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 Abstract: 

Stanley Fish in his article “Is there a text in the class?” talks about an ‘interpretive 
speaker and the listener have to exist, to make possible any meaningful conversation. In case of amorous
equations between the ‘human’ and the ‘robot’, a two directional translation serves as such a shared discursive 
context. It’s the translation of the mechanical consciousness into human co
two in what Fish calls a ‘context or system’. In Subrata Sengupta’s short story “
between the ‘humanly consciousness’ and the ‘mechanical consciousness’ radically alters when we finally find 
out that the biological human possesses the mechanical consciousness, while the biological non
robot has a human one. The essentialism of equating biological humannes
mandatory placement of a certain type of consciousness within a certain type of body completely falls apart. This 
comprises of the first layer of the translation. In the second layer, the two directional translation occurs 
simultaneously in the story:- the mechanical consciousness tries to be human and the human consciousness tries 
to be mechanical at the same time. What emerges out of these two layers is that the consciousness in the two 
beings is the signified, while ‘the humanly’ and ‘the mechanical’ form of it function as the signifiers. In a pretty 
similar way, the biological humanness and the biological non
signifiers to the same signified--- the consciousness. Thus it mak
‘the mechanical’ as definitive and conflictual categories. Rather they are incessantly translatable to one another 
precisely because they are different signifiers of the same signified i.e. the same consciousn
the human and the robot both.           
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In his article ‘Is There a Text in This Class?, Stanley Fish mentions something rudimentary about any 
kind of communication:- “ communication occurs only within such a system (or context, or situation, 
or interpretive community) and that the understanding achieved by the two or more persons is 
specific to that system and determine only within its confines.”  (304).  Now any successful 
communication i.e. inter responsive exchange between two units would be possible only when there 
is a common shared context. Common shared context means the co-ordinates of meaning 
construction, which, if further broken down into fundamental factors, means ‘signifiers’ of those co-
ordinates that construct or make possible a meaningful conversation. That means there is/are shared 
signifier/s present in all successful exchange or reception of information. Now, every single binary 
has to be constructed upon a shared contextor signifier/s. Opposite of liquid can’t be emotion because 
they lack the shared signifier of ‘States of Matter’. So, the fact that the two poles of the binary could 
find a shared signifier means the two units (signified) can be at least partly represented by a common 
signifier. That means there are, functionally, two sets of signifiers in a binary whom we can call 
shared and differential. So, if the prioritization of the shared signifier/s is increased than that of the 
differential signifiers, the binary itself dissolves. Therefore there is always an inherent scepticism in 
any binary itself regarding the binarization. Therefore whenever you have a binary, think twice!Is it 
at all a binary or are they the same thing merely appearing to be different because of the 
prioritization given to the differentiating signifiers? Then that only means whether two things are in a 
binary relation or not merely depend on the fact that which signifier is prioritized.   

This scepticism about the authenticity of opposition in any acknowledged binary has two 
particular perspectives--- one of them concerns modern linguistic conceptions which we will call 
‘General Scepticism’ while the other concerns posthumanism in particular which we will call 
‘Discursive Scepticism’. 

General Scepticism:-  

The Saussurean idea about the difference between an object and the word in a language which 
describes that object; and difference between words in different languages describing the same object 
establish the inherently arbitrary nature of signifiers. Signifiers can never be fixated to any particular 
object or a signified, and any eventual fixation would depend upon numerous socio-political, 
cultural, linguistic and other factors. Now if signifiers are inherently arbitrary, how any fixation of 
the signifiers upon either the shared or the differential aspects of the binary is possible? Of course, 
there is the question that which set of signifiers (shared or differential) would you prioritize--- a 
question whose answer is conditioned by socio-political and linguistic specificities. But even if we 
keep aside the question of prioritization, it is impossible to even decisively fix the signifiers on the 
shared or differential aspects of a binary. If some of the signifiers are interchanged or merely gets 
changed, then a shared aspect can become a differential one and vice versa. Therefore any binary is a 
very delicate system (filled with too many volatile elements (signifiers) functioning in it), susceptible 
to complete collapse with minimal tampering.  
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Discursive Scepticism: 

 This scepticism generates from the different and often oppositional meanings that signifiers like 
‘Human’, ‘Non-human’ and ‘post-human’ convey in different knowledge systems. [I prefer to use the 
term ‘signifier’ with all its linguistic connotations, instead of merely using ‘word’ precisely to reflect 
the volatileness and contextuality of the meaning words like these convey.] These signifiers reflect a 
particular epistemological construction in the anthropocentric humanist tradition, and a completely 
different one in posthumanist, postmodern knowledge system. The postmodernist approach to 
knowledge is marked by one of its major points of departure from the Modernist knowledge system, 
whose foundation was laid by adoption of the ontological structure of the production system in 
feudalism. Centralisation of wealth, labour and raw materials in the hands of the landowning 
bourgeoisie class led to a systematic development of a structure where everything regarding 
production (amount, quality, distribution, market economy, consumers’ choice etc.) was completely 
centralised. Just like the humanist state, modernist knowledge system which was ontologically feudal 
was founded upon a centralised production of knowledge regulated by the handful of Universities. 
Lyotard describes them as one of the ‘institutions governing the social bond’ (Lyotard xxiv)that were 
used to ‘legitimise knowledge’ (xxiv). In his introduction to The Postmodern Condition: A Report on 
Knowledge, Lyotard describes the origination of philosophy and its relation to the production of 
scientific knowledge during Enlightenment:-  

But to the extent that science doesn’t restrict itself to stating useful regularities and seeks the 
truth, it is obliged to legitimise the rules of its own game. It then produces a discourse of 
legitimation with respect to its own status, a discourse called philosophy. I will use the term 
modern to designate any science that legitimises itself with reference to a metadiscourse of this 
kind making an explicit appeal to some grand narratives, such as the dialectics of Spirit, the 
hermeneutics of meaning, the emancipation of the rational or working subject, or creation of 
wealth. (Lyotard xxiii) 

Lyotard describes Enlightenment philosophical epistemology as a production by science, and 
as a discourse that legitimises scientific knowledge by constructing and validating certain 
metanarratives. From our discussion here, we can derive three fundamental characteristics of the 
humanist knowledge system:- first, it’s a supportive legitimiser of scientific knowledge, second, it is 
founded upon certain metanarratives (i.e.  which are actually constructions but projected as ‘given’ 
and ‘natural’), and third, it thrives on a knowledge production system centralised to its farms i.e. the 
universities. Among these metanarratives to have been constructed, one of the fundamental one was 
‘what is human?’ Therefore the human, as we know, understand and think ourselves to be is not any 
natural, given or ontological reality. It is an epistemological idea, constructed by the humanist 
knowledge system during the Enlightenment, that depicts the thing called ‘human’ as both the 
subject/agent and object of knowledge. “The philosophical and theoretical frameworks used by 
humanism to try to make good on those commitments reproduce the very kind of normative 
subjectivity--- a specific concept of the human--- that grounds discrimination against animals and 
disabled in the first place.”(Wolfe xvii). It’s a continuation of the “epistemological and ontological 
legacies of the Great Chain of Being, according to which the human has been granted a special 
position  in the western hierarchical structure representing divine creation.” (Francesca Ferrando 439) 
Foucault in his closing paragraph of The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences talks 
about the historical appearance of this thing called ‘man’ (Wolfe xii):-  
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 …it was the effect of a change in the fundamental arrangements of knowledge. As the 
archaeology of our thought easily shows, man is an invention of recent date. If those 
arrangements were to disappear as they appeared, if some events …were to cause them to 
crumble, as the ground of classical thought did, at the end of eighteenth century, then one can 
certainly wager that man would be erased, like a face drawn in the sand at the edge of the sea. 
(Foucault, 387) 

 
This particular construction is what the signifier ‘Human’ means when used in the humanist 

anthropocentric context. What is interesting is that the metanarrative of ‘human’ and the 
centralization of knowledge production in the universities played a formative role in one another’s 
development.  The anthropocentric ‘human’ fashioned the centralised knowledge production system 
and the system turned a singular idea of ‘human’ into a metanarrative. Now, to understand what 
does the signifier ‘Human’ means in a posthuman, postmodern context, first we need to look into the 
state of centralised knowledge system and metanarratives in a world where knowledge is in its 
postmodern condition. Lyotard points out:- “… I define postmodern as incredulity towards 
metanarratives.” (Lyotard xxiv) And how does it affect centralised production of knowledge? “To the 
obsolescence of the metanarrative apparatus of legitimation corresponds, most notably, the crisis of 
metaphysical philosophy and of the university institution which in the relied on it.” (xxiv) If we also 
simplify to the extreme we can describe liberalism as a de-centralization of the feudal production 
centre, which further gave way to dispersal of economic wealth and production control across 
capitalist firms in mid nineteenth-century Europe. The formative influence of economic system, of the 
base, continues to fall upon the culture formation, upon the superstructure. During the times of late 
capitalism, postmodern knowledge system adopted this ontological model of nineteenth-century 
liberalism, where produced knowledge “…dispersed in clouds of narrative language elements---
narrative, but also denotative, perspective, descriptive and so on. Conveyed within each cloud are 
pragmatic valencies specific to its kind. Each of us lives at the intersection of many of these.” (xxiv) 
From Lyotard’s argument, we can develop a primary model of post-centralization knowledge system 
which is dominatxxived by what he calls “language games.” In the chapter called ‘The Nature of 
Social Bond’ in his The Postmodern Condition, Lyotard clarifies: 

 
…there is no need to resort to some fiction of social origins to establish that language games 
are the minimum relation required for society to exist… A self doesn’t amount to much but no 
self is an island; each exists in a fabric of relations that is now more complex and mobile than 
ever before. One is always located at a post through which various messages pass. (15) 
 
As we can see that knowledge in its postmodern condition, de-constructs humanist 

metanarratives and de-centralises the system of knowledge production. Therefore postmodern 
knowledge breaks down the anthropocentric metanarratives of ‘what is human’. It dispossesses him 
from the centre of the knowledge system, from the position of the only subject and object of 
knowledge, and from “any particular privileged position in relation  to matters of meaning, 
information and cognition.” (Wolfe xii) That means there is no epistemological construction present 
at the knowledge centre to view the non-human as a necessarily oppositional category to the 
ontological thing called ‘human’. Posthuman ‘human’ doesn’t see human-non-human in a binary 
relation or as hierarchical categories.This is what I meant when I said the same signifier ‘human’ 
means a completely different thing in posthuman and postmodern context. Similarly, the ‘non-
human’, or the ‘animal’are same signifiers in themselves but they mean completely different 
constructions in humanist and posthumanist contexts. Stefan Herbrechter in his introduction to the 
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volume Posthumanism:- A critical Analysis clarifies itas:- “ Critical posthumanism (which is the 
methodological framework used by me in this article)advocated in this volume seeks to investigate 
the possible crisis and end of a certain conception of the human, namely the humanist notion of the 
human, and if possible, contribute to the accelerated transformation of the latter.” (Herbrechter 8, 
2012) (emphasis mine). 
 

Therefore binary which we can think, depending on our previous discussion, as an 
inherently and generally fragile structure, gets even more problematized in posthumanist discourses 
that don’t grant ‘human’ the centre to do this binarization at the first place. Herberchter denotes:- “ 
New technologies not only pose the question of human anew and with increased urgency, but they 
challenged the entire humanist system of categorization and exclusion.” (Herbrechter 36) Even if we 
don’t see it from an essentially posthuman perspective, even then how is it possible to binarize when 
the signifier (human) of one side of the binary doesn’t reflect any definitive idea and means different 
things in different contexts. Moreover, posthuman discourses, following Saussurean ideas, question 
the fixation of signifiers onto the ontological category called human and non-human. It takes into 
consideration that the same signifiers that construct the category of human can be applied to the 
category of non-human and vice versa. It acknowledges the possibility of interchange between 
signifiers attached to the two units of the binary that I was talking about in my discussion on general 
scepticism. 

  
This far was the basic understanding of why anthropocentric binarization between the 

human and non-human is almost a logical impossibility. Now we will delve deep into certain 
analytical humanist tendencies often found in fictional and critical discourses regarding the 
posthuman, where this binarization is done. This is extremely relevant for three reasons. 1) These 
tendencies open up various perspectives in the debate of humanism and posthumanism. 2) These 
tendencies are not at all prevalent in humanist writings of bygone days alone, but rather more 
evident in many writings of present times that falsely claim to be posthumanist. 3) Analysis of these 
tendencies would clarify the logical flaws in humanist binarization even more. We will try and 
understand the reason behind such tendencies and will show how posthumanism, informed about 
Saussurean linguistics, poses a challenge to them.  

Before going into the tendencies, a point of clarification is needed. My use of the word 
humanist as an adjective to certain texts won’t have any temporal underpinning. Humanism is an 
ideology that can get manifestedin any text from any time. There are many famous humanist texts 
which were written after the advent of posthumanism,; there are some theoretical perspectives like 
Transhumanism, that are essentially propagators of Enlightenment humanism. So, there is no reason 
to think that any humanist or posthumanist text has any necessary contextual importance with 
reference to the time of advent of posthumanism.  

The first tendency that I want to talk about is what I call ‘Translation’. Now, in case of an 
amorous-sexual equation between the human and the posthuman, a two- directional translation 
becomes almost an imperative in anthropocentric humanist texts for an effective conversation. What 
kind of translation? Theset of signifiers the text itself has stuck upon the human, gets translated into 
that set of signifiers that is stuck upon the posthuman. An apt example would be Satyajit Ray’s 
‘Aaschorjo Putul’ where the protagonist needs to transform himself into a posthuman in order to make 
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a successful communication with another posthuman. Speaking ability and physical dimension were 
the two concerned human signifiers which Ray translates into speechlessness and smaller physical 
dimension.  The second direction of this translation happens when the posthuman translates itself 
into the human. In the parables of ancient cultures worldwide, the animals are the best example of 
this traffic of the translation. The animal signifiers--- animal intellect, natural adaptability are 
translated here into the human signifiers--- speech and human intellect. Characters like Kompu, Robu 
featuring in Ray’s Shanku series, the dog named Tiger in Arthur C. Clarke’s Hammer of God plays 
precisely this function.  

Why is this imperative? This is so because this translation is what, in humanist tradition, 
places the human and the posthuman on what Fish calls ‘a system or context’. It is clear that the 
humanist tradition thinks that without translating one unit into the other, there cannot be found any 
shared signifiers. Therefore in the humanist tradition, translation is essential for the binary to 
function; andbecause there is a binary, translation becomes an imperative.It’s like a “so long lives 
this, and this gives life to thee” (Shakespeare 35) thing. This is the anthropocentric binary model of 
the human-posthuman equation.But this logic can be very well countered by using the idea of 
prioritising the shared signifiers over the differentiating signifiers. If the ‘translatability’ is prioritized 
instead of the categorical constructions of the two units, then this whole binary collapses. 

But there is something more into this politics of translation between human- posthuman 
categories. There is an aspect of imposition of power to afflict changes into either of the ontological 
realities which is precisely why it’s a politics. Translation of a set of human signifiers into the 
posthuman set of signifiers or vice versa is a necessary precondition for inter-ontological 
conversation or for an amorous-sexual rapport to happen between two ontologies. Humanism’s logic 
is that these sets of human and posthuman signifiers are ontological as they reflect what the ‘human’ 
and the ‘posthuman’ are. Brain McHale in his Postmodernist Fictions talks about a change of dominant 
from Modernist to postmodernist discourse:- “I will formulate it as a general thesis about modernist 
fiction: the dominant of modernist fiction is epistemological. That is, modernist fiction deploys 
strategies which engage and foreground questions such as …“How can I interpret this world of 
which I am a part? And what am I in it?”… What is there to be known?; Who knows it?; How do they 
know it, and with what degree of certainty?; How is knowledge transmitted from one knower to 
another, and with what degree of reliability?” (McHale 9). The modernist question is epistemological 
because it asks for an interpretation, an explanation or analysis. The dominant in modernist discourse 
is therefore ---‘why’.  

Citing the example of Faulkner’s Absalom Absalom, McHale mentions that a text crosses the 
modernist limit and becomes truly postmodern when there is a ‘shift of dominant from the problems 
of knowing to problems of modes of being--- from an epistemological dominant to an ontological one… 
This brings me to a second general thesis, this time about postmodernist fictions: the dominant of the 
postmodernist fiction is ontological. That means postmodernist fiction deploys strategies which 
engage and foreground questions like … which world is this? What is to be done in it?... Other typical 
postmodernist questions bear either on the ontology of the text itself or on the ontology of the world 
it projects, for example, ‘what is a world?’” (10) Therefore the dominant in postmodernist discourse is 
‘what’.  
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As ontology asks the question ‘what’ and epistemology asks the question ‘why’, therefore 
humanism thinks that the human or the posthuman signifiers define what being human or being 
posthuman is, making the signifiers ontological . But the fault in the humanist understanding stems 
from the disregard it shows towards the Saussurean distinction between the signifier and the 
signified. As signifiers are naturally volatile and cannot be fixated to one signified; they don’t 
represent any one ontological reality. One or one set of signifiers can be placed upon multiple, 
different ontological worlds. Therefore it’s the signified that represents the ontological reality or 
answers the ontological question ‘what’. Signifiers, on the other hand, are essentially interpretive 
units and conceal the epistemological question ‘why’. The temporary sticking of one signifier upon a 
signified is a result of a certain interpretation of the signified. Naturally, the question it prompts is a 
‘why’. Why this set of signifiers are attached on this particular signified, why this particular 
interpretation instead of anything else? Signifiers are epistemological units, while the signified in 
ontological reality. 

But humanism thinks signifiers to be ontological expressions which need to be translated into 
a different ontology, to make the amorous-sexual rapport possible between two ontological worlds. 
Such a necessitation of translation of signifiers would mean a forceful change in either of the 
ontologies is indispensable for the rapport. This is, pure and simple, a case of a coerced change in the 
ontological level of the human or the posthuman.  Posthumanism, on the other hand clarifies the 
epistemological nature of the signifiers itself and that wards off the alarming possibility of any forced 
ontological change for effective communication between two ontologies. Moreover, it obliterates the 
humanist narrative of translation itself. If signifiers are not ontological realities in themselves and if 
they are not fixated on one particular ontological reality, then why is translation a necessity for 
reciprocal conversation at all? Some epistemological interpretations (that result into sticking of 
signifiers upon certain signified) if done from a different perspective can be applied to both the 
human and posthuman ontological realities. The amorous sexual rapport can happen on the basis of 
these shared epistemological interpretations i.e. these shared signifiers, without any coerced 
ontological changes being required.  

I am not using the word ‘translation’ loosely as an equivalent of transformation or alteration, 
but rather to utilise its linguistic theoretical underpinnings.What happens in any linguistic translation 
is an alteration between two signifiers of the same signified(Water Jawl, eau).The humanist project of 
translation between the human and the posthuman operates through an alteration, occurring 
precisely in the realm of the signifiers. Signifiers of one ontological reality are altered into signifiers of 
another ontological reality. Therefore the term ‘translation’ reflects best the epistemological and 
interpretive aspects of the transformation between the human and the posthuman. In this essay, this 
is the connotation in which the word translation would be used. 

Now I will go into a short analysis of Subrata Sengupta’s story‘Kompi Boro Valo Meye’ to 
exemplify how the politics of translation, the applicability of one signifier to multiple ontologies that I 
was talking about, works. Justification behind choosing this particular story comes from the fact that 
it stands at the no man’s land between the humanist and posthumanist discourses. It’s a story that 
shows both humanist tendencies and posthumanist departure in its treatment of amorous-sexual 
rapport between the human and the posthuman. It’s a perfect cite for a comparative study of 
humanist-posthumanist modes of (non)/effective communication. Moreover, it counters two of the 
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humanist tendencies regarding the posthuman that I have pointed out. One is translation and the 
other is transcendence.  

I will begin with a summary necessary to understand my further structural analysis. The 
narrator talks about his beloved whom he initially describes in a panegyric manner which conceals 
his real satisfaction that his beloved is a materialization of that patriarchal idea of woman which 
fulfils all masculine desires. In the narrator’s words, she is a “…model of ideal lover. All good 
qualities [masculine desires expect to be] in a woman, are present in her” (Sengupta 356). The 
narrator rejoices that she, Kompi, is not too much demanding, not at all quarrelsome, always truthful, 
very punctual, fulfils societal decorum with utmost sincerity. She understands art, can sing dance and 
recite, she never behaves irrationally and all her emotions are always restrained to the level of 
normalcy. She is sexually attractive with a patriarchy celebrated body shape and always prepared to 
give in for the sexual demands of the narrator. Needless to say that the narrator is extremely satisfied 
to have her but slowly he reveals that he is internally troubled. He feels that kompi’s perfection in 
everything, her definitiveness, her utilitarian nature makes her an extremely mechanical being 
lacking any human-like vigour or vitality. The narrator tells the reader that their idea of necessary 
association of perfection with the posthuman is wrong because it’s him who is a humanoid robot, 
while Kompi is biologically human. Today’s Kompi, a specimen of the present state of the human 
species is a result of a hereditary practice of achieving perfection ---a practice that has been running 
through generations. Finally, the narrator is forced to conclude their affair due to carrier constraints 
and Kompi accepts it with typical restrain on emotions. She would come to bid the final adieu to the 
narrator at the airport when she uncharacteristically becomes late. The story finishes with the 
narrator observing Kompi crying ---tears breaking through the mechanised restraint of the ‘human’.  

Jacques Lacan in his Ecrits essay ‘Seminar on the Purloined Letter’ and in  Seminar II performs 
a structuralist analysis on Poe’s story ‘The Purloined Letter’. Lacan breaks down the story to show 
that its structure comprises of three consecutive scenes, where the rules of the primal scene is 
repeated, with minimal changes in the next two following scenes. One is of course reminded of the 
Freudian idea of the primal or oedipal scene which gets repeated many times in post-oedipal and in 
adult stages of life. Lacan calls the letter a signifier because it gives symbolic determination to the 
characters. The signifier places the characters around it, determines their subjective position with 
respect to itself and thus creates the primal scene. The signifier makes all the characters dance around 
it, and makes them follow the rules of the primal scene; as a result we have two more scenes which 
are repetitions of the primal scene.  The signifier determines both the rules and the repetition of the 
primal scene.  

I alluded to the Lacan’s structural analysis of Poe’s story because the short story we are 
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dealing with has the same tripartite structure, and resembles the structural tendency of a primal 
scene and its repetition.Our story consists of three stages of which the first two belong to the 
humanist phase, and the last one is the posthumanist phase. These three stages in one sense are 
developmental---both historically and ideologically. It reflects the growth of humanist ideology 
which then got challenged both historically and ideologically by the advent of posthumanism as a 
theoretical approach. In all the three stages we have two oppositional humanist categories (instead of 
characters in Poe’s story) on the two sides:- one human and the other posthuman. A flow of 
translation functions between these two sides in the first two stages, while that flow is absent in the 
third stage. A former ontological revelationbrings the first stage to an end and initiates the second 
stage. A latter epistemological revelation ends the second stage and initiates the beginning of the 
third. Before going into the analysis it needs to be clarified that I will classify the narrator and his 
beloved as ‘human’ or as ‘posthuman’ epistemologically and not ontologically. Why so? It’s because 
we are trying to understand how the politics of humanist translation functions. And as translation is 
a humanist phenomenon and it’s all about the movement of the signifiers; the ontological reality is 
not the thing that is at stake here. Who is ontologically human/posthuman is not relevanthere; who is 
epistemologically interpreted as human/posthuman is important. The locus of the discourse is chiefly 
humanism, we move onto posthumanist discourse in the final stage.  

The Humanist phase: 

Stage 1: The male lover/narrator is the ‘human’ here; i.e. the signifiers Humanism attaches to the 
‘human’ is attached to him; while the non-human signifiers are attached to the woman; so she is the 
posthuman here. In this stage, the movement of the translating signifiers happen from point ‘P’ to 
point ‘H’--- from the posthuman to the human. The woman/ posthuman tries to translate her 
posthuman signifiers into the human ones. She tries to fulfil his sexual, intellectual and emotional 
demands. (Now this is definitely not to mean that the posthuman can’t have any sexual, emotional or 
intellectual desires but in the story we find only human signifiers of these desires. No posthuman 
signifiers of these same desires are shown in the story). Result is ‘Communication ineffective, rapport 
unsuccessful’. This can be called the primal scene.  

At this stage narrator reveals that he is a posrthuman while the woman is a human. This is the former 
ontological revelation. 

Stage 2: But this ontological revelation doesn’t affect the previous attachment of signifiers because 
they belong to the epistemological realm. So, epistemologically the narrator remains human and the 
beloved remains posthuman. Now, the man tries to accept the mechanical nature of the beloved. The 
man/human tries to translate his human signifiers in to the posthuman ones. So, the movement of the 
translating signifiers happen from point ‘H’ to point ‘p’--- from the human to the posthuman.  
Repetition of the primal scene becomes complete when the rapport is once again unsuccessful, and 
communication ineffective.  

Posthuman Stage: 

This stage is simultaneously a repetition of and a departure from the primal scene. It’s a repetition 
because it has the binary construction with two categories on the two sides, it aims at making 
effective communication just like the primal scene. And it’s a departure because no movement of  
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translating signifiers happen in this stage. And that is because this stage is set into motion by the 
latter epistemological revelation:-  signifiers are not reflective of the ontological reality, they are 
answers to epistemological interpretations. This stage has already crossed the humanist line and has 
entered into the posthumanist discourse. It is informed about the plausibility of attaching the same 
set of signifiers onto different ontologies. Therefore it attaches the signifier ‘expression of grief’ onto 
both the human and the posthuman. It’s of course not one signifier, but rather a part for the whole.  
Therefore the categories on the two sides themselves become unstable and indefinite because the 
signifiers that used to define them, can now be applied to both the categories. Naturally it becomes 
impossible to binaries them.  Thus the rapport becomes successful and communication becomes 
effective. The humanist binary between the human and the posthuman itself collapses. The 
Saussurean approach of the signifier and the signified paradoxically destroys the binary which 
thrives on signifiers. Thus after this comparative study of humanist and posthumanist modes of 
achieving successful communication , we have come to the point of understanding how humanist 
translation functions, how posthumanism is and can be anti-binary; and most importantly why 
human-posthuman binarization is a logical impossibility.  

We will go into the second humanist tendency: Transcendence. In the story we are talking 
about we find that it’s the ontological posthuman who is the lesser one when it comes to perfection. 
This is very interesting because popular uncritical posthumanist visions always see the posthuman as 
the emblem of perfection, as well as a necessity for human perfection. Though these popular notions 
of uncritical posthumanism belong to the contemporary times, practitioners of these approaches are 
“philosophically speaking, rather traditional humanists.” (Wolfe 356) This particular approach is 
called Transhumanism. One of its practitioners Nick Bostrom clarifies its ideological underpinnings: 
“A history of Transhumanist Thought with the influence of Issac Newton, Thomas Hobbes, John 
Locke, Immanuel Kant, the Marquis de Condorcet and others to form the basis of rational 
humanism…” (Bostrom 2) This version of “posthumanism derives directly from ideals of human 
perfectibility, rationality and agency inherited from Renaissance humanism and the Enlightenment.” 
(Wolfe xiii) It’s aims are only extension and maximization of the power and ability of the humanist 
Man, with the help of the posthumanist technological development. This brand of posthumanism has 
no concern for other ontologically different realities. Though transhumanism draws a lot of 
ideological energy from Nietzsche’s idea of the Ubermensch, Herberchter rightly points out that 

 he [Nietzsche] would probably not be particularly impressed with the current widespread 
posthumanist techno-euphoria. To project the “missionary” aspect of the “human intellect” 
purely onto the machine prosthesis is certainly not enough to produce the desired coming of 
Nietzsche’s overman, who on the one hand would be humble enough to communicate with 
the mosquito, to learn from it, and on the other hand would be powerful enough to overcome 
humanism’s narcissistic pathos. (7)  

The Transhumanist idea of perfection with its ideological influence of humanism does include the 
posthuman in its paradigm and worldview, but always in the interpretive light of the humanist 
human. Rosalind coward in her essay “This novel changes life:- Are women’s novels feminist 
novels?” shows how every writing about women is not necessarily feminist. Similarly, every tale 
including posthumans, is not necessarily postanthropocentric. The non-human has been a minority in 
humanist knowledge system and history. In case of minority discourses, the intention and attempt of 
breaking down the oppressive metanarrative has to be there, without which any depiction of a 
minority is an intentional or unintentional support to the metadiscourse. 
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The fact that transhumanism is only an extension of humanism get even more clarified 
through its propagation of hierarchical binary between the human and the posthuman. Interestingly, 
it places the posthuman, as the emblem of perfection, above the human in the hierarchy. But this is 
done not at all from the perspective of the posthuman. This is done to pose the posthuman as a 
category to which humanity would transcend. Garreau defines posthumans as beings “whose basic 
capacities so radically exceed those of present humans as to no longer be ambiguously human by our 
current standards.” (Garreau 231-232)  

Now this is very important to understand that this binary construction be it in humanism or 
in transhumanism, is actually a result and method of otherisation of the posthuman. Almost in every 
minority discourses we find that the oppressive metanarrative has approached the marginalised in 
terms of difference which is then used to construct a hierarchical binary relation. The binary becomes 
the justification for otherisation. Therefore the humanist idea of approaching the posthuman as 
necessarily anti-human, as “what the human is not” is generated from the same humanist thought 
that saw black as anti-white, East as anti-west; homosexual as anti-heterosexual and so on. Now, this 
game of approaching difference as opposition lays the ground for otherisation of the ‘different’. 
Therefore standing in the present time, it’s extremely crucial to understand, analyse and approach 
humanist binarization from the perspective of marginality politics. This should form a significant 
part of our future posthumanist discourse.  

Now analysed from such a perspective, humanist binarization puts forward some very 
significant questions which we will have to face in future to clarify our understanding of 
posthumanism:-   “ How to behave therefore towards artificial intelligence once it appears or indeed 
becomes ‘autopoietic”? Ethical as well as political questions arise:- Should there be rights (and 
responsibilities) for “machines” ?Do machines have identity, culture or their own aesthetic? Now we 
come to third humanist tendency which concerns viewing posthumanism as a social discourse in a 
certain light. A significant question regarding ‘what’ we would understand as posthumanism, its 
ideological framework and its historicity in western metaphysical tradition, is rudimentary. 
Posthumanism opposes humanist binarization. So the question that arise is:-  Has it ideologically 
placed itself in a position of binary with reference to humanism?  Well, even that binarization doesn’t 
work. In fact this positioning of posthumanism as merely an opposition to the modernist conception 
of human and knowledge,  not only reflects a surface level analysis of posthumanist agendas, and its 
methodological point of origin; but is also a result of viewing posthumanism, as Stefan 
Herbrechtermentions, “as merely the latest symptom of a cultural malaise” (Herbrechter 7, 2012).It 
seems to me the “preliminary definition” of posthumanismin common parlance:- “It is the cultural 
malaise or euphoria that is caused by the feeling that arises once you start taking the idea of 
‘postanthropocentrism’ seriously.” (Herbrechter 8, 2012) But such a simplified economic description 
of posthumanism as just a new product in the late capitalist market of knowledge production, 
coming along with all its advertisement (i.e. globalisation of information about itself), is problematic 
precisely because posthumanism seeks to alter the fundamentals of humanist knowledge system 
from which it rises. As late capitalism commercialises everything, it will commercialise a particular 
knowledge product and in a way that is required for any knowledge product to sustainand have 
currency in late capitalist market. Lyotard hints at precisely this when he says:- “ The application of 
this criterion to all our games necessarily entails  a certain level of terror, whether soft or hard: be 
operational (that is, commensurable) or disappear.” (Lyotard xxiv)Even in that case the problem lays 
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in the fact that finding the objective value of the product called posthumanism only in its opposition 
to humanism means a complete obliteration of the historical traces of the posthumanist cultures in 
many parts of the world. Explaining the theoretical ground of postanimalism, Tsz Man Chan puts 
forward a very significant agenda of posthumanism: 

…Postanimalism is in particular concerned with the revitalization of the long history of 
human-and-animal/ animal-and-human relationship as it has been developed in the minor 
non-Christian histories (and folk tales), that have survived modernity, as they had survived 
Christianity. Rediscovering these strong but often neglected traditions in the reality of today, 
and thus rewriting them into the Grand History that had no place for them before… (331) 

And it’s not only about cultures. The problem with this linearly progressive and periodized idea of 
history (that sees posthumanism only from a perspective of a cultural shift) is that it actually deletes 
the history of whom we call posthuman today. It takes up the humanist position of not granting any 
history to them, or at least any history that is their own. R.L. Rutsky criticises such a de-historicised 
approach to posthumanism saying:-“ The posthuman cannot simply be identified as a culture or age 
that comes ‘after’ the human, for the very idea of such a passage, however measured or qualified it 
may be, continues to rely upon a humanist narrative of historical change.” (Rutsky 107 ) Comparing 
the advent of the posthumanist world view with mutation, Rutsky clarifies:- Mutation “cannot be 
seen as external randomness that imposes itself upon the biological or material world--- nor for that 
matter, on the realm of culture. Rather, mutation names that randomness which is always already 
immanent in the processes by which both material bodies and cultural patterns replicate themselves.” 
(110-111)This approach to the posthuman and posthumanism, that sees it not as a shift but rather as a 
parallel discourse that has always been present under the repressive cover of anthropocentric history, 
is very crucial to develop a postanthropocentric history of the non-human. Any view that sees the 
posthuman not as an opposition, has to take into account this historical understanding of 
posthumanism that it is not an in vogue culture, not at all a new charge suddenly created in the 
stream of history. Cary Wolfe ponders over this idea of continuation of the presence of the 
posthuman in history: 

  …it comes both before and after humanism: before in the sense that it names the embodiment 
and embeddedness of the human being in not just its biological but also its technological 
world… all of which comes before the historically specific thing called ‘the human’ that 
Foucault’s archaeology excavates. But it comes after in the sense that posthuman names a 
historical moment in which the decentring of the human…is increasingly impossible to 
ignore.( xv)  

Moreover, posthumanism is not directly oppositional to humanism in the sense that it is 
critical of both---certain humanist values and of uncritical celebration of posthumanization, as the 
Transhumanists do.“It [critical posthumanism] refers to the difference between a more or less 
uncritical popular (e.g. in many science fiction movies or popular science magazines) and a 
philosophical and reflective approach that investigates the current postanthropocentric desire.” 
(Herberchter 95) (emphasis mine). There are certain humanist values that continue to be present into 
posthumanist methodological framework as well. For example the scepticism humanism showed 
towards religious metanarratives is used by posthumanism too.  Posthumanism’s relation with 
humanism is too historically diverse, it is too non-monolithic a theory itself to constitute a unit in any 
binary. It’s a multi-faceted critical discourse precisely because many of its signifiers are often shared 
with humanism and can be volatilely interchanged between the two discursive frameworks. For 
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example:- In “ On Truth and Lies in an Extra-Moral Sense” Nietzsche “mocks the arrogance of the 
human species along with its self-proclaimed anthropocentric view of world history” (Herbrechter 7). 
Let us read a section from the said essay:-  

For this intellect has no further mission that would lead beyond human life. It is human, rather, 
and only its owner and producer [and its only consumer] that gives it such importance, as if the 
world pivoted around it. But if we could communicate with the mosquito, then we would learn 
that it floats through the air with the same self-importance, feeling within itself the flying centre 
of the world. (Nietzsche 42)   

What is extremely interesting is how Nietzsche in his very attempt of criticising 
anthropocentric knowledge system, is falling prey to the humanist imaginary understanding of the 
mosquito’s thought, and even more than that is assumingthe voice of the nonhuman other. Nietzsche 
is one of those thinkers inside the humanist canon who has vehemently criticised anthropocentrism 
time and again to the extent of hinting posthumanist agendas at times. Such a proto-posthumanist 
philosopher, in his very attempt of  criticising anthropocentrism, ends up translating non-human 
signifiers into the human ones in order to make an entry onto the non-human’s thought. This is the 
problem one has to face while constructing definitive rigid categories like humanism and 
posthumanism. This problem of too many shared signifiers among the two discourse is what I was 
talking about. Now, the signifier of translation is of course not the shared signifier here, as that is a 
humanist tendency. It’s the signifier of scepticism that is shared. Nietzsche’s scepticism that he shares 
with both humanist and posthumanist thinkers, made him do a hypothetical proposition whose 
intention is surely posthuman, but whose method is humanist.  

Similar thing happens in case of Lyotard in his “A Postmodern Fable” where the human 
species has to leave planet earth in order to escape from the destruction of the aging solar system. 
Naturally he deduces that there will be felt a necessity of complete technological and evolutionary 
transformation of the human species to survive the apocalypse. “For Lyotard therefore some form of 
posthumanization seems an inevitable transformation process to enable humans to face the 
conditions that would have to be met in order to send some (quasi-) human form onto future 
intergalactic travels.” (Herbrechter 9)  

Now, though Lyotard is talking about a possible cyborgization of humanity, about a 
posthumanization, his ethical consciousness is very humanist. In his imagination, the posthumanized 
species would be ontologically posthuman, but his concern still has the epistemological ‘human’ at 
the centre. Think about pollution, think about deforestation and climate change, think about the 
pacific garbage vortex, and we will find a hundred more plausible, inevitable and statistically more 
anticipatable apocalypse than blasting of the sun. And all of them are man-made. It’s quite 
understandable that any probable apocalypse in near future would have humans responsible for it 
but Lyotard has nothing to criticise the enlightenment human at this front. All he seems to be 
interested in this essay is how humans can leave the planet after destroying it. He expresses no 
concern from the perspective of the posthuman (our posthumanized heirs) who would be facing the 
disaster. Nor does he expresses any concern for the non-human species on the planet. While dealing 
with ontologically posthuman beings of the future, Lyotard’s ethical position remains extremely 
anthropocentric and humanist. Now if we displace human from the centre of the ethical position, 
then the probable question would be:- Being responsible for multiple probable ecological apocalypse, 
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do human beings ethically deserve to exist at all?  Talking about humanism- posthumanism 
binarization, we need to look into how Stefan Herbrechter analyses the term ‘posthuman’ : 

The prefix ‘post’in analogy with the discussion of the postmodern and postmodernism 
following Lyotard 1992b)  also has a double meaning.: on the one hand it signifies a desire or 
indeed a need to somehow go beyond humanism (or the human), while on the other hand , 
since the post-also necessarily repeats what it prefixes, it displays an awareness that neither 
humanism nor the human can in fact be overcome in any  straightforward dialectical or  historical 
fashion. (94) (emphasis mine)  

Herbrechter is denying both the binarization of humanism-posthumanism and the idea of 
posthumanism being a historical shift. Moving on, he also says:- “The critical in the phrase ‘critical 
posthumanism’ gestures towards the more complicated and non-dialectical relationship between 
human and posthuman (as well as their respective dependence on the nonhuman.) Posthumanism in 
this critical sense functions,more like an anamnesis and a rewriting of the human and humanism. (i.e. 
‘rewriting humanity in analogy with Lyotard’s ‘rewriting modernity’: Lyotard 1991)  (94). Thus 
posthumanism has to be defined with its historical connection to humanism, and as a parallel 
discourse along side it, and not at all in the form of a direct opposition in some rigid binary.  
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