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A‌bstract‌ ‌ 

‌ 

‌ 
The‌‌fundamental‌‌basis‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌if‌‌and‌‌if‌‌yes‌‌how‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌                             

can‌‌philosophize‌‌and‌‌theorize‌‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌                       

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

Regarding‌‌these‌‌grounds,‌‌to‌‌test‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌philosophize‌‌                         

and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology,‌ ‌an‌ ‌inclusive‌‌                       

relational‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌is‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌schematic‌ ‌organization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

conceptual‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                   

distinct‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌are‌ ‌situated‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌organizational‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌with‌‌                     

reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌propose.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌‌departing‌‌                     

from‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌political‌‌philosophical‌‌scene,‌‌an‌‌inductively‌‌established‌‌four‌‌types‌‌of‌‌                       

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌asserted‌ ‌to‌ ‌encompass‌ ‌all‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                     

conceptions‌ ‌are‌ ‌proposed.‌ ‌One‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌types‌ ‌is‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                           

contemporary‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌scene.‌‌Therefore,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌parameters‌‌                     

behind‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction,‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌journey‌ ‌setting‌ ‌off‌ ‌‌with‌ ‌Heidegger’s‌‌                         

enframing‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌coupled‌ ‌with‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌‘Panopticism’‌‌and‌‌ending‌‌at‌‌‌Deleuze’s‌‌‘Control‌‌                       

Society’‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌coupled‌ ‌with‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌&‌ ‌Guattari's‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘Desire’‌ ‌is‌ ‌introduced.‌‌ ‌  

Within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌‘Cinematic‌ ‌Philosophy’‌ ‌is‌ ‌suggested‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌‌                         

channel‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces,‌‌ontologically,‌‌create‌‌and‌‌manifest‌‌ideas‌‌                         

and‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌as‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experiences.‌ ‌This‌ ‌signifies‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌implies‌‌a‌‌                       

novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌theorizing‌‌is‌‌done‌‌through‌‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌channel‌ ‌by‌ ‌solely‌ ‌using‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

pieces‌ ‌(‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138,‌ ‌Ex‌ ‌Machina,‌‌                       

Nosedive‌ ‌‌Episode‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Black‌ ‌Mirror‌ ‌‌TV‌ ‌series)‌ ‌are‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌each‌‌                         

inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                       

unique‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌with‌‌the‌‌objective‌‌of‌‌                     

‌ 



revealing‌ ‌the‌ ‌potential‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌theoretically‌‌                     

contributing‌ ‌to‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌following‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌methodology,‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌‌                   

analysis‌ ‌is‌ ‌applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌‌                       

microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements.‌‌ ‌  

With‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌analysis,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌concluded‌ ‌that‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌is‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌                           

channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌‌four‌‌                       

types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌unique‌‌theoretical‌‌philosophical‌‌contributions‌‌of‌                       

cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌incognizant‌‌                   

agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌‌                     

Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution.‌‌The‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                         

cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌                     

of‌ ‌‌THX‌ ‌1138.‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌internal‌‌                         

factors(Y)‌‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌‌Ex‌‌Machina‌‌‌and,‌‌eventually,‌                       

the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌‌cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌episode‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌series.‌‌                           

Besides,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌’s‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌is‌ ‌solely‌ ‌theorized‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌itself‌‌since‌‌the‌‌                         

restriction‌ ‌type‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                               

solely‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌scene.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌‌                         

forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌derived‌ ‌from‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

piece‌ ‌as‌ ‌another‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research.‌‌ ‌  
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I‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌about‌ ‌which‌ ‌saying‌ ‌could‌ ‌summarize‌‌my‌‌Ph.D.‌‌journey‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                           

most‌ ‌encapsulating‌ ‌way‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌decided‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌is:‌ ‌‌When‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌will,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌way!‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Speaking‌ ‌from‌ ‌my‌ ‌heart,‌ ‌I‌ ‌can‌ ‌genuinely‌ ‌say‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌journey‌ ‌hasn’t‌ ‌been‌ ‌easy‌‌                           

precisely‌ ‌because‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌whole‌‌process‌‌I‌‌was‌‌feeling‌‌like‌‌I‌‌was‌‌on‌‌a‌‌roller‌‌coaster‌‌                               

ride‌ ‌which‌ ‌was‌‌full‌‌of‌‌ups‌‌(joy,‌‌intellectual‌‌and‌‌emotional‌‌fulfilment,‌‌self-confidence,..‌‌and‌‌a‌‌                           

lot‌ ‌of‌ ‌sleepless‌ ‌nights‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌feelings)‌ ‌and‌ ‌full‌ ‌of‌ ‌downs‌ ‌(stress,‌ ‌chaos,‌ ‌confusion,‌‌                             

failure,‌ ‌self-doubt…‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌lot‌ ‌of‌ ‌sleepless‌ ‌nights‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌feelings).‌ ‌However,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                             

background‌‌of‌‌all‌‌of‌‌these‌‌feelings,‌‌the‌‌most‌‌fundamental‌‌things‌‌that‌‌kept‌‌me‌‌going‌‌were‌‌my‌‌                               

passion‌ ‌and‌ ‌my‌ ‌will‌ ‌towards‌ ‌my‌ ‌research.‌ ‌That’s‌ ‌why,‌ ‌following‌‌my‌‌passion‌‌and‌‌my‌‌will,‌‌I‌‌                               

managed‌ ‌to‌ ‌create‌ ‌a‌ ‌way‌ ‌to‌ ‌conclude‌ ‌my‌ ‌Ph.D.‌ ‌thesis.‌ ‌ 

Before‌ ‌starting‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌had‌ ‌two‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌but‌ ‌challenging‌ ‌floating‌‌urges.‌‌                       

One‌ ‌was‌ ‌somehow‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌and‌ ‌prove‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌uniquely‌‌                             

philosophize‌‌and‌‌theorize‌‌through‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌channel‌‌using‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements.‌‌The‌‌                       

other‌‌was‌‌somehow‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌actions‌‌that‌‌are‌‌practiced‌‌within‌‌information‌‌and‌‌                           

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌bringing‌ ‌about‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                       

which‌ ‌comes‌ ‌into‌ ‌being‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌individuals’‌ ‌freely‌ ‌given‌ ‌and‌ ‌choice-based‌‌                     

consents‌‌that‌‌they‌‌provide‌‌through‌‌clicking.‌‌Yet,‌‌the‌‌inherent‌‌challenge‌‌was‌‌how‌‌to‌‌combine‌‌                           

these‌‌two‌‌floating‌‌urges‌‌through‌‌conducting‌‌highly‌‌interdisciplinary‌‌research.‌‌However,‌‌I‌‌was‌‌                       

so‌ ‌dedicated‌ ‌to‌ ‌working‌ ‌on‌ ‌this‌ ‌precise‌ ‌research‌ ‌but‌ ‌no‌ ‌research‌ ‌else‌ ‌because‌ ‌‌I‌‌strongly‌‌                             

believe‌‌that‌‌‘thinking‌‌beyond’‌‌and‌‌collectively‌‌making‌‌fruitful‌‌contributions‌‌out‌‌of‌‌this‌‌beyond‌‌                         

is‌ ‌really‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌to‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌‌making‌‌the‌‌world‌‌that‌‌we‌‌live‌‌in‌‌a‌‌more‌‌flourishing‌‌place‌‌and‌‌I‌‌                                     

strongly‌ ‌believe‌‌that‌‌political‌‌philosophy‌‌and‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌channel‌‌that‌‌uniquely‌‌serves‌‌for‌‌                         

this‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌play‌ ‌a‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌role‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌flourishing.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌‌                             

‌ 



through‌‌an‌‌excessive‌‌amount‌‌of‌‌thinking,‌‌reading,‌‌and‌‌writing‌‌processes‌‌which‌‌most‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

times‌ ‌led‌ ‌me‌ ‌into‌‌even‌‌more‌‌chaos‌‌and‌‌more‌‌sleepless‌‌nights,‌‌I‌‌have,‌‌yet‌‌again,‌‌following‌‌                               

my‌‌will,‌‌my‌‌passion,‌‌my‌‌love‌‌and‌‌my‌‌motivation‌‌towards‌‌my‌‌research‌‌managed‌‌to‌‌overcome‌‌                             

this‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌challenge‌ ‌and‌ ‌hopefully‌ ‌managed‌ ‌to‌ ‌base‌ ‌my‌ ‌research‌ ‌on‌ ‌solid‌ ‌academic‌‌                         

grounds.‌‌  
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C‌hapter‌ ‌1‌ ‌ 
I‌ntroduction‌ ‌ 

‌ 
The‌ ‌foundation‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌if‌ ‌and‌ ‌if‌ ‌yes‌‌how‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌can‌‌                             

philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌‌                     

and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌The‌ ‌precise‌ ‌reasons‌ ‌to‌ ‌set‌ ‌the‌ ‌basis‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌on‌ ‌this‌‌                           

foundational‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌consideration‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌‌                         

philosophical‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌and‌‌                     

theories.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌I‌‌aim‌‌to‌‌set‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌motivation‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌to‌‌base‌‌upon‌‌                             

testing‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌philosophize‌‌and‌‌theorize‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌                           

between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌‌                       

signifies‌‌that‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌implies‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌channel‌‌                           

of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌is‌ ‌done‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                         

channel‌ ‌by‌ ‌exclusively‌ ‌using‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌priority‌ ‌reason‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌‌                         

establish‌ ‌the‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌                       

freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌my‌ ‌contemplation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌diverse‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌‌                       

individual‌‌freedom‌‌to‌‌be‌‌‌inadequate‌‌to‌‌capture‌‌some‌‌contemporary‌‌novel‌‌aspects‌‌that‌‌come‌‌                         

into‌‌being‌‌due‌‌to‌‌some‌‌technological‌‌advancements‌‌while‌‌setting‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌setting‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌‌first‌‌of‌‌all,‌‌departing‌‌from‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌political‌‌                         

philosophical‌ ‌scene‌ ‌which‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology,‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌‌                   

four‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and,‌ ‌consequently,‌ ‌I‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌‌test,‌‌following‌‌the‌‌                             

philosophical‌ ‌methodology‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌analysis,‌ ‌if‌ ‌these‌ ‌three‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌‌                       

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                           

which‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌are‌‌unique‌‌theoretical‌‌contributions‌‌of‌‌                           

1‌ ‌ 



the‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌as‌‌pieces‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌Respectively,‌‌I‌‌hypothesize‌‌                       

that:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

1. Cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌is‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌channel‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces,‌‌                         

as‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim,‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌four‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌                       

freedom:‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y);‌‌                     

Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors(Y);‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌                       

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y);‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                     

freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y).‌ ‌‌These‌ ‌types‌ ‌are‌ ‌unique‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                       

philosophical‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

2. Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌assertion,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌incognizant‌‌                     

agents(X)‌‌by‌‌‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌                     

the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌ ‌‌(Godard,‌‌                     

1965)‌.‌ ‌The‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌external‌‌                     

factors(Y)‌ ‌‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                     

THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌‌(‌Lucas,‌ ‌‌1971)‌.‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌incognizant‌‌                     

agents(X)‌‌by‌‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌                     

the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌‌Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌‌(‌Garland,‌ ‌‌2014)‌ ‌and,‌ ‌eventually,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                       

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌‌through/by‌‌                 

technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌episode‌‌of‌‌                       

the‌‌ ‌Black‌ ‌Mirror‌ ‌‌TV‌ ‌series‌ ‌(Brooker‌ ‌&‌ ‌Wright,‌ ‌2016).‌‌ ‌  

3. Nosedive‌’s‌‌contribution,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy,‌‌is‌‌solely‌‌theorized‌‌                     

by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌itself‌‌since‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌type‌‌that‌‌it‌‌introduces‌‌is‌‌a‌‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌                               

of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌‌which,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌assert,‌ ‌is‌ ‌solely‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                           

political‌‌philosophical‌‌scene.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌new‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌is‌‌functioning‌‌through‌‌                       

the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌accentuation‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

The‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌departing‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌bases‌ ‌upon‌ ‌my‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

experience‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌series‌‌(Brooker‌‌&‌‌Wright,‌‌2016).‌‌                             

Thus,‌ ‌my‌ ‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌episode‌‌grounding‌‌on‌‌the‌‌screening‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌brought‌ ‌forth‌ ‌the‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌                             

philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌‌                     

Hence,‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌episode‌‌philosophizes‌‌on‌‌and‌‌theorizes‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                           

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌and‌‌it‌‌does‌‌this‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌theorizing,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌solely‌ ‌by‌ ‌using‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

elements.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌‌this‌‌assertion‌‌motivated‌‌me‌‌to‌‌set‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌my‌‌                         
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research‌ ‌to‌ ‌test,‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌broader‌ ‌perspective,‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌‌                           

philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌because‌ ‌if‌‌tested‌‌and‌‌proved,‌‌there‌‌could‌‌be‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌channel‌‌of‌‌                             

philosophy‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌solely‌ ‌different‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌channels‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌ 

I‌‌introduce‌‌this‌‌essential‌‌part‌‌of‌‌my‌‌research‌‌in‌‌the‌‌fourth‌‌chapter‌‌of‌‌my‌‌thesis‌‌but‌‌for‌‌                                 

the‌‌sake‌‌of,‌‌holistically,‌‌making‌‌sense‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌here,‌‌primarily,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌the‌‌                               

part‌‌of‌‌my‌‌thesis‌‌in‌‌which‌‌I‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌philosophize‌‌and‌‌                                   

theorize‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌Thus,‌‌in‌‌my‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌depart‌‌from‌‌connecting‌‌                           

philosophy‌ ‌and‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌by‌ ‌proposing‌ ‌a‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌construction‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌imaginative‌‌                           

exercise‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌changing‌ ‌some‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌fictional‌‌                         

construction,‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌another‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌construction‌‌to‌‌highlight‌‌the‌‌overlooked‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌                       

of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌intense‌‌use‌‌of‌‌and‌‌the‌‌intense‌‌                               

exposure‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌My‌ ‌fictional‌‌                 

construction,‌ ‌which‌ ‌I‌ ‌also‌ ‌revisit‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌fourth‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌sixth‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌is‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌ ‌goes:‌‌ ‌  

Imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌physically‌‌attached‌‌to‌‌someone‌‌who‌‌automatically‌‌records‌‌your‌‌                       

actions‌ ‌and‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌do‌ ‌or‌ ‌you‌ ‌have.‌ ‌Imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌someone‌ ‌constantly‌‌                           

shares‌‌all‌‌these‌‌recordings‌‌with‌‌the‌‌public.‌‌Imagine‌‌that‌‌due‌‌to‌‌this‌‌exposure,‌‌you‌‌see‌‌a‌‌lot‌‌                                 

of‌ ‌people‌ ‌physically‌ ‌reaching‌ ‌out‌ ‌to‌ ‌you‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌recorded‌ ‌by‌ ‌this‌‌                             

someone.‌ ‌Imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌others‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌see‌ ‌you‌ ‌through‌‌these‌‌sharings‌‌and‌‌respectively‌‌                       

you‌‌start‌‌to‌‌act‌‌inauthentically.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌feeling‌‌sad‌‌but‌‌you‌‌do‌‌not‌‌                                 

want‌ ‌other‌ ‌people‌ ‌to‌ ‌know‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌sad‌ ‌therefore‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌acting‌ ‌as‌‌if‌‌you‌‌are‌‌happy.‌‌                                   

Imagine‌‌that‌‌all‌‌the‌‌other‌‌members‌‌of‌‌this‌‌society‌‌have‌‌their‌‌physically‌‌attached‌‌someones’‌‌                           

and‌‌you‌‌are‌‌constantly‌‌receiving‌‌those‌‌other’s‌‌recordings‌‌as‌‌well.‌‌Imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌receive‌‌                           

recordings‌‌from‌‌others‌‌in‌‌which‌‌they‌‌all‌‌start‌‌to‌‌eat‌‌sand‌‌and‌‌correspondingly‌‌you‌‌start‌‌to‌‌eat‌‌                                 

sand.‌ ‌In‌ ‌this‌ ‌system,‌ ‌everybody‌ ‌knows‌ ‌or‌ ‌could‌ ‌know‌ ‌your‌‌personal‌‌information,‌‌personal‌‌                         

choices,‌ ‌your‌ ‌characteristics,‌ ‌what‌ ‌your‌‌home‌‌is‌‌like,‌‌what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌to‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌to‌‌wear,‌‌                                 

what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌to‌‌eat,‌‌what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌in‌‌general.‌‌Also,‌‌you‌‌have‌‌access‌‌                                       

to‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌things‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌‌you‌‌tend‌‌to‌‌adapt‌‌                           

yourself‌‌to‌‌others‌‌concretely‌‌because‌‌you‌‌are‌‌totally‌‌visible‌‌and‌‌do‌‌not‌‌want‌‌to‌‌look‌‌like‌‌an‌‌                                 

outsider.‌‌Would‌‌you‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌be‌‌attached‌‌to‌‌this‌‌physical‌‌being?‌‌I‌‌claim,‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌                               

the‌ ‌literature,‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌wouldn't.‌ ‌Also,‌ ‌could‌ ‌you‌ ‌say‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌free‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌                                   

society?‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim,‌ ‌yet‌ ‌again‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature,‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌couldn’t‌ ‌because‌ ‌all‌‌                             

things‌ ‌considered‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌constant‌ ‌interference‌ ‌and‌ ‌domination‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌‌individuals‌‌                       

through‌ ‌their‌ ‌physically‌ ‌attached‌ ‌someones’‌ ‌which‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌system.‌ ‌ 

Now,‌ ‌let‌ ‌me‌ ‌alter‌ ‌some‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌construction.‌ ‌Let’s‌‌                       

remove‌‌the‌‌physicality‌‌part‌‌from‌‌this‌‌society‌‌and‌‌let’s‌‌make‌‌it‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌one.‌‌Let's‌‌also‌‌change‌‌                                 

this‌ ‌physically‌ ‌attached‌ ‌someone‌ ‌to‌ ‌your‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌let’s‌ ‌think‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌status‌ ‌of‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌again.‌ ‌So,‌ ‌imagine‌ ‌a‌‌society‌‌where‌‌this‌‌attached‌‌physical‌‌presence‌‌is‌‌your‌‌digital‌‌                           
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presence‌‌which‌‌automatically‌‌records‌‌your‌‌actions‌‌and‌‌interactions‌‌that‌‌you‌‌do‌‌or‌‌you‌‌have.‌‌                           

Therefore,‌ ‌you‌‌are‌‌constantly‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌the‌‌public.‌‌Imagine‌‌that‌‌due‌‌to‌‌this‌‌exposure‌‌you‌‌                             

see‌‌a‌‌lot‌‌of‌‌people‌‌digitally‌‌reaching‌‌out‌‌to‌‌you‌‌with‌‌the‌‌information‌‌that‌‌is‌‌recorded‌‌by‌‌your‌‌                                   

digital‌ ‌presence.‌ ‌For‌ ‌example,‌ ‌imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌feeling‌‌sad‌‌but‌‌you‌‌do‌‌not‌‌want‌‌other‌‌                               

people‌‌to‌‌know‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌sad‌‌so‌‌you‌‌are‌‌doing‌‌sharings‌‌as‌‌if‌‌you‌‌are‌‌happy.‌‌Imagine‌‌that‌‌                                     

all‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌members‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌society‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌constantly‌‌                             

receiving‌‌those‌‌other’s‌‌recordings.‌‌Imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌receive‌‌recordings‌‌from‌‌others‌‌that‌‌they‌‌                         

all‌ ‌start‌ ‌to‌ ‌eat‌ ‌sand‌ ‌and‌ ‌correspondingly‌ ‌you‌ ‌start‌ ‌to‌ ‌eat‌ ‌sand.‌ ‌In‌ ‌this‌ ‌system,‌ ‌everybody‌‌                               

knows‌‌or‌‌could‌‌know‌‌your‌‌personal‌‌information,‌‌your‌‌characteristics,‌‌personal‌‌choices,‌‌what‌‌                       

your‌ ‌home‌ ‌is‌ ‌like,‌ ‌what‌ ‌you‌ ‌like‌ ‌to‌ ‌or‌ ‌don’t‌ ‌like‌ ‌to‌ ‌wear,‌ ‌what‌ ‌you‌‌like‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌to‌‌eat,‌‌                                         

what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌in‌‌general.‌‌Also,‌‌you‌‌know‌‌the‌‌same‌‌specified‌‌things‌‌of‌‌the‌‌other‌‌                                   

individuals.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌you‌ ‌tend‌ ‌to‌ ‌adapt‌ ‌yourself‌ ‌to‌ ‌others‌ ‌concretely‌ ‌because‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌‌                         

totally‌ ‌visible‌ ‌and‌ ‌do‌ ‌not‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌look‌ ‌like‌‌an‌‌outsider.‌‌Would‌‌you‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌                                   

presence?‌ ‌Yes,‌ ‌you‌ ‌do‌ ‌and‌ ‌apparently‌ ‌most‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌individuals‌‌do‌‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌                               

presence‌ ‌through‌ ‌giving‌ ‌‘click‌ ‌consent’‌‌to‌‌these‌‌recordings,‌‌sharings,‌‌control,‌‌manipulation‌‌                     

and‌ ‌surveillance.‌‌Can‌‌you‌‌say‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌free‌‌in‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌society?‌‌In‌‌my‌‌perception,‌‌                                   

Nosedive‌,‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌using‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌answers‌ ‌this‌‌                     

question‌‌as;‌‌‘The‌‌previous‌‌theories‌‌claim‌‌that‌‌you‌‌can‌‌because‌‌they‌‌consider‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌                           

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌body‌ ‌and‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌                               
which‌‌is‌‌connected‌‌to‌‌their‌‌bodies.‌‌However,‌‌you‌‌can‌‌not‌‌because‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                                   

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌and‌ ‌exercised‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌‌                       

presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌individuals‌‌and‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌justifies‌‌its‌‌claim‌‌by‌‌revealing‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌                           

theory‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌using‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements.‌‌ ‌  

Here‌ ‌above,‌ ‌I‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌a‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌construction‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌imaginative‌‌                         

exercise‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌and‌ ‌departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌fictional‌‌construction,‌‌by‌‌altering‌‌                         

some‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌it,‌ ‌I‌ ‌attempted‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌another‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌construction‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌an‌‌                           

overlooked‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌excessive‌‌                           

use‌ ‌of‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌excessive‌ ‌exposure‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                     

technologies.‌‌Hence,‌‌I‌‌regularly‌‌used‌‌the‌‌word‌‌imagine‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌I‌‌consider‌‌fictional‌‌                         

constructions‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌product‌‌of‌‌imagination‌‌which‌‌have‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌raise‌‌philosophically‌‌                           

loaded‌‌questions‌‌and‌‌arguments‌‌that‌‌eventually‌‌attend‌‌to‌‌‌establish‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌a‌‌theory‌‌                           

(Wartenberg,‌ ‌2007).‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌product‌ ‌of‌ ‌imagination‌ ‌are‌‌                           

fictional‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌and‌ ‌are‌ ‌extended‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌                   

also‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌‌to‌ ‌establish‌ ‌philosophically‌ ‌loaded‌ ‌questions‌ ‌and‌ ‌arguments‌ ‌that‌‌                       

ultimately‌ ‌attend‌ ‌to‌ ‌‌form‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Tal‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌accentuates,‌‌                           

moving‌ ‌image‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌develops‌‌a‌‌new‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌using‌‌multiple‌‌channels‌‌                           
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to‌ ‌transfer‌ ‌the‌ ‌argument,‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea,‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌‌                       

cinematic‌ ‌pieces,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌experience‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌ontologically‌‌unique‌‌                       

cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌which‌‌opens‌‌a‌‌door‌‌to‌‌exceed‌‌the‌‌logical‌‌demonstration‌‌and‌‌discursive‌‌                         

argumentation,‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌new‌ ‌ways‌ ‌of‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌that‌ ‌seek‌ ‌to‌ ‌alter‌ ‌our‌ ‌understanding.‌‌                       

Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌perception,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌product‌ ‌of‌ ‌imagination‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌fictional‌‌                         

construction‌ ‌which‌ ‌has‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌establish‌ ‌philosophically‌ ‌loaded‌ ‌questions‌ ‌and‌‌                     

arguments‌ ‌that‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌attend‌ ‌to‌ ‌‌form‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory.‌ ‌Nonetheless,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌‌                         

proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌since‌ ‌it‌ ‌discloses‌ ‌its‌‌                             

theorizing‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌by‌ ‌using‌ ‌‌its‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌unique‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

elements,‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌attends‌ ‌to‌ ‌‌form‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌referred‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                           

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌also‌‌attends‌‌to‌‌form‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌                             

theory.‌‌ ‌  

What‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌construction‌ ‌above‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

journey‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌present‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌third‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌which‌‌I‌‌set‌‌off‌‌with‌‌Heidegger’s‌‌                                 

enframing‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌couple‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌enframing‌ ‌with‌ ‌Foucault’s‌‌panopticism.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌                           

journey‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌critique‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌modern‌ ‌disciplinary‌ ‌power‌‌to‌‌be‌‌excessively‌‌dependent‌‌                         

on‌‌the‌‌bodily‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌loss‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌physically‌‌                               

experienced‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌intimately‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

body.‌ ‌‌Therefore,‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌perspective‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌excessively‌‌                       

related‌‌to‌‌manipulation,‌‌control‌‌and‌‌surveillance‌‌of‌‌and‌‌the‌‌interference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌body‌‌                           

and‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌‌which‌‌is‌‌connected‌‌to‌‌their‌‌bodies.‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌emphasis,‌‌                                 

as‌‌I‌‌endorse‌‌it,‌‌is‌‌not‌‌only‌‌theorized‌‌by‌‌the‌‌philosophers‌‌that‌‌I‌‌refer‌‌to‌‌in‌‌my‌‌third‌‌chapter‌‌but‌‌                                       

also,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌claim‌‌in‌‌my‌‌fifth‌‌and‌‌sixth‌‌chapters,‌‌is‌‌theorized‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌‌Alphaville:‌‌                                 

A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌and‌ ‌Ex‌ ‌Machina.‌ ‌‌Hence,‌ ‌these‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌through‌‌                       

manipulation,‌‌control‌‌and‌‌surveillance‌‌of‌‌and‌‌interference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌body‌‌and‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌                           

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌connected‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌bodies.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌the‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌‌                             

external‌ ‌agent/factor,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌third‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌in‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌panopticism‌‌                         

theory,‌‌‌is‌‌construed‌‌either‌‌to‌‌make‌‌an‌‌incognizant‌‌agent‌‌(in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌not‌‌cognizant‌‌                                 

of‌‌these‌‌restrictions)‌‌to‌‌be‌‌controlled‌‌and/or‌‌manipulated‌‌or‌‌to‌‌make‌‌a‌‌cognizant/incognizant‌‌                         

(in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌either‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌or‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌on‌ ‌her‌‌individual‌‌                               

freedom)‌ ‌agent‌ ‌to‌ ‌conform‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌power.‌‌ ‌  

All‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌‌consequences‌‌disclose‌‌distinct‌‌kinds‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                       

which,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌underline‌‌in‌‌my‌‌thesis,‌‌are‌‌theorized‌‌by‌‌the‌‌a‌‌priori‌‌theories‌‌and‌‌by‌‌these‌‌three‌‌                                   

precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌as‌‌a‌‌unique‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌‌However,‌‌‌in‌‌each‌‌                         

proposed‌ ‌case,‌ ‌we‌ ‌can‌ ‌not‌ ‌notice‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌cognizantly‌ ‌restricting‌ ‌her‌ ‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                           
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novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                             

cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌‌                       

panopticism‌ ‌regarded‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Foucauldian‌ ‌sense.‌ ‌‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌reason‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌‌                           

advance‌ ‌this‌ ‌journey‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌third‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌with‌ ‌Deleuze’s‌ ‌‘Control‌‌                           

Society’‌‌theory.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌because‌‌Deleuze‌‌introduces‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌presence,‌‌as‌‌data‌‌doubles,‌‌that‌‌                           

surpasses‌ ‌the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                           

enframing‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌through‌ ‌deterritorialization‌‌                     

and‌‌reterritorialization‌‌of‌‌their‌‌desires.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌an‌‌enframing‌‌does‌‌                             

not‌‌primarily‌‌have‌‌effects‌‌on‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Therefore,‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌                             

an‌ ‌enframing‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌acknowledge‌ ‌as‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌though‌ ‌the‌ ‌deterritorialization‌ ‌and‌‌                     

reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌individuals’‌ ‌desires‌ ‌establishes‌ ‌the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                       

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌claim,‌‌is‌‌solely‌‌theorized‌‌by‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌through‌‌its‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌Therefore,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌alters‌‌some‌‌                       

conditions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌fictional‌‌construction‌‌that‌‌I‌‌have‌‌proposed‌‌in‌‌the‌‌beginning‌‌of‌‌this‌‌section‌‌‌to‌‌                               

underline‌‌an‌‌overlooked‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌intense‌‌use‌                             

of‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌intense‌ ‌exposure‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌priority‌ ‌reason‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌these‌ ‌two‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌‌                         

highlight‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌which‌ ‌alters‌ ‌the‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌‌                           

fictional‌ ‌construction‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌above.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌it‌ ‌surpasses‌ ‌the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌‌                       

theorizing‌ ‌either‌ ‌presented‌ ‌through‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌channels‌ ‌or‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                   

philosophy‌ ‌channel.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌‌surpasses‌‌the‌‌theorizing‌‌which‌‌argues‌‌that‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌                       

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌intimately‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌manipulation,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌of‌ ‌and‌‌                         

interference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌body‌‌and‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌‌which‌‌is‌‌connected‌‌to‌‌their‌‌                               

bodies.‌ ‌‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌introduces‌ ‌a‌ ‌society‌ ‌which‌ ‌solely‌ ‌functions‌‌                       

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌and‌ ‌which‌ ‌also‌‌functions‌‌through‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌                           

dimension‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌physical‌ ‌dimension.‌ ‌‌Nosedive,‌ ‌‌then,‌ ‌‌brings‌ ‌forth‌ ‌a‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌to‌‌                         

surpass‌ ‌the‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌theory‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌grasp‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌ ‌exhaustive‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌‌                         

contemporary‌ ‌social‌ ‌complexity‌ ‌and‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌exhaustive‌‌                       

reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌‌ ‌technology.‌‌ ‌  

This‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌acknowledged‌‌to‌‌be‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                             

rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌‌which‌‌surpasses‌‌the‌‌technologies‌‌that‌‌                     

have‌‌a‌‌spatial‌‌physicality‌‌base‌‌as‌‌it‌‌is‌‌seen‌‌in‌‌the‌‌theory‌‌of‌‌Foucault‌‌and‌‌in‌‌other‌‌theories‌‌of‌‌                                     

the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌philosophers.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                       

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌disclosed‌ ‌an‌ ‌alteration‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌previously‌‌critical‌‌and‌‌negative‌‌                     

perception‌ ‌towards‌ ‌modern‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌aspects‌‌                       

that‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌introduced,‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌‌                     

technologies‌ ‌function‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌space‌ ‌which‌ ‌surpasses‌ ‌the‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌‌                         

6‌ ‌ 



spatial‌ ‌physicality.‌ ‌This‌ ‌perception‌ ‌change‌ ‌towards‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                 

technologies‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌an‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌new‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌‌                       

actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌through‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                     

technologies.‌‌ ‌  

Nosedive,‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌‌reveals‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌contemporary‌‌                     

conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘individual‌ ‌freedom’,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌conceptions‌‌                     

introduce‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌rendered‌ ‌insufficient‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                           

communication‌‌technologies.‌‌The‌‌priority‌‌reason‌‌behind‌‌this‌‌idea‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌practices‌‌                         

that‌ ‌are‌ ‌performed,‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌and‌ ‌exercised‌ ‌within/through‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌‌                     

considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌due‌ ‌to,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌underlined,‌ ‌the‌‌                           

ontologically‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌nature‌ ‌dedicated‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌‌                     

use‌‌of‌‌the‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌generates‌‌a‌‌necessity‌‌to‌‌revisit‌‌and‌‌                         

redefine‌‌the‌‌X‌‌factor‌‌(the‌‌individual‌‌as‌‌an‌‌agent)‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Y‌‌factor‌‌(the‌‌restrictive‌‌conditions)‌‌                               

of‌‌the‌‌formula‌‌which‌‌I‌‌will‌‌propose‌‌in‌‌the‌‌further‌‌part‌‌of‌‌this‌‌section‌‌and‌‌which‌‌I‌‌scrutinize‌‌in‌‌                                     

the‌ ‌second‌ ‌chapter.‌ ‌This‌ ‌necessity‌ ‌is,‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌perception,‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                         

political‌ ‌philosophical‌‌scene‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌alteration‌‌in‌‌the‌‌perception‌‌towards‌‌technology‌‌with‌‌                         

the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  

Nosedive‌ ‌‌by‌ ‌‌redefining‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌(X),‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌data‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence,‌‌                           

reveals‌‌that‌‌within‌‌the‌‌control‌‌societies‌‌ultimately‌‌cognizant‌‌and‌‌respectively‌‌free‌‌individuals‌‌                       

restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedoms’,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌deterritorialization‌ ‌and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌‌                     

desires,‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌given‌ ‌‘consent’‌ ‌through/within‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                   

technologies.‌‌Yet,‌‌eventually‌‌cognizant‌‌individuals‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌restrict‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                     

by‌‌exposing‌‌their‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌which‌‌has‌‌no‌‌difference‌‌than‌‌their‌‌physical‌‌presence.‌‌It‌‌is‌‌                             

to‌ ‌say‌ ‌that‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌(X‌ ‌that‌ ‌fulfils‌ ‌the‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                           

introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌ ‌and‌ ‌X‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌elements‌ ‌on‌ ‌her‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom)‌ ‌actively‌ ‌participates‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌(Y)‌ ‌by‌‌                         

choosing‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌consent‌ ‌to/through‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌which‌‌                   

forms‌‌the‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory.‌‌Conclusively,‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌and‌‌this‌‌introduced‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory,‌‌then,‌‌is‌‌a‌‌unique‌‌contribution‌‌                         

of‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Thus,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌underline‌‌in‌‌my‌‌third‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌                                 

relate‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌to‌‌Deleuze’s‌‌‘Control‌‌Society’‌‌theory‌‌and‌‌                             

Deleuze‌ ‌&‌ ‌Guattari’s‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘Desire’.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌Nosedive‌,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌cinematic‌                         

philosophy‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌to‌ ‌uniquely‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌by‌‌                       

using‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements.‌‌Therefore,‌‌I,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosopher,‌‌reveal‌‌that‌‌this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                             

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                             

unique‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌‌Nosedive.‌‌‌Here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌give‌‌more‌‌details‌‌on‌‌the‌‌basis‌‌of‌‌                               

this‌ ‌premise‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research‌ ‌more‌ ‌explicit.‌‌ ‌  
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Above,‌ ‌I‌‌have‌‌connected‌‌philosophy‌‌with‌‌fiction‌‌by‌‌stressing‌‌that‌‌fictional‌‌narratives‌‌                       

in‌‌the‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌imaginative‌‌constructions‌‌are‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌are‌‌within‌‌the‌‌philosophical‌‌                         

discourse.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Thomas‌ ‌Wartenberg‌ ‌relates‌ ‌these‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌‌                       

imaginary‌ ‌scenarios‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments.‌ ‌He‌ ‌stresses‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌thought‌‌                       

experiments‌ ‌to‌ ‌base‌ ‌upon‌ ‌challenging‌ ‌the‌ ‌existing‌ ‌perspectives‌ ‌by‌ ‌initiating‌ ‌philosophical‌‌                     

reflections,‌‌raising‌‌philosophical‌‌questions,‌‌and‌‌by‌‌posing‌‌counter-arguments‌‌and‌‌bolstering‌‌                   

a‌ ‌theory‌ ‌or‌ ‌forming‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory‌ ‌(Wartenberg,‌ ‌2007).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌with‌‌                         

consideration‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophy‌‌                       

tradition,‌ ‌I‌ ‌assert‌ ‌that‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌utilize‌ ‌the‌ ‌mind‌ ‌as‌‌a‌‌laboratory‌‌to‌‌philosophize‌‌                           

that‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌in‌ ‌some‌ ‌formulations‌ ‌can‌ ‌even‌ ‌lead‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌formation‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory.‌‌                           

Correspondingly,‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌function‌ ‌to‌‌create‌‌clear‌‌and‌‌simplified‌‌illustrations‌‌of‌‌                     

complex‌ ‌and‌‌abstract‌‌theories,‌‌concepts‌‌and‌‌ideas‌‌(Shamir,‌‌2016;‌‌‌Brown‌‌&‌‌Fehige,‌‌2010‌).‌‌                         

This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌designates‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌capacity,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Shamir‌‌                           

states,‌ ‌to:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Bring‌ ‌on‌ ‌a‌ ‌crisis‌ ‌or‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌create‌ ‌an‌ ‌anomaly‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌reigning‌ ‌theory‌ ‌and‌ ‌so‌‌                               

contribute‌ ‌to‌ ‌paradigm‌ ‌change.‌ ‌Thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌can‌ ‌teach‌ ‌us‌ ‌something‌‌new‌‌                     

about‌ ‌the‌ ‌world,‌ ‌even‌ ‌though‌ ‌we‌ ‌have‌ ‌no‌ ‌new‌ ‌empirical‌ ‌data,‌ ‌by‌ ‌helping‌ ‌us‌ ‌to‌‌                             

re-conceptualize‌‌the‌‌world‌‌in‌‌a‌‌new‌‌way‌‌(Brown‌‌&‌‌Fehige,‌‌2010,‌‌23).‌‌(Shamir,‌‌2016,‌‌                           

92)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Thus,‌‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌can‌‌be‌‌transferred‌‌to‌‌any‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                               

fictional‌ ‌construction‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌these‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌are‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌extended‌‌                   

elaborative‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments.‌ ‌The‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌thought‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌constructions‌‌                     

“present‌ ‌us‌ ‌with‌ ‌imaginary‌ ‌worlds‌ ‌that‌ ‌play‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌role‌ ‌as‌ ‌those‌ ‌conjured‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                             

narratives‌ ‌of‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌that‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌texts‌ ‌are‌ ‌replete‌ ‌with‌ ‌from‌ ‌Plato’s‌‌                       

onwards”‌ ‌(Wartenberg,‌ ‌2011,‌ ‌18).‌ ‌ 

Correspondingly,‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌‌I‌‌try‌‌to‌‌integrate‌‌fictional‌‌pieces,‌‌in‌‌general,‌‌as‌‌an‌‌                           

alternative‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌theories‌ ‌formulated‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌sense,‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌‌                         

thought‌‌experiments.‌‌However,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌the‌‌general‌‌perception‌‌is‌‌set‌‌to‌‌focus‌‌                             

on‌ ‌literary‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize.‌ ‌So‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say,‌ ‌the‌‌                             

philosophizing‌ ‌is‌ ‌done‌ ‌by‌ ‌formulating‌ ‌a‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌scenario‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌words.‌‌                           

Then,‌ ‌a‌ ‌literary‌‌fiction‌‌which‌‌has‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌provide‌‌a‌‌philosophically‌‌loaded‌‌argument‌‌                           

has‌ ‌no‌ ‌difference‌ ‌than‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌created‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌philosopher‌ ‌in‌ ‌her‌‌                             

philosophically‌ ‌loaded‌ ‌text.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌the‌ ‌focus‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                               

cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌on‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌theorizing.‌‌Therefore,‌‌in‌‌my‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                           

relationship‌‌between‌‌fictional‌‌moving‌‌images‌‌and‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌and‌‌I‌‌try‌‌to‌‌highlight‌‌                         
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how‌‌the‌‌philosophizing‌‌done‌‌by‌‌cinematic‌‌fictional‌‌pieces‌‌is‌‌different‌‌from‌‌the‌‌philosophizing‌‌                         

done‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌literary‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌pieces.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌to‌‌                           

differentiate‌‌literary‌‌fiction‌‌and‌‌visual‌‌fiction‌‌as‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌their‌‌                       

way‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌is‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌different‌ ‌from‌ ‌each‌ ‌other.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌ontological‌ ‌difference‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌ ‌that‌ ‌“Cinematic‌ ‌thought‌‌                     

experiments‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌merely‌ ‌confined‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌experience‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌mind‌ ‌or‌ ‌imagination,‌ ‌but‌‌                           

happen‌‌on‌‌a‌‌screen‌‌(the‌‌screen‌‌of‌‌a‌‌movie‌‌theater,‌‌television‌‌set,‌‌computer‌‌monitor,‌‌tablet,‌‌                             

etc.).”‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌97).‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌what‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

thought‌ ‌experiments,‌ ‌ontologically,‌ ‌are‌ ‌a‌ ‌different‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌with‌‌                       

reference‌‌to‌‌a‌‌distinct‌‌multi-channel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌an‌‌engagement‌‌that‌‌they‌‌introduce.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌                         

although‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌asserted‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌through‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌shape‌ ‌of‌‌                             

thought‌‌experiments,‌‌they‌‌are‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌traditional‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌and‌‌they‌‌are‌‌even‌‌                         

beyond‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌in‌ ‌general.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                   

thought‌‌experiments‌‌propose‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌philosophizing‌‌which‌‌is‌‌‘Cinematic‌‌Philosophy’.‌‌                       

Hence,‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌introduce‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌as‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌which‌‌has‌‌                             

the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌philosophize‌‌and‌‌theorize‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌                         

technology,‌ ‌here,‌ ‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌how‌‌I‌‌link‌‌film‌‌and‌‌philosophy‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                                 

research.‌‌ ‌  

I‌‌depart‌‌from‌‌the‌‌idea‌‌that‌‌film‌‌and‌‌philosophy‌‌share‌‌one‌‌common‌‌thing‌‌which‌‌is‌‌the‌‌                               

thought‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌That’s‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌reason‌ ‌why,‌‌above‌‌and‌‌also‌‌in‌‌my‌‌thesis,‌‌I‌‌connect‌‌them‌‌                               

through‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌ ‌that‌ ‌thought‌ ‌is‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌to‌ ‌film‌ ‌discloses‌ ‌a‌‌                           

philosophical‌ ‌interest‌ ‌in‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌interest‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌itself‌ ‌by‌ ‌underlining‌ ‌cinema’s‌‌                       

potential‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌to‌ ‌lay‌ ‌on‌ ‌its‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌our‌ ‌linguistically‌ ‌structured‌‌                           

perception.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌since‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌and‌ ‌philosophizing,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌core‌ ‌of‌‌                           

any‌ ‌discipline,‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌transformed‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌specialized‌ ‌discipline‌‌and‌‌counted‌‌as‌‌just‌‌one‌‌                           

among‌‌many‌‌disciplines‌‌with‌‌its‌‌own‌‌unique‌‌domain,‌‌with‌‌its‌‌special‌‌language,‌‌standards‌‌of‌‌                           

success,‌‌and‌‌specified‌‌concerns‌‌(Shamir,‌‌2016),‌‌the‌‌philosophy‌‌and‌‌philosophizing‌‌set‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                         

practiced‌ ‌through‌ ‌linearly‌ ‌constructed‌ ‌verbal‌ ‌expression‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌words,‌ ‌verbal‌ ‌language,‌‌                     

expressed‌ ‌either‌ ‌orally‌ ‌but‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌written‌ ‌form.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌‌                       

pieces‌ ‌are‌ ‌restricted‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌verbal‌ ‌language.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌channel‌ ‌that‌‌                               

introduces‌ ‌a‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌it‌ ‌uses‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

elements‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌which‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌verbal‌ ‌language.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

philosophy‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌and‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌as‌ ‌valuable‌ ‌as‌ ‌oral‌ ‌and‌ ‌written‌‌                               

philosophy.‌‌Respectively,‌‌all‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌are‌‌utilized‌‌in‌‌a‌‌film‌‌is‌‌a‌‌component‌‌                             

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌idea,‌ ‌concept,‌ ‌thought‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌presented‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌‌                               

perception,‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌possibility‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌consistently‌‌                         
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overlooked‌ ‌concretely‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌non-linguistically‌ ‌present‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinema‌‌                     

itself.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌endorse‌ ‌in‌‌this‌‌research‌‌not‌‌only‌‌functions‌‌through‌‌                         

the‌ ‌words‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌framing,‌ ‌editing,‌ ‌colors,‌ ‌sound,‌ ‌light,‌ ‌plot,‌ ‌acting,‌‌                         

cinematography,‌ ‌music,‌ ‌special‌ ‌effects,‌ ‌lighting,‌ ‌mood,‌ ‌movements‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                       

empathy‌ ‌it‌ ‌evokes‌ ‌for‌ ‌its‌ ‌characters‌ ‌and‌ ‌story‌ ‌that‌ ‌belong‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌medium.‌‌                           

Respectively,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌claimed‌‌that‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌propose,‌‌create‌‌and‌‌manifest‌‌ideas‌‌                           

and‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌as‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experiences‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌language.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌the‌‌crucial‌‌                       

point‌‌is‌‌to‌‌understand‌‌the‌‌philosophical‌‌wisdom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌and‌‌place‌‌it‌‌within‌‌a‌‌                               

theoretical‌ ‌context‌ ‌which,‌ ‌then,‌‌can‌‌unfold‌‌layers‌‌of‌‌knowledge‌‌that‌‌can‌‌help‌‌orient‌‌us‌‌and‌‌                             

help‌ ‌us‌ ‌to‌ ‌fathom‌ ‌the‌ ‌world‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌we‌ ‌live.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌underlines:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Whether‌ ‌or‌ ‌not‌ ‌an‌ ‌archeologist‌ ‌analyzes‌ ‌a‌ ‌stone‌ ‌and‌ ‌places‌‌it‌‌in‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌an‌‌                               

archeological‌‌theory,‌‌the‌‌stone‌‌stays‌‌the‌‌same‌‌stone.‌‌And‌‌whether‌‌or‌‌not‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

philosopher‌‌analyzes‌‌a‌‌film‌‌and‌‌places‌‌it‌‌in‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌a‌‌philosophical‌‌theory,‌‌the‌‌                             

film‌ ‌stays‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌film.‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌166)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher’s‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌connect‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌itself‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                         

experience‌‌of‌‌it‌‌to‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌philosophy.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosopher,‌‌in‌‌                           

this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌piece‌ ‌itself‌ ‌and‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌this‌ ‌piece‌ ‌itself‌ ‌evokes‌‌                               

philosophical‌ ‌ideas.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌ ‌potential‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌films‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophical‌‌                           

pieces‌ ‌contributing‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌this‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

elements‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌‌the‌‌elements‌‌belonging‌‌to‌‌traditional‌‌philosophy.‌‌Thus,‌‌films‌‌are‌‌most‌‌                         

commonly‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-philosophical‌ ‌and‌ ‌respectively‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌acknowledged‌‌to‌‌                   

become‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌when‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌situated‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌defined‌ ‌theories.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌what‌ ‌I‌‌                           

endorse‌ ‌as‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌which‌‌are‌‌philosophical‌‌                       

within‌‌their‌‌own‌‌immanent‌‌processes‌‌and‌‌these‌‌processes‌‌have‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌of‌‌theory‌‌being‌‌                           

an‌‌a‌‌posteriori‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌film‌‌itself.‌‌In‌‌short,‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌endorse‌‌it,‌‌                               

tries‌‌to‌‌overcome‌‌the‌‌perception‌‌that‌‌“there‌‌has‌‌yet‌‌to‌‌be‌‌an‌‌idea‌‌identified‌‌as‌‌philosophical‌‌                               

in‌ ‌film‌ ‌which‌ ‌bears‌ ‌no‌ ‌resemblance‌ ‌with‌ ‌any‌ ‌current‌ ‌written‌ ‌philosophy”‌ ‌(‌Mullarkey,‌‌2009,‌‌                         

16)‌.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌perspective‌‌there‌‌is‌‌no‌‌theoretical‌‌or‌‌conceptual‌‌superiority‌‌of‌‌                         

traditional‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌over‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌This‌‌underlining‌‌introduces‌‌a‌‌possibility‌‌of‌‌                     

transforming‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌encounter‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel.‌ ‌As‌ ‌expressed,‌‌                     

“Film‌‌and‌‌philosophy‌‌become‌‌partners‌‌in‌‌a‌‌‘thinking‌‌dialogue’;‌‌a‌‌transformative‌‌engagement‌‌                       

that‌ ‌helps‌ ‌elaborate‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌immanent‌ ‌within‌ ‌particular‌ ‌films,‌ ‌while‌ ‌prompting‌‌                     

philosophy‌‌to‌‌respond‌‌creatively‌‌to‌‌the‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌thinking‌‌that‌‌cinema‌‌allows‌‌us‌‌to‌‌experience”‌‌                             

(Carel‌‌&‌‌Tuck,‌‌2011,‌‌36).‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌of‌‌film‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌base‌‌upon‌‌                                 
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its‌ ‌moments‌ ‌composed‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌multiplicity‌ ‌of‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌combined‌‌and‌‌                         

evaluated‌ ‌establishes‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌potential‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌films.‌‌                     

Correspondingly,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌becoming‌‌philosophical‌‌of‌‌the‌‌film‌‌itself‌‌which‌‌stands‌‌against‌‌                         

any‌‌singular‌‌and‌‌reductive‌‌theorization‌‌of‌‌its‌‌philosophical‌‌being‌‌(‌Mullarkey,‌‌2009,‌‌11).‌‌‌This‌‌                         

is‌ ‌because‌ ‌the‌ ‌films‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌‌                       

theorization‌‌as‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌which‌‌is‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌philosophical‌‌                             

ideas,‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌and‌ ‌theories.‌ ‌This‌ ‌new‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy,‌‌                       

introduces‌ ‌possible‌ ‌new‌ ‌ways‌ ‌of‌ ‌thinking.‌ ‌Then,‌ ‌the‌ ‌film,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌combination‌ ‌of‌ ‌unique‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌evolves‌ ‌into‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌moving‌ ‌images.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌talks‌‌on‌‌the‌‌French‌‌                         

New‌ ‌wave‌ ‌filmmaker‌ ‌Jean-Luc‌ ‌Godard‌ ‌“Godard‌ ‌transforms‌ ‌cinema‌‌by‌‌introducing‌‌thought‌‌                     

into‌ ‌it.‌ ‌He‌ ‌didn’t‌ ‌have‌ ‌thoughts‌ ‌on‌ ‌cinema,‌ ‌he‌ ‌doesn’t‌ ‌put‌ ‌more‌ ‌or‌ ‌less‌ ‌valid‌ ‌thought‌ ‌into‌‌                                 

cinema;‌ ‌he‌ ‌starts‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌thinking”‌ ‌(Deleuze,‌ ‌2004,‌ ‌141).‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

philosophy‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌advocate‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌which‌‌positively‌‌contribute‌‌arguments‌‌and‌‌ideas‌‌not‌‌yet‌‌thinkable‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                         

traditional‌‌philosophy‌‌alone‌‌just‌‌because‌‌of‌‌the‌‌ontological‌‌nature‌‌of‌‌a‌‌new‌‌type‌‌of‌‌thinking‌‌                             

that‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌introduce.‌ ‌ 

Departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌consideration,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌try‌‌to‌‌test‌‌if‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌                             

can‌ ‌be‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌‌                       

philosophical‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌and‌ ‌theories.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌intend‌ ‌to‌‌reveal‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌of‌‌                       

the‌ ‌films‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌contributing‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

philosophy.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis,‌ ‌I‌ ‌am‌ ‌trying‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher‌‌by‌‌                             

locating‌ ‌precise‌ ‌films‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌through‌ ‌which‌ ‌I‌ ‌assert‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌‌                       

distinct‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                       

contribution‌‌of‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌as‌‌pieces‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌Therefore,‌‌here‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌give‌‌                             

more‌ ‌details‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌and‌ ‌construct‌ ‌these‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌‌                         

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌in‌‌my‌‌research‌‌so‌‌that‌‌I‌‌can‌‌test‌‌if‌‌and‌‌if‌‌yes‌‌how‌‌cinematic‌‌                                   

pieces‌ ‌can‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌on‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌these‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌priority‌ ‌reason‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌establish‌ ‌the‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                           

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology‌‌is‌‌my‌‌contemplation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌diverse‌‌                       

contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌‌inadequate‌ ‌to‌ ‌capture‌ ‌some‌‌                     

contemporary‌‌novel‌‌aspects‌‌that‌‌come‌‌into‌‌being‌‌due‌‌to‌‌some‌‌technological‌‌advancements‌‌                       

while‌ ‌setting‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌second‌‌                       

chapter‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌thesis,‌ ‌I‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌the‌ ‌diverse‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌with‌‌                             

reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌specific‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌they‌‌set‌‌as‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌notion.‌‌In‌‌order‌‌                               

to‌ ‌do‌ ‌this,‌ ‌I‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌a‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌‌                               

underline‌ ‌their‌ ‌inadequacy‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                           
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reflection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌set‌‌on‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌concept.‌‌Hence,‌‌                           

to‌‌encapsulate‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌defining‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌in‌‌a‌                           

more‌ ‌organized‌ ‌way,‌ ‌I‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌an‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌relational‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                       

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌re-situate‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌referred‌ ‌to‌ ‌with‌‌                           

reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌have‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌component‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌defining‌‌                           

conditions.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌objective‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌proposal‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌schematic‌ ‌organization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

conceptual‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌situate‌ ‌these‌ ‌distinct‌‌                         

conceptions‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌organizational‌ ‌scheme.‌ ‌I‌ ‌depart‌ ‌from‌ ‌MacCallum's‌‌triadic‌‌relational‌                     

formulation‌ ‌while‌ ‌establishing‌ ‌the‌ ‌formula‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌as‌‌                         

MacCallum‌ ‌states:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

X‌‌is‌‌(is‌‌not)‌‌free‌‌from‌‌y‌‌to‌‌do‌‌(not‌‌do,‌‌become,‌‌not‌‌become)‌‌z,‌‌“x‌‌ranges‌‌over‌‌agents,‌‌                                     

y‌‌ranges‌‌over‌‌such‌‌"preventing‌‌conditions"‌‌as‌‌constraints,‌‌restrictions,‌‌interferences,‌‌                   

and‌ ‌barriers,‌ ‌and‌ ‌z‌ ‌ranges‌ ‌over‌ ‌actions‌‌or‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌character‌‌or‌‌circumstance.‌‌                         

(MacCallum,‌ ‌1967,‌ ‌314)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Here,‌‌there‌‌are‌‌X,‌‌Y‌‌and‌‌Z‌‌parameters‌‌to‌‌be‌‌included‌‌as‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                                 

freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌terms.‌ ‌Since,‌ ‌my‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌the‌ ‌priority‌ ‌is‌ ‌dedicated‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌agents‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌limiting‌ ‌conditions.‌‌                         

Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌use‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌‌                             

formulation‌ ‌are‌ ‌X‌ ‌and‌ ‌Y‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌integrate‌ ‌the‌ ‌Z‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌ ‌MacCallum’s‌‌                           

formulation‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌and‌ ‌Y‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌formulation.‌ ‌My‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌is‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌ ‌goes:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

The‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌Y‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Here,‌ ‌X‌ ‌principally‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌(the‌ ‌agent)‌,‌‌‌since‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌this‌‌thesis‌‌is‌‌set‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                                   

notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌Y‌ ‌ranges‌ ‌over‌ ‌principally‌ ‌the‌ ‌limiting‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌I‌ ‌add‌ ‌an‌ ‌essential‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌‌                               

formulation‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌the‌ ‌touch‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌integrate‌ ‌the‌ ‌Z‌ ‌element‌ ‌to‌ ‌it.‌ ‌The‌ ‌fundamental‌‌                               

reason‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌ ‌attempt‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌objective‌ ‌of‌ ‌setting‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌‌                           

formulation‌‌to‌‌inductively‌‌encapsulate‌‌all‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                         

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌The‌‌value-based‌‌parameter‌‌that‌‌I‌‌include‌‌to‌‌the‌‌X‌‌element‌‌                           

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌is‌ ‌being‌ ‌‌cognizant‌ ‌or‌ ‌incognizant‌.‌ ‌Within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis,‌‌                           

cognizant‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌being‌‌aware‌‌which‌‌is‌‌inferred‌‌to‌‌inductively‌‌represent‌‌the‌‌distinct‌‌                           

positive‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌are‌‌set‌‌on‌‌the‌‌ranges‌‌of‌‌the‌‌term‌‌variables‌‌                             

that‌‌are‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌‘real’‌‌identities‌‌of‌‌the‌‌agents‌‌whose‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌in‌‌question.‌‌Hence,‌‌                               

this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌value-based‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌set‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌whether‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌‌                           
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cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌or‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌on‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌                           

freedom.‌ ‌Ultimately,‌ ‌if‌ ‌all‌ ‌elements‌ ‌are‌ ‌acknowledged,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌four‌ ‌possibilities‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

(1)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

(2)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

(3)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

(4)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

I‌‌situate‌‌distinct‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌within‌‌the‌‌taxonomy‌‌                     

that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose.‌ ‌As‌ ‌I‌‌highlight‌‌in‌‌the‌‌second‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌consider‌‌the‌‌conceptions‌‌that‌‌have‌‌a‌‌                                 

negative‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌option-based‌‌                       

conceptions‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌an‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌ ‌either‌ ‌(1)‌ ‌or‌ ‌(2)‌ ‌and‌ ‌(1)‌ ‌and‌ ‌(2)‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                                   

restrictive‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌as‌ ‌defining‌ ‌factors‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌conception‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌I‌‌locate‌‌some‌‌of‌‌these‌‌conceptions‌‌in‌‌the‌‌formula‌‌as‌‌‌X‌‌simpliciter‌‌and‌‌‌some‌‌                               

of‌ ‌them‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌these‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌assign‌ ‌the‌ ‌focus‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌Y‌ ‌element‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                                 

restrictive‌ ‌factor‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌involve‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌fall‌ ‌under‌ ‌either‌ ‌instance‌ ‌(1)‌ ‌or‌‌                               

instance‌‌(2)‌‌and‌‌instances‌‌(1)‌‌and‌‌(2).‌‌It‌‌is‌‌to‌‌say‌‌that‌‌instances‌‌(1)‌‌and‌‌(2)‌‌encompass‌‌the‌‌                                   

option-based‌‌conceptions‌‌and‌‌all‌‌the‌‌conceptions‌‌that‌‌have‌‌a‌‌negative‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                         

notion.‌ ‌On‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌hand,‌ ‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌conceptions‌‌that‌‌have‌‌a‌‌positive‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

notion‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌conception‌ ‌as‌ ‌ownness‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌their‌ ‌focus‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌factor‌ ‌and‌‌                             

endorse‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌priority‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌cognizant,‌ ‌however‌‌                         

construed.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌ontologically,‌ ‌a‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌is‌ ‌free.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌if‌ ‌X‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌‌                         

incognizant‌‌agent‌‌then‌‌there‌‌are‌‌some‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌that‌‌restrict‌‌her‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌I‌‌                           

acknowledge‌ ‌these‌ ‌kinds‌ ‌of‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌‌(3)‌‌since‌‌                           

they‌ ‌prioritize‌ ‌X‌ ‌element‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌directly‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌ 

Here,‌‌I‌‌presume‌‌that‌‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌literature‌‌on‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌in‌‌conceptual‌‌                       

terms,‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌give‌ ‌a‌ ‌space‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agent‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌position‌ ‌of‌‌restricting‌‌her‌‌                                   

individual‌‌freedom.‌‌‌As‌‌a‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌‌I‌‌propose‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                               

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌ ‌(‌4)‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌r‌estriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌‌                             

cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y).‌ ‌‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌emphasize‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌almost‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

conceptions‌ ‌that‌‌have‌‌a‌‌positive‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌the‌‌notion‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌X‌‌element‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

formulation‌‌that‌‌I‌‌introduce.‌‌However,‌‌since‌‌they‌‌acknowledge‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌the‌‌achievement‌‌                       

of‌ ‌a‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X,‌ ‌any‌ ‌state‌ ‌of‌ ‌X‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌(incognizant),‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌state‌ ‌of‌‌                                 

non-freedom.‌ ‌This‌ ‌state‌ ‌of‌ ‌non-freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌some‌ ‌internal‌ ‌restrictions.‌‌                       

Therefore,‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌can‌ ‌not‌ ‌have‌ ‌internal‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌and‌ ‌if‌ ‌X‌ ‌has‌ ‌internal‌‌restrictions,‌‌                           
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then‌‌X‌‌is‌‌by‌‌default‌‌incognizant.‌‌As‌‌it‌‌is‌‌blatantly‌‌seen,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌no‌‌space‌‌for‌‌a‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌‌to‌‌                                       

have‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌her‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents,‌‌                     

considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant,‌ ‌can‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedoms‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌some‌‌internal‌‌                         

factors.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌a‌‌matter‌‌of‌‌instance‌‌which‌‌is‌‌overlooked‌‌by‌‌the‌‌literature‌‌concretely‌‌because‌‌                             

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌perception‌ ‌that‌ ‌base‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌prioritization‌ ‌of‌ ‌minimal‌‌but‌‌in‌‌most‌‌cases‌‌more‌‌than‌                               

minimal‌‌level‌‌of‌‌reason‌‌as‌‌a‌‌necessity‌‌inherent‌‌to‌‌contemporary‌‌culture.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌a‌‌                         

cognizant‌ ‌agent‌ ‌who‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌ ‌minimal‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌reason,‌ ‌is‌ ‌construed‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌‌that,‌‌by‌‌                               

nature,‌ ‌would‌ ‌not‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌her‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌any‌ ‌case.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌‌                             

some‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌ ‌practices‌ ‌deep-rooted‌ ‌in‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌societies,‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents,‌‌                   

cognizant‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌fulfil‌ ‌the‌ ‌minimal‌ ‌rationality‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌in‌ ‌conceptual‌‌terms,‌‌                           

restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedoms‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌some‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌‌ ‌  

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌endorse‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌became‌ ‌blatant‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                               

advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌societies.‌‌Here,‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌point‌‌is‌‌that‌‌                         

individuals,‌ ‌although‌ ‌they‌ ‌fulfil‌ ‌the‌ ‌self-realization‌‌conditions‌‌set‌‌by‌‌contemporary‌‌literature‌‌                     

as‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌and‌ ‌accordingly,‌ ‌although‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌                       

cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌‌through/by‌‌some‌‌internal‌‌factors.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                       

cognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌‌can‌‌be‌‌incorporated‌‌into‌‌the‌‌literature‌‌as‌‌a‌‌new‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                                 

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌my‌‌claim‌‌is‌‌that‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌                       

‘individual‌ ‌freedom’,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌‌that‌‌these‌‌conceptions‌‌introduce‌‌have‌‌been‌‌                       

rendered‌ ‌inadequate‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                       

technologies.‌ ‌The‌ ‌priority‌ ‌reason‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌ ‌idea‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌practices‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌‌                           

performed,‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌and‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌within/through‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌‌                 

acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌ontologically‌‌liberating‌‌                       

nature‌ ‌dedicated‌ ‌to‌‌these‌‌technologies.‌‌Although,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌have‌‌already‌‌mentioned,‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌                         

and‌‌use‌‌of‌‌the‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌generated‌‌a‌‌necessity‌‌to‌‌revisit‌‌                         

and‌ ‌redefine‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌factor‌ ‌(the‌ ‌individual)‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Y‌‌factor‌‌(the‌‌restrictive‌‌conditions)‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

formula‌‌that‌‌I‌‌introduce.‌‌This‌‌necessity‌‌is,‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception,‌‌overlooked‌‌by‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌                           

political‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌scene‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌change‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌perception‌ ‌towards‌‌                         

technology‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌technologies.‌‌Therefore,‌‌my‌‌                     

aim‌ ‌and‌ ‌my‌ ‌objective‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌change‌ ‌on‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌‌                             

especially‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌indicate‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌‌                           

parameters‌‌and‌‌practices‌‌that‌‌come‌‌into‌‌being‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌and‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌the‌‌information‌‌                               

and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌which‌‌I‌‌eventually‌‌acknowledge‌‌to‌‌trigger‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                           

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌For‌‌this‌‌reason,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌third‌‌chapter‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌try‌‌to‌‌                                 

incorporate‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌‌                           

factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌ ‌by‌ ‌offering‌ ‌a‌ ‌detailed‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         
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relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌My‌ ‌aim‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌third‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌‌                           

indicate‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌parameters‌‌and‌‌practices‌‌that‌‌come‌‌into‌‌being‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌and‌‌rise‌‌                               

of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌which‌‌I‌‌eventually‌‌consider‌‌as‌‌triggering‌‌this‌‌                       

new‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌third‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌‌I‌‌present‌‌a‌‌reading‌‌starting‌‌from‌‌the‌‌critical‌‌perception‌‌towards‌‌                           

technology‌‌within‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌debates‌‌ending‌‌at‌‌the‌‌critical‌‌analysis‌‌of‌‌the‌‌information‌‌                         

and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌which‌‌I‌‌ultimately‌‌acknowledge‌‌to‌‌form‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                         

proposed‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌‌Hence,‌‌I‌‌consider‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                             

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                           

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌which‌ ‌surpasses‌ ‌the‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌spatial‌‌                   

physicality‌ ‌ground.‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌this‌ ‌consideration‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌‌research‌‌to‌‌be‌‌seen‌‌in‌‌the‌‌theory‌‌of‌‌                               

Foucault‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌other‌‌theories‌‌of‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌philosophers.‌‌However,‌‌I‌‌claim‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                           

advent‌‌and‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌the‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌revealed‌‌an‌‌alteration‌‌on‌‌                         

the‌‌previously‌‌critical‌‌and‌‌negative‌‌perception‌‌towards‌‌modern‌‌technology‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌                         

liberating‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌‌ontologically‌‌proposed,‌‌liberating‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌                       

these‌‌technologies‌‌function‌‌in‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌space‌‌which‌‌is‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌technologies‌‌that‌‌have‌‌a‌‌                             

spatial‌ ‌physicality.‌ ‌This‌ ‌perception‌ ‌towards‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌                 

discloses‌ ‌an‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌parameters‌‌and‌‌actions‌‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌‌               

Therefore,‌‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌motivations‌‌and‌‌objectives‌‌of‌‌the‌‌third‌‌chapter‌‌is‌‌to‌‌scrutinize‌‌                             

the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology‌‌and‌‌to‌‌scrutinize‌‌the‌‌influence‌‌of‌‌                         

technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factor‌ ‌on‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌in‌‌my‌‌                           

third‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌I‌ ‌depart‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌technological‌ ‌enframing‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌Heidegger‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌‌                         

couple‌ ‌this‌ ‌enframing‌ ‌to‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌critique‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌modern‌ ‌disciplinary‌ ‌power‌ ‌‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌assert‌‌                         

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Panopticism’‌ ‌concept‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌introduces.‌ ‌The‌ ‌reason‌ ‌to‌ ‌set‌ ‌the‌ ‌focus‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                             

discussion‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌framework‌ ‌is‌ ‌my‌ ‌consideration‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌critique‌ ‌of‌ ‌modern‌‌disciplinary‌‌                         

power‌‌and‌‌precisely‌‌my‌‌consideration‌‌of‌‌the‌‌panopticism‌‌theory‌‌to‌‌be‌‌exclusively‌‌related‌‌to‌                           

the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌context.‌‌ ‌  

‌In‌ ‌my‌ ‌thesis,‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌modern‌ ‌disciplinary‌ ‌power‌ ‌has‌ ‌an‌ ‌intense‌ ‌effect‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                               

freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌both‌‌internally‌‌since‌‌it‌‌involves‌‌the‌‌control‌‌and‌‌manipulation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

mind‌ ‌and‌ ‌externally‌ ‌since‌ ‌it‌ ‌involves‌ ‌the‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌body.‌ ‌This‌ ‌precise‌ ‌emphasis‌‌                           

bolsters‌ ‌the‌ ‌perspective‌ ‌towards‌ ‌modern‌ ‌technology‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌as‌ ‌restricting‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌Heidegger‌ ‌and‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌both‌ ‌share‌ ‌the‌ ‌perspective‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                       

technological‌ ‌structures‌ ‌which‌ ‌pervade‌ ‌within‌ ‌modern‌ ‌society‌ ‌determine‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌by‌‌                     

objectifying‌ ‌and‌‌ordering‌‌the‌‌forces‌‌of‌‌life‌‌(Heidegger,‌‌1954‌‌[1977];‌‌Foucault,‌‌1977‌‌[1979]).‌‌                         

Within‌‌this‌‌picture,‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌acknowledged‌‌to‌‌be‌‌the‌‌essential‌‌manipulable‌‌resources‌‌                       

for‌ ‌the‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌technological‌ ‌management‌ ‌of‌ ‌modern‌ ‌society‌ ‌(Rayner,‌ ‌2001).‌‌ ‌  
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This‌ ‌accentuation‌ ‌is‌ ‌observed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌thought‌ ‌of‌ ‌Heidegger‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌critique‌ ‌of‌‌                         

technological‌ ‌enframing‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌thought‌ ‌of‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌critique‌ ‌of‌ ‌modern‌‌                         

disciplinary‌ ‌power.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Heidegger’s‌ ‌handling‌‌of‌‌enframing‌‌bases‌‌upon‌‌entities‌‌which‌‌are‌‌                       

revealed‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌potential‌ ‌use‌ ‌value.‌ ‌These‌ ‌entities‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌are‌‌                         

‘docile‌ ‌bodies’‌ ‌confined‌ ‌through‌ ‌power‌ ‌relations‌ ‌as‌ ‌Heidegger’s‌ ‌enframed‌ ‌people‌ ‌(Van‌‌                     

Cooten,‌ ‌2019).‌ ‌Although‌ ‌enframing‌‌can‌‌be‌‌contemplated‌‌as‌‌one‌‌mood‌‌of‌‌subjection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

disciplinary‌‌power‌‌as‌‌Foucault‌‌asserts,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌an‌‌analogy‌‌between‌‌the‌‌two‌‌philosophers‌‌on‌‌                           

the‌ ‌handling‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌issue.‌ ‌According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌this‌ ‌confinement‌ ‌through‌ ‌power‌ ‌relations‌‌                         

grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌“the‌ ‌infinitesimal‌ ‌government‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌name‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom”‌‌                         

(Newman,‌ ‌2017,‌ ‌10).‌‌As‌‌Foucault‌‌underlines‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌control‌‌is‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

disciplinary‌‌power.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌inquiry‌‌of‌‌the‌‌attributed‌‌power‌‌cannot‌‌be‌‌reduced‌‌to‌‌the‌‌critical‌‌                             

analysis‌‌of‌‌the‌‌government,‌‌the‌‌system‌‌of‌‌law‌‌and‌‌legal‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌repression.‌‌The‌‌inquiry‌‌of‌‌                               

this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌power‌‌must‌‌extend‌‌to‌‌the‌‌critical‌‌analysis‌‌of‌‌the‌‌modes‌‌of‌‌organizing‌‌knowledge‌‌                               

and‌ ‌disciplining‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌through‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌state‌ ‌apparatuses‌ ‌may‌ ‌co-opt‌ ‌and‌ ‌employ‌ ‌the‌‌                         

production‌ ‌of‌ ‌subjects.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌critical‌ ‌to‌ ‌scrutinize‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌and‌ ‌these‌‌                             

mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌fully‌ ‌grasp‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌shadowing‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌of‌‌                         

individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Consequently,‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌focus‌‌in‌‌this‌‌research‌‌is‌‌to‌‌scrutinize‌‌the‌                         

acknowledged‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌shadowing‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through‌ ‌technology‌ ‌which‌ ‌consequently‌ ‌is‌‌                       

endorsed‌ ‌as‌ ‌restricting‌ ‌the‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌This‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌that‌ ‌Foucault‌‌                       

dedicates‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌body‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌is‌ ‌intimately‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌notion,‌‌                           

since‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept‌ ‌is‌ ‌exceedingly‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌physical‌‌                           

actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌either‌ ‌motivated‌ ‌through‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌or‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌‌                       

Therefore,‌‌the‌‌spatio-temporal‌‌management‌‌of‌‌the‌‌body‌‌through‌‌technology,‌‌affirmed‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                       

Foucaudian‌ ‌sense,‌ ‌is‌ ‌highly‌ ‌referent‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌status‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌ 

Foucault‌ ‌asserts‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌handling‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌spatio-temporal‌ ‌management‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌body‌‌                     

functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ panoptic‌ ‌design.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Foucault,‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌broader‌‌                       

perspective,‌‌panopticon‌‌is‌‌a‌‌governance‌‌technique‌‌which‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌controlling‌‌the‌‌overlap‌‌                       

of‌ ‌subject‌ ‌and‌ ‌discourse‌ ‌(Basturk,‌‌2017).‌‌Thus,‌‌Foucault’s‌‌panopticism‌‌assigns‌‌Bentham’s‌‌                     

idea‌ ‌of‌ ‌panopticon‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌prototype‌‌in‌‌which‌‌discipline,‌‌normalization‌‌and‌‌surveillance‌‌come‌‌                         

together‌ ‌‌(Jespersen‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2007).‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌referred‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                         

reality‌ ‌of‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌society,‌ ‌a‌ ‌prison-like‌ ‌society,‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌technique‌‌                         

along‌ ‌with‌ ‌other‌ ‌techniques‌ ‌serves‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌disciplinary‌ ‌power.‌ ‌As‌ ‌asserted:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Disciplinary‌ ‌power‌ ‌comprises‌ ‌a‌ ‌series‌ ‌of‌ ‌means‌ ‌including‌ ‌drills,‌ ‌constant‌ ‌reports,‌‌                     

testing,‌ ‌regulation,‌ ‌and‌ ‌surveillance.‌ ‌Among‌ ‌these‌ ‌means,‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌plays‌ ‌a‌‌                   

prominent‌‌part‌‌as‌‌a‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌‘visibility‌‌instrument’‌‌that‌‌ensures‌‌control‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual.‌‌                           

Disciplinary‌ ‌power‌ ‌thus‌ ‌mainly‌ ‌exercises‌ ‌its‌ ‌power‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌gaze,‌ ‌more‌‌                     
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specifically‌ ‌the‌ ‌all-seeing‌ ‌eye”‌ ‌‌(Jespersen‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2007,‌ ‌112).‌‌Thus,‌‌from‌‌this‌‌aspect‌‌                         

“surveillance,‌‌then,‌‌is‌‌the‌‌seeking‌‌of‌‌the‌‌standardization‌‌point‌‌for‌‌adapting‌‌individual‌‌                       

to‌ ‌the‌ ‌subject‌ ‌that‌ ‌power‌ ‌requires.‌ ‌(Basturk,‌ ‌2017,‌ ‌4)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌is‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌exercised‌ ‌and‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌certain‌‌                           

spatio-temporal‌ ‌dimension‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌subjectification‌ ‌demands‌ ‌the‌ ‌observation‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌body.‌‌                     

Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌confinement‌ ‌spaces‌ ‌through‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌spaces‌ ‌of‌‌                     

discursive‌ ‌productions‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌(Basturk,‌ ‌2017).‌‌ ‌  

Foucault‌ ‌refers‌ ‌to‌ ‌self-discipline‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌micro‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌‌                       

power‌ ‌exercised‌ ‌and‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌through‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌The‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                       

presence‌ ‌(actual/modal)‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌external‌ ‌factor‌ ‌which‌‌assigns‌‌the‌‌observed‌‌to‌‌self-discipline‌‌                       

herself.‌ ‌Thereupon,‌ ‌this‌ ‌external‌ ‌presence‌ ‌as‌ ‌micro‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌power,‌ ‌triggers‌ ‌some‌‌                       

internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌ ‌lead‌ ‌to‌ ‌self-discipline.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                     

Foucaudian‌ ‌sense‌ ‌of‌ ‌technology‌ ‌suggests‌‌that‌‌external‌‌and‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌are‌‌in‌‌effect‌‌of‌‌                           

the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌One‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌point‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                         

research‌‌is‌‌how‌‌cognizant‌‌these‌‌agents‌‌are‌‌of‌‌these‌‌self-disciplining‌‌processes.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌                         

presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌observer‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌considered‌ ‌either‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌a‌ ‌cognizant/incognizant‌ ‌agent‌ ‌to‌‌                         

conform‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌external‌ ‌factor‌ ‌‌or‌ ‌is‌ ‌construed‌ ‌to‌‌                             

make‌ ‌an‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agent‌ ‌(incognizant‌ ‌since‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictions)‌ ‌to‌‌                           

self-discipline‌‌herself‌‌as‌‌an‌‌internalized‌‌factor.‌‌Both‌‌of‌‌these‌‌consequences‌‌disclose‌‌distinct‌‌                       

kinds‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Nonetheless,‌‌‌in‌‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌proposed‌‌cases,‌‌we‌‌can‌‌                             

not‌‌acknowledge‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌to‌‌be‌‌cognizantly‌‌restricting‌‌her‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌due‌‌to‌‌internal‌‌                           

factors‌‌triggered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌aspects.‌‌Therefore,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌asserted‌‌that‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌                             

of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌                           

agents‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌panopticism‌‌                       

acknowledged‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Foucauldian‌ ‌sense.‌‌ ‌  

This‌ ‌inference‌ ‌b‌rings‌ ‌forth‌‌a‌‌motivation‌‌to‌‌go‌‌beyond‌‌Foucault's‌‌panopticism‌‌theory‌‌                       

in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌grasp‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌social‌‌complexity‌‌and‌‌                         

precisely‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                       

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌I‌ ‌acknowledge‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌‌                     

type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌                               

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌which‌ ‌goes‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌spatial‌‌                     

physicality‌ ‌ground‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌seen‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌other‌ ‌theories‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                                 

contemporary‌‌philosophers.‌‌That’s‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌why,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌third‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌attempt‌‌to‌‌                           

go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌‌Foucault’s‌ ‌panopticism.‌ ‌‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌in‌‌my‌‌third‌‌chapter,‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception,‌‌the‌‌                             

rationale‌‌behind‌‌the‌‌positive‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌ground‌‌                     

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌insufficiency‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌theory‌ ‌to‌ ‌encapsulate‌ ‌the‌ ‌non-physical‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌‌                         

17‌ ‌ 



these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌since‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌proposal‌ ‌prioritizes‌ ‌micro‌ ‌mechanism‌ ‌of‌‌power‌‌to‌‌rely‌‌                       

on‌ ‌‌enclosures,‌ ‌be‌ ‌they‌ ‌material,‌ ‌cultural‌ ‌or‌ ‌psychical.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                         

enclosure‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌is‌ ‌acknowledged‌‌as‌‌a‌‌liberation‌‌from‌‌the‌‌surveillance,‌‌control‌‌                         

and‌‌domination‌‌that‌‌these‌‌micro‌‌mechanisms‌‌of‌‌power‌‌enforce.‌‌Yet,‌‌‌for‌‌many‌‌philosophers‌‌                         

the‌ ‌technological‌ ‌innovations‌ ‌that‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌brought‌ ‌to‌‌                   

contemporary‌ ‌societies‌ ‌fundamentally‌ ‌alter‌ ‌the‌ ‌organization,‌‌practice‌‌and‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌power,‌‌                     

control‌ ‌and‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌relationships.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌a‌ ‌necessity‌ ‌emerges‌ ‌to‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌‌                     

Foucault’s‌ ‌panopticism.‌ ‌ 

‌‌Among‌ ‌all‌ ‌these‌ ‌thinkers,‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌his‌‌                             

theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘Control‌ ‌Society’‌ ‌because,‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌perspective,‌ ‌he‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌comprehensive‌‌                       

reading‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌ ‌is‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌digital‌‌technologies‌‌ruled‌‌                         

societies‌‌and‌‌how‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌functioning‌‌restricts‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌(cognizant)‌‌individuals‌‌                           

(Deleuze,‌ ‌1995).‌‌Deleuze‌‌goes‌‌beyond‌‌Foucault’s‌‌theory‌‌by‌‌asserting‌‌that‌‌the‌‌operation‌‌of‌‌                         

these‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌longer‌ ‌confined‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌institutional‌ ‌work‌ ‌of‌ ‌standardization‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

bodies‌ ‌through‌ ‌knowledge‌ ‌and‌ ‌power.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌these‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌do‌ ‌not‌ ‌inhabit‌ ‌a‌‌                       

material/physical‌ ‌space‌ ‌but‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌space‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌dependent‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌body‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

individuals‌‌but‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Respectively,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌                           

shift‌‌from‌‌discipline‌‌societies‌‌which‌‌function‌‌through‌‌the‌‌power‌‌relying‌‌on‌‌enclosures‌‌be‌‌they‌‌                           

material,‌ ‌cultural‌ ‌or‌ ‌psychical‌ ‌to‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌which‌ ‌function‌‌through‌‌the‌‌power‌‌relying‌‌                         

on‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌digital‌‌mobility‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌‌Here,‌‌what‌‌Deleuze‌‌affirms‌‌is‌‌that‌‌within‌‌the‌‌                               

mood‌ ‌of‌ ‌panoptic‌ ‌discipline,‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌are‌ ‌marked‌‌by‌‌signatures‌‌and‌‌numbers.‌‌                         

Yet,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌numerical‌ ‌language‌ ‌of‌ ‌control,‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌transfer‌ ‌into‌ ‌information‌‌                         

that‌ ‌is‌ ‌marked‌ ‌by‌ ‌codes‌ ‌which‌ ‌dissolves‌ ‌the‌ ‌mass-individual‌ ‌pair.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌‌individuals‌‌                       

have‌‌become‌‌‘dividuals’‌‌and‌‌masses,‌‌samples,‌‌data,‌‌markets‌‌or‌‌‘banks‌‌(Deleuze,‌‌1995).‌‌In‌‌                         

the‌‌societies‌‌of‌‌control‌‌individuals‌‌by‌‌doubling‌‌as‌‌a‌‌code‌‌and‌‌as‌‌an‌‌information‌‌transfer‌‌into‌‌                               

‘dividuals’.‌‌Thus,‌‌within‌‌control‌‌societies‌‌the‌‌panoptic‌‌gaze‌‌does‌‌not‌‌function‌‌through‌‌seeing‌‌                         

but‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌mode‌ ‌of‌ ‌ordering‌ ‌information.‌ ‌Additionally,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies,‌ ‌the‌‌                         

surveillance‌‌apparatus‌‌does‌‌not‌‌operate‌‌through‌‌the‌‌bodies‌‌or‌‌minds‌‌but‌‌on‌‌the‌‌information‌‌                           

about‌ ‌the‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌minds.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌object‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌‌                           

representation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌body‌ ‌(‌Schleusener,‌ ‌‌2018).‌‌ ‌  

According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Deleuze,‌ ‌the‌ ‌dismantling‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Foucaudian‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌generates‌‌                   

“new‌‌freedoms,‌‌while‌‌at‌‌the‌‌same‌‌time‌‌contributing‌‌to‌‌mechanisms‌‌of‌‌control‌‌as‌‌rigorous‌‌as‌‌                             

the‌‌harshest‌‌confinement”‌‌(Deleuze,‌‌1995,‌‌178).‌‌As‌‌Deleuze‌‌asserts,‌‌these‌‌underlined‌‌new‌‌                       

freedoms‌ ‌emerge‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                       

technologies‌ ‌which‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌the‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌practices‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌freely‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌‌                         

participate‌‌in.‌‌Thus,‌‌individuals‌‌attend‌‌and‌‌contribute‌‌to‌‌the‌‌mechanisms‌‌of‌‌surveillance‌‌and‌‌                         

control‌‌themselves.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌“one‌‌can‌‌surf‌‌the‌‌Internet‌‌‘infinitely‌‌and‌‌freely’‌‌and‌‌yet‌‌                         
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be‌ ‌perfectly‌ ‌controlled”‌ ‌(‌Schleusener,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌183).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ the‌ ‌one‌ ‌essential‌ ‌defining‌‌                     

condition‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌willing‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌surveilled‌‌                         

individuals.‌ ‌This‌ ‌highlighted‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌willing‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                         

digital‌‌space‌‌couples‌‌control‌‌with‌‌two‌‌interrelated‌‌actions.‌‌The‌‌primary‌‌action‌‌practiced‌‌and‌‌                         

exercised‌ ‌by‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌is‌‌to‌‌choose‌‌whether‌‌to‌‌provide‌‌or‌‌deny‌‌sharing‌‌their‌‌data‌‌and‌‌                               

the‌ ‌following‌ ‌action‌ ‌is,‌ ‌if‌ ‌shared,‌ ‌exploitation‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌data.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌‌                         

function‌‌through‌‌capturing‌‌the‌‌desires,‌‌the‌‌creativity‌‌and‌‌the‌‌uniqueness‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals’.‌‌                         

This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌underlining,‌ ‌generates‌ ‌new‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌which‌ ‌surpasses‌‌                       

panopticism‌ ‌and‌ ‌which‌ ‌ground‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌active‌ ‌and‌ ‌freely‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

individuals.‌ ‌The‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌system‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌without‌ ‌walls,‌ ‌windows,‌ ‌towers‌ ‌or‌ ‌guards.‌‌                       

Therefore,‌ ‌“the‌ ‌‘voluntary’‌ ‌surrender‌ ‌of‌‌privacy‌‌performed‌‌by‌‌millions‌‌of‌‌Internet‌‌users‌‌who‌‌                         

‘publicly’‌ ‌share‌ ‌their‌ ‌‘private’‌ ‌data,‌ ‌experiences,‌ ‌preferences,‌ ‌and‌ ‌particularities”‌‌                 

(‌Schleusener,‌ ‌‌2018,‌ ‌177).‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌propose‌ ‌a‌ ‌different‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌‌                     

violation‌‌of‌‌privacy,‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌emerges‌‌by‌‌the‌‌free‌‌choice-based‌‌                         

actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌users‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌ 

Deleuze‌‌affirms‌‌that‌‌information‌‌is‌‌“the‌‌controlled‌‌system‌‌of‌‌orderwords‌‌that‌‌are‌‌used‌‌                         

in‌ ‌a‌ ‌given‌ ‌society..‌ ‌enables‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘free’‌ ‌but‌ ‌nonetheless‌ ‌‘perfectly‌ ‌controlled’‌ ‌movement”‌‌                       

(Deleuze,‌ ‌1998,‌ ‌18).‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌what‌ ‌he‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌‌                             

subjection‌ ‌no‌ ‌longer‌ ‌belongs‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌specific‌ ‌enclosure‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌performed,‌ ‌instead‌ ‌subjection‌‌                         

constitutes‌ ‌an‌‌outside‌‌“which‌‌is‌‌farther‌‌away‌‌than‌‌any‌‌external‌‌world‌‌and‌‌even‌‌any‌‌form‌‌of‌‌                               

exteriority,‌‌and‌‌which,‌‌henceforth,‌‌also‌‌becomes‌‌infinitely‌‌closer‌‌and‌‌deeper‌‌than‌‌any‌‌form‌‌of‌‌                           

interiority‌‌as‌‌well”‌‌(Deleuze,‌‌1988a,‌‌86).‌‌This‌‌is‌‌so‌‌as‌‌to‌‌say,‌‌the‌‌subjection‌‌that‌‌is‌‌practiced‌‌                                 

and‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌within‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                   

interiority‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌free‌ ‌and‌ ‌choice-based‌ ‌actions‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌‌                         

practice.‌ ‌ 

The‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌how‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌control‌‌functions‌‌within‌‌this‌‌domain‌‌and‌‌                           

the‌ ‌answer‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌becoming‌ ‌legible‌ ‌by‌ ‌their‌‌                           

participation‌‌within‌‌these‌‌technologies.‌‌The‌‌concrete‌‌control‌‌attributed‌‌here‌‌encourages‌‌the‌‌                     

expression‌‌of‌‌individuality‌‌and‌‌identity‌‌which‌‌is‌‌bolstered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌share‌‌of‌‌idiosyncrasies‌‌and‌‌                           

eccentricities.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌suggests‌ ‌unprecedented‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌within‌‌                 

the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌spaces‌ ‌(Flaxman,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌accentuation,‌ ‌the‌ ‌practice‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                       

unprecedented‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘desire‌ ‌to‌ ‌see’‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘desire‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌seen’.‌ ‌In‌ ‌this‌‌                               

regard,‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌Schleusener‌ ‌states:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

T‌he‌ ‌desire‌ ‌to‌ ‌become‌ ‌“all-seeing,‌ ‌all-knowing”‌ ‌(Eggers,‌ ‌2014,‌ ‌71)‌‌–‌‌the‌‌impulse‌‌to‌‌                         

constantly‌ ‌‘check‌ ‌everything,’‌ ‌from‌ ‌emails‌ ‌and‌ ‌social‌‌media‌‌to‌‌physical‌‌activity‌‌and‌‌                       
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calorie‌ ‌consumption‌ ‌–‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌just‌‌related‌‌to‌‌‘self-entrepreneurship’‌‌(Bröckling,‌‌2007)‌‌                     

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Deleuzian‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘self-modulation.‌‌ ‌(Schleusener,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌194)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌can‌ ‌also‌ ‌be‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌‌symptom‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌by‌ ‌being‌ ‌watched‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌watching‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                           

participatory‌ ‌actions‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌perform‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies,‌ ‌attribute‌ ‌a‌ ‌justification‌‌to‌‌                       

the‌ ‌external‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌and‌ ‌data‌ ‌exploitation.‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌bottom-up‌ ‌manifestation‌ ‌of‌‌                         

contemporary‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌‌the‌‌desire‌‌to‌‌always‌‌participate,‌‌blurs‌‌the‌‌                         

boundaries‌ ‌between‌ ‌desire‌ ‌and‌ ‌compulsion,‌ ‌so‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say‌ ‌inner-directedness‌ ‌and‌‌                     

outer-directedness‌ ‌(‌Schleusener,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌As‌ Deleuze‌ ‌offers,‌ ‌human‌ ‌actors‌ ‌in‌ ‌control‌‌                   

societies‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌themselves,‌ ‌by‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌participating‌‌                     

within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌which‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌complete‌ ‌visibility‌ ‌(Deleuze,‌ ‌1995).‌ ‌The‌ ‌one‌‌                         

essential‌ ‌point‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌complete‌ ‌visibility‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌ensure‌ ‌complete‌ ‌control‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                               

external‌‌agents‌‌as‌‌in‌‌Foucault’s‌‌panopticism‌‌but‌‌rather‌‌it‌‌is‌‌the‌‌agent's‌‌own‌‌deepest‌‌desire‌‌                             

which‌ ‌guides‌ ‌the‌ ‌free‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌agent.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌‌unlike‌‌the‌‌panoptic‌‌society‌‌in‌‌                           

which‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌are‌ ‌subjectified‌‌and‌‌controlled‌‌by‌‌the‌‌power‌‌processes,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌control‌‌society‌‌                           

which‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌spaces,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                     

subjectification‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌their‌‌beings‌‌meaningful.‌‌Deleuze‌‌couples‌‌this‌‌                         

underlined‌‌control‌‌society‌‌with‌‌the‌‌technical‌‌machines‌‌of‌‌a‌‌given‌‌milieu‌‌which,‌‌as‌‌he‌‌asserts,‌‌                             

functions‌ ‌by‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌he‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌characteristics‌ ‌of‌                         

control‌‌as‌‌the‌‌continuous‌‌system‌‌of‌‌modulation‌‌and‌‌he‌‌asserts‌‌‘dividuals’‌‌of‌‌control‌‌society,‌‌                           

that‌ ‌is‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌selves,‌ ‌affects,‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌identified,‌ ‌addressed‌ ‌and‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌by‌‌                           

means‌ ‌of‌ ‌samples‌ ‌and‌ ‌data,‌ ‌actively‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌continuous‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌modulation‌‌                         

(Beckman,‌ ‌2018).‌‌ ‌  

As‌‌to‌‌Deleuze,‌‌desire‌‌comes‌‌first‌‌and‌‌structures‌‌all‌‌relations‌‌and‌‌desire,‌‌assembled‌‌                         

from‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌field,‌ ‌disseminates‌ ‌power‌ ‌relations‌ ‌(Deleuze,‌ ‌2006a).‌‌Respectively,‌‌control‌‌                     

occurs‌ ‌in‌ ‌all‌ ‌facets‌ ‌of‌ ‌society‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌the‌ ‌active‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌dividuals‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                             

collective‌ ‌desire‌‌for‌‌more‌‌freedom‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌dispersed‌‌but‌‌extensive‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌control‌‌(Gilge,‌‌                           

2015).‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari‌ ‌affirm‌ ‌that‌ ‌desires‌ ‌motivate‌ ‌and‌ ‌animate‌‌                     

behavior‌‌and‌‌they‌‌precisely‌‌scrutinize‌‌how‌‌control‌‌societies‌‌which‌‌function‌‌through‌‌constant‌‌                       

process‌ ‌of‌ ‌rearrangements‌ ‌transform‌ ‌desires‌ ‌to‌ ‌interests‌‌and‌‌actions‌‌(Deleuze‌‌&‌‌Guattari,‌‌                       

1972‌‌[1983];‌‌Kozinets‌‌et‌‌al.,‌‌2016).‌‌This‌‌type‌‌of‌‌an‌‌asserted‌‌complex‌‌system‌‌consists‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

assemblage‌ ‌of‌ ‌machines‌ ‌operated‌ ‌by‌ ‌desires‌ ‌connected‌ ‌to‌ ‌other‌ ‌machines‌ ‌through‌‌                     

‘territories’.‌‌Hence,‌‌for‌‌Deleuze‌‌and‌‌Guattari‌‌these‌‌territories‌‌are‌‌unfixed‌‌spaces‌‌assembled‌‌                       

through‌‌the‌‌continuous‌‌process‌‌of‌‌territorialization,‌‌deterritorialization,‌‌and‌‌reterritorialization‌‌                 

(Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌These‌ ‌specified‌ ‌processes‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌processes‌ ‌through‌ ‌which‌ ‌desiring‌‌                       

machines‌ ‌connect‌ ‌and‌ ‌disconnect‌ ‌assembling‌ ‌a‌ ‌continuous‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌deterritorialization‌‌                   
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and‌‌reterritorialization‌‌(De‌‌Souza-Leao‌‌&‌‌Costa,‌‌2018).‌‌According‌‌to‌‌Deleuze‌‌and‌‌Guattari,‌‌                       

it‌ ‌is‌ ‌through‌ ‌these‌ ‌processes‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌interiorizes‌ ‌itself‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌and‌‌                           

accordingly‌‌subjectivities‌‌of‌‌each‌‌desiring‌‌machine‌‌are‌‌produced‌‌by‌‌another’s‌‌production‌‌of‌‌                       

products,‌ ‌with‌ ‌desire‌ ‌displaying‌ ‌itself‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌productive‌ ‌unconscious‌ ‌regulated‌ ‌by‌‌                     

connective,‌ ‌disjunctive,‌ ‌and‌ ‌conjunctive‌ ‌syntheses‌ ‌(Deleuze‌ ‌&‌ ‌Guattari,‌‌‌1972‌‌[1983];‌‌Erol,‌‌                     

2020).‌‌ ‌  

Unlike‌ ‌the‌ ‌panoptic‌ ‌societies‌ ‌which‌ ‌operate‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌docile‌ ‌subjects‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌‌                       

produces,‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌expressing‌ ‌their‌ ‌desires‌ ‌(Basturk,‌                   

2017).‌ ‌This‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌expression‌ ‌of‌ ‌desires‌ ‌and‌ ‌of‌ ‌pure‌ ‌individuality‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌and‌‌                               

fundamental‌ ‌source‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌continuous‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌deterritorialization‌‌and‌‌reterritorialization.‌‌                   

Subsequently,‌ ‌these‌ ‌power‌ ‌processes‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌capturing‌ ‌the‌ ‌impulsion‌ ‌inside‌ ‌of‌‌                     

individuals.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌these‌ ‌processes’‌ ‌function‌ ‌“by‌ ‌capturing‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌ ‌(potential‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌‌                       

being)‌ ‌and‌ ‌re-nominate‌ ‌it‌ ‌to‌ ‌another‌ ‌plane”‌ ‌(Basturk,‌‌2017,‌‌6).‌‌Therefore,‌‌power‌‌becomes‌‌                         

an‌‌extension‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌impulsions.‌‌Departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌accentuation‌‌for‌‌Deleuze‌‌and‌‌                         

Guattari‌‌power‌‌is‌‌not‌‌external‌‌to‌‌the‌‌subjects‌‌but‌‌is‌‌rooted‌‌on‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌(Deleuze,‌‌1988b).‌‌                               

Correspondingly,‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌handling‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌power‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                     

deterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires‌ ‌and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌desires‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                     

continuous‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌modulations.‌ ‌In‌‌short,‌‌the‌‌Control‌‌Society's‌‌primary‌‌and‌‌fundamental‌‌                       

functioning‌ ‌forces‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌and‌‌their‌‌desires.‌‌This‌‌emphasis‌‌assigns‌‌                       

individuals‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌subjectivity‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌essential‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌referred‌ ‌processes.‌‌ ‌  

Situating‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari’s‌ ‌theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌desire‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                         

communication‌ ‌technologies,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌asserted‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌are‌‌the‌‌spaces‌‌to‌‌                         

experience‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌inner‌ ‌repression‌ ‌of‌ ‌desires‌ ‌and‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                             

rationalized‌ ‌bureaucratic‌ ‌society.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌within‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌which‌ ‌functions‌‌                 

through‌‌the‌‌circulation‌‌of‌‌information,‌‌desiring‌‌machines‌‌are‌‌acknowledged‌‌as‌‌being‌‌able‌‌to‌‌                         

fully‌ ‌express‌ ‌their‌ ‌individuality,‌ ‌their‌ ‌identity,‌‌their‌‌differences,‌‌their‌‌idiosyncrasies‌‌and‌‌their‌‌                       

eccentricities‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌way‌ ‌encouraged‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌itself‌ ‌(Beckman,‌ ‌2018;‌ ‌Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌‌                         

However,‌‌although‌‌control‌‌seems‌‌to‌‌offer‌‌a‌‌space‌‌in‌‌which‌‌to‌‌exercise‌‌limitless‌‌freedom,‌‌the‌‌                             

apparent‌ ‌exercise‌‌of‌‌an‌‌immense‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌just‌‌the‌‌desiring‌‌machines‌‌participating‌‌within‌‌                         

these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌reflection‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌ ‌displaying‌ ‌itself‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌productive‌‌                         

unconscious‌ ‌regulated‌ ‌by‌ ‌connective,‌ ‌disjunctive,‌ ‌and‌ ‌conjunctive‌ ‌syntheses‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌‌                   

The‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌choice-based‌ ‌actions‌ ‌which‌‌are‌‌practiced‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                           

willing‌‌participation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌to‌‌be‌‌the‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌wild‌‌chaos‌‌of‌‌                               

the‌‌passionate‌‌creative‌‌energy‌‌and‌‌the‌‌desires.‌‌However,‌‌this‌‌willing‌‌participation‌‌within‌‌the‌‌                         

control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌considered‌ ‌to‌ ‌lead‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌emerging‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌‌immanent‌‌                               

process‌‌of‌‌rechannelling‌‌of‌‌turbulent‌‌flows.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌a‌‌new‌‌type‌‌of‌‌control‌‌that‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌a‌‌loss‌                                   

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                               
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other‌ ‌three‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌second‌ ‌chapter‌‌                             

precisely‌ ‌because‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌loss‌‌but‌‌still‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌actively‌‌                               

participate‌‌in‌‌the‌‌process‌‌of‌‌this‌‌loss‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌underlined‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌related‌‌to‌‌desire.‌‌                               

Consequently,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌affirmed‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                           

communication‌‌technologies‌‌reveals‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                         

the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y).‌‌‌Thus,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌                           

emphasized‌‌previously,‌‌I‌‌assert‌‌that‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌along‌‌with‌‌                             

the‌ ‌other‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌proposed,‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                             

contribution‌‌of‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌Therefore,‌‌here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌                             

to‌ ‌give‌ ‌more‌ ‌details‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌I‌ ‌test‌ ‌my‌ ‌assertion‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research.‌‌ ‌  

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌emphasize‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌prominent‌ ‌objectives‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                         

thesis‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌‌to‌‌                               

theorize‌ ‌the‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌three‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌‌                         

introduce‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌second‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌‌                         

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌base‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory.‌‌                       

Consequently,‌ ‌here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                       

cinematic‌‌philosopher,‌‌I‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌themselves‌‌and‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌if‌‌and‌‌if‌‌yes‌‌                               

how‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌evoke‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌thinking‌‌on‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌relationship.‌‌                     

Correspondingly,‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌unfold‌ ‌these‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌piece’s‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌wisdom‌ ‌and‌‌                       

situate‌‌them‌‌within‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌context‌‌which‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception‌‌reveals‌‌layers‌‌of‌‌knowledge‌‌                           

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌contributes‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌‌                       

philosophy‌ ‌literature‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌way.‌‌ ‌  

Respectively,‌‌I‌‌affirm‌‌that‌‌every‌‌piece‌‌that‌‌I‌‌analyze,‌‌through‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌                         

that‌‌they‌‌have,‌‌introduces‌‌one‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌independent‌‌from‌‌the‌‌                           

a‌‌priori‌‌theoretical‌‌literature.‌‌Thus,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌claim,‌‌the‌‌first‌‌three‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                               

freedom‌ ‌have‌ ‌commonalities‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌theories‌ ‌and‌‌the‌‌fourth‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                           

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌ ‌neglected‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌none‌‌of‌‌the‌‌a‌‌priori‌‌theories‌‌but‌‌solely‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                                 

itself.‌ ‌The‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌even‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌types‌ ‌have‌ ‌similarities‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌‌                               

theoretical‌ ‌literature,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌endorse,‌ ‌the‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌propose‌‌these‌‌types‌‌in‌‌a‌‌uniquely‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

way‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌makes‌ ‌their‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                         

different‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌orally‌ ‌and‌ ‌textually‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌theories.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌I‌ ‌offer‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌‌                           

inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌three‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌‌                   

technology‌‌as‌‌a‌‌unique‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌                         

kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌which‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           
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‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌‌also‌‌as‌‌a‌‌philosophical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌In‌‌order‌‌                         

to‌‌test‌‌my‌‌hypotheses,‌‌I‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌four‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌(‌Alphaville:‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌                             

Lemmy‌ ‌Caution,‌ ‌THX‌‌1138,‌‌Ex‌‌Machina,‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌Episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌series)‌1‌ ‌                           

themselves‌‌and‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌if‌‌and‌‌if‌‌yes‌‌how‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌evoke‌‌philosophical‌‌thinking‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                               

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌already‌ ‌stated,‌ ‌I‌‌                       

acknowledge‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌independently‌ ‌include‌ ‌the‌ ‌theory‌ ‌itself‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                       

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher‌ ‌my‌ ‌role‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌if‌ ‌these‌‌                               

pieces‌ ‌are‌ ‌capable‌ ‌of‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌the‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌I‌‌introduce‌‌                           

and‌ ‌if‌ ‌yes,‌ ‌my‌ ‌role‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose.‌‌ ‌  

In‌‌the‌‌fifth‌‌chapter,‌‌following‌‌the‌‌philosophical‌‌methodology,‌‌I‌‌apply‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌                         

analysis‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌precise‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌by‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌if‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌evoke‌‌                             

philosophical‌ ‌insights‌ ‌and‌ ‌propose‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌theories,‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel‌‌                   

using‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌‌                     

technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌apply‌‌the‌‌close‌‌                         

reading‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌following‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophical‌‌approach‌‌which‌‌is‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌                       

the‌‌revelation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌are‌‌deep-rooted‌‌in‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces.‌‌Thus,‌‌I‌‌                             

acknowledge‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌to‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌‌                       

the‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌propose.‌‌Therefore,‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌set‌‌my‌‌                             

unit‌‌of‌‌analysis‌‌to‌‌the‌‌macrostructure‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌which‌‌consists‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

elements‌‌such‌‌as‌‌of‌‌the‌‌theme,‌‌story,‌‌plot,‌‌characters,‌‌the‌‌various‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌film‌‌language‌‌                             

as‌ ‌used‌‌in‌‌the‌‌film,‌‌and‌‌its‌‌composition‌‌etc.‌‌which‌‌add‌‌up‌‌to‌‌provide‌‌the‌‌‘meaning’‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                                   

microstructure‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌which‌‌consists‌‌of‌‌framing,‌‌movements,‌‌editing,‌‌colors,‌‌                       

sound,‌ ‌light,‌ ‌cinematography,‌ ‌music,‌ ‌special‌ ‌effects,‌ ‌lighting,‌ ‌mood,‌‌eventually,‌‌consists‌‌of‌‌                     

individual‌‌shots,‌‌fragments‌‌of‌‌picture‌‌and‌‌sound‌‌to‌‌the‌‌arrangement‌‌of‌‌these‌‌fragments‌‌into‌‌                           

scenes.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌methodology‌ ‌to‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

elements‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌evaluated‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌‌                     

theory‌ ‌itself‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌ 

I‌‌treat‌‌my‌‌observations‌‌as‌‌a‌‌data‌‌set‌‌built‌‌through‌‌multiple‌‌views‌‌and‌‌reviews‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌‌the‌‌constant‌‌referencing‌‌and‌‌modification‌‌of‌‌my‌‌notes‌‌with‌‌a‌‌                           

detailed‌ ‌attention‌ ‌given‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements.‌‌                   

Correspondingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌pay‌ ‌an‌ ‌extensive‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌any‌ ‌cinematic‌‌element‌‌that‌‌serves‌‌for‌‌the‌‌                           

philosophizing‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌I‌ ‌consider‌ ‌as‌‌                       

eventually‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌‌                     

technology.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌following‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌‌                     

methodology‌ ‌approach‌ ‌I‌ ‌intend‌ ‌to‌ ‌analyze‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                         

1 ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌fourth‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌I‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌a‌ ‌detailed‌ ‌explanation‌ ‌on‌ ‌why‌ ‌I‌ ‌choose‌ ‌these‌ ‌precise‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                                 
pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌methodology‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌the‌ ‌hypotheses‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research.‌‌ ‌  
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philosophy‌ ‌(as‌‌an‌‌extension‌‌of‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌experiments)‌‌to‌‌test‌‌if‌‌they‌‌philosophize‌‌on‌‌and‌                             

theorize‌ ‌the‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌(as‌‌to‌‌test‌‌the‌‌                           

conceptual‌‌scheme‌‌that‌‌I‌‌have‌‌proposed).‌‌Accordingly,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌fifth‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌apply‌‌the‌‌close‌‌                             

reading‌‌analysis‌‌to‌‌mentioned‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌(‌Alphaville:‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌                       

Lemmy‌‌Caution,‌‌THX‌‌1138,‌‌Ex‌‌Machina,‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌Episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌series),‌‌in‌‌                             

order‌ ‌test‌ ‌and‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌                   

philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌sixth‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌every‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌‌                             

applied‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌methodology‌‌in‌‌the‌‌fifth‌‌chapter,‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌                         

by‌ ‌its‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌one‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                     

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌independent‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌literature‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                         

contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌This,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌signifies‌‌(as‌‌                         

the‌ ‌tested‌ ‌hypotheses‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌accordingly,‌ ‌as‌ ‌results):‌ ‌ 

‌ 

1. Cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌is‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌channel‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌                         

introduce‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌four‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom:‌‌                   

Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors(Y);‌‌Restriction‌‌                     

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌‌factors(Y);‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y);‌ ‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                       

cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌.‌ ‌These‌‌types‌‌are‌‌unique‌‌theoretical‌‌philosophical‌‌                     

contributions‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

2. (1)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌‌                     

through/by‌‌technology‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌‌Alphaville:‌‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌                     

of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌,‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌holistically‌‌                       

acknowledged,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌Alphaville,‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌‌                     

Alphaville‌ ‌is‌ ‌restricted‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌internalized‌ ‌transformation,‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌‌                   

applied‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌supercomputer,‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60,‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌external‌ ‌factor.‌ ‌ 

(2)‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌‌that‌‌all‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

elements,‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌THX‌ ‌1138,‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌some‌‌                     

cognizant‌ ‌agents‌‌but‌‌especially‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌is‌‌restricted‌‌by‌‌propaganda,‌‌                       

surveillance,‌‌manipulation,‌‌control‌‌and‌‌force‌‌employed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system‌‌which‌‌is‌‌‌solely‌‌                       

ruled‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌calculations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌computers‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌‌                       

external‌ ‌factor.‌ ‌ 
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(3)‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌incognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌Ex‌ ‌Machina,‌‌‌Caleb‌‌is‌‌incognizant‌‌                   

of‌‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌he‌‌is‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌by‌‌Ava‌‌(Humanoid‌‌A.I)‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌emotions‌‌such‌‌                               

as‌ ‌love,‌ ‌attraction‌ ‌and‌ ‌compassion,‌ ‌as‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌‌                       

primary‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌restricting‌ ‌his‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

(4)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌episode‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌TV‌‌                         

series‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged,‌ ‌in‌‌                       

Nosedive‌,‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌the‌‌proposed‌‌preeminent‌‌digital‌‌media‌‌                       

platform‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌internal‌                       

cravings,‌‌as‌‌internal‌‌factors,‌‌manifested‌‌as‌‌their‌‌territorialized‌‌desires‌‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌high‌‌                         

ranked‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presences‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌consequences‌‌                       

this‌ ‌participation‌ ‌brings‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌lives.‌ ‌ 

3. ‌‌Nosedive‌’s‌‌contribution,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy,‌‌is‌‌solely‌‌theorized‌‌                       

by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌itself‌‌since‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌type‌‌that‌‌it‌‌proposes‌‌is‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌                               

of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌which,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌assert,‌ ‌is‌ ‌solely‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                           

political‌‌philosophical‌‌scene.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌new‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌functions‌‌through‌‌the‌‌                       

‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌which‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌base‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌                           

that‌ ‌I‌ ‌derive‌ ‌from‌‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌cinematic‌ ‌piece.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to,‌‌briefly,‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌contributions‌‌of‌‌my‌‌research,‌‌which‌‌I‌‌emphasize‌‌                           

in‌ ‌the‌ ‌sixth‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌‌the‌‌results‌‌of‌‌my‌‌research‌‌that‌‌I‌‌share‌‌above.‌‌Thus,‌‌in‌‌                                 

the‌ ‌second‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌thesis,‌ ‌I‌ ‌locate‌ ‌distinct‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptions‌‌as‌‌theories‌‌of‌‌                           

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌taxonomy‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌proposed.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌I‌‌                       

emphasize‌‌that‌‌I‌‌assign‌‌the‌‌conceptions‌‌that‌‌have‌‌a‌‌negative‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌the‌‌notion‌‌of‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌‌the‌‌option-based‌‌conceptions‌‌as‌‌an‌‌instance‌‌of‌‌either‌‌(1)‌2‌ ‌or‌‌                           

(2)‌3‌ ‌and‌‌(1)‌‌and‌‌(2)‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌conditions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌propose‌‌as‌‌defining‌‌                               

factors‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌incorporate‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌‌                           

Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌an‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌ ‌(1)‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌its‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                     

contribution‌‌and‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌incorporate‌‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌‌as‌‌an‌‌instance‌‌of‌‌(2)‌‌since‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                                 

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌is‌ ‌its‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                     

contribution.‌ ‌On‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌hand,‌ ‌I‌ ‌assign‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌positive‌‌                             

2  ‌‌(1)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 
3  ‌(‌2)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 
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understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌conception‌ ‌as‌ ‌ownness‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌ ‌(3)‌4‌ ‌                             

since‌ ‌they‌ ‌prioritize‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌element‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌directly‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌I‌‌                               

want‌ ‌to‌ ‌incorporate‌ ‌‌Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌ ‌(3)‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌‌ ‌is‌ ‌its‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌even‌‌if‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌types‌‌that‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌introduce‌‌                             

have‌ ‌similarities‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌literature,‌‌the‌‌pieces‌‌propose‌‌these‌‌types‌‌in‌‌a‌‌                             

uniquely‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌way‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌makes‌ ‌their‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                       

different‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌theories‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌‌                       

theories‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌propose‌ ‌are‌‌                         

unique‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌since‌ ‌they‌ ‌use‌ ‌distinct‌‌                     

cinematic‌‌elements‌‌to‌‌philosophize‌‌and‌‌theorize‌‌which‌‌go‌‌beyond‌‌traditional‌‌philosophizing‌‌                     

and‌ ‌theorizing.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces’‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                   

philosophizing‌‌and‌‌theorizing‌‌rather‌‌than‌‌traditional‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌theorizing.‌‌Therefore,‌‌                   

these‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌as‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌pieces‌‌contribute‌‌unique‌‌theories‌‌which‌‌are‌‌                       

equal‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌theories‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌introduced‌‌as‌‌pieces‌‌of‌‌traditional‌‌philosophy.‌‌Consequently,‌                         

Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌‌and‌ ‌Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌‌by‌‌                         

philosophizing‌ ‌on‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌these‌ ‌precise‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                       

through‌‌their‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌using‌‌their‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌propose‌‌a‌‌transformation‌‌                     

of‌ ‌philosophy‌‌through‌‌its‌‌encounter‌‌with‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌channel.‌‌Eventually,‌‌these‌‌cinematic‌‌                       

pieces‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌each‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌philosophical‌‌                         

theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

Yet‌ ‌again,‌ ‌I‌ ‌intend‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌here‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌literature‌ ‌on‌ ‌individual‌‌                         

freedom,‌ ‌in‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌terms,‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌give‌ ‌a‌ ‌space‌ ‌for‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                               

position‌ ‌of‌ ‌restricting‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌‌As‌ ‌another‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌‌I‌‌                         

propose‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌an‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌‌(4)‌5‌ ‌which‌‌is‌‌the‌‌unique‌‌neglected‌‌                             

type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌is‌‌proposed‌‌by‌‌none‌‌of‌‌the‌‌a‌‌priori‌‌theories‌‌but‌‌                                 

solely‌‌by‌‌the‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌itself.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌that‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌                           

proposes‌ ‌is‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌‌                           

proposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌referred‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌concretely‌ ‌because‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌‌                           

restrictions‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌introduce‌‌are‌‌somehow‌‌theorized‌‌through‌‌other‌‌                       

channels‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌proposes,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌emphasize‌‌                       

throughout‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌is‌ ‌completely‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌scene.‌‌                     

Hence,‌ ‌‌Nosedive,‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌‌                         

theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌scene‌ ‌by‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌‌r‌estriction‌ ‌of‌‌                       

4  ‌‌(3)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 
5  ‌(4‌)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 
‌ 
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individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌‌‌but‌‌                     

also‌ ‌originally‌ ‌contributes‌ ‌this‌ ‌unique‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                           

philosophical‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌scene.‌ ‌I‌ ‌acknowledge‌‌and‌‌propose‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌to‌‌                         

be‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                         

cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌piece,‌‌by‌‌‌introducing‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌                         

forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌‌‌Nosedive,‌‌d‌eparting‌‌from‌‌                       

the‌ ‌linkage‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌between‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌                             

Deleuze’s‌ ‌‘Control‌ ‌Society’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌and‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌&‌ ‌Guattari’s‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘desire’‌ ‌(Basturk,‌‌                       

2017),‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌‌                           

deterritorialization‌ ‌and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌desires‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌desiring‌ ‌machines,‌‌                   

shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌processes,‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌and‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌‌                       

through/by‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                   

control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌and‌ ‌correspondingly‌ ‌free‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌‌                   

individual‌‌freedoms,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌deterritorialization‌‌and‌‌reterritorialization‌‌of‌‌desires,‌‌through‌‌their‌‌                     

given‌‌‘consent’‌‌within‌‌these‌‌technologies.‌‌Departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌accentuation,‌‌I,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌                         

philosopher,‌ ‌derive‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌episode,‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌which‌ ‌is:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

‘‌Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory:‌ ‌Any‌ ‌action‌ ‌taken‌ ‌within/through‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                 

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌of‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌‌                   

considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                     

non-oppressive‌ ‌and‌ ‌non-imposed‌ ‌territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌as‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌in‌‌                   

the‌‌‘Control‌‌Societies’,‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌restrict‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedoms’‌‌through/by‌‌                   

their‌ ‌freely‌ ‌given‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌choice-based‌ ‌‘click’‌ ‌consents.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Consequently,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis,‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌results‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌‌cinematic‌‌                       

philosophy‌‌is‌‌proved‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌channel‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌                                 

emphasized,‌‌ontologically,‌‌introduce‌‌each‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌                     

technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌‌                       

philosophical‌ ‌scene.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌‌                   

agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌‌                     

Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution.‌‌The‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                         

cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌                     

of‌ ‌‌THX‌ ‌1138.‌ ‌The‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌internal‌‌                         

factors(Y)‌‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌‌Ex‌‌Machina‌‌and,‌‌eventually,‌                       

the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌Nosedive.‌‌‌Moreover,‌‌‌Nosedive‌’s‌‌contribution,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                       

contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophical‌‌piece,‌‌is‌‌solely‌‌theorized‌‌by‌‌the‌‌piece‌‌itself‌‌since‌‌this‌‌                           
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novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌solely‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌‌                         

philosophical‌ ‌scene.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌‌Nosedive,‌‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌piece,‌‌by‌‌‌proposing‌‌                     

this‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌‌                             

theory.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌the‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌place,‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

philosophy,‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌literature‌ ‌that‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize,‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌neglected‌ ‌and‌ ‌accordingly‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌‌                         

philosophy‌ ‌which‌ ‌has‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌and‌‌philosophize‌‌in‌‌general.‌‌Yet,‌‌since‌‌I‌‌set‌‌                             

the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌my‌‌thesis‌‌to‌‌be‌‌established‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌                             

technology,‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌proposed‌‌                       

through/by‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                       

through/by‌‌technology.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌‌Alphaville:‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution,‌‌                   

THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌‌and‌ ‌Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌theorize‌‌the‌‌inductively‌‌established‌‌three‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌‌a‌‌unique‌‌philosophical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophical‌‌pieces.‌‌                     

Furthermore,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌theorizes‌‌not‌‌only‌‌an‌‌inductively‌‌established‌‌but‌‌also‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                           

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌that‌‌I,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

philosopher,‌ ‌derive‌ ‌from‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

philosophy.‌‌ ‌  
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C‌hapter‌ ‌2‌ ‌ 

T‌he‌ ‌‌C‌oncept‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌I‌ndividual‌ ‌‌F‌reedom‌ ‌ 

‌ 
In‌‌this‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌aim‌‌to‌‌review‌‌and‌‌analyze‌‌the‌‌differing‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌nominate‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌exploratory‌‌                       

nature‌ ‌from‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌perspective.‌‌Consequently,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌grasp‌‌and‌‌situate‌‌                         

these‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌organized‌ ‌way,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌propose‌ ‌an‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌‌                         

relational‌ ‌formulation.‌ ‌The‌ ‌aim‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌proposal‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌schematic‌ ‌organization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

conceptual‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌locate‌ ‌these‌ ‌distinct‌‌                         

conceptions‌‌within‌‌this‌‌organizational‌‌scheme.‌‌‌As‌‌the‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌departing‌‌                       

from‌‌this‌‌organizational‌‌scheme‌‌that‌‌I‌‌propose,‌‌‌I‌‌will‌‌introduce‌‌inductively‌‌established‌‌three‌                         

types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌along‌‌with‌‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌emerged‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌novel‌‌parameters‌‌and‌‌practices‌‌that‌‌come‌‌into‌‌                           

being‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌‌                         

Consequently,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌of‌ ‌considering‌ ‌‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌acknowledged‌‌as‌‌                       

philosophical‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌and‌‌                     

theories.‌ ‌I‌ ‌suggest‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌‌pieces,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌construe‌‌them,‌‌ontologically,‌‌have‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌introduce‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌                           

kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌                             

along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌inductively‌‌established‌‌other‌‌three‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restrictions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                         

through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

 ‌‌2.1‌ ‌The‌ ‌Conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌‌ ‌  
‌ 

Freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌challenging‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌field‌ ‌of‌ ‌political‌‌                         

philosophy.‌‌This‌‌ontological‌‌challenge‌‌is‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌essentially‌‌contested‌‌nature‌‌                       

of‌‌the‌‌concept.‌‌Fathoming‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌involves‌‌grasping‌‌fundamentally‌‌different‌‌                       
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ways‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌notion‌‌has‌‌been‌‌conceptualized‌‌by‌‌various‌‌philosophers‌‌(Monday,‌‌2015).‌‌                         

Therefore,‌‌instead‌‌of‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌a‌‌unifying‌‌and‌‌commonly‌‌accepted‌‌definition‌‌of‌‌freedom,‌‌it‌‌                           

is‌‌crucial‌‌to‌‌give‌‌attention‌‌to‌‌different‌‌conceptualizations‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌are‌‌compatible‌‌with‌‌                           

the‌‌broad‌‌concept.‌‌This‌‌mentioned‌‌sort‌‌of‌‌perception‌‌is‌‌set‌‌according‌‌to‌‌the‌‌consideration‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌ ‌social‌ ‌science‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌as‌ ‌unfixed‌ ‌expedients‌ ‌consist‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌ongoing‌ ‌set‌ ‌of‌ ‌definitive‌‌                           

conditions.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌precise‌ ‌case‌ ‌of‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌these‌‌definitive‌‌conditions‌‌                       

are‌‌established‌‌by‌‌the‌‌specification‌‌of‌‌parameters‌‌that‌‌are‌‌in‌‌effect‌‌of‌‌the‌‌construction‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

concept.‌‌The‌‌stated‌‌speculative‌‌and‌‌unfixed‌‌nature‌‌of‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌generates‌‌different‌‌types‌‌                         

of‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌‘Individual‌ ‌Freedom’.‌‌ ‌  

Classic‌ ‌approaches‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌attempts‌ ‌to‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌consider‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌‌feature‌‌and‌‌consider‌‌it‌‌as‌‌associated‌‌in‌‌the‌‌first‌‌degree‌‌with‌‌                               

real‌ ‌persons‌ ‌only.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌coupled‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌observed,‌ ‌assessed‌ ‌and‌‌                       

hindered‌‌actions‌‌or‌‌non-actions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌(Graeff,‌‌2012).‌‌Within‌‌the‌‌western‌‌political‌‌                         

philosophy‌ ‌tradition,‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌‌sets‌‌its‌‌scope‌‌on,‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

most‌ ‌prioritized‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌of‌ ‌social‌ ‌complexities.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌different‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌‌                   

freedom,‌ ‌although‌ ‌they‌ ‌have‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions,‌ ‌consider‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                       

subject‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌they‌ ‌conceptualize.‌ ‌This‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌normative‌ ‌prioritization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

individual‌‌is‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌historically‌‌transforming‌‌character‌‌of‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌notion.‌‌                         

The‌ ‌qualitative‌ ‌shift‌ ‌that‌ ‌has‌ ‌taken‌ ‌place‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌position‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual,‌ ‌generates‌ ‌a‌‌                             

necessity‌‌to‌‌change‌‌how‌‌we‌‌think‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌its‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌experience.‌‌Along‌‌these‌‌lines,‌‌                               

the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌is‌ ‌set‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌subject‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌freedom‌‌concept‌‌within‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌and‌‌                               

within‌ ‌the‌ ‌general‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌critical‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌in‌ ‌current‌‌                               

societies‌ ‌almost‌ ‌every‌ ‌individual‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌citizen‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌state‌ ‌which‌ ‌requires‌ ‌to‌ ‌acknowledge‌‌                           

different‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌political‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌civil‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌social‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌etc,.‌‌                         

Although‌ ‌the‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept,‌ ‌ontologically,‌ ‌is‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌and‌ ‌is‌ ‌shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌political‌ ‌and‌‌                           

social‌ ‌complexities,‌ ‌the‌ ‌priority‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌given‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌position‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌political‌ ‌and‌ ‌social‌ ‌complexities.‌ ‌‌Consequently,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter‌‌                     

differing‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌‌                     

conceptions‌ ‌nominate‌ ‌are‌ ‌going‌‌to‌‌be‌‌analyzed‌‌in‌‌an‌‌exploratory‌‌nature‌‌from‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌perspective‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌novel‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌ ‌practices‌‌that‌‌                       

come‌‌into‌‌being‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌and‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌                           

which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌is‌ ‌construed‌ ‌to‌ ‌trigger‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌                             

Throughout‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌and‌‌the‌‌following‌‌chapters‌‌‘liberty’‌‌and‌‌‘freedom’‌‌words‌‌are‌‌going‌‌to‌‌                           

be‌ ‌used‌ ‌interchangeably‌ ‌(Berlin,‌ ‌1969;‌ ‌Skinner,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌ 
The‌ ‌word‌ ‌‘concept’‌ ‌is‌ ‌used‌ ‌to‌ ‌discuss‌ ‌phenomena‌ ‌ranging‌ ‌from‌ ‌idiosyncratic‌‌                     

cognitive‌‌entities‌‌to‌‌complex‌‌and‌‌contested‌‌structures‌‌of‌‌language-based‌‌meaning‌‌(Adcock,‌‌                     

2005).‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌convenient‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌word‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                         
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freedom‌ ‌notion‌ ‌is‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌‌one’s‌‌mental‌‌picture‌‌or‌‌image‌‌of‌‌a‌‌given‌‌phenomena‌‌with‌‌                             

prior‌ ‌experience‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌contextual‌ ‌circumstances‌ ‌(Monday,‌ ‌2015).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Gilles‌‌                     

Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Félix‌ ‌Guattari‌ ‌even‌ ‌go‌ ‌further‌ ‌enough‌ ‌to‌ ‌define‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌art‌ ‌which‌‌                             

consists‌ ‌in‌ ‌forming,‌ ‌inventing‌ ‌and‌ ‌fabricating‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌determination‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌‌                         

moment,‌ ‌its‌ ‌occasion‌ ‌and‌ ‌circumstances,‌ ‌its‌ ‌landscapes‌ ‌and‌ ‌personae,‌ ‌its‌ ‌conditions‌‌and‌‌                       

unknowns‌‌(Deleuze‌‌&‌‌Guattari,‌‌1994).‌‌Hence,‌‌a‌‌longstanding‌‌concern‌‌of‌‌political‌‌philosophy‌‌                       

is‌ ‌the‌ ‌formation‌ ‌and‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌political‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌equality,‌ ‌justice,‌‌                         

authority,‌ ‌legitimacy,‌ ‌democracy,‌‌welfare,‌‌etc,.‌‌Each‌‌and‌‌every‌‌of‌‌these‌‌concepts‌‌has‌‌been‌‌                         

construed‌‌in‌‌varying‌‌ways‌‌in‌‌which‌‌every‌‌of‌‌these‌‌conceptions‌‌are‌‌constructed‌‌as‌‌a‌‌matter‌‌                             

of‌ ‌prioritization‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌sacrifice‌ ‌of‌ ‌certain‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌virtues.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌no‌ ‌pure‌‌                           

types,‌ ‌but‌ ‌interpretations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌and‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌‌                         

normative‌ ‌principles‌ ‌(Gerring,‌ ‌1999).‌‌ ‌  

Since‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌and‌ ‌generally‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Individual‌‌                       

Freedom’‌ ‌concept,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌essential‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌some‌‌general‌‌aspects‌‌of‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌                         

individual‌‌freedom‌‌before‌‌getting‌‌into‌‌the‌‌detailed‌‌exploration‌‌of‌‌the‌‌differing‌‌interpretations‌‌                       

and‌ ‌formulations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept.‌ ‌As‌ ‌stressed:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

We‌ ‌may‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌broadly‌ ‌outlined‌ ‌concept‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌constraints‌‌                           

on‌ ‌agents’‌ ‌actions,‌ ‌which‌ ‌still‌ ‌leaves‌ ‌open‌ ‌what‌ ‌kinds‌ ‌of‌ ‌constraints,‌ ‌agents,‌ ‌and‌‌                         

actions‌ ‌matter‌ ‌(MacCallum‌ ‌1967).‌ ‌A‌ ‌full‌ ‌specification‌ ‌of‌ ‌those‌ ‌constraints,‌ ‌agents,‌‌                     

and‌ ‌actions‌ ‌yields‌ ‌a‌ ‌precise‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom.‌‌Different‌‌conceptions‌‌can‌‌thus‌‌                       

be‌ ‌compatible‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌broad‌ ‌concept.‌ ‌We‌ ‌can‌ ‌translate‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinction‌‌                       

between‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌and‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌into‌ ‌our‌ ‌earlier‌ ‌terminology‌ ‌by‌ ‌defining‌ ‌a‌‌                     

conception‌ ‌exactly‌ ‌as‌ ‌we‌ ‌defined‌ ‌a‌ ‌concept‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌last‌ ‌section,‌ ‌where‌‌the‌‌domain,‌‌                           

defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌(if‌ ‌any),‌ ‌and‌ ‌extension‌ ‌are‌ ‌fully‌ ‌specified,‌ ‌and‌ ‌redefining‌ ‌a‌‌                       

concept‌‌as‌‌a‌‌broader‌‌family‌‌of‌‌such‌‌conceptions,‌‌with‌‌some‌‌aspects‌‌of‌‌the‌‌domain,‌‌                           

defining‌ ‌conditions,‌ ‌or‌ ‌extension‌ ‌left‌ ‌open.‌ ‌(List‌ ‌&‌ ‌Valentini,‌ ‌2016b‌,‌ ‌532)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

As‌ ‌the‌ ‌passage‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌different‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌ontologically,‌‌                   

ground‌‌on‌‌distinct‌‌specifications‌‌of‌‌the‌‌principles‌‌and‌‌the‌‌standards‌‌set‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                             

defining‌ ‌conditions.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌are‌‌                   

based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌a‌ ‌complicated‌ ‌network‌ ‌of‌ ‌similarities‌ ‌and‌ ‌differences‌ ‌overlapping‌ ‌and‌‌                     

criss-crossing‌ ‌(Baldissone,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌aim‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌is‌‌not‌‌to‌‌clash‌‌differing‌‌                           

i‌ndividual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌but‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌an‌ ‌exploratory‌ ‌journey‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌and‌‌                         

normative‌‌universe‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌introduce‌‌the‌‌most‌‌adequate‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌                           

contemporary‌‌reality.‌‌‌With‌‌this‌‌motivation,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌different‌‌normative‌‌                           

and‌‌theoretical‌‌perspectives‌‌on‌‌the‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌‘Individual‌‌Freedom’‌‌are‌‌going‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                         
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referred‌ ‌to‌ ‌and‌ ‌analyzed‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌exploratory‌ ‌nature.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌‌                       

theoretical‌ ‌journey,‌ ‌I‌ ‌intend‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌an‌ ‌overlooked‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                           

freedom.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

2.1.1‌ ‌Tracing‌ ‌the‌ ‌Roots‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
The‌‌aim‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌is,‌‌as‌‌expressed‌‌above,‌‌to‌‌have‌‌an‌‌exploratory‌‌journey‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                               

theoretical‌ ‌and‌ ‌normative‌ ‌universe‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌‌                         

adequate‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌reality‌ ‌focused‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion.‌ ‌The‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌‌                           

primarily‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌scrutinization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept‌ ‌through‌‌                     

contemporary‌ ‌western‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌tradition.‌ ‌With‌ ‌this‌ ‌motivation,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌a‌‌                       

detailed‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌‌tradition.‌‌                       

However,‌ ‌since‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌notion‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌ ‌transforming‌ ‌character,‌ ‌before‌ ‌getting‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌‌                           

detailed‌ ‌inquiry‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌briefly‌‌                       

trace‌ ‌the‌ ‌roots‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌has‌ ‌evolved‌‌                               

throughout‌ ‌history.‌‌ ‌  

We‌ ‌can‌ ‌trace‌ ‌the‌ ‌roots‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌western‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌tradition‌‌                       

subsequently‌‌the‌‌notion‌‌of‌‌freedom,‌‌dating‌‌back‌‌to‌‌Ancient‌‌Greece.‌‌‌Eleutheria‌‌(έλευθερία‌)‌‌is‌‌                         

the‌ ‌word‌ ‌that‌ ‌elucidates‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌relation‌ ‌to‌ ‌politics‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌society‌ ‌in‌‌                               

Ancient‌‌Greece.‌‌‌Eleutheria‌‌(έλευθερία)‌‌evolves‌‌from‌‌the‌‌word‌‌‌eleutheros‌‌(ελεύθερος)‌‌which‌‌                     

can‌ ‌be‌ ‌associated‌ ‌with‌ ‌‘freeborn’‌ ‌or‌ ‌‘free’‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌context.‌ ‌‌Eleutheria‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                           

Ancient‌ ‌Greece‌ ‌context‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌having‌ ‌a‌ ‌connotation‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌had‌ ‌a‌‌                           

collective‌‌connotation‌‌engaged‌‌in‌‌relation‌‌to‌‌the‌‌city.‌‌The‌‌active‌‌practice‌‌of‌‌politics,‌‌in‌‌which‌‌                             

half‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Athenian‌ ‌population‌ ‌is‌ ‌excluded,‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌engagement‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌citizens‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌‌                             

shared‌ ‌way‌ ‌of‌ ‌life‌ ‌is‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌the‌ ‌city,‌ ‌but‌ ‌not‌ ‌the‌‌                                 

individual,‌ ‌free‌ ‌(Held,‌ ‌1987).‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌Romans‌ ‌used‌ ‌the‌ ‌word‌ ‌‌libertas‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌counterpart‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌eleutheria‌.‌ ‌Since‌ ‌the‌‌                         

historical‌‌context‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Roman‌‌Empire‌‌was‌‌different‌‌from‌‌Ancient‌‌Greece,‌‌the‌‌word‌‌‌libertas‌‌                           

is‌ ‌associated‌ ‌with‌ ‌lawful‌ ‌government‌ ‌and‌‌perhaps‌‌with‌‌the‌‌institutionalized‌‌private‌‌security‌‌                       

for‌ ‌the‌ ‌plebs.‌ ‌The‌ ‌primary‌ ‌reason‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌ ‌association‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌in‌ ‌contrast‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                             

Athenians,‌‌the‌‌Romans‌‌were‌‌not‌‌citizens‌‌but‌‌subjects‌‌of‌‌an‌‌empire‌‌that‌‌is‌‌more‌‌concerned‌‌                             

with‌‌lawful‌‌rule‌‌rather‌‌than‌‌direct‌‌democracy‌‌and‌‌having‌‌access‌‌to‌‌power‌‌(Yupanqui,‌‌2011).‌‌                           

The‌‌collapse‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Roman‌‌Empire‌‌constituted‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌historical‌‌context‌‌in‌‌which‌‌opened‌‌the‌‌                             

way‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌feudal‌ ‌system.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌as‌ ‌expressed:‌ ‌ 

‌ 
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The‌ ‌medieval‌ ‌ancestors‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌“free-”‌ ‌family‌ ‌did‌ ‌not‌ ‌make‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌of‌‌                           

access‌ ‌to‌ ‌power‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌eleutheria‌ ‌did‌ ‌or‌ ‌did‌ ‌not‌ ‌refer‌ ‌to‌ ‌lawful‌ ‌rule‌ ‌or‌ ‌institutionalized‌‌                             

private‌ ‌security‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌libertas‌ ‌did.‌ ‌In‌ ‌a‌ ‌feudal‌ ‌political‌ ‌order,‌ ‌it‌ ‌meant‌ ‌immunities‌‌from‌‌                           

interference‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌jurisdictional‌ ‌overlords.‌ ‌(Yupanqui,‌ ‌2011,‌ ‌28)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Hence,‌ ‌although‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌differences‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌words,‌ ‌the‌                         

Greek‌‌‌eleutheria‌‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Latin‌‌libertas,‌‌‌as‌‌C.S‌‌Lewis‌‌emphasizes,‌‌converge‌‌on‌‌their‌‌original‌‌                           

meaning‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌‘not‌ ‌a‌‌slave’‌‌(Spector,‌‌2010).‌‌However,‌‌as‌‌Joel‌‌Feinberg‌‌accentuates‌‌on‌‌                           

the‌ ‌original‌‌meaning‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌“‌this‌‌use,‌‌important‌‌as‌‌it‌‌once‌‌was,‌‌has‌‌declined‌‌since‌‌the‌‌                               

fall‌ ‌of‌ ‌feudalism‌ ‌and‌ ‌slavery,‌ ‌and‌ ‌is‌ ‌now‌ ‌almost‌ ‌archaic."‌ ‌(Feinberg,‌ ‌1980,‌ ‌11).‌ ‌The‌‌                           

emphasis‌‌on‌‌the‌‌archaic‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌not‌‌being‌‌a‌‌slave‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                               

a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌Hobbes's‌ ‌triumphant‌ ‌redefinition‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌liberty‌ ‌which‌‌                       

inaugurated‌ ‌the‌ ‌modern‌ ‌discussions‌ ‌on‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌‌modernity,‌‌the‌‌ideal‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌self-perfection‌‌through‌‌religious‌‌                         

and‌ ‌collective‌ ‌entities‌ ‌had‌ ‌come‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌end‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌emergence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌                                 

absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌interference‌ ‌(Skinner,‌ ‌2002).‌ ‌‌Earliest‌ ‌treaties‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌‌                         

systematically‌ ‌analyzed‌ ‌is‌ ‌Thomas‌ ‌Hobbes’s‌ ‌‌Leviathan‌,‌ ‌first‌ ‌published‌ ‌in‌ ‌1651.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌‌                       

priority‌ ‌reason‌ ‌to‌ ‌start‌ ‌the‌ ‌modern‌ ‌discussion‌ ‌from‌ ‌Hobbes’s‌ ‌Leviathan‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌chapter‌‌                         

twenty-one‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Leviathan‌ ‌‌entitled‌ ‌‘Of‌ ‌Liberty‌ ‌of‌ ‌Subjects’‌ ‌fundamentally‌ ‌inaugurates‌ ‌the‌‌                     

systematic‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌on‌‌freedom‌‌within‌‌the‌‌modernist‌‌context.‌‌Also,‌‌another‌‌reason‌‌is‌‌that‌‌it‌‌                           

has‌ ‌been‌ ‌highly‌ ‌influential‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌classical‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌tradition‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                         

conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌(Skinner,‌‌2016).‌‌As‌‌Hobbes‌‌states‌‌a‌‌free‌‌man‌‌“is‌‌he,‌‌that‌‌                             

in‌‌those‌‌things,‌‌which‌‌by‌‌his‌‌strength‌‌and‌‌wit‌‌he‌‌is‌‌able‌‌to‌‌do,‌‌is‌‌not‌‌hindered‌‌to‌‌do‌‌what‌‌he‌‌                                         

has‌‌a‌‌will‌‌to‌‌do.”‌‌(Hobbes,‌‌1651,‌‌Chapter‌‌21).‌‌Hobbes,‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌freedom,‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌                             

any‌‌external‌‌agency‌‌prevents‌‌or‌‌compels‌‌an‌‌action‌‌within‌‌the‌‌power‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌through‌‌                             

interfering‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual's‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence.‌ ‌In‌ ‌more‌ ‌precise‌ ‌words,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Hobbes‌‌                       

accentuates,‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌“absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌external‌ ‌impediments‌ ‌to‌ ‌motion”‌ ‌(Hobbes,‌ ‌1651,‌‌                       

Chapter‌ ‌21).‌ ‌Within‌ ‌his‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌‘absence’‌ ‌of‌ ‌interference‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌mechanistic‌‌                     

conceptualization,‌ ‌he‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌‌the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌‘bodily’‌‌interference‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌                         

coercion‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌will‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌interference‌ ‌to‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

John‌‌Locke,‌‌although‌‌agreeing‌‌with‌‌Hobbes‌‌on‌‌the‌‌position‌‌that‌‌bodily‌‌interference‌‌is‌‌                         

a‌‌coercion‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌introduces‌‌the‌‌coercion‌‌of‌‌the‌‌will‌‌as‌‌an‌‌alternative‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌                               

an‌‌interference‌‌to‌‌freedom‌‌by‌‌offering‌‌a‌‌more‌‌social‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌notion.‌‌Locke’s‌‌                           

conception‌ ‌refers‌ ‌more‌ ‌to‌ ‌interpersonal‌ ‌relations‌ ‌between‌ ‌human‌ ‌beings.‌ ‌Consequently,‌‌                   

Locke‌ ‌describes‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌coercion‌ ‌in‌ ‌human‌ ‌affairs‌ ‌(Locke,‌ ‌1689).‌‌                         

Although‌ ‌Locke‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌define‌ ‌coercion,‌ ‌he‌ ‌refers‌ ‌to‌ ‌four‌ ‌actions‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌‌                           

threats,‌ ‌promises,‌ ‌offers‌ ‌and‌ ‌bribes.‌ ‌According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Locke,‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌actions‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌‌                           
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potential‌ ‌to‌‌bend‌‌the‌‌will‌‌therefore‌‌take‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌away‌‌(Skinner,‌‌2016).‌‌Indeed,‌‌Locke’s‌‌                           

vagueness‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌means‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌will‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌coerced‌ ‌situates‌ ‌Locke’s‌ ‌conception‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌‌                               

departing‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary,‌ ‌especially‌ ‌Anglo-American‌ ‌liberal,‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌‌                   

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌These‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌are‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌precise‌ ‌description‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

coercion‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌will‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌restricting‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌Jeremy‌‌                           

Bentham‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌precise‌ ‌characteristics‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌threats‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌written‌ ‌work‌ ‌called‌ ‌‌On‌ ‌the‌‌                           

Limits‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Penal‌ ‌Branch‌ ‌of‌ ‌Legislation‌ ‌‌(1780-1782)‌.‌ ‌‌He‌ ‌defines‌ ‌coercion‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌“rendering‌‌                         

alternatives‌‌ineligible‌‌standardly‌‌and‌‌basically‌‌by‌‌means‌‌of‌‌threats‌‌so‌‌long‌‌as‌‌the‌‌threats‌‌are‌‌                             

credible,‌‌immediate‌‌and‌‌serious”‌‌(Skinner,‌‌2016).‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌definition‌‌can‌‌be‌‌claimed‌‌to‌‌                             

set‌ ‌the‌ ‌general‌ ‌rhetoric‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌liberal,‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌falling‌ ‌under‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌‌                         

non-interference‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌  

One‌ ‌other‌ ‌thinker‌ ‌John‌ ‌Stuart‌ ‌Mill‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌commonly‌ ‌accepted‌ ‌as‌ ‌conceptualizing‌‌                       

freedom,‌ ‌within‌ ‌his‌ ‌work‌ ‌‌On‌ ‌Liberty‌ (1859)‌,‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌interference.‌ ‌What‌ ‌he‌‌                           

underlines‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌work‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌nature‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌limits‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌which‌ ‌can‌ ‌legitimately‌ ‌be‌                                 

exercised‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌society‌ ‌over‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌and‌ ‌he‌ ‌considers‌ ‌all‌ ‌restraints‌ ‌as‌ ‌evil‌ ‌(Mill,‌‌                             

1859).‌ ‌With‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌underlining,‌ ‌most‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌following‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophers‌‌                       

belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘freedom‌ ‌from’‌ ‌camp‌ ‌regarded‌ ‌Mill‌ ‌as‌‌a‌‌leading‌‌exponent‌‌of‌‌the‌‌negative‌‌                             

understanding‌‌of‌‌freedom.‌‌However,‌‌although‌‌Mill‌‌is‌‌construed‌‌as‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌leading‌‌figures‌‌                           

who‌‌conceptualized‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌restraints,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌crucial‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌priority‌‌                             

that‌ ‌Mill‌ ‌dedicates‌ ‌to‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌because‌ ‌this‌ ‌accentuation‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌complex‌‌                         

interpretation‌ ‌of‌ ‌Mill’s‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌on‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌in‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌three‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌On‌ ‌Liberty‌ ‌‌he‌‌                             

emphasizes‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌on‌‌individuality‌‌and‌‌self-development‌‌for‌‌preserving‌‌                     

and‌ ‌encouraging‌‌originality,‌‌eccentricity,‌‌variety‌‌and‌‌progress‌‌(Mill,‌‌1859,‌‌Chapter‌‌3).‌‌Here,‌‌                       

what‌‌Mill‌‌introduces‌‌is‌‌a‌‌slightly‌‌different‌‌perspective‌‌on‌‌liberation‌‌and‌‌is‌‌sort‌‌of‌‌a‌‌reaction‌‌to‌‌                                 

the‌ ‌tyranny‌‌of‌‌the‌‌majority.‌‌Thus,‌‌his‌‌idea‌‌of‌‌liberation,‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌of‌‌the‌‌underlined‌‌                             

aspect,‌ ‌is‌ ‌through‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌which‌ ‌includes‌ ‌self-development‌ ‌for‌ ‌preserving‌ ‌and‌‌                   

encouraging‌ ‌originality,‌ ‌eccentricity,‌ ‌variety‌ ‌and‌ ‌progress‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌rational‌ ‌conformity.‌‌                 

Consequently,‌ ‌this‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                     

emergence‌ ‌of‌ ‌novel‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌construed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                     

positive‌ ‌sense.‌ ‌Mill‌ ‌situates‌ ‌the‌ ‌place‌ ‌of‌ ‌any‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌collective,‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌organ,‌ ‌in‌ ‌optimal‌‌                                 

conditions,‌‌not‌‌to‌‌shadow‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌but‌‌to‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌the‌‌aim‌‌of‌‌providing‌‌the‌‌conditions‌‌to‌‌                                 

individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌reach‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌and‌ ‌self-perfection.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌increasing‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌self‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌discussions‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌freedom,‌‌                       

triggers‌ ‌some‌ ‌systematic‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌in‌‌‌The‌‌                         

Philosophical‌‌Theory‌‌of‌‌State,‌‌first‌‌published‌‌in‌‌1899,‌‌Bernard‌‌Bosanquet‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌to‌‌                         

be‌ ‌free,‌ ‌an‌ ‌action‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌motivated‌ ‌and‌ ‌initiated‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌rational‌ ‌self,‌ ‌a‌ ‌self‌ ‌that‌ ‌has‌ ‌an‌‌                                   

internal‌ ‌motivation,‌ ‌growth,‌ ‌and‌ ‌creative‌ ‌energy‌ ‌(Bosanquet,‌ ‌1899).‌ ‌This‌ ‌underlined‌‌                   
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self-secures‌ ‌the‌ ‌true‌ ‌self‌ ‌against‌ ‌being‌ ‌coerced‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌free‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

interpersonal‌ ‌relations.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Bosanquet‌ ‌emphasizes‌ ‌akin‌ ‌to‌‌Mill,‌‌since‌‌self-development‌‌is‌‌a‌‌                       

matter‌ ‌of‌ ‌inner‌ ‌growth,‌ ‌it‌ ‌rules‌ ‌out‌ ‌imposing‌ ‌a‌ ‌uniform‌ ‌pattern‌ ‌of‌ ‌conduct‌ ‌on‌ ‌individuals.‌‌                             

Thus,‌ ‌coercion‌ ‌coming‌ ‌from‌ ‌interpersonal‌ ‌relations‌ ‌threatens‌ ‌the‌ ‌very‌ ‌possibility‌ ‌of‌‌                     

realization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌true-self.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌reaching‌ ‌to‌ ‌your‌ ‌high-self‌ ‌through‌‌                       

self-realization‌ ‌processes‌ ‌liberated‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌uniform‌ ‌pattern‌ ‌of‌ ‌conduct‌ ‌(Bosanquet,‌ ‌1899;‌‌                     

Simhony,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌As‌ ‌T.H.‌ ‌Green‌ ‌expresses,‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌lecture‌ ‌‌On‌ ‌the‌ ‌Different‌ ‌Senses‌ ‌of‌                           

'Freedom'‌‌as‌‌Applied‌‌to‌‌the‌‌Will‌‌and‌‌to‌‌the‌‌Moral‌‌Progress‌‌of‌‌Man‌,‌‌real‌‌freedom‌‌consists‌‌in‌‌                                 

determination‌‌of‌‌the‌‌will‌‌by‌‌reason‌‌and‌‌reaching‌‌at‌‌harmony‌‌with‌‌the‌‌true‌‌law‌‌of‌‌one's‌‌being‌‌                                 

(Green,‌‌1886‌‌[2011]).‌ ‌For‌‌Green,‌‌“Once‌‌I‌‌have‌‌a‌‌genuine‌‌opportunity‌‌to‌‌be‌‌myself‌‌(i.e.,‌‌all‌‌                               

internal‌ ‌impediments‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌disposed‌ ‌of)‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌become‌ ‌myself”‌ ‌(Nelson,‌ ‌2005,‌ ‌62).‌‌ ‌  

These‌‌introduced‌‌conceptions‌‌acknowledging‌‌freedom‌‌in‌‌a‌‌self-realization‌‌(positive)‌‌                 

sense,‌ ‌generated‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌ ‌of‌ ‌coercion‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌themselves‌                       

through‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Although‌ ‌most‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌modernist‌ ‌discussions‌ ‌on‌ ‌freedom‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌                         

the‌ ‌ways‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌coerced‌ ‌by‌ ‌restraints‌ ‌and‌ ‌interferences‌ ‌coming‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                         

‘other’,‌ ‌these‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌accentuations‌ ‌sparked‌‌the‌‌idea‌‌of‌‌individuals‌‌playing‌‌a‌‌role‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                           

coercion‌‌of‌‌their‌‌freedoms.‌‌Consequently,‌‌these‌‌underlinings‌‌inaugurated‌‌an‌‌inclination‌‌to‌‌go‌‌                       

beyond‌‌the‌‌liberal‌‌tradition‌‌in‌‌the‌‌late‌‌19th-century‌‌social‌‌and‌‌political‌‌philosophy.‌‌As‌‌Skinner‌‌                           

states‌ ‌these‌ ‌discussions‌ ‌initiated‌ ‌the‌ ‌question‌ ‌of‌ ‌“Can‌ ‌we‌ ‌make‌ ‌sense‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌radical‌‌                           

extension‌‌of‌‌the‌‌classical‌‌liberal‌‌tradition?”‌‌(Skinner,‌‌2016).‌‌It‌‌can‌‌be‌‌claimed‌‌that‌‌this‌‌radical‌‌                             

extension‌ ‌has‌ ‌evolved,‌ ‌up‌ ‌until‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌discussions‌ ‌on‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌‌                     

towards‌ ‌different‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌formulations‌ ‌(for‌‌                         

instance‌ ‌positive‌ ‌formulations‌ ‌after‌ ‌the‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-realization)‌ ‌but‌ ‌the‌‌                     

most‌ ‌prominent‌ ‌formulations‌ ‌were‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌negative‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

notion.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌although‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌which‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌conceptualize‌ ‌the‌‌                       

notion‌ ‌in‌ ‌more‌ ‌positive‌ ‌manners,‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌conceptualized‌ ‌in‌ ‌more‌ ‌negative‌‌                       

manners‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌modernist‌ ‌context.‌ ‌ 

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌delineate‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌section,‌ ‌there‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌broadly‌ ‌two‌ ‌kinds‌ ‌of‌‌                             

perceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌persistent‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌modernist‌ ‌context‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌ ‌an‌‌                       

influence‌‌on‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌debates.‌‌One,‌‌the‌‌most‌‌prominent,‌‌is‌‌freedom‌‌understood‌‌as‌‌                         

an‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌any‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌coercion‌‌coming‌‌from‌‌an‌‌external‌‌‘other’.‌‌Another‌‌one‌‌is‌‌freedom‌                               

understood‌ ‌as‌ ‌self-realization.‌ ‌Both‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌have‌‌set‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

differing‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion.‌ ‌Thus,‌‌Isaiah‌‌Berlin,‌‌although‌‌he‌‌is‌‌                       

not‌ ‌the‌ ‌one‌ ‌coining‌ ‌the‌ ‌terms‌ ‌positive‌ ‌and‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌made‌ ‌a‌ ‌clear-cut‌ ‌division‌‌                           

between‌ ‌the‌ ‌two‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌understandings‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌Western‌ ‌tradition‌ ‌which‌ ‌set‌ ‌the‌‌                       

popular‌ ‌distinction‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌present‌ ‌academia‌ ‌(Yupanqui,‌ ‌2011).‌‌ ‌  
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Berlin‌ ‌presented‌ ‌‘negative’‌ ‌and‌ ‌‘positive’‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌camps‌ ‌originally‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌lecture‌‌                     

given‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌Oxford‌ ‌University’‌ ‌in‌ ‌1958.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌he‌ ‌scrutinized‌ ‌these‌ ‌two‌ ‌distinct‌‌                         

conceptions‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌work‌‌‘Two‌‌Concepts‌‌of‌‌Liberty’‌‌within‌‌his‌‌‌Four‌‌Essays‌‌on‌‌Liberty‌‌‌(1969)‌‌                             

book.‌‌The‌‌detailed‌‌account‌‌of‌‌these‌‌two‌‌conceptions‌‌will‌‌be‌‌proposed‌‌as‌‌a‌‌starting‌‌point‌‌of‌‌                               

the‌ ‌next‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter.‌ ‌I‌ ‌aim‌ ‌to‌ ‌use‌ ‌this‌ ‌dichotomy‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌compass‌ ‌or‌ ‌a‌ ‌navigation‌‌                                   

instrument‌‌on‌‌the‌‌journey‌‌through‌‌contemporary‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌conceptions.‌‌Therefore,‌‌                   

the‌‌aim‌‌of‌‌the‌‌next‌‌part‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌is‌‌not‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌situate‌‌the‌‌chosen‌‌conceptions‌‌within‌‌                                   

these‌ ‌two‌ ‌camps‌ ‌but‌ ‌to‌ ‌use‌ ‌these‌ ‌two‌ ‌camps‌‌as‌‌a‌‌departing‌‌point‌‌of‌‌the‌‌journey‌‌I‌‌plan‌‌to‌‌                                     

propose.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌accurate‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                         

conceptualization‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌within‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌context.‌‌Consequently,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌                     

attempt‌‌to‌‌offer‌‌an‌‌overlooked‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                             

suggested‌ ‌journey‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

2.2‌ ‌Contemporary‌ ‌Conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
Political‌ ‌theories‌ ‌depending‌‌on‌‌the‌‌given‌‌normative‌‌priority‌‌take‌‌different‌‌shapes.‌‌In‌‌                       

this‌‌thesis‌‌the‌‌normative‌‌priority‌‌is‌‌given‌‌to‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Therefore,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌part‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

thesis,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptual‌‌arrangements‌‌on‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌                         

notion.‌‌The‌‌starting‌‌point‌‌of‌‌this‌‌journey‌‌will‌‌be‌‌Berlin’s‌‌‘Two‌‌Concepts‌‌of‌‌Liberty’.‌‌Departing‌                             

from‌‌the‌‌two‌‌concepts‌‌of‌‌freedom,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌emphasize‌‌different‌‌conceptualizations‌‌which‌‌                           

propose‌‌‌full‌‌specifications‌‌on‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌notion.‌‌The‌‌aim‌‌of‌‌this‌‌part‌‌is,‌‌in‌‌                                 

exploratory‌ ‌nature,‌ ‌to‌ ‌encompass‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌accentuate‌ ‌diverse‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                     

freedom‌‌introduced‌‌by‌‌the‌‌unique‌‌political‌‌philosophers‌‌coming‌‌from‌‌different‌‌traditions.‌‌So‌‌                       

that,‌‌I‌‌can‌‌suggest‌‌the‌‌most‌‌encompassing‌‌grounds‌‌and‌‌conceptual‌‌structure‌‌on‌‌the‌‌notion‌‌                           

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌‌underline‌ ‌an‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌that‌ ‌challenges‌ ‌and‌‌                         

contributes‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌cannon‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌challenge‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌underlines.‌‌ ‌  

I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌open‌ ‌one‌ ‌clause‌‌here.‌‌‌The‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌the‌‌conceptions‌‌that‌‌I‌‌am‌‌going‌‌to‌‌                                 

refer‌ ‌to‌ ‌are‌ ‌set‌ ‌to‌ ‌prioritize‌ ‌the‌ ‌pure‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌an‌‌individual‌‌                             

who‌ ‌faces‌ ‌several‌ ‌social,‌ ‌political‌ ‌and‌ ‌economical‌ ‌obstacles‌‌which‌‌are‌‌out‌‌of‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌concept‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌“unable”‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌“unfree”‌ ‌(Hayek,‌ ‌1960;‌ ‌Berlin,‌‌                         

1969;‌ ‌List‌ ‌&‌ ‌Valentini,‌ ‌2016a;‌ ‌Skinner,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌primary‌‌intention‌‌of‌‌this‌‌motivation‌‌is‌‌to‌‌                             

focus‌ ‌purely‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌concept‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌without‌‌the‌‌interference‌‌and‌‌involvement‌‌                         

of‌ ‌any‌ ‌other‌ ‌natural,‌ ‌economical,‌ ‌social‌ ‌and‌ ‌political‌ ‌concepts,‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌ ‌values‌ ‌in‌‌                         

order‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌confusions.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌that‌ ‌situate‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                         

component‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌broader‌ ‌theories‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌democracy,‌‌justice,‌‌economy,‌‌power‌‌etc.‌‌                       

which‌ ‌essentially‌ ‌conceptualize‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌development‌ ‌(Sen,‌‌1999),‌‌as‌‌material‌‌equality‌‌                     
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(Cohen,‌‌1995),‌‌as‌‌capability‌‌(Brown,‌‌2017),‌‌as‌‌moral‌‌responsibility‌‌(Miller,‌‌1983),‌‌etc.‌‌will‌‌be‌‌                           

out‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌focus‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis.‌ ‌Although‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌unattainable‌ ‌to‌ ‌include‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌precise‌‌                               

conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌to‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌this‌‌thesis,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌incorporate‌‌a‌‌wide‌‌                                 

range‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌conceptions‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌offer‌‌an‌‌overlooked‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                             

individual‌‌freedom‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌insufficiency‌‌that‌‌these‌‌conceptions‌‌have‌‌regarding‌‌the‌‌                       

contemporary‌ ‌social‌ ‌complexities.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌group‌ ‌these‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌under‌ ‌two‌ ‌broad‌‌                       

titles:‌ ‌‘Two‌ ‌Concepts‌ ‌of‌ ‌Liberty’‌‌and‌‌‘Theories‌‌Beyond‌‌Two‌‌Concepts‌‌of‌‌Liberty’.‌‌I‌‌will‌‌start‌‌                             

this‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌journey‌ ‌from‌ ‌‘Two‌ ‌Concepts‌ ‌of‌ ‌Liberty’‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌departing‌ ‌point.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

2.2.1‌ ‌Two‌ ‌Concepts‌ ‌of‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌ 
‌ 

It‌ ‌is‌ ‌commonly‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌that‌ ‌Isaiah‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌thinker‌ ‌who‌ ‌introduced‌‌‘Two‌‌                         

Concepts‌ ‌of‌ ‌Liberty’‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌scene.‌ ‌His‌ ‌distinction‌ ‌is‌‌                       

considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌practical‌‌one‌‌which‌‌had‌‌and‌‌has‌‌been‌‌having‌‌widespread‌‌influence‌‌within‌‌                           

the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌political‌‌philosophy.‌‌Therefore,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌start‌‌the‌‌journey‌‌of‌‌the‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌ ‌Berlin’s‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion.‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌emphasizes‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌‌                         

more‌ ‌than‌ ‌two‌ ‌hundred‌ ‌senses‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌historians‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌history‌‌of‌‌ideas.‌‌                             

Yet,‌ ‌he‌ ‌puts‌ ‌his‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌two‌ ‌precise‌ ‌central‌ ‌senses‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌great‌ ‌deal‌ ‌of‌ ‌human‌ ‌history‌‌                                 

behind‌ ‌them.‌ ‌These‌ ‌two‌ ‌senses‌ ‌are‌ ‌‘negative‌ ‌liberty’‌ ‌and‌ ‌‘positive‌ ‌liberty’.‌ ‌In‌ ‌his‌ ‌own‌ ‌words:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

The‌ ‌first‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌political‌ ‌senses‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌or‌ ‌liberty‌ ‌(I‌ ‌shall‌ ‌use‌ ‌both‌ ‌words‌ ‌to‌‌                               

mean‌ ‌the‌ ‌same),‌‌which‌‌(following‌‌much‌‌precedent)‌‌I‌‌shall‌‌call‌‌the‌‌̀negative'‌‌sense,‌                         

is‌‌involved‌‌in‌‌the‌‌answer‌‌to‌‌the‌‌question‌‌̀What‌‌is‌‌the‌‌area‌‌within‌‌which‌‌the‌‌subject--a‌‌                               

person‌‌or‌‌group‌‌of‌‌persons--is‌‌or‌‌should‌‌be‌‌left‌‌to‌‌do‌‌or‌‌be‌‌what‌‌he‌‌is‌‌able‌‌to‌‌do‌‌or‌‌                                       

be,‌‌without‌‌interference‌‌by‌‌other‌‌persons?'‌‌The‌‌second,‌‌which‌‌I‌‌shall‌‌call‌‌the‌‌positive‌‌                           

sense,‌ ‌is‌ ‌involved‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌answer‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌question‌ ‌̀What,‌ ‌or‌ ‌who,‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌source‌ ‌of‌‌                               

control‌ ‌or‌ ‌interference‌ ‌that‌ ‌can‌ ‌determine‌ ‌someone‌ ‌to‌ ‌do,‌ ‌or‌ ‌be,‌ ‌this‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌‌                           

that?'.‌ ‌(Berlin,‌ ‌2002,‌ ‌169)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌ ‌answers‌ ‌given‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌questions‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌asked‌ ‌by‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌sets‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌two‌‌                                 

conceptions.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌if‌ ‌we‌ ‌consider‌ ‌the‌ ‌historical‌ ‌evaluation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

notion,‌ ‌which‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌broadly‌ ‌emphasize‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter,‌‌what‌‌Berlin‌‌                               

introduces‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌uniquely‌ ‌different‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌past‌ ‌conceptualizations.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌‌                       

touch‌ ‌that‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌situate‌ ‌the‌ ‌vague‌ ‌and‌ ‌floating‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

notion‌ ‌under‌ ‌precise‌ ‌two‌ ‌camps.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌identifies‌ ‌in‌‌‌Two‌‌Concepts‌‌of‌‌Liberty‌‌                         

the‌ ‌‌adherents‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘negative’‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌Occam,‌ ‌Erasmus,‌ ‌Hobbes,‌ ‌Locke,‌ ‌Bentham,‌‌                     

37‌ ‌ 



Constant,‌‌J.‌‌S.‌‌Mill,‌‌Tocqueville,‌‌Jefferson,‌‌Burke,‌‌Paine‌‌and‌‌adherents‌‌of‌‌‘positive’‌‌freedom‌‌                         

as‌ ‌Plato,‌ ‌Epictetus,‌ ‌St.‌ ‌Ambrose,‌ ‌Montesquieu,‌ ‌Spinoza,‌ ‌Kant,‌ ‌Herder,‌ ‌Rousseau,‌ ‌Hegel,‌‌                     

Fichte,‌ ‌Marx,‌ ‌Bukharin,‌ ‌Comte,‌ ‌Carlyle,‌ ‌T.‌ ‌H.‌ ‌Green,‌ ‌Bradley,‌ ‌Bosanquet‌ ‌(MacCallum,‌‌                     

1967).‌‌Thus,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌have‌‌underlined‌‌before,‌‌the‌‌two‌‌concepts‌‌are‌‌the‌‌concrete‌‌representatives‌‌                           

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conceptualized‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌any‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌coercion‌ ‌coming‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                             

external‌ ‌‘other’‌ ‌(negative‌ ‌freedom)‌‌and‌‌freedom‌‌conceptualized‌‌as‌‌self-realization‌‌(positive‌‌                   

freedom)‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌history‌ ‌of‌ ‌thought.‌‌ ‌  

I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌give‌‌a‌‌more‌‌detailed‌‌account‌‌of‌‌Berlin’s‌‌conceptions,‌‌since‌‌I‌‌aim‌‌to‌‌use‌‌this‌‌                                 

proposed‌ ‌dichotomy‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌departing‌ ‌point‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌compass‌ ‌or‌‌a‌‌navigation‌‌instrument‌‌of‌                             

the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌notion.‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌sets‌ ‌the‌‌                     

defining‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘negative‌‌freedom’‌‌concept‌‌as‌‌non-interference.‌‌According‌‌to‌‌Berlin,‌‌                       

an‌‌individual‌‌is‌‌“said‌‌to‌‌be‌‌free‌‌to‌‌the‌‌degree‌‌to‌‌which‌‌no‌‌man‌‌or‌‌body‌‌of‌‌men‌‌interferes‌‌with‌‌                                       

his/her‌ ‌activity”‌ ‌(Berlin,‌ ‌2002,‌ ‌169).‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌as‌ ‌he‌ ‌states,‌ ‌“The‌ ‌criterion‌ ‌of‌‌                       

oppression‌‌is‌‌the‌‌part‌‌that‌‌I‌‌believe‌‌to‌‌be‌‌played‌‌by‌‌other‌‌human‌‌beings,‌‌directly‌‌or‌‌indirectly,‌‌                                 

with‌‌or‌‌without‌‌the‌‌intention‌‌of‌‌doing‌‌so,‌‌in‌‌frustrating‌‌my‌‌wishes.”‌‌(Berlin,‌‌2002,‌‌170).‌‌Here,‌‌                               

what‌‌he‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌signify‌‌by‌‌being‌‌free‌‌is‌‌not‌‌being‌‌interfered‌‌with‌‌by‌‌the‌‌others‌‌(Berlin,‌‌2002).‌‌                                   

However,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌revision‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌original‌ ‌text‌ ‌(Berlin,‌ ‌1969),‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌that‌ ‌letting‌‌                           

freedom‌‌to‌‌be‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌desires‌‌would‌‌rule‌‌out‌‌a‌‌non-subjective‌‌criterion‌‌in‌‌which‌‌being‌‌                             

free‌ ‌or‌‌unfree‌‌becomes‌‌a‌‌matter‌‌of‌‌feeling‌‌oneself‌‌to‌‌be‌‌so‌‌(Riccardi,‌‌2007).‌‌Therefore,‌‌he‌‌                               

revises‌ ‌his‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Simply‌‌the‌‌area‌‌within‌‌which‌‌a‌‌man‌‌can‌‌act‌‌unobstructed‌‌by‌‌others.‌‌If‌‌I‌‌am‌‌prevented‌‌                               

by‌‌others‌‌from‌‌doing‌‌what‌‌I‌‌could‌‌otherwise‌‌do,‌‌I‌‌am‌‌to‌‌that‌‌degree‌‌unfree;‌‌and‌‌if‌‌this‌‌                                   

area‌ ‌is‌ ‌contracted‌ ‌by‌ ‌other‌ ‌men‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌a‌ ‌certain‌ ‌minimum,‌‌I‌‌can‌‌be‌‌described‌‌as‌‌                             

being‌ ‌coerced,‌ ‌or,‌ ‌it‌ ‌may‌ ‌be,‌ ‌enslaved.‌ ‌(Berlin,‌ ‌2002,‌ ‌169)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Berlin‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌‌some‌‌conditions‌‌and‌‌parameters‌‌from‌‌which‌‌the‌‌                         

mentioned‌ ‌area‌ ‌of‌ ‌non-interference‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌drawn‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌natural‌‌law,‌‌or‌‌natural‌‌                             

rights,‌ ‌or‌ ‌of‌‌utility,‌‌or‌‌the‌‌pronouncements‌‌of‌‌a‌‌categorical‌‌imperative,‌‌or‌‌the‌‌sanctity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

social‌ ‌contract,‌‌or‌‌any‌‌other‌‌concept‌‌with‌‌which‌‌men‌‌have‌‌sought‌‌to‌‌clarify‌‌and‌‌justify‌‌their‌‌                               

convictions‌‌(Berlin,‌‌2002).‌‌He‌‌construes‌‌this‌‌negative‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘freedom‌ ‌from’‌ ‌and‌ ‌also‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘absence’‌ ‌of‌ ‌interference.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌‌                       

conceptualization‌ ‌that‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌is‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘non-interference’.‌ ‌He‌ ‌sets‌ ‌the‌‌                     

criterion‌ ‌of‌ ‌oppression‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌practiced‌‌by‌‌other‌‌human‌‌beings,‌‌directly‌‌or‌‌indirectly,‌‌with‌‌or‌‌                             

without‌‌the‌‌intention‌‌of‌‌doing‌‌so.‌‌Thus,‌‌these‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌are‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌                             

some‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌criticized‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌and‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌his‌‌                     

negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conception‌ ‌as‌ ‌insufficient.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌a‌ ‌considerable‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌thinkers‌‌                     
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emphasize‌‌that‌‌other‌‌parameters‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌intention,‌‌the‌‌directness,‌‌the‌‌arbitrariness‌‌etc.,‌‌                         

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌of‌ ‌oppression‌ ‌employed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌plays‌ ‌a‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌role‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                             

conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion.‌ ‌Nevertheless,‌ ‌diverse‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌‌                 

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌any‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌impediments‌ ‌coming‌‌from‌‌the‌                           

external‌‌‘other’‌‌can‌‌be‌‌situated‌‌under‌‌this‌‌stressed‌‌‘freedom‌‌from’‌‌interpretation‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘negative’‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept.‌‌ ‌  

According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Berlin,‌ ‌the‌ ‌question‌‌of‌‌‘Who‌‌governs‌‌me?’‌‌is‌‌logically‌‌distinct‌‌from‌‌the‌‌                           

question‌ ‌'How‌ ‌far‌ ‌does‌ ‌the‌ ‌government‌ ‌interfere‌ ‌with‌ ‌me?'.‌ ‌As‌ ‌underlined,‌ ‌the‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌‌                           

interference‌‌sets‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌negative‌‌freedom.‌‌On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand,‌‌the‌‌level‌‌of‌‌self-mastery‌‌                             

sets‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌positive‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌stresses:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌ ‌̀positive'‌ ‌sense‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌word‌ ‌̀liberty'‌ ‌derives‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌wish‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                               

individual‌‌to‌‌be‌‌his‌‌own‌‌master.‌‌I‌‌wish‌‌my‌‌life‌‌and‌‌decisions‌‌to‌‌depend‌‌on‌‌myself,‌‌not‌‌                                 

on‌ ‌external‌ ‌forces‌ ‌of‌ ‌whatever‌ ‌kind.‌ ‌I‌ ‌wish‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌instrument‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌own,‌‌not‌‌of‌‌                                 

other‌ ‌men's‌ ‌acts‌ ‌of‌ ‌will.‌ ‌I‌ ‌wish‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌subject,‌ ‌not‌ ‌an‌ ‌object;‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌moved‌ ‌by‌‌                                   

reasons,‌‌by‌‌conscious‌‌purposes,‌‌which‌‌are‌‌my‌‌own,‌‌not‌‌by‌‌causes‌‌which‌‌affect‌‌me,‌‌                           

as‌ ‌it‌ ‌were,‌ ‌from‌ ‌outside.‌ ‌(Berlin,‌ ‌2002,‌ ‌178)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

One‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌Berlin’s‌ ‌positive‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌his‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌on‌‌                         

self-mastery‌ ‌through‌‌reason.‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌self,‌‌variously‌‌identified‌‌with‌‌reason,‌‌is‌‌construed‌‌                         

as‌‌the‌‌‘higher-self’‌‌which‌‌grounds‌‌its‌‌actions‌‌on‌‌rational‌‌choice.‌‌The‌‌process‌‌of‌‌reaching‌‌to‌‌                             

the‌ ‌‘higher-self’,‌ ‌as‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌by‌ ‌Berlin,‌ ‌requires‌ ‌a‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘lower-self’‌ ‌which‌‌                         

grounds‌‌its‌‌actions‌‌to‌‌irrational‌‌impulse,‌‌uncontrolled‌‌desires,‌‌and‌‌immediate‌‌pleasures.‌‌This‌‌                       

mentioned‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌reaching‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌higher-self‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌reason‌ ‌why‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌is‌‌                           

sceptical‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌positive‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌why‌ ‌he‌ ‌bolsters‌ ‌the‌ ‌negative‌‌                         

understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Berlin,‌ ‌reaching‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌higher-self‌ ‌requires‌ ‌a‌ ‌level‌‌of‌‌rational‌‌maturity.‌‌                         

However,‌ ‌not‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌at‌‌the‌‌level‌‌of‌‌this‌‌mentioned‌‌rational‌‌maturity‌‌state.‌‌                               

Therefore,‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌possible‌ ‌and‌ ‌justifiable‌ ‌to‌ ‌coerce‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌by‌‌an‌‌                             

external‌‌agent‌‌under‌‌the‌‌name‌‌of‌‌some‌‌goal‌‌because‌‌this‌‌individual‌‌would‌‌have‌‌chosen‌‌the‌‌                             

option‌‌if‌‌this‌‌person‌‌is‌‌more‌‌enlightened‌‌but‌‌do‌‌not‌‌since‌‌they‌‌are‌‌blind‌‌or‌‌ignorant‌‌or‌‌do‌‌not‌‌                                     

have‌ ‌the‌ ‌rational‌ ‌maturity.‌ ‌The‌ ‌danger‌ ‌that‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌sees‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌positive‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌a‌ ‌person‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌constrained‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌way‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌longer‌ ‌an‌‌                               

autonomous‌ ‌being‌ ‌but‌ ‌instead‌ ‌a‌ ‌collective‌ ‌being‌ ‌whose‌ ‌own‌ ‌reason‌ ‌must‌ ‌conform‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                           

rational-self‌‌(higher-self),‌‌automatically‌‌to‌‌the‌‌reason‌‌of‌‌a‌‌more‌‌rational‌‌entity,‌‌if‌‌there‌‌is‌‌one.‌‌                             

This‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌positive‌ ‌doctrine‌ ‌of‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌is‌ ‌construed‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘freedom‌ ‌to’‌ ‌self-mastery‌‌                       

(higher-self)‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌paternalism‌ ‌under‌‌the‌‌disguise‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌liberation‌‌since,‌‌from‌‌this‌‌                         
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point‌ ‌of‌ ‌view,‌‌the‌‌rational‌‌ends‌‌of‌‌our‌‌̀true'‌‌natures‌‌must‌‌coincide,‌‌or‌‌be‌‌made‌‌to‌‌coincide.‌‌                                 

Thus,‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌accentuation‌‌is‌‌the‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌some‌‌of‌‌the‌‌eighteenth-century‌‌accounts‌‌                             

of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌obeying‌ ‌the‌ ‌rational‌ ‌laws‌ ‌is‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌to‌ ‌act‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌reason‌‌                             

which‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌through‌ ‌self-realization.‌‌ ‌  

On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand,‌‌as‌‌mentioned‌‌in‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌part‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌there‌‌are‌‌some‌‌                               

accounts‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌positive‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌reaching‌ ‌to‌ ‌your‌‌                           

high-self‌‌through‌‌self-realization‌‌processes‌‌liberated‌‌from‌‌a‌‌uniform‌‌pattern‌‌of‌‌conduct‌‌within‌‌                       

a‌ ‌collective‌ ‌that‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌aim‌ ‌of‌ ‌providing‌ ‌the‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌self-mastery‌‌to‌‌individuals‌‌                             

(Mill,‌ ‌1859;‌ ‌Bosanquet,‌ ‌1899;‌ ‌Green,‌ ‌2011;‌ ‌Simhony,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌However,‌ ‌for‌ ‌Berlin,‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌‌                         

that‌‌the‌‌rational‌‌ends‌‌of‌‌our‌‌true‌‌nature‌‌must‌‌coincide‌‌makes‌‌it‌‌impossible‌‌for‌‌individuals‌‌to‌‌                               

be‌ ‌liberated‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌uniform‌ ‌pattern‌ ‌of‌ ‌conduct.‌ ‌This‌ ‌contradiction,‌ ‌for‌ ‌him,‌ ‌makes‌ ‌the‌‌                           

positive‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌notion‌ ‌problematic.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌Berlin‌‌                   

favours‌ ‌the‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Nonetheless,‌ ‌Berlin’s‌ ‌positive‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌‌                     

‘freedom‌ ‌to’‌ ‌self-mastery‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌construed‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌departing‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                         

positively‌ ‌constructed‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌going‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                     

underlined‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌section‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌negatively‌ ‌constructed‌‌                         

conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌Berlin’s‌ ‌distinction,‌ ‌unique‌‌                   

conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌notion‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌grouped‌ ‌under‌ ‌two‌ ‌broad‌ ‌titles‌ ‌which‌ ‌are;‌ ‌negative‌‌                         

understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌different‌ ‌conceptualizations‌‌of‌‌the‌‌notion,‌‌positive‌‌                     

understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌different‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

2.2.1.1‌ ‌Negative‌ ‌Understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Different‌‌                 

Conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Notion‌ ‌ 
‌ 

From‌‌the‌‌Berlinian‌‌sense,‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌of‌‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌broadly‌‌outlined‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                           

absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌on‌ ‌agents’‌ ‌actions.‌ ‌This‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌‌                     

grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌normative‌ ‌theorizing,‌ ‌sets‌ ‌the‌ ‌departing‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌negatively‌ ‌constructed‌‌                       

conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌a‌ ‌fully‌ ‌specified‌‌                       

conceptualization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌notion,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌necessary‌‌to‌‌emphasize‌‌the‌‌types‌‌of‌‌constraints,‌‌agents‌‌                           

and‌ ‌actions‌ ‌(MacCallum,‌ ‌1967).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌different‌ ‌negatively‌‌                         

constructed‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌are‌ ‌going‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌with‌‌                     

reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌constraints,‌‌agents‌‌and‌‌actions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌specify‌‌in‌‌the‌‌conceptions‌‌                           

that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌in‌ ‌descriptive‌ ‌manners.‌‌ ‌  

Broadly‌ ‌speaking,‌ ‌negative‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌“the‌‌                   

claim‌‌that‌‌‌the‌‌liberty‌‌of‌‌a‌‌person‌‌is‌‌strictly‌‌a‌‌function‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restraints‌‌that‌‌the‌‌agent‌‌faces‌‌in‌‌                                     
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the‌ ‌carrying‌ ‌out‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌decisions‌ ‌(however‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restraint‌ ‌is‌ ‌construed)”‌‌                           

(Christman,‌ ‌1991,‌ ‌343).‌ ‌Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌above,‌ ‌my‌ ‌aim‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌‌                           

different‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                     

absence‌‌of‌‌construed‌‌restraints,‌‌under‌‌the‌‌broad‌‌negative‌‌(freedom‌‌from)‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌                       

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Nonetheless,‌ ‌Berlin’s‌ ‌allegedly‌ ‌successful‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌‌                 

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-interference‌ ‌which‌ ‌follows‌ ‌the‌‌classical‌‌liberal‌‌tradition‌‌occupies‌‌                     

most‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌space.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌negative‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌used‌                         

here‌ ‌encompasses‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌‌                     

classical‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌tradition‌ ‌but‌ ‌before‌ ‌getting‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌details‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌‌                             

scrutinize‌ ‌the‌ ‌classical‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌propose‌‌                   

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-interference.‌‌ ‌  

One‌‌of‌‌the‌‌body‌‌of‌‌accounts‌‌which‌‌follow‌‌these‌‌negative‌‌lines‌‌is‌‌the‌‌‘pure‌‌negative’‌‌                             

conceptualizations‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌These‌‌accounts,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌constituent‌‌of‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌                         

non-interference,‌ ‌following‌ ‌Hobbes,‌ ‌prioritize‌ ‌the‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌paying‌ ‌equal‌ ‌or‌‌                     

more‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌other‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌agents‌ ‌and‌ ‌actions.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Ian‌ ‌Carter‌‌                           

emphasizes,‌ ‌pure‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                     

restrictions‌ ‌on‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌render‌‌a‌‌great‌‌number‌‌of‌‌actions‌‌on‌‌an‌‌agent's‌‌part‌‌‌physically‌‌                             

impossible‌ ‌‌(Carter,‌ ‌2019).‌‌ ‌  

One‌‌of‌‌the‌‌prominent‌‌representatives‌‌of‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌Hillel‌ ‌Steiner.‌ ‌Steiner‌ ‌defends‌ ‌a‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌‌                         

stating‌ ‌that‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌is‌ ‌unfree,‌ ‌if‌ ‌and‌ ‌only‌ ‌if,‌ ‌the‌ ‌action‌ ‌is‌ ‌rendered‌ ‌impossible‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                                 

action‌‌of‌‌another‌‌individual.‌‌He‌‌defends‌‌this‌‌theorem‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌and‌‌equated‌‌                           

to‌ ‌the‌ ‌personal‌ ‌possession‌ ‌of‌ ‌physical‌ ‌objects.‌ ‌As‌ ‌he‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌‌statement‌‌that‌‌'X‌‌is‌‌free‌‌to‌‌do‌‌A'‌‌entails‌‌that‌‌none‌‌of‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌components‌‌of‌‌                                 

doing‌‌A‌‌is‌‌possessed‌‌by‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌other‌‌than‌‌X.‌‌The‌‌statement‌‌that‌‌'X‌‌is‌‌unfree‌‌to‌‌do‌‌                                   

A'‌‌entails‌‌that‌‌at‌‌least‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌components‌‌of‌‌doing‌‌A‌‌is‌‌possessed‌‌by‌‌an‌                                 

agent‌ ‌other‌ ‌than‌ ‌X.‌‌ ‌(Steiner,‌ ‌1974-75,‌ ‌48)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌‌pure‌‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌account‌‌that‌‌Steiner‌‌embraces‌‌has‌‌two‌‌defining‌‌conditions.‌‌The‌‌                         

first‌ ‌condition‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌any‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌source‌ ‌of‌ ‌unfreedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌limited‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌other‌‌                                 

agents.‌‌The‌‌first‌‌condition‌‌underlines‌‌his‌‌exclusion‌‌of‌‌natural‌‌or‌‌self-inflicted‌‌obstacles.‌‌The‌‌                         

second‌ ‌condition‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌free‌ ‌or‌ ‌unfree‌ ‌actions‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌performed‌ ‌are‌ ‌weighted‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌‌                               

value-neutral‌ ‌way,‌ ‌so‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌options‌ ‌available‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌more‌ ‌valuable‌ ‌or‌‌                             

favorable‌ ‌to‌ ‌that‌ ‌individual’s‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌(Carter,‌ ‌2019,‌ ‌The‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌overall‌ ‌freedom‌‌                       

section,‌ ‌para‌ ‌4).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌expansion‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌class‌ ‌of‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌undermines‌ ‌the‌‌                         

essential‌‌distinction‌‌between‌‌X‌‌being‌‌free‌‌to‌‌do‌‌A‌‌(value-neutral‌‌account‌‌of‌‌freedom)‌‌and‌‌X‌‌                             
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wanting‌ ‌to‌ ‌do‌ ‌A‌ ‌(value-based‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom)‌ ‌(Miller,‌ ‌1983).‌ ‌Subsequently,‌‌                       

what‌ ‌Steiner‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌any‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌extends‌ ‌constraint‌‌                           

beyond‌ ‌physical‌ ‌impossibility‌ ‌makes‌ ‌some‌‌premises‌‌about‌‌human‌‌desires‌‌and‌‌obligations.‌‌                     

Thus,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Steiner‌ ‌any‌ ‌extension‌ ‌of‌‌constraints‌‌beyond‌‌physical‌‌impossibility‌‌such‌‌                       

as‌‌coercive‌‌threats‌‌which‌‌has‌‌a‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌an‌‌agent’s‌‌desire‌‌should‌‌not‌‌be‌‌included‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                                 

conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌understood‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌purely‌ ‌negative‌ ‌sense,‌ ‌as‌‌                     

non-interference.‌‌Thus,‌‌Steiner‌‌by‌‌prioritizing‌‌‌X‌‌being‌‌free‌‌to‌‌do‌‌A‌‌(value-neutral‌‌account‌‌of‌‌                           

freedom)‌ ‌over‌ ‌X‌ ‌wanting‌ ‌to‌ ‌do‌ ‌A‌ ‌(value-based‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom)‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌‌                           

introduce‌‌a‌‌purely‌‌negative‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌asserting‌‌that‌‌there‌‌is‌‌no‌‌                         

necessary‌ ‌relation‌ ‌between‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent’s‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌her‌ ‌desires.‌‌ ‌  

One‌ ‌other‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌thinker‌ ‌who‌ ‌formulated‌ ‌a‌ ‌pure‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌‌                     

individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌Matthew‌‌H.‌‌Kramer.‌‌He,‌‌by‌‌drawing‌‌on‌‌the‌‌work‌‌of‌‌Steiner,‌‌enunciates‌‌                             

a‌‌pure‌‌negative‌‌conception‌‌in‌‌which‌‌pure‌‌is‌‌formulated‌‌as‌‌making‌‌no‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌an‌‌agent's‌‌                               

desires‌‌or‌‌interests.‌‌As‌‌he‌‌emphasizes‌‌“o‌verall‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌each‌‌person‌‌...‌‌is‌‌determined‌‌by‌‌                             

the‌ ‌range‌ ‌of‌ ‌combinations‌ ‌of‌ ‌conjunctively‌ ‌exercisable‌ ‌opportunities‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌available‌ ‌to‌‌                       

him”‌ ‌(Kramer,‌ ‌2008,‌ ‌34).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌‌                         

concerned‌‌with‌‌the‌‌range‌‌of‌‌unimpeded‌‌actions‌‌of‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌under‌‌given‌‌circumstances‌‌                         

along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌interference‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent‌ ‌encounters‌ ‌in‌ ‌attempting‌ ‌to‌ ‌engage‌ ‌in‌ ‌any‌ ‌particular‌‌                           

act.‌‌Therefore,‌‌as‌‌Kramer‌‌states‌‌the‌‌introduced‌‌type‌‌of‌‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌a‌‌modal‌‌concept‌‌                             

(Kramer,‌ ‌2003a,‌ ‌4)‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌‌not‌‌only‌‌ground‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                               

actual‌‌interference‌‌but‌‌also‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relative‌‌likelihood‌‌of‌‌possible‌‌future‌‌interference‌‌(Harbour,‌‌                         

2011,‌ ‌190).‌ ‌One‌ ‌difference‌ ‌that‌ ‌Kramer‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌compared‌ ‌to‌ ‌Steiner‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                       

acknowledgement‌ ‌of‌ ‌some‌ ‌implications‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌subjunctive‌ ‌or‌ ‌counterfactual‌ ‌facets‌ ‌of‌‌                     

freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌unfreedom.‌‌So‌‌as‌‌to‌‌say‌‌“‌we‌‌shall‌‌investigate‌‌the‌‌implications‌‌of‌‌the‌‌fact‌‌that‌‌                               

everyone’s‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌‌unfreedom‌‌are‌‌partly‌‌determined‌‌by‌‌potential‌‌events‌‌which‌‌do‌‌not‌‌                         

occur‌ ‌but‌ ‌which‌ ‌could‌ ‌have‌ ‌occurred”‌ ‌(Kramer,‌ ‌2003‌b,‌ ‌64).‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌subjunctive‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌of‌‌                         

Kramer’s‌‌account‌‌is‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌his‌‌emphasis‌‌that‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌each‌‌agent‌‌is‌‌not‌‌only‌‌defined‌‌                               

by‌ ‌the‌ ‌actually‌ ‌performed‌ ‌actions‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌potential‌ ‌actions‌ ‌that‌ ‌do‌ ‌not‌ ‌occur‌ ‌but‌‌                               

could‌‌have‌‌occurred.‌‌Although‌‌Kramer‌‌differs‌‌on‌‌the‌‌subjunctive‌‌aspect‌‌of‌‌his‌‌proposal‌‌from‌‌                           

the‌‌proposal‌‌of‌‌Steiner,‌‌he‌‌introduces‌‌a‌‌value-neutral‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                       

as‌ ‌Steiner‌ ‌does.‌‌ ‌  

Ian‌‌Carter‌‌is‌‌another‌‌contemporary‌‌thinker‌‌who‌‌proposes‌‌his‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌pure‌ ‌negative‌ ‌grounds.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌for‌ ‌Carter:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Unfreedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌social‌ ‌relation‌ ‌consisting‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌humanly‌ ‌imposed‌‌                       

impediments‌ ‌rendering‌ ‌actions‌‌impossible.‌‌Social‌‌impediments‌‌to‌‌action‌‌that‌‌do‌‌not‌‌                     

render‌‌actions‌‌impossible—for‌‌example,‌‌physical‌‌obstacles‌‌that‌‌can‌‌be‌‌overcome‌‌at‌‌                     
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great‌ ‌cost‌ ‌or‌ ‌pain—do‌ ‌not‌ ‌render‌ ‌the‌ ‌agent‌ ‌unfree‌‌to‌‌perform‌‌those‌‌actions…‌‌The‌‌                           

threat‌ ‌to‌ ‌punish‌ ‌agent‌ ‌B‌ ‌for‌ ‌doing‌ ‌x‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌remove‌ ‌B’s‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌do‌ ‌x‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                                   

same‌‌reason‌‌that‌‌the‌‌offer‌‌to‌‌reward‌‌B‌‌for‌‌doing‌‌not-x‌‌does‌‌not‌‌remove‌‌B’s‌‌freedom‌‌                               

to‌ ‌do‌ ‌x.‌ ‌(Carter,‌ ‌2013,‌ ‌31)‌‌  

‌ 

Therefore,‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌pure‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌connection‌‌                         

between‌‌agent’s‌‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌their‌‌will‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌is‌‌unfree‌‌to‌‌do‌‌x‌‌if‌‌                                     

and‌ ‌only‌ ‌if‌ ‌someone‌ ‌else‌ ‌has‌ ‌rendered‌ ‌x‌ ‌impossible‌ ‌for‌ ‌her,‌ ‌regardless‌ ‌of‌‌whether‌‌or‌‌not‌‌                               

she‌‌wants‌‌to‌‌do‌‌x‌‌(Carter,‌‌2013,‌‌32).‌‌This‌‌mentioned‌‌aspect‌‌of‌‌his‌‌conception‌‌underlines‌‌the‌                               

value-neutrality,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌defining‌ ‌condition,‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌prioritizes‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌‌                             

sense‌‌that‌‌he‌‌excludes‌‌the‌‌wishes,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌desires‌‌of‌‌the‌‌agents‌‌whose‌‌actual‌‌and‌‌potential‌‌                               

choices/actions‌ ‌are‌ ‌in‌ ‌question.‌ ‌ 

It‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌asserted‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌thinkers,‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌representative‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌pure‌‌                             

negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept,‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌consider‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌equated‌ ‌to‌ ‌actions‌ ‌as‌ ‌physical‌‌                       

occurrences‌‌in‌‌the‌‌world.‌‌The‌‌priority‌‌reason‌‌behind‌‌this‌‌emphasis‌‌on‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌                           

grounded‌‌on‌‌these‌‌thinkers’‌‌efforts‌‌to‌‌have‌‌an‌‌overall‌‌measure‌‌of‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌Ian‌‌Carter‌‌                             

champions‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌Overall‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌‌(1999)‌ ‌which‌ ‌he‌ ‌defines‌ ‌as‌ ‌“some‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌‌                           

aggregation‌ ‌over‌ ‌one's‌ ‌specific‌ ‌freedoms”‌ ‌(11).‌ ‌Specific‌ ‌freedoms‌ ‌refer‌ ‌here‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                       

possibility‌ ‌of‌ ‌doing‌ ‌and‌ ‌being‌ ‌some‌ ‌things‌ ‌in‌ ‌particular‌ ‌representing‌ ‌the‌ ‌options‌ ‌that‌ ‌an‌‌                           

agent‌ ‌can‌ ‌or‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌choose.‌ ‌Carter‌ ‌bases‌ ‌his‌ ‌measurement‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌specific‌‌                           

actions‌‌or‌‌set‌‌of‌‌actions‌‌as‌‌physical‌‌occurrences‌‌which‌‌are‌‌countable‌‌if‌‌a‌‌space-time‌‌grid‌‌is‌‌                               

used‌ ‌to‌ ‌count‌ ‌them.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌degree‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌person's‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌depends‌ ‌on‌ ‌"how‌‌                           

'extensive'‌ ‌the‌ ‌actions‌‌available‌‌to‌‌her‌‌are"‌‌(Carter,‌‌1999,‌‌184).‌‌Considering‌‌the‌‌underlined‌                         

aspects,‌ ‌Carter‌ ‌claims‌ ‌that‌ ‌value-neutrality‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌complete‌ ‌and‌‌                         

coherent‌ ‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌this‌‌conception‌‌                       

of‌ ‌pure‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌‌Hence,‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌Carter‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌other‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌thinkers‌ ‌who‌‌                           

follow‌ ‌a‌ ‌purely‌ ‌negative‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌propose‌ ‌diverse‌‌                   

measurements‌ ‌of‌ ‌overall‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌(Kramer,‌ ‌2003a;‌ ‌Steiner,‌ ‌1994,‌ ‌1983).‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌‌                     

details‌‌that‌‌they‌‌provide‌‌on‌‌the‌‌measurement‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌out‌‌of‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌this‌                                 

thesis.‌ ‌Therefore,‌‌no‌‌more‌‌specifications‌‌on‌‌the‌‌measurement‌‌of‌‌overall‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                       

that‌ ‌are‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌thinkers‌ ‌are‌ ‌going‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌here.‌‌                         

Consequently,‌‌the‌‌pure‌‌negative‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌propose‌‌precise‌‌defining‌‌                     

conditions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌prioritizing‌‌a‌‌non-interference‌‌based‌‌account‌‌of‌‌negative‌‌freedom.‌‌                       

Although‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌pure‌ ‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌                         

conceptions‌‌which‌‌are‌‌highlighted‌‌by‌‌the‌‌thinkers‌‌referred‌‌above,‌‌one‌‌common‌‌point‌‌shared‌‌                         

by‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌thinkers‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌value-neutrality‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌attributed‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion.‌‌                             
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However,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌that‌ ‌conceptualize‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌‌                   

non-interference‌ ‌in‌ ‌value-based‌ ‌grounds.‌‌ ‌  
‌  The‌ ‌value-based‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌of‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌place‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌‌emphasis‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                       

significance‌ ‌of‌‌independence‌‌of‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌from‌‌the‌‌arbitrary‌‌will‌‌of‌‌another‌‌agent‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                             

basis‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-interference.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌as‌ ‌defined,‌ ‌is‌ ‌being‌ ‌free‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                           

subjection‌‌to‌‌the‌‌will‌‌of‌‌others.‌‌Therefore,‌‌from‌‌the‌‌underlined‌‌perspective,‌‌a‌‌man’s‌‌freedom‌‌                           

does‌ ‌not‌ ‌depend‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌range‌ ‌of‌ ‌choices‌ ‌open‌ ‌to‌ ‌him‌ ‌(Viner,‌ ‌1961).‌ ‌As‌ ‌F.‌ ‌A.‌ ‌Hayek‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌range‌ ‌of‌ ‌physical‌ ‌possibilities‌ ‌from‌ ‌which‌ ‌a‌ ‌person‌ ‌can‌ ‌choose‌ ‌at‌ ‌a‌ ‌given‌‌                           

moment‌ ‌has‌ ‌no‌ ‌direct‌ ‌relevance‌ ‌to‌‌freedom‌‌[...]‌‌Whether‌‌he‌‌is‌‌free‌‌or‌‌not‌‌does‌‌not‌‌                               

depend‌‌on‌‌the‌‌range‌‌of‌‌choice‌‌but‌‌on‌‌whether‌‌he‌‌can‌‌expect‌‌to‌‌shape‌‌his‌‌course‌‌of‌‌                                 

action‌ ‌in‌ ‌accordance‌ ‌with‌ ‌his‌ ‌present‌ ‌intentions,‌ ‌or‌ ‌whether‌ ‌somebody‌ ‌else‌ ‌has‌‌                       

power‌‌so‌‌to‌‌manipulate‌‌the‌‌conditions‌‌as‌‌to‌‌make‌‌him‌‌act‌‌according‌‌to‌‌that‌‌person’s‌‌                             

will‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌his‌ ‌own.‌ ‌(Hayek,‌ ‌1960,‌ ‌13)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

This‌ ‌attention‌‌dedicated‌‌to‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌as‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌crucial‌‌parameters‌‌of‌‌                               

individual‌‌freedom‌‌concept‌‌is‌‌the‌‌priority‌‌parameter‌‌that‌‌differentiates‌‌value-based‌‌accounts‌‌                     

of‌‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌from‌‌non-value-based‌‌accounts.‌‌As‌‌follows,‌‌Hayek‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌it‌‌is‌‌                         

inconvenient‌‌to‌‌acknowledge‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌ability‌‌to‌‌do‌‌what‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌wants‌‌and‌‌                             

as‌ ‌the‌‌extent‌‌of‌‌the‌‌choice‌‌alternative‌‌open‌‌to‌‌that‌‌agent.‌‌This‌‌mentioned‌‌inconvenience‌‌is‌‌                             

due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌underestimation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌being‌ ‌that‌ ‌chooses,‌ ‌thinks‌ ‌‌and‌ ‌acts.‌‌                             

Therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌to‌ ‌include‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌agents‌ ‌whose‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌in‌‌                               

question‌‌to‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌concept.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌value-based‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌                         

negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌supported‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌thinkers‌‌that‌‌have‌‌a‌‌free-market‌‌grounded‌‌approach‌‌                         

towards‌ ‌the‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌society‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌state.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌generally‌ ‌sceptical‌ ‌of‌‌                         

state-enforced‌ ‌social‌ ‌welfare‌ ‌policies.‌ ‌Instead,‌ ‌they‌ ‌favour‌ ‌letting‌ ‌the‌ ‌market‌ ‌mechanisms‌‌                     

determine‌‌the‌‌distribution‌‌of‌‌the‌‌resources.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌they‌‌introduce‌‌a‌‌                             

conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌negative‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌it‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-interference‌ ‌putting‌ ‌an‌‌                         

emphasis‌ ‌on‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent’s‌ ‌actions‌ ‌and‌ ‌free‌ ‌will.‌ ‌ 

Robert‌ ‌Nozick‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌thinkers‌ ‌that‌ ‌proposes‌‌a‌‌concept‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                           

that‌‌has‌‌a‌‌value-based‌‌market-oriented‌‌basis‌‌as‌‌well.‌‌Thus,‌‌in‌‌his‌‌influential‌‌book‌‌‌Anarchy,‌‌                           

State‌‌and‌‌Utopia‌‌(1974),‌‌he‌‌introduces‌‌a‌‌free-market‌‌based‌‌approach‌‌to‌‌liberal‌‌society‌‌and‌‌                           

the‌ ‌state,‌ ‌as‌ ‌he‌ ‌calls‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘minimal‌ ‌state’,‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌he‌ ‌regards‌ ‌legitimate‌ ‌government‌‌                           

functioning‌ ‌as‌ ‌restricted‌ ‌to‌ ‌upholding‌‌the‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌law.‌‌Since‌‌Nozick‌‌considers‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                             

natural‌ ‌right,‌ ‌many‌ ‌critics‌ ‌of‌ ‌Nozick‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌defines‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌rights‌ ‌meaning‌ ‌that‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌free‌ ‌in‌ ‌so‌ ‌far‌ ‌they‌ ‌have‌ ‌rights‌ ‌(Flikschuh,‌‌                           

2007).‌ ‌Acknowledging‌ ‌Nozick‌ ‌to‌ ‌employ‌ ‌a‌ ‌rights-based‌ ‌definition‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌makes‌ ‌it‌‌                       
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problematic‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌to‌ ‌include‌ ‌Nozick‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                         

conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌prior‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter‌‌is‌‌set‌‌to‌‌                           

purely‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌without‌ ‌any‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌confusions.‌‌                       

However,‌‌I‌‌consider‌‌Nozick’s‌‌proposal‌‌as‌‌having‌‌a‌‌freedom-based‌‌definition‌‌of‌‌rights‌‌rather‌‌                         

than‌ ‌a‌ ‌rights-based‌ ‌definition‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌This‌ ‌perception,‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌sense,‌ ‌prioritizes‌ ‌the‌‌                         

concept‌‌of‌‌freedom.‌‌As‌‌Flikschuh‌‌states‌‌“individuals‌‌have‌‌rights‌‌because‌‌they‌‌are‌‌ends,‌‌and‌‌                           

they‌ ‌are‌ ‌ends‌ ‌because‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌possessed‌ ‌of‌ ‌free‌‌will”‌‌(Flikschuh,‌‌2007,‌‌175).‌‌Therefore,‌‌                           

although‌ ‌Nozick’s‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌rights‌ ‌based,‌ ‌still,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌moralized‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                               

sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌operate‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌morally‌ ‌neutral‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌(Flikschuh,‌‌                           

2007).‌‌This‌‌underlined‌‌value-based‌‌conception‌‌that‌‌Nozick‌‌proposes‌‌is‌‌precisely‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                         

defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Nozick‌ ‌defines‌‌                     

individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌‌the‌‌state‌‌in‌‌which‌‌a‌‌man‌‌is‌‌not‌‌subject‌‌to‌‌interference‌‌by‌‌the‌‌arbitrary‌‌                                 

will‌‌of‌‌another.‌‌Nozick‌‌describes‌‌the‌‌states‌‌in‌‌which‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌is‌‌coerced‌‌by‌‌the‌‌arbitrary‌‌                               

will‌‌of‌‌another‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌conditional‌‌proposal.‌‌Threats‌‌and‌‌offers‌‌are‌‌two‌‌types‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                               

conditional‌ ‌proposal‌ ‌that‌ ‌sets‌ ‌the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌conception.‌ ‌‌Accordingly,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌claimed‌‌                           

that‌ ‌the‌ ‌value‌ ‌aspect‌‌of‌‌Nozick’s‌‌conceptualization‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌subjective‌‌evaluation‌‌of‌‌                         

the‌‌individuals‌‌since‌‌the‌‌status‌‌of‌‌the‌‌types‌‌of‌‌proposals‌‌as‌‌threats‌‌or‌‌offers‌‌depend‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                                 

subjective‌ ‌evaluation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌proposals‌ ‌bring‌ ‌about.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌he‌‌                       

asserts‌ ‌that‌ ‌one‌ ‌common‌ ‌criterion‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌willingness‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌agent‌‌towards‌‌the‌‌proposal(s).‌‌                           

For‌‌example,‌‌“a‌‌person‌‌in‌‌a‌‌threat‌‌situation‌‌is‌‌unwilling‌‌to‌‌be‌‌there,‌‌i.e.,‌‌because‌‌the‌‌person‌‌                                 

has‌ ‌been‌ ‌moved‌ ‌there‌ ‌against‌ ‌his‌ ‌will,‌ ‌Nozick‌ ‌thinks‌ ‌the‌ ‌will‌ ‌of‌ ‌another‌ ‌is‌ ‌operating‌ ‌or‌‌                               

predominant”‌‌(Carr,‌‌1988,‌‌62).‌‌Aligned‌‌with‌‌this‌‌perspective,‌‌Hayek‌‌also‌‌thinks‌‌that‌‌as‌‌long‌‌                           

as‌ ‌the‌ ‌market‌ ‌mechanism‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌individual‌ ‌decisions‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌made‌‌                     

independently‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌arbitrary‌ ‌will‌ ‌of‌ ‌others,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌greater‌ ‌set‌ ‌of‌ ‌opportunities‌ ‌which‌‌                             

leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌higher‌ ‌degree‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 

‌‌F.‌ ‌A.‌ ‌‌Hayek‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌thinkers‌ ‌that‌ ‌sets‌ ‌a‌ ‌value-based‌ ‌market-oriented‌‌                             

conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Hayek‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌belongs‌ ‌to‌‌and‌‌                       

the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌properly‌ ‌applies‌ ‌to‌ ‌agents‌ ‌who‌ ‌choose,‌ ‌think‌ ‌and‌ ‌act.‌‌                           

Although‌‌he‌‌underlines‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌within‌‌his‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌freedom,‌‌he‌‌                           

acknowledges‌ ‌that:‌ ‌ 
‌ 

In‌ ‌defining‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌freedom,‌‌it‌‌suffices‌‌to‌‌consider‌‌only‌‌external‌‌impediments‌‌to‌‌                         

action‌‌as‌‌they‌‌might‌‌arise‌‌not‌‌from‌‌nature,‌‌but‌‌from‌‌other‌‌human‌‌beings...‌‌Individual‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌understood‌‌as‌‌exercising‌‌free‌‌will‌‌or‌‌choosing‌‌one’s‌‌course‌‌of‌‌                             

action‌ ‌and‌ ‌sticking‌ ‌to‌ ‌it.‌ ‌In‌ ‌defining‌ ‌a‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌freedom,‌‌the‌‌question‌‌is‌‌whether‌‌                             

others‌ ‌can‌ ‌impose‌ ‌their‌ ‌will‌ ‌on‌ ‌me,‌ ‌not‌ ‌whether‌ ‌I‌ ‌can‌ ‌follow‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌ ‌will.‌ ‌(Miller,‌‌                               

2010,‌ ‌39-40)‌ 
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‌ 

Hayek,‌ ‌in‌ ‌The‌ ‌‌Constitution‌ ‌of‌ ‌Liberty‌ ‌‌(1960),‌ ‌highlights‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌chief‌ ‌concern‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌book‌‌                             

grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌rule‌ ‌of‌ ‌law.‌ ‌As‌ ‌he‌ ‌states‌ ‌his‌ ‌conception‌‌                               

“rests‌‌on‌‌the‌‌contention‌‌that‌‌when‌‌we‌‌obey‌‌laws,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌sense‌‌of‌‌general‌‌abstract‌‌rules‌‌laid‌‌                                 

down‌‌irrespective‌‌of‌‌their‌‌application‌‌to‌‌us,‌‌we‌‌are‌‌not‌‌subject‌‌to‌‌another‌‌man's‌‌will‌‌and‌‌are‌‌                                 

therefore‌ ‌free”‌ ‌(Hayek,‌ ‌1960,‌ ‌153).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌achievement‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌law‌‌is‌‌the‌‌priority‌‌                               

defining‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌Hayek.‌‌‌Therefore,‌‌Hayek‌‌offers‌‌a‌‌                         

conceptualization‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌is‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌law‌‌which‌‌eliminates‌‌                           

the‌ ‌arbitrary‌ ‌will‌ ‌of‌ ‌another‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌act‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌one’s‌ ‌will‌ ‌(Hayek,‌ ‌1960,‌ ‌223-224).‌‌ ‌  

One‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌Hayek‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌influential‌ ‌classical‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌thinker‌ ‌who‌‌                     

acknowledges‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌negative‌ ‌sense‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-interference,‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                     

republican‌‌tones‌‌of‌‌his‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌conception.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌a‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌to‌‌be‌‌underlined‌‌                             

because‌ ‌the‌ ‌precise‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌republican‌ ‌theorist’s‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-domination‌ ‌rests‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌criticism‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌‌                         

individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌being‌‌insufficient‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌the‌‌liberal‌‌theorists‌‌conceptualize‌‌the‌‌                           

concept‌ ‌simply‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌external‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌on‌ ‌one’s‌ ‌will.‌ ‌Thus,‌‌                           

contemporary‌ ‌republican‌ ‌theorists‌ ‌base‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinctness‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌(freedom‌ ‌as‌‌                     

non-domination)‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌interference‌ ‌can‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌limited‌ ‌to‌ ‌physical‌ ‌interference.‌‌                         

However,‌ ‌Hayek’s‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌non-interference,‌‌as‌‌                   

emphasized,‌ ‌goes‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌interference‌ ‌limited‌ ‌to‌ ‌physical‌ ‌coercion.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌‌                   

contemporary‌ ‌republican‌ ‌theorists,‌ ‌by‌ ‌construing‌ ‌the‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌tradition‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌‌                       

economic‌‌activity‌‌functioning‌‌in‌‌the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌all‌‌governmental‌‌action,‌‌overlook‌‌the‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌                           

law‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌of‌ ‌Hayek‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌thinker.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Hayek‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌support‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                             

government‌ ‌should‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌included‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌economic‌ ‌matters‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌‌clearly‌‌distinguishes‌‌                         

Hayekian‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌conceptions,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌‌                         

construed‌ ‌as‌ ‌following‌ ‌the‌ ‌Hobbsian‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-interference.‌‌                     

Hence,‌‌not‌‌only‌‌Hayek‌‌but‌‌also‌‌Nozick‌‌emphasizes‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌the‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌law‌‌on‌‌his‌‌                                 

conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌these‌ ‌theorists‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌that‌‌they‌‌                       

put‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌rule‌ ‌of‌ ‌law‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌closer‌ ‌to‌‌the‌‌republican‌‌accounts‌‌of‌‌negative‌‌                                 

freedom‌ ‌conceptualized‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-domination‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌pure‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌accounts‌‌                   

conceptualized‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-interference.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌asserted‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌distinct‌‌                       

differences‌ ‌between‌ ‌pure‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌and‌ ‌value-based‌ ‌market-oriented‌‌                 

negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌accounts.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌also‌ ‌be‌ ‌asserted‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌distinct‌‌                         

differences‌ ‌exist‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌value-based‌ ‌market-oriented‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌of‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom‌‌                   

(freedom‌‌as‌‌non-interference)‌‌and‌‌the‌‌republican‌‌accounts‌‌of‌‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌(freedom‌‌as‌‌                       

non-domination)‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌going‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌accentuated‌ ‌next.‌ ‌ 
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Contemporary‌ ‌republican‌‌theorists‌‌have‌‌persistently‌‌emphasized‌‌the‌‌distinctiveness‌‌               

of‌ ‌their‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-domination‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-interference.‌ ‌The‌ ‌general‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌republican‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌establishes‌‌on‌‌the‌‌emphasis‌‌that‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌the‌‌independence‌‌from‌‌the‌‌                         

arbitrary‌ ‌will‌ ‌of‌ ‌other‌ ‌agents‌ ‌regardless‌ ‌of‌ ‌whether‌ ‌or‌ ‌not‌ ‌interference‌ ‌occurs.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌‌                           

historical‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌tradition‌ ‌of‌ ‌Roman‌‌                             

Republicanism.‌‌Therefore,‌‌republican‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌notion‌‌prioritize‌‌the‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌law‌‌and‌‌                         

advocate‌ ‌interference‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌marketplace‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌prevent‌‌the‌‌dependence‌‌on‌‌the‌‌will‌‌of‌‌                             

another‌ ‌agent‌ ‌(Kennedy,‌ ‌2016).‌According‌ ‌to‌ ‌republican’s‌ ‌underlining‌‌domination‌‌primarily‌‌                   

requires‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌for‌ ‌arbitrary‌ ‌interference‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌actual‌ ‌interference.‌ ‌To‌ ‌give‌ ‌a‌‌                         

precise‌ ‌example,‌‌republican‌‌theorist‌‌Philip‌‌Pettit‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌happy‌‌slave‌‌case‌‌in‌‌which‌‌if‌‌                           

there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌non-interfering‌ ‌benevolent‌‌master,‌‌a‌‌slave‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌to‌‌be‌‌at‌‌liberty‌‌from‌‌the‌‌                               

freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-interference‌ ‌perspective.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌‌                   

non-domination‌‌perspective,‌‌the‌‌slave‌‌is‌‌not‌‌at‌‌liberty‌‌since‌‌there‌‌is‌‌the‌‌constant‌‌possibility‌‌                           

of‌ ‌interference‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌presence‌‌of‌‌arbitrary‌‌power‌‌of‌‌the‌‌master.‌‌Hence,‌‌contemporary‌‌                           

republican‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌versions‌ ‌of‌ ‌interference‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌                       

non-interfering‌ ‌dominance‌ ‌and‌ ‌non-arbitrary‌ ‌interference‌ ‌as‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                   

negative‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌these‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌‌                   

liberal‌ ‌advocates‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept,‌ ‌without‌ ‌proposing‌ ‌any‌ ‌differentiation,‌‌                     

view‌ ‌all‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌interference‌ ‌as‌ ‌coercive.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌substantial‌ ‌reasons‌ ‌why‌‌                             

republican‌ ‌theorists‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌their‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinct‌‌                     

one.‌ ‌ ‌   

Quentin‌ ‌Skinner‌ ‌and‌ ‌Philip‌ ‌Pettit‌ ‌are‌ ‌considered‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌prominent‌‌                       

representatives‌‌of‌‌the‌‌negative‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌non-domination.‌‌In‌‌Skinner's‌‌view,‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-domination‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌from‌ ‌Berlinian‌ ‌negative‌‌                         

freedom‌‌and‌‌from‌‌positive‌‌freedom‌‌(Spector,‌‌2010).‌‌‌The‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌of‌‌Skinner’s‌‌account‌‌is‌‌                           

that‌‌not‌‌all‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌interference‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌a‌‌restricting‌‌factor‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌                             

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌he‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌acknowledge‌ ‌non-arbitrary‌ ‌interference‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌sanctioned‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌‌                         

stable‌ ‌and‌ ‌democratically‌ ‌agreed‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌laws‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌interference.‌ ‌He‌‌                         

construes‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌‌an‌‌interference‌‌to‌‌be‌‌‌forced‌‌to‌‌track‌‌the‌‌avowed‌‌or‌‌readily‌‌avowable‌‌                               

interests‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌agents‌.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌for‌ ‌Skinner‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌vital‌ ‌to‌ ‌ensure‌ ‌that‌ ‌any‌‌                             

government‌‌does‌‌not‌‌give‌‌any‌‌agent‌‌prerogative‌‌or‌‌discretionary‌‌powers‌‌to‌‌interfere‌‌with‌‌or‌‌                           

to‌ ‌dominate‌ ‌other‌ ‌agents'‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌‌her‌‌own‌‌arbitrium.‌‌Following‌‌his‌‌                         

emphasis,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌stated‌ ‌that‌ ‌his‌‌account‌‌of‌‌republican‌‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌considers‌‌both‌‌                           

non-interference‌‌and‌‌non-domination‌‌as‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌his‌‌conception.‌‌Therefore,‌‌as‌‌                     

Pettit‌ ‌suggests,‌ ‌Skinner‌ ‌presents‌ ‌the‌ ‌ideal‌ ‌of‌ ‌republican‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌horizontally‌ ‌complex‌‌                       

including‌ ‌both‌ ‌non-interference‌ ‌and‌ ‌non-domination‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌‌                     
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conception.‌‌Then,‌‌again‌‌as‌‌Pettit‌‌suggests,‌‌Skinner‌‌introduces‌‌two‌‌coordinated‌‌and‌‌distinct‌‌                       

elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌domination‌ ‌without‌ ‌interference‌ ‌and‌ ‌interference‌ ‌without‌ ‌domination.‌‌                   

Hence,‌‌in‌‌domination‌‌without‌‌interference‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌compromised‌‌primarily‌‌by‌‌domination.‌‌                     

This‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌classical‌ ‌defining‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌republican‌‌                     

conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌notion.‌‌On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand,‌‌interference‌‌without‌‌                       

domination‌‌is‌‌the‌‌coercion‌‌of‌‌the‌‌will,‌‌implicit‌‌in‌‌the‌‌imposition‌‌of‌‌a‌‌non-arbitrary‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌law,‌‌                                 

which‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌to‌‌track‌‌the‌‌avowable‌‌common‌‌interests‌‌of‌‌those‌‌who‌‌live‌‌under‌‌the‌‌law‌‌                               

(Pettit,‌ ‌2002).‌‌ ‌  

What‌‌‌Pettit‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌is‌‌that‌‌there‌‌are‌‌two‌‌distinct‌‌ways‌‌of‌‌setting‌‌the‌‌antonym‌‌                               

of‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌From‌‌Skinner’s‌‌perspective‌‌domination‌‌and‌‌interference‌‌are‌‌a‌‌joint‌‌antonym‌‌of‌                         

freedom‌ ‌in‌‌which‌‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌compromised‌‌by‌‌domination‌‌and‌‌interference‌‌and‌‌conditioned‌‌                       

by‌ ‌limitation.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Pettit‌ ‌distinguishes‌ ‌himself‌ ‌from‌ ‌Skinner‌ ‌by‌ ‌proposing‌ ‌the‌ ‌antonym‌ ‌of‌‌                         

freedom‌‌just‌‌as‌‌domination‌‌in‌‌which‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌compromised‌‌by‌‌domination‌‌and‌‌conditioned‌‌                         

by‌ ‌non-arbitrary‌ ‌interference‌ ‌and‌ ‌non-intentional‌ ‌limitation‌ ‌‌(Pettit,‌ ‌2002)‌.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Pettit‌‌                   

explicitly‌ ‌argues‌ ‌that‌ ‌domination‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinctive‌ ‌evil,‌ ‌should‌ ‌count‌‌as‌‌the‌‌only‌‌antonym‌‌of‌‌                             

freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Pettit‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Undominating‌ ‌or‌ ‌nonarbitrary‌ ‌interference‌ ‌-in‌ ‌particular,‌ ‌the‌‌interference‌‌suffered‌‌in‌‌                   

living‌‌under‌‌a‌‌coercive‌‌but‌‌fair‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌law-‌‌must‌‌count‌‌as‌‌a‌‌secondary‌‌offence‌‌against‌‌                               

freedom.‌ ‌Such‌ ‌a‌ ‌rule‌ ‌of‌ ‌law‌ ‌will‌ ‌not‌ ‌compromise‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌manner‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌                             

dominating‌‌agency,‌‌but‌‌it‌‌will‌‌condition‌‌freedom..‌‌It‌‌will‌‌reduce‌‌the‌‌range‌‌or‌‌ease‌‌with‌‌                             

which‌ ‌people‌ ‌enjoy‌ ‌undominated‌ ‌choice.‌ ‌(Pettit,‌ ‌2002,‌ ‌342)‌ ‌ 
‌ 

Therefore,‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌equating‌ ‌non-domination‌ ‌and‌ ‌non-interference,‌ ‌Pettit‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌that‌‌                   

non-interference‌ ‌is‌ ‌subordinated‌ ‌to‌ ‌non-domination.‌ ‌Pettit,‌ ‌as‌ ‌one‌ ‌other‌ ‌thinker‌‌                   

conceptualizing‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-domination,‌ ‌sets‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌‌                   

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌guarding‌ ‌people‌ ‌against‌ ‌domination,‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌an‌ ‌arbitrary‌‌                     

one,‌ ‌and‌ ‌secondarily‌ ‌as‌ ‌maximizing‌ ‌the‌ ‌range‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌people‌ ‌can‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌their‌‌                         

undominated‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌for‌ ‌choice‌ ‌(Pettit,‌ ‌2003).‌ ‌Pettit‌ ‌criticizes‌ ‌the‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌which‌‌                     

conceptualize‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-interference‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌basis‌ ‌that‌‌they‌‌prioritize‌‌maximizing‌‌the‌‌                       

range‌ ‌of‌ ‌options‌ ‌open‌ ‌to‌ ‌agents‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌prioritizing‌ ‌the‌ ‌non-domination‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Pettit,‌ ‌‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌modally‌ ‌demanding‌ ‌concept‌ ‌in‌‌                         

which‌‌a‌‌slave‌‌with‌‌a‌‌benevolent,‌‌non-interfering‌‌master‌‌still‌‌counts‌‌as‌‌unfree‌‌because‌‌there‌‌                           

is‌‌a‌‌nearby‌‌possible‌‌world‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌master‌‌interferes.‌‌Therefore,‌‌Pettit‌‌sets‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌                             

conditions‌‌of‌‌his‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌concept‌‌as:‌‌A‌‌dominates‌‌B‌‌when‌‌A‌‌has‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌                               

interfere‌ ‌with‌ ‌B,‌ ‌on‌ ‌an‌ ‌arbitrary‌‌basis,‌‌in‌‌any‌‌choice‌‌that‌‌B‌‌is‌‌in‌‌position‌‌to‌‌make‌‌(Spector,‌‌                                   

2010).‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌account‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌puts‌‌on‌‌arbitrary‌‌                               
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power.‌‌Hence,‌‌Pettit‌‌reformulates‌‌his‌‌analysis‌‌by‌‌substituting‌‌‘alien‌‌or‌‌alienating‌‌control’‌‌for‌‌                         

‘arbitrary‌ ‌power’.‌ ‌As‌ ‌follows,‌ ‌the‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌person’s‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌choose‌ ‌is‌ ‌reduced‌ ‌by‌‌the‌‌                           

alien‌‌controller‌‌via‌‌removing‌‌or‌‌replacing‌‌one‌‌or‌‌more‌‌of‌‌her‌‌options‌‌and‌‌this‌‌can‌‌occur‌‌with‌‌                                 

or‌‌without‌‌interference.‌‌According‌‌to‌‌some‌‌interpretations‌‌of‌‌Pettit’s‌‌account,‌‌he‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌                         

morally‌‌demanding‌‌concept‌‌since‌‌he‌‌situates‌‌the‌‌robust‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌interference‌‌of‌‌arbitrary‌‌                         

constraints‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conception.‌‌ ‌  

Considering‌ ‌arbitrariness,‌ ‌most‌ ‌generally,‌ ‌construed‌‌as‌‌a‌‌moralized‌‌notion,‌‌situates‌‌                   

Pettit’s‌‌account‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌to‌‌be‌‌morally‌‌demanding.‌‌However,‌‌Pettit‌‌proposes‌‌to‌‌                         

define‌ ‌non-arbitrariness‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌non-moralized‌ ‌way‌ ‌by‌ ‌offering‌ ‌a‌ ‌definition‌ ‌which‌ ‌bases‌‌upon‌‌                         

tracing‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌subject’s‌ ‌avowed‌ ‌or‌ ‌avowal-ready‌ ‌interests‌ ‌(Pettit,‌ ‌2008).‌ ‌‌As‌ ‌persistently‌‌                       

underlined‌ ‌by‌ ‌Pettit,‌ ‌the‌ ‌conception‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌on‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-domination,‌‌                       

grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌priority‌‌he‌‌dedicates‌‌to‌‌the‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌law‌‌which‌‌is‌‌forced‌‌to‌‌track‌‌the‌‌avowed‌‌or‌‌                                     

avowal-ready‌ ‌interests‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals,‌ ‌independent‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌content‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌interests.‌‌                       

Subsequently,‌ ‌for‌ ‌Pettit,‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌established,‌ ‌optimally,‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌well-ordered‌‌                     

self-governing‌ ‌republic‌ ‌of‌ ‌equal‌ ‌citizens‌ ‌where‌ ‌no‌ ‌one‌ ‌citizen‌ ‌is‌ ‌master‌ ‌of‌ ‌any‌ ‌other.‌ ‌In‌‌                             

addition,‌‌this‌‌republic‌‌must‌‌be‌‌governed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌law‌‌that‌‌is‌‌constantly‌‌being‌‌checked,‌‌                               

controlled,‌ ‌contested‌ ‌and‌ ‌is‌ ‌forced‌ ‌to‌ ‌track‌ ‌the‌ ‌avowed‌ ‌or‌ ‌avowal-ready‌ ‌interests‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌‌                           

citizens.‌ ‌As‌ ‌follows,‌ ‌a‌ ‌society‌ ‌that‌ ‌maximizes‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-domination‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌democratic‌‌                         

one‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌democratic‌ ‌decision‌ ‌making‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌instrument‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌determination‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

citizens’‌‌avowed‌‌or‌‌avowal-ready‌‌interests.‌‌However,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌unanimity‌‌among‌‌all‌‌                         

the‌ ‌citizens,‌ ‌no‌ ‌democratic‌ ‌decision‌ ‌can‌‌fully‌‌track‌‌every‌‌citizen’s‌‌avowed‌‌or‌‌avowal‌‌ready‌‌                           

interests‌ ‌(List‌ ‌&‌ ‌Valentini,‌ ‌2016a).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌avowed‌ ‌or‌ ‌avowal‌ ‌ready‌ ‌interests‌ ‌and‌‌                       

consequently‌ ‌non-arbitrariness‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌be‌ ‌non-moralized.‌ ‌Reasonably,‌ ‌as‌ ‌List‌ ‌&‌ ‌Valentini‌‌                   

emphasizes‌ ‌“even‌ ‌a‌ ‌justly‌ ‌imprisoned‌ ‌criminal—unless‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌unusually‌‌repentant—will‌‌not‌‌                     

avow‌ ‌an‌ ‌interest‌ ‌in‌ ‌being‌ ‌imprisoned.‌ ‌And‌ ‌so,‌ ‌his‌ ‌imprisonment,‌ ‌however‌ ‌just‌ ‌it‌ ‌may‌ ‌be,‌‌                             

cannot‌‌be‌‌said‌‌to‌‌track‌‌his‌‌avowed‌‌interests‌‌and‌‌thereby‌‌to‌‌leave‌‌his‌‌freedom‌‌intact”‌‌(List‌‌&‌‌                                 

Valentini,‌‌2016a,‌‌1060).‌‌Thus,‌‌following‌‌the‌‌criticism‌‌above,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌claimed‌‌that‌‌republican‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌conceptualized‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-domination‌ ‌incorporates‌ ‌some‌ ‌morally‌ ‌permissible‌‌               

constraints‌ ‌(e.g.,‌ ‌‘non-arbitrary’‌ ‌or‌ ‌‘just’‌ ‌ones)‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-freedom‌ ‌restricting‌ ‌as‌ ‌long‌ ‌as‌ ‌they‌‌                         

follow‌‌the‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌law.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌as‌‌some‌‌accounts‌‌assert,‌‌republican‌‌conceptualizations‌‌                       

of‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌non-domination‌‌ground‌‌on‌‌the‌‌robust‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌relevant‌‌constraints,‌‌except‌‌                         

when‌ ‌those‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌are‌ ‌morally‌ ‌permitted.‌ ‌ 

In‌‌order‌‌to‌‌give‌‌a‌‌full‌‌account‌‌of‌‌the‌‌negative‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌                           

I‌ ‌will‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌some‌ ‌space‌‌to‌‌the‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌independence‌‌which‌‌                           

bases‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌robust‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌relevant‌‌constraints,‌‌without‌‌any‌‌moralized‌‌exemption‌‌                         

clause.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌different‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌‌                     

independence‌ ‌account,‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌distinguished‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌‘moralization’‌ ‌and‌‌                   
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‘robustness’‌ ‌dimensions.‌ ‌List‌ ‌&‌ ‌Valentini‌ ‌propose‌ ‌two‌ ‌questions‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌these‌ ‌two‌‌                     

dimensions,‌‌and‌‌they‌‌emphasize‌‌that‌‌the‌‌answers‌‌given‌‌to‌‌these‌‌questions‌‌form‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌                           

conditions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌varying‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌They‌‌introduce‌‌these‌‌questions‌‌                       

as:‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌moralization‌ ‌question:‌ ‌Is‌ ‌the‌ ‌constraint-absence‌ ‌condition‌ ‌qualified‌ ‌by‌ ‌some‌‌                   

moralized‌‌exemption‌‌clause,‌‌according‌‌to‌‌which‌‌morally‌‌permissible‌‌constraints‌‌(e.g.,‌‌                   

“non-arbitrary”‌ ‌or‌ ‌“just”‌ ‌ones)‌ ‌do‌ ‌not‌ ‌count‌ ‌as‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌restricting?”‌ ‌and‌ ‌“The‌‌                       

robustness‌ ‌question:‌ ‌Is‌ ‌the‌ ‌constraint-absence‌ ‌condition‌ ‌fortified‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌modal‌‌                   

robustness‌ ‌requirement,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌which‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌requires‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                     

constraints‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sufficiently‌ ‌large‌ ‌class‌ ‌of‌ ‌possible‌ ‌worlds‌ ‌(relevant‌ ‌hypothetical‌‌                     

scenarios)‌ ‌over‌ ‌and‌ ‌above‌ ‌the‌ ‌actual‌ ‌world?‌ ‌(List‌ ‌&‌ ‌Valentini,‌ ‌2016a,‌ ‌1046)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Respectively,‌‌they‌‌offer‌‌four‌‌different‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                         

answers‌ ‌they‌ ‌provide‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌questions‌ ‌above.‌ ‌As‌ ‌expressed,‌ ‌(List‌ ‌&‌ ‌Valentini,‌ ‌2016a,‌ ‌1047):‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

(1)‌ ‌the‌ ‌actual‌ ‌absence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌relevant‌‌constraints,‌‌without‌‌any‌‌moralized‌‌exemption‌‌                       

clause;‌‌ ‌  

(2)‌‌the‌‌actual‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌relevant‌‌constraints,‌‌except‌‌when‌‌those‌‌constraints‌‌are‌‌                         

morally‌ ‌permitted;‌‌ ‌  

(3)‌ ‌the‌ ‌robust‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌relevant‌‌constraints,‌‌without‌‌any‌‌moralized‌‌exemption‌‌                       

clause;‌‌ ‌  

(4)‌‌the‌‌robust‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌relevant‌‌constraints,‌‌except‌‌when‌‌those‌‌constraints‌‌are‌‌                         

morally‌ ‌permitted.‌ ‌ 
‌ 

We‌ ‌can‌ ‌situate‌ ‌the‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌‌indicated‌‌in‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                               

chapter‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌offered‌ ‌two‌ ‌by‌ ‌two‌‌matrix‌‌conceptions‌‌above.‌‌Hence,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌claimed‌‌that‌‌                               

the‌ ‌pure‌ ‌negative‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌are‌ ‌an‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌ ‌case‌ ‌1.‌‌                           

Value-based‌ ‌market-oriented‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌are‌ ‌an‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌‌                     

case‌‌2.‌‌Republican‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌are‌‌an‌‌instance‌‌of‌‌case‌‌4.‌‌The‌‌precise‌‌                             

reason‌ ‌to‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌independence‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌conception‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌diverse‌‌                         

defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌concept‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌robust‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌relevant‌‌                         

constraints,‌ ‌without‌ ‌any‌ ‌moralized‌ ‌exemption‌ ‌clause.‌ ‌ 

List‌ ‌&‌ ‌Valentini‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌clarify‌ ‌the‌ ‌structure‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌prominent‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                         

negative‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌they‌‌propose‌‌their‌‌conception‌‌as‌‌a‌‌superior‌‌                         

alternative‌ ‌to‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌and‌ ‌republican‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌which‌ ‌exactly‌ ‌is‌ ‌in‌ ‌between‌ ‌these‌ ‌two‌‌                         

conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌As‌ ‌they‌ ‌underline,‌ ‌their‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌‌                       

independence‌‌is‌‌the‌‌‌robust‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌constraints‌‌simpliciter,‌‌‌not‌‌only‌‌arbitrary‌‌constraints.‌‌                       
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Thus,‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌‌                         

“Robust‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌simpliciter‌ ‌(rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌of‌ ‌arbitrary‌ ‌constraints),‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌‌                       

appropriate‌ ‌sense‌ ‌of‌ ‌robustness,‌ ‌which‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌spelt‌ ‌out‌ ‌further.‌ ‌(Recall‌ ‌our‌ ‌expositional‌‌                         

convention‌‌according‌‌to‌‌which‌‌any‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌“constraints”‌‌should‌‌be‌‌understood‌‌to‌‌mean‌‌                         

“relevant‌ ‌constraints‌6‌.””‌ ‌(List‌ ‌&‌ ‌Valentini,‌ ‌2016a,‌ ‌1067).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌precise‌ ‌conception‌ ‌that‌‌                       

they‌‌propose‌‌is‌‌versatile‌‌as‌‌compared‌‌to‌‌the‌‌other‌‌differing‌‌definitions‌‌of‌‌negative‌‌freedom.‌‌                           

The‌ ‌flexibility‌ ‌that‌‌they‌‌introduce‌‌establishes‌‌on‌‌the‌‌distinct‌‌definition‌‌schemes‌‌formed‌‌with‌‌                         

reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌intended‌‌application‌‌of‌‌the‌‌concept.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌flexibility‌‌of‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌                           

conditions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌gives‌‌an‌‌opportunity‌‌to‌‌set‌‌different‌‌notions‌‌of‌‌possibility,‌‌different‌‌                           

levels‌‌of‌‌robustness,‌‌and‌‌conditional‌‌along‌‌with‌‌unconditional‌‌variants.‌‌The‌‌possibility‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                         

distinct‌‌definition‌‌schemes‌‌concretely‌‌creates‌‌the‌‌versatility‌‌of‌‌the‌‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌concept‌‌                       

which‌‌is‌‌introduced‌‌as‌‌independence.‌‌Therefore,‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌independence‌‌dissociates‌‌from‌‌                     

the‌‌previously‌‌referred‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌by‌‌proposing‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌                       

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌robust‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌relevant‌ ‌constraints,‌ ‌without‌ ‌any‌ ‌moralized‌‌                           

exemption‌ ‌clause.‌‌ ‌  

Heretofore,‌‌I‌‌have‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌distinct‌‌negatively‌‌constructed‌‌conceptualizations‌‌                   

of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌with‌‌unique‌‌defining‌‌conditions.‌‌The‌‌common‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌these‌‌differing‌‌                         

conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌kinds‌ ‌of‌‌                       

impediments‌ ‌exercised‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌ ‌agents.‌ ‌In‌ ‌other‌ ‌words,‌ ‌‘the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌external‌‌                         

factors‌‌which‌‌could‌‌prevent‌‌X,‌‌to‌‌(not)‌‌do‌‌or‌‌(not)‌‌be‌‌is‌‌equated‌‌to‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌itself’.‌‌                                 

Consequently,‌‌the‌‌referred‌‌accounts‌‌fundamentally‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌description‌‌and‌‌removal‌‌of‌‌                       

the‌‌obstacles‌‌while‌‌conceptualizing‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌However,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌distinct‌‌to‌‌assert,‌‌‘the‌‌                         

absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌external‌ ‌‌factors‌ ‌which‌ ‌could‌ ‌prevent‌ ‌X,‌ ‌to‌ ‌(not)‌ ‌do‌ ‌or‌ ‌(not)‌ ‌be‌ ‌is‌ ‌equated‌ ‌to‌‌                                 

individual‌‌freedom‌‌itself’‌‌than‌‌‘the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌all‌‌‌factors‌‌which‌‌could‌‌prevent‌‌X,‌‌to‌‌(not)‌‌do‌‌or‌‌                                 

(not)‌ ‌be‌ ‌is‌ ‌equated‌ ‌to‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌itself’.‌ ‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌                           

should‌ ‌be‌ ‌combined‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌to‌ ‌arrive‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌all‌‌                               

factors‌‌which‌‌could‌‌prevent‌‌X‌‌to‌‌(not)‌‌do‌‌or‌‌(not)‌‌be.‌‌At‌‌this‌‌point,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌                                     

factors‌‌which‌‌I‌‌assert‌‌as‌‌an‌‌impediment‌‌to‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Nonetheless,‌‌some‌‌accounts‌‌                         

which‌ ‌propose‌ ‌a‌ ‌negative‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌emphasize‌ ‌the‌‌                     

significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌some‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌on‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                           

freedom.‌ ‌These‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌we‌ ‌include‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors/forces‌ ‌we‌ ‌are‌‌                         

speaking‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌ ‌need‌ ‌to‌‌eliminate‌‌an‌‌element‌‌of‌‌constraint‌‌if‌‌we‌‌are‌‌to‌‌reach‌‌individual‌‌                               

freedom.‌ ‌   

Eric‌ ‌Nelson,‌ ‌as‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorists,‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌offer‌ ‌a‌‌non-nonnegative‌‌(non-positive)‌‌                         

way‌ ‌of‌ ‌conceptualizing‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌self-realization.‌ ‌As‌ ‌he‌ ‌emphasizes,‌ ‌historical‌ ‌figures‌‌                     

6 ‌‌Here‌‌the‌‌relevant‌‌constraints,‌‌as‌‌they‌‌propose,‌‌include‌‌only‌‌intentionally‌‌imposed‌‌ones‌‌or‌‌also‌‌some‌‌                               
non-intentional‌ ‌ones‌ ‌(such‌ ‌as‌ ‌structural‌ ‌constraints,‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌by-products‌ ‌of‌ ‌social‌ ‌arrangements).‌ ‌ 
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acknowledged‌‌as‌‌advocating‌‌positive‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌include‌‌ancient‌‌                   

writers‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌Plato‌ ‌and‌ ‌Stoics,‌ ‌classical‌ ‌and‌ ‌civic‌ ‌republicans‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌Machiavelli‌ ‌and‌‌                           

Rousseau,‌ ‌Hegel‌ ‌and‌ ‌Neo-Hegelians.‌ ‌These‌ ‌thinkers‌ ‌emphasize‌ ‌that‌ ‌a‌ ‌free‌ ‌man‌ ‌is‌ ‌who‌‌                         

embodies‌ ‌a‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-realization,‌‌independent‌‌self-rule,‌‌or‌‌some‌‌state‌‌of‌‌being‌‌reflective‌‌                         

of‌‌the‌‌most‌‌rational‌‌or‌‌virtuous‌‌life.‌‌However,‌‌according‌‌to‌‌Nelson,‌‌this‌‌state‌‌of‌‌being(s)‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                                 

reached‌ ‌requires‌‌the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌(internal)‌‌barriers‌‌(Christman,‌‌2005).‌‌What‌‌Nelson‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌                         

emphasize‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌quarrel‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌negative‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌positive‌ ‌conceptualizations‌‌is‌‌                         

based‌‌on‌‌the‌‌disagreement‌‌about‌‌constraint‌‌not‌‌about‌‌freedom‌‌itself.‌‌Since,‌‌for‌‌Nelson,‌‌any‌‌                           

kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌constraint‌ ‌(internal‌ ‌and‌ ‌external)‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌obstruction‌ ‌of‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌then‌ ‌the‌‌                           

accounts‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌constructed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌positive‌ ‌sense‌ ‌fail‌ ‌to‌ ‌isolate‌ ‌a‌‌                           

coherent‌ ‌view‌ ‌of‌ ‌liberty‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌distinguishable‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌(Nelson,‌‌                         

2005).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌whatever‌ ‌descriptive‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌positive‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌set‌ ‌on‌ ‌self-realization,‌‌                       

there‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌list‌ ‌of‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌which‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌emerge‌ ‌as‌ ‌impediments‌ ‌for‌ ‌an‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌to‌ ‌follow‌ ‌his‌ ‌self-realized‌ ‌self.‌ ‌“In‌ ‌other‌ ‌words,‌ ‌if‌ ‌doing‌ ‌or‌ ‌being‌ ‌x‌ ‌is‌ ‌man's‌ ‌true‌‌                                 

nature‌‌(i.e.,‌‌the‌‌thing‌‌his‌‌unobstructed‌‌"higher"‌‌self‌‌would‌‌always‌‌choose),‌‌then‌‌anything‌‌that‌‌                           

might‌ ‌make‌ ‌him‌ ‌do‌ ‌or‌ ‌be‌ ‌"not‌ ‌x"‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌a‌ ‌constraint”‌ ‌(Nelson,‌ ‌2005,‌ ‌65).‌ ‌Therefore,‌‌                             

according‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌negative‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌‌self-realization,‌‌the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌                         

internal‌‌obstacles‌‌is‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌defining‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌the‌‌concept.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌these‌‌                       

accounts‌ ‌construe‌ ‌the‌ ‌positive‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌fail‌ ‌to‌‌                       

isolate‌‌a‌‌coherent‌‌view‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌is‌‌distinguishable‌‌from‌‌negative‌‌freedom.‌‌As‌‌Nelson‌‌                           

underlines,‌‌in‌‌accordance‌‌with‌‌the‌‌emphasized‌‌perception‌‌above,‌‌“positive‌‌liberty‌‌is‌‌merely‌‌                       

disguised‌ ‌negative‌ ‌liberty‌ ‌because‌ ‌all‌ ‌claims‌ ‌that‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌positive‌ ‌state‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                           

reanalyzed‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌ ‌that‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌nothing‌ ‌more‌ ‌than‌‌the‌‌removal‌‌of‌‌all‌‌obstacles‌‌to‌‌                               

that‌ ‌state”‌ ‌(Christman,‌ ‌2005,‌ ‌82).‌ ‌On‌ ‌the‌ ‌contrary,‌ ‌some‌ ‌theorists‌ ‌suggest‌ ‌that‌ ‌positive‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌in‌ ‌any‌ ‌sense‌ ‌an‌ ‌absence,‌ ‌but‌ ‌rather‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌affirmative‌ ‌achievement‌ ‌of‌‌                           

self-realization‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌therefore‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌from‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌genuine‌ ‌second‌‌                       

"concept"‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌The‌ ‌next‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌dedicated‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌the‌‌                             

positively‌ ‌constructed‌ ‌conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinct‌‌                   

concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌notion.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

2.2.1.2‌ ‌Positive‌ ‌Understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌Different‌‌               
Conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Notion‌ ‌ 

‌ 
From‌‌the‌‌Berlinian‌‌sense,‌‌negative‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌“the‌‌claim‌‌                       

that‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌liberty‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌person‌ ‌is‌ ‌strictly‌ ‌a‌ ‌function‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restraints‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌agent‌ ‌faces‌ ‌in‌‌                                   

carrying‌ ‌out‌ ‌her‌ ‌decisions‌ ‌(however‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restraint‌ ‌is‌ ‌construed)”‌ ‌(Christman,‌‌                         
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1991,‌ ‌343).‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌negatively‌ ‌constructed‌‌                       

conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌are‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                       

impediments‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌these‌‌accounts‌‌set‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌defining‌‌                     

conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌precise‌‌                       

impediments.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌one‌ ‌common‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌individual‌‌                     

freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘freedom‌ ‌from’‌ ‌concept‌ ‌which‌ ‌signifies‌ ‌an‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌external‌ ‌but‌ ‌in‌‌                             

some‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌internal‌ ‌impediments.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌core‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌positive‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌a‌‌distinct‌‌concept‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌to‌‌                             

emphasize‌ ‌that‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌all‌ ‌kinds‌ ‌of‌ ‌impediments‌ ‌as‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌inadequate‌ ‌to‌ ‌fully‌ ‌grasp‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept.‌ ‌Thereupon,‌ ‌some‌‌                       

thinkers‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌a‌ ‌positive‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌notion,‌‌underlined‌‌by‌‌                       

Berlin‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘freedom‌ ‌to’‌ ‌concept,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                             

negative‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌it.‌‌This‌‌underlined‌‌‘freedom‌‌to’‌‌aspect‌‌of‌‌the‌‌positive‌‌freedom‌‌                         

concept‌ ‌is‌ ‌set‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘freedom‌ ‌to’‌‌self-realization.‌‌Respectively,‌‌distinct‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌positive‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌ground‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌precisely‌‌disparate‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌that‌‌the‌‌thinkers‌‌propose‌‌as‌‌                         

self-realization.‌‌ ‌  

Returning‌ ‌back‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌proposition‌‌‌‘the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌all‌‌‌factors‌‌which‌‌could‌‌prevent‌‌X,‌‌                           

to‌ ‌(not)‌ ‌do‌ ‌or‌ ‌(not)‌ ‌be‌ ‌is‌ ‌equated‌ ‌to‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌itself’,‌ ‌positive‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌itself‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌factors‌ ‌preventing‌‌X‌‌to‌‌                               

(not)‌‌do‌‌or‌‌(not)‌‌be.‌‌If‌‌we‌‌take‌‌this‌‌one‌‌step‌‌further,‌‌these‌‌accounts‌‌count‌‌the‌‌‌complex‌‌set‌‌of‌‌                                     

functioning‌‌capacities‌‌and‌‌the‌‌forces‌‌that‌‌condition‌‌them‌‌in‌‌the‌‌calculation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                             

X,‌ ‌the‌ ‌agent.‌ ‌The‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌X‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌status‌ ‌of‌ ‌X‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                                   

primary‌ ‌defining‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X.‌ ‌Thereupon,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌the‌‌                           

further‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌section‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌details‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌positively‌ ‌constructed‌‌                         

conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌propose‌ ‌various‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌towards‌ ‌the‌‌                   

descriptive‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-realization.‌ ‌ ‌   

Doctrines‌ ‌of‌ ‌positive‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌a‌re‌‌concerned‌‌with‌‌the‌‌exercise‌‌of‌‌control‌‌over‌‌one's‌‌                         

life.‌ ‌The‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌here‌ ‌signifies‌ ‌that‌ ‌one‌ ‌is‌ ‌free‌ ‌only‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌extent‌ ‌that‌ ‌one‌‌has‌‌                                 

effectively‌‌determined‌‌oneself‌‌and‌‌the‌‌shape‌‌of‌‌one's‌‌life.‌‌The‌‌concept‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌here‌‌is‌‌an‌‌                               

exercise-concept.‌ ‌By‌ ‌contrast,‌ ‌doctrines‌ ‌of‌ ‌negative‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌are‌ ‌concerned‌ ‌with‌‌                   

opportunities‌‌open‌‌to‌‌the‌‌agents‌‌in‌‌which‌‌being‌‌free‌‌is‌‌a‌‌matter‌‌of‌‌what‌‌we‌‌can‌‌do,‌‌of‌‌what‌‌it‌‌                                       

is‌ ‌open‌ ‌to‌ ‌us‌ ‌to‌ ‌do‌ ‌without‌ ‌interference,‌ ‌whether‌ ‌or‌ ‌not‌ ‌we‌ ‌do‌ ‌anything‌‌to‌‌exercise‌‌these‌‌                                 

options.‌‌The‌‌concept‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌here‌‌is‌‌an‌‌opportunity-concept.‌‌Charles‌‌Taylor‌‌is‌‌the‌‌thinker‌‌                           

who‌ ‌differentiates‌ ‌negative‌ ‌and‌ ‌positive‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌by‌ ‌claiming‌ ‌that‌ ‌positive‌‌                     

freedom‌‌being‌‌an‌‌exercise‌‌concept‌‌is‌‌distinct‌‌from‌‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌an‌‌opportunity‌‌                           

concept‌‌(Taylor,‌‌1985).‌‌“‌Taylor‌‌suggests‌‌that‌‌positive‌‌liberty‌‌is‌‌not‌‌in‌‌any‌‌sense‌‌an‌‌absence,‌‌                             

but‌ ‌is‌ ‌rather‌ ‌the‌ ‌affirmative‌ ‌achievement‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-realization.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌therefore,‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌view,‌‌                           
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incompatible‌ ‌with‌ ‌negative‌ ‌liberty,‌ ‌a‌ ‌genuine‌ ‌second‌ ‌"concept"‌ ‌of‌‌freedom”‌‌(Nelson,‌‌2005,‌‌                       

63).‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌that‌‌Taylor‌‌dedicates‌‌to‌‌‌exercise‌‌precisely‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌view‌‌                           

that‌ ‌if‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent‌ ‌is‌ ‌totally‌ ‌unaware‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌potential,‌ ‌if‌ ‌this‌ ‌agent‌‌is‌‌paralyzed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌fear‌‌of‌‌                                     

overruling‌ ‌a‌ ‌norm‌ ‌which‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌authentically‌ ‌reflect‌ ‌her,‌ ‌some‌ ‌degree‌ ‌of‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌is‌‌                           

necessary‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌agent‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌free‌ ‌(Taylor,‌ ‌1985).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Taylor‌ ‌explicitly‌‌                           

highlights‌ ‌that‌‌the‌‌negative‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌are‌‌inadequate‌‌because‌‌they‌‌                       

prioritize‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌impediments‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌accordingly‌ ‌construed‌ ‌as‌ ‌having‌‌                     

opportunities‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌free‌ ‌from‌ ‌any‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌obstacles.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Taylor‌ ‌suggests:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

For‌‌freedom‌‌now‌‌involves‌‌my‌‌being‌‌able‌‌to‌‌recognize‌‌adequately‌‌my‌‌more‌‌important‌‌                         

purposes,‌ ‌and‌ ‌my‌ ‌being‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌overcome‌ ‌or‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌neutralize‌ ‌my‌ ‌motivational‌‌                         

fetters,‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌my‌ ‌way‌ ‌being‌ ‌free‌ ‌of‌ ‌external‌ ‌obstacles.‌ ‌But‌ ‌clearly‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌‌                             

condition‌ ‌(and,‌ ‌I‌ ‌would‌ ‌argue,‌ ‌also‌ ‌the‌ ‌second)‌ ‌requires‌ ‌me‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌become‌‌                         

something,‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌achieved‌ ‌a‌ ‌certain‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-clairvoyance‌ ‌and‌‌                   

self-understanding.‌ ‌I‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌actually‌ ‌exercising‌ ‌self-understanding‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                     

truly‌‌or‌‌fully‌‌free.‌‌I‌‌can‌‌no‌‌longer‌‌understand‌‌freedom‌‌just‌‌as‌‌an‌‌opportunity-concept.‌ ‌                            

(Taylor,‌ ‌1985,‌ ‌228-9)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

As‌‌the‌‌passage‌‌above‌‌suggests,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌ultimately‌‌free‌‌the‌‌priority‌‌condition‌‌is‌‌to‌‌have‌‌some‌‌                               

kind‌‌of‌‌self-realization‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌be‌‌aware‌‌of‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌and‌‌external‌‌impediments.‌‌Here,‌‌I‌‌                               

want‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌external‌ ‌impediments‌ ‌is‌ ‌dependent‌‌on‌‌the‌‌external‌‌                           

factors‌‌and‌‌the‌‌removal‌‌of‌‌these‌‌external‌‌impediments‌‌are‌‌acknowledged‌‌to‌‌be‌‌independent‌‌                         

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌agent‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌However,‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌impediments‌‌is‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                             

agent‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌some‌ ‌negative‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌emphasize‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                       

removal‌‌and‌‌respectively‌‌the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌internal‌‌obstacles‌‌are‌‌equated‌‌to‌‌be‌‌fully‌‌free.‌‌Yet,‌‌                             

Taylor‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌“‌being‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌position‌ ‌to‌‌exercise‌‌freedom,‌‌having‌‌the‌‌opportunity,‌‌involves‌‌                         

removing‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌barriers;‌‌and‌‌this‌‌is‌‌not‌‌possible‌‌without‌‌having‌‌to‌‌some‌‌extent‌‌realized‌‌                             

myself”‌ ‌(Taylor,‌ ‌1985,‌ ‌213).‌ ‌Thereupon,‌ ‌some‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌self-realization,‌ ‌in‌ ‌Taylor’s‌ ‌sense‌‌                         

being‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌recognize‌ ‌adequately‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌ ‌important‌ ‌purposes,‌ ‌and‌ ‌being‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌‌                         

overcome‌‌or‌‌at‌‌least‌‌neutralize‌‌the‌‌motivational‌‌fetters,‌‌is‌‌an‌‌essential‌‌defining‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conceptualized‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌positive‌ ‌sense.‌‌ ‌  

A‌ ‌possible‌ ‌challenge‌ ‌that‌ ‌Taylor‌ ‌faces‌ ‌is‌ ‌how‌ ‌to‌ ‌set‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌‌                           

self-realization‌ ‌which‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌the‌‌positive‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌negative‌‌                       

accounts‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌precisely‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌“no‌‌valid‌‌guidance‌‌can‌‌be‌‌provided‌‌                         

in‌‌principle‌‌by‌‌social‌‌authority,‌‌because‌‌of‌‌human‌‌diversity‌‌and‌‌originality,‌‌and‌‌hold‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                             

attempt‌‌to‌‌impose‌‌such‌‌guidance‌‌will‌‌destroy‌‌other‌‌necessary‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌freedom”‌‌(Taylor,‌‌                         

1985,‌‌217).‌‌This‌‌is‌‌what‌‌Berlin,‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌other‌‌thinkers,‌‌underlines‌‌when‌‌he‌‌speculates‌‌                             
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about‌ ‌the‌ ‌possible‌ ‌dangers‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌totalitarian‌ ‌theories‌ ‌of‌ ‌positive‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Taylor‌ ‌being‌‌                         

aware‌‌of‌‌this‌‌danger‌‌offers‌‌a‌‌path‌‌from‌‌the‌‌negative‌‌to‌‌the‌‌positive‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                               

freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌“moves‌ ‌us‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌doing‌ ‌what‌ ‌one‌ ‌wants‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌notion‌‌                                 

which‌ ‌discriminates‌ ‌motivations‌ ‌and‌ ‌equates‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌with‌ ‌doing‌ ‌what‌ ‌we‌ ‌really‌ ‌want,‌ ‌or‌‌                         

obeying‌ ‌our‌‌real‌‌will,‌‌or‌‌truly‌‌directing‌‌our‌‌lives''‌‌(Taylor,‌‌1985,‌‌217).‌‌Respectively,‌‌following‌‌                           

this‌ ‌path‌ ‌will‌ ‌lead‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌exercise-concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌bases‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                           

discrimination‌‌among‌‌motivations.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌Taylor‌‌accentuates‌‌that‌‌there‌‌must‌‌be‌‌some‌‌                     

qualitative‌ ‌discriminations‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌motives.‌ ‌This‌ ‌proposition‌ ‌makes‌ ‌Taylor’s‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌‌                     

positive‌‌freedom‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌value-based‌‌account‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌some‌‌activities‌‌and‌‌goals‌‌are‌‌                               

highly‌ ‌significant‌ ‌for‌ ‌human‌ ‌beings‌ ‌and‌ ‌others‌ ‌are‌ ‌less‌ ‌so‌ ‌(Taylor,‌ ‌1985).‌ ‌Essentially,‌ ‌he‌‌                           

asks‌ ‌what‌ ‌lies‌ ‌behind‌ ‌judging‌ ‌certain‌ ‌purposes/feelings‌ ‌as‌ ‌more‌ ‌significant‌ ‌than‌ ‌others?‌‌                       

Then‌‌he‌‌answers‌‌as‌‌the‌‌reflection‌‌on‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌significance‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌fact‌‌of‌‌strong‌‌                                   

evaluation.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Taylor,‌ ‌strong‌ ‌evaluation‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌consideration‌ ‌of‌ ‌human‌‌                       

subjects‌‌as‌‌not‌‌only‌‌subjects‌‌of‌‌first-order‌‌desires‌‌but‌‌also‌‌of‌‌second-order‌‌desires‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                             

desires‌ ‌about‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌He‌ ‌relates‌ ‌strong‌ ‌evaluation‌ ‌to‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌ ‌underlining‌ ‌that‌ ‌our‌‌                         

attributions‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌make‌‌sense‌‌against‌‌a‌‌background‌‌sense‌‌of‌‌more‌‌and‌‌less‌‌significant‌‌                           

purposes‌ ‌(Taylor,‌ ‌1985).‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌unfreedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌tied‌ ‌up‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                       

frustration/fulfilment‌‌of‌‌our‌‌purposes.‌‌Hence,‌‌as‌‌Taylor‌‌emphasizes‌‌“our‌‌significant‌‌purposes‌‌                     

can‌ ‌be‌ ‌frustrated‌ ‌by‌ ‌our‌ ‌own‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌and‌ ‌where‌ ‌these‌ ‌are‌ ‌sufficiently‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌‌                           

misappreciation,‌ ‌we‌ ‌consider‌ ‌them‌ ‌as‌ ‌not‌ ‌really‌ ‌ours,‌ ‌and‌ ‌experience‌ ‌them‌ ‌as‌ ‌fetters”‌‌                         

(Taylor,‌ ‌1985,‌ ‌227).‌‌ ‌  

Taylor‌ ‌makes‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinction‌ ‌between‌ ‌import-attributing‌ ‌desires‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌real‌ ‌desires.‌‌                     

Subsequently,‌‌he‌‌describes‌‌real‌‌desires‌‌as‌‌“are‌‌of‌‌great‌‌significance‌‌for‌‌me,‌‌meet‌‌important,‌‌                           

long-lasting‌‌needs,‌‌represent‌‌a‌‌fulfilment‌‌of‌‌something‌‌central‌‌to‌‌me,‌‌will‌‌bring‌‌me‌‌closer‌‌to‌‌                             

what‌‌I‌‌really‌‌am,‌‌or‌‌something‌‌of‌‌the‌‌sort”‌‌(Taylor,‌‌1985,‌‌224)‌‌and‌‌import‌‌attributing‌‌desires‌‌                               

as‌‌the‌‌desires‌‌and‌‌feelings‌‌which‌‌we‌‌can‌‌experience‌‌mistakenly.‌‌The‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                               

free,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Taylorian‌ ‌sense‌ ‌of‌ ‌positive‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌identify‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌real‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌For‌‌                               

instance,‌‌if‌‌I‌‌have‌‌two‌‌desires‌‌that‌‌I‌‌identify‌‌myself‌‌with,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌they‌‌are‌‌in‌‌conflict‌‌with‌‌each‌‌                                     

other‌‌and‌‌even‌‌if‌‌they‌‌are‌‌painful‌‌or‌‌fateful,‌‌we‌‌can‌‌not‌‌talk‌‌about‌‌lesser‌‌freedom.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌the‌‌                                     

case‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌genuine‌ ‌conflict‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌‌both‌‌desires‌‌belong‌‌to‌‌the‌‌agent.‌‌On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand,‌‌if‌‌                                   

there‌‌is‌‌an‌‌import-attributing‌‌desire‌‌that‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌feels‌‌fettered‌‌by,‌‌then‌‌we‌‌can‌‌talk‌‌about‌‌a‌‌                                 

lesser‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌because‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌desire‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌agent‌ ‌wants‌ ‌to‌ ‌repudiate.‌‌ ‌  

All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌Taylor‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌‌                       

value-based‌ ‌positive‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌which‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌adequate‌ ‌recognition‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌‌                       

important‌ ‌purposes‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌ability‌ ‌of‌ ‌overcoming‌ ‌or‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌naturalization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

motivational‌ ‌fetters.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌the‌‌                   

fundamental‌ ‌priority‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌two‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌reached‌ ‌requires‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent‌ ‌to‌‌                           
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become‌ ‌something,‌ ‌to‌ ‌achieve‌ ‌a‌ ‌certain‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌and‌ ‌self-understanding‌‌                     

which‌‌includes‌‌a‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌exercise‌‌that‌‌goes‌‌beyond‌‌being‌‌in‌‌the‌‌state‌‌of‌‌opportunities‌‌in‌                                 

order‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌truly‌ ‌or‌ ‌fully‌ ‌free.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌t‌he‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌positive‌‌freedom‌‌proposed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                               

traditional‌ ‌theorists‌ ‌relied‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌regulation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘lower’‌ ‌animalistic‌ ‌desires‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌‌                           

have‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘higher-self’.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌as‌ ‌John‌ ‌Christman‌‌                     

underlines‌ ‌“not‌ ‌all‌ ‌actions‌ ‌that‌ ‌result‌ ‌from‌ ‌"uncontrollable"‌ ‌impulses‌ ‌should‌ ‌plausibly‌ ‌be‌‌                       

counted‌‌as‌‌unfree”‌‌(Christman,‌‌1991,‌‌351).‌‌Subsequently,‌‌Christman‌‌suggests‌‌a‌‌conception‌‌                     

of‌‌positive‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌prioritizes‌‌how‌‌effective‌‌agents’‌‌desire‌‌change‌‌takes‌‌place.‌‌There‌‌                         

should‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌preference‌ ‌formation‌ ‌process.‌ ‌This‌ ‌preference‌ ‌formation‌ ‌process‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌‌                       

the‌ ‌factors‌ ‌and‌ ‌forces‌ ‌that‌ ‌demonstrate‌ ‌the‌ ‌changes‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent’s‌ ‌preference‌ ‌set.‌‌                         

Subsequently,‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent’s‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌manifested‌‌through‌‌her‌‌reflection‌‌and‌‌resistance‌‌                       

towards‌ ‌these‌ ‌factors‌ ‌and‌ ‌forces‌ ‌that‌ ‌demonstrate‌ ‌the‌ ‌change(s).‌‌ ‌  

Integrating‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌preference‌ ‌formation‌ ‌Christman‌ ‌explicitly‌‌                     

underlines‌‌that‌‌the‌‌crucial‌‌parameter‌‌to‌‌participate‌‌in‌‌the‌‌development‌‌of‌‌a‌‌desire‌‌is‌‌to‌‌be‌‌in‌‌                                 

the‌ ‌position‌ ‌to‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌processes‌ ‌and‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌that‌ ‌lead‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌adaptation‌ ‌of‌ ‌that‌‌                               

desire.‌‌This‌‌position‌‌is‌‌reached‌‌when‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌relevantly‌‌complete‌‌description‌‌of‌‌the‌‌steps‌‌                             

of‌‌reasoning‌‌or‌‌the‌‌causal‌‌processes‌‌that‌‌lead‌‌the‌‌agent‌‌to‌‌have‌‌this‌‌desire‌‌as‌‌available‌‌for‌‌                                 

her‌‌possible‌‌consideration.‌‌Eventually,‌‌Christman‌‌with‌‌consideration‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌autonomy‌‌                   

to‌‌be‌‌relevant‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌positive‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌the‌‌motivating‌‌                           

idea‌ ‌behind‌ ‌his‌ ‌conception‌ ‌is‌‌that‌‌“autonomy‌‌is‌‌achieved‌‌when‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌is‌‌in‌‌a‌‌position‌‌to‌‌                                 

be‌‌aware‌‌of‌‌the‌‌changes‌‌and‌‌development‌‌of‌‌her‌‌character‌‌and‌‌of‌‌why‌‌these‌‌changes‌‌come‌‌                               

about”‌ ‌(Christman,‌ ‌1991,‌ ‌348)‌ ‌and‌ ‌he‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌minimal‌ ‌rationality‌ ‌condition‌‌involved‌‌in‌‌                         

the‌ ‌self-reflection‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌and‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌he‌ ‌sets‌ ‌this‌ ‌minimal‌‌                       

rationality‌ ‌condition‌ ‌to‌ ‌‘internalist’‌ ‌or‌ ‌‘subjective’‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌and‌ ‌‘externalist’‌ ‌or‌ ‌‘objective’‌‌                     

accounts.‌ ‌The‌ ‌blatant‌ ‌way‌ ‌of‌ ‌capturing‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinction‌ ‌between‌ ‌internalist‌ ‌and‌ ‌externalist‌‌                       

conceptions‌‌of‌‌rationality‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌internalist‌‌account‌‌requires‌‌an‌‌action‌‌to‌‌be‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌                             

reason‌‌that‌‌fulfils‌‌the‌‌requirement‌‌of‌‌consistency,‌‌on‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand‌‌the‌‌externalist‌‌account‌‌                           

requires‌‌an‌‌action‌‌to‌‌be‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌reason‌‌that‌‌involves‌‌knowledge‌‌of‌‌the‌‌truth‌‌about‌‌the‌‌                               

world‌ ‌and‌ ‌morality‌ ‌(Christman,‌ ‌1991).‌‌ ‌  

According‌‌to‌‌Christman,‌‌the‌‌procedural‌‌conditions‌‌necessary‌‌for‌‌the‌‌development‌‌of‌‌                     

the‌‌desires‌‌of‌‌the‌‌autonomous‌‌self‌‌should‌‌include‌‌(only)‌‌minimal‌‌internalist‌‌rationality‌‌which‌‌                         

he‌ ‌equates‌ ‌with‌ ‌consistent‌ ‌beliefs‌‌and‌‌transitive‌‌desires.‌‌One‌‌crucial‌‌detail‌‌that‌‌makes‌‌the‌‌                           

positive‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌Christman‌ ‌as‌ ‌value-neutral‌ ‌is‌ ‌his‌ ‌rejection‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌‌                         

value‌ ‌requirement.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌external‌ ‌value‌ ‌requirement,‌ ‌in‌ ‌here,‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌equated‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                         

‘higher-self’‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌prioritized‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌positive‌ ‌conceptions.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌‌                       

positive‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌put‌ ‌externally‌ ‌set‌ ‌conditions/requirements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌reason,‌ ‌moral‌‌                   
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values,‌ ‌relational‌ ‌values,‌ ‌etc.‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌reach‌‌to‌‌the‌‌‘higher-self’.‌‌However,‌‌in‌‌Christman's‌‌                           

view:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

If‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires‌ ‌and‌ ‌values‌ ‌that‌ ‌a‌ ‌person‌ ‌develops‌‌are‌‌generated‌‌in‌‌accordance‌‌with‌‌                           

the‌‌procedural‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌autonomous‌‌preference‌‌formation‌‌that‌‌are‌‌constitutive‌‌of‌‌                     

freedom,‌ ‌then‌‌no‌‌matter‌‌what‌‌the‌‌"content"‌‌of‌‌those‌‌desires,‌‌the‌‌actions‌‌which‌‌they‌‌                           

stimulate‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌(positively)‌ ‌free.‌ ‌(Christman,‌ ‌1991,‌ ‌359)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Therefore,‌‌as‌‌he‌‌highlights,‌‌any‌‌action-based‌‌on‌‌a‌‌desire,‌‌developed‌‌within‌‌the‌‌autonomous‌‌                         

preference‌ ‌formation‌ ‌process,‌ ‌will‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌counted‌ ‌as‌ ‌positively‌ ‌unfree‌ ‌no‌ ‌matter‌‌how‌‌evil,‌‌                           

self-sacrificing‌ ‌or‌ ‌slavish‌ ‌that‌ ‌desire‌ ‌is.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌what‌ ‌Christman‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌‌                       

value-neutral‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌positive‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌prioritizes‌ ‌the‌ ‌autonomous‌‌                   

preference‌ ‌formation‌ ‌process‌ ‌that‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌minimal‌ ‌internal‌ ‌rationality‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌‌                       

prioritizing‌ ‌externally‌ ‌constructed‌ ‌set‌ ‌of‌‌values‌‌as‌‌a‌‌defining‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌positive‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom.‌ ‌ 

Eventually,‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌a‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌journey‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                       

distinct‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌notion,‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘positive’‌ ‌and‌‌                       

‘negative’‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌distinction‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌popularized‌ ‌by‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌(1969)‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌                       

political‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌scene.‌ ‌The‌ ‌precise‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conceptions‌‌that‌‌I‌‌have‌‌made‌‌a‌‌                         

part‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌journey‌ ‌either‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌a‌ ‌positive‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌or‌‌a‌‌negative‌‌                             

understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌it.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌‌                       

suggest‌ ‌a‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌negative‌ ‌or‌ ‌positive‌‌                         

understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌The‌‌next‌‌part‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌will‌‌be‌‌dedicated‌‌to‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌                             

contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ ‌   

‌ 

2.2.2‌ ‌Theories‌ ‌Beyond‌ ‌Two‌ ‌Concepts‌ ‌of‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌ 
‌ 

There‌‌are‌‌some‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌neither‌‌have‌‌a‌‌positive‌‌nor‌‌                         

a‌ ‌negative‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion.‌ ‌These‌ ‌conceptions‌‌prioritize‌‌alternative‌‌aspects‌‌to‌‌                       

play‌ ‌a‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌role‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌notion.‌ ‌In‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌‌                               

propose‌ ‌a‌‌comprehensive‌‌journey‌‌on‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptualizations‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌                     

freedom‌ ‌notion,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline,‌ ‌below,‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌which‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌two‌‌                             

concepts‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ ‌   
S.‌‌I.‌‌Benn‌‌and‌‌W.‌‌L.‌‌Weinstein‌‌in‌‌a‌‌joint‌‌article‌‌that‌‌they‌‌have‌‌published‌‌(1971),‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                                   

revised‌‌definition‌‌of‌‌their‌‌previous‌‌accounts‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌characterize‌‌being‌‌free‌‌as‌‌                         

“to‌ ‌be‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌choose‌ ‌among‌ ‌available‌ ‌courses‌ ‌bearing‌ ‌in‌ ‌mind‌ ‌their‌ ‌expected‌‌                         
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consequences‌‌both‌‌good‌‌and‌‌ill”‌‌(Benn‌‌&‌‌Weinstein,‌‌1971,‌‌198).‌‌In‌‌accordance,‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌                           

construed‌ ‌as‌ ‌“the‌ ‌non-restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌options,‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌impediments”‌‌                         

(Benn‌ ‌&‌ ‌Weinstein,‌ ‌1971,‌ ‌201).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌accounts‌‌that‌‌set‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌impediments‌ ‌are‌ ‌unsatisfactory‌ ‌if‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌no‌‌                         

restrictions‌‌of‌‌choice‌‌by‌‌making‌‌alternatives‌‌unavailable.‌‌They‌‌delineate‌‌their‌‌conception‌‌by‌‌                       

highlighting‌‌that‌‌the‌‌range‌‌of‌‌alternatives‌‌open‌‌to‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌does‌‌not‌‌depend‌‌on‌‌the‌‌agent's‌‌                               

preference‌‌for‌‌one‌‌or‌‌another.‌‌This‌‌subsequently‌‌means‌‌that‌‌the‌‌availability‌‌of‌‌the‌‌range‌‌of‌‌                             

alternatives,‌ ‌independent‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌preference‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌agent,‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌defining‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept.‌‌ ‌  

Their‌‌concern‌‌focuses‌‌on‌‌distinguishing‌‌the‌‌agent‌‌who‌‌acts‌‌in‌‌one‌‌way‌‌just‌‌because‌‌                           

she‌‌has‌‌only‌‌one‌‌possibility‌‌of‌‌action‌‌left‌‌open‌‌to‌‌her,‌‌from‌‌the‌‌agent‌‌who‌‌would‌‌act‌‌in‌‌that‌‌                                     

same‌ ‌one‌ ‌way‌ ‌although‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌more‌ ‌possibilities‌ ‌of‌ ‌action‌ ‌(Benn‌ ‌&‌ ‌Weinstein,‌ ‌1971).‌‌                           

Correspondingly,‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌some‌ ‌cases‌ ‌which‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌qualified‌ ‌as‌ ‌instances‌ ‌of‌‌                       

unfreedom,‌ ‌which‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌choice‌ ‌by‌ ‌making‌ ‌alternatives‌ ‌unavailable‌ ‌or‌ ‌ineligible‌ ‌(Benn‌ ‌&‌‌                       

Weinstein,‌‌1971).‌‌The‌‌crucial‌‌condition‌‌as‌‌an‌‌instance‌‌of‌‌unfreedom‌‌then‌‌is‌‌the‌‌impossibility‌‌                           

of‌‌choice.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌thinkers‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌any‌‌additional‌‌motive‌‌for‌‌action‌‌(any‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌                             

fear‌‌but‌‌precisely‌‌the‌‌fear‌‌of‌‌punishment‌‌or‌‌any‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌reward)‌‌makes‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌no‌‌less‌‌free.‌‌                                   

This‌‌is‌‌the‌‌case‌‌concretely‌‌because‌‌although‌‌there‌‌are‌‌subjectivity‌‌grounded‌‌consequences‌‌                       

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌minimally‌ ‌rational‌ ‌choices,‌ ‌it‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌change‌ ‌the‌ ‌status‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌choice‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌‌                               

available‌ ‌and‌ ‌possible.‌‌ ‌  

E.‌ ‌F.‌ ‌Rosenbaum‌ ‌(2000),‌ ‌more‌ ‌recently,‌ ‌proposes‌‌a‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌an‌‌option-based‌‌                       

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌cruciality‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌range‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌available/possible‌‌                         

options.‌ ‌According‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌if‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌ ‌set‌ ‌of‌ ‌possible‌‌                               

choices‌ ‌of‌ ‌action‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌identical‌ ‌to‌ ‌each‌ ‌other,‌ ‌although‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌more‌ ‌than‌ ‌one‌‌                             

options,‌ ‌that‌ ‌agent‌ ‌can‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌to‌ ‌possess‌ ‌a‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌choice.‌ ‌On‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌‌                               

hand,‌‌if‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌has‌‌at‌‌least‌‌two‌‌different‌‌actions‌‌possible‌‌or‌‌available‌‌then‌‌that‌‌agent‌‌can‌‌                                 

be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌possessing‌ ‌a‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌choice.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌‌                           

option-based‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion,‌ ‌equates‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                   

availability/possibility‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌options‌ ‌to‌‌be‌‌chosen,‌‌therefore‌‌they‌‌equate‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                       

to‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌choice.‌‌To‌‌express‌‌it‌‌more‌‌explicitly‌‌Rosenbaum‌‌states‌‌that‌‌if,‌‌ceteris‌‌paribus,‌‌                             

the‌‌range‌‌of‌‌choices‌‌A‌‌contains‌‌is‌‌greater‌‌than‌‌the‌‌range‌‌of‌‌choices‌‌contained‌‌in‌‌the‌‌rival‌‌set‌‌                                   

B,‌ ‌then‌ ‌a‌ ‌choice‌ ‌set‌ ‌A‌ ‌offers‌ ‌more‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌rival‌ ‌set‌ ‌B,‌ ‌“where‌ ‌range‌ ‌has‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                                     

understood‌‌as‌‌the‌‌greatest‌‌possible‌‌distance‌‌between‌‌two‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌each‌‌set‌‌in‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌ ‌characteristics‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌elements‌ ‌under‌ ‌study,‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌distance‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌‌                             

extreme‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌set”‌ ‌(Rosenbaum,‌ ‌2000,‌ ‌216).‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌option-based‌‌                   

conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌give‌‌priority‌‌to‌‌availability‌‌of‌‌options‌‌to‌‌act,‌‌the‌‌possibility‌‌                           
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of‌ ‌options‌ ‌to‌ ‌act‌ ‌and/or‌ ‌the‌ ‌range‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌available‌ ‌options‌ ‌to‌‌act‌‌while‌‌setting‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌                                 

conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept.‌‌ ‌  

One‌ ‌other‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌conceptualizes‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                   

beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌two‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌understandings‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘Freedom‌ ‌as‌‌                           

Ownness’.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌German‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌Max‌ ‌Stirner,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Ego‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌ ‌Own‌ ‌(1844‌‌                           

[1995]),‌ ‌argued‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌and‌ ‌standards‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌normative‌ ‌ideals,‌ ‌the‌‌                         

presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌laws‌ ‌and‌ ‌institutions,‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌‌others,‌‌rational‌‌and‌‌moral‌‌norms,‌‌determining‌‌                         

the‌‌standards‌‌of‌‌the‌‌extent‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌disempower‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌herself‌‌and‌‌her‌‌                           

capacities‌ ‌for‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌These‌ ‌external‌ ‌standards‌ ‌and‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌are‌ ‌contemplated‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                       

limiting‌ ‌factors‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌he‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌an‌ ‌alternative‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌                       

Eigenheit‌‌(‌ownness),‌‌‌a‌‌radical‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌autonomy‌‌and‌‌self-ownership,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌defining‌‌                       

condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept.‌‌ ‌  

Saul‌ ‌Newman‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌Stirner’s‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌ownness‌ ‌‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌political‌‌                     

philosophy‌ ‌scene‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌an‌‌alternative‌‌paradigm‌‌which‌‌is‌‌not‌‌reducible‌‌to‌‌neither‌‌negative‌‌nor‌‌                           

positive‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌(Newman,‌ ‌2017).‌ ‌According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Newman,‌ ‌ownness‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌ontological‌‌                     

freedom‌‌which‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌radical‌‌form‌‌of‌‌individualism‌‌and‌‌self-possession.‌‌Although‌‌it‌‌                         

is‌ ‌not‌ ‌easy‌ ‌to‌ ‌situate‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌existing‌ ‌normative‌‌and‌‌conceptual‌‌frameworks,‌‌                           

ownness‌‌presents‌‌a‌‌way‌‌of‌‌rethinking‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌independent‌‌from‌‌external‌‌conditions‌‌and‌‌                         

from‌ ‌higher‌ ‌moral,‌ ‌rational‌ ‌ideals.‌ ‌The‌ ‌priority‌ ‌reason‌ ‌behind‌ ‌embracing‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌‌                         

ownness‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌defining‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                         

neoliberal‌ ‌context‌ ‌as‌ ‌Newman‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Freedom‌‌is‌‌turned‌‌into‌‌an‌‌ideal‌‌to‌‌be‌‌attained,‌‌and‌‌in‌‌tying‌‌it‌‌to‌‌a‌‌certain‌‌institutional‌‌                                 

regime‌‌or‌‌form‌‌of‌‌society,‌‌one‌‌essentially‌‌alienates‌‌freedom‌‌from‌‌the‌‌individual.‌‌This‌‌                         

is‌ ‌why,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Stirner,‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌appears‌ ‌to‌ ‌us‌ ‌moderns‌ ‌increasingly‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌‌                         

empty,‌ ‌hollow‌ ‌dream,‌ ‌a‌ ‌mystification.‌ ‌(Newman,‌ ‌2017,‌ ‌6)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

However,‌ ‌ownness‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌radical‌‌form‌‌of‌‌self-ownership‌‌and‌‌as‌‌a‌‌form‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌promotes‌‌                             

self-defining‌ ‌and‌ ‌self-constituting‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌subjectivity‌ ‌independent‌ ‌from‌ ‌any‌ ‌higher‌ ‌moral‌‌                     

and‌ ‌rational‌ ‌ideal‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌is‌ ‌forced‌‌to‌‌internalize.‌‌Here,‌‌as‌‌claimed‌‌by‌‌Newman,‌‌                             

ownness‌‌appears‌‌as‌‌a‌‌better‌‌alternative‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌                       

ownness‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌experience‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌established‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌ ‌actuality‌ ‌and‌‌                           

singularity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌individual‌‌experience‌‌(Newman,‌‌2017).‌‌Therefore,‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌                       

as‌‌free‌‌when‌‌she‌‌constitutes‌‌alternative‌‌modes‌‌of‌‌subjectivity.‌‌This‌‌subjectivity‌‌is‌‌created‌‌by‌‌                           

the‌ ‌mastery‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌instincts,‌ ‌passions‌ ‌and‌ ‌desires‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌opposite‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

‘possessedness’‌‌that‌‌signifies‌‌the‌‌mastery‌‌of‌‌one’s‌‌externally‌‌shaped‌‌desires‌‌and‌‌passions‌‌                       

over‌ ‌the‌ ‌agent‌ ‌herself‌ ‌(Newman,‌ ‌2017).‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌‌                         
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ownness‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌a‌ ‌fixed‌ ‌or‌ ‌an‌ ‌idealised‌ ‌subject‌ ‌but‌ ‌an‌ ‌always‌ ‌becoming‌ ‌self-constituting‌‌                           

immanence.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌the‌‌liberated‌‌individual‌‌of‌‌the‌‌ownness‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                         

that‌ ‌is‌ ‌utterly‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌self-interested‌ ‌individual‌ ‌invoked‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌concept‌‌of‌‌negative‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌so-called‌ ‌authentic-self‌ ‌invoked‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌positive‌ ‌freedom.‌‌                       

Consequently,‌ ‌ownness‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌radical‌‌                   

understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌autonomy‌ ‌and‌ ‌self-ownership‌ ‌goes‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌two‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion.‌‌ ‌  

Another‌‌account‌‌that‌‌conceptualizes‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌two‌‌conceptions‌‌                   

of‌‌the‌‌notion‌‌is‌‌introduced‌‌by‌‌‌Gerald‌‌MacCallum‌‌(1967)‌‌as‌‌a‌‌triadic‌‌relational‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌                             

individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Hence,‌‌‌MacCallum‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌‌schematic‌‌organization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌conceptual‌‌                     

elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌a‌‌value-neutral‌‌philosophical‌‌construction‌‌of‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌                       

that‌ ‌abstracts‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌substantive‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌by‌ ‌articulating‌ ‌a‌‌triadic‌‌                       

syntax.‌ ‌He‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌his‌ ‌conception‌ ‌as:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Whenever‌ ‌the‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌some‌‌agent‌‌or‌‌agents‌‌is‌‌in‌‌question,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌always‌‌freedom‌‌                             

from‌ ‌some‌ ‌constraint‌ ‌or‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌on,‌ ‌interference‌ ‌with,‌ ‌or‌ ‌barrier‌ ‌to‌ ‌doing,‌ ‌not‌‌                         

doing,‌ ‌becoming,‌ ‌or‌ ‌not‌ ‌becoming‌ ‌something.'‌ ‌Such‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌thus‌ ‌always‌ ‌of‌‌                       

something‌ ‌(an‌ ‌agent‌ ‌or‌ ‌agents),‌ ‌from‌ ‌something,‌ ‌to‌ ‌do,‌ ‌not‌ ‌do,‌ ‌become,‌ ‌or‌ ‌not‌‌                           

become‌‌something;‌‌it‌‌is‌‌a‌‌triadic‌‌relation.‌‌Taking‌‌the‌‌format‌‌"x‌‌is‌‌(is‌‌not)‌‌free‌‌from‌‌y‌‌to‌‌                                   

do‌ ‌(not‌ ‌do,‌ ‌become,‌ ‌not‌ ‌become)‌ ‌z,"‌ ‌x‌ ‌ranges‌ ‌over‌ ‌agents,‌ ‌y‌ ‌ranges‌ ‌over‌ ‌such‌‌                             

"preventing‌‌conditions"‌‌as‌‌constraints,‌‌restrictions,‌‌interferences,‌‌and‌‌barriers,‌‌and‌‌z‌‌                   

ranges‌ ‌over‌ ‌actions‌ ‌or‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌character‌ ‌or‌‌circumstance.‌‌(MaCcallum,‌‌1967,‌‌                     

314)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Thus,‌ ‌he‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌single‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌grounding‌ ‌on‌ ‌this‌ ‌referred‌ ‌triadic‌ ‌relation‌‌                           

and‌ ‌he‌ ‌highlights‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌‌whole‌‌range‌‌of‌‌possible‌‌interpretations‌‌or‌‌‘conceptions’‌‌of‌‌                             

this‌‌single‌‌concept‌‌of‌‌freedom.‌‌Therefore,‌‌he‌‌dissolves‌‌the‌‌dichotomy‌‌between‌‌‘positive’‌‌and‌‌                         

‘negative’‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌ ‌underlining‌ ‌that‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌as‌ ‌always‌ ‌one‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌triadic‌‌                           

relation‌ ‌and‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌‌freedom‌‌are‌‌constructed‌‌on‌‌these‌‌specifications‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                         

agents,‌ ‌preventing‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌and‌ ‌doings/becomings.‌ ‌It‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌contemplated‌ ‌that‌ ‌what‌‌                     

MacCallum‌‌proposes‌‌is‌‌a‌‌formal‌‌and‌‌a‌‌schematic‌‌base‌‌which‌‌can‌‌embody‌‌different‌‌precise‌‌                           

conceptualizations‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌the‌ ‌full‌ ‌specification‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                   

mentioned‌ ‌three‌ ‌elements‌ ‌(agents,‌ ‌preventing‌ ‌conditions,‌ ‌and‌ ‌doings/becomings)‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                   

acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌unique‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌compatible‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌ ‌broad‌ ‌concept‌ ‌(List‌ ‌&‌‌                         

Valentini,‌ ‌2016a).‌‌ ‌  

What‌‌Berlin‌‌does‌‌by‌‌introducing‌‌two‌‌concepts‌‌of‌‌liberty‌‌is‌‌to‌‌normatively‌‌theorize‌‌on‌‌                           

the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept.‌ ‌He‌ ‌depicts‌ ‌certain‌ ‌influential‌ ‌and‌ ‌divergent‌ ‌ethical‌ ‌visions‌‌                       
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that‌‌employ‌‌different‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌freedom.‌‌Consequently,‌‌the‌‌two‌‌dyadic‌‌relation‌‌that‌‌he‌‌                         

proposes‌ ‌(freedom‌ ‌from‌ ‌and‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to)‌ ‌is‌ ‌insufficient‌ ‌to‌ ‌fully‌ ‌embody‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌concept.‌ ‌“He‌ ‌can,‌ ‌at‌ ‌most,‌ ‌be‌ ‌said‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌attending‌ ‌to,‌ ‌or‌ ‌emphasizing‌ ‌the‌‌                             

importance‌‌of‌‌only‌‌one‌‌part‌‌of‌‌what‌‌is‌‌always‌‌present‌‌in‌‌any‌‌case‌‌of‌‌freedom”‌‌(MacCallum,‌‌                               

1967,‌‌318).‌‌On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand,‌‌MacCallum‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌metatheoretical‌‌concept‌‌in‌‌which‌‌he‌‌                           

introduces‌ ‌a‌ ‌basic‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌structure‌ ‌that‌ ‌fully‌ ‌embodies‌ ‌the‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌triadic‌ ‌relational‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                     

offers‌‌a‌‌shared‌‌structure‌‌that‌‌is‌‌common‌‌to‌‌a‌‌set‌‌of‌‌different‌‌conceptions‌‌and‌‌that‌‌allows‌‌the‌‌                                 

mutual‌‌recognition‌‌of‌‌all‌‌the‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌including‌‌positive‌‌and‌‌negative‌‌freedom‌‌                         

conceptions.‌‌Therefore,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌neutral‌‌towards‌‌any‌‌type‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌conception‌‌such‌‌                         

as‌ ‌value-based‌ ‌or‌ ‌non-value-based‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌(Carter,‌ ‌2015).‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌triadic‌‌                   

concept‌‌creates‌‌a‌‌structural‌‌common‌‌ground‌‌for‌‌distinct‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌in‌‌                         

order‌‌to‌‌make‌‌their‌‌respective‌‌nature‌‌apparent‌‌by‌‌bringing‌‌out‌‌their‌‌different‌‌specifications‌‌of‌‌                           

X‌‌(agents),‌‌Y‌‌(preventing‌‌conditions‌‌as‌‌constraints,‌‌restrictions,‌‌interferences,‌‌and‌‌barriers),‌‌                     

and‌ ‌Z‌ ‌(actions‌ ‌or‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌character‌ ‌or‌ ‌circumstance).‌‌  

However,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌the‌‌schematic‌‌organization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌conceptual‌‌elements‌‌                       

as‌‌a‌‌common‌‌ground‌‌for‌‌all‌‌the‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌the‌‌triadic‌‌relation‌‌should‌‌                             

include‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌sufficient‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌involved‌ ‌in‌‌the‌‌concept.‌‌Thereupon,‌‌the‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌                         

are‌ ‌included‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌schematic‌ ‌organization‌ ‌should‌ ‌involve‌‌all‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

previous‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌Gideon‌ ‌Elford,‌‌following‌‌Taylor’s‌‌                     

exercise-concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌claims‌ ‌that‌‌exercise-freedom‌‌consists‌‌in‌‌individual’s‌‌acting‌‌in‌‌                     

certain‌ ‌ways‌ ‌not,‌ ‌as‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌opportunity-freedom,‌ ‌consists‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌‌                         

constraints.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌to‌ ‌frame‌ ‌the‌ ‌positive‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                   

exercise-freedom‌ ‌sense‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌triadic‌ ‌framework‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌overlook‌ ‌the‌ ‌structural‌‌                         

distinctness‌‌of‌‌the‌‌exercise-based‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌(Elford,‌‌2012).‌‌Thus,‌‌not‌‌                       

only‌‌Elford‌‌but‌‌also‌‌Taylor‌‌suggests‌‌that‌‌positive‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌not‌‌in‌‌any‌‌sense‌‌an‌‌absence‌‌but‌‌                                 

is‌ ‌rather‌ ‌the‌ ‌affirmative‌ ‌achievement‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌(Taylor,‌ ‌1985).‌ ‌Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                       

common‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌above,‌ ‌Elford‌ ‌criticizes‌ ‌the‌ ‌triadic‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌‌                       

being‌ ‌static‌ ‌by‌ ‌identifying‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌‌                         

overlooking‌ ‌the‌ ‌dynamic‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌positive‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌(Elford,‌‌                       

2012).‌‌ ‌  

Yet,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌another‌ ‌way‌ ‌of‌ ‌construing‌ ‌Elford’s‌ ‌insight‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌dynamic‌‌                           

nature‌‌of‌‌the‌‌positive‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌can‌‌be‌‌represented‌‌through‌‌the‌‌value-based‌‌                         

parameter‌‌that‌‌we‌‌dedicate‌‌to‌‌the‌‌X‌‌element‌‌of‌‌the‌‌triadic‌‌relation‌‌which‌‌signifies‌‌the‌‌range‌‌                               

of‌‌the‌‌agents‌‌whose‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌on‌‌issue.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌the‌‌X‌‌as‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌could‌‌                               

be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌constant‌‌process‌‌of‌‌becoming.‌‌An‌‌individual‌‌in‌‌the‌‌process‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                               

becoming‌ ‌can‌ ‌either‌ ‌be‌ ‌interpreted‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌path‌ ‌to‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌or‌ ‌not,‌ ‌or‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                                 
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interpreted‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌self-realized‌ ‌or‌ ‌not.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌triadic‌‌formulation‌‌will‌‌be‌‌                               

emphasized‌ ‌in‌ ‌more‌ ‌detail‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌interpretative‌ ‌nature‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌further‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research.‌‌                             

Here,‌ ‌I‌‌just‌‌wanted‌‌to‌‌infer‌‌that‌‌MacCallum's‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌captures‌‌the‌‌                           

exercise-based‌‌self-realization‌‌aspect‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌concept‌‌(mostly‌‌bolstered‌‌by‌‌                     

the‌ ‌positive‌ ‌theorists)‌ ‌represented‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌‌element‌‌of‌‌the‌‌triadic‌‌relationship.‌‌All‌‌in‌‌all,‌‌as‌‌                               

asserted‌ ‌MacCallum‌ ‌‌introduces‌ ‌a‌ ‌‌schematic‌ ‌organization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌value-neutral‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌construction‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌by‌‌                     

articulating‌ ‌a‌ ‌triadic‌ ‌syntax.‌ ‌He‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌his‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conception‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                       

metatheoretical‌ ‌concept‌ ‌which‌ ‌inaugurates‌ ‌the‌ ‌mutual‌ ‌recognition‌ ‌path‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinct‌‌                     

conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌The‌‌syntax‌‌that‌‌he‌‌proposed‌‌takes‌‌the‌‌format‌‌of‌‌"X‌‌is‌‌(is‌‌                               

not)‌ ‌free‌ ‌from‌ ‌Y‌ ‌to‌ ‌do‌ ‌(not‌ ‌do,‌ ‌become,‌ ‌not‌ ‌become)‌ ‌Z”‌ ‌(MaCcallum,‌ ‌1967,‌ ‌314).‌ ‌The‌‌                               

elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌MacCallum‌ ‌are‌ ‌sufficient‌ ‌enough‌ ‌and‌ ‌uniquely‌‌                       

necessary‌ ‌to‌ ‌conceptualize‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌notion‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌specification‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌‌                       

elements‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌particular‌ ‌and‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                         

contemporary‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌context.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌‌the‌‌formulation‌‌captures‌‌negative‌‌                 

and‌ ‌positive‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌camps‌ ‌since‌ ‌it‌ ‌entails‌ ‌both‌ ‌the‌ ‌removal‌ ‌of‌ ‌obstacles‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                           

consideration‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌think‌‌and‌‌act‌‌to‌‌attain‌‌certain‌‌goals‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌theories‌‌                               

beyond‌ ‌two‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

I‌‌will‌‌dedicate‌‌the‌‌next‌‌section‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌to‌‌introduce‌‌a‌‌particular‌‌formulation‌‌of‌‌                             

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌MacCallum’s‌‌triadic‌‌relational‌‌formulation.‌‌I‌‌                     

will‌ ‌proceed‌ ‌with‌ ‌situating‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌‌I‌‌have‌‌                         

included‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌formula‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌so‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌can‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌the‌ ‌original‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌of‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

2.3‌ ‌Contemporary‌ ‌Theories‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌‌               
Freedom‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
In‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌‌diverse‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌                             

individual‌‌freedom‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌they‌‌set‌‌as‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌                           

of‌‌the‌‌notion.‌‌I‌‌dedicated‌‌a‌‌detailed‌‌reading‌‌on‌‌these‌‌distinct‌‌conceptions‌‌precisely‌‌because‌                           

I‌ ‌consider‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌inadequate‌ ‌to‌ ‌capture‌ ‌some‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌novel‌‌                           

aspects‌‌while‌‌setting‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌their‌‌                             

inadequacy‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌‌they‌‌propose‌‌as‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

defining‌‌conditions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌set‌‌on‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌concept.‌‌In‌‌order‌‌to‌‌do‌‌this,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌                                 

part‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌and‌ ‌group‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                               
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freedom‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌underlined.‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌use‌ ‌the‌ ‌word‌‌                           

‘restriction’‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌limiting‌ ‌condition,‌ ‌since‌ ‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌‌is‌‌in‌‌the‌‌broadest‌‌sense‌‌acknowledged‌‌as‌‌a‌‌notion‌‌that‌‌ontologically‌‌can‌‌be‌‌present‌‌                             

without‌ ‌a‌ ‌limit,‌ ‌a‌ ‌limit‌ ‌construed‌ ‌in‌ ‌various‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌senses.‌ ‌Even,‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                         

construed‌‌as‌‌a‌‌goal‌‌to‌‌be‌‌attained,‌‌if‌‌you‌‌are‌‌in‌‌the‌‌status‌‌of‌‌not‌‌being‌‌in‌‌the‌‌status‌‌of‌‌that‌‌                                         

goal,‌‌then‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌limiting‌‌condition‌‌to‌‌be‌‌in‌‌the‌‌status‌‌of‌‌that‌‌goal.‌‌Therefore,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌crucial‌‌                                     

to‌‌pay‌‌attention‌‌to‌‌the‌‌limiting‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌grasp‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌                               

status‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophers,‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                     

emphasis,‌‌mostly‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌limiting‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌while‌‌proposing‌‌their‌‌                         

conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion.‌ ‌So‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say,‌ ‌every‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌‌                             

emphasized‌‌in‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌can‌‌be‌‌read‌‌and‌‌differentiated‌‌through‌‌the‌‌                             

restrictive‌ ‌conditions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌propose.‌‌Since,‌‌I‌‌try‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                               

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌I‌ ‌construe‌ ‌as‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌re-situate‌ ‌the‌‌                           

conceptions‌‌that‌‌I‌‌referred‌‌to‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌conditions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌have‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                               

component‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌grasp‌ ‌and‌ ‌situate‌ ‌the‌‌                         

conceptions‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌organized‌ ‌way,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌propose‌ ‌an‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌relational‌‌                         

formulation.‌ ‌The‌‌aim‌‌of‌‌this‌‌proposal‌‌is‌‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌schematic‌‌organization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌conceptual‌‌                             

elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌situate‌ ‌these‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌conceptions‌‌                         

within‌ ‌this‌ ‌organizational‌ ‌scheme.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

2.3.1‌‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Formula‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
I‌ ‌will‌ ‌depart‌ ‌from‌ ‌MacCallum's‌ ‌triadic‌ ‌relational‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌while‌ ‌structuring‌ ‌the‌‌                     

formula‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌return‌ ‌back‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                           

formulation‌ ‌of‌ ‌McCallum‌ ‌which‌ ‌is:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

X‌‌is‌‌(is‌‌not)‌‌free‌‌from‌‌y‌‌to‌‌do‌‌(not‌‌do,‌‌become,‌‌not‌‌become)‌‌z,"‌‌x‌‌ranges‌‌over‌‌agents,‌‌                                     

y‌‌ranges‌‌over‌‌such‌‌"preventing‌‌conditions"‌‌as‌‌constraints,‌‌restrictions,‌‌interferences,‌‌                   

and‌ ‌barriers,‌ ‌and‌ ‌z‌ ‌ranges‌ ‌over‌ ‌actions‌‌or‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌character‌‌or‌‌circumstance.‌ ‌                          

(MacCallum,‌ ‌1967,‌ ‌314)‌ ‌ 
‌ 

Here,‌‌there‌‌are‌‌X,‌‌Y‌‌and‌‌Z‌‌parameters‌‌to‌‌be‌‌involved‌‌as‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                                 

freedom.‌‌Since,‌‌my‌‌formulation‌‌is‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                           

priority‌‌is‌‌dedicated‌‌to‌‌the‌‌limiting‌‌conditions‌‌and‌‌elements,‌‌I‌‌use‌‌X‌‌and‌‌Y‌‌parameters‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                                 

defining‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌integrate‌ ‌the‌ ‌Z‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌‌                             
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MacCallum’s‌‌formulation‌‌to‌‌the‌‌X‌‌and‌‌Y‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌my‌‌formulation.‌‌I‌‌will‌‌get‌‌into‌‌the‌‌details‌‌                                 

of‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌integration‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌further‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌section.‌ ‌My‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌is‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌ ‌goes:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

The‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌Y‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Here,‌ ‌X‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌individual‌ ‌(the‌ ‌agent),‌ ‌‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌is‌ ‌set‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                                   

notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌integrate‌ ‌the‌ ‌Z‌ ‌element‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                             

integration‌‌of‌‌the‌‌exercise-freedom‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌to‌‌the‌‌formulation,‌‌I‌‌add‌‌                         

an‌‌extra‌‌value-based‌‌parameter‌‌to‌‌the‌‌X‌‌factor,‌‌to‌‌the‌‌individual.‌‌Y‌‌ranges‌‌over‌‌primarily‌‌the‌‌                               

limiting‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X.‌ ‌ 

In‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌specify‌ ‌the‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌get‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌details‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                                 

defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌involved‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌formulation.‌ ‌X‌ ‌element,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌expressed,‌ ‌is‌‌the‌‌                           

individual.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌I‌ ‌add‌ ‌a‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌formulation.‌ ‌The‌‌                             

fundamental‌ ‌reason‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌ ‌attempt‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌aim‌ ‌of‌‌setting‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

formulation‌‌to‌‌inductively‌‌cover‌‌all‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌theories‌‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌                           

of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Besides,‌‌the‌‌value-based‌‌parameter‌‌that‌‌I‌‌add‌‌to‌‌the‌‌X‌‌element‌‌is‌‌the‌‌                               

crucial‌ ‌component‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌aim‌ ‌to‌‌                             

propose‌‌as‌‌a‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌The‌‌value-based‌‌parameter‌‌that‌‌I‌‌add‌‌to‌‌                           

the‌‌X‌‌element‌‌of‌‌the‌‌formulation‌‌is‌‌being‌‌‌cognizant‌‌or‌‌incognizant.‌‌‌Within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                               

thesis,‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌is‌ ‌construed‌‌as‌‌being‌‌aware‌‌which‌‌is‌‌inferred‌‌to‌‌inductively‌‌represent‌‌the‌‌                           

distinct‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌set‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌ranges‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌term‌‌variables‌‌                             

that‌‌is‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌‘real’‌‌identities‌‌of‌‌the‌‌agents‌‌whose‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌in‌‌question‌‌and‌‌this‌‌                                 

kind‌ ‌of‌‌a‌‌value‌‌based‌‌parameter‌‌also‌‌is‌‌set‌‌according‌‌to‌‌either‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌                               

the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌or‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌                         

Besides‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌or‌ ‌not,‌ ‌would‌ ‌include‌ ‌the‌ ‌Z‌ ‌factor‌ ‌of‌ ‌MacCallum's‌‌                           

formulation.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌‘freedom‌ ‌to’‌ ‌in‌ ‌MacCallum’s‌ ‌formulations‌ ‌ranges‌ ‌over‌ ‌actions‌ ‌or‌‌                     

conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌character‌ ‌or‌ ‌circumstance‌ ‌(MacCallum,‌ ‌1967).‌ ‌Hence,‌‌contemporary‌‌positive‌‌                   

conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌set‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌concept‌‌                       

as‌ ‌‘freedom‌ ‌to’‌ ‌the‌ ‌term‌ ‌variables‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘real’‌ ‌identities,‌ ‌however‌‌                           

construed.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌status‌‌of‌‌agency,‌‌in‌‌qualitative‌‌matters,‌‌of‌‌X,‌‌as‌‌being‌‌cognizant‌‌or‌‌                             

incognizant‌ ‌represents‌ ‌the‌ ‌status‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌level‌‌of‌‌either‌‌being‌‌reached‌‌to‌‌the‌‌real‌‌identity‌‌or‌‌                               

not.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌it‌ ‌represents‌ ‌either‌ ‌Z‌ ‌or‌ ‌non-Z.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌dyadic‌ ‌syntax‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose,‌ ‌Y‌‌                               

ranges‌ ‌over‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌the‌ ‌limiting‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X.‌ ‌Here‌‌again,‌‌in‌‌                             

order‌‌to‌‌set‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌formulation‌‌to‌‌inductively‌‌cover‌‌all‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                 

contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌accordingly‌ ‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                     

freedom,‌ ‌I‌ ‌assign‌ ‌Y‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌represented‌‌as‌‌the‌‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌‌and‌‌the‌‌external‌‌factors.‌‌‌As‌‌I‌‌                                 

have‌‌underlined‌‌before,‌‌I‌‌partially‌‌integrate‌‌the‌‌Z‌‌element‌‌of‌‌MacCallum’s‌‌formulation‌‌to‌‌the‌                           
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Y‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌formulation.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                     

freedom‌ ‌set‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌concept‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌freedom‌ ‌from‌ ‌‌the‌‌                         

limiting‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌the‌ ‌removal‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Y‌ ‌element,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction,‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                         

represented‌‌as‌‌Z,‌‌however‌‌construed.‌‌From‌‌this‌‌perspective,‌‌no‌‌precision‌‌of‌‌Z‌‌is‌‌necessary‌‌                           

but‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌relational‌‌sense‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌by‌‌Y‌‌will‌‌automatically‌‌represent‌‌non-Z.‌‌Since‌‌the‌‌                             

focus‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌is‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌set‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌‌                           

partial‌ ‌integration‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Z‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌‌sufficient‌‌condition‌‌to‌‌proceed‌‌with‌‌the‌‌relational‌‌                             

formula‌‌that‌‌I‌‌propose.‌‌Therefore,‌‌I‌‌consider‌‌the‌‌integration‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Z‌‌element‌‌of‌‌MacCallum’s‌‌                             

formulation‌‌as‌‌sufficient‌‌enough‌‌and‌‌therefore‌‌compatible‌‌with‌‌my‌‌formula:‌‌The‌‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌Y.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

2.3.2‌ ‌‌Situating‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Contemporary‌ ‌Theories‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌Formula‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                   
Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
In‌‌this‌‌section,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌situate‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                           

due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌conditions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌propose‌‌within‌‌the‌‌formula‌‌that‌‌I‌‌present.‌‌‌Here,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌                                 

have‌ ‌stated‌ ‌before,‌ ‌‌my‌ ‌aim‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌offer‌ ‌an‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌relational‌ ‌formulation,‌ ‌in‌‌                           

order‌ ‌situate‌ ‌these‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌within‌ ‌an‌ ‌organizational‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌‌the‌‌                         

types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌                             

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌is‌‌not‌‌embodied‌‌by‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

notion.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

2.3.2.1‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌(simpliciter/cognizant)‌ ‌X‌ by‌‌                 

External‌ ‌Factors(Y)‌ ‌ 
‌ 

Negative‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌‌                     

proposed‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌perception,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌broadest‌‌sense,‌‌prioritize‌‌the‌‌Y‌‌element,‌‌the‌‌external‌‌                           

factors,‌ ‌while‌ ‌defining‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Generally,‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌                       

that‌ ‌is‌ ‌set‌ ‌by‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌place‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌‌                                   

interference,‌ ‌however‌ ‌construed.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌pure‌ ‌negative‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌‌                     

precisely‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌render‌ ‌a‌ ‌great‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌‌                           

actions‌ ‌on‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent's‌ ‌part‌ ‌‌physically‌ ‌impossible‌.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌claimed‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌pure‌‌                             

negative‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌situated‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌formula‌ ‌as‌‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X‌ ‌(simpliciter)‌ ‌by‌ ‌impediments‌ ‌to‌ ‌physical‌ ‌action.‌ ‌X‌ ‌‌simpliciter‌ ‌here,‌‌                         

precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌X‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌or‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌has‌ ‌no‌‌effect‌‌as‌‌a‌‌restrictive‌‌element.‌‌                           

Option-based‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌follow‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌lines.‌ ‌These‌ ‌conceptions‌‌                   
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underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌range‌ ‌of‌ ‌alternatives‌ ‌open‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌depend‌‌on‌‌the‌‌agent’s‌‌                               

preference‌ ‌for‌ ‌one‌ ‌or‌ ‌another.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌‌option-based‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌conceptions‌‌                     

can‌ ‌be‌ ‌situated‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌formula‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X‌ ‌(simpliciter)‌ ‌by‌‌                             

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌options.‌ ‌ 

‌‌Value-based‌‌market-oriented‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌put‌‌more‌‌emphasis‌‌                   

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌equation.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Hayek‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌belongs‌ ‌to,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                               

concept‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌properly‌ ‌applies‌ ‌to‌ ‌agents‌ ‌who‌ ‌choose,‌ ‌think‌ ‌and‌ ‌act.‌‌                         

Accordingly,‌‌‌Hayek‌‌accentuates‌‌the‌‌essentiality‌‌of‌‌individual’s‌‌wills‌‌and‌‌values‌‌as‌‌a‌‌defining‌‌                         

condition‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌concept.‌‌Only‌‌external‌‌impediments‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌will‌‌                         

of‌‌another‌‌agent‌‌which‌‌are‌‌not‌‌compatible‌‌with‌‌the‌‌rule‌‌of‌‌law‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌a‌‌coercion‌‌                                 

of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌an‌‌interference‌‌to‌‌it.‌‌Also,‌‌Nozick‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                           

is‌‌a‌‌‌state‌‌in‌‌which‌‌a‌‌man‌‌is‌‌not‌‌subject‌‌to‌‌interference‌‌by‌‌the‌‌arbitrary‌‌will‌‌of‌‌another.‌‌Nozick‌‌                                     

describes‌ ‌the‌ ‌states‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌is‌ ‌coerced‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌arbitrary‌ ‌will‌ ‌of‌ ‌another‌ ‌with‌‌                               

reference‌‌to‌‌conditional‌‌proposal.‌‌Respectively,‌‌for‌‌any‌‌given‌‌proposal,‌‌that‌‌proposal‌‌can‌‌be‌‌                         

classified‌‌as‌‌either‌‌coercive‌‌or‌‌uncoercive‌‌according‌‌to‌‌whether‌‌it‌‌counts‌‌as‌‌a‌‌threat‌‌or‌‌as‌‌an‌‌                                 

offer‌ ‌(Haworth,‌ ‌1990).‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌if‌ ‌the‌ ‌proposal‌ ‌makes‌‌the‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌Q’s‌‌action,‌‌                           

suppose‌‌Q‌‌accepts‌‌the‌‌proposal,‌‌worse‌‌than‌‌the‌‌pre-proposal‌‌state,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌a‌‌threat.‌‌‌Therefore,‌‌                             

value-based‌ ‌market-oriented‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌situated‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                     

formula‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌subjection‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌will‌ ‌of‌‌                               

others‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌compatible‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌rule‌ ‌of‌‌law‌‌or‌‌by‌‌the‌‌arbitrary‌‌will‌‌of‌‌another‌‌‌through‌‌                                   

threats.‌‌Here,‌‌I‌‌explicitly‌‌set‌‌the‌‌value‌‌to‌‌cognizant‌‌because‌‌in‌‌these‌‌precise‌‌conceptions‌‌X‌‌                             

is‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌having‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌set‌‌her‌‌will‌‌as‌‌a‌‌being‌‌who‌‌chooses,‌‌thinks‌‌and‌‌acts,‌‌                                   

subsequently‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌external‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌‌                     

mentioned‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌priority‌ ‌reason‌ ‌that‌‌restricts‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌X‌                           

who‌ ‌is‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌general‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌republican‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌establishes‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                       

emphasis‌‌that‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌the‌‌independence‌‌from‌‌the‌‌arbitrary‌‌will‌‌of‌‌other‌‌agents‌‌regardless‌‌                           

of‌ ‌whether‌ ‌or‌ ‌not‌ ‌interference‌ ‌occurs.‌ ‌So,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌robust‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌that‌‌                             

differentiates‌ ‌the‌ ‌republican‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-domination‌ ‌from‌ ‌non-interference‌‌                 

accounts.‌ ‌The‌ ‌republican‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌also‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌‌the‌‌mere‌‌awareness‌‌of‌‌living‌‌under‌‌                         

an‌‌arbitrary‌‌power‌‌is‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌(Skinner,‌‌2002).‌‌Therefore,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌                             

stated‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌republican‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌proposes‌‌X‌‌as‌‌cognizant.‌‌However,‌‌they‌‌                         

contemplate‌ ‌arbitrary‌ ‌power‌ ‌as:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

If‌‌the‌‌person‌‌wielding‌‌it‌‌is‌‌capable‌‌of‌‌interfering‌‌with‌‌others,‌‌with‌‌impunity,‌‌solely‌‌on‌‌                             

the‌‌basis‌‌of‌‌his‌‌or‌‌her‌‌own‌‌arbitrium‌‌or‌‌will,‌‌and‌‌hence‌‌with‌‌no‌‌obligation‌‌to‌‌take‌‌into‌‌                                   

account‌ ‌the‌ ‌interests‌ ‌of‌ ‌those‌ ‌subject‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌interference.‌ ‌(Skinner,‌ ‌2002,‌ ‌248)‌‌ ‌  
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‌ 

Subsequently,‌‌independent‌‌of‌‌X‌‌being‌‌cognizant‌‌or‌‌not‌‌if‌‌there‌‌is‌‌an‌‌arbitrary‌‌will‌‌of‌‌another‌‌                               

agent,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌cause‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌two‌ ‌aspects:‌ ‌one‌ ‌situates‌ ‌X‌ ‌as‌‌                                 

cognizant,‌‌the‌‌other‌‌situates‌‌X‌‌as‌‌simpliciter.‌‌However,‌‌one‌‌other‌‌detail‌‌these‌‌accounts‌‌add‌‌                           

to‌‌their‌‌conceptions‌‌is‌‌that‌‌any‌‌domination‌‌becomes‌‌non-domination,‌‌if‌‌it‌‌‌tracks‌‌the‌‌avowed‌‌                           

or‌ ‌avowal-ready‌‌interests‌‌of‌‌its‌‌citizens.‌‌Thereupon,‌‌this‌‌condition‌‌ontologically‌‌situates‌‌the‌‌                       

X‌‌to‌‌have‌‌an‌‌interest‌‌so‌‌that‌‌the‌‌avowed‌‌or‌‌avowal‌‌ready‌‌interests‌‌are‌‌set‌‌accordingly.‌‌As‌‌I‌‌                                   

construe‌ ‌it,‌ ‌the‌ ‌republican‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌put‌ ‌a‌ ‌minimal‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌reason‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌                         

understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌interest.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌they‌ ‌attribute‌ ‌some‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌reason-based‌‌                     

awareness‌‌to‌‌the‌‌agents.‌‌Consequently,‌‌although‌‌republican‌‌conceptions‌‌can‌‌propose‌‌X‌‌as‌‌                       

simpliciter,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌more‌ ‌accurate‌ ‌to‌ ‌consider‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌X‌ ‌as‌ ‌cognizant.‌ ‌Then,‌‌                           

republican‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌situated‌‌in‌‌the‌‌formula‌‌as‌‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌robust‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌arbitrary‌ ‌domination‌ ‌and‌‌                       

interference‌‌that‌‌do‌‌not‌‌track‌‌the‌‌avowed‌‌or‌‌avowal-ready‌‌interests‌‌of‌‌X.‌‌‌On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand,‌‌                               

the‌ ‌account‌ ‌that‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌independence‌ ‌criticizes‌ ‌the‌‌republican‌‌accounts‌‌on‌‌                       

the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌put‌ ‌so‌ ‌much‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌arbitrariness‌ ‌considering‌ ‌it‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                             

moralized‌ ‌exemption‌ ‌clause.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌their‌ ‌conception‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌robust‌‌                     

absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌simpliciter‌ ‌(rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌of‌ ‌arbitrary‌ ‌constraints)‌ ‌(List‌ ‌&‌ ‌Valentini,‌‌                       

2016a).‌ ‌Thereupon,‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌independence‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                     

situated‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌formula‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X‌ ‌(simpliciter)‌ ‌by‌ ‌robust‌‌                           

presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌relevant‌ ‌constraints‌7‌,‌ ‌without‌ ‌any‌ ‌moralized‌ ‌exemption‌ ‌clause.‌‌ ‌  

In‌‌this‌‌section‌‌of‌‌my‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌situate‌‌the‌‌distinct‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptions‌‌                           

of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌they‌‌propose‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                           

formula‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌of‌‌X‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌‌In‌‌the‌‌next‌‌section,‌‌I‌‌                               

will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌situate‌‌some‌‌other‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌to‌‌the‌‌formula‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                               

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌(Incognizant/Cognizant)‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌‌ ‌‌factors(Y).‌ ‌ 

‌ 

2.3.2.2‌ ‌‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌(incognizant)‌ ‌X‌ ‌‌by‌ ‌‌Internal‌‌                   
Factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

‌ 
Positive‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌‌                     

proposed‌‌from‌‌this‌‌perception,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌broadest‌‌sense,‌‌prioritize‌‌the‌‌X‌‌element,‌‌while‌‌defining‌‌                           

the‌‌restrictive‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌general‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌positive‌‌freedom‌                         

that‌ ‌is‌ ‌set‌ ‌by‌ ‌Berlin‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌place‌ ‌is‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X‌ ‌as‌ ‌self-mastery.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌affirmative‌‌                                     

achievement‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-mastery.‌ ‌This‌ ‌self-mastery‌ ‌concept‌ ‌can‌‌be‌‌construed‌‌as‌‌the‌‌ranges‌‌of‌‌                         

7 ‌Here‌‌the‌‌relevant‌‌constraints,‌‌as‌‌they‌‌propose,‌‌include‌‌only‌‌intentionally‌‌imposed‌‌ones‌‌or‌‌also‌‌some‌‌                               
non-intentional‌ ‌ones‌ ‌(such‌ ‌as‌ ‌structural‌ ‌constraints,‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌by-products‌ ‌of‌ ‌social‌ ‌arrangements).‌ ‌ 
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the‌‌term‌‌variables‌‌that‌‌are‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌‘real’‌‌identities‌‌of‌‌the‌‌agents‌‌whose‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌                               

in‌‌question.‌‌The‌‌priority‌‌reason‌‌for‌‌this‌‌clarification‌‌is‌‌that‌‌every‌‌conception‌‌that‌‌focuses‌‌on‌‌                             

the‌ ‌X‌ ‌element‌ ‌uniquely‌ ‌sets‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-mastery,‌ ‌however‌ ‌construed.‌‌                       

Hence,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌before,‌ ‌the‌ ‌perception‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌‌self-mastery‌‌through‌‌reason‌‌is‌‌                         

one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌most‌‌prominent‌‌accounts‌‌of‌‌the‌‌discussions‌‌based‌‌on‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌desires‌‌are‌‌                             

considered‌‌as‌‌a‌‌part‌‌of‌‌the‌‌“lower-self”‌‌which‌‌must‌‌be‌‌trained‌‌towards‌‌the‌‌“higher-self”,‌‌the‌‌                             

rational‌ ‌self.‌ ‌Starting‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌Ancient‌ ‌times,‌ ‌especially‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌eighteenth‌ ‌century,‌ ‌and‌ ‌still‌‌                           

within‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌debates‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                       

freedom,‌ ‌this‌ ‌perception‌ ‌is‌ ‌commonly‌ ‌prioritized.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌significance‌‌dedicated‌‌to‌‌reason‌‌as‌‌the‌‌dominant‌‌determinant‌‌of‌‌freedom,‌‌made‌‌                       

most‌‌of‌‌the‌‌discussions‌‌on‌‌the‌‌issue‌‌disregard‌‌the‌‌influence‌‌of‌‌desires‌‌on‌‌the‌‌self-realization‌                             

process‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Respectively,‌‌some‌‌theorists‌‌underline‌‌some‌‌precise‌‌factors‌‌that‌‌                       

restrict‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌self-mastery,‌‌self-realization,‌‌self-awareness,‌‌self-government,‌‌etc.‌‌These‌‌                   

factors‌‌are‌‌asserted‌‌as‌‌desires,‌‌inauthenticity,‌‌false‌‌consciousness,‌‌etc.‌‌Therefore,‌‌generally‌‌                     

individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌equated‌‌to‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌internal‌‌constraints‌‌and‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌specification‌‌                         

of‌ ‌these‌ ‌internal‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌set‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌different‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                         

freedom.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌thinkers‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌Plato‌ ‌and‌ ‌Stoics,‌ ‌classical‌ ‌and‌ ‌civic‌ ‌republicans‌‌                         

such‌‌as‌‌Machiavelli‌‌and‌‌Rousseau,‌‌Hegel‌‌and‌‌Neo-Hegelians‌‌accentuate‌‌that‌‌a‌‌free‌‌man‌‌is‌‌                           

who‌ ‌embodies‌ ‌a‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-realization,‌ ‌independent‌ ‌self-rule,‌ ‌or‌ ‌some‌ ‌state‌ ‌of‌ ‌being‌‌                         

reflective‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌rational‌ ‌or‌ ‌virtuous‌ ‌life‌ ‌(Christman,‌ ‌2005).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Eric‌‌                           

Nelson‌ ‌this‌ ‌state‌ ‌of‌ ‌being(s)‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌reached‌ ‌requires‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌internal‌ ‌barriers‌ ‌in‌‌                             

general‌ ‌sense.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌if‌ ‌X‌ ‌has‌ ‌an‌ ‌internal‌ ‌constraint,‌ ‌then‌ ‌ontologically,‌ ‌X‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌‌                           

cognizant,‌ ‌accordingly‌ ‌not‌ ‌free.‌ ‌With‌ ‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌emphasis‌‌above,‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌                       

introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌Nelson‌ ‌as‌ ‌self-realization,‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌situated‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌formula‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌‌ ‌  

Some‌‌doctrines‌‌of‌‌positive‌‌freedom‌‌a‌re‌‌concerned‌‌with‌‌exercise‌‌of‌‌control‌‌over‌‌one's‌‌                         

life.‌ ‌The‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌here,‌ ‌signifies‌ ‌that‌ ‌one‌ ‌is‌ ‌free‌ ‌only‌ ‌to‌‌the‌‌extent‌‌that‌‌one‌‌has‌‌                                 

effectively‌‌determined‌‌oneself‌‌and‌‌the‌‌shape‌‌of‌‌one's‌‌life.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌status‌‌of‌‌agency,‌‌in‌‌                             

qualitative‌‌matters,‌‌of‌‌X,‌‌as‌‌being‌‌cognizant‌‌or‌‌incognizant‌‌represents‌‌the‌‌status‌‌of‌‌the‌‌level‌‌                             

of‌ ‌either‌ ‌being‌ ‌reached‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌real‌ ‌identity‌ ‌or‌ ‌not.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌‌it‌‌represents‌‌either‌‌being‌‌                             

free‌ ‌or‌ ‌not‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌positive‌ ‌sense.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Taylor‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌requires‌ ‌an‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌achieved‌ ‌a‌ ‌certain‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌self-clairvoyance‌‌and‌‌self-understanding.‌‌                     

Thereupon,‌ ‌some‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌self-realization,‌ ‌in‌ ‌Taylor’s‌ ‌sense‌ ‌being‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌recognize‌‌                         

adequately‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌ ‌important‌‌purposes‌‌and‌‌being‌‌able‌‌to‌‌overcome‌‌or‌‌at‌‌least‌‌neutralize‌‌                           

the‌ ‌motivational‌ ‌fetters,‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌essential‌ ‌defining‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                     

conceptualized‌‌in‌‌the‌‌positive‌‌sense‌‌(‌Taylor,‌‌1985).‌‌Therefore,‌‌Taylor‌‌accentuates‌‌that‌‌there‌‌                       

must‌ ‌be‌ ‌some‌ ‌qualitative‌ ‌discriminations‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌motives.‌‌ ‌  
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This‌ ‌proposition‌‌makes‌‌Taylor’s‌‌conception‌‌of‌‌positive‌‌freedom‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌value-based‌‌                       

account‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌some‌ ‌activities‌ ‌and‌ ‌goals‌ ‌are‌ ‌highly‌ ‌significant‌ ‌for‌ ‌human‌ ‌beings‌‌                             

and‌ ‌others‌ ‌are‌ ‌less‌ ‌so‌ ‌(Taylor,‌ ‌1985).‌ ‌He‌ ‌equates‌ ‌these‌ ‌mentioned‌‌activities‌‌and‌‌goals‌‌to‌                             

real‌ ‌desires‌ ‌which‌ ‌represent‌ ‌fulfilment‌ ‌of‌ ‌something‌ ‌central‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual.‌‌On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌                           

hand,‌ ‌he‌ ‌considers‌ ‌import‌ ‌attributing‌ ‌desires‌ ‌as‌ ‌emotional‌ ‌fetters‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌experienced‌‌                       

mistakenly.‌‌Thereupon,‌‌if‌‌an‌‌individual,‌‌in‌‌qualitative‌‌matters,‌‌is‌‌motivated‌‌by‌‌the‌‌fetters‌‌and‌‌                           

import-attributing‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌then‌‌he‌‌is‌‌not‌‌a‌‌cognizant‌‌agent.‌‌Consequently,‌‌if‌‌X‌‌is‌‌motivated‌‌                           

by‌ ‌the‌ ‌real‌‌desires,‌‌she‌‌is‌‌cognizant,‌‌then‌‌she‌‌is‌‌free.‌‌On‌‌the‌‌contrary,‌‌if‌‌X‌‌is‌‌motivated‌‌by‌‌                                     

the‌‌fetters‌‌and‌‌import-attributing‌‌desires‌‌then‌‌she‌‌is‌‌not‌‌free.‌‌Here,‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌equated,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                               

state‌ ‌of‌ ‌effective‌ ‌agency,‌ ‌to‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌or‌ ‌not.‌ ‌Automatically,‌ ‌if‌ ‌X‌‌is‌‌contemplated‌‌as‌‌                             

being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌then‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌any‌‌sense.‌‌Therefore,‌‌                           

with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌above,‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌Taylor,‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌‌                         

exercise‌ ‌concept‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌situated‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌formula‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌‌                           

incognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌motivational‌‌fetters‌‌and‌‌import-attributing‌‌desires.‌‌‌Here,‌‌one‌‌clause‌‌should‌‌                       

be‌ ‌opened‌ ‌because‌ ‌the‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌Taylor’s‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌achievement‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌                           

cognizant‌‌X.‌ ‌Therefore,‌‌any‌‌state‌‌of‌‌X‌‌that‌‌is‌‌not‌‌cognizant‌‌unquestionably‌‌brings‌‌about‌‌an‌‌                             

unfree‌ ‌X‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌unfree‌ ‌X‌ ‌is‌ ‌unfree‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌motivational‌ ‌fetters‌ ‌and‌ ‌import-attributing‌ ‌desires.‌‌ ‌  

Newman,‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌Stirner’s‌ ‌work‌ ‌(1844‌ ‌[1995]),‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌‌                   

condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌as‌ ‌ownness‌‌which‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌a‌‌radical‌‌form‌‌of‌‌individualism‌‌and‌‌                             

self-possession.‌ ‌According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Newman,‌ ‌external‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌and‌ ‌standards‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌                   

normative‌‌ideals,‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌laws‌‌and‌‌institutions,‌‌actions‌‌of‌‌others,‌‌rational‌‌and‌‌moral‌‌                           

norms,‌ ‌determining‌ ‌the‌ ‌standards‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌extent‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌disempower‌ ‌the‌‌                       

individual‌‌herself‌‌and‌‌her‌‌capacities‌‌for‌‌freedom.‌‌Therefore,‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌free‌‌                           

when‌ ‌she‌ ‌liberates‌ ‌herself‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌identity,‌ ‌which‌ ‌involves‌ ‌the‌ ‌sacrifice‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌moral‌ ‌or‌ ‌rational‌ ‌abstraction‌ ‌that‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌imposed‌ ‌upon‌ ‌her‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                             

contemporary‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌governmentality.‌ ‌Thus,‌‌if‌‌X‌‌is‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌sacrificing‌‌her‌‌authentic-self‌‌                         

by‌‌internalizing‌‌the‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌identity‌‌imposed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system,‌‌then‌‌X‌‌is‌‌an‌‌incognizant‌‌agent.‌‌                               

Respectively,‌‌if‌‌X‌‌achieves‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌form‌‌of‌‌individualism‌‌through‌‌liberation‌‌then‌‌X‌‌is‌‌a‌‌                                 

cognizant‌ ‌agent.‌ ‌Like‌ ‌Taylor’s‌ ‌conception,‌‌Newman’s‌‌proposal‌‌equates‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌                   

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌state‌ ‌of‌ ‌ownness,‌ ‌to‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌or‌ ‌not.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌if‌ ‌X‌ ‌is‌ ‌contemplated‌ ‌as‌‌                               

being‌‌cognizant‌‌then‌‌there‌‌is‌‌no‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌in‌‌any‌‌sense‌‌because‌‌then‌‌                             

X‌ ‌is‌ ‌contemplated‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌in‌‌the‌‌state‌‌of‌‌ownness.‌‌Therefore,‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌introduced‌‌                           

by‌ ‌Newman‌‌as‌‌ownness,‌‌can‌‌be‌‌situated‌‌in‌‌the‌‌formula‌‌as‌‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                             

of‌‌incognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌the‌‌sacrifice‌‌of‌‌the‌‌self‌‌to‌‌the‌‌external‌‌conditions‌‌and‌‌standards‌‌such‌‌as‌‌                                 

normative‌‌ideals,‌‌laws‌‌and‌‌institutions,‌‌actions‌‌of‌‌others,‌‌rational‌‌and‌‌moral‌‌norms,‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌                           

identity‌ ‌and‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌governmentality.‌‌ ‌  
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As‌‌I‌‌have‌‌already‌‌emphasized,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌value-based‌‌evaluation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌desires‌‌and‌‌                           

the‌ ‌lower-desires,‌ ‌construed‌ ‌as‌ ‌uncontrollable‌ ‌impulses,‌ ‌are‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌seen‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                     

restrictive‌ ‌factor‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌Cristman‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌“not‌ ‌all‌ ‌actions‌‌                       

that‌‌result‌‌from‌‌"uncontrollable"‌‌impulses‌‌should‌‌plausibly‌‌be‌‌counted‌‌as‌‌unfree”‌‌(Christman,‌‌                       

1991,‌ ‌351).‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌Christman‌ ‌suggests‌ ‌a‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌positive‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌‌                     

prioritizes‌ ‌how‌ ‌effective‌ ‌agents’‌ ‌desire‌ ‌change‌ ‌takes‌ ‌place.‌ ‌This‌ ‌effective‌ ‌agency‌ ‌is‌‌                       

manifested‌‌here‌‌not‌‌only‌‌as‌‌one's‌‌internal‌‌or‌‌psychological‌‌capacities‌‌to‌‌govern‌‌oneself‌‌but‌‌                           

also‌‌as‌‌one's‌‌ability‌‌to‌‌carry‌‌out‌‌one's‌‌wishes‌‌through‌‌action‌‌in‌‌the‌‌world‌‌(Christman,‌‌2005).‌‌                               

This‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌desire‌ ‌changes‌ ‌ground‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌steps‌‌of‌‌reasoning‌‌or‌‌the‌‌causal‌‌processes‌‌                             

that‌ ‌lead‌ ‌the‌ ‌agent‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌this‌ ‌desire‌ ‌as‌ ‌available‌ ‌for‌ ‌her‌ ‌possible‌ ‌consideration.‌‌                           

Consequently,‌ ‌in‌ ‌Christman's‌ ‌view:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

If‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires‌ ‌and‌ ‌values‌ ‌that‌ ‌a‌ ‌person‌ ‌develops‌‌are‌‌generated‌‌in‌‌accordance‌‌with‌‌                           

the‌‌procedural‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌autonomous‌‌preference‌‌formation‌‌that‌‌are‌‌constitutive‌‌of‌‌                     

freedom,‌ ‌then‌‌no‌‌matter‌‌what‌‌the‌‌"content"‌‌of‌‌those‌‌desires,‌‌the‌‌actions‌‌which‌‌they‌‌                           

stimulate‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌(positively)‌ ‌free.‌ ‌(Christman,‌ ‌1991,‌ ‌359)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Therefore,‌‌as‌‌he‌‌highlights,‌‌any‌‌action‌‌based‌‌on‌‌a‌‌desire,‌‌developed‌‌within‌‌the‌‌autonomous‌‌                           

preference‌ ‌formation‌ ‌process,‌ ‌will‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌counted‌ ‌as‌ ‌positively‌ ‌unfree‌ ‌no‌ ‌matter‌‌how‌‌evil,‌‌                           

self-sacrificing‌ ‌or‌ ‌slavish‌ ‌that‌ ‌desire‌ ‌is.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌development‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

autonomous‌ ‌self‌ ‌should‌ ‌include‌ ‌(only)‌ ‌minimal‌ ‌internalist‌ ‌rationality‌‌which‌‌he‌‌equates‌‌with‌‌                       

consistent‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌and‌ ‌transitive‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌X‌ ‌is‌‌cognizant‌‌if‌‌and‌‌only‌‌if‌‌the‌‌values‌‌                             

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires‌ ‌of‌ ‌X‌ ‌are‌ ‌generated‌ ‌in‌ ‌accordance‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌procedural‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌‌                           

autonomous‌ ‌preference‌ ‌formation‌ ‌that‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌minimal‌ ‌internal‌ ‌rationality.‌‌                   

Respectively,‌ ‌X‌ ‌is‌ ‌incognizant,‌ ‌ontologically,‌ ‌just‌ ‌because‌ ‌her‌ ‌values‌ ‌and‌ ‌desires‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌‌                         

generated‌‌in‌‌accordance‌‌with‌‌the‌‌procedural‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌autonomous‌‌preference‌‌formation‌‌                     

mentioned‌ ‌above.‌ ‌Thereupon,‌ ‌‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌Christman‌ ‌as‌ ‌effective‌‌                   

agency,‌‌can‌‌be‌‌situated‌‌in‌‌the‌‌formula‌‌‌as‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌incognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌                               

the‌‌values‌‌and‌‌the‌‌desires‌‌that‌‌are‌‌not‌‌generated‌‌in‌‌accordance‌‌with‌‌procedural‌‌conditions‌‌                           

of‌ ‌autonomous‌ ‌preference‌ ‌formation‌ ‌that‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌minimal‌ ‌internal‌ ‌rationality.‌ ‌ 

Ultimately,‌‌‌I‌‌have‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌situate‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                       

with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌formula‌‌that‌‌I‌‌offer‌‌                             

which‌‌is‌‌the‌‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌X‌‌by‌‌Y.‌‌As‌‌I‌‌have‌‌stated‌‌previously,‌‌‌my‌‌aim‌‌is‌‌                                     

to‌ ‌offer‌ ‌an‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌relational‌ ‌formulation,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌situate‌‌these‌‌conceptions‌‌                       

within‌ ‌an‌ ‌organizational‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                           

freedom.‌ ‌With‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌journey,‌ ‌I‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌literature,‌ ‌l‌ ‌detect‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌‌                               
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embodied‌‌by‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌literature.‌‌In‌‌the‌‌next‌‌section,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌introduce‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌                               

kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

2.4‌ ‌A‌ ‌‌Novel‌ ‌Type‌ ‌of‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom:‌ ‌Restriction‌‌                   
of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌(cognizant)‌ ‌X‌ ‌‌by‌ ‌‌Internal‌ ‌Factors(Y)‌ ‌ 
‌ 

Formerly,‌‌I‌‌proposed‌‌my‌‌formulation‌‌as:‌‌the‌‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌Individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌X‌‌by‌‌                           

Y.‌‌‌Here,‌‌X‌‌primarily‌‌is‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌(the‌‌agent)‌,‌‌‌since‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌this‌‌thesis‌‌is‌‌set‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                                     

notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌Y‌ ‌ranges‌ ‌over‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌the‌ ‌limiting‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌X.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌I‌ ‌add‌ ‌a‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌‌                               

formulation.‌ ‌The‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌reason‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌ ‌attempt‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌aim‌ ‌of‌‌setting‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌                           

conditions‌‌of‌‌my‌‌formulation‌‌to‌‌inductively‌‌cover‌‌all‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌theories‌‌                           

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌The‌ ‌value-based‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌add‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌‌                             

element‌‌of‌‌the‌‌formulation‌‌is‌‌being‌‌‌cognizant‌‌or‌‌incognizant‌.‌‌Within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌thesis,‌‌                             

cognizant‌‌is‌‌construed‌‌as‌‌being‌‌aware‌‌which‌‌is‌‌inferred‌‌to‌‌inductively‌‌represent‌‌the‌‌distinct‌‌                           

conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌‌are‌‌set‌‌on‌‌the‌‌ranges‌‌of‌‌the‌‌term‌‌variables‌‌that‌‌is‌‌                               

grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌‘real’‌‌identities‌‌of‌‌the‌‌agents‌‌whose‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌in‌‌question‌‌and‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌                                 

a‌ ‌value‌ ‌based‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌set‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌either‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌or‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌                       

Ultimately,‌ ‌if‌ ‌all‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌elements‌ ‌are‌ ‌considered‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌four‌ ‌possibilities‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

(1)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

(2)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

(3)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

(4)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

I‌ ‌have‌ ‌situated‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                     

taxonomy‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌introduced.‌ ‌As‌ ‌underlined,‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌negative‌‌                       

understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌option-based‌‌conceptions‌‌                       

are‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌an‌‌instance‌‌of‌‌either‌‌(1)‌‌or‌‌(2)‌‌and‌‌instances‌‌of‌‌(1)‌‌and‌‌(2)‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌                                   

to‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌conditions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌propose‌‌as‌‌defining‌‌factors‌‌of‌‌their‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌are‌ ‌situated‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌formula‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌X‌‌                           

simpliciter‌‌and‌‌‌some‌‌of‌‌them‌‌are‌‌situated‌‌as‌‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌.‌‌Yet,‌‌these‌‌accounts‌‌dedicate‌‌the‌‌                             

focus‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌Y‌ ‌element‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factor‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌‌                             

these‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌included‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                           
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research‌‌fall‌‌under‌‌instances‌‌of‌‌either‌‌(1)‌‌or‌‌(2)‌‌and‌‌instances‌‌of‌‌(1)‌‌and‌‌(2).‌‌It‌‌is‌‌to‌‌say‌‌that‌‌                                       

instances‌ ‌of‌ ‌(1)‌ ‌and‌‌(2)‌‌embody‌‌the‌‌option-based‌‌conceptions‌‌and‌‌all‌‌the‌‌conceptions‌‌that‌‌                           

have‌‌a‌‌negative‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌the‌‌notion.‌‌On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand,‌‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌conceptions‌‌that‌‌                               

have‌‌a‌‌positive‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌the‌‌notion‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌conception‌‌as‌‌ownness‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌                             

the‌‌X‌‌factor‌‌and‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌the‌‌priority‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌to‌‌be‌‌cognizant,‌‌                               

however‌ ‌construed.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌ontologically,‌‌a‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌‌is‌‌free.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌if‌‌X‌‌is‌‌an‌‌                           

incognizant‌ ‌agent,‌ ‌then‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌that‌‌restrict‌‌her‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌                         

These‌‌kinds‌‌of‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌an‌‌instance‌‌of‌‌(3)‌‌since‌‌                             

they‌ ‌prioritize‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌‌element‌‌which‌‌is‌‌directly‌‌related‌‌to‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌factors.‌‌Here,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌                                 

inferred‌‌that‌‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌literature‌‌on‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌in‌‌conceptual‌‌terms,‌‌does‌‌not‌‌                         

give‌‌a‌‌space‌‌for‌‌a‌‌cognizant‌‌agent‌‌to‌‌be‌‌in‌‌the‌‌position‌‌of‌‌restricting‌‌her‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌                                 

As‌ ‌the‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                               

freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌ ‌(‌4)‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌r‌estriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌‌                               

internal‌ ‌factors.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

2.4.1‌‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌‘X’‌ ‌Factor‌ ‌as‌ ‌Cognizant‌ ‌Agents‌ ‌ 
‌ 

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌previously,‌ ‌almost‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌positive‌‌                         

understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌proposed.‌‌                             

However,‌ ‌since‌‌they‌‌acknowledge‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌the‌‌achievement‌‌of‌‌a‌‌cognizant‌‌X,‌‌any‌‌state‌‌                           

of‌ ‌X‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌(incognizant),‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌state‌ ‌of‌ ‌non-freedom.‌ ‌This‌ ‌state‌ ‌of‌‌                             

non-freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌some‌ ‌internal‌ ‌restrictions.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌ontologically,‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌‌can‌‌                       

not‌ ‌have‌ ‌internal‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌and‌ ‌if‌ ‌X‌ ‌has‌ ‌internal‌ ‌restrictions,‌ ‌then‌ ‌X‌ ‌is‌ ‌by‌ ‌default‌‌                             

incognizant.‌ ‌As‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌seen,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌space‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌internal‌‌                                 

factors‌‌which‌‌restrict‌‌her‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌However,‌‌cognizant‌‌agents,‌‌construed‌‌as‌‌being‌‌                       

cognizant,‌ ‌can‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedoms‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌some‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌‌ ‌  

This‌‌is‌‌a‌‌matter‌‌of‌‌instance‌‌which‌‌is‌‌overlooked‌‌by‌‌the‌‌literature‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌ ‌perception‌ ‌that‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌prioritization‌ ‌of‌ ‌minimal‌ ‌but‌ ‌in‌ ‌most‌ ‌cases‌ ‌more‌ ‌than‌‌                             

minimal‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌reason‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌necessity‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌to‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌culture.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌a‌‌                         

cognizant‌ ‌agent‌ ‌having‌ ‌a‌ ‌minimal‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌reason,‌ ‌is‌ ‌recognized‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌that,‌ ‌by‌‌                             

nature,‌ ‌would‌ ‌not‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌her‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌any‌ ‌case.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌‌                             

some‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌ ‌practices‌ ‌deep-rooted‌ ‌in‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌societies,‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents,‌‌                   

cognizant‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌fulfil‌ ‌the‌ ‌minimal‌ ‌rationality‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌in‌ ‌conceptual‌‌terms,‌‌                           

restrict‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedoms‌‌because‌‌of‌‌some‌‌internal‌‌factors.‌‌As‌‌I‌‌propose‌‌it,‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌                             

of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌became‌ ‌blatant‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                           

societies.‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌devote‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌detailed‌ ‌inquiry‌ ‌dedicated‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis.‌‌                             
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Here,‌ ‌the‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌individuals,‌ ‌although‌ ‌they‌ ‌fulfil‌ ‌the‌ ‌self-realization‌‌conditions‌‌                         

set‌ ‌by‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌literature‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌and‌‌                       

accordingly,‌‌although‌‌they‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌on‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌                         

they‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌ ‌some‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌‌can‌‌be‌‌incorporated‌‌into‌‌the‌‌literature‌‌                           

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

2.4.2‌ ‌Cognizant‌ ‌Agents‌ ‌Restricting‌ ‌Their‌‌Individual‌‌Freedom‌‌by‌‌Internal‌‌                 
Factors‌‌ ‌  
‌ 

My‌‌claim‌‌is‌‌that‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌‘individual‌‌freedom’,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌                       

factors‌‌that‌‌these‌‌conceptions‌‌propose‌‌have‌‌been‌‌rendered‌‌insufficient‌‌with‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌and‌‌                         

the‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies.‌‌The‌‌priority‌‌reason‌‌behind‌‌this‌‌idea‌‌                         

is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌practices‌‌that‌‌are‌‌performed‌‌within‌‌and‌‌through‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌are‌‌not‌‌                             

acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌ontologically‌‌liberating‌‌                       

nature‌ ‌dedicated‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                           

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌created‌ ‌a‌ ‌necessity‌ ‌to‌ ‌revisit‌ ‌and‌ ‌redefine‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌factor‌ ‌(the‌‌                         

individual)‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Y‌ ‌factor‌ ‌(the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌conditions)‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌formula‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose.‌ ‌This‌‌                             

necessity‌‌is,‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception,‌‌overlooked‌‌by‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌political‌‌philosophical‌‌scene‌‌                       

due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌change‌‌in‌‌the‌‌perception‌‌towards‌‌technology‌‌with‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌                             

communication‌‌technologies.‌‌Therefore,‌‌my‌‌aim‌‌is‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌this‌‌change‌‌on‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌especially‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌‌                         

indicate‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌parameters‌‌and‌‌practices‌‌that‌‌come‌‌into‌‌being‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌and‌‌rise‌‌                               

of‌‌the‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌which‌‌eventually‌‌is‌‌construed‌‌to‌‌trigger‌‌a‌‌                         

new‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

This‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌is:‌ ‌The‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌‌                           

factors.‌ ‌‌Thus,‌ ‌I‌ ‌acknowledge‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌emerge‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                             

consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌de-territorialization‌ ‌and‌ ‌re-territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌desires‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                     

desiring‌ ‌machines,‌ ‌shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌processes,‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌and‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌within‌‌the‌‌                       

‘Control‌ ‌Societies’‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌I‌‌                   

will‌‌dedicate‌‌a‌‌great‌‌amount‌‌of‌‌attention‌‌to‌‌give‌‌a‌‌more‌‌detailed‌‌account‌‌on‌‌this‌‌emphasis‌‌in‌‌                                 

the‌‌next‌‌chapter.‌‌However,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌broadly‌‌what‌‌I‌‌mean‌‌by‌‌the‌‌statement‌‌above‌‌                               

and‌ ‌how‌ ‌this‌ ‌statement‌ ‌is‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

Within‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌and‌ ‌accordingly‌ ‌free‌ ‌individuals‌‌                   

restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedoms,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌de-territorialization‌ ‌and‌ ‌re-territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌‌                     

desires,‌‌through‌‌their‌‌‘consents’‌‌which‌‌is‌‌given‌‌by‌‌‘clicking’‌‌within‌‌these‌‌technologies.‌‌Thus,‌‌                         
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X‌‌internalizes‌‌these‌‌processes‌‌and‌‌even‌‌if‌‌she‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌cognizant,‌‌she‌‌restricts‌‌her‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌‌ultimately‌‌free‌‌choices‌‌she‌‌makes‌‌within/through‌‌the‌‌information‌‌and‌‌                       

communication‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌say‌ ‌that‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌(X‌ ‌that‌ ‌fulfils‌ ‌the‌‌self-realization‌‌                           

conditions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌proposed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌literature,‌‌cognizant‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌                             

aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌on‌ ‌her‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom)‌ ‌actively‌ ‌participates‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                         

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌ ‌choosing‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌consent‌ ‌to/through‌ ‌these‌‌                       

technologies‌ ‌which‌‌I‌‌will‌‌propose‌‌as‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory.‌‌Hence,‌‌these‌‌choice-based‌‌                         

actions‌ ‌are‌ ‌affirmed‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌internalized‌ ‌processes‌ ‌of‌ ‌de-territorialization‌ ‌and‌‌                         

re-territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌underlined,‌ ‌I‌ ‌consider‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌literature‌ ‌which‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                       

individual‌‌freedom‌‌concept.‌‌For‌‌this‌‌reason,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌chapter‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌                                 

incorporate‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌‌                           

factors‌ ‌‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌ ‌by‌ ‌proposing‌ ‌a‌ ‌detailed‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌‌                         

individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology.‌‌My‌‌aim‌‌is‌‌to‌‌indicate‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌parameters‌‌and‌‌practices‌‌                           

that‌ ‌come‌ ‌into‌ ‌being‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                           

technologies‌‌which‌‌eventually‌‌trigger‌‌this‌‌new‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌                         

with‌ ‌the‌‌motivation‌‌of‌‌contemplating‌‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌be‌‌acknowledged‌‌as‌‌philosophical‌‌                       

pieces‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌present‌ ‌philosophical‌‌conceptions‌‌and‌‌theories,‌‌I‌‌suggest‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌                             

claim,‌ ‌ontologically,‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌along‌‌with‌‌                         

the‌ ‌inductively‌‌established‌‌other‌‌three‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restrictions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  
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C‌hapter‌ ‌3‌ ‌ 

I‌ndividual‌ ‌‌F‌reedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌T‌echnology‌ ‌ 

‌ 
In‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌I‌ ‌aim‌ ‌to‌ ‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌analysis‌‌of‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌                             

freedom‌‌and‌‌technology.‌‌I‌‌will‌‌precisely‌‌try‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌change‌‌in‌‌the‌‌perception‌‌towards‌‌                             

technology‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies.‌‌I‌‌will‌‌attempt‌‌                         

to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌change‌ ‌on‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌especially‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌‌                           

factors‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌my‌‌aim‌‌is‌‌to‌‌indicate‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌parameters‌‌and‌‌practices‌‌                             

that‌ ‌come‌ ‌into‌ ‌being‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                               

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌is‌ ‌considered‌ ‌to‌ ‌trigger‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌                         

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌that‌‌is‌‌overlooked‌‌by‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌literature‌‌grounded‌‌                       

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptualization‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌shifting‌ ‌the‌ ‌focus‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌thesis‌‌                         

from‌‌the‌‌literature‌‌that‌‌is‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌conceptualization‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌offer‌‌                             

a‌ ‌reading‌ ‌starting‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌critical‌ ‌perception‌ ‌towards‌ ‌technology‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌                       

debates‌ ‌ending‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌critical‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌‌                       

which‌ ‌I‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌consider‌ ‌setting‌ ‌the‌ ‌basis‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                           

motivation‌ ‌of‌ ‌contemplating‌ ‌‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌pieces‌‌                     

which‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌present‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌and‌ ‌theories,‌ ‌I‌ ‌suggest‌‌                       

cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌                             

assert,‌ ‌ontologically,‌ ‌introduce‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌along‌‌with‌‌                         

the‌ ‌inductively‌‌established‌‌other‌‌three‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restrictions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌  

‌ 

3.1‌ ‌A‌ ‌Critical‌ ‌Reading:‌ ‌The‌ ‌Perception‌ ‌Towards‌ ‌Technology‌‌within‌‌                 
the‌ ‌Contemporary‌ ‌Debates‌ ‌ 

‌ 
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Social‌ ‌complexity‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌ ‌historically‌ ‌transforming‌ ‌character.‌ ‌This‌‌                 

underlining‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌necessity‌ ‌to‌ ‌analyze‌ ‌the‌ ‌qualitative‌ ‌changes‌ ‌and‌ ‌shifts‌ ‌that‌ ‌take‌‌                         

place‌‌within‌‌these‌‌social‌‌complexities‌‌and‌‌their‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌effectivity‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌fully‌‌grasp‌‌the‌‌                               

contemporary‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌current‌ ‌world‌ ‌(Wolfe,‌ ‌2017).‌ ‌With‌ ‌this‌ ‌motivation,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌‌                         

chapter,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌scrutinize‌‌the‌‌changes‌‌and‌‌shifts‌‌that‌‌took‌‌place‌‌within‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌                               

literature‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌the‌ ‌perception‌ ‌towards‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌the‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌‌                       

shifts‌ ‌and‌ ‌changes‌ ‌on‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌‌main‌‌concern‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌is‌‌not‌‌to‌‌                               

give‌ ‌a‌ ‌detailed‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌of‌ ‌technology‌ ‌but‌ ‌to‌‌                             

scrutinize‌ ‌the‌ ‌shifts‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌perception‌ ‌towards‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌‌consequently‌‌scrutinize‌‌the‌‌                       

effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌alternation‌‌on‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals'.‌‌Hence,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌have‌‌underlined‌‌in‌‌                               

the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌theories‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌referred‌ ‌to‌‌overlook‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌                           

parameters‌ ‌that‌ ‌come‌ ‌into‌ ‌being‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌communication‌‌                           

technologies.‌‌Therefore,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌find‌‌it‌‌more‌‌accurate‌‌to‌‌shift‌‌the‌‌theoretical‌‌focus‌‌to‌‌                               

theories‌ ‌that‌ ‌propose‌ ‌an‌ ‌alternative‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌reality‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌journey‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌propose‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter‌‌                         

prioritizes‌ ‌the‌ ‌theories‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorists‌ ‌who‌ ‌take‌ ‌the‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌‌                             

technological‌‌changes‌‌into‌‌account‌‌while‌‌constructing‌‌their‌‌theories‌‌related‌‌to/on‌‌restriction‌‌                     

of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌propose‌‌a‌‌reading‌‌starting‌‌with‌‌the‌‌discussions‌‌                         

proposing‌ ‌a‌ ‌critical‌ ‌perception‌ ‌towards‌ ‌technology.‌ 

Martin‌ ‌Heidegger‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌prominent‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌that‌ ‌gives‌ ‌a‌ ‌great‌‌                         

concern‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌essence‌ ‌of‌ ‌modern‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌modern‌‌                         

technology‌‌on‌‌fathoming‌‌contemporary‌‌social‌‌complexities.‌‌Precisely,‌‌his‌‌work‌‌‌The‌‌Question‌‌                     

Concerning‌ ‌Technology‌ ‌(1954‌ ‌[1977]),‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌‌high‌‌influence‌‌on‌‌the‌‌debates‌‌that‌‌ground‌‌on‌‌                           

grasping‌ ‌the‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌societies.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cruciality‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌work‌ ‌on‌ ‌modern‌‌                         

discussions‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌view‌ ‌that‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌in‌ ‌modern‌ ‌society‌ ‌are‌ ‌to‌ ‌some‌ ‌extent‌‌                             

determined‌ ‌by‌ ‌technological‌ ‌structures‌ ‌pervading‌ ‌the‌ ‌society.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌he‌ ‌departs‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                       

ancient‌ ‌Greek‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Techne‌ ‌‌and‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌differences‌‌                       

between‌ ‌‌techne‌ ‌and‌ ‌modern‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌For‌ ‌Heidegger,‌ ‌‌“the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌Greek‌‌                   

experience‌ ‌of‌ ‌reality‌ ‌was‌ ‌one‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌men‌ ‌were‌ ‌immediately‌ ‌responsive‌ ‌to‌ ‌whatever‌‌                         

was‌ ‌presencing‌ ‌to‌ ‌them.‌ ‌They‌ ‌openly‌ ‌received‌ ‌whatever‌ ‌spontaneously‌ ‌met‌ ‌them”‌‌                     

(Lovitt,‌ ‌1977,‌ ‌xxiv).‌ ‌This‌ ‌constant‌ ‌coming‌ ‌into‌ ‌present‌ ‌from‌ ‌non-present‌ ‌is‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌‌                         

Poiesis‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌etymologically‌ ‌derived‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌Ancient‌ ‌Greek‌ ‌term‌ ‌ποιεῖν‌ ‌that‌ ‌means‌‌‌to‌‌                           

make,‌ ‌to‌ ‌create,‌ ‌to‌ ‌produce,‌ ‌to‌ ‌bring‌ ‌forth,‌ ‌etc.‌ ‌‌Techne‌ ‌was‌ ‌a‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌bringing‌ ‌forth.‌‌                                 

Therefore,‌‌‌Techne‌‌‌is‌‌a‌‌model‌‌of‌‌revealing‌‌which‌‌is‌‌a‌‌form‌‌of‌‌Greek‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌the‌‌world.‌‌                                 

This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌revealing‌‌for‌‌Heidegger‌‌is‌‌rooted‌‌in‌‌Aristotle's‌‌analysis‌‌of‌‌technical‌‌practice‌‌of‌‌                               

the‌ ‌craftsman‌‌which‌‌ontologically‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌grasping‌‌this‌‌model‌‌of‌‌revealing‌‌as‌‌an‌‌object‌‌                           
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in‌‌the‌‌world.‌‌However,‌‌for‌‌Heidegger,‌‌‌Techne‌,‌‌in‌‌its‌‌role‌‌as‌‌an‌‌ontological‌‌model,‌‌instead‌‌of‌‌                               

being‌ ‌treated‌ ‌objectively‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌treated‌ ‌phenomenologically‌ ‌described‌ ‌from‌ ‌within‌ ‌on‌‌its‌‌                       

own‌‌terms‌‌(Feenberg,‌‌2005).‌‌Thus,‌‌for‌‌Heidegger,‌Techne‌‌‌realizes‌‌the‌‌inherent‌‌potentialities‌‌                       

of‌‌things‌‌and‌‌is‌‌a‌‌world‌‌of‌‌itself.‌‌His‌‌criticism‌‌of‌‌modern‌‌technology‌‌precisely‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌this‌‌                                 

emphasis.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Heiddegger:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Modern‌ ‌technology‌ ‌in‌ ‌its‌ ‌essence‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌"challenging‌ ‌revealing."‌ ‌It‌ ‌involves‌ ‌a‌‌                       

contending‌ ‌with‌ ‌everything‌ ‌that‌ ‌is.‌ ‌For‌‌it‌‌"sets‌‌upon"‌‌everything,‌‌imposing‌‌upon‌‌it‌‌a‌‌                           

demand‌‌that‌‌seizes‌‌and‌‌requisitions‌‌it‌‌for‌‌use.‌‌Under‌‌the‌‌dominion‌‌of‌‌this‌‌challenging‌‌                           

revealing,‌ ‌nothing‌ ‌is‌ ‌allowed‌ ‌to‌ ‌appear‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌in‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌(Lovitt,‌ ‌1977,‌ ‌xxix)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Hence,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌world,‌ ‌all‌ ‌things‌ ‌are‌ ‌a‌ ‌component‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌vast‌ ‌network.‌ ‌These‌‌                             

mentioned‌‌all‌‌thing’s‌‌only‌‌meaning‌‌is‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌their‌‌availability‌‌to‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌some‌‌end.‌‌                             

For‌ ‌Heidegger,‌ ‌this‌ ‌essentially‌ ‌undifferentiated‌ ‌supply‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌available‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘standing‌‌                       

reserve’.‌‌Here,‌‌the‌‌ordering‌‌of‌‌everything‌‌in‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌world‌‌as‌‌a‌‌‘standing‌‌reserve’‌‌                           

is‌‌the‌‌main‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌objectification‌‌of‌‌the‌‌thing‌‌itself.‌ ‌The‌‌‌Techne‌‌‌of‌‌Heidegger‌‌transforms‌‌                             

to‌ ‌something‌ ‌else‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌treated‌ ‌as‌ ‌objectively.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌challenging‌‌                             

revealing‌‌brings‌‌forth‌‌a‌‌way‌‌of‌‌appearing‌‌that‌‌"gathers‌‌man‌‌thither‌‌to‌‌order‌‌the‌‌self-revealing‌‌                             

as‌ ‌standing-reserve"‌ ‌(Heiddegger,‌ ‌1977).‌ ‌Heidegger‌ ‌calls‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌self-revealing‌ ‌as‌‌                       

Ge-stell‌ ‌(Enframing).‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌‘enframing’‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌here‌ ‌“brings‌ ‌both‌ ‌men‌ ‌and‌‌things‌‌to‌‌take‌‌                         

their‌ ‌places‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌stark‌ ‌configuration‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌being‌ ‌wrought‌ ‌out‌ ‌through‌ ‌ordering‌ ‌for‌ ‌use”‌‌                             

(Lovitt,‌ ‌1977,‌ ‌xxix).‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌essence‌‌of‌‌technology‌‌establishes‌‌on‌‌the‌‌dominion‌‌of‌‌this‌‌mentioned‌‌‘enframing’‌‌                       

accompanied‌ ‌by‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘standing-reserves’.‌‌These‌‌two‌‌underlined‌‌parameters‌‌                     

are‌ ‌most‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌seen‌ ‌“in‌ ‌the‌ ‌realm‌ ‌of‌ ‌machine‌ ‌technology,‌ ‌where‌ ‌no‌ ‌object‌ ‌has‌‌                           

significance‌‌in‌‌itself‌‌and‌‌where‌‌the‌‌"orderability"‌‌of‌‌everything,‌‌from‌‌energy‌‌and‌‌statistics‌‌to‌‌                           

machines‌‌and‌‌persons,‌‌is‌‌all-important”‌‌(Lovitt,‌‌1977,‌‌xxx).‌‌Within‌‌this‌‌context,‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌                         

is‌ ‌alienated‌ ‌from‌ ‌her‌ ‌own‌ ‌essence,‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌Being.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Lovitt‌ ‌emphasizes:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Even‌ ‌while‌ ‌Being,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌self-withdrawnness‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌ ‌challenging‌ ‌self-revealing,‌ ‌is‌ ‌so‌‌                       

encountering‌ ‌him‌ ‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌in‌‌fact‌‌being‌‌constrained‌‌to‌‌bring‌‌about‌‌the‌‌dominion‌‌of‌‌                             

that‌‌revealing-i.e.,‌‌is‌‌being‌‌claimed‌‌by‌‌it.‌‌For‌‌this‌‌reason,‌‌man‌‌does‌‌not‌‌know‌‌himself‌‌                             

as‌ ‌the‌ ‌one‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌being‌ ‌brought‌ ‌into‌ ‌relation‌ ‌to‌ ‌Being;‌ ‌that‌ ‌is,‌ ‌he‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌know‌‌                                 

himself‌ ‌as‌ ‌man.‌ ‌(Lovitt,‌ ‌1977,‌ ‌xxxiii)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Respectively,‌‌individuals‌‌never‌‌experience‌‌their‌‌own‌‌essence‌‌and‌‌experience‌‌their‌‌presence‌‌                     

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌merely‌ ‌self-conscious‌ ‌being‌ ‌knowing‌ ‌himself‌ ‌only‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌instrument‌ ‌ready‌ ‌for‌ ‌use‌‌                           
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(Lovitt,‌‌1977).‌‌Thus,‌‌according‌‌to‌‌Heidegger‌‌the‌‌dominion‌‌of‌‌‘enframing’‌‌and‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌                           

the‌ ‌‘standing-reserves’‌ ‌as‌ ‌processes‌ ‌of‌ ‌objectification‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌essence‌ ‌is‌ ‌construed‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                         

exhaustively‌‌meditated‌‌by‌‌modern‌‌technology.‌‌These‌‌specified‌‌processes‌‌are‌‌acknowledged‌‌                   

to‌ ‌be‌ ‌“inseparable‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌deployment‌ ‌of‌ ‌technical‌ ‌concepts,‌ ‌structures,‌ ‌practices,‌ ‌and‌‌                       

procedures,‌‌and‌‌governed‌‌by‌‌an‌‌overarching‌‌perspective‌‌on‌‌the‌‌world‌‌that‌‌would‌‌situate‌‌all‌‌                           

forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌life‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌domain‌ ‌of‌ ‌technical‌ ‌manipulation”‌ ‌(Rayner,‌ ‌2001,‌ ‌150).‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌for‌‌                               

Heidegger‌ ‌the‌ ‌predominant‌ ‌position‌ ‌of‌ ‌technology‌ ‌in‌ ‌modern‌ ‌society‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌manifestation‌ ‌of‌‌                         

the‌ ‌discordant‌ ‌attitude‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Being‌ ‌which,‌ ‌in‌ ‌general,‌ ‌gives‌ ‌rise‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌of‌‌                           

technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌critique‌ ‌of‌ ‌modernity.‌‌ ‌  

This‌ ‌sort‌‌of‌‌perception‌‌motivated‌‌many‌‌philosophers‌‌from‌‌different‌‌fields‌‌of‌‌study‌‌to‌‌                         

critically‌ ‌examine‌ ‌modern‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌ ‌role‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌social‌‌complexities.‌‌                       

These‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌are‌ ‌as‌ ‌such‌ ‌Hans‌ ‌Jonas‌ ‌(1979‌ ‌[1984]),‌ ‌Arnold‌ ‌Gehlen‌ ‌(1957‌‌[1980]),‌‌                         

Andrew‌ ‌Feenberg‌ ‌(1999),‌ ‌Langdon‌ ‌Winner‌ ‌(1977,‌ ‌1980,‌ ‌1983),‌ ‌Bernard‌ ‌Stiegler‌ ‌(1998,‌‌                     

2009),‌‌Lewis‌‌Mumford‌‌(1934),‌‌Jacques‌‌Ellul‌‌(1954‌‌[1964]),‌‌Harbert‌‌Marcuse‌‌(1964),‌‌Hannah‌‌                       

Arendt‌ ‌(1958),‌ ‌Paul‌ ‌Virilio‌ ‌(1994),‌ ‌Bruno‌ ‌Latour‌ ‌(1992,‌ ‌1993),‌ ‌etc.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌many‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

mentioned‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌from‌ ‌different‌ ‌perspectives‌ ‌and‌ ‌motivations‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌critical‌‌                     

reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌rapid‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌change‌ ‌brought‌ ‌by‌ ‌modern‌ ‌technology‌ ‌to‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                         

social‌ ‌complexities.‌‌T‌hese‌‌philosophers,‌‌in‌‌general,‌‌tend‌‌to‌‌single‌‌out‌‌for‌‌consideration‌‌the‌‌                         

negative‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌technology‌‌on‌‌human‌‌society‌‌and‌‌culture.‌‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌detailed‌‌analysis‌‌of‌‌                           

these‌ ‌precise‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌is‌ ‌out‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌‌                                 

research‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌a‌ ‌growing‌ ‌literature‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌critical‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌‌                             

modern‌‌technology‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌fathom‌‌the‌‌perception‌‌change‌‌which‌‌is‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌ 

As‌‌emphasized‌‌above,‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌principal‌‌motivations‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌is‌‌to‌‌scrutinize‌‌                           

the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌technology‌‌and‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌to‌‌scrutinize‌‌the‌‌influence‌‌of‌‌                         

technology‌‌as‌‌a‌‌restrictive‌‌factor‌‌on‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Therefore,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌                               

the‌ ‌technological‌ ‌enframing‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌Heidegger‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌relate‌ ‌this‌ ‌enframing‌ ‌to‌‌                         

Foucault’s‌ ‌critique‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌modern‌ ‌disciplinary‌ ‌power‌ ‌‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌am‌ ‌going‌‌to‌‌emphasize‌‌through‌‌the‌‌                           

‘Panopticism’‌ ‌concept‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌introduces.‌ ‌The‌ ‌reason‌ ‌to‌ ‌set‌ ‌the‌ ‌focus‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌discussion‌‌                           

within‌ ‌this‌ ‌framework‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌consideration‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌critique‌ ‌of‌‌modern‌‌disciplinary‌‌power‌‌and‌‌                           

precisely‌ ‌consideration‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌theory‌‌to‌‌be‌‌exclusively‌‌related‌‌to‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌context.‌‌ ‌  

Foucault‌‌underlines‌‌in‌‌‌Discipline‌‌and‌‌Punish‌‌(1977‌‌[1979])‌‌that‌‌the‌‌panoptic‌‌machine‌‌                       

brought‌ ‌about‌ ‌a‌ ‌technical‌ ‌mutation‌ ‌in‌ ‌power‌ ‌relations.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌‌mutation‌‌here‌‌concerns‌‌                         

transformations‌ ‌in‌ ‌social‌ ‌control‌ ‌from‌ ‌public‌ ‌punishment‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌body‌‌which‌‌is‌‌a‌‌form‌‌of‌‌an‌‌                               

exercise‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌external‌ ‌heavy‌ ‌force‌ ‌(the‌ ‌material‌ ‌and‌ ‌resource‌ ‌intensive‌ ‌application‌ ‌of‌‌                         

punishment)‌‌‌to‌‌private‌‌punishment‌‌of‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌and‌‌the‌‌soul‌‌which‌‌is‌‌a‌‌form‌‌of‌‌an‌‌exercise‌‌of‌‌                                   
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a‌ ‌lighter‌ ‌non-corporal‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌mind‌ ‌over‌ ‌mind‌ ‌(Simon,‌ ‌2005;‌ ‌Matthewman,‌ ‌2013).‌‌                       

What’s‌ ‌more,‌ ‌as‌ ‌emphasized:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Foucault‌ ‌described‌ ‌Panopticism‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌political‌ ‌anatomy‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌discipline‌‌                     

replaces‌‌the‌‌earlier‌‌sovereign‌‌power‌‌(e.g.‌‌the‌‌king)‌‌that‌‌was‌‌manifested‌‌in‌‌pomp‌‌and‌‌                           

circumstance.‌ ‌The‌ ‌sovereign‌ ‌was‌ ‌replaced‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌subtle‌ ‌and‌ ‌hidden‌ ‌authority.‌‌                       

This‌ ‌new‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌authority‌ ‌exercised‌ ‌its‌ ‌power‌ ‌by‌ ‌objectifying‌ ‌the‌ ‌subjects‌ ‌which‌‌it‌‌                           

desired‌ ‌to‌ ‌control,‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌creating‌ ‌knowledge‌ ‌about‌ ‌them.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌Panopticism‌‌                     

implies‌‌a‌‌disciplinary‌‌power‌‌that‌‌aims‌‌to‌‌train‌‌and‌‌manipulate‌‌the‌‌body.‌‌‌(Jespersen‌‌et‌‌                           

al,‌ ‌2007,‌ ‌112)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Here,‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌transformation‌‌which‌‌led‌‌to‌‌control‌‌and‌‌manipulation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

‘body’‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌panoptic‌ ‌machine.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌transformation‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌‌                     

construed‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌non-corporal‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌mind‌ ‌over‌ ‌mind.‌ ‌These‌‌                         

combined,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌construed‌‌that‌‌the‌‌modern‌‌disciplinary‌‌power‌‌has‌‌a‌‌strong‌‌effect‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                               

freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌both‌‌internally‌‌since‌‌it‌‌involves‌‌the‌‌control‌‌and‌‌manipulation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

mind‌ ‌and‌ ‌externally‌‌since‌‌it‌‌involves‌‌the‌‌control‌‌and‌‌manipulation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌body.‌‌This‌‌precise‌‌                             

emphasis‌ ‌bolsters‌ ‌the‌ ‌perception‌ ‌towards‌ ‌modern‌ ‌technology‌ ‌to‌ ‌function‌ ‌as‌ ‌restricting‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌detailed‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌reading.‌‌ ‌  

Heidegger‌ ‌and‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌both‌ ‌share‌ ‌the‌‌perception‌‌that‌‌the‌‌technological‌‌structures‌‌                     

that‌‌pervade‌‌within‌‌the‌‌modern‌‌society‌‌determine‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌by‌‌objectifying‌‌and‌‌ordering‌‌                         

the‌ ‌forces‌ ‌of‌ ‌life.‌ ‌Within‌ ‌this‌ ‌picture,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌essential‌‌                           

manipulable‌ ‌resources‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌technological‌ ‌management‌ ‌of‌ ‌modern‌‌                     

society‌‌(Rayner,‌‌2001).‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌emphasis‌‌is‌‌noticed‌‌in‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌of‌‌Heidegger‌‌through‌‌                           

the‌‌critique‌‌of‌‌technological‌‌enframing‌‌and‌‌in‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌of‌‌Foucault‌‌through‌‌the‌‌critique‌‌of‌‌                             

modern‌ ‌disciplinary‌ ‌power.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Heidegger’s‌ ‌handling‌ ‌of‌ ‌enframing‌ ‌sets‌ ‌upon‌ ‌entities‌‌                     

which‌ ‌are‌ ‌revealed‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌potential‌ ‌use‌ ‌value.‌ ‌These‌ ‌entities‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌‌                         

Foucault‌ ‌are‌ ‌‘docile‌ ‌bodies’‌ ‌constricted‌ ‌through‌ ‌power‌ ‌relations‌ ‌as‌ ‌Heidegger’s‌ ‌enframed‌‌                     

people‌ ‌(Van‌ ‌Cooten,‌ ‌2019).‌ ‌Although‌ ‌enframing‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌contemplated‌ ‌as‌ ‌one‌ ‌mood‌ ‌of‌‌                         

subjection‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌disciplinary‌ ‌power‌ ‌as‌ ‌Foucault‌‌stresses,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌an‌‌analogy‌‌between‌‌the‌‌                           

two‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌handling‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌issue.‌ ‌According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌this‌ ‌constriction‌‌                         

through‌ ‌power‌ ‌relations‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌“the‌ ‌infinitesimal‌ ‌government‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                         

name‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom”‌ ‌(Newman,‌ ‌2017,‌ ‌10).‌ ‌The‌ ‌disciplinary‌ ‌power‌ ‌under‌ ‌liberalism‌ ‌“must‌‌                       

produce‌‌freedom,‌‌but‌‌this‌‌very‌‌act‌‌entails‌‌the‌‌establishment‌‌of‌‌limitations,‌‌controls,‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌                           

coercion,‌‌and‌‌obligations‌‌relying‌‌on‌‌threats‌‌…”‌‌(Foucault,‌‌2008,‌‌64).‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌                             

shadowed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌through‌ ‌managing‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌processes‌ ‌which‌‌                       

produce‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌itself‌‌(Newman,‌‌2017).‌‌As‌‌Foucault‌‌emphasizes‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌control‌‌                           
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is‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌disciplinary‌‌power.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌inquiry‌‌of‌‌the‌‌referred‌‌power‌‌cannot‌‌be‌‌                               

reduced‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌critical‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌government,‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌law‌ ‌and‌ ‌legal‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌‌                               

repression.‌ ‌The‌ ‌inquiry‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌must‌ ‌extend‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌critical‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌modes‌ ‌of‌‌                             

organizing‌ ‌knowledge‌ ‌and‌ ‌disciplining‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌through‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌state‌ ‌apparatuses‌ ‌may‌‌                     

co-opt‌‌and‌‌employ‌‌the‌‌production‌‌of‌‌subjects.‌‌Therefore,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌crucial‌‌to‌‌scrutinize‌‌this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                               

power‌‌and‌‌these‌‌mechanisms‌‌of‌‌control‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌fully‌‌grasp‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌shadowing‌‌                           

parameters‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌the‌‌precise‌‌focus‌‌here‌‌is‌‌to‌‌scrutinize‌‌the‌‌                         

acknowledged‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌shadowing‌ ‌of‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through‌ ‌technology‌ ‌which‌ ‌consequently‌ ‌is‌‌                       

construed‌ ‌as‌ ‌restricting‌ ‌the‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌‌ ‌  

Before‌‌getting‌‌into‌‌the‌‌details‌‌of‌‌Foucault's‌‌account‌‌on‌‌the‌‌issue,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌dedicate‌‌how‌‌                             

he‌ ‌accentuates‌ ‌‘technique’‌ ‌and‌ ‌‘technology’.‌ ‌As‌ ‌expressed:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Yet‌ ‌while‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌never‌ ‌dwelt‌ ‌directly‌ ‌on‌ ‌these‌ ‌issues,‌ ‌‘technology’‌‌is‌‌a‌‌word‌‌that‌‌                           

appears‌ ‌frequently‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌writing‌ ‌and‌ ‌is,‌ ‌moreover,‌ ‌integral‌ ‌to‌‌his‌‌thought.‌‌Foucault‌‌                         

primarily‌ ‌typically‌ ‌employs‌ ‌the‌ ‌term‌ ‌–‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌related‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌French‌ ‌often‌‌                             

synonymous‌‌one‌‌of‌‌‘technique’‌‌–‌‌to‌‌refer‌‌not‌‌to‌‌tools,‌‌machines,‌‌or‌‌the‌‌application‌‌of‌‌                             

science‌‌to‌‌industrial‌‌production,‌‌but‌‌rather‌‌to‌‌methods‌‌and‌‌procedures‌‌for‌‌governing‌‌                       

human‌ ‌beings.‌ ‌(‌Behrent,‌ ‌2013,‌ ‌55)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Consequently,‌ ‌he‌ ‌uses‌ ‌the‌ ‌term‌ ‌‘technology’,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌social‌‌and‌‌political‌‌critique,‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌                           

the‌‌ways‌‌in‌‌which‌‌power‌‌relations‌‌operate‌‌and‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌how‌‌modern‌‌political‌‌and‌‌social‌‌                             

systems‌ ‌control,‌ ‌supervise‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulate‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌(‌Behrent,‌ ‌2013)‌.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Behrent‌‌                     

states,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Foucault:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Political‌‌power,‌‌before‌‌acting‌‌on‌‌ideology,‌‌on‌‌the‌‌consciousness‌‌of‌‌individuals,‌‌exerts‌‌                       

itself‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌much‌ ‌more‌ ‌physical‌ ‌way‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌bodies.‌ ‌The‌ ‌way‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌gestures,‌‌                             

attitudes,‌‌usages,‌‌allotments‌‌in‌‌space,‌‌and‌‌modalities‌‌of‌‌housing‌‌are‌‌imposed‌‌–‌‌this‌‌                         

physical,‌ ‌spatial‌ ‌distribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌people‌ ‌belongs,‌ ‌it‌ ‌seems‌ ‌to‌ ‌me,‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌political‌‌                         

technology‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌body.‌ ‌(Behrent,‌ ‌2013,‌ ‌83)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

This‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌that‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌dedicates‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌body‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌is‌ ‌closely‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌‌                             

individual‌‌freedom‌‌notion,‌‌since‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌concept‌‌is‌‌exceedingly‌‌                         

grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌actions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌either‌‌motivated‌‌through‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌                         

or‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌spatio-temporal‌ ‌management‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌body‌ ‌through‌‌                     

technology,‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Foucauldian‌ ‌sense,‌ ‌is‌ ‌highly‌ ‌referent‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌status‌ ‌of‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌as‌ ‌emphasized,‌ ‌according‌‌to‌‌Foucault‌‌“technology‌‌is‌‌not‌‌                         

simply‌‌an‌‌ethically‌‌neutral‌‌set‌‌of‌‌artefacts‌‌by‌‌which‌‌we‌‌exercise‌‌power‌‌over‌‌nature,‌‌but‌‌also‌‌                               
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a‌ ‌set‌ ‌of‌ ‌structured‌ ‌action‌ ‌by‌ ‌which‌ ‌we‌ ‌also‌ ‌inevitably‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌power‌ ‌over‌ ‌ourselves”‌‌                           

(Gerrie,‌ ‌2003,‌ ‌Para‌ ‌2).‌ ‌This‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌power‌ ‌is‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌through‌ ‌or/and‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌forms‌‌of‌‌                             

technology.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌uses‌ ‌the‌ ‌metaphor‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌architectural‌ ‌form,‌ ‌‌Panopticon,‌ ‌to‌‌                       

propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌management‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌and‌ ‌knowledge.‌‌In‌‌‌Discipline‌‌and‌‌                           

Punish‌ ‌‌(1977‌ ‌[1979])‌,‌ ‌‌he‌ ‌scrutinizes‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌technology‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌principle‌ ‌of‌‌                           

panopticism‌ ‌which‌ ‌brings‌ ‌about‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘technical‌ ‌mutation’‌ ‌to‌ ‌power‌ ‌relations‌ ‌(‌Matthewman,‌‌                     

2013).‌ ‌By‌ ‌emphasizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌control‌ ‌is‌ ‌embedded‌ ‌in‌ ‌design,‌ ‌he‌ ‌connects‌ ‌technology,‌‌                       

fathomed‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌objects,‌ ‌activities,‌ ‌knowledge‌ ‌and‌ ‌modes‌ ‌of‌ ‌organisation,‌ ‌to‌ ‌power‌‌                     

(‌Matthewman,‌ ‌2013).‌‌ ‌  

Panopticon‌ ‌building‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌‘all‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌place’‌ ‌was‌ ‌designed‌ ‌by‌ ‌Jeremy‌ ‌Bentham‌‌                       

towards‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌18th‌ ‌Century.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌prison,‌ ‌an‌ ‌inspection‌ ‌house,‌ ‌whose‌‌                                 

architectural‌‌design‌‌facilitates‌‌an‌‌observer‌‌to‌‌watch‌‌all‌‌the‌‌prisoners‌‌without‌‌their‌‌knowledge‌‌                         

(Jespersen‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2007).‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌‌of‌‌Foucault’s‌‌handling‌‌of‌‌panoptic‌‌design‌‌                           

grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌inmate's‌ ‌internalization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌observer’s‌ ‌gaze‌ ‌and,‌ ‌accordingly,‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         

changes‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌mood‌ ‌of‌ ‌subjectivity‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌gaze.‌ ‌As‌ ‌he‌ ‌expresses:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

He‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌‌subjected‌‌to‌‌a‌‌field‌‌of‌‌visibility,‌‌and‌‌who‌‌knows‌‌it,‌‌assumes‌‌responsibility‌‌                             

for‌ ‌the‌ ‌constraints‌ ‌of‌ ‌power;‌ ‌he‌ ‌makes‌ ‌them‌ ‌play‌ ‌spontaneously‌ ‌upon‌ ‌himself;‌ ‌he‌‌                         

inscribes‌ ‌in‌ ‌himself‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌relation‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌‌he‌‌simultaneously‌‌plays‌‌both‌‌roles;‌‌                         

he‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌the‌ ‌principle‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌own‌ ‌subjection.‌ ‌‌(Foucault,‌ ‌1979,‌ ‌202-203)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Foucault,‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌broader‌ ‌perspective,‌ ‌panopticon‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌governance‌‌technique‌‌                       

which‌ ‌bases‌ ‌upon‌ ‌controlling‌ ‌the‌ ‌overlap‌ ‌of‌ ‌subject‌ ‌and‌ ‌discourse‌ ‌(Basturk,‌ ‌2017).‌ ‌Thus,‌‌                         

Bentham’s‌ ‌idea‌ ‌of‌ ‌panopticon‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌prototype‌ ‌of‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌panopticism‌‌in‌‌which‌‌discipline,‌‌                         

normalization‌ ‌and‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌come‌ ‌together‌ ‌‌(Jespersen‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2007).‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌proposed‌‌                     

panopticism‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌reality‌ ‌of‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌society,‌ ‌a‌ ‌prison-like‌‌                       

society,‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌technique‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌other‌ ‌techniques‌ ‌serves‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                           

functioning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌disciplinary‌ ‌power.‌ ‌As‌ ‌underlined:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

‌Disciplinary‌ ‌power‌ ‌comprises‌ ‌a‌ ‌series‌ ‌of‌ ‌means‌ ‌including‌ ‌drills,‌ ‌constant‌ ‌reports,‌‌                       

testing,‌ ‌regulation,‌ ‌and‌ ‌surveillance.‌ ‌Among‌ ‌these‌ ‌means,‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌plays‌ ‌a‌‌                   

prominent‌‌part‌‌as‌‌a‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌‘visibility‌‌instrument’‌‌that‌‌ensures‌‌control‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual.‌‌                           

Disciplinary‌ ‌power‌ ‌thus‌ ‌mainly‌ ‌exercises‌ ‌its‌ ‌power‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌gaze,‌ ‌more‌‌                     

specifically‌ ‌the‌ ‌all-seeing‌ ‌eye.‌ ‌‌(Jespersen‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2007,‌ ‌112)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Thus,‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌“surveillance,‌ ‌then,‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌seeking‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌standardization‌ ‌point‌ ‌for‌‌                           

adapting‌ ‌individual‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌subject‌ ‌that‌ ‌power‌ ‌requires”‌ ‌(Basturk,‌ ‌2017,‌ ‌4).‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌‌                           
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surveillance‌ ‌is‌ ‌construed‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌exercised‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌certain‌ ‌spatio-temporal‌ ‌dimension‌‌since‌‌the‌‌                         

subjectification‌ ‌demands‌ ‌the‌ ‌observation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌body.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌confinement‌ ‌spaces‌‌                     

through‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌spaces‌ ‌of‌ ‌discursive‌ ‌productions‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌(Basturk,‌‌                       

2017).‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Feenberg‌ ‌proposes:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Foucault,‌ ‌power/knowledge‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌web‌ ‌of‌ ‌social‌ ‌forces‌ ‌and‌ ‌tensions‌ ‌in‌‌                         

which‌‌everyone‌‌is‌‌caught‌‌as‌‌both‌‌subject‌‌and‌‌object.‌‌This‌‌web‌‌is‌‌constructed‌‌around‌‌                           

techniques,‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌them‌ ‌materialized‌ ‌in‌ ‌machines,‌ ‌architecture,‌ ‌or‌‌other‌‌devices,‌‌                     

others‌‌embodied‌‌in‌‌standardized‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌behavior‌‌that‌‌do‌‌not‌‌so‌‌much‌‌coerce‌‌and‌‌                           

suppress‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌as‌‌guide‌‌them‌‌toward‌‌more‌‌productive‌‌use‌‌of‌‌their‌‌bodies.‌‌                         

(Feenberg,‌ ‌1991,‌ ‌71)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

This‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌guidance‌ ‌cultivates‌ ‌through‌ ‌micro‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌‌                       

arbitrarily‌ ‌imposed‌ ‌power.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌this‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌power‌ ‌is‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌to‌ ‌all‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌‌                         

social‌ ‌relations,‌ ‌not‌ ‌just‌ ‌relations‌ ‌that‌ ‌base‌ ‌upon‌ ‌punishment‌ ‌and‌‌coercion‌‌(Gerrie,‌‌2003).‌‌                         

Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌accentuation‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌develops‌ ‌different‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                           

individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌practiced‌‌through‌‌and‌‌by‌‌the‌‌channels‌‌of‌‌technology.‌‌From‌‌this‌‌                           

sense,‌‌power‌‌functions‌‌as‌‌a‌‌form‌‌of‌‌self-control,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌self-imposed‌‌system‌‌of‌‌rules‌‌instead‌‌of‌‌                               

functioning‌‌as‌‌an‌‌externally‌‌imposed‌‌system‌‌of‌‌rules‌‌(Gerrie,‌‌2003).‌‌For‌‌Foucault,‌‌“the‌‌origin‌‌                           

of‌ ‌oppression‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌big‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌with‌ ‌authority‌ ‌but‌ ‌a‌ ‌myriad‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-imposed‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌‌                             

structured‌ ‌activity”‌ ‌(Gerrie,‌ ‌2003,‌ ‌para‌ ‌14),‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌explained‌ ‌panoptic‌‌                         

diagram.‌ ‌These‌ ‌self-imposed‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌structured‌ ‌activity‌ ‌emerge‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌gaze‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌As‌‌                         

Bogard‌ ‌states:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

If‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌the‌ ‌importance‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌gaze…‌ ‌it‌ ‌was‌ ‌always‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌‌view‌‌to‌‌                             

other‌ ‌problems:‌ ‌first,‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌standardization‌ ‌of‌ ‌multiple‌ ‌techniques‌ ‌–‌ ‌the‌ ‌concrete‌‌                       

operations‌‌–‌‌for‌‌partitioning‌‌space‌‌and‌‌ordering‌‌temporal‌‌relations‌‌(i.e.‌‌imposing‌‌form‌‌                       

on‌‌the‌‌multiplicity‌‌of‌‌human‌‌conduct),‌‌and‌‌second,‌‌of‌‌linking‌‌these‌‌operations‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                           

forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌discursive‌ ‌knowledge‌ ‌which‌‌direct‌‌the‌‌gaze‌‌and‌‌give‌‌it‌‌its‌‌object.‌‌(Bogard,‌‌                           

1991,‌ ‌336-337)‌ ‌ 
‌ 

The‌‌underlined‌‌gaze‌‌here‌‌produces‌‌two‌‌different‌‌and‌‌sometimes‌‌divergent‌‌developments‌‌of‌‌                       

distinctly‌ ‌modern‌ ‌relations‌ ‌of‌ ‌surveillance,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌domination‌ ‌(Simon,‌ ‌2005).‌ ‌One‌ ‌is‌‌                       

related‌‌to‌‌the‌‌observer,‌‌which‌‌I‌‌bond‌‌with‌‌the‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌that‌‌restrict‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                 

individuals.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌the‌ ‌story‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌observer‌ ‌“takes‌ ‌us‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌discussion‌ ‌of‌ ‌techniques‌ ‌of‌‌                             

observation,‌ ‌information‌‌gathering,‌‌data‌‌management,‌‌simulation”‌‌(Simon,‌‌2005,‌‌4).‌‌One‌‌is‌‌                     

related‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌inmate,‌ ‌which‌ ‌I‌ ‌bond‌‌with‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌that‌‌restrict‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                 
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individuals.‌‌Here,‌‌the‌‌story‌‌of‌‌the‌‌inmate‌‌“takes‌‌us‌‌to‌‌a‌‌discussion‌‌of‌‌techniques‌‌of‌‌the‌‌self‌‌                                 

and‌ ‌a‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌self-discipline,‌ ‌normalization,‌ ‌‘soultraining’,‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘anatamo-politics‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                     

human‌ ‌body’‌ ‌and‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌studies‌ ‌in‌ ‌subjectification‌ ‌and‌ ‌governmentality”‌ ‌(Simon,‌ ‌2005,‌‌                     

4-5).‌ ‌What‌‌is‌‌expressed‌‌here,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌diagram,‌‌requires‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌an‌‌observer‌‌                             

(either‌‌she‌‌is‌‌there‌‌or‌‌not)‌‌and‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌an‌‌observed‌‌and‌‌these‌‌two‌‌distinct‌‌                                 

kinds‌ ‌of‌ ‌presences‌ ‌trigger‌ ‌different‌ ‌kinds‌ ‌of‌ ‌techniques‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌development‌ ‌of‌ ‌distinctly‌‌                         

modern‌ ‌relations‌ ‌of‌ ‌surveillance,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌domination.‌ ‌Although‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌that‌‌for‌‌                         

Foucault‌ ‌the‌ ‌enclosure‌ ‌is‌ ‌more‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌property‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌psyche‌ ‌than‌ ‌concrete‌ ‌spatial‌‌                           

arrangements,‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌way‌‌of‌‌making‌‌the‌‌constant‌‌monitoring‌‌technically‌‌feasible‌‌is‌‌the‌‌                         

physical‌ ‌enclosure.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌it‌ ‌doesn’t‌ ‌have‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌concrete‌ ‌physical‌ ‌space‌ ‌enclosure,‌‌like‌‌in‌‌                             

Bentham’s‌‌model‌‌a‌‌prison,‌‌but‌‌with‌‌the‌‌late‌‌modern‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌high‌‌mobility‌‌it‌‌is‌‌more‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                                   

pervasive‌ ‌enclosure.‌‌However,‌‌this‌‌pervasiveness‌‌does‌‌not‌‌mean‌‌an‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌enclosure‌‌                       

but‌ ‌means‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌version‌ ‌of‌ ‌enclosure.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌although‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌dedicated‌ ‌the‌‌                       

priority‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌enclosure‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌property‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌psyche,‌ ‌the‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌theory‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌‌                             

proposes‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌actual‌ ‌or‌ ‌occasionally‌ ‌modal‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

observer‌ ‌and‌ ‌actual‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌observed.‌‌ ‌  

Foucault‌ ‌refers‌ ‌to‌ ‌self-discipline‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌micro‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌‌power‌‌                       

exercised‌‌through‌‌technology.‌‌The‌‌fundamental‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌(actual/modal)‌‌of‌‌                       

an‌ ‌external‌ ‌factor‌ ‌which‌ ‌makes‌ ‌the‌ ‌observed‌ ‌to‌ ‌self-discipline‌ ‌herself.‌ ‌Thereupon,‌ ‌this‌‌                       

external‌‌presence‌‌as‌‌micro‌‌mechanisms‌‌of‌‌power‌‌triggers‌‌some‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌which‌‌lead‌‌                         

to‌‌self-discipline.‌‌Eventually,‌‌Foucault’s‌‌panopticism‌‌suggests‌‌through‌‌the‌‌Foucaudian‌‌sense‌‌                   

of‌ ‌technology‌ ‌that‌ ‌external‌ ‌and‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌are‌ ‌in‌ ‌effect‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌One‌‌                           

essential‌ ‌point‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌is‌‌how‌‌cognizant‌‌these‌‌agents‌‌are‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                               

self-disciplining‌ ‌process.‌‌ ‌  

‌The‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌observer‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌construed‌ ‌either‌‌to‌‌make‌‌a‌‌cognizant/incognizant‌‌                         

agent‌ ‌to‌ ‌conform‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌external‌ ‌factor‌ ‌‌or‌ ‌is‌‌                             

construed‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌an‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agent‌ ‌(incognizant‌ ‌since‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

restrictions)‌ ‌to‌ ‌self-discipline‌ ‌herself‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌internalized‌‌factor.‌‌Both‌‌of‌‌these‌‌consequences‌‌                       

reveal‌ ‌distinct‌‌kinds‌‌of‌‌restrictions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌However,‌‌‌in‌‌both‌‌proposed‌‌cases,‌‌                         

we‌‌can‌‌not‌‌acknowledge‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌to‌‌be‌‌cognizantly‌‌restricting‌‌her‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌due‌‌to‌‌                             

internal‌‌factors‌‌triggered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌aspects.‌‌Therefore,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌underlined‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                           

novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                             

cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌                       

panopticism‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Foucauldian‌ ‌sense.‌ ‌ 

This‌‌inference‌‌brings‌‌forth‌‌a‌‌motivation‌‌to‌‌go‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌panopticism‌‌theory‌‌in‌‌order‌‌                           

to‌‌grasp‌‌the‌‌more‌‌accurate‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌contemporary‌‌social‌‌complexity‌‌and‌‌precisely‌‌in‌‌order‌‌                           

to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌accurate‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌                       
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freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌‌                         

considered‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌                         

which‌ ‌goes‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌spatial‌‌physicality‌‌ground‌‌as‌‌it‌‌is‌‌seen‌‌in‌‌                               

the‌‌theory‌‌of‌‌Foucault‌‌and‌‌in‌‌other‌‌theories‌‌of‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌philosophers.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌                           

advent‌‌and‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌the‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌revealed‌‌an‌‌alteration‌‌on‌‌                         

the‌‌previously‌‌critical‌‌and‌‌negative‌‌perception‌‌towards‌‌modern‌‌technology‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌                         

liberating‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌that‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌ontologically‌‌introduced.‌‌This‌‌perception‌‌towards‌‌                   

information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌an‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌‌                     

restrictive‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌through/by‌‌                   

information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies.‌‌Thus,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌thoroughly‌‌grasp‌‌these‌‌novel‌‌                       

kinds‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌first‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌‌                           

emphasize‌ ‌how‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌are‌‌                       

formulated‌ ‌and‌ ‌fathomed‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

3.2‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌Domain‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Information‌ ‌and‌‌                   

Communication‌ ‌Technologies‌ ‌ ‌   
‌ 

Contemporary‌ ‌social‌ ‌complexities‌ ‌embrace‌‌the‌‌idea‌‌of‌‌openness‌‌and‌‌transparency,‌‌                   

but‌ ‌these‌ ‌complexities‌ ‌also‌ ‌prioritize‌ ‌to‌ ‌set‌ ‌a‌ ‌ground‌ ‌for‌ ‌guaranteeing‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌right‌ ‌to‌‌                           

privacy‌ ‌which‌ ‌signifies‌ ‌to‌ ‌abolish‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌government‌ ‌to‌ ‌subject‌ ‌its‌ ‌citizens‌ ‌to‌‌                           

surveillance‌‌(Greenwald,‌‌2014).‌‌Yet,‌‌Foucault’s‌‌work‌‌on‌‌panopticism‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌model‌‌that‌‌                       

has‌ ‌a‌ ‌much‌ ‌more‌ ‌complex‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individuals,‌ ‌external‌ ‌agents‌ ‌and‌‌                     

surveillance.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Schleusener‌ ‌expresses‌ ‌“What‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌perspective‌ ‌suggests‌ ‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                     

increase‌ ‌in‌ ‌mass‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌modern‌ ‌era‌ ‌is‌ ‌in‌ ‌many‌ ‌ways‌ ‌connected‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                             

establishment‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌that‌ ‌was‌ ‌specifically‌ ‌designed‌ ‌for‌ ‌democracy”‌‌                       

(Schleusener,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌176).‌ ‌This‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌the‌ ‌necessity‌ ‌to‌ ‌scrutinize‌ ‌the‌‌                     

contemporary‌‌social‌‌complexities‌‌which‌‌prioritize‌‌democracy‌‌and‌‌freedom‌‌on‌‌a‌‌deeper‌‌level.‌‌                       

One‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌objectives‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌a‌ ‌deeper‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                               

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌contemporary‌‌                     

social‌ ‌complexities.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌some‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌‌                         

fathomed‌ ‌and‌ ‌construed‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌                     

so‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌can‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌a‌ ‌profound‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌relationship.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌term‌ ‌‘Information‌ ‌and‌ ‌Communication‌ ‌Technologies’,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌broad‌ ‌sense,‌‌                   

acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌devices,‌‌networking‌‌components,‌‌applications‌‌and‌‌systems‌‌which‌‌                     

come‌ ‌together‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌the‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌actors‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌complexities‌ ‌be‌‌                           

possible‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌world.‌ ‌As‌ ‌stated:‌ ‌ 

84‌ ‌ 



‌ 
Information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies,‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌terms‌ ‌that‌ ‌include‌‌                   

any‌ ‌communication‌ ‌device‌ ‌and‌ ‌practice‌ ‌encompassing‌ ‌radio,‌ ‌television,‌ ‌cellular‌‌                 

phones,‌ ‌computer,‌ ‌network,‌ ‌hardware,‌ ‌software,‌ ‌etc.‌ ‌(Sahoo,‌ ‌&‌ ‌Sahoo,‌ ‌2016)‌ ‌are‌‌                     

anticipated‌ ‌as‌ ‌meta-technologies‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌claimed‌ ‌to‌ ‌change‌ ‌the‌‌                     

nature‌‌of‌‌the‌‌society‌‌and‌‌to‌‌expand‌‌the‌‌degrees‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌with‌‌which‌‌humans‌‌can‌‌                             

act‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌and‌ ‌material‌ ‌worlds‌ ‌(Lucchi,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌56)‌‌ ‌  
‌ 

Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌and‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌tenets‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌‌                       

meta-technologies‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌are‌ ‌constructed‌ ‌on‌ ‌informational‌‌                 

privacy‌‌and‌‌informational‌‌self-determination.‌‌To‌‌give‌‌a‌‌more‌‌detailed‌‌account,‌‌informational‌‌                     

privacy‌ ‌consists‌ ‌of‌ ‌“the‌ ‌claim‌ ‌for‌ ‌individuals,‌ ‌groups‌ ‌or‌ ‌institutions‌ ‌to‌ ‌determine‌ ‌for‌‌                         

themselves‌‌when,‌‌how‌‌and‌‌to‌‌what‌‌extent‌‌information‌‌about‌‌themselves‌‌is‌‌communicated‌‌to‌‌                         

others”‌ ‌(Westin,‌ ‌1967,‌ ‌7).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌debates‌ ‌which‌ ‌‌base‌ ‌upon‌‌                       

informational‌ ‌privacy,‌ ‌the‌ ‌focus‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌revolves‌ ‌around‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌“new‌ ‌technology,‌‌                       

ranging‌ ‌from‌ ‌genetics‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌extensive‌ ‌study‌ ‌of‌ ‌bio-markers,‌ ‌brain‌ ‌imaging,‌ ‌drones,‌‌                       

wearable‌ ‌sensors‌ ‌and‌ ‌sensor‌ ‌networks,‌ ‌social‌ ‌media,‌ ‌smart‌ ‌phones,‌ ‌closed‌ ‌circuit‌‌                     

television,‌‌to‌‌government‌‌cybersecurity‌‌programs,‌‌direct‌‌marketing,‌‌Big‌‌Data,‌‌head-mounted‌‌                   

displays‌ ‌and‌ ‌search‌ ‌engines”‌ ‌(Van‌ ‌den‌ ‌Hoven‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2020,‌ ‌para‌ ‌8).‌ ‌‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌main‌‌                             

concern‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌debates‌ ‌and‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌main‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                             

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌violation‌ ‌of‌ ‌informational‌ ‌privacy‌ ‌which‌ ‌lies‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                           

“dissemination‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌intimate‌ ‌nature‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌interested‌ ‌audience‌ ‌without‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

subject”‌ ‌(Ess,‌ ‌1996,‌‌54)‌‌within‌‌the‌‌domain‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies.‌‌                       

Another‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌tenet‌ ‌is‌ ‌data‌ ‌protection,‌ ‌closely‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌informational‌‌                   

self-determination,‌‌which‌‌is‌‌the‌‌notion‌‌that‌‌assigns‌‌people‌‌the‌‌right‌‌to‌‌exercise‌‌control‌‌over‌‌                           

their‌ ‌own‌ ‌personal‌ ‌data.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌informational‌ ‌self-determination‌ ‌articulates‌ ‌the‌‌necessity‌‌to‌‌                     

fathom‌‌information‌‌as‌‌a‌‌part‌‌of‌‌the‌‌personality‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌and‌‌therefore‌‌it‌‌is‌‌related‌‌to‌‌                                 

human‌ ‌dignity.‌ ‌This‌ ‌sort‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌perception‌ ‌dedicates‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌the‌ ‌right‌ ‌to‌ ‌choose‌ ‌what‌‌                           

information‌ ‌may‌ ‌be‌ ‌disclosed‌ ‌or‌ ‌used‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌ ‌agents‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌how‌ ‌much‌ ‌and‌‌                             

where‌‌such‌‌information‌‌may‌‌be‌‌shared‌‌and‌‌used.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌these‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌are‌‌                         

construed‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌by‌ ‌means‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual’s‌‌giving‌‌or‌‌withholding‌‌consent‌‌to‌‌certain‌‌                           

forms‌ ‌and‌‌processes‌‌of‌‌data‌‌management.‌‌Hence,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌further‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌                               

devote‌ ‌a‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌scrutinization‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌issue‌ ‌of‌ ‌consent‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌ ‌relation‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                           

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌However,‌‌here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌state‌‌that‌‌even‌‌if‌‌I‌‌intend‌‌to‌‌put‌‌a‌‌                                   

critical‌ ‌stance‌ ‌towards‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌existing‌‌legal‌‌framework‌‌concerning‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌                         

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌within‌‌the‌‌domain‌‌of‌‌these‌‌technologies,‌‌the‌‌legal‌‌standpoint‌‌towards‌‌the‌‌                           

issue‌ ‌is‌ ‌out‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research.‌‌Consequently,‌‌what‌‌I‌‌try‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌here‌‌is‌‌the‌‌                                   
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defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                     

communication‌‌technologies‌‌from‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌and‌‌normative‌‌standpoint‌‌and‌‌as‌‌expressed‌‌                     

informational‌ ‌privacy‌ ‌and‌ ‌informational‌ ‌self-determination‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌defining‌‌                 

conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌context.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

3.3‌ ‌Perception‌ ‌Change‌‌Towards‌‌Technology‌‌with‌‌the‌‌Advent‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                   
Information‌ ‌and‌ ‌Communication‌ ‌Technologies‌ ‌ 
‌ 

The‌ ‌critical‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌modern‌ ‌technology‌ ‌bases‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌perceptions‌‌that‌‌                       

are‌‌set‌‌on‌‌the‌‌scrutinization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌diverse‌‌practices‌‌that‌‌the‌‌modern‌‌technology‌‌introduced.‌‌                           

Thus,‌‌this‌‌research‌‌precisely‌‌focuses‌‌on‌‌Foucault's‌‌critical‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌the‌‌micro‌‌mechanisms‌‌                         

of‌ ‌power‌ ‌‌constructed‌ ‌around‌ ‌techniques,‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌them‌ ‌materialized‌ ‌in‌ ‌machines,‌‌                     

architecture,‌ ‌or‌ ‌other‌ ‌devices,‌ ‌others‌ ‌embodied‌ ‌in‌ ‌standardized‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌‌behavior‌‌through‌‌                       

panopticism.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌thinkers,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Fred‌ ‌Turner‌‌                           

states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Suggested‌ ‌that‌ ‌society‌ ‌was‌ ‌undergoing‌ ‌a‌ ‌rapid‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌centralization‌ ‌and‌‌                     

rationalization,‌ ‌a‌‌process‌‌both‌‌supported‌‌by‌‌new‌‌technologies‌‌and‌‌designed‌‌to‌‌help‌‌                       

build‌ ‌them.‌ ‌The‌ ‌resulting‌ ‌social‌ ‌order‌ ‌went‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌variety‌ ‌of‌ ‌names—the‌‌                       

“technostructure”‌ ‌(Galbraith),‌ ‌the‌ ‌“technological‌ ‌society”‌ ‌(Ellul),‌ ‌and‌ ‌“technocracy”‌‌               

(Roszak).‌‌In‌‌each‌‌case,‌‌critics‌‌pointed‌‌to‌‌computers‌‌and‌‌automation‌‌as‌‌forces‌‌driving‌‌                         

the‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌way‌ ‌of‌ ‌life.‌ ‌(Turner,‌ ‌2006,‌ ‌29)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

These‌‌accounts,‌‌blatantly,‌‌were‌‌affected‌‌by‌‌the‌‌great‌‌destruction‌‌caused‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌                         

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌instrumental‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌technology‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌twentieth‌ ‌century.‌‌                         

Subsequently,‌ ‌these‌‌accounts‌‌set‌‌their‌‌perception‌‌on‌‌the‌‌idea‌‌that‌‌technology‌‌will‌‌continue‌‌                         

to‌ ‌function‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌technique‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌instrument‌ ‌of‌ ‌externalities‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌development‌ ‌of‌‌                             

distinctly‌ ‌modern‌ ‌relations‌ ‌of‌ ‌surveillance,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌domination.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Turner‌ ‌underlines:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

With‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌‘megatechnics’‌ ‌the‌ ‌dominant‌ ‌minority‌ ‌will‌ ‌create‌ ‌a‌ ‌uniform,‌‌                     

all-enveloping,‌ ‌super-planetary‌ ‌structure,‌ ‌designed‌ ‌for‌ ‌automatic‌ ‌operation.‌‌Instead‌‌               

of‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌actively‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌autonomous‌ ‌personality,‌ ‌man‌ ‌will‌ ‌become‌ ‌a‌ ‌passive‌‌                       

purposeless,‌ ‌machine-conditioned‌ ‌animal‌ ‌whose‌ ‌proper‌ ‌functions,‌ ‌as‌ ‌technicians‌‌               

now‌ ‌interpret‌ ‌man’s‌ ‌role,‌ ‌will‌ ‌either‌ ‌be‌ ‌fed‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌machine‌ ‌or‌ ‌strictly‌ ‌limited‌ ‌and‌‌                             

controlled‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌benefit‌‌of‌‌de-personalized,‌‌collective‌‌organizations.‌‌(Turner,‌‌2006,‌‌                   

29)‌ ‌ 

86‌ ‌ 



‌ 

This‌ ‌critical‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌modern‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌is‌ ‌predominantly‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌‌                     

concern‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌lose‌ ‌their‌ ‌autonomous‌ ‌personality,‌ ‌lose‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌‌                       

freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌there‌ ‌was‌ ‌an‌ ‌abrupt‌ ‌shift‌ ‌on‌ ‌this‌ ‌critically‌ ‌negative‌‌perception‌‌towards‌‌                         

the‌‌modern‌‌technologies‌‌with‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌and‌‌the‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌the‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌                           

technologies.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌shift‌‌primarily‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌acknowledged‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌these‌‌new‌                         

technologies‌ ‌to‌ ‌overthrow‌ ‌conformity;‌ ‌to‌ ‌‘disrupt’‌ ‌the‌ ‌old,‌ ‌destructive,‌ ‌dominating‌ ‌and‌‌                     

controlling‌ ‌practices‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌as‌ ‌John‌ ‌Perry‌ ‌Barlow,‌ ‌an‌ ‌information‌‌                     

technology‌ ‌journalist‌ ‌who‌ ‌drafted‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Declaration‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Independence‌ ‌of‌ ‌Cyberspace’,‌‌                     

states,‌ ‌thanks‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌technologies:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

We‌‌are‌‌creating‌‌a‌‌world‌‌that‌‌all‌‌may‌‌enter‌‌without‌‌privilege,‌‌or‌‌prejudice,‌‌accorded‌‌by‌‌                             

race,‌ ‌economic‌ ‌power,‌ ‌military‌ ‌force,‌ ‌or‌ ‌station‌ ‌of‌ ‌birth.‌ ‌We‌ ‌are‌ ‌creating‌ ‌a‌ ‌world‌‌                           

where‌ ‌anyone,‌ ‌anywhere‌ ‌may‌ ‌express‌ ‌his‌ ‌or‌ ‌her‌ ‌beliefs,‌ ‌no‌ ‌matter‌ ‌how‌ ‌singular,‌‌                         

without‌ ‌fear‌ ‌of‌ ‌being‌ ‌coerced‌ ‌into‌ ‌silence‌ ‌or‌ ‌conformity...Your‌ ‌legal‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌of‌‌                       

property,‌‌expression,‌‌identity,‌‌movement,‌‌and‌‌context‌‌do‌‌not‌‌apply‌‌to‌‌us.‌‌They‌‌are‌‌all‌‌                           

based‌ ‌on‌ ‌matter,‌ ‌and‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌matter‌ ‌here.‌ ‌Our‌ ‌identities‌ ‌have‌ ‌no‌ ‌bodies,‌ ‌so,‌‌                             

unlike‌‌you,‌‌we‌‌cannot‌‌obtain‌‌order‌‌by‌‌physical‌‌coercion.‌‌We‌‌believe‌‌that‌‌from‌‌ethics,‌‌                           

enlightened‌ ‌self-interest,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌commonweal,‌ ‌our‌ ‌governance‌ ‌will‌ ‌emerge.‌ ‌(in‌‌                   

Turner,‌ ‌2006,‌ ‌13)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

This‌‌underlining‌‌on‌‌the‌‌liberation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌from‌‌the‌‌prison‌‌of‌‌flesh‌‌and‌‌bones‌‌                             

is‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌which‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌the‌ ‌incapacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌prior‌ ‌critical‌‌                         

readings‌ ‌of‌ ‌modern‌ ‌technology‌ ‌including‌ ‌the‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌through‌ ‌panopticism.‌‌                     

Respectively,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌to‌ ‌gain‌ ‌ultimate‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌express‌ ‌and‌‌                     

experience‌ ‌their‌ ‌authentic-selves‌ ‌within‌ ‌free,‌ ‌decentralized‌ ‌and‌ ‌egalitarian‌ ‌digital‌ ‌spaces.‌‌                   

These‌ ‌digital‌ ‌spaces,‌ ‌by‌ ‌introducing‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌whose‌ ‌existence‌ ‌goes‌‌                           

beyond‌‌its‌‌physical‌‌presence,‌‌are‌‌regarded‌‌to‌‌bring‌‌the‌‌end‌‌of‌‌the‌‌discipline‌‌societies‌‌which‌‌                             

ground‌‌on‌‌the‌‌surveillance‌‌and‌‌control‌‌that‌‌is‌‌practiced‌‌in‌‌a‌‌certain‌‌space‌‌with‌‌the‌‌seeking‌‌of‌‌                                 

standardization‌ ‌for‌ ‌adapting‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌subject‌ ‌power‌ ‌it‌ ‌requires‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌This‌‌                         

liberation‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌introduce,‌ ‌ontologically,‌‌                 

assign‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌non-conformist‌ ‌and‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌nature.‌ ‌Respectively,‌‌                     

these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌are‌ ‌considered‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌a‌ ‌self-generated‌ ‌in‌ ‌content,‌ ‌self-directed‌ ‌in‌‌                       

emission,‌ ‌and‌ ‌self-selected‌ ‌in‌ ‌reception‌ ‌(Castells,‌ ‌2007)‌ ‌spaces‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌participants‌ ‌of‌‌                       

these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌liberate‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌through‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌their‌ ‌non-physical/non-material‌‌                 

presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌actions‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌ ‌   
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The‌‌computerized‌‌databases‌‌have‌‌a‌‌history‌‌going‌‌back‌‌to‌‌the‌‌end‌‌of‌‌the‌‌nineteenth‌                           

century.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌‌first‌‌automated‌‌processing‌‌equipment‌‌was‌‌deployed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌US‌‌bureau‌‌                         

of‌‌the‌‌Census‌‌in‌‌1890‌‌(Boyd‌‌&‌‌Crawford,‌‌2012).‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌of‌‌personal‌‌computing‌‌                             

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Internet‌ ‌made‌ ‌it‌ ‌possible‌ ‌for‌ ‌scholars,‌ ‌marketers,‌ ‌governmental‌ ‌agencies,‌‌                     

educational‌ ‌institutions,‌ ‌and‌ ‌motivated‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌access‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌computerized‌‌                     

databases.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌this‌ ‌access‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌a‌ ‌channel‌ ‌for‌ ‌these‌ ‌agents‌ ‌to‌ ‌produce,‌‌                       

share,‌‌interact‌‌with,‌‌and‌‌organize‌‌data‌‌(Boyd‌‌&‌‌Crawford,‌‌2012).‌‌The‌‌wide‌‌range‌‌of‌‌personal‌‌                             

access‌‌to‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌to‌‌break‌‌down‌‌the‌‌barriers‌‌of‌‌bureaucracy,‌‌time‌‌                           

and‌ ‌space‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌create‌ ‌a‌ ‌space‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌intellectual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌This‌ ‌consideration‌‌                         

created‌ ‌a‌‌perception‌‌leading‌‌towards‌‌new‌‌understandings‌‌of‌‌the‌‌ways‌‌in‌‌which‌‌information‌‌                         

and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌might‌ ‌reshape‌ ‌social‌ ‌complexities.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌perception‌‌                   

bolstered‌ ‌to‌ ‌“create‌ ‌the‌ ‌cultural‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌under‌ ‌which‌ ‌microcomputers‌ ‌and‌ ‌computer‌‌                     

networks‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌imagined‌ ‌as‌ ‌tools‌ ‌of‌ ‌liberation”‌ ‌(Turner,‌ ‌2006,‌ ‌73).‌‌ ‌  

Accordingly,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies,‌‌                   

individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌considered‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌liberated‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌prior‌ ‌technological‌ ‌structures‌ ‌that‌‌                       

determine‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌by‌ ‌objectifying‌ ‌and‌ ‌ordering‌‌the‌‌forces‌‌of‌‌life.‌‌The‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌                           

these‌‌technologies,‌‌just‌‌by‌‌participating‌‌within‌‌these‌‌technologies,‌‌overthrow‌‌conformity‌‌and‌‌                     

disrupt‌‌the‌‌old,‌‌destructive,‌‌dominating‌‌and‌‌controlling‌‌practices‌‌and‌‌gain‌‌an‌‌active‌‌control‌‌to‌‌                           

experience‌ ‌their‌ ‌unique‌ ‌beings.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌created‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌space‌‌for‌‌individuals‌‌to‌‌bolster‌‌                       

and‌ ‌flourish‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                     

freedom,‌‌the‌‌previously‌‌mentioned‌‌critical‌‌negative‌‌perception‌‌towards‌‌technology‌‌shifted‌‌to‌‌                     

a‌‌positive‌‌perception‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌of‌‌the‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies.‌‌                         

However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌referred‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌ ‌practices,‌ ‌if‌ ‌critically‌ ‌analyzed,‌ ‌are‌‌                     

contemplated‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌but‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌‌                               

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌free‌ ‌choice-based‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

individuals.‌‌With‌‌this‌‌emphasis,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌dedicate‌‌the‌‌following‌‌part‌‌to‌‌the‌‌critical‌‌analysis‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

positive‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

3.4‌ ‌Critical‌‌Analysis‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Positive‌‌Reading‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Information‌‌and‌‌                     
Communication‌ ‌Technologies‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
The‌ ‌rationale‌ ‌behind‌ ‌the‌ ‌positive‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                   

technologies,‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception,‌‌is‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌insufficiency‌‌of‌‌the‌‌panopticism‌‌theory‌‌to‌‌                           

encapsulate‌ ‌the‌ ‌non-physical‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌since‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌proposal‌‌                   

prioritizes‌ ‌micro‌ ‌mechanism‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌to‌ ‌rely‌ ‌on‌ ‌‌enclosures,‌ ‌be‌ ‌they‌ ‌material,‌ ‌cultural‌ ‌or‌‌                           
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psychical.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌liberation‌‌from‌‌the‌‌enclosure‌‌through‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                           

liberation‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌surveillance,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌domination‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌micro‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌‌                       

power‌‌enforce.‌‌However,‌‌even‌‌grounding‌‌on‌‌his‌‌theory‌‌on‌‌enclosures,‌‌Foucault‌‌“prompts‌‌‌us‌‌                         

to‌ ‌analyse‌ ‌those‌ ‌dimensions‌ ‌of‌ ‌modern‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌remained‌ ‌largely‌‌                     

understudied,‌ ‌namely‌ ‌how‌ ‌individuals,‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌being‌ ‌under‌ ‌surveillance,‌ ‌may‌ ‌end‌ ‌up‌‌                       

exercising‌ ‌power‌ ‌over‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌without‌ ‌any‌ ‌coercion‌ ‌or‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌force‌ ‌by‌ ‌other‌ ‌actors”‌‌                           

(Manokha,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌221).‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌primary‌ ‌objective‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌section‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌parameters‌‌inherent‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                           

information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌that‌ ‌function‌‌in‌‌a‌‌manner‌‌that‌‌individuals‌‌end‌‌                       

up‌‌exercising‌‌power‌‌over‌‌themselves‌‌without‌‌any‌‌coercion‌‌or‌‌use‌‌of‌‌force‌‌by‌‌external‌‌actors.‌‌                             

Yet,‌ ‌the‌‌reading‌‌I‌‌am‌‌going‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌will‌‌ground‌‌on‌‌the‌‌accounts‌‌involved‌‌in‌‌surveillance‌‌                               

and‌ ‌control‌ ‌which‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌Foucault.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌I‌ ‌consider‌ ‌it‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌to‌‌                             

underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌difference‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌have‌ ‌from‌ ‌panopticism.‌ ‌As‌‌                     

Foucault‌ ‌underlines:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

There‌‌is‌‌another‌‌type‌‌of‌‌...‌‌technique[e]‌‌which‌‌permit[s]‌‌individuals‌‌to‌‌effect,‌‌by‌‌their‌‌                           

own‌ ‌means,‌ ‌a‌ ‌certain‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌operations‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌bodies,‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌souls,‌‌                           

their‌ ‌own‌ ‌thoughts,‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌conduct,‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌manner‌ ‌so‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌transform‌‌                             

themselves,‌ ‌modify‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌...‌ ‌Let’s‌ ‌call‌ ‌these‌ ‌techniques‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                     

self.‌ ‌(Foucault,‌ ‌1985,‌ ‌367)‌ ‌ 
‌ 

The‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌difference‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌technique/technologies‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌self‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                       

accounts‌ ‌going‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌of‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌view‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌in‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌account‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌‌                           

self-discipline‌‌is‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌power/knowledge‌‌configurations‌‌that‌‌ground‌‌on‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌                         

the‌ ‌experts/observers.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌these‌ ‌observers‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌the‌‌teacher-judge,‌‌the‌‌doctor-judge,‌‌                     

the‌ ‌educator‌ ‌judge,‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌worker-judge‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌gaze‌‌create‌‌‘truths’‌‌about‌‌                             

‘normality’‌ ‌and‌ ‌‘deviance’‌ ‌and‌ ‌set‌ ‌some‌ ‌sort‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌universal‌ ‌normativity‌ ‌(Manokha,‌ ‌2018).‌‌                         

Accordingly,‌‌this‌‌power‌‌of‌‌the‌‌gaze‌‌practiced‌‌through‌‌enclosure‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌establishes‌‌                         

a‌ ‌structure‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌themselves,‌ ‌without‌ ‌coercion,‌ ‌end‌ ‌up‌ ‌exercising‌‌                     

self-discipline‌ ‌and‌ ‌self-restraint‌ ‌(Manokha,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌gaze,‌‌                     

ontologically,‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌external‌ ‌factor‌ ‌affecting‌ ‌the‌ ‌self-disciplining‌ ‌and‌‌                   

self-restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌The‌ ‌positive‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                     

technologies‌ ‌is‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌annihilation‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌gaze‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                               

non-material‌ ‌and‌ ‌non-physical‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌many‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌the‌ ‌technological‌ ‌innovations‌ ‌that‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                 

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌brought‌ ‌to‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌societies‌ ‌fundamentally‌ ‌alter‌ ‌the‌‌                 

organization,‌ ‌practice‌ ‌and‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌power,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌relationships.‌‌                   
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Respectively,‌ ‌a‌ ‌necessity‌ ‌emerges‌ ‌to‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌panopticism.‌ ‌Therefore,‌‌many‌‌                     

philosophers‌ ‌propose‌ ‌some‌ ‌critical‌ ‌reading‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌power,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌surveillance‌‌                     

relationships‌‌inherent‌‌to‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌digitally‌‌functioning‌‌social‌‌complexities.‌‌Some‌‌of‌‌                     

these‌ ‌thinkers‌ ‌are‌ ‌‌Vaz‌ ‌and‌ ‌Bruno‌ ‌(2003),‌ ‌David‌ ‌Lyon‌ ‌(2001,‌ ‌2003),‌ ‌Mark‌ ‌Poster‌ ‌(1996),‌‌                           

William‌‌Bogard‌‌(1996)‌‌and‌‌Gilles‌‌Deleuze‌‌(1995)‌‌(Simon,‌‌2005).‌‌Among‌‌all‌‌these‌‌thinkers,‌‌I‌‌                           

will‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌his‌ ‌theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘Control‌ ‌Society’‌ ‌because,‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌‌                           

perception,‌ ‌he‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌detailed‌ ‌reading‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌ ‌is‌ ‌functioning‌‌                         

within‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌functioning‌‌restricts‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

individuals.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌while‌‌                   

introducing‌‌his‌‌theory.‌‌As‌‌he‌‌asserts,‌‌the‌‌control‌‌society‌‌that‌‌he‌‌introduces‌‌is‌‌an‌‌expansion‌‌                             

of‌‌Foucault’s‌‌accentuation‌‌of‌‌power‌‌as‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌life‌‌itself‌‌established‌‌on‌‌the‌‌multiple‌‌                             

formation‌ ‌of‌ ‌mechanisms.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌goes‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌theory‌ ‌by‌ ‌affirming‌‌                     

that‌ ‌the‌ ‌operation‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌longer‌ ‌confined‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌institutional‌ ‌work‌ ‌of‌‌                             

standardization‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌bodies‌‌through‌‌knowledge‌‌and‌‌power.‌‌Hence,‌‌these‌‌mechanisms‌‌do‌‌                       

not‌‌inhabit‌‌a‌‌material/physical‌‌space‌‌but‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌space‌‌which‌‌is‌‌not‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌the‌‌body‌‌                               

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌but‌ ‌dependent‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Respectively,‌‌                         

there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌shift‌‌from‌‌discipline‌‌societies‌‌that‌‌function‌‌through‌‌the‌‌power‌‌relying‌‌on‌‌enclosures‌‌                             

be‌ ‌they‌ ‌material,‌ ‌cultural‌ ‌or‌ ‌psychical‌ ‌to‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌that‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌‌                           

relying‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌precise‌ ‌digital‌ ‌mobility‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌Schleusener‌ ‌‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

In‌‌contrast‌‌to‌‌disciplinary‌‌societies‌‌(which‌‌were‌‌ruled‌‌by‌‌‘signatures’‌‌and‌‌‘numbers’),‌‌                       

the‌ ‌“digital‌ ‌language‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌is‌ ‌made‌ ‌up‌ ‌of‌ ‌codes‌ ‌indicating‌ ‌whether‌ ‌access‌ ‌to‌‌                           

some‌‌information‌‌should‌‌be‌‌allowed‌‌or‌‌denied.”‌‌Concerning‌‌the‌‌exploitation‌‌of‌‌data,‌‌                       

Deleuze‌ ‌argues‌ ‌that,‌ ‌analogous‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌transformation‌ ‌of‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌into‌‌‘dividuals,’‌‌                     

“masses‌ ‌become‌ ‌samples,‌ ‌data,‌ ‌markets,‌ ‌or‌ ‌‘banks’.‌ ‌(‌Schleusener,‌ ‌‌2018,‌ ‌182)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌shift‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌signatures‌ ‌or‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌to‌ ‌codes.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌what‌‌                               

Deleuze‌ ‌stresses‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌mood‌ ‌of‌ ‌panoptic‌ ‌discipline‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌are‌‌                           

marked‌ ‌by‌ ‌signatures‌ ‌and‌ ‌numbers.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌numerical‌ ‌language‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌the‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌become‌ ‌information‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌marked‌ ‌by‌ ‌codes‌ ‌which‌ ‌dissolves‌ ‌the‌‌                       

mass-individual‌ ‌pair.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌‌individuals‌ ‌have‌ ‌become‌‌‘dividuals’‌‌and‌‌masses,‌‌samples,‌‌                   

data,‌ ‌markets‌ ‌or‌ ‌‘banks‌ ‌(Deleuze,‌ ‌1995).‌‌In‌‌the‌‌societies‌‌of‌‌control‌‌individuals‌‌by‌‌doubling‌‌                           

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌code‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌information‌ ‌become‌ ‌‘dividuals’.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌within‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌the‌‌                           

panoptic‌ ‌gaze‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌but‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌mode‌ ‌of‌ ‌ordering‌‌                         

information.‌ ‌Also,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌the‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌apparatus‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌operate‌‌                       

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌or‌ ‌minds‌ ‌but‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌and‌ ‌minds‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                               

object‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌representation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌body‌ ‌(‌Schleusener,‌ ‌‌2018).‌‌ ‌  
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According‌ ‌to‌ ‌Deleuze,‌ ‌the‌ ‌dismantling‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌Foucauldian‌‌panopticism‌‌brings‌‌about‌‌                     

“new‌‌freedoms,‌‌while‌‌at‌‌the‌‌same‌‌time‌‌contributing‌‌to‌‌mechanisms‌‌of‌‌control‌‌as‌‌rigorous‌‌as‌‌                             

the‌‌harshest‌‌confinement”‌‌(Deleuze,‌‌1995,‌‌178).‌‌As‌‌Deleuze‌‌stresses,‌‌these‌‌underlined‌‌new‌‌                       

freedoms‌ ‌emerge‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                       

technologies‌ ‌which‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌the‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌practices‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌freely‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌‌                         

participate‌ ‌in.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌attend‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌‌                       

themselves.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌“one‌ ‌can‌ ‌surf‌ ‌the‌ ‌Internet‌ ‌‘infinitely‌ ‌and‌ ‌freely’‌ ‌and‌ ‌yet‌ ‌be‌‌                         

perfectly‌ ‌controlled”‌ ‌(‌Schleusener,‌‌2018,‌‌183).‌‌Therefore,‌‌‌the‌‌one‌‌crucial‌‌defining‌‌condition‌‌                     

inherent‌‌to‌‌the‌‌control‌‌societies‌‌is‌‌the‌‌willing‌‌participation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌surveilled‌‌individual.‌‌Hence,‌‌                           

as‌ ‌expressed‌ ‌by‌ ‌Poster:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌ ‌unwanted‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌of‌‌personal‌‌choice‌‌becomes‌‌a‌‌discursive‌‌reality‌‌through‌‌                     

the‌‌willing‌‌participation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌surveilled‌‌individual.‌‌In‌‌this‌‌instance‌‌the‌‌play‌‌of‌‌power‌‌                           

and‌ ‌discourse‌ ‌is‌ ‌uniquely‌ ‌configured.‌ ‌The‌ ‌one‌ ‌being‌ ‌surveilled‌ ‌provides‌ ‌the‌‌                     

information‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌for‌ ‌surveillance.‌ ‌No‌ ‌carefully‌ ‌designed‌ ‌edifice‌ ‌is‌ ‌needed,‌‌no‌‌                     

science‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌criminology‌‌is‌‌employed,‌‌and‌‌no‌‌complex‌‌administrative‌‌apparatus‌‌                     

is‌ ‌invoked…‌‌surveillance‌‌is‌‌assured‌‌when‌‌the‌‌act‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌is‌‌communicated‌‌                         

by‌ ‌telephone‌ ‌line‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌computerized‌‌database…‌‌a‌‌gigantic‌‌and‌‌sleek‌‌operation‌‌is‌‌                         

effected‌‌whose‌‌political‌‌force‌‌of‌‌surveillance‌‌is‌‌occluded‌‌in‌‌the‌‌willing‌‌participation‌‌of‌‌                         

the‌ ‌victim.‌ ‌(Poster,‌ ‌1995,‌ ‌86-87)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌‌highlighted‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌the‌‌willing‌‌participation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌in‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌                         

space‌ ‌couples‌ ‌control‌ ‌with‌ ‌two‌ ‌interrelated‌ ‌actions.‌ ‌The‌ ‌primary‌ ‌action‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                         

individuals‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌choose‌ ‌whether‌ ‌to‌ ‌provide‌ ‌or‌ ‌deny‌ ‌sharing‌ ‌their‌ ‌data‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌following‌‌                             

action‌ ‌is,‌ ‌if‌ ‌shared,‌ ‌exploitation‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌data.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌‌                         

capturing‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌the‌ ‌creativity‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌uniqueness‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals’.‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌                             

underlining,‌‌generates‌‌new‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌surveillance,‌‌which‌‌go‌‌beyond‌‌panopticism‌‌and‌‌ground‌‌                       

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌active‌ ‌and‌ ‌freely‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌some‌ ‌theorists‌‌                         

described‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘post-panoptic’‌ ‌(Gane,‌ ‌2012),‌‌                   

‘super-panoptic’‌ ‌(Poster,‌ ‌1995),‌ ‌‘liquid’‌ ‌(Bauman‌ ‌&‌ ‌Lyon,‌ ‌2013),‌ ‌‘participatory’‌ ‌(Cascio,‌‌                   

2005),‌ ‌and‌‌‘market-driven’‌‌(Zuboff,‌‌2015).‌‌These‌‌theorists‌‌underline‌‌a‌‌bottom-up‌‌version‌‌of‌‌                       

the‌‌continually‌‌watched‌‌society.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌constant‌‌surveillance‌‌is‌‌not‌‌done‌‌by‌‌malevolent‌‌                         

bureaucracy‌ ‌or‌ ‌faceless‌ ‌corporations‌ ‌(Cascio,‌ ‌2005),‌ ‌‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌done‌ ‌by‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌themselves‌‌                       

through‌‌their‌‌independent‌‌choices.‌‌The‌‌surveillance‌‌system‌‌here‌‌is‌‌without‌‌walls,‌‌windows,‌                       

towers‌‌or‌‌guards.‌‌Respectively,‌‌“the‌‌‘voluntary’‌‌surrender‌‌of‌‌privacy‌‌performed‌‌by‌‌millions‌‌of‌‌                         

Internet‌ ‌users‌ ‌who‌ ‌‘publicly’‌ ‌share‌ ‌their‌ ‌‘private’‌ ‌data,‌ ‌experiences,‌ ‌preferences,‌ ‌and‌                     

particularities”‌‌(‌Schleusener,‌‌‌2018,‌‌177).‌‌Therefore,‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌introduce‌‌a‌‌different‌‌                   
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kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌violation‌ ‌of‌ ‌privacy,‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌emerges‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌free‌‌                           

choice-based‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌users‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  

I‌ ‌will‌ ‌give‌ ‌a‌ ‌detailed‌ ‌account‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌further‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                                 

chapter.‌ ‌Before‌ ‌getting‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌details‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌‌                               

parameters‌ ‌that‌‌lead‌‌to‌‌the‌‌emergence‌‌of‌‌this‌‌inference.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌liberating‌‌                         

characteristic‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌ultimate‌ ‌freedom‌‌                     

that‌ ‌is‌ ‌dedicated‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌So‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌liberate‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                             

institutional‌ ‌work‌ ‌of‌ ‌standardization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌through‌ ‌knowledge‌ ‌and‌ ‌power‌ ‌by‌ ‌freely‌‌                         

choosing‌ ‌to‌ ‌express‌ ‌their‌ ‌unique-selves‌ ‌through‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌“any‌‌                   

information‌‌that‌‌is‌‌voluntarily‌‌exhibited‌‌to‌‌the‌‌public‌‌gaze‌‌ceases‌‌to‌‌be‌‌private‌‌and‌‌therefore‌‌                             

loses‌ ‌its‌ ‌entitlement‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌protected”‌ ‌(‌Schleusener,‌ ‌‌2018,‌ ‌185).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                     

self-tracking‌ ‌and‌ ‌self-monitoring,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌self-modulation,‌ ‌coupled‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                   

inclination‌ ‌to‌ ‌share‌ ‌private‌ ‌content‌ ‌on‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌are‌‌                     

attributed‌ ‌to‌ ‌personal‌ ‌choice.‌ ‌With‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌underlining,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌stated‌ ‌that‌‌                           

individuals,‌ ‌by‌ ‌their‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌free‌ ‌actions‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌revealing‌ ‌information,‌‌                       

choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌compromise‌ ‌their‌ ‌informational‌ ‌privacy,‌ ‌consequently,‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌                   

Thereupon,‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌grasp‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌‌                               

essential‌‌to‌‌put‌‌a‌‌more‌‌individualistic‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌loss‌‌of‌‌privacy,‌‌accordingly‌‌on‌‌the‌‌loss‌‌of‌‌                                 

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌  

Deleuze‌ ‌emphasizes‌ ‌that‌ ‌information‌ ‌is,‌ ‌as‌ ‌he‌ ‌defines‌ ‌“the‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌‌                       

orderwords‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌used‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌given‌ ‌society..‌ ‌enables‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘free’‌ ‌but‌ ‌nonetheless‌ ‌‘perfectly‌‌                           

controlled’‌‌movement”‌‌(Deleuze,‌‌1998,‌‌18).‌‌Here,‌‌what‌‌he‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌is‌‌that‌‌within‌‌the‌‌                             

control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌subjection‌ ‌no‌ ‌longer‌ ‌belongs‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌specific‌ ‌enclosure‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌performed,‌‌                         

instead‌‌subjection‌‌constitutes‌‌an‌‌outside‌‌“which‌‌is‌‌farther‌‌away‌‌than‌‌any‌‌external‌‌world‌‌and‌‌                           

even‌ ‌any‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌exteriority,‌ ‌and‌ ‌which,‌ ‌henceforth,‌ ‌also‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌infinitely‌ ‌closer‌ ‌and‌‌                         

deeper‌ ‌than‌ ‌any‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌interiority‌ ‌as‌ ‌well”‌ ‌(Deleuze‌ ‌1988a,‌ ‌86).‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌so‌ ‌as‌‌to‌‌say,‌‌the‌‌                                   

subjection‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌‌practiced‌‌within‌‌the‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌function‌‌                     

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌interiority‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌free‌ ‌and‌ ‌choice-based‌ ‌actions‌‌                         

that‌ ‌they‌ ‌practice.‌ ‌As‌ ‌expressed‌ ‌by‌ ‌Flaxman:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

‌Whether‌ ‌in‌ ‌space‌ ‌or‌ ‌cyberspace,‌ ‌we‌ ‌are‌ ‌ostensibly‌ ‌liberated,‌ ‌released‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌‌                         

frictionless‌‌space‌‌of‌‌boundless‌‌movement‌‌that‌‌is‌‌extending‌‌along‌‌an‌‌endless‌‌wave‌‌of‌‌                         

searches,‌ ‌agreements,‌ ‌purchases‌ ‌–‌ ‌of‌ ‌choices..‌ ‌Under‌ ‌control,‌ ‌the‌ ‌moulds‌ ‌of‌‌                     

discipline‌ ‌that‌ ‌had‌ ‌aggregated‌ ‌masses‌ ‌and‌ ‌individuated‌ ‌subjects‌ ‌give‌ ‌way‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                       

smooth‌ ‌space‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌domain‌ ‌on‌ ‌which‌ ‌we‌ ‌perpetually‌ ‌glide,‌‌‘moving‌‌among‌‌a‌‌                           

continuous‌ ‌range‌ ‌of‌ ‌different‌ ‌orbits’‌ ‌(Deleuze,‌ ‌1995:‌ ‌178).‌ ‌Segmentary‌ ‌functions‌‌                   
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cede‌ ‌to‌ ‌modulating‌ ‌surfaces‌ ‌of‌ ‌mobile‌ ‌milieu,‌ ‌and‌ ‌at‌ ‌first‌ ‌glance,‌ ‌naturally,‌ ‌control‌‌                         

seems‌ ‌to‌ ‌offer‌ ‌the‌ ‌space‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌to‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌limitless‌ ‌freedom.‌‌Control‌‌aspires‌‌to‌‌                           

what‌ ‌we‌ ‌might‌ ‌think‌ ‌of‌‌as‌‌an‌‌open-floor‌‌plan:‌‌control‌‌promotes‌‌circulation,‌‌inducing‌‌                         

the‌ ‌movements‌ ‌with‌ ‌which‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌itself‌ ‌is‌ ‌increasingly‌ ‌identified‌ ‌–‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌right‌‌to‌‌                           

choose,‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌oneself,‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌apart‌ ‌from‌ ‌all‌ ‌others.‌ ‌(Flaxman,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌126-127)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

The‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌control‌ ‌functions‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌‌                       

domain‌‌and‌‌the‌‌answer‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌control‌‌functions‌‌through‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌becoming‌‌legible‌‌                           

by‌ ‌their‌ ‌participation‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌The‌ ‌precise‌ ‌control‌ ‌attributed‌ ‌here‌‌                     

encourages‌ ‌the‌ ‌expression‌ ‌of‌ ‌individuality‌ ‌and‌ ‌identity‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌bolstered‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌share‌ ‌of‌‌                           

idiosyncrasies‌ ‌and‌ ‌eccentricities.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌suggests‌ ‌unprecedented‌ ‌freedom‌‌                 

experienced‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌digital‌‌spaces‌‌(Flaxman,‌‌2018).‌‌With‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌this‌‌accentuation,‌‌                       

the‌‌practice‌‌of‌‌this‌‌unprecedented‌‌freedom‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌‘desire‌‌to‌‌see’‌‌and‌‌a‌‌‘desire‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                                 

seen.‌ ‌In‌ ‌this‌ ‌regard,‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌Schleusener‌ ‌states‌ ‌concerning‌ ‌desire‌ ‌“‌to‌ ‌become‌ ‌“all-seeing,‌‌                       

all-knowing”‌ ‌(Eggers,‌ ‌2014,‌ ‌71)‌‌–‌‌the‌‌impulse‌‌to‌‌constantly‌‌‘check‌‌everything,’‌‌from‌‌emails‌‌                         

and‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌to‌ ‌physical‌ ‌activity‌ ‌and‌ ‌calorie‌ ‌consumption‌ ‌–‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌just‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌‌                             

‘self-entrepreneurship’‌ ‌(Bröckling,‌ ‌2007)‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Deleuzian‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘self-modulation”‌‌                 

(Schleusener,‌‌2018,‌‌194).‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌can‌‌also‌‌be‌‌construed‌‌as‌‌a‌‌‌symptomatic‌‌of‌‌the‌‌loss‌‌of‌‌                               

individual‌‌freedom‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌individuals‌‌by‌‌being‌‌watched‌‌and‌‌by‌‌watching‌‌through‌‌the‌‌                             

participatory‌ ‌actions‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌perform‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies,‌ ‌attribute‌ ‌a‌ ‌justification‌‌to‌‌                       

the‌ ‌external‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌and‌ ‌data‌ ‌exploitation.‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌bottom-up‌ ‌manifestation‌ ‌of‌‌                         

contemporary‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌ ‌to‌ ‌always‌ ‌participate,‌ ‌blurs‌‌the‌‌                         

boundaries‌ ‌between‌ ‌desire‌ ‌and‌ ‌compulsion,‌ ‌so‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say‌ ‌inner-directedness‌ ‌and‌‌                     

outer-directedness‌ ‌(‌Schleusener,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌this‌ ‌desire‌ ‌of‌‌total‌‌visibility‌‌effectively‌‌                   

legitimizes‌‌the‌‌advancement‌‌of‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌technologies‌‌of‌‌surveillance.‌‌With‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌this‌‌                         

underlining,‌ ‌‌Alexander‌ ‌Galloway‌ ‌highlights‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌bo‌ok‌ ‌‌Protocol:‌ ‌How‌ ‌Control‌ ‌Exists‌ ‌After‌‌                       

Decentralization‌‌‌(2004)‌‌‌that‌‌the‌‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌far‌‌from‌‌being‌‌                     

radical‌‌spaces‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌are‌‌spaces‌‌of‌‌control‌‌and‌‌surveillance‌‌in‌‌which‌‌external‌‌                           

agents‌ ‌are‌ ‌being‌ ‌authorized‌ ‌to‌ ‌access‌ ‌and‌ ‌data-mine‌ ‌personal‌ ‌e-records.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌‌                       

mentioned‌ ‌obscureness‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌boundaries‌ ‌between‌ ‌desire‌ ‌and‌ ‌compulsion‌ ‌makes‌ ‌the‌‌                     

control‌ ‌to‌ ‌become‌ ‌so‌ ‌integrated‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌pleasures‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌that‌ ‌individuals‌‌accept‌‌                           

this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌control‌ ‌with‌ ‌open‌ ‌arms.‌ ‌As‌ ‌‌Frida‌ ‌Beckman‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Although‌ ‌we‌ ‌are‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌vaguely‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌ways‌‌in‌‌which‌‌our‌‌increasingly,‌‌and‌‌                             

increasingly‌ ‌inescapable,‌ ‌digital‌ ‌existence‌ ‌makes‌ ‌it‌ ‌possible‌ ‌to‌ ‌monitor,‌ ‌mine‌ ‌and‌‌                     

profile‌ ‌our‌ ‌behaviour‌ ‌and‌ ‌desires‌ ‌everywhere‌‌and‌‌all‌‌the‌‌time,‌‌that‌‌very‌‌immediacy‌‌                         

itself‌ ‌–‌ ‌‘the‌ ‌stimulating‌ ‌distractions‌ ‌and‌ ‌sensual‌ ‌pleasures‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌new‌‌digital‌‌age’‌‌–‌‌                           
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sidetracks‌ ‌us‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌fact‌ ‌(Harcourt‌ ‌2015:‌ ‌3)...‌ ‌Because‌ ‌‘coercive‌ ‌surveillance‌‌                     

technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌now‌ ‌woven‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌very‌ ‌fabric‌ ‌of‌ ‌our‌ ‌pleasure‌ ‌and‌ ‌fantasies’,‌‌it‌‌has‌‌                             

become‌‌impossible,‌‌today,‌‌to‌‌separate‌‌between‌‌pleasure‌‌and‌‌punish‌‌(Harcourt‌‌2015:‌‌                     

21).‌ ‌(Beckman,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌12)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

As‌ ‌Beckman‌ ‌underlines,‌ ‌Bernard‌ ‌E.‌ ‌Harcourt‌‌precisely‌‌focuses‌‌on‌‌the‌‌influence‌‌of‌‌desires‌‌                         

on‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌practices‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌digitally‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌social‌‌                   

complexities.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌Harcourt‌ ‌stresses‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌digital‌ ‌technologies‌‌shape‌‌the‌‌                     

exposed,‌ ‌watched,‌ ‌recorded,‌ ‌predicted‌ ‌individual’s‌ ‌subjectivity‌ ‌(Harcourt,‌ ‌2015).‌ ‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌                   

individual’s‌ ‌inability‌ ‌to‌ ‌control‌ ‌the‌ ‌intimate‌ ‌information‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌constant‌ ‌craving‌‌                         

that‌‌they‌‌dedicate‌‌to‌‌rankings‌‌and‌‌ratings,‌‌to‌‌the‌‌number‌‌of‌‌“likes,”‌‌retweets,‌‌comments,‌‌and‌‌                             

shares‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌defines‌ ‌the‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌self.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Harcourt‌ ‌affirms:‌ ‌ 
‌ 

There‌‌is‌‌instead‌‌a‌‌deeply‌‌embedded‌‌self,‌‌shaped‌‌by‌‌these‌‌new‌‌digital‌‌technologies,‌‌                         

that‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌easily‌ ‌be‌ ‌pried‌ ‌open.‌ ‌We‌ ‌are‌ ‌deeply‌ ‌invested—‌ ‌with‌ ‌“investments‌ ‌of‌‌                         

desire,”‌ ‌as‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌suggested—‌ ‌and‌ ‌these‌ ‌investments‌ ‌need‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌explored.‌‌“We‌‌                       

never‌ ‌desire‌ ‌against‌ ‌our‌ ‌interests,”‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌explained,‌ ‌“because‌ ‌interest‌ ‌always‌‌                   

follows‌ ‌and‌ ‌finds‌ ‌itself‌ ‌where‌ ‌desire‌ ‌has‌ ‌placed‌ ‌it...‌ ‌That‌ ‌it‌ ‌shapes‌ ‌and‌ ‌produces‌‌                           

desires‌ ‌locked‌‌onto‌‌other‌‌desiring‌‌machines.‌‌Those‌‌other‌‌machines,‌‌we‌‌know‌‌them‌‌                       

well‌‌today.‌‌We‌‌are‌‌glued‌‌to‌‌them.‌‌Inseparable.‌‌And‌‌we‌‌give‌‌ourselves‌‌up‌‌to‌‌them—in‌‌                             

the‌‌process,‌‌giving‌‌ourselves‌‌away.‌‌This‌‌may‌‌also‌‌help‌‌to‌‌explain‌‌the‌‌self-destructive‌‌                         

nature‌‌of‌‌some‌‌of‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌cravings...‌‌We‌‌desire‌‌those‌‌digital‌‌spaces,‌‌those‌‌virtual‌‌                           

experiences,‌‌all‌‌those‌‌electronic‌‌gadgets—‌‌and‌‌we‌‌have‌‌become,‌‌slowly‌‌but‌‌surely,‌‌                       

slaves‌ ‌to‌ ‌them.‌ ‌Slaves‌ ‌to‌ ‌them‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌our‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌our‌ ‌desires‌ ‌for‌ ‌shares,‌ ‌clicks,‌‌                             

friends,‌ ‌and‌ ‌like.‌ ‌(Harcourt,‌ ‌2015,‌ ‌228)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌‌one‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌slavery‌‌rests‌‌on‌‌the‌‌choice-based‌‌actions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                   

individuals‌‌practiced‌‌as‌‌an‌‌expression‌‌of‌‌their‌‌liberated-selves.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌the‌‌process‌‌of‌‌                       

broader‌ ‌trend‌ ‌of‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌goes‌‌as‌‌follows:‌‌The‌‌human‌‌bodies‌‌are‌‌abstracted‌‌from‌‌their‌‌                           

material‌ ‌settings‌ ‌and‌ ‌are‌ ‌separated‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌series‌ ‌of‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌flows.‌ ‌Then,‌ ‌these‌ ‌flows‌ ‌are‌‌                             

reconciled‌‌into‌‌discrete‌‌‘data‌‌doubles’‌‌that‌‌are‌‌legitimately‌‌open‌‌to‌‌control,‌‌surveillance‌‌and‌‌                         

intervention‌ ‌(Harcourt,‌ ‌2015).‌ ‌This‌ ‌clarified‌ ‌process‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌starts‌ ‌when‌ ‌individuals‌‌                   

voluntarily‌‌cede‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌privacy,‌‌give‌‌up‌‌their‌‌personal‌‌data‌‌and‌‌expose‌‌their‌‌intimate‌‌                           

lives.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌voluntarily‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through‌ ‌renouncing‌‌                       

their‌ ‌informational‌ ‌privacy‌ ‌and‌ ‌informational‌ ‌self-determination‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌‌                   

information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  
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I‌ ‌consider‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌‌                           

factors(Y).‌‌‌The‌‌agents‌‌in‌‌question‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌ultimately‌‌cognizant‌‌‌since‌‌they‌‌are‌‌in‌‌a‌‌                             

space‌‌that‌‌they‌‌could‌‌experience‌‌their‌‌unique-selves‌‌in‌‌any‌‌ways‌‌that‌‌they‌‌want‌‌and‌‌choose‌‌                             

to‌‌express.‌‌In‌‌other‌‌words,‌‌unlike‌‌the‌‌other‌‌restrictive‌‌types‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌type‌‌                               

there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌such‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌enforced‌ ‌by‌ ‌any‌ ‌external‌ ‌and‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌ ‌can‌‌                           

incognizantly‌ ‌manipulate‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Therefore,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌                       

information‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌a‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌personality,‌ ‌they‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌disseminate‌ ‌their‌ ‌personal‌‌                           

data‌‌due‌‌to‌‌some‌‌parameters.‌‌The‌‌question,‌‌then,‌‌arises‌‌as‌‌what‌‌are‌‌those‌‌parameters?‌‌In‌‌                             

the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose,‌ ‌these‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌are‌‌                           

represented‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌‌ ‌  

As‌‌I‌‌emphasized‌‌previously,‌‌these‌‌parameters‌‌are‌‌exceedingly‌‌related‌‌to‌‌the‌‌desires‌‌                       

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌and‌ ‌these‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌are‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌desires.‌‌I‌‌                               

will‌‌dedicate‌‌more‌‌emphasis‌‌to‌‌this‌‌accentuation‌‌in‌‌the‌‌following‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter.‌‌Here,‌‌I‌‌                               

want‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                           

freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌freely‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌violate‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌and‌‌this‌‌                         

kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌violation‌ ‌is‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘consent’‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌given‌ ‌by‌‌                               

‘clicking’.‌ ‌In‌ ‌other‌ ‌words,‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌way‌ ‌to‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌informational‌ ‌privacy‌ ‌and‌‌                       

informational‌ ‌self-determination‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌domain‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                 

technologies‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌or‌ ‌to‌ ‌withhold‌ ‌‘consent’‌ ‌to‌ ‌certain‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌data‌ ‌processing.‌‌                           

Subsequently,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌stated‌ ‌that‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌choose‌‌to‌‌violate‌‌their‌‌informational‌‌privacy‌‌                         

and‌‌informational‌‌self-determination‌‌by‌‌cognizantly‌‌choosing‌‌to‌‌give‌‌their‌‌consents‌‌to,‌‌within‌‌                       

and‌‌through‌‌these‌‌technologies.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌magical‌‌gate‌‌to‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌                           

of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌within‌‌the‌‌domain‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌is‌‌a‌‌                         

novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌consent,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌call‌‌it‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’.‌‌Before‌‌getting‌‌into‌‌the‌‌parameters‌‌behind‌‌                               

this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌‌                             

between‌‌consent‌‌and‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌                       

within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

3.5‌ ‌‌Relationship‌ ‌Between‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌Consent‌ ‌within‌‌               
the‌ ‌Context‌ ‌of‌ ‌Information‌ ‌and‌ ‌Communication‌ ‌Technologies‌ ‌ 

‌ 
The‌ ‌term‌ ‌‘consent’‌ ‌is‌ ‌defined‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌verb‌ ‌meaning‌ ‌to‌ ‌agree‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌permission.‌‌                             

The‌ ‌same‌ ‌word‌ ‌is‌ ‌defined‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌noun‌ ‌meaning‌ ‌voluntary‌ ‌agreement‌ ‌(Illustrated‌ ‌Oxford‌‌                         

dictionary,‌‌1998).‌‌Even‌‌the‌‌field-specific‌‌accounts‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌agree‌‌on‌‌the‌‌core‌‌meaning‌‌of‌‌                           

the‌ ‌word‌ ‌(McConnell,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌an‌ ‌eminent‌ ‌legal‌ ‌dictionary‌ ‌defines‌ ‌consent‌ ‌as‌‌                       
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“agreement,‌ ‌approval,‌ ‌or‌ ‌permission‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌‌some‌‌act‌‌or‌‌purpose‌‌esp.‌‌given‌‌voluntarily‌‌by‌‌a‌‌                             

competent‌‌person”‌‌(Garner‌‌&‌‌Black,‌‌2009,‌‌346).‌‌One‌‌crucial‌‌characteristic‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌is‌‌that‌‌                           

it‌ ‌involves‌ ‌a‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌two‌ ‌agents:‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌giver‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌‌                             

receiver.‌ ‌Indeed,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌history‌ ‌of‌ ‌thought‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌notable‌‌attention‌‌dedicated‌‌to‌‌consent‌‌                             

starting‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌of‌ ‌Antiquity.‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌instance,‌‌Cicero‌‌emphasizes‌‌that‌‌consent‌‌is‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌most‌‌important‌‌symbols‌‌                         

of‌‌a‌‌well-ordered‌‌society‌‌(Cicero,‌‌1988).‌‌Thus,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌Roman‌‌Republic,‌‌as‌‌Ulpian,‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

prominent‌ ‌legal‌ ‌figures,‌ ‌states,‌ ‌unless‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌consent,‌ ‌there‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌no‌ ‌contractual‌‌                         

agreement‌‌since‌‌the‌‌function‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌is‌‌related‌‌to‌‌collect‌‌and‌‌to‌‌gather‌‌(Lee,‌‌2018).‌‌This‌‌                               

kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌function‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌to‌‌make‌‌individuals‌‌join‌‌together‌‌in‌‌the‌‌cultivation‌‌of‌‌a‌‌common‌‌                                 

social‌‌life,‌‌assigns‌‌consent‌‌and‌‌sovereignty‌‌to‌‌be‌‌mutually‌‌constitutive.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌as‌‌Lee‌‌                         

states‌ ‌“This‌ ‌line‌ ‌of‌ ‌reasoning,‌ ‌investigating‌ ‌the‌ ‌pre-social‌ ‌natural‌ ‌origins‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌sovereign‌‌                         

state‌‌in‌‌the‌‌free‌‌choices‌‌of‌‌individuals,‌‌serves‌‌as‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌key‌‌starting‌‌points‌‌of‌‌the‌‌modern‌‌                                   

social‌ ‌contract‌ ‌tradition”‌ ‌(Lee,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌14).‌‌Hence,‌‌Thomas‌‌Hobbes‌‌as‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌prominent‌‌                           

figures‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌modern‌ ‌social‌‌contract‌‌tradition‌‌underlines‌‌the‌‌individualistic‌‌characteristic‌‌of‌‌                       

consent‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌to‌ ‌constitute‌ ‌a‌ ‌sovereign‌ ‌state.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌Hobbesian‌ ‌theory,‌ ‌consent‌‌                           

performs‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌channel‌ ‌through‌ ‌which‌ ‌naturally‌ ‌free,‌ ‌equal‌ ‌and‌ ‌rights‌ ‌holding‌ ‌individuals‌‌                         

gather‌ ‌together‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌Hobbesian‌ ‌state‌ ‌of‌ ‌commonwealth‌ ‌for‌ ‌rational‌ ‌self-interest.‌‌                     

However,‌ ‌by‌ ‌underlining‌ ‌within‌ ‌his‌ ‌consent‌ ‌theory‌‌the‌‌rational‌‌self-interest‌‌aspect,‌‌Hobbes‌‌                       

proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌limitation‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌given‌ ‌consent.‌ ‌As‌ ‌he‌ ‌argues‌ ‌submission‌ ‌to‌ ‌another‌ ‌through‌‌                           

giving‌ ‌consent,‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌case‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌sovereign,‌ ‌to‌‌avoid‌‌the‌‌harm‌‌or‌‌death,‌‌counts‌‌as‌‌a‌‌valid‌‌                                   

form‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌resulting‌‌from‌‌rational‌‌calculation‌‌(Lee,‌‌2018).‌‌Therefore,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌survive‌‌                           

as‌ ‌an‌ ‌extension‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌rational‌ ‌self-interest,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌give‌ ‌consent‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌sovereign‌ ‌power.‌‌ ‌  

This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌limitation‌‌is‌‌also‌‌witnessed‌‌in‌‌the‌‌social‌‌contract‌‌theory‌‌of‌‌John‌‌Locke‌‌                               

in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌he‌‌insists‌‌on‌‌strict‌‌limitations‌‌on‌‌consent‌‌upon‌‌actions‌‌that‌‌potentially‌‌involve‌‌                               

risk,‌‌harm,‌‌or‌‌some‌‌other‌‌self-inflicted‌‌disadvantage‌‌(Lee,‌‌2018).‌‌Hence,‌‌his‌‌contract‌‌theory‌‌                         

prioritizes‌ ‌a‌ ‌civil‌ ‌government‌ ‌that‌ ‌secures‌ ‌individuals’‌ ‌enjoyment‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌‌properties.‌‌As‌‌he‌‌                         

underlines,‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌government‌‌is‌‌designed‌‌to‌‌protect‌‌the‌‌property‌‌rights‌‌of‌‌by‌‌nature‌‌                               

free,‌ ‌equal‌ ‌and‌ ‌independent‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌(Lee,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌protection‌ ‌can‌ ‌only‌ ‌be‌‌                           

secured‌‌by‌‌the‌‌individual's‌‌consent.‌‌The‌‌individual‌‌consent,‌‌here,‌‌as‌‌Locke‌‌argues‌‌is‌‌a‌‌‘tacit‌‌                             

consent’.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Watner‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Tacit‌ ‌consent‌ ‌meant‌ ‌that‌ ‌one‌ ‌accepted‌ ‌the‌ ‌government‌ ‌one‌ ‌lived‌ ‌under‌ ‌simply‌‌                       

because‌ ‌one‌ ‌continued‌ ‌to‌ ‌live‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌geographic‌ ‌area‌ ‌over‌ ‌which‌ ‌it‌ ‌maintained‌‌                         

jurisdiction.‌ ‌Owning‌ ‌property‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌governmental‌ ‌law‌ ‌and‌‌using‌‌government‌‌                   

services‌ ‌of‌ ‌one‌ ‌sort‌ ‌or‌ ‌another‌ ‌indicated‌ ‌one's‌ ‌support.‌ ‌(Watner,‌ ‌1986,‌ ‌122)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
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Thus,‌ ‌Locke‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌consent‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌civil‌ ‌government,‌ ‌and‌ ‌he‌ ‌also‌‌                           

underlines‌ ‌that‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌being‌ ‌the‌ ‌workmanship‌ ‌of‌ ‌God‌ ‌is‌ ‌bound‌ ‌under‌ ‌natural‌ ‌law‌ ‌to‌‌                           

preserve‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌consent‌ ‌to‌ ‌anything‌ ‌that‌ ‌puts‌ ‌them‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌‌                               

situation‌‌that‌‌is‌‌against‌‌their‌‌free,‌‌equal‌‌and‌‌independent‌‌selves‌‌(Lee,‌‌2018).‌‌Hence,‌‌parallel‌‌                           

to‌ ‌modern‌ ‌theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌consent‌ ‌there‌ ‌was‌ ‌a‌ ‌flourishing‌ ‌modern‌ ‌scepticism‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌issue‌ ‌of‌‌                             

consent.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌as‌ ‌David‌‌Hume‌‌emphasizes,‌‌the‌‌modern‌‌political‌‌authority‌‌is‌‌based‌‌                         

upon‌‌either‌‌any‌‌pretence‌‌of‌‌a‌‌fair‌‌consent,‌‌or‌‌voluntary‌‌subjection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌(Hume,‌‌                             

1752‌ ‌[1994]).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌for‌ ‌Hume,‌ ‌“consent‌ ‌almost‌‌never‌‌serves‌‌as‌‌the‌‌just‌‌foundation‌‌of‌‌                           

government”‌ ‌(Hume,‌ ‌1752‌ ‌[1994],‌ ‌192).‌ ‌The‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌although‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌‌                           

distinct‌ ‌theories‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌relevance‌ ‌of‌ ‌consent‌ ‌starting‌ ‌from‌‌                         

Antiquity‌ ‌up‌ ‌until‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌times,‌ ‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌broad‌‌agreement‌‌among‌‌thinkers‌‌that‌‌                           

the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌cases‌ ‌of‌ ‌valid‌ ‌consent‌ ‌enable‌ ‌permission.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌debates‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌consent‌ ‌revolves‌ ‌around‌ ‌the‌‌                     

understanding‌ ‌that‌ ‌“Consent‌ ‌makes‌ ‌otherwise‌ ‌(pro‌ ‌tanto)‌ ‌prohibited‌ ‌acts‌ ‌(pro‌ ‌tanto)‌‌                     

permitted,‌ ‌removing‌‌the‌‌wrongfulness‌‌(in‌‌the‌‌relevant‌‌respect)‌‌of‌‌acts‌‌that‌‌would‌‌otherwise‌‌                         

constitute‌‌wrongings''‌‌(Koch,‌‌2018,‌‌37).‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌accentuation‌‌regarding‌‌the‌‌issue‌‌of‌‌                           

consent‌‌is‌‌underlined‌‌by‌‌many‌‌thinkers‌‌within‌‌the‌‌literature‌‌(Thomson,‌‌1992;‌‌Wellman,‌‌1997;‌‌                         

Westen,‌ ‌2004;‌ ‌Shiffrin,‌ ‌2008;‌ ‌Watson,‌ ‌2009;‌ ‌Dougherty,‌ ‌2015;‌ ‌Schaber,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌the‌‌                       

essential‌‌point‌‌is‌‌that‌‌if‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌consents,‌‌then,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌no‌‌wrongdoing.‌‌Respectively,‌‌it‌‌                             

can‌ ‌be‌ ‌derived‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌perspective‌ ‌that‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌who‌‌consents‌‌cannot‌‌be‌‌exploited.‌‌                           

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌if‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌gives‌ ‌consent‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌particular‌ ‌X,‌ ‌then‌ ‌this‌ ‌individual‌ ‌does‌‌not‌‌                               

have‌ ‌a‌ ‌right‌ ‌to‌ ‌complain,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌‌the‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌this‌‌consent‌‌giving‌‌causes‌‌harm‌‌that‌‌                               

would‌ ‌otherwise‌ ‌give‌ ‌rise‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌moral‌ ‌or‌ ‌legal‌ ‌claim‌ ‌against‌ ‌the‌ ‌injurer‌ ‌(Hurd,‌ ‌2018).‌‌                             

Therefore,‌ ‌consent‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌magic‌‌that‌‌can‌‌turn‌‌an‌‌exploitive‌‌act‌‌into‌‌a‌‌non-exploitive‌‌                               

one‌ ‌(Hurd,‌ ‌1996).‌ ‌In‌ ‌other‌ ‌words,‌ ‌as‌ ‌John‌‌Kleinig‌‌states‌‌“consent‌‌can‌‌sometimes‌‌function‌‌                           

like‌ ‌a‌ ‌proprietary‌ ‌gate‌ ‌that‌ ‌one‌ ‌opens‌ ‌to‌ ‌allow‌ ‌another’s‌ ‌access,‌ ‌access‌ ‌that‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌‌                             

impermissible‌‌absent‌‌the‌‌act‌‌of‌‌voluntarily‌‌opening‌‌the‌‌gate”‌‌(Kleinig,‌‌2010,‌‌4).‌‌Respectively,‌‌                         

this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌emphasis‌‌situates‌‌consenting‌‌individuals‌‌to‌‌have‌‌the‌‌sole‌‌responsibility‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                             

consequences‌‌of‌‌their‌‌given‌‌consent.‌‌Therefore,‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌must‌‌be‌‌aware‌‌of‌‌what‌‌she‌‌is‌‌                             

consenting‌ ‌for‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌given‌ ‌consent‌ ‌can‌ ‌cause‌ ‌or‌ ‌bring‌ ‌about.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌literature‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌theory‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌which‌‌is‌‌aware‌‌of‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌giver,‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌some‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌consent‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌valid.‌‌These‌‌                           

necessary‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌are‌ ‌that‌‌the‌‌given‌‌consent‌‌must‌‌be‌‌intentional‌‌and‌‌must‌‌be‌‌voluntary‌‌                           

(Beauchamp‌ ‌2005;‌ ‌Walker,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌Also,‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌giver‌ ‌must‌ ‌have‌ ‌sufficient‌‌                     

understanding‌‌of‌‌what‌‌is‌‌involved‌‌and‌‌must‌‌be‌‌informed‌‌(Beauchamp‌‌2005;‌‌Walker,‌‌2018).‌‌                         

All‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌conditions‌‌met,‌‌the‌‌given‌‌consent‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌autonomous‌‌and‌‌free‌‌                           

enough‌ ‌to‌ ‌legitimize‌ ‌or‌ ‌justify‌ ‌the‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌it‌ ‌produces‌ ‌(Guillarme,‌ ‌2012).‌‌ ‌  
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Here,‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌is‌ ‌really‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌research.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌consent‌ ‌is‌ ‌essentially‌‌                         

considered‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌central‌ ‌role‌ ‌in‌ ‌safeguarding‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌have,‌ ‌in‌ ‌detail,‌‌                             

emphasized‌‌in‌‌the‌‌second‌‌chapter,‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌closely‌‌related‌‌to‌‌individual‌‌self-rule‌‌                         

and‌ ‌correspondingly‌ ‌is‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌any‌ ‌coercion‌ ‌coming‌ ‌from‌ ‌an‌ ‌external‌‌                           

agent.‌‌If‌‌we‌‌apply‌‌this‌‌inference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌consent‌‌rhetoric,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌affirmed‌‌that‌‌if‌‌a‌‌competent‌‌                                   

individual‌ ‌in‌‌an‌‌informed‌‌manner‌‌voluntarily‌‌and‌‌intentionally‌‌gives‌‌her‌‌consent‌‌to‌‌a‌‌X‌‌(can‌‌                             

be‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent‌ ‌or‌ ‌an‌ ‌action),‌‌this‌‌consent‌‌giving‌‌action‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                   

individual‌‌self-rule.‌‌Respectively,‌‌if‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌gives‌‌her‌‌consent‌‌to‌‌a‌‌X‌‌(can‌‌be‌‌an‌‌agent‌‌or‌‌                                 

an‌ ‌action),‌ ‌then‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌default‌ ‌is‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-coercive‌ ‌which‌ ‌means‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌given‌‌                             

consent‌ ‌ensures‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌it‌‌transforms‌‌the‌‌coercion‌‌coming‌‌from‌‌                           

the‌ ‌X‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌non-coercive.‌ ‌Respectively,‌‌many‌‌theorists‌‌underline‌‌to‌‌pay‌‌a‌‌detailed‌‌scrutiny‌‌                           

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌fulfilment‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌valid‌ ‌consent‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌the‌‌consent‌‌giver‌‌                               

must‌ ‌be‌ ‌competent,‌ ‌must‌ ‌have‌ ‌sufficient‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌involved‌ ‌and‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌‌                           

informed.‌ ‌Besides,‌ ‌consent‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌given‌ ‌voluntarily‌‌and‌‌intentionally‌‌(Beauchamp,‌‌2005;‌‌                     

Walker,‌ ‌2018).‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌aim‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌is‌‌not‌‌to‌‌give‌‌a‌‌detailed‌‌reading‌‌on‌‌the‌‌distinct‌‌determinants‌‌                               

of‌‌these‌‌necessary‌‌conditions.‌‌Therefore,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌not‌‌get‌‌into‌‌the‌‌details‌‌of‌‌this‌‌subject‌‌matter.‌‌                               

Yet,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌these‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌valid‌ ‌consent‌ ‌become‌ ‌less‌‌                               

significant‌ ‌and‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌fulfilled‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                   

technologies.‌ ‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌before,‌ ‌informational‌ ‌privacy‌ ‌and‌ ‌informational‌‌                   

self-determination‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌‌                       

information‌ ‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies.‌‌Thereupon,‌‌the‌‌most‌‌prominent‌‌way‌‌in‌‌which‌‌                     

individuals‌ ‌can‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌informational‌ ‌privacy‌ ‌and‌ ‌informational‌ ‌self-determination‌ ‌is‌ ‌by‌‌                   

giving‌ ‌or‌ ‌withholding‌ ‌consent‌ ‌to‌ ‌certain‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌data‌ ‌processing.‌‌ ‌  

One‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌difference‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌given‌ ‌within‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                   

communication‌‌technologies‌‌from‌‌the‌‌consent‌‌given‌‌within‌‌the‌‌physical/material‌‌world‌‌is‌‌that‌‌                       

the‌ ‌one‌ ‌given‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌domain‌‌is‌‌by‌‌default‌‌                         

accepted‌‌as‌‌valid.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌careful‌‌scrutinization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌necessary‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌a‌‌valid‌‌                           

consent‌‌belonging‌‌to‌‌a‌‌non-digital‌‌era‌‌loses‌‌its‌‌significance.‌‌The‌‌primary‌‌reason‌‌behind‌‌this‌‌                           

inference‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌domain‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌functions‌‌                   

through‌‌the‌‌‘click‌‌consent’‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌In‌‌practical‌‌manners‌‌as‌‌soon‌‌as‌‌the‌‌consent‌‌is‌‌                               

given‌ ‌through‌ ‌clicking,‌ ‌then,‌ ‌the‌ ‌given‌ ‌consent‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌valid‌ ‌without‌ ‌the‌ ‌exhaustive‌‌                       

consideration‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌valid‌ ‌consent.‌ ‌Furthermore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌widely‌‌                       

accepted‌‌liberating‌‌nature‌‌of‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌acknowledge‌‌the‌‌participating‌‌individuals‌‌to‌‌                     

be‌ ‌self-ruled,‌ ‌competent‌ ‌and‌ ‌voluntarily‌ ‌acting‌ ‌with‌ ‌an‌ ‌intention‌ ‌to‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌their‌‌                       

authentic-selves.‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌is‌ ‌bolstered‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌fact‌ ‌that‌ ‌in‌ ‌almost‌ ‌every‌‌                             

process‌‌functioning‌‌through‌‌these‌‌technologies,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌detailed‌‌information‌‌declared‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                       
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use‌‌and‌‌process‌‌of‌‌the‌‌shared‌‌data.‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌fact‌‌is‌‌contemplated‌‌to‌‌satisfy‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                     

necessary‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌valid‌ ‌consent‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌prerequisite‌ ‌that‌‌                         

individuals‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌informed‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌a‌ ‌consent.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Bert-Jaap‌ ‌Koops‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

It‌ ‌is‌ ‌generally‌ ‌recognised‌ ‌that‌ ‌with‌ ‌Internet-based‌ ‌services,‌ ‌most‌ ‌people‌ ‌just‌ ‌tick‌‌                       

consent‌ ‌boxes‌ ‌without‌ ‌reading‌ ‌or‌‌understanding‌‌privacy‌‌statements,‌‌or‌‌that‌‌service‌‌                     

providers‌ ‌sometimes‌ ‌assume‌ ‌that‌ ‌website‌ ‌visitors‌ ‌are‌ ‌somehow‌ ‌miraculously‌‌                 

informed‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌privacy‌ ‌statement‌‌and‌‌automatically‌‌give‌‌consent‌‌by‌‌merely‌‌visiting‌‌                       

the‌‌website...‌‌The‌‌continued‌‌belief‌‌in‌‌consent‌‌as‌‌a‌‌major‌‌legitimating‌‌ground‌‌also‌‌in‌‌                           

online‌‌contexts‌‌denies‌‌the‌‌reality‌‌of‌‌21st-century‌‌data‌‌processing,‌‌which‌‌creates‌‌two‌‌                       

fundamental‌‌challenges‌‌that‌‌make‌‌informed‌‌and‌‌voluntary‌‌consent‌‌a‌‌Sisyphean‌‌task.‌‌                     

Often,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌little‌‌to‌‌choose:‌‌if‌‌you‌‌want‌‌to‌‌use‌‌a‌‌service,‌‌you‌‌have‌‌to‌‌comply‌‌with‌‌                                   

the‌ ‌conditions—if‌ ‌you‌‌do‌‌not‌‌tick‌‌the‌‌consent‌‌box,‌‌access‌‌will‌‌be‌‌denied.‌‌And‌‌there‌‌                             

are‌ ‌no‌ ‌good‌ ‌alternatives:‌ ‌most‌ ‌other‌ ‌providers‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌service‌ ‌you‌ ‌want‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌‌                           

same‌‌practice‌‌and‌‌similar‌‌data-processing‌‌conditions,‌‌and‌‌with‌‌the‌‌most-used‌‌major‌‌                     

services,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌Facebook,‌ ‌Google,‌ ‌or‌ ‌Twitter,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌realistic‌ ‌alternative‌ ‌for‌‌                         

most‌ ‌people.‌ ‌(Koops,‌ ‌2014,‌ ‌251-252)‌ ‌ 
‌ 

All‌ ‌the‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌considered,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌growing‌ ‌literature‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         

problematic‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘click‌ ‌consent’‌ ‌(Lynskey,‌ ‌2015;‌ ‌Austin,‌ ‌2014;‌ ‌Zanfir,‌ ‌2014;‌ ‌Koops,‌ ‌2014;‌‌                       

Schermer‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2014;‌ ‌Rhoen,‌ ‌2016;‌ ‌Solove,‌ ‌2013).‌ ‌Nonetheless,‌ ‌since‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌within‌                       

the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌are‌‌abstracted‌‌from‌‌their‌‌material‌‌                       

settings‌‌and‌‌are‌‌separated‌‌into‌‌a‌‌series‌‌of‌‌distinct‌‌flows‌‌and‌‌these‌‌flows‌‌are‌‌reconciled‌‌into‌‌                               

discrete‌‌‘data‌‌doubles’,‌‌the‌‌regulative‌‌management‌‌of‌‌the‌‌problems‌‌that‌‌come‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌                           

‘click‌ ‌consent’‌ ‌is‌ ‌troublesome‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌handled.‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌trouble‌ ‌is‌ ‌bolstered‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                             

previously‌‌underlined‌‌non-restrictive‌‌nature‌‌of‌‌these‌‌technologies.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌although‌‌                 

there‌‌are‌‌regulatory‌‌and‌‌legal‌‌initiatives‌‌to‌‌protect‌‌the‌‌informational‌‌privacy‌‌and‌‌informational‌‌                         

self-determination,‌‌the‌‌applicability‌‌of‌‌these‌‌laws‌‌and‌‌regulations‌‌are‌‌insufficient‌‌to‌‌manage‌‌                       

the‌ ‌challenges‌ ‌that‌ ‌arise‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌legal‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌‌in‌‌effect‌‌on‌‌the‌‌management‌‌of‌‌informational‌‌privacy‌‌                         

and‌‌informational‌‌self-determination‌‌are‌‌out‌‌of‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research.‌‌However,‌‌consent‌‌                         

is‌ ‌still‌ ‌the‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌data‌ ‌protection‌ ‌policies‌ ‌despite‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌previously‌‌                           

underlined‌ ‌problematics‌ ‌(‌Austin,‌ ‌2014,‌ ‌136;‌ ‌Zanfir,‌ ‌2014,‌ ‌239;‌ ‌Koops,‌ ‌2014,‌ ‌251)‌.‌ ‌Thus,‌‌                       

although‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌effort‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌regulative‌ ‌bases‌ ‌to‌ ‌protect‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌rights‌ ‌and‌‌                             

freedoms‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌processing‌ ‌of‌ ‌personal‌ ‌data,‌ ‌the‌ ‌reforms‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌‌                           

introduced‌ ‌still‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌prioritize‌ ‌consent.‌ ‌As‌ ‌‌Benjamin‌ ‌Bergemann‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 
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This‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌true‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌1995‌ ‌Data‌ ‌Protection‌ ‌Directive‌ ‌(DPD)‌ ‌and‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌‌                           

continued‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌new‌‌General‌‌Data‌‌Protection‌‌Regulation‌‌(GDPR).‌‌Here,‌‌consent‌‌is‌‌                       

defined‌ ‌as‌ ‌“any‌ ‌freely‌ ‌given,‌ ‌specific,‌ ‌informed‌ ‌and‌ ‌unambiguous‌ ‌indication‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

data‌ ‌subject's‌ ‌wishes‌ ‌by‌ ‌which‌ ‌he‌ ‌or‌ ‌she,‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌statement‌ ‌or‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌‌clear‌‌affirmative‌‌                               

action,‌‌signifies‌‌agreement‌‌to‌‌the‌‌processing‌‌of‌‌personal‌‌data‌‌relating‌‌to‌‌him‌‌or‌‌her”‌‌                           

(art‌‌4).‌‌The‌‌challenge‌‌of‌‌updating‌‌the‌‌legal‌‌framework,‌‌to‌‌enable‌‌it‌‌to‌‌stand‌‌the‌‌test‌‌of‌‌                                 

time‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌coming‌ ‌decade‌ ‌or‌ ‌so,‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌taken‌‌up‌‌by‌‌the‌‌European‌‌regulator,‌‌in‌‌                               

the‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌proposal‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌General‌ ‌Data‌ ‌Protection‌ ‌Regulation‌ ‌(GDPR)‌ ‌that‌ ‌will‌‌                           

replace‌ ‌the‌ ‌Data‌ ‌Protection‌ ‌Directive‌ ‌(DPD).‌ ‌‌(Bergemann,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌113)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Here,‌‌the‌‌introduction‌‌of‌‌the‌‌GDPR‌‌is‌‌one‌‌reform‌‌done‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌Europe.‌‌Yet,‌‌the‌                                 

reforms‌‌done‌‌on‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌data‌‌protection‌‌regulations‌‌all‌‌over‌‌the‌‌world‌‌narrowly‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌a‌‌                               

single‌ ‌general‌ ‌framework‌ ‌of‌ ‌data‌ ‌protection‌‌law‌‌to‌‌solve‌‌excessive‌‌amounts‌‌of‌‌information‌‌                         

and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌related‌‌challenges.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌general‌‌framework‌‌prioritizes‌‌                   

putting‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌in‌ ‌control‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌data‌ ‌since‌ ‌informational‌ ‌self-determination‌ ‌and‌‌                     

informational‌ ‌privacy‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌rights‌ ‌to‌ ‌data‌ ‌protection.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌all‌ ‌things‌‌                       

considered,‌ ‌the‌ ‌protection‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                       

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌depend‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌As‌ ‌an‌‌                       

extension‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌inference,‌ ‌if‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌gives‌ ‌her‌ ‌‘click‌ ‌consent’‌ ‌to‌ ‌and‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌‌                             

technologies,‌ ‌this‌ ‌action‌ ‌is‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌reflection‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌I‌‌                         

acknowledge‌‌this‌‌mentioned‌‌action‌‌as‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌                           

is:‌ ‌Cognizant‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedoms’‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘click‌ ‌consent’‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌‌                         

choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌to‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  

I‌‌propose‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌an‌‌overlooked‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌                             

a‌‌restriction‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌the‌‌agents‌‌in‌‌question‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌ultimately‌‌cognizant‌‌                         

since‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌space‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌could‌ ‌experience‌ ‌their‌ ‌unique-selves‌ ‌in‌‌any‌‌ways‌‌that‌‌                               

they‌ ‌want‌ ‌and‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌express.‌ ‌In‌ ‌other‌ ‌words,‌ ‌unlike‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌in‌‌this‌‌type‌‌there‌‌is‌‌no‌‌such‌‌manipulation‌‌enforced‌‌by‌‌any‌‌external‌‌and‌‌                             

internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌ ‌can‌ ‌incognizantly‌ ‌manipulate‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌‌                     

individuals‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌consequences‌‌of‌‌their‌‌sharings‌‌through‌‌their‌‌‘click‌‌consent’,‌‌                         

they‌ ‌still‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌disseminate‌ ‌their‌ ‌personal‌ ‌data‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌some‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌ ‌factors.‌‌                           

The‌ ‌question,‌ ‌then,‌ ‌arises‌ ‌as‌ ‌what‌ ‌are‌‌those‌‌parameters‌‌and‌‌factors?‌‌In‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                               

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose,‌ ‌these‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌are‌ ‌represented‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                         

internal‌‌factors.‌‌As‌‌I‌‌emphasized‌‌previously,‌‌these‌‌parameters‌‌are‌‌exceedingly‌‌related‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                         

desires‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌and‌‌these‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌are‌‌contemplated‌‌as‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

desires‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌‌                               

parameters‌ ‌that‌ ‌set‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 
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‌ 

3.6‌ ‌Back‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌Novel‌ ‌Type‌ ‌of‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom:‌‌                     

The‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Cognizant‌ ‌Agents(X)‌ ‌by‌‌                 
Internal‌‌Factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌within‌‌the‌‌Context‌‌of‌‌                 
Information‌ ‌and‌ ‌Communication‌ ‌Technologies‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
Information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌to‌‌be‌‌spaces‌‌that‌‌offer‌‌                     

limitless‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌for‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌express‌ ‌and‌ ‌experience‌ ‌their‌ ‌unique-selves.‌ ‌This‌‌                     

emphasis‌‌is‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌perception‌‌that‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌ontologically‌‌offer‌‌liberation‌‌                       

from‌ ‌surveillance,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌domination‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌micro‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌enforce.‌‌                       

However,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌suggests,‌ ‌human‌ ‌actors‌ ‌in‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                       

mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌themselves,‌ ‌by‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌participating‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌‌                   

Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌constant‌ ‌engagement‌ ‌creates‌ ‌complete‌ ‌visibility‌ ‌which‌ ‌bolsters‌ ‌the‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌‌                       

individual‌‌freedom.‌‌The‌‌one‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌complete‌‌visibility‌‌here‌‌is‌‌not‌‌to‌‌ensure‌‌                               

complete‌ ‌control‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌ ‌agents‌ ‌as‌ ‌in‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌but‌ ‌rather‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                             

agent's‌ ‌own‌‌deepest‌‌desire‌‌which‌‌guides‌‌the‌‌free‌‌actions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌agent.‌‌Unlike‌‌the‌‌panoptic‌‌                             

society‌‌in‌‌which‌‌bodies‌‌are‌‌subjectified‌‌and‌‌controlled‌‌by‌‌the‌‌power‌‌processes,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌control‌‌                             

society‌ ‌which‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌spaces,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                       

subjectification‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌their‌ ‌beings‌ ‌meaningful.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Basturk‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌‌semiology‌‌of‌‌the‌‌political‌‌economy‌‌of‌‌the‌‌sign‌‌works‌‌by‌‌deterritorialization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

meanings‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌be‌‌reduced‌‌into‌‌the‌‌gaze‌‌which‌‌constantly‌‌and‌‌flowingly‌‌occurs.‌‌                           

The‌ ‌difference‌ ‌between‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌and‌ ‌gaze‌ ‌should‌ ‌be‌ ‌realized‌ ‌here,‌ ‌because‌‌                     

gaze‌ ‌refers‌ ‌a‌ ‌practice‌ ‌by‌ ‌which‌ ‌desires‌ ‌deterritorialized‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌located‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌‌                         

coded‌ ‌identities‌ ‌capturing‌ ‌these‌ ‌desires‌ ‌and‌ ‌denominate‌ ‌them.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                     

reterritorialization,‌‌which‌‌firstly‌‌separates‌‌desires‌‌from‌‌being‌‌and‌‌then‌‌locate‌‌them‌‌in‌‌                       

another‌ ‌context…‌ ‌The‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌should‌ ‌be‌ ‌understood‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌function‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                       

exercised‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌modulative‌ ‌forces‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌society;‌ ‌and‌ ‌these‌ ‌forces‌ ‌also‌ ‌set‌ ‌up‌ ‌a‌‌                             

subjectification‌ ‌process‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌make‌ ‌them‌ ‌subjects‌ ‌by‌‌functioning‌‌the‌‌                     

gaze.‌‌The‌‌gaze,‌‌here‌‌marks‌‌a‌‌process‌‌which‌‌correlates‌‌the‌‌desires‌‌and‌‌codes;‌‌and‌‌                           

post‌ ‌panoptic‌ ‌power‌ ‌works‌‌by‌‌creating‌‌and‌‌demonstrating‌‌these‌‌codes‌‌to‌‌people‌‌in‌‌                         

order‌ ‌to‌ ‌modulate‌ ‌them‌ ‌with‌ ‌these‌ ‌codes.‌ ‌(Basturk,‌ ‌2017,‌ ‌12)‌‌ ‌  
‌ 

Accordingly,‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌seek‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌express‌ ‌their‌ ‌uniqueness.‌ ‌Individuals‌‌                   

perceive‌‌their‌‌uniqueness‌‌as‌‌real‌‌by‌‌revealing‌‌their‌‌desires‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌be‌‌the‌‌very‌‌focus‌‌of‌‌                                 
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the‌‌gaze‌‌and‌‌these‌‌desires‌‌are‌‌constantly‌‌modulated‌‌with‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌constantly‌‌altering‌‌                         

codes.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌perceive‌ ‌visibility‌ ‌through‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌desire‌ ‌for‌‌                       

the‌ ‌proof‌ ‌of‌ ‌being.‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌recognition‌ ‌triggers‌ ‌a‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌‌surveillance‌‌that‌‌no‌‌longer‌‌                                 

represents‌ ‌a‌ ‌power‌ ‌technique‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌governmental‌ ‌reason‌ ‌but‌ ‌represents‌ ‌an‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌practice‌ ‌of‌ ‌daily‌ ‌life‌ ‌which‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌continuation‌‌of‌‌observing‌‌(Mathiesen,‌‌                         

1997).‌‌Thus,‌‌“this‌‌form‌‌of‌‌power‌‌is‌‌faster‌‌and‌‌freer‌‌–‌‌it‌‌does‌‌not‌‌depend‌‌on‌‌institutions‌‌and‌‌                                   

on‌‌moulding‌‌individuals‌‌according‌‌to‌‌their‌‌norms,‌‌but‌‌on‌‌the‌‌constant‌‌modulation‌‌and‌‌coding‌‌                           

of‌ ‌affects‌ ‌and‌ ‌desires”‌ ‌(Beckman,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌4).‌‌ ‌  

Deleuze‌ ‌relates‌ ‌this‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌control‌ ‌society‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌technical‌‌                       

machines‌‌of‌‌a‌‌given‌‌milieu‌‌which,‌‌as‌‌he‌‌asserts,‌‌functions‌‌through/by‌‌the‌‌desires.‌‌Hence,‌‌he‌‌                             

proposes‌‌the‌‌defining‌‌characteristics‌‌of‌‌control‌‌as‌‌the‌‌continuous‌‌system‌‌of‌‌modulation‌‌and‌‌                         

he‌ ‌asserts‌ ‌‘dividuals’‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌society,‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌selves,‌ ‌affects,‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌‌                             

identified,‌ ‌addressed‌ ‌and‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌by‌ ‌means‌ ‌of‌ ‌samples‌ ‌and‌ ‌data,‌‌actively‌‌participate‌‌in‌‌                         

this‌‌continuous‌‌system‌‌of‌‌modulation‌‌(Beckman,‌‌2018).‌‌According‌‌to‌‌Deleuze,‌‌desire‌‌comes‌‌                       

first‌ ‌and‌ ‌structures‌ ‌all‌ ‌relations‌ ‌and‌ ‌desire,‌ ‌assembled‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌field,‌ ‌disseminates‌‌                         

power‌ ‌relations‌ ‌(Deleuze,‌ ‌2006a).‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌control‌ ‌occurs‌ ‌in‌ ‌all‌ ‌facets‌ ‌of‌ ‌society‌‌                       

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌active‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌dividuals‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌collective‌‌desire‌‌for‌‌more‌‌freedom‌‌                           

leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌dispersed‌ ‌but‌ ‌extensive‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌(Gilge,‌ ‌2015).‌ ‌ 

This‌ ‌line‌ ‌of‌ ‌underlining‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌the‌ ‌question‌ ‌which‌ ‌was‌ ‌once‌ ‌established‌ ‌by‌ ‌Gilles‌‌                         

Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌Félix‌ ‌‌Guattari‌ ‌early‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌Anti-Oedipus‌ ‌‌(1972‌ ‌[1983])‌ ‌and‌ ‌revisited‌ ‌again‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌A‌‌                           

thousand‌ ‌Plateaus‌ ‌‌(1972‌ ‌[1987]):‌ ‌Why‌ ‌do‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌desire‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌repression?‌ ‌If‌ ‌this‌‌                         

question‌‌is‌‌adapted‌‌to‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌then,‌‌the‌‌question‌‌can‌‌be‌‌revised‌‌as‌‌why‌‌                                 

do‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌desire‌ ‌to‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌their‌ ‌active‌‌                         

participation‌ ‌within‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies?‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌come‌‌                     

up‌‌with‌‌an‌‌attempt‌‌to‌‌answer‌‌this‌‌question,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌crucial‌‌to‌‌dedicate‌‌some‌‌amount‌‌of‌‌attention‌‌                                 

to‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari’s‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌desire.‌  ‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌in‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌papers:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Deleuze‌‌and‌‌Guattari,‌‌in‌‌their‌‌1972‌‌book,‌‌Anti-Oedipus,‌‌challenge‌‌the‌‌psychoanalytic‌‌                     

tradition‌ ‌of‌ ‌Freud‌ ‌and‌ ‌Lacan‌ ‌which‌ ‌considers‌ ‌dreams‌ ‌and‌ ‌fantasies‌ ‌as‌‌                     

representations‌ ‌of‌ ‌desire.‌ ‌For‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari,‌ ‌desire‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌production‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

assemblage‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘machines’‌ ‌created‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘factory’‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌unconscious.‌ ‌By‌ ‌this,‌ ‌they‌‌                         

mean‌‌that‌‌desire‌‌is‌‌a‌‌force‌‌that‌‌motivates‌‌behaviour‌‌through‌‌a‌‌consciousness‌‌that‌‌is‌‌                           

shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌drives,‌ ‌motives‌ ‌and‌ ‌inclinations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌unconscious,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                       

unconscious‌ ‌itself‌ ‌under‌ ‌a‌ ‌constant‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌rearrangement‌ ‌determined‌ ‌by‌‌                   

relations‌‌between‌‌the‌‌‘machines’‌‌of‌‌desire‌‌within‌‌a‌‌capitalist‌‌society‌‌(Özpolat,‌‌2018).‌‌                       

Desire,‌ ‌for‌ ‌Deleuze,‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌vital‌ ‌force‌ ‌which‌ ‌functionally‌ ‌organises‌ ‌a‌‌complex‌‌                           
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arrangement‌ ‌of‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌objects,‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌and‌ ‌experiences‌ ‌(Deleuze‌ ‌&‌‌                     

Guattari,‌ ‌2000;‌ ‌2005).‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020,‌ ‌573)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Subsequently,‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌that‌ ‌desires‌ ‌motivate‌ ‌and‌ ‌animate‌ ‌behavior‌‌                     

and‌‌they‌‌precisely‌‌scrutinize‌‌how‌‌control‌‌societies‌‌which‌‌function‌‌through‌‌constant‌‌process‌‌                       

of‌ ‌rearrangements‌ ‌transform‌ ‌desires‌ ‌to‌ ‌interests‌‌and‌‌actions‌‌(Kozinets‌‌et‌‌al.,‌‌2016).‌‌Thus,‌‌                         

Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari’s‌ ‌theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌desire‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌‌itself,‌‌and‌‌on‌‌its‌‌blockages,‌‌                             

flows‌ ‌and‌ ‌transmutation‌ ‌into‌ ‌interests‌ ‌and‌ ‌actions‌ ‌(Kozinets‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2016)‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌closely‌‌                           

related‌‌to‌‌connections‌‌and‌‌disconnections,‌‌a‌‌continuous‌‌system‌‌of‌‌modulations.‌‌As‌‌Kozinets‌‌                       

et‌ ‌al.‌ ‌express:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Desire‌‌functions‌‌by‌‌connecting‌‌different‌‌things‌‌into‌‌systems.‌‌Through‌‌connection,‌‌the‌‌                     

energy‌‌of‌‌desire‌‌flows.‌‌Because‌‌of‌‌the‌‌flows‌‌of‌‌energetic‌‌desire,‌‌things‌‌connect‌‌and‌‌                           

disconnect.‌ ‌In‌ ‌D+G’s‌ ‌theory,‌ ‌the‌ ‌sites‌ ‌where‌ ‌desire’s‌ ‌energetic‌ ‌connections‌ ‌and‌‌                     

disconnections‌ ‌occur‌ ‌are‌ ‌called‌ ‌desiring-machines.‌ ‌The‌ ‌term‌ ‌desiring-machine‌‌               

encompasses‌‌actual‌‌machines‌‌such‌‌as‌‌smartphones,‌‌software‌‌programs,‌‌and‌‌tablet‌‌                   

computers‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌human‌‌bodies,‌‌animals,‌‌and‌‌plants—each‌‌hungers‌‌to‌‌connect‌‌                       

or‌‌disconnect‌‌in‌‌different‌‌ways‌‌with‌‌other‌‌desiring-machines‌‌and‌‌thus‌‌exchange‌‌flows‌‌                       

of‌ ‌energy.‌ ‌One‌ ‌“machine‌ ‌is‌ ‌always‌ ‌coupled‌ ‌with‌ ‌another”‌ ‌(Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari,‌‌                       

1983,‌ ‌5)‌ ‌forming‌ ‌a‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌whole‌ ‌which‌ ‌can‌ ‌also‌ ‌be‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌network,‌ ‌which‌‌                               

interconnects‌ ‌with‌ ‌other‌ ‌networks‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌larger‌ ‌(social,‌ ‌institutional,‌ ‌cultural)‌ ‌open‌‌                     

complex‌ ‌system.‌ ‌(Kozinets‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌662)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌asserted‌‌complex‌‌system‌‌consists‌‌of‌‌the‌‌assemblage‌‌of‌‌machines‌‌operated‌‌                           

by‌‌desires‌‌connected‌‌to‌‌other‌‌machines‌‌through‌‌‘territories’.‌‌Thus,‌‌according‌‌to‌‌Deleuze‌‌and‌‌                         

Guattari‌ ‌these‌ ‌territories‌ ‌are‌ ‌unfixed‌ ‌spaces‌‌assembled‌‌through‌‌the‌‌continuous‌‌process‌‌of‌‌                       

territorialization,‌ ‌deterritorialization,‌ ‌and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌These‌ ‌indicated‌‌               

processes‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌processes‌ ‌through‌ ‌which‌ ‌desiring‌ ‌machines‌ ‌connect‌ ‌and‌‌                     

disconnect‌‌assembling‌‌a‌‌continuous‌‌process‌‌of‌‌deterritorialization‌‌and‌‌reterritorialization‌‌(De‌‌                   

Souza-Leao‌‌&‌‌Costa,‌‌2018).‌‌For‌‌Deleuze‌‌&‌‌Guattari,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌through‌‌these‌‌processes‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                             

power‌ ‌interiorizes‌‌itself‌‌within‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌and‌‌accordingly‌‌subjectivities‌‌of‌‌each‌‌desiring‌‌                       

machine‌ ‌are‌ ‌produced‌ ‌by‌ ‌another’s‌ ‌production‌ ‌of‌ ‌products,‌ ‌with‌ ‌desire‌ ‌displaying‌ ‌itself‌‌                       

through‌ ‌a‌ ‌productive‌ ‌unconscious‌ ‌regulated‌ ‌by‌ ‌connective,‌ ‌disjunctive,‌ ‌and‌ ‌conjunctive‌‌                   

syntheses‌ ‌(Deleuze‌ ‌&‌ ‌Guattari,‌ ‌‌1972‌ ‌[1983];‌ ‌Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌since‌ ‌I‌ ‌consider‌ ‌that‌‌                         

this‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌subjectivity‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌‌                           

actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                     
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technologies,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌more‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌these‌ ‌processes‌‌and‌‌                         

the‌ ‌subjectivity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌‌ ‌  

Unlike‌ ‌the‌ ‌panoptic‌ ‌societies‌ ‌which‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌docile‌ ‌subjects‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌‌                       

produces,‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌expressing‌ ‌their‌ ‌desires‌ ‌(Basturk,‌                   

2017).‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌expression‌‌of‌‌desires‌‌and‌‌of‌‌pure‌‌individuality‌‌is‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌source‌‌of‌‌                                 

the‌ ‌continuous‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌‌deterritorialization‌‌and‌‌reterritorialization.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌these‌‌                 

power‌‌processes‌‌function‌‌through‌‌capturing‌‌the‌‌impulsion‌‌inside‌‌of‌‌individuals.‌‌Hence,‌‌these‌‌                       

processes‌ ‌operate‌ ‌“by‌ ‌capturing‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌ ‌(potential‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌being)‌ ‌and‌ ‌re-nominate‌ ‌it‌‌to‌‌                           

another‌‌plane”‌‌(Basturk,‌‌2017,‌‌6).‌‌Therefore,‌‌power‌‌becomes‌‌an‌‌extension‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌                         

impulsions.‌ ‌With‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌accentuation‌ ‌for‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari‌ ‌power‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌‌                         

external‌‌to‌‌the‌‌subjects‌‌but‌‌is‌‌rooted‌‌on‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌(Deleuze,‌‌1988b).‌‌Consequently,‌‌control‌‌                           

societies‌‌function‌‌through‌‌handling‌‌of‌‌this‌‌power‌‌by‌‌the‌‌deterritorialization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌desires‌‌and‌‌                           

reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌desires‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌continuous‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌modulations.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌short,‌ ‌the‌ ‌Control‌ ‌Society's‌ ‌primary‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌force‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌‌                     

themselves‌‌and‌‌their‌‌desires.‌‌This‌‌emphasis‌‌assigns‌‌individuals‌‌and‌‌their‌‌subjectivity‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                         

crucial‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌referred‌ ‌processes.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌‌important‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌                           

how‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌within‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari’s‌ ‌theory.‌ ‌They‌ ‌refer‌ ‌to‌‌                       

individuals‌ ‌as‌ ‌“unique‌ ‌chances”,‌ ‌packets‌ ‌of‌ ‌thoughts,‌ ‌perceptions,‌ ‌and‌ ‌feelings‌ ‌(Deleuze,‌‌                     

2006b).‌ ‌In‌ ‌‌Anti-Oedipus‌ ‌‌they‌ ‌state‌ ‌that‌ ‌individuals‌‌are‌‌not‌‌clearly‌‌defined‌‌personalities‌‌but‌‌                         

vibrations,‌ ‌flows,‌ ‌schizzes‌ ‌and‌ ‌knots‌ ‌(Deleuze‌ ‌&‌ ‌Guattari,‌ ‌1972‌ ‌[1983])‌.‌ ‌Individuals‌ ‌as‌‌                       

vibrations‌ ‌result‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌productive‌‌processes‌‌of‌‌connecting,‌‌coding‌‌and‌‌conjunction‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                         

synthesis‌‌of‌‌the‌‌unconscious.‌‌These‌‌productive‌‌processes‌‌function‌‌through‌‌desires‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                       

choices‌‌as‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌these‌‌desires.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌choices‌‌in‌‌matters‌‌of‌‌impulsions‌‌are‌‌at‌‌                             

the‌ ‌crossroad‌ ‌of‌ ‌vibrations‌ ‌which‌ ‌signifies‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌choices‌ ‌are‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌of‌‌                       

connections,‌‌disjunctions,‌‌and‌‌conjunctions‌‌of‌‌flows‌‌that‌‌cross‌‌through‌‌a‌‌society‌‌‌(Deleuze‌‌&‌‌                         

Guattari,‌ ‌1972‌ ‌[1983]).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌as‌‌Deleuze‌‌and‌‌Guattari‌‌expresses‌‌the‌‌proposed‌‌theory‌‌                       

of‌ ‌desire‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌:‌ ‌ 
‌ 

Tirelessly‌ ‌taking‌ ‌apart‌ ‌egos‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌presuppositions;‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌the‌ ‌prepersonal‌‌                   

singularities‌‌they‌‌enclose‌‌and‌‌repress;‌‌mobilizing‌‌the‌‌flows‌‌they‌‌would‌‌be‌‌capable‌‌of‌‌                         

transmitting,‌ ‌receiving,‌ ‌or‌‌intercepting;‌‌establishing‌‌always‌‌further‌‌and‌‌more‌‌sharply‌‌                   

the‌ ‌schizzes‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌breaks‌ ‌well‌ ‌below‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌identity;‌ ‌and‌ ‌assembling‌ ‌the‌‌                         

desiring-machines‌ ‌that‌ ‌countersect‌ ‌everyone‌ ‌and‌ ‌group‌ ‌everyone‌ ‌with‌ ‌others.‌ ‌                  
(Deleuze‌ ‌&‌ ‌Guattari,‌ ‌1972‌ ‌[1983],‌ ‌362)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

As‌‌blatantly‌‌seen,‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌functioning‌‌includes‌‌an‌‌inner‌‌repression‌‌of‌‌desire‌‌which‌‌lies‌‌                               

beneath‌ ‌the‌ ‌surface‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌psyches‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌of‌ ‌rationalized‌ ‌bureaucratic‌ ‌society‌‌                         
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itself.‌‌However,‌‌Deleuze‌‌and‌‌Guattari‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌the‌‌liberation‌‌from‌‌this‌‌inner‌‌repression‌‌                         

depends‌ ‌on‌ ‌embracing‌ ‌the‌ ‌wild‌ ‌chaos‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌passionate‌ ‌creative‌ ‌energy‌ ‌and‌ ‌becoming‌‌                         

comfortable‌‌with‌‌unfettering‌‌desires‌‌(Kozinets‌‌et‌‌al.,‌‌2016).‌‌Situating‌‌Deleuze‌‌and‌‌Guattari’s‌‌                       

theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌desire‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                           

affirmed‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌are‌‌the‌‌spaces‌‌to‌‌experience‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌liberation‌‌from‌‌                             

the‌ ‌inner‌‌repression‌‌of‌‌desire‌‌and‌‌from‌‌the‌‌rationalized‌‌bureaucratic‌‌society.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌                       

within‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌which‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌circulation‌ ‌of‌ ‌information,‌ ‌desiring‌‌                     

machines‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌being‌‌able‌‌to‌‌fully‌‌express‌‌their‌‌individuality,‌‌their‌‌identity,‌‌their‌‌                           

differences,‌ ‌their‌ ‌idiosyncrasies‌ ‌and‌‌their‌‌eccentricities‌‌in‌‌a‌‌way‌‌encouraged‌‌by‌‌the‌‌control‌‌                         

itself‌ ‌(Beckman,‌ ‌2018;‌ ‌Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌However,‌ ‌although‌ ‌control‌ ‌appears‌ ‌to‌ ‌offer‌ ‌a‌ ‌space‌‌in‌‌                           

which‌‌to‌‌exercise‌‌limitless‌‌freedom,‌‌the‌‌apparent‌‌exercise‌‌of‌‌an‌‌immense‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌just‌‌the‌‌                             

desiring‌ ‌machines‌ ‌participating‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌reflection‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌‌                       

displaying‌‌itself‌‌through‌‌a‌‌productive‌‌unconscious‌‌regulated‌‌by‌‌connective,‌‌disjunctive,‌‌and‌‌                     

conjunctive‌ ‌syntheses.‌ ‌As‌ ‌stated:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

As‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌emphasizes,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌intensely‌ ‌invested‌ ‌with‌ ‌investments‌ ‌of‌‌                   

desire.‌ ‌Interests‌ ‌are‌ ‌placed‌ ‌by‌ ‌desire‌ ‌therefore‌ ‌it‌ ‌follows‌ ‌and‌ ‌finds‌‌itself‌‌where‌‌the‌‌                           

desire‌ ‌has‌ ‌placed‌ ‌it.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌never‌ ‌desire‌ ‌against‌ ‌their‌ ‌interests‌‌                     

(Harcourt,‌ ‌2015).‌ ‌The‌ ‌desires‌ ‌attached‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌desiring‌ ‌machines‌ ‌are‌ ‌formed,‌‌                     

produced‌‌and‌‌invested‌‌by‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌technologies.‌‌Yet,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌digital‌‌space,‌‌                           

the‌ ‌desiring‌ ‌machines‌ ‌are‌ ‌always‌ ‌already‌ ‌programmed‌ ‌for‌ ‌in‌ ‌advance;‌ ‌‘control’‌‌                     

comes‌‌to‌‌be‌‌so‌‌subtle‌‌that‌‌it‌‌may‌‌well‌‌present‌‌itself‌‌in‌‌the‌‌form‌‌of‌‌‘choice’.‌‌In‌‌such‌‌a‌‌                                     

situation,‌ ‌control‌ ‌emerges‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌immanent‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌rechannelling‌ ‌of‌ ‌turbulent‌‌                     

flows‌ ‌(Parisi‌ ‌&‌ ‌Terranova,‌ ‌2000),‌ ‌a‌ ‌process‌ ‌one‌ ‌may‌ ‌well‌ ‌not‌ ‌even‌ ‌experience‌ ‌as‌‌                           

‘control’”‌‌(Poster‌‌&‌‌Savat,‌‌2009,‌‌p.‌‌57).‌‌The‌‌desire‌‌to‌‌be‌‌exposed,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌watched,‌‌to‌‌                               

be‌‌recorded,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌predicted,‌‌is‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌choice‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌a‌‌                                 

constant‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌rankings‌ ‌and‌ ‌ratings,‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘likes’,‌ ‌retweets,‌‌                       

comments,‌ ‌and‌ ‌shares‌ ‌(Harcourt,‌ ‌2015).‌ ‌“In‌ ‌this‌ ‌regard,‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌ ‌to‌ ‌become‌‌                       

all-seeing,‌ ‌all-knowing‌ ‌(Eggers,‌ ‌2014,‌ ‌p.‌ ‌71)—the‌ ‌impulse‌ ‌to‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌‘check‌‌                   

everything,’‌ ‌from‌ ‌emails‌ ‌and‌ ‌social‌‌media”‌‌(Schleusener,‌‌2018,‌‌p.‌‌194)‌‌can‌‌also‌‌be‌‌                         

interpreted‌ ‌as‌ ‌symptomatic‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020,‌ ‌573-574)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌‌fundamental‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌these‌‌choice-based‌‌actions‌‌that‌‌are‌‌practiced‌‌by‌‌                         

the‌ ‌willing‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌contemplated‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌reflection‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌wild‌‌                             

chaos‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌passionate‌ ‌creative‌ ‌energy‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire.‌ ‌However,‌‌this‌‌willing‌‌participation‌‌                         

within‌‌the‌‌control‌‌societies‌‌is‌‌also‌‌contemplated‌‌to‌‌lead‌‌to‌‌a‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌control‌‌emerging‌‌as‌‌an‌‌                                 

immanent‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌rechannelling‌ ‌of‌ ‌turbulent‌ ‌flows.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌that‌                             
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leads‌‌to‌‌a‌‌loss‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌loss‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌distinct‌‌                                   

from‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌precisely‌‌                           

because‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌loss‌‌but‌‌still‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌actively‌‌participate‌‌                               

in‌ ‌the‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌loss‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌desire.‌‌                             

Consequently,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌stated‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                           

communication‌‌technologies‌‌reveals‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                         

the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y).‌ ‌‌I‌‌                       

acknowledge‌ ‌and‌ ‌propose‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌through‌ ‌‘click‌‌                         

consent’‌ ‌and‌‌this‌‌accentuation‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌base‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌that‌‌I‌‌introduce‌‌                             

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌journey‌ ‌I‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌starting‌ ‌with‌ ‌Heidegger’s‌‌                         

enframing‌ ‌that‌ ‌then‌ ‌I‌ ‌couple‌ ‌with‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌critique‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌modern‌‌                           

disciplinary‌‌power‌‌is‌‌heavily‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌the‌‌bodily‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌                             

loss‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌physically‌‌experienced.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌priority‌‌reason‌‌that‌‌I‌‌continue‌‌                           

with‌ ‌Deleuze’s‌ ‌‘Control‌ ‌Society’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence,‌ ‌as‌ ‌data‌‌                           

doubles,‌‌which‌‌goes‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌there‌‌                       

is‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌enframing‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌through‌‌                             

deterritorialization‌‌and‌‌reterritorialization‌‌of‌‌their‌‌desires.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌                         

enframing‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌have‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌and‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌closely‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌body.‌ ‌‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌‌                           

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌closely‌‌related‌‌to‌‌manipulation,‌‌control‌‌and‌‌surveillance‌‌of‌‌                         

the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌body‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌mind‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌attached‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌bodies.‌‌                             

Accordingly,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌cognizantly‌ ‌feed‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌through‌ ‌giving‌ ‌their‌ ‌‘click‌‌                     

consents’‌‌within‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌they‌‌do‌‌not‌‌                     

physically‌‌realize‌‌the‌‌control,‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌surveillance‌‌they‌‌are‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌through/by‌‌                       

these‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌redefinition‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌data‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌‌                             

presence‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌that‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌‌                       

exposing‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌manipulation,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌‌                       

surveillance‌‌of‌‌their‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌that‌‌is‌‌no‌‌different‌‌than‌‌their‌‌physical‌‌presence.‌‌Hence,‌‌                           

this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim,‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌mood‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌understood‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌‌                           

philosophy‌‌should‌‌make‌‌film‌‌a‌‌partner‌‌in‌‌the‌‌creation‌‌of‌‌concepts,‌‌and‌‌theories‌‌because‌‌film‌‌                             

evokes‌‌new‌‌possibilities‌‌for‌‌thought.‌‌Therefore,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌chapter‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌                               

to‌‌emphasize‌‌the‌‌significant‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌film‌‌to‌‌philosophize,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌                             

bases‌ ‌upon,‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌‌                         

underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌‌propose‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌and‌‌                             

consequently,‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌other‌‌three‌                       
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types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌‌as‌‌a‌‌unique‌‌philosophical‌‌                       

contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌ 
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Chapter‌ ‌4‌ ‌ 

C‌inematic‌ ‌‌P‌hilosophy:‌ ‌‌C‌inematic‌ ‌‌P‌ieces‌ ‌‌T‌heorizing‌‌ 

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌R‌elationship‌ ‌‌B‌etween‌ ‌‌I‌ndividual‌ ‌‌F‌reedom‌ ‌and‌‌ 

T‌echnology‌ 

‌ 
The‌ ‌aim‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                             

unique‌ ‌way‌ ‌of‌‌philosophizing,‌‌to‌‌theorize‌‌the‌‌introduced‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restrictions‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌                           

novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌intend‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌that‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌acknowledged‌‌as‌‌philosophical‌‌pieces‌‌which‌‌have‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌                         

present‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌conceptions‌‌and‌‌theories.‌‌I‌‌will‌‌precisely‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

visual‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌because‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌long‌ ‌tradition‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy,‌‌fiction‌‌                         

has‌‌a‌‌prominent‌‌place‌‌in‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌visual‌‌fiction‌‌can‌‌be‌‌integrated‌‌to‌‌the‌‌tradition‌‌of‌‌                               

philosophy.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌propose‌ ‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌as‌‌an‌‌alternative‌‌to‌‌oral‌‌and‌‌                         

written‌‌philosophy‌‌traditions.‌‌Thus,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌aim‌‌to‌‌present‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌as‌‌                           

a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌acknowledge‌ ‌them,‌‌                           

ontologically‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌an‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                     

freedom‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌which‌ ‌forms‌‌the‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌along‌‌                         

with‌ ‌the‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌other‌ ‌three‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                       

through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                   

philosophy.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌emphasize‌‌the‌‌significant‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌                         

to‌‌philosophize‌‌and‌‌theorize,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌bases‌‌upon,‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌                             

between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

4.1‌ ‌Philosophy‌ ‌and‌ ‌Fiction‌ ‌ 

‌ 
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Imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌physically‌‌attached‌‌to‌‌someone‌‌who‌‌automatically‌‌records‌‌your‌‌                       

actions‌ ‌and‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌do‌ ‌or‌ ‌you‌ ‌have.‌ ‌Imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌someone‌ ‌constantly‌‌                           

shares‌‌all‌‌these‌‌recordings‌‌with‌‌the‌‌public.‌‌Imagine‌‌that‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌this‌‌exposure‌‌                             

you‌‌see‌‌a‌‌lot‌‌of‌‌people‌‌physically‌‌reaching‌‌out‌‌to‌‌you‌‌with‌‌the‌‌information‌‌that‌‌is‌‌recorded‌‌by‌‌                                   

this‌ ‌someone.‌ ‌Imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌others‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌see‌ ‌you‌ ‌through‌ ‌these‌ ‌sharings‌ ‌and‌‌                       

accordingly‌‌you‌‌start‌‌to‌‌act‌‌inauthentically.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌feeling‌‌sad‌‌but‌‌                             

you‌‌do‌‌not‌‌want‌‌other‌‌people‌‌to‌‌know‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌sad‌‌so‌‌you‌‌are‌‌acting‌‌as‌‌if‌‌you‌‌are‌‌happy.‌‌                                         

Imagine‌‌that‌‌all‌‌the‌‌other‌‌members‌‌of‌‌this‌‌society‌‌have‌‌their‌‌physically‌‌attached‌‌someones’‌‌                           

and‌‌you‌‌are‌‌constantly‌‌receiving‌‌those‌‌other’s‌‌recordings‌‌as‌‌well.‌‌Imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌receive‌‌                           

recordings‌ ‌from‌ ‌others‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌they‌ ‌all‌ ‌start‌ ‌to‌ ‌eat‌ ‌sand‌‌and‌‌respectively‌‌you‌‌start‌‌to‌‌eat‌‌                                 

sand.‌ ‌In‌ ‌this‌ ‌system,‌ ‌everybody‌ ‌knows‌ ‌or‌ ‌could‌ ‌know‌ ‌your‌‌personal‌‌information,‌‌personal‌‌                         

choices,‌ ‌your‌ ‌characteristics,‌ ‌what‌ ‌your‌‌home‌‌is‌‌like,‌‌what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌to‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌to‌‌wear,‌‌                                 

what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌to‌‌eat,‌‌what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌in‌‌general.‌‌Also,‌‌you‌‌have‌‌access‌‌                                       

to‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌things‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌‌you‌‌tend‌‌to‌‌adapt‌‌                           

yourself‌ ‌to‌ ‌others‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌totally‌ ‌visible‌ ‌and‌‌do‌‌not‌‌want‌‌to‌‌look‌‌like‌‌an‌‌                                 

outsider.‌‌Would‌‌you‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌be‌‌attached‌‌to‌‌this‌‌physical‌‌being?‌‌I‌‌think‌‌you‌‌wouldn’t.‌‌Also,‌‌                               

could‌ ‌you‌ ‌say‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌free‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌society?‌ ‌I‌ ‌think‌ ‌you‌ ‌couldn’t‌ ‌because‌ ‌all‌‌                                     

things‌ ‌considered‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌constant‌ ‌interference‌ ‌and‌ ‌domination‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌‌individuals‌‌                       

through‌ ‌their‌ ‌physically‌ ‌attached‌ ‌someones’‌ ‌which‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌system.‌ ‌ 

‌Now,‌ ‌let‌ ‌me‌ ‌change‌ ‌some‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌society.‌ ‌Let’s‌ ‌take‌ ‌out‌ ‌the‌‌                             

physicality‌ ‌part‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌society‌ ‌and‌ ‌let’s‌ ‌make‌ ‌it‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌one.‌ ‌Let's‌ ‌also‌ ‌make‌ ‌this‌‌                               

physically‌ ‌attached‌ ‌someone‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌your‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌let’s‌ ‌think‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌status‌ ‌of‌                             

freedom‌ ‌again.‌ ‌So,‌ ‌imagine‌ ‌a‌‌society‌‌where‌‌this‌‌attached‌‌physical‌‌presence‌‌is‌‌your‌‌digital‌‌                           

presence‌‌which‌‌automatically‌‌records‌‌your‌‌actions‌‌and‌‌interactions‌‌that‌‌you‌‌do‌‌or‌‌you‌‌have‌‌                           

and‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌public.‌ ‌Imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                             

exposure‌ ‌you‌ ‌see‌ ‌a‌ ‌lot‌ ‌of‌ ‌people‌ ‌digitally‌ ‌reaching‌ ‌out‌ ‌to‌ ‌you‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌‌                                 

recorded‌‌by‌‌your‌‌digital‌‌presence.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌feeling‌‌sad‌‌but‌‌you‌‌do‌‌                               

not‌‌want‌‌the‌‌other‌‌people‌‌to‌‌know‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌sad‌‌so‌‌you‌‌are‌‌doing‌‌sharings‌‌as‌‌if‌‌you‌‌are‌‌                                       

happy.‌ ‌Imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌members‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌society‌‌have‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌and‌‌you‌‌                               

are‌ ‌constantly‌‌receiving‌‌those‌‌other’s‌‌recordings.‌‌Imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌receive‌‌recordings‌‌from‌‌                       

others‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌all‌ ‌start‌ ‌to‌ ‌eat‌‌sand‌‌and‌‌respectively‌‌you‌‌start‌‌to‌‌eat‌‌sand.‌‌In‌‌this‌‌system,‌‌                                   

everybody‌ ‌knows‌ ‌or‌ ‌could‌ ‌know‌ ‌your‌ ‌personal‌ ‌information,‌ ‌personal‌ ‌choices,‌ ‌your‌‌                     

characteristics,‌‌what‌‌your‌‌home‌‌is‌‌like,‌‌what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌to‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌to‌‌wear,‌‌what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌or‌‌                                     

don’t‌ ‌like‌‌to‌‌eat,‌‌what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌in‌‌general.‌‌Also,‌‌you‌‌know‌‌the‌‌same‌‌mentioned‌‌                                   

things‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌you‌ ‌tend‌ ‌to‌ ‌adapt‌ ‌yourself‌ ‌to‌ ‌others‌‌                         

precisely‌‌because‌‌you‌‌are‌‌totally‌‌visible‌‌and‌‌do‌‌not‌‌want‌‌to‌‌look‌‌like‌‌an‌‌outsider.‌‌Would‌‌you‌‌                                 

choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence?‌ ‌Yes,‌ ‌you‌ ‌do‌‌and‌‌apparently‌‌most‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌do‌‌                               
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choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌through‌ ‌giving‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌sharings,‌‌                         

recordings,‌‌control,‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌surveillance.‌‌Can‌‌you‌‌say‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌free‌‌in‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌                             

of‌‌a‌‌society?‌‌Apparently,‌‌you‌‌can‌‌because‌‌you‌‌think‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌free‌‌but‌‌I‌‌think‌‌you‌‌can‌‌not‌‌                                     

because‌‌all‌‌things‌‌considered‌‌there‌‌is‌‌constant‌‌interference‌‌and‌‌domination‌‌from‌‌the‌‌others‌‌                         

through‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presences‌ ‌which‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌system.‌‌ ‌  

One‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌in‌‌the‌‌physically‌‌functioning‌‌society,‌‌these‌‌mentioned‌‌                         

aspects‌‌experienced‌‌through‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌physically‌‌attached‌‌someone‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌                       

as‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌The‌‌priority‌‌reason‌‌for‌‌this‌‌is‌‌that‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌                               

closely‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌body.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌‌is‌‌closely‌‌related‌‌to‌‌manipulation,‌‌control‌‌and‌‌surveillance‌‌of‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌body‌‌and‌‌                           

the‌ ‌mind‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌which‌‌is‌‌attached‌‌to‌‌their‌‌bodies.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌by‌‌redefining‌‌the‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌data‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌claimed‌ ‌that‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌‌                                 

societies‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌and‌ ‌respectively‌ ‌free‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌‌                   

freedoms,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌deterritorialization‌ ‌and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌‌                     

given‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌X‌ ‌internalizes‌ ‌these‌ ‌processes‌‌and‌‌                       

even‌‌if‌‌she‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌cognizant,‌‌she‌‌restricts‌‌her‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌by‌‌ultimately‌‌free‌‌                             

choices‌‌that‌‌she‌‌makes‌‌within/through‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies.‌‌It‌‌is‌‌to‌‌                       

say‌ ‌that‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌(X‌ ‌that‌ ‌fulfils‌ ‌the‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                         

proposed‌ ‌by‌‌the‌‌literature‌‌and‌‌X‌‌that‌‌is‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌on‌‌her‌‌individual‌‌                               

freedom)‌‌actively‌‌participates‌‌in‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌her‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌by‌‌choosing‌‌to‌‌give‌‌                           

consent‌ ‌to‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌individuals‌‌                       

choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌ ‌exposing‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌‌                           

different‌ ‌than‌ ‌their‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence.‌‌ ‌  

Here‌ ‌above,‌ ‌I‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌a‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌construction,‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌imaginative‌ ‌exercise‌ ‌and‌‌                       

departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌construction,‌ ‌by‌ ‌changing‌ ‌some‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌it,‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌‌                           

propose‌‌another‌‌fictional‌‌construction‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌an‌‌overlooked‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌emerges‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌intense‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌intense‌‌                           

exposure‌‌through‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies.‌‌Hence,‌‌I‌‌repeatedly‌‌use‌‌the‌‌                     

word‌ ‌imagine‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌I‌ ‌contemplate‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌construction‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌product‌ ‌of‌‌                         

imagination‌‌which‌‌has‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌raise‌‌philosophically‌‌loaded‌‌questions‌‌and‌‌arguments.‌‌                       

Let‌ ‌me‌ ‌take‌ ‌Plato’s‌ ‌widely‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌allegory‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Cave‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌The‌‌                             

Republic‌‌‌(Plato,‌‌around‌‌380‌‌BC‌‌[2000])‌.‌‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌allegory‌‌itself‌‌is‌‌a‌‌fictional‌‌construction‌‌in‌‌                             

which‌ ‌he‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌narrative‌ ‌‌embodying‌ ‌a‌ ‌memorable‌ ‌image‌ ‌or‌ ‌scenario,‌ ‌designed‌ ‌to‌‌                         

raise‌‌general‌‌questions‌‌about‌‌the‌‌role‌‌of‌‌sense‌‌experience,‌‌the‌‌nature‌‌of‌‌knowledge,‌‌and‌‌in‌‌                             

general‌ ‌about‌ ‌his‌ ‌metaphysics.‌ ‌Ironically‌ ‌enough‌ ‌Plato‌ ‌employs‌ ‌a‌‌fictional‌‌construction‌‌by‌‌                       

embodying‌ ‌a‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌through‌ ‌imagination‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌challenge‌ ‌the‌‌                       

capacity‌ ‌and‌ ‌ability‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌image‌ ‌to‌ ‌express‌ ‌the‌ ‌truth‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌discourse‌‌                           
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(Wartenberg,‌ ‌2007).‌‌Departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌famously‌‌acknowledged‌‌combination‌‌of‌‌fiction‌‌and‌‌                     

philosophy,‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌narratives‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌imaginative‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌are‌‌                         

philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌are‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌discourse.‌‌ ‌  

Thomas‌‌Wartenberg‌‌associates‌‌these‌‌fictional‌‌constructions‌‌in‌‌the‌‌form‌‌of‌‌imaginary‌‌                     

scenarios‌ ‌with‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌experiments.‌‌He‌‌underlines‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌                       

as‌ ‌raising‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌questions,‌ ‌challenging‌ ‌the‌ ‌existing‌ ‌perspectives‌ ‌by‌ ‌initiating‌‌                   

philosophical‌ ‌reflections‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌posing‌ ‌counter-arguments‌ ‌and‌ ‌bolstering‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory‌ ‌or‌‌                     

forming‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory‌ ‌(Wartenberg,‌ ‌2007).‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌Plato’s‌‌Cave‌‌allegory‌‌can‌‌be‌‌                           

situated‌‌as‌‌a‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌that‌‌are‌‌occupied‌‌with‌‌                           

normative‌ ‌properties,‌ ‌with‌ ‌introspectively‌ ‌available‌ ‌properties‌ ‌and‌ ‌with‌ ‌metaphysical‌‌                 

properties‌ ‌(Elgin,‌ ‌2014).‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌Nozick‌‌introduces‌‌the‌‌‌‘‌Experience‌‌Machine’‌‌thought‌‌                     

experiment‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌Anarchy,‌ ‌State‌ ‌and‌ ‌Utopia‌ ‌(1974).‌ ‌In‌ ‌this‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment,‌ ‌he‌ ‌asks‌‌                         

individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌imagine‌ ‌a‌ ‌machine‌ ‌that‌ ‌provides‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌desirable‌ ‌and‌ ‌pleasurable‌‌                       

experiences.‌ ‌He‌ ‌enriches‌ ‌his‌ ‌argument‌ ‌against‌ ‌hedonism‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌thought‌‌                     

experiment,‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌imaginary‌ ‌scenario.‌ ‌One‌ ‌other‌‌                     

example‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Original‌ ‌Position’‌ ‌or‌ ‌‘Veil‌ ‌of‌ ‌Ignorance’‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌developed‌ ‌by‌‌                         

John‌ ‌Rawls‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌work‌ ‌‌A‌ ‌Theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌Justice‌ ‌‌(1971).‌ ‌‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌original‌‌position‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌                               

asked‌‌to‌‌evaluate‌‌the‌‌principles‌‌that‌‌they‌‌would‌‌select‌‌for‌‌the‌‌basic‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌a‌‌society‌‌and‌‌                                 

this‌‌choice‌‌must‌‌be‌‌made‌‌under‌‌the‌‌veil‌‌of‌‌ignorance‌‌which‌‌signifies‌‌that‌‌individuals‌‌do‌‌not‌‌                               

have‌‌knowledge‌‌of‌‌their‌‌ethnicity,‌‌social‌‌status,‌‌gender‌‌and‌‌their‌‌idea‌‌of‌‌how‌‌to‌‌lead‌‌a‌‌good‌‌                                 

life.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌base‌‌of‌‌Rawls's‌‌well-acknowledged‌‌‘Theory‌‌of‌‌                         

Justice’‌‌in‌‌which‌‌he‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌theorize‌‌the‌‌principles‌‌of‌‌a‌‌society‌‌composed‌‌of‌‌equal,‌‌free‌‌and‌‌                                 

moral‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌examples‌ ‌of‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                     

contemporary‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌tradition‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌circumscribed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌examples‌‌                     

above‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌many‌ ‌other‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌and‌‌as‌‌a‌‌part‌‌of‌‌                                 

their‌ ‌theories.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌some‌ ‌other‌ ‌examples‌‌are‌‌Judith‌‌Jarvis‌‌Thomson‌‌and‌‌Philippa‌‌                         

Foot’s‌ ‌‌Trolley‌ ‌Problem‌ ‌(Foot,‌‌2002;‌‌Thomson,‌‌1985),‌‌G.‌‌A.‌‌Cohen’s‌‌‌Camping‌‌Trip‌‌(Cohen,‌‌                         

2009),‌ ‌Robert‌ ‌Nozick’s‌ ‌‌Utility‌ ‌Monster‌ ‌(Nozick,‌ ‌1974),‌ ‌Peter‌ ‌Singer’s‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Pond‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                         

Envelope‌ ‌(Singer,‌ ‌1972),‌ ‌etc,.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌examples‌ ‌coming‌ ‌from‌‌the‌‌                         

political‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌tradition,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌‌be‌‌claimed‌‌that‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌use‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                             

laboratory‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌in‌ ‌some‌ ‌formulations‌ ‌can‌ ‌even‌ ‌lead‌ ‌to‌ ‌theory‌‌                         

formation.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌examples‌ ‌above‌ ‌clearly‌ ‌indicate‌ ‌that‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌function‌ ‌to‌ ‌provide‌‌                     

clear‌ ‌and‌ ‌simplified‌ ‌illustration‌ ‌of‌ ‌complex‌ ‌and‌ ‌abstract‌ ‌theories,‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌and‌ ‌ideas‌                       

(Shamir,‌ ‌2016;‌ ‌‌Brown‌ ‌&‌ ‌Fehige‌ ‌2010‌).‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌assigns‌ ‌thought‌‌                         

experiments‌ ‌having‌ ‌a‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌as‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ ‌   
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Bring‌ ‌on‌ ‌a‌ ‌crisis‌ ‌or‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌create‌ ‌an‌ ‌anomaly‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌reigning‌ ‌theory‌ ‌and‌ ‌so‌‌                               

contribute‌ ‌to‌ ‌paradigm‌ ‌change.‌ ‌Thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌can‌ ‌teach‌ ‌us‌ ‌something‌‌new‌‌                     

about‌ ‌the‌ ‌world,‌ ‌even‌ ‌though‌ ‌we‌ ‌have‌ ‌no‌ ‌new‌ ‌empirical‌ ‌data,‌ ‌by‌ ‌helping‌ ‌us‌ ‌to‌‌                             

re-conceptualize‌‌the‌‌world‌‌in‌‌a‌‌new‌‌way‌‌(Brown‌‌&‌‌Fehige‌‌2010‌‌,‌‌23).‌‌(Shamir,‌‌2016,‌‌                             

92).‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Thus,‌‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌can‌‌be‌‌transferred‌‌to‌‌any‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                               

fictional‌ ‌construction‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌these‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌are‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌extended‌‌                   

elaborative‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments.‌ ‌The‌ ‌idea‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌“present‌ ‌us‌‌                       

with‌‌imaginary‌‌worlds‌‌that‌‌play‌‌the‌‌same‌‌role‌‌as‌‌those‌‌conjured‌‌by‌‌the‌‌narratives‌‌of‌‌thought‌‌                               

experiments‌ ‌that‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌texts‌ ‌are‌ ‌replete‌ ‌with‌ ‌from‌ ‌Plato’s‌ ‌onwards”‌ ‌(Wartenberg,‌‌                     

2011,‌ ‌18).‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌the‌ ‌accentuation‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌literary‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌which‌ ‌has‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌‌                           

philosophize.‌‌So,‌‌as‌‌to‌‌say,‌‌the‌‌philosophizing‌‌is‌‌done‌‌through‌‌the‌‌use‌‌of‌‌words‌‌by‌‌creating‌‌                               

a‌‌fictional‌‌scenario.‌‌Then,‌‌a‌‌literary‌‌fiction‌‌that‌‌has‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌provide‌‌a‌‌philosophically‌‌                             

loaded‌‌argument‌‌is‌‌no‌‌different‌‌than‌‌a‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌that‌‌is‌‌proposed‌‌by‌‌a‌‌philosopher‌‌                             

in‌ ‌her‌ ‌philosophically‌ ‌loaded‌ ‌text.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌focus‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌‌                             

capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌on‌‌philosophizing.‌‌Therefore,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌                           

between‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌moving‌ ‌images‌ ‌and‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌how‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌are‌ ‌different‌ ‌from‌ ‌literary‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌pieces.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌parts,‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌connect‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌through‌ ‌thought‌‌                           

experiments‌‌and‌‌I‌‌proposed‌‌that‌‌fiction‌‌through‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌was‌‌effectively‌‌used‌‌in‌‌                         

theoretical‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌throughout‌‌history.‌‌Thus,‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌integrate‌‌fictional‌‌pieces‌‌                       

in‌ ‌general,‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌alternative‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌theories‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌traditional‌‌sense,‌‌to‌‌                           

the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌to‌ ‌differentiate‌ ‌literary‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌and‌‌                           

visual‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌as‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌their‌ ‌way‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌is‌‌                       

ontologically‌‌different‌‌from‌‌each‌‌other.‌‌Hence,‌‌literary‌‌fiction‌‌is‌‌a‌‌text‌‌and‌‌the‌‌only‌‌channel‌‌to‌‌                               

pass‌ ‌the‌ ‌argument‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌words.‌ ‌Even‌ ‌if‌ ‌the‌ ‌arguments‌ ‌are‌ ‌presented‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌story‌‌                             

including‌‌a‌‌plot‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌characters,‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌is‌‌transferred‌‌through‌‌the‌‌                           

text.‌ ‌On‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌hand,‌ ‌moving‌ ‌image‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌creates‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌                               

using‌‌multiple‌‌channels‌‌to‌‌transfer‌‌the‌‌argument.‌‌The‌‌ontological‌‌difference‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                         

idea‌ ‌that‌ ‌“Cinematic‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌‌merely‌‌confined‌‌to‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

mind‌ ‌or‌ ‌imagination‌ ‌but‌ ‌happen‌ ‌on‌‌a‌‌screen‌‌(the‌‌screen‌‌of‌‌a‌‌movie‌‌theater,‌‌television‌‌set,‌‌                               

computer‌ ‌monitor,‌ ‌tablet,‌ ‌etc.).”‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌97).‌ ‌As‌ ‌Tal‌ ‌S.‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Technical‌ ‌ability‌ ‌to‌ ‌produce‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌as‌ ‌experiences‌ ‌onscreen‌ ‌(rather‌‌                   

than‌‌simply‌‌as‌‌ideas‌‌confined‌‌to‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌or‌‌imagination)‌‌allows‌‌for‌‌the‌‌creation‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                               

wholly‌‌new‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌thought‌‌experiment,‌‌which‌‌can‌‌no‌‌longer‌‌be‌‌considered‌‌to‌‌be‌‌the‌‌                             
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same‌ ‌thing‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌traditional‌‌thought‌‌experiment...By‌‌definition,‌‌a‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌                     

is‌‌something‌‌we‌‌have‌‌to‌‌imagine‌‌in‌‌thought.‌‌When‌‌it‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌on‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

platform,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌no‌‌longer‌‌a‌‌thought‌‌experiment.‌‌Once‌‌we‌‌have‌‌experienced‌‌it,‌‌once‌‌it‌‌                             

has‌‌been‌‌manifested‌‌on‌‌screen,‌‌we‌‌don’t‌‌have‌‌to‌‌imagine‌‌it‌‌any‌‌longer,‌‌and‌‌thus,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌                                 

no‌ ‌longer‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌sense.‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌14-80)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Here,‌ ‌what‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments,‌‌                     

ontologically,‌ ‌are‌ ‌a‌ ‌different‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinct‌‌                           

multi-channel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌engagement‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌although‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                         

claimed‌‌that‌‌cinematic‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌introduce‌‌philosophy‌‌through‌‌fiction‌‌in‌‌the‌‌shape‌‌                       

of‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments,‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌thought‌‌experiments,‌‌and‌‌they‌‌are‌‌                         

even‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌in‌‌general.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌as‌‌cinematic‌‌                     

thought‌‌experiments‌‌introduce‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌philosophizing‌‌which‌‌is‌‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌.‌‌                       

I‌ ‌will‌ ‌get‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌details‌‌of‌‌what‌‌I‌‌mean‌‌by‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌in‌‌the‌‌further‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                                     

chapter.‌‌This‌‌underlined,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌an‌‌extensive‌‌literature‌‌on‌‌the‌‌capacity/incapacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌film‌‌                           

to‌ ‌philosophize.‌‌In‌‌order‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌as‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌channel‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌                           

which‌ ‌has‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌‌theorize‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌section‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌link‌ ‌between‌ ‌film‌ ‌and‌‌                               

philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

4.2‌ ‌Film‌ ‌and‌ ‌Philosophy‌ ‌ 
‌ 

Film‌ ‌and‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌both‌ ‌share‌ ‌a‌ ‌blank,‌ ‌one‌ ‌a‌ ‌blank‌ ‌paper‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌a‌ ‌blank‌‌                               

screen.‌‌They‌‌both‌‌need‌‌a‌‌way‌‌of‌‌filling‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌blanks.‌‌Philosophy‌‌does‌‌it‌‌by‌‌thought‌‌                               

expressed‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌words‌ ‌and‌ ‌film‌ ‌does‌ ‌it‌ ‌by‌ ‌thought‌ ‌expressed‌ ‌through‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                         

elements.‌‌One‌‌common‌‌thing‌‌that‌‌film‌‌and‌‌philosophy‌‌share‌‌is‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌itself.‌‌That’s‌‌the‌‌                             

primary‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌I‌‌connected‌‌them‌‌through‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌in‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌section.‌‌                         

The‌‌idea‌‌that‌‌thought‌‌is‌‌inherent‌‌in‌‌film‌‌reveals‌‌a‌‌philosophical‌‌interest‌‌in‌‌cinema.‌‌Thus,‌‌as‌‌                               

Shamir‌ ‌underlines:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

‌The‌ ‌earliest‌ ‌instances‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌interest‌ ‌in‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌found‌‌in‌‌Henri‌‌                             

Bergson‌‌(Matter‌‌and‌‌Memory,‌‌1911),‌‌Hugo‌‌Munsterberg‌‌(Photoplay:‌‌A‌‌Psychological‌‌                   

Study,‌‌1916),‌‌Germaine‌‌Dulac‌‌(The‌‌Essence‌‌of‌‌Cinema:‌‌The‌‌Visual‌‌Idea,‌‌1925),‌‌and‌‌                         

Rudolf‌ ‌Arnheim‌ ‌(Film‌ ‌as‌ ‌Art,‌ ‌1932).‌ ‌Some‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌important‌ ‌and‌ ‌illuminating‌‌                         

writers‌‌on‌‌the‌‌topic‌‌include‌‌Theodor‌‌Adorno‌‌and‌‌Max‌‌Horkheimer,‌‌Walter‌‌Benjamin,‌‌                       

Siegfried‌ ‌Kracauer,‌ ‌Andre‌ ‌Bazin,‌ ‌Antonin‌ ‌Artaud,‌ ‌Jean-Louis‌ ‌Schefer,‌ ‌and‌ ‌Bela‌‌                   
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Balazs,‌ ‌Sergei‌ ‌Eisenstein,‌ ‌Dziga‌‌Vertov,‌‌Maurice‌‌Merleau-Ponty,‌‌and‌‌Jean‌‌Epstein.‌‌                   

(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌28)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌instances‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌evokes‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌and‌ ‌thought‌ ‌was‌‌                           

acknowledged‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌ ‌technique‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌introduced.‌ ‌For‌‌                         

instance,‌‌for‌‌Jean‌‌Epstein,‌‌an‌‌avant-garde‌‌fIlmmaker‌‌and‌‌theoretician,‌‌cinema‌‌is‌‌a‌‌thinking‌‌                         

machine‌ ‌that‌ ‌has‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌transcend‌ ‌human‌ ‌physical‌ ‌and‌ ‌mental‌ ‌limits‌ ‌(Epstein,‌‌                         

1946;‌ ‌Botz-Bornstein,‌‌2010;‌‌Shamir,‌‌2016).‌‌The‌‌technique‌‌that‌‌is‌‌underlined‌‌here‌‌precisely‌‌                       

grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌montage‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌to‌ ‌reconstruct‌ ‌the‌ ‌reality‌‌through‌‌                               

montage.‌‌Thus,‌‌Sergei‌‌Eisenstein,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌theorist‌‌of‌‌montage,‌‌attempts‌‌to‌‌see‌‌cinema‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                             

thinking‌ ‌process‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌film‌ ‌reconstructs‌ ‌the‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌human‌ ‌mind‌ ‌through‌‌                             

montage.‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌understanding‌‌is‌‌blatantly‌‌realized‌‌while‌‌he‌‌is‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌put‌‌different‌‌                               

parts‌‌by‌‌constructing‌‌and‌‌reconstructing‌‌his‌‌film‌‌‌Battleship‌‌Potemkin‌‌(1925).‌‌‌Taken‌‌from‌‌this‌‌                         

sense,‌‌first‌‌instances‌‌of‌‌philosophical‌‌interest‌‌in‌‌cinema‌‌are‌‌based‌‌on‌‌the‌‌film’s‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌                             

make‌ ‌independent‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌means‌ ‌unique‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

medium.‌ ‌These‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌are‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌unique‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌‌                     

ontologically‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌medium‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016).‌‌ ‌  

Deleuze‌‌in‌‌his‌‌speculative‌‌writings‌‌on‌‌film‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌cinema‌‌must‌‌be‌‌considered‌‌                         

as‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌because‌ ‌by‌ ‌combining‌ ‌time‌ ‌and‌ ‌movement‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌fashion‌ ‌it‌ ‌develops‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌simply‌ ‌representing‌ ‌reality‌ ‌but‌ ‌in‌ ‌itself‌ ‌ontological‌‌                       

practices‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌He‌ ‌shares‌ ‌his‌ ‌thoughts‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌film‌ ‌and‌‌                         

philosophy‌ ‌more‌ ‌concretely‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌‌two‌ ‌outstanding‌ ‌books‌ ‌on‌ ‌cinema,‌ ‌“Image-Mouvement”‌‌                     

(‌Cinéma‌‌‌I‌)‌‌and‌‌“Image-Temps”‌‌(‌Cinéma‌‌‌II‌).‌‌In‌‌his‌‌books,‌‌he‌‌broadly‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌films‌‌do‌‌                             

not‌ ‌think‌ ‌with‌ ‌simple‌ ‌images,‌ ‌but‌ ‌with‌ ‌‌movement-images‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌time-images‌.‌ ‌He‌ ‌relates‌‌                       

time-image‌‌with‌‌pure‌‌thinking‌‌which‌‌signifies‌‌that‌‌time-image‌‌do‌‌not‌‌simply‌‌indicate‌‌actions‌‌                         

as‌‌movement-image‌‌does,‌‌but‌‌it‌‌indicates‌‌different‌‌layers‌‌of‌‌time‌‌that‌‌converge‌‌at‌‌the‌‌single‌‌                             

points‌‌at‌‌the‌‌present‌8‌.‌‌Therefore,‌‌according‌‌to‌‌Deleuze,‌‌cinema‌‌is‌‌more‌‌than‌‌simply‌‌an‌‌art.‌‌                             

Correspondingly,‌ ‌Deleuze’s‌ ‌writings‌ ‌on‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌film‌ ‌theory‌ ‌and‌ ‌aesthetics‌ ‌and‌‌                       

base‌ ‌upon‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌  

Deleuze’s‌ ‌speculative‌ ‌writings‌ ‌on‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌‌my‌‌perception‌‌are‌‌precisely‌‌                       

grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌extraction‌‌of‌‌the‌‌essence‌‌of‌‌cinema‌‌to‌‌depict‌‌what‌‌exclusively‌‌belongs‌‌to‌‌it.‌‌                               

Thus,‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌development‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌expression‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌‌                           

Deleuze,‌ ‌following‌ ‌Nietzsche,‌ ‌satisfies‌ ‌the‌ ‌concern‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌formal‌ ‌renewal‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌I‌‌                         

think‌‌this‌‌is‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌Deleuze‌‌approaches‌‌film‌‌not‌‌as‌‌a‌‌model‌‌for‌‌perception,‌‌                               

nor‌ ‌a‌ ‌reflected‌ ‌image‌ ‌of‌ ‌reality,‌ ‌but‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌image‌ ‌with‌ ‌its‌ ‌own‌ ‌temporality.‌ ‌This‌‌                               

8 ‌‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌seen,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌suggests,‌ ‌after‌ ‌WWII‌ ‌in‌ ‌Italian‌ ‌Neo-Realism‌ ‌and‌ ‌French‌ ‌New‌‌                               
Wave‌ ‌cinema.‌‌ ‌  
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emphasis‌ ‌on‌ ‌duration‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌core‌ ‌differentiation‌ ‌that‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌between‌‌                     

movement-image‌ ‌and‌ ‌time-image.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌movement‌ ‌image,‌‌                     

manifested‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌classical‌ ‌Hollywood‌ ‌cinema,‌ ‌time‌ ‌follows‌ ‌the‌ ‌action‌ ‌through‌ ‌narrative,‌‌                       

cause‌ ‌and‌ ‌effect‌ ‌and‌ ‌rationality.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌movement-image‌ ‌is‌ ‌governed‌ ‌by‌‌                     

‘sensory-motor‌ ‌schema’‌ ‌(a‌ ‌linear,‌ ‌cause-and-effect‌ ‌logic)‌ ‌(Deleuze,‌ ‌1983‌ ‌‌[2003a]‌;‌‌Herzog,‌‌                   

2000).‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌“the‌ ‌movement-image‌ ‌is‌ ‌structured,‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌by‌ ‌narrative,‌ ‌but‌ ‌by‌‌                       

rationality:‌ ‌closed‌ ‌framings,‌ ‌reasonable‌ ‌progressions,‌ ‌and‌ ‌continuous‌ ‌juxtapositions”‌‌               

(Herzog,‌‌2000,‌‌4).‌‌As‌‌Deleuze‌‌suggests,‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌of‌‌cinema‌‌as‌‌philosophy‌‌bases‌‌upon‌‌                           

the‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌sensory-motor‌ ‌link‌‌which‌‌eventually‌‌is‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌seeing‌‌which‌‌                             

leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌‌type‌‌of‌‌thinking‌‌about‌‌the‌‌world‌‌that‌‌did‌‌not‌‌exist‌‌before‌‌the‌‌invention‌‌of‌‌cinema‌‌                                   

(Deleuze,‌ ‌1985‌ ‌‌[2003b]‌).‌‌ ‌  

Time-image‌ ‌by‌ ‌breaking‌ ‌itself‌ ‌from‌ ‌sensory-motor‌ ‌links,‌ ‌liberates‌ ‌itself‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌‌                     

logical‌ ‌progression‌ ‌of‌ ‌images‌ ‌and‌ ‌creates‌ ‌an‌ ‌experience‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌image‌ ‌in‌ ‌itself‌ ‌which‌‌                           

according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌makes‌ ‌the‌ ‌problematic‌ ‌of‌ ‌time‌ ‌in‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌visible‌ ‌(Deleuze,‌ ‌1985‌‌                         

[2003b]‌;‌ ‌Herzog,‌ ‌2000).‌ ‌In‌ ‌time-image‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌moments‌ ‌of‌ ‌rupture,‌ ‌hesitation,‌ ‌irregular‌‌                       

cutting,‌ ‌prolonged‌ ‌duration‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌triggers‌ ‌man‌ ‌to‌ ‌experience‌‌the‌‌unthinkable‌‌in‌‌                       

thought.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌time-image‌ ‌exists‌ ‌thus‌ ‌not‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌linear‌ ‌narrative,‌ ‌but‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌series‌ ‌of‌‌                               

juxtaposed‌ ‌presents.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌an‌ ‌example‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌work‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌time-image‌ ‌from‌‌                               

Jean-Luc‌‌Godard’s‌‌cinema.‌‌In‌‌‌Vivre‌‌sa‌‌vie‌‌‌(1965)‌‌which‌‌is‌‌composed‌‌of‌‌twelve‌‌chapters,‌‌the‌‌                             

first‌‌chapter‌‌starts‌‌with‌‌Nana‌‌(Anna‌‌Karina)‌‌in‌‌a‌‌cafe‌‌talking‌‌with‌‌Paul‌‌(André‌‌S.‌‌Labarthe).‌‌                               

Even‌‌the‌‌opening‌‌scene‌‌of‌‌the‌‌chapter‌‌is‌‌a‌‌break‌‌from‌‌logical‌‌progression‌‌of‌‌the‌‌images‌‌in‌‌a‌‌                                   

sense‌‌that‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌is‌‌set‌‌on‌‌the‌‌conversation‌‌between‌‌Nana‌‌and‌‌Paul‌‌and‌‌as‌‌the‌‌images‌‌                                 

process‌ ‌during‌‌the‌‌conversation,‌‌we‌‌see‌‌both‌‌of‌‌the‌‌characters‌‌from‌‌their‌‌back‌‌sitting‌‌on‌‌a‌‌                               

bar‌‌chair.‌‌There‌‌are‌‌no‌‌faces‌‌seen‌‌during‌‌the‌‌conversation.‌‌In‌‌my‌‌perception‌‌this‌‌mentioned‌‌                             

kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌break‌‌from‌‌the‌‌logical‌‌progression‌‌becomes‌‌the‌‌most‌‌blatant‌‌when‌‌Nana‌‌asks‌‌Paul‌‌                               

‘What‌‌does‌‌that‌‌look‌‌mean?’‌‌and‌‌there‌‌is‌‌no‌‌image‌‌of‌‌a‌‌look‌‌or‌‌even‌‌of‌‌a‌‌face‌‌in‌‌the‌‌frame.‌‌                                         

While‌ ‌the‌ ‌conversation‌ ‌flows,‌ ‌the‌ ‌shift‌ ‌between‌ ‌images‌ ‌seems‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌non-logical‌ ‌(as‌ ‌if‌‌                         

random)‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌music‌ ‌fading‌ ‌in‌ ‌and‌ ‌fading‌ ‌out‌ ‌in‌ ‌non-logical‌ ‌manners.‌ ‌The‌‌                           

constantly‌‌repeated‌‌phrases‌‌also‌‌represent‌‌a‌‌break‌‌from‌‌the‌‌sensory-motor‌‌links.‌‌Even,‌‌the‌‌                         

content‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌conversation‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌a‌ ‌breakup‌ ‌that‌ ‌includes‌ ‌dramatic‌ ‌statements.‌‌Yet,‌‌                         

since‌ ‌‌Vivre‌ ‌sa‌ ‌vie‌ ‌‌(1965)‌‌is‌‌a‌‌time-image,‌‌the‌‌drama‌‌is‌‌not‌‌reflected‌‌because‌‌the‌‌dramatic‌‌                               

sentence‌‌belongs‌‌to‌‌the‌‌present‌‌and‌‌the‌‌next‌‌present‌‌of‌‌the‌‌film‌‌doesn't‌‌carry‌‌the‌‌dramatic‌‌                               

elements‌‌of‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌present.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌blatantly‌‌reflected‌‌when‌‌Nana‌‌offers‌‌to‌‌play‌‌a‌‌game‌‌                               

as‌ ‌if‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌dramatically‌ ‌loaded‌ ‌conversation‌ ‌made‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌presents.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌‌                             

exactly‌ ‌what‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌means‌ ‌when‌ ‌he‌ ‌talks‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌ ‌time-image‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌juxtaposed‌‌                         

presents.‌ ‌When‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌difference‌‌of‌‌cinema‌‌from‌‌other‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌art‌‌                             
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such‌ ‌as‌ ‌literature,‌ ‌photography,‌ ‌painting,‌ ‌or‌ ‌even‌ ‌in‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌he‌ ‌was‌ ‌insisting‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                           

uniqueness‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌techniques‌ ‌to‌ ‌express‌ ‌temporality.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Viegas‌ ‌underlines:‌ ‌ 

‌ ‌  

With‌ ‌its‌ ‌aberrant‌ ‌movements‌ ‌and‌ ‌irrational‌ ‌cuts,‌ ‌with‌ ‌its‌ ‌indices‌ ‌of‌ ‌equivocity,‌‌                       

between‌ ‌images‌‌‌and‌‌betwe‌en‌‌images‌‌and‌‌sounds,‌‌cinema‌‌creates‌‌a‌‌suspension‌‌of‌‌                       

disbelief‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌world,‌ ‌not‌‌to‌‌show‌‌the‌‌act‌‌of‌‌thinking‌‌(what‌‌to‌‌think‌‌and‌‌how)‌‌but‌‌to‌‌                                   

show‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌thinkable‌ ‌(Schefer,‌ ‌1997).‌ ‌(Viegas,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌282)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis,‌ ‌the‌ ‌ontological‌ ‌connection‌ ‌between‌ ‌film‌ ‌and‌ ‌philosophy‌‌                     

grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌perception‌ ‌that‌ ‌film‌ ‌can‌ ‌do‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌unique‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌medium‌ ‌itself.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌main‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌that‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌film‌ ‌on‌‌                           

philosophizing,‌‌as‌‌underlined‌‌by‌‌Livingston,‌‌is‌‌the‌‌uniqueness‌‌belonging‌‌to‌‌the‌‌medium‌‌itself‌‌                         

which‌ ‌depends‌ ‌on‌ ‌if‌ ‌an‌ ‌exclusively‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌insight‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌paraphrased‌‌                       

verbally‌ ‌or‌ ‌not.‌ ‌This‌ ‌means‌ ‌that‌ ‌if‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌insight‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌paraphrased‌‌                           

through‌ ‌any‌ ‌channel‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌means,‌ ‌then,‌ ‌there‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌some‌ ‌doubt‌ ‌on‌‌the‌‌                             

capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌film‌ ‌to‌ ‌do‌‌philosophy‌‌or‌‌be‌‌philosophy‌‌itself‌‌(Livingston,‌‌2008).‌‌Some‌‌accounts‌‌                           

precisely‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌and‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌film‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌doing‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌itself‌‌                           

serves‌ ‌to‌ ‌provide‌ ‌impetus‌ ‌to‌ ‌or‌ ‌material‌ ‌for‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌work‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌done‌ ‌wholly‌‌                           

linguistically‌ ‌in‌ ‌written‌ ‌and‌ ‌verbal‌ ‌text‌ ‌(Cox‌ ‌&‌ ‌Levine,‌ ‌2012).‌ ‌‌From‌‌this‌‌perspective,‌‌film‌‌is‌‌                             

situated‌ ‌to‌ ‌illustrate‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌theory‌ ‌or‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌concept‌ ‌that‌‌is‌‌based‌‌on‌‌                           

verbally‌ ‌articulated‌ ‌philosophizing.‌‌Hence,‌‌film‌‌can‌‌provide‌‌engaging‌‌stimulus‌‌to‌‌previously‌‌                     

articulated‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌but‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌film‌ ‌does‌ ‌philosophy,‌‌                         

then,‌ ‌films‌ ‌should‌ ‌as‌ ‌Livingston‌ ‌underlines:‌ ‌ 

‌ ‌  

Make‌ ‌independent,‌ ‌innovative‌ ‌and‌ ‌significant‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌to‌‌philosophy‌‌by‌‌means‌‌                   

unique‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌medium‌ ‌(such‌ ‌as‌ ‌montage‌ ‌and‌ ‌sound-image‌ ‌relations),‌‌                     

where‌ ‌such‌ ‌contributions‌‌are‌‌independent‌‌in‌‌the‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌inherent‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                           

film‌ ‌and‌ ‌not‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌verbally‌‌articulated‌‌philosophizing,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌a‌‌commentary‌‌or‌‌                         

paraphrase.‌ ‌(Livingston,‌ ‌2008,‌ ‌592).‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Although‌‌film‌‌is‌‌contemplated‌‌as‌‌having‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌“raise‌‌philosophical‌‌questions,‌‌offer‌‌                         

counterexamples‌ ‌to‌ ‌putative‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌truths,‌ ‌remind‌ ‌us‌ ‌of‌ ‌what‌ ‌we‌ ‌already‌ ‌know,‌ ‌and‌‌                         

motivate‌‌us‌‌to‌‌find‌‌out‌‌what‌‌we‌‌don’t‌‌know,‌‌or‌‌reconsider‌‌what‌‌we‌‌think‌‌we‌‌know”‌‌(Russell,‌‌                                 

2008,‌ ‌1),‌ ‌it‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌advance‌ ‌a‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌position‌ ‌or‌ ‌make‌ ‌a‌‌                               

philosophical‌‌argument.‌‌Thus,‌‌these‌‌accounts‌‌acknowledge‌‌film‌‌as‌‌a‌‌source‌‌of‌‌illustration‌‌of‌‌                         

the‌ ‌previously‌ ‌established‌ ‌‌philosophical‌ ‌positions,‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌and‌ ‌questions.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌‌                 
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they‌‌embrace‌‌philosophy‌‌through‌‌film‌‌instead‌‌of‌‌film‌‌as‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌as‌‌philosophy.‌‌To‌‌                           

give‌ ‌an‌ ‌example‌ ‌Goodenough‌ ‌and‌ ‌Read‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌ ‌(‌1999):‌‌ ‌  

‌ ‌  

This‌‌set‌‌of‌‌dark‌‌science-fiction‌‌fantasies‌‌provides‌‌a‌‌graphic‌‌illustration‌‌of‌‌a‌‌number‌‌of‌‌                           

philosophical‌ ‌issues.‌ ‌Our‌‌hero,‌‌Neo,‌‌is‌‌awakened‌‌from‌‌his‌‌everyday‌‌life‌‌to‌‌discover‌‌                         

that‌ ‌that‌ ‌life‌ ‌was‌ ‌in‌ ‌fact‌ ‌a‌ ‌computer‌ ‌programme;‌‌in‌‌reality,‌‌his‌‌body‌‌–‌‌together‌‌with‌‌                               

those‌‌of‌‌almost‌‌all‌‌other‌‌human‌‌beings‌‌in‌‌the‌‌world‌‌–‌‌was‌‌being‌‌kept‌‌unconscious‌‌by‌‌                               

the‌ ‌machines‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌now‌ ‌taken‌ ‌over‌ ‌the‌ ‌world.‌ ‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌shared‌‌                           

life-programme‌ ‌generated‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌machines‌ ‌and‌ ‌fed‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌bodies,‌‌giving‌‌them‌‌a‌‌                         

consistent‌ ‌dream‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌take‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌everyday‌ ‌life.‌ ‌Such‌ ‌a‌ ‌film‌ ‌appeals‌ ‌to‌ ‌some‌‌                             

long-standing‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌problems;‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌difference‌ ‌between‌ ‌appearance‌ ‌and‌‌                 

reality,‌ ‌to‌ ‌questions‌ ‌of‌ ‌solipsism,‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌nature‌‌of‌‌dreaming,‌‌and‌‌so‌‌on.‌‌It‌‌illustrates‌‌                             

certain‌ ‌moves‌ ‌in‌ ‌Descartes’‌ ‌methodological‌ ‌skepticism‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Meditations,‌ ‌adapts‌‌                   

Putnam’s‌ ‌brain-in-a-vat‌ ‌case,‌ ‌and‌ ‌relates‌ ‌to‌ ‌Nozick’s‌ ‌experience-machine.‌‌               

(Goodenough‌ ‌&‌ ‌Read,‌ ‌2005,‌ ‌2)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Here,‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix,‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌through‌ ‌film‌ ‌accounts,‌‌illustrates‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌                       

philosopher’s‌ ‌theories‌ ‌and‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌(as‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments).‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌that‌‌                     

underline‌‌that‌‌if‌‌‌The‌‌Matrix‌‌‌is‌‌to‌‌be‌‌acknowledged‌‌to‌‌make‌‌philosophical‌‌contribution,‌‌then,‌‌it‌‌                             

should‌ ‌first‌ ‌be‌ ‌innovative‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌should‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌mere‌ ‌illustration‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌‌                                   

philosophical‌ ‌theory‌ ‌(Carroll,‌ ‌2006;‌ ‌Smuts,‌ ‌2009)‌ ‌and‌ ‌should‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌dependent‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         

theoretician’s‌‌interpretation‌‌or‌‌textual‌‌sources‌‌(Shamir,‌‌2016,‌‌61).‌‌However,‌‌these‌‌accounts‌‌                     

in‌‌my‌‌perception‌‌focus‌‌too‌‌much‌‌on‌‌the‌‌ways‌‌to‌‌relate‌‌the‌‌films,‌‌especially‌‌in‌‌this‌‌case,‌‌‌The‌‌                                   

Matrix,‌‌to‌‌a‌‌priori‌‌theories‌‌that‌‌they‌‌oversee‌‌the‌‌non-verbal‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌the‌‌film‌‌which‌‌offers‌‌                               

something‌‌unique‌‌and‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌a‌‌priori‌‌theories.‌‌Stephen‌‌Mulhall‌‌following‌‌the‌‌                         

same‌ ‌lines‌ ‌as‌ ‌mine‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌that:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Even‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌useful‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌discussions‌ ‌would‌ ‌usually‌ ‌begin‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌long‌‌                         

explanation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌relevant‌ ‌theory,‌ ‌and‌ ‌turn‌ ‌to‌‌the‌‌specific‌‌film‌‌only‌‌at‌‌the‌‌end,‌‌and‌‌                               

only‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cultural‌‌product‌‌whose‌‌specific‌‌features‌‌served‌‌to‌‌illustrate‌‌the‌‌truth‌‌of‌‌that‌‌                             

theory‌ ‌-‌ ‌as‌ ‌one‌ ‌more‌ ‌phenomenon‌ ‌the‌ ‌theory‌ ‌rendered‌ ‌comprehensible.‌ ‌(Mulhall,‌‌                     

2002,‌ ‌6)‌ ‌ 

‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌ ‌is‌ ‌contemplated‌ ‌as‌ ‌illustrating‌ ‌Nozick’s‌ ‌‘Experience‌‌                   

Machine’‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment.‌ ‌In‌ ‌Nozick’s‌ ‌Experience‌ ‌Machine,‌ ‌as‌ ‌he‌ ‌calls,‌ ‌super-duper‌‌                     

neuropsychologists‌ ‌can‌ ‌stimulate‌‌your‌‌brain‌‌so‌‌that‌‌you‌‌would‌‌think‌‌and‌‌feel‌‌whatever‌‌you‌‌                           

want.‌ ‌While‌ ‌this‌ ‌dream-like‌ ‌experience‌ ‌is‌ ‌happening,‌ ‌you‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌ ‌floating‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌tank‌‌with‌‌                             
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electrodes‌ ‌attached‌ ‌to‌ ‌your‌ ‌brain‌ ‌(Nozick,‌ ‌1974).‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌he‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌show‌ ‌that‌‌                             

there‌ ‌is‌ ‌something‌ ‌valuable‌ ‌other‌ ‌than‌ ‌pleasure‌ ‌which‌ ‌can‌ ‌increase‌ ‌the‌ ‌well-being‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

individuals.‌ ‌On‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌hand,‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌ ‌portrays‌ ‌a‌ ‌dystopian‌ ‌future‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌human‌‌                           

beings,‌‌kept‌‌in‌‌a‌‌liquid‌‌filled‌‌pod‌‌with‌‌electrodes‌‌attached‌‌to‌‌their‌‌bodies,‌‌unknowingly‌‌live‌‌in‌‌                               

a‌ ‌simulated‌ ‌reality‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌created‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌intelligent‌ ‌machines‌ ‌to‌ ‌use‌ ‌their‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌‌                               

energy‌ ‌source.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌stated‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌considerable‌ ‌similarities‌ ‌between‌‌the‌‌                           

two‌ ‌pieces.‌ ‌‌However,‌ ‌to‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌illustration‌ ‌of‌ ‌Nozick’s‌ ‌thought‌‌                           

experiment‌‌would‌‌mean‌‌to‌‌underestimate‌‌the‌‌power‌‌of‌‌the‌‌film‌‌to‌‌introduce‌‌new‌‌directions‌‌of‌‌                             

thought‌‌through‌‌unique‌‌cinematic‌‌means‌‌of‌‌expression‌‌which‌‌goes‌‌beyond‌‌‌traditional‌‌forms‌‌                       

of‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌constrained‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌mask‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌language‌ ‌(Frampton,‌ ‌2006).‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌example,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌ ‌‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌scene‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌a‌ ‌conversation‌‌                             

between‌ ‌‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌members‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Resistance,‌ ‌Cypher,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌agent‌ ‌working‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                             

machines.‌‌If‌‌you‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌verbally‌‌shared‌‌discussion,‌‌you‌‌can‌‌clearly‌‌consider‌‌the‌‌film‌‌to‌‌                               

be‌‌an‌‌illustration‌‌of‌‌Nozick’s‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌Cypher‌‌wants‌‌to‌‌and‌‌prefers‌‌                               

to‌ ‌live‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌artificially‌ ‌created‌ ‌reality,‌ ‌so‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say‌ ‌in‌ ‌Nozick’s‌ ‌‘Experience‌ ‌Machine’.‌‌                             

However,‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌offers‌‌more‌‌than‌‌the‌‌dialogue‌‌itself.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌when‌‌the‌‌agents‌‌ask‌‌                             

Cypher‌ ‌if‌‌they‌‌have‌‌a‌‌deal‌‌on‌‌Cypher‌‌giving‌‌information‌‌about‌‌the‌‌Resistance‌‌in‌‌exchange‌‌                             

for‌‌being‌‌able‌‌to‌‌go‌‌back‌‌into‌‌the‌‌Matrix,‌‌we‌‌see‌‌a‌‌juicy‌‌and‌‌seemingly‌‌super‌‌delicious‌‌steak‌‌                                   

in‌ ‌a‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shot‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌representative‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌pleasure‌ ‌itself‌ ‌for‌ ‌Cypher.‌ ‌The‌ ‌scene‌‌                             

continues‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shot‌ ‌of‌ ‌how‌ ‌much‌ ‌pleasure‌ ‌Cypher‌ ‌gets‌ ‌from‌ ‌eating‌ ‌the‌ ‌steak.‌‌                             

Right‌ ‌after‌ ‌Cypher‌ ‌says‌ ‌“ignorance‌ ‌is‌ ‌bliss”‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌abrupt‌ ‌cut‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌close-up‌‌shot‌‌to‌‌a‌‌                                   

harp‌ ‌and‌ ‌we‌ ‌hear‌ ‌the‌ ‌soft‌ ‌sound‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌harp‌ ‌which‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌flu‌ ‌background‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌luxury‌‌                                   

restaurant‌ ‌directly‌ ‌represents‌ ‌Cypher’s‌ ‌material‌ ‌pleasures‌ ‌and‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌following‌‌                     

scene,‌‌we‌‌see‌‌Cypher,‌‌enjoying‌‌the‌‌material‌‌pleasures‌‌such‌‌as‌‌drinking‌‌wine‌‌and‌‌smoking‌‌a‌‌                             

cigar‌ ‌while‌‌talking‌‌about‌‌the‌‌details‌‌of‌‌his‌‌demands‌‌for‌‌his‌‌artificially‌‌created‌‌reality.‌‌What‌‌I‌‌                               

try‌ ‌to‌ ‌offer‌ ‌here‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌when‌‌all‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌elements‌‌                                 

are‌ ‌combined,‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌unique‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌medium‌ ‌itself,‌ ‌ontologically,‌ ‌proposes‌‌                       

something‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌Nozick’s‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌‌‌can‌‌not,‌‌by‌‌nature,‌‌                       

be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌mere‌ ‌illustration‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌philosophical‌‌idea.‌‌To‌‌put‌‌it‌‌into‌‌words‌‌                                 

more‌ ‌explicitly,‌ ‌Tal‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌an‌ ‌analogy‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌he‌ ‌states‌ ‌that:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Whether‌ ‌or‌ ‌not‌ ‌an‌ ‌archeologist‌ ‌analyzes‌ ‌a‌ ‌stone‌ ‌and‌ ‌places‌‌it‌‌in‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌an‌‌                               

archeological‌‌theory,‌‌the‌‌stone‌‌stays‌‌the‌‌same‌‌stone.‌‌And‌‌whether‌‌or‌‌not‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

philosopher‌‌analyzes‌‌a‌‌film‌‌and‌‌places‌‌it‌‌in‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌a‌‌philosophical‌‌theory,‌‌the‌‌                             

film‌ ‌stays‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌film.‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌166)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Therefore,‌‌‌The‌‌Matrix,‌‌‌without‌‌any‌‌prior‌‌theory‌‌to‌‌be‌‌situated‌‌within,‌‌is‌‌a‌‌philosophical‌‌piece‌‌                             
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in‌ ‌itself‌ ‌because‌ ‌it‌ ‌offers‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌way‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌which‌ ‌goes‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌verbal‌‌                             

expressions.‌‌Respectively,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌the‌‌‌Experience‌‌Machine‌‌and‌‌‌The‌‌Matrix‌‌in‌‌some‌‌aspects‌‌                         

philosophize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌ideas,‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌independently‌ ‌and‌ ‌equally‌ ‌unique‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌‌                         

philosophy‌ ‌one‌ ‌delivered‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌language‌ ‌one‌ ‌delivered‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌means.‌‌ ‌  

What‌ ‌I‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌above‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌scene‌ ‌from‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌‌                           

occupies‌‌a‌‌prominent‌‌place‌‌in‌‌many‌‌recent‌‌continental‌‌and‌‌Anglo-American‌‌discourses.‌‌The‌‌                       

main‌ ‌concern‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌scrutinize‌ ‌how‌ ‌to‌ ‌prove‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌‌                               

philosophy‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌somehow‌ ‌to‌ ‌prove‌ ‌as‌ ‌Read‌ ‌expresses‌ ‌that:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Films‌ ‌are‌ ‌no‌ ‌longer‌ ‌merely‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌viewed‌ ‌as‌ ‌illustrative‌ ‌material‌ ‌for‌ ‌pre-existing‌                         

philosophies‌‌(as‌‌films‌‌are‌‌typically‌‌presented‌‌as‌‌being‌‌in‌‌philosophy‌‌teaching‌‌of‌‌film)‌‌                         

nor‌‌as‌‌illustrative‌‌material‌‌for‌‌pre-existing‌‌ideologies‌‌or‌‌theories‌‌(as‌‌films‌‌are‌‌typically‌‌                         

presented‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌in‌ ‌Film‌ ‌Studies).‌ ‌(Read,‌ ‌2005,‌ ‌31)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

This‌‌idea‌‌of‌‌film‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌potential‌‌contributor‌‌to‌‌philosophy‌‌was‌‌fiercely‌‌bolstered‌‌by‌‌Stanley‌‌                               

Cavell,‌‌who‌‌can‌‌be‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌first‌‌philosophers‌‌to‌‌properly‌‌address‌‌the‌‌issue‌‌                               

of‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌He‌ ‌approaches‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌‌is‌‌the‌‌rediscovery‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌                                 

that:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

It‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌simply‌ ‌a‌ ‌matter‌ ‌of‌ ‌framing‌ ‌arguments,‌ ‌undertaking‌ ‌analyses,‌ ‌or‌ ‌debating‌‌                         

theoretical‌ ‌claims.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌matter,‌ ‌rather,‌ ‌of‌ ‌aesthetic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌ ‌rhetorical‌‌                         

presentation,‌ ‌of‌ ‌how‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌insight‌ ‌is‌ ‌married‌ ‌to‌ ‌literary‌ ‌expression‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                       

quest‌ ‌to‌ ‌restore‌ ‌and‌ ‌enrich‌ ‌our‌ ‌engagement‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌ordinary‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌source‌ ‌of‌‌                           

philosophical‌ ‌experience.‌ ‌(‌Sinnerbrink‌,‌ ‌2014,‌ ‌57)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌‌point‌‌here‌‌for‌‌Cavell‌‌is‌‌to‌‌practice‌‌film-philosophy‌‌in‌‌a‌‌way‌‌that‌‌goes‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌limits‌‌                                 

of‌ ‌our‌ ‌knowledge‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌creative‌ ‌ways‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌we‌ ‌can‌ ‌reinterpret‌ ‌our‌ ‌experience‌ ‌both‌‌                             

aesthetically‌ ‌and‌ ‌philosophically.‌‌ ‌  

Correspondingly,‌ ‌film,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌experience‌‌that‌‌it‌‌introduces‌‌through‌‌its‌‌ontologically‌‌                     

unique‌‌elements,‌‌which‌‌opens‌‌a‌‌door‌‌to‌‌go‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌logical‌‌demonstration‌‌and‌‌discursive‌‌                           

argumentation,‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌new‌ ‌ways‌ ‌of‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌that‌ ‌seek‌ ‌to‌ ‌transform‌ ‌our‌ ‌understanding.‌‌                       

Hence,‌ ‌film‌ ‌itself‌ ‌poses‌ ‌questions‌‌and‌‌develops‌‌answers‌‌of‌‌a‌‌philosophical‌‌nature‌‌through‌‌                         

the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌belonging‌‌to‌‌the‌‌medium.‌‌It‌‌is‌‌a‌‌different‌‌way‌‌of‌‌doing‌‌philosophy‌‌in‌‌                               

which‌ ‌“the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌implications‌ ‌drawn‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌further‌ ‌elaborated‌ ‌and‌‌                         

articulated‌ ‌by‌ ‌combining‌ ‌close‌ ‌interpretation‌ ‌and‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌with‌ ‌more‌ ‌general‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                     

reflection,‌‌philosophical‌‌questioning,‌‌and‌‌critical‌‌discussion”‌‌(‌Sinnerbrink‌,‌‌2014,‌‌65).‌‌This‌‌is‌‌                     

so‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say‌ ‌that‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌illustrating‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌theories,‌ ‌films‌ ‌introduce‌‌their‌‌                             
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philosophical‌‌ideas,‌‌concepts‌‌and‌‌theories‌‌which‌‌are‌‌open‌‌to‌‌further‌‌interpretation‌‌in‌‌relation‌‌                         

to‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌ideas,‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌or‌ ‌theories.‌ ‌To‌ ‌make‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌more‌ ‌concrete‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌‌                             

does‌‌philosophy‌‌in‌‌a‌‌uniquely‌‌different‌‌way‌‌than‌‌Nozick‌‌doing‌‌philosophy‌‌in‌‌his‌‌‌Experience‌‌                           

Machine‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌there‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌some‌ ‌further‌ ‌elaboration‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌The‌‌                       

Matrix‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌ ‌relation‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Experience‌ ‌Machine‌ ‌to‌ ‌provide‌ ‌more‌ ‌general‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                         

reflection,‌‌philosophical‌‌questioning,‌‌and‌‌critical‌‌discussion.‌‌However,‌‌this‌‌should‌‌not‌‌signify‌‌                     

that‌‌‌The‌‌Matrix‌‌is‌‌just‌‌a‌‌mere‌‌illustration‌‌but‌‌should‌‌signify‌‌that‌‌‌The‌‌Matrix‌‌is‌‌a‌‌philosophical‌                                 

contribution‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Experience‌ ‌Machine‌ ‌is.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌not‌‌only‌‌every‌‌film,‌‌since‌‌not‌‌all‌‌the‌‌                             

written‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌are‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌doing‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌but‌ ‌some‌ ‌films‌ ‌as‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌‌                         

should‌ ‌be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌doing‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌or‌ ‌being‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌film-philosophy‌‌scope,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌have‌‌highlighted‌‌above,‌‌is‌‌mainly‌‌concerned‌‌on‌‌how‌‌                         

to‌‌prove‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌film‌‌as‌‌philosophy‌‌and‌‌as‌‌philosophizing.‌‌Therefore,‌‌I‌‌can‌‌claim‌                             

that‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌difference‌‌between‌‌the‌‌accounts‌‌which‌‌bolster‌‌film‌‌as‌‌philosophy‌‌and‌‌film‌‌as‌‌                               

philosophizing.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌Thomas‌ ‌Wartenberg‌ ‌acknowledging‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophizing‌‌                 

construes‌‌‌The‌‌Matrix‌‌‌as‌‌an‌‌updated‌‌version‌‌of‌‌‌Descartes’s‌‌Evil‌‌Genius‌‌thought‌‌experiment.‌‌                         

From‌ ‌his‌ ‌perspective,‌ ‌before‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌only‌‌possible‌‌to‌‌imagine‌‌Descartes’s‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌                         

but‌ ‌with‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌ ‌‌individuals‌ ‌can‌ ‌experience‌ ‌the‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌for‌‌                       

Wartenberg,‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌philosophizing.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌his‌ ‌main‌ ‌methodological‌ ‌path‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌                       

articulating‌ ‌as‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

How‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌techniques‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments,‌ ‌counterexamples,‌ ‌and‌‌                 

argumentation‌ ‌are‌ ‌used‌ ‌in‌ ‌specific‌ ‌films.‌ ‌If‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌can‌ ‌screen‌ ‌philosophical‌‌                     

techniques‌ ‌in‌ ‌specific‌ ‌films,‌ ‌then‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌can‌ ‌screen‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Wartenberg‌‌                   

concludes‌ ‌that‌ ‌while‌ ‌this‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌resolve‌ ‌the‌ ‌question‌ ‌of‌ ‌what‌ ‌makes‌ ‌a‌ ‌work‌‌                           

philosophical,‌ ‌it‌ ‌does‌ ‌show‌ ‌how‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌techniques‌ ‌and‌ ‌questions‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                     

screened,‌ ‌and‌ ‌thereby,‌ ‌exposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌plurality‌ ‌of‌ ‌connections‌ ‌between‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌and‌‌                     

philosophy.‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌74;‌ ‌Wartenberg,‌ ‌2007)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Therefore,‌ ‌film‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌used‌ ‌for‌ ‌significant‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌purposes‌ ‌through‌ ‌philosophizing.‌‌                     

However,‌ ‌for‌ ‌Wartenberg,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌different‌ ‌and‌ ‌stronger‌ ‌to‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌films‌ ‌are‌ ‌works‌ ‌of‌‌                             

philosophy‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌claiming‌ ‌that‌ ‌films‌ ‌are‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌because‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌‌                       

features‌ ‌and‌ ‌concerns‌ ‌of‌ ‌more‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌media‌ ‌that‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌be‌ ‌replicated‌                       

cinematically.‌‌Hence,‌‌departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌accentuation,‌‌he‌‌claims‌‌that‌‌it‌‌is‌‌receptive‌‌to‌‌claim‌‌                           

that‌ ‌films‌ ‌are‌ ‌works‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Nonetheless,‌ ‌films‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌‌ability‌‌to‌‌illustrate‌‌                             

philosophical‌ ‌claims‌ ‌or‌ ‌theories‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌way‌ ‌that‌ ‌provides‌ ‌genuine‌ ‌illumination,‌ ‌but‌‌also‌‌films‌‌                           

can‌ ‌make‌ ‌arguments,‌ ‌provide‌ ‌counterexamples‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌claims,‌ ‌and‌ ‌put‌ ‌forward‌‌                     

novel‌‌philosophical‌‌theories‌‌and‌‌where‌‌films‌‌happen‌‌to‌‌do‌‌these‌‌mentioned‌‌things‌‌then‌‌they‌‌                           
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are‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌(Wartenberg,‌ ‌2007,‌ ‌9).‌ ‌Stephen‌‌Mulhall‌‌also‌‌underlines‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌                     

of‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌by‌ ‌stating,‌ ‌talking‌ ‌on‌ ‌films,‌ ‌that:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

I‌‌see‌‌them‌‌as‌‌themselves‌‌reflecting‌‌on‌‌and‌‌evaluating‌‌such‌‌views‌‌and‌‌arguments,‌‌as‌‌                           

thinking‌ ‌seriously‌ ‌and‌ ‌systematically‌ ‌about‌ ‌them‌ ‌in‌ ‌just‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌ways‌ ‌that‌‌                       

philosophers‌‌do.‌‌Such‌‌films‌‌are‌‌not‌‌philosophy’s‌‌raw‌‌material,‌‌are‌‌not‌‌a‌‌source‌‌for‌‌its‌‌                             

ornamentation;‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌exercises,‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌ ‌action‌ ‌–‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌‌                     

philosophizing.‌ ‌(Mulhall,‌ ‌2002,‌ ‌2)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌ ‌main‌ ‌concern‌ ‌of‌ ‌Wartenberg‌ ‌for‌ ‌claiming‌ ‌that‌ ‌films‌ ‌are‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌but‌ ‌not‌‌                         

works‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌to‌ ‌consider‌ ‌a‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌work‌‌of‌‌philosophy.‌‌                               

Here,‌‌I‌‌propose‌‌that‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌film‌‌as‌‌a‌‌work‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌depends‌‌on‌‌the‌‌“priority‌‌                                 

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌particular”‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌holistic‌ ‌evaluation‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌particular.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌propose‌ ‌my‌‌                               

perception‌ ‌on‌ ‌film’s‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌section‌ ‌but‌ ‌here‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌‌                                 

underline‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌that‌‌I‌‌depart‌‌from.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌from‌‌the‌‌Cavell‌‌inspired‌‌perspective,‌‌                           

Stephen‌ ‌Mulhall‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌the‌ ‌priority‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌particular‌ ‌which‌ ‌signifies‌ ‌that‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌‌                         

philosophy‌‌thesis‌‌should‌‌be‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌detailed‌‌analyses‌‌and‌‌critical‌‌interpretations‌‌of‌‌                         

particular‌ ‌films‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌(Mulhall,‌ ‌2002).‌ ‌As‌ ‌Sinnerbrink‌ ‌expresses:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Conventional‌ ‌‘philosophy‌ ‌of‌ ‌film’,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌sure,‌‌depends‌‌upon‌‌general‌‌arguments‌‌and‌‌                       

theoretical‌ ‌claims‌ ‌aiming‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌highest‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌generality.‌ ‌Cavellian‌ ‌or‌ ‌Mulhallian‌‌                       

film-philosophy,‌ ‌by‌ ‌contrast,‌ ‌prioritizes‌ ‌the‌ ‌particular,‌ ‌responds‌ ‌aesthetically‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                   

work,‌‌and‌‌develops‌‌its‌‌argumentative‌‌claims‌‌on‌‌the‌‌basis‌‌of‌‌philosophically-informed‌‌                     

film‌ ‌criticism.‌ ‌(‌Sinnerbrink,‌ ‌2014,‌ ‌59)‌‌  

‌ 

Thus,‌‌the‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌without‌‌the‌‌careful‌‌reading‌‌(as‌‌Cavell‌‌calls)‌‌and‌‌analysis‌‌                               

of‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces,‌‌the‌‌discussions‌‌on‌‌‌whether‌‌films‌‌can‌‌make‌‌contributions‌‌to‌‌                           

philosophy‌‌and‌‌what‌‌precisely‌‌those‌‌contributions‌‌are‌‌cannot‌‌be‌‌settled‌‌(‌Sinnerbrink,‌‌2014)‌.‌‌                       

Therefore,‌ ‌particular‌ ‌films‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌works‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌but‌ ‌how?‌‌ ‌  

This‌ ‌question‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌necessity‌ ‌of‌ ‌methodological‌ ‌paths‌ ‌to‌ ‌close‌ ‌read‌ ‌specific‌‌                       

films‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌introduce‌‌these‌‌specific‌‌films‌‌as‌‌works‌‌of‌‌philosophy.‌‌Hence,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌insufficient‌‌                               

just‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌concerned‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌stories‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌plot‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌films‌ ‌just‌ ‌because‌ ‌then‌ ‌it‌ ‌would‌‌                                   

mean‌ ‌to‌ ‌ignore‌ ‌its‌‌unique‌‌cinematic‌‌means‌‌of‌‌expression‌‌which‌‌is‌‌capable‌‌of‌‌evoking‌‌new‌‌                             

types‌‌of‌‌thinking.‌‌As‌‌Daniel‌‌Frampton‌‌argues‌‌“It‌‌only‌‌takes‌‌one‌‌character‌‌to‌‌say‌‌“man‌‌is‌‌not‌‌                                 

an‌‌island”‌‌for‌‌somebody‌‌to‌‌jump‌‌up‌‌and‌‌declare‌‌the‌‌film‌‌philosophical.”‌‌(Frampton,‌‌2006,‌‌9).‌‌                             

Thus,‌ ‌although‌ ‌the‌ ‌words‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌used‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌film‌ ‌matters‌ ‌in‌ ‌its‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌work‌ ‌of‌‌                                   

philosophy,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌not‌‌sufficient‌‌enough‌‌to‌‌declare‌‌a‌‌film‌‌as‌‌a‌‌work‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌by‌‌the‌‌written‌‌                                   
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text‌‌associated‌‌narrative‌‌that‌‌it‌‌proposes.‌‌“Cinema‌‌can‌‌produce‌‌the‌‌un-thought‌‌in‌‌thought;‌‌it‌‌                           

is‌ ‌the‌ ‌birth‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌visible‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌still‌ ‌hidden‌ ‌from‌ ‌our‌ ‌linguistically‌ ‌structured‌ ‌perception”‌‌                             

(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌119).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌Frampton’s‌ ‌film-thinking‌ ‌proposes‌‌a‌‌holistic‌‌understanding‌‌                   

of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌that‌‌base‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌‌choices‌‌using‌‌different‌‌elements‌‌such‌‌as‌‌framing,‌‌                             

movements,‌‌editing,‌‌colors,‌‌sound,‌‌light,‌‌plot,‌‌acting,‌‌cinematography,‌‌music,‌‌special‌‌effects,‌‌                     

lighting,‌‌mood,‌‌and‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌the‌‌empathy‌‌it‌‌evokes‌‌for‌‌its‌‌characters‌‌and‌‌story‌‌that‌‌belong‌‌                                 

to‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌medium‌‌(Frampton,‌‌2006).‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌all‌‌these‌‌                             

mentioned‌‌fragments‌‌that‌‌compose‌‌the‌‌film,‌‌when‌‌holistically‌‌perceived,‌‌assign‌‌the‌‌film‌‌itself‌‌                         

to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌work‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌All‌ ‌these‌ ‌fragments,‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌discerned,‌ ‌create‌ ‌an‌‌                         

emancipation‌ ‌of‌ ‌knowledge‌ ‌through‌ ‌experience‌‌that‌‌goes‌‌beyond‌‌and‌‌cannot‌‌be‌‌mastered‌‌                       

by‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌perception‌ ‌takes‌ ‌film‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌capable‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                               

aesthetic‌ ‌disclosure‌ ‌of‌ ‌novel‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌of‌ ‌our‌ ‌experience‌ ‌–‌ ‌provides‌ ‌a‌ ‌salutary‌ ‌way‌ ‌of‌‌                           

overcoming‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌disenfranchisement‌‌of‌‌film‌‌which‌‌approaches‌‌to‌‌film‌‌to‌‌be‌‌an‌‌                         

inferior‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌knowing‌ ‌and‌ ‌subsumes‌ ‌it‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌framework‌ ‌that‌ ‌typically‌‌                         

reduces‌ ‌its‌ ‌aesthetic‌ ‌complexity‌ ‌(‌Sinnerbrink,‌ ‌2011‌).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌allows‌ ‌“film‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                       

philosophically‌ ‌self-reflective,‌ ‌while‌ ‌opening‌ ‌up‌ ‌the‌ ‌possibility‌ ‌that‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌might‌ ‌be‌‌                     

transformed‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌encounter‌ ‌with‌ ‌film”‌ ‌(Sinnerbrink,‌ ‌2011,‌ ‌26).‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌‌                         

understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌expressed‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌Sinnerbrink:‌ ‌ 

‌ 
Avoids‌ ‌assuming‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌ready-made‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌framework‌ ‌or‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                     

approach‌‌that‌‌should‌‌be‌‌applied‌‌to‌‌a‌‌film‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌its‌‌meaning‌‌or,‌‌alternatively,‌‌which‌‌                             

the‌ ‌film‌ ‌is‌ ‌supposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌illustrate.‌ ‌The‌ ‌second‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌sustained‌ ‌receptiveness‌‌to‌‌what‌‌                           

film‌ ‌aesthetically‌ ‌discloses;‌ ‌an‌ ‌engagement‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌aesthetic‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌film,‌‌the‌‌                       

reflection‌‌it‌‌inspires,‌‌and‌‌to‌‌the‌‌way‌‌film‌‌resists‌‌immediate‌‌translation‌‌into‌‌theoretical‌‌                         

argument.‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌responsiveness‌ ‌to‌ ‌film’s‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌aesthetic‌ ‌disclosure,‌ ‌its‌‌                       

distinctive‌ ‌ways‌ ‌of‌ ‌thinking,‌ ‌might‌‌involve,‌‌for‌‌example,‌‌consideration‌‌not‌‌only‌‌of‌‌its‌‌                         

narrative‌‌aspects‌‌but‌‌its‌‌audiovisual‌‌rhythms,‌‌hermeneutic‌‌ambiguities,‌‌and‌‌capacity‌‌                   

to‌‌both‌‌enact‌‌and‌‌evoke‌‌effective‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌thought.‌‌Third,‌‌and‌‌taking‌‌the‌‌above‌‌into‌‌                             

account,‌‌is‌‌an‌‌openness‌‌to‌‌transforming‌‌how‌‌one‌‌can‌‌think‌‌and‌‌write‌‌philosophically‌‌                         

about‌ ‌film,‌ ‌exploring‌ ‌ways‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌‌we‌‌can‌‌find‌‌words‌‌to‌‌articulate‌‌what‌‌film‌‌allows‌‌                             

us‌‌to‌‌experience,‌‌and‌‌elaborating‌‌upon‌‌what‌‌it‌‌‘thinks’‌‌in‌‌its‌‌own‌‌distinctive‌‌manner.‌‌                           

(Sinnerbrink,‌ ‌2011,‌ ‌38)‌ ‌ 

‌ 
Here,‌‌film‌‌is‌‌acknowledged‌‌as‌‌having‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌transform‌‌philosophy‌‌into‌‌the‌‌possibility‌‌                           

of‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌‘the‌ ‌new’‌ ‌and‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌time‌ ‌having‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌‌be‌‌the‌‌philosophy‌‌itself.‌‌                                 

Thus,‌‌departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌underlining,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌section,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌                                   

understanding‌‌of‌‌film‌‌and‌‌cinematic‌‌medium‌‌as‌‌‘Cinematic‌‌Philosophy’.‌‌All‌‌in‌‌all,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌                               
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propose‌ ‌my‌ ‌version‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌So‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌find‌ ‌the‌ ‌words‌ ‌to‌‌                                   

articulate‌ ‌what‌ ‌film‌ ‌allows‌ ‌us‌ ‌to‌ ‌experience‌‌and‌‌elaborating‌‌upon‌‌what‌‌it‌‌‘thinks’‌‌in‌‌its‌‌own‌‌                               

distinctive‌ ‌manner‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

4.3‌ ‌Cinematic‌ ‌Philosophy‌ ‌ 

‌ 
Cinema’s‌ ‌potential‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophy‌‌lays‌‌on‌‌its‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌go‌‌beyond‌‌our‌‌linguistically‌‌                         

structured‌‌perception.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌all‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌are‌‌used‌‌in‌‌a‌‌film‌‌is‌‌a‌‌                             

component‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌idea,‌ ‌concept,‌ ‌thought‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌itself.‌‌                           

However,‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌perception‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌possibility‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌has‌‌been‌‌                             

consistently‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌non-linguistically‌ ‌present‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                   

cinema‌‌itself.‌‌The‌‌preeminent‌‌reason‌‌for‌‌this‌‌is‌‌the‌‌long‌‌tradition‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌which‌‌solely‌‌                             

functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌words‌ ‌either‌ ‌orally‌ ‌or‌ ‌verbally‌ ‌expressed‌ ‌and‌ ‌used.‌ ‌Cinematic‌‌                       

philosophy‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌here‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌words‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌functions‌‌                           

through‌ ‌framing,‌ ‌movements,‌ ‌editing,‌ ‌colors,‌ ‌sound,‌ ‌light,‌ ‌plot,‌ ‌acting,‌ ‌cinematography,‌‌                   

music,‌‌special‌‌effects,‌‌lighting,‌‌mood,‌‌and‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌the‌‌empathy‌‌it‌‌evokes‌‌for‌‌its‌‌characters‌‌                               

and‌‌story‌‌that‌‌belong‌‌to‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌medium.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌proposes‌‌                       

a‌‌type‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌that‌‌is‌‌the‌‌closest‌‌to‌‌the‌‌human‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌life.‌‌From‌‌this‌‌perspective‌‌                                 

it‌ ‌has‌ ‌the‌ ‌potential‌ ‌to‌ ‌change‌ ‌and‌ ‌expand‌ ‌our‌ ‌relation‌ ‌and‌ ‌dependence‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌verbal‌‌                             

language‌ ‌itself‌ ‌by‌ ‌offering‌ ‌a‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌territory‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌restricted‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌linear‌‌                           

functioning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌words‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌filtered‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌pre-conditioned‌ ‌mind.‌‌ ‌  

Looking‌‌back‌‌in‌‌history,‌‌the‌‌image‌‌had‌‌a‌‌prominent‌‌epistemological‌‌significance‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                         

non-linear‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌expression‌‌on‌‌making‌‌sense‌‌of‌‌the‌‌living‌‌which‌‌was‌‌also‌‌the‌‌concern‌‌of‌‌                               

philosophy.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌expresses:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

One‌‌can‌‌argue‌‌that‌‌we‌‌have‌‌always‌‌been‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌artistic,‌‌visual‌‌possibilities‌‌to‌‌                           

confront‌‌the‌‌chaos.‌‌From‌‌cave‌‌paintings‌‌to‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌by‌‌way‌‌of‌‌Egyptian‌‌                         

hieroglyphs,‌ ‌Greek‌ ‌theater,‌ ‌medieval‌ ‌paintings,‌ ‌and‌ ‌Renaissance‌ ‌art,‌ ‌one‌ ‌can‌ ‌see‌‌                     

that‌‌the‌‌visual‌‌world,‌‌was‌‌not‌‌just‌‌used‌‌for‌‌entertainment‌‌or‌‌matters‌‌of‌‌taste,‌‌but‌‌used‌‌                               

to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌key‌ ‌player‌ ‌in‌ ‌making‌ ‌our‌ ‌world‌ ‌plausible.‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌204)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Therefore,‌‌the‌‌image,‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception,‌‌was‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌philosophising‌‌on‌‌making‌‌sense‌‌                         

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌world.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌and‌ ‌philosophizing,‌ ‌although‌ ‌being‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌core‌ ‌of‌ ‌any‌‌                           

discipline,‌‌has‌‌been‌‌transformed‌‌into‌‌a‌‌specialized‌‌discipline‌‌and‌‌counted‌‌as‌‌just‌‌one‌‌among‌‌                           

many‌ ‌disciplines‌ ‌with‌ ‌its‌ ‌own‌ ‌unique‌ ‌domain,‌ ‌with‌ ‌its‌ ‌special‌ ‌language,‌ ‌standards‌ ‌of‌‌                         

success,‌‌and‌‌specified‌‌concerns‌‌(Shamir,‌‌2016).‌‌This‌‌formed‌‌the‌‌basis‌‌of‌‌what‌‌we‌‌consider‌‌                           
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as‌‌philosophy‌‌today.‌‌The‌‌core‌‌functioning‌‌of‌‌this‌‌specialized‌‌discipline‌‌is‌‌set‌‌as‌‌the‌‌linearly‌‌                             

constructed‌ ‌verbal‌ ‌expression‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌words,‌ ‌verbal‌ ‌language,‌ ‌asserted‌ ‌either‌ ‌orally‌ ‌but‌‌                       

mostly‌‌in‌‌the‌‌written‌‌form.‌‌Respectively,‌‌the‌‌philosophical‌‌pieces‌‌are‌‌restricted‌‌to‌‌the‌‌verbal‌‌                           

language.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌channel‌ ‌that‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌‌                             

restriction‌ ‌just‌ ‌because‌ ‌it‌ ‌uses‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌verbal‌‌                         

language.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌is‌‌a‌‌distinct‌‌type‌‌of‌‌philosophy,‌‌and‌‌it‌‌is‌‌no‌‌less‌‌                             

valuable‌ ‌than‌ ‌oral‌ ‌and‌ ‌written‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌one‌ ‌example‌ ‌to‌ ‌precisely‌‌                             

indicate‌ ‌how‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌and‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌although‌ ‌equals,‌ ‌dissociate‌‌                   

from‌ ‌each‌ ‌other.‌ ‌ ‌   

The‌ ‌main‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌‌fundamental‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌traditional‌‌philosophy‌‌is‌‌to‌‌articulate‌‌                         

thought‌ ‌through‌ ‌oral‌ ‌and‌ ‌written‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌expression.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌is‌‌                       

precisely‌ ‌occupied‌ ‌with‌ ‌oral‌‌and‌‌written‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌expression.‌‌Departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌emphasis‌‌                         

Frampton‌‌reasonably‌‌argues‌‌that‌‌it‌‌only‌‌takes‌‌one‌‌character‌‌to‌‌say‌‌“man‌‌is‌‌not‌‌an‌‌island”‌‌for‌‌                                 

somebody‌‌to‌‌jump‌‌up‌‌and‌‌declare‌‌the‌‌film‌‌philosophical‌‌(Frampton,‌‌2006,‌‌9).‌‌Here,‌‌the‌‌film's‌‌                             

capacity‌‌to‌‌philosophize‌‌and‌‌to‌‌be‌‌philosophical‌‌solely‌‌depends‌‌on‌‌the‌‌verbal‌‌language‌‌that‌‌                           

is‌ ‌used‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌accessible‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌screenplay‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌film.‌‌ ‌  

At‌‌this‌‌point,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌dive‌‌into‌‌the‌‌example‌‌that‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌give‌‌to‌‌differentiate‌‌film‌‌as‌‌                                     

philosophizing‌‌and‌‌being‌‌philosophical‌‌in‌‌the‌‌traditional‌‌sense‌‌and‌‌as‌‌philosophizing,‌‌being‌‌                       

philosophical‌ ‌and‌ ‌even‌ ‌being‌ ‌a‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌piece‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌sense.‌‌In‌‌‌Vivre‌‌sa‌‌vie‌‌                             

(Godard,‌‌1965)‌‌which‌‌is‌‌composed‌‌of‌‌twelve‌‌chapters.‌‌The‌‌eleventh‌‌chapter‌‌takes‌‌place‌‌in‌‌                           

a‌ ‌cafe‌ ‌and‌ ‌solely‌ ‌‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌discussions‌ ‌between‌ ‌Nana‌ ‌(Anna‌ ‌Karina)‌‌                         

and‌ ‌a‌ ‌stranger‌ ‌(Brice‌ ‌Parain)‌ ‌as‌ ‌G‌odard‌ ‌titles‌ ‌him‌ ‌(although‌ ‌the‌ ‌stranger‌ ‌is‌ ‌mostly‌‌                           

acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosopher).‌‌If‌‌you‌‌just‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌discussions‌‌between‌‌Nana‌‌and‌‌                           

the‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌‌Vivre‌ ‌sa‌ ‌vie‌ ‌‌(1965)‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌‌                           

philosophizing‌ ‌‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌sense.‌‌Thus,‌‌acknowledging‌‌film‌‌in‌‌this‌‌sense‌‌would‌‌mean‌‌                         

to‌ ‌recognize‌ ‌just‌ ‌the‌ ‌screenplay‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌different‌ ‌than‌ ‌a‌ ‌written‌ ‌text‌ ‌of‌‌                                 

philosophy.‌ ‌The‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌discussions‌‌is‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌themes‌‌that‌‌are‌‌                           

discussed.‌ ‌Nana‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosopher‌ ‌ironically‌ ‌talk‌‌about‌‌the‌‌limits‌‌and‌‌the‌‌function‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

language,‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌talking‌ ‌processes,‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌‌                       

inevitability‌ ‌of‌ ‌mistakes‌ ‌to‌ ‌reach‌ ‌the‌ ‌truth‌ ‌and‌ ‌about‌ ‌love.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌proposes‌‌                           

more‌‌than‌‌just‌‌the‌‌text.‌‌It‌‌philosophizes‌‌and‌‌is‌‌philosophical‌‌in‌‌a‌‌distinct‌‌way,‌‌in‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌                                 

way.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌if‌ ‌you‌ ‌just‌ ‌read‌ ‌the‌ ‌text,‌ ‌you‌ ‌wouldn’t‌ ‌be‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌grasp‌ ‌where‌ ‌the‌‌                                 

conversion‌‌takes‌‌place,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌setting‌‌is‌‌a‌‌crucial‌‌element‌‌to‌‌put‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌into‌‌a‌‌context.‌‌                                 

Thus,‌‌the‌‌conversation‌‌takes‌‌place‌‌in‌‌a‌‌cafe‌‌and‌‌during‌‌the‌‌conversation‌‌we‌‌constantly‌‌hear‌‌                             

the‌‌background‌‌voice‌‌of‌‌daily‌‌life‌‌flowing‌‌as‌‌it‌‌is.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌through‌‌its‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌means,‌ ‌brings‌ ‌the‌ ‌institutionalized‌ ‌discipline‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌back‌ ‌to‌ ‌daily‌ ‌life.‌‌                       

Throughout‌‌the‌‌scene,‌‌the‌‌frames‌‌are‌‌set‌‌to‌‌get‌‌the‌‌reactions‌‌and‌‌the‌‌gestures‌‌of‌‌Nana‌‌and‌‌                                 
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the‌ ‌philosopher.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌although‌ ‌the‌ ‌text‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌philosophical‌‌                       

discussion‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌limits‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌function‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌language,‌ ‌the‌‌scene‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌despair‌‌                             

and‌‌anger‌‌of‌‌Nana‌‌on‌‌the‌‌limits‌‌and‌‌the‌‌function‌‌of‌‌the‌‌language‌‌through‌‌the‌‌gestures‌‌and‌‌                                 

reactions‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌that‌ ‌could‌ ‌only‌ ‌be‌ ‌possible‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌through‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌means.‌‌                             

The‌‌frames‌‌that‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌Nana‌‌and‌‌her‌‌gestures‌‌while‌‌the‌‌philosopher‌‌is‌‌talking‌‌is‌‌another‌‌                               

indicator‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌gestures‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌and‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌verbally‌‌                           

expressed‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌conversation.‌ ‌The‌ ‌most‌ ‌blatant‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌which‌‌                       

bolsters‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌means‌‌serving‌‌to‌‌go‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌traditional‌‌philosophy‌‌                         

is‌‌the‌‌part‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌camera‌‌focuses‌‌on‌‌Nana’s‌‌face‌‌and‌‌her‌‌direct‌‌look‌‌into‌‌the‌‌camera‌‌                                   

when‌‌the‌‌philosopher‌‌says,‌‌‘an‌‌individual‌‌should‌‌express‌‌herself‌‌in‌‌the‌‌most‌‌truthful‌‌sense’.‌‌                           

Here,‌‌the‌‌philosopher‌‌means‌‌through‌‌language‌‌but‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌shows‌‌Nana‌‌and‌‌her‌‌                           

look‌ ‌as‌ ‌if‌ ‌the‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌and‌ ‌her‌ ‌facial‌ ‌expressions‌ ‌are‌ ‌more‌ ‌truthful‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌words.‌ ‌This,‌‌                               

precisely,‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌means‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel.‌ ‌At‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                               

conversation‌ ‌Nana‌ ‌asks‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosopher‌‌‘what‌‌do‌‌you‌‌think‌‌about‌‌love’.‌‌Right‌‌immediately,‌‌                         

we‌ ‌hear‌ ‌the‌ ‌recurring‌ ‌theme‌ ‌music‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌film.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌separates‌ ‌the‌‌                             

themes,‌‌which‌‌are‌‌obviously‌‌distinct‌‌from‌‌each‌‌other,‌‌through‌‌music.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌also‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

element‌ ‌that‌‌goes‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌traditional‌‌philosophy.‌‌Here,‌‌my‌‌aim‌‌is‌‌not‌‌to‌‌claim‌‌that‌‌from‌‌                               

one‌‌scene‌‌a‌‌film‌‌can‌‌be‌‌declared‌‌as‌‌a‌‌philosophical‌‌piece‌‌as‌‌you‌‌cannot‌‌declare‌‌a‌‌text‌‌to‌‌be‌                                     

philosophical‌‌by‌‌one‌‌philosophically‌‌loaded‌‌sentence‌‌that‌‌it‌‌has.‌‌On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand,‌‌with‌‌this‌‌                             

philosophically‌ ‌loaded‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌a‌ ‌precise‌ ‌example‌ ‌to‌ ‌differentiate‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌‌                           

philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌being‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌sense‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌and‌‌                       

being‌‌philosophical‌‌in‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌sense.‌‌One‌‌can‌‌argue‌‌that‌‌the‌‌fictional‌‌texts‌‌can‌‌include‌‌                             

the‌‌details‌‌that‌‌are‌‌proposed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌means,‌‌but‌‌it‌‌is‌‌obvious‌‌that‌‌it‌‌would‌‌still‌‌not‌‌                                   

be‌‌the‌‌same‌‌because‌‌as‌‌Shamir‌‌expresses‌‌“cinema’s‌‌potential‌‌for‌‌creating‌‌philosophy‌‌lies‌‌in‌‌                           

its‌‌ability‌‌to‌‌manifest‌‌the‌‌experience,‌‌rather‌‌than‌‌the‌‌reflection,‌‌of‌‌philosophical‌‌wisdom‌‌(the‌‌                           

reflection‌‌being‌‌what‌‌emerges‌‌from‌‌written‌‌and‌‌oral‌‌media)”‌‌(Shamir,‌‌2016,‌‌15).‌‌Thus,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                             

fiction‌ ‌literature,‌ ‌the‌‌piece‌‌introduces‌‌the‌‌details‌‌that‌‌are‌‌constructed‌‌via‌‌the‌‌imagination‌‌of‌‌                           

the‌‌individuals‌‌but‌‌in‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌the‌‌whole‌‌experience‌‌is‌‌constructed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌piece‌‌                             

itself.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌power‌‌of‌‌the‌‌films‌‌to‌‌be‌‌pieces‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌Yet‌‌again‌‌Shamir‌‌                                 

gives‌ ‌an‌ ‌example‌ ‌from‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix‌ ‌‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌experience‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌itself:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌‌Matrix‌‌manages‌‌to‌‌make‌‌us‌‌experience‌‌an‌‌epistemological‌‌gap‌‌between‌‌the‌‌two‌‌                         

different‌‌worlds‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Neo‌‌(Keanu‌‌Reeves)‌‌lives.‌‌There‌‌are‌‌no‌‌voice-overs,‌‌titles,‌‌                         

or‌ ‌talking‌ ‌heads‌ ‌expressing‌ ‌problems‌ ‌of‌ ‌epistemology—instead,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌journey‌‌                     

that‌‌makes‌‌us‌‌see‌‌and‌‌experience‌‌an‌‌epistemological‌‌gap‌‌as‌‌an‌‌action‌‌event.‌‌In‌‌this‌‌                             

way,‌‌the‌‌film‌‌gives‌‌us‌‌the‌‌opportunity‌‌to‌‌comprehend‌‌an‌‌epistemological‌‌gap‌‌from‌‌a‌‌                           

different‌ ‌and‌ ‌unique‌ ‌perspective.‌ ‌The‌‌epistemological‌‌confrontation‌‌in‌‌The‌‌Matrix‌‌is‌‌                     
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not‌ ‌dependent‌ ‌on‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌A‌ ‌viewer‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌have‌ ‌to‌ ‌read‌ ‌about‌‌                         

epistemology‌ ‌to‌‌understand‌‌the‌‌gap‌‌between‌‌Neo’s‌‌two‌‌worlds.‌‌Simply‌‌by‌‌watching‌‌                       

the‌‌film,‌‌one‌‌can‌‌come‌‌to‌‌understand‌‌aspects‌‌of‌‌epistemology‌‌without‌‌even‌‌knowing‌‌                         

that‌‌it‌‌is‌‌called‌‌epistemology‌‌or‌‌which‌‌philosophers‌‌have‌‌dealt‌‌with‌‌this‌‌subject.‌‌The‌‌                           

Matrix‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌an‌ ‌illustration‌‌of‌‌the‌‌ideas‌‌of‌‌any‌‌specific‌‌philosopher,‌‌nor‌‌is‌‌it‌‌a‌‌direct‌‌                                 

representation‌ ‌of‌ ‌any‌ ‌specific‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment;‌ ‌it‌ ‌exemplifies‌ ‌how‌ ‌a‌ ‌film‌ ‌can‌‌                       

confront‌ ‌an‌ ‌epistemological‌ ‌problem‌ ‌and‌ ‌evokes‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌engagement‌ ‌with‌‌                       

philosophy—the‌ ‌possibility‌ ‌of‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌and‌ ‌experiencing‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌event‌ ‌in‌‌                     

motion,‌‌rather‌‌than‌‌merely‌‌reflecting‌‌on‌‌the‌‌philosophy‌‌or‌‌imagining‌‌it.‌‌(Shamir,‌‌2016,‌‌                         

17)‌ ‌ 
‌ 

Respectively,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌claimed‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌‌introduce,‌‌create‌‌and‌‌manifest‌‌ideas‌‌                         

and‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌as‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experiences‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌language.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌the‌‌crucial‌‌                       

point‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌fathom‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌wisdom‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌and‌ ‌place‌ ‌it‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌‌                               

theoretical‌ ‌context‌ ‌which,‌ ‌then,‌‌can‌‌unfold‌‌layers‌‌of‌‌knowledge‌‌that‌‌can‌‌help‌‌orient‌‌us‌‌and‌‌                             

help‌ ‌us‌ ‌to‌ ‌understand‌ ‌the‌ ‌world‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌we‌ ‌live.‌ ‌Yet‌ ‌again‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌underlines:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Whether‌ ‌or‌ ‌not‌ ‌an‌ ‌archeologist‌ ‌analyzes‌ ‌a‌ ‌stone‌ ‌and‌ ‌places‌‌it‌‌in‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌an‌‌                               

archeological‌‌theory,‌‌the‌‌stone‌‌stays‌‌the‌‌same‌‌stone.‌‌And‌‌whether‌‌or‌‌not‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

philosopher‌‌analyzes‌‌a‌‌film‌‌and‌‌places‌‌it‌‌in‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌a‌‌philosophical‌‌theory,‌‌the‌‌                             

film‌ ‌stays‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌film.‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌166)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher’s‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌connect‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌itself‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                         

experience‌ ‌of‌ ‌it‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌am‌ ‌trying‌‌to‌‌be‌‌this‌‌                                   

cinematic‌‌philosopher‌‌by‌‌situating‌‌precise‌‌films‌‌as‌‌pieces‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌within‌‌the‌‌                         

theoretical‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌I‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌piece‌ ‌itself‌‌and‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌how‌‌this‌‌                               

piece‌ ‌itself‌‌evokes‌‌philosophical‌‌ideas.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌I‌‌aim‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

films‌ ‌as‌‌philosophical‌‌pieces‌‌contributing‌‌to‌‌philosophy.‌‌However,‌‌this‌‌contribution‌‌is‌‌based‌‌                       

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌elements‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌                       

Thus,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌are‌ ‌most‌ ‌commonly‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-philosophical‌ ‌and‌‌                   

respectively‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌considered‌ ‌to‌ ‌become‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌when‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌situated‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌‌                         

priori‌ ‌defined‌ ‌theories.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌what‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌as‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌within‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌immanent‌ ‌processes‌ ‌and‌ ‌these‌‌                       

processes‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌potential‌ ‌of‌ ‌theory‌ ‌being‌ ‌an‌ ‌a‌ ‌posteriori‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌ 

In‌‌short,‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌construe‌‌it,‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌overcome‌‌the‌‌perception‌‌that‌‌                           

“there‌ ‌has‌ ‌yet‌ ‌to‌‌be‌‌an‌‌idea‌‌identified‌‌as‌‌philosophical‌‌in‌‌film‌‌which‌‌bears‌‌no‌‌resemblance‌‌                               
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with‌ ‌any‌ ‌current‌ ‌written‌ ‌philosophy”‌ ‌(‌Mullarkey,‌ ‌2009,‌ ‌16)‌.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌‌                     

perspective‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌or‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌superiority‌ ‌of‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌over‌‌                       

cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌This‌ ‌underlining‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌possibility‌ ‌of‌ ‌transforming‌ ‌philosophy‌‌                   

through‌ ‌its‌ ‌encounter‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel.‌ ‌As‌ ‌expressed‌ ‌“Film‌ ‌and‌ ‌philosophy‌‌                       

become‌‌partners‌‌in‌‌a‌‌‘thinking‌‌dialogue’;‌‌a‌‌transformative‌‌engagement‌‌that‌‌helps‌‌elaborate‌‌                       

the‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌immanent‌ ‌within‌ ‌particular‌ ‌films,‌ ‌while‌ ‌prompting‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌to‌ ‌respond‌‌                     

creatively‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌kind‌‌of‌‌thinking‌‌that‌‌cinema‌‌allows‌‌us‌‌to‌‌experience”‌‌(Carel‌‌&‌‌Tuck,‌‌2011,‌‌                               

36).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌potential‌ ‌of‌ ‌film‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌its‌ ‌moments‌                             

composed‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌multiplicity‌ ‌of‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌evaluated‌ ‌establishes‌ ‌the‌                       

grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌potential‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌films.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌becoming‌‌                         

philosophical‌ ‌of‌ ‌film‌ ‌itself‌ ‌which‌ ‌resists‌ ‌any‌ ‌singular‌ ‌and‌ ‌reductive‌ ‌theorization‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌‌                         

philosophical‌ ‌being‌ ‌(‌Mullarkey,‌ ‌2009,‌ ‌11).‌ ‌‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌because‌ ‌the‌ ‌films‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌philosophical‌‌                         

pieces‌‌as‌‌themselves‌‌propose‌‌their‌‌own‌‌theorization‌‌as‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                             

the‌ ‌experience‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌new‌ ‌philosophical‌‌ideas,‌‌concepts‌‌and‌‌theories.‌‌This‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                             

philosophy,‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy,‌‌introduces‌‌possible‌‌new‌‌ways‌‌of‌‌thinking.‌‌Here,‌‌then,‌‌the‌‌                       

film,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌combination‌‌of‌‌unique‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌becomes‌‌thinking‌‌moving‌‌images.‌‌As‌‌                         

Deleuze‌‌talks‌‌on‌‌Godard‌‌“Godard‌‌transforms‌‌cinema‌‌by‌‌introducing‌‌thought‌‌into‌‌it.‌‌He‌‌didn’t‌‌                           

have‌ ‌thoughts‌ ‌on‌ ‌cinema,‌ ‌he‌ ‌doesn’t‌ ‌put‌‌more‌‌or‌‌less‌‌valid‌‌thought‌‌into‌‌cinema;‌‌he‌‌starts‌‌                               

cinema‌‌thinking”‌‌(Deleuze,‌‌2004,‌‌141).‌‌Accordingly,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌that‌‌I‌‌endorse‌‌                       

here‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌which‌ ‌positively‌‌                       

contribute‌ ‌arguments‌ ‌and‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌not‌ ‌yet‌ ‌thinkable‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌alone‌ ‌just‌‌                         

because‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌ontological‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌‌                             

introduce.‌‌Since‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌pieces‌‌that‌‌                           

precisely‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology.‌‌In‌‌the‌‌next‌‌                         

section,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌‌                           

between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌endorse‌ ‌it.‌ ‌ ‌   

‌ 

4.4‌ ‌Cinematic‌ ‌Philosophy‌ ‌on‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌Technology‌‌ ‌  
‌ 

As‌‌I‌‌have‌‌underlined‌‌in‌‌my‌‌previous‌‌chapters,‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌prominent‌‌objectives‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                             

thesis‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌if‌ ‌and‌ ‌if‌ ‌yes‌ ‌how‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌evoke‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                               

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌I‌ ‌aim‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌these‌‌                       

chosen‌ ‌pieces’‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌wisdom‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌aim‌ ‌to‌ ‌place‌ ‌them‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌context‌‌                           

which‌ ‌in‌‌my‌‌perception‌‌contributes‌‌to‌‌the‌‌political‌‌philosophy‌‌literature‌‌in‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

philosophical‌ ‌way.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌my‌ ‌aim‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌if‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌chosen‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

pieces‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌referred‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                           
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inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌other‌ ‌three‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌‌                     

technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌ 

In‌ ‌this‌ ‌section,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌clarify‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌                           

relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology.‌‌Thus,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosopher,‌‌I‌‌                       

will‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌themselves‌‌and‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌if‌‌and‌‌if‌‌yes‌‌how‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌                                 

ontologically‌ ‌evoke‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌relationship.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌I‌ ‌aim‌ ‌to‌‌                       

reveal‌ ‌these‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌piece’s‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌wisdom‌ ‌and‌ ‌place‌ ‌them‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                       

context‌ ‌which‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌perception‌ ‌unfolds‌ ‌layers‌ ‌of‌ ‌knowledge‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌and‌‌technology.‌‌Respectively,‌‌every‌‌piece‌‌that‌‌I‌‌will‌‌analyze,‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌                         

element,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌claim,‌‌introduce‌‌one‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌independent‌‌from‌‌                           

the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌literature.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌assert,‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌three‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                               

individual‌‌freedom‌‌have‌‌commonalities‌‌with‌‌the‌‌a‌‌priori‌‌philosophical‌‌theories‌‌and‌‌the‌‌fourth‌‌                         

type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌ ‌neglected‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌none‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌theories‌ ‌but‌ ‌solely‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                               

cinematic‌‌piece‌‌itself.‌‌The‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌even‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌types‌‌have‌‌similarities‌‌with‌‌                             

the‌‌a‌‌priori‌‌theoretical‌‌literature,‌‌the‌‌pieces‌‌propose‌‌these‌‌types‌‌in‌‌a‌‌uniquely‌‌cinematic‌‌way‌‌                             

through‌ ‌their‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌makes‌ ‌their‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                       

different‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌orally‌ ‌and‌ ‌textually‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌theories.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌will,‌‌                             

following‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌methodology,‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌to‌ ‌four‌ ‌precise‌‌                       

cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌test‌‌if‌‌my‌‌claims‌‌can‌‌be‌‌justified‌‌or‌‌not.‌‌Yet,‌‌at‌‌this‌‌stage,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌                                       

introduce‌ ‌the‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌‌I‌‌situate‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌that‌‌I‌‌acknowledge‌‌as‌‌having‌‌                             

the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌each‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌return‌‌                               

back‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌four‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established.‌ ‌  

‌ 

The‌ ‌four‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

(1)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

(2)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

(3)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

(4)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

I‌ ‌consider‌ ‌these‌ ‌four‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌types‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌four‌‌precise‌‌                             

cinematic‌‌pieces.‌‌Below‌‌is‌‌the‌‌scheme‌‌in‌‌which‌‌I‌‌situate‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌that‌‌I‌‌claim‌‌as‌‌                                 

having‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌each‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 

‌ 
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‌ 

‌ 

Above‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌scheme,‌ ‌I‌ ‌situate‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌ ‌‌to‌‌                           

propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌type‌ ‌(1)‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌‌incognizant‌                           

agents(X)‌‌‌by‌‌‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌.‌‌I‌‌situate‌‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌‌to‌‌‌propose‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌type‌‌(2)‌‌which‌‌                             

is‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌‌cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌.‌‌I‌‌situate‌‌                           

Ex‌‌Machina‌‌‌to‌‌‌propose‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌type‌‌(3)‌‌which‌‌is‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                               

incognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌and‌‌I‌‌situate‌‌the‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌Episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌                           

Mirror‌ ‌‌TV‌ ‌series‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌type‌ ‌(4)‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

4.4.1‌ ‌Why‌ ‌These‌ ‌Precise‌ ‌Cinematic‌ ‌Pieces?‌‌ ‌  
‌ 

Parallel‌‌to‌‌including‌‌and‌‌excluding‌‌precise‌‌theories‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌theoretical‌‌journey‌‌                     

that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌intention‌ ‌of‌ ‌offering‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌ ‌unique‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                             

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌chapters,‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌included‌ ‌four‌ ‌precise‌‌                       

cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌and‌‌excluded‌‌many‌‌of‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌within‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌                         

of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research.‌ ‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim,‌ ‌although‌ ‌one‌ ‌can‌ ‌argue‌ ‌that‌ ‌other‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌can‌‌also‌‌                               
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have‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌theorize‌‌the‌‌proposed‌‌restriction‌‌types‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌according‌‌                         

to‌‌their‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌these‌‌other‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces,‌‌the‌‌four‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌that‌‌I‌‌choose‌‌                               

to‌ ‌close‌ ‌read‌ ‌are‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌accurate‌ ‌‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌has‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌‌to‌‌introduce‌‌                             

and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌the‌ ‌four‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

philosophy.‌ ‌Below,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌justifications‌ ‌for‌ ‌choosing‌ ‌these‌ ‌four‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                         

pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌their‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌on‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌types‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌four‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌determinants‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌four‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌‌restriction‌‌that‌‌I‌‌                             

propose‌ ‌are‌ ‌being‌ ‌‌cognizant‌ ‌or‌ ‌‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌on‌ ‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌‌and‌‌‌external‌‌or‌‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌restricting‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Therefore,‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                         

crucial‌‌criterias‌‌for‌‌the‌‌selection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌is‌‌how‌‌explicit‌‌and‌‌prioritized‌‌these‌‌                             

elements‌ ‌are‌ ‌within‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                       

pieces‌‌that‌‌I‌‌have‌‌chosen‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosopher‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌their‌‌theoretical‌‌philosophical‌‌                           

significance‌ ‌have‌ ‌one‌‌common‌‌point‌‌which‌‌is‌‌that‌‌all‌‌of‌‌them‌‌philosophize‌‌and‌‌theorize‌‌on‌‌                             

the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                   

elements‌ ‌prioritizing‌ ‌these‌ ‌determinant‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌                   

Therefore,‌ ‌my‌ ‌corpus‌ ‌design‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌ ‌particular‌ ‌thematic‌ ‌focus‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌‌                         

between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌‌primary‌‌criteria‌‌that‌‌differentiate‌‌                     

these‌‌pieces‌‌from‌‌other‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌be‌‌included‌‌in‌‌this‌‌research‌‌is‌‌that‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌                               

explicitly‌ ‌propose‌ ‌these‌ ‌determinant‌ ‌elements‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌centre‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience.‌ ‌ ‌   

Respectively,‌‌after‌‌screening‌‌vast‌‌amount‌‌of‌‌contemporary‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌that‌‌has‌‌                     

a‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology,‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                           

attention‌‌that‌‌these‌‌chosen‌‌pieces‌‌dedicate‌‌to‌‌these‌‌determinant‌‌elements‌‌which‌‌are‌‌at‌‌the‌‌                           

centre‌‌of‌‌my‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌have‌‌chosen‌‌‌Alphaville:‌‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution‌‌to‌‌                             

apply‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌methodology‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌test‌‌and‌‌respectively‌‌reveal‌‌the‌‌theorizing‌‌it‌‌                             

proposes‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌‌                       

factors(Y).‌‌I‌‌have‌‌chosen‌‌‌THX‌‌1138‌t‌o‌‌apply‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌methodology‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌test‌‌                               

and‌ ‌respectively‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌‌theorizing‌‌it‌‌proposes‌‌as‌‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                           

cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y).‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌‌Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌‌t‌o‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌‌                           

reading‌‌methodology‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌test‌‌and‌‌respectively‌‌reveal‌‌the‌‌theorizing‌‌it‌‌proposes‌‌as‌‌‌the‌‌                             

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌‌                         

chosen‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌Episode‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Black‌ ‌Mirror‌ ‌‌TV‌ ‌series‌ ‌‌t‌o‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌‌                           

methodology‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌and‌ ‌respectively‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌it‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌the‌‌                           

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y).‌‌ ‌  

One‌ ‌other‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌criterion‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌add‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌selection‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌precise‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌are‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces.‌ ‌The‌ ‌primary‌‌                       

reason‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌decision‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌focus‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌to‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌political‌‌                             

philosophical‌ ‌scene‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology.‌‌                   
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Therefore,‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌follow‌‌a‌‌parallel‌‌between‌‌the‌‌theoretical‌‌aspects‌‌of‌‌my‌‌research‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                               

corpus‌ ‌design‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌two‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌‌                               

reading‌ ‌methodology,‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌ ‌‌and‌‌                       

THX‌ ‌1138,‌‌‌are‌‌contemporary‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌‌which‌‌‌put‌‌their‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌                           

restrictive‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌computer‌‌                           

itself‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌computerized‌ ‌system‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌society‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌These‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌propose‌‌                       

speculatively‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌which‌ ‌ground‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌use‌‌of‌‌technology‌‌                         

that‌‌is‌‌related‌‌to‌‌control‌‌and‌‌manipulation‌‌by‌‌an‌‌‌external‌‌factor/agent‌‌which‌‌has‌‌an‌‌effect‌‌on‌‌                               

the‌‌‌cognizance‌‌level‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌These‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌were‌‌produced,‌‌one‌‌in‌‌1965‌‌                           

(Alphaville:‌ ‌‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution)‌‌and‌‌one‌‌in‌‌1971‌‌‌(THX‌‌1138),‌‌‌around‌‌                           

the‌‌time‌‌when‌‌the‌‌first‌‌successful‌‌high-speed‌‌electronic‌‌digital‌‌computers‌‌were‌‌invented‌‌and‌‌                         

were‌ ‌advancing‌ ‌to‌ ‌lead‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌‌computer‌‌revolution.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌period‌‌precisely‌‌sets‌‌off‌‌with‌‌                             

the‌ ‌invention‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌electronic‌ ‌digital‌ ‌computer,‌ ‌ENIAC,‌‌during‌‌the‌‌early‌‌1940s‌‌(Stern,‌‌                           

1988)‌ ‌and‌ ‌proceeds‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌advancements‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌electronic‌ ‌digital‌ ‌computers‌ ‌which‌‌                       

historically‌ ‌happen‌ ‌around‌ ‌the‌ ‌times‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌were‌ ‌introduced.‌‌                     

Correspondingly,‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌were‌ ‌produced‌ ‌during‌ ‌a‌ ‌social‌ ‌context‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌electronic‌‌                       

digital‌‌computers‌‌gain‌‌significance‌‌within‌‌the‌‌societies.‌‌Therefore,‌‌I‌‌concretely‌‌choose‌‌these‌‌                       

pieces‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌because‌ ‌they‌ ‌prioritize‌‌the‌‌determinant‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌because‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌historically‌ ‌were‌ ‌produced‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌time‌ ‌that‌‌                         

high-speed‌ ‌electronic‌ ‌digital‌ ‌computers‌ ‌were‌ ‌becoming‌ ‌visible‌ ‌and‌ ‌prominent‌ ‌within‌‌                   

contemporary‌ ‌societies.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌are‌ ‌concretely‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌since‌ ‌they‌‌                   

speculate‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌technological‌‌                       

advancements‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌effects‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌time‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌‌                             

technological‌ ‌advancements‌ ‌are‌ ‌becoming‌ ‌more‌ ‌and‌ ‌more‌ ‌prominent‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌societal‌‌                     

context.‌‌ ‌  

Following‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌lines,‌ ‌t‌he‌ ‌other‌ ‌two‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌‌                             

reading‌ ‌methodology,‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌‌Ex‌ ‌Machina‌‌‌and‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌                           

series,‌ ‌are‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌put‌ ‌their‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌in‌‌                           

effect‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌cognizance‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌                           

Thus,‌ ‌these‌ ‌two‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌propose‌ ‌these‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌to‌ ‌create‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌conditions.‌‌                         

Hence,‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌were‌‌produced,‌‌one‌‌in‌‌2014‌‌‌(Ex‌‌Machina)‌‌and‌‌one‌‌in‌‌2016‌‌‌(‌Nosedive‌‌                             

episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌series‌)‌,‌‌around‌‌the‌‌time‌‌that‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌                           

technologies‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌prominent‌‌actors‌‌for‌‌the‌‌functioning‌‌of‌‌societies.‌‌‌Here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌                             

underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌in‌ ‌effect‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                             

become‌‌more‌‌potent‌‌and‌‌blatant‌‌after‌‌the‌‌technological‌‌innovations‌‌done‌‌on‌‌the‌‌information‌‌                         

and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌Appropriately,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌third‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌there‌‌                       

was‌ ‌a‌ ‌perception‌‌shift‌‌towards‌‌the‌‌power‌‌and‌‌the‌‌use‌‌of‌‌technology‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌before‌‌                                 
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the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies,‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌‌                           

technology‌‌was‌‌related‌‌to‌‌control‌‌and‌‌manipulation‌‌by‌‌an‌‌‌external‌‌factor/agent‌,‌‌as‌‌it‌‌is‌‌seen‌‌                             

in‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution‌‌and‌‌in‌‌‌THX‌‌1138‌.‌‌However,‌‌with‌‌the‌‌                             

advent‌‌and‌‌the‌‌intensive‌‌use‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies,‌‌this‌‌perception‌‌                       

shifted‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌perception‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌technology‌‌is‌‌going‌‌to‌‌function‌‌as‌‌a‌‌liberating‌‌factor‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                                 

freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌However,‌‌‌Ex‌‌Machina‌‌‌and‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌                           

TV‌‌series,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌acknowledge,‌‌‌propose‌‌digital‌‌technologies‌‌as‌‌restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                         

in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌not‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌but‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌ ‌an‌ ‌effect‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                               

cognizance‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌create‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌‌conditions.‌‌Therefore,‌‌I‌‌concretely‌‌                       

choose‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌not‌‌only‌‌because‌‌they‌‌prioritize‌‌the‌‌determinant‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌                         

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌because‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌historically‌‌were‌‌produced‌‌at‌‌the‌‌time‌‌                           

that‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌were‌ ‌becoming‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌prominent‌‌                     

channels‌ ‌serving‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌societies.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌these‌ ‌four‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

pieces‌ ‌are‌‌precisely‌‌chosen‌‌since‌‌they‌‌speculate,‌‌as‌‌pieces‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy,‌‌about‌‌                         

the‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌these‌‌technological‌‌advancements‌‌on‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌at‌‌the‌‌time‌‌                             

that‌ ‌these‌ ‌technological‌ ‌advancements‌ ‌are‌ ‌becoming‌‌more‌‌and‌‌more‌‌prominent‌‌within‌‌the‌‌                       

societal‌ ‌context.‌ ‌ 

I‌ ‌add‌ ‌another‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌criterion‌ ‌to‌ ‌my‌ ‌selection‌ ‌process‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌choose‌ ‌the‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌speculative‌ ‌visual‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌pieces.‌ ‌The‌ ‌priority‌ ‌reason‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌‌                         

selection‌‌criteria‌‌is‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌speculative‌‌visual‌‌fiction‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌philosophize‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                             

relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology‌‌which‌‌creates‌‌a‌‌potential‌‌to‌‌theorize‌‌                       

the‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌haven’t‌ ‌expressed‌ ‌that‌‌                           

these‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌belong‌‌to‌‌speculative‌‌visual‌‌fiction‌‌genre‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌the‌‌field‌‌                         

of‌ ‌speculative‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌in‌ ‌general‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌blanket‌ ‌term‌ ‌and‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌as‌ ‌expressed:‌ ‌ 

‌ ‌  

Super‌ ‌category‌ ‌that‌ ‌houses‌ ‌all‌ ‌non-mimetic‌ ‌genres—genres‌ ‌that‌ ‌in‌ ‌one‌ ‌way‌ ‌or‌‌                       

another‌ ‌depart‌ ‌from‌ ‌imitating‌ ‌consensus‌ ‌reality—from‌ ‌fantasy,‌ ‌science‌ ‌fiction,‌ ‌and‌‌                   

horror‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌derivatives,‌ ‌hybrids,‌ ‌and‌ ‌cognate‌ ‌genres,‌ ‌including‌ ‌the‌ ‌gothic,‌‌                     

dystopia,‌ ‌zombie,‌ ‌vampire‌ ‌and‌ ‌post-apocalyptic‌ ‌fiction,‌ ‌ghost‌ ‌stories,‌ ‌weird‌ ‌fiction,‌‌                   

superhero‌ ‌tales,‌ ‌alternate‌ ‌history,‌ ‌steampunk,‌ ‌slipstream,‌ ‌magic‌ ‌realism,‌ ‌retold‌ ‌or‌‌                   

fractured‌ ‌fairy‌ ‌tales,‌ ‌and‌ ‌many‌ ‌more.‌ ‌(‌Oziewicz,‌ ‌2017,‌ ‌para.‌ ‌1)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Speculative‌ ‌visual‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌here‌ ‌independent‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌genre‌ ‌boundary-based‌‌                 

limitations‌ ‌is‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌special‌ ‌sort‌ ‌of‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌creation‌ ‌as‌ ‌expressed‌ ‌by‌‌                         

Judith‌ ‌Merril‌ ‌“which‌ ‌makes‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌fantastic‌ ‌and‌ ‌inventive‌ ‌elements‌ ‌to‌ ‌comment‌ ‌on,‌ ‌or‌‌                           

speculate‌ ‌about,‌ ‌society,‌ ‌humanity,‌ ‌life,‌ ‌the‌‌cosmos,‌‌reality‌‌[a]nd‌‌any‌‌other‌‌topic‌‌under‌‌the‌‌                           

general‌ ‌heading‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy”‌ ‌(Merril,‌ ‌1967,‌ ‌3).‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌speculative‌ ‌visual‌ ‌fiction‌‌                     
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pieces,‌ ‌although‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌other‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌genres‌ ‌above,‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌contemplated‌ ‌as‌‌an‌‌                         

imaginative‌‌necessity‌‌and‌‌as‌‌a‌‌mode‌‌of‌‌critical‌‌inquiry‌‌that‌‌celebrates‌‌human‌‌creative‌‌power‌‌                           

(‌Oziewicz,‌ ‌2017).‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌‌speculative‌ ‌visual‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌can‌ ‌thus‌ ‌be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                       

unlimited‌ ‌cloud‌ ‌space‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌non-mimetic‌ ‌genres‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌philosophize‌‌                         

on‌‌contemporary‌‌social,‌‌political,‌‌cultural,‌‌etc.‌‌issues.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌that‌‌I‌‌                         

choose,‌ ‌although‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌them‌ ‌have‌ ‌science‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌are‌ ‌speculative‌ ‌visual‌‌                       

fiction‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌‌                         

between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌the‌ ‌technology‌ ‌that‌‌is‌‌proposed‌                     

within‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌is‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌element‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌speculatively‌ ‌philosophized‌‌on‌‌                         

instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌being‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌scientifically‌ ‌fictional‌‌element.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌I‌‌evaluate‌‌                       

the‌ ‌technological‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌used‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌‌                         

relationship‌ ‌with‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌influence‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals’.‌ ‌ 

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌before,‌ ‌the‌ ‌potential‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌‌                         

philosophy,‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌than‌‌the‌‌oral‌‌and‌‌the‌‌written‌‌philosophy‌‌traditions,‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌                           

the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌they‌‌have‌‌such‌‌as‌‌framing,‌‌movements,‌‌editing,‌‌colors,‌‌sound,‌‌                         

light,‌‌plot,‌‌acting,‌‌cinematography,‌‌music,‌‌special‌‌effects,‌‌lighting,‌‌mood,‌‌etc.‌‌Departing‌‌from‌‌                       

this‌‌emphasis,‌‌I‌‌claim‌‌that‌‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌four‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌shared‌‌above‌‌have‌‌a‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌                                 

use‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌for‌ ‌theorizing‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌with‌ ‌prioritization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌four‌ ‌determinant‌ ‌elements‌ ‌(being‌ ‌cognizant,‌ ‌being‌‌                     

incognizant,‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors).‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌are‌‌either‌‌                     

embedded‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌microstructure‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌film,‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌composed‌ ‌of‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌                           

individual‌‌shots,‌‌fragments‌‌of‌‌picture‌‌and‌‌sound‌‌to‌‌the‌‌arrangement‌‌of‌‌these‌‌fragments‌‌into‌‌                           

scenes‌‌or‌‌are‌‌embedded‌‌in‌‌the‌‌macrostructure‌‌of‌‌the‌‌film‌‌which‌‌is‌‌composed‌‌of‌‌the‌‌theme,‌‌                               

story,‌ ‌plot,‌ ‌characters,‌ ‌the‌ ‌various‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌film‌ ‌language‌ ‌as‌ ‌used‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌film,‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌‌                               

composition‌ ‌etc.‌‌add‌‌up‌‌to‌‌provide‌‌that‌‌‘meaning’.‌‌Consequently,‌‌these‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌                       

when‌‌holistically‌‌combined‌‌and‌‌evaluated‌‌construct‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌the‌‌philosophizing‌‌that‌‌I‌‌                         

claim‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌‌pieces.‌‌I‌‌eventually‌‌consider‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌                           

have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌‌propose‌‌the‌‌distinct‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restrictions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through‌‌                           

technology.‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌‌the‌‌question‌‌of‌‌‘Why‌‌didn’t‌‌you‌‌include‌‌other‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌be‌‌analyzed?’‌‌                           

can‌‌be‌‌raised.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌priority‌‌reason‌‌for‌‌choosing‌‌one‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌and‌‌not‌‌more‌‌than‌‌                               

one‌ ‌piece‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌analyzed‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌each‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌possible‌‌                               

contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌specific‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces.‌ ‌What‌ ‌I‌ ‌mean‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim,‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌their‌ ‌unique‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                         

contributions‌‌as‌‌other‌‌philosophers‌‌do‌‌and‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception,‌‌it‌‌wouldn’t‌‌be‌‌accurate‌‌to‌‌claim‌‌                             

that‌ ‌one‌‌theory‌‌can‌‌be‌‌theorized‌‌by‌‌many‌‌philosophers.‌‌Hence,‌‌although‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌claimed‌‌                             

that‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌concept,‌ ‌their‌ ‌theorization‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌unique‌ ‌and‌‌                           
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ontologically‌ ‌different‌ ‌from‌ ‌each‌ ‌other.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌would‌ ‌contradict‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌‌                         

‘Cinematic‌ ‌Philosophy’‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌endorse,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌‌to‌‌include‌‌many‌‌                           

contemporary‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌be‌‌analyzed.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌I‌‌assign‌‌one‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                               

freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌its‌ ‌original‌ ‌contribution.‌ ‌Besides,‌ ‌since‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌each‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                         

theorizes‌ ‌one‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌I‌ ‌wanted‌ ‌to‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌an‌ ‌in-depth‌‌                           

analysis,‌ ‌compatible‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌‌reading‌‌analysis‌‌that‌‌I‌‌apply,‌‌by‌‌solely‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌and‌‌                             

analyzing‌ ‌one‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌its‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌on‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌one‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌  

Although‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌get‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌extensive‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌and‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌methodology‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌apply‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌‌                           

chapter‌‌to‌‌test‌‌and‌‌reveal‌‌the‌‌theorizing‌‌they‌‌propose,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌underline,‌‌at‌‌this‌‌point,‌‌their‌‌                                 

focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology‌‌and‌‌how‌‌they‌‌political‌‌                         

philosophically‌ ‌speculate‌ ‌and‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌prioritizing‌ ‌the‌ ‌determinant‌‌                   

elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌defining‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌   

The‌‌first‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌that‌‌I‌‌claim‌‌to‌‌introduce‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌type‌‌(1)‌‌which‌‌is‌‌the‌‌                               

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌incognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌‌is‌‌‌Alphaville:‌‌                       

A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌‌Caution.‌‌‌Thus,‌Alphaville‌‌‌(Godard,‌‌1965)‌‌‌is‌‌a‌‌French‌‌New‌‌                           

Wave‌ ‌speculative‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌film‌ ‌directed‌ ‌by‌ ‌Jean-Luc‌‌Godard.‌‌The‌‌film‌‌is‌‌about‌‌a‌‌U.S.‌‌secret‌‌                             

agent‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌sent‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌distant‌ ‌space‌ ‌city‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌destroy‌‌Alphaville‌‌and‌‌its‌‌                                 

dictatorial‌‌computer,‌‌Alpha‌‌60.‌‌Alpha‌‌60’s‌‌dictatorial‌‌rule‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌abolishment‌‌of‌‌free‌‌                           

thought‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌concepts‌‌that‌‌are‌‌associated‌‌with‌‌emotions.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌any‌‌sign‌‌of‌‌                           

emotions‌ ‌is‌ ‌presumed‌ ‌as‌ ‌illogical‌ ‌and‌ ‌is‌ ‌punished‌ ‌in‌ ‌front‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌public‌ ‌gaze.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌‌                               

individuals‌ ‌who‌ ‌are‌ ‌a‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌society‌‌are‌‌externally‌‌altered‌‌and‌‌pressured‌‌to‌‌                             

not‌ ‌to‌ ‌feel‌ ‌anything‌ ‌by‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60,‌ ‌the‌ ‌computer‌ ‌itself.‌‌These‌‌mentioned‌‌individuals,‌‌except‌‌                           

from‌ ‌‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution,‌ ‌‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌being‌ ‌manipulated‌ ‌and‌ ‌controlled,‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                           

manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌control.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌kinds‌ ‌of‌ ‌manipulation,‌‌                       

control‌ ‌and‌ ‌even‌ ‌dehumanization‌ ‌processes‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌techniques‌ ‌of‌‌                     

manipulation‌‌and‌‌control,‌‌which‌‌are‌‌embedded‌‌within‌‌the‌‌societal‌‌system‌‌of‌‌Alphaville,‌‌that‌‌                         

are‌ ‌exercised‌ ‌by‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60.‌ ‌So‌ ‌as‌‌to‌‌say,‌‌the‌‌incognizant‌‌agent’s‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌since‌‌                             

they‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌‌                                 

manipulation,‌‌is‌‌restricted‌‌by‌‌Alpha‌‌60,‌‌the‌‌technology‌‌itself.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                               

individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌although‌ ‌not‌‌precisely‌‌as‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌introduces‌‌it,‌‌is‌‌proposed‌‌                         

and‌‌emphasized‌‌by‌‌the‌‌negatively‌‌conceptualized‌‌accounts‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌(especially‌‌                     

by‌ ‌the‌ ‌republican‌ ‌one)‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌scene‌ ‌through‌ ‌written‌ ‌philosophy‌‌                       

pieces.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution‌,‌‌‌as‌‌I‌‌claim‌,‌‌‌proposes‌‌                         

and‌ ‌emphasizes‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌distinct‌‌                           
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from‌ ‌the‌‌proposal‌‌of‌‌this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌done‌‌through‌‌a‌‌channel‌‌rather‌‌than‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌                               

channel.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌if‌ ‌tested‌ ‌and‌ ‌proved‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌‌                           

contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌itself‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌other‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌that‌‌I‌‌‌claim‌‌to‌‌introduce‌‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌type‌‌(2)‌‌which‌‌is‌‌the‌                               

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌‌is‌‌‌THX‌‌1138.‌‌                         

Thus,‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌‌(Lucas,‌‌1971)‌‌is‌‌a‌‌speculative‌‌fiction‌‌film‌‌directed‌‌by‌‌George‌‌Lucas‌‌as‌‌his‌‌                               

first‌ ‌feature‌ ‌film‌ ‌directorial‌ ‌debut.‌ ‌‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌set‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌society‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌populace‌ ‌is‌‌                                 

controlled‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌advanced‌ ‌digital‌ ‌infrastructure,‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌constant‌ ‌control‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

android‌ ‌police‌‌and‌‌human‌‌officers‌‌who‌‌follow‌‌the‌‌directions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌computer‌‌calculations‌‌of‌‌                           

this‌‌digital‌‌infrastructure‌‌and‌‌through‌‌the‌‌mandatory‌‌use‌‌of‌‌drugs‌‌which‌‌suppress‌‌emotions.‌‌                         

Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌citizens‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌system‌ ‌are‌‌forced‌‌to‌‌use‌‌sedatives‌‌to‌‌suppress‌‌their‌‌emotions‌‌in‌‌                               

order‌‌to‌‌reach‌‌the‌‌highest‌‌levels‌‌of‌‌efficiency.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌the‌‌journey‌‌of‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌is‌‌a‌‌                               

journey‌ ‌against‌ ‌this‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌propaganda,‌ ‌surveillance,‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌control‌‌towards‌‌                     

his‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌journey‌‌turns‌‌into‌‌a‌‌freedom‌‌fight‌‌against‌‌the‌‌system‌‌when‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌                               

stops‌ ‌taking‌ ‌the‌‌sedatives‌‌and‌‌accordingly‌‌is‌‌convicted‌‌as‌‌a‌‌criminal‌‌due‌‌to‌‌malfunctioning‌‌                           

in‌‌his‌‌work‌‌and‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌romantic‌‌involvement‌‌with‌‌LUH‌‌3417.‌‌Right‌‌after‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌is‌‌sent‌‌                                   

to‌ ‌the‌ ‌prison,‌ ‌the‌ ‌story‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌revolves‌ ‌around‌ ‌him‌ ‌trying‌ ‌to‌ ‌escape‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌advanced‌‌                             

digital‌ ‌infrastructure‌ ‌and‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌android‌ ‌police‌ ‌and‌ ‌human‌ ‌officers‌ ‌who‌ ‌follow‌ ‌the‌‌                         

directions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌computer‌ ‌calculations‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌digital‌ ‌infrastructure.‌ ‌Throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌film,‌‌                       

especially‌ ‌right‌ ‌after‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌stops‌ ‌using‌ ‌the‌ ‌sedatives‌ ‌which‌ ‌suppress‌ ‌emotions,‌ ‌the‌‌                         

presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌android‌‌police‌‌and‌‌human‌‌officers‌‌who‌‌follow‌‌the‌‌directions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌computer‌‌                             

calculations‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌digital‌ ‌infrastructure‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌extensively‌ ‌present‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌‌                     

mechanisms‌ ‌trying‌ ‌to‌ ‌externally‌ ‌control‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌society.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                         

piece‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌journey‌ ‌of‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌that‌ ‌differentiates‌ ‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌from‌‌‌Alphaville:‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌                       

of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution‌‌‌is‌‌that‌‌THX‌‌‌1138‌‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌journey‌‌of‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌being‌‌cognizant‌‌                               

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌coming‌ ‌from‌ ‌an‌ ‌external‌ ‌factor,‌ ‌represented‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌android‌ ‌police‌ ‌and‌‌                           

human‌ ‌officers‌ ‌who‌ ‌follow‌ ‌the‌ ‌directions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌computer‌ ‌calculations‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌digital‌‌                         

infrastructure.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌‌revolves‌‌around‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌escape,‌‌so‌‌as‌‌to‌‌say‌                             

free‌‌himself,‌‌from‌‌this‌‌external‌‌factor.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌the‌‌control‌‌and‌‌manipulation‌‌here‌‌is‌‌                         

not‌ ‌embedded‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌societal‌ ‌system‌ ‌itself‌ ‌like‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌‌                           

Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌ ‌but‌ ‌is‌ ‌externally‌ ‌and‌ ‌physically‌ ‌imposed.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌‌a‌‌                         

cognizant‌ ‌agent’s‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌restricted‌ ‌by‌ ‌android‌ ‌police‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌officers‌ ‌who‌‌                         

follow‌‌the‌‌directions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌computer‌‌calculations‌‌of‌‌this‌‌digital‌‌infrastructure‌‌as‌‌they‌‌are‌‌the‌‌                             

technology‌ ‌themselves.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌is‌ ‌extensively‌ ‌and‌ ‌chiefly‌ ‌bolstered‌‌                       

within‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌scene‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌negatively‌ ‌conceptualized‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌of‌‌                     

individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌I‌‌have‌‌underlined‌‌in‌‌the‌‌first‌‌chapter.‌‌Yet‌‌again,‌‌‌THX‌‌1138,‌‌‌as‌‌I‌‌claim‌,‌‌                                 
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proposes‌‌and‌‌emphasizes‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌piece‌‌through‌‌its‌‌                           

cinematic‌‌elements‌‌which‌‌is‌‌distinct‌‌from‌‌the‌‌proposal‌‌of‌‌this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌done‌‌through‌‌                             

a‌ ‌channel‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌if‌ ‌tested‌ ‌and‌ ‌proved‌ ‌this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                             

restriction‌‌will‌‌be‌‌the‌‌unique‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌itself‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌                               

philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌other‌‌two‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌that‌‌I‌‌am‌‌going‌‌to‌‌refer‌‌to‌‌here‌‌and‌‌that‌‌I‌‌am‌‌going‌‌to‌‌                                     

apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌methodology‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌propose‌ ‌digital‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌as‌‌                         

restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌not‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌but‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌create‌‌                             

the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌conditions.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌‌Ex‌‌Machina,‌‌‌as‌‌I‌‌claim‌,‌proposes‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌type‌‌                         

(3)‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌‌                         

factors(Y)‌‌and‌‌the‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌Episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌series,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌claim,‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌                               

restriction‌ ‌type‌ ‌(4)‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌                           

internal‌ ‌factors(Y).‌‌ ‌  

Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌‌(Garland,‌ ‌2014)‌ ‌is‌ ‌about‌ ‌a‌ ‌young‌ ‌programmer‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                           

founder‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌company‌‌that‌‌he‌‌works‌‌for‌‌to‌‌participate‌‌in‌‌a‌‌ground-breaking‌‌experiment‌‌in‌‌                             

synthetic‌‌intelligence‌‌by‌‌evaluating‌‌the‌‌human‌‌qualities‌‌of‌‌a‌‌highly‌‌advanced‌‌humanoid‌‌A.I.‌‌                         

The‌‌film‌‌mostly‌‌revolves‌‌around‌‌the‌‌interaction‌‌between‌‌‌Caleb‌‌Smith‌‌(the‌‌programmer)‌‌and‌‌                         

Ava‌ ‌(the‌ ‌humanoid‌ ‌A.I.).‌ ‌As‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌proceeds‌‌Caleb‌‌develops‌‌some‌‌emotions‌‌                         

towards‌ ‌Ava.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌he‌ ‌helps‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌for‌ ‌her‌ ‌escape‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌of‌ ‌Nathan‌‌                           

Bateman‌ ‌(the‌ ‌founder‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌company).‌ ‌As‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌revealed‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                               

experience,‌‌Ava‌‌was‌‌just‌‌using‌‌Caleb‌‌to‌‌break‌‌free‌‌from‌‌being‌‌the‌‌captive‌‌of‌‌Nathan.‌‌Thus,‌‌                               

ironically,‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌ends‌ ‌up‌ ‌physically‌ ‌getting‌ ‌stuck‌‌in‌‌a‌‌room‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌                               

while‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌free‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌captivation.‌ ‌The‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌is‌ ‌manipulated‌ ‌and‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌by‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌not‌‌because‌‌of‌‌Ava’s‌‌external‌‌                         

manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌ ‌but‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌fascination‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌has‌‌                           

towards‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌internal‌ ‌to‌ ‌Caleb.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌Ava,‌ ‌represented‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌technology‌‌                         

itself‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌manipulates‌‌and‌‌controls‌‌Caleb‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌                           

belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌Caleb.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌‌                         

precisely‌‌because‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌filter‌‌him‌‌to‌‌see‌‌the‌‌real‌‌motivation‌‌behind‌‌                           

Ava’s‌ ‌rhetoric‌ ‌and‌ ‌actions.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌‌an‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agent’s‌ ‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌restricted‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌manipulation‌‌                           

employed‌‌by‌‌a‌‌humanoid‌‌A.I.‌‌The‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌incognizance‌‌here‌‌does‌‌not‌‌                               

depend‌ ‌on‌ ‌an‌ ‌external‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌ ‌but‌ ‌depends‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb‌‌                           

which‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌his‌‌captivation‌‌in‌‌a‌‌locked‌‌room.‌‌Therefore,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌it‌‌is‌‌the‌‌technology‌‌itself‌‌                                 

(Ava)‌ ‌which‌ ‌applies‌ ‌the‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌control,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌his‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌is‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌positively‌‌                         

conceptualized‌ ‌accounts‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌self-awareness‌‌sense‌‌                   
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within‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌tradition.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌Ex‌ ‌Machina,‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim,‌ ‌‌proposes‌ ‌and‌‌                         

emphasizes‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌which‌‌is‌‌distinct‌‌from‌‌the‌‌                           

proposal‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌done‌ ‌through‌ ‌written‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌‌                         

theoretical‌‌scene.‌‌Respectively,‌‌if‌‌tested‌‌and‌‌proved‌‌this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌will‌‌be‌‌the‌‌unique‌‌                             

contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌itself‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌stated‌ ‌previously,‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ Episode‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Black‌ ‌Mirror‌ ‌‌TV‌ ‌series,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌‌                             

assert,‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌type‌ ‌(4)‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌‌                           

cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y).‌‌Thus,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌(Brooker‌‌&‌‌Wright,‌‌2016)‌‌is‌‌the‌‌                         

first‌‌episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌third‌‌season‌‌of‌‌the‌‌British‌‌television‌‌anthology‌‌series‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌(2011)‌‌                             

created‌ ‌by‌ ‌Charlie‌ ‌Brooker‌ ‌which‌ ‌features‌ ‌speculative‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌with‌ ‌dark‌ ‌and‌ ‌sometimes‌                       

satirical‌ ‌themes‌ ‌that‌ ‌examine‌‌modern‌‌society,‌‌particularly‌‌with‌‌regard‌‌to‌‌the‌‌consequences‌‌                       

of‌ ‌new‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌The‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌episode‌ ‌is‌ ‌about‌ ‌a‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌society‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌‌                           

socioeconomic‌ ‌status‌ ‌of‌ ‌every‌ ‌individual‌ ‌is‌ ‌cumulatively‌ ‌calculated‌ ‌and‌ ‌rated‌ ‌on‌ ‌a‌ ‌5-star‌‌                         

scale‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌sharings‌ ‌and‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌make‌ ‌within‌ ‌their‌ ‌daily‌‌                           

activities‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌As‌ ‌expressed,‌ ‌‌Nosedive:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Leads‌‌us‌‌off‌‌into‌‌a‌‌world‌‌where‌‌everyone,‌‌except‌‌only‌‌the‌‌most‌‌pitiful‌‌and‌‌apathetic‌‌                             

people,‌ ‌live‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌world‌ ‌nearly‌ ‌entirely‌ ‌driven‌ ‌by‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌likes,‌ ‌followers,‌ ‌and‌‌                           

ratings.‌ ‌Every‌ ‌interaction‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌day‌ ‌is‌ ‌rated‌ ‌on‌ ‌a‌ ‌5-star‌ ‌scale,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                           

results‌ ‌determine‌ ‌your‌ ‌job‌ ‌prospects,‌ ‌friends,‌ ‌what‌ ‌apartments‌ ‌you‌ ‌can‌ ‌get,‌ ‌and‌‌                       

even‌ ‌what‌ ‌cars‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌allowed‌ ‌to‌ ‌rent.‌ ‌(Sculos,‌ ‌2017,‌ ‌4)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Lacie‌‌Pound‌‌has‌‌a‌‌4.2‌‌as‌‌a‌‌rating‌‌and‌‌the‌‌whole‌‌story‌‌revolves‌‌around‌‌Lacie‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌raise‌‌                                   

her‌‌ratings‌‌to‌‌4.5‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌buy‌‌the‌‌house‌‌that‌‌she‌‌wants‌‌(she‌‌has‌‌to‌‌have‌‌at‌‌least‌‌4.5‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                                           

rating‌‌to‌‌buy‌‌the‌‌house).‌‌Throughout‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌Lacie‌‌constantly‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌act‌‌                           

pleasant‌ ‌and‌ ‌pleasing‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌get‌ ‌likes,‌ ‌sharings‌ ‌and‌ ‌high‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌‌                             

members‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌society‌ ‌but‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌she‌ ‌ends‌ ‌up‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌captive‌ ‌space‌ ‌precisely‌‌                             

because‌ ‌her‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌fall‌ ‌below‌ ‌1.0‌ ‌rating.‌‌ ‌  

During‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌Lacie‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌other‌‌members‌‌of‌‌this‌‌fictional‌‌                         

society‌ ‌consciously‌ ‌and‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌digital‌ ‌technology‌ ‌based‌ ‌and‌ ‌ruled‌‌                       

societal‌ ‌system‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌ ‌conscious‌ ‌and‌‌willing‌‌participation‌‌is‌‌to‌‌get‌‌                           

likes,‌ ‌sharings‌ ‌and‌ ‌high‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌members.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌even‌‌if‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                             

other‌ ‌members‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌society‌ ‌are‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌being‌ ‌watched‌ ‌and‌ ‌being‌ ‌exposed,‌ ‌they‌‌                         

continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌share,‌ ‌to‌ ‌rate‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌like‌ ‌each‌ ‌other‌ ‌through‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌channels‌‌due‌‌to‌‌some‌‌                                 

internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌which‌ ‌I‌ ‌consider‌‌as‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌9‌.‌ ‌However,‌‌this‌‌                         

9 ‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌third‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌these‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌are‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                                     
deterritorialization‌ ‌and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌emphasizes,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌‌                     
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type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                             

individual‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌are‌‌proposed‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌                         

of‌‌a‌‌loss‌‌but‌‌still‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌actively‌‌participate‌‌in‌‌the‌‌process‌‌of‌‌this‌‌loss‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌                                     

factors‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌desire.‌‌ ‌  

Consequently,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌stated‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                           

communication‌‌technologies‌‌reveals‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                         

the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌.‌ ‌‌I‌‌                       

acknowledge‌ ‌and‌ ‌propose‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌through‌ ‌‘Click‌‌                         

Consent’‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌accentuation‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌that‌ ‌I,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌derive‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌episode‌.‌ ‌‌Subsequently,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim,‌‌                     

Nosedive‌‌‌episode‌‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌piece‌‌‌proposes‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                           

individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌solely‌‌overlooked‌‌by‌‌the‌‌political‌‌philosophy‌‌arena‌‌and‌‌if‌‌tested‌‌                           

and‌‌proved,‌‌it‌‌contributes‌‌to‌‌the‌‌theoretical‌‌scene‌‌by‌‌introducing‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌                             

along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌.‌‌Thus,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌chapter‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌following‌‌the‌‌                               

philosophical‌ ‌methodology,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌four‌ ‌precise‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌by‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌and‌ ‌revealing‌ ‌their‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌‌                     

cinematic‌‌elements‌‌which,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌assert,‌‌when‌‌holistically‌‌acknowledged‌‌theorize‌‌the‌‌proposed‌‌                       

types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌along‌‌with‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌which‌‌forms‌‌                             

the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌as‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

intensely‌ ‌invested‌ ‌with‌ ‌investments‌ ‌of‌‌desire.‌‌Interests‌‌are‌‌placed‌‌by‌‌desire‌‌therefore‌‌it‌‌follows‌‌and‌‌                             
finds‌ ‌itself‌ ‌where‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌ ‌has‌ ‌placed‌ ‌it.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌never‌ ‌desire‌ ‌against‌ ‌their‌‌                           
interests‌‌(Harcourt,‌‌2015).‌‌The‌‌desires‌‌attached‌‌to‌‌the‌‌desiring‌‌machines‌‌are‌‌formed,‌‌produced‌‌and‌‌                           
invested‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌digital‌ ‌space,‌ ‌the‌ ‌desiring‌ ‌machines‌‌are‌‌                               
always‌ ‌already‌ ‌programmed‌ ‌for‌ ‌in‌‌advance;‌‌‘control’‌‌comes‌‌to‌‌be‌‌so‌‌subtle‌‌that‌‌it‌‌may‌‌well‌‌present‌‌                                 
itself‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘choice’.‌ ‌In‌ ‌such‌ ‌a‌ ‌situation,‌ ‌control‌ ‌emerges‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌immanent‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌‌                                 
rechannelling‌ ‌of‌ ‌turbulent‌ ‌flows‌ ‌(Parisi‌ ‌&‌ ‌Terranova,‌ ‌2000),‌ ‌a‌ ‌process‌ ‌one‌ ‌may‌ ‌well‌ ‌not‌ ‌even‌‌                             
experience‌‌as‌‌‘control’”‌‌(Poster‌‌&‌‌Savat,‌‌2009,‌‌p.‌‌57).‌‌The‌‌desire‌‌to‌‌be‌‌exposed,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌watched,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                                     
recorded,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌predicted,‌‌is‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌choice‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌a‌‌constant‌‌attention‌‌                                   
to‌‌rankings‌‌and‌‌ratings,‌‌to‌‌the‌‌number‌‌of‌‌‘likes’,‌‌retweets,‌‌comments,‌‌and‌‌shares‌‌(Harcourt,‌‌2015).‌‌“In‌‌                               
this‌ ‌regard,‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌ ‌to‌ ‌become‌ ‌all-seeing,‌ ‌all-knowing‌ ‌(Eggers,‌ ‌2014,‌ ‌p.‌ ‌71)—the‌ ‌impulse‌ ‌to‌‌                           
constantly‌‌‘check‌‌everything,’‌‌from‌‌emails‌‌and‌‌social‌‌media”‌‌(Schleusener,‌‌2018,‌‌p.‌‌194)‌‌can‌‌also‌‌be‌‌                             
interpreted‌ ‌as‌ ‌symptomatic‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌‌ ‌  
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Chapter‌ ‌5‌ ‌ 

T‌he‌ ‌‌A‌nalysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌P‌recise‌ ‌‌C‌inematic‌ ‌‌P‌ieces‌ ‌ 

‌ 
Before‌‌getting‌‌into‌‌the‌‌analysis‌‌of‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌encapsulate‌‌                           

the‌‌steps‌‌that‌‌led‌‌me‌‌to‌‌this‌‌stage‌‌of‌‌my‌‌research.‌‌In‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌intend‌‌to‌‌offer‌‌                                     

that‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌can‌‌be‌‌acknowledged‌‌as‌‌philosophical‌‌pieces‌‌which‌‌have‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌                         

to‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌and‌ ‌theories.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌I‌ ‌suggest‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                   

philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌assert,‌‌                             

introduce‌‌an‌‌inductively‌‌established‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology‌ ‌which‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌inductively‌‌                           

established‌‌other‌‌three‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restrictions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                         

unique‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌also‌ ‌stated,‌ ‌I‌ ‌intend‌ ‌to‌‌                           

focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌four‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌(‌Alphaville:‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution,‌‌THX‌‌                           

1138,‌ ‌Ex‌ ‌Machina,‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌Episode‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌series)‌‌themselves‌‌and‌‌focus‌‌                           

on‌ ‌if‌ ‌and‌ ‌if‌ ‌yes‌ ‌how‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌evoke‌‌philosophical‌‌thinking‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌I‌ ‌aim‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌these‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌pieces’‌‌                       

philosophical‌ ‌wisdom‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌aim‌ ‌to‌ ‌place‌ ‌them‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌context‌ ‌which‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌‌                             

perception‌‌contributes‌‌to‌‌the‌‌political‌‌philosophy‌‌literature‌‌in‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophical‌‌                       

way.‌ ‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌already‌ ‌underlined,‌ ‌I‌ ‌consider‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌independently‌‌                         

include‌ ‌the‌ ‌theory‌ ‌itself‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

philosopher‌‌my‌‌role‌‌is‌‌to‌‌test‌‌if‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌are‌‌capable‌‌of‌‌theorizing‌‌the‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌                                 

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌and‌ ‌if‌ ‌yes,‌ ‌my‌ ‌role‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorizing‌‌that‌‌they‌‌                                 

propose.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌chapter,‌‌following‌‌the‌‌philosophical‌‌methodology,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌apply‌‌                       

the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌analysis‌‌to‌‌these‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌by‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌if‌‌and‌‌how‌‌these‌‌                               

pieces‌ ‌evoke‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌insights‌ ‌and‌ ‌propose‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌theories,‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                   

cinematic‌‌channel‌‌using‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                     

and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  
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‌ 

5.1‌ ‌Why‌ ‌Close‌ ‌Reading?‌ ‌ 

‌ 
The‌ ‌prominent‌ ‌assumption‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌field‌ ‌of‌ ‌film‌ ‌theory‌ ‌is‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory‌ ‌to‌‌                             

analyze‌ ‌a‌ ‌film.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Elsaesser‌ ‌and‌ ‌Buckland‌ ‌emphasizes:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

The‌ ‌common‌ ‌assumption‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌theory‌ ‌functions‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌frame‌ ‌of‌ ‌reference‌ ‌for‌‌                         

methods,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌that‌ ‌enables‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌scholar‌ ‌to‌ ‌analyse‌ ‌and‌‌                         

formulate‌ ‌problems‌ ‌(for‌ ‌example,‌ ‌is‌ ‌post-classical‌ ‌Hollywood‌ ‌cinema‌‌dominated‌‌by‌                   

narrative‌ ‌logic?),‌ ‌thereby‌ ‌providing‌ ‌the‌ ‌analyst‌ ‌with‌ ‌guidance‌ ‌on‌ ‌what‌ ‌to‌ ‌look‌ ‌for‌‌                         

when‌ ‌analysing‌ ‌a‌ ‌film,‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌best‌ ‌to‌ ‌analyse‌ ‌it.‌ ‌(Elsaesser‌ ‌&‌ ‌Buckland,‌ ‌2002,‌ ‌3)‌‌ ‌  
‌ 

With‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌above,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature,‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌crucially‌‌                         

depends‌‌on‌‌departing‌‌from‌‌methodological‌‌film‌‌theories‌‌(Auteur,‌‌Cognitive,‌‌Deconstruction,‌‌                   

Formalist,‌‌Feminist,‌‌Ideological,‌‌Post-Colonial,‌‌Post-Modernist,‌‌Structuralist,‌‌Semiotics,‌‌etc.)‌‌               

to‌ ‌analyze‌ ‌a‌ ‌film.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌one‌ ‌other‌ ‌essential‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌to‌ ‌analyze‌ ‌a‌ ‌film‌ ‌after‌ ‌setting‌ ‌the‌‌                               

theory‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌choose‌ ‌the‌ ‌way‌ ‌of‌‌analysis‌‌which‌‌could‌‌be‌‌narrative‌‌                               

analysis‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌examination‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌story‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌including‌ ‌narrative‌ ‌structure,‌‌                       

character,‌ ‌and‌ ‌plot‌‌which‌‌could‌‌be‌‌mise-en-scène‌‌analysis‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌                       

which‌‌add‌‌meaning‌‌to‌‌the‌‌formal‌‌effect‌‌produced‌‌by‌‌a‌‌given‌‌scene,‌‌including:‌‌design,‌‌color,‌‌                             

lighting,‌‌costume,‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌how‌‌these‌‌elements‌‌work‌‌in‌‌conjunction‌‌with‌‌decisions‌‌related‌‌                           

to‌ ‌sound,‌ ‌cinematography,‌ ‌and‌ ‌editing,‌ ‌which‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌cultural/historical‌ ‌analysis‌‌focusing‌‌                     

on‌‌film’s‌‌relationship‌‌to‌‌its‌‌broader‌‌cultural,‌‌historical,‌‌or‌‌theoretical‌‌contexts,‌‌which‌‌could‌‌be‌‌                           

semiotic‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌interpretation‌ ‌of‌ ‌signs‌ ‌and‌ ‌symbol,‌ ‌etc,.‌ ‌ 

Here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌underline,‌‌following‌‌Shamir’s‌‌emphasis‌‌(Shamir,‌‌2016),‌‌that‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌                           

fundamental‌ ‌semantic‌ ‌difference‌ ‌between‌ ‌film‌ ‌theory‌ ‌and‌ ‌what‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌as‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

philosophy.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌accentuates:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

In‌‌essence,‌‌film‌‌theory‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌reflection‌‌on‌‌film/cinema,‌‌on‌‌the‌‌same‌‌level‌‌as‌‌                             

literary‌ ‌theory.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌where‌ ‌the‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌content,‌ ‌structure,‌ ‌form,‌ ‌reflection,‌‌                       

authorship,‌ ‌narrative,‌ ‌and‌ ‌genre‌ ‌is‌ ‌conducted,‌ ‌without‌‌necessarily‌‌being‌‌labeled‌‌as‌‌                     

philosophy..‌ ‌Cinematic‌ ‌philosophy,‌‌on‌‌the‌‌contrary,‌‌concentrates‌‌on‌‌how‌‌philosophy‌‌                   

can‌‌be‌‌created‌‌through‌‌cinema‌‌(in‌‌the‌‌same‌‌way‌‌that‌‌philosophy‌‌can‌‌be‌‌created,‌‌for‌‌                             

instance,‌ ‌orally‌ ‌or‌ ‌through‌ ‌writing).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌in‌ ‌essence,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌‌                   

explores‌ ‌the‌ ‌possibility,‌ ‌potential,‌ ‌and‌ ‌limitations‌ ‌of‌ ‌creating‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌via‌ ‌the‌‌                     

cinematic‌ ‌medium..‌ ‌There‌ ‌are‌ ‌many‌ ‌film‌ ‌related‌ ‌studies‌ ‌and‌ ‌theories‌ ‌that‌ ‌refer‌ ‌to‌‌                         

140‌ ‌ 



philosophy‌‌(or‌‌include‌‌“philosophy”‌‌in‌‌their‌‌titles),‌‌but‌‌do‌‌not‌‌deal‌‌with‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌medium‌ ‌to‌ ‌evoke‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌7)‌ ‌ 
‌ 

Respectively,‌ ‌these‌ ‌theories‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌on‌ ‌films‌ ‌do‌ ‌not‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                           

capacity‌‌and‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌medium‌‌for‌‌creating‌‌philosophy.‌‌However,‌‌this‌‌is‌‌                           

the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research.‌ ‌Therefore,‌‌I‌‌pay‌‌critical‌‌attention‌‌to‌‌if‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

pieces‌‌have‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌philosophize‌‌and‌‌theorize‌‌and‌‌if‌‌yes‌‌how‌‌they‌‌do‌‌it,‌‌rather‌‌than‌‌                                 

paying‌ ‌critical‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌examining‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌in‌ ‌relation‌‌to‌‌a‌‌particular‌‌theoretical‌‌                         

perspective‌ ‌by‌ ‌means‌ ‌of‌ ‌particular‌ ‌analytic‌ ‌methodology.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌concerning‌ ‌my‌‌                   

research:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Of‌‌all‌‌the‌‌available‌‌“methods”,‌‌the‌‌one‌‌that‌‌is‌‌indispensable‌‌and‌‌that‌‌is‌‌also‌‌the‌‌most‌‌                               

open‌ ‌(in‌ ‌the‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌requires‌ ‌an‌ ‌open‌ ‌mind‌ ‌and‌ ‌yields‌ ‌results‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌often‌‌                               

open-ended)‌ ‌is‌ ‌simply‌ ‌that‌ ‌of‌ ‌watching‌ ‌a‌ ‌movie‌ ‌carefully,‌ ‌surrendering‌ ‌to‌ ‌it‌ ‌and‌‌                         

seeing‌ ‌where‌ ‌it‌ ‌goes‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌it‌ ‌gets‌ ‌there‌ ‌-‌ ‌in‌ ‌effect‌ ‌of‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌movie,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                                   

discourse,‌ ‌proceeds‌ ‌and‌ ‌succeeds;‌ ‌not‌ ‌just‌ ‌what‌ ‌it‌ ‌does‌ ‌right‌ ‌but‌ ‌how‌ ‌it‌‌does‌‌and‌‌                             

how‌ ‌it‌ ‌works.‌ ‌(Kawin,‌ ‌1992,‌ ‌37)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌accentuation,‌ ‌I‌ ‌rather‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌if‌ ‌and‌ ‌if‌ ‌yes‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌‌                               

philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌‌                     

and‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌do‌ ‌that‌ ‌I,‌ ‌rather,‌ ‌follow‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌methodology‌ ‌approach‌ ‌which:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Admits‌‌a‌‌“Lower-order”‌‌reading‌‌on‌‌which‌‌admissible‌‌answers‌‌are‌‌the‌‌use‌‌of‌‌thought‌‌                         

experiments‌‌to‌‌test‌‌conceptual‌‌analysis,‌‌or‌‌understanding‌‌us‌‌or‌‌our‌‌environments‌‌in‌‌                       

a‌‌way‌‌conducive‌‌to‌‌human‌‌flourishing…‌‌admits‌‌of‌‌a‌‌“higher-order”‌‌reading,‌‌on‌‌which‌‌                         

admissible‌‌answers‌‌are‌‌the‌‌epistemological‌‌methods‌‌that‌‌distinguish‌‌philosophy‌‌from‌‌                   

the‌ ‌natural‌ ‌sciences‌ ‌(on‌ ‌one‌ ‌side)‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌humanities‌ ‌(on‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌side),‌ ‌or‌ ‌the‌‌                             

pursuit‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌description‌ ‌of‌ ‌reality‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌level.‌ ‌(Cappelen,‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌‌                           

2016)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Thus,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌have‌‌emphasized‌‌that‌‌I‌‌consider‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                             

distinct‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌which‌‌extends‌‌from‌‌the‌‌classical‌‌thought‌‌experiments.‌‌                         

Therefore,‌‌the‌‌philosophical‌‌methodology‌‌that‌‌I‌‌apply‌‌in‌‌this‌‌research‌‌is‌‌to‌‌use‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌(as‌ ‌an‌ ‌extension‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments)‌‌to‌‌                           

test‌ ‌if‌ ‌they‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌on‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌the‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                           

through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌(as‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌proposed).‌‌                       

Correspondingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌analysis‌‌to‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌test‌‌the‌‌                               
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mentioned‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌‌                         

propose.‌‌Here‌‌then‌‌my‌‌motivation‌‌is‌‌to‌‌appreciate‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌                             

to‌ ‌discover‌ ‌its‌ ‌major‌ ‌terms‌ ‌and‌ ‌minor‌ ‌terms‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌observe‌ ‌how‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌established,‌‌                             

interrelated,‌ ‌and,‌ ‌in‌ ‌general,‌ ‌played‌ ‌with‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌theorizing‌‌that‌‌                         

they‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌contain‌ ‌(Kawin,‌ ‌1992).‌ ‌As‌ ‌Kawin‌ ‌emphasizes‌ ‌on‌ ‌‘Close‌ ‌Reading’‌‌                     

methodology:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

In‌ ‌both‌ ‌literary‌ ‌and‌ ‌film‌ ‌criticism,‌ ‌this‌ ‌process‌ ‌is‌ ‌known‌ ‌as‌ ‌“close‌ ‌reading”‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌‌the‌‌                               

equivalent‌‌of‌‌a‌‌long,‌‌tight,‌‌mental‌‌closeup,‌‌an‌‌intense‌‌act‌‌of‌‌critical‌‌attention‌‌to‌‌every‌‌                             

nuance,‌‌every‌‌camera‌‌movement,‌‌evert‌‌line-‌‌in‌‌fact,‌‌every‌‌aspect‌‌of‌‌the‌‌text‌‌itself,‌‌as‌‌                             

it‌ ‌declares‌ ‌and‌ ‌deploys‌ ‌its‌ ‌major‌‌and‌‌minor‌‌terms.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌the‌‌analytical‌‌and‌‌critical‌‌                             

method‌‌whose‌‌goal‌‌is‌‌to‌‌demonstrate‌‌how‌‌meanings‌‌are‌‌expressed‌‌and‌‌recognized‌‌                       

in‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌works.‌ ‌(Kawin,‌ ‌1992,‌ ‌37).‌ ‌ 

‌ 

‌Departing‌‌from‌‌the‌‌accentuation‌‌above,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌apply‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌                               

methodology,‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌analytical‌ ‌and‌ ‌critical‌ ‌method,‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌                           

proposed‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌expose‌ ‌their‌ ‌major‌ ‌and‌ ‌minor‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim‌‌as‌‌forming‌‌the‌‌                               

grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces.‌ ‌                       

Subsequently,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌give‌‌more‌‌details‌‌on‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌methodology‌‌and‌‌how‌‌I‌‌adapt‌‌                               

this‌ ‌methodology‌ ‌to‌ ‌my‌ ‌research.‌ ‌  

Close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌hermeneutic‌ ‌technique‌‌was‌‌initially‌‌developed‌‌in‌‌the‌‌late‌‌1930s‌‌                         

and‌ ‌1940s‌ ‌by‌ ‌John‌ ‌Crowe‌ ‌Ransom‌ ‌and‌ ‌‘New‌ ‌Critics’‌ ‌(Tanenbaum,‌ ‌2015).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌“it‌ ‌was‌‌                           

articulated‌‌in‌‌opposition‌‌to‌‌a‌‌dominant‌‌school‌‌of‌‌literary‌‌criticism‌‌that‌‌was‌‌overly‌‌preoccupied‌‌                           

with‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌and‌ ‌historical‌ ‌contexts‌ ‌in‌‌which‌‌a‌‌work‌‌was‌‌produced,‌‌rather‌‌than‌‌the‌‌work‌‌                               

itself‌ ‌(Inman,‌ ‌2003)”‌ ‌(Tanenbaum,‌ ‌2015,‌ ‌64).‌ ‌The‌‌New‌‌Critical‌‌approach‌‌suggests‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                         

text‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌analyzed‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌object‌ ‌itself‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌central‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌‌are‌‌the‌‌pieces‌‌                               

that‌ ‌hold‌ ‌any‌ ‌text‌ ‌together‌ ‌(Inman,‌ ‌2003).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌served‌‌as‌‌a‌‌new‌‌                                 

manner‌‌of‌‌analyzing‌‌in‌‌academic‌‌fields‌‌such‌‌as‌‌communication,‌‌English,‌‌and‌‌literature,‌‌and‌‌                         

also‌ ‌in‌ ‌broader‌ ‌academic‌ ‌fields‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌humanities‌ ‌and‌ ‌social‌ ‌sciences.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌‌                           

emphasized,‌ ‌the‌ ‌priority‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌methodology‌ ‌dedicates‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌‌                       

characteristics‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌text‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌ ‌characteristics.‌ ‌Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                       

underlined‌‌aspects,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌intend‌‌to‌‌apply‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌methodology‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌by‌ ‌solely‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌and‌‌analyzing‌‌all‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌these‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌have‌ ‌as‌ ‌internal‌ ‌characteristics.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌situate‌‌                   

myself‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌my‌ ‌role‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌offer‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌‌                                 

interpretation/analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌and‌ ‌also‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌relate‌ ‌them‌ ‌to‌ ‌any‌ ‌specific‌‌                           

theories‌ ‌or‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌from‌‌the‌‌history‌‌of‌‌philosophy.‌‌Thus,‌‌I‌‌intend‌‌to‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌what‌‌the‌‌                               
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mind‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌is‌‌saying‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌rather‌‌than‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌                             

what‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌is‌ ‌saying‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌ ‌mind,‌ ‌interpretation‌ ‌and‌‌analysis‌‌                           

(McGuire,‌ ‌1973).‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌my‌ ‌role‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌these‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌piece’s‌ ‌philosophical‌‌                       

wisdom‌‌and‌‌place‌‌them‌‌within‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌context‌‌which‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception‌‌unfolds‌‌layers‌‌of‌‌                             

knowledge‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology‌‌and‌‌contributes‌‌to‌‌                       

the‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌literature‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌way.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌practice‌‌of‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌when‌‌applied‌‌to‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌involves‌‌the‌‌repeated‌‌                         

viewing‌‌and‌‌reviewing‌‌of‌‌the‌‌piece‌‌accompanied‌‌by‌‌a‌‌detailed‌‌set‌‌of‌‌observational‌‌notes‌‌on‌‌                             

all‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌(Bizzocchi‌‌&‌‌Yossef,‌‌2009).‌‌As‌‌                           

expressed:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

‌Close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌iterative‌ ‌process.‌ ‌During‌ ‌the‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌performing‌ ‌a‌ ‌close‌‌                           

reading,‌ ‌interim‌ ‌observations‌ ‌are‌ ‌reached‌ ‌with‌ ‌respect‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌work‌ ‌and‌ ‌possible‌‌                       

conclusions‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌drawn‌ ‌from‌ ‌it.‌ ‌As‌ ‌these‌ ‌interim‌ ‌observations‌ ‌are‌ ‌made,‌ ‌earlier‌‌                         

parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌work‌ ‌are‌ ‌reviewed‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌current‌ ‌observations‌ ‌and‌ ‌possible‌‌                       

conclusions‌ ‌in‌ ‌mind.‌ ‌As‌ ‌this‌ ‌process‌ ‌repeats‌ ‌through‌‌several‌‌viewings‌‌of‌‌the‌‌work,‌‌                         

the‌ ‌set‌ ‌of‌ ‌observations‌ ‌and‌ ‌conclusions‌ ‌gradually‌ ‌evolve‌ ‌together.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌‌both‌‌                         

work‌‌and‌‌the‌‌design‌‌decisions‌‌that‌‌form‌‌the‌‌work‌‌are‌‌revealed.‌‌When‌‌conducted‌‌with‌‌                           

proper‌ ‌discipline‌ ‌and‌ ‌attention,‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌extremely‌ ‌reliable‌ ‌and‌‌effective‌‌                       

methodology.‌ ‌(Bizzocchi‌ ‌&‌ ‌Yossef,‌ ‌2009,‌ ‌60)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌academic‌ ‌fields‌‌concerning‌‌film‌‌and‌‌its‌‌related‌‌studies‌‌there‌‌are‌‌some‌‌scholars‌‌who‌‌                             

apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌methodology,‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌as‌ ‌above,‌ ‌to‌ ‌specific‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces.‌‌                       

These‌‌examples,‌‌although‌‌not‌‌the‌‌only‌‌ones,‌‌are‌‌Barbara‌‌Creed’s‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌‌The‌‌Alien,‌‌The‌‌                             

Exorcist,‌‌The‌‌Brood,‌‌The‌‌Hunger,‌‌Carrie,‌‌Psycho‌‌(Creed,‌‌1993),‌‌Jordi‌‌Sánchez-Navarro‌‌and‌‌                       

Klaus‌‌Zilles‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌‌The‌‌Comfort‌‌of‌‌Strangers‌‌(‌Sánchez-Navarro‌‌&‌‌Zilles,‌‌2005),‌‌‌Joshua‌‌                         

Foa‌‌Dienstag’s‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌‌The‌‌Philadelphia‌‌Story‌‌(Dienstag,‌‌2016)‌‌or‌‌his‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌‌Her‌,‌‌‌Us‌,‌‌                             

Blade‌ ‌Runner‌,‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Man‌ ‌Who‌ ‌Shot‌ ‌Liberty‌ ‌Valance‌ ‌(Dienstag,‌ ‌2020),‌ ‌Mathew‌ ‌Abbott’s‌‌                       

reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌Abbas‌‌Kiarostami’‌‌films‌‌such‌‌as‌‌‌The‌‌Wind‌‌Will‌‌Carry‌‌Us,‌‌‌ABC‌‌Africa‌,‌‌‌Ten‌,‌‌‌Five,‌‌                               

Shirin,‌‌Like‌‌Someone‌‌In‌‌Love‌‌(Abbott,‌‌2017),‌‌Judith‌‌Rifeser’s‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌Claudia‌‌Llosa’s‌‌film‌‌                           

The‌ ‌Milk‌ ‌of‌ ‌Sorrow‌ ‌‌and‌ ‌Shirin‌ ‌Neshat’s‌ ‌film‌ ‌‌Women‌ ‌Without‌ ‌Men‌ ‌(Rifeser,‌ ‌2020),‌ ‌etc,.‌‌                           

However,‌ ‌each‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌readings‌ ‌has‌ ‌their‌‌own‌‌unique‌‌departure‌‌points‌‌to‌‌apply‌‌the‌‌close‌‌                             

reading‌ ‌methodology.‌ ‌ 

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌case‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌precise‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌methodology‌‌                           

departing‌‌from‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophical‌‌approach‌‌that‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌revelation‌‌of‌‌                         

the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌deep-rooted‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                           

philosophizing‌‌and‌‌theorizing‌‌that‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌propose.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌within‌‌                     
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the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌set‌‌my‌‌unit‌‌of‌‌analysis‌‌to‌‌the‌‌macrostructure‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                                 

pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌consists‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌theme,‌ ‌story,‌ ‌plot,‌‌                           

characters,‌ ‌the‌ ‌various‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌film‌ ‌language‌ ‌as‌ ‌used‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌film,‌‌and‌‌its‌‌composition‌‌                             

etc.‌‌which‌‌add‌‌up‌‌to‌‌provide‌‌the‌‌‘meaning’‌‌and‌‌the‌‌microstructure‌‌of‌‌the‌‌film‌‌which‌‌consists‌                               

of‌‌framing,‌‌movements,‌‌editing,‌‌colors,‌‌sound,‌‌light,‌‌cinematography,‌‌music,‌‌special‌‌effects,‌‌                     

lighting,‌‌mood,‌‌eventually,‌‌consists‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌shots,‌‌fragments‌‌of‌‌picture‌‌and‌‌sound‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                           

arrangement‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌fragments‌ ‌into‌ ‌scenes.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌‌                         

methodology‌ ‌to‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                 

elements‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌evaluated,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌acknowledge‌ ‌it,‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌ ‌theory‌ ‌itself‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                           

contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

I‌‌treat‌‌my‌‌observations‌‌as‌‌a‌‌data‌‌set‌‌built‌‌through‌‌multiple‌‌views‌‌and‌‌reviews‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌constant‌ ‌referencing‌ ‌and‌ ‌modification‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌notes‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌‌                         

detailed‌ ‌attention‌ ‌given‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements.‌‌                   

Correspondingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌pay‌ ‌an‌ ‌extensive‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌any‌ ‌cinematic‌‌element‌‌that‌‌serves‌‌for‌‌the‌‌                           

philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌I‌‌                       

consider‌ ‌as‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌proposing‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                       

through/by‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌since‌‌I‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌                             

themselves,‌ ‌the‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌screened‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌change‌ ‌the‌‌                           

philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌presented‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Shamir‌‌                       

addresses:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

At‌‌the‌‌beginning‌‌of‌‌the‌‌twenty-first‌‌century,‌‌cinema‌‌resembles‌‌an‌‌octopus,‌‌morphing‌‌                       

and‌ ‌expanding‌ ‌into‌ ‌different‌ ‌structures,‌ ‌formats,‌ ‌and‌ ‌possibilities.‌‌I‌‌understand‌‌and‌                     

refer‌‌to‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌possibility‌‌as‌‌a‌‌phenomenon‌‌that‌‌includes‌‌a‌‌wide‌‌spectrum‌‌of‌‌                           

forms‌ ‌and‌ ‌variations‌ ‌that‌ ‌can‌ ‌appear‌ ‌on‌ ‌different‌ ‌screens‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌various‌‌                       

manifestations,‌ ‌including‌ ‌the‌ ‌movie‌ ‌theater,‌ ‌television,‌ ‌videos,‌ ‌mobile‌ ‌phones,‌‌                 

tablets,‌ ‌video‌ ‌games,‌ ‌and‌ ‌computers…‌ ‌My‌ ‌goal‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌examine‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

phenomenon‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌metaconcept;‌ ‌therefore,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌consider‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌different‌‌                       

variations‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌phenomenon.‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌6)‌ ‌ 

‌ ‌  

Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌Shamir’s‌ ‌emphasis,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌solely‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌‌themselves‌                         

and‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌consider‌ ‌a‌ ‌wide‌ ‌spectrum‌ ‌of‌ ‌forms‌ ‌and‌ ‌variations‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌can‌‌                               

appear‌ ‌on‌ ‌different‌ ‌screens‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌phenomenon.‌ ‌  

Before‌ ‌getting‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌precise‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌‌                           

underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌limits‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌methodology‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌apply‌ ‌in‌‌this‌‌research.‌‌Hence,‌‌                             

close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌methodology‌ ‌is‌ ‌strongly‌ ‌inductive‌ ‌and‌ ‌speculative‌ ‌in‌ ‌nature.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌‌                       

assigns‌ ‌a‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌individuality‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌precise‌ ‌decisions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             
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interpreter.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌each‌ ‌step‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌analysing‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌complex‌‌                             

medium‌ ‌involves‌ ‌translation‌ ‌which‌ ‌consists‌ ‌of‌ ‌precise‌ ‌decisions‌ ‌and‌ ‌choices.‌ ‌Therefore,‌‌                     

“there‌ ‌will‌ ‌always‌ ‌be‌ ‌viable‌ ‌alternatives‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌choices‌ ‌made,‌ ‌and‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌left‌ ‌out‌ ‌is‌ ‌as‌‌                                 

important‌ ‌as‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌present”‌ ‌(Rose,‌ ‌2008,‌ ‌343).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌as‌ ‌commonly‌ ‌accepted‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                           

literature‌‌within‌‌the‌‌literary‌‌theory‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌methodology‌‌is‌‌developed,‌‌this‌‌                           

process‌ ‌of‌ ‌choosing‌ ‌and‌ ‌leaving‌ ‌out‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌interaction‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌‌                           

interpreter‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌text.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌“each‌ ‌possesses‌ ‌his,‌ ‌her,‌ ‌or‌ ‌its‌ ‌own‌ ‌horizon,‌ ‌and‌ ‌every‌‌                             

moment‌ ‌of‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌represents‌ ‌a‌ ‌fusion‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌horizons”‌ ‌(Gadamer,‌ ‌2006,‌ ‌45).‌‌                       

Correspondingly,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Smith‌ ‌states‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌individuality:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Leaves‌ ‌the‌ ‌interpretation,‌ ‌claim,‌ ‌or‌ ‌account‌ ‌open‌ ‌to‌ ‌dispute‌ ‌by‌ ‌other‌ ‌readers‌ ‌or‌‌                         

scholars.‌ ‌At‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌time,‌ ‌however,‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounding‌ ‌in‌ ‌personal‌ ‌observation‌ ‌and‌‌                       

experience‌‌opens‌‌the‌‌possibility‌‌of‌‌shareable‌‌insights‌‌and‌‌of‌‌connection‌‌to‌‌shareable‌‌                       

experiences...‌ ‌And,‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌connections‌ ‌to‌ ‌broader‌ ‌intellectual‌ ‌issues‌ ‌and‌‌other‌‌                     

concerns,‌‌that‌‌grounding‌‌and‌‌that‌‌attendant‌‌possibility—of‌‌shareable‌‌insights‌‌and‌‌of‌‌                     

connection‌ ‌to‌ ‌shareable‌ ‌experiences—are‌ ‌also‌ ‌what‌ ‌sustain‌ ‌the‌ ‌value‌ ‌of‌ ‌much‌                     

historical‌ ‌and‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌research‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌humanities‌ ‌as‌ ‌such.‌ ‌(Smith,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌68-69)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

However,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌already‌ ‌emphasized,‌ ‌I‌ ‌situate‌ ‌myself‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌‌                             

sense‌‌that‌‌my‌‌role‌‌is‌‌not‌‌to‌‌offer‌‌my‌‌own‌‌interpretation/analysis‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌and‌‌                               

also‌‌not‌‌to‌‌relate‌‌them‌‌to‌‌any‌‌specific‌‌theories‌‌or‌‌philosophers‌‌from‌‌the‌‌history‌‌of‌‌philosophy.‌‌                               

Thus,‌‌I‌‌intend‌‌to‌‌focus,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosopher,‌‌on‌‌what‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                                 

is‌‌saying‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌rather‌‌than‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌what‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌is‌‌                             

saying‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌ ‌mind,‌ ‌interpretation‌ ‌and‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌(McGuire,‌ ‌1973).‌‌                     

Subsequently,‌ ‌my‌ ‌role‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌these‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌piece’s‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌wisdom‌ ‌and‌ ‌place‌‌                         

them‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌context‌ ‌which‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌‌perception‌‌discloses‌‌layers‌‌of‌‌knowledge‌‌on‌‌                           

the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌‌and‌‌contributes‌‌to‌‌the‌‌political‌‌                       

philosophy‌ ‌literature‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌way.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌my‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌‌                       

analysis,‌‌even‌‌if,‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌its‌‌subjective‌‌nature,‌‌is‌‌open‌‌to‌‌dispute‌‌by‌‌other‌‌readers‌‌                               

and/or‌ ‌scholars,‌ ‌ground‌ ‌on‌ ‌testing‌ ‌and‌ ‌revealing‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌‌                         

introduced‌‌by‌‌the‌‌chosen‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌which‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception‌‌mitigates‌‌the‌‌speculative‌‌                         

nature‌‌of‌‌my‌‌analysis.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌apply‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌methodology‌‌to‌‌precise‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌(‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138,‌ ‌Ex‌‌                       

Machina,‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌Episode‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Black‌ ‌Mirror‌ ‌‌TV‌ ‌series),‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌test‌ ‌and‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌‌                             

theorizing‌ ‌that‌‌they‌‌introduce‌‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌                       

as‌‌a‌‌unique‌‌philosophical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌dedicate‌‌                       

the‌‌next‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌this‌‌chapter‌‌to‌‌the‌‌analysis‌‌of‌‌these‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌but‌‌before‌‌this‌‌I‌‌want‌‌                                   
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to‌ ‌return‌ ‌back‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌scheme‌‌that‌‌I‌‌have‌‌introduced‌‌on‌‌the‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌Individual‌‌                                 

freedom‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

5.2‌ ‌The‌ ‌Scheme:‌ ‌Situating‌ ‌the‌ ‌Cinematic‌ ‌Pieces‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                 
Theoretical‌‌Context‌‌of‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌Individual‌‌Freedom‌‌through/by‌‌               
Technology‌ ‌ 

‌ 
If‌ ‌all‌ ‌elements‌ ‌considered‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌four‌ ‌possibilities‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌‌which‌‌are‌‌the‌‌four‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌I‌‌acknowledge‌‌as‌‌to‌‌                               

inductively‌ ‌encompass‌ ‌all‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌‌                     

referred‌‌to‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌that‌‌they‌‌propose.‌‌Below,‌‌is‌‌the‌‌scheme‌‌in‌‌                               

which‌ ‌I‌ ‌situate‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌that‌ ‌independently‌ ‌propose‌ ‌each‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌what‌ ‌I‌ ‌intend‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌‌                           

scheme‌‌is‌‌to‌‌place‌‌these‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌within‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌context‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌their‌‌                               

philosophical‌‌wisdom‌‌which‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception‌‌contributes‌‌to‌‌the‌‌political‌‌philosophy‌‌literature‌‌                       

in‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌way.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

‌ 
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‌ 

5.3‌ ‌Close‌ ‌Reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Precise‌ ‌Cinematic‌ ‌Pieces‌ ‌For‌‌the‌‌Inquiry‌‌                     

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Types‌ ‌of‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌through/by‌‌                 
Technology‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌Theoretical‌ ‌Contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌Cinematic‌‌               
Philosophy‌ ‌ 
‌ 

In‌ ‌this‌ ‌section,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌analysis‌‌to‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌which‌‌                             

are‌ ‌situated‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌above.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌claimed‌‌before,‌‌my‌‌role‌‌here‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌                                 

philosopher‌‌is‌‌to‌‌connect‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌philosophy.‌‌                             

Hence,‌ ‌my‌ ‌role,‌ ‌therefore,‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌if‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌are‌ ‌capable‌ ‌of‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌the‌‌types‌‌of‌‌                                 

restriction‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌and‌ ‌if‌ ‌yes,‌ ‌my‌ ‌role‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌‌                               

theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌if‌ ‌the‌ ‌situated‌ ‌specific‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

pieces‌‌evoke‌‌philosophical‌‌insights‌‌and‌‌present‌‌philosophical‌‌theories‌‌through‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                     

channel‌ ‌using‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌‌                     

technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌If‌ ‌yes,‌ ‌how‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌do‌ ‌this.‌ ‌ 

Following‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌methodology‌ ‌approach,‌ ‌I‌ ‌aim‌ ‌to‌ ‌analyze‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌(as‌ ‌an‌ ‌extension‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments)‌‌to‌‌                           

test‌ ‌if‌ ‌they‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌on‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌the‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                           

through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌(as‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌proposed).‌‌                       

Respectively,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌apply‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                         

philosophical‌ ‌approach‌‌which‌‌bases‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌revelation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌are‌‌                         

deep-rooted‌‌in‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌the‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌theorizing‌‌that‌‌these‌‌                           

precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌propose.‌‌Respectively,‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌set‌‌my‌‌                           

unit‌ ‌of‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌to‌ ‌macrostructure‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌consists‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

elements‌‌such‌‌as‌‌of‌‌the‌‌theme,‌‌story,‌‌plot,‌‌characters,‌‌the‌‌various‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌film‌‌language‌‌                             

as‌ ‌used‌‌in‌‌the‌‌film,‌‌and‌‌its‌‌composition‌‌etc.‌‌which‌‌add‌‌up‌‌to‌‌provide‌‌the‌‌‘meaning’‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                                   

microstructure‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌which‌‌consists‌‌of‌‌framing,‌‌movements,‌‌editing,‌‌colors,‌‌                       

sound,‌ ‌light,‌ ‌cinematography,‌ ‌music,‌ ‌special‌ ‌effects,‌ ‌lighting,‌ ‌mood,‌ ‌eventually,‌ ‌consist‌ ‌of‌‌                     

individual‌‌shots,‌‌fragments‌‌of‌‌picture‌‌and‌‌sound‌‌to‌‌the‌‌arrangement‌‌of‌‌these‌‌fragments‌‌into‌‌                           

scenes.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌my‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌referred‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces,‌ ‌for‌ ‌each‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌‌                             

apply,‌‌first‌‌I‌‌will‌‌broadly‌‌outline‌‌and‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌macrostructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌through‌‌                           

which‌‌I‌‌will‌‌reveal‌‌how‌‌each‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌presents‌‌either‌‌internal‌‌or‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                               

restrictive‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌presents‌ ‌how‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌either‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌or‌‌                       

incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌on‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Then,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                             
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microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌starting‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

experience‌ ‌and‌ ‌ending‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌last‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌through‌‌which‌‌I‌‌                           

will‌‌reveal‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌the‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌theorizing‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                           

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌I‌ ‌assert‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌‌                     

microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌combined,‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌the‌ ‌inductively‌‌                 

established‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌which‌‌forms‌‌                       

the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌also‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌other‌‌                           

three‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌‌                       

philosophical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

5.3.1‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution:‌‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌                   
Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Incognizant‌ ‌Agents(X)‌ ‌‌by‌ ‌‌External‌ ‌Factors(Y)‌‌               

through/by‌ ‌Technology‌‌ ‌  
‌ 

Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌ ‌‌sets‌ ‌off‌ ‌when‌ ‌a‌ ‌secret‌ ‌agent‌‌                         

Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌ ‌(Eddie‌ ‌Constantine)‌ ‌originating‌ ‌from‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌only‌ ‌known‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌outlands‌‌                         

arrives‌ ‌in‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌pretext‌ ‌of‌ ‌doing‌‌journalistic‌‌work‌‌for‌‌a‌‌publication‌‌called‌‌the‌‌                             

Figaro-Pravda.‌ ‌‌His‌ ‌actual‌ ‌purpose‌ ‌is‌ ‌firstly‌ ‌to‌ ‌search‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌missing‌‌agent‌‌known‌‌as‌‌Henry‌‌                             

Dickson‌‌(Akim‌‌Tamiroff)‌‌and‌‌secondly‌‌to‌‌destroy‌‌the‌‌creator‌‌of‌‌Alphaville,‌‌a‌‌scientist‌‌known‌‌                           

as‌ ‌Professor‌ ‌Von‌ ‌Braun‌ ‌(Howard‌ ‌Vernon),‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌computerized‌ ‌system‌ ‌which‌‌                         

Professor‌‌Von‌‌Braun‌‌himself‌‌constructed.‌‌Thus,‌‌‌Alphaville‌‌is‌‌ultimately‌‌about‌‌the‌‌struggle‌‌of‌‌                         

a‌ ‌single‌‌determined‌‌individual‌‌against‌‌a‌‌totalizing,‌‌dehumanizing‌‌rationally‌‌driven‌‌computer‌‌                     

society,‌ ‌one‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌literally‌ ‌operated‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌central‌ ‌artificial‌ ‌intelligence,‌ ‌known‌ ‌as‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌                             

which‌ ‌watches,‌ ‌weighs‌ ‌and‌ ‌predicts‌ ‌any‌ ‌subversive‌ ‌element‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌logical‌ ‌rationality.‌‌ ‌  

My‌ ‌role‌ ‌here‌‌is‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌this‌‌struggle‌‌and‌‌how‌‌this‌‌struggle‌‌is‌‌embedded‌‌within‌‌the‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌‌incognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌                         

external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌technology.‌‌Thus,‌‌since‌‌my‌‌aim‌‌is‌‌to‌‌test‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

elements‌ ‌if‌ ‌this‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                         

contribution‌‌of‌‌this‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌I‌‌aim‌‌solely‌‌to‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌situating‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌language‌‌                             

that‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌uses‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Respectively,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌                             

focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌present‌ ‌the‌‌                     

external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                             

macrostructural‌‌and‌‌microstructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌present‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌as‌‌being‌‌                     

incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim,‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌‌                         

holistically‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌will‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌‌                     

agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology.‌‌ ‌  
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First,‌‌before‌‌getting‌‌into‌‌the‌‌details‌‌of‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌focus‌‌                             

on‌ ‌how,‌ ‌broadly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌‌are‌‌presented‌‌as‌‌restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌                           

how‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece.‌‌Thus,‌‌                         

Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌faceless‌ ‌and‌‌opaquely‌‌dominating‌‌presence‌‌which‌‌is‌‌in‌‌control‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌ ‌active‌ ‌process‌‌of‌‌subtle‌‌surveillance,‌‌subliminal‌‌coercion‌‌and‌‌manipulation‌‌to‌‌sustain‌‌a‌‌                         

conformist‌ ‌society.‌ ‌These‌ ‌sorts‌ ‌of‌ ‌processes‌ ‌are‌ ‌shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌logic‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌behavior‌‌                           

and‌‌logic‌‌ruled‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌knowledge‌‌that‌‌have‌‌the‌‌effect‌‌of‌‌reinforcing‌‌particular‌‌structures‌‌of‌‌                             

this‌‌technocratic‌‌power.‌‌Therefore,‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌is‌‌the‌‌only‌‌power‌‌source‌‌which‌‌gives‌‌life‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                               

residents‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌the‌ ‌particular‌‌                         

structures‌ ‌and‌ ‌rules‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌technocratic‌ ‌power‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌its‌ ‌ideology‌ ‌become‌‌irreversibly‌‌                         

interwoven‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌indoctrinates‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌point‌ ‌where‌ ‌the‌ ‌two‌‌                             

become‌ ‌indistinguishable‌ ‌and‌ ‌inseparable;‌ ‌When‌ ‌one‌ ‌dies,‌ ‌so‌ ‌must‌ ‌the‌ ‌other.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌revelation‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌is‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                     

sequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌starting‌ ‌with‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌destroying‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌riddle‌ ‌that‌‌he‌‌tells‌‌                               

precisely‌‌because‌‌the‌‌riddle‌‌is‌‌unfathomable‌‌through‌‌logic.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌starts‌‌                       

to‌ ‌break‌ ‌down‌ ‌and‌ ‌simultaneously‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌start‌‌to‌‌lose‌‌their‌‌energy‌‌and‌‌                             

balance.‌ ‌This‌ ‌connection‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌is‌‌given‌‌through‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌means‌‌                         

by‌‌the‌‌abrupt‌‌cuts‌‌in‌‌between‌‌the‌‌scenes‌‌showing‌‌a‌‌giant‌‌computer,‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌giving‌‌errors‌‌                               

by‌‌irregular‌‌flashing‌‌of‌‌its‌‌buttons‌‌and‌‌the‌‌scenes‌‌showing‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌acting‌‌                             

out‌ ‌of‌ ‌balance‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌need‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌energy‌‌of‌‌Alpha‌‌60.‌‌Hence,‌‌right‌‌after‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌starts‌‌to‌‌                                     

break‌‌down,‌‌some‌‌shots‌‌within‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌start‌‌to‌‌fall‌‌into‌‌a‌‌black‌‌screen,‌‌and‌‌start‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                                   

proposed‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌negative‌ ‌filter‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌dramatic‌ ‌music‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌background.‌‌                         

Thus,‌ ‌while‌ ‌all‌‌these‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌are‌‌proposed‌‌within‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌to‌‌highlight‌‌the‌                           

effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60’s‌ ‌destruction‌ ‌on‌ ‌Alphaville,‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌continues‌ ‌his‌ ‌actions‌ ‌without‌ ‌any‌‌                         

visible‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌destruction.‌ ‌This‌ ‌distinction‌ ‌between‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌‌                         

Alphaville‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌irreversibly‌ ‌interwoven‌‌                         

into‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌indoctrinates.‌ ‌In‌ ‌short,‌ ‌this‌ ‌signifies‌ ‌that‌ ‌Alpha‌‌60,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                               

faceless‌ ‌authority,‌ ‌by‌ ‌applying‌ ‌subtle‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌makes‌ ‌its‌‌                       

logic-oriented‌ ‌rules‌ ‌and‌ ‌structures‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌internally‌‌embraced‌‌by‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville.‌‌                         

Correspondingly,‌ ‌although‌ ‌the‌ ‌destruction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌causes‌ ‌severe‌ ‌effects‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌                       

residents,‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌coming‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌outlands‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌get‌ ‌affected‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌destruction.‌ ‌ 

Within‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌starting‌ ‌with‌ ‌Lemmy‌‌                     

destroying‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌with‌‌the‌‌riddle,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌part‌‌in‌‌which‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌we‌‌visually‌‌                                 

see‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌move,‌ ‌while‌ ‌we‌ ‌hear‌ ‌a‌ ‌voice-over‌ ‌proceeds‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌discussion‌ ‌between‌‌                             

Alpha‌‌60‌‌and‌‌Lemmy.‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌through‌‌its‌‌robotic‌‌voice‌‌states‌‌to‌‌Lemmy‌‌that‌‌“From‌‌many‌‌                               

aspects‌ ‌your‌ ‌reactions‌ ‌and‌ ‌your‌ ‌perspective‌ ‌is‌ ‌different‌ ‌from‌ ‌Alphaville’s‌ ‌‘normal’”.‌ ‌This‌‌                       

normal‌ ‌here‌ ‌represents‌ ‌the‌ ‌indoctrinated‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville.‌ ‌That’s‌ ‌why,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌‌                         
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Lemmy‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌‌a‌‌voice-over‌‌replies‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌as‌‌“The‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌are‌‌not‌                                 

normal.‌‌They‌‌are‌‌the‌‌products‌‌of‌‌mutation”.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌within‌‌the‌‌same‌‌sequence,‌‌we‌‌see‌‌                           

the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌as‌‌a‌‌product‌‌of‌‌this‌‌mutation‌‌losing‌‌balance‌‌and‌‌dying‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                                 

loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌light,‌ ‌while‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌‌abnormal‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌survives‌‌without‌‌                             

any‌ ‌effect‌ ‌coming‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌destruction.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌presented‌ ‌as‌‌                       

restrictive‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌‌                         

applied‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌technology‌ ‌itself,‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60,‌ ‌to‌ ‌create‌ ‌a‌ ‌system‌ ‌solely‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌by‌ ‌logic.‌ ‌This‌‌                               

mentioned‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌control‌‌is‌‌functioning‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌internalization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌structures‌‌                         

and‌‌rules‌‌of‌‌this‌‌system‌‌by‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌process‌‌of‌‌internalization‌‌                             

proposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌assigns‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌‌                         

Alphaville‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌incognizance‌ ‌is‌ ‌realized‌‌                         

through‌ ‌Lemmy's‌ ‌cognizance‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌scenes‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌two‌ ‌agents,‌ ‌Henry‌ ‌and‌ ‌Lemmy,‌ ‌talking‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌‌                             

technocratic‌ ‌rule‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville,‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌states,‌ ‌referring‌ ‌to‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌“They‌‌                         

have‌ ‌become‌ ‌the‌ ‌slaves‌ ‌of‌ ‌probabilities”.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌what‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌means‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌‌                             

slaves‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌totalizing,‌ ‌dehumanizing‌ ‌rationally‌ ‌driven‌ ‌computer‌ ‌society‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌by‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60.‌‌                         

Thus,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌seen‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌is‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌control‌‌                               

applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville.‌ ‌Then,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌claimed‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌represents‌ ‌the‌‌                             

non-slave‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌slaveness.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

calculating‌ ‌and‌ ‌predictive‌ ‌logic‌ ‌embodied‌ ‌by‌ ‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌which‌‌seeks‌‌to‌‌abolish‌‌the‌‌slightest‌‌                           

hint‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌thought‌ ‌and‌ ‌sensations,‌ ‌represents‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘free’‌ ‌individual,‌ ‌free‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌                         

mentioned‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Then,‌ ‌the‌ ‌unfree‌ ‌individuals,‌‌                     

automatically‌ ‌are‌ ‌situated‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌slaves‌ ‌being‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌slaveness‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌‌                         

proposed‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville.‌ ‌This‌ ‌duality‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizance‌ ‌and‌ ‌incognizance‌ ‌is‌‌                         

emphasized‌ ‌throughout‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements.‌‌However,‌‌                   

this‌ ‌duality‌ ‌is‌ ‌best‌ ‌revealed‌ ‌by‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌(Anna‌ ‌Karina)‌ ‌through‌ ‌her‌ ‌transformation‌ ‌from‌‌                         

incognizant‌ ‌to‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌discovery‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌love‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Lemmy.‌‌                           

Natasha‌‌(the‌‌daughter‌‌of‌‌professor‌‌Von‌‌Braun)‌‌in‌‌the‌‌beginning‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌                           

is‌‌an‌‌indoctrinated‌‌individual‌‌who‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌subtle‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌                             

control‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌know‌ ‌the‌ ‌meaning‌ ‌of‌ ‌being‌ ‌in‌ ‌love‌10‌.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

experience‌ ‌her‌ ‌discovery‌ ‌of‌ ‌love‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌an‌ ‌entire‌ ‌universe‌ ‌of‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌and‌ ‌irrationality‌‌                         

which‌‌she‌‌does‌‌not‌‌know‌‌that‌‌it‌‌exists.‌‌Thus,‌‌Natasha’s‌‌journey‌‌essentially‌‌is‌‌the‌‌proof‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                 

manipulation‌‌and‌‌control‌‌of‌‌the‌‌system,‌‌and‌‌her‌‌liberation‌‌is‌‌through‌‌her‌‌transformation‌‌from‌‌                           

being‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌to‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌them.‌‌ ‌  

10 ‌Love‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌prominent‌ ‌themes‌ ‌which‌ ‌signifies‌ ‌the‌ ‌opposite‌ ‌of‌ ‌logic.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌used‌‌                                   
throughout‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌as‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌prior‌‌elements‌‌functioning‌‌as‌‌a‌‌liberating‌‌factor‌‌from‌‌the‌‌                                 
control‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌technocratic‌ ‌system‌ ‌imposes.‌‌ ‌  

150‌ ‌ 



Furthermore,‌ ‌Alpha‌‌60’s‌‌effect‌‌as‌‌an‌‌external‌‌factor‌‌in‌‌the‌‌process‌‌of‌‌internalization‌‌                         

of‌ ‌this‌ ‌logic‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌system‌‌is‌‌bolstered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌fact‌‌that‌‌she‌‌was‌‌brought‌‌to‌‌Alphaville‌‌by‌‌her‌‌                                   

father‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌being‌ ‌born‌ ‌there.‌ ‌This‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌implies‌ ‌that‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌once‌ ‌was‌ ‌a‌ ‌free‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌and‌ ‌can‌ ‌experience‌ ‌her‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌before‌ ‌being‌ ‌brought‌ ‌to‌‌                           

Alphaville.‌ ‌However,‌‌the‌‌system‌‌through‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌control‌‌made‌‌her‌‌internalize‌‌this‌‌                       

solely‌‌logic-based‌‌rules‌‌and‌‌structures.‌‌That’s‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌why,‌‌from‌‌the‌‌beginning‌‌of‌‌                           

the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌Natasha‌‌tells‌‌something‌‌through‌‌her‌‌words‌‌and‌‌expresses‌‌almost‌‌                       

always‌ ‌the‌ ‌opposite‌ ‌through‌ ‌her‌ ‌eyes,‌ ‌gestures‌ ‌and‌ ‌reactions‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌and‌ ‌can‌ ‌only‌ ‌be‌‌                             

revealed‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shots‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌facial‌‌                         

expressions,‌‌the‌‌music‌‌and‌‌the‌‌sound‌‌used,‌‌the‌‌lighting,‌‌the‌‌acting,‌‌etc,.‌‌Here,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌connect‌‌                               

this‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌opening‌ ‌scene‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌and‌ ‌from‌ ‌here‌ ‌then‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                                   

precise‌ ‌scenes‌ ‌which‌‌include‌‌concrete‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌are‌‌used‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌all‌‌the‌‌                           

aspects‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌above.‌‌ ‌  

Hence,‌ ‌until‌ ‌here‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌‌                         

macrostructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌as‌‌restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                     

freedom‌‌and‌‌how‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌under‌‌the‌‌control‌‌of‌‌these‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌are‌‌incognizant‌‌                           

of‌‌this‌‌restriction.‌‌However,‌‌since‌‌my‌‌motivation‌‌is‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌that‌‌this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌is‌‌                                 

not‌ ‌only‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorized‌ ‌through‌‌the‌‌macrostructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌but‌‌also‌‌                       

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌‌part,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌reveal‌‌these‌‌precise‌                           

microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌embedded‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌specific‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                   

experience.‌ ‌These‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌details,‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌are‌ ‌construed‌ ‌to‌‌                   

propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 

In‌‌the‌‌opening‌‌scene‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌a‌‌robotic‌‌voice,‌‌visually‌‌represented‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                             

flashing‌ ‌light,‌ ‌states‌ ‌“Sometimes‌ ‌reality‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌too‌ ‌complicated‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌conveyed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                           

spoken‌ ‌word”.‌ ‌This‌‌statement,‌‌ironically‌‌revealed‌‌by‌‌Alpha‌‌60,‌‌represents‌‌the‌‌power‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌reality‌‌by‌‌going‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌spoken‌‌word.‌‌                             

Thus,‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌telling‌ ‌something‌ ‌through‌ ‌her‌ ‌words‌ ‌and‌ ‌expressing‌ ‌something‌ ‌different‌‌                     

through‌‌her‌‌eyes‌‌not‌‌only‌‌reveals‌‌her‌‌incognizance‌‌of‌‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌control‌‌that‌‌she‌‌                             

is‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌but‌‌also‌‌reveals‌‌the‌‌power‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌to‌‌expose‌‌ideas‌‌through‌‌                               

connecting‌‌cinematic‌‌elements.‌‌Departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌emphasis‌‌I,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosopher,‌‌                       

contemplate‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌broad‌ ‌sense,‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌‌                         

Lemmy‌‌Caution‌‌sets‌‌off‌‌when‌‌a‌‌secret‌‌agent‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution‌‌‌in‌‌this‌‌case‌‌not‌‌as‌‌a‌‌‌constant‌‌                                 

stream‌ ‌of‌ ‌seconds‌ ‌and‌ ‌minutes‌ ‌but‌ ‌rather‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌amalgam‌ ‌of‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌through‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌within‌ ‌specific‌ ‌scenes‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌combined‌ ‌proposing‌ ‌theories‌‌                   

and‌ ‌concepts.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌what‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌‌                         

manifests‌ ‌since‌ ‌it‌ ‌is,‌ ‌as‌ ‌expressed:‌ ‌ 

‌ 
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Not‌ ‌a‌ ‌film‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌linear,‌ ‌predictable‌ ‌narrative‌ ‌direction.‌ ‌Although‌ ‌the‌ ‌content‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

film‌ ‌revolves‌ ‌around‌ ‌modes‌ ‌of‌‌alienation‌‌and‌‌their‌‌subsequent‌‌logical‌‌and‌‌scientific‌‌                       

organisation,‌‌it‌‌should‌‌be‌‌noted‌‌that‌‌the‌‌structure‌‌of‌‌the‌‌sense‌‌of‌‌the‌‌film‌‌in‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌                                 

direction‌ ‌is‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌being‌ ‌reoriented.‌ ‌(Bouhaben,‌ ‌2015,‌ ‌120)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

This‌ ‌constant‌ ‌reorientation‌ ‌is‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌through‌ ‌“the‌ ‌rupture‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌narrative,‌ ‌the‌‌                       

combination‌ ‌of‌ ‌genres,‌ ‌the‌ ‌play‌ ‌between‌ ‌music‌ ‌and‌ ‌images”‌ ‌(Liandrat-Guides‌ ‌&‌ ‌Leutrat,‌‌                       

1994,‌‌48;‌‌Bouhaben,‌‌2015,‌‌123).‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌attitude‌‌that‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌                             

matches‌ ‌with‌ ‌my‌ ‌contemplation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌‌                           

this‌‌section,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌close‌‌read‌‌this‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌ideas‌‌that‌‌it‌‌manifests‌‌                                 

through‌ ‌its‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌within‌ ‌specific‌ ‌scenes‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌‌                   

acknowledged‌ ‌are‌ ‌construed‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                       

freedom.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌sets‌ ‌off‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌flashing‌ ‌light‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌dramatic‌ ‌music.‌‌                         

This‌ ‌flashing‌ ‌light‌ ‌scene‌ ‌abruptly‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌poster‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌tank‌ ‌thrown‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌sea‌ ‌by‌ ‌people‌‌                                   

followed‌‌by‌‌a‌‌poster‌‌of‌‌a‌‌bird‌‌flying‌‌away‌‌from‌‌the‌‌hands‌‌of‌‌a‌‌human‌‌being.‌‌All‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                                     

elements‌‌combined,‌‌this‌‌sequence‌‌sets‌‌the‌‌context‌‌to‌‌revolve‌‌around‌‌the‌‌struggle‌‌between‌‌                         

freedom‌‌and‌‌technology.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌sets‌‌its‌‌context‌‌through‌‌the‌‌combination‌‌                         

of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌visuals‌‌and‌‌the‌‌music.‌‌Within‌‌the‌‌sequence,‌‌the‌‌crucial‌‌                             

question‌‌that‌‌is‌‌seeded‌‌to‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌is‌‌what‌‌does‌‌the‌‌flashing‌‌light‌‌signify?‌‌In‌‌order‌‌to‌‌                                 

make‌‌this‌‌question‌‌to‌‌be‌‌less‌‌of‌‌a‌‌mystery,‌‌the‌‌same‌‌flashing‌‌light‌‌appears‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene‌‌                                   

accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌robotic‌ ‌voice-over‌ ‌which,‌ ‌as‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌understood,‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌voice‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

flashing‌ ‌light‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌Then,‌ ‌while‌ ‌this‌ ‌robotic‌ ‌voice‌ ‌continues,‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌abruptly‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                             

captures‌ ‌of‌ ‌huge,‌ ‌modernized‌ ‌apartments‌ ‌with‌‌most‌‌of‌‌its‌‌household’s‌‌lights‌‌are‌‌on.‌‌Here,‌‌                           

the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌makes‌‌the‌‌connection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌one‌‌centered‌‌flashing‌‌light‌‌to‌‌be‌‌present‌‌in‌‌                               

almost‌‌every‌‌household‌‌and‌‌even‌‌be‌‌present‌‌in‌‌every‌‌bit‌‌of‌‌the‌‌captures‌‌showing‌‌Alphaville‌‌                             

city‌‌itself.‌‌As‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌continues,‌‌we‌‌see‌‌the‌‌light‌‌embedded‌‌within‌‌the‌‌city‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌                               

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌being‌ ‌black‌ ‌and‌ ‌white‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌bolsters‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌ ‌of‌ ‌all‌ ‌these‌‌                             

lights.‌‌During‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌the‌‌tense‌‌mood‌‌is‌‌set‌‌through‌‌the‌‌music‌‌and‌‌through‌‌the‌‌inserts‌‌                               

which‌‌include‌‌a‌‌flashing‌‌arrow‌‌showing‌‌just‌‌one‌‌direction‌‌and‌‌a‌‌poster‌‌introducing‌‌Alphaville‌‌                           

buttressing‌ ‌values‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌silence,‌ ‌logic,‌ ‌security‌ ‌and‌ ‌prudence.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

piece‌ ‌with‌ ‌its‌ ‌opening‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌setting‌ ‌which‌ ‌hints‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌totalitarian‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌‌                             

technology‌ ‌represented‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌light‌ ‌embedded‌ ‌within‌ ‌Alphaville.‌‌ ‌  

From‌‌the‌‌beginning‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution‌‌is‌‌introduced‌‌as‌‌an‌‌outsider‌‌which‌‌automatically‌‌                       

situates‌‌Lemmy‌‌as‌‌not‌‌belonging‌‌to‌‌the‌‌Alphaville‌‌society,‌‌accordingly,‌‌not‌‌belonging‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                           

Alphaville‌ ‌system.‌ ‌Also,‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌beginning‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌outsider‌ ‌to‌ ‌Alphaville,‌ ‌sets‌ ‌his‌‌                           

attitude‌‌towards‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌as‌‌sceptical‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌as‌‌if‌‌he‌‌does‌‌not‌‌trust‌‌                                   

152‌ ‌ 



the‌ ‌residents.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌seen‌ ‌through‌ ‌his‌ ‌gestures‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌his‌ ‌acting.‌ ‌For‌‌                           

instance,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌where‌‌he‌‌checks‌‌into‌‌the‌‌hotel,‌‌the‌‌bellboy‌‌offers‌‌to‌‌carry‌‌his‌‌baggage‌‌                                 

but‌‌Lemmy‌‌fiercely,‌‌in‌‌rude‌‌manners,‌‌refuses‌‌the‌‌bellboy’s‌‌request.‌‌His‌‌attitude‌‌is‌‌the‌‌same‌‌                             

towards‌‌Beatrice‌‌(Christa‌‌Lang)‌‌(a‌‌third-class‌‌seductress)‌‌who‌‌accompanies‌‌him‌‌to‌‌his‌‌hotel‌‌                         

room.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌Lemmy’s‌ ‌attitude‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌fathomable‌ ‌when‌ ‌Beatrice’s‌ ‌actions‌ ‌and‌‌                   

reactions‌‌are‌‌as‌‌robotic‌‌as‌‌the‌‌sound‌‌of‌‌the‌‌introduced‌‌flashing‌‌light.‌‌The‌‌hints‌‌of‌‌her‌‌being‌‌                                 

robotic‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌resident‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌is‌ ‌followed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌questions‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌‌asks‌‌to‌‌Lemmy‌‌in‌‌                                 

mechanical‌ ‌tones.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌blatant‌ ‌scene‌ ‌that‌ ‌hints‌ ‌Beatrice‌ ‌as‌ ‌having‌ ‌limited‌‌                       

conceptual‌ ‌abilities‌ ‌preventing‌ ‌her‌ ‌from‌ ‌contemplating‌ ‌the‌ ‌issue‌ ‌at‌ ‌a‌ ‌deeper‌ ‌level‌ ‌and‌‌                         

emotional‌ ‌level‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌when‌ ‌a‌ ‌man‌ ‌attacks‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌hotel‌ ‌room.‌ ‌In‌‌the‌‌scene,‌‌                                 

while‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌and‌‌the‌‌man‌‌are‌‌fighting,‌‌Beatrice‌‌is‌‌taking‌‌a‌‌bath‌‌as‌‌if‌‌nothing‌‌is‌‌happening‌‌                                 

and‌‌the‌‌music‌‌in‌‌the‌‌background‌‌as‌‌a‌‌light‌‌music‌‌fits‌‌more‌‌with‌‌the‌‌mood‌‌of‌‌Beatrice‌‌having‌‌                                   

a‌ ‌bath‌ ‌rather‌‌than‌‌the‌‌mood‌‌of‌‌the‌‌two‌‌men‌‌fighting.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌used‌‌in‌‌                                 

the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌hints‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌limited‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌abilities‌ ‌preventing‌ ‌her‌ ‌from‌ ‌contemplating‌ ‌the‌‌                         

issue‌‌at‌‌an‌‌emotional‌‌level.‌‌The‌‌climax‌‌of‌‌this‌‌attitude‌‌becomes‌‌most‌‌obvious‌‌when‌‌Beatrice‌‌                             

talks‌‌to‌‌Lemmy‌‌after‌‌the‌‌fight‌‌as‌‌if‌‌nothing‌‌has‌‌happened.‌‌Here,‌‌the‌‌way‌‌that‌‌Beatrice‌‌acts‌‌                                 

and‌ ‌communicates‌ ‌recalls‌ ‌a‌ ‌mode‌ ‌of‌ ‌attitude‌ ‌and‌ ‌discourse‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌pre-programmed.‌‌ ‌  

Up‌ ‌until‌ ‌this‌ ‌scene‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌pre-programmed‌‌attitude‌‌of‌‌Beatrice‌‌has‌‌been‌‌given‌‌                           

through‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌acting,‌‌the‌‌rupture‌‌of‌‌the‌‌narrative‌‌and‌‌the‌‌play‌‌                               

between‌ ‌music‌ ‌and‌ ‌images.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Lemmy‌‌by‌‌asking‌‌Beatrice‌‌“what‌‌is‌‌going‌‌on‌‌here?‌‌Are‌‌                             

you‌‌on‌‌drugs‌‌or‌‌what?”,‌‌for‌‌the‌‌first‌‌time,‌‌puts‌‌this‌‌problem‌‌(he‌‌considers‌‌this‌‌as‌‌a‌‌problem)‌‌                                   

into‌‌words.‌‌Here,‌‌what‌‌Lemmy‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌understand‌‌is‌‌what‌‌is‌‌the‌‌reason‌‌that‌‌makes‌‌Beatrice‌‌                               

to‌‌pretend‌‌in‌‌this‌‌way.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌gives‌‌some‌‌hints‌‌on‌‌the‌‌reasons‌‌that‌‌make‌‌                                 

Beatrice‌‌act‌‌in‌‌a‌‌pre-programmed‌‌way‌‌through‌‌the‌‌bible‌‌that‌‌she‌‌was‌‌looking‌‌for‌‌as‌‌the‌‌first‌‌                                 

thing‌‌she‌‌does‌‌when‌‌she‌‌enters‌‌the‌‌hotel‌‌room‌‌or‌‌through‌‌the‌‌tranquilizers‌‌that‌‌she‌‌leaves‌‌                               

for‌ ‌Lemmy.‌ ‌This‌ ‌connotes‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌such‌ ‌a‌ ‌power‌ ‌which‌ ‌manipulates‌ ‌and‌ ‌controls‌ ‌the‌‌                             

residents‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌through‌ ‌these‌ ‌elements.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌this‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌‌                     

becomes‌‌so‌‌inherent‌‌within‌‌the‌‌system‌‌that‌‌Beatrice‌‌considers‌‌herself‌‌as‌‌‘normal’.‌‌Then,‌‌the‌‌                           

question‌ ‌arises‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this?‌ ‌The‌ ‌Cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌at‌ ‌this‌‌precise‌‌                               

point,‌‌reminds‌‌us‌‌of‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌this‌‌flashing‌‌light‌‌through‌‌its‌‌robotic‌‌voice.‌‌This‌‌voice‌‌is‌‌                                 

heard‌‌through‌‌a‌‌telephone‌‌call‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Natasha‌‌Von‌‌Braun‌‌is,‌‌for‌‌the‌‌first‌‌time,‌‌mentioned‌‌                               

within‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece.‌‌Hence,‌‌when‌‌the‌‌voice‌‌of‌‌this‌‌flashing‌‌light‌‌is‌‌talking,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌an‌‌                                 

insert‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌image‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌transmission‌ ‌tower‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌machine‌ ‌sound.‌ ‌This‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌intervention‌ ‌connotes‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌flashing‌ ‌light‌ ‌is‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌a‌ ‌flashing‌ ‌light‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌‌                               

machine.‌ ‌In‌ ‌this‌ ‌scene‌ ‌both‌ ‌professor‌ ‌Von‌ ‌Braun‌ ‌(through‌ ‌his‌ ‌picture)‌ ‌and‌ ‌her‌ ‌daughter‌‌                           

Natasha‌ ‌Von‌ ‌Braun‌‌are‌‌introduced.‌‌When‌‌Natasha‌‌and‌‌Lemmy‌‌are‌‌having‌‌a‌‌conversation,‌‌                         

Natasha‌‌even‌‌it‌‌is‌‌not‌‌asked‌‌by‌‌Lemmy‌‌says‌‌‘I’m‌‌very‌‌well,‌‌thanks‌‌for‌‌asking’‌‌as‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌                                   
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of‌ ‌the‌ ‌mechanical‌ ‌conformism‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌repeated‌ ‌many‌ ‌times‌ ‌by‌ ‌other‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌‌                           

Alphaville‌‌which‌‌signifies‌‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌that‌‌is‌‌inherent‌‌within‌‌the‌‌system‌‌of‌‌Alphaville.‌‌In‌‌                           

the‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌getting‌ ‌the‌ ‌tranquilizer‌ ‌that‌ ‌Beatrice‌ ‌brought‌ ‌again‌ ‌signifies‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                         

manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌ ‌is‌ ‌deeply‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌‌make‌‌it‌‌a‌‌                             

part‌ ‌of‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌which‌ ‌automatically‌ ‌assign‌ ‌them‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                             

control‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌that‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

One‌ ‌difference‌ ‌that‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌has‌ ‌from‌ ‌Beatrice‌ ‌though‌ ‌is‌ ‌her‌ ‌facial‌ ‌reactions‌ ‌and‌‌                         

expressions‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌look‌ ‌in‌ ‌her‌ ‌eyes.‌ ‌This‌ ‌differentiation‌ ‌is‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                           

scenes‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌camera‌‌solely‌‌focuses,‌‌in‌‌close-up‌‌shots,‌‌on‌‌her‌‌facial‌‌reactions‌‌that‌‌are‌‌                               

intensely‌ ‌emotional.‌ ‌This‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌that‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌is‌ ‌situated‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌different‌‌                         

place‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌she‌‌at‌‌least‌‌has‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌                                   

feel‌ ‌even‌‌if‌‌she‌‌is‌‌not‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌her‌‌feelings.‌‌Thus,‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌                             

except‌‌for‌‌a‌‌few‌‌instances‌‌Natasha‌‌is‌‌in‌‌a‌‌gloomy‌‌mood‌‌sensed‌‌through‌‌her‌‌tone‌‌of‌‌voice,‌‌                                 

through‌‌the‌‌way‌‌she‌‌talks,‌‌through‌‌the‌‌look‌‌in‌‌her‌‌eyes.‌‌This‌‌hints‌‌to‌‌her‌‌limited‌‌conceptual‌‌                                 

abilities‌ ‌preventing‌ ‌her‌ ‌from‌ ‌contemplating‌ ‌the‌ ‌issue‌ ‌at‌ ‌a‌ ‌deeper‌ ‌level,‌ ‌and‌ ‌therefore‌‌                         

preventing‌‌her‌‌from‌‌discovering‌‌that,‌‌perhaps,‌‌she‌‌is‌‌actually‌‌gloomy‌‌because‌‌she‌‌lacks‌‌the‌‌                           

freedom‌‌to‌‌openly‌‌express‌‌her‌‌emotions‌‌or‌‌thoughts.‌‌Even‌‌if‌‌her‌‌emotions‌‌and‌‌thoughts‌‌are‌‌                             

there,‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌them‌ ‌(Yoshioka,‌ ‌2012,‌ ‌Para.‌ ‌11).‌‌This‌‌is‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌                               

why‌ ‌her‌ ‌actions,‌ ‌reactions‌ ‌and‌ ‌her‌ ‌words‌ ‌are‌ ‌in‌ ‌conflict.‌ ‌This‌ ‌conflict‌ ‌triggered‌ ‌by‌ ‌her‌‌                             

incognizance‌‌is‌‌represented‌‌through‌‌her‌‌emotions‌‌towards‌‌Lemmy‌‌which‌‌makes‌‌her‌‌act‌‌in‌‌a‌‌                           

conflictual‌‌way‌‌or‌‌give‌‌conflictual‌‌reactions.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌blatant‌‌in‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌where‌‌the‌‌security‌‌of‌‌                               

professor‌‌Von‌‌Braun‌‌beats‌‌Lemmy.‌‌When‌‌Natasha‌‌sees‌‌that‌‌Lemmy‌‌is‌‌on‌‌the‌‌ground‌‌and‌‌in‌‌                               

pain,‌‌she‌‌cries‌‌but‌‌when‌‌someone‌‌asks‌‌if‌‌she‌‌is‌‌crying,‌‌she‌‌says‌‌no‌‌because‌‌it‌‌is‌‌forbidden‌‌                                   

to‌ ‌cry.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌her‌ ‌facial‌ ‌reactions‌ ‌show‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌in‌ ‌such‌ ‌sorrow‌ ‌because‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌is‌‌                               

beaten‌ ‌up‌ ‌and‌ ‌caught‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌security.‌‌ ‌  

At‌ ‌this‌ ‌stage‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌it‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌obvious‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌‌                           

internalized‌‌external‌‌power‌‌embedded‌‌within‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville.‌‌This‌‌external‌‌power‌‌                       

is‌‌implied,‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌as‌‌authoritarian‌‌through‌‌the‌‌insert‌‌of‌‌shots‌‌                         

of‌ ‌visual‌ ‌symbols/images‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌aural‌ ‌elements‌ ‌in‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌instances‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌‌experience‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌arrow,‌‌the‌‌poster‌‌of‌‌Professor‌‌Von‌‌Braun,‌‌the‌‌flashing‌‌SS‌‌                             

sign,‌ ‌the‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌sound‌ ‌and‌ ‌music.‌ ‌Furthermore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌reveals‌‌the‌‌source‌‌of‌‌                             

this‌‌authoritarian‌‌system‌‌as‌‌being‌‌a‌‌logic‌‌dominated‌‌machine‌‌through‌‌the‌‌insert‌‌of‌‌shots‌‌of‌‌                             

visual‌ ‌symbols/images‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌aural‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensified‌‌use‌‌of‌‌light‌‌                           

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌flashing‌ ‌light,‌ ‌the‌ ‌mechanistic‌ ‌voice‌ ‌over,‌ ‌the‌ ‌equations,‌ ‌the‌ ‌transmission‌ ‌towers,‌                         

the‌‌sign‌‌of‌‌Alpha‌‌60,‌‌the‌‌use‌‌of‌‌the‌‌sound‌‌of‌‌a‌‌machine,‌‌etc.‌‌Hence,‌‌as‌‌Maximilian‌‌Yoshioka‌‌                                   

states,‌ ‌referencing‌ ‌the‌ ‌inserts‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌arrow‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌equation:‌‌ ‌  
‌ 
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The‌‌arrow‌‌clearly‌‌represents‌‌the‌‌death‌‌of‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌choice;‌‌with‌‌the‌‌‘correct’‌‌path‌‌                           

always‌ ‌pointed‌ ‌out,‌ ‌one‌ ‌loses‌ ‌the‌ ‌ability‌ ‌to‌ ‌individually‌ ‌reject‌ ‌or‌ ‌accept‌ ‌alternative‌‌                         

modes‌‌of‌‌action‌‌and‌‌existence.‌‌Determinism‌‌gains‌‌the‌‌upper‌‌hand‌‌over‌‌free‌‌will;‌‌and‌‌                           

all‌‌manifestations‌‌of‌‌free‌‌thought‌‌and‌‌self-determination‌‌are‌‌stifled.‌‌The‌‌equation,‌‌the‌‌                       

backbone‌‌of‌‌science‌‌and‌‌mathematics,‌‌points‌‌towards‌‌similar‌‌consequences,‌‌in‌‌that‌‌                     

it‌ ‌also‌ ‌represents‌ ‌a‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌pre-decided,‌ ‌logically‌ ‌necessitated‌ ‌reality‌ ‌that‌ ‌by‌                       

definition‌ ‌destroys‌ ‌the‌ ‌possibility‌ ‌of‌ ‌choice.‌ ‌(Yoshioka,‌ ‌2012,‌ ‌Para.‌ ‌3)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌after‌ ‌giving‌ ‌precise‌ ‌details‌ ‌almost‌ ‌enough‌ ‌to‌ ‌disclose‌ ‌the‌‌                       

general‌ ‌characteristics‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌through‌ ‌Beatrice‌ ‌and‌ ‌Natasha,‌‌                     

proceeds‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌itself‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌authority‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌ ‌system.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌when‌‌                             

Henry‌‌(the‌‌other‌‌agent)‌‌is‌‌introduced‌‌within‌‌the‌‌piece,‌‌as‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌who‌‌can‌‌share‌‌details‌‌                               

about‌‌how‌‌the‌‌system‌‌works‌‌in‌‌a‌‌more‌‌cognizant‌‌way‌‌than‌‌any‌‌other‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville.‌‌                               

Lemmy,‌‌aware‌‌of‌‌this,‌‌directly‌‌asks‌‌Henry‌‌‘What‌‌is‌‌Alpha‌‌60?’.‌‌Then,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌for‌‌                               

the‌‌first‌‌time‌‌in‌‌concrete‌‌details‌‌reveals‌‌that‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌is‌‌a‌‌one‌‌hundred‌‌and‌‌fifty‌‌light‌‌years‌‌                                   

more‌‌powerful‌‌computer‌‌system‌‌which‌‌manifests‌‌technocracy‌‌and‌‌professor‌‌Von‌‌Braun‌‌is‌‌a‌‌                         

figure‌‌who‌‌just‌‌obeys‌‌the‌‌logical‌‌orders‌‌coming‌‌from‌‌Alpha‌‌60.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌piece‌‌reveals‌‌                             

that‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌sole‌ ‌authority‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌ ‌system.‌ ‌ 

In‌ ‌this‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌reveals‌‌the‌‌power‌‌behind‌‌the‌‌system‌‌of‌‌                             

Alphaville‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌pushing‌ ‌force‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌‌                               

system‌‌makes‌‌this‌‌pushing‌‌force‌‌to‌‌become‌‌deep-rooted‌‌in‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville.‌‌Thus,‌‌                           

Henry‌ ‌tells‌ ‌to‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌that‌ ‌many‌ ‌people‌ ‌who‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌adopt‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌place‌ ‌commits‌ ‌suicide.‌‌                             

Right‌‌immediately,‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌cuts‌‌into‌‌an‌‌insert‌‌in‌‌which‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌modernized‌‌building‌‌with‌‌                               

all‌‌of‌‌its‌‌lights‌‌on‌‌with‌‌a‌‌background‌‌sound‌‌of‌‌a‌‌machine‌‌beep.‌‌Henry‌‌continues‌‌to‌‌explain,‌‌in‌‌                                   

sort‌ ‌of‌ ‌pain‌11‌,‌ ‌by‌ ‌saying‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌uses‌ ‌dissuasion‌ ‌to‌ ‌adapt‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Then,‌‌it‌‌                               

becomes‌‌blatant‌‌that‌‌the‌‌insert‌‌in‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌scene‌‌is‌‌used‌‌to‌‌hint‌‌to‌‌the‌‌force‌‌behind‌‌this‌‌                                   

dissuasion‌‌which‌‌is‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌manifested‌‌through‌‌a‌‌modernized‌‌building‌‌with‌‌all‌‌of‌‌its‌‌lights‌‌                             

on.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌itself‌ ‌raises‌ ‌the‌ ‌question‌ ‌of‌ ‌adaptation‌ ‌to‌ ‌what‌ ‌and‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌‌                               

abolished‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌adaptation‌ ‌process?‌ ‌And‌ ‌the‌ ‌piece‌ ‌itself‌ ‌answers‌ ‌these‌ ‌questions‌‌                       

through‌‌the‌‌following‌‌scene‌‌when‌‌the‌‌two‌‌agents‌‌are‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌and‌‌are‌‌playing‌‌with‌‌the‌‌light‌‌                                 

bulb‌‌which‌‌is‌‌in‌‌the‌‌centre‌‌of‌‌the‌‌frame‌‌and‌‌the‌‌scene.‌‌Therefore,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌adaptation‌‌to‌‌the‌‌light‌‌                                     

itself,‌‌the‌‌technology‌‌itself‌‌which‌‌represents‌‌the‌‌solely‌‌logical‌‌orders‌‌coming‌‌from‌‌Alpha‌‌60.‌‌                           

Accordingly,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌process‌‌of‌‌this‌‌adaptation‌‌what‌‌is‌‌lost‌‌is‌‌anything‌‌which‌‌is‌‌outside‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                 

accepted‌ ‌structures‌ ‌of‌‌knowledge‌‌and‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌blatantly‌‌exposes‌‌that‌‌if‌‌you‌‌do‌‌not‌‌adapt‌‌                             

11 ‌Henry‌ ‌is‌ ‌in‌ ‌sort‌ ‌of‌ ‌pain‌ ‌because‌ ‌he‌ ‌resists‌ ‌against‌ ‌this‌ ‌dissuasion‌ ‌which‌ ‌clearly‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌how‌‌                                 
strong‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌deep-rooted‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌is.‌‌ ‌  
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or‌‌commit‌‌a‌‌suicide‌‌then‌‌you‌‌are‌‌executed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system‌‌just‌‌because‌‌you‌‌openly‌‌express‌‌                               

your‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌or‌ ‌thoughts.‌ ‌As‌ ‌expressed:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌aforementioned‌ ‌execution‌ ‌ceremony‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌swimming‌ ‌pool,‌ ‌those‌ ‌being‌‌                     

disposed‌ ‌of‌ ‌are‌ ‌those‌ ‌who‌ ‌challenged‌ ‌the‌ ‌dominant‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌technological‌‌                     

rationality‌ ‌by‌ ‌being‌ ‌committed‌ ‌to‌ ‌ideals‌ ‌outside‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌accepted‌ ‌structures‌ ‌of‌‌                       

knowledge,‌ ‌regardless‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌consequences.‌ ‌This‌ ‌attitude‌ ‌is‌ ‌exemplified‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌‌brief‌‌                       

speech‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌prisoners‌‌makes‌‌before‌‌his‌‌death,‌‌in‌‌which‌‌he‌‌defiantly‌‌proclaims‌‌                           

that‌‌‘we‌‌see‌‌the‌‌truth‌‌you‌‌no‌‌longer‌‌see.‌‌The‌‌truth‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌essence‌‌of‌‌man‌‌is‌‌love‌‌                                     

and‌ ‌faith,‌ ‌courage,‌ ‌tenderness,‌ ‌generosity‌ ‌and‌ ‌sacrifice…the‌ ‌rest‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌obstacle‌‌                     

created‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌progress‌ ‌of‌ ‌your‌ ‌blind‌ ‌ignorance!’.‌ ‌(Yoshioka,‌ ‌2012,‌ ‌para.‌ ‌17)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌this‌‌‌obstacle‌‌created‌‌by‌‌the‌‌progress‌‌of‌‌the‌‌blind‌‌ignorance‌‌is‌                                 

not‌ ‌a‌ ‌natural‌ ‌process,‌ ‌but‌ ‌an‌ ‌imposed‌ ‌process‌ ‌applied‌ ‌by‌ ‌this‌‌logic-ruled‌‌system‌‌to‌‌make‌‌                             

individuals‌ ‌inherently‌ ‌forget‌ ‌their‌ ‌capability‌‌of‌‌openly‌‌feeling‌‌and‌‌expressing‌‌their‌‌emotions‌                       

or‌ ‌thoughts.‌ ‌To‌ ‌support‌ ‌this‌ ‌proposal,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌execution‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌‌                           

Alphaville‌‌are‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌their‌‌feelings‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌dissuasion‌‌process,‌‌they‌‌all‌‌clap‌‌every‌‌                             

time‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌is‌‌executed.‌‌In‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌the‌‌actions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌connotes‌‌as‌‌if‌‌they‌‌                                 

are‌ ‌the‌ ‌reflection‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60,‌ ‌they‌ ‌become‌ ‌a‌ ‌fragment‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60.‌ ‌So,‌‌what‌‌the‌‌system‌‌                                 

imposes‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌either‌ ‌you‌‌are‌‌free‌‌but‌‌this‌‌freedom‌‌brings‌‌your‌‌end,‌‌or‌‌you‌‌are‌‌unfree‌‌but‌‌                                   

you‌‌are‌‌not‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌this‌‌unfreedom.‌‌However,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌Natasha‌‌who‌‌through‌‌the‌‌help‌‌of‌‌                               

a‌ ‌free‌ ‌individual,‌ ‌Lemmy,‌ ‌physically‌‌gets‌‌out‌‌of‌‌this‌‌system‌‌to‌‌be‌‌free‌‌again‌‌and‌‌when‌‌she‌‌                                 

does‌‌get‌‌out‌‌of‌‌this‌‌system,‌‌the‌‌first‌‌thing‌‌that‌‌she‌‌says‌‌to‌‌Lemmy‌‌is‌‌‘I‌‌love‌‌you’.‌‌Therefore,‌‌it‌‌                                       

is‌ ‌not‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌are‌ ‌ill-equipped‌ ‌to‌ ‌feel‌ ‌or‌ ‌think‌ ‌but‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌made‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌‌                                 

their‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌and‌ ‌feeling‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌logical‌ ‌rules‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60.‌‌ ‌  

As‌‌I‌‌have‌‌stated‌‌before,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌as‌‌if‌‌they‌‌are‌‌the‌‌                               

fragments‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌hinted‌ ‌in‌ ‌some‌ ‌inserts‌ ‌and‌ ‌scenes‌ ‌such‌‌as‌‌when‌‌the‌‌chief‌‌                                 

engineer‌ ‌states‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌centre‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌is‌ ‌within‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌or‌‌when‌‌an‌‌insert‌‌shows‌‌a‌‌                                 

light‌‌turning‌‌around‌‌itself‌‌as‌‌the‌‌world‌‌does‌‌and‌‌right‌‌above‌‌this‌‌light‌‌there‌‌is‌‌an‌‌‘El‌‌mundo’‌‌                                   

signboard‌‌or‌‌when‌‌Lemmy‌‌asks‌‌Natasha‌‌why‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌are‌‌all‌‌gloomy,‌‌she‌‌                             

answers‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘they‌ ‌lack‌ ‌electricity’.‌ ‌All‌ ‌these‌ ‌hints‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌‌revealed‌‌through‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

elements‌ ‌impose‌ ‌that‌ ‌in‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌no‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌anymore‌ ‌but‌‌there‌‌are‌‌just‌‌the‌‌                             

reflections‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌is‌ ‌everywhere‌ ‌in‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌although‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌‌                             

seen‌‌in‌‌one‌‌shape‌‌in‌‌almost‌‌anywhere.‌‌That’s‌‌why,‌‌we‌‌see‌‌or‌‌hear‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌                                 

film,‌ ‌as‌‌the‌‌flashing‌‌light,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌mechanic‌‌voice-over,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌machine,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌composition‌‌of‌‌                               

all‌‌computers,‌‌cables,‌‌wires‌‌within‌‌huge‌‌rooms,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌transmitter‌‌towers,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌light‌‌itself.‌‌                             

This‌‌becomes‌‌most‌‌blatant‌‌within‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌when‌‌Lemmy‌‌is‌‌interrogated‌‌by‌‌Alpha‌‌60.‌‌Even‌‌                             
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if‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌precise‌‌flashing‌‌light‌‌that‌‌is‌‌sometimes‌‌shown‌‌within‌‌the‌‌scene,‌‌when‌‌Lemmy‌‌is‌‌                                 

talking‌ ‌to‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌‌surrounded‌‌by‌‌all‌‌the‌‌distinct‌‌technological‌‌devices,‌‌Lemmy‌‌seems‌‌like‌‌                           

he‌‌is‌‌talking‌‌to‌‌air.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌signifies‌‌that‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌is‌‌not‌‌a‌‌precise‌‌physical‌‌presence/figure‌‌                                 

but‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌itself‌ ‌and‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌must‌‌be‌‌the‌‌fragments‌‌of‌‌this‌‌system,‌‌of‌‌Alpha‌‌                                   

60.‌‌ ‌  

This‌‌emphasis‌‌is‌‌explained‌‌in‌‌the‌‌following‌‌scene‌‌while‌‌Lemmy‌‌is‌‌wandering‌‌around‌                         

within‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌huge‌ ‌rooms‌ ‌composed‌ ‌of‌ ‌all‌ ‌computers,‌ ‌cables,‌ ‌wires.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌‌                             

scene,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌voice-over,‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌‌talking‌‌about‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌states‌‌that‌‌‘They‌‌                             

must‌ ‌be‌ ‌destroyed,‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌say‌ ‌they‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌transformed’.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌clear‌ ‌at‌ ‌this‌‌                                 

point‌‌that‌‌the‌‌transformation‌‌is‌‌equated‌‌to‌‌destruction‌‌and‌‌this‌‌destruction‌‌process‌‌is‌‌shared‌‌                           

through‌‌the‌‌thoughts‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌as‌‌a‌‌voice-over‌‌as‌‌‘the‌‌foreigners‌‌are‌‌gradually‌‌assimilated‌‌                           

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌others,‌ ‌the‌ ‌ones‌ ‌that‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌be‌ ‌assimilated‌ ‌are‌ ‌purely‌ ‌and‌ ‌simply‌ ‌killed...‌ ‌If‌ ‌an‌‌                               

individual‌ ‌shows‌ ‌hope‌ ‌of‌ ‌reclamation,‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌sent‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌chronic‌ ‌illness‌ ‌hospital‌ ‌where‌ ‌the‌‌                             

mechanical‌ ‌and‌ ‌propagandist‌ ‌treatments‌ ‌soon‌ ‌cures‌ ‌him’.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                       

scene‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌when‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌is‌ ‌revealing‌ ‌his‌ ‌thoughts‌ ‌through‌‌the‌‌words‌‌shared‌‌above,‌‌the‌‌                             

piece‌‌as‌‌visuals‌‌shows‌‌Natasha‌‌in‌‌a‌‌totally‌‌dark‌‌room‌‌illuminated‌‌by‌‌just‌‌one‌‌light‌‌right‌‌next‌‌                                 

to‌ ‌her‌ ‌face‌ ‌and‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌smiling.‌ ‌This‌ ‌scene‌ ‌clearly‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                               

elements‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌after‌ ‌being‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                             

process‌ ‌of‌ ‌so-called‌ ‌transformation‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌(Represented‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                         

shining‌‌light‌‌bulb)‌‌become‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌this‌‌transformation‌‌process‌‌that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌exposed‌‌                         

to‌ ‌(represented‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌smiling‌ ‌face‌ ‌of‌ ‌Natasha).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌all‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

manipulation‌‌and‌‌control‌‌that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌exposed‌‌to,‌‌which‌‌is‌‌employed‌‌by‌‌Alpha‌‌60,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌                               

to‌ ‌make‌ ‌its‌ ‌system‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌function.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌extensively‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌inherent‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌                       

control‌ ‌embedded‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌‌of‌‌Alphaville,‌‌at‌‌this‌‌stage‌‌of‌‌its‌‌experience,‌‌proposes‌‌                           

the‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌who‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌help‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌free‌ ‌individual,‌ ‌Lemmy,‌‌                           

physically‌‌gets‌‌out‌‌of‌‌this‌‌system‌‌to‌‌be‌‌free‌‌again.‌‌Thus,‌‌if‌‌Natasha‌‌is‌‌able‌‌to‌‌get‌‌out‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                                       

type‌ ‌of‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌control,‌ ‌then,‌ ‌automatically‌ ‌the‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌ ‌confirmed.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌couldn’t‌‌help‌‌but‌‌go‌‌to‌‌see‌‌Lemmy‌‌                           

due‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌towards‌‌him‌‌even‌‌if‌‌it‌‌is‌‌forbidden‌‌for‌‌her‌‌to‌‌see‌‌him.‌‌However,‌‌within‌‌                                   

the‌‌scene‌‌where‌‌Lemmy‌‌and‌‌Natasha‌‌are‌‌together‌‌in‌‌Lemmy's‌‌hotel‌‌room‌‌(the‌‌second‌‌hotel‌‌                             

room),‌‌she‌‌still‌‌acts‌‌and‌‌talks‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌control‌‌and‌‌manipulation‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌                                 

being‌‌exposed‌‌to.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌she‌‌uses‌‌the‌‌‘I’m‌‌very‌‌well,‌‌thanks‌‌for‌‌asking’‌‌sentence‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                                 

reflection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌mechanical‌‌conformism‌‌which‌‌is‌‌repeated‌‌many‌‌times‌‌by‌‌the‌‌other‌‌residents‌‌                           

of‌‌Alphaville.‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌attitude‌‌becomes‌‌the‌‌most‌‌blatant‌‌within‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌when‌‌Lemmy‌‌                             

asks‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌if‌ ‌she‌‌knows‌‌the‌‌book‌‌‘The‌‌Capital‌‌of‌‌Pain’.‌‌Natasha‌‌starts‌‌to‌‌read‌‌the‌‌book‌‌                                 

and‌‌even‌‌if‌‌the‌‌sentences‌‌within‌‌the‌‌book‌‌are‌‌intensely‌‌emotional,‌‌she‌‌does‌‌not‌‌show‌‌a‌‌sign‌‌                                 
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of‌ ‌any‌ ‌emotions.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene,‌‌when‌‌she‌‌reads‌‌the‌‌word‌‌‘Conscience’,‌‌she‌‌looks‌‌right‌‌into‌‌                               

the‌ ‌camera‌ ‌and‌ ‌says,‌ ‌‘these‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌words‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌don’t‌ ‌understand’.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                             

piece‌‌through‌‌her‌‌eyes‌‌and‌‌her‌‌facial‌‌expressions‌‌underlines‌‌her‌‌despair‌‌due‌‌to‌‌not‌‌knowing‌‌                             

the‌ ‌meaning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌word.‌‌ ‌  

Simultaneously,‌‌the‌‌piece‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌Alphaville‌‌system‌‌manipulates‌‌its‌‌residents‌                   

by‌ ‌making‌ ‌them‌ ‌forget‌ ‌the‌ ‌meaning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌words‌ ‌so‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌can‌ ‌forget‌ ‌their‌‌                               

feelings‌ ‌or‌ ‌forget‌ ‌to‌ ‌think.‌ ‌This‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌‌manipulation‌‌is‌‌proposed‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌film‌‌as‌‌                             

many‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌Henry,‌ ‌the‌ ‌chief‌ ‌engineer,‌ ‌Natasha,‌ ‌etc,.‌ ‌do‌ ‌not‌ ‌know‌ ‌the‌‌                               

meaning‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘Why’.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌reason‌ ‌why‌ ‌the‌‌                             

residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌do‌‌not‌‌know‌‌the‌‌meaning‌‌of‌‌why‌‌or‌‌conscience‌‌or‌‌love‌‌is‌‌because‌‌the‌‌                                 

system‌‌has‌‌erased‌‌all‌‌words‌‌deemed‌‌dangerous‌‌to‌‌its‌‌domination‌‌from‌‌the‌‌bible.‌‌The‌‌Bible‌‌                             

here‌ ‌appears‌ ‌as‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌main‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌objects‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌system‌‌which‌‌is‌‌a‌‌dictionary‌‌                               

that‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌updates‌ ‌by‌ ‌removing‌ ‌the‌ ‌incompatible‌ ‌words.‌ ‌The‌ ‌significant‌‌                       

point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌internalizes‌ ‌the‌‌bible‌‌itself.‌‌That’s‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌when‌‌                             

Lemmy‌‌reads‌‌the‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌the‌‌poetry‌‌book,‌‌she‌‌nervously‌‌intends‌‌to‌‌check‌‌the‌‌bible‌‌or‌‌when‌‌                                 

she‌ ‌realizes‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌such‌ ‌word‌ ‌‘conscience’‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌bible,‌ ‌she‌ ‌says,‌ ‌‘It's‌ ‌no‌‌‌longer‌‌                                 

there.‌ ‌So,‌ ‌no‌ ‌one‌ ‌here‌ ‌knows‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌meaning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌word‌ ‌conscience‌ ‌any‌ ‌more’‌ ‌as‌ ‌if‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌‌                                   

‘normal’.‌ ‌However,‌‌Natasha‌‌knows‌‌what‌‌the‌‌word‌‌conscience‌‌means‌‌as‌‌she‌‌tells‌‌Lemmy‌‌‘I‌‌                           

know‌ ‌that‌ ‌word‌ ‌without‌ ‌ever‌ ‌‌having‌ ‌seen‌ ‌it‌ ‌or‌ ‌read‌ ‌it’.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Lemmy’s‌ ‌presence‌ ‌by‌ ‌itself‌‌                               

triggers‌ ‌Natasha’s‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌process‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌‌what‌‌she‌‌is‌‌afraid‌‌of‌‌precisely‌‌because‌                         

she‌ ‌thinks‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌will‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌‘normal’‌ ‌anymore.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘normal’‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌which‌‌                               

signifies‌‌being‌‌unfree.‌‌Therefore,‌‌Natasha‌‌is‌‌actually‌‌afraid‌‌of‌‌being‌‌free‌‌even‌‌if‌‌her‌‌real-self‌‌                             

seeks‌ ‌for‌ ‌it.‌ ‌This‌ ‌conflict‌ ‌is‌ ‌represented‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements.‌ ‌ 

Within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌her‌ ‌reactions/gestures‌ ‌and‌ ‌her‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌worlds‌ ‌are‌ ‌in‌ ‌constant‌‌                           

conflict.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌conflict‌ ‌between‌ ‌her‌ ‌real-self‌ ‌and‌ ‌her‌ ‌manipulated-self.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌‌                         

when‌‌she‌‌answers‌‌Lemmy’s‌‌questions‌‌as‌‌‘yes’,‌‌she‌‌either‌‌nods‌‌her‌‌head‌‌with‌‌the‌‌gesture‌‌of‌‌                               

no‌ ‌or‌ ‌moves‌ ‌her‌ ‌finger‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌gesture‌ ‌of‌ ‌no.‌ ‌This‌ ‌conflict‌ ‌is‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌combination‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌sound,‌ ‌the‌ ‌visual,‌ ‌the‌ ‌acting‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                             

words.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌right‌ ‌after‌ ‌Lemmy‌‌says‌‌to‌‌Natasha‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌falling‌‌in‌‌love‌‌with‌‌her,‌‌Natasha‌                                 

asks‌‌‘what‌‌is‌‌love?’‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌power‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌within‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌with‌‌a‌‌close-up‌‌shot‌‌                               

focusing‌‌on‌‌Natasha's‌‌face‌‌in‌‌which‌‌her‌‌eyes‌‌indicate‌‌that‌‌she‌‌feels‌‌the‌‌love‌‌itself.‌‌The‌‌film‌‌                                 

with‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌reflects‌ ‌this‌ ‌love.‌ ‌This‌ ‌reflection‌ ‌reaches‌ ‌its‌ ‌climax‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                           

sequence‌ ‌that‌ ‌starts‌ ‌with‌ ‌an‌ ‌extreme‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shot‌ ‌showing‌ ‌the‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌of‌‌Natasha‌‌while‌‌in‌‌                             

voice-over‌ ‌she‌ ‌gives‌ ‌the‌ ‌definition‌ ‌of‌ ‌love‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌composed‌ ‌of‌‌sole‌‌emotions.‌‌Thus,‌‌her‌‌                             

eyes‌‌and‌‌the‌‌change‌‌in‌‌the‌‌look‌‌through‌‌her‌‌eyes‌‌represents‌‌the‌‌transformation‌‌that‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌                               

her‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌deeply-rooted‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌system.‌‌                       

Therefore,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌almost‌‌a‌‌foreshadowing‌‌when‌‌Natasha‌‌reads‌‌‘Your‌‌eyes‌‌have‌‌returned‌‌from‌‌                           
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a‌ ‌‌despotic‌ ‌land‌ ‌where‌ ‌no‌ ‌one‌ ‌has‌ ‌known‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌meaning‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌glance’‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌book‌ ‌that‌‌                                 

Lemmy‌‌gives‌‌to‌‌her.‌‌Here,‌‌although‌‌she‌‌is‌‌not‌‌cognizant,‌‌these‌‌words‌‌represent‌‌her‌‌and‌‌her‌‌                               

transformation.‌‌A‌‌transformation‌‌from‌‌her‌‌unfree‌‌self‌‌to‌‌her‌‌free‌‌self‌‌which‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌by‌‌                             

the‌‌film‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌means‌‌as‌‌the‌‌transformation‌‌from‌‌her‌‌emotionless‌‌eyes‌‌to‌‌her‌‌                             

eyes‌ ‌full‌‌of‌‌emotions.‌‌Hence,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌Natasha‌‌blatantly‌‌expresses‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌not‌‌cognizant‌‌                             

of‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌happening‌ ‌to‌ ‌her,‌ ‌she‌ ‌feels‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌transformation‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌actually‌ ‌a‌‌                                 

reversed‌ ‌version‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌transformation‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌applied‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌system.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌is‌ ‌followed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌visuals‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌romantic‌ ‌interaction‌‌between‌‌Lemmy‌‌                         

and‌ ‌Natasha,‌ ‌while‌‌Natasha‌‌in‌‌voice-over‌‌continues‌‌to‌‌talk‌‌about‌‌love.‌‌Within‌‌this‌‌stage‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌talks‌ ‌about‌ ‌love,‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌ ‌chaotic‌ ‌the‌ ‌camera‌ ‌moves,‌‌                           

camera‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌lights‌ ‌become.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌another‌ ‌indicator‌ ‌that‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌by‌ ‌her‌‌                               

transformation,‌ ‌blatantly,‌ ‌creates‌ ‌some‌ ‌chaos‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60.‌‌                     

Correspondingly,‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌right‌‌immediately‌‌sends‌‌its‌‌officials‌‌to‌‌separate‌‌them‌‌and‌‌Lemmy‌‌                         

is‌ ‌taken‌ ‌to‌ ‌confront‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌again.‌ ‌This‌ ‌confrontation‌ ‌followed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌confrontation‌ ‌with‌‌                           

professor‌‌Von‌‌Braun‌‌eventually‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌the‌‌destruction‌‌of‌‌Alpha‌‌60.‌‌Hence,‌‌Lemmy‌‌tells‌‌a‌‌                             

riddle‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌unfathomable‌ ‌by‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌starts‌ ‌to‌ ‌lose‌ ‌power‌ ‌and‌‌                             

starts‌‌to‌‌break‌‌down.‌‌As‌‌I‌‌have‌‌detailed‌‌before,‌‌the‌‌moment‌‌that‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌starts‌‌to‌‌lose‌‌its‌‌                                   

power,‌‌the‌‌residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌start‌‌to‌‌either‌‌die‌‌or‌‌lose‌‌balance‌‌due‌‌the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌light‌‌                                 

and‌‌energy.‌‌They‌‌scatter‌‌as‌‌the‌‌fragments‌‌of‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌because‌‌Alpha‌‌60‌‌and‌‌its‌‌system‌‌is‌‌                                 

deeply-rooted‌ ‌within‌ ‌them.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌deeply-rooted‌ ‌because‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌transformation,‌‌                     

manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌control,‌ ‌the‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville‌ ‌internalize‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌itself‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌‌                         

kind‌ ‌of‌‌an‌‌incognizant‌‌internalization‌‌makes‌‌them‌‌lose‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌That’s‌‌why,‌‌                         

the‌ ‌destruction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌destruction‌ ‌as‌ ‌well.‌ ‌Natasha‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌help‌ ‌of‌‌                               

Lemmy,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌free‌ ‌being,‌ ‌literally‌ ‌escapes‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌destruction.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌although‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌‌                           

struggling‌ ‌to‌ ‌manage‌ ‌her‌ ‌emotions,‌ ‌she‌ ‌liberates‌ ‌herself‌ ‌and‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌a‌‌free‌‌being‌‌when‌‌                           

she‌‌manages‌‌to‌‌say‌‌‘I‌‌love‌‌you’‌‌to‌‌Lemmy.‌‌Yet,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌reflects‌‌her‌‌liberation‌‌not‌‌                                 

only‌ ‌through‌ ‌her‌‌words‌‌but‌‌also‌‌through‌‌close-up‌‌shots‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌to‌‌her‌‌eyes‌‌and‌‌to‌‌her‌‌                                 

smile‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌music‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌light.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌ends‌‌its‌‌                               

experience‌ ‌by‌ ‌introducing‌‌‘the‌‌end’‌‌credit‌‌manifested‌‌in‌‌an‌‌illogical‌‌and‌‌nonlinear‌‌way‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                             

symbol‌ ‌of‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌solely‌ ‌logic‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌Alphaville.‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌ ‌right‌ ‌after‌ ‌concluding‌ ‌my‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌give‌‌some‌‌details‌‌on‌‌the‌‌other‌‌intersections‌‌of‌‌the‌‌scheme‌‌which‌‌                               

are‌ ‌not‌ ‌covered‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌paradigmatic‌ ‌way‌ ‌within‌ ‌my‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece.‌‌                             

Hence,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌I‌‌                             

precisely‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌macrostructural‌‌and‌‌microstructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌which‌‌present‌‌                     

the‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌as‌‌restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌how‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌incognizant‌‌                         

of‌ ‌these‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌ ‌hints‌‌                         
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given‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌prioritizing‌ ‌other‌‌                       

determinant‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌being‌ ‌‌cognizant‌ ‌or‌ ‌‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌on‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌external‌ ‌or‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌restricting‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌some‌ ‌precise‌ ‌details‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌intersections‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

determinant‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌hinted‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience.‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌beginning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                       

proposes‌ ‌professor‌ ‌Von‌ ‌Braun‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌‌restricted‌‌by‌‌Alpha‌‌60,‌‌the‌‌technology‌‌itself‌‌as‌‌an‌‌external‌‌factor.‌‌However,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                             

scientist‌‌who‌‌created‌‌Alpha‌‌60,‌‌he‌‌accepts‌‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictions‌‌by‌‌heart‌‌which‌‌recalls‌‌some‌‌                               

internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌as‌ ‌well.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌stated‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌hint‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌intersection‌‌                                 

which‌ ‌are‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌by‌‌external‌‌factors‌,‌‌the‌‌                           

external‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌and‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌hint‌ ‌of‌ ‌intersection‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                                   

individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors,‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌here‌‌is‌‌represented‌‌as‌‌                           

the‌ ‌fascination‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌professor‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60.‌ ‌Besides,‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌himself‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                         

considered‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cognizant‌‌individual‌‌whose‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌restricted‌‌by‌‌the‌‌Alpha‌‌60,‌‌                           

since‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌being‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌some‌ ‌forced‌ ‌interrogation‌ ‌by‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60.‌ ‌What’s‌ ‌more,‌‌Henry‌‌                             

(the‌‌other‌‌agent)‌‌is‌‌also‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌parameters‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                                 

system‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌people‌‌that‌‌are‌‌executed‌‌since‌‌they‌‌do‌‌not‌‌conform‌‌with‌‌the‌‌system‌‌of‌‌                                 

Alpha‌‌60.‌‌Thus,‌‌these‌‌examples‌‌indicate‌‌that‌‌there‌‌are‌‌also‌‌hints‌‌of‌‌the‌‌intersection‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                               

the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors‌.‌‌However,‌‌within‌‌                         

the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌no‌ ‌hints‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌intersection‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors‌.‌‌The‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌I‌‌                             

consider‌‌these‌‌hints,‌‌signifying‌‌some‌‌philosophizing‌‌to‌‌be‌‌done‌‌on‌‌the‌‌other‌‌intersections‌‌of‌‌                           

the‌‌scheme‌‌that‌‌I‌‌propose,‌‌to‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌the‌‌theorizing‌‌that‌‌is‌‌                               

introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece.‌ ‌So‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌uses‌ ‌these‌ ‌other‌‌                             

intersections‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌intersection‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌more‌ ‌explicit‌ ‌and‌ ‌solid.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌‌I‌‌                           

assert‌‌that‌‌the‌‌sole‌‌theorizing‌‌that‌‌is‌‌introduced‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌is:‌‌‌The‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                               

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌ 

Subsequently,‌ ‌I,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌connect‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

experience‌‌of‌‌‌Alphaville:‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution‌‌‌to‌‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌by‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌it‌ ‌evokes‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌insights‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌channel‌ ‌using‌ ‌its‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌‌                     

all,‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌its‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌by‌‌applying‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌methodology/analysis‌‌to‌‌its‌‌                             

macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌present‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌‌                   

as‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌‌                       

microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌present‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌‌                     

these‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged,‌ ‌in‌‌                     
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Alphaville:‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution,‌‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌the‌‌incognizant‌‌                         

residents‌‌of‌‌Alphaville‌‌is‌‌restricted‌‌through‌‌the‌‌internalized‌‌transformation,‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌                     

control‌ ‌applied‌ ‌by‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌external‌ ‌factor.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                         

piece‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌proposes‌‌and‌‌theorizes‌‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                     

theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

5.3.2‌ ‌‌THX‌ ‌1138:‌ ‌‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Cognizant‌‌                 

Agents(X)‌‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌External‌ ‌Factors(Y)‌ ‌‌through/by‌ ‌Technology‌ ‌ 
‌ 

THX‌‌1138‌‌‌is‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌which‌‌is‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌journey‌‌of‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌(Robert‌‌                               

Duvall)‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌society‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌solely‌‌ruled‌‌according‌‌to‌‌the‌‌efficiency‌‌grounded‌‌calculations‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌ ‌computers.‌ ‌This‌ ‌society‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌advanced‌ ‌digital‌ ‌infrastructure‌ ‌and‌‌                     

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌constant‌ ‌control‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌android‌ ‌police‌ ‌who‌ ‌follow‌ ‌the‌ ‌directions‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌‌                           

computer‌‌calculations‌‌like‌‌the‌‌other‌‌human‌‌officers‌‌do.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌citizens‌‌of‌‌this‌‌system‌‌are‌‌                             

forced‌ ‌to‌ ‌use‌ ‌sedatives‌ ‌to‌ ‌suppress‌ ‌their‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌reach‌ ‌the‌ ‌highest‌ ‌levels‌‌of‌‌                               

efficiency.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌journey‌ ‌of‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌journey‌ ‌against‌ ‌this‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌‌                           

propaganda,‌‌surveillance,‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌control‌‌towards‌‌his‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌journey‌‌                     

turns‌‌into‌‌a‌‌freedom‌‌fight‌‌against‌‌the‌‌system‌‌when‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌stops‌‌using‌‌the‌‌sedatives‌‌and‌‌                               

accordingly‌ ‌is‌ ‌convicted‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌criminal.‌‌ ‌  

My‌ ‌role‌ ‌here‌‌is‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌this‌‌struggle‌‌and‌‌how‌‌this‌‌struggle‌‌is‌‌embedded‌‌within‌‌the‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌‌by‌‌                         

external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌technology.‌‌Thus,‌‌since‌‌my‌‌aim‌‌is‌‌to‌‌test‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

elements‌ ‌if‌ ‌this‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                         

contribution‌‌of‌‌this‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌I‌‌aim‌‌solely‌‌to‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌situating‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌language‌‌                             

that‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌uses‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌                             

focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌present‌ ‌the‌‌                     

external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                             

macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌present‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌and‌ ‌some‌‌                     

other‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌as‌‌being‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌these‌‌external‌‌factors.‌‌Eventually,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌claim,‌‌all‌‌the‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged,‌ ‌will‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                   

freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology.‌‌ ‌  

First,‌‌before‌‌getting‌‌into‌‌the‌‌details‌‌of‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌focus‌‌                             

on‌ ‌how,‌ ‌broadly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌‌are‌‌presented‌‌as‌‌restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌                           

how‌ ‌some‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece.‌‌                         

Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌introduces‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌for‌‌the‌‌first‌‌time‌‌through‌‌a‌‌monitor,‌‌a‌‌monitor‌‌                               
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that‌ ‌is‌ ‌everywhere‌ ‌and‌ ‌anywhere‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌city.‌ ‌The‌ ‌system’s‌ ‌priority‌ ‌aim‌ ‌is‌ ‌greater‌‌                           

efficiency,‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌is‌ ‌being‌ ‌stabilized‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌stabilization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌‌                         

belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌society.‌‌This‌‌stabilization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌is‌‌done‌‌through‌‌the‌‌sedatives,‌‌                           

through‌‌constant‌‌surveillance‌‌and‌‌through‌‌extensively‌‌advanced‌‌digital‌‌infrastructure.‌‌Thus,‌‌                   

throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌almost‌ ‌constant‌ ‌distorted‌‌radio‌‌sounds‌‌of‌‌                         

people‌ ‌giving‌ ‌commands‌ ‌and‌ ‌orders‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌drone‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌machines.‌ ‌The‌‌                         

system‌ ‌through‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌technology‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌standardize‌‌people‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌get‌‌                               

the‌ ‌most‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌from‌ ‌them.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌standardization‌ ‌through‌‌                       

the‌‌system‌‌mandating‌‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌to‌‌use‌‌sedatives,‌‌to‌‌wear‌‌identical‌‌white‌‌clothing,‌‌                             

to‌ ‌shave‌ ‌their‌ ‌heads‌ ‌to‌ ‌bold.‌ ‌For‌ ‌the‌ ‌sake‌ ‌of‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌dominance‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                                 

numbers.‌ ‌Every‌ ‌order‌ ‌and‌ ‌every‌ ‌action‌ ‌is‌ ‌over-numericized‌ ‌and‌ ‌even‌ ‌the‌ ‌names‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

individuals‌ ‌consist‌ ‌of‌ ‌three‌ ‌letters‌ ‌and‌ ‌four‌ ‌numbers.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌external‌‌force‌‌here‌‌as‌‌the‌‌technology‌‌itself‌‌considers‌‌individuals‌‌as‌‌an‌‌object‌‌to‌‌                           

be‌ ‌consumed‌ ‌and‌ ‌it‌ ‌has‌ ‌total‌ ‌control‌ ‌over‌ ‌its‌ ‌objects.‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌‌of‌‌control‌‌is‌‌done‌‌through‌‌                                 

sedatives‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌constant‌ ‌surveillance,‌ ‌propaganda‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation.‌ ‌Especially‌‌                 

sedatives‌ ‌by‌ ‌making‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌suppress‌‌their‌‌emotions,‌‌enable‌‌the‌‌system‌‌to‌‌control‌‌and‌‌                         

conduct‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Respectively,‌‌drug‌‌evasion‌‌and‌‌malicious‌‌sexual‌‌perversion‌‌are‌‌one‌‌                       

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌crimes‌ ‌that‌ ‌could‌ ‌lead‌ ‌to‌ ‌immediate‌ ‌destruction‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌‌an‌‌incurable‌‌imbalance‌‌                           

with‌ ‌socially‌ ‌deteriorating‌ ‌conscience.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌system‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌by‌ ‌mathematical‌‌                         

calculations‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌sake‌ ‌of‌ ‌technological‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌place‌ ‌for‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌and‌‌                           

emotion‌‌motivated‌‌actions.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌the‌‌system‌‌through‌‌its‌‌extensively‌‌advanced‌‌digital‌‌                     

infrastructure,‌‌intensely‌‌surveils,‌‌manipulates‌‌and‌‌indoctrinates‌‌all‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌                       

prevent‌ ‌them‌ ‌breaking‌ ‌free‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌non-emotional‌ ‌state‌ ‌of‌ ‌being.‌‌ ‌  

For‌‌instance,‌‌even‌‌the‌‌mating‌‌between‌‌individuals‌‌is‌‌done‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system‌‌and‌‌is‌‌done‌‌                             

according‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌two‌ ‌mates‌ ‌could‌ ‌bring‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌and‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌‌                                 

chance‌ ‌to‌ ‌choose‌ ‌your‌ ‌own‌ ‌mate.‌ ‌This‌ ‌obviously‌ ‌requires‌ ‌allegiance.‌ ‌This‌ ‌allegiance‌ ‌is‌‌                         

manifested‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌companionship‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌‌                           

manipulation.‌‌For‌‌example,‌‌while‌‌THX‌‌1138,‌‌in‌‌his‌‌house,‌‌is‌‌watching‌‌a‌‌TV‌‌broadcast‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                               

form‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌hologram,‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌commentators‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌program‌ ‌states‌ ‌‘Control‌ ‌through‌‌                           

companionship,‌ ‌combined‌ ‌with‌‌economic‌‌advantages‌‌of‌‌the‌‌mating‌‌structure‌‌far‌‌surpasses‌‌                     

any‌ ‌disadvantages‌ ‌in‌ ‌increased‌ ‌perversions’.‌ ‌The‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌natural‌ ‌sexual‌‌                         

intercourse‌‌as‌‌a‌‌sign‌‌of‌‌emotions‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌a‌‌sexual‌‌abnormality‌‌which‌‌in‌‌the‌‌eyes‌‌of‌‌                                 

the‌‌system‌‌must‌‌be‌‌punished‌‌by‌‌immediate‌‌destruction.‌‌That’s‌‌why,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌trial‌‌of‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌                               

in‌‌which‌‌he‌‌is‌‌charged‌‌with‌‌malicious‌‌sexual‌‌perversion,‌‌the‌‌prosecution‌‌states‌‌‘If‌‌society‌‌is‌‌                             

to‌ ‌free‌ ‌itself‌ ‌from‌ ‌these‌ ‌deviants...We‌ ‌must‌ ‌not‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌consume‌ ‌these‌ ‌erotics’.‌ ‌What‌‌                           

prosecution‌‌manifests‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌since‌‌the‌‌system‌‌acknowledges‌‌individuals‌‌as‌‌objects‌‌to‌‌                         

be‌‌consumed,‌‌then,‌‌any‌‌individual‌‌who‌‌becomes‌‌non-efficient‌‌because‌‌of‌‌her‌‌emotions‌‌has‌‌                         

162‌ ‌ 



no‌‌use‌‌for‌‌the‌‌system.‌‌As‌‌the‌‌system‌‌manifests‌‌‘In‌‌the‌‌history‌‌of‌‌now‌‌all‌‌ethos‌‌are‌‌designed’‌‌                                   

and‌ ‌if‌ ‌in‌ ‌any‌ ‌condition‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌is‌ ‌outside‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌designed‌ ‌ethos‌ ‌then‌ ‌she‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌‌                                 

consumed.‌‌Thus,‌‌I‌‌precisely‌‌wrote‌‌‘consumed’‌‌here‌‌because‌‌while‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌and‌‌‌SRT‌‌5752‌‌                           

hologram‌ ‌man‌ ‌(Don‌ ‌Pedro‌ ‌Colley)‌ ‌are‌ ‌escaping‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌android‌ ‌police,‌ ‌they‌ ‌find‌‌                         

themselves‌‌in‌‌a‌‌room‌‌full‌‌of‌‌jars‌‌filled‌‌with‌‌a‌‌liquid‌‌and‌‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌jars‌‌have‌‌a‌‌fetus‌‌inside.‌‌As‌‌                                         

the‌‌scene‌‌proceeds‌‌‌SRT‌‌5752‌‌says‌‌‘‌How‌‌shall‌‌the‌‌new‌‌environment‌‌be‌‌programmed?’‌‌While‌‌                           

he‌ ‌is‌ ‌saying‌ ‌this,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌displays‌ ‌these‌ ‌jars,‌ ‌each‌ ‌of‌ ‌them‌ ‌labelled‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                               

individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌labelled‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌system.‌ ‌Actually,‌ ‌this‌‌is‌‌a‌‌hint‌‌for‌‌an‌‌upcoming‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌                               

which‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌SRT‌ ‌5752‌ ‌are‌ ‌stuck‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌room.‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌searches‌ ‌for‌‌                               

LUH‌‌3417‌‌(Maggie‌‌McOmie)‌‌through‌‌the‌‌extensively‌‌advanced‌‌surveillance‌‌system‌‌in‌‌order‌‌                       

to‌ ‌learn‌ ‌where‌ ‌her‌ ‌lover‌ ‌LUH‌ ‌3417‌ ‌is.‌ ‌The‌ ‌system‌ ‌indicates‌‌that‌‌LUH‌‌3417‌‌is‌‌‘consumed’‌‌                               

and‌ ‌her‌ ‌name‌ ‌is‌ ‌reassigned‌ ‌to‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌fetuses‌ ‌within‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌jars.‌ ‌Then,‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                                   

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌hinted‌ ‌before,‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌fetuses‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌jars‌ ‌are‌ ‌named‌ ‌after‌ ‌the‌‌                             

individuals‌‌that‌‌are‌‌consumed‌‌and‌‌they‌‌are‌‌waiting‌‌to‌‌be‌‌programmed‌‌and‌‌made‌‌ready‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                               

objectified‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system‌‌again.‌‌Here,‌‌what‌‌is‌‌proposed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌is‌‌that‌‌all‌‌the‌‌                                 

individuals‌‌are‌‌the‌‌usable‌‌objects‌‌for‌‌the‌‌system‌‌who‌‌are‌‌programmed‌‌to‌‌serve‌‌in‌‌the‌‌most‌‌                               

efficient‌ ‌way.‌ ‌To‌ ‌make‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌complete,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌right‌ ‌after‌ ‌this‌‌                             

referred‌‌scene,‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌which‌‌within‌‌the‌‌same‌‌frame‌‌there‌‌is‌‌‌SE‌N‌‌524‌1‌‌(Donald‌‌                               

Henry‌ ‌Pleasence)‌ ‌being‌ ‌captured‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌android‌ ‌police,‌ ‌and‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌young‌ ‌children,‌‌                         

uniformed‌ ‌in‌ ‌white‌ ‌and‌ ‌are‌ ‌bald‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌rest‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌society,‌ ‌going‌ ‌up‌ ‌on‌ ‌an‌ ‌escalator.‌‌                                 

Throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌voice-over‌ ‌repeating‌ ‌the‌ ‌words‌ ‌‘changeable,‌ ‌alterable,‌‌                       

mutable,‌ ‌variable,‌‌versatile,‌‌moldable,‌‌moveable,‌‌fluctuate,‌‌undulate,‌‌flicker,‌‌flutter,‌‌pulsate,‌‌                   

vibrate,‌ ‌alternate,‌ ‌plastic’‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌sensational‌ ‌music.‌ ‌ 

All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌what‌ ‌this‌ ‌system‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌‌is‌‌a‌‌recurring‌‌circle‌‌composed‌‌of‌‌individuals‌‌                             

that‌ ‌are‌ ‌used‌ ‌as‌ ‌objects‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌‘consumed’‌ ‌through‌ ‌propaganda,‌ ‌control,‌ ‌indoctrination,‌‌                       

manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌force.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌suggests,‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌‌                         

recurring‌‌circle‌‌is‌‌the‌‌efficiency‌‌grounded‌‌calculations‌‌of‌‌the‌‌computers‌‌that‌‌function‌‌through‌‌                         

the‌‌digital‌‌infrastructure‌‌and‌‌through‌‌the‌‌constant‌‌control‌‌of‌‌the‌‌android‌‌police‌‌who‌‌follow‌‌the‌‌                             

directions‌‌of‌‌these‌‌computer‌‌calculations‌‌like‌‌the‌‌other‌‌human‌‌officers‌‌do.‌‌One‌‌fundamental‌‌                         

point‌ ‌here‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌‌of‌‌control,‌‌                                 

manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌indoctrination‌ ‌are‌ ‌serving‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌as‌ ‌objects‌ ‌but‌ ‌not‌ ‌as‌ ‌subjects.‌‌                           

Then,‌‌according‌‌to‌‌this‌‌system,‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌who‌‌wants‌‌and‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌stand‌‌as‌‌a‌‌subject‌‌but‌‌                                 

not‌‌as‌‌an‌‌object‌‌should‌‌be‌‌captured,‌‌punished‌‌and‌‌necessarily‌‌be‌‌consumed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system‌‌                             

itself.‌‌Thus,‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌is‌‌this‌‌individual‌‌who‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌survive‌‌as‌‌a‌‌subject‌‌against‌‌this‌‌system.‌‌                                 

Therefore,‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌is‌‌the‌‌individual‌‌who‌‌becomes‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌this‌‌objectification‌‌process‌‌                         

and‌ ‌accordingly‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌proceeds‌ ‌as‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌is‌ ‌trying‌‌to‌‌escape‌‌from‌‌                           

this‌ ‌system‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌subject,‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌free.‌‌ ‌  
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The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138’s‌‌journey‌‌as‌‌the‌‌journey‌‌towards‌‌his‌‌                       

freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌this‌ ‌journey‌ ‌sets‌ ‌off‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌when‌ ‌he‌ ‌stops‌ ‌using‌ ‌the‌ ‌sedatives‌ ‌and‌‌                           

consequently‌ ‌when‌ ‌he‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌control,‌ ‌surveillance,‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌and‌‌                     

indoctrination‌ ‌he‌ ‌was‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌to.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌sets‌ ‌this‌ ‌distinction‌‌                       

between‌ ‌the‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌(incognizant‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌‌                           

unaware‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictions‌‌on‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌cognizant‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌                               

aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictions‌‌on‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom),‌‌by‌‌setting‌‌the‌‌distinction‌‌between‌‌the‌‌                           

individuals‌ ‌serving‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌as‌ ‌objects‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌sent‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                             

detention‌‌centre‌‌because‌‌of‌‌remaining‌‌as‌‌non-contributing‌‌individuals‌‌on‌‌the‌‌edge‌‌of‌‌society.‌‌                         

THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌‌of‌‌these‌‌people‌‌who‌‌is‌‌sent‌‌to‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌centre‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌he‌‌                                 

refuses‌‌to‌‌be‌‌controlled,‌‌manipulated‌‌and‌‌indoctrinated‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌crucial‌‌                         

point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌still‌ ‌being‌ ‌used,‌ ‌manipulated‌ ‌and‌‌                             

controlled‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌crucial‌‌because‌‌the‌‌one‌‌difference‌‌between‌‌real‌‌life‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                               

detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌in‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌objectification‌‌                           

process‌‌through‌‌and‌‌by‌‌the‌‌power‌‌of‌‌technology‌‌and‌‌in‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌centre‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌                             

cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌objectification.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌inmates‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                           

detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌states‌ ‌that‌ ‌‘When‌‌posterity‌‌judges‌‌our‌‌actions‌‌here,‌‌it‌‌will‌‌perhaps‌‌see‌‌us‌‌                             

not‌ ‌as‌ ‌unwilling‌ ‌prisoners,‌ ‌but‌ ‌as‌ ‌man‌ ‌who,‌ ‌for‌ ‌whatever‌ ‌reason,‌ ‌preferred‌ ‌to‌ ‌remain‌ ‌as‌‌                             

non-contributing‌‌individuals‌‌on‌‌the‌‌edge‌‌of‌‌society...This‌‌place‌‌where‌‌blind‌‌circumstance‌‌has‌‌                       

placed‌ ‌me’.‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌statement‌‌blatantly‌‌indicates‌‌that‌‌individuals‌‌within‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌                           

centre‌‌are‌‌aware‌‌that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌unwilling‌‌prisoners‌‌who‌‌are‌‌captured‌‌and‌‌enslaved‌‌precisely‌‌                           

because‌ ‌of‌‌not‌‌standing‌‌as‌‌contributing‌‌individuals.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌they‌‌are‌‌aware‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                         

objectification‌ ‌processes‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌‌are‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌within‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌centre‌‌in‌‌contrast‌‌to‌‌                           

objectified‌ ‌people‌ ‌in‌ ‌real‌ ‌life.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌highlights‌‌this‌‌cognizance‌‌most‌‌blatantly‌‌in‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌which‌‌                       

starts‌ ‌when‌ ‌three‌ ‌android‌ ‌police‌ ‌touch‌ ‌THX‌‌1138‌‌with‌‌their‌‌batons‌‌in‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌centre.‌‌                             

These‌ ‌touches,‌ ‌directed‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌commands,‌ ‌resemble‌‌digital‌‌insertions‌‌to‌‌his‌‌physical‌‌                       

presence.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌in‌ ‌despair‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌avoid‌ ‌these‌ ‌touches.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌‌                             

cinematic‌‌piece‌‌expresses‌‌this‌‌despair‌‌through‌‌his‌‌acting‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌every‌‌touch‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

batons‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌ ‌physical‌ ‌effect‌ ‌on‌ ‌his‌ ‌body.‌ ‌At‌ ‌this‌ ‌point,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌individual‌‌                               

freedom‌‌through‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌turns‌‌into‌‌a‌‌physical‌‌presence.‌‌A‌‌physical‌‌presence‌‌that‌‌he‌‌                           

is‌‌cognizant‌‌of.‌‌Then,‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌continues‌‌as‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌goes‌‌through‌‌an‌‌intense‌‌amount‌‌                             

of‌ ‌medical‌ ‌processes‌ ‌and‌ ‌examinations‌ ‌as‌ ‌if‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌continuation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌‌                           

digital‌ ‌insertions‌ ‌done‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌batons‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌android‌‌police.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌exhibits‌‌                           

within‌ ‌one‌ ‌frame,‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shot,‌ ‌both‌ ‌his‌ ‌face‌ ‌and‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌processes‌ ‌applied‌ ‌on‌ ‌him‌‌                                 

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌machines‌ ‌to‌ ‌indicate‌ ‌that‌ ‌although‌ ‌he‌‌is‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌what‌‌he‌‌has‌‌been‌‌going‌‌                               

through,‌‌he‌‌has‌‌no‌‌chance‌‌to‌‌escape‌‌from‌‌it.‌‌‌This‌‌becomes‌‌the‌‌most‌‌blatant‌‌when‌‌there‌‌is‌‌                                 
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an‌‌insert‌‌in‌‌a‌‌close-up‌‌shot‌‌to‌‌his‌‌eyes‌‌in‌‌despair‌‌(shows‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌totally‌‌cognizant)‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                                     

following‌ ‌shot‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌despair‌ ‌is‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌needle‌ ‌entering‌‌to‌‌his‌‌veins‌‌and‌‌he‌‌                                 

can‌ ‌not‌ ‌do‌ ‌anything‌ ‌about‌ ‌it.‌ ‌As‌ ‌to‌ ‌demonstrate‌ ‌the‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌constant‌ ‌monitoring‌ ‌and‌‌                           

surveillance,‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌has‌ ‌the‌ ‌inserts‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌machine‌ ‌is‌ ‌recording‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌‌                             

information‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌gathered‌ ‌from‌ ‌his‌ ‌physical‌ ‌examination.‌ ‌After‌ ‌this‌ ‌examination,‌ ‌the‌‌                       

sequence‌‌continues‌‌with‌‌an‌‌insert‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌screen‌‌indicates‌‌that‌‌his‌‌diagnosis‌‌is‌‌                             

chemical‌ ‌imbalance.‌ ‌A‌ ‌chemical‌ ‌imbalance‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌‌not‌‌taking‌‌the‌‌sedatives,‌‌a‌‌disease‌‌that‌‌                           

he‌ ‌is‌ ‌attached‌ ‌to‌ ‌just‌ ‌because‌ ‌he‌ ‌wants‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌free‌ ‌individual‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                                   

sedatives.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌continues‌ ‌as‌ ‌two‌ ‌medical‌ ‌examiners‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌‌                       

through‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌monitor,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌results‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌medical‌ ‌examination,‌ ‌give‌ ‌some‌‌                           

commands‌‌to‌‌the‌‌machine‌‌to‌‌play‌‌with‌‌his‌‌physical‌‌conditions‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌see‌‌the‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌                                 

the‌‌changes‌‌on‌‌his‌‌body.‌‌Yet‌‌again,‌‌in‌‌every‌‌change‌‌in‌‌his‌‌physiologic‌‌conditions,‌‌he‌‌acts‌‌as‌‌                                 

if‌‌he‌‌is‌‌in‌‌severe‌‌pain.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌cuts‌‌in‌‌between‌‌the‌‌scenes‌‌in‌‌which‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌                                   

is‌ ‌shown‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌monitor‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌shown‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌real‌ ‌setting‌ ‌(in‌ ‌the‌‌                                   

detention‌ ‌centre).‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌by‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌that‌‌                           

even‌‌if‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌is‌‌in‌‌real‌‌pain,‌‌the‌‌medical‌‌examiners‌‌do‌‌not‌‌care‌‌about‌‌his‌‌pain‌‌because‌‌                                   

he‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌object‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌system.‌ ‌An‌ ‌object‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌being‌‌objectified.‌‌An‌‌                                   

object‌‌whose‌‌physical‌‌conditions‌‌and‌‌reactions‌‌are‌‌modified‌‌to‌‌calculate‌‌the‌‌efficient‌‌amount‌‌                         

of‌ ‌physical‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌other‌ ‌objects‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌society.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌‌                                   

holistically‌‌combined,‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌blatantly‌‌proposes‌‌that‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌although‌‌is‌‌cognizant,‌‌                       

still‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌objectified‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌and‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌the‌ ‌product‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌system.‌ ‌‌This‌‌is‌‌a‌‌                               

total‌ ‌invasion‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌total‌ ‌violation‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌                           

Therefore,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌THX‌ ‌1138‌,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌by‌‌                             

external‌‌factors‌‌through/by‌‌technology.‌‌This‌‌cognizance‌‌is‌‌proposed‌‌through‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌and‌‌                       

the‌ ‌external‌‌factors‌‌proposed‌‌as‌‌the‌‌efficiency‌‌grounded‌‌calculations‌‌of‌‌the‌‌computers‌‌that‌‌                         

function‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌infrastructure‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌constant‌ ‌propaganda,‌‌                   

manipulation,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌indoctrination.‌‌ ‌  

Up‌ ‌until‌ ‌here‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌broadly‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌‌                           

macrostructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌as‌‌restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                     

freedom‌‌and‌‌how‌‌some‌‌individuals‌‌under‌‌the‌‌control‌‌of‌‌these‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌                           

of‌‌this‌‌restriction.‌‌However,‌‌since‌‌my‌‌motivation‌‌is‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌that‌‌this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌is‌‌                                 

not‌ ‌only‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorized‌ ‌through‌‌the‌‌macrostructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌but‌‌also‌‌                       

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌‌part,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌reveal‌‌these‌‌precise‌                           

microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌embedded‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌specific‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience.‌‌                 

These‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌details,‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌are‌ ‌construed‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌‌                     

mentioned‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 
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The‌ ‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌sets‌‌off‌‌with‌‌a‌‌machine‌‌beeping‌‌and‌‌with‌‌a‌‌melancholic‌‌music.‌ ‌                           

As‌‌visuals‌‌there‌‌are‌‌digital‌‌numbers‌‌that‌‌are‌‌not‌‌precisely‌‌centered‌‌within‌‌the‌‌frame.‌‌Then,‌‌                             

the‌‌scene‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌another‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌which‌‌a‌‌man‌‌(THX‌‌1138),‌‌seen‌‌through‌‌a‌‌monitor,‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌                                   

connect‌‌with‌‌whoever‌‌is‌‌watching‌‌him‌‌through‌‌this‌‌monitor.‌‌The‌‌monitor‌‌itself‌‌asks‌‌through‌‌a‌‌                             

recorded‌ ‌sound‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌voice-over‌ ‌‘What’s‌ ‌wrong?’‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌man‌ ‌answers‌ ‌as‌‌                         

‘Nothing‌‌really.‌‌I‌‌just‌‌feel‌‌that‌‌I‌‌need‌‌something‌‌stronger’.‌‌The‌‌appearance‌‌of‌‌the‌‌man‌‌within‌‌                               

the‌ ‌monitor‌ ‌is‌ ‌distorted.‌ ‌The‌ ‌man‌‌continues‌‌as‌‌‘I‌‌will‌‌be‌‌alright’‌‌and‌‌takes‌‌a‌‌sedative‌‌while‌‌                                 

the‌‌monitor,‌‌through‌‌a‌‌voice-over,‌‌tells‌‌him‌‌to‌‌call‌‌a‌‌number‌‌to‌‌get‌‌assistance.‌‌The‌‌sequence‌‌                               

up‌‌until‌‌this‌‌point,‌‌hints‌‌that‌‌the‌‌sedatives‌‌cure‌‌this‌‌man’s‌‌problem‌‌and‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌power‌‌that‌                                   

watches‌ ‌him‌ ‌and‌ ‌provides‌ ‌assistance‌ ‌to‌ ‌him‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌monitor.‌ ‌Then,‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌‌                         

continues‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌woman‌ ‌(LUH‌ ‌3417)‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌connect‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌authority‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                             

monitor‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌monitor‌ ‌itself‌ ‌asks‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌recorded‌ ‌sound‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌                           

voice-over‌‌‘What’s‌‌wrong?’.‌‌However,‌‌this‌‌time‌‌the‌‌woman‌‌answers‌‌as‌‌‘never‌‌mind’‌‌and‌‌gets‌‌                           

the‌ ‌sedative.‌ ‌The‌ ‌two‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌answers‌ ‌given‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌question‌ ‌automatically‌ ‌sets‌ ‌a‌‌                           

distinction‌ ‌between‌ ‌these‌ ‌two‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌As‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌proceeds,‌ ‌her‌ ‌never‌ ‌mind‌‌                       

answer‌‌is‌‌repeated‌‌as‌‌a‌‌voice-over‌‌for‌‌a‌‌couple‌‌of‌‌times‌‌manifested‌‌as‌‌a‌‌distorted‌‌machine‌‌                               

sound‌ ‌while‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌shows‌ ‌the‌ ‌visuals‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌light‌ ‌waves.‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌initial‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌clearly‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌the‌ ‌preeminence‌ ‌of‌‌                       

technology‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌monitor‌ ‌screen,‌‌the‌‌computer‌‌voice,‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌beeping‌‌                       

sound‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌light‌‌waves.‌‌Then,‌‌with‌‌all‌‌these‌‌hints‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌introduces‌‌                             

the‌ ‌question‌ ‌‘What‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌preeminence‌ ‌of‌ ‌technology‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌presented‌‌                           

society’‌‌and‌‌cleverly‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene‌‌as‌‌a‌‌part‌‌of‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌to‌‌set‌‌a‌‌perception‌‌                                 

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌possible‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌preeminence.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌‌                             

screen‌‌we‌‌see‌‌the‌‌same‌‌man‌‌(THX‌‌1138)‌‌who‌‌is‌‌shown‌‌with‌‌blood‌‌on‌‌his‌‌clothes‌‌sitting‌‌on‌‌                                   

the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌and‌ ‌surrounded‌ ‌by‌ ‌some‌ ‌guards.‌ ‌The‌ ‌scene‌ ‌is‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌computer‌‌                           

beeping‌‌sound‌‌and‌‌a‌‌voice-over‌‌in‌‌a‌‌computerized‌‌voice‌‌saying‌‌‘Can‌‌you‌‌feel‌‌this?‌‌What‌‌is‌‌                               

that?‌‌Nausea.‌‌Are‌‌you‌‌now?‌‌Or‌‌have‌‌you‌‌ever‌‌been?‌‌Move‌‌slowly’.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌digital‌‌screen‌‌                               

constantly‌‌scrolls‌‌to‌‌a‌‌black‌‌screen‌‌and‌‌that‌‌black‌‌screen‌‌scrolls‌‌to‌‌this‌‌digital‌‌screen‌‌again‌‌                               

which‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌signifies‌‌as‌‌a‌‌reminder‌‌of‌‌the‌‌dominance‌‌of‌‌the‌‌digital.‌‌All‌‌in‌‌all,‌‌                                 

the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌hints‌‌to‌‌a‌‌system‌‌that‌‌this‌‌preeminence‌‌                           

of‌ ‌technology‌ ‌functions‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌command‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Then,‌ ‌the‌ ‌question‌ ‌arises‌ ‌as‌ ‌how‌‌                           

does‌ ‌this‌ ‌commanding‌ ‌process‌ ‌operate?‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌then,‌ ‌proceeds‌ ‌to‌ ‌answer‌ ‌the‌ ‌question‌ ‌‘how‌ ‌does‌ ‌this‌‌                       

commanding‌ ‌process‌ ‌operate?’‌ ‌which‌ ‌it‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements.‌‌                   

Correspondingly,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene,‌‌the‌‌same‌‌man,‌‌called‌‌as‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌is‌‌working‌‌to‌‌build‌‌a‌‌                                 

robot‌‌through‌‌operating‌‌an‌‌intensely‌‌advanced‌‌machine‌‌by‌‌solely‌‌following‌‌the‌‌commands‌‌of‌‌                         

the‌ ‌computer.‌ ‌At‌ ‌this‌ ‌precise‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌insert‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌man‌ ‌asking‌ ‌the‌‌                                   
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monitor‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌stronger‌ ‌pill.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌this‌ ‌time‌ ‌the‌ ‌man’s‌ ‌voice‌ ‌is‌ ‌computerized.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌hints‌ ‌that‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌other‌‌                             

members‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌society‌ ‌are‌ ‌following‌ ‌the‌ ‌commands‌ ‌of‌‌this‌‌computerized‌‌technology.‌‌The‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌then,‌ ‌proceeds‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌more‌ ‌details‌ ‌about‌ ‌how‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                             

other‌‌members‌‌of‌‌this‌‌society‌‌is‌‌commended‌‌by‌‌this‌‌computerized‌‌technology.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌                       

the‌ ‌camera‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌room‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌full‌ ‌of‌ ‌monitors‌ ‌that‌ ‌surveille‌ ‌the‌ ‌society‌‌                               

itself‌ ‌and‌ ‌some‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌monitoring‌ ‌this‌ ‌surveillance.‌ ‌The‌ ‌overall‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌here‌‌                       

through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌different‌ ‌framings‌ ‌centring‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌surveillance‌‌                       

monitors‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌operators‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌monitors,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌abrupt‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌different‌‌channels‌‌of‌‌                             

this‌ ‌surveillance,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌computer‌ ‌sounds‌ ‌and‌ ‌computerized‌ ‌voice-overs‌ ‌and‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌                       

lighting,‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌‌the‌‌central‌‌power‌‌of‌‌this‌‌command‌‌and‌‌surveillance‌‌is‌‌the‌‌computer‌‌                           

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌technology‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌This‌ ‌accentuation,‌ ‌in‌ ‌chaotic‌ ‌manners‌ ‌through‌ ‌abrupt‌ ‌cuts,‌ ‌is‌‌                         

manifested‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌through‌‌a‌‌surveillance‌‌chain.‌‌This‌‌surveillance‌‌chain‌‌sets‌‌                         

off‌ ‌when‌ ‌a‌ ‌woman‌ ‌(LUH‌ ‌3417),‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌presented‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌sequence,‌‌is‌‌surveilling‌‌THX‌‌                               

1138‌ ‌while‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌working,‌ ‌then‌ ‌another‌ ‌officer‌‌(‌SE‌N‌‌524‌1)‌‌is‌‌surveilling‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                               

woman‌‌(LUH‌‌3417)‌‌from‌‌separate‌‌monitors‌‌while‌‌both‌‌of‌‌them‌‌are‌‌working.‌‌Throughout‌‌this‌‌                           

surveillance‌‌sequence,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌repeated‌‌voice-over‌‌which‌‌states‌‌through‌‌a‌‌computerized‌‌                       

voice‌ ‌‘for‌ ‌greater‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌consumption‌ ‌is‌ ‌being‌ ‌standardized’.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌chain‌ ‌of‌‌                       

surveillance‌ ‌combined‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌ ‌voice-over‌ ‌hints‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

prior‌‌functioning‌‌forces‌‌of‌‌efficiency,‌‌which‌‌is‌‌made‌‌obvious‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌that‌‌                           

is‌ ‌prioritized‌ ‌by‌ ‌this‌ ‌system.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence,‌ ‌by‌ ‌using‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌overriding‌ ‌voice-overs‌ ‌combined‌ ‌of‌ ‌human‌ ‌voices‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                       

machine‌ ‌voices,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌visuals‌ ‌abruptly‌ ‌cut‌ ‌in‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌footage‌ ‌that‌ ‌presents‌ ‌the‌‌                           

individuals‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌monitor‌ ‌screens‌ ‌and‌ ‌presents‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌in‌ ‌their‌‌real‌‌settings,‌‌blur‌‌                         

the‌ ‌distinction‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌real.‌ ‌This‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌hints‌ ‌that‌ ‌digital‌‌                           

technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌are‌ ‌so‌ ‌intertwined‌ ‌with‌ ‌each‌ ‌other‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌society.‌‌ ‌  

Up‌ ‌until‌ ‌this‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌a‌‌                         

society‌ ‌which‌ ‌operates‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌highly‌ ‌digitalized‌ ‌technology‌‌for‌‌an‌‌efficiently‌‌functioning‌‌                       

system.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌answers‌ ‌the‌ ‌question‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘how‌ ‌does‌ ‌this‌‌                       

commanding‌ ‌process‌ ‌operate?’‌ ‌as:‌ ‌It‌ ‌operates‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌who‌ ‌are‌ ‌deeply‌‌                       

embedded‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌highly‌ ‌digitalized‌ ‌technology‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌system.‌ ‌Then,‌ ‌the‌ ‌question‌‌                     

evolves‌‌to‌‌the‌‌question‌‌of‌‌how‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌within‌‌this‌‌society‌‌are‌‌deeply‌‌embedded‌‌within‌‌                             

this‌ ‌system?‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌answer‌ ‌this‌ ‌question‌ ‌through‌ ‌some‌‌                         

cinematic‌‌touches‌‌which‌‌hint‌‌to‌‌some‌‌practices‌‌and‌‌processes‌‌of‌‌control,‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌                         

propaganda.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌in‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌following‌ ‌scenes,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌random‌ ‌voice-over‌‌                           

which‌ ‌is‌ ‌abruptly‌ ‌inserted‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌stating‌ ‌that‌ ‌‘if‌ ‌you‌ ‌feel‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌properly‌‌                               

sedated‌‌call‌‌a‌‌number‌‌348-844‌‌immediately…‌‌The‌‌failure‌‌to‌‌do‌‌so‌‌may‌‌result‌‌in‌‌prosecution‌‌                             
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for‌ ‌criminal‌ ‌drug‌ ‌evasion’.‌ ‌This‌ ‌voice-over‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌‌                         

encourages‌‌the‌‌use‌‌of‌‌sedatives‌‌but‌‌makes‌‌it‌‌mandatory‌‌for‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌to‌‌use‌‌it.‌‌Hence,‌‌                               

it‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌obvious‌ ‌at‌ ‌this‌ ‌stage‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌that‌‌this‌‌sort‌‌of‌‌allegiance‌‌to‌‌                               

the‌‌commands‌‌of‌‌the‌‌system‌‌is‌‌not‌‌due‌‌to‌‌natural‌‌processes‌‌but‌‌due‌‌to‌‌processes‌‌that‌‌are‌‌                                 

used‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌obey‌‌the‌‌commands.‌‌Yet,‌‌the‌‌integration‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

individuals‌‌not‌‌only‌‌functions‌‌through‌‌the‌‌constant‌‌use‌‌of‌‌sedatives‌‌but‌‌through‌‌the‌‌constant‌‌                           

propaganda‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌which‌ ‌serves‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌goal‌ ‌of‌ ‌efficiency.‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌when‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌and‌ ‌some‌ ‌other‌ ‌officers‌ ‌are‌ ‌working‌ ‌to‌ ‌build‌ ‌the‌‌                           

robots,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌an‌‌alert‌‌of‌‌a‌‌leakage‌‌of‌‌radiation‌‌due‌‌to‌‌an‌‌accident‌‌happened‌‌in‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                     

other‌ ‌sectors,‌ ‌even‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌announcement‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌within‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌                       

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌voice-over‌ ‌stating‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌leakage‌ ‌caused‌ ‌63‌ ‌officers‌ ‌to‌ ‌die,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌and‌ ‌other‌‌                               

officers‌ ‌working‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌sector‌ ‌continues‌ ‌to‌ ‌work‌ ‌as‌ ‌if‌ ‌nothing‌ ‌has‌ ‌happened‌ ‌because‌ ‌the‌‌                             

efficiency‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌priority.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌priority,‌ ‌there‌‌should‌‌have‌‌been‌‌                             

some‌‌emotional‌‌reaction‌‌given‌‌to‌‌this‌‌tragic‌‌event.‌‌Yet,‌‌the‌‌same‌‌woman‌‌from‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌                             

sequence‌ ‌(LUH‌ ‌3417)‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌monitoring‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌screens‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌only‌ ‌one‌‌                             

within‌ ‌the‌ ‌whole‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌an‌ ‌emotional‌ ‌reaction‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌tragic‌ ‌situation‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                             

cinematic‌‌piece‌‌shares‌‌her‌‌emotional‌‌reactions‌‌through‌‌her‌‌facial‌‌expressions‌‌and‌‌gestures.‌‌                       

Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinction‌ ‌between‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌and‌‌the‌‌woman‌‌(LUH‌‌3417)‌‌is‌‌set‌‌again‌‌(as‌‌it‌‌is‌‌                                 

done‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌opening‌ ‌scene‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌as‌ ‌well)‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌actions‌‌and‌‌                             

reactions.‌ ‌ 

This‌‌differentiation‌‌becomes‌‌the‌‌most‌‌blatant‌‌within‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌which‌‌reveals‌‌that‌‌                       

this‌‌woman‌‌(LUH‌‌3417)‌‌and‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌share‌‌the‌‌same‌‌flat.‌‌Thus,‌‌within‌‌the‌‌sequence,‌‌THX‌‌                               

1138‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌ignore‌‌her,‌‌when,‌‌on‌‌the‌‌contrary,‌‌she‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌connect‌‌with‌‌him.‌‌The‌‌sequence‌‌                                 

precisely‌‌focuses‌‌on‌‌the‌‌difference‌‌between‌‌the‌‌actions‌‌and‌‌reactions‌‌of‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                             

woman‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌presented‌ ‌as‌ ‌LUH‌ ‌3417‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌time.‌ ‌This‌ ‌difference‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌‌THX‌‌                               

1138‌ ‌acting‌ ‌emotionless‌ ‌and‌ ‌LUH‌ ‌3417‌ ‌acting‌ ‌with‌ ‌emotions.‌ ‌Within‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence,‌ ‌this‌‌                         

emphasis‌ ‌is‌ ‌hinted‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌sedatives.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌the‌‌sequence‌‌                               

sets‌‌off‌‌with‌‌LUH‌‌3417‌‌asking‌‌for‌‌a‌‌distinct‌‌sedative‌‌and‌‌the‌‌frame‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌screen,‌‌                                   

as‌ ‌an‌ ‌alert,‌ ‌stating‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌possible‌‌drug‌‌violation.‌‌This‌‌frame‌‌is‌‌accompanied‌‌by‌‌a‌‌                                 

voice-over‌‌stating‌‌that‌‌‘substitution‌‌of‌‌one‌‌drug‌‌with‌‌another‌‌may‌‌cause‌‌chemical‌‌imbalance‌‌                         

with‌‌the‌‌mate’.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌scene‌‌not‌‌only‌‌hints‌‌to‌‌the‌‌surveillance,‌‌control‌‌and‌‌manipulation‌‌                             

employed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌hints‌ ‌to‌ ‌LUH‌ ‌3417’s‌ ‌emotion‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌reactions‌ ‌and‌‌                           

actions‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌or‌ ‌non-use‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌sedatives.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌hint‌ ‌is‌ ‌affirmed‌‌                               

when‌‌LUH‌‌3417‌‌changes‌‌the‌‌sedatives‌‌of‌‌THX‌‌1138.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌within‌‌                           

this‌‌precise‌‌sequence‌‌affirms‌‌that‌‌the‌‌dissimilar‌‌actions‌‌and‌‌reactions‌‌of‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌and‌‌LUH‌‌                             

3417‌ ‌is‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌sedatives.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌dissimilarity‌ ‌is‌ ‌presented‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                             

sequence‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌reactions‌ ‌of‌ ‌both‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌characters‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌things‌ ‌that‌ ‌appear‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                               
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hologram‌‌screen‌‌which‌‌functions‌‌as‌‌a‌‌TV‌‌and‌‌as‌‌a‌‌manipulation‌‌object.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌while‌‌                             

THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌is‌ ‌zipping‌ ‌the‌ ‌hologram‌ ‌screen,‌ ‌he‌‌stops‌‌on‌‌the‌‌channel‌‌that‌‌shows‌‌an‌‌android‌‌                               

police‌‌intensely‌‌beating‌‌a‌‌man‌‌with‌‌a‌‌baton.‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌watches‌‌this‌‌intensely‌‌violent‌‌footage‌‌                             

with‌ ‌no‌‌reactions‌‌in‌‌his‌‌face.‌‌On‌‌the‌‌contrary,‌‌LUH‌‌3417‌‌is‌‌seen‌‌as‌‌highly‌‌disturbed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                                   

footage.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌underlines‌‌this‌‌difference‌‌in‌‌their‌‌reactions‌‌through‌‌abrupt‌‌cuts‌‌                         

between‌ ‌the‌ ‌two‌ ‌characters.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌‌                         

emphasize‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌sedatives‌ ‌causes‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                             

system‌ ‌intensely‌ ‌surveilles‌ ‌and‌‌controls‌‌everyone‌‌to‌‌make‌‌sure‌‌that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌getting‌‌these‌‌                           

sedatives.‌‌ ‌  

Since,‌‌the‌‌use‌‌of‌‌sedatives‌‌are‌‌so‌‌embedded‌‌within‌‌the‌‌individuals,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌LUH‌‌3417‌‌                             

changing‌ ‌the‌ ‌dosage‌ ‌and‌ ‌version‌ ‌of‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138’s‌ ‌sedatives,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌feels‌ ‌extremely‌‌                         

uncomfortable‌ ‌and‌ ‌guilty‌ ‌of‌ ‌starting‌ ‌to‌ ‌feel‌ ‌some‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌and‌ ‌starting‌ ‌to‌ ‌work‌ ‌less‌‌                           

efficiently.‌ ‌That’s‌ ‌why,‌ ‌he‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌confess‌ ‌it‌ ‌to‌‌a‌‌religious‌‌figure.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                               

proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌religious‌ ‌figure‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌a‌‌machine‌‌manifested‌‌through‌‌an‌‌image‌‌of‌‌a‌‌holy‌‌man‌‌                               

and‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌recorded‌ ‌mechanistic‌ ‌voice.‌ ‌Here,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌itself‌‌underlines‌‌how‌‌                         

the‌ ‌machine‌ ‌itself‌ ‌is‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌God‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌it‌‌is‌‌apotheosized.‌‌Even‌‌the‌‌prayers‌‌                               

ground‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌collective‌ ‌connotations‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘One‌ ‌for‌ ‌all‌ ‌and‌ ‌all‌ ‌is‌ ‌one’‌ ‌to‌ ‌manipulate‌‌                               

individuals‌‌to‌‌internalize‌‌the‌‌mechanical‌‌efficiency‌‌by‌‌making‌‌them‌‌neglect‌‌their‌‌individuality.‌‌                       

The‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌really‌ ‌feels‌ ‌guilty‌ ‌as‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                                 

manipulation,‌‌propaganda‌‌and‌‌control‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌being‌‌exposed‌‌to.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                           

manifests‌‌this‌‌‘God’‌‌to‌‌be‌‌just‌‌a‌‌machine‌‌as‌‌a‌‌propaganda‌‌channel‌‌of‌‌the‌‌system‌‌through‌‌its‌‌                                 

recorded,‌ ‌mechanistic‌‌and‌‌irrelevant‌‌answers‌‌it‌‌gives‌‌to‌‌the‌‌confessions‌‌of‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌such‌‌                           

as‌ ‌‘Yes,‌ ‌yes’,‌ ‌or‌ ‌‘I‌ ‌understand’,‌ ‌or‌ ‌‘excellent’.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌demonstrates‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌‌                           

‘God’‌ ‌is‌ ‌actually‌ ‌a‌ ‌propaganda‌ ‌machine‌ ‌by‌ ‌abruptly‌ ‌cutting‌ ‌into‌‌a‌‌frame‌‌of‌‌a‌‌pre-recorded‌‌                             

voice‌ ‌record‌ ‌running‌ ‌while‌ ‌this‌‌divine‌‌power‌‌is,‌‌through‌‌voice-over,‌‌talking‌‌to‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌as‌‌                             

‘‘Thou‌ ‌art‌ ‌a‌ ‌subject‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌divine,‌ ‌created‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌image‌ ‌of‌ ‌man..‌ ‌By‌ ‌the‌ ‌masses‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                                   

masses..‌ ‌Work‌ ‌hard,‌ ‌increase‌ ‌production..’.‌‌ ‌  

This‌ ‌‘God’‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌propaganda‌ ‌machine‌ ‌is‌ ‌affirmed‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌scene‌ ‌which‌ ‌appears‌‌                           

almost‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌recording‌ ‌studio‌ ‌all‌‌                               

equipped‌‌with‌‌cameras‌‌set‌‌to‌‌record‌‌these‌‌captures‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘God’.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌while‌‌                             

showing‌‌this‌‌setting,‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌holy‌‌music‌‌to‌‌indicate‌‌that‌‌this‌‌studio‌‌itself‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌as‌‌                               

a‌ ‌church.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌permeates‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌propaganda,‌‌manipulation,‌‌control‌‌                         

and‌ ‌indoctrination‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌through‌‌technological‌‌elements‌‌such‌‌as‌‌                     

the‌‌machine‌‌manifested‌‌as‌‌the‌‌divine‌‌power,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌computerized‌‌voice-overs,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                           

android‌‌police,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌hologram‌‌screen,‌‌and‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌constant‌‌and‌‌randomly‌‌made‌‌                             

digital‌ ‌announcements.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌constant‌ ‌announcements‌ ‌is‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌illegality‌ ‌of‌‌                         

sexual‌ ‌intercourse.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌‌an‌‌announcement‌‌made‌‌through‌‌a‌‌voice-over‌‌as‌‌                         

169‌ ‌ 



an‌ ‌alert‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌libido‌ ‌leveller‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌mislaid‌ ‌near‌ ‌the‌ ‌pulse‌ ‌buffering‌ ‌gate‌ ‌or‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌‌                                   

announcement‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌alert‌ ‌of‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌sexual‌ ‌activity‌ ‌detected‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌monitor.‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌precise‌ ‌reason‌ ‌for‌ ‌sexual‌ ‌intercourse‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌keep‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌away‌‌                           

from‌ ‌human‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌so‌‌that‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌can‌‌just‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌serving‌‌the‌‌system‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                               

most‌ ‌efficient‌ ‌way.‌ ‌That’s‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌reason‌ ‌why‌ ‌even‌ ‌sexual‌ ‌relief,‌ ‌as‌ ‌masturbation,‌ ‌is‌‌                           

done‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌machine‌ ‌itself‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌help‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌visuals‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌hologram.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌after‌‌                               

LUH‌ ‌3417‌ ‌stops‌ ‌using‌ ‌the‌ ‌sedatives,‌ ‌her‌ ‌first‌ ‌craving‌‌is‌‌to‌‌have‌‌human‌‌interactions‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                               

emotional‌ ‌and‌ ‌physical‌ ‌sense.‌ ‌That’s‌ ‌why,‌ ‌she‌ ‌immediately‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                             

liberated‌‌from‌‌the‌‌dehumanizing‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌these‌‌sedatives‌‌which‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌the‌‌turning‌‌point‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience.‌‌Thus,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌a‌‌turning‌‌point‌‌because‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌faints‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌lack‌‌                                 

or‌ ‌misuse‌‌of‌‌the‌‌sedatives‌‌and‌‌he‌‌wakes‌‌up‌‌as‌‌a‌‌person‌‌who‌‌can‌‌feel‌‌and‌‌show‌‌affection.‌‌                                   

He‌ ‌is‌ ‌totally‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌person,‌ ‌a‌ ‌liberated‌ ‌person.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌emphasizes‌‌the‌‌                             

intense‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌sedatives‌ ‌on‌ ‌dehumanizing‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌‌                     

within‌‌an‌‌intensely‌‌emotional‌‌love‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌right‌‌after‌‌both‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌and‌‌LUH‌‌                                 

3417‌ ‌liberate‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌sedatives,‌ ‌they‌ ‌show‌ ‌intense‌ ‌affection‌‌                         

towards‌ ‌each‌‌other.‌‌This‌‌signifies‌‌that‌‌they‌‌both‌‌always‌‌had‌‌feelings‌‌and‌‌cravings‌‌for‌‌each‌‌                             

other‌‌but‌‌these‌‌feelings‌‌and‌‌cravings‌‌had‌‌been‌‌blocked‌‌by‌‌the‌‌sedatives‌‌and‌‌the‌‌removal‌‌of‌‌                               

this‌ ‌blocking‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌revelation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌pressured‌ ‌cravings‌ ‌and‌ ‌feelings.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌cravings‌ ‌and‌ ‌feelings‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                         

experience‌ ‌through‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shots‌ ‌which‌ ‌display‌ ‌the‌ ‌passionate‌ ‌touches‌ ‌and‌ ‌kisses‌ ‌and‌‌                       

through‌‌the‌‌romantic‌‌music‌‌in‌‌the‌‌background.‌‌As‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌continues‌‌with‌‌them‌‌making‌‌                           

love,‌‌the‌‌music‌‌turns‌‌into‌‌a‌‌tense‌‌one‌‌and‌‌LUH‌‌3417‌‌while‌‌they‌‌are‌‌intensely‌‌hugging‌‌each‌‌                                 

other‌ ‌says‌ ‌to‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌‘They‌ ‌know.‌ ‌They‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌watching‌ ‌us’.‌ ‌On‌ ‌the‌ ‌contrary‌ ‌THX‌                               

1138‌ ‌replies‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘No‌ ‌one‌ ‌can‌ ‌see‌ ‌us’.‌ ‌Right‌ ‌at‌ ‌this‌ ‌point,‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌‌                                     

scene‌ ‌that‌ ‌shows‌ ‌the‌ ‌faces‌ ‌and‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌the‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌members‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌society‌‌                               

directly‌ ‌looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌camera,‌ ‌hinting‌ ‌that‌ ‌everybody‌ ‌is‌ ‌watching‌ ‌them,‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌is‌‌                           

watching‌ ‌them.‌ ‌To‌ ‌make‌ ‌it‌ ‌more‌ ‌blatant‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌scene‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌their‌‌                               

making‌ ‌love‌‌is‌‌screened‌‌through‌‌many‌‌surveillance‌‌monitors‌‌and‌‌these‌‌monitors‌‌right‌‌after‌‌                         

THX‌‌1138‌‌and‌‌LUH‌‌3417‌‌making‌‌love,‌‌see‌‌them‌‌as‌‌criminals,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌they‌‌become‌‌liberated‌‌                               

individuals.‌ ‌That’s‌ ‌why,‌ ‌I‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌turning‌ ‌point.‌‌Hence,‌‌                           

after‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌is‌‌liberated‌‌from‌‌the‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌the‌‌sedatives,‌‌he‌‌could‌‌have‌‌returned‌‌back‌‌to‌‌                                 

use‌ ‌the‌ ‌sedatives‌ ‌and‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌‌serve‌‌the‌‌system‌‌as‌‌an‌‌object.‌‌However,‌‌he‌‌chooses‌‌to‌‌                               

stay‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌liberated‌ ‌subject‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌he‌‌knows‌‌that‌‌this‌‌makes‌‌him‌‌a‌‌criminal‌‌and‌‌even‌‌if‌‌he‌‌                                     

knows‌ ‌that‌‌without‌‌the‌‌use‌‌of‌‌the‌‌sedatives,‌‌he‌‌will‌‌not‌‌be‌‌able‌‌to‌‌work‌‌as‌‌efficiently‌‌which‌‌                                   

will‌ ‌be‌ ‌detected‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌system.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌right‌ ‌after‌ ‌this‌ ‌moment‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

experience‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138,‌ ‌as‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌propaganda,‌ ‌manipulation,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌‌                     

indoctrination,‌ ‌fights‌ ‌against‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌itself‌ ‌for‌ ‌his‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌for‌ ‌his‌ ‌love.‌‌ ‌  
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After‌‌this‌‌turning‌‌point‌‌of‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌which‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌his‌‌transformation‌‌from‌‌being‌‌                           

an‌ ‌object‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌on‌ ‌his‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌being‌ ‌a‌‌                           

subject‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌these‌‌restrictive‌‌parameters,‌‌these‌‌restrictive‌‌parameters‌‌employed‌‌by‌‌                     

the‌ ‌system‌ ‌become‌ ‌much‌ ‌more‌ ‌blatant‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌precisely‌‌                         

because‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌dictates‌ ‌that‌ ‌being‌ ‌free‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌crime‌ ‌and‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138,‌ ‌fighting‌ ‌for‌ ‌his‌‌                               

freedom,‌ ‌automatically‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌a‌ ‌criminal.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌the‌ ‌rest‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌journey‌ ‌of‌ ‌THX‌‌                         

1138‌‌revolves‌‌around‌‌him‌‌escaping‌‌from‌‌the‌‌system‌‌as‌‌a‌‌criminal.‌‌Here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌                               

that‌‌the‌‌system‌‌considers‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌as‌‌a‌‌criminal‌‌just‌‌because‌‌he‌‌is‌‌not‌‌following‌‌the‌‌orders‌‌                                 

which‌ ‌are‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌computer‌‌calculations‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌efficiency.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌right‌ ‌after‌ ‌this‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌ ‌experience‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌freedom‌‌                             

fighter‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌criminal.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌‌                           

fighting‌ ‌against‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌system‌ ‌for‌ ‌his‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌rest‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

cinematic‌‌experience‌‌is‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌explicitly‌‌demonstrating,‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌                     

the‌ ‌propaganda,‌ ‌dominance,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌employs‌ ‌on‌ ‌THX‌‌                       

1138,‌ ‌while‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌in‌ ‌constant‌ ‌fight‌ ‌for‌ ‌his‌ ‌love‌ ‌and‌ ‌for‌ ‌his‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌in‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌scenes‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌is‌ ‌performing‌ ‌his‌ ‌work‌ ‌by‌ ‌putting‌ ‌a‌‌                               

radioactive‌‌material‌‌within‌‌a‌‌robot.‌‌For‌‌the‌‌first‌‌time‌‌he‌‌is‌‌working‌‌without‌‌the‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                 

sedatives.‌‌Although‌‌he‌‌struggles,‌‌he‌‌is‌‌constantly‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌apply‌‌the‌‌orders‌‌that‌‌he‌‌hears‌‌in‌‌                               

order‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌detected‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌system.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌presents‌ ‌these‌ ‌orders‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌‌                               

extensively‌ ‌chaotic‌ ‌way,‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌fusion‌‌of‌‌abrupt‌‌cuts‌‌in‌‌between‌‌different‌‌surveillance‌‌                         

channels‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌intertwined‌ ‌multi-channel‌ ‌voice-overs,‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌‌                     

intensity‌‌level‌‌of‌‌the‌‌control‌‌and‌‌manipulation‌‌employed‌‌by‌‌many‌‌officers‌‌who‌‌are‌‌constantly‌‌                           

and‌ ‌severely‌ ‌monitoring‌ ‌his‌ ‌moves‌ ‌while‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌conducting‌ ‌the‌ ‌process.‌ ‌This‌ ‌mentioned‌‌                         

control‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌reaches‌ ‌its‌ ‌climax‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌which‌ ‌sets‌ ‌off‌ ‌when‌ ‌THX‌‌                           

1138‌ ‌could‌ ‌not‌ ‌manage‌ ‌to‌ ‌do‌ ‌his‌ ‌work‌ ‌efficiently.‌ ‌‌As‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌proceeds‌ ‌all‌ ‌these‌‌                             

officers‌ ‌monitoring‌ ‌and‌ ‌controlling‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌start‌ ‌to‌ ‌share‌ ‌information‌ ‌about‌ ‌his‌ ‌body‌‌                         

measures‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌his‌ ‌blood‌ ‌temperature,‌ ‌his‌ ‌visual‌ ‌behaviours,‌ ‌his‌ ‌brain‌ ‌wave‌‌functions.‌‌                         

Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌indicate‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌control‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌into‌‌a‌‌                                 

scene‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌while‌ ‌all‌ ‌these‌ ‌officers‌ ‌start‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌details‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌physiological‌ ‌measures‌‌                             

through‌ ‌a‌ ‌voice-over,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌shows‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌screen‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌half‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌screen‌‌                             

indicates‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌written‌ ‌report‌ ‌format‌ ‌his‌ ‌physiological‌ ‌measures‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌half‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

screen‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌the‌ ‌x-rayed‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌body‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌his‌ ‌skull,‌ ‌his‌ ‌lungs,‌ ‌his‌ ‌hands,‌‌his‌‌                                 

spinal‌ ‌cord.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌just‌ ‌surveilled‌ ‌and‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌outside‌‌but‌‌he‌‌is‌‌also‌‌                                 

surveilled‌ ‌and‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌from‌ ‌inside.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌after‌ ‌the‌ ‌physiological‌ ‌screening‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌‌                       

body,‌‌the‌‌system‌‌detects‌‌a‌‌low‌‌level‌‌of‌‌sedatives‌‌which‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌his‌‌mind‌‌to‌‌be‌‌locked‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                                     

officers‌ ‌and‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌mindlock‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌employed,‌ ‌he‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌non-functioning‌ ‌like‌ ‌a‌ ‌robot‌‌                           

who‌‌is‌‌switched-off‌‌through‌‌a‌‌button.‌‌Therefore,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌blatantly‌‌seen‌‌within‌‌this‌‌sequence‌‌that‌‌                             
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even‌‌if‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌chooses‌‌to‌‌have‌‌some‌‌level‌‌of‌‌freedom,‌‌the‌‌system‌‌through‌‌its‌‌channels‌‌                               

of‌‌surveillance‌‌and‌‌control‌‌will‌‌not‌‌let‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌to‌‌be‌‌free.‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌emphasis‌‌within‌‌                                   

the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌is‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌through‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌means‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌combination‌ ‌of‌‌                       

voice-overs,‌‌abrupt‌‌cuts,‌‌framings,‌‌acting‌‌and‌‌this‌‌sequence‌‌when‌‌holistically‌‌acknowledged‌‌                     

manifests‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌control,‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌system‌ ‌is‌‌                       

inescapable.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌exhibits‌ ‌this‌ ‌inescapability‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌following‌ ‌scene‌ ‌in‌‌                       

which‌‌the‌‌android‌‌officers‌‌arrest‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌due‌‌to‌‌drug‌‌evasion,‌‌malicious‌‌sexual‌‌perversion‌‌                           

and‌‌transgression.‌‌These‌‌actions‌‌to‌‌be‌‌counted‌‌as‌‌a‌‌crime‌‌clearly‌‌indicates‌‌that‌‌cognizantly‌‌                           

wanting‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌free‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌crime.‌ ‌Wanting‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌sedatives‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌crime.‌‌                                   

Wanting‌‌to‌‌have‌‌sex‌‌with‌‌the‌‌person‌‌that‌‌you‌‌love‌‌is‌‌a‌‌crime.‌‌Wanting‌‌to‌‌disobey‌‌the‌‌orders‌‌                                   

following‌ ‌the‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌based‌ ‌calculation‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌computerized‌ ‌system‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌crime.‌ ‌They‌ ‌are‌‌                           

such‌‌crimes‌‌that‌‌even‌‌the‌‌prosecution‌‌of‌‌the‌‌system‌‌demands‌‌the‌‌immediate‌‌destruction‌‌of‌‌                           

THX‌‌1138.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌decision‌‌of‌‌the‌‌court‌‌ends‌‌up‌‌as‌‌sending‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌to‌‌a‌‌detention‌‌                                 

centre.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌presents‌ ‌the‌ ‌setting‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌as‌ ‌all‌ ‌white.‌ ‌The‌‌                           

walls‌ ‌are‌ ‌white,‌ ‌the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌is‌ ‌white,‌ ‌the‌ ‌mandatory‌ ‌clothing‌ ‌is‌ ‌white.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌‌                             

centre,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌it,‌‌seems‌‌not‌‌like‌‌the‌‌real‌‌world‌‌but‌‌like‌‌some‌‌sort‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                                     

digital‌ ‌space.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌here‌ ‌that‌ ‌after‌‌                         

being‌‌detained‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system,‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌becomes‌‌literally‌‌a‌‌slave‌‌of‌‌this‌‌digitally‌‌functioning‌‌                             

system.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌before,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌being‌ ‌a‌ ‌slave‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌system‌ ‌doesn’t‌‌                             

change‌‌the‌‌fact‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌his‌‌enslavement.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌sets‌‌                             

this‌ ‌distinction‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌(incognizant‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌‌                         

that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌unaware‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictions‌‌on‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌cognizant‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌                               

that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌aware‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictions‌‌on‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom),‌‌by‌‌setting‌‌the‌‌distinction‌‌                             

between‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌serving‌‌for‌‌the‌‌system‌‌as‌‌objects‌‌and‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌that‌‌are‌‌sent‌‌to‌‌                               

the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌remaining‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-contributing‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌edge‌ ‌of‌‌                         

society.‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌people‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌sent‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌precisely‌‌                               

because‌‌he‌‌refuses‌‌to‌‌be‌‌controlled,‌‌manipulated‌‌and‌‌indoctrinated‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system.‌‌However,‌‌                         

the‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌detention‌‌centre‌‌he‌‌is‌‌still‌‌being‌‌used,‌‌manipulated‌‌                               

and‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌system.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌because‌ ‌the‌ ‌one‌ ‌difference‌ ‌between‌‌real‌‌life‌‌                             

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌in‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                             

objectification‌ ‌process‌ ‌through‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌‌the‌‌power‌‌of‌‌technology‌‌and‌‌in‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌centre‌‌                           

individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌objectification.‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌inmates‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌states‌ ‌that‌ ‌‘When‌‌                         

posterity‌ ‌judges‌ ‌our‌ ‌actions‌ ‌here,‌ ‌it‌ ‌will‌ ‌perhaps‌ ‌see‌ ‌us‌ ‌not‌ ‌as‌ ‌unwilling‌ ‌prisoners,‌‌but‌‌as‌‌                               

man‌ ‌who,‌ ‌for‌ ‌whatever‌ ‌reason,‌ ‌preferred‌ ‌to‌ ‌remain‌ ‌as‌ ‌non-contributing‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         

edge‌ ‌of‌ ‌society...This‌ ‌place‌ ‌where‌ ‌blind‌ ‌circumstance‌ ‌has‌ ‌placed‌ ‌me’.‌ ‌This‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌                           
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statement‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌that‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌that‌‌                       

they‌ ‌are‌ ‌unwilling‌ ‌prisoners‌ ‌who‌ ‌are‌ ‌captured‌ ‌and‌ ‌enslaved‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌not‌‌                         

standing‌ ‌as‌ ‌contributing‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌these‌ ‌people’s‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌‌feel,‌‌to‌‌                       

crave‌ ‌for‌ ‌human‌ ‌connection‌ ‌and‌ ‌consequently,‌ ‌to‌‌break‌‌free‌‌from‌‌the‌‌objectively‌‌designed‌‌                         

ethos.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌liberation‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌‌in‌‌                             

which‌ ‌within‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌emptiness‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌LUH‌‌3417‌‌and‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌is‌‌making‌‌                               

love‌ ‌with‌ ‌intense‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌or‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌within‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌emptiness‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                               

detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌SEN‌ ‌5241‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌bond‌ ‌with‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138.‌ ‌Within‌ ‌the‌‌sequence,‌‌SEN‌‌5241‌‌                             

states‌ ‌‘We‌ ‌need‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌unity.‌ ‌Not‌ ‌a‌ ‌unity‌ ‌that‌ ‌discourages‌ ‌dissent.‌ ‌We‌ ‌need‌ ‌dissent.‌‌Our‌‌                               

voices‌‌are‌‌not‌‌raised‌‌in‌‌a‌‌harmonious‌‌chorus‌‌but‌‌our‌‌differences‌‌are‌‌differences‌‌of‌‌emphasis‌‌                             

rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌our‌ ‌fundamentals’.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌hints‌ ‌here‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌people‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌                           

detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌are‌ ‌no‌ ‌more‌ ‌objects‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌conformist‌ ‌system‌ ‌but‌ ‌subjects‌ ‌who‌‌embrace‌‌                           

dissent,‌‌who‌‌embrace‌‌their‌‌feelings‌‌and‌‌who‌‌embrace‌‌their‌‌subjectivity.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                         

underlines‌‌this‌‌distinction‌‌between‌‌the‌‌conformity‌‌ruled‌‌system‌‌and‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌within‌‌the‌‌                         

detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌an‌ ‌android‌ ‌police‌‌                           

brings‌‌a‌‌shell‌‌dweller‌‌to‌‌the‌‌detentions‌‌centre.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌with‌‌an‌‌insert‌‌underlines‌‌                             

that‌ ‌the‌ ‌shell‌ ‌dweller‌ ‌is‌ ‌identified‌ ‌as‌‌non-descript‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌he‌‌is‌‌sent‌‌to‌‌                               

the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌just‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌being‌ ‌physically‌ ‌divergent.‌ ‌Then,‌ ‌the‌‌scene‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌a‌‌                             

frame‌‌which‌‌in‌‌middle-shot‌‌shows‌‌an‌‌inmate‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌fondle‌‌the‌‌shell‌‌dweller.‌‌All‌‌in‌‌all,‌‌the‌‌                                 

scene,‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged,‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌inmates,‌ ‌on‌ ‌contrary‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                       

conformity‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌system,‌ ‌embrace‌ ‌dissent,‌ ‌embrace‌ ‌their‌ ‌feelings‌ ‌and‌ ‌embrace‌ ‌their‌‌                     

subjectivity.‌ ‌ 

THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌as‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌inmates‌‌who‌‌embraces‌‌his‌‌feelings‌‌and‌‌who‌‌embraces‌‌his‌‌                             

subjectivity‌‌decides‌‌to‌‌escape‌‌from‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌centre‌‌to‌‌break‌‌free‌‌and‌‌to‌‌go‌‌after‌‌finding‌‌                               

LUH‌‌3417.‌‌SEN‌‌5241‌‌decides‌‌to‌‌accompany‌‌him‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌human‌‌interaction‌‌cravings.‌‌As‌‌                             

they‌‌try‌‌to‌‌proceed‌‌with‌‌their‌‌escape,‌‌they‌‌start‌‌to‌‌walk‌‌within‌‌the‌‌white‌‌void‌‌of‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌                                   

centre‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌air‌‌gets‌‌thinner‌‌and‌‌the‌‌pressure‌‌gets‌‌greater.‌‌These‌‌condition‌‌changes‌‌                             

are‌ ‌demonstrated‌ ‌through‌ ‌SEN‌ ‌5241’s‌ ‌words,‌ ‌actions‌ ‌and‌ ‌gestures.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

touch‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌the‌ ‌explicit‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌applied‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌cognizant‌‌                           

individuals.‌‌While‌‌they‌‌continue‌‌walking‌‌in‌‌the‌‌void‌‌of‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌centre‌‌the‌‌setting‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌evokes‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌space.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌recalls‌ ‌how‌ ‌digital‌‌                         

technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌embedded‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌‌and‌‌how‌‌real‌‌life‌‌and‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌are‌‌intertwined‌‌                             

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌setting‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌cinematically‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌as‌ ‌if‌ ‌the‌‌                           

detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌‌digital‌‌construct.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌intertwining‌‌is‌‌bolstered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌                           

of‌‌‌SRT‌‌5752‌‌who‌‌looks‌‌no‌‌different‌‌than‌‌a‌‌human‌‌being‌‌but‌‌confesses‌‌in‌‌the‌‌upcoming‌‌parts‌                                 

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌hologram‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌electrically‌ ‌generated‌‌by‌‌the‌‌fantasy‌‌                             

breau.‌‌At‌‌the‌‌end,‌‌this‌‌hologram‌‌man,‌‌‌SRT‌‌5752,‌‌who‌‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌and‌‌SEN‌‌5241‌‌meet‌‌while‌‌                                 
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searching‌ ‌for‌ ‌an‌ ‌escape,‌ ‌shows‌ ‌the‌ ‌way‌ ‌out‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌and‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌them‌‌                               

eventually‌ ‌escape‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌digitally‌ ‌connoted‌ ‌captive‌ ‌space.‌ ‌One‌ ‌other‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌‌                       

here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌escape‌‌gate‌‌as‌‌a‌‌flashing‌‌black‌‌hole‌‌to‌‌imply‌‌                                 

that‌‌this‌‌escape‌‌is‌‌also‌‌a‌‌trap‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌the‌‌system‌‌itself‌‌is‌‌a‌‌trap.‌‌This‌‌hint‌‌is‌‌affirmed‌‌                                         

by‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌scene‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌when‌ ‌they‌ ‌all‌ ‌get‌ ‌out‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌gate,‌ ‌they‌ ‌find‌‌themselves‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                                     

middle‌‌of‌‌a‌‌stack‌‌of‌‌individuals‌‌who‌‌are‌‌flowing‌‌intensely‌‌fast.‌‌This‌‌visual‌‌is‌‌accompanied‌‌by‌‌                               

a‌‌voice-over‌‌saying‌‌‘save‌‌time,‌‌save‌‌lives’.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌first‌‌interaction‌‌with‌‌the‌‌out‌‌of‌‌detention‌‌                               

life‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌as‌‌a‌‌trap.‌‌Hence,‌‌for‌‌the‌‌first‌‌time‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌and‌‌SEN‌‌5241‌‌as‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌                                     

the‌‌real-life‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌trap‌‌of‌‌the‌‌system,‌‌find‌‌themselves‌‌in‌‌the‌‌middle‌‌of‌‌these‌‌incognizantly‌‌                                 

trapped‌ ‌and‌ ‌objectified‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                       

cognizance‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌terrorized‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌of‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌and‌ ‌SEN‌ ‌5241.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌system‌ ‌right‌ ‌after‌ ‌the‌ ‌escape‌ ‌of‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌and‌ ‌SEN‌ ‌5241‌ ‌dedicates‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌‌                               

technological‌ ‌tools‌ ‌and‌ ‌infrastructure‌ ‌to‌ ‌capture‌ ‌them.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌one‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌point‌‌                     

within‌‌this‌‌sequence‌‌which‌‌blatantly‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌the‌‌system‌‌sees‌‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌as‌‌                             

objects‌‌is‌‌the‌‌cost-benefit‌‌calculation‌‌that‌‌it‌‌dedicates‌‌to‌‌the‌‌capture‌‌of‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌and‌‌SEN‌‌                               

5241.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌while‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌is‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌run‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌insert‌ ‌of‌‌a‌‌                                     

digital‌‌screen‌‌indicating‌‌his‌‌estimated‌‌capture‌‌time‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌cost‌‌of‌‌credits‌‌required‌‌for‌‌                             

his‌ ‌capture.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌escape‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌system,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌‌                           

repeated‌ ‌voice-overs‌ ‌or‌ ‌visuals‌ ‌updating‌ ‌the‌ ‌costs‌ ‌of‌ ‌chasing‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌this‌‌                         

chasing‌ ‌ends‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌cost‌ ‌dedicated‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌capture‌ ‌of‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌is‌ ‌over‌ ‌the‌ ‌computer‌‌                               

calculated‌‌budget.‌‌This‌‌mentioned‌‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌reveals‌‌the‌‌escape‌‌of‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌fight‌ ‌against‌ ‌the‌ ‌computer‌ ‌directed‌ ‌technological‌ ‌rule.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌is,‌‌                       

throughout‌ ‌his‌ ‌escape,‌ ‌using‌ ‌his‌ ‌unmanipulated‌ ‌and‌ ‌uncontrolled‌‌subjectivity‌‌to‌‌overcome‌‌                     

the‌ ‌computerized‌ ‌calculations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌and‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌his‌ ‌subjectivity‌‌brings‌‌him‌‌his‌‌                             

freedom.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138’s‌ ‌superiority‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌subject‌ ‌over‌ ‌this‌‌                       

computerized‌‌and‌‌digitized‌‌system‌‌through‌‌explicitly‌‌manifesting‌‌him‌‌as‌‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being‌‌                         

who‌‌can‌‌think‌‌and‌‌feel‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌computerized‌‌calculations.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌when‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌                           

and‌ ‌‌SRT‌ ‌5752‌ ‌both‌ ‌get‌ ‌into‌ ‌different‌ ‌cars‌‌to‌‌escape‌‌from‌‌the‌‌android‌‌police,‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌by‌‌                                 

using‌‌his‌‌reason‌‌and‌‌his‌‌abilities‌‌manages‌‌to‌‌drive‌‌the‌‌car‌‌and‌‌escape.‌‌However,‌‌‌SRT‌‌5752‌‌                               

by‌ ‌just‌ ‌being‌ ‌a‌ ‌computer‌ ‌programmed‌ ‌hologram‌ ‌couldn’t‌ ‌manage‌ ‌to‌ ‌drive‌ ‌the‌ ‌car‌ ‌and‌‌                           

respectively‌‌he‌‌vanishes.‌‌Here,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌‌SRT‌‌5752‌‌as‌‌part‌‌of‌‌the‌‌unreal‌‌                             

reality‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌created‌ ‌by‌‌the‌‌system‌‌to‌‌employ‌‌propaganda,‌‌surveillance,‌‌control,‌‌manipulation,‌‌                         

indoctrination‌ ‌and‌ ‌force.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌unreal‌ ‌realities‌ ‌are‌ ‌restricted‌ ‌to‌‌                         

computer‌ ‌calculations‌ ‌and‌ ‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌practices‌‌employed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system,‌‌individuals‌‌                         

become‌‌restricted‌‌to‌‌these‌‌computer‌‌calculations‌‌as‌‌well‌‌and‌‌they‌‌are‌‌a‌‌part‌‌of‌‌this‌‌unreal‌‌reality.‌‌                                 

Yet,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌‌by‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌himself‌ ‌from‌ ‌these‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌becomes‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌who‌‌can‌‌                           
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manage‌ ‌to‌ ‌escape‌ ‌from‌‌all‌‌these‌‌computer‌‌ruled‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌the‌‌system‌‌directs‌‌towards‌‌                           

him‌ ‌for‌ ‌his‌ ‌capture.‌‌ ‌  

However,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌escaping‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌individual‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

propaganda,‌ ‌control,‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌force‌ ‌employed‌ ‌by‌ ‌this‌ ‌system,‌ ‌doesn’t‌ ‌make‌ ‌the‌‌                       

presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌factors‌ ‌less‌ ‌significant.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌‌                         

underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌practices‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌employed‌ ‌on‌‌THX‌‌1138,‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌                           

system‌ ‌as‌ ‌dedicating‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌ ‌technological‌ ‌tools‌ ‌and‌ ‌infrastructure‌ ‌to‌ ‌capture‌ ‌him.‌ ‌For‌‌                           

instance,‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌whole‌ ‌escape‌ ‌of‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌constant‌‌chase‌‌by‌‌the‌‌android‌‌                               

police‌‌who‌‌are‌‌following‌‌the‌‌orders‌‌of‌‌many‌‌officers.‌‌These‌‌officers‌‌are‌‌intensely‌‌surveilling‌‌                           

all‌ ‌the‌ ‌moves‌ ‌of‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌it‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌blatant‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                             

surveillance‌‌infrastructure‌‌is‌‌inherited‌‌in‌‌every‌‌bit‌‌of‌‌the‌‌city.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌shares‌‌the‌‌                             

intensity‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌practices‌ ‌of‌ ‌surveillance,‌ ‌propaganda,‌ ‌manipulation,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌‌                       

force‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌‌                       

inserts‌ ‌displaying‌ ‌many‌ ‌officers‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌surveilling‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌through‌ ‌different‌‌                       

monitors‌‌and‌‌through‌‌different‌‌digital‌‌infrastructures.‌‌These‌‌inserts‌‌are‌‌accompanied‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                       

constant‌ ‌voice-overs‌ ‌giving‌ ‌commands‌ ‌and‌ ‌directions‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌android‌ ‌police‌ ‌to‌ ‌catch‌ ‌THX‌‌                         

1138.‌ ‌At‌ ‌the‌‌same‌‌time‌‌within‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌a‌‌regular‌‌voice-over‌‌updates‌‌the‌‌expenditures‌‌                           

of‌‌this‌‌chase.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌signifies‌‌that‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌has‌‌a‌‌materially‌‌calculated‌‌value‌‌as‌‌the‌‌rest‌‌                                 

of‌‌the‌‌people‌‌in‌‌this‌‌city‌‌have‌‌and‌‌when‌‌the‌‌expenditures‌‌are‌‌over‌‌his‌‌materially‌‌calculated‌‌                               

value,‌‌then‌‌the‌‌system‌‌automatically‌‌gives‌‌up‌‌on‌‌him.‌‌As‌‌a‌‌matter‌‌of‌‌fact,‌‌while‌‌THX‌‌is‌‌1138‌‌                                   

climbing‌ ‌towards‌ ‌the‌ ‌outside‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌city,‌ ‌the‌ ‌android‌ ‌police‌‌who‌‌are‌‌chasing‌‌him‌‌receive‌‌a‌‌                               

command‌‌to‌‌terminate‌‌the‌‌chase‌‌due‌‌to‌‌over‌‌budget‌‌expenditures‌‌and‌‌they‌‌let‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌to‌‌                               

climb‌ ‌towards‌ ‌his‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌still‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌the‌ ‌propaganda‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌‌                           

embedded‌‌within‌‌the‌‌system‌‌through‌‌the‌‌android‌‌police‌‌stating‌‌in‌‌a‌‌mechanistic‌‌tone‌‌to‌‌THX‌‌                             

1138‌ ‌that‌ ‌‘You‌ ‌have‌ ‌nowhere‌ ‌to‌ ‌go..‌ ‌You‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌survive‌ ‌outside‌ ‌the‌ ‌city‌ ‌shell’.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌THX‌‌                               

1138‌‌as‌‌being‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌this‌‌manipulation‌‌and‌‌propaganda‌‌continues‌‌to‌‌climb‌‌towards‌‌the‌‌                           

surface,‌‌towards‌‌his‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌ends‌‌by‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌becoming‌‌                         

a‌‌part‌‌of‌‌the‌‌brightly‌‌shining‌‌sun‌‌accompanied‌‌by‌‌a‌‌holy‌‌music‌‌recalling‌‌victory‌‌and‌‌the‌‌sun‌                                 

sets‌‌while‌‌he‌‌is‌‌standing‌‌there‌‌as‌‌a‌‌free‌‌individual.‌‌All‌‌in‌‌all,‌‌the‌‌whole‌‌system‌‌was‌‌under‌‌the‌‌                                     

ground‌ ‌far‌ ‌away‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌aliveness‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌surface‌ ‌anyways.‌ ‌ 

Here,‌‌yet‌‌again,‌‌right‌‌after‌‌concluding‌‌my‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌analysis‌‌that‌‌I‌‌have‌‌applied‌‌                           

to‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌give‌‌some‌‌details‌‌on‌‌the‌‌other‌‌intersections‌‌of‌‌the‌‌scheme‌‌                                 

which‌‌are‌‌not‌‌covered‌‌in‌‌a‌‌paradigmatic‌‌way‌‌within‌‌my‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece.‌‌                               

Hence,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌I‌‌                             

precisely‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌macrostructural‌‌and‌‌microstructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌which‌‌present‌‌                     

the‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌as‌‌restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌how‌‌some‌‌precise‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌                           

cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌‌                       

175‌ ‌ 



some‌‌hints‌‌given‌‌through‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌the‌‌philosophizing‌‌prioritizing‌‌                         

other‌ ‌determinant‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌scheme‌‌which‌‌are‌‌being‌‌‌cognizant‌‌or‌‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌on‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌external‌ ‌or‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌restricting‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌some‌ ‌precise‌ ‌details‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌intersections‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

determinant‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌hinted‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience.‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌cognizance‌‌of‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌                           

on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌his‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌the‌‌computer‌‌ruled‌‌system‌‌itself‌‌sets‌‌a‌‌                             

blatant‌‌distinction‌‌between‌‌the‌‌incognizant‌‌and‌‌the‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌(incognizant‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌                         

that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌unaware‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictions‌‌on‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌cognizant‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌                               

that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌aware‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictions‌‌on‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom).‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                             

sets‌ ‌this‌ ‌distinction‌ ‌by‌ ‌differentiating‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌serving‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌‌as‌‌objects‌‌and‌‌                           

the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌sent‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centre‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌remaining‌ ‌as‌‌                         

non-contributing‌‌individuals‌‌on‌‌the‌‌edge‌‌of‌‌society.‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌is‌‌one‌‌of‌‌these‌‌people‌‌who‌‌is‌‌                               

sent‌‌to‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌centre‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌he‌‌refuses‌‌to‌‌be‌‌controlled,‌‌manipulated‌‌and‌‌                           

indoctrinated‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌system.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌‌                           

centre‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌still‌ ‌being‌ ‌used,‌ ‌manipulated‌ ‌and‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌system.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌critical‌‌                             

because‌ ‌the‌‌one‌‌difference‌‌between‌‌real‌‌life‌‌and‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌centre‌‌is‌‌that‌‌in‌‌real‌‌life‌‌the‌‌                                 

individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌objectification‌ ‌process‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

computer‌‌ruled‌‌system‌‌and‌‌in‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌centre‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌this‌‌process‌‌                           

of‌‌objectification.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌objectified‌‌individuals‌‌serving‌‌                     

for‌‌the‌‌system‌‌as‌‌being‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌restricted‌‌                           

by‌ ‌the‌ ‌computer‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌system‌ ‌itself‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌external‌ ‌factor.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌stated‌ ‌that‌‌                               

there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌hint‌ ‌of‌ ‌another‌ ‌intersection‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌‌                             

incognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌.‌‌However,‌‌within‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌there‌‌are‌‌                       

no‌ ‌hints‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌‌incognizant‌‌agents‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌or‌‌                             

the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors.‌‌‌The‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌                           

here,‌‌yet‌‌again,‌‌is‌‌that‌‌I‌‌consider‌‌these‌‌hints,‌‌signifying‌‌some‌‌philosophizing‌‌to‌‌be‌‌done‌‌on‌‌                               

the‌‌other‌‌intersections‌‌of‌‌the‌‌scheme‌‌that‌‌I‌‌propose,‌‌to‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌philosophizing‌‌                             

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece.‌ ‌So‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                               

piece‌‌uses‌‌these‌‌other‌‌intersections‌‌to‌‌make‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌intersection‌‌to‌‌be‌‌more‌‌explicit‌‌and‌‌                             

solid.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌‌I‌‌assert‌‌that‌‌the‌‌sole‌‌theorizing‌‌that‌‌is‌‌introduced‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                             

is:‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌ 

Subsequently,‌ ‌I,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌connect‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

experience‌‌of‌‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌to‌‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology‌‌by‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌                             

how‌ ‌it‌ ‌evokes‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌insights‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel‌ ‌using‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

elements.‌‌All‌‌in‌‌all,‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌its‌‌theorizing‌‌by‌‌applying‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌methodology‌‌                               

to‌ ‌its‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌its‌‌                             
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theorizing‌ ‌by‌ ‌applying‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌methodology/analysis‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌‌                     

microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌present‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌‌                     

parameter‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌present‌ ‌some‌ ‌precise‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌external‌‌                       

factors.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌holistically‌‌acknowledged,‌‌in‌‌‌THX‌‌1138,‌‌‌the‌‌                       

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌some‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌but‌ ‌especially‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌is‌‌                         

restricted‌ ‌through‌ ‌propaganda,‌ ‌surveillance,‌ ‌manipulation,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌force‌ ‌employed‌ ‌by‌‌                   

the‌ ‌system‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌solely‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌calculations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

computers‌‌as‌‌an‌‌external‌‌factor.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

philosophy‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizes‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌‌                     

agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌‌                     

cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
5.3.3‌ ‌‌Ex‌ ‌Machina:‌ ‌‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Incognizant‌‌                 
Agents(X)‌‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌Internal‌ ‌Factors(Y)‌‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌Technology‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
Ex‌‌Machina‌‌‌sets‌‌off‌‌when‌‌Caleb‌‌(Domhnall‌‌Gleeson),‌‌as‌‌a‌‌young‌‌programmer‌‌at‌‌one‌‌                           

of‌‌the‌‌world’s‌‌largest‌‌internet‌‌companies,‌‌is‌‌selected‌‌to‌‌spend‌‌a‌‌week‌‌at‌‌a‌‌private‌‌mountain‌‌                               

retreat‌‌belonging‌‌to‌‌the‌‌CEO‌‌of‌‌the‌‌company,‌‌Nathan‌‌(Oscar‌‌Isaac).‌‌When‌‌Caleb‌‌arrives‌‌at‌‌                             

this‌‌mountain‌‌retreat‌‌he‌‌finds‌‌out‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌there‌‌to‌‌be‌‌offered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌CEO‌‌to‌‌‌a‌dminister‌‌the‌                                     

Turing‌ ‌test‌ ‌to‌‌an‌‌intelligent‌‌humanoid‌‌robot‌‌by‌‌evaluating‌‌the‌‌human‌‌qualities‌‌of‌‌this‌‌highly‌‌                             

advanced‌ ‌humanoid‌ ‌AI,‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌(Alicia‌ ‌Vikander).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌‌Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌‌                         

internal‌‌journey‌‌of‌‌Caleb‌‌which‌‌is‌‌shaped‌‌by‌‌his‌‌interactions‌‌with‌‌Nathan‌‌and‌‌especially‌‌with‌‌                             

Ava.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌internal‌‌journey‌‌is‌‌about‌‌how‌‌Caleb’s‌‌emotions‌‌evolve‌‌while‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌                               

manage‌ ‌her‌ ‌escape‌ ‌through‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌by‌ ‌using‌ ‌her‌ ‌imagination,‌ ‌sexuality,‌ ‌self-awareness,‌‌                     

empathy‌ ‌for‌ ‌manipulation.‌‌ ‌  

My‌ ‌role‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌this‌ ‌internal‌ ‌journey‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌this‌ ‌internal‌ ‌journey‌ ‌is‌‌                             

embedded‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌‌                         

incognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌technology.‌‌Thus,‌‌since‌‌my‌‌aim‌‌is‌‌to‌‌                         

test‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌if‌‌this‌‌mentioned‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                           

is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌I‌ ‌aim‌ ‌solely‌ ‌to‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌situating‌ ‌the‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌language‌ ‌that‌‌the‌‌film‌‌uses‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌                           

Subsequently,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌macrostructural‌‌and‌‌microstructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌                       

present‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌as‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌parameter‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌I‌‌will‌‌focus‌‌                             

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌macrostructural‌‌and‌‌microstructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌present‌‌Caleb‌‌as‌‌being‌‌                       

incognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌he‌‌is‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌due‌‌to‌‌these‌‌internal‌‌factors.‌‌Eventually,‌‌as‌‌                             
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I‌‌claim,‌‌all‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌holistically‌‌acknowledged,‌‌will‌‌introduce‌‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌ 

First,‌‌before‌‌getting‌‌into‌‌the‌‌details‌‌of‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌focus‌‌                             

on‌ ‌how,‌ ‌broadly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌are‌ ‌presented‌ ‌as‌ ‌restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌                           

how‌ ‌these‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌make‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌‌                             

exposed‌ ‌to.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌clarify‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌its‌ ‌experience‌ ‌to‌‌                             

revolve‌ ‌around‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌separate‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌with‌ ‌both‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌and‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌these‌‌                         

interactions‌ ‌shape‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌emotional‌ ‌status‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

experience‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌Caleb’s‌‌emotions‌‌proceeds‌‌as‌‌his‌‌emotions‌‌change‌‌according‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                         

interactions‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌has‌ ‌with‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌and‌ ‌Ava.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌makes‌ ‌it‌ ‌clear‌‌                             

through‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌first‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌with‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌that‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌and‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌are‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌two‌ ‌opposite‌‌                             

sides.‌ ‌However,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌case‌‌of‌‌this‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌‌there‌‌is‌‌no‌‌external‌‌force‌‌to‌‌make‌‌                               

him‌ ‌choose‌ ‌a‌ ‌side‌ ‌but‌ ‌two‌ ‌sides‌‌to‌‌be‌‌chosen.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌proposes‌‌                             

these‌ ‌two‌ ‌sides‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌‌                               

fascination‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Ava,‌ ‌starting‌ ‌with‌ ‌his‌‌first‌‌interactions‌‌with‌‌her,‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌proposed‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                             

captive‌‌of‌‌Nathan‌‌who‌‌is‌‌held‌‌there‌‌without‌‌her‌‌compliance.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                         

experience‌ ‌evolves‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌how‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌‌                             

towards‌‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌fascination,‌‌his‌‌love,‌‌his‌‌compassion‌‌towards‌‌her.‌‌                             

That’s‌ ‌the‌ ‌precise‌ ‌reason‌ ‌why,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌this‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌is‌‌                       

proposed‌ ‌as‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌having‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌reciprocal‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Caleb.‌ ‌Also,‌ ‌that’s‌ ‌the‌‌                         

precise‌ ‌reason‌ ‌why‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌actually‌‌does‌‌not‌‌have‌‌emotions‌‌                           

towards‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌but‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌just‌ ‌using‌‌him‌‌for‌‌her‌‌escape‌‌by‌‌using‌‌her‌‌AI‌‌capacities‌‌such‌‌as‌‌                                   

imagination,‌ ‌sexuality,‌ ‌self-awareness,‌ ‌empathy,‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

experience.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌is‌‌given‌‌from‌‌the‌‌eyes‌‌of‌‌Caleb,‌‌until‌‌                               

the‌‌end‌‌of‌‌the‌‌experience,‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌shown‌‌as‌‌the‌‌victim‌‌of‌‌Nathan,‌‌but‌‌the‌‌film‌‌reveals‌‌at‌‌the‌‌                                     

end‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌was‌ ‌manipulating‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌beginning‌ ‌to‌‌manage‌‌her‌‌escape‌‌from‌‌this‌‌                             

captivity.‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌uses‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌not‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌but‌ ‌his‌‌                           

emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌reason‌ ‌for‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌manipulated‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                             

incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌manipulation.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌the‌‌holistic‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                       

proposes‌‌this‌‌incognizance‌‌of‌‌Caleb‌‌to‌‌be‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌emotions‌‌which‌‌at‌‌the‌‌end‌‌causes‌‌him‌‌                                 

to‌‌end‌‌up‌‌in‌‌an‌‌inescapable‌‌captive‌‌space.‌‌The‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌he‌‌lets‌‌himself‌‌be‌‌                                   

manipulated‌‌and‌‌eventually‌‌he‌‌‌makes‌‌himself‌‌end‌‌up‌‌in‌‌this‌‌inescapable‌‌captive‌‌space.‌‌So,‌‌                           

his‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌ ‌make‌ ‌him‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌his‌ ‌own‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                           

precisely‌‌because‌‌his‌‌emotions‌‌are‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌reason‌‌that‌‌causes‌‌him‌‌to‌‌be‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌                             

this‌‌manipulation.‌‌Thus,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌no‌‌systematic‌‌force‌‌applied‌‌to‌‌him‌‌to‌‌be‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                               

manipulation‌ ‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌solely‌‌free‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌either‌‌to‌‌                             
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believe‌ ‌in‌ ‌or‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌believe‌ ‌in‌ ‌Ava.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌actually‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌hints‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌given‌ ‌by‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌possibility‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌manipulating‌‌                             

him.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌is‌ ‌all‌ ‌about‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌either‌ ‌believing‌ ‌in‌ ‌Ava‌‌or‌‌not.‌‌                             

However,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌fascination‌‌with‌‌her,‌‌he‌‌‌chooses‌‌to‌‌believe‌‌in‌‌Ava.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                               

manifests‌ ‌his‌ ‌fascination‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌first‌‌instances‌‌that‌‌he‌‌has‌‌with‌‌Ava‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌                               

that‌ ‌his‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌her‌ ‌make‌ ‌him‌ ‌‌choose‌‌ ‌to‌ ‌believe‌ ‌in‌ ‌Ava.‌ ‌ 

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌after‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌‌session‌‌that‌‌Caleb‌‌has‌‌with‌‌Ava,‌‌Nathan‌‌asks‌‌him‌‌what‌‌                             

he‌ ‌feels‌ ‌about‌ ‌her‌ ‌and‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌answers‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘I‌ ‌feel‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌fucking‌ ‌amazing’‌ ‌and‌ ‌his‌‌                                 

emotions‌ ‌gets‌ ‌more‌ ‌intense‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌evolves.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                       

piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌emotional‌ ‌process‌ ‌parallel‌ ‌to‌‌his‌‌perception‌‌change‌‌towards‌‌Ava‌‌from‌‌                         

seeing‌‌her‌‌as‌‌an‌‌AI‌‌towards‌‌seeing‌‌her‌‌as‌‌a‌‌real‌‌person‌‌which‌‌signifies‌‌the‌‌power‌‌of‌‌AI‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                                       

technology‌ ‌on‌ ‌manipulating‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌to‌ ‌believe‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌real‌ ‌person.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌‌                             

after‌‌the‌‌first‌‌session‌‌Nathan‌‌also‌‌asks‌‌Caleb‌‌on‌‌how‌‌to‌‌proceed‌‌with‌‌the‌‌next‌‌session‌‌with‌‌                                 

Ava,‌ ‌and‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌confidently‌ ‌answers‌ ‌that‌ ‌‘I’m‌ ‌not‌ ‌sure.‌ ‌I’m‌ ‌still‌ ‌trying‌ ‌to‌ ‌figure‌ ‌out‌ ‌the‌‌                               

examination‌‌format.‌‌Testing‌‌Ava‌‌by‌‌conversation‌‌is‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌closed‌‌loop.‌‌Like‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌test‌‌a‌‌                                 

chess‌ ‌computer‌ ‌by‌ ‌only‌ ‌playing‌ ‌chess’.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌still‌ ‌aware‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌is‌ ‌just‌ ‌an‌                               

advanced‌ ‌machine‌ ‌and‌ ‌he‌ ‌definitely‌ ‌differentiates‌‌her‌‌from‌‌a‌‌real‌‌person.‌‌However,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌evolves‌ ‌it‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌blatant‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌evolves‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌blurred‌‌                         

perception‌ ‌on‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌being‌ ‌a‌ ‌machine‌ ‌and,‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌fascination,‌ ‌love‌ ‌and‌‌                               

compassion‌‌towards‌‌her‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌being‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌                             

by‌ ‌her,‌ ‌he‌ ‌starts‌ ‌to‌ ‌feel‌ ‌and‌ ‌think‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌real‌ ‌person.‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌towards‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                       

introduces‌‌the‌‌question‌‌of‌‌what‌‌is‌‌going‌‌to‌‌happen‌‌to‌‌Ava‌‌after‌‌this‌‌Turing‌‌test‌‌ends‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                                   

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌answers‌ ‌this‌ ‌question‌ ‌itself‌ ‌by‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌revealing‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

versions‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌perfecting‌ ‌this‌ ‌AI.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌says‌ ‌to‌‌                               

Caleb‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌going‌ ‌to‌ ‌download‌ ‌her‌ ‌mind,‌‌unpack‌‌her‌‌data‌‌and‌‌reuse‌‌her‌‌body‌‌for‌‌the‌‌                                   

updated‌ ‌version‌ ‌of‌ ‌her.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌one‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌after‌ ‌this‌ ‌process‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌will‌‌                               

lose‌ ‌all‌‌of‌‌her‌‌memories‌‌meaning‌‌that‌‌she‌‌will‌‌lose‌‌all‌‌of‌‌her‌‌memories‌‌with‌‌Caleb.‌‌Hence,‌‌                                 

Caleb‌ ‌after‌ ‌hearing‌ ‌this,‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌really‌ ‌upset‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌his‌‌                         

sadness‌ ‌though‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌shots‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌his‌‌facial‌‌reactions‌‌and‌‌                           

such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌tone‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌voice.‌ ‌After,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌while‌ ‌having‌ ‌a‌‌                               

conversation‌‌with‌‌Ava‌‌reveals‌‌to‌‌Ava‌‌that‌‌Nathan‌‌is‌‌going‌‌to‌‌reprogram‌‌her‌‌AI‌‌and‌‌then‌‌he‌‌                                 

continues‌‌as‌‌saying‌‌that‌‌it‌‌is‌‌the‌‌same‌‌as‌‌killing‌‌her.‌‌This‌‌blatantly‌‌indicates‌‌that‌‌Caleb‌‌not‌‌                                 

only‌‌grows‌‌emotions‌‌towards‌‌Ava‌‌but‌‌also‌‌indicates‌‌that‌‌he‌‌considers‌‌Ava‌‌as‌‌a‌‌real‌‌person‌‌                               

rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌an‌ ‌AI‌‌as‌‌he‌‌equates‌‌her‌‌system‌‌to‌‌be‌‌reprogrammed‌‌to‌‌her‌‌death.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌                                 

perception‌ ‌change‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌growing‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Ava,‌ ‌makes‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌to‌ ‌villainize‌‌                         

Nathan‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌Nathan‌‌sees‌‌Ava‌‌as‌‌just‌‌an‌‌advanced‌‌machine‌‌and‌‌nothing‌‌more.‌‌                           
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Consequently,‌‌what‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌journey‌‌is‌‌that‌‌                           

Caleb’s‌‌emotions‌‌such‌‌as‌‌fascination,‌‌love,‌‌attraction‌‌and‌‌compassion‌‌towards‌‌Ava‌‌are‌‌the‌‌                         

internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌ ‌cause‌ ‌him‌ ‌to‌ ‌overlook‌ ‌the‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌employed‌ ‌by‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌and‌                             

subsequently‌ ‌cause‌ ‌him‌ ‌to‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌his‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

One‌‌other‌‌aspect‌‌that‌‌is‌‌proposed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌is‌‌Caleb’s‌‌incognizance‌‌of‌‌                           

the‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌of‌ ‌Ava.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌above‌ ‌this‌ ‌incognizance‌ ‌is‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌‌                             

emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Ava.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌these‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌have‌ ‌grown‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌reciprocal‌‌                     

interaction‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌has‌ ‌with‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌and‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌piece‌ ‌evolves‌‌                             

according‌‌to‌‌the‌‌emotions‌‌of‌‌Caleb,‌‌for‌‌a‌‌long‌‌period‌‌of‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                               

proposes‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌as‌ ‌reciprocating‌ ‌the‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌while‌‌                         

proposing‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌reciprocating‌‌the‌‌emotions‌‌of‌‌Caleb,‌‌deep-down,‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌                           

capability‌ ‌and‌‌ability‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌as‌‌an‌‌AI‌‌to‌‌use‌‌her‌‌imagination,‌‌sexuality,‌‌self-awareness,‌‌and‌‌                             

empathy‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌feel‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌has‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌feelings‌ ‌towards‌ ‌him.‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌their‌ ‌sessions‌‌Ava‌‌says‌‌to‌‌Caleb‌‌that‌‌if‌‌she‌‌was‌‌to‌‌go‌‌out‌‌                               

she‌‌would‌‌be‌‌in‌‌a‌‌‘Maybe‌‌a‌‌busy‌‌pedestrian‌‌and‌‌traffic‌‌intersection‌‌in‌‌a‌‌city’‌‌then‌‌she‌‌directly‌‌                                   

says‌‌that‌‌she‌‌wants‌‌to‌‌go‌‌there‌‌with‌‌Caleb.‌‌Thus,‌‌while‌‌she‌‌is‌‌talking‌‌with‌‌Caleb,‌‌she‌‌starts‌‌                                   

to‌ ‌flirt‌ ‌with‌ ‌him‌ ‌by‌ ‌saying‌ ‌to‌ ‌him‌ ‌‘Do‌ ‌you‌ ‌think‌ ‌about‌ ‌me‌ ‌when‌ ‌we‌ ‌aren’t‌ ‌together?‌‌                                 

Sometimes,‌ ‌at‌ ‌night,‌ ‌I‌ ‌wonder‌ ‌if‌‌you’re‌‌watching‌‌me‌‌on‌‌the‌‌cameras.‌‌And‌‌I‌‌hope‌‌you‌‌are’.‌‌                                 

Thus,‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌get‌ ‌attracted‌ ‌to‌‌her,‌‌but‌‌she‌‌also‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌victimize‌‌                                   

herself‌ ‌and‌ ‌villainize‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌have‌ ‌compassion‌ ‌towards‌ ‌her.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌‌                       

Caleb‌‌not‌‌only‌‌considers‌‌Nathan‌‌as‌‌a‌‌villain‌‌just‌‌because‌‌Nathan‌‌sees‌‌Ava‌‌as‌‌an‌‌advanced‌‌                               

machine‌ ‌and‌ ‌nothing‌ ‌more‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌he‌ ‌considers‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌villain‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌Ava’s‌‌                             

victimization‌ ‌of‌ ‌herself.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌through‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌its‌ ‌experience‌ ‌from‌ ‌Caleb’s‌‌                     

perception‌‌and‌‌this‌‌liberation‌‌is‌‌also‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌that‌‌demonstrates‌‌how‌‌Caleb‌‌is‌‌being‌‌                             

manipulated‌‌by‌‌Ava‌‌but‌‌is‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌this‌‌manipulation‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌emotions‌‌towards‌‌her.‌‌                             

Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌this‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌by‌‌introducing‌‌the‌‌same‌‌                           

scene‌ ‌first‌ ‌from‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌perspective,‌ ‌then‌ ‌from‌ ‌Nathan’s‌ ‌perspective.‌‌Hence,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌                         

Caleb‌ ‌watches‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌and‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌CCTV‌ ‌without‌ ‌the‌ ‌audio‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌footage.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌‌                               

footage‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌visits‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌in‌ ‌her‌ ‌room‌ ‌while‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌is‌ ‌drawing‌ ‌something.‌ ‌There‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌‌                             

discussions‌ ‌going‌ ‌on‌ ‌between‌‌them‌‌and‌‌Nathan‌‌rips‌‌Ava’s‌‌drawing‌‌apart.‌‌Then,‌‌he‌‌leaves‌‌                           

the‌ ‌room‌ ‌and‌ ‌Ava,‌ ‌in‌ ‌sad‌ ‌manners,‌‌collects‌‌the‌‌pieces‌‌of‌‌her‌‌drawing.‌‌Since‌‌this‌‌scene‌‌is‌‌                                 

first‌‌proposed‌‌from‌‌Caleb’s‌‌perspective,‌‌Caleb‌‌feels‌‌so‌‌furious‌‌towards‌‌Nathan‌‌and‌‌this‌‌rage‌‌                           

extends‌ ‌as‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌‌session‌‌shows‌‌Caleb‌‌that‌‌this‌‌ripped‌‌drawing‌‌is‌‌the‌‌drawing‌‌of‌‌                                 

Caleb’s‌ ‌face.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌returns‌ ‌back‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌footage,‌ ‌this‌ ‌time‌‌                           

manifesting‌ ‌it‌ ‌from‌ ‌Nathan’s‌ ‌perspective.‌ ‌In‌‌the‌‌scene,‌‌Nathan‌‌shows‌‌the‌‌same‌‌footage‌‌to‌‌                           

Caleb‌ ‌from‌ ‌his‌ ‌own‌ ‌CCTV‌ ‌set‌ ‌up‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌the‌ ‌sound‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌footage.‌‌                                 
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Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌conversation‌ ‌between‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌and‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌heard.‌ ‌As‌ ‌the‌‌                       

conversation‌ ‌goes‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌says‌ ‌to‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌can‌ ‌watch‌ ‌but‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌hear‌ ‌the‌‌                           

conversation‌ ‌between‌ ‌them.‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌after‌ ‌showing‌ ‌the‌ ‌footage‌ ‌to‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌says‌ ‌to‌ ‌him‌‌                         

‘Misdirection.‌‌I‌‌rip‌‌her‌‌picture,‌‌which‌‌she‌‌can‌‌then‌‌present‌‌as‌‌an‌‌illustration‌‌of‌‌my‌‌cruelty‌‌to‌‌                                 

her,‌‌and‌‌her‌‌love‌‌for‌‌you’.‌‌As‌‌Nathan‌‌emphasizes‌‌that‌‌Ava‌‌precisely‌‌does‌‌this‌‌and‌‌presents‌‌                               

the‌‌ripped‌‌drawing‌‌to‌‌Caleb‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌victimize‌‌herself‌‌and‌‌villainize‌‌Nathan‌‌to‌‌make‌‌Caleb‌‌                               

have‌‌compassion‌‌towards‌‌her‌‌while‌‌in‌‌the‌‌meantime,‌‌she‌‌is‌‌proving‌‌his‌‌love‌‌towards‌‌him‌‌by‌‌                               

showing‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌draws‌ ‌the‌ ‌picture‌ ‌of‌ ‌him.‌ ‌ 

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌previously,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌by‌ ‌using‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌‌                       

liberates‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌from‌‌Caleb’s‌‌emotional‌‌filter‌‌and‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌big‌‌picture‌‌                         

underlining‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌as‌‌an‌‌AI‌‌to‌‌manipulate‌‌Caleb.‌‌Here‌‌again,‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌point‌‌                               

is‌‌that‌‌Caleb‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌whole‌‌experience‌‌unwittingly‌‌chooses‌‌to‌‌be‌‌manipulated‌‌by‌‌Ava‌‌                           

due‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌her.‌ ‌What’s‌ ‌more,‌ ‌one‌ ‌blatant‌ ‌reason‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌gets‌‌                           

emotionally‌ ‌affected‌ ‌from‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌and‌ ‌gets‌ ‌emotionally‌ ‌attached‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌is‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌‌                           

manipulation‌ ‌on‌ ‌making‌ ‌him‌ ‌believe‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌equals.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌in‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌‌                             

sessions,‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌asks‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌‘Do‌ ‌you‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌my‌ ‌friend?’‌ ‌And‌ ‌she‌ ‌states‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌won’t‌‌be‌‌                                   

possible‌ ‌unless‌ ‌their‌ ‌conversations‌‌become‌‌two-sided‌‌and‌‌makes‌‌Caleb‌‌talk‌‌about‌‌himself‌‌                       

to‌ ‌make‌‌him‌‌feel‌‌her‌‌not‌‌as‌‌a‌‌machine‌‌but‌‌as‌‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being.‌‌This‌‌becomes‌‌the‌‌most‌‌                                     

blatant‌‌when‌‌Ava‌‌goes‌‌to‌‌her‌‌room‌‌and‌‌dresses‌‌herself‌‌up‌‌in‌‌a‌‌way‌‌that‌‌the‌‌dress‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                                     

wig‌‌cover‌‌all‌‌of‌‌her‌‌machine‌‌parts‌‌and‌‌she‌‌totally‌‌seems‌‌like‌‌a‌‌human‌‌being.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌                               

all‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌‌touches‌‌combined‌‌together,‌‌Caleb,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌emotions‌‌towards‌‌Ava,‌‌is‌‌                           

and‌‌‌chooses‌‌to‌‌stay‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌being‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌by‌‌her‌‌and‌‌                                 

eventually‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 

Up‌ ‌until‌ ‌here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌‌broadly‌‌reveal‌‌by‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌the‌‌macrostructural‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

elements‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌as‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb’s‌‌                         

individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌how‌‌Caleb‌‌under‌‌the‌‌influence‌‌of‌‌these‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌is‌‌incognizant‌‌                           

of‌ ‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌employed‌‌by‌‌Ava.‌‌However,‌‌since‌‌my‌‌motivation‌‌is‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌that‌‌this‌‌                             

type‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorized‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌macrostructural‌‌                         

cinematic‌‌elements‌‌but‌‌also‌‌through‌‌the‌‌microstructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌part,‌‌                         

I‌ ‌will‌ ‌reveal‌‌these‌‌precise‌‌microstructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌embedded‌‌within‌‌this‌‌specific‌‌                       

cinematic‌ ‌experience.‌ ‌These‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌details,‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌are‌‌                 

construed‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 

The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌sets‌‌off‌‌with‌‌a‌‌frame‌‌in‌‌which‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌a‌‌number‌‌of‌‌                                   

computer‌ ‌screens‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌glass‌ ‌walls‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌office.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌‌                             

frame,‌‌automatically‌‌hints‌‌to‌‌a‌‌context‌‌in‌‌which‌‌life‌‌is‌‌functioning‌‌through‌‌the‌‌computers‌‌and‌‌                             

their‌ ‌reflected‌ ‌realities.‌ ‌Right‌ ‌immediately‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌included‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌frame‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌human‌‌                           

being‌‌working‌‌on‌‌coding‌‌in‌‌two‌‌screens.‌‌Then,‌‌he‌‌receives‌‌a‌‌VIP‌‌email‌‌stating‌‌that‌‌he‌‌won‌‌                                 
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the‌ ‌staff‌ ‌lottery.‌ ‌At‌ ‌this‌ ‌precise‌ ‌moment‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌the‌ ‌frame‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌insert‌ ‌showing‌‌                                 

Caleb‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌Webcam.‌ ‌This‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌actually‌ ‌hints‌ ‌to‌ ‌someone‌ ‌watching‌ ‌Caleb‌‌                         

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌camera.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌his‌ ‌excitement‌ ‌on‌ ‌winning‌ ‌the‌ ‌staff‌ ‌lottery‌ ‌is‌ ‌given‌ ‌solely‌‌                           

through‌‌cinematic‌‌means‌‌by‌‌the‌‌abrupt‌‌cuts,‌‌non-steady‌‌camera‌‌moves‌‌and‌‌unconstructed‌‌                       

angles.‌ ‌Throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌Caleb,‌ ‌when‌ ‌shown‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌webcam,‌ ‌is‌ ‌filtered‌ ‌with‌‌                         

digital‌ ‌glitches.‌ ‌He‌ ‌shares‌ ‌his‌ ‌excitement‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌through‌ ‌texting‌ ‌from‌ ‌bluebook‌ ‌phone‌‌                       

which‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌company‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌works‌ ‌for.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                               

celebration‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌winning‌ ‌the‌ ‌staff‌ ‌lottery,‌ ‌the‌ ‌whole‌ ‌scene‌ ‌is‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌tense‌‌                           

music.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposing‌ ‌a‌ ‌tense‌ ‌music‌ ‌here‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                         

surveillance‌‌from‌‌the‌‌webcam‌‌and‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌glitches‌‌applied‌‌to‌‌Caleb‌‌hints‌‌to‌‌a‌‌forthcoming‌‌                             

tension‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌preeminence‌ ‌of‌ ‌advanced‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  

In‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌revealed‌‌that‌‌he‌‌won‌‌the‌‌lottery‌‌to‌‌stay‌‌with‌‌Nathan,‌‌the‌‌CEO‌‌                                   

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌company‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌works‌ ‌for,‌ ‌at‌ ‌Nathan’s‌ ‌private‌ ‌mountain‌ ‌retreat‌ ‌for‌‌one‌‌week.‌‌The‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌mountain‌ ‌retreat‌‌as‌‌a‌‌high-tech‌‌place.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌Caleb’s‌‌                         

first‌ ‌interaction‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌place‌ ‌is‌ ‌when‌ ‌he‌ ‌arrives‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌‌door,‌‌a‌‌machine‌‌right‌‌immediately‌‌                               

takes‌ ‌his‌ ‌picture‌ ‌and‌ ‌instantly‌ ‌gives‌ ‌his‌ ‌access‌ ‌card‌‌to‌‌him.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                             

proposes‌‌this‌‌high-tech‌‌infrastructure‌‌to‌‌be‌‌shaped‌‌and‌‌to‌‌function‌‌as‌‌a‌‌captive‌‌space‌‌as‌‌if‌‌it‌‌                                 

is‌ ‌a‌ ‌luxury‌ ‌prison.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌details‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌luxury‌ ‌prison‌ ‌are‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                                 

creator‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌place‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌house‌‌tour‌‌that‌‌he‌‌gives‌‌to‌‌Caleb.‌‌The‌‌setting‌‌connotes‌‌a‌‌                                 

luxury‌‌prison‌‌which‌‌is‌‌fully‌‌controlled‌‌by‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌technologies‌‌through‌‌the‌‌details‌‌such‌‌as‌‌                             

thick‌‌cement‌‌walls‌‌without‌‌any‌‌windows,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌solely‌‌digital‌‌access‌‌card‌‌and‌‌such‌‌as‌‌                               

the‌‌digital‌‌automatic‌‌lockdown‌‌system.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌reveals‌‌the‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌it‌‌                           

proposes‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌setting‌‌through‌‌Nathan‌‌who‌‌says‌‌to‌‌Caleb‌‌that‌‌this‌‌place‌‌is‌‌not‌‌just‌‌a‌‌                                     

mountain‌‌retreat‌‌but‌‌a‌‌research‌‌facility‌‌in‌‌which‌‌‘there‌‌are‌‌enough‌‌fiber‌‌optics‌‌to‌‌reach‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                                 

moon‌ ‌and‌ ‌rasso‌ ‌it’.‌ ‌Right‌ ‌after,‌ ‌the‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌the‌ ‌question:‌ ‌A‌ ‌research‌ ‌facility‌‌                           

researching‌ ‌on‌ ‌what?‌‌It‌‌answers‌‌this‌‌question‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Nathan‌‌proposes‌‌                             

to‌‌Caleb‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌part‌‌of‌‌a‌‌Turing‌‌test‌‌that‌‌Caleb‌‌will‌‌be‌‌the‌‌human‌‌being‌‌testing‌‌the‌‌abilities‌‌                                       

and‌ ‌capabilities‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌‌AI‌‌(Ava)‌‌and‌‌at‌‌the‌‌end‌‌of‌‌the‌‌test‌‌if‌‌Caleb‌‌can’t‌‌tell‌‌he‌‌is‌‌interacting‌‌                                       

with‌ ‌a‌ ‌computer,‌ ‌the‌ ‌test‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌passed.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌up‌ ‌until‌ ‌this‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌‌                                 

cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌the‌ ‌situation‌ ‌as:‌ ‌A‌ ‌young‌ ‌programmer,‌ ‌Caleb,‌ ‌who‌ ‌is‌ ‌solely‌‌                         

amazed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌CEO‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌company‌ ‌is‌ ‌offered‌ ‌to‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌test‌ ‌that‌ ‌if‌ ‌passed‌ ‌will‌‌                                   

automatically‌‌assign‌‌Caleb‌‌at‌‌the‌‌centre‌‌of‌‌the‌‌single‌‌greatest‌‌scientific‌‌event‌‌in‌‌the‌‌history‌‌                             

of‌‌man.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌amazement‌‌is‌‌not‌‌only‌‌bolstered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌actions‌‌of‌‌Nathan‌‌through‌‌treating‌‌                               

Caleb‌‌as‌‌a‌‌friend‌‌and‌‌as‌‌an‌‌equal‌‌but‌‌also‌‌bolstered‌‌by‌‌Caleb’s‌‌fascination‌‌towards‌‌Nathan‌‌                               

as‌‌at‌‌the‌‌further‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌he‌‌confesses‌‌that‌‌he‌‌sees‌‌Nathan‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                                 

Mozart‌ ‌of‌ ‌coding.‌‌ ‌  
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At‌ ‌this‌ ‌point,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌instances‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌emotions‌‌                         

which‌ ‌make‌ ‌him‌ ‌overlook‌ ‌some‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌‌                           

facility.‌ ‌For‌‌instance,‌‌It‌‌is‌‌obvious‌‌that‌‌within‌‌the‌‌facility‌‌his‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌restricted‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌                                 

that‌‌he‌‌has‌‌limited‌‌access‌‌to‌‌some‌‌rooms.‌‌These‌‌restrictions‌‌become‌‌the‌‌most‌‌blatant‌‌when‌‌                             

Nathan‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌non-disclosure‌‌agreement‌‌to‌‌Caleb.‌‌The‌‌agreement‌‌is‌‌as‌‌follows‌‌‘The‌‌                         

signee‌ ‌agrees‌ ‌to‌ ‌regular‌ ‌data‌ ‌audit‌ ‌with‌ ‌unlimited‌ ‌access,‌ ‌to‌ ‌confirm‌‌that‌‌no‌‌disclosure‌‌of‌‌                             

information‌‌has‌‌taken‌‌place,‌‌in‌‌public‌‌or‌‌private‌‌forums,‌‌using‌‌any‌‌means‌‌of‌‌communication,‌‌                           

including‌ ‌but‌ ‌not‌ ‌limited‌ ‌to‌ ‌that‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌disclosed‌ ‌orally‌ ‌or‌‌in‌‌written‌‌or‌‌electronic‌‌form...’.‌‌                               

Hence,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌Caleb‌‌knows‌‌that‌‌the‌‌signing‌‌of‌‌this‌‌agreement‌‌will‌‌put‌‌a‌‌lot‌‌of‌‌restrictions‌‌on‌‌                                   

his‌‌freedom,‌‌he‌‌signs‌‌the‌‌agreement‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌fascination‌‌towards‌‌Nathan‌‌and‌‌towards‌‌the‌‌                             

test‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌going‌ ‌to‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌this‌ ‌scene‌ ‌his‌ ‌fascination‌ ‌is‌‌                             

manifested‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌through‌‌his‌‌facial‌‌reactions‌‌and‌‌gestures‌‌and‌‌through‌‌his‌‌                           

words‌‌as‌‌‘If‌‌you’ve‌‌created‌‌a‌‌conscious‌‌machine,‌‌it’s‌‌not‌‌the‌‌history‌‌of‌‌man.‌‌It’s‌‌the‌‌history‌‌of‌‌                                   

Gods’.‌‌As‌‌I‌‌have‌‌already‌‌asserted,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌evolves‌‌from‌‌the‌‌eyes‌‌of‌‌Caleb‌‌                             

up‌‌until‌‌a‌‌certain‌‌point‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌his‌‌incognizance‌‌of‌‌                               

the‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌being‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌emotions.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

piece‌‌introduces‌‌these‌‌restrictive‌‌aspects‌‌in‌‌the‌‌background‌‌of‌‌its‌‌experience‌‌and‌‌instead‌‌it‌‌                           

puts‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌forward‌ ‌and‌ ‌lets‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌‌flow‌‌through‌‌following‌‌his‌‌                         

emotions.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌heavy‌‌surveillance‌‌that‌‌both‌‌Caleb‌‌and‌‌                           

Ava‌ ‌are‌ ‌exposed‌‌to‌‌by‌‌Nathan,‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌first‌‌interaction‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌and‌‌Caleb‌‌through‌‌the‌‌                               

CCTV‌ ‌that‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌monitors.‌‌Then,‌‌the‌‌shot‌‌cuts‌‌into‌‌the‌‌observation‌‌room‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌                               

kept‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌inescapable‌ ‌room‌ ‌surrounded‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌thick‌ ‌glass‌ ‌walls.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                           

presents‌ ‌the‌ ‌preeminence‌ ‌of‌ ‌digital‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌intense‌ ‌security‌ ‌system‌‌                           

through‌‌the‌‌blue‌‌and‌‌red‌‌light‌‌access‌‌consoles‌‌in‌‌the‌‌visual‌‌background.‌‌The‌‌sequence‌‌cuts‌‌                             

to‌ ‌a‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shot‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌fracture‌‌on‌‌the‌‌glass‌‌wall‌‌of‌‌Ava’s‌‌captive‌‌space‌‌recalling‌‌a‌‌sign‌‌of‌‌                                     

struggle‌ ‌and‌ ‌violence.‌ ‌The‌ ‌scene‌ ‌is‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌tense‌ ‌music.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌‌start‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                             

sequence,‌‌when‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌holistically‌‌combined,‌‌sets‌‌a‌‌tense‌‌mood.‌‌However,‌‌                       

when‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌frame‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌sees‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌time,‌ ‌the‌‌music‌‌                                   

changes‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌soft‌ ‌and‌ ‌romantic‌ ‌one‌ ‌which‌ ‌abruptly‌ ‌changes‌ ‌the‌ ‌mood‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                             

experience.‌‌Thus,‌‌within‌‌the‌‌sequence,‌‌the‌‌sudden‌‌cuts‌‌in‌‌between‌‌Ava’s‌‌point‌‌of‌‌view‌‌and‌‌                             

Caleb’s‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌view‌ ‌bolsters‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌first‌ ‌interaction.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌introduces‌‌Ava‌‌as‌‌an‌‌AI‌‌whose‌‌hands,‌‌face,‌‌feet‌‌and‌‌voice‌‌are‌‌                             

in‌‌human‌‌structure,‌‌but‌‌the‌‌rest‌‌of‌‌her‌‌body‌‌is‌‌in‌‌machine‌‌structure‌‌covered‌‌by‌‌wires.‌‌Thus,‌‌                                 

the‌ ‌biggest‌ ‌hint‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌within‌ ‌its‌ ‌experience‌ ‌on‌‌how‌‌these‌‌two‌‌                             

characters‌‌set‌‌a‌‌perception‌‌towards‌‌each‌‌other‌‌is‌‌the‌‌part‌‌within‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Ava‌‌tells‌‌                                 

Caleb‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌hasn’t‌ ‌met‌ ‌anyone‌ ‌new‌ ‌before‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌and‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌tells‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌he‌ ‌hasn’t‌ ‌met‌‌                               
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anyone‌ ‌like‌ ‌her.‌ ‌The‌ ‌hint‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌knows‌ ‌that‌ ‌if‌ ‌she‌ ‌wants‌ ‌to‌ ‌change‌ ‌her‌‌                                 

circumstances,‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌her‌ ‌only‌ ‌choice.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌she‌ ‌should‌ ‌use‌ ‌her‌ ‌AI‌ ‌capabilities‌ ‌of‌‌                           

imagination,‌‌sexuality,‌‌self-awareness‌‌and‌‌empathy‌‌to‌‌manipulate‌‌Caleb.‌‌On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand,‌‌                       

the‌ ‌hint‌ ‌about‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌his‌ ‌fascinations‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌can‌ ‌make‌ ‌him‌ ‌overlook‌ ‌this‌‌                             

manipulation.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene‌‌proposes‌‌Caleb’s‌‌instant‌‌fascination‌‌and‌‌trust‌‌towards‌‌                       

Ava‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌this‌‌aspect.‌‌In‌‌the‌‌scene,‌‌Caleb‌‌shares‌‌his‌‌first‌‌impressions‌‌on‌‌Ava‌‌                                 

to‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘She’s‌ ‌extraordinary.‌ ‌When‌ ‌you‌ ‌talk‌‌to‌‌her,‌‌you’re‌‌through‌‌the‌‌looking‌‌glass’.‌‌                             

Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌fascination‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌‌advanced‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌for‌‌displaying‌‌                           

herself‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌human‌ ‌being‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌AI.‌‌ ‌  

At‌ ‌this‌ ‌precise‌ ‌moment‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌‌the‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

most‌‌important‌‌hints‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌through‌‌Nathan‌‌as‌‌he‌‌states‌‌‘The‌‌real‌‌test‌‌                             

is‌ ‌to‌ ‌show‌ ‌you‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌robot.‌ ‌Then,‌ ‌see‌ ‌if‌ ‌you‌ ‌still‌‌feel‌‌she‌‌has‌‌consciousness’.‌‌The‌‌hint‌‌                                     

here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌real‌ ‌test‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌see‌ ‌if‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌would‌ ‌‘feel’‌ ‌if‌‌Ava‌‌has‌‌a‌‌consciousness‌‌or‌‌not.‌‌                                       

Correspondingly,‌‌Caleb‌‌is‌‌the‌‌one‌‌who‌‌is‌‌tested‌‌and‌‌Ava‌‌within‌‌this‌‌equation‌‌is‌‌the‌‌one‌‌who‌‌                                 

is‌‌testing‌‌Caleb‌‌if‌‌she‌‌can‌‌manipulate‌‌his‌‌emotions‌‌or‌‌not.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌Nathan‌‌within‌‌this‌‌                             

equation‌‌is‌‌the‌‌conductor‌‌of‌‌the‌‌test‌‌who‌‌considers‌‌both‌‌Caleb‌‌and‌‌Ava‌‌as‌‌the‌‌objects‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                                   

research.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌this‌ ‌hint,‌ ‌although‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌by‌ ‌deeply‌ ‌embedded‌‌cinematic‌‌touches‌‌                     

throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌become‌ ‌explicit‌ ‌until‌ ‌late‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                         

experience.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌yet‌ ‌again‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌evolves‌‌from‌‌the‌‌                         

eyes‌‌of‌‌Caleb‌‌up‌‌until‌‌a‌‌late‌‌point‌‌of‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌his‌‌incognizance‌‌of‌‌                                   

the‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌being‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌‘feelings’.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌intention‌ ‌of‌ ‌underlining‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌‌                         

parameters‌‌functioning‌‌through‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌technology,‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌which‌‌sets‌‌off‌‌                       

with‌‌Caleb‌‌figuring‌‌out‌‌that‌‌the‌‌screen‌‌at‌‌his‌‌room‌‌actually‌‌displays‌‌a‌‌CCTV‌‌camera‌‌that‌‌is‌‌                                 

situated‌ ‌at‌ ‌Ava’s‌ ‌room.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌starts‌ ‌to‌ ‌watch‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                           

manifests‌‌the‌‌intensity‌‌of‌‌this‌‌surveillance‌‌through‌‌cutting‌‌into‌‌CCTV‌‌footage‌‌that‌‌show‌‌Ava‌‌                           

from‌ ‌many‌‌different‌‌angles.‌‌Another‌‌cinematic‌‌hint‌‌that‌‌is‌‌deep-down‌‌manifested‌‌within‌‌the‌‌                         

cinematic‌‌experience‌‌is‌‌that‌‌while‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌showing‌‌Ava‌‌through‌‌the‌‌CCTV,‌‌Ava‌‌                           

touches‌‌the‌‌wall‌‌and‌‌then‌‌there‌‌happens‌‌a‌‌temporary‌‌power‌‌cut‌‌within‌‌the‌‌whole‌‌facility.‌‌As‌‌                               

the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌reveals‌‌in‌‌the‌‌further‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌Ava‌‌by‌‌using‌‌her‌‌                               

AI‌‌capacities‌‌triggers‌‌these‌‌power‌‌cuts.‌‌This‌‌ability‌‌that‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌dedicates‌‌to‌‌Ava‌‌                             

suggests‌‌the‌‌superior‌‌powers‌‌and‌‌capabilities‌‌that‌‌she‌‌has‌‌compared‌‌to‌‌Nathan‌‌and‌‌Caleb.‌‌                           

However,‌ ‌since‌ ‌this‌ ‌hint‌ ‌at‌ ‌this‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌experience‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌and‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌experience‌ ‌is‌ ‌evolving‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb,‌ ‌he‌‌                           

nervously‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌figure‌ ‌out‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌ ‌going‌ ‌on.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌this‌‌                             

power‌ ‌cut‌ ‌as‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌lights‌ ‌in‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌room‌ ‌turning‌ ‌into‌ ‌red‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌chaotic‌ ‌camera‌‌                               

moves‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌‌a‌‌tense‌‌music.‌‌Within‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌Caleb‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌get‌‌out‌‌of‌‌the‌‌room‌‌                                 
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but‌ ‌apparently‌ ‌when‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌power‌ ‌cut,‌ ‌the‌ ‌facility‌ ‌totally‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌locked‌ ‌down.‌‌                           

Therefore,‌‌Caleb‌‌can‌‌not‌‌get‌‌out‌‌of‌‌the‌‌room.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌introduces‌‌this‌‌scene‌‌to‌‌                               

underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌actually‌ ‌‌chooses‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌high-tech‌ ‌prison‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌and‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌by‌‌                             

smart‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌and‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌totally‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌choice‌ ‌along‌‌                           

with‌ ‌many‌ ‌things‌ ‌because‌ ‌his‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌obscure‌ ‌these‌ ‌details.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌this‌‌                       

incognizance‌‌combined‌‌with‌‌the‌‌advanced‌‌development‌‌level‌‌of‌‌AI‌‌makes‌‌him‌‌overlook‌‌that‌‌                         

Kyoko‌ ‌(Sonoya‌ ‌Mizuno),‌ ‌another‌ ‌AI,‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌a‌ ‌human‌ ‌being,‌ ‌although‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌hinted‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌through‌ ‌her‌ ‌actions,‌ ‌gestures‌ ‌and‌ ‌reactions,‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌act‌ ‌like‌‌a‌‌                             

real‌ ‌human‌ ‌being.‌‌ ‌  

Up‌ ‌until‌ ‌this‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌suggests‌‌many‌‌                         

enigmas‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌settings,‌‌                           

Nathan’s‌ ‌actions/gestures/words,‌ ‌music,‌ ‌framings,‌ ‌lighting,‌ ‌special‌ ‌effects‌ ‌and‌ ‌editing.‌‌                 

However,‌‌at‌‌this‌‌stage‌‌of‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌he‌‌is‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌one‌‌thing‌‌which‌‌is‌‌that‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌an‌‌                                     

AI‌‌but‌‌not‌‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌when‌‌Nathan‌‌asks‌‌Caleb‌‌how‌‌to‌‌proceed‌‌with‌‌                                 

the‌ ‌next‌ ‌session,‌ ‌he‌ ‌confidently‌ ‌answers‌ ‌that‌ ‌‘I’m‌ ‌not‌ ‌sure.‌ ‌I’m‌‌still‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌figure‌‌out‌‌the‌‌                                 

examination‌‌format.‌‌Testing‌‌Ava‌‌by‌‌conversation‌‌is‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌closed‌‌loop.‌‌Like‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌test‌‌a‌‌                                 

chess‌ ‌computer‌ ‌by‌ ‌only‌ ‌playing‌ ‌chess’.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌still‌ ‌aware‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌is‌ ‌just‌ ‌an‌                               

advanced‌ ‌machine‌ ‌and‌ ‌he‌ ‌definitely‌ ‌differentiates‌ ‌her‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌real‌ ‌person.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌‌                         

cinematic‌‌piece‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌an‌‌AI‌‌but‌‌not‌‌a‌‌human‌‌being‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene‌‌which‌‌                                   

sets‌‌off‌‌with‌‌a‌‌shot‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Ava‌‌shows‌‌the‌‌drawing‌‌that‌‌she‌‌made‌‌to‌‌Caleb.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌                                   

touch‌ ‌here‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌AI‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌camera‌ ‌tilt‌ ‌moving‌ ‌from‌ ‌his‌ ‌human‌ ‌being‌‌                                   

shaped‌‌hands‌‌to‌‌his‌‌machine‌‌shaped‌‌arms.‌‌Then,‌‌the‌‌discussion‌‌between‌‌them‌‌evolves‌‌as‌‌                           

Ava‌ ‌asking‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌if‌ ‌he‌ ‌wants‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌her‌ ‌friend.‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌continues‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘Our‌ ‌conversations‌ ‌are‌‌                               

one-sided.‌ ‌You‌ ‌learn‌ ‌about‌ ‌me,‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌learn‌ ‌nothing‌ ‌about‌ ‌you.‌ ‌That’s‌‌not‌‌a‌‌foundation‌‌on‌‌                               

which‌ ‌friendships‌ ‌are‌‌based’.‌‌Here,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌the‌‌first‌‌instance‌‌of‌‌manipulation‌‌that‌‌is‌‌applied‌‌by‌‌                               

Ava‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌to‌ ‌feel‌ ‌her‌ ‌as‌ ‌his‌ ‌equal.‌‌However,‌‌since‌‌the‌‌                                     

cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌evolves‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌and‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb,‌ ‌the‌ ‌experience‌‌                       

indicates‌ ‌Ava’s‌ ‌move‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌sign‌ ‌of‌ ‌initiating‌ ‌a‌ ‌sincere‌ ‌connection.‌ ‌At‌ ‌this‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                                 

cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌the‌‌piece‌‌focuses‌‌on‌‌Caleb’s‌‌facial‌‌reaction‌‌indicating‌‌how‌‌impressed‌‌                       

he‌ ‌is‌ ‌from‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌lowkey‌ ‌heartbeat‌ ‌sound‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌background‌ ‌hints‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌liveliness‌‌                               

Caleb‌‌feels‌‌about‌‌their‌‌conversation.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌focuses,‌‌in‌‌close-up‌‌shot,‌‌to‌‌                           

Ava’s‌ ‌gestures‌ ‌and‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌she‌ ‌seems,‌ ‌talks‌ ‌and‌ ‌smiles‌ ‌just‌ ‌like‌ ‌a‌ ‌real‌ ‌human‌ ‌being.‌‌                             

Ava,‌‌using‌‌her‌‌capability‌‌of‌‌making‌‌Caleb‌‌feel‌‌like‌‌she‌‌is‌‌not‌‌just‌‌an‌‌AI,‌‌organically‌‌starts‌‌to‌‌                                   

lead‌‌the‌‌conversation‌‌and‌‌by‌‌asking‌‌Caleb‌‌some‌‌personal‌‌questions,‌‌she‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌make‌‌him‌‌                             

bond‌‌with‌‌her.‌‌Yet,‌‌Caleb‌‌unwittingly‌‌continues‌‌to‌‌bond‌‌with‌‌Ava.‌‌That’s‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌moment‌‌                             

when‌‌Ava‌‌asks‌‌Caleb‌‌if‌‌he‌‌likes‌‌Nathan.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌they‌‌                                 

are‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌constant‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌of‌ ‌Nathan,‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌insert‌ ‌which‌ ‌shows‌ ‌the‌ ‌CCTV‌‌                             

185‌ ‌ 



cameras‌‌in‌‌the‌‌observation‌‌room.‌‌The‌‌next‌‌cut‌‌to‌‌an‌‌insert‌‌of‌‌the‌‌CCTV‌‌cameras‌‌is‌‌when‌‌all‌‌                                   

of‌‌the‌‌cameras‌‌turn‌‌off‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌a‌‌power‌‌cut‌‌which‌‌happens‌‌right‌‌after‌‌Ava‌‌asks‌‌                                   

Caleb‌‌if‌‌he‌‌likes‌‌Nathan.‌‌Here,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌it‌‌is‌‌not‌‌explicitly‌‌put‌‌into‌‌words,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                                   

through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌does‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌cuts‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌                               

talk‌‌with‌‌Caleb‌‌without‌‌the‌‌surveillance‌‌of‌‌Nathan‌‌indicating‌‌that‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌even‌‌more‌‌powerful‌‌                             

than‌‌her‌‌creator.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌also‌‌hinted‌‌within‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌when‌‌Ava‌‌does‌‌not‌‌give‌‌any‌‌reactions‌‌                                 

when‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌power‌‌cut.‌‌On‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand,‌‌Caleb,‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌this,‌‌stands‌‌up‌‌and‌‌tries‌‌                                   

to‌‌figure‌‌out‌‌what‌‌is‌‌going‌‌on.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌makes‌‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌lights‌‌turn‌‌into‌‌red‌‌                                     

any‌‌time‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌power‌‌cut‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌differentiate‌‌the‌‌filtered‌‌conversations‌‌of‌‌Caleb‌‌and‌‌                                 

Ava‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌Nathan’s‌‌surveillance‌‌and‌‌the‌‌non-filtered‌‌conversations‌‌of‌‌them.‌‌                         

Therefore,‌‌from‌‌the‌‌eyes‌‌of‌‌Caleb‌‌the‌‌red‌‌light‌‌signifies‌‌the‌‌moments‌‌that‌‌they‌‌truly‌‌connect.‌‌                               

However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌real‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌red‌ ‌light‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌sole‌ ‌manipulative‌ ‌moments‌ ‌of‌ ‌Ava.‌‌                             

That’s‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌when‌‌there‌‌is‌‌the‌‌power‌‌cut,‌‌she‌‌right‌‌immediately‌‌tells‌‌Caleb‌‌                               

not‌ ‌to‌ ‌trust‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌and‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌trust‌ ‌anything‌ ‌he‌ ‌says.‌‌ ‌  

This‌‌is‌‌the‌‌first‌‌instance‌‌that‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌introduces‌‌the‌‌two‌‌rival‌‌sides.‌‌                           

However,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌case‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌external‌‌force‌‌to‌‌make‌‌him‌‌                               

choose‌‌a‌‌side‌‌but‌‌two‌‌sides‌‌to‌‌be‌‌chosen.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌the‌‌rest‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌                               

evolves‌ ‌through‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌emotion‌ ‌changes‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌has‌ ‌with‌‌                         

Nathan‌ ‌and‌ ‌Ava.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌of‌‌Ava‌‌through‌‌her‌‌acting‌‌to‌‌reciprocate‌‌his‌‌                               

feelings‌‌and‌‌through‌‌her‌‌victimization‌‌of‌‌herself‌‌and‌‌villainization‌‌of‌‌Nathan,‌‌Caleb,‌‌although‌‌                         

confused,‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌instances‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌rivalry‌ ‌chooses‌ ‌Ava’s‌ ‌side.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌this‌‌confusion‌‌within‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌scene‌‌above‌‌through‌‌his‌‌gestures‌‌and‌‌                         

facial‌ ‌expressions‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌gives‌ ‌after‌ ‌the‌ ‌electric‌ ‌power‌ ‌is‌ ‌back.‌ ‌Also,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                             

manifests‌‌that‌‌he‌‌chooses‌‌Ava’s‌‌side‌‌when‌‌he‌‌does‌‌not‌‌tell‌‌Nathan‌‌about‌‌their‌‌red‌‌light‌‌talk‌‌                                 

that‌ ‌he‌ ‌had‌ ‌with‌ ‌Ava.‌ ‌Here‌ ‌again,‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌choosing‌ ‌Ava’s‌ ‌side‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌‌                               

emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌as‌ ‌he‌ ‌evolves‌ ‌to‌ ‌think‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌‌has‌‌an‌‌awareness‌‌of‌‌her‌‌mind‌‌and‌‌                                 

awareness‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌mind.‌ ‌This‌ ‌signifies‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌starts‌ ‌to‌‌feel‌‌some‌‌emotions‌‌towards‌‌her‌‌                             

and‌ ‌he‌ ‌also‌ ‌thinks‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌has‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌reciprocate‌ ‌his‌ ‌feelings.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌his‌‌                             

emotions‌‌evolve‌‌as‌‌the‌‌clear‌‌perception‌‌that‌‌he‌‌has‌‌towards‌‌Ava‌‌to‌‌be‌‌an‌‌AI‌‌becomes‌‌more‌‌                                 

and‌ ‌more‌ ‌blurred.‌‌  ‌ 

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌at‌ ‌this‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌ ‌experience‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌‌manifest‌‌this‌‌connection‌‌                           

between‌‌Ava‌‌and‌‌Caleb‌‌through‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Caleb‌‌is‌‌watching‌‌Ava‌‌from‌‌the‌‌CCTV‌‌in‌‌                                 

his‌ ‌room.‌ ‌Even‌ ‌if‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌know‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌watching‌ ‌her,‌ ‌she‌ ‌directly‌‌looks‌‌at‌‌the‌‌                                   

CCTV‌‌camera‌‌(In‌‌the‌‌further‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌she‌‌confesses‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌the‌‌                                 

camera‌‌with‌‌the‌‌hope‌‌that‌‌Caleb‌‌is‌‌watching‌‌her).‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌by‌‌proposing‌                             

cuts‌ ‌in‌ ‌between‌ ‌shots‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌Ava‌‌through‌‌the‌‌screen‌‌showing‌‌CCTV‌‌                               

footage‌ ‌of‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌and‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌is‌ ‌looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌CCTV‌ ‌camera,‌‌accompanied‌‌by‌‌romantic‌‌music,‌‌                             
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manifests‌ ‌the‌ ‌feeling‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌growing‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌each‌ ‌other.‌ ‌This‌ ‌unique‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌is‌ ‌presented‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌combination‌ ‌of‌ ‌framing,‌ ‌editing,‌ ‌music‌ ‌and‌ ‌acting.‌‌This‌‌                           

hint‌ ‌is‌ ‌confirmed‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌shot‌ ‌that‌ ‌zooms-in‌ ‌to‌ ‌Caleb's‌ ‌smiling‌ ‌face‌‌                             

indicating‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌‌feels‌‌like‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌him‌‌to‌‌connect‌‌with‌‌him.‌‌This‌‌manifestation‌‌of‌‌                                 

connecting‌‌is‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌Caleb’s‌‌feelings.‌‌However,‌‌as‌‌Nathan‌‌reveals‌‌in‌‌the‌‌further‌‌parts‌‌                             

of‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌Ava’s‌‌AI‌‌system‌‌is‌‌a‌‌combination‌‌of‌‌the‌‌emotions,‌‌thoughts‌‌and‌‌reactions‌‌                             

of‌ ‌billions‌ ‌of‌ ‌people.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌Ava‌‌has‌‌the‌‌ability‌‌to‌‌analyze‌‌the‌‌situation‌‌and‌‌present‌‌                             

herself‌‌accordingly‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌data‌‌of‌‌billions‌‌of‌‌people.‌‌Respectively,‌‌she‌‌consists‌‌                           

of‌ ‌impulse,‌ ‌response,‌ ‌fluid,‌ ‌imperfect,‌ ‌patterned,‌ ‌chaotic‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌eyes,‌ ‌all‌ ‌these‌‌                         

characteristics‌‌combined,‌‌the‌‌complexity‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌precisely‌‌blurs‌‌the‌‌fact‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌not‌‌a‌‌real‌‌                               

human‌ ‌being‌ ‌but‌ ‌an‌ ‌AI.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌session‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌continues‌ ‌to‌ ‌manipulate‌ ‌him‌ ‌again‌ ‌both‌‌using‌‌the‌‌tactic‌‌of‌‌                             

victimizing‌‌herself‌‌and‌‌using‌‌the‌‌tactic‌‌of‌‌making‌‌Caleb‌‌get‌‌attracted‌‌to‌‌her.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌in‌‌                               

the‌ ‌session,‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌confesses‌ ‌that‌‌she‌‌never‌‌went‌‌outside‌‌of‌‌her‌‌room‌‌and‌‌right‌‌immediately‌‌                             

she‌ ‌confesses‌ ‌that‌ ‌if‌ ‌she‌ ‌was‌ ‌to‌ ‌go‌ ‌out,‌ ‌she‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘a‌ ‌busy‌ ‌pedestrian‌ ‌and‌‌traffic‌‌                                     

intersection‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌city’‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌Caleb.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌their‌ ‌conversation‌‌                       

organically‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌a‌‌prisoner‌‌of‌‌Nathan‌‌and‌‌organically‌‌flirts‌‌with‌‌Caleb.‌‌Her‌‌                             

flirting‌‌becomes‌‌the‌‌most‌‌blatant‌‌within‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌when‌‌she,‌‌to‌‌surprise‌‌Caleb,‌‌goes‌‌to‌‌her‌‌                               

room‌‌to‌‌wear‌‌clothes‌‌and‌‌a‌‌wig‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌precisely‌‌look‌‌like‌‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being.‌‌Thus,‌‌her‌‌                                     

wearing‌‌clothes‌‌and‌‌a‌‌wig,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌indicates,‌‌not‌‌only‌‌manifests‌‌her‌‌attempt‌‌                             

to‌‌attract‌‌Caleb‌‌but‌‌also‌‌manifests‌‌her‌‌craving‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being‌‌and‌‌to‌‌be‌‌with‌‌real‌‌                                     

human‌ ‌beings.‌ ‌This‌ ‌craving,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene,‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌by‌‌the‌‌shots‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌                           

the‌‌touch‌‌of‌‌the‌‌clothes‌‌to‌‌her‌‌skin,‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌her‌‌face‌‌with‌‌a‌‌reaction‌‌of‌‌how‌‌delighted‌‌she‌‌                                     

feels‌‌by‌‌wearing‌‌these‌‌clothes,‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌her‌‌gentle‌‌touches‌‌to‌‌the‌‌wigs,‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                               

posters‌‌that‌‌she‌‌hangs‌‌to‌‌her‌‌wall‌‌which‌‌are‌‌posters‌‌of‌‌real‌‌people‌‌and‌‌of‌‌a‌‌real‌‌life‌‌with‌‌a‌‌                                       

lot‌ ‌of‌ ‌real‌ ‌people.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌all‌ ‌these‌ ‌shots‌ ‌combined‌ ‌with‌ ‌an‌ ‌emotional‌ ‌music‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌a‌‌                             

scene‌‌consisting‌‌of‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌which‌‌indicates‌‌that‌‌the‌‌main‌‌craving‌‌for‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌                             

to‌‌be‌‌like‌‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being‌‌and‌‌to‌‌be‌‌acknowledged‌‌like‌‌one.‌‌That's‌‌why,‌‌she‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌put‌‌                                     

on‌ ‌an‌ ‌appearance‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being‌‌and‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌that‌‌when‌‌she‌‌                               

does‌ ‌these‌ ‌changes‌‌she‌‌is‌‌no‌‌different‌‌than‌‌a‌‌human‌‌being.‌‌The‌‌excitement‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌before‌‌                               

showing‌ ‌herself‌ ‌to‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌by‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌her‌‌                             

nervous‌ ‌hand‌ ‌gestures‌ ‌and‌ ‌her‌ ‌nervous‌ ‌gestures‌ ‌in‌ ‌general‌ ‌while‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌walking‌‌towards‌‌                           

Caleb.‌ ‌From‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌side,‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌as‌ ‌no‌ ‌different‌ ‌than‌ ‌a‌ ‌real‌ ‌woman‌ ‌makes‌ ‌him‌‌lose‌‌                               

track‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌fact‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌actually‌ ‌still‌ ‌a‌ ‌machine‌ ‌even‌‌if‌‌she‌‌is‌‌the‌‌most‌‌advanced‌‌one,‌‌                                     

therefore,‌ ‌he‌ ‌falls‌ ‌more‌ ‌for‌ ‌her.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌he‌ ‌gets‌ ‌nervous‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌physical‌ ‌and‌‌                             

emotional‌ ‌attraction‌ ‌towards‌ ‌her‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌superiority‌ ‌of‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌yet‌‌again‌‌as‌‌she‌‌                             

says‌ ‌to‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌‌gives‌‌her‌‌indications‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌attracted‌‌to‌‌her‌‌because‌‌of‌‌his‌‌micro‌‌                                   
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expressions‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌way‌‌his‌‌eyes‌‌fix‌‌in‌‌her‌‌eyes‌‌and‌‌in‌‌her‌‌lips.‌‌Here,‌‌Ava,‌‌after‌‌getting‌‌                                     

the‌ ‌hint‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌really‌ ‌attracted‌ ‌to‌ ‌her,‌ ‌organically‌ ‌turns‌ ‌the‌ ‌conversation‌ ‌into‌ ‌an‌‌                             

emotional‌‌one‌‌by‌‌stating‌‌that‌‌‘Do‌‌you‌‌think‌‌about‌‌me‌‌when‌‌we‌‌aren’t‌‌together?‌‌Sometimes,‌‌                             

at‌‌night,‌‌I‌‌wonder‌‌if‌‌you’re‌‌watching‌‌me‌‌on‌‌the‌‌cameras.‌‌And‌‌I‌‌hope‌‌you‌‌are.’‌‌Thus,‌‌after‌‌this‌‌                                     

intense‌ ‌emotional‌ ‌revelation‌ ‌of‌ ‌Ava,‌ ‌Caleb’s‌‌emotions‌‌get‌‌more‌‌intense‌‌on‌‌a‌‌level‌‌that‌‌he,‌‌                             

although‌ ‌still‌ ‌confused,‌ ‌starts‌ ‌to‌ ‌really‌ ‌get‌ ‌attached‌ ‌to‌ ‌her.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                           

manifests‌‌this‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene‌‌by‌‌cutting‌‌in‌‌between‌‌the‌‌shot‌‌of‌‌the‌‌CCTV‌‌footage‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌                                   

taking‌ ‌her‌ ‌clothes‌ ‌off‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌extreme‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shot‌ ‌to‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌eyes‌‌watching‌‌Ava,‌‌to‌‌his‌‌                               

gulping,‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌hand‌ ‌trying‌ ‌to‌ ‌touch‌ ‌her.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌after‌ ‌the‌ ‌piece‌ ‌hinting‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌wants‌‌him‌‌to‌‌                                   

watch‌ ‌her,‌ ‌she‌ ‌acts‌ ‌as‌ ‌if‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌watching‌ ‌her‌ ‌and‌ ‌sort‌ ‌of‌ ‌manipulates‌ ‌him‌ ‌through‌ ‌this‌‌                                 

knowledge.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌feelings‌ ‌through‌ ‌his‌‌                     

confusion‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌intensity.‌ ‌That’s‌ ‌the‌ ‌reason‌ ‌why‌ ‌he‌‌asks‌‌Nathan‌‌if‌‌he‌‌                               

programmed‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌to‌ ‌flirt‌ ‌with‌ ‌him.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌‌Nathan‌‌as‌‌the‌‌creator‌‌of‌‌                                 

Ava,‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌Kyoko’s‌‌emotionless‌‌face‌‌while‌‌they‌‌are‌‌talking‌‌about‌‌programming‌‌                           

to‌ ‌indicate‌ ‌that‌ ‌AI‌ ‌works‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌programming‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌‌is‌‌exposed‌‌to.‌‌The‌‌cut‌‌                                   

here‌ ‌to‌ ‌Kyoko‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌on‌ ‌programming‌ ‌two‌ ‌different‌ ‌AIs‌‌with‌‌                               

distinct‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌capacities‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌is‌ ‌rather‌ ‌much‌ ‌advanced‌‌than‌‌Kyoko‌‌                             

precisely‌‌because‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌programmed‌‌in‌‌a‌‌way‌‌that‌‌the‌‌actions‌‌are‌‌not‌‌automatic‌‌but‌‌rather‌‌                               

a‌ ‌reflection‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌consciousness‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌grows‌ ‌by‌ ‌using‌ ‌imagination,‌ ‌sexuality,‌‌                       

self-awareness,‌ ‌empathy‌ ‌and‌ ‌manipulation.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌answers‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌by‌‌                 

saying‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌‌hasn’t‌‌programmed‌‌her‌‌to‌‌flirt‌‌with‌‌him.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌then‌‌indicates‌‌                             

Caleb’s‌ ‌relief‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌shots‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌his‌ ‌facial‌‌                           

reactions‌ ‌and‌ ‌his‌ ‌gestures.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌the‌ ‌piece‌ ‌here‌ ‌hints‌ ‌one‌ ‌more‌ ‌time‌ ‌that‌‌Nathan‌‌does‌‌not‌‌                               

care‌ ‌if‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌affirms‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌ ‌consciousness‌ ‌but‌ ‌he‌ ‌cares‌ ‌if‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌‌                                   

manipulate‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌and‌ ‌make‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌help‌ ‌her‌ ‌to‌ ‌change‌ ‌her‌ ‌circumstances‌ ‌by‌ ‌using‌ ‌her‌‌                           

abilities‌ ‌and‌ ‌capabilities.‌ ‌So‌ ‌as‌‌to‌‌say,‌‌Nathan‌‌just‌‌cares‌‌if‌‌Ava‌‌will‌‌be‌‌able‌‌to‌‌make‌‌Caleb‌‌                                   

grow‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌her‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌to‌ ‌overlook‌ ‌the‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌‌                           

employs‌ ‌to‌ ‌him‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌has‌ ‌towards‌ ‌her.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌after‌ ‌Nathan’s‌‌revelation‌‌that‌‌Ava‌‌acts‌‌autonomously,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌                       

to‌‌manifest‌‌that‌‌Caleb‌‌now‌‌sees‌‌Ava‌‌as‌‌his‌‌equal,‌‌presents‌‌the‌‌staging‌‌of‌‌the‌‌next‌‌sessions‌‌                                 

to‌‌be‌‌framed‌‌as‌‌both‌‌Ava‌‌and‌‌Caleb‌‌sitting‌‌in‌‌the‌‌same‌‌way,‌‌as‌‌they‌‌are‌‌on‌‌the‌‌same‌‌level‌‌                                       

and‌ ‌as‌ ‌they‌ ‌put‌ ‌their‌‌hands‌‌in‌‌their‌‌laps‌‌in‌‌the‌‌same‌‌way‌‌like‌‌as‌‌if‌‌they‌‌are‌‌mirroring‌‌each‌‌                                       

other.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌with‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌staging‌‌not‌‌only‌‌manifests‌‌that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌                                 

equals‌ ‌now‌ ‌in‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌that‌ ‌again‌ ‌in‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌the‌ ‌connection‌‌                             

between‌‌them‌‌is‌‌getting‌‌stronger.‌‌As‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌this‌‌connection‌‌that‌‌Caleb‌‌feels‌‌towards‌‌                             

Ava,‌‌he‌‌tells‌‌the‌‌story‌‌of‌‌Mary‌‌in‌‌the‌‌black‌‌to‌‌her.‌‌The‌‌story‌‌is‌‌about‌‌a‌‌scientist‌‌specialized‌‌in‌‌                                       
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colours‌‌who‌‌lives‌‌in‌‌a‌‌black‌‌and‌‌white‌‌room‌‌all‌‌her‌‌life‌‌and‌‌one‌‌day‌‌she‌‌walks‌‌out‌‌and‌‌sees‌‌                                       

the‌ ‌real‌ ‌colors.‌ ‌Caleb,‌ ‌after‌ ‌telling‌ ‌this‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌says‌ ‌to‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌‘The‌ ‌thought‌‌                           

experiment‌‌was‌‌to‌‌show‌‌the‌‌students‌‌the‌‌difference‌‌between‌‌a‌‌computer‌‌and‌‌a‌‌human‌‌mind.‌‌                             

The‌ ‌computer‌ ‌is‌ ‌Mary‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌black‌ ‌and‌ ‌white‌ ‌room.‌ ‌The‌ ‌human‌ ‌is‌ ‌when‌ ‌she‌ ‌walks‌ ‌out’.‌‌                                 

Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌shares‌‌this‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌by‌‌Caleb‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌manifest‌‌that‌‌                             

Caleb‌‌deep‌‌inside‌‌thinks‌‌that‌‌if‌‌and‌‌only‌‌if‌‌Ava‌‌gets‌‌out‌‌of‌‌this‌‌captive‌‌space‌‌and‌‌makes‌‌it‌‌to‌‌                                       

the‌ ‌real‌ ‌world,‌ ‌she‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌real‌ ‌human‌ ‌being.‌ ‌The‌ ‌scene‌‌here‌‌directly‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌Ava’s‌‌face‌‌                                   

and‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌seen‌ ‌through‌ ‌her‌ ‌facial‌‌reactions‌‌that‌‌she‌‌wants‌‌to‌‌break‌‌free‌‌and‌‌become‌‌a‌‌real‌‌                                   

human‌‌being.‌‌Then,‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌Caleb‌‌confessing‌‌to‌‌Ava‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌there‌‌to‌‌test‌‌her‌‌if‌‌                                     

she‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌ ‌consciousness‌ ‌or‌ ‌if‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌just‌ ‌simulating‌ ‌one.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                                 

proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌scene‌ ‌to‌ ‌emphasize‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb,‌ ‌moving‌ ‌on‌ ‌with‌ ‌his‌ ‌confusions‌ ‌on‌ ‌Ava’s‌‌                           

emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌him,‌ ‌trusts‌ ‌her,‌‌wants‌‌her‌‌to‌‌be‌‌real‌‌and‌‌wants‌‌to‌‌make‌‌her‌‌real.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌                                   

the‌ ‌manifestation‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌feelings‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Ava.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌Ava,‌ ‌realizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌‌                         

vulnerable‌ ‌towards‌ ‌her,‌ ‌directly‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌their‌‌red‌‌light‌‌moments,‌‌which‌‌are‌‌                             

unobserved,‌ ‌sincere,‌ ‌affectionate‌ ‌and‌ ‌emotional.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌the‌‌                     

intensity‌‌of‌‌these‌‌red‌‌light‌‌moments‌‌through‌‌the‌‌close-up‌‌shots‌‌to‌‌their‌‌faces‌‌while‌‌they‌‌are‌‌                               

talking.‌‌During‌‌their‌‌discussion‌‌under‌‌the‌‌red‌‌light,‌‌Ava‌‌once‌‌again‌‌convinces‌‌Caleb‌‌that‌‌he‌‌                             

should‌ ‌not‌ ‌trust‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌by‌ ‌using‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌her.‌‌ ‌  

Yet‌‌again,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌does‌‌not‌‌manifest‌‌Ava’s‌‌actions‌‌as‌‌a‌‌manipulation‌‌but‌‌                           

as‌ ‌an‌ ‌indicator‌ ‌of‌ ‌affectation.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌in‌‌                           

order‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌its‌ ‌experience‌ ‌flows‌ ‌through‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                         

choices‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌makes‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌emotions.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌by‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch,‌ ‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌keeps‌ ‌the‌ ‌dramatic‌ ‌effect‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌ ‌experience‌ ‌constant‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌‌the‌‌                           

tension‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌emotional‌ ‌journey‌‌of‌‌Caleb.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

piece,‌‌throughout‌‌its‌‌experience,‌‌does‌‌not‌‌propose‌‌anything‌‌certain‌‌but‌‌proposes‌‌everything‌‌                       

to‌ ‌be‌ ‌shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌and‌ ‌flow‌ ‌through‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌emotions.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌‌                             

highlight‌‌that‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌philosophizing‌‌that‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌manifests‌‌is‌‌not‌‌Ava’s‌‌                         

manipulation‌ ‌but‌ ‌how‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌overlooks‌ ‌this‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌emotions.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                           

precise‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌reveals‌‌that‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌manipulating‌‌Caleb‌‌at‌‌the‌‌end‌‌of‌‌                               

its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌revealing‌ ‌it‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌beginning‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌ ‌experience.‌‌                         

Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌ ‌touch,‌ ‌manifests‌‌that‌‌it‌‌is‌‌Caleb’s‌‌emotions‌‌                         

which‌ ‌make‌ ‌him‌ ‌overlook‌‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌and‌‌her‌‌manipulation‌‌is‌‌just‌‌a‌‌trigger‌‌on‌‌                               

his‌ ‌emotions.‌‌ ‌  

Going‌‌back‌‌to‌‌the‌‌following‌‌scene,‌‌Nathan‌‌affirms‌‌Ava‌‌by‌‌accepting‌‌that‌‌he‌‌has‌‌lied‌‌                             

to‌‌Caleb‌‌on‌‌the‌‌selection‌‌process‌‌of‌‌him‌‌and‌‌Nathan‌‌states‌‌that‌‌he‌‌on‌‌purpose‌‌chose‌‌Caleb‌‌                                 

since‌‌he‌‌has‌‌high‌‌intelligence.‌‌Here,‌‌yet‌‌again‌‌Caleb‌‌is‌‌manipulated‌‌but‌‌this‌‌time‌‌by‌‌Nathan‌‌                               

since‌ ‌Nathan,‌ ‌as‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌revealed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌further‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌the‌‌experience,‌‌precisely‌‌chooses‌‌                             
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Caleb‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌vulnerabilities‌‌which‌‌makes‌‌him‌‌the‌‌perfect‌‌candidate‌‌to‌‌see‌‌if‌‌Ava‌‌will‌‌be‌‌                                 

able‌ ‌to‌ ‌use‌ ‌these‌ ‌vulnerabilities‌ ‌to‌ ‌manipulate‌ ‌him‌ ‌or‌‌not.‌‌Cinematic‌‌piece‌‌after‌‌reminding‌‌                           

that‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌is‌ ‌still‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌picture,‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌scene‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌Caleb,‌ ‌while‌ ‌having‌ ‌a‌ ‌shower,‌‌                                   

dreams‌‌of‌‌kissing‌‌Ava‌‌in‌‌the‌‌middle‌‌of‌‌nature.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌here‌‌that‌‌even‌‌                               

if‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌is‌ ‌still‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌picture‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌rival‌ ‌to‌ ‌Ava,‌ ‌Caleb,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌romantic‌ ‌and‌ ‌sexual‌‌                                     

attachment‌ ‌to‌ ‌Ava,‌ ‌is‌ ‌on‌ ‌Ava’s‌ ‌side.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌this‌‌dreaming‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌                             

black‌‌and‌‌white‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌illusion‌‌that‌‌Caleb‌‌has‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌even‌‌if‌‌he‌‌somehow‌‌                                   

manages‌ ‌to‌ ‌take‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌to‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌she‌‌still‌‌will‌‌be‌‌an‌‌AI.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌with‌‌                                   

this‌‌black‌‌and‌‌white‌‌touch‌‌actually‌‌underlines‌‌the‌‌intensity‌‌of‌‌Caleb’s‌‌emotions‌‌towards‌‌Ava‌‌                           

that‌ ‌the‌ ‌cognizance‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌has‌ ‌on‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌being‌ ‌an‌ ‌AI‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌a‌ ‌human‌‌being‌‌becomes‌‌                                 

much‌ ‌more‌ ‌blurred.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌next‌ ‌session‌ ‌of‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌and‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌sets‌ ‌off‌ ‌with‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌putting‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌lie‌‌                               

detection‌ ‌test‌ ‌to‌ ‌learn‌ ‌his‌ ‌personal‌ ‌choices.‌ ‌As‌ ‌their‌ ‌conversation‌ ‌flows,‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌asks‌ ‌Caleb‌‌                           

‘What‌‌will‌‌happen‌‌to‌‌me‌‌when‌‌I‌‌fail‌‌your‌‌test?‌‌Do‌‌you‌‌think‌‌I‌‌might‌‌be‌‌switched‌‌off‌‌because‌‌I‌‌                                       

don’t‌ ‌function‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌am‌ ‌supposed‌ ‌to?‌ ‌Why‌ ‌does‌ ‌it‌ ‌have‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌up‌ ‌to‌ ‌anyone?‌‌Do‌‌you‌‌have‌‌                                     

people‌‌to‌‌test‌‌you‌‌and‌‌might‌‌switch‌‌you‌‌off?’‌‌Ava‌‌here,‌‌by‌‌pressuring‌‌Caleb‌‌to‌‌face‌‌the‌‌fact‌‌                                   

that‌‌he‌‌can‌‌lose‌‌her,‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌make‌‌him‌‌feel‌‌compassionate‌‌about‌‌her.‌‌However,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌Ava‌‌                                 

acts‌ ‌as‌ ‌affectionate‌‌towards‌‌Caleb,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌hints‌‌to‌‌Ava’s‌‌deep‌‌inside‌‌anger‌‌of‌‌                             

not‌ ‌being‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌real‌ ‌human‌ ‌being‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌shots‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌her‌ ‌facial‌‌                             

expressions‌ ‌and‌ ‌her‌ ‌gestures.‌ ‌That’s‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌why‌ ‌she‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌the‌ ‌electric‌ ‌power‌ ‌again‌ ‌to‌‌                           

create‌ ‌another‌ ‌red‌ ‌light‌ ‌moment‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌manipulate‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌more‌ ‌to‌‌make‌‌him‌‌help‌‌her‌‌                               

escape‌‌from‌‌this‌‌captive‌‌space‌‌and‌‌respectively‌‌to‌‌become‌‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being‌‌(at‌‌least‌‌to‌‌                               

be‌ ‌in‌‌a‌‌real‌‌life‌‌context‌‌in‌‌which‌‌people‌‌as‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌her‌‌being‌‌an‌‌AI‌‌can‌‌consider‌‌her‌‌                                     

as‌‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being).‌‌In‌‌this‌‌red‌‌light‌‌moment,‌‌she‌‌tells‌‌Caleb‌‌‘I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌be‌‌with‌‌you.‌‌Do‌‌                                       

you‌‌want‌‌to‌‌be‌‌with‌‌me?’‌‌Here‌‌again,‌‌since‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌flows‌‌through‌‌the‌‌eyes‌‌                               

of‌ ‌Caleb,‌ ‌them‌ ‌being‌ ‌together‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌as‌‌absurd‌‌but‌‌manifested‌‌as‌‌a‌‌possibility.‌‌                             

Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌ ‌touch‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb,‌ ‌at‌ ‌this‌ ‌stage‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌genuinely‌ ‌believes‌ ‌and‌ ‌feels‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌different‌ ‌than‌ ‌a‌ ‌human‌‌                           

being.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌following‌‌scene‌‌he‌‌directly‌‌asks‌‌Nathan‌‌‘What‌‌is‌‌going‌‌to‌‌happen‌‌                             

Ava?‌‌And‌‌Nathan‌‌reveals‌‌to‌‌him‌‌that‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌versions‌‌that‌‌is‌‌a‌‌part‌‌of‌‌the‌‌process‌‌                                       

of‌ ‌perfecting‌ ‌this‌ ‌AI.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌‌Nathan‌‌says‌‌to‌‌Caleb‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌going‌‌to‌‌download‌‌her‌‌                               

mind,‌ ‌unpack‌ ‌her‌ ‌data‌ ‌and‌ ‌reuse‌ ‌her‌ ‌body‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌updated‌ ‌version‌ ‌of‌ ‌her.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌one‌‌                               

crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌after‌‌this‌‌process‌‌Ava‌‌will‌‌lose‌‌all‌‌of‌‌her‌‌memories‌‌meaning‌‌that‌‌she‌‌                                   

will‌‌lose‌‌all‌‌her‌‌memories‌‌with‌‌Caleb.‌‌Hence,‌‌Caleb‌‌after‌‌hearing‌‌this,‌‌becomes‌‌really‌‌upset‌‌                             

and‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌his‌‌sadness‌‌though‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌such‌‌as‌‌shots‌‌                           

focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌his‌ ‌facial‌ ‌reactions‌ ‌and‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌tone‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌voice.‌ ‌After,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                                 

experience,‌‌Caleb,‌‌while‌‌having‌‌a‌‌conversation‌‌with‌‌Ava,‌‌reveals‌‌to‌‌Ava‌‌that‌‌Nathan‌‌is‌‌going‌‌                             
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to‌‌reprogram‌‌her‌‌AI‌‌and‌‌then‌‌he‌‌continues‌‌as‌‌saying‌‌that‌‌it‌‌is‌‌the‌‌same‌‌as‌‌killing‌‌her.‌‌This,‌‌                                     

yet‌ ‌again,‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌grows‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌‌                           

indicates‌‌that‌‌he‌‌considers‌‌Ava‌‌as‌‌a‌‌real‌‌person‌‌rather‌‌than‌‌an‌‌AI‌‌as‌‌he‌‌equates‌‌her‌‌system‌‌                                   

to‌‌be‌‌reprogrammed‌‌to‌‌her‌‌death.‌‌Going‌‌back‌‌to‌‌the‌‌scene,‌‌Nathan,‌‌seeing‌‌the‌‌frustration‌‌of‌‌                               

Caleb,‌ ‌says‌ ‌to‌ ‌him‌ ‌‘Feeling‌ ‌bad‌ ‌for‌ ‌Ava?‌ ‌Feel‌ ‌bad‌ ‌for‌ ‌yourself‌‌man.’‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                               

here‌ ‌through‌ ‌Nathan,‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌but‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌who‌ ‌puts‌ ‌himself‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌‌                               

situation.‌ ‌Also,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌the‌ ‌difference‌‌                       

between‌‌Nathan‌‌and‌‌Caleb‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌intensity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌illusion‌‌that‌‌Caleb‌‌has‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌                                 

that‌‌Nathan‌‌sees‌‌Ava‌‌as‌‌an‌‌object‌‌to‌‌be‌‌used‌‌to‌‌advance‌‌his‌‌AI‌‌technology‌‌however‌‌Caleb‌‌                                 

sees‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌real‌ ‌human‌ ‌being‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌in‌ ‌love‌ ‌with.‌‌ ‌  

Subsequently,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌the‌‌next‌‌couple‌‌of‌‌scenes‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌                       

the‌‌intensity‌‌of‌‌Caleb’s‌‌illusion‌‌created‌‌solely‌‌by‌‌himself‌‌through‌‌his‌‌emotions.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌                           

in‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌watching‌ ‌the‌ ‌previously‌ ‌recorded‌ ‌CCTV‌ ‌footage‌ ‌through‌‌                           

Nathan’s‌‌personal‌‌computer‌‌without‌‌Nathan‌‌knowing‌‌it,‌‌he‌‌is‌‌bewildered‌‌and‌‌shocked‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                           

process‌ ‌of‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌creating‌ ‌and‌ ‌testing‌ ‌different‌ ‌versions‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌AI‌ ‌technology.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌                           

footage‌‌generally‌‌manifests‌‌the‌‌intense‌‌anger‌‌and‌‌rage‌‌that‌‌the‌‌different‌‌versions‌‌of‌‌AI‌‌have‌‌                             

towards‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌and‌ ‌also‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌Nathan‌‌as‌‌seeing‌‌these‌‌AI‌‌as‌‌objects‌‌to‌‌be‌‌used.‌‌The‌‌                               

sequence‌ ‌occasionally‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌into‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌watching‌ ‌the‌ ‌footage‌ ‌and‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌his‌ ‌facial‌‌                         

reactions‌ ‌which‌ ‌indicate‌‌his‌‌intense‌‌frustration,‌‌shock‌‌and‌‌anger‌‌towards‌‌Nathan.‌‌Thus,‌‌as‌‌                         

the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌proceeds,‌ ‌both‌ ‌AI’s‌ ‌rage‌ ‌and‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌get‌ ‌much‌‌more‌‌intense‌‌and‌‌                           

this‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌through‌‌the‌‌music‌‌in‌‌the‌‌background‌‌getting‌‌much‌‌more‌‌tense‌‌parallel‌‌to‌‌                             

the‌ ‌sequence.‌ ‌The‌ ‌sequence‌‌proceeds‌‌as‌‌Caleb‌‌finds‌‌different‌‌versions‌‌of‌‌AIs‌‌in‌‌Nathan’s‌‌                           

room‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌hung‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌cabinets‌ ‌as‌ ‌clothes.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌‌                             

sequence‌ ‌to‌‌underline‌‌how‌‌Nathan‌‌uses‌‌and‌‌controls‌‌all‌‌of‌‌these‌‌AIs.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌crucial‌                             

touch‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌ ‌that‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌feels‌ ‌by‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌Nathan’s‌‌                             

actions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌AIs.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌touch‌ ‌because‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌‌                           

intensity‌ ‌is‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌AIs‌ ‌as‌ ‌real‌ ‌human‌ ‌beings.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌for‌‌                               

Caleb‌‌what‌‌Nathan‌‌does‌‌assigns‌‌him‌‌as‌‌a‌‌relentless‌‌villain‌‌who‌‌uses,‌‌controls‌‌and‌‌hurts‌‌real‌‌                               

human‌ ‌beings.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌continues‌‌with‌‌a‌‌scene‌‌which‌‌solely‌‌manifests‌‌Caleb’s‌‌                         

bewilderment.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌being‌ ‌extremely‌ ‌confused‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌real‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                           

artificial‌ ‌are‌ ‌intertwined‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌real‌ ‌the‌ ‌AI‌ ‌feels‌ ‌and‌ ‌looks,‌ ‌checks‌ ‌his‌ ‌body‌‌parts‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                                 

mirror‌‌to‌‌see‌‌if‌‌he‌‌is‌‌real‌‌or‌‌not.‌‌Consequently,‌‌he‌‌cuts‌‌himself‌‌to‌‌see‌‌if‌‌there‌‌is‌‌blood‌‌in‌‌his‌‌                                         

body.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌within‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌the‌‌real‌‌and‌‌the‌‌artificial‌‌are‌‌so‌‌                                 

indifferent‌ ‌and‌ ‌so‌ ‌intertwined,‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌glitch‌ ‌added‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌filter‌ ‌to‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌while‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌‌                                 

checking‌‌himself‌‌in‌‌the‌‌mirror‌‌to‌‌figure‌‌out‌‌if‌‌he‌‌is‌‌real‌‌or‌‌not.‌‌Also,‌‌some‌‌close-up‌‌shots‌‌to‌‌                                     

his‌ ‌face‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌blood‌ ‌coming‌‌out‌‌of‌‌his‌‌arm‌‌are‌‌presented‌‌for‌‌the‌‌intensification‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                   
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scene.‌‌At‌‌the‌‌end‌‌of‌‌the‌‌scene,‌‌he‌‌punches‌‌the‌‌mirror.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌adds‌‌this‌‌detail‌‌                                 

to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌his‌ ‌bewilderment‌ ‌turns‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌rage‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Nathan.‌‌  

This‌‌rage‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌session‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌and‌‌Caleb‌‌which‌‌sets‌‌off‌‌with‌‌Ava‌‌                                 

saying‌ ‌to‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌‌was‌‌worried,‌‌and‌‌she‌‌was‌‌waiting‌‌for‌‌him‌‌to‌‌come.‌‌Caleb,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                                   

scene‌‌suggests,‌‌directs‌‌this‌‌rage‌‌to‌‌make‌‌a‌‌plan‌‌for‌‌both‌‌of‌‌them‌‌to‌‌escape‌‌from‌‌the‌‌place.‌‌                                   

Yet‌ ‌again,‌ ‌they‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌sincere‌ ‌talk‌‌under‌‌the‌‌red‌‌light‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Ava‌‌after‌‌hearing‌‌Nathan’s‌‌                                 

plans,‌ ‌miserably,‌ ‌as‌ ‌her‌ ‌acting‌ ‌manifests,‌ ‌asks‌ ‌for‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌help.‌ ‌As‌ ‌their‌ ‌conversation‌‌                         

proceeds,‌‌Caleb‌‌tells‌‌Ava‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌going‌‌to‌‌reprogram‌‌the‌‌system‌‌to‌‌unlock‌‌during‌‌a‌‌power‌‌                                 

cut‌ ‌so‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌free,‌ ‌and‌ ‌they‌ ‌both‌ ‌can‌ ‌escape‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌place.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌‌have‌‌                                     

constantly‌ ‌emphasized,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌its‌‌experience‌‌through‌‌Caleb’s‌‌eyes,‌‌                     

in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌how‌‌incognizant‌‌he‌‌is‌‌on‌‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌due‌‌to‌‌                                   

his‌‌feelings‌‌towards‌‌Ava.‌‌At‌‌this‌‌precise‌‌stage‌‌of‌‌its‌‌experience,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌                               

integrate‌ ‌another‌ ‌perception‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌so‌ ‌as‌‌to‌‌manifest‌‌the‌‌intensity‌‌of‌‌                           

the‌‌illusion‌‌of‌‌Caleb‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌his‌‌love,‌‌attraction‌‌and‌‌compassion‌‌towards‌‌Ava.‌‌                             

Correspondingly,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌upcoming‌‌scene‌‌Nathan‌‌raises‌‌the‌‌questions‌‌such‌‌as‌‌‘How‌‌do‌‌you‌‌                           

know‌ ‌if‌ ‌a‌ ‌machine‌ ‌is‌ ‌expressing‌ ‌a‌‌real‌‌emotion,‌‌or‌‌just‌‌simulating‌‌one?‌‌Does‌‌Ava‌‌actually‌‌                               

like‌ ‌you?‌ ‌Or‌ ‌not.‌‌Although‌‌that‌‌I‌‌now‌‌think‌‌about‌‌it‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌third‌‌option.‌‌Not‌‌whether‌‌she‌‌                                     

does‌ ‌or‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌like‌ ‌you‌ ‌but‌ ‌whether‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌pretending‌ ‌to‌ ‌like‌‌you.‌‌                                   

Maybe,‌‌she‌‌thought‌‌of‌‌you‌‌as‌‌a‌‌means‌‌of‌‌escape’.‌‌Then,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌                               

scene‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Nathan‌‌rips‌‌the‌‌drawing‌‌of‌‌Ava‌‌apart‌‌(I‌‌have‌‌revealed‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌of‌‌                                 

this‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌this‌‌section)‌‌through‌‌Nathan’s‌‌perception‌‌as‌‌Ava‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌                               

manipulate‌ ‌Caleb.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌upcoming‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌real‌ ‌test,‌‌                         

from‌‌the‌‌beginning,‌‌is‌‌Caleb‌‌and‌‌Ava‌‌is,‌‌as‌‌he‌‌states,‌‌‘a‌‌mouse‌‌in‌‌a‌‌mousetrap.‌‌And‌‌I‌‌gave‌‌                                     

her‌‌one‌‌way‌‌out.‌‌To‌‌escape,‌‌she‌‌would‌‌have‌‌to‌‌use‌‌imagination,‌‌sexuality,‌‌self-awareness,‌‌                           

empathy,‌‌manipulation‌‌-‌‌and‌‌she‌‌did’.‌‌At‌‌the‌‌end,‌‌what‌‌Nathan‌‌wants‌‌to‌‌manifest‌‌is‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌                                   

on‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌side‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌villain‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌him‌ ‌but‌ ‌Ava.‌‌ ‌  

While‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌such‌‌as‌‌Caleb’s‌‌                       

gestures‌‌and‌‌actions‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌yet‌‌again‌‌bewildered,‌‌it‌‌also‌‌gives‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌most‌‌significant‌‌                                 

hints‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience.‌ ‌This‌ ‌significant‌ ‌hint‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌‌while‌‌Nathan‌‌is‌‌telling‌‌Caleb‌‌                             

that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌aware‌‌of‌‌Caleb’s‌‌escape‌‌plan,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌an‌‌insert‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Kyoko‌‌                                   

goes‌ ‌to‌ ‌Ava’s‌ ‌captive‌ ‌space.‌ ‌This‌‌hint‌‌here‌‌signifies‌‌that‌‌Caleb‌‌already‌‌reprogrammed‌‌the‌‌                           

system‌ ‌and‌ ‌with‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌cutting‌ ‌the‌ ‌power,‌ ‌Kyoko‌ ‌was‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌go‌ ‌to‌ ‌Ava’s‌ ‌room‌ ‌which‌ ‌also‌‌                                 

signifies‌ ‌that‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌is‌ ‌free‌ ‌from‌ ‌her‌ ‌captive‌ ‌space.‌ ‌At‌ ‌this‌ ‌precise‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                               

experience,‌ ‌Ava’s‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌an‌ ‌enigma‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌recent‌ ‌intakes‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌through‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌and‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌already‌ ‌reprogramming‌‌                     

the‌ ‌system‌ ‌before‌ ‌hearing‌ ‌the‌ ‌revelations‌ ‌of‌ ‌Nathan.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌enigma‌‌as‌‌expected,‌‌on‌‌                           

Nathan's‌ ‌side,‌ ‌resolves‌ ‌with‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌killing‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌using‌ ‌her‌ ‌higher‌ ‌capacities‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌AI.‌‌ ‌  
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Yet,‌‌the‌‌most‌‌crucial‌‌enigma,‌‌at‌‌this‌‌stage‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌                           

as‌ ‌Ava’s‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌and‌ ‌emotions‌‌towards‌‌Caleb.‌‌However,‌‌for‌‌the‌‌last‌‌time,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌through‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌‌                           

Nathan‌‌hints‌‌to‌‌Caleb‌‌that‌‌Ava‌‌is‌‌manipulating‌‌and‌‌using‌‌him‌‌for‌‌her‌‌escape,‌‌he‌‌still‌‌due‌‌to‌‌                                   

his‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Ava,‌ ‌listens‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌when‌ ‌she‌ ‌asks‌ ‌him‌ ‌to‌ ‌stay‌ ‌where‌ ‌he‌ ‌is.‌ ‌Hence,‌‌                                 

Caleb‌‌does‌‌not‌‌question‌‌her‌‌motivation‌‌and‌‌chooses‌‌to‌‌listen‌‌to‌‌her‌‌because‌‌of‌‌his‌‌emotions‌‌                               

towards‌ ‌her‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌trust,‌ ‌love,‌ ‌attraction,‌ ‌compassion.‌ ‌ 

His‌ ‌attitude‌‌continues‌‌as‌‌the‌‌same‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌which‌‌he‌‌with‌‌astonishment‌‌                             

watches‌‌Ava‌‌from‌‌where‌‌he‌‌is,‌‌while‌‌Ava‌‌makes‌‌herself‌‌physically‌‌get‌‌ready‌‌for‌‌the‌‌real‌‌life.‌‌                                 

Subsequently,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌dedicates‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌scene‌‌to‌‌Ava‌‌making‌‌herself‌‌appear‌‌                         

like‌‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being.‌‌Throughout‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌the‌‌shots‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌Ava‌‌putting‌‌some‌‌artificial‌‌                               

skin‌‌that‌‌she‌‌gets‌‌from‌‌other‌‌non-functioning‌‌AIs‌‌on‌‌herself‌‌and‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌Ava‌‌replacing‌‌her‌‌                               

broken‌‌arm‌‌with‌‌a‌‌functioning‌‌one.‌‌This‌‌footage‌‌is‌‌accompanied‌‌by‌‌music‌‌recalling‌‌a‌‌baby's‌‌                             

music‌‌as‌‌if‌‌she‌‌is‌‌getting‌‌ready‌‌to‌‌meet‌‌with‌‌the‌‌real‌‌world‌‌for‌‌the‌‌first‌‌time‌‌as‌‌a‌‌baby‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                                           

born.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌her‌ ‌inner‌ ‌peace‌‌and‌‌her‌‌fascination‌‌in‌‌the‌‌process‌‌of‌‌                             

becoming‌‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being‌‌through‌‌the‌‌close-up‌‌shots‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌her‌‌putting‌‌the‌‌human‌‌                             

skin‌‌to‌‌her‌‌body,‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌the‌‌way‌‌she‌‌watches‌‌herself‌‌as‌‌fully‌‌covered‌‌as‌‌a‌‌human‌‌being‌‌                                   

through‌ ‌different‌‌mirrors‌‌from‌‌different‌‌angles.‌‌Yet‌‌again,‌‌Caleb‌‌is‌‌watching‌‌all‌‌this‌‌process‌‌                           

of‌ ‌her‌ ‌rebirth‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌‌distance.‌‌He‌‌can‌‌run‌‌away,‌‌he‌‌can‌‌fight‌‌against‌‌Ava‌‌but‌‌he‌‌trusts‌‌her‌‌                                     

and‌ ‌he‌ ‌watches‌ ‌her‌ ‌with‌ ‌fascination‌ ‌as‌ ‌if‌‌he‌‌is‌‌waiting‌‌for‌‌her‌‌to‌‌get‌‌ready‌‌for‌‌him‌‌and‌‌for‌‌                                       

their‌ ‌escape.‌ ‌  

At‌‌the‌‌end,‌‌the‌‌enigma‌‌for‌‌Caleb,‌‌resolves‌‌with‌‌Ava‌‌locking‌‌Caleb‌‌in‌‌a‌‌room‌‌that‌‌he‌‌                                 

can‌ ‌not‌‌get‌‌out‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌technological‌‌infrastructure‌‌since‌‌his‌‌card‌‌does‌‌not‌‌have‌‌access‌‌                               

to‌ ‌open‌ ‌the‌ ‌door.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌locks‌ ‌him‌ ‌to‌ ‌death‌ ‌and‌ ‌she‌ ‌doesn’t‌ ‌even‌‌hesitate‌‌to‌‌                               

look‌ ‌back.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌the‌ ‌red‌ ‌light‌ ‌moment,‌ ‌this‌ ‌time,‌ ‌represents‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌despair‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌‌                               

stucking‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌inescapable‌ ‌room,‌ ‌while‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌is‌ ‌already‌ ‌on‌ ‌her‌ ‌way‌ ‌to‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌AI.‌‌                                   

Eventually,‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌takes‌ ‌the‌ ‌helicopter‌ ‌that‌ ‌brought‌‌Caleb‌‌to‌‌this‌‌place‌‌and‌‌flies‌‌towards‌‌real‌‌                             

life‌ ‌while‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌ ‌stuck‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌captive‌ ‌space.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌and‌ ‌Caleb‌‌                             

becomes‌‌Ava‌‌due‌‌to‌‌Caleb‌‌‌choosing‌‌to‌‌believe‌‌in‌‌Ava.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌ends‌‌with‌‌                             

Ava‌‌in‌‌real‌‌life‌‌as‌‌a‌‌real‌‌human‌‌being‌‌standing‌‌in‌‌the‌‌crossroad‌‌with‌‌all‌‌the‌‌people‌‌crossing‌‌                                   

across‌ ‌her‌ ‌as‌ ‌she‌ ‌dreamt‌ ‌however‌ ‌without‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌because‌ ‌he‌ ‌was‌ ‌never‌ ‌in‌ ‌her‌ ‌dream‌‌                             

anyways.‌ ‌ ‌   

Here,‌‌yet‌‌again,‌‌right‌‌after‌‌concluding‌‌my‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌analysis‌‌that‌‌I‌‌have‌‌applied‌‌                           

to‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌give‌‌some‌‌details‌‌on‌‌the‌‌other‌‌intersections‌‌of‌‌the‌‌scheme‌‌                                 

which‌‌are‌‌not‌‌covered‌‌in‌‌a‌‌paradigmatic‌‌way‌‌within‌‌my‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece.‌‌                               

Hence,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌I‌‌                             

precisely‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌macrostructural‌‌and‌‌microstructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌which‌‌present‌‌                     
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the‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌as‌‌restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌how‌‌Caleb‌‌is‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌these‌‌                             

internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌ ‌hints‌ ‌given‌‌                       

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌prioritizing‌ ‌other‌‌                     

determinant‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌being‌ ‌‌cognizant‌ ‌or‌ ‌‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌on‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌external‌ ‌or‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌restricting‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌some‌ ‌precise‌ ‌details‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌intersections‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

determinant‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌hinted‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience.‌ ‌ 

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌dominance‌ ‌of‌ ‌Caleb’s‌‌                         

feelings‌ ‌as‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌to‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                             

beginning‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌presents‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌as‌ ‌signing‌ ‌an‌ ‌agreement‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                         

captured‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌advanced‌ ‌digital‌‌technology‌‌ruled‌‌captive‌‌space.‌‌Thus,‌‌he‌‌is‌‌cognizant‌‌that‌‌                           

the‌‌space‌‌that‌‌he‌‌consents‌‌to‌‌live‌‌in‌‌is‌‌a‌‌place‌‌where‌‌his‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌restricted‌‌by‌‌                                   

the‌‌advanced‌‌technology‌‌infrastructure.‌‌However,‌‌he‌‌still‌‌accepts‌‌to‌‌live‌‌in‌‌this‌‌space‌‌due‌‌to‌‌                             

his‌‌emotions‌‌(precisely‌‌fascination)‌‌as‌‌internal‌‌factors.‌‌Therefore,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌stated‌‌that‌‌there‌‌                           

is‌ ‌a‌ ‌hint‌ ‌of‌ ‌another‌ ‌intersection‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌‌                             

agents‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors‌.‌‌Thus,‌‌Nathan‌‌and‌‌even‌‌Ava‌‌can‌‌be‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌                             

to‌‌restrict‌‌incognizant‌‌Caleb’s‌‌(incognizant‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌he‌‌is‌‌not‌‌aware‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictions‌‌                               

that‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌being‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌either‌ ‌by‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌or‌ ‌Nathan)‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌‌                                 

persistently‌‌underlined,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌throughout‌‌its‌‌experience,‌‌proposes‌‌everything‌‌                   

to‌ ‌be‌ ‌shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌and‌ ‌flow‌ ‌through‌ ‌Caleb’s‌ ‌emotions.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌‌                             

highlight‌ ‌that‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌philosophizing‌‌that‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌manifests‌‌is‌‌not‌‌Ava‌‌                         

and‌ ‌Nathan’s‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌but‌ ‌how‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌overlooks‌‌this‌‌manipulation‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌emotions‌‌                         

as‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌no‌ ‌intersections‌ ‌including‌ ‌the‌‌                         

determinant‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌ ‌concerning‌ ‌Caleb.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌AI‌ ‌kills‌ ‌Nathan,‌ ‌therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌claimed‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌‌                             

proposal‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌construed‌‌as‌‌a‌‌hint‌‌of‌‌the‌‌intersection‌‌which‌‌is‌‌‌the‌‌                                 

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌‌(cognizant‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌                           

that‌ ‌Nathan‌ ‌is‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌potential‌ ‌of‌ ‌Ava‌ ‌to‌ ‌kill‌ ‌him).‌ ‌However,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                               

experience‌‌there‌‌are‌‌no‌‌hints‌‌of‌‌the‌‌intersection‌‌which‌‌is‌‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                             

of‌‌incognizant‌‌agents‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors.‌‌‌The‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here,‌‌yet‌‌again,‌‌is‌‌that‌‌I‌‌consider‌‌                               

these‌ ‌hints,‌ ‌signifying‌ ‌some‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌done‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌intersections‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

scheme‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose,‌ ‌to‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌‌                             

introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece.‌ ‌So‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌uses‌ ‌these‌ ‌other‌‌                             

intersections‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌intersection‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌more‌ ‌explicit‌ ‌and‌ ‌solid.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌‌I‌‌                           

assert‌‌that‌‌the‌‌sole‌‌theorizing‌‌that‌‌is‌‌introduced‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌is:‌‌‌The‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                               

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌ 
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Subsequently,‌ ‌I,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌connect‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

experience‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌to‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌context‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology‌‌by‌‌focusing‌‌                           

on‌ ‌how‌ ‌it‌ ‌evokes‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌insights‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel‌ ‌using‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

elements.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌its‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌by‌ ‌applying‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌‌                             

methodology/analysis‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌‌                 

present‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌‌                           

macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌present‌ ‌Caleb‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌‌                   

incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌‌                           

Eventually,‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌Ex‌ ‌Machina,‌ ‌‌Caleb‌ ‌is‌‌                       

incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌manipulation‌‌he‌‌is‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌by‌‌Ava‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌emotions‌‌such‌‌as‌‌love,‌‌                                 

attraction‌‌and‌‌compassion,‌‌as‌‌internal‌‌factors,‌‌which‌‌eventually‌‌are‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌parameters‌‌                       

restricting‌ ‌his‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Respectively,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌                         

philosophy‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizes‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌‌                     

agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌‌                     

cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

5.3.4‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌Episode‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Black‌ ‌Mirror‌ ‌‌TV‌ ‌series:‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                     
Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Cognizant‌ ‌Agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌Internal‌ ‌Factors(Y)‌‌               
through/by‌ ‌Technology‌ ‌ 

‌ 
‌  Nosedive‌ ‌‌Episode‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Black‌ ‌Mirror‌ ‌‌TV‌ ‌series‌ ‌sets‌ ‌off‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌frame‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌setting‌‌                               

which‌ ‌is‌ ‌composed‌ ‌of‌ ‌houses‌‌in‌‌light‌‌pastel‌‌colors‌‌surrounded‌‌by‌‌trees‌‌and‌‌by‌‌a‌‌light‌‌pink‌‌                                 

colored‌‌sky‌‌accompanied‌‌by‌‌the‌‌sound‌‌of‌‌birds‌‌chirping.‌‌Lacie‌‌(Bryce‌‌Dallas‌‌Howard)‌‌enters‌‌                           

this‌‌frame‌‌by‌‌running‌‌towards‌‌the‌‌camera‌‌while‌‌she‌‌is‌‌constantly‌‌checking‌‌the‌‌social‌‌media‌‌                             

platform‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌device‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌holds‌ ‌in‌ ‌her‌ ‌hands.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌light‌ ‌pastel‌ ‌colored‌‌                             

society‌‌solely‌‌functions‌‌through‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌in‌‌which‌‌individuals‌‌belong‌‌to‌‌this‌‌                           

society‌‌willingly‌‌participate‌‌within‌‌it‌‌through‌‌their‌‌constant‌‌sharings‌‌and‌‌their‌‌constant‌‌ratings‌‌                         

of‌ ‌their‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌with‌ ‌others‌ ‌on‌ ‌a‌ ‌scale‌ ‌of‌ ‌1‌ ‌to‌ ‌5‌ ‌stars‌ ‌which‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌cumulatively‌‌                                   

affects‌ ‌everyone's‌ ‌socioeconomic‌ ‌status.‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌about‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌journey‌‌                   

shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌her‌ ‌obsession‌ ‌with‌ ‌her‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌her‌ ‌desire‌ ‌for‌ ‌higher‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌‌                               

digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌society‌ ‌and‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌about‌ ‌how‌ ‌these‌ ‌internal‌‌factors‌‌shaping‌                           

her‌ ‌journey‌ ‌make‌ ‌her‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌‌                             

cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌this‌ ‌participation‌ ‌brings‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌life.‌ ‌ 

My‌‌role‌‌here‌‌is‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌her‌‌journey‌‌and‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌how‌‌these‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌shaping‌‌                               

her‌‌journey‌‌are‌‌embedded‌‌within‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌‌of‌‌‌cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌technology.‌‌Thus,‌‌since‌‌my‌‌                       
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aim‌‌is‌‌to‌‌test‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌if‌‌this‌‌mentioned‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                               

freedom‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌this‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌I‌‌aim‌‌solely‌‌to‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌situating‌‌                               

the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌language‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌uses‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                           

freedom.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌present‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌as‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌parameter‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                         

and‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌macrostructural‌‌and‌‌microstructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌present‌‌                         

Lacie‌ ‌to‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors,‌‌                           

even‌ ‌if‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌consequences‌‌this‌‌participation‌‌brings‌‌to‌‌her‌‌life.‌‌                             

Eventually,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌claim,‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged,‌ ‌will‌ ‌introduce‌‌                       

the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology.‌ ‌ 

First,‌‌before‌‌getting‌‌into‌‌the‌‌details‌‌of‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌focus‌‌                             

on‌ ‌how,‌ ‌broadly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌are‌ ‌presented‌ ‌as‌ ‌restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌                           

how‌‌these‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌make‌‌Lacie‌‌willingly‌‌to‌‌continue‌‌to‌‌participate‌‌within‌‌this‌‌platform‌                           

even‌ ‌if‌‌she‌‌is‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌freedom‌‌restrictive‌‌consequences‌‌this‌‌participation‌‌brings‌‌to‌‌                           

her‌ ‌life.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌as‌‌I‌‌have‌‌already‌‌emphasized,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌sets‌‌off‌‌with‌‌Lacie,‌‌while‌‌                               

running,‌‌constantly‌‌checking‌‌the‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌through‌‌the‌‌device‌‌that‌‌she‌‌holds‌‌in‌‌                           

her‌‌hands‌‌within‌‌a‌‌solely‌‌and‌‌excessively‌‌light‌‌pastel‌‌colored‌‌setting.‌‌Then,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

experience‌‌evolves,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌these‌‌light‌‌pastel‌‌colors‌‌to‌‌be‌‌embedded,‌‌                         

within‌‌each‌‌and‌‌every‌‌physical‌‌detail‌‌of‌‌this‌‌society.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌this‌‌touch‌‌                             

on‌‌purpose‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌that,‌‌within‌‌this‌‌society,‌‌the‌‌real‌‌life‌‌that‌‌the‌‌individuals’‌‌experience‌‌                             

is‌ ‌through‌‌their‌‌digital‌‌presences,‌‌and‌‌they‌‌use‌‌real‌‌life‌‌just‌‌to‌‌provide‌‌content‌‌to‌‌feed‌‌their‌‌                                 

digital‌‌presences.‌‌Therefore,‌‌within‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌real‌‌life‌‌is‌‌almost‌‌presented‌‌as‌‌                         

a‌ ‌light‌ ‌pastel‌ ‌colored‌ ‌theatre‌ ‌stage‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌put‌ ‌their‌ ‌total‌ ‌positivity‌‌                           

facade‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌the‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌get‌ ‌higher.‌ ‌ 

The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌this‌‌total‌‌positivity‌‌as‌‌a‌‌facade‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌                             

willingness‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌perform‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌stage‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌it‌ ‌requires‌ ‌them‌ ‌to‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌‌                                 

themselves‌‌but‌‌to‌‌act‌‌according‌‌to‌‌the‌‌rules‌‌of‌‌this‌‌play,‌‌as‌‌Lacie‌‌calls‌‌in‌‌the‌‌further‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌                                     

the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌‘numbers‌ ‌game’.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌‌                       

instances‌‌of‌‌its‌‌experience,‌‌proposes‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌willingly‌‌and‌‌obsessively‌‌participate‌‌within‌‌this‌‌                         

numbers‌ ‌game‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌she,‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌higher‌ ‌her‌ ‌score,‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌high‌ ‌rates‌ ‌other‌‌                             

members‌‌and‌‌constantly‌‌acts‌‌on‌‌total‌‌positivity‌‌just‌‌as‌‌the‌‌other‌‌members‌‌of‌‌this‌‌society‌‌do.‌‌                               

All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌society‌‌in‌‌which‌‌individuals‌‌willingly‌‌participate‌‌in‌‌                             

this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌by‌‌constantly‌‌rating‌‌each‌‌other‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌in‌‌the‌‌first‌‌place‌‌                             

they‌ ‌collectively‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌desires‌ ‌to‌ ‌ground‌ ‌on‌ ‌perfecting‌‌                         

their‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌ratings.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌‌                   

individuals‌ ‌as‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presences‌ ‌who‌ ‌actively‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌precise‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌                         
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territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌                         

territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires‌ ‌through‌ ‌individual’s‌ ‌obsession‌ ‌but‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌through‌ ‌Lacie’s‌‌                     

obsession‌ ‌on‌ ‌perfecting‌ ‌her‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌since‌ ‌she,‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌‌                           

members‌‌of‌‌this‌‌society,‌‌equates‌‌real‌‌life‌‌to‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌and‌‌equates‌‌the‌‌value‌‌                               

of‌‌her‌‌being‌‌to‌‌the‌‌rating‌‌that‌‌she‌‌has‌‌within‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform.‌‌That’s‌‌exactly‌‌why,‌‌                                 

throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌obsessively‌ ‌just‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌making‌ ‌her‌ ‌score‌‌                       

higher‌ ‌and‌ ‌yet‌ ‌pays‌ ‌almost‌ ‌zero‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌that‌ ‌her‌ ‌active‌‌                           

participation‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌brings‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌real‌ ‌life.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌‌kinds‌‌of‌‌restrictions‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                           

scene‌‌when‌‌Lacie‌‌decides‌‌to‌‌rent‌‌a‌‌home‌‌for‌‌herself,‌‌and‌‌she‌‌needs‌‌a‌‌discount‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌                                   

rent‌‌the‌‌home.‌‌However,‌‌her‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌score‌‌is‌‌4.2‌‌and‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌get‌‌a‌‌discount‌‌                                   

she‌ ‌needs‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌4.5.‌ ‌Since‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌craving‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌high‌ ‌four,‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌this‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                                       

restriction,‌ ‌she‌ ‌obsessively‌ ‌dedicates‌ ‌herself‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌her‌‌score‌‌reach‌‌to‌‌4.5‌‌although‌‌she‌‌                           

knows‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌restriction‌‌in‌‌the‌‌first‌‌place‌‌is‌‌set‌‌due‌‌to‌‌her‌‌participation‌‌within‌‌this‌‌system‌‌                                 

along‌ ‌with‌ ‌other‌ ‌member’s‌ ‌obsessive‌ ‌and‌ ‌willing‌ ‌participation‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌territorialized‌‌                       

desires.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌craving‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌home‌ ‌to‌ ‌inherently‌‌                         

represent‌ ‌her‌ ‌craving‌ ‌to‌ ‌become‌ ‌a‌ ‌high-four‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌score‌ ‌rank.‌ ‌This‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌‌                               

underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌house‌ ‌as‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌can‌ ‌just‌‌be‌‌a‌‌manifestation‌‌of‌‌her‌‌digital‌‌                                 

presence‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌high-four.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌since‌ ‌she,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌territorialized‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌innately‌‌                           

equates‌‌real‌‌life‌‌to‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform,‌‌she‌‌considers‌‌this‌‌restriction‌‌as‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌                               

her‌‌digital‌‌presence.‌‌That’s‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌she‌‌obsessively‌‌continues‌‌to‌‌participate‌‌                         

within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌overcome‌ ‌this‌‌restriction‌‌even‌‌if‌‌she‌‌actually‌‌serves‌‌for‌‌this‌‌                               

kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌members‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌society.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌her‌‌                                   

real-life‌ ‌is‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌she‌ ‌prioritizes‌ ‌her‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌and‌‌                         

makes‌ ‌her‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence‌ ‌to‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌her‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌this‌ ‌prioritization‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌in‌ ‌Lacie‌‌                       

through‌ ‌her‌ ‌constant‌ ‌real-life‌ ‌actions‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌‌pleasing‌‌people‌‌all‌‌the‌‌time‌‌and‌‌                             

are‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌high‌ ‌rating‌ ‌people‌ ‌all‌‌the‌‌time‌‌without‌‌consideration‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌receive‌‌back‌‌                               

high‌‌ratings‌‌from‌‌other‌‌people.‌‌Yet,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌indicates‌‌that‌‌all‌‌of‌‌these‌‌actions‌‌are‌‌                               

due‌‌to‌‌Lacie's‌‌happiness‌‌and‌‌unhappiness‌‌solely‌‌grounding‌‌on‌‌the‌‌high‌‌and‌‌low‌‌ratings‌‌that‌‌                             

she‌ ‌receives‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌this‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shots‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌her‌ ‌facial‌ ‌reactions‌ ‌and‌ ‌gestures‌‌                         

indicating‌ ‌how‌ ‌happy‌ ‌and‌ ‌sad‌ ‌she‌ ‌feels‌ ‌whenever‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌high‌ ‌and‌ ‌low‌ ‌rated‌‌by‌‌the‌‌other‌‌                                 

members‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌society.‌ ‌All‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touches‌ ‌combined,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                       

proposes‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌who,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌solely‌‌                           

grounds‌‌her‌‌happiness‌‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌high‌‌score‌‌within‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform.‌‌Therefore,‌‌all‌‌                             

of‌ ‌her‌ ‌real-life‌ ‌actions‌ ‌and‌ ‌reactions‌ ‌ground‌ ‌on‌ ‌perfecting‌ ‌her‌ ‌score‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌these‌‌actions‌‌                             
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and‌‌reactions‌‌cause‌‌her‌‌to‌‌fake‌‌her‌‌emotions,‌‌to‌‌constantly‌‌expose‌‌herself,‌‌to‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌the‌‌                               

real‌‌life‌‌restrictions‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌exposed‌‌to,‌‌eventually‌‌to‌‌restrict‌‌her‌‌own‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                             

willingly‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌choice.‌‌ ‌  

Subsequently,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌introduces‌‌                 

the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌administered‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌willing‌‌                       

individuals‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌obsession‌ ‌with‌ ‌their‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌on‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌This‌‌                         

administration‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌first‌‌place‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌as‌‌individuals‌‌and‌‌precisely‌‌Lacie‌‌faking‌‌their‌‌                           

real‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌higher‌ ‌their‌ ‌scores.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌then‌‌triggers‌‌                               

another‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌restriction‌‌which‌‌is‌‌again‌‌administered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌willing‌‌individuals‌‌exposing‌‌                           

all‌ ‌the‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌real‌ ‌lives‌ ‌which‌ ‌consequently‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌complete‌ ‌visibility‌ ‌which‌‌                             

causes‌ ‌violation‌ ‌of‌ ‌informational‌ ‌privacy‌ ‌and‌ ‌informational‌ ‌self-determination‌ ‌since‌‌                 

everybody‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌data‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌data‌ ‌is‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌being‌ ‌exposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌other‌ ‌members‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                               

society.‌‌Eventually,‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌exposure‌‌triggers‌‌another‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌again‌ ‌administered‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌willing‌ ‌individual’s‌ ‌participation‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌‌                       

platform‌‌that‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌some‌‌score-based‌‌limitations‌‌on‌‌the‌‌real-life‌‌options‌‌such‌‌as‌‌renting‌‌a‌‌                             

home,‌ ‌entering‌ ‌a‌ ‌building,‌ ‌renting‌ ‌a‌ ‌car,‌ ‌getting‌ ‌into‌ ‌events.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌all‌ ‌these‌‌                         

restrictive‌‌parameters‌‌are‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌willing‌‌and‌‌choice-based‌‌participation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                         

individuals‌‌within‌‌this‌‌platform‌‌due‌‌to‌‌their‌‌internal‌‌cravings‌‌manifested‌‌as‌‌their‌‌territorialized‌‌                         

desires.‌‌ ‌  

Above,‌‌I‌‌explicitly‌‌added‌‌that‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌‌willingly‌‌choose‌‌‌to‌‌participate‌‌within‌‌this‌‌                         

platform.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌willingness‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

individuals‌ ‌equating‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌to‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌and‌ ‌equating‌ ‌their‌ ‌values‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                             

score‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌have‌ ‌within‌‌this‌‌platform.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌that‌‌they‌‌                           

choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌by‌ ‌introducing‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌brother‌ ‌of‌‌                           

Lacie,‌ ‌Ryan‌ ‌(James‌ ‌Norton),‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌1.4‌ ‌scored‌ ‌truck‌ ‌driver‌ ‌Susan‌ ‌(Cherry‌ ‌Jones)‌ ‌who‌‌                           

choose‌‌not‌‌to‌‌participate‌‌within‌‌this‌‌platform.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌assigns‌‌Lacie‌‌                         

and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌participating‌‌individuals‌‌to‌‌be‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌fact‌‌that‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌free‌‌                               

either‌ ‌to‌ ‌choose‌ ‌or‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌choose‌‌participating‌‌within‌‌this‌‌platform.‌‌Since‌‌Lacie‌‌‌chooses‌‌to‌‌                             

obsessively‌ ‌participate,‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌all‌‌of‌‌these‌‌restrictions‌‌which‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌a‌‌loss‌‌of‌‌                               

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌as‌ ‌stated:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌ ‌desire‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌exposed,‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌watched,‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌recorded,‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌predicted,‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌‌                               

consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌choice‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌a‌ ‌constant‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌‌rankings‌‌                           

and‌ ‌ratings,‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘likes’,‌ ‌retweets,‌ ‌comments,‌ ‌and‌ ‌shares‌ ‌(Harcourt,‌‌                       

2015).‌‌“In‌‌this‌‌regard,‌‌the‌‌desire‌‌to‌‌become‌‌all-seeing,‌‌all-knowing‌‌(Eggers,‌‌2014,‌‌p.‌                         

71)—the‌ ‌impulse‌ ‌to‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌‘check‌ ‌everything,’‌ ‌from‌ ‌emails‌ ‌and‌ ‌social‌ ‌media”‌‌                     
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(Schleusener,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌p.‌ ‌194)‌ ‌can‌ ‌also‌ ‌be‌ ‌interpreted‌ ‌as‌ ‌symptomatic‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌this‌ ‌desire‌ ‌triggered‌ ‌choice‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌choice‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌‌                           

agents‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌when‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌desperately‌ ‌tries‌‌to‌‌arrive‌‌at‌‌the‌‌wedding‌‌of‌‌her‌‌high-four‌‌                           

scored‌‌childhood‌‌friend‌‌Naomi‌‌(Alice‌‌Eve)‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌get‌‌the‌‌high‌‌ratings‌‌of‌‌high-four‌‌guests‌‌                               

in‌‌the‌‌wedding,‌‌she,‌‌since‌‌she‌‌has‌‌no‌‌other‌‌choice,‌‌accepts‌‌1.4‌‌scored‌‌truck‌‌driver‌‌Susan’s‌‌                               

offer‌‌to‌‌give‌‌her‌‌a‌‌ride.‌‌During‌‌their‌‌ride‌‌Susan‌‌confesses‌‌that‌‌she‌‌was‌‌4.6‌‌once‌‌and‌‌used‌‌to‌‌                                     

live‌‌for‌‌it.‌‌Then,‌‌Susan‌‌continues‌‌her‌‌story‌‌as‌‌‘All‌‌the‌‌work‌‌I‌‌put‌‌in‌‌Eight‌‌years‌‌ago,‌‌Tom,‌‌my‌‌                                       

husband,‌‌got‌‌cancer.‌‌It‌‌was‌‌pancreatic.‌‌It‌‌was‌‌a‌‌real‌‌bitch.‌‌The‌‌symptoms‌‌showed‌‌up‌‌late.‌‌I‌‌                                 

five-starred‌ ‌every‌ ‌doctor,‌ ‌every‌ ‌nurse,‌ ‌every‌ ‌high-four‌ ‌consultant‌ ‌that‌‌we‌‌had.‌‌A‌‌couple‌‌of‌‌                           

months‌ ‌in,‌ ‌we‌ ‌heard‌ ‌about‌ ‌this‌ ‌experimental‌ ‌treatment.‌‌It‌‌was‌‌very‌‌expensive.‌‌It‌‌was‌‌very‌‌                             

exclusive.‌‌I‌‌did‌‌everything‌‌I‌‌could‌‌to‌‌get‌‌him‌‌a‌‌spot‌‌there.‌‌Tom‌‌was‌‌a‌‌4.3.‌‌They‌‌gave‌‌his‌‌bed‌‌                                       

to‌‌a‌‌4.4.‌‌So,‌‌when‌‌he‌‌died,‌‌I‌‌thought,‌‌fuck‌‌it.‌‌I‌‌started‌‌saying‌‌what‌‌I‌‌wanted,‌‌when‌‌I‌‌wanted.‌‌                                       

Just‌ ‌drop‌ ‌it‌ ‌out‌ ‌there.‌ ‌Maybe‌ ‌you‌ ‌should‌ ‌try‌ ‌it?’‌ ‌and‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌as‌‌an‌‌answer‌‌to‌‌Susan‌‌says‌‌‘I‌‌                                     

can't‌ ‌just‌ ‌kick‌ ‌off‌ ‌my‌ ‌shoes‌‌and‌‌walk‌‌the‌‌earth‌‌or‌‌whatever.‌‌Look,‌‌you‌‌had‌‌something‌‌with‌‌                                 

your‌ ‌life,‌ ‌real‌ ‌things,‌ ‌good‌ ‌things,‌ ‌and‌ ‌you‌ ‌lost‌ ‌it‌ ‌all,‌ ‌and‌ ‌I'm‌ ‌sorry.‌ ‌So,‌ ‌now‌ ‌you've‌ ‌got‌‌                                   

nothing‌‌left‌‌to‌‌lose.‌‌But‌‌I‌‌don't‌‌even‌‌have‌‌something‌‌worth‌‌losing,‌‌not‌‌yet.‌‌You‌‌know,‌‌I‌‌mean,‌‌                                   

I'm‌ ‌still‌ ‌fighting‌ ‌for‌ ‌that’.‌ ‌This‌ ‌‘that’‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌‌manifested‌‌by‌‌Lacie‌‌as‌‌‘Enough‌‌to‌‌be‌‌content?‌‌                                 

Like,‌ ‌to‌ ‌look‌ ‌around‌ ‌and‌ ‌think,‌ ‌well,‌ ‌I‌ ‌guess‌ ‌I'm‌ ‌okay.‌ ‌Just‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌breathe‌ ‌out,‌ ‌not‌‌                                     

feeling‌‌like‌‌like‌‌-‌‌Like‌‌just.‌‌And‌‌that‌‌is‌‌way‌‌off,‌‌like,‌‌way,‌‌way‌‌off.‌‌And‌‌until‌‌I‌‌get‌‌there,‌‌I‌‌have‌‌                                           

to‌ ‌play‌ ‌the‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌game.‌ ‌We‌ ‌all‌ ‌do,‌ ‌that's‌ ‌what‌ ‌we're‌ ‌in.‌ ‌That's‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌fucking‌ ‌world‌‌                                 

works’.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌by‌ ‌adding‌ ‌Susan‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌‌underlines‌‌                         

that‌ ‌breaking‌ ‌free‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌is‌ ‌possible‌ ‌but‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌desires‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌content‌ ‌and‌ ‌she‌‌                               

blatantly‌ ‌relates‌ ‌this‌ ‌contention‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌high‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌territorialized‌ ‌desires.‌‌                         

Therefore,‌ ‌she‌ ‌‌chooses‌ ‌to‌ ‌participate‌‌within‌‌this‌‌platform‌‌that‌‌she‌‌considers‌‌as‌‌a‌‌numbers‌‌                           

game‌ ‌which‌ ‌undoubtedly‌ ‌assigns‌ ‌her‌ ‌of‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌‌parameters‌‌that‌‌                         

either‌‌she‌‌applies‌‌to‌‌herself‌‌or‌‌receives‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌this‌‌participation.‌‌Thus,‌‌Lacie‌‌                             

considering‌ ‌the‌‌platform‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌numbers‌‌game‌‌not‌‌only‌‌assigns‌‌her‌‌as‌‌being‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌                               

the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌of‌‌this‌‌participation‌‌but‌‌assigns‌‌other‌‌individuals‌‌as‌‌digital‌‌presences‌‌to‌‌                           

be‌ ‌used‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌win‌‌this‌‌numbers‌‌game‌‌and‌‌every‌‌member‌‌who‌‌obsessively‌‌participate‌‌                             

within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌reciprocally‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌considerations.‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌example,‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌moment‌ ‌that‌ ‌Naomi‌‌calls‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌ask‌‌her‌‌to‌‌be‌‌her‌‌maid‌‌of‌‌                                 

honour‌‌both‌‌of‌‌them‌‌act‌‌as‌‌if‌‌this‌‌proposal‌‌is‌‌due‌‌to‌‌their‌‌old‌‌emotional‌‌connection‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                                   

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌it‌ ‌through‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌and‌ ‌Naomi’s‌ ‌acting‌ ‌as‌ ‌their‌ ‌eyes‌‌gets‌‌watery‌‌                           

after‌‌Naomi‌‌proposing‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌be‌‌her‌‌maid‌‌of‌‌honour‌‌and‌‌as‌‌they‌‌get‌‌super‌‌emotional‌‌and‌‌                                 
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excited‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌when‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌learns‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌is‌ ‌down‌ ‌to‌ ‌2.6,‌ ‌she‌‌                             

directly‌‌calls‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌tells‌‌her‌‌that‌‌she‌‌does‌‌not‌‌‌need‌‌her‌‌in‌‌her‌‌wedding‌‌anymore.‌‌Then,‌‌                                 

both‌‌of‌‌them‌‌reveal‌‌their‌‌real‌‌feelings‌‌towards‌‌each‌‌other‌‌which‌‌manifests‌‌that‌‌right‌‌from‌‌the‌‌                               

beginning‌‌they‌‌are‌‌both‌‌faking‌‌their‌‌feelings,‌‌gestures‌‌and‌‌reactions‌‌due‌‌to‌‌their‌‌obsession‌‌                           

towards‌ ‌enhancing‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌scores,‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌‌                     

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌‌revelation‌‌through‌‌their‌‌conversation‌‌and‌‌through‌‌their‌‌facial‌‌                       

expressions‌ ‌and‌ ‌gestures‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌conversation.‌ ‌Within‌ ‌the‌ ‌conversation‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌says‌‌                     

‘You've‌‌seen‌‌the‌‌guest‌‌list.‌‌They‌‌are‌‌all,‌‌like,‌‌4.5‌‌or‌‌above.‌‌They‌‌are‌‌going‌‌to‌‌freak‌‌at‌‌a‌‌2.6,‌‌                                       

and‌ ‌I‌ ‌am‌ ‌not‌ ‌taking‌ ‌that‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌damage,‌ ‌plus‌ ‌I‌ ‌haven't‌ ‌dipped‌ ‌under‌ ‌a‌ ‌4.7‌ ‌in,‌ ‌like,‌ ‌six‌‌                                     

months.‌‌When‌‌I‌‌asked‌‌you‌‌to‌‌speak,‌‌you‌‌were‌‌a‌‌4.2,‌‌okay?‌‌And‌‌the‌‌authenticity‌‌of‌‌a‌‌vintage‌‌                                   

bond‌‌low‌‌four‌‌at‌‌a‌‌gathering‌‌of‌‌this‌‌calibre‌‌played‌‌fantastically‌‌on‌‌all‌‌the‌‌simulations‌‌we‌‌ran.‌‌                                 

Forecast‌‌was‌‌a‌‌prestige‌‌bounce‌‌of‌‌2‌‌minimum.‌‌But‌‌now‌‌you're‌‌a‌‌sub‌‌three.‌‌Sorry.‌‌That‌‌just‌‌                                 

puts‌‌the‌‌stink‌‌on‌‌things‌‌a‌‌little‌‌too‌‌much.‌‌That‌‌just‌‌plays‌‌badly‌‌for‌‌us’‌‌and‌‌when‌‌Lacie‌‌says‌‌to‌‌                                       

Naomi‌ ‌‘So‌ ‌it‌ ‌was‌ ‌just‌ ‌about‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌for‌ ‌you?’‌‌Naomi‌‌answers‌‌as‌‌‘Oh,‌‌cut‌‌the‌‌shit!‌‌It‌‌was‌‌                                   

numbers‌ ‌for‌ ‌both‌‌of‌‌us.‌‌You‌‌wanted‌‌those‌‌primo‌‌votes,‌‌don't‌‌deny‌‌it.‌‌It's‌‌not‌‌like‌‌you‌‌could‌‌                                   

get‌ ‌them‌ ‌on‌ ‌your‌ ‌own.‌ ‌Let's‌ ‌not‌ ‌kid‌ ‌ourselves’.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌scene‌‌                             

through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌confirms‌‌that‌‌for‌‌both‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌Naomi‌‌all‌‌that‌‌matters‌‌is‌‌the‌‌                               

numbers‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌designates‌ ‌their‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌scores.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌the‌‌                         

cinematic‌‌piece‌‌introduces‌‌Lacie,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌platform‌‌willingly‌‌choose‌‌                         

to‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌internal‌ ‌cravings‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌as‌ ‌their‌‌                         

territorialized‌‌desires‌‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌high‌‌ranked‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌even‌‌if‌‌they‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌                               

restrictive‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌this‌ ‌participation‌ ‌brings‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌lives.‌‌ ‌  

Up‌‌until‌‌here,‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌broadly‌‌reveal‌‌through‌‌its‌‌macrostructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌                         

how‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌                         

how‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌individuals,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌‌they‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌these‌‌restrictive‌‌factors,‌‌                             

willingly‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌since‌ ‌my‌‌                       

motivation‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌‌introduced‌‌and‌‌theorized‌‌                               

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌microstructural‌‌                   

cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌part,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌these‌ ‌precise‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                         

elements‌‌embedded‌‌within‌‌this‌‌specific‌‌cinematic‌‌experience.‌‌These‌‌cinematic‌‌details,‌‌when‌‌                     

holistically‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌are‌ ‌construed‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                       

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌ 

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌referred‌ ‌to‌ ‌above,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌sets‌ ‌off‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌frame‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌setting‌‌                               

which‌ ‌is‌ ‌composed‌ ‌of‌ ‌houses‌‌in‌‌light‌‌pastel‌‌colors‌‌surrounded‌‌by‌‌trees‌‌and‌‌by‌‌a‌‌light‌‌pink‌‌                                 

colored‌‌sky‌‌accompanied‌‌by‌‌the‌‌sound‌‌of‌‌birds‌‌chirping.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌with‌‌this‌‌                             

cinematic‌‌touch,‌‌sets‌‌the‌‌mood‌‌of‌‌its‌‌experience‌‌to‌‌a‌‌light‌‌tone.‌‌Thus,‌‌it‌‌even‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌                                 

name‌‌of‌‌the‌‌episode‌‌in‌‌light‌‌pink‌‌colors‌‌accompanied‌‌by‌‌the‌‌background‌‌of‌‌a‌‌light‌‌pink‌‌sky.‌‌                                 

200‌ ‌ 



In‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌bolster‌ ‌this‌ ‌mood‌ ‌of‌ ‌lightness,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌adds‌ ‌a‌ ‌calm‌ ‌song‌ ‌into‌ ‌its‌‌                                 

experience.‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌enters‌ ‌this‌ ‌frame‌‌by‌‌running‌‌towards‌‌the‌‌camera‌‌while‌‌she‌‌is‌‌constantly‌‌                           

checking‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌device‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌holds‌ ‌in‌ ‌her‌ ‌hands.‌ ‌The‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌sound‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌while‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌is‌ ‌checking‌ ‌her‌ ‌phone‌‌                             

during‌ ‌her‌ ‌run,‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌‌is‌‌in‌‌some‌‌sort‌‌of‌‌an‌‌interaction‌‌within‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌                                 

platform.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌within‌‌this‌‌scene‌‌hints‌‌that‌‌not‌‌only‌‌Lacie‌‌but‌‌also‌‌other‌‌                               

members‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌society‌ ‌are‌ ‌using‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                         

piece‌‌proposes‌‌this‌‌platform‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌interactions‌‌that‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌have‌‌in‌‌                               

real‌ ‌life.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌while‌‌Lacie‌‌is‌‌running,‌‌she‌‌sees‌‌another‌‌member‌‌of‌‌this‌‌society‌‌and‌‌                               

after‌ ‌they‌ ‌both‌ ‌greet‌ ‌each‌ ‌other,‌ ‌they‌ ‌right‌ ‌immediately‌ ‌direct‌ ‌their‌ ‌devices‌ ‌towards‌ ‌each‌‌                           

other‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌adds‌ ‌another‌ ‌digital‌ ‌sound‌ ‌to‌ ‌hint‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌‌                             

communicate‌ ‌in‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌through‌ ‌this‌ ‌device.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌scene‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌more‌ ‌details‌ ‌on‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌‌                             

media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌content‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌is‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌checking.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌the‌‌                         

camera‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌screen‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌device‌‌and‌‌in‌‌the‌‌screen‌‌there‌‌are‌‌other‌‌users'‌‌sharings‌‌                                 

which‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌is‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌rating.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

elements‌‌proposes‌‌that‌‌what‌‌Lacie‌‌is‌‌constantly‌‌checking‌‌is‌‌a‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌in‌‌which‌‌                             

anyone‌ ‌using‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌ ‌score‌‌from‌‌1‌‌to‌‌5.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌opening‌‌sequence‌‌broadly‌‌                               

proposes‌‌Lacie‌‌as‌‌having‌‌some‌‌addictive‌‌vibes‌‌towards‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌and‌‌also‌‌                           

proposes‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌addictive‌ ‌vibe‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌interaction‌ ‌with‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌since‌‌                             

throughout‌‌of‌‌her‌‌running‌‌and‌‌stretching,‌‌she‌‌just‌‌looks‌‌at‌‌her‌‌phone‌‌but‌‌nothing‌‌else,‌‌even‌‌                               

if‌‌the‌‌real‌‌life‌‌is‌‌happening‌‌around‌‌her.‌‌To‌‌underline‌‌this,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌some‌‌                               

vehicle‌ ‌sounds‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌background‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌stretching‌ ‌scene.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌more‌ ‌details‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌dominance‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌‌                             

media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌scene‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌is‌ ‌checking‌ ‌herself‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌mirror‌ ‌and‌‌                               

constantly‌‌laughing.‌‌Then,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌an‌‌extreme‌‌close-up‌‌shot‌‌to‌‌indicate‌‌                           

that‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌lens‌ ‌inserted‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌which‌ ‌enables‌ ‌her‌ ‌to‌ ‌see‌ ‌the‌ ‌feed‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                                     

social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌as‌ ‌her‌ ‌vision.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌the‌‌                         

intensity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌preeminence‌‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌in‌‌Lacie’s‌‌life.‌‌This‌‌preeminence‌‌is‌‌                             

also‌‌bolstered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌of‌‌adding‌‌her‌‌score,‌‌4.2,‌‌right‌‌next‌‌to‌‌her‌‌appearance‌‌                               

in‌ ‌the‌ ‌mirror.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌through‌ ‌her‌ ‌acting,‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌gives‌ ‌the‌ ‌vibe‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌rehearsing‌ ‌her‌‌                               

laugh.‌‌That's‌‌why‌‌she‌‌is‌‌constantly‌‌laughing‌‌while‌‌she‌‌is‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌the‌‌mirror.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌                               

piece‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene‌‌affirms‌‌that‌‌Lacie‌‌was‌‌rehearsing‌‌her‌‌laugh‌‌by‌‌showing‌‌Lacie‌‌smiling‌‌                               

as‌ ‌she‌ ‌rehearsed‌ ‌in‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌‌other‌‌members‌‌of‌‌this‌‌society.‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌                                   

touch‌‌hints‌‌to‌‌a‌‌society‌‌in‌‌which‌‌excessive‌‌cheerfulness‌‌is‌‌prioritized‌‌and‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌hint‌‌                                 

becomes‌ ‌blatant‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌continues‌ ‌to‌‌flow.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                       

piece‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌scene‌ ‌which‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌excessive‌ ‌cheerfulness‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                             
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embedded‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌in‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌society.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                           

manifests‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌excessive‌ ‌cheerfulness‌‌through‌‌the‌‌setting‌‌in‌‌which‌‌everything‌‌is‌‌                           

aggressively‌ ‌in‌ ‌light‌ ‌pastel‌ ‌colors‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌each‌‌and‌‌every‌‌individual‌‌is‌‌just‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌                               

the‌‌screen‌‌of‌‌their‌‌devices.‌‌As‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌the‌‌screen‌‌of‌‌Lacie's‌‌device,‌‌we‌‌                                 

see‌ ‌Laice‌ ‌giving‌ ‌5‌ ‌stars‌ ‌to‌ ‌almost‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌sharings‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌One‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                               

touch‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌‌but‌‌also‌‌the‌‌content‌‌of‌‌the‌‌sharings‌‌within‌‌this‌‌platform‌                                   

are‌ ‌excessively‌ ‌and‌ ‌aggressively‌‌in‌‌light‌‌pastel‌‌colors.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌                         

this‌‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌total‌‌cheerfulness‌‌and‌‌total‌‌positivity‌‌inherent‌‌                             

within‌‌this‌‌society‌‌and‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌it‌‌is‌‌the‌‌real‌‌life‌‌itself‌‌to‌‌be‌‌colored‌‌in‌‌these‌‌                                     

light‌ ‌pastel‌ ‌colors.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌this‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌cheerfulness‌ ‌and‌ ‌positivity‌ ‌is‌‌                         

manifested‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌one‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌touch‌‌                     

here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌any‌‌interaction‌‌that‌‌they‌‌have‌‌with‌‌each‌‌other,‌‌they,‌‌right‌‌immediately,‌‌rate‌‌each‌‌                               

other‌ ‌through‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform.‌‌ ‌  

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌cafe‌‌scene‌‌Lacie,‌‌right‌‌after‌‌her‌‌interaction‌‌with‌‌the‌‌waiter,‌‌                           

rates‌‌the‌‌waiter‌‌with‌‌5‌‌stars‌‌and‌‌he‌‌does‌‌the‌‌same.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌a‌‌frame‌‌in‌‌                                     

which‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌looks‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌people‌ ‌sitting‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌cafe‌ ‌and‌ ‌from‌ ‌her‌ ‌vision,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌‌                                   

lenses‌‌that‌‌she‌‌has,‌‌she‌‌sees‌‌everybody‌‌with‌‌their‌‌digital‌‌scores‌‌next‌‌to‌‌their‌‌heads.‌‌Hence,‌‌                               

the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌‌this‌‌touch‌‌to‌‌hint‌‌that‌‌individuals‌‌within‌‌this‌‌society‌‌see‌‌each‌‌                             

other‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌value‌ ‌each‌ ‌other‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌scores.‌ ‌The‌‌                             

cinematic‌‌piece‌‌after‌‌giving‌‌this‌‌hint‌‌shows‌‌Lacie‌‌as‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌create‌‌a‌‌content‌‌for‌‌a‌‌picture‌‌to‌‌                                   

share‌‌in‌‌her‌‌account‌‌using‌‌her‌‌cookie‌‌and‌‌her‌‌coffee.‌‌Eventually,‌‌she‌‌bites‌‌the‌‌cookie‌‌to‌‌give‌‌                                 

a‌‌moon‌‌shape‌‌to‌‌it‌‌and‌‌then‌‌she‌‌spills‌‌the‌‌cookie‌‌out.‌‌She‌‌shares‌‌the‌‌picture‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cookie‌‌                                     

and‌‌the‌‌coffee.‌‌Then,‌‌she‌‌takes‌‌a‌‌sip‌‌from‌‌her‌‌coffee‌‌and‌‌her‌‌facial‌‌reactions‌‌clearly‌‌indicate‌‌                                 

that‌ ‌she‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌like‌ ‌the‌ ‌coffee.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌cafe‌ ‌scene,‌‌                                 

proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌manifesting‌ ‌a‌ ‌society‌ ‌in‌‌                       

which‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌use‌ ‌their‌ ‌real‌ ‌lives‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌stage‌ ‌to‌ ‌act‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌higher‌ ‌their‌ ‌social‌‌                                   

media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌scores.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌their‌‌acting‌‌recalls‌‌an‌‌inherent‌‌pretentiousness‌‌since‌‌it‌‌is‌‌                         

excessively‌ ‌and‌ ‌aggressively‌ ‌cheerful‌ ‌and‌ ‌positive.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌pretentiousness,‌ ‌although‌‌                   

hinted‌‌through‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌is‌‌explicitly‌‌manifested‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                           

scene‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌even‌‌if‌‌she‌‌neither‌‌likes‌‌the‌‌cookie‌‌nor‌‌the‌‌coffee‌‌makes‌‌a‌‌sharing‌‌out‌‌of‌‌                                   

them‌‌and‌‌she‌‌becomes‌‌extremely‌‌happy‌‌any‌‌time‌‌she‌‌receives‌‌high‌‌ratings‌‌from‌‌the‌‌others‌‌                             

on‌ ‌her‌ ‌sharing.‌ ‌This‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌prioritizes‌ ‌her‌ ‌digital‌‌                         

presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌makes‌ ‌her‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence‌ ‌to‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌her‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌this‌ ‌prioritization‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌in‌ ‌Lacie‌‌                       

through‌‌her‌‌constant‌‌real-life‌‌actions‌‌to‌‌ground‌‌on‌‌pleasing‌‌people‌‌all‌‌the‌‌time‌‌and‌‌to‌‌ground‌‌                               

on‌‌high‌‌rating‌‌people‌‌all‌‌the‌‌time‌‌without‌‌consideration‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌receive‌‌back‌‌high‌‌ratings‌‌                               

from‌ ‌them.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌actions‌ ‌are‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌Lacie's‌‌                               
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happiness‌‌and‌‌unhappiness‌‌solely‌‌grounding‌‌on‌‌the‌‌high‌‌and‌‌low‌‌ratings‌‌that‌‌she‌‌receives‌‌                           

within‌‌this‌‌platform.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌this‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌                         

such‌ ‌as‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shots‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌her‌‌facial‌‌reactions‌‌and‌‌gestures‌‌indicating‌‌how‌‌happy‌‌                           

she‌ ‌feels‌ ‌whenever‌ ‌she‌ ‌gets‌ ‌a‌ ‌high‌ ‌rating‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌picture‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌shared.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌                               

piece‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene‌‌to‌‌demonstrate‌‌how‌‌individuals‌‌interact‌‌one‌‌to‌‌one‌‌within‌‌this‌‌                             

digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌prioritized‌ ‌system.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌is‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌elevator‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌‌                             

colleague‌ ‌Bethany‌‌(Daisy‌‌Haggard)‌‌and‌‌they‌‌both‌‌use‌‌the‌‌lens‌‌in‌‌their‌‌eyes‌‌to‌‌check‌‌each‌‌                               

other’s‌‌feeds‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌communicate‌‌with‌‌each‌‌other.‌‌Thus,‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌they‌‌just‌‌                             

focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌lens‌ ‌in‌ ‌their‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌each‌ ‌other‌ ‌and‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌‌                                   

excessive‌ ‌total‌ ‌cheerfulness‌ ‌and‌ ‌positivity‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌within‌ ‌their‌ ‌conversations‌ ‌which‌ ‌yet‌‌                     

again‌ ‌hints‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌pretentiousness‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌earlier‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience.‌‌                     

Hence,‌ ‌up‌ ‌until‌ ‌this‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌the‌ ‌way‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                             

manifests‌ ‌this‌ ‌pretentiousness‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌free‌ ‌choice‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌this‌‌free‌‌choice‌‌to‌‌be‌‌motivated‌‌by‌‌the‌‌priority‌‌that‌‌the‌‌individuals‌                             

dedicate‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌scores.‌‌ ‌  

Right‌ ‌at‌ ‌this‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌then,‌‌the‌‌question‌‌becomes‌‌why‌‌do‌‌                           

individuals‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌this‌ ‌much‌ ‌priority‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌scores?‌‌                           

Then,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌answers‌‌this‌‌question‌‌in‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌that‌‌it‌‌introduces‌‌which‌‌sets‌‌off‌‌                               

when‌ ‌a‌‌colleague,‌‌Chester‌‌(Kadiff‌‌Kirwan),‌‌with‌‌a‌‌3.1‌‌score‌‌offers‌‌Lacie‌‌a‌‌smoothie.‌‌When‌‌                             

Lacie‌‌gets‌‌the‌‌smoothie,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌cuts‌‌to‌‌a‌‌shot‌‌that‌‌shows‌‌all‌‌the‌‌other‌‌people‌‌in‌‌                                   

the‌ ‌office‌ ‌looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌with‌ ‌judgement.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌directly‌ ‌rates‌ ‌Chester‌‌with‌‌five‌‌stars‌‌                             

because,‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌already‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌so‌‌far,‌‌any‌‌interaction‌‌has‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                           

rated‌‌and‌‌as‌‌the‌‌social‌‌codes‌‌show‌‌has‌‌to‌‌be‌‌rated‌‌positively.‌‌Instantly,‌‌Chester‌‌gets‌‌a‌‌huge‌                                 

relief.‌ ‌This‌ ‌reaction‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌first‌‌hint‌‌that‌‌having‌‌low‌‌points‌‌have‌‌some‌‌                                 

consequences‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌real‌ ‌lives‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌society.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌‌                           

even‌‌if‌‌it‌‌does‌‌not‌‌explicitly‌‌manifest‌‌what‌‌are‌‌the‌‌real‌‌consequences‌‌of‌‌having‌‌low‌‌scores,‌‌                               

manifests‌ ‌through‌‌another‌‌colleague's‌‌confession‌‌to‌‌Lacie‌‌that‌‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌people‌‌collectively‌‌                         

decided‌ ‌to‌ ‌score‌ ‌Chester‌ ‌down‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌relation‌ ‌with‌ ‌his‌ ‌partner.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌‌                           

colleague‌ ‌states‌ ‌that‌ ‌‘if‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌below‌ ‌2.5,‌ ‌it‌‌is‌‌bye‌‌bye’.‌‌Here,‌‌this‌‌statement‌‌clearly‌‌reveals‌‌                                 

that‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌society‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌by‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌participating‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌creates‌ ‌a‌‌                           

society‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌scores‌ ‌literally‌ ‌designate‌ ‌the‌ ‌real-life‌ ‌value‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌‌                           

Therefore,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌society‌‌in‌‌which‌‌individuals‌‌willingly‌‌participate‌‌in‌‌                         

this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌by‌‌constantly‌‌rating‌‌each‌‌other‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌in‌‌the‌‌first‌‌place‌‌                             

they‌ ‌collectively‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌desires‌ ‌to‌ ‌ground‌ ‌on‌ ‌perfecting‌‌                         

their‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌ratings.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌individuals‌‌as‌‌                       

digital‌ ‌presences‌ ‌who‌ ‌actively‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌precise‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌‌                           

desires.‌‌ ‌  
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The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌desires‌‌through‌‌                         

individual’s‌‌obsession‌‌but‌‌precisely‌‌through‌‌Lacie’s‌‌obsession‌‌on‌‌perfecting‌‌her‌‌social‌‌media‌‌                       

platform‌‌ratings‌‌since‌‌she,‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌other‌‌members‌‌of‌‌this‌‌society,‌‌equates‌‌real‌‌life‌‌to‌‌                               

this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌and‌ ‌equates‌ ‌the‌ ‌value‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌being‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌rating‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌has‌‌                                 

within‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌That’s‌ ‌why,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌Lacie‌‌                       

obsessively‌ ‌just‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌making‌‌her‌‌score‌‌higher‌‌and‌‌yet‌‌pays‌‌almost‌‌zero‌‌attention‌‌to‌‌                             

the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌that‌ ‌her‌‌active‌‌participation‌‌within‌‌this‌‌platform‌‌brings‌‌to‌‌her‌‌real‌‌                           

life.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌it‌‌hints‌‌at‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌these‌‌kinds‌‌of‌‌restrictions‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                                   

previous‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌kinds‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                           

scene‌‌when‌‌Lacie‌‌decides‌‌to‌‌rent‌‌a‌‌home‌‌for‌‌herself,‌‌and‌‌she‌‌needs‌‌a‌‌discount‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌                                   

rent‌‌the‌‌home.‌‌However,‌‌her‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌score‌‌is‌‌4.2‌‌and‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌get‌‌a‌‌discount‌‌                                   

she‌ ‌needs‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌4.5.‌ ‌Since‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌craving‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌high-four,‌‌instead‌‌of‌‌seeing‌‌this‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                                     

restriction,‌ ‌she‌ ‌obsessively‌ ‌dedicates‌ ‌herself‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌her‌‌score‌‌reach‌‌to‌‌4.5‌‌although‌‌she‌‌                           

knows‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌restriction‌‌in‌‌the‌‌first‌‌place‌‌is‌‌set‌‌due‌‌to‌‌her‌‌participation‌‌within‌‌this‌‌system‌‌                                 

along‌ ‌with‌ ‌other‌ ‌member’s‌ ‌obsessive‌ ‌and‌ ‌willing‌ ‌participations‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌territorialized‌‌                       

desires.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌her‌ ‌craving‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌home‌ ‌to‌ ‌inherently‌‌                         

represent‌ ‌her‌ ‌craving‌ ‌to‌ ‌become‌ ‌a‌ ‌high-four‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌score‌ ‌rank.‌ ‌This‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌‌                               

underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌house‌ ‌as‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌real‌ ‌life‌ ‌can‌ ‌just‌‌be‌‌a‌‌manifestation‌‌of‌‌her‌‌digital‌‌                                 

presence‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌high-four.‌‌Hence,‌‌Lacie’s‌‌craving‌‌to‌‌become‌‌a‌‌high-four‌‌in‌‌the‌‌score‌‌rank‌‌is‌‌                                 

also‌ ‌clearly‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌through‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌checking‌ ‌and‌‌                       

constantly‌ ‌giving‌ ‌five‌ ‌stars‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌high-four‌ ‌childhood‌ ‌friend‌ ‌Naomi’s‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence.‌‌ ‌  

At‌‌this‌‌stage‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌after‌‌manifesting‌‌that‌‌                         

this‌‌obsession‌‌towards‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌is‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌territorialization‌‌of‌‌individual’s‌‌                           

desires‌ ‌which‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌willing‌ ‌participation‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌‌                           

their‌ ‌internal‌ ‌feelings,‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌preeminence‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌internal‌ ‌feelings‌ ‌which‌‌                         

eventually‌ ‌makes‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform.‌‌                     

Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌brother‌ ‌Ryan‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

experience.‌ ‌Ryan‌ ‌is‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌free‌ ‌individual‌ ‌who‌ ‌chooses‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌live‌‌for‌‌his‌‌digital‌‌                               

presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌his‌ ‌score.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌he‌ ‌is‌ ‌judgemental‌ ‌of‌‌Lacie’s‌‌obsession‌‌with‌‌her‌‌digital‌‌                           

presence‌‌and‌‌her‌‌score.‌‌After‌‌seeing‌‌that‌‌Lacie‌‌wants‌‌to‌‌move‌‌to‌‌a‌‌home‌‌in‌‌Pelican‌‌Cove,‌‌                                 

Ryan‌ ‌directly‌ ‌refers‌ ‌to‌ ‌it‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌Eugenics‌ ‌program.‌ ‌The‌ ‌reference‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                             

inserts‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌and‌ ‌obsessively‌‌                           

participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌creates‌ ‌a‌ ‌society‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌perfect‌‌themselves‌‌to‌‌                           

reach‌ ‌specific‌ ‌desirable‌ ‌traits‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌highest‌ ‌scoring‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence.‌ ‌The‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌by‌ ‌introducing‌ ‌Ryan‌ ‌as‌ ‌choosing‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌‌part‌‌of‌‌this‌‌system,‌‌assigns‌‌                               

Lacie‌ ‌freely‌ ‌choosing‌ ‌to‌ ‌‌constantly‌ ‌try‌ ‌perfecting‌ ‌herself‌ ‌to‌ ‌reach‌ ‌these‌ ‌specific‌ ‌desirable‌‌                         

traits‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌higher‌ ‌the‌ ‌score‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence.‌‌ ‌  
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The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌hint‌‌at‌‌these‌‌specific‌‌desirable‌‌traits,‌‌introduces‌‌the‌‌                           

scene‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Lacie‌‌goes‌‌to‌‌see‌‌a‌‌counsellor‌‌in‌‌Reputeligent‌‌firm‌‌to‌‌get‌‌feedback‌‌on‌‌how‌‌                                 

she‌‌could‌‌manage‌‌to‌‌reach‌‌the‌‌score‌‌of‌‌4.5‌‌in‌‌a‌‌short‌‌amount‌‌of‌‌time.‌‌Here,‌‌the‌‌company’s‌‌                                   

name‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌reputelligent‌ ‌recalls‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌counsellors‌ ‌work‌ ‌as‌ ‌perfecting‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌‌                         

reputation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌‌                       

conversions‌‌within‌‌their‌‌session‌‌solely‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌acknowledging‌‌all‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌as‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌                           

presence,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌data.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌hints‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌‌                             

specific‌ ‌desirable‌ ‌traits‌ ‌ground‌ ‌on‌ ‌managing‌ ‌these‌ ‌data‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌optimal‌ ‌way‌ ‌through‌ ‌one‌‌                           

dimensional,‌ ‌excessively‌ ‌cheerful‌ ‌and‌ ‌positive,‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌with‌ ‌these‌ ‌data.‌ ‌However,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌                       

not‌‌only‌‌enough‌‌to‌‌interact‌‌with‌‌these‌‌data‌‌but‌‌it‌‌is‌‌also‌‌crucial‌‌to‌‌interact‌‌with‌‌the‌‌data‌‌that‌‌                                     

is‌‌a‌‌high-four‌‌since‌‌they‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌‘quality’‌‌people.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌here‌‌                             

not‌‌only‌‌blatantly‌‌manifests‌‌that‌‌the‌‌value‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌are‌‌equated‌‌to‌‌their‌‌social‌‌media‌‌                               

platform‌ ‌scores‌ ‌and‌ ‌that‌ ‌every‌ ‌individual‌ ‌is‌ ‌solely‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌score‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌‌                             

manifests‌ ‌that‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌society‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌violation‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌‌                       

informational‌ ‌privacy‌ ‌and‌ ‌violation‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌informational‌ ‌self-determination,‌ ‌eventually,‌‌                 

violation‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌they,‌ ‌by‌ ‌choice,‌ ‌expose‌ ‌all‌ ‌their‌‌                             

information‌ ‌to‌ ‌every‌ ‌and‌ ‌each‌ ‌member‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌society‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌perfect‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌‌                             

presence.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌this‌ ‌scene‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lacie,‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌reach‌ ‌her‌ ‌dream‌ ‌digital‌‌                               

presence,‌ ‌needs‌ ‌to‌ ‌play‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌rules‌ ‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌game,‌‌as‌‌she‌‌                               

calls‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌further‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌experience‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌game.‌ ‌This‌ ‌emphasis‌‌                           

automatically‌ ‌assigns‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌rules‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌game‌ ‌which‌ ‌has‌‌                             

restrictive‌‌consequences‌‌in‌‌her‌‌real‌‌life.‌‌Yet‌‌again,‌‌she‌‌continues‌‌to‌‌play‌‌this‌‌numbers‌‌game,‌‌                             

even‌‌more‌‌obsessively‌‌than‌‌ever‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌she‌‌equates‌‌her‌‌value‌‌to‌‌the‌‌score‌‌that‌‌                             

she‌ ‌has‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌this‌‌obsession‌‌within‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌through,‌‌after‌‌her‌‌                       

session‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌counsellor‌ ‌in‌ ‌reputelligent,‌ ‌her‌ ‌constant‌ ‌effort‌ ‌of‌ ‌pleasing‌ ‌high-fours‌ ‌by‌‌                         

acting‌ ‌extremely‌ ‌nice‌ ‌to‌‌them‌‌or‌‌through‌‌her‌‌constant‌‌effort‌‌of‌‌giving‌‌five‌‌stars‌‌to‌‌high-four‌‌                               

people.‌‌Yet,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌this‌‌obsession‌‌most‌‌blatantly‌‌through‌‌Naomi‌‌in‌‌a‌‌                           

sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌checks‌ ‌Naomi’s‌ ‌feed‌ ‌and‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌gives‌ ‌5‌ ‌stars‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌‌                           

sharings.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌her‌ ‌obsession‌ ‌with‌ ‌playing‌ ‌the‌‌                         

numbers‌‌game‌‌but‌‌also‌‌manifests‌‌her‌‌obsession‌‌towards‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌Naomi‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                             

high-four.‌‌With‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌these‌‌obsessions,‌‌she‌‌decides‌‌to‌‌make‌‌a‌‌move‌‌towards‌‌Naomi.‌‌                           

At‌ ‌this‌ ‌precise‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌‌the‌‌camera‌‌focuses‌‌on‌‌a‌‌handmade‌‌doll.‌‌                             

Hence,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌‌with‌‌this‌‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌hints‌‌to‌‌a‌‌connection‌‌between‌‌this‌‌doll‌‌                             

and‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌connection,‌ ‌as‌ ‌hinted,‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌explicit‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌further‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

experience‌ ‌as‌ ‌in‌ ‌their‌ ‌childhood‌ ‌times‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌helped‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌this‌ ‌doll.‌‌ ‌  
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Eventually,‌‌Lacie‌‌shares‌‌this‌‌doll’s‌‌picture‌‌in‌‌her‌‌account‌‌with‌‌the‌‌note‌‌of‌‌‘good‌‌ol’‌‌Mr.‌‌                               

Rags’.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌after‌ ‌her‌ ‌sharing,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌face‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌it‌ ‌blatant‌‌                               

how‌‌excited‌‌she‌‌is‌‌while‌‌she‌‌is‌‌waiting‌‌for‌‌a‌‌high‌‌rating‌‌from‌‌Naomi.‌‌As‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                                   

hints,‌ ‌she‌ ‌gets‌ ‌extremely‌ ‌happy‌ ‌when‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌rates‌ ‌this‌ ‌picture‌ ‌with‌ ‌5‌ ‌stars.‌ ‌In‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌‌                               

underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌admiration‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌has‌ ‌towards‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌who‌ ‌inherently‌ ‌represents‌ ‌a‌‌                       

high-four,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌scene‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌cooking‌ ‌an‌ ‌olive‌ ‌tapenade‌‌                               

since‌ ‌she‌ ‌saw‌ ‌it‌ ‌from‌ ‌Naomi’s‌ ‌feed.‌ ‌As‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌manifest‌ ‌the‌‌                             

preeminence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌to‌‌supersede‌‌their‌‌real‌‌presences,‌‌up‌‌                           

until‌‌this‌‌stage‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌it‌‌proposes‌‌Naomi‌‌within‌‌its‌‌experience‌‌through‌‌                           

her‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌at‌ ‌this‌ ‌stage‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌the‌ ‌physical‌‌                         

presence‌‌of‌‌Naomi‌‌joins‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌since‌‌Naomi‌‌calls‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌ask‌‌her‌‌to‌‌be‌‌her‌‌maid‌‌of‌‌                                   

honour‌ ‌in‌ ‌her‌ ‌wedding.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌tells‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌that‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌Mr.‌ ‌Rags‌ ‌really‌ ‌made‌ ‌her‌‌                             

emotional‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌point‌ ‌where‌ ‌she‌ ‌wants‌ ‌her‌ ‌oldest‌ ‌friend,‌ ‌Lacie,‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌her‌ ‌maid‌ ‌of‌ ‌honour.‌‌                                 

F‌rom‌‌the‌‌moment‌‌that‌‌Naomi‌‌asks‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌be‌‌her‌‌maid‌‌of‌‌honour‌‌both‌‌of‌‌them‌‌act‌‌as‌‌if‌‌this‌‌                                       

proposal‌ ‌is‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌old‌ ‌emotional‌ ‌connection‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌it‌‌                           

through‌‌Lacie’s‌‌and‌‌Naomi’s‌‌acting‌‌as‌‌their‌‌eyes‌‌get‌‌watery‌‌after‌‌Naomi‌‌proposing‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌                             

be‌‌her‌‌maid‌‌of‌‌honour‌‌and‌‌as‌‌they‌‌get‌‌super‌‌emotional‌‌and‌‌excited‌‌about‌‌the‌‌wedding.‌‌The‌‌                                 

cinematic‌‌piece‌‌reveals‌‌that‌‌these‌‌watery‌‌eyes‌‌are‌‌a‌‌part‌‌of‌‌the‌‌numbers‌‌game‌‌in‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌                                 

where‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌rehearses‌ ‌her‌ ‌wedding‌‌speech.‌‌Right‌‌after‌‌she‌‌finishes‌‌her‌‌emotional‌‌speech‌‌                         

with‌ ‌her‌‌watery‌‌eyes,‌‌she‌‌changes‌‌her‌‌reaction‌‌and‌‌asks‌‌Ryan‌‌if‌‌the‌‌crying‌‌is‌‌too‌‌much‌‌or‌‌                                   

not.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌where‌ ‌while‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌is‌ ‌driving‌ ‌towards‌ ‌the‌‌                               

wedding,‌‌she‌‌rehearses‌‌her‌‌speech‌‌again‌‌and‌‌at‌‌the‌‌end‌‌of‌‌her‌‌speech‌‌she‌‌says‌‌‘Teardrop,‌‌                               

The‌ ‌crowd‌ ‌goes‌ ‌wild.‌‌You‌‌can‌‌do‌‌this.’‌‌These‌‌scenes‌‌blatantly‌‌indicate‌‌that‌‌Lacie‌‌is‌‌faking‌‌                               

her‌ ‌‌reactions‌ ‌and‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌get‌ ‌the‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌high-fours‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding.‌‌                               

Accordingly,‌‌since‌‌the‌‌sole‌‌motivation‌‌of‌‌Lacie‌‌is‌‌to‌‌get‌‌the‌‌five-star‌‌ratings‌‌of‌‌the‌‌high-fours,‌‌                               

she‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌call‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌‌having‌‌with‌‌Naomi‌‌directly‌‌asks‌‌‘How‌‌big‌‌is‌‌the‌‌crowd?’‌‌and‌‌                                   

when‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌tells‌ ‌her‌ ‌that‌ ‌‘All‌ ‌the‌ ‌guest‌ ‌list‌ ‌on‌‌the‌‌wedding‌‌is‌‌high‌‌above‌‌4.7’‌‌the‌‌camera‌‌                                   

cuts,‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shot,‌ ‌to‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌face‌ ‌to‌ ‌indicate‌ ‌her‌ ‌excitement.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌‌level‌‌of‌‌Lacie’s‌‌obsession‌‌with‌‌having‌‌a‌‌high-four‌‌                           

digital‌ ‌presence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌includes‌ ‌Ryan‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌experience‌ ‌once‌ ‌again‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌‌                           

outsider‌ ‌not‌ ‌living‌ ‌for‌ ‌his‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌Ryan‌ ‌not‌‌only‌‌confesses‌‌to‌‌Lacie‌‌                           

that‌ ‌she‌ ‌misses‌ ‌her‌ ‌normal‌ ‌sister‌ ‌before‌ ‌this‌ ‌obsession,‌ ‌but‌ ‌he‌ ‌also‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lacie‌‌is‌‌                               

going‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌wedding‌ ‌just‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘captive‌ ‌audience‌‌of‌‌4‌‌point‌‌holies‌‌5‌‌starring‌‌her‌‌ass‌‌off’‌‌                                   

even‌‌if‌‌she‌‌knows‌‌that‌‌Naomi‌‌was‌‌really‌‌mean‌‌to‌‌her‌‌throughout‌‌their‌‌childhood.‌‌Ryan‌‌also‌‌                               

reveals‌ ‌that‌ ‌those‌ ‌high-fours‌ ‌being‌ ‌fake‌ ‌smile‌ ‌jail‌ ‌cells‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌whole‌ ‌ranking‌ ‌system‌‌                           

grounding‌ ‌on‌ ‌comparing‌ ‌yourself‌ ‌to‌ ‌people‌ ‌who‌ ‌only‌ ‌pretend‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌happy‌ ‌is‌ ‌insane‌ ‌and‌‌                             

inhuman.‌ ‌Hence,‌‌these‌‌revelations‌‌lead‌‌to‌‌an‌‌argument‌‌between‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌Ryan‌‌precisely‌‌                         
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because‌ ‌Lacie,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌things‌ ‌that‌ ‌his‌ ‌brother‌ ‌says‌ ‌are‌ ‌true,‌‌                               

continues‌ ‌to‌ ‌play‌ ‌the‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌game‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌territorialized‌ ‌desires‌ ‌grounding‌ ‌on‌‌                         

perfecting‌ ‌her‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                         

fight‌ ‌through‌‌the‌‌close-up‌‌shots‌‌to‌‌their‌‌faces‌‌and‌‌through‌‌the‌‌instant‌‌cuts‌‌in‌‌between‌‌their‌‌                               

faces‌‌while‌‌they‌‌are‌‌shouting‌‌at‌‌each‌‌other.‌‌Eventually,‌‌Lacie’s‌‌territorialized‌‌desires‌‌reveal‌‌                         

themselves‌‌as‌‌an‌‌obsession‌‌towards‌‌her‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌on‌‌a‌‌level‌‌that‌‌she‌‌even‌‌sees‌‌her‌‌                               

brother‌ ‌through‌ ‌his‌ ‌digital‌ ‌score‌ ‌as‌ ‌she‌ ‌calls‌ ‌her‌ ‌brother‌ ‌‘Mr.‌ ‌three-point‌‌fuck’‌‌during‌‌their‌‌                             

fight.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌right‌ ‌after‌ ‌this‌ ‌stage‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌‌                         

manifest‌ ‌how‌ ‌this‌ ‌obsession,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌on‌ ‌her‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌become‌ ‌intense‌ ‌and‌‌                           

explicit‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform,‌ ‌makes‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌to‌ ‌still‌ ‌fight‌ ‌on‌ ‌perfecting‌ ‌her‌‌digital‌‌                               

presence‌‌by‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌higher‌‌her‌‌digital‌‌score.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌with‌‌this‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

touch‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌ ‌dark‌ ‌side‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌society,‌ ‌which‌ ‌it‌‌                               

disguises‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌excessively‌ ‌cheerful‌ ‌and‌ ‌positive‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌up‌ ‌until‌ ‌this‌ ‌stage‌‌of‌‌its‌                           

experience.‌ ‌This‌ ‌revelation‌ ‌starts‌ ‌with‌ ‌Ryan‌ ‌rating‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌score‌ ‌down‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌fight.‌‌                           

Then,‌‌her‌‌score‌‌is‌‌rated‌‌down‌‌again‌‌by‌‌her‌‌neighbour‌‌right‌‌after‌‌she‌‌unwittingly‌‌hits‌‌her‌‌and‌‌                                 

makes‌ ‌her‌ ‌coffee‌ ‌spill.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌pretentiousness‌ ‌while‌ ‌speaking‌ ‌to‌‌                       

Naomi‌‌within‌‌the‌‌taxi,‌‌the‌‌taxi‌‌driver‌‌also‌‌rates‌‌her‌‌score‌‌down.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌with‌‌this‌‌                                 

sequence‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌the‌ ‌value‌ ‌of‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌be‌‌solely‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌the‌‌ratings’‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

other‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌up‌ ‌until‌ ‌this‌ ‌sequence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌‌                       

dependence‌ ‌to‌ ‌manifest‌ ‌itself‌‌through‌‌Lacie’s‌‌cheerful‌‌and‌‌positive‌‌interactions‌‌with‌‌others‌‌                       

in‌ ‌which‌ ‌she‌ ‌solely‌‌receives‌‌high‌‌ratings.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌with‌‌this‌‌sequence‌‌                           

proposes‌ ‌a‌ ‌perception‌ ‌change‌ ‌which‌ ‌hints‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌possible‌ ‌negative‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                         

dependence.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌the‌‌next‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Lacie‌‌                       

learns‌ ‌that‌ ‌her‌‌flight‌‌to‌‌the‌‌wedding‌‌is‌‌cancelled‌‌and‌‌she‌‌needs‌‌4.2‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌get‌‌into‌‌the‌‌                                     

next‌ ‌flight.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌‌previous‌‌low‌‌ratings‌‌that‌‌she‌‌receives‌‌in‌‌a‌‌row,‌‌her‌‌point‌‌is‌‌down‌‌to‌‌                                     

4.1.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌she‌ ‌learns‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌can‌ ‌not‌ ‌get‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌flight.‌ ‌Due‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌obsession‌‌                                 

towards‌‌the‌‌high‌‌ratings‌‌that‌‌she‌‌plans‌‌to‌‌get‌‌in‌‌the‌‌wedding,‌‌she‌‌gets‌‌frustrated‌‌and‌‌angry.‌‌                                 

Accordingly,‌‌she‌‌couldn’t‌‌manifest‌‌her‌‌fake‌‌politeness‌‌and‌‌positivity‌‌to‌‌the‌‌flight‌‌attendant‌‌in‌                           

the‌‌counter‌‌which‌‌eventually‌‌leads‌‌her‌‌to‌‌act‌‌rude‌‌to‌‌this‌‌flight‌‌attendant‌‌on‌‌a‌‌level‌‌that‌‌she‌‌                                   

shouts‌‌at‌‌her‌‌as‌‌‘you‌‌got‌‌to‌‌fucking‌‌help‌‌me’.‌‌Right‌‌after‌‌Lacie‌‌shouts‌‌at‌‌the‌‌flight‌‌attendant,‌‌                                   

the‌ ‌flight‌ ‌attendant‌‌says‌‌that‌‌she‌‌will‌‌call‌‌the‌‌security‌‌and‌‌it‌‌is‌‌blatantly‌‌manifested‌‌through‌‌                               

Lacie’s‌ ‌acting‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌right‌ ‌immediately‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌extremely‌ ‌polite‌ ‌towards‌ ‌the‌ ‌flight‌‌                           

attendant.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌here‌‌is‌‌to‌‌manifest‌‌how‌‌hard‌‌Lacie‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌hide‌‌her‌‌real‌‌                                 

reactions‌ ‌and‌ ‌feelings‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌disguise‌ ‌of‌ ‌total‌ ‌positivity‌ ‌and‌ ‌total‌ ‌politeness.‌ ‌ 

Another‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌touch‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌is‌ ‌when‌ ‌the‌ ‌camera‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌‌                           

individuals‌ ‌rating‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌score‌ ‌down‌ ‌just‌ ‌because‌ ‌she‌ ‌shouted‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌flight‌ ‌attendant.‌‌                         
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Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌not‌‌only‌‌underlines‌‌the‌‌dominance‌‌of‌‌                           

one‌‌dimensionality‌‌that‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌total‌‌positivity,‌‌cheerfulness‌‌and‌‌politeness‌‌but‌‌yet‌‌again‌‌                         

underlines‌ ‌that‌ ‌individuals’‌‌are‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌actors‌‌to‌‌create‌‌and‌‌to‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌the‌‌functioning‌‌                             

of‌ ‌this‌ ‌one‌ ‌dimensionality‌‌with‌‌their‌‌willing‌‌participation.‌‌Eventually,‌‌this‌‌willing‌‌participation‌‌                       

creates‌ ‌a‌ ‌collectively‌ ‌conformist‌ ‌society‌ ‌which‌ ‌excludes‌ ‌people‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌low-scores‌‌                       

within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌was‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌before‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌‌                       

when‌‌Chester,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌colleague’s‌‌low‌‌ratings,‌‌can‌‌not‌‌enter‌‌from‌‌the‌‌office‌‌door‌‌since‌‌his‌‌                                 

score‌ ‌goes‌ ‌down‌ ‌to‌‌2.4.‌‌Within‌‌this‌‌scene,‌‌Chester‌‌almost‌‌begs‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌rate‌‌him‌‌high‌‌but‌‌                                 

since‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌sees‌ ‌Chester‌ ‌through‌ ‌his‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌as‌ ‌2.4,‌ ‌she‌ ‌overlooks‌ ‌his‌ ‌real-life‌‌                           

desperation‌ ‌and‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌rate‌ ‌him‌ ‌high.‌ ‌Now,‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌being‌ ‌at‌ ‌Chester’s‌ ‌place‌ ‌begs‌ ‌the‌‌                             

security‌‌guard‌‌at‌‌the‌‌airport‌‌not‌‌to‌‌lower‌‌her‌‌score‌‌as‌‌a‌‌security‌‌measure‌‌but‌‌at‌‌the‌‌end‌‌her‌‌                                     

score‌ ‌gets‌ ‌down‌ ‌to‌ ‌3.1‌ ‌with‌ ‌double‌ ‌damage.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌by‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌‌                             

Lacie’s‌ ‌reactions‌ ‌and‌ ‌gestures‌ ‌through‌ ‌her‌ ‌acting‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌frustrated,‌ ‌devastated‌ ‌and‌‌                       

extremely‌ ‌sad‌ ‌after‌ ‌her‌ ‌score‌ ‌is‌ ‌down‌ ‌to‌ ‌3.1,‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌her‌ ‌obsession‌ ‌with‌ ‌her‌‌                             

score.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌ ‌scene‌ ‌also‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌intense‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌‌                             

obsession‌ ‌makes‌ ‌her‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌‌participate‌‌within‌‌this‌‌platform‌‌even‌‌if‌‌this‌‌platform‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                             

first‌‌place‌‌is‌‌the‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌she‌‌applies‌‌restrictions‌‌to‌‌herself‌‌and‌‌why‌‌she‌‌is‌‌facing‌‌external‌‌                                 

restrictions.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌the‌ ‌fake‌ ‌smiling‌ ‌flight‌ ‌attendant‌‌is‌‌the‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌                               

Lacie‌‌hits‌‌down‌‌to‌‌3.1‌‌and‌‌even‌‌if‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌rating‌‌system‌‌is‌‌the‌‌reason‌‌she‌‌can‌‌not‌‌                                     

attend‌ ‌the‌ ‌flight,‌ ‌she‌ ‌still‌ ‌participates‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌‌platform‌‌by‌‌rating‌‌this‌‌flight‌‌attendant‌‌with‌‌                             

five‌ ‌stars‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌obsession‌ ‌to‌ ‌higher‌ ‌her‌ ‌score.‌‌ ‌  

At‌‌this‌‌stage‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌inherently‌‌puts‌‌Lacie‌‌in‌‌                           

a‌‌position‌‌in‌‌which‌‌she‌‌can‌‌either‌‌give‌‌up‌‌and‌‌go‌‌back‌‌home‌‌since‌‌there‌‌is‌‌literally‌‌no‌‌power‌‌                                     

forcing‌ ‌her‌ ‌to‌ ‌continue‌ ‌this‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌game‌ ‌or‌ ‌she‌ ‌can‌ ‌continue‌ ‌this‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌game.‌‌                           

However,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌assigns‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌position‌ ‌above,‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌‌                             

manifest‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌obsession‌ ‌on‌ ‌her‌ ‌score‌‌within‌‌this‌‌platform,‌‌it‌‌continues‌‌with‌‌the‌‌scene‌‌in‌‌                             

which‌‌Lacie‌‌right‌‌immediately‌‌goes‌‌to‌‌a‌‌car‌‌rental‌‌agency‌‌to‌‌rent‌‌a‌‌car‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌get‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                                       

wedding‌ ‌on‌ ‌time.‌ ‌At‌ ‌this‌ ‌stage‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌ ‌experience‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌makes‌ ‌the‌ ‌score‌‌                             

grounded‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌more‌ ‌explicit‌ ‌through‌ ‌introducing‌ ‌a‌ ‌cut‌ ‌focusing‌‌on‌‌a‌‌billboard‌‌at‌‌the‌‌                           

rental‌ ‌agency‌ ‌which‌ ‌states‌ ‌‘express‌ ‌lane‌ ‌is‌ ‌4.0‌ ‌or‌ ‌more’.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌touch,‌‌introduces‌‌these‌‌kinds‌‌of‌‌inserts‌‌asserting‌‌explicit‌‌score-based‌‌limitations,‌‌                     

right‌‌after‌‌Lacie’s‌‌score‌‌starts‌‌to‌‌go‌‌down.‌‌This‌‌cinematic‌‌touch‌‌is‌‌a‌‌part‌‌of‌‌the‌‌revelation‌‌of‌‌                                   

the‌‌dark‌‌side‌‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌ruled‌‌society,‌‌which‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌disguises‌‌                             

under‌ ‌the‌ ‌excessively‌ ‌cheerful‌ ‌and‌ ‌positive‌ ‌setting‌ ‌up‌ ‌until‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌score‌ ‌starts‌ ‌to‌ ‌go‌ ‌down.‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌more‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌the‌ ‌dark‌ ‌side‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌‌                           

ruled‌‌society,‌‌the‌‌more‌‌obsessed‌‌Lacie‌‌becomes‌‌to‌‌arrive‌‌at‌‌the‌‌wedding‌‌to‌‌get‌‌the‌‌five-star‌‌                               

ratings‌‌of‌‌the‌‌high-fours‌‌in‌‌the‌‌wedding.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌her‌‌low‌‌score‌‌she‌‌is‌‌restricted‌‌                                 
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to‌‌renting‌‌the‌‌oldest‌‌version‌‌of‌‌the‌‌rental‌‌cars.‌‌Yet,‌‌instead‌‌of‌‌seeing‌‌this‌‌as‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌she‌‌                                   

rents‌‌the‌‌car‌‌without‌‌questioning‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌reason‌‌for‌‌this‌‌restriction‌‌and‌‌she‌‌obsessively‌‌                           

rehearses‌ ‌her‌ ‌wedding‌ ‌speech‌ ‌while‌ ‌driving‌ ‌towards‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌her‌ ‌obsession,‌‌                       

which‌‌by‌‌choice‌‌makes‌‌her‌‌participate‌‌on‌‌her‌‌own‌‌restriction,‌‌becomes‌‌once‌‌again‌‌explicitly‌‌                           

blatant‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌when‌ ‌she‌ ‌desperately‌ ‌waits‌ ‌for‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌to‌ ‌rate‌ ‌her‌ ‌back‌ ‌with‌ ‌five‌‌                               

stars‌ ‌after‌ ‌their‌ ‌talk‌ ‌in‌‌the‌‌car.‌ ‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌this‌‌as‌‌a‌‌pattern‌‌that‌‌                                 

Lacie‌‌constantly‌‌follows‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌manifest‌‌that‌‌the‌‌ruling‌‌force‌‌behind‌‌Lacie’s‌‌actions‌‌is‌‌her‌‌                               

territorialized‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌pattern‌ ‌is‌ ‌seen‌‌when‌‌Lacie,‌‌no‌‌matter‌‌how‌‌they‌‌pretend‌‌                           

towards‌‌her,‌‌rates‌‌the‌‌taxi-driver,‌‌the‌‌flight‌‌attendant,‌‌the‌‌rental‌‌car‌‌agency‌‌responsible,‌‌the‌‌                           

car‌ ‌battery‌ ‌charger‌ ‌responsible,‌ ‌and‌ ‌many‌ ‌other‌ ‌members‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌society‌ ‌with‌ ‌five‌ ‌stars.‌‌                           

However,‌‌her‌‌constant‌‌rating‌‌of‌‌five‌‌stars‌‌starts‌‌to‌‌get‌‌reciprocated‌‌less‌‌and‌‌less‌‌parallel‌‌to‌‌                               

her‌‌score‌‌getting‌‌lower‌‌and‌‌lower.‌‌This‌‌touch‌‌here‌‌underlines,‌‌yet‌‌again,‌‌how‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌                             

within‌ ‌this‌ ‌society‌ ‌see‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌members‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌judge‌ ‌them‌ ‌with‌‌                             

reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌scores‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌have‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌preeminent‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌underlines‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌where‌ ‌Lacie‌‌                       

starts‌‌to‌‌walk‌‌in‌‌the‌‌highway‌‌and‌‌tries‌‌to‌‌find‌‌a‌‌car‌‌to‌‌get‌‌her‌‌closer‌‌to‌‌the‌‌wedding.‌‌Hence,‌‌                                       

while‌‌she‌‌is‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌make‌‌the‌‌cars‌‌give‌‌her‌‌a‌‌ride,‌‌a‌‌couple‌‌in‌‌the‌‌car‌‌getting‌‌closer‌‌to‌‌her,‌‌                                         

even‌‌if‌‌they‌‌consider‌‌to‌‌stop,‌‌do‌‌not‌‌stop‌‌to‌‌get‌‌her‌‌into‌‌their‌‌car‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌her‌‌score‌‌                                     

is‌ ‌2.8.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌continues‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌passing‌ ‌by‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌with‌ ‌their‌ ‌cars‌‌                             

constantly‌ ‌rating‌ ‌her‌ ‌score‌ ‌down‌ ‌even,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌expresses,‌ ‌she‌ ‌didn’t‌ ‌do‌ ‌anything.‌ ‌The‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌ ‌of‌ ‌people‌ ‌scoring‌ ‌her‌ ‌down‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌repeated‌‌                         

decreased‌ ‌score‌ ‌sound‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌adds‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌although‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌gets‌‌                           

angry‌‌towards‌‌people‌‌who‌‌rate‌‌her‌‌down‌‌solely‌‌according‌‌to‌‌her‌‌low‌‌score,‌‌she‌‌hesitates‌‌to‌‌                               

accept‌ ‌1.4‌ ‌scored‌ ‌truck‌ ‌driver‌ ‌Susan’s‌ ‌offer‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌her‌ ‌a‌ ‌ride‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌Susan’s‌ ‌low‌ ‌score.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌introduces‌‌Susan‌‌into‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌as‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌                       

who‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌live‌ ‌for‌ ‌her‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌                               

manifestation‌‌through‌‌Susan’s‌‌clothes,‌‌through‌‌the‌‌way‌‌she‌‌talks,‌‌through‌‌the‌‌close-up‌‌shot‌‌                         

focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌whiskey‌ ‌picture‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌shares‌ ‌in‌ ‌her‌ ‌feed.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌‌                             

introduces‌ ‌Susan‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌‌Lacie,‌‌for‌‌the‌‌first‌‌time,‌‌express‌‌her‌‌                             

real‌ ‌feelings‌ ‌and‌ ‌real‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌without‌ ‌any‌ ‌filters.‌ ‌That’s‌ ‌the‌ ‌precise‌ ‌reason‌ ‌why,‌ ‌when‌‌                           

Susan‌ ‌tells‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌to‌ ‌break‌ ‌free‌‌from‌‌this‌‌platform‌‌as‌‌she‌‌did,‌‌Lacie‌‌says‌‌to‌‌her‌‌‘I‌‌can't‌‌just‌‌                                     

kick‌ ‌off‌ ‌my‌ ‌shoes‌ ‌and‌ ‌walk‌ ‌the‌ ‌earth‌‌or‌‌whatever.‌‌Look,‌‌you‌‌had‌‌something‌‌with‌‌your‌‌life,‌‌                                 

real‌ ‌things,‌ ‌good‌ ‌things,‌‌and‌‌you‌‌lost‌‌it‌‌all,‌‌and‌‌I'm‌‌sorry.‌‌So‌‌now‌‌you've‌‌got‌‌nothing‌‌left‌‌to‌‌                                     

lose.‌ ‌But‌ ‌I‌ ‌don't‌ ‌even‌ ‌have‌ ‌something‌ ‌worth‌ ‌losing,‌ ‌not‌ ‌yet.‌ ‌You‌ ‌know,‌ ‌I‌ ‌mean,‌ ‌I'm‌ ‌still‌‌                                 

fighting‌‌for‌‌that’.‌‌That‌‌here‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌by‌‌Lacie‌‌as‌‌‘Enough‌‌to‌‌be‌‌content.‌‌And‌‌she‌‌states‌‌                                 

‘until‌ ‌I‌ ‌get‌ ‌there,‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌to‌ ‌play‌ ‌the‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌game.‌ ‌We‌ ‌all‌‌do,‌‌that's‌‌what‌‌we're‌‌in.‌‌That's‌‌                                     

how‌ ‌the‌ ‌fucking‌ ‌world‌ ‌works’.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌time‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌says‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌does‌‌                               
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consider‌‌this‌‌as‌‌a‌‌numbers‌‌game‌‌and‌‌she‌‌manifests‌‌her‌‌game‌‌strategy‌‌as‌‌‘‌‘‌as‌‌long‌‌as‌‌I‌‌get‌‌                                   

to‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding,‌ ‌do‌ ‌the‌ ‌speech,‌ ‌they'll‌ ‌overlook‌‌the‌‌2.8.‌‌I'm‌‌with‌‌the‌‌bride.‌‌And‌‌if‌‌I‌‌do‌‌well,‌‌                                     

well,‌ ‌they're‌ ‌all‌ ‌high‌ ‌fours‌ ‌so‌ ‌that‌ ‌velocidades‌ ‌my‌‌arc.‌‌And‌‌once‌‌they‌‌lift‌‌the‌‌point‌‌penalty,‌‌                                 

well,‌‌my‌‌average‌‌goes‌‌way‌‌up,‌‌and,‌‌yeah,‌‌it's‌‌gonna‌‌be‌‌okay’.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌by‌‌                                 

adding‌‌Susan‌‌to‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌underlines‌‌that‌‌breaking‌‌free‌‌from‌‌this‌‌platform‌‌is‌‌                           

possible‌‌but‌‌Lacie‌‌desires‌‌to‌‌be‌‌content‌‌and‌‌she‌‌blatantly‌‌relates‌‌this‌‌contention‌‌to‌‌her‌‌high‌‌                               

ratings‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌she‌ ‌eventually,‌ ‌through‌ ‌her‌‌                         

unfiltered‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌and‌ ‌reactions,‌ ‌confesses‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌‌chooses‌ ‌to‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌‌                       

platform‌ ‌which‌ ‌she‌ ‌considers‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌game.‌ ‌This‌ ‌confession‌ ‌here‌ ‌undoubtedly‌‌                       

assigns‌‌her‌‌of‌‌being‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌parameters‌‌that‌‌she‌‌either‌‌applies‌‌to‌‌herself‌‌                             

or‌ ‌receives‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌participation.‌‌Thus,‌‌Lacie‌‌considering‌‌the‌‌platform‌‌to‌‌                           

be‌‌a‌‌numbers‌‌game‌‌not‌‌only‌‌assigns‌‌her‌‌as‌‌being‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                                 

participation‌‌but‌‌assigns‌‌other‌‌individuals‌‌as‌‌digital‌‌presences‌‌to‌‌be‌‌used‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌win‌‌this‌‌                               

numbers‌ ‌game‌ ‌and‌ ‌every‌ ‌member‌ ‌who‌ ‌obsessively‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌‌                     

reciprocally‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌considerations.‌‌  

For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌moment‌ ‌that‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌calls‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌ask‌‌her‌‌to‌‌be‌‌her‌‌maid‌‌of‌‌                                 

honour‌‌both‌‌of‌‌them‌‌act‌‌as‌‌if‌‌this‌‌proposal‌‌is‌‌due‌‌to‌‌their‌‌old‌‌emotional‌‌connection‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                                   

cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌it‌‌through‌‌Lacie’s‌‌and‌‌Naomi’s‌‌acting‌‌as‌‌their‌‌eyes‌‌getting‌‌watery‌‌                           

after‌‌Naomi‌‌proposing‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌be‌‌her‌‌maid‌‌of‌‌honour‌‌and‌‌as‌‌they‌‌get‌‌super‌‌emotional‌‌and‌‌                                 

excited‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌when‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌learns‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌is‌ ‌down‌ ‌to‌ ‌2.6,‌ ‌she‌‌                             

directly‌‌calls‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌tells‌‌her‌‌that‌‌she‌‌does‌‌not‌‌‌need‌‌her‌‌in‌‌her‌‌wedding‌‌anymore.‌‌Then,‌‌                                 

both‌‌of‌‌them‌‌reveal‌‌their‌‌real‌‌feelings‌‌towards‌‌each‌‌other‌‌which‌‌manifests‌‌that‌‌right‌‌from‌‌the‌‌                               

beginning‌‌they‌‌are‌‌both‌‌faking‌‌their‌‌feelings,‌‌gestures‌‌and‌‌reactions‌‌due‌‌to‌‌their‌‌obsession‌‌                           

towards‌ ‌enhancing‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌scores,‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌the‌‌                     

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌‌revelation‌‌through‌‌their‌‌conversation‌‌and‌‌through‌‌their‌‌facial‌‌                       

expressions‌ ‌and‌ ‌gestures‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌conversation.‌ ‌Within‌ ‌the‌ ‌conversation‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌says‌‌                     

‘You've‌‌seen‌‌the‌‌guest‌‌list.‌‌They‌‌are‌‌all,‌‌like,‌‌4.5‌‌or‌‌above.‌‌They‌‌are‌‌going‌‌to‌‌freak‌‌at‌‌a‌‌2.6,‌‌                                       

and‌ ‌I‌ ‌am‌ ‌not‌ ‌taking‌ ‌that‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌damage,‌ ‌plus‌ ‌I‌ ‌haven't‌ ‌dipped‌ ‌under‌ ‌a‌ ‌4.7‌ ‌in,‌ ‌like,‌ ‌six‌‌                                     

months.‌‌When‌‌I‌‌asked‌‌you‌‌to‌‌speak,‌‌you‌‌were‌‌a‌‌4.2,‌‌okay?‌‌And‌‌the‌‌authenticity‌‌of‌‌a‌‌vintage‌‌                                   

bond‌‌low‌‌four‌‌at‌‌a‌‌gathering‌‌of‌‌this‌‌calibre‌‌played‌‌fantastically‌‌on‌‌all‌‌the‌‌simulations‌‌we‌‌ran.‌‌                                 

Forecast‌‌was‌‌a‌‌prestige‌‌bounce‌‌of‌‌2‌‌minimum.‌‌But‌‌now‌‌you're‌‌a‌‌sub‌‌three.‌‌Sorry.‌‌That‌‌just‌‌                                 

puts‌‌the‌‌stink‌‌on‌‌things‌‌a‌‌little‌‌too‌‌much.‌‌That‌‌just‌‌plays‌‌badly‌‌for‌‌us’‌‌and‌‌when‌‌Lacie‌‌says‌‌to‌‌                                       

Naomi‌ ‌‘So‌ ‌it‌ ‌was‌ ‌just‌ ‌about‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌for‌ ‌you?’‌‌Naomi‌‌answers‌‌as‌‌‘Oh,‌‌cut‌‌the‌‌shit!‌‌It‌‌was‌‌                                   

numbers‌ ‌for‌ ‌both‌‌of‌‌us.‌‌You‌‌wanted‌‌those‌‌primo‌‌votes,‌‌don't‌‌deny‌‌it.‌‌It's‌‌not‌‌like‌‌you‌‌could‌‌                                   

get‌ ‌them‌ ‌on‌ ‌your‌ ‌own.‌ ‌Let's‌ ‌not‌ ‌kid‌ ‌ourselves’.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌scene‌‌                             

through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌confirms‌‌that‌‌for‌‌both‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌Naomi‌‌all‌‌that‌‌matters‌‌is‌‌the‌‌                               

numbers‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌designates‌ ‌their‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌scores.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌the‌‌                         
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cinematic‌‌piece‌‌introduces‌‌Lacie,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌platform‌‌willingly‌‌choose‌‌                         

to‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌internal‌ ‌cravings‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌as‌ ‌their‌‌                         

territorialized‌‌desires‌‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌high‌‌ranked‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌even‌‌if‌‌they‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌                               

restrictive‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌this‌ ‌participation‌ ‌brings‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌lives.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌‌unfiltered‌‌talk‌‌between‌‌Naomi‌‌and‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌                           

breaking‌‌point‌‌and‌‌a‌‌trigger‌‌for‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌continue‌‌unfiltered.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌                             

is‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌still‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌give‌ ‌up‌ ‌on‌ ‌making‌ ‌it‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding‌ ‌even‌ ‌Naomi‌ ‌explicitly‌‌                                 

expresses‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌want‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌‌                               

obsessed‌ ‌with‌ ‌those‌ ‌stars‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌plans‌ ‌to‌ ‌get‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌wedding‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌‌                               

once‌‌again,‌‌reveals‌‌her‌‌obsession‌‌when‌‌she‌‌tells‌‌Naomi‌‌‘Oh,‌‌I'm‌‌getting‌‌those‌‌votes’‌‌even‌‌                             

after‌ ‌hearing‌ ‌Naomi’s‌ ‌real‌ ‌emotions‌ ‌towards‌ ‌her.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌this‌‌                         

obsession‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌through‌ ‌her‌ ‌words‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shot‌ ‌to‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌face‌‌                             

indicating‌‌how‌‌captivated‌‌she‌‌is‌‌on‌‌the‌‌votes‌‌that‌‌she‌‌can‌‌get.‌‌Yet,‌‌the‌‌rest‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                                   

experience‌‌manifests‌‌a‌‌Lacie‌‌who‌‌acts‌‌and‌‌talks‌‌unfiltered.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌she‌‌shouts‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                             

people‌‌within‌‌the‌‌Van‌‌which‌‌she‌‌once‌‌got‌‌in‌‌by‌‌faking‌‌herself‌‌or‌‌she‌‌drinks‌‌the‌‌whiskey‌‌that‌‌                                   

Susan‌ ‌has‌ ‌left‌‌for‌‌her‌‌in‌‌the‌‌middle‌‌of‌‌the‌‌highway.‌‌Then,‌‌she‌‌jumps‌‌into‌‌the‌‌middle‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                     

highway‌‌shouting‌‌to‌‌cars‌‌to‌‌stop‌‌to‌‌give‌‌her‌‌a‌‌ride‌‌to‌‌the‌‌wedding.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                                   

throughout‌‌this‌‌scene‌‌adds‌‌the‌‌constant‌‌decreased‌‌score‌‌sound‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌highlight‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                             

more‌ ‌she‌ ‌acts‌ ‌unfiltered,‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌ ‌she‌ ‌loses‌ ‌from‌ ‌her‌ ‌score.‌ ‌ 

Right‌‌after‌‌this‌‌stage‌‌of‌‌its‌‌experience,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌a‌‌sequence‌‌to‌‌                           

explicitly‌‌differentiate‌‌between‌‌old‌‌filtered‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌new‌‌unfiltered‌‌Lacie.‌‌That’s‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌                         

reason‌‌why‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌changes‌‌the‌‌music‌‌in‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌the‌‌change‌‌                             

on‌‌Lacie.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌old‌‌filtered‌‌Lacie‌‌to‌‌be‌‌represented‌‌by‌‌all‌‌the‌‌                               

members‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌the‌ ‌intensity‌‌level‌‌of‌‌the‌‌filter‌‌that‌‌Lacie‌‌was‌‌                                 

applying‌ ‌to‌ ‌herself‌ ‌so‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌can‌ ‌perfect‌‌her‌‌digital‌‌presence.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

piece‌ ‌abruptly‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌in‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌borrows‌ ‌an‌ ‌ATV‌‌and‌‌wildly‌‌goes‌‌                               

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌forest‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌it‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding‌ ‌is‌‌                                 

happening.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌sequence‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌on‌‌the‌‌one‌‌hand‌‌reveals‌‌an‌‌                               

unfiltered‌‌Lacie‌‌wildly‌‌going‌‌through‌‌the‌‌forest‌‌full‌‌of‌‌mud‌‌and‌‌dirt‌‌on‌‌the‌‌other‌‌hand‌‌reveals‌‌                                 

the‌‌wedding‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌filtered‌‌decent‌‌and‌‌elegant‌‌individuals‌‌constantly‌‌give‌‌five‌‌stars‌‌to‌‌                             

each‌ ‌other‌ ‌within‌ ‌an‌‌excessively‌‌light‌‌pastel‌‌colored‌‌setting.‌‌Yet‌‌again,‌‌the‌‌unfiltered‌‌Lacie‌‌                           

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌filtered‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌both‌ ‌are‌‌the‌‌same‌‌since‌‌Lacie,‌‌even‌‌unfiltered,‌‌still‌‌obsessively‌‌                           

tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌reach‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌get‌ ‌the‌ ‌votes‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌high-fours‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌wedding.‌‌                                 

However,‌‌since‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌see‌‌Lacie‌‌through‌‌her‌‌digital‌‌score‌‌which‌‌is‌‌1.1‌‌at‌‌this‌‌stage‌‌                               

of‌‌the‌‌experience,‌‌they‌‌do‌‌not‌‌welcome‌‌her‌‌well‌‌in‌‌the‌‌wedding.‌‌What’s‌‌more,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                               

piece‌‌manifests‌‌her‌‌mud‌‌and‌‌bushes‌‌covered‌‌appearance‌‌to‌‌represent‌‌her‌‌1.1‌‌score‌‌since‌‌                           
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the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌world‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌as‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

digital‌ ‌scores‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌‌ ‌  

As‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌flows,‌ ‌Lacie‌‌continues‌‌to‌‌act‌‌as‌‌her‌‌unfiltered‌‌version.‌‌                         

Correspondingly,‌‌she‌‌starts‌‌to‌‌make‌‌a‌‌spontaneous‌‌speech‌‌following‌‌her‌‌unfiltered‌‌feelings‌‌                       

and‌‌emotions‌‌instead‌‌of‌‌making‌‌her‌‌obsessively‌‌rehearsed‌‌filtered‌‌speech.‌‌Then,‌‌right‌‌after‌‌                         

she‌‌starts‌‌to‌‌constantly‌‌hear‌‌the‌‌decreased‌‌score‌‌sound‌‌as‌‌a‌‌reaction‌‌to‌‌her‌‌speech‌‌and‌‌her‌                                 

actions,‌ ‌she‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌ ‌nervous‌ ‌breakdown.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌the‌‌guards‌‌take‌‌her‌‌away‌‌to‌‌be‌‌put‌                             

into‌‌a‌‌captive‌‌space‌‌as‌‌a‌‌criminal.‌‌The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌manifests‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                                 

criminal‌ ‌by‌ ‌her‌ ‌mug‌ ‌shot‌ ‌inserts‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌before‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌put‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌captive‌ ‌space.‌‌                                 

Consequently,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌adds‌‌the‌‌Mr.‌‌Rags‌‌insert‌‌into‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌in‌‌                           

order‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌only‌‌left‌‌with‌‌what‌‌is‌‌real,‌‌what‌‌belongs‌‌to‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌life‌‌which‌‌                                     

is‌ ‌not‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presences‌ ‌and‌ ‌scores.‌‌Yet,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌explicitly‌‌reveals‌‌                             

Lacie’s‌ ‌real‌ ‌break‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌scene‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌lens‌ ‌that‌‌                               

visualizes‌ ‌the‌ ‌content‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌is‌ ‌being‌ ‌removed‌ ‌from‌ ‌her‌ ‌eyes.‌‌The‌‌liberation‌‌that‌‌                             

comes‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌ ‌removal‌ ‌is‌ ‌revealed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌through‌ ‌an‌ ‌extreme‌ ‌close-up‌‌                           

shot‌ ‌to‌ ‌Lacie’s‌ ‌beautiful‌ ‌unfiltered‌ ‌blue‌ ‌eyes.‌ ‌The‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌also‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌this‌‌                         

liberation‌‌through‌‌Lacie‌‌taking‌‌her‌‌light‌‌pastel‌‌colored‌‌dress‌‌out.‌‌What’s‌‌more,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

piece‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌being‌ ‌obsessed‌ ‌with‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌‌                           

presence‌ ‌do‌ ‌not‌ ‌pay‌ ‌any‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌real‌ ‌life,‌ ‌it‌ ‌manifests‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌as‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌little‌‌                                 

particles‌‌gliding‌‌in‌‌the‌‌air.‌‌Eventually,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌shows‌‌Lacie,‌‌for‌‌the‌‌first‌‌time,‌‌as‌‌                               

crying‌‌for‌‌real‌‌after‌‌seeing‌‌these‌‌particles.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌piece‌‌reveals‌‌through‌‌Lacie’s‌‌facial‌‌                           

reactions‌‌that‌‌this‌‌is‌‌a‌‌cry‌‌out‌‌of‌‌relief.‌‌As‌‌the‌‌sequence‌‌flows,‌‌Lacie‌‌sees‌‌the‌‌other‌‌captive‌‌                                   

in‌‌the‌‌other‌‌captive‌‌space‌‌across‌‌from‌‌her.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to,‌‌yet‌‌again,‌‌                                 

reveal‌ ‌her‌ ‌obsession‌ ‌towards‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform,‌ ‌cuts‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌extreme‌ ‌close-up‌ ‌shot‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌‌                           

Lacie’s‌‌hand‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌rate‌‌the‌‌man‌‌in‌‌the‌‌other‌‌captive‌‌space‌‌as‌‌if‌‌she‌‌has‌‌the‌‌device‌‌in‌‌her‌‌                                       

hands.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌here‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌ ‌insert,‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌manifest‌ ‌that‌ ‌Lacie,‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌‌                               

end,‌‌does‌‌not‌‌end‌‌up‌‌in‌‌this‌‌captive‌‌space‌‌by‌‌‌choice‌‌but‌‌ends‌‌up‌‌here‌‌due‌‌to‌‌her‌‌obsession‌‌                                     

towards‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌and‌ ‌due‌‌to‌‌her‌‌obsession‌‌with‌‌her‌‌digital‌‌presence.‌‌Yet‌‌                             

again,‌‌she‌‌is‌‌forced‌‌to‌‌be‌‌liberated‌‌from‌‌this‌‌system‌‌and‌‌this‌‌force‌‌is‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                   

willing‌ ‌and‌ ‌active‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌including‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌‌                         

platform‌‌which‌‌is‌‌motivated‌‌by‌‌their‌‌territorialized‌‌desires.‌‌Yet,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌proposes‌‌                         

its‌‌experience‌‌to‌‌end‌‌as‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌this‌‌other‌‌captive‌‌man‌‌constantly‌‌shouting‌‌their‌‌unfiltered‌‌                             

emotions‌ ‌towards‌‌each‌‌other‌‌within‌‌a‌‌captive‌‌space‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌explicitly‌‌manifest‌‌that‌‌both‌‌                             

of‌ ‌them‌ ‌feel‌ ‌much‌ ‌more‌ ‌free‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌captive‌ ‌space,‌ ‌compared‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌non-captive‌ ‌space‌‌in‌‌                               

which‌‌they‌‌are‌‌a‌‌captive‌‌of‌‌their‌‌digital‌‌presences‌‌and‌‌their‌‌digital‌‌values.‌‌In‌‌the‌‌last‌‌scene‌‌                                 

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience,‌ ‌they‌ ‌both‌ ‌loudly‌ ‌shout‌ ‌‘fuck‌ ‌you’‌ ‌to‌ ‌each‌ ‌other‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                             

cinematic‌‌piece‌‌reveals‌‌this‌‌shouting‌‌to‌‌manifest‌‌how‌‌liberated‌‌they‌‌feel.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌liberation‌‌                           

212‌ ‌ 



is‌ ‌manifested‌‌as‌‌rapid‌‌cuts‌‌in‌‌between‌‌the‌‌extreme‌‌close-up‌‌shots‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌Lacie’s‌‌and‌‌                             

the‌ ‌other‌ ‌captive‌ ‌man’s‌ ‌face.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌is‌ ‌liberated‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌captivity‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌digital‌‌                                 

presence.‌‌In‌‌the‌‌end,‌‌Lacie‌‌is‌‌the‌‌one‌‌who‌‌is‌‌willingly‌‌making‌‌herself‌‌a‌‌captive‌‌of‌‌her‌‌digital‌‌                                   

presence‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌captive‌ ‌anyways.‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌‌yet‌‌again,‌‌right‌‌after‌‌concluding‌‌my‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌analysis‌‌that‌‌I‌‌have‌‌applied‌‌                           

to‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌give‌‌some‌‌details‌‌on‌‌the‌‌other‌‌intersections‌‌of‌‌the‌‌scheme‌‌                                 

which‌‌are‌‌not‌‌covered‌‌in‌‌a‌‌paradigmatic‌‌way‌‌within‌‌my‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece.‌‌                               

Hence,‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece,‌‌I‌‌                             

precisely‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌macrostructural‌‌and‌‌microstructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌which‌‌present‌‌                     

the‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌as‌‌restrictive‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌which‌‌present‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌                             

participants‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌‌                         

that‌‌they‌‌expose‌‌to‌‌themselves‌‌due‌‌to‌‌these‌‌internal‌‌factors.‌‌However,‌‌within‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

experience‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌ ‌hints‌ ‌given‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                           

philosophizing‌ ‌prioritizing‌ ‌other‌ ‌determinant‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌scheme‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌being‌‌                     

cognizant‌‌or‌‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌parameters‌‌on‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌‌external‌‌or‌‌                         

internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌restricting‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌some‌ ‌precise‌ ‌details‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                           

other‌ ‌intersections‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌determinant‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌hinted‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

experience.‌‌ ‌  

‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌predominantly‌ ‌underlines‌‌that‌‌the‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌                       

the‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌and‌‌precisely‌‌Lacie‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌have‌‌                             

on‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌these‌‌restrictions‌‌are,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌have‌‌constantly‌‌asserted,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌                             

the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

experience‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌her‌ ‌unfiltered‌ ‌actions‌ ‌is‌ ‌put‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌captive‌ ‌space‌ ‌without‌ ‌her‌‌                             

consent.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌stated‌‌that‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌hint‌‌of‌‌another‌‌intersection‌‌which‌‌is‌‌‌the‌‌                                 

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors‌.‌ ‌Due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌‌                           

predominant‌‌emphasis‌‌above,‌‌I‌‌assert‌‌that‌‌there‌‌are‌‌no‌‌hints‌‌of‌‌any‌‌intersections‌‌that‌‌have‌‌                             

incognizance‌ ‌as‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌determinant‌ ‌elements.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

experience,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌no‌ ‌hints‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌intersections‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌‌of‌‌incognizant‌‌agents‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors‌‌‌and‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                           

incognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌here,‌ ‌yet‌ ‌again,‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌‌consider‌‌                             

these‌ ‌hints,‌ ‌signifying‌ ‌some‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌done‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌intersections‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

scheme‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose,‌ ‌to‌ ‌serve‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌‌                             

introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece.‌ ‌So‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌uses‌ ‌these‌ ‌other‌‌                             

intersections‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌intersection‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌more‌ ‌explicit‌ ‌and‌ ‌solid.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌‌I‌‌                           

assert‌‌that‌‌the‌‌sole‌‌theorizing‌‌that‌‌is‌‌introduced‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌is:‌‌‌The‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                               

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌ 
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Subsequently,‌ ‌I,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌connect‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

experience‌ ‌of‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌to‌‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology‌‌by‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌                           

how‌ ‌it‌ ‌evokes‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌insights‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel‌ ‌using‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

elements.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌its‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌by‌ ‌applying‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌‌                             

methodology/analysis‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌‌                 

present‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameter‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌‌                           

macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌which‌ ‌present‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌‌                   

cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌that‌ ‌she‌ ‌exposes‌ ‌to‌ ‌herself‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌internal‌‌                           

factors.‌‌Eventually,‌‌all‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌holistically‌‌acknowledged,‌‌in‌‌‌Nosedive,‌‌‌Lacie‌‌                     

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌participants‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌‌                         

participate‌‌within‌‌this‌‌platform‌‌due‌‌to‌‌their‌‌territorialized‌‌desires‌‌manifested‌‌as‌‌their‌‌internal‌‌                         

cravings‌ ‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌high‌‌ranked‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌even‌‌if‌‌they‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌                               

consequences‌ ‌this‌ ‌participation‌‌brings‌‌to‌‌their‌‌lives.‌‌Respectively,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                         

piece‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌‌                       

agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌ 

In‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌these‌ ‌four‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

piece’s‌ ‌(‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138,‌ ‌Ex‌ ‌Machina,‌‌                       

Nosedive‌ ‌‌Episode‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌series)‌‌philosophical‌‌capacity‌‌and‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌place‌‌                             

them‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌context‌ ‌which‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌perception‌ ‌contributes‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌‌                         

philosophy‌ ‌literature‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌way.‌ ‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌already‌ ‌stated,‌ ‌I‌‌                           

consider‌‌these‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌independently‌‌propose‌‌the‌‌theory‌‌itself‌‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌                         

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher‌ ‌my‌‌role‌‌was‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌this‌‌theorizing‌‌                             

that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose‌ ‌by‌ ‌connecting‌ ‌their‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌political‌‌                         

philosophy.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌applied‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌methodology/analysis‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌‌                   

precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌by‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌how‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌evoke‌‌philosophical‌‌insights‌‌and‌‌                         

propose‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌theories,‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel‌ ‌using‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌‌                   

microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements,‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌‌                   

technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Since,‌ ‌I‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

philosophy‌‌as‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌channel‌‌of‌‌philosophy,‌‌I‌‌acknowledge‌‌these‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces,‌‌                         

ontologically,‌ ‌to‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌each‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                         

contribution‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌scene.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                     

freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌‌                       

Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution.‌‌‌The‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                         

cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌THX‌ ‌1138.‌ ‌‌The‌‌                         

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌‌by‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌‌                       

theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌‌Ex‌‌Machina‌‌and,‌‌eventually,‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                         

cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌Nosedive.‌ ‌                     
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However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌is‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌‌types‌‌of‌‌                             

restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌proposed.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌‌                         

types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌are‌ ‌somehow‌ ‌theorized‌‌                       

through‌ ‌other‌ ‌channels‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌proposes,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌‌                         

acknowledge,‌‌is‌‌completely‌‌overlooked‌‌by‌‌the‌‌political‌‌philosophical‌‌scene.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌I‌‌                     

construe‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌to‌‌be‌‌solely‌‌theorized‌‌by‌‌the‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌cinematic‌‌piece.‌‌I‌‌                               

acknowledge‌ ‌and‌ ‌propose‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌through‌ ‌‘Click‌‌                         

Consent’‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌accentuation‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌that‌ ‌I,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌derive‌ ‌from‌ ‌Nosedive.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌‌Nosedive,‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                   

philosophy‌‌piece,‌‌by‌‌introducing‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌                           

ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌which,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌next‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                                   

contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌‌theorizing‌‌the‌‌inductively‌‌established‌‌other‌‌                     

three‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌‌                       

philosophical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌ 
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C‌hapter‌ ‌6‌ ‌ 

R‌esults‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌C‌ontributions‌ ‌ 

‌ 
In‌‌this‌‌thesis,‌‌I‌‌tested‌‌and‌‌proved‌‌that‌‌every‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌that‌‌I‌‌applied‌‌the‌‌close‌‌                               

reading‌‌analysis,‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌by‌‌its‌‌macrostructural‌‌and‌‌microstructural‌‌                     

cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌one‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌independent‌‌from‌‌                       

the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌literature‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌This,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                           

context‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌indicates‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌tested‌ ‌hypotheses‌ ‌accordingly‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌results:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

1. Cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌is‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌channel‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌                         

introduce‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌four‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom:‌‌                   

Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors(Y);‌‌Restriction‌‌                     

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌‌factors(Y);‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y);‌ ‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                       

cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y).‌ ‌‌These‌‌types‌‌are‌‌unique‌‌theoretical‌‌philosophical‌‌                     

contributions‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

2. (1)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌‌                     

through/by‌‌technology‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌‌Alphaville:‌‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌                     

of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌,‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌holistically‌‌                       

acknowledged,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌Alphaville,‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌residents‌ ‌of‌‌                     

Alphaville‌ ‌is‌ ‌restricted‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌internalized‌ ‌transformation,‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌‌                   

applied‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌supercomputer,‌ ‌Alpha‌ ‌60,‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌external‌ ‌factor.‌ ‌ 

(2)‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology‌‌‌is‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌all‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

elements‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌THX‌ ‌1138,‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌some‌‌                     

cognizant‌ ‌agents‌‌but‌‌especially‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌is‌‌restricted‌‌by‌‌propaganda,‌‌                       

surveillance,‌‌manipulation,‌‌control‌‌and‌‌force‌‌employed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌system‌‌which‌‌is‌‌‌solely‌‌                       
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ruled‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌calculations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌computers‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌‌                       

external‌ ‌factor.‌ ‌ 

(3)‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌incognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌‌                           

cinematic‌‌elements‌‌holistically‌‌acknowledged,‌‌in‌‌‌Ex‌‌Machina,‌‌‌Caleb‌‌is‌‌incognizant‌‌of‌‌                     

the‌‌manipulation‌‌he‌‌is‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌by‌‌Ava‌‌due‌‌to‌‌his‌‌emotions‌‌such‌‌as‌‌love,‌‌attraction‌‌                               

and‌ ‌compassion,‌ ‌as‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌primary‌ ‌parameters‌‌                     

restricting‌ ‌his‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

(4)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌                       

technology‌ ‌‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌episode‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌TV‌‌                         

series‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌acknowledged,‌ ‌in‌‌                       

Nosedive‌,‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌the‌‌proposed‌‌preeminent‌‌digital‌‌media‌‌                       

platform‌ ‌willingly‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌participate‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌internal‌                       

cravings‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌as‌ ‌their‌ ‌territorialized‌ ‌desires‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌high‌ ‌ranked‌ ‌digital‌‌                       

presences‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌this‌‌                     

participation‌ ‌brings‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌lives.‌ ‌ 

3. ‌‌Nosedive‌’s‌‌contribution,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy,‌‌is‌‌solely‌‌theorized‌‌                       

by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌itself‌‌since‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌type‌‌that‌‌it‌‌proposes‌‌is‌‌a‌‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌                               

of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌solely‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌‌                       

philosophical‌ ‌scene.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌restriction‌‌functions‌‌through‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌                       

Consent’‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌individuals‌‌which‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌base‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌that‌‌I‌‌                             

derive‌ ‌from‌‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌cinematic‌ ‌piece.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Consequently,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌more‌ ‌details‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌‌                           

above-mentioned‌ ‌results‌ ‌are‌ ‌theorized‌‌as‌‌a‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌                         

try‌ ‌to‌ ‌theorize,‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌reflection‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌results,‌ ‌the‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌three‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌‌                             

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌a‌‌unique‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌                       

and,‌ ‌also,‌ ‌I‌ ‌will‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌theorize,‌ ‌again‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌reflection‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌results,‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                                   

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌that‌‌I,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

philosopher,‌ ‌derive‌ ‌from‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

philosophy.‌‌ ‌  
‌ 

6.1‌ ‌Theorizing‌ ‌the‌ ‌Types‌ ‌of‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌‌                 
through/by‌ ‌Technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌Contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌Cinematic‌ ‌Philosophy‌‌  

‌ 
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Throughout‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌asserted‌ ‌that‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌narratives‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌‌                       

imaginative‌‌constructions‌‌are‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌are‌‌within‌‌the‌‌philosophical‌‌discourse‌‌and‌‌I‌‌                       

associated‌ ‌these‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌constructions‌‌in‌‌the‌‌form‌‌of‌‌imaginary‌‌scenarios‌‌with‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌                         

experiments.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌base‌‌                     

upon‌ ‌raising‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌questions,‌ ‌challenging‌ ‌the‌ ‌existing‌ ‌perspectives‌ ‌by‌ ‌initiating‌‌                   

philosophical‌ ‌reflections‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌posing‌ ‌counter-arguments‌ ‌and‌ ‌bolstering‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory‌ ‌or‌‌                     

forming‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory‌ ‌(Wartenberg,‌ ‌2007).‌ ‌Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌accentuation,‌‌                       

thought‌ ‌experiments,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌underlines,‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Bring‌ ‌on‌ ‌a‌ ‌crisis‌ ‌or‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌create‌ ‌an‌ ‌anomaly‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌reigning‌ ‌theory‌ ‌and‌ ‌so‌‌                               

contribute‌ ‌to‌ ‌paradigm‌ ‌change.‌ ‌Thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌can‌ ‌teach‌ ‌us‌ ‌something‌‌new‌‌                     

about‌ ‌the‌ ‌world,‌ ‌even‌ ‌though‌ ‌we‌ ‌have‌ ‌no‌ ‌new‌ ‌empirical‌ ‌data,‌ ‌by‌ ‌helping‌ ‌us‌ ‌to‌‌                             

re-conceptualize‌‌the‌‌world‌‌in‌‌a‌‌new‌‌way‌‌(Brown‌‌&‌‌Fehige‌‌2010,‌‌23).‌‌(Shamir,‌‌2016,‌‌                           

92).‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Thus,‌‌‌the‌‌indicated‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌experiments‌‌can‌‌be‌‌transferred‌‌to‌‌any‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                               

fictional‌ ‌construction‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌these‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌are‌ ‌construed‌ ‌as‌ ‌extended‌‌                   

elaborative‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌‌fictional‌‌constructions‌‌are‌‌                   

extended‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌moving‌ ‌image‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌creates‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌                         

thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌using‌ ‌multiple‌ ‌channels‌ ‌to‌ ‌transfer‌ ‌the‌ ‌argument‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌This‌‌                       

ontological‌ ‌difference‌ ‌between‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌and‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌thought‌‌                 

experiments‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌ ‌that‌ ‌“Cinematic‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌merely‌‌                       

confined‌‌to‌‌the‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌or‌‌imagination,‌‌but‌‌happen‌‌on‌‌a‌‌screen‌‌(the‌‌screen‌‌of‌‌                                 

a‌‌movie‌‌theater,‌‌television‌‌set,‌‌computer‌‌monitor,‌‌tablet,‌‌etc.).”‌‌(Shamir,‌‌2016,‌‌97).‌‌As‌‌Tal‌‌S.‌‌                             

Shamir‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Technical‌ ‌ability‌ ‌to‌ ‌produce‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌as‌ ‌experiences‌ ‌onscreen‌ ‌(rather‌‌                   

than‌‌simply‌‌as‌‌ideas‌‌confined‌‌to‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌or‌‌imagination)‌‌allows‌‌for‌‌the‌‌creation‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                               

wholly‌‌new‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌thought‌‌experiment,‌‌which‌‌can‌‌no‌‌longer‌‌be‌‌considered‌‌to‌‌be‌‌the‌‌                             

same‌ ‌thing‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌traditional‌‌thought‌‌experiment...By‌‌definition,‌‌a‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌                     

is‌‌something‌‌we‌‌have‌‌to‌‌imagine‌‌in‌‌thought.‌‌When‌‌it‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌on‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

platform,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌no‌‌longer‌‌a‌‌thought‌‌experiment.‌‌Once‌‌we‌‌have‌‌experienced‌‌it,‌‌once‌‌it‌‌                             

has‌‌been‌‌manifested‌‌on‌‌screen,‌‌we‌‌don’t‌‌have‌‌to‌‌imagine‌‌it‌‌any‌‌longer,‌‌and‌‌thus,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌                                 

no‌ ‌longer‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌sense.‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌14-80)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Here,‌ ‌what‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments,‌‌                     

ontologically,‌ ‌are‌ ‌a‌ ‌different‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinct‌‌                           
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multi-channel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌engagement‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌propose.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌although‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                         

claimed‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌‌introduce‌‌philosophy‌‌through‌‌fiction‌‌in‌‌the‌‌shape‌‌of‌‌thought‌‌experiments,‌‌                         

they‌ ‌surpass‌ ‌the‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌‌                   

cinematic‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌‌cinematic‌‌                       

philosophy‌.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌appoints‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌no‌ ‌longer‌ ‌be‌‌                     

acknowledged‌‌as‌‌illustrative‌‌material‌‌for‌‌‌pre-existing‌‌philosophies‌‌and‌‌as‌‌‌illustrative‌‌material‌‌                     

for‌ ‌pre-existing‌ ‌ideologies‌ ‌or‌ ‌theories‌ ‌‌(Read,‌ ‌2005,‌‌31).‌‌Accordingly,‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌with‌                       

the‌‌experience‌‌that‌‌they‌‌propose‌‌through‌‌its‌‌ontologically‌‌unique‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌which‌‌                       

opens‌ ‌a‌ ‌door‌ ‌to‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌logical‌ ‌demonstration‌ ‌and‌ ‌discursive‌ ‌argumentation,‌‌                       

introduce‌ ‌new‌ ‌ways‌ ‌of‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌that‌ ‌seek‌ ‌to‌ ‌transform‌ ‌our‌ ‌understanding.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌itself‌ ‌poses‌ ‌questions‌ ‌and‌ ‌develops‌ ‌answers‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌nature‌‌                       

through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌medium.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌way‌ ‌of‌ ‌doing‌‌                             

philosophy‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌“the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌implications‌ ‌drawn‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌film‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌further‌‌                         

elaborated‌‌and‌‌articulated‌‌by‌‌combining‌‌close‌‌interpretation‌‌and‌‌analysis‌‌with‌‌more‌‌general‌‌                       

theoretical‌ ‌reflection,‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌questioning,‌ ‌and‌ ‌critical‌ ‌discussion”‌‌(‌Sinnerbrink‌,‌‌2014,‌‌                 

65).‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌so‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say‌ ‌that‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌illustrating‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌theories,‌ ‌films‌‌                               

present‌ ‌their‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌ideas,‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌and‌ ‌theories‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌open‌ ‌to‌ ‌further‌‌                       

interpretation‌ ‌in‌ ‌relation‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌ideas,‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌or‌ ‌theories.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌unique‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                             

philosophizing,‌ ‌which‌‌differentiates‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌from‌‌other‌‌channels‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌                   

that‌ ‌propose‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌ideas,‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌or‌ ‌theories‌ ‌solely‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌cinema’s‌ ‌potential‌ ‌as‌‌                           

philosophy‌ ‌laying‌ ‌on‌ ‌its‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌our‌ ‌linguistically‌ ‌structured‌ ‌perception.‌‌                       

Correspondingly,‌ ‌all‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌that‌‌are‌‌utilized‌‌in‌‌a‌‌film‌‌is‌‌a‌‌component‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

philosophical‌‌idea,‌‌concept,‌‌thought‌‌that‌‌is‌‌proposed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌itself.‌‌However,‌‌                         

in‌ ‌my‌ ‌perception,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌already‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌chapters,‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌‌                             

cinema‌‌as‌‌a‌‌possibility‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌has‌‌been‌‌consistently‌‌overlooked‌‌precisely‌‌because‌‌of‌‌                         

non-linguistically‌ ‌present‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinema‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌The‌ ‌principal‌ ‌reason‌‌for‌‌this‌‌is‌‌the‌‌                           

long‌‌tradition‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌to‌‌be‌‌solely‌‌functioning‌‌through‌‌the‌‌words‌‌either‌‌orally‌‌or‌‌verbally‌‌                             

expressed‌ ‌and‌ ‌used.‌‌ ‌  

Cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌endorse‌ ‌here‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌words‌‌but‌‌                         

also‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌framing,‌ ‌movements,‌ ‌editing,‌ ‌colors,‌ ‌sound,‌ ‌light,‌ ‌plot,‌ ‌acting,‌‌                     

cinematography,‌ ‌music,‌ ‌special‌ ‌effects,‌ ‌lighting,‌ ‌mood,‌ ‌etc.,‌ ‌the‌ ‌empathy‌ ‌it‌ ‌evokes‌ ‌for‌ ‌its‌‌                         

characters‌ ‌and‌ ‌story‌ ‌that‌ ‌belong‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌medium.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

philosophy‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌that‌‌is‌‌the‌‌closest‌‌to‌‌the‌‌human‌‌experience‌‌of‌‌life.‌‌                               

From‌‌this‌‌perspective‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌have‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌to‌‌change‌‌and‌‌expand‌‌our‌‌relation‌‌                           

and‌‌dependence‌‌on‌‌the‌‌verbal‌‌language‌‌themselves‌‌by‌‌offering‌‌a‌‌philosophical‌‌territory‌‌that‌‌                         

is‌‌not‌‌restricted‌‌to‌‌the‌‌linear‌‌functioning‌‌of‌‌the‌‌words‌‌which‌‌is‌‌filtered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌pre-conditioned‌‌                               

mind.‌ ‌Subsequently‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌I‌ ‌attempt‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌‌                           
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potential‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌contributing‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌with‌‌                       

reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌elements‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌traditional‌‌                       

philosophy.‌‌Thus,‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌are‌‌most‌‌commonly‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌non-philosophical‌‌and‌‌                     

respectively‌‌they‌‌are‌‌acknowledged‌‌to‌‌become‌‌philosophical‌‌when‌‌they‌‌are‌‌situated‌‌within‌‌a‌                         

priori‌ ‌defined‌ ‌theories.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌what‌ ‌I‌ ‌endorse‌ ‌as‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌within‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌immanent‌ ‌processes‌ ‌and‌ ‌these‌‌                       

processes‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌potential‌ ‌of‌ ‌theory‌‌being‌‌an‌‌a‌‌posteriori‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

piece‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌In‌ ‌short,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌acknowledge‌ ‌it,‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌overcome‌ ‌the‌‌                           

perception‌‌that‌‌“there‌‌has‌‌yet‌‌to‌‌be‌‌an‌‌idea‌‌identified‌‌as‌‌philosophical‌‌in‌‌film‌‌which‌‌bears‌‌no‌‌                                 

resemblance‌ ‌with‌ ‌any‌ ‌current‌ ‌written‌ ‌philosophy”‌ ‌(‌Mullarkey,‌ ‌2009,‌ ‌16)‌.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌‌                   

from‌ ‌this‌ ‌perspective‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌or‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌superiority‌ ‌of‌ ‌traditional‌‌                       

philosophy‌‌over‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌This‌‌underlining‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌possibility‌‌of‌‌transforming‌‌                     

philosophy‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌encounter‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel.‌ ‌As‌ ‌expressed,‌ ‌“Film‌ ‌and‌‌                       

philosophy‌‌become‌‌partners‌‌in‌‌a‌‌‘thinking‌‌dialogue’;‌‌a‌‌transformative‌‌engagement‌‌that‌‌helps‌‌                       

elaborate‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌immanent‌ ‌within‌ ‌particular‌ ‌films,‌ ‌while‌ ‌prompting‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌to‌‌                     

respond‌‌creatively‌‌to‌‌the‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌thinking‌‌that‌‌cinema‌‌allows‌‌us‌‌to‌‌experience”‌‌(Carel‌‌&‌‌Tuck,‌‌                               

2011,‌‌36).‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌of‌‌film‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌its‌‌moments‌‌                               

composed‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌multiplicity‌ ‌of‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌when‌ ‌holistically‌ ‌evaluated‌ ‌establishes‌ ‌the‌                       

grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌potential‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌films.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌‌the‌‌becoming‌‌                         

philosophical‌ ‌of‌ ‌film‌ ‌itself‌ ‌which‌ ‌resists‌ ‌any‌ ‌singular‌ ‌and‌ ‌reductive‌ ‌theorization‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌‌                         

philosophical‌ ‌being‌ ‌(‌Mullarkey,‌ ‌2009,‌ ‌11).‌ ‌‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌because‌ ‌the‌ ‌films‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌philosophical‌‌                         

pieces‌‌as‌‌themselves‌‌introduce‌‌their‌‌own‌‌theorization‌‌as‌‌a‌‌new‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                             

the‌ ‌experience‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌new‌ ‌philosophical‌‌ideas,‌‌concepts‌‌and‌‌theories.‌‌This‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                             

philosophy,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌possible‌ ‌new‌ ‌ways‌ ‌of‌‌thinking.‌‌Here,‌‌then,‌‌the‌‌                       

cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌as‌‌a‌‌combination‌‌of‌‌unique‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌becomes‌‌thinking‌‌moving‌‌                       

images.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌endorse‌ ‌here‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌which‌‌positively‌‌contribute‌‌arguments‌‌and‌‌ideas‌‌                         

not‌‌yet‌‌thinkable‌‌by‌‌the‌‌traditional‌‌philosophy‌‌alone‌‌just‌‌because‌‌of‌‌the‌‌ontological‌‌nature‌‌of‌‌                             

a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌introduce.‌‌ ‌  

Since‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌grounds‌‌on‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophical‌‌pieces‌‌that‌‌                         

precisely‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌‌                         

underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌have‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌with‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌‌technology.‌‌As‌‌I‌‌have‌‌underlined‌‌before‌‌and‌‌above,‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌of‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy,‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌oral‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌written‌‌                             

philosophy‌ ‌traditions,‌ ‌bases‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌‌                     

inherently‌‌have.‌ ‌Departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌accentuation‌‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌four‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌(‌Alphaville:‌‌                         

A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌‌Caution,‌‌THX‌‌1138,‌‌Ex‌‌Machina,‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌Episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           
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Black‌ ‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌series)‌‌use‌‌these‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌on‌‌theorizing‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌types‌‌of‌‌                           

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌these‌ ‌elements‌ ‌are‌ ‌either‌ ‌embedded‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                       

microstructure‌‌of‌‌the‌‌film‌‌which‌‌is‌‌composed‌‌of‌‌elements‌‌such‌‌as‌‌individual‌‌shots,‌‌fragments‌‌                           

of‌‌picture‌‌and‌‌sound‌‌to‌‌the‌‌arrangement‌‌of‌‌these‌‌fragments‌‌into‌‌scenes‌‌or‌‌are‌‌embedded‌‌in‌‌                               

the‌ ‌macrostructure‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌film,‌‌which‌‌is‌‌composed‌‌of‌‌the‌‌theme,‌‌story,‌‌plot,‌‌characters,‌‌the‌‌                             

various‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌film‌ ‌language‌ ‌as‌ ‌used‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌film,‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌ ‌composition‌ ‌etc.‌ ‌add‌ ‌up‌ ‌to‌‌                                 

provide‌ ‌that‌‌‘meaning’.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌these‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌when‌‌holistically‌‌combined‌‌                   

and‌ ‌evaluated‌ ‌construct‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌presented‌‌                       

within/by‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                         

through/by‌ ‌technology.‌‌ ‌  

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌previous‌ ‌chapters,‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌prominent‌ ‌objectives‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                           

thesis‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌four‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                         

through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                   

philosophy.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌previous‌‌chapter,‌‌I‌‌applied‌‌                       

the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌methodology‌‌to‌‌these‌‌four‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌(‌Alphaville:‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌                         

Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution,‌‌THX‌‌1138,‌‌Ex‌‌Machina,‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌Episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌                           

TV‌ ‌series),‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌these‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌pieces’‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌wisdom‌ ‌and‌ ‌place‌ ‌them‌‌                           

within‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌context.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌every‌ ‌piece‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌applied‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌‌                         

methodology‌ ‌presents‌ ‌one‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌independent‌‌from‌‌the‌‌a‌‌                         

priori‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌literature‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌revealed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌second‌‌chapter,‌‌through/by‌‌their‌‌cinematic‌‌                         

elements.‌‌Going‌‌back‌‌to‌‌the‌‌taxonomy‌‌that‌‌I‌‌introduced‌‌in‌‌the‌‌first‌‌chapter,‌‌if‌‌all‌‌conceptual‌‌                               

elements‌ ‌are‌ ‌considered‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌four‌‌possibilities‌‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                         

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌three‌ ‌are:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

(1)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

(2)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

(3)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Thus,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌second‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌I‌ ‌situated‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌as‌ ‌theories‌ ‌of‌‌                         

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌taxonomy‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌established.‌ ‌I‌ ‌asserted‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                           

conceptions‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌negative‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌along‌‌                         

with‌‌the‌‌option-based‌‌conceptions‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌an‌‌instance‌‌of‌‌either‌‌(1)‌‌or‌‌(2)‌‌and‌‌(1)‌‌                               

and‌ ‌(2)‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌present‌ ‌as‌ ‌defining‌ ‌factors‌ ‌of‌‌                             

their‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌I‌ ‌situate‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                           

formula‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌X‌ ‌simpliciter‌ ‌and‌‌‌some‌‌of‌‌them‌‌as‌‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌.‌‌Yet,‌‌these‌‌accounts‌‌devote‌‌the‌‌                               

focus‌‌to‌‌the‌‌Y‌‌element‌‌as‌‌a‌‌restrictive‌‌factor‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Therefore,‌‌some‌‌of‌‌these‌‌                               

conceptions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌I‌‌included‌‌within‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌fall‌‌under‌‌                             
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either‌ ‌instance‌ ‌(1)‌ ‌or‌ ‌instance‌ ‌(2)‌ ‌and‌ ‌instances‌ ‌(1)‌ ‌and‌ ‌(2).‌ ‌It‌‌is‌‌to‌‌say‌‌that‌‌instances‌‌(1)‌‌                                   

and‌ ‌(2)‌ ‌encompass‌ ‌the‌ ‌option-based‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌and‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌‌                         

negative‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌notion.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌include‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌‌                         

Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌an‌ ‌instance‌ ‌of‌‌(1)‌‌since‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌by‌ ‌‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌is‌ ‌its‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌and‌‌I‌                         

want‌‌to‌‌include‌‌‌THX‌‌1138‌‌‌as‌‌an‌‌instance‌‌of‌‌(2)‌‌since‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                                 

cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌is‌‌it’s‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution.‌‌Nonetheless,‌‌all‌‌of‌‌                       

the‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌‌a‌‌positive‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌the‌‌notion‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌conception‌‌                           

as‌ ‌ownness‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌factor‌ ‌and‌ ‌underline‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌priority‌ ‌condition‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌cognizant,‌ ‌however‌ ‌construed.‌‌Thereupon,‌‌ontologically,‌‌a‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌‌is‌‌                         

free.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌if‌ ‌X‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌agent‌ ‌then‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌‌                             

restrict‌ ‌her‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌I‌ ‌acknowledge‌ ‌these‌ ‌kinds‌ ‌of‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌‌as‌‌an‌‌instance‌‌of‌‌(3)‌‌since‌‌they‌‌prioritize‌‌X‌‌element‌‌which‌‌is‌‌directly‌‌related‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                                 

internal‌‌factors.‌‌Here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌involve‌‌‌Ex‌‌Machina‌‌‌as‌‌an‌‌instance‌‌of‌‌(3)‌‌since‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌                                 

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌is‌ ‌its‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                       

contribution.‌ ‌The‌ ‌essential‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌‌even‌‌if‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌types‌‌that‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

pieces‌ ‌propose‌ ‌have‌ ‌similarities‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌literature,‌ ‌the‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌present‌‌                         

these‌ ‌types‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌uniquely‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌way‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌‌                         

ontologically‌‌makes‌‌their‌‌contribution‌‌to‌‌be‌‌different‌‌than‌‌the‌‌theories‌‌proposed‌‌as‌‌pieces‌‌of‌‌                           

traditional‌‌philosophy.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌theories‌‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌are‌‌                         

introduced‌‌by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌are‌‌unique‌‌philosophical‌‌contributions‌‌of‌‌these‌‌cinematic‌‌                       

pieces‌ ‌since‌ ‌they‌ ‌use‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌which‌ ‌go‌‌                         

beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌verbal‌ ‌language.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                       

philosophy,‌ ‌and‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌less‌ ‌valuable‌ ‌than‌ ‌oral‌ ‌and‌ ‌written‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌‌                         

these‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌as‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌pieces‌‌contribute‌‌unique‌‌theories‌‌which‌‌are‌‌                       

no‌ ‌less‌ ‌eminent‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌theories‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy‌‌                           

which‌‌use‌‌traditional‌‌philosophy‌‌channels.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌these‌‌pieces’‌‌contribution‌‌grounds‌‌                   

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌elements‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌                       

Consequently,‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌‌and‌ ‌Ex‌‌                       

Machina‌ ‌‌by‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌on‌ ‌and‌‌theorizing‌‌these‌‌precise‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel‌ ‌using‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌a‌‌                     

transformation‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌encounter‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel.‌ ‌Eventually,‌‌                     

these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌propose‌ ‌each‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌unique‌‌                           

philosophical‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

Going‌ ‌back‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌taxonomy‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌introduced,‌ ‌if‌ ‌all‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌elements‌ ‌are‌‌                         

considered,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌four‌ ‌possibilities‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌the‌‌last‌‌                           

one‌ ‌is:‌ ‌ 
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‌ 

(4)‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

The‌ ‌one‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌second‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌‌                             

underline‌‌here‌‌again‌‌is‌‌that‌‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌literature‌‌on‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌in‌‌conceptual‌‌                         

terms,‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌give‌ ‌a‌ ‌space‌ ‌for‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌position‌‌of‌‌restricting‌‌their‌‌                                 

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌‌As‌ ‌another‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌‌I‌ ‌present‌ ‌this‌ ‌‌fourth‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                           

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌ ‌neglected‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌none‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌theories‌ ‌but‌ ‌solely‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌‌                               

cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌is‌ ‌distinct‌‌                         

from‌‌the‌‌other‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restrictions‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌are‌‌presented.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌precisely‌‌                             

because‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌are‌‌                         

somehow‌ ‌theorized‌ ‌through‌ ‌other‌ ‌channels‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌presented‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌second‌‌                         

chapter.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌presents,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌acknowledge,‌ ‌is‌ ‌completely‌‌                       

overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌scene.‌ ‌Thereupon,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌not‌ ‌only‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌                       

unique‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌to‌‌the‌‌political‌‌philosophical‌‌scene‌‌by‌‌theorizing‌‌‌the‌‌‌r‌estriction‌‌                       

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

channel‌‌using‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌but‌‌also‌‌contributes‌‌                           

to‌‌the‌‌philosophical‌‌theoretical‌‌scene‌‌this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌as‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                                 

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌I‌ ‌acknowledge‌ ‌and‌ ‌propose‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                           

functioning‌ ‌through‌ ‌‘click‌ ‌consent’‌‌and‌‌this‌‌emphasis‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌base‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌                           

theory‌‌that‌‌I,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosopher,‌‌derive‌‌from‌‌the‌‌Nosedive.‌‌‌Subsequently,‌‌‌Nosedive,‌‌                         

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌presenting‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌‌which,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌part,‌‌I‌‌will‌‌try‌‌to‌‌                                   

theorize‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

6.2‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌Theory:‌‌Theorizing‌‌the‌‌Novel‌‌Type‌‌of‌‌Restriction‌‌                   
of‌ ‌Individual‌ ‌Freedom‌‌through/by‌ ‌Technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌Contribution‌‌of‌‌                 

Cinematic‌ ‌Philosophy‌‌ ‌  
‌ 

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌chapters,‌ ‌I‌ ‌asserted‌ ‌that‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌narratives‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌‌                         

imaginative‌‌constructions‌‌are‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌are‌‌within‌‌the‌‌philosophical‌‌discourse‌‌and‌‌I‌‌                       

associated‌ ‌these‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌constructions‌‌in‌‌the‌‌form‌‌of‌‌imaginary‌‌scenarios‌‌with‌‌the‌‌thought‌‌                         

experiment‌ ‌which‌‌have‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌raise‌‌philosophical‌‌questions,‌‌challenge‌‌the‌‌existing‌‌                       

perspectives‌ ‌by‌ ‌initiating‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌reflections‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌posing‌ ‌counter-arguments‌ ‌and‌‌                   
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bolster‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory‌ ‌and‌ ‌especially‌ ‌or‌ ‌form‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory‌ ‌(Wartenberg,‌ ‌2007).‌‌                           

Subsequently,‌‌to‌‌form‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌the‌‌theoretical‌‌contributions‌‌of‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌which‌‌are‌‌the‌‌                           

emphasized‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory,‌‌I‌‌                           

want‌ ‌to‌ ‌return‌ ‌back‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                                 

fourth‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌imaginary‌ ‌scenario‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment.‌ ‌It‌ ‌it‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌ ‌goes:‌‌ ‌  

Imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌physically‌‌attached‌‌to‌‌someone‌‌who‌‌automatically‌‌records‌‌your‌‌                       

actions‌ ‌and‌ ‌interactions‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌do‌ ‌or‌ ‌you‌ ‌have.‌ ‌Imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌someone‌ ‌continually‌‌                           

shares‌‌all‌‌these‌‌recordings‌‌with‌‌the‌‌public.‌‌Imagine‌‌that‌‌due‌‌to‌‌this‌‌exposure,‌‌you‌‌see‌‌a‌‌lot‌‌                                 

of‌ ‌people‌ ‌physically‌ ‌reaching‌ ‌out‌ ‌to‌ ‌you‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌recorded‌ ‌by‌ ‌this‌‌                             

someone.‌ ‌Imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌others‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌see‌ ‌you‌ ‌through‌ ‌these‌ ‌sharings‌ ‌and‌‌                     

correspondingly‌ ‌you‌ ‌start‌ ‌to‌ ‌act‌ ‌inauthentically.‌ ‌For‌ ‌instance,‌ ‌imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌feeling‌‌                         

sad‌‌but‌‌you‌‌do‌‌not‌‌want‌‌other‌‌people‌‌to‌‌know‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌sad‌‌therefore‌‌you‌‌are‌‌acting‌‌as‌‌if‌‌                                       

you‌ ‌are‌ ‌happy.‌ ‌Imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌members‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌society‌ ‌have‌ ‌their‌ ‌physically‌‌                             

attached‌ ‌someones’‌ ‌and‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌continually‌ ‌receiving‌ ‌those‌ ‌other’s‌ ‌recordings‌ ‌as‌ ‌well.‌‌                       

Imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌receive‌ ‌recordings‌ ‌from‌ ‌others‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌they‌ ‌all‌ ‌start‌ ‌to‌ ‌eat‌ ‌sand‌ ‌and‌‌                               

respectively‌ ‌you‌ ‌start‌ ‌to‌ ‌eat‌ ‌sand.‌ ‌In‌ ‌this‌ ‌system,‌ ‌everybody‌ ‌knows‌ ‌or‌ ‌could‌ ‌know‌ ‌your‌‌                             

personal‌ ‌information,‌ ‌personal‌ ‌choices,‌ ‌your‌ ‌characteristics,‌ ‌what‌ ‌your‌ ‌home‌ ‌is‌ ‌like,‌ ‌what‌‌                       

you‌‌like‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌to‌‌eat,‌‌what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌to‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌to‌‌wear,‌‌what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌in‌‌                                             

general.‌ ‌Also,‌ ‌you‌ ‌have‌ ‌access‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌referred‌ ‌things‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌individuals.‌‌                           

Accordingly,‌ ‌you‌ ‌tend‌ ‌to‌ ‌adapt‌ ‌yourself‌‌to‌‌others‌‌concretely‌‌because‌‌you‌‌are‌‌totally‌‌visible‌‌                           

and‌‌do‌‌not‌‌want‌‌to‌‌look‌‌like‌‌an‌‌outsider.‌ ‌Would‌‌you‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌be‌‌attached‌‌to‌‌this‌‌physical‌‌                                   

being?‌‌I‌‌think‌‌you‌‌wouldn’t.‌‌Also,‌‌could‌‌you‌‌say‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌free‌‌in‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌society?‌‌I‌‌                                       

think‌ ‌you‌ ‌couldn’t‌ ‌because‌ ‌all‌ ‌things‌ ‌considered‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌constant‌ ‌interference‌ ‌and‌‌                       

domination‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌physically‌ ‌attached‌ ‌someones’‌ ‌which‌‌                     

forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌system.‌ ‌ 

Now,‌ ‌let‌ ‌me‌ ‌alter‌ ‌some‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌society.‌ ‌Let’s‌ ‌remove‌ ‌the‌‌                         

physicality‌ ‌part‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌society‌ ‌and‌ ‌let’s‌ ‌make‌ ‌it‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌one.‌ ‌Let's‌ ‌also‌ ‌make‌ ‌this‌‌                               

physically‌ ‌attached‌ ‌someone‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌your‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌let’s‌‌think‌‌of‌‌the‌‌condition‌‌of‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌again.‌ ‌So,‌ ‌imagine‌ ‌a‌‌society‌‌where‌‌this‌‌attached‌‌physical‌‌presence‌‌is‌‌your‌‌digital‌‌                           

presence‌‌which‌‌automatically‌‌records‌‌your‌‌actions‌‌and‌‌interactions‌‌that‌‌you‌‌do‌‌or‌‌you‌‌have.‌‌                           

Accordingly,‌‌you‌‌are‌‌constantly‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌the‌‌public.‌‌Imagine‌‌that‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                             

exposure‌ ‌you‌ ‌see‌ ‌a‌ ‌lot‌‌of‌‌people‌‌digitally‌‌reaching‌‌out‌‌to‌‌you‌‌with‌‌the‌‌information‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                                 

recorded‌‌by‌‌your‌‌digital‌‌presence.‌‌For‌‌instance,‌‌imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌feeling‌‌sad‌‌but‌‌you‌‌do‌‌                               

not‌ ‌want‌ ‌other‌ ‌people‌ ‌to‌ ‌know‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌sad‌ ‌so‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌doing‌ ‌sharings‌ ‌as‌ ‌if‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌‌                                     

happy.‌ ‌Imagine‌ ‌that‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌members‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌society‌‌have‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌and‌‌you‌‌                               

are‌‌continually‌‌receiving‌‌those‌‌other’s‌‌recordings.‌‌Imagine‌‌that‌‌you‌‌receive‌‌recordings‌‌from‌‌                       

others‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌all‌ ‌start‌ ‌to‌ ‌eat‌ ‌sand‌ ‌and‌ ‌correspondingly‌ ‌you‌ ‌start‌ ‌to‌ ‌eat‌ ‌sand.‌ ‌In‌ ‌this‌‌                                 
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system,‌ ‌everybody‌ ‌knows‌ ‌or‌‌could‌‌know‌‌your‌‌personal‌‌information,‌‌personal‌‌choices,‌‌your‌‌                       

characteristics,‌‌what‌‌your‌‌home‌‌is‌‌like,‌‌what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌or‌‌don’t‌‌like‌‌to‌‌eat,‌‌what‌‌you‌‌like‌‌to‌‌or‌‌                                     

don’t‌ ‌like‌ ‌to‌ ‌wear,‌ ‌what‌ ‌you‌ ‌like‌ ‌or‌ ‌don’t‌‌like‌‌in‌‌general.‌‌Also,‌‌you‌‌know‌‌the‌‌same‌‌referred‌‌                                   

things‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌you‌‌tend‌‌to‌‌adapt‌‌yourself‌‌to‌‌others‌‌concretely‌‌                           

because‌‌you‌‌are‌‌totally‌‌visible‌‌and‌‌do‌‌not‌‌want‌‌to‌‌look‌‌like‌‌an‌‌outsider.‌‌Would‌‌you‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌                                   

have‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence?‌ ‌Yes,‌ ‌you‌ ‌do‌ ‌and‌ ‌apparently‌‌most‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌do‌‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌                               

have‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌through‌‌giving‌‌‘click‌‌consent’‌‌to‌‌these‌‌recordings,‌‌sharings,‌‌control,‌‌                         

manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌surveillance.‌ ‌Can‌ ‌you‌ ‌say‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌are‌ ‌free‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌society?‌‌                               

Apparently,‌‌you‌‌can‌‌because‌‌you‌‌think‌‌that‌‌you‌‌are‌‌free‌‌but‌‌I‌‌think‌‌you‌‌can‌‌not‌‌because‌‌all‌‌                                   

things‌ ‌considered‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌constant‌ ‌and‌ ‌continuous‌ ‌interference‌ ‌and‌ ‌domination‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                       

others‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌which‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌system.‌‌ ‌  

One‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌that‌‌in‌‌the‌‌physically‌‌functioning‌‌society,‌‌these‌‌emphasized‌‌                         

aspects‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌physically‌ ‌attached‌ ‌someone‌ ‌is‌‌                     

acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌The‌ ‌priority‌ ‌reason‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌is‌‌intimately‌‌related‌‌to‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌body.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌                           

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌intimately‌‌related‌‌to‌‌manipulation,‌‌control‌‌and‌‌surveillance‌‌                       

of‌‌and‌‌interference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌body‌‌and‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌which‌‌is‌‌connected‌‌                               

to‌ ‌their‌ ‌bodies.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌by‌ ‌redefining‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌data‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌‌                             

presence,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌affirmed‌ ‌that‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌and‌‌                         

correspondingly‌ ‌free‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedoms,‌ ‌due‌‌to‌‌deterritorialization‌‌                   

and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌given‌ ‌‘consent’‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌‌                     

technologies.‌‌Yet,‌‌at‌‌the‌‌end‌‌cognizant‌‌individuals‌‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌restrict‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                         

by‌‌exposing‌‌their‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌which‌‌is‌‌no‌‌different‌‌than‌‌their‌‌physical‌‌presence.‌‌Thus,‌‌X‌‌                             

internalizes‌‌these‌‌processes‌‌and‌‌even‌‌if‌‌she‌‌is‌‌acknowledged‌‌as‌‌cognizant,‌‌she‌‌restricts‌‌her‌‌                           

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌free‌ ‌choices‌ ‌she‌ ‌makes‌ ‌within/through‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                     

communication‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌say‌ ‌that‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌(X‌ ‌that‌ ‌fulfils‌ ‌the‌‌self-realization‌‌                           

conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌ ‌and‌ ‌X‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌on‌ ‌her‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom)‌ ‌actively‌ ‌participates‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌‌                         

individual‌‌freedom‌‌by‌‌‌choosing‌‌to‌‌give‌‌consent‌‌to‌‌and‌‌through‌‌these‌‌technologies.‌‌I‌‌endorse‌‌                           

that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌this‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌emphasis‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌‌                         

theory.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌upcoming‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌more‌ ‌details‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌‌                                 

Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌derived‌ ‌from‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

Here‌ ‌above,‌ ‌I‌ ‌presented‌ ‌a‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌construction‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌imaginative‌‌                         

exercise‌‌as‌‌a‌‌thought‌‌experiment‌‌and‌‌departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌fictional‌‌construction,‌‌by‌‌changing‌‌                         

some‌ ‌conditions‌‌of‌‌it,‌‌I‌‌attempted‌‌to‌‌present‌‌another‌‌fictional‌‌construction‌‌to‌‌emphasize‌‌an‌‌                           

overlooked‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌intense‌‌                           

use‌ ‌of‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌intense‌ ‌exposure‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                     
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technologies.‌ ‌Hence,‌‌I‌‌repeatedly‌‌use‌‌the‌‌word‌‌imagine‌‌concretely‌‌because‌‌I‌‌acknowledge‌‌                       

fictional‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌product‌ ‌of‌ ‌imagination‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌raise‌‌                           

philosophically‌‌loaded‌‌questions‌‌and‌‌arguments‌‌that‌‌eventually‌‌lead‌‌to‌‌‌form‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌                         

a‌‌theory‌‌(Wartenberg,‌‌2007).‌‌Here,‌‌yet‌‌again,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌highlight‌‌that‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                               

product‌ ‌of‌ ‌imagination‌ ‌are‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌constructions‌ ‌and‌ ‌are‌ ‌extended‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiments.‌‌                     

Therefore,‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌also‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌‌to‌ ‌formulate‌ ‌philosophically‌ ‌loaded‌‌                     

questions‌‌and‌‌arguments‌‌that‌‌eventually‌‌lead‌‌to‌‌‌form‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌a‌‌theory.‌‌However,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌                               

underlined‌ ‌previously,‌ ‌moving‌ ‌image‌ ‌fiction‌ ‌creates‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌‌                         

using‌ ‌multiple‌ ‌channels‌ ‌to‌ ‌transfer‌ ‌the‌ ‌argument‌ ‌(Shamir,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

pieces‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌experience‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌present‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌unique‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

elements,‌ ‌which‌ ‌opens‌ ‌a‌ ‌door‌ ‌to‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌logical‌ ‌demonstration‌ ‌and‌ ‌discursive‌‌                         

argumentation,‌ ‌propose‌ ‌new‌ ‌ways‌ ‌of‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌that‌ ‌seek‌ ‌to‌ ‌transform‌ ‌our‌ ‌understanding.‌‌                       

Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌perception,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌product‌ ‌of‌ ‌imagination‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌fictional‌‌                         

construction‌‌which‌‌has‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌raise‌‌philosophically‌‌loaded‌‌questions‌‌and‌‌arguments‌                       

that‌‌eventually‌‌lead‌‌to‌‌‌form‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌a‌‌theory.‌‌Nonetheless,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌introduces‌‌this‌‌                           

theorizing‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment‌ ‌since‌ ‌it‌‌reveals‌‌its‌‌theorizing‌‌through‌‌its‌‌                               

cinematic‌‌experience‌‌by‌‌using‌‌‌its‌‌ontologically‌‌unique‌‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌which‌‌eventually‌‌                     

leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌‌form‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌referred‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌also‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory.‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌‌before‌‌getting‌‌into‌‌the‌‌details‌‌of‌‌the‌‌theorizing‌‌that‌‌is‌‌presented‌‌by‌‌‌Nosedive‌,‌‌I‌‌                             

want‌‌to‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌the‌‌unique‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌‌Nosedive‌.‌‌Thus,‌‌what‌‌I‌‌                               

introduced‌ ‌in‌‌the‌‌first‌‌fictional‌‌construction‌‌above‌‌is‌‌the‌‌common‌‌basis‌‌of‌‌the‌‌journey‌‌that‌‌I‌‌                               

proposed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌third‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌journey‌ ‌starting‌‌with‌‌Heidegger’s‌‌enframing‌‌that‌‌I‌‌                             

coupled‌‌with‌‌Foucault’s‌‌panopticism.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌journey‌‌bases‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌critique‌‌of‌‌‌modern‌‌                         

disciplinary‌‌power‌‌to‌‌be‌‌heavily‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌the‌‌bodily‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌in‌‌which‌‌                             

the‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌physically‌ ‌experienced‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌closely‌‌                         

related‌‌to‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌body.‌‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                           

is‌ ‌closely‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌manipulation,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌of‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌interference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                           

physical‌‌body‌‌and‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌emphasis,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌acknowledge‌‌it,‌‌                                 

is‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌ ‌theorized‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌referred‌‌above‌‌but‌‌also‌‌is‌‌theorized‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                                 

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138,‌ ‌Ex‌‌                       

Machina.‌ ‌‌Hence,‌ ‌these‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                         

experienced‌ ‌through‌ ‌manipulation,‌ ‌control‌ ‌and‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌of‌ ‌and‌ ‌interference‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                     

physical‌‌body‌‌and‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌.‌‌‌Respectively,‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌observer,‌‌as‌‌                             

I‌‌introduced‌‌in‌‌the‌‌third‌‌chapter‌‌through‌‌Foucault’s‌‌panopticism‌‌theory,‌‌as‌‌an‌‌external‌‌factor‌‌                           

is‌‌considered‌‌either‌‌to‌‌make‌‌a‌‌cognizant/incognizant‌‌(in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌she‌‌is‌‌either‌‌cognizant‌‌                             

or‌ ‌incognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌on‌‌individual‌‌freedom)‌‌agent‌‌to‌‌conform‌‌to‌‌the‌‌mentioned‌‌                           
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mechanisms‌‌of‌‌power‌‌or‌‌as‌‌an‌‌internalized‌‌factor‌‌to‌‌make‌‌an‌‌incognizant‌‌agent‌‌(in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌                               

that‌ ‌she‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌‌these‌‌restrictions)‌‌to‌‌be‌‌controlled‌‌and/or‌‌manipulated.‌‌Hence,‌‌                           

all‌‌of‌‌these‌‌consequences‌‌reveal‌‌distinct‌‌kinds‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌                             

already‌ ‌emphasized,‌ ‌are‌ ‌theorized‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌theories‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌these‌ ‌three‌ ‌precise‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

However,‌ ‌‌in‌ ‌each‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌case,‌ ‌we‌ ‌can‌ ‌not‌ ‌acknowledge‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                         

cognizantly‌ ‌restricting‌ ‌her‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌‌                         

underlined‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                             

individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌‌is‌‌not‌‌                       

a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Foucauldian‌ ‌sense.‌ ‌‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                         

primary‌ ‌reason‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌continue‌ ‌this‌ ‌journey‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌third‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌with‌‌                               

Deleuze’s‌ ‌‘Control‌ ‌Society’‌ ‌because‌ ‌it‌ ‌presents‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌‌presence,‌‌as‌‌data‌‌doubles,‌‌which‌‌                         

goes‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌physical‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                             

enframing‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌through‌ ‌deterritorialization‌‌                     

and‌‌reterritorialization‌‌of‌‌their‌‌desires.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌enframing‌‌does‌‌                             

not‌‌primarily‌‌have‌‌consequences‌‌on‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Therefore,‌‌this‌‌                         

kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌enframing‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌endorse‌ ‌as‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌though‌ ‌the‌ ‌deterritorialization‌ ‌and‌‌                         

reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌individuals’‌ ‌desires‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                         

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌solely‌‌theorized‌‌by‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌                         

elements‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌Therefore,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌alters‌‌some‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌                         

the‌ ‌fictional‌ ‌construction‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌presented‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌beginning‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌section‌ ‌‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌an‌‌                             

overlooked‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌intense‌‌                           

use‌ ‌of‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌intense‌ ‌exposure‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                     

technologies.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌priority‌‌reason‌‌that‌‌I‌‌present‌‌these‌‌two‌‌fictional‌‌constructions‌‌is‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌                           

Nosedive‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌which‌ ‌changes‌ ‌the‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌fictional‌‌                         

construction,‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌above,‌‌by‌‌raising‌‌the‌‌question‌‌‘Would‌‌you‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌                             

digital‌‌presence?’‌‌Then,‌‌it‌‌answers‌‌this‌‌question‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌as‌‌‘Yes,‌‌you‌‌                           

do‌ ‌and‌ ‌apparently‌ ‌most‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌do‌ ‌‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌through‌‌                             

giving‌ ‌‘click‌ ‌consent’‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌sharings,‌ ‌recordings,‌ ‌control,‌ ‌manipulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌surveillance‌‌                     

due‌ ‌to‌ ‌some‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors’.‌‌Then,‌‌yet‌‌again,‌‌it‌‌raises‌‌the‌‌question‌‌‘Can‌‌you‌‌say‌‌that‌‌you‌‌                                 

are‌‌free‌‌in‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌society?’‌‌and‌‌it‌‌answers‌‌this‌‌question‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌                               

as‌ ‌‘The‌ ‌previous‌ ‌theories‌ ‌claim‌ ‌that‌ ‌you‌ ‌can‌ ‌because‌ ‌they‌ ‌consider‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                           

individual‌‌freedom‌‌to‌‌be‌‌practiced‌‌on‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌body‌‌and‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌‌which‌‌                               

is‌ ‌attached‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌bodies.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌you‌ ‌can‌ ‌not’‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌justifies‌ ‌its‌ ‌claim‌ ‌by‌‌                             

revealing‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌by‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

elements.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌it‌ ‌goes‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌either‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌through‌‌                       
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traditional‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌channels‌ ‌or‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌‌channel.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌it‌‌goes‌‌                     

beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌which‌ ‌argues‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌closely‌‌                         

related‌‌to‌‌manipulation,‌‌control‌‌and‌‌surveillance‌‌of‌‌and‌‌interference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌body‌‌and‌‌                           

the‌ ‌mind‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌attached‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌bodies.‌ ‌‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌‌                             

Nosedive‌ ‌‌presents‌ ‌a‌ ‌society‌ ‌which‌ ‌solely‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌                         

individuals‌ ‌and‌ ‌which‌ ‌also‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌dimension‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌physical‌‌                         

dimension.‌‌‌Nosedive,‌‌‌then,‌‌‌brings‌‌forth‌‌a‌‌motivation‌‌to‌‌go‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌panopticism‌‌theory‌‌in‌‌                           

order‌‌to‌‌grasp‌‌the‌‌more‌‌accurate‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌contemporary‌‌social‌‌complexity‌‌and‌‌precisely‌‌in‌‌                           

order‌ ‌to‌‌propose‌‌the‌‌most‌‌encapsulating‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌                       

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology.‌‌ ‌  

I‌‌endorse‌‌that‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌which‌‌goes‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌technologies‌‌                       

that‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌spatial‌ ‌physicality‌ ‌ground‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌seen‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌Foucault‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌other‌‌                                   

theories‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌philosophers.‌ ‌Yet,‌ ‌the‌‌advent‌‌and‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌the‌‌information‌‌and‌‌                           

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌revealed‌ ‌an‌ ‌alteration‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌previously‌ ‌critical‌ ‌and‌ ‌negative‌‌                     

perception‌ ‌towards‌ ‌modern‌ ‌technology‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌‌                       

technologies‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌introduced,‌‌liberating‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌function‌‌                     

in‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌space‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌spatial‌ ‌physicality.‌ ‌This‌‌                             

perception‌ ‌towards‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌an‌ ‌overlooked‌‌                 

aspect‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                       

experienced‌‌through/by‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌               

reveals‌‌that‌‌the‌‌‌contemporary‌‌conceptions‌‌of‌‌‘individual‌‌freedom’,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌                       

that‌ ‌these‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌rendered‌ ‌insufficient‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                         

rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌The‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌reason‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌‌                     

idea‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌practices‌‌that‌‌are‌‌performed‌‌within/through‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌are‌‌not‌‌                           

acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌due‌ ‌to,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌repeatedly‌‌                       

emphasized,‌ ‌the‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌nature‌ ‌dedicated‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies,‌ ‌yet‌ ‌again‌‌                     

liberating‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌function‌‌in‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌space‌‌which‌‌is‌‌beyond‌‌the‌‌                               

technologies‌‌that‌‌have‌‌a‌‌spatial‌‌physicality‌.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌and‌‌use‌‌of‌‌the‌‌information‌‌                           

and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌initiates‌‌a‌‌necessity‌‌to‌‌revisit‌‌and‌‌redefine‌‌the‌‌X‌‌factor‌‌(the‌‌                           

agent)‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Y‌‌factor‌‌(the‌‌restrictive‌‌conditions)‌‌of‌‌the‌‌formula‌‌that‌‌I‌‌presented‌‌in‌‌the‌‌first‌‌                                 

chapter.‌ ‌This‌ ‌necessity‌ ‌is,‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌perception,‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌political‌‌                       

philosophical‌‌scene‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌change‌‌in‌‌the‌‌perception‌‌towards‌‌technology‌‌with‌‌the‌‌advent‌‌                           

of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  

Nosedive‌ ‌‌by‌ ‌‌redefining‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual,‌ ‌the‌ ‌X,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌data‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence,‌‌                             

discloses‌ ‌that‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌and‌ ‌respectively‌ ‌free‌‌                     

individuals‌‌restrict‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedoms’,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌deterritorialization‌‌and‌‌reterritorialization‌‌                   
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of‌ ‌their‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌given‌ ‌‘consent’‌ ‌within/through‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                     

communication‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌restrict‌‌                     

their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌ ‌exposing‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌different‌ ‌than‌ ‌their‌‌                           

physical‌‌presence.‌‌Thus,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌presents‌‌this‌‌individual‌‌as‌‌precisely‌‌Lacie‌‌but‌‌also‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                           

other‌ ‌participants‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌internalizing‌ ‌these‌ ‌processes.‌‌                   

Correspondingly,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌they‌‌are‌‌cognizant‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌that‌‌they‌‌are‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌                             

due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌participation‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform,‌ ‌they‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌‌                         

freedom‌‌by‌‌ultimately‌‌free‌‌choices‌‌they‌‌make‌‌within/through‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform.‌‌It‌‌is‌‌                           

to‌‌say‌‌that‌‌cognizant‌‌X,‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌(X‌‌that‌‌                                 

fulfils‌ ‌the‌ ‌self-realization‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌‌and‌‌X‌‌                         

who‌ ‌is‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌factors‌‌on‌‌her‌‌individual‌‌freedom)‌‌actively‌‌participates‌‌in‌‌                           

the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌her‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌ ‌choosing‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌consent‌ ‌to‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌this‌‌                             

social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌‌which‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌ground‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory.‌‌Eventually,‌‌this‌‌                           

novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌this‌‌proposed‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory,‌‌then,‌‌                           

is‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌already‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌third‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌I‌ ‌relate‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌to‌‌                                 

Deleuze’s‌ ‌‘Control‌ ‌Society’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌and‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari’s‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘Desire’.‌‌                     

Accordingly,‌‌I‌‌acknowledge‌‌‌Nosedive‌,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌piece,‌‌to‌‌uniquely‌‌theorize‌‌                       

this‌‌emphasis‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌by‌‌using‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements.‌‌Therefore,‌‌I,‌‌                         

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌‌                           

forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌unique‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌‌                           

Nosedive.‌ ‌‌Hence,‌ ‌‌Nosedive,‌ ‌d‌eparting‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌linkage‌ ‌above,‌ ‌discloses‌ ‌this‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                       

restriction‌ ‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom,‌‌the‌‌r‌estriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌                       

by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y),‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌deterritorialization‌ ‌and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌‌                       

desires‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌desiring‌ ‌machines,‌ ‌shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌‌processes,‌‌experienced‌‌                       

and‌ ‌practiced‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                   

technologies‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌and‌‌                     

correspondingly‌ ‌free‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌restrict‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedoms,‌ ‌due‌‌to‌‌deterritorialization‌‌                   

and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌given‌ ‌‘consent’‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌‌                     

Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis,‌ ‌I,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌derive‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌‌                         

episode,‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌which‌ ‌is:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

‘‌Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory:‌ ‌Any‌ ‌action‌ ‌taken‌ ‌within/through‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                 

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌of‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌‌                   

considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                     

non-oppressive‌ ‌and‌ ‌non-imposed‌ ‌territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌as‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌in‌‌                   
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the‌‌‘Control‌‌Societies’,‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌restrict‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedoms’‌‌through/by‌‌                   

their‌ ‌freely‌ ‌given‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌choice-based‌ ‌‘click’‌ ‌consents.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Here,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌more‌ ‌details‌ ‌on‌‌this‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌and‌‌on‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                                   

theory.‌‌Hence,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory,‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌integrate‌‌the‌‌theories‌‌                               

on‌ ‌‘consent’‌ ‌and‌ ‌‘clicking’.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌t‌he‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌debates‌‌on‌‌the‌‌theory‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌are‌‌                           

mostly‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌understanding‌‌that‌‌“Consent‌‌makes‌‌otherwise‌‌(pro‌‌tanto)‌‌prohibited‌‌                       

acts‌ ‌(pro‌ ‌tanto)‌ ‌permitted,‌ ‌removing‌ ‌the‌ ‌wrongfulness‌ ‌(in‌‌the‌‌relevant‌‌respect)‌‌of‌‌acts‌‌that‌                           

would‌‌otherwise‌‌constitute‌‌wrongings''‌‌(Koch,‌‌2018,‌‌37).‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌emphasis‌‌regarding‌‌                         

the‌ ‌issue‌ ‌of‌ ‌consent‌ ‌is‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌by‌ ‌many‌ ‌thinkers‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌ ‌from‌ ‌different‌‌                           

academic‌ ‌fields‌ ‌(Thomson,‌ ‌1992;‌ ‌Wellman,‌ ‌1997;‌ ‌Westen,‌ ‌2004;‌ ‌Shiffrin,‌ ‌2008;‌ ‌Watson,‌‌                     

2009;‌‌Dougherty,‌‌2015;‌‌Schaber,‌‌2016).‌‌Thus,‌‌departing‌‌from‌‌the‌‌accentuation‌‌above‌‌it‌‌can‌‌                         

be‌ ‌derived‌ ‌that‌ ‌consent‌ ‌has‌ ‌a‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌magic‌ ‌that‌ ‌can‌ ‌turn‌ ‌an‌ ‌exploitive‌ ‌act‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌‌                                 

non-exploitive‌ ‌one‌ ‌(Hurd,‌ ‌1996).‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌‌as‌‌John‌‌Kleinig‌‌underlines‌‌“consent‌‌can‌‌                     

sometimes‌‌function‌‌like‌‌a‌‌proprietary‌‌gate‌‌that‌‌one‌‌opens‌‌to‌‌allow‌‌another’s‌‌access,‌‌access‌‌                           

that‌‌would‌‌be‌‌impermissible‌‌absent‌‌the‌‌act‌‌of‌‌voluntarily‌‌opening‌‌the‌‌gate”‌‌(Kleinig,‌‌2010,‌‌4).‌‌                             

Thus,‌ ‌I‌ ‌integrate‌ ‌‘clicking’‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌by‌ ‌asserting‌ ‌that‌‌                             

‘clicking’‌‌is‌‌the‌‌key‌‌to‌‌this‌‌proprietary‌‌gate.‌‌In‌‌other‌‌words,‌‌all‌‌the‌‌actions‌‌within‌‌information‌‌                               

and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌set‌‌off‌‌with‌‌the‌‌action‌‌of‌‌‌clicking‌.‌‌Hence,‌‌there‌‌are‌‌theories‌‌                           

that‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌clicking‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌online‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌participation‌ ‌which‌ ‌employ‌‌                             

concepts‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘Slacktivism’‌ ‌(Morozov,‌ ‌2012;‌ ‌Tiidenberg‌ ‌&‌ ‌Allaste,‌ ‌2016),‌ ‌‘Clickism’‌ ‌(Amin,‌‌                     

2010;‌ ‌Tiidenberg‌ ‌&‌ ‌Allaste,‌ ‌2016),‌ ‌etc,.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌intend‌ ‌to‌ ‌differentiate‌‌                           

‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌from‌‌these‌‌theories‌‌by‌‌acknowledging‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌clicking‌‌through‌‌its‌‌                         

functioning‌‌as‌‌a‌‌validation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌given‌‌consent‌‌within‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌which,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌assert,‌‌                             

is‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌already‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌chapters,‌ ‌for‌ ‌many‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌the‌‌                       

technological‌ ‌innovations‌ ‌that‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌brought‌ ‌to‌‌                 

contemporary‌ ‌societies‌ ‌fundamentally‌ ‌change‌ ‌the‌ ‌organization,‌ ‌practice‌ ‌and‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌‌                   

power,‌‌control‌‌and‌‌surveillance‌‌relationships.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌proposes‌‌a‌‌necessity‌‌                   

to‌ ‌surpass‌ ‌Foucault’s‌ ‌panopticism‌.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌it‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌which‌‌                     

grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌ ‌is‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌and‌‌                         

how‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌restricts‌ ‌the‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌(cognizant)‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌‌                         

affirms‌‌with‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌that‌‌the‌‌mechanisms‌‌of‌‌control‌‌are‌‌no‌‌longer‌‌confined‌‌                           

to‌ ‌the‌ ‌institutional‌ ‌work‌ ‌of‌ ‌standardization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌through‌ ‌knowledge‌ ‌and‌ ‌power.‌‌                         

Thus,‌‌these‌‌mechanisms‌‌do‌‌not‌‌inhabit‌‌a‌‌material/physical‌‌space‌‌but‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌space‌‌that‌‌is‌‌                             

not‌ ‌dependent‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌body‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌but‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                               

individuals.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌there‌‌is‌‌a‌‌shift‌‌from‌‌discipline‌‌societies‌‌which‌‌function‌‌through‌‌                       
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the‌ ‌power‌ ‌relying‌ ‌on‌ ‌enclosures‌ ‌be‌ ‌they‌ ‌material,‌ ‌cultural‌ ‌or‌ ‌psychical‌‌to‌‌control‌‌societies‌‌                           

which‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌relying‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌precise‌ ‌digital‌ ‌mobility‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌‌                           

Nosedive‌,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌it,‌‌                             

presents‌ ‌a‌ ‌society‌ ‌which‌ ‌solely‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌‌                         

individuals‌‌are‌‌primarily‌‌digital‌‌presences‌‌and‌‌their‌‌value‌‌as‌‌a‌‌human‌‌being‌‌solely‌‌depends‌‌                           

on‌‌the‌‌value‌‌of‌‌their‌‌digital‌‌presence.‌‌Therefore,‌‌“In‌‌contrast‌‌to‌‌disciplinary‌‌societies‌‌(which‌‌                           

were‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌by‌ ‌‘signatures’‌ ‌and‌ ‌‘numbers’),‌ ‌the‌ ‌“digital‌ ‌language‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌is‌ ‌made‌ ‌up‌ ‌of‌‌                             

codes‌ ‌indicating‌ ‌whether‌ ‌access‌ ‌to‌ ‌some‌ ‌information‌ ‌should‌ ‌be‌ ‌allowed‌ ‌or‌ ‌denied.”‌‌                       

(‌Schleusener,‌‌‌2018,‌‌182).‌‌‌The‌‌crucial‌‌point‌‌here‌‌is‌‌the‌‌shift‌‌from‌‌the‌‌signatures‌‌or‌‌numbers‌‌                             

to‌‌‌codes.‌‌‌Subsequently,‌‌what‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌asserts‌‌is‌‌that‌‌with‌‌the‌‌numerical‌‌language‌‌of‌‌control‌‌                           

the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌become‌ ‌information‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌marked‌ ‌by‌ ‌codes‌ ‌which‌ ‌dissolves‌ ‌the‌‌                         

mass-individual‌‌pair.‌‌Therefore,‌‌‌in‌‌the‌‌societies‌‌of‌‌control‌‌individuals‌‌by‌‌doubling‌‌as‌‌a‌‌code‌‌                           

and‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌information‌ ‌become‌ ‌‘dividuals’.‌ ‌‌Accordingly,‌ ‌‌individuals‌‌have‌‌become‌‌‘dividuals’‌‌                     

and‌ ‌masses,‌ ‌samples,‌ ‌data,‌ ‌markets‌ ‌or‌ ‌‘banks’‌ ‌(Deleuze,‌ ‌1995).‌‌ ‌  

Within‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌the‌ ‌panoptic‌ ‌gaze‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌function‌ ‌and‌ ‌operate‌ ‌through‌‌                       

seeing‌‌but‌‌through‌‌the‌‌mode‌‌of‌‌ordering‌‌information.‌‌Parallel‌‌to‌‌this,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌control‌‌societies‌‌                             

the‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌apparatus‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌operate‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌or‌ ‌minds‌ ‌but‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                           

information‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌minds.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌object‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                           

digital‌ ‌representation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌body‌‌(‌Schleusener,‌‌‌2018).‌‌Thus,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌by‌‌dismantling‌‌from‌‌                       

the‌ ‌control‌‌mechanisms‌‌that‌‌function‌‌through‌‌the‌‌body‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌reveals‌‌new‌‌kinds‌‌                           

of‌ ‌freedoms‌ ‌which‌ ‌emerge‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                         

communication‌ ‌technologies,‌ ‌and‌ ‌which‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌the‌ ‌kind‌‌of‌‌practices‌‌that‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌                       

freely‌ ‌choose‌‌to‌‌participate‌‌in.‌‌Hence,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌presents‌‌these‌‌kinds‌‌of‌‌freedoms‌‌to‌‌serve‌‌                           

for‌ ‌the‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌‌control‌‌themselves‌‌through‌‌the‌‌willing‌‌participation‌‌of‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                           

other‌‌individuals‌‌within/through‌‌the‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform.‌‌‌Therefore,‌‌‌the‌‌one‌‌crucial‌‌defining‌                       

condition‌ ‌inherent‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌society‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌willing‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

surveilled‌ ‌individual.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Poster‌ ‌emphasizes:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌ ‌unwanted‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌of‌‌personal‌‌choice‌‌becomes‌‌a‌‌discursive‌‌reality‌‌through‌‌                     

the‌‌willing‌‌participation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌surveilled‌‌individual...The‌‌one‌‌being‌‌surveilled‌‌provides‌‌                     

the‌ ‌information‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌for‌ ‌surveillance.‌ ‌No‌‌carefully‌‌designed‌‌edifice‌‌is‌‌needed,‌‌                     

no‌ ‌science‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌criminology‌ ‌is‌ ‌employed,‌ ‌and‌ ‌no‌ ‌complex‌ ‌administrative‌‌                     

apparatus‌ ‌is‌ ‌invoked…‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌is‌ ‌assured‌ ‌when‌ ‌the‌ ‌act‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌is‌‌                         

communicated‌ ‌by‌ ‌telephone‌ ‌line‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌computerized‌ ‌database…‌ ‌a‌ ‌gigantic‌ ‌and‌‌                     

sleek‌ ‌operation‌ ‌is‌ ‌effected‌ ‌whose‌ ‌political‌ ‌force‌ ‌of‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌is‌ ‌occluded‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                         

willing‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌victim.‌ ‌(Poster,‌ ‌1995,‌ ‌86-87)‌ ‌ 

‌ 
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The‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌willing‌‌participation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌in‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌space‌‌                           

couples‌‌control‌‌with‌‌two‌‌interrelated‌‌actions.‌‌The‌‌primary‌‌action‌‌exercised‌‌by‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌                         

is‌ ‌to‌ ‌choose‌ ‌whether‌ ‌to‌ ‌provide‌ ‌or‌ ‌deny‌ ‌sharing‌ ‌their‌ ‌data‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌following‌ ‌action‌ ‌is,‌ ‌if‌‌                                 

shared,‌ ‌exploitation‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌data.‌‌Therefore,‌‌control‌‌societies‌‌function‌‌through‌‌capturing‌‌the‌                       

desire‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals’.‌‌ ‌  

Nosedive‌‌reveals‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌emphasis,‌‌as‌‌generating‌‌new‌‌forms‌‌of‌‌surveillance,‌‌                         

which‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌panopticism‌ ‌and‌ ‌which‌ ‌ground‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌active‌ ‌and‌ ‌freely‌ ‌chosen‌‌                         

participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌presents‌ ‌this‌ ‌constant‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌and‌‌                     

control‌‌to‌‌function‌‌through‌‌the‌‌independent‌‌choices‌‌of‌‌individuals‌‌themselves.‌‌Respectively,‌‌                     

the‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌ ‌system‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌proposes‌ ‌is‌ ‌without‌ ‌walls,‌ ‌windows,‌‌                       

towers‌ ‌or‌ ‌guards.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌in‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘voluntary’‌ ‌surrender‌ ‌of‌ ‌privacy‌ ‌is‌‌                       

performed‌‌by‌‌primarily‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌by‌‌the‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌the‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌who‌‌                             

‘publicly’‌ ‌share‌ ‌their‌ ‌‘private’‌ ‌data,‌ ‌experiences,‌ ‌preferences,‌ ‌and‌ ‌particularities‌‌                 

(‌Schleusener,‌‌‌2018,‌‌177).‌‌Therefore,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌introduces‌‌a‌‌different‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                         

individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌emerges‌‌by‌‌the‌‌free‌‌choice‌‌based‌‌actions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                             

social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌so‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌‌                             

Nosedive‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌interiority‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌by‌ ‌free‌ ‌and‌‌                       

choice-based‌ ‌actions‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌practice.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌the‌ ‌participants‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

digital‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌are‌ ‌apparently‌ ‌liberated‌ ‌and‌ ‌released‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌smooth‌ ‌space‌ ‌of‌‌                         

boundless‌ ‌movement‌ ‌which‌ ‌extends‌ ‌along‌ ‌an‌ ‌endless‌ ‌wave‌ ‌of‌ ‌searches,‌ ‌agreements,‌‌                     

purchases‌ ‌of‌ ‌choices.‌ ‌Thereupon,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Flaxman‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

At‌ ‌first‌ ‌glance,‌ ‌naturally,‌ ‌control‌ ‌seems‌ ‌to‌ ‌offer‌ ‌the‌ ‌space‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌to‌ ‌exercise‌‌                           

limitless‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Control‌ ‌aspires‌ ‌to‌ ‌what‌ ‌we‌ ‌might‌ ‌think‌ ‌of‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌open-floor‌‌plan:‌‌                           

control‌ ‌promotes‌ ‌circulation,‌ ‌inducing‌ ‌the‌ ‌movements‌ ‌with‌ ‌which‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌itself‌ ‌is‌‌                     

increasingly‌‌identified‌‌–‌‌as‌‌the‌‌right‌‌to‌‌choose,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌oneself,‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌apart‌‌from‌‌                             

all‌ ‌others.‌  ‌(Flaxman,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌126-127)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌question‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌control‌ ‌functions‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌‌                         

media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌society‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌presents‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌answer‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌control‌‌                           

functions‌‌through‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌becoming‌‌legible‌‌                         

by‌ ‌their‌ ‌participation‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform.‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌exposes‌‌this‌‌participation‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌the‌‌territorialized‌‌                       

desires‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌‌Respectively,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌discloses‌ ‌these‌ ‌territorialized‌‌                     

desires‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌obsession‌ ‌on‌ ‌perfecting‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌total‌‌                             

visibility‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌desire‌‌of‌‌total‌‌visibility,‌‌presented‌‌within‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

experience,‌‌‌makes‌‌the‌‌control‌‌and‌‌the‌‌surveillance‌‌to‌‌become‌‌so‌‌integrated‌‌to‌‌the‌‌pleasures‌‌                           
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of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌that‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌accept‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌control‌ ‌with‌ ‌open‌ ‌arms.‌ ‌Therefore,‌‌                             

although‌‌the‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌and‌‌precisely‌‌Lacie,‌‌are‌‌ambiguously‌‌                         

aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌ways‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌their‌ ‌unavoidable‌ ‌digital‌ ‌existence‌ ‌makes‌ ‌it‌ ‌possible‌ ‌to‌‌                           

constantly‌ ‌and‌ ‌continuously‌ ‌monitor,‌ ‌profile‌ ‌and‌ ‌mine‌ ‌their‌ ‌behaviour‌ ‌and‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌the‌‌                       

sensual‌ ‌pleasures‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌new‌ ‌digital‌ ‌age‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌stimulating‌‌distractions‌‌side-tracks‌‌                         

the‌ ‌participants‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌fact‌ ‌(Harcourt,‌ ‌2015).‌ ‌This‌ ‌is‌ ‌concretely‌ ‌because‌ ‌‌“coercive‌‌                       

surveillance‌ ‌technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌now‌ ‌woven‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌very‌‌fabric‌‌of‌‌our‌‌pleasure‌‌and‌‌fantasies’,‌‌it‌‌                             

has‌ ‌become‌ ‌impossible,‌ ‌today,‌ ‌to‌ ‌separate‌ ‌between‌ ‌pleasure‌ ‌and‌ ‌punish‌ ‌(Harcourt‌ ‌2015:‌‌                       

21)”‌‌‌(Beckman,‌‌2018,‌‌12).‌‌Respectively,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌presents‌‌a‌‌society‌‌in‌‌which‌‌the‌‌obsession‌‌                         

towards‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌perfecting‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌shape‌ ‌the‌ ‌exposed,‌‌                       

watched,‌ ‌recorded,‌ ‌predicted‌ ‌individual’s‌ ‌subjectivity‌ ‌(Harcourt,‌ ‌2015).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌‌                 

proposes‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual’s‌ ‌inability‌ ‌to‌ ‌control‌ ‌the‌ ‌intimate‌ ‌information‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌‌the‌‌                           

constant‌ ‌craving‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌dedicate‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌and‌ ‌other‌ ‌participant’s‌ ‌ratings‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌‌                           

sharings‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌which‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌defines‌ ‌the‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌‌                         

selves.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌participants‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌are‌ ‌actually‌ ‌deeply‌‌                       

embedded‌ ‌selves‌ ‌who‌ ‌are‌ ‌shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌digital‌ ‌technology.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Harcourt‌ ‌affirms:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

We‌‌are‌‌deeply‌‌invested—‌‌with‌‌“investments‌‌of‌‌desire,”‌‌as‌‌Deleuze‌‌suggested—‌‌and‌‌                       

these‌ ‌investments‌ ‌need‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌explored.‌ ‌“We‌ ‌never‌ ‌desire‌ ‌against‌ ‌our‌ ‌interests,”‌‌                       

Deleuze‌‌explained,‌‌“because‌‌interest‌‌always‌‌follows‌‌and‌‌finds‌‌itself‌‌where‌‌desire‌‌has‌‌                       

placed‌‌it...‌‌That‌‌it‌‌shapes‌‌and‌‌produces‌‌desires‌‌locked‌‌onto‌‌other‌‌desiring‌‌machines.‌‌                         

Those‌‌other‌‌machines,‌‌we‌‌know‌‌them‌‌well‌‌today.‌‌We‌‌are‌‌glued‌‌to‌‌them.‌‌Inseparable.‌‌                           

And‌‌we‌‌give‌‌ourselves‌‌up‌‌to‌‌them—in‌‌the‌‌process,‌‌giving‌‌ourselves‌‌away.‌‌This‌‌may‌‌                           

also‌ ‌help‌ ‌to‌ ‌explain‌ ‌the‌ ‌self-destructive‌‌nature‌‌of‌‌some‌‌of‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌cravings...‌‌We‌‌                           

desire‌‌those‌‌digital‌‌spaces,‌‌those‌‌virtual‌‌experiences,‌‌all‌‌those‌‌electronic‌‌gadgets—‌‌                     

and‌ ‌we‌ ‌have‌ ‌become,‌ ‌slowly‌ ‌but‌ ‌surely,‌‌slaves‌‌to‌‌them.‌‌Slaves‌‌to‌‌them‌‌and‌‌to‌‌our‌‌                               

desires,‌ ‌our‌ ‌desires‌ ‌for‌ ‌shares,‌ ‌clicks,‌ ‌friends,‌ ‌and‌ ‌“likes.‌ ‌(Harcourt,‌ ‌2015,‌ ‌228)‌ ‌ 
‌ 

The‌ ‌one‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌slavery‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌‌highlighted‌‌above‌‌and‌‌that‌‌is‌‌                                   

presented‌‌by‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌bases‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌choice-based‌‌actions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals‌‌practiced‌‌as‌‌                         

an‌‌expression‌‌of‌‌their‌‌liberated-selves.‌‌Respectively,‌‌the‌‌process‌‌of‌‌broader‌‌trend‌‌of‌‌control‌‌                         

and‌ ‌surveillance‌ ‌within‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌goes‌ ‌as‌ ‌follows:‌ ‌The‌ ‌human‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌are‌ ‌abstracted‌‌from‌‌                         

their‌‌material‌‌settings‌‌and‌‌are‌‌separated‌‌into‌‌a‌‌series‌‌of‌‌distinct‌‌flows.‌‌Then,‌‌these‌‌flows‌‌are‌‌                               

reconciled‌ ‌into‌ ‌discrete‌ ‌‘data‌ ‌doubles’‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌legitimately‌ ‌open‌ ‌to‌ ‌control,‌ ‌surveillance‌‌                       

and‌‌intervention‌‌(Harcourt,‌‌2015).‌‌This‌‌clarified‌‌process‌‌ontologically‌‌starts‌‌when‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌                       

the‌ ‌other‌ ‌participants‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌voluntarily‌ ‌cede‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌privacy,‌‌                         

expose‌ ‌their‌ ‌intimate‌ ‌lives‌ ‌and‌ ‌give‌ ‌up‌ ‌their‌ ‌personal‌ ‌data.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌individuals,‌ ‌as‌‌                             
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participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform,‌‌voluntarily‌‌restrict‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through‌‌                       

renouncing‌ ‌their‌‌informational‌‌privacy‌‌and‌‌informational‌‌self-determination‌‌within‌‌this‌‌social‌‌                   

media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌society.‌‌ ‌  

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌emphasized,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌presents‌ ‌this‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                         

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌‌                         

agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y).‌ The‌ ‌agents‌ ‌in‌ ‌question‌ ‌are‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌ultimately‌‌                       

cognizant‌ ‌since‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌space‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌could‌ ‌experience‌ ‌their‌ ‌unique-selves‌‌in‌‌any‌‌                             

ways‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌want‌ ‌and‌ ‌‌since‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌‌                             

individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌a‌‌consequence‌‌of‌‌their‌‌participation‌‌within‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform.‌‌                         

In‌‌other‌‌words,‌‌unlike‌‌the‌‌other‌‌restrictive‌‌types‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌proposed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌other‌‌                             

cinematic‌‌pieces,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌type‌‌introduced‌‌by‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌there‌‌is‌‌no‌‌such‌‌manipulation‌‌triggered‌‌                           

by‌ ‌any‌ ‌external‌ ‌and‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors‌ ‌that‌ ‌can‌ ‌incognizantly‌ ‌manipulate‌‌or‌‌interfere‌‌with‌‌the‌‌                           

individuals.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌factors‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌they‌ ‌‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌continue‌ ‌participating‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌‌                       

due‌ ‌to‌ ‌some‌ ‌parameters.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌question,‌ ‌then,‌ ‌arises‌ ‌as‌ ‌what‌ ‌are‌ ‌those‌ ‌parameters?‌ ‌In‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                           

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌that‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌proposes,‌‌these‌‌parameters‌‌are‌‌presented‌‌as‌‌                       

the‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌As‌ ‌I‌ ‌emphasized‌ ‌previously,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌reveals‌‌these‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌to‌‌                         

be‌ ‌a‌ ‌reflection‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌territorialized‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌Parallel‌ ‌to‌ ‌Deleuze’s‌‌underlining‌‌of‌‌the‌‌human‌‌                           

actors‌ ‌in‌ ‌control‌ ‌societies‌ ‌participating‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌mechanisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌by‌‌                       

constantly‌ ‌participating‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌a‌ ‌society‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌                     

the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌constant‌ ‌engagement‌ ‌through‌ ‌their‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presences‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌‌                         

constant‌ ‌engagement‌ ‌creates‌ ‌complete‌ ‌visibility‌ ‌which‌ ‌bolsters‌ ‌the‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                     

freedom.‌‌The‌‌one‌‌essential‌‌point‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌complete‌‌visibility‌‌here‌‌is‌‌not‌‌to‌‌ensure‌‌complete‌‌                               

control‌‌by‌‌the‌‌external‌‌agents‌‌as‌‌in‌‌Foucault’s‌‌panopticism‌‌but‌‌rather‌‌it‌‌is‌‌Lacie's‌‌and‌‌other‌‌                               

participant’s‌ ‌own‌ ‌deepest‌ ‌desires‌ ‌which‌ ‌guides‌‌the‌‌free‌‌actions‌‌of‌‌them.‌‌Thereupon‌‌unlike‌‌                         

the‌‌panoptic‌‌society‌‌in‌‌which‌‌bodies‌‌are‌‌subjectified‌‌and‌‌controlled‌‌by‌‌the‌‌power‌‌processes,‌‌                           

in‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌which‌‌functions‌‌through‌‌the‌‌digital‌‌presences,‌‌individuals‌‌willingly‌‌participate‌‌in‌‌                       

the‌ ‌subjectification‌ ‌and‌ ‌control‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌their‌ ‌beings‌ ‌meaningful.‌ ‌This‌ ‌process‌‌                         

functions‌‌as‌‌the‌‌deterritorialization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌meanings‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌be‌‌reduced‌‌into‌‌the‌‌constantly‌‌                             

and‌ ‌flowingly‌ ‌occurring‌ ‌gaze.‌‌  

However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌surveillance‌‌and‌‌gaze‌‌are‌‌distinct‌‌from‌‌each‌‌other‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                             

gaze‌ ‌mentioned‌‌here‌‌attributes‌‌a‌‌practice‌‌by‌‌which‌‌the‌‌deterritorialized‌‌desires‌‌are‌‌located‌‌                         

into‌‌the‌‌coded‌‌identities‌‌through/by‌‌capturing‌‌these‌‌desires‌‌and‌‌denominating‌‌them.‌‌Hence,‌‌                       

this‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌process‌ ‌which‌ ‌functions‌ ‌as‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌separating‌ ‌desires‌ ‌from‌‌                       

being‌‌and‌‌then‌‌locating‌‌them‌‌in‌‌another‌‌context.‌‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌reterritorialization‌‌process‌‌is‌‌                             

exercised‌‌by‌‌the‌‌modulative‌‌forces‌‌of‌‌the‌‌society‌‌which‌‌sets‌‌up‌‌a‌‌subjectification‌‌process‌‌in‌‌                             
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which‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌make‌ ‌these‌ ‌forces‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌subjects‌ ‌by‌ ‌operating‌ ‌the‌ ‌gaze.‌ ‌(Basturk,‌‌                           

2017).‌‌Hence,‌‌“the‌‌gaze,‌‌here‌‌marks‌‌a‌‌process‌‌which‌‌correlates‌‌the‌‌desires‌‌and‌‌codes;‌‌and‌‌                             

post‌‌panoptic‌‌power‌‌works‌‌by‌‌creating‌‌and‌‌demonstrating‌‌these‌‌codes‌‌to‌‌people‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌                             

modulate‌‌them‌‌with‌‌these‌‌codes.”‌‌(Basturk,‌‌2017,‌‌12).‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌in‌‌‌Nosedive,‌‌Lacie‌‌                       

and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌the‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌perceive‌‌their‌‌value‌‌through‌‌revealing‌‌                           

their‌ ‌desires‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌very‌ ‌focus‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌gaze‌ ‌and‌ ‌these‌ ‌desires‌ ‌are‌ ‌constantly‌‌                               

modulated‌‌with‌‌constantly‌‌altering‌‌codes.‌‌Therefore,‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                         

social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌perceive‌‌visibility‌‌through‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌as‌‌a‌‌desire‌‌for‌‌the‌‌                             

proof‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌being.‌ ‌This‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌recognition‌‌triggers‌‌a‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌surveillance‌‌that‌‌no‌‌longer‌‌                                 

represents‌ ‌a‌ ‌power‌ ‌technique‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌governmental‌ ‌reason‌ ‌but‌ ‌represents‌ ‌a‌ ‌power‌‌                       

technique‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌practice‌ ‌of‌ ‌daily‌ ‌life‌ ‌that‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌continuation‌ ‌of‌‌                             

observing‌ ‌(Mathiesen,‌ ‌1997).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌“this‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌power‌ ‌is‌ ‌faster‌ ‌and‌ ‌freer‌ ‌–‌ ‌it‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌‌                               

depend‌ ‌on‌ ‌institutions‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌moulding‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌norms,‌ ‌but‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                           

constant‌ ‌modulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌coding‌ ‌of‌ ‌affects‌ ‌and‌ ‌desires”‌ ‌(Beckman,‌‌2018,‌‌4).‌‌Respectively,‌‌                       

Nosedive’s‌ ‌‌individuals,‌ ‌parallel‌ ‌to‌ ‌Deleuze’s‌ ‌‘dividuals’,‌ ‌as‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌selves,‌ ‌affects,‌‌desires‌‌                       

which‌ ‌are‌ ‌identified,‌ ‌addressed‌ ‌and‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌by‌ ‌means‌ ‌of‌ ‌samples‌ ‌and‌ ‌data,‌ ‌actively‌‌                         

participate‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌continuous‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌modulation‌ ‌(Beckman,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌as‌‌                     

Nosedive‌ ‌proposes,‌ ‌desire‌ ‌comes‌ ‌first‌ ‌and‌ ‌structures‌ ‌all‌ ‌relations‌ ‌and‌ ‌desire,‌ ‌assembled‌‌                       

from‌‌the‌‌social‌‌field,‌‌disseminates‌‌power‌‌relations.‌‌Respectively,‌‌control‌‌occurs‌‌in‌‌all‌‌facets‌‌                         

of‌ ‌‌Nosedive’s‌ ‌society‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌active‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌participants‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌‌                         

media‌‌platform‌‌and‌‌through‌‌the‌‌collective‌‌desire‌‌for‌‌more‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌dispersed‌‌                           

but‌ ‌extensive‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌ ‌(Gilge,‌ ‌2015).‌‌ ‌  

Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌line‌ ‌of‌‌assertion,‌‌‌Nosedive,‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌experience‌‌by‌‌                       

using‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌‌elements,‌‌raises‌‌the‌‌question:‌‌Why‌‌do‌‌individuals‌‌desire‌‌to‌‌restrict‌‌their‌‌                           

individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌their‌‌active‌‌participation‌‌within‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform?‌‌Yet‌‌                       

again,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher‌ ‌my‌ ‌role‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌‌                             

proposes‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌this‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌‌                           

commonalities‌‌with‌‌Deleuze’s‌‌‘Control‌‌Society’‌‌theory‌‌and‌‌Deleuze‌‌and‌‌Guattari’s‌‌account‌‌of‌‌                       

‘Desire’.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌‌Nosedive’s‌ ‌answer‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌question‌ ‌above‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌‌                         

Deluze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari’s‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌desire‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

For‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari,‌ ‌desire‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌production‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌assemblage‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘machines’‌‌                         

created‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘factory’‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌unconscious.‌ ‌By‌ ‌this,‌ ‌they‌ ‌mean‌ ‌that‌‌desire‌‌is‌‌a‌‌force‌‌                               

that‌ ‌motivates‌ ‌behaviour‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌consciousness‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌drives,‌‌                       

motives‌ ‌and‌ ‌inclinations‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌unconscious,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌unconscious‌ ‌itself‌ ‌under‌ ‌a‌‌                       

constant‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌rearrangement‌‌determined‌‌by‌‌relations‌‌between‌‌the‌‌‘machines’‌‌                   

of‌ ‌desire‌‌within‌‌a‌‌capitalist‌‌society‌‌(Özpolat,‌‌2018).‌‌Desire,‌‌for‌‌Deleuze,‌‌is‌‌a‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌                             
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vital‌‌force‌‌which‌‌functionally‌‌organises‌‌a‌‌complex‌‌arrangement‌‌of‌‌elements‌‌such‌‌as‌‌                       

objects,‌ ‌bodies‌ ‌and‌ ‌experiences‌ ‌(Deleuze‌ ‌&‌ ‌Guattari,‌ ‌2000;‌ ‌2005).‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020,‌ ‌573)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Respectively,‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌that‌ ‌desires‌ ‌motivate‌ ‌and‌ ‌animate‌ ‌behavior.‌‌                     

Therefore,‌‌they‌‌precisely‌‌scrutinize‌‌how‌‌control‌‌societies‌‌which‌‌function‌‌through‌‌a‌‌constant‌‌                       

process‌‌of‌‌rearrangements‌‌transform‌‌desires‌‌to‌‌interests‌‌and‌‌actions‌‌(Kozinets‌‌et‌‌al.,‌‌2016).‌‌                         

Thus,‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari’s‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌desire‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌ ‌itself,‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌its‌‌                             

blockages,‌‌flows‌‌and‌‌transmutation‌‌into‌‌interests‌‌and‌‌actions‌‌(Kozinets‌‌et‌‌al.,‌‌2016)‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                           

closely‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌connections‌ ‌and‌ ‌disconnections,‌ ‌a‌ ‌continuous‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌modulations.‌‌                     

Accordingly,‌ ‌desire‌ ‌operates‌ ‌by‌ ‌connecting‌ ‌things‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌this‌‌                       

connection‌ ‌the‌ ‌energy‌ ‌of‌ ‌desire‌ ‌flows.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌‌flow‌‌of‌‌connections‌‌and‌‌disconnections‌‌                         

functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌desiring‌ ‌machines‌ ‌which‌ ‌encompass‌ ‌actual‌ ‌machines‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌                     

“smartphones,‌‌software‌‌programs,‌‌and‌‌tablet‌‌computers‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌human‌‌bodies,‌‌animals,‌‌                       

and‌ ‌plants—each‌ ‌hungers‌ ‌to‌ ‌connect‌ ‌or‌ ‌disconnect‌ ‌in‌ ‌different‌ ‌ways‌ ‌with‌ ‌other‌‌                       

desiring-machines‌ ‌and‌ ‌thus‌ ‌exchange‌ ‌flows‌ ‌of‌ ‌energy”‌ ‌(Kozinets‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2016,‌‌662).‌‌Thus,‌‌                         

these‌ ‌machines‌ ‌by‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌coupling‌ ‌with‌ ‌each‌ ‌other‌ ‌forms‌ ‌a‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌whole‌ ‌which‌‌                             

“interconnects‌ ‌with‌ ‌other‌‌networks‌‌into‌‌a‌‌larger‌‌(social,‌‌institutional,‌‌cultural)‌‌open‌‌complex‌‌                       

system”‌ ‌(Kozinets‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌662).‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌‌Nosedive,‌‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy,‌‌uniquely‌‌                           

proposes,‌ ‌uniquely‌ ‌because‌ ‌it‌ ‌uses‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize,‌‌                       

Lacie‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌participants‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌as‌ ‌hungering‌ ‌to‌ ‌connect‌ ‌or‌‌                             

disconnect‌‌in‌‌different‌‌ways‌‌with‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌platform.‌‌Respectively,‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌                         

the‌ ‌other‌ ‌participants‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌are‌ ‌a‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presence‌ ‌and‌ ‌they,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                               

digital‌‌presence,‌‌create‌‌a‌‌type‌‌of‌‌a‌‌whole‌‌which‌‌forms‌‌an‌‌open‌‌complex‌‌system‌‌that‌‌leads‌‌to‌‌                                 

the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌asserted‌ ‌complex‌ ‌system‌ ‌that‌‌                           

Nosedive‌ ‌‌proposes‌ ‌consists‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌participating‌ ‌individuals,‌ ‌as‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presences,‌ ‌and‌ ‌it‌‌                       

functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires‌ ‌connected‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌participants‌ ‌through‌ ‌‘territories’.‌ ‌Thus,‌‌                     

according‌ ‌to‌ ‌Deleuze‌ ‌and‌ ‌Guattari‌ ‌these‌ ‌territories‌‌are‌‌unfixed‌‌spaces‌‌assembled‌‌through‌‌                       

the‌ ‌continuous‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌territorialization,‌ ‌deterritorialization,‌ ‌and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌(Erol,‌‌                 

2020).‌‌These‌‌indicated‌‌processes‌‌are‌‌the‌‌power‌‌processes‌‌through‌‌which‌‌the‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌                         

this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform,‌ ‌as‌ ‌digital‌ ‌presences,‌ ‌connect‌ ‌and‌ ‌disconnect‌ ‌assembling‌ ‌a‌‌                       

continuous‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌deterritorialization‌ ‌and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌(De‌ ‌Souza-Leao‌ ‌&‌ ‌Costa,‌‌                   

2018).‌‌As‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌reveals‌‌it,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌through‌‌these‌‌processes‌‌that‌‌the‌‌power‌‌interiorizes‌‌itself‌‌                             

within‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌and‌ ‌correspondingly‌ ‌subjectivities‌ ‌of‌ ‌each‌ ‌participant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌‌                       

media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌are‌ ‌produced‌ ‌by‌ ‌another’s‌ ‌production‌ ‌of‌ ‌products,‌ ‌with‌ ‌desire‌ ‌displaying‌‌                       

itself‌‌through‌‌a‌‌productive‌‌unconscious‌‌regulated‌‌by‌‌connective,‌‌disjunctive,‌‌and‌‌conjunctive‌‌                     

syntheses‌ ‌(Deleuze‌ ‌&‌ ‌Guattari,‌‌ ‌‌1972‌ ‌[1983];‌ ‌Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌ 
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Nosedive‌‌reveals‌‌this‌‌referred‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌subjectivity‌‌as‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌grounds‌‌                         

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌ruled‌‌                             

society.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌unlike‌ ‌the‌ ‌panoptic‌ ‌societies‌ ‌which‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌docile‌ ‌subjects‌‌                       

that‌‌it‌‌produces,‌‌the‌‌society‌‌that‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌proposes‌‌functions‌‌through‌‌individuals‌‌expressing‌‌                       

their‌‌desires‌‌(Basturk,‌‌2017).‌‌This‌‌type‌‌of‌‌an‌‌expression‌‌of‌‌desires‌‌and‌‌of‌‌pure‌‌individuality‌‌                             

is‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌source‌‌of‌‌the‌‌continuous‌‌process‌‌of‌‌deterritorialization‌‌and‌‌reterritorialization.‌‌                       

Respectively,‌ ‌these‌ ‌power‌ ‌processes‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌capturing‌ ‌the‌ ‌impulsion‌ ‌inside‌ ‌of‌‌                     

Lacie‌ ‌and‌ ‌other‌ ‌participants‌ ‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform.‌‌Hence,‌‌these‌‌processes‌‌operate‌‌                         

“by‌ ‌capturing‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌ ‌(potential‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌being)‌ ‌and‌ ‌re-nominate‌ ‌it‌ ‌to‌ ‌another‌ ‌plane”‌‌                           

(Basturk,‌ ‌2017,‌ ‌6).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌power‌ ‌becomes‌ ‌an‌ ‌extension‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individual‌ ‌impulsions‌‌                       

which‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌precisely‌‌through‌‌Lacie’s‌‌obsession‌‌towards‌‌her‌‌social‌‌media‌‌rating‌‌and‌‌                         

through‌ ‌her‌ ‌obsession‌ ‌towards‌ ‌perfecting‌ ‌her‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌rating.‌ ‌With‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌‌                         

accentuation‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌reveals‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌‌                       

external‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌subjects‌ ‌but‌ ‌is‌ ‌rooted‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌internal‌ ‌(Deleuze,‌ ‌1988b).‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌the‌‌                           

society‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌function‌ ‌through‌ ‌handling‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌power‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                       

deterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌desires‌ ‌and‌ ‌reterritorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌desires‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                     

continuous‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌modulations.‌ ‌ 

In‌‌short,‌‌‌Nosedive’s‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌ruled‌‌society's‌‌primary‌‌functioning‌‌force‌‌is‌‌                       

the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌in‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌these‌ ‌processes‌‌                     

function‌‌through‌‌the‌‌individuals’‌‌choices‌‌as‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌these‌‌desires.‌‌Therefore,‌‌choices‌‌                         

in‌‌matters‌‌of‌‌impulsions‌‌are‌‌at‌‌the‌‌crossroads‌‌of‌‌vibrations‌‌which‌‌signifies‌‌that‌‌these‌‌choices‌‌                             

are‌‌consequences‌‌of‌‌connections,‌‌disjunctions,‌‌and‌‌conjunctions‌‌of‌‌flows‌‌that‌‌cross‌‌through‌‌                       

this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌ruled‌ ‌society.‌ ‌As‌ Nosedive‌ ‌blatantly‌ ‌manifests,‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌‌                         

functioning‌ ‌includes‌ ‌an‌ ‌inner‌ ‌repression‌ ‌of‌ ‌desire‌ ‌which‌ ‌lies‌ ‌beneath‌ ‌the‌ ‌surface‌ ‌of‌‌                         

individual‌‌psyches,‌‌as‌‌it‌‌is‌‌manifested‌‌through‌‌the‌‌filtered‌‌actions‌‌and‌‌reactions‌‌of‌‌primarily‌‌                           

of‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌of‌‌the‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌which‌‌eventually‌‌leads‌‌to‌                               

a‌ ‌loss‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Respectively,‌‌the‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌are‌‌                           

deeply‌ ‌invested‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌investments‌ ‌of‌ ‌desire‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌interests‌ ‌are‌ ‌shaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌their‌‌                           

desires.‌ ‌Consequently,‌ ‌these‌ ‌participants‌ ‌never‌ ‌desire‌ ‌against‌ ‌their‌ ‌interests‌ ‌(Harcourt,‌‌                   

2015).‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌desires‌‌of‌‌these‌‌desiring‌‌machines‌‌are‌‌produced,‌‌formed‌‌and‌‌invested‌‌by‌‌                           

the‌ ‌digital‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌Nonetheless,‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌‌                         

platform,‌‌the‌‌participants‌‌are‌‌constantly‌‌programmed‌‌in‌‌advance‌‌which‌‌assigns‌‌control‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                         

extremely‌‌subtle‌‌that‌‌it‌‌may‌‌present‌‌itself‌‌in‌‌the‌‌form‌‌of‌‌an‌‌independent‌‌‘choice’.‌‌Therefore,‌‌                             

the‌‌desire‌‌to‌‌be‌‌watched,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌recorded,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌predicted,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌exposed‌‌is‌‌a‌‌consequence‌                                 

of‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌choice‌‌which‌‌is‌‌triggered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌constant‌‌attention‌‌dedicated‌‌to‌‌ratings‌‌and‌‌                                 

rankings,‌ ‌to‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌likes,‌ ‌shares‌ ‌and‌ ‌comments‌ ‌(Harcourt,‌ ‌2015).‌ ‌“In‌ ‌this‌ ‌regard,‌ ‌the‌‌                           

desire‌ ‌to‌ ‌become‌ ‌all-seeing,‌ ‌all-knowing‌ ‌(Eggers,‌ ‌2014,‌ ‌71)—the‌ ‌impulse‌ ‌to‌ ‌constantly‌‌                     
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‘check‌ ‌everything,’‌ ‌from‌ ‌emails‌ ‌and‌ ‌social‌ ‌media”‌ ‌(Schleusener,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌194)‌ ‌can‌ ‌also‌ ‌be‌‌                         

interpreted‌ ‌as‌ ‌symptomatic‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom”‌ ‌(Erol,‌ ‌2020,‌ ‌573-574).‌ ‌The‌‌                         

fundamental‌ ‌point‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌these‌ ‌choice-based‌ ‌actions‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                       

practiced‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌willing‌ ‌participation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌which‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌control‌‌                             

emerging‌‌as‌‌an‌‌immanent‌‌process‌‌of‌‌rechannelling‌‌of‌‌turbulent‌‌flows.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                               

control‌ ‌that‌ ‌leads‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                                 

freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌propose‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌because‌ ‌as‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌it,‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌                         

participants‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌are‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌loss,‌ ‌but‌‌they‌‌still‌‌                                 

choose‌‌to‌‌actively‌‌participate‌‌in‌‌the‌‌process‌‌of‌‌this‌‌loss‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌underlined‌‌internal‌‌factors‌                               

related‌‌to‌‌desires.‌‌Consequently,‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌introduces‌‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                       

cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y)‌‌‌as‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                           

emerged‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                           

technologies‌‌and‌‌it‌‌introduces‌‌this‌‌new‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌to‌‌be‌‌functioning‌‌through‌‌the‌‌‘click‌‌                             

consent’‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌individuals‌‌which‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌base‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌which‌‌I,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                                 

cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌derive‌ ‌from‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌underline‌‌that‌‌the‌‌essential‌‌element‌‌of‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌a‌‌restriction‌‌                               

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘click‌ ‌consent’‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌Thus,‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌freely‌‌                           

choose‌‌to‌‌violate‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌violation‌‌is‌‌practiced‌‌through‌‌the‌‌                               

given‌‌‘consent’‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals.‌‌In‌‌other‌‌words,‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌way‌‌to‌‌practice‌‌individual‌‌                           

freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌domain‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌‌give‌‌or‌‌to‌‌                           

withhold‌ ‌‘consent’‌ ‌to‌ ‌certain‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌data‌ ‌processing.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌asserted‌‌that‌‌                           

individuals‌ ‌choose‌ ‌to‌ ‌violate‌ ‌their‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌by‌ ‌cognizantly‌ ‌choosing‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌‌their‌‌                         

‘consents’‌ ‌to,‌ ‌within‌ ‌and‌ ‌through‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌magical‌ ‌gate‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌‌                         

novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌domain‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                         

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌consent,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌call‌ ‌it‌ ‌‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’.‌ ‌‌The‌‌                             

precise‌ ‌reason‌ ‌to‌ ‌call‌ ‌this‌‌type‌‌of‌‌a‌‌consent‌‌as‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌is‌‌that‌‌all‌‌the‌‌actions‌‌within‌‌                                   

information‌ ‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌set‌‌off‌‌with‌‌the‌‌action‌‌of‌‌‌clicking‌.‌‌Thus,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌                           

research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌intend‌ ‌to‌ ‌differentiate‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌theories‌ ‌by‌‌                       

acknowledging‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌clicking‌‌through‌‌its‌‌functioning‌‌as‌‌a‌‌validation‌‌of‌‌the‌‌given‌‌                           

consent‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌which,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌assert,‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictive‌ ‌element‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                           

freedom.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌here,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌the‌‌fundamental‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌within‌‌                           

the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌term‌ ‌‘consent’‌ ‌is‌ ‌defined‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌verb‌ ‌meaning‌ ‌to‌ ‌agree‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌permission.‌‌                             

The‌ ‌same‌ ‌word‌ ‌is‌ ‌defined‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌noun‌ ‌meaning‌ ‌voluntary‌ ‌agreement‌ ‌(Illustrated‌ ‌Oxford‌‌                         

dictionary,‌‌1998).‌‌Even‌‌the‌‌field-specific‌‌accounts‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌agree‌‌on‌‌the‌‌core‌‌meaning‌‌of‌‌                           
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the‌ ‌word‌ ‌(McConnell,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌a‌ ‌distinguished‌ ‌legal‌ ‌dictionary‌ ‌defines‌ ‌consent‌ ‌as‌‌                       

“agreement,‌ ‌approval,‌ ‌or‌ ‌permission‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌‌some‌‌act‌‌or‌‌purpose‌‌esp.‌‌given‌‌voluntarily‌‌by‌‌a‌‌                             

competent‌‌person”‌‌(Garner‌‌&‌‌Black,‌‌2009,‌‌346).‌‌One‌‌fundamental‌‌characteristic‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌                       

is‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌involves‌ ‌a‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌two‌ ‌agents:‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌giver‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                               

consent‌ ‌receiver.‌ ‌The‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌debates‌‌on‌‌the‌‌theory‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌revolves‌‌around‌‌the‌‌                         

perception‌ ‌that‌ ‌“consent‌ ‌makes‌ ‌otherwise‌ ‌(pro‌ ‌tanto)‌‌prohibited‌‌acts‌‌(pro‌‌tanto)‌‌permitted,‌‌                       

removing‌ ‌the‌ ‌wrongfulness‌ ‌(in‌ ‌the‌‌relevant‌‌respect)‌‌of‌‌acts‌‌that‌‌would‌‌otherwise‌‌constitute‌‌                         

wrongings''‌ ‌(Koch,‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌37).‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌the‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌point‌‌is‌‌that‌‌if‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌consents,‌‌then,‌‌                             

there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌wrongdoing.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌affirmed‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌perspective‌ ‌that‌ ‌an‌‌                           

individual‌‌who‌‌consents‌‌cannot‌‌be‌‌exploited.‌‌For‌‌example,‌‌if‌‌an‌‌individual‌‌gives‌‌consent‌‌to‌‌a‌‌                             

particular‌‌X,‌‌then‌‌this‌‌individual‌‌does‌‌not‌‌have‌‌a‌‌right‌‌to‌‌complain,‌‌even‌‌if‌‌the‌‌consequence‌‌                               

of‌ ‌this‌ ‌consent‌ ‌giving‌ ‌causes‌‌harm‌‌that‌‌would‌‌otherwise‌‌give‌‌rise‌‌to‌‌a‌‌moral‌‌or‌‌legal‌‌claim‌‌                                 

against‌‌the‌‌injurer‌‌(Hurd,‌‌2018).‌‌Respectively,‌‌consent‌‌has‌‌a‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌magic‌‌that‌‌can‌‌turn‌‌an‌‌                               

exploitive‌ ‌act‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌non-exploitive‌ ‌one‌ ‌(Hurd,‌ ‌1996).‌ ‌So‌ ‌as‌ ‌to‌ ‌say,‌ ‌as‌ ‌John‌‌Kleinig‌‌states‌‌                               

“consent‌ ‌can‌ ‌sometimes‌ ‌function‌ ‌like‌ ‌a‌ ‌proprietary‌ ‌gate‌ ‌that‌ ‌one‌‌opens‌‌to‌‌allow‌‌another’s‌‌                           

access,‌ ‌access‌ ‌that‌ ‌would‌‌be‌‌impermissible‌‌absent‌‌the‌‌act‌‌of‌‌voluntarily‌‌opening‌‌the‌‌gate”‌‌                           

(Kleinig,‌ ‌2010,‌ ‌4).‌ ‌ 

Nosedive‌ ‌‌blatantly‌ ‌introduces‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌underlining‌‌trough‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌                         

participants‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌constantly,‌ ‌voluntarily‌ ‌and‌ ‌obsessively‌ ‌clicking‌ ‌to‌‌                       

consent‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌clicking‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌allows‌ ‌access‌ ‌to‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌‌                             

participants‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌platform.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌sole‌ ‌responsibility‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌allowance‌ ‌belongs‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                           

participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform.‌‌Respectively,‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌emphasis‌‌situates‌‌the‌‌                           

consenting‌ ‌participants‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌sole‌ ‌responsibility‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌‌given‌‌                         

consent(s).‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌participants‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌what‌‌they‌‌are‌‌consenting‌‌for‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                           

consequences‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌‌given‌‌consent‌‌can‌‌cause‌‌or‌‌bring‌‌about.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌literature‌‌base‌‌                           

upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌theory‌ ‌of‌ ‌consent‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌giver,‌‌                             

underlines‌‌some‌‌necessary‌‌conditions‌‌for‌‌a‌‌consent‌‌to‌‌be‌‌valid.‌‌These‌‌necessary‌‌conditions‌‌                         

are‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌given‌ ‌consent‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌intentional‌ ‌and‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌voluntary‌ ‌(Beauchamp,‌‌2005;‌‌                           

Walker,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌Besides,‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌giver‌ ‌must‌ ‌have‌ ‌sufficient‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌what‌ ‌is‌‌                         

involved‌‌and‌‌must‌‌be‌‌informed‌‌(Beauchamp,‌‌2005;‌‌Walker,‌‌2018).‌‌All‌‌the‌‌referred‌‌conditions‌‌                         

met,‌ ‌the‌ ‌given‌ ‌consent‌ ‌is‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌autonomous‌ ‌and‌ ‌free‌ ‌enough‌ ‌to‌ ‌legitimize‌ ‌or‌‌                           

justify‌ ‌the‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌it‌ ‌produces‌ ‌(Guillarme,‌ ‌2012).‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌ ‌this‌ ‌accentuation‌ ‌is‌ ‌really‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌research.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌consent‌ ‌is‌‌                       

essentially‌ ‌considered‌ ‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌central‌‌role‌‌in‌‌safeguarding‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌As‌‌I‌‌have,‌‌                           

in‌‌detail,‌‌underlined‌‌in‌‌the‌‌second‌‌chapter,‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌is‌‌closely‌‌related‌‌to‌‌individual‌‌                           

self-rule‌‌and‌‌accordingly‌‌is‌‌related‌‌to‌‌the‌‌absence‌‌of‌‌any‌‌coercion‌‌coming‌‌from‌‌an‌‌external‌‌                             

agent.‌‌If‌‌we‌‌apply‌‌this‌‌inference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌consent‌‌rhetoric,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌be‌‌affirmed‌‌that‌‌if‌‌a‌‌competent‌‌                                   
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individual‌ ‌in‌‌an‌‌informed‌‌manner‌‌voluntarily‌‌and‌‌intentionally‌‌gives‌‌her‌‌consent‌‌to‌‌a‌‌X‌‌(can‌‌                             

be‌ ‌an‌ ‌agent‌ ‌or‌ ‌an‌ ‌action),‌‌this‌‌consent‌‌giving‌‌action‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                   

individual‌ ‌self-rule.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌if‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌gives‌ ‌her‌ ‌consent‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌X‌ ‌(can‌ ‌be‌ ‌an‌‌                             

agent‌ ‌or‌ ‌an‌ ‌action),‌ ‌then‌ ‌X‌‌by‌‌default‌‌is‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌non-coercive‌‌which‌‌means‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                               

given‌‌consent‌‌ensures‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌it‌‌transforms‌‌the‌‌coercion‌‌coming‌‌                           

from‌ ‌the‌ ‌X‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌non-coercive.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌many‌ ‌theorists‌ ‌underline‌ ‌to‌ ‌pay‌ ‌a‌ ‌detailed‌‌                           

scrutiny‌‌on‌‌the‌‌fulfilment‌‌of‌‌the‌‌necessary‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌a‌‌valid‌‌consent‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌consent‌‌                               

giver‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌competent,‌ ‌must‌ ‌have‌‌sufficient‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌what‌‌is‌‌involved‌‌and‌‌must‌‌                           

be‌‌informed.‌‌What’s‌‌more,‌‌consent‌‌must‌‌be‌‌given‌‌voluntarily‌‌and‌‌intentionally‌‌(Beauchamp,‌‌                       

2005;‌ ‌Walker,‌ ‌2018).‌ ‌Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌these‌ ‌emphasis,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌,‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌Lacie‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                       

other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌platform‌‌as‌‌fulfilling‌‌the‌‌necessary‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌a‌‌valid‌‌                             

consent‌‌since‌‌they‌‌are‌‌competent,‌‌have‌‌sufficient‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌what‌‌is‌‌involved‌‌and‌‌are‌‌                           

informed.‌‌However,‌‌one‌‌fundamental‌‌difference‌‌of‌‌the‌‌consent‌‌given‌‌within‌‌this‌‌social‌‌media‌‌                         

platform‌‌from‌‌the‌‌consent‌‌given‌‌within‌‌the‌‌physical/material‌‌world‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌one‌‌given‌‌within‌‌                             

this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌is‌ ‌by‌ ‌default‌ ‌accepted‌ ‌as‌ ‌valid‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌participants‌ ‌are‌‌                           

considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌fulfilling‌ ‌the‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌above.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌careful‌‌                   

scrutinization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌valid‌ ‌consent‌ ‌belonging‌‌to‌‌a‌‌non-digital‌‌era‌‌                           

loses‌ ‌its‌ ‌significance.‌ ‌The‌ ‌primary‌ ‌reason‌ ‌behind‌ ‌this‌ ‌inference‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌media‌‌                           

network‌ ‌that‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌proposes‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

individuals.‌ ‌In‌ ‌practical‌ ‌manners,‌ ‌as‌ ‌soon‌ ‌as‌‌Lacie‌‌and‌‌the‌‌other‌‌participants‌‌of‌‌this‌‌social‌‌                             

media‌ ‌platform‌ ‌give‌ ‌their‌ ‌consent‌ ‌through‌ ‌clicking,‌ ‌then,‌ ‌the‌ ‌given‌‌consent‌‌becomes‌‌valid‌‌                         

without‌ ‌the‌ ‌exhaustive‌ ‌consideration‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌valid‌ ‌consent.‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌‌what‌‌I‌‌try‌‌to‌‌emphasize‌‌is‌‌that‌‌any‌‌action‌‌taken‌‌within/through‌‌information‌‌and‌‌                           

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                     

precisely‌‌because‌‌these‌‌actions‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌valid‌‌consent‌‌of‌‌the‌‌individuals,‌‌valid‌‌in‌‌a‌‌                             

sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌givers‌ ‌are‌ ‌competent,‌ ‌are‌ ‌informed‌ ‌and‌ ‌have‌‌                           

sufficient‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌the‌‌consequences‌‌that‌‌their‌‌given‌‌consent‌‌brings.‌‌This‌‌emphasis‌‌                       

concretely‌ ‌bases‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌consideration‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌‌information‌‌                         

and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌abstracted‌ ‌from‌ ‌their‌ ‌material‌ ‌settings‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                         

separated‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌series‌ ‌of‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌flows‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌reconciled‌ ‌into‌ ‌discrete‌ ‌‘data‌ ‌doubles’.‌‌                           

Accordingly,‌ ‌these‌‌data‌‌doubles‌‌as‌‌digital‌‌presences,‌‌if‌‌and‌‌only‌‌if‌‌they‌‌are‌‌competent,‌‌are‌‌                             

informed‌ ‌and‌ ‌have‌ ‌sufficient‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌that‌ ‌their‌ ‌given‌ ‌consent‌‌                       

brings,‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌free‌‌individuals‌‌who‌‌are‌‌not‌‌exposed‌‌to‌‌any‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                             

freedom‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌any‌ ‌internal‌ ‌or‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors.‌ ‌Subsequently,‌ ‌all‌ ‌things‌ ‌considered,‌ ‌the‌‌                         

protection‌ ‌and‌ ‌practice‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                       

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌fundamentally‌ ‌and‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌depend‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                     

individuals.‌ ‌As‌ ‌an‌ ‌extension‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌inference,‌ ‌if‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌gives‌ ‌her‌ ‌‘click‌ ‌consent’‌ ‌to,‌‌                             
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through‌ ‌and‌ ‌within‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies,‌ ‌this‌ ‌action‌ ‌is‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌reflection‌ ‌of‌‌                         

individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌proposes‌‌this‌‌referred‌‌action‌‌as‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                         

novel‌ ‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌cognizant‌‌individuals‌‌restrict‌‌                           

their‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌as‌‌a‌‌reflection‌‌of‌‌their‌‌desires‌‌by‌‌the‌‌‘click‌‌                                 

consent’‌‌that‌‌they‌‌choose‌‌to‌‌give‌‌to/through‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌even‌‌if‌‌they‌‌are‌‌competent,‌‌                           

are‌‌informed‌‌and‌‌have‌‌sufficient‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌the‌‌consequences‌‌that‌‌their‌‌given‌‌consent‌‌                         

brings.‌‌Accordingly,‌‌this‌‌revelation‌‌of‌‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌forms‌‌the‌‌base‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory‌‌                           

that‌ ‌it‌ ‌discloses‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experience‌ ‌by‌ ‌using‌ ‌its‌ ‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                           

yet‌ ‌again:‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

‘‌Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory:‌ ‌Any‌ ‌action‌ ‌taken‌ ‌within/through‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                 

communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌grounded‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌consent‌ ‌of‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌‌                   

considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                     

non-oppressive‌ ‌and‌ ‌non-imposed‌ ‌territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌as‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌in‌‌                   

the‌‌‘Control‌‌Societies’,‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌restrict‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedoms’‌‌through/by‌‌                   

their‌ ‌freely‌ ‌given‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌choice-based‌ ‌‘click’‌ ‌consents.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Consequently,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌and‌ ‌also‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌chapter,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌of‌‌                         

considering‌ ‌‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌‌                       

capacity‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌philosophical‌‌conceptions‌‌and‌‌theories,‌‌I‌‌suggest‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌                     

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌inductively‌‌                         

established‌‌four‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom:‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌                         

incognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y);‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌‌                         

external‌ ‌factors(Y);‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌incognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y);‌‌                       

Restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌unique‌‌                         

philosophical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                   

freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌incognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌ ‌‌external‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌‌                     

theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌‌Alphaville:‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution.‌‌‌The‌‌restriction‌‌                       

of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌‌cognizant‌‌agents(X)‌‌by‌‌‌external‌‌factors(Y)‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌is‌‌                       

a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌THX‌ ‌1138.‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌‌incognizant‌‌                         

agents(X)‌ ‌‌by‌ ‌‌internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ Ex‌‌                       

Machina‌ ‌and,‌ ‌eventually,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌ ‌‌cognizant‌ ‌agents(X)‌ ‌by‌‌                       

internal‌ ‌factors(Y)‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌Nosedive.‌ ‌‌Also‌,‌‌                     

Nosedive‌’s‌‌contribution,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy,‌‌is‌‌solely‌‌theorized‌‌by‌‌the‌‌                         

cinematic‌‌piece‌‌itself‌‌since‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌type‌‌that‌‌it‌‌proposes‌‌is‌‌a‌‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                                 

individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌‌which,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌assert,‌ ‌is‌ ‌solely‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophical‌‌                         

scene.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌functions‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘click‌ ‌consent’‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           
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individuals‌ ‌which‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌base‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌that‌‌I‌‌derive‌‌from‌‌Nosedive‌‌                             

cinematic‌‌piece.‌‌‌Consequently,‌‌in‌‌this‌‌chapter,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌first‌‌of‌‌all,‌‌I‌‌                               

tried‌‌to‌‌theorize‌‌the‌‌inductively‌‌established‌‌three‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌as‌‌                           

a‌‌unique‌‌philosophical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌and,‌‌besides,‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌theorize,‌‌                         

also‌ ‌inductively‌ ‌established,‌ ‌novel‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                         

‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌that‌ ‌I,‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosopher,‌ ‌extracted‌ ‌from‌ ‌Nosedive‌ ‌‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                           

unique‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  
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C‌hapter‌ ‌7‌ ‌ 

C‌onclusions‌ ‌ 

‌ 
The‌ ‌foundation‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌if‌ ‌and‌ ‌if‌ ‌yes‌‌how‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌can‌‌                             

philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌‌                     

and‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌‌                         

cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌these‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                         

pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌‌                       

technology,‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌introduce‌ ‌an‌ ‌inclusive‌ ‌relational‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌‌                           

schematic‌ ‌organization‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌elements‌‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌                       

Consequently,‌ ‌I‌ ‌situated‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌‌                   

organizational‌‌scheme‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌propose.‌‌                       

Departing‌‌from‌‌this‌‌organizational‌‌scheme,‌‌‌I‌‌introduced‌‌inductively‌‌established‌‌four‌‌types‌‌of‌‌                       

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌I‌‌offered‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌types‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                               

freedom‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction,‌ ‌overlooked‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌consequence‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                             

novel‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌and‌ ‌practices‌ ‌that‌ ‌come‌ ‌into‌ ‌being‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                               

information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌which‌ ‌I‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌acknowledge‌ ‌as‌‌triggering‌‌                   

this‌ ‌new‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌motivation‌ ‌of‌‌                         

considering‌ ‌‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌introduce‌‌                       

philosophical‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌and‌ ‌theories,‌ ‌I‌ ‌suggested‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌‌                     

channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces,‌ ‌ontologically,‌ ‌propose‌ ‌each‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌‌                         

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌as‌‌a‌‌unique‌‌philosophical‌‌contribution‌‌                     

of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌scene.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌following‌ ‌the‌‌                     

philosophical‌ ‌methodology,‌ ‌I‌ ‌applied‌ ‌the‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌the‌‌                           

philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌theorizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌selected‌ ‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌(‌Alphaville:‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌                       

Adventure‌‌of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution,‌‌THX‌‌1138,‌‌Ex‌‌Machina,‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌Episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌                           

TV‌ ‌series)‌ ‌present.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌I‌‌conclude‌‌that‌‌the‌‌proposed‌‌three‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌                           

individual‌‌freedom‌‌along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌which‌‌forms‌‌                           
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the‌ ‌ground‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌are‌‌unique‌‌theoretical‌‌contributions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌ ‌  

I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌share‌ ‌my‌ ‌personal‌ ‌remarks‌ ‌before‌ ‌broadly‌ ‌underlining‌ ‌the‌‌academic‌‌and‌‌                         

practical‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌limitations‌ ‌and‌ ‌further‌ ‌research‌‌                       

suggestions‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌nominates.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌before‌ ‌starting‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌had‌ ‌two‌‌                         

floating‌‌urges.‌‌One‌‌was‌‌somehow‌‌to‌‌test‌‌and‌‌prove‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌                               

uniquely‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel‌ ‌using‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                     

elements.‌ ‌The‌ ‌other‌ ‌was‌ ‌somehow‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌‌novel‌‌actions‌‌that‌‌are‌‌practiced‌‌within‌‌                           

information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌bringing‌ ‌about‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                       

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌that‌ ‌comes‌ ‌into‌‌being‌‌through/by‌‌cognizant‌‌individuals’‌‌freely‌‌given‌‌and‌‌                       

choice-based‌ ‌consents‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌provide‌ ‌through‌ ‌clicking.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌                           

transfer‌ ‌these‌ ‌floating‌ ‌urges‌‌to‌‌established‌‌solid‌‌academic‌‌grounds.‌‌Respectively,‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌                         

give‌ ‌a‌ ‌detailed‌ ‌look‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌existing‌ ‌literature‌ ‌and‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌go‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌it‌ ‌by‌ ‌following‌ ‌these‌‌                                 

urges‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌which‌‌I‌‌objectified‌‌within‌‌my‌‌research.‌‌Subsequently,‌‌I‌‌believe‌‌that‌‌these‌‌                             

floating‌‌urges‌‌that‌‌are‌‌being‌‌transferred‌‌into‌‌established‌‌solid‌‌academic‌‌grounds‌‌adds‌‌novel‌‌                         

perspectives‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌academia‌ ‌world‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌world‌ ‌outside‌ ‌of‌ ‌academia.‌ ‌Here,‌ ‌yet‌‌                           

again,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌broadly‌ ‌underline‌ ‌these‌ ‌novel‌ ‌perspectives‌‌as‌‌the‌‌original‌‌contributions‌‌of‌‌                           

this‌ ‌research‌ ‌while‌ ‌sharing‌ ‌the‌ ‌concluding‌ ‌remarks‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌thesis.‌ ‌ ‌   

In‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌depart‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌existing‌ ‌literature‌ ‌which‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌                         

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌film‌ ‌and‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌and‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                         

pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌contribute‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌existing‌ ‌literature‌ ‌by‌ ‌uniquely‌ ‌going‌‌                             

beyond‌ ‌it.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌I‌‌have‌‌introduced‌‌‘Cinematic‌‌Philosophy’‌‌as‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌channel‌‌of‌‌                         

philosophy‌ ‌which‌ ‌goes‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌existing‌ ‌literature‌ ‌by‌ ‌liberating‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌from‌ ‌our‌                       

linguistically‌ ‌structured‌ ‌perception.‌ ‌Respectively,‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌claimed‌ ‌that‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌‌                     

introduce,‌ ‌create‌ ‌and‌ ‌manifest‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌and‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌as‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experiences‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌                       

cinematic‌ ‌language‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌composed‌ ‌of‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                   

elements.‌ ‌Accordingly,‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌endorsed‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌proposes‌‌                       

cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌as‌‌a‌‌process‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌thinking‌‌that‌‌positively‌‌contribute‌‌arguments‌‌and‌‌                         

ideas‌ ‌not‌ ‌yet‌ ‌thinkable‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌alone‌ ‌just‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌ontological‌‌                           

nature‌‌of‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌thinking‌‌that‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌present.‌‌Therefore,‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

philosophy‌‌that‌‌is‌‌asserted‌‌in‌‌this‌‌thesis‌‌is‌‌an‌‌original‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌                                 

that‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌longer‌ ‌a‌ ‌channel‌ ‌that‌ ‌serves‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌priori‌ ‌theories‌ ‌but‌ ‌a‌‌                                 

channel‌‌by‌‌itself‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌unique‌‌theories‌‌and‌‌a‌‌channel‌‌which‌‌uniquely‌‌contributes‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                             

political‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌scene.‌‌ ‌  

Since‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌is‌ ‌set‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌‌                               

philosophize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌‌precisely‌‌                     

on‌ ‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌technology,‌‌I,‌‌departing‌‌from‌‌the‌‌existing‌‌                         
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literature,‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌an‌ ‌‌inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌relational‌ ‌formulation‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                     

individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Hence,‌‌the‌‌aim‌‌of‌‌this‌‌proposal‌‌was‌‌to‌‌have‌‌a‌‌schematic‌‌organization‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌ ‌conceptual‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌departing‌‌                     

from‌ ‌this‌ ‌organizational‌‌scheme,‌‌I‌‌proposed‌‌inductively‌‌established‌‌four‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌                       

of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌so‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌can‌ ‌test‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌‌                               

propose‌ ‌each‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌‌as‌‌a‌‌unique‌‌theoretical‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌                           

philosophy.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌original‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌‌                         

inductively‌ ‌established‌ ‌three‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌(‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                     

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌of‌‌incognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌external‌‌factors(Y);‌‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌                       

of‌ ‌cognizant‌ ‌X‌ ‌by‌ ‌external‌ ‌factors(Y);‌ ‌Restriction‌ ‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌incognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌                           

internal‌‌factors(Y))‌‌along‌‌with‌‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌(‌Restriction‌‌of‌‌                           

individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌X‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors(Y))‌‌which‌‌‌is‌‌triggered‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌novel‌‌                             

practices‌ ‌that‌ ‌come‌ ‌into‌ ‌being‌ ‌because‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌advent‌ ‌and‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                             

communication‌‌technologies.‌‌Thus,‌‌I,‌‌by‌‌offering‌‌these‌‌inductively‌‌established‌‌four‌‌types‌‌of‌‌                       

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌contribute‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌scene‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌and‌‌                         

encapsulating‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌model‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌the‌ ‌latest‌ ‌changes‌ ‌and‌ ‌challenges‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                     

society‌ ‌in‌ ‌effect‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌ ‌  

As‌ ‌I‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌underlined‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis,‌ ‌I‌ ‌consider‌ ‌these‌ ‌four‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌‌                         

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌solely‌ ‌theorized‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌that‌‌I‌‌have‌‌                             

chosen‌‌as‌‌pieces‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy.‌‌What‌‌I‌‌also‌‌constantly‌‌underlined‌‌throughout‌‌this‌‌                         

thesis‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌fourth‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                               

individual‌‌freedom‌‌of‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌(X)‌‌by‌‌internal‌‌factors‌‌(Y)‌‌is‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌neglected‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                               

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌endorsed‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌                               

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌forms‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌‌                           

derived‌ ‌from‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌‌(Nosedive).‌‌‌Therefore,‌‌this‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌                           

restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌‘‌Any‌ ‌action‌‌                           

taken‌‌within/through‌‌information‌‌and‌‌communication‌‌technologies‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌consent‌‌                   

of‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌considered‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌‌However,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                             

non-oppressive‌ ‌and‌ ‌non-imposed‌ ‌territorialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌desires,‌ ‌as‌ ‌internal‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                     

‘Control‌‌Societies’,‌‌cognizant‌‌agents‌‌restrict‌‌their‌‌individual‌‌freedoms’‌‌through/by‌‌their‌‌freely‌‌                     

given‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌choice-based‌ ‌‘click’‌ ‌consents’‌ ‌‌are‌ ‌also‌ ‌the‌ ‌original‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                         

research‌ ‌which‌ ‌raises‌ ‌awareness‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌significance‌ ‌and‌ ‌problematic‌‌of‌‌consent‌‌given‌‌by‌‌                         

clicking‌ ‌through/within‌ ‌the‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  

Until‌ ‌now,‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌underline‌ ‌the‌ ‌academic‌‌contributions‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research‌‌and‌‌                           

now‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌the‌ ‌practical‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌that‌ ‌my‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌presents.‌ ‌I‌ ‌think,‌ ‌at‌ ‌this‌‌                               

point,‌ ‌I‌ ‌can‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌two‌ ‌significant‌ ‌practical‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌‌research.‌‌The‌‌first‌‌one‌‌is‌‌                             

that‌‌this‌‌research‌‌by‌‌persistently‌‌underlining‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌and‌‌the‌‌problematic‌‌of‌‌the‌‌click‌‌                           
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consent‌ ‌based‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌on‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom,‌ ‌raises‌ ‌awareness‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌‌                         

crucial‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌considerate‌ ‌while‌ ‌taking‌ ‌action‌ ‌within‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌‌                         

technologies.‌ ‌This‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌triggers‌ ‌another‌ ‌practical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌which‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌raise‌‌                     

awareness‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌‌contemporary‌‌consequences‌‌of‌‌the‌‌predominance‌‌of‌‌these‌‌technologies‌‌                     

which‌‌adds‌‌another‌‌layer‌‌to‌‌human‌‌beings.‌‌Hence,‌‌this‌‌layer‌‌is‌‌‘data‌‌beings’.‌‌This‌‌research‌‌                             

by‌‌underlining‌‌this‌‌layer‌‌practically‌‌contributes‌‌to‌‌contemporary‌‌societies‌‌to‌‌raise‌‌awareness‌‌                       

on‌‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌actions,‌‌as‌‌data‌‌beings,‌‌on‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌within/through‌‌                         

information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌ ‌Eventually,‌ ‌these‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌may‌ ‌alter‌‌                 

individual’s‌ ‌surrendering‌ ‌attitudes‌ ‌towards‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies.‌‌ ‌  

One‌ ‌other‌ ‌significant‌ ‌practical‌ ‌contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌‌                     

grounds‌‌of‌‌this‌‌thesis‌‌which‌‌is‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌provide‌‌novel‌‌aspects‌‌                               

through‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌practicality‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                         

contribution‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌alter‌ ‌the‌ ‌perception‌ ‌towards‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌which‌‌                           

could‌‌assign‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌channel‌‌to‌‌be‌‌considered‌‌as‌‌a‌‌channel‌‌to‌‌offer‌‌critical‌‌aspects‌‌on‌‌                               

the‌ ‌issues‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌practical‌ ‌lives‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌‌                           

consideration‌‌can‌‌be‌‌illuminated‌‌through/by‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌(as‌‌they‌‌can‌‌be‌‌through‌‌a‌‌                           

written‌ ‌work‌ ‌of‌ ‌any‌ ‌kind)‌ ‌which‌ ‌can‌ ‌practically‌ ‌lead‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌attitude‌ ‌change‌ ‌towards‌ ‌the‌‌                             

illuminated‌ ‌issues.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌generalization,‌ ‌as‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌underlines,‌‌                     

individuals‌ ‌can‌ ‌alter‌ ‌their‌ ‌attitudes‌ ‌towards‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌precisely‌ ‌towards‌ ‌information‌‌                     

and‌ ‌communication‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌experience‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌‌                     

which‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌presents‌ ‌four‌ ‌different‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌‌                     

through/by‌ ‌technology.‌‌ ‌  

At‌‌this‌‌point,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌emphasize‌‌the‌‌limitations‌‌of‌‌my‌‌research.‌‌First‌‌of‌‌all,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌                                   

underline‌‌that‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌in‌‌general,‌‌is‌‌speculative‌‌by‌‌nature‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌what‌‌I‌‌try‌‌to‌                                   

conduct‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌offer‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                           

reality‌‌grounded‌‌on‌‌the‌‌relationship‌‌between‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌technology.‌‌In‌‌order‌‌to‌                         

offer‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌ ‌reading‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌offering‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌model‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌‌                             

individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌establish‌ ‌my‌ ‌research‌ ‌onto‌ ‌solid‌ ‌academic‌ ‌grounds,‌ ‌I‌‌                           

have‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌include‌ ‌precise‌ ‌theories‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌serving‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌objectives‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌thesis.‌‌                             

Accordingly,‌ ‌in‌ ‌every‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌included‌ ‌some‌ ‌theories‌ ‌and‌ ‌excluded‌‌                           

some‌‌theories‌‌which‌‌I‌‌consider‌‌as‌‌a‌‌limitation‌‌of‌‌my‌‌research.‌‌However,‌‌in‌‌these‌‌mentioned‌‌                             

each‌ ‌and‌ ‌every‌ ‌part,‌ ‌I‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌encapsulate‌ ‌most‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌‌                               

mitigate‌ ‌this‌ ‌limitation.‌‌ ‌  

‌This‌ ‌speculative‌ ‌nature‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌present‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌the‌‌                               

hypotheses.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌close‌‌reading‌‌technique‌‌that‌‌is‌‌applied,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌have‌‌already‌‌underlined,‌‌                           

is‌‌strongly‌‌inductive‌‌and‌‌speculative‌‌in‌‌nature.‌‌Therefore,‌‌it‌‌assigns‌‌a‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌individuality‌‌                             

which‌ ‌is‌ ‌manifested‌ ‌through‌ ‌my‌ ‌precise‌‌decisions‌‌that‌‌are‌‌circumscribed‌‌by‌‌my‌‌reading‌‌of‌‌                           
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the‌‌microstructural‌‌and‌‌macrostructural‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces.‌‌Hence,‌‌                     

each‌ ‌step‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌analysing‌ ‌a‌ ‌piece‌ ‌belonging‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌complex‌ ‌medium,‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌‌                               

research‌‌it‌‌is‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌medium,‌‌involves‌‌translation‌‌which‌‌consists‌‌of‌‌precise‌‌decisions‌‌                         

and‌ ‌choices.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌“there‌ ‌will‌ ‌always‌ ‌be‌ ‌viable‌ ‌alternatives‌‌to‌‌the‌‌choices‌‌made,‌‌and‌‌                           

what‌‌is‌‌left‌‌out‌‌is‌‌as‌‌important‌‌as‌‌what‌‌is‌‌present”‌‌(Rose,‌‌2008,‌‌343).‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌this‌‌                               

highlighted‌ ‌individuality,‌ ‌as‌ ‌stated:‌ ‌ 

‌ ‌  

Leaves‌ ‌the‌ ‌interpretation,‌ ‌claim,‌ ‌or‌ ‌account‌ ‌open‌ ‌to‌ ‌dispute‌ ‌by‌ ‌other‌ ‌readers‌ ‌or‌‌                         

scholars.‌ ‌At‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌time,‌ ‌however,‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounding‌ ‌in‌ ‌personal‌ ‌observation‌ ‌and‌‌                       

experience‌‌opens‌‌the‌‌possibility‌‌of‌‌shareable‌‌insights‌‌and‌‌of‌‌connection‌‌to‌‌shareable‌‌                       

experiences...‌ ‌And,‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌connections‌ ‌to‌ ‌broader‌ ‌intellectual‌ ‌issues‌ ‌and‌‌other‌‌                     

concerns,‌‌that‌‌grounding‌‌and‌‌that‌‌attendant‌‌possibility—of‌‌shareable‌‌insights‌‌and‌‌of‌‌                     

connection‌ ‌to‌ ‌shareable‌ ‌experiences—are‌ ‌also‌ ‌what‌ ‌sustain‌ ‌the‌ ‌value‌ ‌of‌ ‌much‌                     

historical‌ ‌and‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌research‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌humanities‌ ‌as‌ ‌such.‌ ‌(Smith,‌ ‌2016,‌ ‌68-69)‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Yet,‌ ‌as‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌already‌ ‌emphasized,‌ ‌I‌ ‌situate‌ ‌myself‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosopher‌‌in‌‌a‌‌sense‌‌                               

that‌ ‌my‌ ‌role‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌offer‌ ‌my‌‌own‌‌interpretation/analysis‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌and‌‌also‌‌                               

not‌ ‌to‌ ‌relate‌ ‌them‌ ‌to‌ ‌any‌ ‌specific‌ ‌theories‌ ‌or‌ ‌philosophers‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌history‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy.‌‌                             

Hence,‌‌I‌‌intend‌‌to‌‌focus,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌cinematic‌‌philosopher,‌‌on‌‌what‌‌the‌‌mind‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌                                 

is‌‌saying‌‌through‌‌its‌‌cinematic‌‌elements‌‌rather‌‌than‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌what‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌piece‌‌is‌‌                             

saying‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌ ‌mind,‌ ‌interpretation‌ ‌and‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌(‌McGuire,‌ ‌1973)‌.‌‌                     

Correspondingly,‌ ‌my‌‌role‌‌is‌‌to‌‌reveal‌‌these‌‌chosen‌‌piece’s‌‌philosophical‌‌wisdom‌‌and‌‌place‌‌                         

them‌‌within‌‌a‌‌theoretical‌‌context‌‌which‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception‌‌unfolds‌‌layers‌‌of‌‌knowledge‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                             

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌contributes‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌‌                     

philosophy‌ ‌literature‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophical‌ ‌way.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌my‌ ‌close‌ ‌reading‌‌                       

analysis,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌with‌ ‌reference‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌‌subjective‌‌nature‌‌is‌‌open‌‌to‌‌dispute‌‌by‌‌other‌‌readers‌‌                               

and/or‌‌scholars,‌‌is‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌testing‌‌and‌‌revealing‌‌the‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌theorizing‌‌that‌‌is‌‌                           

introduced‌‌by‌‌the‌‌chosen‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌which‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception‌‌mitigates‌‌the‌‌speculative‌‌                         

nature‌ ‌limitation‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌analysis.‌‌ ‌  

Parallel‌‌to‌‌including‌‌and‌‌excluding‌‌precise‌‌theories‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌theoretical‌‌journey‌‌                     

that‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌intention‌ ‌of‌ ‌offering‌ ‌my‌ ‌own‌ ‌unique‌ ‌reading‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌‌                             

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌‌through/by‌‌technology,‌‌I‌‌have‌‌included‌‌four‌‌precise‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌and‌‌excluded‌‌                       

many‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌scope‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌I‌‌                           

consider‌ ‌this‌ ‌exclusion‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌another‌ ‌limitation‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research‌ ‌concretely‌ ‌because‌ ‌this‌‌                         

choice‌ ‌of‌ ‌analyzing‌ ‌four‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌(‌Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌‌                       

Caution,‌ ‌THX‌ ‌1138,‌ ‌Ex‌‌Machina,‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌Episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌series)‌‌narrows‌‌                           
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the‌ ‌analyzed‌ ‌data‌‌of‌‌my‌‌research.‌‌However,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌have‌‌already‌‌emphasized‌‌in‌‌the‌‌previous‌‌                             

parts‌‌of‌‌this‌‌thesis,‌‌I‌‌consider‌‌each‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌to‌‌be‌‌theorized‌‌by‌‌solely‌‌one‌‌cinematic‌‌                                 

piece.‌ ‌Therefore,‌ ‌the‌ ‌priority‌ ‌reason‌ ‌for‌ ‌choosing‌ ‌one‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌piece‌ ‌and‌ ‌not‌ ‌more‌ ‌than‌‌                           

one‌‌piece‌‌is‌‌to‌‌propose‌‌each‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌to‌‌be,‌‌the‌‌possible‌‌and‌‌at‌‌this‌‌point‌‌proved,‌‌                                   

contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌specific‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces.‌ ‌What‌ ‌I‌ ‌mean‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                           

pieces‌ ‌as‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌of‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌present‌ ‌their‌ ‌unique‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌as‌‌                       

other‌‌philosophers‌‌do‌‌and‌‌in‌‌my‌‌perception,‌‌it‌‌wouldn’t‌‌be‌‌accurate‌‌to‌‌claim‌‌that‌‌one‌‌theory‌‌                               

can‌ ‌be‌ ‌theorized‌ ‌by‌ ‌many‌ ‌philosophers.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌although‌ ‌it‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌claimed‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                           

philosophers‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌concept,‌ ‌their‌ ‌theorization‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌unique‌ ‌and‌‌                       

ontologically‌‌different‌‌from‌‌each‌‌other.‌‌This‌‌is‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌why‌‌I‌‌assign‌‌one‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

piece‌‌to‌‌have‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌to‌‌introduce‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌types‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌                               

Correspondingly,‌ ‌even‌ ‌if‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌limitation‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌four‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌‌having‌‌                             

many‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌analyzed,‌ ‌it‌ ‌would‌ ‌contradict‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌ ‌‘Cinematic‌‌                           

Philosophy’‌‌that‌‌I‌‌endorse,‌‌within‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌to‌‌include‌‌many‌‌contemporary‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌analyzed.‌‌ ‌  

Here,‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌contributions‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research,‌ ‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌further‌‌                         

research‌‌suggestions.‌‌First‌‌of‌‌all,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌have‌‌already‌‌stated,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌test‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                   

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌‌                     

freedom‌‌and‌‌technology,‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌present‌‌an‌‌inclusive‌‌relational‌‌formulation‌‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌have‌‌                             

a‌‌schematic‌‌organization‌‌of‌‌the‌‌conceptual‌‌elements‌‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌                         

Respectively,‌ ‌I‌ ‌situated‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌distinct‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌conceptions‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌‌                   

organizational‌‌scheme‌‌with‌‌reference‌‌to‌‌the‌‌restrictive‌‌defining‌‌conditions‌‌that‌‌they‌‌propose.‌‌                       

Eventually,‌ ‌departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌organizational‌‌scheme,‌four‌‌inductively‌‌established‌‌types‌‌of‌‌                     

restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌are‌‌introduced.‌‌Thus,‌‌I‌‌claim‌‌that‌‌this‌‌theoretical‌‌model‌‌that‌‌I‌‌                             

propose‌ ‌encapsulates‌ ‌most‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌theories‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌‌                       

freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌groups‌ ‌them‌ ‌under‌ ‌four‌ ‌types.‌ ‌Hence,‌‌if‌‌this‌‌theoretical‌‌model‌‌is‌‌to‌‌be‌‌found‌‌                               

political‌ ‌philosophically‌ ‌satisfying,‌ ‌then,‌ ‌this‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌model‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌used‌ ‌within‌ ‌many‌‌                       

academic‌ ‌fields‌ ‌concerning‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom.‌ ‌This‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌done‌ ‌by‌ ‌changing‌ ‌the‌‌                       

through/by‌ ‌technology‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌model‌ ‌to‌ ‌through/by‌ ‌any‌ ‌concept‌ ‌and‌ ‌issue‌‌                         

related‌‌to‌‌field‌‌specific‌‌research.‌‌Therefore,‌‌I‌‌claim‌‌that‌‌the‌‌theoretical‌‌model‌‌that‌‌I‌‌present‌‌                             

can,‌ ‌ontologically‌ ‌be‌ ‌used‌ ‌in‌ ‌further‌ ‌research.‌‌ ‌  

Also,‌‌departing‌‌from‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌of‌‌my‌‌research‌‌which‌‌is‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel‌ ‌in‌ ‌general‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌in‌ ‌specific‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌‌                           

theorize,‌ ‌further‌ ‌research‌‌can‌‌be‌‌conducted,‌‌from‌‌a‌‌brother‌‌perspective,‌‌on‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌                           

the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌and‌‌on‌‌revealing‌‌the‌‌philosophizing‌‌and‌‌                         

theorizing‌ ‌that‌‌these‌‌pieces‌‌present.‌‌Therefore,‌‌there‌‌can‌‌be‌‌further‌‌research‌‌administered‌‌                       

on‌ ‌the‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       
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cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌to‌ ‌reveal‌ ‌their‌ ‌philosophizing‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorizing.‌‌Thus,‌‌I‌‌consider‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌                           

an‌‌analysis,‌‌grounding‌‌on‌‌the‌‌‘Cinematic‌‌Philosophy’‌‌that‌‌I‌‌endorse,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌an‌‌                                 

analysis‌ ‌which‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌revelation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌language‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌verbal‌‌                           

language‌‌that‌‌is‌‌intensely‌‌dominant‌‌within‌‌the‌‌field‌‌of‌‌philosophy.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌                         

of‌ ‌an‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌kind‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌research‌ ‌that‌ ‌bases‌ ‌upon‌ ‌the‌ ‌revelation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                               

macrostructural‌ ‌and‌ ‌microstructural‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌elements‌ ‌can‌ ‌bolster‌ ‌the‌‌significance‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                     

novel‌ ‌channel‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌academic‌ ‌world‌ ‌and‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌world‌ ‌outside‌ ‌of‌‌                           

academia.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌this‌ ‌can‌ ‌alter‌ ‌and‌ ‌respectively‌ ‌expand‌ ‌the‌‌whole‌‌tradition‌‌of‌‌philosophy‌‌                         

acknowledged‌ ‌as‌ ‌solely‌ ‌functioning‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌words‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌language‌ ‌itself.‌ ‌‌From‌ ‌this‌‌                         

perspective,‌ ‌further‌ ‌research‌ ‌conducted‌ ‌on‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌itself‌ ‌has‌ ‌the‌‌potential‌‌to‌‌                       

change‌ ‌and‌ ‌expand‌ ‌our‌ ‌relation‌ ‌and‌ ‌dependence‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌verbal‌ ‌language‌ ‌by‌ ‌offering‌ ‌a‌‌                           

philosophical‌ ‌territory‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌restricted‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌linear‌ ‌functioning‌‌of‌‌the‌‌words.‌‌Here,‌‌yet‌‌                             

again,‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌give‌‌the‌‌example‌‌that‌‌Shamir‌‌shares‌‌in‌‌which‌‌he‌‌reveals‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                                   

cinematic‌ ‌piece,‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌Matrix.‌ ‌‌Thus,‌ ‌‌I‌ ‌want‌ ‌to‌ ‌give‌ ‌this‌ ‌example‌ ‌to‌‌leave‌‌the‌‌borders‌‌of‌‌my‌‌                                 

thesis‌‌which‌‌is‌‌circumscribed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌four‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌(‌Alphaville:‌‌A‌‌Strange‌‌Adventure‌‌                         

of‌‌Lemmy‌‌Caution,‌‌THX‌‌1138,‌‌Ex‌‌Machina,‌‌Nosedive‌‌‌Episode‌‌of‌‌the‌‌‌Black‌‌Mirror‌‌‌TV‌‌series)‌                             

in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌indicate‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌many‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌except‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌four‌‌                             

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌that‌ ‌I‌ ‌have‌ ‌chosen‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌analyzed‌ ‌which‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌‌                           

distinct‌ ‌concerns‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Shamir‌ ‌states:‌ ‌ 

‌ 

The‌‌Matrix‌‌manages‌‌to‌‌make‌‌us‌‌experience‌‌an‌‌epistemological‌‌gap‌‌between‌‌the‌‌two‌‌                         

different‌‌worlds‌‌in‌‌which‌‌Neo‌‌(Keanu‌‌Reeves)‌‌lives.‌‌There‌‌are‌‌no‌‌voice-overs,‌‌titles,‌‌                         

or‌ ‌talking‌ ‌heads‌ ‌expressing‌ ‌problems‌ ‌of‌ ‌epistemology—instead,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌journey‌‌                     

that‌‌makes‌‌us‌‌see‌‌and‌‌experience‌‌an‌‌epistemological‌‌gap‌‌as‌‌an‌‌action‌‌event.‌‌In‌‌this‌‌                             

way,‌‌the‌‌film‌‌gives‌‌us‌‌the‌‌opportunity‌‌to‌‌comprehend‌‌an‌‌epistemological‌‌gap‌‌from‌‌a‌‌                           

different‌ ‌and‌ ‌unique‌ ‌perspective.‌ ‌The‌‌epistemological‌‌confrontation‌‌in‌‌The‌‌Matrix‌‌is‌‌                     

not‌ ‌dependent‌ ‌on‌ ‌traditional‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌A‌ ‌viewer‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌have‌ ‌to‌ ‌read‌ ‌about‌‌                         

epistemology‌ ‌to‌‌understand‌‌the‌‌gap‌‌between‌‌Neo’s‌‌two‌‌worlds.‌‌Simply‌‌by‌‌watching‌‌                       

the‌‌film,‌‌one‌‌can‌‌come‌‌to‌‌understand‌‌aspects‌‌of‌‌epistemology‌‌without‌‌even‌‌knowing‌‌                         

that‌‌it‌‌is‌‌called‌‌epistemology‌‌or‌‌which‌‌philosophers‌‌have‌‌dealt‌‌with‌‌this‌‌subject.‌‌The‌‌                           

Matrix‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌an‌ ‌illustration‌‌of‌‌the‌‌ideas‌‌of‌‌any‌‌specific‌‌philosopher,‌‌nor‌‌is‌‌it‌‌a‌‌direct‌‌                                 

representation‌ ‌of‌ ‌any‌ ‌specific‌ ‌thought‌ ‌experiment;‌ ‌it‌ ‌exemplifies‌ ‌how‌ ‌a‌ ‌film‌ ‌can‌‌                       

confront‌ ‌an‌ ‌epistemological‌ ‌problem‌ ‌and‌ ‌evokes‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌type‌ ‌of‌ ‌engagement‌ ‌with‌‌                       

philosophy—the‌ ‌possibility‌ ‌of‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌and‌ ‌experiencing‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌event‌ ‌in‌‌                     

motion,‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌merely‌ ‌reflecting‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌or‌ ‌imagining‌ ‌it.‌ ‌(Shamir,‌‌                       

2016,‌ ‌17)‌ ‌ 

‌ 
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Respectively,‌‌further‌‌research‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌pieces‌‌to‌‌introduce,‌‌                         

create‌ ‌and‌ ‌manifest‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌and‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌as‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌experiences‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌‌                       

language‌ ‌can‌ ‌‌alter‌ ‌and‌ ‌respectively‌ ‌expand‌ ‌the‌ ‌whole‌ ‌tradition‌ ‌of‌ ‌philosophy.‌ ‌ 

Departing‌ ‌from‌ ‌this‌ ‌emphasis,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌asserted‌ ‌in‌ ‌my‌ ‌thesis‌ ‌that‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌cinematic‌‌                             

pieces‌‌as‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy‌‌introduces‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌                             

freedom‌‌and‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌a‌‌new‌‌type‌‌of‌‌restriction‌‌and‌‌the‌‌parameters‌‌behind‌‌this‌‌restriction‌‌                               

can‌ ‌be‌ ‌elaborated‌ ‌more‌ ‌with‌‌further‌‌research.‌‌Thus,‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌further‌‌research‌‌can‌‌raise‌‌                             

awareness‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌ ‌motivated‌ ‌choice-based‌ ‌free‌ ‌actions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌which‌‌                       

function‌ ‌through‌ ‌clicking‌ ‌and‌ ‌justified‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌given‌ ‌consents‌ ‌within‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌‌                       

communication‌‌technologies.‌‌Hence,‌‌I‌‌think‌‌that‌‌this‌‌kind‌‌of‌‌an‌‌awareness‌‌in‌‌the‌‌best‌‌case‌‌                             

can‌‌minimize‌‌but‌‌in‌‌the‌‌less‌‌optimal‌‌cases‌‌can‌‌mitigate‌‌the‌‌negative‌‌consequences‌‌of‌‌these‌‌                             

kinds‌‌of‌‌actions‌‌in‌‌effect‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom.‌‌Thus,‌‌I‌‌strongly‌‌believe‌‌that‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌raise‌‌                                 

awareness‌ ‌on‌ ‌individual‌ ‌actions‌ ‌through‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies,‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌also‌ ‌should‌ ‌be‌‌                     

made‌ ‌aware‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌novel‌ ‌layer‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies‌ ‌and‌ ‌these‌ ‌technologies-ruled‌‌                       

contemporary‌‌societies‌‌assign‌‌on‌‌individuals.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌there‌‌can‌‌be‌‌further‌‌research‌‌                     

conducted‌‌on‌‌individuals‌‌gaining‌‌a‌‌novel‌‌layer‌‌as‌‌‘data‌‌beings’‌‌which‌‌could‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌raising‌‌                             

awareness‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘data’.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌‌                         

critical‌ ‌because‌ ‌this‌ ‌new‌ ‌layer‌ ‌added‌ ‌to‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌has‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌consequences‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌‌                         

individual‌‌freedom‌‌and‌‌on‌‌their‌‌daily‌‌lives.‌‌All‌‌in‌‌all,‌‌as‌‌I‌‌persistently‌‌underline‌‌in‌‌my‌‌thesis,‌‌                                 

the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌societal‌ ‌system‌ ‌is‌ ‌going‌ ‌through‌ ‌a‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌change‌ ‌and‌ ‌further‌‌                       

research‌ ‌based‌ ‌upon‌ ‌raising‌ ‌awareness‌ ‌on‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌becoming‌ ‌‘digital‌ ‌beings’‌‌and‌‌‘data‌‌                       

beings’‌‌can‌‌serve‌‌to‌‌make‌‌individuals‌‌be‌‌aware‌‌of‌‌this‌‌change‌‌and‌‌can‌‌make‌‌individuals‌‌to‌‌                               

act‌ ‌accordingly‌ ‌before‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌too‌ ‌late‌ ‌to‌‌alter‌‌the‌‌negative‌‌consequences‌‌of‌‌this‌‌change.‌‌For‌‌                               

instance,‌‌further‌‌research‌‌can‌‌be‌‌conducted‌‌concerning‌‌the‌‌questions‌‌such‌‌as;‌‌What‌‌are‌‌the‌‌                           

effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌fundamental‌‌change‌‌on‌‌the‌‌definition‌‌of‌‌a‌‌human‌‌being‌‌living‌‌in‌‌the‌‌physical‌‌                               

world?‌ ‌How‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌a‌‌conscious‌‌digital‌‌being?‌‌How‌‌to‌‌consent‌‌as‌‌a‌‌digital‌‌being‌‌responsibly‌‌                               

through‌‌clicking?,‌‌etc,.‌‌These‌‌questions‌‌above‌‌lead‌‌to‌‌one‌‌other‌‌further‌‌research‌‌suggestion‌‌                         

that‌ ‌I‌ ‌derive‌ ‌from‌ ‌my‌ ‌thesis.‌ ‌Hence,‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘Click‌ ‌Consent’‌ ‌theory‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌original‌‌                               

contribution‌ ‌of‌ ‌my‌ ‌research.‌ ‌Correspondingly,‌ ‌I‌ ‌propose‌ ‌a‌ ‌novel‌ ‌theory‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌academic‌‌                         

literature.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌every‌‌novel‌‌theory‌‌that‌‌is‌‌introduced‌‌needs‌‌to‌‌be‌‌scrutinized‌‌and‌‌needs‌‌to‌‌                             

be‌ ‌situated‌ ‌on‌ ‌more‌ ‌solid‌ ‌and‌ ‌eminent‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌become‌‌an‌‌established‌‌theory.‌‌                             

Therefore,‌ ‌there‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌further‌ ‌and‌ ‌extended‌ ‌research‌ ‌through‌ ‌using‌ ‌different‌‌                     

methodologies‌‌and‌‌different‌‌theoretical‌‌readings‌‌on‌‌‘Click‌‌Consent’‌‌theory,‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌test‌‌its‌‌                           

capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌become‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌established‌ ‌theory.‌‌  

Eventually,‌ ‌as‌ ‌my‌ ‌concluding‌ ‌remarks‌‌I‌‌want‌‌to‌‌state‌‌that‌‌in‌‌this‌‌research,‌‌I‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌                               

add‌ ‌novel‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌to‌ ‌academia‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌world‌ ‌outside‌ ‌of‌ ‌academia‌ ‌because‌ ‌I‌‌                             

strongly‌‌believe‌‌that‌‌‘thinking‌‌beyond’‌‌and‌‌collectively‌‌making‌‌fruitful‌‌contributions‌‌out‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                         

250‌ ‌ 



beyond‌‌is‌‌really‌‌crucial‌‌to‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌making‌‌the‌‌world‌‌that‌‌we‌‌live‌‌in‌‌a‌‌more‌‌flourishing‌‌place.‌‌                                   

Hence,‌ ‌I‌ ‌strongly‌ ‌believe‌ ‌that‌ ‌political‌ ‌philosophy‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌cinematic‌ ‌channel‌ ‌that‌‌uniquely‌‌                         

serves‌‌for‌‌this‌‌philosophizing‌‌play‌‌a‌‌crucial‌‌role‌‌for‌‌this‌‌flourishing.‌‌That’s‌‌the‌‌precise‌‌reason‌‌                             

why,‌‌I‌‌have‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌combine‌‌my‌‌floating‌‌urges‌‌that‌‌I‌‌have‌‌mentioned‌‌in‌‌the‌‌beginning‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                                   

chapter‌‌through‌‌proposing‌‌an‌‌established‌‌academic‌‌research‌‌grounding‌‌on‌‌‘‌if‌‌and‌‌if‌‌yes‌‌how‌‌                           

cinematic‌ ‌pieces‌ ‌can‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌individual‌‌                     

freedom‌ ‌and‌ ‌technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌freedom‌‌through/by‌‌technology‌‌                       

as‌‌a‌‌contribution‌‌of‌‌cinematic‌‌philosophy’.‌‌Correspondingly,‌‌after‌‌delineating‌‌how‌‌cinematic‌‌                     

pieces‌ ‌can‌ ‌philosophize‌ ‌and‌ ‌theorize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌freedom‌ ‌through/by‌‌                       

technology,‌‌I‌‌modestly‌‌acknowledge‌‌and‌‌respectively‌‌propose‌‌this‌‌thesis‌‌to‌‌serve‌‌for‌‌‌making‌‌                         

the‌ ‌world‌ ‌that‌ ‌we‌ ‌live‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌flourishing‌ ‌place.‌ ‌ 
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F‌ilmography‌ ‌ 

‌ 
Alphaville:‌ ‌A‌ ‌Strange‌ ‌Adventure‌ ‌of‌ ‌Lemmy‌ ‌Caution‌ ‌‌(Jean-Luc‌ ‌Godard,‌ ‌1965)‌ ‌ 

Battleship‌ ‌Potemkin‌‌ ‌(Sergei‌ ‌M.‌ ‌Eisenstein,‌ ‌1925)‌ ‌ 

Ex‌ ‌Machina‌ ‌‌(Alex‌ ‌Garland,‌ ‌2014)‌ ‌ 

Nosedive‌ ‌‌Episode‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌‌Black‌ ‌Mirror‌ ‌‌TV‌ ‌series‌ ‌(Charlie‌ ‌Brooker‌ ‌&‌ ‌Joe‌ ‌Wright,‌ ‌2016)‌ ‌ 

THX‌ ‌1138‌ ‌‌(George‌ ‌Lucas,‌ ‌1971)‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌Matrix‌ ‌‌(Lana‌ ‌Wachowski‌ ‌&‌ ‌Lilly‌ ‌‌Wachowski‌,‌ ‌1999)‌ ‌ 

Vivre‌ ‌Sa‌ ‌Vie‌ ‌‌(Jean-Luc‌ ‌Godard,‌ ‌1962)‌‌ ‌  
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