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CnaBoj Xuxek
Camo mpTBHOT
cocep e pobap
cocep

BeqepTa Ha 7 HOEMBDH 1942, Kora XuTjep, BO HETOBUOT
CIIeI[¥jaieH B3 KOj TaTyBatne Hu3 TypuHruja, pacipasarie
32 MOBA)KHUTE JHEBHU BECTU CO HETOBUTE IMOMOIIHUIY BO
BaroOHOT-PECTOPAHT, Ce CJIYYd HENITO MOPHUYaBO; Ouzejku
BO3/yuHUTe Hanaay Ha Cojy3HuUIuUTe TH Oea OIITeTHIIe IPYTHUTE,
BO30T YecTo 3abaByBalle:

»Jl0/leKa BeuepaTa ce CIyXKelle BO IPEKPACHU KPUCTAIHU
Ca/I0BH, BO30T IIOBTOPHO II0/I3aCTAHA HA €/IHA CIIOPE/HA IIPYTa.
Ha camo HeKOJIKy MeTpu efieH OOJTHUYKY BO3 YeKalle U Off
CBOUTE KPEBETU HA CIIPATOBH PAaHETHTE BOjHUIIM IJIeflaa BO
3aCJIEMyBAYKOTO CBETJIO HA PECTOPAHOT Kazie XuTiep Oerre
3a1asboyeH Bo Auckycuja. O7ieIHAII TOj IO IUTHA IOTJIe/I0T KOH
JIMIaTa KOj CO CTPABOIIOYUT SBepea BO Hero. MoIrHe HaIyTeH,
HApeZIX Jla ce TIOBJIEYAT 3aBECHTe, TAKa BPAaKajKy T PAHETHUTE
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BOjHI/IIII/I BO TEMHUHATAa HAa HUBHUOT CTYJ€H CBET .

UynecujaTa Ha 0Baa CIieHa € ZIBOjHA: CeKO0ja CTPaHA I'o MCKyCH
OHA IIITO T'0 BU/Ie IPEKY IIPO30PCKOTO CTAKJIO KAKO UMAaruHapeH
HpuBH/L: 32 XUTJIED, TOA € TPO30MOPHUOT U3IJIe]] HA Pe3YJITaTHTE
071 HETOBaTa BOEHA aBAHTYPA; 32 BOJHUIIUTE, TOA € HEOUEKyBaHA
cpezba co Bogauor mmuno. BuctuHcko dyzo 6u 6110 Kora HeKoj
Ou mozias paka IpeKy MpO30pOT — aKo, Aa peuMe, XUTiep ja
IPYKIJI CBOjaTa HaKaj paHETHOT BojHUK. Ho, ce pa3bupa, oBa
Oemre TOKMy TakBa cpezba, TAKBO HABJIETYBAaEh€e BO HEroBaTa
PeaTHOCT, 071 Koja XUTJIep U ce IUIAIIelNe, T1a 3aT0a, HAMECTO /Ia
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An eerie event took place on the evening of November 7
1942 when, in his special train rolling through Thuringia,
Hitler was discussing the day’s major news with several aides in
the dining car; since allied air raids had damaged the tracks, the
train frequently slowed its passage:

“While dinner was served on exquisite china, the train stopped
once more at a siding. A few feet away, a hospital train marked
time, and from their tiered cots, wounded soldiers peered into
the blazing light of the dining room where Hitler was immersed
in conversation. Suddenly he looked up at the awed faces star-
ing in at him. In great anger he ordered the curtains drawn,
plunging his wounded warriors back into the darkness of their
own bleak world.”

The miracle of this scene is redoubled: on each side, they experi-
enced what they saw through the window-frame as a fantasmatic
apparition: for Hitler, it was a nightmarish view of the results of
his military adventure; for the soldiers, it was the unexpected
encounter with the Leader himself. The true miracle would have
been here if a hand were to stretch through the window - say,
Hitler reaching over to a wounded soldier. But, of course, it was
precisely such an encounter, such an intrusion into his reality,
that Hitler dreaded, so, instead of stretching his hand, he in panic
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ja mojaze pakara, TOj IAaHUYHO HApeau Aa ce MOoBJedyar
3aBecure...Kako su Toram moxkeme a ja mpobueMe oBaa
Oapuepa u na moceraeme Ko Bucrunckuot Ipyr? [Tocrou fosra
JIUTEpATypHA TPAAUNIKja HA BO3JUTHYBAKE HA CpenOUTe rpau
B Tpajid CO HENPUJaTeJICKUOT BOJHUK KAKO TOKMY
HAjaBTEHTHYHOTO BOEHO FICKYCTBO (BH/M TH IHIIYBAamaTa HA
Epaer JyHrep, kKoj Tu claBU TaKBUTE cpe/i0U BO HETOBUTE
MeMoapH 3a PpoBOBckuTe Hamazau Bo IIpeara Ceercka BojHa):
BOJHUIIUTE YECTONATH MOCAKYBAAT /la YOMjaT HENpHjaTeJICKU
BOjJHUK BO OUTKA 'PaJIM B IPAJIH, IPUTOA IJIEAAJKY IO B OUH IIPETT
1a ro mpoboyar. Jlasexy oz Toa /ieKa CIIy>KH 32 CIIPeYyBambe Ha
IIOHATaMOIIHY 6OpOU - 0Ba MECTHYHO ITPUYECTYBAE CO KPB
CITy?KH TOKMY KaKO JIa’KHA ,CTIUPUTYaTHA " JIETUTUMH3AIH]ja Ha
ucrute. EzieH yexop nojanexy o7 BakBaTa 00CKypaHTUCTHUYKA
UJIe0JI0THja ce M00MBa MPHW BO3BUIIEHUTE MOMEHTH Ha
COJIH/IAPHOCT, KaKO OHOj Bo OuTKaTa 3a CrajuHrpaz, Kora 3a
Hosa I'oiiza - Ha 31 /1eKkeMBPHU 1942, PyCKU aKTePH U My3U4apH
To TIOCEeTHJIe OICEHATUOT TPaji 3a /ia TH 3abaByBaat TPYIHUTE.
Buosnunucror Muxawun I'onjitajH OTHIIONI BO POBOBUTE 32 J]a
UM U3BeJIE COJIO-KOHIIEPT Ha BOJHUIIUTE:

,MeJIOIUHTE II'TO TH CO3/aBallle IUI0Bea MPEKY 3ByYHUITUTE KOH
repMaHCKHUTE POBOBH U IYKAIETO OZieJIHAIN IpecTaHa. Bo
MOpHHMYAaBaTa THIIMHA, My3WKaTa Hajoarame of
TonamTajHOBOTO TYAAIO.

Kora 3aBp1u, Haji pycKUTe peioBH 3aBJiajiea TUIHHA. O ApyT
3BYYHHK, Ha TepPMaHCKa TEPUTOPHja, eI€H IJIac IO BO3HEMHPH
MoutkoT. Ha HecurypeH pycku mobapa: ,,CBHpH yIiTe MaJKy bax.
Hewma ya mykame®.

Tonamitaj ja 3eMa BUOJIMHATA W 3all0YHA €JleH KUB 0ax0B

raBot”.

Hopwmasso, mpo6sieMoT kaj oBaa u3Bezbda e gexa Taa eheKTUBHO
(bYHKIIOHUPA CaMO KaKO KPAaTKO BO3BHIIEHO 3aTHIIIje: BeIHALI
I0TOA , MyKambeTo Ke Mpo/ionku. Taka, oBaa u3Bezda He caMo
IITO HE TO CIIPEYIIa MyKAmbeTo — Taa [ypH U I'o MOTXPAHIIIA,
aKo ce MMa IPEe/IBIJI 3aeTHUYKATA 33/IHIHA HA /IBETE 3aBOjyBAHU

ordered the curtains drawn... How, then, can we penetrate this
barrier and reach out to the Real Other? There is a long literary
tradition of elevating the face to face encounter with an enemy
soldier as THE authentic war experience (see the writings of Ernst
Juenger, who celebrated such encounters in his memoirs of the
trench attacks in World War I): soldiers often fantasize about
killing the enemy soldier in a face to face confrontation, looking
him into the eyes before stabbing him. Far from preventing fur-
ther fight, this kind of mystical communion of blood serves pre-
cisely as its fake “spiritual” legitimization. One step further from
such obscurantist ideology is accomplished by the sublime mo-
ments of solidarity like the one which took place in the battle for
Stalingrad, when, on New Year’s Eve of December 311942, Rus-
sian actors and musicians visited the besieged city to entertain
the troops? The violinist Mikhail Goldstein went to the trenches
to perform a one-man concert for the soldiers:

“The melodies he created drifted out through loudspeakers to
the German trenches and the shooting suddenly ceased. In the
eerie quiet, the music flowed from Goldstein’s dipping bow.

When he finished, a hushed silence hung over the Russian sol-
diers. From another loudspeaker, in German territory, a voice
broke the spell. In halting Russian it pleaded: ‘Play some more
Bach. We won’t shoot.’

Goldstein picked up his violin and started a lively Bach gavotte.

)

The problem with this violin performance is, of course, that it
effectively functioned as just a brief sublime moment of suspen-
sion: immediately afterwards, the shooting went on. This per-
formance thus not only did not prevent the shooting - it even
sustained it, providing the shared background of the two engaged
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crpanu. YoBeK e cripeMeH J1a ja U3HeCe U Te3aTa JieKa Taa He To
CIIpevynsia MyKamkeTo TOKMY IOPaAH TOA IITO € IPEMHOTY
Os1aropojHa 1 ,yTab0Ka“: HEIITo MHOTY ITOTUTUTKO O1 3aBPIITHIIO
pabora. ExiHo MHOTY moeeKTHBHO HCKYCTBO Ha YHHBEpP3aHA
XyMaHOCT, T.e. Ha OecIieJIHOCTa Ha KOHQJIMKTOT BO KOj CMe
BKJIYYEHH MOJKE Jla ce HajJe BO €HOCTaBHATa pa3MeHa Ha
ToTJIeZIN Koja KakyBa c#. 3a BpeMe Ha eflHa JIeMOHCTpallyja
IPOTUB aMapTXejA0T BO crapara JyxxHa Adpuka, 1o7eKa efgHa
Tpymna Oesu TOJUIAjIU I'M PACIPCHYBAJIE U TOHEJIEe IPHUTE
JIEMOHCTDAHTH, €/IeH TIOJIUIIAEIl, CO TIEHIPEKOT B PakKa, OpKas
eHa [pHa rocrora. HeouekyBaHo, Ha rocmorata M OTIIaHA
€/THUOT YeBEJT; aBTOMATCKH [TOKOPYBAjKH FIM Ce Ha CBOHTE ,,I00pH
MaHHUPH", TOJIUIAET[OT TO MOAUTHA YEBEJIOT U U TO TIO/IAJT; BO
TOj MOMEHT THE Pa3MeHMUJIe TIOTJIeH 1 00ajIiaTa CTaHaIe CBECHU
3a OeCMHCJIEHOCTa HA HUBHATA CUTYyallHja — 10 TAKOB TeCT Ha
YUTHBOCT, T.€. OTKAKO i TO JIaJl 3ary0EeHUOT YEBEJIOT U ITI0YeKaT
na curo obye, 6mio cocem HEBO3SMOYXHO na mpomosmkw 1a ja
Opka ¥ J1a ja yIpHM CO TIEHAPEKOT; Ta TaKa, OTKAKO YUYTHBO U
KUMHaJI, TIOJIUIAEOT ce 3aBpTesl U cu 3aMuHal... Iloykara Ha
oBaa mpukaszHa HE e jieka mosmIaenor HaegHaI ja OTKPUIT
HeroBaTa BpojleHa f00puHa, T.e. oBa HE e ciyuaj kazne
MpEeoBJIalyBa MPUPOJHATA JOOpPWHA HAJ[ UAEOJOMKHUOT
PACHCTUYKY TPEHUHT; TOKMYy HAIIPOTHUB, HajBEpPOjaTHO € JieKa
MOJIUIIAENIOT — IITO Ce OJIHECYBa ZI0 HeroBaTa MCHXOJIOIIKA
cocrtojba — 6ui cranzAapzaeH pacuct. Opaeka umaMe TpuyMe Ha
,TIOBPIIMHCKUOT" TPEHUHT Ha YYTHUBOCT.

Kora mosinnaerior ja mpy»Ku pakara 3a Jja ro Iofia/ie YeBeJIoT —
recToT OWJI IOBEKe O7f MOMEHT Ha (PUBUYKU KOHTAKT. benuot
MOJIMIAeIl U IPHATa Tocrora OYKBaJHO JKUBeese BO J[Ba
Pa3JIMYHU COIMO-CUMOOJINIKN YHUBEP3YMHU Mely KO He
mocToesia ANpPeKTHa KOMyHHUKanuja: bapuepara mro ru
O7IBOjyBaJIa ZIBaTa YHUBEP3yMa BO €leH KPaTOK MOMEHT Ouyia
OTCTpaHeTa 3a 00ajIaTa, YMHHII eZJHA PAKa 01 IPYT, PAHTOMCKH,
VHHUBEP3YM JIOTIPesIa 10 00MYHATa PeastHoCT. MeryToa, 3a 1a ce
TpaHchOopMUpa OBOj MarudeH MOMEHT Ha NPEKWH Ha
cuMO0IMYKUTE Hapuepu BO HEKOE MOOTHUILIMBO IOCTUTHYBAEhE
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parties. One is tempted to risk the hypothesis that it did not pre-
vent the shooting precisely because it was all too noble and
“deep”: what is needed to do the job is something much more
superficial. A much more effective experience of universal hu-
manity, i.e., of the meaninglessness of the conflict we are en-
gaged in, can take the shape of a simple exchange of gazes which
tells everything. During one of the anti-apartheid demonstra-
tions in the old South Africa, when a troop of white policemen
was dispersing and pursuing black demonstrators, a policemen
was running after a black lady, a rubber truncheon in his hand.
Unexpectedly, the lady lost one of her shoes; automatically obey-
ing his “good manners,” the policeman picked up the shoes and
gave it to her; at this moment, they exchanged glances and both
became aware of the inanity of their situation - after such a ges-
ture of politeness, i.e. after handling her the lost shoe and wait-
ing for her to put it on again, it was simply IMPOSSIBLE for him
to continue to run after her and to hit her with the truncheon;
so, after politely nodding at her, the policeman turned around
and walked away... The moral of this story is NOT that the po-
liceman suddenly discovered his innate goodness, i.e. we are NOT
dealing here with the case of natural goodness winning over the
racist ideological training; on the contrary, in all probability, the
policeman was - as to his psychological stance - a standard rac-
ist. What triumphed here was simply his “superficial” training
in politeness.

When the policeman stretched his hand in order to pass the shoe,
this gesture was more than a moment of physical contact. The
white policeman and the black lady literally lived in two differ-
ent socio-symbolic universes with no direct communication pos-
sible: for each of the two, the barrier which separated the two
universes was for a brief moment suspended, and it was as if a
hand from another, spectral, universe reached into one’s ordi-
nary reality. - However, in order to transform this magic mo-
ment of the suspension of symbolic barriers into a more sub-
stantial achievement, something more is needed - like, for ex-

a1 ]
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HOTPeOHO € U HEIITO MOBeKe — KaK0, Ha IPUMED, CIIO/IETyBAE
Ha ,MpcHU" BUI0BU. Bo GuBIIaTa Jyrociasuja, Kpy»xea meru 3a
CceKoja eTHUYKA IPYTa, Koja belle CTUrMaTU3UpaHa PeKy HeKoja
ocobuHa — ce BeJielne ieka L[pHoropIyTe ce MOIIHe Mp3eJIHBY,
Bocannure riynasu, Makenonnute kpaanu, CioBeHIUTE
CKP2KaBHL... 3HAYAJHO Oellle IITO OBYE IIETH ' CHEMA CO TIOZIEMOT
Ha eTHHYKUTE TEH3H BO JIOIHUTE 1980TH: HUE/JHA He MOKeIlle
71a ce CIIyIIHE BO 1990, Kora HemupuTe nsbyBHaa. Jlanexy of
T0a /1a 6ea caMo PaCUCTUYKH, OBHE IIErd, oceGHO OHME BO KOU
Cce CpeKaBaaT WICHOBHTE HA PA3INYHUTE MAJIIIUHCTBA — Off TUTIOT
,Omat CioBenern, CpOuH 1 AstbaHer a KymyBaar... — 6ea eZiHH
0l KJIyYHUTEe (OPMHU HA BUCTHHCKOTO IOCTOEHE HA
opUIHUjaTHOTO ,0pPATCTBO M €IHUHCTBO“ BO THUTOBATa
Jyrocnasuja. Bo 0Boj city4aj, 3aeJTHUIUKUTE MPCHU BUIIOBH HE ce
CPE/ICTBO HA UCKJTyJyBame Ha APYTUTE KOU He Ce ,,BHATPE, TYKY
ce CpeJicTBa HA HUBHOTO 8KAYUYB8aHe, HA BOCIIOCTABYBAE HA
MUHUMYM CHMOOJIIYKY NAKT. VIHMjaHIUTe TO MyIIaT CJIABHOTO
JIyJie Ha MUPOT, a HUe, 07 TONPUMHUTUBHUOT bankaH, cu
pa3MeHyBaMe MI[OBKH. 3a /]a ce BOCIOCTABU €/JHA BUCTHHCKA
COJTMZIAPHOCT He € IOBOJIHO CIIO/IEJIEHOTO UCKYCTBO HA BUCOKATA
KyJITypa — TyKy co JIpyrHOT MOpa Jja ce CIIOZeNU CpaMHaTa
U/TIOCHHKPATHja HA HETIPICTOJHOTO YKUBAHE.

Bo Tekor Ha Mojata BoeHa city»k0a cTaHaB 06ap MmpHUjaTest co
e/leH aytbaHCcKy BOjHUK. Kako 1m1to e 1o6po mo3HaTo, AsbaHIuTe
ce MOIITHE YYBCTBUTETHH Ha CEKCyaTHH HaBPeIX HACOUEHH KOH
WIEHOBHTE HA HajOJIMCKOTO ceMejcTBO (MajKa, cectpa). O MojoT
anbaHcku npujaten edpekTHBHO OeB mpudareH Kora ja
HaJMUHABMe MMOBPIIHATA WIPa HA YUTHUBOCT ¥ MOYHUT, U C#
TI03/IpaByBaBMe co (hopMaTH3upaHy HaBpe/u. [IpBHOT MOTer ro
HanpaBu AJbaHENoT: eHO YyTPO, HAMECTO BOOOUUAEHOTO
»3paBo!“ Toj Me T03/1paBH co ,,/la Th ebam Majkara!“; 3HaeB geKa
OBa € TIOHY/Ia Ha KOja MOPaM COO/IBETHO Jia OJITOBOPaM — I1a My
oznBparuB: ,,Yekaj 1a ce cumHaM o cectpa Ti!“ OBaa pazmeHa
HACKOPO T'0 U3TyOU CBOjOT OTBOPEHO HEMPUCTOEH WX MPOHUYEH
KapakTep U craHa (popMasyu3MpaHa: mo caMmo HEKOJIKY He/IesH,
BeKke He ce 3aMapaBMe CO I1eJ1aTa peYeHHIa; Kora Ke Ce BUIEBMe

ample, the sharing of obscene jokes. In ex-Yugoslavia, jokes cir-
culated about each ethnic group which was stigmatized through
a certain feature - the Montenegrins were supposed to be ex-
tremely lazy, Bosnians stupid, Macedonians thieves, Slovenes
thrifty... Significantly, these jokes waned with the rise of ethnic
tensions in the late 1980s: none of them were heard in 1990,
when the hostilities erupted. Far from being simply racist, these
jokes, especially those in which members of different nationali-
ties meet - the “A Slovene, Serb and Albanian went shopping,
and...” type - were one of the key forms of the actual existence of
the official “brotherhood and unity” of Tito’s Yugoslavia. In this
case, the shared obscene jokes did not function as a means to
exclude the others who are not “in,” but as the means of their
inclusion, of establishing a minimum of symbolic pact. Indians
(native Americans) smoke the proverbial pipe of peace, while
we, from the more primitive Balkan, have to exchange obsceni-
ties. To establish actual solidarity, the shared experience of high
culture is not enough - one has to exchange with the Other the
embarrassing idiosyncrasy of the obscene enjoyment.

In the course of my military service, I became very friendly with
an Albanian soldier. As is well known, Albanians are very sensi-
tive to sexual insults which refer to their closest family members
(mother, sister); I was effectively accepted by my Albanian friend
when we left behind the superficial game of politeness and re-
spect, and greeted each other with formalized insults. The first
move was made by the Albanian: one morning, instead of the
usual “Hello!”, he greeted me with “I screw your mother!”; I knew
that this was an offer to which I had to respond appropriately -
so I snapped back: “Go ahead, you're welcome - after I finish
with your sister!” This exchange soon lost its openly obscene or
ironic character, and became formalized: after only a couple of
weeks, the two of us no longer bothered with the whole sentence;
in the morning, upon seeing each other, he just nodded his head




Identities; journal for politics, gender and culture, vol. II , no. 2

HAyTPO TOj caMo KJIMMHYBaIIe U Ke peverne ,Ha majka Tu!“ Ha
IITO jac caMo My OAroBapas ,Ha cectpa Tu!“...0B0j mpumep ru
TI0jacCHyBa ONACHOCTUTE Off BAaKBa CTpaTeTHja: HENMPUCTOjHATA
COJIM/IAPHOCT BeKe IIPEYECTO Ce jaByBa 32 CMETKA Ha TPETO JIUIIE
— BO 0BOj CJIy4aj, Ce OZIHECYBA HA COJIU/IAPHOCTA HA IOBP3YBAIhE
Mery Maku 3a cMeTKa Ha »xeHute. (Moeme Ju /1a cH ja
IpeTcTaBHMe obpaTHaTa Bep3Mja, KaKo eJjHAa MJIa/ia KeHa ja
H03/IpaByBa Hej3UHATA IpHjaTesika ,/[a T ro ebam Maxkot!“, Ha
IITO JIpyTraTa Bo3Bpaka: ,Yekaj ja ce CHMHAM off TaTKo Tu!“ ?)
Moskebu TOKMY TOpajiv 0Ba, Bpckara Mery YKaxinHa u Xunapu
ay Ilpe HU ce YUHM TOJIKY ,CKaHJATI03HA“: AKTOT JIeKa, CO
o7iobpeHue Ha cecTpa I, JKakyiHa MMasia BpcKa co Hej3HHUOT
Ma)k HHU € TOJIKYy HeIOJHOCJHUB OuZiejKu ja MpeBpTyBa
craunapHara Jlesu-1llTpaycosa jioruka gexa ;keHuTe ce 00jeKTr
Ha pa3MeHa Mery MaKHUTe — BO 0BOj CJIy4aj TOKMY MAXCOU CITY3KU
Kako 00jeKT Ha pa3MeHa Mer'y *KeHHTe.

Tyka nmocrou ymrre efieH mpobseM — OHOj HA MOK 1 aBTOPHTET:
IPHMEPOT Ha MOjOT HETIPUCTOEH PUTYATI CO a/IGAHCKUOT BOJHUK
GYHKIIMOHMpPA caMO MOPaJHU TOA IITO IOCTOM HeKOoja
IpETIOCTaBeHA PAMHOIIPABHOCT Mery MeHe U AnbGaHernoT —
obajuara cMe 06U4HU BOjHUIIU. AKO jac 6eB odwurep ke berre
HPEMHOTY PU3HYHO, TIPAKTHYHO HE3AMUCITUBO AJIOAHEIIOT /1a TO
HaIpaBH IPBHOT IoTer. MeryToa, ako Asnbanenor berte odurep,
cuTyanyjara ke 6emre yirre nobe3o6pa3Ha: HETOBHOT IecT Ke
Oemre moHyza 3a JakHA 6e300pa3Ha COMUAAPHOCT, KOja TU
MAacKupa OJIHOCHTE Ha MOK KOU JIeXKaT BO OCHOBaTa — eJleH
MapaZiuTMaTCKY CJIy4Yaj Ha ,IIOCTMOZIEpPHA” MPUMeHA Ha MOK.
Tpagunuonamuara durypa Ha apropurtet (1ed, TaTko) 6apa KoH
Hea Jla ce OTHECYBaMe CO JIOJDKHOTO MTOYHUTYBAIbE, CIIE/IEjKH TH
dbopMasHUTEe NpaBUIAa HA ABTOPUTET; pPa3MEHETHUTE
HEPUCTOJHOCTH U MOI0UBHUTE 3a0€JIENITKH MOpa J1a Ce O/JBUBAAT
3ax rp6. Hacnpotu oBa, mak, medoT WIM TATKOTO HA
ZeHeITHHIaTa 6apa co Hero 1a ce O/fHeCyBaMe KaKo CO IIpHjaTer,
camuTe 0Opakajku HY ce o Hama/(Ha O1McKoCT, 6oMOapAUpajKu
H# CO CEKCyaJTHM HABECTYBAaha, KAHEJKU H# Ha 110 €THA IHjauKa
WIN ByJITapeH BUI[ — CETO OBA CO HaMepa /ia Ce BOCIIOCTaBU
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and said “Mother!”, to what I simply responded “Sister!”... This
example renders clear the dangers of such a strategy: the ob-
scene solidarity all too often emerges at the expense of a third
party - in this case, it involves male-bonding solidarity at the
expense of women. (Can we imagine the inverted version, a young
woman greeting her friend “Screw your husband!”, to which the
other responds: “Go ahead - after I finish with your father!”?)
Perhaps, this is the reason why the relationship between
Jacqueline and Hilary du Pre strikes us as so “scandalous”: the
fact that, with her sister’s approval, Jacqueline had an affair with
her husband, is so unbearable because it involves the reversal of
the standard Levi-Straussian logic of women as objects of ex-
change between men - in this case, it was the man who served as
the object of exchange between women.

There is another problem here, that of power and authority: the
example of my obscene ritual with the Albanian soldier works
only because there was a presupposed equality between me and
the Albanian - we were both common soldiers. If I were to be an
officer, it would have been much too risky, practically unthink-
able, for the Albanian to make his first move. If, however, the
Albanian were to be an officer, the situation would have been
even more obscene: his gesture would have been an offer of false
obscene solidarity masking the underlying power relations - a
paradigmatic case of the “postmodern” exercise of power. The
traditional figure of authority (boss, father) insists on being
treated with proper respect, following the formal rules of au-
thority; the exchange obscenities and mocking remarks have to
take place behind his back. Today’s boss or father, on the con-
trary, insists that we should treat him as a friend, he addresses
as with intrusive familiarity, bombarding us with sexual innu-
endos, inviting us to share a drink or a vulgar joke, all this in-
tended to establish the link of male-bonding, while the relation-
ship of authority (our subordination to him) not only remains
intact, but is even treated as a kind of secret which should be

13
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BpPCKAaTa HA MAIIKOTO 30JIMKyBame, a MaK BPCKAaTa HA
ABTOPHUTATHBHOCT (HAIIATa MMOJPEIEHOCT HEMY) He CaMo IITO
OCTaHyBa HEJIONPEHA, TYKy € TPeTUPaHa M KaKO HEKaKBa TajHA
Koja Tpeba Jja ce MOYMTYBa U 3a Koja He ce 36opyBa. OBaa
KOHCTeJIaIHja 32 MO/IPe/IeHHOT € MHOTY IOKJIaycTpodobuIHa
O/IOIITO TPAJUIOHATHUOT ABTOPUTET: ZIEHEC CMe JIUIIEHH U O]
JIMYHUOT TPOCTOP HAa UPOHHUja W MoAbOUBae, OUIejKU
TOCIIO/IapOT I'0 UMA U Ha IBeTe HUBOA, M aBTOPUTET U IPHjaTell.

Cemnak oBaa 3araTka He € TOJIKY HEPElTBA KOJIKY IIITO MOJKeOu
ce YMHU: BO CEKOja KOHKDPETHA CUTyaluja Hue ,CIOHTaHO"
corjielyBaMe KakBa e paborara, T.e. JaJd pa3zMeHaTa Ha
HENPHUCTOJHOCTY € ,aBTeHTHYHA" WX JIAKHA MHTUMHOCT, KOja
3aTCKpHMBA BPCKA HA MOZIPE/IEHOCT. BucTHHCKUOT mpobieM e
MHOTY OPAJINKAJIEH: IJTH TUPEKTHUOT KOHTAK CO BUCTUHCKUOT
Hpyr, 6e3 cumbonrykara paMKa Koja JIeXXKd BO OCHOBATa, €
BOOMIITO Bo3MozkeH? KoHTakToT co Buctunckuor JIpyT e KpeBok
10 IeUHUIIja — CEKOj TAKOB KOHTAKT € MOIIIHE HECUTYPEH U
KpIILTUB 1 CEKOe aBTEHTHYHO IT0CeTame 0 KOH J[pyrioT Moxe
BO CEKOj MOMEHT /ia ce IIOBPaTH BO cocToj6a Ha HACHJIHO
HaBJIETYBalbe BO JIMUHHUOT IpocTo Ha J[pyruor...3riena nexa
M3JIe30T Off OBaa NMOTENIKOTHja HU Joara Of JIOTUKATa Ha
CoIMjaTHaTa WHTEPAKIKja, HajmoOpo OTCIMKAHA BO pPeMeK-
nenara Ha XeHpH [lejmc: Bo 0Boj yHUBEP3YM Kajie Ie/TMKAaTHOCTA
BJIaJIe€, KaJie OTBOPEHATA EKCIUIO3Hja HA UyBCTBATA Ce CMeTa 3
KpajHO BYJITAPHA, C# € KaXKaHO, HajOOJIHUTE OJTyKH Ce IOHECEHH,
Haj/Ie/IMKaTHUTE TOPAKHU Ce MPEHECEHH - HO C# Ce CITyIyBa TIO7
IUTAIIITOT Ha efieH ¢dopMmaseH pa3roBop. J[ypu u kora ro
VIIEHyBaM MOjOT [IAPTHEP, T'0 IIPaBaM TOA CO YUTHUBA HACMEBKA,
Hy/lejku 4aj u Konauuma...[la Toram, ako Beke OpyTasHO
JVPEKTHUOT ITPUOJ] TO IPOMAIITYBa jaZipoTo Ha JIpyruoT, Moxe
JIX JIETUKATHUOT TaHII Jla ro Aodatu? Bo HeroBata Minima
moralia, ATOpHO ja UCTaKHyBa KpajHaTa J[BO3HAYHOCT Ha
JIeJIMKAaTHOCTA BeKe jacHO BH/INBA Kaj XeHpu Llejmc: yurmBaTa
003MPHOCT 32 OCETIMBOCTA HA ZIPYTUOT, TPHIKATA /1A He CIIYYajHO
ce HapyIIX HeroBaTa WJIM Hej3UHATAa MHTHMHOCT MOXKE JIECHO
7la IIpeMyHe Bo OpyTaiHa Herpy»a 3a 60j1KaTa Ha JPyrUor.’

respected and not talked about. For the subordinated, such a
constellation is much more claustrophobic than the traditional
authority: today, we are deprived even of the private space of
irony and mocking, since the master is at both levels, an author-
ity as well as a friend.

However, this conundrum is not as intractable as it may appear:
in every concret situation, we “spontaneously” always know
which is the case, i.e., if the exchange of obscenities is “authen-
tic” or a fake intimacy masking a relationship of subordination.
The true problem is a more radical one: is a direct contact in the
Real, without the underlying symbolic frame, feasible at all? The
contact with the Real Other is inherently fragile - every such con-
tact is extremely precarious and fragile, the authentic reaching
out to the Other can at any moment revert into a violent intru-
sion into the Other’s intimate space... The way out of this pre-
dicament seems to be provided by the logic of social interaction
best rendered in Henry James’ masterpieces: in this universe
where tact reigns supreme, where the open explosion of one’s
emotions is considered the utmost vulgarity, everything is said,
the most painful decisions are made, the most delicate messages
are passed over - however, it all takes place in the guise of a for-
mal conversation. Even when I blackmail my partner, I do it with
a polite smile, offering him or her tea and cakes... Is it, then,
that, while the brutal direct approach misses the Other’s kernel,
a tactful dance can reach it? In his Minima moralia, Adorno
pointed out the utter ambiguity of tact clearly discernible already
in Henry James: the respectful consideration for the other’s sen-
sitiveness, the care not to violate his or her intimacy, can easily
pass into the brutal insensitivity for the other’s pain.’
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Ee3ottiuxa Ha Atom ErojaH ro pasriiezyBa KpeBKHOT CTaTyC Ha
rPaHMUIATA KOja IO Pa3ziesiyBa JaBHUOT Off IMYHHUOT IPOCTOP.
Kora criozie;iyBame HeKOj 3aeTHYKH IIPOCTOP CO HETTO3HATH —
7la pedeMe, Kora HEKOj ZI0CTaByBay WJIA MajCTOP HU BJIETYBA BO
CTAHOT — HHEe MelyceOHO YUTHBO ce UTHOPUPaMe U n30erHyBaMe
na Oypuukame BO MPUBATHOCTA HA JPYTHOT (IITO ITOCAKYBAaT,
KOU MM Ce CKPHEHHTE CHUINTA); MeryToa Ee3oiliuka mocTojaHo
ja IpeMUHyBa OBaa TpaHMIA, HaeJJHAI BOCIIOCTABYBAjKHU €/leH
HOMHTUMEH KOHTAKT Mery /IBeTe IMYHOCTH 30JTHKEHH CO HEKoja
odunujaiHa Jo/pKHOCT. JIakaHcKuoT rosiem J[pyr, Mefy apyroTo,
€ €JTHO O/ UMHIbaTa 32 0BOj SH/I KOj HA OBO3MOKYBa /1a IP3KUME
COO/IBETHA JIUCTAHIIA, TAPAHTUPAjKHU HU JieKa OJIM3MHATa Ha
APYTHOT HeMa Jia H# TpeIiaBu — Kora 300pyBaMe €O HEKOj
CITy>KOeHUK, ,He ce 30mkyBame”. ([TapamokcoT e exa caMuoT
0BOj SHJ] HE € caMO HeraTUBeH: BO UCTO BPeMe, TOj CO3/1aBa
(daHTa3uK 3a OHA IITO JIeMHee 3] Hero, 3a OHa IITO JPYTHOT
BUCTUHCKU TO MOcakyBa). HammoT *XKUBOT BO JOIHUOT
KaIMTaJIM3aM Ce OJIJTUKYBA CO JI0CETa HEBU/IEHO O/IPEKYBAhe O]
HCKYCTBOTO HA IPYTHOT:

»3 J1a IPEMUHEMeE TIPEKY HeK0j Oe3I0MHUK CTYTYJIEH Ha [IParoT
U Ja ipodoaxcume co odervellio, 3a Jia yxcueame BO Beuepara
KOra ¥Ma JIela IITo IJIajlyBaT, 32 ia ce 00MopuMe HOKe JI07ieKa
CBETOT HEIPECTAaHO CTPa/ia — ATOMHU3MPAHUTE THEBHU (DYHKIMN
HHCHCTHPAAT CUCTEMATCKH JIa TH HCKJIYIUMe HAIIIUTE CHMITATHH
1 BPCKH CO IPYTUTE (I/I.T[I/I, KaKO IITO BEJIM JOMHUHAHTHA KYJITypa,
HaIllaTa eKOHOMH]a Ce COCTOM OJf MH/IMBH/IyH KOH ja IOYUTYBaaT
HHIWBU/yaJTHOCTA HA APYruTe). 3ajJ KapukaTypara Ha
CEHTUMEHTAJIHUTE JII/I6epaJII/I CTON BUCTHHATA 34 IIOJIUTUKATA:
[IpaBuIIl KaKo IITO YyBCTBYBAIIL"

OBpe cu HeMame paboTa co IICUXOJIOTHja HA HHAUBHUAYATA, TYKY
CO KamHUTATUCTUYKATA CyOjeKTUBHOCT Kako ¢opma Ha
aTCcTpakIyja Koja e BIUIIAHA BO U IETEPMUHIPAHA Of CAMOTO
jazpo Ha ,,00jeKTUBHUTE" COIMjATHU OHOCH:

2002

Atom Egoyan’s Exotica tackles the fragile status of the frontier
that separates the public from the private space. When we share
a common space with foreigners - say, when a delivery man or a
repair man enters our apartment -, we politely ignore each other,
refraining from probing into other’s privacy (what do they de-
sire, what are their secret dreams); Exotica, however, constantly
violates this frontier, establishing all of a sudden a more inti-
mate contact between the two persons brought together by some
official duty. The Lacanian big Other is, among other things, one
of the names for this Wall which enables us to maintain the
proper distance, guaranteeing that the other’s proximity will not
overflow us - when we talk with a clerk, we “do not get personal.”
(The paradox is that this very Wall is not just negative: at the
same time, it generates fantasies about what lurks behind it,
about what the other really desires.) Our late capitalist daily life
involves an unprecedented disavowal of the others’ experience:

“In order to pass a homeless person crouched in a doorway and
keep walking, in order to enjoy dinner when children are hun-
gry, in order to rest at night when suffering is incessant - atom-
ized daily function demands that we systematically foreclose our
affections for and connections with others (in the words of domi-
nant culture, our economy is comprised of individuals who re-
spect each other’s individuality). Behind the caricature of the
bleeding-heart liberal is the truth of politics: how you feel is how
you act.™

We are not dealing here with individual psychology, but with
the capitalist subjectivity as a form of abstraction inscribed in
and determined by the very nexus of “objective” social relations:

un
-
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L2JAHIU(depeHTHOCTAa KOH creNuUIHNOT TPYZ OAroBapa Ha
THUIIOT OIIITECTBO BO KO€ JIMYHOCTUTE MOXKAT JIECHO Jia ce
npedpraat of efleH B/, TPYZ Ha JPYyT U KaJie IITO, 32 HUB,
crenuUIHUOT TPY/J, € mpallame Ha cpeka, a OTTaMy U
uHaudepenTHocra. He camo kareropujara Tpyz, TYKY U TPYAOT
peasHo TJIefIaH TYKa CTAaHAJ HAUMH Ha CO37laBame HOraTcBo
BOOIIIITO, ¥ BeKe He € OPTaHCKYU ITOBP3aH €O O71e/THU JIMIHOCTH,
BO KOja u Jia e popma. BakBaTa cocroj6a e HajuspaseHa BO
HajMOZIEPHHOT BUJI Ha TIOCTOEHE Ha OYPIKOACKOTO OIIITECTBO —
B0 CA/l. 3Hauu TOKMY OBJie, 32 IIPB [1aT, TOUKATa Ha 3AMUHYBAbE
Ha MOZIEPHATA, UMEHO alCTpaKIMjaTa Ha KaTeropujara ,Tpya’,
,TPY/IOT KaKO TaKOB“, TPYAOT — IIPOCTO U JaCHO — Ce OCTBapyBa
BO [IPAKTHKA.

ITa Taka, Ha HCTHOT HAYMH HA KOj MapKc ro ocyyBa HAUMHOT
Ha K0j, BO paMKHTe Ha [1a3apHaTa eKOHOMM]Ja, allCTPaKI[1jaTa e
BIIMIIIAHA BO CAMOTO JINYHO UCKYCTBO (PaOOTHUKOT IUPEKTHO ja
NOKHUBYBa cBojaTa mpodecwja KakKO KOHTHHTEHTHA
aKTyasjusalyja Ha HETOBUOT AlCTPAKTeH KalaluTeT 3a
paboTeme, a HEe KaKO OPraHCKa KOMIIOHEHTHA Ha HEroBaTa
JINYHOCT; eJleH ,0TyleH" JbyOOBHUK TO JIO)KUBYBA HETOBUOT
CeKCyasieH MapTHep KaKO KOHTHMHTEHTHA 3aMeHa Koja ja
3a7I0BOJIMJIA HeroBaTa moTpeba 3a CeKCyaJaHO WU/JH
€MOIIMOHAJIHO HCTIOJTHYBAbe; UTH.), AIICTPAKITHM)aTa e FCTO TaKa
BIIMINIAHA BO TOA KAKO, HA HAJHETIOCPETHO HUBO, CE TOBP3yBaMe
co apyrute: ru UTHOPMPAME Bo e1HO OCHOBHO 3Hauere Ha
TEPMUHOT, CBEAYBAjKU ' HA HOCUTEJIU Ha alCTPAKTHU
conujanuu pynkuuu. Ce pazbupa, moeHTaTa TyKa € JieKa
,CHCTEMHTE Ha MOKTA U3UCKYBAAT CIeNUPUIHI eMOIFIOHAITHN
koH(purypanuu“®: byHIaMeHTaIHaTa ,,CTYIEHOCT Ha JIOIHO-
KaIUTATHCTUYKHOT cy0jeKT 3aMeHeTa,/ ckpreHa co GaHTOMOT Ha
00raTuoOT JMYEeH eMOIMOHAJIEH JKUBOT KOj CIYXKHU KAKO
IpeKpyBKa Ha daHTa3ujaTa U H# IUTUTU Ofi pa3ypHyBauKuTe
HCKycTBa Ha PeanHocTa Ha cTpajjamara Ha japyrure. [leHec,
crapara Iera 3a 60raTHoT K0j My Hape/IuI Ha cIyrarta“uchpiiu
I0 0BOj HUKAKOB IIPOCjaK — jac CyM TOJIKY HeKeH YOBEeK IITO He
MO>KaM Jia TJIeZiaM JIyTre Kako CTpaziaaT!“ e MompUroHa O Kora

“Indifference towards specific labours corresponds to a form of
society in which individuals can with ease transfer from one
labour to another, and where the specific kind is a matter of
chance for them, hence of indifference. Not only the category,
labour, but labour in reality has here become the means of cre-
ating wealth in general, and has ceased to be organically linked
with particular individuals in any specific form. Such a state of
affairs is at its most developed in the most modern form of exist-
ence of bourgeois society, in the United States. Here, then, for
the first time, the point of departure of modern economics,
namely the abstraction of the category labour’, ‘labour as such’,
labour pure and simple, becomes true in practice.”

So, in the same way Marx deployed how, within the market
economy, abstraction is inscribed into the very individual expe-
rience (a worker directly experiences his particular profession
as a contingent actualization of his abstract capacity to work,
not as an organic component of his personality; an “alienated”
lover experiences his sexual partner as a contingent fill-in that
satisfied his need for sexual and/or emotional gratification; etc.),
abstraction is also inscribed into how, at the most immediate
level, we relate to others: we IGNORE them in a fundamental
sense of the term, reducing them to bearers of abstract social
functions. And, of course, the point here is that “systems of power
necessitate specific emotional configurations™ : the fundamen-
tal “coldness” of the late capitalist subject is supplanted/con-
cealed by the phantom of a rich private emotional life which
serves as a fantasy screen protecting us from the shattering ex-
perience of the Real of others’ suffering. Today, the old joke about
arich man ordering his servant “Throw out this destitute beggar
- I am such a tender person that I cannot stand seeing people
suffering!” is more appropriate then ever. The necessary price
paid for this abstraction is that the very sphere of privacy gets
“reified,” turned into a domain of calculated satisfactions: is there
anything more depressingly anti-erotic than the proverbial ap-
peal of a yuppie to his partner “Let’s spend some quality time
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u 1a e. [leHaTa Koja ce riaka 3a 0Baa ancTpakiyja € Toa AeKa
camara cdepa Ha IPHBATHOCT CE ,MaTePUjaII3HPA,,, Ce IIPETBApa
BO 00JIaCT HA KAJIKyJIMPAaHU 33JI0BOJICTBA: MMa JIU HEIITO
[I0pa304yapyBavyKy aHTHEPOTCKO O] BeKe JIereHJApDHUOT OBUK
Ha eJIeH ceJbaK /10 HErOBHOT NapTHe ,,O/1 /1a TH [IEITHAM /IBa-
TpH c1aTku 30opa!“? He e HU UyiHO, TOTAII, IIITO HAJIIYJETO Ha
0Baa JIUCTAHIIA ce OPYTAHUTE U OHMKYBAUKU HaBJIETYBAha
BO MHTUMHHOT IIPOCTOP HA APYTHUTE: O] UCIOBeAHUYKU TB
€MUCHY JI0 BeD-CajTOBH Ka/ie MIHU KaMepy, ocTaBeHu Bo BII-
IIOJTj!, TH CHUMAAT JIy'eTo KaKo BpIIaT rosieMa Hyx/a. [lozHaro
€ JIeKa Ha JIyI'eTo FIM € MHOTY ITOJIECHO /14 CU ZIOBEPAT HajTajHUTE
CHHIIITA U CTPaByBalba HA COCEM HENO3HATH JIye OTKOJIKY Ha
OHHE IITO UM ce OrcKu: PeHOMEHUTe KaKOo YeT-coOuTe BO
ajoep-IpoCcTOPOT U IICUXOAHAIUTHIKUTE TPETMAHH CEKAKO Ce
HOTHHPAAaT Ha 0BOj mapajiokc. PakToOT Zieka HEIITO KaXKyBaMe
Ha HEKOj CTpaHeIl| coceM HaJ[BOP O/l KPYyroT Ha HAIIWUTe
TIO3HAHUIY HY FAPAHTUPA JIeKa HAIIINTe HCIIOBEN HeMA ToBeke
7ia o 3arpeBaat oBa imbroglio Ha cTpacTu BO 4Mja Mpexa ce
HaoraMme — OU/IEjKU He e eJIeH 0] KOMIIKCKUTE IPYTH, CTPAHEL[OT
€, Ha HEKOj HAYMH, WlOKMY 201emuoill /[pye, HEyTPATHUOT
IPHEMHUK Ha HAIIWTe TajHU. MelyToa, 1eHeNHNOT ,,CTI0/IeNIeH
COJIMIICU3aM " ce ABUKY Ha €4HO IOMHAKBO HUBO: HE CaMO IIITO
T KOPHCTUME CTPAHIIUTE 32 J]a MM T'H JIOBEPHME TajHUTE HA
pa3IMYHAUTeE JByOOBU U OMPA3HU O] KOU Ce U3IPA/IeH! HAIIUTE
OJTHOCH CO JIyFeTO KOU I'l 3HaeMe U CO KO cMe OJIUCKU; TYKY U
KaKo /]a CMe CIIPEMHHU /12 Ce BIyIITHME BO OBHE BPCKH CaMO aKO
ja MMaMme 33JHUHATA HA FTAPAHTUPAHA AuCTaHNa. PaboTute Kou
Zocera MMaa CcTaTyc Ha UCKIYYOK (KaKo OHA CJIABHO KJIHIIE 33
HOK Ha CTpaceH CeKC CO HEKOj OTIIOIHO HETIO3HAT, 3HAEJKH JIeKa
U3YTPUHATA CEKOj K€ CH OTHJIE 110 CBOjOT MAT ¥ HUKOTAII IOBEKE
He Ke ce CPeTHAT), IIOCTENEHO Ce HAMETHYBAAT Kako HOBa HOPMA.

OBa mcye3HyBarbe Ha IPAHUIIATA Mely jAaBHOTO U MIPUBATHOTO
3HAUM JIeKa NPEeNU3HUTE JIeTa/bl HA UHTUMHUOT KUBOT
CTaHyBaar JieJI O]] jaBHATA IIEPCOHA, AOCTAIHYU CEKOMY IPEKY
KHUTH WK BeO-CTPaHU U BeKe He ce HEMTPUCTOJHHU TajHU 32 KOU
Ce MIENOTH BO NPHUBATHOCT — KAXKAHO HA €JleH MAaJIKy

2002

together!”? No wonder, then, that the obverse of this distance
ares the brutal and humiliating intrusions into the others’ inti-
mate space: from confessionary talk-shows to the cam- websites,
where we can observe from the bottom of the toilet bowl other
people defecating. It is a well-known fact that people find it much
easier to confide their innermost dreams and fears to total strang-
ers than to those who are close to them: phenomena like the
cyberspace chat-rooms and psychoanalytic treatment obviously
count on this paradox. The fact that we are telling it to a stranger
totally outside the circle of our acquaintances guarantees that
our confession will not further stir up the imbroglio of passions
in which we are enmeshed - not being one of our neighboring
others, the stranger is, in a way, the big Other itself, the neutral
receptable of our secrets. However, today’s “shared solipsism”
moves at a different level: it is not only that we use strangers to
confide them the secrets of the loves and hatreds which struc-
ture our relationships with people whom we know and are close
to; it is as if we are able to engage in these relationships them-
selves only against the background of a guaranteed distance.
Things which, till now, had the status of an exception (like the
proverbial passionate night of sex spent with a total stranger,
and with the knowledge that, next morning, each of us will go
his or her own way, never to meet again), are gradually impos-
ing themselves as the new norm.

What this disappearance of the frontier between the public and
the private means is that precise details of the intimate life are
becoming part of the public persona, disponible to everyone in
books or no websites, not the obscene secret about which one
whispers in private - to put it in slightly nostalgic conservative
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HOCTQJITMYHO KOH3EPBATUBEH HAYMH, CKAH/IAJIOT € BO CAMHOT
dbaxT nexa Beke He TocTou ckaHza. C# 3aI0uHa O MOJIETUTE U
buimckute sBe3au: (JlaskHarta) cHUMKa Ha Kimayaumja udep
KaKO U3Be/lyBa CTPacHO ¢esialyo Ha /iBa IeHnca UCTOBPEMEHO
e nucTpubynpaHa HaceKajie; ako Hekoj mobapa nHGopManuy 3a
Mumu Mexkdepcon (momtazaTa cectpa Ha Z00pO MO3HATHOT
aBcTpasnucku Mozen En Mekdepcon), ke Hajue cajToBu 3a
Hej3MHATa M3BOHPEIHA €KOJIOIIKA aKTHUBHOCT (Taa paKOBOM
KOMITaHHja 32 HA0Jby/[yBambe Ha KUTOBH), THTEPBjya CO Hea KaKo
OM3HICMEHKA, CAjTOBU CO Hej3UHHU ,npucTojHu” cauku [LIYC
YKpaZieHaTa JIeHTa KaJie Taa MacTypOupa, a oToa KOIyJIHpa co
HEj3MHUOT JByOOBHUK. A INTO /la KaKeMe 32 HOBaTa KHUTa Ha
Kartepuna MusteT’, Bo K0ja 0Baa CBETCKH MO3HATA KPUTHYAPKA
Ha yMeTHOcTa (Mery IpyroTo, Taa Oellie KypaTop Ha U3JIokbara
Documenta) Ha CTyzieH, pAMHOMEDPEH HAuMH, O€3 CpaM WIr BUHA
— a, 0TTaMmy, 1 6e3 eHTy3HjacTIYKO YyBCTBO Ha IPEKPINOK — I'i
ONMIIYBA JIETATIUTE HA HEJ3UHUOT OyeH CeKcyaseH XUBOT, JI0
Hej3UHUTE PEJIOBHU YIECTBA BO FOJIEMH OPTHH, BO KOH Taa Oria
IIeHeTpHpaHa WK CU UI'pajia Co JieCeTUIIM aHOHUMHHY [IeHUCH
BO efiHa cecuja. Tyka, HeMa a MPUOPY HUKAKBY TPAHUIIH - YOBEK
MOJKe /1a CH 3aMHUCJIH JleKa BO OyiMcKaTa UHUHA HEKOj
HOJITHYAP (OTIIPBUH JICKPETHO) Ke I03BOJIU Xap/I-KOP CHIMKA
Ha HEroBaTa WY HEj3MHATA CEKCyaTHa Pa3MeHa, 3a J1a 'U yoe i
IJIacaynTe BO CBOjaTa MOK HA IIPUBJIEYHOCT WJIU IOTEHTHOCT.
IIpen ckopo cro roguau Bupyuauja Bynd manmma mexa
yoBeyKaTa NpUpo/ia, HeKajie 0KOJIy 1912, ce IPOMEHUIIa;
MO3KebM 0Ba MOTO MHOTY M000po 6u 1 mpuIeraso Ha
pajiuKajHaTa IPOMEHa Ha CTAaTyCOT HA CcyOjeKTUBHOCTA
TIIOKa)KaHa ITPEKY IEHEIHOBO FCUe3HYBahe Ha TPaHUIIaTa Mery
JABHOTO ¥ TIPHBATHOTO, jaCHO BH/INBA BO (DEHOMEHUTE KaKO
peauCTUUHUTE canyHcKy cepun “Big Brother*.*

[Ta Taxa, BO IPUIMKKTE HA JAOIHHUOT KAIMTAIM3aM HAIIUOT
€MOTHBEH KUBOT € TEMEJTHO ITO/IeJIeH: Ha e/{Ha CTPaHa ce Haora
cdepara Ha ,IPUBATHOCTA®, HA UHTHMHUTE OCTPOBH HA
€MOTHBHA HCKPEHOCT ¥ HHTEH3WBHA IIPUBP3aHOCT KOU CIIYKAT
TOKMY KaKO IPEYKH KO Off TIOTJIEZ0T HU ' KPHUjaT IOTOJIEMHUTE

way, the scandal resides in the very fact that there is no scandal
anymore. It began with models and movie stars: the (fake) video
clip of Claudia Shiffer doing a passionate fellatio on two penises
simultaneously is publicized all around; if one looks on the
internet for data about Mimi MacPherson (the younger sister of
the better-known Australian model Elle MacPherson), one gets
sites about her outstanding ecological activity (running a whale-
observation company), interviews with her as a business-woman,
sites of “decent” photos of her, PLUS the stolen video of her
masturbating and then copulating with her lover. And what about
the last book of Catherine Millet’, in which this world-renowned
art critic (among other things, she was the curatrix of the
Documenta exhibition) describes in a cold dispassionate style,
without shame or guilt - and, consequently, also without any
enthusiastic feeling of transgression - the details of her exuber-
ant sexual life, up to her regular participation in large orgies, in
which she was penetrated or played with dozens of anonymous
penises in a single session. There are no a priori boundaries here
- one can well imagine that, in a near future, some politician will
(discreetly, at first) allow a hard-core video of his or her sexual
commerce to circulate in public, to convince the voters of his or
her force of attraction or potency. Almost a hundred years ago,
Virginia Woolf wrote that, around 1912, the human nature
changed; perhaps, this motto is much more appropriate to des-
ignate the radical shift in the status of subjectivity signalled by
the today’s disappearance of the divide between public and pri-
vate, and discernible in phenomena like the “Big Brother” real-

ity soaps.®

In the conditions of late capitalism, our affective life is thus thor-
oughly split: on the one hand, there is the sphere of “privacy,” of
intimate islands of emotional sincerity and intense engagements
which, precisely, serve as obstacles which blind us for the larger
forms of suffering; on the other hand, there is the (metaphoric
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(dbopmu Ha cTpazame; Of [pyTa CTpaHa, moctou (MeradopryeH
1 OyKBaJIeH) eKpaH ITpeKy KOU ' BOCIIpAeMaMe OBHe II0T0JIEMU
CTpa/iama, KOU CEeKOjAHEeBHO H# OoMbapaupaat mpeky TB
U3BEINTaN 32 eTHUYKU YUCTEHA, CHJIYyBakha, H3MauyBamba,
IPHUPOJHU KaTacTpodH U o KOY HUE 171ab0K0 COUyBCTBYBAME U
KOU, TIOHEKOTAIIl, H# Tepaar /ia ce BKJIyYNMe BO XyMAHUTAPHU
aktuBHOCTH. KOHEYHO, Iypy U KOra OBOj aHTAXXMAaH € KBa3HU-
LIEPCOHATM3UPaH " (KaKO CJIMKATa 1 IMTICMOTO O HEKOE JIETe BO
Adpuka xoe ro u3ApKyBaMe MPeKy PeZOBHU GUHAHCHUCKH
ZOHAIVH), TUIAKAkeTO OBJIE ja 33aJpKyBa CBOjaTa OCHOBHA
cybjekTuBHa (GYHKNHWja U30JMpaHa oOJf CTpaHa Ha
TIICUXOQHAJIM3aTa: ZIaBaMe TIapH 32 J1a 'Y JP3KUMe JIPYTHTE KOU
CTpasiaaT Ha OApPEeZeHa JUCTAHIA KOja HU OBO3MOXKYBA J1a
y’KHBaMe BO eMOI[IOHATTHO COYYBCTBO 0e3 /ia ja 3arpo3ume
Hamara Oe30eZHa M30Jamyja co HUBHATA peanHocT. OBaa
nozenba Ha XPTBUTE € BUCTHHATA 3a JUCKYPCOT Ha
BUKTHMHU3IHjaTa: jac (MaJITPETUPAHUOT) HACTIPOTH JIPyTUTE (BO
TpetuoT cBeT Ui OE3MOMHUIITE BO MOjOT I'Paj) CO KOj
COYYBCTBYBaM O7iiasieKy. Kako KOHTpacT Ha 0Ba H/IE0JIONIKO-
emorroHaMHO fyope, aBTeHTHUHUOT AKT Ha JbyGoB He ce
TEMeJIH Ha [IOMAarame Ha IPYTUOT cO (ppIIarbe TPOIIKY Of] HAIIIETO
OoratcTBo mpeky 6e3bemHuTe Gapmepu: TyKy ce paboTH Ha
pasrpajyBameTo Ha 0Baa IPAHUIIA, 32 AUPEKTHO A Ce TOCETHEe
TI0 OTCTPAHETHUOT, CTPAJATTHUYKY J[pyT.

OBOj aBTeHTHYeH YUH Ha JbyOOB cekoram Tpeba ja ro
CITPOTHBCTAaBYBaMe Ha JIATOHUOT AHTHPACU3aM BO CTIJIOT HA
ITo200u koj Hu Doada Ha eeuepa?, Kajie IPHUOT CBPIIEHUK Ha
OeJia ieBojKa 07l TOpHATa CpejiHa Kyraca e 00pa3oBaH, 60rar, UTH.
— eJIMHCTBEHA MaHa My € O0jaTa Ha KO)KaTa: 3a POAUTEIIUTE Ha
ZIeBOjKaTa e JIECHO /1a ja mpebpoaT oBaa bapuepa U Jja cakaar
TAKOB ,0nuxen“; wmeryroa, INTO TpPaBUME CO
Adpoamepukaniure oz Mot Ha Crajk JIu ITociiatiysajku
[pasuaHo, KOU ' HepBUpaaT OesuTe MeTajKu HAOKOJIY CO
rnacHo nymTeHo crepeo? Toxmy OBA mnperepano U
HATPAIHUYKO jouissance Tpeba Jja ce HayurMe Jja Io ToJIepupaMe
— He Cce JIU OBHE IPHIM UIEATHUOT CyDjeKT Ha ,KyJITYPHOTO
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and literal) screen through which we perceive this larger suffer-
ing, being daily bombarded with TV reports on ethnic cleansing,
rapes, tortures, natural catastrophes, with which we deeply sym-
pathize and which, sometimes, move us to engage ourselves in
humanitarian activities. Even when this engagement is quasi-
“personalized” (like the photo and letter from a child in Africa
whom we support through regular financial contributions), ulti-
mately, the payment here retains its fundamental subjective func-
tion isolated by psychoanalysis: we give money in order to keep
the suffering others at a proper distance which allows us to in-
dulge in emotional sympathy without endangering our safe iso-
lation from their reality. This split of the victims is the truth of
the discourse of victimization: me (the harassed one) versus oth-
ers (in the Third World or the homeless in our cities) with whom
I sympathize at a distance. In contrast to this ideologico-emo-
tional scum, the authentic WORK of Love does not reside in help-
ing the other by as it were throwing him bits of our wealth across
the safe barrier: it is rather the work of dismantling this barrier,
of directly reaching out to the foreclosed suffering Other.

Such authentic work of love should be opposed to the feel-good
antiracism in the style of Guess Who Is Coming to Diner?, in
which the black fiance of the white upper-middle class girl is
educated, rich, etc. - his only fault being the color of his skin: it is
easy for the girl’s parents to overcome the barrier and love SUCH
a “neighbor”; however, what about the proverbial African-Ameri-
can from Spike Lee’s Doing the Right Thing, who annoys the
whites while he walks around with the boombox turned loud? It
is THIS excessive and intrusive jouissance that one should learn
to tolerate - is he not the ideal subject of “cultural harassment”?’
And is the obsession about “sexual harassment” not also a form
of intolerance - or “zero tolerance,” to use the popular Orwellian
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manTperupamwe“?’ U He e JiM omcecujaTa co ,,CEKCYyasTHOTO
MaJITpeTupame UCTO Taka GopMa Ha HETOJIEPAHTHOCT — WJIH,
71a ce TMOCIY:KUME CO MOIYJIAPHUOT OPBEIMjAHCKU TEPMUIH Ha
cuutuTe 3a 6e36e1HOCT, , HyJIa TOJIEpaHIja“ — 32 y’KUBABETO HA
npyruot? Ilo nedununmja, 0Ba y>KUBaIbe € IPeTepaHo — CeKOj
obup fa ce meduHUpA ,,CO0BETHA MEPKA“ TIpomara, OuiejKu
CeKCyaJHUTe INpeJJo3d U 3aBeflyBaka Ce U CaMUTe
BO3HEMUPYBAaUKM U HaTpamHWYKHU. Ila cmopex oBa, janu
KPajHUOT MOTHB Ha 60pbaTa IpOTHB ,MaITPETUPAKETO HE €
MO3keOM HjlejaTa 3a MPaBO HA CeKOja MHAMBHUAyA Ja Ouzje
OCTABEHA HA MVPA Ol HETOBUTE WJI HEJ3BUHUTE
KOMIIINH, 3amTuTeHa 0/ HUBHATA HATPAIIHUYKA jouissance?

3omTo Xambypr uma 3 KeJe3HUYKU CTAHHUIH 32 JOJITU
TIaTyBawa, IJ1aBHaTa cranuia /Hamburg-Hauptbanhof/, Ham-
burg Dammtor u Hamburg-Altona,cute Tpu Ha HcTaTa JIUHUja?
OuursenHo ,MpanuoHATHHOT (aKT JieKa, ofiiaiedeHa KOJIKY
eJlHAa KpaTKa IIPOIIETKA Of] IIaBHATA CTAHUIIA, MMa YIITe e/IHa,
cranunata Dammtor, Moe JIeCHO /1a ce 00jacHu: BiaJiejauKaTa
KJIaca cakasia CTAaHHUIIA Kajie ITO Ke MOXKe Jla ce KauyBa Ha
BO30BUTE Oe3 /ja Ousle BOHEMHpPYBaHA OJf TY>KBUTE ITOHICKA
wiaca. MHOTY MoOeHUTMaTHUYHA e TpeTata cranuna - Altona. He
€ CoceMa jaCHO 071 KaJie loara UMETO: HaKO CIIOPET €THI U3BOPH
ce o/fHecyBa Ha GaKTOT ieKa 0Baa JAHCKA Hacesiba 1M ce YhHea
npemHory 6su3y (all to nah) go Xambypr, BepojaTHOTO
objacHyBame e ,all ten au ,, — mokpaj morokot. Cenak, Gpaxr e
TIeKa, 07 PAaHHOT 16T BEK, rparaHuTe Ha XaMOypr HOCTOjaHO ce
’Kajesje Ha 0Baa Maja, BO MOYETOKOT JaHCKA, Hacenba
CeBEpO3aMazHo off TpajckuoT nentap. Illto ce oxHecysa /0
TeopHjaTa 3a ,IIPEMHOTY Oyu3y“, Tpeba /ja ce mpuceTHMe Ha
cTapaTa UTaIMjaHCKaTa MOTOBOPKA: - IYPH U aKO HE € BICTHHA
(na HEBO Ha pakTH), *Ma ocHoBa! Ppoj1 cMeTa IeKa CHMITOMOT
€ BaKa OPraHU3KPaH: XUCTEPIYHO 0OBUHYBAHE, KOE HA HIBO HA
(baKTH e CeKaKo HETOUHO, CETIaK IMa OCHOBA, KOJIKY IIITO BO HETO
OJIeKHyBa [IOTCBeCHATA 3kes1ba. 11 Ha MCT HauMH, CUMOOJTITIKATa
GbyHKIMja Ha TPeTaTa CTaHuIa, Altona, e ia 'Y IP;KU CTPAHITHTE,
KOU CEeKOTalll ce ,IPeEMHOTY 0J1M3y“, Ha COOIBETHO PACTOjaHUE,

term of the law enforcers - for the other’s enjoyment? This en-
joyment is by definition excessive - every attempt to define its
“proper measure” fails, since sexual seduction and proposal are
as such intrusive, disturbing. Is, consequently, the ultimate mo-
tif of the struggle against “harassment” not the idea of each
individual’s right to be LEFT ALONE BY HIS OR HER NEIGH-
BORS, protected from their intrusive jouissance?

Why has Hamburg three long distance railway stations, the main
station /Hamburg-Hauptbanhof/, Hamburg Dammtor, and
Hamburg-Altona, all three on the same line? The distinction
between the first two, the apparently “irrational” fact that, a short
walk from the main station, there is another one, the Dammtor
station, is easy to explain: the ruling class wanted a station where
its members could board the train unperturbed by the lower class
crowd. More enigmatic is the third one - Altona. It is not clear
were does this term come from: while, according to some sources,
it refers to the fact that this Danish settlement was perceived as
standing “all to nah” (“all to near”) to Hamburg itself, the more
probable explanation is “all ten au,” “by the brook.” However,
the fact is that, from the early 16th century, citizens of Hamburg
are continuously complaining about this small, originally Dan-
ish, settlement north-west of the city center. As to the “all too
near” theory, one should repeat the old Italian proverb: se non e
vero, e ben’ trovato - even if it is not true /at the level of facts/, it
is well-found! This is how a symptom is organized for Freud: as
a hysterical accusation which, at the level of facts, is clearly not
true, is nonetheless “well found,” insofar as an unconscious de-
sire resonates in it. And, in the same way, the symbolic function
of the third station, Altona, is to keep the intruders who are al-
ways “all too near” at a proper distance, also serves to displace/
mystify the social basic antagonism (class struggle) into the fake
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HO HCTO TaKa ¥ Jia TO 3aMeHHU/MHUCTU(DUIIKPA OCHOBHHOT
coI[MjaJieH aHTaroHu3aM (kyjacHarta 60p6a) co JIAKHUOT
aHTaroHM3aM Mery ,Hac“ (Hamata Haluja, BO KOja CUTe KJIacH
ce 00eZIMHETH BO UCTOTO COIHjAJTHO TEJIO) U ,HUB® (CTPaHCKUTE
HATpAITHUIIN).

[Ipeky BpckaTa Mery OBHE JiBe CIIODOTUBHOCTU I'l JOOUBaMe
MHUHUMAJIHUTE KOOPAUHATH HA oHA 1mTo Eprecro Jlakio ro
KOHIIENTyaIM3upaie kKako 6opba 3a xecemoruja. Kyanure
CBOjCTBA Ha KOHIENITOT Ha XEereMOHHja ce HaoraaT BO
KOHTHHTEHTHATA [IOBP3aHOCT Mel'y MUHTPACOIIUjaTHUTE PA3TUKA
(eemenTy BO cOIHjaJTHUOT IIPOCTOP) ¥ BO OTPAHIUYBAKETO KOE
ru ofziesryBa OmiurectBOTO 07 He-OMIITECTBOTO (Xaoc, KpajHa
neKajieHIuja, pacnarame Ha CUTE COIMjaJIHH BPCKH) —
rpanwuiara Mery OIIITeCTBEHOTO ¥ HEroBaTa HaJIBOPEIIHOCT, He-
OmIITecTBEHOTO, MOJKE JIa Ce apTUKYJIHpa cebect oj MacKarta
Ha pasJiMKaTa (IpecIMKyBajKU ce Ha Pa3yinKa) Mely eJleMEeHTH
Ha coIjasieH npocrop. bopbara Bo paMKuTe Ha COIMjATHOTO
teno (Mefy Hauptbanhof u Dammtor, noTunHeTaTa U
BJIaJIejauKaTa Kjaca), Hopajid CTPYKTypHA MOTpeOa, CeKorall e
OTC/IMKaHA BO ObopbaTa Mery COIMjaTHOTO TeJIO ,KaKO TaKBO*
(,,cuTe HYIE, pAOOTHHIIY U BIIZIETENIN ) U OHKE OJTHAABOP (,THE",
CTPaHIUTE KOM CEKOTAlII ce ,IpeMHOTY 6511cKy”, Bo Altona). Co
apyru 300poBH, Ki1acHaTa 6opba ce cBexyBa Ha 6opba 3a
3HAYEHHETO Ha OITIITECTBOTO ,,KAKO TAKBO ', 00p0a /1a ce BUTH Koja
KJTaca ke ce HaMeTHe KaKo 3aMeHa 3a OIIITECTBOTO ,,KAKO TAKBO",
Taka Aerpajiupajku ro APYTHOT KAKO 3aMeHa 3a He-
OmnrTecTBEHOTO (YHUIITYBAEHETO U 3aKaHATA HA OIIIITECTBOTO)
— J1a TOeZTHOCTaBUMe, /1aJTi 60pbaTa Ha MacuTe 3a eMaHITHIIAIIja
IPETCTaByBa OMACHOCT 32 IMBUIN3AIIHjaTa KAKO TAKBa, OU/IejKu
IIUBHJTM3AIMjaTa MOKE /1a TIPeKHBee CaMO BO XHePAPXHCKU
conyjayieH mopeniok? Min mak Biiazieaukara Kjiaca e mapasuT
KOj ce 3aKaHyBa /ia TO OJ[BJieue OMIITECTBOTO BO CaMO-
VHUIITYBake, TaKa IITO €JUHCTBEHATa ajJTePHATHBA Ha
conujamu3Mor e bapbapuszmort? Ce pa3dupa, 0Ba He IMILUTUIIPA
JeKa HAaYMHOT Ha KOW HUE Cce IOoCcTaByBaMe KOH ,HHUB® e
CEeKyHJIapeH ¥ JieKa eJHOCTaBHO Tpeba MOBTOPHO J1a TO
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antagonism between “us” (our nation, in which all classes are
united in the same social body) and “them” (the foreign intrud-
ers).

The connection between these two oppositions provides the mini-
mal coordinates of what Ernesto Laclau conceptualized as the
struggle for hegemony. The key feature of the concept of hege-
mony resides in the contingent connection between intrasocial
differences (elements WITHIN the social space) and the limit
that separates Society itself from non-Society (chaos, utter deca-
dence, dissolution of all social links) - the limit between the So-
cial and its exteriority, the non-Social, can only articulate itself
in the guise of a difference (by mapping itself onto a difference)
between elements of social space. The struggle within the social
body (between Hauptbanhof and Dammtor, the oppressed and
the ruling class) is always, by a structural necessity, mirrorred in
the struggle between the social body “as such” (“all of us, work-
ers and rulers”) and those who are outside (“them,” the foreign-
ers who are “all too near,” in Altona). That is to say, class struggle
is ultimately the struggle for the meaning of society “as such,”
the struggle for which of the two classes will impose itself as the
stand-in for society “as such,” thereby degrading its other into
the stand-in for the non-Social (the destruction of, the threat to,
society) - to simplify it, will it be that the struggle of the masses
for emancipation poses a threat to civilization as such, since civi-
lization can thrive only in a hierarchical social order? Or will it
be that the ruling class is a parasite threatening to drag society
into self-destruction, so that the only alternative to socialism is
barbarism? This, of course, in no way implies that the way we
relate to “them” is secondary, and that we should simply shift
the focus back to the antagonism which splits from within “our”
society: the way we relate to “them,” to the third element, is the
key indicator of how we effectively stand with regard to the in-
herent antagonism. Is not the basic operation of today’s neo-
Fascist populism precisely to combine the working class inter-
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IpeHacoYnMe BHUMAHHUETO KOH aHTATOHU3MOT KOj OJ[BHATPE I'0
pacienyBa HAIleTO OMIITECTBO: HAYMHOT Ha KOj HHE ce
TIOCTaByBaMe KOH ,HUB“, KOH TPETHUOT €JIEMEHT, € KJIYYHUOT
TI0Ka3aTes 3a TOA KOJIKY e(DeKTHUBEH € HAIUOT CTaB BO OJJHOC
Ha WHXEPEHTHUOT aHTaroHu3aM. OCHOBHATA omepaIyja Ha
JEHENTHUOT HeOo(aIIMCTUYKY MOIYJIN3aM He JIX Ce COCTOU BO
TOA NMPEeNu3HO Ja ja KOMOWMHUpA WHTepIealujaTa Ha
paboOTHMYKATA KJiaca CO PACHCTHYKATa MHTEpIesanja
(,KOCMOTIOJIUTCKUTE MYJTHHAIMOHAJHN KOMIIAHUU Ce
BUCTUHCKUTE HENPHjaTeIn Ha HAIIUTE YeCHH paboTHUIM)?
Toxmy mopazu Toa (1a 3eMeMe efleH eKCTpEMeH MpPHMep) 3a
Espenre Bo neHeren M3paen ,,Cakaj ro GJIMKHHOT CBOj!“ HITH
3Haun ,,Cakaj ru [Tanectunmure IJIN HE 3BHAYM AMA BAIII
HHUIITO.™

CynmoBuTe BO HMOBEKETO 3alaJiHU OIIITECTBA ja MO3HABAAT
MepKaTa Ha M3/laBabe ,HaJIOT 32 OTPaHHUyBame: Kora HeKoj
TY’KU HeKoja Jpyra JIMIHOCT 32 MaJITPeTUpame (CIeaemne,
IPEKYMePHU CEeKCYaTHH IIPEJIO3H, UTH.), Ha 00BUHETHOT MOXKe
3aKOHCKH Jla My Ou/ie 3a0paHeTO CBECHO 1a M Ce MPUOJIMIKY Ha
’KpTBaTa Ha MOMAJIKy 07 100 MeTpH. KosKy 1 ia e HeonxoaHa
0Baa MepKa MMajKH ja IpeJBU/l OUUIJIETHATA PEATHOCT Ha
MAaJITPETUPAHETO, BO HEA TIOCTOM HEIITO IITO Ce OJJHECYBA HA
3amTuTarta o7 PeasmHocra Ha jkesnbaTa Ha JIpyTHOT: He e Jin
OYHUIJIE/IHO JIeKa UMa HEINTO yKaCHO HACUAHO BO OTBOPEHOTO
U3pasyBame Ha CTPACTa 32 HEKOE ZIPYTO YOBEUKO CYIITECTBO
TOKMy 3a Taa imgHoct? Crpacra o iepuHunmja iipedussuxysa
60.1Ka Kaj HEj3MHUOT 00jeKT, a [ypH U aKO a/[PECHPAHUOT CO
33/10BOJICTBO ITpudaTH /ia ro 3a3eMe Toa MeCTo, TOj WX Taa He
MOJKaT a /1a He IOYyBCTBYBaaT, 0apeM BO €leH MOMEHT,
CTPABONOYUT U W3HEHaAyBame. Viu, ymre efjHam Jja ro
pedopmyrpame XereJ0BUOT MPUHIUII ,3JI0TO Ce HAora BO
CaMUOT TOTJIEZ, KOj TO BOOUYBA 3JI0TO HaceKasie OKoiy cebe:
HETOJIEPAHTHOCTA KOH /IPYTHOT ce Haora BO CAMHUOT HOTJIE] KOj
BOOUYBA CeKa/le OKOJTy ceOe HATPAITHUIKY HETOJIEpaHTHU J[pyTH.
Yosek ocobeHO Tpeba 1a ce cOMHeBa OKOJy OIcecHjaTa co
CEKCYAJTHOTO MJITPETHPAhE Ha JKEHHUTE KOTa 0B TO CIIyIIA O

pellation with the racist interpellation (“cosmopolitan multina-
tional companies as the true enemy of our honest workers”)?
Which is why, to take the extreme example, for the Jews in today’s
Israel, “Love thy neighbor!” means “Love the Palestinians!” OR
IT MEANS NOTHING AT ALL."

The courts in most of the Western societies knows the measure
of imposing the “order of restraint”: when someone sues another
person for harassing him or her (stalking him or her, making
unwarranted sexual advances, etc.), the harasser can be legally
prohibited to knowingly approach the victim to more than 100
yards. Necessary as this measure is on behalf of the obvious re-
ality of harassment, there is nonetheless in it something of the
defense against the Real of the Other’s desire: is it not obvious
that there is something dreadfully violent about openly display-
ing one’s passion for another human being to this being him- or
herself? Passion by definition hurts its object, and even if its
addressee gladly accepts to occupy this place, he or she cannot
ever do it without a moment of awe and surprise. Or, to vary yet
another time Hegel’s dictum “Evil resides in the very gaze which
perceives Evil all around itself”: intolerance towards the Other
resides in the very gaze which perceives all around itself intoler-
ant intruding Others. One should especially be suspect about the
obsession with sexual harassment of women when it is voiced by
men: after barely scratching the “pro-feminist” PC surface, one
soon encounters the goold old male-chauvinist myth about how
women are helpless creatures who should be protected not only
from the intruding men, but ultimately also from themselves.
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MaKH: Tpeba caMo Jja ce mpobypruKa ,,IpodeMUHICTIYKATa
HOJIUTUYKY KOPEKTHA TOBPIIMHA U BEJHAII Ke Ce Uye OHOj 100ap
CTap MAaNIKO-IIOBUHUCTUYKHA MHUT 32 TOA KA0 KEHUTE Ce
OecroMOIIHY CyIITECTBA KOU Tpeba /ia ce IITUTAT He CaMO Off
MAIIKUTe HATPAITHUITY TYKY U 07 camuTe cebe. [Ipobiemot He e
BO TOA JieKa HeMa /1a MOXKaT /i ce 0/10paHaT, TYKy eKa MOXKe /]a
novHat 7a Y2KUBAAT Bo Toa cekcyasHO MaJTpeTHpambe, T.e.
ZeKka  MAIIKOTO HATPaNHUINTBO Ke  IIpeJU3BUKA
aBTO/IECTPYKTHBHA €KCIJIO3Uja HAa IPEKyMEPHO CeKCyaaHO
yXuBame... HakpaTko, OHa KOH ITO Tpeba Aa To HacOumMMe
BHUMAaHMETO € K0j 6ud Ha floum Ha cybjexiiusHocil e
uMIAUYUPaH 80 olicecujailia co pasauuHuitie 8u008uU HA
manitipetiuparse? Jlamm onaa ,Hapuucucernika“ cy0jeKTHBHOCT,
3a KOja C# IITO IpaBar Apyrure (Mu ce obOpakaat, Me IJ1e/jaar...)
€ TIOTeHI[MjaTHA 3aKaHa, He e, Kako mTo peye CapTp MHOTY
ozmamHa, l'enfer, cest les autres?

A He e Jiv 0B CJTy4aj ¥ CO pacTeUKUTe 3a0paHH 3a MyIIee: TPBO,
cUTe KaHIesapuu Oea MPOIJIACEeHHU 3a ,HEMyIIayKK, I0Toa u
ABHMOHUTE, [1a PECTOPAHUTE, [1a AePOJPOMUTE, T1a HapoBHUTE, Ma
IPUBATHUTE KJIyOOBY, 11a (HAa HEKOM YHUBEP3UTETH) Ha TIe/IECeT
METPH OfI BJIE30T BO 3TPAJIUTE, IIa — BO €/IeH YHUKATEH C/Iy4aj Ha
meJarolika IeH3ypa, IIOTCeTyBajkM Ha CJIAaBHUOT
CTAIMHUCTUYKU 00WYaj Ja TH PeTylHupa CIUKUTE Ha
HoMeHKJIaTypara — [lomrenckara ciyx6a Ha CAJ] i oTcTpanu
IIUTapHTe 07 MAPKUTE cO (POTO-TIOPTPETUTE Ha 6JIy3 TUTAPUCTUTE
Pobept [loHcoH 1 Ha ITexcon [Tomak, c# 10 CKOpEeITHUTE 00U/IH
na ce 3a0paHU Tajiee Ha [Urapa Ha YJIMIa WA BO HapK?
Kpucrodep XuueHc Gelrie Bo IIpaBo Kora peye ieka He camo IITo,
BO HajMaja paka, MeIUIMHCKUTE JIOKA3W 3a 3aKaHaTa Ha
,TIACHBHOTO IyIIIEeEhe" ce MOIITHE HECUTYPHH, TYKY U JIeKa CAMHTe
oBHe 3a0paHu, HAMEHETH ,,32 HaIlle 100po*, ce ,,OyHaMEeHTaTHO
HeJIOTHYHH, TPETCKAXKYBajKU eJIeH HaZITJIe/lyBaH CBET BO KOj Ke
xuBeeMe 0e300/IHO, CUIYPHO — M 3707€eBHO".!" 3apem oBaa
3abpaHa MOBTOPHO He IIeJId Ha IMpeKyMepHaTa ¥ pU3UYHa
jouissance Ha JIpyruor, OTeJOTBOPEHA BO UYMHOT Ha
,HEOITOBOPHO“ AJIEHHE ITUTapa 1 JJ1a00KO0 BIMIIIYBAE CO IPCKO
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The problem is not that they will not be able to protect them-
selves, but that they may start to ENJOY being sexually harassed,
i.e. that the male intrusion will set free in them a self-destructive
explosion of excessive sexual enjoyment... In short, what one
should focus on is what kind of the notion of subjectivity is im-
plied in the obsession with the different modes of harassment?
Is it not the “Narcissistic” subjectivity for which everything oth-
ers do (address me, look at me...) is potentially a threat, so that,
as Sartre put it long ago, l'enfer, cest les autres?

And is not this the case even with the growing prohibition of
smoking: first, all offices were declared “smoke-free,” then flights,
then restaurants, then airports, then bars, then private clubs,
then, in some campuses, 50 yards around the entrances to the
buildings, then - in a unique case of pedagogical censorship, re-
minding us of the famous Stalinist practice of retouching the
photos of nomenklatura - US Postal Service removed the ciga-
rette from the stamps with the photo-portrait of blues guitarist
Robert Johnson and of Jackson Pollock, up to the recent attempts
to impose a ban on lighting up on the sidewalk or in a park?
Christopher Hitchens was right to point out not only that at least
the medical evidence for the threat of “passive smoking” is ex-
tremely shaky, but that these prohibitions themselves, intended
“for our own good,” are “fundamentally illogical, presaging a
supervised world in which we'll live painlessly, safely - and te-
diously.”"" Is what this prohibitions targets not again the Other’s
excessive, risky, jouissance, embodied in the act of “irresponsi-
bly” lighting a cigarette and inhaling deeply with an unabashed
pleasure - in contrast to Clintonite yuppies who do it without
inhaling (or who have sex without actual penetration, or food
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3a/I0BOJICTBO — KAKO KOHTPACT HA KJIMHTOHOBUTE ,,JaITHEBIN “ KOH
He B/IUIITYBAaaT (WJIK IMaaT cekc Oe3 eHeTpanyja wiv xpaHa 6e3
MacHOTHja Wir...)?"> OHa IITO ro IPaBU MyILIEHETO UeaTHa
MeTa e JieKa OHOj ,3a4ajieH IHUIITOI OBJIE JIECHO ce 3eMa Ha
HUIIAH, Taka jo6uBajku [Tomutiraku KopekTen areHt 3a 3aBepa,
T.€. TOJIEMUTE TYTYHCK! KOMITAaHUH, Ha TO] HAYMH IPEKPUBAJKU
ja 3aBHCHOCTA 32 YKUBambETO Ha J[pyrHoT co mpudatiuBute
AHTHKOPIIOpAIUCKY Hama/u. Hajrosemara npoHuja He e camo
BO TOA IITO MPOGUTOT HA TYTYHCKUTE KOMIIAHUY C# YIITE €
HepOMEHET O/ BAKBUTE KAMIIAFbH [TPOTHB IYIIEHhe U PA3HUTE
peryJaTuBH, TYKy U BO TOQ INITO HAJjTOJIEMHUOT JIeJ O]
MIUTHjap/IUTe 10JIapY KOU TYTYHCKHUTE KOMITAHUH Ce COTTIacyBaaT
71a TY IUIaTaT OflaT BO MeUKO-(hapMaIieBTCKIUOT HUH/yCTPUCKU
KOMILTEKC, KOj € HajCHITHUOT UHAYCTPUCKU KoMIuteke Bo CAJ,
ABOJHO IIOCUJIEH O 03JIOTJIACEHHOT BOEH MHAYCTPUCKU
KOMILIEKC.

Oma mrro ro npasu ¢puwiMot Koea ce jagyea ciipaHey Ha ®pen
BoITOH TOJIKY MHTEpECeH e HeoueKyBaHaTa IPOMeHa 0 TPBUTE
20 MHUHYTH, KOH ja 00paboTyBaar mo3HaTaTa MpPUKa3Ha 32
AQHOHUMHHUOT YOHeI| KOj CO MOCTOjaHH jaByBarma MaJITPeTHpa
OebumcuTepKa, camMa BO KyKa €O JIBe Jlelja: OTKAaKO Ke TO yarcaT
(mo3HaBaMe ieka TOj ceTo BpeMe OWJT BO KyKara, Ce jaByBasl Of
Jpyra JIMHUja U JleKa BeKe ' uMasl yOueHo zenara), GpieHu
cme B0 HET'OBATA cy6jextuBHa nepcrektrBa. OBaa mpoMeHa
Ha HapaTHBHATa IepcleKkTuBa mokaxysa jacHa KIIACHA
KOHOTAIWja: 10/ieKa IPBUOT (M MOCIIETHUOT) IEJT 071 (GUIIMOT ce
O/IBUBAAT BO OKPYy»K0a Ha BUCOKaTa cpe/iHa Kiiaca (youcrsara ce
CJIydyBaar JIofleKa JaJnIKaTa T 4yBa Jielata, a Majkata u
TATKOTO Ce M3JIE3€HH U ce 3a0aByBaaT; MpaIlambeTo KOe yOUeroT
ro MMOCTaBYBa, ,['M MpOBepHU JiK JeunbaTa?“ eeKTUBHO €
THI0CTaBeHO Ha pozauTesute). [laToomkuoT youer/ManaTpeTupay
He caMo IITO IpHUIara Ha HUCKATa KJlaca - TOj € MIPETCTaBeH 1
KaKO HAjBO3HEMHDYBAUKM KOMIIWja, YUH TMOHYAU 34
IPHjaTeJICTBO U OYajHH MOJIOM 32 KOMYHHKAIHja ce OpyTaTHO
oTdpsieHn (To mpeTeryBaar BO €/leH 3amylITeH 6ap of HUCKa
KJIaca, '0 MTHOPHPAAT U JIyFeTO KOH 'O OZIMUHYBAaT Ha YJIUIIA).

without fat, or...)?'* What makes smoking such an ideal target is
that the proverbial “smoking gun” is here easy to target, provid-
ing a Politically Correct agent of conspiracy, i.e. the large tobacco
companies, and thus disguising envy of the Other’s enjoyment
in the acceptable anti-corporate clout. The ultimate irony of it is
not only that the profits of the tobacco companies were not yet
affected by the anti-smoking campaigns and legislations, but that
even most of the billions of dollars the tobacco companies agreed
to pay will go to the medico-pharmaceutical industrial complex,
which is the single strongest industrial complex in the US, twice
as strong as the infamous military industrial complex.

What makes Fred Walton’s When a Stranger Calls so interest-
ing is the unexpected twist after the first 20 minutes, which ren-
der the standard story of the anonymous murderer harassing by
repeated phone calls the baby-sitter alone in the house with two
children: after he is apprehended (and we learn that he was all
the time in the house, calling from another phone line, and that
he has already killed the two children), we are thrown into HIS
subjective perspective. This reversal of the narrative perspective
displays a clear CLASS connotation: while the first (and the last)
part of the film take place in the upper-middle class surround-
ing (the crimes occur during babysitting, when mother and fa-
ther are out partying; the murderer’s question “Did you check
the children?” is effectively addressed at the parents). Not only
does the pathological harasser/murderer belong to the lower
classes; he is also portrayed as the ultimate disturbing neighbor,
whose offers of friendship and desperate pleas for communica-
tion are all brutally rejected (he is beaten up in a desolate low-
class bar, ignored by the people who walk by him on the street).
This rejection also gives a clue to the motivation of his attacks:
at the end of the film’s second part (in which his narrative per-
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OgBa onduBame HY /laBa U WHGOpPMAIMja 32 MOTHBANMjaTa 3a
HAIa/I0T: HA KPajoT HAa BTOPHUOT Jies o] GUIMOT (BO KOj
IIPEOBJIaJlyBa HETOBATA HAPATHBHA NEPCIEKTHBA) IO IJIefaMe,
CKPUEH cpeJie KaHTH 3a FyOpe, KaKo ja IOBTOpPYBa CBOjaTa MaH-
Tpa: ,Huxoj He mozke 1a me Buznu! Hukoj He Mozke /1a Me uye!
He mocrojam!“ Toxmy oj oBaa mo3unuja Ha cyOjexiliueHO
Hetlocilioerbe TOj ¥ TY U3BPIIYBa IPO30MOPHUTE YOHICTBA.

Ha mouetoxkor Ha /lexanoe 8 Ha KHIJIOBCKM MMa eJHA
M3BOHPE/HA CIIEHA: CPeJie e/leH YHUBEP3UTETCKH Jac M0 eTHKA,
AQHOHMMEH TapTasiaB Miaand (6e3710MeH MujaHuIa?) BaeryBa
BO roJIeMaTa YYITHHIA U ce SBEPU HA0KOuTy. CHUTe CTYZEHTH ce
3acpaMeHH ¥ I3HEPBUPAHH U HE 3HAAT LIITO /]a IIPaBaT; KOHEYHO,
efieH ¢popMasHO 0bJeueH mpHel (CTyaeHT o AGpHuKaHCKa
3eMja?) Ha aHIJINCKH BUKA: ,VI3y1eryBaj!“, u HaTpamHUKOT
uzserysa.” MpouujaTa BO OBaa CleHa € JIBOjHA: NPBO,
CTY/IEHTUTE KO MHTEH3UBHO JIUCKYTHPAAT OKOJY JbyOOBTA 32
OIMKHUOT CBOj He caMo IITO UTHOPUPAAT, TYKYy U ucdpiaart,
€JIeH TAaKOB OJIVKEH BO HEBOJIja; BTOPO, JIMIHOCTA KOja M3JIeryaBa
071 KOPCOKAKOT Ha TOj HAYMH IITO My HapeyBa Ha OJIMKHIOT BO
HEBOJTja 1A M3JIe3€ € [[PHEYKH CTY/IEHT — 00jeKT 3a IpuMep Ha
pacHa HeTOJIEPaHI[Hja BO 3eMjHUTe HA COIMjATHUOT Pean3aM,
KaJle JIOKQJIHUTE CTYZEeHTH I'Ml IIpe3upaye appuKaHCKUTE
CTY/IEHTH U BO HUB TJie/jajie IPUBUJIIETUPAHH CTPAHIIH,
(UHAHCHCKY U TIOJIUTUYKY IPUBUJIETUPAHY, & HHTEIEKTYATHO
HECOOZIBETHH, KOU MPETCTaByBaje CEKCyaJHAa 3aKaHA U
3aBejiyBaste 6emu IeBOjKHL.

Bo mpexpacHoTo norasje 2 B (,,/byou ro 6;1mKHUOT cBOj“) BO
HeroBoto siesio Works Of Love, Kejpkerop ja pa3suBa Te3ara
ZieKa IeJTHUOT OJTHKeH, Koj Tpeba /1a To cakaMe, € MPTBHOT —
caMo0 MPTOB KoMIHja e obap komuiyja. Herosara Humka Ha
pa3MHUCITyBabe € 3aYyAyBAaUKU IIPOCTA M KOHCEKBEHTHA:
HACIIPOTHU TIOETUTE U JbyOOBIHMUTE, Urj 00jeKT Ha JbyOOB ce
OJITMKYBa CO IIOCAKYBAHOCTA, CO HETOBUTE CIENUDUUHU
M3BOHDPEHU KBAJIHUTETH, ,3a JIa Ce caka OJMKHHUOT Tpeba
enHakBocT: ,,OTdpiieTe TU CUTe OJUIMKY 32 Ja MOXKeTe Jia TO
JpybuTe cBojor Oamken“'*. Mefyroa, caMo BO CMpTTa
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spective predominates), we see him, hidden in the midst of trash
bins, repeating his mantra: “Nobody sees me! Nobody hears me!
I don’t exist!” It is from this position of subjective non-existence
that he passes to the act and commits his horrible crimes.

There is an extraordinary scene towards the beginning of
Kieslowski’s Decalogue 8: in the middle on the university class
on ethics, an anonymous haggard looking young man (a home-
less drunkard?) enters the large classroom and looks around
perplexed. All the participants are embarrassed and annoyed,
not knowing what to do; finally, a black formally dressed man (a
student from an African country?) says in English: “Get out!”,
and the intruder leaves the room."” The irony of this scene is
double: first, the participants who intensely discuss the love for
one’s neighbor blatantly not only ignore, but even throw out, the
actual neighbor in distress; secondly, the person who breaks the
impasse by ordering the distressed neighbor to go out is a black
student - the exemplary object of racial intolerance in the Real
Socialist countries, in which the African students were despised
by the local students who perceived them as the privileged for-
eigners, financially and politically privileged while intellectually
inept, and posing a sexual threat by seducing white girls.

In the magnificent chapter IT C (“You Shall Love Your Neigh-
bor”) of his Works Of Love, Kierkegaard develops the claim that
the ideal neighbor that we should love is a dead one - the only
good neighbor is a dead neighbor. His line of reasoning is sur-
prisingly simple and consequent: in contrast to poets and lov-
ers, whose object of love is distinguished its preference, by its
particular outstanding qualities, “to love one’s neighbor means
equality” “Forsake all distinctions so that you can love your
neighbor.”"* However, it is only in death that all distinctions dis-
appear: “Death erases all distinctions, but preference is always
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HCUE3HYBAAT CUTE OZJINKH: ,,CMpPTTa T¥ OpUIIE CUTE OJTUKY, a
II0CaKyBaHOCTA CEKOTAlll € MOBP3aHa COo OJIMKUTE" .
[lonaTamomHa MOCTeAWIIa HA OBa DPA3MUCIYBabe €
CYUITHHCKATa JUCTUHKIMja Mely JBeTe COBDPUIEHCTBA:
COBPILEHCTBOTO Ha 00jeKTOT Ha JbyOOBTA M COBPIIEHCTBOTO HA
camara Jpy0oB. Jby6oBTa HA JFYOOBHUKOT, MOETOT WU
TIPHjaTesIoT CO/IPKY COBPIIEHCTBO KOe My IIpHUIala Ha HEJ3SHHUOT
00jeKT ¥ Taa e, TOKMy HOpPa/{ 0BA, HECOBPIIIEHA KAaKO JhyDOB;
HACIIPOTH 0Baa Jby0OB,

,TOKMY TIOpa/I¥ TOA IITO OJIMKHUOT I HeMa OHHeE CIeNnDUIHH
100JIECTH KOU BO TojleMa Mepa T UMa CaKaHUOT, IIPHjaTesioT,
KyJITypHATa JIMYHOCT, HEKOj MOYMTYBAH MJIK HEKO] PEJIOK U
HeBOoOOMYaeH — Oamr mopajy Taa MpUYMHA JbyOOBTAa KOH
OIKHUOT CBOj 'M MMa cuTe coBpiieHoctd /.../ Epotckara
Jby0OB € ofipe/ieHa 0 00jeKTOT; IPUjaTeJICTBOTO € OIpe/ie/IeHO
071 00jeKTOT; caMo JbyDOBTa 3a OJIKHHOT CBOj € OIpe/iesieHa O
Jby0OB. busejku OJIVDKHUOT € CeKOj YOBEK, OE3YCTIOBHO CEKOj
YOBEK, CUTE OIPeZiesiOn ce oTcTpaHeTH off 00jekToT. OTTyKa,
BHCTHHCKATA JbyOOB € MPEeNo3HATINBA 110 TOA IITO HEJ3UHHOT
00jeKkT HeMa HHeTHA O OHHE 00/Ipe/ieHN KBATH(UKAIIUH 3a
pasJIMKa, IITO 3HAYM JIeKa 0Baa JbyOOB € MPENo3HAT/INBA CAaMO
110 Jby60BTa. He e i1 0Ba HajBHCOKOTO COBPIIIEHCTBO? '

Jla ro mocTtaBuMe OBa BO KAHTOBCKM TEDMHUHH: OHA IITO
Kejpkerop ce 06uyBa fia ro apTUKYJIMpa OBJIe Ce KOHTYPHTE Ha
HEeNaToJIoMKaTa by00B, HA JbyOOB KOja € He3aBUCHA Of
Hej3UHHUOT (KOHTHHTEHTEeH) 00jeKT, JbyOOB Koja (IOBTOPHO J1a
ja mapadpasupame KaHTOBaTa JePUHHUIHM]a 32 MOpaTHA
TOJDKHOCT) He € MOTUBHUPAHA O]] HEj3UHHOT OIpeZiesieH 00j€eKT,
TyKy oz camarta ®OPMA Ha Jpyb0BTa — JbyOaM MOpaau camara
Jpy00B, He TIOPAZIX OHA CO IITO Ce O/IUKYBA HEJ3MHUOT 00jEKT.
Taka, UMILTHKAIFjaTa HA OBOj CTaB € Yy/IHA, aKO HE U COCEM
MopbOuaHa: copmenata Jby6oB e IIOTIIOJIHO
WHJINPEPEHTA KOH CAKAHUOT OBJEKT. He e uHu uyno
mto Kejpkerop 6wt Tosiky onceiHaT co purypara Ha Jlon JKyaH:
3ap XpHUCTHjaHCKaTa JbyOOB KOH OMmkHUOT Ha Kejpkerop u

related to distinctions.” A further consequence of this reason-
ing is the crucial distinction between two perfections: the per-
fection of the object of love and the perfection of love itself. The
lover’s, poet’s or friend’s love contains a perfection belonging to
its object, and is, for this very reason, imperfect as love; in con-
trast to this love,

“precisely because one’s neighbor has none of the excellences
which the beloved, a friend, a cultured person, an admired one,
and a rare and extraordinary one have in high degree - for that
very reason love to one’s neighbor has all the perfections /.../
Erotic love is determined by the object; friendship is determined
by the object; only love to one’s neighbor is determined by love.
Since one’s neighbor is every man, unconditionally every man,
all distinctions are indeed removed from the object. Therefore
genuine love is recognizable by this, that its object is without
any of the more definite qualifications of difference, which means
that this love is recognizable only by love. Is not this the highest
perfection?”¢

To put it in Kant’s terms: what Kierkegaard tries to articulate
here are the contours of a non-pathological love, of a love which
would be independent on its (contingent) object, a love which
(again, to paraphrase Kant’s definition of moral duty) is not
motivated by its determinate object, but by the mere FORM of
love - I love for the sake of love itself, not for the sake of what
distinguishes its object. The implication of this stance is thus
weird, if not outright morbid: the perfect love is THOROUGHLY
INDIFFERENT TOWARDS THE BELOVED OBJECT. No won-
der Kierkegaard was so obsessed with the figure of don Juan: do
Kierkegaard’s Christian love for the neighbor and don Juan’s
serial seductions not share this crucial indifference towards the
object? For don Juan, the quality of the seduced object also did
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cepuckuTe 3aBeyBarma Ha JloH JKyaH He ja crozeyBaat oBaa
CYIITHHCKA paMHOAYIIHOCT KOH objektoT? U 3a [Jlon Kyan
IPUPOZATA HA 3aBEIEHUOT 00jeKT HEMasl BAXKHOCT: KpajHATa
TII0OEHTA Ha JI0JITaTa JIUCTa Ha OCBOjyBamba Ha Jlemopesio, koja ru
KaTeropusyupa OBUE CIOpPes HUBHUTE KAPAKTEPUCTHKY (TOAUHY,
HAIMOHATHOCT, (GPU3MYKY [[PTH) € JeKa OBUE KAPAKTEPHCTUKH
ce HEBA)KHU — €[HCTBEHOTO HEINTO LITO € BAYKHO € YUCTHOT
HyMepHUKH GaKT Ha /I0/]aBarbe HOBO MMe Ha jucrarta. He e jw,
TOKMY BO OBaa cMucia, Jlon JKyaH BUCTUHCKY XpucilijaHcKu
3aBOJTHUK, OU/IEjKN HETOBUTE OCBOjyBama Ouie ,YUCTH", BO
KaHTOBCKA CMHUCJIa HEMATOJIONIKY, HAIIPABEHH KOJIKY JIa ce
HAIIpaBaT, He 0PI HEKOU T0CeOHU U KOHTUHTEHU 0COOUHU
Ha HUBHHTE 00jexTu? [IpermountanuoT jby00BEH 00jeKT Ha
I0ETOT MCTO TaKa € MPTOB YOBeK (IIapaZiuTMATCKH CaKaHATa
’KeHa): Taa HeMy My Tpeba MpTBa CO IIeJ /1a TO apTHKYJIHpa
HEroBOTO OIJIAKYBame BO HEroBaTa moesuja (Mid, Kako BO
JOZIBOPYBAYKHTE JbyOOBHU [IECHH, ’KUBA JKEeHA Ce M3/IUra 110 CTa-
Tyc Ha MOHCTpyo3eH IIpenmer). Mefyroa, HacmpoTu
¢buKcarnujaTa Ha MOETOT CO elHEYeH MPTOB IIPeZIMET Ha Jby00B,
XPUCTHjAaHUHOT I'0 TPETHPA C# VIIITE JKUBHUOT OJIMKEH KaKO Beke
MPTOB, OPHUIIIEjKY 'Y HETOBUTE MJIU HEJ3UHUTE ITPENIO3HATINBY
ocobuHu. MpTBHOT OimKeH 3HAYU: OJMMKHUOT Oe3
BO3HEMHUPYBAUKHOT BUIIOK jouissance Koj ro/ja mpasu
HerozHocauB/a. OTTyKa e jacHo kane Kejpkerop mamu: ce
o0u/iyBa /Ja HU TO HaMETHE KaKO aBTEHTUYHO TEXKOK YHMH Ha
Jhy00B OHa IITO e(heKTHBHO € HErcTBO 07] HATIOPOT 32 ABTEHTHYHA
Jby00B. JbyOOBTa 32 MPTBHOT OJIMIKEH € JIecHa paboTa: Taa y’K1uBa
BO COIICTBEHATA COBPIIIEHOCT, MH/IM(EPEHTHA KOH CBOjOT 00jeKT
— a Kako 6u 610 He caMo J1a , ToIeprpaMe”, TYKY Jia ro cakame
npyruor 3A CMETKA HA CAMOTO HEI'OBO
HECOBPHIEHCTBO?

Jlanmu oBaa jby0OB 32 MPTBUOT OJIMKEH € HaBUCTHHA CaMO
KjepkeropoBa Teosomka uauocuHkpamnuja? Ilpu egHa
ckoperirHa mocera Ha Can ®paHIIUCKO, I0/IeKa CITyIIIaB €HO 0J1y3
[/l Bo cTaHOT HA eJleH MOj IpHUjaTesi, 3a KaJ HAIIPABUB
3abenemika: ,,Cyznejku cropes 6ojaTa Ha IJIacOT, MEjaykaTa €
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not matter: the ultimate point of Leporello’s long list of conquests,
which categorizes them according to their characteristics (age,
nationality, physical features), is that these characteristic are
indifferent - the only thing that matters is the pure numerical
fact of adding a new name to the list. Is, in this precise sense,
don Juan not a properly Christian seducer, since his conquests
were “pure,” non-pathological in the Kantian sense, done for the
sake of it, not because of any particular and contingent proper-
ties of their objects? The poet’s preferred love object is also a
dead person (paradigmatically the beloved woman): he needs
her dead in order to articulate his mourning in his poetry (or, as
in the courtly love poetry, a living woman herself is elevated to
the status of a monstrous Thing). However, in contrast to the
poet’s fixation on the singular dead love object, the Christian as
it were treats the still living neighbor as already dead, erasing
his or her distinctive qualities. The dead neighbor means: the
neighbor deprived of the annoying excess of jouissance which
makes him/her unbearable. It is thus clear where Kierkegaard
cheats: in trying to sell us as the authentic difficult act of love
what is effectively an escape from the effort of authentic love.
Love for the dead neighbor is an easy feast: it basks in its own
perfection, indifferent towards its object - what about not only
“tolerating,” but loving the other ON ACCOUNT OF ITS VERY
IMPERFECTION?

Is this love for the dead neighbor really just Kierkegaard’s theo-
logical idiosyncrasy? On a recent visit to San Francisco, while
listening to a blues CD in a friend’s apartment, I unfortunatelly
uttered a remark: “Judging by the color of her voice, the singer
is definitely black. Strange, then, that she has such a German
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CUTYPHO IpHA. Yy/IHO €, ToTalll, IITO UMETO ¥ € TOJIKY TEPMaHCKO
— Huna“. Ce pas3bupa, BegHam 6eB mpekopeH 3a [losuTimyka
HeKkopeKTHOCT: HEUnU eTHUYKU HIEHTHTET He Tpeba jja ce
aconupa co GuU3MUKa IpTa WIK UMe, OUIEjKU Toa caMo I'H
TIOTCUJTYBa pacHUTeE KJIHIIea U npeapacyu. Ha moeto ciieiHo
Tpalame Kako, Torall, Tpeba /1a ce ueHTU(HKYBa eTHUHIKATa
IPUIATHOCT, IOOKB jaceH U paJiuKajieH OArOBOP: HUKAKO, Oe3
ynorpeba Ha HueZHA moceOHA O7INKA, OU/IEjKU ceKoja TaKBa
uleHTUMKAIM]a e TIOTEHIIMjaTHO ONIPEeCUBHA U TO IPUCUIIYBA
YOBeKa caMO Ha HETOBUOT U/IEHTHUTET...HE € JI 0Ba COBPIIEHUOT
COBpeMeH IprMep Ha oHa mTo Kjepkerap ro umas Ha ym? Tpeba
na cu TH cakame OJsmkHUTE (BO OBOj Ciydaj,
AdpoamepukaHIUTe) ce A0/eKa ce UMIIHIUTHO JIUIIEHH Off
CUTe HUBHU €MHCTBEHU KAPAKTEPUCTUKU — HAKPATKO, C#
ToZIeKa ce TPETUPAHU KaKo BeKe MPTBU. A Kako Ou OWyIo a T
cakame [IOPA/IVl HMBHUTE YHUKATHU, OCTPY a MEJIAHXOJIYHH
riacou, IIOPA/I daHTacTuuHUTE JTUOUAUHAIHU
KOMOMHATOPDUKHM HAa HUBHUTE MMHUBbA (BOJAYOT HA aHTHU
PACHUCTUYKOTO ABMKewe Bo PpaHiuja mpes ABe AeKaau ce
Bukame Xapaem Jecup!), oxpnocHo, IIOPAU
UIMOCUHKpAIMjaTa Ha HUBHUTE BUIOBU jouissance?

HasuBot Ha JlakaH 3a 0Ba ,HECOBPIIIEHCTBO®, 32 TPeYKaTa Koja
ME TEPA na cakam Hekoro, e objet petit a, ,lTATOJIOIIKAOT TUK
KOj ro/ja mpaBu yHuKateH/-a. Kaj aBreHTH4HATa JHY0OB, jac To
cakaM JIPYTHOT HE CaMO KaKO KB, TYKYy U MOPaZH CaMHOT
npobJyieMaTHYeH BUIIOK HA JKMBOT BO Hero/Hea. Jlypu u
HApOJIHATa MY/IPOCT HEKAKO € CBECHA 32 0Ba: KAKO IITO BeJIaT,
MMa HEIITO CTY/IEHO BO COBpIIEHATa yDaBUHA; YOBEK U ce
BOCXUTYBA, HO ce BbyOyBa Bo HECOBPIIIEHATA y6aBuHa,
TOKMY [TOPa/I¥ Taa HecoBpIeHocT. bapeM 3a AMeprKaHIIUTe, Kaj
cospireHocra Ha Kimayauja [lludep mva Hemrro MHOTY CTy/IeHO:
HEKaKo e TI0JIECHO /1a ce BibyOuI Bo Cuniu KpadbTBops mopaau
Hej3MHATa MHOTY MaJleuyka HECOBPIIIEHOCT (c/1aBHaTa OeMKa 10
Hej3UHATa yCHa — Hej3UHUOT objet petit a). OBOj Heycrex Ha
Kejpkerop e BUHOBEH U 3a IIPOOJIEMUTE KOU Ce TI0jaByBaaT Kora
Ke ja mpuMeHNMe HeroBata Tpujana Ha Ecrerckoro, ETrakoTro u

sounding name - Nina.” Of course, I was immediately admon-
ished for Political Incorrectness: one should not associate
someone’s ethnic identity with a physical feature or a name, be-
cause all this just bolsters racial cliches and prejudices. To my
ensuing query about how, then, one should identify ethnic be-
longing, I got a clear and radical answer: in no way, by means of
no particular feature, because every such identification is po-
tentially oppressive in constraining a person to his or her par-
ticular identity... is this not a perfect contemporary example of
what Kierkegaard had in mind? One should love one’s neigh-
bors (African-Americans, in this case) only insofar as they are
implicitly deprived of all their particular characteristics - in short,
insofar as they are treated as already dead. What about loving
them FOR the unique sharp-melancholic quality of their voices,
FOR the amazing libidinal combinatorics of their names (the
leader of the anti-racist movement in France two decades ago
was named Harlem Desir!), that is to say, FOR the idiosyncrasy
of their modes of jouissance?

Lacan’s name for this “imperfection,” for the obstacle which
MAKES ME love someone, is objet petit a, the “pathological” tic
which makes him/her unique. In authentic love, I love the other
not simply as alive, but on account of the very troubling excess
of life in him/her. Even the common wisdon is somehow aware
of this: as they say, there is something cold in perfect beauty,
one admires it, but one falls in love with an IMPERFECT beauty,
on account of this very imperfection. For the Americans, at least,
there is something all too cold in Claudia Schiffer’s perfection: it
is somehow easier to fall in love with Cindy Crawford on account
of her very small imperfection (the famous tiny pimple close to
her lip - her objet petit a). This failure of Kierkegaard also ac-
counts for the problems which emerge when we apply the
Kierkegaardian triad of the Aesthetic, the Ethical and the Reli-
gious to the domain of sexual relations: which is the religious
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Penurno3HoTo Bo cdepaTa HAa CEKCYaTHUTE BPCKU: KOj €
PEJINTHO3HUOT MOZYC HA €POTHKATA, aKO HEJ3MHUOT eCTETCKU
MO/IyC € 3aBe/[yBaEbETO, & ETHIKHOT MOZYC € OPaKoT? 3HAYAjHO
JIM € BOOMIITO Jia 300pyBaMe 32 PEUTHO3HUOT MOJYC Ha
€pOTHKaTa BO MPenu3HHOT KejpKeropoBcku cMucos Ha
tepMuHOT? [loenTtara Ha JIakaH e ieka TOKMy OBa € yJioraTa Ha
dodsopyseaukaitia /by6os: Jlamara BO JJO[BOpPyBaYKaTa Jby0OB
IO UCKJIy4yBa €THYKOTO HUBO HA YHIUBEP3ATTHUTE CUMOOINYKU
TOXKHOCTY U H# GoMbap/pa co coceM apOUTpapHU IPobIeMu
HA HAYMH KOj € XOMOJIOTEH CO PEJIUTHO3HOTO HCKIIyYyBarhe Ha
ETtnukoto; Hej3uHUTE TPOOIEMH Cce BO YEKOP cO Hapebara Ha
T'ocioz 10 ABpam j1a ro youe cuna cu Hcaxk. 1, HactipoTu mpBaTa
UMITpEeCH]ja IeKa OBJie XKPTBYBAKETO I'0 IOCTUTHYBA CBOjOT BPB,
IypH TYKa, KOHEYHO, ce coodyBame co Jlpyroro qua Herro koe
T'0 OTEJIOTBOPYBA BUIIIOKOT YKHBAEbe HAJ| IPOCTOTO 33/I0BOJICTBO.

Toxmy kako jby60BTa Ha Kejpkerop 3a MpTBUOT OJIMKEH, OBaa
TparuvHa BU3Wja 32 J0JBOPYBauKaTa Jby0OB He caMo INTO €
JIAJKHA, TYKY € U HexpucTHjaHcka. Bo pmimot Ha Xuukor, Bep-
tiueo, [lymu - Koja mpumara Ha HUCKaTa KJiaca - II0J] TPUTHCOK
HA ¥ BOH Hej3WHaTa Jby0oB 3a CKOTH, ce HadaKa ja u3riesa u
Jla ce OlHECYBa KaKO IPUITQ[HUYKATa Ha BHCOKAaTa Kjaca,
(daTanHaTa 1 BofyIecta MeijInH, 3a Ha KPajoT Zia U3JIe3e IeKa
taa u E MeuiuH: THe J[BeTe ce eJlHAa UCTa JIMIHOCT, OH/ejku
,BUCTHHCKaTa“ MemmuH koja CKOTH ja cpeTHasJ BeKe Omiia
nakHa. Merfyroa, oBoj uieHTHuTeT Ha [lynu u [lyau-MemiuH ja
TIPaBH YIIITE TOOIUILIMBA aTICOJTyTHATA IPYTOCT Ha MeyTuH BO
oxHoc Ha [lynu — onaa MeyivH Koja HUKazle He HU € JIaJIeHa,
Koja € TPUCYTHA CaMo IO/l MacKaTa Ha BO3/yIlecTaTa ,aypa“ koja
ja ooBuBa Ilynu-MemmuH. Bo ezieH CTPIKTHO XOMOJIOTEH TeCT,
XPUCTHjaHCTBOTO TBPAM Jieka Hema HUIIITO 3an usrienor —
uHumto OCBEH He3abenexmuBroT X Koj T0 MeHyBa XpHUCTOC,
0B0j 0buueH yoBek, Bo bor. Bo AITICOJIYTHUOT upentuter Ha
yoBek 1 bor, 60KecTBEHOTO € YuCTHOT Schein Ha HeKoja pyra
IMMeH3Mja Koj cjae Hu3 XPHCTOC, Toa MI3EPHO CyITecTBO. Camo
TYKa HKOHOKJIA3MOT € BUCTUHCKH JIOBEJIEH /10 CBOJOT 3aKJIYIOK:
OHa mTo e(heKTUBHO € ,,0Tajie CJIUKaTa“ € TOj X KOj 07 YOBEKOT
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mode of erotic, if its aesthetic mode is seduction and its ethical
mode marriage? Is it at all meaningful to speak of a religious
mode of erotics in the precise Kierkegaardian sense of the term?
The point of Lacan is that this, precisely, is the role of courtly
love: the Lady in courtly love suspends the ethical level of uni-
versal symbolic obligations and bombards us with totally arbi-
trary ordeals in a way which is homologous to the religious sus-
pension of the Ethical; her ordeals are on a par with God’s or-
dering Abraham to slaughter his son Isaac. And, contrary to the
first appearance that sacrifice reaches here its apogee, it is only
here that, finally, we confront the Other qua Thing that gives
body to the excess of enjoyment over mere pleasure.

In exactly the same way as Kierkegaard’s love for the dead neigh-
bor, this tragic vision of courtly love is not only false, but ulti-
mately even un-Christian. In Hitchcock’s Vertigo, the low-class
Judy who, under the pressure exerted from and out of her love
for Scottie, endeavors to look and act like the high-class fatal
and ethereal Madeleine, turns out to BE Madeleine: they are the
same person, since the “true” Madeleine Scottie encountered was
already a fake. However, this identity of Judy and Judy-
Madeleine renders all the more palpable the absolute otherness
of Madeleine with regard to Judy - the Madeleine that is given
nowhere, that is present just in the guise of the ethereal “aura”
that envelops Judy-Madeleine. In a strictly homologous gesture,
Christianity asserts that there is NOTHING beyond the appear-
ance - nothing BUT the imperceptible X that changes Christ, this
ordinary man, into God. In the ABSOLUTE identity of man and
God, the divine is the pure Schein of another dimension that
shines through Christ, this miserable creature. It is only here
that the iconoclasm is truly brought to its conclusion: what is
effectively “beyond the image” is that X that makes the man Christ
God. In this precise sense, Christianity inverses the Jewish sub-
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ro npasu boror Xpucroc. ToxmMy BO 0Ba 3Haueme,
XPUCTHjaHCTBOTO ja MEHYBa eBpejckara cybauManuja BO
pazvKaiHa Jecybumanyja: He Jiecy0uManyja Bo CMUCIIA Ha
eZTHOCTaBHA pe/iyKuuja Ha bor 710 4oBek, TyKy mecybaumaryja
BO CMMCJIa Ha TOTEKJIOTO Ha BO3BUILIEHOTO OTazie 0/f HUBOTO Ha
cekojmHeBueTo. Xpuctoc e ,peau-mejn bor® (o dopmysamnujara
Ha Bopuc I'pojc), Toj e 1esocHO YoBeUeH, MHXEPEHTHO HE ce
Pa3JIMKyBa O/ APYTHUTE JIyre UCTO Kako mTo Ilynu He ce
pasiuKyBa oz MezutiH Bo Bepiliueo - camo He3a0es1exKTUBOTO
,HEIITO", e/lHA YMCTa TI0jaBa Koja He MOKe HUKOTaIl /a Ouje
OCHOBaHA BO MaTepHjaJieH NMOT, TO IpaBU H0XKECTBEH.
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limation into a radical desublimation: not desublimation in the
sense of the simple reduction of God to man, but desublimation
in the sense of the descendence of the sublime Beyond to the
everyday level. Christ is a “ready made God” (as Boris Groys put
it), he is fully human, inherently indistinguishable from other
humans in exactly the same way Judy is indistinguishable from
Madeleine in Vertigo - it is only the imperceptible “something,”
a pure appearance which cannot ever be grounded in a substan-
tial property, that makes him divine.
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Tpajuuyja. AZIOpHO HeKajle CIIOMHA JIeKa cekoja rojema duiocoduja e
BapHjalyja Ha OHTOJIOMIKKOT JIOKa3 32 IIocToereTo Ha bora: efen obuz 1a
ce IOMUHE O7f MUCJIA IUPEKTHO BO IIOCTOEHe, 32 IIPB IaT GopMysIupaHa of
ITapameHU/IUj BO HETOBOTO TBPZEHE 32 €JHAKBOCTA HA MUCJIEHETO U
noctoerseto. ([lypu u Mapke i mpumnara Ha 0Baa JIMHU]ja: He € JIM HEroBara
uzeja 3a ,KJacHATa CBECT" TOKMY OHAaa 3a MUCJIATa KOja JUPEKTHO
MHTEPBEHIPA BO COLM]ATHOTO GUTHeE, pasBieHa 3a mpumMep Kaj Iepr Jlykau
BO Herosara Hciliopuja u xaacHa cgeciti?) V1, mociejoBatesHo, He € U
JIUTUTAJTHATA WE0JIOTHja Ha caj0ep-IIpOCTOPOT — BO HEJ3UHMOT 00uz Ja
npejze ,,on 6uT Bo Outme, T.€. 2 ja co3/1a/ie caMmara CJI0EBUTOCT HA OUTHETO
Of IUTUTATTHUAOT (POPMATHO-CTPYKTYPEH MOPEJOK — IocyenHaTa (aza Ha
OBOj Pa3BTOK?

- Curyarujara Bo [Tojicka BO QO-THTE HY IaBa AMHCTBEH IIPUMep Ha TAKBaTa

=

Jby0OB 32 GIMKHUOT CBOj: HEOUEKYBAHOTO MPHjaTesicTBO Mely I'eHepar
Japysaencku u Anam MuuHuk, crapuot qucuseHt — OBUE nBajua ce
BHUCTHHCKUTE OJIVKHY, PaUKaIHY CTPAHIY efleH 3a JIPYT, CO IIOTEKJIO Off
JIBa pa3auvYHU (MJEO0JIOMIKN) YHUBEP3YMH, & CeIaK CIOCOOHU [a
BOCIIOCTaBAT KOHTAKT.

Naxo Tpeba 6e3ycyoBHO Aa ja oTpJIM H3paeycKaTa OKymamnuja Ha
3anatHuoT Oper, YoBek Tpeba, ce pa3bupa, He IOMAJIKy 0e3yCIOBHO Jia ce
CIIDOTHCTAaBY U HA AaHTHCEMMTCKHUTe Hamaau Bo 3amanHa EBpoma, xou
HaoraaT OIpaB/yBame KaKo ,U3Be3eHa eHTU(Aana“, T.e., KAaKO recT Ha
CcoMUAPHOCT o yrHeTeHuTe [TasectrHIM (07 HAamaUTe BP3 CHHATOTHTE
Bo ['epMaHuja 10 CTOTUIINTE AHTHCEMUTCKY CyAUpPY Bo PpaHIyja Bo eceHTa
2000-Ta). YoBek 0BZe He Tpeba Aa MoKasKe ,pa3bupame”: He TpebHa 1a uMa
MecTo 3a Jiorukara ,Ho Tpeba /ia ce pasbepe jieka Hanazute Bp3 EBpenre
B0 ®paHIyKja ce peakIiyja Ha U3paesickaTa BoeHa OpyrasHoct!“, Ho He Tpeba
Jla IMa MecTo HH 3a Jjorukata ,Ho Tpeba a ce pasbepe u3paesickara BoeHa
peakIuja — Koj He OM OWJT MCIUIAIIIEH [0 XOJIOKAYCT U JIBE WIjaJii TOMUHN
anTuceMuTH3aM!“ OBJle IOBTOPHO Y0OBeK Tpeba J]a ce CIPOTHUCTABH HA
JIBOjHATA YIeHa: aKO CU HPO-TIAJIECTHHELI, TOTAIII CH e0 ULICO aHTHCEMHUTHCT,
a aKO CU NPOTHUB AHTUCEMUTHU3MOT, TOTAII CH €0 UIICO IIPO-KU3paeJiel.
Pemennero HE e kommpoMmuc, ,TouHa MepKa“ Mel'y iBaTa eKCTpeMa - Y0BEK
6u Tpebano ga oxu nokpaj Bo OBETE nacoku, u Bo ogbpana Ha
IAJIECTUHCKUTE IIPaBa 1 BO 60pOa MPOTUB aHTHCEMUTH3MOT.

- Christopher Hitchens, “We Know Best,” Vanity Fair May 2001, ctp. 34. U

He € JIM UCTaTa ,TOTAINTAPHA" BU3Uja UeCTO BU/IIBA Kaj IIPOTUBEETO Ha
cMprHaTa kasHa? Wi, Bo TepmunuTe Ha OyKO, HE € M YKUHYBABETO HA
CMpTHAaTa Ka3Ha JIeJ] 07 O/ipefieHa ,O0MOMOMUTHKA®, KOja TO cMeTa
KPHMUHAJIOT 32 PE3Y/ITAT Ha COLUjaIHH, ICUXOJIOMIKY, U/IE0IONIKH UTH.,
OKOJIHOCTHU: WJIejaTa 32 MOPATHO/3aKOHCKH OATOBOPHUOT CYOjeKT e
uneostonka puxnyja unja GyHKIMja € 12 ja 3aTCKpre MpexKaTa Ha peslalliy
Ha MOK; THUBU/TyaJII[ITE HE Ce OATOBOPHH 3 3JI0/IJIaTa IITO TY U3BPILILTE,
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logical proof of God’s existence: an attempt to pass directly from thought to
being, first formulated by Parmenides in his assertion of the sameness of
thinking and being. (Even Marx belongs to this line: is his idea of “class
consciousness” not precisely that of a thought which directly intervenes into
social being, as it was exemplarily deployed by Georg Lukacs in his History
and Class Consciousness?) And, consequently, is the cyberspace digital ide-
ology - in its attempt to pass “from the bit to the It,” i.e. to generate the very
thickness of being from the digital formal-structural order - not the last stage
of this development?

- The situation in Poland in the 90s provides a unique example of such a love

for one’s neighbor: the unexpected friendship General Jaruzelski and Adam
Michnik, the old dissident - THESE are two true neighbors, radical strang-
ers to each other, coming from two different (ideological) universes, and
nonetheless able to establish contact.

- While unconditionally rejecting the Israeli occupation of the West bank, one

should, of course, no less unconditionally oppose the anti-Semitic outbursts
in the Western Europe which justify themselves as the “exported intifadah,”
i.e., as gestures of solidarity with the oppressed Palestinians (from attacks
on the synagogues in Germany to hundreds of anti-Semitic accidents in
France in the Fall of 2000). One should display no “understanding” here:
there should be no place for the logic of “But one should understand that
attacks on Jews in France are a reaction to the Israeli military brutality!”, as
well as no place for the logic of “But one can understand the Israeli military
reaction - who would not be afraid after the holocaust and two thousands of
years of anti-Semitism!” Here, again, one should oppose the double black-
mail: if one is pro-Palestinian, one is eo ipso anti-Semitic, and if one is against
anti-Semitism, one must eo ipso be pro-Israel. The solution is NOT a com-
promise, a “right measure” between the two extremes - one should rather go
to the end in BOTH directions, in the defense of the Palestinian rights as
well as in fighting anti-Semitism.

- Christopher Hitchens, “We Know Best,” Vanity Fair May 2001, p. 34. And

is not the same “totalitarian” vision often discernible in the opposition to
death penalty? To put it in Foucauldian terms, is the abolition of death pen-
alty not part of a certain “biopolitics” which considers crime as the result of
social, psychological, ideological, etc., cirumstances: the notion of the mor-
ally/legally responsible subject is an ideological fiction whose function is to
cover up the network of power relations, individuals are not responsible for
the crimes they commit, so they should not be punished? Is, however, the
obverse of this thesis not that those who control the circumstances control
the people?

* On the top of it, the notion of the danger of “passive smoking” clearly par-

ticipates in the post-AIDS fear of not only direct physical contact with oth-
ers, but also of the more ethereal forms of contact (the “invisible” exchange
of fluids, bacteria, viruses...).
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