-
rata na Moris, tuku otvora drugo pra{awe na koe bi
sakala da svrtam vnimanie. Faktot {to toj e qubomo-
ren na predmeti. Toa najavuva ne{to {to dosega ne e
diskutirano vo ovoj trud, a e povrzano so problemot
na qubomorata. Mo`e li nekoj da bide qubomoren na
predmeti, i ako postoi takov, {to zna~i toa?
Najva`en termin {to ovde sakam da go naglasam e
terminot dopirawe.

Moris: Qubomoren sum na ovie ~orapi�

Sara: Zo{to?

Moris: Za{to go dopiraat ona {to jas ne mo`am�

Ne deka e qubomoren na predmetite, vo slu~ajov
nejzinite ~orapi, za{to mo`at da go dopiraat ona
{to toj ne mo`e da go dopre, tuku poradi toa {to
~orapite ili takvite predmeti (ne{ta) ja dopiraat
nea celo vreme.

Moris: Qubomoren sum na ova kop~e�

Sara: Zo{to na edno nevino kop~e?

Moris: Voop{to ne e nevino. Toa e cel den so tebe,
jas ne sum�

Povtorno, kako {to mo`e da se vidi vo ovoj fragment
od nivniot dijalog, Morisovata qubomora na predme-
tite e povrzana so pra{aweto na vremeto (�Voop{to
ne e nevino. Toa e cel den so tebe, jas ne sum��) no,
kako {to }e se obidam da poka`am, ovaa ideja za vreme

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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e tesno povrzana so idejata za dopirawe i izlo`uvawe
sebesi za da se bide dopiran celo vreme.

Preku konceptot na dopirawe bi sakala da poka`am
deka negovata qubomora na predmeti, vo nikoja
smisla ne e naiven na~in na ekspresija na qubomora.
Kako i da e, pred da ja prodol`am mojata analiza na
poimot �dopirawe�, bi sakala da istaknam nekoi
drugi aspekti prisutni vo ovoj dijalog. Faktot {to
Moris e qubomoren na predmeti ja poka`uva, isto
taka, negovata svesnost za izlo`enosta i otvo-
renosta na nekogo da bide dopiran. I ne samo da e
dopiran, tuku da bide dopiran celo vreme. Vo taa
smisla, toj e svesen za izlo`enosta i otvorenosta na
nivnata vrska. Da bide dopirana. Od predmeti, od
drugi, od smrtta. Povtorno, neophodno se pojavuva
idejata za drugiot. Nivnata vrska, vo nikakva smisla,
ne e opravdana ili osigurena so nikakov zakon, na
primer, vo slu~ajov, so moralen zakon. Tie se
predavnici; tie se stranci; tie se na marginite na
zakonot. Nivnata qubov gi izlo`uva, vo smisla na
biduvawe drug/ost na zakonot. Duri i pove}e,
biduvaj}i vo strasna qubov, tie go napu{taat zakonot.
Nivnata qubov ne e ni za{titena, nitu spasena,
bidej}i ne e opravdana ili osigurena so ~ove~ki
zakon od kakov bilo vid. Od zakonot na poznanieto,
od zakonot na (sopstvenoto) ime, od zakonot na
logosot. Ottuka, spored logos, spored zakonot, tie se
nekoi/drugi. Nekoi nepoznati. Zatoa e va`no da se
naglasi deka se nekoi/drugi, ottamu i nekoi nepoz-
nati, {to se veli proterani od logosot koj gi dava
(sopstvenite) imiwa, nekoi, koi, zna~i, bi bile
�nadvor� od (~ove~kiot) zakon. Ili, poto~no ka`ano,
tie se marginata, limitot, granicata i, kako
takvi, �vnatre� ili �nadvor� od konceptot da se bide
�~ove~en�. I pove}e od toa, tie znaat (no sega znaeweto,
ako nekoj s$ u{te mo`e da go upotrebi ovoj zbor, doa|a

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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od biduvaweto izlo`en) deka predmetite mo`at da
dopiraat, i toa deka vistinskiot dopir isto taka e
dopren od nekoj koj{to e dopren. Anonimnite znaat
deka se dopirani celo vreme i deka dopiraat celo
vreme. Predmeti, smrt, svet, drugi (ne nu`no ~ove~ki
su{testva), drug/osta, kako takva.

Drugo pra{awe koe bi sakala da go postavam ovde e:
zna~i li toa deka dopirot, koj ne e isklu~itelno
�~ove~kiot dopir�, dopirot koj se poznava sebesi kako
dopir, povtorno, preku na~inot na poseduvawe i
soglasno, preku na~inot na povtorno prisvojuvawe
sebesi kako dopir, pravi kakva bilo razlika pome|u
ma{kiot i `enskiot dopir? Zna~i li toa deka
takviot dopir ja poni{tuva polovata razlika? Ili
mo`ebi ne ja poni{tuva, poto~no re~eno, polovata
razlika stanuva bezrazli~na kon svojata razlika?
Ili mo`ebi, nere{itelna vo nejzinata protivsta-
venost i razlika? Dali e, toga{, toa slu~aj so site
mo`ni razliki? Mo`ebi, ona {to ovde e dovedeno vo
pra{awe pove}e e dvosmislenost, otkolku
protivre~nost.

Dejstvoto na farmakonot, ili dejstvoto na qubomo-
rata, spored toa, bi mo`elo da napravi takva bez/
razli~nost kon razlikata. Od {to e so~ineta ovaa
razlika � razlikata na ekskluzivniot �~ove~ki
dopir� i �dopirot� kako rezultat na biduvaweto vo
sostojba na otvorenost ili izlo`enost?

Hajdeger objasnuva:

Kamenot e bez svet. Kamenot le`i na patot, na
primer. Mo`eme da re~eme deka kamenot vr{i
izvesen pritisok vrz povr{inata na zemjata. Toj
ja �dopira� zemjata. No, ona {to nie go narekuvame

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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�dopirawe� ovde voop{to ne e forma na dopirawe,
vo potesna smisla na zborot. Toa voop{to ne e
sli~no na odnosot {to go ima gu{terot so kame-
not na koj le`i pe~ej}i se na sonceto. Dopirot
impliciten na dvata slu~ai e, nad s$, ne kako
dopirot koj go do`ivuvame koga na{ata raka }e ja
stavime na rakata od drugo ~ove~ko su{testvo�
Za{to vo negovoto biduvawe kamen, toj nema mo`en
priod kon ni{to drugo okolu nego, ni{to {to
mo`e da dostigne ili da poseduva, kako takvo (5,
196-197).

Kolku {to mo`e da se razbere ovoj citat, najva`nata
razlika me|u �~ove~kiot dopir� i dopirot kako takov
e faktot {to �~ove~kiot dopir� sekoga{ e povrzan
so idejata za poseduvawe. ^ove~koto su{testvo, ili
poinaku ka`ano, subjektot, go dopira drugiot,
predmetot, svetot ili drugiot ~ovek vo forma na
poseduvawe i spored toa, prisvojuvaj}i go. [to zna~i,
za povtorno da se prisvoi sebesi i, ottamu, da stane
~ovek i da ima ime, li~no ime, subjektot mora da znae.
Subjektot mora da bide nekoj koj znae, i vo toj
specijalen slu~aj, nekoj koj znae deka dopira pred da
dopira ili da bide dopren.

No, {to za onie koi ne znaat deka postoi dopirawe
pred dopiraweto? [to za onie koi se bez nivnite
li~ni imiwa? [to za eden anonimen? Tokmu za toa,
bi sakala, povtorno, da se vratam na filmot Krajot
na edna qubov, za da se obidam da najdam mo`ni
odgovori na ovie pra{awa.

Dodeka go gleda ma`ot & na Sara, sednat sam vo parkot
prez no}ta, Moris sfa}a: �^udno kolku mnogu
dostoinstvo bi mo`elo da ima vo edna {apka� bez
nea toj izgleda eden od anonimnite, neposedu-
vanite�� Kako {to be{e prethodno ka`ano vo

not a form of touching at all in the stronger sense of the
word. It is 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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argumentot na Nensi �sekoj e isto tolku edinstven
kako sekoj drug. Vo izvesna smisla, tie se neogra-
ni~eno zamenlivi, sekoj za site drugi, bezrazli~ni
i anonimni� (6, 71-72).

Bez {apka, Henri Majls e anonimno su{testvo.
Neposeduvano su{testvo. Za da ima ime i, spored toa,
da ne bide anonimen i neposeduvan, nemu mu treba
{apkata. [apkata (kako ne{to {to e negova li~na
svoina) mu go dava negovoto ime i negovoto dostoin-
stvo kako ~ove~ko su{testvo. [apkata mu ja dava
negovata humanost, negoviot subjektivitet. Vo taa
smisla, {apkata doa|a pred nego. Ne postoi Henri
Majls, dr`aven slu`benik, bez negovata {apka. [to
zna~i toa? Mo`ebi e vo pra{awe nemo`nosta da se
bide ~ove~ko su{testvo bez ne{to {to doa|a odnad-
vor, od svetot i od drug/osta. Ili, poinaku ka`ano,
stanuva zbor za nevozmo`nost na pozicija vo svetot,
bez ve}e prethodno sekoga{ da se bide izlo`en na nea.
Tokmu taka kako {to {apkata ili imaweto {apka
doa|a pred Henri Majls, izjavuvaweto i poznavaweto
na qubovta doa|a pred qubovta. Istoto va`i za
dopiraweto. Mo`e da se zaklu~i deka ~ovek ne
dopira. Poto~no, ~ovekot go znae svojot dopir. No, za
dopirot da bide dopir, ne postoi nitu edno znaewe
koe eventualno bi do{lo pred nego. Nekoj e sekoga{
ve}e dopren biduvaj}i izlo`en kon �nadvor� od
sebesi, ili biduvaj}i izlo`en na drugosta od drugiot.
Neznaeweto zna~i ne da se poseduva dopir, tuku da se
bide postojano izlo`en na dopirawe i da se bide
dopiran od nadvore{nosta, odnadvor, od svetot, od
predmetite, od drugiot. Seto ova mo`ebi mo`e da ja
objasni mnogu slo`enata vrska {to sekoe �Jas� ja ima
so nadvore{niot svet, so drugiot. �Jas� sekoga{
veruva deka ja poznava nadvore{nosta, eksterier-
nosta, i deka go znae drugiot. No, tokmu toa e mestoto
kade sekoga{ se pojavuva drugiot ili drugosta, kako

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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otsustvo na ona {to �Jas� go smeta za najprisutno. Ili,
pak da se vratime na poimot za smrtta. Smrtta e
strukturata (sostaven del) na sekoe postoewe, struk-
turata na ̀ ivotot. Smrtta e ispi{ana vo postoeweto
i, spored toa, vo ̀ ivotot kako negov sostaven del, {to
zna~i deka eksteriernosta, nadvore{nosta i drugiot
za �Jas�, sekoga{ e ve}e ~udna igra na prisustvo i
otsustvo. Prisutno e ona {to e otsutno, i vice versa.
Ne mo`eme da go poseduvame ili prisvojuvame
drugiot (svetot ili nadvore{nosta) no, poto~no
re~eno, sekoga{ sme ve}e izmeneti od/vo drug/osta,
i spored toa, ne mo`eme kompletno i potpolno da go
prisvojuvame drugiot i povtorno da se prisvoime
sebesi.

Moris Bendriks, romanopisec, ~ovekot koj raska`uva
prikazna, i qubomoren qubovnik, ne se otka`uva od
obidite da ja poseduva, odnosno da ja prisvojuva Sara.
Toj e qubomoren; toj prosto poluduva od faktot deka
taa ne e negova svoina. Toj duri, vo ime na nejziniot
soprug, iznajmuva privaten detektiv za da otkrie so
kogo se gleda taa. Toj se obiduva da otkrie s$ za nea,
da znae s$ za nea, spored toa i da ja poseduva. Toj se
obiduva da razotkrie s$ za nejzinite tajni.

Detektivot: Nema ni{to nedoli~no (kompromi-
tira~ko) kaj qubomorata. Sekoga{ sum ja
pozdravuval kako znak na vistinska qubov.

Moris: Toj misli deka taa go izneveruva. Toj misli
deka taa ima tajni.

Detektivot: Zna~i, tajni�

Faktot deka Sara mo`ebi ima tajni, za Moris zna~i
deka taa go izneveruva svojot soprug no, vsu{nost, toj
veruva deka taa go izneveruva nego. Toj e qubomorniot.

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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No dali e Sara nekoj koj la`e? Dali taa navistina
ima tajni? Ovde e te{ko da se dade nedvosmislen
odgovor. Nejzinata situacija e paradoksalna. Od edna
strana, taa se obiduva da go uveri Moris, povtoruvaj}i
mu celo vreme, �Nikoga{ nema da bidam so nekoj drug
ma`�, deka toj nema nikakva pri~ina da bide qubo-
moren, deka mu e verna, deka ne go la`e. Taa postojano
go zboruva toa. Od druga strana, taa na toj na~in, vo
sekoj moment go pravi s$ pove}e i pove}e qubomoren.
Zo{to e taka? Dali taa so toa ne mu doka`uva nemu
deka nema nikakvi tajni? Ne be{e li toa tokmu ona
{to toj go bara{e od nea, za da ne bide pove}e
qubomoren? Postoi ne{to {to ostanuva tajna za nego,
bez razlika {to zboruva taa. Sepak, koga nekoj
zboruva, koga nekoj go vnesuva jazikot, toj/taa ne
ka`uva ni{to za negovata/nejzinata tajna. Za{to taa
samata na sebesi e tajna. Vo nejzinata nezamenlivost
i edinstvenost. Ona {to ostanuva tajna za Moris i,
ottamu, go pravi s$ pove}e i pove}e qubomoren, e
faktot {to Sara samata za sebe, vo nejzinata edin-
stvenost, e tajna. Dodeka nekoj zboruva, koga nekoj go
voveduva jazikot, ne ka`uva ni{to za negovata/
nejzinata tajna. Naprotiv, ottamu proizleguva deka
nekoj samiot stanuva tajna, ne ka`uvaj}i ni{to za
sopstvenata tajna. Bidej}i vo svojata tajnost e sam i
nem. I spored logikata na tajnosta, nejzinite tajni
bea najmnogu za~uvani tokmu biduvaj}i izlo`eni.
Zna~i, ako Moris veruva deka taa go la`e nejziniot
soprug, i spored toa nego, bidej}i taa ima tajni, toa
zna~i deka taa go la`e ~uvaj}i gi nejzinite tajni
izlo`eni, ili biduvaj}i izlo`ena, biduvaj}i ona
{to e vo nejzinata edinstvenost. Dali toga{ Moris
e qubomoren tokmu poradi nejzinata izlo`enost?
Poradi nejzinata edinstvenost?

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 �Ne razbira{! Ti be{e mrtov!�

Postoi edna druga scena vo filmot koja mislam deka
e mnogu povrzana so gornata tema. Moris i Sara
strasno vodat qubov dodeka bombi eksplodiraat
okolu niv (prikaznata e smestena vo London za vreme
na Vtorata svetska vojna). Do toj moment postoi samo
edna prikazna: prikaznata {to ja raska`uva romano-
pisecot Moris Bendriks. No, tokmu taa scena vo
filmot e momentot koga prikaznata se deli na dve
zasebni prikazni, nesvodlivi edna na druga, nezamen-
livi edna so druga, me|usebno razli~ni. Dodeka
strasno vodat qubov, nivnata ku}a e bombardirana.
Molk so ve{ta~ka svetlina i toga{, prekin. Od toj
moment, ni{to pove}e ne e isto. S$ e promeneto.
Ne{to se slu~ilo. No, ne{to za {to ne mo`e da se
zboruva. Ne{to nezamislivo: doa|aweto na dojdene-
cot, slu~kata, nastanot. Pod �nastan� go podraz-
biram ona na koe{to misli Derida koga veli:
�Nastanot, sumirano, e ona {to go tera �Jas� da se
zapra{a: �[to mi se slu~uva mene?� �[to se slu~i?�
i �[to e nastan?� [to zna~i da se slu~i (arriver)?
Mo`e li nekoj da sozdade nastan? Mo`e li da napravi
istorija, da napravi prikazna� (7, 120).

Postoe{e nastan. Ne{to se slu~i, i prikaznata be{e
prekinata. �Logikata� na prikaznata e prekinata;
gradeweto na �negovata/prikaznata� e prekinato.
Kru`noto tkivo na zneweto e prekinato i ottoga{
ima prekin, jaz: dve prikazni, dve prikazni za
qubovta, dve vistini, dve zna~ewa, dve istorii, dve
qubovi, dva para `ivot i dva para smrt. I vo svoeto
dvojstvo, sekoj par e nesvodliv eden na drug. Soo~eni
sme so edinstveno su{testvo/a. Ona {to mo`e da
se vidi vo scenata koja{to sledi e deka Moris le`i
na skalite. Od prviot moment nekoj go gleda kako
le`i tamu, nekoj se pra{uva dali e `iv, ili ne.

III �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
story�..(7, 120).

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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Naedna{, kako da doa|a od drug �svet�, toj poleka gi
otvora o~ite, stanuva, gi iska~uva skalite, ja bara
Sara. Ja gleda kako le`i na krevetot i se moli. Zbunet,
duri besen, ja pra{uva {to pravi i zo{to ne dojde da
vidi {to se slu~ilo so nego. No, vo momentot koga go
izgovara nejzinoto ime, stoej}i zad nejziniot grb;
velej}i �Sara�?! [to pravi{?� � mo`e da se vidi deka
taa zjapa vo nego, kako da gleda mrtovec koj e povtorno
`iv, nekoj vid ~udo. I toa e ne{to {to taa ne bi
mo`ela da go prifati, nepoimlivo kako takvo,
ne{to {to ja iznenadi, bidej}i ne be{e vozmo`no na
nikoj na~in da se predvidi. �Se molam�� � odgovori
taa. Taa se mole{e za negoviot `ivot. Taa se mole{a
za negoviot `ivot, davaj}i vetuvawe deka }e go
napu{ti nego i nejzinata qubov za nego, ne gledaj}i
go nikoga{ pove}e, ako Bog go ostavi da `ivee.

�Ne razbira{! Ti be{e mrtov!� mu ka`uva taa,
obiduvaj}i se taka da mu objasni zo{to se oblekuva i
go napu{ta. �Qubovta ne zavr{uva so toa {to nema da
se gledame�� prodol`uva. Vo toj moment Moris
stanuva lud, besen i qubomoren poradi faktot {to
taa go napu{ta, no u{te pove}e poradi nejzinite
zborovi:

Moris: Ne zavr{uva?

Toa ne e moj vid na qubov.

Sara: Mo`ebi ne postoi nikakov drug vid?!

Od ovoj dijalog se ~ini deka Moris i Sara ja razbiraa
qubovta razli~no. Od edna strana, faktot {to Sara
tvrdi deka qubovta ne zavr{uva zatoa {to tie nema
da se gledaat, u{te pove}e ja zasiluva qubomorata na
Moris. Toj, re~isi lud, pra{uva: Ne zavr{uva? No za
nego toa ne e pra{awe. Pra{uvaj}i, toj vsu{nost

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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odgovara deka toa ne e negov vid qubov. Ako taa mo`e
da go saka nego ne gledaj}i go, ili mo`ebi ne
priznavaj}i ja nejzinata qubov kon nego, toga{ toa
ne e qubov; ili duri i da postoi takva qubov, toa ne e
Morisoviot vid qubov. Od edna strana, ako taa mo`e
da go saka vo negovo otsustvo, iako mo`ebi postoi
qubov, i iako mo`ebi taa go saka nego, toa, sekako, ne
e negov vid qubov. Za nego postoi samo eden vid qubov,
negoviot vid qubov. Vo taa smisla, mo`e da se zaklu~i
deka toj e pove}e zainteresiran da bide siguren deka
toj e edinstveniot {to e sakan, a duri potoa za
qubovta na Sara kon nego. Od druga strana, Sara e taa
koja ne izgleda tolku sigurna, kako Moris, za
nejziniot vid qubov, bidej}i taa ve}e se ima soo~eno
so paradoksot na qubovta. Biduvaj}i svesna za svojata
paradoksalna situacija, taa pra{uva: �Mo`ebi ne
postoi drug vid qubov?� No nejzinoto pra{awe ne e
pra{awe samo za Moris, tuku, isto taka, i za nea
samata. Taa do`iveala aporija. Za da go saka Moris,
taa mora da go napu{ti, bidej}i mu vetila na Boga.
Taa ja `rtvuva nejzinata qubov za negoviot `ivot.
Spored toa, taa mo`e da go saka samo vo negovo
otsustvo. Za da go odr`i vetuvaweto {to go dala vo
ime na qubovta, taa mo`e da go saka samo ne gledaj}i
go, samo ne izjavuvaj}i mu ja qubovta. I taa pra{uva
� Mo`ebi i ne postoi drug vid qubov?

Ako edinstvenata mo`nost za nea da go saka Moris e
da go odr`i vetuvaweto za negledawe so nego, na nekoj
na~in, postavuvaj}i go ova pra{awe, taa mu ja izjavuva
svojata qubov.

Da gi pogledneme sega komentarite na Nensi za
qubovnite zborovi, za da razbereme ponatamu {to e
dovedeno vo pra{awe ovde:

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
of love in order to understand further what is at stake here:
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No qubovnite zborovi, kako {to e dobro poznato,
retko, mizerno ja povtoruvaat svojata sopstvena
izjava, koja e segoga{ ista, sekoga{ ve}e somnitelna
za nedostig na qubov, bidej}i go izjavuva toa. No,
ovaa vozdr`anost mo`e da zna~i deka s$ vo qubovta
e vozmo`no i neophodno, deka site qubovi se
vsu{nost mo`nosti za qubov, nejzini glasovi ili
nejzini osobini, koi e nevovozmo`no da se zbrkaat,
a pak se neizbe`no zapletkani: milosrdie i
zadovolstvo, vozbudenost i pornografija, sosedot
i deteto, qubovta na qubovnicite i qubovta na
Bog, bratskata qubov i qubovta za umetnosta,
bakne`ot, strasta, prijatelstvoto� Da se ima
na um qubov, spored toa, bi baralo bezgrani~na
dare`livost kon site ovie mo`nosti i toa takva
dare`livost, koja bi nalo`ila vozdr`anost:
dare`livost, ne da izbira pome|u qubovi, ne da
privilegira, da pravi hierarhija, ne da isklu~uva.
Bidej}i qubovta ne e nivnata supstanca ili
nivniot zaedni~ki koncept, ne e ne{to {to mo`e
da se izvle~e i da se razgleduva oddaleku. Koga e
potpolno zgrap~ena, qubovta vo svojata edinst-
venost mo`ebi i samata ne e ni{to drugo, tuku
nedefinirano izobilstvo od site mo`ni qubovi i
odrekuvawe od niv, s$ do nivnite diseminirawa,
vsu{nost, do bezredieto od ovie eksplozii.� (8, 83).

Ovde sme povtorno soo~eni so site te{kotii na
izjavuvaweto qubov, no ima u{te ne{to {to treba da
se naglasi. Idejata e, da ka`eme poednostavno, deka
postoi samo edna qubov vo site nejzini mo`nosti.
Za da se razbere ovoj problem, treba da se vratime
povtorno na Nensi: �No ovaa vozdr`anost mo`e da
zna~i deka s$ vo qubovta e vozmo`no i neophodno,
deka site qubovi se vsu{nost mo`nosti za qubov,
nejzini glasovi ili nejzini osobini, koi e nevoz-
mo`no da se pobrkaat i pak se neizbe`no zapletkani:

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



80

milosrdie i zadovolstvo, vozbudenost i pornogra-
fija, sosedot i deteto, qubovta na qubovnicite i
qubovta na Bog, bratskata qubov i qubovta za
umetnosta, bakne`ot, strasta, prijatelstvoto� Da se
ima na um qubov, spored toa, bi baralo bezgrani~na
dare`livost kon site ovie mo`nosti i toa takva
dare`livost, koja bi nalo`ila vozdr`anost: dare`-
livost, ne da izbira pome|u qubovi, ne da privile-
gira, da pravi hierarhija, ne da isklu~uva.� (8, 68-
71). Nensi ovde razjasnuva deka ne stanuva zbor samo
za izjavuvawe ili nemawe zborovi pome|u qubovni-
cite vo nivnata isklu~itelnost i edinstvenost, no
deka e vozmo`no da se zboruva za samata qubov vo
nejzinata edinstvenost i neobi~nost. Vo taa smisla,
ne mo`eme da izbirame pome|u qubovi (postoi samo
edna qubov vo nejzinata isklu~itelnost i edinstve-
nost), i qubovite ne mo`eme nitu da gi privile-
girame nitu da gi otfrlame (bidej}i postoi samo edna
qubov vo nejzinata isklu~itelnost i edinstvenost).

IV (tout autre est tout autre)

Se ~ini deka Sara otkri deka postoi samo edna qubov
vo site nejzini raznovidni mo`nosti i deka vo site
nejzini raznovidni mo`nosti qubovta e tokmu takva
kakva {to e vo celata svoja isklu~itelnost i
edinstvenost. Vetuvaj}i vo ime na svojata qubov kon
nego, vo ime na svoite napori da se otka`e od toa {to
najmnogu go saka � nego, za toj da `ivee, taa mu dava
vetuvawe na Boga, na nekoj drug, na nekoj {to e nadvor
od nivnata qubov, i na toj na~in vklu~uva treta
strana. A so vklu~uvawe na treta strana, taa vklu~uva
sekogo, sekoj drug, svetot, Bog, smrtta. Osven toa, taa
mora da se `rtvuva; za nekoj da se `rtvuva, toj/taa
treba da gi `rtvuva tie {to gi saka. Ne postoi
`rtvuvawe osven `rtvuvawe za toa {to se saka. Ne
mo`e da se zboruva za ~in na ̀ rtvuvawe za tie {to ne

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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gi sakame. I, povtorno, tuka se soo~uvame so razlikata
pome|u konceptot za eti~kata ili so konceptot za
op{tata odgovornost i konceptot za apsolutnata
odgovornost. So drugi zborovi, povtorno se soo~uvame
so aporijata na odgovornosta. I, povtorno, za
aporijata na odgovornosta, Derida veli:

Obvrskata ili odgovornosta me obvrzuva kon
drugiot, kon drugiot kako drug, i me vrzuva vo
mojata apsolutna isklu~itelnost kon drugiot
kako drug. Bog e imeto na apsolutniot drug kako
drug i kako edinstven (Bogot na Avram definiran
kako eden i edinstven). [tom }e vlezam vo vrska so
apsolutniot drug, mojata apsolutna isklu~itel-
nost vleguva vo vrska so negovata isklu~itelnost
na nivo na obvrska i dol`nost. Odgovoren sum kon
drugiot kako drug, nemu mu odgovaram, i za toa {to
go pravam, pred nego sum odgovoren. No, se razbira,
toa {to me vrzuva na vakov na~in vo mojata
isklu~itelnost so apsolutnata isklu~itelnost
na drugiot, vedna{ me nosi vo prostorot na, ili
vo rizikot od apsolutnoto `rtvuvawe. Isto
taka, postojat i drugi, koi gi ima bezbroj, nebroena
op{tost od drugi kon koi treba da sum obvrzan so
istata odgovornost (toa {to Kjerkegor go nare-
kuva eti~ki red). Ne mo`am da odgovoram na
povikot, molbata, obvrskata, pa duri i na qubovta
na nekoj drug, a da ne go `rtvuvam drugiot drug,
drugite drugi. Sekoj drug e sosem drug (tout autre est
tout autre), sekoj drug e napolno i celosno drug.
Ednostavniot poim za inakvost i za isklu~i-
telnost go so~inuva isto tolku poimot za obvrska
kolku i za odgovornost. Kako rezultat na toa,
poimite za odgovornost, re{enie ili obvrska se a
priori osudeni na paradoks, skandal i aporija.

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.
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[tom vlezam vo vrska so drugiot, so sosredoto~e-
niot pogled, so izrazot na liceto,, so molbata, so
qubovta, so zapovedta ili so povikot na drugiot,
znam deka mo`am da odgovoram samo so `rtvuvawe
na etikata, odnosno so `rtvuvawe na toa {to me
obvrzuva i da im odgovoram na istiot na~in, vo
istiot mig, na site drugi. Nudam podarok smrt,
izneveruvam...

Mo`am da mu odgovoram samo nemu (ili Nemu),
odnosno na drugiot `rtvuvaj}i mu go drugiot.
Odgovoren sum kon nekoj (so drugi zborovi, kon nekoj
drug) samo ako ne uspeam vo moite odgovornosti kon
site drugi, kon eti~kata ili politi~kata op{-
tost. I nikoga{ ne }e mo`am da go opravdam toa
`rtvuvawe, sekoga{ }e moram da mol~am za toa.
Sakal ili ne, nikoga{ ne }e mo`am da go opravdam
faktot deka pretpo~itam ili `rtvuvam nekoj
(nekoj drug) na drugiot. Sekoga{ }e bidam tain-
stven, }e istraam vo tajnosta vo vrska so toa
za{to nemam ni{to da ka`am za toa. Toa {to me
vrzuva pove}e za isklu~itelnostite, za ovaa ili
onaa, za ma{ka ili ̀ enska, otkolku za ovoj ili onoj,
najposle ostanuva (toa e Avramovata hipereti~ka
`rtva) isto tolku neopravdano, kolku i moeto
beskone~no ̀ rtvuvawe {to go pravam sekoj mig. Tie
isklu~itelnosti gi pretstavuvaat drugite,
napolno druga forma na inakvost: edni drugi ili
nekoi drugi li~nosti, no i mesta, `ivotni, jazik
(4,68).

Go odbrav ovoj dosta dolg citat, za da se obidam da ja
sfatam situacijata na Sara so pomo{ na zabele{kite
za odgovornost na Derida, za{to Sara, veruvam, se
soo~uva so aporijata na odgovornosta. Za da go odr`i
svoeto vetuvawe i na toj na~in da mu odgovori i da

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
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. 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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bide odgovorna pred Boga, taa mora da ja `rtvuva
svojata qubov. Za da mu odgovori vo svojata apsolutna
isklu~itelnost na drugiot vo negovata/nejzinata
apsolutna isklu~itelnost, taa vedna{ prezema
apsoluten rizik od `rtvuvawe na svojata qubov. Toa
{to mo`e da se pro~ita vo opservaciite na Derida,
mo`e i da se primeni vo situacijata na Sara:
�Obvrskata ili odgovornosta me obvrzuva kon
drugiot, kon drugiot kako drug, i me vrzuva vo mojata
apsolutna isklu~itelnost kon drugiot kako drug. Bog
e imeto na apsolutniot drug kako drug i kako
edinstven (Bogot na Avram definiran kako eden i
edinstven). [tom }e vlezam vo vrska so apsolutniot
drug, mojata apsolutna isklu~itelnost vleguva vo
vrska so negovata isklu~itelnost na nivo na obvrska
i dol`nost. Odgovoren sum kon drugiot kako drug,
nemu mu odgovaram, i za toa {to go pravam pred nego
sum odgovoren. No, se razbira, toa {to me vrzuva na
vakov na~in vo mojata isklu~itelnost so apsolutnata
isklu~itelnost na drugiot, vedna{ me nosi vo
prostorot na ili vo rizik od apsolutno `rtvuvawe.�

Za da mu odgovori i da bide odgovorna pred Boga kako
apsolutniot drug vo negovata isklu~itelnost, Sara
ne mora da mu odgovori i na toj na~in da ne bide
odgovorna kon Moris vo negovata apsolutna isklu~i-
telnost; taa mora da go izneveri; taa ne mo`e da &
odgovori na Morisovata forma na qubov; odr`uvaj}i
go svoeto vetuvawe i na toj na~in odgovaraj}i i
stanuvaj}i odgovorna pred Boga kako apsolutniot
drug, taa go ̀ rtvuva drugiot drug, no i drugite drugi.
Vo taa smisla, taa mo`e da gi izgovori zborovite na
Derida: �Ne mo`am da odgovoram na povikot, na
molbata, na obvrskata, pa duri i na qubovta na
drugiot, bez da go `rtvuvam drugiot drug, drugite
drugi. Sekoj drug e sosem drug (tout autre est tout au-
tre), sekoj drug e napolno i celosno drug.�

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.�



84

I, toga{, lesno mo`e da se zamisli kako taa prodol-
`uva: �[tom }e vlezam vo vrska so drugiot, so
sosredoto~eniot pogled, so izrazot na liceto, so
molbata, so zapovedta ili so povikot na drugiot, znam
deka mo`am da odgovoram samo so `rtvuvawe na
etikata, odnosno so ̀ rtvuvawe na toa {to me obvrzuva
i da im odgovoram na istiot na~in, vo istiot mig, na
site drugi. Nudam podarok smrt, izneveruvam...

Mo`am da mu odgovoram samo nemu (ili Nemu),
odnosno na drugiot, `rtvuvaj}i mu go drugiot.
Odgovorna sum kon nekoj (so drugi zborovi, kon nekoj
drug) samo ako ne uspeam vo moite odgovornosti kon
site drugi...�

Taa go ̀ rtvuva tivko i neopravdano onoj {to go saka:
Moris. �I nikoga{ ne }e mo`am da go opravdam toa
`rtvuvawe, sekoga{ }e moram da mol~am za toa.
Sakala ili ne, nikoga{ ne }e mo`am da go opravdam
faktot deka pretpo~itam ili `rtvuvam nekoj (nekoj
drug) na drugiot. Sekoga{ }e bidam tainstvena,
istrajuvam vo tajnosta za toa za{to nemam ni{to da
ka`am za toa.�

No nejzinoto `rtvuvawe ne e bez zaplet. Taa ja
`rtvuva svojata qubov kon Moris zaradi svojata
qubov kon nego. Samo poradi toa mo`e da se ka`e deka
toa e navistina ~in na `rtvuvawe. Taa stanuva
neodgovorna kon Moris tokmu poradi svojata odgovor-
nost. Taa mora da mu odgovori na Bog � na drugiot, na
drugiot komu mu dala vetuvawe. O~ajni~ki obiduvaj}i
se da bide odgovorna, o~ajni~ki obiduvaj}i se da
odlu~i (komu da mu odgovori), obiduvaj}i se da go
po~ituva toa {to go smeta za svoja obvrska (da go
odr`i vetuvaweto {to go dala), taa }e se najde sebesi
na samoto mesto na �paradoksot, skandalot i apori-
jata�. Kako {to mo`e da se vidi, obiduvaj}i se da bide

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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odgovorna, taa }e se najde srede aporijata na odgo-
vornosta. So samiot ~in na odgovornost, taa se
otka`uva od odgovornosta. Samata taa stanuva
odgovorna, {to se grani~i so neodgovornost. So
samiot ~in na qubov, taa se otka`uva od qubovta. So
samiot ~in na vetuvawe, taa se otka`uva od vetuvaweto
{to go dala. Vo imeto na qubovta, taa mora da ja
`rtvuva svojata qubov. Taa ne mo`e da go odr`i
vetuvaweto. Ili, mo`ebi, mo`e da se ka`e deka mo`e
da go odr`i, no na paradoksalen na~in; na na~in pri
koj se soo~uva so aporija da odgovara na apsolutno
drugiot i da ima odgovornost kon apsolutno drugiot;
so aporija na vetuvawe na qubovta; so aporija na
vetuvaweto kako takvo. Me|utoa, {to e vetuvawe? [to,
vsu{nost, vetuva vetuvaweto? Se vra}ame na Nensi:

No �Te sakam� (toa e edinstven iskaz na qubovta i
vo svojata osnova e nejzinoto ime: imeto na
qubovta ne e �qubov�, koe e supstancija ili
ve{tina, tuku ovaa re~enica, �Te sakam�, isto kako
koga se veli �cogito�) � re~enicata �Te sakam� e
ne{to drugo. Taa e vetuvawe. Vetuvaweto, spored
svojot sostav, e iskaz {to se povlekuva pred
zakonot koj mu dozvoluva da se pojavi. Vetuvaweto
nitu opi{uva, nitu propi{uva, nitu sproveduva.
Toa ne pravi ni{to i zatoa sekoga{ e naprazno. No
toa mu dozvoluva na zakonot da se pojavi, zakonot
na dadeniot zbor: deka toa mora da bide. �Te sakam�
ne ka`uva ni{to (osven granicata na govorot), no
dozvoluva da se pojavi faktot deka qubovta mora
da pristigne i deka ni{to, apsolutno ni{to, ne
mo`e ja namali, da ja odvrati ili odlo`i nepo-
pustlivosta na ovoj zakon. Vetuvaweto nitu ja
predviduva, nitu ja vetuva idninata: mo`ebi eden
den ve}e nema da te sakam i taa mo`nost ne mo`e
da bide odzemena od qubovta � taa & pripa|a.
Vetuvaweto, dadeniot zbor e tokmu protiv taa

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
own eternity unveiled as law.
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mo`nost, no i so nea. Qubovta e nejzinata sopstve-
na vetena ve~nost, nejzinata sopstvena ve~nost,
otkriena kako zakon.

Se razbira, vetuvaweto mora da se odr`i. No, ako
ne se odr`i, toa ne zna~i deka ne postoi qubov,
nitu pak deka ne postoela qubov. Qubovta e verna
samo na sebesi. Vetuvaweto mora da se odr`i, a
sepak qubovta ne e vetuvawe i odr`uvawe na
vetuvaweto (8,100).

U{te edna{ da se potsetime na momentot koga Sara
vo filmot Krajot na edna qubov na izvesen na~in ja
izjavuva svojata qubov kon Moris, iako vo forma na
pra{awe; vo nejzinoto pra{awe �Mo`ebi ne postoi
drug vid na qubov?!� � postoi eden vid izjava na
qubov; taa ja izjavuva svojata qubov kon Moris velej}i
mu, samo so poinakvi zborovi, �Te sakam�.

�No �Te sakam� (toa e edinstven iskaz na qubovta i vo
svojata osnova e nejzinoto ime: imeto na qubovta ne e
�qubov�, koe e supstancija ili ve{tina, tuku ovaa
re~enica, �Te sakam�, isto kako koga se veli �cogito�)
� re~enicata �Te sakam� e ne{to drugo. Toa e vetu-
vawe.�

Na toj na~in, taa vetuva qubov, no istovremeno dava
vetuvawe vo imeto na qubovta i taka go prifa}a
zakonot; zakonot za qubovta; zakonot za vetuvaweto;
zakonot kako takov.

�Te sakam� ne ka`uva ni{to (osven granicata na
govorot), no dozvoluva da se pojavi faktot deka
qubovta mora da pristigne i deka ni{to, apsolutno
ni{to, ne mo`e ja namali, da ja odvrati ili odlo`i
nepopustlivosta na ovoj zakon.

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
is thus,  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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Sara go prifa}a ~ovekoviot zakon za vetuvaweto deka
vetuvaweto mora da se odr`i. I izvesno vreme taa se
pridr`uva kon nego. Taa e verna na zakonot za
vetuvawe koj e zakon na odr`uvawe na vetuvaweto. No
kakov e zakonot {to go prifa}a? Zakonot za vetuvawe
{to vetuva e samoto vetuvawe. Ili, kako {to objasnuva
Sara, �Ne mo`am da se pridr`uvam na vetuvaweto, no
ne{to mi ka`uva deka treba da se pridr`uvam. Ja
predizvikav sudbinata, sudbinata koja isklu~uva... I
sega se najdov vo edna pustina... bez nego.� A, potoa,
prodol`uva: �Rekov deka ne po~uvstvuvav ni{to... Na
mestoto kade {to treba da bide srceto ima{e
kamen�. Iako dade vetuvawe (za qubov), ne mo`e{e
da go odr`i vetuvaweto (i zatoa ne mo`e{e da ja
ispolni svojata obvrska spored zakonot za odr`uvawe
na vetuvaweto) za{to vetuvaweto & ja odzede qubovta.
Vetuvaweto {to go dade spored etikata i spored
~ovekoviot zakon (dadeno vo imeto na qubovta) & ja
odzede qubovta. Namesto qubov, samata taa stana
zakon: zakon za odr`uvawe na vetuvawe vo imeto na
qubovta, no ne i na samata qubov.

�Se razbira, vetuvaweto mora da se odr`i. No, ako ne
se odr`i, toa ne zna~i deka ne postoi qubov, nitu pak
deka ne postoela qubov. Qubovta e verna samo na
sebesi. Vetuvaweto mora da se odr`i, a sepak qubovta
ne e vetuvawe i odr`uvawe na vetuvaweto.�

 Bidej}i dade vetuvawe i bidej}i re{i da go odr`i
vetuvaweto, kako {to rekov prethodno � samata stana
zakon. No, kako {to naglasuva Nensi, �Qubovta e
verna samo na sebesi�; zatoa taa ne mo`e da go zameni
zakonot za odr`uvawe na vetuvaweto za svojata qubov.
I veli: �Velat deka vetuvaweto e za sekoga{, no ne
znam dali }e mo`am da go odr`am. Toj me uni{tuva{e
so qubomora, ti me uni{tuva{ so qubov... jas ne
mo`am da se pridr`uvam na vetuvaweto, no ne{to mi

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.
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ka`uva deka treba da se pridr`uvam. Ja predizvikav
sudbinata, sudbinata koja isklu~uva. Sega se najdov
vo pustina. Bez nego.�

I kako {to veli � na mestoto na nejzinoto srce, na
mestoto {to �bie� vo negovoto prisustvo i iskrenost,
na mestoto kade {to se ̀ ivotot i sakaweto, ima kamen.
Ili, poinaku ka`ano, ima zakon. Zakonot za odr`u-
vawe na vetuvaweto. Zakonot za odr`uvawe na
vetuvaweto koe taa ne mo`e da go odr`i. Vo taa smisla,
mo`e da se ka`e, sledej}i ja prikaznata � deka srceto
& e skr{eno. A toa zna~i, vo soglasnost so ona {to e
prethodno ka`ano vo ovoj trud, deka taa ima srce. Taa
se obide da bide odgovorna; taa se obide da go odr`i
vetuvaweto; taa se obide da pre`ivee stanuvaj}i
samata zakon namesto da go saka Moris, no ne mo`e{e.
Da go ka`eme toa so zborovite na Nensi � ottoga{
natamu nejzinoto �jas� stanuva skr{eno �jas�. Da go
pro~itame celiot argument {to n& go nudi Nensi:

Qubovta nosi kraj na opozicijata me|u podarokot
i poseduvaweto, bez da ja sovlada i bez da ja
otstrani: ako se vratam kon sebe vo qubovta, ne se
vra}am kon sebe od qubov ( dijalektikata, nasproti
ova, se hrani so dvosmislenost). Ne se vra}am od nea
i zatoa edno del~e od �jas� e definitivno zagubeno
ili oddeleno vo negoviot ~in na qubewe. Nesomneno
tokmu zatoa se vra}am (pa duri i da ima vpe~atok
na vra}awe koj e tuka pogoden), no se vra}am
skr{ena: se vra}am kon sebe ili izleguvam od sebe
skr{ena. �Vra}aweto� ne go poni{tuva skr{enoto
mesto; nitu go poprava, nitu go otstranuva
za{to vra}aweto, vo su{tina, se slu~uva samo
preku skr{enoto mesto, ostavaj}i go otvoreno.
Qubovta si go pretstavuva jas skr{eno (a toa ne e
pretstavuvawe). Taa mu go pretstavuva toa: toj,
subjektot, e trognat, skr{en vo svojot subjek-

I tempted fate, and fate that excepted.  So I was in a desert
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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tivitet i, ottoga{ natamu e otvoren za migot
na qubovta preku toj del, skr{en ili raspukan, duri
i da e toa mnogu malku. Toj e skr{en, so drugi
zborovi, skr{enoto mesto ili ranata ne e nesre}en
slu~aj, nitu e sopstvenost so koja subjektot mo`e
da se povrze. Bidej}i skr{enoto mesto e skr{eno
mesto vo negovoto sebeposeduvawe kako subjekt;
toa e vo su{tina prekinuvawe na procesot na
povrzuvawe na sebesi so sebesi nadvor od sebesi.
Ottoga{ natamu, Jas se konstituira kako skr-
{eno. [tom postoi qubov, i najmal ~in na qubov-
ta, najmala iskra, toga{ postoi takva ontolo{ka
puknatina {to gi presekuva i {to ja prekinuva
vrskata pome|u elementite na samiot subjekt �
ni{kite na negovoto srce. Eden ~as qubov e dovolen,
samo eden bakne`, pod uslov toa da e od qubov � mo`e
li, vsu{nost,, da postoi drug vid? Mo`e li toa da
se napravi bez qubov, bez da se bide skr{en, pa makar
i samo malku? (8,96).

Bidej}i postoi qubov, bidej}i postoi i najmal ~in
na qubovta, postoi i srce, no skr{eno srce koe e
qubov {to ne mu dozvoluva pove}e na �jas� da `ivee
nadvor od toa skr{eno mesto. �Ottoga{ natamu, �jas�
se konstituira kako skr{eno.� Zatoa, qubovta go kr{i
konstituiraweto na �jas� ili poimot za subjekt/
ivitet kako takov, za{to, �{tom postoi qubov, i
najmal ~in na qubovta, najmala iskra, toga{ postoi
takva ontolo{ka puknatina {to gi presekuva i {to
ja prekinuva vrskata pome|u elementite na samiot
subjekt � ni{kite na negovoto srce. Eden ~as qubov e
dovolen, samo eden bakne`, pod uslov toa da e od qubov
� mo`e li, vsu{nost, da postoi drug vid? Mo`e li
toa da se napravi bez qubov, bez da se bide skr{en, pa
duri i samo malku?�

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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Sledej}i ja prikaznata, Sara se obiduva da mu go spasi
`ivotot na svojot sakan odr`uvaj}i go vetuvaweto za
qubov. Me|utoa, obiduvaj}i se da go spasi i za{titi
negoviot `ivot, a na toj na~in i svojata qubov, taa ja
izdava svojata qubov. Taa go gubi srceto; taa pre`i-
vuva kr{ewe na svoeto srce. Tuka �jas� se konstituira
samo onolku kolku {to e skr{eno. No, zemaj}i go
predvid faktot deka Sara umira na krajot od prikaz-
nata, dali toa se slu~uva poradi toa {to ne uspea vo
svoite napori da ja dade svojata qubov, a so toa i svojot
`ivot na nekoj {to go sakala najmnogu? Mo`e li da
go dademe svojot `ivot za `ivotot na drug? Da go
dademe svojot `ivot vo zamena za `ivotot na saka-
niot? Dozvolete mi da zastanam za mig na ova mesto
koe mi se ~ini va`no i da se obidam da odgovoram na
nekoi pra{awa. Kako {to ve}e rekov, Sara se obide
da ja dade svojata qubov, a so toa i svojot `ivot za
nekoj, za drug {to go saka; no ne uspea: gor~inata na
nejzinite zborovi go izrazuva toj neuspeh, a so toa i
nejzinata bolka: �No, ako e toj ̀ iv, sega jas sum mrtva.
Znaev deka ni{to vo ovoj svet ne }e ima nikakva
smisla za mene.�

Taa odvaj mo`e da go podnese svojot besmislen `ivot
bez Moris i nivnata qubov, iako za Sara otka`uva-
weto od nejzinata qubov kon nego e prodol`uvawe na
negoviot `ivot. No taa ne mo`e{e da ja popolni
prazninata na otsustvoto na svojata qubov, na
otsustvoto na svojot sakan, na faktot deka taa e onaa
{to zaminuva; taa ne mo`e{e da ja podnese bolkata
koja na izvesen na~in e potvrda na taa praznina. Vo
taa smisla, ako e toj ̀ iv, taa e mrtva. Taa be{e mrtva,
umre pred navistina da umre; taa be{e mrtva vo
smisla na nemawe qubov i `ivot. No ne vo smisla
deka uspea da umre namesto nego. Vo taa smisla taa ne
uspea, iako se obide da umre za nego `rtvuvaj}i ja
svojata qubov vo smisla na obiduvawe da umre namesto

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 �I� 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
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nego. I ne uspea. Tuka bi sakala da go spomenam
argumentot na Nensi vo vrska so pra{aweto dali
mo`e �da se umre namesto drug�.

Mo`am da go dadam celiot svoj `ivot za drug,
mo`am da ja ponudam svojata smrt na drug, no
pritoa samo delumno }e zamenam ili spasam ne{to
vo nekoja posebna situacija (toa }e bide neiscrpna
razmena ili ̀ rtvuvawe, ekonomija na ̀ rtvuvawe).
Apsolutno sigurno znam deka nikoga{ nema da go
spasam drugiot od negovata smrt, od smrtta {to
vlijae vrz celoto negovo postoewe.

Mnogu od toa e involvirano koga treba da se dade
`ivotot �za� drugiot, drugiot zna~i da se dade na
smrtta.

 Ako od ova treba da se sfati ne{to radikalno
nemo`no � i ako se izveduva smisla od taa nemo`-
nost � toga{ toa e, sekako, umiraweto za drugiot,
vo smisla na umirawe namesto drug. Mo`am da mu
dadam s$ na drugiot, osven besmrtnost, osven
umiraweto za nego da bide umirawe namesto nego i
na toj na~in da go oslobodam od negovata sopstvena
smrt.

Mo`am da & go dadam srceto vo bukvalnata i
figurativnata smisla za da ja ubedam vo izvesna
dolgove~nost. No, ne mo`am da umram namesto nea,
ne mo`am da & go dadam svojot `ivot vo zamena za
nejzinata smrt. Samo smrtnik mo`e da dava, kako
{to rekovme prethodno (8,43).

Spored tolkuvaweto na Derida, samo smrtnik mo`e
da dade. Davaweto i zemaweto e mo`no samo pod uslov
da se pret~uvstvuva sopstvenata smrt kako i smrtta
na drugite; na toj na~in, pret~uvstvuvaweto na

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
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sopstvenata smrt, no i na smrtta na drugite e tokmu
toa {to ja sozdava negovata nezamenlivost, za{to
umiraweto kako takvo e edinstvenoto ne{to {to ne
mo`e nitu da se dade, nitu da se odzeme. Vo taa smisla,
edinstvenoto ne{to {to smrtnikot mo`e da mu go
dade na drugiot, na drugite, e �podarokot smrt�; no
podarok {to dava ednakvo na edniot i na drugiot.

Krajot na edna qubov zavr{uva so smrtta na Sara.
Taa go ̀ rtvuva{e svojot ̀ ivot. Nejzinoto ̀ rtvuvawe,
kako smrtnik, se sostoe{e vo davawe �podarok smrt�
na toj {to go saka{e, zna~i na drugite, na site drugi
i na drugite drugi. Na toj na~in, taa go dade edinstve-
noto ne{to {to mo`e{e; �podarok smrt;� taa ne dade
�ne{to�, tuku toa {to go dade be{e samiot ~in na
davawe i, poradi toa, ~in na beskrajna qubov; taa
mo`e{e da go dade samo toa {to eden smrtnik mo`e
da go dade � podarok smrt; koj, paradoksalno, mo`e
da se dade samo kako ~in na beskrajna qubov.

Prevod od angliski jazik: Senka Naumovska
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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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