John Cromby:

The brief that we have for this was to talk about the seminars in the context of our own research and the subject in my research of recent years has been about feelings, which is clearly a related concept to affect.  I focus on feelings in part because of what I've seen as an undecidability around affect and feelings seemed to be a little easier to get an angle on than affect and one of the things I‘ve had out of  the seminars series I guess is a reaffirmation of the, from the difficulties of that. We’ve already had, I think Paul has alluded to this and we've already had different conceptualisations of affect offered to us, we’ve had ideas with psychoanalysis, we’ve had Deleuzian ideas, I’ve also in my own research had a lot of time reading neuroscience in particular Pancepes(?) work on affect in neuroscience, looking for something to tie down what affect might be and of coarse it doesn't work wherever you might go in the sense that there’s always some undecidability there and I been reflecting on this throughout the series and thinking what goes wrong here and to some extent it came out as a project where every time we were faced with what seemed to be an illustration of affect in one of the workshops, and we got plenty of it, to make sense of that we always had to invoke a theory and then it seemed that actually when we were making the observations or having the experiences there are also other ways of theory in play already in the practise of the acerbic (not clear) so it wasn't simply that we had the observations and what seemed to happen straight afterwards but hey unsurprisingly we’re wielding theorise already as we observe and it appears to desensitise us to what we were seeing and so we had ideas at play that weren’t necessarily 100% diametrically opposed to each other but certainly weren’t capable of being neatly put together either and so this undecidability for me persisted throughout and this sounds like a really negative thing to say but I don't think it was, at least it wasn’t for me, it was a positive thing in the sense that it then lead me to reflect even more on what is affect and is it separate from feeling, what is its..What is difference, where does emotion fit in there, what about related terms like interest or passion or sensibility where do these fit in?  There’s a whole, I just want to use the word pronumber (?), a whole constellation of terms that might hover around some sort of global concept which nevertheless always seems to remain vague and I just keep on coming back to the idea that affect itself, whatever it might be, its clearly a-representational, its experienced in and through the body it's not for with knowing, of the kind we can write down on paper and illustrate in a straightforward way.  You can’t.. it isn’t simple, it isn’t something we can tie down, it’s a way of knowing through the body and because it’s a way of knowing through the body then it is a-representational in character and therefore its always going to be somewhat slippery in that its always going to elude any kind of  type of tying down and course this has implications with method because ontology and methodology are so closely linked together and if affect is ontological, whatever it is, and I’m ducking the issue of what it is but I’m saying that  it’s in the matters of the.. to.. at least to include this kind of presentation at the open of the day, when they said what does an interest of affect buy us, what does it afford us, what does it direct us to and I’m kind of doing a similar move and I'm saying okay  what  could affect be that could sustain this wide history of theorisations and whatever it is clearly seems to be in itself something that’s a-representational, something that removes any simple taking hold of which is why it can support the variety of theorisations. Sue La Langa(?) talked about this in her books on philosophy of mind when she talks in that about feeling but when she gives an example she talks about things that we might also call affect and she makes the point that when we theorise, when we look at what happened we make sense of events, very often we failed to recognize the feeling, the affective dimension of what happened, we don't record it any significance, precisely because it has no representational form except in the lived moment, it's significance only happens in the lived moment and therefore when you reflect back on what happened and we try to make sense for ourselves of a moment that’s just occurred, of course we’re doing that all the time as we go on through all moments of our living, whenever we're doing that the affective bit always somehow slips out of the way because the bit that we actually remember is the bits we can seize hold of and the very bit we can seize hold of with language and all its forms of symbolisation are the very bits that aren’t simply affective, they’re the bits we carve out, we fix, we held as constant temporarily with our symbols and words and made some sense out of them  and then I guess that from the seminar series the thing that I had a nagging doubt all the time that maybe there was a theory of affect or a method that was lying around waiting that I had been too dumb or too lazy to find so far and someone was going to pull it out for me and I was going to go ‘Oh shit, I really should have come across that earlier!’ And so it has been a really positive thing this undecidability, the sense that other people are also groping around with this, with this slippery beast and I think that if this then could end sort of on Wendy’s point about living with uncertainty and of course there’s uncertainty there in terms of the character of affect, there’s uncertainty in terms of how it’s interpellated, in terms of how its drawn out of us relationally, in terms of how we find ourselves in relation to others in affective states and moments. In terms of making sense of all this, the stuff I’m drawn towards continually is some work by someone call Paulus Ruthroth(?). Ruthroth(?) offers a post-structuralist semantics of the body and he talks about the way that meaning is both inter-semiotic and hetero-semiotic and what he means by this, he says that when we think about meaning its certainly it’s a semantic, he says a lot of it is hedged(?) in recent years its been on language and we’re all familiar with the idea that meaning is constituted in language through difference and deferral  and through social cultural normative conventions that tell us that this word means this that word means that and those meanings are ultimately are deferral in relation to other meanings and so on and so forth. And we’re all quite easy with the idea that meaning and language happen to be this kind of way. Ruthroth(?) said there’s always also another form of meaning going on for us, once we understand language as a system of signs then we’re forced to recognise, he says, that feelings are also signs that the meaning of a feeling is not decreed by social convention, it’s decreed by the textures the intensities, the affordances, the valences that it creates in you’re body in the lived moment and feelings, as signs, co-constitute meaning in the lived moment of our experience along side, for example, the formal signs of language, hence meaning is hetero-semiotic cause it’s constituted in multiple in the secondary(unclear) contingently related sign systems  and is inter-semiotic ‘cause it emerges where they come together and one of the reasons I find this really helpful is that I think this allows us to think about affect, interest, emotion, feeling, whatever they are, in ways that allow us to take account of the embodied aspect of knowing, but I think also stops us from going a bit too far with it. I think there’s been some illusionment of speak, and I share some extent of this, that what we’re doing here would not be liked by a lot of my colleagues, certainly, and I kind of talk in very guarded terms about these workshops when I go back to my department because I really don't think that some of my colleagues would appreciate what I had been spending my time doing and one of the ways of tempering that for me is finding some kind of way of formalising how we talk about the meaning of affect and I think that that’s a way of doing that.          

