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Slav~o 
Dimitrov Ekstasis - nasilstvo  

i ranlivost

Slavco 
Dimitrov Extasis - Coercion  

And Vulnerability

Za da go oslobodime epitetot radikalno, so koj 
voobi~aeno se atribuira pismoto na Xudit Batler 
(Judith Butler), od mo`nite negativni konotacii, 
mora da go reflektirame niz prizmata na imanent-
no-kriti~kata epistemolo{ka pozicija od koja, vo 
ramkite na krupniot feministi~ki diskurziven 
kompleks, pi{uva Batler, i da ja sogledame takvata 
radikalnost kako nu`no sostaven del na kritika-
ta, sfatena vo duhot na Fuko (Foucault), kako trans-
gresiven is~ekor so koj subjektot si go dava pravoto 
da ja problematizira vistinata vo nejzinata rever-
zibilna (ko)relacija so dispozitivot na mo}ta.

Radikalnost, ne kako beskompromisno isklu~uvawe, 
delegitimizacija i ekskomunikacija na ve}e afir-
mirani termini (na modernizmot), tuku kako nivna 
redeskriptivna aproprijacija i kriti~ko preos-
misluvawe na nivnite sterilizirani parametri.

Vakvata epistemolo{ka pozicija go inaugurira 
paradoksot na biduvaweto subjekt i kriti~kiot obid 
za „desubjektivizacija na subjektot”.
 
Ako glavnata gri`a na Problemi so rodot (Gender 
Trouble) be{e istra`uvaweto na dinamikite preku 

In order to discharge all possible negative connotations 
from the radicalism that characterises Judith Butler’s 
writing, it has to be reflected through the prism of 
an immanent-critic epistemological position from 
which Butler writes within the framework of the huge 
feministic discursive complex. Also we have to consider 
this radicalism as an inevitable part of the criticism, seen 
in the spirit of Foucault, as a transgressing leap which 
gives the right to the subject to problematise the truth in 
its reversible (co)relation with the power dispositif. 

It is radicalism seen not as uncompromising exclusion, de-
legitimisation or excommunication of the existing terms 
(of modernism), but as re-descriptive appropriation and 
critical remodelling of their sterilized parameters.

This epistemological position inaugurates the paradox of 
being subject and the critical effort for “desubjugation of 
the subject.”

If the main concern of Gender Trouble was researching 
the dynamics which construct and perform gender, 



96

koi rodovite se konstruirani i performirani, 
Razglobuvaj}i go rodot (Undoing Gender) vo foku-
sot na svojot interes go postavuva pra{aweto za 
razglobuvaweto, razvrzuvaweto i dekonstruiraweto 
na rodot kako baza, kako uslov za opstanok, kako per-
formativen otpor na ramni{te i na ideologijata 
i na teloto {to, kolku i da zvu~i paradoksalno, i 
pokraj isklu~itelnata subverzivna pregnantnost na 
vakviot ~in, sekoga{ e socijalno i kolektivno de-
terminiran.

Vo Razglobuvaj}i go rodot na Batler, paradoksot na 
kognitivniot subjekt kako izvor na radikalizmot 
se ovoplotuva kako antonimija na egzistencijata 
voop{to. Stanuva zbor za antonimijata i „fatalno-
to”  metastazirawe na eden arhetipski puls za edin-
stvo i edna radikalna ne-metafizika, definirana 
preku kontingentnosta na aktuelnata egzistenci-
jalna situacija vo poleto na politi~kata anatomija. 
Za  spregata pome|u fantazmatskata, „primordijal-
nata” `elba za vdomuvawe i kontinuiraniot kopne` 
po egzil, kako nu`en uslov za podnosliva egzisten-
cija. Za jazolot me|u imaginarnoto i kobnata realna 
trezvenost.

Edinaesette esei sobrani vo ovaa kniga, i pokraj 
{irokiot horizont na pra{awa i problemi koi gi 
aktualiziraat, pretstavuvaat koherenten i dlabo-
ko promislen tekst, fokusiran vrz iskustvoto na 
„stanuvaweto razgloben i vo dobra i vo lo{a smis-
la”.

Ambivalentnosta na egzistencijata iskrsnuva vo 
onoj  moment koga }e se sogleda iluzornosta na ide-
ite za unitarnosta, avtarhi~nosta i monadi~nosta 
na subjektot. Smesten sekoga{ ve}e vo poleto na so-
cio-politi~koto i kulturnoto, „svojot” rod, svojot 

Undoing Gender in its main focus sets the question of 
undoing, deconstruction of gender, as the basis, the 
condition for survival, as a performative resistance of 
ideology and body, which, in spite of the outstanding 
subversive burden of the act, at the risk of sounding 
paradoxical, is always socially and collectively 
determined. 

The paradox of the cognitive subject, the source of 
Butler’s radicalism, is incarnated in Undoing Gender 
as an antonym of existence in general. It is an antinomy 
and “fatal” metastasis of an archetypical pulse of unity 
as well as a radical, non-metaphysics defined through 
the contingency of the actual existential situation in 
the field of political anatomy. It is bondage between the 
phantasmagorical, “primordial” desire for family and the 
continuous urge for exile, the necessary condition for 
liveable existence. It is the knot between the imaginative 
and the cruel realism of sobriety.

Though they lay out a huge scope of questions and 
problems, the eleven essays included in this book, make 
a coherent and thoroughly contemplative text, focused 
towards the experience of “becoming undone in both 
good ways and bad ways.”

The ambivalence of existence emerges the moment the 
delusiveness of the ideas about unitarian, autarchic and 
monadic subject become apparent. Always placed in 
the field of the socio-political and cultural the subject 
acquires “its” gender, sex, sexuality and identity, or 
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pol, seksualnost i identitet, ili ona {to navidum 
nepokoloblivo mu pripa|a kako nekoja vnatre{na, 
esencijalizirana, naturalizirana i metafizi~ka 
dadenost, subjektot gi steknuva edinstveno preku 
sopstvenata refleksija vo Drugiot. Da se postoi 
kako rodovo i seksualno bitie, zna~i sekoga{ da se 
postoi vo soglasnost so ramkite koi go definiraat 
intelegibilnoto i ~ove~koto. Sebnosta mora da ja 
predade sopstvenata „avtonomija” na socijalnosta 
so cel da zazeme sopstvena temporalna i privreme-
na pozicija. Socijalnosta na normite go nadminuva 
na{eto samo-razbirawe. Jas stanuva drugo za sebe 
tokmu na mestoto kade {to o~ekuva da bide Jas.

Rodot i seksualnosta doa|aat sekoga{ od izvor koj e 
nekade drugade i se naso~eni kon ne{to otade mene. 
„Konstituirano vo socijalniot prostor, jas ne av-
torizira, ne se samosozdava celosno” (2004, 20). 
Normite si go zazemaat svoeto mesto vo ona {to 
~uvstvuvam deka mi pripa|a mene.

Uslovite za sopstvenoto definirawe i interpreti-
rawe, za podnoslivoto postoeweto kako ~ovek vo se-
koga{ ve}e prisutniot svet na socijalnoto, Batler 
gi odreduva povikuvaj}i se na Spinoza, Hegelijan-
skiot germanski idealizam i na srednovekovnite 
ekstati~ni tradicii. Hegelijanskata tradicija 
ja povrzuva `elbata so `elbata za prepoznavawe. 
„Samo preku iskustvoto na prepoznavawe sekoj od 
nas stanuva socijalno o`ivotvoreno su{testvo. Us-
lovite pod koi nie sme prepoznavani kako lu|e se 
socijalno artikulirani i promenlivi” (2004, 15).

Cenata na sebe-znaeweto stanuva ekstazata ili sebe-
gubeweto, sebe-odzemaweto, izleguvaweto od samiot 
sebe i zastanuvaweto pokraj sebe.

what seemingly belongs to it uncompromisingly as 
a kind of inner, essential, natural and metaphysical 
quality, solely through self-reflection of the Other. To 
exist as a gender and sexual being means to exist always 
within the frameworks that define the intelligibility and 
the humanity. The self must submit its “autonomy” to 
socialisation so as to acquire its own temporary and brief 
position. The socialisation of the norms exceeds our self-
understanding. “‘I’ becomes the Other to itself where it is 
expected to become I.”

Gender and sexuality always originate from a source, 
which is elsewhere and is oriented towards beyond 
oneself. “Constituted in sociality, [that] I do not fully 
author”(2004, 20). Norms take their place in what I feel 
belongs to me.

Butler determines the conditions for self-defining and 
interpreting, for viable existence of a human living in 
the always-present sphere of the social, on the grounds 
of Spinoza, Hegel’s German idealism and the ecstatic 
traditions of the Middle Ages. Hegelian tradition links 
the desire with desire for recognition. “It is only through 
the experience of recognition that any of us becomes 
constituted as socially viable beings. The terms by which 
we are recognised as human are socially articulated and 
changeable” (2004,15). 

The price of self-acknowledgement becomes the ex-static, 
or the self-lost, self-disposed; emerging from oneself and 
standing beside oneself.
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Polot kako hijazam
(Koga prirodata zamolknuva, kulturata 
progovoruva)

Represivnosta i nasilstvoto na normite koi go le-
gitimiraat ~ove~koto i go definiraat intelegi-
bilnoto se pojavuva koga, demarkiraj}i go prostorot 
na mo`noto, ~ove~koto i realnoto, tie po~nuvaat da 
go delegitimiraat, da go derealiziraat i dehumani-
ziraat ona, ~ija{to ekskluzija e vsu{nost nu`niot 
preduslov za nivnata artikulacija. 

@ivotite na milioni transseksualci, homosek-
sualci, lezbejki, biseksualci i transrodovi lu|e 
odedna{ stanuva ne-`ivot ili `ivot nepodnosliv 
za `iveewe. Rigidnata binarna ramka na rodovata i 
polovata identifikacija stanuva postojan izvor za 
dijagnosticitawe i patologizirawe na `ivotite na 
transseksualcite, interpolovite i transrodovite 
lu|e. 

Rodovata disforija kako patolo{ka kategorija vo 
dijagnosticiraweto na rodovo i polovo ambigvitet-
nite lu|e, Batler ja invertira vo kriti~ko i subver-
zivno sredstvo za dekonstrukcija na dijadnata shema, 
strate{ki koristena vo naturalizacijata ne samo 
na rodot, tuku i na polot. Ona {to pretendira da se 
avto(re)prezentira kako nepromenliva, anatomska, 
genetska i prirodna dadenost, kako samodostatna i 
samozna~na (psiho)fiziologija, se poka`uva deka 
vsu{nost i ne e tolku persistentno na kulturnata 
i ideolo{kata signifikacija. Polot kako navidum 
„predjazi~na” i „preddiskurzivna” „bo`estvena” 
tvorba e kontinuirano raspnat me|u biolo{koto i 
kulturnoto. Bojno pole na infinitezimalen agon. 
Me|uton, postojano vo sostojba na vibrirawe, trepet 
predizvikan od sredbata na dve nespoivi rezonanci. 

Sex as a chiasm
(When nature falls into silence, culture speaks out)

The repressiveness and coercion of the norms, which 
legitimise humanity and define intelligibility appear 
when, by demarcating the space of the possible, the 
human and the real, they begin to de-legitimise, de-
realise, de-humanise that whose exclusion is a necessary 
condition for articulation of these norms.

All of a sudden the life of millions of transsexuals, 
homosexuals, lesbians, bisexuals and transgender people 
becomes un-life or unliveable life. The rigid binary frame 
of gender and sex identification becomes a permanent 
source for diagnosis and pathologisation of the lives of 
transsexual, intersexual and transgender people. 

Butler inverts the gender dysphoria, a pathological 
category in diagnosing gender and sexually ambiguous 
people, into a means of criticism and subversion for 
deconstructing the dyad scheme, strategically used 
in naturalisation not only of gender, but sex also. 
What aspires to auto (re)presents itself as permanent, 
anatomic, genetic and natural quality, a self-sufficient 
and self-meaningful (psycho) physiology, is in fact not 
as persistent culturally and idealodigically. The gender, 
supposedly being a “pre-lingual” and “pre-discursive” 
creation of God, is continuously torn between what is 
biological and what is cultural. It is a battlefield of an 
infinitesimal agon. An inter-tone in a permanent state of 
vibration, a shiver caused by the clash of two resonances, 
which cannot be attuned. Or, even better, a cloth spread 
at the Threshold (or the threshold itself seen through the 
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Ili u{te podobro, ~erga rasposlana na Pragot (ili 
pak Pragot samiot sfaten niz prizmata na karneval-
skata simbolika) postojano tkaena i rastkajuvana 
i „doma” i „nadvor”, i od „Majkata” (i „Tatkoto”) i 
od kolektivot i negovata istori~na dimenzionira-
nost.  

Definiraweto na polot nikoga{ ne e celosno oslo-
bodeno od kulturnite zna~ewa koi & se prilepuvaat 
na „pasivnata” telesna materijalnost. Atribucijata 
na `enskosta i na ma{kosta vrz „analognite” tela 
kako tie da se nivna prirodna sopstvenost, kako 
polot da e diskretna kategorija, kako da e izvor na 
rodovata kristalizacija, e krucijalen zap~anik 
vo mehanizmot na produkcijata i na samiot rod. I 
povratno, ve}e konsolidiranite kategorii na ro-
dot, vo toj beskone~en proces na interferencii i 
ozna~uvawe, implicitno gi vlo`uvaat svoite para-
metri vrz polot.

Ovaa zamka na konstruktivnite i regulatornite 
mehanizmi na mo}ta po~nuva da se razvrzuva vo mo-
mentot koga pri dijagnosticiraweto na „rodovoto 
izmestuvawe” istoto se odreduva kako „`elba da se 
bide drugiot pol”. Istata dijagnoza go pretpostavu-
va i postoeweto na „postojana neprilagodenost” 
ili „nesoodvetnost” na sopstveniot pol. [to zna~i 
ova, pra{uva Batler. Dali mo`e da se zema predvid 
stanuvaweto drugiot pol bez pritoa da se imaat pred-
vid kulturnite zna~ewa ili sostavkite na rodovite 
paradigmi koi mu se prilepuvaat kako edinstvena 
opcija? Koja e taa referentna to~ka po odnos na koja 
se odreduva „nesoodvetnosta” ili „neprilagodeno-
sta” na ne~ij pol? Zarem ne e rodot ona kon {to tre-
ba da se prilagodi polot, zarem ne e rodot slikata, 
modelot, ogledaloto vo koe se reflektira i inter-
pretira samiot pol? 

prism of the carnival symbolic) weaved and un-weaved 
at “home” and “outside,” by the “mother” (the “father”) 
and the community with its historic dimension.

Defining sex is never completely released from the 
cultural meanings, which attach themselves to the 
“passive” bodily material. Attributes of “femininity” and 
“masculinity” are attached to the “analogical” bodies, as 
if they are part of their nature, as if gender is a discreet 
category, a source of gender crystallisation, the crucial 
cog in the mechanism of gender production. And in 
reverse, the already consolidated gender categories, 
implicitly invest their parameters into sex in this infinite 
process of interfering and marking. 

This knot of the constructive and regulatory mechanisms 
of power begins to untangle when the diagnosed “cross-
gender identification” is defined as “the desire to become 
the other sex.” This diagnosis suggests “persistent 
discomfort” and “inappropriateness” of one’s own 
gender. Butler wonders what this means. Can becoming 
the other sex be considered without even considering the 
cultural meanings or the elements of gender paradigms 
attached as an only option? Which is the referent point 
that assigns “discomfort” or “inappropriateness” to a 
certain sex? Shouldn’t sex get accustomed to the gender, 
isn’t gender a picture, model, a mirror that reflects and 
interprets the sex itself? 
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Nesomneno, zaklu~uva Batler, „samata dijagnoza ar-
tikulira mnogu rigidna verzija na rodovite nor-
mi”. 

Dali e voop{to mo`no da se oddeli taa sfinga na 
prirodata, zabraneta bo`estvena zagatka, od nepreki-
natite apeticii na „voljata za znaewe”? Teloto e 
neprikinat intenzitet kako rezultat na negovoto 
vrednuvawe kako predmet na znaeweto i kako ele-
ment vo odnosite na mo}. Jalovi se site nastojuvawa 
za promisluvawe na teloto vo negovata predadamov-
ska nevinost. Teloto, polot se nu`no vpletkani vo 
mre`ata (ili u{te podobro rizomata) na mo}ta, kako 
vo nejzinite „regulatorni”, taka i vo „disciplinar-
nite” mehanizmi, koi do beskone~nost generiraat 
diskursi na vistinata {to go opkru`uvaat teloto 
i gi inskribiraat svoite pretstavi i zna~ewa vrz 
istoto. Teloto e, i prodol`uva da bide nitka, funk-
cionalno protkaena vo eden impliciten i ne~itliv 
strate{ki brikola`, vo edna aparatura koja „grupi-
ra heterogeni elementi vo zaedni~ka mre`a” (1994, 
27), artikuliraj}i pritoa mnogubrojni tehnologii 
koi celat kon specifikacija (~itaj konstrukcija) 
na rodot i potoa kon negova kontrola i regulacija.

Postojano dijalogiziraj}i, implicitno ili eks-
plicitno, so re~ta na Fuko, Batler vo ovaa to~ka 
go kritikuva Fuko, normalno so seta po~it kon ne-
govata misla. Ona za {to Batler mu zabele`uva na 
Fuko e negovoto odbivawe da ja sogleda regulaci-
jata na rodot kako produkt na zasebna regulatorna 
aparatura, na eden rodovo-specifi~en regulatoren 
mehanizam, a ne kako samo u{te eden predmet na 
regulacija, zaedno so site ostanati socijalni i kul-
turni, vo ramkite na eden {irok regulatoren meha-
nizam. „Rodot bara i institucionalizira svoj sop-
stven distinktiven regulatoren i disciplinaren 
re`im” (2004, 40). 

Butler concludes almost certainly that “the diagnosis 
itself articulates a very rigid version of gender norms.”

Is it really possible to detach this sphinx of nature, this 
forbidden divine riddle from the continuous appetite 
of “will to knowledge?” As a result of the assessment of 
the body as a subject of knowledge and an element in 
the power relations it presents a continuous intensity. 
All insistence on perceiving the body as pre-Adamic 
is futile. The body, the sex are inevitably a part of a 
network (a rhizome) of power, a part of the “regulatory” 
as well as “disciplinarian” mechanisms of this network 
which generate an infinite number of truth discourses 
surrounding the body and inscribing their notions 
and meanings on it. The body is and continues to be a 
thread weaved functionally in an implicit and intelligible 
strategic collage. A part of an apparatus which “groups 
heterogeneous elements of a common network,” (2004, 
27) thus articulating numerous technologies which aim 
towards specification (read “construction”) of gender, 
and towards control and regulation of it.

Butler, constantly discussing with Foucault’s writing, 
criticises him at this point, though, with a deep respect 
for his thoughts. Butler finds fault in Foucault’s rejection 
to recognise the regulation of gender as a product of an 
individual regulatory apparatus, a particular gender-
regulatory mechanism, instead of just a subject of 
regulation together with the other social and cultural 
subjects in the confines of a wider regulatory mechanism. 
“Gender requires and institutes its own distinctive 
regulatory and disciplinary regime.” (2004, 47)
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Vo odnos na pra{aweto za rigidnata dihotomija pol-
rod, i u{te poskamenetata dihotomija ma{ki-`en-
ski pol (polovata razlika), Batler ja prodol`uva 
svojata polemika, no ovoj pat svrtuvaj}i se kon 
feministi~kata kritika.

Vo svoite napori za de-stereotipizacija na `en-
skosta, feminizmot kako svoe najmo}no oru`je posto-
jano go koristi razdvojuvaweto me|u polot i rodot, 
definiraj}i go vtoriov niz prizmata na kulturnite 
zna~ewa koi mu se prepi{uvaat na teloto i na polot, 
pritoa, poimaj}i gi ovie kako oslobodeni od kultur-
nite i diskurzivni vlijanija. Konkretno, Batler go 
problematizira insistiraweto na polovata raz-
lika zastapeno kaj Rozi Braidoti (Rosi Braidotti) vo 
nejziniot tekst Metamorfozi (Metamorphoses). Vo 
Metamorfozi, Braidoti tvrdokorno zastanuva zad 
polovata razlika koja, kako {to smeta taa, mnogu-
pati e ignorirana od teoreti~arite edinstveno 
poradi pejorativnite konotacii koi se povrzuvaat 
so `enskosta. Odovde, vo ramki na rodot, Braidoti 
nastojuva da ja oslobodi `enskosta od monolitnite 
i ugnetuva~ki ednozna~nosti koi i gi prepi{uva 
falogocentri~niot poredok i da ja otvori kon „id-
noto Simboli~ko” (2004, 205) vo koe taa (`enskos-
ta) }e dobie pove}estrani mo`nosti i }e se multi-
plicira lizgaj}i im se na barawata da „bide edno 
ne{to ili da odgovara na edna norma” (2004, 205). 
Ona {to Batler odbiva da go prifati ovde e vrzu-
vaweto na takvata multiplicirana i pove}ezna~na 
`enskost za, navidum, ednozna~noto `ensko telo/
pol, koj su{tinski e diferenciran od ma{kiot. Ona 
na {to, vsu{nost, insistira Batler e otfrlaweto 
na binarnata ramka vo promisluvaweto na polovata 
razlika (do onaa mera do koja istata e sfatena edin-
stveno kako podloga za pojavuvaweto na toj `enski 
multiplicitet), i vklu~uvaweto na takvata mnogu-

With reference to the question of the rigid dichotomy 
sex-gender, and even firmer dichotomy of male-female 
sex (sex difference), Butler carries on her polemics, but 
this time aiming towards the feministic criticism.

Feminism in its aspirations to de-stereotype femininity 
continuously uses the separation of sex and gender as its 
most powerful weapon, defining the latter through the 
prism of cultural meanings attached to the body and sex, 
which are denoted as free from cultural and discursive 
influences. In particular, Butler questions the insistence 
on sex difference in Rosi Braidotti’s Metamorphoses. 
In Metamorphoses, Braidotti persistently supports 
sex difference, which most of the time, she claims, is 
rejected by theorists solely because of the pejorative 
connotations attached to femininity. Thus, Braidotti 
insists on freeing femininity, in terms of gender, from the 
monolithic and repressing uniformity prescribed by the 
phallocentric order and guiding femininity towards the 
“future symbolic” (2004, 205) where it will gain multiple 
possibilities and will multiply, escaping the demands “to 
be one thing, or to comply with a singular norm” (2004, 
205). What Butler refuses to accept is the association of 
this multiplied diversified femininity with the seemingly 
singular female body/gender, essentially differenced by 
the male gender. Butler really insists on rejecting the 
binary frame which denotes the sex difference (to the 
degree that sex difference becomes a condition for the 
appearance of this feminine multiplicity), and equal 
acceptance of this manifold game of force and multiplicity 
in body and sex. Regarding as indicative the case with the 
desire of “butch” lesbians, Butler notes: “Why shy away 
from the fact that there may be ways that masculinity 
emerges in woman, and that feminine and masculine do 
not belong to different sexed bodies?” 
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strana igra na sili i multiplicitet podednakvo i 
vo prostorot na teloto i polot. Zemaj}i go kako in-
dikativen slu~ajot so `elbata na butch lezbejkite, 
Batler zabele`uva: „Zarem nema mo`nosti za poja-
vuvawe na ma{kosta vo `enata i za toa  ma{kosta i 
`enskosta da ne im pripa|aat na dve razli~ni tela?” 
(2004, 197)  

Od drugata strana na `elbenata dijada

Binarnata dijadna struktura go instalira i bra-
kot (i heteroseksualnata relacija) kako edinstveno 
legitimna matrica i model za odnosite na srod-
stvo i stanuva represiven i rigidno isklu~uva~ki 
mehanizam koj gi derealizira i gi ignorira kako 
nepostoe~ki i ne~ove~ki site ostanati mo`ni vi-
dovi na srodstvo, na intimna, seksualna i afektiv-
na relacija me|u lu|eto. 

Nasproti ova, otade binarizmite i dijadite na mis-
lata, Batler sugerira trijadna struktura za mislewe 
na `elbata i relacijata, etablirarj}i ja kako silen 
instrument vo dekonstrukcijata i razglobuvaweto 
na „doktrinata za komplementarnosta” i kako osnova 
na heteroseksisti~koto ubeduvawe, brakovnoto sank-
cionirawe na srodstvoto, konsolidacijata na ko-
herentnite rodovi i nemo`nosta za prepoznavaweto 
na Drugiot.

Dijadnata struktura i komplementarnosta se po-
ka`uvaat kako isklu~itelno redukcionisti~ki koga 
stanuva zbor za promisluvaweto na rodovite `ivoti 
koi ne se vklopuvaat vo binarnata rodova matrica, 
ili pri obidite za odreduvawe na seksualnosta na 
transrodovite lu|e. 

Beyond the dyad of desire

The binary dyad structure also installs marriage (and 
heterosexual relation) as a unique legitimate matrix and 
a model for kinship relations, thus becoming repressive 
and rigid exclusive mechanism which de-realises and 
ignores as non-existing and un-human all possible kinds 
of kinship, on intimate, sexual and affective relation 
between people. 

Contrary to this, beyond the binaries and dyads 
of the thought, Butler suggests a triad structure of 
thinking about desire and relation, establishing it as a 
powerful instrument for deconstructing and undoing 
the “complementary doctrine,” which is the basis 
of heterosexual conviction, marriage sanctioning of 
kinship, consolidation of coherent gender and inability 
for recognising the Other.

The dyad structure and complementarity appear to be 
exceptionally reducing when we analyse gender life, 
which does not fit into the binary gender matrix or when 
we try to determine the sexuality of transgender people.
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Komplementarnosta e flagrantno supstraktivna i 
koga stanuva zbor za is~ituvaweto na dlabokite i 
neizbe`ni na~ini na koi homoseksualnosta i hete-
roseksualnosta zaemno se definiraat. Dijadnata 
struktura se poka`uva kako nedovolna vo onoj  mo-
ment koga konceptot za razmenata na `eni kaj Levi-
Stros (Levi-Strauss) }e se invertira vo perspekti-
vata na Iv Kosovski Sexvik (Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick) 
i }e se uvidi deka heteroseksualnata `elba e im-
plicitno homosocijalna vrska me|u dvajca ma`i i 
deka `enata e, vsu{nost, mestoto kade {to `elbite 
na dvajca ma`i se sre}avaat i kade {to homoseksual-
nosta e odlo`ena, suspendirana i sodr`ana, vo isto 
vreme. Istata se poka`uva kako nedovolno odr`liva 
i koga }e se sogleda heteroseksualnata qubomora koja 
kako mo`na senka ja ima nesposobnosta da se priznae 
istopolovata `elba.

I lakanovskoto (Lacan) definirawe ja poima `el-
bata nadvor od dijadnata izolacija. [to sè zna~i 
iskazot na Lakan deka `elbata e `elbata na Dru-
giot? Koja e ovde `elbata na `elbata?

Ovaa formulacija na Lakan po sebe povlekuva ka-
leidoskop od tolkuvawa.

Ona {to e jasno ovde, zabele`uva Batler, e deka `el-
bata prodol`uva da se posakuva samata, da se obno-
vuva i da povtorno da se udvojuva. Taa nikoga{ ne 
ostanuva kako edinstvena `elba, tuku postojano se 
alienira, stanuva tu|a na samata sebe, zema forma 
{to e nadvor od samata nea.

[to e `elbata na `elbata? Drugiot kako objekt, 
vo najop{ta smisla, ili pak `elbata na Drugiot 
koja{to stanuva model za mojata `elba? Ili, pak, 
treba da se ponudi edipovskata interpretacija, 

Complementarity is flagrantly subtractive when reading 
the deep and inevitable ways, which mutually define 
homosexuality and heterosexuality. The dyad structure 
proves insufficient the moment Levi-Strauss’s concept of 
exchange of women inverts into Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick’s 
perspective. It becomes obvious that heterosexual desire 
is implicitly a homosexual relationship between two 
men, the woman being the point where the desires of the 
two men intersect and where homosexuality becomes 
delayed, suspended and integrated at the same time. 
The dyad structure proves also unsustainable when 
heterosexual jealousy becomes apparent, which as a 
necessary shadow, has the inability to avow to same-sex 
desire.

Lacan also defines desire outside the perimeter of dyad 
isolation. What does Lacan’s statement desire is the 
Other’s desire mean? What does desire desire?

Lacan’s formulation implies a kaleidoscope of 
perspectives.

Butler clearly notices that desire continues to desire itself, 
continues to renew and reduplicate itself. It doesn’t stay 
as single desire, but continues to alienate itself, becomes 
other to itself, taking a form that is outside itself.

What does desire desire? The Other as an object, in the 
most general sense, or the desire of the Other which 
becomes a model for one’s self-desire? Maybe the 
answer is in the Oedipal interpretation which analyses 
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koja{to ja interpretira `elbata i gi postavuva nej-
zinite temeli niz prizmata na nedostatokot i za-
branata, nevozmo`nosta da se poseduva objektot na 
`elbata na Drugiot (nekoj tret objekt). Kako i da 
e, site ovie interpretacii go instaliraat izlegu-
vaweto od dijadata i, {to e u{te pova`no, vakvata 
lakanovska formulacija na `elbata nè vra}a kon 
Levi-Stros (od ~ija{to koncepcija e i izvedena) 
i potvrduva deka `enite, vo procesot na nivnata 
razmena kako uslov za konsolidacija na patrili-
nearnosta, se sakani tokmu poradi toa {to se sakani 
od Drugiot. Odovde patekata nè vodi povtorno kon 
pretpostavkata za homosocijalnata `elba, so {to 
dijadnata struktura biduva prinudena da se otvori 
kon produktivnata participacija na, prethodno 
isklu~eniot, Tret.

Vo ovaa nasoka, Batler nastojuva da ja oslobodi tri-
jadnata struktura na promisluvawe na `elbata od 
edipalizacijata, od tabuto za incestot i edipovska-
ta matrica kako preduslov za rodovata diferen-
cijacija i kako instrumenti na edna kultura koja 
vo svojata osnova e heteroseksisti~ka, otvoraj}i ja 
istovremeno istata kon mo`nosti nadvor od razme-
nata na `eni i pretpostavkite za heteroseksualnata 
razmena.

Prepoznavaweto kako eti~ki ishod na relacijata, 
na intersubjektivnata komunikacija so Drugiot i 
kako telos na `elbata, vo krajna linija, isto taka 
bi bilo nevozmo`en proekt dokolku prodol`ime 
da se dvi`ime niz binarnata linearnost na dija-
data. Problemot na vrskata, na relacijata so Dru-
giot ne e ednostavno funkcija na komplementarnos-
ta, kako {to zabele`uva Batler. Proekcijata vrz 
Drugiot na ona {to & pripa|a na sebnosta ili pak 
inkorporiraweto na Drugiot koj bi trebalo da bide 

desire and lays its foundations seen through the prism of 
insufficiency and prohibition, through inability to own the 
object of desire of the Other (a third object). Nonetheless, 
all this interpretations install the escape from the dyad. 
More importantly this formulation of Lacan brings us 
back to Levi-Strauss (from whose concept it derives) and 
affirms that women, in the process of their exchange, a 
condition for their consolidation and patrialineality, are 
wanted only because they are wanted by the Other. From 
here the path leads back to the idea of homo-social desire, 
which opens the dyad structure towards productive 
participation of, the previously excluded, Third.

In this direction, Butler persist on to release the triad 
structure of conceiving the desire from oedipalisation, 
from the incest taboo and the Oedipus matrix, they 
being a precondition for gender differentiation and an 
instrument to a culture heterosexual in its basis. In this 
way she conducts this triad structure to possibilities 
outside woman exchange and heterosexual exchange 
assumptions.

In a further progress through the linearity of the dyad, 
recognition seen as an ethical outcome of relation, of 
intersubjective communication with the Other and the 
telos of Desire, would be a rather impossible project if 
one continues to move along the binary lines of the Dyad. 
Butler suggests that the problem of the relationship, 
the relation with the Other is not simply a function of 
complementarity. The projection of what belongs to the 
self on the Other, the incorporation of the Other, who 
should be seen as separate, destroys the possibility for 
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gledan kako oddelen, ja poni{tuva mo`nosta za pre-
poznavawe na Drugiot vo seta negova razli~nost, 
nedofatlivost, nespoznatlivost i alteritet. Takva-
ta relacija e produkt na apeticiite za omnipotent-
nost i sekoga{ rezultira so destruktivnost koja{to 
ja isklu~iva mo`nosta za prepoznavawe, kako uslov 
za tolerancija i nenasilstvo. Otvoraweto na rela-
ciskata dvojka kon Tretiot, e zafatot {to Batler go 
izveduva na sosem avtenti~en na~in. 

Najprvin Batler ja otfrla lakanovskata pozicija 
(kako {to ve}e vidovme) niz ~ija{to perspektiva 
falusot go zazema statusot na tretiot termin ili 
pak na primarniot objekt vo koja i da bilo relacija 
na `elbata, so {to sekoja `elba se prostira „ili 
kon identifikacija ili kon mimeti~ka refleksija 
na paternisti~kiot ozna~uva~” (2004, 136). Od druga 
strana, Batler se distancira i od pozicijata na Xe-
sika Benxamin (Jessica Benjamin) koja, postavuvaj}i 
filosofska norma za osnova na eden terapevtski 
diskurs preku intersubjektivnoto prepoznavawe, go 
ozna~uva Tretiot kako „intersubjektiven prostor”, 
kako „muzikata”, harmonijata na koja }e se na{timaat 
dijalo{kite partneri ili kako „dijalo{ki proces 
vo koj nadvore{noto e prepoznaeno” (2004, 135). 
Za razlika od ovaa pozicija na Benxamin, koja vo 
Tretiot gleda moment na epifanija so koj  opas-
nosta od destrukcija e nadminata edna{ zasekoga{ 
vo imeto na edna etika na prepoznavaweto, Batler, 
i pokraj simpatiite {to gi izrazuva kon vakvata 
idealizira~ka perspektiva, ne e sklona da gleda na 
prepoznavaweto kako na nastan ili niza nastani 
so koj/koi potencijalot za destrukcija biduva ce-
losno nadminat i razre{en. Naprotiv, taa vo pre-
poznavaweto gleda proces odr`uvan od tenzijata 
me|u destrukcijata i harmonijata, omnipotencijata 
i kontaktot, inkorporiraweto i prepoznavaweto 

recognition of the Other in all its difference, elusiveness, 
failure to grasp and variation. This kind of relation is 
a product of the appetites for omnipotence and always 
results in destructiveness, which excludes the possibility 
for recognition, the condition for tolerance and non-
violence. The opening of the relational couple towards 
the third is an intervention, which Butler performs in an 
authentic way.   

To begin with, Butler casts away Lacan’s position (as 
we have already seen). In his perspective, the Phallus 
occupies status of the third term, the primary object 
in every relation of the desire, thus “all desire extends 
through identification or mimetic reflection of the 
paternal signifier” (2004, 136). On the other hand, Butler 
distances from Jessica Benjamin’s position who lays a 
philosophical norm as the base for therapeutic discourse 
through intersubjective recognition. Thus she marks the 
Third as an “intersubjective space,” “music,” a harmony 
to which the dialogical partners attune or “a dialogical 
process in which externality is recognised” (2004, 145). 
Benjamin marks the Third as a moment of epiphany, which 
surpasses the danger of destruction once and for all in the 
name of ethics of recognition. Contrary to this, Butler, 
even though gives credence to this idealistic perspective, 
is not inclined to see recognition as an event or events 
which completely overcome and resolve the potential for 
destruction. Quite the opposite, in recognition she sees a 
process maintained by the tension between destruction 
and harmony, omnipotence and contact, incorporation 
and recognition. This intersubjective space will always be 
a threat to the Other from the Other. The Other cannot 
be understood separately from all the Others abiding at 
his side. The Other cannot become completely released 
from the “history of psychological condensation, or 
the participation of the abandoned object-relations 
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na Drugiot. Toj  intersubjektiven prostor }e bide 
sekoga{ zagrozuvan od Drugiot na Drugiot. Dru-
giot ne mo`e nikoga{ da bide sfaten oddelno od 
site Drugi vdomeni na negovata strana. Drugiot ne 
mo`e da bide celosno osloboden od celata „istorija 
na psihi~ka kondenzacija i premestuvawa, ili pak 
od u~estvoto na napu{tenite objekt-relacii koi go 
formiraat negovoto ego” (2004, 151). Drugiot e posto-
jano ve}e smesten vo edno pole, vo edna istorija na 
centrifugalni sili koi se li{uvaat od sebnosta 
kako centar, vo edna veriga po koja toj (Drugiot), 
postojano lizgaj}i se, nosi tenzija, nosi rizik, go 
nosi nemirot kako diferencijalna specifika na 
relacijata. 

Kutriot Edip... Oslepe, a ne vide

Aporiite na edipovskata matrica (kako {to toa go 
poka`a raspravata zapo~nata vo Problemi so rodot, 
a koja nesomneno kulminira vo Razglobuvaj}i go ro-
dot), vo ovoj tekst se potvrduvaat kako najprivle~en 
objekt na intelektualno-kriti~kata strast na Bat-
ler.

Ona {to Batler tolku nastoj~ivo odbiva da go pri-
fati e, vsu{nost, univerzalisti~koto ~itawe na 
edipovskata matrica. Nasproti lakanovskata optika 
koja vo edipovskiot triagolnik gleda nepromenliva 
shema koja{to diktira univerzalni simboli~ki po-
zicii kako izvor na socijalnosta, vleguvaweto vo 
jazikot, i kako diferencijalen i konstitutiven us-
lov za ra|aweto na subjektot, Batler se fokusira kon 
dezartikulacija na edipalizacijata kako od tezite 
za istata kako sine qua non na kulturata, taka i od 
tezite za primarnata i univerzalna heteroseksual-
nost.

which form one’s own ego” (2004, 151). The Other 
is already permanently placed in a field, a history of 
centrifugal forces deprived of a Self as a centre, placed 
on concatenation on which the Other is always sliding, 
thus creating tension, bearing risk, bearing restlessness, 
a differential specific of the relation. 

Poor Oedipus… went blind, without realising

Aporiae of the Oedipus matrix (which became clear in 
the debate in Gender Trouble, and reached its climax 
in Undoing Gender) confirm to be the most attractive 
object of Butler’s intellectually-critical passion.

What Butler stubbornly refuses to accept is the 
universalist reading of the Oedipus matrix. Lacan’s 
optics in the Oedipus triangle sees a permanent scheme 
which dictates universal symbolic positions as the 
source of sociality, a way of entering the language, and 
condition for differentiation and constitutive condition 
for subject birth. Contrary to this, Butler focuses on the 
dis-articulation of oedipalisation in thesis about it as a 
sine qua non of culture as well as thesis about primal and 
universal heterosexuality.
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Me|utoa, vakvata pozicija na Batler ne zna~i deka 
taa celosno gi otfrla pretpostavkite za edipovskata 
trijada. Ova edinstveno podrazbira deka edipoviot 
kompleks se posmatra vo negovata varijabilnost vo 
zavisnost od kulturnite rekontekstualizacii, deka 
istiot pove}e ne funkcionira kako generira~ki 
normativ za samata kultura, deka ovoj triagolnik 
na `elbata ne mora da ja pretpostavuva heterosek-
sualnosta vo svojata osnova i deka istiot ne e nu`no 
povrzan so heteroseksualnata razmena na `eni. Kon-
sekventno, vakviot stav gi pro{iruva i mo`nostite 
za socijalna transformacija vo onaa nasoka vo koja 
srodstvoto pove}e ne }e se reducira na edipovskoto 
semejstvo, a seksualnosta nema da se sankcionira vo 
poleto na brakot, so {to aktuelnata kulturna optika 
}e gi pro{iri sopstvenite vizii i kon horizontite 
{to Edip, kako {to doznavame od narativot, ne us-
pea da gi vidi pred da se oslepi.

Neprifatlivo e sè u{te da se gleda na edipov-
skata matrica kako na simboli~ki zakon, kako 
na pankulturen generator. So samiot fakt {to 
strukturalisti~kata „fokalizacija” odbiva da go 
vklu~i vo svoeto vidno pole krucijalniot input na 
socijalnite normi (koi se varijabilni po defini-
cija) vo genezata na simboli~kiot poredok, aktuel-
niot edipovski narativ pretstavuva paradigmati~en 
primer za „epistemolo{ko nasilstvo” (2004, 156). 
No ona {to e u{te pointeresno e, vsu{nost, jazot 
vo koj narativot po~nuva samiot da se dekonstru-
ira. Imeno, kako bi se razbrala zabranata za seksu-
alni vrski so ~lenovi od semejstvoto, dokolku ve}e 
prethodno ne postoi koncepcijata za semejstvoto? 
Postoeweto na tabuto za incestot go pretpostavuva 
postoeweto na semejnata struktura. Ili, so drugi 
zborovi, dali voop{to mo`at simboli~kite pozi-
cii da ja kreiraat socijalnata norma, dokolku, ve}e 

But Butler’s position doesn’t mean that she completely 
discards the assumptions of the Oedipus triad. She 
simply claims that the Oedipus complex is analysed in its 
variability depending on the cultural re-contextualisation 
and it doesn’t function as a generic normative for the 
culture anymore. Also that this triangle of desire doesn’t 
assume heterosexuality as its basis and this complex is 
not essentially connected with the heterosexual exchange 
of women. Consequently, this attitude expands the 
possibilities for social transformation, in the direction 
where kinship is not reduced to Oedipal family and 
sexuality is not sanctioned in the field of marriage, thus 
the vision of the actual cultural optics expands towards 
horizons, which, as we know from the narrative, Oedipus 
didn’t get to see before he went blind.

It is unacceptable to continue to see the Oedipus matrix 
as a symbolic law, a pan-cultural generator. The fact that 
structuralistic “focalisation” refuses to accept in its focal 
point the crucial input of the social norms (variable by 
definition) in the genesis of symbolic order, shows that 
the current oedipian narrative is a paradigmatic example 
of “epistemological violence” (2004, 156). But, still more 
interesting is the gap in which the narrative deconstructs 
itself. Namely, how is the prohibition of sexual relationship 
with kinship to be understood if a prior conception of 
family doesn’t exist. The very existence of a taboo against 
incest presumes the existence of a family structure. In 
other words, is it really possible for symbolic positions 
to create social norms, unless, previously, the social 
norm itself does not influence the creation of symbolic 
positions, which robs them of the status of universal and 
non-historical structure?
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prethodno, samata taa ne vlijae vrz nivnata kre-
acija, odzemaj}i im go statusot na univerzalna i ne-
istori~na struktura?

Strukturalisti~kata perspektiva ja ignorira 
kontingentnosta na srodstvoto kako istori~na i 
kulturno kontekstualna socijalna praksa i celosno 
ja delegitimira pretpostavkata (koja e isklu~itelno 
izdr`ana) za toa deka simboli~kite pozicii se samo 
fosili i idealizacii (nikoga{ celosno dosti`ni) 
na kontingentni kulturni normi i ideolo{ki as-
piracii.

Od druga strana, vakvata struktura biduva dekonstru-
irana vo svoite pretpostavki za sopstvenata nekole-
blivost preku mno{tvoto pre~ekoruvawa i otstapki 
po odnos na istata: realizacijata na incestot, per-
verziite, feti{izmot, homoseksualnosta, avtoero-
tizmot, transrodovosta... Dali ova zna~i, pra{uva 
Batler, deka psihoanalizata pravi od site nas per-
vertiti i feti{isti, i vo krajna linija, dali psi-
hoanalizata ne traba da gi revidira sopstvenite 
demarkaciski linii na normalnoto i kulturno pre-
poznatlivoto? 

Referiraj}i na novite studii za traumata (incestot 
e trauma) koi ja odrekuvaat mo`nosta za narativna 
reprezentacija (ili rekonstrukcija po se}avawe) 
na traumata, Batler go problematizira edipovskiot 
nastan  kako takov, kako realitet voop{to. Dali in-
cestot e realen ili e fantazam? Dali toe ne e zamka 
na `elbata koja se krie zad maskata na se}avaweto? 
Me|utoa i samite ovie pra{awa, zabele`uva vni-
matelno Batler, reverzibilno nè vra}aat povtorno 
kon prethodno odbegnatoto potvrduvawe na pozitiv-
nosta na incestot. Ili, samata nemo`nost za figuri-
rawe kako nastan, svedo~i za negoviot traumatski 

Structuralistic perspective ignores the contingency of 
kinship being a historical and culturally contextual social 
practice and completely de-legitimises the assumption 
(completely justifiable) that symbolic positions are only 
fossils and idealisations (never really accessible) of 
contingent cultural norms and ideological aspirations.    

On the other hand this kind of structure becomes 
deconstructed in its assumptions aboot its own stability 
through the many violations and deviations made in 
relation to it: awareness of incest, perversions, fetishism, 
homosexuality, auto-eroticism, transgender people… 
Butler wonders if psychoanalysis makes perverts and 
fetishists of us all, and really, shouldn’t psychoanalysis 
redefine its demarcation borders of what is normal and 
culturally recognisable? 

Butler problematises the authenticity of the Oedipus 
event by referring to the current trauma studies (incest 
is trauma) which reject the possibility for narrative 
representation (or memory reconstruction) of the trauma. 
Is incest real or a fantasy? Isn't it desire's trap worked by 
rememberence? Butler is careful to note whether all these 
questions won’t reversibly bring us to, previously rejected, 
verification of the incest. Or maybe the impossibility of 
it ever taking place witnesses its traumatic character, its 
previous existence, which now resists our knowledge. 
What remains to be epistemologically and politically 
important step on such slippery ground is establishing “a 
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karakter, odnosno za negovoto nekoga{no slu~uvawe 
koe sega mu odoleva na znaeweto. Ona {to ostanuva 
kako epistemolo{ki i politi~ki va`en ~ekor po 
vakviot lizgav teren e etabliraweto na „forma na 
~itawe koja ne se trudi da ja najde vistinata za toa 
{to se slu~ilo, tuku, mnogu pove}e, pra{uva {to ova 
ne-slu~uvawe mu ima napraveno na pra{aweto za 
vistinata” (2004, 156) i so kakvi rizici za nasil-
stvo nè soo~uva.

So vakviot kriti~ki stav, Batler samovolno se 
odrekuva od mo`nosta da ponudi odgovor, da ja 
re{i zagatkata na Sfingata i da zavladee so gra-
dot na sopstvenata propast i propasta na ~ovekot, 
vo onaa smisla vo koja se sterilizira vistinata (za 
~ove~koto), se svrtuva zavrtkata i se ubiva deteto 
koe igra, deteto koe fantazira, koe go zamisluva sè 
u{te nezamislenoto, deteto vo ~ovekot. Batler od-
biva da ja prifati bez somne` idejata na Xesika 
Benxamin za postedipalna rekuperacija na „pre-
kumerno inkluzivnata identifikacija” (2004, 136) 
karakteristi~na za prededipalnata faza, i pokraj 
toa {to vakvata pozicija gi otvora mo`nostite za 
izlez od fundamentalisti~kata i heteroseksisti~ka 
matrica kon pove}e ko-egzistentni (rodovi) identi-
fikacii, ednostavno poradi toa {to vakviot radi-
kalizam na Benxamin e destabiliziran od sè u{te 
prisutniot dimorfizam na rodovata ontologija i 
zatskrienata heteroseksualnost. Od druga strana, 
Batler ja ostava otvorena mo`nosta za triagol-
nata struktura koja ja ponuduva Braidoti, a spored 
koja deteto e sekoga{ vqubeno vo majka si, ~ija{to 
`elba e naso~ena nekade drugade. Batler ja ostava 
otvorena ovaa opcija kako uslov za `elbeniot sub-
jekt, inkorporiraj}i ja i „prohibicijata vo pogled 
na prinudnata heteroseksualnost” (2004, 206).

form of reading that does not try to find the truth of what 
happened but rather, asks, what has this non-happening 
done to the question of truth” (2004, 156) and what is 
the chance of violence caused by the non-happening.

With this attitude Butler voluntarily discards the 
possibility to offer a solution, to solve the sphinx’s riddle 
and reign over the city of its own demise and the demise of 
humans. Demise in the sense where truth is sterilised (for 
what is human), the turning of the screw begins and the 
child who plays is killed, the child who fantasises, the child 
who imagines the unimaginable, the child inside the man. 
Butler refuses to accept indisputably Jessica’s Benjamin 
idea of post-oedipal recuperation of “over-inclusive 
identification” (2004, 136) typical for the pre-Oedipal 
phase, even though this position opens possibilities for 
a way out of the fundamentalist and heterosexist matrix 
towards multiple co-existing (gender) identification. This 
is solely because Benjamin’s radicalism is destabilised by 
the still present dimorphism of gender ontology and the 
latent heterosexuality. On the other side, Butler leaves 
space for possibility of a triangular structure, offered by 
Braidotti, according to which the child is always in love 
with his mother, whose desire is directed somewhere else. 
Butler leaves this option as a condition of the desiring 
subject, incorporating the “prohibition of compulsory 
heterosexuality” (2004, 206).



11
0

Nam ni ostanuva da se pra{uvame i ponatamu dali }e 
se pojavi noviot Sofokle (ili pak interpretatorot 
Frojd) da go raska`e moderniot Edip, sovremena 
tragedija (?) koja ovoj pat }e uspee da go iznese na 
svetlina ona {to e nevideno, ona {to e ~ove~ko i 
vredno kako takvo.

Kon edna poinakva, etika na ranlivosta: 
Razglobuvaj}i go rodot - pro{iruvaj}i go poimot 
za ~ovekot

Kriti~kata distanca Batler ja zadr`uva i kon ho-
moseksualnite brakovi, onamu kade {to tie se 
poimaat kako proekti za ultimativnata sloboda i 
ramnopravnost, t.e. kako predlog deka brakot treba 
da stane edinstveniot modus za sankcionirawe i 
legitimacija na seksualnosta, gledaj}i ja vo istite 
`elbata za dr`avnata `elba, `elbata za dr`avna 
legitimacija i reprodukcijata na ve}e etabliraniot 
heteroseksisti~ki konzervatizam. Ednakvo kriti~-
ki Batler se postavuva i kon iluziite za celosno ro-
dovo osloboduvawe od normite preku transrodovite 
i transseksualnite pre~ekoruvawa na granicite na 
normativnata rodova dijada.

Da se odbere sopstvenoto telo, sopstveniot rod, sek-
sualnost i identitet nevarijabilno zna~i „navi-
gacija pome|u normi koi se ponudeni predvreme i 
mu prethodat na izborot” (2004, 70), pa duri i toga{ 
koga izgleda deka sme pobegnale od istite. Apsolut-
nata deteritorijalizacija e himeri~en proekt koj 
go nao|a svojot ishod sekoga{ povtorno vo regulator-
nata aparatura kako kompleksna mre`a od normi i 
pravila, znaewe i mo}.

We are left to wonder whether a new Sophocles will appear 
(or even the interpreter Freud) to tell the contemporary 
tragedy of Oedipus, and will manage this time to bring 
to light what was unseen, what is human and valuable 
as such.          

Towards a different set of ethics, ethics 
of vulnerability: Undoing Gender - Expanding notion 
of human                                                                  

Butler maintains her standpoint on gay marriages also, 
when defined as projects of ultimate freedom and equality, 
i.e. a proposal that marriage should become the only way 
to sanction and identify sexuality, perceiving in them the 
desire for the state desire, desire for state legitimisation 
and reproduction of the already established heterosexual 
conservatism. Correspondingly, Butler criticises the 
illusions for complete gender emancipation from the 
norms, through transgender and transsexual exceeding 
of the borders of the normative gender dyad.  

To choose one’s own body, gender, sexuality and identity 
invariably means to “navigate between norms already 
offered and existent before the choice” (2004, 70) even 
when it seems that we have managed to avoid them. 
Absolute “deterritorialization” is a chimeric project with 
a constant outcome in the regulative apparatus, which is 
built up as complex network of norms, rules, knowledge, 
and power.

Slavco Dimitrov Extasis - Coercion And Vulnerability



Journal  for  Po l i t ics ,  Gender ,  and Cul ture  Vol .  5/No.  2/Summer 2006

11
1

Identities

No, vakvite zaklu~oci ne rezultiraat so nekakov 
pesimisti~ki stav na Batler. Naprotiv, da se bide 
prepoznaen od optikata na socijalnite normi 
ne pretstavuva samo ugnetuva~ki ili represiven 
~in. Prepoznavaweto od sistemot koj go definira 
~ove~koto i poimlivoto pretstavuva i medika-
ment so isklu~itelna terapevtska mo}. Kopne`ot 
po edinstvo i stabilnost na identitetot e edna od 
osnovnite antropolo{ki determinanti. Rodoviot 
ili seksualniot performativ, bez ogled na toa {to 
ja konsolidira rodovata asimetrija (i toga{ koga ja 
invertira istata) pretstavuva neophoden faktor za 
psihi~kiot integritet na golem broj interpolovi i 
transrodovi lu|e i nu`en uslov za `iveeweto pod-
nosliv `ivot.

Od druga strana, faktot deka nie sme destruktuira-
ni eden vo drug, deka sekoj od nas e urnat vo liceto na 
drugiot, implicira deka preku telata, rodot i seksu-
alnosta stanuvaat izlo`eni na drugite i vovle~eni 
vo socijalnite procesi. Ili, „da se bide telo zna~i 
da se bide predaden na drugite”. Nie kako tela sme 
sekojdnevno izlo`eni na tu|ite pogledi, dopiri, 
pretstavi i normi, pa i na tu|ite nasilstva, {to, 
vsu{nost gi pravi na{ite `ivoti zavisni od `ivo-
tite na drugite, kontinuirano neizvesni i potenci-
jalno ranlivi. Da se ostane so ~uvstvoto na zaguba, 
na `al, na ranlivost, za Batler ne pretstavuva isto 
{to i da se ostane pasiven/a i nemo}en/a. Naprotiv, 
vo `alta i ranlivosta Batler gleda izvor za eti~ko 
dejstvuvawe i politi~ka reorganizacija. 

Ekstrapolacijata na sopstvenoto iskustvo na ranli-
vost kon ranlivosta na drugite e ~in so koj ja pot-
vrduvame me|u~ove~kata zavisnost i gi otvorame 
portite kon edna nenasilna, nemilitaristi~ka i 
podnosliva za `ivot idnina.

But these conclusions do not make Butler pessimistic. 
On the contrary, to be recognised by the optics of social 
norms is not just an act of oppression. Being recognised 
by a system, which defines humanity and intelligibility, 
is a medicament with an extraordinary therapeutic 
power. The urge for unity and stability of identity is 
one of the basic anthropological determinants. Gender 
or sexual performative, regardless of it consolidating 
gender asymmetry (even when it inverts it), represents 
an inevitable factor for psychological integrity of a huge 
number of intersexual and transgender people and also 
an essential condition for living viable life.

On the other hand, the fact that we are undone by 
each other, that one is undone in the face of the other 
implies that through the body, gender and sexuality 
become exposed to the others and absorbed by the social 
processes. Or “to be a body means to be given over to the 
others”. As bodies, every day we are exposed to the gaze of 
the others, the touch, views and norms, even the violence 
of others, which really makes our life dependable on 
others, makes us continuously uncertain and potentially 
vulnerable. For Butler, being left with the feeling of lost, 
grief, vulnerability is not being passive and powerless. 
On the contrary, Butler finds a source for ethical and 
political reorganisation in grief and vulnerability. 

The extrapolation of our own experience in vulnerability 
for the vulnerability of others is an act, which confirms 
interpersonal dependence and one that opens the doors 
to a non-violent, non-militaristic and liveable future.
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Vo ovaa nasoka, rodovite, seksualnite i polovite 
normi, pokraj svojata medikalno-terapevtska funk-
cija, ambivalentno, povtorno go objavuvaat svojot 
poguben pogled. Ranlivosta, o~igledno, prestanuva 
da va`i kako uslov za nenasilstvoto vo onoj  mo-
ment koga „aktuelnata epistema na intelegibilno-
to” (2004,137) zasnovana na reduktivnite modeli za 
toa {to e ~ove~ko po~nuva da vr{i dehumanizacija 
na odredeni `ivoti, koga sekoj `ivot ne se smeta za 
`ivot, a nasilstvoto vrz ona {to e isklu~eno, nere-
alno, neprepoznatlivo, ona {to e otade disjunkci-
jata na legitimnoto ili nelegitimnoto, {to nema 
da bide i nikoga{ ne bilo, ne se smeta za nasilstvo.

Znaeweto i normite ostaveni vo svoite sterilni i 
sistematizirani granici ostanuvaat da dejstvuvaat 
kako farmakon, ekstazisot prodol`uva da vibri-
ra pome|u negovata vnatre{na antinomija, pome|u 
biduvaweto lek i biduvaweto otrov istovremeno.

Socijalnite normi i paradigmi na znaeweto }e ja iz-
begnat opasnosta od minimalizacija i }e ja zgolemat 
sopstvenata potencija za maksimalizacija na uslo-
vite koi go pravat `ivotot podnosliv za site toga{ 
i samo toga{, koga }e gi sogledaat svoite granici i 
}e podlegnat na transformacija, resignifikacija, 
reinterpretacija, kulturen prevod i reartikulaci-
ja. Isklu~itelno va`ni alatki za realizacijata na 
vakviot politi~ki proekt, smeta Batler, se kultur-
niot prevod i fantazijata. „Fantazijata e del od ar-
tikulacijata na mo`noto. Taa nè pridvi`uva otade 
aktuelnoto i prezentira realitet od mo`nosti, sè 
u{te neaktuelizirani. Fantazijata gi predizviku-
va kontingentnite granici na ona {to e realnost”. 
(2004, 18) 

Kako impliciten standard na normalizacijata vo 
ramki na socijalnite praktiki, normata opstojuva 

In this respect gender, sexual and sex norms, in 
addition to their medical therapeutic function, proclaim 
ambivalently once more, their lethal perspective. 
Obviously vulnerability seizes to apply as a condition for 
non-violence the very moment the “current epistemè of 
intelligibility” (2004, 137), based on reductive models 
of what is human, begins to dehumanise certain lives; 
the moment when life is not life, violence against what is 
excluded, unreal, unknown, what is beyond disjunction 
of legitimate and illegitimate, the never will be and the 
never was is not considered to be violence. 

When left in their sterile and systematic boundaries, 
meaning and norms maintain their effect as “farmacon”, 
and the ex-static goes on vibrating between its inner 
antinomy, between being a medicament and poison at 
the same time. 

The social norms and paradigms of knowledge will escape 
the danger of minimalisation and will enlarge their own 
potency for maximalisation of the conditions necessary to 
make life liveable for everybody, only when these norms 
and paradigms realise their boundaries and submit to 
transformation, re-signification, reinterpretation, re-
articulation and cultural translation. Butler considers 
fantasy and cultural translation to be most important 
tool for the realisation of this kind of political project. 
“Fantasy is part of the articulation of the possible; it 
moves us beyond what is merely actual and present into 
a realm of possibility, the not yet actualised. Fantasy 
challenges the contingent limits of what will and will not 
be called reality.” (2004, 18)

Being an implicit standard for normalisation inside the 
social practice, the norm only persists as a norm to the 

Slavco Dimitrov Extasis - Coercion And Vulnerability
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kako takva do onoj stepen dodeka e izveduvana vo 
socijalnata praksa, reidealizirana i revostano-
vuvana vo i preku dnevnite rituali na telesniot 
`ivot. Za razlika od Lakanovskoto Simboli~ko, 
kako univerzalen i nepromenliv zakon koj ja generi-
ra rodovata diferencijacija (koj ja postulira 
heteroseksisti~kata matrica,  go sankcionira srod-
stvoto vo granicite na brakot, ja regulira `elbata 
vo eden nealternira~ki zakon i predvreme ja ukinu-
va mo`nosta za kakva i da bilo socijalna rodova 
transformacija), socijalniot zakon, kako {to veli 
Batler, ne samo {to go producira svoeto aplika-
tivno pole, tuku „se producira i samiot vo produk-
cijata na toa pole”. (2004, 107)

Rastegnuvaweto ili, u{te podobro, otvoraweto na 
poimot za ~ovekot kon nedofatliviot horizont na 
mo`nosti, i reorganizacijata na aktuelnoto znaewe 
za intelegibilnoto, e nu`niot uslov za da im se doz-
voli na site lu|e da go `iveat svojot `ivot kako vre-
den i kako podnosliv za `iveewe.

I kone~no, razglobuvaj}i go rodot, demontiraj}i 
ja arteficielnata ma{ina i raz-graduvaj}i gi bi-
narnite rodovi paradigmi na nivnite sostavni 
delovi, Batler ja otvora mo`nosta za otpor, no ne 
odnadvor, tuku sekoga{ vo ramkite na poleto na nor-
mi. Dekonstruiraj}i go, Batler go reinterpretira 
rodot vo perspektivata na estetska, stilizira~ka, 
umetni~ka, ili mo`ebi najto~no, vo xez praktika 
na improvizacija, te{ka za imenuvawe, a koja pod-
razbira izvesna „imaginarna igra i kapacitet za 
transfiguracija na edna poedinost, na eden detaq 
vo drug, preku procesot na improvizacija i sup-
stitucija”. (2004, 137)

extent that it is acted out in a social practice and re-
idealised and reinstituted in and through the daily social 
ritual of bodily life. Contrary to Lacan’s “symbolic,” 
a universal and permanent law generating gender 
differentiation (it postulates the heterosexual matrix, 
which sanctions kinship in the marital boundaries, 
regulates the desire into non-optional law and excludes 
the possibility for any kind of social transformation 
prematurely), the social law, according to Butler, not 
only produces its field of application, but “it produces 
itself in the production of that field.” (2004, 107)

Stretching, or much better, releasing the notion about 
man towards the remote horizon of possibilities, and 
organisation of the actual knowledge of intelligibility, is 
the necessary condition for people to be allowed to live 
their life as worthy and liveable.   

To conclude, Butler opens a possibility for resistance, 
not outside, but always inside the field of norms, by 
undoing gender, dismantling the artificial machine and 
dismembering the binary gender paradigms to its basic 
parts. By deconstructing gender Butler re-interprets 
it in the perspective of aesthetic, stylistic, artistic 
improvisation. Or rather a jazz improvisation hard to 
name, implying an “imaginary game and a capacity to 
transfigure one item into another through a process of 
improvisation and substitution.” (2004, 137)

Translated from Macedonian by Julijana Micova
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