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“I’m right!”

“You’re wrong!”    “You don’t know what you are talking about!”  

“I don’t care!”    “You’re misinformed!”  “You’ve lost me!”

“Don’t tell me what to do!”  “You’re crazy!”

If I catch that A—hole!  “Quit being so mean!”  “That’s funny!”  

“I like you”  “Be careful.”  “He’s forcing my hand.”

“You’re going to be fun to mess with!”    “That’s stupid!”  “Hold on!”

“She did it!”

“Quit interrupting me!”  “They’re ignorant!”  “Keep your mouth shut!”    

“Shut up!”  “Let me finish!”  “I win!”     “You lost!”

“Just listen to me for a moment!”  “They need to quit running their mouth”

“Be happy!”  “Go f—k yourself!” 

“I beat you!”  “I got you!”  “You’re mine!”   “I totally owned him with that one!”

Possession?   Opinion?  Competition?  Obsession?

How did we get here?

Socrates lives among us and his daemon speaks. Would these be the voices in his head?​[1] 

There’s more going on than a highly competitive nature infesting every part of our societal characterizations. Activities are no longer geared towards expressive discussion with one another, are they? We’ve entered into a gaming scenario—to win, out duel, and out wit—where saying more or getting in the last word is equated with the last one standing. 

Philosopher Georg Simmel called it “antagonistic games,” or kampfspiel.​[2] This was an internal and mental conquest, or mind games if you wish to call it so. This kind of gaming did indeed have sociological components to it. “At any rate, in its sociological motivation, the antagonistic game contains is absolutely nothing but the fight itself.”​[3] Simmel noted that these games are not set up for the attainment of a prize other than simply mastery over the adversary or opponent. 

Does every thought, discussion, and activity eventually become the itemization between victors and the defeated? There are other options: Simply be entertained or do nothing about it. Take it. Stand up for yourself. Get thick-skinned. You could prepare for battle and begin to barrage, argue, argue, and argue some more! Or, perhaps, in a passive or docile way, give off a bit of appeasement, knowing that deep down you don’t care or don’t even wish to entertain the values of winning and losing.

Because of this “game” we can’t be certain that any opinion is intended to bring us closer to any facts, stances worth standing with, or realization of any kind. It’s all rather overtly obsessive and possessive. Become active to render docile. The opinion must hold sway upon someone, as object. It is juxtaposed positioning to be found out, used, bartered, controlled, banned, marketed, or obligated. “He said this,” or “so-and-so said it is this and did this to me,” and “I don’t like that.” She’s wrong.” “That’s not right.”

Maybe there’s something worth giving a fundamental question to: Is any of this really a language at all? 

Philosopher Emmanuel Levinas once exclaimed that truth must result “from its subject in the world and history through labor, cultural creation, and political organization,”​[4] something so indicative and clearly observed through our languages with one another. Language is either a confession of truth or disclosure of being.​[5]

Now, however, it seems this may not be the case. We are commanded and we command one another with remarks, quips, and jabs. This could be symptomatic of something.

Several years ago Alexandre Kojève implied that the “end of history,” as he so declared it, would issue forth symptoms of its arrival. For example, the post-historical realm consists of an animality where our language is reduced to banter, calling, haranguing, or buzzing. The antagonistic game play—to fight just for the reward of the fight—may actually assist in the disappearance of human language for its animalistic formations. This dissipation of the human capacity to confess truth or render word with being becomes likened to a “substitution by mimetic or sonic signals comparable to the language of bees.”​[6] 

It also appears difficult to relegate opinions to a method of interpretation at the moment. The opinion no longer assists us in opening up truth, nor lighting up perspective, worldview, vision, angles, or nuances. Opinions were once part and parcel to understanding, a key component in deriving truth or discovering the matter at hand. In its oldest primordial form is the opening event, the gates of possibility, the procedure of bringing sight by the sounds of rhetoric, speech, and its recognition. 

As such in our current conception the opinion holds itself so right and immovable that it wishes to freeze time as if it is a statue of an old god waiting at the gates, tactically guarding against opposition. The person says what they think, all the while ready for self-defense. “That’s what I think. Now leave me alone” is what they really mean. Better yet, “That’s what I think,” actually means, “Do you want to argue? Do you want to fight about it?” “This is my opinion” translates as “I’m right and you’re wrong.” The opinion is won by force. It’s won and considered right if the fight is won. We begin to takes sides to be inherently conflicting and, at the same time, incited and exploited, thereby fueling this gaming notion. As informational access the game gathers its intelligence: “this is so-and-so’s opinion on this,” or “she said this about such-and-such,” and so forth. In other words, “now we have dirt, some juicy gossip, leverage, or a bartering chip.” Everyday interaction with opinion and others is part and parcel to a game like, competitive atmosphere, but this is not all. 

Opinions are no longer seen as artifice or emotive expression from living, sentient, free beings. Now opinions are something to be categorized, jostled, ordered, opposed, measured, or avoided. The contenders of this game tactically wait for thought and utterance in order to respond with a back-hand by a racquet upon a tennis ball. They wish to get a one-up, to get points toward victory. If my opinion wins the game, if I beat them by tactically using “my” interaction with “their” opinion, then my opinion is right. If I have more people, more references, or just more stuff that represents my opinion, then I win. 

We unknowingly even compete in daily conversation, often taken for granted. 

Someone may say that they went to such-and-such place, and someone else may respond with “Yeah I’ve been there. I did that,” and in the competitive spirit they one-up with, “I went here. Did you try that? You didn’t? Well, when I was there we did this and that and this.” 

More. More. More. Gaining. Quantifying. Better. Beat ‘em. Got ‘em. I win.

The opinion is status. 

The opinion normalizes. 

It names the individual who wishes to individuate. It identifies person or group—me versus not-me. It situates against person or group by strategy. “Oh, I heard so-and so-said such-and-such.” “Don’t worry. We will get ‘em. They can’t act that way toward us. I’ll make sure of it.” 

Even daily happenstances may be suspect. Artistic displays, interpretive quests for meaning, or even a technique that opens opinionated emergences with each other—none of these are important anymore. Rather, these are tactics and rigorous techniques derived from authoritative practices to discover a name to call, beckon, harness, and modify the other. 

It goes by the procedures of “He is crazy,” “She is this” “He is that,” “Did you know so-and-so believes such-and-such?” “I think you are this!” “You should do this,” and so on. It goes by the assessment of ability: “They didn’t do this.” “I can’t do that.” “She must do.” “Did they do?” Opinions are reduced to the aspect of “do,” “should,” “don’t,” “be,” “go,” “get away,” “be gone.” They are reduced into concepts like ban, own, thwart, deflect, avoid, win, and conquer.

If our language is supposed to either confess truth or disclose being, then it is done so in a peculiar way. The “this” or “that” is the name that positions the pieces in a competitive system of ordering. It becomes an arena for sporting and playing upon the other, to get the individual to disclose means that one must use to leverage an opening or fissure and bring about a confession or catharsis while all participators may be laid subject to a potential hastily generalizable procedure altogether. Authority simply makes up reasons. It has to by necessity. It’s cloaked and covered. Reason is masked by rationalization. It gets around your opinion or uses it as a tool or means. It doesn’t care. 

There is an “opinion” of it.” Remarks permeate the fields of experiences such as “he is this,” “she did this,” an “it,” this object kind of “thing” that we are made to be. The object of a “that” simply expressed to us as “that” is what it is. It is what it is? The human as object, the invariable and imaginative substitutions, qualities, characterization, and categorizations are applied.  There is an indifference we wish to apply to the object. Objectivity expresses indifference.​[7] 

The object objects. 

The opponent or adversary in deeds or rhetoric becomes the object that stands before us as an obstacle or “thing.” “It” must be commanded. Move it. Push it around, place it, position it, leverage, trap, design, chip away at it, scurry it along to our will—force and violence. The person, the human animal itself becomes this indifference that signifies to consciousness “the order which, through consciousness shows itself—being would, precisely, impugn.”​[8]

This is quite possibly a failure of modern thinking. 

The ancient Greeks for example “could barely even speak of a thing.”​[9] Yes, the ancients did have a kind of “praxis” for living, and yet quite the contrasting and contentious nature about it also.​[10] Hans-Georg Gadamer once noted that the modern modes of force, dissension, and opposition happen distinctly as an abrupt disturbance and insurrection seen, described, and felt within a corporality that must be mastered. In other words, there are modern tools such as the instrument, science, and beyond. We need this “object” of our thoughts, gegenständ,​[11] something standing against us, or “that which stands over us or opposed to us as something to be overcome.”​[12] Culminating into a “this” or “that,” the object exudes the very clues and reasons behind it. Gadamer was adamantly aware of the problem in his own vernacular gegenständ was an object standing, or a stance position. Yet he also evoked the foreign word we know as “object” (objekt) and “objectivity”(objektivität). The modern design of these concepts “in which human beings seek to make themselves at home in the world”​[13] is at issue. 

The opinion is the catalyst for the pure energy of emotional exchange and fervor. Opinion is also the object of entanglement. Opinion, knowingly or not, becomes part of “proto cultural packets,”​[14] both energetic and containable, and therefore packaged, marketed, and distributed. Opinion is the fuel in the reserve, lying dormant and waiting for access. The emotional effervescence and exchange frequencies of emotional affect proceed to impact, push, and pull self and other. So very often are tethering tensions that become tactics to derive force or marginally dupe someone, thereby gauging, gaining, or ascertaining an emotional reaction. This could be for sheer entertainment value, to make one feel better, to observe the display as if it were a show, or simply to control. 

The “antagonistic game” holds a kind of mental and spiritual component. Life begins to emanate into newly generalized schema, a contradiction in form—such is dualism and opposition.​[15]

OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_above.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_left.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/cover.jpg
Win
Lose
Live

And SOometimes

Opinions





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_corner_decoration_right.png





OEBPS/d2d_images/chapter_title_below.png





