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ABSTRACT
FROM OPINIONS TO IMAGES: TOWARDS A SOCIOLOGY OF AFFECTS
Baker, Ulus
Ph.D., Department of Sociology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Bahattin Aksit

September 2002, 288 pages

This thesis is intending to show the possibility of a marriage between social
sciences and documentary filmmaking, which can only be possible through the
critique oe what we may call “sociology of opinions”, not only restrined in
mainstream practice of social research, but also expanding into the textual-
interpretative dimensions of human sciences, creating, in our belief, a major
epistemological problem: sociology tending to become a doxology, i.e., an
“opinion of opinions”. There is also another aspect of such a marriage, notably
the power of the audio-visual media in the life-experience of modernity, creating
a need for a theoretical discussion which is lacking in the actual theories of film.
We are thus inclined to show critically what we may call as the “decline of social
types” in the parallel evolution of social sciences and of the cinema. We are
trying to define the possible marriage between social science and documentary as
a tentative “sociology of affects”. The sociology of affects requires the early
Tardean critique against Durkheim and his followers, of the “textual”
epistemology inherent in the sociology of opinions, and an exposition of the
Spinozist doctrine of affects against that of psychoanalysis. We define social-
types as part of the wealth of sociological imagination, which is not something

“in-itself”, but rather “for” the domain of life-experience to which it is devoted.
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Documentary filmmakers, who have been aware of the power of the medium
they use have already developed a rather naive ethics in their own domain —and
this is what is lacking in the practice of social sciences. To avoid such a naiveté,
however, we neet nothing more a theoretical vigilance which can be present in
social sciences. We find the ultimate possibility of establishing such a visual-
textual “sociology of affects” in the Vertovian praxis of the kino-eye and in the

actual video-philosophy of Jean-Lac Godard, who intends to reshape

videography as a “thinking-machine”.

Keywords:
Pablic opinion, epistemology, social research, social-types, affects, opinion,

documentary film, cinema, psychoanalysis, kino-eye, kino-pravda, video-

philosophy.
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0z
KANAATLERDEN IMAJLARA: DUYGULAR SOSYOLOJISINE DOGRU
Baker, Ulus
Doktora., Sosyoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Bahattin Aksit

Eyliil 2002, 288 sayfa

Bu inceleme toplumsal bilimlerle belgesel filmcilik arasinda miimkiin bir
birlesmenin boyutlarnmi tartigiyor. Bunun 6n sartlarindan birinin halihazirdaki
“kanaatlar sosyolojisinin” bir elestirisi olmas1 gerektigine inamyoruz. Bu
yalnizca siradan toplumsal aragtirma pratigine yonelik bir elestiri degil, yorumcu-
epistemolojik tarza ve toplumbilimsel yaklagimlarim “metin” ve “kanaat”
etrafindaki epistemolojik diiglimlenigine yonelik bir elestiridir. Toplumsal
bilimler evrimleri iginde “sosyal-tipler” yaratma yetilerini gitgide yitirmis ve dev
bir kanaatlar yigimina ve tasnifine doniigmiis goriiniiyorlar. Buna karsin edebiyat
ile sinema bu yetiye daha uzun siire sahip ¢ikmis gibi. Ozellikle belgesel
sinemanmin sosyal bilimler tarafindan analiz edilecek bir sey olmaktan ¢ok, bir
analiz arac1 olabilecegi fikri, en temelinde “toplumsal tipler” konusu tartigilirken
ac1ga ¢ikabilir. “Toplumsal tipler”in bu aginmasinin modern diinyanin dayattig
bir durum mu oldu@u tartigmasi agik birakilmali, bu meyanda sosyal bilimler ile
heniiz teorik bakimdan olduk¢a naif bir etige sahip olan belgesel filmciligin
isbirligi beklenmelidir. Bu igbirligine “duygular sosyolojisi” adin veriyoruz ve
imajlar. Metinler ve diisiinceler alaninda ¢ok-boyutlu bir “sosyolojik muhayyile”
olarak iglemesi gerektigini diislinliyoruz. Spinoza’min “duygular 6gretisi” bu
noktada bizim igin merkezi bir 6neme sahip: duygular sosyolojisi kendi bagina

bir epistemik alan olmaktan ¢ok, adanmis oldugu alanda bir praksis olusturmaya



cabalamali. Bu praksisi nihai olarak Dziga Vertov’un sinegdz ve sine-hakikat
yaklasiminda, ¢agdas video alaninda ise Jean-Luc Godard’in videoyu bir

“diiginme cihazina” doniigtiirmeyi amaglayan yaklasimlarinda goriiyoruz.
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CHAPTERI1

INTRODUCTION

Once questioned about the founders of structural anthropology on an occasion,
Claude Lévi-Strauss who forged the term itself, answered they were Caduveo
villagers. Again, when Félix Guattari proposed that the analyzed people in the
psychoanalytic treatment should be paid, and no less than the analyst, since they
are investing or "putting to work" their unconscious productions, this was not only
a mere mockery. The "first structuralists" were really Caduveo villagers, and
psychoanalysis, as we will discuss later in a chapter, could never be established
without the quite clever "participation" of an intelligent hysteric girl, Anna O.,
from the beginnings of Freud's studies. We don't hesitate to take these
affirmations as our point of departure in this thesis which will be a research into
the possibility of what we call "sociology of affects", instead of the mainstream

"sociology of opinions".

Our program will begin with a critique of what we may call the "sociology of
opinions", nowadays far distant from its founder, Gabriel Tarde's vision. Today,
academically set values of social sciences (and sociology in particular) make out
of them a huge "doxology" (Deleuze & Guattari, 1991), a collection, filtering,
interpretation and archiving of opinions, which are defined by a general state of
universal variation. There still exists a profound epistemological problem:
sociology tends to become an actual "opinion of opinions", i.e., an opinion among

others which could be interpreted by a Nineteenth century human scientist as a




quite insolid basis for a science, pretending to establish its "objectivity". Marx
was telling us that one should never ask a culture, an age or a people what they
think about themselves in order to understand what they are. Our primary concern,
hence, will be to question what lies in this methodological trajectory and
metamorphosis since the Nineteenth century, when human sciences were first
established. This transformation, let us put it frankly, is characterized by the
gradual disappearance of a typically affective entity, often present in the works of

early sociologists, the "social types".

The term was expressly forged by Georg Simmel who was capable to illuminate a
lot of social types in his extraordinary work into the conditions and landscapes of
modern life: the Poor, the Jew, the Stranger, the Worker... No sociologist of this
early epoch could have done something without passing through a creation of
social (or what could be poorly called, socio-psychological) types --the
"Protestant" for Max Weber, the "Lumpen-Proletariat" for Marx, the "Bourgeois"
for Sombart, the "Consumer" for Veblen... If there is something which defines this
creation of these social types, it is nothing but the remarkable capacity of early
social scientists to make of them "analytical" entities, coinciding with their
"becoming-events". Everything passes as if one could speak, for instance, about
"social classes" only when one is also capable to "visualize" them with their traits,
characteristics and "formulas". Hence, as shown by Rosa Luxemburg, we can talk
about "class" in two senses: the first, as an abstract category for economic and
political analysis, and the second, as concrete groups, communities of people,

both objectified and subjectified by capitalist relationships of production,

We should then inquire into the conditions of the disappearance of social types in
today's sociology, asking whether this disparition is something "endemic" in
today's "global" conditions of life or merely an inability of academized social
sciences to create "social types" (To the best of my knowledge, the last prominent
"creator" of social types was C. Wright Mills, with his "white collar" and "power

elite").



That our study should pass through literature and cinema is absolutely essential in
our analysis, since not only the sociology but also the novel of Nineteenth century
and the cinema of the Twentieth were creators of social types. Starting with
Balzac's types, we can arrive at the Idiot of Dostoyevsky; and, cinema, even when
it is merely burlesque, presented us Charlot as the "Migrant", something nothing

less than a social type.

Our first thesis for the possibility of a "sociology of affects" is that the creation of
social types and landscapes is essential to any renovative effort in sociology. We
do not mean by this that this should simply be the "landscape" of the late
Nineteenth-century Europe since it is already past and our landscapes and milieux
are now quite different. We are only insisting upon the strong connections
between "affects" and the possibility to visualize them in concrete life-situations.
This is why we will pretend to go beyond simply illustrative "visual sociology", to
reach what we may call the "documentary". The sociology of opinions generally
distrusts the "visual", forcing it to obey the "text" and "commentary", and pretends
to be the only analytical power capable of studying this huge world of "images"

which is co-extensive with modernity since the invention of photography.

Not only for methodological but also for pedagogic purposes, we are intending to
put a sociology of affects in parallel to "documentary" filming, the former lacking
"images" and the latter, generally speaking, some theoretical awareness. This is
pedagogically important since everyone can observe how each new generation
"thinks" with images more than with "texts", and how powerful are today's

technologies of images.

As we learn from Spinoza, images never cease to create and represent affects. We
should not wait for Hegel in order to understand how images and passions

overwhelmed entire historical periods. A long history of iconography involves



political acts such as "iconoclasm", and no social event could pass without
inscribing "images". As Nietzsche put it, the typical reaction of people to an
innovator, a scientist for example, is something like "show it to us in images".
Imagination, a faculty so long treated with varying degrees of contempt, tends to
become necessary for creation in modern times. This also means that the "image
of thinking" also has been transformed. For the Ancient Greeks and up to
Medieval times, "thinking" was the reflection in our poor mind of "ideas",
somewhere immutably located in the Heavens. In modern times, "thinking" is a
human activity, at least since the cogito of Descartes, and it generally operates as
a power which enters into collective circuits, transgressing cerebral boundaries of

the Subject, stimulating, inciting, pulsating other ideas, constituting social events.

We know that the Ancient Greek opposition between doxa (opinion) and episteme
(knowledge) can and should no longer be revived. Knowledge tends to become
more and more "pragmatic”, and this is not without its risks. The actual difficulty
of properly drawing a clear-cut line between "knowledge" and "information" is a
characteristic of our times, and we can no longer revive such old distinctions
unless they serve for thoughtful stimulation of ideas and of the new. It is
necessary, then, that we pass from Spinoza's philosophy, a philosophy of the
future, we think, rather than a philosophy of the past, especially in order to
reformulate this modern "image of thinking". This is because, for Spinoza at least,
thinking and knowing were nothing but affections of a body-mind continuum,

suggesting that they were also social and historical.

Thus, our thesis will summarily proceed as follows:

(1) Sociology tends to become a "sociology of opinions", a collection, filtering
and summarizing of opinions which are the most unstable social eventualities.
This imposes a fundamental epistemological problem, namely an "opinion"
(not "knowledge", nor even "information") of opinions". Journalism and

video-archives can do this much more easily, and are already doing it better.
4



(2) We are suggesting a "sociology of affects" which, we believe was already
present in the insightful and "illuminative" (Walter Benjamin) period of the
birth of human sciences, coupled with the creation of "social types" (Georg
Simmel). Either the modern conditions of life or an endemic incapacity of the
way in which social sciences are practised in today's academic settings and
conceptions or both make the characterization of "social types" as affective
entities difficult. Thus we can no longer do the same like the so-called
"founding-fathers", but only rely upon their work --here Simmel and Tarde in
particular-- in order to get clues for having "social insights" into social

phenomena.

(3) This sociology of affects should be a twofold experience: first an encounter
with the cinema, especially though not exclusively with the "documentary
film" and with Spinoza's profound understanding of human affects, and

secondly, of the role of passions and images in social life.

(4) The encounter with cinema presupposes an observation: until recently,
sociology, semiology and history of arts could pretend to "analyze" the cinema
as an ambiguous, obscure sphere of aesthetic culture. Now, as Reda Bensmaia
once put it, it is the cinema which tends to become capable of "analyzing"
everything, including sociology. This is not a radically new phenomenon or a
turning point (Bensmaia, 2002). Cinematography is not a text, but it is a way
of analyzing social phenomena (Vertov), of making visible the invisible (Jean-
Luc Godard).

(5) Social sciences today are much more habituated to the manipulation of texts
("readings", intertextuality, dialogism, structuralism, deconstruction,
hermeneutics, etc.,). These are quite powerful "tools", and we can never

oppose but only use them mercifully. Yet, the shadow of "opinion"



contaminates these intentions, transforming them into an almost plethoric
accumulation of a ceaseless continuum of interpretations. Even when one
criticizes the "positivistic method," a Derrida reader and interpreter today, in
(especially the American) academy, works know under the assumption of a
"positivism of texts and readings". Verstehen approach, too, in spite of its
many successes, never ceases to be an "opinion of opinions," this time taken in

their uniqueness, and not in their supposed universality.

(6) We will suggest instead an "archival" mode of sociological presentation which
includes the visual, the sonorous, the text as signs, and aiming at developing in
the combined domains of sociology and the documentary film (not a mere
"collaboration" or "illustrative help") a "montage-thought" which we believe
was inherent in cinematography and not in the textual mode of representation.
We hope that this will have many important consequences for pedagogical
practices as well. Perhaps the most important book of sociology ever written,
the Sociological Imagination of C. Wright Mills should be rewritten, this time
taking into consideration not only the "opinions", but the concrete life

experiences visualized as "affects".

(7) Last but not the least, everything which happen today in the domain of life-
experiences, wars passing into images (the TV), the rapid explosion of the
means of communication (all the way up to the Internet), show that we are
now in a phase of transition into an age of "images", no longer restricted to the
"representational images" (graphics, painting, iconography) nor merely to
"technical-images" (of Vilém Flusser, for example) which are that of
photography and cinema. We are inscribed now to a kind of new image, with
video and electronic images which we would like to call "thought-images"
which were immaterial in the past, becoming only now somehow materialized
as substitutes for what we used to call in the past "knowledge" or
"information." This is merely the place where our thesis will leave the reader,

hopefully, with certain "thought-images."



CHAPTERII

WHAT IS OPINION?

2.1 Pascal's Bet

When in Seventeenth century Blaise Pascal, mathematician, physicist and pietist
religious man asked "does God exist?", he was not certainly trying to collect the
answers of the people all around, whether they believe or not to God. Nor he was
interested in knowing whether God really existed or not, since this was only a
question of heart, not of knowledge. The God he believed in was certainly the
God of the Judaeo-Christian religion, the One who commanded to Abraham to kill
his son, the one who has been incarnated, transformed into Man through the body
of Christ.

Or, when one today poses such a problem, it is a matter of learning, to got
informations about "opinions", as in a TV pannel or public debate, as part of our
society of spectacle, which is more essentially tending to become a "society of
opinions". We are far from the conditions of Pascal's time, since he was not yet
interested with what people were thinking of themselves or of God's existence':

what people think (generally in a foolish way) was absolutely nothing for him,

! In a democracy, no one cares about my views; while in a repressive (totalitarian?) society

each of my statements is checked for political correctness . This is as a way which, once
recalled by Slavoj Zizek almost as a burning theme, that we are taken seriously --our
opinions, products and ideas-- only in "totalitarian" societies. Hence democracy itself tends
to become totalitarian as Zizek and Agamben have tried to show (Zizek 1991; Agamben,
1997)



good mathematician and the inventor of the calculus of probabilities. He was

rather interested in the "thinking-existence" of man.?

Yet, today our social scientists are pretending to understand something about what
happens in the social life, and are capable in our quasi-liberal age to put questions
like "do you believe in God?" in their questionnaires in a similar way as in
television programmes, showmen are easily putting such questions, having on
their right the believers and their left the non-believers. Such an experience
became possible through a historical process of laicization, having precisely those
important moments when Nietzsche screamed "God is dead!", and Heidegger
asked "are we still capable to a God?". Thus, we can perform a study of religion
and religious life, no longer with reference to "truth", but rather with reference to
"opinions".

At first sight, everything was different for Pascal. For him there were at least two
kinds of "truth", truths of heart and truths of reason. What he intended to do was
by no means opposing them to each other, but rather combining their respective
Ways of thinking. But how to combine them, since he was sure that through his
heart, he believed to his God, beyond any reasonable doubt? Yet, Pascal is a
mathematician who invented the mathematical rules of probability as a rational
means for creating second orders of precision, and he will use it in order to
convince both himself and his opponents (Atheists, Dominicans or Jesuits) not to
the existence of God (this is impossible, since belief in God is a gift of God, not
something to be reached through reasoning), but to the misery and failure of the
one who doesn't "bet" for His existence. Thus, one has to use mathematical rules
which are obviously gifts of God, but also which show our finitude in this infinite
universe while we are sure at least that we are only "reeds", but "thinking reeds".
As Pascal's applies his calculus of probabilites to his main question, "does God
exist?", there are two possible answers: betting to His existence (believer's,

ultimately Abraham's position), and betting to His non-existence (atheist's
y |y g

2 "Man is but a reed, the most feeble thing in nature, but he is a thinking reed. The entire
universe need not arm itself to crush him. A vapor, a drop of water suffices to kill him. But,
if the universe were to crush him, man would still be more noble than that which killed
him, because he knows that he dies and the advantage which the universe has over him, the
universe knows nothing of this...." (our translation) (Pascal, Pensées, 324)

8



position). To this, the posterity of existentialism (especially Soren Kierkegaard)
will add a third choice, which is in fact a non-choice, of not betting at all (the
worse situation of the skepticist). Hence, in accordance to the calculation of
probabilities and chances, it appears that if one bets for the existence of God and
He exists, one will gain his salvation only by sacrificing one's finite and miserable

3

existence” i.e. devotion to God... If one bets for His existence and He doesn't exist,

one will lose nothing more than his miserable life for infinity. Finally, if one bets
for His non-existence and He exists, the loss will be the eternal salvation
accompanied by a miserable, finite life; and if He doesn't exist, one will gain
nothing more than this worldy life. Hence, everything shows that it is of your

interest to bet for the existence of God*.

Nadine Gordimer was able to show how "opinion" was detached from "truths",

where the probability of correspondence was still possible in the times of Pascal:

In the beginning was the Word. The Word was with God, signified
God's Word, the word that was Creation. But over the centuries of
human culture the word has taken on other meanings, secular as
well as religious. To have the word has come to be synonymous
with ultimate authority, with prestige, with awesome, sometimes
dangerous persuation, to have Prime Time, a TV talk show, to have
the gift of the gab as well as that of speaking in tongues. The word
flies through space, it is bounced from satellites, now nearer than it
has ever been to the heaven from which it was believed to have
come. But its most significant transformation occured for me and

*  "Qu'on s'imagine un nombre d'hommes dans les chaines, et tous condamnés 2 la mort, dont

les uns étant chaque jour égorgés a la vue des autres, ceux qui restent voient leur propre
condition dans celle de leurs semblables, et, se regardant les uns et les autres avec douleur
et sans espérance, attendent & leur tour. C'est I'image de la condition des hommes." (Pascal,
Pensées, 199-434) which reads as follows, describing the miserable "existence"” of human
beings in this world: we have people condemned to death, and they are killed one by one,
strangled before the eyes of the others, the remaining ones after each execution must have
to see their "condition" in the fate of their "others". And they are envisaging each other with
pain and there is no hope. They are all waiting their turn. "This is the image of the human
condition", according to Pascal, an image which could evidently be compared with Plato's
famous allegory of the cave, in his Republic. But this is also relevant to Bergson's account
for "religion" and "morality" --"La religion est une réaction défensive de la nature contre la
représentation, par l'intelligence, de l'inévitabilité de la mort (Henri Bergson, Les deux
sources de la morale et de la religion [in Oeuvres, PUF 1970, p. 1086]): here, "religion is a
defence of Nature against the representation, provided by the intellect, of death..."

% Pascal's Wager: it is rational to believe in God since: "If God does not exist," he argued, "one
will lose nothing by believing in him, while if he does exist, one will lose everything by not
believing." It makes sense to cover Pascal's bet... If we win, we win eternity. If we lose, we
lose nothing.



my kind long ago, when it was first scratched on a stone tablet or
traced on papyrus, when it materialized from sound to spectacle,
from being heard to being read as a series of signs, and then a
script; and travelled through time from parchment to Gutenberg.
For this is the genesis story of the writer. It is the story that wrote
her or him into being. (Gordimer, 1991:1).

The "power of the word" was nothing but this detachment from its status as the
agent of "conservation" of ideas, concepts, sounds, to reach a state where it tends
to become "creation”, a creation of opinions, or literature. The way in which
Gordimer is critical about the "capture" of language by TV talk shows, arguments,
backed by "electoral campaigns" emitted through satellites, walking towards a

new kind of God and existence. The word tends to become a measure, a calculus’.

Through all these calculations and "scales of argumentation", as the semantician
Ducrot would call it (Ducrot, 1980), we may observe the birth of a way of
philosophizing, which is that of the Existentialism, whether atheist or Christian,
up to Sartre's understanding of the "necessity to choose". In our modern world, it
seems that this choice, whether it is for "existence of God" or any other issue --
including freedom-- is not marked by a necessity but only by an arbitrary
involvement of subjects. For the sentiment of seriousness and of necessity, we

need philosophy and not exactly common sense and public opinion®.

"Pascal's bet" also shows us the extent of our distance from the beginnigs of
modernity, at least from a philosophical perspective. Betting today is part of a

general regime in which judgments and choices are universally circulating,

5 Gordimer outlines the "doxological" and performative nature of writing, as a problem of

existence, and this existence is for others, which she sees as the "humankind": "The writer
is of service to humankind only insofar as the writer uses the word even against his or her
own loyalties, trusts the state of being, as it is revealed, to hold somewhere in its
complexity filaments of the cord of truth, able to be bound together, here and there, in
art:trusts the state of being to yield somewhere fragmentary phrases of truth, which is the
final word of words, never changed by our stumbling efforts to spell it out and write it
down, never changed by lies, by semantic sophistry, by the dirtying of the word for the
purposes of racism, sexism, prejudice, domination, the glorification of destruction, the
curses and the praise-songs." (Gordimer, 1991:3)

® It is useful to recall Baudrillard's almost defeatist account for "hyperreality” in which
"existence" remains below universe (Maniquis, 1983: 263; 282n4) "Les Strategies fatales’
of Baudrillard is nothing but a Pascalian accounii of the "possible” and the "probable" in
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generally taking the form of images, shows, debates, political confrontations of
ideas, and everything passing through TV's. Opinions, even when they are about
such an important thing as the existence of God can easily circulate and, while
being restrained in many kinds of totalitarian regimes which are not less based on
the circulation of opinions and overt lies, "the" opinion is what creates
individuals and social groups by the single movement of their expression. Our
parliamentarian democracies are nothing more than a "public opinion research",
once contested by Friedrich Pollack, the Frankfurt School sociologist, since it is
now almost impossible to understand the difference of our "electoral systems"
from a simple "research into public opinion" (Pollock, 1976). One can also add to
this situation the very problematic question of opinion polls in political issues,
since the so called "voting behaviour" could easily be infiltrated in our
"statistically" defined and organized societies, and there are those who hope, with
the use of devices like the Internet, that the political system could be controlled by

the electorate through the continuous variations of opinions and campaigns.

2.2 The Concept of Opinion, Ancient and Modern

When the Ancient Greeks were talking "about" opinions, they tended become
"philosophers"”, a new person, since every person was entitled to have opinions.
Hence, the Greek polis excluded those who suspend their opinions and judgments,
and the resulting "crime", that is, non-participation in public affairs either by ways
of neutrality or escapism (the apragmosyne)’ was punished by the heaviest

punishment, the exile®. Foucault was interpreting Ancient Greece as a "society of

social consciousness --there is connection between "opinional" Pascal"s bet, or "wager"
with "postmodern signs" and "hyperreality".

For a detailed observation of the "apragmosyne"” as "one's own affair" see Carter (1986)
Press, New York. 1986. USD 58.00.

We know that exile was the heaviest sentence, something more than death, since Socrates
preferred death to the escape; unless a kind of cosmopolitanism (yet to come with
Alexander, destroying the grounds of the "polis”, in order to establish the "imperium” in
Roman sense) was conceived and accepted, the polis was assumed to behave as a
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spectacle" --while not in our manners-- ut they were in fact societies of opinions
in their own way and under their own social conditions. Something essential for
them seems to be their opposition between the episteme (wrongly translated as
"knowledge", since it had a narrower meaning than its translation) and doxa
(again, wrongly translated as "opinion", since it had a larger meaning than its
translation). Commentators of Plato or Aristotle, as well as the historians of
Antiquity have interpreted this opposition as the point of departure of rational
philosophizing, the ascendance from the sensible to the intelligible, from illusion
to knowledge. Or, the studies of Jean-Pierre Vernant and Marcel Detienne show
us that this opposition "knowledge-opinion" was not quite simple, since there
were many "discourses" oriented towards to the heart of the polis, and no one
could claim at the beginning to be more than a mere "pretender” --these were the
discourses of the Old Man from the Orient (the sage or wise man), the rhapsod or
myth-teller (the Poet), the philosopher (who loves wisdom, without being exactly
the "wise), and the sophist, who was exactly the "man of opinions". For knowing
the existence of a continuous struggle among these "pretenders", it is sufficient to

read the Socratic dialogues of Plato (Vernant, 1977; Detienne, 1986).

The confrontation of opinions was essential to the Greek polis, since it was
believed that the truth will unmask itself only through such a confrontation. In
other words, it was an essential procedure through which "truths", involving the
episteme could only arise out of the doxa in which it was concealed. It could be
accurate to treat the classical Greece as a "society of opinions" with some
important reserves. Certainly these societies was those of Logos, the "common
word", of unanimity restored at every public issue. But they feared much from the
abusive powers of the orators, their abuse of language, that they felt they should
"discipline” it, they should create even a "science of speech” (as in the Rhetorics
and Poetics of Aristotle) to be publicly deployed as a general project of Paideia,

the life-long education of the citizen, starting from adolescence.

"community" (the "koine") and as a "limitation", since Aristotle in his Politics was able to
measure the exact and adequate number of citizens even for non-ideal city-states (Aristotle,
Politics)
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Hence, everything shows that the "opinion" was not something to be simply
eliminated in the Greek way of prudence. We know that their "juridical system"
was contaminated by an obsession with rhetorics and well-speaking, rather than
well-established laws. The Greek polis, which is a "society against state" in the
terminology of Pierre Clastres, did everything to control the "speech" it once
freed, to put it at a distance from the speakers, imposing “equality" amongst them’
(Clastres, 1974) This means that, while a "society against state", the Greek city
was not denuded of power relations which are to be decoded from the struggles
around opinions. Due to the "larger sense" of the doxa, the Greek city was a

"political” entity.

It is interesting to observe that the relationship of the Greeks with their language
could be one of the most controvertial aspects of our problems here. Language
was really a Logos for them; that is, something more than what is expressed or
communicated in the speech of a person. Even more than a "house of being" --as
interpreted by Heidegger--, we dwelled in language only insofar as it was the
Greek language, the Logos. The poet Pindarus was talking about a "language of
Gods", capable to "name the beings" with their proper names'°. In Plato's
dialogues, a problem never ceases to arise, up to the point of absurdity: what are
the "correct" names of things? It is as if names had to belong to things, rather than
to human language. The result has been the almost perfect "logocentrism" of the

Greek, since any other language was only defined as something which is

a word more adequate than "equality” is "isonomia”, meaning equal distance from the point
of arrival or departure, which is the same. Hence there comes the Greek ideal of the
"medium" --the power is just put in the middle of pretenders, when a legendary king leaves
authority to the people... this is the definition of the "isonomia". Anaximander has been the
founder of the idea of the "middle" (to meson), through which he was capable to re-
formulate the notion of the infinite as a "dynamic entity": The "apeiron" means
"unbounded", that is, something capable to decenter everything, evading any kind of
centralization.

For some commentators, and not without philologically justified reason, this "language of
Gods" was no more than the ancient Phrygian, tending to disappear in Western Anatolia in
the times of Pindarus. We can also approve the ongoing speculation about the Oriental
origin of most of Greek gods. But nevertheless, gods spoke in Greek language, at least in
the concrete language of Homer and Hesiod.
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incapable to be understood --the "varvaros", the barbars, is nothing more than
those whose speech cannot be understood by Greeks. We should wait for the
"opening" of the Greek polis, the emergence of trade and the sparking of new
philosophical sects, essentially the Stoicians who were strangers and bilinguals, in
order to have a radical transformation of such a vision of language''. They were
"cosmopolitans" right there, in their language and their understanding of it, while
teaching non-interference into "political affairs". It should be interesting to note
that this teaching is not in contradiction with the political involvement of the late
Stoic philosophers --as we know that one of the last ones was the Roman emperor
Marcus Aurelius, and Cicero, or Seneca, the greatest political orators of Rome...
There was no contradiction, since one can observe an important transformation in
everything which bears important in political affairs --language freed from the
boundaries of "intelligibility", tending to become pure speech and expression, the
destruction of the closed community of language, the polis, to give way to the
imperial order of multitudes and cosmopolitanism, and more importantly,
something which could act as "verb" rather than "name" (as in Pindarus, or in
Epicurus, their contemporary and rival), as a "command" rather than a pure

"rhetorics", as something in which we are born (the Logos)'?.

At a moment, the Western civilization came to join the Judaic world, in that,
language suddenly left the level of expressing opinions, to gain the higher,
infinitely supreme dimension of the Verb. Everything is understood as the
Command or decree of God, and no other possible word could be in circulation,

with the exception of human speech which is nothing but a faint echoe of the

Stoicians were the ones who invented the first "philosophy of language", since they
coincide with an epoch when language could be assumed something like as trade, up to
know denied by the Greek philosophy as "non-philosophical” activity. Or something is
"exchanged", now, within language, just like commodities, and Stoicians called this as
"semeion", the sign, corresponding to the money-sign of the commerce. (Kristeva, Bréhier,
Deleuze & Guattari)...

While the Stoic notion of Logos is directly derived from the Heraclitean one, we believe
that in them it had a completely new sense, belonging to language, and only language as
"speech acts", rather than to the profound order of the "phusis". It becomes necessary to
note how the word Logos was used for everything in Ancient Greece --reason, measure,
justice, language, speech, everything... (see Castoriadis, 1972)
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Logos. This language was absolute, physically dense (the Verb becoming Flesh)
and its grammar was nothing but the way in which any philosophical-theological
démarche should follow. Language was the cosmic order which defines
correspondences, possibilites and haecceities, and a new science of interpretations
(hermeneutics) was born at every level of intellectual activity (Foucault, 1977
Deleuze & Guattari, 1980). Human opinions were no longer the words in which
truths were hidden, to be extracted by dialectics, but only illusions, compared with
the supreme order of the divine Command. The opinion was re-defined as

obedience to the "dogma" --a "doxographical order"...

This is why Seventeenth century philosophers and in particular Pascal were the
masters of an essential revolution: they just begun with questioning the nature of
the Command, the voice of Scriptures, in order to free language to became
"expressive", rather than a mere representation of the divine command. This was
the task, we will see, of Spinoza in his Tractatus Theologicus Politicus. The new
conception of opinion, developed by Spinoza, was nothing but a "necessary
illusion" which is, nevertheless, a necessary point of departure for attaining
rational and intuitive thinking, the "adequate ideas" and the "knowledge of
essences", including ours. It is characteristic that Spinoza uses the word "opinion"
as synonymous with "imagination" (imaginatio). It is nothing but our faculty to
think with "images", which are both ideas and affections of external things in
some parts of our body (senses), whose causes largely escape us since they can
endure while this causes disappeared. The devalorization of "mere opinion"
continued, but with a new definition: opinions are nothing but truths about
ourselves, concerning our bodily affections in the world, which are not
comprising the knowledge of relations an of the causes. Spinoza never believed to
what we today are calling "falsity", since there are never false ideas but only
opinions that are mutilated by our life-conditions and partial illusions relative to

our incapacity to think. Hence, Spinozism has never been an absolute rejection of
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the "opinion" (imaginatio) but rather a search into capacities inherent in it, to
reach higher levels of thought"*.

Our modern times assume that opinions are not parts of any knowledge, but rather
that they are an ambiguous collection of ideas, feelings, knowledges, informations
and emotions. When Karl Mannheim, the founder of a "sociology of language" --
rather than the "sociology of knowledge" (Erkenntnissoziologie), as it has been
generally assumed-- renewed the question of opinions, everything was in the
context of modernity: the press, the culture of images, news, political pamphlets
in circulation, state bureaucracies operating through reports, campaigns, cases and
polls into public opinion. Yet he was capable to ask a fundamental question
beyond all these fluctuating and chaotic flows: what forces us to believe that such
a column in a newspaper, such a speech of a leader of a political party, such a text
or discourse are "conservative" or "revolutionary", "progressist" or "reactionary"?
With this question, we are already in the heart of a sociology of opinions, which
will gradually lose the radical nature of this fundamental question. It is possible to
use Occam's Razor, claiming that what is progressist or reactionary are not texts in
themselves, but the people who uttered or written them, hoping to benefit from the
constant fluctuation of opinions. Surely, we don't believe to the existence of
"texts-in-themselves", just like that there are no "images-in-themselves", without
"intentions" or "subjects" who wrote, uttered and represented them. However, in
modernity, opinions and their expression have gained a different amplitude which
did not exist in pre-modern societies: they no longer belong to the domain of
"knowledge" (and unlike the Greek understanding, they are incapable to express a
"truth" which they disclosed). As Foucault once remarked, when a journal asked a
question to its readers in Eighteenth century, this was a "real question", that is,
whose answer was yet unknown. And the famous "Answer to the Question of

What is Enlightenment" was written by Kant in Berliner Monatschrift. When such

12 No one could deny the importance of this Spinozist conception of "necessary illuison"
when we see it at work in Althusser's and Pierre Macherey's theories of "ideology". Or we
believe that their "Spinozism" could not be perfected unless we reach a genuine
understanding --and a corresponding taking into serious-- of the world of images and
opinions.
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questions, including "does God exist?" are asked today, in journals, reviews or
television panels (not more than in "sociological polls", without any requirement
of "answer". The journalist or researcher asking such a question is no longer
interested in the true answer, even if ne or she doesn't exactly now the truth. Or,
the answers would have the role of a mere "confirmation", if not "justification" of
the actual problems that are put into the agenda by the media. An important
philosopher of "communications", Jiirgen Habermas should remind that what are
at stake in today's mass communications is not, and can never be "truth-values" or
even "truth-claims", but only opinion-claims and arguments, obeying to quite
different rules of production than those of scientific wisdom or aspirations of
everyday life conditions alike. Communication has never been "systematically-
distorted", since distortion is already its essence, without ever appealing to the

notion of "disinformation".

Again, one can have some difficulties to understand why there is such a word
today as "public opinion", since, we already learn from the Greeks that "opinion"
is always something "public", belonging to the speech in the agora, and is nothing
before it has been expressed and publicly spoken. And, following the effective
dissolution of the City-State, the koinoneia, the Roman res publicum has never
been separable from the public discourse, which is nothing less than the individual
claims to truth, in cases, tribunals, forums and assemblies. Yet in modern times,
we have the concept of the "public opinion", as if there could be something as an

"opinion" which is not --or not yet-- "public".

A second, rather "modern" reappraisal of the opposition between "knowledge"
and "opinion" comes from Popper and Popperians, for whom, science, simply is
not knowledge. Knowledge is, and should always be doxa, not episteme, since the
latter is not justifiable in its very Platonic origin, so that Popper is never interested
(and not without being critical about "epistemic" traditions in his work Open
Society and its Enemies) in epistemological issues, opening the way for an

understanding of "knowledge" as a kind of the despotism of the intelligibles.
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Evidently, Popper's approach belongs to a kind of doxology, which already
pretends to constitute a "logic of scientific wisdom", which relies upon the
empirical principles of a "scientism". There is no doubt that his "scienticism" and
his logical presuppositions (the 'falsification' theory) led him to denounce an
entire philosophical tradition, from Plato to Marx, evidently passing from Hegel's

idealism.

In the "logical" context, however, the word "doxa" or "opinion" seem to refer to a
set of Ancient Greek ideas and notions belonging to the neighbourhood of
"episteme" (knowledge). Seemingly both terms refer to ideas which can
objectively be true or false, but with a clear and important difference: the is no
such thing as "false knowledge" since falsity denies the very existence of
knowledge. This self-contradictory character of "false knowledge" is, in a way
preserved in the work of Spinoza, who already seem to denounce the paradigm of
"certitude" developed by his pseudo-predecessor Descartes. We will expose
Spinoza's vision of "knowledge" and "opinion" in next chapters, while for now, it
seems to be sufficient to state that there is a radical rupture inaugurated by

Spinoza in the context of the opinions, as "necessary illusions".

The classical understanding therefore imposes us the determination of an opinion
as a statement which can be either true or false. But this refers us back to Pascal's
theorems of probability....Blaise Pascal, almost four hundred years ago, urged us
with his question "does God exist?" We can understand that he was not interested
in the answer of the problem. He knew that faith to God was a gift of the God
Himself. Nor he was interested in the opinions of others, upon which, as we
generally do today, we can base our polls, TV panels and shows. He was not
trying to define a sphere of "clear and distinct" knowledge of God and of His
existence, since no definition of God could be available to the intellect of a finite,
ultimately finite being, as man... And he was no longer believing in the worth of
any proof of the existence of God --the Anselmian "ontological" proof, or other

metaphysical proofs...
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Neither interested in the "opinions" of the people about the existence or God, nor
in the intelligibility of this existence (the logic of proofs), Pascal could be treated
almost as a nihilist, or an ultimate skeptic, while his Pietism obviously prevents
him from all dangers of this sort. His God necessarily existed and He was nothing
but the God who revealed himself through Bible and the entirety of Christian
civilization. But, when he posed such a question as "God does exist?", Pascal
seems to interrogate something beyond the "existence" of God, since an Atheist or
Skeptic could never be convinced in the existence of God, without having the
grace coming from Him. And this question, which is not effectively about the
existence of God, is about man, whose conditions of existence condemns him to
an infinite misery and finitude. The famous Pascal's Bet works now as follows: if
you bet to the existence of God and God really exists you will gain your eternal
salvation. If he doesn't exist, you will lose only your finite existence, nothing
more. If you bet to the non-existence of God and He really exists, you will lose
your salvation, and finally, if He doesn't exist, you are nothing but a miserable
being who have passed his life in denying something in which he never believed.
This means in short that Pascal compares the situations of the one who dares to
bet in the existence of God and the one who bets to His non-existence, rather than

being really interested in the existence of God Himself.

2.3 Opinion as a Problem of Social Sciences

One can define an entire domain of sociology where the questions of opinion
dominate the social scientific research, transforming this discipline into a huge
"doxology" (Deleuze & Guattari, 1990:243), serving to create filtered
agglomerates of opinions, judgments, answers to prevailing questions which have
lost their weight, altogether transformed into sets of information. The television
with its "news", "panels", "shows", the documentary films in general proceed
similarly --to learn about people asking their opinions about their life,

environment and public issues. Friedrich Pollack in his classical article "Empirical
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Research into Public Opinion" (Pollack, 1974:68-91) observes the presuppositions
of the mainstream sociology as practiced in the "Welfare America": that everyone
is interested in answering whenever a question is posed, while this is quite illusory
since there is the effectivity of the question itself, creating a fundamental bias --
one is led to "choose" an item among the pre-given answers that has been put into
agenda, and this is almost "at any rate". Secondly, one has to recall Bergson in
terms of his famous "questioning of questions": it belongs to the depths of our
language that we accord the criteria of truth and falsity only to the answers, and
not to the questions or problems themselves. When we face a question, we already
suppose that there must be a "true" answer to it. It is essential, therefore, to re-
define the task of philosophy as according the values of true or false to the
questions and problems themselves. This questioning of questions seems to be in
rupture with the Kantian way of talking about "true questions" and "false
questions". One may recall now Marx who said that every historical epoch poses
only those problems it is able to solve. Opinions seem to be the outcome or
function of the act of questioning, setting problems, issues, agendas,

interrogations and pursuits.

One major epistemological problem of actual social sciences emerges from the
problem of opinions: What would be, from a formal viewpoint, the
epistemological character of social sciences if their methods would force them to
become "opinion of opinions", a mere opinion among many others, in variance
with a certain axiology? Today we are far from the birth of social sciences in
Nineetenth century where a certain "ontology" was still relevant in Comte, in
Spencer, up to Durkheim. Marx could urge us about the absurdity of trying to
know what a society or historical epoch "is" by asking people what they think
they are. If mainstream sociology today tends to become a doxology, even the
most anti-positivistic tendencies as critical schools, deconstruction, post-colonial
studies derived from the continental philosophies (French philosophy and German
critical school) also belong to a similar horizon: hermeneutics or "understanding",
as well as "textuality" also share the same and common doxological character
with what they attempt to criticize. For what means "understanding" but a
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fundamental belief that people understand themselves better than everyone else?
The problem was posed twice, first by Nietzsche when he warns us about the
"decadence" of a sociology, notably Spencer's, necessarily sharing the character of
a "decadent society" and secondly by Heidegger engaged in the critique of the

notion of "hermeneutic circle" in Husserlian phenomenology.

Whatever the "decadence" of such a Nineteenth century "scientism", the
epistemological ambiguity in the foundation of social sciences has never failed to
give its fruits: from Marx's critique of political economy to Weber's ceaseless
creation of "ideal types" as figures for "understanding" a new epistemic subject
was born, which could not be reduced to mere doxology that occupies so much
social scientific practice today. The "founders" of social (or human) sciences were
able to create, to invent what Georg Simmel was calling as "social" or
"psychological types". In Marx, not only the Proletariat but also the Intellectual,
the Lumpen-Proletariat, the Petty Bourgeoisie were typical, incarnating their
social positions in a class society. This means that they both could be considered
as classes and concrete human beings, constituting social bodies having a variety
of characters. This was the way in which Weber considered "the Protestant" or the
"Puritan", Veblen considered the "Leisure Class", Sombart discussed the
psychology of the Bourgeois. At the extreme, French sociologists were even able
to consider the fundamentally amorphous "masses" or "crowds" as socio-
psychological types, as exemplified in the works of Gustave Le Bon. Le Play
designed perhaps the largest empirical inquiry into the life of the "working
people" in Europe. At any rate, the extreme case was Georg Simmel who worked
through the creation of "socio-psychological types", the series of the Migrant, the

Poor, the Stranger, the Jew, being at the same time the one who coined the term.

It is clear that the "realist" and "naturalist" novel was able to create "socio-
psychological types" for a long time before social sciences: from Balzac on, we
have the Bovarisme of the realist novel, and Nana is no one but a social type in

Zola. We have the Idiot of Dostoyevsky, and the Russian novel never failed to
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operate through the creation of types --the "public employees" of Gogol, the
"Nihilist" of Turgenyev... Realist novel was bringing something quite different
from the Romantic "individual" which resounds somehow like an "ideal", an
expressive individuality, culminating in the super-historical Great Man of Hegel:
a socio-psychological type is always in variance from what we may call as
"individual", the prominent bourgeois ideal and abstraction. Everyone
acknowledged the existence of "classes" in Nineteenth century, and it is
interesting to note how Marx insists on the fact that he never created the concept
of class which was forged especially by French bourgeois historians like Thierry
and Guizot. A social type, whether in "historiography", "literature" or "sociology"
cannot be reduced to a "class" or to the general and abstract notion of
"individual". It is almost in a "halfway" towards these entities: they are evidently
"individuals", and "members of a class", if not outcasts at all from a certain
viewpoint, but what matters is that they belong to a kind of "singularity". They are
not "individuals" or "categories" but rathers "constructs" of societies themselves,
living a concrete life, having traits, affects and ideas. According to Simmel, the
task of sociology is to transform these "traits" through which a social type is
recognized to a "social form", or rather a unique formula. Hence the formula of
the Stranger (or Outsider) can be given as the one who don't come today and will
leave tomorrow, but as the one who comes today and may not leave tomorrow.
Similarly, there is no Poor before being invested as "poor" by a given, concrete
society, transforming its existence into a problem, then striving to solve it, by

charity organizations, churches, humanitarian campaigns.

It is quite important to distinguish "socio-psychological types" from "conceptual
personae”" invoked by Deleuze and Guattari: from Platonic dialogues on, we
always have conceptual persons, Socrates himself, the Sophist, the Idiot (not
Dostoyevsky's but Descartes'), Zarathustra, the Priest, the Other... Conceptual
persons are needed in constituting subjects responsible for ideas, while this is not
necessary for socio-psychological types, who don't need to be expressive of

philosophical notions (Deleuze & Guattari, 1991).
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Another important question is whether psychoanalysis also worked through socio-
psychological types. In its Freudian version, the fundamental distinction between
the psychotic and neurotic seem to forge an insightful typification. But who is
typified here but the "patient", a socially and psychologically "affected"
individual, answering to therapy or not, as the sole Freudian criterion for such a
distinction? From a Simmelian viewpoint, a Patient could be seen as a "socio-
psychological type" only insofar as it is subjected to a socio-historical
institutionalization such as the the "clinic" and Foucault did nothing more than

this in his history of madness --the mad becoming patient.

Hence, a socio-psychological type can never be seen without a corresponding
landscape, a milieu, an environment. This environment is social, since the nature
is not a creator of types, that can be generated only by society. Hence it becomes
hard to define the traditional and rural conditions of life with reference to social
types: the Peasant is a social type only with reference to an urban, modern life to
which he tends to become perceptible, as a migrant or possible migrant or as an
outsider. We should remember what Spinoza meant when he argued that "Nature
never creates nations, casts or classes, it only creates individuals..." It is certain

that socio-psychological types are events of modernity.

Now, our main concern in this thesis will be the gradual demise of "social types"
through the evolution and academization of social sciences. The birth of the
"sociology of opinions" in the hands of a Gabriel Tarde at the end of Nineteenth
century was determined by the affective nature of opinions, their contagions and
productivity --to create and repeat the "new", constitutive of new social forms,
forces and institutions. In other words, social types in their interactive
individuality are essentially "affected" and "affective". They generate certain
feelings in themselves and others. They are traversed by what we like to call as a
"sociology of affects" rather than that of "opinions" which are nothing but affects

among many others.
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Hence, we should epistemologically discredit and criticize a series of assumptions
through which human sciences are traditionally or actually are condemned as if
these were "Platonic" ideas: that of "personality", that of "society", that of
"individual". The first notion has long been the fundamental assumption of a
psychology claiming to investigate the "depths" of human essence. And when
Tarde's major opponent Durkheim was trying to create a methodological
framework to determine the domain of sociology, he sent individuality to the
realm of psychology, keeping the sui generis status of the "social" as a fact (fait
social). In other words, Durkheim has tried to make out of a methodological
distinction an ontological, if not real distinction: a social fact is defined as what
not only goes beyond the individual, but begins just there, where individuality
ceases to be, and a sanction begins. Social facts defy anything individually and
sujectively identified, as division of labour, the notions of the sacred and profane,

defining out of them an objective, ontological entity called as society.

Beyond all the merits of Durkheim and his followers in shaping sociology as a
modern discipline, such a methodological perversion seems to be the point of
departure of what we call demise of social types. In the debate Durkheim-Tarde
the first has become the winner, leaving the latter to us to re-discover his merits,
especially in our key issue here, i.e. substituting a sociology of affects for the
sociology of opinions. That social types are affective goes by itself, but what to
think about their disappearence from the domain of human or social sciences?
Whether such a disappearence is the outcome of the social conditions developed
throughout the Twentieth century is an open question, but not only social sciences
but literature and cinema too seem today to cease operating through creating
social or psychologicél types. Social types as events of modernity have seemingly
lost their classical characteristics and moods, to reappear only in the works of
Charles Wright Mills, as "white collar" and "power elite". Talking more about
"opinions" and "masses" (the theses on the so-called "mass society") modemn

social sciences tend to work on "general" or "generic" concepts, quite distant from

24



the aesthetic character of the description of social and psychological types:
"identity" and its "crisis", "plurality" and "pluralisms", "relativity" and
"perspectivism" are some of these key notions today, never going beyond the
major epistemological problem of social sciences today: to remain as the "opinion

of opinions".

We are merely attempting here, in our thesis, to remind the importance of social
types in the past of social sciences, basically with reference to the works of
Simmel and Tarde (the latter known as the founder of the "sociology of opinions"
in a quite different sense with today's) with their "insightful" originality. This is
both a criticism of mainstream sociology and its epistemological presumptions.
This critical distance will be kept from the categories of what we would like to
call "juridico-legal" ways of thinking, today fashionable especially in Europe after
the dominant works of German thinkers like Karl Otto Apel and Jiirgen

Habermas.

Pascal was no longer interested in the opinions of the people. He was retired to the
Cour, as a pietist, leaving his "mathematical-scientific" research behind, to join
the mystic experience of surrender to God and of Theodycée. He acounts for his
blissful experience induced by meditation. This was no longer a contemplation of
the world, which could no longer give anything but suffering and painful daily
life, stupid enough to shape the making of the new science and art, but rather of
the internal life, of the interior of this feeble and powerless subject before his God,

the infinite and omnipotent.

God has no image, even when He says that he created man in accordance to His
own image. For a long time this was interpreted in religious hermeneutics as
purely a metaphor. And if God, having no image cannot be grasped through
imagination, He cannot be grasped by our cognition either: we have no concept of
God, nor we do know something about Him, about the selection he will impose on

us, about destiny and its enigmas. We are only charged to believe. We must chose
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Him and His order, the Command. Pascal is clear about everything: a Command
is something to be obeyed, not to investigate about. Such an attitude, however, is
quite different from that of ordinary believers who obey the Commandments for
generally "this-worldly" reasons or conditions: fear from death and of the
possibility of the Last Judgment, or lack of liberty due to the strict observation of
traditions in managing daily life, at once disabling the operation of "opinions" and
controlling the community's life patterns. All these can constitute almost a second
nature that determines the choice. Or, a tradition well formulated by Tertullianus
consists not only in making obedience a strict minimum for the believer, but
especially in the unconditionality he attributes to the idea of choice. "I believe
since it is absurd" is somehow self-evident and a pseudo-rational premise here,
since if it was not absurd the belief would be totally non-sense. Really, people are

believing to what they don't know and understand, rather than to what they knew.

The novelty of Pascal is that he suggests the idea of "choice" in a totally new
form. The alternatives are a limited number, a number which is finite, but one has
first to "choose choosing" before one makes a choice in concrete terms. This is the
primary point of interest in Pascal's "betting". And this is the non-philosophical
(rather, theosophical) way through which he tries to go beyond "mere opinion".

It should now be repeated that the Greeks have opposed the doxa (opinion) and
the episteme (loosely translated as knowledge). Their model was that of dialectics
in its pre-Kantian sense, the "old" dialectics, in which everything happens in the
context of a reunion and conversation, in which everyone tends to become a
pretender --the model of Symposium. As Marcel Detienne argues, the Greeks
were quite interested in the powers of speech, its persuasive and rhetorical force
(Detienne, 1982). The Greek polis has ever been a society of speech, an oral
society. But they also feared from this power and strived always to control it, to
develop measures of controlling its abuses, institutionalizing the speech. Jean-
Pierre Vernant shows how, in Ancient Greece, many "speeches" were opposing

each other in the heart of the city: there was the "muthos" of Poet, the "sophia" of
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the Oriental Old Wiseman, the "episteme" of the Philosopher, and the "doxa" of
the Sophist. (Vernant, 1988:26-49) This did not mean that everyone shared the
part of each other, in the sense that as if they were in a constant state of "ideal

conversation”.

2.4 Opinion in its Psychological Standing

In this part of our study, a general discussion of the extrapolated notions of
opinion and affect will become the main outline of a series of theses on the
development of modern societies on the global scene. “Opinion societies” mean
modern societies as they are founded upon the manipulations and controls of
opinions which are always in a state of constant flux and variation. The domain of
mass media studies in the framework of social sciences today seems today
anchored on the idea of opinion. Theories of ideology (Marxist ones or others),
cultural studies and political sociology today seem to coincide or coexist with the
idea of opinions and their manipulation through social structures of modern
societies. Methodologically, our suggestion will become, however, to replace the
paradigms of the “sociology of opinions” with a tentative “sociology of affects”,
since our belief is that this “affective consideration” is what social sciences have
lost during their academic evolution. This lost is evident in the elimination of
affective “social types” (in Simmelian sense) as both insightful methods and
everyday realities, yet not without having analytical value and function in the
early epochs of social sciences. The production of social types was characteristic
of these early phases, from Marx to Weber, from Simmel to Adorno. As social
sciences became more inclined today to serve as a filter of opinions in constant
variation, the demise of the social type became characteristic once one worked
through distinctive concepts applied to masses. Yet, last examples of social types
in sociology have been the genial creations of a Charles Wright Mills in fifties,

with his notions of “Power Elite” and “White Collars”.
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Our aim here is not to mourn for the “social types” as devices of understanding
used by early sociologists. But it is difficult to fail noticing how far the conceptual
and methodological arsenal of actual sociology has since been impoverished: in
the past, when Marx used the notion of “proletarian” or “capitalist”, these were
not only analytically designating social classes or organic units, but also affective
social types, with feelings, characteristic emotions, traditions, and variant cultures.
The sociologists of the time always worked through creating social types: the
Protestant or Puritan in Max Weber, the “bourgeois” in Werner Sombart, the
“leisure class” in Thorstein Veblen. But in the early times of human sciences no
one was more creative than Georg Simmel in the production of these affective
social types: the Stranger, the “blazé”, the Jew... Even the psychoanalysis of
Freud had to refer to social types —the “neurotic”, the “hysteric” are social types

insofar as laymen can understand what they mean without knowing one word in

psychology.

One of the most important reasons of the elimination of social types lies back in
Durkheim’s methodological efforts to distinguish the domain of sociology from
other human sciences —psychology, ethnology and history. His definition of
“social fact” is meant to designate what is something beyond the individual,
beyond the subjective or emotional motives. Society appears here as a sui generis
objectivity, as a fact in itself. Nothing could be more harmful than such an attempt
for the sociologist’s creativity in social types. In the early periods of its
academisation, with Robert E. Park and his Chicago School, the social types were
imported from Europe (under the influence of Simmel). But the eclectic nature of
their methods (a kind of ruthless positivism transforming the Chicago City into a
laboratory) invited the Durkheimian concepts. Such a migration of ideas can only
be conceived in parallel to real migration of people from Europe to the New
World, not only of sociologists or sociological theories, but also of social types —
the case of “The Hobo” of Nels Anderson is characteristic. But the Durkheimian
danger has prevailed, to undermine the capacity of the institutionalized sociology

to create notions flexible enough to constitute and survey the new social types.
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The Grand Theories conceptualized by Robert K. Merton, and exemplified by the
case of Talcott Parsons seem to have completely eliminated the social type. This
is the accomplishment of the Durkheimian vices: the detachment of norms and
values from the concrete life of the individuals, putting the frame of analysis at
the maximal level of nations or society at large. Thus, sociology appears as an
attempt to derive individualities out of the integration of values and the
persistence of norms, people seeming to flow and variate in an ocean which is
historical society. This is where sociology coincides with the notion of opinion:
the “sociology of opinions” today is the questioning of social groups about what
they think of themselves, their life and public issues. This is just the opposite of
the Nineteenth century’s attempt for creating an objective science of humanity and
of its history at large: Marx, for instance, was saying that in order to understand a
society, you should ask the deeds of the concrete people in it, rather than asking to
them what are they thinking about themselves. Again, the constant reference of
the early sociologists to social types was opening sociology into the realm of
history, to construct genealogies of these types or classes. Asking for opinions
evidently can reveal something of the individuals surveyed. But one can scarcely
believe that this can by itself reconstitute the ontic social situation, since, as
Pollack observes, the polls are biased in such a way that no mathematical-
statistical instruments could be able to refine (Pollack, 1976). It is always as if one
poses a question to someone, and the second believes now he has to have an idea
or opinion about the issue. Or, this may not be the case, since, in the fragmented
modern life, with an extremely high level of division of labour, no one could be
able to represent a global opinion —this is, moreover, contrary to the very idea of
opinion, as we will see in the next chapter. We are here in the trap of language
revealed by the philosopher Henri Bergson: to have only been posed a question,
one is always inclined to locate the values of truth and falsity in the answer, even
in the case of the most absurd, stupid questions. Bergsonian philosophy was, in
this respect, an attempt to create a philosophical art of creating and posing “true”
questions. In the domain of opinions, however, this is impossible, since the

emphasis here is put on the free-floating opposition of opinions. A similar point
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has been made by Michel Foucault, who, considering the famous text by Kant
“Answer To the Question of Enlightenment”, distinguishes between the early
modern opinion and the actual one as in Eighteenth century, a review could pose
to its readers those questions whose answers are not yet known, while in a public

opinion poll today, it is assumed that everyone knows the answers.

There is also the problem of the “transparency” of the opinion to social forms and
structures, again constituting an invulnerable paradox: in modern democracies,
one should note how public opinion polls coincide with representative elections,
and how the development of modern technologies of communication will tend —
fore a more or less close future—to make the polls and surveys transparent to
electoral practices. An election is a performative research into opinions in a given
areca (referendums or elections). The polls over tastes and judgements too are
attempts to discern what is valuable and what is not. A sociology axed upon
research into public opinion is nothing but an opinion qualitatively similar to any
other, particular opinion. In other words, it is "a huge agglomerate of
opinions"”’(Deleuze & Guattari, 1991). Hence, such a practice of sociology
provides us only with information about opinions and particularities. Sociology
seems thereby to renounce the Nineteenth century idea of an objective study of

the society.

However, modern societies are —nonetheless objectively-- defined by a large
accumulation of opinions, which are made the primary subject-matter of social
and human sciences today. One should note that the idea of opinion, so long
despised by classical philosophies —a mere “doxa”, opposed by the “episteme”,
meaning knowledge since the Ancient Greece—gained importance and relevance
in the development of modernity, and, alongside the development of modern
representative democracies, opinion tended to became the yardstick of the
“public”, as the modern concept of “public opinion” was forged towards the end
of the Nineteenth century. Whether the term “public” is a mere useless addition to

the word “opinion” or not is not at all evident, since every opinion is somehow
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public: it is impossible to have opinion without expressing it. This is the case even
as earlier as Plato’s philosophy: the opinion is the appearance, as just it appears in
the public debates, while it is always individually expressed. The knowledge can
be something “hidden”, on the sky, in the world of “ideas”, but opinion is
something always “public” (koinon) while possibly comprising the truth of
knowledge. Yet it is not difficult to oppose the modern meaning of opinion to the
ancient ones. For a long time, opinion was being treated by the thinkers and
philosophers as the ultimate source, or even being of the error and falsity. This is
determined by the very nature of the concept, the “doxa” as pure figment, or
something expressed in one’s speech. Still today, an opinion —in a TV show, a
conference or a panel—is nothing but something which has to be opposed, but the
modern form of opinion is not challenged by the knowledge, but just by another
opinion. This distinction is to be treated as only relative: when the ancient
philosopher opposed his “knowledge” against the opinions cultivated by the
eminent “doxologists” of the time (the Sophists opposed by Socrates), he was
doing so in order to extract truth out of opinions (of himself and of others in a
public debate). This means that since the Ancient Greece, opinions opposed
opinions, and this was exactly the political representation of the free citizens in
public issues. This domain of human public experience survived partially through
some modern ideas, especially in the classical period in terms of the empirical
concept of “common sense”, but this is precisely something different from our
understanding of today’s idea of opinion. At present, no one can be blamed for his
opinion, as it is still opposed to others. Opinion has lost its value as a point of
departure in attaining the truth. The truth, on the other hand, seems to be reduced
to a formless agglomerate of opinions, in the public, to be extracted and
formulated by specific devices of research, i.e. the “research into public opinion”.
Today’s privileged areas of sociological research are nothing but
“communications, media studies, and the domain of culture”. Throughout this
thesis, I will try to show how such a transformation can be conceived, with direct

references to some domains of actuality, of modern culture.
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Ultimately, an opinion is what transforms an individual into a master and subject
of his thought, as a member of a group. The term “member” should be emphasised
here, since there are never individual opinions, even when a single person
expresses it. Opinion is a performative way of becoming a subject as a member of
a group, even if the group consists in a single real individual. One of the best
paradigmatic models of how opinion operates is given by Deleuze and Guattari:
there is an Ancient Greek round table at stake (the Symposium) and some cheese
is served. One of the invited persons says “this cheese is pollute and disgusting!”.
Other people on the table oppose him: “this is the best of the Rochefort cheese,
you are the one who is corrupted!” So, every judgement in the realm of opinions
is accompanied by another judgement, this time attributed to the one who

expressed the first one. Gilles-Gaston Granger calls this a “generic subject”.

We are inclined to believe that actually, sociology in particular and human
sciences in general are suffering from the impossibility of a declining lost
paradigm —the “social type” as such, whose last apparition we saw in fifties by the
“white collar”, forged by C. W. Mills—and an inability to get rid itself of being
axed on the “opinion”. The conditions of sociology in particular forces it today to
become a huge agglomerate of opinions, a pure doxological entity, constituted by
an average filtration of opinions. Epistemologically, this means that social
sciences tend to become a series of opinions about opinions. Its process of
academization, during early twenties through the works of the social scientists of
the Chicago School, in particular, is marked by the domination of the two
American journals —the American Journal of Sociology, and the Public Opinion
Quarterly, published by the University of Chicago since 1937, which we believe
is the first "interdisciplinary" engagement in the history of social sciences, already
in an era when Durkheim wanted to clarify the boundaries defining the zones of
social sciences (especially differentiating between psychology and sociology).
Whether public or private, opinion is constituted as the principal subject matter of
sociology. And today, social sciences tend to become more and more inclined to
rely upon the notions of subjectivity based on opinion. Contrary to the classical
manner of considering the realm of the social as an objective entity, as in
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Nineteenth century (positivism and Marxism), social scientists today seem to
develop conceptual devices or a self-referentiality which tends to constitute a kind
of "positivism of the text", or a kind of discursive-interpretative strategy of

"reading".

2.5 The Notion of the Point of View

Marx's reminder "one thinks differently in a peasant's hut than in a palace" should
be taken in its concrete and literal sense: the formula can be interpreted as one of
the possible sources of a Marxist theory of "ideology", but to be engaged in the
development of such a theoretical perspective is not our primary purpose here --
we think that the Marxist debates on "ideology" that occupied two decades ago
(Althusser, his followers and opponents) the philosophical scene are today futile
to be repeated, while we are not declaring a new "end of ideology". We say that
Marx's formula tells something about "thought", about "thinking", rather than
ideology. The "material" character attributed by Althusser to the ideology was
largely depending upon the institutionalized positions of ideology (in general) in
the context of specific devices he called as ideological state apparata. This could
lead to an apparent situation that everything in this world could belong to the
domain of ideology --not only family, mass communications, trade-unions,
justice, NGO's, schools, universities and political parties, but also the entire world
of daily life experiences. Yet, we still think that Marx's insistence is on the fact of
"thought" (if thinking is a fact, in the Spinozist sense of the term: "Man thinks"),
rather than ideology. In order to find Marx's understanding of "ideology", one has
to reverse the formula: if a peasant in his hut comes to think like in a palace, we
will say that he is in ideology, that his "thought" is not justified in itself. This
means that thinking is not a "universal" activity but a conditioned, devoted and
engaged position in the world. To think is to have a point of view, but not an
indifferent, haphazardly chosen one. Marx could also say that a peasant in his hut
is differently affected than an aristocrat in the palace, if we adopt a Spinozist

terminology. Thought, if reduced to "consciousness" alone, as in the case of the
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Existentialist philosophies (Sartre, Jaspers and Mounier) tends to be formulated
rather as a matter of "choice", assuming the freedom of the will as its condition.
There is nothing of this kind in Marx who was aware that the peasant, if he thinks
"differently", is not free to choose his point of view. And this "difference" is never
generic but always specified in the domain of social world: there is nothing like
"to think differently" in itself; one always thinks differently from another one,
who again is thinking "differently" and so on, to encompass the entire social
world. One can think like a peasant as a member of a class, or as a child of the
traditions, mores, habits and appropriated morality. This is not necessarily what is
meant by Marx, since we reduce thinking in this case to the opinion, conditioned
in a world of social transformations, fluctuations and unconscious choices. To be
a member of a class can be an attribution, creating the peasant as a "social type"
among many others, yet one can fail to acquire the point of view determined by
the peasant life as it is. One should assume that there are as many points of view
as there are individuals. Again we have the Spinozist formula to interpret such a
determination of the plurality of points of view: Nature doesn't create nations,
classes or casts, it only creates individuals. This does not mean that nations,
classes, families and other social groups are fictive, or that they don't exist, it
means rather that one has to be an active participant to be a member of any or
more of these human groupings, that these groupings are to be historically and

genetically constituted.

One question that raises itself up here is how to conceive such a notion of the
point of view. Strictly speaking, the notion of point of view has nothing to do with
the "opinion" and the ordinary notion of relativism. Marx never conceded that the
"class point of view" was ever a specific opinion among others, as it was
represented by a "pionneering" cast of socialist intellectuals; the class viewpoint,
as it has been repeated by Lenin leads to a kind of "truth", which has to be
interpreted as the "constructive power" of the socialist life. The only difference
between this "constructivist" understanding of truth and the older, traditional, or
"scientistic" truth regimes (as in the religion) is that it is not pre-established,
covered up by the long traditions,.dogmas and rules. The constructivist
34



understanding of truth neither conceives it necessarily as something to be arrived
at, before stopping. The fact that the cluster of Marx's thought never encountered
the Nietzschean one should be rethought: Nietzsche has been the one who
profoundly understood that "truth" could be the "deepest lie", the one one fails to
reach in "digging" the reality. In Marx, the same sense is given to "truth" only
insofar as it is conceived in the context of a "historical process", which is implicit
in Nietzschean viewpoint. The truth in this sense can create the affect of "to-be-at-
home" (as a Hegelian category, formulated as the fact of Western philosophy: we
are together in the house of the Greeks), and an understanding through which one
has to stop and relax, after attaining a truth.

To have a point of view is the essential foundation of the modern philosophy,
since Descartes. It is also the implicit philosophical basis of modern institutions --
revolutions, democracy, society of opinion, freedom of thought and human rights.
Since the Renaissance, it has also been the driving force in arts, literature and
especially in sciences. In this part of our thesis, we will try to expand the
determinations of this "modern" idea of point of view, together with its political,

social and aesthetic determinations.

Today, we are appealed by our contemporaries, from the West and the "East", to
recognize the "great sin" of a great French philosopher of the Seventeenth century,
René Descartes: the Cartesian worldview is severely criticized by the
philosophers, sociologists, scholars of every kind, as the responsible of the
"subjectivity" of the conscious being, the mind-body dualism (and through this, of
all kinds of dualisms) and of the "cerebrality" of Western metaphysical thought.
Some of these criticisms, without being pretentious about the "overcoming of
metaphysics" are obviously well-established. Yet everyone seems to admit that
Descartes was precisely the founder of modern thought, in which the
Enlightenment, the Kantian "critique", and the modern philosophies of every kind
evolved. We will take now the exact point of reversal that occurred in Descartes'

thought, the coup de force implied in his invention of the Cogito.
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The Aristotelian Scholastic and the Platonic revival during the Renaissance have
developed in the domain of an Ancient image of thought. To think was to
"appropriate" an Idea, through speculation or the capture of the "hidden" forms
behind "appearences", as if these ideas or forms were located in the Heavens;
living in the appearences, one was in the opinion only, and to think was an
activity of speculation, of definition, of categorizing species and genera. It is
evident that the "return back of thought" onto itself, the Socratic moment was only
a relative movement, which in fact fortified the regime of truth, expanding it into
human, political and moral affairs; while the Ionians, restraining themselves to the
utterance of singled out moral premises in their philosophy, developed the rational

project of inquiry into the Nature of everything.

The Platonic-Aristotelian mode of thought, and its continuation in Medieval
theology and Scholasticism, operates somehow as a device or method of thinking
as one is deprived of every affects, emotions, illusions and even tradition. Until
now, there is nothing that distinguishes the meditation practice of Descartes and
an Ancient philosopher or a Scholastic. They are of the kind of those philosophers
who over-valuated the method (the logic or analytic) with respect to the content
(ascertained as knowledge or "scientia"). Everything happens when Descartes
raises up his formulation of the Cogito ("I think, therefore I am") at the level of
the "definition of man". The Aristotelian "classical" definition of man, as animal
rationale was relying upon a classical mode of definition --one had to take the
universe "animals", and then pass into the particular "man", distinguishing this
sub-group by a "differentia specifica" (specific difference), which is. in this case
"to be rational". Everything passed, in accordance to the Aristotalian formal logic
of syllogism, as a movement from genera to species in the general deductive
context. Or, what is there something as a "definition" in the case of Descartes'
cogito --I think, therefore I am? This is not only a new definition of man, but a
totally new definition of the definition itself, at least implicit in the Méditations of
Descartes. One should go further into the complete formula of the Cogito: I doubt,
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therefore I think, so I am, therefore I am a thinking thing. Against his "theologist"
or "materialist" critiques, Descartes seems to be in anger, especially in his letter to
Arnauld: I know that there can be my body who thinks in me; what matters is that
I can "doubt" about this; that some kind of power in me can lead me to doubt
about such a reality: this is exactly what Descartes calls as "thinking" (penser).
One can even say that he has been the inventor of "thinking", while for the
Ancients, with the exception of the Stoicians, thinking was generally the "internal
thought", the "dianoia" through which one necessarily encounters the idea through
replicating its models, as it is the case implied by Plato's Menon. There was an
external relationship between the "idea" and the "internal thought", and the latter
was not reducible to the former, nor the former to the latter. Thinking meant to be
impregnated by an idea, which belongs to the Divine order, out there, in the
heavens, and the world of appearences in which we ordinarily live is only a
distorted image of the world of eternal forms or ideas. It is clear that Descartes is
at the threshold of moving from the understanding of "thinking" as a replica or
simulation of ideas towards a modern image of thought: in his Principes de la
philosophie, to the question "what is thinking?", he answers by expanding
thinking towards a new domain: "thinking is not only understanding, willing,
imagining, but also feeling (sentir)" (Descartes, Principes de la philosophie,
Oeuvres, p. 95) This means that an "affective" dimension is introduced in the
classical notion of thinking. But what is much more important is that Descartes is
now capable to develop a new image of thinking, thinking as a human activity:
"but once I kept myself secure from the fact that, at the moment when I wished to
think that everything is false, it was necessary that me, who was thinking it, be
something..." (Discours de la méthode, Part 4) Descartes clearly rejects to contend
himself in affirming, in the classical manner, that man is a reasonable animal,
since this time, one has to pass to the notion of the animal, and to the question
"what is reasonable", with a series of infinitely recursive questions (see
Méditations, p.109) His deduction is not that of a derivation, but a clear involution
when he passes from "doubting" to "thinking", and from "thinking" to "being";
that if I doubt, this involves that I think, and that I think is equally involving that I

am.
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This relationship of "involution" is another image of "thinking". When a
Scholastic was defining man, the concepts he uses are not intrinsically related to
each other; the notion of man can be thought without necessarily referring to the
notions of animal, and of reason; moreover, each of these notions could be found
in different individual minds, or in the same individual mind differently, at
different times. This is the case of the Cogito in Saint Augustine, where the
identity of the "Ego Cogito" is raised up to the dimension of time, to his Odyssey
from Paganism to Catholic belief. Descartes is replacing this image with a new
one, in which the identity is reduced to the simple certainty "I = I" on the one
hand, and the thinking is raised up to the actuality of an act. It is as if "thinking"
begins to have a "speed", infinite in the case of the formulation of the Cogito, but
which is determined as the necessary passage from one thought to another, from

one affect to another. This is nothing but the invention of "subjectivity".

This is a singular moment in the history of thought: it has many presuppositions
and implications --and these implications are not only "philosophical", but also
moral, social and political. For the first time, thinking has acquired a new mode of
being, i.e. to be the image of a human activity or, if we take it further, human
action. Having a speed, it has also a trajectory, a "démarche" in the Althusserian
sense, and thereby, one can raise obstacles up its road. As the philosophical
invention of subjectivity cannot be separated from the creation of the "modern
subject" --in the "juridico-legal" sense of the word-- man, as a thinking being can
affirm his "being" in the existence only when these obstacles before his thinking
activity are removed or destroyed. Without the passage from the Ancient image of
thinking to the Cartesian one, one is not capable to "claim" rights of thinking and
expression. It is evident that in the past too the expression of ideas, and human
thinking in general were persecuted and censored by the authorities --the State,
the Church and the like. It is true that people were always persecuted and
massacred for their ideas. But the modern claim to "freedom of thought" and its

avatars --freedom of conscience, human rights, freedom of expression-- would be
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impossible unless modern societies have implanted this new image of thinking as
an action. The Cartesian coup de force, which is performed in the language of
philosophy finds a corresponding series of social transformations, expanding in
the clusters of time and geography which we call as the West, through which new
"freedoms" are invented, and a new "society", which we call the "society of

opinion" is formed.

The "point of view" can now be instituted outside the Cartesian understanding of
subjectivity, but, this is true, always in the domain opened up by the "coup de
force" executed by Descartes. His follower and major "rationalist" opposant,
Baruch Spinoza still appraises reason and thinking as an act of the mind; the best
political regime is the one (democracy), which persecutes less this action of
thinking. But what is characteristic in Spinoza is the way in which he includes the
principle of the Cogito: an almost indifferent proposition in the second book of his
Ethics says "Man thinks". This is not certainly the "tone" of Descartes, who was
dedicated to the task of formulating his ideas as soon as possible (Leibniz accuses
him for attaining the consequences of his thoughts too quickly). In the "tone" of
Spinoza, the fact that "man thinks" one can discern another point of view than the
Cogito of Descartes. Thinking is nothing but "to have ideas", as Spinoza abstains
to define "thought" in his work, while daring to define everything in due order
"more geometrico". Descartes is the one who cries: "I think", "I am a thing that
thinks", while Spinoza coldly puts the fact that man thinks, without
substantializing the act of thinking. Thinking, to have ideas is nothing but an
affection of human body, encountering external things. There is no room to say
that "I am a thinking thing", since thought is only a mode, that is an affection and
at the same time, a general notion whose substantialization could destroy the unity
of the substance: we are calling thinking every affect which passes in us, while
every affect is dedicated or devoted to singularities in the world. There is no
thinking in general, but thought truly is a human action, that produces one's mind.
Another moment comes with Kant, who criticizes Descartes for having too
quickly deriving out conclusions, as Leibniz has done before him: one needs the
Cogito as a receptacle in which the acts of analysis and especially synthesis are
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performed by the faculty of knowledge, but there is no room in saying that "I am a
thinking thing", simply the notion of "thing" is not yet "explained". According to
Kant, to move from "I think" to "I am" is justified, but from "I am" to "I am a
thinking thing" is not legitimate. This Cartesian attitude, Kant calls as "material
idealism", in which one declares the spatiality of the objects without us as either
doubtful or undemonstrable; Descartes thereby admits "the undoubted certainty of
only one empirical assertion (assertio), to wit, 'T am." (CPR) What Kant means is
that Descartes, while recognizing that human thought is a non-spatial thing,
reduces everything to a possible doubt we feel about the spatiality and

corporeality of ourselves; or everything is till to be determined and explained:
The "I think" is, as has been already stated, an empirical
proposition, and contains the proposition, "I exist." But I cannot
say, "Everything, which thinks, exists"; for in this case the property
of thought would constitute all beings possessing it, necessary
being Hence my existence cannot be considered as an inference
from the proposition, "I think," as Descartes maintained- because in
this case the major premiss, "Everything, which thinks, exists,"
must precede- but the two propositions are identical. The
proposition, "I think," expresses an undetermined empirical
intuition, that perception (proving consequently that sensation,
which must belong to sensibility, lies at the foundation of this
proposition); but it precedes experience, whose province it is to
determine an object of perception by means of the categories in
relation to time (CPR)

This is not a purely philosophical criticism of a metaphysical theme if we try to
get into the new path Kant is now able to convey the action of thinking: once
deduced from the experience, the "I think" is not sufficiently determined,
remaining merely as an empirical, non-methodic intuition. One can understand
how Kant too is intending to give a coup de force to the philosophical reflection:
This coup de force will be on the same basis we have tried to expose concerning
Descartes: it will lead to the deepest logic of the Enlightenment, with all its newly
emerging institutions; and we know that the most important "institution" of the
Enlightenment has been the “reason" or what the philosophers of the time were
calling as "reason". And in Kant, reason is reported to a legislative faculty,

acquiring an almost juridico-legal definition: there is nothing but reason to judge
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everything; but to judge everything, it has first to judge itself. This is a somehow
strange argument, since the idea of the "critique" (Kant calls his philosophy as
"kritische", critical), that is, the Kantian highest philosophy itself will be derived

out of it,

Hence, the Cogito institutes itself, in contrast to the purely "cognitivist" aims of
Descartes, and partially of Kant, at the level of social structures, and this is not the
lesser part of the process of modernity. Of this process, I will now take into
account only a few dimensions, notably, the institution in modern juridico-legal
forms of a Subject which becomes the holder of not only his "thoughts" and

"opinions", but also of his affects.

2.5.1 The Juridical Institution of the Subject

A promise determined the kind of religious obedience practised in the Judaeo-
Christian culture: this was based on the priority of the "moral-magical" bonds
between divinity and his people over any other relationship, especially the
relations of property. This means that in these civilizations, the God rather
"promised” a land to his people. This was different in the relationship of Greeks to
their gods, while I don't believe like Michel Foucault that this was exactly what
made them an inherently "political" civilization (Foucault, 1986). I am neither
intending to seek in the case of the "Oriental" empires and theocratic regimes the
semiosis of a non-political form or theme of power, which was called by Foucault
as "pastoral power", since Foucault himself stresses that this theme remained,
perhaps until the emergence of modern structures of power, as a mere theme or
idea through which power relationships are ideally conceived by these
civilizations. There are many reasons to believe that a conceptualization of power,
insofar as it is generalized among the people can be "inscribed" through historical
processes into the functioning of political and social institutions. We can ask why
Foucault did not seek the same relationships between "discourse" and "power" in

the case of these Oriental societies, just as he sought in modern societies from the
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classical period on. We can leave such a discussion to another dimension of

debate.

Yet, the discourse of the Cogito did not remain purely philosophical in the
classical period: we have already implied that it lies at the source, as a
presupposition at least, of what is called as "freedom of expression". As thinking
in itself tends to become a human activity, there might be external --and only
external-- obstacles that came to inhibit, persecute it. This was naturally a
"universal" problem for the philosophy of the classical period --some were
persecuted as Giordano Bruno and partially Baruch Spinoza, who was not able to
publish his most important books. This was also the conditions of the "double-
philosophy" of Leibniz and probably Malebranche, who expressed their
philosophies at two discernable levels, one for the "learned" and one for the
"ordinary" people. This is evident, since some problems which exist in the former
register do not appear in the second, and some "aporias" in the second are passed
without any reference in the former. We don't here merely referring to an old and
long tradition of "esoteric" doctrine. Esotericism, with its deeply mystic and
religious character belongs to a different order than the Seventeenth century
rationalism. We can only speak about a kind of compromize with the authorities,
having similar reasons for avoiding the emergence of the anger of the notables
(the priests, the Church and the politicians) who needed the general "ignorance" of

masscs.

The philosophical problems faced by the new Cogito were not evidently
"juridical” at first, while its process of expression created a new atmosphere in the
world of legal norms, which cannot be reduced to Foucault's analyses about the
transformations in penitential structures in the Classical period. It is true that we
can also test the emergence of a new kind of power, invested not only in the
domain of law and justice, but everywhere, permeating the entire life-experience
of modernity. But there was also the development of a new form of "opinion", in

whose image one can see, in crystallized form, the embrionic development of the
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modern societies of opinion. What will become, when we transpose the Cogito
into the domain of "opinion", making indiscernable all former distinctions

between opinion and knowledge?

First, opinion is already framed in a continuity with knowledge in Spinoza's
philosophy; and the argument through "common sense" was already fully
validated in the Anglo-Saxon empiricisms of Hume and Locke. This was a new
mode of continuity between opinion to knowledge and other cognitive-affective
faculties --imagination, sensibility, aisthesis... Secondly, the development of the
societies of opinion had its early roots in the Seventeenth and especially
Eighteenth centuries, with the development of quasi-private, non-academic
philosophical circles (even a solitary figure like Spinoza had a circle of friends,
expanding from his country, Holland to Germany, France, and England); and the
Eighteenth century, especially in France was marked during the century of
Lumiéres by the emergence of various "clubs" of ideas, like the early period of the
Jacobine Club. These were places where communications of ideas and their
fermentation occurred. It seems that the Cartesian Cogito was implanted in these
non-institutonal milieus as their deepest structure: their claim was a right to think,
and to "realize" the content of their thoughts, whatever they are. Thirdly, there
were the first examples of independent press and publishers' houses, in constant
interaction with the abovementioned milieus, tending to become their material

basis of production and circulation of ideas.

2.5.2 Jurisprudentia

Today, the philosophy of law can be opposed by a new thought, an "outsider"

thought in the manner of Foucault, which is that of jurisprudence: the opinion

about law has always been distant (as it is generally unable to comprehend it

deeply) from the philosophy of law, whose deepest philosophical models in

modernity were given by German philosophers like Kant and especially Hegel. In
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Hegel, Right (Rechts) tends to become almost the Idea, and the philosophy of
right comprises everything, from phenomenology of the spirit to the realization of
the reason. As the philosophical reflection was a question of "ought", rather than a
reflection upon the actuality, the idealist philosophies of right (the
Rechtsphilosophie) were inclined to define the principles of right everywhere they
can touch: the invention of the inalienable human rights and freedoms, the
definition of the "logic" of procedures, the philosophical conventions through
which the law codes are defined. In much more refined forms, a brand of today's
"universalist" philosophies, like in Habermas and Niklas Luhmann have
developed a new Rechtsphilosophie which is not lacking these early resources, but

applying them to the actual conditions.

Every philosopher had to do with affairs of law and rights. To learn something
about law has always been a source of good wisdom and a fruitful matter for
reflection for philosophers, from the Ancient Greece to the present times. But we
can distinguish a philosophical thread through which, the idealization of the law
has been tried to be overcome, if not attacked. This is the "jurisprudential” thread,
begining weth the Sophists. A Sophist, it was diagnosed by Platonists, works out
and feeds the opinion, rather than truth --as they tend to "relativize" everything,
creating "situations", or in modern philosophical terminology, "language games".
He performs "as ifs", simulations and pseude-conceptual arguments. But it is true
that they overwhelmed the established opinions of the people, and their work
could not be considered, even within the framework of the Socratic-Platonic
thought, as merely destructive, since destroying the opinion was generally
admitted by philosophers almost as an initiation to philosophy. To persuade in
rhetorics, according to Aristotle for instance, is an act of undoing the opinion. And
what matters is about to learn about the art of persuasion, as it was the case with
the great orators, and Sophists who were the lawyers of the time. This was, in
Ancient Greece, a singularly different semiotic-performative model of speech and
language, which was inscribed within the folds of the political city. We will show
later, in the context of the "social types" of the Ancient world, that the most
"modern" figures of Antiquity were the Sophists: for them, philosophy, or
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thinking in general was a preparation for the art of persuasion, for the capacity to
argue. The endless recursive patterns of philosophical counter-arguments in the
Sophist dialogue of Plato show that even the philosopher could do nothing outside
"argumentation" or the "working through opinions". Against Sophists, even
Socrates turns out to become a Sophist. This was a deep rupture in the trajectory

of ideal dialectics.

Although they are matters of opinion, negotiation and argumentation have a quite
natural "positivity" which is absent in "thinking". What can be a genuine
distinction, after all, between "thinking", a procedure of knowledge and "arguing"
about opinions or negotiating them? One can simply say that you have only an
opinion, while he posessed the truth. What does it mean, than what he believes to
the truth of his opinion. Opinion, on its logical foundations, seems to be a horizon
for every "apparition" of a thought or idea. Certainly, this horizon must not be the
ultimate one, since the Greeks were believing in general to the Heracleitean
premise, that "truth conceals itself'. This is a manner for predicting the
Nietzschean theme, which reads "truth is the deepest lie; one digs and finds not
the deepest item", so one calls it "truth". It is not ultimate, but it is the limit which
repeats itself at every stage of argumentation, as a basis of a self-reference:
opposing opinion and true knowledge has a difficulty --if something is opinion, it

is open to "error", but a knowledge should be communicated as an opinion first.

2.6 The Dimensions of the Critique of Language

What we can mean by a "critique" of language? Is it possible that someone
criticizes something outside language, even in everyday life? Most ordinarily,
when we criticize someone, we generally criticize one's behaviour, temperament,
attitudes, deeds or actions, and this means that we are still at the level of language,
assuming like Derrida that these critiquable elements are nothing but contexts, and

therefore can be assumed as texts. Or, can we mean by this a criticism of
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linguistic theory, of which many theoreticians were and are still succesful today?
This is a more prudent assertion and it can already be conceived as many
circumstances which assured the evolution of linguistics, pragmatics, and
philosophies of language. And thus every critique, also being a linguistic,
pragmatic or philosophical event (that is, a "language") should necessarily be a
critique of language. An it is convenient to note how Plato invented philosophy
already as a critique of language, since it was born into language (the logos) and
ought to be perpetuated by language itself, at least through an idealistic-realistic
manner up to the more developed philosophies like Hegel's. Never trying to
reduce philosophy into a linguistic manifestation, we may conserve, at least for a
while and temporarily, the Hegelian context in which everything which appears in
philosophy, art and culture, and also in science and technology is language and
nothing but language. So, the critique too should necessarily work through and

upon language.

The idealistic motives in such an idea of the "critique of language" can already be
seen in the early idea of the Logos, as the pre-philosophical material of the
Ancient Greek thinking. That Logos governs the universe and Being, that it is
what is Common to All etc., are already the fundamental affirmations of a
Heraclitus, a pre-philosopher, or "officially" to borrow the language of the
historians of philosophy, a pre-Socratic philosopher (yet he could not be a
"philosopher, simply because the word "philo-sophia" and the corresponding
institution was invented later by Plato, not even by Socrates). And the first
important critique of language is brought forth by Plato, as one of the core
arguments of his ultimate "political" work, alongside the critique of opinions: it is
not a critique of language, but of some ways in which it is politically or poetically
used. If language was common to all (which is evident) it should be rendered in its
use to the Common, to the koinoneia. The political significance of such a critique
is already manifest in the famous Platonic criticism of the poets and artists, with
respect to the "common" of the ideal city. Among the many ways of reading such
famous passages of the Republic, there is at least one which can account for suc a
debate by defining it as an attempt to criticize language as such, while such a
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criticism necessarily occurs only through language. There is still another evidence
--that the Saussurean foundation of language (as distinguished from speech) is
already present in Plato's dialogues. The unique controversial point in such an
assertion is that there is a single word in Ancient Greece to mean both language
and speech, and this word is the Logos. Or, as explained by Castoriadis, the word
Logos is not merely Speech-Language, but also Reason-Cause, Principle-Measure
etc. Therefore it means "everything" --and thus, it is quite open to treachery and
anachronisms of a Heideggerian search for "origins" (Castoriadis, 1972). Or, that
Logos can mean everything is clear in itself, in the very primordial possibility of
defining language. We simply think that what a Greek understands of this
"universality" of the Logos was, in an ordinary sense, that language can call, name
and attribute everything. In other words, Logos is co-extensive with the Cosmos,
as its necessary "cultural" and "intellectual" component. We are opposing
Castoriadis only at this point: that Logos means as many things as possible has
also a "meaning", in the sense that for the Greek philosophy in general, Logos is
entitled to "call" everything in the Cosmos. So, Pindaros was talking about a
"language of Gods", probably referring to an old Anatolian language whose rules
still prevailed in the dialects of the time (perhaps the Phrygian), and which was

capable to "call things with their 'true names". There is no doubt that even the act
of criticism (in the sense of critical thinking) in its oldest sense is assumed as a

"logocentric" phenomenon.

Therefore, the Logos is everywhere ruling only insofar as it can "name"
everything. This earliest insight has been re-affirmed by Nietzsche in his
Philosophy in the Tragic Age of Greeks: it was ruling since everything named was
possessed, or participating into an open whole, truly called later by Heidegger as
the primordial meaning of a-letheia, the uncovering of the oblivious. Yet
Nietzsche, as a more culturally-oriented thinker than the purely philosophical
Heidegger, is able to formulate the limits of such a "universe", retaining the
philological elements intact and almost as imaginative dimensions: affirmation
was an act of faith, but still remaining as an act of language, of telling the truth, a
veridiction. One has give, in addition to one's speech, signs about the very truth of
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one's speech: acts of confidence, of conviction, of belief. At any rate, these are
pre-linguistic phenomena: they are either gestures or presuppositions --that is,
deeds or acts warranting the truth of the arguments. Logos argues befpre its acts
of "naming", and even this "naming" is an argument: there is a sublime moment
when one can no longer excavate the volume of the world and calls the level one
reached as the "truth". Names are therefore always "true". If someone names

something, there is no more something to be argued.

Or language not only "names" but also "suggests", "proposes", "judges",
"teaches", "criticizes" --it is a purely pragmatic potentiality. Even naming is a
speech act, as the famous theory of names developed by Saul Kripke would show.
Socrates was deranged of the Sophists and of rhetoricians since they were using
the Logos as part of a kind of "business", teaching for money (see Kripke, 1972).
One should understand that what Socrates has attempted to criticize in Sophists
was not simply they taught for money in exchange, but that they taught the "use of
language" in exchange of money. They were almost "linguistic impostors",
"language abusers". They were continously postponing the act of "naming" --a
procedure for the indetermination in language: their procedure was that of a

continuous argumentation, of pleading, and of an agonizing Logos.

2.6.1 Communications: The Story of a Model

There is an interdisciplinary "discipline" today, which calls itself "communication
studies". It is impregnated by at least two tendencies, first the theories of
communication, and second, by what we may call "philosophies" or "pragmatics"
of communication. The former has its starting point in the tiny "cybernetic"
engineering affair, since the Second World War (the so-called Shannon & Weaver
model of communications); the latter is broadly articulated in the domain of
"critical" philosophies of Karl-Otto Apel and especially Jiirgen Habermas. In this

part of our study, we will be now engaged in the criticism of this model of
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communication; first, the model itself, and later, its unquestioned admission as a

fundamental philosophical concept.

The Shannon & Weaver model of "communications", as we noted above, belongs
to the domain of engineering, and finds its provocative tenure in terms of its
"scientific" nature and its availability in the technological world vision. It tells us
something like that: there is an encoder and a decoder as partners of any
communication --the one who sends the message, and the other who receives it.
By the same token, we learn that there is a "message" which is send and
receieved, no matter what is its content. This message is send through a trajectory,
which is open to the hazards of the environment (this is the "enthropic"
phenomenon). This means that the environment, the "path" through which the
message is sent is both a "medium" which connects, but also which provides
obstacles. The environment is the ambiant world itself. One last element should be
added, and it is called as "language". It is nothing but here a system of
codification, a code, which is applied to the matter of the message. The content of
the message is coded by a given language, known by both of the parties, so that

one encodes it, and the second deciphers it.

Last but not least, there remains still an indetermined element, which is
presupposed in the entire expositon of the phenomenon of communication: this is
the "content" of the message. This "content" should be left "indetermined" for
evident scientific reasons: a modern science, to become "modern", should
describe and define only the "forms" or "structures", rather than the "contents",
and this is the scientific claim to universality. This is what makes Shannon &
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Weaver's model "scientific" *. There is no room to fill the "content", since the

4 Claude E. Shannon, whose initial ideas appeared in the article "The Mathematical Theory
of Communication" in the Bell System Technical Journal (1948). In its broadest sense,
information is interpreted to include the messages occurring in any of the standard
communications media, such as telegraphy, radio, or television, and the signals involved in
electronic computers, servomechanism systems, and other data-processing devices. The
theory is even applied to the signals appearing in the nerve networks of humans and other
animals. The signals or messages do not have to be meaningful in any ordinary sense.
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model is designed to be filled with any "content". For the engineer, or the

cybernetician, the content is said to be "information". This information belongs to

the material order, and constitutes the "content" as such, but thereby, the difficulty

(the recursive pattern of indetermination) shifts only. This time one may ask

"what is information" --as we are today acquainted with such notions as "society
"on

of information", "revolution of information", while no one really knows what

information is?

What were the initial applications of such a model, which is generally called as
"transmission theory of communications"? I will take two examples, first from the
sociologist of "mass communications" Lasswell, and of an important linguist and
poetician, Roman Jakobson. Both have determined the mainstream theoretical
approaches to their subject-matter, while uncritically adopting this general model

of communications, almost transforming it to a kind of hidden "ideology".

Lasswell is one of the first sociologists who theorized about mass communication.
His epoch is that of questioning the "power" of the mass media, the early times of
television and the full strength of radio and the press in general political affairs.
His awareness of his task was not quite difficult to understand, since it simply
relied upon asking "who communicates"? Evidently, in every act of
communication, there must be someone who communicates, but this is not
sufficient: without an audience, a message would be nothing. Hence, Lasweel
goes on to describe the parties of communication as concrete agencies, instead of
"notions" or "words" involved in the abstract model of transmission. What
Lasswell calls as "control analysis" is the answer to the question Who? For
instance "who owns this newspaper?", "what are their aims?", "what are their
political allegiances?", "do they attempt to set the editorial policy?", "does the fact
that they are a republican account for the newspaper's repeated attacks on the
Royal Family?", "are they subject to any kind of legal constraints?", "how does
the editor decide what to put in the paper?"... (Lasswell, 1998) These series of

questions are concrete, but nevertheless determined by an obvious claim to
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"objectivity" --an empirical analysis into "opinion" passes through the empirical

questioning of "intentions" and matters of "property owning".

For Lasswell, the second subject of any "communicational" analysis should be the
message itself: The sociological transposition now requires to include the analysis
of the "content” of the message, which is assumed by Lasswell as a kind of
"representation”. It answers this time to the questions How? For instance "how
women are represented in "boulevard" newspapers and tabloids?", "how black
people are represented in the films or TV programmes?". It should be noted that
the majority of "sociological” researches today are constrained in this domain of
inquiry. The limitation of the "content" analysis often to the mere counting the of
number of occurrences .? Content research will often be a matter of counting the
number of occurrences of a particular representation, generally by comparing the

results with "official" statistics --assumed to be somehow an objective criterion.

Then, there comes the channel which is supposed to carry the message. What can
be the sociological transposition of such a "material-physical" medium like "air
waves" which carry our speech to the others, or an electric cable transmitting
beats or digits? Here, the approach of Lasswell turns out to be a "practical”
question --what channels should be used, without pitfalls as trying to
communicate by phone with a deaf person etc. What are the relative superiorities
and adequacies of varius media for the appropriate transmission of a given
message? At most, some questions concerning the "attraction" of media for
particular purposes --does it appeal to the audience? Is such or such medium
appropriate for our message? We can easily observe that Lasswell, as one of the
first researchers in the domain of mass media analysis, is in fact too much

attached to the "practical" purposes rather than "analysis" proper.

Accordingly, the "audience research" becomes the most important part of the
analysis of such a practical approach, and today, professional broadcasters after all

are using the figures of rating and similar data, just like the advertisers, to promote
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their "commodity”, which is, for the time being, condensed into the "message". As
we don't communicate in a vacuum, in an empty space, there should be a "society"
to which we have to communicate our messages, while this same society can also
play the role of an obstacle for the propagation of our messages. In
communicating, we are supposed to have some "interests" or purposes --we
normally communicate in order to achieve something. As Lasswell was concerned
not with interpersonal communication, but with the effects of the mass media, he
did not pay attention to modes of communication which are far from being
"intended", as in the case of everyday interpersonal relationships. This is the
larger context of the question of "effects", passing from "practical" questions to
"pragmatic" ones. How the audience is affected by the messages? Are these

effects approximating the intended ones?

Or pragmatics transposes everything within the domain of the "practical"
purposes: Lasswell, as many others in the practical researches in public opinion
and mass communications, fails to recognize the complexity of the pragmatism in
terms of language. Pragmatics, which was initiatied by two great American
philosophers as Charles Sanders Peirce and especially Austin, seems to us a
radically opposed to the simplistic "practical" inquiry. In his work "How To Do
Things With Words?" "to have an opinion about" is fundamentally a preformative

speech act with illocutionary power.

2.7 Social Types: For a Sociology of Affects

The birth o sociology is inseparable from the capacity of describing, or even
inventing "social types". This term has first been used by Herbert Spencer, who
has tried to describe, rather obscurely, the types of societies in accordance to their
degree of complexity in terms of their structures. This is not exactly what we
mean here by "social types", since in the evolutionary approach of Spencer, the

theme of evolution is so predominant that it is no longer possible to conceive
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types of societies outside his conventional movement of development from the
"less compound” to thpe "more compound". Spencer, however, had a second
criterion for classifying types of societies, which is, this time, according to their
internal configuration. When he distinguishes between the militant and industrial
societies, the evolutionary schematism still prevails, but now, it is possible to
conceive the presence of "militant" attitudes in the developed industrial societies.
Spencer was himself so determined to apply everywhere his evolutionary and
progressive schemes that the blunder was inevitable in applying such a criterion
into concrete cases. In Spencer's conception, the types of social structure depend
on the relation of a society to other societies in its significant environment. There
is an inevitable empirical-historical observation that societies of different types
can coexist. Hence, he goes on to define situations in which peaceful relationships
correspond to those internal structures which are "weak" or "liberal" in nature,
while "militant" attitudes correspond to austere and authoritarian social structures.
The internal structure of a society is now determined not as a function of the
degree of evolution, but rather on the state of conflict and alliance among

neighbouring societies.

Spencer never tried to define an individualized "social type" in terms of his
distinction between the "militant" and "industrial" societies. He became rather one
of the founders of a long-term political convention, which led social thinkers and
politicians to believe in the necessity of an exact correspondence between
liberalism with light industries, and to the idea that societies with heavy industries
required rather authoritarian regimes --an idea which prevails even in such figures
like Max Weber and Emnst Troeltsch. Spencer's distinction will empirically
collapse under the Weimar Germany, and especially in terms of the social types
described by Ernst Jiinger, "Der Arbeiter". Spencer was unable to conceive the
landscape offered by "militant" and "industrial" societies, for he lacked a concrete
definition of "militant" or "industrial" behaviour attributing their characteristics to
concrete "social types". The industrious "Protestant" of Weber was not yet
conceived, even in spite of Marx and Engels who observed some historical
relationships between Protestantism and capitalism, as it was not yet the era that
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sociologists knew how to create social types as bundles of characteristic social
relationships in the concrete landscape of societies. Wandering about the logic of
his distinction between militant and industrial societies, however, Spencer
encounters the germs of an idea of an obviously hidden "social type" --the soldier

and his "compulsory" behaviour:

The trait characterizing the militant structure throughout is that its
units are coerced into their various combined ctions. As the
soldier's will is so suspended that he becomes in everything the
agent of his officer's will, so is he will of the citizen in all
transactions, private and public, overruled by that of the
government. The ooperation by which the life of the militant
society is maintained is compulsory cooperation . . . just as in the
individual organism the outer organs are completely subject to the
chief nervous center.

The industrial society too defines a character, which can obviously be attributed to
a "social type", which remains not defined in Spencer's system:this is a society of
"voluntary cooperation" and the self-restrain of the individuals, whereby one is

able to perceive the prehistory of the themes of Max Weber:

(The industrial society) is characterized throughout by the same
individual freedom which every commercial transaction implies.
The cooperation by which the multiform activities of the society
are carried on becomes a voluntary cooperation. And while the
developed sustaining system which give to a social organism the
industrial type acquires for itself, like the developed sustaining
system of an animal, a regulating apparatus of a diffused and
uncentralized kind, it tends also to decentralize the primary
regulating apparatus by making it derive from numerous classes its
disputed powers.

One can recognize here the "raison d'étre" of the emergence of the sociology in
Nineteenth century: a new class, without officially recognized ornaments is born -
-and not only it is the proletariat, but also a life-world which flows from any

method to conceive of what is happening. The problem of "industry", especially

54



following the process of the so-called Industrial Revolution in England, became

soon central to anything which can be defined as sociological discourse.

Spencer is also able to characterise his distinction with reference to te concrete
historical transformations, nearly at the turn of the century. The militant character
is once more introduced within the setting of an industrial society, which ought to
be defined by a kind of liberalism and democratic mood, with decentralized State,

and cooperation through division of labour:

If we contrast the period from 1815 to 1850 with the period from
1850 to the present time, we cannot fail to see that all along with
increased armaments, more frequent conflicts, and revived military
sentiment, there has been a spread of compulsory regulations. . . .
The freedom of individuals has been in many ways actually
diminished . . . . And undeniably this is a return towards the
coercive discipline which pervades the whole social life where the
militant type is pre-eminent.

While the "freedoms" conceived by Spencer are nothing but the freedoms of the
industrial societies, defined in bourgeois rights of free investment and liberal
economy, he certainly grasped an essential "fin-de-si¢cle" transformation in the
hearth of modern society --a "peaceful" and "industrious" beginning, through the
entire set of conflicts during the Nineteenth century, is now tending to create a
"militant" structure, with decreasing freedom, centralization of the authority and

possibly, a strict disciplinary society.

It would be interesting to note how the Nineteenth century literature and
philosophy was much more efficient in characterizing "social types" and their
ambient environment, with much more accurate descriptions and capacity to
individualize them. Everything seems to begin with the great figure of Balzac,
inheriting from the classical literature not the "tragedies" of Racine and Corneille,
but the ridiculized or "pop" types of Beaumarchais or Moliére. The beginnings of

sociology was so permeated by the ideas of a "positive science" that the first great
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founders like Comte and Spencer aimed at attaining "generalizations" or "laws",
rather than concrete, individualized descriptions. Literature, on the other hand,
creating the long prose writing, that is the novel, was now capable to express
landscapes and social types much more accurately than any sociological
description: thus, as Dostoyevsky and Turgenyev in Rusia were capable to
introduce those vivid and exemplary social types as the Idiot, the Nihilist, the
Father of Family, and the series of descriptive events alongside; Dickens was able
to situate his quasi-tragic types in the hearth of the modern industrial landscape of
the city; and Emile Zola, with his "naturalism", could create the atmosphere with
all the environmental details, and the figures of characters almost like "spiritual
automates” in his zone of writing. Everything shows that "social types" are first
the invention of literature, before becoming a means of expression of social and

human sciences.

In order to create a social type, one needs imagination and capacity to be affected,
rather than systematic knowledge about the issues and events. This does not mean
that there is nothing systematic in the presentation of social types: Max Weber,
and especially Georg Simmel have been capable to systematize and formalize the
philosophy of social types in such a "scientific” way that their analyses can be
returned back to the domain of arts and literature more vividly than ever. In order
to create social types, one should be able to coordinate imagination, understanding
of affects, and knowledge of facts as a bundle of a complex set of relationships.
To borrow the term "actor" from the domain of arts has been a genial turn in
social sciences: but there are also those social types which can fail to act, whose
actions are suspended, or worse, are "interpreted" by others. Now,we will try to
develop a series of themes in order to clarify the impact of the creation of social

types in human sciences.

1. A social type can be visualized and understood by everyone, as it must be part
of one's life world or more concretely, social environment. Literature and

more visually cinema can easily accomplish this task --to make their
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characters representative of social relationships, conflicts, causes and events.
This is hard in social sciences, since the "scientific vision" requires
generalization, and the creation of a "cumulative indexicality" of any of the
themes appearing in their discourse. If we believe to the old (Hegelian) saying
that science is that of the "general" and art the task of giving the "general"
through the "particular", the powers of imagination are necessary in the
observation and creation of social types. Or a portrayed individual does not
necessarily become a social type 8as in arts and literature). From the
"L'Avare" of Moliére to the "Pére Grandet" of Balzac, we have an entire set of
important social transformations, revolutions, a period of Enlightenment, and
the development of a rural capitalism which explain the emergence of Father
Grandet as a pure social type. He necessarily becomes the representative of a
set of "rural" social relationships in the Napoleonic era. His conservatism is
that of a kind of future, imagined by him as the survival of his self in the
familial values of the posterity. Now, one can develop out of his example an
understanding of a set of social phenomena, as conservatism, the decay of
provincial values and life worlds and a criminality of conscience reaching the

threshold of psychologically abnormal behaviour.

. A social type has a kind of "this-ness". One can see them out in the corner of
the street, a oor, a Mendiant, a Stranger, a Homeless... Its "indexical" value,
however, should also be expressed in the context of a theoretical, or
particularly analytical reflection. The social type is determined in-between the
vita activa and vita contemplativa, between streets and books. It is a
connection between the subject and the object, between the academic
discipline and life, between imagination and knowledge. The "sociological
imagination" of Charles Wright Mills is nothing but the construction of this
bridge: it is not a sociology for the sociologists, but for the ordinary people,
the laymen, the passer-by... His concept of "power elite" is nothing but the
expansion of the everyday "awareness" of the masses, in front of three sectors
of elites, military, political and economic, whereby the sociolagical expression
of something which cannot be directly observed neither by masses nor by
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social scientists, who are nothing but another social type, the "academic white-
collars". (Mills, 1951) This is what makes Mills one of the last great inventor
of social types, to express the presence and the nature of the "white collar", as
different from the blue collar industrial worker. The larger proletarianization
of the masses and the capture of a greater variety of work by advanced
industrial capitalism not only creates a new social type, the office bureaucracy
of the private sector, which has nothing to do with revolutionary ideas, but

whose very appearence is part of the revolution of life.

. A social type should be analytically significant, besides its everyday
existence: the proletariat for instance has in the work of Marx and Engels a
twofold role --it is the "real", politically defined social class, and a part of an
abstracted network of capitalist relations of production, which is an analytic-
theoretical device to explain capitalist social relationships. Such a double
conception of the working class is expressed more succintly in the works of
the Marxist Rosa Luxembourg, who wamned about different levels of
abstraction involved here, in the Marxist definition of social classes. There can
be a set of correspondences, but at the same time a series of differences and
disjunctions between these two concepts of the class, the one determined in
accordance of the place of the class in the capitalist relations of production,
and the other being largely determined by the rule of multiplicities, networks
of old and new traditional patterns of solidarity, --or occasionally, conflict, as
in the case of the emergence of social-democratic schism and the birth of
fascism--; it is evident that the first is defined in accordance to the principles

of political economy, and the second is defined as a "social type".

. A social type is "affective". It has something of the "real", psychological
person, whatever the level of abstraction and generalization in its presentation.
This is another aspect of a social type which makes its literary apprehension
more efficient. But it has also defined a quite creative zone of sociological and

philosophical writing --notably Simmel's powerful insights, impressions and
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the "illuminations" of Walter Benjamin. The French style on the other hand
concentrates on a more systematic and cartesian definition of social types: the
"affective" crowds of Gustave Le Bon are no less "social types" than the Poor
or the Stranger of Simmel. The fin-de-siécle popular debates on the problem
of "intellectuals" --occasionally through the Dreyfus Affair-- constitutes a
frame of reference for such a conception of social type. At any rate, a social
type is determined by its "affects", to be described as a set or constellation of
affective, emotional relationships. The intellectual in France was quite
different than the Russian "intelligentsia", as a loosely defined social cast in
Tzarist period. The loose definition of the French intellectuals was due to their
detachment from professional, artistic or academic activities. It is defined in

tn

terms of the intellectuals' "engagement" as a public force, of the "enlightened"
actors of socio-political intervention into social affairs. The intellectual
represents "himself", not a class nor a social movement, and this is what
makes out of him a participant of a new social movement, that of "des
intellectuels". They are people branded between the requirements of theory
and practice, akin to a particularly European reflection for the need of coining
the new term "praxis", which, in Germany will become a central concept in
Marxist works of Karl Korsch, Karl Mannheim and Gyorgy Lukacs. These
intellectuals were affected by the "most powerful of affects", which is the

"engaged knowledge" (Nietzsche) while belonging to a decadent society.

Sometimes the affects are so deeply institutionalized in a historical period that
one can no longer be able to discern the social type against the social
environment or milieu in which he is involved. These milieus can be
"general", as the urban landscapes of the flaneur (Poe, Baudelaire) or
particular, as the one expressed in the closed atmospheres of Proust. The
Turkish national novel after the republican era is impregnated by the presence
of a well-institutionalized "social types", the soldier-bureaucrat or the Ittihat
idealists, somehow described in opposite patterns of appreciation, depending
on the political opinions of the authors. The "institutional" character of some
social types are evident in the case of Mannheim, attaching them to the
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doctrinary sets of behaviour, ranging between "ideology" and "utopia",
between "progressivism" and "conservatism". Again, Weber's description of
the "ideal type" of bureaucracy can never be conceived without the
conventional presence of an institutionalized social type. While one stresses
the "impersonality" of bureaucratic relationships, these relationships are not
possible without the presence of a new kind of social actors, the public
employees who are implicit social types, obeying to the inherent principles of
rationalisation. Impersonality and disenchantment of the world, these two
Weberian themes are not possible without pre-supposing the corresponding
social types who will play the role of theoretically explanatory powers while

they can remain "hidden".

. For Simmel, one of the greatest creators of the panoplia of social types, a
social type is always constituted by the society. The poor, for instance is not
defined by his own presence, and there are no social groups or classes "in
themselves". The social types, even when they are not “institutionalized", are
always captured in a network of social relationships and investments of power

(to adopt a concept of Michel Foucault).

the fact that someone is poor does not mean that he belongs to the
specific social category of the 'poor' . . . . It is only from the
moment that [the poor] are assisted . . . that they become part of a
group characterized by poverty. This group does not remain united
by interaction among its members, but by the collective attitude
which society as a whole adopts toward it.. Poverty cannot be
defined in itself as a quantitative state, but only in terms of the
social  reaction resulting from a specific situation. . . . Poverty is
a unique sociological phenomenon: a number of individuals who,
out of a purely individual fate, occupy a specific organic position
within the whole; but this position is not determined by this fate
and condition, but rather by the fact that others . . . attempt to
correct this condition.
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The "visionary" character of the "social type", described here by Simmel, has
another aspect through which a social type gains its value and significance. If
poverty is a "unique" social phenomenon, this is not only the case of the poor,
but uniqueness is present in every social type, the blazé, the stranger, the Jew...
Thus, a social type assumes for its possibility or existence the capacity to be
transformed into an object by a specific type of society, thus becoming a part
of it. We can say that they are created by "points of view", rather than by
established conventions, or by their sudden emergence. A Simmelian social
type is always something codified. Again, a Stranger is not the one "who
arrives today and will leave tomorrow". He is the one who comes today and
will not probably leave tomorrow. This means that a social type should be
determined by the viewpoint of someone, if you want an average member of a
society. This is what makes the literature and cinema (the art of subjective
viewpoints) much more capable than simply "sociological" descriptive

language to make visible the social types.

7. A social type is "modern". This is the case even when one is able to make the
history of social types: in the writings of Ancient philosophy, there are rather
"conceptual types", to borrow a term by Deleuze and Guattari: the Sophist, the
Outsider, the Myth-teller are conceptual, rather than "affective" or
institutionalized types in Platonic dialogues. A social type is defined by
"traits" or characters, rather than a "point of view". The positions of
conceptual personae, on the other hand are defined in the context of an
established normativity of a given "point of view", which enables the type to
judge, to talk and to conceptualize, just as the reader should do. Classical
philosophical writing could not pass without "dialogues" through which
arguments are approved by the parties. Deleuze and Guattari were able to
argue about the internal connection of the Idiot of Descartes in the Seventeeth
century and the Idiot of Dostoyevsky in Nineteenth century. Yet they failed to
consider the fact that the latter appeared as a "social type", while preserving

the nature of a conceptual person. The Idiot (Simplicius) was used by
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Descartes as the one who approves or fails to understand a philosophical
argument, a common sense man who converses with the argumentators like
the philosopher and his possibly theologist opponent. The Idiot of
Dostoyevsky, on the other hand, exactly does the same thing, "approving" or
"failing to understand" philosophical arguments, but he is described utterly as
a flesh and bone spiritual automate, as a character living in a concrete
historical period and a concrete time: as maintained by Deleuze and Guattari,
he is the Idiot who wanted to undo what has been gained by the Idiot of
Descartes, during his conversation with the philosopher. Certainly, the
Dostoyevskian Idiot is the one who wanted the "absurd", faith rather than
knowledge, superstition or occultism rather than religion, blind activism rather
than theory, but he is also the representative of a brand of real persons, visiting
European countries to learn natural sciences, Hegel and socialism as "positive"
sciences, and while returning back, they can understand that "this was not the
essential problem". This is characteristic of some Turkish and nowadays
African intellectuals who returned back to their country with "ideals" of
"development" while the so-called "Developmental Studies" in the advanced

capitalist countries are in a complete state of collapse.

More than being a bundle of affects, a social type should be an "image". This
is quite obvious since we have already said that a social type should first be
"seen" by the society before being designed to be a representation or object of
preoccupation. The Egyptians made images as hieroglyphic entities, destined
to become ornaments or elements of the grace of kings and gods. The Ancient
Greeks were prone to depict "ideal" or "formal" personae, as sculptures. The
entire Middle Ages and the Oriental or Islamic iconography passed with the
pictorial depiction of the "divine", the order and its ornamental expressions,
which nevertheless can be opposed by a more creative popular imagery,
expressed in iconographies of popular classes, peasants, and religous sects.
The Classical and Romantic art in Europe never ceased to revive and
reproduce the "divine" themes in various, surely secular contexts: not social
types as such but persons, who are part of the representation by painting, of
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the lights and patterns of the art. Everything seems to begin with two
inventions: the photography functioning through "traces" of the real time
passing; and a new convention of post-romantic painters to draw studies,
instead of drafts destined to complete the preparatory stage of making the
complete work. These studies, like photographs and not without being
influenced by this new invention, were instantaneous moments of things,
drawn without accomplishment of all traits, as time always passes. The instant
photography and Impressionism in painting were together capable to picture
out the entire landscape of modern life: the social types could be part of this
landscape. Evidently the figure of a "dancer" of Dégas is not by itself a "social
type", but we can argue about the urban landscapes and environments in
which social types are involved --the dance-studios, the cafés, the train
stations... There is an entire photographic iconography, if not documentation
of the ordinary life which accumulates during the Nineteenth century:
portraits, ceremonials, moments of life, and post-cards depicting, towards the
end of the century, not only European or American scenes, but also the exotic
countries. The social functions of photography, early in nineteenth century
were evident: it impregnated the power of the press, the sole medium of the
public opinion with its effect of reality and "news". The still photograph was
capable to capture life, as it is at a certain moment at any place. The "image"
character of the social type is revealed in painting also --especially the
impressionists who have depicted moments of life in train stations, streets,

coffee-houses and the like.

. The birth of the "cinematographic" image has been much more powerful in
reproducing the visibility of social types in the ordinary life. As a powerful
means of communication, cinema soon assumed the function of a "document-
in-itself", like photography. But more than photography, whose distance from
real life is evident, having a motionless layout, cinematography amplifies the
"trace" character of the cinematic signs, an provide them with an "illusion of
movement". The first films, whatever their "magic" apparition in theater-halls,
were rendering the traces of ordinary events. And a panoplia of social types
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has ever been present in cinematography --not only through “stylized" types of
the burlesque as the Charlot of Chaplin, but also with the representation of the
ordinary street life.

Tarde seems to be the most profound sociologist of the opinion. Yet, he realized
that opinion is not something remote from the complex networks of social
relationships, that are both historically determinant of the "present" state, and as
he goes into the critique of the Durkheimian conceptualization of the "division of
sociology", he tends to become more and more aware that the "politics" should
essentially be integrated into the domain of sociological researc. This is,
according to Tarde, a failure in Durkheim and his antecedents, like Fustel de
Coulanges (the author of La Cité Antique) and Loria --they failed to understand
that an essential subdivision of sociology must be the political sociology and the
study of politics and of opinions. In his book "Political Sociology" (Tarde 1901)
Tarde is engaged in comparing the "divisions" of political economy with those of
the political science in order to be able to reveal two essential relationships in
their connection: the wealth (richesse) and power. If the subject-matter of the
political economy is wealth, the subject-matter of the political science should
evidently be the power. He introduces the analogy between the human organism
and the political power: the political power is to a human group what the

conscious will is to the human brain (see also Tarde, 1898, 1895, 1897).

Two centuries of the politics of opinion in the Western world (notably in Europe
and Northern America) succeeded in developing an image of "politics"
characteristic of the modern world. This image defines politics as opposed to the
private domain of familial, everyday and commonplace relationships. The
mediation and representation, shaping the "modern" institutions in which the
political life is deployed tend to become essential attributes of such a distinction --
or sometimes "opposition" between the private and the public. In my thesis,

through the critique of the doctrines of the "public sphere", I will try to
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conceptualize a domain of politics which is not defined by its opposition to the
private life, to the everydayness of the experience. Sociology has long been
instituted on a general programme of research into public opinion'’; this is an
epistemological preference, which transforms the sociological practice into a huge
accumulation of opinions, trying to distill the varieties of fluctuating opinions of
the people. The social reveals itself to sociology through opinions, and
correspondingly, such a method and epistemological presupposition involves the
risk to create a sociology which is nothing but an opinion of opinions, an

academic model of doxology.

As the researches into public opinion gained importance in defining the domain of
social sciences since the beginning of Twentieth century, there was a growing
interest in sociology towards the subject of "masses", "crowds" and their
"individualizations". The sociology of the "founding fathers" (to borrow an almost
untenable expression of some scholars who have tried to write "official" histories
of the sociology, notably L. Coser) (Coser, L; 1967) was in fact the art to extract
concrete "social types" out of the amorphous crowds and masses of people in the
modern urban (and partially rural) space. The image of the "ascetic" protestant or
the puritan served Weber as an expressive figure when he inquired into the birth
of the "spirit" of capitalism; the flaneur, through Poe, Baudelaire and Walter
Benjamin was nothing but the social type situated in between the lines of social
processes of the fragmented life-patterns of modernity; Werner Sombart, Karl
Troeltsch and Thorstein Veblen were capable to discern clusters of social
relationships through the elucidation of the various traits of a psychological-social
character, the Bourgeois. Social types with capital letters --the Jew, the Stranger,
the Poor were the expressive unities of the "formal" sociology of Georg Simmel,
who has been the major and genuine theoretician of "social types". And in French

sociology, from Le Bon to Gabriel Tarde, we can observe how far the crowds and

5 In his article "Research into Public Opinion" Pollock covers the two assumptions of the
public opinion pools, which define not only the world of "research" but the epistemological
crisis of the mainstream social sciences: first, once a "public opinion" question is posed, the
respondent feels himself in the necessity to answer it, while he has no judgement on the
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masses themselves can be treated as "social types". The early times of social
sciences were inseparable from the capacity of these scholars to create and
visualize "social types". Even the "political economy" of Marx is not deprived of
social types --the image of the Lumpenproletariat as a social category, as different

from the proletarianized masses.

The creation of social types depended on the ability of the early sociologists to
emphasize in their works the importance of the "particulars”" which are significant
both for their theoretical purpose and for the ongoing social life as such. A social
type is in fact a bundle of social relationships, raised up to the context of
sociological analysis, while remaining in the field of "visibility" in actual life.
This means that a social type, when properly defined and formulated, lives a
twofold life --it first serves to the "analytical" theorization of the social scientist,
but it also "appears" in the public domain, in the streets, in coffee houses, in
social, economic, political, cultural activities; a social type is the thread through
which the layman can understand sociology, the path defined by Charles Wright
Mills as "sociological imagination", while it cannot be reduced to an attempt to

vulgarization, nor to be given simply as an "example".

Through the first chapters of my thesis, I have tried to show the importance of this
"second", non-analytic aspect of social types, which constitutes the "affective"
side of the sociology. The key concept in defining a social type is the presence of
a social formula that corresponds to each of them --the Poor in Simmel is not
defined by one's income or even the degree of poverty, or of one's opinion or
acknowledgement of oneself as "poor"; the Poor "appears" only when a given
community takes some people as an object, creating institutions to cope with its
presence, to develop social pactices and judgements about it, to manipulate its
environment. This is the way in which one of the last genial creators of

"historical" social types, Michel Foucault is able to find the formula of the modern

issue; secondly, this isnothing but the uncritical assumption of the sociological analysis, in
the American academy. (see Pollock, 1976)
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criminal subject --the "dangerous individual"'®. This is also a way to distinguish
between real social types and those pseudo-social types: actually, the present
sociology of opinions, treating societies as "phases of agglomerations of social
interactions” continues to be dependent on "social types". These social types, I
will say they are in fact "pseudo", since they are defined as "identities", as
outcomes of a membership to a recognized "social group", as members of a sub-
culture. When a sociologist goes into a field-research among the members of
trade-unions, his "subjects" are not real social types, unless one is able to discern a
singularity out of the identities revealed in the research. Similarly, the "yuppie" is
not a social type insofar as it appears as a social category of the professional
economic life in the "post-modern" age; it can only been a social type when a
particular bundle of social relationships can be attributed, in concreto, to the

description of such a social category.

The notion of "identity", one of the central concepts in actual practice of
sociology is eroding the capacity of social sciences to create social types. Ethnic
and religious groups, each absorbed supposedly by an identity (or rather within a
supposed "identity crisis") are not yet social types; the Muslim, or the Turk in
Europe, the Puerto Rican or the Black "rapper" in United States, the Inuit ﬁibal
communities are not yet "social types" while we can include them to the general
category of "migrants". Identity is a category of the opinion, of political labeling,
rather than a heuristic concept in defining a social type. It presupposes the mild
democratic or liberal conceptualization of modern Western societies (and
academies) to render the opinion with the highest referential value. Similarly,
party membership or affiliation, to be the partizan of a cult, to be a member of a
generation (cultures of rock, of cinema cults etc.) are not in themselves criteria for
creating social types. In order to create social types corresponding to these
categories, social science should produce a "flesh-and-bone" individuation which

can operate at the level of the "visible", certainly not in television, but in the

'8 see Michel Foucault (1994)
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everyday life at large. This is, I believe, one of the major failures of social

sciences today.

Social sciences are not the sole creators of "social types": we have many of them
as represented in literature, especially the novel, and more concretely and visibly,
in cinema and theater. I will try to show, in the last parts of my essay, how a
plenty of social types have been created in the Nineteenth century literature, on
the background of the developing capitalist and urban landscape (from Balzac to
Zola, from Austen to Chekhov), and how, in the domain of cinema, throughout
the Twentieth century, the representations of "social types" abounded, especially
in the early periods of its development. This is the key to our particular interest in
the "documentary" work of the Soviet cinematographer Dziga Vertov, whose
cinematography is a genuine sociological reflection embedded into a visual
poetics. One might even say that the arts tend sometimes to be more capable than
social sciences in the creation and reproduction of social types, as one is no less
able to "think" through them than in philosophy and science. This capacity is
obviously due to the fact that direct, non-textual and un-mediated presentation of
life is under the capacity of art, which, as Hegel puts it, can grasp the "universal"
taking departure from the "particular". Yet, this Hegelian (or Lukacsian) notion
can also be criticized, since the characteristic of the novel may not be the
"presentation of the individual representative of his epoch" but rather the
apparitions of "social types" in everyday life. In this sense, there is a concrete
connection between artistic representation and the everyday life, and
correspondingly, every sociology (political, historical, cultural, economic etc.) is

(or should be) a sociology of everyday life.

One major dimension of my research is directed towards the "affective" character
of social types: a social type is either familiar or unfamiliar, communicated or
excluded, but there is always a bundle of affects that characterizes its presence.
We can even say that a social type is made visible only insofar as one is able to

present it as a bundle of affects, internal and external. This perspective consists in
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the philosophical part of our study, proliferating the early modern discussion of
affects given by the Seventeenth century rationalist philosopher Benedict de
Spinoza, as he developed a total, and comprehensive treatment of "affects", the
role of emotions, passions and sentiments in individual and social life and in the
processes of socialization. This is now an attempt to develop a concept of a
"sociology of affects", replacing the "sociology of opinions". Sociologists like Le
Bon, Gabriel Tarde and Georg Simmel were able to understand the importance of
the "affects" in social life --even when the shaping of social forms and structures
are involved. Georg Simmel is no less concerned with the affective patterns in the
creation of social types, since his sociological descriptions are generally tending
to be fragmented "impressions" in everyday life, here and there, felt by the
sociologist before being reported to a deeper insight and analysis. This is nothing
but the reasons of the "actuality" of sociology, its difference from history or the
so-called political science. There is a general misunderstanding in conceiving why
Simmel and his various followers, like the scholars of Frankfurt School or Walter
Benjamin, escaped from systematization; they were not in fact avoiding
systematic treatment; this was nothing but their way to capture the modern reality,
which was based on the fragmentation of social life. The Spinozist definition of
affects, such as Love, Hate, Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Hope, Fear etc., is to be
referred as the unique foundation of the constitutive role of affects in the
deployment of social relationships. His major "rationalism" is echoed in the
"minor" ones of the early Twentieth century, seeking the motives lying behind
social reality --the utopianism and messianism is G. Scholem and Ernst Bloch, the
philosophy of sentiments in Renouvier and Henri Bergson. An important
dimension of describing a social type passes from treating it as a "bundle of
affects", rather than a composite of opinions. Our examples here are still in the
domain of cinematography and literature, as affective types can be directly
visualized in artistic presentation; but only a sociology capable to be axed on
concrete affects (individual and social) can render the basis for the reproduction of

social types.
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Last but not least, we suggest a methodological perspective here, for the
possibility of a sociology of affects. Affects are "seen" better than they are
expressed through writing or even description, and there is no room to exclude the
entire domain of "documentary" cinematography from the disciplines of social
sciences. We believe that the cinematic means of presentation are no less
"thoughtful" than the actual practice of social research and perhaps they are
natural "media" for the so-called "oral history" than any external statistical or
observational treatment. The "concept" can reveal itself in cinema and video, and
this is not necessarily limited to the domain of the "documentary", pretending to
be the direct "image" of the real. One can even say that the "stage films", when
they are truly examples of real cinematographic authorship, can be able to analyze
and synthesize social relationships much more profoundly than actual sociological
researches. A great cinematographer like Sergey M. Eisenstein is known to intend
the "filming" of the Das Kapital of Marx, an ultimate project which is destined to
accomplish the marriage of philosophy, science and art in a total domain of

expressivity.

The doctrines of public sphere tend to split human life experience into two parts --
the public and the private; only a sociology of affects could be able to create the
image of a society in which such distinctions in political, economic and cultural
life are relativized or consumed. The best examples of this are given in the Third
World cinema today, introducing new "affective" types, together with a modern
"ontology" of the image itself. One part of our study will be destined to such an
ontology of the image, and its place in the sociological treatment of these "opinion
societies" in which we are to live. As affects are always generated by images --the
concrete Spinozist "affection" of the bodies, individual and social alike-- the
importance of this ontology in the political life and its sociological treatment will
be revealed. Socially, each new generation tends to become more bounded by the
images with the development of audio-visual techniques in education, in
entertainment, and in the entirety of everyday experience; modern politics and
community practices are much more depending on images, their reproduction and
manipulation. And the societies of opinion are nothing but societies of the image,
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of the spectacle (Debord), and of control, virtuality, monitoring and "interception”
(Deleuze, Virilio). Thus, the "politics of the image" becomes an essential field of

reference that will be our last preoccupation.

2.7.1 The "Friend" as a Social Type

We begin by conceptualizing three ways of human relationship: the first finds its
example in neighbourhood; it is not "free" insofar as one, for so long a history of
residence, is generally unable to choose his neighbour, being a "physical-spatial"
relationship. The corresponding "human" experience is religion, with its rituals,
territorial markings, myths and traditions, and the slogan "Love thy neighbour as
yourself". The second finds its best example in family life, is no more "free",
while in modern times, couples are said to be bounded "freely", through love; it is
no less "physical-spatial” in its nature and tends to be the investment of more or
less "traditional" and "secular" powers, tending to become one of the major issues
of governmental interventions. We can continue to find out other examples of
relationship, while we can conceive of only one (third) type of human relationship
which does not presuppose the necessity of "spatial-physical" proximity. This is
called "friendship", the only mode of social relationship which is not necessarily
resulting in "obligatory" ties or bondages. Physical proximity is not a
presupposition in friendship, but only an outcome. And it is defined more as a
matter of "perception" rather than "responsibility”, "obligation", or even
"sincerity". It can be constituted between anyone and anyone, without reference to
sex, geography or physical neighbourhood while religious, familial and even civil
(citizenship) ties are always "forced", presupposing a membership or identity. One
can be a member of a community (religious, sectarian, cultural, sub-cultural), of a
family, of a City, or of a State (citizenship) but one can never say that he is a
member of a "friendship". We will say that friendship is the "natural”" kind of

relationship in the Spinozist sense, as this philosopher is the one who reminds us
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that "nature does not produce nations, states, casts, but only individuals" (Spinoza,

Corr. L XIIT)".

Social sciences have been dominantly interested in the first kind of relationships --
we have sociologies of religion, of neighbourhood, of "public opinion", of small
groups, of family, of social classes and stratification, of politics and of economic
relationships; or since Gabriel Tarde, the "wildest" founding father of sociology,
we can hardly find a genuine sociology of friendship. It has been rather the task of
philosophy (and only rarely) to invest energies in the elaboration of the concept of
friendship: a contemporary philosopher like Derrida indexed his "politics of
friendship” in the motive of "love" (philia), a genuine and essentially
philosophical theme (Derrida, J. 1997). From Aristotle on, passing through
Cicero, philia is the essence of everything "philosophical”; philo-sophy is nothing
more than "love of wisdom" (one should add "not wisdom itself") and every
human activity can be evaluated within the perspective of love; thus for the
Ancient Greeks, the carpenter is the one who "loves" wood, the baker the one who
"loves" bread, the Politician the one who "loves" men (phil-anthropos), just as the
philosopher loved wisdom. Yet there are at least two conceptual ruptures in the
very notion of the philia: it is not sufficient to distinguish philia and the "agape",
the sensual love, since philia is no less a human affect, a passion. This means that
there is always an extrapolation --the lover and the beloved, while both can be the
case for a single individual. From Aristotle to Cicero, a question then haunted any
philosophical reflection on love and friendship: which is the best, to love or to be
loved? There is a unique answer --to love is better, since one is "active" and to be
loved is always in the mercy of the other. Thus, as an ethical-moral premise, one
should strive to love, rather than to be loved and friendship is nothing but the
outcome of this effort (Derrida, J. 1997:35; Cicero, De Amic. #41).

The Classical Texts are given with abbreviations, the whole form given in a list at the end
of the work.
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The Aristotelian doctrine of friendship tends to refer rather to a "civic" domain, so
far is friendship a moral and political theme. This is why the natural place for the
discussion of friendship has been the Nicomachean Ethics, where affects and
human passions too are evaluated by Aristotle. Here, the philosopher develops the
notion of a "genuine", "true" or "perfect" kind of friendship. Or the degree of this
"perfection" naturally depends on the "quality" of the friends one has. For
Aristotle, one loves the true friend for his own sake, requiring a true, disinterested
love. Then, according to Aristotle, "true friendship"” is to love the other for what
he is essentially, the virtue being central to a good man's character. The criterion
of the highest kind of friendship hence becomes the "sameness", the "equality"” of
the friends. Virtuous men are almost naturally attracted to one another precisely
by friendship.

Here the true friend should also remain as another self, while one has to make
one's fortunes his own, to share them, keeping the other still as "another self", his
pleasures and pains known as if they were ours. This is termed by Aristotle as
sharing "a single soul"; and a true friend is a "second self'. Sharing their
excellence, true friends develop a kind of similarities, a likeness of desires and
aversions, a common share of pleasures, pains, fortunes and misfortunes.
Friendship is to know the circumstances of the other's life. And a true friend really
acts as a mirror --as friendship enables self-knowledge by giving us a context for
action, as well as access to the friend's perspective on our actions: my friend is

another 'me', and in observing his virtue I can see and acknowledge my own.

Friendship is good since true friends make one another good. This is not, however
that friendship involves a "shaping of behaviour" or temper, through the
interaction among the friends; there is more, since the good involved in friendship
is almost "canonical" in the work of Aristotle. Through this "mirror" of friendship,
one is able to increase his self-knowledge of his own virtues, and feels pride about

this. It is interesting how Aristotle here makes the analogy with the love of parent
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for child: friendship, acting as a mirror, also functions as a process of production.

It operates through the love for whom one has produced.

This means that true friends share a common history. Friendship is necessarily
"particular”, a relationship with a specific person, and not a love, at a distance, for
any "excellent" people. Friends are particulars or singles. This means that
friendship is a matter of "devotion" in the Aristotelian context, whereby it requires
a more or less long experience --a long "history" is needed as friends. This does
not mean that Aristotle's thematization of friendship is completely "harmonic" and
without a kind of inherent tension: one needs such a long history of experiencing

friendship in order to be sure about the friend's excellence and perfection.

Aristotle's (or generally the Antique) conception of friendship, as opposed to the
modern understanding, is defined by a sameness, univocity, and similarity.
Friends are similar, and any difference among friends is a source of dissent,
therefore a kind of failure of perfection in friendship, while in modern
conceptions, inclding Spinoza's, friendship involves the respect for the singularity,
the uniqueness of the good of the friend. The question is to understand how in
Ancient times, one can be able to conceive a single canon of the quality of
friendship. Evidently, this is one of the reasons why one cannot conceive of
"individuality" in Ancient Greece; the Antique man has no conception of a
singular, unique set of affects for each individual --this is an invention of the
Seventeenth century rationalist philosophy (Descartes, Spinoza and Leibniz). In
the Aristotelian understanding, if I differ in any way from my friend, especially in
terms of idealities in ethical life, this should serve as a warning signal to bring
myself into line: this means that my friend is probably not my equal in perfection

and virtue.

Evidently, Aristotle also thinks realistically, that there can be differences among
perfect friends, as the circumstances of life do necessarily differ, when reported to

the social world. Everyone is living his virtuous life according to his life
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experience and situation. But, in Aristotle, these differences are not constitutive of
the essence of true friendship. And if differences are signaling a non-ethical
situation, friendship bonds are thereby endangered.

What Aristotle calls "civic friendship" is defined as the "political" form of a
perfect friendship, and everything is transposed in the domain of political life, and

to the problematic of a good constitution:

friendship seems to hold states together, and lawgivers to care more
for it than for justice; for unanimity (komonoia) seems to be
something like friendship, and this they aim at most of all, and
expel faction as their worst enemy; and when men are friends they
have no need of justice, while when they are just they need
friendship as well, and the truest form of justice is thought to be a
friendly quality. (Aristotle, Eth. Nic.1243 a)

Reported to the domain of political justice, friendship is intended to be made the
base of the justice in the city-state, where only the "same" and the "equals" (it
should rather be said that equality should be based on sameness) are involved in
perfect friendship. This gives once more to Aristotle the opportunity to exclude
the minors, the slaves and the women from friendship, just as in official politics
they are excluded. There is a characteristic approach of Aristotle which runs as
follows: minors, children, slaves and women are not free not with respect to the
conditions socially imposed by the Polis, but they are so by the very fact of their
"nature". There is always, however, a sentiment of ambiguity I always felt in
reading Aristotle: he seems to make a circular, and not "essential" argument about
this nature, for the simple reason that the minor, the child will become one day an
adult, a slave could be relieved and so on. Only the gendered bias essentially
prevails: the women are absolutely excluded from perfect friendship, but this is
not so much "absolute" in the possibility of friendship as such. One can have an
imperfect friendship with women, since there are so many "differences” between
men and women (differences of nature, of sex, biological in kind) that we are

captured in our argument by many reasons for the destruction of friendship.
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Hence, at the level of the affects, Aristotle seems to distinguish between two kinds
of love, the one which may be called as "agape" (a personal love for a being
different from us) and "philia", a love functioning through identification and
union with another who is supposed to be the "same". The main criterion of such a
distinction is not the opposition between sexes, but the "affective" character of the
first, as opposed to the "ideational", conceptual character of the second. In other
words, the agape is defined as a love which can occur between two persons who
are different, while philia occurs between similar persons. The problem is rather
in conceiving the nature of the "gender bias" of Aristotle: one could not remove or
correct this bias by simply modifying Aristotle's observations about the lack of
"rationality" in women, since the description and codes of femininity involved in
his entire work. A friendship based on philia is possible, but improbable given the
conditions of the essential differences of nature between men and women (see

Allen, 1985; Spelman, 1983).

It is interesting to note how the Aristotelian ethics of friendship incited the
Medieval Christian philosophers in re-defining love and friendship, by radically
distinguishing them: Saint Thomas Agquinas refers to Aristotle's distinction
between Love (Amor) which is a passion (pathos) and Friendship, which is a habit
(habitus, ethos). But the entire track of arguments by Aristotle are now devoted to
demonstrate that concupiscence, that is, libidinal, shiny love is not in fact love,
but simply an appetite of the desire: there are no two kinds of love, the one of
concupiscence and the other of friendship, since an "ethos", a habit like friendship
does not belong to the division of a passion. (Thomas Aquinas, Sum. Theo. I-II,
26, Objection 1) And Aquinas continues by assuming that concupiscence, the
sexual passion is in the domain of the same division with love, since both are

passions, different in their nature and functioning.

Moreover, Aquinas recalls the three Aristotelian kinds of friendship: one can be a

friend for "usefulness" (friendship serves), for "pleasure" and for "goodness" --
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friendship is enjoyed or, on the contrary, serves the perfection of the self; and the
enjoyed friendship is never without a mixture of carnal love, of sensible passion.
(Thomas Aquinas, Sum. Theo. I-II, 26, Objection 3) This means that
"concupiscence" should never be contrasted, or reported to the same plane with,
friendship. In spite of the apparent "logical" error committed by Aquinas here
(now a "mixture" comes to be imposed, while there is no room to see in
"enjoyment" a mixture of concupiscence), everything shows how could be the
reproduction of an Aristotelian, "pagan" theme in the context of a theology.
Aquinas wants to remove from Love any impurity and possibility of mixtures in
order to define an essential concept: the Love of God. In following chapters we
will see how Spinoza takes the same concept quite literally, at the level of active
emotions derived out of passions, but for the moment, it is sufficient to note how
the "essentialism" blundered the entire domain of affective relations by over-
valorizing the "ideal" ones: the politics of Aquinas is defined in the ideal city of
God, not in the "real" constitutional Polis of Aristotle. His conception of
friendship is not affective and is not political, while he is able to redefine a

theocratic wisdom of politics in his perspective.

Hence, in his replies to the abovementioned objections, Aquinas restricts himself
to a pseudo-Aristotelian perspective, through which he elucidates his point: love is
divided into two kinds, friendship and lust, but it is divided into two, the love of
friendship and love of lust; which means that in loving in the context of friendship
one makes different things than when in love for lust and enjoyment. In this
perspective, a friend is defined not outside the affairs of desire, but within it: a
friend is the one for whom we wish what we wish for ourselves. And when
friendship becomes one of the "enjoyment", Aquinas seems to preserve the
original Aristotelian viewpoint that friendship is a matter of common, shared

story, a process of habituation:

When friendship is based on usefulness or pleasure, a man does
indeed wish his friend some good: and in this respect the character
of friendship is preserved. But since he refers this good further to
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his own pleasure or use, the result is that friendship of the useful or
pleasant, in so far as it is connected with love of concupiscence,
loses the character to true friendship. (Thomas Aquinas, Sum. Theo.
I-1I, 26, Reply to Objection 3)

Hence, as a "social type", and from Aristotle to Cicero, from him to Thomas
Aquinas, the Friend is an ideal personage that is conceived as the determinant of a
relationship with oneself: a mirror, but at the same time an active participant to a
common history which we experience. But one should also admit that the Friend
is defined as a "conceptual person”, in the sense used by Deleuze and Guattari
(1991): as a conceptual person, the Friend serves to a basic and fundamental
making of a wisdom, of virtue and perfection. The affective side of friendship is
reported not to the passions (of love, of appetites or pleasures) but rather to an
"ideal" context in which the sameness and similarity, including common aims are
involved. Hence, it is difficult to admit this conceptual person as a "social type",

since it is not defined as an affective bundle of relationships and interactions.

Yet, the philosophers of the Antiquity and of the Medieval era are able to make us
think by inciting us to reflect upon our relationships of friendship. One should
discern an ideal, perfect and true friendship among other kinds of friendship,
based on enjoyment, pleasure, delight, usefulness and in a broader sense, an
interested kind of social relationship. In the world of ideals of Antiquity, this is
not, and should not be a "real" person. An entire system of ideational exclusion is
at work in the Aristotelian discussion of friendship --one will exclude the minors,
the slaves and the women, since they are defined by a "difference", which will be
reflected in the domain of friendship as a dissent and disharmony. Certainly love
is recognized as an affect, a "pathos" by these Antique philosophers, but it
intervenes as a mixture of relationships to the habit, which is now the friendship --
it is either heterogeneous, since the love as an affect can be concupiscence and
lust (serving to usefulness) or a purest love (which can, in Aquinas in particular,
tend to be the nucleus for a quasi-mystic "love of God") or, when homogeneous,

belongs to the order of habits (ethos). The first case is relevant for ordinary
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thinking in Ancient Greece, as it appears, for instance in Aeschines, referring to
the "pathological" nature of the friendship between Achilles and Patroclus in
Homeric texts. (Aeschines, Against Timarchus 133), or in terms of the ability of

someone to recognize who is a "true friend":

But, I think, so long as the boy is not his own master and is as yet
unable to discern who is a genuine friend, and who is not, the law
teaches the lover self-control, and makes him defer the words of
friendship till the other is older and has reached years of discretion;
but to follow after the boy and to watch over him the lawgiver
regarded as the best possible safeguard and protection for chastity
(...) and so it was that those benefactors of the state, Harmodius and
Aristogeiton, men pre-eminent for their virtues, were so nurtured
by that chaste and lawful love--or call it by some other name than
love if you like--and so disciplined, that when we hear men
praising what they did, we feel that words are inadequate to the
eulogy of their deeds. (Aeschines, Against Timarchus 139)

The ability to distinguish who is a perfect friend and who is not seems to be a
matter of maturity and perfection itself. Already in the Alcibiades dialogue of
Plato, there is a central problem with friendship, which will still remain as the
main problem with Aristotle: how a friendship could be established between a
man and a woman, given the fact that the woman "understands" about
woolmaking, while a man has no idea about it? The women in Platonic sense is
here the woolmaker, then she loves wool, while this is not the case with the man,
who knows nothing about woolmaking. Is it a reason for the impossibility of

friendship between man and woman?

One additional Antique problem, this time appearing in the On Friendship of
Cicero, should be taken into account: the only question (whether a woman or a
minor could be a true friend) is not "who can become a friend" but also the one of
the "rarity". A friend is "rare", and everyone cannot be a friend: "And I am not
now speaking of the friendships of ordinary folk, or of ordinary people --although,
even these are a source of pleasure and profit --but of true and perfect friendship,

the kind that was possessed by those few men who have gained names for
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themselves as friends." (Cicero, De Amic. 12-1) While it is true that "the few
number"” is not here referring to a qualification of friendship, as Derrida puts it
(Derrida, 1998), rarity is nevertheless a condition, an empirical condition of the
economy of friendship. Hence, the real exclusion from friendship comes to be a
"majority", only a few being capable to become true friends. Woman and the
minors as such are certainly a part of this majority, if they are taken as an
indefinite number of people. This is an example where a non-qualificatory trait --
the number, the few, the rarity-- becomes a determinant factor of a human

relationship.

Everything seems to be transformed, suddenly, into a kind of counter-argument to
the "free" nature of friendship --expressly in Aristotle: "There is no stable
friendship with confidence, but confidence needs time. One must than make trial,
as Theognis says "You cannot know the mind of man or woman till you have tried
them as you might cattle" (Aristotle, Eud. Eth. 3#) This reversal makes any
individual "friend" a source of constant suspicion, and a subject to a constant trial.
A friendship is subject to time, not for the sake of "perpetuity", but just because it
should obey to the test of the time, which is something very different:

The primary friendship then is not found towards many, for it is hard to test many
men, for one would have to live with each. Nor should one choose a friend like a
garment. Yet in all things it seems the mark of a sensible man to choose the better
of two alternatives; and if one has used the worse garment for a long time and not
the better, the better is to be chosen, but not in place of an old friend, one of
whom you do not know whether he is better. For a friend is not to be had without
trial or in a single day, but there is need of time and so 'the bushel of salt' has
become proverbial." (Aristotle, Nic. Eth., 7, 1243b))

Hence, to choose a friend becomes by the same token to exclude others who are
here an indefinite number of people. One should ask, is there any sociological

possibility to define such a kind of relationship. Georg Simmel, as a modern
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thinker par excellence, talks about "dyadic" relationships, which is quite distinct
in nature from triadic ones or moresomes: in a dyadic relationship, the elimination
of one of the terms immediately dissolves the existence of the other (a bi-polar
relationship). (Simmel, 1907) But, the "few", the "rarity" is not reduced to a
dyadic kind of relationship, for the Greeks were known as aware of the social and
political importance of friendship groups and brotherhoods. Anyway, the
determination of "rarity", of "few" number is not the positive side of friendship --
family too is a kind of relationship instituted among the few, while the Greek
culture of "privacy" and the attribution of the "economy" to the "oikos"
(household) diverts the preoccupation with sexual division of labour and the
management of the "household slaves" as a familial affair. What institutes a
family is nothing in fact than a strategy of alliances and filiations which is played
by clans and families, through the exchange of women. There is a majority, then,
in any familial bond, while the clan is only symbolically represented in the
concrete, actual family in a household. The "few" of the friendship is something
quite different: it refers objectively to the conditions in which friendship requires
an indefinite time to be tested, since no one knows what is inside the mind of the
other. This means that there is a tension in friendship, and the community
instituted through friendship --two or more persons-- differs in this manner from
all other kinds of relationships: neighbourhood, family, and even brotherhood.
The religious community, is nothing but the entirety of the human environment of
the Polis, constituting simultaneously what we may call the political community,
since, as Claude Lefort would show, religion in Ancient Greece is the one where
the individual is introduced through rituals to the social group, while some of the
Oriental religions were following a different model, in which religious activity is
based on isolation from every social bonds, family, community and even

"friends". (Lefort, 1972)
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2.7.2 Modernity, Community and Frienship

Friendship, as we have seen, belongs to the domain of ethical pedagogy,
becoming a major philosophical theme, especially in Ancient Greece and Rome.
Its philosophical nature does not allow us to proceed in finding in friendship a
kind of "social type", since for the Greeks, friendship appears something to be
outside the actual "social" life and experience. It is defined by rarity, by the "few",
rather than a positive integration to the social life, and no "types" could be

assigned for ideal, "true" friendship.

We know that friendship relations in modern life belong rather to the domain of
individualism: a friendship can be instituted between any individuals, even at a
distance. Modern individuality and life experience seems to be so made that it
becomes impossible to have "free" time to test for long the friendship, to become
one's "equal", a member of a relationship of sameness and identity. One is no
longer capable to determine "a few", which merits the right to "perfect
friendship”. Friends tend to become "couples", usually from the same sex (since
otherwise the relationship would be called differently) and one is not tempted, a
priori, by the idea that friendship would be impossible between men and women,

between adult and child.

A modern theme in friendship is that of "fidelity" or "responsibility". These
themes are reported even to the level of highest philosophy, in Kant where the
"duty" becomes a matter of "categorical imperative". One has duties in a
friendship, and the time is no longer required to test the "perfection" of a
friendship, but rather becomes immanent to friendship's temporality: friendship
must "endure" in time: this is not a time of testing, but rather a kind of solitary
involvement in time --a friend's fidelity tends to define everything, with all

egoistic argumentation it is supposed to involve.
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Fidelity is not, however, a determinant of modern understanding of friendship, for
it is also present, much more profoundly, in other kinds of social relationships --
especially marital life, community, religious bonds etc. The second reason has
been genially stated by Gilles Deleuze, who maintains that friendship is not a
matter of fidelity, but rather of perception. After all, there is something "common"
among friends --but what is it, really? Do they have to share everything, the same
language, the same habits and tastes? Deleuze's point is that there is a pre-
language, rather than common ideas: "there are people that one can never
understand or speak to even on the simplest matters, and other with whom one
might disagree completely, but can understand deeply and profoundly even in the
most abstract things, based on this indeterminate basis that is so mysterious."
(Deleuze, 1981) But this is exactly what enables us to create out of the Friend a
"social type", since through the involvement of "perception", one can invoke
"affective" elements into the affair. Deleuze forwards the hypothesis that
friendship is something which can occur perceptively, at a preconscious level -
through an apparent charm, "a perception of charm, i.e. in a gesture, a thought,
even before the thought is signifying, a modesty, a charm that goes to the roots of
perception, to the vital roots, and this constitutes a friendship." (Deleuze, 1981)
One can never admit someone as a friend when he had seen a small disgusting
trait, through, say a phrase uttered which provokes an "indelible impression about

that person, no matter what he/she can ever do."

The same is for charm, only opposite, the indelible effect of charm
as a question of perception, perceiving someone who suits us, who
teaches us something, opens us, awakens us, emits signs, and we
become sensitive to that emission of signs, one receives them or
not, but one can become open to them. And then one can spend
time with someone else saying things that are absolutely
unimportant. (Deleuze, 1981)

This is why modern literature and other narrative arts are filled with types of
passionate friendships, sometimes enduring in full tranquillity (like in Beckett's
Mercier and Camier), sometimes appearing with a common involvement into

some "strange" affair --like the Bouvard and Pecuchet of Stendhal. The modern
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image of friendship is that of a sometimes "extraordinary" couple, tied by
enthusiasm, passion and affectivity. In Ancient times, the philosopher was a friend
of wisdom --as Deleuze puts it, this denotes "someone tending toward wisdom
without being wise, with a number of pretendents functioning in a rivalry of free
men in all domains, with eloquence, trials that they pursue." (Deleuze, 1981) This
logic of "pretention" involved in the very "milieu" where the philosophical
community becomes possible already involves the "rivalry". Modem philosophy,
on the other hand, while continuing to pursue this kind of antique rivalry,
produces a new "type" of philosophical wisdom, based on engagement. From
Pascal to Kierkegaard, it defines a new mode of philosophizing: one is "engaged"
--as a religious tie, or even like a marital relationship-- to something, and there is
a co-development of philosophical reflection --certainly a "minor" one-- following
the thread of daily anecdotes, passions and corresponding symbolic orders.
Engagement can be "broken", as in the case of Kierkegaard, but this is not the
end, the terminal point of the affair of friendship: one is able now to "distrust" a
friend, broke with someone the engagement, and friendship becomes once more a
matter of time. But this time is inherent to friendship, rather than being a time in

which the perfection of the wisdom is tested.

2.8 Towards a New "Sociological Imagination"

When C. Wright Mills wrote his Sociological Imagination, the sociology was
already "academically established", in United States, and tending to invade
European academies: this was towards the end of Sartre's domination in France,
and his critics was gaining space in their struggle against Existentialism --Lévi-
Strauss with his "structural anthropology” and Jacques Lacan with his "re-
reading” of Freud. In Germany, however, the Frankfurt School was still
dominating the seriously intellectual life and theory, with major works of Adorno,
Pollock and Horkheimer. Heidegger was still silent, not only since he was not
permitted to teach, after the war, by the French authorities, but also there was

nothing more for him to ask --to himself-- a question like "are we still capable to
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God?" Everything in the intellectual climates of the world, when they resist
against the "new-imperialism" of United States and the Cold-War, tended to
evaluate the very notion of "opinion" and "imagination". Sartre wrote his
L'imaginaire, and his opponent Merleau-Ponty questioned the conditions of
"visibility", of making oneself visible the world in his two books Phénoménologie
de la perception and Visible et invisible. The Anglo-Saxon "analytic philosophy"
was still questioning the question of "opinion" which they relate generally to
"belief". And this was also the birth of "television", the essential apparatus of

filtering, interpreting, exhibiting and expressing opinions as "images".

The formulation of "mass society" had its evident roots in Ancient Greece, and
notably in the apparent elitism of Presocratics --revealed in Heraclitus, who
denounced the "nomos" of his co-citizens of Ephesus: they relied on their
"divergent" opinions, rather than on the "common to all", which is Logos or
Reason. And neither Plato nor Aristotle had an intensive care for democratic
values, as they always denounced the "fluctuating opinions" of the mob.
Machiavelli and Spinoza reveal themselves in this instance as rather ambigous
figures, since they were able to load positive values to masses (the "multitudo” of
Spinoza) while denying them a correctly rational attitude. And the Enlightenment
was at the same time the age of "disciplining" masses, ultimately with Napoleonic
state apparata, as if the dominant powers disliked mass behaviour, and the
newborn sociology was intending to understand "mass behaviour" to predict its
explosions, emotions, and wishes (the "positivism" of Auguste Comte, the
"sociology of crowds" developed by Gustave Le Bon, and the "utopian

socialisms" of Fourier, Owen, and Saint-Simon...

However, posing the question of "masses" or "crowds" is also posing the question
of the "individual". Without defining the "individual" it was impossible to define
the "mass" or the "crowd" behaving differently. This is a question that haunted the
birth of French sociology from Le Bon to Durkheim. Le Bon intended to show the

"leveling” function of the "crowd-event" (since crowds generally seem to gather
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together in "events", revolts, revolutions, opinions, denunciations of "public
enemies"). He believed that in a crowd, a professor could be reduced to the
intellectually primitive level of a lumpen-proletarian. A new "individualism" was

born out of the generay "fear of masses".

This "mass experience", which we have to discuss later, is reversed in the works
of C. Wright Mills: the mass is no longer something that revolts, causes problems,
and puts in danger the publicly established order. The publicly established order is
nothing but the basis of a mass society, consisting of individuals incapable to
manage their lives independently, and thus acting merely as "supports" of the
power relationships. Mills was able to show the "mass" attitude as something both
peaceful, securitarian and "dangerous". The "sociological imagination" is nothing
more than an attempt to make sense of life meaningfully for the "individual" in
mass... It is certainly "imagination", but not something which could be reduced to
mere "opinion". It appears at the moment when an individual becomes capable to
visualize (not properly "understands"), or "imagine" the coincidence of his or her
biography with the so-called "public" or "objective" problems. Hence, Mills was
attempting to "democratize" sociology, taking it from the hands of the "Grand
Theoreticians" of the Academy (Talcott Parsons and even the "medium-range"
theories of Robert K. Merton), and we think that his early death prevented him to
develop his instigation to suggest an institutional framework for his "sociological

imagination".

And the word "imagination" in Mills, we feel that it directly corresponds to what
Hegel meant when he urges for a "pedagogy of concepts", or Jean-Luc Godard for
a "pedagogy of images" in the age of television, all referring back to the all-
covering Paideia of Greeks. Imagination now tends to signify a kind of
"awareness", which should not be expressed as a mere "philosophical text" by
some philosopher, sociologist, or scientist. If Mills denounces the "mass society",
it is for finding out the individual in the mass", to address to him, in a society

where he is reduced to a statistical number or to a holder of "opinions". One has to
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detach the term of "pedagogy" from its academic, scholarly and class-based

contexts.

Hence, Mills first attempts to show that there is no possibility for a sociologist
(who corresponds in his "academy" to the "white collar worker" in other places) to
reach the level to observe how "decisions are made" by the "power elite". If he
was capable to write a book on the "power elite", this was not a study through
"knowledge", but through "imagination", which is necessary to be able to
denounce the established order. The three general "orders" of the power elite,
however, were already present everywhere --the military, the political, and
industrial... This "everywhere" presupposes an "agenda" where "truth" escapes us,
the masses, to which also belong the "academician". Mills' is not a "conspiracy
theory" as we understand today, since he really believes that sociology is still
possible and that it is almost a "laboratory science". Truly, sociology can
"positively" work as if societies themselves are "laboratories", and there is nothing
to be troubled about this "indignity". Mills in fact reveals us that his "sociological
imagination" should do a laboratory work, not in the sense that one is able to
construct a laboratory-observation of social affairs, but in the sense that we are
already living in "laboratories" constructed by the political powers and the

regimes of commandment.

2.8.1 Can Documentary Film Work as A Laboratory?

A visual, auditive or audio-visual material used in a social research project can
never be seen as a mere "supplement"”, like an illustration which comes to the aid
of a scientific observation, whatever its nature is defined: textual interpretation,
empirical research, sometimes issued from participant observation... This is
because visual and auditive experiences are not less "thoughtful" than
philosophical, social-scientific, or anthropological investments of human thinking.

They are based on much more sophisticated, much more modern "thinking
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machines" than texts (to which we are always reduced in communication
processes), corresponding to our age, which are the cinema, video and today
electronic interactive media, and which seem to outreach, in actual culture, the
mere textual means and "cerebrality" of academic thinking. There is a simple
reason for this: each new generation tends to become more audio-visually
oriented, rather than remaining as "readers": they are no longer receiving "images"
and "sounds" merely as "things" (something to be interpreted or contextualized,

nn"

expecting commentaries) or as "supplements", "illustrations".

Or the ways in which the audio-visual experience entered into the domain of
education is not merely insufficient, but already harmful: as Paul Virilio's works
show us, the "audio-visual" has been developed mainly as part of military
technologies, as part of a "logistics of warfare" (Virilio, 1991). It could be shown
that one of the "fathers" of the audio-visual was Dr. Goebbels, elaborating the

Nazi propaganda machine.

It is essential now to re-appropriate the "vision" and "hearing" as fundamental
human life-experiences. These are not today reduced to what the ancients were
calling as senses, the five naked senses of the human being: they are something
more, as they have been able to create "machines", or "extensions" to increase the
powers to see and hear. We are not envisaging them as a pure tools to create and
reproduce "mass media" events --a photography could sometimes give much more

information than pages of writing.

Discussing "opinions" and “affects", we have already witnessed that the notion of
"social types" is in a constant decay. We are not attempting to revive it. However,
this decay is symptomatic for the "event" of our times: we have universally
developed quite "wrong" audio-visual apparatuses: the television and partially the
Internet, the latter remaining still as an "open" question, since it is difficult to
foresee what it wil become in future. The decay of social types is today

corresponding to the creation of pseudo-social types: the yuppie, the rocker, the
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hacker, while we have in fact only at home a new generation which almost

"autistically" surfs on the web, or just watches television in due times.

For television is said to be a "time-machine": it governs and orders time,
fragments it in accordance to the exigencies of work and leisure time, it re-
ordinates and re-creates time. That the greatest part of world population lacks the
Internet now is not an objection to what we say: with the already planned
technological integration of the Internet with television the situation will change
in a close future. The projects like the Highways of Communication in United
States, and with Bengemann Report in Europe are motivating today such an

integration.

However, when we have said that our societies were that of "opinion" is
commensurable with what Deleuze called as "societies of control": you are "free",
at least at the level of "opinion" but you are still controlled. And this control is
largely audio-visual (monitoring life), in contrast to the "writing" and "discourse"
of the Foucaldian "disciplinary societies", which are in the process of being at

least "liberally" questioned.

This "questioning" would remain "liberal", that is, remaining at the level of
denouncing "disciplinary" structures and claiming "rights" of a future citizenry, of
free flows of information in the highways. Everything seems to be arranged to
avoid the mistakes of "disciplines": the Napoleonic universal systems of
"schooling", "hospitalizing", "academizing", "employing", and the Freudian
system of "child-breeding" are, today in decay and it seems that no one knows

what should be the substitute for them.

It is for us clear that disciplines, academic or everyday, were systems of
"discrimination" and "analysis": and the "image" today is partially serving to

them. Schooling can teach language, mathematics, physics, not warning us about
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that they are merely "rules" or "laws", as an over-all government over life-
experiences. We have already seen that a mathematical rule is a way in which one
has to learn how to solve an equation. There is no such thing as "rules of the
game" or even "language games" (Wittgenstein) which could witness about a
subject's freedom, like Hannah Arendt once believed in: every "rule" rules, and it
just appears as a command... Even the solution of a naive problem in mathematics

is taught according to such commands as "you add x to y, and then..."

"Child-breeding" also is passing through every sphere of the "post-modern" life --
not only that one has to learn some "practical knowledge" from the book of Dr.
Benjamin Spock, or from daily journals, but also that it becomes a "freeing"
which is always under control. If Freud "freed" childish sexual (or other, like the
game of Little Hans, for us having nothing to do with "sex") games, this was in
order to be able to observe them in his own "scientific" methods. The evolution of
sciences is such that they seem first to "observe" (Aristotle), than "experiment",
but in order to do this, one should first to "hunt" or "capture" things, and then to

"experiment" on them under laboratory conditions.

One major question of Mills' "sociological imagination" is already an answer: the
"mass society" tends to become something like a laboratory, where "grand
theories" are called to make observations and even experiments --the major
touchstones of the development of "academic" sociology were the serial studies
on Middletown, about the engineering of an "electoral campaign" and especially

Gunnar Myrdal's "military research" on the American Soldier'.

17" A ruthless kind of pragmatism, almost denying the existence of some immanent problems is
invoked by Myrdal when he declares that: “It has become recognized that the most
promising field for research is the "no man's land" between the traditional disciplines.
There is one concept which the economist or the sociologist can keep blurred, namely the
concept of "economics” or "sociology"; for it can never be a premise for a rational
inference. In reality, what exists are merely problems to be solved, theoretical or practical;
and the rational way of attacking them is to use the methods which are most adequate for
solving each particular problem."
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It is evident that a social scientist cannot by himself or herself create a "social
laboratory” --otherwise huge cabinets of doctors of sociology should be
constructed, inviting families, tribes, social groups, even classes and some
"pratico-inerte" material with existential problems. Or this "laboratory" is already
established: once by the "societies of discipline" made visible by Foucault (1975),
then the "mass society" of Mills. The latter is evidently a pseudo-society, a project
which will never be accomplished, since we have already learned from Gabriel
Tarde that masses have to be composed by individuals. Mills shows that a
sociologist here is nothing more and assistent of a "power elite" (a non-social
"type") and that he or she belongs to the order of "white-collars", that is as

"supports" but not the "holders" of power in Foucault's terminology.

Everything in Foucault seems to start with an excellent image: Ceci n'est pas une
pipe of Magritte, which is a painting showing us a pipe simply, and where, below
the image of the pipe, the sentence "this is not a pipe" is written. Foucault
interprets this paradox involving both the visible and the speakable (language) in a
little book, which we believe is the grain of his entire work: detaching what one
could see from what is written (present in the discourse) (Foucault, 1994: 1, 232).
In his archaelogies of language, of social sciences, of madness, of criminality (to
which he was always capable to find out corresponding "social types": the
madman, the erotomane, the "dangerous individual", and so forth..) and of
"work", Foucault seems to visualize the entire social experience in the model of a
painting in move, with its historical "ruptures" and analytical consequences which

yet remain to be interpreted.

2.9. Godard's New Image

We believe that Jean-Luc Godard has been able, from now on, to invent truly a
“new image”. This is a video-image, generated for TV, but never reducible to it. It

is the accomplishment of, seemingly 25 years of work, since when Godard has
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began to produce his first “video-images” —exactly taking departure from the
Pravda, Cinéma-Vérité and especially from the works of the Dziga Vertov Group
(Groupe Dziga Vertov) movements of the times, if not from his “Maoist”
inspirations towards a hopeful perspective of “cultural revolution”. His recent
Histoire(s) du cinéma now, in its turn, can be a point of departure for our own
perspectives today, as we are concerned in using videography as an archival
element, to reconstitute a method both of affection and vision. Before entering to
this conclusive phase of our thesis —(beyond this there must be the video) it could
be useful to envisage how this neo-Vertovian possibility has been developed, in
time, through the works of Godard.

In the exposition of the “groupe Dziga-Vertov” (“Sur les films du groupe” —an
anonymous publication in Cahiers du Cinéma, No 240: Juillet Aout 1972) the
Godardian formula “making political films politically” has been uttered, to our
knowledge, for the first time. This formula reminds us that “no one can easily
make ‘political’ films —as the so-called “Pariscope” tradition. But one should go
beyond “political film” (even Elia Kazan, John Ford made “political films”, the
former evidently from an extreme-rightist perspective), and ask the question of
making “political films politically”. This formula has a clear Brechtian reference,
the Verfremdungseffekt, which is an effect of critical distantiation which
denaturalizes the events which are part of the narratives of the bourgeois cinema.
Godard maintains in his film Tout va bien that these narrative events are attempts
for “forcing to laugh a crying one, and making cry a laughing one™: it is evident
that the narration of the classical dramatic cinema is to force the spectator “to
laugh with the one, out there on screen” to laugh together, and the same thing for
the crying one (same text, p. 5). This is not a burlesque kind of estrangement, in
the manner of the “action cinema” where actions and situations are redefined in
the narrative structures in an opposite way to the “realistic” film, as Deleuze
describes it (Deleuze, 1982). In a classical realist film narrative, actions are in fact
reactions to a situation, to a milieu, to an environment, just like classical
sociology, if not the pseudo-psychology of American behaviourism have
generally used as a model (the same thing in the first documentaries of Flaherty,
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Nanook in duel with a wild nature). In a way, our Anonymous” author claims the
Brechtian aspect of the works of the Groupe Dziga-Vertov in not only as a
“continuation” of Brecht’s “critical” instance, but as a qualitatively different

revival of it, “to struggle for the awakening of the critical eye in the spectator”.

This recalls us also what has happened in Soviet cinema, in the the triple
opposition between Vertov, Eisenstein and the Stalinist regime: both Vertov and
Eisenstein were calling for the “new international language” of the
cinematography, but in quite different ways, before both being screwed under
Zhdanovism: this is also the way in which one can conceive “how Lenin not only
said things quite different than what Bismarck said... but also how he said these

things ‘differently’” (op. cit.).

The second Godardian moment can be formulated as “putting everything in a
film” (“mettre tout dans un film”), which is, we believe, essential in the way in
which Godard, since 1975, has married video, considerably reducing the number
of his cinema works: The Histoire(s) du cinéma seems to take its point of
departure in a non-nostalgic supposition that “cinema was unsuccessful” (Jean-
Luc Godard himself seems to assume this bad success when interviewed by Serge
Daney: see Cahiers du Cinéma, No 513:49). Evidently one tries to make a history
only after a decline of something: or we know that cinematography still still alive,

3

and this is exactly essential the problem now —“things getting worse, both in
cinema and in philosophy” would say Deleuze (1994:1). The fact that cinema was
still alive already imposes a problem of the past, of history which is not, to be sure
a Hegelian one: the problem is revealed by serge Daney, when he recalls that
“Vertov was shown something which has been lived” —a past for us, but the
videos of Vertov are still available, while this “something which has been lived
has disappeared”. (op. cit., 49) This was not paradoxical for a Hegelian way of
recalling History —the history of nations, of classes, of wars, of great events. This
is not still paradoxical for a Fernand Braudel, putting into series the sediments of

the “history” of capitalism in a set of huge works. But in a way, there is an
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