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The Melancholy of Desire 
in Buñuel’s ‘That Obscure Object of Desire’ 

and Fassbinder’s ‘I Only Want You to Love Me’

Abstract: The purpose of this essay is to investigate the melancholic nature of desire in the films “That 
Obscure Object of Desire” and “I Only Want You to Love Me”. Firstly, a definition of melancholy will be 
given and then an analysis of the way in which the nature of desire creates melancholy in these films. Also, 
an exegesis of these films different aspects, how they interact and how they function together in order to 
achieve a feeling of melancholy in the viewer. A theoretical support for these ideas will be given by Lacan, 
Žižek and Freud.
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Melancholy

Although recently melancholy has come 
to mean any sort of feeling of deep sadness, 
depression or pensiveness, its original meaning 
in the theory of the four humours was that 
of “black bile” and its excess was thought to 
be the cause of the ailment. Robert Burton, 
in his “The Anatomy of Melancholy”, while 
influenced by this view, offers a new and more 
modern definition of melancholy:

Melancholy, the subject of our 
present discourse, is either in disposi-
tion or in habit. In disposition, is that 
transitory Melancholy which goes and 
comes upon every small occasion of
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sorrow, need, sickness, trouble, fear, grief, passion, or perturbation of the 
mind, any manner of care, discontent, or thought, which causes anguish, 
dullness, heaviness and vexation of spirit [...] And from these melancholy 
dispositions no man living is free [...] none so patient, so generous, so godly, 
so divine, that can vindicate himself; so well-composed, but more or less, 
some time or other, he feels the smart of it. Melancholy in this sense is the 
character of Mortality… This Melancholy of which we are to treat, is a habit, 
a serious ailment, [...] not errant, but fixed: and as it was long increasing, so, 
now being (pleasant or painful) grown to a habit, it will hardly be removed. 
(Burton 127) 

This view leans much more towards a philosophical explanation of the phenomenon 
of melancholy. By splitting the illness into two forms of manifestation (one temporary 
and one lingering), Burton draws a distinction between a “normal”, “in disposition”, 
melancholy which comes to pass after a certain time (similarly to Freud’s definition of 
mourning) and an abnormal melancholy which lingers and prolongs itself indefinitely. 
However, this would mean that mankind is inherently melancholic, a problem which 
Burton is aware of, saying that melancholy is the “sense of Mortality”. Such a definition 
is in tune with the Baroque thinking, as everything from transient things, to sorrows 
and passions seems to cause this “anguish, heaviness, dullness”. Pondering on the 
fleeting nature of life seems to generate this illness much like in a Jean de Sponde 
poem. Raphael Enthoven in his Frederic Gabriel interview for Arte Philosophie states 
the following:

“Raphael Enthoven: Triste sans cause. Incausé. Frédéric Gabriel: La 
question que se pose le mélancolique est aussi une question mélancolique : 
Pourquoi est-ce que je suis mélancolique. Le mélancolique trouve des ques-
tions géniales et tristes (Aristote) Alliance philosophie-maladie. La cause 
est la question. Le mélancolique est sa propre cause. ‘Hippocrate : Quand la 
crainte ou la tristesse persiste longtemps on est mélancolique. L’homme est 
scindé par sa propre question.1’ ” (Truffault 2008)

Contrary to Burton, Enthoven and Gabriel defend a version of melancholy defined 
by its circularity: without cause or reason, melancholy becomes stronger simply by way 
of the act of asking oneself why one is melancholic is melancholic in and of itself. They 
thus remain true to the understanding of the disease as philosophical since it mainly 
concerns a kind of sadness related to existential issues. By default it is something that 
affects a philosopher who is more liable to question everything.

Žižek’s Melancholy and the Act

Žižek in his “Melancholy and the act” defends a position which consistently 
classifies all those who desire as melancholics. The main difference between him and 
Freud is that while Freud sees the object as something that can actually occupy a 
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mental space, Žižek sees the object as a ‘lack’, not a loss. (Žižek 2000 659 660) Simply 
put, it is impossible to own something you’ve never owned. The melancholic posits 
the object as “positively existing”. In melancholy, one retains the “notional essence” 
of the object while losing immediate reality. Much as in courtly love, the individual 
craves to embrace an absolute, suprasensual ideal in a physical way. However, given 
that such objects originate at some point in reality, the melancholic elevates a normal 
object in this realm. Also, the work of mourning never completely ‘heals’ in Freud’s 
sense. There’s always a remainder in the subject which cannot be integrated. Thus, 
we can compare this act to a second killing of the object. 

Žižek expands upon Agamben’s ideas to illustrate his position:

Therein resides the melancholic’s stratagem: the only way to possess an 
object we never had, that was from the outset lost, is to treat an object that 
we still fully possess as if this object is already lost. (Žižek 2000 661)

Desire
Sensual or emotional desire might seem exempt from such melancholic speculation 

due to the blissfulness of love which suspends the subject, but literature teaches us in 
numerous examples to be wary of the impermanent felicity brought by love. Freud 
warns in “Culture and its Discontents”2 about such naive faith in love. Even though 
he acknowledges that it can provide great satisfaction as it fulfills the libido of the 
individual, it also makes one all the more vulnerable to external and internal threats 
(doubt, loss). 

Desire as melancholic
Both Žižek and Burton both link melancholy to objects lost (whether still lost-but-

having-existed or lost-but-still-existing is not important). For Lacan, things are very 
different as he sees desire as playing a structuring role in the Subject (Bailly 216,2). 
Ascribing a central role to desire may seem like a masculine position, but desire for 
Lacan as he points out in “The Direction of the Treatment and the Principles of its 
Power” (Lacan 518) is not entirely sensuous or indeed erotic, but any type of “wish”. 
(Therefore, any desire for knowledge, power, love and so on can be understood as 
being desire.) However, the root of all of these desires is the mother and the initial 
connection the child shares with her after birth.

Žižek reinforces the same position in “From desire to drive: Why Lacan is not a 
Lacanian”: “the pre-symbolic Real is lost forever, the true object of desire (“mother”) 
becomes impossible-unattainable. (Žižek 1996) Every positive object we encounter 
in reality is already a substitute for this lost original, the incestuous Ding rendered 
inaccessible by the very fact of language – therein resides “symbolic castration.”(Žižek 
1996) But that doesn’t mean that this inaccessibility stops humans from their attempts 
to symbolize it. All human endeavours are centred around the attempt to symbolize 
that which absolutely escapes symbolization: The Real. But precisely because the 
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human condition (ironically illustrated by Magritte paintings such as “Free at Last”) 
revolves around such acts of symbolization which never truly reach a goal we can 
see desire as a melancholic act, (Žižek 2000 661) constantly trying to recover a lost 
“Real”. Herein lies the key which truly links melancholy and Lacanian desire: it is 
nonetheless necessary to continue to entertain our desire in order to exist. The most 
important argument for this thesis lies within Lacan’s idea automatic functioning of 
the signifying chain, especially, in the process of combination of one term with another 
to produce a metonymic effect. (Lacan 519) Meaning that much like in Derrida’s 
concept of “differance” meaning constantly slips and is deferred.3 Therefore, it makes 
sense to talk about a desire for desire in Lacanian psychoanalysis, as in the following 
paragraph: 

For it would be necessary to distinguish two dimensions in these referrals: 
a desire for desire, in other words, a desire sig nified by a desire [...], is 
inscribed in the different register of a desire substituted for a desire. (Lacan, 
The Direction of the Treatment and the Principles of its Power, p. 518)

Lacan discusses a specific case he encountered in his reading of Freud, however, it 
is used to illustrate a much wider idea. We can see here that desire is set as a principle 
of the human condition, acting as a basis from which all activity can be retraced: there 
is desire behind desire, but also desire behind the end of desire. Desire thus fuels in a 
way our continued existence, but, because meaning functions metonymically, (Lacan 
519) we can never reach what we “desire”. Perhaps it would seem paradoxical to speak 
of desire and then of meaning, but desire belongs in the Symbolic Order4 and since our 
access to it is conditioned by signifiers we never reach what we want. Moreover, what 
we want is never an object outside of symbolization which would satisfy our needs, 
but a certain signifier attached to it which makes it particularly desirable for us. Since 
desire is always linked to the “lack” in the Subject, who assuming that Other has this 
object which would fill its lack, looks towards the Other in order to complement its 
own lack.5

Fantasy

Fantasy is the way in which subjects structure or organize their desire; 
it is the support of Desire. Fantasy is the way in which subjects structure or 
organize their desire; it is the support of desire. Desire, strictly speaking, has 
no object. Desire is always the desire for something that is missing and thus 
involves a constant search for the missing object. (Homer 86,87) 

We never desire a specific object, but rather desire is organised by way of a fantasy, 
a mise-en-scene by which desire can then arise. The object of desire is always a gap, a 
lack which cannot be filled except by the objet petit a (Bailly 295,5) which is precisely 
this recuperable lack, but still something for which the subject can continuously reach 
out without being able to completely own it. 
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Homer’s Odyssey offers us a relevant example: as Ulysses passes by the Sirens, he 
asks to be tied to the ship in order to be able to listen to their song, aware of the fact 
that it will bewitch him. If his goal isn’t to be kidnapped by the sirens, why would he 
subject himself to their songs? Ulysses desires to desire without specifically wanting 
to own or be owned by the siren. 

That Obscure Object of Desire

From this position, we can explore the nature of Mathieu’s desire in “That Obscure 
Object of Desire”. His old age, vulnerability, wealth and his personal views on love 
make him susceptible to seduction because his master signifiers are related to him 
being a hopeless romantic. (Bailly 128,5) He expresses in a restaurant with one of his 
friends, telling him that he can only fall in love hopelessly and completely. But as the 
movie we come to question the credibility of his assertions.

Conchita’s beauty or talents don’t really enter the equation. Neither her dancing 
(Molina) nor her seductive attitude (Bouquet) seem to impress him. Indeed, the 
existence of two actresses playing the same role makes it impossible to determine 
what it could be that Mathieu would desire in them. Rather what unifies them is the 
vain manner in which Mathieu hopes to satisfy and dominate them: by buying their 
favour.

The events he narrates continuously inflame, provoke and intensify his desire. 
This creates a cycle where in certain situations he can dominate and in others he 
ends up being dominated. He constantly brings Conchita to various places such 
as his countryside mansion, Madrid and the restaurant she previously worked for, 
attempting to create a situation in which Conchita’s desire could flourish. In a way, 
what Mathieu is looking for is the Other’s desire, or what he thinks someone like her 
should desire. But this Other6 being constitutes a lack, an absence and his own self 
constituting a ‘lack’, his efforts fail constantly, generating frustration and ultimately 
resentment. 

The fact that Mathieu narrates the film leads us to a further relativization of 
everything we see. This situates the camera in the position of the perceiving subject. 
Accordingly, what we are seeing in the film is not the objective reality of what 
happened or the viewpoint of a omnipresent “narrator”, but rather Mathieu’s own 
subjective impression of the event. The camera leaving a first-person to narrate 
Mathieu himself expresses a desire to represent beyond the subjective vision of the 
Subject: what Mathieu wishes to grasp through the working through (Thurschwell 
100) of the events is a sort of bird’s eye view where he can access a superior knowledge. 
Mathieu’s discourse is similar to an analysand’s speech which we are put in the 
position of decrypting. We are thus forced to take the position of analyst present in 
the train, trying to discover the meaningful signifiers obscured by Mathieu’s story. 

The enigma of why there are two actresses playing Conchita can be understood 
as the attempt of the analysand to make sense of her behaviour. The two complex 
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aggregates of symbolic impressions and stereotypes used to explain Conchita’s 
habits, thus, become Mathieu’s hallucination. Carole Bouquet would correspond 
to his coquette, seductive parisienne, well-mannered and subtle while Molina is an 
impulsive Spanish woman with a fiery fits both assuming a hexis specific to his 
views on Spain and France respectively. Whereas Bouquet’s manners indicate a 
high social status and independence, Molina is very devout to her mother (Bouquet 
never appears with her mother) and her unpredictability is linked to her fiery artistic 
endeavours. Therefore, we can see a certain vicinity or attachment of the signifiers 
“Spain” and “France” to the signifier “love” in his speech. The two seem contrary, but 
an “either/or” relationship is not possible in the unconscious and it must be resolved 
through the “and” connector much like in a dream. 

The central question for us, however, remains why and what does Mathieu desire 
in Conchita? As stated, a perfectly logical relationship cannot exist between the two 
signifiers and we have also cast doubt upon Mathieu’s idea that he is a hopeless 
romantic. Indeed, we might be led to believe the opposite and state that Mathieu is 
much more of a hopeful romantic who doesn’t see the idea of owning the object as 
useless. Moreover, his idea of love seems quite fixed on consommation, something 
which Conchita is unwilling to offer. He frames his desires as metaphysical, but in 
reality they are often quite base when stripped of their bourgeois elegance. 

This inability to own the object of one’s desire coupled with Mathieu’s obvious 
anxiety regarding his looks and age transform him into a paradigmatic example. His 
position is that of a melancholic: a hopeless romantic who constantly seeks something 
he knows perfectly well doesn’t exist. The gesture strikes as irrational, but as the 
whole film is narrated in the train to an analyst we must ask ourselves: “what sort 
of work does Mathieu’s self-defeating conception of love do for him?” As Conchita 
herself is mostly irrelevant and mostly understood by him in terms of her fits, it 
becomes unlikely that what initially struck a chord for Mathieu was related to her. It 
is much more probable that she never played, but Mathieu was led into this situation 
by his melancholy. Indeed, his master signifier ‘hopeless romantic’ implies not only a 
reflective look upon one’s past, but also a need to sustain a tension between existence 
and desire, constantly reaching out for an absolute that is out of reach. Žižek’s 
idea that the melancholic treats an object he still possess as lost perfectly explains 
Mathieu’s attitude towards Conchita. (Žižek 2000 661) Because he already believes 
himself to be hopeless, Conchita is confronted with the bizarre situation in which she 
is already lost for Mathieu while still in his hands. 

Mathieu knows very well that an end to desire could mean an end to his own 
life, especially in the context of an aging bourgeois. Thus, he looks desperately for 
signifiers that are attached to what life means for him: travelling, beautiful women, 
youth, and erotic love. This attempt at recreating a signifying chain to symbolize 
those aspects of his life he considers lost represents an incapacity to mourn. But this 
is not the mourning of an object separate from the person, but of the self perceived as 
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an ‘other’, or in Lacanian terms, the ‘me’. (Bailly 136,8) Thus, the object Mathieu still 
holds, but behaves as if he forever lost, is himself. Therefore, he desires to be able to 
keep on desiring and Conchita becomes a completely irrelevant receptacle for this 
desire. 

Mathieu’s constant rejection by Conchita wouldn’t be so traumatic if he didn’t 
think he already lost her and himself. Her rejection confirms his view that he sees 
her as already lost. His actions are a constant mourning of Conchita’s subject as she 
oscillates back and forth between being inaccessible and seduced. The film becomes 
a metaphor for how desire functions: the object is always absent, but we are vainly 
trying repeatedly to recover it as if we actually owned it at some point. Buñuel 
structures this metaphor by suggesting a psychological distance between the two. 
“Near” is never “there” and “far” is never “unreachable”.

Love mourns the loss of a loved one before their demise, because the other is 
mourned at all times. 

The film’s ending is perfectly ambiguous. Did Conchita’s shower with water finally 
constitute an encounter with the Real which would destabilize Mathieu and make 
him able to select a new signifier to define himself? (Bailly 432,6) Is it an affirmation 
of the way in which desire itself can only hopelessly sustain itself by without ever 
reaching a conclusion? 

“I Only Want You to Love Me”

Fassbinder’s 1976 film has a few things in common with “That Obscure Object 
of Desire”. Firstly, the story is told by the person who has lived the events. As such 
we must again not only constantly question everything we see as Peter unfolds the 
story of his life, but also enquire about the reason why a certain event in the sequence 
may have a relevance for the final result. Peter assumes the place of the analysand 
by trying to give coherence to the mass of his memories. Secondly, we are once again 
part of a conversation as third person observing what is being told; however, in this 
case, given the patient-therapist confidentiality, we are clearly forced to step beyond 
our boundaries into the shameless voyeurism of a their conversation. In combination 
with the cinematic gaze mimicking the bluntness of Peter’s account, an all pervading 
coldness and distance are achieved in the film. The films’ toned-down colours and 
abondance of grey gives it a certain coldness which mimics Peter’s perception of his 
past life as devoid of meaning and love and, ultimately, melancholic.

However, Peter’s tragic destiny succeeds at touching us at various points, but 
also at making us angry with him for being so blind. The power of the film lies in 
Fassbinder’s ability to confront us with our own predicament: are we sure we are not 
somewhat like Peter? An overwhelming helplessness accompanies the film much like 
in a Greek tragedy where the end is always given from the very start: we know from 
the beginning that Peter committed the murder, yet as the story unfolds we can’t help 
but hope he won’t do the mistakes which lead up to it. 
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At first glance, what and how Peter desires seems to be very different from Mathieu 
or Petra due to the different framing, but on a closer analysis we find similar socio-
economic drives in their patterns. The main difference with Peter is that his fantasies 
appear simpler because of his working-class origin. Therefore, the context in which 
he desires is a postindustrial world where consuming defines the consumer and in 
order to make other consumers happy, one must help them consume. Peter enters 
a vicious cycle of spending by continuously reaching out for credits while working 
overtime in order to pay for expensive products for which he and his wife have no 
use for such as a knitting machine or bracelets. 

What Peter reaches out for is precisely a objet petit a, a lack he can recover but 
that always remains lacking. And in his very basic logic of explaining his life mostly 
through work and consumption, he can never give enough in order to be loved. 
The narration itself centers on how much those around Peter appreciate him for his 
achievements; but given the solipsistic nature of the story, we cannot know with 
certainty if anything with which we are presented corresponds to reality: maybe 
Peter’s parents did appreciate him for the house, but because he was so obsessed with 
achieving more, he never noticed it. 

As his spending goes on; Peter is more and more divided by moral impulses that 
signal to him that he hasn’t done enough. His superego is assimilated to a paternal 
figure which coldly agrees to let Peter sleep in a house that Peter’s built for him. 
Trying to escape such scrutiny but unable to see the cause in himself Peter attempts 
to solve the problem extraneously by murdering someone else. After numerous 
moments of coldness and lack of sympathy, Peter suddenly feels compassion for a 
fellow worker thrown out of the bar, creating a surprising association between the 
innkeeper and his father and himself and the man. In a fit of fury, he kills the old 
man with a telephone. What Peter wishes to destroy is not the stranger but rather 
something in himself: his superego and its constant injunction to consume. Suddenly, 
we can see him in an ethical act of recognition with a fellow man, the first moment of 
true communication for him before his visit to the psychiatrist. 

Peter’s melancholy is derived from a positivistic understanding of the object he 
has to own: instead of regarding the object of desire as something that continuously 
drives him forward, he wants to actually own it, even though, he cannot picture it. 
The title of the film signals that the object Peter desires is love, but his master signifier 
of “hard-working” leads him to continuously try to obtain it instead of recognizing 
his castration. By entering the Symbolic Order, he already lost any access to a direct 
relationship with the object (assuming it was possible). Instead of working with his 
castration he spirals downwards by clinging to the frauds of his ego. Peter cannot 
understand the part of his desire that is directed towards desire and also his position 
within the Symbolic Order and with much naiveté he takes everything he’s been told 
to be true. Peter’s melancholy is therefore partially derived from the fact he cannot 
understand the lies behind what he thinks he desires out of his free will. 
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In the scene about Peter’s childhood, we can see him offering a stolen bouquet of 
flowers to his mother. Such a gesture would be characterized by Žižek as properly 
empty (Žižek 2007 12-13): there is nothing in the flowers making them worth giving 
to his mother. What truly matters is how he attempts to demonstrate his love in spite 
of being conscious of the fact that he did violate a certain norm of the Big Other. But 
his mother does not appreciate his gesture because of how the neighbour informs 
her of his deed and moreover proceeds to give him a beating. This, perhaps, leads 
Peter to think that what matters is the object itself, thus taking injunctions to consume 
quite literally and fully believing in their power to connect him to others. Grisham’s 
comment that “Stealing already indicates, in material terms, Peter’s sense of the 
illegitimacy of his own longing for love.” (Grisham 427) is in this context quite precise: 
it is because Peter receives a beating that he thinks his offering of love is not enough 
for his mother and that she is beating him because the proof he gave was insufficient.

Therese Grisham notes in “Processes of subjectification in Fassbinder’s I only want 
you to love me” that: “the war generation is shown as materialistic and narcissistic, 
raising their children on the basis of an ‘economics of love’ that Fassbinder equates 
with material achievement and narcissistic abuse.” (Grisham 424) There is much of 
this at work as Peter seems almost persecuted by the fact that other people around 
him don’t love him despite the fact that he is doing everything he can.

However, further in the text she says that:

‘Consumer capitalism, then, exacerbates Peter’s underlying narcissistic 
rage and emptiness, first expressed in depressive self-loathing and then in 
a homicide directed at a man who stands in for the father who victimized 
him.‘ (Grisham 436)

In other words, she links Peter’s disturbed personality so intimately to West 
German consumerism and the demand for material achievement, which was the legacy 
of the Economic Miracle, that it is difficult to state definitively whether the film depicts 
purely familial, individualistic psychological causation. (Grisham 424,436)

Throughout the text, the family’s narcissism is considered to be the root of 
Peter’s issues. While Germany’s economic miracle also has a role to play in his fate, 
I would propose that the narcissism she sees as part of the essential psychological 
make-up of the individual (a position strengthened by her citing Alice Miller’s work 
on narcissism) (Grisham 429) is not accurate especially given the events and their 
presentation in the film. Is Peter a narcissist due to a dysfunction or is it rather that 
society as a whole tends to create such individuals through its materialist ideals? 
We can tell that even though he is not sure whether his mother loves him or not, he 
still desperately reaches out for love. Moreover, it is not as if Peter has significantly 
outreached and dreamt of becoming a rich capitalist. He would be quite content as 
a bricklayer and with a wife he somewhat arbitrarily found, but he is lead to believe 
that the key to realising his desires is not here.
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We can therefore speak of a disorder of desiring: Peter’s desires are compulsive 
and self-destructive, but is not because Peter is a simpleton who cannot comprehend 
society or the complexities of the modern world, but because he understands the 
world and its meaninglessness too well. His desire to consume indefinitely springs 
from a melancholic attitude towards existence: it is his vain attempt to fill a void in his 
being. His desire is intimately bound up with the Other’s desire7, a phenomenon with 
which he has trouble coming to terms. 

Seeing Peter as melancholic also has the advantage of going beyond the 
mystification disguised as a simplification of the worker’s position and the 
understanding of his desire as something unsophisticated. 

Conclusion

Through these explorations in the world of film and melancholy we can discover 
an inherent melancholy in each act of desire. We can see that a part of Burton’s theory 
has a surprising after life in Lacan’s ideas about desire. Desire is never as simple as 
wanting, but a complex process which not only enriches our life on various levels; 
but also gives it a sense of purpose and direction. Both films offer us a vision of 
how society, desire and existence itself become intertwined beyond recognition and 
especially of how film as a visual medium can come to unveil these contradictions. 
Both show ways in which desire functions and stages itself in order to continuously 
create a process through which it can sustain itself, but also the ultimate inadequacy 
of desire. Indeed, ‘I only want you to love me’ seems like the simplest desire, but it 
becomes very complicated when the processes by which the object is acquired become 
socially codified and the subject enters the structures of language. ‘That Obscure of 
Object ‘ functions on a more abstract level without forgetting the ways in which desire 
springs first and foremost from the nature of social life. As we approach our desired 
object in splits, its lure only amplifies itself and comes to be the essential constituent 
of existence. And because melancholy is intimately linked to mortality, it is bound to 
‘persist’ in Burton’s terms as that which the objet petit a always retracts, while also 
entertaining desire. Even if we were to link the excess of black bile to intelligence 
and creativity, could we circumvent desire in this way? Wouldn’t ‘love of wisdom’ in 
Burton’s sense also imply a desire for wisdom, a desire for knowledge? 

Synopsis

I Only Want You To Love Me

Peter has to serve ten years in prison because he commited a murder. The film 
presents the story he tells to a psychologist concerning the motives for his action. 
Even though he had always been very hard-working and contributed to his parents’ 
well-being by building them a house, he never wins their acceptance and they move 
in without thanking him. Upon realising they will never love him, he decides to move 
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out with Elrika, a pharmacist, to Munich, where he starts accumulating debt due 
to his reckless spending. In order to keep up his habits he takes on more and more 
hours until they lead him to a mental breakdown where he kills a bartender closely 
resembling his father.

That Obscure Object of Desire

Mathieu, a middle-aged French bourgeois, recounts in a train in the company 
of a small crowd that includes a psychoanalyst how he fell in love with Conchita 
(played by two actresses in the movie). Their affair is highly unpredictable due to 
Conchita’s constant changes in mood. Mathieu’s advances are always refused and 
the consommation of their love endlessly delayed by Conchita’s fits. As he reaches 
the end of the story, we discover that he had left for Madrid to find her and was now 
leaving without her, but as the film is about to end Conchita reappears throwing a 
bucket of water over his head. Finally, they reconcile and leave together. 

Endnotes
1 Raphael Enthoven: Sad without a cause. Causeless. Frederic Gabriel: The question of the 

melancholic is itself melancholic: Why am I melancholic? The melancholic finds brilliant and 
sad question. (says Aristotle) It is an alliance between philosophy and illness. The cause is the 
question. The melancholic is his own cause. Hippocrates tells us that when sadness persists, one 
is melancholic. Man is split by this question. (personal translation) 

2 Smith 2000, pp. 4481.
3 idixa.net
4 Symbolic Order from Žižek, 9, 31, 2007.
5 Desire is what manifests itself in the interval demand excavates just shy of itself, insofar as the 

subject, articulating the signifying chain, brings to light his lack of being [manque a etre] with his 
call to receive the complement of this lack from the Other—assuming that the Other, the locus of 
speech, is also the locus of this lack. (The Direction of The Treatment).

6 Lacanian concept of Big Other from Homer 2005, 70.
7 Other’s desire from Bailly, 222, 6.
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