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JacHa

KoTecka Llupete Ha cybjekToT

1. CnopHuoT coH Ha ®Ppojp

»OTKPUTHETO Ha HECBECHOTO € C& YIITe
CBEXKO, ¥ UMaMe MPUINKA, KaKBa IITO He
MOCTOEJIa, 32 IPECBPT.”

Kax Jlakan

OBOj TEKCT o TOYHYBaMe CO OTBOPAkhe Ha IIPAIIAHEeTO 3a
CTaTycOT Ha HecBecHOTO Kaj ®poja. BepyBame nexa oBa
[[EHTPAJTHO MpAaIllahe Ha ICUX0aHaIN3aTa He € JIUIIEHO
O/l M3BECHU KOHIIENTyaJIHU 3asU/yBarba KOU Ke TH
HapeyeMe OHTOJIOMIKY, O1/IejKH 3jaaT OKOJTy IIPAIIaheTO
3a MpHUpOJIaTa Ha HECBECHOTO. Bo 11-0T ceMuHap, Ha
npamameto Ha Kak Anan Musep 3a cTaTycoT Ha HeC-
BeCHOTO, JIakaH oiroBapa Jieka HECBECHOTO UMa HejaceH
OHTHYKU CTaTyC, HO MMa CTPYKTYpa, JeKa MPOIENOT Ha
HECBECHOTO € IIPe/I-OHTOJIONIKY 1, KOHETHO, /IeKa CTaTy-
COT Ha HECBECHOTO € eTUYKH, a TOj My I'0 J]JaBa HETOBUOT
oTkpuBad, Ppoja. AKO ce Kake JleKa HECBECHOTO MMa
MIPE/I-OHTOJIONIKU CTAaTyC, TOA 3HAYU JleKa HECBECHOTO €
HEKAKBO IPeJI-HEIITO BO PeasiHaTa er3UCTEHIIN]ja; JleKa
HMaKO0 MMa CTPYKTYPa €O KOja BJIMjae Bp3 HEIITOTO, CAMOTO
He € HeIlTO. AKO ce Kake JleKa HECBECHOTO MMa €TUYKHU
CTaTyc, Toa 3HAYH JIeKa Ce OJTHECYBA 110 HEKAKOB AT U Ha
JIDYTHOT, a He caMo Ha cy0jekToT. HecBecHOTO 3a cy0jek-

Jasna
Koteska The Expansion of the

Subject!

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 11" 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 Ce Bp3yBa IIPEKy CUMIITOMOT Kako MaHudecTaluja
(?Kak Annan Muiep BO TEKCTOT ,,X (X)“ ITHIITyBa JIeKa caMo
CHMIITOMOT MO2KE Jia c€ CMeTa 3a J0Ka3 Ha HECBECHOTO),
a 3a IpyruoT ro Bp3yBaaT CUTE OCTAaHATU MaHU(eCcTaluu
Ha HECBECHOTO: COHOT, JIAIICYCOT, TPeIIKaTa, HIOPajix Toa
IITO TUE MOXKe Aa Oujar BepudUKyBaHU CaMO IPEKY
apyruot. Ho, JIakaH e ieniuieH ieKa eTUYKUOT CTaTyC He
3HAYU METAICUXUYKO, TO €CT O7] OBaa eTUYKa JUMEH3Hja
HEe MOXE /Ia ce BJjIeyaT OHTOJIONIKYU Mocjaeaurd. ToKMy
OBaa CTPYKTYPHOCT Ha HecBecHOTO kaj ®pojz e, copes
JlakaH, HeroBaTa HajrojeMa MeTO/I0JIOIIKA JI00JIeCT; TOa
mrto @poji HUKOTAII He To CYTICTaHIMjTu31pa HeCBeC-
HoTO. HecBecHOoTO Ha ®pOj1 HUKOTAIl HE TOOMBA OIHC,
0co0eHO He 01 PeIoT Ha (paHTOMCKUTE aTPUOYTH, HAKO €
TOA TaMy OpeJ-HellTo.

Ke ce obusieMe OBJie IOBTOPHO /ia IO MOIJIEZHEME TOj
IIPE/I-OHTUYKHY WJIN HEjaCeH OHTUYKH CTATyC Ha HECBEC-
HOTO. Beke camuor JlakaH fietektupaiie kaj ®pojz eHO
MeCTO Ha I1aJ] Ha MUCJIaTa, Ha KaIlUTyJIalyja Ha HETOBUTE
MHTEPIPETATOPCKY KamanuteTd. Toa MeCTO € MPBHUOT
COH, aHAJW3UPaH BO CEAMOTO, IOCJIEJHO IIOIJIaBje Of
®pojnoBara kHura , TosikyBame Ha coHumraTta®. ®pojxa
HaBeJ[yBa JIeKa COHOT IITO Ke IO PacKaske ro UyJI II0CPe/I-
HO IIPeKy CBOjaTa NAIlMeHTKa, Koja IMaK ro dysa Ha eTHO
IIpe/iaBarbe 32 COHOT. KOHTEKCTOT BO KOj Ce CITyIHII COHOT
e ciaenHuoT: EfieH Tatko 6/1ees 1eH ¥ HOK ITOKPAaj CBOETO
60s1HO feTe. JleTeTo yMpesio U TOj OTHIIOJI BO cOceaHATA
coba z1a ce o;MOpH, OCTaBajKU ja OTBOPEHA BpaTaTa Of
cobara kajie mTo 6110 MPTBOTO JIETE CO €JIeH CTap YOBEK
KOj mernoTes MosuTBH. [10 HEKOJIKY Yaca, TATKOTO COHIIT
KaKO JIeTETO CTOH ITOKpaj Heropara rocresa, ro ¢aka 3a
paka u My Benu: ,TaTo, 3ap He Iyiefam fieka ropam?“
Kora ce pa30yzau, BuiesI CHUTHA CBETIMHA Koja goaraia
oJ1 cobaTa BO KOja CTapHOT YyBap 3a/ipeMaJl, a MoKapoT
3aII0YaHaJI /1a ce IIUPHU Of 3alajieHaTa cBeka Koja Imaji-
HaJla Ha pakara o/ HEroBOTO MPTBO JieTe. Kaj oBOj Tpo-

unconscious links to the subject through the symptom as
a manifestation (Jacques-Alain Miller writes in the text
“Y (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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raTesieH COH, OUUIJIETHO 3HavyaeH 3a Opojz, OTCycTBYBa
objacHyBameTO, TOj OZI0MBa Jla OAM TaMy KaJe IITO To
BOZI1 OBOj coH. ®poja ce pelrana 3a HAJIUIAY3UOUITHOTO
TOJIKyBalbe Ha COHOT: CBeTJIOCTA 07 cobaTa mpojupaia
HU3 OTBOPEHaTa Bpara U 3a COHYBAa4yOT HAaIpaBUja UCT
edekT kako za 6un OyneH. [loxkapoT HacTaHasI O MAj-
HaTaTa cBeka, a TATKOTO, BEPOjaTHO, OWJI 3arpUIKeH JieKa
CTapUOT 4YyBap He e JIOpacHAT Ha cBojaTa 3ajjaua, Ia
Taa TPHrKa ja MoHes co cebe BO COH. TeKCTOT Ha COHOT
OWI TOBEKEKPATHO JIETEPMUHHUPAH O] 300PDOBUTE KOU
JleTeTo My I'l yIaTyBaJIo Ha TaTKoTo. Ha mpumep: jac
ropam - Kako Tpecka oJi Koja /ieTeTo 060J1e/lyBajio; TaTKO
3ap He IJIeJjalll - KaKo HeKoja ClieHa IoIHa co aeKT, HO
3a Hac, Besnu ®Opojz, 3acekorail HeNmo3HaTa, U CJIMYHO.
Ha npamameTo IITo caMHOT CU I'0 IIOCTaByBa: MO/, KaK-
BH OKOJIHOCTH BOOIIIIITO C€ jJaBUJI €/IeH BAaKOB COH, KOj €
HAajOIM30K /10 MECTOTO Ha Oyzaemwe, Ppoja oarosapa co
Te3aTa JleKa COHOT e UCIOJIHyBame Ha eJlHa Kesba - Jie-
TETO J]a Ce OJIHECYBA KAaKO JKUBO, /la 'O CIIOMHE TaTKa CH,
Jla To ToBJIevue 32 paka U Jia IPOroBOpU Kako Kora Ouiio
’KUBO. ,,AKO TaTKOTO IIPBO ce pa30yzies, na noToa JoHes
3aKJIYYOK KOj Ke TO OZIBeZIesT BO cajiHaTa coba, Toj, Taka
Jla ce peue, OM ro CKpaTWJI KUBOTOT Ha JIETETO 32 OBOj
eneH MmoMmeHT" Bestu Ppojz v cBojaTa MHTEpIIpeTaIyja ja
3aBpIIIyBa CO €HOCTABEH KOMEHTAp JleKa € OYUIJIEeTHO
CO IIITO OBOj MaJI COH CO CBOjaTa 0COOEHOCT I'0 MPUBJIEKY-
Ba Hamlero BHUMaHue. Ho, oB/le 3amupa TOJIKYBameTO
Ha ®poja. Toj ja cycrieHaMpa MOKHOCTA U3jaBara ,,[aTKO
3ap He IJIefiall Jeka ropaM® Jia ce TOJIKyBa IIOMHAKY OC-
BEH KaKO MOHTa)kKa Ha TaTKOBUTE CeKaBama 3a CBOETO
nere. Taka ocranyBa gBocmmuciaeHocTa Ha Ppoja, geka
K 0cOOEHOCTa CO Koja HE IPUBJIEKYBA OBOj COH € CaMO
BO HamiaTa adeKTUBHOCT KOH TPOraTeJIHOCTA Ha COHOT,
WIN JieKa Toj uMa Bo cebe HerTo noBeke. Ho, Beke 1mo-
ciennaTta PpojoBa pedueHuUIa 3a OBaa TeMa IJIacu JieKa
COHOT He IIOCTaByBa HHMKAaKBa 33/laya 3a TOJIKYBambe,
Ouzejku HeroBaTa CMHCJIA € JlaJieHa He3a00UKOJIEHO.

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 cé mro 3a Hero ke Hajaeme kaj Ppojz. JIakaH Besn
JleKa OBOj COH € pas3jIMyeH O] CUTE JIPYTH aHAIU3UpA-
HU Kaj Opojn u geka Opojsi HE TO UCKOPHUCTYBA COHOT
IIOpaJIX TOA IITO 32 HEro He € BaXKHA BUCTHHATA, TYKY
H3BECHOCTA.

OBOj COH e HajolcecMBHATA TOYKA U 3a camMuoT JlakaH
BO 11-0T ceMuHap. OTKAKO BO HEKOJIKY IIOCJIEZ0BATENI-
HU 1pesiaBama JlakaH ce odenryBa o/i HABEJEHUOT COH,
¥ CaMHOT Ce IIPOCTyBa CO HeroBaTa aHAIN3a, BeJIejKU
JleKa ce IITO caka Jia Kake 3a TOj COH MOXKe /Ia OCTaHe
TanHCTBeHO. Toa e cTpaTemky HajioOpo pelleHne, ako
ja mMaMe mpeniBUJ cyrecTHjaTa Ha BuTreHmrajH /1eka
»3a OJITOBOP IIITO HE MOXKE JIa Ce MCKa)Ke, HE MOXKe J1a
ce MCKaXke HUTY Mpalllame. 3araTkaTta ja HemMa“ U Taka
nocrarysa u ©pojJi, TOj HU BeJIH JIeKa COHOT He e 3arat-
Ka, buzejku (Toj) Hema ogropop. Ho, Toa 11to He ce rocra-
ByBa Ipallame, He 3HAYMU JleKa TaMy HeMa Ipaliarbe.
Axo ®pojz ro UITHOpPUpPA COHOT 32 /1A ja HaIlpaBH CBOjaTa
TEOpHUja U3BECHA, ITPU TOA JKPTBYBAjKU ja BUCTHHATA, Ce
IIOCTaByBa IIpalllame Koja BUCTHHA € XKPTBYBaHA II0 I10-
BOJ1 0BOj coH? IIITO e Toa TAMHCTBEHO IITO HE MOXKE /1A Ce
OTBOPH Kaj OBOj COH?

Toa e MOXKHOCTa HECBECHOTO /1a UMa MHOTY IIOOTIPe/IeIEH
OHTHYKU CTATyC O/ OHOj IIITO My € mpunumiaH oz ®poj.
Bo 0BOj coH Hema camMO He-peaJM3UPAHU COAPKUHHU,
TYKy UMa U peastHu. Toj 1eyMHO ja MOHHUIITYBA QYHK-
[yjaTa Ha HECBECHOTO Jla IIpaBU OOJIUBUYM, OpUIIIEHHE,
Ouzejku HWHAMBUJYAIHOTO TPAayMaTCKO HCKYCTBO TO
PECTPYKTYHpPa HECBECHOTO KO€ HAMECTO CaMo JIa [IeH3Y-
prpa, OBJie U KOMYHHUIIMPA CO JieJT o7 03HauuTenure (ja
[[eH3ypHpa CMPTTa, HO 'O KOMYHHIpA H0KapoT). OT-
TyKa, COAP>KMHATa Ha OBOj COH HE Ce CUTYHpa CaMO BO
JIOTUYKOTO BpEMeE Ha HECBECHOTO, TYKY U BO HCTOPHCKO
BpeMe, O/THOCHO € BO U3BeCHa UCTOBPEMEHOCT CO peaJi-
HocTa. JIakaH 10 ITOBOJ, COHOB BeJIH JleKa MOKe 1a 360py-

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 11" 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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BaMe 3a [OBeKe peasTHOCTH, €JHa Of] HUB IIpOMalleHa.
HajunTtpuranTHOTO npamame Ha JlakaH 110 MOBOJ OBOj
COH r71acu ,,Jlanmu HE Oyau pyraTta peatHOCT BO COHOT?
Toa mpamamwe Bo cebe COAPIKHU PA3JINYHU OHTOJIOIIKU
MOXKHOCTH, Ha NPUMeED IOJMOHTOJIONIKA MPUPOJA Ha
HeIITaTa, MOJIMOHTOJIOTHja Ha IICUXUYKaTa [IPUPOJIa Ha
YOBEKOT, KOPECIIOH/IEHIIH]a HA Cy0jeKTOT Ha COHOT U Cy0-
jextoT Ha OygHOcTa. OBHe Mpalniama '} TPETHPaMe KaKo
HEMOXKHU, KaKO /1a He MOJXKe J]a ce II0CTaBaT BO PAMKUTE
Ha [ICHX0aHAJIM3aTa, 3aT0A IITO Taa € IIOCTaBeHa KaKo
HayKa Koja He OJI1 O] OHaa CTpaHa Ha METAIICUXUIKOTO.
Ho, Toa e nckiryanBo mpo6sieM Ha IOKTPUHATA U BOOTIIIITO
He e CYIITHHCKHUOT OTIIOP KOH ,,0Haa cTpaHa“ KaKo IITO
M3IJIe/|a Ha IIPB MOTJIE],.

2. Cy6jekT-coH

[TpobaeMoT OKOJIy OIOWMBAKETO Ja Ce pasroBapa 3a
OHOCTPAHOCTA JIeXXKU BO DPOjIOBOTO MO3UIIMOHUPAHE
Ha cy0jeKTOT Kako crecHeT cybOjext. KiracuunaTa rcu-
XOaHAJIN3a € Hapalyja 3a HajMaJIKy JIBe PeAYKIIUU Ha
cyojextot. [IpBaTa peayknuja e cy0jeKTOT Ha CBECTa BO
O/THOC Ha KapTe3WjaHCKHUOT Cy0jeKT (Koj € BeKe CTeCHET
Ha Mucedku cybjekr). OBa ce YMHU YyZHO, 3aT0Q IITO
JleHeC CMeTaMe JIeKa BO CTPYKTypHa cmucsia @pojroBcku-
OT Cy0jeKT e JaJieKy IOIITUPOK O/ KapTe3WjaHCKUOT, 3a-
TOA IITO Ce 300U CO €AHO TOJIEMO HECBECHO, HO IITO
MOJKe JIa ce HAIPaBH CO HETO BO €/IHA CMICJIA HA MaHe-
BapCKO (3HAUMW CBECHO) JiejcTByBame? Bropara peznyk-
IHja mapaj0KCcaIHo Jioara o/ OHOj e KOj BEKe CTECHAIT
- HECBECHHOT U TOA BO OPAMHANM]ATA, KajJle CHMITOMOT
CHUHETJIOTCKHU TO ,,0CBOjyBa“ cy0jeKTOT. 3a OBa IHUIIIyBa
Kak Aman Mwusep: ,,AK0O UMaTe CUMITOM, 32 JOKTOPOT
BHe cTe cuMnToMoT.“ OBaa, 7ja ja HapeueMe, CHMIITOMH-
¢dukanmja Ha cTaHyBamETO Cy0jeKT e MpoIlec IITO HE ce
CJIydyBa caMO BO OpJIMHAIIMjaTa, TYKY CJIEJICTBEHO BJIU-
jae Ha TEOPUCKHUOT JTUCKYPC.

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.

2. 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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Huxoramr He e, BO YHCTO TEOPHUCKA CMUCJIA, IIOTPEIIHO
cy0jeKTOT Ja ce CTeCHU JI0 alcypf, 3aToa IITO TOa He
ja 3acera BHUCTHHATa, KOja, aKO ce I0jaBU U aKO Taa
II0jaBa € BOOIIITO Ba)KHA, ceKOoraml Ke ro CTOpU Toa
caMo BO YCJIOBU Ha OTEXXHyBame (Kako IITO IJIACH OHA
IIPOCBETJIYBAUKO MecTo o7 Xajzerep JeKa ,,TOYHO U3BOP-
HaTa 33/1a4a Ha ¢uirozodujaTa e Ja yCII0KHY, J1a TO OIl-
TOBapH TyKa-OUTHeTO (KOe TOorall CTaHyBa HCTOPHUCKO®).
Kako mTo He e morpemrHo u cy0jeKToT Ja ce IIUPH JI0
arcypz. Ako 36opyBaMe BO cMucsa Ha ButreHmTajH,
cy0jeKTOT U He My IIpuIiara Ha CBETOT, TYKy € TPaHHIla
Ha CBETOT, BO CMHCJIA BO KOja CBETOT € MOjoT cBeT. Ho,
U JIa ce corJIacMe CO MHTepIIpeTupameTo Ha Ppoj Kaj
JlakaH /ieka He e OIIEPATUBHO Jia ce 300pyBa 3a CyICTaH-
11a Kora ce 360pyBa 3a IMCUXUYKO (apTYMEHTOT IOPaJu
koj JlakaH ro cmera JyHr 3a mpomaiieH), Ipo6JeMOT
BCYIITHOCT BOOIIIITO HE € BO CYIICTAHIIATa, TYKY BO FPaHU-
nara. Bo uzBecHa cmucia, nenara ¢wiosoduja Ha cyd-
JEKTOT e nebaTa OKOJIy Toa KaJie Ke ce IOBJIevye rpaHu-
1jata Ha cy6jexrort. [IpuToa moz rpaHuIia He MUCJIMME Ha
KBaHTHU(UIIMpAaUKa IPAHUIIA, 3aT0A IITO BeKe JIakaH 1mo-
jacHyBa Jieka cy0jeKTOT HeMa IIPOCTOp IITO ro 3adaka Bo
KapTe3HjaHCKUOT YHUBEP3YM, HEMa KBAaHTUDHUITUPAUKHI
JIUMEH3UH, TYKYy €BeHTyaJIHO (opMyJiH, KakKo IITO 3a
Jlakan ¢opmysara 3a cy0GjeKTOT I1acu Jieka Toa e Jio-
KalyjaTa WIH MeCTO-UHTEPBAJIOT Mefly IeplennujaTa
u cBecta. OBa, cekako, QYHKIIMOHUPA, CO €JleH MHOTY
Ba)KEH JIOZIATOK U BCYIITHOCT reHUjayIHA Hzeja Ha JlakaH,
JleKa rapaHIlFjaTa Jieka cy0jeKToT e (Jeka TOj e Kako
MeryUHTepBaJI IOMely MepIelijaTa i CBECTA) JIEIKU BO
e/lHA TOYKa HAJBOP O] cyOjeKTOT 1o cebe, a Toa e JIpy-
ruoT. 3a JlakaH, IPYTHOT € TapaHT Ha Cy0jeKTOT Mopaju
JIBa YMHUTEIHN OJ] MOJIETO Ha JIPYTHOT: KeJbaTta ! Io-
TJIEJOT.

Cenak, mocrojaT HajMasIKy JiBa cy0OjekTa Kou ro usber-
HyBaaT OBa O/Ipe/lyBabe, MU30(pPEeHNIAPOT U AyTUCTOT.

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
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[ITu3odpeHNUapOT BO U3BECHA CMUCJIA He e ordareH o7
HU€JIEH JVCKYPC, O/1 HUE/IHA COI[HjaJIHA BPCKa, Oujejku
€ eIMHCTBEHHOT Cy0jeKT KOj He ce OpaH! OJ1 PeaTHOTO
IIpeKy cuMO0JIH, IPEKY ja3UK, Kako 1To Besu JKak AaH
Munep. Huty e ozpezieH o7 ApyTHOT MPEKY IOIJIENOT,
HUTY 071 ’)keJibaTa. Tyka cocema U3BeCHO UMaMe Cy0jeKT,
TOA € cy0jeKTOT Ha mu30dpeHujaTa, Ho HeMa IOTJIe] KOj
ro oapenysa. OQHOCHO, UMa Cy0jeKT U HeMa JIpYT.

On1 oBHE IIpHMepU MOXKE /1a Ce U3BeJaT HajMaJIKy TPHU
MMIUTHKAIIIY.

IIpBara u HajBa’kHA € JleKa aKo 3a CyDjeKTOT Ha IINU30-
(dbpeHujaTa ¥ ayTU3MOT HEMa COIMjajieH KOHTEKCT, He
moctou JIpyr, Toa € camMo 3aToa IITO IMH30(PPEeHNIAPOT
CTaHyBa COIHjaJIHOCT I10 cebe, BO CMHUCIa JieKa HETOBOTO
HCKYCTBO O] IPYTUOT HE € MOCPEIyBaHO MTPEKY PeJIalli,
TOj UMa AMPEKTHO MCKYCTBO O] APYTHOT, TO €CT UCKYCT-
BO BO KOe ce OpuIlle rpaHHUIlaTa Ha Cy0jeKTOT U IPYTHOT.
Tue 6u 6UIEe KICTOBPEMEHOCT BO €/THO.

Bropata npousiierysa oJ1 oBaa U JieHeC € OIIIITO MECTO:
cy0jeKTOT U IPYTHOT HE CE CUMETPUYHH - 710 0BA He3aBHC-
HO JloaraaT pas/IMYHU MUCIUTEIN Ha MOCTMOJIEPHATA.
HauyuHmor Ha KOj THe He ce CUMETPUYHH € IOJIHBa-
JIEHTEeH: WJIY € TI0BeKe IPYTUOT, WIH € IT0BeKe Cy0jeKTOT;
Wwin pasjiesibara cyojeKT-00jeKT e ,,cy0jeKTUBHA®, TO ecT
HETOYHA, OHOCHO C€ € OHTOJIOIIKU BOEJHO U CyOjeKT
U 00jeKT; wiu, oOpaTHO HA APHCTOTENIOBATa JIOTHKA,
IIOCTOM TpeTa MOKHOCT. Jla ce 3abesnexu Jieka TpeTaTa
MOKHOCT OBJIE ICTO TaKa MOe Jja Oujie NCTOBPEMEHO-
CTa Ha JIBETe BO €/THO.

Tpero, ApyruoT He e rapaHT 3a Mojara u3BecHocT. OBa
MOJKe J]a cTaHe OMTHA OpPeJTHUIIA 32 MTOCTIaKaHOBCKA-

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-

’II
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Ta cTpyja 3acramyBaHa of Kak Asan Mwuep. Musep
ro MCKJIydyBa JPYI'HOT KAaKO rapaHT 3a M3BECHOCTA HA
Cy0jEKTOT U TO IOCTaByBa CUMIITOMOT KaKO €JUHCTBEH
rapaHT Ha HecBeCHOTO. Kako mITo muimryBaBme IOTOPE,
3a Musep camo CUMITOMOT He € 3aBUCEH 0J1 UHTepIIpe-
TaryjaTa Ha IPyTUOT, OTTYKa CyDjEKTOT € OJIpeJIeH euH-
CTBEHO 0]l ,0caMeHocTa Ha cuMminToMot®. OBOj pa3Boj e
MHTepeceH, OWIejKku MOKaKyBa JieKa JIMHUjaTa Ha MUC-
JlaTa JieHeC He ja pafiukaau3upa uHTyuIjaTa Ha Jlakan
JIeKa HEIIITO O/ CyOJEKTOT JIEKU BO IOJIETO Ha J[pyrHor,
TYKY ja Bpaka BO TeJIeCHOCTA Ha Cy0jeKTOT, U TOa He BO
Koe OMJIO Teso, TYKy BO CHMITOMAaTCKOTO Tesio. OBOj
YeKOp Ha MeJnKan3alifja Ha U3BECHOCTA ja NCKIIyIyBa
eTUYKaTa IUMEeH3Hja, Koja JIakaH ja u3BeayBa Kako IeH-
TpasHa 3a OpojIoBCKOTO HecBeCHO. CHMIITOMOT ja 3aT-
BOpa OHTOJIOTHjaTa Kako Oa3vpaHa HCKIYYUTETHO HaA
MaTEPHjaTHOCT, MaTEPUjaJTHOCT Ha CyDjEKTOT 1o cebe,
a U3BECHOCTA Ce CTAI[MOHUPA Ha3a/l BO KOPIIOPEATHOTO
T10JIe Ha Cy0jeKToT.

Hexka BusmMe u Jipyra MOXKHOCT BO IIOCTJIAaKaHOBCKATa
CTpyja, KoOja I03BOJIyBa 3aMUCJyBab€ YIITE IOKOM-
IUIEKCHU (M TTOHecTaHJap/HU) HECOIUjaJTHU CyOjeKTH.
Bo3morkHOCTa 071 BaKBH Cy0jeKTH ja UMTaMe KaKoO KOH-
CEeKBEHIIa O] OTKJIOHyBameTO o7 JlakaH Kaj AJieHKa
3ynanuunu. Kaj Hea mMa eJHO MECTO KOEIITO IJIacu: ,AKO
(KOHCTHUTYTUBHOTO) €r0 € Toa IITO TIJIe/la, HO IO IeHa
HUKOTAIII /]a He TO BUU IIOTJIEA0T, TOTAIIl CyOjEKTOT HE €
OHOJ KOj T'0 TJIeJIa MOTJIEA0T, TYKY € CAMUOT IOoTJIed.

OBa e peayknuja Ha JlakaHOBCKaTa JIOKajau3amyja Ha
cy0jeKTOT KaKO MECTO MHTepBaJl Mely IepIlenijata u
cBecra. Tyka cy0jeKTOT € 0csI000/IeH 0J1 ropHaTa IpaHU-
11a Ha CBECHOCTA, U € Jle(puHUPAH caMo BO OJHOC Ha J0JI-
HaTa - MEPIENIUjaTa; UCTOBPEMEHO TyKa IOTJIEAOT €
OJIBOEH O] IDYTHOT W BPATEH BO COIICTBEHOCT Ha CyD-
JEKTOT, OTHOCHO HJIEeHTHUYeH e co Hero. OcBeH Hecouu-

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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jasHuTE cy0jexkTH Ha mu3odpeHrjaTa U ayTU3MOT KaKO
MOKHOCT O] ICTOBPEMEHOCT Ha cy0jeKT U JIpyT, Kaj oBa
OTKJIOHYBamwe o7 JIakaH yuTame U MOKHOCT OJf IIpeT-
IIOCTaBYBAIbE IPYTY HECOLMjTHU Cy0OjeKTH, Ha IIPHUMED
OBJle TIOCTaByBaMe eJ[HA Te3a: 30IITO /1A He ce MUCIH
KaKO MOXKHO IIOCTOEIETO Ha €JleH, Jla TO HapeuyeMe,
»Cy0jeKT-COH"“?

Beke JlakaH BO 11-0T ceMHHAp CJIUKOBHUTO ja OIHIIYBa
HaIllaTa Mepleniyja U CBECHOCT BO COHOT Ha CJIETHUOB
Ha4yuH: ,Hamara mosiox6a Bo COHOT € Ha OHOj KOj He
riefja“; TaMy UMa OTCYTHOCT Ha XOPU30HTOT, Cy0jeKTOT
Ha COHOT CJIEJU, U ZIoZieKa CIIe[I He MOJKe J1a Kaxe ,jac
cyM cBecTa Ha 0BOj coH“. Ho, ako ja cBpTUMe TJyieaHATa
TOUYKA, TAMy HMa JPYro HEUITO IITO UMa JIETUTHUMUTET
Ha cy0jekT, a Toa e caMuoT coH. lImeHo, Jlakan objacHy-
Ba JIeKa yCJIOB 32 Jla UMa IIOIJIE], € /1a MMa [TOKaXKyBarbhe
Jleka ce ryesa. ByaHocra e morsies Koj HUKOTaIl He MOKe
Jla ce BUJIU, HO 00paTHO, ceKoe Oy/THO TJIeZjarbe BKIIYIyBa
IIOKaXKyBame JieKa ce IJiefla. Bo COHOT Hema TmorJief
Ouzejku HeMa IMOKaKyBalbe JIeKa ce IJIefla, TYKy hMa
camo ciefierse. Ho, 06paTHO, TEKCTOT Ha COHOT IJI€/Ia BO
COHYBAUOT U ITOKAKyBa JIeKa IJIe/ia, COHOT MMa IIOIJIE],
a MMa ¥ TeKCT U €O TOj TeKCT HU 300pyBa.

301ITO Toraml /1a He MOXKE Jla C€ MUCJIU €IHA CUTyaI[H-
ja BO KOja IIOCTOU efieH Jpyr cyOjekT, ,,cy0jeKToT CoH.
Toj ro 3a70BOIyBa CTAaHIAPAOT 3a Cy0jeKT cO Toa IITO
IIOKaKyBa JieKa IJIefja, a BO U3BecHa cMucia ,360pyBa“
(enHa ox mepuHUnIIIIMTE 32 cyOjeKT Ha JIakaH e /ieka e Toa
TOBOPEH CyO€ejKT, a BO COHOT 300pyBa TEKCTOT HA COHOT)
U UCTO TaKa COHOT € AUCTHHKIIMja Ha ICUXUYKa QYHK-
nuja (Bo 11-0T ceMuHap, JlakaH ro feduHupa cy6jeKToT
¥ KaKO JUCTHHKIMja Ha ncuxuykara gyukmnuja). Camo

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 11™ 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 11" 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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IITO Taa (PyHKIHja BO COHOT HE My IpUIIara Ha OHOj KOj
COHYBa WJIU XaJIyIIUHUPA, TYKY My [IpUIara TOKMy Ha CO-
HOT. Toraii, BO MOMEHTOT KOTa COHYBa, OHOJ IIITO COHYBa
ce IIpeTBOpa BO U3BECEH aHTH-CYDjeKT (IIITO € jaCHO Beke
ozt ®poj1 — BO COHOT ce cIy4dyBa MaHudecTalyja Ha Hec-
BecHOTO). Ho, 0B/Ie l0/1aBaMe efHa MOKHOCT — COHOT Jia
Ouzle CTPYKTYHpaH Kako cyOjekT 6e3 aHTporoMopdeH
HOCHTEJL.

Cero oBa IITO ce peye 3a Cy0OjEKTOT COH, MOKE /ia ce
olHeCyBa W Ha Cy0jeKTOT XaiaynuHaiuja. Mery COHOT
M XaJylIWHaIljaTa IOCTOH TeCHa BPCKa, IITO CIIOPEZ
HEKOH MCTPaKyBarba, UMa UCT OPTaHCKH U3BOP.>

W Tamy HeIITO IJiefila U MOKa)KyBa JieKa IJieZija BO OHOj
IIITO BO /Ia/ICHUOT MOMEHT € IIPETBOPEH BO aHTU-CYDjeKT,
¥ TaMy TEKCTOT Ha XaJIyIluHaIijaTa 300pyBa paboTH KOU
Tpeba Jja TU CJIyIIIHE OBOj AHTHU-CYOjeKT. 3HAYU, BO MO-
MEHTOT KOra ce, THe OYAHUOT CyOjeKT IO CTPYKTyHpaaT
BO aHTHU-CY0jeKT, a cCaMHUTe ce 3/1001BaaT co IMOTEHITHjaT
Ha Cy0jeKT.

Jla ce BpaTHUMe cera Ha CIIOPHUOT COH Kaj Ppojz. 3apem
He € OHA HEIlITO IITO Ce CJIydyBa BO CIIOPHUOT COH Ha
®poja uCTO CO OHA HEIITO IITO Ce CIyYyBa BO XaTyIH-
Harujata? XaJyliHaIyjata € IepIielija IITo He ce
CIydyBa BO CMHCOJI Ha €HAa IIOTOJIeHa PeaIHOCT, CyO-
JEKTOT HUCTO Taka ciefu 0es3 a ryeza, a € BUAEeH o1 I10-
IJIEZ0T Ha XaJIyIIiHaIMjaTa.

3apeM He e MOKHOCTA O pudaKame Ha MOCTOEHETO
Ha BaKBH cy0jeKTU: cy0jeKT-COH U CyDjeKT-XaIyIiuHaIH-
ja eZleH o1 HAUMHUTE J]a Ce Pa3pelly CIIOPHUOT COH Kaj
®poja? Bo Toj ciayuaj nobrBame jacHa OHTUYKA CYIICTaH-
ra. Cexkako, OHa IITO BO HAC ce OYHU MPOTUB HETOBOTO
npudakame e ryOemheTo Ha M3BECHOCTa, 3a Ja ja IpHU-
daTrme oBaa MOKHOCT, O Hac ce 6apa /ia ro npejazemMe

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.”

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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HaAII€TO YYBCTBYBAIb€ HA CAMUTE HAC KAaKO CyBEpE€HU U
€INHCTBEHHN OHTOJIOIINIKHX BO3MOXKHHN 6I/ITI/Ija.

Huxoj He Besu ieka Toa e jiecHo. Ho, oBaa BO3MO>KHOCT
OTBOpa IPOCTOP 3a IOTO/IeHH peanHocTU. He mopame
eZlHATa PeaJHOCT /Ia ja HapeKyBaMe IIpOMaAllleHa, Taa €
CaMO PeasTHOCT KO0ja IIOCTOM BO BpPeME HA JPYTHUOT CyD-
jEKT, BO BpEMETO KOra jac CyM aHTH-Cy0jeKT. /[BeTe peas-
HOCTH IIOTO/IyBaarT, camo io2odysaatit dea cybjexita. He
IIOCTOM ITPOMAIIIEHA PEATTHOCT, T.€. Taa IIOCTOH CaMO BO
€IIMCTEMOJIONIKA CMICJIA, KOTa Cy0jeKTOT TO 3aTBOpaMe
BO TECHUTE PAMKH Ha KJIACUYHATA IICUX0AHAJIN3A.

KoneuHo, ako Ha COHOT W XaJlyIMHAI[MjaTa UM JI0]ie-
JILIME CTaTyC Ha He3aBUCHU CyDjeKTH KOU 32 MOMEHT o
MOHUIITYBaaT OyHUOT CyOjeKT, 07 HUB aBTOMAaTCKU €
HCKJIyuyeHa U IMMeH31jaTa Ha COIMjTHOTO, 32 KOja IJie-
JlaMe JieKa IOCTojaHo Jiebau okoyy AeduHUNMjaTa 3a
Cy0jeKT.

Jla ce BpaTuMe IOBTOPHO Ha Toa MecTo Kaj Kak Asan
Musiep, 3a KOTO COHOT Z[ypH He € HUTY JI0Ka3 32 HECBECHO-
T0. T0j BeJIU Jieka 3a COHOT MO3Ke eTHOCTABHO /1a Ce KaKe
JleKa e Toa caMo COH, U /leKa Toa YeCcTO UM Ce CIydyBa U
Ha ncuxoaHautuuapure. Ho, HeaHamn3upameTo Ha Co-
HOT He 3Ha4H JIeKa COHOT IIpecTaHyBa Ja 6uze peHomeH
co BaxxkHOCT. HammpoTtuBs, T0j Moxkebu 06MBa moroyeMa
BPEHOCT, WJIX BPeJHOCT HE3aBUCHA 07 cyOjekToT. McTo
TaKa, aKo COIIMjaJIHOCTA ja HeMa BO COHOT U XaJTyIIHAIU-
jara, KOHeYHO U BO CUMIITOMOT KaKo ,,0caMeH ", J1aJIx Toa
He 3Ha4¥ JieKka oBue ¢peHOMeHH, OBajKku HepeIalioHH,
ja cozp:kaT conujastHocTa 1o cebe, OJHOCHO JPYyToCTa 110
cebe? CTuuHO Kako mu3oppeHnvapoT U ayTUCTOT, CAMO
IIITO OBUE BTOPUBE UMaat TeJlo.

Huxane He Mopa Jia ce MUCIN CYDjeKTOT KaKoO JIeJl Of
tes0T0. OZHOCHO, 30IITO Jla HE MUCIMMeE CUTyanuja Ha
cy0jeKT TOTaJTHO He3aBHCEH U HEBP3aH 34 TEJIOTO?

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. iBe parama

Cera o/iMe MaJIKy O 1ab0KO0 BO €/THA TeHEPUIKA CMHUC-
JIa - Ha MOYETOIUTE Ha JKUBOTOT, Kaj npea-Equnatauor
cy0jexkT. Toj e reHepaJTHO TOJIKYBaH O JIBE CTPYH BO
IICUX0aHAJIN3aTa, KOU ce Bo MeryceOeH KOHQIUKT. Mako
CO U3BECHA PeJIaTUBU3AIH]jA, TOj KOHQJIIUKT JIECHO Ke TO
mporyiacumMe 3a mpuBu. [IpBaTa cTpyja ja mpeTcraByBaat
®pojaucrure (Tyka e u Ilujaxke), a momomHa u Jlakas,
Yyuja Teopuja 3a oryefanaHara daza e paiuKaIu3upambe
Ha OBaa JIOKTpWHA. BropaTta cTpyja ja 3amodHyBa
Menanu Kitaju u Hea, co ©I3BBECHU PEBU3HH, ja mpudaka,
Ha npumep, Jysimja Kpucresa.

IIITto ce cimyuyBa BO Ipefo0jeKTHUOT, AWB CBET HA
ITOYETOKOT Ha MICUXUYKHUOT KUBOT? CHUTE MUCTUTEH OF
IIpBaTa CTPyja BeJIaT JIeKa CBECHOCTA He CTApTyBa 3a€HO
CO MTOYETOKOT Ha MOCTOEHETO, TYKY HajMAJIKy 6 Meceru
mogorHa. CurmyHz ®poja 3a HOBOPOJEHUETO ITUIITYBa
Kako 3a Hapuuc wim HecBeceH eromeHTpusaM, AHa
®poja 360pyBa 3a HemudepeHIHjanja KaKO OTCYCTBO
Ha IICUXWYKU I[eHTap - 6e6eTo HeEMa cBecT 3a cebe, HeMa
CBECT 3a TPaHHUIIaTa HAa BHATPEITHUOT U HAJBOPEITHUOT
CBET W He IIPaBU pa3jnKa Mely jac W APYTUTe, 3HAYHU
HeMa HUTY ujieja 3a Apyruot. boaasun 360pyBa 3a amya-
sm3aM, Basion 3a cumbuo3sa. ITujake ro mompenusupa
®pojz 1 BesIu JleKa HaMeCTO 3a IMOYEeTEeH HapI[U3aM, Tpe-
0a /ma ce 300pyBa 3a Hapiu3am 6e3 Hapiuc.

[Mujaxke MOYETHUOT YHUBEP3YM Ha HOBOPOJIEHUETO T'O
OIIUIIYyBAa KAaKO CBET 0e3 00jeKTH, MOCTOjaT caMO CIIUKH
KOU C€ pacIpCHyBaaT WJIM HEIOBPATHO, WJIH 3a Jla Ce
BpaTaT, WJIN UCTH, WIHN CJIUYHU, a Ha 6ebeTo ke My Tpe-
OaaT HajMHOTY 18 Mecenu 3a Ja HAy4Yd Jla C€ CMECTH
cebecr KaKo 00jEKT BO CBET HUCIIOJHET CO IPYTH O0jEKTH.
CseroT Ha 0ebeTO He ITO3HABA BPEME U MIPOCTOP BO KOj

3. 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




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

ce Haoraat 00jeKTHTe W HACTAHUTE, TYKy camo 30up Ha
XeTePOTreH!U IIPOCTOPY COYNHETH O] JIEJIOBUTE HA CBOETO
TEJI0 ¥ HEKOU BPEMEHCKU BIIEYATOIM, HA IP. YEKAbe.
Toa HeMa nzieja 3a Kay3aJIHOCT, a IOYETHATA IPUYUHCKO-
MOCJIEZINYHA BPCKa € Marucko-GheHOMEeHUCTUYKA.

Bropata cTpyja BO TOJIKYBarbeTO Ha MICUXUYKHUOT KUBOT
HAa HOBOPOZIEHYETO ja IMpPETCTaByBa e€AMHCTBEHATa
IICUXOaHAJIUTUYApKa Koja ce obuze npea-ExunaaHoro
JIeTe /1a TO BUU KaKo cyiokeHo butre. 3a Menanu Kiaju
TOA MMa KalalHUTeT 32 CJIOKEHU eMOIMHM KOW BeHAII
mobuBaaT cBou (PYHKIMM BO PAHO WHTETPUPAHOTO €ro
JIOIIPAHO BO 0e0eTo, KaKo M CO jacHa CBeCT 3a 00jeK-
TUTE U 32 HUBHATa ynorpebHoct. Ciopes Kiaju, 6e6eTo
paHo audepeHIUpa ABa TUIIA 00jeKTH: T0OPU U JIOIIHN
(npBUTE, HA MIP. MAjYUHCKUTE TPAJU U BTOPUTE, HA TIP.
OMJIO IITO IIITO HE XPAaHU U HE 3TPHIKYBA).

Tesara 3a OTCYyTHOCT Ha CBecTa 3a Jac BO NPBUTE Me-
cenu ja moap:kaa u pepopmaropute Ha PPojOBCKOTO
yueme, Jynuja Kpucresa u JKak Jlakan. EnuHcTBeHaTa
KJIyJHA pa3inKa Kaj KprcreBa e akIeHTHPAbeTo Ha BPC-
KaTa Ha IPOTO-CyDjeKTOT CO MajUMHCKOTO TeJIO, KOja BO
KJIaCUYHATA IICX0AHAIN3a € TPETHPaHa KaKo Koja 610
Bpcka. OpojaricTure ¥ KOTHUTUBI[UTE CMETAAT CaMO CO
BOKHOCTA Ha 00jEKTCKUTE OJHOCH, a BepyBaaT Jieka Oe-
0eTo KaKo Cy0jeKT Koj Ke Oujie ke BOCIIOCTaBH OJTHOC KOH
Koj 6myio aeKTUBEH 00jeKT, cMeTajku JieKa WHTepPaK-
[[MjaTa € He3aBHUCHA MPOMEHJIMBA BEJIMYMHA, J[0/IeKa
dakrTopor ,Majka“ e HeBaxkeH. MeryToa, 3aj] 0Baa Ipoc-
Ta 3aMEHJIMBOCT, MIapaIOKCAJIHO, Ce KpHe MeTa-Bepbara
BO M3BECHOCTA Ha CBECTa, MAKO TeopHjaTa 3a a/IEHHOT
cTapT Ha Cy0jeKTUBHOCTA € HaMeHeTa Jja TO 3al[BPCTH
HCKJIy4yBabeTO Ha MHUI[MjaTHATa cBecT. Mlako € TOUHO
JleKa J1eTeTo ke pa3Bre aeKTUBHU OJHOCH KOH KOj 6110
00jexT BO CBOjaTa OKOJIMHA, KAKO U KOH CEKO€e IIOYECTO
MPUCYTHO JIMIIE, HETOBAaTa TEOPHja MOXKE Jla CTOU C€

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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JI0JleKa BepyBaMe JieKa IIOCTOU CUMeTpUja Mery cy0jek-
TOT U ApyruoT. Ho oBOj offHOC He e cUMeTpUYeH, KaKo
IITO ITOKa’KaBMe IIOTOpe.

Ho, oBzie ce mojaByBa U APyro MHOTY Ba)KHO Ipalllarbe:
30IIITO CTAPTOT Ha CYy0jeKTOT € O/IJI03KEH, OJTHOCHO 30IIITO
MMa JiBe parama - eJHO Ha GU3UYKOTO TEJIO0, a IPYTO Ha
IICUXHYKOTO? AKO ITOCTOjaT /IBe pararba, TOTall OBOj Ie-
PHO/] Ha TPA3HO ITOCTOEHE, Ha IOCTOEHETO €3 CBECHOCT
He Moke /a Ouzie 6e3 BasKHOCT 3a KOHCTPYKIIMjaTa Ha
cybjexTuBHOCTa. 3a /JIa OZITOBOPHMME HA OBa Ipallarbe,
OCBEH IITO ja 3a/Ip3KyBaMe JloceraiHaTa AeuHANN]ja 32
cy0OjekT kako 1mTo e chareH kaj JIakaH (MeryuHTEepBasI
noMery mepIleniyjaTa u CBeCTa), IojacHyBaMe YIITe /IBe
nebunuuu. 1. CBeCT - ce MPUKJIOHYBaMe KOH OHOj /e
OJ1 KOTHUTUBHHUTE HAYYHUIIN KOUIITO CBecTa ja cakaar
HAjOIIITO KaKo camocBecT. CBECHO € OHa IITO € CBECHO
3a camoro cebe. 2. Ilcuxuukoro ro chakame BO OHaa
nedbUHHIMja ITO ja 1aBa JYHT BO KHHTAaTa ,ApXandeH
YOBEK;" IICUXHMYKO € OHA IITO UMa BOJja /ia TO IPOMeHHU
pedIIeKCHOTO ¥ HHCTUHKTUBHOTO.

3a mpBarTa cTpyja 3aToa e BaXkHa Bepbara /ieka cy0jeKToT
He IIOCTOU Be/IHAII CO ITOCTOEHeTO Ha PU3UIKOTO TeJIo,
Ouejku HOBOPOJIEHUETO He flepueliupa U HeMa ceecill
3a cBecT 3a cebe, 3HAYM HeMa CBECT HUTY 3a JIPYTHOT,
3HA4YM HeMa cBecT. I ucTo Taka, Toa He € TOBOPEH Cy0-
jext u HeMa /12 6uze 1o 18 meceru. Ho, HUIITO Bo oBUE
TEOPUU He IOCBeJI0UyBa JleKa CO CaMHOT IIOYeTOK Ha
’)KMBOTOT He IOYHyBa U3BECHO IcUXUUKO. ITujaxke, koj
6w TIpest c€ 3aMHTepEecHpaH 3a KOJOBUTE HA CO3HAHU-
€TO, 3aluIla YyZieH MaHup Kaj 6ebuma of 4 J10 5 Me-
cernn. Kora cakaar fja mpuiBmxaT IpeMeT Koj ce Haora
BO aroJIoT Ha cobaTa, THe IO BjedaT ja’KeHIIETO IITO
BUCH HaJ| KosieBKaTa. OJ1 0Ba offHECYBamhe KOe He cMeTa
CO IIPOCTOPHATA O/i/lajleueHoCT Ha IIpeaMeTrTe, ITnjake
3aKJIy4mJI ieka 6e0eTo HeMaA Hjieja 3a Kay3aJHOCT, He TH
II03HaBa 3aKOHUTE HAa IPUYMHA U IOCJIeUIla U ro cMe-

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 CBOETO €IMHCTBEHO JIEjCTBYBAIbE 32 I[€HTap Ha CHUTe
HactaHu. [Topasin 0BOj 3aKJIYyUOK, TOj HajeZJHOCTABHO ja
IIPOIJIACHJT TeopujaTa 3a HepudepeHnupaHocT o Ppoj-
JIOBCKaTa IICUX0AHAIN3a 33 TOYHA.

Ho, Heka ja morsiegHeMe yITe eHAII Taa co6oaa BO
MTOBEZIEHUETO KOja CMeTa CO MOJKHOCTA /ia JIejCTBYBA HA
OOroBCKM Ha4yWH, 6e3 OrJie/] Ha KOHIIENITUTE 32 BpEME U
npoctop. IIITo My gaBa nmpaBo Ha 6e0eTo 1a MUCTH JeKa
€ CEMOKHO BO yIIPaBYBaI€TO CO IIPOCTOPOT KOj HE My €
usnuku goceryiuB? 3apeM Toa He € HEIlITO O JOMEHOT
Ha MCUXUYKOTO? [ICHXMYKOTO HHKa/e He mojapas3bupa
JleKa cTaHyBa 300D 3a TeJIeCHO MOJKHO, a Keyibara Jia ce
MIPUJIBUIKU €JIeH O/i1ajievyeH IIPeMET OBJIE € jaCeH 3HaK
3a BOJIja KaKO IICUXUYKa aKTUBHOCT. AKO 6ebeTo 011 4,5
Mecell UMa BOJIeBa aKTUBHOCT, TOTAIll € T0A MUHUMYM
OuTHE CO IICUXUYKA COAPIKUHA.

301ITO /1a He MpeTIIOCTaBUMe Jieka 6ebeTo cmeTa JieKa
IIPU/BIKYBAHETO HA IAIEUHHOT IIPEJMET € BO3MOKHO?
Kako mTo 6e6eTo mMa HucKa (U3HMYKA XOMEOCTasa,
TaKa TOA MMa U HUCKA BosieBa akTUBHOCT. (MImeHo, Oe-
6eTo Ha OBaa BO3pACT MMa HHUCKA XOMEOCTa3a, HaKO Taa
He e HajHHUCKa OTH Toa Ou OMJIO HUIITABUJIOTO OJf Kajie
IITOTYKY toara. Taa HuCKa XoMeocTasa ce MaHudecTupa
KAaKO HEIOCTOEHE jaCHA CBECT 32 I'PAHUIIUTE HA CBOETO
Teso. Bo mepuwjaTtpujaTta e omaMHa 3a0esieskaHO JleKa
HOBOPO/IEHUMIbATa CTAPU HEKOJIKY JieHa ce ILIamaT Of
CBOWUTE palle, a ce CMETA JIeKa € Toa Pe3yJITaT Ha Helpe-
II03HABAIETO Ha palleTe KaKo JIeJ1 7] CBoeTo Testo. JIakaH,
nostortHa v KprcreBa, muiryBaat ieka HOBOPOJIEHYETO HE
'O YyBCTYBA CBOETO TEJIO KAKO HHTETPATTHO, TYKY IIOBEPO-
jaTHo kako ¢pparmeHnTupaHno). Ho, ako cmeTame co HECKa
¢dbusmuka xomeocrasa, Torau Tpeba 1a cMeTame U co HU-
CKa ICUXUYKa KoopauHanuja. HoBoposeHeukaTa Bosja
€THAKBO MOKebOU cMeTa co IapasuTHpameTo Ha TyraTa
Bostja. Co mpyru 360pOBH, MOKHO € HOBOPO/IEHUETO /12

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

’II
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“Ma BrpajieHa IICUXUYKA TaZIEHOCT CO KOja BepyBa JIeKa €
BO3MO>KHO U3BECHO IICUXUYKO ,BMpexxyBame”. Hue cme
HABUKHATH JIa CMETAME CO IITUPEHETO Ha IICKXaTa HaBHA-
Tpe, BO IpaBel] Ha HECBECHOTO, a TOA € 3aToa IITO T'o
JIO>KHBYyBaMe Cy0jeKTOT KaKO HEKO]j KOj mpebuBa BO €7JHO
JlaIeHo ¥ ToToBO Teso. Tpeba fja ja MucIimMe MOKHOCTA
- TOKMY Taa HHCKA KOXEPEHTHOCT Ha BOJIjaTa Jia € paHo
CBEJIOIITBO 3a M3BECEH KallallUTeT 3a BOHMEIUYMCKO
KOMyHUIIpame. Tpeba sa ro cMeTaMe 3a BO3MOXKHOCT
KaIlaluTETOT Ha ICUXaTa Jla ce IIUPHU HAHAJIBOP KOH
HETI03HATOTO MCTO KAKO IIITO MOKE Jla OJM HaBHATPE.
Kaxko 11To orncranogHO 6e6€eTo ce KOPUCTH CO TEJIOTO HA
MajKaTa KakO CO IaTepuIla, Toa eJHAKBO MOKe Oe3Me-
JIMYMCKH J1a C€ KOPUCTHU CO TYI'OTO IICUXUIKO. bebeTo My
Bestn Ha [Iujarke: TH CU TO CTaBUJI TOj OOJEKT IIITO SBEUKA
BO aroyioT Ha cobara, MOMOTHH MH Ja ro aodaram!
Bieueme Ha ja>KeHIIETO HAJT KOJIETIKATa € 3HAK Ha BOJIja,
a HeroBara Iicrxa CMeTa CO eKCIIEPUMEHTATOPOT KaKo CO
MaTpHIa Ha Koja ke mapa3uTupa.

UynecHocTa Ha OBaa BOJIja Jla ce JIBIXKU O/lajievdeH
IIpesIMeT, JJajii Taa He e IOTHCHATa BO MMe Ha HayYHOCTa
Ha ekcnepuMeHTaTopoT? Ho, HHUe JieHec 3HaeMe JieKa
e€KCIIEPUMEHTATOPOT HE € JIMIIEH Of] CY0jEKTUBHOCT U
arnpuopy IOJUIOXKEH Ha JIETUTHMUTET, KaKO IITO OWI
cMeTraH Bo Bpemero Ha ®Ppoja, na u Ha [Tujaxke. [lenec
3HAeMe JieKa eKCIIEPUMEHTAaTOPOT MOXKe Jia ,,r'0 BOAu®,
Jla ,r0 U3HyAyBa“ pe3yITaTOT HA CBOjOT €KCIIEPUMEHT,
rma 6eb6eTo MMa IMPaBo J1a Ce KA Ha TOJIKyBambaTa KOU
notoa ru usBezaysa [Iujaxke! OBoj npumep e 0/ PaHTOT
Ha [TaBnoBuOT pediekc, OUejku U TOj EKCIIEPUMEHT €
IIOCpeJlyBaH BO JJOMEHUTE Ha ICUXUYKOTO. 3a KyTPOTO
s’kuBOTHO Ha IlaBiioB, JlakaH nuIryBa Kako 3a pe3 Ha
’kesibaTa; eKCIIepPUMEHTOT BO HETO MOXKe /1a ITpe/In3BUKa
1leJla HU3a TMCUXUYKUA Hepeau, HO Ouziejku He e Outue
Koe 300pyBa, He € IMPO3BaHO J]a ja IOBEJE BO Ipalllambe
>kesibaTa Ha eKkcliepuMeHTaTopoT. VleTo Taka, Bo M3BeCHA

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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CMUCJIA, U TEJIOTO HA MajKaTa He TO MOCPe/IyBa rOBOPOT,
TYKy IIPETOBOPOT €O Tyrara »kesiba 4uja BPCKa ja pako-
BOZIAT HAJBOPEIIHUTE ICUXU3MU. AKO IOTETHYBAHETO
ja’keHIIe IITO BUCH HAJT KOJIEIIKATA € TeCT Ha BOJIja, e/leH
PaHO MOCBEAOYEH 3aYETOK HA IICUXUYKOTO, BO MOMEH-
TOT KOTa Ce IPUABHKYBA BOJIjaTa, Ce CJIIydyyBa MPBOTO
BU/IyBarbe, TOA € Pa3MeHa BO JIOMEHOT Ha ICUXUYIKOTO.
Toa e mceBmompeHTH(UKAIIMja KOja Ccemak Mopa Ja
IIOCTOM O HEKAaKBM HPUYMHU. AKO IIOCTaBUMeE Te3a
JleKa € BO3MOXKHO HEKAKBO JIONMUPAake Ha MCUXUYKOTO,
IIITO TO IMPaBW HETO BO3MOKHO? AKO OBOj recT 300pyBa
3a peHeOperHyBame Ha TPAAUIIMOHATHUTE TPAHUIY HA
Cy0OjEKTOT M IIMPEHE BO HETOBOTO II0JI€ BO IOMEHOT Ha
He-cy0jeKTOT, Torall Kako HacTaHyBa Taa BpcKa Koja He
cMeTa Ha TPOCTOPHUTE 3a0paHu?

4. OrnepanHu HeBPOHU

Bo cpeauHara Ha 1990-Te TOUHH Oellle OTKpHEHA elHa
HOBa Kjlaca HEBPOHH, YHja paHa aHTHIUAINAIHAjA € I10-
€TCKHMOT omrc Ha JlakaH, Ha MOCTOEIETO Ha CYDjEKTOT
HaJIBOp OJ Hero. EBe Kako BO eleH HaydHO-IIOIYy/IapeH
ctuit (ox cratujaTta Bo crucanueto Wired) e omuiraHa
OBaa HEBPOHCKa KaTeropuja: ,JleTeTo ja ryieja Majkara
KaKo ja MOAWTHyBa Mrpauykata. JIeTeTo ce cMee: MaMa
caka za cu urpame. COmpyror ja rjiea »KeHa CH Kako
TH TOJUTa KJIy4EBUTE 32 aBTOMOOMJIOT o7 MacaTa. Toj
TpeIepu: OBOjIIaT HABUCTHHA CU 3aMHHYyBa. MeIUIIMH-
cKaTa cecTpa IJiefia Kako urJiaTa ce 3a60/yBa BO IocTap
manuenT. [IpaBu rpumaca: Mopa sia 6oJtenre. Kako oBue
Jiyfe 3HaaT IITO Mucau Apyruot? Kako ru mpocyayBaar
HUBHHUTE HaMepH W UyBCTBa, KAaKO T'H OIpeeIyBaaT
1esiuTe U BepOaTta Ha ApyruoT? Ce YHHU eTHOCTaBHO, HO
JIETETO HUCTO TaKa MOJKE /la 3aKJIyYH JieKa MaMa caka Jia
3aMUHe, WM COIIPYTOT Jia [IOMUCJIH JIeKa JKeHa My caka
na cu urpa. Cenak, Tre He rpemar. Tue 3Haat”.

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?

4. 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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KitydoT 3a MucTepujaTa Ha 0Baa CriocOOHOCT 32 aHTUITU-
Iaryja Ha TyIUTe HaMePH € JeTEKTHPaHa BO CIy4ajHOTO
OTKPHUTHE Ha HOBAa Kjaca HEBPOHH Of] CTPAaHA HA €/IHA
rpyla HUTAJIMjaHCKU HAYYHHIM, KOM KOra 3arovHaje
CHUMame Ha aKTUBHOCTA HA HEBPOHUTE BO MO30KOT Ha
MajMyHUTE BO PAaHHUTE 1990-TH HE OYEKyBaJie JieKa Ke
Haj/laT HellITO Baka pasukaiaHo. OBaa HOBa KJlaca HeB-
POHU ja HapekJie oriefiasHa. Orjie/JaJITHUTE HEBPOHU Ce
aKTUBHH KOTa CyDjeKTOT U3BPIIIyBa OF[pe/ieHa 3a/1ada, Ha
IpUMep IOJUra paKa, 1 BO Taa CMHUCJIA ce Oe3HaYajHU.
Ho, ucruTe HEBPOHHM ce pacHayBaaT Kora HHUBHHOT
COTICTBEHHUK TJIe/Ia KaKO HEKOj APYT ja U3BPIILyBa UCTaTa
3a/1a4a, Ha MPUMEP Kora JApyTUOT mmoaura paka. Tue ce
aKTHBUPAAT O] U3BECEH TUII EMITaTHja, KAKO U3BECHA pe-
(drexcuja Ha aKTUBHOCTA HA JPYTHUOT, TO €CT KAaKO efleH
THUII CUMYJIaI[Aja HA aKTUBHOCTA HA PYTHOT.

BakBaTa cumysanyja mocBeziouyBa Jieka Mery MeHe U
JIPYTHOT KOTO IIITO TO HAaOJbyZlyBaM IOCTOU CHJIHA, O€e3-
MezuyMcKa Bpcka. O/HeCcyBameTo Ha JPYTHUOT Ce IPO-
JIyIIIPA ¥ BO HCTUOT MOMEHT Ce PENPOYyIINPA K] MEHe,
IIITO 3HAYH JIeKa CeKOe OJ[HECYBAKbe CEKOTrall HaCTaHyBa
He KaKO eIMHEYHO U WHJIUBUAYATUCTHYKO, TYKY CEKO-
raIl Kako HajMaJIKy JIBOjHO, OJTHOCHO yIiupaHo. To ect
Merl'y MEHE U IpDyTUOT ITIOCTOU BPCKA K0ja He € ITOCpeyBa-
Ha BO (DM3HYKA CMUCJIA, 4 BO CYIITHHATA € CUMYJIallyja.
MefyToa, HHTEPECHO € JleKa NaKO MO30YHATa aKTUBHOCT
e UJIEHTUYHA, CelaK Toj IITo HabJby/lyBa HEMA BO peasi-
HOCTA /1a ja MOJIUTHE pakaTa, KaKo TOj IITO € HabJbyay-
BaH. Bo morosiem J1es1 o] BpeMETO CHUTHA MO30YHA WH-
XHOHIMja Ke To crpevyd HabJbyAyBadoT Jia ja aKTUBHpPA
COIICTBEHATA MOTOPHKA 34 J]a ja CHUMYJIMpa aKTUBHOCTA
mITo ja HabspyayBa. Ho, HesarogiHoCTa IIITO ja 4yBCTBY-
BaMe KOTa HEKOj ce Mayy /ia CTaBH KOHEI] BO HUIJIA € JI0-
Ka3 Jieka OBHEe MHXUOUTOPU He ro OJI0KMpaaT ceKorall u
He CO UCT yCIeX Toj UpumuitiugeH, beameduymcku ouja-
02 Mery cy0jeKTOT U APYTHOT.

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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OBure HEBPOHH MOJKe Jia ce IMOKaXKaT KaKO MHOT'Y BaXKHU
3a KOHCTUTYHPame Ha Cy0jeKTUBHOCTA. AKO HEBPOHCKH,
Mel'y MEHE U IPYTHUOT IIOCTOU UCTOBPEMEHOCT, TOTAIll Taa
HMCTOBPEMEHOCT HE € caMO IIpa3Ha arcTpaKIyja, TYKy U
CYIITUHCKA ICUXUYKA CUHXPOHUja, OJHOCHO CPOJIHOCT.
Toa 3HauM Jieka HaIMIaTa BPEMEHOCT € HCTOPOAHA, TO €CT
MMa e/lHa ITOBTOPEHA, OJHOCHO AYILIMPAaHA BPEMEHOCT,
caMo e/THaTa OJI ABETE 3aIIPEHA.

HoBopogenuero Ha [Tujaske Moxke Jja mpuMa ICEB/IOU-
neHTudUKanuja, To ecT Aa GYHKIHMOHUPA MPEKY BakBa
uieHTH(UKATOPCKA MaTPUIlA CO APYTHUOT ,,TOTOB®, TOBO-
peH cybjekt. Toa 3HaUM JieKa MPOTO-CYOjEeKTOT € Beke
MOTEHITHjaJIeH Cy0jeKT BO MOMEHTOT KOTa OKOJIy HETO Ce
Haora efieH JpyT ,[OTOB® CcyOjeKT, Ha MpUMep MajKara.
OZHOCHO Jleka OTEHIIUjasIoT 3a Cy0jeKT, IPOoTo-cy0jek-
TOT TO I00MBa BO MOMEHTOT KOra IpPBIAT ke 3/0IJIe/ia
efleH pyr okosy cebe. OBaa orsienanHa UJeHTUGU-
Kallija HacTaHyBa 3a IIPBHAT KaKo 3/I0IJIe/lyBabe, TO eCT
KaKo MocJe/iilla Ha IepuenTuBHOTO. ENleH fien ox Kor-
HUTHBLUTE KOU I'O KPUTHKYyBaa TBpAeweTo Ha Ilnjake
JleKa HOBOPO/IEHYETO He MepIenupa 00jeKTH OKoJIy cebe,
M3JIeroa cO eKCIePUMEHT IpaBeH Ha HOBOPOJEHUYUHA
CTapu HEKOJKy JeHa. Ha HUB UM e INpoKeKTUpaHa
CJIMKa Ha KaMeH KOj Iafa Hakaj HOBOPOJEHUYUHhaTa, a
THe Ipes Taa NMPOXKEKTHpaHa CJIMKa ce IOMeCcTyBaar.
OBa cekako MoOXe Jla Oujie HHCTUHKTUBHO, pedIeKCHO
IIOMeCTyBame, HO Cellak OBa e JI0Ka3 3a U3BecHa Iep-
neniuja. AKo e meprieniiyja, Toral HOBOPOJIEHYETO HE
€ IeJIOCHO JIMIIIEHO O/1 HeIlITO IITO OM ro HapeKJIe I0JIHA
rpaHuIia Ha cy0jekToT - meprennujata. Kako mporto-
cyOjekTH KoM Ieplienupaar, Makap U pyIUMEHTHUPAHO,
HOBOPO/IeHUMHaTa coceMa N3BECHO ja eplieNnupaar v ak-
TUBHOCTA HA IPYTHOT, a IIPEKY OIJIeJIa/THUTE HEBPOHU HC-
Tara ja cuMyJupaaT. AKO MajkaTa Kako ,[OTOB“ Cy0jeKT
KpeHasla paka, HOBOPO/IEHUETO UaKO MPOTO-Cy0jeKT, TO
3aBPIILyBa JIBUIKEIHETO BO celde.

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 cumysanyja Koja He ce CIydyBa BO CMUCJIA Ha €[HA
peau3upaHocCT, HO ce CJIyJyBa BO CMUCJIA HA €7JHA CUMY-
Jlanyja Ha MoTopHKa. Jlakan npodeTtnyku ro oGjacHyBa
CEKOe JIBIDKEIhE KaKo ykouyBame. Toj Benu: ,Ilornmenor
110 cebe, He caMO IIITO TY 3aBPIILyBa JIBIIKEHATA, TYKY U
ru npukpuBa.” Toa 3HaUM fieka MOTJIEZOT € JOBOJIEH U
noTpebeH YCJIOB 3a JIOBPIIYBake HAa CEKOja aKTHUBHOCT
Ha cy0jeKTOT. AKTMBHOCTa Ha MajKara € JIOBpIIeHa
0/l TIOTJIEZIOT HA HOBOPOJIEHYETO, HOBOPOJEHYETO TO
3aBpIIyBa U IO YKOUYyBa JBIPKEIETO Ha MajKaTa, BO
e/leH ,MarencHUIKu MoMeHT.“ He camo mITo 0OBJie cTaHy-
Ba 300p 3a of;3eMame O/ IOIJIENOT, TYKy U 32 MHOTY
IIOCYIIITECTBEHO MHAYTYPHUPAbE HA €JleH IIPOTO-CyOjeKT
BO cy0jeKT KOj MIMeTHpa BO BDEMETO 32 KO€ Ce BEpyBAIIle
JleKa Toa He e croco0OHO 3a pasjiadyBarbe Ha cebecu of
npyruoT. HeBpososure BesyaT /ieka BO MOMEHTOT Ha
parameTo peuricH cuTe HEBPOHH IIITO €/IeH MO30K Ke '
rMa ce Beke (popMUpaHU, caMo IITO He ce BMpexxeHU. Co
CEeKOe HCKYCTBO, IOTJIEN, 3BYK, JIOIIUP, THE ce paclay-
Baar. Cekorami Kora Ke ce pacmajaT THe IrpajaT BpcKa
CO JIpYTH HEBPOHU. AKO € TaKa, TOTall HOBOPOZJEHYETO
BeKke MHOTY PaHO MOXKe Jja ,BUJIU“ aKTUBHOCTH KOU Ke
'Y 3aBpIIIyBa BO cebe, TO eCT Ke ce MOATroTByBa cebecu 3a
cy0jeKT KOj eJieH JieH ke Ouze.

3omTO € BaXXHO OBa? 3aroa IITO OUMIJIEIHO € JleKa
Jlo/leKa HOBOPO/IEeHYETO HEBPOHCKU ja MUMeETHPA CeKoja
akIyja Ha JAPYTHUOT, TOA €JHOBPEMEHO ja MHUMeTHpa U
uzejara 3a cebcrBo. Taa uzjeja 3a cebCTBO, TOA ja Ipe3e-
Ma o7 ApyruoT. bunejkun e Bo MOMeHTOT Ipecyiabo 3a
dusruKka U NCUXUYKA KOOPJAMHAIMja U KOXEPEHTHOCT,
TOa BO cebe camMO I' MHXHUOHWpa, TO €CT T 3aBpIIyBa
IIPETCTABUTE 3a ceOCTBO INpe3eMeHU OJf JPYTHOT, a ce
yIIITe He TU UMUTHUPA, EMaHUPA.

Enna peBusmwja mTo ja mpejjiaraMe BO OJHOC Ha
JlocerairHaTa TEOpPUCKA IICHUXOAHAIN3a 32 IOYETOKOT

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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Ha cyOjeKTHBHOCTA OU IJ1acesia HajHATIPEs, JIeKa CTaHyBa
300p 3a CKUIMOMIHOCT. AKO € Taka, TOrall OTKPHUTH-
€TO Ha ceOCTBOTO He MOKe /Ia Ce CJIydyBa BO €[Ha CIIEeK-
TaKyJapHa ciauka (,SBe3ZieH CIEKTAKI", KaKO IITO 'O
BUKa JIakaH) HEKa/le OKOJIy IIIECTHOT MECEI] O/ JKHBOTOT
Ha HOBOPOJIEHUETO, KOTa TOa HaeJHAIl Ke ce 3/0TJiefia
cebecH BO OTJIe/Iasio, BO TH. oriesiayiHa ¢asa kaj JlakaH.
OBaa Hapalyja He € HHUIITO ITOBEPOJOCTOjHA O/ OHaa
Ha ®poja 3a opzara koja ro youa TatkoTo. CTaHyBa
300p 3a TOUKA KOJaIlITO € IIPETBOPEHA BO IPHUKa3Ha. AKO
300pyBaMe JieKa IeHTapOT Ha MCUXUYKOTO ce Ipe3eMa
OJ1 APYTO TEJIO, U HE € HY>KHO CUTyHPAH BO COIICTBEHOTO
TEJI0, TOTAIIl aBTOMATCKU MMaMe JTO3B0JIA /1A ja MUCTTUME
MOKHOCTA OJI TIOCTOEEHhE HAa TOPECIIOMEHATUTE UCTOBPE-
MEeHHU Cy0jeKTH, Cy0OjeKTOT COH U Cy0jeKTOT XaTyIMHAIIH-
ja, 3a IOYETOK, TO ECT, Jla MUCJIUME TaKBH Cy0jEKTH KOH
BO cebe ja 00enrHYBaaT MOKHOCTA OJi APYTOCT U KOH
CBeloyYaT Jleka HUue CMe BO TeMeJsTHa 3a0J1yzia Kora Bepy-
BaMe JieKa Cy0jeKTOT JIMPEKTHO Tpeba Jia ce Bp3yBa 3a
TeJieceH CyODjeKT.

benewku:

1. Osaa CTaTHja € aeJ O IIOroJieMO TEOPHCKO HCTPaXy-
Baibe.

2. Kaj emen ciyuyaj Ha 3arybeHa CIIOCOOHOCT 3a COHyBarbe,
BOJIEH BO YHHBep3uTeTckaTa 6osHuna Bo Llupux, mro e
omuirad Bo ,New Scientist“ o7 10 centeMBpu 2004 TO-
JIMHA, € IMOKaXkaHa MOKHOCTA OJf OPraHCcKaTa Bpcka Mery
COHYBAIETO U XaJyIMHaIujaTta. Bo oBoj ciiydaj rybemmero
Ha CIIocoOHOCTa 3a COH Kaj e[{Ha 73-TOJMIIHA >KeHa CJIie-
JieJI TI0 Yy/THATa U HeoOUYHO jacHa BU3yean3alija 3a Koja
Taa He OMJIa CUTYPHA AU € XaJIynuHanuja uin cod. OBoj
IpUMep, MelyToa, IMOKaXyBa JeKa COHOT W XaIyIMHALIM-

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

’II
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jara miu MefyceGHO ce HMCKIydyBaaT, HJIU ce HajaByBaar, introduce themselves, if the case is the first, then maybe a
AKO e IIpBOTO, TOram Moke6u MOKe /la ce Tpacupa U U3- certain organic, corporeal outcome of this kind of subject
BECHO OPraHCKO, KOPIIOPEAJHO HCXOAMIITE HAa BAKBHOT may be traced, although we believe that that is entirely ir-

cy0jexT, maKo BepyBaMe JieKa TOa € B cOCeMa HEBAYKHO. relevant.




