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KatepuHa

byHTOT Ha roaIMOT XKUBOT:
Konososa

KoHuenToT 3a XXusoTor
U HEroBOTO MOJIMTUYKO
3Hauyewe Kaj CnuHo3a,
ArambeH u batnep

1. CnMHO30BCKM yBOA: XMOPUCTUYHATA CYLITUHA
Ha 4YOBeLWTBOTO

ITopasu HeroBara eKCIPECUBHOCT KOja CYIITHHCKH MY
Ipuriara, CIMHO30BCKHOT HAroOH 3a CaMOO/PKyBarbe
MOXKe Ja ce JeduHUpa KaKO WHTEH3WUBEH, J0/ieKa
MHTEH3UTEeTOT ce fedunupa co 6beckoneunoct (Deleuze
1990). Bo ckiay co mmMa"neHTHOCTa MITO TO JedUHIPA
(HaroHOT 3a 6eCKpajHOCT), CAMOOJIPKYBAKETO € IIpec-
TAllHUYKO WIN XuOpuctuyko. lVMeHO, ako dYOBeU-
KOTO TeXXKHeeme (appetitio) ce cOCTOU Of HEOIIXOHATA
CKJIOHOCT KOH OecKpajHa MOK Ha IIOCTOEHe, U aKO
OeckpajHOCTa TO HOCU Oesleror Ha GecMpTHOCTa (MM
OOTrOJINKOTO IIOCTOEbE), WJIM ja ODeJsielKyBa, T.e. ja
nepunupa OecMmprHOcTa (OZHOCHO TO oObesexyBa
TOa OOTOJIMKO IIOCTOEHE), MOXKE /1a ce 3aKJIy4H JleKa
YOBEUKOTO IOCTOeHe e xubpuctuyHo. Toa e BpozeHa
CKJIOHOCT Ha KOHEYHOTO OuTHe, KOoe cexo2aul eexe
ydecTByBa BO beckpajHocra, OeckpajHo 1a cu ja
srosiemyBa JKenbara (,,cBecHOTO 4yBcTBO“ Ha CIIMHO3a)
3a YCOBPILyBabe HA KUBOTOT, OJTHOCHO, 32 JKUBOT IIITO
HY/IY IIITO € MOXKHO IIOI[eJIOCHA U IIOHEernOHaTa cocTojoa
Ha 33/I10BOJICTBO.

Bo eneH crimHO30BCKU YHUBEP3YM, COBPIIEHCTBOTO CE
OCTBapyBa BO 3a€HHUIIA HA YOBEUYKU (I/I Ha Jpyru )KI/IBI/I)
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1. A Spinozian Intro: The Hubristic Essence
of Humanity

By virtue of expression intrinsic to it, Spinozian
conatus of self-preservation can be defined as intensive
whereas the latter, i.e., intensity, is defined by infinity
(Deleuze 1990). In accordance with the immanence that
defines it (the conatus of infinity), self-preservation is
transgressive or hubristic. Namely, if human “appetite”
consists in the necessary tendency toward an infinite
power of existence, and if infinity bears the mark of —
or gives mark to, i.e., defines — immortality (or godlike
existence), we can conclude that human essence is
hubristic. It is an inherent tendency of the finite being,
always already participating in the Infinity, to endlessly
increase its Desire (Spinoza’s “conscious emotion”) for
perfection of life, that is, for a life that offers as complete
and as undisturbed as possible state of pleasure.

In a Spinozian universe, perfection is achieved within
a community of human (and other living) beings.
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cymrrectBa. COBPIIIEHCTBOTO, MJIM COCTOj0ATA HA [IEJTOCHO
3a/I0BOJICTBO 3aBHCH Of] HalllaTa BpojieHa MelryceOHa
[IOBP3aHOCT CO JpYyruTe. 3aMucjaaTa jeKa ApyruTe
CTpajlaaT HHU BJIMjae Bp3 COICTBeHaTa 06Jiarococrojoba,
Bp3 COIICTBEHATa COCTOj0a Ha 3a7[0BOJICTBO, 0OjacHyBa
Crnunoza (E III, 30p.). 3amuciayBamwero (imaginatio),
cropen CiHO3a, MMa 006pa3yBayka yJjiora BO OJJHOC Ha
YMOT, ZI0/laKa YMOT CceKo2aul 8eKe BO cebe IO BKIy4dyBa
gyBctBoTo (Lloyd 1996: 53-58). Orryka, 4yoBedykaTa
eIMHKA caKa, BO U IPEKy B3aMHCIYBameTo, Ja IO
,HACKJIyYU ITIOCTOEHETO" O CETO OHA IITO Ha PYTUTE UM
npenu3ukyBa tara (Lloyd 1966: 76). CTpeMekoT KOH
,HACKJIydyBarbe Of IIOCTOEETO  Ha OHA IITO para 6oIKa
¥ Tara BO )KHBOTOT, KOj OTCEKOTAIll ¥ OHAKa e Hepa3/ieJieH
O/T )KUBOTHUTE HA CUTE KUBU CYIIITECTBA, U € BPOJIEH Ha
YOBeUKaTa CyIITHHA — Ha ,,[JIaATa” 3a O/[pKyBambe Ha (1
BO) »kuBOTOT (Spinoza E III 29p, 30, 30p).

OTTyKa, MOXKe /1a ce M3BeJle 3aKJIyYOKOT JieKa IPOTH-
BeeTo (MM KPUTHKATA Ha) C€ OHA IITO IO Harpu3yBa
’KABOTOT CO HETaTHMBHOCT My € BpPOJIEHO Ha HAarOHOT
(3a camoozap:kyBame) Ha ChnuHO3a. 3aHHNMAaBaHETO
co cmportuBHOcTa Merly Jlo6poro m 3s0To, ceberoc-
TaBYBAal€TO BO OJHOC HA Taa CIIPOTHUCTABEHOCT, W3-
rJIeflaaT Ce COUYMHHUTENM Ha CaMOOJPIKYBaHeTO, U
obpatHo. KpuTHkara e Bo OUTTa Ha CAMOOJPKyBAHETO.
PeBosiTOT H3TJIena W3BUpaA Of YUCTO HCKYCTBEHOTO,
peurcH TpeAja3udHOTO, CTOjAJIUINTE Ha CYIITOTO
CaMOOJIpJKyBarbe, O/ HeMara cocToj6a Ha IPOCTO
[IPEKUBYBAIbe.

AXo ce uU3BeJie yIIITe e€HA UMILIMKAIMja O/l OBaa Te3a,
MOZKe /Ia Ce peye U JIeKa moTpebdaTa > KuBOTOT Jja OH/Ie IITO
€ MOJKHO IIOHe3arajieH co 60JIKa ro Tepa MOoeNHEIOT J1a
BHECyBa IIPOMEHHU BO OIIITeCTBOTO. FIMeHO, 3a 1a MOKe
Jla CH ja 3roJIEMH MOKTA 32 JIEjCTBO, TOETMHEIIOT Ce TPYAU
BO OpraHM3WpaHaTa MpeKa Ha Mel'yYOBEUKH OHOCH J1a
BHecCe 3a JKUBOTOT 0JIarOTBOPHU ITPOMEHH.

Perfection or the state of total pleasure depends on our
constitutive interrelatedness with the others. Imagining
the others suffer affects our own wellbeing, our own
state of being-in-pleasure, explains Spinoza (E I1I, 30p).
Imagination, according to Spinoza, has a formative role
in relation to mind whereas the latter always already
integrates emotion (Lloyd 1996: 53-58). Therefore, the
human individual wishes to “exclude the existence” —
in and through imagination — of whatever affects the
others with sadness (Lloyd 1996: 76). Striving toward
the “exclusion of existence” of what brings about pain
and sadness in one’s life, always already inextricable
from the lives of all living beings, is immanent to human
essence — immanent to the “appetite” for preserving (in)
life (Spinoza E III 29p, 30, 30p).

Consequently, one could infer that opposition to (or
critique of) all that corrupts life with negativity is
immanent to Spinoza’s conatus (of self-preservation).
Concern with the opposition between Good and Bad,
positioning oneself in terms of this opposition seem to be
constitutive of self-preservation, and vice versa. Critique
is at the heart of self-preservation. Revolt seems to stem
from the purely experiential, almost pre-linguistic stance
of sheer self-preserving, from the mute stance of merely
surviving.

Inferring one further implication of this thesis, one might
say that the need to maintain life as little as possible
corrupt by pain urges the individual to introduce change
in society. Namely, in order to be able to increase his/
her power of activity, the individual seeks to introduce
beneficial, life-increasing change in the organized
network of interpersonal relations.
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BakBaTa Jioruka Ha HU3BeIyBarbe BPEIH CaMO BO OJHOC
Ha aKTUBHUTE M CBECHHM 4yBCTBa, T.e. Ha >Kejbara.
Crpacrure ce nacuHU (Spinoza E 111 56). Ctpacture, BO
CIIMHO30BCKA CMHUCJIA Ha 300pOT, ce peaKTUBHU YyBCTBA
Ha KOW UM HeJiocTUTaaT 3aMmucia (imaginatio) u pasym
(ratio) 6naromapenuie Ha Kou Ou BoBese mpomeHa (E
IIT 49p, 56, 58). IlacuBHUTE YyBCTBa He ce kKejba 3a
KaKBHU-TOJIe IIPOMEHU OCBEH 3a PEaKTHUBHU IIPEBPaTH
— IIPOU3BOJM HA peceHilumeHilioil. BripoueM, BO efieH
CIIMHO30BCKH YHUBEP3YM, CTPACTHUTE BOOIIIITO HE ce
»kesiou. JKestbara, BO CITMHO30BCKA CMHCJIA Ha 300pOT, €
CBECHO M aKTUBHO 4yBCTBO (Spinoza E 111 9, 49, 49p, 58p,
1def., 1def.exp., “General Definition of the Emotions”).
CrpacTuTe ce CIIpOTUBHY Ha aKTUBHUTE UyBCTBa (Spinoza
E1V 23, 23p, 24, 24p, 33, 33D, et alibi). Tue ce mpousBo
Ha MMacHUBHATA IOJJIO’KEHOCT Ha 3aJ[0BOJICTBA U OOJIKH
npenusBukanu oxHazBop (E IIT 57p, General Definition
of the Emotions).

MoskHOcTa o/ OecKkpaeH BHIIOK Ha ,ran” (appetitio)
CO3/1aBa BU3Hja 3a KMaHEHTHO XUOPUCTUYHO YOBEIITBO.
Cenak, BO XHIIOTETHYHHOT aIICOJIYTHO CJIOOOZEH CBET HA
CnnHO3a, BO HEroBara yTOIlMja Ha aKTUBHU (CBECHM)
YyBCTBa, KOHQJIMKTOT Ou Ous HeBo3MoxkeH. OHa
KOH IITO CHUTE CE CTPEMAT, 3aeHO CO >KEeJOHUTE IITO
MpousJieryBaaT ofi ,coonBetHu uneu“ (E II, def. 4), e
6sarococrojba. ,JIo6pOTO“ € HEmITO ITO WMaHEHTHO
U3BHPa 0] 0eCcKpajHaTa MOK 3a IIOCTOEH€ KOja KOHEUHUTE
Ooutuhja ja mOOMJIE KaKO IOTeHIUjasIHOCT. ,Jl06poTo®
HUKOTAIIl He € HAaJ[BOPEIIHO, HUKOTAIIl HE € HEIIITO IITO
My IpHmara Ha HEKOj HaJBOPEIIEH €HTUTET WJIH TeJIO
IIITO YOBEK O ce CTpeMeJt Jja To 00ue JIUIITYBajKU IO Of
HEro ApyroHo Tesao. OBa € HEMHHOBHA UMILIMKAIHja OF
Te3aTa Ha ClIMHO3a 3a ,,BUCTHHCKAaTa IIPUPOa“ Ha CUTe
KOHEUHH OHTHja KaKO MOZaJIHA CYIITHHA KOja YI4eCTBYBa
BO ocobuHUTEe Ha GeckoneuHnata Ilpupoza uiu Ha Bora.
Merytoa, criopes CriHO3a, BO CMHC/IA Ha CIIPOTHBHOCTA
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This logic of inference is valid only with reference to the
active and conscious emotions, i.e., to desire/s. Passions
are passive (Spinoza E III 56). Passions, the in Spinozian
sense of the word, are re-active emotions lacking in
imagination and reason in order to introduce change (E
III 49p, 56, 58). Passive emotions are not desires for any
sort of change except re-active reversals — products of
ressentiment. In fact, in a Spinozian universe, passions
are no desires at all. Desire, in the Spinozian sense of the
word, is a conscious and active emotion (Spinoza E III
9, 49, 49p, 58p, 1def. 1def.exp., “General Definition of
the Emotions).” Passions are contrary to active emotions
(Spinoza E IV 23, 23p, 24, 24p, 33, 33p, et alibi). They
are the product of being passively subjected to external
inflictions of either pleasure or pain (E III 57p, General
Definition of the Emotions).

The possibility of infinite excess of “appetite” gives rise
to a vision of an immanently hubristic Humanity. Still, in
Spinoza’s hypothetical world of absolute freedom, in his
utopia of active (conscious) emotions, conflict would be
impossible. What everyone strives for, accompanied by
desires formed by “adequate ideas” (E II, def. 4), is well-
being. The “good” is something immanently originating
from the infinite power of being that is given as
potentiality to the finite beings. “Good” is never external,
never something possessed by an external entity or body
that one would strive to acquire by way of dispossessing
of it that other body. This is a necessary implication of
Spinoza’s thesis about the “true nature” of any finite
being as a modal essence participating in the attributes
of infinite Nature or God. Whereas, as far as the good/
evil opposition is concerned, according to Spinoza, it

does not exist in itself. Good and evil are always already R

relationally determined.
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JIo06po/3y10, Taa He mocrou cama mo cebe. Jlo6poTo U
3JI0TO Ce ¥ OHAKa CeKOoralll O/THOCHO YTBP/EHHU.

3aroa, orcera 1o ,,06po” ke ro moapazbrpam OHa 3a IITO
CO CHUTYPHOCT 3HaeMe JIeKa € CPENCTBO CO KOE MOBEKe Ke ce
IOO/IMKIME /10 OHOj BHJ] YOBEUKA IIPUPOJA IIITO CME CH IO
3arprase; moj, ,JIomo“ ke To mopasbupam OHa 3a IITO CO
CHUTYPHOCT 3HAaeMe [IeKa HH IPEeYM Jja ce AOOIUKUME 10
cnoMmeHaTuot By (Spinoza E IV Preface).

Me['y roa, iMa B€ HelllTa 3a KOu CouHo3za TBpAU AECKa Ce
,Z[O6pI/I WJIN JIOLIH camu no cebe:

3a710B0JICTBOTO, caMO 10 cebe, He € JIoIIo, aMH € 00po.
Jlokas: 3a/I0BOJICTBOTO € UYyBCTBO OJlarojapeHue Ha Koe
TeJIecHaTa MOK 3a ZIEjCTBO ce 3roJIEMYBa WU Ce IIOTIIOMAra;
GoJIKaTa e 4yBCTBO IIOPAIU KOE TeJIECHATAa MOK 34 JIEjCTBO Ce
CMaJIyBa WJIH IIONPEYYBA, I1a 3aT0a 3aZ[0BOJICTBOTO € 00pOo
camo 1o cebe, utH, Q.E.D. (E 1V, 41)

ITomgmokenu Ha crpacture (E IV, 4¢), Ha peakTUBHUTE
yyBcTBa Ha nacuBHocta (E 111, def.3nb) xou ucxomysaat
co cMajieHa MOK Ha IIOCTO€be, KOHEUHUTE UYOBEUYKHU
CyIIITeCTBa MO’KaT Jila OWJAT WM3BOP M Ha 3JIOTO W Ha
JIOIOTO (Ha CeTo OHa IITO € HEOJIaTOTBOPHO 3a HAIIeTO
IIOCTOEHE U 3a IOCTOEHEeTO Ha OJIMKHUOT). BTOpoBO
MOJKeE JIa COJIPKH IOTEHITHjaJT JIa TO IIPETBOPU CBETOB BO
IIOCTOEHE CIIOPE]] eHa X00coBcKa Busuja (Spinoza E IV
34, 34p, 34n). 3aToa, CiuHO3a TBP/IH JieKa e MoTpebeH
00JIMK Ha KOHTPOJIA, 3aCHOBaH Bp3 paszymot (E IV, 35,

35p, 35¢1, 35¢2, 35n).

OOJTHKOT IIITO ja TPpra MOKHOCTA O] XaOTUYEH M HaCUJIEH
CBET CO KOj ke BJIa/ieaT HAIUTUBH CTpacT, criopes; CIHO34a,
e JIp:xaBata. THCTUTYIIMOHAJTHO HAMETHATUTE HOPMU
U BPETHOCTH, KAKO U 3aKaHUTE CO Ka3HA, 3aeJlHO CO
CpeJicTBaTa 3a CIIPOBE/YBahE, CE ,U3YM" Ha yMEPEHOCTA,
Ha KOHTpOJIaTa He BP3 MOXKHHOT BUIIIOK O] KHBOTEH
WHTEH3UTET — 3allITO HEMAa TaKBa OIACHOCT — TYKY

In what follows, then, I shall mean by “good” that, which we
certainly know to be a means of approaching more nearly to
the type of human nature, which we have set before ourselves;
by “bad,” that which we certainly know to be hindrance to us
in approaching the said type. (Spinoza E IV Preface)

However, there are two things that Spinoza claims are
good and bad per se:

Pleasure in itself is not bad but good: contrariwise, pain
in itself is bad. Proof. — Pleasure is emotion, whereby the
body’s power of activity is increased or helped; pain is
emotion, whereby the body’s power of activity is diminished
or checked, therefore pleasure in itself is good, &c. Q.E.D.
(E1V, 41)

Being subjects to passions (E IV, 4c¢), to the re-active
emotions of passivity (E III, def.3nb) resulting in a
lessened power of existence, finite beings of mankind
can be the source of evil or bad (all that which is not
beneficial to our own or our neighbor’s being). The latter
may contain potentiality for a world to come according to
the Hobbesian vision (Spinoza E IV 34, 34p, 34n). Hence
a Form-of-Control is required, based on reason, claims

Spinoza (E 1V, 35, 35p, 35¢€1, 35C2, 351).

The Form that suspends the possibility of a chaotic,
violent world ruled by fluxes of passion, in Spinoza’s view,
is the State (E IV, 37 n2). Institutionally imposed norms,
values as well as threats of punishment, accompanied by
means of enforcement are the “invention” of moderation,
of control over the possibility not of excess of intensity
of life — since no such danger exists — but of passions.
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Bp3 MOxkHHUTe cTpactu. OTTyka, CriMHO3a IIOBUKYBa Ha
MIOYUTYBame Ha 3aKOHUTe Ha J[p:kaBaTa U ce IOBUKYBA
Ha Hy’KHOcTa o1 HopMmanuzanuja (E 1V, 37, 40).

Cenak, 6u pexkJia, oBa e popmasniHo TBpAewme. Co Apyru
360poBH, CIMHO3a MHCHUCTHPA JieKa € HYKHO /Ja uMa
00JINK Ha KOHTpOJIa BP3 CTPAaCTUTE HA YOBEUITBOTO,
a Toj o0IUK ce BUKA ,J[p:kaBa“. Ho, Hema 3omito ga ce
MHCJIU JIeKa BTOPOBO Iopa3bupa OTU ceKoja JIpKaBa,
WM KOHKpeTHaTa JIp»kaBa BO KOHKpeTHarta Jo0a Kora
skuBeenn CnmHO3a, e ugeasHa. Etukara Ha CruHO3a
e “ordine geometrico demonstrata”. Jluckypcor My
e amfcTpakTeH, a TepMHHoJIorHjata QopmMasHa (Wau
reHepuyJKa), Ila TAaKBO € U TBPAEeTOo 3a [p>kaBarta (kako
Y CUTe IPYTU UCKA3H 32 IPyTUTe IPUMePU Ha OIUILINBO
OMIITECTBEHUOT YOBEKOB XUBOT). HeroBoro 3ayarame
3a MOYMUTYBae Ha ,J]p:kaBaTa“ e caMo 3acTallyBambe Ha
CTPYKTypHaTa Wi GopMasHa Hy>KHOCT Ha UHCTaHILIaTa
3akoH (E IV, 37 n2, E IV, 40) u/uan Ha IIOCTOEHE HA
OPraHU3UpaHO OIIIITECTBO BO KOe ce CIPOBeAyBaaT
3aKOHU.

Bo Taa cmucsa, cTaBOT 40 BO UeTBPTHOT JieJI O/1 HeroBara
Eitiuxa Moxe /1a ce 4uTa IBOCMUCIJIEHO, OJHOCHO U KaKO
(opmasieH ncKa3 32 HEOIXOAHOCTA HA 3aKOHUTE CO KOU
ce BHeCYBa U KpeIH cJIoraTta Mely HOeJUHIINTE, U KaKO
IIOTEHIIUjaJIHO PEeBOJIyIINOHEPEH TOBUK:

Cé mTo My MOrojiyBa Ha YOBEKOBHOT OIIIITECTBEH JKUBOT
WIK TU Tepa JIyfeTo Ja ;KHuBeaT BO CJIOTa, KOPHCHO €, a cé
IIITO BHECYBA HecJIora Bo JIp:kaBara e JIOIIo.

Axo /[lpkaBaTta e ycTpoeHa Ha HA4YHH IITO BHECYBa
3HAYUTEHA HECJIOTa, Hecpa3Mep Ha 3aJ[0BOJICTBO U
Oosika, U Hecpa3MepHO THIINTU €/leH HEJ3UH JIeJ, U
IIPEIN3BUKYBA HEPAMHOTEXKa, a €O Toa U Ooska 3a
1eJ1aTa rpara Ha OIIITECTBOTO — TOrall OHBa YOBEK Ja
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Accordingly, Spinoza calls upon respecting the laws of
the State and invokes the necessity of normalization (E

IV, 37, 40).

Still, I would argue, this is a formal claim. In other words,
Spinoza insists on the necessity of a form of control
over the passions of humanity, and that form is called
a “State.” Yet, there is no reason to think that the latter
implies that each state is — or that the concrete state of
the concrete epoch in which Spinoza lived was — ideal.
Spinoza’s ethic is “ordine geometrico demonstrata.” His
discourse is abstract and the terminology is formal (or
generic) and so is the claim about the State (just as all
the other statements referring to other instances of the
palpably societal human life). His advocating respect for
the “State” is simply arguing for the structural or formal
necessity of the instance of the Law (E IV, 37 n2, E IV,
40) and/or for an organized society of enforced laws.

In this respect, proposition 40 of the Part IV of his
Ethics could be read in a double sense, as both a formal
enunciation about the necessity of Law that introduces
and sustains harmony among individuals and a
potentially revolutionary call:

Whatsoever conduces to man’s social life, or causes men
to live together in harmony, is useful, whereas whatsoever
brings discord into a State is bad.

If a State is organized in a way which introduces a
considerable lack of harmony, disproportion of pleasure
and pain, an asymmetric extent of pain to a part of it
causingimbalance and, hence, pain to the entire structure
of society — then, one is called upon to re-evaluate all
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' IpeucCIiinTa CUTE€ BPEAJHOCTH U Ja BHECE KOPEHHUTU
IIPOMEHHU BO OIIIITECTBOTO.

2. CywT xuBoT: NonMTUYKMOT cyBEpeHUTeT
BO NpeAjasMyHUoT CBeT

Bo Xomo caxep (Homo Sacer, 1998), Ilopio ArambeH
(Giorgio Agamben) u3JI0oKyBa €IHO POJIOCJIOBHE HAa
KOHIIEIITOT Ha MOJMTHYKHOT CyBEPEHHUTET; UMEHO, Ha
OHOj IIITO M IIpUIIafa Ha €BPOIICKaTa IWBUJIN3AIlHja.
ITounyBajku co JpeBHUOT PuM, poOIOCIOBHETO HA
AramM0eH 3a €BPOICKOTO KyJTyPHO H3yMyBaibe Ha
MTOJIUTUYKHUOT CYBEPEHUTET OBO3MOIKYBA €JHO OTKPUTHE
KOE € IIPECY/THO 3a apTyMEHTOT IIITO 'O K3HECYBAMeE TyKa.
Ke ce obuzmeMe ia TOKa)keMe JieKa POZIOCJIOBHETO Ha
Aram0eH 3a ITIOMMOT Ha MOJHUTHYKHOT CYBEPEHHUTET ja
paciuieTyBa MMaHEHTHO IPeAAMCKYyp3WBHATA IIOJIOTa
Ha BTOPOBO. FIMeHO, HeroBata aHaIn3a, IOKOHKPETHO BO
Xomo cakep, IOKaXKyBa JIeKa CyBEPEHUTETOT Ce TEMEJIH
BP3 OCHOBOITOJIOKHUOT YMH Ha KPTBYBAILETO HA ,TOJIHOT
>krBOT”. Toa e M3BOpHATA KPTBEHA MHCTUTYI[Hja Koja
IIpeTCTaByBa BOBEJIEHME BO U Ha (eBpOIICKATa) IMBUJIH-
sanuja. CaMHOT >KHUBOT, CYIITHOT >KMBOT OIIPEaeIeH
IIPEKY HeroBara TeJIECHOCT U Ge3I/IaCHHOT HAIop Ja ce
oCTaHe BO ’KUBOT, MOpPa Jia ce yOue Ha >KPTBEHHK 34 /1a ce
mpeobpasy BO euKOH, BO CJIMKA W JIMHTBUCTHYKHU 3HAK,
3a Jla CTaHe IMOJTUTUYKN YHUBEP3YM.

Bo cekoj cirydaj, CBETHOT KMBOT HE MOXKE Jia ITOCTOU BO
YOBEKOBHOT IPaji: 3a IPEKUBEAHUOT BEPHUK, 3aMUCIEHUOT
morpeb JejcTByBa KakKO 3aMEHCKO WCIOJHYyBame Ha
IIOCBETaTa IIITO My T'O Bpaka IMOeMHEIOT HaA HOPMAJHHUOT
JKMBOT; 3a I[apOT, JIBOjJHUOT IOrped OBO3MOXKYBa Jla ce 3a-
JIETIN 3a CBETUOT KUBOT, KOj MOpa J1a ce 36epe 1 060KaBa BO
aroTeo3aTa; Ha KPajoT, Kaj XOMO cakep IpeJ Hac ce UCIpaBa
HCTAJIOKEH U CYIIT KUBOT IIITO BeKe He MOXKe J]a ce CUTHH,
KOj MOpa Jla ce UCKJIYYH U U3JIOXKU Ha CMPT O Koja He Ke
MO2KaT Jla TO n36aBaT HHUeNeH 00pe/l U HUETHO JKPTBYBAbe
(Agamben 1998: 100).

values, called upon introducing fundamental change
into society.

2. Sheer Life: Political Sovereignty
in a Pre-Linguistic World

In Homo Sacer (1998), Giorgio Agamben proposes a
genealogy of the concept of political sovereignty, namely
of the one pertaining to the European civilization.
Beginning with Roman Antiquity, Agamben’s
genealogical account of the European cultural invention
of political sovereignty enables a discovery which is of
critical importance for the argument we are making
here. We will attempt to demonstrate that Agamben’s
genealogy of the notion of political sovereignty unravels
the immanently pre-discursive grounding of the latter.
Namely, his analysis, more specifically in Homo Sacer,
shows that sovereignty is based upon the founding act
of sacrifice of “bare life.” This is the primal sacrificial
institution which represents initialization into and of
(European) civilization. Life itself, sheer life defined by
its physicality and voiceless labor of staying-in-life, has
to be sacrificially killed in order to be transformed into
an etkon, into an image and a linguistic sign, in order to
constitute a political universe.

In every case, sacred life cannot dwell in the city of men:
for the surviving devotee, the imaginary funeral functions
as a vicarious fulfillment of the consecration that gives the
individual back to normal life; for the emperor, the double
funeral makes it possible to fasten onto the sacred life,
which must be gathered and divinized in the apotheosis; for
homo sacer, finally, we are confronted with a residual and
irreducible bare life, which must be excluded and exposed to
a death that no rite and no sacrifice can redeem. (Agamben
1998: 100).
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V HaBUCTUHA, TOj ,HICTAJIOKEH U CYIIIT KUBOT LITO Beke HE
MOJKe J1a ce CUTHU, KOj MOpa Jja ce UCKIIYIHU U U3JI0KU Ha
cMpT® He MO’KaT 7ja To u36aBat HUeZleH 00pes] U HHeTHA
»KpTBa. CYIITHOT KUBOT € TOKMY OHA IIITO Ce KPTBYBAJIO
Bo uMe Ha CumbosHOTO. TOj € HEONXOAHUOT MpeaMeT
Ha JKpTBaTa 3a Ja ce BocmocraBu ,CeToT”. ,,CymITHOT
’KUBOT" Ha XOMO cakep WIHN Ha CPETHOBEKOBHUOT KpaJl e
’KPTBEHOTO KUBOTHO, OPTraHU3MOT, TEJIOTO IIITO MOpa Jja
ce >KPTBYBA 3a Ia HACTAHE ITOJIUTUIKHUOT YHHUBep3yM. Toa
e PeastHOTO 1ITTO MOpA /12 Ce IIOHUIIITH 32 HA HETOBO MECTO
J1a 1ojae 3HAKOT. 3a 1a MoxKe 7ja ce co3/iazie O3HauYUTesIoT
Ha CyBepeHHTETOT, MOpa Ja Ce >XPTBYBa CYIITHOT
’KUBOT Ha MOJUTHYKHOT CyOjeKT KOj 'O OTEJI0TBOPYBa
CyBepeHHUTETOT: Toa MOKe /1a O1/ie OBOIJIOTEHUOT KUBOT
Ha KpaJIOT WJIK HarparaHuHOT/rparanure (=,Harujara”).
Kako mTo mokaxyBa Aram0eH, yIITe Of JpeBHaTa
puMcka mob6a — a, UMajKH ja Ha yM HHCTHTyI[HjaTa
dapmaxon (pharmakon), 6u pexsa u yiire oz ApeBHA
Fpouja — 10 r106aIM3UPAHOTO €BPOIICKO HM3YMYBAIHE
Ha COBpEMEHATa HAIMOHATHA JIPKaBa, MOJTUTHIKHOT
CYBEPEHUTET Ce PeIM3UPA €INHCTBEHO BP3 OCHOBA
Ha Jepeajn3alyjaTa Ha OTEJOTBOPEHUOT KUBOT Ha
HeroBure cy0jekTu. JKHBOTOT KaKo TeJIo, }KUBOTOT KaKO
IyJICHPAYKHU JapMap OJ1 KPB, KAKOB IIITO € OPTAHU3MOT Ha
YOBEUKOTO KHUBOTHO, MOPA /ia Ce TIOHUIITH 32 JIa MOXKe
Ha MECTOTO IITO T'0 YIPasHWIO 3aMHHATOTO PeanHo ma
ce nojaBu OsHauuresnor Ha CyBepeHUTETOT. BTOpoBO
e O3HauYWTEJIOT IITO Ke ja OBO3MOXKHU IpeobOpasbara
Ha CYIITHOT KUBOT BO YHCTO (IIOJIUTUYKO) 3HaUelbe.
3a n1a UMa 3Haueme YOBEYKHOT JKUBOT, KUBOTOT BO
HAajKOPEHHUTA CMHUCJIA — KAKO CYIIT KUBOT WJIU )KUBOT-HU-
HUIITO-ZPYTO — Mopa Jia ce usbpuire. Ho, mporecot Ha
OpuIlIerhe U OHaKa HUKO2AaL He YCIIeBa /1a ce U3BPIIH Oe3
octaToK. OCTaTOKOT IITO ceKorail My 6era Ha IIpOIeCOT
Ha O3HAYYBAame € CYIITUOT JKHUBOT — TOKMY OHA IITO
IIPBEHCTBEHO TPebasIo Jja ce 3aCUTHU CO 3HAYEIHe.
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Indeed the “irreducible bare life which must be excluded
and exposed to death” cannot be redeemed by any rite or
sacrifice. Bare life is precisely what has been sacrificed
in the name of the Symbolic. It is the necessary subject
to sacrifice so that “the World” is established. The “bare
life” of a homo sacer or of the medieval king is the
sacrificial animal, the organism, the body that ought to
be sacrificed in order for the political universe to come
into being. It is the Real that must be annihilated for
the Sign to arrive in its place. In order for the Signifier-
of-Sovereignty to be produced, the bare life of the
political subject that embodies the Sovereignty has to
be sacrificed: it may be the embodied life of a king or
of the citizen/s (= “the nation”). As Agamben shows,
from Roman Antiquity — and, referring to the institution
of pharmakon, 1 would say from the Greek Antiquity
— to the globalized European invention of the modern
nation-state, political sovereignty is realized only on the
basis of derealization of the embodied life of its subjects.
Life as body, life as the pulsating bloody mess that the
human animal’s organism is has to be annulled for in
that void left behind by the departing Real the Signifier
of Sovereignty to emerge. The latter is the Signifier that
will enable the transformation of bare Life into pure
(political) Meaning. In order for human life to possess
meaning, life at its most radical — as bare life or nothing-
but-life — must be effaced. The process of effacement,
however, always already fails to be executed without a
remainder. The remainder that always eludes the process
of signification is bare life — precisely that which should
have been saturated with meaning in the first place.
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[MonutrukoTo (BO €BpOIICKAaTa ITUBHJIM3AIMja) OWIIO
camo He3aIUPJIUB MPOIleC Ha CUTHU(UKAIIM]a HA KUBO-
TOTBOCBOjaTa KOPEHHUTAa UMaHEHTHOCT (3KMBOT BO HETOBH-
OT acIekT Ha PeasTHOTO) — GecKpaeH Ipolec Ha 8eKe U
OHaKa HEYCIIENHO KPOoTerbe Ha 3/10BeCHOTO BO JKUBOTOT
peky 3HauemeTo. J[eHec e jacHO /ieKa BO CPEJHUIIITETO
Ha [TOJIMTHYKOTO ce KOHTPOJIaTa U eKCIUloaTamujaTa —
tipaHcyeHOuparetlio Ha ,,0MOJIOIIKOTO .

daxkr e geka efHa ucra abupManuja Ha TOJHOT JKHUBOT,
BO Oyp:KOACKOTO OIIITECTBO, BOAU IO HAAPEAEHOCT Ha
MIPUBATHOTO HAJ| jABHOTO U HA NOEAUHEYHUTE CJIOO0IU HAJ
KOJIEKTUBHHUTE JIOJI’KHOCTH, JI0/IEKA, ITaK, BO TOTAJIUTAPHUTE
[p’KaBH, CTaHyBa DENIABAYKH IOJUTUYKA KPUTEPUYM U
TUIINYHO TO/Ipayje Ha CyBepeHUTe OMIyKu. M1 camo Gia-
roflapeHre Ha TOA IITO OHOJIONIKHOT JKHUBOT U HETOBUTE
moTpebu cTaHasle NOAUTUYKU TpecyAeH (akKT, BO3MOXK-
HO e /ia ce cdaTaT WHAKy HecdarauBara Op3WHA CO Koja
mapJjaMeHTapHHUTE JIEMOKPAaTHU BO JIBAE€CETTHOT BeK
ycreaja Jla CTaHAT TOTAJIWTAPHU JIPKAaBU M IOJIETHAKBO
HecdaTBaTa 6p3UHA CO KOja OBOBEKOBHUTE TOTATTUTAPHU
Zp’KaBU yclieaja, peuucu 6e3 3acToj, Zja ce mpeobpaTtaT BO
mapJaMeHTapHH JieMokpatuu. Bo obara ciydau, Tue Ipe-
06pa3bu HacTaHaie BO KOHTEKCT KaZie Beke O] MOOZaM-
Ha IOJINTHUKATa Cce IPeTBOPWUIA BO OHUOIOJIUTHKA U BO KOj
€IMHCTBEHOTO BHCTHHCKO IIpalllame IITO Tpebayio za ce
pasperu 6WI0 KOj OOJUK HAa yCTPOjCTBO HajMHOTY OU U
oJiroBapaJl Ha 3a/iavyata Jia ce 00e306eu Hera, KOHTPOJA U
KODHCTEE Ha CYIITHOT *KUBOT. (Homo Sacer 121-122)

Bo apeBHaTa 100a, 1 BO pUMcKaTa U BO TPUKATa, TOKMY
’KMBOTOT BO CBOjaTa CYIIHOCT — KaKO IUIOTTA, }KUBOTHOTO
WJTH ,,0MOJIOIIKOTO — MOpaJiia ceKpTBYBa (J1a ce JKpTByBa
co yOHCTBO) 3a /a ce I0jaBU MOJUTHUYKHOT ITOPEOK.
Bo gpesna I'pumja, KpBHOTO >KPTByBambe, Xuepeud-
Ta (svaylopa), TO MMajJo 3a IeJ TOKMY KpEIemeTo
Ha noaucoili. TOKMy Ha OJUMIKMCKUTE OOTOBU UM Ce
npuHecyBasie xueupeua (Burkert 1983, passim; Burkert
1977, passim). A oJIMMIIUCKUTE OOTOBH I'O ITPETCTABYBAJIE,

The political (of the European Civilization) has been
but an incessant process of signi-fication of life in its
radical immanence (life-in-its-aspect-of the Real) — an
endless process of an always already failed process of
taming the uncanny of Life by way of Meaning. Today, it
is clear that the Political is about controlling, exploiting
— transcending the “biological.”

The fact is that one and the same affirmation of bare life
leads in, in bourgeois democracy, to a primacy of the private
over the public and of individual liberties over collective ob-
ligations and yet becomes, in totalitarian states, the decisive
political criterion and the exemplary realm of sovereign de-
cisions. And only because biological life and its needs had
become the politically decisive fact is it possible to under-
stand the otherwise incomprehensible rapidity with which
twentieth-century parliamentary democracies were able to
turn into totalitarian states and with which this century’s
totalitarian states were able to be converted, almost with-
out interruption, into parliamentary democracies. In both
cases, these transformations were produced in a context in
which for quite some time politics had already turned into
biopolitics, and in which the only real question to be decided
was which form of organization would be best suited to the
task of assuring the care, control, and use of bare life. (Homo
Sacer 121-122)

In Antiquity, both Roman and Greek, it has been life in
its bareness — as the body, the animal, or the “biological”
— that had to be sacrificed (sacrificially killed) for the
political order to emerge. In Ancient Greece, the purpose
of the blood sacrifice, the hiereia (1epéic) is precisely the
maintenance of the polis. It is to the Olympic gods that
the hiereia are offered (Burkert 1983, passim; Burkert
1977, passim). And the Olympic gods represent, install
and maintain order. The enagisma (svayioua), on the
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BOCTOJIMUYBaJIe U Kperesie IopefokoT. Of pyra cTpaHa,
enazucma (EVayIOpa), OZHOCHO IPHUHECYBAmbeTO BUHO,
MeJl, BOZIa, CyIlIeHO OBOIIje U JIETHHA, CEKOTalll UM GHJI0
HaMeHeTO Ha MPTBHTe U Ha ajickure 60xxectsa (Alexiou
2002: 9-10, 16, 32; Mouliner 1950: 209, 210, 73, 111, 80-
81, 109). Xuepeua cekorail ce cBelyBa Ha X0.10KAYCIlloC
(oAOKauGTOC) — majeme Ha >KpTBaTa, Ha MPTBOTO
’KHBOTHO KO€, BO MUTOJIOTHjaTa, MOXKe Jja OUzie 1 YOBeK.
Toa e uncTa, HesarajieHa U He3arajyBauka >KpTBa — Taa
T'l HOCH CBEeTJIMHATA ¥ Pa3yMOT, JIOTOCOT U osucoT. Toa
e )KpTBa Ha IIOHUIITYBabe, 30PHUIIYBambe, IelI0CyBamhe
Ha KpBaBHOT ZiapMap o7, GMOJIONIKH KUBOT. Bp3 omapoT
Ha YHCTOTO 3HAaUee IITO OCTaHyBa 110 COTOPYBAambeTo Ha
’KPTBEHO YOUEHHOT OBOILIOTEH KUBOT, ce rpaau Jlorocor
Koj My e eHakoB Ha [Tonucort. (Vernant 1982: 50).

Enazucma, 0fHOCHO IPHUHECYBAIHETO TEUHOCTH U XpaHa
3a MPTBHUTE U 3a 0OKecTBaTa Ha CMPTTA IIITO OOUYHO 'O
BpIIIEJIE KEHH, CEe IIOBP3YBAJIO CO 3aKOIMOT U TAKAUKUTE
obpenu kou 1o JepUHUIA]A Ce TIOBP3yBaaT Co 3arajy-
Bambe U BasKkame (Alexiou 2002: 10). IToumor enazucma
(evayiopa) e usBefieH o7 360poT azoc (&yoc), uue
3HaUEHhEe € 3allPeIacTyBauKo BajiKamhe, HeraTHBHO Ta0y,
MOpaJTHa T'a/IOCT IITO Ipousserysa o 3octop. (Liddell-
Scott 1968; Parker 1983: 5, 18, 322-23). CIpOTUBHOTO
3HaUYeme CO/P:KaHO BO 360poT xazHoc (oryvoc), cBeTo
1 4HCTO, € U3BeJIeHO 0] 360poT azoc (aryot, UCTO KaKO
U eHa2ucma, 300p IITO 3HAYU MOPAJHO OOro60jazHO
[IPUHECYBahe KPTBU Ha (XTOHCKUTE) OOKECTBEHU CHJIH
(Mouliner 1950: 9, 16).

JacHO e [IeKa ITOCTOM IIPOTHBPEYHOCT BO IIOMMOT 3a
CBETOCT IIITO ce COPIKH BO 360poT xazHoc (ayvoc). OBaa
IIPOTHBPEYHOCT MPOU3JIETyBa Of (PAKTOT JeKa Xa2HOC
e uU3BeJieHKa o azoc (ayoc) umm xazoc (ayoc), Koj ce
O/IHECYBa Ha KOHKPETEH THII Ba/IKathe U ITpecTail. BropoBo
ce IOBP3yBa CO AOMUPAbETO MPTBO TEJIO HJIN CO JOTTHPOT
CO yKaJIEHHUTE, CO parambeTo WX JOMUPOT CO JIyI'eTO BO
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other hand, the offerings of wine, honey, water, dried
fruits and crops, is always intended for the dead and the
infernal goods (Alexiou 2002: 9-10, 16, 32; Mouliner
1950: 209, 210, 73, 111, 80-81, 109). The hiereia always
yields into a holocaustos (oAokoucToc) — burning of the
sacrificed, dead animal that can be, in the mythology, also
human. This is a clean, unpolluted and non-polluting
sacrifice — it brings in the light or reason, the logos and
the polis. This is a sacrifice of annihilation, effacement,
burning to the ashes of the bloody mess of the biological
life. Upon the plane of pure meaning that is left behind
after the incineration of the sacrificially killed embodied
life, Logos that equals Polis is built (Vernant 1982: 50).

The enagisma, the offerings in liquids and food to the
dead and to the gods of death, normally performed by
women is related to burial and mourning rituals that are
by definition related to pollution and defilement (Alexiou
2002: 10). The term enagisma (evayiopa) is derived
from the word agos (&yoc) which means defilement that
is owe-provoking, a negative taboo, moral pollution that
is the result of crime (Liddell-Scott, 1968; Parker 1983:
5, 18, 322-23). The opposite meaning contained in the
word hagnos (ayvoc) — sacred and pure — is derived from
the word agos (&yoc); and so is enagisma, a word which
means moral, god-observing practice of due sacrifice to
the (chthonic) divine powers (Mouliner 1950: 9, 16).

Clearly there is ambivalence in the notion of sacred which
is contained precisely in the word hagnos (ayvoc). The
ambivalence in question consists in the fact that hagnos
(ayvoc) is derived from the agos (&yoc) or hagos
(&yoc which refers to a specific type of defilement and
transgression. The latter relates to being in touch with
a dead body or being in touch with those affected by

79 ]




80|

Katerina Kolozova Sheer Life Revolting

YHj JOM UMaJo poxkba, cO CKBEPHABEHETO XPAMOBH U
KPIIEeTO HAT0JIEMHUTE Ta0ya KAKO POIOCKBEPHABEHETO,
y6HCTBOTO U yOMBameTo Ha corcTBeHuTte poxurenu. Co
ZIpyTu 300pOBH, BAJIKAKETO BO (X)azoc ce moBp3yBa €O
IIPECTAIyBAETO HA TPAHUIUTE IITO ja AedUHHPAAT
[[UBIJIN3AIHjaTa, CO IIPera3yBameTo Ha I[PTUTE KOU 'O
HCKJIy4yBaaT CETO OHA IITO TH JleCTabuIn3upa pa3yMoT
U TIOPEIOKOT (T.€. BOCIIOCTaBEHATa HOPMAJIHOCT).

(X)azoc, BCyIIHOCT, Ce OZIHECYBA HA IIPECTAITyBAmbETO Ha
TPaHUIINTE HAa Pa3yMOT, Ha 3aKOHOT, Ha ITOJIyIIPOSHPHOTO
TpaHCIEHIEHTHO — 3aYeKOPYBaETO OTaj/ie MparoT Ha
3HauemweTo U Ha Ilopemokor. Xaoc HaBHUpa Kora Ke ce
[IOMATaT IPAaHUIINTE KOU ' TapAHTHUPA IPUAPIKYBAHETO
KOH Tabyata. /lo /lecTabrin3uparme Ha TPAHUIUTE IIITO
ro kpenat 3akoHoT u CumbGoinuor Ilopemok moara
nopazu OJM3WHATA WIK JOIUPOT CO ,,0HOJIOIIKOTO®
— WM Kako pesysarat Ha CTBapHOTO — Ha JKHBOTOT BO
norpeOHU, BEHYJIHH U POAWIHHM Npwinku. O6penute
3a Gesexxerbe U pa3bupare Ha TPUTE BUJOBU HACTAHH,
OZTHOCHO TIOCTAIIKUTe HA BHHINYBamke BO CHMOOJIHOTO,
ja UMaaT pedyHcH HCTaTa CTPYKTYpa U TEPMUHOJIOTH]A
3a HMeEHyBame Ha JIeJIOBUTE HAa CBOjaTa CTPYKTypa
(Rehm 1994: 22ff). Ha npumep, 36opoT kédeia 3Hauu
U norpeb u 3Apy)KyBame (HHU3 Opak) M POIUTEJICTBO,
noneka kédeud 3Hauu cperyBarbe HEBECTa UJIM MPTOBEII,
HO U CKJIydyBame cojy3 Ipeky Opak (Alexiou 2002:
10). ITorpeboT, BeHUaBKaTa U parameTo ce IPUTOIU Ha
HeIocpeaHa cpezida co OHa IIITO CEKOTalll BeKe ¥ 6era Ha
cuMOoJIM3anujara — ITo para U CTPAaBOTIOYHT U TPO3€Ehe,
IITO € Ha TrpaHHUIlaTa HAa HACWJICTBOTO U KpBaBaTa
OpYTaJTHOCT Ha ITOYHYBAHETO U OKOHUYBAHETO YKUBOT.

OHa mTO HEe MOXe Ja ce CHMOOJIM3Wpa € Toa IITO
HEIOCPEeTHO YYeCcTByBa BO 3JIOBECHOTO, BO PeasiHOTO;
[TorsieoT KoH T0Oj ,,CBET OTajle 3amuciara (imaginatio),”
BO KOj HeMa Jasuk, HUTy 3Hak, Huty Eikon, mpenus-
BHKyBa MTapaJIM3UpavKa cTpaBorovyur. Toa e cTojayui-

mourning, to giving birth or being in touch with members
of a household where a birth took place, to violating
temples and to braking of the great taboos of incest,
murder or parricide. In other words, the defilement of
(h)agos is related to the transgression of the boundaries
that define civilization, stepping across the lines of
exclusion of everything that destabilizes sense and order
(i.e., the established normality).

(H)agos is, in fact, about transgressing the boundaries
of reason, of Law, of the translucent Transcendental —
stepping across the threshold of Meaning and Order.
Chaos is provoked by the blurring of boundaries that are
guaranteed by the observance of taboos. Destabilization
of the boundaries that ground the Law and the Symbolic
Order takes place as the result of closeness to or being
in touch with the “biological” — or of the Real — of Life
in occasions of funeral, wedding and birth. The rites —
i.e., the practices of inscription into the Symbolic — of
marking and making sense of the three types of events
have virtually the same structure and terminology to
name the components of the structure (Rehm 1994:
22ff). For example, the word kédeia means both funeral
and alliance (through marriage) and parenthood,
whereas kédeud means to tend a bride or a corpse but
also to establish an alliance through marriage (Alexiou
2002: 10). Funeral, wedding and birth are instances of
direct encounter with that which always already escapes
symbolization — which provokes owe and disgust at the
same time, which is on the border of violence and the
bloody brutality of beginning and end of life.

The un-symbolizable is that which participates directly
in the Uncanny, in the Real; the Glance at this “World-
beyond-Imagination,” in which there is no Language, no
Sign or Eikon, inspires a paralyzing owe. It is that stance
of staring into the bare eye of full reality. It is the blinding
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TETO O] KaJle YOBEK Ce BSHPA IIPaBO BO OYHUTE HA CyIIITaTa
crBapHOCT. Toa e 3acjienyBavYKHoT Mories BO PeaslHOTO
— cocToj6a BO Koja curHudUKaIMjara e moIycra, itonoc
IIITO MO2Ke J]a TO Hacesat caMmo OoxkecTBa. ETe 30111TO BO
IPUYKOTO CJIMKApCTBO (Ha Bazu) Jlnonuc wiu 'oprona wiu
YOBEK JIMIIEH O] padyM (Ha Ip. HEKO]j MHjaH) CeKorarl
ce cJIMKaaT aH-dac, 10ieKka HOpMaJTHOTO MPUKAKYBahe
e Bo mpodmn (Vernant 1990; Vernant 1995). OBa 3a
CMPTHHUITUTE HEIOCTHKHO IIAPCTBO M IOpayje Koe
HHUKOTAIll HE TO Orpeajia CBeTJIMHATAa Ha pPa3yMoT,
OBa MeCTO-HEMECTO, BO IpyKaTa peJUrdja OOMYHO e
MeCTO Ha MPTBUTE, HA XTOHCKHTEe OOTOBU U Ha OOTOT
Ha mpecramnoT, Jluonuc. I Tokmy Ha Tue 60KEeCTBEHH
CUJIA UM ce IpUHecyBaaT enagismata, no/ieka KpBHUTE
’KPTBH, T.€. hiereiea cu ce pe3epBUpPaHU 32 OJTUMITUCKHUTE
6oroBu. V1 BTOpHBE CO CTPABOIIOUHT CE COOUYBaaT CO OBOJ
Jle1 Ha 0oskectBeHOTO. CpeiuinTeTo Ha ApeBHA I'priyja,
KaKo IITO He moTceryBa Bypkepr, e kameHoT OMdas BO
Hendu, a Toa e MecTo Ha JTUOAIUH, T.€. HA IPUHECYBAbE
enagismata (Burkert 1977: 125).

Arambena ro 30yHyBa JBOjHaTa CMHUCJIA HA IMTOUMOT
,sacer® BO CJIy4ajoT Ha PUMCKAaTa BEPCKO-TIOJIUTHYKA
UHCTUTYIMja ,homo sacer”. (Agamben 1998: 71-74).
Homo sacer e 4OBEK KHUTOCAaH CO 3araieHOCT MOpajiu
[IPECTAIYBAIbETO HA TPAHUIUTE HA YOBEIITBOTO KOU '
yTBpAMIa OOKeCTBeHaTa BJIACT: KOTa CTOPHJI 3JI0CTOP
IITO Tozpa3bupa MpeKpIyBame Ha Hekoe Taby (Kako
Ha IpuMep yOHCTBO), TOj CTAamHAJ BO IMOZpadje IITO
MOJKe /Ia UM IIpuIiafa camo Ha 6oroBute. I'0 U3rHACHIIO
CBETOTO IIITO € HEIOCTAITHO, HEU3YCTIMBO U HEMUCIUMO.
IIpecramyBambeTo Ha TPAHHUIUTE HA YOBEYKOTO
M W3THACYBamheTo IPeKy /OINHUp CO I[ApCTBOTO Ha
002KECTBEHOTO € HajBUCOKHOT OOJIMK Ha 3JI0CTOPCTBO U
3arajiyBame, Oujiejku cBeToTo e adyton-ot wiu abaton-
OT, HEIOCTalHOTO, W arrheton-ot, HEU3yCTJIUBOTO
(Burkert 1977: 403). OHOj mTO Ke ro /06He CcTaTycoT
,Nomo sacer” ce 3arajiuJj co 3JI0CTOPOT IIPECTAMYBAEHE BO
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gaze into the Real — the instance where signification
fails, a topos that can be inhabited only by gods. That is
why in Greek (vase) painting Dionysus or the Gorgon or
a person devoid of reason (i.e. a drunk person) is always
presented en-face whereas the normal representation
is always in profile (Vernant 1990; Vernant 1995). This
realm beyond the reach of mortals and a territory upon
which the light of reason is never cast, this place that is
a non-place, in Greek religion, is usually the place of the
dead, of the chthonic gods and of the god of transgression
Dionysus. And it is to these divine powers that the
enagismata are offered, while the blood sacrifices, i.e.,
the hiereiea, remain reserved for the Olympic gods. The
latter also stand in awe in the face of this domain of the
divine. The center of the world in Greek Antiquity is, as
Burkert reminds us, the Omphalos Stone in Delphi — and
this is a place of libations, i.e., of enagismata offerings
(Burkert 1977: 125).

Agamben is puzzled by the double sense of the notion
of “sacer” in the case of the Roman religious-political
institution of “homo sacer” (Agamben 1998:71-74). Homo
sacer is a man marked by the pollution of transgressing
the boundaries of humanity as stipulated by the divine
authority: through committing a crime that implies a
violation of ataboo (such asamurder), he has stepped into
a territory that can only belong to the gods. He is defiled
by the sacred that is the inaccessible, the unutterable
and the unthinkable. Transgression of the boundaries
of human and defilement by coming into contact with
the realm of the divine is the highest form of crime and
pollution, since the sacred is the adyton or abaton, the
inaccessible, and the arrheton, the unutterable (Burkert
1977: 403). The one who acquires the status of “homo
sacer” has been polluted by the crime of stepping into
the agos — into the topos beyond reason, the impossible

T
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agos-ot — BO tOpOS-OT OTajie Pa3yMOT, HEBO3MOKHOTO
MecTO OTaZle Ja3uKOT, B3aIlTO CTOPWI HEU3YCTIUB
3JI0CTOP ¥ YHH IIITO UM IPHUIIara caMmo Ha OeCMPTHUTE.
Co npyru 360pOBH, CTAITHAJ BO IIAPCTBOTO HA CBETHUTE.

JloafaweTo BO 3a0paHETHOT HEMOCPEJEH JOMUP
— T.e. MPEKy B3JIOCTOp — CO CBETOTO IIPEIU3BUKyBa
JlecTabuan3anyja Ha TPAHUIHUTE Mely CMPTHOTO U
6ecMpTHOTO. Uy0TO Ha IMOMATyBakhe Ha TPAHUIUTE
Mely [iBaTa cBeTa camo 1o cebe e 3amperacryBayka
IIpojaBa Ha cBETOTO (OTHOCHO, HA HETOBOTO HABJIETYBAIHE
BO CBETOT Ha CMPTHUIINTE). BakBaTa KOHKpETHA ITpojaBa
Ha CBETOTO ce BUKa agos. Enagisma e 3060p usBeneH
o1l agos. Jla ce moTrcetrMe, ce OJHECYBa Ha 0OpPEIHOTO
IIPUHECYBalkhe JapOBH Ha XTOHCKUTE OOTOBM M Ha
MptBute. ITokpaj ubanuuTe MITO TPAAUIIHMOHATIHO UM
ce MpUHECYBaJie HA MPTBUTE M Ha OOTOBUTE MOBP3aHU
CO CMPTTa M CO BOCKDECHYBAFhETO, Ha HEKOU XTOHCKH
GoroBu UM ce IPUHECYBaJIE U IPYTH JapoBu. Ha mpumep,
Ha KPCTOTaTUTe BO ATHHA JKEHUTE U OCTaBajie Ha XeKaTa
pasHo-paseH cMmeT o1 joMa (Alexiou 2002: 16). OHa 1ITO
OMJI0 Ha TpaHUIAaTa Mery ,,4CTOTO"  ,,BAJIKAHOTO, Mery
YPEIHOTO ¥ HEYPEHOTO, YKe U33eMahe MPETCTABYBAJIO
YMH HA pa3TpaHUYyBatbe Ha YMHOTO U 3ayMHOTO, JKEHUTE
11 TO TpUHECyBaJie Kako enagisma Ha OoxkuIilaTa Ha
LpHUTE BpaxkOu - Xekara. JIubanuure, wiu enagismata,
3a MPTBUTE U 3a XTOHCKUTe O0kecTBa Ousie oOpesHO-
)KPTBEHH YHHOJEjCTBHja 3a KOW 10 JeduHHUIUja
Owie 3aI0JKEHU JKEHUTeE, /J07leKa KPBHUTE KPTBU Ha
OJINMITUCKUTE OGOTOBH MM T'l MIPUHECYBaJIe UCKIYIHUBO
maku (Burkert 1983, Parker 1983, Alexiou 2002).

Agos-0T ce TOBp3yBa co Oe3/1HaTa Ha 60KECTBEHOTO — CO
I[PHATajaMa Ha HEMUCJIUMOTO IIITO T FOJITA CMPTHUIIUTE.
Agos e MecTOoTO Kajie 60roBUTE JIOTOCOHOCIH 01 OTUMIT
3aCTaHyBaarT Co CTPABOIIOYHT; BO AjcxmioBaTta Opecitiuja
ce300pyBa3aCKIyINBaTa BJIACTKOja IPEJOTUMITUCKUTE
Oo>kecTBa ja MMajie HAJ[ IPECTAIllyBameTO Ha agos-oOT,

place beyond Language, since he/she has committed
an unutterable crime and an act permitted only to the
immortals. In other words, he/she has stepped into the
territory of the sacred.

Coming into the prohibited direct contact — i.e., through
crime — with the sacred provokes destabilization of the
boundaries between mortal and immortal. The marvel
of blurring the boundaries between the two worlds is in
itself an owe-provoking manifestation of the sacred (that
is, its incursion into the world of the mortals). This sort
of instantiation of the sacred is called agos. Enagisma
is a term derived from agos. Let us remind ourselves, it
refers to a ritual offering consecrated to the chthonic gods
and to the dead. Apart from the libations traditionally
offered to the dead and to the gods related to death and
resurrection, to some chthonic gods other offerings were
submitted as well. For example, at the crossroads of
Athens women left sweepings from the house of all sorts
of refuse as to Hekate (Alexiou 2002: 16). That which
lies at the border between “clean” and “dirty,” between
orderly and disorderly, that whose exclusion represents
an act of delineation between sense and beyond-sense is
what women used to submit as enagisma to the goddess
of black magic — Hekate. Libations or enagismata to the
dead and to the chthonic divinities were acts of ritual
sacrifice which were by definition performed by women,
whereas the blood sacrifice offered to the Olympians was
performed by men exclusively (Burkert 1983, Parker
1983, Alexiou 2002).

The agos relates to the abyss of the divine — to that black
hole of the unthinkable that devours the mortals. Agos
is the point at which even the logos-bringing gods of
Olympus stop in owe; Aeschylus’ Orestia speaks about
the exclusive authority the pre-Olympic divinities had
over transgressions of agos such as e.g. matricide (and
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KaKo, Ha IIPUMEP, MajKoyOHCTBOTO (M 3a MOJIUTHYKATA
O6opba Ha oJIMMIIUCKUTE OOKeCTBa J1a ce 10bepar 710 Jiest
0/I Taa BJIACT). AKO U3BPIIIN YOUCTBO, POJOCKBEPHHUE HUJIH
aKo cu ybue poauTes, YOBEK He CTaHyBa caMoO yOuerl,
TYKY U OJIMIIETBOPEHHE Ha HEMCKAXKIMBa rHacocT. Homo
sacer e HEKOj U3THACEH CO agos. 3arajieH e. 3aToa U He
MOXKe JIa UM ce IpHHece Ha 60oroBuTe Kako »KprtBa. Of
JIpyra cTpaHa, TOj € CBeT: Bp3 cebe T HOCH Tparure Ha
agos-ot; MoHAaTaMy, ¥ CAMHOT CTaHaJI HeroBa Tpara.

3a ybuctBoTO Ha homo sacer HeMa 3aMHCJIMBA Ka3Ha
3allITO OHOj IITO OM yOWJI CBET YOBEK U CAMHUOT OU ce
3arafiy co agos-or. Ho, Taka e ¥ 3aImITo HETOBHOT
JKUBOT Ha 3eMjaTa Cera e TOJI »KUBOT, YOBEUKHU KHBOT
JIVIIIEH O] YOBelITUHA. Bo aymiata my ribapHaia agos-
or. IIperpnena 4dymoBuirHa mnpeobpa3dba — Beke He e
yoBeuka rncuxa. Co MpeKpIIyBabeTO Ha CBETOTO, TOKMY
kako Exun Bo Edun Ha Koaow ox Codoxie, homo sacer
BeKe UM e II0CBeTeH Ha GOTOBUTE; CBETOTO IIITO OTCEra ro
HOCH Ha cebe KaKO CBOj COCTaBEH JIeJI € agos-0T. 3aToa,
TOj HE MO2Ke JIa ITO/IJIE’KH Ha hiereia, Ha KpBHA KPTBA IIITO
UM ce TIpUHeCyBa Ha oJuMIuckute 6orosu. YKus agos
Mely >KUBUTE, OBOILIOTYBalb€ Ha 32 YOBEKA 3ayMHOTO
IIITO Cera TaJIKa IOJ] COHIIETO KO€ 0 OIPeBa MOJIKCOT, TOj
HeMa HUKAaKBa Ipyra yJIora OCBeH /ia ce poJieBa (fa 6uze
enagisma) Kako 00ecY0BEYEHO YOBEUKO CTPA/IAhE IIITO
UM ce IPUHeCYBa Ha oJTUMIKCcKuTe 60oroBu. Co YMHOT Ha
IIOCBETYBakbe Ha AgOS-0T, IPECTAITHUKOT ce Mpeobpasui
BO M30aBHUTeJ, JIEK 3a YoBeukuTe aymu — pharmakon
(Sophocles O.C. 21:12).

ITokpaj ynorara Ha pharmakon mrto ro 3amocemHan
agos-ot, homo sacer e paHeTO TeJl0 W paHeTa AyIla
JiIeHa of 4oBeuku o6uk. Toj e 3ajyHSaH, paHET U
PaHJIUB TOJI >KUBOT JIKIIEH O] YOBEIITHHA.
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of the political struggle of the Olympians to gain a share
of this authority). Through committing a murder, incest
or a parricide one does not become a mere criminal, one
becomes an incarnation of defilement beyond words.
Homo sacer is somebody defiled by agos. He is polluted.
Hence he cannot be offered as a sacrifice to the gods.
On the other hand, he is sacred: he bears the traces of
agos upon himself; moreover, he has become himself the
trace of it.

Murdering a homo sacer is beyond punishment because
the one who would kill a sacred person would himself
already be polluted by the agos. But also because his life
on the earth is a bare life, a human life stripped of hu-
manity. His soul has been invaded by the agos. It has un-
dergone a monstrous transformation — it is no longer a
human psyche. Through the violation of the sacred, just
like Oedipus in Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus, the homo
sacer has already been consecrated to the gods; the sa-
cred he has come to bear as a constitutive part of himself
is the agos. Therefore, he cannot be subject to hiereia,
to a blood sacrifice offered to the Olympians. As a liv-
ing agos among the living, as the instantiation of that-
which-is-beyond-human-reason wandering under the
sun that illuminates the polis, he has no other role than
to be the flux (an enagisma) of dehumanized human suf-
fering offered to the gods. Through the act of consecra-
tion of the agos, the transgressor has been transformed
into a redeemer, a cure of human souls — a pharmakon
(Sophocles O.C. 21:12).

Apart from the role of a pharmakon invaded by agos,
homo sacer is a wounded body and a wounded soul
stripped of human form. He is a wandering, wounded
and vulnerable bare life devoid of humanity.
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3. PannuBocTa wTo ja npeAaycnoByBa YOBELWTHHATA

Bo Hecueypen scusoiti (2006) u Bo Pacnaeiiysare Ha
poooili (2004), Ilynut Batep ce 3adaka co mpariamero
Ha HEMOTO CTpaJlatbé Ha OHHE YHU KUBOTH, YUU
»JbyOOBU U 3aryou” craHase ,HectBapHu“ (Butler 2004:
27, 2006: 36). beariacHOTO CcTpazilake W HCXOTHOTO
YYBCTBO Ha Jepeaju3anyja e pe3yiarar Ha (aKTOT
JleKa Toa ce Jiyfe UCKJIyYeHU OJi €HO ,YHUBEP3aTHO"
YUTJINBO IIOCPe/lyBalkbe HA HHUBHUTE HCKYCTBA.
HemaaT mpucramn 710 ja3UYHHUTE CPeACTBA HA I7I00THO
JIOMUHAHTHUTE JUCKypCcH KOM OW THU HaIpaBuie
HUBHUTE JINYHU HAPATHBU YHUBEP3AJHO COOMIIT/IMBU.
OBue 4YOBeukr 3aryOm IIpeTpIieie Jepeayn3alyja
0/l IOMHUHAHTHUTE JUCKYPCH BO KOU He ycIieBaar Jia
nobujaT 3Hauerme, TBpAU batiep (Butler 2004: 25, 27).
JbyboBuTe 1 3arybuTte 3a KOM CTaHyBa HEMOXKHO Jia ce
00e30e1u apTUKyJaldja BO PaMKUTe Ha YHUBEP3AJIHO
COONIITJINBUTE JIUCKYPCHU ce JbyOOBHUTE U 3aryOuTe Ha
He COCceMa yYHUBEP3aJIHHUTe YOBEYKH HCKYCTBa, a TOA
Ce aHOMAaJIHWTEe XKHMBOTH Ha JbyOOB W crpagame (cf.
Butler 2006: 33-34); BTOpPOBO IIpeTCcTaByBa {iONOC IITO
ro HacejayBaaT Pa3HU OTEJIOTBOPEHU KUBOTH KOU TO
HapyllyBaaT U My 0eraaT Ha OHA IITO C€ BOCTOJIHMYIUIIO
cebecu kako HopmasHOo, eqHa pasHOBHAHA Tpyma Ha
,HEHOPMaJIHU“ OTEJIOTBOPEHU CYOjeKTH Mery KOW Ce U
KBUP JIyTeTo 1 6e30pojHUTe 1 Oe3UMEHUTE MATIECTUHCKHI
»kptBH (Butler 2006: 35-36).

CTpyKTypHHUTE 3aKOHHU Ha ,pa30UPJIUBUTE AUCKypCH”
T'Yl IpaBarT 3aryouBe Oe3HAYajHU, 3aI1ITO HE MOXKAT /1A Ce
umeHyeaaill, a OTTyYKa He MOXKe HU /Ia UM Ce IPUIIHIIe
BPEZTHOCT, HA HAYMH YUTJIUB CIIOpEJ, YHUBEP3AIHO
(T.e. r106ATHO) AOMUHAHTHUTE JUCKYPCH, OJIHOCHO
JIUCKYpCUTE HA HOpPMasIHOCTAa. ,Pa30oupanBo“ e oHa
IITO € MUCJIWBO U 3aMUCIUBO CIIOpef, TIJI00aIHO
JOMHUHAHTHUOT Mozes Ha HopmartuBHocra. Toa 3Haumn

3. Vulnerability Preconditioning Humanity

In Precarious Life (2006) and in Undoing Gender
(2004), Judith Butler tackles the question of the mute
suffering of the ones whose lives, whose “loves and
losses” have been rendered “unreal”(Butler 2004: 27;
2006: 36). The silent suffering and the ensuing sense
of derealization is the result of the fact that these are
people precluded from “universally” legible mediation
of their experiences. They do not have access to the
linguistic means of the globally dominant discourses
that would render their personal narratives universally
communicable. These human losses have suffered de-
realization by the dominant discourses within which they
do not succeed to gain meaning, claims Butler (2004:
25, 27). The loves and the losses for which it remains
impossible to provide articulation within the universally
communicable discourses are the loves and losses of the
not-completely-universally-human experiences, these
are anomalous lives of love and suffering (cf. Butler
2006: 33-34); the latter represents a topos inhabited
by a variety of embodied lives that disrupt and elude
what institutes itself as the Normal, a diverse group of
“abnormal” embodied agencies that include queer people
as well as the countless and nameless Palestinian victims
(Butler 2006: 35-36).

The structural laws of the “intelligible discourses” render
these losses meaningless, since they cannot be named
— and, hence, ascribed value — in a legible way of the
universally (i.e., globally) dominant discourses, that is,
the discourses of normality. The “intelligible” is that
which is thought and thinkable according to the globally
dominant model of Normativity. This means that the
“intelligible” and the “normal” can also be “sensitive to the
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JleKa ,,pa30upPIUBOTO U ,,HOPMAJTHOTO MOXKAT /1a OuaT
U ,YYBCTBUTEJIHH 3a KyJITypHaTa pasyuka“ Oumejku
JIOMHMHAHTHaTa HOpMa MOJKe Ja peld Bo cebe aa To
WHTErpupa ,I0YUTyBaeTo Ha pasyiukute”. Ila cemak,
Tarara 3a 3arugHarture IlajiecTUHIM He Modice 0a ce
uMeHyea 3alITo OHHE IITO 300pyBaaT O/ CTOjaJIUIITETO
Ha JIOMUHAHTHUTE JUCKYPCH, O/ M€ Ha YHUBEP3AJTHO
Pa30UPIIUBOTO He MOXcaill 0a 2u UMeHYy8aaill >KPTBUTE.
3BYKOT Ha THE UMUba € HENTPEIIO3HAT/INB, HEPAa3TrOBETEH
— TOA Ce UMHbA IIITO ,Y0BEK I'M 3abopaBa“, THe UMHUIbA
UM Ce lllewKu 3a U3roBapame Ha OHHE IIITO MOXKaT Ja
300pyBaaT oJi UMeTO Ha cuTe Hac. Telko zeka Toa ce
»CTBADHU UMUHA“.

UyBCTBOTO HA KUBEEH€ JKUBOT JIMIIEH Of] 3Haueme
ZIlyp! ¥ BO HETOBUTE KPAjHO EKCTATUIHU U APAMaTUIHU
MUTOBH, YyBCTBOTO Ha OTCYTHOCT O ,OHA IITO KUMa
cMUCIA“, ypu W KOra YOBEK € Ha BPBOT O CBOETO
’KUBOTHO OCTBapyBalb€ WIHM BO jaMaTa Ha HAjTYYHUOT
11471 BO JKUBOTOT, € UCKYCTBO Ha JINIIIEHOCT O/ CTBAPHOCT.
BesnauajHocTa e HecTBapHa BO HEM30EKHO 3HAKOBHO
ycrpoeHara crBapHocT. OBue 3arybu UM jaJJoBU He ce
IIpeTCTaBeHH, 32 HUB He ce 300pyBa, Ia, Benu batep,
HEBO3MOJKHO € jaBHO Ja ce oruiakyBaar (Butler 2006:
37-39) — He ce BIUIIAHU BO KOJIEKTUBHHOT HApaTHB.
Hemaat cBoe mecTo BO 3ammuciuBaTa cTBapHOCT. Hum
He UM e JI03BOJIEH IIPHCTAII 10 CTBAPHOCTA IIITO MOKE /14
ce 3aMHCJIH U 32 KOja MoKe Jia ce 36opyBa. Co HUBHOTO
HEVMeHyBae, CTAaHaJIe HECTBAPHU. YTHETYBAHETO HE €
caMo MOJIUTHYKO. Bo TOj MuT Beke cTaHyBa OHTOJIOIIKO.

3a pma nmobue mpuCTall 0 CTBAapHOCTA, YOBEK MoOpa Jaa
Jlobuie Tpucram A0 ,YHUBEP3aJHO“ (JIOMHHAHTHO H
HOPMATHBHO) YHUTJIHUBUTE JUCKYpCU. V3ycTyBameTo
Ha COIICTBeHaTa 00JIKa, Ha COICTBEHHOT jaJi U Ha COI-
CTBEHaTa 3aryba Mopa Ja ce 3/100ue CO UHTIHBOCT
BO paMKHTe Ha IIOCTOJHUTE HOPMAJIHH/HOPMATHBHHU
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cultural difference” since the dominant norm can decide
to integrate within itself “the respect for difference.”
Still the grief for the killed Palestinians cannot be
named because the ones who speak from the instance
of the dominant discourses, on behalf of the universally
understandable cannot name the victims. The sound
of these names is unrecognizable, indiscernible — these
are names that “one forgets,” these names are difficult
(hard) to pronounce by those who can speak on behalf of
all of us. These are hardly “real names.”

The sense of living a life that is deprived of meaning
even in its most ecstatic and most dramatic moments,
of being absent from “What-Makes-Sense” even when
one is at the peak of a lifetime accomplishment or in the
pit of a life’s most serious downfall is an experience of
being deprived of reality. Meaningless is unreal in the
inescapably eikonically constituted reality. These losses
and grief are not represented, they are not talked of, and
it is impossible to publicly mourn them, claims (Butler
2006: 37-39) — they are not inscribed into the collective
narrative. They have no place in the imaginable reality.
They are banned access from the reality that can be
imagined and talked of. By not naming them they
have been rendered unreal. The oppression is not only
political. At this point it becomes ontological.

In order to gain access to reality one ought to gain access
to the “universally” (dominantly and normatively) legible
discourses. One’s voicing about one’s pain, grief and loss
ought to acquire legibility within the existing normal/
normative discourses in order render meaningful and
legitimize one’s dissonant (“subaltern”) narrative.

-]
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JIUCKYPCH 3a Jia TO BJJaXHE CO CMHUCJIA U JIETUTUMUTET
COTICTBEHHMOT JIUCOHAHTEH (,,cybanTepeH”) HapaTUB.

Bo moryiaBjeTo co HacsioB ,HacusicTBo, OIIaKyBame,
nonutuka“ ox Hecueypen ocusoit, Ilynur bBatiep
NUIIYBAa:

ITa xora BesMMe JieKa CEKOe JIeTe CEKAKO € PaHJIUBO,
jacHO e /leka Toa € TOYHO; HO, TOYHO €, JIEJIyMHO, 3aIlTO
M3YCTYBAHETO 'O HOCH TOKMY IIPH3HAHUETO 32 CJ1a00CTa U CO
TOA ja MOKa)KyBa BAKHOCTA HA CaMOTO Ipu3HaHue [...] OBaa
pamka, 6yarojlapeHre Ha Koja HOpMHUTE Ha IPU3HAHUETO
Ce CYILITHMHCKHU 32 KOHCTHTYHPAHETO HA PAHJIMBOCTA KaKO
MIPEJTyCIIOB 32 ,,YOBEUKOTO", € Ba’KHA TOKMY IIOPA/I¥ Taa IpH-
YKHA, UMEHO, 3aIlITO HU TpebaaT THe HOPMH M cakaMe Ja
IOCTOjaT, 3aIITO ce GOPHUME JIa ce BOCIIOCTABAT U o IIEHUMe
HUBHOTO TPajHO U MpOIKpeHo fejcTBo (Butler 2006: 43).

[TpusHaHMETO cexozawl 8exe e omepalyja Ha Ja3wKOT:
TOa € omepalyja Ha euKoHOill, Ha 3HAKOT (BU3YEJIHUOT
WIN BepOATHHUOT/TeKCcTyaTHUOT). Toa e pe3yaTraT of
03HAUYYBAaWEeTO CO Koe ce fojeiyBa 3Hak. Cropes nu-
TUPAHUOB Iacyc, HeuWja PAHJIUBOCT U HeYHja paHa,
HeroBaTa Tara W HeroBara 3aryba Mopa jga mobujar
IIPUCTAI /IO IITUPOKO U IMPETEKHO YUTINBUTE AUCKYPCH
3a J1la Io0ujaT JIETUTHMUTET Jla Ce CMETaaT 3a TaKBH.
BrmipouewMm, 3a s1a To 100M€e CTAaTycOT HA PAHJIUBO OUTHE,
YOBEK MOpa /Ia CU ja MpeBeJie COICTBEHATa PAHIUBOCT
HA ja3WK IITO TO FOBOPAT OHUE IITO IO KOHCTUTYUPAaT
II0JIETO HA CTBAPHOCTA — T.€. OHA IIITO CE NPU3HABA KAKO
CTBApHOCT KOja e (HopMaTUBHUOT) CBET HA HOPMAJIHOCTA.
Co npyru 300pOBH, CTBAPHOCTA e KOHCTUTYHPA BP3 YUH
Ha npusHaHue. Toa e moeHTata mTo baTiep jacHo ja
M3HeCyBa BO IUTHPAHUOH TacCyC.

Ho, Bo umcTmOT macyc ce BeJIM W HENITO JIPYTO IITO
ocobeHO Ou cakasia Jla To uctpakam. Toa e MCKa3 Koj
€ BHUJ/JINBO MPEJIEBAaHTEH 32 Te3ara IITO ja H3HECyBa

In the Chapter titled “Violence, Mourning, Politics” of
Precarious Life, Judith Butler writes:

So when we say that every infant is surely vulnerable, that
is clearly true; but it is true, in part, precisely because our
utterance enacts the very recognition of vulnerability and so
shows the importance of recognition itself [...] This frame-
work, by which norms of recognition are essential to the
constitution of vulnerability as a precondition of the “hu-
man,” is important precisely for this reason, namely, that we
need and want those norms to be in place, that we struggle
for their establishment, and that we value their continuing
and expanded operation. (2006: 43)

Recognition is always already an operation of Language:
it is an operation of the eikon, of the sign (visual or
verbal/textual). It is the result of signification assigning
significance. According to the quoted paragraph, one’s
vulnerability and one’s wound, one’s grief and loss
ought to gain access into the widely and dominantly
legible discourse/s in order to obtain legitimacy to be
considered as such. In fact, in order to acquire the status
of a vulnerable being one has to translate one’s own
vulnerability into a language that is spoken by those who
constitute the field of reality — i.e., what is recognized
as reality which is the (Normative) World of Normality.
In other words, reality is constituted upon an act of
recognition. This is a point that Butler clearly makes in
the paragraph just quoted.

Yet, there is another enunciation present in the cited
paragraph that I am particularly interested in exploring.
It is a statement which is obviously irrelevant for the
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Batsiiep, HO Bpenu fAa ce pasryesa 3apajul IIOEHTaTa
IITO ce TPyAaM Jia ja Joka)kaM Tyka. Ha moyeTokor
O/l IIUTATOT Ce yIaTyBa Ha HENITO IITO ce CMeTa 3a
3/IpaBOpa3yMcKa OUUIJIeIHA BUCTHUHA, T.€. HEIIITO IITO Ce
»Ionpasoupa”“. Tokmy Toa mITO ,.ce moApasbupa u 3aToa
He Bpe/IH HU /Ia ce pasrjie/ia TEOPUCKU IO HaMeTHYBa
IIPAIIaHeTO KAKO Taa M0Ipa30 M PIIMBOCT CE BOCTOINIYBA,
JIETUTUMHUPA U cTabminsupa (HO U ce JecTabrian3upa).
ITonpasbupsmBaTa BUCTHHA IITO ja HaBenyBa batsep e
CJIeJIHaBa: ,I1a KOra BeJIUMe JleKa CeKOoe JIeTe CeKaKo e
PaHJIUBO, jaCHO € JIeKa TOA € TOYHO“. A TIOHATaMy BEJIU:
,TOYHO €, IeJIyMHO, TOKMY 3aIIITO U3yCTYBAHETO 'O HOCH
TOKMY IIPU3HAHUETO 32 cJ1abocTa U €O Toa ja MOKaKyBa
Ba)KHOCTA HA CaMOTO IpU3HAaHUE".

3Haum, ,jacHO e Jeka e TouHO“. M3ryiena TOJIKy ce
moapazbupa INTO HE 3aCy}KyBa TEOPHCKO IIpPeuc-
nutyBawe. Ho, ,JelyMHO® € TOYHO | TOpaau
3aCUJIEHOTO MpHU3HAHHE MPEKy ja3uKOoT. M3riena aeka,
BO HalllaBa /Ji00a Ha MOCTMOJIEPHUTET, TOA ,JeJIyMHO"
Be3ZleH OWJIO IOBAKHO WJIM IIOBEKe 3aciIyKyBajio
MMOJTUTUYKO-TEOPUCKO  HCIUTYBalb€ OTKOJIKY OHAa
»,JaCHO Jeka e TouHo“. Toa ,jacHO Jileka € TOYHO, WiIu
»Ce Topaszbupa“, moOMJIO cTaTyCc Ha 37[paBOpa3yMCKa
MIPETIIOCTaBKa KOja IOCTOM BO MoOpajHaTa rpara Ha
Cy0jeKTOT IITO TEOPETHU3HWpPA U HEroBaTa BUCTHHUTOCT
ce rapaHTupa W anodaTU4YKu ce (Je)JIeTuTHMHUpPA Of
CTpaHa Ha MOPAJIHUOT CyOjeKT Ha TEOPETH3UPAIbETO.
Ha Toj HauywmH, 3apaBOpa3dyMcKaTa BHCTHHA CTaHYBa
,HEIOJJIOKHA Ha TeopeTusupame”. Meryroa, oBa
OTCYCTBO Ha IPU3HAHUE 3a TEOPUCKATa MEPOJAABHOCT 3a
€/THa TUCKyp3HWBHA I0jaBa Koja GOPMaATHUBHO YUECTBYBA
BO JIUCKYPCHUTE IITO C€ IMPEMET HA TEOPETU3UPAEHETO
€ MOIIIHE PeYnTOo. 37PaBOPa3yMKCKOTO ,jaCHO TOYHO®
€ Ba)KeH eJIEMEHT O] €lleH apryMeHT, Toa € HCKa3
(T.e. TMCKyp3WBHA KaTeropwja), a cemak CH OCTaHyBa
JIUCKYP3UBHO HWPEJIEBAHTHO WJIU IIOIPBO TEOPUCKHU
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thesis advanced by Butler, yet one worthwhile tackling for
the point I am attempting to prove here. In the beginning
of the citation there is a reference to what is considered
a commonsensical self-evident truth, i.e., certain “goes
without saying.” And it is precisely the status of a “goes-
without-saying-true-hence-not-sufficiently-relevant-
for-a-theoretical-investigation” which provokes the
question of how the quality of self-evidence of a certain
truth is established, legitimized and stabilized (but also
destabilized). The self-evident truth which Butler states
is the following: “So when we say that every infant is
surely vulnerable, that is clearly true.” And she continues
by claiming that “it is true, in part, precisely because our
utterance enacts the very recognition of vulnerability
and so shows the importance of recognition itself.”

So it is “clearly true.” It seems so self-evident that it
does not deserve theoretical interrogation. “In part,”
however, it is true also because of the enactment of
recognition through language. It seems that, in our age
of post-modernity, this “in part” has always been more
important or more worthwhile politico-theoretical
exploration than the “clearly true.” The “clearly true,”
the “goes without saying” has been assigned the status
of a commonsensical presupposition, residing within the
realm of the moral constitution of the theorizing subject
and its truthfulness is guaranteed and apofatically
(de)legitimized by the moral subject of theorizing.
In this way, the commonsensical truth is rendered
“untheorizable.” However, this absence of recognition of
theoretical relevance to a discursive phenomenon that
formatively participates in the discourses that are subject
to theorizing is telling. The commonsensical “clearly
true” constitutes an important element of an argument,
it is a statement (i.e., a discursive category), and yet it
remains discursively irrelevant, or rather, theoretically
insignificant. It is utterly absent from the domain of
contemporary post-structuralist theory.
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HeBakHO. Toa e cocema OTCYTHO Of IO/ApadjeTo Ha
COBpEMEeHATa MTOCTCTPYKTYPINCTUYKA TEOPHja.

3apaBopa3yMcKaTa IMOAPa3bUPIUBOCT He IO J100uBa
IPU3HAHUETO 3a PpeJIeBaHTHOCTA HA HAYMWH INTO OH
MpeU3BUKaJl TEOPUCKU HapaTuB (3a Hea). Taa e 00/IMK
Ha JIUCKYPC IITO He J00MBa HUKAKBO IPU3HAHUE O/ ¥ BO
TeopujaTa. TEOPHCKY € Helpeno3HaT/INBa U HEYUT/INBA.
Ha XOpH3OHTOT Ha JieHelllHaBa TEOPUCKA CTBAPHOCT,
Taa ce Jlepeayin3upa. 3ApaBopa3yMcKOTO ,jaCHO TOYHO"
cekorari u 1o fiebHUIIKja OTCYCTBYBA Of TOJIUTUYKATA
TeOpHja Ha T.H. IMOCTMOjiepHa epa. Toa e Teopucku
HeunT/InBo. HazBOp € 07 TEOPUCKUTE AMCKYpCH 3a
IOJIIO’KHOCTA U TOJIUTHYKATa CyOjeKTUBHOCT KOU
ce IOCTaByBaaT IOAAJIEKY O/ MOJIEDHUTETOT U BO
TEMIIOpaJIHA M BO emucTeMcKa cMmuciaa. Hema mpucram
JI0 TEOPUCKYU MPU3HATATA U MPEMO3HATINBA CTBAPHOCT,
OJTHOCHO TO HEMA CTaTyCOT Ha TEOPUCKA CTBAPHOCT.

CakaM J1a ce mO3aHMMaBaM CO OBOj IpoOJieM Ha
TEOpPHUCKA Jepeaju3aldja ¥ BO TOj IOIJIEA Ja Ce
obuamM Jla ja UCIUTaM COApPJKUHATa Ha Toa ,jaCHO
TOYHO“ KaKO HEIITO IIITO MOKe Jia Ou/ie peJIeBaHTHO 3a
TEOPHUCKOTO 3arjie/lyBarbe BO TeMara 3a (POPMHUPAELETO
Ha TMOJIUTUYKUOT CyOjeKT M BO HEjBUHHUTE ACIIEKTH HA
OJITOBOPHOCTA U cotugapHocTa. OHa IITO ce YHHU KAKO
,JACHO TOUHO®, CIIOpe ] MIUTUPAHHOT 1acyc of; batiep, He
e caMo GU3NIKHUOT (HAKT 32 PAaHJIMBOCTA HA JIeraTa, TYKY
U JleKa PaHJIMBOCTA 3HAYHU HEINTO, COJAPKH OJPeZeHO
3HaUeHe, /leka € QYHKIHja Ha TUCKYP3UBHA CTPYKTYpa.
OuuryieHO, TOKMY AHCKYP3UBHOTO, JIMHTBUCTHUYKOTO
MPUKAKyBakhe HAa PAaHJIMBOCTA € OHa INTO Tpeba aa ce
mpero3Hae 3a Ja aobue crBapHoct. OHa 1mTO Tpeba /1a
ce TMpeINo3Hae 3a /la CTaHe CUiBAPHOCIU € ,IITO 3HAYH
Jla ce Ouze paHyuB®, a He caMoO (AKTOT 3a TesjecHaTa
paruBoCcT. ['oTMOT (akT Ha paHJIUBOCTA JIMIIIEHA
0/l 3Hauewme (ja3WK) He € Toa INTO IO IPELYCIOBYBA

The commonsensical self-evidence does not receive the
recognition of relevance in a way that would produce
a theoretical narrative (of it). It is a form of discourse
that gains no recognition by and within theory. It is
theoretically unrecognizable, and illegible. Within the
horizon of theoretical reality today, it is de-realized.
The commonsensical “clearly true” is always and by
definition absent from the political theory of the so-called
post-modern era. It is theoretically illegible. It is outside
the theoretical discourses on subjection and political
subjectivity that situate themselves beyond modernity in
both the temporal and epistemic sense. It has no access
to the theoretical recognized and recognizable reality, or
it does not have the status of a theoretical real.

I would like to tackle this problem of theoretical de-
realization, and in this respect, attempt to interrogate
the contents of that “clearly true” as something that may
have relevance to a theoretical investigation into the
theme of the political subject formation and its aspects of
responsibility and solidarity. What seems to be “clearly
true,” according to the cited passage by Butler, is not only
the mere physical fact about children’s vulnerability,
but also that vulnerability means something, contains a
certain signification, that it is a function of a discursive
structure. Evidently, it is the discursive, linguistic
rendition of vulnerability that needs to be recognized
in order to gain reality. What needs to be recognized in
order to be realized is “what it means to be vulnerable”
and not the mere fact of physical vulnerability itself. The
bare fact of vulnerability devoid of meaning (language)
is not what preconditions humanity. The discursive
category of vulnerability, the sign and signification that
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YOBEIITBOTO. J[MCKyp3UBHATA KaTErOpHja Ha PAaHIUBOC-
Ta, 3HAKOT U 3HAYEHETO INTO I'M IIPETCTaByBa ,paH-
JIMBOCTA“ € OHa Ha IITO My Tpeba IpU3HAHUE 3a Jia TO
IPEeIyCIOBH ,,40BeuYKOTO . OBa € MojaTa mpeMuca IITo
O0u ro cymupasia IJIaBHHOT apryMeHT Ha batiep Bo
morJiaBjeto ,HacWJICTBO, OIUIaKyBarbe, MOJUTHKA“ BO
Hecueypen xcusgoil.

Ipanejku Bp3 AUCKYpCOB INTO TO H3HecyBa batiep,
cakaM paciipaBaBa Jia ja OZ[HecaM YeKOop IoHaTaMy U Jia
r'0 IIOCTaBaM IIPAIIakheTOo I CYIITHOT KUBOT I10 cele,
OHAaa TMpEIIUCKYP3UBHA I10jaBa Ha JKUBOT MB3JIOKEH
Ha OMACHOCT O/ HACHJICTBO, MOJKE /la MMa ITOJIUTUYKO
3HauYerhe M/WIN MOJUTHYKA BpeaHocT. MoxeMe JIk J1a
UM IPUIHIIEME Ha KHBOTOT M Ha HEroBaTa PaHIHBOCT
MOJINTUYKA W eTHYKa BPEIHOCT IIpeJ Ja ce 3/100ujar
CO CTaTyC Ha 3HAK/O3HAYMUTEJ, PeJ Ja ce 3700ujaT co
3Haueme, Ipes Ja CTaHaT ,0Ha INTO 3HAYM KUBOT M
paHIuBOCT“?

COMHO30BCKMOT IIOYETOK Ha HAMKUCOB MOXKE Ja
HU TIOKa’ke JleKa CYIITHOT 3>KMBOT, BHUTHETO-KaKo-
IIpupona cBemeHO HaA HeroBaTa onpedeneHOCl 60
xpajHa uncitianua (Laruelle 2000: 10) koe mpeTcTaByBa
Oe3rslaceH HAIOp 3a CaMOOJIPXKyBarbe, MOXE Jla TO
COZIP?KU TEMEJIOT 3a eTUYKaTa rpajiba Ha cebHocra. [la
ce moTcetuMe Jieka Bo Eitiuxa on CrimHO3a G0JKaTa u
3a/I0BOJICTBOTO C€ jaByBaaT KaKO UMHUMbA 3a CMaJieH U
3roJIEMEH CTelleH Ha , KuBoTomnpucytHoct (E IV, 41).
Jla ce morcetTuMe geka criopez, CtmHO3a 60J1KaTa MITO ja
TPIIAT IPYTUTE CEKOTAIll BeKe ce 37100hBa CO MPUCYCTBO
BO HAIITMOT JINYEH KUBOT OUJIejKkH HEMHUHOBHO Ce jaByBa
HAa KOTHHUTHBHOTO PAaMHHIITE OJi HAIIETO IOCTOEHHE
(E III, 30p). 3Haeme 3a Heuwja cocTojb6a Ha OOJIKa, a
OylarozapeHre Ha TOa CO3HAHWE Taa 3aJupa BO Hac.
Bupejku HUKOj He MO2Ke 7ja ce U33eMe O/ CBOETO YOBEUKO
(1 HEYOBEYKO) OKPY?KyBatbe, OU/IEjKH CE IITO YIECTBYBA
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“vulnerability” represents is what needs recognition in
orderto precondition the “human.” Thisis my proposition
for summarization of Butler’s main argument in the
chapter “Violence, Mourning, Politics” of Precarious
Life.

Building on this discourse advanced by Butler, I would
like to take the discussion a step further and raise the
question of whether bare life itself, that pre-discursive
phenomenon of life exposed to the threat of violence can
have a political meaning and/or value. Can we attribute
political and ethical value to life and vulnerability of life
prior to its attaining the status of a sign/signifier, prior
to acquiring a meaning, prior to becoming “what life and
vulnerability means”?

The Spinozian initiation of this article could show
us that sheer life, the Being-as-Nature reduced to its
determination-in-the-last-instance (Laruelle 2000: 10)
that is the mute labor of self-preservation can contain the
foundation of the ethical constitution of the self. Let us
recall that in Spinoza’s Ethics pain and pleasure appear
as the names of a decreased and an increased level of
“presence of life,” respectively (E IV, 41). Let us recall
that according to Spinoza the pain that is suffered by
others always already acquires presence in our personal
life since it inevitably appears on the cognitive level of our
existence (E III, 30p). We know of somebody’s state of
pain, and by knowing of it we are invaded by it. Because
one cannot ever abstract oneself from one’s human —
as well as non-human — surroundings, because one is
always already inextricably constituted by all that which
participates in the overall natura naturans (Deleuze
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BO OIIIITaTa natura naturans cekoraii Beke Hepas3eaTHO
ro KoHctutyupa cexoro (Deleuze 1990), yoBeka cekoraii
BeKe ro TUINTU OOJIKaTa INTO € IMPUCYTHA Kaj APYTHTe
(Lloyd 1996: 76).

OBa THINTEE HAJIPBUH Ce CIydyBa Ha ITO3HABATEJI-
HOTO/YMCTBEHO PaMHHIITE; MEIyTOa, PEUHCH UCTOBPE-
MeHO ce IIpeoOpa3yBa BO TeJieCHO YyBCTBO. Toa e
HEMUHOBEH — U JIOTUYHO HEONXOJEeH — UCXOJ, O/ OUTTa
Ha JKHBOTOT KOja IIPEeTCTaByBa HEMPEKUHATA BPCKA Mery
TeJIECHOTO W yMmcTBeHOTO (II 13n). Bumiuso e sieka BO
Eitiuxa on CiuHO3a TOKMY TEJIOTO TO MMa CTaTyCcOT Ha
onpedeaeHoclll 80 KPAQjHA UHCTUAHUA W UJEHTUTETOT
BO KpajHaTa WHCTaHIA Ha (MHIUBU/IYAJTHHUOT)
JKUBOT: ,COOZBETHUTE HAEHU” W aKTUBHHUTE 4YyBCTBa
KOM Ce MPOU3BOJI Ha PasyMOT, C€ COOABETHU C€ AypHU
MpU0HECYBaaT KOH IIOTOJIEeMa MOK 3a JIEjCTBO WJIH
L KHBOTOIIpUCYCcTBO“. Hajmo6poTo MecTo 3a UCKyCyBarbe
1/WId IpojaByBalbe Ha JKUBOTOIPHUCYCTBOTO € TOKMY
TEJIOTO. 3alllT0 yYMOT W WJIEUTe Ce OIIpe/ieslyBaaT
BO KpajHaTa WHCTaHIIA Of] CTpaHa Ha TeJIOTO U He
IpeTCTaByBaaT HUIITO OCBEH HErOBU ,MOAU(PHUKAIINT
(Spinoza II 13, 13p). [Tonaramy:

3aToa TMpeIMETOT HA HJlejaTa IITO TO KOHCTUTYHpPA
YOBEKOBHOT YM € TEJIOTO, ¥ TOA TEJIOTO KAKBO IIITO HABUCTUHA
cu nocrou (II. xi.). Ilonaramy, Jja UMaiile MOKpaj TEJIOTO
HEKOj APYyT IMpeAMET Ha HiejaTa MITO rO0 KOHCTUTYHPa YMOT,
Torai, OUIejku He MOKe Jla TIOCTOM HUIITO Off IIITO HEMa
Jla mpousJiie3e HekakBa moceauna (I.xxxvi.), Bo HalIuOT yM
HEMHHOBHO OM MOpaJio Jla UMa uzeja, Koja 6u 6uia mociie-
nuna oz Toj Apyr npeamet (11. xi.); Ho (I. AX. v.) He ocTou
TakBa uzeja. OTTyKa, IpeIMET Ha HALIIUOT YM € TeJIOTO OHa-
KBO KaKBO IIITO CU IIOCTOU, ¥ HUIITO ApyTo (Spinoza II 13p).

M cKycTBOTO/IIpojaBaTa Ha 3r0JIEMEHO KUBOTOIIPHUCYCTBO
WJIH ,,MOK 32 JIejCTBO" ce OZIBHBA BO OOJIHK Ha JTO’KUBYBaHhH€
— ¥ Ha JIOCTUTHATa cOCcTOj0a — Ha 3aJ10BOJICTBO (Spinoza,
E 3 1, 1p, 3, 9p, 9n,10, 56). COOZABETHUTE UJIEH CE BO

1990), one is always already afflicted by the pain present
in the others (Lloyd 1996: 76).

This affliction initially takes place on the cognitive/
mental level; however, it is almost simultaneously
transmuted into a bodily sensation. This is the inevitable
— and logically necessary — result of the immanence of
life which represents a link of uninterrupted continuity
between the bodily and the mental (IT 13n). It is apparent
that in Spinoza’s Ethics it is the body which possesses
the status of the determination in the last instance
and the identity in the last instance of (individual) life:
the “adequate ideas,” and the active emotions that are
the product of Reason, are adequate inasmuch as they
contribute to a higher power of activity or “presence of
life.” The locus par excellence of experiencing and/or
of expressing presence of life is but the body. Since the
mind and the ideas are determined in the last instance by
the body and represent nothing but its “modifications”
(Spinoza II 13, 13p). Moreover:

Therefore the object of the idea constituting the human
mind is the body, and the body as it actually exists (II. xi.).
Further, if there were any other object of the idea constitut-
ing the mind besides body, then, as nothing can exist from
which some effect does not follow (I.xxxvi.) there would nec-
essarily have to be in our mind an idea, which would be the
effect of that other object (II. xi.); but (I. Ax. v.) there is no
such idea. Wherefore the object of our mind is the body as it
exists, and nothing else. (Spinoza IT 13p)

The experience/expression of an increased presence of
life or “power of activity” takes place in the form of a
sensation — and an achieved state — of pleasure (Spinoza,
E 31, 1p, 3, 9p, 91,10, 56). Adequate ideas are in service
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cry:kba Ha cocrojbara Ha Ce€ IIOTOJIEMO HCKYCYBarbe
33/I0BOJICTBO (KO€ ce CiIydyBa IIPEKY TeJIOTO), Zlo/ieKa
BTOPOBO € M3pa3 HA 3rojieMeHaTa MOK 3a /IejCTBO HJIN
OyjHoct Ha kuBOTOT (Spinoza E 3 11, 11p, 11n, 15p, 20,

37p).

Co Toa 1mITO ke ce OCBpHAM Ha OBUE HJIEH, UJIU MOKEOH
caMo Ke T'yl pepOpMyJTUPaM HCKA3HTe IIITO MOKAT /ia Ce
Hajart kaj CmMHO3a BO CaMHOT TEKCT Ha HeroBaTa Eiliuka,
0u cakasia Jia IpejiokaM XUIIoTe3a 3a ,,OpraickoTo” (3a
~KHBOTOT") KaKO OIpe/IeJIEHOCT BO KpajHaTa MHCTaHIIA
Ha IOJIMTUYKaTa OAATOBOPHOCT. BTOpOBO Ke ce 3aMuc/In
U KakKo 3apoHIl Ha ,eTUYKOTO“ WJIM Ha IOTEKJIOTO
¥ WMaHEHTHHUTE 3aKOHU Ha ,rpukara 3a [Ipyruort®.
3axrydokor Ha ClIHHO3a 32 KMaHEHTHOCTA Ha ETUYKOTO
ce 3aCHOByBa Bp3 HeropaTa ,ceOMYHA mpemMuca“ aeka
YOBEK J[PYyrOMy He My IIOCaKyBa 3JI0 caMO 3aToa IITO,
Ouzejku e cBeceH 3a Hero (M ro 3aMHUCIyBa), TOA 3JI0
YyoBeKa U JIMYHO T'o 3acera. Meryroa, iMa U eIHa Jpyra
IpeMuca O/ Koja TPrHyBa 3aKJIYyYOKOT 3a E€THYKOTO
KaKO BrHE3ZIeHO BO HAaroHOT 3a CaMOOJPIKYBarbe
WIN OJp)KyBame (Bo) »kuBOT. Toa e CIHMHO30BCKaTa
Te3a 3a KOHCTUTYTHBHaTa MeryceOHAa IOBP3aHOCT Ha
MOeTNHENOT co ocTaTokoT oJ; Cetot (= IIpupomara) u
HeroBaTa HeJIeJTUBOCT O] TOj ocraHaT Cet. CyImTuHaTa
Ha ITOeJIMHEIIOT € caMO M3pa3 Ha U yJieJl BO OCOOUHUTE
Ha bora wiu Ha Ilpupopara. MHAMBHUAYAIU3MOT BO
CMHCJIa Ha paJiiKajiHaTa aBTOHOMHUja Ha ceOHOCTa e
HEBO3MOXKEH BO CIIMHO30BCKHOT KOHTEKCT: YOBEK He
Mopa Jia ,M3yMyBa“ HAaUYMHU W NPUYUHH 32 HATOHOT
Ha CebOHOCTa J]la TO JOCETHE JIPYrOTO, JJa BOCIIOCTaBH
OJTHOC Ha rpmka. ,,I'pmkara 3a JIpyroro“ My e BpojieHa
Ha JKUBOTOT, Ha ’KMBOTOT Ha CEKOj MOeIUHEL, OHIejKu
JIpyroTo € *MaHEHTHO MPUCYTHO BO JKHMBOTOT Ha CEKOja
MoesuHeYHa CeOHOCT.

Be3 nma mopa fa ce coryiacuMe co IiejiaTa CIMHO30BCKA
»,KkocMmosioruja“, a ako maTeM ja UMame Ha yM UM Te3ara
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of the state of an ever increased experience of pleasure
(taking place through the body), whereas the latter is the
expression of the increased power of activity or intensity
of life (Spinoza E 3 11, 11p, 11n, 15p, 20, 37p).

Expounding on these ideas, or perhaps merely
reformulating statements that can be found in the text of
Spinoza’s Ethicsitself, Iwould like to propose a hypothesis
about “the Organic” (about “Life”) as the determination-
in-the-last-instance of political responsibility. The latter
will be conceived also as the kernel of the “ethical” or the
origin and the immanent law of the “care of the Other.”
Spinoza’s inference about the immanence of the ethical
is based on his “selfish premise” that one does not wish
the harm of the other simply because, by virtue of being
aware of it (imagining it), one is him/herself affected
by it as well. However, there is another premise from
which the inference about the ethical as imbedded in
the conatus of self-preservation or of preserving (in) life
departs. It is the Spinozian thesis about the individual’s
constitutive interrelatedness with and inextricability
from the rest of the World (=Nature). The essence of
the individual is but an expression of and participation
in the attributes of God or Nature. Individualism in the
sense of self’s radical autonomy is impossible in the
Spinozian con-text: one does not have to “invent” ways
of and reasons for the Self’s desire to reach the other,
to establish a relation of care. The “care of the Other” is
immanent to Life, to any individual’s life, as the Other is
immanently present in the life of any individual self.

Without subscribing to the entire Spinozian “cosmology,”
and also putting the thesis about the constitutive
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3a KOHCTUTYTHMBHaTa MelyceOHAa IIOBP3aHOCT CO
CBETOT KaKO HEINITO IIITO MOKE Jla TO UMa CTaTycOT Ha
HeImocpeZieH MOTHB 3a €THYHO JIejCTBYBaibe, ajie Ja
ja pasriemame MOKHOcTa Jeka »KHBOTOT BO cBojaTa
mpeAja3zuuHa cMmuciaa Ha Kowaillyc-0T, >KUBOTOT BO
CBOjaTa MpoOjaBa KaKO HECBEHJIMBO ce0e0OHOBYBambE, €
HMCTOYHUKOT HA €TUYKATA U IMOJTUTHYKATA OJATOBOPHOCT.
Kako Moske MpeAaNCKYpP3UBHOTO Ja OHile M3BOPHUIIITE
HAa Nnap ekceaaHC JUCKYP3UBHOTO (OAHOCHO Ha
[TOTMTHYKOTO) ¥ TPU TOA MUMAHEHTHO /1a TH COZAPIKHU
3aKOHUTE HAa HEroBoTo ycrpojcrBo? IIITo e Toa miTo ja
[IpaBU 3aMHUC/IMBA OBaa XeTEPOTEHOCT Ha MOTEKJIOTO U
UJIEHTUTETOT BO KpajHaTa MHCTAaHIAa Ha [TOTUTHIKOTO?
[Ipen ma ce mo3aHUMaBaMe CO THeE Ipalliama, ajae aa
MOIUCTPAKUME [T/ TPEAJUCKYP3UBHUOT H3BOP Ha
€TUYKOTO MOJKe J1a ce UIeHTU(UKYBa KaKo MeryceOHaTa
moBp3aHocT co CBeTOT Koja e HCKyceHa (Wi, BO
CIIMHO30BCKH /yX, JIETUTUMHUPAHA MPEKyY Tes10To). Miu,
1aK, MOKe U Tpeba /ia ce OIpeiesI BO Hej3MHaTa KpajHa
HMHCTAHIIa KaKo HeIrTo aApyro. Tyka 61 ce HaBpaTHia Ha
Te3aTa Ha BaTsiep 3a paHJIMBOCTa KaKO TOj ,IIPEAYCJIOB
32 YOBEUKOTO".

Tparajku mo TemesOT Ha YOBeYKaTa COJIUJIAPHOCT, Ha
YOBEKOBUTE IPaBa, Ha MOJIUTHYKATA U OHTOJIOIIKATA
PaMHOIIPABHOCT, HA YOBEKOBAaTa PaMHOIIPABHOCT, Ha
I'pmxara 3a [pyruor, Ilyaur batiep ru HameTHyBa
mpaiamaTa 3a ,IpPeIyCcIOBEHOCTa Ha YOBEYKOTO“ U 3a
HETOBOTO ,,ipu3HaBaibe” (Butler 2006: 43). Ounrenso,
3a J]a ce BOCIIOCTaBH COJIUJIApPHOCT co JIpyruor, 3a Ja ce
BOCITOCTaBH €MIIaTHja CO ,J0BedYKaTa cocTojba“ Ha JIpy-
THOT U MMOJIUTUYKA OJATOBOPHOCT KOH HETO, Toa J[pyruot
MoOpa Jla ce NpHu3Hae Kako ,4YO0Be4yKO“. ,YoBeukoTo*
ceKorami Beke e JUCKyp3WBHa KaTeropuja Oujejku e
MIPOM3BO/] Ha ja3WYHaTa olepanuja nmpusHaBame. Ho,
eHa KaTeropuja Koja € XeTeporeHa BO OJIHOC Ha Taa
JIUCKYP3UBHOCT € OHA IIITO I'0 ,,[TPEYCI0OBYBA YOBEYKOTO

interrelatedness with the world into parentheses as
something that could have the status of the direct motive
for ethical acting, let us consider the possibility that Life
in its pre-linguistic sense of the Conatus, life in its aspect
of ceaseless auto-regeneration, is the origin of ethical
and political responsibility. How can the pre-discursive
be the origin of discursivity par excellence (the Political
is) immanently containing the laws of its constitution?
What makes this heterogeneity of origin and the identity-
in-the-last instance of the Political plausible? Before
tackling these questions let us investigate whether the
pre-discursive source of the ethical can be identified
as the experienced (or, putting it in Spinozian vein,
legitimized through body) interconnectedness with the
World. Or whether it can and should be determined in
its last instance as something else. At this point I would
like to revisit and reinvestigate Butler’s thesis about
vulnerability as that “precondition of the human.”

In her pursuit for that which is the foundation of
human solidarity, of the human rights, of political and
ontological equality, of human equality, of the Care-
for-the-Other, Judith Butler raises the questions of the
“precondition of the human” and of its “recognition”
(2006: 43). Evidently, in order to establish solidarity
with the Other, in order to establish empathy with and
political responsibility toward the “human condition” of
the Other, this Other has to be recognized as “human.”
The “human” is always already a discursive category since
itis the product of the linguistic operation of recognition.
Yet a category heterogeneous to that of discursivity is
what “preconditions the human” — it is the instance of
vulnerability, the experience of potential or actual pain.
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— Toa e moJyokbaTa Ha PAHJIUBOCT, HCKYCTBOTO 3a
MIOTEHIIMjaTHA WJIK CTBApHA OOJIKA.

Jlypu u Kora ke ce MCKyCH U Ke ce KaTeropusupa Kako
,MEHTaITHA", ,eMOTHBHA" WJIHU ,,JICUXOJIONIKA“, BO CBOjOT
HUJIEHTUTET BO KpajHaTa MHCTaHIa OoJIKaTa € TejiecHa
kaTeropuja. Kora HeBo/IjuTe Ha jajiocaHaTa U MOHMKEHA
JIyllla KOja IpeTpIIejia HACHJICTBO C€ J0KMBYBaaT KaKo
60.1xa, YOBeK HEMHUHOBHO IIPU3HABA JIeKa IICUXHYKOTO
HCKYCTBO HENOCPEAHO Cce IIPEHeJ0 Ha TeJIECHOTO
pamuuinre. Kora crpagamara Ha ,JaymiaTa“ craHyBaaT
00JIHM, TOA TO y3HaBaMe IIPEKy TeJoTo. JluxoToMujaTa
Mely aBaTa IIOMMa € MOIIHe IpobieMaTHYHa U, 3aT0a,
CIIPOTHUBHOCTA Mery ,,TeJIOTO“ U ,AymiaTa“ e ad Xxok. 3aToa,
ke ce o0uZaM [a OTHUJAM IIOAaJIeKy Of] JIa’kKHOCTa Ha
OBaa CIIPOTHBHOCT U Ke peuaM JieKa >KHBOTOT BO CBOjaTa
KpajHa MHCTaHIa, T.e. KaTeropujara Ha Op2aHckoilio,
€ OHOj HOCHTEJI BO KpajHa HWHCTaHIIA HAa HErHOHATOTO
HCKYCTBO Ha 00JIKa U PAHJIUBOCT.

Hacrpana mpammameTo 3a JAyaau3MOT —TeJIO-AyIla
U JujeMata KOj OJf JBaBa CIPOTHCTAaBEHH IIOUMH
r0 TpeTCTaByBa BHUCTUHCKHOT {lonoc Ha 0oJKara,
WHCTAHI[ATAa HA paAHJIMBOCTAa © 0OOJKaTa cemak ce
neduHUpa, criopes] Hej3UHATA OIIPEIEJIEHOCT BO KpajHa
MHCTaHIa, KAKO XeTEPOreHa BO OIHOC Ha AU CKYP3UBHOTO,
jasukot, curHudukamnujara. MmeHo, 6Goskata, U BO
ONHUILIMBOCTA HA PAHETOCTa U BO MOTEHIIHjaIHOCTA Ha
PaHJIMBOCTA, € HHCTAHIIA HA YKCTO EKCIIEPHUMEHTATHOTO,
Ha EeKIEPUMEHTAJTHOTO nap excenaHc. Taa e HacraH.
Taa e oHa IIITO ce CIydyBa U MOKPaj CEKOj AUCKYpC, Oe3
orsieq Ha Ja3ukor. Taa e PeastHoTO 11ITO Ce ciy4dyBa. Taa
e Tuxe (CoyuajoT) 1ITO My 3aj1aBa yziap Ha A8iliomMatlioH
(CamomnpuaBu:keHocra). Taka, ako paHJIHUBOCTA TO
[IpeIyCI0OBYBa YOBEYKOTO U ja /JaBa OCHOBATA 32 HETOBOTO
IIpU3HaBame, Tpeba /1a ce KaKe U JIeKa, MapaoKCcaIHo,
Taa € 3apO/IUIIOT Ha IPOKUBEAHOTO (M TyKa € OIEeKOT
Ha ouMoT Ha ®pancoa Jlapyen (Francois Laruelle) 3a
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Even when experienced and categorized as “mental,”
“emotional” or “psychological” in its identity-in-the-
last-instance pain is a bodily category. When the
perplexities of the troubled, humiliated soul that has
been subjected to violence are experienced as pain, one
inevitably recognizes that an immediate transposition of
the psychic experience onto the bodily plane has taken
place. When the sufferings of the “soul” become painful
we know this through the “body.” Pain can be recognized
as pain but through the body. The dichotomy between
the two terms is highly problematic, and, therefore, the
opposition between “body” and “soul” is ad hoc. So I will
try to go beyond the falsity of this opposition and argue
that it is life-in-its-last-instance, i.e., the category of the
Organic, which is the bearer-in-the-last-instance of the
unadulterated experience of pain and vulnerability.

Leaving aside the question about the body-soul dualism,
and the dilemma of which of the two opposed terms
represents the topos proper of pain, the instance of
vulnerability and painis still defined, by its determination
in the last instance, as heterogeneous to the discursive,
to language, to signification. Namely, pain — both in
its actuality of being wounded and the potentiality of
vulnerability — is the instance of the purely experiential,
of the experiential par excellence. It is an event. It is what
happensin spite of any discourse, utterly regardless of the
Language. Itisthetaking-place-of-the-Real. Itisthe tuché
that thrusts into the automaton. Thus, if vulnerability
preconditions the human and provides the basis for its
recognition, it needs to be said that, paradoxically, it
is the kernel of the lived (echoing Francois Laruelle’s
notion of le vécu), i.e., of the Real which serves as the
foundation of the discursive operation par excellence,
that of recognition.
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le vécu), T.e. Ha CTBAPHOTO IITO CIIY>KHU KAKO TEMeJI Ha
nap excenaHc AUCKyp3WBHATA OIlepaliyja, oneparujaTta
pU3HaBaIbE.

Bonkara e npepauckyp3uBHa. Taa e HEU3BUTOIIEPEHOTO
npoxkuBeaHo (le vécu), co 36opoBute Ha O®pancoa
Jlapyen (Laruelle 1995: 225), i co 360poBuTe Ha AytaH
Bagjy (Badiou 2005: 173-177), mpuMep 3a HaCTaHCKOTO,
wiu 3apoauin Ha CTBapHOTO Ipef cuMbosu3arujaTa
(curaudwukanmjaTa) BO JakaHOBCKa cMuciaa (1998: 53-
54). Bo cmmHO30BCKa CMHCJIA, Taa € XKHUBOT BO CBOjOT
Hajpa/sinKajieH O0JIMK: TeJeCHUTEe UCKyCcTBAa Ha OoJiKaTa
Y/WIN 33/I0BOJICTBOTO CE€ HENOCPEJHOCTA Ha >KUBOTOT
kKoj mamapu oj; OyjHoct. Ila cemak, ,TeJiecCHOTO® He e
MaTepUjaTHOTO HACIPOTU ICUXUYKOTO (MEHTaIHOTO,
palMoOHAIHOTO, HAEAJTHOTO WTH.) Ouaejku  BO
¢unocodpcknor yHuBep3yMm Ha CHMHO3a HeMa TaKBO
Hemto. [Ipuposara e camo npojasa Ha OoXKecTBeHATa
CYIITHHA, a ocoOUHUTe cogitatio u extensio ce /aBeTe
[JIaBHU OCOOMHHM Ha bButuero koe mokaxkyBa Oapem
JIBa CBOM JIMKa: JIMKOT Ha Ilpupomata u JIMKOT Ha
Bbora. 3a CniuHO3a MaTrepujaTa U ujiejaTa He Ce JBE JIBE
CIpoTHUCTaBeHU KaTeropuu. HajBrucokara kaTeropuja Ha
Bora (mnu Ha [Ipupoaara) e butueTo, a Toa He € ITO7IeJIEHO
Mery MaTepujaTa u uzejara. [lonaramy, ,Martepujara“ u
JA/iejaTa“ He craraat Bo Kareropuute Bo kou CIimHO3a
ro obMmuciayBa butuero. AHaJIOTHUOT Hap KaTeropuw,
[apoT cogitatio u extensio, € JABOjCTBOTO O/ OCOOMHU
IITO HUTY Ce WCKJIydyyBaaT HUTY CHU IIPOTHUBpEYAT,
TYKy IHONIPBO MeryceOHO ce HaJIomoJIHyBaaT. Bo oBaa
paMka Ha pasMuciayBamwe, TenoTo He e ,MaTepHjasHa“
KaTeropuja, HUTY KaTeropuja IITo M IpUIara UCKIyIUBO
Ha ocoOWHATa ,,[IPOCTUPALE”.

TenoTo e , KUBOT“ BO CBOJOT WUJIEHTUTET BO KpajHATa
WHCTAHIIa, BO CBOjaTa pajilKaJlHA WMAaHEHTHOCT, H
IIOBJIEKYBA MpojaBa IMpeKy obeTe 0COOUHU IMO/ETHAKBO
(mpoctupame u Mucsia). MEHTaTHOTO, IITO CEKOTalll ce

Pain is pre-discursive. It is the unadulterated lived (le
vécu) put in Francois Laruelle’s terms (1995: 225),
or the instance of the ‘evental’ put in Alain Badiou’s
terms (2005: 173-177), or the kernel of the Real prior
to symbolization (signification) put in Lacanian terms
(1998: 53-54). In Spinozian terms, it is life at its most
radical: the bodily experiences of pain and/or pleasure
are the immediacy of life pulsating with intensity.
Nonetheless, the “bodily” is not the material as opposed
to the psychic (mental, rational, ideal, etc.) since there is
no such opposition in Spinoza’s philosophical universe.
Nature is but the expression of the divine essence, and
the attributes of cogitatio and extensio are the two chief
attributes of the Being which shows itself with at least
the two faces: that of Nature and that of God. Matter and
idea are not two opposed categories in Spinoza. Highest
category of God (or Nature) is the Being, and it is not split
between matter and idea. Moreover, “matter” and “idea”
are not among the categories in which Spinoza thinks the
Being. The analogous pair of categories, that of cogitatio
and extentio, is the binary of attributes which neither
exclude nor oppose each other, but are rather mutually
complementary. Within this framework of thinking, the
Body is not a “material” category or one belonging to the
attribute of “extension” exclusively.

The Body is “life” in its identity in the last instance, in
its radical immanence, entailing expression through
both attributes equally (extension and cogitation). The
mental, which is always accomplished through the
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OCTBapyBa IPeKy EMOTHBHOTO, € 0/Ipa3 Ha TeMeJIHATA 1
neduHUpayka cocToj6a Ha HEUHe ITOCTOEHhe — OHAA IIITO
ce 0/IBUBA HA HUBO Ha TeJoTo (Spinoza E 5, 14). Temoro
€ nap exceaaHc MeCTOTO Ha OOJKaTa W PAHJIMBOCTA,
T.e. HHCTAaHIIATAa HA PpAJUKAJIHUOT WJIEHTUTET Ha
’KUBOTOT. TeJI0TO e {ionocoT Ha PaUKAIHOTO (IIpes-
JIUCKYP3UBHOTO U/WJIM METaUCKyp3UBHOTO) CO3HAHUE
3a MOJKHATa OIACHOCT II0 OIICTAHOKOT Ha HeKoe ,Jac“.
OBOj KOHKpeTeH IT03HaBaTeJIeH IIPOIEC IITO Ce OJBUBA
Ha HUBO Ha Tes10To BO OOJIMK HA aIlcoJIyTHA cocTojb6a Ha
OyzHOCT, IO IeUHUIMjA, ABTOMATCKH IO IPUAPYKYBa
I[eJIOCHA MOOMIM3anuja — Koja UCTO TaKa MPBEHCTBEHO
Ce 0/IBUBA IIPEKY TEJIOTO — 33 OCTAHYBa€ BO JKHUBOT, 32
Jla ce OBO3MOXKH COIICTBEHOTO IIpEXKHUBYBame (M Kako
TEJIO ¥ KaKO JIyIa).

Onaa WHCTaHI]Aa HAa TNPEJJUCKYP3UBHOCTA KoOja €
Bonka, T.e. PaHyiuBocT, yuecTByBa 00pa3yBavuku BO NnoO
JdedpuHuyuja IUCKyp3UBHATA II0jaBa HA IPHU3HABAHE
(ma ,yoBeukoro“). BcymHocT, Taa e cocrojbara Ha
OHaa ,JUCKyp3WBHA KaTeropuja“ IITO ce HapeKyBa
yoBemTBO. Te3aTa 3a paHJIMBOCTA Kako cocTojba Ha
»9OBEUKOTO“ UMILIHIIPA 0O0pa3yBayka XeTepOTeHOCT Ha
YOBEYKOTO BO OHAa MePKa BO KOja € eKCIepruMeHTaIHa/
HACTaHCKA MHCTAHI[A HA PAHJIMBOCT KOja I'0 OBO3MOKYyBa
JIUCKYP3UBHOTO 00pasyBame Ha YOBEHITBOTO. Bo
KODEHOT Ha ,,90BEYKOTO" JIEIKH OPraHCKaTa MHCTAHIIA Ha
paHIMBOCTa 1 Ha 60JIKATa, BO KOPEHOT Ha ,,490BEYKOTO" 'O
HaoraMe TeJIOTO IITO cTPajia. Bo kopeHoT HAa YoBEUKOTO
e OHa IITO e oTajie (WK, MonpBo, 3a7) Y0oBEIITBOTO —
TesoTO, OPraHM3MOT IMOAJIOXKEH Ha 0OJIKa WCIPaBeH
IIpe/i HEIPUKOCHOBEHUOT IIOBUK 33 CaMOOPIKYBaIbe,
ceKkorari Beke HypHaT Bo 60p6a 3a OIICTaHOK.

HanoBp3yBajku ce Ha CIIMHO30BCKaTa ,ceOM4yHA Te3a“
3a HaArOHOT Ha IOEJUHEIOT /a ja u3berHyBa OoJsikara,
BKJIYYUTEJIHO U OOJIKATA IITO ja IOKUBYBAAT JPYTUTE, &
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emotional, is the reflection of the fundamental, defining
state of one’s existence — the one taking place on the level
of the body (Spinoza E 5, 14). The body is the location
par excellence of pain and vulnerability, i.e., the instance
of the radical identity of life. The body is the topos of the
radical (pre- or/and meta-discursive) knowledge about
a possible threat to the survival of an “I.” This particular
cognitive process taking place at the level of the Body
in the form of an absolute state of alert is, by definition,
automatically accompanied by total mobilization —
again, taking place primarily through the body — toward
staying-in-life, making one’s own survival (as both body
and soul) possible.

That instance of pre-discursiveness which is the Pain,
i.e., vulnerability, participates in a formative way in the
per definitionem discursive phenomenon of recognition
(of the “human”). In fact, it is the condition of that
“discursive category” called humanity. The thesis about
vulnerability as the condition of the “human” implies the
formative heterogeneity of humanity inasmuch as it is
the experiential/evental instance of vulnerability which
makes possible the discursive constitution of humanity.
At the root of the “human” lies the organic instance of
vulnerability and pain, at the root of the “human” we find
the body that suffers. At the root of the Human is that
which is beyond (or rather, behind) Humanity — the b
Body, the organism subjected to pain and confronting
the irrevocable call for self-preservation, always already
immersed in the struggle for survival.

Drawing on the Spinozian “selfish thesis” about any
individual’s compulsion toward avoiding pain including
the one experienced by the others that would make
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Koja b1 My ce HaMeTHaJIa KaKO KOTHUTHBHO [IPUCYTHA, 61
peKJIa IeKa COTHIAPHOCTA U IIOJIUTUYKATA OATOBOPHOCT
KOH CTPa/IalbeTO Ha JIPYTHTe IOTEeKHyBa Of HaIlaTa
crocoOHOCT 7ia ce uaeHTHUKyBaMe co OoJsikarta Ha
npyroto Teso. Crioco6HU cMe J1a ce HAeHTHDUKYBaMe CO
TEJIOTO IITO € 6eCIIOMOIITHO U3JI03KEHO HAa MOXKHOCTA JIeKa
ke mocTpazia o7 Hekoja 06oJKa, Jia ce uAeHTUDUKYBaMe
CO PaHJIMBOCTA Ha TEJIOTO. BCyIIHOCT, KOJIKY MOMAJIKY
MOXKEME J]a TO IIPerno3HaeMe JIPYTOTO KaKO YOBEYKO,
KOJIKy IOMAJIKy € ,,JOBEYKO“, KAKO Ha IIpUMep HeKoe
JleTe WIN HeKoja OecroMOINHA CTapulla WIH TaKOB
cTapell, TOJIKY CMe IIOCIIOCOOHH /1a ce pa3japuMe IIPOTHB
HacuICTBOTO Bp3 HUB. Kosiky momanky riiegame Cy6jexT
KOj IMa KOHTPOJIa BP3 MOKHOCTA OJT HACUJTHUIITBO KOH
HETOBOTO TeJIO, TOJIKY ITOCHUJIEH HU € IOBUKOT /1A TPTHEME
BO HEroBa 3aIlITUTA: CTEIIEHOT Ha PAHJIUBOCT € CPa3MepeH
CO OTCYCTBOTO Ha cII0cO0€eH Cy0jeKT Ha YOBEIITHHA.

Kosnky momana HU ce YMHU HHBHATa JUCKyp3WBHA
CIOCOOHOCT, TOJIKY NOpPAaHJNBHA HU UW3IJeJaar, Ima
Mopame fa Ttu mrutaMe. Kosky mnomanky ce oHa
IITO JIUCKYP3UBHO CE€ KOHCTUTYHUPAJIO KAKO YOBEYKO,
TOJIKy IIOBeKe HH Joafa Ja JejcTyBaMe YOBEYHO.
Kosiky e momasia 4oBemITHHATA BO HUB, TOJIKY IIOBEKE
HaWJIyBaaT Ha YOBEYKA COMAAPHOCT. bu TBpaesa meka
IIPDU3HABAETO HA YOBEHITHHATA Ha JIpyTHOT KakKo
JIUCKyp3UBHA KaTeropuja He caMo IITO He € HEOIIXOHO
32 BOCIIOCTaBYBakh€e COJIUIAPHOCT, TYKY € U HENOTPEOHO,
ma Jypu U npedka. TOKMy »KUBOTOT COOYEH CO KUBOT,
VH/IUBU/TyUTU3UPaH IIPEKY TeJIa, € OHA IIITO BOCIIOCTABYBA
COJIUZIAPHOCT, a He IIPOM3BOJIUTE O] HEKAKBa ollepanyja
Ha MpU3HaBaIbe YHj UCXOJ] Ce HapeKyBa ,Y0BeK".

ITpeBon ox anrucku jasuk: Oruen Yemepcku

itself present cognitively, I would say that solidarity
and political responsibility toward the suffering of the
others originates from our ability to identify with the
pain of the other body. We are able to identify with the
body helplessly exposed to a possibility of affliction by
pain, with body’s vulnerability. In fact, the less we can
recognize the other as human, the less “human” he or she
is, such as a child or an old helpless woman or man, the
more we are able to revolt against the violence brought
upon him or her. The less we see a Subject in control
of the potentiality of violent threat against its body the
more we are called upon acting toward its protection: the
level of vulnerability is proportional with the absence of
a masterful subject of humanity.

The less discursive competence they have the more we see
them as vulnerable that we are compelled to protect. The
less they are what is discursively constituted as human,
the more we feel called upon acting humanely. The less
they are human the more they meet human solidarity.
I would claim that recognition of the Other’s humanity
inasmuch as a discursive category is not only unnecessary
for establishing solidarity but also redundant and even
an obstacle to it. It is life to life, individualized through
bodies, that establishes solidarity and not the products
of an operation of recognition called “human.”
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