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ABSTRACT

 This communications' goal is to examine in a positive mode the group of the Psychologies in their dispersion, using the work of the Anthropologist of Sciences Bruno Latour as a frame of reference. It is not this article's intention to judge the psychologies in terms of their scientific status, but to seek understanding of the historical conditions in which the dispersion occured, on behalf of this same discipline which has considered itself scientific since its origin. The most important concepts from Latour's writings will be highlighted to try to create a dialog with the Psychologies; concepts such as the one of "Modern Constitution", based on the idea of the separation between natural beings and human beings - an impossible task, since it also is the generator of hybrid beings, amongst which the Psychologies stand as multiple ways of considering the scientific models, as well as historical social pratices. Other important concept will be the “circulatory system of the sciences”, where will be caractherized the singularity  of the psychology  between the other sciences.
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 The curious topologic configuration of psychology’s knowledge is what can instigate a first encounter of Bruno Latour’s work with Psychology. We are closer to the cartography of an archipelago, to a confederation without system center for systems, schools, small theories and dispersed practices than of the geopolitical map of a continent-nation united by a common project, as the Chinese, for example. What is it that sustains this psychological dispersion under the same name? It should be emphasized that here we do not talk about theoretical and methodological punctual divergences inside a same project (like the physics discussion about the nature of light, if this is wave or particle), but about the definition itself of what psychology is, when antagonist projects live together in it. By resuming to a geopolitical metaphor, it is like a federation: each state could be its own representation of a nation, not taking into consideration any central political control, and in frank tension with the others. As something very similar to the subdivision of former Soviet Union or Yugoslavia, along the 90’s. What guides psychology to this curious epistemic configuration?

Refusing an epistemological approach, centered in the discussion about psychology scientificity, the work of Latour will be used not only to demarcate the specificity of the psychological knowledge in contrast with others, as well as its conditions of historical possibilities. Nevertheless, there is an initial problem: in the collection of works signed by Latour, psychology has a co adjuvant role, and its references are not many
. So, what could justify Latour’s presence as an interlocutor in this understanding of psychologies diversity? Exactly because it deals with two relevant themes for the answer of the initially proposed questions: 1) the definition of the necessary conditions to the scientific knowledge, specified in its circulatory model (Latour 2001); and 2) the determination of the “possibility conditions” of this knowledge, contained in the project of an impossible modernness, notably in its scission project between two purified beings: Human Being and Nature, or subjective and objective beings (Latour, 1994). We can understand, from this double arise scheme, the place and the paradox character of psychologies, when they merge what modernness had separate, and having knowledge to circulate in very different ways from other sciences. So let us exam these concepts in Latour and its effect in the understanding of psychology plurality.

I. Bruno Latour: Sciences Circulatory System 

In spite of the fact that Latour described, in several works, the specificity of scientific knowledge (check Latour, 1985, 1992, 1997 and 1998-A), one text will be specially approached: Science’s blood flow: an example of Joliot’s scientific intelligence, present in the Pandora’s Hope (2001) collectanea. This article will be taken as representative, once it abridges a series of contributions of other works in a single model: the Circulatory System. And why is the scientific work compared to the Circulatory System? It is because it makes no sense to ask only about ‘science’s heart”, but also about the whole, its wide and dense network and capillarity system. The same way that in our circulatory system makes no sense for us to ask if in essence it is heart or vein and arteries, in sciences we should not suffice only in its conceptual network or in the social context. This old indictment, sustained by science historians in the debate between internalism X externalism, will end up imagining scientific knowledge, now as being produced apart from its social network, like ideas fluctuating in the sky (internalism); now as a mere collective phenomenon, with no understanding the specificity of sciences (externalism).

Latour, trying to surpass this Berlin wall between internalists and externalists (and between science and society) will propose his Circulatory System, composed by a series of circuits, such as: 1) World Mobilization, or set of mediations able to make non-humans to circulate by the discourse (instruments, surveys, questionnaires and expeditions); 2) Autonomization, or the delimitation of a specialists field around a study, able to be convinced or to go on controversy; 3) Alliances, or recruiting the interest of non scientific groups, as military, governmental and industrial; 4) Public representation, or the set of effects produced around the daily routine of individuals; and 5) The Bonds and Knots, which have to do with the conceptual heart, that ties up all remaining circuits.  Without the circulation and mobilization of all these circuits, it is not possible to understand the persistence of a scientific work, as of Frédéric Joliot, when trying to assemble a neutron bomb. In order to assemble this bomb, not only a network of scientific knowledge is necessary, but the constitution of laboratories, the partnership with specialists  and the government, industry and the military interest, besides public opinion.   

How would psychologies circulate in these circuits? As per the World Mobilization we might say that the inscription techniques of this knowledge would produce (or extract) testimonies not from objects anymore, but from subjects. Even when it is verified that these inscription techniques are, in general, captured from other sciences as physics, chemistry or biology (check Stengers, 1989). The problem is that in the psychological field the forged mobilization techniques do not freely circulate in their extension; they only travel in the field of a determined orientation, where they can be forged. They would not be what Latour calls as immutable movable (1985), but immutable immovable, or mutable immovable, as we will further see, thanks to his relation with the public. 
 In what concerns to Autonomization, among the psychologists we have what Canguilhem (1973) calls a more pacific than logic consensus, given the guidance set and projects present in our field. Besides our fragmented geopolitics, like the Russian or Yugoslavian, we can also say that our borders are very porous and open themselves in several directions: psychiatry, pedagogy, administration and neurosciences, creating several neutral spaces or neutral zones. Our relationships sometimes are more solid with the external, than the internal, space, providing here something closer to the curd geopolitics.

Regarding alliances: these have been ambiguous. Because if an, each time higher, interest of the private, governmental and even military sector is registered, this interest is not comparable to the one entrusted in other scientific sectors. If this interest was initially centered in the selection field for a determined aptitude or skill, today it fills other functions, such as health field. 

In all ways, these interests are anchored in what Foucault (1976) named as bio-power. It is a set of devices able to classify individuals inside a normality/abnormality gradation and operating socializing (bio-politics) and distinguishing (anatomy-politics) strategies, in order to raise its vital and productive forces.

 But these operated alliances ignore the complexity and plurality of our field, keeping some faith in our presumed knowledge about human nature. A faith which is much wider in the field of Public Representations, even with some distrust kept. Here we can recognize the big strength of psychologies, because, more than to produce free testimonies from subjects, they extort testimonies (Stengers, 1989), manufacturing more than revealing our self/ego. To have this into account, it is only a matter of taking some psychological guidelines with more diffusion power as Psychoanalysis; we do not succeed in terms of relating with ourselves or with others without categories such the ones like the Unconscious or Oedipus Complex. At this point, we can say that psychologies produce immovable (because they only circulate in the interior of certain guidelines) mutable (transforming and manufacturing the subjects’ experience).  If, for Latour (2002), science is constructivist and realist, psychology is only constructive, in terms of our subjectivities. 

All this allow Psychology to be made of a series of partial conceptual knots and ties without a bigger knot that would bind it. This is the loose knot, even in the definition of what is psychology (science of behaviors? Of mental phenomena? Of experience? Of  unconscious?). Therefore, we can say that Psychology is made of several circulatory systems, similar to an octopus, which has three hearts, but those do not communicate between each other; they only communicate with the tissue of the social network and the net of other scientific practices, embroidering and shaping our subjectivity according to some guidelines. What produces this curious configuration? 

II. Psychology as a collateral effect of the purifying modernness
Even that along Latour’s texts we find little reference to psychology, we can find interesting suggestions about the possible sources of dispersion of the psychological field. The adopted hypothesis here is that psychology is the result of the “impossible modernness” composed in the XVII Century trying to cleavage and purify the natural and the human beings, as per described in “We have never been modern” (1994). Human beings became, since than, a matter of politics, and being represented in the parliament, while natural beings became the theme of sciences, and being represented in the laboratories. As per Latour, the historical landmark of this cleavage may be found in the discussion about the vacuum which opposed Boyle and Hobbes. The first, sustained the existence of vacuum appealing to a new form of testimonial, more powerful than the one of worthy citizens, the laboratorial experiments, which truths would shut up the dissonant voices. Hobbes, on the other hand, tried to deny the existence of vacuum, appealing to a general deductive theory that would serve to unify the British kingdom, smashed by civil wars. In spite of Hobbes discussion about vacuum, his main legacy was his political philosophy about State, where all citizens would be represented by the king. In spite of Boyle’s production of political writings, only his scientific contribution and the invention of laboratories as the truth niches of the natural beings persisted among us.

 Nevertheless, modernness would produce, as collateral effect of this division and purification attempt, the proliferation of the hybrids (beings with human and natural marks, at the same time). But what stands out in Latour is not only the description of this impossible modern constitution, but the revalorization of what escaped to this clear and distinct segregation: it started to unveil a whole empire of the center, populated by hybrid and factish
, mestizo beings, who, from casual indefinition start to have ontological  primacy. Those are not understood anymore as the product of the improper mixture of pure beings, and well divided from the beginning, but the main line of an ontological network, from where the extreme and secondary beings are purified. How is psychology configured in this modern project?

In another text, “Modern cult of the fe(i)tich gods” (2002), Latour sustains that psychology would operate in a mode symmetrical to epistemology, operating as a suction pump of the hybrid beings, of the fe(i)tiches in the subjective plan. Although, if in the objective plan, epistemology looks for the objective facts together with our beliefs, these become delegate to a subjective inner plan, a psychology domain. Psychology would do nothing more than the “dirty work”, a work of taking care of what epistemology critically excluded from our objective beings. As per Canguilhem words (1972, p. 119), the task of psychology would be to provide an excuse of the spirit before reason. In fact, the initial task of psychology in the XIX century would be to become an objective science of the errors of our subjectivity, searching for the truth of our mistakes. Even in the name of a triumphant truth, nothing more hybrid. 

Even with the arise of new schools with new questions; psychology keeps its hybridizing eagerness. The problem, well set by Gréco (1970), is that psychology wants to make science from what escapes to the science itself, of what is set between parenthesis in the scientific act: the action, the representation, the human desires (its inner life). A new mixture, of what had been well segregated, is promoted in modernness: The subject is objective (becomes natural) and the scientific object is subjective.  Psychology becomes an irreconcilable word, where in order for logos to exist, it is necessary to exclude psiqué; and to consider this one it  is impossible the mediation of the logos. However, this hybridism has nothing to do with the mestizo monism of the pre-modern. In order for this new mixture to happen, it is necessary that the search of modern purification has been processed and enlarged, to a point where each one of the segregated domains throw its nets towards its opposite. Along his work, Latour take the social representation of natural beings in today’s days as exceptional examples of hybridation: green parties, councils about climate and environment. But what about the laboratorial and natural representation of human beings operated by psychology? In the case of psychology, it is the enlargement of the scientific domain towards what it had segregated. (secondary qualities, or our mistaken representations, beliefs and our inner world), at the same time that politics and administration start to look for scientific substratum in its dissemination. 

Psychology would be exemplary as unexpected collateral effect by the paladins of the pure beings under expansion: the encounter in this central region of plural miscegenation, where the hybrids multiply themselves to infinity. So, in other words, psychology is a strong space of miscegenation, where scientific operators of natural sciences merge with anthropological concepts, making certain social practices substantial. And this is how in gestalt-psychology the exam of the ingenuous experience (aiming to control errors) culminates in the shapes balance, crowned by the comprehension of man as a naturally intelligent being, and who understands the world surrounding him. In behaviorism, the attempt to control human activities in education and work takes to the power of conditioning and the understanding of man as a malleable being in its relation with environment. In psychoanalysis, the confession practices and the effort to unveil the sources of our desires and our most intimate truths take us to a vision of man as a being with desire, marked by the impossibility of energy balance inside the pulsional cycle.

 We might say that this miscigination effect is contrary to the purist intention also of the several founders of psychology, and that it becomes radical at each new re-foundation and attempt of purification by this knowledge. From that also comes the fact that psychology is constantly being attacked by purist censors, foreigners beyond the borders of this central region: for epistemologists, it would be too much political and plural; for social thinkers, bad politics and very naturalist. A criticisms that, by their turn, instigate new tries of purifying foundations, and consequently appearance of more and more hybrids. This hybridation has already been denunciated by Foucault in Order of Things (Les Mots et les Choses, 1966), as part of the anthropological circle. It might be equally said: naturalizing circle. 

Why this natural representation of human beings? What would be the role of these operators of natural sciences in this “intrusion” in human domain? This mixture with social practices and anthropological concepts would serve, above all, for the production of individualities, subjectivities and internal truths; as per Latour’s words: “artificially manufactured beings” (1998-B), “factishes (faitiches) techno-subjective” (2002). These concepts and natural operators would provide a transcendental from what our experience would gravitate: good forms, sensations, functional invariants, informational modules, pulsions and operants, constituting the transcendent-empiric fundaments of our subjectivities; besides, determining a norm and a natural determination for our freedom. Here we could see that, as per Latour, (2002, chapter III) another fetish produced by modern criticism, the one of our autonomy while free human authors and the one of our determination from natural constraints. This way, we can say that in psychology we do not hybridize only man and nature but, in its sequence, a separated subjectivity, between an empiric domain and another transcendental, and a free individualization and another one controller. Generating subjects, individuals and inner aspects. In these terms, psychology might not produce anything new, but it has, unwillingly, a connection function and deserving mixture of the Hermes god. Why not to make effective this concrete collateral effect as norm, refusing the ideal norm of impossible purification (it is an important hybridism catalyser), taking the interdisciplinarity, the crossing of supposed pure beings, anthropophagi and the hybridism as strong signs for this knowledge?  Psychology would be neither modern nor pre-modern, nor even post-modern (that nothing would be than the feeling of disillusionment and impossibility for modern failure), but in Latour’s words: simply non-modern in its practice. Here, the imperative need of strong pragmatics that meets the manufacturing of hybrid subjects.

III.Bibliography

CANGUILHEM, G. O que é psicologia? In: Tempo Brasileiro nº 30/31. Rio de Janeiro, 1973.

FOUCAULT, M. As palavras e as coisas. Lisboa, Portugália, 1966.

_______. História da Sexualidade. Graal, Rio de Janeiro, 1976 

GRECO, P.  Epistemologia da Psicologia. In: PIAGET, J. (org.) In: Lógica y Conocimiento cientifico. Proteo, Buenos Aires, 1970.
LATOUR, B. Les “vues” de l’ espirit. Une introduction à l’ anthropologie des sciences et des techniques. Culture technique, vol. 14, 1985.

_______. The Impact of Science Studies on Political Philosophy. Science, Technology & Human Values. Vol. 16, nº 1, 1991.

_______. Give me a Laboratory and I Will Rise a World. In: Knorr, K. & MulKay, M. (eds) Science Observed. Londres, Sage Publications, 1992.
_______. Jamais fomos modernos. Rio de Janeiro, Editora 34, 1994.
_______. As Variedades do Científico. Folha de São Paulo, Mais!, p.3, 2 de novembro de 1997

_______. Os Filtros da Realidade. Separação entre Mente e Matéria Domina Reflexões acerca do Conhecimento. Folha de São Paulo, Mais!, p. 15, 4 de janeiro de 1998-A.

_______. Universalidade em pedaços. Folha de São Paulo, Mais!, p. 3, 13 de setembro de 1998-B.

_______. Notícias das trincheiras na guerra das ciências. In: A esperança de Pandora. Bauru, EDUSC, 2001.

_______. Reflexão sobre o culto moderno dos deuses fe(i)tiches. Bauru, EDUSC, 2002. 

STENGERS, I. Quem tem medo da ciência? São Paulo, Siciliano, 1989. 

______ La volonté de faire science. Paris, Synthélabo, 1992.

_____. L’invention de las sciences modernes. Paris, 1993.
� Doctor degree in Clinical Psychology (PUC, São Paulo) and Assistant Professor of the Psychology Institute at UFRJ. Mailing Address: Rua do Riachuelo 169/405; Centro - Rio de Janeiro – RJ; 20230-000 - BRAZIL.  E-mail address: � HYPERLINK "mailto:arleal@antares.com.br" ��arleal@antares.com.br�; telephone: X-55-21-2252-1589. Researcher. Sponsored by FAPERJ and FUJB.


� It is possible to find references on Psychology in the following texts written by Latour: 1985, p. 8; 1991, pp.5-6; 1998-B; 2002, part II. 


� Factish is a translation for a play of words, faitiches, something which is fact and fetish at the same time; real and at the same time produced by us. A way of existence which would include scientific objects and the subjects (free and produces, at the same time), that would bond them to the fetishes produced by the primitive.





