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CYBJEKT Y PAJY MUNIIETTA ®YKOA - PE®JIEKCVBHIU CYBJEKT
N TEOPUJA YIIPAB/bAIBA

Caxerak: Mcmryjyhu @ykooBo cxBarame cybjexTa mokynrahemo ja OiroBopuMo
Ha TIMTame J]a JI je Beros paf 60/be BUETH KaO TeOPUjCKU KOHTMHYUTET WV UCKOH-
TuHyUTeT. [lounmeMo usnarameM HEroBIMX OCHOBHMX T€OPHjCKIX 1ojMoBa. I[Totom mpe-
/1a3VMMO Ha aHa/IN3y OfHOCA CyOjeKTa 1 yIpapjbarha y APYTOM IIepUOJY HeroBor paja. Y
HACTaBKy UCHNTYjeMO OFHOC Cy6jeKTa 1 yIpaB/barba aHamu3upajyhm uyejy ,ynpasmpama
ucTHOM KOjy yBomu y Tpehem nepuony. ITocnensu ofe/bak ce 6aBy HeKMM KOHTPAIUK-
njama Pykoosor Bubema cybjexra y Tpehem nepuony. Y 3ak/bydKy KOHCTaTyjeMo fia ce
IbEr0B Pajl MOXKe BUIETH Kao Jle0 COIMOJIONIKe TPajMIfije Koja TeXM Ja Ipesasnbe mope-
Iy Ha MMKDPO U MaKpO HIBO JIPYIUTBEHOT CBETA.

Krmpyune peun: Mumen ®yko, cy6jeKTMBHOCT, peIeKCHBHOCT, COIICTBO, YIPaB/bamke

YBon

ITpema dykoosom (Foucault) mpusHamy HeroB paj ce MOXKe MOfeMUTH Ha TPH IIe-
pMOJa Off KOjUX CBaKM OfroBapa ogpehenoj remarnin: sHamwe?, Moh® u cybjektusHOCT
(Foucault, 2010, str. 4-5). TakBa neprogusanyja oTBapa MuTame KOHTUHYUTETA Y Hero-
BoM papy. ITocrasipa ce nutame fa m ce Pykoos paj MOXe caryieflaTi Kao KyMy/IaTVB-
HII HAaIop KojJt ce HafjoBe3yje Ha IPeTXOJIHA CasHamba WM Ta Tpeba carjiefflaTu Kao Tpu
IUCKOHTHHYMpaHe Ienute. Eberosn ocBptu Ha cBoj pax ysehasajy koudysujy ¢ 063u-
POM Jia Y 3aBMCHOCTH Off IIePMOJa Y KOM Ce Hajla3M, CBOj pafi TyMaun gpyradnje. Tako y
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2 OBaj nepuop Tpaje of 1963. no 1969. n ofropapa meroBuM jennma »Pabamwe knmunuke”, ,,Peun u
cTBapn’” 1 ,Apxeonoruja sHawa”. PyKo cBoje IpBO fAerno Vcitiopuja nyguna y goba knacuuusma,
nsamo 1961. cmaTpa MeNIaBMHOM CBE TPU TeMaTHKe (Foucault, 2012, str. 119).

Osaj nepuop tpaje of 1971. n PykooBor npucTynHor npenasama Ha Konex ge Ppancy (College
de France) nox HasuBoM ,,ITopenak muckypca” o 1976. u npsor Toma Jciiopuje cekcyanHociiu.
»Ilopenak auckypca” ce MO>Ke BUJeTH Kao IpeKpeTHNUIA u3MeDy IpBor 1 Apyror mepuopa.
Tpehu nepuop Tpaje ox 1980. rogune 1 PykooBux npenasamwa Ha JaprMyT Korenry (Dartmouth
College) o ®ykoose cmpru 1984. n usmehy ocranor obyxsara apyru u rpehu tom Vcitiopuje
CeKCcyanHoCtiu.
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»ApXeonoruju 3Hamwa” CBOja JOTafjallliba fleia BUM Kao IpMMepe MCTPaKiuBaba JVC-
Kyp3uBHUX ¢popmanyja (Foucault, 1998, str. 20-22), HacympoT ToMe y UHTepBjyy u3 1977.
TBpAU f1a cBe BpeMe uctpaxyje moh (Foucault, 2012, str. 119). Koxdysujy He omaxiuraBa
uHTEpBjy 13 1982. y koM PyKO cBOj paj cariefiaBa Kao UCTPaXKMBalbe NCTOPUjCKUX 00-
nuka popmupara pynu y cybjexre (Foucault, 2017, str. 286).

Ympaso ce y nmutamy cybjekra Tpehn nepuop @ykooBor paga 4nuHM APACTUYHO LPY-
radujyM Of IpBa fBa. Y MPBOM IIEPUOAY OH CYOjeKT cMaTpa 3a ,Bapujabay” AMCKypca
(Deleuze, 1989, str. 14-15), a y gpyrom 3a epext Hopmanusyjyhe mohu (Foucault, 1997,
str. 166-190). Y tpehem nmepuopny yBozu mojam cy6jeKTMBHOCTH KOjYM O3Ha4aBa OfJHOC
cybjexTa ca cobom (Foucault, 1988, str. 29-30) u ona nocraje Tpeha oca mwerosor paja,
4nje uctopujcke 06mmke npoyuasa. Ogpehenn ayropu taj saokper Tymade kao Pyko-
OB OTKJIOH Off, IeTEPMUHIU3MA KOj! jé KapaKTePUCAO HEroB NOTAaJALIbI Paji ¥ KOpaK Ka
mpoMuinbaky MoryhHoCTH ocTOjama cnobopHor cybjexra (Dews, 1989; O’Leary, 2002).

Hacynpor nepcrektuByu koja Tpehn meprnon Buy y fUCKOHTUHYUTETY C IIPBa [Ba,
Hama ujeja je 1a Pykoos paji IpUKa>keMO Kao KyMy/JIaTMBaH MOAYXBaT KOjy MHTETPUIIE
cBoje mpetxopHe dase n Hagorpabyje ce Ha wuyx. Crora hemo nokymaTu 1a peKoHCTpyn-
IIEMO TeOPUjCKY JOIPUHOC beroBor Tpeher nepropa y cBeT/Iy MHTErpalyje oce Cy6jeKTyB-
HocTH ca ocama Mohu 11 3sHama. [Tokaszahemo a @yko Ha Kpajy ApyTor IIepyoza pa3Buja Te-
opujy yrpaBrbara KOjoM MHTETpHIIe oce Mohy 1 3Hamba any TBPAY Jia Ce Y OKBYPY e Mopa
uHTerpucaru u oca cybjekrusrnoctu’ (Foucault, 2016, str. 25-26). Tspauhemo fa Ty unre-
Tpaljy NocTIvKe y TpeheM Imepromy cBOr paja pa3sBUTKOM OHOT'A IITO Ha3MBa ,yIIPaB/bambe
IIyTeM UCTVHE  YuMe IIOBe3yje CBe TPU Oce CBOT TeopujcKor nogyxsarta. [Torom hemo yxa-
3aTu Ha ofpebeHe HeocTaTKe U KOHTPAAUKIIMje ¥ TOj KoHLenuju Koje PyKo He ycrieBa 1a
peumn. Ha xpajy hemo ucrahu na y rpehem nepuony csor paga @yko passuja pyLUITBeHy
TEOPMjy KOjOM IPeBasuIa3u Mofielly Ha MUKPO ¥ MaKpO HUBOE IPyLITBEHOT CBETA.

IIpakce, Moh 1 3Hame — PykooBa TeOpPUjcKa IMOTA3NUIITA

Kako ®yko TBpAM, OCHOBHO MOJIA3UILITE BErOBe Teoplje CY ,,IpaKce” TOf, KOjuMa IOf-
pasymeBa cBaKy OO/IK AVICKYP3MBHOT 1 HEOMCKYP3UBHOT fenarba (Foucault, 2010d, str. 296).
CxymoBe opraHnszoBaHux npakcu Oyko HasyBa ,,peKMMIMA IIPAKCH ¥ TBPAY [ia je FbeTOB
LI/b PasyMeBatbe JIOTMKe BhUXoBe peryaamyje (ncro). TauHnje, IpeIMeT BeroBor NCTpa-
XKMBarba Cy IpaBuIa KOjuMa Ce Ipakce BOfie, Koja MX 1oBesyjy 1 unHe ctabunauM. [Ipema
Henesosom (Deleuze) Tymauersy Oyko mpaBuia peryaryje Ipakcy BUAY Kao JTMHIje Koje
[0Be3yjy pasnuuuTe TauKe U TUMe Kpenpajy pefn y ,mHomTBy  (Deleuze, 1989, str. 82-88).
Jaxsie, cucreMaTi9aH PeXKIUM peryanyje IpaKkCy HacTaje IpaBy/IMMa Koja Pas/miInuTe Ipak-
ce moBoze y MehycobHe onHOCe Ha ocHOBY ofipehene noruke (Deleuze, 1989, str. 83).

Y npBoM neprony csor paa yko ce KOHIIEHTpHIIIE Ha AMCKYP3UBHE IIPaKce U pas-
yMeBame wuxose perynapHoctu® (Foucault, 1998, str. 81). On TBpaM fia je perynapHocT

CBoja MCTpaXKMBamba OHOTA LITO HAa3UBa ,yIpaBbaibe DyKo INpelcTaBba y IpeaBambuMa Ha
Konex ne ®pancy o 1976. Ha Kypcy HOJ Ha3UBOM ,, Ipeba 6pannTtu apymrso” o 1979. n kypey
»Pabamwe O6momnonuruke”.

dyko cBOje UcTpaknBamwe fUCKypca moucrosehyje ¢ kacuum Burrenurrajaom (Wittgenstein)
U IeTOBUM CXBaTamEeM je3MKa Kao CKyIa jesMIKUX Urapa Koje IpeMa MHTePHUM IpaBUInMa
onpebyjy sHauemwe peun (Davidson, 1997, str. 2-3; Wittgenstein, 1980, str. 61-62).
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omoryhena ,,mpaBunmnma o6pasoBamwa’ Koja y 00/1MKY ,,KpUBY/ba” IOBE3Yjy UCKa3e Ko
ocHoBHe jemuHuie guckypca (Foucault, 1998, str. 43; Deleuze, 1989, str. 82-83). Vickasom
dyko cMaTpa CBaKy OO/MK JYCKYP3MBHOT Je/aiba KOji CTOj) ¥ OffHOCY ca ofpehennm
CKYIIOM IIpaBWIA T€ Y OGHOCY Ha BUX KobOuja sHauewe (Foucault, 1998, str. 104-105).
Ta nmpaBuna, xoja y geny Peuu u ciliéapu Ha3uBa ,emucTeMoM’, oapebyjy ogHoce Koju ce
usmeby nckasa mory popmuparu, a TuMe U IOjMOBe 1 00jeKTe 0 KOjuMa Ce MOXKe TOBO-
puru (Foucault, 1971, str. 65-66). Taunuje, Pyko TBpAu fa enucrema onpebyje moryhe
»3Hame” KOje CXBaTa Kao CKYII CBera IuTo ce o ogpehenom ckymy objekara moxxe pehn Ha
ocHoBy npasuia enucreme’ (Foucault, 1998, str. 195-196).

I pyru nepuop @ykooBor paga obenexxaBa NCTPAXKIMBabe HHTETPALije JUCKYP3UB-
HIUX Y HEIUCKYP3UBHUX IIPaKCK. Y MHTEPBjyy U3 1976. rogyuHe OH TBPAY Jja j€ UCTPaXKM-
Bajyhu gucKkyp3uBHe IIpaKce CXBATHO Jia je 3aHeMapyo HelUCKYP3NUBHY chepy I yUMHAK
IUCKyp3uBHUX Ipakcu Ha by (Foucault, 20104, str. 144). ®yko, Hafasbe, objamrmasa f1a
je Taj Ipo6IeM MOKYIIIA0 [a el UCTpaKiBambeM MehyorHoca mpaBuia UCKYP3UBHE 1
HeZJUCKyp3UBHe IIpaKce Kpo3 ucrpaxusamwe Mohnu (Foucault, 2010a, str. 144-145). Moh
je 3a mera perymmcan cKyI ogHoca usMelyy mojeamHama Kpos Koju ce yTude Ha BIXOBO
pename (Foucault, 2017, str. 301; Foucault, 2012, str. 178). Kao n y cny4ajy AucKyp3uBHIUX
npaxcu Pyxko moh Buam kao GpopMy ofHOCA Tj. CKYII IIpaBUIa KOjii Ce Ha HEKOM IIOIPY4jy
ycrocTassbajy usMmeby ogpebhenor ckyma enemenara (Deleuze, 1989, str. 76-77).

HepuckypsnsHe u guckypsusHe mpakce ®yko Hasusa ,moh” 1 ,,3Harbe” 1 MOKYIIIa-
Ba f1a objacHu BUx0B KoMIUtekcaH ogHoc (Foucault, 1997, str. 180). Moh u 3namwe umajy
Apyrauyujy IpUpOLY, Kao LITO OH TBPAY, a/lU CY jeHO APYyTrOM UMaHEHTHI M He MOTY ce
pasgsojutu (Foucault, 2010e, str. 347). IIpema [enesy, ob6a Tuma npaxce ce ,,Mehyco6Ho
HPETIIOCTaB/bajy ¥ IIpey3uMajy’ IITO APYIMM pednMa 3Haun ja ce Mehyco6Ho omoryha-
Bajy (Deleuze, 1989, str. 79). Tajarpu Crmsax (Gayatri Spivak) ogroc mohu u 3Hama Kop,
Dykoa objammasa TBpfehy 1a sHame UCIpTaBa IyTalbe Ha OCHOBY KOjUX Ce IIOTOM Of-
Hocy Mohu popmmpajy (Spivak, 1993, str. 37). Taxie, mpakce 3Hama GopMupajy objex-
Te KOjJ ce MOTy IIepLVIINPATH ¥ Pa3yMeTH, Te TiMe oMoryhyjy gename mohu, Pyko Tako
pelaBa mpo6eM OfHOCA AUCKYP3UBHUX U HEFUCKYP3UBHUX IIPAKCHL.

Kommekc moh/3Hame Pyko mpoydasa ofi CBOT fena ,Hasyupary 1 Kaxxmaparit, 110-
Kylasajyhn a usnabe panyonamHocT koja o6jenubyje oba nma npakcu. Fberoso mcrpa-
JKIBame Y TOM JelTy MOXXeMO BUJIeTH Kao IIpOoy4aBarme MHCTUTYIUja Ha Me30 HIUBOY
IPYLITBEHOT CBeTa. VIHCTUTYLMja 3aTBOPA [IOCTaje I0j/be MHTeTpaLje Mohy 1 3Hama y
okBupy onora mro Oyko Hasusa ,cTparerujom”. CTparernja sa mera npegcrasba Meby-
COOHO y/IaH4YaBarbe I yBe3uBarbe IPaBIJIa Koja pery/miry npakce Mohu 1 sHama (Foucault,
2012, str. 142-143). Crpareruje 1uMajy 0O/MNUK ,,AujarpamMa’ KOjii IIpefiCTaB/ba PallMOHaI-
HOCT IIpeMa K0joj Ce BpIIIM MHTeTpaLyja mpakcy Mohi 1 3Hama y by perynanuje opebe-
unx enemenara® (Deleuze, 1989, str. 77; Foucault, 1982, str. 85-86).

7 Jlenes PykooBO cXBaTarbe MO3UTUBUTETA U 3Hamba 06jallbaBa Kao ,KOMOMHALN]Y UCKa3UBOT 1
BU/BUBOL” Tj. K0 pacIiopef McKasa Koju omoryhyje nojaBy oppelhenux o6jexara y fuckypcy u
rosop o wuma (Deleuze, 1989, str. 56).

8 'Y cnyuajy mHcTUTYLMj€ 3aTBOPA ,,TAHONITUKOH je TIPUMep CTpaTeruje HacTasle y by peryanyje
tena 3atBopeHuka (Foucault, 1997, str. 131-137).
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Konauyna nnTerpanmja mohn u 3Hama — @ykoosa
TeOpI/Ija yipaB/bama

On o6jaspuBama mpsor ToMa Jcitiopuje cexcyantocitiu Pyko pasBuja Teopyjy ,ynpa-
B/bamba’ IITO IIOCTaje [0jaM KOji Y BerOBOM pajiy IIOCTENeHO 3aMembyje mojaM ,Mohu”
(Foucault, 2010, str. 4). On ynpasibame ofpebyje kao yTniaj Ha ,,mobe MmoryhHocTn”
unMe ce MoauduKyjy maHce 3a ogpehene o6nmke nonammama (Foucault, 2017, str. 302).
To ozmpebeme ce MHOTO He pasnuKyje of mpeTxofHOT ofpebera mojma Mohu, pasnuka ce
Ipe MOXKe YOUNUTH y caMoM (oKycy ucTpaxmamwa. Hanme, Pyko nctnde ja ce aHanmsa
Mohu He MO>Ke CIIpOBOZUTH caMo Ha HuBoy uHcTutynuja (Foucault, 2017, str. 306). On
fla/be TBPJM J1a ,YIIpaB/batbe” YMHU MPEXY Koja IPOKMMa LIeJIOKYITHO IPYLITBO 1 CTaB/ba
aKIleHaT Ha [Ip)KaBy Kao TauKy Koja Ty Mpexy objenumyje (Foucault, 2017, str. 306).

Dyko0By TeOpHjy yIIpaB/barba, JAK/Ie, MOXKEMO BUIETH K0 eKCTPAIIO/IAI]y HeroBOT
UCTpaXMBamba MHCTUTYLMja 3aTBOPA HA HUBO JIPKaBe Tj. ca Me30 Ha MaKpO HUBO. 3apaj
tor nopyxsara ®yko Bpuiu pedopmynanujy ogpehennx mojmosa He 6u 11 IpennsHuje
OZIpenuo MPKPOJY MpaKCe yIpaBbama. [IpBYU [0jaM KOji YBOLMY je ,pPeXKUM UCTUHE , OH
y Benukoj Mepu nogceha Ha emuctemy anu y oBoj popMmynanuju npennsHuje yuyhyje Ha
Besy ¢ ofHocuMa Mohnu. Pexxum uctune @yko oppelyje kao ckym npolenypa sa npou-
3BOAIbY MCKa3a unju edexTu omoryhyjy gemame (Foucault, 2005, str. 37-38; Foucault, 2012,
str. 134). TauHuje, pe>XuM UCTUHE je CKYI IpaB1Ia Koja unHe ofpeheHe objexTe unTeNN-
rubyIHUM 3a yrunaj Mohm (Weir, 2008, str. 368). Cnenehn nojam je ,,iucrnosnTus” Koju
mpefcTaBba pedopMynanujy nojma crpareruje. 3a Pykoa JUCIOSUTUB HPeACTaB/ba Ma-
TpUITY Be3a M3Mel)y XeTeporeHux pakcy, JUCKyP3UBHMX Y HEAVMCKYP3UBHIX, Koje y Meby-
cobHoM opHoCy poussofe oxpehene epekre (Foucault, 2012, str. 174-175). V JlenesoBom
TyMaderby AVCIIO3UTYB MHTEerPUIIe IIpakce Mohy 1 3Hamba TaKo LITO UCIPTaBa IMHNUjE -
XOBOT T0Be3uBamwa 1 MehycobHor yruiaja (Deleuze, 1992, str. 160).

PasBujamem HOBOT Teopujckor Bokabymapa Oyko gomasu fo ogpebema ynpasmama
Kao IpaKce Kojoj je AUCIIO3UTUB OCHOBHY TexHMYKY MHCTpyMeHT (Foucault, 2014, str. 127).
JIpyruM peuyiMa, yIpaB/batbe Ce MOXKe OIPeJIUTI Kao IIPaKca yCIOoCTaB/balba KOHEeKIyja
usMebyy enemeHaTa UCIOSUTHBA Tj. IMHUja NHTeTpanuje ofpehennx pexxuma nctune u
onpebennx npaxcu mohi’. Koxuenrom ynpasmpamwa Pyko nHTerpuiie oce mohu u sHama
Ha MaKpO HUBOY APYIITBEHOT CBeTa C IP)KaBOM Kao BPXOBHOM MHCTAHIIOM YIIpaB/barba. Y
cneneheM Kopaky OH MCTOpM3Yje Taj KOHLEIIT HAaIIAllaBajyhu ja AUCIIOSUTUB HACTaje Kao
ofiroBop Ha ofipebeHy uctopujcky curyanujy Koja ce unau npobnemariaaom (Foucault,
2012, str. 175). TuM IyTeM BHeroBo UCTPAXKMBatbe yIIpaB/bamba J0OUja 00/MUK coLjamHe
MCTOPMje IIPaKCH OPTaHNM30Bakba MCIO3UTUBA.

Ha nouerxky Tpeher nepnopa ®yko nctude ga ce pasBoj Cy0jeKTUBHOCTHU Ha 3amafy
MO>Ke Pa3yMeTH jeAMHO IIPOyYaBambeM MCTOPHjCKUX 00/IMKa MHTETpaliyje ,,yIIpaB/barba
npyruma’ u ,ymnpasbama cobom” (Foucault, 2016, str. 25-26). TumMe OH HajaB/byje mpo-
IIMperbe Ujieje yIpas/baiba TaKo fla OHa y3 oce MOhM 1 3Hama MHTErpuile 1 0Cy Cybjek-
tuBHoCTH (Deleuze, 1992, str. 160-161). Tum mytem 611 PyKO KOHLIEIITOM yIIpaB/batba

® O6nuke ynpaspbamba y ogpeheHOM mepuopy, Koju foBofie y Besy crueunduyte npakce mohu
ca cienuduIHUM pexxummuMa uctue, Pyko HasuBa ,TexHonmornjama Mohn”, , TIOMUTHIKIM
TeXHosornjama” Wi ,IOMUTUIKuM panmonanHoctuma’ (Foucault, 2010c, str. 245-262; Williams,
2001, str. 178).
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MHTETrpUCcao MUKPO U MaKpO HMBO JPYLITBA TAKO LITO OM YCIOCTaBUO jeAMHCTBEHY /N~
HUjy KOja IIOBe3yje CBe HIUBOE, Of IP)KaBe, Kao HajBUILE MHCTAHIIE YIIPaB/baba, 10 COIICTBA
nojenuHua. VicrpaxxusameM ynpasbaba OyKo OTKpUBaA 1a OHO CaipyKU jefTHCTBEHY JI0-
TUKY KOja je KOHCTaHTHA [JOK Ce OO/IMIM FUCIO3UTHBA CMewYjy. OH UCTpaKyje reHeasno-
THjy Te noruKe oy, nperxpuinhanckor Vcroka o MoepHor 106a Kajja OHa, IpeMa bero-
BUM TBPAIEbaMa, IIOCTaje JIOTVKA yIIpapjbarba fp>kaBoM (Foucault, 2014, str. 136-197). ®yko
TY JIOTHKY Ha3UBa ,,yIIPaB/ballTBo (governmentality) 1 TBpau fa ce OHa CACTOJH Y TEXKHY
ylipaB/bayKe MHCTAHIle /1a yIIpaB/ba CBaKMUM II0jeinHUM WwiaHOM 3ajegHune'® (Koljevic,
2010, str. 36). YpaB/paIuTso je, APYruM pednma, 061k Mohu Koju Texxu fa ycrocTaBu
opHOC M3MeDy MHCTaHIIe yIipaB/batba I Cy0jeKTMBHOCTI cBakor mojenuHiia (Golder, 2007,
str. 166-167). Y cBojuM ncrpaxusamuma OPyko IpoydaBa UCTOPUjCKI IIPOLIEC KOjUM JIO-
TMKa yIIpaB/balliTBa 3aXBaTa Lie/IOKYIIHO APYIITBO TaKO MITO penamje Mohn nsmeby moje-
AVHALlA M MHCTUTYLUja CTaB/ba y crenyduyad ogHoc ¢ gpxasoM (Koljevi¢, 2010, str. 34—
35). IpxaBa mocraje ,,pernej” 3a HaBefeHe OfHOCE MOhM IITO 3HAYM /ja OHA HILje FBIIXOB
U3BOP HUTH MX AMPEKTHO feTepMyHMIIe Beh fa ce cBM ogHOCH MOhM y IpyIITBY popMu-
pajy y onHocy Ha npxasy (Foucault, 2017, str. 306). To npema PyKoy 3Ha4u fia je Ap>KaBa
MHCTAHIIA OpraHM3alfyje U palMoHaNu3aIje ofHoca MOhY y IpyIITBY IITO 3HAYM /1A je
OHa VIHCTAHIIA perynanuje gucrno3ntya (1cTo). TuM myTeM ce y BeroBoj KOHITILIUjI yc-
HocTas/ba penaryja n3mehy Mukpo u Makpo cdepe tj. Pyko mpoHamasy KOMIJIEKCAH CKYII
opHOCa Mohi KojuMa JOBOAM Y OFHOC Cy6jeKTMBHOCT I0jefMHLA C AP)KaBOM Kao HajBU-
IIOM MHCTAHI[OM yrpaB/baba (Kozomara, 2001, str. 177-178). Yupaso y Tpehem nepuony
dyKo pasBuja KOHIEMT yIIpaB/batba KOjuM 00yxBata I Taj OfHOC.

Cyo6jexT y mpyrom nepuopy OykooBor paga — OGHOC
yIpaB/bama U CyOjeKTa

Ila 6ucmo pasymenn kako Pyko yK/bydyje ocy Cy6jeKTMBHOCTI Y CBOjy TEOPU]Y YIIpa-
B/bakba MOPAMO Ce OCBPHYTH Ha y/IOry Cy0jeKTa y IpyroM mepuony. ¥ Ty cBpXy Mopa-
MO HanpaBUTH [IOjMOBHY JUCTUHKUM)Y u3Meby ,cybjekunje” u ,,cybjektusanuje”. Oca
cybjexTnBHOCTH KOjy DyKO yBOAM y TpeheM mepuoay npencTasba crenuduyuHy fUMeH-
3Mjy cauMibeHy Off OFHOCA Koje mojefmHar; popmupa ca cammm cobom (Foucault, 1988, str.
29-30). Ta guMeHM3Mja je MpoLiec KOjuM UHAMUBUAYA cebe hopMupa y Cy6jeKT 1 OH ra Ha-
3MBa IpoLecoM ,cybjektnsarmje” (Davidson, 2016, str. 58-59). Mako ogHOC Te fuMeH3Mje
u pucriosutyba Pyko pasmarpa Tek y TpeheM mepromy U TOKOM APYTOT IIepMoOfia OH UCTpa-
XYyje MOBe3aHOCT CybjeKTa ca IUCIO3UTUBOM Te TUMe OffHOC IOje[IHIIA U YIpaB/barba. Y
TOM IIepUOfy Cy6jeKT ce cMarpa eheKTOM IpaBuia AUCIIO3UTHBA, a TIPOIiec Ipeobpaxaja
HojefuHIa y cy6jeKT OH HasuBa ,cyodjekumjom” (Strozier, 2002, str. 12).

[Tpema ®ykoy cybjexunja je mpolec Koju YKbydyje ,I03ULIjy cybjeKkTa” KOjy Juc-
MO3UTUB CafIp>kKM, a KOja Ce CacTojy Off HM3a IpaBU/a HaMEHheHUX IIPOrpaMupamy fe-
nama nHauBKAye. 3a Oykoa je mojennHaly ,,IpyMapHu MaTepujaa’ Koju He MOXKe ITOCTOja-
TV M3BaH KOHTEKCTa ofpehenor gucnosutusa (Strozier, 2002, str. 9). Vingusunya, nakie,
HocTaje Cy6jeKT TeK MOIITO CONCTBEHO IeNabe ypeay moMeHy M mpasuanma (Gordon,

10 Vnpaspame nmpema Pykoy mocTaje OCHOBHa 110ruKa Bohewa fpxase y 17. Bexy. [Tepuop npe
TOra HasmBa ,A060M cyBepeHOCTI” U TBPAM fia je TOKOM Fhera OCHOBHU (OKYC BracTu 610
ycIocTaB/bame KOHTpose Hap TeputopujoM (Foucault, 2014, str. 83).
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1999, str. 399). Tume ce mpaBuIa flenama MojelUHIIA yIaHIaABajy ca MpaBU/IMMa pery/na-
Iyje MpaKCy MONM 1 3HaWa y OKBUPY AUCIO3UTUBA. Y TOM CMICTY IIO3ULN)Y Cy6OjeKkTa
Y OKBMPY JVICIIO3UTIBA MOKeMO BUAETU Kao CHelMIIHY CTpaTeInjy perynanyje IoHa-
IIama [ojefiHAIIA KOja je Ieo CBEOIIIITe CTpaTernje yupasbama (Strozier, 2002, str. 58-59).

TakBo cxBarame cy6jekTa y DykooBOM IPyroM MepUOLY je OTBOPIUIO HU3 IUTakba
U pacIpaBa Koje HepeTKO IIOYUIbY Off eTUMOJIOLIKOT IOPeK/Ia pedn ,Cy0jeKT” y 3SHadery
»ronpeben” (Balibar, 1994, str. 8; Butler, 2012, str. 10; Butler, 2000, str. 18). Ako ce 3a ®ykoa
cybjekT cBOAM Ha mpotec cybjexunje Tj. mofpehuBama mocTaBkba Cce MUTalbe MHCTAHIIE
K0joj ce mojeamHar; noppehyje e 611 m mocrao cy6jexT.

ITa 6ucMo Ha TO IMTakbe OATOBOPIIN MOPAaMO Ce OCBPHY T Ha IbeTOBY HALIOMEHY [
Cy0jexT ,,...Huje cymncrania. To je popma” (Foucault, 1994, str. 290). Ta popma cy ynpaso
IpaBuIa Cafip>kKaHa y IPeTXOIHO HOMEeHYTOj O3MLUjI CYDjeKTa, HaMebeHa perynalyji
Ienama MojenHIa. VicTpaxyjyhu MHCTUTYLV)y 3aTBOpa y fieny ,Hansupary u KaKmaBa-
tir” PyKO [OKa3yje KaKo Ha OCHOBY Pas/IM4NTUX IIPAKCY MONN U 3Hamba, HACTA]y ,,HOpME .
Hopma nogpasymeBa mpaBuio Koje MHCTaHIIa MOhN IIpuMerbyje y peryranujy moHalamba
HojefuHana y pasmantuM nHctuTynyjama (Foucault, 1997, str. 179-180). Toxom dykoo-
BYIX ICTPa)KIBakba yIIPaB/batba HOPMY 3aMelbyje M0jaM ,MPeXKe MHTeTUTUOMITHOCTH KOjI
noppasyMesa ,,Mehympocrop usmebhy apkase u mojeanHIa” Ha OCHOBY KOT IpXKaBa HbIMa
ympaspa (Foucault, 2005, str. 344). TakBum TymademrMa Oyko y Bennkoj mepu nogceha
Ha cBor yuuteba Anrtucepa (Althusser) (Foucault, 2010b, str. 183). Antucep je TBpAno aa
Cy cybjexTy KperpaHu Ha OCHOBY IIPAKCH KOje HACTajy Y MHCTUTYIjaMa Koje je HasBao
»APXaBHIM npeonowmkuM amaparuma’ (Althusser, 2009, str. 26-33). [Tpema mweMy Te mpax-
ce perymuuy oppehenn ,,puryann” Koje ojeAMHIM NHTEPHANINSY]y Te Ha Taj HAYMH I10-
crajy cyb6jextu (Althusser, 2009, str. 61). Youaamo fa @yko u Antucep cybjexiyjy Buze
Kao MHTEePHANM3alyjy CKyIla IIPaBI/Ia Off CTpaHe I0je/IMHAallA Ylje [elalbe je TIOTOM hIMa
perymucano (Butler, 2001, str. 33-34).

AnTrcep oBfie Huje IOMeHYT crydajuo. Hanwme, cnosenauxn ¢unosod Mnazen Jomap
(Mladen Dolar) y gBa pasamdnTa TeKcTa Ha U/[eHTUYAH HAUMH KPUTUKYje AnTucepa u
®yxoa. [Tpema [lomapoBoj TBpABK 06a ayTOpa 3aHEMAapPYjy OHTOJONIKY CTATYC ,IPABHU-
na” Koja y IbMXOBOM pajly UIPajy yIory perynaropa npakcu. OH TBpaM fia AJITHCeD, y IO-
KYIIajy [ja MAeO/IOINjy KOHIMIIMpPa 6e3 MIeaTMCTUIMX IPYMeca, 3aHeMapyje YMIbeHUITY
ia ,pUTyanu’ KOju PEeryiunily ,MaTepujaiHe Ipakce ULeoIoruje” NMajy HeMaTepujanHy
ersucrenuujy (Dolar, 1993, str. 90-91). onap, Takobe, TBpau fa ®yxo y ,Hansuparu u
KaKmbaBaTn , Texehn [a ce oTapacu npieje cyBepeHa Kao LieHTpa Mohu, pasBuja Teopiujy
»MMUKPOOIHOCA” PEry/IMCaHNX JIOTYKOM IIAHONTMKOHA KOja 3ay3Bpar yIIpaBo y3uMa y/lIory
ofictpameHor enTpa (Dolar, 2012, str. 121-122). ¥ 06a cny4aja, [lonap yBopy TakaHOB-
CKY MIejy ,,BEIMKOT IPYTOr” Kao HY>KHOT HeMaTepyjaTHOT CyIl/IeMeHTa KOj) YMHM MaTe-
pMjanHe IpaKce CMUC/IeHNM 1 TOHOB/BYBYUM''. OcBpHeMO /i1 ce Ha DyKOOBY mpejy anc-
MO3UTHBA PETYMTUCAHOT AMjarpaMoM OIHOCA Ka0 jef[UHCTBEHOM JIOTMKOM mocTahe Ham
jaCHO Jla OH Y IErOBOj TEOPUjU 3aMelbyje YIOTYy BEMKOT Spyror Te ga Jlomaposa KpuTu-
Ka He cToju. Iberosa xpuTHKa je 3Ha4ajHa 3a HAall paJl jep yKasyje Ha TO Jia IpaBuja Koja
peryuiny JMCIO3UTUB CafipyKe jefINHCTBEHY OHTONIOUIKY er3MCTeH1IMjy. YCIe Tora Ha
0BOj Ta4KI MOXKEMO OfiTOBOPUTH Ha IIMTakbe O MHCTAHIM TofpehuBarba 1ojeanHIja TokoM

1 Buue o [lonapoBom cxBaramy upeje ,,sermkor apyror” (Dolar, 2017, str. 177-244).
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cybjexunje. CybjexunjoM mojefuHal; IoCTaje Aeo ANCIO3NTHBA U noapeheH merosoj 1o-
THLIY TaKO IITO MHTePHA/IM3Yyje CKyII IIpaByIa KOjUMa Ce BheroBo Aenabe ycknabyje ¢ j1o-
TMKOM IIpaBIJIa AUCIIO3UTHBA %

Bure myTa cMO HOMEHYIIN Jia Ce IIpaBIIa ,IHTePHAIN3Yjy , II0CTaB/ba Ce UTambe
0 IIPOCTOPY y KOM Ceé Ta MHTepHanu3anuja Bpimn. OCBpHEMO /1 Ce Ha II0jMOBE KOje CMO
yBe/I! Ha IIOYeTKY IOITIaB/ba YMHY Ce jACHUM Jia je Taj HPOCTOp CYOjeKTUBHOCT. Y Kpu-
UM ANTrcepose Teopuje uneonoruje Jomap yBopu Jlakanos (Lacan) TepMuH ,,eKCTUM-
HOCT ONNCYjyhu B1IMe elleMeHT BeIMKOT APYTOr Koju Cy6jeKT yCBaja 1 OKO KOjer Ce Hhero-
Ba cybjextHOCT popmumpa’® (Dolar, 1993, str. 78). Tum mojmom oH objamrmasa Cy6OjeKijy
Kao MHTepHaM3aLujy ,Iaca Benukor apyror. (Dolar, 2012a, str. 143-144). Y ®ykooBoM
TyMadelby eKCTUMHOCT 01 ce OYMITIEFHO CACTOjala Off ceTa IIpaBlijla MHTePHAIM30BaHUX
TokoM cy6jexunje. Cy6jeKiijy y ApyroM epuofy beroBor paja YiMHI Ipo6IeMaTdHOM
YMEbEHNIIA [Ia Y IOTIIYHOCTY 3aHeMapyje fuMeHsjy cybjextusHoctu (Kelly, 2013, str. 511).
Ha Toj Taukn PykooBo cxBaTame Cybjekiyje mray Ha AITHCEPOBY Upejy MHTepnenanyje'
Kao Ipolieca KojiM MHAMBHUAYe HocTajy cybjextn (Althusser, 2009, str. 70). ¥ o6a cxsa-
Tama JUMeHsja Cy0jeKTUBHOCTH je HOTIIYHO HEOCBET/beHa Te Ae/Iyje Kao fia ce MOjeIHaL]
MHTepHanu3yjyhn ,,I7ac BemKor gpyror’ MexaHI4KM IIpeobpaxkasa y cy6OjeT. Jaxie, y
TaKBOM CXBaTakby Cy0jeKIje MHAMBUAYA TocTajyhu cy6jeKT yKbyunBameM y Cy6jeKT-
CKY IIO3UIUjy UCTOBPEMEHO, IIaPafOKCAIHO, TIOCTaje 00jeKT fleara CaMor AUCIIO3UTHBA
(Gordon, 1999, str. 399-400; Foucault, 1997, str. 187). Takas mapagoxc Haseirhe ®ykoa
ma y TpeheM mepuopy y cBojy Teopujy yIpas/baiba yK/bYUl 0Cy CyOjeKTMBHOCTI, @ TUMe
u pedriekcujy mojefnHIA Ha caM Ipoljec cybjexuuje.

Pedrnexcuuu cy6jext Tpeher nepuopa Pykoosor paga
- Ka yIpaB/baby UCTUHOM

He 6u nu nsberao MexaHMIMCTUYKO cXBaTame cybjeximje Pyko y Tpehem nepuony
y CBOjy TeOpHjy yIIpaB/bama I AUCIIO3UTHBA YK/bY4Yje ocy cybjekTusHOCT. OCH cybjex-
TUBHOCTY IIPUCTYTIA KPO3 CyOjeKTuBanmjy cxBaheHy kao aKTUBHOCT pedIeKCUBHOCTH
KOjoM IOjefnHal ocTBapyje ogHoc ca cobom (Foucault, 2003, str. 574). Tum mytem ce
IUMeH3MUja Cy0jeKTMBHOCTH OTBapa 3a yTHiaj oca MOh 11 3Hama 1 MIOC/IE[UYHO 3a MHTe-
rpanujy y JIUCIO3UTHB.

IMonyT AnTicepa Koju CBOj KOHLIENT MHTepIIeNallje UIyCTPyje MMarHapHUM Cycpe-
TOM II0jeMHIIA ¢ momnIfajiem Ha ynunn (Althusser, 2009, str. 69), ®yko HaBoxY HpUMep
JileBeTHeCTOBeKOBHOT mcuxujarpa Jleypea (Leuret) xoju objainmaBsa fia je jeffHOT marjjeHTa
nedno mpumMopasajyhim ra ga oTBOpeHoO IpusHa fia je ,00mecTan” 1 HasoBe cebe ,TyauM”
(Foucault, 2014, str. 11-12). HacynpoT AnTucepy 3a kor obpahamwe monnuajma ny-
CTpyje ay TOMATCKM IIpOoIiec KOHBep3uje NHANBIUYE Y CY0jeKT Off CTpaHe ,BElTUKOT APYTor,

12y cxnmapy ca tum Jenes cy6jexuujy Hasusa ,aujarpamusanujom” nojepusna (Deleuze, 1989,
str. 106).

13 3a sumte o exctumuoctu (Lacan, 1992, str. 71, 139).

4 Taj mojam Asntucep npeysuma of ncuxoananutudapa JKaka JlakaHa Koju mbuMe objainmasa
IIpoLiec HaCTaHKa era Kof Mase fetie. OH TBPAY fia ce eTo GopMIMpa yuermheM je3nKa TaKo LITO ce
nete moucrosehyje ¢ mo3uijom cybjekra Kojy CTPYKTypa jesuka npernocrasspa (Lakan, 1983,
str. 5-12).
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IIOMEHYTY ClieHy y PyKOOBOM pajly MOXXeMO BUJIETU KaO MIYCTPALUjy Hherose njieje o
KOHeKIju cybjekiuje u cybjexktnBanyje. [lcuxujarap Kao ynpas/badka MHCTaHI[a Mohu
HAaBOAY II0je[UHIIa Ha Be3UBambe 3a CY0jeKTCKY IO3ULN]Y ,IyAaKa” amu IOCPeICTBOM
IeTOBOT IMYHOT IpK3Hamwa (Butler, 2016, str. 78). UuH ,Ipu3Hama’ je HOCTYHAK KOjUM
yIpap/badyka MHCTAHIA HABOAY TIOjeAMHIA HA MHTEPHAM3AIINjy ceTa ITpaBWIa 3a KOHCTH-
Tyuujy ceoje cybjexrusnoctyu (Butler, 2016, str. 80). Cy6jexiuja ce, fakie, felraBa mo-
CpeficTBOM CybjeKTHBaLuje.

YmpaBo Takas 001K ynpasbama Oyko HasuBa ,yIpas/bae nyteM uctrHe” (Fou-
cault, 2014, str. 1-10). LTyaut Barnep (Judith Butler) Taj 061k ynpas/bara TyMadn Kao MH-
TepHAIM3aLNjy ,[IOI/Iefila MOhN™ LITO pe3y/Tyje Be3auBameM IOjefUHIIA 3a ofpebeny mo-
sunujy cybjexra (Butler, 2016, str. 79-80). ,,Jictuna” y Toj hopMymanuju o3HauaBa CKym
IpaBuIa Koja IojelMHAll MHTepHA/IM3Yje U KOjiMa ,KOJMpa~ COICTBEHY Cy6jeKTMBHOCT,
doxyc Pykoosor Tpeher nepruoza je ypaBo ocBeT/baambe Tor mporeca (Deleuze, 1989, str.
106). I[TomenynmM cMO ia Ce yIpaBsbakbe BPIIN PErynalijoM AUCIO3SUTIBA KOjI Ce CacToju
Off Oce AMCKYP3UBHIUX IIPAKCHU 3Harba 1 0Ce HeAMCKyp3uBHMX npakcu mohn. Oca cy6jek-
TUBHOCTH Ce cacToju off 06a Tuma npakcu te je Gyko 1ecTo Ha3MBa OCOM ,,yIIpaB/batba
co6oM” 1 TBPAM f1a Ce OHA CACTOju Off ,,TexHosornja corcrea’ (Foucault, 2016, str. 25-27).

ITojam ncTHHE, TIOMEHYT y IPETXOLHOM Iacycy, 60/be hemo pacBeTnnTi ocBpHe-
MO IV Ce Ha KOHLIENT ,,1rapa ucTuHe” Koju PyKo KOPUCTI CMHOHMMHO C TI0jMOM TeXHO-
JIOTHje COICTBA. Y HeroBOj KOHIIEMIUjI UTPe UCTUHE CY CKYIIOBU ,MOZIOBA BepAuUKLuje”
KOju ce HajOIIITHje MOTY OfipefUTI Kao HOpMe 3a IIpUXBaTame Win ofgbanuBame ofpebe-
Hux npomnosunyja (Detel, 1998, str. 9; Foucault, 2010, str. 310; Foucault, 1994, str. 297).
Jlpyrum peurma, Urpa UCTHHE je ceT HOpMU Koje QYHKIIMOHMIIY Kao CBOjeBPCHA ,,eIInC-
TeMa CyOjeKTUBHOCTI 1 KOYPAjy MpOlLjec KOjUM II0jeNHAL] OCTBApYje OFHOC ca coboM
(McGushin, 2007, str. 8-9).

Vrpe nctuHe ce MOTY BIIETHU KaoO ,MpeXXe MHTEMUIMOMTIHOCTI KPO3 Koje ce Cyhjex-
Ty ofipeheHy eneMeHTH bera caMor OTKPUBajy Te THMe II0CTajy IIOMNI0XKHH YIPaB/baiby
(Colwell, 1994, str. 67). lpyrum pednma, urpe uCTiHe oMoryhyjy cybjexry ga objexTi-
¢uxyje cam cebe u mocneaIHO Aa cobom u ynpasma (McGushin, 2011, str. 128-129). To
je omoryheHo OHMM MOJJOBMMA BepAUKI[Yje KOji, IOIYT eMCTeMe, Pery/INIIY II0jaB/bI-
Bambe ofipeheHnx acrexara cy6jexTa Kao JMCKyp3UBHUX 00jeKaTa o KOjiMa ce IIOTOM MOXe
¢dopmuparn 3Hamwe (Han, 2002, str. 164; Jambet, 1992, str. 240). Tu acmiextu cy6jexTa 1o-
CTajy MaTepuja Kojoj cybjexr, ynpasmajyhu cobom, faje o6mux (Jambet, 1992, str. 241).
MoposuMa BepuKLje, Takohe, cybjekt ce ynyhyje Ha nmpakce Kojuma 6u Tpebdano fa
yIIpaB/ba TUM JieJIoM cebe Kao U Ha IijbeBe KojiiMa Ou TO yIpaB/bame Tpebaso ga Texn
(Foucault, 2014, str. 32).

YBubamo fja urpe ucTuHe yK/by4yjy MCTe elleMeHTe Kao U CTpaTeruje ympasbama: (1)
00jexT, (2) mpakcy u (3) 4ub yIpas/bama, Te e MOTY Ha3BaTl CTpaTerujaMa yIpaB/barba
coboM. 3akpyunhemo fa ce oca Cy0jeKTUBHOCTH YK/bY4yje Y OKBUP JMCIIO3UTHBA YUHOM
HpM3Haba KOjIM IIOjefiYHALL YCBaja CTpaTernjy ylpas/bata coboM ycknaheny ca mornkom
nucnosutnsa (Prado, 2000, str. 80). ,, YpaBpame NCTUHOM ; JAKJIe, IIOAPAasyMeBa yIpa-
B/bame KPO3 IIPON3BOAKY ofrosapajyhnx nrapa ncrune unme OyKo KOHAIHO Cjefumbyje
cybjexiujy u cybjextuBanyjy. Koxuenrom ,,ynpaspama ncTuaoM” OH, Takobe, passuja
TEeOpUjy yIIpaB/bama Koja Cjefubyje MUKPO 1 MaKpo cdepy APYIITBA — Of MHCTAHI[E Ap-
JKaBe 0 Cy6jeKTI/IBHOCTI/I T10j eIV HIIA.
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KonTpaguknuje ®ykoosor Bubema cybjekTuBanuje — mra je
COIICTBO KOj€ C€ CAMOKOHCTUTYMIIE?

Banu6ap (Etienne Balibar) cy6jexiujy Tymaun Kao Tporec nocrajama cy6jeKTom
KpO3 IOJIBparaBarmbe eKCTePHOM ay TOPUTETY NOK CYOjeKTUBaLjy BUAM KaO MHTepHa M-
3al1fjy TOT ayTOpPMUTETA Te OHA M3ITIefa Kao IoABpraBame camoM cebu (Balibar, 1994, str.
8-10). ®dyKo Ha UCTU HAYMH TIOBe3yje CYOjeKunjy u CyOjeKTUBALN]Y KPO3 UTPY UCTUHE
Kojy Takobe objalrmaBa 1 Kao cet ,,obmuraiyja” Koje mojefuHIa Be3yjy 3a ofpebeny mo-
sunujy cybjexra (Foucault, 2019, str. 21). VI Bam6ap u ®yko, gakre, cybjeKTUBaLujy BIae
Kao MHTepHAIN3aLMNjy ,,[71aca Be/IMKOT APYror” Koji, HOIIyT MaTpulie, ycknahyje mporec
CaMOKOHCTUTYI{Yje COIICTBA C IOTMKOM JIYICIIO3UTUBA.

ITomenysnu cMo Aa ce mMpoljec CAMOKOHCTUTYIIMje COIICTBA OfBja PedIeKCIjoM KOjoM
oHo dopmupa ofHOC ca coboM. ITocTasiba ce muTame craTyca corcTsa y PykooBoM cxBa-
Tamy cybjekTuBanuje jep, kako tepau Iurep desc (Peter Dews) ,,apaokc cxBaTarma ca-
MOKOHCTHUTYIIMje COIICTBA KPO3 pedIeKCHjy je IITO COICTBO MOpa IIPBOOUTHO MOCTOjaTH
ma 6u xoHCcTpyncano cebe” (Dews, 1989, str. 40). [lenes ocy cybjektusnoctu Kop Pykoa
HasuBa ,HabopoM” U TBPAM fia Ce JIMHIje NUCIIO3UTHBA ,yBajajy” y IPOCTOPY CYOjeKTUB-
HOCTH U Off Ibe YMHe TUMEeH3HjY Y K0joj ce CTBapa ,,0HOC curte ca cobom, Moh fa ce adu-
nupa cam cebe” (Deleuze, 1989, str. 103). IIpumehyjemo na [lenes roBopu 0 HaYMHY Ha
KOjJ IVICTIO3UTHB 3aXBaTa OJHOC COIICTBA Ca COOOM a/i y IIOTIIYHOCTH! 3a001/1a3) pa3Ma-
Tpambe IPMPOJie COIICTBA CaMe 110 ceOu.

Y cBom peny ,,Ilcuxnuknm >xuBoT Mohn” ITynut BaTnep nokymasa fja pa3pern To
nuTambe KoMOMHYjyhn ncrnxoanammsy ca @ykoosum npejama. Ocnamajyhu ce na @pojpo-
BY UJiejy »,MHTpOjeK1uje”!* oHa TBPAM fa IICHUXa II0jefIHIA HACTaje MHTePHATN3ALjOM
HOpPMe KOjOM HAacCTajy ,rpanutie n3meby ncuxmakor u gpymrsexor” (Butler, 2012, str. 23—
24). Taunnje, Batneposa TBpAY [ia ce IICKxa HojeAMHIIa popMMpa Ha OCHOBY IPMMapHUX
BE3aHOCTH Yy PAHOM JIETMHCTBY IIyTe€M KOjUX ITOjeIMHALL yCBaja HOPMY KOjOM IIOTUCKYje
ozpebennu neo cebe mrto 3aysspar pesynryje crBapamweM cBectu (Butler, 2012, str. 13-16).
Oma To 6mKe objalimaBa TBPAHOM [ja Ce IMYHA CBECT MOjeAMHIIa GOpMUpa Ha OCHO-
By ofpebeHux mpaBuia Koja cTBapajy IpUBUA pasiuKe usMehy yHyTpalme 1uMeHsnje
IICUXe MOjeINHIIA 1 BeroBe crojpammocty (Butler, 2012, str. 24-25). CxofHO TOMe, OHa
3aK/pydyje fia je cybjexiuja Moryha jep ympaso, pykooscku cxsahena, Moh IpBo61THO f10-
BOJIY JIO HACTaHKA IICHXe MOjefIHIIa, LITO je IOTOM YMHI HOATI0XHOM cybjekiuju (Butler,
2012, str. 106-107). Ipyrum peunma, cybjexunja je Mmoryha jep Barieposa mpermocrasspa
fia TICUXa ¥ TUCIIO3UTUB MMAajy VICTY OHTOJIOTHMjy ¢ 063MPOM Ha TO Jja IICHXa N10je[MHI}a Ha-
CTaje HTepHaMM3alujoM mpaswia'® (Butler, 2012, str. 13-16).

®unozodp Mapk Kenn (Mark Kelly) kputukyje HaBenena cxBarama Llyaur Batnep
ykasyjyhu Ha meHO usjefHauaBare MojMoBa cybjexunje u cybjektuaruje y Pykoosom

15 To je nojam xojum ®poji objarumasa popmuparbe era. [Icuxy geTeTa IPBOOUTHO KapaKTepyILe
»IIPUMapHHU Haplu3aM’ KOju IMOfpa3yMeBa IIOTIYHM HeJOCTAaTaK KOHTPOJIe Hafl COIICTBEHUM
HaroHyMa. Ero HacTaje mouiro fete ,,MHTpojekTyje” ofpeheHe ApymTBeHe cTaHAap/ie HA OCHOBY
KOjuX Te HaroHe perynutie (Storr, 2001, str. 62-63).

16 TIpema Batneposoj, eo cebe Koju CyGjeKT Hernpa je Hberosa ,,ke/ba” Tj. MHTPOjeKLjOM HOPMU
13 IPOCTOpa BaH CBOje NCUXe MOjefiuHal] pery/uIle CONCTBEHO MOHAIIabe IPUXBATAkheM
Heucuymwemna ogpehennx xxempa (Batler, 2012, str. 14-15).
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pany" (Kelly, 2009, str. 88-89). Ono wmro Kenn He yBuba je na barieposa ncuxy mojegus-
ja BUIY Ha MCTY HauMH Kao mTto PyKo BUAM CYyOjeKTMBHOCTI Tj. Ka0 OFHOC CONCTBA Ca
cobom (Batler, 2012, str. 65-66). Ona cMarpa fia Taj OZHOC HAcTaje IIOMEHYTOM MHTEPHa-
JM3alijoM HOpMe KOjoM HacTaje cBecT nojenmHna (Batler, 2012, str. 67-70) mto HaM ro-
BOPM [Ia je Y ’eHOM Pajiy CBeCT M3jefjHaueHa ca camopedieKcujoM corcTpa. batneposa
THMe 3alajia y IOMeHYTY LMPKYIapHOCT CXBaTaka CYy0jeKTMBHOCTH Kao OfJHOCA COIICTBA
ca coboum, jep He ycreBa a 06jacHM HACTaHAK COICTBA Koje 61 IToTOM BpiInio pediie-
kcujy. Kenn uctude pa je 3a @ykoa npupopa colncTba UpeleBaHTHA IOLITO CE HeroB paj
CacTOj} Y UCTPAXKMBAKY UCTOPUjCKUX YC/IOBA Y OKBUPY KOjUX COTICTBO OCTBAPYje OFHOC
ca cobom (Kelly, 2009, str. 92-94). Moke ce, fakie, pehn fia je 3a ykoa cBecT McTopujcka
KOHCTaHTa a/li Jja CY OHOCHU KOje OHa YCIIOCTaB/ba ca CO60M I CPeficTBa KOja Y TOM IIpO-
Liecy KOPUCTI MICTOpUjcKe Bapujanuje koje oH ucrpaxyje (Kelly, 2013, str. 515). Kako cam
@DyKo TBpAM Y jeNHOM UHTEPBjyy:

»HeMare 1CTI OfHOC ca CO60M Kajla ce KOHCTUTYMILETe Kao IIOMUTIIKY CY0jeKT Koju
ujie fia T7Iaca VM Jia TOBOPY Ha MUTUHTY ¥ KaJla NCIyHaBaTe CBOje JKeJbe Y CEKCYaTHOM
onHocy. Hecymmuso mocroje Bese u unrepdepenyje usmebhy tux popmu cybjexra; anu
He 6aBMMO Ce MICTHM TUIIOM Cy0jeKTa. Y CBaKOM CJIy4ajy... YCIIOCTaB/baMo APyradmju TUII
ofiHOCa ca coboM. YIIpaBo je MCTOPUjcKa KOHCTUTYILMja TUX popMu CybjeKTa y OFHOCY ca
urpama uctuHe oHo urro Me 3annuma.” (Foucault, 1994, str. 290-291)

3ak/by4Ha pasMarpama — OyKo Kao MHTErpaTUBHY COLIMOIOT?

Ilopu Puriep (George Ritzer) onpebyje nHTerpaTuBHY COIMOMOLIKY TEOPH)Y Kao Te-
opujy umja je Hamepa fia mpeBasube mofeny Ha MUKpPO 1 MaKpO HIBOE JAPYIITBA Tj. Ha Jie-
Name aKTepa U IPYLITBEHe CTPYKTYype Koje ra gerepmuuuiry (Ritzer, 2009, str. 44-45).
Kao nmpepcraBHuKe Tor mpucryma Mmoxxemo uspsojutu [ljepa Bypaujea (Pierre Bourdieu)
u Exronnja Tupenca (Anthony Giddens). OHu npeBasmmase MUKpO-MaKpo mogeny ¢op-
mymuiryhu koHIenTe KojuMa objallmbaBajy Kako aKTepy CBOjUM JielambeM UCTOBpeMe-
HO PEIpOAyKyjy CTPYKType Koje To Aearbe yeroskasajy (Lallement, 2004, str. 129-137).

dykoosy Teopujy y TpeheM mepuopy MoxxeMo BUAETH Kao IIpUMep UHTETPATUBHE
connmornouike teopuje. Ipajdyc (Dreyfus) u Pabunos (Rabinow) merosy teopujy Hasu-
Bajy ,MHTEPIIPETATUBHOM aHAJIMTUKOM IIpaKce” U TBPfe Aa je mpumapHu pokyc dykoo-
BOT pajia aHa/IM3a UCTOPUjCKUX 00/IMKa KOXePeHIUje FUCKYPU3BHIUX 1 HeAVNCKYP3UBHUX
mpakcu (Dreyfus i Rabinow 2017, str. 181-182). OCHOBHM aHa/IUTUYKM 110jaM HETOBOT
pana je ,mpaBumo” Kao crenuduyHa ,Bapujabna’, kako enes tBpau (Deleuze, 1989, str.
118-119), kojom ce mmpakce Bofe. CybjeKTit CY y CBOM [ie/iatby YCIOB/BEHM TUM ITPABUINMA,
anmy ux Taxobe fienarmeM 1 penpoRyKyjy. Ta mpaBnia YnHe APYLUITBEHN CBET CTAOVTHUM U
IIpefBU/BMBIM, OHA O/IMYaBajy YTHUIIAj IPOLUIOCTY Ha CaflallllbOCT M PENYKY)jY KOHTMH-
reHiyjy gpymrseHor xusoTta (Deleuze, 1989, str. 118). Ilojmom mmpaBma Kao perynaro-
pa mpakcu Oyko mpeBasuIasy MOfeNTy Ha MUKPO ¥ MaKpo HMBOE APYILITBA 1 0bjallmaBa
OfIHOC fienatba 1 cTpyKType. Tako cxBahena npaBuia cy koHcTanTa PyKOOBOT paja 1t OMO-
ryhyjy Ham fa mpatyMo meros mporpec. IIpBu Hepros beroBor pajja MOXKeMo BIAETHU Kao
UCTpaXUBatbe IIPaBIIa IUCKYP3UBHE ITPaKce JOK O [PYyru IMOoApasyMeBao NHTEIPUCAHO

17 Bunm (Batler, 2012, str. 87).
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IpOy4aBarbe IPaBIIA AVCKYP3UBHIUX I HEAMUCKYP3UBHUX Ipakcu. [IpukbyunBame cybjex-
TBHOCTU y TpeheM mepropny 6u cTora mogpasyMeBaso NHTETPALY jOLI jefHe ANMeH3MUje
UCTpaXKMBamba CaulibeHe Of AUCKYP3UBHIX M HEIUCKYp3UBHMX Tpakcu. Hajseha mpen-
HocT Tpeher mepnoga PykooBor paja je UITO MHTErPaLjoM Cy6jeKTUBHOCTU Y OKBUP
cBOje Teopuje pyuin 6apujepy usmehy gpyTBeHOr 1 MHAUBUAYATHOL.
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SUBJECT IN THE WORK OF MICHEL FOUCAULT - THE
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(Translation In Extenso)

Abstract: By examining Foucault’s understanding of the subject we will try to answer
whether his work is better viewed as a form of theoretical continuity or discontinuity. We
begin by elaborating his basic theoretical notions. After that we analyze the relationship
between the subject and government in the second period of his work. We continue by
analyzing the relationship between the subject and government through the notion of the
“government by the truth” which he introduces in his third period. The last chapter deals
with some contradictions of Foucault’s understanding of the subject in his third period.
We conclude by stating that Foucault’s work overcomes the traditional sociological divide
between the micro and the macro levels of the social world.

Key words: Michel Foucault, subjectivity, reflexivity, the self, government

Introduction

According to Foucault’s admission, his work can be divided into three periods, each
of which corresponds to a certain topic: knowledge? , power?® and subjectivity* (Foucault,
2010, pp. 4-5). Such categorization opens up the issue of continuity in his work. The que-
stion arises whether Foucault’s work may be seen as a cumulative effort built upon pre-
vious findings or as three discontinued entities. The reviews of his own work add to this
confusion since, depending on the period he was in, he interprets his work in a different
manner. Accordingly, in “The Archaeology of Knowledge” he sees all his former works as

milanurosevic1993@yahoo.com

2 This period lasts from 1963 to 1969 and corresponds to his works “The Birth of the Clinic”, “Words
and Things” and “The Archaeology of Knowledge”. Foucault finds his first work, “A History of
Insanity in the Age of Reason’, published in 1961, as a combination of all three topics (Foucault,
2012, p. 119).

This period lasts from 1971 and Foucault’s inaugural lecture at Collége de France, entitled “The
Order of Discourse”, to 1976 and the first volume of “The History of Sexuality”. “The Order of
Discourse” may be seen as a turning point between the first and second period.

The third period lasts from 1980 and Foucault’s lecture at Dartmouth College to Foucault’s death
in 1984 and, among other things, it includes the second and third volume of “The History of
Sexuality”.
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examples of the research of discursive formations (Foucault, 1998, pp. 20-22), while, in
contrast, in his 1977 interview he claims that he researches power all the time (Foucault,
2012, p. 119). This confusion is not reduced by his 1982 interview in which Foucault per-
ceives his work as the research of historical forms of turning people into subjects (Foucault,
2017, p. 286).

It is the matter of the subject that makes the third period of Foucault’s work drastica-
lly different from the first two. In the first period, he considers the subject to be the “va-
riable” of discourse (Deleuze, 1989, pp. 14-15), while in the second period it is the effect
of normalizing power (Foucault, 1997, pp. 166-190). In the third period he introduces the
notion of subjectivity to mark the relation of the subject with itself (Foucault, 1988, pp. 29-
30) and it becomes the third axis of his work, whose historical forms he researches. Cer-
tain authors interpret that turn as Foucault’s deviation form determinism that characteri-
zed his former work and as a step towards considering the possibility of the existence of a
free subject (Dews, 1989; O’Leary, 2002).

Contrary to the perspective that sees the third period in discontinuity with the first
to, our idea is to present Foucault’s work as a cumulative venture integrating his previous
stages and building upon them. That is why we will attempt to reconstruct the theoreti-
cal contribution of his third period in the light of integrating the axis of subjectivity with
the axes of power and knowledge. We will show that at the end of the second period Fo-
ucault develops the governmentality theory by which he integrates the axes of power and
knowledge, but claims that the axis of subjectivity must also be integrated within it* (Fou-
cault, 2016, pp. 25-26). We will claim that he achieves such integration in the third period
of his work with the development of what he calls “government by the truth’, thus conne-
cting all three axes of his theoretical venture. Then we will indicate to certain deficiencies
and contradictions in the concept that Foucault fails to resolve. In the end, we will empha-
size that in the third period of his Foucault develops a social theory with which he surpa-
sses the division into micro and macro levels of the social world.

Practices, power and knowledge — Foucault’s theoretical
starting points

As Foucault asserts, the basic starting point of his theory are “practices” that imply
every form of discursive and non-discursive acting (Foucault, 2010d, p. 296). The sets of
organized practices are called “regimes of practices” by Foucault and he claims that his
aim is to understand the logic of their regulation (Foucault, 2010d, p. 296). More preci-
sely, the subject of his research is the rules by which practices are guided, which connect
them and make steady. According to Deleuze’s interpretation of Foucault sees the rules of
practice regulation as lines connecting different points, thus creating order in the “multi-
tude” (Deleuze, 1989, pp. 82-88). Therefore, a systematic regime of practice regulation is
created by rules which bring various practices to mutual relations on the basis of certain
logic (Deleuze, 1989, p. 83).

5 Foucault presented his research of what he refers to as “government” in the lectures at the College
de France from 1976, in the course called “Society Must Be Defended”, to 1979 and the course
“The Birth of Biopolitics”.
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In the first period of his work Foucault is focused on discursive practices and under-
standing their regularity® (Foucault, 1998, p. 81). He claims that regularity is ensured by
“rules of education” which in the shape of “curves” connect statements as basic units of
discourse (Foucault, 1998, p. 43; Deleuze, 1989, pp. 82-83). According to Foucault, a state-
ment is every form of discursive acting which is in relation with a certain set of rules, and
it assumes meaning in relation to them (Foucault, 1998, pp. 104-105). The rules he calls
“episteme” in his work “Words and Things” determine the relations which may be formed
between statements, and thus notions and objects that can be spoken about (Foucault,
1971, pp. 65-66). More precisely, Foucault asserts that the episteme determines the possi-
ble “knowledge” understood as a set of everything that may be said about a certain set of
objects on the basis of the episteme rules” (Foucault, 1998, pp. 195-196).

The second period of Foucault’s work is marked by his research of the integration of
discursive and non-discursive practices. In his 1976 interview he claims that by researching
discursive practices he realized that he had neglected the non-discursive sphere and the
effect of discursive practices on it (Foucault, 2010a, p. 144). Furthermore, Foucault expla-
ins that he tried to solve that problem by researching the interrelations of the rules of dis-
cursive and non-discursive practice through researching power (Ibid, pp. 144-145). For
him power is a regulated set of relations among individuals through which effects are made
on their acting (Foucault, 2017, p. 301; Foucault, 2012, p. 178). As in the case of discursive
practices, Foucault sees power as a form or relations, i.e. a set of rules which are establis-
hed in an area between a certain set of elements (Deleuze, 1989, pp. 76-77).

Foucault names non-discursive and discursive practices “power” and “knowledge”,
trying to explain their complex relation (Foucault, 1997, p. 180). Power and knowledge
have a different nature, as he asserts, but they are immanent to each other and cannot be
separated (Foucault, 2010, p. 347). According to Deleuze, both types of practice are “mu-
tually supposed and assumed”, which, in other words, means that they enable each other
(Deleuze, 1989, p. 79). Gayatri Spivak explains the relation between power and knowled-
ge in Foucault by claiming that knowledge traces the trajectories on the basis of which
the relations will be able to form later (Spivak, 1993, p. 37). Therefore, the practices of
knowledge form objects which can be perceived and understood, thus enabling the acting
of power, and that is how Foucault solves the problem of the relation between discursive
and non-discursive practices.

Foucault studies the complex power/knowledge from its work “Discipline and Puni-
sh’, attempting to find rationality uniting both types of practices. His research in that work
can be seen as the research of institutions at the meso level of the social world. The insti-
tution of prison becomes an integration field of power and knowledge within what Fou-
cault calls “strategy”. For him, a strategy constitutes mutual chaining and tying of the rules
regulating the practices of power and knowledge (Foucault, 2012, pp. 142-143). Strategies

¢ Foucault identifies his research of discourse with the late period in the work of Wittgenstein and his
understanding of the language as a set of language games which determine the meaning of words
according to internal rules (Davidson, 1997, pp. 2-3; Wittgenstein, 1980, pp. 61-62).

7 Deleuze explains Foucault’s understanding of positivity and knowledge as a “combination of ex-
pressive and visible’, i.e. as a layout of statements which enable the appearance of certain objects
in discourse and speech about them (Deleuze, 1989, p. 56).
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have the form of a “diagram” representing rationality according to which the integration is
performed of the practices of power and knowledge with the aim of regulating certain ele-
ments® (Deleuze, 1989, p. 77; Foucault, 1982, pp. 85-86).

Final integration of power and knowledge
- Foucault’s governmentality theory

After publishing the first volume of “The History of Sexuality”, Foucault develops the
theory of “governmentality” which becomes the notion that will gradually replace the noti-
on of “power” in his work (Foucault, 2010, p. 4). He determines government as an influen-
ce on the “field of possibilities”, thus modifying the chances for certain forms of behaviour
(Foucault, 2017, p. 302). This determination does not differ substantially from the previo-
us determination of the notion of power and the difference can rather be seen in the very
focus of research. Namely, Foucault emphasizes that the analysis of power cannot be per-
formed only at the level of institutions (Foucault, 2017, p. 306). He also asserts that “go-
vernment” constitutes a network that permeates the entire society and puts an emphasis
on the state as a point uniting that network (Foucault, 2017, p. 306).

Therefore, we may see Foucault’s governmentality theory as an extrapolation of his
research of prison institutions at the state level, i.e. from the meso to macro level. For the
sake of that venture, Foucault reformulates certain notions in order to determine the na-
ture of government practice as precisely as possible. The first notion he introduces is the
“regime of truth’, which largely reminds of episteme, but in this formulation it more pre-
cisely refers to the connection with the relations of power. Foucault determines the regime
of truth as a set of procedures for producing statements whose effects enable acting (Fo-
ucault, 2005, pp. 37-38; Foucault, 2012, p. 134). More specifically, the regime of truth is a
set of rules making certain objects intelligible for the influence of power (Weir, 2008, p.
368). The following notion is “dispositive”, which represents the reformulation of the noti-
on of strategy. For Foucault, the dispositive represents a matrix of relations between hete-
rogeneous practices, discursive and non-discursive, which produce certain effects in their
interrelation (Foucault, 2012, pp. 174-175). In Deleuze’s interpretation, the dispositive in-
tegrates practices of power and knowledge by drawing the lines of their connection and
mutual influence (Deleuze, 1992, p. 160).

By developing the new theory vocabulary Foucault reaches the determination of go-
vernment as a practice with the dispositive as a basic technical instrument (Foucault, 2014,
p- 127). In other words, government may be determined as a practice of establishing conne-
ctions between the elements of the dispositive, i.e. the integration line of specific regimes of
truth and specific practices of power’. With the concept of government Foucault integrates
the axes of power and knowledge at the macro level of the social world, with the state as
the ultimate instance of government. In the next step he historicizes that concept empha-
sizing that the dispositive appears as a response to a certain historical situation that seems

8 In case of the institution of prison, “panopticon” is an example of a strategy created with the aim

of regulating the body of prisoners (Foucault, 1997, pp. 131-137).
® The forms of government in a certain period which connect specific practices of power with specific

regimes of truth are called “technologies of power”, “political technologies” or “political rationali-
ties” by Foucault (Foucault, 2010c¢, pp. 245-262; Williams, 2001, p. 178).
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problematic (Foucault, 2012, p. 175). In that way his research of government assumes the
form of social history of practices of dispositive organization.

At the beginning of the third period Foucault points out that the development of su-
bjectivity in the West may be understood only by studying historical forms of integrati-
on of “governing others” and “governing oneself” (Foucault, 2016, pp. 25-26). With this
he announces the extension of the idea of government so that, together with the axes of
power and knowledge, it also integrates the axis of subjectivity (Deleuze, 1992, pp. 160-
161). By doing so, Foucault would use the concept of government to integrate the micro
and macro levels of the society by establishing a single line connecting all levels, from the
state as the highest instance of government, to the individual self. By researching govern-
ment Foucault reveals that it contains unique logic which is constant, while forms of the
dispositive alternate. He researches the genealogy of that logic from pre-Christian East
to modern age when, according to him, it becomes the logic of governing the state (Fo-
ucault, 2014, pp. 136-197). Foucault refers to that logic as “governmentality” and asserts
that it contains the attempt of the governing instance to govern every individual mem-
ber of the community™ (Koljevi¢, 2010, p. 36). Governmentality, in other words, is a form
of power striving to establish the relation between the governing instance and subjecti-
vity of each individual (Golder, 2007, pp. 166-167). In his research Foucault studies the
historical process through which the logic of governmentality seizes the entire society by
putting the relations of power between individuals and institutions into a specific relation
with the state (Koljevi¢, 2010, pp. 34-35). The state becomes a “relay” for the above-men-
tioned relations of power, which means that it is not their source and does not determine
them directly, but all relations of power in the society are formed in reference to the state
(Foucault, 2017, p. 306). According to Foucault, it means that the state is the instance of
organization and rationalization of relations of power in the society, which means that
it is the instance of regulation of the dispositive (Foucault, 2017, p. 306). In that way, the
relation between the micro and macro spheres is established in his concept, i.e. Foucault
finds a complex set of relations of power by which he connects the subjectivity of the in-
dividual with the state as the highest instance of government (Kozomara, 2001, pp. 177-
178). It is in the third period that Foucault develops the concept of government by which
he includes that relation as well.

Subject in the second period of Foucault’s work - relation
between government and subject

In order to understand how Foucault includes the axis of subjectivity in his gover-
nmentality theory, we must look at the role of the subject in the second period. For that
purpose we must distinguish between the notions of “subjection” and “subjectivation”
The axis of subjectivity introduced by Foucault in the third period represents a specific di-
mension made of the relations that the individual forms with oneself (Foucault, 1988, pp.
29-30). That dimension is the process through which the individual forms itself into the

19 Government according to Foucault becomes the basic logic of governing the state in the 17
century. He refers to the period preceding it as the “age of sovereignty”, claiming that during that
age the main focus of authorities was to establish control over a territory (Foucault, 2014, p. 83).
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subject, and he calls it the process of “subjectivation” (Davidson, 2016, pp. 58-59). Altho-
ugh the relation of that dimension and the dispositive will not be considered by Foucault
until the third period, even during the second period of his work he researches the conne-
ction of the subject with the dispositive and thus the relation of the individual and gover-
nment. In that period the subject is considered to be an effect of the rules of the disposi-
tive, while he refers to the transformation of an individual into the subject as “subjection”
(Strozier, 2002, p. 12).

According to Foucault, subjection is the process that includes the “position of the
subject” contained by the dispositive, which consists of a set of rules intended for pro-
gramming the individual’s acting. For Foucault, the individual is “primary material” which
cannot exist outside the context of a specific dispositive (Strozier, 2002, p. 9). Therefore, the
individual becomes the subject only after it regulates its own acting by the above-mentio-
ned rules (Gordon, 1999, p. 399). In that way, the rules of the individual’s acting are cha-
ined with the rules of regulating the practices of power and knowledge within the dispo-
sitive. In that respect, the position of the subject within the dispositive can be seen as a
specific strategy of regulating the behaviour of individuals which is part of the overall stra-
tegy of government (Strozier, 2002, pp. 58-59).

Such understanding of the subject in Foucault’s second period opened a series of que-
stions and debates which frequently start from the etymological origin of the word “subje-
ct” in the meaning of “subordinate” (Balibar, 1994, p. 8; Butler, 2012, p. 10; Butler, 2000,
p. 18). If for Foucault the subject is essentially a matter of the process of subjection, i.e.
subordination, a question arises about the instance to which the individual is subordina-
te in order to become the subject.

In order to answer that question, we must look at his comment that the subject .. is
not a substance, it is a form” (Foucault, 1994, p. 290). That form constitutes exactly those
rules contained in the above-mentioned position of the subject, intended for the regulati-
on of the individual’s acting. In researching the institution of prison in his work “Discipline
and Punish” Foucault shows how on the basis of different practices of power and knowled-
ge, “norms” are created. A norm involves a rule which is applied by the instance of power
in regulating the behaviour of individuals in different institutions (Foucault, 1997, pp. 179-
180). In the course of Foucault’s research of government, the norm will be replaced by the
notion of the “network of intelligibility” which implies the “inter-space between the state
and individuals’, on the basis of which the state governs them (Foucault, 2005, p. 344). With
such interpretations Foucault largely reminds of his teacher Althusser (Foucault, 2010b,
p- 183). Althusser claimed that subjects were created on the basis of the practices created
in the institutions he called “state’s ideological apparatuses” (Althusser, 2009, pp. 26-33).
In his opinion, those practices are regulated by certain “rituals” which are internalized by
individuals, thus becoming subjects (Althusser, 2009, p. 61). We can notice that Foucault
and Althusser see subjection as internalization of the set of rules by the individual whose
acting is subsequently regulated by those rules (Butler, 2001, pp. 33-34).

Althusser is not mentioned here by chance. Namely, the Slovenian philosopher Mla-
den Dolar criticizes Althusser and Foucault in an identical manner in two different texts.
According to Dolar, both authors neglect the ontological status of the “rules” which play
a role of the regulators of practices in their respective work. He claims that Althusser, in
an attempt to conceptualize ideology without idealistic undertones, neglects the fact that
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“rituals” regulating “material practices of ideology” have non-material existence (Dolar,
1993, pp. 90-91). Moreover, Dolar asserts that in “Discipline and Punish” Foucault, trying
to dispose of the idea of the sovereign as the centre of power, develops the theory of “mi-
cro-relations” regulated by the logic of panopticon which in turn assumes the very role of
the removed centre (Dolar, 2012, pp. 121-122). In both cases Dolar introduces the Laca-
nian idea of “the Great Other” as a necessary non-material supplement that makes mate-
rial practices meaningful and repeatable’’. If we look at Foucault’s idea of the dispositive
regulated by the diagram of relations as a unique logic, we will realize that in his theory
he replaces the role of the Great Other and that Dolar’s critique is unsubstantial. His cri-
tique is important for our work because it indicates that the rules regulating the dispo-
sitive contain unique ontological existence. Due to that, at this point we can answer the
question about the instance of subordinating the individual in the course of subjection.
Through subjection the individual becomes part of the dispositive and is subjected to its
logic by internalizing the set of rules that harmonize his acting with the logic of the rules
of the dispositive'>

We have mentioned several times that the rules are “internalized”, so a question ari-
ses about the space in which such internalization is performed. Going back to the notions
we introduced at the beginning of the chapter, it seems clear that this space is subjectivity.
In the critique of Althusser’s theory of ideology, Dolar introduces Lacan’s term “extima-
cy” to describe the element of the Great Other adopted by the subject, around which the
subject’s subjectivity is formed' (Dolar, 1993, p. 78). He uses that notion to explain subje-
ction as internalization of “voice of the Great Other” (Dolar, 2012a, pp. 143-144). In Fou-
cault’s interpretation, extimacy would obviously consist of the set of rules internalized in
the course of subjection. Subjection is made problematic in the second period of his work
by the fact that he completely neglects the dimension of subjectivity (Kelly, 2013, p. 511).
At that point Foucault’s understanding of subjection is similar to Althussers’s idea of in-
terpellation' as a process in which individuals become subjects (Althusser, 2009, p. 70).
In both views the dimension of subjectivity is completely indistinct and it seems as if the
individual, by internalizing the “voice of the Great Other”, mechanically transforms into
the subject. Therefore, in such understanding of subjection, by becoming the subject thro-
ugh inclusion in the subject position, the individual simultaneously becomes, paradoxi-
cally, the subject of acting of the dispositive itself (Gordon, 1999, pp. 399-400; Foucault,
1997, p. 187). Such paradox will make Foucault include the axis of subjectivity in his go-
vernmentality theory during the third period, and thus the individuals reflection on the
process of subjection itself.

11 For more about Dolar’s understanding of the idea of “the Great Other” (Dolar, 2017, pp. 177-244).

12 Accordingly, Deleuze refers to subjection as “diagramization” of the individual (Deleuze, 1989,
p. 106).

13 For more details about extimacy (Lacan, 1992, p. 71, 139).

14 Althusser takes that notion from the psychoanalyst Jacques Lacan who uses it to explain the process
in which ego is created with small children. He claims that ego is formed through language learning
because a child identifies himself with the position of the subject supposed by the position of the
subject (Lacan, 1983, pp. 5-12).
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Reflexive subject in the third period of Foucault’s work — towards
the government of truth

In order to avoid the mechanistic understanding of subjection, in the third period Fo-
ucault includes the axis of subjectivity into his theory of governmentality and the disposi-
tive. He approaches the axis of subjectivity through subjectivation understood as an acti-
vity of reflexivity by which the individual realizes the relationship with himself (Foucault,
2003, p. 574). In this manner, the dimension of subjectivity becomes opens to the influence
of the axes of power and knowledge and, consequently, for integration in the dispositive.

Like Althusser, who illustrates his concept of interpellation with an imaginary en-
counter of an individual and a policeman in the street (Althusser, 2009, p. 69), Foucault
quotes an example of the 19 century psychiatrist Leuret who explains that he treated
one patient by forcing him to confess openly to being “sick” and to call himself “mad”
(Foucault, 2014, pp. 11-12). Unlike Althusser, for whom the policeman’s address illus-
trates an automatic process of converting the individual into the subject by “the Great
Other”, the scene from Foucault’s work may be perceived as an illustration of his idea
about the connection of subjection and subjectivation. The psychiatrist as the governing
instance of makes the individual connect with the subject position of a “madman”, but
through his own confession (Butler, 2016, p. 78). The act of “confession” is a procedure
in which the governing instance drives the individual towards internalization of the set
of rules for constituting his subjectivity (Butler, 2016, p. 80). Therefore, subjection oc-
curs by means of subjectivation.

That form of government is exactly what Foucault refers to as “government by the
truth” (Foucault, 2014, pp. 1-10). Judith Butler interprets that form of government as in-
ternalization of the “view of power”, which results in the connecting the individual with a
specific position of the subject (Butler, 2016, pp. 79-80). The “truth” in that formulation re-
fers to a set of rules the individual internalizes and uses to “code” his own subjectivity; the
focus of Foucault’s third period is exactly throwing light on that process (Deleuze, 1989, p.
106). We have mentioned that government is performed by regulating the dispositive that
consists of the axis of discursive practices of knowledge and of the axis of non-discursive
practices of power. The axis of subjectivity consists of both types of practices and that is
why Foucault frequently calls it the axis of “self government’, asserting that it consists of
the “technologies of the self” (Foucault, 2016, pp. 25-27).

The notion of truth, mentioned in the previous paragraphs, will be explained better
if we look at the concept of the “games of truth” used by Foucault synonymously with the
notion of the technology of the self. In his concept, the games of truth are sets of “modes
of veridiction” which can be most generally determined as the norms for accepting or re-
jecting certain propositions (Detel, 1998, p. 9; Foucault, 2010, p. 310; Foucault, 1994, p.
297). In other words, the game of truth is a set of norms functioning as a kind of “episte-
me of subjectivity” and coding the process in which the individual achieves the relations-
hip with himself (McGushin, 2007, pp. 8-9).

The games of truth can be seen as “networks of intelligibility” through which certa-
in elements of the subject are revealed to him, thus becoming susceptible to government
(Colwell, 1994, p. 67). By was of explanation, the games of truth enable the subject to obje-
ctify himself and, consequently, to govern himself as well (McGushin, 2011, pp. 128-129).
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It is made possible for those modes of veridiction which, like epistemes, regulate the appe-
arance of certain aspects of the subject as discursive objects about which knowledge can
be formed subsequently (Han, 2002, p. 164; Jambet, 1992, p. 240). Those aspects of the su-
bject become the matter to which the subject, by governing himself, gives a form (Jambet,
1992, p. 241). Furthermore, with modes of veridiction the subject is guided towards those
practices which should be governed by that part of himself, as well as towards the goals
which such government should strive for (Foucault, 2014, p. 32).

We realize that the games of truth include the same elements as the strategies of go-
vernment: (1) object, (2) practice and (3) aim of government, so they can be called stra-
tegies of self government. We will conclude that the axis of subjectivity is included in the
framework of the dispositive through the act of confession in which the individual adopts
the strategy of self government harmonized with the logic of dispositive (Prado, 2000, p.
80). Therefore, the “government of truth” implies the government through the production
of adequate games of truth, in which manner Foucault finally unites subjection and subje-
ctivation. With the concept of the “government of truth” he also develops the governmen-
tality theory that unites micro and macro spheres of the society - from the instance of the
state to the subjectivity of the individual.

Contradictions of Foucault’s view of subjectivation — what is the
self that constitutes itself?

Etienne Balibar interprets subjection as a process of becoming the subject through
subordination to an external authority, while he sees subjectivation as internalization of
that authority so that it looks like subordination to oneself (Balibar, 1994, pp. 8-10). Fou-
cault uses the same way to connect subjection and subjectivation through the game of truth
which he also explains as a set of “obligations” connecting the individual to a certain posi-
tion of the subject (Foucault, 2019, p. 21). Accordingly, both Balibar and Foucault see su-
bjectivation as internalization of the “voice of the Great Other” which, like a matrix, har-
monizes the process of the self constituting itself with the logic of dispositive.

We have mentioned that the process of self-constitution of the self is performed by
reflection with which it forms the relationship to oneself. A question arises about the sta-
tus of the self in Foucault’s understanding of subjectivation because, as Peter Dews claims,
“the paradox of a reflexive account of self-construction is that the self must already exist
in order to construct itself” (Dews, 1989, p. 40). Deleuze refers to the axis of subjectivity in
Foucault as a “fold” and claims that the lines of dispositive “double” in the space of subje-
ctivity, making it a dimension in which the “relation of power with oneself, power to affect
oneself” is created (Deleuze, 1989, p. 103). We observe that Deleuze speaks of the manner
in which the dispositive covers the relationship of the self with itself, but completely avo-
ids the consideration of the very nature of the self.

In her work “The Psychic Life of Power” Judith Butler attempts to resolve that issue by
combining psychoanalysis with Foucault’s ideas. Relying on Freud’s idea of “introjection””,

15 That is the notion Freud uses to explain the formation of ego. The child’s psyche is initially char-
acterized by “primary narcissism” that implies total lack of control over one’s own urges. Ego is
created after the child “introjects” certain social standards on the basis of which those urges are
regulated (Storr, 2001, pp. 62-63).
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she claims that the individual’s psyche is created by internalization of the norm creating
the “borders between the psychic and the social” (Butler, 2012, pp. 23-24). More precisely,
Butler alleges that the individual’s psyche is formed on the basis of primary connections in
early childhood through which the individual adopts the norm in order to suppress a cer-
tain part of himself which, in turn, results in the creation of conscience (Butler, 2012, pp.
13-16). She explains it more closely claiming that the individual’s personal conscience is
formed on the basis of certain rules which create the impression of difference between the
internal dimension of the individual’s psyche and his exterior (Butler, 2012, pp. 24-25). Ac-
cordingly, she concludes that subjection is possible because it is exactly the power under-
stood in Foucaultian manner that initially leads to the creation of the individual’s psyche,
which subsequently makes it susceptible to subjection (Butler, 2012, p. 19, pp. 106-107).
In other words, subjection is possible because Butler supposes that psyche and dispositi-
ve have the same ontology since the individual’s psyche is created by internalization of the
rules'® (Butler, 2012, pp. 13-16).

Philosopher Mark Kelly criticizes above-mentioned Judith Butler’s vies by indicating
to her equalization of the notions of subjection and subjectivation in Foucault’s work"’
(Kelly, 2009, pp. 88-89). What Kelly does not realize is that Butler sees the psyche of the in-
dividual in the same manner as Foucault sees the axis of subjectivity, i.e. as a relationship of
the self with itself (Butler, 2012, pp. 65-66). Butler thinks that such relationship is created
by the above-mentioned internalization of the norm in which the individual’s conscience
is created (Butler, 2012, pp. 67-70), which shows us that in her work conscience is equiva-
lent to the self-reflection of the self. In that way Butler falls into the already mentioned cir-
cularity of the understanding of subjectivity as a relationship of the self with itself because
she does not manage to explain the creation of the self that would then perform reflecti-
on. Kelly emphasizes that for Foucault the nature of the self is irrelevant since his work is
concentrated on researching historical conditions within which the self realizes the rela-
tionship with itself (Kelly, 2009, pp. 92-94). Therefore, it may be said that Foucault cons-
cience is a historical constant, but the relationships it establishes with itself and the means
used in that process are historical variations he studies (Kelly, 2013, p. 515). This is what
Foucault himself asserted in an interview:

“You do not have the same type of relationship to yourself when you constitute your-
self as a political subject who goes to vote or who speaks at a meeting and when you seek
to realize your desire in a sexual relation. Undoubtedly there are relationships and interfe-
rences between these different forms of the subject; but we are not dealing with the same
type of subject. In each case... one establishes a different type of relationship to oneself.
And it is precisely the historical constitution of these various forms of the subject in rela-
tion to the games of truth which interests me” (Foucault, 1994, pp. 290-291)

16 According to Butler, the part of the self which is negated by the subject is his “desire’, i.e. through
“introjection of norms from the space outside his psyche, the individual regulates his own be-
haviour by accepting the non-fulfillment of certain desires (Butler, 2012, pp. 14-15).

17 See (Butler, 2012, p. 87).
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Final considerations — Foucault as an integrative sociologist?

George Ritzer determines the integrative sociological theory as a theory intended to
overcome the division into micro and macro levels of the society, i.e. into the acting of the
actor and the social structure determining it (Ritzer, 2009, pp. 44-45). The outstanding re-
presentatives of that approach are Pierre Bourdieu and Anthony Giddens. They overcome
the micro-macro division by formulating concepts through which they explain how actors
in their acting simultaneously reproduce structures which condition such acting (Lalle-
ment, 2004, pp. 129-137).

Foucault’s theory in the third period may be seen as an example of the integrative so-
ciological theory. Dreyfus and Rabinow call his theory the “interpretative analytics of pra-
ctice’, claiming that the primary focus of Foucault’s work is the analysis of historical forms
of coherence of discursive and non-discursive practices (Dreyfus and Rabinow, 2017, pp.
181-182). The basic analytical notion of his work is the “rule” as a specific “variable’, as
Deleuze asserts (Deleuze, 1989, pp. 118-119), by which practices are guided. Subjects are
conditioned by those rules in their acting, but also reproduce them through acting. Those
rules make the social world stable and predictable; they reflect the impact of the past on
the present and reduce contingency of social life (Deleuze, 1989, p. 118). With the notion
of rules as regulators of practices Foucault surpasses the division into micro and macro le-
vels of the society and explains the relation between acting and structure. The rules under-
stood in that manner are the constant of Foucault’s work, enabling us to follow his progress.
The first period of his work may be seen as the research of the rules of discursive practi-
ce, while the second period would imply the integrated study of the rules of discursive and
non-discursive practices. The inclusion of subjectivity in the third period would therefo-
re imply integration of another research dimension consisting of discursive and non-dis-
cursive practices. The greatest advantage of the third period of Foucault’s work is that by
integrating subjectivity into the framework of his theory he destroys the barrier between
the social and the individual.
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