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KatepuHa

Kono3osa CTpyKkTypa, matepuja
1 yucta popma: Mapkec,

Napyen u Upurape'’

Bbuorpadcka 6enewka

Karepuna KoJs1030Ba e gupekTopka Ha IHCTUTYTOT 3a O1I-
IITECTBEHU U XyMaHUCTUUYKU Hayku — Ckolije u mpodecopka
10 POAOBU CTYAMU Ha yHUBep3UTeTOT AMepukaH Kosen —
Cxomje. Taa ncro Taka e BUSUTHHT IIpodecopka Ha HEKOJI-
Ky YHUBEDP3UTETH Ha TepuToprjara Ha Ousma Jyrociasuja
u Byrapuja. CBouTe MOCTIOKTOPCKH HCTPaKyBama T MMa
CIpOBeleHO Ha YHUBep3uTeToT bepkiu-KanmudopHuja, mon
cynepBusuja Ha [lymutr Batiep. Taa e KoopauHATOpKa Ha
OpojHM Mel'YHAPOIHU HCTPaKyBarba 01 001acTa Ha PO/IOBUTE
CTyIUU U IOJIUTHYKATA (puno3oduja U eZfHa O/ OCHOBAUKUTE
Ha Pernonasinara Mpeska 3a po/ioBU CTyAUH Ha JYyrOUCTOUHA
Espomna. ABTopka e Ha kaurute Cut of the Real: Subjectivity
in Poststructuralist Philosophy (Columbia University Press,
2014), Toward a Radical Metaphysics of Socialism: Marx
and Laruelle (Punctum Books, 2015) Kako u KO-ypeJHAYKA
Ha After the “Speculative Turn”: Realism, Philosophy and
Feminism (Punctum Books, 2016).

Ke mounam co HeKOJIKy IuTaTu oj Mapkc u Mpurape 3a
Jla ja IpHKaXkaM aHaJIOTHjaTa BO HUBHUTE apTyMeHTH U
Jla TO MpUKakaM GeMUHUCTUIKUOT IIpecBpT mrto Upu-
rape ro mpasu Bo MapkcoBara enucreMosioruja. O6uaHo
BaKBUTeE CIIOPEION U aHAJIM3H I'Ml IPABaM CO APYTH Jiejia

1 Osa e peBUANpPAHA TPAHCKPHUIILIK]A O] IPEIABAIHE OPIKAHO
Ha 26 jyHH, 2017 T. BO paMmkuTe Ha IIIkosiaTa 3a IOJIUTHKA U
KPUTHKA 2017 T., opranusupana Bo Oxpuz, Makenonuja.
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I will start with several quotes from Marx and Irigaray
in order to establish the analogy in their respective
arguments, and to shed light on the feminist reversal
of Marxist epistemology Irigaray undertakes. I usually
make these comparisons and analyses through other
works of Irigaray - mostly Speculum of the Other Woman
- but thanks to Johanna Herschel I was reminded of
some evident quotes in Irigaray’s This Sex Which is Not
One we can make use of in similar analyses we - me

1 Thisis a revised transcript of a lecture delivered on June
26, 2017 within the framework of the School for Politics and
Critique 2017, held in Ohrid, Macedonia.
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Ha Mpurape, Hajuecto co Cliekyaym Ha gpyaaila xeeHa,
HO OJyiaromapeHue Ha JoxaHa XepIles, ce IIOTCETUB Ha
HEKOU OYUTJIEJTHU IUTATU BO 10101 KOJ He e egeH TITO
MOXKeMe jac U JoxaHa Jila Td HCKOPUCTHUME BO CJIMYHUTE
aHaJIM3M IITO TU NpPaBeEBMe U JiBeTe. Taa MU ro CBPTU
BHHMaHUETO KOH OBHE IUTATU. MoKeOu IBpPCTHUHATA
Ha apryMeHTOT U OoraTtaTa eslabopaiiyja ja Hema IIpBeH-
cTBeHO BO Cileky.aym, HO TpaHCIAapeHTHATa aHaJIoTHja
U CTPYKTypHAaTa CJIIMYHOCT BO JIBETE MPETIOCTaBKH, BO
caydajotT Ha Mpurape - co 1eJIOCHO IIPEeCBPTYyBabe Ha
MepCreKTuBaTa, € MHOTY BUJIMBA BO 1040l k0] He
e egeH 1 0cobeHO BO OBHE MacycHd Ha KOM Me IOTCETH
JoxaHa.

Ke ja pasriegaMme 3aelHO Ipe3eHTanujata. Moke ma
3BYYH HEOPTOJIOKCHO OJT MAaPKCHCTHUYKA IJIeJTHA TOUKA,
Ouejku Ke ce TOBOPH MPBEHCTBEHO 32 MPAIIameTo Ha
cy0jeKTUBHOCT M 3a IpoOJeMaTHYHATa KOHCTUTYIIHja
Ha OBaa KaTepropuja Koja € MPUCYTHA BO IOCTCTPYK-
TYpaJII3MOT, KOH(QUTYpanuja Koja ja mIpaBu €Baj IO-
MUPJINBA WIA OTBOPEHA 32 MHTETPUPAE CO MAPKCH-
CTHUKUOT MeroA. CeKako, BO IOCTCTPYKTYPAJTU3MOT
ce OaBUMe CO MMOCTMApKCU3MOT, KOj € BeKe OJBOEH Off
cBojata ,mmocT” moauruja. OHA INTO HEIOCTUTA TaMy
€ EIMUCTEMHUOJIONIKA MOXKHOCT 33 PETUCTHYUKU JHC-
KypC WIN MeTo/a, Ou peKsia MeToZja, HO JUCKYPCOT €
HCTO peJIeBaHTeH - OHapeM 3a Hac KOu ro 300pyBaMe I10-
CTPYKTYPIMCTUYKHUOT jJa3UK - 3aTOA IIITO UMa OZ[pe/ieHa
MHXUOUIFja HA jJa3UKOT M BO MOCTCTYKTYPAJIUCTUYKU-
OT apryMeHT KOj ja 3abpaHyBa oBaa MeTOOJIONIKA WJIH
€IIHICTEMOJIOIIKA MOXKHOCT. 3a /Ia TH CIIOMME U aMaJira-
MHpaMe OBHE MOXKHOCTH Ha MAPKCU3MOT U Ha (PeMUHU-
CTHYKOTO HACJIE/ICTBO HA Pa3MHUCIIyBarha 32 MPAIIAKETO
Ha cy0jeKTOT a, CO TOa, U MOCIIEIUITUTE KOU THE TH UMa-
aT BP3 MpAIakeTO HA WUJIEHTUTET, HE CAaMO BO CMUCJIA
Ha TOJINTHKA, TYKY U TEOPETCKH, Tpeba a MoxKeMe /1a
IIOCTAaBUME MATEPUjATUCTUYKU MTPOTUBIPEIJIOT IITO
Ke TH pellaBa W Ke ce 3aHMMAaBa CO IpallamaTa Kou
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and Johanna - were both undertaking. She turned my
attention to these quotes. Perhaps the thickness of the
argument and the richness of its elaboration does exist
primarily in Speculum, but the transparent analogy and
structural similarity in the two propositions - in the case
of Irigaray with complete reversal of perspective - is so
visible in This Sex Which is Not One and especially in
these passages Johanna reminded me of.

I will walk you through the presentation. It might sound
unorthodox from a Marxist point of view, as the talk
will be primarily on the question of subjectivity and on
the problematic constitution of this category we find
in poststructuralism, a configuration which makes it
hardly reconcilable or welcoming to an integration with
a Marxist method. Indeed, there in poststructuralism we
deal with post-Marxism, which is already detached from
its “post” position. What is missing there is an epistemic
possibility of realist discourse or method, I would say
method, but discourse is also relevant - at least for those
of us who speak the poststructuralist language - because
there is a certain inhibition of language as well inside
the poststructuralist argument which prohibits this
methodological or epistemic possibility. So in order to
link and amalgamate these possibilities of Marxism and
the feminist legacy of considerations of the question of
the subject, and, hence, the consequences for identity,
not just politics, theoretical ones as well, we need to be
able to put forward a materialist counter-proposal that
will tackle and address the issues that identity politics
usually deals with. Our proposal of amalgamation will
tackle them in a materialist, structural, systemic way
rather than from the perspective of the subject (or the
“individual”) and in terms of identity - simply to point
to the possibility of a Marxist treatment of these issues
that are relevant. In order to arrive at these theoretical
possibilities, we have to go through the theoretical
considerations I will propose here. So this is a sketch of
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OOMYHO ce BO JOMEHOT Ha HAEHTUTETHAaTa IOJIMTHKA.
Hammuor npezgior 3a amajaraMmanyja ke T pelllaBa Ha
MaTePHjaTUCTUIKH, CTYKTypHPaH, CHCTEMATCKH HAUWH,
HaMeCTO OJf IIePCIIEKTHBAa Ha Cy0jeKToT (WJIu ,I0emu-
HernoTr") U BO CMHUCJIA HA UAECHTHUTET - UUCTO Ja CE HC-
TaKHE MO’KHOCTA 32 MAaPKCUCTUYKO TPETHUPAhE Ha OBUE
mpaliama KO ce peJIeBaHTHU. 3a /ia /Ioj/ieMe JI0 OBHe
TEOPETCKU MOXKHOCTH, MOPa /Ia TH pasrjie/laMe TEOpeT-
CKHUTE Pa3MHUCIyBamba IITO Ke T IpeJioxkaM Tyka. OBa
e IIeMa 3a Toa Kako Ke ce pa3BHUBa apryMeHTOT, IIITO He
€ jaCcHO 07T ITIOYETOK, OUIejKH1 OBA € CaMO BOBE/I.

Hakyco, ke mpemIoKuMe pa3JINYHO TIJIealhe Ha
MpallamkeTo Ha cy0jeKToT MITO Ke Oujle BO COIJIaCHOCT
co (eMHUHUCTUUYKOTO HACJIEJICTBO, HO IITO IIPUMapHO
ke ce moTnupa Ha ozapeneHa ¢popma Ha peanusam. Pea-
JIN3MOT I'O KOPUCTAaM CJIMYHO KaKO MaTepPUjaIN3MOT efi-
HOCTaBHO 3aToa IITo MapKce ro KOPUCTH peajin3MoT Ha
HAYMH Ha KOj HHE IO KOPHUCTUME MaTepUjaIu3MOT, BO
KOHTEKCT Ha MapKCUCTUYKHUOT IUCKYPC, cekako. OBa e u
ro3uIyjaTa Ha He-putocodurjaTa U Ha He-MapPKCU3MOT,
KOj € METO/l Ha YuTame U paboTerme co Mapke, ma Toa
e IIPUYMHATA 30IITO ce CBPTYBaM KOH TEPMUHOT ,pea-
Ju3aM®, a He KOH ,MaTepHjaiu3am” (1 BO Koja cMHCIIA).
Waxko, moHekoram ro KOpUCTaM M MaTepHjaJu3MOoT,
YKaOKyBajKku Ha GakToOT Jeka He e dumocodcku
MaTepujaamuzaM. Ke mpezioxaM pasImdHo IIeame Ha
Cy0jeKTOT IMOTIHUPAjKU Ce Ha PeaTM3MOT U Ke T'o yCorJia-
caMm peasim3MoT co Mapkc u He-puaocodCKo YUTahE Ha
Mapkxke. IIpennaram zieka, BO 3aBUCHOCT OJI aHAJIN3AaTa,
ako uzJsiezeMe oj] pusocodckaTa aHaIM3a U Ce MOCTaBU-
Me cebe Ha OZIpe/IeHO [T0JIe HA MAPKCUCTHYKA U TOCTHHU-
socodcka HayKa, ABeTe MOKHOCTH Ce JJ03BOJIEHH, /1A Ce
MHCIU Cy0jEKTOT BO CMHCJIA HA €ITUHEYHOCT U €JHOCT,
KaKoO M BO CMHCJIa HA MHOIITBO U BUJOU3MEHJINBOCT.
Kako mrTo 3Haete, BTOpuoT e npedeprupaHuoT cyOjexT
0/l CTpaHa Ha MOCTCTPYKTYPAIUCTUTE U MAPTUKYJIapU3-
MOT e fies1 o7 Toa. [Ipesiylaram /ieka MOXKHOCT 32 aHAJIU-

how the argument will evolve, which is not clear from
the beginning as this is just a preamble.

To sum it up, we will propose a different consideration
of the question of the subject that will be in line with
the feminist legacy, but which will primarily rely on
a certain form of realism. I use realism similarly to
materialism simply because Marx uses realism in
the way we use materialism, in the context of Marxist
discourse of course. And also this is the position of non-
philosophy and non-Marxism, which is a method of
reading and working with Marx, so there lies the reason
why I resort to the term realism rather than materialism
(and in what sense). Although I occasionally use
materialism as well by pointing to the fact that it is not
philosophical materialism. I will propose a different
consideration of the subject relying on realism and align
realism with Marx and a non-philosophical reading of
Marx. I will propose that, depending on the analysis,
if we exit philosophical analysis and position ourselves
on a certain plane of Marxist and post-philosophical
science, both possibilities are permitted - to think the
subject in terms of singularity and oneness and in terms
of multiplicity and transformability. The latter is the
preferred subject, as you know, by poststructuralists,
and particularism goes with it. I will propose that the
possibility of an analysis of the subject in terms of
multiplicity, transformability and particularism should
not be excluded from our approach to the question by
way of allowing it as something taking place on a different
level of discussion. A properly Marxian approach will
be to permit another plane of analysis which does not
exclude the previous one but unilaterally positions itself
towards the previous which permits discourse in terms
of unity, oneness rather than unity, or rather unilateral
unity. And all of that is necessary in order to conceive
of new forms of universalism. All this tedious work has
to be done in order to propose some new possibility
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3a Ha Cy0jeKTOT BO CMHCJIa HA MHOIITBO, BUIOU3MEH-
JIMBOCT W MTAPTHUKYJIapU3aM He Tpeba /a ce UCKIYYH O]
HAIIIMOT IIPHUCTAIl KOH MPAIIabeTo, TOMYIITajKU IO KaKO
HEIIITO IIITO CE O/IBUBA Ha Pa3JIMYHO HUBO HA IUCKYCHja.
Bucrtuacku MapkcoB mpucran 6w OWIo 7ia ce 103BOJIH
JIPYTO 1I0JIe Ha aHaIK3a IITO HEe TO0 UCKIy4yBa IIPBOTO,
TYKY €JHOCTPaHO ce IOCTaByBa cebecr KOH IIPETXOTHO-
TO, IITO JI03BOJIyBa JUCKYPC BO CMHCJA HAa €IUHCTBO,
€IHOCT, WJIH ITIOTOYHO, €HOCTPAaHO enHCTBO. CeTo Toa
e MoTpeOHO 3a /la ce 3aMHcJIaT HOBH (OPMU Ha YHUBEP-
sanmu3am. CeTa oBaa MakOTpIIHA paboTa Mopa Ja ce Ha-
IIpaBH 3a Jia ce MPeJIOKH HEeKaKBa HOBAa MOKHOCT 3a
YHUBEP3THCTHUKH JUCKYPC IIPEKY CIIPABYBAIHE CO CUTE
KPUTHKH IIITO MOKEMe Jla TH HpeABUAuME. BeyiHocr,
jac Hekako ru npeaBuayBaM. Kora mouHas /ia ja mpaBam
OBaa aHaJIM3a, ja IIpaBeB KaKO HEKOj KOj jjoara oJf MOCT-
CTPYKTYPAJIMCTUYKA MO3UIHja U OZJIYIUB JIa CE coouaM
CO HEj3UHUTE aiiopuu ¥ Jia IPejIoKaM pelleHue.

Hcro Taka, ke ro mpobsiemMaTu3rpaMe KOHIIENTOT Ha
cy0jeKTHBHOCT M HEroBaTa IEHTPAIHOCT, KAKO IITO
ru npobiemaTtusupa camuor Mapke. Ke ro pasriena-
Me HEroBHOT IPOTHUBIIPEJJIOT /A IJIeflaMe Ha HeIITa-
Ta 00jexiliugHO, HO He BO MO3UTHUBHUCTUYKA CMHCJIA HA
TepMUHOT ObGjeKTHBHOCT. He € BO CpOACTBO HHUTY CO
OHTOJIOTHjaTa CBpTeHA KOH 00jeKTOT, 3aT0a IITO U3TJIe-
Jla KaKo Jia TH CI0jyBa Cy0jeKTOT U 00jeKTOT MJIM JieKa
TaMy 0GjeKTOT ce TpeTHpa ofi, cyGjekTiBHa mosunuja. Ke
ja objacHam Taa uzeja kaj Mapkc u Toa ke He JIOBeJiE /10
MIPEJJIOTOT IITO Ke T0 IPeTCTaBaM TyKa, a KOj € IMoBeKe
KOHIIENITyaJIn3allija Ha ceOCTBO OTKOJIKY Ha CyOjeKT,
IITO HEKAKO BO cebe ja MHTerpupa KaTeropujara Ha
Marepyjata M peasHOTo (HamecTo (U3MKATHOCTA U
TEJIECHOTO IITO CEKAKO ce BKJIy4YeHU, OHIejKu Toa e
MapKCHCTUYKaTa rprska). IIpemyiaraM moHaTtaMmomiHa
dopmanmzanuja co KOpUCTemHE Ha KaTeropujara Ha pe-
aJTHOTO. PeaylTHOTO MCTO Taka BKJIydyBa MaTepHja BO He-
dunocodcka cmucia.
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of universalist discourse by way of countering all the
possible criticisms we can anticipate. Or at least in the
way I am anticipating them. When I started doing this
analysis I was doing it as someone coming from the
poststructuralist position and decided to face its aporiae
and propose a solution.

We will also problematize the concept of subjectivity
and its centrality as problematized by Marx himself.
We will consider his counter-proposal to look at things
objectively, but not in the positivist sense of objectivity.
It is not akin to object-oriented ontology either, because
it looks like it is merging the subject and the object or
that there the object is treated from a subjective position.
I will explain this particular idea in Marx and that will
lead us to the proposal I will present here which is a
conceptualization of a self rather than a subject, which
sort of integrates in itself the category of matter and the
real (rather than physicality and the bodily which are of
course included, as such is the Marxist concern). I am
proposing a further formalization by way of using the
category of the real. The real also includes matter in the
non-philosophical sense.

The hybridity of selthood I am proposing here is
indebted primarily to feminist philosophy, to Donna
Haraway, to Luce Irigaray, to the treatment of Irigaray
of the signifying automaton. This will lead us to the
composition of selthood. It is a selthood which operates
with further formalized and absolutized categories of
the automaton and the real rather than with, as Laruelle
will call them, philosophically spontaneous categories
of the body and technology. The real is a category that
can be embodied by the physical body, by the organic or
synthetic physicality. It could be technological. Whereas
the automaton is literally the automaton of signification,
like language, exchange of value in market economy,
exchange of women in patriarchy.
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XubpuaHocTa Ha ceO6CTBOTO IITO TO MPeJjIaraM TyKa ce
JIOJIKY IIPBEHCTBEHO HA peMuHUCTHYKaTa pumocoduja,
Ha Jlona Xapasej, Ha Jlyc Mpurape, Ha TpeTMaHOT Ha
Vpurape Ha 03HAYyBAUKUOT asitiomai. Toa ke He /10-
BeJle /10 OBaa KOMITO3uIMja Ha ceOcTBOTO. Toa e cebeTBO
Koe paboTu co moHatamy (HOPMATM3UPAHU U ATICOJIY-
TU3UPAHU KAaTETOPUU HA aBTOMATOT M Ha PETHOTO OT-
KOJIKY €O, KaKo 1mTo Jlapye ke ru Hapeue, GriocodCcKu
CIIOHTAaHHW KaTerOpWH Ha TEJIOTO W HAa TEXHOJIOTHjaTa.
PeasrHOTO € KaTeropuja mTo MOXKe /1a OUJie OTET0TBO-
peHa BO PU3UUKOTO TeJIO0, 1a O¥/ie OpraHCKa WJIN CUHTe-
THYKa pU3UKATHOCT. Moxke fa Ouzie TexHosomka. Jlo-
ZleKa aBToMaT € OyKBaJTHO aBTOMATOT Ha 03HAUYBAHETO,
KaKO ja3WKOT, pa3MeHa Ha BPEIHOCT BO I1a3apHaTa
€KOHOMMHja, pa3MeHaTa Ha KeHU BO MMaTPHUjapXaToT.

[ToynyBam co nmrat ox JlakaH Koj MU IoMara BO
HU3JI0KyBabeTO Ha aBTOMATOT:

[...] cBETOT HA CUMOOJIMUKOTO € CBETOT
Ha mamumHara (Jlakan)?.

Tyka cuMOOJIMYKOTO € n3eHAYEHO, HA MHOTY MECTa, CO
apromMaToT. O3HAYYBAUKHUOT CUHIIMP € aBTOMAToT. Bo
[ICUX0aHaIN3aTa ke BUIUTe KaKo paboTH CO KOHIEIITOT
Ha aBTOMAT U Ha tuché, Toa e MHCTaHIIaTa HA PEATHOTO,
aBTOMATOT € 03HaKaTa. Mojara IoeHTa € JieKa He € MHO-
'y IOPa3JINYHO O/ HAUMHOT Ha KOj e pa3bpaHd kaj fe Co-
cup wiu Typunr. [logonHa ke CTUTHEME /10 TOA.

[IpBO, ma TO cropeAmMMe JAOMHHAHTHHUOT aBTOMAT Ha
03HAUYYBAETO BO COBPEMEHUOT KamuTaiausaMm. EBe ro
UTATOT Ha Vpurape Koj ja OTKpUBa OUUTJIETHOCTA JIeKa
naTpujapxajHaTa pa3MeHa Ha »KeHHUTe WU Ha JKEHCKO-
cta He e MHOry niopasnnyHa ot [1-C-I1. Taa Besnu:

2 Jacques Lacan, The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book
II: The Ego in Freud’s Theory and in the Technique of
Psychoanalysis, 1954-1955, ed. by Jacques-Alain Miller, trans.
by Sylvana Tomaselli (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 2017), 51.

I start with a quote from Lacan which helps my exposition
of the automaton:

[...] the world of the symbolic is the world
of the machine (Lacan).?

Here the symbolic is equated, as in many places, with
automaton. The signifying chain is the automaton. In
psychoanalysis you will find how he [Lacan?] operates
with the concept of the automaton, and tuché - it is the
instance of the real, the automaton is the signification.
My point is that it is not much different than the way it
is understood by de Saussure or Turing. We will arrive
to that later.

First let us compare the dominant automata of
signification in contemporary capitalism. Here is
the quote by Irigaray which makes obvious that the
patriarchal exchange of women or of femininity is not
very different than M-C-M. She says:

In still other words: all the systems of exchange that
organize patriarchal societies and all the modalities
of productive work that are recognized, valued, and
rewarded in these societies are men’s business. The
production of women, signs, and commodities is
always referred back to men (when a man buys a girl,
he “pays” the father or the brother, not the mother...),
and they always pass from one man to another, from
one group of men to another. The work force is thus
always assumed to be masculine and “products” are
objects to be used, objects of transaction among
men alone. Which means that the possibility of our
social life, of our culture, depends upon a ho(m)mo-

2 Jacques Lacan, The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book
II: The Ego in Freud’s Theory and in the Technique of
Psychoanalysis, 1954-1955, ed. by Jacques-Alain Miller, trans.
by Sylvana Tomaselli (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 2017), 51.




Identities

ViliTe MOMHAKY Ka)KaHO: CUTE CHCTEMH Ha pa3MeHa
IITO OpraHU3UpaaT MaTPHjapXaJHU OIIITECTBA U
CUTE MOJAJIMTETH Ha IMPOAYKTUBHATAa paboTa IITO
ce IpU3HAEHH, BPE/IHYBAaHHU U HaTrpaJlyBaHU BO OBHE
OIIIIITECTBA, ce Mallrka pabora. IIpon3BoICTBOTO Ha
JKeHUTe, 3HAIIUTE U CTOKATa CEKoralll UM Ce IIpHU-
MMUIITyBaaT Ha MakuTe (Kora Mak ke KyIlH JIeBOjKa,
TOj My ,IUIaka“ HA TaTKOTO WJIX Ha OpaToT, HE HA
MajKaTa...) ¥ CEeKOrall IMPeMUHYyBaaT o7 efleH MaX
Ha IPYT, OJ1 €JTHA TpyTia Ha Mak¥ Ha Jipyra. PaboTHa-
Ta CHJIa CEKOTalll ce MPETIIOCTABYBa JieKa € MalllKa U
,IIPOUBBOAUTE" Ce 0OJEKTH ITITO Ce KOPHUCTAT, 00jeKTH
3a TpaHCaknuja camo mMery maxku. Toa 3Haum jeka
BO3MOKHOCTA Ha HAIIIMOT COIHjaJIeH KUBOT, Ha Ha-
maTa KyJaTypa, 3aBUCH o7 ho(m)mo-cexcyaaHuoT
MOHOITOJI? 3aKOHOT KOj TO BOBEZyBa PeAOT BO Ha-
IIIETO OTIITETCTBO € EKCKIY3UBHOTO BPEHYBabe Ha
moTpebuTe/>kebUTE HA MaXKUTE, 32 pa3MeHU Mery
Maxkute. OHa IIITO AHTPOIIOJIO3UTE TO HapeKyBa-
aT IMPEMUH O] MPUPO/Ia BO KyJITypa ce CBeAyBa Ha
BOCIIOCTABYBam€TO Ha BJIaJieeleTo Ha ho(m)mo-
cexkcyanmHocta. He Bo ,HemocpegHa“ mpakca, TYKy
CO ,,OmIITeCTBEHO mocpezicTBo. O/1 0Baa TOUYKA IO-
HaTaMy, MaTpUjapXaJHUTE OIIITECTBA MOXKE Jla ce
TOJIKYBaaT KaKO OIIITeCTBA KO paboTaT BO PEKUM
HAa ,,CJINYHOCT 3.

IToenTara Tyka e ieKka OHa IIITO Ce IIPO/IaBa, JKEeHU KaKO
3HAIlM, KaKO BaJyTa, € eTUIIOT Ha »KEeHCKOCTa. 3aroa
IIOCTOU CTPYKTYpPHATa XHepapXrja BO XeTePOCEKCYyaTHO-
CTa Koja e peurcy HeHaAMUHINBA. [ToTpe6GHO e 11es10cHO
CTPYKTYPHO IIPECBPTYBAIbe, a TOA € BUZON3MeHYBambhe Ha
>KeHUTe 0] (PETHUIIl Ha CTOKA U BUIIIOK BPETHOCT BO YIIO-
TpeObHa BpeaHOCT. V1 HalMUHYyBabe HA JIOTUKATa Ha Ca-

3 Luce Irigaray, This Sex Which Is Not One, trans. by Catherine
Porter and Carolyn Burke (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1985), 171.
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sexual monopoly? The law that orders our society is
the exclusive valorization of men’s needs/desires,
of exchanges among men. What the anthropologist
calls the passage from nature to culture thus amounts
to the institution of the reign of hom(m)o-sexuality.
Not in an “immediate” practice, but in its “social”
mediation. From this point on, patriarchal societies
might be interpreted as societies functioning in the
mode of “semblance.”

The point here is that what is being sold - women as
signs, as currency, is the fetish of femininity. And that is
why there is this structural hierarchy in heterosexuality
which is practically insurmountable. It requires a
complete structural reversal, and it is the transformation
of women from commodity fetish and surplus value into
use value. And transcending the logic of value itself, and
arriving to the relevance of materiality as such. So in a
way she gives perhaps the most compete proposal after
Marx as how to realize the Marxist proposal, how we go
about the transcendence of the problem of surplus value,
which is a problem of value and the relation value has
to the mere, inferior matter, to materiality as resource.
Interestingly thishuge political problemis a metaphysical
one, and we cannot go about and solve it without taking
some position vis-a-vis certain metaphysical dilemmas.
What I am proposing in my book on Marx and Laruelle*
is that we come to terms with certain metaphysical
questions, and I propose to revise the contemporary
Marxist and post-Marxist proposals to exit and surpass
metaphysics. Marx proposes to exit philosophy and with
it its metaphysics as well. I suggest we keep metaphysics

3 Luce Irigaray, This Sex Which Is Not One, trans. by Catherine
Porter and Carolyn Burke (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1985), 171.

4  Katerina Kolozova, Toward a Radical Metaphysics of
Socialism: Marx and Laruelle (Brooklyn, NY: Punctum Books,
2015).
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Mara BPeIHOCT U Jjoarame 10 peJIeBaHTHOCTA Ha caMaTa
MarepujasmHocT. Ha Hekoj HauuH, Vipurape Moxxebu ro
JlaBa HajIeJIOCHUOT IpeyIor o Mapkce 3a Toa Kako /1a ce
pean3upa MapKCUCTUYKUOT IIPEJIOT, KaKo Ja o Hajl-
MHHEME ITPOo06JIEMOT Ha BHUIIIOKOT BPEAHOCT, IIITO € IIPO-
6JieM Ha BPEIHOCT U OJHOCOT MMa BPEIHOCT 32 €IHO-
cTaBHaTa, MH(pEpPUOpHaA MaTepuja, 3a MaTepHjaTHOCTa
KaKo U3BOp. VIHTEPECHO € IIITO 0BOj OTPOMEH ITOJTUTHY-
KU mpobiieM e MeTapU3UUKKA M HUE HEe MOKEME Jia TO
pemnMe 6e3 Jla 3a3eMeMe HEeKaKBa ITO3UIIHja ViS-A-ViS
Hekou MeTapusuuku auyiemMu. Toa IITO TO mMpeaiaram
BO MojaTa KHUTa 3a Mapkc u Jlapyesn* e 1a ce moMmupume
co ozipeieHN MeTapU3UUKHY Ipalllamkha U Impeaiaram aa
'Y peBUAHUPAME COBPEMEHUTE MAPKCTUCTHYKHU U IIOCT-
MAapKCHCTUYKH TIPEJJIO3H 3a /1a usjie3deMe o7 Metabu-
3UKaTa U Jia ja HajiMuHeMe. MapKc mpejjiara ia ce u3-
Jiese o1 ¢punocodujaTa, a co Toa M o7 MeTadpU3UKaTa.
[Mpensiaram fa ja 3aapxumMe MetadusnukaTa, 3aToa MITO
He Moxkeme 0Oe3 Hea. Jlypu Tpeba 71a ja paguKau3upa-
Me, Taa e CyIITHHATa Ha OHA IIITO Ce CIy4yBa U BO HayKa-
ta. Boomto He e mpotuBHay4yHa. Toa ke ro coryeame
caMo aKo ja paJuKajau3upame Ha He-QHI0ocoPCKU Ha-
YHH, T.€. IPEKY MeTOI0T Ha JlapyeJt.

EBe ymire enen nuratr Ha Typunr. Criopenba Ha ojipe-
JIeH BHUJI YOBEYKU TPYJ CO IpecMeTyBawmeTo. Kornu-
TUBHUTE 33Jla4d HA MPECMETYBAHKETO CE CIIOPE]] HETO
CIIOPEJJTUBU CO 0Ba, CO TOA IIITO T'0 IJIeAaTe BO OBOj IIH-
TaT - TOj He TM HapeKyBa OBHUE aKTUBHOCTH 3HAEHE WU
WHTEJUTEHI[Uja, MHOTY € IIPeIU3€eH 3a Toa IITO IIPaBH
MalllMHATa 32 IpecMeTyBamhe:

Knacara mnpobsieMu IITO MOXKe J1a TH pelu
mamuHata [ACE] wmoke pma ce meduHHpa-
aT TPWINYHO KOHKpeTHO. Tue ce [mogHH-
3a Ha] oHHWE MPOOJIEMHU IINTO MOXKE Jla TU PeIln

4  Katerina Kolozova, Toward a Radical Metaphysics of
Socialism: Marx and Laruelle (Brooklyn, NY: Punctum Books,
2015).

because we cannot deal without it. Instead we should
radicalize it - it is the grain of what takes place in science
as well. It is not counter-scientific at all. We come to
see that only if we radicalize it in a non-philosophical
manner, i.e., through Laruelle’s method.

Here is another quote, by Turing. A comparison of
a certain type of human labor with computing. The
cognitive tasks of computing according to him is
comparable to this, to what you see in this quote -he does
not call these activities knowledge or intelligence, he is
very precise as to what the computing machine does:

The class of problems capable of solution by the
machine [the ACE] can be defined fairly specifically.
They are [a subset of] those problems which can
be solved by human clerical labor, working to fixed
rules, and without understanding.®

As you can see, he differentiates understanding from the
task of computing.

This theme re-occurs in the two texts I am quoting in
this paper. The upcoming two quotes from Marx and
Irigaray are important to see how structurally similar
the automata of patriarchy and capital are, and the
formula is the same. And it is interesting that the
analogy is also patriarchal toward the end in the quote
from Marx. Marx anticipates surplus value and use
value will merge simply into value, and the formula will
be neither C-M-C nor M-C-M but will result into M-M’
and finally just M-M. He speaks of this acceleration of
capital and circulation of capital in Vol. 3 of Capital, in
a different place, and there he analyzes the laws of auto-

5  Alan Turing, “Proposal for Development in the Mathematics
Division of an Automatic Computing Engine (ACE),” in A.M.
Turing’s ACE Report of 1946 and Other Papers, ed. by B.E.
Carpenter and R.W. Doran (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press,
1986), 38-9.
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YOBEYKH UMHOBHUYKH TpyJ, paboTeme Cropesn
¢dukcHM paBuia u 6e3 pazbupame’.

Kaxko mrTo riiezare, T0oj ro pasjavuKyBa pa30HUpAeTo Off
3a/1a4aTa Ha IPECMEeTYBAaIbe.

OBaa Tema ce OBTOpPYBa BO /JBaTa TEKCTA IITO TH IH-
THpPaM BO OBOj ecej. CireTHUTE Ba IUTaTa Ha Mapkc u
Hpurape ce Ba:KHU 32 J1a ce BUJU KOJIKY Ce€ CTPYKTYPHO
CJIMYHU aBTOMATHUTE HA MTATPHUjapXaToT U HA KAITUTAJIOT,
u popmysiaTa e ucra. FIHTEpECHO € IITO aHAJIOTHjaTa €
HCTO TakKa MaTpujapxXajlHa KOH KPajoT Ha IUTATOT Ha
Mapxce. Mapkce npeaBuayBa JieKa BUIIOKOT BPEAHOCT U
ynotrpeOHaTa BPEIHOCT €JHOCTABHO Ke ce CIIojaT caMo
BO BpeAHOCT, a ¢dopMmysiata HeMa fa 6uzae Huty C-II-C
uury I[1-C-I1, tyky II-IT" u koneuno, camo II-I1. 360py-
Ba 32 3a0p3yBamETO HA KAIIUTAJIOT U 3a IUPKYyJIaIijaTa
Ha KaIWuTaJOT BO TpeTHOT ToM Ha Kaiuitianoiu, Ha
pPa3JIMYHO MECTO, U TaMy TH aHAJIM3Wpa 3aKOHHUTE 34
caMo3a0p3yBame Ha KaUTIOT. Kanutasor caMuor ce
3a0p3yBa pevncH /10 eHeYHOCT. MapKe Beu:

Bo emnocraBHa mnupkynanuja, C-II-C, BpemHocra
Ha CcTOKaTa Jobuyia HajMHOry dopma He3aBHCHA
O]l HUBHUTE yIIOTpeOHU BpEAHOCTH, T.€. popma Ha
Iapu, HO Taa KCTa BPeJHOCT, cera BO UPKyJIaIyjara
[1-C-II, uiu nupKy1anyjaTa Ha KaluTasl, O/le/{HaIl
ce ImpeTcTaByBa cebecH KaKO He3aBHCHA CYIICTAHI[H]a
KOja MMa CBOe JIBIDKEIbE, KOja MUHYBA HU3 COTICTBEH
’KMBOTEH IIPOIIEC, BO KOj IAPUTE U CTOKATA Ce CaMO
dbopmu 1ITo Taa rm 3azema u ordpsa Hau3MEHHUU-
HO. JIOTIOJTHUTENIHO: HAMECTO €IHOCTAaBHO /A THU
IIpeTCcTaByBa OJTHOCUTE Ha CTOKaTa, Taa cera BJIETy-
Ba, TaKa JIa peueMe, BO IIPUBATHU OJHOCH CO caMara

5  Alan Turing, “Proposal for Development in the Mathematics
Division of an Automatic Computing Engine (ACE),” in A.M.
Turing’s ACE Report of 1946 and Other Papers, ed. by B.E.
Carpenter and R.W. Doran (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press,
1986), 38-9.
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acceleration of capital. Capital accelerates itself almost
to singularity. So Marx says:

In simple circulation, C-M-C, the value of
commodities attained atthe most aformindependent
of their use-values, i.e., the form of money; but that
same value now in the circulation M-C-M, or the
circulation of capital, suddenly presents itself as an
independent substance, endowed with a motion of
its own, passing through a life-process of its own, in
which money and commodities are mere forms which
it assumes and casts off in turn. Nay, more: instead
of simply representing the relations of commodities,
it enters now, so to say, into private relations with
itself. It differentiates itself as original value from
itself as surplus-value; as the father differentiates
himself from himself qua the son, yet both are one
and of one age: for only by the surplus-value of £10
does the £100 originally advanced become capital,
and so soon as this takes place, so soon as the son,
and by the son, the father, is begotten, so soon does
their difference vanish, and they again become one.*

The form of money, money as materiality is an instance
of the real. M-C-M is already transformed and it turns
out that circulation takes place not for the purposes of
use, as use value is almost of no relevance anymore;
according to this reversal of the formula, it turns out that
the entire circulation takes place in “money engenders
money.” Logic. So surplus value leads to more surplus
value. Use value becomes irrelevant, the two are merged
into pure value, M-M. And this is the procedure of
fetishization. Value somehow involves philosophical
axiology, somehow it makes sense to us that value

6  Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, edited by Frederick Engels, Ch. 4,
from the online version of the Marxist Internet Archive (1995;
1999), www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1/cho4.
htm.
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cebe. Ce u3mBojyBa cebe KakO OpUTHHAIHA Bpes-
HOCT 071 cebe KaKo BHIIIOK Ha BPEIHOCT; KaKO IITO
TaTKOTO Ce pa3/IuKyBa cebe of] cebe Kkako CHHOT, ce-
IIaK /IBajIlaTa ce eHO U Ha HMCTa BO3PACT: 3aTO0A IIITO
caMoO CO BHUIIOKOT BPEIHOCT Ha £10, IPBEHCTBEHO
HaIllpeaHaTaTa £100 CTaHyBa KalluTaJl, 1 IITOM OBa
ke ce CJIy4YH, IIITOM CUHOT, a CO CHHOT, U TATKOTO, CE
pafa, HCUe3HYBa HHUBHAaTa pa3JIMKa U THE IIOBTOPHO
CTaHyBaar eHo".

OO6IMKOT HA IapH, [TapuTe KaKO MAaTepUjaIHOCT Ce HH-
cranna Ha pearHoct. II-C-II e Beke BUIOM3MEHETO U
M3JIeTyBa JleKa IUpKyJanujaTa ce cIydyBa He 3apaju
ynorpebaTa, Ouiejku yrnorpeOHAaTa BPEHOCT PEUHCH
BOOIIIIITO He € peJIeBaHTHA; CIIOpe]] IPECBPTYBAKHETO Ha
oBaa ¢opMyia, U3JIeTyBa /leKa IiejlaTa IUpKyJIalyja ce
CJIy4yBa BO ,lIapuTe paraar mapu“. BUIIOKOT Ha Bpej-
HOCT IIPU/IOHECYBa 3a JIOTIOJIHUTEJIEH BUIIOK Ha BpeJ-
HOCT. YmoTrpebHaTa BpEHOCT CTaHyBa HPEJIEBAHTHA,
JIBETe ce CII0OEHU BO 4yucTa BpenHoct, I[I-I1. U Toa e mpo-
IlecoT Ha deTUIIN3Hpake. BpelHOCTa HEKAKO BKJIydyBa
dunocodcka akcrosoruja, HEKakKo HU UMa CMUCIIA JleKa
BpeZITHOCTa IUPKYJIMpa U MPOU3Be/lyBa BPEAHOCT, II0Y-
HaJIa ,,CBOj KUBOT" (Ka’KaHO MPUJIUYHO ITUHUYHO).

Jypu u mapute u crokara ce ¢GOpMH Ha OBOj IPO-
Ilec Ha O3HauyBalbe, BAJIOpPU3allHja, HA IPOIECOT Ha
BpeHyBalke, HA TOA Ce CBeAyBa KallUTAJI0T, HA pas-
MeHaTa Ha BPEHOCT Ha Ia3apoT. BUTKOjUHOT He e
peBouyIHja, TyKy yire eqaa ¢dopma Ha I1-I1, Ha ncrara
TaBTOJIOTHja, BPETHOCTA para BPETHOCT.

VMa TeMnopasieH MPecBPT, TATKOTO € POJIEH O] CHHOT,
a )KeHHuTe TM HeMa. Tue ce BajryTara 3a Jja ce CJIydH OBaa
aBTOIPOAYKIIHja.

6  Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, edited by Frederick Engels, Ch. 4,
from the online version of the Marxist Internet Archive (1995;
1999), www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1867-c1/chog4.
htm.

circulates and produces value, it has taken a “life of its
own” (in a rather cynical way).

Even though money and commodities are just forms of
this signification, valorization process, of the process of
valuing - this is what capital comes down to, the exchange
of value in the market. Bitcoin is not a revolution, it is
yet another form of M-M, of the same value engenders
value tautology.

There is a temporal reversal - the father is begotten by
the son, and women are missing. They are the currency,
so that this auto-production takes place.

The same equation you saw - you can make a perfect
parallel - you can take it and put P - Phallus and C -
femininity as commodity. The way commodity is not the
object which is the use value, but the abstraction that
can be exchanged, in the same way women as use value
or in their reality are not what is being exchanged in
patriarchy - it is femininity, it is the fetish. Femininity
takes place inside commodity - it is the fetish. The
formula is Phallus - Femininity - Phallus. This formula
comes down to what Irigaray calls hom(m)o-sexuality
whereby the phallus produces itself and enters into
relations with itself via women, via femininity, because
the position of women can be taken by gay man and
trans women as well. She does not say this, but it is clear
that structurally the argument allows that. So, Irigaray
writes:

From this point on, patriarchal societies might be
interpreted as societies functioning in the mode of
“semblance.”

And the ultimate semblance is women - femininity as
the commodity in these transactions.

7 Irigaray, This Sex, 171.
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VcraTa paBeHKa IITO ja BUIOBTE - MOXKE /Ia HAIIpaBUTE
COBpIIIEHA Iapajesa - MOXe /Ia ja 3eMeTe U Jja CTaBH-
te I1 - daiyc u C - keHCKOCTa KaKo cToka. HauynHOT Ha
KOj cTOKaTa He e 00jeKTOT IITO e yIoTpeObHa BpeaHOCT,
TYKy alcTpaknyja Koja Moxke 7ia Ouje pa3MeHeTra, Ha
HCT HAYMUH >KEHHUTe KaKO YIOTpeOHA BPEIHOCTA WU
BO HUBHATa PeaJHOCT, He Ce Toa IITO ce Pa3MeHyBa BO
[aTpujapxaroT, TYKy Toa e KeHcKocTa, ¢petumior. JKen-
CKOCTa Ce CJIydyBa BO CTOKaTa, Taa e perumot. Popmy-
nata e Qaiyc - XKenckocr - Panyc. OBaa dopmyna ce
cBeZyBa Ha oHa mmTo Vpurape ro HapekyBa hom(m)o
-CEKCyaUTHOCT, Aofieka (aiycoT ce mpousBenyBa cebe-
CH U BJIETYBA BO OJTHOCH €O cebe IpeKy KEeHUTe, IpeKy
’KEHCKOCTA, 3aT0a IIITO MO3UIHjaTa HA KEHUTe MOXKe Ja
6usie mpe3eMeHa 07 rej MaXk M TPAHC JKeHa HCTO TaKa.
Taa He ro Ka)KyBa OBa, HO jacHO € JileKa CTPYKTYpHO ap-
TYMEHTOT I'o I03BOJIyBa Toa. Vpurape numrysa:

On oBaa Touka IOHATaMy, MaTpPUjapXaJHUTE OII-
IITECTBA MOXKE Jla Ce TOJIKyBaaT KAaKO OIIITECTBA
KoM paboTaT BO PeXKUM Ha ,,CJTUHIHOCT.

4! HajFOJIeMaTa CJIMYHOCT C€ KEHUTE, XKEHCKOCTa KaKO
CTOKa BO OBHE€ TPAaHCAKIIUH.

Bpennocra Ha CUMOOJIMYHU U WU3MHUCJIEHU IIPO-
OYKIIUY € HaMeTHaTa, [ypu U 3aMeHeTa 32 Bpe-
HOCTa Ha OJIHOCUTEe Ha MaTepHjasiHa, IPUPOAHA U
TejsiecHa (pe)upoaykuuja. Bo 0BOj HOB MaTpUKC Ha
HCTOPUjaTa, BO KOj YOBEKOT I'0 para YOBEKOT CIIOPE/]
cebe, ;KEHUTE U KEPKUTE NUMaaT BPEJHOCT CAMO aKO
CJIy’KaT KaKO MOKHOCT 3a U MOTEHIUjasIHa IIPUJIO0-
O6uBka oz, omHOCUTEe Mefy mMaxkure. KopucremeTo
J)KEHU U TPIyBameTO CO HUB IO IOTKpeIlyBaaT U
OZIpJKyBaaT BJaZleeleTo Ha Marnkara hom(m)o
-CeKCYaJIHOCT, IypU U JI0/IeKa ja O/pKyBaaT Taa
hom(m)o-cekcyasiHOCT BO oOzpasyBambe, UIPH HA

7 Irigaray, This Sex, 171.
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The value of symbolic and imaginary productions is
superimposed upon, and even substituted for, the
value of relations of material, natural, and corporal
(re)production. In this new matrix of History, in
which man begets man as his own likeness, wives,
daughters, and sisters have value only in that they
serve as the possibility of, and potential benefit
in, relations among men. The use of and traffic in
women subtend and uphold the reign of masculine
hom(m)o-sexuality, even while they maintain
that hom(m)o-sexuality in speculations, mirror
games, identifications, and more or less rivalrous
appropriations, which defer its real practice.®

(Similar to Marx - the story of the hundred and ten
pounds son engendering the father.)

Speculations - this is the key thing that links Irigaray
to Marx and the critique of commodity fetishism. This
speculation, this product of mirroring, this image the
commodity is, it being a pure form - value, it is the
general form and equivalent of exchange, taking on
a reality of its own. In a similar way we can see the
position of women, especially in sexuality - femininity in
sexuality, assuming the same role in the value exchange
of patriarchy and hom(m)o-sexuality.

Woman, object of exchange, differs from woman as
usevalue, in that one doesn’t know how to take (hold
of) her, since “the value of commodities is the very
opposite of the coarse materiality of their substance,
not an atom of matter enters into its composition.”

All those male philosophers who keep wondering
what the woman wants, desires, etc., never arrive to
an answer. Of course, they do not, as this is a spectral

8 Ibid, 171-2.
9 Ibid,, 175-6 (including a paraphrase of Marx).
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orJielyBame, UJAEeHTU(PUKAIUN U MOKOHKYPEHTHU
WIN TIOMAJIKy KOHKYPEHTHU IIPUCBOjyBamba, IITO ja
OJVIO’KyBa HEroBaTa BUCTUHCKA Ipakca®.

(Cmmuno Ha Mapkc, mpukasHaTa 3a CUHOT 01 110 ¢GyHTH
KOj TO pafa TaTKOTO.)

Onpa3yBameTo € KJIYYHOTO HEIITO IITO ja TOBP3Y-
Ba Hpurape co Mapkc m KpuTukara Ha (GeTHIIN3-
MOT Ha crokara. OBa ojpa3yBame, OBOj IIPOU3BOJ HA
OTJIeIyBam-ETO, OBaa CJIMKA KOja € CTOKaTa, KOja € YHcTa
¢dopma, BpenHOCT, TOA € omTata GopMa U eKBUBAJIEHT
Ha pa3MeHa, KOja IOIprMa cBoja peaysHocT. Ha wmcr
HAYMH MOXKEMe /Ia ja BUAVUME IO3UIlMjaTa Ha JKEHUTE,
0Cc00EHO BO CEKCYATTHOCTA, JKEHCKOCTA BO CEKCYaTHOCTA,
KOja ja mompuMa HcTaTa yJjaora BO pa3MeHaTa Ha Bpes-
HOCTa Ha maTpujapxaToT 1 hom(m)o-cekcyasHocra.

Kenailia, objexiti Ha pazmeHa, ce pasauxkysa og
JceHallla kaxo yilollipebOHa 6pegHocil, 60 oA
wilio Yo8ex He 3Hae Kaxo ga ja 3eme (3a cebe), 3a-
TOAQ MITO IITOM ,BPEJHOCTA HA CTOKAaTa € MHOTY
CIIPOTUBHA Ha IpybaTa MaTepHjaJHOCT Ha HUBHATA
CyICTaHIIMja, HUTY €IeH aTOM MaTepuja He BJIeryBa
BO HEJ3UHUOT COCTaB .

Cute oHmMe Mamku puaocodu MITo MPOJIOJKYBaaT Jja ce
Yy/iaT IITO »KeHaTa Caka, I0CaKyBa, UTH.,  KOU HUKO-
ram He HaoraaT ogrosop. HopmasiHo e mrrto He Haofaat
OZITOBOP 3aTo0a LITO 300pyBaar 3a ofjpa3eHa KeHa, 0Ba €
(¢erumHara npasHa ¢popma, To UMaat IpeiBU/ BUIIIO-
KOT BPEJIHOCT Ha JKEHCKOCTa, He YIIOTpeOHaTa BPEITHOCT.

TprayBajKu 07] TOCTCTPYKTYPAJIMCTHYKA IO3HIHja
U TIPEHeCYBajKku IO HEJ3MHOTO HACJIEACTBO BO MapK-
CHUCTUYKOTO U He-(puI0cOPCKOTO pasMucCIyBambe, He
010MBajKu ro OHA IITO BPEAU TaMy, TPETUPAJKH IO He-

8 Ibid,, 171-2.
9 Ibid,, 175-6 (BkiayuyBajku napadpasa Ha Mapxkc).

woman they talk about, this is the fetishist empty form,
it is the surplus value of femininity they have in mind,
not the use value.

Starting from a poststructuralist position and taking
its legacy into Marxian and non-philosophical
consideration, not rejecting what is worth there, treating
it non-philosophically, let us try to provide a degree
of realism that will take us beyond the paralysis of
poststructuralism we are currently witnessing.

Between the “immaterial self or subjectivity and the
body there is certainly a material, cognitive and affective
continuity, and the philosophical dualism underpinning
the two is false (because it is one grounded in non-
materialist epistemology). There is a material(ist)
continuity between the two instances, as Lisa Blackman
explains in her Immaterial Bodies: Affect, Embodiment,
Mediation.” I concur with the thesis about the physical
continuity between the body and cognition as it is a
fundamentally materialist one, and the method based
on Karl Marx and Francois Laruelle I employ here is
non-philosophically materialist. (Although Marx always
uses realism, practically never materialism.) (The term
“non-philosophy” is used here in Laruellian sense to
be explained in more detail below.) However, for the
purposes of an analysis of subjectivity from a non-
humanist perspective (this is the non-philosophical
Laruellian flexion, also influenced by Haraway) I will
propose here, we will need to absolutize the categories of
subjectivity (or the signifying automaton) (and nothing
beyond that, and when we talk about the participation of
the material in the composition of the self, we will speak
of the non-human self, or the human-in-human, as
Laruelle calls it, but not the subject) and the body in their
conceptual distinctness, as such categorical abstractions
are needed for a greater level of formalization of the

10 Lisa Blackman, Immaterial Bodies: Affect, Embodiment,
Mediation (London: Sage Publications, 2012).
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dunocodckw, 1a ce obuaeMe /1a 00e30eUMeE MAJIKy pe-
ayi3aM IITo Ke HE OJ{Hece HaJ| mapajn3ara Ha MOCTPYK-
TYpPaJIM3MOT IIITO MOMEHTAJIHO ja TJIeflaMe.

[Tomery ,HemarepujaHOTO ceOCTBO® WU CyOjek-
TUBHOCTA U TEJIOTO CEKaKo JleKa WMa MaTepujajieH,
KOTHUTHBEH U adeKTUBeH KOHTUHYUTET, U QUio-
CO(PCKUOT Ayasm3aM IITO T'Ml MOTKpEIyBa JBaTa € Ja-
’)keH (0uejku e 3acHOBAaH Ha HeMaTEPUAMCTHYKA
enucremosioruja). Iloctom  marepujayi(MCTUYKU)EH
KOHTHUHYUTET IOMely IBeTe HHCTAHIIM, KaKo ITo Jluca
Bnexkman ob6jacHyBa Bo cBojaTa KHUTa HemailiepujanHu
tiena: Adbexil, oilienoitisoperue, mequitiayuja*®. Ce
coryiacyBaM co Te3aTra 32 (U3UYKUOT KOHTHHYUTET
moMery TeJIOTO W CO3HAaHHETO Oujejku e dyHIaMeH-
TAJHO MAaTEPHjAJIUCTHYKA, U METOJOT 3aCHOBAH Ha
Kapna Mapkc u ®©pancoa Jlaypes mTo ro npuMeHyBaM
Tyka e He-pmwiocopcku Merepujamuctuuku. (Mako
Mapxkce cekoram KOPUCTH peayii3aM, a PEYHCH HHUKO-
ram Matepujannzam.) (TepmuHOT ,He-puaocodpuja“
TyKa ce KOPHUCTH BO JlaypesloBcKa cMucia Koja ke bujie
objacHeTa mozeTaTHO 1o/10J1y.) Celak, Mopaju aHaIu-
3a Ha Cy0jeKTUBUTETOT O7] He-XyMaHUCTUYKA IE€pPCIIeK-
tTuBa (oBa e He-puocodckara Jlaypenoscka ekcuja,
HCTO TaKa II0/] BJIMjaHHe U Ha XapaBej), Ke MpejioKaM
Jleka Tyka Tpeba Ja T'M allCoJIyTU3UpaMe KaTeropuuTe
Ha cy0jeKTHBHOCTA (MJIM Ha O3HAYyBAaUKHOT aBTOMAT)
(u HUIITO MOBeke O/ TOa, M Kora 300pyBaMe 3a yue-
CTBOTO Ha MaTe€pPUjaTHOTO BO COCTABOT Ha ceOCTBOTO, ke
300pyBaMe 3a He-40BeYkKoTO [non-human] ce6cTBo, 3a
homme-en-homme [4oBek-BO-40BeK], KaKO IIITO I'O Ha-
pekyBa JlapyeJsi, HO He Cy0jeKTOT) U 3a TeJIOTO BO HUB-
HaTa KOHIIENTyaJIHa O[peIeHOCT, Ou/Iejku ce moTpeOHU
TAKBU KAaTETOPUCKU AIICTPAKI[UU 32 IIOT0JIEMO HUBO Ha
dopmanmzanyja Ha AUCKycHjaTa IITO caKaMe Jia ja BO-

JIIMe TyKa.

10 Lisa Blackman, Immaterial Bodies: Affect, Embodiment,
Mediation (London: Sage Publications, 2012).
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discussion that we seek to undertake here.

I will now provide a short history of subjectivity. Here I
am taking resort to a brief history of the concept, which
Nina Power presented in Parrhesia," which is one of
the rare historiographical accounts of the history of
the concept. Subjectivity is the product of the linguistic
turn in philosophy. It is preceded by Kant but it comes
down to the same. The preceding history of philosophy
spoke of the “self” (it referred to an “I” too) and so did
the subsequent history of philosophy except for (post)
structuralism and its derivations such as constructivism,
deconstruction, culturalism and theories of identity.
Considering that the body has never participated in
the structuralist subject (the structuralist term par
excellence) except via its construction as signification,
the formulation “subjectivity without physicality” sounds
like a tautology. It is always already without physicality,
not much different than the automata in capitalism and
patriarchy, it is only now subjectivized. Yet again, there
seems to be an irresistible philosophical spontaneity to
presuppose arole for the bodyin it: for poststructuralism,
itis the barred instance constitutive of the subject. which
does not enter its composition. The (post)structuralist
subject is made possible by the constitutive absence of
the real either in the form of the Other or as the physical
body (because the body inhabits the position of the real
- recall Butler’s Bodies that Matter, it is the body as
such, beyond signification which is the instance of the
real, and the instance of the real we do not think, and
we do not think it because it escapes our full control, the
subject’s full control; matter, materiality escapes it as
well, and, therefore, mater is declared irrelevant). These
are the usual incorporations of the real - the other and
the body. Both forms of absence are compensated by the
Imaginary’s recreation of the real, via representation (of

11 Nina Power, “Philosophy’s Subjects,” Parrhesia, No. 3 (2007),
55-72.
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Cerake BHIIpeTCTaBaM Kyca ICTOPHja Ha Cy0jeKTUBHOCTA.
Tyka ce HaBpakaMm Ha Kyca UCTOpHja Ha KOHIIENTOT, KOj
Huna Ilayep ro npercraBu Bo Parrhesia®, mrto e efieH
O/ PETKUTE UCTOPUOTPAdCKU MPETJIeN Ha UCTOpHjaTa
Ha KOHIeNTOT. Cy0jeKTUBHOCTA € MPOW3BOJ], Ha JIMHT-
BUCTHYKATa IIpoMeHa BO ¢uiocodwujara. Ilperxos-
HUK e KaHT, HO ce cBemyBa Ha ucroro. IIperxomHara
rncropuja Ha ¢uaocoduja 36opysarie 3a ,,cedbCTBOTO
(ro umenyBarie 4 ,jacTBO“), a UCTOTO IO HAIpaBU U
rcropujaTta Ha duirocoduja MoToa, OCBEH IMOCTCTPYK-
TYpaJIU3MOT U HETOBUTE JIEPUBAIUU KAKO KOHCTPYK-
TUBHU3MOT, JEKOHCTPYKIMjaTa, KyJTypaJUu3MOT U Te-
opuuTe Ha uAeHTUTeT. VIMajkm mpenBuz /IeKa TeJo-
TO HUKOTAIl HE YYECTBYBIO BO CTPYKTYPATHCTUYKHU
cy0jekT (CTPYKTYpPaJIUCTHYKKU TepMUH par excellence)
OCBEH IIPEKYy HEroBaTa KOHCTPYKIIHMja KaKO O3HAUYBAbE,
dopmynanmjata ,cybjekTUBHOCT 0e3 (PU3MKATHOCT
3ByYHM Kako TaBrosiorwja. OmHampesn e maneHo 6e3 ¢u-
3UKAJTHOCT, He MHOTY Pa3JINYHO O aBTOMATOT BO KaITH-
TQJIU3MOT U AaTPUjapXaToOT, CAMO € Cy0jeKTHBU3HPAHO.
Cemak, ce YMHU KAKO Jla ©UMa HeoAouBa ¢purocodcka
CIIOTAHOCT 3a Jla Ce MPETIOCTABH YJIOTa 32 TEJIOTO BO
HEro: 32 MMOCTCTPYKTYPAJIU3MOT, TOA € 3abpaHeTaTa WH-
CTaHIlA KOja TO COYMHYBA Cy0jEKTOT, Taa Koja He BJIETY-
Ba BO cocTaBOT. (IToCT)CTPYKTYPaTMCTUUKUOT CyOjeKT e
OBO3MOJKEH 0J] KOHCTUTYTUBHOTO OTCYCTBO Ha PETHOTO
iy Bo ¢popma Ha J[pyruoT win Kako GU3HNIKO Teso (3a-
TOA IIITO TEJOTO 3a3eMa MO3UIHja Ha PEATTHOTO, CETETE
ce Ha Teaa xou 3Hauait [Bodies that Matter] ua Bbart-
Jiep, Toa € TeJOTO KaKO TaKBO, Ha/l O3HAUYBAKETO KOe
€ MHCTAHI[a HA PEUTHOTO U MHCTAHIIA HA PEAJTHOTO KO0ja
He ja MUCJIMMe, a He ja MHUCJIMe 3aToa IITO HU Oera o7
I[eJIOCHA KOHTPOJIA, I[eJIOCHATa KOHTPOJIA Ha Cy0jeKTOT;
MarepujaTa, MaTepUjaTHOCTa My Oera UCTO Taka, M 3a-
TOQ, MaTepujaTa e MporJjiaceHa 3a upesaeBantHa. OBa ce

11 Nina Power, “Philosophy’s Subjects,” Parrhesia, No. 3 (2007),
55-72.

the body) that plays the role of the Other or the body.
Representation or signification substitutes the always
already absent real. As a result, it creates the auto-
referential reality of the subject or the (post)structuralist
self, the self-mirroring reality or speculation - in both
Marx and Irigaray senses of the expression - as the only
possible reality. Such is the self that is nowadays called
the subject, the product of the linguistic turn in Western
history of ideas.

Speculation does not mediate the real, it substitutes it,
comes in stead - here is the metaphysical problem, the
logic of the formulas I was referring to previously - and
declares it nonexistent because it is inaccessible to the
thought. Just as the bodies in Judith Butler’s line of
thinking matter as long as they are signified or imagined;
without it they do not exist. It is senseless, therefore it is
not. In poststructuralism, the real is existent only insofar
is nonexistent - according to Butler’s epistemology -
only via its absence. Thus, its presence - the question of
whether there is such thing as “the real” - is relationally
determined (by the relation of sign of signification by
the subject and so it is subjectively conditioned; as Marx
would say, we are looking at things either as an object,
from the position of a third person, or as a subject). The
problem ofinaccessibility of the real as such, inits fullness
of presence and “truth,” is solved in poststructuralism
by its cancellation instead of an account of its mediation
(= thought).

Unlike the scientific thought which subjects itself to
the vicissitudes of the real in an attempt to accurately
describe its effects, philosophy strives to discipline it
and transform its imperfections and meaninglessness
into a truth (of it). I am referring to scientific thinking
following Marx when he identifies certain flaws of
“philosophical sufficiency” in philosophy, i.e., the
principle of self-sufficiency, as Laruelle does, and he
sees this as a problem which precludes the realism he
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BOOOHMYAEHUTE OTEJIOTBOPEHHja HA PEATTHOTO - APYTHOT
u TesoTo. /IBete popMu Ha OTCYCTBO ce KOMIIEH3UPaaT
CO peKpealjata Ha peaJHOTO O] cTpaHa Ha MiMaruHap-
HOTO, NPEKy penpe3eHTaruja (Ha TEJIOTO) IITO ja MMa
yJsiorata Ha J[pyruoT uiu Ha TesoTo. PempeseHTarujata
I 03HAUYBaKkETO IO 3aMeHyBa OIHAIIPE]] BEKe OTCYT-
HOTO peayiHOo. Kako pe3ysitaT Ha Toa, Toa CO37[aBa aBTO-
pedepeHTHA peasHOCT Ha Cy0jeKTOT WU (IIOCT)CTPYK-
TYPaJIUCTHYKO ceOCTBO, CaMOOIJIEyBaYKa PEaTHOCT
WU OJipa3yBame, BO cMucaa Ha Mapke u Ha Upurape,
KaKO eIMHCTBEHA MOXKHA peasHOCT. TakBo e ce6CTBOTO
KO€ BO JIEHEIITHO BPeEMe ce HapeKyBa CYy0jeKT, IPOJIyKT
Ha JIMHTBUCTHUYATa IPOMEHa BO UCTOPUjaTa HA WJIeN Ha
3arazor.

OnpasyBameTo He e Iocpe/lyBalkhe Ha peayiHOTO, TOa €
HEeroBa 3aMeHa, ioara HAMeCTO Hero - 0Ba € MeTapus3ny-
KHOT IIpo0JieM, JIoTuKata Ha ¢GOpMyJIUTe 32 KOU 3060py-
BaB IPETXOJIHO - U TO IPOIJIacyBa 3a HEMOCTOEYKO 3a-
TOA IIITO € HEJIOCTAITHO 3a MHcJIaTa. VleTo Kako IITO Kaj
[Iynut Batiiep Tesara uMaar 3Hademe ce JIofieKa ce 03-
HaYeHU WU U3MUCIeHH; 6e3 Toa THe He MocTojaT. bec-
CEeTIJIHO €, 3aT0a He MOCTOU. BO MOCTPYKTYypasIM3MOT,
PEATTHOTO IIOCTOM C€ JIO/IEKA € HEIOCTOEYKO, - CIIOpe]
enycTemMosiorujara Ha baTiep - camMo Ipeky OTCyCTBO.
Taka, HErOBOTO IIPUCYCTBO - IPAIIAKHETO JATTH MMa TaK-
BO HEIIITO KaKoO ,,peaJITHOTO" - € OJTHOCHO JIETEPMHUHHPA-
HO (CO OZTHOCOT HA 3HAK HAa O3HAYYBamhe OJf CTPAHA HA
cy0jeKTOT M TakKa, Toa € CyOjeKTHMBHO YCJIOBEHO; KaKO
mTo 6u pekos Mapke, paboTuTe T'U IJIelaMe WiId KaKo
00jexT, 01 MO3UIHja HAa TPETO JIUIE, UIJIU KAKO CY0jeKT).
[Tpo6eMOT Ha HEMIPUCTAITHOCT HA PEAJTHOTO KAKO TaK-
BO, BO CBOjaTa I€JIOCHOCT Ha MPHUCYCTBO U ,,BUCTUHA® €
PEIIEHO BO MOCTCTPYKTYPATIU3MOT CO OTKAXKyBaIbe, Ha-
MECTO IIPEKY HETOBOTO MOCPEAyBahe (= MUcCIa).
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proposes which must result into scientific thinking.
Laruelle makes a similar proposal. The core of the
problem in the poststructuralist proposal is a certain
inhibition of thought which comes precisely from the
presence and the role of philosophy in it. “Truth” is a
higher and essentially philosophical form of reality
originally called to on, or the Being. As a philosophical
category, it compensates for the lack of perfection of
the real and, in particular, for the lack of perfection
of the physical (or the material). Poststructuralism
knows this and in a subterfuge gesture circumvents
the classical philosophical naivety by declaring the
attempt at mediation (of the real) impossible, blinded
by metaphysics, proposing instead cancellation of the
relevance of the real. Francois Laruelle calls this gesture
“fuite en avance” (an escape in advance) into fiction,
whereby the old metaphysical equation ‘real=fiction’ is
reversed but the equation nonetheless remains.”” The
non-Euclidian twist in the approach to this question,
Laruelle proposes, consists in thought’s positioning
radically unilaterally; or nonrelationally, with respect
to the real. This procedure of unilateral difference,
which is Deleuzian, also called dualysis in Laruelle, is
the key thing in the method. The impossible riddle of
real’s inaccessibility to thought is not to be solved - the
real as such remains radically barred for the thinking
subject. There is foreclosure, but still that does not
prevent us from thinking the effects of the real. The
proposal is very similar to that of Meillassoux’s critique
of correlationism. Nonetheless, the real as an exteriority
vis-a-vis language and subjectivity affects the thinking
subject in the form of trauma (or the arche-fossil - you
can find other instantiations, and there are many, if you
work with Marx especially - trauma, money) - inflicted
upon the hybrid we will call the non-human, i.e., the

12 Francois Laruelle, Philosophie et non-philosophie (Liége/
Bruxelles: Pierre Mardaga, 1989), 231.
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3a passika oj] HaygyHaTa MHCJIA KOja ce IOJI0XKYBa ce-
Oecu Ha MPOMEHJIMBOCTA Ha PEAJTHOTO BO OOHJ] TOYHO
Jla TH omuIile HeroBute eekTH, puiocodujara ce obu-
JIyBa /ia TO JUCIUAIUIMHUPA U JIa TH IPETBOPH HETOBUTE
HECOBPIIIEHOCTH U Oe3HadyajHOCT BO (Herora) BHCTHHA.
MucsiaMm Ha HaQy9HOTO MHUCJIEe 10 Mapke Kora ujeH-
Tu¢UKYBaJI OAPeNeHN HEAO0CTAaTOIN Ha ,duaocodcka
ZIOBOJTHOCT BO ¢mtocodujaTa, T.e. IPUHIHUIOT HA Ca-
MOJIOBOJTHOCT, KaKO IITO mpaBu Jlapyes, u TOj TO TJe-
Jla 0Ba KaKo Mpo0JIeM KOj TO UCKJIydyBa PeayIn3MOT, KOj
TOj TO TpejJiara, a Koj Mopa /Ja pe3yJITHpa BO HAyIHO
muciemwe. Jlapyen naBa ciudeH npezgior. CylmiThuHaTa
Ha MPO0JIEMOT BO MOCTCTPYKTYPATHUCTHUYKHUOT MIPEJJIOT
€ oZlpe/ileHa MHXUOUIIMja Ha MHCJIaTa Koja goara TOKMY
0J1 IPHUCYCTBOTO M yJioraTa Ha ¢miocodpujaTa BO Hea.
,BHUCTHHATa“ € MOBMUCOKa W CYIITUHCKH (pumocodcKa
dbopma Ha peasTHOCT, OPUTHHAIIHO HapeueHa to on, uiu
Burtuero. Kako ¢umocodcka kareropuja, Toa KOMIIEH-
3Upa 3a HEJIOCTATOKOT HA COBPIIEHCTBO HA PEATTHOTO
1, 0cOOEHO0, HEJIOCTATOKOT Ha COBPIIIEHCTBO Ha (pu3uy-
KOTO (WM Ha MaTepujastHOTO). [10CTCTPYKTYpaTM3MOT
ro 3Hae OBa M cO M30ErHYBAUYKH TrecT ja 3a00MKOJIyBa
KIacuyHata Guaocodcka HAUBHOCT MPOIJIACYBAJKU TO
00uI0T 3a TTocpeyBatbe (Ha peaTHOTO) 32 HEBO3MOJKEH,
3acjerneH o7 Metadu3uKa, IpeAIarajku HaMecTo Toa
OTKaKyBamhe Ha PeJIeBAaHTHOCTAa Ha peasHoTo. PpaHcoa
Jlapyes TOj TecT ro HapeKyBa ,fuite en avance” (6ercrso
omHampen) Bo GUKIH]ja, J0/IEKa CTAPOTO MeTaPU3UIKO
PaBEHCTBO peaTHOCT=(HUKIH]ja € IPECBPTEHO, HO PaBEH-
CTBOTO OCTaHyBa 0e3 oryie; Ha Toa". HeeBKINUIOBCKUOT
MOMEHT BO IIPHUCTAIIOT Ha OBa Mpalllaibe IITO I'o IMpe;/ijia-
ra JlapyeJsi ce COCTOM BO PaJIMKAJTHOTO €HOCTPAHO HJIH
He-O/THOCHO ITOCTaByBal€e Ha MHUCJIaTa BO OJTHOC Ha pe-
anmHoTo. OBaa mocrarka Ha eJHOCTpaHa Pa3JyINKa, Koja e
Jlene3ujaHcKa, MCTO Taka HapeuyeHa ayanu3a (dualysis)

12 Francois Laruelle, Philosophie et non-philosophie (Liége/
Bruxelles: Pierre Mardaga, 1989), 231.

material reality of body, machine and the automaton of
transcendence (i.e., subjectivity).

So the post-human I am proposing here is not very
different than that of Donna Haraway, but the categories
are radicalized and absolutized and by doing so we
arrive to a greater level of formality of the argument
and getting rid of the philosophical spontaneity which
imports certain theological-mythological automatic
presumptions, and the morphology of the human. Even
the cyborg as such imports spontaneously without
pausing to check this philosophical spontaneity, it
smuggles in the morphology of the human, which is
limiting the argument of post-humanism. This is of
benefit to us as Marxist feminists. But in order for this
benefit to be greater and closer to Marx I am proposing
that the non-human and this hybridity should be
considered as composed of the material reality of the
body and of the machine as also something on the side
of materiality. Of course, there is also a part of it which
belongs to the level of the automaton and signification.
This is why it is important to absolutize the categories of
physicality and automation (instead of referring to the
mytheme of the cyborg) - for greater precision. So we
will operate with the categories of the material reality of
the body-machine and the automaton of transcendence
inhabiting that materiality, disregarding if the origin is
organic or synthetic.

According to Lacan, the real intervenes only as a
symptom or trauma manifested as an interruption in the
signifying chain, an intervention of meaninglessness in
the unstoppable chain of production of signification - it
is the tuché disturbing the automaton of the signifying
chain.”

13 Jacques Lacan, The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book XI:
The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis, ed. by
Jacques-Alain Miller, trans. by Alan Sheridan (New York and
London: W.W. Norton and Company, 1998).
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kaj JlapyeJ1, € KJIy9HOTO HEIITO BO MeTo/10T. HeBo3Mooxk-
HATa 3araTka 3a HEIPHUCTAITHOCTAa Ha PeasTHOCTa 32 MUC-
Jiata He Tpeba /1a ce pelu - peaTHOTO KaKO TaKBO OCTa-
HYBa PaJINKAIHO 3a0paHeTO 3a MUCJIEYKHOT CyOjeKT.
HMa uckiyuyBame, HO Cellak, Toa He HE CIpeuyBa Ja
pasmuciayBaMe 3a edektute Ha peasHoTo. [Ipezayoror
€ MHOTY CJIMYeH Ha KpUTHKaTta Ha Mejacy Ha KopeJa-
UOHU3MOT. Cenak, peaTHOTO KaKO HaJ[BOPEIITHOCT Vis-
a-vis ja3WKOT U Cy0jeKTUBHOCTA 8.1Ujaaill Bp3 MUCIIEU-
KHOT cy0jekT Bo ¢opma Ha Tpayma (wau apxedOCHIoT
- MOJKe Jla HajaeTe APYTd WHCTAHIIM, a TH UMa MHOTY,
ako pabotute co Mapkce, ocobeHo - Tpayma, Iapu) - Ha-
HeceHa Ha XUOPUJIOT KOj ke ro HapeyeMe He-YOBEK, T.€.
MaTepHjajlHaTa PeaTHOCT HA TEeJIOTO, MAalIMHATA U Ha
aBTOMATOT Ha TPaHCIeH/IeHIIHja (T.e. Cy0jeKTUBHOCTA).

ITocT4uOBEKOT KOj TO IIpejjiaraM TyKa He € MHOTY pas-
JmyeH o Toj Ha /[oHa XapaBej, HO KaTeTOPUUTE ce pa-
JIUKAJTU3UPAHU ¥ allCOJYTU3UPAHU U IPABEJKU TO TOA
JoafaMe JI0 TOroJIeMO HHUBO Ha (pOPMAaJIHOCT HA apry-
MEHTOT U ce ocoboayBame o ¢pusocodekaTa CrIoHTa-
HOCT KOja yBe3yBa HEKOU TeOJIONIKO-MHUTOJIONIKY aBTO-
MAaTCK{ IPETIOCTaBKU U MopdoJsoryujata Ha YOBEKOT.
Jlypu 1 KHOOProT KaKO TaKOB Ce YBe3yBa CIIOHTAaHO 0e3
Jla 3acTaHe Jia ja mpoBepu oBaa (puiocodcka CroOHTa-
HOCT, ja mpoiurBepiryBa Mop¢oJoTHjaTa Ha YOBEYKOTO,
KOja TO OTPaHMYyBa apryMeHTOT Ha MOCTXyMaHU3MOT.
OBa e 071 KOPUCT 3a HAaC KaKO MapPKCUCTUYKU (DeMUHHUCT-
ku/dpemunucru. Ho 3a ga 6uze npugobuBKara moroJe-
Ma 1 o0ucKy 10 Mapkce, ro npezjiaraM He-40BEYKOTO,
a oBaa XHOpPUIHOCT € COCTaBeHa O MaTepHjajiHa pe-
AJIHOCT Ha TeJIOTO U Ha MaIllMHATa, KAKO HEIITO IITO €
HCTO TaKa Ha CTpaHa Ha MaTepujaysiHocTa. Cekako, UMa
JleJ1 O7f HeTro IITO My IIpUIlafa Ha HUBOTO HAa aBTOMa-
TOT ¥ Ha O3HAUyBame. 3aToa e BayXKHO J]a ce allCOJIyTH-
3Upaar KareropuuTe Ha (PU3UKAIHOCT U aBTOMATHU3aM
(mamecTo ymaTyBalmbe Ha MHUTeMaTa 3a KHOOpror) 3a
morojieMa IpenusHocT. Ke paGoTHMe €O KaTeropum-
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The automaton - or the subject, that instance completely
separated of physicality, but in the context of this
philosophical foundation I thus presented - is quite
simply language in psychoanalytic and linguistic sense,
and in the sense of capitalist exchange system of values
(ormarket) asin the patriarchal system of the exchange of
women. It is no more and no less language in computing
too. So the category of automaton is instantiated on all
these levels - so we should not get super excited about
technological development if we think in these categories
and if we are invited to reconsider their positioning
in their historical development, whereby putting the
argument in historical terms. It is more like a language
than an intelligence, even in Turing, it is a language -
an automaton of signification. So the question is: does
cognition take place only in the form of signification,
but that is a different question. The automaton of
signification is unstoppable unless intervened upon by
the real defined by its exteriority vis-a-vis the signifying
chain. Subject(-ivity), or the instance of transcendence,
is placed on the side of language or the automaton
regardless of whether seen individually or collectively,
centered or decentered. So you see, it does not matter - if
you look at the categories in this way, if you look at it as a
category, whether individually or collectively, it does not
make any difference, this will be a false dualism - and
it does not matter whether centered or decentered. The
politics of input or of assigning value provides the modes
of subjectivation of the automaton. So it is a certain
temporal instance and an occurrence of instantiation
of automation, it does not make any difference to the
category as such. In the Capitalocene, all ruling forms of
automaton are predicated by that of capital.

As you can notice, what I am saying here is that this
automaton of signification is the same in contemporary
philosophy. It is not very different in poststructuralist
feminist philosophy - it has the same structure as the
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Te Ha MaTepUjaJIHa PEAJTHOCT Ha TEJIOTO-MAIllMHA U Ha
aBTOMATOT HA TPAHCIEHEHIMja KOj ja OKyIHpa Taa
MaTepHjaTHOCT, 3aHEMAPYBajKH JIaJIN IMOTEKJIOTO € Op-
TAaHCKO HUJIN CHHTETHUYKO.

Cnopen JlakaH, peajlHOTO WHTEpBEHHpPA CaMO KAaKO
CUMIOTOM WWJIM TpaymMa MaHUQeCcTHpaHa Kako IIpe-
KAH BO CHUHIMPOT Ha O3HAuUyBamke, HWHTEpPBEHIM]jA
Ha 0e3HAaYajHOCT BO HENPEKWHJIUBUOT CHHIIUP HaA
MIpOU3Be/lyBalbe Ha O3HAUYBAWKETO, tuché ro BoO3HEMU-
pyBa asitiomailioili Ha 03HAYYBAaYKUOT CUHIIUP ™.

ABTOMATOT - MU Cy0jeKTOT, HHCTAHIIATa [I€JIOCHO OJIBO-
eHa o7 GU3NKAIHOCTAa, HO BO KOHTEKCT Ha oBaa puio-
codcka OCHOBA HITO IITOTYKY ja IPE3EHTUPAB - € MOIITHE
€/THOCTaBEH ja3UK BO IICUXOAHAJTUTUYKA U JIMHTBUCTHY-
Ka CMHCJIA, KAKO U BO CMHCJIA HA KalIUTAJTUCTUYKUOT
CHCTEM Ha pa3MeHa Ha BpeJHOCTH (Ha Ma3apoT) Kako
BO MATPHUjapXaJTHUOT CHCTEM Ha pa3MeHa Ha »keHH. He
€ HU IOBeKe HU IIOMAJIKY Ja3UK U BO IIPECMETYBAHETO.
Kareropujata Ha aBTOMAaTOT MMa WHCTAHIM HAa CUTE
OBHE HUBOA, 3aT0a He Tpeba /1a ce BO30yaumMe IMPeMHO-
Iy OKOJIy TEXHOJIOIIKHUOT Pa3B0oj, aKO Pa3MHUCIyBaMe BO
OBUE€ KaTerOpUH, U aKO CMe ITOKAHETH /Ia TO IPEMHUCIIH-
Me, U MUCJIVMMe, HUBHOTO IO3UIIMOHUPAakhe BO HUBHU-
OT UCTOPUCKH Pa3B0j, IPUTOA CTABAJKU IO apryMeHTOT
BO HCTOpUCKU paMKu. [IoBeke e KaKO ja3UK OTKOJIKY
WHTEJUTeHIU]ja, ypHU U Kaj TypuHT, Toa € ja3uK, aBTOMAT
Ha O3HauyBame. [IpamameTo e: ajy ClI03HABAKETO Ce
cJIydyBa caMo Bo (popMa Ha 03HauyBame, HO TOa € IPyro
Ipamame. ABTOMAaTOT HAa 03HAYYBAETO € HECOIIHPJIUB
OCBEH aKO BP3 HETO HE MHTEPBEHUPA PETHOTO /Aedu-
HHUPAHO OJ] CBOjaTa HA/JBOPEIIHOCT ViS-d-UIS CUHIIUPOT

13 Jacques Lacan, The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book XI:
The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psychoanalysis, ed. by
Jacques-Alain Miller, trans. by Alan Sheridan (New York/
London: W. W. Norton and Company, 1998).

automaton of capital. In a way philosophy and capital
are equated here in the argument.

So in the explication of the automaton in computing
- Turing compared the computer to this form of labor
- we have the code, we have the comparison between
patriarchy and capital - what Irigaray seems to claim
though is that the logic of patriarchy underpins the logic
of capital. It is primordial in her. First of all, it is there
in the Western reason and the constitution of Western
rationality - the position of subject and object, the object
as spectrality which is in cognition to hold the same
position as commodity, and she identifies this problem
since the beginning of Greek philosophy. And she sees
this as the reflection of patriarchy. Her argument seems
to be that this logic of patriarchy underpins both the
Western rational reason and the capital. This is what she
seems to be saying.

The automaton is in all these instances a different
substantiation of the signifying chain, the auto-
production of transcendence which is also the pleasure
principle (the real or the trauma is by definition outside
of it). It is the unstoppable production of spectral
existence of signs - just as contemporary sexuality, and in
particular heterosexuality - which is only now and then
reminded of the outside or the real by the intervention
of tuché in a form of trauma preceding language, yet
affecting it with anxiety (the real as symptom, according
to Lacan). The machinic or the physical real, the support
or “the hardware” for this hybrid new self, the non-
human - or that which escapes automation - is the tuché
to the automaton of subjectivation, and it lives at its
heart while being its outsideness. Regardless of whether
organically or technologically physical, materiality
enters the constitution of the self or, for that matter,
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Ha osHauyBamwe. Cy0OjekT(MBHOCTA) WJIM HWHCTaHIATa
Ha TPaAHCIIEHJIEHIHja, Ce CTaBa HA CTPAHA Ha ja3WKOT
WM Ha aBTOMATOT, 06e3 pa3juKa JayIu ce IJIefja UH/IU-
BUJIyBUIHO WJIH KOJIEKTUBHO, I€HTPAJIU3UPAHO WJIU
neneHTpanu3upaHo. [Jieare, He € BaXKHO, aKO TU TJle-
JlaTe KaTeTOPUHUTE Ha OBOj HAYHMH, aKO IO IJIe/IaTe KaKo
KaTeropuja, MOeIMHEYHO WU KOJIEKTUBHO, HE IPaBU
HUKaKBa Pa3JIMKa, 0Ba Ke OW/ie JIaXKeH JiyaIn3am, U He e
BaYKHO J]AJTH € LIEHTPIN3UPAH WU JIelleHTPAIN3UPaH.
[TosuTHKaTa HA BHEC WX HA MPUIHUIIYBAakhe BPETHOCT
T'M /1aBa HAUMHUTE Ha Cy0jeKTU3Upame Ha aBTOMATOT.
Ce pabotu 3a ofpezieHa TEMITOPAJIHA UHCTAHIIA U CIIy4-
Ka Ha MHCTAHIIUPAhe Ha aBTOMAaTU3MOT, HEMa HUKAKBa
pasJyiMKa BO O/THOC Ha KaTeropujaTta Kako Taksa. Bo Ka-
MUATAJIOEHOT, CUTE BJIaJIejauykul (pOpMHU HAa aBTOMATOT
T TIPEIBU/YBA KAITUTAJIOT.

Kako mrTo moxke fa 3abenexuTe, TyKa BeaM JeKa
OBOj aBTOMAaT Ha O3HauyyBame € UCT BO COBpeMeHaTa
dunocoduja. He e MHOTY mopa3IuuHO BO IOCTCTPYK-
TypasiicTuukaTa dpeMuHuCcTHYKA (prtocoduja, ja uma
HcTaTa CTPYKTypa KakKoO aBTOMAaTOT Ha KamuTtaiaor. Ha
HEKOj HauuH, ¢puocodujaTa U KAIUTAJIOT CEe U3eTHaAve-
HU BO apTyMeEHTOT.

Bo o6GjacHyBameTO Ha aBTOMATOT BO IIPECMETYBAHETO,
TypuHT r0O criOpeivt KOMITjYTEPOT CO OBOj OOJIMK HA TPY,
HHE TO MMaMe KOJIOT, ja mMaMe cropeabaTa ImoMmery
MaTPUjapXaToT U KAIUTAJIOT, HO OHA IITO Ce YUHU JieKa
ro TBpAu Mpurape e fieka JIoTUKaTa Ha IaTpujapxaToT ja
MOTKPEIyBa JIOTUKATa Ha KAMUTAIOT. Taa € NICKOHCKA BO
Hea. [Ipen ce, Taa e TaMy, BO pa3yMOT Ha 3aImajioT U BO
COCTABOT Ha PAIlMOHAJIIHOCTA Ha 3amafioT - MO3ULIHjaTa
Ha Cy0jeKTOT U Ha 00jeKTOT, 00jEKTOT KaKO 0/Ipa3yBambhe
KO€ € BO CO3HAHUETO, ja Ma HCTaTa MO3UIHja Ha CTOKA,
¥ Taa ro uJIeHTU(UKYBa 0BOj TPO0JIeM O/1 TOYETOKOT Ha
rpukara ¢mwiocodpuja. OBa ro rieza Kako pedJiercuja
Ha maTpujapxatoT. HejsuHMOT apryMeHT e Jieka oBaa
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the plane of technologically founded reality."* This is
something very nicely elaborated by Davor Loffler in
his upcoming book.” This “self” is, I argue, following
Laruelle and Haraway, non-human or inhuman, and
exceeds the narrow limits of subjectivity proper.

Laruelle adheres to the Lacanian basic structure
involving the real and the acts of signification only to
subject it to a non-Euclidian adjustment of perspective.
The real and the signifying automaton constitute a dyad
which is not a philosophical dualism - this is the radical
dyad Laruelle talks about and I will briefly explain. So
the real and the signifying automaton constitute a dyad
which nonetheless is not a duality dialectically reconciled
through unification. The dyad at issue - insofar as
radical - is not about the paradoxical acknowledgment
of the “tragic truth” of the unsurpassable split, because
a reference to a split as the determination in the last
instance implies that there should have been an original
unity. The celebrated paradox of the constitutive split -
which we find in postmodernism and poststructuralism,
but I intentionally use postmodernism here - is again
about unity, a unity found in embracing the impossibility
and arriving to its truth as meaning added to reality,
creating the philosophical amphibology of real and
thought that result into the concept of Being or truth.
So accepting paradox as reality would be accepting
some truth as the real, and that is the key problem with
philosophy.

The hybridity of the real, substantiated as both the
physical body and the physicality or materiality of
the machinic support, and the signifying automaton,

14 Matthew Fuller, Media Ecologies: Materialist Energies in Art
and Technoculture (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 2007), 11.

15 Davor Loffler, Rekursion zivilisatorischer Kapazitdten als
Entwicklungsmuster in der Zivilisationsgeschichte, (Doctoral
Dissertation, Freie Universitét in Berlin, 2017), 17-18.
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JIOTKA HA MaTPUjapXaToT I'M MMOTKPEINyBa U PallOHAJI-
HHUOT pa3yM Ha 3amajioT ¥ KanutaioT. Ce YUHU JIeKa IO
Ka)KyBa Toa.

Bo cuTe oBre MHCTAHIM, aBTOMATOT € PA3JIMYEH J0Ka3
3a CHHIIMPOT HAa O3HAYyBambe, aBTOIPOU3BOJICTBO HA
TPaHCIEH/EHIMja IIITO € HUCTO U CO MPUHIUIIOT Ha 3a-
JIOBOJICTBO (peayiHOTO WJIM TpayMaTa ce 1o AepuHuImja
HaZBOp OJi Hero). HecomupsnBOTO IPOU3BOACTBO HA
OIJIEyBAaHOTO IIOCTOEHE HA 3HAIM - KAKO IITO € COBpe-
MeHAaTa CEKCYaJIHOCT, a 0COOEHO XeTePOCEKCYaTHOCTa -
KO€ CaMO IIOBPEMEHO Ce IOTCETyBa Ha HAJIBOPEIIHOTO
WIK Ha PETHOTO CO MHTEPBEHIHja Ha tuché Bo ¢opma
Ha TpayMa IIpeJi ja3UKOT, a Koja BJIdjae Bp3 HEro O BO3-
HEMHUPEHOCT (PeasTHOTO KAKO CUMIITOM, criope; JIakaH).
MamuHCKOTO Wik (PU3UIKOTO PEATHO, MOAAPKYBAYOT
WIN ,Xap/IBEPOT 32 OBa XHUOPUTHO HOBO ceOCTBO, He-
YOBEUKOTO, WJIM OHA IITO My Oera Ha aBTOMATH3MOT,
e tuché 3a aBTOMaToOT Ha CyOjeKTHBUpAIbE, U JKUBEE BO
cBOjaTa CpIieBMHA JI0/IeKa € CBOja HaJiBopelnrHocT. He-
3aBHCHO JJaJTU € OPTraHCKa WM TEXHOJIOMIKH PU3UYKa,
MaTepHjaJIHOCTa BJIETYBA BO COCTABOT Ha CEOCTBOTO HITH,
BCYIITHOCT, TIOJIETO HA TEXHOJIOIIKY OCHOBAaHATa peaJ-
HocT**. OBa HEIITO e MHOTY J106po enabopupaso o /la-
Bop JIjodiep Bo HeroBaTa ciesHa kuura'. ,,CeberBoTo”
e, aprymeHTupam, 1o Jlapyen u Xapasej, He-4OBEUKO
Wi HeyoBedyko (inhuman) u rv mpeMUHYBa TECHUTE
TPaHUIIA HA COO/IBETHATA CY0JEKTUBHOCT.

Jlapyen ce mpuzap:kyBa a0 JlakaHoBckaTa OaswdHa
CTPYKTypa KOja TM BKJIy4yBa PEaJIHOTO W YMHOBUTE Ha
O3HAYyBamb€, CaMO 3a /1 TO TO/IJIOKH Ha HEEBKJIUU]CKO
pucroco0yBame Ha IepCleKTUBaTa. PeaslHOTO U 03-

14 Matthew Fuller, Media Ecologies: Materialist Energies in Art
and Technoculture (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 2007), 11.

15 Davor Loffler, Rekursion zivilisatorischer Kapazitcten als

Entwicklungsmuster in der Zivilisationsgeschichte, (Doctoral
Dissertation, Freie Universitat in Berlin, 2017), 17-18.

substantiated as subjectivity or the self, constitutes
a radical dyad. The dyad is radical thanks to the non-
relation of the two elements or to their “unilateral
relation.”® That which escapes signification or
transforming the material into a meaning, keeps its
materiality as such, and this is being affirmed, and this is
why this is not a philosophical dualism that results into
some kind of truth that consoles us about reality. Duality
as such is radicalized by way of affirming its materiality
and status of the real - that which escapes the automaton
- and is neither reduced nor reducible to a unification
or unity insofar as philosophical truth. Such duality
which relies on the unilateral non-relation of the two
components will be called the radical dyad. Dialectical
or any other form of conceptual unity, reconciliation of
the two through successful or failed unification, is about
a transformation of the senseless real into a truth, i.e.,
into a unity between the real and the truth of it whereby
the latter subsumes the former. Such is the founding
philosophical gesture. This is why the reproach to
Laruelle that he is generalizing philosophy is false. He is
talking about one constitutive component which is really
there - this is the founding gesture, and its founding
paradigm - the Being - I just presented. And that is the
amphibological substitution of the real and the truth.”
The two are neither a pair nor “one divided into two” but
discrete instances of the one in interaction producing a
minimal structure, similarly to the digital “metaphysics”
of the one and its limit rather than of the “split one” (of
the pair), as Galloway saw it.”® The digital structure is
not that of the split one into two and a pair but rather a
one and its limit and its “non.”

16  Laruelle, Philosophie et non-philosophie, 93-95.
17 Ibid,, 19.

18 Alexander Galloway, Laruelle: Against the Digital
(Minneapolis, Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press),
2014.
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HAYyBAaYKHOT aBTOMAT COYHMHYBaaT JWjajia Koja He e
dunocodcku ayannsam - oBa e pauKaIHaTa Aujaja 3a
koja roBopu Jlapyes u kKoja ke ja o6jacHam HakKyco. Pe-
aJTHOTO ¥ 03HAYyBAYKHOT aBTOMAT COUMHYBAAaT AMjaa
KOja CellaKk He e JAyaJHOCT JUjaIEKTHYKUA TOMHUPEHa CO
coenuHyBame. /IujasaTa 3a Koja craHyBa 300p, ce J0-
KOJIKY € paJliKajTHa, He € Mapa/IoKCaTHO IIPU3HABabhe Ha
,TparnyHaTa BUCTHHA"“ Ha HEIIPEMOCTUBHOT Pas/iel, 3a-
TOA IIITO YIIATyBAFHETO HA Pas/iesl KaKo JleTepMUHAIIIja
BO KpajHa MHCTAHI[A UMIUTHIPA JieKa Tpebaso Ja uMa
OPUTHHAIHO eJUHCTBO. IIpOCIaBeHHOT MapasioKc 3a
KOHCTUTYTHUBHUOT pasiesl - IITO TO IJieJlaMe BO IOCT-
MOJIEDHU3MOT U BO MOCTCTPYKTYPQJIM3MOT, HO HaMep-
HO KOPHCTaM IIOCTMOZIEPHU3aM TyKa - € MOBTOPHO 3a
€IMHCTBO, €IUHCTBO HAj/IeHO BO mpudakame Ha He-
BO3MOKHOCTA U Jloarame JI0 Hej3MHaTa BUCTHHA KaKO
3HaYelbe JI0a/IeHO Ha PealHOCTa, CO3/1aBajku ja (puiio-
codckara amdpuboIorHja Ha peayTHOTO U MHUCJIATa IITO
pe3y/THpaaT BO KOHIIENTOT HAa BuTwe Wiu BUCTHHA.
IIpudakameTo HA MAPAAOKCOT KAKO PEATTHOCT OU OHIIO0
Jia ce mpudaTH HEKaKBa BUCTHHA KAaKO PEAJTHOTO U TOA €
KJIYYHHOT Ipo0bJieM co ¢pumocodujaTa.

XubpugHOCTa HA PEATTHOTO, OTBP/IeHA KaKO DUBHUIKO
TeJI0 ¥ GUBUKAIIHOCTA WIN MaTepHjayIHOCTa HAa MalllUH-
CKaTa MoJ/APIIKA, ¥ 03HAYYBAUYKHUOT aBTOMAT, IOTBP/IeH
KaKoO Cy0jeKTHBHOCT WJIM CeOCTBOTO, COUMHYBa pajiv-
KaJHa avjaza. /lujagara e pajaukaaHa OJiaromapeHue
Ha He-OJ[HOCOT Ha /IBaTa ejleMeHTa WU HUBHUOT ,yHU-
satepasieH ogHoc *®. OHa mTO U36EerHyBa O3HAYYBAE
WIN BUJIOU3MEHYBalb€e Ha MaTepujaTa BO 3HAUYEIbE, ja
3a/[p’KyBa MaTepHUjaIHOCTa KaKO TaKBa, U TOA ce IOT-
Bp/AyBa, U 3aToa O0Ba He e PuiocodCKU Ayasn3aM IITO
pe3yJITHpa BO HEKAKOB BUJI BICTHUHA INTO HE TEIIN 3a
peasiHOCcTa. /[yasiHOCTa KaKO TaKBa € paJluKajin3upaHa
CO TIOTBPZyBalb€ Ha HEj3UHATA MATEPHUJAITHOCT U CTaTy-

16 Laruelle, Philosophie et non-philosophie, 93-95.
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The socialist feminist project of the cyborg proposed
by Donna Haraway, resonating with other materialist
feminist philosophers such as Rosi Braidotti and
Shulamith Firestone, implies a dyad of the non-
philosophical kind, i.e., one which does not presuppose
any unification of the two elements yet again relying
on the material continuity of the radical hybrid. What
was initially called “the cyborg” gradually and via the
instance of “bestiality”" evolved into “the inhuman.”*

Transcribed
by Stanimir Panayotov

19 Donna Haraway, “Manifesto for Cyborgs: Science, Technology,
and Socialist Feminism in the 1980s,” Socialist Review, No. 80
(1985), 65-108.

20 Donna Haraway, “Tentacular Thinking: Anthropocene,
Capitalocene, and Chtulucene,” e-flux No. 75 (September
2016), www.e-flux.com/journal/75/67125/tentacular-thinking-
anthropocene-capitalocene-chthulucene.

81

B




82

Katerina Kolozova | Structure, Matter and Pure Form: Marx, Laruelle and Irigaray

COT Ha PEayTHOTO - TOA IIITO TO U30erHyBa aBTOMATOT - U
He € HUTY PeAyIlHpaHo HUTYy MOXKE /ia ce peaylnupa Ha
COeIMHYBarbe WK €JUHCTBO BO cMHcJIa Ha puaocodcka
BHCTHHA. TakBa JyaJTHOCT Koja ce MOTIHpa Ha YHU/IaTe-
PAJTHHOT He-0/THOC Ha IBETE KOMIIOHEHTH Ke Ou/ie Hape-
yeHa pafuKaana avjaza. CylTuHaTa Ha IujaleKTHIKOTO
WIK HeKoja Jipyra ¢opMa Ha KOHIIENTYaJHO €IMHCTBO,
ITIOMUPYBAETO Ha IBETE MIPEKY YCIIENTHO WJIH HeyCIIelll-
HO COeJMHYBaibe, € BUAON3MEHYBamheTO Ha OecMuciie-
HOTO peajiHO BO BHCTHHA, T.e. BO €HHCTBO IMOMery pe-
aJTHOTO W HEroBaTa BUCTHHA, IIPU IITO MOCIETHOTO TO
arcopbupa MpeTrxoAHOTO. TakoB € OCHOBHHOT (HUJIO-
codcku rect. 3aToa e JaXkKeH MpHcTanoT KoH Jlapyes
JleKa Toj ja reHepanusupa punocodujata. Toj roBopu 3a
e/lHa coOCTaBHA KOMIIOHEHTA KOja € HABUCTUHA TaMy - OBa
€ OCHOBAYKHOT T'eCT U HeroBaTa OCHOBaYKa Imapajurma,
Butiero - 11ITo MTOTYKY o IpercTaBuB. Toa e HejacHaTa
3aMeHa Ha peaJIHOTO W BUCTHMHATaY. /[BeTe He ce HUTY
JIBOjKa HUTY ,,eHO II0JIeJIEHO Ha JIBE“, TYKY JUCKPETHH
MHCTAHI[A Ha €THOTO BO MHTEPAKIIHja KOja MPOU3BE/IY-
Ba MHHHMMAaJ/IHA CTPYKTYpa, MOCJUYHO HA JIUTUTATHATA
,MerabH3uKa“ Ha €IHOTO U HETOBOTO OTPAHUYYBAIbEe
OTKOJIKY Ha ,paszieleHuoT” (o4 [ABOjKaTa), CIIOpe
chakamero Ha 'anosej’®. Jlururagnara CTpyKTypa He €
O/1 pas3/IeJIEHOTO €/THO BO JIBE U JIBOjKa, TYKYy €/THO 1 He-
TOBUTE I'PAHUIIA Y HETOBOTO ,,HE".

CornujamucTuakuoT GeMUHUCTUYKHN ITPOEKT Ha KHUOOp-
roT npemyioxeH ox Jlona Xapasej, KOj pe30HUpA U Kaj
JIPYTU MaTEPUjATUCTUYKH (PEMUHUCTUUKYA DUITOCODKHU
kako mro ce Pocu Bpangoru u lllynamut ®@ajepcroyH,
UMIUIHIIPA ujaza o7, He-bumocodCKu BU/, T.€. TAaKBa
KOja He IIPETIIOCTaBYBa COeINHYBa€ Ha /IBaTa eJeMeH-

17 Ibid., 19.

18 Alexander Galloway, Laruelle: Against the Digital
(Minneapolis, Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press),
2014.
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Ta, a CeIakK ce MOTIHPa Ha MaTEPUjaTHUOT KOHTUHYUTET
Ha pafinKaJIHUOT Xubpus. Toa mITO MHUIHjATHO OWIIO
HapEKyBaHO ,,KHOOPT* IMOCTENEHO U MPEKY WHCTAHIATa
,0ECTHjaTHOCT“"® €BOJIyHPaJIo BO ,,HEUOBEUKOTO“*°.

19 Donna Haraway, “Manifesto for Cyborgs: Science, Technology,
and Socialist Feminism in the 1980s,” Socialist Review No. 80
(1985), 65-108.

20 Donna Haraway, “Tentacular Thinking: Anthropocene,
Capitalocene, and Chtulucene,” e-flux No. 75 (September
2016), www.e-flux.com/journal/75/67125/tentacular-thinking-
anthropocene-capitalocene-chthulucene, accessed 5 June 2017.
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