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 The subject is one of the most contradictory and self-critical categories of philosophical 

modernity. In the course of its history, it was opposed – in a dialectical or non-dialectical way – to 

substance, to various objects, and, finally, to itself. The thinking thing appeared in various shapes, from 

Cartesian cogito, suspended in its doubt about everything except of its own consciousness, to the 

subject of the unconscious driven by the Real which it does not control. Its criticism in the 20th century 

goes, among others, through such epochal projects as Heidegger’s destruction of the metaphysics of the 

subject, Derrida’s deconstruction, structuralism’s subjectless constructions, etc. In contemporary 

philosophy, subject is either considered as an effect, a product or a by-product of discourses or 

dispositives of power apparatuses, as something which is manipulated rather than manipulates itself, or, 

on the contrary, as a totalizing instance which is trying to manipulate or dominate over other beings, 

natural things, objects, etc.  

 It might seem that contemporary philosophy moves in a direction opposite to the one pointed 

by Hegel, who claimed that truth has to be expressed and apprehended “not merely as substance, but 

also and equally as subject”. This movement would lead in a direction of radical de-subjectivization, 

towards things and objects, like in the post-Deleuzian philosophy, in the new materialisms, or in the 

speculative realism, for which the subject is already an irrelevant category, nothing but a receptacle of 

correlation. On the other hand, we see various attempts of rethinking subjectivity and restoring it in its 

rights as an emancipatory category that goes beyond the borders of gender, species, etc., and relates to 

a collective, a class, a multitude, a crowd, a swarm or a pack, rather than to an individual or to a human 

being. Psychoanalysis, in its turn, introduces the subject that is split and never coincides with itself.  

 The thing of itself therefore still stands at the crossroads of politics, ontology, and history. It 

gestures toward a potential subject oriented science, where such notions as history, memory, state, 

power, violence, revolution, etc. would be reconsidered. What is the subject today? What is its number? 

Is it one, or not-one, or two, or uncountable many? What is its color – white, black, green, or red? Is it 

he or she, is it human or animal, or vegetable, or is the subject of today an inanimate object? Is it alive, 

or dead, or undead? Does it move somewhere toward the future, or backs to the past, or just stays as it 

is? What is its story, and what makes its history? 

 

11.00 – 11.30 (Golden Hall) 

 

Artemy Magun (European University at Saint-Petersburg), Introduction 

 

11.30 – 14.00 (Golden Hall) 

 

Mladen Dolar (University of Ljubljana, Slovenia), I, truth, speak. 

The paper will take the cue from Lacan’s notorious adage ‘I, truth, speak’. It will offer some exegesis of 

the context, since the sentence occurs in one of the reputedly most difficult Lacan’s texts, ‘The Freudian 

Thing’. It will develop some reflections on the rhetorical figure of prosopopeia and its various 



philosophical uses. It will try to disentangle the non-propositional theory of truth that is implied in it, 

and the kind of subjectivity that is at stake in it. Since the unconscious essentially speaks through puns 

and homonymy, i. e. by sophistic means (one could propose another prosopopoiea of the unconscious: 

‘I am the sophist who always speaks the truth’), the paper will touch upon the current discussions of 

sophistry and its philosophical value, as well as upon the Lacanian opposition between matheme and 

lalangue, the former pertaining to formal logic (designed to remove punning) and the latter to the 

capacity of language for homonymy – the opposition that is now played out by the dispute between 

Barbara Cassin and Alain Badiou.  

 

Keti Chukhrov (Russian State University of Humanities), Reality of the General or the Material Ideal. 

History of philosophy has never stopped to reflect on dualism of idea and matter, the universal and 

singular, soul and body, notion (word) and thing, the general and immanent. 

All post-philosophies, such as speculative realism, actor-network theory, cyperfeminist studies, 

accelerationist theories - not to say anything about post-Althusserian direction out of which came 

principal Spinozist thinkers of immanence – dispute the notions of the general, the ideal, the subject and 

locate all the enumerated categories in the realm of mythology, authority, power, ideology.  

Choosing the non-reductionist pluriversality of immanences such stance tries to evade duality by 

claiming the material impact of reality that finds metaphysical, spiritual, incorporeal, ideological 

complements superfluous. As a result we come to neonominalism - to convergence of natural sciences 

and technologies and their contingent assemblages as the means of production and agency.  

This dualism is exactly what the soviet Marxist thought tried to overcome. It tried to insert dialectics into 

Spinoza's materialist monism, but at the same time to interpret Hegel as a thinker who was one of the 

first to invent dialectical inseparability of the objective reality and the spirit, the consciousness and the 

history, the immanent and the universal, the material and the ideal. Evald Ilyenkov's thought is the 

example of such stance, the main question for which is: what if the ideal is not external to reality, to the 

unconscious; and what if the matter contains the thinking capacity? 

 

Chair: Oxana Timofeeva (European University at Saint-Petersburg) 

Respondent: Valeria Levchuk (MA Student, European University at Saint-Petersburg) 

 

14.00 – 15.00  Lunch break  

 

15.00 – 17.30  

Conference Hall 

 

Lorenzo Chiesa (Genoa School for Humanities), Human, Inhuman, and Humanism: Sartre and Badiou. 

What can we learn today from Sartre as we try to re-formulate a ‘Communist hypothesis’? What are the 

lessons and impasses of his Critique of Dialectical Reason? 

In this paper, I will first tackle Badiou’s assessment of Sartre. I will then focus on how we can and should 

move from Sartre’s ‘dialectical humanism’, and its political pessimism, to a ‘monstrous’ humanism, 

which is both more optimistic politically and less optimistic ontologically. This passage requires taking 

into consideration the early Marx in view of a new kind of philosophical anthropology centred on the 

human animal in its bio-onto-political dimensions. 

 

Oxana Timofeeva (European University at Saint-Petersburg), The Last Animal, the True Subject of 

History. 



What kind of relation is there between the subject of history and the subject of truth? Can there be an 

encounter between a proletarian as the most classical Marxist embodiment of the subject of history, 

and the owl of Minerva that, since Hegel, stays for the subject of (philosophical) truth? It might seems 

that the destructive character of the proletarian born by bourgeoisie in order to be eventually destroyed 

by it, has nothing to do with Hegel’s owl, the animal of mourning and melancholia, taking its flight “with 

twilight closing in”, always afterwards, always already late, when nothing can be changed but only 

reflected. However, both share a certain moment of survival: the subjective aspect of historical truth is 

introduced by the one who comes after, when all other human and non-human animals are already 

gone. The paper analyses an affinity of some post-apocalyptic, monstrous figures, through which 

philosophy tries to problematize political struggle within historical finitude. 

 

Chair: Artemy Magun (European University at Saint-Petersburg) 

Respondent: Ksenia Kapelchuk (MA Student, European University at Saint-Petersburg) 

 

17.30 – 18.00 – Coffee break 

 

18.00 – 20.00, Conference Hall 

 

Artemy Magun (European University at Saint-Petersburg), Towards a Dialectical Theory of State. 

The State is the political projection of the concept of the subject. As such, it constitutes itself, represents 

itself, and rules itself.  In this reflexive movement, it splits into the constituent subjectivity, usually 

associated with revolution and thus with insurrection, and the constituted subjectivity which is the 

Subject with big S, a rational master and lawgiver. This dialectic is obvious, and could be used to dismiss 

the state altogether as a false subversion. Most theories of the state see it as a rational apparatus that is 

merely functional but not valuable in itself. Left-leaning theories usually oppose the state, and even the 

Soviet party state is considered as an aberration. However, the dialectic does not end with the figures of 

the hegemon and the revolutionary. There is a more complicated play where negativity shows on both 

sides. The state is alienated from the civil society that it governs, even more so since it is impersonal. It 

subjects the society only to a selective punctual control. It endows the institutions it creates with a 

formal and thus screen-protected nature.  It endows all other  institutions with a shadow of unwillful 

toleration (“we fight corruption but it is difficult). The protest movements take an increasingly localized 

character because it is hard to grasp and address the state policy as such. The ritualized character of 

state mirrors itself in the action of protesters. In this sense, the Modern state is not just negative: it is 

negatively dialectical.  

 

Towards a New Theory of the State: A Roundtable (participants: Artemy Magun (European University 

at Saint-Petersburg), Mladen Dolar (University of Ljubljana, Slovenia), Ilya Matveev (European 

University at Saint-Petersburg), Maria Kochkina ((European University at Saint-Petersburg)). 

 

Questions for the roundtable: 

- Is the State a universal form of human societies, or it’s a historical phenomenon of Modernity and as 

such must be replaced by another type of institutions? 

- How does the State correlate with capitalism and can they be divorced? 

- Is there a chance to save the welfare state model in the West? 

- How can a stateless society be imagined? What would it be like?  

- How does State relate to Empire and imperialist tendencies? 

- Is State compatible with radical democracy?  



-With communism? 

-With real federalism? 

-If yes, how? 

-Can there be a utopian state? 

 

 

 

 


