JOURNEY BETWEEN MIRRORS

Lars von TriersManderlayas a cinematographic essay on modern freédom

Marc De Kesel

Mais quoi! [...] pour avoir la liberté il suffit deldésirer ...
Etienne de La Boétide la servitude involontaire

The inhumanity of art must exceed the inhumanitythef
world for humanity's sake.
Theodor W. AdornoPhilosophy of the New Music

1. A mirror ...

Dogville (2004), the first of Lars von Trier's trilogy enétl “USA, The Land of
Opportunities”, is a theoretical film, a kind oihematographic essay. It explores the hidden
foundations of modernity’s liberal socio-politicatder, and discovers the ‘gift’ as being its
repressed and denied paradigm. Gift and gift-givimga basic phenomenon with which
modern society seems unable to deal with, althdbgh gift is present in the very heart of
freedom and persists in modern free sodiety.

Manderlay(2006), the second movie of von Trier’s trilogya cinematographic essay
as well, and goes further in exploring what is leildinderneath the foundations of modern
society. Before going into the content of this exation, it is striking that its narrative
procedure is based on an reflection in the liteeslse of the word: it puts things vis a vis one
other in such a way that one thing reflects thesigtlas in a mirror. The movie®rmal
principle is based on mirror effects. It is an ‘elop of looking glasses little by little
developed during the course of the movie. A comtea full of mirrors unfolded one by
one, chapter by chapter, until the hidden trutiheieealed. Only by following carefully the
slippery logic of these mirror effects, is one atmeget the basic idea — the ‘theorem’, the

argument — the movie develops.

! Lecture at the international conferentganised by Heyendaal Instituut (Radboud UniveitsNijmegen)
en Jan van Eyck Academy (Maastricht): “Slave tedi@n: on Lars von Trier'Slanderlay, Maastricht,
10.11.2007

2 See my “Vilage with She-Dog: The Gift in Lars vrier's Dogville” (to be published).



Actually, its basic idea is that, in freedom, glgvis reflected and that, vice versa, in
slavery freedom is reflected, and that both reibect are rather hiding than revealing the truth
that is involved. That is why mirrors have to bpaated, why they must reflect one another
and, again and again, produce new mirrors. Foththeretical point made by the move-essay
tells that during the reflecting procedure thingamge. The point of the movie is not simply
that slavery reflects freedom and, vice versa,divee reflects slavery. The film makes a
journeythrough the complex proliferation of mirrors, inder not so sea, butthroughthe
mirror. Freedom, after its multiple reflections stavery, changes; and, vice versa, slavery
passed through freedom’s mirrors, is no longeistrae slavery.

What, then, will have changed? Not so much freedosliavery as such. They remain
what they are, and their distinction will stay dadis before. But what will have changed is the
‘self’ underlying freedom or slavery. What, thenilwave to be reconsidered thoroughly is
the subjectof freedom, thesubjectof slavery.Manderlayis a reflection about the subject of
modernity’s free society, i.e. an inquiry into thasic ‘supposition’ imagined to be its bearer,
its support, its ‘subjectum’. It invites the speotato journey through a series of mirrors in
order, at the end, to find himself at the very plde started from, but not as the ‘self’ he
thought he was, but as ‘another’ who seems to bee nimimself’ than he imagined he was.
The movie illustrates the function Jacques Lacasril@ess to any genuine work of art: it
‘decenters’ the subjeét. Identifying herself with the characters on thersg, the spectator
steps into a mirror relation with them in order tta end, to find herself being de-centered,
subverted, deconstructed.

In a way, the first five minutes — and even morecfsely, the very first words uttered
by the first appearing character — already tell ¢gsential point of the whole story. What
follows only unfolds this scene and, mirror by ramrreflects it. After having left the burning
town of Dogville, the “army of gangsters” is on w&y to the South and has a short picnic-
stop near a cotton plantation named Manderlay. [Elaeler of the gang, Grace’s father
(William Defoe) steps out while chatting to his affaur:

No, they will not admit it, but it's a fact. Deepwn inside, there is no woman alive who does not
nourish these fantasies, dreams of harems, beimgdhin the jungle by torch-bearing natives, howeve

much they go on and on about civilisation and deamgc Sexy it ain't.

3 Jacques Lacaf1986),Le séminaire, Livre VII, L’éthique de la psychasal\Paris : Seuil, especially the
chapter on « La fonction du beau » (The functiothefbeautiful).



The one whom he is talking about — and who, atibat moment, is listening at a distance —
is Grace, his daughter (Brice Dallas Howard). Cnfew days ago, in the town of Dogville at
the feet of the Rocky Mountains, he delivered lemf a strange kind of slavery she was
fallen in. This makes his saying now quite sarcaatid cynical, for it unmasks his daugher’s
traumatic months in Dogville to be in fact her osgcret, sexual wishes. It is the hidden
desire of every woman to be enclosed in a harerd, daprived of all freedom, to be
subjected to the perverse wishes of unknown medagers, so she hears her father joking to
one of his gangsters. He claims his daughter’s elgegesire to be reduced to a mere sexual
object and, even, to something totally abject. Asthe uncountable humiliations and
violations she had been victim of in Dogville wemething than a kind of unconscious
enjoyment, a long-lasting party of pleasure anduakxlelight. Even if this is not what her
maffioso fathetiterally says, it is undoubtedly how he is understood Bydaiughter, who at
that moment is listening from within the car.

Here, we face the first of a long parade of msrdior, first mirror, these joking words
of the father reflect the central theme of theogyl's former film,Doguville, although it puts it
in a much less dramatic context: what we saw infitse movie, now seems to be just every
girl’'s secret dream, a fantasy men rightly laugbwbAnd, second mirror, these very same
words will be reflected in what is going to happenhis movie, ifManderlay There, we will
indeed see Grace fighting against the desires amddies her father had mentioned, and we
will even see her succumbing to the one for whom ishnothing more than another sexual
catch, i.e. to Timothy (Isaach de Bankolé). Whavedr her to save the black people from
humiliation of slavery appears to be her own dftvesuch things. The behaviour she hates in
Manderlay’s free slaves will end up to be the miiwbGrace’s darkest desires. Being hunted
by Dogville’'s as well as Manderlay’s villagers, Geais the mirror of what happened to the
black slaves hunted by America’s free citizendefore as well asafter the abolition of
slavery. And she will meet herself as being reéidanot in the wish to get free (as she first
thought) but in the whish to get enslaved.

The same mirror procedure makes the end of they star very reflection of the
beginning. Entered the cotton plantation in ordeavoid the whipping of Timothy who was
falsely accused of having stolen a bottle of witethe end of the story, before leaving, it is
now Grace herself who accuses Timothy falsely ef game ‘crime’ and even executes the
whipping. As if nothing has changed in Manderlay,ifathe entire series of events were
nothing but a journey through a mirror palace,vamg at the point it started from. Slaves,

who refused to be free, refuse it still at the eBldvery, forced by freedom to look into the



mirror and to discover their will to be free recamgs, there, one of freedom’s old hidden

dreams, its dream to deny freedom and to freelpshalavery.

2....0fO

This is the core theme of the movie: the free williberated black slaves to remain slaves,
and Grace'’s failure to cure them from that pergerenslaved kind of freedom. At the end,
that failure confronts Grace - as it confrontdaat the modern free citizen we all are — with
the dark side of her — and our — own will to beefri is a confrontation with the impossible
wish secretly at work in modern freedom. This isatwon Trier’'s cinematographical essay is
after by mirroring freedom into slavery: freedonrierently tragic structure.

The words of Grace’s father at the beginningviainderlay telling that “deep down
inside” every woman longs to be a slave, refer twek that specifically has inspired von
Trier's in the writing of this scenario: a notordrench novel from 1954istoire d’O,
written by ‘Pauline Réage’ (pseudonyme of Dominidugy, pseudonym of Anne Descfys
It is the “Story of O”, a woman who, out of lover foer beloved, becomes his slave and, thus,
the slave of his friends and of all others shei but to. It is a beautifully written, but cruel,
implausible and unacceptable story. It rightly ee®kjuestions such as: how a woman can go
so far in embracing freely endless series of hatndns? Has what happens to O anything to
do with love? Is this not simply pathological sielss? In his foreword, the editor of the
novel, Jean Paulhan, anticipates such reactiondrasdto give Réage’s book a chance by
referring to an historical event which took placethe isle of Barbados (the Antilles) in the
year 1838.

Une singulieére révolte ensanglanta, dans le cowtaritannée mil huit sent trente-huit, I'lle paisilde

la Barbade. Deux cents Noirs environs, tant homesfemmes, et tous récemment promus a la liberté
par les Ordonnances de mars, vinrent un matin pei@r ancien maitre, un certain Glenelg, de les
reprendre a titre d'esclaves. Lecture fut donnéecdhier de doléances, rédigé par un pasteur
anabaptiste, qu'ils portaient avec eux. Puis lecudision s’engagea. Mais Glenelg, soit timidité,

scrupules, simple crainte des lois, refusa de issdaconvaincre. Sur quoi il fut d’abord gentiment

bousculé, puis massacré avec sa famille par lessNpii reprirent le soir méme leur cases, leurs

* She was born as Anne Desclos (1907-1998). ‘Donairury’ was the pseudonym she took as literaryogrét
and employee at Gallimard and NRF, two famous Hrgnblishing houses. There, she met Jean Paulhasewh
lover she became. Challenged by his saying thatemoane not able to write real erotic novels, shetevr
Histoire d’O under the pseudonym Bhuline RéageThe real identity oHistoire d’O's author was only
revealed forty years later, by the author hergelfn interview withThe New YorkeiSee: Angie David (2006),
Dominique AuryParis: Edition Léo Scheer.



palabres et leurs travaux et rites accoutumésfditaf put étre assez vite étouffée par les soins de
Gouverneur Mac Gregor, et la libération suivit sonrs. Quant au cahier de doléance, il n’a jamgis é

retrouvé’

No wonder that Paulhan’'s preface is indeed the @aspiration underlying van Trier's
Manderlay It must have given him the basic ‘mirror’-schepnfehis movie: a community of
slaves, being slaves by their own free will, isroried by a “beautiful lady” who, in Dogville,
has become a slave while fighting to become freenfrher father, and who, now in
Manderlay, meets her own freedom in her desireetmime someone’s slave. Modern social
freedom as mirrored in the free, sexual slaverDofA strange case of 2century social
behaviour as mirrored in the strange sexual bebawban individual. It is this kind of weird
sexual mirror that allows a deeper insight in tiddan weirdness of modern freedom. Just
like a bizarre kind of freedom is supposed to nmiemo equally bizarre sexual life (as Paulhan

tries to argue in his foreword to Histoire d’O).
3. Freedom as Mirror

But what does that strange mirror tell? What ddeméan when freedom can see itself
reflected in slavery and slavery in freedom? Wha¢sdManderlay show in its unfolded
procession of mirror effects? In fact, it showseftem as the very effect of such a mirror
procedure. If this film essay on freedom is strumtiuas a set of mirrors, it is because freedom
itself is a mirror. It is obvious thaf,there is freedom in Manderlay, it is only in gsality of
mirror or image Everyone imagines being free or being unfreefridedom as such lies first
of all in this very imagination.

Are Grace’s father and his gangsters free? Theyrae in so far they imagine being
free, which means that they have to work night day to keep up that appearance. Are the
black slaves free? They are indeed, but only imstbifay imagine being so. And they, too,

have to work night and day to keep up that appearafind Grace, is she free? She, too, is

® Jean Paulhan, “Du bonheur dans I'esclavage”, inlifaRéage (1954} istoire d'O, Paris : Jean-Jacques

Pauvert éditeur, p. 1-2. See also the pressbotiieahovie “Early one morning a group of ‘negroes’, men and
women who had recently been given their freedortatwy approached their former master, a certain Mr.
Glenelg, and asked to be his slaves again. Afteresdiscussion Mr. Glenelg refused their requedipdy

knows whether this was out of fear, his scruplesjmply because he was a law-abiding man. His éorstaves
began to manhandle him, gently at first. But therahd his family were massacred by the group, laatdvery
same night they moved back into their old slavertgus, where they began to talk, eat and work e tised to
do before the abolition of slavery. Lars von Trss also inspired by a compatriot, the Danish pdvageher and
writer Jacob Holdt and his controversial Americéetires.” http://www.trust-

film.dk/download/Manderlay Pressbook UK _72dpi.jpdf




free only insofar she imagines she is. This is whathe end of the story, she realises: the
freedom she dealt with was but a mirror. Or, moverextly, she then isn the vergeof
realising this. For, at that very moment, she Widle from it, flee to the north, flee to
“Wasington”, which names the last, still unknowntpe the trilogy.

Freedom has been Grace’s main problem from the lveginning of the trilogy. All
had started with her rejection of what her fattead $reedom is: something based on violence,
on the power to lay down the law to others. No,d8reeplied, freedom is not violence; it is
not the law of the jungle practiced by gangs like father’s. It is not what comes out of a
gun’s barrel, as she herself had all too vividlpexenced when her father shot at her during
the traumatic scene that made her flee in the tireof Dogville. How happy she was when,
in that town, she found another, more natural lohdreedom, the freedom of a community
where, under the “hardest circumstances” peopleesdaed in living together in peace and
accepting the foreigner she was as being one oftt&he was a gift for Dogville, as Thomas
junior said, and she helped these people to liesvaheir freedom as a gift.

At least, initially. Until she began to realisenias but an idea, an all too idealistic idea
— an image or a mirror reflecting solely her owrshlds. Soon she had to experience that, in
reality, it was even worse than the freedom offativer’s kind. Indeed, she made others free.
But it was to make them free to abuse and to ragpeaihpunished. At the end, there was no
mercy for them in her eyes. “If there is a town Warld is better without, this is it”, thus the
conclusion she came to. And she now used her fatfreedom — i.e. his armed power — to
set the town on fire and wipe it off the map.

Such is the Grace entering the cotton plantatoManderlay. She is free now. She
has her father's power, but she has not yet entiveccircle of guilt® She siill acts as an
outsider, immune to the world’s evils and shortaogsi and always ready to pass judgement
over it. Which is what she does when a new evisses her way: a community of slaves,
surviving the abolition law already for 70 yearfieScomes just in time to prevent Timothy
from being publicly whipped, and a few momentsriaghe is horrified by the discovery of
the secret ‘book’, written by the white family ataying down the rules to the black slaves:
the rationing of the food, the list of ‘crimes’ Withe according punishments and, even, the
ranking from 1 to 7 of the slaves’ mental attitudevards slavery. All this reminds her of the
freedom her father defends, the freedom of the smmmmposing slavery to the losers: the
whites feeling free to enslave the blacks. In otddight the wrong freedom and to give true

® This is one of the main thesis in my essay on [legt/illage with she-dog” (see above).



freedom a chance, she uses her newly acquired pdwer although noticed by many at
numerous occasions, she never really comprehemdsttls only by that power — the free
power of gangsters — that her idea of freedom hdsaace and that, therefore, that idea lacks
real ground and is but an idea, a mirror hold ugh&people by force.

It is indeed by the force of arms that she putgrahto Timothy's torture and that she
liberates all slaves after having assisted to tbathd of Mam (Lauren Bacall), the central
figure of the white oppression if only because dppressing Law explicitly bore her name:
Mam’s Law. At that time, Grace has not yet the nititen to stay. It was only thanks to the
picnic stop of her father's gang, she coincidegtaitervened in the life of the Manderlay
plantation. After having disarmed the white famalyd freed the slaves, she presumes her job
done and walks back to her father and his gangndhing to leave the place.

Back in the car, she says to wait a while. ‘Whyf®r father asks, and already answers
in her place: she hopes the newly liberated slarksome out and say thanks. After all, she
is still the Grace whose gift recently brought niée to that other community, Dogville. And
had she not done the same now in Manderlay, be mhuch shorter time and in a more
professional way? Did she not give them their foze@d And should they not give something
back, at least a little token of gratitude? Thisvisat occupies Grace’s mind, so her father
rightly guesses.

And, indeed, finally Wilhelm (Dany Glover), the eldslave, appears at the gate
demanding Grace to come inside in order for a méneraccept the black community’s
gratitude. Things, however, turn out differentlyncg@ re-entered, it is not exactly thanks she

heard from Timothy who is the first to open his riou

TIMOTHY: When we were slaves, we were not required tor dfffenks for our supper and for the water
we drank and the air we breathed.

GRACE: Nobody needs to say thank you, but ...

TIMOTHY: But what? You mean there is something you thiekane to be thankful for?

GRACE: (hesitating) ... | didn’t mean ‘but’, | meant ‘and... There is no reason to be thankful to
anything as natural as your freedom.l.am the first to apologize for everything you ayalir people
have been subjected to. ... See those gates: theldsmave been unlocked seventy years ago.
TIMOTHY: Only seventy years ago? But before that, of aguiey were completely justified.

GRACE: No. ... No, no, no, you misunderstand me. ... Hm. .hai\tan | say?

TIMOTHY: You need to say nothing at all.

BURT: We have heard of your kind. A society lady wherss some time on rescuing oppressed

niggers.



It is clear now that, in Manderlay, Grace faces ghme problem as in Dogville: the people
find it quite difficult to accept her gift. But ngusrace understands. It is not needed to say
thanks for something as natural as freedom. Ana &teen Timothy did not accept that idea
either, even if Burt (Geoffey Bateman) says tha¢ &h but another society lady full of
compassion with poor niggers, she keeps on belieininthe possibility of their freedom,
because it a just a natural thing. And she, agtjueve to help them in this. That is the only
gift she can — and must — offer them. If only beeanatural freedom has to be protected
against the vile ruses of the white, all too caell men, entering with contracts that have no
other intention than secretly bringing the blackgie back to the same old slavery in the new
shape of economic dependency — as her father bdgtad a few minutes ago.

Here, again, Grace appears as the great givemake those black people really free,
she lets burn the contracts made by the white jammld gives the former slaves a new
contract guaranteeing a possibility to really beednee citizens. Again not without the help
of that other kind of freedom that she hates sohharmx which is represented by her pack of
gangsters. Assisted by the half of her father’'s fieduding his lawyer who re-wrote the
contracts) she plans to stay a longer time at Midaigleas a “gard” to keep an eye on how
things develop there.

Now, Grace is really able to hold up the mirrorffreledom to the unchained slaves of
Manderlay. Only, she did not expect she would havieght that hard the former mirror they
were hold up to. It was a hidden mirror, a mirrorane was allowed to look in, so Wilhelm
said. It was the handwritten book of Mam’s Law. €&&aaw it during the first hour she was at
Manderlay. In her hour of dying, Mam revealed iAmce, urging her to immediately destroy
it. Instead, Grace preferred that book to be rgaeMeryone. As an excellent proof against the
white oppression, she replied. Again thanks to litlis intervention, the book remained
unopened and stayed where it was: underneath ttieessaof Mam’s bed.

And in the heart of the black people! The longeacerstays at Manderlay, the more
she has to admit it. The black community surprisimgmains attached to habits directly
referring to the ‘ancien regime’, such as keepimythe “hierarchy of the beating”, or
gathering at midday for a parade underneath thehglof Mam’s room, et cetera. And when
even kind Wilhelm keeps referring openly to it (whihe planting of the cotton happens to
delay, he quotes Mam’s law saying this it is natessarily bad), Grace digs up the book and
reads it from cover to cover. There, finally, slaeds the hidden mirror she was fighting
against till then, the mirror the black people oaderlay were hold up to under Mam’s

regime.



But how can one fighhiddenmirrors? By making them public, Grace argues: gver
former slave should read the book and realise hadlytand inhumanely he or she is treated.
As always, Wilhelm tempered such intentions: “we ot ready for this”. It is the same reply
as he had given in reaction to the liberation ohtilay by Grace or to the sudden death of
Mam: ‘it is too early to take the responsibilityfofl freedom upon us. We are not prepared to
take that step’.

‘Then, you should prepare yourselves to that’, iad®@’s reply. What the black people
of Manderlay need is an education in freedom. $ounlike the only one she killed with her
own hands in Dogville’s holocaust, Thomas Edisonghe sets up school activities for the
entire black community — of course not without support of her ‘armed forces’. They now
have to learn what freedom and democracy is. Tla&g ko be hold up to a mirror that is clear
and open for everyone. Not a mirror open for thprepsors and closed for the oppressed, as
was — and still is — the case with Mam’s law. Teeefation of that law (as planned in one of
the next lessons) will destroy it, so Grace thir@sly then, it could be replaced it by another
one, a law based in freedom, equality and justibe. dark mirror of slavery must be replaced
by the enlightening mirror of freedom.

What, however, will be the result? Instead of tlestdiction of one of them, the two
mirrors will now reflect one another. In the mirn@flecting freedom the one hiding slavery
will be reflected as well. And, vice versa, in thmgrror reflecting slavery, one will able to
descry freedom. Which, supprisingly, does not midkegs necessarily more transparent or
clear.

Freedom will be forced to recognize itself to sl How is this possible? Is freedom
not free? Is freedom not what people say that teed; for instance, what they vote it is?
Such is democracy, as Grace’s ‘students’ learassc If there is a dispute whether a broken
rake is Elisabeth’s or Flora’s, organize a vote #mdgs get clear. The case become less
ridiculous when the voting is about old Wilma (MoRammond) who, during the famine
after the sand storm, caused the death of Claaek’'s) and Rose’s little daughter (Javone
Prince and Nina Sosanya), who was dangerouslgnil whose meal was daily stolen by
Wilma. So, voting is indeed a serious thing whesrehs be decided whether Wilma has to be
sentenced to banishment from Manderlay or to deatmlty. Though in that case, death
penalty was unanimously voted.

Here, things become a bit clearer, at least foac&r For freedom is not to be
considered as free from any law. Even, more pricifeedom too is a law. A law people are

the subject of(which is why they are free), but also a law tlegsubjected toSo is Wilma
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for instance, who is sentenced unanimously to degttihe democratic court. And so are the
others. They are subjected to the law they havedvat their quality of that very law’s
subject. And so is Grace. Of course, it was she o installed the law of freedom in
Manderlay and established the people’s court, big only means that she, too, is now
subjected to it. This is why it is not up to Jattle father of Wilma'’s victim, to carry out the
sentence given by that court. This would be mergggance, Grace argues. It is up to her.
She, Grace, has to execute Wilma.

And this is what she indeed does. But how? Not atear and direct way, not face to
face and speaking out the death sentence to thefantdr. Instead of that, Grace tells Wilma
that everything is fine for her now, that the cduatd been merciful and that they are full of
understanding towards a starving old lady who isomger able to eat the mud she had eaten
all too often in her long and miserable life. Haggpyhear this out of the mouth of the one she
imagined to be like the daughter she always hadtedarshe lays down sleeping. Asleep,
Grace shoots her in the head. A second later, Grarsts out crying and collapses.

She had executed the verdict of the law, the lafveedom, supported by the general
will of the people. How does that law function fretcase of Wilma'’s execution? In a hidden
way. As hidden as was Mam'’s lawrace lies to Wilma, afraid as she is of thehtrtite truth
of what is the legitimate result of the freedomduhgistice she had established in Manderlay.
And what is that truth? Not only that Wilma was jgated to the law in the sense that she had
to die by its verdict, but also that she, Graces sabjected to it as well. She was subjected to
freedom’s law, not as its ‘victim, but as its subjeShe had to bear, to support that law.
Freedom is an image, an idea, a mirror hold. Andrioter to become something ‘real’, it
needs someone to support and bear it. Someone haket that all too idealistic idea upon
him and to make it a law. Only then, this idea Aafance to become reality.

This is what Grace does: becoming the support —sthgect — of the idea called
freedom, thus enabling this mirroring idea to nsformed into all day reality. In order to
take upon her the responsibility of having aboléskavery at Manderlay, she had to occupy
that subject position. This is not without stramgguirements. For instantieat she ‘herself’
has to be absent on the very place where she asldra’s subjectHer position in Wilma’s
execution shows this in a surprisingly clear wagsponsible for the observance of the new,
freedom based law, she had to set her personadnmeaside. She had to set herself aside and
to be absent on the very position from where sl@ down the law and caries out its

punishments.
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So, lying to Wilma in the moments before her exiecy Grace is lying to herself as
well. She oversees the very position she is ocecgpyshe denies that this position makes her
absent as a person and that, in a way, she renmadaen’ behind the law she implements.
The hidden character of the law: this is exactlyatvbhe hated in Mam’s law. Of course
Mam'’s law was known by all of Manderlay’s slavelshaugh no slave had ever been allowed
to read the book this law was written down in. 8ot so much the book as its author was
supposed to remain hidden. The veil over the bebtdrs to the fact that the one responsible
for the law — the one who sat oneself up as itgestib- must remain absent to the law he lays
down to others.

This is to say that he occupies the place whezdaWw itself — or, which amounts to
the same thing, freedom itself — is marked by asenbe, a lack, a void. Freedom is but an
idea, just like freedom’s law is: it is a mirrom @amage, a set of mere words. To become
something real, it literally has to be supporteatne. Someone has to put his shoulders under
the image/mirror/word called freedom in order tofpen or to establish it. This is not to say
however that, then, such one is a master ovdrnat;he is free to do with it as he pleases. On
the contrary, he is only allowed to bear the idal#ed freedom and freedom’s law because he
is himself entirely subjected to that idea or law.

This is exactly what Grace begins to realise tloements she performs old Wilma’s
execution. In a way, she performs her own self-attec and shoots herself too. She shoots
the idea that, besides the idea of freedom andidreebased law, there is a free self-based
‘self’. She shoots herself away as being freedoowsaer and giver. This is why she breaks
down after having pulled the trigger and shot WiliNaw, all of a sudden, she realises she is
no longer the one who can pass judgment over ydaditn a position that is radically outside,
immune to any contamination.

It is indeed here that Grace finally steps inte ttircle of guilt. She knows that
Wilma's death sentence is entirely justified, thdtt at the same time, no reason can justify
the killing of a person. Even by implementing the lin an entirely correct way, one is guilty.
It is an incurable guilt that no one ever can gtr@n out. Though it is the very ‘raison d’étre’
of the law as such, no law can say how to get fithat guilt. That guilt refers to the lack on
which the law itself rests. No one is that good guode that he is fully justified of laying
down the law to others. That is why, in earlieréasnmen thought it was God who lays dawn
the law. But God is death and, nevertheless, thehas to be laid down. It is up to us,

humans, to do this, however incomplete, guilty andorthy we are.
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By executing Wilma, Grace realises she has to asghat paradox. She has to accept
that she is herself marked by the lack which tedhe is subjected to has to forbid. Now she
knows that the centre or the law fighting all ‘sis’occupied by ‘sin’ itself. That the violence
freedom’s law fights against is at work in the hafrfreedom and its law. Being the subject of
the law implies accepting that ‘sin’, that violence

But is this not what her father and his ganstersadcepting violence as the inevitable
point from where the law is to be laid down? Isthot the sense of all the remarks the father
made to his all too naive and idealistic daughtar@dther words, does Wilma’'s execution
performed by Grace not show that she now reallyreasntered the realm of her father’s
mafia and proves herself to be worthy of sharirgggower?

Yet, Grace’s act differs from the way her fatheg&ng acts on one decisive point: in
her position of being the subject of freedom, sbesdot feel free herself. She does not allow
herself to freely do with the law what she pleasésntrary to what the mafia thinks, she
considers freedom to be something she is subjdotednd not something enabling her to
subject others to her personal free will. Gracewksthat freedom is but a word, an image, a
mirror in which people project their wish to bedréOnly, this does not unmask freedom as
simply a false idea. On the contrary, freedom deed but an idea, but it is at least that. More
exactly, it is nothing than that, and as suchag to be recognized and affirmed. Only if we
fully assume freedom to be first of all but an metea, we are able to become this idea’s
subject and, thus, to implement it, and to chahgeo something real.

This kind of assumption is strange to the logicboth Grace’s gangsters and the
former Manderlay slaves. In the eyes of the mdfeedom is a mere idea and, thus, must be
used and abused. Denying themselves to be subjecfesedom’s law, they do as if the law
is subjected to them, which in their case mearistiiey carry on a reign of terror making any
real freedom impossible. Slaves like Wilhelm kndwattfreedom too is a law, but they are
afraid of becoming the subject of that law. ‘We aat yet ready for it’ is his way not to take
upon himself the mere idea of freedom in orderdodme its subject. Instead, he prefers to
remain its object, which in this case means: remgislave.

At the end of the story, Grace is surprised to tiegir Mam’s Law is written by no one
else but Wilhelm and that a larger part of the etawere all the time simply aware of it. They
have in fact always already been free. If theyddile slaves, it is because they have freely
chosen so. And now, they will use the same freedomrder to make Grace part of their
game: they have voted that Mam’s law should becopsgative again and that she is the one

to replace Mam now. Not to miss the appointmenhwaér father, she decides to ds if
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Indeed, she takes a part in the game. She remerhberentrée in Manderlay, when an
element of the fence was taken away in order todeel for the whipping of Timothy, falsely

accused of theft. She intends to make use of th@lenin the fence to escape. Furious at
Timothy for having betrayed her personally as veallfor having stolen the money of the
entire community, she decides to punish him, butatse grounds. Being the new Mam, she
repeats the scene of her entrance in ManderlayinBatead of really whipping Timothy who

once again is tied to the fence, she throws hepwani the ground and gives vent to her

disgust with regards to the free slaves of Mangerla

GRACE: Timothy, you can stop being proud and silent. @ng shout, and beg for mercy. Let the Mansi
you are, be the Mansi who you despise so much.ifdisdhat hatred, Timothy and the rest of youttha
hatred against yourselves, that you will never malkeaccept. You are a cheat of the lowest kind, and
Wilhelm and all of you who follow him are nothingitotraitors to your race. | hope that your fellow
Negroes one day discover your betrayal and purdstgr it. You make me sick.

TIMOTHY: Sure you got it right, Miss Grace. Most likely,is impossible to revile us negroes enough.
But what | don’t get is why it makes you so angry.

GRACE: What do you mean?

TIMOTHY: Aren’t you forgetting something? ... You made us.

The next moment, Grace picks up again the instrtimértorture from the ground and,
outrageous, starts whipping Timothy over and ogaira It is the reason why she misses the
appointment with her father, and has to run awamnfManderlay, lonely and in total despair,
in the direction of the North, of Washington (th#tet of the third film, be it without h:

Wasington), so the last images of the film suggest.

4. The Mirror of Love

Why Timothy’s reply makes Grace so furious? Wherepinside is she touched by that little
sentence of his: “You made us”?

It is here that the mirror procedure underlying filla reaches its acme. For the scene
in which she whips Timothy not only retakes thengcé¢he Manderlay story starts with,
Timothy’s words also reflect one of Grace’s firsbnds expressing the very ‘raison d’étre’ of
her engagement towards the black slaves of Mandértee very first moment she was on the
verge of entering the cotton plantation (she wdleady Elisabeth who, in despair, told her

they were going to whip Timothy), she quarrelledwher father.
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GRACE'S FATHER Listen, Grace, this is a local matter. It is fartus to poke our noses in.

GRACE: Why should we not? Just because it is a locaterfat

GRACE'S FATHER It is certainly not our responsibility.

GRACE: Do you think the Negroes wanted to leave theinés in Africa? Was it not us who brought

them to America? We have done them a great wrang our abuses that made them what they are.

Back in her father’'s car after the first meetinghwvthe Manderlay people (having freed
Timothy, seen Mam dying and heard about the ‘bgokdace repeats it once again: “we
made them what they are”. And further on in thenfitalking to Timothy about her
engagement towards the former slaves, she saysad&tky is a moral obligation because
we made you”. This is why the cause of the formacloslaves is not simply a local matter,
so Grace argues. So, it our responsibility to ghem back what we have stolen from them:
freedom.

As we know, this is in fact what Grace does. Atsted is her intention. Until she
discovers that the freedom she tried so hard te thiem, was already theirs. In the end, she
finds out they have always been much freer thareske could have thought. Only, they used
that freedom in order to remain slaves. Grace mplpeed: how can these black people
behave with such self-contempt? How can they hatked@spise themselves so much? Have
they really lost any self-respect?

After having discovered that Timothy betrayed dwa people (he lost the entire yield
of the harvest by gambling), she decides to leawnd, in her “verbal farewell salute” to the
gathered people of Manderlay she spares no oner are all false and cheating like Timothy,
you hate yourself to be a negro and that hatrecesgau an all too easy victim of the white
oppressors. Because you hate yourself, whites at you all the more easily. | myself, |
now cannot but hate you too. You disgust me: yoisr hatred towards yourselves | hate.’

It is at then Timothy dares to ask if she is ragétting something. ‘You made us,
you, Grace and your white fellows.” Timothy, agadwiandles the ‘mirror’, which this time will
not work the way it has done so many times befd¥en you talk about us, you talk about
what you made; so, you talk about yourself. Youragbtly disgusted by our self-hatred and
by our misuse of freedom which only worsen that-satred. But it is the whites who made
us so. And so it is your own self-hate you mersigsinalyses in us. Expressing your disgust
with us, you express the disgust with yourself.’

At that moment, the mirror breaks for Grace. Anoimsiderate ‘acting out’ of the
purest kind follows. Yet, to understand why it hapg like this, we must take into account

that this particular mirror is but the last oneain unfolding of mirrors spanning the entire
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story. For Timothy is not only just one of Mandgitaslaves, it is the one whom she admired
most, whom she desired, and whom she made love Skt admired him, if only because he
was the first to talk back to her in her first megtwith the Manderlay slaves. A few minutes
before, he was saved by Grace from being whipped,n@w he declared that “we”, blacks,

do not need to say thanks to anyone. When Gradarddmot to know what to say, it was

Timothy who replied that she “need to say nothingald. Indeed, he did not need any

‘G/grace’, for he already was a free person.

It is true that he was in fact the only free blgekson at Manderlay. When, at noon,
the other slaves still gathered as before under Blé&alcony, Timothy was the one to ride
freely his horse then. If freedom could have a ckaat all at Manderlay, it would only be
possible thanks to him. Grace literally says itfih& time they talk to one another in private:

“Although our ideals differ, you have a pride withyou that | believe one day will be the salvatidn

everybody at Manderlay”.

He was what Grace wanted all the former slavestdrbnk and free, always ready to object
to the commandments of the white masters. And,, tAlwgays ready to object to whahe
commands. Timothy did not need people like Gradeetéree. And this is precisely what she
admired so much in him. This made him the mirrawiich she recognized herself the most.

And this is why she began tong for him. “In a flash, his exotic pride almost took
Grace’s breath away”, the off-screen voice commaifiten, at noon when everyone gathers
under Mam'’s balcony, she watches him riding hisbowWhat Grace loves in Timothy is first
of all that he is, so to say, of her kind. He iseflike she is free. And he, too, is willing to
fight for it. During the dust storm, he is the omge to mount his horse and to go to battle
against it. And, after the storm, he is again tb& ne not paralyzed by despair, but
proposing to go on further with the miserable fifiigle cotton plants left. In Timothy’'s
fighting spirit, Grace loves her own fight at Mandg. He is the mirror in which she loves
herself. Surely, Timothy is the one who refusedh@ank her when she had freed him from
being whipped, but was this not precisely becatddesofreedom? He was right. Grace don’t
want to be thanked by hirbut to beloved

And love surely has the shape of a mirror. Thoiigh a strange shape: one imagines
he recognizes himself in that mirror while he aliya#s losing himself in it ... in order to,

finally, re-find himself as lost, radically lost.
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When, finally, after Timoty's suggestion they sltbgo on with the few plants left
after the storm, the entire community starts tdatmirate, Grace not only enjoys a first
success at Manderlay, she also feels that, prgamel, she becomes useless. Right then, a
strong desire for love overwhelms her. In her degdrs she starts seeing naked black male
bodies inside the bath house and at night she dredrmut “women in exotic costumes and
man in turbans”. Indeed, about a “harem”, as hitrefahas mentioned at the beginning of the
story. The off-screen voice describes her dreafolsvs:

A group of black slaves appeared bearing a hugegetiaile with dates. And in a twinkling, Grace lay

among the dates, trembling with pleasure, as &« fadfcBedouins satisfied her one by one with their
noses. And it was even more confusing when Timatpgeared, and was both slave bearing wine,
handshaking, and sheik himself, whose authoritgtirands tested the size of Grace’'s most intimate

orifices.

Both slave and king: this is the Timothy Grace aesiShe loves the king in him, the “Munsi”
as he said he was: a descendant of African kingswik for not drinking, not gambling, and
being immune to money and profit. Men of honournrmoéfreedom. The opposite of a Mansi,
a descendant of African slaves: drinking, gamblengl crazy about money and profit. Grace
loves the Munsi, the king, not the Mansi, the sld@at what does this mean? That she loves
the king, because he is able of making slaves®@nse, does she love to become the king’'s
slave herself? Satisfied by “a flock of Bedouingsted in her intimate orifices by a king, part
of his harem, Grace dreams herself to be ensldodoe freed from her freedom by the one
she admired precisely because of his freedom. Réziog herself in his freedom, she
recognizes herself in the one who subjected harstdree will, the one reduced to the object
of his games and his gambling.

Here, the mirror turns out not to be immune toakieg. As long as Grace mirrors
herself in the free subject named Timothy, ther@asproblem. But here, she recognises
herself in his free will'objectin the extreme sense of the word. Her love far makes her
recognize herself in his being a slave and makesvishing to becoméis slave. Then, and
only then is she whdte is: a slave. Then, she shares freedom exactlyw#ehe does: as a
slave. She wants herself to be ‘taken’ by his fréleé she wants him to free her from her

freedom, and she does so for the sake of her mgrgneent.

5. Slavery, the Support of Freedom’s Enjoyment
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‘Enjoyment’ shows what freedom finally is about thie level of sexual desire, or of desire in
general. In its ultimate shape, freedom is desréde free even from freedom or, more
precisely, from being freedom’'subject As Lacan points out (and it is in fact his most
important contribution to modern to modern tholghtlesire’s satisfaction is not to be
defined as the moment its subjedns (conquers, reaches) the object, but the moment tha
subject loses itself in the object. The supremealgethe ultimate good desire longs for — is to
be considered from the principle, not of profit {hs entire tradition since Aristotle says), but
of loss. Which goes for freedom as well. From thespective of the primacy of desire (which
is the paradigm of Lacanian theory), freedom’s bgijtstate is freed from freedom itself. It is
freedom having lost itself in its object of desire.

“Happiness in slavery” — “Du Bonheur dans lI'esclge’a as Jean Paulhan entitles his
introduction toL’histoire d'O — is in fact ‘jouissance’ in slavery, ‘enjoyment’ the Lacanian
sense of the word. It is not ‘happiness’, i.e. W&y one satisfyingly manages his desire in
daily life. ‘Jouissanceis a phantasmatic state, a state escaping realigyate of fantasy in
with the subject imagines itself to be lost in thiémate object of his desire. This is why
books ad ’histoire d’O are perfectly readable, although they tell abbetrost unbearable
humiliations offending any sane sense of freedansuch fantasies our freedom can dream
away and imagine itself to be freed from being shbject of any law, even the law called
‘freedom’.

This is the fantasy that the black slaves, andairticular Timothy, arouse in Grace.
Timothy stands for the freedom she desires. Leadldsgyre, it is in that freedom — i.e. in
Timothy as ‘object’ of her desire — she wants tblgst. It is with him that she wants to be
freed from being a subject and of being subjecteéd taw whatsoever. This is why she
literally dreams of being annihilated as subjedt,being reduced to freedom’'s — read:
Timothy’s — object, to his slave.

Yet, this is what shenly dreams- in dreams pushed away as fast as possiblendttis
what she says she wants in real life. If she walaléo, it would just be indefensible. No one
is more aware of that than Grace. Defending a edsirgive up freedom, to become one’s
slave, to be annihilated as free subject in ordebécome the object of one’s absolute
freedom, to assume all this as an enjoyable thewrable in real life: it would be mere self-
betrayal, self-hatred. It would give evidence ofihg lost the tiniest remain of self-esteem.
To replace this kind of enjoyment (in the Lacarsanse) from the level of fantasy to the one

" Citeer passage waar hij zegt dat jouissance migesbijdrage aan de moderne theorie is.
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of every day life makes it the acme of humiliatiand violence. Accepting this kind of
violence in our everyday world would change theelainto a sadistic universe.

And yet, we should never forget that this is elyashat happened to the black people
in the US. They were forced to simply accept thisconsider it as norm and as normal.
Blacks had to accept, as their nature, that they wet freedom’s subject, but only its object;
that it was their very ‘essence’ to be the objddhe other’s fregouissance They were not
simply working slaves, i.e. unpaid manpower assistiree men’s labour. What made
someone to be a slave is ultimately neither thelumtary and gratuitous daily work he does
for his master nor the fact he is the object of dtieer’'s economic exploitation, but the fact
that he is th@bject of the other’s desire in its transgressikiae This is where any kind of
slavery at the end works up to: the enslaved maistrbken in his capacity of being a subject.
He must be objectivised in a most extreme way aedoimme the object of the other’s
jouissanceThe slave is ultimately put on the very place rehgs free master loses himself in
his own gesture of enjoyment and (thus) transgvassihere, the object/victim of the
master’'s enjoyment is supposed to be the supporthef master's enjoyment, of his
transgression and his self-loss. At that point, shkeve is supposed to bear his master's
freedom on the very moment his master gets loghat freedom. So, it is ultimately the
object/slave which is the last support and prodfiefmaster’s absolute — i.e. trangsgressive —
freedom. At least, this is the fantasy driving thaster. He wants his slaves to freely chose
for and to enjoy the slavery he humiliates themhwiit is his attempt to turn that fantasy into
reality which makes the master of slaves so lirsdlg cruel.

Sir Stephen, the main character’s lovetihistoire d’'O, is a real sadist abusing and
torturing O in the cruelest way. However, what gsichim in his attitude towards O is his
preoccupation concerninger love for him. Maltreated by him and his friendes
particularly has to accept this willingly and odtlove for him: this is where Sir Stephan is
after in his relation with O. She is the absolutetim of his criminal transgression, she is
denied in her slightest capacity of being a subjbat in that position she nonetheless is
supposed to be the free support of the entire e&@n reduced to a mere object, she has to
hold the complete situation in her hands and tdréely and wittingly its ultimate support.
While losing himself in his cruel transgression,il@tsacrificing his beloved by lending her
out to others, the latter is supposed to remairstiied rock holding both Sir Stephan’s desire
and his transgressiyeuissanceThis is at least the fantasy underlying the npaé#¢agonist in
L’histoire d’O.
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A similar fantasy guides the attitude of the whitaster with respect to his black
slave. It is that fantasy which made slavery tosbedeeply rooted in the mentality of the
people creating theitand of FreedomWhat the black slave enabled in the US was the
white’s freedom in its ‘absolute’ shape, i.e. is ghape of transgression ajudiissance
Thanks to the former, the latter could live hisefitem even on the level of enjoyment. And
this is why the white’s intention was never simpdyuse the black as a cheap aide assisting
him in his economic labour. The nigger was the érddultimate support of the white’'s
fantasy imagining he was really and absolutely.fiidee slave gave the transgressive side of
the white’s freedom a support.

After centuries of being the subordinate of nolded other superiors in Europe, the
white immigrant was given an immense freedom in Acae It was, however, not the
immense size of the country that gave him thairigellThis was given by a transgression that
was institutionalized by officially allowed slaveryt gave the white free citizen the
opportunity to lose himself in transgressing thev laf freedom which he had himself
established. It was indeed the victim/slave whdotathand supported the transgression of the
white. Similarly to what happens Lihistoire d’O, the white’s oppression aimed at the point
where the blacks simply accept their victim-positas their very natufeThey were in the
end supposed to be full of respect for their whitester precisely for oppressing, punishing
and torturing them. That respect given by the uhzed ‘bon sauvageproved, in the eyes of
the white, his absolute freedom to be somethinguhadi. It was a way to approve that the
freedom of taking the freedom to transgress freesldaws was in fact freedom’s ‘real
nature’, since the most ‘natural’ human being —htbhenan who was in fact less more than an

animal — approved that thesis by the way he ‘ergjblgew the white treated him.
6. Mandingo
Nowhere else is this shown more powerfully thanRithard Fleischer's 1974 movie

Mandingq based on a novel of the same name by Kyle Or{d@57§. It tells the story of the

decline and fall of a I®century white family in the South, named Maxweltiaowner of an

8 This is why it is not simply an exaggeration wiiethe beginning oManderlay,when Grace is for the first
time confronted with he gathered community of blaldves, Victoria states that “the negro is vilenagure”.
The fact that this sentence is uttered by the firstay thanks to Grace act of liberating them, esakeven more
sarcastic. Victoria repeats the ultimate fantagpsuting the attitude of the whites: that the btasky thanks for
whatever the whites do or say. This is their ‘vilgure’, and it is in the quality of that ‘natutbat they are
“made” by the whites.

° Kyle Onstott (1957)Mandigng Richmond: Denlinger.
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impoverished cotton plantation. Hammond (Perry Kirtge only son of the family, marries
for financial reasons “cousin Blanche” (Susan Geprthe daughter of one of his rich uncles,
while in fact he keeps on living together with ad¥ slave girl whom he really loves and with
whom he got a child. One day, Hammond buys a sthdagk slave named Mede (“from
Ganymedes”) (Ken Norton) originating from the Mamgh people in Africa. He lets him
engage in man-to-man combats with other black slaeethat white spectators can stake their
money on one of them. Earning a lot with such aafwer’, Hammond gets very attached to
Mede, who developed a quasi limitless loyalty te master. Hammond’'s spouse, still
childless and angry of being neglected by her hugbane day, forces Mede to secretly make
love with her. When Hammond discovered that ‘hai $s black, he kills the child, his wife,
and Mede. In the fight at the end (and unlike the i& Onstott’s novel), the father gets killed
by a black slave and Hammond is left all alonenediand mentally broken.

The crucial point to notice in this movie is thetféhat, during the entire story, the
slaves are never explicitly shown in a context abdur. Of course, their economic
exploitation is supposed in every image or sentebgewhat we see and hear refers almost
exclusively to thelibidinal relation between masters and slaves. Blacks arerslas the
object of the white’s pleasure. Put under the ééehe father, a black male child is supposed
to heal the father's rheumatism; young black girks used to introduce adolescent white boys
into sexual enjoyment; black male slaves are pedidior having learned to read (even if
what they read is the bible); Mede is exempted ftabour in order to train himself for of
gambling games in which he has to figure.

And last but not least, the main character’s atétwith regard to slavery, which he in
fact feels all too uncomfortable with, is emblermatl by his tender love relation to Ellen
(Brenda Sykes), the black slave he is in love witha way, it is only his black slave who
gives him a real feeling of freedom, if only becagte enables freedom to him in its shape of
transgression. Thanks to Ellen, Hammond escapdsdnbeof freedom regulated by rules and
laws as it is for instance supporting his relatiorhis spouse, “cousin Blanche”. He married
the latter, basically because his father wantedthilmave a legal son in order to guarantee the
future of the family property and, thus, the futwfetheir economic freedom. Hammond’s
bond to the law, ruling his relation to his wifs, @mphasized in yet another way. When,
during their first night together, Hammond discevénat Blanche is no longer a virgin, he
immediately considers it as his duty to kill hisfeis violator. And since she continues to
deny any violation (in fact, as she later tellsg stas deflowered by an other cousin of hers

when she was 13), he refuses to touch her at all.
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At the same time, however, he lives a tender |@ation with a slave girl knowing
that, like any slave girl, she too has been offéoanhale visitants to spend the night with. Yet,
with Ellen, this is no problem at all, just becagée is only a slave, which means she is not
bound to be the law’s subject. She is only the dbpbject of freedom’s law, and in this
sense, she enables more freedom that a subject isvigubjected to freedom’s law.
Hammond’s relation with her is mere freedom. Naghoounds him, he can do with her what
he wants; but he loves her, and so anything hiereoyn will does to her is meant to do good.
The son of his, for instance, Ellen is carrying @ender heart and who, once born, is supposed
to be sold as quick as possible, is promised nbyt oot to be sold, but even to be declared
free. So, with Ellen, Hammond really lives freedowlith her, he is no longer under the
pressure of the father who wants him to act in fawaf family purposes; his slave enables
him to be finally as free ase wants, and to free himself from freedom’s laws ands he is
subjected to in real life. Which, however, will eimcthe loss of freedom at all.

The greatness of thilandingo scenario lies in the precise way it shows slawgery’
reality on the level of every day’s family life. dhows how deeply it can be interrelated with
the most intimate love and family relation, notyomi its unbearable cruel shape, but at the
same time also in its tender and positive shapg. hWeee again, one should notice the mirror
procedure which is also underlying the developnadrthis movie: the cruel relation of the
white masters with regard to their slaves is foftynalot different to the tender relation
Hammond has to his black slave lover. Both attisuftemally mirror one another. In both
cases it concerns a relation transgressing theilawa relation so free that it is no longer
bound to the laws of freedom but, instead, givea tha impression that he is himself free to
such an extent that he can make that law himdelt, e is the law’s absolute master. The
way this kind of masters live freedom takes awayftkedom of others, more precisely their
capacity of being the subject of freedom. This ‘teafreedom’, be it cruel or tender, reduces
the other to a mere object of desire and deprivether to act and react as desire’s subject.
In other words, it denies the other to be a sulpéatesire and to make him the object of a

phantasmatigouissance

So, it is clear now why it is important to undemstathat, at the time of institutionalized
slavery, the cruellest thing for the blacks in th® was the fact that they were the object of
the white’sfantasy A fantasy which in fact was more that simply gdt@am or a fictitious
story like L’historie d’O. It was acollectively deniedantasy, a fantasy taken for natural

reality itself and forcing the backs to play foaré that game. The latter had to accept as his
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‘nature’ to be the object of the other’s freliissance Accepting this equals giving up any
subject position. Those black slaves who have dgbaefar cannot but hate the subject they
have been and still could be. To go that far rexgugelf-betrayal in the strongest sense of the
word. This is what America’s black people were &mtdo. They were to hate their hatred
against the whites. This is how they were ‘madethi®/whites.

Now we understand a little better the reality lagven in Manderlayand have a more
precise idea of what Grace understood — or didvawit to understand (which does not differ
that much) — when she was surprised by Timothyyréo her severe “verbal farewell
salute”. Precisely the self-betrayal of the bladogle, their lack of self-esteem and their
inclination to cheating disgusted Grace. By sayymu made us”, Timothy showed that this
self-betrayal waser product; it was made by the whites. The withesehfawvced the black
people to make self-betrayal their life style. Bditat Graces understood now, is that this self-
betrayal is not simply something of the blackss not even simply something we have forced
them to; this self-betrayal is our deepest wisWwjsh supporting our fantasies about freedom.
In the self-betrayal of the black slave, we seeselwes as supported by the object of our
desire. He acts in a fantasy made by us, a famtasyich we have forced him to be both the
object and the support at the same time, so thatamdose ourselves in that fantasy, living

our freedom aguissance.

Many critics mention that Lars von Trier has nelveen in America and that, if only for that,

he does not understand anything of its society. dawe they?



