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Cnasyo

LuMUTPOB Excitiacuc - HacCUncTBo

U PaHNINBOCT

3a ga ro ocaoboAMME EMUTETOT PaAUKAIHO, CO KOj
BooOMUYaeHO ce aTpubyupa mucmMoTo Ha Ilyaut Batiep
(Judith Butler), oxg MoXHHTEe HeraTUBHM KOHOTAIIUH,
Mopa /ia ro pediekTrpaMe HU3 IpHU3MaTa Ha UMaHEHT-
HO-KPUTHYKaTa eHCTEMOJIONIKA MO3UIIMja O] KOja, BO
paMKHTe Ha KPYIHHOT (PEMHHUCTUYKU IUCKYP3HUBEH
KOMILIEKC, MUIyBa batiep, u fa ja coryiemame TakBaTa
PaIUKATHOCT KAaKO HY>KHO COCTaBEH JieJ1 Ha KPUTHKA-
Ta, caTeHa Bo AyxoT Ha ®yko (Foucault), kako TpaHc-
IPECUBEH HCUEKOP €O KOj CyDjeKTOT CH IO JlaBa IIPaBOTO
Jla ja mpobieMaTu3Hpa BUCTHHATA BO HEj3UHATA PEBEP-
3ubMIIHA (KO)peJsiamyja co AUCIO3UTHBOT Ha MOKTA.

PamukasHOCT, HE KAKO OECKOMIIPOMUCHO UCKIYIyBabe,
JleJIETUTUMHU3alja 1 eKCKOMYHHUKAIMja Ha Beke apup-
MUpPaHU TEPMHUHU (Ha MOJIEPHU3MOT), TYKY KaKO HUBHA
pPeleCKpUNTHBHA aIPONpHjalja U KPUTHUKO IIPEOC-
MHCIyBalbe Ha HUBHUTE CTEPUIN3UPAHU TapaMeTpH.

BakBaTa emuCTEMOJIOIIKA IO3WIIMja IO HHAYTypHpa
MapasioKCOT Ha OMAYBAaIbeTO CYyOjeKT U KPUTHUIKHOT OOHT
3a ,Jecy0jeKTUBH3aIija Ha Cy0jeKTOT .

Axo 1y1aBHaTa rpuka Ha IIpobaemu co podoit (Gender
Trouble) Gelle MCTpPaKyBaETO HA TUHAMHUKHUTE IIPEKY
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Slavco

Dimitrov Extasis - Coercion

And Vulnerability

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.

Itisradicalism seen notasuncompromising 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,
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KOU POJIOBUTE Ce KOHCTpyWpaHU H mepbOpMHUpPAHH,
Paszznobyeajku 2o podoiti (Undoing Gender) Bo oky-
COT Ha CBOJOT HHTEPEC IO IOCTAaByBa IIPAIIAKETO 32
PasrIo0yBamkeTo, Pa3BP3yBAETO U IEKOHCTPYHUPAHETO
Ha POJIOT KaKo 0a3a, KaKo yCJIOB 32 OIICTAHOK, KaKO Mep-
dbopmaTHBeH OTIOpP HA PAMHHUINTE U Ha HE0JIOTHjaTa
U Ha TEJIOTO IITO, KOJIKY U /ia 3By4YH HapaJIOKCATHO, U
IIOKPaj UCKJIyYUTeTHATa CyOBEP3UBHA TPETHAHTHOCT Ha
BaKBUOT YWH, CEKOTAIIl € COI[UjaTHO ¥ KOJIEKTUBHO Jie-
TEPMUHHUPAH.

Bo Paszaob6ysajku 2o podoit Ha batiiep, mapagjokcoT Ha
KOTHUTHUBHHOT Cy0jeKT KaKO M3BOP Ha PaJUKAIA3MOT
Ce OBOIUIOTYBa KaKO aHTOHHUMHja Ha €r3UCTEeHIIHjaTa
BoomiuTo. CranyBa 360p 3a aHTOHUMUjaTa U ,daTaniHo-
TO“ MeTacTa3uparbe Ha e/leH apXETHUIICKH ITyJIC 32 eJ1H-
CTBO U €/IHA paJiuKajHa He-MeTadu3uKa, AedUHUpPaHA
IIPEKy KOHTHHTEHTHOCTA Ha aKTyeJHATa €er3HCTEeHIIH-
jasHa cUTyanuja BO IOJIETO HA TOJIUTUIKATA AaHATOMM]A.
3a cmperara nomery ¢gaHTa3zMarckara, ,,IpuMOpP/rja-
HaTa“ kesiba 3a BIOMYBakhe 1 KOHTUHYUPAHUOT KOITHEK
TI0 €r3WI, KaKO HyKeH yCJIOB 3a MO/THOCIINBA €T3UCTEH-
gja. 3a ja3oJioT Mely UMarnHapHOTO 1 KOOGHATa peayiHa
TPE3BEHOCT.

Enunaecerre ecen coOpaHM BO OBaa KHUTa, M IIOKPaj
IIMPOKUOT XOPHU30HT Ha Ipamiama U MpobaeMu KOU I'i
aKTyaIN3upaaT, IPeTCcTaByBaaT KOXEpPEeHTEH U Jy1abo-
KO IIPOMHCJIEH TEKCT, (pOKycHpaH BP3 HCKYCTBOTO Ha
»CTAHYBaIbeTO Pa3rjIo0eH U BO 100pa U BO JIOIIA CMUC-

13

Jia .

AMOuBaJIeHTHOCTA HA €r3HUCTEHIHjaTa HCKPCHYBAa BO
OHOj MOMEHT Kora Ke ce COIJIeJla WIy30pHOCTa Ha Hjie-
UTe 32 YHUTAPHOCTA, aBTAPXUYHOCTA M MOHAJMIHOCTA
Ha cyOjekToT. CMecTeH ceKkorall Beke BO II0JIETO Ha CO-
[UO-TIOJIMTUYKOTO U KyJTYPHOTO, ,,CBOJOT* PO, CBOjOT

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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T10JI, CEKCYQJTHOCT U UJEHTUTET, WJIM OHA IIITO HaBUJIyM
HEIOKOJIOOJTMBO My IpHIIafa KaKo HEKOja BHATPEIIHA,
eceHIIMja/In3upaHa, HaTypaJu3upaHa U MeTapU3NIKa
JIaJIEHOCT, Cy0jEKTOT TM CTE€KHyBa €IHUHCTBEHO IIPEKY
corctBeHata peduiekcuja Bo Jpyruor. Jla ce mocrou
KaKO POJIOBO M CEKCYyaTHO OUTHE, 3HAUM CEKOTalll /ia ce
IIOCTOX BO COIVIACHOCT CO PaMKHTE KOH ro JedpuHUpAAT
MHTEJIETUOWIHOTO U YoBeukoTo. CeOHOCTa Mopa Ja ja
Tpe/iajie COICTBEHaTa ,,aBTOHOMHUja“ HaA COIMjaJIHOCTA
CO IIeJT 1a 3a3eMe COIICTBEHa TEMIIOpPAJIHA U IIPUBpPEMe-
Ha no3unuja. CorujasHOCTa HA HOPMUTE TO HAJMHUHYBA
HallleTo camo-pas3bupame. Jac craHyBa Apyro 3a cebe
TOKMY Ha MECTOTO KaJle IIITO 04YeKyBa aa bue Jac.

PonoT u cekcyasiHOCTa JloaraaT ceKoraml o/ H3Bop KOoj e
HeKaJle pyTaJie ¥ ce HACOYeHU KOH HEIITO 0TaJle MeHe.
»,KOHCTUTYUPAHO BO COLMJJTHUOT IIPOCTOP, jac He aB-
TOPU3UPA, HE Ce CaMOCOo37jaBa IeJIOCHO“ (2004, 20).
HopmuTe cu ro 3azemMaar CBOETO MeECTO BO OHA IITO
YyBCTBYBaM JieKa MU IIpUIIara MeHe.

YcioBuTE 3a CONCTBEHOTO JepUHUpae U UHTepIIPeTH-
pame, 3a IOJHOCTUBOTO MMOCTOECHHETO KAKO YOBEK BO Ce-
KOralml BeKe NMPUCYTHUOT CBET HA COLMjaIHOTO, batiep
TH OZIpelyBa IMOBUKYBajku ce Ha CrimHO3a, XereaujaH-
CKMOT TepMaHCKH Hjeajin3aM U Ha CpEeJHOBEKOBHUTE
eKCTaTUYHU TpajuIuU. XereJujaHCcKaTa TpaaUIMja
ja moBp3yBa kesibara co iceabailia 3a iipetio3Hasarve.
»,CaMo IIpeKy HCKYyCTBOTO Ha IpeNo3HaBame CEKOj O]
Hac CTaHyBa COLIMJjaJIHO O’KUBOTBOPEHO CYIITECTBO. Yc-
JIOBUTE IIOJi KOU HHUE CMe IIPEN03HaBaHU KaKo JIyfe ce
COIIMjaJTHO apTUKYJIUPAHU U IPOMEHIUBHU“ (2004, 15).

Ilenara Ha cebe-3HAaeHETO CTAaHYBA €KCTa3aTa WIH cebe-
rybemeTo, cebe-0/13eMambeTo, N3JIETYBAKHETO 0] CAMUOT
cebe 1 3aCTaHyBaETO MTOKPA]j cebe.
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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 1.”

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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Monot kako xujasam
(Koea tipupodailia 3amoakHyea, kyatdypaiia
tipoeosopysa)

PernpecuBHOCTa 11 HACUJICTBOTO HA HOPMHUTE KOH IO JIe-
TUTHMHUPAAT YOBEYKOTO U ro JiepuHHUpAAT HHTEJIEeru-
OWJIHOTO Ce TI0jaByBa KOTa, IeMapKUPajKU IO IIPOCTOPOT
Ha MOKHOTO, YOBEUKOTO U PEATHOTO, THE IOYHYBAAT A
IO JIEJIETUTUMHUPAAT, J]a TO IepeaIn3UpPaaT 1 JIeXyMaH!-
3UpaaT OHa, YHJAIITO EKCKIy3Hja € BCYIITHOCT HY>KHHOT
IIPEYCIIOB 32 HUBHATA apTUKYJIAIHja.

’KuBoTHTE HA MIUIMOHH TPAHCCEKCYaJIIH, XOMOCEK-
cyannu, Jjie30ejku, OuceKcyaIld U TPAaHCPOJOBH JIyre
OJleZTHAIl CTAaHyBa HE-JKUBOT WJIH KUBOT HEIOJIHOCJINB
3a JkuBeeme. PuruHata 6MHapHA paMKa Ha po/ioBaTa 1
ToJIoBaTa ujieHTUudUKaIja craHyBa IIOCTOjaH U3BOP 32
JIMjarHOCTUIIUTAhE U [IATOJIOTU3UPAbEe HA KUBOTUTE Ha
TPAHCCEKCYIIIUTE, MHTEPIIOJIOBUTE U TPAHCPOIOBUTE
Jyte.

PopoBara numcdopuja Kako IaToJIONIKA KaTeropuja BO
JINjarHOCTUIIMPAHETO HA POJIOBO U ITOJIOBO aMOUTBUTET-
HUTe JIyTe, batiiep ja UHBEPTHPA BO KPUTHUYKO U CyOBEP-
3WBHO CPEJICTBO 32 IEKOHCTPYKIIMja Ha JI{jaIHATA CXEMA,
CTpaTelIKN KOPHUCTEHA BO HATypayiM3aljaTa HE caMo
Ha pO/IOT, TYKY W Ha 1os1oT. OHa LITO IpeTeHaupa Ja ce
aBTo(pe)npe3eHTHpa KaKO HEIIPOMEHJINBA, AaHATOMCKA,
reHeTCKa U IPUPOJHA /1a/IEHOCT, KAKO CAMOJOCTAaTHA U
camo3HayHa (mcuxo)dusnosioruja, ce MOKaKyBa JIeKa
BCYIIIHOCT ¥ HE € TOJIKY IEPCUCTEHTHO Ha KyJITypHaTa
U UJe0JIoIIKaTa curaudukanyja. I1o0T Kako HaBUAYM
JpenjasuuHa“ u ,,IpeJauCKyp3uBHA“ ,00KecTBeHA“
TBOpOa € KOHTHUHYHPAHO paciHAT Mely OHOJIONMIKOTO U
KyJATypHOTO. BojHO mosie Ha MHPUHUTE3UMAJIEH aroH.
MeryToH, IOCTOjaHO BO COCTOj0a HAa BUOPHpahe, TPEIET
IIpeIN3BUKAH 0] cpefibaTa Ha JIBe HECIIOMBU PE30HAHITH.

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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Wu yrre mogo6po, yepra paciocsiana Ha I[Iparot (v
mak I[Iparor camuoT cpaTeH HU3 IpU3MaTa Ha KapHeBaJl-
ckaTa cMMOOJIMKA) ITOCTOjaHO TKaeHa W pPacTKajyBaHa
u ,JJjoMa“ u ,HaaBop“, u ox ,Majkara“ (u ,TaTkoTo) M
O/1 KOJIEKTUBOT M HEroBaTa MCTOPHYHA JUMEH3UOHUPA-
HOCT.

JlebuHUpaETO Ha TOJIOT HUKOTAII He € I[EJIOCHO 0CJIO-
00IEHO O/ Ky/ITYPHUTE 3HAUEHha KOU M ce IIPUJIeIyBaaT
Ha ,lIaCBHaTa“ TeJileCHa MaTePUjaJTHOCT. ATpuOyIHjaTa
Ha >KEHCKOCTa W Ha MaIllKoCTa BP3 ,aHAJIOTHUTE® Tejia
KaKo THE Jla Cceé HHUBHA IPHPOJHA COICTBEHOCT, KAKO
IIOJIOT JIa € IUCKPETHA KaTeropHja, Kako Jla € U3Bop Ha
pojoBaTa KpHCTaIu3anuja, € KpylujaJieH 3alrdyaHuk
BO MEXaHHU3MOT Ha IPOAYKIHjaTa U Ha caMuoT pox. U
ITIOBPATHO, BeKe KOHCOJIUUPAHUTE KATErOPUM Ha PO-
JIOT, BO TOj OECKOHEUeH mpoliec Ha UHTepPhEPEHITUH U
O3HauyBabe, UMIUTUIMTHO T BJIOKYyBaaT CBOUTE Iapa-
MEeTpH BP3 II0JIOT.

OBaa 3aMKa Ha KOHCTPYKTHBHUTE H PETyJIATOPHUTE
MeXaHU3MHU Ha MOKTa IOYHYBa /Ia ce pa3Bp3yBa BO MO-
MEHTOT KOTa IPH JIUjarHOCTUIMPAHETO HA ,,DOIOBOTO
M3MECTYBame" UCTOTO ce OZIpeZlyBa Kako ,okesnba /a ce
6use npyruot mos“. Vicrara AujarHosa ro mpeTiocTaBy-
Ba M IIOCTOEHETO HA ,IIOCTOjaHA HENPUJIArOZeHOCT”
WU ,HECOOZBETHOCT" Ha CONCTBEHUOT 1oL I1ITo 3HaUM
oBa, mparyBa batiep. /lanu Moke /a ce 3eMa peABHU/L
CTaHYBaETO APYTHOT I10JI €3 IPUTOA J1a Ce UMaaT IPeJi-
BU/T KyJITYPHUTE 3HAUEHha WK COCTAaBKUTE HA POJIOBUTE
apajirMyd KOU My Ce MpPUIelyBaaT KaKO eINHCTBEHa
ommuja? Koja e Taa pedhepeHTHaA TOUYKA 110 OJTHOC HA KOja
ce oflpeqyBa ,HECOOABETHOCTA" WM ,HEIPUJIATO/IEHO-
cra“ Ha Heuywj MOJI? 3apeM He € POJIOT OHA KOH IITO Tpe-
6a /1a ce MpUJIAarO/IM TOJIOT, 3aPEM HE € POZOT CJIUKATA,
MO/IEJIOT, OIJIEJJAJIOTO BO Koe ce pedJieKTHpa U WHTEP-
MpeTHUpa CaMHUuoT I0JI?
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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?

’II
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Hecomueno, 3axtyuyBa batiep, ,camara aujarsosa ap-
THUKYJIIpa MHOTY DUTHJHA Bep3Hja Ha POJOBUTE HOP-

(19

MU .

Jlaau e BOOMINITO MOXKHO J1a ce ofjieniu Taa chuHra Ha
IpupoJiaTa, 3abpanerab0KecTBeHAa 3aTaTKa, O/ HEIIPEKH -
HATUTEe amleTUIMU Ha ,BojjaTta 3a 3Haemwe“? Teyoro e
HEIPUKUHAT WHTEH3UTET KAKO pe3yJITaT Ha HErOBOTO
BpeJHyBame KAaKO IIPeMET Ha 3HAEHETO M KAKO eJie-
MEHT BO OJTHOCHTE Ha MOK. JaJIOBU ce CUTe HaCTOjyBarbha
3a IIPOMUCJIyBarbe Ha TEJIOTO BO HErOBaTa IPe1aZlaMOB-
CKa HeBUHOCT. TeJoTo, MoJIoT ce HyKHO BIUIETKAHU BO
MpexaTa (WIu yIITe moso6po pu3oMara) Ha MOKTa, Kako
BO HEj3UHUTE ,,pETYIATOPHU", TAKa U BO ,,AUCIUILINHAD-
HUTe“ MEXaHU3MU, KOU /10 OECKOHEYHOCT reHepupaaT
JIUCKypCH HAa BUCTHHATA IITO T'O OMKPY>KyBaaT TEJIOTO
¥ TW MHCKPHUOMpaaT CBOMTE IIPETCTAaBU U 3HaUYela Bp3
uctoto. TesnoTo e, u MposoKyBa Aa 6uzje HUTKA, QYyHK-
I[MOHAJIHO IPOTKAaeHAa BO €/IeH UMIUTUIIUTEH U HEYUTIINB
cTpaTelIku OPUKOJIaXK, BO €/[HA araparypa Koja ,,[pyIu-
pa XeTeporeHU eJIEeMEeHTH BO 3aeJlHHYKA Mpexka“ (1994,
27), apTUKYJINPajKU IMPUTOAa MHOTYOPOjHH TEXHOJIOTUU
KOHU I1eJIaT KOH crenudukanyja (4UTaj KOHCTPYKIH]ja)
Ha POZIOT U IT0TOA KOH HETOBA KOHTPOJIA U PeTyJIanyja.

ITocrojaHOo MjasOrU3UpPajkH, UMIUTUIUTHO WA €KC-
IUTUOUTHO, co peuta Ha ®yko, batiep Bo oBaa Touka
ro KputukyBa ®yko, HOpMaITHO CO ceTa IMOYUT KOH He-
roBara muciaa. OHa 3a mro batyiep my 3abesexxyBa Ha
®dyko e HETOBOTO OFOMBAIbE /1A ja COTJIeZ|a perysaru-
jaTa Ha pofOT KaKO IMPOAYKT Ha 3aceOHA peryjaTopHa
armaparypa, Ha e/leH POJIOBO-CIeNu(pUIeH peryiaTtopeH
MexXaHH3aM, a He KaKO caMoO YIITe eZleH IpeAMeT Ha
peryJanuja, 3a€{HO CO CUTE OCTAHATU COI[UjAJTHU U KyJI-
TYPHHU, BO PAMKHTE Ha €/IeH IUPOK PEeryJIaTopeH Mexa-
HU3aM. ,,PoIoT 6apa ¥ MHCTUTYIIMOHAIN3UPA CBOj COII-
CTBEH JIUCTUHKTUBEH PETYJIATOPEH U JIUCIUILUIMHADEH
pexxum“ (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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Bo ojiHOC Ha TpalIameTo 3a pUrHIHATA JUXOTOMUja MOJI-
poJ, U yIITe IOCKaMeHeTaTa JUXOTOMUja MAIIKU-KeH-
cku moJ (rmoJsioBaTa pasjinika), batiep ja mpojokyBa
cBOjaTa TIOJIEMHKAa, HO OBOj IIaT CBPTYBajKU Ce KOH
(pemuHUCTHUKATA KDUTHKA.

Bo cBoute Hamopu 3a Jie-cTepeoTHIH3aIyja Ha >KeH-
CKOCTa, peMUHU3MOT KaKO CBO€ HajMOKHO OPY?Kj€e IIOCTO-
jaHO TO KOPHUCTH Pa3/IBOjyBareTO Mely IOJIOT B POJIOT,
neduHUpajKy ro BTOPUOB HU3 IPU3MAaTa Ha KyJITYyPHHUTE
3Hauerma KOU My ce IIPeNUIITyBaaT Ha TeJIOTO U Ha I10JIOT,
IIPUTOA, IIOUMAjKH T'¥l OBHE KaKO 0CJIO00/IEHH O] KYJITYP-
HUTE U AUCKYp3UBHH Biujanuja. Koukperno, batiep ro
npobJyieMaTU3Upa WHCUCTHPAETO HA I0JI0BaTa pas-
Jiuka 3acraneHo kaj Posu Bpaumoru (Rosi Braidotti) Bo
Hej3UHUOT TekeT Meiiamopgosu (Metamorphoses). Bo
Meitiamopgho3u, BpausioTu TBP/IOKOPHO 3aCTaHyBa 33/l
[I0JIOBaTa pasjiMKa Koja, KaKo IITO CMeTa Taa, MHOTLY-
[IaTU € WTHOPUpaHa Of] TeopeTUYapuTe €eJUHCTBEHO
IIOPa/JY IejOPATUBHUTE KOHOTAIIUU KOU ce IIOBP3yBaaT
co xeHckocTta. O710B/ie, BO paMKU Ha pozoT, bpaugoru
HACTOjyBa /1a ja 0c10001 KEHCKOCTA OJT MOHOJIUTHUTE
Y YrHETYBAUKU €/JHO3HAYHOCTH KOU U TU IPEeNHIIyBa
(asmoroneHTPUYHUOT MOPEJIOK U /1A ja OTBOPU KOH ,,U/I-
HoTo Cumbosmuko“ (2004, 205) Bo koe Taa (3KkeHCKOC-
Ta) ke 1001e MOBEKeCTPAHU MOKHOCTH U Ke Ce MYJITH-
IUIMITAPA JIN3TajKU UM ce Ha Oapamara ja ,,0uje eaHo
HEIIITO WJIM JIa OJiroBapa Ha efHa HopMma“ (2004, 205).
Ona mrro Batsep on6uBa 1a ro nmpudatu oBzie € Bp3y-
BambeTO HA TaKBaTa MYJITUILIMIIPAHA U ITOBEKE3HAYHA
’)KEHCKOCT 33, HaBUJIyM, €HO3HAYHOTO >KEHCKO TeJyio/
I10J1, KOj CYIITHHCKHY e AudepeHnupaH o MamkuoT. OHa
Ha IITO, BCYyIIHOCT, HHcUcTupa batsiep e ordpramwero
Ha OMHapHaTa paMKa BO IPOMUCJIYBAKETO HA I10JI0BaTa
passmka (10 oHaa Mepa 710 Koja ucrarta e chaTeHa eluH-
CTBEHO KAaKO IOZJIOTa 3a I0jaBYBAaWhETO Ha TOj KEHCKHU
MYJITUIUTAIIUTET), U BKJIyIyBambeTO Ha TaKkBaTa MHOTY-
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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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CTpaHa UIpa HAa CUJIU U MYJITUIUTUIATET IO/ETHAKBO U
BO IIPOCTOPOT Ha TEJIOTO U IOJIOT. 3eMajKku r0 KaKO WH-
JIMKATHBEH CJIy4ajoT co kenbaTa Ha butch ne3bejkure,
Batsep 3ab6esnexyBa: ,3apeM HeMa MOKHOCTHU 3a I0ja-
ByBame Ha MAaIlIKOCTa BO JKEHATa U 332 T0OA MAIIKOCTA U
’KEHCKOCTA J1a He UM IIpUIaraat Ha iBe pa3/INUHU Tesa?”

(2004, 197)
Op ppyrata cTpaHa Ha enbeHara gujapa

BunapHaTa aujasHa CTPYKTypa IO MHCTaIdpa u Opa-
KOT (M XeTepoceKcyasHaTa peJialiyja) Kako €IMHCTBEHO
JIETUTUMHA MaTpUIla U MOJEJ 3a OJHOCHUTE Ha CPOJI-
CTBO Y CTaHyBa PENPECUBEH U PUTHAHO HCKJIYYYBAUKU
MexXaHU3aM KOj TH JiepeyIn3upa U T UTHOPHPA KaKO
HEIIOCTOEUYKHU U HEUYOBEYKH CUTE OCTaHAaTU MOXHHU BU-
JA0BU Ha CpO]_ICTBO, Ha MHTHUMHA, CEKcyaJIHa u a(l)eKTI/IB-
Ha pejanuja mery JIyreTo.

Hacmopotu oBa, oTajie OMHAPU3MUTE U JUjaiuTe HA MIC-
sata, baTiep cyrepupa Tpuja/iHa CTPYKTYpa 32 MUCJIEEHE
Ha ’keJibaTa U pesjanujaTa, eTabiupapjku ja Kako CUJIeH
WHCTPYMEHT BO JIEKOHCTPYKIHjaTa U Pas3riio0yBameTo
Ha ,,JJOKTPUHATa 32 KOMIJIEMEHTAPHOCTA“ ¥ KAKO OCHOBA
Ha XETEPOCEKCUCTUIKOTO yOeyBame, O paKOBHOTO CAHK-
IUOHUPAake HAa CPOJCTBOTO, KOHCOJIMJAIMjaTa HA KO-
XEePEeHTHHTE POJIOBH U HEMOKHOCTA 32 MIPEMIO3HABAETO
Ha [ pyruor.

JujasHaTa CTPYKTypa M KOMIUIEMEHTApHOCTA Ce II0-
KaKyBaaT KaKO UCKJIYYUTETHO PEAYKITHOHUCTUIKHI KOTa
cTaHyBa 300D 32 IPOMUCIYBAHETO HA POJOBUTE JKUBOTH
KOU He Cce BKJIOIyBaaT BO OMHAapHATa pofj0Ba MaTPHUIIA,
WJIN IIPU OOMJUTE 32 O/Ipe/lyBarbe Ha CEKCyasTHOCTAa HA

« TPaHCPOAOBUTE JIyTe.

i

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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KomiuiemeHnTapHocTa e ¢GbJlarpaHTHO CyNCTPAKTHBHA U
KOra cTaHyBa 300p 3a HCUMTYBAHETO HA JIJTA0OKWUTE U
Hen30eKHU HAYMHU Ha KOM XOMOCEKCYaJTHOCTa U XeTe-
pOoceKcyasiHOCTa 3aeMHO ce aAeduHupaar. [ujagHaTa
CTPYKTypa ce MOKa)KyBa KaKO HeJJOBOJIHA BO OHOj MO-
MEHT KOra KOHIIENITOT 32 pa3MeHara Ha JKeHU Kaj JIeBu-
Crpoc (Levi-Strauss) ke ce mHBepTHpPa BO IEPCIEKTH-
Bara Ha V1B KocoBcku CenBuk (Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick)
U Ke ce YBUIU JleKa XeTepPOCeKCyaslHaTa Keyba € UM-
IUTUI[UTHO XOMOCOI[HjaJTHa BpCKa Mely ABajlia MaskH U
JleKa JKeHara e, BCYIIIHOCT, MEeCTOTO KaJie IITO KeJbuTe
Ha J[BajIja Ma)KU Ce CpeKaBaaT U KaJie IIITO XOMOCEKCyaI-
HOCTA € OJIJIOXKeHa, CyCIIEHANPAHA U CO/IPKAHA, BO HCTO
BpeMe. VcraTa ce MoKaKyBa Kako HEIOBOJIHO OZIP?KJIUBA
¥ KOTa Ke ce COTJIe/ia XeTepoceKcyaaHaTa JbyboMopa Koja
KaKO MO’KHa CEHKa ja Ma HeCIIoCOOHOCTA /1a ce IPU3HAe
HCTOII0JIOBATA JKeJIha.

N nakanoBckoTo (Lacan) neduHupame ja mouma skej-
OaTa HaABOp Of AWjagHarta maosaruja. IITo cé 3HAUM
McKa3oT Ha JlakaH eka xceabaitia e xceabaitia Ha /[py-
auoit? Koja e oBzie »kesibara Ha xebaTa?

OBaa dopmynanuja Ha JlakaH 1o cebe moOBJIeKyBa Ka-
JIEUJIOCKOII O] TOJIKYBaba.

Omna 11TO € jacHO OB/le, 3a6esiexxyBa batiiep, e neka xeJ-
6ara mposIoJIKyBa /1a ce IMOocaKyBa caMara, /a ce 0OHO-
ByBa U Jia ITOBTOPHO /1A ce yABojyBa. Taa HuKoram He
OCTaHyBa KaKO €IMHCTBEHA JKeJi0a, TYKy IOCTOjaHO ce
aJMeHupa, cTaHyBa Tyra Ha camara cebe, 3emMa ¢opma
IITO € HaJ[BOP O] camMaTa Hea.

IlIto e >xenbata Ha kesbara? J[pyruoT Kako OO0jeKT,
BO HAjONINTa CMUCJA, WIN HaK »Kejbata Ha J[pyruor
KOjalllTO CTaHyBa MOJeJl 3a MojaTa keynba? Vnu, mak,
Tpeba /la ce TOHYAW €QUIIOBCKATa HHTEPIIpeTallyja,
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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
perspectives.

implies a kaleidoscope of

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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KOjallITo ja MHTEePIIpeTHpa jKesibaTta U I I0CTaByBa Hej-
3UHHUTE TeMeJId HU3 NpU3Mara Ha HeJIOCTaTOKOT U 3a-
OpaHaTa, HEBO3MOXKHOCTA J]a Ce ToceyBa O00jEKTOT Ha
kesibata Ha JIpyruor (Hekoj TpeT ob6jekt). Kako u ma
e, CUTe OBHe MHTepIIpeTalliy I'0 MHCTAJIUpaaT U3Jjery-
BaWETO OJ1 JIjajiaTa U, IITO € YIITe IIOBa*KHO, BaKBaTa
JIakaHOBCcKa ¢opmysianyja Ha »kejbara HE Bpaka KOH
JleBu-Ctpoc (o 4uMjamiTo KOHIENIUjA € U U3BEJIeHA)
U MOTBP/yBa JleKa >KeHuTe, BO IPOILIECOT HAa HUBHATA
pa3MeHa KaKo YCJIOB 3a KOHCOJIMZAlMja Ha MaTpUIU-
HeapHOCTa, ce CAKaHU TOKMY IIOPa/ix TOA IITO Ce CAKAaHU
on JIpyruor. OnoBsie marekaTa HE BOJU ITOBTOPHO KOH
IIPETIIOCTaBKAaTa 32 XOMOCOIMjasHaTa »kejba, co IITO
JIMjaJiHaTa CTPYKTypa OuyBa NMPUHY/IEHA J]a ce OTBOPU
KOH INPOJYKTHMBHATa MapTUIUNAIMja Ha, MPETXOAHO
HUCKJIy4eHUOoT, Tper.

Bo oBaa nacoka, Batziep HacrojyBa z1a ja ociiobonu Tpu-
jamHaTa CTPyKTypa Ha IIPOMHUCIIyBame Ha kenbara off
eNnaIn3anujaTa, o TabyTo 32 MHIIECTOT U eUIIOBCKA-
Ta MaTPHI]A KaKo IPeAycjoB 3a pojoBara audepeH-
nyjanyja U Kako MHCTPYMEHTH Ha efHa KyJITypa Koja
BO CBOjaTa OCHOBA € XeTEPOCEKCUCTHYKA, OTBOPAJKH ja
HCTOBPEMEHO HCTaTa KOH MOXKHOCTU HA/IBOP O] pazMe-
HaTa Ha JKeHH U [IPETIIOCTAaBKUTE 3a XeTepOCeKCyarHaTa
pasMeHa.

[Tpeno3HaBameTO KaKO €TUYKHU HCXOJ Ha peJalyjara,
Ha WHTepcyDOjeKTHBHATa KOMYyHHKaIyja co /[pyruor u
KaKo TeJIoC Ha jkejyibara, BO KpajHa JIMHUja, UCTO TaKa
6u OWIO HEBO3MOXKEH IIPOEKT JIOKOJIKY IPOJOJIKHME
Jla ce IBIDKMMeE HHU3 OMHApHATa JIMHEAPHOCT Ha Jiuja-
nara. [Ipobiemot Ha Bpckara, Ha pesanujata co Ipy-
THOT He € eJIHOCTaBHO (PYHKIINja Ha KOMILJIEMEHTAPHOC-
Ta, Kako mTo 3abenexyBa batiep. IlpoeknmjaTa Bp3
JIpyTHOT Ha OHA IITO M IpHUIara Ha ceOHOCTA WM IMaK
WHKOPIIOPUpameTo Ha J[pyruot koj 6u Tpebasio s1a ouzie

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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IJIeJIaH KaKo O/1/leJIeH, ja IOHUIIITYBa MOKHOCTA 3a IIpe-
I03HaBawe Ha /[pyruor BO ceTa Herosa pas3jIMYHOCT,
He10(aT/INBOCT, HECIIO3HATINBOCT U ayiTepuTeT. TakBa-
Ta pesanyja e NpoAyKT Ha aleTULNUTE 32 OMHUIIOTEHT-
HOCT U CeKOTralll pe3yJITHPa CO AeCTPYKTUBHOCT KOjaIlITo
ja UCKJIyuynBa MOKHOCTA 32 IIPENo3HaBambhe, KaKO YCJIOB
3a ToJIepaHIyja U HeHacwicTBo. OTBOpameTo Ha pesia-
nHcKaTa ABojka kKoH Tperuor, e 3agarort mrro batiep ro
M3BeJlyBa Ha COCeM aBTeHTUYEH HauUH.

Hajupsun batnep ja ordpsa jsakaHOBCKaTa IO3UIH]jA
(kako mTO Beke BHIOBME) HU3 UMJAITO IEPCIEKTHBA
damycor ro 3a3ema cTaTycoT Ha TPETHOT TEPMUH WU
MaK Ha TPUMapPHUOT 00jeKT BO KOja U J1a OMJI0 pesamyja
Ha ’kejibaTa, co IITO CeKoja keaba ce MPOCTUpA ,WIIH
KOH HJIeHTH(HKAIMja WU KOH MUMeTHYKa pediekcuja
Ha IaTePHUCTUUKUOT 03HauyBad" (2004, 136). Oz apyra
cTpaHa, batyiep ce gucradupa u of mo3uryjaTa Ha [le-
cuka benyamun (Jessica Benjamin) koja, mocraByBajku
¢dunocodcka HOpMa 3a OCHOBA HA €JleH TepaleBTCKU
JIUCKYPC MIPEKY UHTEPCYOJEKTUBHOTO IIPENO3HABAE, TO
o3HauyBa TpeTHOT KaKo ,,MHTEPCYyOjeKTUBEH ITPOCTOP®,
KaKo ,My3HKaTa“, XapMOHHjaTa Ha KOja Ke ce HaIllITUMaaT
JIMJAJIOMIKUTE TTAPTHEPH MJIM KaKO ,,JIMjAJIOMIKU IIPOIIEC
BO KOj HQ/IBOPELIHOTO € Ipeno3HaeHo“ (2004, 135).
3a passiuka o7 oBaa nosunuja Ha beHpamMuH, Koja BO
TpeTroT rieza MoMeHT Ha enudaHuja co KOj ormac-
HOCTA 071 ZIeCTPYKIIMja e HaJ[MUHATa efHaIll 3aceKorarl
BO MMETO Ha €JJHA eTHKa Ha Ipelo3HaBamweTo, batiep,
¥ MOKpaj CUMIIaTHUUTE IITO I'M H3pa3yBa KOH BakKBaTa
nJleayIn3upavkKa IepcrueKTHUBa, He e CKJIOHA /1a TJIe/la Ha
IIpero3HaBakbeTO KAaKO HAa HACTaH WIM HU3a HAaCTaHU
CO KOj/KOW TOTEHIHjaJIOT 3a JEeCTPyKIja OumyBa Iie-
JIOCHO HaJIMUHAT U paspelieH. HanpoTus, Taa BO Ipe-
[I03HABAKETO IJIefla IPOIleC OAPKYBaH O] TeH3HUjaTa
Mery JleCTpyKIFjaTa U XapMOHHjaTa, OMHUIIOTEHIHjaTa
U KOHTAKTOT, MHKOPIOPUPAETO U IIPEl03HABAHETO
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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 marksthe Third asamomentofepiphany, 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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Ha [Ipyruot. Toj wuHTEpCyOjeKTUBEH MPOCTOp Ke Ouze
cekorail 3arposyBaH oj; Jlpyruor Ha Jlpyruot. Jpy-
TMOT He MOJKe HUKoraml fa 6uzie chaTeH OfIeTHO Of
cute J[pyru BIOMEHU Ha HeroBaTa cTpaHa. J[pyruor He
MO3Ke J1a Gu/ie eJIOCHO 0cI000/IeH Off eJ1aTa ,UCTOPHja
Ha TMCUXUYKA KOHZEH3aIja U MPEMeCTyBamba, WK MaK
OJT YIECTBOTO HA HAIYIITEHUTE 00jeKT-peJlaliii KOU T'o
dopmupaar HeroBoto ero“ (2004, 151). JIpyruor e mocro-
jaHO BeKe CMeCTeH BO €HO II0JIe, BO €/lHa UCTOpHja Ha
[EHTPU(DYTATHN CUJIM KOW Cce JIMIIyBaaT of ceOHocTa
KaKo IIeHTap, BO €Ha Bepura Imo koja Toj (Ipyruor),
IIOCTOjaHO JIM3TajKU ce, HOCH TeH3Uja, HOCU PU3HK, IO
HOCH HEMHPOT Kako AudepeHIujagHa crenuduka Ha
peJanujara.

Kytpuot Eaun... Ocnene, a He Bupe

Anopuute Ha eUNOBCKAaTa MaTpuua (Kako IITO TOA ro
IIOKa’ka pacipasara 3aroyHaTa Bo I1pob.iemu co podoil,
a K0ja HECOMHEHO KyJIMUHHPA BO Pa32a00yeajiu 2o po-
Joill), BO OBOj TEKCT C€e IIOTBPAYBAAT KAaKO HAJIIPUBJIEYEH
00jeKT Ha UHTeJEeKTyaJTHO-KpUTHYKaTa cTpacT Ha bat-
Jep.

Ona mro Batsep TosKy HacTojuYMBO 00UBA J1a TO MPU-
daTu e, BCYIIHOCT, YHUBEP3AJIHUCTUUKOTO YUTaHe Ha
eauIoBcKaTa Marpuna. Hacmporu 1akaHOBCKaTa ONITHKA
KOja BO €IMIIOBCKUOT TPHUATOJIHUK IJIe/1a HEIIPOMEHJINBA
cxeMa KOjalllTo JUKTUPA YHUBEP3AJITHU CUMOOJINYKH I10-
3UINU KaKO U3BOP Ha COLMJjaJTHOCTA, BJIETYBAHETO BO
ja3UKOT, U KaKo AudepeHnyjaseH U KOHCTUTYTUBEH yC-
JIOB 3a paramweTo Ha cy0jekToT, batiep ce pokycupa koH
Jle3apTUKyJIallija Ha equajn3anmjaTa Kako 07 TE3UTE
3a HCTaTa KaKo Sine qua non Ha KyJTypaTa, Taka U Of
Te3WTe 3a IpUMapHaTa U YHUBEP3aJIHA XeTePOCEeKCyasl-
HOCT.

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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Mefyroa, BakBaTa nosunuja Ha bariep He 3HauyU /eKa
Taa I1eJI0CHO I'M 0T¢PJIa IPETIIOCTABKUTE 32 €IUIIOBCKATA
Tpujaza. OBa eMHCTBEHO NOAPA36OHpa IeKa eANIIOBUOT
KOMILJIEKC Ce TIOCMaTpa BO HEroBaTa BapHjaOMIHOCT BO
3aBHUCHOCT O] KYJITYPHUTE PEKOHTEKCTYaIn3anuy, ieKa
HCTHOT TOBeKe He (PYHKIIMOHMpPA KaKO TeHepHUpavKH
HOPMATHUB 3a caMmara KyJTypa, /ieka OBOj TPHUATOJIHUK
Ha JkeyibaTa He MOpa Jia ja MPEeTIOCTaByBa XETEPOCEK-
CyaJTHOCTa BO CBOjaTa OCHOBA U JIeKa UCTHUOT He € Hy>KHO
IIOBP3aH CO XeTepoceKCcyaylHaTa pa3MeHa Ha xkeHu. KoH-
CEKBEHTHO, BAKBHOT CTaB T'l TPOIIUPYBA U MOXKHOCTUTE
3a conujayiHa TpaHcopMalyja Bo OHaa HacoKa BO Koja
CPOZICTBOTO IIOBEKE He Ke ce peAynupa Ha eUI0BCKOTO
CEMEjCTBO, a CEKCYyaJTHOCTA HEMA J1a Ce CAHKI[MOHUPA BO
I10JIETO HA OPAKOT, CO IIITO AKTyeJTHATA KyJITypHA OIITHKA
ke TU IPOLINPHU COTICTBEHUTE BU3UU Y KOH XOPU30HTUTE
mrro Exum, kako mTo o3HaBaMe o/ HapaTHUBOT, HE yC-
1ea J1a TW BUJIU IIPEJT 1A CE OCJIEIIH.

HempudatiuBo e cé ymre fa ce Iyefa Ha €JUIIOB-
CKaTa MaTpUIla KakKo Ha CUMOOJIMYKU B3aKOH, KaKo
Ha MaHKYJITypeH reHeparop. Co caMuoT GakT IITO
CTPYKTYpPaJIMCTUUKaATa ,pokanuzanuja“ onbusa j1a ro
BKJIyYH BO CBOETO BUJHO II0JI€ KPYLIHMjAJTHUOT UHIIYT HA
COIIMjaJTHUTEe HOPMU (KO ce BapujabMJIHU 10 JeduHH-
I[1ja) BO reHe3aTa Ha CUMOOJIMUKUOT IOPEZIOK, aKTyeI-
HUOT €/IUTIOBCKY HAPATHB IIPETCTABYBA NapaAUrMaTHIEH
IpuMep 3a ,eMHUCTEMOJIONIKO HACHICTBO“ (2004, 156).
Ho ona mTo e ymre mOMHTEpPeCHO €, BCYIIHOCT, ja30T
BO KOj HApaTHBOT IIOYHYBA CAMUOT J]a Ce JEKOHCTPY-
upa. VilmeHo, kako 6u ce pazbpasia 3abpaHara 3a cekcy-
aJIHU BPCKU CO WIEHOBHU O] CEMEJCTBOTO, JOKOJIKY BeKe
IIPETXOZJHO HE IIOCTOM KOHIIEIIMjaTa 3a CEeMEjCTBOTO?
ITocroemero Ha TabyTO 32 WHIIECTOT T'O IPETIIOCTABYBA
IIOCTOEHETO Ha ceMejHaTa CTpyKTypa. Miam, co apyru
300pOBH, J1aJId BOOMIITO MOXKAT CUMOOJIUYKUTE ITO3HU-
I[UHU /1A ja KpeupaaT colpjaHaTa HOpMa, JOKOJIKY, BeKe
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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, howisthe 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?

’II
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MPETXOJIHO, caMaTa Taa He BJiMjae BP3 HUBHATa Kpe-
anuja, 0A3eMajKu UM r'o CTaTyCOT Ha yHUBEP3aIHA U He-
HCTOPUYHA CTPYKTypa?

CTpyKTypajMiCTHUKaTa II€PCIEKTHBA ja HMTHOpUPA
KOHTHHTEHTHOCTA Ha CPOJICTBOTO KAaKO KMCTOPHYHA M
KYJITYPHO KOHTEKCTya/THA COIlMjaJTHa IIPaKca U IEJIOCHO
jaaeseruTUMUpa MPeTIoCTaBKaTa (Koja € UCKIIyIHTETHO
M3JIp;KaHa) 32 TOa ieKa CUMOOJIMYKHUTE ITO3UIUH CE CAMO
docunu 1 upeanusanuy (HUKOTAII IIeJIOCHO TOCTHKHH)
Ha KOHTUHTE€HTHHU KYJITYPHU HOPMHU U HEOJIOIIKH ac-
HUPAIUAH.

Op npyra cTpaHa, BakBaTa CTPyKTypa OulyBa IEKOHCTPY-
“paHa BO CBOUTE MPETIIOCTAaBKU 3a COIICTBEHATA HEKOJIe-
OJIMBOCT IPEKY MHOIIITBOTO IMPEYEKOPYBaha U OTCTAIIKHA
110 OJTHOC Ha HCTaTa: peajn3alyjaTa Ha UHIIECTOT, Iep-
Bep3umnTe, GETUIIN3MOT, XOMOCEKCYyaJTHOCTa, aBTOEPO-
TH3MOT, TPAaHCPOAOBOCTA... /J[anu oBa 3HauW, IMpalryBa
Batnep, fieka ncuxoaHasan3ara IMpPaBy O] CUTE HAC IIep-
BEPTUTHU U (PETUIIINCTH, ¥ BO KpajHa JIMHU]ja, JAJTH TICH-
XoaHa/IM3aTa He Tpaba Ja TM PEBHAUPA COIICTBEHHUTE
JieMapKaIiCKY JIMHUHM Ha HOPMAJIHOTO U KyJITYPHO IIpe-
MO3HATJINBOTO?

Pedepupajku Ha HOBUTE CTYIUH 3a TpayMara (MHIIECTOT
e TpayMa) KOH ja OIpeKyBaaT MOKHOCTA 3a HapaTHBHA
penpe3eHTaluja (MM PEKOHCTPYKIMja IO CceKaBarbe)
Ha TpaymaTa, batsiep ro mpobiemMaTu3upa eJUMOBCKUOT
HacTaH KaKO TAKOB, KAKO PEaJIMTET BOOMIITO. Jlamu uH-
I[ECTOT € peasieH wiu e ¢pantazam? J[asu Toe He € 3aMKa
Ha ’KkeyibaTa Koja ce KpUe 3aJi MacKaTa Ha CEeKaBameTOo?
Mefyroa 1 caMuTe OBHE Ipalliaiba, 3a0esieskyBa BHU-
MaTeJIHO baTiep, peBep3uOUIHO HE BpakaaT IIOBTOPHO
KOH IIPETXO/IHO 0/I0ErHATOTO ITOTBP/yBalbe Ha TO3UTHUB-
HOCTa Ha MHIIeCTOT. Vi, camaTta HEMOKHOCT 3a QUTYPH-
pame KakKo HacTaH, CBEJIOYM 32 HETOBHUOT TPAyMATCKH

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 memoryreconstruction) 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’treversibly bring usto, previouslyrejected,
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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KapakTep, O[THOCHO 32 HETOBOTO HEKOTAIITHO CJIyUyBathe
KOe cera My ojiojieBa Ha 3Haermero. OHa IIITO OCTaHyBa
KaKO EMUCTEMOJIOIIKA U TOJUTUYKU BajKeH YEKOP I10
BaKBUOT JIN3raB TePEH € eTabyupamero Ha ,popma Ha
YUTabe KOja He ce TPY/IU /1A ja HajJe BUCTHHATA 3a TOA
IIITO Ce CIIYYHJI0, TYKY, MHOTY TIOBEKe, ITpaIllyBa IIITO OBa
He-CJIydyBarbe My MMa HallPaBeHO Ha TMpAIlamkeTo 3a
BUCTHHATa“ (2004, 156) U CO KaKBU PU3UIM 32 HACUJI-
CTBO HE COOYyBa.

Co BakBUOT KPUTHUKHM CTaB, barsep camMOBOJIHO ce
OJIpEKyBa O/ MOXKHOCTa Jia IOHYAH OATOBOpP, Zia ja
peru 3aratkara Ha CduHrata u ma 3aBiajzee co rpa-
JIOT Ha COIICTBEHATa IIPOIACT U MPOIlacTa Ha YOBEKOT,
BO OHaa CMHCJIa BO KOja Ce CTepHIM3upa BUCTHUHATA (3a
YOBEUYKOTO), C€ CBPTyBa 3aBpPTKaTa M ce yOHWBa JIETETO
KO€ UTpa, JIETeTO Koe (paHTazupa, KOe ro 3aMHUCIyBa C&
yIIITe HE3aMUCJIEHOTO, JIETETO BO YOBEKOT. BaTiep on-
6uBa ga ja mpudaru 6e3 comHexk uzaejara Ha [lecuka
BenrlaMuH 3a mocrequmaaHa pekylepaluja Ha ,Ipe-
KyMepHO WHKJIy3UBHaTa ujeHTuduKanuja“ (2004, 136)
KapaKTepPUCTHUYHA 3a mpeaeaunaanara ¢asa, U IOKpaj
TOA IITO BaKBaTa MO3UIHja TH OTBOPA MOXKHOCTHTE 3a
u3J1e3 o1 QyHAaMEHTATNCTHYKATA U XETEPOCEKCUCTHIKA
MaTpHIa KOH IOBeKe KO-er3UCTEHTHH (POIOBI) U/IEHTH-
(dukanyu, eHOCTaABHO ITOPAAU TOA IITO BAKBUOT Pajiyi-
Kasin3aM Ha BeHIIaMUH e JiecTabWIu3upaH 07 CE YIITe
MPUCYTHUOT AUMOpP(}H3aM Ha pojoBaTa OHTOJIOTHja U
3aTCKpHeHaTa xerepocekcyasmHoct. On apyra crpasa,
Batyiiep ja ocraBa OTBOpeHa MOKHOCTa 3a TPHATOJI-
HaTa CTPYKTypa Koja ja moHyayBa BpaumotH, a cropef
KOja ZIETETO € ceKorail BJbyOeHO BO MajKa CH, YHjaIlTO
’kestba e HacoueHa Hekazle Apyrazie. batep ja ocrasa
OTBOPEHA OBaa OII[Hja KaKO yCJIOB 3a »KeJIOEHUOT CyO-
JEKT, THKOPIOPHUPAjKH ja U ,IPOXUOUIIHjaTa BO TOTJIE],
Ha MPUHYyAHATa XeTePOCEKCyaTHOCT (2004, 206).
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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 playsiskilled, 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).

’II
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HaMm HE ocTaHyBa J1a ce palilyBaMe U MOHaTaMy JIajii Ke
ce ojaBu HOBUOT Codoksie (MIH MMaK HHTEPIIPETATOPOT
®pojn) ma ro packake mMomepHUOT Exaum, coBpeMeHa
tTpareauja (?) Koja OBOj maT ke ycliee Jia TO U3Hece Ha
CBETJIMHA OHA IITO € HEBH/IEHO, OHA IITO € YOBEYKO U
BPETHO KaKO TaKBO.

KoH epHa nomHakBa, eTUKa Ha paHMBOCTa:
Pa3rnobyBajku ro poaor - npowupyeajku ro noumor
33 YOBEKOT

Kpurnukara sucranna batiep ja 3agp:KyBa U KOH XO-
MOCeKCyaJiHuTe OpakoBU, OHaMy Ka/ie IITO THE Ce
IIOMMaaT KaKo IIPOEKTU 3a YJITHUMaTHBHaTa cj10607a u
PaMHOIIPaBHOCT, T.e. KAKO IIPeJJIoT JieKa OpakoT Tpeba
Jla cTaHe eIMHCTBEHHOT MOJIyC 3a CAaHKIIMOHUpame U
JIETUTUMAIIVja Ha CEKCYyaJIHOCTA, IJIEAjKH ja BO UCTHUTE
Jcenbaitia 3a OpxcasHaila xeeaba, xkenbara 3a Ap:kaBHA
JIETUTUMAIIVja ¥ PENPOAYKIIHjaTa Ha BeKe eTabIMPaHuOT
XeTepOCEKCUCTUUKY KOH3epBaTu3aM. EqHaKBO KPUTHY-
ku BbaTsep ce mocraByBa M KOH WIy3UHUTeE 32 IIEJIOCHO PO-
JIOBO 0C1000/1yBame 0/ HOpPMUTE IIPEKY TPAHCPOJOBUTE
Y TPAHCCEKCYaJTHUTe IIpeYeKopyBama Ha IPAHUIIUTE HA
HOpMAaTHUBHATa POJIOBA JINjajia.

J1a ce onbepe CONCTBEHOTO TeJIO, CONCTBEHUOT POJI, CEK-
CYaJIHOCT M WJAEHTHUTET HEeBapHWjaOWIHO 3HAYU ,HABU-
ramyja momMery HOpMU KOU ce MOHYAEHU IpeABpPeEME U
My IpeTxo/aT Ha u360pot“ (2004, 70), 1a AypU U TOTAII
Kora u3IJIe/ia JieKa cMe IToberHasie o/ UCTUTE. AIICOTyT-
HaTa JieTepuTopUjan3anyja e XuMepuyeH IMPOeKT KOoj
r'0 HAaoI'a CBOjOT UCXO/T CEKOTAIIl IOBTOPHO BO PETYJIATOP-
HaTa amnapaTrypa Kako KOMILIEKCHA Mpeska 0/ HOPMH U
IIPaBIJIA, 3HAEHHE U MOK.

Weare left towonder whether anew 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 ofultimate 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.
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Ho, BakBuTE 3aKJIy4yoIl He PE3YJITHPAAT CO HEKAKOB
IeCUMUCTUYKY cTaB Ha batyiep. Hanpotus, fa ce 6uzne
IIPDENIO3HAEH O] ONTHKATa HAa COLMjAIHHUTE HOPMH
He IIPETCTaByBa CaMO YTHETYBAYKH WJIN PENPECHUBEH
ypH. [Iperno3HaBameTo 0J] CUCTEMOT KOj ro eduHupa
YOBEUKOTO U IOWMJIMBOTO IIPETCTaBYBa U MeJIUKa-
MEHT €O HCKJIyYUTEeJTHA TepameBTcka Mok. KomnHexkor
10 €ZIJUHCTBO U CTAOMJIHOCT HA HUJEHTUTETOT € eHa Of
OCHOBHUTE AHTPOIIOJIONIKU JIeTePMHUHAHTH. PomoBHOT
WU CEKCYaTHUOT nepdopMaTuB, 6e3 oryies; Ha Toa IITO
ja KoHcoyMAarpa pozoBaTa acuMeTrpyja (1 Toramr Kora ja
MHBEPTUPA HCTaTa) MIPeTCTaByBa HeOmxo/ieH (GakTop 3a
IICUXUYKUOT UHTETPUTET HA T0JIEM OPOj MHTEPIIOJIOBU U
TPAHCPOJOBHU JIyf'e U HyKEH YCJIOB 32 KUBEEHETO IOJI-
HOCJIUB KUBOT.

On mpyra crpaHa, (akTOT IeKa HHe CMe IeCTPYKTyHpa-
HU €JIeH BO JIPYT, /IeKa CEKOj O] HAC € yPHAT BO JIUIIETO Ha
JIPYTHOT, UMILTAIIAPA JIeKa IPEKY TeJlaTa, POZOT U CEKCY-
aJIHOCTa CTaHyBaaT MU3JI0’KEHU Ha JIPYTUTE U BOBJIEUEHHU
BO COILIMjaTHUTE TIpolecH. Mu, ,/1a ce Ou/ie Tesio 3HaAYn
Jla ce buze npenazeH Ha aApyrure”. Hue kako Tena cme
CEKOjIHEBHO M3JIOXKEHU Ha TyruUTe IOTJIEAH, IOIHUPH,
[PETCTaBM U HOPMH, I1a U Ha TY[WTe HACHUJICTBA, IITO,
BCYIITHOCT T'!l IPABH HAIIIUTE KUBOTH 3aBUCHU Of] JKUBO-
TUTE Ha [PYTUTE, KOHTUHYHPAHO HEU3BECHU U MOTEHIH-
janmHo pansuBH. Jla ce ocTaHe cO YyBCTBOTO Ha 3aryoa,
Ha ’KaJl, Ha PaHJIUBOCT, 32 batiep He mpeTcTaByBa UCTO
IIITO U J]a Ce OCTaHe ITachBeH/a 1 HeMokeH/a. HampoTus,
BO JKaJITa U paHInBocTa baTsep ryesia u3Bop 3a eTHIKO
JI€jCTBYBatbe U MOJIUTHYKA peOpraHu3anmja.

ExcrpanosanyjaTa Ha COIICTBEHOTO HCKYCTBO HAa PaHJIU-
BOCT KOH PAaHJIMBOCTA Ha JIPYTUTE € YUH CO KOj ja IOoT-
BpAlyBaMe Mery4doBeuKaTa 3aBHUCHOCT U T'H OTBOpaMe
[IOPTUTE KOH €JHa HEHACWJIHA, HEMIJINTAPUCTUYKA U
IIOJTHOCJIMBA 32 ’KUBOT UJITHUHA.
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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”. Asbodies, 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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Bo oBaa Hacoka, pOJOBHUTE, CEKCYaJTHHUTE M IIOJIOBUTE
HOPMH, IIOKPaj CBOjaTa MeANKATHO-TepaneBTcKa QyHK-
1uja, aMOMBaJIEHTHO, ITOBTOPHO ro 00jaByBaar CBOjOT
morybeH moruiesa. PananBocTa, OYKIJIEHO, IIPECTAHYBa
Jla BaKH KaKO YCJIOB 3a HEHACHJICTBOTO BO OHOj MO-
MEHT KOra ,aKTye/JIHaTa elucTeMa Ha MHTEJIEerHOUIHO-
T0“ (2004,137) 3acCHOBaHA HAa PEAYKTUBHHUTE MOJEH 3a
TOA IITO € YOBEYKO IMOYHYBA JIa BPIIHU JIeXyMaHU3aIlja
Ha OZ[pe/IeHH KMBOTH, KOT'a CEKOj KHBOT HE CE CMeTa 3a
’KMBOT, a HACUJICTBOTO BP3 OHA IIITO € UCKJIyYeHO, Hepe-
aJIHO, HEIIPEITO3HATINBO, OHA IIITO € OTa/le AUCjyHKIIH-
jara Ha JIETUTUMHOTO HJIM HEJETHTUMHOTO, IIITO Hema
da 6ude u Huxkozaul He 61110, HE ce CMeTa 3a HACUJICTBO.

3HaeweT0 U HOPMHUTE OCTABEHU BO CBOUTE CTEPUJIHU U
CHUCTEMAaTU3WPaHU TPAHUIIM OCTAHYBaaT /ia /IejCTBYBaaT
KaKo (hapmaxkoH, eKCTa3ucoT IMPOJOJIKyBa Jjla BUOpH-
pa momery HeroBaTa BHATpEIIHA aHTHHOMU]jA, ITOMeEry
OUTyBamETO JIEK U OM/TyBAeTO OTPOB UCTOBPEMEHO.

ConujasHUTe HOPMH U IIAPaJUTMK Ha 3HAEEHETO Ke ja 13-
OerHat OIracHOCTa O/ MUHHUMAaJIU3allfja v Ke ja 3roJieMar
COIICTBEHATa IOTEHIHja 32 MaKCUMaTH3allja Ha yCJIo-
BHUTE KOH T'0 IPABaT KUBOTOT IO{HOC/IUB 3a CUTE TOTAIIl
M caMO TOTalll, Kora Ke TH COIJIe/IaaT CBOUTE TPAHMIU U
ke IozjierHaT Ha TpaHcdopMalgja, pecuraudukaimja,
penHTepIpeTaInja, KyJATYPEH IPEBO U PeapTUKYJIAI1-
ja. VICKJIydMTeTHO BayKHU aJIaTKM 3a peajn3alifjaTa Ha
BaKBHOT IOJIMTHYKH IIPOEKT, cMeTa batiiep, ce KyaTyp-
HHOT IpeBo U (aHTasujaTa. ,PaHTasujarta e e of ap-
THUKYyJIalldjaTa Ha MOKHOTO. Taa HE MPUABUKYBa OTaze
aKTYeJIHOTO M IPE3EHTHUPA PEAJTUTET O] MOKHOCTH, CE
yllTe HeakTyeausupanu. PaHTazujaTa ' MPEIU3BUKY-
Ba KOHTMHTEHTHUTE TPAHHUIIA HA OHA IITO € PeaHoCT".
(2004, 18)

Kako MMIUTUIIUTEH CTaHAap/ Ha HOpMaJM3alifjata BO
PaMK{ Ha COIHjaJTHUTE MPAKTHKH, HOpMAaTa OIICTOjyBa

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 episteme 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
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KaKO TaKBa /0 OHOj CTEIEH J0/leKa € M3BeayBaHa BO
collMjaJIHaTa TpaKca, Peu/lealn3upaHa M PEBOCTAHO-
ByBaHa BO U MPEKy JHEBHHUTE PUTYald HA TEJECHHUOT
JKUBOT. 3a pasnmka o JlakaHoBckoTo CHMOOJIMYKO,
KaKO YHHBep3aJieH U HEPOMEHJIUB 3aKOH KOj ja TeHepH-
pa poxaoBata gudepeHnyjanuja (koj ja mocTyaupa
XeTePOCEKCUCTUYKATA MAaTPHUIIA, TO CAHKITMOHKPA CPOJI-
CTBOTO BO TPAHUITUTE Ha OPAKOT, ja peryJupa xkeabara
BO €/IeH HEJITEPHUPAYKH 3aKOH U MPEJBPEME ja YKUHY-
Ba MOJKHOCTAa 3a KakKBa W Jila OWIO CoIMjajiHa PojioBa
TpaHcopManuja), COUjaTHUOT 3aKOH, KaKO IIITO BEJIH
Batsiep, He camMO IITO TO MPOAYIIMPA CBOETO AILIMKA-
THUBHO I10JIe, TYKY ,,C€ MIPOYIIUPA U CAMHUOT BO MPOAYK-
1Fjata Ha Toa nose”. (2004, 107)

PacrernyBameTo wiau, yuite mozo0po, OTBOPAHmETO Ha
MMOMMOT 32 YOBEKOT KOH HeIO(PaTIUBUOT XOPU30HT HA
MOKHOCTH, U peOpTraHu3aIyjaTa Ha aKTyeJTHOTO 3HAEHhe
3a MHTEeJIETHOMIHOTO, € Hy>KHUOT yCJIOB 32 /1a UM ce JI03-
BOJIM Ha CUTe JIyT'e /1a IO ’KUBEAT CBOjOT JKUBOT KaKO Bpe-
JIeH U KaKO TIOJTHOCJIUB 32 JKUBEEIHE.

W koHeuHO, Pas3riobyBajku To POJIOT, AEMOHTHUPAJKHU
ja apredunmenHaTa MalluHa U pa3-TpPaflyBajKku T Ou-
HApHUTE POJIOBU IMAPAJUTMU HA HUBHHUTE COCTaBHU
ZiesoBH, batiep ja oTBopa MOXKHOCTa 3a OTIIOP, HO He
OJTHA/IBOP, TYKY CEKOTAIIl BO PAMKHTE Ha I0JIETO Ha HOP-
mu. [lekoHCTpyHpajku ro, batiep ro pemHTeprpeTupa
POZIOT BO NEPCHEKTHBATA HA €CTETCKA, CTHJIM3UPAUKa,
YMETHHUYKA, WA MOKeOU HAjTOYHO, BO IIe3 MPAKTHUKA
Ha UMIIPOBU3AIIMja, TEIIKA 32 UMEHyBambe, a Koja MoJ-
pa3bupa uU3BeCHA ,MMardHAapHA UTPAa W KamaluTreT 3a
TpaHcUTrypanuja Ha elHa MOeIUHOCT, Ha €/leH JIeTalb
BO JIPYT, IPEKY IPOIEeCOT HAa HMIIPOBH3AIAja U CYI-
crutynuja“. (2004, 137)

Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture Vol. 5/No. 2/Summer 2006

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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