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Jlyunjana

Mapusu 3a efHa WK3oreHesa

Ha N0J10BATA pa3JiuKa

JluHUjaTa HA HACTAHYBAKETO HE € O/IpeZieHa O/ TOUKUTE
KOW Taa TH MOBP3yBa, UJIM MHaK OJf TOUKUTE KOU ja
COYMHYBAaT, TYKy COCeMa CIIPOTUBHO, Taa MIUHYBa ITIOMery
TOYKUTE, BJIIETYBA OTCPEIE, BPBU BEPTUKAJIHO O] IPBO3a-
OeJie;kaHUTE TOYKH 1A O/TU TPAHCBEP3AIIHO JI0 O[PETHIII-
HaTa BpCKa CO 0/i/lajIeYeHH I COCeTHU TOUKU.'

Axo mouMoT KuOOpr HE HaTepa OFHOBO Jla 0OMUCTIIMeE
IITO € JKeHCKOCTAa U IITO NMpaBu (GEeMHHHUCTUYKATA
MOJINTHKA, TOTAIl € BaXKHO /1A ce 3alpaliamMe KOU Ce
HOBUTE MOJAJUTETH HA IMOJIOBAaTA pa3JNKa KOU Ce
pamupwuja oJi HETOBOTO MojaByBame. Ha mpumep, eHO
IIOBHUMATEJIHO pasrjeflyBambe Ha KuOepheMUHUCTHY-
KaTa JjuaTeparypa ro orkpuna gesnoro Ha Cexnu IlmaHT
(Sadie Plant) kako 6e3MaKy peZloK UCKJIYYOK BO
KPUTHYKUTE 7e0aTh OKOJIy MpoOeMuTe Ha MOJI0BOTO
OTEJIOTBOPYBalhe M OECTeIeCHOCT, HaMeTHATH oJ1 Ouo-
WHGOPMATHIKHUTE KAITUTATIUCTUYKU TEXHOJIOTUH, OU/1E)-
KU € HaCOYEHO KOH CO/IaBame Ha HOBHU MOJIAJINTETH HA
mos.? [I1aHT He ja orpaHMYyBa cBOjaTa KPUTUYKA
MIPOHUKJIUBOCT CaMO Ha MH(POPMATUUYKUTE HAYKH 32 /A
T'Yl TIOBTOPU JIOMHUHAHTHUTE KyJITYPHU KOHCTPYKIIMH 32
JKEHCKOCTa BO O/THOC Ha MAIIMHUTE, TYKY jaCHO IIpezijiara
HOB METO/T HAa PA3MUC/IyBamhe 32 JKEHCKOCTA KOj ce IIUPHU
KOH €/THa OHTOJIOTHja Ha HACTaHyBae, HAMECTO /A TaIIKa
BO penpe3eHTaTHBHATA PaMKa HA JKEHCKHUOT UJEHTUTET.

Luciana

Parisi For a Schizogenesis

of Sexual Difference

A line of becoming is not defined by points that it con-
nects, or by points that compose it; on the contrary, it
passes between points, it comes up through the middle, it
runs perpendicular to the points first perceived, trans-
versally to the localizable relation to distant or contigu-
ous points.!

If the notion of the cyborg has forced us to rethink what
femininity is and what a feminist politics does then it has
become important to ask which are the new modalities of
sexual difference that have sprawled in its aftermath? For
example, a closer look at cyberfeminist literature sees
Sadie Plant’s work as an almost unique exception in criti-
cal debates about the problems of sexual embodiment and
disembodiment posed by bioinformatic capitalist tech-
nologies, as it is geared towards the production of new
modalities of sex.? Plant does not limit her critical insights
into information sciences to a reiteration of the dominant
cultural constructions of femininity in relation to ma-
chines, but clearly proposes a new method to think of femi-
ninity that stretches towards an ontology of becoming
rather than dwelling upon the representative framework
of women’s identity. The same cannot be said for the re-
cently published cyberfeminist literature that has seen a
significant dis-intensification of innovative critique after
the critical hype of the 9os, which is now revamping fa-
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HcroTto He OM MOXKeJIO /1a ce peue 3a HeoZaMHa HU3/1a-
neHara kubepeMUHUCTUYKA JIUTepaTypa Koja, 0 OHOj
3HavYaeH HAIUIUB BO JIEBE/IECETTUTE, OeJIeKU 3HAUUTETHO
obeccuiyBame O] MTHOBATUBHA KPUTHUKA, U KOJaIlITO TH
00HOBYBa MO3HATUTE MOUMH 32 OTEJIOTBOPYBAE,
CTaBajKU ja »KEHCKOCTa BO €/HA BeKe YTBpPJEHA IIeMa
(mOMMHAHTHA UAE0JIOTHja, 03HAYYBAYKU CTPYKTYPH,
CHCTEMU Ha pemnpeseHTanuja).? Bo oBoj ciy4aj, chaka-
IbETO Ha JKEHCKOCTA € IIPUJIArOZIEHO /1A COO/IBETCTBYBA HA
rmosiok0arta Ha TeJI0To co (parMeHTHPAHUTE KaTerOPUH
Ha perpe3eHTalyja: IPHO U 0eJ10, XOMOCEKCYaJeH U
XeTepoceKcyaseH, pabOTHHYKA Kjlaca M CpefHa KJaca
uTH. Ha cotiueH HauYmH, BpCKaTa co MAIIMHUTE ITIOCTOjaHO
€ OmToBapeHa co MpobjeMHUTe OKOJIYy KOPUCTEHETO,
nHTep(dEjCOT U MPUCTAITHOCTA, KOU OJTHOBO BOBE/I0A €ZTHO
OHTOJIOIIKO OTCTOjaHWE Mery MUCJIEHETO U JIejCTBY-
BamETO, YMOT U TeJIOTO UTH. OBa HE 3HAUU JIeKa OBUE
paboTu He ce 0/ BAKHOCT BO KOHTEKCTOT Ha OMOMHGOP-
MAaTHYKUOT KanuTajm3aMm. HampoTus, co oBaa craTuja
cakaM J1a yKaskaM JieKa 3a /1a ce caTh HUBHATA BAXKHOCT
THe Tpeba 71a ce HypHAT BO €IHO IOIIHMPOKO I0JIe Ha
OZTHOCH, KOEIIITO Ke CTaHe jJaCHO MaJIKy IOJOIIHA, U
KOEIIITO COAP>KU 30MPOBU HAa NMPOMEHU U AudepeHIu-
januu HU3 CKaJid HAa Mepeme U IparoBu. 3HA4Yu, HA
BpCKaTa mmoMery >KE€HCKOCTa U TEXHOJIOTHjaTa BO aBaa
cTaTHja ke U ce MPHje O €HO HOBO IJIEUIITE KOE Ce
IIpOTeTa /I0 OHTOJIOTHUjaTa Ha HACTAHYBaHKETO, HCTOBPE-
MEHO IMOCOYYBAjKH T'Ml OHTOJIOIIKUTE MpobIeMu Ha
KnOephEeMUHUCTUYKHIOT TOJUTUYKNA KOPCOKAK ITOMeEry
€CEeHIINjaTU3MOT ¥ KOHCTPYKTHBU3MOT.

Bo MOMEHTOB € OUTHO /Jla ce HArJacHu JleKa HOBUTE
MOZQJINTETH HA II0JIOBATa Pa3JIMKA, KOU OJi HEOJ[aMHA
BJIMjaaT Bp3 GPEMUHUCTHUYKATA MOJUTUKA, TJIABHO Ce
IIOTKPEIeH! CO TEOPUH Ha MOCT(GHEMUHU3MOT WUJIH MOCT-
ponoBuot bemunuzam.* IIpes aa ro o6jacHIMe BiIUjaHU-
€TO Ha OBHE TEOPHUH, MOXKebu ke Oujie 071 3HAUEHE Ja ja

miliar notions of embodiment locating femininity in a pre-
established grid (dominant ideology, signifying structures,
systems of representation).? In this case, the notion of
femininity has been readjusted to rematch the position of
the body with the fragmented categories of representa-
tion — white and black, gay and straight, working class
and middle class and so on. Similarly, the relation with
machines has been congealed around issues of usability,
interface, and access that have reinstalled an ontological
distance between thinking and doing, mind and body and
so on. This is not to say that these issues are unimportant
in the context of bioinformatic capitalism. On the con-
trary, this article suggests that to grasp their importance,
they need to be plunged in a wider field of relations, which
accounts, as it will become clearer later, for assemblages
of change and differentiation across scales and thresh-
olds. In this article then the relation between femininity
and technology will be approached from a new standpoint
that pushes further the ontology of becoming whilst indi-
cating the ontological problems of the cyberfeminist po-
litical impasse between essentialism and constructivism.

At this point, it is important to highlight that new mo-
dalities of sexual difference recently influencing feminist
politics have been mostly sustained by theories of post-
feminism or post-gender feminism.# Before explaining the
implications of these theories, it might be relevant to high-
light the crucial role that scientific theories and technolo-
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HarJlacuMe KJIy9HaTa yJiora IITO ja Oiurpaa HayYHUTE
TEOPUU U TEXHOJIOTUHM Ha KOMyHHUKAIlUja U Pa3MHOXKY-
Bambe BO KyJITypHATa MOJIUTHUKA HA POAOT.> Bo KHIKeB-
HOCTa Ha KHOEPIaHKOT, a moceOHO BO Aies1aTa Ha OKTaBHja
E. Batsep (Octavia E. Butler), HoBuTe MomauTeTn Ha
[0JIOBaTa pa3jnKa ce BO KpajHAa Mepa HU3JI0KEHH Ha
HAYUHOT HAa KOj KUOEPHETUYKUTE OHMOTEXHOJIOTHUU TO
U3MeHU]ja HAIIETO IONMakhe 32 JKEHCKOCTa U TeJI0TO.°

VYiirre Bo paHUTE JIEBEIECETTU TOJIMHU, TOUMHUTE ,,KHOOPT™
U ,CUTyupaHu 3Haewa“ Ha Jlona Xapasej (Donna
Haraway) cranaa KJIy4HH 32 HCTPa>KyBaFbeTO Ha KYJITYP-
HaTa, IOJINTUYKATa U EKOHOMCKaTa TpaHcopManuja Ha
KaIlUTATU3MOT, KOj Ce IIOBEKE BJIOKYBA BO HH(POpMATHU-
KUTe HayKH U TexHoJioruu.” Xapasej 300pyBaliie 3a efieH
HOB PE€XHUM Ha KOHTPOJIa Ha MHGOPMAIUHUTE KOJIITO
paboTu mpeKy MpekHu Ha KOMYHHKAIHja U JOBEAYBa /10
PasJI0KyBarbe Ha IUCIIUTUIMHAPHUTE HAYMHU HA WH/IUBH-
nyanuja - BUZoBHU (kaacudukanyja Ha KUBOTHH, JIyTe),
Kareropuu (Kjaca, poj, paca), YOBeK W MaIlllMHA UTH.
HejsuHaTa BU3Hja ce MOKJIONH CO TBPAEHmeTO Ha [leses
3a Tpancdopmanujara Ha PykooBoto (Foucault) quciu-
IUTMHAPHO OIIITECTBO BO IMOMMOT HAa KOHTPOJIMPAHO
ommrectBo® Ha Bapoy (Burrough), wiu co urtanujanckata
pacmpaBa 3a aBTOHOMHjaTa Ha ,,ONIITHOT UHTEJIEKT",
MIOIIMPOKO o0jacHeTa BO JiesioTo Mmilepuja® Ha Herpm
(Negri) u Xaprt (Hardt). MetozoTr co koj XapaBej i
IIpUCTaly Ha HAayKaTa U TeXHOJIOTHjaTa Oellle HaCOYEH
KOH OOMYHUOT ja3uk Ha NMH(GOPMAIUUTE, KOJIITO IT0Cpe-
JlyBa moMery mpupojiaTa u KyiaTyparta. 3a Xapasej,
OuTKaTa IOMery eCeHI[UjTN3MOT U KOHCTPYKTUBU3MOT
€ Ha[lMIHATa BO MHTETPUPAHHOT ja3UK HA HH(OpMAIU-
WTe IITO ja IPHUOMIITYBA U MAaTEPUjaTHOCTA U JUCKYPCUB-
HOCTa.'> MHPOPMATHYKHUOT KalUTAJIN3aM HU T'O /1aBa
KUOOProT U elHA HOBA OHTOJIOTH]Q, KOJAIITO ce KOCH CO
MeTadU3UKATA HA ECEHI[UjUTU3MOT: IPUPO/IA U KYJITYPa,
JKEHCKOCT ¥ MaIlIKOCT, EMOI[Hja U Pa3yM, YM U TeJI0, YOBEK
U MAIlIHA.

gies of communication and reproduction have played in
the cultural politics of gender.5 In cyberpunk literature,
and particularly in the work of Octavia E. Butler, the new
modalities of sexual difference are extremely exposed to
the way cybernetic biotechnologies have changed what we
take femininity and the body to be.®

Since the early 9os, Donna Haraway’s notions of the “cy-
borg” and “situated knowledges” have become crucial to
investigate the cultural, political and economic transfor-
mation of capitalism increasingly investing in informa-
tion sciences and technologies.” Haraway talked of a new
regime of information control operating through networks
of communication and inducing the breaking down of dis-
ciplinary modes of individuation — species (break down
of animal, human), categories (class, gender, race), hu-
man and machine and so on. Her vision echoed Deleuze’s
argument about the transformation of Foucault’s disci-
plinary society into Burrough’s notion of control society®,
or the Italian autonomia’s argument of the “General In-
tellect”, extensively discussed in Negri and Hardt’'s Em-
pire.> Haraway’s method of approaching science and tech-
nology focussed on the common language of information
that mediates nature and culture. For Haraway the battle
between essentialism and constructivism has been over-
come in the integrated language of information encom-
passing both materiality and discursivity.”® Information
capitalism gives us the cyborg and a new ontology, which
challenges the metaphysics of essentialism: nature and
culture, femininity and masculinity, emotion and ratio-
nality, mind and body, human and machine.
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[IpamameTo 3a TEJIOTO U MATEPHUjaJTHOCTA TOTAII €
BIUIETKAHO CO MOUMOT uH(popmaruja. butHo e, cenak, 1a
ce pazyiabaBaT BAaKBUTE BPCKH, U J]a Ce 3ampalraMe: KakoB
BH/JI ja3uK e nHdopMmarujara? J[aam KpUTHIKHOT KOPCO-
KaK IoMery eCeHIIUjaJIu3MOT U KOHCTPYKTHUBU3MOT Ce
Ha/IMUHYBa CO IIOMOIII Ha CEMaHTUYKa Mpeka? Moke i
OHTOJIOTHjaTa /ia ce U3BeJIe O] enmrcreMoJiorujarta? Jlamm
HayKaTa € UCKIYIUTETHO AUCKypc? Jlamu mosuTukara Ha
TEJIOTO Ce TIOKJIOIYBA CO TEXHO-HAy4YHaTa Kogudukanumja?

Taka, Ha mpuMep, BO Teopujara 3a MHPOPMAIUHU HA
IlTenou (Shannon) ce Beu ieka CEMaHTUYKUATE ACIIEKTU
Ha KOMyHUKanuja ce HeOUTHU 32 MHXKEHEPCKUTE IPO-
6semu." Epnen cymrruHCKH Ipo6sieM Ha KOMyHUKAI[AjaTa
€ Toa IITO CHUCTEMOT MOpa Ja Ou/ie OCMHCIIEH 3a J1a
(yHKIIMOHMPA BO CEKOj MOKEH n300p, a He caMO BO €/IeH,
T.e. BO JIMHTBUCTUYKHUOT. YecTonmaTy mopakuTe UMaat
3HaUYEHE BO CMHCJIA HA TOA /IeKa THe YIaTyBaaT WIH Ce
O/IHECYBaaT Ha HEKOU CHCTEMH CO U3BECEH DUBUYKU WIIU
KOHIenTyaseH eHTuTeT. Cemak, OUTHO € TOa IITO
aKTyeJIHAaTa IIOpaKa e camo efHa, u3bpaHa o MoBeke
MOXKHH ITOPAaKH, IIITO MaK, IPU, HEJ3UHOTO CO3/IaBabe HE
e mo3Harto. Ha coinuen HaunH, Bejtcon (Bateson) ykakysa
Ha Toa JieKka nHGpopManujaTa He MOXKe J]a ce PEeTCTaBU
BO IIPOCTOPOT, /1a Ce U3MEPH, U Jla Ce JOKAJIU3Upa.
Nudopmarnujara Hema suMeH3uja. Taa mpeTcraByBa efjHa
OecKOHeUYHa JPOIMKa KOja BO cebe COAPIKU HyMEpUIKHU
HU3H WIN aJITOPUTMH, Ka/Ie IIITO KBAHTUTETOT € CEKOTaIl
npubamkeH.”? MHbopmanujaTta nmogpaszbupa excrpa-
JIMHTBUCTUYKYU PEAYHAAHIMN, T.€. 33ITHUHCKH IIIyM, KOU
MMaaT KJIyJHa yJIOTa BO IIPEHECYBAHETO HA ITIOPAKUTE.

Ha cimuyeH HauuWH, BO MOJIEKyJlapHaTa Ouojoruja
nHGOPMAIIUTE HE COOJIBETCTBYBAaAT HA IMHTBUCTUYKATA
KopuduKanuja 1 Ha cEMaHTUYKATa COAPKHUHA. Bo
MIPUPOJHUTE HAYKU, IleHTpasiHara gorma Ha JIHK riraBHO
€ aHaJIm3upaHa oJ IJIeIUIITEe HA KyJTyPHOTO O3HAYY-

The question of the body and materiality is then entangled
with a notion of information. However, it is important to
loose these ties and ask what kind of language is informa-
tion? Is the critical impasse between essentialist and
constructivist nature overcome by a semantic web? Can
ontology be deduced from epistemology? Is science ex-
clusively a discourse? Does body politics coincide with
technoscientific codification?

For example, Shannon’s information theory argued that
the semantic aspects of communication are irrelevant to
engineering problems." A fundamental problem of com-
munication is that the system must be designed to oper-
ate for each possible selection, not just the one —i.e., lin-
guistic. Frequently messages have meaning; that is they
refer to or are correlated according to some systems with
certain physical or conceptual entities. Yet, what is im-
portant is that the actual message is one selected from a
set of possible messages, which is unknown at the time of
design. Similarly, Bateson points out that information
cannot be spatialised, measured, localised. Information
has no dimension. It is an infinite fraction that entails
numerical patterns or algorithms where quantity is always
approximate.’? Information entails extralinguistic redun-
dancies — i.e., background noise- that are crucial to the
transmission of messages.

Similarly, in molecular biology, information does not
correspond to linguistic codification and semantic con-
tent. In science studies, the central dogma of DNA has
been mainly analysed from the standpoint of cultural sig-
nification. Although this analysis has importantly recon-
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Bame. [lako BakBaTa aHaIM3a HA MOIIIHE BaKEH HAYMH
IIOBTOPHO TU CIIOU IMPUPOJIHUTE HAYKU CO KyJITypaTa BO
XyMaHUCTUYKN HAYKH, Taa UCTO TaKa OTBOPU U OUTHU
Ipamama: KaKo Jja ¥ MPUCTAIIIMe Ha MaTepHjaIHOCTa Ha
nHpopmanujara? JJoBosaHO U € fa ja obOjacHUME
Hej3WHaTa KyJITypHA PEJIEBAHTHOCT IIPEKY O3HAUYBaHe?
He pusukyBame jiii mpuTOa ia TO IOMeEIIaMe TUCKYPCHB-
HOTO O MaTepujasHOTO? IIpucTanoT KOH 0BOj MpobyiemM
Ha ®enukce 'aTapu ykaka Ha Toa JieKa MaTEPHUjaTHOCTA
He ce objacHyBa HUTY HPEKy JaZleHU CyIITUHU, HUTY
IIpeKy 03HAaYyBavYKH CTPYKTYpu.® Hamecro Toa, mpuora-
IETO KOH MaTepHjaJIHOCTA TO Hajlara pa3BojoT Ha e/lHa
MeIllaHa CEMHUOTHKA, WJIM CKJIOTIOBY KOHIIITO CE OJITOBOP-
HM 32 BpCKaTa ImoMery aceMHOTHYKUTE KOJOBU (TeHeT-
CKHOT MaTePHjasI) CO CEMUOTUUKHUTE aCUTHU(PUKATAI'
U peXuMHU Ha o3HauyBame. Co pyru 360posu, ['atapu ja
HarsacyBa Ba’KHOCTA HA MeIlIaHATa CEMHUOTUKA (MJIM HA
MAIIMHCKUTE CKJIOIIOBU: JUHAMHKA HA M3Ma3HETOCT U
Habpa3/AeHOoCT, NUKIYC Ha JudepeHnnjamnuja), yKaxKy-
BajKku HA MAaTPULIM KOU T PEMUHYBAaT JUMEH3UNUTE U
HUBHUTE PA3JINYHU KOJIOBH - €7IeH TPAHCBEP3aJIeH IIPeceK
rmoMery BUPTYEJIHO- HEOUPEZEJIEHUTE, HEAUCKYPCUBHI
JIOMEHHU U TIOCTOJHUTE INCKYPCUBHU JIOMEHU. 'S

Cnopepn Toa, BO3MOKHO € J]a ce IpucTany KOH nHpopMa-
nujata 6e3 Ja ce MPUBUJIETHPAAT JUHTBUCTUUKUTE
O3HaUyBakha U CEMAHTUYKUTE COJAPKUHU. ['UnbepT
CajmonzoH (Gilbert Simondon), Ha mpuMep, ce 3aj1ara 3a
€JTHO TTOMMarhe Ha MTH(OPMITHjaTa KaKo J]a € UICTOBPEMEHO
Y KBaJIUTAaTHBHA U KBAHTUTATUBHA: IIPE-UHIUBHU/IyaJIeH
U WHAUBHUYyaJleH UHTEH3UTET Win adekt.'® bu 6uno
KOPHCHO Jla o0jacHHMe IITO Iojpa3bupamMe MOJ
uHTeH3uTeT. OBa € KIydeH MouM BO hunrocogujaiia Ha
pasaukailia, Koja uMa J1oJira maTeka Bo 3armaHaTa MUucJia.
CBukHaTU cMe Ha (prtocodckara TpauIiija Koja Oiu O
IInaron, /lexaprt, Kaur, Xeresn, u TH. Cenaxk, ¢puioco-
¢dujaTa Ha pa3sMKa 3a KOJjalITO ce 3ajlaraMe, TPAHCBED-

nected science to culture in the humanities, it has also
opened important questions: how do we approach the
materiality of information? Is it enough to explain its cul-
tural relevance through signification? Aren’t we risking
confusing the discursive with the material? Félix
Guattari’s approach to this problem pointed out that ma-
teriality is explained by neither given essences nor signi-
fying structures.’® Rather, an approach to materiality ne-
cessitates the development of a mixed semiotic — or as-
semblages — accounting for the relation between a-
semiotic encodings (genetic material) with semiotic a-sig-
nifications' and regimes of signification. In other words,
Guattari stresses the importance of a mixed semiotics (or
machinic assemblages: dynamics of smoothness and stria-
tion, a cycle of differentiation) arguing for matrices that
cross dimensions and their various codings - a transver-
sal intersection between virtual — indeterminate -
nondiscursive domains and actuals, discursive domains.*

It is possible then to approach information without privi-
leging linguistic significations and semantic contents.
Gilbert Simondon for example argues for a notion of in-
formation that is at the same time qualitative and quanti-
tative: pre-individual and individual intensity or affect.'
It may be useful to explain what we mean by intensity.
This is a key notion in the philosophy of difference, which
has a long trajectory in Western thought. We are used to
the philosophical tradition that goes from Plato,
Descartes, Kant, Hegel and so on. Yet the philosophy of
difference we are arguing for transversally links Spinoza,
Bergson, Whitehead, Foucault, Deleuze and Guattari and
many more... The notion of intensity is to be found in

71



72

Luciana Parisi For a Schizogenesis of Sexual Difference

3aysHO T nmoBp3yBa Cnmuo3a (Spinoza), Beprcon
(Bergson), Bajrxex (Whitehead), ®yxo (Foucault), lesies
(Deleuze), Tatapu u MHOTY Jpyru... 3HAUYEHETO HA
IIOUMOT UHTEH3UTET MOXKE /ia ce Haj/::e Bo Eitiuxaiua Ha
CrimHO3a, Kajzie TOj TBP/IH, CIIPOTUBHO o7 JlekapT, Jeka
HeMa JiBe CYIICTaHIH - rexX extensa u res cogito, WU YM U
TeJIo, Wi OOT M MPUPOZa, HEMATEPHUjaJTHO U MaTepH-
JaJIHO, KOU TO COYMHYBAaT YHUBEP3YMOT - TYKy €IHA
CYIICTAHIIA WJIM MHOIITBO COCTAaBEHO O]f eZJHA OECKOHEeY-
HOCT Ha aTpubyTH ¥ OOJIMIIN WU MOJQIUTETH KOU Ce
adekIu Ha CYICTAHIATA, T.€., KBAJINTATUBHU CTEIIEHU
Ha pasjnyje win uHTeH3uTeTu.” Ha Toj HauYWH, UHTEH-
3UTETOT UCTOBPEMEHO COJIPKH €JHA Pa3jIUKa IO BUJ U
[0 CTEINeH, 0 KBAJUTET U KBAHTHUTET, YYBCTBO HA
HacTaHyBame Ha cyricrtannara. Ha magopmanujara, Kako
mrto TBpAu CajMOH/IOH, HE MO3Ke OJTHATIPE/ 1a U Ce AaZie
KBAaHTHUTET WU KBUIUTET - UAEHTUTET, TYKy Taa Tpeba 1a
ce 3aMHUCJIH BO €JIeH IPOoIleC Ha WHINBUyallja KOJIITO
ce ZIBUKU O HEOJPEIEHOTO KOH OJPENeHOCTa, Of
MIOTEHIIUJAJTHOTO KOH aKTyenusanujaTa.’® Taka, 3a fa
ce MPUCTANHN HAa MaTEePHUjaJTHOCTA - €KCTPAJIMHTBUC-
TUYKATa PEATHOCT, O] TOJIEMa BaXKHOCT € /A Ce TI03aHU-
MaBaMe co adeKTHBHATA CMHCIA HAa WHOpMaIyjara -
KaKO MHTEH3UBHA JudepeHnujayja - Kazie IOpaKuTe Kou
MMaaT CMUCJIA U3JIETYBAaT OJf MEIIaHU CEMHUOTHUKH, OF
KOU JINTHTBUCTUYKOTO O3HAUYBAH€ U COJIPKUHA ITPETCTA-
ByBaaT caMo efieH acnekT. Ha Toj HauuH, reHeTCcKaTa
nHdOpManmja, Koja H1 0A0JIN3Y He € IpeIoApeaeHa KaKO
reHeTCKU O3HauYuTesJ WaIn PyHKIHja (KaKOB IITO €
cay4dajoT Ha ¢daMo3HaTa MHPOPMATHUYKA €IUHUIIA HA
HEOJJAPBUHUCTUTE®) € BMeIlaHa BO €IeH IpoIec Ha
MMPOMEHU: HAYMHOT Ha KOj TeHeTcKaTa nHgopMaIuja ce
opraHusupa Bo 6akTeprcku (HejapOBH) U €YKAPUOTCKHU
(Jamposm) KJeTKH, T.€., Tpeba /1a ce IIOBP3E CO eZIeH IPOoIIec
Ha audepeHIHjanuja HAMeCTO mpefoapenyBame. Ha
IIpUMeDP, TeopUjaTa 3a eHocuM6mo3a Ha JInxn Maprysuc
(Lynn Margulis) mHyau enHo cdakarme Ha eBOIyIHjaTa

Spinoza’s Ethics where he argues, contrary to Descartes,
that there are not two substances — res extensa and res
cogita or mind and body or god and nature, the immate-
rial and the material that form the universe — but one sub-
stance or multiplicity composed of an infinity of attributes
and modes or modalities that are affections of the sub-
stance — i.e. qualitative degrees of difference or intensi-
ties.” Intensity thus entails at the same time a difference
in kind and degree — quality and quantity — a sense of
becoming of substance. Information, as Simondon argues,
cannot be given a priori quantity or quality — identity-
but needs to be considered in a process of individuation
moving from the indeterminate to determination — from
potential to actualization.®® Thus in order to approach
materiality — extralinguistic reality - it is crucial to en-
gage with an affective notion of information — as inten-
sive differentiation - where meaningful messages emerge
out of a mixed semiotics, of which linguistic signification
and content are only one aspect. Thus, genetic informa-
tion, far from being predetermined as a genetic signifier
or function — as with neodarwinians’ famous information
unit® - is rather entangled to a process of change: the
way genetic information becomes organized in bacterial
(non-nucleated) and eukaryotic (nucleated) cells — i.e. it
needs to be linked to a process of differentiation rather
than predetermination. For example, Lynn Margulis’s
theory of endosymbiosis provides an understanding of
evolution as ecologies of differentiation that challenge the
Darwinian and neo-Darwinian evolutionary model based
on gradual evolution of predeterminate units — species
or genes.> Endosymbiosis points at the dynamics of cel-
lular self-organization starting from ecologies of molecu-
lar relations rather than originating from preconstituted
points, such as the individual and the environment, genes
and cells, simple and complex bodies. Endosymbiosis thus
exposes genetic information to a process of becoming,
which contributes to question the essentialist ontology of
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KaKO eKOJIOTHH Ha JudepeHnrjanja KOu My IIPOTUB-
peyar Ha JAapPBUHUCTUUYKHUOT U HEO-TAPBUHUCTHYKUOT
€BOJIYTUBEH MOJIeJI, KOJIITO Ce TEMEJH BP3 MOCTEeIeHa
€BOJIyIIja Ha IPEeNOAPEeIeHN eJUHKN - BUJOBHU WU
reHn.?° ExpocuMmbuosara ykakyBa Ha JMHAMUKaTa HA
KJIETOUHATa CaMOOpTaHU3aIHfja Koja 3all0YHYBa CO
€KOJIOTUH Ha MOJIEKYJIADHU BPCKH HAMECTO /]a TOTEKHYBA
o/l IpeAoZpe/leHN TOUYKU KaKOo LITO Ce e[UHKATA U
OKOJIMHATA, TEHUTE U KJIETKUTE, IIPOCTUTE U CJIOKEHUTE
tena. Ha Toj HaumH, eHjocuMbmo3aTa TH U3JI0KyBa
reHeTCKUTe MHGOPMAIINU Ha €/IeH MPOolleC Ha HACTaHy-
Bame, KOj IIoMara Jia ce /IoBeJie BO Ipalllamke eceHIHja-
JINCTUYKATA OHTOJIOTHja HA TI0JIOBATA PA3JINKA, HCTOBPE-
MEHO OBO3MOXKYBajKH €/IeH IPUCTAIl I0 MaTepHjaTa Koj
He € OTPAaHUYEH O/ CEMAHTUYKHOT KOHCTPYKTUBHU3AM.
OBa He BOZI KOH €/THO ITOOJTMCKO COOIYBaHe CO OHTOJIOIII-
KHUOT Ipo0JieM Ha pa3yIfKaTa.

Kako za ro HaAMUHEME KPUTHYKHOT KOPCOKAK MOMery
€CEeHIINjaTN3MOT U KOHCTPYKTUBHU3MOT, BOZIEJKHU CMETKA
3a HeCeMaHTUYKaTa co/p;KMHa Ha uHdopmanuure? bu
OUJI0 KOPHUCHO Jla ce MCTAaKHE JleKa BO 3alajHaTa
dunocodcka TpagunMja eceHIUjaIu3MOT TJIaBHO Ce
3aCHOBYBa HA MOCTOEHETO HA MPUPOJHU HOYMEHHU
KoumITo ce eHOMEHU He3aBUCHU 07 YMOT. KoHCTpyK-
TUBU3MOT, O/ IPyTa CTPaHa, Ce 3aCHOBYBA HA IPUPOIHU
deHOMEHU, T.e., HA HAYUHOT HA KO] NPUPOJHUTE
(eHoMeHHN My H3rienaaT Ha 4YOBEYKHOT yM. OHIITO
Ka’KaHO, MOXKe /1a Ce TBP/U JleKa OHTOJIOMIKOTO HATJIacy-
Bambe Ha IIPUPOTHUTE HOYMEHH JIOBEJIO JIO PeTU3aM HIN
1o ecennujanusaMm. Of Apyra cTpaHa mak, IPUPOJTHUTE
dbenomeHu ro o6jacHyBaaT UCKYCTBOTO KaKO H7ejHA
karteropuja. Taka, Ha mpumep, Cocup (Saussure) ke peue
JleKa KaTerOpuUTe ce MPOn3BOIHU. Bo HEroBara CTpyKTy-
pajiHa paMKa, ceKoja KyJITypa Kako /ia ’KuBee BO Pa3IndeH
cBeT.? bu 6M10 KOPUCHO, KCTO TaKa, /1a Ce HATJIacH JIeKa
JINHTBUCTUYKATA KOHCTPYKIIHja HA UCKYCTBOTO ce Haora

sexual difference whilst at the same time providing an
approach to matter that is not confined to semantic
constructivism. This leads us to engage more closely with
the ontological problem of difference.

How do we overcome the critical impasse between essen-
tialism and constructivism by accounting for the non-se-
mantic content of information? It may be useful to point
out that generally, in Western philosophical tradition,
essentialism is predicated on the existence of natural
noumena that are mind independent phenomena.
Constructivism, on the other hand, is predicated on natu-
ral phenomena- i.e., the way phenomena appear to the
human mind. Generally speaking, it is possible to argue
that the ontological emphasis on natural noumena has
lead to realism or essentialism. On the other hand, natu-
ral phenomena rather explain experience as a conceptual
category. For example, Saussure would argue that catego-
ries are arbitrary. In his structural framework it is as if
every culture lives in a different world.* It may be useful
also to point out that the linguistic construction of expe-
rience is at the very core of postmodern and postlacannian
theories of identity.
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BO IEHTApOT Ha IMOCT-MOJAEPHUTE U IMOCT-JIAKAHOBCKHU
TE€OPpHUH HA UAECHTUTETOT.

Axo cMe pemmiie /a TO MPUOJIMKIME TOUMAamETO 32
’)KEHCKOCTa KOH €JJHa OHTOJIOTHja Ha pas3jinKa, TOTAIl
OUTHO € /Ja ce Kake JileKa reHeTcKara nHdopManuja e
MTOBeKe 0J1 IMHTBUCTUIKA UJI€ATHOCT WJIU O €/IeH OONUeH
emnupucku ¢akr. Kako mro Gemre ka)kaHO IOTOPE,
WHTEH3UTETOT ja o0jacHyBa mHOpMaIujaTa MHOTY
MIOIITMPOKO OTKOJIKY TOTOBUTE IIPUPOHU U (DEHOMEHCKH
HOYMEHH: EMIIIPU3MOT U IIpeTCTaByBameTo. Hamecro /1a
ja UMaMe mMpUpo/iaTa Kako HyC MPOU3BOJ, HA KyJITypaTa,
WJIH KYJITypaTa Oipe/ieHa o7 HeKoja IPUpPo/ia, OHTOJIOTH-
jaTta Ha pasyimKaTa ke IO Harjlacu HacTaHYBameTO Ha
KYJITYPHOTO O IPUPOIATa: IIITO € Ipallarhe HA KOHTUHY-
YM IIPEKy BapHjaliyja - e[HO HarjacyBambe Ha Tu(epeHIu-
janmjaTa, IBIXKEETO U Ha II0jaByBameTO, KOeITo (pia
CBETJIMHA HAa MaTepHUjaJIHOCTAa HAa CPEJUIIHOTO, HA
BpcKaTa Mery pasiaukure. Ha mpumep, mouMoT 3a
crparudukanuja** Ha /leses u 'atapu Hu momara za ce
COOYHMME CO €/THO TIONMame Ha IIPUPOo/IaTa KOe He € HUTY
71aJIeHO HUTY KOHCTPYUPAHO, TYKy COCTABEHO Of] CKJIO-
IIOBU: €JHO TPAHCBEP3AJIHO, UHTEH3UBHO HHKEHEPCTBO
rmomMery aceMHUOTHYKH KOJOBU, CEMHUOTHIKO aCUTHHU(DU-
KaIja, 03HaYyBayKa CEMUOTHKA, JUCKYPCUBHU MCKA3HU
Y HeJUCKypcUBHHU noctanku. O oBa IJIeIUINITE, TOMHU-
HAHTHUTE IPUCTAIIH KOH KPUTHYIKATA TEOPHja - UE0JI0-
THjaTa, CEeMHUOTHUKATA, CTPYKTYPATIU3MOT, KOHCTPYKTUBU3-
MOT, IIOCTCTPYKTYPAJIU3MOT - HE MOXKAT TYKy-TaKa Jja ce
ordpraat. Harrpotus, THe Tpeba pUTOPO3HO /1a ce TOBP3aT
CO HUBHOTO mOJIe HA nmpuMeHa. [loBekeTo o7 oBUE
MIPUCTANHN Cce KOHIEHTPHUpAAT Ha JeTEPMHUHAHTH -
CEMUOTHKA Ha 03HAUyBakhe, MECTOIIOJIOKOM Ha TeIaTa BO
ZlaZieHa CTPYKTYPA, U/I€0JIONIKY IPEHATJIACeHU JIeTEPMU-
HAITUU - T.€., Ha (pa3aTa Ha 3aIUpabe IIPU €/THO JBIKEHE
BO OJIHOCH, U HA YCJIOBUTE KOU IIPOU3JIETYBAAT O] HETO:
CHUCTEMOT U IPEJIMETOT, OMIITECTBOTO U MOEIUHEIOT,

If we are to push the notion of femininity further towards
an ontology of difference, then it is important to argue
that genetic information is more than a linguistic ideality
or a mere empirical fact. As previously argued, intensity
explains information beyond the ready-made natural and
phenomenal noumena: empiricism and representation.
Rather than having nature as a by-product of culture, or
culture as determinate by a given nature, an ontology of
difference will emphasise the becoming cultural of nature:
a matter of continuum through variation — an emphasis
on differentiation, movement, and emergence that sheds
light onto the materiality of the middle, the relation be-
tween differences. For example, Deleuze and Guattari’s
notion of stratification®? help us to engage with a notion
of nature that is neither given nor constructed, but com-
posed of assemblages: a transversal — intensive - engi-
neering between a-semiotic encodings, semiotic a-signi-
fication, signifying semiotics, discursive utterances and
non-discursive practices. From this standpoint, dominant
approaches in critical theory — ideology, semiotics, struc-
turalism, constructivism, post-structuralism — are not
simply to be dismissed. On the contrary, they need to be
rigorously linked to their field of application. Most of these
approaches concentrate on determinants — a semiotics of
signification, bodies’ positions in a structure, ideological
overdeterminations — i.e., the stopping phase of move-
ment in a relation, its resulting terms: the system and the
subject, the society and the individual, the gene and the
environment. The issue is not that these stoppages are
irrelevant, but that they are to be considered according to
their vaster process of formation accounting for mixed or
machinic semiotics: assemblages across scales. As
Massumi has recently argued, even when dealing with
materiality, the body, these approaches are quick to give
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reHoT ¥ okosimHaTta. [IpobsieMoT He € BO Toa IITO OBHE
conupama ce 6e3HaYajHU, aMH BO TOA IITO THE Tpeba /1a
ce 3eMaT IPEeABU/L COTJIACHO HUBHUOT HOIIMPOK IIPOIIEC
Ha CO3/1aBame Ha KOj Ce JIOJIKU MeIllaHaTa WJIN MaIlliH-
CKaTa CEMUOTHUKA: CKJIOIOBU IIMPYM CEKaKBH MepHUJIA.
Kako mTo Macymu HeomaMHa pede, Iypu U Kora ce
3aHUMAaBaaT CO MAaTEPHUjaJTHOCTA, TEJIOTO, BAKBUTE
IIPUCTAITN MOXKaT OP30 a My Z1aZIaT Ha TEJIOTO OIpeieie-
HU QyHKIUU U GOpMU: Jla MOCpeyBaaT OKOJIy Hero.?
Ha mpumep, TeJIOTO OCTaHyBa areHT Ha O3HAYyBambe.
JIBUKeWeTO CTaHyBa IPOMEHA HA TOUKH BP3 MpeKa
KOjaIlTo e HeMmoABMKHA. [[poMeHara cexkorari ocTaHyBa
KaKoO BeKe COJAPIKAH JieJl 0J] CTPyKTypara. Bpckara e
CBeJleHa Ha efleH 30Up WM Heramyja Ha BeKe O/peieHU
nonmu. Ha Toj HauWH, eZleH IPUCTAI KOj ce TeEMEeJIN Ha
MAaIINHCKU CKJIOIIOBU MOAPa30Mpa HCTPaKyBame Ha
IIPOIECOT Ha CO3/iaBambe - O] HEOAPEAEHO BO OAPEEHO -
O/1 BUPTYEJIHO BO IIOCTOEYKO, KaJie OJPEYyBAKHETO HA
nH(OPMAIMNTE BKJIydyBa CKJIOIOBU Ha MOAMDUKAIHja
KOHM He Ce UCKJIYYHBO COCTABEHU O] 03HAUYBAHA,
JIUCKYPCH U UJIe0JIOTHUH. JleTepMUHAIINTE HE MOXKe /a
O6ugaT OABOEHU O/ HUBHUOT M3MEIIaH MPOIec Ha
CO3/1aBabe.

Ha toj HaumH, OHTOJIOTHjaTa Ha Pa3JIMKaTa He € Oipe/ieHa
0/1 eIHCTEMOJIONIKOTO 3HAaeHe, KaKO IITO € CIy4aj co
HOBUTE IApaJIUrMU Ha TexHOHaykaTa.>* Toa 6u Bozesio
KOH aIICOJIyTeH peJlaTUBU3aM, KOj TO HCKJIyIyBa HEITO3Ha-
TOTO, OHa KoemTo bpyHo Jlatyp (Bruno Latour) ro
HapeKyBa HEXyMaHO, KBa3U-00jeKT.>> AICOJYTHHOT
pesaTUBU3aM ja U3/BOjyBa IPHUPOAATA KAKO M CEKAKOB
BH/I HAa HEMO3HATa Kay3aJIHOCT KOjaIllTO ce MOTIHpa Ha
MIOCJIETUITUTE, HA OHA IIITO OMJI0 aKTyeIn3upaHo. Jlanexy
0/1 TOA /1A ja IOBTOPYBA €CEHIINjaJIUCTUYKATA KAy3aJTHOCT
WIN PEeJATUBUCTUYKUOT KOHCTPYKTHUBU3aM, OHTOJIOTH-
jaTta Ha pa3juKaTa € BIUIETKAaHA CO PeJAallHOHU3MOT -
CKJIOIIOBU U MeIIaBUHMU 110 Audepennujanuja. [loBTopHO

determinate forms and functions to it: to mediate it.23 For
example, the body remains an agent of signification.
Movement becomes a change of points on a grid that does
not move. Change remains always already contained in
the structure. Relation is reduced to an addition or nega-
tion of already determined terms. An approach based on
machinic assemblages thus involves an investigation of
the process of formation — from the indeterminate to the
determinate — from the virtual to the actual — where the
determination of information entails assemblages of
modification, which are not exclusively constituted by sig-
nifications, discourses and ideologies. Determinations
cannot be disentangled from their mixed process of for-
mation.

Thus, an ontology of difference is not determinate by epis-
temological knowledge, such as the new paradigms of
technoscience.?* This would lead to absolute relativism,
which excludes the unknown, what Bruno Latour calls the
nonhuman, the quasi-object.?> Absolute relativism brack-
ets nature off and all sorts of unknown causality relying
on the effects — what has been already actualized. Far from
reiterating essentialist causality or relativist construc-
tivism, an ontology of difference is entangled to relation-
ism — assemblages and mixtures by differentiation. Again
Spinoza’s notion of affective modalities — intensive de-
grees of differentiation of substance — is crucial to develop
a new approach to causalities as a relational field out of
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nmouMoT 3a adeKTuBHU MozanuteTu Ha CnmHO3A -
VHTEH3UBHU CTEeNEeHU Ha AudepeHnnjanuja Ha MaTepu-
jara - e KIy4eH 3a pa3BUBaE HA €leH HOB IIPUCTAIl Ha
Kay3JTHOCTH KaKO I10JI€ Ha OTHOCH O] KO€ IIPOU3JIETyBaaT
noumwute.?® Co apyru 360poBH, aeKTUBHUTE MOJIAIIH-
TETH r'o OZ[pelyBaaT IPUMATOT Ha BPCKATa HAJl IONMUTE.
Cemak, TaKBUOT IIPUMAT HE € MOCJeJUUYEH - HE Ce
O/IHECYBa Ha J]JIEH CUCTEM KOj 'Yl OIIPE/IETyBa CUTE CBOU
ncxonu. IIoTouHO peueHo, MPUMATOT €, Ja YIOTpeOuMe
eneH tepmuH oxa I'. CajMOHIOH, OHTOT€HETCKH, T.€.,
BPCKaTa € cOo3/laBavyKa - Taa CO37laBa BapHujaluu, a
HCTOBPEMEHO caMaTa € IPOU3BOJI Ha BapUjalUUTE.
BakBoTo HaryacyBame Ha BPCKUTE HajIara HaryIacyBambe
Ha e/lHA IMH30TreHe3a: aEeKTUBHOTO CYIITECTBYBAE HA
CPEUINTETO - UHTEH3UBHOTO II0JIE HA CO3/IaBame Ha
HOBOTO - KO€ HUKOTAIII HE € UCTO CO YCJIOBUTE HAa BpCKaTa
(MM MOJIOBUTE CHPOTU KOUM BPCKATa € IIPUBJIEUEHA).
[IIu3oreHesara e Taa KOja 0 YUHU CO3/ABAHETO WU
nudepeHnjanjaTa Ha OMOJIONIKY, COIMjaTHU, EKOHOM-
CKH ¥l TEXHUUKH JIETEPMUHAHTH Ha HH(pOpMaIujara - T.e.
a(EKTUBHOTO CPEAUIITE HA MOUPUKATIIH.

AdeKTUBHHUOT peslalfuoOHU3aM KaKO OHTOJIOTHja HU
rmoMara BO TOa IIOBTOPHO /1A ja 3eMeMe IIPEeBU/T BAXKHOCTA
Ha HayKaTa 3a KyJITypaTa O efHa Jpyra IJIefHa TOYKa.
Crennepc, Ha mpuMep, 300pyBa IPOTUB EIHCTEMOJIOII-
KuTe mapaaurmMu Ha KyH KOUIITo ce TemesaT Ha IIPeTIIo-
CTaBKaTa /ieKa HayKaTa € YOBeUKa KOHCTPYKIIHja U JeKa
IIpUPOZIOHAYYHATA 00jEKTUBHOCT € COIlMjaJTHa KOHBEH-
[I1ja, yTBP/IeHa CO HOPMATHBEH JIOTOBOP ITOMery HayYHH-
nure.” HaykaTa He e IpeJT cé HHCTUTYIIHM]a KOja CO37jaBa
JOMUHAHTHH 3Haelka U KOja 3acTalyBa JIOMUHAHTHHU
WJIe0JIOTUH, XeTeMOHUU U AucKypcu. Of pyra cTpaHa,
IaK, ,,e/lIHHCTBEHOCTA Ha IPUPOJHUTE HAYKU He Tpeba /1a
ce CBeJle Ha IPUBUJIETHPAHUOT U3Pa3 3a e/Ha pallioHa-
HOCT KOja 6u Omya CBpTeHa IPOTUB WIy3UjaTa, UIe0JI0-
rujata, 1 MHeHHeTo.“ (1997: 134.5). CamaTa Hayka e

which terms emerge.?® In other words, affective modali-
ties define the primacy of the relation over terms. Yet such
a primacy is not sequential — it is not about a given sys-
tem that determines all of its outcomes. Rather, this pri-
macy is, borrowing a term by G. Simondon, ontogenetic -
i.e., the relation is generative — it generates variations
whilst being generated by them. This emphasis on rela-
tions entails an emphasis on schizogenesis: the affective
being of the middle — the intensive field of composition
of the new - which is never the same as the terms of the
relation (or the poles against which the relation is at-
tracted). Schizogenesis accounts for the formation or dif-
ferentiation of biological, social, economical and techni-
cal determinants of information —i.e. the affective middle
of modifications.

Affective relationism as ontology helps us to reconsider
the importance of science for culture from another stand-
point. For example, Stengers argues against the Khunian
epistemological paradigms based on the assumption that
science is a human construction and that scientific objec-
tivity is a social convention established by a normative
agreement between scientists.?” Science is not primarily
an institution that reproduces dominant knowledge and
represents dominant ideologies, hegemonies and dis-
courses. On the other hand,“[t]he singularity of the sci-
ences has not to be reduced to the privileged expression
of a rationality that would be set against illusion, ideol-
ogy, opinion.” (1997: 134.5). Science is itself primarily
subjected to the “chance-event” characterised by non-sci-
entific procedures, which define scientific history and
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MOJIJIOJKEHA Ha ,,CJTydaeH HACTaH“ KOe Ce OJIITMKyBa CO
HEHAyYHU IOCTAalKH, KoU ja AedUHUPAAT HAyIHATA
HCTOpHU]ja ¥ 3HAEHE KAKO ,,TPAHC-CUTYAIIFICKO“: HAZBOP OF
LIEHTPTHOCTA Ha YOBEKOBATAa YJIOTa M HA MapaJiuTMarTa
Ha Hay4HO 3Haeme. [locrankuTe BO IPUPOAHUTE HAYKU
He ce HUTY XOMOT€HHU HHUTY aucTopucku. CIIPOTUBHO HA
TOAQ, THE Cce MOTIIHPAAaT Ha JOCTUTHYBAWbaTa HA eKCIEPHU-
MeHTOT. HayyHaTa panmyuoHaJIHOCT He CO3/1aBa TOTOBHU
(axTy, TyKy apTedakTy KOU IPOUBJIETYBaAT O] eKCIIEPH-
MEHTHPAKETO, CIIOCOOHOCTA HA €KCIIEPUMEHTOT Jja My
IIOCTaByBa peJIEBAHTHHU IIpallarkba Ha HAYYHUKOT.?S
HayuyHoTO 30M1HyBahe € OITpeziesIeHO 071 CITOCOOHOCTA Ha
€KCIIEPUMEHTOT /1a HaBje3e BO cdepara Ha Mepreniiyja
CO MIOBTOPYBamke€ Ha HEroBaTa HOBOCT, /la TO IIPEMaBHE
pacyayBameTO MPEKY yueme O] MPeAMEeTOT, U Jla He
mpuKake HekakBa napagurma. Cmnopezn CreHiepc,
[I0T0JIEMAaTa PEJIEBAHTHOCT HA HEKOU HAYYHU IOCTAIIKU
OJ1 IPYTH ja moipa3bupa crmocobHOCTa Ha EKCIIEPUMEHTOT
Jla ICTPae BO HETOBOTO OIICTOjYBAIbe, /1a ja TOKaXKe CBOjaTa
PeJIEBAaHTHOCT IIIUPYM KOe OMJIO 1moJie (IIp. BTOPUOT 3aKOH
3a TEPMOJUHAMHUKA CIOPEZEH CO KJIacuyHaTa (PU3UKa).
Co gpyru 3060poBH, HAyYHUTE IOCTAIIKU Tpeba aa ce
cMeTaar Kako HacTaHu.?® HamecTo /1a To oTpsiu HEmos3-
HATOTO KaKO JIa € CEKOTrall KOHCTPYUPAHO OJf OIIIIITECT-
BeHUTE CTPYKTypH, CTEHIIepC ce 3a1ara 3a ,,eKOJIOTHja Ha
TOCTAIKK “, 32 e7leH aEeKTUBEH HAMECTO ITapaJUrMaTCKHI
METO/] Ha MOBP3yBame Ha HayKaTa Co KyJTypaTa, Ha
MPUPOJAHUTE HAYKU CO XyMaHUCTHUKHUTE. BakBaTa
€KOJIOTHja Ha MOCTAllKU WCTAKHYBA JleKa HAYYHOTO
3Haeme Io HaJMUHYBAa CEMAaHTHUYKHOT pes, Oumejku
CEMAaHTHUYKHUOT €KCIIEPUMEHT € MepIeNTUBHA MOPTa
KOjaIlITO BOJIM KOH HEMIO3HATOTO.

OwnToJsiorujaTa Ha pasJMKaTa Hajara fia ce 3adatume co
IIOMMOT 32 MelllaHa ceMuoTrKa Ha @enukce ['atapu (v
MAIIIMHCKU CKJIONIOBH Kaj Jlesie3 u I'atapwu, 1987) 3a f1a ja
IMOBp3aMe HayKaTa U TEXHOJIOTHjaTa CO XyMaHUCTUIKUTE

knowledge as “transituational”: outside the centrality of
the human actor and the paradigm of scientific knowl-
edge. Scientific practices are neither homogeneous nor
a-historical. On the contrary, they rely on the achievement
of the experiment. Scientific rationality does not produce
ready-made facts but artifacts that emerge from experi-
mentation, the ability of the experiment to pose relevant
questions to the scientist.?® The scientific event is defined
by the capacity of the experiment to enter the sphere of
perception by repeating its novelty, to suspend judgement
by learning from the object and not to demonstrate a given
paradigm. According to Stengers the relevance of some
scientific practices over others involves the capacity of the
experiment to endure in its existence, to exhibit its rel-
evance across fields (e.g., the second law of thermody-
namics compared to the classical physics). In other words,
scientific practices are to be considered as events.?® Rather
than disqualifying the unknown as always constructed by
social structures, Stengers argues for an “ecology of prac-
tices” an affective rather than paradigmatic method of
relating science and culture, the sciences and the humani-
ties. This ecology of practices points out that scientific
knowledge exceeds semantic order as the scientific ex-
periment is a perceptive portal towards the unknown.

An ontology of difference requires that we engage with a
notion of mixed semiotics developed by Félix Guattari (or
machinic assemblages in Deleuze and Guattari, 1987) to
connect science and technology to the humanities. Sci-
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Hayku. HaygHuTe HeTpaskyBarba OTCEKOTAII He IIpezyIpe-
ZlyBaJjie 3a COIMOOMOJIONIKATa yroTpeba Ha HAayKaTa co
11eJ1 ia Th oApsku uzeosorunte. Ce pa3bupa eka Hie CMe
MIPWINYHO CBecHU 3a Toa. Cemak, U3rieza Jieka e yIure
MIOBAXKHO /Ia ce OH/ie MCTO Taka CBECEH JieKa HayKaTa e
HEIIITO TOBEKe O] UEO0JIONIKO-UCKYPCUBHA KOHCTPYK-
nuja. Kako mrro tBpaaT Crennepe (1997) u Jlatyp (1993),
Ha HaykaTa Tpeba /a U ce npujae 6e3 aa ce 3amara BO
JAVCTUHKIIM]aTa IPUPO/a/KyATypa Ha MOJIEPHOTO yCTPOj-
ctBO. Taka, BrujaHujaTa Ha WHPOPMATUUYKaTa HAyKA U
TEXHOJIOTHja BO OJTHOC HAa OHTOJIOTHjaTa Ha pa3JIMKaTa
Tpeba /1a ce HacOYaT KOH €JHa KPUTUYKA HHTEPBEHIIHja
BO XyMaHUCTUUYKHUTE HAYKH, UYnja 1eJ1 Ke Onzie 1a CMeHN
HEIIITO BO BooOMYaeHaTa Ieplemnifja Ha IPUpo/iaTa, Ha
TEJIOTO, ¥ Ha JKEHCKOCTA.

Cnenejku ja BakBaTa KpUTHYKA UHTepBeHIUja, Macymu
ce 3ajiara 3a HOB MeTOJ KOj Ke T' IOBP3yBa HayKaTa U
KyJATypaTa, HaMUHYBajKH TO €CEeHI[HjaJTuCTUIKO-
KOHCTPYKTUBUCTHIKHOT KOPCOKaK. ,Hajmobpa cutyanuja
Ou Owsia /1a ce 3eMe eJieH HaydeH IOUM | J1a Ce yIoTpeou
Ha HAYWH Ha KOj UCTHOT IpecTaHyBa Jia buse cucrema-
TUYKU Hay4YeH, HO He 3aBPIIIyBa CKPOTEH KaKo MeTado-
PUUYKHN €KCIOHAT BO MeHa)kepujaTa Ha HEKOj ApyTr"
(2002:20). Co gpyru 360poBH, TOj Ipeara co eieH
HaydeH IIOUM Jla Ce OJlHeCyBaMe OHaKa Kako IITO Ce
O/THECYBAMe CO CHTE OCTAaHATH MOWMHU: IOUYUTYBAJKH ja
HEroBaTa PUTOPO3HOCT U MOBP3JIMBOCT. BeymrHo T, eneH
IIOUM € MHOTY HMOMaJIKy JedUHUPAH O] HeToBaTa
CEMAHTHYKA COAP>KUHA, OTKOJIKY O] IIOCTOjaHOCTa 34
MmoBp3yBame. ,Kora ce 3aHMMaBare co Hay4YeH MMOUM,
HCTHOT HOCU co cebe HayuHU adpekTH” mian “m3BeceH
OCTaTOK Ha aKTUBHOCT O] HETOBaTa MOpPAHeIIHa ysora“
(20). OBa mpercTaByBa MmoBekeHAaCOYEH MPEHOC Ha
adeKTOT KOj TU pacropeiyBa BIUIETKAHUTE BPCKU IIPEKY
nudepennujanuja. Macymu npeaiara 1a ce n3HEBEPHU
CHCTEMOT Ha HayKaTa, HICTOBPEMEHO MOYUTYBAjKH IO

ence studies have always warned us about the sociobio-
logical use of science to sustain ideologies. Of course we
are very aware of this. Yet it seems increasingly impor-
tant to be also aware that science is more than ideologi-
cal-discursive construction. As Stengers (1997) and Latour
(1993) argue, science has to be approached beyond the
nature culture distinction of the modern constitution.
Thus, the implications of information science and tech-
nology in relation to the ontology of difference are to be
geared towards a critical intervention in the humanities
acting to make a change in the habitual perception of na-
ture, the body, and femininity.

Following this critical intervention, Massumi argues for
a new method to link science and culture beyond the es-
sentialist-constructivist impasse. “The optimal situation
would be to take a scientific concept and use it in a way
that it ceases to be systematically scientific but doesn’t
end up tamed, a metaphorical exhibit in someone else’s
menagerie”’(2002:20). In other words, he suggests treat-
ing a scientific concept the way all concepts are treated:
respecting its rigorosity and connectibility. A concept in-
deed is defined less by its semantic content that by the
regularity of connection. “When you poach a scientific
concept, it carries with it scientific affects” or “a certain
residue of activity from its former role” (20). This is a
multidirectional transmission of affect that lays out em-
broiled relations through differentiation. Massumi sug-
gests to betray the system of science whilst respecting its
affect in a way designed to force a change in the humani-
ties. The point is not to make the humanities scientific,
but to borrow from science in order to change the habitual
perception of crucial notions for the humanities, not just
to differ in themselves, but also to make them differ from
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HEroBUOT adEeKT Ha HAYMH KOj € CMHCJIEH 32 JIa U3HYAU
IIPOMEHH BO XyMaHUCTUYKUTE HayKu. [lesTa He e BO Toa
XyMaHHUCTHYKHUTE HAYKU /1A Ce HAIlpaBaT IPUPOIHU, aMHU
Jla 103ajMyBaaT OJi HayKaTa, co I[eJ Jla ce MPOMEHH
BooOMUYaeHaTa MePIENNja Ha KIyIHU oMU 32 XyMa-
HUCTUYKUTE HayKU. ,,CO Apyru 300pOBH, JIeJT O/ HejaTa
€ /1a ce CTaBaT XyMaHUCTHYIKHUTE HAYKH BO TAKBa IT0JI0k0a
IITO IIOCTOjaHO Ke Mopa Jia ja ycorjacyBaaT HHUBHATa
BPCKa CO MPUPOJHUTE HAYKU U MPHUTOA MOBTOPHO /14
Ka’KyBaaT IITO € KaPAaKTEPUCTUYHO 32 HUBHUTE Karary-
TeTu (KaKOB BU/T Ha aeKTH MOXKAT J1a ITpeHecyBaart)“ (21).
Op oBa rieguInTe, MOXKE J1a CE peve JieKa BaXKHOCTA HA
MIPUPOJHUTE HAYKU 32 pa3bupame Ha KyJITYPHUTE
IIPOMEHHU T'O HAJO0XXyBa KOHCTPYUPAHETO HA eJHA
TpaHCBep3aHa WM CMMOMOTHYKA BPCKA ITOMely HayKaTa
U KyJITypaTa: eJieH BUJl Tapa3uTCKa KOMOMHAIM]a, Kaze
JIOMaKWHOT ¥ TOCTUHOT YYECTBYBAaT BO CO3/IaBAKHETO HA
€/7JHa HOBAa CTBAPHOCT, BO U3Pa3yBaIbeTO HA IIPOMEHUTE.

3aHMMAaBajKU Ce CO OBHE METOOJIONIKH IIPOOIEMU 32 TOA
KaKo J1a UM Ce IPUCTAIX Ha NHPOpMAITUNTE, HA HAyKaTa
Y Ha TEXHOJIOTH]aTa, OHTOJIOTHjaTa Ha pa3InKaTa OTKPHUBA
elHO 3Haueme Ha JKEHCKOCTA KOe OJIM IOJAJIEKY OJ
BJIMjAHHUETO Ha CYIITUHHUTE U mpercraBuTe. JKeHcKocTa
HEe MOXeE Jla ce CBeJie Ha CEMAaHTHUYKU MPETCTaBU U
€CeHIIMjaJIuCTUIKA MPUPOJA, HA OHOJIOMIKU MOJ U
pasMHOXKyBame.?° [IOKOHKpPETHO, MOXKe Jja Ce pede JieKa
BJIMjaHUETO Ha OMOTEXHOJIOTHjaTa BP3 €BOJIyTHBHATA
(dyHKIHja HA TTOJIOT ¥ PA3MHOKYBAHETO - MEJOTUUKHUOT
IIOJI - KOj ja u3eiHaYyBa >KEHCKOCTA CO OPraHCKaTa
[IpUPO/IA, TPEAU3BUKYBAa HOBO HCITUTYBAHE HA €BOJIyTHB-
HaTa IMHAMHKA HA MOJIEKYJIAPHUOT IOJI U HA PA3MHOXKY-
BambETO, IOBE/LYBAjKU IO BO ITpAIIakhe MOZEIOT 32 IT0JI0BA
pasJIiKa BKOPEHET BO JADBUHU3MOT ¥ HEOJAPBUHU3MOT,
KOJjIIITO Ce 3aCHOBYBA HAa OPTaHCKH ¥ TEHETCKU O/IPe/TyBa-
1a Ha 110s10T. Taka, Ha mpruMep, aKO ce II03aHIMaBaMe CO
TeopHjaTa 3a eHJ0cUMOH03a, aBTomnoje3a (cebe-cosma-

the sciences. “In other words, part of the idea is to put the
humanities in a position of having continually to renego-
tiate their relations with the sciences — and, in the pro-
cess, to rearticulate what is unique to their own capaci-
ties (what manner of affects can they transmit)”(21). From
this standpoint, it can be argued that the importance of
science for understanding cultural changes necessitates
the engineering of a transversal or symbiotic connection
between science and culture: a sort of parasitic combina-
tion where the host and the guess participate in the pro-
duction of a new reality, in the expression of change.

Engaging with these methodological problems of ap-
proaching information, science and technology, an on-
tology of difference exposes a notion of femininity that
moves beyond the predominance of essences and repre-
sentations. Femininity is irreducible to semantic repre-
sentations and essentialist nature, biological sex and re-
production.3® In particular, it may be argued that the im-
pact of biotechnology on the evolutionary function of sex
and reproduction — meiotic sex - that identifies feminin-
ity with organic nature triggers a new investigation of the
evolutionary dynamics of molecular sex and reproduction
bringing into question the model of sexual difference
rooted in Darwinism and neo-Darwinism, which is predi-
cated on organic and genetic determinations of sex. For
example, if we engage with the theory of endosymbiosis,
autopoiesis, and turbulent organization, modes of sex and
reproduction (information transmission) are not pre-
determinate by the economy of survival, sexual competi-
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Bame), U TypOOJIEHTHA OpraHU3aIuja, MOAYCUTE Ha IO
U Pa3MHOXKyBamwe (IIpeHocoT Ha MHGOPMALNUTE) HE ce
IIpeZIO/IPE/IEHN OJT EKOHOMUjaTa Ha OICTAHOKOT, IIOJIO-
BOTO COIIEPHHUIITBO, U300POT HA HAjoo0OpuUTE U O
racuBHAaTa azjanramnyja. MogycuTe Ha IO U pa3MHOXKY-
Bame He Ce MOJJI0KHU Ha HeKOja Mpelo/Ipe/ieHa e -
KaKO IIITO € TOA TeHEAJIOIIKOTO 3/[PYKyBaIbe, Yrja el €
Jla TU 3TOJIEMH HAIPEeJOKOT M eMaHIUMIalujata Ha
YOBEIITBOTO - TYKY BKJIydyBaaT MOJIEKYJIApHU AudepeH-
IUjaluy MUPYM €IMHEYHU MepHJa Ha KJIETOYHA
opranuzanuja. Co apyru 300pOBU, BAKBUTE HAYUHU
CTaHyBaaT MOJIAJINTETH Ha AudepeHIyjanja Ha Mo U
Pa3MHOXKyBame WINn MOAUGMUKAINN Ha MOJIEKYJIaDHHU
CKJIOIIOBH HA I10J1 ¥ Pa3MHOXKYBaFb€, KOM OTKPUBAAT €[HO
BR)KHO HIBO Ha Pa3JIMYHOCT: aCEMUOTCKU KOZ[0BU. Ha Toj
Ha4MH, HAMECTO /Ia Ce 3aHMMAaBa CO MaTEPUjATHOCTA Ha
[I0JI0BaTa Pa3jvKa OJf IJIeJIHA TOYKA Ha JAa/ieH MO/IYC Ha
TI0JT ¥ Pa3MHO’KyBatbe (OPraHCKU ¥ TEHETCKH ), EH/IOCUM-
O6mo3aTa HU OBO3MOXKYBA J]a CE 3aHUMAaBaMe CO MOJIEKY-
JIADHUTE HACTaHyBama WIM MHUKPOHMBOATA HA Pa3JIU-
kata. Bo Taa cmucia, enjocuMbro3aTta ra UCTaKHYBa
XeTePOTeHUTE aCEMHUOTCKH KOZIOBU BO MEIIIaHATA CEMHUO-
THUKA, KOJAIITO ja IINPU >KEHCKOCTA KOH HACTAaHYBambe
HaMeCTO KOH IIpeTCTaByBame. MelaHata ceMHOTHKA HA
TOj HAYMH HU OBO3MOXKYyBa /Ia ja HUCI[PTAMe KEeHCKOCTa,
WJI OHA IIITO jac ro HapeKyBaM MUKPOKEHCKOCT, Bp3 €/1HA
TpPaHCBep3aJIHA MpeXa O] IOJ U Pa3MHOXKYBambe:
KOMOWHUPAjKU ja reHeTCKaTa ¥ MyJITUKJIETOYHA OPTaHU-
3aIMja CoO YOBEUKATa U TEXHUYKATA €BOJIYIH]ja, HEAUCKYD-
3WBHUTE MOCTANKU U JUCKYP3UBHHUTE opmu. BakBuoT
TPaHCBEP3aJIeH CKJIOI € JI0 TOj CTEIIeH BO CIIPOTUBHOCT
CO eCEeHIINjaTu3MOT U KOHCTPYKTHBU3MOT, IIITO HaMeT-
HyBa €/lHa MpeXa 0/ BPCKH Ha HAjUHAH(EPEHTHUTE
eJIEMEHTH BO KOHTUHYYMOT Ipupoaa-kyrypa. Co Apyru
300poBH, apeKTHBHATA BPCKA Mely TeJIOTO U TEXHOJIO-
rujaTta Tpeba ma Ouje 3acerHata BO CpeJHUHATa - BO
MeIllaBUHA WJIU CKJIO OJf ITIOTEHIjaTHU BPCKH. [loBeke

tion, selection of the fittest and passive adaptation. Modes
of sex and reproduction are not subjected to a pre-
determinate aim — such as the genealogical filiation aimed
to increasing progression and emancipation of humanity
- but involve molecular differentiations across singular
scales of cellular organization. In other words, these
modes become modalities of differentiation of sex and
reproduction or modification of molecular assemblages
of sex and reproduction, which expose an important level
of difference: a-semiotic encodings. Thus, rather than
addressing the materiality of sexual difference from the
standpoint of a given mode of sex and reproduction (or-
ganic and genetic), endosymbiosis enables us to engage
with molecular becomings or microlevels of difference.
In this sense, endosymbiosis highlights heterogeneous a-
semiotic encodings in mixed semiotics, which stretches
femininity towards becoming rather than representation.
A mixed semiotics thus enables us to map femininity or
what I call microfemininity across a transversal network
of sex and reproduction: combining genetic and multi-
cellular organization with human and technical evolution,
nondiscursive practices and discursive formations. This
transversal assemblage challenges essentialism and
constructivism insofar as it entails a network of relations
of the most indifferent elements on a nature-culture con-
tinuum. In other words, the affective relation between the
body and technology has to be addressed in the middle —
in the mixture or assemblage of potential relations. More
than a post-gender feminism, I argue for an affective
microfeminism opening up sex and gender to mixed as-
semblages across different scales of materiality. This is
not a deconstruction of the sex-gender binarism but a
schizogenetic constructivism of sex-gender on a nature-
culture continuum.
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OTKOJIKY 3a €ZleH PoZioB heMHHU3aM, jac ce 3aj1aram 3a
adexTBeH MUKpOpeMHuHU3aM KOj T OTBOPA IOJIOT U
POJIOT 32 MEIIIAHUTE CKJIOMIOBH IITUPYM Pa3INYHU MEPIIIA
Ha MarepujatHocT. OBa He € IEKOHCTPYKITH]ja Ha ITOJI-POJT
OMHApU3MOT, TYKy IIM30T€HETCKU KOHCTPYKTUBU3aM Ha
II0JI-POJ], BO KOHTUHYYMOT IIPUPOZAA-KYITypa.

EBOJIyTHBHHOT MO/IesT Ha TIOJT M Pa3MHOXKYBambe, KOj ja
IMOBP3yBa KEHCKOCTA CO MOJIOBOTO Pa3MHOXKYBAabE,
IIOHATaMy € M3JIOKEeH Ha BUPyCHATa JIMHAMUKA Ha IIOJIOT
Y Pa3MHOKYBAEETO KOU My ITPETXO/AT U IO Ha/IMIHYBaaT
37IPY?KyBambeTO U pa3MeHaTa Ha XPOMO30MH, KaKO U
OpraHCKaTa reHUTAJIHOCT U TeHETCKHUOT oJ1. Mosiekyiap-
HaTa eBOJIYIHja HAa MOJIOT U PAa3MHOXKYBAamWmETO T'0
HaMeTHyBa CUMOHMOTCKHUOT MPeHOC Ha WHGpOpMaAUU
IIUPYM BUJIOBUTE: BUPYCHA 3apa3a, 0aKTepUCKU ITapa3u-
THU3aM, MUTOXOH/IPUCKA peIlInKaIuja, 0aKTepUCKO
yneme, NapTeHOTeHe3a, aJITNHEaPHO Pa3MHOXKYBambe.
BuorexHosorujara ru ICKOPUCTYBa OBUE CIIOCOOHOCTH 32
MOJIEKyJIapHA PEIUINKALHja, PA3MHOXKYBabe U IIPEHEeCy-
Bambe HA BUPYCH.

Taka, ako MosieKysIapHaTa OuoJIoTHja Beke ja o/1/ieryBa
JKEHCKOCTa O UMIIEPATHUBOT Ha IIOJIOBOTO Pa3MHOXKY-
Bambe M TeHEeTCKUOT I10JI, 30IIITO, TOTAIll, IIPETCTaBaTa 3a
JKEHCKOCT OU MMaJjia KaKBO OMJIO 3HAUEHE 32 IOJTUTUKATA
Ha Tes10To? Muciiam ieka oBzie Tpeba /1a IoKpeHeMe eHO
TaKTUUYKO U3BPTYBameE: aKO JKEHCKOCTA OTCEKOoTaIl ouia
IIOBp3yBaHa Co JajieHa Mpupo/ia (opraHcka, CpoACTBEHA,
TeHETCKa U eMOI[MOHAIHA) OIpeZieieHa O] €BOJIyTHBHA
OHTOJIOTH]ja Ha HEIOCTATOK, OCKY/THOCT, 1 KOHKYPEHIIH]a,
TOTall JaJIl € MOKHO I[eJIOCHO Jia ce ocaobomume of
JKEHCKOcCTa, 0e3 1a BOAUMe CMeTKa 3a MeHyBame Ha
JUHAMUKATA HA cTpaTU(dUKanMja u JlecTpaTudukanuja
Ha I0JIOT ¥ Pa3MHOKyBameTo? Heonamua, Mojpa I'ejreHc
(Moira Gatens) u Enuza6er I'poc (Elisabeth Grosz) TBpaea
JleKka OHTOJIOTHjaTa Ha pa3jinKa HU OBO3MOXYyBa /a

The evolutionary model of sex and reproduction that links
femininity to sexual reproduction is then exposed to viral
dynamics of sex and reproduction that precede and ex-
ceed filiation and chromosomal exchange as well as or-
ganic genitality and genetic sex. The molecular evolution
of sex and reproduction entails the symbiotic transmis-
sion of information across species, viral contagion, bac-
terial parasitism, mitochondrial replication, bacterial bud-
ding, parthenogenesis, a-linear reproduction. Biotechnol-
ogy exploits these capacities of molecular replication, re-
production and viral transmission.

Thus, if molecular biotechnology is already detaching
femininity from the imperative of sexual reproduction and
genetic sex then why would a notion of femininity be rel-
evant at all to body politics? I think that here there is a
tactical twist that we need to initiate: if femininity has
always been linked to a given nature (organic, filiative,
genetic and emotional) determined by an evolutionary
ontology of lack, scarcity, and competition, then is it pos-
sible to get rid of femininity all together without account-
ing for changing dynamics of stratification and destrati-
fication of sex and reproduction? Recently, Moira Gatens
and Elisabeth Grosz have argued that an ontology of dif-
ference enables us to engineer a body politics for femi-
nism that highlights differential changes rather than lo-
cating sexual difference in a given grid of power.3' To open
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KOHCTPyHpaMe IOJINTHKA Ha TeJIOTO 32 GeMUHU3MOT K0ja
I'Yl IOTeHIMPa AudepeHITjaTHUTe IPOMEHH, HAMECTO /14
ro Haofa MeCTOTO Ha I10JI0BaTa PA3JIMKa BO /1a/IeHa MpeKa
Ha MokTa.?' Taka, oTBOpameTo Ha (eMHUHU3MOT KOH e/IeH
[TIOMM 32 HACTaHYBAaIbE - HEO/IPEe/IeHA MyTaIlyja - OCTAaHyBa
KPUTHYKA IOCTAIKa Ha AudepeHnIjaIrja Koja /1ejCTBYBa
IIPOTUB MOJIUTUKATA HA IMIPETCTaByBambhe, HE MOJIONKY-
Bajku ce cebecu HaA mcrata. Bo oBoj ciyuaj, exHO
OMUIIJINBO U3BPTyBame BeJHAII Ke MOTBPJAU JeKa
’KEHCKOCTa He Ce COBIIara co UJIEHTUTETOT U IIPeTCTaBaTa
3a JKeHaTa, U JIeKa 1o/[pa301pa HHKEHEPCKU CKJIOTIOBU
BO KOHTUHYYMOT IIPUPO/Ia-KyJITypa.

Opn oBaa 1JIe/IHa TOYKA, BJINjaHHETO Ha OMOTEXHOJIOTHjaTa
Tpeba fa ce 3eMe IpeABU/ BO €JHO HMOIIUPOKO II0JIE
MpeCceKyBajKy HU3 eIMHEYHU CKAJTH Ha IT0JT U PA3MHOXKY-
Bambe KOU Ce MI0Ka3aTesId Ha HaCTaHyBayKaTa KyJITypa Ha
IIpUpOAATa U HACTaHyBauyKaTa IMPUPO/IA HA KyJITyparta -
ZIBOHACOYeH aeKTUBEH IIPEHOC KOj ja omdaka AuHAMU-
KaTa Ha mpoMeHuTe. Taka, JajeKy o7 Toa Jia pe3yJITupa
€0 00MYHO 0CJIO00yBamh€e Ha JKEHCKOCTA 07 TaTpHjapxail-
HaTa eKOHOMUja Ha IT0JIOBO Pa3MHOKYBakhe, OMOTEXHOJIO-
rujaTa He MOJKe Jla ce OTIEeTJa OJi HAYMHOT Ha KOj
CKJIOIIOBUTE Ha KEHCKOCT Ce MEHyBaar, YKaKyBajKu Ha
TOj HAYMH Ha HOBU HMBOA Ha 3apo0yBarbe U MOAu(UIIH-
pame Ha TeJ0TO BO KOHTHHYYMOT IPHUPOAA-KYJITypa.
[ToKOHKpPETHO pe4eHO, ONOANUTUTATHIOT KAIIUTAIN3aM I'0
MOZyJIIpa CaMUOT MOTEHI[UjaJl - HEOJ[PEJIEHUTE MOXK-
HOCTH 32 II0JI ¥ PAa3MHOXKyBabe, 3a IPeHoC Ha nHopMa-
MY IIUPYM CEKaKBHU MePWJIa - ¥ Ha TOj HAYUH IUPEKTHO
ce BMEIIyBa BO KOHCTPYUPAIETO Ha KeHCKocTa. Kako
IITO PEKOBMeE, OBa He ce CIydyyBa caMO Ha HUBOTO HA
CEMAHTHYKA KOHCTPYKI[Mja, aMU UCTO TaKa, ¥ MOIIHE
BAXKHO, NIPEKY CO3/[aBAaeTO Ha a(peKTUBHU CKJIOTOBU
IIUPYyM CEKaKBU MepPHJIa, BKIYyUyBajKU HECEMUOTUUKU
KOJIOBU - TEHETCKU U KJIETOUYHU WUHDOpMAIHUU - U
a03HAYyBavYKa CEMUOTHKA - HEJIUCKYP3UBHU MEPIENIIUHI

feminism to a notion of becoming — indeterminate muta-
tion - thus remains a critical practice of differentiation
that acts against yet does not subject itself to a politics of
representation. In this instance, a tactile twist will at once
affirm that femininity does not coincide with women’s
identity and representation and that it involves engineer-
ing assemblages on a nature-culture continuum.

From this standpoint, the impact of biotechnology has to
be considered on a wider field traversing singular scales
of sex and reproduction that are indexes of the becoming
culture of nature and the becoming nature of culture — a
two-way affective transmission that grasps dynamics of
changes. Thus, far from resulting into a simple liberation
of femininity from the patriarchal economy of sexual re-
production, biotechnology cannot be disentangled from
the way assemblages of femininity change and thus point
to new levels of capture and modification of the body on a
nature-culture continuum. In particular, biodigital capi-
talism modulates the very potential — the indeterminate
capacities of sex and reproduction - of transmitting in-
formation across scales — and thus intervenes directly in
the engineering of femininity. As we said, it is not only on
the level of semantic construction that this happens, but
also, and importantly, through the generation of affective
assemblages across scales including nonsemiotic
encodings — genetic and cellular information- and a-sig-
nifying semiotics — nondiscursive percepts and affects.3
This affective modulation does not simply make the body
disappear as often claimed by the cyberfeminist critique
of cyberspace, but rather points to the incorporeal or po-
tential capacities of assemblages to become, modify. This
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u adpextn.?* OBaa apeKTHBHA MOAyJaIuja HE MPABU
TEJIOTO €THOCTABHO /1A FICUE3HE, KAKO IIITO YECTO Ce TBPAH
BO KnbepheMIHUCTUYKATA KPUTHUKA HAa KUOEPIIPOCTOPOT,
aMH yKa)kyBa Ha OecTeJIeCHUTE WJIM HMOTEHI[HjaTHU
MO>KHOCTH Ha CKJIOIIOBUTE 32 HACTAHYBambe, 32 MOAUDU-
nupame. OBaa Moaysanuja moapa3orupa efHO BaKHO
mmpamame 3a MOKTa. Kako 1a mpaBume pasinka mery
OHTOJIOTHjaTa HAa BPCKH KOja HU OBO3MOXKYBa /1a ce
3aHHMaBaMe CO MaTEePHjaTHUTE CKJIOIIOBH HA KEHCKOCT,
HA/IMUHYBajKU T'O €CEeHI[UjaTUCTUIKO-KOHCTPYKTHUBHC-
THYKHAOT KOPCOKAK U OMOAUTHUTAITHUOT KAaIUTATIN3aM
KOjIITO paboTu BpP3 OCHOBA HA BaKBaTa OHTOJIOTHja?
OHTosI0THjaTa HA PA3JIMKA J]aBa OJIFOBOP HA OBA ITpaIIambhe
HarJacyBajKy ja BAXKHOCTA Ha eTnkara Ha CIMHO3a U HA
MUKPOIIOJIUTAKATA HA BPCKU. 33

Hakparko, CIMHO30BCKaTa €THKA HeMa HUKAKBa BPCKA
CO MOPAJIOT, CO AOOPOTO U JIOMIOTO, CO YMOT H TEJIOTO, CO
HCIIPAaBHOTO U morpemHoTo. ETukara mogpaszbupa
€IMHCTBEHO IIparMaTuKa Ha BPCKHU - COIJIacyBame U
HecorJlacyBame Mely TejlaTa-yMOBHUTE KOU BOJIAT KOH
KOHCTpyHUpame Ha €eH OIIIT IIOUM34 - OIIIITO II0JIE Ha
JlejCTBYBambe, Kajie IITO UMa CaMO KOJIEKTUBHU UHUBU-
Zlyariiy, HAMeCTO MHAUBUAYAJTHU U300pU WU IETEPMU-
Hanuu. Ha npumMep, cexoe HecoryacyBame € apeKTHUBHO
HECOIJIaCyBakhe KOENITO Hajlara elHa HaMalyBayKa CujIa
Jla JIejJCTBYBa O/ CUTE JIeJIOBU KOM 3€MaaT y4eCTBO BO
Bpckara. OBaa eTHKa COAPIKU TPU HUBOA HA ITparMaTUYKa
Bpcka. [IpBOTO HMBO yKaKyBa ZieKa BO €ZJHa BPCKA CeKoja
TOYKA MMa IIPOTUBTOYKA: JIOK/] U PACTEHNUE, TIajaK 1 MyBa.
Co gpyru 360pOBH, HHE/IEH IOUM HE MOXKE J]a Ce OJIBOU
0]l HETOBUTE BPCKU. BTOpOTO HUBO 06jacHyBa /ieKa cUTe
BPCKH Ce€ IIOBP3aHU CO OKOJIHOCTH: HEKOTrall AypHu U
OTPOBOT MO2Ke J1a cTaHe xpaHa. Ha TpeToTo HUBO, eTHKaTa
Ha BPCKH HE BOJY KOH TOA /Ia IIpaliaMe: Kako BpCKUTE I'1
COUYMHYBAAT ApYyKesbyOnBocTa 1 3aeqHunuTe? Kako Mmoxxe
€ZIHO KOJICKTUBHO CYIIITECTBO Z1a 3€ME JPYTO KOJIEKTUBHO

modulation involves an important question of power. How
do we differentiate between an ontology of relations that
helps us to engage with the material assemblages of femi-
ninity beyond the essentialist-constructivist impasse and
a biodigital capitalism that operates according to this on-
tology? An ontology of difference addresses this question
by highlighting the importance of Spinozian ethics and
micropolitics of relations.3

Briefly, a Spinozist ethics has nothing to do with moral-
ity, with the good and the bad, with mind and body, right
and wrong. Ethics only entails a pragmatics of relation -
the agreement and disagreement between bodies-minds
that lead to the construction of a common notion3+ — a
common plane of action where there are only collective
individuations rather than individual choices or determi-
nations. For example, each disagreement is an affective
disagreement entailing a decreasing power to act of all
parts partaking in the relation. This ethics includes three
levels of pragmatic relation. The first level points that in
a relation each point has a counterpoint: rain and plant,
spider and fly. In other words, no term is separable from
its relations. The second level explains that all relations
are linked to circumstances: sometimes even poison can
become food. On the third level, an ethics of relation leads
us to ask: how do relations compose sociabilities and com-
munities? How can a collective being take another collec-
tive being into its world by preserving and respecting its
own relation with the world?3
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CYIIITECTBO BO HETOBUOT CBET, 3aMa3yBajKU ja M MOYUTY-
BajKHU ja HEroBaTa BPCKA CO CBETOT?35

Cexkoe o/1 OBHe HIBOA HU IIOMAra Jia T UMaMe IIPeJIBU/
HeOOWYHOCTUTE Ha €/THA BPCKA KO HAJIaraat TOJIKY MHOTY
CJIOEBU KOMIITO TH OJIOKHpAAT U 1e0JI0KUPAaT CKJIOO-
BUTE — I'l 3aI[BPCHYBaaT ¥ Pa3BO/IHYBAaaT - ' 3apo0yBaaT
u Mozudupaar ucroppeMeso. l{esara pabora e Bo Toa
IITO HE TIOCTOM HEKOE JIECHO U TOTOBO PEIIeHUe, HEIIITO
IITO HE Tepa Jla peyeMe, O/ eHa CTPaHa: TyKa HeMa
HHIITO HOBO, TOA € €JlHA W HCTA IeCHA: IPEKyMePHO
JIeTEPMUHUPAYKN KAlUTATINU3aM, UJIE0JI0TH]ja, JUCKYPC,
O3HAYUTEJI, 2 O/1 IPyTa CTPAHA ITaK: CEKOTaIll IIOCTOU €/THA
KOHEUYHA TOYKA Ha YOBEYKHU OTIIOP U OCI000/yBame.
BaskHOCTa Ha €71eH KPUTHIKH METO/] 32 MUKPOIIOJIUTHKA-
Ta Ha JKEHCKOCTA JIeKU BO BaXKHOCTA HA efHA adpup-
MaTHUBHA WHTEPBEHIIMja BO MaTepHjaTa KOjallTO ce
3aHUMAaBa CO IITU30TE€HETCKHU IIPOMEHH, Ka/Ie IIITO METO/IOT
MOBeKe € PEaJTHOCT BO M3rpazida OTKOJIKY HEj3WH 0JIpa3
WIn mpeTcraBa. Taka, HAaMecTo /1a TOCBETYBa BpeMe 3a /1a
3eMe BO 00SHP UCKJIyYUTETHO €/lHA KapaKTePUCTHUKA HA
BpCKaTa: HAUWHOT Ha KOj KEHCKOCTa € 3apo0eHa MJIN
0cs106071eHa BO CEMAaHTHYKATA MpeKa Ha KalTUTATU3MOT,
MHKPOIIOJIUTHKATA HA GEMUHU3MOT IIOCBETYBA BpEME 32
71a U3BJIeYe MOTEHIHjJTH O] CPEAUIITETO HA €JHA BPCKa.
[Tonatamy, Taa oOpaka roeMo BHUMaHNe Ha HAYUHOT Ha
KO0j 3apoOyBamara U JIETEPMUHAIIUUTE HajlaraatT eleH
nporec Ha audepeHIjanyja Wik MoguduIupame Ha
CKJIOIIOBU HA TIOJI U PAa3MHOXKYBame BO KOHTUHYYMOT
npupozia-Kyatypa. IlpaBejku ro oBa, OHTOJIOTHjaTa HA
pas3Jyimka Mopa Jia To uMa NpeJBUJ HAYMHOT Ha KOj
MeIIaHUTEe CKJIOMOBU HA KEHCKOCT CE€ MEHYBaaT BO
COTJIACHOCT CO HOBUTE TEHJEHIINU, IIPAaTOBU U pasrpa-
HyBama. EjiHa adekTHBHA BpCKa MOMery jKEHCKOCTa U
OMOAUTUTATHUOT KaITUTAIN3aM He ja pe-eCeHIjaTn3upa
caMo KEHCKOCTa BO JK€HAaTa, BO OMOJIOMIKUOT MOJ U
KyJATYPHUOT POJ, - WJIH Koja OUI0 mpemonpeseHa

Each of this level helps us to account for the singularities
of a relation that entail so many layers that block and
unblock assemblages — solidify and liquefy - capture and
modify simultaneously. The point being there is not an
easy ready made solution — the one that makes us tell on
the one hand: there is nothing new here, it is the same old
story: an overdetemining capitalism, ideology, discourse,
signifier. On the other: there is always an ultimate point
of human resistance and liberation. The importance of a
critical method for a micropolitics of femininity lies in the
importance of an affirmative intervention in the subject
matter that engages with schizogenetic changes, where
the method is one of a reality under construction rather
than its reflection or representation. Thus, instead of
dedicating time to exclusively consider one trait of the
relation: the way femininity is captured or liberated in
the semantic web of capitalism, a micropolitics of femi-
ninity dedicates time to pull out potentials from the
middle of a relation. It will then pay close attention to the
way captures and determinations entail a process of dif-
ferentiation or modifications of assemblages of sex and
reproduction on a nature-culture continuum. In so do-
ing, an ontology of difference has to account for the way
mixed assemblages of femininity change according to new
tendencies, thresholds and bifurcations. An affective re-
lation between femininity and biodigital capitalism does
not simply re-essentialise femininity in the woman, in
biological sex and cultural gender — or any predeterminate
unit of information. This relation rather entails differen-
tiating, multiplying femininity without isolating it from
the rest, plunging femininity in the microdynamics of
mixed assemblages and not in predeterminate essences
and signifiers. A schizogenesis of sexual difference points
to a micropolitics of differentiation that is not exhausted
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nHpopmanucka exuaua. Hamecro Toa, oBaa Bpcka
Hatara audepeHIyjamnja, MHOXKEJKH ja KeHCcKocTa Oe3
Jla ja orpajau oJi OCTAaHATOTO, HYPKAjKH ja IMOMPBO
’KEHCKOCTa BO MUKPOJMHAMHKATA HA MEIIAHUTE CKJIO-
IIOBU OTKOJIKY BO IIPEIOAPENEHUTE CyIITUHU U O3HATHU-
tesu. [lln3oreHe3ara Ha IMOJI0BATa Pa3JIMKa OCOYYBa HA
MUKOPONOJUTHUKATA Ha AUdepeHIujanuja Koja He e
HCTPOIIIEHA O/T TOJTUTUKATA HA U/IEHTUTET U IIPETCTaByBa-
e - eJHa MAaKPOIIOJINTHKA Ha JjafieHu no3unuu. Taa He
ce TeMeJU Ha MOJINTUKAaTa Ha JIaJIeHOTO, TYKy Ha eZHa
€KOJIOTHja Ha BPCKHU BO KOHTHHYYMOT IIPUPO/IAa-KyJITypa,
JlejCTBYBajku €O e 1A ja ondaTu AUHAMHUKATa Ha
IIPOMEHH.

HoBute TeXHOIOTMY HA KOMYHUKAIHja U PA3MHOKYBAEhE
ce BayKHU 3aT0a IIITO JI0/IeKa ITPEKy MMaHEeHTHA CeJIEKITHja
I U3paMHyBaaT/MOAyIupaaT KOMyHUKanujaTta (Ha mp.
IpeKy O0JINKyBame Ha CEMAaHTUYKU MPEXKHU 32 MAUTUHU
3a nmpebapyBame U CMapT KOMyHUKaNHja) U Pa3MHOXKY-
BameTo (IIPeKy TeHeTCKU IU3ajH, HAHOTEK pereHepauja
Ha CTEM KJIETKH, U KJIOHUPame Ha JIyre), THe HauyBaaT
Ha IIOBeKe HeCOIJIaCyBambha, HEMPEABUINBOCT U HEOIIpe-
ZiesieHoCT. Kanutasm3mMoT Tv MOy Iupa CUTE CKJIOTIOBHU
Ha JKUBOT IIP€]] )KUBOTOT, HA IPUPO/IA IIPEJT PUPOATA,
Ha YOBEK IIPeJ] YOBEKOT, 3TOJIEMYBAjKH IO KAaI[UTETOT
3a IpaBeme U MUCTeHhe, KOMYHUIIUPAake U Pa3MHO-
JKyBambe: TeH/IEHIMjaTa Ha KATUTAJIM3MOT CAMHOT JIa Ce
perenepupa. Co apyru 300poBH, OBaa OMOAUTHTAITHA
MOJyJIallja BJIETYBA BO BPCKa CO KAMAIIUTETHUTE HA
MEIIAHUTE CKJIONOBU 32 MPOMEHU BO KOHTUHYYMOT
MIPUPO/Ia-KyaTypa. MUKPOIIOJIMTHKATA HA PA3J/IFKA TOTAIIT
HeMa J1a ce OTPAaHUYH JIa ja IPETCTaByBa KEHCKOCTA - /14
ce CKOHIIEHTpHpPA Ha CEMAaHTUYKOTO MM O3HAUYyBAUKO
HUBO Ha MOK - TYKy Ke ce 3aHMMaBa CO MOKTa Ja
MOJYJINpA, T.€., Aa u3bepe MOTEHIINjaI-CKJIOIIOBUA Ha
>)keHckocT. Co Toa Ke 1 0ZITOBOPU HA KaITUTaJIUCTUYKATA
IIOTYMHETOCT Ha JKUBOTOT, HEj3NHATA a(peKTUBHA MOK /1a

by the politics of identity and representation — a
macropolitics of given positions. It is not founded on the
politics of the given but on an ecology of relations on a
nature-culture continuum acting to grasp mixed dynam-
ics of change.

New technologies of communication and reproduction are
important because whilst smoothening - modulating
through immanent selection - communication (for ex-
ample by modelling semantic webs for search engines and
smart communication) and reproduction (for example
through genetic design, nanotech regeneration of stem
cells, and human cloning) they encounter more variance,
unpredictability and indetermination. Capitalism modu-
lates all assemblages of life before life — nature before
nature — the human before the human by augmenting the
capacity of doing and thinking, communicating and re-
producing: the tendency of capitalism to regenerate it-
self. In other words, this biodigital modulation enters in
relation with the capacities of mixed assemblages to
change on a nature-culture continuum. A micropolitics
of difference then will not limit itself to represent femi-
ninity — focus on the semantic or signifying level of power
— but it will address the power to modulate — i.e., select
potential - assemblages of femininity. It will thus answer
to the capitalist subsumption of life, its affective power to
modulate molecular life so as to engineer life before life,
with more affective modulation: an intensive portal for
indeterminate change in constituting assemblages with-
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ro MOZYJIMPAa MOJIEKYJIADHUOT >KUBOT 3a J1a U3TPaJiu
>KUBOT IIPEJT JKUBOTOT, CO ITOBeKe aeKTUBHA MOy Ianyja:
e/leH 3aCuJIeH BJle3 3a Heo/ipeZleH! IIPOMeHU BO 00pasy-
Bame HA CKJIONOBU 0€3 /1a TM MOTYMHHU MHUKpPOBapHuja-
UHUTE Ha J1aJieHn (GOpMU HA MOK.

Ha Toj HaunH, MUKpOMEMHUHUCTUIKATA MOJIUTUKA ja
HaMeTHYBa /IBOjHATa CTPaHA Ha €/IeH IapajioKC: COXKHU-
BOTOT Ha /iBe aupMaIiiy KOU JIEXKAT BO CPLIEBUHATA HA
Ernkara Ha CrimHO3a: natura naturans u natura naturata
- adeKTUBHATA MOK CO3/1aBa, HO U Taa € CO3/aJieHa.
AdexTrBHATAa MOK IIOCTOU BO IOTEHIIHjaJIOT, CEIAK,
rcrata Tpeba aa ce marpaau. Taa e mpupogHa, a cemak
cTaHyBa Ky/ITypHa. OBOj KOHTHHYYM IIOMETY IIOCTOEHETO
Y HAaCTAaHYBAWHETO MPAaBU KPUTUUKA MHTEPBEHIIHja BO
BpCKaTa Mery »KE€HCKOCTa U TEXHOJIOTHjaTa, eHO CO3/1a-
Balbe HAa HOBU OJIHOCHU JI0 OHOj CTEIeH Jo7leKa He ja
3a00uKkoiM paboTaTta Ha HECEMHOTCKUTE KOJOBU U
ao3HaUyBauyKaTa CEMHOTHKA Ha TeJOTO. 3a jJa ja
3aBpIINMeE OBaa MHTEPBEHI[Hja BO HOBUTE MOJAJIUTETU
Ha II0JIOBaTa Pa3jInKa KOU Ce IMIMPAT KaKo MOCIIeUIIa Ha
BJIMjaHUETO Ha NHOOPMATHIKUTE HAYKU U TEXHOJIOTHH,
0BOj HAIWUC IMpejJiara KpUTHUYKH Jja ce 3adaTtume co
MUKPOXKeHCKaTa AudepeHnujanuja, CAMONOTCKOTO
HacTaHyBamke W OWMOJAUTHUTAJTHUTE CKJIOMOBU KOU
IIOMUHYBAaaT MpPeKy eAMHEYHH MepHuJa Ha IOJ U
Pa3MHOKyBae BO KOHTHUHYYMOT IIpUpoAa-Kyatypa. Kon
e/lHa IIN30TeHe3a Ha CeKCya/IHaTa pa3jiuKa: KOH
arcTpakTHaTa KOHCTPYKIIMja HA HOBUTE MOJU(MUKAIUU
Ha I10J1 ¥ PA3MHOXKYBambe.

[TpeBox ox anryncku jazuk: [opan Croes

out subordinating microvariations to given forms of
power.

A microfeminine politics thus entails the double side of a
paradox: the coexistence of two affirmations at the core
of Spinoza’s Ethics: natura naturans and natura naturata
— affective power generates yet it is generated. Affective
power exists in potential yet it has to be engineered. It is
natural yet becomes cultural. This continuum between
being and becoming makes a critical intervention in the
relation between femininity and technology a fabrication
of new relations, insofar as it does not bypass the activity
of non-semiotics encodings and a-signifying semiotics in
the body. To conclude this intervention in the new mo-
dalities of sexual difference sprawling in the aftermath of
the impact of information sciences and technologies, this
article suggests a critical engagement with microfeminine
differentiation, symbiotic becoming and biodigital assem-
blages that traverse singular scales of sex and reproduc-
tion on a nature-culture continuum. Towards a schizo-
genesis of sexual difference: towards the abstract con-
struction of new modifications of sex and reproduction.
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¥ Ha KallUTAIUCTUYKOTO MHTEIPUPAHO MHGOPMATHIKO KOJIO.
Cemnak, BaKBaTa BpcKa IIOKPEHYBa eZleH IPo6JIeM /0 TOj CTeleH
IIITO TIOKOJIKY 300pyBaMe 3a e€/lHa OHTOJIOTHja KOja ce pa3BHBa
0/ TEXHOHAY4YHA €IMHUCTEMOJIOTH]ja, TOralll pU3UKyBaMe Ja
3amajiHeMe BO allCOJIYTeH pejlaTUBU3aM KaJie elmUCTeMO-
JIOIIIKOTO 3HAeHe HE CIIpeuyBa Jia /10j/IeMe BO JIOMHP CO eaHa
OHTOJIOTHja KOja He e Beke Ja/ieHa.

25 Kako mro Besnu Jlaryp: Kako Moke HEKOj /1a BOCIIOCTaBU
paaukasiHa pasyinka momelry yHuBepsasHa Ilpupoga u
penatuBHa Kyiatypa? Ho camMuoT moum Kysatypa e apredakT
CO3/1aJIeH o U371BOjyBambe Ha [Ipupomata. Kynrypure, 6uio 1a
Cce THe Pa3JINYHU WU YHUBEP3AJHHU, HE II0CTOjaT OHOJIKY KOJIKY
mrto He moctou u IIpupogara. IlocrojaTr camo mpupoau-
KYJITYPH, U THE ja HyZlaT eITHHCTBEHATA OCHOBA 32 CIIOPE/yBabeE.
Buzere kaj B. Latour, We Have Never Been Modern, trans. C.
Porter, Edinburgh, Pearson Educational.LTD, 1993, p. 104.

26 TJoumor 3a acdexT Ha CnuHO3a He Tpeba /a ce Melna co
IIOMMOT 3a eMOIlfja KOj IpeTcTaByBa nocebHa ocobWHa Ha
adekT Koja ce para oj] CO3HaAaHHETO BP3 Koe Tpebaso ga
nosyujae. AbexToT Tpeba Zja ce 3aMUCIU KAKO €JleH BUJL
HAITHATOCT, BJIMjaHHE, OCTaHyBame Oe3 3/IMB: I[PHA JYIIKa BO
IIPOCTOPOT U BPEMETO KOja Ce IIMPU TOKMY IIP€eJ] CTPYUTE CO
€HepTHja /la ce COCPEeIOTOYAT KOH KOHKPETHU €MOTHUBHU
onrosopu. Buzere kaj B. Spinoza, 1992, Ethics, Treatise on the
Emendation of the Intellect and Selected Letters, trans. S.
Shirley, S. Feldman (ed.), Cambridge, Indianapolis: Hackett
Publishing Company, 111, def. 3. 3a paznukara momery adexT
¥ eMOIlHja BUIETe UCTO TakKa Kaj B. Massumi, 1996, “The Au-
tonomy of Affect”, in Paul Patton (ed.), Deleuze: A Critical
Reader, Blackwell Publishers, pp. 217-239.

27 1. Stengers, Power and Invention: Situating Science, trans.
P. Bains, Minneapolis, University of Minnesota Press, 1997.

28 CTeHIIepC TBP/IX JIeKa EMIIMPUCKHOT METO/T KOj CE 3aCHOBYBa
Ha IUPEKTHO HabJby/[yBatbe ro 0T(dpJia I0JIeTO Ha ITOTEHIIjaTi
- HeoZipeZieHU cHiIu (HaMecTO /aZieHH BO3MOXKHOCTU HJIU
JIETEPMUHAIINHN) - O]T KO€ IITO e/ieH (haKT U3JIETyBa KaKo (DaKT.
daxToT € cexoraml $axilioud - peaJsHOCT UCIIOJHETA CO

grated information circuit. Yet this link arises a problem inso-
far as if we argue for an ontology developed from a
technoscientific epistemology we risk falling into absolute rela-
tivism where epistemological knowledge prevents us from en-
gaging with an ontology that is not already given.

% As Latour argues: “How can one establish a radical differ-
ence between universal Nature and relative culture? But the
very notion of culture is an artefact created by bracketing
Nature off. Cultures —different or universal- do not exist, any
more than Nature does. There are only natures-cultures, and
these offer the only possible basis for comparison.” See B.
Latour, We Have Never Been Modern, trans. C. Porter, Edin-
burgh, Pearson EducationLtD, 1993, p.104.

% Spinoza’s notion of affect has not to be confused with the
notion of emotion, which is a particular quality of affect spring-
ing from the awareness to have been affected. Affect has to be
thought in terms of suspension, impact, and breathlessness: a
black hole of space and time spreading just before energy-flows
get channelled towards particular emotive responses. See B.
Spinoza, 1992, Ethics, Treatise on the Emendation of the In-
tellect and Selected Letters, trans. S. Shirley, S. Feldman (ed.),
Cambridge, Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, I11, def.
3. On the difference between affect and emotion see also B.
Massumi, 1996, “The Autonomy of Affect”, in Paul Patton (ed.),
Deleuze: A Critical Reader, Blackwell Publishers, pp. 217-239.

7 1. Stengers, Power and Invention: Situating Science, trans.
P. Bains, Minneapolis, University of Minnesota Press, 1997.

28 Stengers argues that the empirical method predicated on di-
rect observation dismisses the field of potentials — indetermi-
nate forces (rather than given possibilities or determinations) -
out of which a fact has emerged as a fact. A fact is always a
factoid — reality imbued with potentials. It does not come form
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noTenIujanu. He moara of apyr ¢akT (eTepMUHAHTA), TYKY
IIPOM3JIEryBa O] eKCIIEPUMEHTATHOTO I10JIE IPEKY CIIOCOOHOCTa
Ha eKCIIEPUMEHTOT /Ia Ce IIOBTOPU 0e30p0j IaTH - COTJIaCHO Ha
W3BECHHU NPABUIHOCTH U pUTMU. OTTyKa, e/ieH GaKT ceKorari
o/1pa3bupa u GhakT Koj e Bo HaciiaHysare. Co apyru 300poBH,
E€MITUPUCKUOT ZI0Ka3 IIPOU3JIETYBA O] €/THO IIOTEHIIN]aJTHO FIIH
€KCIIEpUMEHTAJIHO ITI0JIe Ha OJTHOCHU. T0j e pe3yyiTaToT WiIu
JIEPUBATUBHUOT e(EKT OJ1 €ZJHO TAaKBO moJie. I[Tpudakamero HA
0BOj IIpOIleC Ha HACTaHyBame He yIaTyBa KOH Toa Jja Ce
[I03aHUMaBaMe CO €JIeH MaTepHjayin3aM KOj He ce TeMeJIH Ha
IIOMMOT 32 MHEPTHA MaTepyja 0OJIMKyBaHA O WUJEH, WIN Ha
MarepHja Koja oipa3yBa OUUIJIETHU (PaKTH, KOM HAM HH Ce
JIOCTAITHU €IMHCTBEHO NPeKy QUITEPOT Ha MHTEPIpPETAIyja.
BakBuTe mIpHCTaIy ja OTTPrHyBaaT MaTepujaTa O] JBUKEIDE,
aBTOHOMU]a, 1 TpaHchopMmanyja. Busere kaj I. Stengers, Power
and Invention: Situating Science, trans. P. Bains, Minneapo-
lis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997.

29 CreHIIepC ce MOTIIMpa Ha AepuHUIMjaTa 32 30U IHYBamba Ha
BajTxen 3a ma 36opyBa 3a HayyHU 30UHYyBama KOH ja
HaJIMUHYBaaT Ba>KHOCTA Ha EITUCTEMOJIOIIKHUTE ITapaJIUrMU Ha
Kyn. Cnopen BajTxesn, mojaByBameTO Ha HEKOj HACTaH €
ITOBP3aHO CO IEPIIENIIMja Ha BpEMETPAEHhATa, KO Ce CIIyIyBaar
U nmoMuHyBaaT. HacraHure ce oHa 3a KOoe CMe CBECHU IIpU
neprennujata. [lepuennujata ro nokaskyBa HaBJIETYBAHETO HA
npeaMeTuTe BO HacTaHU. Cemak, mepIieniyjara He € YUCTO
IICUXOJIONIKA KOHCTPYKI[Mja KOja HU e moTpebHa 3a /ia TH
pasbepeme nnpeamerute. Criopen Bajrxen mpemerure nocrojaTt
IIpeJi HAlIUTe OPTaHM 3a YyBCTBO U IEPIENTHBHO CIIO3HAHUE.
Co pyru 300pOBH, HUBHOTO IIPUCYCTBO He ce 00jacHyBa €O
IIOCTOEHETO Ha HAIIINTE OPraHU U He MOJKE J]a Ce CBe/le Ha
WHTEJEKTyaJIJHU KOHCTpyKnuu. HactaHuTe He Hajaraar
rozienba Mery OCeTH W MHTEJIEKT, TYKY JBUIKEIE O] €/[Ha
IepIeniyja A0 Apyra, CUJIHATa BpCKAa Mely OHa IITO TO
corvieZlyBaMe U OHa IITO ro riesaMe. Hacranure ondaka ezieH
IIpOLIeC Ha MH/IMBH/Iyalllja KOj HaBJIETYBa BO IepIenIijaTa Ha
IIpEeJIMETUTE: OCTBAPyBalhe HAa HUBHOTO IOTEHI[UjaJTHO
HapJleryBame. HacTaHOT IPUKaXKyBa €/leH CHHIIUD Ha IIPOHA-
orame KOj IpeTCTaByBa KPeaTUBHOCT: HEIPEJIBU/IIUBOTO
BJIMjaHUE Ha IPEJIMETUTE BP3 OCETUTE KOE TH KOHCTPYHPA
npenmeruTe. TOKkMy BO 0Baa cMuUcjIa MOXKEME /1a 300pyBaMe 3a

another fact (determinant), but emerges from an experimental
field through the capacity of the experiment to repeat itself an
innumerable amount of times — according to certain regulari-
ties and rhythms. Hence, a fact always involves a becoming fact.
In other words, the empirical evidence emerges from an ex-
perimental or potential field of relation. It is the outcome, the
derivative effect of such field. Taking on this process of becom-
ing leads us to engage with a materialism that is not based on
the notion of inert matter shaped by ideas, or a matter reflect-
ing self-evident facts, which are accessible to us only through
the filter of interpretation. These approaches detract matter
from movement, autonomy, and transformation. See I.
Stengers, Power and Invention: Situating Science, trans. P.
Bains, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997.

» Stengers draws on Whitehead’s definition of events to talk
about scientific events beyond the predominance of Kuhnian
epistemological paradigms. According to Whitehead the emer-
gence of an event is linked to the perception of durations, which
happen and pass. Events are what we are aware of in percep-
tion. Perception indicates the ingression of objects into events.
Yet perception is not a purely psychological construction we
need in order to understand objects. For Whitehead, objects
exist before our sense organs and our perceptual recognition.
In other words, their presence is not explained by the existence
of our organs and is not reducible to intellectual constructions.
Events require no separation between senses and intellect but
the movement from one perception to another, the intensive
link between what we perceive and what we see. The event in-
volves a process of individuation tapping into the perception of
objects: an actualization of their potential ingression. The event
exhibits a chain of invention that is creativity: the unpredict-
able impact of objects on the senses that constructs the objects.
It is in this sense that we can talk of a nonlinear reality loop
between the event and its perception, a-semiotic encodings and
semiotic codification. See A. N. Whitehead, Process and Real-
ity: An Essay in Cosmology, D. R. Griffin and D.W. Sherburne
(eds.), London: The Free Press, 1947.
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e/lHAa HeJIMHeapHa jaMKa Ha CTBAPHOCTA MOMery HACTAHOT U
HEroBara IMeplienijuja, aCEMUOTCKH KOJOBH U CEMHOTCKA
kopudukamuja. Bugere kaj A. N. Whitehead, Process and Re-
ality: An Essay in Cosmology, D. R. Griffin and W. H.
Sherburne (eds.), London: The Free Press, 1947.

30 lako KUOOPTOT HU HY/IM €J{HA ITPETCTAaBA 32 JKEHCKOCTa KOja
Ce o7ilaJievyBa O] OpraHcKaTa IPUPO/IA, TOj CENaK TH OCTaBa
IIpUPO/iaTa U TEJOTO BO PAlleTe HA eCeHIHjaJUCTUUKUTE
Mertadusznuapu, 6unejku ro o6erHyBa npamameTo 3a
MaTepHjaJIHOCTa U Kay3aJHOCTA 33/IPKyBajKH ce Ha JIMHIBHUC-
TUYKOTO HUBO Ha KO/I0BU. Taka »KEHCKOCTa OCTaHyBa 3apobeHa
BO JIOMMHAHTHOTO HMBO Ha O3HaYyBauyKa CEMUOTHKA.

3t Bugete kaj M. Gatens, “Towards a Feminist Philosophy of
the Body”, in Crossing Boundaries: Feminism and the Critique
of Knowledges, B. Caine, E. A. Grosz, and M. De Lepervanche
(eds.), Sydney: Allen and Unwin, 1988, pp. 59-70. HcTo BuzeTe
kaj E. Grosz, Volatile Bodies, Toward a Corporeal Feminism,
Bloomington & Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1994;
“Deleuze’s Bergson: Duration, the Virtual and a Politics of the
Future”, Buchanan, Ian et al. (ed.), Deleuze and Feminist
Theory, Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2000, pp. 214-

234.

32 Bo Bpcka co adeKTH U neplennuu BuzeTe kKaj G. Deleuze u
F. Guattari, What is Philosophy?, trans. G. Burchell and H.
Tomilnson, London: Verso, 1994, pp. 163-199.

33 Bo BpcKa co oBa Bujiete Kaj L. Parisi, Abstract Sex. Philoso-
phy, Biotechnology and the Mutations of Desire, New York and
London, Continuum Press, 2004.

34 3a OmIITH IOUMU BUETe Kaj Spinoza, Ethics, 11, 29, schol.;
II, prop. 37-40; 11, 11, 12, 19, 24, 25; 11, def. 4; 111, def. 2; IV,
def. 30. 3a objacHyBae Ha TUHAMUKATA Ha OIIITUTE IOUMHU
Bujete kaj G. Deleuze, Spinoza, Practical Philosophy, trans.
Robert Hurley, San Francisco: City Lights Books, 1988, pp. 54-
55, 103; Hcro Buzere kaj G. Deleuze, Expressionism in Phi-
losophy: Spinoza, trans. Martin Joughin, New York: Zone

%0 Although the cyborg provides us with a notion of femininity
that moves away from organic nature, it still leaves nature and
the body in the hands of essentialist metaphysics as it skirts
around the question of materiality and causality by focussing
on the linguistic level of codes. Thus femininity remains en-
trapped in the dominant level of signifying semiotics.

31 See M. Gatens, “Towards a Feminist Philosophy of the Body”,
in Crossing Boundaries: Feminism and the Critique of
Knowledges, B. Caine, E. A. Grosz, and M. de Lepervanche
(eds.), Sydney: Allen and Unwin, 1988, pp. 59-70. See also E.
Grosz, Volatile Bodies, Toward a Corporeal Feminism,
Bloomington & Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1994;
“Deleuze’s Bergson: Duration, the Virtual and a Politics of the
Future”, Buchanan, Ian et al. (ed.), Deleuze and Feminist
Theory, Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2000, pp. 214-

234.

320n affects and percepts, see G. Deleuze and F. Guattari, What
is Philosophy?, trans. G. Burchell and H. Tomilnson, London:

Verso, 1994, pp- 163-199.

33 On this point, see L. Parisi, Abstract Sex. Philosophy, Bio-
technology and the Mutations of Desire, New York and Lon-
don, Continuum Press, 2004.

3 On common notions, see Spinoza, Ethics, 11, 29, schol.; II,
prop. 37-40; 11, 11, 12, 19, 24, 25; I1, def. 4; III, def. 2; IV, def.
30. On the explanation of the dynamics of common notions,
see G. Deleuze, Spinoza: Pratical Philosophy, trans. Robert
Hurley, San Francisco: City Lights Books, 1988, pp. 54-55, 103;
See also G. Deleuze Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza,
trans. Martin Joughin, New York: Zone Books, 1990, pp.145-
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Books, 1990, pp. 145-154; 255-288.

35 OBMe HHUBOA Ha €THYKA BpcKa ce objacueTu ox Deleuze.
Bunere kaj G. Deleuze, Spinoza, Practical Philosophy, trans.
Robert Hurley, San Francisco: City Lights Books, 1988, pp. 125.

154; 255-288.

% These levels of ethic relation are discussed by Deleuze. See
G. Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, trans. Robert Hur-
ley, San Francisco: City Lights Books, 1988, pp. 125.
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