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Identities

[irewe na subjektot1 Jasna 
Koteska The Expansion of the

Subject1

1. Sporniot son na Frojd

„Otkritieto na nesvesnoto e s$ u{te 
sve`o, i imame prilika, kakva {to ne 
postoela, za presvrt.” 

@ak Lakan 

Ovoj tekst go po~nuvame so otvorawe na pra{aweto za 
statusot na nesvesnoto kaj Frojd. Veruvame deka ova 
centralno pra{awe na psihoanalizata ne e li{eno 
od izvesni konceptualni zayiduvawa koi }e gi 
nare~eme ontolo{ki, bidej}i zjaat okolu pra{aweto 
za prirodata na nesvesnoto. Vo 11­ot seminar, na 
pra{aweto na @ak Alan Miler za statusot na nes­
vesnoto, Lakan odgovara deka nesvesnoto ima nejasen 
onti~ki status, no ima struktura, deka procepot na 
nesvesnoto e pred­ontolo{ki i, kone~no, deka statu­
sot na nesvesnoto e eti~ki, a toj mu go dava negoviot 
otkriva~, Frojd. Ako se ka`e deka nesvesnoto ima 
pred­ontolo{ki status, toa zna~i deka nesvesnoto e 
nekakvo pred­ne{to vo realnata egzistencija; deka 
iako ima struktura so koja vlijae vrz ne{toto, samoto 
ne e ne{to. Ako se ka`e deka nesvesnoto ima eti~ki 
status, toa zna~i deka se odnesuva po nekakov pat i na 
drugiot, a ne samo na subjektot. Nesvesnoto za subjek­

 1. Freud’s Disputable Dream

“The discovery of the unconscious is still 
fresh and we have an opportunity, one that 
has not existed before, for a turnaround.”

Jacques Lacan 

We begin this text with the opening of the question on the 
status of the unconscious in Freud” work. We trust that 
this central issue of psychoanalysis is not void of certain 
conceptual wallings which we shall call ontological be-
cause they stand as gaps around the question on the na-
ture of the unconscious. In the 11th seminar to Jacques-
Alain Miller’s question on the status of the unconscious, 
Lacan answers that the unconscious has a vague ontic 
status, but does have a structure, that the gap of the un-
conscious is pre-ontological, and finally, that the status 
of the unconscious is ethical, rendered to it by its discove-
rer, Freud. When saying that the unconscious has a pre-
ontological status it means that the unconscious is a kind 
of pre-something in real existence; that although it has 
a structure with which it influences the something, it it-
self is not something. When saying that the unconscious 
has an ethical status it means that it relates in a certain 
manner to the other as well, not only to the subject. The 
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tot se vrzuva preku simptomot kako manifestacija 
(@ak Alan Miler vo tekstot „Σ (x)” pi{uva deka samo 
simptomot mo`e da se smeta za dokaz na nesvesnoto), 
a za drugiot go vrzuvaat site ostanati manifestacii 
na nesvesnoto: sonot, lapsusot, gre{kata, poradi toa 
{to tie mo`e da bidat verifikuvani samo preku 
drugiot. No, Lakan e deciden deka eti~kiot status ne 
zna~i metapsihi~ko, to est od ovaa eti~ka dimenzija 
ne mo`e da se vle~at ontolo{ki posledici. Tokmu 
ovaa strukturnost na nesvesnoto kaj Frojd e, spored 
Lakan, negovata najgolema metodolo{ka doblest; toa 
{to Frojd nikoga{ ne go supstancijalizira nesves­
noto. Nesvesnoto na Frojd nikoga{ ne dobiva opis, 
osobeno ne od redot na fantomskite atributi, iako e 
toa tamu pred­ne{to.

]e se obideme ovde povtorno da go pogledneme toj 
pred­onti~ki ili nejasen onti~ki status na nesves­
noto. Ve}e samiot Lakan detektira{e kaj Frojd edno 
mesto na pad na mislata, na kapitulacija na negovite 
interpretatorski kapaciteti. Toa mesto e prviot 
son, analiziran vo sedmoto, posledno poglavje od 
Frojdovata kniga „Tolkuvawe na soni{tata”. Frojd 
naveduva deka sonot {to }e go raska`e go ~ul posred­
no preku svojata pacientka, koja pak go ~ula na edno 
predavawe za sonot. Kontekstot vo koj se slu~il sonot 
e sledniot: Eden tatko bdeel den i no} pokraj svoeto 
bolno dete. Deteto umrelo i toj oti{ol vo sosednata 
soba da se odmori, ostavaj}i ja otvorena vratata od 
sobata kade {to bilo mrtvoto dete so eden star ~ovek 
koj {epotel molitvi. Po nekolku ~asa, tatkoto sonil 
kako deteto stoi pokraj negovata postela, go fa}a za 
raka i mu veli: “Tato, zar ne gleda{ deka goram?” 
Koga se razbudil, videl silna svetlina koja doa|ala 
od sobata vo koja stariot ~uvar zadremal, a po`arot 
zapo~anal da se {iri od zapalenata sve}a koja pad­
nala na rakata od negovoto mrtvo dete. Kaj ovoj tro­

unconscious links to the subject through the symptom as 
a manifestation (Jacques-Alain Miller writes in the text 
“Σ (x)” that the symptom may be regarded as proof of 
the unconscious) and to the other it is linked by the re-
maining manifestations of the unconscious: the dream, 
the slip of the tongue, the error due to the fact that they 
can be verified only through the other. But Lacan is de-
cisive that the ethical status does not mean metapsychic, 
i.e. ontological consequences cannot be drawn from this 
ethic dimension. Precisely this structural make-up of the 
unconscious in Freud is, according to Lacan, his great-
est methodological virtue; the fact that Freud never sub-
stantialises the unconscious. Freud’s unconscious never 
gets a description, especially not of the order of phantom 
attributes, even though it is there before – something.

Here we shall once again try to look at that pre-ontic or 
vague ontic status of the unconscious. Already Lacan 
himself detected in Freud a point of declination of the 
thought, of surrender of his interpretational capacities. 
That particular point is the first dream analysed in the 
seventh, last chapter of Freud’s book “The Interpretation 
of Dreams.” Freud mentions that the dream he is about 
to tell is one that he had heard told by his patient, who in 
turn had heard the dream at a lecture on the dream. The 
context in which the dream occurred is as follows. A fa-
ther had been standing day and night over his sick child. 
The child died and he entered the neighbouring room to 
rest for a while leaving the door from the room where 
the dead child lay accompanied by an old man whispe-
ring prayers. A few hours later the father dreamt that the 
child is standing next to his bed and touching his hand 
saying “Daddy, can’t you see I’m burning?” When he 
woke up he saw an intense light coming from the room 
in which the old guardian had dozed off and a fire had 
started to spread from the burning candle that fell on 
the hand of his dead child. In this touching dream, obvi-
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gatelen son, o~igledno zna~aen za Frojd, otsustvuva 
objasnuvaweto, toj odbiva da odi tamu kade {to go 
vodi ovoj son. Frojd se re{ava za najplauzibilnoto 
tolkuvawe na sonot: svetlosta od sobata prodirala 
niz otvorenata vrata i za sonuva~ot napravila ist 
efekt kako da bil buden. Po`arot nastanal od pad­
natata sve}a, a tatkoto, verojatno, bil zagri`en deka 
stariot ~uvar ne e dorasnat na svojata zada~a, pa 
taa gri`a ja ponel so sebe vo son. Tekstot na sonot 
bil pove}ekratno determiniran od zborovite koi 
deteto mu gi upatuvalo na tatkoto. Na primer: jas 
goram ­ kako treska od koja deteto boleduvalo; tatko 
zar ne gleda{ ­ kako nekoja scena polna so afekt, no 
za nas, veli Frojd, zasekoga{ nepoznata, i sli~no. 
Na pra{aweto {to samiot si go postavuva: pod kak­
vi okolnosti voop{to se javil eden vakov son, koj e 
najblizok do mestoto na budewe, Frojd odgovara so 
tezata deka sonot e ispolnuvawe na edna `elba ­ de­
teto da se odnesuva kako `ivo, da go spomne tatka si, 
da go povle~e za raka i da progovori kako koga bilo 
`ivo. „Ako tatkoto prvo se razbudel, pa potoa donel 
zaklu~ok koj }e go odvedel vo spalnata soba, toj, taka 
da se re~e, bi go skratil `ivotot na deteto za ovoj 
eden moment” veli Frojd i svojata interpretacija ja 
zavr{uva so ednostaven komentar deka e o~igledno 
so {to ovoj mal son so svojata osobenost go privleku­
va na{eto vnimanie. No, ovde zapira tolkuvaweto 
na Frojd. Toj ja suspendira mo`nosta izjavata „Tatko 
zar ne gleda{ deka goram” da se tolkuva poinaku os­
ven kako monta`a na tatkovite se}avawa za svoeto 
dete. Taka ostanuva dvosmislenosta na Frojd, deka 
ili osobenosta so koja n$  privlekuva ovoj son e samo 
vo na{ata afektivnost kon trogatelnosta na sonot, 
ili deka toj ima vo sebe ne{to pove}e. No, ve}e po­
slednata Frojdova re~enica za ovaa tema glasi deka 
sonot ne postavuva nikakva zada~a za tolkuvawe, 
bidej}i negovata smisla e dadena nezaobikoleno. 

ously important to Freud, there is a lack of explanation, 
he refuses to go where this dream is taking him. Freud 
chooses the most plausible interpretation of the dream: 
the light from the room shone through the open door and 
gave the dreamer a feeling similar to being awake. The 
fire started from the fallen candle and the father, proba-
bly worried that the old guardian might not be fit for his 
task, took his worry with himself in the dream. The text 
of the dream was several times determined by the words 
that the child had directed to the father. For example, 
“I am burning,” as the fever of which the child suffered. 
“Daddy, can’t you see,” as a scene filled with affect, but 
for us, says Freud, remaining forever unknown, etc. The 
question that he asks himself: that under these circum-
stances such a dream had however appeared which is 
closest to the space of awakening, Freud answers with 
the thesis that the dream is the fulfilment of a wish – for 
the child to act as if it were alive, to mention its father, to 
tug his arm and to take on the same speech as if it would 
if it were alive. “If the father would have woken up first 
and only then have come to a conclusion that would have 
taken him to the bedroom, he would have, so to speak, 
shortened the life of the child for this one moment”says 
Freud and ends his interpretation with a simple com-
ment that it is obvious that with this little dream with its 
particularity our attention is drawn. But, this is where 
Freud’s interpretation ends. He suspends the possibility 
of the statement “Daddy, can’t you see I’m burning” to 
be interpreted differently but as a staging of the fathers 
memories of his child. That’s how Freud’s double mean-
ing persists that either the particularity with which this 
dream attracts us is only in our affectedness towards the 
emotionality of the dream or that it has something more 
in it. But, already Freud’s last sentence on this issue 
states that the dream does not set any kind of interpreta-
tion task because its sense is given in a straightforward 
manner. That is all we shall find on it in Freud. Lacan 
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Toa e s$ {to za nego }e najdeme kaj Frojd. Lakan veli 
deka ovoj son e razli~en od site drugi analizira­
ni kaj Frojd i deka Frojd ne go iskoristuva sonot 
poradi toa {to za nego ne e va`na vistinata, tuku
izvesnosta.

Ovoj son e najopsesivnata to~ka i za samiot Lakan 
vo 11­ot seminar. Otkako vo nekolku posledovatel­
ni predavawa Lakan se o~e{uva od navedeniot son, 
i samiot se prostuva so negovata analiza, velej}i 
deka s$ {to saka da ka`e za toj son mo`e da ostane 
tainstveno. Toa e strate{ki najdobro re{enie, ako 
ja imame predvid sugestijata na Vitgen{tajn deka 
„Za odgovor {to ne mo`e da se iska`e, ne mo`e da 
se iska`e nitu pra{awe. Zagatkata ja nema” i taka 
postapuva i Frojd, toj ni veli deka sonot ne e zagat­
ka, bidej}i (toj) nema odgovor. No, toa {to ne se posta­
vuva pra{awe, ne zna~i deka tamu nema pra{awe. 
Ako Frojd go ignorira sonot za da ja napravi svojata 
teorija izvesna, pri toa `rtvuvaj}i ja vistinata, se 
postavuva pra{awe koja vistina e `rtvuvana po po­
vod ovoj son? [to e toa tainstveno {to ne mo`e da se 
otvori kaj ovoj son? 

Toa e mo`nosta nesvesnoto da ima mnogu poopredelen 
onti~ki status od onoj {to mu e pripi{an od Frojd. 
Vo ovoj son nema samo ne­realizirani sodr`ini, 
tuku ima i realni. Toj delumno ja poni{tuva funk­
cijata na nesvesnoto da pravi oblivium, bri{ewe, 
bidej}i individualnoto traumatsko iskustvo go 
restruktuira nesvesnoto koe namesto samo da cenzu­
rira, ovde i komunicira so del od ozna~itelite (ja 
cenzurira smrtta, no go komunicira po`arot). Ot­
tuka, sodr`inata na ovoj son ne se situira samo vo 
logi~koto vreme na nesvesnoto, tuku i vo istorisko 
vreme, odnosno e vo izvesna istovremenost so real­
nosta. Lakan po povod sonov veli deka mo`e da zboru­

says that this dream is different from the other analysed 
ones in Freud and that Freud does not use the dream due 
to that fact that for him it’s not the truth that is impor-
tant, but the certainty.

This dream is the most obsessive point for Lacan as 
well in the 11th seminar. After having touched upon the 
aforementioned dream in several successive lectures, he 
himself also bids farewell to his analysis, stating that all 
that he wants to say concerning that dream can remain a 
mystery. That is strategically the best solution if we con-
sider Wittgenstein’s suggestion that “For the answer that 
cannot be formulated, a question can also not be formu-
lated. The riddle is gone” and that is what Freud does, 
he tells us that the dream is not a riddle because there 
is no answer (that he can find). However, the fact that 
a question is not asked, does not mean that there is no 
question. If Freud ignores the dream to make the theory 
certain, the truth sacrificed in the process, the question 
that appears is the one of which truth is sacrificed on ac-
count of this dream? What is the mystery that cannot be 
revealed in this dream? 

It is the possibility for the unconscious to have a more 
determined ontic status than the one ascribed to Freud. 
In this dream there are not only unrealised contents, 
but there are real ones as well. He partially destroys the 
function of the unconscious to create an oblivion, dele-
tion, because the individual traumatic experience re-
structures the unconscious which instead of only censor-
ing, here also communicates with part of the signifiers 
(censors death, but communicates the fire). Therefore 
the content of this dream is not situated in the logical 
time of the unconscious alone, but also in the historical 
time, i.e. it is in certain concurrence with reality. On this 
dream Lacan says that we can speak of several realities, 
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vame za pove}e realnosti, edna od niv proma{ena. 
Najintrigantnoto pra{awe na Lakan po povod ovoj 
son glasi „Dali n$  budi drugata realnost vo sonot?” 
Toa pra{awe vo sebe sodr`i razli~ni ontolo{ki 
mo`nosti, na primer poliontolo{ka priroda na 
ne{tata, poliontologija na psihi~kata priroda na 
~ovekot, korespondencija na subjektot na sonot i sub­
jektot na budnosta. Ovie pra{awa gi tretirame kako 
nemo`ni, kako da ne mo`e da se postavat vo ramkite 
na psihoanalizata, zatoa {to taa e postavena kako 
nauka koja ne odi od onaa strana na metapsihi~koto. 
No, toa e isklu~ivo problem na doktrinata i voop{to 
ne e su{tinskiot otpor kon „onaa strana” kako {to 
izgleda na prv pogled. 

2. Subjekt-son

Problemot okolu odbivaweto da se razgovara za 
onostranosta le`i vo Frojdovoto pozicionirawe 
na subjektot kako stesnet subjekt. Klasi~nata psi­
hoanaliza e naracija za najmalku dve redukcii na 
subjektot. Prvata redukcija e subjektot na svesta vo 
odnos na kartezijanskiot subjekt (koj e ve}e stesnet 
na misle~ki subjekt). Ova se ~ini ~udno, zatoa {to 
denes smetame deka vo strukturna smisla Frojdovski­
ot subjekt e daleku po{irok od kartezijanskiot, za­
toa {to se zdobil so edno golemo nesvesno, no {to 
mo`e da se napravi so nego vo edna smisla na mane­
varsko (zna~i svesno) dejstvuvawe? Vtorata reduk­
cija paradoksalno doa|a od onoj del koj ve}e stesnal 
­ nesvesniot i toa vo ordinacijata, kade simptomot 
sinegdotski go „osvojuva” subjektot. Za ova pi{uva 
@ak Alan Miler: „Ako imate simptom, za doktorot 
vie ste simptomot.” Ovaa, da ja nare~eme, simptomi­
fikacija na stanuvaweto subjekt e proces {to ne se 
slu~uva samo vo ordinacijata, tuku sledstveno vli­
jae na teoriskiot diskurs.

one of them totally missed. Lacan’s most intriguing ques-
tion on this dream is “Is the other reality waking us up 
in the dream?” That question contains within itself vari-
ous ontological possibilities, for example a polyontologi-
cal nature of things, polyontology of the human psychic 
nature, correspondence of the subject of the dream and 
the subject of being awake. These questions are treated 
as not possible, as if they cannot be placed within psycho-
analysis because it is set as a science that does not enter 
the other side of the metapsychic. However that is exclu-
sively a problem of the doctrine and it is in no way the 
essential resistance towards “that side” as it may seem 
at first glance.  

�. Subject-Dream

The problem with the unwillingness to speak of that-
sidedness lies in Freud’s positioning of the subject as a 
contracted subject. Classical psychoanalysis is a narra-
tive of at least two reductions of the subject. The first 
reduction is the subject of consciousness in regard to 
the Cartesian subject (which is already contracted to a 
thinking subject). This appears strange because today 
we, in a structural sense, regard Freud’s subject of be-
ing far broader than the Cartesian one because it has 
gained a great unconscious, but what can be done with it 
in a sense of manoeuvring (therefore conscious) action? 
Paradoxically, the second reduction comes from the 
part that has already contracted – the unconscious and 
moreover in a doctor’s office where the symptom synec-
dochically “conquers” the subject. Jacques-Alain Miller 
writes of this: “If you have a symptom, for the doctor you 
are the symptom.”This, so to speak, symptomisation of 
the becoming a subject is a process that does not happen 
only in the doctor’s office, but consequently affects the 
theoretical discourse. 
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Nikoga{ ne e, vo ~isto teoriska smisla, pogre{no 
subjektot da se stesni do apsurd, zatoa {to toa ne 
ja zasega vistinata, koja, ako se pojavi i ako taa 
pojava e voop{to va`na, sekoga{ }e go stori toa 
samo vo uslovi na ote`nuvawe (kako {to glasi ona 
prosvetluva~ko mesto od Hajdeger deka „to~no izvor­
nata zada~a na filozofijata e da uslo`ni, da go op­
tovari tuka­bitieto (koe toga{ stanuva istorisko”). 
Kako {to ne e pogre{no i subjektot da se {iri do 
apsurd. Ako zboruvame vo smisla na Vitgen{tajn, 
subjektot i ne mu pripa|a na svetot, tuku e granica 
na svetot, vo smisla vo koja svetot e mojot svet. No, 
i da se soglasime so interpretiraweto na Frojd kaj 
Lakan deka ne e operativno da se zboruva za supstan­
ca koga se zboruva za psihi~ko (argumentot poradi 
koj Lakan go smeta Jung za proma{en), problemot 
vsu{nost voop{to ne e vo supstancata, tuku vo grani­
cata. Vo izvesna smisla, celata filozofija na sub­
jektot e debata okolu toa kade }e se povle~e grani­
cata na subjektot. Pritoa pod granica ne mislime na 
kvantificira~ka granica, zatoa {to ve}e Lakan po­
jasnuva deka subjektot nema prostor {to go zafa}a vo 
kartezijanskiot univerzum, nema kvantificira~ki 
dimenzii, tuku eventualno formuli, kako {to za 
Lakan formulata za subjektot glasi deka toa e lo­
kacijata ili mesto­intervalot me|u percepcijata 
i svesta. Ova, sekako, funkcionira, so eden mnogu 
va`en dodatok i vsu{nost genijalna ideja na Lakan, 
deka garancijata deka subjektot e (deka toj e kako 
me|uinterval pome|u percepcijata i svesta) le`i vo 
edna to~ka nadvor od subjektot po sebe, a toa e dru­
giot. Za Lakan, drugiot e garant na subjektot poradi 
dva ~initeli od poleto na drugiot: `elbata i po­
gledot. 

Sepak, postojat najmalku dva subjekta koi go izbeg­
nuvaat ova odreduvawe, {izofreni~arot i autistot. 

It is never, in a strictly theoretical sense, wrong to con-
tract the subject to an absurd because it does not affect 
the truth, which, if it appears and if the appearance is 
at all of any importance, it shall always do it only in cir-
cumstances of difficulty (as the enlightening place in 
Heidegger reads that “specifically the primary task of 
philosophy is to complicate, to burden the here-being 
(which then becomes historical”). As it is not wrong for 
the subject to also expand to an absurd. If we speak in 
the sense of Wittgenstein, the subject does not belong to 
the world, but is a boundary of the world in the sense in 
which the world is my world. But, also to agree with La-
can’s interpretation of Freud that it is not operational to 
talk of a substance when talking of the psychic (the argu-
ment because of which Lacan considers Jung a failure), 
the problem actually isn’t at all in the substance, but in 
the border. In some sense, the entire philosophy of the 
subject is a debate over where the border of the subject 
shall be drawn. By border we do not mean a quantified 
border because already Lacan explains that the subject 
does not have a space that it inhabits in the Cartesian 
universe, there are no quantified dimensions, just maybe 
formulas, as the formula of the subject for Lacan is that 
it is the location or the place-interval between percep-
tion and consciousness. This of course works with a very 
important addition and actually a genius idea of Lacan’s, 
that the guarantee that the subject is (that he/she is as 
an inter-interval between perception and consciousness) 
lies in a point outside the subject unto itself, and that is 
the other. For Lacan the other is a guarantee of the sub-
ject due to two factors of the field of the other: the desire 
and the gaze. 

Yet, there are at least two subjects that escape this de-
termination, the schizophrenic and the autistic. The 

Jasna  Koteska The Expansion of the Subject



Journal for Politics, Gender, and Culture, Vol. 4, No. 1/2, Summer/Winter 2005

18
�

Identities

[izofreni~arot vo izvesna smisla ne e opfaten od 
nieden diskurs, od niedna socijalna vrska, bidej}i 
e edinstveniot subjekt koj ne se brani od realnoto 
preku simboli, preku jazik, kako {to veli @ak Alan 
Miler. Nitu e odreden od drugiot preku pogledot, 
nitu od `elbata. Tuka sosema izvesno imame subjekt, 
toa e subjektot na {izofrenijata, no nema pogled koj 
go odreduva. Odnosno, ima subjekt i nema drug. 

Od ovie primeri mo`e da se izvedat najmalku tri 
implikacii. 

Prvata i najva`na e deka ako za subjektot na {izo­
frenijata i autizmot nema socijalen kontekst, ne 
postoi Drug, toa e samo zatoa {to {izofreni~arot 
stanuva socijalnost po sebe, vo smisla deka negovoto 
iskustvo od drugiot ne e posreduvano preku relacii, 
toj ima direktno iskustvo od drugiot, to est iskust­
vo vo koe se bri{e granicata na subjektot i drugiot. 
Tie bi bile istovremenost vo edno.

Vtorata proizleguva od ovaa i denes e op{to mesto: 
subjektot i drugiot ne se simetri~ni ­  do ova nezavis­
no doa|aat razli~ni misliteli na postmodernata.
Na~iniot na koj tie ne se simetri~ni e poliva­
lenten: ili e pove}e drugiot, ili e pove}e subjektot; 
ili razdelbata subjekt­objekt e „subjektivna”, to est 
neto~na, odnosno s$ e ontolo{ki voedno i subjekt 
i objekt; ili, obratno na Aristotelovata logika, 
postoi treta mo`nost. Da se zabele`i deka tretata 
mo`nost ovde isto taka mo`e da bide istovremeno­
sta na dvete vo edno.

Treto, drugiot ne e garant za mojata izvesnost. Ova 
mo`e da stane bitna odrednica za postlakanovska­

schizophrenic, in a certain sense, is not included in any
discourse, in any social relation, because he/she is the 
only subject that does not defend itself from the real 
through symbols, through language, as Jacques-Alain 
Miller puts it. Neither is he/she determined by the other 
through the gaze, nor by the desire. Here we most cer-
tainly have a subject, that is the subject of schizophrenia, 
but there is no gaze that defines it. That is, there is a sub-
ject and no other. 

At least three implications can be drawn from these ex-
amples. 

The first and most important one is that if for the sub-
ject of schizophrenia and autism there is no social
context, there is no Other, that is only so because the 
schizophrenic becomes a sociality unto itself, in the 
sense that his/her experience from the other is not me-
diated through relations, he/she has a direct experience 
from the other, i.e. an experience in which the border 
between the subject and the other is erased. They would 
be a concurrence in one.

The second one comes from this one and today repre-
sents a general space: the subject and the other are not 
symmetric – various post-modern thinkers have inde-
pendently come to this. The manner in which they are 
not symmetric is polyvalent: either the other is more or 
the subject is more; or the division subject – object is 
“subjective” i.e., incorrect, i.e. ontologically everything 
is both a subject and object; or, contrary to Aristotle’s 
logic, there is a third possibility. To mark that the third 
possibility here could also be the concurrence of the two 
in one.

As third, the other is not a guarantor of my certainty. 
This could be an important direction for the post-Laca-
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ta struja zastapuvana od @ak Alan Miler. Miler 
go isklu~uva drugiot kako garant za izvesnosta na 
subjektot i go postavuva simptomot kako edinstven 
garant na nesvesnoto. Kako {to pi{uvavme pogore, 
za Miler samo simptomot ne e zavisen od interpre­
tacijata na drugiot, ottuka subjektot e odreden edin­
stveno od „osamenosta na simptomot”. Ovoj razvoj e 
interesen, bidej}i poka`uva deka linijata na mis­
lata denes ne ja radikalizira intuicijata na Lakan 
deka ne{to od subjektot le`i vo poleto na Drugiot, 
tuku ja vra}a vo telesnosta na subjektot, i toa ne vo 
koe bilo telo, tuku vo simptomatskoto telo. Ovoj 
~ekor na medikalizacija na izvesnosta ja isklu~uva 
eti~kata dimenzija, koja Lakan ja izveduva kako cen­
tralna za Frojdovskoto nesvesno. Simptomot ja zat­
vora ontologijata kako bazirana isklu~itelno na 
materijalnost, materijalnost na subjektot po sebe, 
a izvesnosta se stacionira nazad vo korporealnoto 
pole na subjektot. 

Neka vidime i druga mo`nost vo postlakanovskata 
struja, koja dozvoluva zamisluvawe u{te pokom­
pleksni (i ponestandardni) nesocijalni subjekti. 
Vozmo`nosta od vakvi subjekti ja ~itame kako kon­
sekvenca od otklonuvaweto od Lakan kaj Alenka 
Zupan~i~. Kaj nea ima edno mesto koe{to glasi: „Ako 
(konstitutivnoto) ego e toa {to gleda, no po cena 
nikoga{ da ne go vidi pogledot, toga{ subjektot ne e 
onoj koj go gleda pogledot, tuku e samiot pogled.” 

Ova e redukcija na Lakanovskata lokalizacija na 
subjektot kako mesto interval me|u percepcijata i 
svesta. Tuka subjektot e osloboden od gornata grani­
ca na svesnosta, i e definiran samo vo odnos na dol­
nata ­ percepcijata; istovremeno tuka pogledot e
odvoen od drugiot i vraten vo sopstvenost na sub­
jektot, odnosno  identi~en e so nego. Osven nesoci­

nian stream represented by Jacques-Alain Miller. Miller 
excludes the other as a guarantor of the certainty of the 
subject and sets the symptom as the only guarantor of 
the unconscious. As we wrote earlier, for Miller only the 
symptom is not dependant on the interpretation of the 
other, therefore the subject is determined solely by the 
“solitude of the symptom.” This development is interest-
ing because it shows that the line of thought today does 
not radicalise Lacan’s intuition that something of the 
subject lies in the field of the Other, but returns it to the 
bodily presence of the subject, and not just in any body, 
but in the symptomatic body. This step of medicalisa-
tion of certainty excludes the ethic dimension that Lacan 
draws as central for Freud’s unconscious. The symptom 
closes the ontology as based exclusively on materiality, 
materiality of the subject unto itself, and certainty sta-
tions itself back in the corporeal field of the subject. 

Let us see another possibility in the post-Lacanian stream 
that allows the imagining of even more complex (and 
less standard) unsocial subjects. We read the possibili-
ty of such subjects as a consequence of the declination 
from Lacan in Alenka Zupancic. There is a place there 
that reads: “If the (constitutive) ego is the seeing one, but 
at the price of never seeing the gaze, then the subject is 
not the one looking at the gaze, but it is the gaze itself.”

This is a reduction of the Lacanian localisation of the 
subject as a place – interval between perception and con-
sciousness. Here the subject is free from the upper bor-
der of consciousness and is defined only in relation with 
the lower – perception; at the same time the gaze is sepa-
rated from the other and returned in ownership of the 
subject, i.e. is identical with it. Except for the unsocial 
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jalnite subjekti na {izofrenijata i autizmot kako 
mo`nost od istovremenost na subjekt i drug, kaj ova 
otklonuvawe od Lakan ~itame i mo`nost od pret­
postavuvawe drugi nesocijalni subjekti, na primer 
ovde postavuvame edna teza: zo{to da ne se misli 
kako mo`no postoeweto na eden, da go nare~eme, 
„subjekt­son”?

Ve}e Lakan vo 11­ot seminar slikovito ja opi{uva 
na{ata percepcija i svesnost vo sonot na sledniov 
na~in: „Na{ata polo`ba vo sonot e na onoj koj ne 
gleda”; tamu ima otsutnost na horizontot, subjektot 
na sonot sledi, i dodeka sledi ne mo`e da ka`e „jas 
sum svesta na ovoj son”. No, ako ja svrtime glednata 
to~ka, tamu ima drugo ne{to {to ima legitimitet 
na subjekt, a toa e samiot son. Imeno, Lakan objasnu­
va deka uslov za da ima pogled e da ima poka`uvawe 
deka se gleda. Budnosta e pogled koj nikoga{ ne mo`e 
da se vidi, no obratno, sekoe budno gledawe vklu~uva 
poka`uvawe deka se gleda. Vo sonot nema pogled 
bidej}i nema poka`uvawe deka se gleda, tuku ima 
samo sledewe. No, obratno, tekstot na sonot gleda vo 
sonuva~ot i poka`uva deka gleda, sonot ima pogled, 
a ima i tekst i so toj tekst ni zboruva. 

Zo{to toga{ da ne mo`e da se misli edna situaci­
ja vo koja postoi eden drug subjekt, „subjektot son”. 
Toj go zadovoluva standardot za subjekt so toa {to 
poka`uva deka gleda, a vo izvesna smisla „zboruva” 
(edna od definiciite za subjekt na Lakan e deka e toa 
govoren subejkt, a vo sonot zboruva tekstot na sonot) 
i isto taka sonot e distinkcija na psihi~ka funk­
cija (vo 11­ot seminar, Lakan go definira subjektot 
i kako distinkcija na psihi~kata funkcija). Samo 

subjects of schizophrenia and autism as a possibility of 
concurrence of the subject and an other, in this declina-
tion from Lacan we also read the possibility of supposing 
other unsocial subjects, for example here we set a thesis: 
why not to think as possible the existing of one, let’s call 
it, “subject-dream?” 

Already Lacan in the 11th seminar vividly describes our 
perception and consciousness in the dream in the follo-
wing manner: “Our position in the dream is of the one 
that does not see;” there is an absence of the horizon, the 
subject of the dream follows and as long as it follows it 
cannot declare “I am the consciousness of this dream.” 
But if we turn the viewpoint, there is something else 
there that has the legitimacy of a subject, and that is the 
dream itself. Namely, Lacan explains that the condition 
for there to be a gaze is to show that there is looking go-
ing on. The condition of being awake is a gaze that can 
never be seen, but the other way around, each awaken 
moment of looking involves an indication that there is 
looking going on. In the dream there is no gaze because 
there is no indication that any looking is going on, there 
is only following. But, the other way around, the text of 
the dream looks at the dreamer and shows that it looks, 
the dream has a gaze and it also has a text and with that 
text it speaks to us. 

Why then cannot a situation in which there is another 
subject, the “subject-dream,” be thinkable. It satisfies the 
standard of a subject by showing that it is looking, and in 
a certain sense “talking” (one of Lacan’s definitions of a 
subject is that it is a talking subject, and in the dream it is 
the text of the dream talking) and also the dream is a dis-
tinction of a psychic function (in the 11th seminar Lacan 
defines the subject as a distinction of the psychic func-
tion as well). Only, that function in the dream does not 
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{to taa funkcija vo sonot ne mu pripa|a na onoj  koj 
sonuva ili halucinira, tuku mu pripa|a tokmu na so­
not. Toga{, vo momentot koga sonuva, onoj {to sonuva 
se pretvora vo izvesen anti­subjekt ({to e jasno ve}e 
od Frojd – vo sonot se slu~uva manifestacija na nes­
vesnoto). No, ovde dodavame edna mo`nost – sonot da 
bide struktuiran kako subjekt bez antropomorfen 
nositel.

Seto ova {to se re~e za subjektot son, mo`e da se 
odnesuva i na subjektot halucinacija. Me|u sonot 
i halucinacijata postoi tesna vrska, {to spored 
nekoi istra`uvawa, ima ist organski izvor.2

I tamu ne{to gleda i poka`uva deka gleda vo onoj 
{to vo dadeniot moment e pretvoren vo anti­subjekt, 
i tamu  tekstot na halucinacijata zboruva raboti koi 
treba da gi slu{ne ovoj  anti­subjekt. Zna~i, vo mo­
mentot koga se, tie budniot subjekt go struktuiraat 
vo anti­subjekt, a samite se zdobivaat so potencijal 
na subjekt.

Da se vratime sega na sporniot son kaj Frojd. Zarem 
ne e ona ne{to {to se slu~uva vo sporniot son na 
Frojd isto so ona ne{to {to se slu~uva vo haluci­
nacijata? Halucinacijata e percepcija {to ne se 
slu~uva vo smisol na edna pogodena realnost, sub­
jektot isto taka sledi bez da gleda, a e viden od po­
gledot na halucinacijata.

Zarem ne e mo`nosta od prifa}awe na postoeweto 
na vakvi subjekti: subjekt­son i subjekt­halucinaci­
ja eden od na~inite da se razre{i sporniot son kaj 
Frojd? Vo toj slu~aj dobivame jasna onti~ka supstan­
ca. Sekako, ona {to vo nas se buni protiv negovoto 
prifa}awe e gubeweto na izvesnosta, za da ja pri­
fatime ovaa mo`nost, od nas se bara da go predademe 

belong to the dreamer or to the one hallucinating, but 
belongs exactly to the dream. It is then, in the moment of 
dreaming, the dreamer turns into a certain anti-subject 
(which is clear already from Freud – a manifestation of 
the unconscious occurs in the dream). But, here we add 
another opportunity – the dream to be structured as a 
subject without an anthropomorphic carrier. 

All that was said for the subject dream may also concern 
the subject hallucination. Between the dream and the 
hallucination there is a close connection, which accord-
ing to some research, is of the same organic source.2

There too, something is looking and shows that it is loo-
king at the one that in the given moment is turned into 
an anti-subject, that is where the text of hallucination 
says things that this anti-subject should hear. They, in 
the moment when they are, structure the awake subject 
into an anti-subject and they themselves gain the poten-
tial of a subject.

Now back to the disputable dream in Freud. Isn’t what 
goes on in Freud’s disputable dream the same with what 
goes on in the hallucination? The hallucination is a per-
ception that does not happen in the sense of a suited
perception that does not occur in the sense of one suited 
reality, the subject also follows without looking but is 
seen in the gaze of the hallucination.

Isn’t the possibility of accepting the existence of such 
subjects: subject-dream and subject-hallucination one 
of the ways of solving the disputable dream in Freud? 
In such cases we get a clear ontic substance. Of course, 
what rises up in us against its acceptance is the loss of 
the certainty, in order to accept this possibility we need 
to surrender our sense of ourselves as sovereign and 
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na{eto ~uvstvuvawe na samite nas kako suvereni i 
edinstveni ontolo{ki vozmo`ni bitija.

Nikoj ne veli deka toa e lesno. No, ovaa vozmo`nost 
otvora prostor za pogodeni realnosti. Ne morame 
ednata realnost da ja narekuvame proma{ena, taa e 
samo realnost koja postoi vo vreme na drugiot sub­
jekt, vo vremeto koga jas sum anti­subjekt. Dvete real­
nosti pogoduvaat, samo pogoduvaat dva subjekta. Ne 
postoi proma{ena realnost, t.e. taa postoi samo vo 
epistemolo{ka smisla, koga subjektot go zatvorame 
vo tesnite ramki na klasi~nata psihoanaliza.

Kone~no, ako na sonot i halucinacijata im dode­
lime status na nezavisni subjekti koi za moment go 
poni{tuvaat budniot subjekt, od niv avtomatski e 
isklu~ena i dimenzijata na socijalnoto, za koja gle­
dame deka postojano lebdi okolu definicijata za 
subjekt. 

Da se vratime povtorno na toa mesto kaj @ak Alan 
Miler, za kogo sonot duri ne e nitu dokaz za nesvesno­
to. Toj veli deka za sonot mo`e ednostavno da se ka`e 
deka e toa samo son, i deka toa ~esto im se slu~uva i 
na psihoanaliti~arite. No, neanaliziraweto na so­
not ne zna~i deka sonot prestanuva da bide fenomen 
so va`nost. Naprotiv, toj mo`ebi dobiva pogolema 
vrednost, ili vrednost nezavisna od subjektot. Isto 
taka, ako socijalnosta ja nema vo sonot i halucinaci­
jata, kone~no i vo simptomot kako „osamen”, dali toa 
ne zna~i deka ovie fenomeni, bivaj}i nerelacioni, 
ja sodr`at socijalnosta po sebe, odnosno drugosta po 
sebe? Sli~no kako {izofreni~arot i autistot, samo 
{to ovie vtorive imaat telo. 

Nikade ne mora da se misli subjektot kako del od 
teloto. Odnosno, zo{to da ne mislime situacija na 
subjekt totalno nezavisen i nevrzan za teloto?

unique ontologically possible beings.

No one says that it is easy. But, this possibility makes 
space for suitable realities. We don’t need to call one of 
the realities missed, it is only a reality that exists at the 
time of the other subject, at the time when I am an anti-
subject. The two realities suit well, just they suit two sub-
jects. There is no missed reality, i.e. it exists only in an 
epistemological sense, when we close the subject in the 
constricted frames of classical psychoanalysis.

Finally, if we give the dream and the hallucination status 
of independent subjects that for a moment destroy the 
awake subject, from them the dimension of the social of 
which we perceive that it always floats around the defini-
tion of the subject is automatically excluded.  

To return to the place in Jacques-Alain Miller for whom 
the dream is not even a proof of the unconscious. He says 
that of the dream it can simply be said that it is just a 
dream, and that it often happens to psychoanalytics as 
well. But the act of not analysing the dream does not 
mean that the dream ceases to be a phenomenon of im-
portance. On the contrary, it maybe gets a greater value, 
or a value independent of the subject. Also, if sociality is 
absent from the dream and the hallucination, finally in 
the symptom as “alone” as well, does that not mean that 
these phenomena being irrational contain sociality unto 
itself, i.e. the otherness unto itself? Similar to the schizo-
phrenic and the autistic, only the latter have a body. 

Nowhere does the subject need to be thought as a part of 
the body. That is, why not think of a situation of a subject 
totally independent of and unconnected to the body?
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3. Dve ra|awa

Sega odime malku podlaboko vo edna generi~ka smis­
la ­ na po~etocite na `ivotot, kaj pred­Edipalniot 
subjekt. Toj e generalno tolkuvan od dve strui vo 
psihoanalizata, koi se vo me|useben konflikt. Iako 
so izvesna relativizacija, toj konflikt lesno }e go 
proglasime za privid. Prvata struja ja pretstavuvaat 
Frojdistite (tuka e i Pija`e), a podocna i Lakan, 
~ija teorija za ogledalnata faza e radikalizirawe 
na ovaa doktrina. Vtorata struja ja zapo~nuva
Melani Klajn i nea, so izvesni revizii, ja prifa}a, 
na primer, Julija Kristeva. 

[to se slu~uva vo predobjektniot, div svet na 
po~etokot na psihi~kiot `ivot? Site misliteli od 
prvata struja velat deka svesnosta ne startuva zaedno 
so po~etokot na postoeweto, tuku najmalku 6 meseci 
podocna. Sigmund Frojd za novoroden~eto pi{uva 
kako za Narcis ili nesvesen egocentrizam, Ana 
Frojd zboruva za nediferencijacija kako otsustvo 
na psihi~ki centar ­ bebeto nema svest za sebe, nema 
svest za granicata na vnatre{niot i nadvore{niot 
svet i ne pravi razlika me|u jas i drugite, zna~i 
nema nitu ideja za drugiot. Boldvin zboruva za adua­
lizam, Valon za simbioza. Pija`e go doprecizira 
Frojd i veli deka namesto za po~eten narcizam, tre­
ba da se zboruva za narcizam bez Narcis. 

Pija`e po~etniot univerzum na novoroden~eto go 
opi{uva kako svet bez objekti, postojat samo sliki 
koi se rasprsnuvaat ili nepovratno, ili za da se 
vratat, ili isti, ili sli~ni, a na bebeto }e mu tre­
baat najmnogu 18 meseci za da nau~i da se smesti 
sebesi kako objekt vo svet ispolnet so drugi objekti. 
Svetot na bebeto ne poznava vreme i prostor vo koj 

�. Two Births

Now we go a bit deeper in a generic sense – to the be-
ginning of life, to the pre-Oedipal subject. It is generally 
interpreted by two streams in psychoanalysis that are in 
mutual conflict, although with certain commonality, that 
conflict could easily be proclaimed an aberration. The 
first stream is represented by the Freudians (Piaget also 
belongs here) and later Lacan as well, whose theory of 
the mirror stage is a radicalisation of this doctrine. The 
second stream starts with Melanie Klein and is, with cer-
tain revisions, adopted by Julia Kristeva. 

What went on in the wild world at the beginning of the 
psychic life, before objects came into being? All thin-
kers from the first stream say that consciousness does 
not commence together with the beginning of existence, 
but at least 6 months later. Sigmund Freud writes of the 
newborn as of a Narcissus or unconscious egocentrism, 
Anna Freud speaks of non-differentiation as absence of a 
psychic centre – the baby has no consciousness of itself, 
it has no consciousness of the border of the internal and 
outside world and does not differentiate between I and 
the others meaning that there is an absence of the idea 
of the other. J. M. Baldwin speaks of adualism, Walon of 
symbiosis. Piaget gives detail to Freud by saying that in-
stead of early narcissism we should speak of a narcissism 
without a Narcissus. 

Piaget describes the newborn’s early universe as a world 
without objects, there are only images that disperse ei-
ther forever, or to return, either the same or similar and 
the baby needs at most 18 months to learn to set itself 
in as an object in a world filled with other objects. The 
baby’s world knows not of time and space in which ob-
jects and events exist, but only of a sum of heterogenic 
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se nao|aat objektite i nastanite, tuku samo zbir na 
heterogeni prostori so~ineti od delovite na svoeto 
telo i nekoi vremenski vpe~atoci, na pr. ~ekawe. 
Toa nema ideja za kauzalnost, a po~etnata pri~insko­
posledi~na vrska e magisko­fenomenisti~ka.

Vtorata struja vo tolkuvaweto na psihi~kiot `ivot 
na novoroden~eto ja pretstavuva edinstvenata 
psihoanaliti~arka koja se obide pred­Edipalnoto 
dete da go vidi kako slo`eno bitie. Za Melani Klajn 
toa ima kapacitet za slo`eni emocii koi vedna{ 
dobivaat svoi funkcii vo rano integriranoto ego 
locirano vo bebeto, kako i so jasna svest za objek­
tite i za nivnata upotrebnost. Spored Klajn, bebeto 
rano diferencira dva tipa objekti: dobri i lo{i 
(prvite, na pr. maj~inskite gradi i vtorite, na pr. 
bilo {to {to n$ hrani i n$ zgri`uva). 

Tezata za otsutnost na svesta za Jas vo prvite me­
seci ja poddr`aa i reformatorite na Frojdovskoto 
u~ewe, Julija Kristeva i @ak Lakan. Edinstvenata 
klu~na razlika kaj Kristeva e akcentiraweto na vrs­
kata na proto­subjektot so maj~inskoto telo, koja vo 
klasi~nata psihoanaliza e tretirana kako koja bilo 
vrska. Frojdistite i kognitivcite smetaat samo so 
va`nosta na objektskite odnosi, a veruvaat deka be­
beto kako subjekt koj }e bide }e vospostavi odnos kon 
koj bilo afektiven objekt, smetaj}i deka interak­
cijata e nezavisna promenliva veli~ina, dodeka 
faktorot „majka” e neva`en. Me|utoa, zad ovaa pros­
ta zamenlivost, paradoksalno, se krie meta­verbata 
vo izvesnosta na svesta, iako teorijata za dadeniot 
start na subjektivnosta e nameneta da go zacvrsti 
isklu~uvaweto na inicijalnata svest. Iako e to~no 
deka deteto }e razvie afektivni odnosi kon koj bilo 
objekt vo svojata okolina, kako i kon sekoe po~esto 
prisutno lice, negovata teorija mo`e da stoi s$  

spaces made up of the parts of its body and some time 
impressions, for example waiting. It has no idea of cau-
sality and the early cause-effect relation is a magic-phe-
nomenal one. 

The second stream in the interpretation of the psychic life 
of the newborn gives us the only lady psychoanalyst that 
tried to view the pre-Oedipal child as a complex being. 
For Melanie Klein it has a capacity for complex emotions 
that immediately receive their functions in the early-in-
tegrated ego located in the baby, together with a clear 
consciousness of the objects and of their use. According 
to Klein the baby differentiates two types of objects at an 
early stage: good and bad (the first being, for example, 
the mother’s breasts and the second being anything that 
does not feed and comfort). 

The thesis on absence of consciousness of the I in the 
early months was also supported by the reformers of 
Freud’s teaching, Julia Kristeva and Jacques Lacan. The 
only key difference in Kristeva is the stressing of the re-
lation of the proto-subject with the mother’s body which 
in classical psychoanalysis is treated just as any other 
relation. Freudians and cognitivists count only with the 
importance of the object relations and believe that the 
baby as a subject that shall be shall establish a relation-
ship with any affective object, considering that the inter-
action is an independent changeable measure, while the 
factor “mother” is of no importance. Behind this ordi-
nary interchangeability, hides the meta-faith in the cer-
tainty of the consciousness, although the theory of the 
given start of subjectivity is intended to strengthen the 
exclusion of the initial consciousness. Although it may 
be true that the child shall develop affective relations to-
wards any object in its environment, as well as towards 
every more frequently present person, his theory might 
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dodeka veruvame deka postoi simetrija me|u subjek­
tot i drugiot. No ovoj odnos ne e simetri~en, kako 
{to poka`avme pogore.

No, ovde se pojavuva i drugo mnogu va`no pra{awe: 
zo{to startot na subjektot e odlo`en, odnosno zo{to 
ima dve ra|awa ­ edno na fizi~koto telo, a drugo na 
psihi~koto? Ako postojat dve ra|awa, toga{ ovoj pe­
riod na prazno postoewe, na postoeweto bez svesnost 
ne mo`e da bide bez va`nost za konstrukcijata na 
subjektivnosta. Za da odgovorime na ova pra{awe, 
osven {to ja zadr`uvame dosega{nata definicija za 
subjekt kako {to e sfaten kaj Lakan (me|uinterval 
pome|u percepcijata i svesta), pojasnuvame u{te dve 
definicii. 1. Svest ­ se priklonuvame kon onoj del 
od kognitivnite nau~nici koi{to  svesta ja sfa}aat 
najop{to kako samosvest. Svesno e ona {to e svesno 
za samoto sebe. 2. Psihi~koto go sfa}ame vo onaa 
definicija {to ja dava Jung vo knigata „Arhai~en 
~ovek;” psihi~ko e ona {to ima volja da go promeni 
refleksnoto i instinktivnoto. 

Za prvata struja zatoa e va`na verbata deka subjektot 
ne postoi vedna{ so postoeweto na fizi~koto telo, 
bidej}i novoroden~eto ne percepira i nema svest 
za svest za sebe, zna~i nema svest nitu za drugiot, 
zna~i nema svest. I isto taka, toa ne e govoren sub­
jekt i nema da bide do 18 meseci. No, ni{to vo ovie 
teorii ne posvedo~uva deka so samiot po~etok na 
`ivotot ne po~nuva izvesno psihi~ko. Pija`e, koj 
bil pred s$ zainteresiran za kodovite na soznani­
eto, zapi{al ~uden manir kaj bebiwa od 4 do 5 me­
seci. Koga sakaat da pridvi`at predmet koj se nao|a 
vo agolot na sobata, tie go vle~at ja`enceto {to 
visi nad kolevkata. Od ova odnesuvawe koe ne smeta 
so prostornata oddale~enost na predmetite, Pija`e 
zaklu~il deka bebeto nema ideja za kauzalnost, ne gi 
poznava zakonite na pri~ina i posledica i go sme­

stand as long as we believe that there is a symmetry be-
tween the subject and the other. But this relation is not 
symmetrical, as we presented earlier.

However, another very important question also appears 
here: why is the start of the subject suspended, i.e. why 
does it have two births – one of the physical body and 
the other of the psychic one? If there are two births, then 
this period of empty existence, of existence without con-
sciousness cannot be insignificant to the construction of 
subjectivity. In order to answer this question, except for 
keeping the current definition of a subject as it is under-
stood in Lacan (and inter-interval between perception 
and consciousness), we clarify two more definitions. 1. 
Consciousness – we incline towards the part of cogni-
tive scientists that perceive, in the most general sense, 
consciousness as self-consciousness. Conscious is what 
is conscious for itself. 2. We comprehend the psychic in 
the definition that Jung gives in the book “Archaic Man;” 
the psychic is that which has a will to change the reflex-
ive and the instinctive.    

That is why for the first stream the believe that the sub-
ject does not exist immediately following the existence 
of the physical body is important, because the newborn 
does not perceive and has no consciousness of aware-
ness of itself, meaning that it is not conscious of the oth-
er, meaning that it has no consciousness. Also, it is not a 
talking subject and won’t be one until it is 18 months old. 
But nothing in these theories says that a certain psychic 
does not actually begin with the very beginning of life. 
Piaget who was primarily interested in the modes of cog-
nisance, recorded peculiar behaviour in four-and-a-half-
month-old babies. When they want to move an object 
that is in the corner of the room, they pull the string that 
is hanging over the crib. From this behaviour that does 
not take into account the spatial distance of the objects, 
Piaget came to the conclusion that the baby has no idea 
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ta svoeto edinstveno dejstvuvawe za centar na site 
nastani. Poradi ovoj zaklu~ok, toj najednostavno ja 
proglasil teorijata za nediferenciranost od Froj­
dovskata psihoanaliza za to~na. 

No, neka ja pogledneme u{te edna{ taa sloboda vo 
povedenieto koja smeta so mo`nosta da dejstvuva na 
bogovski na~in, bez ogled na konceptite za vreme i 
prostor. [to mu dava pravo na bebeto da misli deka 
e semo}no vo upravuvaweto so prostorot koj ne mu e 
fizi~ki dosegliv? Zarem toa ne e ne{to od domenot 
na psihi~koto? Psihi~koto nikade ne podrazbira 
deka stanuva zbor za telesno mo`no, a `elbata da se 
pridvi`i eden oddale~en predmet ovde e jasen znak 
za volja kako psihi~ka aktivnost. Ako bebeto od 4,5 
meseci ima voleva aktivnost, toga{ e toa minimum 
bitie so psihi~ka sodr`ina. 

Zo{to da ne pretpostavime deka bebeto smeta deka 
pridvi`uvaweto na dale~niot predmet e vozmo`no? 
Kako {to bebeto ima niska fizi~ka homeostaza, 
taka toa ima i niska voleva aktivnost. (Imeno, be­
beto na ovaa vozrast ima niska homeostaza, iako taa 
ne e najniska oti toa bi bilo ni{taviloto od kade 
{totuku doa|a. Taa niska homeostaza se manifestira 
kako nepostoewe jasna svest za granicite na svoeto 
telo. Vo pedijatrijata e odamna zabele`ano deka 
novoroden~iwata stari nekolku dena se pla{at od 
svoite race, a se smeta deka e toa rezultat na nepre­
poznavaweto na racete kako del od svoeto telo. Lakan, 
podocna i Kristeva, pi{uvaat deka novoroden~eto ne 
go ~uvstuva svoeto telo kako integralno, tuku povero­
jatno kako fragmentirano). No, ako smetame so niska 
fizi~ka homeostaza, toga{ treba da smetame i so ni­
ska psihi~ka koordinacija. Novorodene~kata volja 
ednakvo mo`ebi smeta so parazitiraweto na tu|ata 
volja. So drugi zborovi, mo`no e novoroden~eto da 

of causality, it does not know of the laws of cause and ef-
fect and regards its only action as a centre of all events. 
Because of this conclusion he simply proclaimed the the-
ory of undifferentiatedness in Freud’s psychoanalysis as 
correct. 

But, let us once again take a look at that freedom in be-
haviour that counts on the possibility to act in a godly 
manner regardless of the concepts of time and space. 
What gives the baby the right to think that it is almighty 
in the administration of space that is not at its physical 
disposure? Isn’t that something that is from the psychic 
domain? It never underlies in the psychic that it actu-
ally concerns a bodily possibility, and the wish to move a 
distant object is here a clear sign of will power as a psy-
chic activity. If a four-and-a-half-month-old baby has 
will power activity, then it is the minimum being with 
psychic content. 

Why not suppose that the baby considers the moving of 
the distant object possible? Just as the baby has a low 
physical homeostasis it also has a low will power activi-
ty. (Namely, the baby at this age has a low homeostasis, 
although it is not the lowest one because that would be 
the nothingness from which it has just emerged. The low 
homeostasis is manifested as the non-existence of a clear 
consciousness of the boundaries of one’s own body. In 
paediatrics it has long ago been noticed that new born 
babies just a few days old are afraid of their own hands, 
and it is considered that that is the result of the unaware-
ness that the hands are part of one’s own body. Lacan, 
and later Kristeva, write that the newborn does not feel 
its body as integral, but more rather as fragmented). But 
if we count on the low physical homeostasis, then we 
need to count on the low physical coordination. The will 
power of the newborn maybe equally interferes with the 
leaching of someone else’s will power. In other words, it 
is possible that the newborn has an inbuilt psychic gift 
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ima vgradena psihi~ka dadenost so koja veruva deka e 
vozmo`no izvesno psihi~ko „vmre`uvawe”. Nie sme 
naviknati da smetame so {ireweto na psihata navna­
tre, vo pravec na nesvesnoto, a toa e zatoa {to go 
do`ivuvame subjektot kako nekoj koj prebiva vo edno 
dadeno i gotovo telo. Treba da ja mislime mo`nosta 
­ tokmu taa niska koherentnost na voljata da e rano 
svedo{tvo za izvesen kapacitet za vonmediumsko 
komunicirawe. Treba da go smetame za vozmo`nost 
kapacitetot na psihata da se {iri nanadvor kon 
nepoznatoto isto kako {to mo`e da odi navnatre. 
Kako {to opstano~no bebeto se koristi so teloto na 
majkata kako so paterica, toa ednakvo mo`e bezme­
diumski da se koristi so tu|oto psihi~ko. Bebeto mu 
veli na Pija`e: ti si go stavil toj objekt {to yve~ka 
vo agolot na sobata, pomogni mi da go dofatam! 
Vle~ewe na ja`enceto nad kolepkata e znak na volja, 
a negovata psiha smeta so eksperimentatorot kako so 
matrica na koja }e parazitira. 

^udesnosta na ovaa volja da se dvi`i oddale~en 
predmet, dali taa ne e potisnata vo ime na nau~nosta 
na eksperimentatorot? No, nie denes znaeme deka 
eksperimentatorot ne e li{en od subjektivnost i 
apriori podlo`en na legitimitet, kako {to bil 
smetan vo vremeto na Frojd, pa i na Pija`e. Denes 
znaeme deka eksperimentatorot mo`e da „go vodi”, 
da „go iznuduva” rezultatot na svojot eksperiment, 
pa bebeto ima pravo da se `ali na tolkuvawata koi 
potoa gi izveduva Pija`e! Ovoj primer e od rangot 
na Pavloviot refleks, bidej}i i toj eksperiment e 
posreduvan vo domenite na psihi~koto. Za kutroto 
`ivotno na Pavlov, Lakan pi{uva kako za rez na 
`elbata; eksperimentot vo nego mo`e da predizvika 
cela niza psihi~ki neredi, no bidej}i ne e bitie 
koe zboruva, ne e prozvano da ja dovede vo pra{awe 
`elbata na eksperimentatorot. Isto taka, vo izvesna 

with which it believes a certain psychic “intertwining” 
possible. We are used to count on the expansion of the 
psyche inwards, towards the unconscious and that is be-
cause we experience the subject as someone that dwells 
in a given and ready-made body. We should consider the 
possibility – precisely that low coherence of the will of 
being an early witness of a certain capacity for commu-
nication that is outside the medium. We should consider 
as a possibility the capacity of the psyche to expand out-
wards towards the unknown just as it can go inwards. 
Just as the baby, as part of survival, uses the mother’s 
body as a cane, it can also without any medium use some-
one else’s psychic. The baby talks to Piaget: you have put 
that rattling object there in the corner of the room, help 
me reach it! The pulling of the string over the crib is a 
sign of will power and its psyche counts on the one con-
ducting the experiment as a matrix on which it shall be 
a parasite. 

The magnificence of this will power to move a distant 
object, isn’t it maybe suppressed in the name of the sci-
ence by the one conducting the experiment? But, today 
we know that the one conducting the experiment is not 
deprived of subjectivity and a priori prone to legitima-
cy, as it was considered in the time of Freud and also 
of Piaget. Today we know that the one conducting the 
experiment can “direct,” can “force” the result of his/her 
experiment, so the baby has the right to complain on 
the interpretations that Piaget later draws from there! 
This example is similar to Pavlov’s reflex, because that 
experiment too is mediated in the domains of the psy-
chic. Of Pavlov’s poor animal Lacan writes as if of a cut 
in the desire; the experiment may create in it a whole set 
of psychic turmoil, but because it is not a creature that 
speaks, it has not been called upon to question the wish 
of the one conducting the experiment. Also, in a certain 
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smisla, i teloto na majkata ne go posreduva govorot, 
tuku pregovorot so tu|ata `elba ~ija vrska ja rako­
vodat nadvore{nite psihizmi. Ako potegnuvaweto 
ja`ence {to visi nad kolepkata e gest na volja, eden 
rano posvedo~en za~etok na psihi~koto, vo momen­
tot koga se pridvi`uva voljata, se slu~uva prvoto 
viduvawe, toa e razmena vo domenot na psihi~koto. 
Toa e psevdoidentifikacija koja sepak mora da 
postoi od nekakvi pri~ini. Ako postavime teza 
deka e vozmo`no nekakvo dopirawe na psihi~koto, 
{to go pravi nego vozmo`no? Ako ovoj gest zboruva 
za prenebregnuvawe na tradicionalnite granici na 
subjektot i {irewe vo negovoto pole vo domenot na 
ne­subjektot, toga{ kako nastanuva taa vrska koja ne 
smeta na prostornite zabrani?

4. Ogledalni nevroni

Vo sredinata na 1990­te godini be{e otkriena edna 
nova klasa nevroni, ~ija rana anticipacija e po­
etskiot opis na Lakan, na postoeweto na subjektot 
nadvor od nego. Eve kako vo eden nau~no­popularen 
stil (od statijata vo spisanieto Wired) e opi{ana 
ovaa nevronska kategorija: „Deteto ja gleda majkata 
kako ja podignuva igra~kata. Deteto se smee: mama 
saka da si igrame. Soprugot ja gleda `ena si kako 
gi podiga klu~evite za avtomobilot od masata. Toj 
treperi: ovojpat navistina si zaminuva. Medicin­
skata sestra gleda kako iglata se zaboduva vo postar 
pacient. Pravi grimasa: mora da bole{e. Kako ovie 
lu|e znaat {to misli drugiot? Kako gi prosuduvaat 
nivnite nameri i ~uvstva, kako gi opredeluvaat 
celite i verbata na drugiot? Se ~ini ednostavno, no 
deteto isto taka mo`e da zaklu~i deka mama saka da 
zamine, ili soprugot da pomisli deka `ena mu saka 
da si igra. Sepak, tie ne gre{at. Tie znaat”. 

sense, the mother’s body is also not mediated by speech, 
but by the negotiation with someone else’s wish, the re-
lation of which is directed by outside psychisms. If the 
pulling of the string hanging above the crib is a gesture 
of will power, an early recording of the conception of the 
psychic, at the moment when the will power sets in mo-
tion, the first seeing occurs, that is an exchange in the 
domain of the psychic. That is a pseudo-identification 
that yet must exist for some reason. If we set a thesis that 
some kind of touching of the psychic is possible, what is 
that that makes it possible? If this gesture speaks of the 
surpassing of the traditional borders of the subject and 
expansion in its field in the domain of the non-subject, 
then how does that relation that does not count on the 
spatial restriction occur? 

�. Mirror Neurons  

In the middle of the 1990s a new class of neurons was 
discovered the early anticipation of which is the poetic 
description of the existence of the subject out of itself of 
Lacan. Here is how this neuron category is described in 
sci-pop style (from the article in the Wired magazine): 
“The child looks at its mother as she picks up the toy. 
The child laughs “mommy wants to play’. The husband 
watches his wife as she picks up the car keys from the ta-
ble. He trembles “this time she is really gone’. The nurse 
looks at the needle sticking into the elderly patient. She 
flinches “it must have hurt’. How do these people know 
what the other is thinking? How do they judge their in-
tentions and feelings, how do they determine the goals 
and the trust of the other? It seems simple, but the child 
can also come to a conclusion that mommy wants to 
leave, or the husband can think that his wife wants to 
play. However, they are not mistaken. They know.”
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Klu~ot za misterijata na ovaa sposobnost za antici­
pacija na tu|ite nameri e detektirana vo slu~ajnoto 
otkritie na nova klasa nevroni od strana na edna 
grupa italijanski nau~nici, koi koga zapo~nale 
snimawe na aktivnosta na nevronite vo mozokot na 
majmunite vo ranite 1990­ti ne o~ekuvale deka }e 
najdat ne{to vaka radikalno. Ovaa nova klasa nev­
roni ja narekle ogledalna. Ogledalnite nevroni se 
aktivni koga subjektot izvr{uva odredena zada~a, na 
primer podiga raka, i vo taa smisla se bezna~ajni. 
No, istite nevroni se raspaluvaat koga nivniot 
sopstvenik gleda kako nekoj drug ja izvr{uva istata 
zada~a, na primer koga drugiot podiga raka. Tie se 
aktiviraat od izvesen tip empatija, kako izvesna re­
fleksija na aktivnosta na drugiot, to est kako eden 
tip simulacija na aktivnosta na drugiot. 

Vakvata simulacija posvedo~uva deka me|u mene i 
drugiot kogo {to go nabquduvam postoi silna, bez­
mediumska vrska. Odnesuvaweto na drugiot se pro­
ducira i vo istiot moment se reproducira kaj  mene, 
{to zna~i deka sekoe odnesuvawe sekoga{ nastanuva 
ne kako edine~no i individualisti~ko, tuku seko­
ga{ kako najmalku dvojno, odnosno duplirano. To est 
me|u mene i drugiot postoi vrska koja ne e posreduva­
na vo fizi~ka smisla, a vo su{tinata e simulacija. 
Me|utoa, interesno e deka iako mozo~nata aktivnost 
e identi~na, sepak toj {to nabquduva nema vo real­
nosta da ja podigne rakata, kako toj {to e nabqudu­
van. Vo pogolem del od vremeto silna mozo~na in­
hibicija }e go spre~i nabquduva~ot da ja aktivira 
sopstvenata motorika za da ja simulira aktivnosta 
{to ja nabquduva. No, nelagodnosta {to ja ~uvstvu­
vame koga nekoj se ma~i da stavi konec vo igla e do­
kaz deka ovie inhibitori ne go blokiraat sekoga{ i 
ne so ist uspeh toj primitiven, bezmediumski dija­
log me|u subjektot i drugiot. 

The key to the mystery of this capacity for anticipation of 
someone else’s intentions is detected in the chance dis-
covery of a new class of neurons by a group of Italian sci-
entists which, when they started monitoring the activity 
of the neurons in monkeys brains in the early 1990s, did 
not expect to find anything as radical as this. They called 
this new class of neurons a mirror class. The mirror neu-
rons are active when the subject is in the process of per-
forming a certain task, for example, rising its hand, and 
in that sense they are insignificant. But the same neurons 
fire off when their owner sees someone else performing 
the same task, for example, how the other rises his/her/
its hand. They are activated by a kind of empathy, as a 
certain reflection of the activity of the other, i.e. as a kind 
of simulation of the activity of the other. 

Such simulation witnesses that between me and the ot-
her one that I am watching there is a strong, unmediated 
relation. The conduct of the other is produced and at the 
same moment reproduced in me, which means that each 
conduct always comes not as one and individualistic, but 
always as, at least, double, i.e. doubled. That is, between 
me and the other there is a relation that is not mediated 
in a physical sense, and in the essence is a simulation. It 
is interesting, however, that although the activity of the 
brain is identical, yet the one watching won’t raise his/
her/its hand in reality as the one that is watched. Most 
of the time, a strong brain inhibition shall stop the one 
watching from activating his/her/its motorics in order 
to simulate the activity he/she/it is watching. But, the 
unease that we feel when someone is struggling to thread 
a needle is proof that these inhibitors don’t always block 
and not with the same success that primitive, unmedi-
ated dialogue between the subject and the other.    
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Ovie nevroni mo`e da se poka`at kako mnogu va`ni 
za konstituirawe na subjektivnosta. Ako nevronski, 
me|u mene i drugiot postoi istovremenost, toga{ taa 
istovremenost ne e samo prazna apstrakcija, tuku i 
su{tinska psihi~ka sinhronija, odnosno srodnost. 
Toa zna~i deka na{ata vremenost e istorodna, to est 
ima edna povtorena, odnosno duplirana vremenost, 
samo ednata od dvete zaprena. 

Novoroden~eto na Pija`e mo`e da prima psevdoi­
dentifikacija, to est da funkcionira preku vakva 
identifikatorska matrica so drugiot „gotov”, govo­
ren subjekt. Toa zna~i deka proto­subjektot e ve}e 
potencijalen subjekt vo momentot koga okolu nego se 
nao|a eden drug „gotov” subjekt, na primer majkata. 
Odnosno deka potencijalot za subjekt, proto­subjek­
tot go dobiva vo momentot koga prvpat }e zdogleda 
eden drug okolu sebe. Ovaa ogledalna identifi­
kacija nastanuva za prvpat kako zdogleduvawe, to est 
kako posledica na perceptivnoto. Eden del od kog­
nitivcite koi go kritikuvaa tvrdeweto na Pija`e 
deka novoroden~eto ne percepira objekti okolu sebe, 
izlegoa so eksperiment praven na novoroden~iwa 
stari nekolku dena. Na niv im e pro`ektirana 
slika na kamen koj pa|a nakaj novoroden~iwata, a 
tie pred taa pro`ektirana slika se pomestuvaat. 
Ova sekako mo`e da bide instinktivno, refleksno 
pomestuvawe, no sepak ova e dokaz za izvesna per­
cepcija. Ako e percepcija, toga{ novoroden~eto ne 
e celosno li{eno od ne{to {to bi go narekle dolna 
granica na subjektot ­ percepcijata. Kako proto­
subjekti koi percepiraat, makar i rudimentirano, 
novoroden~iwata sosema izvesno ja percepiraat i ak­
tivnosta na drugiot, a preku ogledalnite nevroni is­
tata ja simuliraat. Ako majkata kako „gotov” subjekt 
krenala raka, novoroden~eto iako proto­subjekt, go 
zavr{uva dvi`eweto vo sebe. 

These neurons may appear as very important in the
constituting of subjectivity. If, neurologically, there is 
concurrence between me and the other, then that con-
currence is not just an empty abstraction, but an essen-
tial psychic synchrony, i.e. relatedness. That means that 
our timeliness are the same, i.e. there is one repeated, 
i.e. duplicated timeliness, and only one of the two is 
stopped. 

The newborn in Piaget may receive pseudo-identification, 
i.e. may function through such an identification matrix 
with the other “ready-made” talking subject. That means 
that the proto-subject is already a potential subject at the 
moment when around it there is another “ready-made” 
subject, for example the mother. That is, the proto-sub-
ject receives the potential for the subject at the moment 
when it first sees someone else around itself. This kind 
of mirror identification happens for the first time as a 
seeing, i.e. as a consequence of the perceptive. One part 
of the cognitivists that criticised Piaget’s claim that the 
newborn does not perceive objects around itself, came 
forward with an experiment conducted on newborns just 
a few days old. An image of a falling stone was screened 
to the newborns and they moved before this screened 
image. This of course might as well be instinctive, reflex 
movement, but however it is proof of a certain percep-
tion. If it is perception, then the newborn is not entirely 
without something that we would call a down border of 
the subject – perception. As proto-subjects that perceive, 
even if it may be rudimentary, the newborn most certain-
ly percept the activity of the other as well and through 
the mirror neurons simulate the same. If the mother as 
a “ready-made” subject has lifted her hand, the newborn 
as a proto-subject, finishes the movement within itself. 
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Toa e simulacija koja ne se slu~uva vo smisla na edna 
realiziranost, no se slu~uva vo smisla na edna simu­
lacija na motorika. Lakan profeti~ki go objasnuva 
sekoe dvi`ewe kako uko~uvawe. Toj veli: „Pogledot 
po sebe, ne samo {to gi zavr{uva dvi`ewata, tuku i 
gi prikriva.” Toa zna~i deka pogledot e dovolen i 
potreben uslov za dovr{uvawe na sekoja aktivnost 
na subjektot. Aktivnosta na majkata e dovr{ena 
od pogledot na novoroden~eto, novoroden~eto go 
zavr{uva i go uko~uva dvi`eweto na majkata, vo 
eden „magepsni~ki moment.” Ne samo {to ovde stanu­
va zbor za odzemawe od pogledot, tuku i za mnogu 
posu{testveno inaugurirawe na eden proto­subjekt 
vo subjekt koj mimetira vo vremeto za koe se veruva{e 
deka toa ne e sposobno za razla~uvawe na sebesi od 
drugiot. Nevrolozite velat deka vo momentot na 
ra|aweto re~isi site nevroni {to eden mozok }e gi 
ima se ve}e formirani, samo {to ne se vmre`eni. So 
sekoe iskustvo, pogled, zvuk, dopir, tie se raspalu­
vaat. Sekoga{ koga }e se raspalat tie gradat vrska 
so drugi nevroni. Ako e taka, toga{ novoroden~eto 
ve}e mnogu rano mo`e da „vidi” aktivnosti koi }e 
gi zavr{uva vo sebe, to est }e se podgotvuva sebesi za 
subjekt koj eden den }e bide. 

Zo{to e va`no ova? Zatoa {to o~igledno e deka 
dodeka novoroden~eto nevronski ja mimetira sekoja
akcija na drugiot, toa ednovremeno ja mimetira i 
idejata za sebstvo. Taa ideja za sebstvo, toa ja preze­
ma od drugiot. Bidej}i e vo momentot preslabo za 
fizi~ka i psihi~ka koordinacija i koherentnost, 
toa vo sebe samo gi inhibira, to est gi zavr{uva 
pretstavite za sebstvo prezemeni od drugiot, a s$ 
u{te ne gi imitira, emanira.

Edna revizija {to ja predlagame vo odnos na 
dosega{nata teoriska psihoanaliza za po~etokot 

That is a simulation that does not happen in the sense of 
a realisation, but happens in the sense of a simulation of 
motorics. Lacan prophetically explains each movement 
as a freezing. He says: “The look in itself not only finishes 
the movements, but also hides them.” That means that 
the gaze is a sufficient and necessary condition for the 
completion of each action of the subject. The activity of 
the mother is completed by the newborn’s gaze, the new-
born completes it and freezes the mother’s movement in 
a “magical moment.” We are not talking here only of the 
taking away of the gaze, but of a more substantial inau-
guration as well of a proto-subject in a subject that shows 
mimesis in the time which was considered that it is not 
capable of differentiating itself from the other. Neurolo-
gists say that at the time of birth almost all neurons that 
a brain will have are already formed, they are just not 
set “in place.” With each experience, look, sound, touch, 
they spark off and are set aflame. Always when they are 
set aflame they build a relationship with other neurons. 
If this is so, then the newborn can already very early “see” 
activities that it completes within itself, i.e. it prepares it-
self for the subject it will become one day. 

Why is this important? Because it is obvious that the 
newborn neurologically mimes each action of the other, 
it at the same time mimes the idea of self as well. It takes 
over the idea of the self from the other. Due to the fact 
that it at that moment is too weak for physical or psychic 
coordination and coherency, it only inhibits them in it-
self, i.e. completes the notions of self taken over from the 
other, but does not just yet imitate or emanate them. 

A summary that we suggest in relation to present theo-
retical psychoanalysis on the beginning of subjectivity 
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na subjektivnosta bi glasela najnapred deka stanuva 
zbor za skalibilnost. Ako e taka, toga{ otkriti­
eto na sebstvoto ne mo`e da se slu~uva vo edna spek­
takularna slika  („yvezden spektakl”, kako {to go 
vika Lakan) nekade okolu {estiot mesec od `ivotot 
na novoroden~eto, koga toa naedna{ }e se zdogleda 
sebesi vo ogledalo, vo tn. ogledalna faza kaj Lakan. 
Ovaa naracija ne e ni{to poverodostojna od onaa 
na Frojd za ordata koja go ubiva tatkoto. Stanuva 
zbor za to~ka koja{to e pretvorena vo prikazna. Ako 
zboruvame deka centarot na psihi~koto se prezema 
od drugo telo, i ne e nu`no situiran vo sopstvenoto 
telo, toga{ avtomatski imame dozvola da ja mislime 
mo`nosta od postoewe na gorespomenatite istovre­
meni subjekti, subjektot son i subjektot halucinaci­
ja, za po~etok, to est, da mislime takvi subjekti koi 
vo sebe ja obedinuvaat mo`nosta od drugost i koi 
svedo~at deka nie sme vo temelna zabluda koga veru­
vame deka subjektot direktno treba da se vrzuva za 
telesen subjekt. 

Bele{ki: 

1. Ovaa statija e del od pogolemo teorisko istra`u­
vawe.

2. Kaj eden slu~aj na zagubena sposobnost za sonuvawe, 
voden vo Univerzitetskata bolnica vo Cirih, {to e 
opi{an vo „New Scientist” od 10 septemvri 2004 go­
dina, e poka`ana mo`nosta od organskata vrska me|u 
sonuvaweto i halucinacijata. Vo ovoj slu~aj gubeweto 
na sposobnosta za son kaj edna 73­godi{na `ena sle­
del po ~udnata i neobi~no jasna vizuelizacija za koja 
taa ne bila sigurna dali e halucinacija ili son. Ovoj 
primer, me|utoa, poka`uva deka sonot i halucinaci­

would first and foremost be that we are dealing with scal-
ability. If this is so then the discovery of the self cannot 
occur in a spectacular image (“star spectacle” as Lacan 
calls it) somewhere around the sixth month in the life of 
the newborn when it suddenly sees itself in the mirror, 
i.e. in Lacan’s mirror stage. This narrative is no more ac-
curate that Freud’s one on the horde that murders the 
father. We are dealing with a point that is turned into 
a story. If we say that the centre of the psychic is being 
taken over from another body and is not necessarily 
situated in one’s own body, then we automatically have 
permission to think the possibility of the existence of the 
abovementioned concurrent subjects, the subject dream 
and the subject hallucination, as a start, i.e. to think of 
such subjects that within themselves unite the possi-
bility of otherness and that witness that we are deep in 
fundamental deception when we believe that the subject 
should directly connect to a bodily subject. 

Translated from Macedonian by Rodna Ruskovska 

Notes: 

1. This article is part of a larger theoretical investigation.

2. In a case described in the issue of “New Scientist” of 10 
September 2004 of loss of dreaming conducted at the Uni-
versity Hospital in Zurich, the possibility of an organic 
connection between dreaming and hallucination. In this 
case the loss of dream capacity in a 73-year-old-woman fo-
llowed after the peculiar and unusually clear visualization 
of which she was not conscious if it was a hallucination or 
a dream. This example however shows that the dream and 
the hallucination either mutually exclude themselves, or 
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jata ili me|usebno se isklu~uvaat, ili se najavuvaat, 
Ako e prvoto, toga{ mo`ebi mo`e da se trasira i iz­
vesno organsko, korporealno ishodi{te na vakviot 
subjekt, iako veruvame deka toa e i sosema neva`no. 

introduce themselves, if the case is the first, then maybe a 
certain organic, corporeal outcome of this kind of subject 
may be traced, although we believe that that is entirely ir-
relevant. 
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