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summary
Posthumanism is often referred to as a new turn in the social sciences. Follow-
ing Cary Wolfe’s critique of transhumanism, this paper discusses the different 
philosophical starting points, aiming to map different perspectives within the 
umbrella term posthumanism, insisting on the necessity of establishing a dif-
ference between the posthumanism and transhumanism. Further more, by 
looking at new materialist and posthumanist philosophers Donna Harraway 
and Rosi Braidotti, the paper analyzes feminist figurations and subjectivity 
(postwoman) in the context of posthumanism, arguing for a deconstructive 
approach to posthuman theory. 
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Posthumanism and Transhumanism

In 2008, Cary Wolfe’s Google search for the word posthumanism showed 
60,200 results. Same search in 2016 already shows 291,000 results. This cer-
tainly indicates a growing interest in the subject, as well as the fact that the 
term ‘posthumanism’ is gradually entering the mainstream. The question 
whether posthumanist approach brings new theoretical perspectives or sim-
ply recycles old and familiar approaches inherited from both humanist and 
post-structuralist tradition, has been addressed in a large number of theoreti-
cal discussions. 

1 nedaradulovic@icloud.com
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It is important to note that in the context of advanced capitalism, claiming 
the ‘new’, especially when thinking (or/and problematizing) subjectivity, es-
sentially reinforces the consumerist logic. That is to say the very term ‘new’ 
exploits the old/new dualism and implicitly encourages commodification 
within academy, following the compulsive rejection of the old in favor of the 
new, fresh and yet unseen.

This attribute (new) implies the expiration date and foresees supposed mar-
ket value of the proposal. It would be quite impossible to argue that posthu-
manism is either a new or old theoretical thought – given that it is still in the 
process of becoming. Nevertheless, this question elucidates the heterogeneity 
of the approaches and perspectives behind the overarching term posthuman-
ism. Prefix ‘post’ confirms that it comes after a certain event, and the latter 
informs us of the character of the event, it being the concept of a hu/man (and 
its many different variations historically and theoretically speaking).

Many, and rightly so, distinguish transhumanism (advanced humanism, su-
per-humanism or ultra-humanism) and post-humanism as two very differ-
ent critical stances towards the humanist tradition. Regardless of the differ-
ence, one might argue that, all posthumanist approaches tend to transform 
the traditional concept of human, by enhancing, negating, deconstructing or 
altering mythical structures of what is considered to be the traditional sub-
jectivity. 

When it comes to transhumanism it might be easily concluded that it draws 
upon a Nietzschean concept of the Overman (Übermensch). In Thus Spoke 
Zarathustra, Nietzsche famously professed: “Man is something that shall be 
overcome”. (Nietzsche, 2001: 247). Taken out of the context, this thought is 
widely popularized as synonymous to Superman or Transhuman. Transhu-
manist philosopher Nick Bostrom argues differently:

What Nietzsche had in mind, however, was not technological transfor-
mation but a kind of soaring personal growth and cultural refinement 
in exceptional individuals (who he thought would have to overcome the 
life-sapping “slave-morality” of Christianity). Despite some surface-level 
similarities with the Nietzschean vision, transhumanism – with its En-
lightenment roots, its emphasis on individual liberties, and its human-
istic concern for the welfare of all humans (and other sentient beings) 
– probably has as much or more in common with Nietzsche’s contempo-
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rary the English liberal thinker and utilitarian John Stuart Mill. (Bos-
trom 2005: 4).

Carry Wolfe in What is Posthumanism, quotes Bostrom arguing that tran-
shumanism is informed by Isaac Newton, John Locke and Immanuel Kant 
(Wolfe 2010: xiii) especially taking into account rejection of theological au-
thority, embracing rationality as the main vehicle and the highest value of 
human-kind. Thus, Wolfe’s posthumanist approach is incompatible with Bos-
trom’s transhumanism:  

[…] I emphasize two crucial points regarding my sense of posthumanism 
in this book. The first has to do with perhaps the fundamental anthropo-
logical dogma associated with humanism and invoked by Balibar’s refer-
ence to human/animal dichotomy: namely, that ‘the human’ is achieved by 
escaping or repressing not just its animal origins in nature, the biological 
and the evolutionary, but more generally by transcending the bonds of 
materiality and embodiment altogether. In this respect, my sense of post-
humanism is the opposite of transhumanism, and in this light, transhu-
manism should be seen as the intensification of humanism. […] Posthu-
manism in my sense isn’t posthuman at all/ in the sense of being “after” 
our embodiment has been transcendent/ but is only posthumanist, in the 
sense that it opposes the fantasies of disembodiment and autonomy inher-
ited from humanism itself…  (Wolfe 2010: xv)

Transhumanism therefore, relies upon the idea of the transcendence of the 
human into posthuman, that is to say – upon the humanistic idea of human 
excellence and improvement in the context of technological progress. Ac-
cording to transhumanism/posthumanism artificial theoretical division that 
is serving to situate the extremes, or two poles of the grand posthuman dis-
course, posthumanism is understood as critical contrast to transhumanism. 

Posthumanism is radically critical of both anthropocentrism and transhu-
manist conviction in the rationalist idea of progress (of all [hu]man-kind). 
Posthumanism is thus often defined as post-anthropocentrism, as well as 
post-exclusivism, as it is often problematizes, and sometimes completely an-
nihilates traditional human supremacy and humanist hierarchy of hu/man-
kind as opposed to of all other modes of being (Ferrando, 2013: 26-32). 

Looking at the notion of difference treated as inequality (in terms of higher 
and lower value), and the way it follows the concept of the great chain of 
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Beings (Lovejoy), or the order of things, posthumanism focuses on subvert-
ing and transforming the very notion of difference understood as a negative 
parameter in the context of the humanist tradition, that devaluated the very 
notion of difference on behalf of the sameness as a positive parameter. 

Posthumanism informed by the critical theories, such as postcolonialism, 
feminism, post-structuralism, approaches the category of human by examin-
ing how this very category had been constructed, and at the same time focuses 
on the reasons for placing others in different categories. Critical posthuman-
ism also questions the ways in which the discursive privilege manifests itself, 
within institutional and social norms.  

Hybrid figurations and (posthuman) female subjectivity

Still, the transhumanism/posthumanism binary, does not account for the 
variety of different perspectives within the umbrella term “posthumanism”. 
Often, theoreticians refer to Donna Haraway’s feminist Cyborg figuration. 
Various understandings, adaptations and appropriations of this figuration 
could be indicative of this diversity. Donna Haraway notes that, the starting 
point for her figuration, presumes the notion that the boundary between the 
human and the animal life has already been blurred, and that the univer-
sal consensus have been made: people are codependent on animals, together 
they are deeply influencing one another, and they are interconnected in the 
process of becoming. This condition of possibility adds to the presumption 
that the domination of biological determinism has been surpassed, and thus 
the categories of human and animal already canceled, alongside with the 
inherent hierarchy. Due to this categorical merging, human subjectivity is 
no longer human – it experienced and shared together with animals. Thus, 
the pre-cyborg identity is human and animal – humanimal. Only humani-
mal could further develop into the specific hybrid identity that is cyborg. As 
Marie-Luise Angerer noted:

[…] Haraway appealed to women to develop a hybrid being (through cy-
berpolitics and cybertheory) that would be satisfactory model for thinking 
about the requirements for survival in the postmodern world. Conceived 
of as pure surface with no spiritual depth, it refuses the old psychoanalyti-
cal story of papa and mama. Its identity bears neither the marks of family 
tragedy nor the scars of repressed desires. Neither traditions nor norms, nei-
ther gender identities nor boundaries of class and color, are its essentialist 
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identity markers. Instead, it is marked with open options. In this context, 
Haraway speaks of a “post-gender world”, stressing that gender as a category 
can be charged with new meanings. Rather than being points of departure, 
gendered identities are now markings that can be used or not depending on 
the situation, signaling a rejection of conventional definitions- a rejection of 
heteronormativity, genital sexuality and the bipolarity of gender. (Angerer, 
2015: 75)

The conditions of possibility that constitute this kind of hybrid identity are 
both ironical and sincere- utopian and dystopian: they presuppose devel-
oped posthuman, postfeminist and postcolonial conditions. It seems as if all 
the humanist traditional categories of Other have merged, at least the most 
prominent ones, out of many devalued identities (animals, robots, women). 
Cyborg is everything but the purebred identity. 

Despite the inherent criticism towards the humanist idea of progress, the 
cyborg figuration is often appropriated and brought together with various 
different philosophical and theoretical perspectives, from Kant, to Spinoza 
and Nietzsche, Foucault and Derrida. Transhumanists, obviously, embrace 
the technological revolution but reject the irony, as well as the critique of 
anthropocentrism and human supremacy. Theories that are informed by De-
leuzian legacy reinforce the cancellation of the binary opposites by merging 
the categories and hybridity. Deleuze and Guattari, like Donna Harraway, 
consider the difference rather than the opposite, and more importantly non-
hierarchical difference. The opposition is thus understood as a social con-
struct that emerged through the Oedipal mythological structure of identity. 
Further more, differences and contradictions co-exist within horizontal hier-
archical structure. Symbiotic, hybrid non-hierarchical binaries remain one of 
the most important principles for constitution of subjectivity. 

Auto-affection and the principle of becoming 

Karen Barad, the theoretician of the New Materialism, focuses upon the de-
construction of the presupposed subject/object and matter/meaning opposi-
tion, by looking at the matter as unifying phenomenon (Barad, 2007), and 
redefines the notion of agency by taking into the account the very agency of 
the matter, whether organic or non-organic. 
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Drawing upon Derrida and Jean-Luc Nancy, as well as quantum physics, Barad 
focuses on the already deconstructruced concept of auto-affection, and coins 
the term intra-action. The term “auto-afection” was defined by Heidegger in 
Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics, and as Catherine Malabou writes: “’Time, 
that is pure auto-affection, constitutes the essential structure of subjectivity’. 
This structure – auto-affection as temporality – is, according to Heidegger, the 
origin of all other kinds of affects: passions, emotions, and feelings. Auto-af-
fection appears to be the basis, the condition of possibility, of the primary and 
primordial form of every particular affect...” (Malabou, 2013: 6) 

Thus, auto-affection is traditionally understood as a kind of self-touching, and 
it is the necessity, or the condition of possibility for constitution of all the 
other affects, understood as touch that initiates modification or alteration. In 
deconstructing the notion of self-touching, Derrida aligns with Jean-Luc Nan-
cy’s observation that a self-touching always involves, a “self-touching you”, 
that is, the very constitution of autoaffection is bound to the Other. As Barad 
notes: 

All touching entails an infinite alterity, so that touching the other is touch-
ing all others, including the “self ”, and touching the “self ” entails touching 
the strangers within. Even the smallest bits of matter are an unfathomable 
multitude. Each “individual” always already includes all possible intra-ac-
tions with “itself ” through all the virtual others, including those that are 
noncontemporaneous with “itself ”. That is, every finite being is always 
already threaded through with an infinite alterity diffracted through being 
and time. (Barad, 2012: 7)

Furthermore, there is no auto-affection, since it would entail certain purity 
as its characteristic, but instead hetero-auto-affection, or simply hetero-affec-
tion as Derrida defined it. Malabou writes:

Hetero-affection means the affect of the other, in the double sense that (I) 
the one who is affected in me is always the other in me, the unknown “me” 
in me, a dimension of my subjectivity that I don’t know and don’t per-
ceive, and that (2) what affects me is always somebody other than myself, 
something else than feeling of my ownness. Even when I have the feeling of 
self-existence, for example, the I that feels and the existence that is felt are 
not exactly the same; they differ. There is always a third term, an unknown 
instance between me and myself. In the end we have a series of “you”s in-
stead of double I… (Malabou, 2013: 20)
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What Derrida’s deconstructive move reveals, is that the very process of het-
ero-affection constitutes the self, “that the self doesn’t exist before the move 
of auto-affection” (Malabou, 2013: 20). Unlike traditional stand that affirms 
auto-affection as condition of possibility for all other affects, Derrida claims 
that hetero-affectivity is the condition of possibility for the constitution of 
the self. All living beings (and by beings we mean empirical beings not philo-
sophical canon) are capable of auto-affection and this is the first step in un-
derstanding Barad’s notion of intra-action, who argues that all matter is capa-
ble of auto-affection, that is intra-action, in Barad’s terminology. 

In an important sense, in a breathtakingly intimate sense, touching, sensing, 
is what matter does, or rather, what matter is: matter is condensations of re-
sponse-ability. Touching is a matter of response. Each of “us” is constituted 
in response-ability. Each of “us” is constituted as responsible for the other, as 
being in touch with the other (Barad, 2012: 7).

It is easy to conclude that auto-affection, hetero-affection, hetero-auto-affec-
tion or intra-action constitutes the process of becoming. Besides the hybrid 
binaries and/or synthesis, this is another important principle shared by theo-
reticians of the New Materialism that is the principle of becoming:

The concept of “becoming” is central to Deleuze’s philosophical concerns. It 
is linked to his stated aim of imagining the activity of thinking differently, 
that ism redefining the scene of philosophy. Deleuze’s notion of becoming 
is adapted from Neitzsche; it is therefore deeply anti-Hegelian. Becoming 
is neither the dynamic opposition of opposites nor the unfolding of an es-
sence in a teleologically ordained process leading to a synthesizing identity. 
The Deleuzian becoming is the affirmation of the positivity of difference, 
meant as a multiple and constant process of transformation. Both teleolog-
ical order and fixed identities are relinquished in favor of a flux of multiple 
becoming. (Braidotti, 1994: 111)

Nevertheless, it is usual to distinguish different theoretical approaches by 
looking at their relation towards the humanist concept of a man. In that sense, 
Francesca Ferrando recognizes following: New Materialism that is informed 
by corporeal feminism and the process of mattering (Ferrando, 2013: 30), 
anti-humanism that follows the Foucault’s notion of a “death of a man”, which 
is rather different from posthumanism that continues Derridian tradition of 
deconstruction of the humanistic dichotomies and the anthropocentrism. 
Ferrando differentiates between the Deleuzian metahumanism and metahu-
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manity of the cultural studies, that looks at pop-culture identities such as 
mutants, vampires and similar hybrid characters. 

Ferrando’s categorization is very useful, but still it does not fully address the 
difference between these theoretical approaches, in terms of their openness 
towards the alterity and different modes of being. Posthumanism is often 
exclusionary rather than inclusionary, and formulations of subjectivity vary 
within grand specter from I think, therefore I am, that is: I, woman, think, 
and therefore I say that I, woman am” (Braidotti, 1994: 186), up to Derri-
da’s paraphrase: Animal that therefore I am and Barad’s: “The Inhuman that 
therefore I am”. 

Posthuman feminist Subject

Long after the poststructuralist critique of humanist subject and the inherent 
othering that followed, after the very notion of the subject (as canonical con-
cept) was questioned and declared dead – new forms of (human) subjectivity 
emerged within the field of the posthumanism. New Materialism especially, 
marks the comeback of the Subject, making a case for feminist subjectivity. 
Without going into details, since it would take too much time, it is important 
to note that the very notion of Subject entails hierarchy of some sort, and as 
feminists over the years argued, it is organized and expressed in patriarchal 
language and settings. As Diane Elam in Feminism and Deconstruction right-
fully argues:

There is thus a similarity between being objectified and assuming a sub-
ject position already determined: subject positions are occupied by objects. 
Debbie may not be doing Dallas or the dishes this time, but when Debbie 
does driving she is still conforming to pre-existing, restrictive criteria in or-
der to take up the subject position “woman”. Moving from the back seat to 
the front is not the same thing as getting out of the car. (Elam, 1994: 29)

It seems that, when it comes to the question of representation, specific stream 
of New materialism is still trapped in linguistic/material dichotomy. The 
question of sex as the primary difference between man and woman, doesn’t 
escape understanding difference in terms of opposition. 

Rosi Braidotti claims that these obstacles could be overcome by understand-
ing woman not as a set of oppositions in contrast to the man, rather that: 
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the starting ground for feminist redefinitions of female subjectivity is a 
new form of materialism that places emphasis on the embodied and there-
fore sexually differentiated structure of the speaking subject. The variable 
of sexuality has high priority in the bodily materialism thus advocated. In 
feminist theory one speaks as a woman, although the subject “woman”, 
[…] is not an essence defined once for all but rather the site of multiple, 
complex, and potentially contradictory sets of experience. (Braidoti, 1994: 
199, emphasis in the original)

Braidotti is determined to defend the clearly contrasting position of woman-
in-philosophy by arguing for the very contrast and not eliding it. Western 
philosophy places women on the other side of radical linguistic/material di-
chotomy. Braidotti is well aware of this and places it as the most important 
contrast to synthesize: women as discursive practice (a history of female op-
pression/feminist theory) and women as material, bio-cultural entities. In 
these terms, she understands the very discourse about life, the living organism 
and the embodied subject as subversive and “co-extensive with the disloca-
tion of the classical basis of representation of the human subject”. (Braidotti, 
1994: 45). This position though is inherent to the very discourse of feminism 
and could be understood as the very characteristic of feminist position. As 
Elam stated: 

Thus, feminism will not argue that women are either pure abstraction 
(ideological construction) or raw bodies (real historical objects). It will 
argue, however, that women are both at the same time, and that to be both 
at the same time is an impossible position, a challenge to an entire episte-
mology. There is no escape from anatomy for feminism, even as feminism 
refuses to accept that anatomy is destiny. In refusing philosophical argu-
ments which key the subjection of women to anatomically grounded stere-
otypes, feminism does not attempt to theorize away gender. To do so, given 
the Western philosophical tradition’s assumption that man is the gender-
neutral instance of humanity as such and woman a gendered deviation, 
would be one more version of arguing that feminism is the struggle for 
women’s rights to be men. (Elam, 1994: 59)

This deviation according to patriarchal discourse is based upon a lack, as 
woman “does not possess the substantive unity of the masculine subject” 
(Braidotti, 1994: 83). Thus Braidotti argues for self-defined woman, a female 
subjectivity that entails the female agency. On the other hand, even taking 
into account the politics of location, it is impossible to conceive philosophi-
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cal Subject without a certain universal common ground, which is in this case 
the very female experience. Elam, arguing for a deconstructive approach to 
feminism, notes:

The notion of experience implies the reduction of the matter of everyday 
life to the perception of a subject. That is to say, experience presupposes a 
subject who can be presumed to know. Such an understanding of expe-
rience has often been a staple of feminism; utilizing foundational logic, 
feminism has appealed to the truth of women’s experience. And in so do-
ing, it owes a large debt to phenomenology. But this is not necessarily a 
debt that feminism should keep incurring. I want to argue that feminism 
can exist without a consensual affirmation of female experience and that 
it is possible to rewrite the category of experience in terms that elude the 
knowledge of a subject. (Elam, 1994: 64)

Elam thus argues against certain determinism that could be found in so called 
female ontology. The unifying notion of experience tends to exclude the vari-
ety of experiences, at least in the terms of inevitable hierarchy of differences. 
Also, understanding the knowledge of a subject as a certainty and claiming 
the truth in this very knowledge, inevitably leads to homogenization of dif-
ferences. This shows even more in the case of “sexual difference” as “a politi-
cal alliance of women, in he recognition of their respective differences”. (Brai-
dotti, 1994: 207). Braidotti is making the case for difference, looking at the 
very notion of difference- as differences amongst women, and not opposed 
to the men. Although seemingly solving the problematic man/woman binary, 
there is still the problem of hierarchy of differences amongst women. In other 
words, the differentiation of women, after the common denominator, which 
is “sexual difference”, inevitably leads to some type of categorization of dif-
ferences that is structured hierarchically. And more importantly, who gets to 
decide on the structure of these differences? 

Going back to the traditional understanding of woman as one “that is not 
man” (or rather “other than man”), it again rises as the problem in the context 
of sexual difference as a marking point. How could we understand the notion 
of sexual difference outside of woman/man opposition? Women are sexually 
different to what? On the other hand, if we acknowledge the opposition, we 
are again trapped in the phallocentric discourse, that we are arguing against. 
It is important to note, that the notion of sexual difference is also limiting 
the notion of the female experience, for it is understood as a specific hybrid 
of linguistic and material female practices. This subject position is firstly and 
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foremostly exclusionist towards the women who regard themselves as such, 
but fail to fulfill all the necessary requirements posed by this definition.

Even though Braidotti draws upon Haraway in elaborating her concept of no-
madic feminist subjectivity, the notion of sexual difference marks important 
point of difference among these two feminists and theoreticians. Braidotti’s 
concept in terms of understanding the notion of gender stands in contrast, 
which Braidotti elaborates as well in her book Nomadic Subjects, Embodiment 
and Sexual Difference in Contemporary Feminist Theory. If we assume, as An-
gerer rightfully observes, that Haraway speaks of a “post-gendered world”, 
thus escaping all essentialist predeterminations, Braidotti argues against 
“death of gender” (as we know it and understand it), rather claims for the 
new essentialism, understanding the essence as the mimetic strategy inher-
ited from the work of Luce Irigaray:

It is important to make a distinction between the inevitability of essential-
ism in the critique of metaphysics and the mimetic strategy that feminist 
theoreticians such as Irigaray adopt in order to work out and on sexual 
difference. […] The problem of “essence” is one such problem, and in order 
to deal with it properly we feminists cannot do without the in-depth analy-
sis of the very conceptual structures that have governed the production of 
the theoretical schemes in which, even today, the representation of women 
is caught. Feminists have an ethical obligation to think rigorously about 
the historical and discursive conditions of our enunciation; we must work 
through the knot of interrelated questions about sexual difference. And in 
arguing for difference to be embodied by female bodily subjects we simply 
cannot avoid the essentialist edge of the structure of human subjectivity...  
(Braidotti, 1994: 185) 

The essentialist position that Braidotti and other feminists argues for, is un-
derstanding the gender theories as (important but essentially) flawed, in 
terms of depriving women of their essence, or their truth- they claim that by 
eluding the difference, gender and post-gender theories camouflage women 
to conform the phallocentric scheme, just as the capitalist patriarchal dis-
course wants them to, in order to attain visibility and agency. 

The feminist subject position informed by the sexual difference, eventually 
considers the notion of the human as animal rationale, or speaking subject. It 
appropriates this notion from humanistic tradition, understanding “language 
(or as Lacan was to call it, symbolic order)” as “the true house of man, at the 
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same time as being the famous “prison” described by Neitzche. Into this lan-
guage based “house of Being”, Heidegger built an insurmountable alienation 
or cleaving of the subject. […] Saussure still admitted a natural link between 
words and their users, the relationship between the speaking subject and lan-
guage itself as a semantic performative system would subsequently undergo 
further differentiation…” (Angerer, 2015: 31). Regardless of the particular 
understanding of language and consequent differentiation, both traditional 
and posthuman Subject, remains in the same house, namely the language. 

Conclusion:  
Reconstructive vs Deconstructive approaches in posthumanism

Having that in mind, it could be concluded that, regardless of the perspec-
tive towards the humanist tradition (Transhumanism or super-humanism, 
cultural Posthumanism, Animal studies, New Materialisms) share similar 
principles: they problematize the notion of human subjectivity. Reconstruc-
tive approach affirms humanist tradition, re-validates and adds to it in differ-
ent regards. Deconstructive approach questions the humanist tradition and 
looks at transforming the dominant discourses. 

Both posthumanism and transhumanism recognize changing bio-technolog-
ical circumstances and the necessity to provide theoretical response, as well 
as understanding different empirical and epistemic conditions that influence 
the very constitution of the subjectivity. Furthermore, posthumanism in all 
its variety, recognizes some type of relational subjectivity, thus decentralized 
subjectivity that transforms and develop relationally to its environments.

Bibliography

• Angerer, Marie-Luise (2015) Desire After Affect, London, New York: 
Rowman & Littlefield International.

• Barad, Karen Michelle (2007) Meeting the Universe Halfway: Quantum 
Physics and the Entanglement of Matter and Meaning, Durham: Duke 
University Press. 

• Barad, Karen Michelle (2012)  “On Touching: The Inhuman That There-
fore I am”, http://womenstudies.duke.edu/uploads/media_items/on-tou-
ching-the-inhuman-that-therefore-i-am-v1-1.original.pdf, 12/02/2016.

• Bostrom, Nick (2005) “A history of Transhumanist Thought”, http://
www.nickbostrom.com/papers/history.pdf,  25/01/2016.



N
ed

a 
Ra

du
lo

vi
ć

28�

• Braidotti, Rosi (1994) Nomadic Subjects, Difference In Contemporary Fe-
minist Theory, New York. Columbia Press.

• Braidotti, Rosi  (2013)  The Posthuman, Cambridge, UK: Polity.
• Derrida, Jaques (2008) The Animal That Therefore I am, New York: For-

dham University Press.
• Deleuze, Gilles, Guattari, Felix (1983) Anti-Edipus: Capitalism and Schi-

sophrenia, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.
• Ferrando, Francesca (2013) “Posthumanism, Transhumanism, Antihu-

manism, Metahumanism and New Materialisms: Differences and Relati-
ons”, Existenz, 8/2, pp. 26-32.

• Harraway, Donna Jeanne (1991) “A Cyborg Manifesto, Science, Tech-
nology and Social-Feminism in Late Twentieth Century” in: Simians, 
Cyborgs and Women: The Reinvention of Nature, New York: Routledge.

• Harraway, Donna Jeanne (2008) When species meet, Minneapolis, Lon-
don: University of Minnesota Press.

• Johnston, Adrian and Malabou, Catherine (2013) Self and Emotional 
Life- Philosophy, Psychoanalysis, and Neuroscience, New York: Columbia 
University Press. 

• Elam, Diane (1994)  Feminism and Deconstruction, London: Routledge.
• Lovejoy, Arthur O. (2001) The Great Chain of Being, Cambridge, Massa-

chusetts, London, England: Harvard University Press.
• Nietzsche, Fridrich (2010) Tako je govorio Zaratustra, Novi Beograd: IP 

Knjiga.
• Wolfe, Carry (2010) What is Posthumanism? Minneapolis, London: Uni-

versity of Minnesota Press.



BE
YO

N
D

 H
U

M
A

N
:  

PO
ST

H
U

M
A

N
IS

M
 A

S 
A

 N
EW

 O
R 

O
LD

 T
H

O
U

G
H

T

288

Neda Radulović
Fakultet dramskih umetnosti, Beograd

DALJE OD HUMANISTIČKOG:  
POSTHUMANIZAM KAO NOVA ILI STARA KRITIČKA MISAO

apstrakt
O posthumanizmu se neretko govori kao o potpuno novom zaokretu u druš-
tvenim naukama. Svaka nova tendencija u promišljanju subjekta u okolno-
stima neoliberalnog kapitalizma, posebno ona koja ima pretenziju da pro-
blematizuje i polemiše sa uslovima i okolnostima u kojima nastaje, epitetom 
„novo” – kapitulira pred sistemom na koji se kritički osvrće. U tom smislu je 
važno distancirati se od „novog” u posthumanizmu – kao i od posthuma-
nizma koji predstavlja „novi humanizam” – sada bolji, unapređen, bioteh-
nološki humanizam – kao verziju super-humanizma koji za svoju početnu 
poziciju uzima tehnološki unapređenog Kartezijanskog subjekta. Prateći kri-
tiku transhumanizma Keri Vulfa, ovaj rad ima za cilj utvrđivanje različitih 
perspektiva u okviru krovnog pojma posthumanizam, insistirajući na razlici 
između posthumanizma i transhumanizma. U cilju daljeg mapiranja, rad 
prati teoretičarke Donu Haravej i Rozi Braidoti, analizirajući mesto i po-
tencijal feminističkih figuracija i subjekata u posthumanističkom kontekstu, 
zalažući se za dekonstruktivni pristup posthumanizmu.

Ključne reči
posthumanizam, transhumanizam, novi materijalizam feministički subje-
kat, teorija afekta.


