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Abstract

This thesis addresses the nature of the image and its relationship to human
perception and memory. Traditionally psychology approaches the relationship
between the image and the human 1n a representationalist register, in which the
world represents 1tself through images to the subjective observer. The thesis
questions these assumptions about the representational relationship between the
world, the mind and the image through a study of people using digital
photographic technologies. It argues that digital images exist as a complex
network of technology and activity that manage their incessant movement,
production, consumption, convertibility, connectedness and fragility. The digital
Image exposes the complex nature of the image as more than a simple
representation. If this is the case, then human involvement with images as
networks occurs in terms of our inclusion in the network rather than as a
subjective observer positioned outside of the world. Henri Bergson proposes that
we see the 1image in terms of a distinction between time and space rather than as
an intermediary between a subject and the object. The implications of this for the
way in which we think about the interaction between people and technology and

the nature of perception and memory are explored through some data examples
from three settings. These are; amateur photographers using digital technology;
families looking through their stocks of digital images and remembering past

events together and finally, displays of family member’s histories and identities on

the internet.

Key words: Digital, photography, 1mage, perception, memory, Bergson and

process.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Photographic technology and photographs are bound up with people. A
rather obvious statement one might think. However, there 1s a more fundamental
and mutually dependent relationship that exists between humans and technology
beyond photography simply as a means to an end for humans. Photographs can
have things appear in many places at once and can put us 1n touch with places,
like hotels and holiday destinations before we get there. They can present
evidence for events and can advertise products to us. As we consume them they
can put us into contact with people and events a long way off or a long time ago.
Photographs, among other things, can stitch people together into collectives; they
can prolong the past into the present, making it possible to establish the family
likeness between a new born baby and his or her grandparents at the same age -

they can fold time periods together, and shape memories.

For instance, Marianne Hirsch (1997) begins her book “Family Frames,”
with a review of Barthes’ commentary in Camera Lucida on his experience of
searching through family photographs to find one image that brings his dead
mother back to him in her fullest sense. He finds a picture of her as a five year old

girl in a winter garden, and only this one will do. Hirsch, quoting Barthes wnites:

In that single picture, Barthes tells us, the young child rejoins the frail old
woman he nursed through her last illness: “She had become my little girl,
uniting for me with that essential child she was 1n her first photograph. (72)”
(Barthes, “Camera Lucida,” 2000, quoted in Hirsch 1997:1)

Hirsch goes on to describe how, in that image, Barthes found the quality and
nature of his relationship with his mother as it was 1n those last days. As he looks
at the image of her as a five year old girl after his mother’s death, he can read the
maternal/parental role that he had had in caring for her. In front of the image he

becomes the parent to the child in the picture. The image of the “mother/child”
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comes to bridge the gap between his mother as a child and his present grief
(Hirsch 1997).

The image of his mother holds together a network of looks, readings,
emotions, and time periods, all folded into each other. The little girl looks out at
the place where her father stands to take the photograph, a position now occupied
by her son who stands, reading her old aged likeness, and his own family
resemblance, into the 1mage as part of his attempt to manage his grief and family
identity. A whole host of relationships, times and states are simultaneously
mediated through the image across time periods as the past is prolonged into the

present and read from a position marked out by grief, sense making and

remembrance.

We cannot understand Barthes’ experience and comprehension of this

photograph unless we see it in terms of his immersion into the complex network

brought together by the picture of his mother as child.

In referring to the image as a ‘network’, I want to argue that western culture,
which 1s saturated with images, is not so much a culture that is simply filled with
images, rather it is a culture that is mediated through images which both perform
and hold together multiple relationships between different times and spaces, social
practices and readings, as they are circulated. Photographs hold heterogeneous
elements together - they mediate and channel - and are put into circulation in
cultural forms of knowledge. These cultural forms of knowledge such as
discourses of the family, of nationality and of identity, which all arise around and
through photographic technologies, channel the photographic injection of the past
Into a complex set of currant networked relationships, which are themselves

constantly on the move.

These complex social forms of knowledge and discourse around
photography have been explored within the sociological literature. For instance,
the literature describes the use of photography in terms of the rise of consumer
culture and the emergence of a distinct family leisure industry (Slater 1995,

Holland 1998, Musello 1979). Musello (1979) suggests that the family genre of
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photography must be understood in terms of the conventions and rules that grew
up to govern its use in terms of what 1s recorded and displayed. He points out that
the photograph album, as a record of the family, is a selective description of
history in a culturally specific form and set of terms. Hirsch (1997) has written on
photography and discourses of the family, with a particular emphasis on
conventions in the narrative construction of family relationships around pictures
and alternative narrative forms presented in the work of photographic artists.
Reviewing the work of Spence and Holland (1991), Slater (1995), claims that the
act of compiling the family album is concerned with editing a selection of
privileged images that together construct the family identity. Slater argues that the
integrity of the constructed history is underpinned by the myth of the objectivity
of the photograph and camera which in turn fastens this constructed history on to
the natural flow of time. Wrniters such as Slater (1995) and Lister (1995) have
commented on, among other things, the place of digital photographs and images in
the home from a wider sociological perspective as well as the differences between

traditional and digital photographic technologies in terms of the construction of

reality.

But how do we understand and make sense of the experience of Barthes as
he is immersed in amongst these cultural forms and networks held together by
images, as he stands in front of the photograph of is mother as a child? How do we
go about making a psychological account of his experience? This question —
which will be the central concern of this thesis — concerns how we understand the
relationship between the human and the image. In this first chapter 1 want to
sketch the close relationship that has existed between Photography and
Psychology in order to discover our point of departure from mainstream
psychology. 1 will address this relationship in two ways. First, we will consider
how Psychology has approached and shaped accounts of photography. Secondly,
we will see how Photography has shaped the “subject” at the centre of
Psychology. Then, in chapter 2 I will present some of the key thinkers whom I
will draw upon to formulate an alternative framework for thinking about the

image and how it informs us about the nature of human experience and interaction

with the world.
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Psychology and Photography

In reviewing the literature on the relationship between human experience
and the photographic image we quickly discover that each of these terms has
become inextricably linked to the other. The human relationship with the image 1s
bound up with accounts of consciousness and our understanding of human

perception.

For instance, Sontag’s famous book On photography begins with a
discussion of how the proliferation of photographs and photographic technology
have changed the terms of the *“confinement” of humans in Plato’s cave by re-
educating us about the nature and scope of the image. However, despite this

service, human kind still “lingers unregenerately” in the cave (Sontag 1977: 3).

Photographs re-educate by turning the heads of the prisoners of the cave. But
they do this not by revealing the real forms which are projected by the fire, but
rather, photographs re-educate us by having us look around the cave wall more
closely as they “teach a new visual code” which brings new visual experiences
and redefines “what’s worth looking at and what we have the right to observe”(3).
Sontag argues, in these platonic terms, that the biggest and grandest achievement

of photography is in giving us the sense or idea that we “can hold the whole world

in our heads- as an anthology of images”(3) through expanding our visual

horizons.

For Sontag the place to start with an understanding of photographs i1s with
the nature of human perception of the world, dealing with 1mages as
representations or shadows instead of true forms first hand. Photographs as
images in this representational sense, stand between us and the world, and are
bound up with consciousness and our experience of the world such that Sontag
can say from within this framework; “photos really are experience captured...the
camera is the ideal arm of consciousness in its acquisitive mood”(4). Part of the
re-education in the nature of images and our perception that the photograph brings
is its tangible and physical nature, which captures experience of the world in a two

dimensional object. This brings a new experience into the cave; consciousness no
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longer just collects images as shadows on the wall but now it can acquire images

of the world as objects — as part of the world rather than just shadows of it.

Sontag begins her exploration of photographic images in terms of educating
the cave dwellers. According to this settlement of the relationship between images
and humans, we have to understand pictures in relation to the nature of our
psychological experience which 1s understood in turn to be a matter of access to
the world through images. Psychology then, gives a prnivileged and pivotal
position to the 1mage in understanding our experience of the world and 1t i1s in
these terms that mainstream Psychology has approached our relationship to
photographs. However, in describing the photograph in terms of mental images
one is immediately confronted with clear differences between these two modes of

representation, involving a restatement of the nature of the images as the

foundational object of mental processes.

This 1s exemplified 1n a paper entitled “understanding the photographic
image” where Beilin (1999) reviews studies of “representational competence.”
That 1s our perceptual competence in reading and comprehending pictures and
photographs. In order to approach the task of describing and laying bare the
features of the perceptual and cognitive systems for processing photographs,
Beilin begins by establishing a framework built on the nature of mental images.
The beginning of the paper underlines the importance of the need to establish their
nature, in the following way - “Because so much depends in our talk about the
mind on mental images, it 1s necessary to take a stand on the acceptability of their
status” (Beilin 1999:2). But 1n order to do this in relation to photographic images,
Beilin has to manage the difference between mental images on the one hand,
which psychology deals in, and on the other hand, photographic images which
come into contact with our image based psychological systems. Beilin does this
by expanding on Barlow’s (1990) distinction between the image in front of the
eye (physical images in the world) and the image behind the eye (mental images

in the head) before reviewing the state of the field on mental images.

Beilin argues that images 1n the region behind the eye encompass physical

systems and optical systems (including the eye, brain and optical pathways), and
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also “non-physical” systems, which include “the products of the brain and visual
activity, perceptual activities, image formation, and the belief and knowledge
systems that constitute the perceptual and cognitive systems of the mind” (Beilin
1999: 2). He goes on to comment that in order to investigate the relationship
between the image in front of the eye and the image behind the eye we need to
understand the complexity of the image processing systems behind the eye -

especially the functional, cognitive and perceptual processes of the non physical

systems.

In short, in order to understand our comprehension of photographs,
psychology requires us to understand the human as a complex physical and non-
physical image management system where mental images have a physical basis
but exist as epiphenomena, mirroring the activity of the brain as transcendent non-
physical representations. Mental images, Beilin concedes, are not pictures in the
sense of photographs but are, nevertheless, non-physical representations which
arise from an objective and therefore testable set of physical structures behind the
eye and therefore constitute the contents of consciousness. In Beilin’s case, this is
best understood by reviewing the perceptual and developmental literature on
pictonal competencies and the skills required to manage, for instance, the
difference between reality and pictures (Perner, 1991), or the processing of

meaning invariance across different symbolic forms (Sigel, 1991).

But somehow, in this foray into the psychology of human engagement with
photographs (with the notable exception of the work of Halla Beloff) we have left
behind Barthes’ experience of being immersed in a rich and complex set of
relations which took him beyond the difference between a real world and its
representation. We have shifted from describing the photographic 1mage as a
network to loosely equating it with an image as a representation that brings the
outside world into our consciousness. I want to propose, therefore that this shift 1s
rooted in a different understanding of the image which consequently unfolds into a
different kind of account of the human experience of the world and photographs in

particular.
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This 1s not a new proposal. It was made and argued for by the French
philosopher Henri Bergson throughout his corpus of work but in a concentrated
way in his book Matrer and Memory ([1908]1991). In this text Bergson revolts
against treating images within a representationlist framework and proposes a
radically different foundation for modern psychology based around a different
conception of the 1mage. Radical implications follow from Bergson’s
understanding if the nature of the image for our understanding of the nature of the
relationship between body and mind and the relationship between memory and
perception. This thesis is an exploration of the Bergsonian shift in the conception
of image and the kind of psychology it produces, particularly with respect to

memory and perception.

A major reconfiguration of our understanding of core psychological topics
such as memory and perception has already occurred as part of the turn to
discursive psychology (Edwards, 1997; Middleton and Edwards, 1990a;
Middleton and Edwards, 1990b; Edwards and Potter, 1992; Potter and Wetherell,

1987). The contribution of discursive psychology to the place of photographs in
human activities such as social remembering, as part of the turn to language, has
radically reformulated how we think about memory and perception, from mental
processes to social achievements and actions (for a discursive approach to social

remembering around photographs see for instance; Radley and Taylor, 2003;
Edwards & Middleton 1988).

However, although our place in the world is undeniably shaped by verbal
discourse, the discursive psychology tradition has been criticised for inadequately
accounting for the experience of being in that constructed place and more recently
for it’s under developed conception of how the past contributes to present action
(Middleton and Brown, 2005). Curt (1994) argues that discursive psychology has
been criticised both for being a new form of cognitivism in terms of the way it
sees language constructing reality and for being a new kind of verbal
behaviourism (depending on one’s position). According to Curt, the confusion of
contradictory criticism comes from discursive psychology’s silence on its position
regarding the position from where experience 1s best understood; from the inside

or the outside. The confusion in part occurs because discursive psychology
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operates without a commitment to the inside or to the outside but instead operates
on a commitment to pure discursive action. However, as we shall see later, Bruno
Latour (1999a) has argued that at its core the discursive tradition within social
constructionism retains a basic commitment to the notion of the world being
experienced through representation, albeit a socially agreed and constructed verbal
representation. The alternatives frameworks on offer then, appear to be
approaches which promote internal representational structures, as occurs within
the mainstream psychological literature, and those which emphasise the
construction of external social representations and action, as described in the

sociological and discursive psychology literature.

However Barthes’ experience of finding his mother as a child in the
photograph requires more from an explanation than an account of representations,
be they social or cognitive. It requires more than simply attempting to embed the

cognitive image system into a social context. The image of his mother holds a

network of emotions, likenesses, looks, times, spaces and readings together.

This conception of image as a network points to a very different register in
which the world, the cognitive and the social are seamlessly blended together,
such that 1t 1s no longer possible to pick out and separate any discrete object or
social or cognitive variables since they are all managed and mediated by one
another. The blending that I have in mind, is not that of the cognitive
internalisation of social representations of the world, nor is it the externalisation
and socialisation of internal images of the world. Instead, I will argue throughout
the thesis that there is no inside and outside (as mainstream psychology would
understand those categories) to fudge together. There is no clearly defined
‘subject’ viewing an external ‘object’ via a mental representation. Instead, there
are collections of heterogeneous elements relating to each other on their own
terms rather than through the mystical exchange of immatenial images. There are
humans and pictures and objects circulating and caught up in the networks that
images hold together. This shift in the conception of the image from a
representation to a network therefore assumes a different relationship between

human experience and the world.
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In broad terms, then, this thesis will address two key and interrelated themes.
First and foremost it will address the nature of the image, and then secondly
human experience and interaction with the world, particularly as it 1s mediated by
technology and photographic 1mages. As we have seen, reflecting on the
comprehension of photographs throws into sharp relief the issue of the nature of

our interaction with technology and the nature and role of images in relation to

consciousness and our experience of the world.

However, with the development of digital photographic technologies the
issue of the nature of image and the nature of human interaction with technology
and the world 1s made all the more pressing. The arrival of digital cameras and
supporting hardware and software into the home in the place of traditional
photographic technologies has been a source of discussion around both the nature

of truth and the effects of disposable images on the family record in terms of what

sorts of images find their way into collections.

The impact of digital photography

In a review of the literature, Lister (1995) argues that in discussions of the
differences between digital and traditional photography, the opposed notions of
empirical and constructionist truth have crystallised around traditional
photography and digital photography respectively. He argues, however, that this 1s
a false distinction since old traditions are employed in the use of the new digital
technology. Moreover, he argues that on the basis of this false distinction
discussions have divided traditional photography from digital photography 1n
terms of a distinction between Science and Art. However, Lister points out that
this division between Art and Science rests on the ends to which we employ the
technology and therefore 1s not an inherent feature of the technology itself. If the
purpose is to establish truth and history then the realist or empiricist view of the
technology proves most persuasive, yet if the purpose is aesthetic then relativism

or the constructionist perceptive appears acceptable.

Slater (1995) agrees with Lister’s argument on the relationship between
usage and realist/relativist interpretations of photographic technology. He suggests
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that the relativist and realist positions find expression in two types of domestic
user; on the one hand there 1s the relativist hobbyist or amateur photographer who
creates and manipulates images and on the other hand there is the realist home
user who manages the family photo albums. Slater’s argument suggests that issues
of realism and relativism are worked out and managed in the everyday activities
of folk using digital technologies. In everyday activities people manage issues of
our perceptual access to the world and what 1s 1t to have observed something and
to have captured something, and they also manage the process and practice of
what it 1s to be able to marshal the past in the present. I want to argue that the
study of this everyday activity with digital technology 1s crucial because 1t
constitutes an exemplary context for encountering the full nature of the image and

how that nature works to mobilise and form the past and construct pieces of

photographic work.

For now, whatever kind of activity the new digital technologies support (and

we shall encounter some of those activities in the second part of this thesis), it is

clear that the technology draws us into more reflection on the terms of our access
to the world beyond the image and the state of the image as a reflection of that
world for consciousness. We can see this in discussions around the nature of
digital photography, which typically concern the relationship between the
technology and the cognitive system. In these accounts it is argued that cognition
1s fundamentally governed by perception. For instance, Rotzer (1996) in an essay
in the exhibition catalogue ‘Photography after Photography,’ gives an account of
photography and digital photography in terms of how they mark the changing
conceptions of the relationship between the observer and the real world in the shift
from modemity to post modernity. The account revolves around the nature of
image and whether or not we should understand the ‘image’ by aligning it with the
observer or with the world. These changing conceptions are predominantly
understood in terms of the relationship between the world and the eye and brain
with the result that, in these accounts, the nature of image is simultaneously a
technical, physiological and cognitive issue. In these terms Rotzer supplies some

reasons for why the camera can no longer be compared to the eye:

10
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These have to do with the fact that ‘judgment’ and the ‘visual act,” or
observer and image, can no longer be as strictly separated, as was

traditionally the case, once the eye is understood as a part of the brain.

(Rotzer, 1996: 17).

What was once ‘traditionally the case’ was the idea that images objectively
represent the world. However, Rotzer argues that physiological investigation into
the relationship between the eye and brain has reconfigured the relationships
between the world, the image and the observer and that now the image belongs to
the observer rather than the world. Now that the observer and image are linked, as
the eye 1s understood as part of the brain, images are no longer understood as

being formed by the ‘world-out-there’. Instead they become tied to, and emerge

tfrom, a self contained and self referential cognitive/physiological system:

In brief, today, seeing the world is no longer understood as a process of
copying but of modeling, a rendering based on data. A person does not see

the world out there, he only sees the model created by the brain and

projected outwards. (Rotzer, 1996: 17).

On the basis of physiology, Rotzer makes the relationship between the
observer and the real world outside an issue of access through images. For
Rotzer, images stand between the observer and the ‘world-out-there’ blocking our
access to it. Digital images and technologies are therefore understood as an

ilustration of this state of affairs;

In the end, our visual perceptions too, like photographic images, are only
models of a world which 1s not directly accessible to us, a model dependant

on interface and guided by interest. The irritations caused by digital images

merely bring this insight home to us more clearly. (Rotzer, 1996: 17).

Indeed, according to Rotzer we should have always known this about

photography, which, during the modern era was wrongly understood in terms of

an ‘ideological’ orientation to an objectively available reality;

11
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The photographic image and the film were the late descendants of a modern

era oriented i1deologically, not practically, around a final reality and

objectivity, a modemn era from which one tried to wrest a subjective and
fictional side in the sphere of art and entertainment. How is the photographic
apparatus still supposed to be a prolongation of the eye when the latter, as a
continuation of a self-referential brain, has forfeited all metaphors suitable

for recognising reality? (Rotzer, 1996:21-22).

The physiological link between eye and brain, according to Rotzer, has
revealed to us the true nature of our relationship to the outside world - that we are
cut off from it and are imprisoned (as Latour, 1999a, would present it) in the
subjective world created by a self referential brain. It follows that 1mage
technologies have to be understood from within this settlement of the relationship
between mind, brain and world. For Rotzer aligning images with the observer via
the eye and brain, in favor of ‘subjective vision’ rather than with the real world
marks the break with the modern era and its obsession with objectivity of which

photography and film had become markers and champions.

in the era of biology, of optical machines and computers, the 1deological

importance of photographic realism is declining” (Rotzer, 1996:18).

Subjectivity pitted itself against the ideology of objectivity in the modem era
by expressing itself in art, fiction and entertainment, finally triumphing in the post
modern era through biology and optical technologies, as underpinning the
authentic conception of vision of which digital photography becomes a marker. As
we shall see later Crary (1991) argues that far from the subjective arts and

objective sciences being in opposition they were both rooted in the same

settlement in which knowledge became a matter of subjective vision.

Legrady (1996) agrees with Rotzer. His argument blends photography,
digital images and perception to render digital photography as an exemplar of

cognition.

12
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A digital image does not represent an optical trace such as a photograph but
provides a logical model of a visual experience. In other words, it describes

not the phenomenon of perception but rather the physical laws that govern
it. (Legrady, 1996:90)

Legrady argues then that digital images model the physical laws that govern
perception, that 1s, the laws which govern the construction of images from data
coming together according to certain logical patterns into representations of the
world. According to Rotzer these laws or processes of digital technology produce
a representation of the world in an analogous way to the processes involved in
cognition that transfer sense data into chemical data and electrical signals and the

language of neurons that operate like an electrical code in constructing mental

representations.

Digital photography has become a site around which these kinds of
arguments about the structures of the cognitive system and its similarities with
digital technology are deployed. However, in this thesis I want to argue for a shift

In our conception of image from a representationlist framework to the

interpretation of images as networks of heterogeneous entities.

Digital images are therefore a challenging test case for this thesis on the
nature of the image because, through their electronic and digital rather than
“physical” constitution they ostensibly look like a close analogue to mental
images, and, as we have seen above, they have indeed been interpreted in those
terms. However I want to argue that digital images actually demonstrate that the
“image” is a network rather than a mental representation which stands between us
and the world. Therefore, just like Barthes’ photograph of his mother - but on a
much larger scale - digital photographs hold vast networks of people, objects,
events, times and spaces together (through their management of history, memory,
identity or works of art) in and through digital technology and the internet. In
terms of human experience of the world, digital photography constitutes one set of
technologies through which people do the everyday work of managing the
activities of remembering and seeing as they go to work on memories, histories

and collective identity by directly managing networks of technology, people,

13
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language, text and pictures. In addition, when we work with a digital image the
sheer number of technological mediators increases from those that accompany the
traditional handling of the family stock of images in an album. We have to work
with computers, monitors, keyboards, printers and e-mail etc. The digital image 1s
unapologetic about the network of technology and activity that it requires to exist
and move and therefore the fast, incessant movement, production, consumption,
convertibility, connectedness and fragility of digital images expose the complex

nature of the image as more than a simple representation.

If this is the case then it follows that psychology can no longer be based on a
concern with our mental access to the world through images as representations.
Instead, perception and memory will be managed through networks of images and
as such they will take on an entirely different nature. They will no longer be seen
as processors and storehouses for images but instead as networked ‘things’ 1n their
own right. In short what this thesis will grapple with 1s how, with the shift from
the representationlist framework to a network framework, we move away from the
conception that consciousness is defined by being of something, to the radical idea
that consciousness is something and does not (because it can not) ‘contain’
anything (Lawlor 2001). And that further to this, consciousness as a network of
entities is always in a state of change as the relationships between networked
entities shifts and changes. This central claim of the thesis will be unfolded within

a Bergsonian process philosophy conception of perception and memory.

If this Bergsonian view of the image and consciousness 1S apposite then the
best forum to work out the nature of human psychology and experience is within
the activity of humans within networks; where remembering and perception are
managed as networked achievements in and through heterogeneous entities. This
then constitutes the major empirical site described in the second part of the thesis,
where we will encounter people using digital imaging technologies across a range

of different contexts.

By noticing the mediating properties of technology we can start to
understand the nature of the new forms of mediation that digital technology brings

with it. For instance Slater argues that a new form of image, the “trashy”
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disposable 1mage, has found its way into the family record through the cheap and
disposable nature of the digital photograph. For Slater digital photography has
polarised the images in the family record. On the one hand there is the ‘true’ and
serious historical photo and on the other there is the ‘pin board’ or ‘trashy’ image
that makes no truth claim but simply presents the self, often in ‘questionable’ or
embarrassing poses and situations. These new forms of image in the family

record, will bring a new rhythm to family remembering, with new 1deas of what

one can see and what i1s worth seeing of the past.

The domestic use of digital photographic technology 1s therefore an
empirically nich site for investigating the relationship of humans, images and

technology in the formulation and construction of human experience which 1s

mediated through networks.

Photography and the psychological “subject”

Photographic and digital technologies are psychologically interesting
because of the role of photography in producing our understanding of human
psychology, which 1s at the centre of the modern settlement (Latour 1999a) of the
relationship between humans, images and the world in western philosophy. As
technologies, they relate to psychology in more ways than simply as objects that
raise psychological issues and present metaphors for cognition. Photographic
technology has had a role in shaping the very “subject” at the centre of
psychology and as such has haunted psychology.

Photographic technology developed during the nineteenth century at a time
when there was an epistemological shift taking place in which ‘knowledge’
became equated with subjective vision (Crary 1990) and so scientific objectivity
found its problematic foundation in the subjective observer. The ‘objectivity’ of
the camera provided a form of observation that was chemically based and free
from subjectivism. However, photography not only supplied an objective view of
the world and its subjects, it also allowed the user to combine images through the
chemical developing process. Photography was adopted as a technique for

organising and summarising people - by their mass reproduction in photographs -
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into genres and types. For instance, photography made it possible to capture
collections of images of sufferers of consumption or TB. This made it possible to
construct an ‘ideal type’ image of the ‘normal’ sufferer through the production of
compositive photographic 1mages (Lury 1998). This technology was then
extended to °‘social’ rather than biological afflictions, such as ‘criminality’.
Photography therefore made the study of people possible based on the

universalisation and standardisation of the properties of the human condition

which could be caught on camera and summarised.

John Crary (1990) gives an account of how this epistemological shift
occurred. He argues that Kant’s reconfiguration of the spectator “is a definitive
sign of a new organisation and positioning of the subject” (Crary, 1990:69).
Quoting Kant, he says “our representations of things, as they are given, does not
conform to these things as they are in themselves, but that these objects as
appearances conform to our mode of representation”(70). What is significant
about Kant, argues Crary, is a change in point of view whereby objects and the
world become known and knowable only in terms of our psychological systems of
representation. As a result, Crary says that vision in the aftermath of Kant
becomes less about light and optics and increasingly about the physiology of
human visual systems and *“vision rather than a privileged form of knowing,
becomes itself an object of knowledge”(70). Through the modern metaphysics of
representation and 1ts consequent elevation of man as the site of all certainty,

knowledge becomes embedded in “the unstable physiology and temporality of the
human body” (70).

In his book Techniques of the observer, Crary charts the emergence of this
physiological/psychological view of knowledge in the nineteenth century. Crary
cites Goethe, for example, for whom vision was demonstrably a bodily
achievement as shown by the phenomena of the after image- the chemical echo of
an object or a scene on the retina that we still see after our eyes are shut or we
look away. Crary also cites Maine de Biran who made perception inseparable
from the muscular movements of the eye and who argued for a link between

colour perception and physical fatigue. Mind and body then became inseparable,

as knowledge became rooted in the physiological system. At the same time the
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universalisation of human capacities was made thinkable by locating knowledge
in universally available structures. Crary then goes on to describe how
Schopenhauer and Goethe, amongst other physiologists, had by the 1840’s moved
“the holistic study of subjective experience or mental life to an empirical and
quantitative plane”(81) and achieved “the division and fragmentation of the

physical subject into increasingly specific organic and mechanical systems™(81).

This fragmentation occurred precisely because of the methodological
procedures that accompanied the epistemological shift to subjective knowledge.
With this epistemological shift came a parallel shift in the way objectivity and
methodology were conceived in observational terms. What was deemed to be
scientific and objective knowledge was constituted by the collection of facts by
ever closer observation of finer and finer and more specific elements of a whole
(Stenner, 1998). The effect on the human subject (conceived as white middle class
male) was that he was both conceived of as a set of discoverable structures and
that these structures were best displayed through a methodology that increasingly
1solated each element for further sub-disciplinary observation. As a result of this
Increasingly specialised separation of human physiological systems and the
separation of the senses, humans were displayed through the practice of

experimentation and all its surrounding paraphernalia, and in scientific papers as

collections of systems (Crary 1990).

While this occurred biologically, human sciences on a sociological level
were also being founded on techniques of observation. Through observation and
categorisation technologies like photography and archiving practices, people
could also be pictorially displayed in terms of social strata as types and genres, as
we shall see later in this section (Lury 1998). Techniques of observation at both
the social and biological level presented people as collections of properties drawn
from two distinct realms, the social and the biological or natural. While 1n
scientific discourses the social investigation and organisation of humankind was
seen as a different but complimentary discipline to the biological sciences in the
iIncreasing specialisation and isolation of human subject matter, Crary’s (1990)

next point makes clear that in reality these two realms were not so inseparable.
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Rather, they served each other. The *“isolated” biological system was and is a

social achievement as well as a natural one.

Crary points out that alongside the emergence of this new discipline of
physiological psychology was the economic and social need for rationalising
human labour. The economic need for repetitive actions and hand eye co-
ordination shaped and underpinned by machine technologies of mass reproduction
began to carve out a need to organise workers ‘on mass’ In terms of the tasks
afforded by the machines. The quantitative study of the eye, attentiveness, fatigue,
reaction times, and stimulation thresholds undertaken by physiological
psychology provided society with a metaphysical subject, laid bare for empirical
mapping and for understanding universal qualities of humanity (see for instance,
Anson Rabinbach’s The human motor on the case of Etienne-Jules Marey).
Stenner (1998) agrees that the conditions for psychology and its subject to emerge
were established by at least three interdependent ‘events’. Firstly evolutionary
theory had pushed mind into the realm of the extended world as it became located
In the brain and so was made calculable. Secondly Weber et al started
experimenting and a mathematically readable psyche became possible and
demonstrable. Thirdly, Stenner argues, as does Crary, that through the social and
human biological sciences, society and its constituents (humans) became a useable
resource shaped for emerging industrial requirements. Crary’s argument points to
and assumes an interdependency between the objects and events that modernity
manages into the distinct categories of ‘nature’ and ‘society’. These distinct
categories that exist 1n the scientific and observational discourses of modernity are

produced by the very interdependency that they cover up.

The nature of this interdependency is at stake 1n this thesis and so we shall
return to it repeatedly. For now, concerning the discourses of the individual,
Strathern (1991) argues that during this time the individual is shaped by scientific
discourse by partial analogy to these distinct categories of ‘nature’ and ‘society’.
Personhood is established and represented as different relations between nature
and society and these are folded into the site of the individual as constituting this
site. By making partial analogies to nature and society, modernity manages the

universal quality of the subjective observer and the differences between examples
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of the same, thus the universal subject appears as neither entirely natural nor as
entirely social but rather as parts of both distinct categories, as a collection of
partial analogies; as visual systems and as social types. Lury (1998) says; “The
classifications of genre - of gender, class, race, sexuality, age or other natural,
political and socials categories or types - and other aspects of the individual come

to inhere in different bodies in different ways™”(14).

Photographic technologies -which present us to ourselves - played a key role
in a time of observing and calculating and shaping the observer by making it
possible to present people in the kinds of categories that Lury (1998) and
Strathern (1991) describe. Crary (1990) writes, regarding photographic
technologies, that “these apparatuses are the outcome of a complex remaking of
the individual as observer into something calculable and regularizable and of
human vision into something measurable and thus exchangeable”(17). He goes on
to say that the standardisation of visual imagery was not simply the effect of
mechanical reproduction but was part of the “broader process of normalisation
and subjection of the observer”(17). This has implications for how individuality 1s

managed 1n a dnive to normalise in purely ‘scientific’ terms.

What constitutes an individual is at the same time all that constitutes a type
and a biological system. The modern discourses of individuality pin down the
individual as an instance of a wider category. It follows from this that all that
constitutes an individual in modern discourse is all that in turn places the
individual on standing reserve, as a resource waiting to be ordered according to
economic and social need. Each individual becomes a single instance or collection
of properties that are common to all. The individual 1s translated into a system as
something readable - as a collection of properties drawn from the distinct realms
of nature and society. Yet as a collection of natural and social kinds the individual
is an apparently cohesive but ultimately fragmented ‘whole’. The terms of its

collection are also the terms of its dispersion.

This conception of the individual is constructed around a tension at the
centre of modernity’s methods for representing and acting on the world through

science and technology. That tension 1s between the opposite forces of collection
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and dispersion (Cooper, 2001; Weber, 1996). In the discourse around the
individual, according to Lury - who builds on Walter Benjamin’s presentation of
this tension - collection and dispersion operate as individualism and individuation

respectively.

From a reading of Benjamin (1968abc; 1977), Weber (1996) and Lury
(1998), 1 want to describe the force of individualism as the moment of the
collection and gathering of universal properties into a particular local expression
of those properties in the act of describing or otherwise marking an individual off
from the crowd or masses in some way. This moment of pulling the individual
out of the mass of universal properties is always answered by the force of

individuation that pulls the individual back into the mass or the stock of

exchangeable properties.

For Benjamin, film and photography embody these processes of collection
and dispersion. Photographic technology plays a central role in discourses of
modernity around the individual both for a scientific register and a domestic one
(the nature of the latter 1s the concern of the empirical work of this thesis). For
Lury (1998) and Crary (1990) this is because photographic technology provides a
way of both observing the observer (collecting) and summarising (dispersing) the

observer 1n terms of both an observable ‘inner nature’ and at the same time, their

social position according to a system of types.

For instance, Lury, quoting Sekula, notes that the photographic portrait in
the nineteenth century was being adopted in medical and legal and administrative
procedures: “To establish and delimit the terrain of the other, to define both the

generalised look- the typology- and the contingent instance of deviance and social

pathology” (Sekula, ‘The body and the archive’, 1986, quoted 1n Lury, 1997:43).

Categorising procedures drew upon physiognomy and phrenology, both of
which attempted to read inner characteristics from the surface of the body (Lury,
1998). Physiognomy analytically isolated facial features and assigned inner
significance to them. Individuality was assessed according to a fype. Lury argues

that “Photography appeared to promise to provide the evidence for such readings,
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and offered a documentary basis for formulating types in relation to which

difference could acquire meaning as vanation.” (Lury 1998: 43)

The photographic portrait employed alongside these techniques for
categorising humanity produced an all inclusive “shadow archive” (Sekula, ‘The
body and the archive’, 1986, quoted in Lury, 1997:43) in which portraits fit are
assembled together as a “social and moral hierarchy” (Lury 1997). Every image
then became at once a picture of a loved one and at the same time part of a system
of charting position, type and genre. Lury again quotes Sekula - “The private
moment of senttimental individuation, the look at the frozen gaze-of-the-loved-
one, was shadowed by two other more public looks: a look up at one’s ‘betters’

and a look down at one’s ‘inferiors’.” (Sekula, ‘The body and the archive’, 1986,
quoted 1n Lury, 1997:44).

Photography becomes part of the modern tension around the individual
between individuation and individuality. As I stated above, Individuality in
modernity 1s established through discourses of the uniqueness of the person in
terms of personality, inner qualities, will, and a subjective consciousness.
Individuation results in the making over of persons as an ‘individual’ in a normal,
homogenous form who 1s made up of infinitely exchangeable components such
that the individual is infinitely, partially or wholly, substitutable as one instance of
a massive stock of components, who could fall back into the masses and be

replaced by another example. Or as Lury has it:

On the one hand, then, the portrait allowed for scrutiny of the person, the
search for the depiction of character. It gave the belief in individualism full
play, inviting the view that the individual i1s first and foremost a personality
whose characteristics can be read from facial expression and gesture. On the
other hand, however, the portrait might also communicate a type, whether that
type be a sub-section of humanity or the whole of humanity, itself and thus

provided a technique of individuation. (Lury, 1997:46)

But it is not only as a type or subset of humanity that the individual can

appear to us by virtue of the photograph along side others in a hierarchy. One
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photograph can contain and reveal us as an assemblage of the features of another
kind of type or stock; the family stock. In Camera Lucida, Barthes presents a
photograph of an old man and two children that he calls ‘the stock,” in which

family resemblances and lineage appears. He wrtes;

the photograph sometimes makes appear what we never see 1n a real face (or in
a face reflected in a mirror) : a genetic feature, the fragment of oneself or of a
relative which comes from some ancestor...sometimes I am mistaken, or at
least I hesitate: a medallion represents a young women and her child: surely
that is my mother and myself? But no, it 1s Aer mother and her son (my uncle);
I don’t know this so much from the clothes (the etherealized photograph does
not show much of them) as from the structure of the face; between my
grandmother’s face and my mother’s there has been the incidence, the flash of

the husband, the father, which has refashioned the countenance, and so on

down to me. (Barthes 2000: 103)

Barthes goes on to note that the lineage revealed by the photograph, which
promises a stronger identity than ‘legal status’ and ‘asserts a permanence’ of the
race, also disappoints because it shows up variation in the line and so the
impermanence of each generation that constitute the continuation of the line. It
shows difference by means of repetition. Difference and similarity answer and co
construct each other as individuality is formed as a selective collection drawn
from a stock of circulating features. The photograph itself is therefore already a
stocking system before it is employed in the production of archives and
hierarchies. The single image reveals group ties and lineage, or summaries of
events, which can then be infinitely reproduced and circulated and subsequently

combined with other images in archtives.

Lury concludes that “the portrait, then, has two faces; it individualises by
highlighting the inner self or personality and yet constantly threatens
individuation, the absorption of the individual into a taxonomic schema of
humanity, the ‘sameness of man’’(47). Even the interior world of the
consciousness, the inner self or personality i1s formulated and made readable in

systems of sameness. Photography collects and disperses in the same moment and
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thereby threatens man inwardly and outwardly with ‘sameness’ while promising

the preservation of something unique; a moment; a scene; a relative; an event.

The relationship between humanity and what we might call technologies of
‘massification” - which detach part of the world from 1its original ordered
occurrence and send it into circulation for stocking and ordering as a resource or
as standing reserve - have been major themes for both Martin Heidegger and
Walter Benjamin in their critiques of modern society. Whether 1t be the spectator
in front of the incessant flow of the products and technologies of mass media and
mass reproduction (Benjamin, 1968), or the effects of Newtonian mathematics and
new technologies that challenge forth the earth and humanity to stand as standing
reserve or stock (Heidegger, 1977a), the kinds of order that these technologies and

modern metaphysics produce are centred around representation for Dboth

Heidegger and Benjamin.

For Heidegger modern metaphysics conquers the world as a picture and
brings it to stand before the subjective observer. For Benjamin the trend of
technologies of mass 1s similarly to detach the event or object from its place in
time and space and represent it elsewhere before an observer. Benjamin saw this
manifest in the incessant drive of the masses to conquer distance and bring
everything ever closer to them. Samuel Weber (1996) argues that the ditference
between Benjamin and Heidegger was that while Heidegger saw the world
rendered as a picture for the observer i.e. ‘getting the picture’, Benjamin saw our
involvement with technologies of Mass in terms of “getting in the picture”. For
both of these writers modemity could be construed in terms of a relationship
between a subjective observer and the world as picture, whether the observer got
the picture or was in it, the relationship between the subject on the one hand and
the objective world on the other through representation was seen as a strategic
settlement deployed to theoretically and politically manage the massification or
stocking of the world and man. The solution — which comes to underpin modem
psychology — is to make the subjective observer the store and organiser of images
of the outside world. Therefore the world is understood as that which is put into

circulation around the subjective observer for the observer.
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According to Walter Benjamin (1968) the effect or order created by
technologies which put the world into circulation around the subject, separates the
experience of the world into two interrelated realms — the public and private. This
occurs especially where the mass media 1s concemed. Through the mass media the
world is increasingly fragmented and events are dissociated from their time and
place of occurrence and put into circulation. For Benjamin, the experience of the
individual of this flow can only ever amount to either a private or a public

distracted perception of the flow (Cooper, 2001).

This technological push to render the world as a flow of images, when
mixed with the metaphysics of the age through the lens of psychology, casts these
images as existing for the experience of the individual. Through physiology and
psychology, this experience comes to be understood in terms of the inner
subjective world whereby the momentary arresting of the flow of images 1s
accounted for as a private individual subjective affair. Through the forms of
knowledge that Psychology and Physiology construct and circulate, Benjamin’s
“atrophy of experience,” (which I will return to and unpack in more detail in the
empirical chapters) and the empirically available subject, become related. It is this
private experience of stocking or arresting the world as a flow of images that is
offered up and translated by psychology into the empirically available inner

subjective life of the observer where the world as image is stored and processed

and produced.

This inner world 1s then also put into mass circulation by psychology as a
discipline. However, it is also put into circulation, in its raw, atrophied, that 1s to
say ‘pre-psychologised’ state by the technologies of mass reproduction in the
home, for instance through the public display of family and individual 1dentity and
history on the internet. The essence of this practice which we will tum to in
chapter nine is wonderfully captured by Celia Lury (1998) as a display of
“interiority without intimacy”’; a term which neatly captures the circulation of this
private space that is created by the atrophy of experience left in the wake of the

flow of mass culture- the corollary of the circulation of the private in archives

stored as mass and stock.
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Both the psychologist - studying the subjective observer - and the visitor to a
family website - showing family history or personal details of family members -
encounter displays of “interiority without intimacy” in a distracted anesthetised
way. That 1s, both encounter presentations of private life in publicly available
forms of knowledge. Psychologists, through their publications, theories,
experiments and statistical tests, translate the responses of individuals to their
experimental conditions through public forms of knowledge (published findings
and theories) as an “interiority without intimacy” i1n terms of the image
processing, cognitive world of the subjective observer. One of the aims of this
thesis 1s to uncover some of the ways in which the visitor to the website and the

viewer of the store of images take up this interiority without intimacy.

[ will explore this theme through out the thesis, but for now it will suffice to
say that this conception of the human as a subjective observer and originator and
organiser of 1mages shapes our analytical understanding of the interaction of
humans and technology. If we stayed within this settlement we would approach
the expenience of the domestic user of mass image based technology in terms of a

technology in front of an image processing subjectivity.

However, there 1s an alternative formulation in Benjamin’s account of the
“atrophy of expenience” which accords with Henri Bergson’s ([1908]1991)
conception of the ‘image’ and its relationship to humans and perception. Both
Benjamin and Bergson resist the translation of the stocking and flow of circulating
images into a feature of a self referential cognitive system. As we shall see
Bergson took issue with Psychologists’ attempts to construe the relationship
between humans and images in terms of the stocking and processing of
representations of an outer disconnected world that we can never be sure of and
that only exists as images for the inner cognitive world. The alternative
formulation that we will draw out from Bergson and Benjamin rests on a different
understanding of image and it forms the basis of the approach I will unpack and

adopt 1n this thesis.
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Summary

In the last two sections I have sketched something of the way in which

psychology and photography have constructed each other.

Photography as a means of mass reproduction constructs the individual as
mass; as a collection of universal and mass elements. Photography as a tool for the
fledgling human sciences produced humanity as an observable mass of
exchangeable parts; modern digital photographic systems including internet
technology also go to work on the individual, as does psychology itself, to
produce humanity as a mass. If this is so, the change from traditional photography
to digital photography can be understood in terms of the kinds of movement and
rendering (that 1s, collection and dispersion) of the individual that it makes
possible. The subjective observer then is produced as mass by photography and
film, and now by means of digital technology this fragmented and collected
individual 1s circulated as electronic mass in new electronic systems throughout

the internet and 1s recombined, like code, into instances of mass in websites or

electronic albums.

Photography and digital photography as technologies of mass have created a
tension in the individual between individualism and individuation, between the
instance and the mass; the individual and the crowd. In the world produced as
mass the experience of the individual increasingly becomes atrophied and
becomes a private, as distinct from public, experience. But in mass culture even
this private experience can be publicly circulated and experienced by others as an

“Interiority without intimacy.”

In order to address the relationship between humans and digital photography
as a technology of mass reproduction we have to escape the representationlist
conception of image and adopt the network approach which makes visible the
mediating qualities of digital images to hold together networks of mass,
heterogeneous entities. Therefore, to complete the picture we need to consider the

underlying settlement of the relationship between the image and human which

runs through psychology and western epistemology. Therefore, the next chapter
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will unpack the representationlist framework which underpins the relationship
between 1mages and humans and then move on to a survey of the key thinkers of

the 1image that this thesis draws on.

In the Chapters that follow, I will be arguing for a shift in the concept of the
image from a representational register to an allegorical register. In Chapter 3 this
will manifest its self in terms of the implications for how we understand the
interaction of humans and technology. In Chapter 4 [ will tackle the shift in terms
of how it positions and constructs the subjective observer of the world out side. It
will be argued that Newtonian metaphysics and modern technologies of mass
reproduction propagate the illusion of the subjective observer. However, Walter
Benjamin provides us with an understanding of objects existing in the tlow of
allegorical progression through a movement of collection and dispersion, which
will help us to understand the allegorical nature of the human’s inclusion in
networks of technology and people. Then in Chapter 5, the last of the theory
chapters, I will present Bergson’s version of this shift in the conception of images

and the implications he spells out for our understanding of perception and

memory.

Having established the nature of the relationship between technology and
people and the nature of image and perception and memory, we will then be
equipped to approach the four empirical chapters. Chapter 6 looks at the nature of
digital technology as an underdetermined artefact in the hands of amateur
photographers. In Chapter 7 and 8 we will enter the family home and look at some
data examples from families using their computers to look through digital images.
Chapter 7 will be concerned with how digital technology manages images and
amorphous mass and Chapter 8 will look at how this for of mass mediates in
social remembering. Finally, in Chapter 9 [ will present some examples of family
websites in which family members histories and identity are displayed for public
mass consumption and then I will draw the central themes together in Chapter 10.

The aim in the empirical chapters is to provide concrete examples of some of the

themes of a Bergsonian psychology of everyday experience.
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Chapter 2
Representation and the modern settlement

The search for an adequate framework and method for approaching digital
image technology and human psychological activity places this project right into
the heart of ancient debates about how theory and empirical research articulate the
relationships between humans, images and the world beyond them. Key to
understanding the relationship between psychology and photography 1s what
Latour (1999a) calls, the ‘modernist settlement’ wherein humans and the world

relate as observer, image and object.

From within this settlement photographs are understood in psychological

terms, as representations which stand between us and events in the real world.

Questions about the truth of the image (i.e. its correspondence with the real world)
are never far away, especially with the proliferation of digital software and
hardware for manipulating digital images. But how do we know the world behind
the representation? Can we get past the representation? This formulation of the
problem of the image underpins psychology as a discipline rooted in modernist
epistemology. In this scheme the photograph stands alongside other forms of
representation — words, art, diagrams, and mental images - which stand between
us and the world. As such from within this settlement we will be unable to
interpret photography and the circulation of photographs in any other way than in
terms of this settlement; as either part of the world out there or part of the psychic

world 1n the head; bound up with questions about knowing the world.

The relationship between humans and the world, since Descartes, can be
understood in terms of the problem of the status of image. Descartes split the
world into two realms, the extended physical world and the unextended mental
world (Stenner, 1998). These two worlds come into contact through systems of
representation. For Descartes that system was mathematics rooted in Newtonian

physics (Heidegger, 1978) whereby the mental unextended realm superimposed a

mathematic grid over the extended world. The mathematical system acted as an

28



Chapter2 J.D.Woodrow 29

intermediary deployed by the mind to ensure the faithful transfer of knowledge
about the extended world to the unextended world through the grid of
mathematical relationships. Since then, and particularly since Kant’s rendering of
the same settlement (which we will explore more fully with Latour in the next
section), any form of representation - number, word or image - has been
understood as an intermediary between the extended and unextended worlds.
Under this system the nature of various artistic and literary representational
systems have shaken confidence in the transfer of knowledge about the world,
while at the same time the representational systems around the sciences have been
built to ensure and maintain the transfer (Crary, 1990). Digital photography has

been interpreted under this settlement as a representational system that severs the

lines of contact.

However critics of this Cartesian system as far back as Leibniz (1686) have
argued that it 1s impossible to adequately establish the point of contact between
the two worlds. Leibniz raised the question of how a non extended world could
move objects 1n the extended world, that is, how does an unextended immaterial
action change into an extended material action? He saw Descartes’ dualism as
presenting a yawning gap that we were asked to leap. Latterly, with Bergson
([1908]1991), the same dilemma was raised in its nineteenth century guise as the
assumed parallel relationship between the physiological system and the cognitive
system. In his book Matter and Memory ([1908]11991), Bergson finds no answer to
the Cartesian dilemma in the field of physiology except a dogged adherence to the
hypothesis of “epiphenomenalism” where the brain state mirrors the cognitive

state. Almost a hundred years later we see this same appeal to epiphenomenalism
in Beilin’s review of the field (1999).

Following the neuronal passageways from the external senses, Bergson finds
no cause to invoke the emergence of representations in order to understand the
system. Nor can he find any place in the head where representations emerge. He
concludes, “the nervous system is in no sense an apparatus which may serve to
fabricate, or even to prepare, representations”([1908}1991:31). The implication of
this for the relationship between humans and images is that there are no

representations behind the eye which process representations in front of the eye as
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Barlow (1990) and Beilin (1999) argue. There are only photographs and digital
images circulating in the world and so the relationship between humans and

images must be structured by another settiement of the nature of image.

The full nature of a photographic image shows that it defies any attempt to
discem its form and function according to the Cartesian and Kantian systems as an
intermediary between a real world and a subjective inner world. According to
Roland Barthes the photograph is a marriage of the referent or event to the
physical properties of the image such that in the photograph one cannot conceive

of the one without the other:

It 1s as if the Photograph always carries its referent with itself, both aftected by
the same amorous funereal immobility, at the very heart of the moving world,
they are glued together, limb by limb, like the condemned man and the corpse
in certain tortures...The Photograph belongs to that class of laminated objects
whose two leaves cannot be separated with out destroying them both: the
windowpane and the landscape, and why not: Good and Evil desire and its

object: dualities we can conceive but not perceive. (Barthes, 2000:6)

The photographic image as a marriage of referent and image is both material
and symbolic at the same time. As such it is less than real and also more than a
mental or social representation. In this understanding the photographic image is
not part of a distinct extended material world since it constructs the world as 1t
selects and fragments and distributes it. The world that Barthes then has in mind 1s

very much that constructed by photography as 1t 1s taken up by the photograph.

But at the same time the photograph does not belong to the unextended
world of mind and social world of signs either. At no point 1s it seen to give up its
place in materiality, nor does it mark, and there by point to, an event that still
exists beyond it. On both of these points, Barthes’ understanding of the image is

very close to Walter Benjamin'’s.
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Every photograph marks a past arrangement of circumstances (i.e. event to

which the photograph is the continuation) and 1s therefore invisible to us as

something on its own apart from its referent. Barthes claims that:

Photography is unclassifiable because there 1s no reason to mark this or that of
its occurrences, it aspires, perhaps, to become as crude, as certain, as noble as a
sign, which would afford it access to the dignity of a language: but for there to
be a sign there must be a mark; deprived of a principle of marking, photographs
are signs which don’t take, which rurn, as milk does. Whatever 1t grants to

vision and what ever its manner, a photograph is always invisible: 1t 1s not 1t

that we see. (Barthes, 2000:6).

For Barthes, the photograph does not achieve the noble status of a sign that
points to something beyond it, nor even a post-modern sign that exists without
pointing to anything. Barthes understands the relationship between the world and
the photograph in a fundamentally different way to that of the modern settlement
in which the 1image 1s a representation pointing to a real world behind it. From the
simple observation that there 1s no photograph without a referent and no referent
without a photograph Barthes presents us with a view of the photographic image
as an interdependency that exists between the image and the referent; they are

ontologically inextricably linked by chemical and physical/optical processes on

paper.

Barthes thereby rescues the image from a representational register. Barthes’
photograph demands another register in which it will be taken on its own terms as
less than real and more than representation. As we shall see, Barthes conception of
the photograph sounds rather like Bergson’s treatment of 1images; where the image
defeats both realism and idealism. The photographic image, according to Barthes,
is then a manner or mode of transformation and displacement of an event, or, in

the vocabulary of actor network theory, a form of translation.

Rather than serve as a pure intermediary that crosses over from the ‘real’ to
the ‘mental world’, the photographic image 1s something that extends the referent

or the event which it carries with it into different locations and times. It is not a
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vehicle for messages between realms (one of which it never even asks us to
invoke) but a mediator; selecting and translating parts of the world so that they
can travel in time and space to occur in other parts of the world in connection with
other forms of translation via other mediators like printing presses, word

processing technologies, web page writing software etc.

It is worth noting here that I am not denying the mental world in the same
way as Rotzer (1996) denies the real world by choosing which has the strongest
grip or claim on the image. The nature of the photograph and the experience of
looking at photographs will not allow me to do that. Instead I am opting out of the
representational register all together to observe the circulation of photographs as
mediators through digital technologies. The challenge of this thesis is to take up
the idea of objects and humans as mediators translating each others activities and
then to account for human experience without invoking a separate cognitive realm

which occurs outside of this network of interrelating objects.

Memory and perception then become massively distributed categories.
Approaching these psychological activities through photography and digital
photography allows us to notice that the activity of remembering and perceiving
are distributed across, and mediated through, multiple images and technologies
arranged in situations with multiple subjects sharing stories in a multitude of
locations with the possibility of doing so at the same time. If we now add digital
imaging technologies into this account, the network of individuals and objects
expands along with the points of access to the images as they are made available
on the World Wide Web and take place in multiple locations. This of course
applies to all images multiplied under digital reproductive technology such that art

works can be viewed away from their original location.

Digital photographic technology and the activities that surround it invoke
these psychological categories of memory and perception as we saw in chapter 1.
However the nature of the digital image offers an alternative settlement of the
nature of the relationship between images and human psychology. In everyday
activities, the processes of perceiving and remembering (held by traditional

psychology to be a faculties of the inner world of the mind) with digital
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technologies are distributed across vast networks that are neither purely subjective

nor objective.

As we follow the lines of activity and chains of associations connected by
mediators between people and technologies that make up these activities around
digital technology 1t also quickly disperses or distributes that which we
traditionally take to be psychological across multiple objects (1mages and
reproductive technologies) and subjects (family, friends, consumers, web surfers)
far beyond the experience of the individual in the head or beyond an account of

knowledge based purely on subjective observation.

Therefore, as we follow the connexions through the inquiries desk of digital
photography we find ourselves having to find a place in our account for multiple
objects and people In vast networks of technology and practice engaged in
endlessly multiplying the instant caught in an image in many different locations as
people share 1mages and save multiple copies and distribute altered images for
public consumption. And yet we must not lose sight of the activities of
remembering and perceiving. The question becomes how we can factor in these
networks to generate a psychological account of these activities from in the midst
of these networks. The aim of the thesis is to present a vocabulary and set of

theoretical resources to account for these networks of people and technology; the
relationship between points in the network and the nature of the connexions. The
final major concern of this thesis will be the attempt to escape this settlement of
world, image and the observing subject by approaching the relationship between
humans and technology in local settings from within a ‘new settlement’ of the

relationship between humans, images and the world.

This new settlement, much like the old, will come with its own psychology.
If the old settlement and its psychology rested on positioning the image between
the observer and the real world, then the new settlement can be understood as a
reconfiguration of image along the lines of Barthes’ photograph; carrying the
world with it. Indeed following Actor Network Theorists, I will argue that
photography is just one mode of translation whereby we always encounter the

world through mediators as always already taken up and under translation.

33



Chapter2 J.D.Woodrow 34

This insight 1s what unites the writers and philosophers and sociologists that
[ will present in this chapter, as they take another path other than that of
Descartes’. To do so 1s to be able to look at the old modemist settlement, in which
there 1s a real world and a subjective world connected in some unspecified way by
images, from the outside. The ditference between the paths will be ultimately
presented as a difference 1n the theory of image variously designated as the
difference between the ideological and the topological, or the symbolic and the
allegorical modes. The difference 1s in a shift in 1mage from something that
simply 1s in correspondence with the world or with our minds to an entity that
operates as Barthes photograph or in Latour’s vocabulary as a “circulating
reference”(Latour 1999). We will unpack this shift in the second part of this

chapter.

The task 1n this chapter is to discover and uncover this second path through
the work of Bruno Latour. Latour’s work will provide a substantial part of the
theoretical ‘back bone’ of the thesis from which the work of other thinkers will be
approached. I begin with a review of his recent work on ‘reality’ in the field of
Science Studies. His cnitique of what he refers to as the ‘modemist settlement’
begins with a treatment of modem epistemology and psychology. Central to this

is a reconfiguration of the image as a representation to the images as a ‘circulating

reference.’

From this second path Latour (1999a) gives us an overview of the first well
trodden path and we will be able to see the history of psychology from
behaviourism to cognitivism and the recent turn to language in discursive
psychology as permutations of the same underlying settlement of subject over and
against object, connected by tmages or representations. Throughout the thesis we
will then be able to see, with the help of Bergson, Benjamin and Heidegger - our
guides along the new path - how psychology and Descartes’ path blind us to the
relationship of technology and the world to humans. Latour, Bergson, Heidegger
and Benjamin are all then in their different ways thinkers of the ‘image’.

Following their work means that right at the centre of this thesis is a new
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settlement of relations between humans and the world rooted in an alternative

conception of image.

Following a discussion of Latour, I will then introduce Henri Bergson whose
critique of psychology at the turn of the 20" century, I will argue, was an attempt
to do for the mind in psychology what latterly Latour has done for the object in
sociology. That is, reconnect it and hold it in the same register with 1s traditional
counterpart. For Latour this means reconnecting the object with the social and for

Bergson the mind with the world of matter.

In the last part of the chapter, 1 will briefly introduce our other two main
thinkers that inform this work - Walter Benjamin and Martin Heidegger. In their
different ways, these thinkers tackled head-on, the place of technologies of mass
production and social relationships conducted through mass culture in reflecting
back to us our modem conception of ‘Massive mankind’ that we find in the
‘subject’ of psychology and the human sciences. Like Latour and Bergson, the

nature of the ‘image’ 1s central to both of their critiques of modern metaphysics.
Thinkers of the image
Latour- (re)discovering the path

Bruno Latour is a key writer and thinker in the discipline of Science and
technology studies (STS). In his recent book ‘Pandora’s hope’ which is subtitled
“essays on the reality of science studies”, we find a summary of how the
achievements of Science studies differ from the efforts of traditional philosophers
of science. Latour writes; “instead of the stuffed scientists hanging on the walls of
the armchair philosophers of the past, we have portrayed lively characters,
immersed in their laboratories, full of passion, loaded with instruments, steeped in

know-how, closely connected to a larger and more vibrant milieu.”

Latour presents this description, which comes 1n the first few pages of the

book, as he ponders the odd view of STS (to Latour at least) that he encounters in
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a psychologist, who takes him aside and asks him at a gathering of scientists and
science students; “Do you believe in reality?”
“Is reality something we have to believe in?” (Latour 1999a:1) asks Latour in

rCSpoOInScC.

The psychologist’s question leaves Latour perplexed as to how STS has
come to be seen in this way by scientists, as something which threatens belief 1n
reality and therefore the very objectivity of scientific practice. The answer to the
“image problem” of STS lay not in the research agenda of STS itself but in the
position of the questioner who sees STS insights as a comment on the accessibility
of an outside world to the scientific gaze. From this viewpoint, all that which
Latour takes to be the basis of objectivity - the involvement of vast numbers of
nonhumans (charts, lab equipment, reports, photographs, pedocomparators €tc) in
scientific practice and the production of facts, as things with history, culture and
flexibility- looks suspiciously like an attempt to say that facts and objects as part
of the outside world are merely ‘constructed’. Approaching objects as entities with
their own sociality, history and contingencies does not fit into a system whereby
objectivity 1s taken as opposed to construction. In such a system an object is either
there or it 1s constructed but it can never be there and constructed. Including
some notion of constructed and historical contingency in our approach to objects
sounds from the psychologists point of view like the postmodern move to detune

the mind from reality and expose mental pictures for what they are, just mental

constructs behind which i1s lost any guaranteed contact with the objective world.

The implications of such a view are clearly massive for science, which
explains itself in terms of a set of methodologies which guarantee or support an
‘objective’ channel for the alignment of human knowledge with the outside world.
Science operates within a view of objectivity as the correctness of fit between a
representation and object so that there might be a one way flow of accurate
information from world to mind. Any hint of the constructed and social aspects of
objects in an account of how we know the world appears to be saying that the
world is a mere human construct since sociality is a purely human kind of
relationship to be kept clear of objects altogether if objective access to them is to

be guaranteed (Latour,1999a). STS claims that “objects are social” and so at best
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appears to doubt the guarantees of science to get a clear look at them without
human sociality or agreement polluting the pure gaze, or at worst seems to be
saying there is only pollution and the real world has been lost. In his opening
chapter Latour unfolds the development of the psychologists position and explains

why STS has been read in these terms.

Latour’s answer to the underlying framework that 1s deployed by the
psychologist forms the argument of the book. It is an argument for the reality of
science studies, that is, how Science Studies has been “adding realism to science.”
Latour pronounces; “who loves the sciences, I asked my self, more than this tiny
scientific tribe that has learned to open up facts, machines, and theones with all
their roots, blood vessels, networks, rhizomes, and tendrils?”’(1999a:3) Latour 1s
taken aback that this wasn’t clear to the scientists at the gathering - “Then I
realised 1 was wrong. What I would call “adding realism to science” was actually
seen, by the scientists at this gathering, as a threat to the calling of science, as a

way of decreasing 1ts stake 1n truth and their claims to certainty”’(1999:3).

Latour finds the root of the misunderstanding in the “strange invention” of
an “outside” world and the subsequent fear of losing it (1999:3a). The fear of
losing such a world was the foundation of Descartes philosophy. But only one
answer to his question was available since what Latour refers to as ‘sturdy
relativism’ had been buried three hundred years ago by the very formulation of
Descartes question. For those reading Pandora’s Hope as a starter to Latour this 1s
the announcement of the project, to recover this sturdy relativism, which
constitutes the register within which Science Studies operates. Descartes asked
how an isolated mind could be absolutely rather than relatively sure of the
“outside” world. The formulation of this question detaches the mind from the
world and in doing so it reshapes our understanding of relative knowledge. Latour

states that:

Of course, he framed his question in a way that made it impossible to give the
only reasonable answer, which we in science studies have slowly rediscovered
three centuries later: that we are relatively sure of many things with which we

are daily engaged through the practice of our laboratories. By Descartes’s time
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this sturdy relativism, based on the number of relations established with the

world, was already in the past a once-passable path now lost in a thicket of
brambles (1999a: 4)

Latour’s sturdy relativism has nothing to do with the certainty or uncertainty
of our knowledge of an outside world but refers instead to a recognition that every
entity that makes up the world takes up its place in relationship to other entities.
For Latour there 1s not a world outside and another world of the mind, there is
only one flat world made up of networks of relations between objects each
mediating for each other. That is lending each other form and continuity. The
more mediators an object has relations or connections with the more real it

becomes and the longer it lasts.

Latour argues that Descartes presented us with a ‘brain in a vat’, separated
from the world and its body, where the only connection that matters is the tenuous
link to the world formed by a gaze of the subjective observer. The tenuous link
begs the question of certainty and configures its own kind of relativism which is
concerned with the incommensurability of view points. It results in a version of
relativism which, unlike sturdy relativism, has nothing to do with mediating
relations and connections between things. Instead it is an epistemological

relativism concerned with destabilising the one single tenuous connection between
the brain in the vat and the outside world that Descartes allowed. It is a system
built entirely on doubting the reliability of the gaze which simply requires
pointing to many other equally valid gazes, and as such modem debates between
realist and the relativist epistemologies can be traced back to Cartesian

metaphysics and its brain in a vat, along the path that western epistemology has

been treading for 300 years.

In formulating the question of certainty in this way Descartes set the terms
of human engagement with the world as epistemological and psychological
categories based around the image. The image in this system was conceived of
entirely in terms of the gaze, as the intermediary zipping up and down this channel
between the world and the mind; a vehicle of transmission; a symbol given off by

the real world whose unenviable task was to faithfully transmit to the mind,
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without transformation, all the information it was dispatched with otherwise it
failed to be a symbol. It is significant then that in a book written about the study of
science that Latour starts with a question from a psychologist who attempts to

stand up for science against the science students.

It should come as no surprise that the psychologist becomes the defender of
science; he is the holder of the settlement of categories that western epistemology
deploys for our understanding of science and the world, which ultimately rest on a
psychological account of objectivity and worldly connection. Latour describes this
state of affairs where all questions about Humans, their relationships and the

world are tackled all at once as the “modernist settlement.” He argues that the

modemist settlement:

has sealed off into incommensurable problems questions that cannot be solved
separately and have to be tackled all at once: the epistemological question of
how we can know the outside world, the psychological question of how a mind
can maintain a connection with an outside, the political question of how we can

keep order 1n society, and the moral question of how we can live a good life- to

sum up, “out there”, “in there” “down there” and “up there” (1999a: 310)

The empiricists dispensed with Descartes appeal to God as a survival kit to
shore up the connection between the “brain-in-the-vat” and the world outside and
instead asked whether the world was able to send “enough information to produce
a stable image of itself in our minds” (1999a:5) The empiricists retained the mind
In a vat and Latour argues that they sought to train it to recognize patterns. He
says that the tabula rasa “was as disconnected as the mind i1n Descartes’ times™(5)
and was expected to extract from a world of meaningless stimuli “everything to

recompose the worlds’ shapes and stories” (5).

He says; “the result was like a badly connected TV set, and no amount of
tuning made this precursor of neural nets produce more than a fuzzy set of blurry
lines, with white points falling like snow. No shape was recognisable. Absolute

certainty was lost, so precarious were the connections of the senses to a world that
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was pushed ever further outside. There was too much static to get any clear

picture’(1999:5).

Latour clearly sees even the modern day materialists as extending the life of

the brain-in-the-vat; materialists who wouldn’t dream of invoking an ephemeral,
cognitive, other-world of unextended mind-stuff, but who ground the mind firmly
in biology and never mention representations. Even so, the leap from the world to
the neural net still requires the reproduction of the former in the latter by the

connection of the gaze just like a badly connected TV set.

Kant’s solution to the empiricist’s ‘poor reception,” according to Latour’s
potted history of philosophy, was to provide a fixed tuning grid so that the mind,
unable to form pictures from the bad reception, extracted from itself, a prion, all
that 1t needed to organise the fuzzy lines and dots into a steady picture through
pre-designed universal categories. On the basis of a detached mind-in-a-vat, Kant
abandons absolute epistemological certainty and opts for moral certainty and the

universality of the system of scientific thought instead. Latour writes;

“if we abandon absolute certainty, Kant said, we can at least retrieve
universality as long as we remain in the restricted sphere of science, to which
the world outside contributes minimally. The rest of the quest for absolutes 1s
to be found in morality, another a priori certainty that the mind-in-a-vat-

extracts from its own wiring”’(1999: 6)

We can see how, through Kant’s philosophy; politics, morality,
epistemology and psychology, are gathered in around the “despotic ruler of
reality”(6) - the brain-in-the-vat - and how scientific discourse on the objectivity
of the gaze (which simply reflected this settlement) became the bastion of

certainty against the possibility of multiple other equally valid points of view.

In a similar but way to Heidegger and Benjamin, Latour sees this settlement
of a world connected to the human by the gaze, as a strategy for managing the
masses and thus as a political move. For Latour this system sets up the threat that

the masses or the mob might be the final authority in matters of truth as they
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threaten to over run certainty, breaking the connection with multiple “points of

view.” Yet at the same time this settlement controls and manages that threat with

stories about the objectivity and the authority of science and the scientific gaze.

The modern settlement sets up and manages the connection of the gaze, the
transfer and storage of representations or images, as such it 1s the core model that

underpins and shapes the modemist engagement with humans and the world.

The brain-in-the-vat is the perfect solution to a world which 1s only known
through representation; a world which only works and has order if there is a
despotic TV set to pick up the transmission and to manage it. This settlement 1s
similar to Rotzer’s (1996) understanding of digital technology acting like the
mind, shaping reality. However, for Rotzer it is digital technology that is the
despot not the TV, because digital technology models the Kantian construction of
the world. The TV set, in reality simply receives and decodes; digital technologies
on the other hand lend themselves to the Kantian reading of them by the modernist

settlement because they can generate ‘realities.’

But as Latour goes on to point out, this transcendental ego or mind-in-a-vat,
has been seen for 1ts limited strategic value: “it would not be long before people
realized that this “transcendental Ego,” as Kant named it, was a fiction, a line in
the sand...a negotiating position in a complicated settlement to avoid the complete

loss of the world or the complete abandonment of the quest for absolute certainty”™

(Latour, 1999a:6).

And I would reiterate the point made above that the loss of the world 1s
made possible by the very settlement that makes it something one can loose by
providing the conditions for a transcendental ego to emerge. Thereby creating the

problem it is set up to solve.

Problems design their own solutions. In philosophy at least, there is no such
thing as a bad solution only badly stated problems as Gilles Deleuze argues
(1991). Latour stresses in the opening chapters of Pandora’s Hope that to

understand science and technology studies requires recognition that STS is not the
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latest 1n a long line of solutions to the problem of how the mind in the vat knows
the world. Instead STS restates the problem entirely and therefore has much to say

to the modernist formulation of the epistemological problem.

It is for this reason that ‘society,” which came to replace the ego, was such
an inadequate solution to the Kantian/ Cartesian problem because it failed to
restate the problem and was simply a new permutation of the solution to the same
old problem; a world that needs organising in a register that 1s characterised by
everything that the world is not. ‘Society’ replaced the mind as that register with
its own brand of a priori categories, traditions, cultures, biases etc, that all fall as
intermediaries between the outside world and the spectator as a ‘world view.’
Latour argues that the move from mind to ‘society’ made humans, who were once
prisoners of their own individual categories locked away from the outside world,
Into prisoners of the categories belonging to their social groups. He says that the
prisoners were all thrown into the same dormitory and that far from escaping the
mind in the vat, “society” simply groups minds in vats together against the world
outside. The move from mind to society also opened the way to the complete loss
of any notion of the universality of a priori categories because once society is set
up against the world, multiple societies start to appear to us, or - as Latour agues
by extending the metaphor - it opens multiple prisons; “everyone was not locked
in the same prison anymore; now there were many prisons, incommensurable,

unconnected. Not only was the mind disconnected from the world, but each

collective mind, each culture was disconnected from the others”(Latour 1999a:7).

Each ‘prison’ i1s made up entirely of a conception of sociality which
excludes the brut ‘thinghood’ of the world. In this development of the modernist
settlement the label ‘Social’ 1s applied to everything that 1s not the world outside,
in the same way that ‘mind’ labelled everything that wasn’t extended and
measurable world. Mind didn’t belong to the world but was outside the world just
as society and sociality under the same settlement also do not belong to the world.
The implications of this for saying that any scientific fact or object has some
social aspect to it are that for every degree of sociality the object gains it losses a

degree of objective reality since it cannot occupy both ontological categories of
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the world and the social at the same time. Thus what it takes from one category it

possesses at the expense of its membership of the other category.

With the move to ‘society’ comes a swing in favour of ‘social’ explanations
for ‘natural’ things. In other words, social explanations for everything become
more powerful than natural explanations which seek to invoke nature as the
foundation for true statements. Latour sees much social constructionism not as a

solution to the Kantian framework but the next stage in its development. The only

change he says is that now the shift to “discourse” celebrates the loss of the world

behind language.

Every defect of the former position is now taken to be its best quality. Yes we
have lost the world. Yes, we are forever prisoners of language. No, we will
never regain certainty. No, we will never get beyond our biases. Yes, we will

forever be stuck within our own selfish standpoint. Bravo! Encore! The

prisoners are now gagging even those who ask them to look outside their cell
windows; they will “deconstruct,” as they say- which means destroy in slow
motion- anyone who reminds them that there was a time when they were free

and when their language bore a connection with the world”(1999:7).

The psychologist interprets the research agenda and the findings of STS as
part of this development, which is precisely why he asks Latour ‘do you believe 1n
reality?’ The psychologist reads the STS assertion that objects have sociality as
part of the social constructionists attempt to collapse the “world out there” into a
purely social realm where the loss of the world behind the nising power and
Increasing opacity of language 1s celebrated. However STS claims that instead of
gaining social reality through the move to the ‘social’ objects loose their true
sociality. For Latour and his STS colleagues, sociality is the relationships of
mutual mediation that exist between things in the world, and it is this chain of
connections that 1s lost from the analysis in the move to discursive method where
‘discursive’ only refers to linguistic activity. When everything is collapsed into
the ‘social’ or language, nothing of the contribution of the object to the discourse

can be made visible. The object looses its sociality according to STS because it is
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forced into an artificial sociality that operates by robbing the object of

‘thinghood’.

However, from within the ‘modemist settlement’ an entity can not be both
an object and a social construction, it has to be either or. It 1s for this reason that
when STS talks about the sociality of objects all that the psychologist can hear is
that reality has been given up as lost to language, and, that truth 1s handed over to
the masses and mob rule. However, according to Latour the psychologist (without
recognising it) interprets STS as the natural development to his own ‘modernist
settlement’ that opened the way to loosing the connection between language and

the world 1n the first place.

Before we go any further I want to rescue my project from that interpretive
frame by setting it in the slip stream of Latour’s masterful exit from the modernist
settlement through his restatement of the ‘image’ problem. By positioning the
empirical work of this thesis amongst the work of Latour, Bergson, Benjamin and
Heidegger I want to resist a reading of the discursive parts of this project as
another development of the brain-in-the-vat hypothesis. With Latour I want to
reconnect Descartes’ bodiless brain with its own ecology which is made up of
words and things in circulation. According to these thinkers, the connection

between language and the world is not based on the gaze but on the connection
that Latour helpfully calls ‘circulating reference’ and which the psychologist

misses because he doesn’t have the framework to notice it.

The modernist problem was formulated in a way in which the Connection

between language and the world required a leap across a correspondence gap
separating the thing from its representation. Latour restates the problem not in
terms of a leap but in terms of a chain of translation. Underpinning this shift 1s a

change in the conception of ‘image’ from a ‘symbolic’ to an ‘allegorical’ register.

The allegorical conception of Image in Latour’s Work

Latour (1999a) describes the symbolic register when he argues that the

correspondence that modernity assumes between speaking and seeing requires us
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to accept an unmediated leap across the gap between signified and signifier. This
leap across the gap, created by the gaze, 1s of course what the move to language
and the social denies is possible. However, Latour argues that language never
operated in those terms and as such the social constructionist critique of the
settlement it seeks to solve adds nothing. It simply extends the life of the problem.
Latour argues that “The cat 1s on the mat”, as a sentence 1s not the actual cat sat on
the mat in front of the speaker. No one would ever seriously argue that the words
and the objects were the same thing. Instead the sentence 1s a complex series of
culturally and historically contingent displacements and transformations through
which the words come to stand for things. The word “Cat” 1s a transformation and
displacement of the object in a similar way to Barthes photos. The object as the
content of the utterance has no unity with the form of its vehicle of displacement,
1.e. the words ‘cat,” ‘Mat,” ‘sat’, which transforms it. The sentence “Cat on the
mat” makes the complex and historically contingent alignments of culture;
language; animals; the practice of keeping animals as pets; doors; door related
accessories like door mats, etc, visible, manageable and transportable and
therefore reportable elsewhere. The symbolic-logical content of the arrangement
of words invites us to see these terms are linked by a conventional structure,

whereas what Latour demands we see is the work that goes into making the

practices, which then become material for conventional symbolization.

The modernist settlement for Latour operates with the notion that content
dictates form and sidelines the historically contingent form of the presentation of
content, which is a transformation, and displacement of content. STS gives
technology and objects a voice 1n its analysis as a means of transformation and

displacement to make other things visible.

Hetherington and Law, 1n a draft paper called “Allegory and interference:
Representation in sociology,” agree with Latour and give us a view of the
allegorical register. They say that the “Modern [epistemological] project seeks to
let the eye speak directly but in allegory the relation is less direct” (22). In the
system of allegory things stand for things that are not present. As Hetherington
and Law say “allegory relies on similitude, on a chain of signifiers where there is

no direct correspondence between matching signifier and signified. Instead, there
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1S @ mobile play of connections between them” (22). It allows us to see that what
was once read as the signifier or form 1s now read as an allegorical achievement
and it becomes the mode of constructing or locating or making visible that which
it signifies. The content, or signified matter, 1s constituted as it is given form. That
is, as it 1s translated. Within this understanding, the photograph is best understood
as an allegorical achievement rather than as a sign pointing to a signified event.

The photograph stands for an event in another time and place, making it

transportable by lending the event its form.

[varer || E T s [rem ]

Movement of displacement and transformation as things are produced by new

arrangements as form. Form is always matter in terms of a further move of
translation.

Figure I (derived from Latour, 1999a:73: fig 2.24).

Objects, people and events mediate each others’ activities in this way. One
entity can take on the form of another entity in order to engage in a new set of
relationships. In Figure 1 Latour shows this relationship as the movement from
matter to form through displacement and transformation. In these terms the event,
which is depicted in a photograph, is the matter that is given form by the
photographic technology as a two dimension impression in chemicals on paper. In
this form the event is transformed and displaced so that it can be inserted into

action in various places and times.

Latour (1999) explains this diagram through his example of the
pedocomparator that organizes and contains samples of soil arranged in terms of
depth and area of extraction in a transportable case. The soil samples in the
pedocomparator are not explained by the forest floor, which they come to

represent, rather, the forest floor is made visible by its translation as a set of

samples organized into a case (the pedocomparator). The pedocomparator is a set
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of transformations and displacements where by the forest floor is moved and

described in terms of the features of the pedocomparator.

The pedocomparator 1s another set of technical, scientific, and socially
arranged practices that give form to the forest floor in a way that makes it
available and visible to a particular economy of inquiry and a specific set of
scientific issues to be addresses in other times and places. Further transformations
and displacements will enable it to occur in multiple places and times, e.g. when it
is turned into reportable results in tables and charts in a written report for
publication. Figure 1 shows the move of displacements and transformations. Each
transformation is a reconfiguration of an object in terms of a new set of practices
and materials that give it form. Since all form is historical contingent, it 1s always
open to further transformations and displacements. Chains of transformations and
displacements stand as chains of ‘circulating reference’ through which matter
moves through transformations and displacements to occur in modified forms In
different programs of activity. This chain links the sign at one end with the
signified and the other; the research results in a table of figures with the forest
floor or the “cat on the mat” with the cat on the mat. It is also this very chain that

disappears from view when the modernist settlement approaches the relationship

between each of its ends — between the sign and the signified.

This is the foundation of the sturdy relativism that Latour wants to recover in
Pandora’s Hope. 1 will explore the implications of Latour’s chains of circulating
reference in a modified form (see for example, chapter 4 on Walter Benjamin and
allegorical progression, and Chapter 5 on Henn Bergson and duration) as an
alternative foundation for empirical research in psychology. Sturdy relativism,
with its emphasis on associations between entities, sees these associations as
mediating relationships and therefore should not be confused with a crude
associationism, nor, with a post-modern relativism which is another version of the
modernist “brain-in-a-vat” settlement, as we have seen. Following Latour we will
trace things and words and people associating by mutual translation into chains of

circulating reference.
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Henri Bergson, the image and psychology

Henn Bergson’s Matter and Memory ([1908]1991) was an attempt to do

for the mind 1n psychology what Latour has done recently for the object in

sociology, that 1s, reconnect 1t to and hold it together in the same register as it’s
traditional counterpart. For Latour this means reconnecting the object with the
social and for Bergson the mind with the world partly through materializing mind
in a different way — seeing the body as the link between the dynamic processes of
perception and memory. Bergson’s account of human experience, begins with
positioning the human as an ‘image’ within continuous networks of entities, that
Bergson also calls ‘tmages,” which selectively reflect the activity of each other (in

chapter 5 I will unpack the nature of these processes).

Following Henri Bergson, the critique of psychology that will be explored in

this thesis will be made precisely at the point through which Bergson identified a
crisis 1n psychology that 1s, the nature of ‘image’. In his opening chapter of Matter
and memory he begins to introduce his compelling notion of the ‘image’ as a
vehicle for exploring the paradoxes of ‘image’ as conceived in a representational
framework. For Bergson, Psychology stands for that inherited western
metaphysics which approaches image in terms of knowing the world by placing it
in a representational register where images occur between the two poles of
ideology and the real world. Bergson’s crucial move in Matter and Memory is to
understand ‘image’ not as something that stands between a subject and a real

world but as a term that describes the condition of all things. He says;

Matter, in our view, 1s an aggregate of “images.” And by “image” we mean a
certain existence which 1s more than that which the idealist calls a
representation, but less than that which a realist calls a thing- an existence

placed half way between the “thing” and the “representation” (Bergson,
[1908]1991: 9).

Within Bergson’s work ‘image’ switches from its paradoxical position in the
modemn settlement as a veil between the observer and the world to something

which reflects. As Bergson argues, this is far more in keeping with the common
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sense notion of an image. It therefore follows from the switch from veil to
refection that in terms of human experience psychology is no longer about access
to the world outside but about being included within networks of reflection.
Perception is not a relationship between an inner subjectivity and an outside world
but 1s a kind of order between “images™ that includes humans. Bergson says “I
call matter the aggregate of images, and perception of matter these same images

referred to the eventual action of one particular image, my body.” (Bergson, 1991:
22)

As a property of the network of images the study of Perception for Bergson
concerns the scope of connections and disconnections between images rather than
the reception of ‘outside’ information in the manner of a TV set with the world
being rebuilt from the signal in an ‘inner’ subjective space. This has implications
for the study and conceptualisation of memory which can no longer be understood
as a weaker form of perception and the storage of fading representations. Instead
with Bergson memory becomes an issue of the local ordering of ‘images’ and how

the past 1s inserted into spatial networks of entities.

Bergson understands memory and perception in terms of the difference
between space and time rather than between the subject and the object. 1 will

unpack this in chapter 5 but for now the shift that underpins Bergson’s work is a
shift in the conception of image from thinking in terms of a subject encountering
an image or representation of an object to images as mediating time in spatial and
material arrangements or networks of mediating entities. Although Bergson
doesn’t use the term ‘allegorical,’ the relationships that exists between his
‘images’ fits this register and so in chapters 4 and 5 I will draw on some of the

parallels between Bergson and Benjamun.

Latour’s circulating reference, which I have couched in terms of allegory,
also echoes Bergson’s images. Since an image only passes on or reflects those
parts of other images which are relevant to its situation, reflection has much in
common with Latour’s use of the term ‘translation.” As an image takes on and

reflects back selected elements of other images; it transforms them and displaces

them by passing on selected elements.
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Benjamin and Heidegger allegory and the world picture

For Benjamin photography and the cinema need to be seen in terms of
allegory rather than the representational symbolic register of Immanuel Kant, in
order for us to recover the authentic experience of being confronted with the
world that they fragment and arranged for mass consumption. With Benjamin we
will understand something of the distributed psychological experience in the
moment of consumption that occurs as a holding up and arresting of the mass
movement of photographic images through technology. For Benjamin there is
nothing beyond this mass that the mass represents, there is just mass movement

out of which representations are formed.

Benjamin was concerned with how the unity of the symbol and signified was
achieved. Benjamin’s project can be understood as reclaiming the analytical
power of the allegorical register (Bell, 1997) which had been seen as inferior or as

a failed symbol, and reconfiguring the symbolic order as an allegorical

achievement 1n nature.

If the Kantian notion of the symbolic concerns a unity of form and content
as we have seen, then communication occurs immediately in the transfer oof a
symbol because the idea is both contained in and is the symbol. Bell (1997) argues
that as opposed to the immediacy of the symbol, allegory finds its expression in

the flow of time and in the arbitrary connection of form and content. Walter

Benjamin writes:

The distinction between the two modes is therefore to be sought in the

momentariness which allegory lacks...there [In the symbol] we have

momentary totality here [in allegory] we have progression in a series of

moments. (Benjamin, 1977:165)

The difterence 1s that Allegorical relations between form and content are
historically contingent- occurring only for a moment without binding content to

form in an unbreakable bond. The symbolic mode’s immediacy and unity of word
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and object, form and content is taken to be outside of time and therefore
permanent and universal. This i1s because traditionally, understanding of the
symbolic mode excludes the work that has to go on in aligning or folding up and
securing the symbolic relationship from the analysis. In other words, analysis
proceeds by removing the chain of circulating reference that links form and
content. However, as Bell argues, since the symbol attempts to signify something

beyond its self it lets in time. Its unity of form and content 1s 1llusionary.

According to Bell, Benjamin recasts the universal symbolic unity as a
temporally and historically contingent totality. This would mean reducing the
correspondence between sign and signified to Latour’s transformations and
displacements. Since allegory concerns relations between signs and the things
they come to signify through time, there is a connection between the symbolic
mode and the allegorical. Since the symbolic unity of sign and sigmified
constitutes one moment, it is a single moment in allegorical progression. As such
the allegorical relationship needs the series of symbolic moments, and, as we have
seen, the symbolic itself has to be arranged from objects relating allegorically, that
is, through transformation and displacement. The greater of the two modes then
for Benjamin and his analysis of photographic technologies is allegory since it is
allegory that is the mode of constituting the symbolic; the mode of presenting an
image. I will return to Benjamin in chapter 4 where I will unpack his critique of

modern technologies of mass reproduction as a way to understand the kinds of

networks that humans are included in with digital technologies.

For Martin Heidegger the modern metaphysics that underpins modern
science configures the world as a picture that presents itself to the perceiving
subject and thus promotes the conception of man as the seat of certainty and the

measure or pivotal point upon which whose subjective gaze the existence of the

world relies. He argues:

The fundamental event of the modern age is the conquest of the world as
picture. The word picture [bild] now means the structured image [gebild] that
is the creature of man’s producing which represents and sets before. In such

producing, man contends for the position in which he can be that particular
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being who gives the measure and draws up the guidelines for everything that
1s. (Heidegger, 1977b: 129)

The despotic TV set of Latour returns, but this time in the analysis of
Heidegger the only image that it broadcasts and receives 1s its own. The result for
Heidegger is that all man ever meets in his conquest of the world is himself
reflected back. Eventually man himself through the various scientific practices of
the human sciences is challenged forth to stand as a picture in front of the
perceiving subject as the perceiving subject, as something on ‘standing reserve’
waiting for manipulation as something to be ‘used up’ as a resource. Human
science spawns and underpins human resources departments. This 1s what we see
when psychology attempts to account for the place of technology in human
activity. Invanably human metaphors are deployed to interpret technology and
technological metaphors to understand humans. “Observation of and teaching
about the world change into a doctrine of man, into anthropology” (Heidegger,
1977b: 129). And here we come full circle to Rotzer where we started and the

problem of Digital photography becoming, in the final analysis, an expression of

the way the brain works or an extension of psychological faculties.

Benjamin and Heidegger’s critique of modern mass reproductive
technologies are at the same time critiques of the modern conception of man and
as such they both can be aligned with Bergson as thinkers of image outside of a
representational register. Latour, Benjamin, Heidegger and Bergson point us
forward to a different conception of image and ultimately an alternative
foundation for psychology. This is the aim of the thesis to make the argument for
and plot the shape of an allegorical or ‘process’ psychology, through a
consideration of these thinkers in relation to data collected from people using
digital images in three settings; Families around their digital cameras and

technology; amateur photographers; and web based presentations of family.

Digital images are networks of mediating objects in which there is a constant
interplay of matter and form in rapid movement. They are then images which
illustrate the full allegorical nature of images in general. In order to approach the

interaction of people and the rapid movement and mass nature of digital images in
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terms of human experience and psychology we have to establish the framework
with which to approach the relationship between humans and technology. This 1s

the aim of the next chapter.
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Chapter 3

Context and process: Heidegger, technology and humans

In chapter 1 and 2 I argued that our conception of the nature of the image
shapes our understanding of the nature of human psychological experience and
interaction with the world and technology. In this thesis 1 am arguing for a
conceptual shift in our understanding of the image from a representationlist
framework to a network or process framework. To this end the empirical focus of
the thesis is people and their relationship to digital images. The digital image has
been understood in representationlist terms as analogous to mental
representations. However, it is the contention of this thesis that the digital image,
perhaps more than any other form of image, demonstrates the networked nature of
all images. Since psychological accounts of the relationship between people and
images are bound up with the representationlist conception of the image, a shift in
our understanding of how humans relate to images will have significant
implications for our conception of psychological experience. Before working
through the psychological implications of people using digital images, we need to
establish the framework for understanding the relationship between technology
and people that accompanies this shift in the conception of image. That is, the
nature of human relationships to technologies that produce and manage digital

images.

In chapter 6 I will present some examples from an evening spent with some
amateur photographers learning to use Photoshop. I will make broad reference to

this data set throughout this chapter.

These examples present a case where the nature of the interdependency
makes it difficult to make an analytical separation between technology and people.
Without the people the photographic society would have no “society” and without
the technology the society would not be “photographic.” In this chapter I want to

explore some of the theoretical resources available for questioning the interaction
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of technology and humans. Therefore I am pursuing an understanding of
technology and humans that will help us begin to grasp how the technical parts of
the photographic society meeting, for instance the PC, software, images, cameras,
scanners, and data projectors relate to the collective nature of the activities that the
members engage in. Crudely put, to answer this we must clarify what belongs to
the photographic and what belongs to the social in a meeting of a photographic
society. Do the photographic parts of the interaction create the societal parts? In
other words, is it a Photographic society? Or, do the human social parts discover
and adopt and shape the technology? In other words, 1s 1t a photographic societ)?
Or, 1s there a third option where by we can understand these two terms as
representing a relationship of indebtedness where the society 1s technical and the
technology 1s social at the same time? The various ways of conceptualising the
relationship between technology and humans that I will explore in this chapter can
be understood in terms of the way in which they construe the relationship between

these terms ‘photographic’ and ‘society’, or, more widely, in terms of how they

construe the relationship between the technical and the social.

Studies of Human Computer Interaction (HCI) are an obvious place to begin
an inquiry into the relationship between humans and technology. In the human
computer interaction literature there has been work which not only looks at the

relationship between humans and computers but more specifically the relationship

between computer technology and humans in the context in which it is situated.
This literature explores the way in which context shapes the interaction of humans

and computers in action. In what follows 1 will consider approaches from a

version of Human Computer Interaction that has been informed by a particular
reading of Martin Heidegger. 1 will also consider work from Martin Heidegger

himself and recent work by Bruno Latour.

There are two interrelated 1ssues that we will deal with as we move through
these writers. The first is their way of managing the tendency to think contextually

or spatially about the relationship between technology and society. The second is

the place, nature and status of the social interpretation of technology.
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On the first issue, as we saw In chapter 2 Latour (1999) argues that the
representationlist framework positions humans on one side of a correspondence
gap with the world and technology on the other; separating the social from the
natural; the subject from the object. In this system (which collapses all questions
into the psychological problem of human access to the world out there) the image
is an intermediary between the subjective observer and the world. When it is in
the world it is a picture; when it is in the head 1t 1s a mental representation.
Because of its organization of the world in terms of a gulf (which is bridged by the
to and fro and storage and processing of representations) between the social and/or
cognitive and the natural and/or technical this framework shapes how we think

about and explain the relationship between humans and technology.

Callon and Latour (1992) argue that the separation of the human, social and
cognitive world from the natural world produces two competing sources for
explaining how reality is structured. They call these positions “social realism” and
“natural realism”. Callon and Latour explain that these positions compete for the
position of which one structures the interaction between humans and the world.
“Social realism” assumes that society is the constant basis for human collective
agreement on facts and what is true and real in the natural world. “Natural
realism” assumes that human collective agreement on the nature of the natural
world is based on existence of natural objects. In terms of the relationship between
technology and humans, for the “natural realist” (or the technological determinist)
it is technology that holds its shape and structures society and human relationships

and agreement. In other words the “natural realist” wants us to see social relations
in the overarching context of the structures of the natural and technical “real”
world. For the “social realist” 1t is social phenomena like power relationships, for
instance, that hold their geometry and shape technology and nature. In other
words, the “social realist” would like us to see technology and the real world in

terms of the overarching context of social relations and agreement.

Both positions treat the relationship between human activity and technology
as distinct entities that relate as context and content. For instance treating human
activity as a pre-given context into which vanous technologies are inserted.

Alternatively, technology might be understood as the pre-given context into which
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new forms of human activity and relationships are inserted. It then follows that we
can evaluate new technologies or emerging social relationships in terms of the
pre-given context. So, as we shall see, for Winograd and Flores, working within
the HCI tradition, technology exists and functions in a pre-given social space
which for them is primarily a language space. It follows that the very nature of

technology varies in terms of the forms of discourse that surround it.

The second issue of interpretation of technology and how it is ordered is
therefore bound up with the first as is the case with Winograd and Flores. The
position we take on the first issue in terms of what constitutes technology and how
it 1s ordered (1s 1t a space that shapes and contains human relations or a social
construct, contained in social space?) commits us to a position on how technology
is socially interpreted and the status and nature of that interpretation. Social
interpretation becomes either that which constitutes the technology or that which
is received by society from the technology. Therefore the second issue is
concerned with the nature of the activity of language. That is, whether language

directly reflects technology or may be said to actively construct it.

The privileged position that Winograd and Flores give to language is based
upon a particular reading of Martin Heidegger’s earlier writings on technology in
Being and time. However, other readings which we will discuss do not arrive at
the same position. For example, one of Heidegger’s concerns is to escape from the
tendency to think spatially, that is, to treat one class of entity as the context for

another.

Heidegger replaces an account of technology entering social space or its
converse, with an account of technology and humans “taking place” in the sense
of an event marking out the boundaries and opening up space rather than simply
occupying some super ordinate, determining space or pre-given context that is
either purely technical or purely social in nature. That 1s, Heidegger understands

the interdependency of humans and technology as a matter of relationships of

indebtedness.

37



Chapter3 J.D.Woodrow 58

We will return to this later but for now the key difference 1s that space may
be seen as a process of unfolding as objects and people open up, close down and
mark out and shape spatiality by the nature and arrangement of their

interdependent relationships with each other.

The final writer that we will turn to 1s Bruno Latour. For Latour what
technology is depends upon unfolding arrangements of actors. It 1s not settled by
either humans or by technology. What is striking about Latour 1s his refusal to
accept that “technology” and “human” as category distinctions have any
explanatory power whatsoever. Instead what constitutes any object, space, person,
or society is an unfolding arrangement of tools or mediators which are technical
and social, natural and human, such that they may be collectively understood as
hybrid entities. Actor network theory (see for instance, Callon, 1986a, 1986b,
1991; Latour, 1986, 1991, 1999) applies the label “actors” to these technical and
human and natural entities, in order to make them visible in terms of their action
on other actors rather than in terms of an arbitrary category membership. Objects
are made up of networks of actors acting upon one other to transform and displace
and stand for each other. For example, the photographic society may be seen as
neither primarily photographic nor social in nature, but instead as a collection of
interrelating actors where the photographs, data projectors and keyboards are as

active as the club members 1n having the photographic society ‘take place’. The

objects have no less a role than the members and their language.

For Latour, language 1sn’t the sole productive engine but is rather one of

many modes by which this hybrid entity is held together, or, to use Latour’s
preferred term, language is one of many modes by which hybrid entities are
articulated. In which case, following Heidegger and Latour, we need to extend the
concepts of articulation and sociality to objects as well as people and language
and make the articulation and mediatory activity of technology visible in our

account.

Part of the work of this chapter will be to understand what Latour means by
his use of the term mediation. The chapter will unpack this position as we arrive at

it through a critique of “contextual” traditions in HCI where a technical or social
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context for activity is invoked to explain the order and shape of activity, and,

Winograd and Flores’ (1986) reading of Heidegger

As part of the empirical work of this thesis I want to be able say something
about the arrangement and interaction of humans and their computers. To that end
we must engage with the theoretical frameworks that are available to us that offer
up systematic mappings of the relationships between humans and technology to
guide our analysis. In our example setting we have a group of hobbyists whose
activities are inextricably linked to the technology they use. In the HCI literature
there is a strand of work looking at context-aware technology. This strand deals
with context-aware computer systems without direct reference to desk top
computing (e.g. Moran, 1994; Norman, 1998; Agre, 2001; Dourish, 2001;
Winograd, 2001). Nevertheless for our purpose we may interrogate the close
relationship of technology to people it proposes in its theorising of context which

offers up a potential framework for guiding the analysis in the empirical portion of

this thesis.

We could approach the data examples in the empirical portion of this thesis
and begin to manage the analysis of it by trying to discern what constitutes the
“context” or setting in which the activities take place. Dourish (2001) places
conceptions of context right at the centre of HCI work when he presents a brief
history of HCI in terms of two major traditions which approach context from very
different angles. These traditions are attempts to define context in order to
determine how one would ‘carve up’, for analysis and for design purposes,
situations made up of humans and computing equipment. Dourish’s (2001)
purpose in presenting these two approaches is to reconcile the two traditions at the
point at which the technical context (understood in terms of the physical attributes
of a situation therefore all that i1s not included in the social) meets the social
context by an appeal to the work of the German philosopher Martin Heidegger. As
we shall see later this produces an explanatory tenston between the two categories

or contexts which cannot be resolved.

Dourish argues that there is a technical or physical conception of context and

a social conception of context to be found in the HCI tradition. Both strands look
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to their formulation of context to understand the situation of technology and make
recommendations for design. Dourish (2001), commenting on the agenda of two
projects with a technical conception of context, marks out three key features. He

says that they:

Both attempt to exploit our natural familiarity with the everyday environment
and our highly developed spatial and physical skills to specialize and control
how computation can be used in concert with naturalistic activities. Second,
they both use spatial and temporal configurations of elements and activities in
the real world to disambiguate actions and so make computational responses a
better fit for the actions in which users are engaged. Third, they both look for
opportunities to tie computational and physical activities together 1n such a
that the computer “withdraws” into the activity, so that users engage directly

with the tasks at hand and the distinction between “interface” and ‘‘action” is

reduced (Dourish, 2001:232).

The first two points present categories under which we can understand
naturalistic activity. One concerns the user and is characterised by a set of pre-
given human physical and cognitive skills for operating in measurable space. The
other concerns the arrangement in time and space of activities and objects in the
real world where activities and objects are understood in terms of their positions
and change in position in time and space. Real world activity occurs at the point at
which the “natural” abilities of humans to operate in time and space meet a
situation or a task that is constituted by the position of its various elements
including its trajectory of completion or resolution are marked out in time and
space. Activity in these terms i1s completely measurable against time and space. It
follows that technology reaches its optimum functionality in these terms as it
reflects the naturalistic activity of humans and responds in measurable, spatial and
temporal terms to the features of the task at hand. It is then possible in measurable
spatial and temporal terms, or more specifically in terms of a spatial
understanding of time, to mark out a way in which we can evaluate the success of
technology. For instance, if technology speeds things up or moves objects or
information closer to humans then it can be regarded as successful. Context from

this perspective 1s made up of natural ‘real world’ entities, including in some way,
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the physical and cognitive attributes of humans in the world which are understood
in terms of the spatial and temporal situation of activities and elements of the real

world.

The natural physical context, determined by and measurable in time and
space, is used to shape technology to the end that 1t would “withdraw” into the set
of physical variables and task vanables that shape, constitute, and describe
activity and technology in a setting. That is, successfully designed technology

would not spatially or temporally hinder ‘real world’ activity.

The social conception of context within the HCI tradition draws on

sociological studies of technology where;

they look at the context in which that interaction emerges- the social,
cultural, and organizational factors that affect interaction, and which the
user will draw upon in making decisions about actions to take and In

interpreting the systems response (2001:233)

Dourish argues that we can hold these two perspectives together by
recognising that they are attempting to come to the problem of humans and
computers and design from complementary angles. Any situation that involves
humans and technology 1n action includes task components that are physical, that
is, measurable against time and space, and social components. According to
Dourish, as we honour these two approaches in our analysis, we have to start with
the idea that there is technology on the one hand with its class of variables to
which it belongs and society on the other hand with its own class of variables (fig

2).

Technological
variables
belonging to the
real world e.g....

Societal vanables

belonging to the
social world e.g.. ..

Figure 2. Two classes of discrete variables
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Let us return briefly to the meeting of the photographic society. The evening
was set up as a tutorial session on how to use Photoshop. They had a small room
with a screen filling most of one end, upon which Photoshop was projected. There
was one “expert” operating the program from his own computer brought from
home. He was sat at the opposite end of the room from the screen, and everyone
else was packed in down the sides of the room or behind the tutor and in the door

way facing the screen at the other end.

Dourish’s approach would lead us in our analysis of our example of the
Photoshop tutorial session to stack up all physical variables on one side, like the
hardware; the room; the images; cognitive capacities of the users; the task
components etc, and social kinds on the other like social agreement and the
institutional organisation of the photographic society. The analysis would then
attempt to break up the tasks and activities attempted by the group in terms of
their physical spatiotemporal characteristics and at the same time to study the
emergence of social agreement on the interpretation of the technology. We would
be looking for how two distinct classes of discrete variables, those that belong to
the social and those that belong to the physical or technological, contribute to the

production of the evening’s activities.

Dourish’s solution to understanding how the two sets of variables relate is to
bring them together by embedding the technological class of variables into the
social class of varnables so that the social variables become the context within
which we find technology (Fig 3). Figure 3 shows these two classes of variables

operating and relating to one another under Dourish’s solution as content and
context. The assumption is that we always encounter technology and the world
through activity set in the social context through the activity of the social context.
It follows that we encounter technology through the social realm of human

relationships and communicative practice. Dourish claims that:

This suggests that 1f the meaning of the use of the technology is, first, in flux
and, second, something that is worked out again and again in each setting, then

the technology needs to be able to support this sort of repurposing, and needs
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to be able to support the communication of meaning through it, within a

community of practice. (2001: 240).

Societal variables
belonging to the
social world-

Figure 3. Technical

Technological embedded in social

variables
belonging to
the real world

In this scheme (fig 4) the social consists of a community of practice engaged
in settling the fluctuating meaning of technology. These categories relate to each
other as one category acts as a context which lends significance and stability to the
other which 1s inserted into it or passes through it. The social context can be
understood In these terms as a community of practice (the outer ring) whose
action is to construct meaning and significance and lay it over the technology (the

inner circle) that is inserted into the social practices.

Context

Social interpretation or
settlement of meaning
within a community of
practice.

Content
Technology appears as
its meaning is settled
by the activity of
context

Figure 4. Social context
shaping the interpretation
of technical content

The social interpretation of technology and the technology itself come
together in forms of activity that are primanly social in character. The social
context is the active agent as it lends significance to the technology that is

contained within it. The role of the technology is made visible, in the analysis,
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simply as an occasion for this kind of social activity. It follows from this that for
design purposes, good technology merely facilitates its own repurposing and
social interpretation in a way that smoothes the path of meaning negotiation that

occurs in and through human communication (Dourish 2001).

Dourish’s (2001) project belongs to traditional HCI studies where the
analytical problem in addressing technology and situated activity becomes one of
identifying the context (social or technical) which 1s providing the structure in the
interaction. Theoretically, technology and humans can never meet in the same
register as co-active agents. One will always have to passively await the active
intervention of the other. Moreover, one end of the interaction will always emerge
from the other. Contextualisation always forces us into an economy of explanation
that only registers influence in one direction at a time. When both directions of
influence are held together they cancel each other out. Digital technology cannot
be held to structure or produce cognition or human social activity if it 1s from
cognition and human social activity that it first emerges and receives its order. It is
a line of enquiry that requires us to hold one set of variables steady, either the
technology or the human society, as an organising principle or agent and
explanatory grid that impacts or appears in the passive other set of variables. One
set of variables cannot be both independent and dependent at the same time, either
the technology is shaped by society and society is shaped by technology. Dourish
fudges these two competing explanations by papering “embodiment” over the

point of conflict, the point of interaction, the very thing we want to investigate.

While the analytical framework that focuses on interaction at the point of
embodiment promises much, Dourish’s retention of the two research agendas
renders his promise of Heideggerian ontological insight unfulfilled. Moreover, the
design agenda to have technology withdraw into context (Dourish cites Weiser,
1991, and Ishii and Ullmer, 1997, as examples of this proposal) shapes the
explanatory, theoretical and analytical agenda that makes technology subservient
to two different explanatory registers at the same time. Technology disappears
twice, once into the wall and then into the social meaning. We sit in the middle of

the interaction between social forces and physical forces.
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Agre (2001) in the same special 1ssue of ‘Human-computer interaction’ on
context-aware computing makes a similar error. He invokes architecture instead of
technical context which consists of buildings, doors and physical objects arranged
in particular ways, and institutions instead of social context that consist of
persistent structures of human relationships. These two forces come together to
shape “practice” or interaction. But the competing registers are managed here by
another fudge in the form of coincidence or mapping precisely at the point where
some account needs to be made of the way that humans and technology operate
together. Mapping occurs where the institution (the social stuff) maps onto the
architecture (the physical stuff). Again the tools for analysis are set up as opposing
forces that sometimes coincide in a way that has them come close to each other

but never mingle.

Dourish’s attempt to merge these two traditions by mixing the variables that
set them apart 1s informed by a particular reading of Heidegger within the HCI
literature. We will return to his work and ask whether it holds these two registers
or sets of vanables together in a truly Heideggerian worldview after we have
understood the emergence of this scheme in figure 4, from a particular reading of

Heidegger.

Heidegger in the HCI Literature

This tradition within human-computer interaction where technology is
understood as a socially interpreted entity, purposed with the facilitation of human

communications can be traced back to the work of Winograd and Flores (1986)
and their interpretation and application of some of the writings of Martin

Heidegger.

In Understanding computers and cognition, Winograd and Flores (1986) set
out to reposition our understanding of computers in terms of communication
rather than computation. Computation metaphors for understanding computers are
informed by a rationalistic tradition which sees an objective reality that is open to

observation governed by scientific rules of engagement that are based on
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guaranteeing the objectivity of subjective, mentally held representations of the
world along logical lines. Within this world view computers become extensions of

human cognition as they come to be understood as systems for managing

representations through logical computational rules.

Winograd and Flores reject the rationalistic tradition and see i1t instead as a
socially agreed interpretative framework or background within which computers
and humans are made to appear. Instead (following Heidegger) Winograd and
Flores start out by questioning technology in terms of the role that tradition and
interpretative frameworks play in its constitution. This repositions technology
within human collective activity and experience which for Winograd and Flores 1s
understood fundamentally as language based and concemed with social

interpretation and communication as opposed to private cognition.

Their dual concern for social interpretation and human experience is shaped
by their reading of Heidegger as a thinker who constitutes an intersection between
hermeneutics (the study of interpretation) and phenomenology, which as
Winograd and Flores (1986) describe it is; “The philosophical examination of the
foundations of experience and action(9). Interpretation in a social context is the
terms of human experience and this postion on the human in the world marks the

terms of Winograd and Flores’s rejection of the rationalistic tradition.

Writing about the hermeneutic and phenomenological approach, which they

find in Heidegger they say that;

this tradition has emerged from humanistic studies, and is concerned with the
relation of the individual to the context- especially the social context- in which
he or she lives. It emphasises those areas of experience where individual
interpretation and intuitive understanding (as opposed to logical deduction and

conscious reflection) play a central role (1986: 9).

What is central here is the idea that human experience and activity are
primarily interpretative. In addition, this interpretive activity takes place within

the social context rather than the real world. It is in these terms that Winograd and
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Flores approach the Heideggerian project of questioning concerning technology. If
human experience 1s largely made up of and mediated through action in the
domain of language, then technology 1s encountered in some way as it enters that
domain. It is at this point where language encounters technology that is key to

understanding Winograd and Flores reading of Heidegger because it is this point,
or moment, that the Heideggenan distinction of two ways in which the ‘being’ of
technology is encountered becomes relevant. These ways are, the present-to-hand,

and the ready-to-hand.

We can brietly flag up the distinction between the present-to-hand and
ready-to-hand as a way of encountering objects with Heidegger’s famous example
of the hammer (Heidegger, 1990), although we must keep in mind that the

difference is far more subtle than this example reveals as we shall see.

The hammer 1n action, hitting a nail, is encountered as ready-to-hand as it is
with in 1ts proper network of operation. As such, it goes unnoticed and is part of
the hand and arm engaged in the action of hammering. Until, that is, the nail that
it hits belongs to a thumb then the hammer shifts out of its regular set of
operations and appears to us as the thing that inflicted the pain and so it becomes
present to us as we encounter it as an object out side of its network of readiness. It

is encountered as present-to-hand. At the risk of oversimplification the key point
is that the hammer never leaves its “to-handedness™, but it is to hand in two

different ways as ready and as present.

In order to understand the way Winograd and Flores go onto manage and
work with these terms and why they eventually take them beyond a Heideggerian
framework we need to take a brief detour into Heidegger’s writings to discover
how the distinction between the present-to-hand and ready-to-hand manifests
itself in the modern rationalist settlement that Winograd and Flores reject. That is,
how are objects made present to hand in the rationalist tradition, and, through
what kinds of networks are they made available? What is at issue here is the
understanding of how technology is ordered in human experience and so a small

digression into Heidegger’s work is necessary at this point.
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The present-to-hand in the metaphysics of presence

These ideas then are central to the issue of how humans manage experience
and think about their technology. The movement between the ready-to-hand and
the present-to-hand will become important in chapter 8 for understanding how
digital images are managed by computer systems which operate by continually

moving between the two ways of Being.

According to Heidegger, historically, ‘being’ has shown itself in different
ages in different forms. Modern metaphysics is the latest in a line of ways of
tackling the question and letting being ‘show itself’. Stenner (1998) summarises
Heidegger’s tour of the history of western ontology. He states; “for the pre-
Socratics, being was thought as physis- the unfolding or becoming of beings
through kinesis and genesis” (1998:62). This understanding of being was replaced
by a ‘substance ontology’ that was concerned with the persistence and endurance
of entities. The switch was from an ontology of process to an ontology that
“prioritises that which is present (rather than in-process) and permanent (a
‘metaphysics of presence’)” (Stenner 1998:62). Since then western ontology has
been through a number of permutations of this shift from process to presence. All
have followed Plato and Socrates’ separation of the idea (eidos), from the object.
The idea is taken as permanent and the object as transitory, borrowing its form

from the idea as it reflects 1t and therefore making a distinction between the two.

It follows from this ontology that the Modern version of the ‘metaphysics of
presence,” according to Heidegger, is received from Descartes. Stenner (1998)

asserts that

Descartes is considered ‘modern’ because he insisted on a clear distinction
between thought and extension which separates being into, on the one hand, a
mathematically specifiable realm of brute ‘thinghood’ and, on the other, an
ephemeral but self certain subject who can find security in the objectivity of

that mathematization (1998: 63)
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Descartes modern settlement carves up the world into these two realms so

that brute thing hood presents itself to an ephemeral subjectivity through the
logical structures of the mathematical grid which stands between the realms
having emerged from the realm of thought and where those logical structures

provide their own guarantee.

We could express this scheme in terms of a content (i.e. the world)
presenting its self through another register (1.e. the mathematical grid) which 1s,
by definition, external to it. That is, the register or grid 1s of a different kind to the
content over which it is laid. Again we would arrive at this diagram (fig 5) where
the context 1s, in this case, the mathematical grid that stands between the knower
and the known (the content) and guarantees the knowledge of the content by

lending it the terms of its appearance or presentation to us, the observing subject.

Stenner (1998) summarises Heidegger’s view of the activity of Cartesian
mathematics when he says “Cartesian co-ordinates can be laid over any extended

substance which can henceforth be ‘known’ by the subject as such™ (63).
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According to Heidegger, Descartes philosophy is not simply a commitment
to how we come to know the world. Heidegger says the “story of Descartes, who
came and doubted and so became a subjectivist, thus grounding epistemology,

does give the usual picture; but at best it is only a bad novel, and anything but a
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story in which the movement of being becomes visible” (Heidegger, 1978:297-
298). He goes on to argue that it is not first and foremost to be approached as
epistemology but rather, the fullest way to understand Descartes philosophy is as
an articulation of the terms within which being was permitted to show itself within

the age of Newtonian physics in which Descartes lived.

Newtonian physics, according to Heidegger, reveals ‘Being’ through a
particular set of axioms. It is in this sense that Newtonian physics 1s mathematical
in that it takes up the world into a system. We will return to this 1dea 1n the next
chapter, for now we need to see that Newtonian physics sets the blueprint through
which beings are permitted to reveal themselves. He writes: “As axiomatic, the
mathematical project is the anticipation of the essence of things, of bodies; thus

the basic blueprint of the structure of everything and its relation to every other
thing is sketched in advance” (Heidegger, 1978: 292).

All questioning proceeds by an attempt to have things locked into a local
order. Newtonian mathematics is a grid into which things are made to appear and
so the grid provides the order which becomes the guarantee of knowledge and the
blueprint of being. The Newtonian blueprint shows up the world as it 1s made
present and its elements relate through a grid of presence in time and space. That
is, things are their calculable position in the grid and relate to other things in those

ferms.

Descartes concern with the foundations of mathematics was also therefore a

concern for metaphysics, Heidegger notes:

Descartes substantially participates in this work of reflection upon the
fundamental meaning of the mathematical. Because this reflection concerned

the totality of beings and the knowledge of it, 1t had to become a reflection on
metaphysics (1978: 299).

The point I wish to make for now is first, that there 1s in this metaphysics a
separation of ‘thinghood’ and thought and that being 1s shown through the object

appearing or being presented in thought or presented to a subject. The result is that
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being 1s taken to be that which accords with a set of axioms, as accordance with a
grid of pre-established relationships. Where the ‘metaphysics of presence’ holds
sway things have their being only as they are made present as a set of coordinates
in a calculable field of force, motion and space. Calculation demands that things
are presenced in these terms and shown up as being in correspondence with the
points in a pre-established grid. Being 1s reduced to the set of attributes that an
object displays 1n terms of the grid within which it appears and is understood as
that which can be correctly determined about an object with reference to its
position in the grid of calculation. It follows that a proper understanding of an
object corresponds to the correctness of fit between the object and an external

point of reference provided by the pre determined grid within which 1t appears.

The way 1n which things are made to present themselves to us is tied up with
the way in which they are placed at hand and rendered available to us. Is it from
this relationship between the way in which an object is available to us and its
manner of being present that an understanding of the ontological difference
between the ready-to-hand and the present-to-hand will follow since they are two
ways of encountering objects in the world. The present to hand in the modern or
rationalistic settiement (where things are available in terms of the way they are
calculably present) underpins the way in which modern science places things at
hand for us. This is because the ‘metaphysics of presence’ shapes the form of
questioning that science engages in. This kind of revelation of being that holds
sway in the modern settlement through scientific enquiry and the activities of
modemn technology Heidegger (1977a) calls ‘enframing,’ (we shall return to this
term and consider its implications in the next chapter). Stenner (1998) explains
that, “where enframing holds sway, being (whether that be mountains or people) is
permitted to reveal itself only in the form of a calculated ordering where what is is

rendered usable and at ‘hand’ for people”(64-65).

Heidegger refers to this form of questioning that works through ‘enframing’
as ontical enquiry as it makes things present to hand. That is, Heidegger makes a
distinction between questioning beings (ontic inquiry) and questioning Being

(ontological inquiry). The former is set up to inquire after things placed at hand by
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being placed in order (on order is closer to it where enframing holds sway) in

terms of their correctness of fit with in a calculable gnd.

Stenner (1998) gives a useful example of the way in which we might make
an ontical enquiry into a drinking glass. He argues that in order to inquire into
what a glass of water is, ontical inquiry would proceed by measuring the height of
the glass. Although this measurement stands as an established and repeatable
‘fact’ about the glass and is therefore ‘correct’, this form of inquiry does not give

us an ontological account of what the glass is. Stenner notes that:

no amount of further measuring and analyzing (of its structure and
composition, for instance), perhaps with more and more accurate instruments,

will get us any nearer to understanding what the glass is (the being of this

being).....The glass, despite its obvious presence, is not simply something
present-to- hand (1998:70).

An ontical inquiry has the object appear as present-to-hand. By contrast,
ontological enquiry seeks to understand things in terms of their readiness-to-hand,

that is, their availability as part of a network of use, or, in other words, its position

in an ‘equipmental totality.’

Questioning that proceeds by making things present-to-hand stands in
contrast to ontological inquiry since ontic questioning extracts the thing from its
set of relationships within which it 1s available in its everyday usage. Ontical
enquiry, then does not reveal the ‘being’ of a thing; instead it reduces it to the
terms of its appearance or occurrence as a calculable set of properties in a grid or
measurement system. However, according Heidegger, modern metaphysics takes
this derivative form of being to be the fullest, most substantial expression of the

being of an entity.

Ontological questioning approaches the object through the way in which it
points beyond itself through its availability to all points in the network that
constitute it (we will return to this point later on in the chapter). Stenner (1998)

nicely summarises the difference between ontical inquiry which reveals things as
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present-to-hand and ontological enquiry which aims at understand an entity as it is

ready-to hand. He writes;

in Heidegger’s terms, the mode of being of equipment 1s not presence-at-hand
(or occurrentness- the kind of being that objects have) but readiness-to-hand
(or availableness). What i1s decisive about any equipment 1s that it always
refers outside of itself (equipment is something in-order-to) and belongs

within a wider network or ‘equipmental totality’ (70).

Winograd and Flores use the word processor as an example of a piece of
modern technology which many users relate to as an object that is ready-to-hand,
but that also appears to the factory owner as a set of objects that are present-to-
hand. In order to make the ready-to-hand the focus of their study Winograd and
Flores look at the purchasers experience with a computer rather than that of the
factory owners on the basis that the former is embedded into an equipmental
totality and the latter 1s encountered as merely occurrent, that is, present-to-hand.
According to Winograd and Flores, it is in the domain of the purchaser that the
word processor appears as what it actually is and that questioning what it does,
leads to a proper understanding of what it is. They argue that questioning what it
is leaves out “the fact that 1t is a medium for the creation and modification of
linguistic structures that play a role in human communication”(1986:5)." This fact,
we are told, is what the purchaser is interested in since this is the understanding
that comes from the everyday usage or ready to hand nature of a word processor.
We only come across the factory owners understanding or the programmers
understanding when the technology breaks down and ceases to be ready-to-hand

and becomes present-to-hand.

However I want to argue that there 1s a subtle but vast difference between
Winograd and Flores application of the present to hand and the ready to hand and
Stenner’s presentation of the same. The distinction between the factory owner and
the purchaser in terms of how they experience the word processor does not

1llustrate or represent the difference between the present-to-hand and the ready-to-
hand.
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The factory owner still encounters the word processor in a purposeful
network of practice. A study of the factory owner’s experience of the word
processor doesn’t necessarily remove the word processor from its network but
sees 1t 1n another network to that of the purchaser. For this reason it is hard to see
why Winograd and Flores argue that the purchasers experience is the more
ontologically significant and revealing of the two settings. The difference between
ontical and ontological accounts of being 1s in the terms of the enquiry and not in
the difference between the situations an object appears 1n. So i1t is perfectly
possible to make an ontological enquiry into the factory owner’s experience of the
word processor. It 1s also perfectly possible to make an ontical enquiry of the
purchasers experience by measuring aspects of it and therefore having it appear as
a set of variables. That is, in terms of the way it is made present by a calculative

grid rather than the way it operates in its network of practice.

To understand Winograd and Flores use of these two states of technology

and their relationship to language we will look more closely at their introduction

where they lay out the terms of the situated nature of technology.

Technology and Language in Winograd and Flores

Having established that we need to understand technology in its everyday
usage Winograd and Flores (1986) then go on to sketch out the network of
functional relationships that the word processor enters and in which it operates in
everyday terms. We have to understand the word processor in the context of
“communication and equipment that it is situated in” (5). They argue that the word
processor is not just about the production of documents. It has to be understood in
terms of part of the network in which documents are circulated and make sense.
These networks include publishers, post offices, computer networks, older forms
of technology and practices like reading mail and buying books or conventions in
the use of documents like their legal status for example. In short then, the word
processor and user are tied into vast networks of communication and printing
when a document is produced and it is in this network that a word processor

operates as ready-to-hand.
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In addition they argue that an account of technology that is sensitive to its
position 1n networks of practice 1s not the full story. We also need an account of
language. But what sort of account does that turn out to be? The answer is one
where language becomes the wider context in which these technical networks of
practice appear (11g6). This becomes clear when we consider how technology and
language operate together in Winograd and Flores’ view. They make two
assertions, the first 1s that language constructs and orders the world and the second

is that computers do not exist out side of the linguistic construction of the world.

So, for instance, on the relationship between language and the world they say:

in this view, language- the public manifestation in speech and writing of this
mutual orientation- is no longer merely a reflective but rather a constitutive
medium. We create and give meaning to the world we live in and share with
others. To put the point in a more radical form, we design ourselves (and the

social and technological networks in which our lives have meaning) in
language (1986: 78).

Language 1s therefore made the primary production engine of reality. Both
the social and technological networks within which human experience is
understood are ordered and constituted by language. It follows that computers and

technology also are constructed in language. In the next paragraph they say:

Computers do not exist, in the sense of things possessing objective features
and functions, outside of language. They are created in the conversations

human beings engage in when they cope with and anticipate breakdown
(1986: 78).

The clear implication is that there 1s no contribution from the computer to
what is said about it apart from moments of breakdown in which it presents its self
for discussion. Computers meet or appear in the domain of language in this
moment of breakdown, that is, when things are no longer ready to hand but are

unready and appear to us as present-to-hand and offer themselves up for

discussion. They state that:
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Following Heidegger, we prefer to talk about ‘breakdowns.’” By this we mean
the interrupted moment of our habitual, standard, comfortable ‘being in the
world.” Breakdowns serve an extremely important cognitive function,
revealing to us the nature of our practices and equipment, making them

‘present to hand’ to us, perhaps for the first time (1986: 77).

The movement from the ready to hand to the present to hand i1s understood
in terms of the revealing of technology to, in, and through the domain of language
for linguistic articulation. It is in this process of revealing through language that

things come 1nto existence for Winograd and Flores.

Existence 1s a matter of linguistic articulation according to Winograd and
Flores. They avoid slipping into “linguistic solipsism” by having technology or

the world present itself to the domain of language for arrangement or articulation

in moments of breakdown. They write:

In saying that some ‘thing’ exists (or that it has some property), we have
brought it into a domain of articulated objects and qualities that exists in

language and through the structure of language, constrained by our potential
for action in the world.(1986: 69)

In the final analysis, for Winograd and Flores, the technical networks of
practice are well and truly situated in the domain of language, and as content they
present themselves in breakdown to language for discursive ordering. The present-
to-hand then is understood as a moment of the articulation of content- of being

revealed in language. Therefore the diagram (fig 6) becomes a statement of the

terms of existence. The present at hand becomes the event of technology
presenting itself through breakdowns to language for revealing and arranging and
creating that technology. The ready to hand becomes the status of technology
already linguistically arranged and operating smoothly in terms of human
communications. The ready to hand 1s understood as technology fitting into and
facilitating human communications and the present to hand becomes an
opportunity for renegotiation within the realm of human interaction. However, it
1s not clear in this scheme what state of existence 1s attributable to the ready to

hand. Presumably it has already been settled and articulated in language but then
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drops out of language and so out of social consciousness and presumably out of
existence. Or perhaps it exists as well trodden forms of discourse? We are left to

speculate because this ‘settlement’ makes no room for an account of technology

that does not assume its subservient relationship to language.

The Domain of
language- where
the articulation of
content and the
ordering of the
world takes place.

Technical networks exist as
they are called to appear as
content when they present
themselves in the domain or
context of language as
present to hand 1n the event
of breakdown.

Figure 6. language an
technology

Moreover, this relationship between the present-to-hand and language
whereby the existence of things present-to-hand depends upon the interpretative

activity and structure of language is not recognised by other readings of Heidegger

or in fact by Heidegger him self. Paul Stenner quotes Heidegger as writing:

In interpreting, we do not, so to speak, throw “significations” over some naked
thing which is present-at-hand, we do not stick a value on it; but when
something within-the-world 1s encountered as such, the thing in question
already has an involvement which 1s disclosed in our understanding of the

world, and this involvement i1s one which gets laid out by the interpretation

(Heidegger, 1990:190-191, quoted 1n Stenner, 1998:74)

In Heidegger’s account there i1s an ‘involvement’ that technology has with
the world where interpretation is seen to emerge and unfold from the engagement
‘with in the world’ that an object already has. Rather than language and linguistic
interpretation forming an over arching register which lends structure to anything
which it covers language has to be seen as a co-mediator with technology and not

something operating in opposition to the world but something which is always
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already a part of the involvement that an object already has with the world. The
kind of involvement that Heidegger has in mind avoids any attempt to privilege
language over the world or the world over language because he sees the
relationship between words, objects and people etc as one of indebtedness. We

will return to this in the next section.

How do Winograd and Flores, informed by a reading of Heidegger’s notions
of ready-to-hand and present-at-hand, arrive at an analysis that assumes a set of

relationships between technology and language that Heidegger’s own project

seeks to over turn?

The answer is that unlike Heidegger, Winograd and Flores, it turns out, have

not rejected the rationalistic settlement as Heidegger and our diagrams present it,

at all. Instead they have inherited it in a new permutation. Modernity looked to a
rational subject in which resided value and significance to be projected on to an
extended world, and now some forms of discourse analysis have replaced the
subject with language as the unextended realm that projects value and significance
as it articulates an extended world beyond it (Stenner, 1998). What they have
rejected is the certainty of access to the extended world that mathematics and
scientific method offered as a universal grid. They have rejected the rationalistic
system or grid that guarantees objective access to the extended world and replaced

it with language as the grid or register in which all things can be settled.

When they come to inject Heidegger’s complex and subtle distinction
between the two ways of being available into this scheme the present to hand and
ready to hand are understood from within the metaphysics of presence. Language,
like the grid it replaces, in Winograd and Flores analysis has things present
themselves to it. That is, they are present to hand as they appear in language and
then they disappear into the ready-to-hand as a linguistic flow. With this reduction
of the world to the ebb and flow of language and the resulting under theorised
contribution of technology (exemplified in the notion that computers don’t have

any meaningful existence outside of language) this account presents half the story.
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If we wish to give an account of an evening spent with digital photographers
in terms of what structures it (PhotoShop and the technical/natural stuff or the
humans and the social stuff) or what holds the people and technology together in
local configurations practice, we are already, i1t seems, faced with a situation
where Photoshop has already been modified and co-opted into this strange set up.
For the purposes of the group it has been blown up, projected onto a wall for the
purposes of tuition. The activity of the man in control is also modified and
amplified by the technology. All his actions are blown up onto the wall, since it 1s

his expertise that we’ve all come to look at.

By wvirtue of its arrest and amplification Photoshop fills the room. It
commands the lay out. The data projector, the very technology that the humans
employ to tame and master PhotoShop in order to demonstrate expertise, hands
PhotoShop command of the room and everybody’s attention. It is very hard to
spot a purely technical or social component or variable. Rather, we see chains of

mediators modifying the actions of each other.

But with Winograd and Flores the world stands over and against language,
waiting for language to come and articulate it. It stands ready to hand, available,
no longer as points and movement in a grid, but instead in the flow of language. It
begins to look like throwing significance over the naked present to hand object
and so makes ‘appearance’ or presence in another register the terms of existence.
It follows that Winograd and Flores scheme does not fit into a Heideggerian
framework but a social constructionist one. Just as the modern settlement, by
enframing, covers being by having things present their being in terms of another
register, so Winograd and Flores present language as a mode of enframing, and,
in their analysis practice enframing. That is, by having technology present its
being in terms of an appeal to a higher register that is superimposed on to it. It is
no wonder that they miss the involvement of technology in the world in the final

analysis since its involvement is factored out before the analysis has begun.

Just like Winograd and Flores, but in a less sophisticated way, Dourish’s
take on interpretation is, in the end, an appeal to epistemological relativism in the

form of social constructionism. Dourish makes it clear that the meaning of
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technology, which he sees as in a constant state of flux, 1S a communicative
meaning above the technology. This communicative flux is to do with changes in
social agreement as to the purpose of technology. So we have technology
facilitating and waiting on the achievement of a purely human social agreement on
its status as a means to an end (its instrumental status), such that technology is
sorted out and ordered 1n and by a social realm which 1s a completely different
register outside of it. Dourish’s Heideggerian insight by which he attempts to fuse
the social and the technical realms, turns into a social constructionist statement

made in the realm of ontical questioning.

Heidegger’s view of technology is not as an intermediary that supports
communication but as an interruption, a mediator that brings forth or in the case of
modern technology, challenges forth settlements. Heidegger’s analysis goes
deeper than social agreement on what a thing is for. This is not a simple switch in
favour of objects against subjective or social interpretation as if swapping the
social context for the technical one — it is far more radical than that. It is to this
radical understanding of the kind of ‘involvement’ that objects have with the
world that we will turn to now. Mediation is right at the centre of Heidegger’s

account in his essay the question concerning technology, (1977a) whereby objects

are seen as being involved with each other in relationships of ‘indebtedness.’

Heidegger and ‘Indebtedness’- the root to Ontological questioning

Heidegger arrives at the ontological question in the question concerning
technology via a trip through how reason and ‘correctness’ structure the notion of
causality. Briefly, Heidegger points out that causality is usually tied up with the
‘instrumental definition’ of technology whereby technology is understood as the
means by which an end is brought about. However to the ancient Greeks, objects
were involved with a fuller set of causal relationships than our modern narrow
instrumental defimtion permits us to think. Heidegger (1977a) presents us with

four modes of causation and illustrates them with their co responsibility for the

production of a chalice.
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For centuries philosophy has taught that there are four causes: (l)the causa
materialis, the material, the matter out of which, for example , a chalice 1s
made;(2) the causa formalis, the form, the shape into which the matenal
enters;(3) the causa finalis, the end, for example, the sacrificial rite in relation
to which the required chalice is determined as to its form and matter; (4) the
causa efficiens, which brings about the effect that 1s the fimshed, actual

chalice, in this instance, the silversmith. (1997a: 313-314).

Heidegger’s project here is to uncover the essence of technology by tracing
its instrumental representation back to this four fold causality and recover
something of Greek thought. He argues that today we are more accustomed to
representing causality in terms of the causa efficiens, as that which brings about
effects. He stresses that ‘bringing about’ in common understanding 1s understood
in terms of obtaining effects. The problem comes with the understanding of causa
which means ‘to bring about’ that is, ‘to effect” which belongs to the Romans and
our modern understanding. On this point it is worth observing that Winograd and
Flores’ favored functional question as the root into the ontological account of the
word processor actually doesn’t go any further than this instrumental defimtion.
As we shall see, the four causal model places objects in a complex network of co

responsibility or ‘indebtedness. Winograd and Flores’ network is not conceived of

in anymore complex terms than a network of means and ends.

Heidegger says that the Greek from whence we inherit the four causes has
nothing to do with bringing about and effecting. The Greeks used aition, to
designate that to which something 1s indebted. Heidegger argues then that the four
causes are interrelated by their co-responsibility for something else. So, the
chalice is indebted to the matter, the silver from which it is fashioned but at the
same time it is indebted to “chalicness,” the form into which the silver enters
which is co-responsible with the silver for the chalice. Thirdly the chalice is
indebted to “that which in advance confines the chalice within the realm of
consecration and bestowal” (315). It 1s through this that “the chalice 1is
circumscribed as sacrificial vessel” (315). For that which circumscribes or gives
bounds, Heidegger uses the Greek felos in the sense that bounds don’t stop a thing

but instead set a thing off within them on 1ts way to what 1t will be after
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production. Telos, when usually translated as “aim” or “purpose” doesn’t capture
this aspect of responsibility. The chalice 1s indebted to the practice of sacrnificial
rites as the telos that is responsible for the complete circumscription of what silver
(matter) and chalicness (form) together present as a sacrificial vessel. All three
then are responsible. The fourth responsibility is that of the silversmith who
usually figures as the causa efficiens the cause of the effect that is the chalice.
Heidegger argues that there is no place in Greek for the responsibility that the
silversmith has. For Heidegger he is responsible for gathering together the three
modes of responsibility and so he is co-responsible for bringing forward the
chalice and setting 1t off into being, indebted for its subsistence to the four fold

ways of being responsible.

Next Heidegger makes the move to say that what unites these ways of being
responsible 1s that they are modes of occasioning. In bringing forward the chalice
as lying betore us and lying ready, these modes of responsibility bring it into
appearance or bring it into presence. In so doing they set it on its way to arriving
at what it 1s. For Heidegger then bringing forth is about an event, an occasioning

of inducing to go forward into appearance.

Through bringing forth the growing things of nature as well as what ever is
completed through the crafts and the arts come at any given time to their

appearance (1977a: 317)

This is the silversmith’s act; to gather and be co-responsible for bring forth
the chalice; creating something new and setting it off to be what it is. The event of

bringing something into appearance 1s the creation of something new.

We can illustrate this with four loops representing the four causes (fig 7).
Each one should be read not as a kind of discrete variable that comes into contact
with the other variables but as circulating entities which pass through each other.
They should not be regarded as having an essential nature outside of their
inclusion in this particular network where they are mutually indebted to each
other. For instance, the silver is not a discrete entity but is encountered as it

circulates in the form of a chalice, manufactured to circulate through a set of
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religious practices. Silver is encountered outside of this network but always-
already as circulating in alternative networks in which 1t unfolds as something

other than a silver-chalice.

causa
materialis

causa

Silversmith efficiens

or gatherer

Traditional
Religious
practice

“chaliceness’

/"

Figure 7 Poiesis.

causa formalis causa finalis

In Figure 7 these circulatory loops are arranged so that they intersect. At the
intersection we find the chalice revealed, but not as the occurance of a core that is
distinct from the outer context that surrounds it. The chalice is constituted by the
entire network, by every part of the four loops. The centre then is a pivot point
around which these four causes are bound together and encounter and transform
each other. The chalice unfolds as a pivot point with a kind of centripetal force
that holds these heterogeneous elements (matter, practice, form and purpose)
together. The chalice 1s an occasion for these things to be arranged into this

network of interdependency in this way.

We can now see how the ontological enquiry into the coming together of the
event from where the object unfolds, 1s prior to ontical inquiry, and, how the
status of the ontic inquiry is a derivative of the ontological. Put crudely the
ontological inquiry is concerned with events, that 1s, how objects come together
and are held in local arrangements while ontical inquiry is concerned with the
accordance between things that is produced or arises out of the arrangements of

entities in an event, rather than the event of the occasion coming together.
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entities in an event, rather than the event of the occasion coming together.
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The appearance of something like a chalice; going forth; unfolding from its
bounds into what it is as an occasion or event, 1s not ‘appearance’ 1n the sense of
the modern settlement which establishes being by an entities appearance in
another register or context. Instead it is the moment of the gathering by translation
of all the heterogeneous elements involved into the network of interdependency or
indebtedness that constitutes the chalice. “Appearance” 1n Heidegger’s work 1s
understood in terms of the event of revealing or something moving from
concealment into unconcealing. It has to be understood in terms of Poiesis rather
than in terms of the metaphysics of presence. Again the difference is between an
ontological understanding which seeks to understand the process of Poiesis and
ontical understanding which seeks to understand the appearance of something in
terms of its context. The difference is in the understanding of the essence of
something that unfolds from each. That is essence thought in terms of the event or

essence thought in terms of content and context. Heidegger understood essence in

terms of the event of Poiesis .

Weber (1996) explains that the word usually translated, as essence 1s Wesen
in German. He argues that essence is not what Heidegger was after in talking
about the essence of technology. He say “technics [Weber’s preferred translation
of technology]...compels us to rethink the meaning of Wesen and no longer
construe it in the sense either of “genre or of essentia”(Weber, 1996:62). Weber
translates Wesen as goings-on since the original German communicates a sense of
‘staying in play’ rather than of possessing ‘essence’ or an essential nature apart

from anything else. Going-on and staying in play invokes an unsteady unfolding
over time through networks of association rather than a fixed timeless existence or

an existence that comes from being fixed in time and space.

Weber says “the goings-on of technics are on-going, not just in the sense of
being long standing, staying in play, lasting, but in the more dynamic one of
moving away from the idea of a pure and simple self-identity of technology”
(Weber, 1996:62). Technology goes on indebted not to distinct social and
technical categories anteceding it or surrounding it. It 1s not an effect of the

activity of society but is indebted to humans and nonhumans, traditions, other
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technologies, and social procedures all mixed together. Its essence or Wesen is as

something brought forth in the act of poiesis, that 1s, through the movement from

concealment to unconcealment.

This short discussion of Wesen 1s important for understanding how Weber
goes on to unpack Heidegger’s use of the term ‘revealing’ because if Wessen is to
be understood as going on or staying in play then the event is the event of putting
into play. ‘Revealing’ is the translation of Heidegger’s term entbergen, but as
Weber points out translators are aware that the sense is actually ‘harbouring forth’
where bergen means to ‘harbour’ or conceal and ‘ent’ means ‘forth’ or a ‘change
of place’ with respect to a former condition. Revealing then could be understood
as an act of bringing forth into security. However, Weber argues that there is an
interesting contraction missed. Harbouring is certainly about securing, shoring up,
and as Weber points out, is talked of in terms of cherishing or protecting.
However, harboring forth, leaving shelter is an act of unsecuring “to venture into a
certain insecurity” (1996:65). It follows then that the security of the arrangement
of the chalice, for instance, is always up for grabs and constantly requires
resettlement, as things will always err toward flying apart. Arrangements go on as
more and more objects are introduced to sure up and maintain or discipline a

network.

Traditional
religious
practice

OR Form
OR
activities of
the
silversmith

Chalice

a, Core/context b, Event Model with
model. Core/context model

Figure 8 core/context superimposed
model

We have moved from an ontology that has the four causes distributed as
content and context to one where they relate as mediators. We have moved from a

context content settlement to an event model represented by the move in fig 8
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from a to b. But we can see how the content/context settlement can be derived
from Heidegger’s model by an ontical enquiry that proceeds without reference to
the indebtedness of the relationships that constitute the centre. To move from the

ontological to the ontical, the object, constituted by the intersection of the four

causes and existing throughout the whole circulating system (b) gets reduced to
the centre and becomes the core as it is cut free from the circulating contribution
of the four causes. The co-responsible causes are reduced to the context. By
severing the centre from the circulating causes the content/context model cuts the
centre from its arteries and vascular system within which 1t exists (Latour 1999).
However this 1s to miss the true nature of the centre. Where the entire network
constitutes an unfolding object or entity like technology there 1s no centre

surrounded by context but a point of central tendency that operates as an occasion

for heterogeneous entities to come into relationship.

Heidegger makes the form, the silversmith, the silver and religious practice
hold together with in the chalice as a point of centrifugal force. They are
translated by it, and they appear and are encountered in it and through it as it
unfolds from them. In other words the object doesn’t appear as either purely social
or technical; instead it “takes place.” That is, it opens up its own set of social and
technical forms and relationships. Technology as an event is best understood in
these terms- as a network of elements that have come together. That is why for

Heidegger (1977a), the essence of technology is not technical; firstly because it is

made up of much more than technology and secondly because it ‘takes place’ as

an occasion or as a network and not as an ‘essentia.” The essence of technology is

in its mode of Poiesis.

The term “network” does not appear in Heidegger’s work. I have borrowed
it from Actor Network Theory (ANT) because it echoes Heidegger’s
understanding of wessen or essence (Brown & Capdevila, 1999). It represents a
topological view of object integrity or essence; one where objects are sustained by

their position in networks of relations between heterogenecous elements; (Law
1992, Latour 1991, 1992, Callon 1986a, 1986b etc) . In this topology objects

cannot be transported or reproduced perfectly, they are always transformed when
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displaced because displacement means replacement into another set of

heterogeneous relations (Latour 1991), which changes the topology of the object.

This i1s quite different to the idea that objects as Content have integrity

independent of their Context where Context only provides resistance to the objects
passage through 1t or where context facilitates the order of its movement and
passage (Latour 1986). In the powers of association Latour labels this
content/context model the dissolution model of the power of a token (token being
the generic term for the content passing through the context. A token might be a
scientific fact or a piece of technology). The context determines the order of

passage and the content 1s endowed with its own inertia, which runs its course and

runs down 1n the face of resistance.

The translation model of ANT as presented by Latour in the same paper
(1986) removes the notion of inertia given to the token by the content/context
settlement. Instead the passage of a token is in the hands of people and their
projects (Latour 1991). This point is important because it means firstly that if
there is no project, no uptake of the token then it stops. Its energy comes from the
programs of action into which it is enrolled (Latour 1992, Callon 1986b). It
follows that a token will be modified in any number of ways. Latour (1986) uses
the rugby ball as an example. It isn’t the inertia from the first kick that sees the
ball continue to move for the rest of the game but the energy given to it by every
subsequent action it i1s enrolled into- passing, throwing and even stopping the

game for half time.

The network or process model that has been extracted from Heidegger (that
so helpfully displays what Hetdegger 1s proposing, and that has served us as we
have been developing it over the course of this chapter to show the shift we are
making from content/context arguments to a network or process model) has been
informed by a reading of Heidegger that 1s close to Latour’s model of the knots
and tendencies and circulating entities that make up science (1999). Through out
Latour’s work he 1s concerned to map out the various consequences of the modern
settlement that divides society and nature in terms of the way in which it

constrains our thinking about technology, society and science.
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The content/context model limits the role of technology 1n creating society
and relegates it to an appearance in human history rather than something which co
produces human history and society. The contribution of technology to the
construction of society 1s kept hidden according to Latour (1996) by the
content/context model. He argues that since the split between a human and
objective realm things can only appear amongst humans in three ways, and in
none of them “as associates in the weaving of social life.” He states that objects

appear,

as invisible and faithful tool, as the determining superstructure and as a
projection screen. As tools they faithfully transmit the social intention that
traverses them, without taking anything from them or adding anything on to
them. As infrastructures, they interconnect and form a continuous material
base over which the social world of representations and signs subsequently

flows. As screens, they can but reflect social status, and serve as a basis for

subtle games of distinction (1996:236)

He goes on to illustrate each mode with the example of a speaking grill in

his post office counter.

As a tool, the speaking grill, for instance, would serve only to prevent
customers from attacking the staff - and its function goes no further; it does
not influence the interaction - only facilitates or hinders it. As an
infrastructure, the speaking grill is directly connected to walls, partitions and
computers so as to compose a material world that, it is said, completely shapes
the remainder of the relationship just as a waffle iron molds a waffle. As a
projection screen, the same speaking grill doesn't have any glass or wood or
orifice or matter left - it becomes a sign, different from plate glass, barriers,
bay windows, landscaped offices and thus signaling a difference in status, or
signifying the modernization of public service. Slave, master or substrate of a
sign - in each case the objects themselves remain invisible, in each case they

are asocial, marginal, impossible to engage in detail in the construction of
society.(1996:36).
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Technology is left to impact upon society, reflect it or facilitate it. For
Dourish, Winograd and Flores technology appears as either faithful tool or
projection screen. Agre (2001) sees a split between, on the one hand, human
institutions like marriage and on the other, the fabric of buildings and technology
which he collectively labels as ‘architecture.” In Agre’s account architecture
shapes the human institution and, in Latour’s terms, acts like a waffle iron on
human relationships. The result is that neither has an account of the place of

technology amongst humans in constructing society.

Our example of an evening spent with digital photographers sharing good
practice and images will not allow the technology to disappear from the account
of the order and construction of the photographic society or to dominate the
evening’s proceedings. Already before the evening starts and they even start to
talk and the session starts we are prevented from invoking a pure moment of
digital technology as the structuring agent or a pure moment of human cognition
or purely human sociality as structuring the situation. It is filled with impurities.
PhotoShop 1s as much human and social as the humans and social are

technological. As we go to the technology for structure we are thrown back to the

activity of people and vice versa.

Social and technical contextualisation will divide the social stuff of the
photographic society from the technology in a way that will never allow them

both to speak of their contribution to what is after all a technological society, a

photographic society. To return to Heidegger and the event, Brown and Lightfoot
(1998) summarise Heidegger’s early take on technology:

to step into the workshop is to take up a place within equipment totality. It is
to realise a form of being which apprehends the world by way of the
responsibilities revealed by ones relationship to the equipment therein.
Understood in this way, equipment plays an absolutely pivotal role in our

existence and our ways of understanding, which is not to say that technology

determines what we are. (1998: 298)
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Neither the humans nor the technology are privileged in this scene but all are

found 1n a set of proposed relationships.

The workshop 1s an equipmental totality, pregnant with proposed

relationships between entities human and non human. Far from elevating the
social or the technical to the status of overarching context, Heidegger’s take on
these entities (that HCI would want to stack up as social and technical kinds) is
that they have to be understood essentially in terms of events. Therefore, what
we’re studying 1s an example of the photographic society taking place where
taking place 1s understood as an event. It follows from this that the entities that
make up the photographic society in this event/evening have to be understood as

taking place 1n relation to one another and through one another.

Channeling technology and humans

Instead of attempting to untangle the humans and technology into two
different ontological categories Latour’s Interobjectivity paper (1996) is an
argument for extending sociality to objects in order to understand our own
sociality. Pandoras hope (1999) extends the traditionally human and social terms,
articulation and proposition and interaction, from language and social interaction
to objects. Having collapsed the distinction between words and the world, subject
and object, the term proposition is used “in the ontological sense of what an actor
offers to other actors”(309). Actors offer or propose many alternative possible
relationships and forms of contact to other actors within the limits prescribed by
their networked relationships. Articulation refers to the selection and
configuration of a particular set of proposed relationships. In the glossary of terms

Latour writes;

Like translation, this term occupies the position left empty by the dichotomy
between the object and the subject or the extermal world and the mind.
Articulation is not a property of human speech but an ontological property of

the universe. The question is no longer whether or not statements refer to a

state of affairs, but only whether or not propositions are well articulated (1999:
303)
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Latour understands interaction as the local order or articulation of proposed
relationships between actors rather than as a purely human event. Latour (1996)
writes “we must hear the word 'inter'-action differently. It signifies that action

must be shared with other kinds of actants dispersed in other spatio-temporal
frameworks and who exhibit other kinds of ontology”(235). This requires seeing
objects and people as mediators which take up and pass on the action of other
mediators that they are in contact with. In addition 1t requires understanding how
different temporal and spatial orders come into contact. Given this chapters
concern for understanding a hobbyist group meeting around a set of technologies
then Latour’s ‘Interobjectivity’ paper sets us up to notice that the inclusion of
objects and multiple spatio-temporal frameworks is essential even in seemingly
purely human face to face interaction. Comparing Humans and baboons, whose

social life 1s far more complex (due to a comparatively lower number of mediating

objects) than human social life, Latour argues that-

There is another difference between simian interaction and what one observes
of human interactions. For the latter, it is very difficult to obtain the
simultaneity 1n space and time that are the province of the first. We say,
without giving the matter too much thought, that we engage in 'face to face'
interactions. Indeed we do, but the clothing that we are wearing comes from
elsewhere and was manufactured a long time ago; the words we use were not
formed for this occasion; the walls we have been leaning on were designed by
an architect for a client, and constructed by workers - people who are absent
today, although their action continues to make itself felt. The very person we
are addressing is a product of a history that goes far beyond the framework of
our relationship. If one attempted to draw a spatio-temporal map of what is
present in the interaction, and to draw up a list of everyone who in one form or
another were present, one would not sketch out a well-demarcated frame, but a

convoluted network with a multiplicity of highly diverse dates, places and
people. (1996: 233)

As an event the evening session of the photographic club using PhotoShop

has to be approached as a spatio-temporal envelope, that is, as an arrangement or
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articulation of PhotoShop and humans that burst the boundaries of any attempt to
contextualise or contain an interaction between variables in a well demarcated
frame provided by an overarching context. The evening constitutes a particular
folding up of multiple histories and practice; imported places and past
achievements in the form of finished images and their content with varying kinds
of duration. Some 1mages are competition entries that will be maintained and kept

some are works In progress, some are works just for the evening that will be

discarded.

There are multiple configurations of hardware and software such that even
PhotoShop 1s never just a program that contains the event and a set of
programmers sitting behind it. It has its own history and durational rhythm which
is moved through, backwards and forwards as its multiple incarnations or past
versions are called up, or declared redundant. To trace these connections, paths,
lines, and points which constitute what it is and what it could be in the hands of

these photographers 1s part of the project of this thesis. Latour, again comparing

baboons to humans says:

Amongst humans, on the other hand, an interaction is actively localized by a
set of partitions, frames, umbrellas, fire-breaks, which permit passage from a
situation that 1s complex to one that is merely complicated. While I am at the
counter buying my postage stamps and talking into the speaking grill, I don't
have my family, colleagues or bosses breathing down my neck. And, thank
heavens, the server doesn't tell me stories about his mother-in-law, or his
darlings' teeth. A baboon could not operate such a felicitous channeling. Any

other baboon could interfere in any one interaction. (1996:236)

Sharing the inter-active (in the Latourian sense) spatio-temporal envelope
with non-humans is about making complex relations complicated by the framing
(i.e. by the boundaries from which things unfold in Heidegger’s sense see next
chapter) provided by the mediation of other non-human actants with different
ontology’s. The inter-action described by Latour differs from the baboon’s in that
there 1s little that 1s instantaneous about 1t and the arrangement of the various

actants prevents the inter-action from becoming something other, i.e. the presence
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of non humans (objects) maintains a centrifugal force that keeps it together.
Through the sociality of objects and technology and their ability as mediators to

fold time and place and so have time and place unfold, they channel associations,
extending our reach spatially and temporally and prolonging and limiting our

activities within the networks we inhabit. Latour notes that -

At time t, I find myself in contact with beings who have acted at t-1, and I fold
the situations together so that I myself will act under another form at t+1. In
situation s, I find myself attached to situations s-1, and I act such that

downstream situations s+1 come to be associated with mine (1996: 240)

Developing a ‘process’ framework for tracing the moments of this
channelling of time and space will elevate technology like PhotoShop in the
analysis from an intermediary or a context to a set of mediators which “do not

transmit our force faithfully - any more then we are faithful messengers of
theirs”(Latour 1996: 230).

Conclusion

There 1s no overarching social or technical context to which we can appeal

to help us to understand the example of the evening with the digital photographers
using Photoshop. Instead what we can see (and will see in detail in chapter 6)
there is a flow of action or movement between the people and the technology
acting as mediators, taking up and channelling action with out being able to locate
a single original source of action or overarching structure. In chapter 6 1 will

explore how structure emerges from this process of mediated action.

We have arrived at a position where analysis of the activities of humans and
computers is conducted by following chains of mediators and the action of one
entity on another. Under the process model, context has been replaced by
relationships of indebtedness such that one thing is understood not in the context

of another but as it is articulated in relationship with another.

In this chapter 1 have argued that the HCI literature on context-aware

computing, as an example of research which takes seriously the close relationship
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between technology and humans, appeals in the final analysis to a settlement in
which humans and technology are distinct categories. This leads to formulations
of the relationship between the social and technical in terms of the social
providing the terms of the existence of the technical such that we encounter
technology and order its activities in language. However, through Heidegger |
argued that the emergence of technology and organised activity 1s not achieved in
and through a distinct social or technical realm but i1s instead the result of
relationships of indebtedness between humans and technology in the process of
poIEses.

Through this shift from overarching structures to an ongoing process of mutual
mediation between humans and technology we can escape the modern settlement

which invokes society and technology as competing contexts.

The question of our own inclusion with in this process will be the concern of the
next two chapters as we move towards a ‘process psychology.” Over the course of
this chapter we have picked up a number of Heideggerian terms which we will
revisit on our way to this process psychology as they help us to interpret the kinds
of events that include us along side digital photography. The next chapter will
look at Heidegger’s and Benjamin’s contributions to an understanding of our
dwelling amongst technologies of Mass and then in the fifth chapter we will turn
to Bergson’s process approach to psychology in light of Benjamin’s understanding

of mass and allegory.
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Chapter 4

The subjective observer, the image and technologies of

mass reproduction

Arriving at a psychology of everyday experience requires an attempt to
understand how we inhabit these spatio-temporal envelopes or networks from
chapter 3. We have already begun to unpack how approaching human inter-action
in networks requires approaching humans as mediators or actors alongside objects
and technologies. In the last chapter, I addressed the theoretical and analytical
approach to human interaction with technology that divides a setting into purely
social and purely natural or technical variables. I argued that in following this

approach it becomes necessary to explain the interaction of these distinct

categories of variables -the social or the cognitive over against the technical- by
elevating one category of variables above the other as the chief architect of the

interaction, or, 1n other words, as the context which shapes and contains the other

category of passive variables.

However, I also showed how these artificially pure categories blur into each
other when following the chains of mediation, which made up an evening of
amateur digital photographers using PhotoShop. Context explanations attempt to
separate out, into artificially distinct ontological categories, humans and

nonhumans. However, Heidegger demonstrates that these are better understood as

residing in networks of relationships of “indebtedness.” Heidegger’s account of
the chalice being “brought forth” by a process of poiesis requires no distinction to
be made between variables as belonging to the world of extension or the non-
extended world of ideas or purely human sociality. Since it does not invoke this
distinction, his account does not require one set of vanables to function as an
external ordering register. The local order within which the chalice appears and is
released into and unfolds from the chalice itself and all that is included within it in
terms of the “indebtedness,” or, as Latour has it, “inter-action” (see last chapter).
That is, the relationships of mutual mediation that binds humans and nonhumans

together 1n the world the chalice opens up.
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However, simply approaching a human as a link in a network 1s not as yet a
compelling story of human psychological experience. In order to try to understand
how a human as an actor can be understood as a psychological being rather than
simply as a link in a network we have to unpack and expose the nature and origins
of the standard psychological account of the human as the subjective observer of
the world outside. Subjectivity and psychology have become synonymous terms
so that to say something psychological (to make an account of human experience
“psychological”) one must say something about the organisation of the inner
subjective world. However, this version of the human as subjective observer is
incompatible with the kind of spatio-temporal envelopes we have been
considering. Far from being an ephemeral subjective presence in a “real” objective

world an account of human experience can be made with the human and all our

properties as a mediator in mind.

[ am not proposing a behaviourist kind of associationism as a replacement to
the subjective observer. Both the behaviourist and Cognitivist accounts of human
experience are locked into the modernist settlement which reduces everything to
the extended world or to unextended representation. Both Latour (1999) and
Heidegger (1978) locate this ontological distinction between an extended world
and unextended mind in Descartes work. Heidegger, as we shall see in this
chapter, was also clear that Descartes famous question arose from far more than a
nagging doubt about how he could know the world, but rather, it reflected the
metaphysics of his day.

Heidegger (1978) argues that Descartes question about the certainty of our
knowledge about the world owes much to the way in which Newtonian physics set
the world up in terms of mathematical and therefore calculable relationships
which can be approached by the application of a mathematical grid. The world
and matter was therefore that which had extension and the mind by definition did
not. Mathematics linked the unextended mind to the extended world because the
mathematical grid was a property of the mind which, under Newtonian physics
was able to represent the world because it mapped on to the nature of matter. In
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