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AneHka
3ynaHyuy

3a ;by60BTa KaKo
Komepuja*

Bo JlakanoBuoT cemuHap L’angoisse Moxe Jja CpETHE
cJIe/lHaBa, IPUJIMYHO HEOOMYHA U3jaBa:

“Camo cybsimmaryjata Ha Jby0OBTa OBO3MOKYBA JOUlS-
sance J1a ce CIyIITH JI0 3Kejt0a. !

Omna mITo € HeOOMYHO BO BPCKA CO OBaa M3jaBa € CeKaKo
TOA IIITO Taa ja BOCIIOCTaBYBa BpCKaTa MOMery JbyOOBTa
Kaxko cybaumayuja u COyHITAKHETO WU HAJ[OJTHOTO
nBIKeme. J1oOpo e mo3HaTo Jieka JlakaHoBaTa KaHOHCKA
nebuHHIUja Ha cybnumanujata on The Ethics of
Psychoanalysis ro mpeBUlyBa TOYHO CIIPOTHBHOTO
JIBIDKEhE, OHA HAa BO3HECYBame (T.€. Zleka cyormMmanujaTta
ro KpeBa WM BO3JUTHYBA €JleH IPeAMET 0 JOCTOUH-
crBoto Ha CtBap, ®pojnosuor das Ding?). Bo mociieqHasa
nebuHUAIH]a, CyOJTMMAaIfjaTa ce ITOMCTOBETYBA CO YMHOT
Ha co3/jaBame Ha CTBapTa BO camara Hej3rHa TPaHCIeH-

" TekcroT ,3a JpybOTa Kako KoMenuja“ oz AjleHKa 3ymnaHund Oerie
IIPOYNTAH Ha CeMUHApOT , TeopujaTa u npakcara Ha GeMUHU3MOT U
IICHXOAQHAIN3aTa: POJOT BO MOJUTHKUTE HA KJIMHUKATA®, IITO BO
opraHu3zanyja Ha McTpakyBaukHMOT IIeHTap 3a POAOBU CTYIAUHU Ce
oApKa Ha 31 jaHyapu u 1 deBpyapu 2003 roguHa Bo Ckomje. Ha
ceMHUHapOT roBopea JI-p AsieHka 3ynaHuud, 1-p Mursiena Hukosuuna,
a-p Baapumup Oprtakos, a-p Cranucinas IletkoBcku, aA-p duana
Benescka u n-p bunjana Komposa. Tekcror ,3a jpy00BTa Kako
KoMenuja“ o AysieHka 3ymaHYMY 3a IPBIAT € OTIIEYaTeH BO ,,Lacanian
ink”, 6p. 20.

Alenka
Zupancic

On Love
as Comedy*

In Lacan’s seminar L’angoisse one finds the following,
rather peculiar statement:

“Only love-sublimation makes it possible for jouissance
to condescend to desire.™

What is peculiar about this statement, of course, is the
link it establishes between love as sublimation and the
movement of condescending or descending. It is well
known that Lacan’s canonic definition of sublimation from
The Ethics of Psychoanalysis implies precisely the
opposite movement, that of ascension (that sublimation
raises, or elevates, an object to the dignity of the Thing,
Freudian das Ding?). In this last definition, sublimation
is identified with the act of producing the Thing in its very
transcendence and inaccessibility, as well as in its
horrifying and/or inhuman aspect (for example, the status

“The text “On Love as Comedy” by Alenka Zupancic was read on the
Seminar “Theory and Praxis of Feminism and Psychoanalysis: Gender
in the Politics of the Clinic”, which was organized by the Research
Center in Gender Studies, and was held on 31 of January and 1 of
February 2003 in Skopje. The key speakers of the seminar were: d-r
Alenka Zupancic, d-r Miglena Nikolcina, d-r Vladimir Ortakov, d-r
Stanislav Petkovski, d-r Diana Belevska and d-r Biljana Koprova. “On
Love as Comedy” by Alenka Zupancic was first published in “Lacanian
ink”, no. 20.
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Alenka Zupancic On Love as Comedy

ZIEHTHOCT ¥ HEIOCTAITHOCT, KAKO U BO HEJ3MHUOT 3aCTpa-
IIyBaYKM U/ WV HEYOBEUKH aCIeKT (Ha IPHUMeED, CTaTyCOT
Ha /lamaTa Bo u/ieayin3upaHaTa jpy0oB, kojurto JlakaH ro
HapeKyBa CTaTyC Ha ,HeuyoBeYku naprHep®). Cemak, BO
BPCKa CcO cyOiuManujaTa HapedeHa JbyOOB - HITO ce
CIIPOTHBCTaBYBAa HA HJleaIM3WpaHaTa JbyOOB KaKO
0003KyBame Ha BO3BUIIIEH ITpeIMeT - JIakaH 13jaByBa fieka
Taa 0BO3MOXKYBa jouissance Jia ce CBeZie Ha »kesiba u jieka
TOYHO Taa I'o ,,040BeuyBa jouissance”.’

[[utupanara AedpuHUIMja € 3a4uyAyBayKa HE CaMO BO
OJIHOC Ha cybyimMaryjara, TyKy ¥ BO OJHOC Ha OHA IITO
00HMYHO ro HapeKyBaMe Jby0O0B. 3ap JbyOOBTa He € CeKoralll
0003KyBalbe Ha BO3BHIIEH IIPEIMET, IyPU U /1a HE Ce
IIPOjaBU BO TOJIKY pajiiKayieH OOJIHMK KaKo U7ean3u-
panara jby00B? 3ap Jby00OBTa He IO KpeBa MU BO3/IUTHYBA
CBOjOT IpeaMeT (KOjIITO CaMHOT ,,IT0 cebe” Mozke /1a Oujie
MIPWJINYHO 00MYeH) 710 IocTonHCTBOTO Ha CTBapTa? Kako
BOOIIIIITO Jla TO pa3dbepeme 300pOT ,JbyOOB“ BO ITUTH-
paHUOT U3BaI0K 071 JIlakaHOBHOT ceMuHap 3a L’angoisse?

Camuor JlakaH Haora HaYuH Jla TU OJITOBOPU OBHE
Impaimiama Kora Bo Le transfert BeJIU JeKa ,,Iby6OBTa e
KOMMYHO 4yBcTBO“4. HaBucTHHA, HamMecTo Jia ce obury-
BaMe Be/IHAIII /Ia T'H OZITOBOPHME OBHE ITPAIamka, MOKebu
6u TpebasIo /1a ro MpeHacoYNMe HAIIETO Pa3MUCIyBabhe
U JIa ja IpOy4YHMe eJUHCTBeHaTa (popMa Ha cyOimmanuja
IIITO jaCHO ce BKJIOITyBa BO ITpBaTa iepUHUIIIja IUTUPAaHA
norope (Kako ¥ BO HAJ[OJIHOTO JBUIKEHE IITO Taa o
moipa3bupa), a Toa € yMeTHOCTa Ha KoMmenujata. OBa Beke
06U MO’KeJIO 1a HU [T0jaCHU KaKO TOa JbyOOBTA Ce BKJIOITYBA
BO OBaa fiepuHHUIH]a.

[IITo ce ogHecyBa Ha yMeTHOCTA Ha KOMeJujaTa, Ou
MO2KeJie BCYIIHOCT Jla KajkeMe JieKa Taa BKJIy4yBa
CBOEBU/IHO CIyIITarbe Ha CTBapTa Ha HUBO HA IPEIMET.
A cemnak, OHa IITO T'M KapaKTepusupa A00puTe KOMeUu
He e caMO NOHIKYBakEeTO Ha HEIIITO BO3BUIIIEHO TaKa IIITO

of the Lady in courtly love, which is, as Lacan puts it, the
status of an “inhuman partner”). Yet, as concerns this
particular sublimation that is called love — which is thus
opposed to courtly love as the worshiping of a sublime
object - Lacan states that it makes it possible for jouissance
to condescend to desire, that it “humanizes the jouis-
sance.”

The quoted definition is surprising not only in relation to
sublimation, but also in relation to what we usually call
love. Is love not always the worshiping of a sublime object,
even though it doesn’t always take as radical a form as in
the case of courtly love? Does love not always raise or
elevate its object (which could be quite common “in itself”)
to the dignity of the Thing? How are we to understand
the word “love” in the quoted passage from Lacan’s
seminar on L’angoisse?

Lacan himself provides a way to answer these questions
when he states, in Le transfert, that “love is a comic
feeling.”# Indeed, instead of trying to answer these
questions immediately, we should perhaps shift our
interrogation and examine the one form of sublimation
that incontestably fits the first definition quoted above
(as well as the condescending movement it implies),
namely, the art of comedy. This might then make it easier
for us to see how love enters this definition.

Concerning the art of comedy, we can actually say that it
involves a certain condescension of the Thing to the level
of the object. And yet, what is at stake, in good comedies,
is not simply an abasement of some sublime object that
thus reveals its ridiculous aspect. Although this kind of
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TOAa Ke ja pa30TKpHe CBOjaTa CMeIIHA cTpaHa. Mako 0Boj
BH/I TOHIKYBambe MOXKe 7]a HE HacMee (BO COTJIaCHOCT CO
®pojaoBara neduHHIIEja, CIIOpea Koja cMeaTa ja urpa
yJoraTa Ha ocJIo00/lyBalbe Ha eHeprujaTa Ha JIUOUI0TO,
IIPETXOHO HacOYeHa KOH MOJAJp:KyBarme Ha BO3BU-
IIIeHaTa CTPaHa Ha MIPeAMETOT), HHE Cellak 3HaeMe JieKa
OBa He € JIOBOJIHO 32 KOMe/injaTa Jja MpOodyHKIMOHUDA.
Kako mTo u Xeren nobpo 3abesnexasn, u3BOpHATa
KOMHUYHA CMea He e Ipe3prBa cMea, Toa He € cMeaTa Ha
Schadenfreude, 6unejku koMenujaTa e MHOTY IOBEKe
OTKOJIKY Bapujaluja Ha TeMara ,,1apot e roi“. [Ipex ce,
Ou MOKeJie 1a KaykeMe JleKa BUCTUHCKUTE KOMEJIMU He
ce GoKycHpaaT TOJIKY Ha PaCBETIyBakheTO U Pa30TKPUBa-
eTO Ha roJIOTHUjaTa U IPa3HOTHjaTa 3a]f HA/IBOPEIIHUOT
u3riesi, KOJKy 1mTo ce ¢poKycupaar Ha co3dasareilio
npasHoTuja (WIu rooTuja).

Jlob6puTe KoMenuu NMPUKaXKyBaaT Iejia majiera o
OKOJIHOCTH Ml CUTyallMH BO KO Taa TOJIOTHja ce aHAJIH-
31pa 01 MHOTY PA3JINYHHU arJId, KOUIITO Ce€ KOHCTPyHpaaT
BO CAMHOT IIPOIeC Ha HEJ3UHOTO MPUKaKyBame. Tue He
ja pacobsiexkyBaatr CTBapTa, TyKy ' 3eMaaT Hej3UHUTE
aJIMINTA U BeJaT: ,Ila, oBa e maMyK, OBa € IMOJIMaMHU/I, a
OBe ce e/IHU yOaBU YEBJIH - CETO OBa Ke I'O CIIONME U Ke BH
ja mokaxkeme CrBapta“. bu mMokeso fa ce Kaxke JeKa
KOMEJIMUTE TO BKJIydyBaaT IIPOIIECOT HA CO3/IaBambe Ha
CrBapra oz oHa 1mrto JlakaH ro HapeKyBa ,d €JIEeMEeHTH
(nmarmHapHU esieMeHTH Ha (paHTa3HjaTa) ¥ caMo O] HUB.
A cemak, 3a gobpaTta KOMeauja OCHOBHO € Jla HE TO
u3bpuiie jazotr nmomery CTBapra u ,a eJieMeHTUTe",
Ouejku Toa 6u T0BEIO 70 ,HapaBoyuyeHue" jeka CTBapTa
€ e/THaKBa Ha 30MPOT O/ CBOUTE €JIEMEHTH U JIEKa OBHE
(umarvHapHU) €JIEMEHTH CE€ €TUHCTBEHOTO BHUCTHUHCKO
mTo Taa ro uMma. OcraBameTo (MU MOA00pO co3zaBa-
IeT0) Ha U3BeceH entre-deux, UHTepBaJl, ja3, € MOJIE-
HAKBO Ba)KHO 3a KOMeJHMjaTa KOJIKY IIITO € U 3a Tpare-
nujaTta. Ho, TPHKOT e BO TOa IITO, HAMECTO /Ia YKa)KyBaaT
Ha Pa3JIMKWUTE WX HECOIJIAaCHOCTA IMOMely Haj[BOpPeI-

abasement can make us laugh (consistent with the
Freudian definition according to which laughter plays the
part of discharging the libidinal energy previously invested
in sustaining the sublime aspect of the object), we all know
that this is not enough for a good comedy to work. As
Hegel already knew very well, the genuine comic laughter
is not a scornful laughter, it is not the laughter of
Schadenfreude, and there is much more to comedy than
just a variation on the statement “the emperor is naked”.
First of all, we could say that true comedies are not so
much involved in unveiling and disclosing the nudity or
emptiness behind appearances as they are involved in
constructing emptiness (or nudity).

Good comedies lay out a whole set of circumstances or
situations in which this nakedness is explored from many
different angles, constructed in the very process of its
display. They do not undress the Thing. Rather, they take
its clothes and say, “Well, this is cotton, this polyamide,
and here we have some pretty shoes — we’ll put all this
together and we’ll show you the Thing.” One could say
that comedies involve the process of constructing the
Thing from what Lacan calls “elements a” (imaginary
elements of fantasy), and from these elements only. And
yet, it is essential to a good comedy that it doesn’t simply
abolish the gap between the Thing and the “elements a,”
which would come down to a “lesson” that the Thing
equals the sum of its elements and that these (imaginary)
elements are its only real. The preservation (or, rather,
the construction) of a certain entre-deux, interval, or gap,
is as vital to a good comedy as it is to a good tragedy. But,
the trick is that, instead of playing on the difference or
the discordance between the appearance of the Thing and
its real residue or its Void, comedies usually do something
else: they reduplicate/redouble the Thing and play on (or
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HUOT u3riej Ha CTBapTa U HEJ3UHUOT OCTATOK HJIN
HejsuHarta [IpazHOTHja, KOMEAUHUTE HAJUECTO IPABAT
HEIITO JIPYTo: THe ja Aynaupaat/yaBojyBaaTt CtBapra u
YKa)KyBaaT Ha (MJIU CH IOUTPYBAAT CO) pPa3InKaTa IoMery
Hej3uHUTe JIBa /IBOjHUKA. Co Ipyru 300pOBH, pa3jinKaTa
KOja e IBUTaTeJl HA KOMUYHOTO JIBUKEEbE HE € PAa3JIMKATa
nomery camara CTBap ¥ HeJ3UHUOT HAJ[BOPEIIIEH U3TJIE],
TYKy pasJyiiKaTa ImoMerly Hej3SUHUTE J[Ba HAJ[BOPEIIHU
u3riena. JloBoJgHO e camo /a ce rnpucetuMe Ha Yarim-
HoBuot The Great Dictator, kaze mro ,,CTBapTa HapeyeHa
Xwutnep®, ce mpojaByBa BO IBO€H O0JIMK, HA JUKTATOPOT
XuHKeJ U Ha eJieH eBpejcku 6epoeprH. Kako 1ITo moreH-
nupa YKun [lesne3s (Gilles Deleuze), oBa e YarinHOB rioter
par exellence: ce cpekasa yiure Bo City Lights (ckuTHUY-
karta Illapsor u IIapsoT mrro Tpeba /a e Goraramka),
kako u Bo M.Verdoux. Cuopen Jlene3, YaniuHOBHOT
reHUj ce COCTOU BO cmocoOHOCTA ,Ji1a ce U3MUCIIHU
MHHHMAaJIHA pa3jIiKa Mery JiBe /iejcTBa“ U /ia ce co3/1a/ie
~KPy’KeH edeKT cMea-eMOIHja, Kajle IITO CMearTa ce
OJIHECYBa Ha MaJIaTa Pa3JINKa, a EMOLMjaTa Ha rojieMaTa
pasnaneueHocT, 6e3 The MeryceOHO J1a ce U30pHUIIaT UIH
HamasaT“>. OBa € MHOTY IPDOHUKJINBA 3a0eJIemka mITo
Ke HU IIOMOTHE JIa IO Mpenu3upaMe U MeXaHU3MOT Ha
KoMeJihjaTa ¥ OHOj Ha JbyOoBTa. Ho, IIPpBO IMMOTOYHO /1a ja
ompezieTMMe OBaa ,MUHIMAaJTHA pasyuka“. bu Mmoxkerre s1a
KajkeMe JIeKa Taa 03HadyBa pacliell BO camaTa CyIITHHA
Ha UCTOTO. /la ro miIycTpupame oBa, /1a 3eMeMe YIIITe efieH
KOMHUYEH MPUMEpP, yAapHaTa PeIJInKa OJi e/leH Of
¢unmoBuTe Ha Opakara Mapkc: ,Ilorsegsere ro TUIOB,
U3IJIea KaKo UJIUOT, Ce OJHECYBa KaKO HAUOT - HO, He
JT03BOJIyBajTe J1a Ouziere nusmamenu, Toj E uauor!“. Vmn
7la 3eMeMe e/ieH MOCOMUCTUIINPAH ITpUMep o] Xereyo-
BaTa TEOpHja 3a TABTOJIOTHjaTa: AKO KaXkaM Jieka ,ae a ,
ToTall ABeTe ,a” He ce coceMa ucru. CaMoTo Toa IIITO
€/THOTO ce II0jaByBa BO yJIOra Ha IOJMET, a IPyrOTO BO
COCTaB Ha MPUPOK, O3HAYYBA €lTHA MUHUMAJIHA PA3JINKA
Mer'y HUB. By Moxkese fa ka)keme JieKka KOMHUYHATA
YMETHOCT ja CO37]JaBa U MCKOPHCTYBA OBaa MUHHMAaJIHA

with) the difference between its two doubles. In other
words, the difference that constitutes the motor of the
comic movement is not the difference between the Thing
in itself and its appearance, but, rather, the difference
between two appearences. Suffice it to recall Chaplin’s The
Great Dictator, where “the Thing called Hitler” takes the
double form of the dictator Hynkel and a Jewish barber.
As Gilles Deleuze pointed out, this is a Chaplinesque
gesture par excellence: we find it already in City Lights
(Charlot the tramp and Charlot supposed to be rich), as
well as in M. Verdoux. Chaplin’s genius, states Deleuze,
consists in being able “to invent the minimal difference
between two actions” and to create a “circuit laughter-
emotion, where the former refers to the little difference
and the later to the great distance, without effacing or
diminishing one another”s. This is a very important
insight that will help us specify the mechanism of comedy
as well as that of love. But, first, let us determine more
precisely what this “minimal difference” is. We could say
that it stands for a split at the very core of the same. In
order to illustrate this, let us take another comic example,
a punch line from one of the Marx Brothers’ movies: “Look
at this guy, he looks like an idiot, he behaves like an idiot
— but do not let yourself be deceived, he IS an idiot!” Or,
to take a more sophisticated example from the Hegelian
theory of tautology: If I say “a is a”, the two “a”s are not
exactly the same. The very fact that one appears in the
place of the subject and the other in the place of the
predicate introduces a minimal difference between them.
We could say that comic art creates and uses this minimal
difference in order to make palpable, or visible, a certain
real that otherwise eludes our grasp. One could go even
further and state that, in the comic paradigm, the Real is
nothing else but this “minimal difference” — it has no other
substance or identity.
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pasJinKa 3a Jja ro HalpaBy OMHUILJINBO, UJIU BUJIUBO OHA
PEaJHOTO IITO MHAKY € Ha/IBOP O/ HAIIUOT /odaT. bu
MOJKeJIe Zia OINMe U IOHATaMy, I1a /a KakeMe JieKa BO
0Baa KOMHUYHA [TapaiurMa, PeastTHOTO He e HUIITO APYTO,
TYKy OBaa ,MUHHMaJIHA Pa3juKa“ - Toa HeMa HUKaKBa
Jpyra MaTepHja UIu UEHTHUTET.

Hcro Taka, KOMHYHATA PeIUIMKa Ha OpakaTa Mapkc HU
OBO3MOXKYBA JIa ja MMOYYBCTBYBaMe pa3JjiMKaTa IMoMery
YUHOT Ha 3eMame Ha enHa (Bo3BumeHa) CTBap u
TMOKa>KyBar€e Ha jaBHOCTA Zieka oBaa CTBap, BCYIITHOCT, HE
€ HUIITO MOBeKe OTKOJIKY €JIeH KyTap U, OIIITO 3€MEHO,
OaHaJIeH MMPeIMET U YMHOT Ha BoclpueMarbe Ha CTBapTa,
KOoe He e OyKBaJIHO, TYKy BO ,,HEj3UHHOT OyKBaJIeH
usriies” . CIpOTHBHO Ha OIIIITOTO YBEPYBakhe, aKCHOMAaTa
Ha I00puTe KOMEINH He € JieKa U3IJIeIOT CEKOTalll JIaXKe,
TYKy HalpOTHB, JleKa UMa HEIITO BO H3TJIEJIOT IITO
HUKorari He Jaxke. Criope mpuMepoT Ha 6pakara Mapke,
06U MosKeJsle Jla KaskeMe JieKa eJJUHCTBeHaTa CyIITHHCKA
JIZKJTUBOCT HA MBTJIEZIOT € TOA IIITO OCTaBa BIIEYATOK JieKa
¥MMa HEIITO APYyTo 3371 Hero.® EnHa o dyHIaMeHTaTHUTE
TeXHUKH Ha Io0paTa KOMe/Ihja € Jja Ce J0JI0BU U3TJIE/I0T
Ha OHA IIITO € 3a]] U3IJIeIoT. Tre mpaBaT BUCTUHATA (MK
PEaJHOTO) He TOJIKY Jia ce Pa3oTKpue cebec, KOJIKY a
usrieza Taka. Mau, ka)kaHo co pyru 360poBuU, THe
OBO3MOXKYBaaT PeayIHOTO Jla Ce CIYIITH Ha HUBO HA
usriies (Bo 0OJIMK Ha paciell Bo caMaTa CyIITHHA Ha
usriaenot). OBa He 3HAUH [eKa HcIiara OTH BUCTUHCKOTO
e caMo YIITe e/leH W3TJIeA; TOa 3HAYU JIeKa Toa €
BHUCTHHCKO UCTO KOAKY U u32aedoild. JJobap npumep 3a
OoBa MOKe J1a ce Hajjie moBTOpHO Bo The Great Dictator,
Kajie mTo YaIrutiH To /1aBa CBOETO 3HAYAJHO OJIHIIETBO-
peHne Ha XuTiep (331 Mackata Ha XUHKE) Kako U ce
obpaka Ha MacaTa. Bo ciry4ajoT Ha BaKkBUTE TOBOPH HHUE
YecTO MOpaMe Jia ce 3ampaiiaMe cebecH IMITO caKas
TOBOPHUTEJIOT HABUCIHUHA J1a KaXKe, T.e. IITO € BUCTHH-
CKOTO 3HaUeHe Ha HEroBuTe 300poBH, HO YaIyIuH HU IO
MIPUKa’KyBa TOa CKPHEHO 3HAUYEhe Ha HajAuPEKTEH HAUYH

The comic line from the Marx Brothers also enables us to
feel the difference between the act of taking a (sublime)
Thing and showing the public that this Thing is, in fact,
nothing more than a poor and altogether banal object,
and the act of taking the Thing, not to the letter, but,
rather, “to the letter of its appearance.” Contrary to what
is often believed, the axiom of good comedies is not that
“appearances are always deceiving”, but, instead, that
there is something in the appearance that never deceives.
Following the Marx Brothers, we could say that the only
essential deception of appearance is that it gives the
impression that there is something else or more behind
it.> One of the fundamental gestures of good comedies is
to make an appearance out of what is behind the
appearance. They make the truth (or the real), not so much
reveal itself, as appear. Or, to put it in yet another way,
they make it possible for the real to condescend to the
appearance (in the form of a split in the very core of the
appearance). This doesn’t mean that the real turns out to
be just another appearance; it means that it is real
precisely as appearance. A good example of this is to be
found, once again, at the beginning of The Great Dictator,
when Chaplin gives his momentous impersonation of
Hitler (in the guise of Hynkel) addressing the crowd. If,
in the case of such speeches, we usually have to ask
ourselves what the speaker was really saying, that is, what
was the true significance of his words, Chaplin shows us
this underlying meaning in a most direct way — and, he
does it precisely by eliminating the very question of
meaning. He speaks a language that doesn’t exist, a
strange mixture of some existing German words and
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- M TOA TOYHO INIPEKY eJIMMUHUPAhe HA MPAIIAkeTO 32
3HauemeTo. Toj 300pyBa Ha HEIIOCTOEYKH ja3UK, €JHA
yyaHA MeNIaBUHA OJf HEKOU IIOCTOEUYKH repMaHCKHU
300pOBU 1 300POBH IITO 3ByYaT KAKO /Ia Ce TePMAHCKH,
HO HEMAaT HUKAKBO 3Haueme. ClieHaTa 0/BpeMe-HaBpeMe
ja MpeKuHyBa IJ1acOT Ha aHIVIMCKUOT IPeBeyBay, KOJIITO
6m TpebaJIo 1a TO MpeBesie ¥ pe3UMHUpPA OHA MITO XUHKET
ro 300pyBa, HO KOj OUHIJVIEAHO ce 0OHAyBa /la HAIpABU
TOBOPOT /1a 3BYYH IPUINYHO HEBUHO. OBHE TIOBPEMEHHU
IIPEBOJIM HE 3aCMejyBaaT KoKy U camuotr YarumH. He
3acMejyBaat OuJ1ejKu OUUTJIETHO Ce TIOTPENIHH U ITOJTHU
co nponyctu. Ho, ¢pakToT mTo The HE 3acMejyBaat e
caMHOT 10 cebe cMellleH, Ouejku He O MOKeJIo /1a ce
Kaxke Jleka Hue pa3bupame mTO XUHKE BCYIIHOCT
300pyBa (3a /1a To cropeauMe Toa co ,ipeBoAotT ). Co
Zpyru 300pOBH, He pa3bupame HUIIITO O] OHA IIITO T'O BEJIU
XWHKeJI, HO CelaK COBPIIEHO 3HAeMe JIeKa IIPEBOJIOT €
norpeieH. iu, co Apyru 360poBH, HUE HUKOTAIII HE ja
3aro3HaBaMe camaTta CTBap, HO Celak CMe COBPIIEHO
CIIOCOOHU J1a ja pa3JjInKyBaMe O] HEj3SUHUTE JIaXKHU
u3rieau. OHa mTo ro JoOUBaMe ce Ba JIaXKHU FOBOPa, a
cerak HeKaKoO TOYHO 3HaeMe IITO € OHA IITO To 360pyBa
XUHKeJI.

Bo enen ox1 cBoute Hajaobpu ¢pumosH, To Be or Not To
Be, Epucr Jlyouu (Ernst Lubitsch) gasa ymire enen
OJITUYEH ITPUMeP 3a TOa KAKO KOMEJIUHUTE M ITproraaT Ha
CrBapra. Yure exnani, Crsapra Bo okycot e XuTiep.
Ha nouetokoT Ha (pUIMOT, UMa eJIHA OpUJIUjaHTHA CIleHA
BO KOja rpymna akTepu mpoOyBaaT gpama 3a XHTJIep.
PexxncepoT ro KpUTHKYBa U3IJIEOT HA AKTEPOT KOj TO
IyMHu XUTJIEP, TBP/EjKU JleKa IMIMUHKATa My € JIOIIA U
ZleKa BOOIIIITO He JInuu Ha XuTiep. Mcro Taka, Toj Besn
JleKa OHA IIITO TO IJIefia Ipes cebe e caMo e/leH 00uYeH
yoBek. Ha oBa, efieH o1 riryMIIuTe Bestu fieka XUTJep U e
camo ezieH oornueH yoBek. U ako oBa Gelire ce, Toa 61 Ouiia
caMo efHa JUAAKTHYKa 3abeJienika mMITO IpeHecyBa
M3BECHA BHUCTHHA, HO IIITO HE HE 3acCMejyBa, OUAejKku ¥

words that sound like German but have no meaning. The
scene is interrupted from time to time by the voice of an
English interpreter, who is supposed to translate and sum
up what Hynkel is saying, but who is obviously trying to
make the speech sound quite innocent. These sporadic
translations make us laugh as much as Chaplin himself.
They make us laugh because they are so obviously false
and full of omissions. Yet, the very fact that they make us
laugh is in itself quite funny, since we could not exactly
be said to understand what Hynkel is saying (and to
compare this with the “translation”). In other words, we
understand nothing of what Hynkel is saying, but we know
perfectly well that the translation is false. Or, to put it in
yet another way, we never get to know the Thing in itself,
but we are perfectly able of distinguishing it from its false
appearances. What we get are two fake speeches, and yet
somehow we know exactly what Hynkel is saying.

In one of his best movies, To Be or Not To Be, Ernst
Lubitsch provides another very good example of how
comedies approach the Thing. Once again, the Thing in
question is Hitler. At the beginning of the film, there is a
brilliant scene in which a group of actors is rehearsing a
play featuring Hitler. The director is complaining about
the appearance of the actor who plays Hitler, insisting that
his make-up is bad and that he doesn’t look like Hitler at
all. He also says that what he sees in front of him is just
an ordinary man. Reacting to this, one of the actors replies
that Hitler is just an ordinary man. If this were all, we
would be dealing with a didactic remark that transmits a
certain truth, but that doesn’t make us laugh, since it lacks
that comic quality having quite a different way of
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HE/IOCTUTA OHOj KOMUYEH KBAJIUTET IITO MOApa3dbmpa
JIOCTa TIOpa3JIMveH HAauYMH Ha IPEHeCyBame Ha BUCTH-
Hurte. U Taka, clieHaTa Mpo/IoJiKyBa: PeXKUCEPOT Ce YIITe
He e 33/I0BOJIEH 1 OYajHUYKH ce 00H/yBa J]a TO IPen3upa
MHUCTEPHUO3HOTO ,HEUITO PYro“ MITO IO pa3jauKyBa
U3IJIeA0T Ha XUTJIED O/ U3TJIEJIOT HA AKTEPOT IIPEJT HETO.
Toj bapa u 6apa, m HajHakpaj 3abesiexKyBa CIHKaA
(dbotorpaduja) Ha XuTsep v moOeTHUUKY U3BUKYBA: , ] 0a
e toa! EBe Baka musriena Xutaep!“ ,Ho, rocnmogune,”
0/iTOBapa aKTepoT, ,0Ba € Moja ciauka“. OBa Beke e
MPUJINYHO CMEIIHO, 0CODEHO IITO HUE KaKO0 IJIefauu
OeBMe IMOHECEHH O7] EHTY3Hja3MOT Ha PEKUCEPOT KOJIITO
BO CJIMKATA BHU/IE HEIITO MHOTY IIOPA3JINYHO Off KyTPUOT
akTep (YUjIITO CTATyC BO TeaTapcKaTa rpyra Jypu He e
HU CTAaTyC HAa BUCTHHCKU aKTep WIN Ha SBE3/a, TYKy Ha
obuueH cratuct). OBe MHOTY J0OpO MOXKE J1a ce BOOUH
3HAYEHETO HA MUHUMAJTHATA PA3JINKa, PA3JIMKA KOjaIlITo
e ,IPAKTUYHO HUIITO“, HO CelaK TaKBO HHUIITO IITO €
MHOTY peajsIHO ¥ BO OJIHOC Ha Koe He 6m Tpebasio z1a ja
IIOTIIEHyBaMe yJIoraTa Ha HalaTa »eJsoa.

Ho, mTo e r;maBHaTa passjinka moMery TparuuaHaTa U
KoMHu4YHaTa napagurma? Kako The ro mocraByBaaTt
PeannoTo Bo osiHOC Ha CTBapTa M Kako ro u3pasyBaar?

KiracmyHaTa TparmyHa mapajurmMa BepojaTHO Hajaobpo
ce neduHupa rpeky KaHToBOTO MonMarbe Ha KOHIENITOT
3a Bo3BuIIeHOTO. OB/le, PeastHOTO ce mocTaByBa oTazie
JIOMEHOT Ha CETHJIHOTO (CeTHJIHATA MIPUPO/IA), HO MOXKE
Jla ce BUU, WU ,,[IPOYHTA“, BO OWHUOPOLll HA CETUITHOTO,
WIX HAa MaTepujaTa, BO HETOBUTE MOAYJIAIUN, HETOBOTO
crpaname. OBJie craHyBa 300p 3a CyqUp IITO pe3yITHPa
O/ PEJIATUBHOTO JBIIKEHE HA /IBE XETEPOTeHU paboTH,
0J1 KOM €/THATA € O/IpeTIBA (KaKO CETUIHA) FUIH YCIOBHA,
a zipyraTta e 6e3ycioBHa U HeojipeneHa. Cy0jeKToT ja
JIO’)KMBYBa OoBaa (pUKIUja KaKO O0JKA U HACUJICTBO
M3BpIIIEHO BP3 HETOBATA CETIUTHA IIPUPO/IA, HO CETIaK, Taa
ro IMOTTHKHYBA HETOBUOT PECIIEKT KOH Oe3ycsoBHATA/

transmitting truths. So, the scene continues: the director
is still not satisfied and is trying desperately to name the
mysterious “something more” that distinguishes the
appearance of Hitler from the appearance of the actor in
front of him. He is searching and searching, and, finally,
he notices a picture (a photograph) of Hitler on the wall,
and triumphantly cries out: “That’s it! This is how Hitler
looks like”! “But sir,” replies the actor, “this picture was
taken of me”. This, on the contrary, is quite funny,
especially since we ourselves as spectators were taken in
by the enthusiasm of the director who saw in the picture
something quite different from this poor actor (whose
status in the company isn’t even that of a true actor or a
star, but of a simple walk-on). We can here grasp very
well the meaning of the “minimal difference,” a difference
that is “a mere nothing,” and yet a nothing that is very
real and in relation to which we should not underestimate
the role of our desire.

But, what is the principal difference between the tragic
and the comic paradigm? How do they situate the Real in
relation to the Thing, and how do they articulate it?

The classical tragic paradigm is perhaps best defined in
terms of what Kant conceptualizes with the notion of the
sublime. Here, the Real is situated beyond the realm of
the sensible (nature), but can be seen, or “read”, in the
resistance of the sensible or of matter, its inflections, its
suffering. We are dealing with a friction that results from
a relative movement of two heterogeneous things, one
being determinable (as sensible) or conditional, the other
unconditional and indeterminate. The subject experiences
this friction as pain and violence done to his sensible
nature, and yet, it inspires her respect for this uncon-
ditional/unknown Thing in which she can recognize her
practical destination, her freedom. What results from this
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Herno3HaraTa CTBap BO Koja Cy0jeKTOT ja IMpemo3HaBa
cBOjaTa MpaKTHUYHA JIECTHHAIMja, cBOjaTa c060/a.
Pe3yaTaToT 071 OBOj CyZIMp € BO3BUIIEHHOT cjaj. (Bo
cBOjaTa aHaynm3a Ha AHiliueoHa, JlakaH MHCUCTHPA HA
OBaa IUMEH31]ja; TOj HHCUCTUPA JleKa ellUuYKUOU Y1H Ha
AHTHUTOHA TO cO3/aBa ecitiellickuoili epeKT Ha 3acilerny-
Bauku c¢jaj). Taka, ako ro 3ememMe 0BOj KJIaCH4YEH ITPUMED,
O6m Mokese 1a KakeMe JieKa BO AHIlIu2OHA, CMPTTa ce
jaByBa KaKO OTpaHUYyBab€e Ha CETUTHOTO, HETOBA KpajHA
rpaHUIIA - TPAHUIIA KOja MOXKe /1a ce IPEMUHE BO UMETO
Ha Hekoja CTBap BO K0ja cy0jeKTOT Io IPer03HaBa CBOETO
BUCTHHHUTO U peasiHO Outme. CMpTTa € MECTOTO par
exellence Ha cynupot 3a kKoj 300pyBaBMe IOTOpE,
MIOTEHIIMPaHa BO JipaMaTa IIpeKy TpaHcdopMalyjara Ha
CMPTTa OJT HEIIITO IIITO HU Ce CJIy9yBa HaM, BO MecCilio:
AHTHUTOHA € oCy/leHa J1a Ouie )KMBa 3aKoIaHa BO rpoboT,
IITO Ha TOj HAYMH CTaHyBa MECTO KaJle IIITO Ce CIydyBa
Ha/IMUHYBabETO, ClleHaTa (MJIU OUyMOT) Ha BO3BUIIIE-
HHUOT cjaj koj JlakaH ro eBoIpa BO BpPCKa CO CBOjaTa
xepouHa. He e TOJIKy Ba7KHO IIITO CMPTTA Ce CJIyYyBa, TYKY
IIITO Taa e MeCTO, MECTO KaJie IITO OJpeAeHH paboTu
CTaHyBaaT BU/UINBU. Toa e MCTO KaKo Jia ce CIpOCTpe
TPAaHUYHUOT CJIOj OJf TEJIOTO, KOXKaTa, Taka IITO Taa Ou
OmJia ciieHa 3a cpezibaTa Ha JiBeTe HelllTa IIITO Taa 00MIHO
T'H 0/IBOjYBa, HJ[BOPEIIHOCTA ¥ BHATPELTHOCTA HA TEJIOTO.
Bo ciryuajoT Ha AHiliueoHa, He cTaHyBa 300D 32 pa3yinKaTa
WJIM TPAHUIATa TIOMery JKUBOTOT U CMPTTA, TYKY - /1a TU
rckopuctume 36o0posute Ha AsieH bazjy (Alain Badiou) -
3a TpaHUIlaTa IOMery JKUBOTOT BO OHOJIOIIKATa CMHUCIIA
Ha 300pOT U JKUBOTOT KaKO CIIOCOOHOCT Ha CY0jeKTOT J1a
MOAIP?KU HEKOJ IIpollec Ha BUCTHHA. TOYHO ,cMpTTa“ €
MMeTO Ha IpaHUIlaTa IOMery OBHE /Ba JKHMBOTA; Taa I'o
nMeHyBa (HAKTOT JIeKa THE He ce ITOKJIOyBaaT, IeKa e/leH
O/l ZBaTa JKMBOTA MOXKe /Ja HACTpajZa WU AypH Ja
IIpecTaHe Jia MOCTOU MOpau Ipyruot. Bo ciydajor Ha
AHTUTOHA, IPYTUOT KUBOT (6€3yCIIOBHUOT WJIN BUCTHH-
CKHOT) CTaHyBa BUJJIUB Ha CIleHATa Ha CMPTTa KaKO OHA
HEIITO OJi JKUBOTOT II0 KOEIITO CMPTTa He MOXKe Jia

friction is the sublime splendor. (In his analysis of
Antigone, Lacan insists upon this dimension; he insists
that Antigone’s ethical act produces this aesthetic effect
of blinding splendor.) So, if we take this classical example,
we could say that, in Antigone, death appears as the limit
of the sensible, its extreme edge — an edge that one can
surpass in the name of some Thing in which the subject
places her true or real being. The death is the place par
excellence of this friction that we talked about before,
emphasized, in the play, by the transformation of death
as something that happens to us into a place: Antigone is
condemned to be buried alive in the tomb, which thus
becomes the place of the surpassing, the scene (or stage)
of the sublime splendor that Lacan evokes in relation to
the heroine. What is important is not so much that the
death takes place, but that it is a place, a place where
certain things become visible. It is as though one were to
spread the extreme edge of a body, the skin, so that it
would become the scene for the encounter of two things
that it usually separates, the exterior and the interior of
the body. What is at stake in the case of Antigone is not
the difference or the limit between life and death, but —
to use the words of Alain Badiou — the limit between life
in the biological sense of the word and life as the subject’s
capacity to be a support of some process of truth. “Death”
is precisely the name of this limit between these two lives;
it names the fact that they do not coincide, that one of the
two lives can suffer or even cease to exist because of the
other. In the case of Antigone, the other life (the
unconditional or real life) becomes visible on the scene of
death as that something of life that death cannot reach or
get to, that it cannot abolish. This other or real life is thus
visible per negativum; it is visible in the bedazzlement,
in the sublime splendor of the image of something that
has no image. The Real is identified with the Thing, and
is visible in this blinding splendor as the effect of the Thing
on sensible matter. It is not visible or readable imme-
diately, but only in this blinding trace that it leaves in the




Identities ) Journal for Politics, Gender and Culture, Vol. II, No. 1, Summer 2003

TOCerHe, KOEIIITO Taa He MOXKe /ia To u3bpuiire. Taka, 0BOj
ZIPYT, WU PeasIeH JKUBOT CTaHyBa BUJIJIUB par negativum,
BO 0JIECOKOT, BO BO3BHIIIEHUOT Cjaj Ha CJTUKATa Ha HEIIITO
IIITO HEMA cJIMKa. PeasiHOTO ce mouctoBeTyBa co CTBapTa,
U € BUJIINBO BO OBOj 3aCJIENyBAaUYKU Cjaj KaKo edeKT Ha
CrBapra Bp3 ceTwyiHaTa mMarepuja. Toa He € BeHAIII
BU/IJTUBO WJIM YUTJINBO, TYKy CaMO BO 3acJIelyBadyKaTa
Tpara IITO ja ocTaBa Bo 300poT Ha ceTuaTa. Bo ciyuajor
Ha TparvuYHaTa WJIU BO3BHUIIIEHATA YMETHOCT, 01 MOKeJie
Z1a 30opyBaMe 3a uHKopiiopupare Ha PeaHOTO, IIITO HETO
'O IIPaBH UCTOBPEMEHO Y UMAHEHTHO U HEJIOCTAITHO (MJIH
IIOTOYHO, JIOCTAIlHO CaMO Ha jyHaKOT KOjIITO Tpeba Ja
»Be3e Bo PeasHOTO“ M KOj 3aToa ja urpa yjorara Ha
IapaBaH IIITO HE 0/[BOjyBa HAC, IJIelauuTe, 0/ PeaiHoTO).

KomuuHnaTta mapagurma, mak, He e Imapajurma Ha
WHKOPIIOPHpAamke, TYKy Ha OHA IITO OM MOXKeJe /Ja To
HapeueMe MoHiliaxca. Bo oBaa mapaaurma, PeasHoTo e
HCTOBPEMEHO B HAOMOKHO U dociliaiiHo. PeasHOTO €
JIOCTAITHO, HA IIPHMED, BO BH/I HA YMCTA OECMUCITUI, IIITO
COUMHYBA COCTaBEH JIEJI O] CEKOja KOMeJIhja. A Celak,
oBaa OecMHUCIMIIA OCTAaHYBa HA/JIMOKHA BO CMHCJIA IITO
HEj3WHUTE YyZleca 07 BUCTUHCKU e(peKTH (T.e. HaKTOT IIITO
eZlHa OECMUCIIUIIA MOJKeE /1a IPOU3Be/Ie BUCTUHCKY e(heKT
Ha CMHCJA) ocTaHyBaar HeobjacHuBH. OBaa HeoOjac-
HUBOCT € JIBUTaTeJIOT Ha KoMmeaujaTa. Mcro Taka, 6u
MOKEJIO J]a ce KaXke Jieka OecMUCINIaTa € HaIMOKHA 1
Bo KanroBara cmucia Ha 360pOT: Toa € OHA IITO HU
OBO3MOKYyBa Jia sudume WK coesedame pa3ivKa rmoMery
OOMYHHUOT aKTep U CJAUKaTa Ha XuTjep (KojamrTo e
BCYIITHOCT CJIMKA Ha MCTHUOT TOj aKkTep). Pazimkara mro
»DeTHO® ja coriemyBaMe € yrucra OECMUCIHNIA, HO UMa
MHOTY ONUIUTUBY MaTEPHjTHU €(DEKTHU.

Bo Bpcka co KOMUYHATa YMETHOCT, MOKE J]a CTaHe 300D
3a U3BECHA elliuka Ha Hesepysatse. HeBepyBameTo Kako
€TUYKH CTaB Ce€ COCTOM BO CIIPOTHBCTaBYBame Ha
BEPYBAIbETO HE CaMO BO HErOBaTa WIy30pHA AUMEH3H]a,

word of the senses. In the case of tragic or sublime art, we
could speak of an incorporation of the Real, which makes
the latter both immanent and inaccessible (or, more
precisely, accessible only to the hero who is supposed to
“enter the Real”, and who therefore plays the role of the
screen that separates us, the spectators, from the Real).

The comic paradigm, on the other hand, is not that of
incorporation, but, rather, the paradigm of what we could
call montage. In this paradigm, the Real is, at one and
the same time, transcendent and accessible. The Real is
accessible, for example, as pure nonsense, which
constitutes an important matter of every comedy. And yet,
this nonsense remains transcendent in the sense that the
miracle of its real effects (i.e., the fact that the nonsense
itself can produce a real effect of sense) remains
inexplicable. This inexplicability is the very motor of
comedy. One could also say that nonsense is trans-
cendental in the Kantian sense of the word: it is what
makes it possible for us to actually see or perceive a
difference between a simple actor and the picture of Hitler
(which is, in fact, the picture of the same actor). This
difference that we “really” see is pure nonsense, but it has
a very palpable material effects.

In relation to comic art, one could speak of a certain ethics
of unbelief. Unbelief as an ethical attitude consists in
confronting belief not simply in its illusory dimension,
but in the very real of this illusion. This means that
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TYKY ¥ BO PEAJTHOTO 07 Taa mwiy3uja. OBa He 3HAUU TOJIKY
JleKa HeBEPYBAmETO ja pacBeTIyBa OecMuUCIHIIaTa HA
BEepYBaWbEeTO, KOJIKY IIITO TO pacBeTsiyBa PeasiHOTO miu
MaTepHjajHaTa cUja Ha camara 6ecmuciuna. OBa UCTO
TaKa 3HAYM JleKa eTUKaTa He MOJKe Jla ce IOTIpe Ha
KPY>KHOTO JBUKee okoiry CTBapTa, IITO M ja JAaBa
cuJIaTa Ha BO3BUIIIEHATa yMeTHOCT. Hej3MHMOT nBUTaTesN
Tpeba fja ce MPOHAj/ie BO AMHAMUKATA IIITO CEKOTAIIl IIPABU
na oguMe npenasieky. Ce NBUIKHUII JTUPEKTHO KOH
CrBapra, a HauyBall Ha ,,CMEIIEH" IMPEeIMeET. A Cemnak,
nuMeH3ujaTa Ha CTBapTa He € eTHOCTAaBHO YKMHATA; Taa
OCTaHyBa Ha XOPU30HTOT, 6JIaro/lapeHre Ha YyBCTBOTO HA
HeycIeX IITO I'0 MPUAPYKyBa OBOj THUPEKTEH O] 10
CrBapra. Bo punmor Ha JIybuy, pexxucepor ce o0uayBa
JIUPEKTHO J1a ja uMeHyBa uiau mokaske Creapra (,Toa e
toa! Toa e Xutsnep!“) u cexkako He ycmeBa BO TOa,
MpUKakyBajku caMo €JieH ,,CMeIleH MpeaMeT”, T.e.
CJTMKaTa Ha akTepoT. MeryToa, CTBapTa, KAKO HEIITO KOE
TOj He ycIeasl Jia TO J0JIOBH, OCTaHyBa Ha XOPU30HTOT
HEeKaJle IoMely akTepOT K0j TO IIyMH XHTJIEP U CJIMKaTa
Ha TOj aKTeP, KOUIIITO 3a€AHO 'O COYNHYBAAT IIPOCTOPOT
KaJie IIITO HalllaTa cMea MOJKe Jla oZiekHyBa. CaMHUOT YHH
Ha u3roBapame ,Toa e Toa! Toa e Crapra!“ ro uma
e(deKTOT Ha OTBOpAalhe Ha CBOEBU/THO entre-deux, Ha TOj
HAYWH MMOCTaHYBajKku MPOCTOPOT Ha KOj PEaTHOTO Of
CrBapTa ce 0IMOTKyBa IIOMery JiBa ,,CMEeIIIHU ITpeiMeTa”,
KouImTo 6u Tpebasio ma ro oresnorBopar. Jla bumeme
TIOTIPEIU3HU: J]a Ce ,JABMKUII TUPEKTHO KOH CTBapTa®,
He 3HAUYM JUPEKTHO J]a ja MOKasKell WJIM W3JIOXKUIII.
»PUKOT" € Toa IIITO HHe HUKOTAIIl ¥ He ja 3710TJIelyBaMe
CrBapra (Iypu He HU Ha CJIMKaTa, OMEjKH Toa € camo
C/IMKa Ha aKTePOT); HHe IJleflaMe CaMO JIBE CJIMYHOCTU
(akTepoT 1 HeroBaTa cyuka). Taka HHe ja coTJyiemyBame
pasinnkara nomery npeameTtot u CTBaprta, 6€3 BOOIIIITO
u 1a ja sumume Cteapra. Mu, o6paTHO: OHA IIITO HU €
TIPUKAXCAHO Ce caMOo JIBe CJTIMYHOCTH, HO CeIlaK, OHA IITO
ro 2nedame He € HUIITO Jpyro Tyky camara Ctap,
KOjaIlITO CTaHyBa BHJIJIMBAa BO MHHHMAaJ/THATA Pa3JInKa

unbelief does not so much expose the nonsense of the
belief as it exposes the Real or the material force of
nonsense itself. This also implies that this ethics cannot
rely upon the movement of circulation around the Thing,
which gives its force to sublime art. Its motor is, rather,
to be found in a dynamics that always makes us go too
far. One moves directly towards the Thing and one finds
oneself with a “ridiculous” object. And yet, the dimension
of the Thing is not simply abolished; it remains on the
horizon thanks to the sentiment of failing that accom-
panies this direct passage to the Thing. In Lubitsch’s
movie, the director tries to name or show the Thing
directly (“That’s it! That’s Hitler!”), and, of course, he
misses it, showing only a “ridiculous object”, that is, the
actor’s picture. However, the Thing as that which he
missed remains on the horizon and is situated somewhere
between the actor who plays Hitler and the picture of that
actor, which together constitute the space where our
laughter can resonate. The act of saying “That’s it, that’s
the Thing” has the effect of opening a certain entre-deux,
thus becoming the space in which the real of the Thing
unfurls between two “ridiculous objects” that are
supposed to incarnate it. Let us be more precise: to “move
directly to the Thing” does not mean to show or exhibit
the Thing directly. The “trick” is that we never see the
Thing (not even in the picture, since it is merely a picture
of the actor); we only see two semblances (the actor and
his picture). We thus see the difference between the object
and the Thing without ever seeing the Thing. Or, to put it
the other way around: what we are shown are just two
semblances, and yet, what we see is nothing less that the
Thing itself, becoming visible in the minimal difference
between the two semblances. This is not to say that,
through the “minimal difference” (or through that gap that
it opens up), we get a glimpse of the mysterious Thing
that lies somewhere beyond representation — it is, rather,
that the Thing is conceived as nothing other than the very
gap of /within the representation. In this sense, we could
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nmomery aBere caudyHocTH. OBa He 3HAYM JieKa HU3
»,MUHUMAaJIHaTa pa3yjuka“ (MM HU3 MPOIENOT IITO Taa
ro oTBOpa), ppsamMe IoOIJe] Ha MuUcTepruosHata CTBap
IIITO € HEBO3MOJKHO /Ia Ce IIPETCTaBU - TYKY ITOBEPOjaTHO
e neka CTBapra ce corjieZlyBa KakoO HHIITO JAPYTO TYKY
CcaMUOT IIPOIIeN Ha/BO paMKHUTe Ha ITpeTcTaBaTa. Bo oBaa
cmucia, OU MoOXKeJie Jla Ka)keMe JleKa KoMeaujaTa
BOBEJ/[yBa CBOEBU/IHA TTapasieJTHA MOHTa)Ka, HE MOHTaKa
Ha peasTHOTO (KakKo TpaHcueHeHTHaTa CTBap) U CJIMYHO-
CTa, TYKy MOHTa)Ka Ha JIB€ CJIMYHOCTH WJIH J[BAa IYILIH-
katu. Taka 1mro, ,MOHTaKa"“ 3HAYM: IPOU3BE/YBAHE WU
co3/aBame WM IIpEello3HaBamke Ha PEeaslHOTO O] eaHa
MHOTY KOHKPETHAa KOMIIO3HIIHja OJ] /IBE CIIMUYHOCTH.
PeasnHoTo Tyka ce maeHTU(PHUKYBA CO ja30T IITO TO
IIOZIeJTyBa CAMHOT U3TJIE/T.

E cera, kakBa BpcKka uMa ceTo oBa co Jby0oBTa? OHa IITO
ro mMOBp3yBa (P€eHOMEHOT Ha JbyOOBTA CO KOMHYHATA
rmapajurMa e KoMOMHaIMjaTa Ha IOCTAaITHOCTA CO TPaHC-
IIEHJIEHTHOTO, KaKO KOH(pUTypaIuja Ha ,,IOCTAITHOCT BO
camaTa TpaHcIeHieHIuja“. u, co Ipyru 300poBH, OHA
IIITO ja MOBP3yBa JbyOOBTA CO KOMeZUjaTa € HAUMHOT Ha
KOj THe My IIpuoraaT u ce crpaByBaart co Peasnoro. Ha
€/THO TIOBPIITHO HUBO, HUE BeKe MOXKEME J1a ja OTKpHUEeME
Yy/IHaTa IIOBP3aHOCT ITIOMery JbyOOBTa U KoMeujarta: Jla
cakail, T.e. (cmope; crapaTta fo0pa TpaguIOHAIHA
nedbUHUIH]A) 1a caKalll HEKOj ,,0HAKOB KaKOB IIITO € (T.e.
Jla ce JIBMKUII AUPEKTHO KoH CTBapTa), ceKorail 3Ha4u
Jla ce COOYHII CO ,CMEIIeH MpeaMeT", IPeAMET IIITO ce
IIOTH, TPYH, UMa FaCOBU U Uy/THU HaBUKHU. Ho, ncTo Taka,
TOA 3HAYU JIa MPOJOJIKUII JIa TO IJIEJAll BO TOj 00jeKT
OHa ,,HEIIITO JPYTO“ IIITO PEKKCEPOT BO GHIMOT Ha JIyOmy
ro BHJIE BO CJIMKAaTa Ha ,, XuTaep“. J[a cakair 3Ha4u /1a 1o
CcorJIeZlalll 0BOj ja3 WJIK Pa3u/lyBabe U He TOJIKY /1a CH BO
cocTojba 1a My ce HacMeelll, KOJIKY /la UMalll Heo/[0JTUBa
rotpeba /1a My ce HacMeenl. Uyz10To Ha JbyOOBTA € CMEWHO
yyio0. PeasHa jby60B, akO MOXKe /ia TO yIOTpeOHUMeE TOj
u3pas, He € BO3BHIIeHaTa JbyOOB, JbyOOBTA BO KOja

say that comedy introduces a kind of parallel montage, a
montage not of the real (as the transcendent Thing) and
the semblance, but a montage of two semblances or
doubles. “Montage” thus means: producing or construc-
ting or recognizing the real from a very precise compo-
sition of two semblances. The Real is identified here with
the gap that divides the appearance itself.

Now, what has all this got to do with love? What links the
phenomenon of love to the comic paradigm is the
combination of accessibility with the transcendental as
the configuration of “accessibility in the very trans-
cendence.” Or, in other words, what associates love with
comedy is the way they approach and deal with the Real.
Already, on the most superficial level, we can detect this
curious affinity between love and comedy: To love, that is
to say (according to the good old traditional definition),
to love someone “for what he is” (i.e., to move directly to
the Thing), always means to find oneself with a “ridiculous
object”, an object that sweats, snores, farts, and has
strange habits. But, it also means to continue to see in
this object the “something more” that the director in
Lubitsch’s movie sees in the picture of “Hitler”. To love
means to perceive this gap or discrepancy and not so much
be able to laugh at it as to have an irresistible urge to laugh
at it. The miracle of love is a_funny miracle. Real love, if
we can risk this expression, is not the love that is called
sublime, the love in which we let ourselves be completely
dazzled or “blinded” by the object so that we no longer
see (or can’t bear to see) its ridiculous, banal aspect. This
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JT03BOJTyBaMe Jja buyieMe coceMa MarercaHu WiIH ,,3acyie-
MeHU“ O] IIPEJIMETOT, TaKa IIITO IOBEKE HE TO TyIefaMe
(w1 He MOXKeMe J1a TIOJTHEeCEME /1A IO IyIelaMe) HETOBUOT
cMelnneH, baHaseH acrekT. OBOj BUJ HA ,,BO3BUIIIEHA
JpyOOB® mpeTmocTaByBa M JAOBeAyBa J0 pajuKaIHa
HEJIOCTAITHOCT Ha IPYTHUOT (KOjaIITo OOMYHO Ce jaByBa BO
00JINK Ha BEeYHA YBEPTUPA, WU MaK, HA MEPUOJUIHA
BpPCKa, KOja HM OBO3MOXKyBa IIOBTOPHO J]a ja BOBeJleMe
JIMCTAHIIATa IITO My ITOTO/yBa Ha HEJIOCTAITHOTO U TaKa
,<IIOBTOPHO Jia TO BO3BHIIUME" 00jEKTOT IO CeKoja
»yrnorpeba“). Ho, Hu peastHaTta jby00B He e 30up o7 »xesiba
U TIPUjaTeJICTBO, IPHU IITO MPUjaTEJICTBOTO Ou Tpebasio
Jla U3rpaju ,MoCT" IoMery /iBe pa30yayBama Ha jxkebaTa
U 7a ja npudaTH CMeNIHaTa CTPaHA HA MPEJMETOT.
[ToeHTara He e BO TOa, 32 JbyOOBTA /1A ,IPODYHKIIMOHHUPA®,
HEKOj /1a Mopa Jia ro npudaTtu APyrHOT CO CUOT HEroB
Oarax, /1a ro ,,[I0THECYBA“ HETOBUOT DaHAJIEH aCIEKT, /1a
M IPOCTYyBa HETOBUTE cabOCTU - HAKPaTKoO, Jla IO
TOJIEpUpA JIPYTHUOT, KOTAa BeKke He ro MmocakyBa. BuctuH-
CKOTO 4y/I0 Ha JbyOOBTa - U OBA € OHA IIITO ja IMOBP3yBa
JbyOOBTa CO KOMEJIMjaTa - CE COCTOU BO 3adpiysarse Ha
tipaHcyeHOeHiliHOCTa 80 camailia dociliatiHOCT HA
dpyeuott. Yy, 1a ce mocty:kume co 36opoBuTte Ha /leses,
TOA Ce COCTOU BO ,,KPY?KEH e(PeKT cMea-eMOoIHja, Kazie IITO
cMeara ce O/lHeCyBa Ha MaJiaTa pa3JIuKa, a eMOIlhjaTa Ha
roJjieMara pa3/iajieueHoCT, 6e3 MeryceOHO /1a ce U30pHIaT
uiau Hamasat®. Yyzmoto Ha jpyboBTa He moapaszbupa
TpaHcopmMupame Ha HEKOj OaHaJIeH MpPeJAMET BO
BO3BHIIIEH IIPEJIMET, HEZOCTAIIEH BO CBOETO OUTHE - OBa €
Yy/IOTO Ha 3kejbaTa. AKo craHyBa 300p 3a HaU3MeHHUYHA
MPUBJIEUHOCT U OJIOMBHOCT, OBa CaMO yKa’KyBa JleKa
AYbosilia kako cybaumayuja ce yre He ce CJIydnia, He
ja 3aBpmImia cpojara paboTa U He O HallpaBUJIa CBOjOT
,TpUK“. Uyn0oTo Ha JhyOOBTA CE COCTOH, IPeEJ CE, BO
COrJIEe/IyBabeTO Ha JBaTa mnpeamMera (0aHAJIHUOT U
BO3BUIIIEHUOT) Ha UCTO HUBO; VIIITE TIOBEKE, OBa 3HAUU
JleKa HUeJIeH O/ HUB He € 3aTCKPUEH WU 3aMEeHET CO
Ipyruot. Bropo, Toa ce cocTou 071 TOCTaHYBaKhETO CBECEH

kind of “sublime love” necessitates and generates a radical
inaccessibility of the other (which usually takes the form
of eternal preliminaries, or else the form of intermittent
the relationship that enables us to reintroduce the distance
that suits the inaccessible, and thereby to “resublime” the
object after each “use”). But, neither is real love the sum
of desire and friendship, where friendship is supposed to
provide a “bridge” between two awakenings of desire and
to embrace the ridiculous side of the object. The point is
not that, in order for love to “work”, one has to accept the
other with all her baggage, to “stand” her banal aspect, to
forgive her weaknesses — in short, to tolerate the other
when one does not desire her. The true miracle of love —
and this is what links love to comedy — consists in
preserving the transcendence in the very accessibility of
the other. Or, to use Deleuze’s terms, it consists in creating
a “circuit laughter-emotion, where the former refers to
the little difference and the latter to the great distance,
without effacing or diminishing one another.” The miracle
of love is not that of transforming some banal object into
a sublime object, inaccessible in its being — this is the
miracle of desire. If we are dealing with an alternation of
attraction and repulsion, this can only mean that love as
sublimation has not taken place, hasn’t done its work and
performed its “trick.” The miracle of love consists, first of
all, in perceiving the two objects (the banal and the
sublime object) on the same level; additionally, this means
that neither one of them is occulted or substituted by the
other. Secondly, it consists in becoming aware of the fact
that the other qua “banal object” and the other qua “object
of desire” are one and the same in the identical sense that
the actor who plays Hitler and the picture of “Hitler”
(which is actually the picture of the actor) are one and the
same. That is to say, one becomes aware of the fact that
they are both semblances, that neither one of them is more
real than the other. Finally, the miracle of love consists in
“falling” (and in continuing to stumble) because of the
real which springs from the gap introduced by this
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3a (paKToT JIeKa ,,0aHAJTHUOT MPeAMET™ U ,,[TPEMETOT HA
»kesibaTta“ ce eIHO MCTO, Ha UCTHOT HAYWH KAaKO IITO U
aKTepOT KOj ro urpa Xurjep U cauKara Ha ,XUTep®
(kojaITo e BCYyIIHOCT CJIMKA HAa aKTEPOT) ce €JHO UCTO.
OBa 3HauM Jla ce IIOCTaHEe CBECEH JeKa THE U JIBETE Ce
CJIMYHOCTH U JieKa HU eiHaTa O/ HUB He € IopeaHa Of
npyrara. KoHeqHo, 4y/1oTO Ha JbyOOBTa CE COCTOU BO TOA
Jla ,majHent (1 Jja MpOIOJIKUII /1a ce TPEHyBAaIll) Ha
pEeaJHOTO IITO U3BUPA O] ja3O0T BOBEJEH O] OBaa
yl1apaJjieJJHa MOHTaka“ Ha JIB€ CJAUYHOCTH HJIU JBA
U3IJIE/IA, T.€. HA PEJTHOTO IIITO U3BUPA O/ HECOBIIArakheTO
Ha rctoTo. OHOj KOj TO caKaMe He € HUTY eTHaTa O] IBETE
cTUIHOCTY (0aHAJIHUOT U BO3BUIIEHHOT IIPEAMET), HO
HUCTO TaKa, TOj HEe MOXKe /a Oujle HU OJBOEH O] HUB,
Oumejku TOj He € HUIITO JIPYTO OCBEH Pe3yJITaT Ha
ycnemHa (uiu ,cpekHa“) MOHTa’ka Ha jBere HUB. Co
Zipyru 360poBU, OHA BO Koe cMe BibyOeHH, e /[pyauoil
KaKO MUHUMAAHA PA3AUKA HA UCTHOUO: He JIPyrHoT Kako
HEKOj pasyInyeH OJi Hac, TyKy JIpyrHoT Kako pasjindeH
oJ1 cebecn.

OBze jacHO MOKe J1a ce COTJIela pa3juKaTa momery
HAYMHOT Ha (PYHKIIMOHUPAaIbe Ha KeyibaTa 1 Ha JbyOOBTA,
KaKo U MpuJuHaTa 3a JlakaHoBaTa Te3a Jieka Jby0oBTa €
BO OCHOBa HaroH [drive]. Pazyiiukara nmomery sxkenbara u
HaroHOT MOJKe /1a ce 3a06eJIeXKu BO JIBaTa Pa3InyHU BUA
Ha BPEMEHOCT BKJIy4eHU BO HUB. OHA IITO TO KapakTe-
pusupa cy0jeKTOT Ha jkeyibaTa e pa3yiMKaTa momery
(TpaHclleHIeHTaTHATA) IPUYMHA 324 JKesbaTa U Hej3H-
HHOT 00jeKT, pasjinKa KOjaIllTo ce MaHU@eCcTupa Kako
»BpEMEHCKa pa3yiuKa“ momery cy0jeKTOT Ha skeibara u
HEj3WMHUOT 00jeKT KaKo BUCTUHCKU. Cy0jeKTOT € 0O/IBOeH
071 00JEKTOT CO MHTEPBAJ WJIX ja3, KOJIITO IPOJIOIKYBA
Jla ce JBUIKU 3aelHO €O Cy0jeKTOT U 3aceKoraml My
OHEBO3MO’KYBa J]a TO CTUTHE 00jeKTOT. O6jeKTOT KOjIITO
IaK cy0jeKToT ro OpKa, ro IpUAPYKYyBa, Ce IBIKU CO HETO,
HO CEIlaK OCTaHyBa OJIBOEH OJ1 HeTo, OH/IejKH IIOCTOH, TaKa
Jla ce U3pasuMe, BO Jipyra ,BpeMeHcKka 30Ha“. OBa ja

“parallel montage” of two semblances or appearances, that
is to say, because of the real that springs from the non-
coincidence of the same. The other that we love is neither
of the two semblances (the banal and the sublime object);
but, neither can she be separated from them, since she is
nothing other than what results from a successful (or
“lucky”) montage of the two. In other words, what we are
in love with is the Other as this minimal difference of the
same: not the Other as different from us, but the Other as
different from her- or himself.

Here we can clearly see the difference between the
functioning of desire and the functioning of love, as well
as the reason for Lacan’s thesis that love is ultimately a
drive. The difference between desire and drive may be
discerned in the two different types of temporality
involved in them. What characterizes the subject of desire
is the difference between the (transcendental) cause of
desire and its object, the difference that manifests itself
as the “temporal difference” between the subject of desire
and its object qua real. The subject is separated from the
object by an interval or gap, which keeps moving with the
subject and makes it impossible for him ever to catch up
with the object. The object that the subject is pursuing
accompanies him, moves with him, and yet always
remains separated from him, since it exists, so to speak,
in a different “time zone.” This accounts for the metonymy
of desire. The subject makes an appointment with the
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objacHyBa MeTOHHMHjaTa Ha xkenbarta. CyOjeKTOT
JTOTOBapa COCTaHOK CO 00jJEKTOT BO 9:00, HO 32 00jEKTOT
3a KOjIITO cTaHyBa 300p Beke € 11:00 (IIITo 3HAYH JieKa
Beke cu otuios). OBaa ,MMaHEeHTHA HEJIOCTAITHOCT ICTO
Taka ro o0jacHyBa OCHOBHUOT MOTHUB BO JbYOOBHUTE
MPUKa3HU WIN MeCHU, KOU ce (POKycHpaaT Ha HEBO3-
MOXKHOCTA BKJIy4YeHa BO »keJibaTa. JIajTMOTHBOT Ha OBUE
IIPpUKa3HU e: ,,Bo eZIHO IPyTO MecCTOo, BO €7JHO JIPYTO BPEME,
HeKaJle, He TyKa, HeKoraill, He cera... “. OBoj ctaB (11To
jacHo ymaTyBa Ha HeobjacHUBa CTPYKTypa Ha »kesibara
CIIOpE]T BpeMe U MeCTO KaKO a Priori yCJIOBU 32 HAIIETO
HCKYCTBO) MOXe Jia ce cdaTu Kako npudakame HA
BpOJZIeHaTa HEBO3MOXKHOCT M TaKBAaTa HEBO3MOXKHOCT
[I0TOA Ce eKCTepPHAJIM3Upa U Ce IPETBOPA BO M3BECHA
MMpaKTHUYKa Ipeuka. (,,/la ce cpeTHeBME BO IPYTO BpEME U
HAa JIPyTO MECTO, CETO 0Ba Ke Gellre BO3MOKHO...“). Bo 0BOj
ciy4aj, oOUYHO ce Besu Jieka PeasHOTO, KaKO HEBO3-
MOJKHO, C€ MAaCKHpa CO MPAaKTUUYKATa MpedyKa IITO He
CIIpeYyBa /Ia ce COOYHMe O HEKOja (pyHAaMeHTaTHA TN
CTPYKTypaJTHa HEBO3MOKHOCT. MerfyToa, moeHTara Ha
JlakaHOBOTO MOMCTOBETYBame Ha PeaslHOTO co HEBO3-
MOXKHOTO, He e caMo Jieka PeasHoTo e Hekoja CTBap koja
€ HeBO3MOIKHO Jia ce cay4u. Hampotus, niesaTa moeHTa
Ha JlakaHOBHOT MOUM 3a PeasTHOTO € Jieka Hego3Modic-
Hoillo ce cayuysa. OBa e OHA IITO € TOJIKY TPABMATHYHO,
BO3HEMUPYBAUYKO, PACTPOjyBAYKO - HJIU CMEWHO - BO
BpcKa co PeanmHoTo. PeasiHOTO ce cilydyBa HCTO Kako U
HEBO3MOXKHOTO. Toa He e HEIITO IITO ce CTydyBa KOra HUE
cakaMme, WM Kora ce oOujyBame /1a HallpaBUMe Jja ce
CJIy4H, WJIH TO OYeKyBaMe, WU CMe ITOATOTBEHH 3a TOoA.
Toa cekoraimn ce ciy4dyBa BO IOTPEIIHO BpeMe U Ha
IIOTPENIHO MECTO; TOA € CEKOTalll HEeIITO IITO He ce
BKJIOIIyBa BO cjiMKaTta (yCTaHOBEHA WJIM IIPEJIBUJIEHA).
PeasylHOTO KaKO HEBO3MOXKHO 3HAYHM JleKa HEMA BUCTUH-
CKO BpPeMe 1 BUCTUHCKO MECTO 32 HETO, a He /IEKa € HEBO3-
MOZKHO /12 C€ CIIYYH.

object at 9:00, but, for the object in question, it is already
11:00 (which means that it’s already gone). This
“immanent inaccessibility” also explains the basic fantasy
of love stories and love songs that focus on the impos-
sibility involved in desire. The leitmotiv of these stories
is: “In another place, in another time, somewhere, not
here, sometime, not now....” This attitude (which clearly
indicates the transcendental structure of desire a la time
and space as a priori conditions of our experience) can be
read as the recognition of an inherent impossibility, an
impossibility that is subsequently externalized, transfor-
med into some empirical obstacle. (“If we’d only met in
another time and another place, then all this would have
been possible...”) One usually says, in this case, that the
Real as impossible is camouflaged by an empirical obstacle
that prevents us from confronting some fundamental or
structural impossibility. However, the point of Lacan’s
identification of the Real with the impossible is not simply
that the Real is some Thing that is impossible to happen.
On the contrary, the whole point of the Lacanian concept
of the Real is that the impossible happens. This is what is
so traumatic, disturbing, shattering — or _funny — about
the Real. The Real happens precisely as the impossible. It
is not something that happens when we want it, or try to
make it happen, or expect it, or are ready for it. It always
happens at the wrong time and in the wrong place; it is
always something that doesn’t fit the (established or the
anticipated) picture. The Real as impossible means that
there is no right time or place for it, and not that it is
impossible for it to happen.
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danTasujaTta 3a ,HEKOe JPYro MECTO U HEKOEe JPYro
BpeMe“, IIITO ja TOTKPEIyBa WIy3HjaTa 3a MOXKHA CPEKHA
cpenba, ro u3zasa PeasiHOTO 3a cpefdaTa, MPETBOPAjKH
0 ,,HEBO3MOXKHOTO IIITO CE CIYIUIIO“ BO ,,HEBO3MOXKHO J1a
ce cayuu” (oBge u cera). Co gpyru 360poBH, Taa ro
TIOPEKHYBa OHA Wilio 8eKe ce CAYyHUA0, 0OUAYBajku ce 1a
T'O IPEHECEe BO IOCTOEYKATA TPAHCI[EH/IEHTATHA IIIeMa Ha
¢danTazmjaTa Ha cy0jeKTOT. VI3BPTYBamETO 32 KOE CTAHYBA
300p BO OBOj MaHEBAp, HE CE COCTOU BO CO3/[aBAHETO HA
BepyBambe JleKa HEIITO HEBO3MOXKHO CEIlaK Ke ce CIIyUH,
uau OU ce CIAy4YHUJIO BO HEKOHU JAPYTd BPEMEHCKH H
IIPOCTOPHU YCJIOBU - U3BPTYBAETO CE COCTOU OJI TOA /1A
ce HAMpaBU HEIITO Willo ce CAY4UA0 OBJe W cera Jia
U3rJIeia KaKo JIa MOKeJIO Jla ce CJIyYd CaMO BO HEKOja
JlaJiedHa UHUHA WJIF BO HEKOU COCeMa Pa3JINYHU BpeMe
u npoctop. EnxeH mapagurMatcky nIpuMep 3a OBa
MMOpeKHyBame Ha PeastHOTO (11ITO MMa 3a 11€eJ1 1a TO 3auyBa
PeasrHOTO Kako HenmpucTtanHa HeocTm:kHOCT) MOXKe 13
ce cpetHe Bo The Bridges of Medison County: Osne ce
cpekaBaMe co cpekHaTa JbyOOBHA cpeziba moMery aBajia
JIyfe, KOUIIITO U JIBajIjaTa UMaaT MHOTY CPeZI€HU KIUBOTH:
Taa e JIOMaKWHKa U MajKa, Bp3aHa 3a CBOETO CEMEjCTBO
(mermozBMIKHA, TPAKTUYHO); TOj € ycreleH ¢poTtorpad Koj
IIOCTOjaHO € BO JIBIIKEIbEe U IMaTyBa. Tue ce cpekaBaaT
coceMa CJIy4ajHO U CTPACHO ce B/byOyBaar eJieH BO JPYT -
win 6apeM Toa ce OUYeKyBa o7 Hac Ja nmoepyBame. Ho,
IIITO € HUBHATA peakIyja Ha oBaa cpenbda? Tue BegHAIT
ro IIOMECTyBaaT aKIEHTOT O ,,CE CIYYX HEBOZMOXKHOTO
Ha ,,0Ba € HEBO3MO>KHO JIa Ce CIIyYn”, ,,0Ba € HEBO3MOXKHO".
Buznejku Taa e cama 3a BpeMe Ha cpefdaTa (MaskoT U U
Jleriata ce OTCYTHU Ha eHA CeAMHIIa) U OUAEjKH TOj
CEeKaKo Mopa Jla OCTaHe TaMy 3a Jia ja 3aBpIIH CBOjaTa
pernopTaka, THe pelraBaar Jja ja IOMUHAT Taa CeMHUIIA
3a€JTHO | TI0TOA JIa CU KaKaT 300TyM M HUKOTAIII ITIOBEKe
7a He ce Buyar. ONMUIIIAHO HA OBOj HAYMH, OBA IPHUJIETra
Ha o0myHa aBaHTYypa (1 jac O6u peksIa, IeKa Toa BCYIITHOCT
u e). Meryroa, mpobJIeMOT € BO TOA IITO THE Ce JIOKUBY-
BaaT cebecH, KaKo IIITO BIIPOYEM U HH Ce IIPUKaKyBaar,

The fantasy of “another place and another time” that
sustains the illusion of a possibly fortunate encounter
betrays the Real of an encounter by transforming the
“impossible that happened” into “impossible to happen”
(here and now). In other words, it disavows what has
already happened by trying to submit it to the existing
transcendental scheme of the subject’s fantasy. The
distortion at stake in this maneuver is not that of creating
the belief that something impossible will, or would,
nevertheless happen in some other conditions of time and
space — the distortion is that of making something that
has happened here and now appear as if it could only
happen in a distant future or in some altogether different
time and space. A paradigmatic example of this disavowal
of the Real (which aims at preserving the Real as
inaccessible Beyond) is to be found in The Bridges of the
Madison County: What we have here is a fortunate love
encounter between two people, each of them very settled
in their lives: she as a housewife and mother, bound to
her family (immobile, so to speak); he as a successful
photographer who moves and travels around all the time.
They meet by chance and fall passionately in love — or so
are we asked to believe. But, what is their reaction to this
encounter? They immediately move the accent from “the
impossible happed” to “this is impossible to happen”, “this
is impossible”. Since she is alone at the time of their
encounter (her husband and children gone for a week),
and since he has to stay there anyway in order to complete
his reportage, they decide to spend a week together and
then to say goodbye, never to see each other again.
Described in this way, this seems like a casual adventure
(and, I would say, that’s what it is). But, the problem is
that the couple perceive themselves, and as presented to
us, as if they were living THE love of their lives, the most
important and precious thing that has ever happened in
their love life. What is the problem or the lie of this
fantasmatic mise-en-scene? — that the encounter is “de-
realized” from the very moment it happens. It is
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kako Ja ja xuBeatr BUCTUHCKATA spy60B Ha CBOjOT
’)KUBOT, HajBaKHATa M HajcKamoleHaTta pabora mTo
BOOIIIIITO HEKOTAIIl UM Ce CJIyYrJia BO HUBHHOT JbyOOBEH
»kwuBoT. IIITO e mpo6sieMoT MK J1arata Bo 0BOj aHTa3-
MaTHU4YeH mise-en-scene? - Toa ITO cpeAbara e ,iepean-
3UpaHa“ o7l CaMHOT MOMEHT Kora ce cIy4dyBa. BegHar ce
BpEKyBa U Bp3yBa 3a €HO KOHKPETHO, TECHO JeDUHU-
paHo BpeMe U MecTo (eHa HeZesIa, eHA Kyka - OBa ce
HUBHUTE ,HEKOE JIDYTO BPEME M HEKOE JIPYr0 MECTO®),
IIPeO/IPEZIEHO /1a CTaHE HAajCKAIOIEHOTO HEIITO Of
HUBHUTE cekaBama. bu Moxkerie /1a KaxkeMe JieKa JIypy U
JI0JIeKa HUBHATa BPCKa ,,ce CIydyBa“, Taa € BeKe ceKaBarbe;
ZIBOjKAaTa ja KHUBee Taa BPCKA KaKo Beke uarybeHa (u
[[EJIUOT aToC Ha GUJIMOT U3BHPA OTTaMy). PeastHOTO o7
cpenbaTa, OJHOCHO ,,HEBO3MOKHOTO IIITO CE CITyUHJIO®,
BeJIHAIII ce 0T¢pJIa U ce IPeTBOPa BO 00jeKT IITO MHOTY
[1apajIOKCATHO ja OBOIUIOTYBA cCaMaTa HEBO3MOXKHOCT Ha
OHa wWilio ce cayuuno. Toa e CKATIOIEH MPEJIMET IITO CEe
YyyBa BO KyTH]ja 32 HAKUT, KyTHja 32 ceKaBama. O/iBpeMe-
HaBpeMe, ja OTBOpaMe KyTHjaTa U yKUBaMe IJIeIajKku TO
OBOj yKpac ImTo O6JecHyBa HU3 HEBO3MOXKHOCTA IIITO ja
orestoTBOpyBa. CIPOTHBHO Ha OHA IIITO MOXKeOU U3ryiena
JleKa ce CJIydyBa, /IBajIaTa MPOTAarOHUCTU HE Ce BO
cocrojba ,,J1a ce 3a10BoJIaT cO HeZOCTUTOT. TyKy, caMHOT
HEJIOCTUT T'0 [TPaBaT CBOja HEMPUKOCHOBEHA CBOMHA.

HagBpakajku ce TOBTOPHO Ha MPAIIAKHETO 32 Pa3JIUKaTa
nmomery JjpbyboBTa (KaKo HaroH) u xesjabara, cera 6u
MOZKeJIe J1a KaKeMe JIeKa OHa IIITO T'O BKJIyYyBa HarOHOT,
3a pasJinKa o7 ’KeJtbaTa, He € TOJIKY BpEMEHCKa pa3JifKa,
KOJIKY ,lime warp” - KOHIENTOT O HayyHaTa ¢daHTac-
THKa, KOJIITO Ce KOPHCTU TOYHO 3a (,HaydHO“) /1a TO
ob6jacHU HEBO3MOXKHOTO IIITO ce ciryayBa. OBoj time warp
BO OCHOBA Ce OJTHEeCyBa Ha (PaKTOT IIITO JieT49e O] HeKoja
Apyra (BpeMeHCKa) peaJIHOCT € yJIOBEHO BO HallaTta
ceranrHocT (11r 00paTHO), I0jaBYBajKU ce TaMy KaJIe IIITO
HeMa HUKAaKBO CTPYKTYPaJTHO MECTO 32 HETO, CO3/1aBajKU
€/THa JyJTHA ¥ HeJIOTUYHA mpeTcraBa. Herrro ce mojaByBa

immediately inscribed and confined within a discrete,
narrowly defined time and space (one week, one house —
this being their “another time, another place”), destined
to become the most precious object of their memories.
We could say that even during the time their relationship
“ishappening,” it is already a memory; the couple is living
it as already lost (and the whole pathos of the movie
springs from there). The real of the encounter, the
“impossible that happened”, is immediately rejected and
transformed into an object that paradoxically incarnates
the very impossibility of what did happen. It is a precious
object that one puts into a jewel-box, the box of memory.
From time to time, one opens the box and finds great
pleasure in contemplating this jewel that glitters by virtue
of the impossibility it incarnates. Contrary to what might
seem to be the case, the two protagonists are not able to
“make do” with the lack. Rather, they make of the lack
itself their ultimate possession.

To return to the question of the difference between love
(as drive) and desire, we could now say that what is
involved in the drive as different from desire is not so
much a time difference as a “time warp” — the concept
that science fiction literature uses precisely to explain
(“scientifically”) the impossible that happens. This time
warp essentially refers to the fact that a piece of some other
(temporal) reality gets caught in our present temporality
(or vice versa), appearing there where there is no
structural place for it, thus producing a strange, illogical
tableau. Something appears there where it should not be,
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OHaMy KaZie IITO He Tpeba fa Ouje U Ha TOj HAYUH ja
IIPEKPIIyBa U HAPYyIIyBa JINHEAPHOCTA HA BPEMETO,
XapMOHHM]jaTa Ha CIUKATa.

VMa yiiTe eieH HAYUH 32 BOCIIpUEMarbe Ha OJINCKOCTA
Mery JbyOOBTa (TOYHO BO Hej3MHATa AUMEH3Hja Ha
CO3/IaBambe Ha , MUHIMAaJTHA Pa3/INKa“ 1 Ha OTCKOKHYBAaHhe
BO IIPOCTOPOT moMery ABara o0jekra) u HaroHot. OBoj
HAYWH BoAY HU3 JlakaHOBaTa aHAIM3a Ha IBOJHUOT IaT
IIITO TO KapaKTepU3Wpa HaroHOT, a TOA € Pa3IuKaTa
nomery Hamepailia u yeaitia. HaroHor cekoram ce
npob6uBa rmomMery dea objekta: 00jeKTOT Ha KOjIITO I[eJTH
(ma mpuMmep XxpaHaTa, BO CJIy4ajoT HA OPAJTHUOT HAaroH) U
- xako mro Benu Kak Anen-Mwusep (Jacques Alain-
Miller) - 3a;10B0J1CTBOTO KaKO 00j€eKT (,,32/10BOJICTBOTO Ha
ycrara“ BO OpaJHUOT HaroH). HaroH e oHa mITo 1upky-
Jiupa noMery iBata objekra. Toj mocTor BO MEHUMAJTHATA
pasJinKa moMery HUB - Pa3JInKa Koja IITO MapaIoKCATHO
¥ caMaTa e pe3yJITaT Ha Kpy:KHaTa [IPUPOo/ia Ha HATOHOT.

Entre-deux, "HTEpBAJIOT WJIN ja30T BOBEJIEH OJ1 JKeJ10aTa,
ejaz momery PeasTHOTO M CJIMYHOCTA: OHA IIITO € JIOCTAITHO
Ha kestbaTa e ceKorail HellITO UMaruHapHo, Kaj Jlakan
objet petit a, IpH 11ITO OHA PEATTHOTO Ha 3KeJtbaTa OCTaHyBa
HeJIOoCTHXXHO. PeasHOTO Ha KesbaTa e jouissance,
OZTHOCHO, OHOj ,,HEYOBEYKHUOT mapTHep“ (KakKo IITO ro
HapekyBa JlakaH) KOH KOj ce CTpeMH KeyibaTa BOH
rpaHUIIMTE Ha 00jEKTOT, M KOJIITO MOpa Jla OCTaHe
HenocTkeH. OJ1 ipyra cTpaHa, JbyOOB € OHa IIITO HEKAKO
ycIieBa /ia ro HalpaBy PeaIHOTO O sKejabaTa, JOCTaIHO.
Osga e oHa Ha KoeIlITo JIakaH yka)kyBa cO HETrOBaTa M3jaBa
Jleka JbybOBTa TO ,,040BeUyBa jouissance” U JeKa ,,caMo
cybsmManyjata Ha JbyOOBTa OBO3MOXKYBA jouissance jia
ce crymTH J10 keynba“. Co apyru 360poBH, HajAOOPUOT
Ha4MH J1a ce AeduHupa cydbsmmanujara (Ha JbyOoBTa) €
Jla ce Kake JieKa Hej3UHUOT e(PeKT e TOUHO eeKTOT Ha
decybaumayuja. bu MokeJio J1a ce BUAY JIeKa UMa JiBa
Pa3JIMYHU KOHIIENTH Ha cybJymMaliija BO JIeJIOTO Ha

and thus breaks or interrupts the linearity of time, the
harmony of the picture.

There is yet another way of conceiving the proximity of
love (precisely in its dimension of creating a “minimal
difference” and of rebounding in the space between two
objects) and drive. This other way leads through the
Lacanian analysis of the double path that characterizes
the drive, namely, the difference between goal and aim.
The drive always finds or makes its way between two
objects: the object that it aims at (for instance, food in the
case of the oral drive) and — as Jacques-Alain Miller puts
it — the satisfaction as object (“the pleasure of the mouth”
in the oral drive). The drive is what circulates between
the two objects. It exists in the minimal difference between
them — a difference that is, paradoxically, itself the result
of the circular movement of the drive.

The entre-deux, the interval or gap introduced by desire,
is the gap between the Real and the semblance: the other
that is accessible to desire is always the imaginary other,
Lacan’s objet petit a, whereas the real (other) of desire
remains unattainable. The real of desire is jouissance,
namely, that “inhuman partner” (as Lacan calls it) that
desire aims at beyond its object and that must remain
inaccessible. Love, on the other hand, is what somehow
manages to make the real of desire accessible. This is what
Lacan is aiming at with his statement that love “humanizes
jouissance” and that “only love-sublimation makes it
possible for jouissance to condescend to desire”. In other
words, the best way to define (love-) sublimation is to say
that its effect is precisely that of desublimation. It could
be shown that there are two different concepts of
sublimation to be found in Lacan’s work. The first one is
the one that he develops in relation to the notion of desire,
the one defined in terms of “raising an object to the dignity
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Jlakasn. IIpBuoT koHIenT JIakaH ro pa3suBa BO BPCKa CO
MMOUMOT KeJyiba, Toa € OHOj KOj ce medUHUPA KaKO
»BO3JIUTYBambe Ha IIPeMET JI0 IOCTOMHCTBOTO Ha CTBap®.
OcBeH 0B0j, UMa U IPYT KOHIIEIT 32 CyOIMMaIuja, KOjIiTo
Jlakan ro 06paboTyBa BO BpcKa CO IOMMOT HaroH, Kora
BeJIH JIeKa ,,BUCTHHCKATa IPUPO/Ia“ Ha HATOHOT € TOKMY
cybsmmarnyjara’ . BropoBo monMame Ha cyboimMaryjara
€ BCYIITHOCT KaKo ,,Jlecydimmanuja“, Iro My 0BO3MOXKYBa
Ha HarOHOT Jja HajJle ,,337I0BOJICTBO PA3JIMYHO O] CBOjaTa
e, 3ap He MOYKe ICTOTO OBA JIa ce Kayke U 3a JbyOOBTa?
Bo /pyboBTa, HHE He MpOHaoraMe 3a/I0BOJICTBO 80
dpy2uoill, KOJjIITO € HAIllaTa IeJT; TYKY 3a/I0BOJICTBOTO IO
IIpOHaoraMe BO MPOCTOPOT WJIU ja3oT momery (rpy6o
Ka)KaHO) OHA IITO IO TJIeJlaMe U OHa IITO ro Jo0uBaMe
(BO3BHINIEHHOT U OAHAJIHUOT IIPEIMET). 3a/I0BOJICTBOTO
e OYKBaJIHO 8p3aHO 3a JAPYTHOT, TOA ce ,3ajenyBa’ 3a
npyruot. (Bu Mokeso U 1a ce Kake JileKa Toa € Bp3aHo 3a
JAPYTHOT Ha UCTHOT HAYMH KAKO IITO U ,,33JI0BOJICTBOTO
Ha ycrara“ e Bp3aHO 3a ,XpaHara“: Tue He ce UCTO, HO
cemak He MOXKaT Jia OujaT OBOEHU - THe ce, Ha HEeKOj
HaYuUH, ,auciaonupann‘). Mcro Taka, O MOKeJo /1a ce
Ka)ke JZieka JbyOOB € OHa IITO IO 3Hae OBa, JI0/leKa MaK
»kesiba e oHA IITO He ro 3Hae. 1 oBa e mpuumHara 3a
WHCHCTHPameTOo Ha JIakaH fieka jouissance Ha TEJIOTO HA
JIpyruoT He e 3HAaK Ha Jby0OB® U JleKa KOJIKY ITOBeKe
Ma’KOT ¥ JI03BOJIyBa Ha »KeHaTa Jia ro Meia co I'ocriof
(T.e. co oHa INITO I JaBa y:KUBaIbe), TOJIKY IIOMAJIKy TOj
jpyOu. MIMajku ro oBa Ha yM, BepojaTHO OU MoOXKese
MOMPEeNnu3HOo Aa ja nepuHupame ,aecybaumanujara’
BKJIy4Y€Ha BO JbyOOBTa: JlecybinManyja He 3HaUH ,, TPAHC-
¢opmaryja Ha BO3BUIIIEHUOT NIpeMeT BO OaHaIEH ; TYKY
TOa MO/pa3bupa AUCIONUPake WIN JelleHTpaIn3anyja
Ha BO3BUIIEHUOT 00jeKT BO OJHOC Ha U3BOPOT Ha
Y>KHBAWkETO - TOA O3HAYyBa JleKa ja corJyeayBaMe
,MHUHHUMaJTHaTa pa3anuka“ momery HuB. (OBa cekako HemMa
HHUKaKBa BPCKa CO apXETUIICKATa CUTYyal[hja KOora CaKaMe
1 0002KyBaMe e/THA JIMYHOCT, HO MOKeMe /1a CITeMe CaMOo
CO JIPYTH 32 KOU He HU e 0co0eHo rpuzka. Ciry4ajoT Bo Koj

of the Thing”. And then there is another concept of
sublimation, which Lacan develops in relation to the
notion of drive when he claims that the “true nature” of
the drive is precisely that of sublimation.” This second
notion of sublimation is that of a “desublimation” that
makes it possible for the drive to find a “satisfaction
different from its aim.” Isn’t this exactly what could be
said of love? In love, we do not find satisfaction in the
other that we aim at; we find it in the space or gap between,
to put it bluntly, what we see and what we get (the sublime
and the banal object). The satisfaction is, literally,
attached to the other; it “clings” to the other. (One could
say that it clings to the other in the very same way that
the “pleasure of the mouth” clings to the “food”: they are
not the same, and yet they cannot simply be separated —
they are, in a manner of speaking, “dislocated”.) One could
also say that love is that which knows this, and desire that
which doesn’t. This is also the reason for Lacan’s
insistence that the jouissance of the body of the Other is
not the sign of love,® and that the more a man allows a
women to confuse him with God (i.e., with what gives her
enjoyment), the less he loves. With this in mind, we can
perhaps define more precisely the “desublimation”
involved in love: desublimation doesn’t mean “transfor-
mation of the sublime object into a banal object”; it
implies, instead, a dislocation or a de-centering of the
sublime object in relation to the source of enjoyment — it
implies that we see the “minimal difference” between
them. (This, of course, has nothing to do with the
archetypal situation when we love and worship one
person, but can only sleep with others that we do not
particularly care about. The case of someone worshiping
the other so much that he isn’t capable of making love to
her is precisely what bears witness to the fact that the
“dislocation” [sublimation as desublimation] did not take
place, and that he confuses the other with the source of
some unspeakable, supreme enjoyment [or a supreme lack
of it] that has to be avoided.)
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HEKOj ro 000KyBa JIPYTHOT TOJIKY MHOTY IIITO HE € BO
cocrojba s1a Boau JbyOOB CO HETO, € TOYHO OHA IIITO TO
moTBpAyBa GaKTOT JieKa ,aucaokanujata“ (cyommau-
jara kako gecybuManyja) He ce CIy4IMIa U JieKa TOj TO
TIOMeITyBa JPYTUOT CO U3BOP Ha HEKOE HEWCKAKIIUBO,
KpajHO yKUBambe (MJIN KpaeH HeJIOCTUT O] UCTOTO) IIITO
MOpa J1a ce o7j0eTHe).

JbyboBTa (BO IPENU3HOTO U €IMHCTBEHO 3HAUEHHE IIITO
ce 0OUIOBME /1 V1 TO JIaZIeMe) BJIjae U 'O MEHYBa HAIIIHOT
OIHOC KOH jouissance (IIpu IITO jouissance He TOApa3-
Oupa camMo CeKCyaTHO YKUBarbe) U OJ] jouissance mpaBu
HEIIITO JIPYTO, PA3JIMYHO O HALIIUOT ,HEYOBEUKH IapT-
Hep“. IToTouHO, TpaBU jouissance /ia 3rJiezia Kako HEIITO
CO KOEIIITO MMaMe HEKaKBa BPCKA U IO KO€ BCYIIHOCT
MoxkeMe J1a kortHeeMe. Co Apyru 300poBH, OU MosKeste 1a
KaykeMe JIeKa He MOJKeMe J1a IIPHUjieMe JI0 IPYTUOT (KaKo
JIPYT) cé J0JieKa BpPCKaTa CO HAIIETO jouissance e
HepedJiekcuBHA BpcKa. Bo Toj ciyuaj, Hue cexorail 6u
ro ynorpebyBajsie IpyruoT Kako CPeJCTBO IITO Ou He
OJIBEJIO JIO HAIIIETO COIICTBEHO YKUBame, KAKO €KPaH 3a
Hammara ¢anTasuja (IIpH MITO CEKCyaTHHUOT YHH, CIIOPE]T
CnaBoj JKmkek, e YMH Ha ,MacTypOUpame co peajieH
maptHep®). /[BeTe cTpaHu Ha JbyOOBTA IIITO MelyceOHO ce
MOTKpeITyBaaT U ro o0jacHyBaaT GaKTOT JeKa, KaKO IITO
Besin JlakaH, Jjby0OBTa ,,HAJJOKHA/yBa 32 CEKCyasHATa
BpCKa (Kako HermocToeuka)“, 01 MoskeJie 1a ce GopmysTu-
paaT Ha CJIEJHUOB Ha4yWH: Jla Ce caKa JIPYTHOT U Jia ce
YyBCTBYBA JKeji0a Mo COICTBEHOTO jouissance. ,Jla ce
YyBCTYBAa JKeJ10a 10 COIICTBEHOTO jouissance” € BEpPOjaTHO
HEIIITO HAjTEIIKO /Ia ce IIOCTUTHE U J1a ycIee, Ouejku 3a
y’KHUBAHETO MPETCTaByBa MPOOJIEM /1a Ce MO0jaBU KaKo
o0jexT. Ha oBa Ou MoOXKeJje fa ce CIPOTHUBCTABUME,
TBP/IEjKHU JieKa Toa He 61 OHUJIO BOOIIIIITO TEIIKO OUEejKu
IIOBEKETO JIyTe ,cakaaT Ja y>kuBaat“. Meryroa, ,,Bojjata
3a y>kKuBame“ (M Hej3nHaTa OrlauyrHa KaKO UMITIEPaTUB Ha
Jjouissance) He 6u Tpebasio a ce Melna co kesbara. Jla ce
BOCIIOCTABH O/THOC Ha KeJI0a KOH COIICTBEHOTO YKUBAHE

Love (in the precise and singular meaning that we tried
to give to this notion) affects and changes the way we relate
to jouissance (where jouissance doesn’t necessarily mean
sexual enjoyment), and makes of jouissance something
else other than our “inhuman partner”. More precisely, it
makes jouissance appear as something we can relate to,
and as something that we can actually desire. Another way
of putting this would be to say that we cannot gain access
to the other (as other) so long as the attachment to our
jouissance remains a “non-reflexive” attachment. In this
case, we will always use the other as a means of relating
to our own enjoyment, as a screen for our fantasy (the
sexual act being, as Slavoj Zizek likes to put it, an act of
“masturbating with a real partner”). The two sides of love
that mutually sustain each other and account for the fact
that, as Lacan puts it, love “makes up for the sexual
relationship (as nonexistent)”, could be formulated as
follows: to love the other and to desire my own jouissance.
To “desire one’s own jouissance” is probably what is the
hardest to obtain and to make work, since enjoyment has
trouble appearing as an object. One could protest against
this, claiming that it couldn’t be so difficult after all, since
most people “want to enjoy”. However, the “will to enjoy”
(and its obverse side as the imperative of jouissance)
should not be confused with desire. To establish a relation
of desire towards one’s own enjoyment (and to be able to
actually “enjoy” it) does not mean to subject oneself to
the unconditional demand of enjoyment — it means,
rather, to be able to elude its grasp.
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(1 ma ce bume BCYIITHOCT BO cocTojba s1a ce ,,y’KuBa“ BO
HET0), He 3HAYH J1a ce MPENyIITHUIl cebecu Ha 6e3yCIoB-
HaTa rotpeba o1 y»KHBarbe - TYKy Toa 3Ha4H J1a GH/Iell BO
cocTtojba aa uzberar o7 HETOBUOT 10(art.

OsBa u3berHyBarbe, WIH ,,07j3eMabe”, IIITO IIPaBH KejbaTa
J1a ce II0jaBU OHAMY KaJI€e IIITO IPETXO{HO HEMAJIO ITPOCTOP
3a Hea, e edeKT OJf OHA IITO IPETXOTHO 'O HAPEKOBME
~CyOnManuja Kako aecybosumanuja“. Ako, ,JbyOOBTa
IIpeTCTaByBa 3HAK", KAKO IIITO HHcHCcTHpA JlakaH, Toramt
6u Tpebasio Aa Ka)keme Jieka JbyOOBTa € 3HAK Ha OBOj
edexil.

[TpeBop ox anryucku jasuk: Harama CtojaHoBCcKa
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This eluding or “subtraction”, making desire appear there
where there was no place for it before, is the effect of what
we previously called “sublimation as desublimation”. If,
as Lacan insists, “love constitutes a sign”, then we should
say that love is the sign of this effect.
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