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Abstract

The doctoral thesigvho Am I? Subijectivities in the Society of
Accountabilityaims to demonstrate that accountability is ongmefmost
powerful processes of subjectivation in our conterapy era. The
background is constituted by ordinary daily praesicborn from the
propagation of digital media in the last twenty nge@ccountability is
defined as the peculiar anthropotechnic that dsrir@m the extension of
the subject in the form of the account. Accourdefined as every
extension of the subject in the digital world, battthese extensions are
univocally attributable to a singular physical baxfya singular human
being. The concept of subjectivity is consideredatiined by Michel
Foucault in the period 1977-1984. The dissertatiso aims to
demonstrate that the society of control, investiddiy Foucault and
Gilles Deleuze, finds its present fulfillment iretform of the society of
accountability. Accountability is considered ingermoments, connected
by a circular movement instead of a causal sequdineefirst moment
describes how dispositives act on subjects. Theesokaddress is
constituted by the request of performativity maglalispositives to the
subject. This request takes place in the accooitte tunderstood as the
interface between dispositives and subjects. Sdgoiid same process

is taken in consideration from the point of viewtloé subject, who is



invited to answer the question: Who am 1? Thusstiigect understands
him/herself as a subjectivity without ground, besmthe hermeneutics of
the self, derived from dispositives, finds the tosure of the referent as
its foundation. In a third moment accountabilitcansidered from the
point of view of the statementérioncés The conversion of statements
into information, and the statistical inferencesi@bed on it (basically,
the processes related to big data), are the fdciidsomoment. The
outcome of this analysis is a second hermeneutitsecubject,
characterised by the discourse of the master. Ggamees and
divergences between this (digital) hermeneuties Ghristian
hermeneutics derived from the confession and thiee§lan moment are
explored in order to outline the actual accouniihdls pastoral power
and discourse of the master at the same time.rlalesion,
accountability is considered as a possible etlfieggomie and
anonymity are excluded as far as they excludedberesof address, and
consequently the very possibility of existence bfas the valorisation

of opacity is identified as the grounding of a pblkesethical action based
on freedom, an exercise of freedom to be undersdsadsilience to the
complete panoptical visibility and the consequémraceduralisation of

the scene of address.

Keywords: Accountability, Account, Subjectivity/Sabtivation,

Dispositive, Ethics
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Not predicting, but being attentive to the unkndwmocking at the door.
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Introduction

The Banality of the Digital

This thesis is about ethics and, specifically, aloe ethical issues
generated by the digital world that the contempoharman being faces
nowadays. The preliminary assumption that fuelkesl tesearch when it
started some years ago, was that an anthropoladiealge has taken
place, and that the cause of this anthropologicahge was situated in
the eruption of the digital medium, and in all eétbrand new practices
that it had generated. Now, only a few years ldber preliminary
assumption about this change has been completgagetk In fact,
through the careful reading of Michel Foucdultjecided to abandon the
cumbersome, and not very fruitful adjective “anfiolmgical” in favour
of a new approach based on a different concepégabrch tool: the
practices of subjectivation. The initial questitrerefore, moved from:
Which anthropological change has been generateitiégigital world?
to What processes of subjectivation arose from thetpas induced by

digital media surrounding the contemporary humaimge

However, research willing to answer this questisks being almost

endless. The pervasiveness of the digital mediuauircontemporary

! Michel Foucault is discussed so widely throughtbis dissertation, that it is not
considered appropriate to give here any reference.
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world is too extensive and its features too vareusdeed a sharp eye
can see the presence of the digital medium in ewenryient and every
aspect of the daily life of the contemporary hurhamg—that the
purview of this dissertation cannot provide a cosmgnsive analysis of

the digital. A lifetime would not be enough.

Consequently, the field of research was reconsitdanel differently
outlined. This review has led to the identificatmina specific practice of
subjectivation among many possible practices, “actability”.? The
notion of accountability has allowed the settingofip plane of
immanenc&deeply connected to the digital world. A series of
operational concepts has been placed on that reave pif immanence in
order to produce an isomorphism between the genenakxt of the
research, its object of investigation and the dmeciethod applied. The
text that follows argues that accountability is afi¢he main operative
processes of subjectivation in the contemporarydytinus the subtitle
of the dissertation proposes that the contempaarghould be defined
associety of accountabilityThe society of accountability hence follows
the disciplinary societies of the 19th century #mrecent society of
control, rooted in the second half of the 20th agntProving that we

live in the society of accountability is one of gkemary aims of this

% The reason why accountability has been takendatount instead of other practices is
fully explained in this dissertation.

% The notion of plane of immanence is here derivethfGilles Deleuze and Félix
Guattari (1996).
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dissertation. The writer, who is not a native Eslgspeaker, has had the
task of working out a polysemic and elusive consejeh as
accountability? for instance in the first chapter of this dissgotathe

term is stressed in order to build a possible ayyab@etween the nouns
accountability and account (in a digital sense)e Buthe absence of
appropriate literature on the digital account,ahalogy is only partially
demonstrated. Nevertheless, the reader is askaztept this analogy, at
least in terms of postulate or heuristic tool. Dleaefits deriving from

this analogy will be further explored in the follmg chapters.

The beginning of this introduction states that tieisearch deals with
ethics. The text that follows doesn’t aim to preval strict definition of
ethics, such as the one deriving from the clasgartition between
politics (state affairs), ethics (the communityaaf§) and moral (the
individual affairs). Ethics is here understoodlas $et of processes of
subjectivation generated from the relationship leetwthe single human
being and the environment that surrounds him arBlements of this
environment are: other human beings, the livinglayahe not-living
world and technology. Consequently, the ethicstthatdissertation
discusses is consequently the relationship bettreemdividual and the

ecologicalnichehe or she inhabits. Within this niche—the second

* Please note that the Romance languages do noahepexific word to translate
accountability. In fact, within all the Italian afdench publications taken into account
in this dissertation the word is never translated.
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purpose of this dissertation—a specific focus &etl on all forms of

relationships that involve, in any way, the digitadium®

One will find quite often the expressiopcesses of subjectivatiamd
contemporaragein this text. As for the second term, this dissgon is
the output of a research developed at the begirofitige third
millennium and related to what is happening indbeent contexthere
and now This research does not deal with essentialismraratiance; it
is expression of thépistem&of this time, in which it resides and from
which it is derived. This approach led to two metblogical problems.
The first concerns the content of the researctceStontemporary
technological acceleration will soon cause manytaligbjects to
become obsoleteselecting references in the digital world is quite
difficult. While waiting for the appearance of thext big thing on the
horizon, social media—which has dominated the digitactices of the
last decade—has been selected as privileged oBjagcanly a few
references about specific cases will be providéayTwill be
appropriate, precise and detailed so that a fukader of this

dissertation can still understand the text’s refees.

® The meanings of digital medium and digital worté alearly illustrated in the first
chapter.

® The épisteme is a basic notion of the Foucaulpiaduction (Foucault 1982, 2002a).

" Two examples, paradigmatic for this obsolescear, the decline of portals (in
vogue in the Nineties) and the collaps&etond Lifewhich no more than ten years
ago was supposed to be a second world, similafesuihating as the physical one.

16



The second problem relates to the setting of theareh: the
contemporary age. When Kant writds Answer to the Question: “What
Is Enlightenment?2010), he revolutionises the philosophical method
because, instead of an investigation about whatiigersal or
immutable, philosophy for the first time attempisoffer an answer to
the questionWhat do | have in front of my eyes, here and nbmwéther
words:What is the present time in which | liv€Re present time
provides some additional methodological difficidtmompared to what is
invariant in time, because the writer lives in gresent time. In a certain
way, the writer is the present timghat kind of perspective can be
assumed that will allow the researcher to desc¢hbein which the
perspective itself is immerséd®/e will leave this question open for the

time being, as it will reappear several times dytime dissertation.

The processes of subjectivation are the first robthis research. These
processes result from the set of practices thahaah carries out in
relation to the environment that surrounds him/megrder to establish
him/herself as a person: a self-definition andedéhtiation from the
others. The subjectivations—which are always siagie plural at the
same time—are ongoing and unstable processes #kat each human
being what he or she is. These definitions of tivadn being are never

sharp, essentialist or immutable. On the contrtéugy are always tied to

® The question can be expressed also in this taw can the fish know the water in
which it swims?
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thehere and nowhat everyone experiences in a given time: thca e
thing is happening to me here and now, but theqases of
subjectivation could make me different in the fetuind the processes
of subjectivation are never distinctly divided, lsonhstantly intersect
with one another in the modelling the subject: rag af public
transportation, my workplace that | travel to wiiis public
transportation, the lectures | deliver at the anadehere | teach and the
education that led me to the books necessary ioreksearch. These
things are all forms of a relationship with the eorment that generates
the subject. Always fluctuating and unstable, this one who is saying:

No process of subjectivation is harmless and witlconsequences.
However, | do not aim to establish any categomsasibout values in this
dissertation and will avoid defining good or badgasses of
subjectivation. Yet a thesis that deals with etleeisnot avoid the matter
of freedom, a question that is deeply tied to thetemporary age. This
dissertation does not seek to offer a compreherltigtration of the
principle that human beings are supposed to becatid by dispositives
that model him/her in the new millennium—a scenariwhich the
ethical imperative of freedom resonates repeatédfysychiatrist like
Miguel Benasayag emphasises the sadness—in theofadespair and
disintegration—that characterises modern humarngkseespecially the

adolescent (2003). Peter Sloterdijk has titled®&i®nt bookyou Must

18



Change Your Lif¢2013), an invitation to perform freedom. Giacomo
Marramao (2012) illustrates that the fracture gateet by the difference
between the ground we walk upon, always local,thedvorld of signs
that we inhabit, increasingly global, is an isshe treates an abyss of
sense—even amplified by digital medium. Gilles Dekewrote about
thirty years ago: ‘It is in man himself that we rlilserate life, since

man himself is a form of imprisonment of man’ (1988).

The notion of a society of accountability seekgesd this theoretical
denial of freedom (with all the consequences degy¥rom this denial),
to first assess whether the denial of freedomaiy&appening, and
secondly to ascertain which strategies of freedambe brought into
play. The act of reading is sometimes suggestaolason, for example.
Michel Houellebecq makes the protagonist\diatever(2011) dream of
a life dedicated to reading. The a-topic spacéefdact of reading—
which isolates the subject from the ecological eichwhich s/he lives—
looks like a partial and inadequate response t@tbklem, but it is
interesting that it is expressed as a potentiavand.ikewise, another
answer is the contemplative freedom of Jean-Jadgaasseau, who is
lying on a boat lulled by the waves on the lak&igfl in Switzerland
completely abandoned to hiéverie(Rousseau 2011, reported in
Sloterdijk 2015). Sloterdijk (2011) also suggekts state of apparent
death as a possible solution, as practiced by SNbite and all

philosophers who abstract themselves from the rgetit and wander
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around in the hyperuranium. The act of readinggméy attests to
apparent death: certainly an interesting pracbaé hardly workable and,
above all, only a partial response that is far fiaarly practices. In fact,
daily practices are something else, the procedsmsbgectivation at work
in the contemporary era are different (nobody [g®sed to know
anyone that when askeéd/ho are you ®ould answer’'m a person

lying on a boat and looking at the 3k§o the question that guides this
research could be expressed at this point as felld¥hat processes of
subjectivation allow a practice of freedom, withine set of practices

induced by digital media that surround the modemmhan being?

To answer this question, a fundamental overvievl bleaoutlined. Thus
the basis of this research is the banal, the eagryahd the known.
Nietzsche (1997) observed more than a centurylegmne is so used to
the “known” that it no longer creates wonder. Wisdtnown is the usual,
something that is more difficult to recognise, tisasomething that is
more difficult to consider as a problem, as foreidjstant, located
outside. Of course extraordinary events sometimesrqalthough an
Italian writer, Ennio Flaiano, statefihe meaningful days of a life are
four or five; others make up the numbeend only exceptional events
are deposited in the memory. But they are not eglein this research,
which instead investigates the insignificant. WBgtause it is the trivial
and banal that give shape to everyday life. Everyifia determines the

trivial—and the subject usually has no consciousméshe power of the

20



trivial. Thus, the banal, which models and condisi@veryday life
comprises the fundament of this research. Andherréalm of banal, the
unnoticed and ubiquitous ordinary practices induzgdigital media are
investigated. Following Arendt (2010), the aim loktdissertation is an

analysis of the banality of digital.

Subject and Power

The digital is perhaps trivial, but it is defingatot innocent. Innocence
is not understood here as pertaining to the m@tai®. On the contrary,
the lack of innocence is due to the close link wélations of power. In
order to explain the relations of power—and thuprtavide one of the
conceptual milestones of this dissertation—it isfulsto briefly outline
Subject and Powethe transcript of a conference held by Michel
Foucault in 1982, which was immediately publisheé&nglish in the
compendiunMichel Foucault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermereut
(Dreyfus 1983). In this text, subject and powerangued and twisted in
a way that undergirds this research, and will gtevmportant context

for this survey on accountability.

As the text was one of the writings from the lasang of Foucault’s life,
the author himself provides us with an analysikisfintellectual

journey.
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After the famous opening words ‘the ideas whicholid like to discuss
here represent neither a theory nor a methodol@ya), Foucault
exposes the general sense of his entire resedglhobjective, instead,
has been to create a history of the different mageashich, in our
culture, human beings are made subjects. My wosldealt with three
modes of objectification that transform human bsiimjo subjects’
(208). At the beginning of his career, Foucaultgsduo understand
‘modes of inquiry which try to give themselves #tatus of science’.
This phase was followed by a time in which he fecusn what he calls
“dividing practices” (between normal and crazyksand healthy,
criminal and just). The third moment of investigati which Foucault
claimed to follow when he convened the conferebglject and Power
is ‘the way a human being turns him- or herselb iatsubject’. (208) He
concluded this introduction by saying: ‘Thus inist power, but the

subject, which is the general theme of my resedq&00).

In the following paragraph the French philosophes the need to justify
how power and the subject are related, why in @esuon the subject the
theme of power should appear. Foucault says: dhsppeared to me
that, while the human subject is placed in relaiohproduction and of

signification, he is equally placed in power radas which are very

° This statement is a clear answer to all the sigi@rfeaders of the French thinker,
who have accused him of frequent discontinuityi;ndonceptual development. The
reply provided by Foucault is peremptory: his pwgavas the constant investigation of
what one calls theubject
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complex’ (209). Hence the inquiry about the subgaeinot, according to
Foucault, be reduced to a theoretical investigatian includes the
guestion—already Socratic, Cartesian, KantiaWhat is the subject?
but it must take into account the reality of redas of power that
innervate the subject. Knowledge and power coniettwo sides of the

same coin.

Foucault does not aim to provide only a concepdeéhition of power.
He seeks to analyse power in the forms in which iracticed in order to
bring to light an economy of power, as well ashderstand power in
both a theoretical sense (what it is) and practeake (how it is
exercised). The French author detects a crucidteal moment in the
development of the practices of power at the ertti®fL8th century?’

He claims, ‘from the same moment—that is, sincedinelopment of the

12 Some years before this work, Foucault was alreagyaining his own articulated
notion of power: ‘Now, the study of this micro-plgs presupposes that the power
exercised on the body is conceived not as a prgpaut as a strategy, that its effects of
domination are attributed not to 'appropriationt to dispositions, manoeuvres, tactics,
techniques, functionings; that one should decijrhéra network of relations,

constantly in tension, in activity, rather thanravifege that one might possess; that one
should take as its model a perpetual battle ralfzar a contract regulating a transaction
or the conquest of a territory. In short this povgeexercised rather than possessed; it is
not the ‘privilege,” acquired or preserved, of teminant class, but the overall effect of
its strategic positions—an effect that is manifdstad sometimes extended by the
position of those who are dominated. Furthermdrig,gower is not exercised simply as
an obligation or a prohibition on those who ‘do have it’; it invests them, is
transmitted by them and through them; it exertsguee upon them, just as they
themselves, in their struggle against it, resistghip it has on them. This means that
these relations go right down into the depths ofetg, that they are not localized in the
relations between the state and its citizens dherirontier between classes and that
they do not merely reproduce, at the level of ifdlials, bodies, gestures and
behaviour, the general form of the law or governiniivat, although there is continuity
(they are indeed articulated on this form througthale series of complex
mechanisms), there is neither analogy nor homolbgla specificity of mechanism

and modality.” (1995, 26-27)
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modern state and the political management of sgeitte role of
philosophy is also to keep watch over the excegzoveers of political
rationality. Which is a rather high expectation1(d. Why does Foucault
take political rationality as a ground for the stud the role of power in
the processes of subjectivation? At the time ofctiveference, he had just
devoted a couple of courses at the Collége de Eranexamining this
conjunction (2009; 2010), in order to understand et the end of the
process triggered by the political rationality,rhés the ordinary life of
all human beings. The political economy of theesteddd created a certain
type of societies—disciplinary societies—in whidldividuals are
subjected to laws and norms that shape them. Thaseand norms and
regulations generated microphysics of power thdtibahe ordinary.
Foucault describes the return of the ordinary: tgledy is aware of
such banal facts. But the fact that they're banakdot mean they don’t
exist. What we have to do with banal facts is sxdver—or try to
discover—which specific and perhaps original prable connected with
them’ (1983, 210). The French philosopher cleatidyes in the following
paragraphs that it is not the political rationaltself that must be to be
placed in question: the fact that one had Auschmitist not lead to
execrate the rationalisation itself, or even togh#hibition of reason (an
attitude that would only be a source of sterilationalism). He
otherwise suggests a possible alternative methadsetigation that

may escape the above-mentioned risk:
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I would like to suggest another way to go furtrewards a
new economy of power relations, a way which is more
empirical, more directly related to our presentadion, and
which implies more relations between theory andfe. It
consists of taking the forms of resistance agaliffarent
forms of power as a starting point. To use anothetaphor,
it consists of using this resistance as a cherncaiallyst so as
to bring to light power relations, locate their pios, find out
their point of application and the methods usedh&ahan
analyzing power from the point of view of its imef
rationality, it consists of analyzing power relasathrough
the antagonism of strategies. (210-211)

Although Foucault has established the relationbkiveen the subject
and power, and it has been identified a field—atdrical moment—for
research, which is represented by the advent diqgadlrationality about
two centuries ago, the urgency of this investigatias not yet been
explained. Foucault briefly argues for the needdiather study: ‘I think
we have to refer to much more remote processes Want to understand
how we have been trapped in our own history’ (2Ii0}his passage the
key word is trapped: the condition of prisonerseif a kind of
pessimism lurks beneath Foucault’s discourse,tarfedrap is
nonetheless to be understood here—both in a cartinganner (relative
to this historical moment), as well as in its abg®lsense. Is it possible
for an individual to escape the historical timeviaich s/he belongs?
Furthermore, is it possible to bring to light prees of freedom that

allow one to evade getting ensnared in this hisbbmoment? This is

1 This assumption is one of the guidelines of thiearch. Accountability is seen as a
specific process of subjectivation, and the fielavhich it is applied is the digital
world.
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both the profound ethical question that Foucauwppses in this short

essay, as well as the ambition of this dissertation

After a few passages dedicated to the analysisraegossible forms of
resistance to power, Foucault then outlines thatpreof the subject in

a famous passage:

All these present struggles revolve around thetgqpresVho
are we? They are a refusal of these abstractibregomomic
and ideological state violence which ignore whoane
individually, and also a refusal of a scientific or
administrative inquisition which determines who @€...)
This form of power applies itself to immediate exday life
which categorizes the individual, marks him by dwan
individuality, attaches him to his own identity, poses a law
of truth on him which he must recognize and whittrecs
have to recognize in him. It is a form of power ethmakes
individuals subjects. There are two meanings oftbed
subject subject to someone else by control and dependence
and tied to his own identity by a conscience of-sel
knowledge. Both meanings suggest a form of powectwh
subjugates and makes subject to. (210)

Here Foucault summarises three years of coursdsahéhe Collége de
France. The answer to the questidfho are we?s never innocent.
Whether the individual is conscious of it or nbie answer to this
guestion is constituted by the outputs of the regiwf truth that act on
the subject and of the dispositives by which tHgett is modelled. The
state in first place, furnished with the rationalisviolence that it bears;
but also family, school, work: any element inside position in which
the subject lives. The verbs used by the Frendogdpher are quite

drastic:mark, attach, imposéperated by the forms of power, the
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regimes of truth tend to crystallise the individaalan understandable
subject, recognisable by him/herself and othetsstauntialised. In other
words, easily quantifiable and quantified: a subjfbat is easier to make
predictable and, therefore, to govern. If a congthsappearance from
the regimes of truth is impossibfeunderstanding them, which could
possibly provoke a detachment from the power m@hgtthat innervate
them, stands as an ethical imperative. Thus, atrideone finds a subject
who cannot be completely subjected (by forms of gropwegimes of
truth), but who can utilise practices of freedomaderm of
resilience/resistance to actual forms of subjugati@ucault’s
conceptual acumen has earned him a position asfdhe most

important philosophers of the latter half of the2@entury. His thinking

12n this point Foucault differs from contemporantteors like Jirgen Habermas and
Jean-Paul Sartre. In a very pertinent comment aldabermas, Foucault says: ‘The idea
that there could exist a state of communicatiohwauld allow games of truth to
circulate freely, without any constraints or coeeceffects, seems utopian to me. This is
precisely a failure to see that power relationsnatesomething that is bad in itself, ‘that
we have to break free of.’ | do not think that aisty can exist without power relations,
if by that one means the strategies by which imtigis try to direct and control the
conduct of others. The problem, then, is not tddrglissolve them in the utopia of
completely transparent communication but to acqgtieerules of law, the management
techniques, and also the morality, the ethos, thetige of the self, that will allow us to
play these games of power with as little dominatierpossible.’ (1997, 298) And then,
questioned about Sartre: ‘Power is not evil. Powgiames of strategy. We all know
that power is not evil! For example, let us takeusd or amorous relationships: to wield
power over the other in a sort of open-ended gfi@game where the situation may be
reversed is not evil; it's a part of love, of passind sexual pleasure. And let us take, as
another example, something that has often beetlyigtiticized—the pedagogical
institution. | see nothing wrong in the practiceagferson who, knowing more than
others in a specific game of truth, tells thoseerttwhat to do, teaches them, and
transmits knowledge and techniques to them. Thelgnoin such practices where
power—which is not in itself a bad thing—must irtably come into play is knowing
how to avoid the kind of domination effects wheiddhis subjected to the arbitrary and
unnecessary authority of a teacher, or a studeninmer the thumb of a professor who
abuses his authority. | believe that this probleasibe framed in terms of rules of law,
rational techniques of government and ethos, mesf the self and of freedom.’ (298-
299)
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is able to connect two radical questions that miokvidual might pose to
him or herself and arrive at the same conclusigho are weandHow

do we live our world?

This possibility to combine such different quesiamould seem
unreasonable, if Foucault hadn’'t argued shortlyehfier that the
Western world has subsumed in the power of thee St&brm of power
older than the state itself: the pastoral poweClofistianity. For all

human beings and for the single individuahnes et singulatim

This is due to the fact that the modern Westene $tas
integrated in a new political shape, an old powehhique
which originated in Christian institutions. We azall this
power technique the pastoral power. (...)

This word designates a very special form of power.

1) It is a form of power whose ultimate aim is &s@are
individual salvation in the next world.

2) Pastoral power is not merely a form of powerckihi
commands; it must also be prepared to sacrifiedf ifisr the
life and salvation of the flock. Therefore, it iéferent from
royal power, which demands a sacrifice from itsjscts to
save the throne .

3) It is a form of power which does not look afiest the
whole community, but each individual in particulduring
his entire life.

4) Finally, this form of power cannot be exercisathout
knowing the inside of people' s minds, without exjpig
their souls, without making them reveal their irmest
secrets. It implies a knowledge of the consciemzkeam
ability to direct it.

This form of power is salvation oriented (as opjpbse
political power). It is oblative (as opposed to grenciple of
sovereignty); it is individualizing (as opposedegal
power); it is coextensive and continuous with lifas linked
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with a production of truth—the truth of the indivial
himself. (Dreyfus 1983, 213-214)

This dissertation aims to show that accountabidity contemporary form
of remediation of pastoral power. If not all feasiof pastoral power can
be retraced in accountability, the question ofgtauction of the truth

of the subject? the need for accounting of this truth and theighilf
directing consciousnesses are proper elementcotiatability. Found in

the digital world, these elements provide a fegdileund for growth.

Workplan

This dissertation comprises an introduction, fihamers and a
conclusion. The chapters are meant to be read cotnggly, even if each
one maintains a form of autonomy that aims to egtieely explain its

content.

The first chapter is devoted to the building of slitenario and is divided
into three parts: the world of reference, the abpé@nalysis and the
Foucauldian toolbox that will be applied. The wooldeference is the
digital world. The first section will provide an ewiew of a text that has
been the foundational paradigm of this woB&ing Digitalby Nicholas

Negroponte (1995), which at the time of writingtlos dissertation will

13 Tell me who you are: this is the spirituality Ghristianity’ (Foucault 2001, 621 [my
translation]).
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be twenty years old. In parallel, a partial histofyigital media over the
past twenty years will be summarised, witnessinfp@end the

quantitative explosion of this world.

Thereafter, the chapter will explore various thesm@bout digital media.
Remediation: Understanding New Medgolter and Grusin 2000) and
The Language of New Med{&lanovich 2001) will provide some basic
notions to understand the digital world. While MahGastells is the
deputy role to provide the tools of analysis otibset of the digital
world (The Internet Galax{2003)), Roy Ascott will shed light on the
digital world as a set of behaviours (Ascott andrdden 2007). With its
location of narrative in the digital environment&\d Eggers’ novelhe
Circle (2013) will provide a counterpoint to theoretiealalysis in this
chapterIn the second part of the discussion of the digitald, the field
of concrete practices will be explored and analysambrding to different
methods of discipline. Sherry Turkle (1997; 200812) and danah boyd
(2015) will provide a means of social analysistfee understanding of
contemporary digital practice, with particular erapis on adolescents
and digital natives. Derrick De Kerckhove will alladhe analysis of our
being digital in the light of the principle of coectivity. In this phase
some key words will emerge to define our relatigmstith digital

media: publicness, curiosity, immediacy, partiaigatconnection.
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After providing an overview of the digital worldye second part of the
scenario will introduce and explain the concepa@fountability.
Accountability is a polysemic concept, ambiguoud eomplex. The
etymology of the word will shed light on severabkpible ways to
understand this concept. The clash of accountglaifitl the digital world
will see the birth of the notion of digital accoabtility, a form in which
accountability is practiced in the digital worldc@ountability is then
defined as a possible anthropotechnic, accordiniyetalefinition
provided by Peter Sloterdijk. The framing of the@mtability as
anthropotechnic will allow us to consider this piee as fundamental in

the contemporary era.

As third element of the scenario, to complete theceptual tools for the
continuation of the dissertation, a brief but thayb explanation of
Foucault’s toolbox is provided. The concepts ofject) dispositive and
care of oneself will be defined and subsequentbraip/ely adopted in

the pursuit of this research.

Once the scenario is explained and the concepialddx is defined, the
following chapter, entitled “The Scene of Addreds,based on a first
investigation of the issue of accountability. Thegose of this chapter is
to address accountability in terms of the relatigmd¥etween the subject,
the account and the other. The starting point détduButler’s textGiving

an Account of Onesgl2005). Unlike Butler, who follows Friedrich
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Nietzsche in the reconstruction of the genealogyefaccount
(Nietzsche 2014), the hypothesis put forward halready partially
exposed in the introduction, is that the accousta&hristian origin in
the confession. If the account is constituted aslyetion of statements,
their production is investigated from the pointvaw of the relationship
betweemoiesisandpraxis (Arendt 1998; Virno 2004). The analysis of
the genealogy of the accountability from the Charstonfession will be
derived from the work of Michel Foucault, who iretbourseOn the
Government of the Livin@014a) has investigated the origin of the
Christian confession. At the end of this chaptema the paradigm of
Christian confession, the relationship betweenesttbpccount and truth

will be grounded.

In the following chapter, “The First Hermeneutidglee Subject”, the
subject will be investigated from four point of wig, according to its
modality of being on social networks: the unscremnsubject, the free
subject, the disembodied subject and the coheuded. These four
declinations of the subject aim to illustrate fouain discourses about the

presence of the subject on social networks.

While the third chapter seeks to define the presefthe subject on
social networks from the point of view of the subjehe fourth chapter,
“The Second Hermeneutics of the Subjeititistrates the same presence

from the point of views of dispositives. The anadysf Big Data will

32



shed light on the fact that the subject can bewatedl in a different way,
namely: as a quantified subject. The quantifiedesttbs the human
being interpreted by the digital machine in terrhawmeric
symbolisation. As the chapter unfolds, a critigfi¢he quantification of
the subject will be offered. Michel Foucault andhitohd Husserl will
provide the tools for demonstrating that the guedtiself is the last
stage of a vision of the human being inaugurated René Descartes in
the modern era. The critique of the quantified séllfbe based on a
review of the digitalisation of the human beinghasv discourse of the
master. Consequently in the following chapter, “Nesv Panopticon”,

accountability will be seen as the present forrthefpanopticon.

Conclusions are dedicated to the exploration ofespossible lines of
flight from the panopticon. Since a contemporahicst can be defined
only from the relationship with this panopticontrepy will be verified
as a possible common ground for every ethical hebain the digital
world. Some possible subjects will be outlined idey to show how
entropy can be linked within accountability: theiorely subject, the
moveable subject, the friend, the subject explotimegbody without
organs. These figures will allow the reader to arsive question driving
the entire dissertation: which hypotheses of freedan be formulated in

the contemporary digital world?
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1 Scenario

1.1 Being Digital

In the playMillenovecentonovantadieditalian comedian Corrado
Guzzanti performed one short, ridiculous and vamdus sketch. He
asks: ‘If I had this new medium, the ability to ¥ey a huge amount of
information, in a microsecond, to an Aboriginetigiat the opposite side
of the planet ... but the problem is: Aboriginet pou and I ... what the

f.ck should we say each other?’ (Guzzanti 2007).

The question raised by Guzzanti is still tremendioasrrent today,
twenty years after the explosion of the Net andoslnthirty years after
the invasion operated by binary code throughouhtheses of the
western world. The present work does not aim tp@se a historical
reconstruction of the spread of the digital mediabgut which there are
already several very qualified references. Becaunsaperative definition
of the digital medium shall be provided, here tiggtdl medium is
defined as any medium that implies binary codetierstorage,
processing and transmission of information, acewydo the Jakobsonian
analysis of communication. The digital world refeoghe set of
ecological niches in which human beings and thaadigmedium are
present at the same time and in the same placest®oes a narrower

definition of “digital world” will be implied: thekind of environment
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where the digital medium has a clear supremacy atvear media (paper,

electronic, even orality).

Given these definitions, the field taken into coesation by this
dissertation is the ordinary world where the Inétiis the most important
means of communication, the processor is the pyitoanl and the
memory has a material substrate made by silicahelbrigin of this
digital world must be told, its beginnings shoutlfituated between the
Sixties and the Seventies, with the first impleragoh of the ARPAnet
and the Italian physician Federico Faggin’'s invemof the
microprocessor at Intel. If this is the beginnirighe digital world, the
following chapters of this story would be the ddfon of the personal
computer in the consumer market during the Eiglaresthe creation of
the HTTP protocol at the beginning of the Ninetigsich made the Net
accessible to the entire worliThe Nineties saw the advent of a new
technological paradigm based on the digital mediwwhch became
transparent to the whole world: the Internet angq®al computing
broke through the consumer market, and the Westerld entered a
new era that was superimposing onto the electraméc If globalisation
was already understood from the point of view @f tiedia theories
(Lévy 1999; McLuhan and Powers 1993), globalisatind the Net at

that moment seemed to be two sides of the same tdmenhuman being

14 More comprehensive and precise references canupel in Castells (2003).
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was invited to interface and communicate with atiheobeing in the
human world. Within this context enthusiasm for tieev medium

exploded.

One feature of the new digital medium fascinatedtrbe horizontality
of communication. If the traditional medium succwedlo a rigid
hierarchical structure, characterised by a one-apyrcommunication,
which historically had been a powerful tool in tiends of totalitarians
and also a means of soft persuasion in the hand&estern democracies
(Wolf 2001), the new digital medium seemed to offgaromise of
liberation. As Negroponte said in one of his funeatal works, inflated
by a critical optimism towards the new digital madt ‘On the Net each
person can be an unlicensed TV station’ (1995, .1n@his text, which

Is rooted in a strong sense of messianism andililgenterspersed with
verbs conjugated in the first person plukaé (will), readers were offered
a bright future built by the digital medium, an@éyhwere asked to reflect
upon questions about the interaction between coenpaind human
beings, where the accent was on the computer shstfethe human
being. Among these naive considerations, it seatesaisting instead to
underline a further step, whose purpose—at fistcg—reveals a
sinister aspect that will be argued later: ‘Beingjtdl will change the
nature of mass media from a process of pushingabpigople to one of
allowing people (or their computers) to pull atrtti€1995, 84). Moved

by this revolutionary inspiration, the past wasrsting ugly and
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outdated® compared to the magnificent and progressive fuiéfered by

the digital medium.

The magazin&Viredtook on the role of the herald of the digital
revolution, uncritically giving voice to any innavan introduced by the
digital medium into the human environméhtts former director Kevin
Kelly became the prophet and the proponent of éusexl political
theory: digital socialism, a kind of merging of pials and digitalism,
socialism and capitalism. The bestsellers of tinat {oved to cite the
word revolution which for instance appears in the titles of Rgeld’s
two fundamental worksZirtual Reality: The Revolutionary Technology
of Computer-Generated Atrtificial Worlds—and HoWwitbmises to
Transform(1992) andSmart Mobs: The Next Social Revolut{@003).
Web 2.0 appeared later: a world where friendlyrfates allowed any
Internet user to post content on the network, giwiaice to his/her own
identity and erasing any gate-keeping of the cdntdike mass
communication systems—or technological gate-keefasgn the first

phase of the network, where at least the userdaddw some codingY.

15The digital superhighway will turn finished andalterable art into a thing of the
past’ (Negroponte 1995, 224).

'8 The role thawiredplayshas never diminished, and it can still be checkesitmply
reading daily headlines (WIRED, 2015).

" The epitome of the sensationalism of this time thasfamous cover afimedevoted

to the person of the year 2006ou(Wikipedia, 2006). The tagline on the cover read:
‘Yes, you. You control the information age. Welcotag/our world’. About YouTube,
Lovink commented: ‘YouTube’s slogan, ‘Broadcast ¥&elf,” is put into action by less
than 1 per cent of its users. In this Long Tail,age know that it's mainly about
‘Broadcasting to Yourself'. The Internet is usedimhaas a mirror. In a macroeconomic
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As with the advent of mass communication, the wass divided into
apocalyptic and integrated masses (Eco 2000), inhathe latter had a
clear upper hand over the former. In this contd,political needs of
liberation, which found international visibility dag the rallies that took
place in Seattle in 1997, perfectly fit with thevetly of the new

medium. While Hardt and Negri's work became thel®dif the these
movements (2001), the concept of general intettesttt both authors
argued in philosophical terms at great length—eg&gdd®iefly and
elliptically by Marx in theGrundrisse—seemed like such a well
calibrated anticipatiofi of the Net that many authors saw in the Internet

a tool for social liberatioh®

sense, it's about the millions of films watched mveay, which provide Google
(YouTube’s owner) with a treasure trove of usead¥¥hat is your ‘association’
economy worth? Am | really aware of why I'm clickjfirom one clip to the next? If
not, we can always reread our own history on YowlWde can find out everything—
but mainly about ourselves: what the most populanael is, which friend has watched
this video’ (Lovink 2008, 11).

18 ‘Nature builds no machines, no locomotives, rajyisyaelectric telegraphs, self-acting
mules etc. These are products of human industtyralamaterial transformed into
organs of the human will over nature, or of humartipipation in nature. They are
organs of the human brain, created by the humardjée power of knowledge,
objectified. The development of fixed capital iraties to what degree general social
knowledge has becongedirect force of productigrand to what degree, hence, the
conditions of the process of social life itself Baasome under the control of the general
intellect and been transformed in accordance wiffid what degree the powers of
social production have been produced, not onlpénform of knowledge, but also as
immediate organs of social practice, of the rdalprocess’ (Marx 1973, 706). For an
exhaustive understanding of the use of the notfdheogeneral intellect versus the
dominion of cognitive capitalism, see Vercellon®20

19 Of course some contemporary approaches to thiselsee more articulated. The
artist Hito Steyerl, who coined the concept of poer image, elaborated one of those,
which is still the most convincing. The poor imag@ low quality and corrupt image
that is generally used by users via illegal dowdtodlowever, this lawlessness, which
frees the poor image from the market system, offenpossibility of a democratisation
of content and at the same time offers new creatgsibilities generated by a kind
manipulation of it (such as the world of mashups) Steyerl says: ‘The economy of

38



While a rupture with the past and liberation frdme present mass
mediatic yoke were the two reasons that widelyld#utiproponents of the
digital world, some voices began to argue in destaihe of the issues
raised by the advent of the digital medium by pdow) less inaccurate
historical and theoretical frameworks. Pierre Lé&wgxtCollective
Intelligence: Mankind's Emerging World in Cyberspé&t999) led to the
emergence of the notion of collective intelligengeoncept which was
collocated into the historical level of human exmn and which was
equipped with an in-depth analysis of the functignmechanisms of the

digital mediunm?®

Manuel Castells realised a monumental analysikefridividual in the
network society (2009), but at the same time heetstdod that a new
culture—the culture proper of the network—was enmgrgThus in his
analysis, the Spanish sociologist investigatedtigns of the ideology
of freedom that dominated the discourse of the agtwand—outside of
any hypothesis of a radical break made by the mtwadentified an
object, namely the network culture, which he chim@gsed by four
influences: the meritocratic culture; the hackdture; the culture of the

virtual community and the corporate culture. Withslls, after the

poor images, with its immediate possibility of wiwlide distribution and its ethics of
appropriation and remix, enables the participatiba much larger group of producers
than even before’ (2013, 40).

% Notions like noosphere (Teilhard de Chardin 2008} global village (McLuhan
1964, 1993) are obvious predecessors.
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dominance of some naive dualisms that conceivéldeohetwork and
open source as revolutionary tools against theilveral context,
dualisms that had found a theoretical frameworthenmodel of the
cathedral and the bazaar theorised by Raymond J20@ldigital
medium began to be understood more in its formohection with the

past than as a form of absolute otherness in oel#di it.

In 2000 and 2002, two works were published thaabexfundamental
references for future digital studies. The fiRgmediation:
Understanding New Medi@olter and Grusin 2000), asserted that every
medium is the remediation of other media (followMgLuhan 1964): in
this sense any medium is affected by an ontologicaularity, and also
the digital medium is then connected with the odshe mediatic
apparatus. In this work, the remediation processad by the categories
of immediacy and hypermediation. The first elimesathe need for any
trace of authorship and opens the user’s own @diview to a second
interactivity; immediacy is based on transparenuy laides the interface
in the background. On the contrary, hypermediatnakes visible the
presence of other media, and it is the category witich one can

establish the connections between the differentaned

In 2001, Lev Manovich publisheéthe Language of the New Media
(2001), which articulated an analysis of the relaghip between digital

media and contemporary culture. Manovich’s firsesson is that the
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computer has a specificity compared to its contekile the printing
press influenced media distribution, and photogyapfiuenced only one
type of cultural communication (still images), tinedia revolution made
by the computer has influenced all levels of comication. The digital
medium then arises as a meta-medium, able to erassghl other media
(Manovich 2001, 23). The main features of new mediined by
Manovich are: numerical representation, modulaatitpmation (that
excludes intentionality), variability and transaogli(which consists of a
mutual influence between culture and computingk ifhportance of
Manovich’s work is based then on the dismantlingahe previous
assumptions concerning the question of the orgaomsaf information.
Manovich in fact shows that in the digital mediunotopposite modes of
data organisation coexist side by side. The fashe hierarchical file
system, which reduces the world to a logical oedwet hierarchy,
wherein each object has a distinct place, defimedséructured. The
second is the World Wide Web, in which all objemts equally
important and everything, according to Ted Nelsamiginal definition

of the network, can be connected to anything Elé his description of

2L What Manovich describes, but does not have theageLto analyze in these terms, or
simply ignores, is what Foucault defines discouf$® analogy between Manovich’s
analysis and Foucault’'s notion of discourse is evichere: ‘In semiotic terms, the
computer interface acts as a code that carriesraliinessages in a variety of media.
When you use the Internet, everything you access«s,tmusic, video, navigable
spaces—passes through the interface of the bramskthen, in its turn, the interface of
the OS. In cultural communication, a code is rasatyply a neutral transport
mechanism; usually it affects the messages tratesinitith its help. For instance, it
may make some messages easy to conceive and mehdes unthinkable. A code may
also provide its own model of the world, its owgitmal system, or ideology;
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the interface$? Manovich shows how they act as representations
according to which one organises data in specraigdhat are made
accessible in particular ways. The result, dematesdrby Manovich, is
that interfaces are not at all neutral, but theypéa some particular
models of the world and of the human being. Theedsn made clear
that no network is originally innocent, but—likeyaother human
creation—it is articulated from its inception idatons of knowledge

and power.

Alongside these studies that privilege the ontolofgthe digital medium
and its relationship with the cultural contég number of authors began
to work on the user’s position in this new mediateat. If we find the
description of the processual aspect of any kingcaéen in Caronia
(2012), so that there would be continuity betwesevision and
computer, Ascott provided a basic insight on thegoter early on. As
Ascott says in a work originally published in thanéties: ‘The computer
Is not primarily a thing, but a set of behaviouts purpose is not only
computation but transformation’ (Ascott and Shanke@7, 225).

Ascott’s invitation is thus to pass from the dimensof ontological

subsequent cultural messages or whole languaget®dresing this code will be limited
by this model, system or ideology’ (2001, 76).

2 The definition of interface given by Lévy is amalihere and subsequently: all media
materials that enable interaction between the usévef information digitised and the
ordinary world (Lévy 2001).

23 A work that adequately summed up a vast numbsetusfies at the beginning of the
new millennium isThe New Media Readéwardrip-Fruin and Montfort (eds) 2003).
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analysis of the digital medium to investigating tieav experiential
dynamics that it operfs.The numerical computation performed by the
computer is only one side of the processes opelstédwhich is
inseparable from environmental change introducethbynachine. If the
computer provides a new set of behavfSiis follows that aesthetic
apparatuses, which shed light on the relationseiwwéen the human
being and the environment, should change: ‘The aesthetic deals with
forms of behavior’ (2007, 375). Especially within the French culture,
some positions critical of the new contexts emereghlighting the
dangers arising from the explosion of the digitafi—comparable to
those risked by human beings after the inventiomefatomic bonfi—
or resuming the possibilities of perfect crimesraped even by the old

media, like in Jean Baudrillard (2008).

Furthermore, American scholarship reveals a sogicéb approach
interested in answering the question of what udersith new media.

Turkle, after her seminal work in the Nineties timestigated the forms

4 |n this sense Ascott comes close to Foucault'$yaiseof the processes of
subjectivation, even if just rooted in the fielddjital media.

% Some years later, it is interesting to considarv bwe set of behaviors have become a
set of habits.

% An author who thoroughly analyzes the dynamicthefrelationship between new
media, the individual and society is Casalegno 720@ho coined the concept of
cybersociality. The cybersociality is the preseotthe biological substrate in the
cybernetic forms of relationship produced by thes meedia.

7 See for example the work by Paul Virilidie Information Bomg2006), in which the
insight, already Mcluhanianan, of the instantanedtgveyed by the electric medium is
eviscerated in environments both electrical andalig

43



of identity triggered by the arrival of the digitaledium (1997), has now
undertaken an extensive analysis of the forms iichvtine digital
medium is used in the new millennium, and shedd gp an atomic-
sised and—at the same time—distributed subjectiwiocontact with

new media (2012).

Firstly, Turkle points out the ability of the subj¢o adapt to the new
context introduced by media, in which simulatioay® an important
role: ‘Immersed in simulation, it can be hard tomesmber all that lies
beyond it or even to acknowledge that everythingpiscaptured by it.
For simulation not only demands immersion but alsates a self that
prefers simulation. Simulation offers relationshgu®pler than real life
can provide’ (2012, 285). A first element, for wihithe subject’s
adaptation to new media has been so rapid andulrug the simplicity
of new social media itself, which provides a siniedband simplified

form of existencé®

And one of the factors of new media’s successagtssibility of

existing regardless of the content. As Turkle vgri@nalysing instant

28 Jaron Lanier exposes the same idea even moraligdide keenly points out, for
instance, that the possibility of changing the hewf an avatar also changes one’s self-
esteem (2011). Lanier, who was a pioneer of contingrtual reality, has become
twenty years later one of the fiercest criticstaf positivist vulgate about new media.
The main argument brought forward by Lanier is gwdtware exerts domination on an
ingenuous subject, who does not see the cage ichwhé computer imprisons him and
all of the obligations that arise from this capiviHe also describes information, in all
its aspects, as an alienated form of experiencé dMdarxist, Lanier assumes that
alienation operates here as subsumption and imggbweent of experience under the
constraints of invisible factors).
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messaging: ‘IM does not require “content.” You jostd to be there;
your presence says you are open to chat’ (198) pokerty of
information is, however, bypassed by the overldaehaotional tones
present in the moment of messaging: ‘Texts fill@nment emotional,
insightful, and sexy’ (168). Social media then shifom being a means
of disseminating information to the role of a téml the emotional
affirmation of the existence of the sender; in bskmian terms, one sees
a clear prevalence of emotional work and efforttenreferential and
poetic functions. As Turkle observes, in new metiakes a reversal for
which ‘Things move from “I have a feeling, | waotmake a call”, to “I
want to have a feeling, | need to make a call”120176). The overall
discourse of Turkle should be read, moreover, ategrto a scenario in
which new media would manifest a human side, tandn(in the sense
that Nietzsche attributes to this concept) of tgect. Starting from the
premise that ‘On Second Life, a lot of people,egggesented by their
avatars, are richer than they are in first life arldt younger, thinner, and
better dressed’ (1), the immediate conclusion ¢bates intuitively to the
American author is that “Technology is seductiveewlvhat it offers

meets our human vulnerabilities’ (1).

Analysing then new media in functionalists termspider to answer the
guestion of what people do with new media, the kmian is that new

media makes possible the compensation of the difigs, vulnerabilities
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and lacks one is forced to endure in realdifés it is stated in the text:
‘People talk about digital life as the “place fape”, the place where
something will come to them’ (Turkle 2012, 153).viNmedia are
conceived of as a place for hope and desire, thieede.. to live your life
that will enable you to love your life’ (2012, 15&) basic vulnerability
that new media allows us to bridge is anonymityh# individual feels a
social lack—the lack of attribution and construstaf identity resulting
from confrontation with others and relationshipsrengenerally—new
media provides a continuous reaffirmation of orgardless of the
presence of the other. As Turkle observes, a feetihg of well-being
comes from being immediately responsive to thessag from the
environment, whether by individuals or by the maehiThe self shaped
in a world of rapid response measures successlisyncade, e-mail
answered, text replied to, contacts reached. Hfiissscalibrated on the

basis of what technology proposes, by what it makesy’ (2012, 663°

9 Nicoli finds in this regard some significant keyrms for Facebook: shame, seduction,
confession and suicide (2010, 150).

%0 This long quote fronThe Circleby Eggers (2013) is a perfect illustration in asikre
form of Turkle’s assumptions: ‘Mae’s new feelingafmpetence and confidence
carried her through the week, and given how clbseveas to the top 2,000, she stayed
at her desk late through the weekend and earlpaRkeweek, determined to crack
through, sleeping in the same dorm room every nighé knew the upper 2,000,
nicknamed T2K, was a group of Circlers almost meatdian their social activity and
elite in their corresponding followers. The membafrthe T2K had been more or less
locked in place, with few additions or movementghini their ranks, for almost
eighteen months. But Mae knew she needed to tryi.iRysday night, she’d gotten to
2,219, and knew she was among a group of similewest who were, like her, working
feverishly to rise. She worked for an hour and kavself climb only two spots, to
2,217. This would be difficult, she knew, but thellenge was delicious. And every
time she’'d risen to a new thousand, she receivedasty accolades, and felt she was
repaying Annie in particular, that it drove her &y.ten o’clock, just when she was
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But, even if the digital medium allows a reinforcamh of the self
calibrated on responses from the environniéat,the same time the
confrontation with the Other must be taken intocact. And new media
offers a wide possibility of forms of self-repretaion, mediated by an
interface between our physical body and the Othithin the variety of
possibilities of representation given by the diseabhetween the physical

self and the digital self, Turkle sees the moméirth of a fundamental

tiring, and when she’d gotten as high as 2,188 hsloethe revelation that she was
young, and she was strong, and if she worked thrélg night, one night without
sleep, she could crack the T2K while everyone et unconscious. She fortified
herself with an energy drink and gummy worms, ahémthe caffeine and sugar
kicked in, she felt invincible. The third screeimserCircle wasn’t enough. She turned
on her OuterCircle feed, and was handling thataitidifficulty. She pushed forward,
signing up for a few hundred more Zing feeds, stgrivith a comment on each. She
was soon at 2,012, and now she was [...] was the auoflyjueries handled that day
thus far, 221, and the number of queries handlethdytime yesterday, 219, and the
number handled by her on average, 220, and byafis pther members: 198. On her
second screen, there were the number of messagdsysather staffers that day, 1,192,
and the number of those messages that she'd r@adadd the number to which she’d
responded, 88. There was the number of recenttisiis to Circle company events,
41, and the number she’d responded to, 28. Thesdheanumber of overall visitors to
the Circle’s sites that day, 3.2 billion, and thember of pageviews, 88.7 billion. There
was the number of friends in Mae’s OuterCircle, ,7&® outstanding requests by those
wanting to be her friend, 27. There were the nunatbeingers she was following,
10,343, and the number following her, 18,198. Thvems the number of unread zings,
887. There was the number of zingers suggestedrid R ,862. There was the number
of songs in her digital library, 6,877, number difsds represented, 921, and based on
her tastes, the number of artists recommendedrt@#98. There [...] could see how
many people had viewed her profile that day, 2h@, lFow much time on average they
spent: 1.3 minutes. If she wanted, of course, shédagyo deeper, and see precisely what
each person had viewed. Her health stats addes ddeen more numbers, each of
them giving her a sense of great calm and corfifod. knew her heart rate and knew it
was right. She knew her step count, almost 8,280day, and knew that she could get
to 10,000 with ease. She knew she was properlyabgdrand that her caloric intake that
day was within accepted norms for someone of hdydmoass index. It occurred to her,
in a moment of sudden clarity, that what had alwesssed her anxiety, or stress, or
worry, was not any one force, nothing independedtexternal—it wasn’t danger to
herself or the constant calamity of other peopke their problems. It was internal: it
was subjective: it was not knowing’ (Eggers 201%3-1.96).

31 Susca goes further, describing the relationshipvésn the digital platform (in this
case Facebook) and the human being in terms ofretiesm: ‘Facebook is a multilayer
universe where the connectivity is stimulated letthnically and socially, and
becomes an automatic process’ (2010, 74 [my traoslx
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question for the wired subject: ‘What kind of perablife should | say |
have?’ (Turkle 2012, 180). If ‘Networking makegd#sier to play with
identity (...) but harder to leave the past behbetause the Internet is
forever’ (159), and if at the base of the workhe tigital world one has
the too human desire to represent him/herself b@tteatever this may
imply of each subject/user may be the meaningisfwiord) than what
one really is, it is up to the contemporary subfjedace the difficult task
of finding the balance between the physical seif thre digital self. And
the quest for this balance, as keenly identified bgkle, is even more
difficult because of the fact that the digital lfsman easily be in the
plural form, in the sense that it allows the subjedake multiple
identities. As Turkle argues, ‘When identity is tiplke in this way,
people feel ‘whole’ not because they are one boabse the relationship
among aspects of self are fluid and undefensiveféde‘ourselves” if

we can move easily among our many aspects of tié2¥1.2, 194).

In summary, Turkle following the survey conductad?D12, makes
evident a complex world of relationships betweenhysical self and
digital self, in which the projections of the phgali self on one hand
complicate the statute of the digital representati@t the subject aims to

offer, and on the other hand, allow the subjede&b alive. As Turkle
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summarises happily, the contemporary subject ivesfundamental

shift ‘from life to life mix’ (2012, 157)?

In a study of digital behaviours of the youngereration, boyd (2015)
starts instead from the assumption that media liaas/a worked to
create public identities. While mass media have keparate audiences
and performers, so that the audience became araetiist defined by
the purposes of mass communication, within socedienthe audience
acquires a statute of visibility. However, while tbontexts in the media
are usually profiled, in social media contextsaodle and continuously
change, so as to engage the audience in a constfinition of their
public dimension that should be consistent witreotiyes (boyd 2015).
De Kerckhove and Susca, in a text dedicated texpéoration of
political phenomena within the context of socialdia emphasise the
importance of the emotional factor, triggered bgtemnporary
technologies: ‘The technology relies on social satyyities around
emotional vibrations, info-aesthetic pleasuresiduives’ (Susca and
De Kerckhove 2013, 6 [my translation]). If the bgadund of Susca’s
and De Kerckhove's discourse is the impossibilitgxasting in the
contemporary world without digital visibility? contemporary technology

is identified as a factor that subsumes the ematiaspect of

32 évy keenly describes the cyberculture as ambinglearmakon(2001, 32).

331 don't exist if not sharing the trivial elemengiving body to my existence’ (Susca
and De Kerckhove 2013, 13 [my translation]).
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interpersonal communication and takes it to a lecstatic state: ‘The
sensibility becomes a vector of a situated, pafoabl knowledge, a
product of the conversation where the electronia @avelops the
communicative relationship and expresses it aaggs{2013, 25 [my
translation])** Susca and De Kerckhove thus identify a new cagetgo
be included in the political analysis, which takies form of a new social
contract based on emotional contagion rather thiamg from utilitarian
rational choices: ‘... a social contract groundedte emotional
contagion’ (2013, 28 [my translation]), a new foofrpolitical

communication in which the stimulation of emotigmsvails over

rational discourse.

At the end of this short survey on contemporaryties about social
media, some more relevant topics emerge. Firsl,dhare is great
emphasis on the emotional dimension present iraso®dia, which
consists of sharing feelings, emotions and collectibrations—
sometimes in the form of such a strong stimulatethe subject that it
may lead to a state of ecstasy. Secondly, theheidimension of desire
as a key factor on social media: a desire that festsiitself as a will
towards the persistence of the self, as an alidnges reassuring
representation of a better life—a place for hopegssibility of

designing another life in new transcendent fornte $ecret and sharing

3 Everyone who has had the experience of followimges hashtags related to recent
global collective events (the earthquake in Fukmshithe Arab Spring) is well aware
of the emotional tension conveyed from the screen.
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are two problematic forms of relationship betweeal self and digital
self, in which the subject has to make rational stnategic choices to
maintain consistency between the self and the botgther the digital
identities that he/she can take are single or plaltifThe matter of
identity (which will then be eviscerated in therfoof subjectivation)
remains crucial in the whole discourse. These anmesof the reasons
why social media has had the explosion that wkradiv, whose numbers

are discussed in the following chapter.

1.1.1 New Media Numbers

But what is the scenario that this overview abauia media theories
refers to? To define this, it is necessary to naakeick quantitative
analysis about social networking platforms patrediby large amount of

users®

The site that has the most active users, witheafer to the data
available in March 2015, is Facebook (www.facebooin), which totals
more than a billion and four hundred users, to Wwinalf a billion users
of Facebook Messenger should be added. In earl§, Fatebook
accounted about two hundred million users, whichrhaltiplied seven

times in the last seven years. It's well known thatebook is the most

% All the following data are taken from the websStmtista. The Statistics Portal
(Statista. The Statistics Portal, 2015).
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populated country in the world, surpassing Chird ladia. It is also
interesting to consider what the most popular pageSacebook are:
Coca-Cola is number one, with some ninety millisens following it,
YouTube follows with about eighty million. Laggirsignificantly behind
in third place is Red Bull with 43 million (datafeered to May 2015).
Nike Football, Oreo, Converse All Star, PlayStatiStarbucks Coffee,

Pepsi and iTunes follow in the top ten.

The second largest social network in the worldhésihstant messaging
platform QQ (www.qqg.com), used mainly in China,watbout 830
million users. The Chinese audience also boastothth largest social
network ranked for the amount of its users: Qzaerfe.qg.com),
which comes to about 630 million users. This Chen&pp is preceded
by the primary system of instant messaging in trestéfn World,
WhatsApp (web.whatsapp.com), which has 700 mildiotive users. In
seventh place, with about 350 million active usergjinkedin
(www.linkedin.com), a strictly professional socratwork. Skype
(www.skype.com), a pioneer of the VolP platforni|das in gh place.
One finds the photosharing platform Instagram &gstm.com) in 10
place with about 300 million users. Only in twelfilace is it possible to

find Twitter (twitter.com) with its 288 million aiste users’®

% Although Twitter's numbers are not very high wieampared to those of other
similarly less popular platforms, it is the soaiatwork with the highest public
visibility on other media. One reason for this sgxis the massive presence of
celebrities on Twitter. In 2015, within the top f€witter accounts with the largest
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A summary table of the Global social networks rahkg number of

users in 2015 follows:

Leading social networks worldwide as of March
2015, ranked by number of active users (in millions )

Facebook 1.415
QQ 829
WhatsApp 700
QZone 629
Facebook Messenger 500
WeChat 468
LinkedIn 347
Skype 300
Google+ 300
Instagram 300
Baidu Tieba 300

number of followers worldwide, only one site is oted (YouTube). The other
positions are occupied by US President Barack Olamthird place with 60 million
followers), a TV anchor woman (Ellen DeGeneregjiitth place with 44.5 million
followers) and seven singers. Katy Perry dominatesse all with her seventy-two
million followers (the following ones are: JustineBer, Taylor Swift Lady Gaga, Justin
Timberlake, Rihanna, Britney Spears). Interestinglithe profiles reported above are
from the US. Regarding Twitter's metrics, boyd @wwford affirm: ‘Twitter

provides an example in the context of a statisteallysis. First, Twitter does not
represent ‘all people’, although many journalistd aesearchers refer to ‘people’ and
‘Twitter users’ as synonymous. Neither is the papah using Twitter representative of
the global population. Nor can we assume that agsaand users are equivalent. Some
users have multiple accounts. Multiple people useesaccounts. Some people never
establish an account, and simply access Twittethéaveb. Some accounts are ‘bots’
that produce automated content without involvingeeson. Furthermore, the notion of
an ‘active’ account is problematic. While some sgawst content frequently through
Twitter, others participate as ‘listeners’ (Cravdf@009, p. 532). Twitter Inc. has
revealed that 40 percent of active users signdntjulisten (Twitter, 2011). The very
meanings of ‘user’ and ‘participation’ and ‘activeged to be critically examined’ (boyd
and Crawford 2001, 6).
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Twitter 288

Viber 236
Tumblr 230
Snapchat 200
LINE 181
Sina Weibo 167
VKontakte 100

This survey would not be complete if another atgiwivhich parallels
and intersects social networking, were not includedine purchases
made by users. In this case the available dateetagged to the US

market in March 2015.

Monthly unique visitors to U.S. retail websites 201 5

Most popular retail websites in the United States
as of March 2015, ranked by visitors (in millions)

data
Amazon Sites 175
eBay 122
Wal-Mart 82
Apple.com Sites 77
Target Corporatio n 51
Best Buy Sites 31
The Home Depot 29
Kohl's 28
Etsy.com 25
Macy's 22

Interestingly, two sites that have an exclusivetllire presence occupy
the first two positions: Amazon (www.amazon.comjl aBay
(www.ebay.com), the first a worldwide leader ina@¥enerce B2C, the
second one in C2C. For both companies the issteedback is an

absolute priority. In third place is the largesaier in the world, Wal-
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Mart, while the world of Apple ranks only fourthespite the huge

worldwide exposure.

The explosion of this world would not have beengtads without one of
the fundamental inventions of this era: the accowhich is discussed in

the next chapter.

1.2 Accounting

1.2.1 Account and Digital Account

In order to reach a general definition of accoong must first undertake
an etymological analysis of the various meanings tte word assumes

in contemporary English.

The suggested starting point is the etymology eftéim account, which
comes from the Latioomputare’’ Computareis itself a composite of
cum(together) #putare,whose original meaning is to clean, to prune the
trees of dead leavé8Putarepassed from a material sense, related to
cleaning of the plant, to an immaterial sense, wiicuses on the

meaning of give an order, especially between thtsughd words; and, in

%7t is not intended in this case to assume thaethmology is a comprehensive
explanation of the meaning, especially if referriagetymological origins that date back
thousands of years. However, as in this case, dbgpads a useful tool to bring to light
the deposits of sense that are sedimented in a term

3 For this etymological reconstruction see Mess200{, 17-19).
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a proper sense, to assign a value through the wGaitsequently, from
the verbputareanother verb is derivedisputare to dispute, which
means to put words in order clearly, for a spebahis not confused; but
above all—the purpose of this etymological recardion—the word
computards derived fronputare a word that takes on a double
meaning.Computaregenerally means the possibility of formulating a
judgment, but a judgment that may lean in two dioes, which in the
past were considered closer than at the preseat Titre first meaning of
computards to calculate, or to rationalise reality througimeric
symbols®® But, secondly, the symbolic order that one aimgite the
experience can also be produced through the useather set of
symbols: words. Henasomputarecan take on, in Latin, the meaning “to
tell”.*® The activities of calculating and telling a stang very close in
Latin and share the same root: giving a symbolieoto the world, both

in the form of numerical calculation and in thenfoof a told story.

% |t seems appropriate also to u that the noun ‘agerpdesignates both a person and a
machine in English language, as brilliantly deliieebby Hayles (2005).

“%In Italian this common origin sounds clear, if qrays attention to the fact that the
wordsraccontq “story,” andcontq “count,” contain the same root, which is lent to
Italian from the adaptation of the Latin wazdmputare And the same relationship can
be found in the Ancient Greek that offers differetymological roots but maintains the
same ambivalencéegeinis the Greek word that means “to say,” but atsdime time
keeps the original material root material of “tdlect”. The act of saying, and its
figurative meaning—the act of storytelling—is thamfestation of the outcome of a
collection, a selection of what happens in the egpee. From the veregein,then the
philosophical term for excellence, “logos”, is dexdl; translated generically with
thought, but its etymology contains the idea ofrggva symbolic order to reality. For an
accurate reconstruction see Messori (2007, 19).
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From the Latin language, which hinted at the dogklese of
computation expressed above (but without the epstiggical harshness
that the two overlapping meanings could generatbearcontemporary
world), computaremoved to a neo-romance language, French. From the
Middle Ages up to the contemporary French langubge terms with a
strong similarity are still adopted: the vextimpter,“to tell,” and the
word conter, “to count.” The words in French lost the lexiaait that
was typical of the Latin, but they shared semamrtigin remained in the
phonetics. France then exported the two words tgaaul, in the form of
the Middle Englisracounteandaccomptewhose first known use dates
back to the 14th century. They will soon drift ithke contemporary term

account.

And the contemporary word account retains allétmantic ambiguity, or
rather: in the various meanings it can have in@mporary times, it
demonstrates the potential meaning present inyita@ogical root. As a
first definition (from the Merriam-Webster dictioryg, account finds a
meaning—yvery Latin, very archaic—in the term conagion. Secondly,
as part of the jargon of banking and finance,digates both a ‘record of
debit and credit entries to cover transactionsliriug a particular item
or a particular person or concern’, and ‘a statdroétransactions during

a fiscal period and the resulting balanteThirdly, the account is

1 This definition will not be subsequently takeroimbnsideration.
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delivered in order to explain a behaviour, so thra can understand the
reasons, causes or motives of said behavfoEourth, the account is a
‘formal business arrangement for providing regdiealings or services
(like banking, advertising or store credit) andalwng the establishment
and maintenance of an account’. This definitionliegoa shift in the
word’s meaning, but still has a strong bond with tlatin etymology: the
account in this case is the factor of order insteay. Furthermore
account appears several times in constructs than, the third definition,
imply forms of attribution of value (for exampletime expression “it's of
no account to me”: in this way account is closeyionyms like
appreciation, esteem, regard and respect). Infthevariation of the
word’s meaning, account significantly includes ithea of narrative, in
the form of a reasoned description of facts, cirstamces or events. In
this case the word account finds synonyms in hystaairration, record,

report and story.

The rise of the word account in information teclogyl is accredited to
the Unix operating systems (from a private conuesawith Denis Roio
aka Jaromil, June 201%)1t was introduced to regulate a multi-user

operating system. Since the early Unix operatirgjesys, in 1969, the

2 Surely one finds here a strong influence of thénLeerbputare from which
computing is derived, which implies an attributmfnvalue to the object of the verb.
This third definition of account is critical to ueistanding the transition from account
to accountability.

43 A specific literature about this topic does not geist. What follows was borrowed
from a private conversation with the hacker andimadist Jaromil
(https://jaromil.dyne.org/), which took place im&2015.

58



account is understood as a login process, whichallystomprises a
username and password that determine the logirctieds and then the
user’s position in the hierarchical structure & thulti-user operating
system. However, the login is not a full accourte Togin can be
understood as an access procedure, which verifie's credentials to
something more complex, which is known as the agcdihe account in
this case would be a set of functions, tools anderd associated with a

specific username in an operational context relaigte network.

Understood in this sense, the digital account tsagrigins in the fourth
standard definition presented above, which concedig¢he account as a
set of services, guaranteed by an agreement vathdér; services that
are primarily banking services but could also samted with other
operational areas (market, advertising, &®esides the account has
also some further features, which will be explarechore depth in the
following pages: it does not only consist of acaggs number of
services, but it also transforms the simple logio a complete profile,
which includes extensive data about the user, sigenerated by a

system that depends on operations performed by user

“** In this sense, the concepts of account and IDneWer overlap. The account will
always be considered a login giving access to afsarvices, with a special emphasis
on the relationship that one has with the sericasthe account offers; while the ID is
the unique key in a system that allows the idematfon of an item out of the system
(for example, the ID of a citizen with respecthe physical body of the individual).
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Thus Facebook offers an account that lets thepassy share content
from other users, create communities of friend® #ind comment on
other content, create pages and events, subsorgreups and so forth.
The use of Twitter is another kind of digital acoguwallowing its users to
post pictures and tweet notes (with a rigorous d#fracter limit) and
follow or be followed by other users. With its iast messaging service
of icons, text, images and video, and the possiliti create groups,
WhatsApp can also be understood in terms of thigadligccount. The
same can be said for the system that Amazon previgeuser. While
Amazon is first a system for online purchases dlso equipped with a
powerful profiling system that identifies the usetastes in order to offer
him/her very accurate suggestions for further pasels. The perfect and
definitive account is the one described by Eggetss latest novel,

already quoted in a previous footnotége Circle

Ty had devised the initial system, the Unified Gyieig
System, which combined everything online that had
heretofore been separate and sloppy—users’ soeidilam
profiles, their payment systems, their various pasds, their
email accounts, user names, preferences, everptasind
manifestation of their interests. The old way—a new
transaction, a new system, for every site, forygver
purchase—was like getting into a different caruo every
different kind of errand. “You shouldn’t have toveaeighty-
seven different cars,” he’d said, later, afterdyistem had
overtaken the web and the world. (...) Instead, Heappwf it,
all of every user’s needs and tools, into one pdtiavented
TruYou—one account, one identity, one password, one
payment system, per person. There were no morevpess,
no multiple identities. Your devices knew who yoare; and
your one identity—the TruYou, unbendable and
unmaskable—was the person paying, signing up, nekpo,
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viewing and reviewing, seeing and being seen. Yauitb
use your real name, and this was tied to your toedds,
your bank, and thus paying for anything was simplee

button for the rest of your life online. (2013, 22}

However this dissertation aims to demonstrate, alativin chapters two
and three, that the digital account preservealpbssible meanings of
the word account, derived from its Latin roots. $live account is not
only a simple, ingenuous and spontaneous moddlag@essing services
provided by the Net, but is also the most relevaalk of a specific mode
of anthropotechnic operating in the contemporaay €his
anthropotechnic is given the name of accountabdgityg is explained in

the following chapter.

1.2.2 Accountability as Anthropotechnic

While the first use of account in the English laage dates back to the
14th century, the first known use of accountabiktgated 1770. The
general definition of accountability is relatedbe state of being
accountable, or to be responsible for certain astievents or

circumstances, and to be able to give accounthmt

However, in the 20th century, accountability haodlecome a keyword
for systems of organisation and governance, aralraast infinite body

of literature devoted to this ‘fashionable’ (Scherdl999, 13) and
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‘chameleon-like’ (Mulgan 2000, 555) term has beenagated. In a text
found on the World Bank’s website, accountabilgyefined as follows:
‘broadly speaking, accountability exists when thiera relationship
where an individual or body, and the performanctasks or function by
that individual or body, are subject to anothewsrsight, direction or
request that they provide information or justifioatfor their actions’
(Accountability in Governance, 1). Thus, to havecamtability there
must be first and foremost a relationship betweemdividual/body and
an observer. The observer exerts his/her repanrée forms, according
to this categorisation: supervision, directioneguest of information or
justification. What is subject to supervision/ dtien/request for
information or justification, and pertains to timelividual, is the
performance relative to his/her objectives or fiord. Accountability is,
in this sense, a specific relation of power, aantyestated by Schedler:
‘Today, it is the fashionable term accountabilltgttexpresses the
continuing concerns for checks and oversight, fiovaillance and
institutional constraints on the exercise of powW#g99, 13). It is
exercised within a relational environment and inchitthe dynamics of

knowledge and power are all put into pfay.

“> For instance, ‘Accountability is central to theythe CEOs (...) structure their
understanding of their jobs (...). In its simplestse accountability entails a
relationship in which people are required to exphaid take responsibility for their
actions’ (Sinclair, 220-221); ‘Accountability in magement is: ‘The process of making
top corporate leaders responsible for their actigoals and so on, utilizing available
objective measures (Rosenberg 1993, p. 4)’ (M@ROD3, 168).
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Continuing with the definition of accountabilityne finds that it

involves two distinct stageanswerabilityandenforcement
Answerabilityrefers to the obligation of the government, its
agencies and public officials to provide informatebout
their decisions and actions and to justify therth@spublic
and those institutions of accountability taskechvatoviding
oversightEnforcemensuggests that the public or the
institution responsible for accountability can damctthe
offending party or remedy the contravening behaviés
such, different institutions of accountability midie
responsible for either or both of these stages gaotability
in Governance, 1%

In both cases, accountability operates as a vanptex machine. In a
moment of answerability, the accountable operatastrbe able to
provide appropriate information. This informatiomsh contain at a
certain stage a form of storytelling or symbolisat{(verbal or numeric)
in order to make the work performed accountableoBdly, this first
form of storytelling could even not be sufficieatjd must be helped by a
supporting apparatus that makes it right accortbray system of values.
Furthermore, an additional element is defined atsttcond stage of
accountability: enforcement, for which there isyatem of sanctions for
the individual/body who has not justified, due eghgence or
misalignment with the value system, his/her actidgh the notions of
answerability and enforcement the list of the elet®®f accountability

is enriched by new factors: an individual/ bodyoéserver in relation to

“% It should be, not that this definition of accoubiliy principally concerns
governance. However, the context taken into acciouthiis dissertation is broader.
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him/her, a kind of story shared by both, a systévatues that supports
the justification of the story, a penalty systemattbanctions deviant and

unaccountable behaviour.

The same essay suggests a definition of accouryadiicording to
typology. In a first moment systems of governamsestly political, are
identified according to the categories of vertaadl horizontal
accountability’” Subsequently a definition of a further model of

accountability, the social accountability, is peed:

The prevailing view of social accountability is thiais an
approach towards building accountability that i@ civic
engagement, namely a situation whereby ordinaizecis
and/or civil society organisations participate dikgor
indirectly in exacting accountability. Such accaility is
sometimes referred to as society driven horizontal
accountability (Accountability in Governance, 3).

This category of accountability is so defined aaénd-driven and
made from the bottom up’ (3). While many elemeritthis definition
are, in an analytical overview of the governana&|yf hazy (the concept
of the ordinary citizen or that of civil societys apposed to systems of
governance), and find fertile ground in the nebs)aindefined political
cultural broth called direct democracy, what igresting in this context
is that accountability can even grow from bottompupcesses. A key

factor in these processes is engagement—a volufateiyr therefore,

“" For which, respectively, citizenship controls #wtions of the government, and some
entities within the system of government contralreather.
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neither necessarily political nor organisationdjeh arises because of

this operativity.

To complete the first definition of accountabilisngagement should be
added as a key element. It follows that accountghd constituted by an
individual/body, an observer in relation to him/hekind of story shared
by both, a system of values that supports theficetion of the story, a
penalty system that sanctions deviant and unacablenbehaviour, and a
motivation that possibly pushes a non-observect@as observer and,

consequently, to inaugurate a process of accouityabi

A second text (Lindberg 2008introduces additional elements to the

definition of accountability. The author definesagntability as follows:

More or less all of the literature referred tohistpaper
agrees that the following should be included indg&ning
characteristics of any form of accountability:

1. An agent or institution who is to give an acdoi#for
agent);

2. an area, responsibilities, or domain subject to
accountability (D for domain);

3. an agent or institution to whom A is to give @act (P for
principal);

4. the right of P to require A to inform and explaistify
decisions with regard to D;

and

5. the right of P to sanction A if A fails to infarand/or
explain/justify decisions with regard to D.

“8 |t contains an impressive bibliography about actalility.
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(...) It should be noted at the outset that nondesé¢
conditions specify that these relationships haveetéormally
codified or that the agents and institutions inedhare
formal institutions or hold an official office. (8)

Compared to what was included in the first defamtof accountability,

in this case accountability is defined more clearlyerms of the form of
account of his/her work that the agent is requicedive. This request is
introduced as “giving an account”, action whichlwkéve great
importance in the next steps of this dissertatibfurthermore precisely
defines that accountability is never a holisticqass, but is instead a
unique process performed on specific domains, lagoH-when
described as a practice—should be always descinbgdral form.
Furthermore, it is added that the relations betwkervarious factors that
operate within an accountability process do notretormal coding, or,
in other words, it is not necessary a sociallydrabntract before the law

to make a process of accountability operate.

To include the concept of accountability in an &pisological matrix
that is more consistent with the discourse thdtheldeveloped later in
this dissertation, accountability is understoo@masnthropotechnic,
according to the meaning of this term coined bynGar philosopher
Peter Sloterdijk. According to the definition givey Giovanni Leghissa,
an anthropotechnic is a set of exercises (Legl@8%a, 23). Sloterdijk

defines the exercise as follows:
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If man genuinely produces man, it is preciselythabugh
work and its concrete results, not even the 'workeself
so widely praised in recent times, let alone thiotige
alternatively invoked phenomena of ‘interaction’ or
‘communication’; it is through life in forms of ptace.
Practice is defined here as any operation thatigesvor
improves the actor's qualification for the nextfpenance of
the same operation, whether it is declared asipeact not'.
(2013, 4).

If life allows us all kinds of exercises (for insta, Sloterdijk himself
classifies phenomenology as modest exercise (Z)),2and the purpose
of each exercise is to change one’s life, whiamagle more intense by
the intensification of the performance, anthropbiecs also have a
downside. Leghissa keenly observes that freedonbeatefined in
opposition to the habits induced by the anthrogutes. Every
anthropotechnic, in this sense, is in conflict widkedom (Leghissa

2012, 24).

But, whether anthropotechnics are good or notgaeountability is a
kind of anthropotechnic, or better: accountabiltyhe most relevant
anthropotechnic in the contemporary digital woHRdstly, exercise and
accountability share the common feature of havipgraon doing a
performance as common ground. Then, the action nmaithe
accountable process is iterated. In addition, ka#rcise and
accountability have the common purpose of the fioation of the

subject: in the first case, through an improvenwémterformance and, in
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the second case, according to a process accouhéamgerformance

which aims to lead to the improvement of the penfamce.

This chapter intends to argue that a digital actouplies an
anthropotechnic based on accountability, and tbesefgiven the
pervasiveness of the digital account in the conteany world—that
contemporary society finds in accountability onet®fundamental
processes, thus they should be defined as socdtaountability. The
result of this merging of the digital account iato anthropotechnic is the
lack of differentiation between having an accourd giving an

account?®

One must first go back to the definition of digigicount given above.
The account is a set of services uniquely assatiatin a username that
is accessible in a hierarchical system throughdbm. However, a
number of characteristics of the digital accouetderived from the
historical meaning of the term account. First gfthle digital account is
a factor of order. This is carried out in two difens: on one hand, a
factor of order in a hierarchical system allows tisername associated
with the account to apply some features and inlithiers; on the other
hand, the account allows the user to select, arathige possibilities in

the network, those that are more appropriate:phishase rather than

“9In the following pages, the relationship havingeoount—giving an account is
viewed through the difference possible—real, astibed by Gilles Deleuze in
Difference and Repetitiof1995): giving an account is having an accouns pifie
material existence of the account itself.
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another one, one posted argument rather than dtredrare available,
“following” a certain celebrity rather than someagise, etc.
Furthermore, the order given by the user throughattcount is never
purely theoretical. In social media, the user vgagis driven to do

something, it is an agent, an active subject, leeli@ing an observé.

The activity by the user is never sterile, busiautomatically designated
to generate an account. That is the specific diffee between “material”
and digital accounts. In the digital world, socradia, but also outside
of them, the fact of having an account (operatiisg ailently) is
automatically a form of narration, in which the @nsions of counting
and accounting collapse, according to a sense#mbe traced back to
the ancient Laticomputare Having an account (Facebook, Twitter,
WhatsApp) is automatically a factor that generam=unting. Having

an account necessarily implies giving an accoulné. dccount that one
creates can have verbal form—almost all social megerate at this

level, asking to write something—or having an icoiarm (like

Y Because of this, no definite theory of the obsehas been taken into account in this
dissertation. Maturana and Varela (1980) wereeadstaken into consideration during
the research development. For the same reasoasitiecided to avoid any ontological
matrix derived from Deleuze. Deleuze observeEhia Fold ‘Every point of view is a
point of view on variation. The point of view istnehat varies with the subject, at least
in the first instance; it is, to the contrary, tandition in which an eventual subject
apprehends a variation. (...) It is not a variatidtrath according to the subject, but the
condition in which the truth of a variation appetrshe subject’ (2006, 21). And soon
after: ‘In each area point of view is a variatianagoower of arranging cases, a
condition for the manifestation of reality’ (23)e[®uze’s approach to the question of
point of view implies an ontology of the existingdonflict with the central theme of
this dissertation, i.e. the subject historicallgqed in dere and novaccording to a
Foucaldian matrix.
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Instagram, which nonetheless also includes a vedraponent); or a
numerical form in the forms of inferential stattstithat the system
generates in relation to the action of the useusTthe operation of the
user on social media is an automatic act of contiputéhat generates
statements. These statements are forms of naredthessed both to the
user his/herself and to the other, where the othieoth the community
participated in by the user and the digital systemch the user is

dealing with.

All these forms of accounting are a specific anplotechnic (or a set of
repeated exercises), which is here defined as ataiility. The previous
chapter intended to define accountability as agescnot necessarily
agreed by a contract, which involves a person/apsithat performs an
action (first agent) who should give an accourttisfther actions
articulated in the form of narration and justificat of the action based
on a reference domain and expressed in symbolsdincior verbal
language) to a second person / apparatus, thaaetcgd the account,
who performs the function of verifying the accouard consequently

can impose penalties for lack in the account.

Thus digital accountability is a specific kind afital anthropotechnic
that implies the equality of having an account givthg an account. In
order to demonstrate this, the features of accbilitygabove illustrated

are verified through the notion of digital account.
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a) Digital accountability undoubtedly arises in tbam of process. Every
social media activity is transcribed in the formopierating algorithms,
which can be simple and limited to a single operafa post on
Facebook) but can also take more complex formsirigiance a
suggestion based on previous purchases made Byrtheon’s
algorithm, which pushes the user to an exploratioother books, read

comments, etc.).

b) The issue of the contract in the digital accability is twofold. On
one hand, there is an agreement that is givendughbr to the terms of
use of the digital platform it is running on. Udyahis type of contract is
called the “Terms of Use,” and involves a listights/duties that the
user must follow and accept in order to operatéhanhplatform. The
terms of use are much debated at the time of wrttirs dissertation. For
instance, one might compare the terms of use c#l¥eak
(www.facebook.com/legal/terms) with those of thaliplatform Ello,
which is considered to be the anti-Facebook (edlavtf/policies/terms-
of-use). However, here it is believed that the teohuse are a marginal
issue. In fact, digital accountability of coursepimes a contract with the
platform used, but most of all with the communityhat is meant here is
to postulate that—in light of the processes of safbyation that will be
explained afterwards—the responsibility that thdividual user
exercises in the process of digital accountahigitgbove all towards

him/herself in relation to the community which hed$elongs to.

71



This ambivalence—which is not dialectic—is believedleeply
permeate the perception of themselves as usershanthe form
assumed by the power in social networks is mamifeats a hierarchical
system platform (from here all the controversy guévacy about some
platforms). In the three following chapters, digaacountability is
demonstrated as a relational field that involvesslf, community and
digital platforms, as it is reductive to reduceia dualism—

user/platform.

c) The presence of a subject is necessary in theeps of digital
accountability. In this analysis, possible formsivid from a cybernetic
matrix are not taken into account—forms that wquidl a digital
machine in place of the human agent, nor functitorahs of
accountability, in which the individual exerciség accountability
function of assuming a role (for example, any isional role), nor the
ways in which institutions or apparatuses are sitbpeaccountability
(for example, vertical or horizontal accountabilitydels, related to
processes of governance). Digital accountabilithéspractice of being

on social networks made by the human being in diskieryday life.

d) If in traditional accountability the system ingas the production of an
account onto the agent, so that the account i€@ss#y arising from the
forms of power hidden in the process, in digital@amtability giving an

account of oneself is immanent in the processtherovords, when an
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account is opened into a process of digital acahilitly, there is an
implicit acceptance that an account of oneselfl dfebiven, so that
having an account and giving an account collapgeimo the other. The
guestion then is not about the “duty” to provideagoount, but the

choice of the individual to enter into a systendigfital accountability’

e) In this case too, digital accountability demaosists a certain non-
dialectical ambivalence. The account provided i@t an account about
oneself, which preserves the original feature deang the world
according to one’s way @omputare This order given to the world
embraces both oneself and one’s experience of kel Wi he notion of
accountability as a process of subjectivation, Whidl be presented in
the following chapters (at the root of the Slotgedinotion of
anthropotechnic), will erase any kind of dualisrhibd it. As outlined
above, a specific difference regarding narratiodigital accountability
is that the system itself is not limited to prowidionly the framework for
the production of the narration, but also—througfleriential systems
based on a statistic matrix—it provides a secordtlearration, built
upon the interpretation of the intentionality o ttubject made by the

algorithm.

f) The domain of reference of digital accountapiig determined by the

mission of each digital platform that hosts a scigeaccount. For

*1 The reasons for this acceptance are ethical rétherpolitical or legislative, and they
will be discussed in detail in chapter two.
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instance, Facebook’s mission reads as follows:ided in 2004,
Facebook’s mission is to give people the powehtores and make the
world more open and connected. People use Facebadlty connected
with friends and family, to discover what’s going im the world, and to
share and express what matters to them’
(www.facebook.com/facebook/info?tab=page_info)witter laconically
posts: ‘Our mission: To give everyone the powesreate and share
ideas and information instantly, without barriers’
(about.twitter.com/company). Digital accountabilitgs—as domain of

reference—the tasks of the mission exposed in piatform>3

g) As explained above, digital accountability isé&e on a sorting of the
experience of the user, translated into an acaolumeself on/by the
digital platforms>* Digital accountability is always a representafiven,
based on a symbolic order. This order, from the’sip®int of view, can
be limited to these forms of expression: verbalttem, oral (it's
superfluous to consider the explosion of the instagssaging based on
the delivery of oral messages), iconic (in the faihphotography, video,

self-generated memes and so on). According toggeifsc digital

2 Facebook is often taken into account here as sigobe for the whole world of social
networks, given the incredible vastness of usemddmaide.

*3 |t is unnecessary to consider that the user doeadhere to the platform after reading
the mission, but s/he usually subscribes due ticialsconvention deriving from word

of mouth. However, a reading of the various missitatements coincides almost
perfectly with the specific uses that are knowrth®y users on that specific platform.

* The relationship with theabeas corpusf the user is one of the topics to be
discussed widely in the continuation of the disst@rh.
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platform, one or more of the aforementioned synabilols is prevalent.
But, while these forms of symbolisation are basedhtentionality, they
also offer a further level of the account: a lediebctly operated by the
digital machine. First of all, the digital machiegtrapolates a second
semantic level from the discourse generated byisiee, according to
predefined algorithms. Secondly, this level is pssed by systems of

statistical inference, which transform the useo mnumeric target,

h) Digital accountability is again ambivalent abthe recipient of the
account given on digital platforms. In giving arcagnt of him/herself,
the user is not fully influenced by a possible mMadader. S/he aims to
address the digital community of which s/he is aoer within the
digital platform. However, since digital machinésoaprocess all
accounts, each social network has its own waywhgimeaning to the
account given by the user, according to specifjor@hms. Even though
the user is not aware of it, a phantom-reader, rigéee by the digital

machine, is deployed to read his/her own account.

i) The community operates on the first level bydiag the account
provided by the user. The feedback by the commusitlye unit of
measure of the validation of the account. The faeklcan have many

forms: silence, which implies in itself an attrilmurt of value; the dispute,

5 This level is extensively treated within chapieurt
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which can—in different forms—Ilead to the exclusafrthe user from the

community; and appreciation, which drives up theknag of the user.

In addition to this first level, there is one meadidation of the account,
which takes the form of a sophisticated statisticigrence. This
validation of the user's account operated by tggadimachine is strictly
close to the neoliberal biopolitical paradigm: tadidation of the data
provided by the user is done when it is inserted pmocess of economic

rationalisatiorr?

j) While the digital machine does not tend to gatepenalties for the
account given by the user, according to princighes will be shown in
the third chapter, the user is subject to defipigainction when s/he
violates the terms of use of the digital platfotowever, the key
moment of enforceability—at a first level—is progaiby the
community>’ and within the processes of subjectivation regaydhe

relationship with the other.

In this chapter a classification of digital accality has been provided
in order to firstly verify the possibility of itsxestence and, secondly, its

essential structure. Once these items are ascedltaime exploration of

* This will be explained in chapter four.

" The writer of this dissertation is no longer oréaook because, in June 2015, his
account was suspended for an alleged bot behinacteunt, rather than a physical
person. After the account’s restoration throughptealuction of legal documents that
attested to the physicality of the writer, he dedidinyway to erase it, given the
totalitarian despotism under which the processmasaged, starting with the first
statement ethically untenable in any democratitesys“We suspect you're a machine.”
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its theoretical features will be the task of thejfers two, three and four.
Upon completion of the scenario, a description efhmodological tools
that will conduct the investigation must be prodd&hese tools will be

discussed in the next chapter, devoted to Fousaaiblbox.

1.3 The Foucauldian Toolbox

Michel Foucauft was undoubtedly one of the most influential thiske
of the second half of the 20th century, both byphiblications (books,
transcripts of interviews and seminars, essayspartds active role in
French and global politics. For instance, he wasdier of theGroup
d’'information sur le prison§GIP) in 1971 (Eribon 2011, 351), and
correspondent for the Italian newspa@erriere della serabout the
Iranian Revolution in 1978, and he was for sureifeged by this
political experience (448-498). Several times laktpublicly position
about French political affairs, and he was a mititduring the Seventies.
The trajectory of his political consciousness hesrbwinding, so that the
French writer has been considered to belong aldeggth, and
sometimes accused to adhere to, Marxism, Maoisrarehmsm, Social
Liberalism, Neoliberalism. Nevertheless, after sgthgsing with

Marxism in his early years, his intensive readih$li@tzsche at the

*8 Didier Eribon provided the most exhaustive biodmapbout the French philosopher
(2011).
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beginning of the Fifties supported him in acquirandefinite political
point of view, based on a very simple assumptibe:dontestation of the
‘notion of adequate truth’ (Veyne 2008, 218), wiaear form it might
take in the development of political affairs. Seeems useful, in this
work, to understand the French philosophers thrdugivorks more
than his political life, knowing that each positioe assumed was
instable by definition. Veyne brilliantly synthetis this approach,
undoubtedly very Foucauldian: ‘Give word only tants, so to become

a mute ghost oneself’ (217 [my translation]).

His cultural legacy is still fundamental for thederstanding of the
contemporary age. This dissertation intends toyappistemological
tools derived from the Foucauldian toolbox to irtigege the digital
world>® The digital world—for obvious historical reasons-aswnot
known by Foucault; however, the conceptual tootsigled by the
French author can be adapted to any context inhathie human being
will be investigated as an open question. For comeree, at least three
of these conceptual tools have been adopted farahstruction of the
scenario of this dissertation (namely: subjectpatstive, care of the self)
so that these definitions can be applied immediatethe following

chapters without the need of further explanation.

%9 Clearly this is not a dissertation about Foucduit,it is believed that the toolbox
provided by the French author is the best methathafysis for approaching these
issues.
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1.3.1 The Subject

The question of the subject has always been tinegpyi concern of the
French author. As Foucault expressly states inobiés last interviews,

“The Ethics of the Concern for Self as a PracticEreedom”, in 1984:

| have always been interested in the problem of the
relationship between subject and truth. | mean, Hoes the
subject fit into a certain game of truth? The fpstblem |
examined was why madness was problematized, gfatia
certain time and following certain processes, atlizess
falling under a certain model of medicine. How wlas mad
subject placed in this game of truth defined byealital
model or a knowledge? And it was while working bist
analysis that | realized that, contrary to what vedker
common practice at that time (around the earlyes)t this
phenomenon could not be properly accounted for lgitmp
talking about ideology. In fact, there were praesie-
essentially the widespread use of incarceratiorckvhad
been developed starting at the beginning of thb &&ntury,
and had been the condition for the insertion ofrtfael
subject in this type of truth game—that sent me&kltathe
problem of institutions of power much more tharthe
problem of ideology. This is what led me to pose phoblem
of knowledge and power, which for me is not the
fundamental problem but an instrument that makpessible
to analyze the problem of the relationship betwadrject
and truth in what seems to me the most precise way.
(Foucault 1997, 289-290)

In this long quote Foucault clearly exposes theceam of his whole
research—the subject—in the form of an intellecjoainey. The
starting point for the delineation of a methodola@fyesearch about the

subject is a radical anti-essentialism. For it, daut refuses to consider
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the questionWhat is the subject&ccording to the French author, it is
not possible to give an unambiguous and invariafibdion of the
subject, even if great philosophical traditionséna¥forded it. Foucault
rather outlines himself as a relativist, in opposito the great
intellectual constructions of the subject madéhim thistory of
philosophy, and first among them, the line that lsardrawn through the
work of Descartes, Kant, Hegel and Husserl. Asdonsnakes clear in
the same conference: ‘What | rejected was the adlsgarting out with a
theory of the subject—as is done, for example hen@menology or
existentialism—and, on the basis of this theorijragshow a given form

of knowledge ¢onnaissandewas possible’ (1997, 290).

If an a priori constitution of the subject is rejected as imgaesiwhat is
the process by which the establishment of the stihgppens? Returning
to the quote that opens this chapter, Foucaultatds that the subject
arises from regimes of truth. The first examplabsut the definition of
the foolish man, which Foucault provides in histfiundamental work
(Foucault 1988a). The foolish is not constitutechhyideological
apparatus, but is rather the outcome (here therGima@ revolution

made by Foucault in defining human being) of cotecpeactices for

which he is defined as such (for example, the pradf internment).

What are such practices, and how do they work? d&dtjan the Sixties,

identifies knowledge as the ground for any posdilelenition of the
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human—however, a knowledge that should not be staled in a purely
theoretical sense, but as result of a networklafioas innervating all
the instances that constitute practices. In tmsesgknowledge is
absolutely concrete, and it is produced eithehedcheme of visibility

or in that of speakability.

Within the realm of knowledge, the statemegtsoncésacquire a key
role. They are investigated in his following infhie@l book,The
Archeology of Knowledg@oucault 1982). While language allows
infinite possible combinations of enunciations, &rmchn unearth any
possible sentence, in the world only a few selestiof these possibilities
are indeed brought to light (or rather, as oppdsdte endless
possibilities of language, only some things ard)sdihe French
philosopher then raises the question: why, withiithe possibilities
offered by language, do only a few things appednénworld? Foucault

calls what is actually being said “statemenétoncé$® Archaeology is

% Foucault defines the statement as thus: ‘therseeis not the same kind of unit as
the sentence, the proposition, or the speechtaznnot be referred therefore to the
same criteria; but neither is it the same kindrdf as a material object, with its limits
and independence. In its way of being unique (eei#mtirely linguistic, nor

exclusively material), it is indispensable if went# say whether or not there is a
sentence, proposition, or speech act; and whdtkesentence is correct (or acceptable,
or interpretable), whether the proposition is lieggtte and well constructed, whether the
speech act fulfils its requirements, and was it ¢acried out. We must not seek in the
statement a unit that is either long or short,reglp and weakly structured, but one that
is caught up, like the others, in a logical, graricad, locutory nexus. It is not so much
one element among others, a division that can ¢etdd at a certain level of analysis, as
a function that operates vertically in relatiortliese various units, and which enables
one to say of a series of signs whether or not #neypresent in it. The statement is not
therefore a structure (that is, a group of relaibatween variable elements, thus
authorizing a possibly infinite number of concratedels); it is a function of existence
that properly belongs to signs and on the basigha¢h one may then decide, through
analysis or intuition, whether or not they 'makesge, according to what rule they
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defined as the discipline that seeks to understdndonly some
statements are effectively produced, and some otiwr He defines
archivé' as the network of relations of knowledge thatwalthe
emergence of some statements rather than othetsmiderstand the
evolution of the concept of madness, one must ithestigate the
statements that relate to madness—a role delet@atrdhaeology—
while the archive has the role of investigating diyaamics of knowledge
that lead to the constitution of the subject as.madsummarised by

Foucault himself:

What | wanted to try to show was how the subjeaistituted
itself, in one specific form or another, as a mad bealthy
subject, as a delinquent or non delinquent subjleciugh
certain practices that were also games of trutiGtpmes of
power, and so on. | had to reject a priori theooiethe
subject in order to analyze the relationships thay exist
between the constitution of the subject or difféferms of
the subject and games of truth, practices of poaret,so on.
(1997, 290)

However, one element is still missing in this ovevwabout the
constitution of the subject in order to reach a plate description of the
original relationship between subject and gamesudti. This element is
power. In his production of the Sixties, the anialyg power is absent,

although it becomes a priority in a text edited 971, entitlecNietzsche,

follow one another or are juxtaposed, of what theythe sign, and what sort of act is
carried out by their formulation (oral or writter{ffFoucault 1982, 97).

%1 In a text devoted to Foucault, Deleuze defines&snan “archivist” (Deleuze 1988).
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Genealogy, History1984, 76-100). This short text offers a deep iread
of Nietzsche’s<Genealogy of Moral¢Nietzsche 2014) and the second
untimely meditatiorOn the Use and Abuse of History for Liietzsche
1997, 57-124). The reading of these Nietzscheas tmmpels Foucault
to move from the notion of archaeology to the ohgemealogy. The
essence of the genealogical method is clearly aygaan a famous
passage about the inquiry of the origin, namelytylnstifies and

legitimises the truth of things in the world:

Why does Nietzsche challenge the pursuit of thgirori
(Ursprung, at least on those occasions when he is truly a
genealogist? First, because it is an attempt ttucaphe
exact essence of things, their purest possibilidad their
carefully protected identities; because this seassfumes the
existence of immobile forms that precede the exlenorld
of accident and succession. This search is dirgotéthat
which was already there,” the image of a primorttiath

fully adequate to its nature, and it necessitdteseémoval of
every mask to ultimately disclose an original idkgnt
However, if the genealogist refuses to extenddiik in
metaphysics, if he listens to history, he findd thare is
“something altogether different” behind things: adimeless
and essential secret, but the secret that theymaessence
or that their essence was fabricated in a piecefashion
from alien forms (1984, 78)

If, as Foucault states, ‘History also teaches hmlaugh at the

solemnities of the origin’ (79), then

a genealogy of values, morality, asceticism and\tedge
will never confuse itself with a quest for theirigins’, will
never neglect as inaccessible the vicissitudesstdity. On
the contrary, it will cultivate the details and ml@mnts that
accompany every beginning; it will be scrupuloustentive
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to their petty malice; it will await their emergenonce
unmasked, as the face of the other. Wherevemnitide to go,
it will not be reticent in ‘excavating the depthsi,allowing
time for these elements to escape from a labyvuftbre no
truth had ever detained them. (1984, 80)

“Excavating the depths” will remain a key featofé¢he genealogical
method. Instead of looking for a sort of mythicebm that gives
legitimacy to what exists, genealogy searchesdanaietely random
emergencies, moments where history fractures, amething new will
be born. In the genealogical method, the investigaif the mechanisms
of knowledge is then combined with the analysighefmechanisms of
power, by which a human being can exercise domiarahtruth upon
another human being. Genealogy has the merit ohgasught that what
is determined by truth, which Descartes understo@dsolely theoretical
way, is at the same time constituted by the dynsmigower. Due to
this, an allocation of value is always accompaiga set of obligations
to respect. In this sense, when one says aboueldnéam a fool,” one
at the same time sets up a series of obligatioméioh one is subjected
due to the fact that one is fool. An objectificatiof oneself follows, so
that one is “substantialised” according to a dé&diyi system that does
not pertain to the subject itself, but to the trathhat particular

substantialisation.
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Thus the subject is defined by relationships ofkdedge and power. But
Foucault demonstrates this definition as alwaysalos. In a famous

passage, he describes the subject as follows:

It is not a substance. It is a form, and this fesmot
primarily or always identical to itself. You do noave the
same type of relationship to yourself when you tarte
yourself as a political subject who goes to votepraks at a
meeting and when you are seeking to fulfill yousides in a
sexual relationship. Undoubtedly there are relatms and
interferences between these different forms ofthigect; but
we are not dealing with the same type of subjeceach
case, one plays, one establishes a different tiype o
relationship to oneself. And it is precisely thetbrical
constitution of these various forms of the subjecklation
to the games of truth which interests me. (1990;291)

The subject is not only a substance, but s/hetigven a static subject.
There are many dynamics of knowledge and powercttagts him/her in
the historical time of his/her life. These continsty variable relations
cause the subject to continuously change over fliis. continuous
variation then creates a shift from the investmatf the
(substantialised) subject to the investigatiorhefprocesses of
subjectivation. The processes of subjectivatiortla@esncounters, based
on a historicahere and nowbetween the subject and certain regimes of
truth. These encounters make that the subject WisafThe standard
processes of subjectivation that one meets in difie’are one’s
relationships with family, educational institutigrsgiven citizenship, a

medical system and judicial system—>but also aaigibrld and a
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natural environment. All these encounters becoradrthger of specific

historical becomings, which can be called proces§ssbjectivation.

The subject cannot be understood if not from thatpad view of
processes of subjectivation. The human being livanpe liminal
condition of deprivation of every process of subjation is the human
being with no qualifications, who cannot say anyghabout him/herself

and about which no one can say anything.

But, in this way, the subject is always also ohjeadtien s/he preaches
something of himself: “I am ...” Automatically s/lobjectifies
him/herself in front of the eyes of the others. Bus$ objectification is
made according to regimes of truth that do notrgelo the subject, but
pre-exist him/her and innervate him/her. Namelg: ‘th understands
itself only when duplicated; and in this duplicatiacquires a self-
consciousness that would not otherwise appear,ingmgeforever fixed
in the identical. Revel pointedly sets an apprdapriarminology to
describe the status of the subject determined dytbcesses of
subjectivation: ‘One is never singular, but, on ¢tbatrary, because one
becomes s/he can reach the singularity’ (Revel 2008 [my
translation]). She continues: ‘It is as if lifeagower of subjectivation—
the development of this long differential becomihgpugh individual
differences, namely the construction of the ‘commalways re-enacted

as a weaving of differences’ (Revel 2008, 145 [napslation]).
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An element remains untapped in this introductibe:iegimes of truth.
Foucault says several times that the subject exuhéed by the regimes
of truth and that the processes of subjectivatrertize result of the
encounter between a subjéetrre and novand the regimes of truth. They
will be treated in the following chapters; howewvamng preliminary
definition should be provided. The truth Foucausicdsses has neither
logical, epistemological nor ontological meaninge@ding to the
canons of classical philosophy. According to thenéh author, if
subjectivity is seen as that which varies in tHatrenship with its own
truth, ‘the truth is conceived as a system of bo(fesucault 2014b, 15
[my translation]). The truth, as Foucault conceies not at all
theoretical. Rather, truth is what ensures thasthgect is what s/he is.
In other words, truth is the element that arisemfthe relationships
between knowledge and power that generate an dibliga@ the subject.
This obligation should not necessarily be undet® physical
constraint: it may take this form, but mostly isismething that can
incline the subject towards a certain directiorr. iRstance, the
educational system is not true because it is botmladheoretical
horizon that determines the truth, but rather beeatmodels knowledge
and behaviours of its students. Equally, the médigstem is a regime of
truth because it describes the human being asic&althy and, in

doing so, triggers a process of subjectivation eamag it (typically
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based on the bipolarity sick/healthy, while for edlion it could be

argued educated/uneducated).

After defining the processes of subjectivation fribra side of the
subject, Foucault proposes a concept in 1977 tthegise the relations

of knowledge and power. This concept is the digp@si

1.3.2 The Dispositives2

One is writing a paper on a laptop equipped witoad processor. S/he
is lying on a couch lined with an unidentified febiA lamp is pointed at
the white wall in front of the writer on a fairlyadk day in November.
One wears a shirt and pants, and glasses to ptotetter from the light
waves of the screen. Next to him/her, on a sheldf teethe sofa, there is
a Blackberry that hasn’t rung since the previous trafront of him/her,
to the left of the screen, his/her eyes meet tireespf some coloured
publications, neatly lining a shelf made from chefpvood. In his/her
back pocket there is a wallet containing moneylitiEards, a couple of
passport photos, cards for discounts at the supketand receipts—
some of them very old. One is lining up some pixElgery object named

in this list is a dispositive.

%2 The English translation of the French wadligpositifhas been uncertain for a long
time. The proposal advanced by Bussolini (2010)desen adopted in this dissertation.
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Dispositive is a polysemic and ambiguous word,ibistalso a precise
and fruitful notion. It is a precise notion, becatise dispositive can have
many definitions, but some of them (which will bealissed in this
chapter) are absolutely grounded, calculated im tbemulations. It is
fruitful because the dispositive is one of the npmterful concepts of
contemporary era that allows one to give an orabeit tentative and
uncertain, to the chaos in which our lives unfdlde purpose of this
chapter is to bring out this fruitful sense of therd dispositive from the

background noise from which the informational erdelivering it.

Thus, it makes sense to begin this analysis oflisgositive with a
cliché: the relevant page in Italian from Wikipedia
(/it.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dispositivo). The page iparse and indexes a set
of definitions that show that the dispositive can & device, a tool and
something concerning legal acts. It may indicat@ponents of a
computer, an operating system or a medical deVice.page is linked to
pages from the Iberian region, built according taste for bizarre
taxonomy: a list of seven items can be found orSgpa@nish page and
twenty-two in Portuguese. If the Internet offersausdight, uneven
definition of the dispositive, it is then appropedo return to different
authoritative sources. The austere Treccani, Hrestd Italian
encyclopaedia, focuses on the dispositive as atctl. It reiterates the
legal sense of the noun and adds a tasty militavyation, for which the

dispositive would function here as the manner ifctvla unit is disposed
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on the ground to meet the attacks of the enemyttandnit itself
(www.treccani.it/vocabolario/ device). Otherwise thell-known Italian
dictionary, the Sabatini Coletti, outlines the magrof the legal term

and proposes a second definition that underlinesdmputational aspect
of the term. It is relevant that the definitionstios term suggested by the
Italian Wikipedia page and the Sabatini Coletti @dose to the English
word “device” (en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Device), whidk explained as
both a tool and an electronic apparatus. This pags not connect to
any ltalian or French pages. Assonance with tHettavord occurs with
the French wordlispositif ‘The dispositif, in a philosophical sense, is a
concept theorised by many thinkers of the twentetth twenty-first
century to describe a mode of strategic governance’
(fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dispositif_%28philosophie%29The French page
guotes Michel Foucault and Giorgio Agamben anthiseld to an English
page, which lists a French terdigpositif) a GermanRispositiy) and a
Danish Anordning. Curiously, although the Foucauldian definitiaris
the term are quoted, the noun appears as appdpauvse,dispositif
apparatus, philosophy, medicine, computer scidaoe,it seems that the

dispositive does not allow itself to be easily impned.

All iPhones are dispositives, but not all dispe®i§ are iPhones. Or, put
in other words: devices are a subset of dispositigad it is not possible
to reduce dispositives to devices. It is therefore to abandon

Wikipedia and systematically explaining the conaathe dispositive,
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taking into account the meaning of dispositive tiet persisted on the
philosophical scene since the mid-Seventies, wiva$ elaborated by
Michel Foucault. Consequently, the concept wiluipelated by the work
of two significant authors, Gilles Deleuze (200Zajl Giorgio Agamben
(2009), who both devoted short essays to the togécing the same title:

What is an apparatus?

To understand how and why Foucault aimed to fudlynedate the
concept of dispositive, it is worth remembering thef philosophical
journey that led him to this outcome. A constanfaucault’s thought is
the process of subjectivation (as explained imptleeious chapter), or the
way in which the Western human being has comefioeléself as a
subject, and according to what features. Whatasthktorical element
that has enabled the contemporary human beinghandancestors
before them, to define him or herself as a subjébt8 is the question
that unites almost all of Foucault’s production—eestion not idly
theoretical but highly practice-oriented. While tine Sixties, Foucault
was still focused on the analysis of the dynamidenowledge, in the
Seventies another foundational term appeared otoniseptual scene:
Power. It is this articulation of knowledge and gowhat allows
Foucault, at least fromiscipline and Punist{1995) onwards, to make a
structured analysis of the processes of subjeaivat his articulation of
knowledge and power has been termed dispositivee sire early

Seventies onwards.

91



Foucault uses the term dispositive several timeésarSeventies, and in
Discipline and Punishpublished in 1975, the concept is so widely
developed that it became one of the fundamentseo$tructural analysis
of the disciplinary systems exposed in this texawdver, a complete and
articulated definition of the term dispositive stiiound in Foucault’s
texts until an interview published in 1977 entitlBae Confession of the
Flesh(original FrenchLe jeu de MicheFoucault; in Foucault 1980,
194-228). Upon the interviewer’s question ‘“You dpe&“apparatus of
sexuality.” What is the meaning or the methodolabgfanction for you

of this term, apparatusliSpositi)?’, Foucault exposes his own
definitions of the dispositive, which | have quotsglow almost in its

entirety.

What I'm trying to pick out with this term is, fthg, a
thoroughly heterogeneous ensemble consisting obdises,
institutions, architectural forms, regulatory dems, laws,
administrative measures, scientific statementdogbphical,
moral and philanthropic propositions —in short, tlaéd as
much as the unsaid. Such are the elements of fferaps.
The apparatus itself is the system of relationsdha be
established between these elements. Secondly,ahat
trying to identify in this apparatus is precisdig thature of
the connection that can exist between these heteenyls
elements. Thus, a particular discourse can figuoma time
as the programme of an institution, and at anathem
function as a means of justifying or masking a pcaovhich
itself remains silent, or as a secondary re-inetgtion of this
practice, opening out for it a new field of ratititya In short,
between these elements, whether discursive or non-
discursive, there is a sort of interplay of shiftgosition and
modifications of function which can also vary vevidely.
Thirdly, 1 understand by the term “apparatus” a sé+shall
we say—formation which has as its major functioa gtven
historical moment that of responding to an urgesgch The
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apparatus thus has a dominant strategic functibis. hay
have been, for example, the assimilation of a ithgat
population found to be burdensome for an esseyntiall
mercantilist economy: there was a strategic imperaicting
here as the matrix for an apparatus which gradually
undertook the control or subjection of madness,taien
illness and neurosis. (Foucault 1980, 194-195)

The definitions given above of the dispositive emgstal clear yet
abstract, so they require a brief contextualisatiionnlock the power of
the concept. First of all, dispositives shoulderdye considered as
single entities, but always as a plurality—in Faut¢here is no
essentialist instinct in any of his formulationgsjbsitives are networks
and hierarchies of discursive elements. A dividietween concrete and
abstract, physical and symbolic is useless anceadghg. The dispositive
is the net linking what has been in history vedzdiand what is given in
the world of the visible. To introduce an exampleschool is made at the
same time by the walls of the classrooms, by the$accompiled by the
students, by the knowledge that is taught. A cardsspositive as
tangible object, but also the dispositive “car’ludes the engineering
that produced it, as well as its instruction marafalse or the
photograph of the same car on the Amalfi coastpgbheguaded the
purchaser to buy it. The dispositive is then thisvoek that connects all

these elements.

But these networks have one specific feature: #reyformations and, as

such, have some kind of internal consistency. tbissistency can easily
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become absolutely vast. In this sense, the heatthsystem—made up
of hospitals, medical practices, nursing gownsipdbnding, bills and
neurology textbooks—is a dispositive. The FedeeddRve is also a
dispositive, from the pipes inside the walls ofWsshington
headquarters to the cost of fruit in a market stafpuito, considering

that the cost of the fruit is determined by the’E@tonomic policies.

Given the consistency and flexibility of disposé&ss Foucault introduces
the criterion of the generation of the dispositiVee dispositive is
formed as a response to an urgency. Urgency canderstood as an
impetus, a pressure that determines that the predispositives, or
system of dispositives, which crystallised and parated a certain
situation, are no longer adequate. This push—bialpgical, social,
anthropological (the urgency may have differentdrisal reasons)—
requires a new response. The emergence of a npasdise is this
response. Foucault, both in courses at the Cotlegerance and in
fundamental texts likBiscipline and Punishunabatedly applies his
conceptual effort to investigate some urgencied,explains the
dynamics that have created the large dispositif¥#seamodern era:
hospitals, schools, police. But it would be naivé¢hink that there is a
master of puppets governing the dispositives. Tiggoditives are
numerous, and there is no absolute sovereign arat@overnment
managing them. Here the radical difference with sdfarxist theories,

like the ones advanced by Louis Althusser (1969krges clearly, as for
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Foucault ‘The state is superstructural in relatma whole series of
power networks that invest the body, sexuality,fémeily, kinship,
knowledge, technology and so forth’ (Foucaul 1988, without
entitling the State of the role of a machine ofresgion®® They are
different responses to different urgencies, arbalgh it is possible that
there is, at any given moment, a certain homogg@aeiong them
(homogeneity that, on a theoretical level, Fouceaallied épisteme), the
correct approach is to look at the individual dspwee, to dissect it from
the inside, to see the dynamics of knowledge angepwvithin it, and

then build relationships with other dispositives.

Dispositives and processes of subjectivation acedides of the same
coin. Because this is ultimately the heart of Falitsithought. During
these decades he incessantly questions powergaskich hypotheses
of freedom can be formulated for the modern huneng There is not a
subject—Cartesian, Christian, in other words, esslenbut the
processes of subjectivation instead makes the hio@iag an individual,
giving a shape to his/her living flesh from the mesrhof birth. This

work of modelling is accomplished by the dispogifiythe dynamic

forces that within historical time have the funatiof directing the human

% Ryder keenly summarises the position of Foucandiedining the distinction between
the notion of repression, from the Marxist vocabyland the Foucauldian notion of
power: ‘He [Foucault] considers the juridical mstthe repressive apparatus controlled
by the bourgeoisie as a method of class dominatioat least not only that, but rather
as atechnique of powethe effect of a transformation on the way in whilce body

itself is invested by power relations’ (Ryder 20130).
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being according to the relations knowledge/powat #tructure him/her.
Thus, which hypotheses of freedom can be formulttethe human
being, emerging from the system of dispositives2wbrth pointing out
when looking for an answer that the hypothesesegidom cannot be
practiced out of dispositives, as if it were poks#release from the
dispositives that consist of breaking the wall wy &stitution; but it is
also never “internal”, at least in a trivial psyamalytic sense. It is
intended as a way to deal with that set of tootk which one lives, the
story of one’s practices with which one takes adreneself. Since the
environment in which the human being is collocasechade by
dispositives, it results that the analysis of dsfiees is at the same time
the analysis of the processes of subjectivatiord iithe understanding
of dispositives is an approach to a preliminaryarstanding of the
human being, the hypotheses of freedom with redpabem cannot be
other than thenot trenchanFoucault coined a few years latse:

déprendre de soi mém® uproot oneself.

Deleuze is the one who understood and clarifiesigtlrong ethical and
political side of the dispositive, rather than cerag of it only as an
epistemological tool. In a conference held in Pari$988 dedicated to
Michel Foucault, Deleuze held his last public addrend dedicated it to
the concept of dispositive (Deleuze 2007). Aftemanlysis of the device

in the highly practical, dynamic style we can exgemm Deleuze, the
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French philosopher proposed a link between theodiipe and the

development of history:

We belong to these apparatuses and we act in thiaen.
newness of an apparatus in relation to those piregétds
what we call its currency, our currency. The nethes
current. The current is not what we are but ratteat we
become, what we are in the process of becominathier
words the Other, our becoming Other. In every agpar we
have to distinguish between what we are (what neadly no
longer are) and what we are becoming: the parisbbty, the
part of currentness. (Deleuze 2007a, 345)

And a little further:

In every apparatus we must untangle the linesefebent
past from the lines of the near future: the arcligen the
current, the part of history and the part of becamthe part
of analysis and the part of diagnosis. If Fouceudt great
philosopher. it is because he used history for soimg else:
like Nietzsche said, to act against time and thusroe in
favor, | hope, of a time to come. What Foucault savthe
current or the new was what Nietzsche called thiengthy,
the "non-current”, the becoming that splits awayrfrhistory,
the diagnosis that relays analysis on differenthqatiot
predicting, but being attentive to the unknown Kaog at
the door. (2007a, 346)

Deleuze always takes conceptual systems built lgr@uthors and, as
with Nietzsche or Spinoza, folds them, violatesthéorces them to
unleash the power of thought that they containoBeng and bifurcation
are certainly also current themes in Foucault. Heran Deleuze’s
synthesis they find a new background and, aboyé¢haly grasp the

dispositive from another point of view, that of medity. The subject of
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novelty’s close association with dispositives—whaste can certainly
also find in Foucault, but Deleuze illuminates liet—finds an
explanation in the distinction presented above betwanalysis and
diagnosis. One can make an analysis of disposjtwieh relates to
history. But one can also look at current dispesgiand dissect them to
bring out the lines of force that are working rigloiv—this is the
diagnosis of the governing forces of contemporaspasitives. This
diagnosis aims to understand the actual forces@aticontemporary
dispositives, in order to have an insight aboutdinection that history

will take in the near future.

While Deleuze considers the society of controlhsag the effect of the
diagnosis of contemporary dispositives, Giorgio dgan offers a
different diagnosis of contemporary society fornbediafrom the point of
view of dispositives (in Agamben 2009, 1-24). Hst@ad traces the
genesis of the dispositive in Foucault's thoughitnfthe influence
exerted by the French author Jean Hyppolite, Fdtisaeacher, whose
fundamental contribution is the review of the HeelMarxist works. If
Agamben identifies the Hegelian concept of pogitiais the main
influence on the development of Foucault’'s con@eptf the dispositive,
what matters here is the proposal to conceiveeflibpositive
differently: ‘I wish to propose to you nothing lets&n a general and
massive partitioning of beings into two large grewp classes: on the

one hand, living beings (or substances), and owtther, apparatuses in
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which living beings are incessantly captured’ (Adem 2009, 13).
Surely this is a liminal, unworkable and impossiblea if aimed at
establishing the foundation of any epistemologygalse it would be
based on assuming a state of nature, essentialrdmstorical, of living
beings, an infinitesimal “time zero” at the momehthe birth, a purely
conceptual abstraction. However, what follows ssiecessful and

articulated development of the notion of dispositiv

| shall call an apparatus literally anything thashn some
way the capacity to capture, orient, determinesrogpt,
model, control, or secure

the gestures, behaviors, opinions or discoursésiog
beings. Not only, therefore, prisons, mad houses, t
panopticon, schools, confession, factories, distgl

juridical measures, and so forth (whose connection

with power is in a certain sense evident), but &isopen,
writing, literature, philosophy, agriculture, cigttes,
navigation, computers, cellular telephones, and—mdity—
language itself, which is perhaps the most an@ént
apparatuses—one in which thousands and thousaryesusf
ago a primate inadvertently let himself be captupedbably
without realizing the consequences that he wastdbdace.

To recapitulate, we have then two great classasglibeings
(or substances) and apparatuses. And, betweentthhesas a
third class, subjects. | call a subject that whiesults from
the relation and, so to

speak, from the relentless fight between livingigsiand
apparatuses. (Agamben 2009, 14)

In this ternary relationship—dispositives, livingibgs and the result of
these items: the subject—what emerges as a develaprhFoucault’s

discourse is that all that exists, except for the and neutral flesh, is a
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dispositive®* This allows Agamben to make an additional steg Th
history of human beings, from the appearanddmho sapienss made
up of an intensification of dispositives, up to giresent situation of their
out of control proliferation and accumulation: ‘Whee are looking for
is neither simply to destroy them nor, as someeigisuggest, to use
them in the correct way’ (Agamben 2009, 15). If bhienan being has
made his/her desire for happiness solid, tangihdeseparate through
dispositives, the hypotheses of freedom can bengledi on the
abstraction of this desire for happiness from ttter@alisation into
dispositives, and making it available as a commmodg This action is

called the profanation of dispositives.

Likewise, the analysis continues in Agamben. Folidead shown how
the disciplinary dispositives generated processsslgectivation,
namely that ‘Apparatus, then, is first of all a miae that produces
subjectifications, and only as such is it also @mmee of governance’
(Agamben 2009, 20), and that in every process lojestivation a reverse
moment of de-subjectivation is necessary (to gaieva piece of identity
offered by a dispositive, a piece of the previalesitity is lost earlier).

Agamben consequently argues:

What defines the apparatuses that we have to ddainthe
current phase of capitalism is that they no loragtiras much

% Leghissa keenly observes that the neoteny ofuheah being implies that one can
never choose the dispositives, which are givendnessity before birth, in a here and
now (Leghissa 2012, 24).

100



through the production of a subject, as througlptioeesses
of what can be called desubjectification. A desciifgng
moment is certainly implicit in every process of
subjectification. (...) what we are now witnessinghat
processes of subjectification and processes of
desubjectification seem to become reciprocallyffedent,
and so they do not give rise to the decompositfanrmew
subject, except in larval or, as it were, spedtah. (2009,
21)

Some examples provided by Agamben (the purchaaeradbile phone
that forever reduces the person to a phone nurtédevision that reduces
the viewer to an infinitesimal number for the corsition of the share)
are weak. At the same time, the idea that theitrandor which the
proponents of the proper use of technology shoetdssarily be, ‘for
their part, the product of the media apparatushickvthey are captured’
(21) deserves further analysis. However, this iownal conclusion does
not alter the final result that has been reachedisndigression about the
dispositive: namely that in the contemporary digpasthere is a
considerable threat that everyone is subjecteddcesses of de-
subjectivation without any real possibility of rekgectivation. It would
be useful to think about what the devices arertak the end of the era
of modernity at the moment, to understand whatetorn to the
Deleuzian lexicon, is “current” at this time andishndicates the way for
a new humanity. As Deleuze states at the end dekiddedicated to
Foucault: ‘As Foucault would say, the supermanuglmless than the

disappearance of living men, and much more tharaage of concept; it
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is the advent of a new form that is neither Godman and which, it is
hoped, will not prove worse than its two previoasis’ (Deleuze 1988,

132).

1.3.3 The Care of Oneself

Foucault is very often considered to be an authw lhas developed his
ideas through breaks and ruptures, while on th&-@agnhis work is
characterised by a strong sense of continuity, thighpurpose of
investigating the subject. Frederic Gros, a foratedent of Foucault
who edited and published the transcripts of sonfeoofcault’s courses at
the College de France, defines Foucault's researthe subject as

follows:

On the subject: 1. The subject should be questiooeds
eternal essence, but as someone who is constiihcted)h
some historical techniques. 2. The subject shootda
questioned as ampriori structure, but as someone who
changes into a process of subjectivation thatsis algame of
freedom. 3. The subject should not be questiongdam
cognitive structure, but also as an ethical sulcgtaGros
2008, 301 [my translation])

The new keywords that are learned from readinggassage are
historical techniques and games of freedom, whiehakso the two

biggest questions that Foucault raises in theyleats of his production.

Foucault himself states:
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| would say that if | am now interested in how thbject
constitutes itself in an active fashion throughcpicees of the
self, these practices are nevertheless not songeitnmented
by the individual himself. They are models thafihds in
his culture and are proposed, suggested, imposad him
by his culture, his society, and his social grqig97, 291)

What are these practices of the self that the iddai finds in his/her
own culture? Foucault, during the 1981-1982 fundaalecourse
devoted to the hermeneutics of the subject (2008tifies that the
Greek culture consists mainly of two poles withpesd to the subject.
The first pole is thgnothi seautonthe invitation for which the human
being is required to have knowledge of himselfriden to better
understand him/herself and thus to be able totgtteern him/herself.
This pole has been absolutely dominant in westeltare according to
Foucault, and was then replaced first by the Garistonfession and
later by the Cartesian moment, which considergktiosving subject as

first substance of the univer&eBut Foucault also identifies a second

85 ‘First, the Cartesian moment philosophically rdifiesl the gnothi seautorknow
yourself). Actually, and here things are very sieyphe Cartesian approach, which can
be read quite explicitly in the Meditations, placedf-evidencelévidence at the

origin, the point of departure of the philosophiapproach—self-evidence as it appears,
that is to say as it is given, as it is actuallyegi to consciousness without any possible
doubt [...]. The Cartesian approach [thereforednefo knowledge of the self, as a form
of consciousness at least. What's more, by putitiegelf-evidence of the subject's own
existence at the very source of access to beirgktiowledge of oneself (no longer in
the form of the test of self-evidence, but in thenf of the impossibility of doubting my
existence as subject) made the ‘know yourself’ mfandamental means of access to
truth. Of course, there is a vast distance betwleeiBocratic gnothi seauton and the
Cartesian approach. However, you can see why, fhenseventeenth century, starting
from this step, the principle of gnothi seautonfasmding moment of the philosophical
method was acceptable for a number of philosoplaipptoaches or practices. But if the
Cartesian approach thus requalified the gnothiteeator reasons that are fairly easy to
isolate, at the same time—and | want to stress-thiplayed a major part in
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pole, which has been neglected by Western culthezpimeleia
heautouy or care of the self. How Foucault specifies: apieia heautou
is care of oneself, attending to oneself, beingceamed about oneself,

etcetera’ (2).

What is this care of the self? In an illuminatiragpage, Foucault argues
that to the three techniques identified by Haber(pesduction
techniques, use of symbols or communication, donoinpa fourth
technique should be added, formed from the setabfrtologies of the
self (Foucault 2001, 990). These technologies \abtadant in the
Greek world, and then disappeared from the Chnist@izon. They are
technologies whose purpose is to establish a &dotlut the subject that is
not purely cognitive. These technologies, sometiraésred to as
practices, naturally exist prior to the subjectt B¢ subject that
subjugates him/herself to them becomes part obegss that allows
him/her to uncover new truths about him/herselie Técthnologies of the
self are practices that involve learning outsidéhefcognitive sphere.
The technologies themselves are forms of learfiagdo not imply only
that one learns, but also that one internaliseg w/ha has learned.
According to Foucault, within the Greek world thegn be classified as:

mathesisdedicated to a more cognitive learniniglete a form of

discrediting the principle of care of the self anéxcluding it from the field of modern
philosophical thought’ (Foucault 2005, 14).
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meditation;askesiswhich is practiced in the form of the exercise
(Foucault 2014a, 35). As summarised by Foucawdtgthal of the
technologies of the self is the intensity of r&las with the self, the
forms in which one is called to assume him/herggldn object of
knowledge and investigation, in order to transfocorrect, cleanse,

build or save (Foucault 1988b).

Once the care of the self has been identified aobthe capacities of
the human being in ancient Greek culture, whataesnotivation that
necessitates a re-enactment of this forgotten gddeoucault, in a very
famous passage, identifies the reason for the ezgmf the care of the
self into modernity: ‘We can say that we enterrti@dern age (I mean,
the history of truth enters its modern period) wies assumed that what
gives access to the truth, the condition for tHgestt's access to the
truth, is knowledgedonnaissangeand knowledge alone’ (Foucault
2005, 17). What has been lost, with the negleatirthe care of the self,
is an ethical possibility for the modern subjedteSubject capable of
truth postulated by modernity is a subject thatdmsined his/her ethical
substance into oblivion, namely: freedom as théckelement of ethics.
As summed up by Gros: ‘The practices of the s@fgiograms of
stylisation of the existence that make sense oitlyinvthe horizon of
freedom: a freedom, however, that is not considased fundamental
nature but as a game of different practices’ (@38, 294 [my

translation]). So the practices of the self aradaadised series of
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occurrences of the experience that the subjeskischto repeat.
However, the subject devoted to the care of thiesabt fixed in one or
more practices, which end up completely stylisirggher existence. On
the contrary, s/he practices his/her freedom withédifferential game
of practices, namely: s/he practices his/her freedoba becoming in
which s/he plays among the practices of the geh, continuous change
that is not a purpose itself but a chance for waneand escape from
habits. Care of the self finds its essence indhise between differences
based on abandonment. As Foucault sums up: ‘Tiotigeaof the self
must allow one to get rid of all the bad habitalbthe false opinions that
can received by the crowd or by bad teachers, Ibatgarents or
entourage. Unlearninglé-discergis one of the important points of the
culture of the self’ (Foucault 2001, 1176 [my triatien]) Foucault in
these formulations is far beyond the Greek formafadf the concept,
adding in his reflection some of the authors wharhad loved in the
Sixties (Nietzsche, Blanchot, Bataille). The ethsizhstance of the
subject in Foucault is an exercise of freedom basetthe risky
abandonment of habits that stifle any possibilityeal existence. Care of
the self is the practice of this exercise, based orovement (in this case,
non-dialectical) of de-subjectivation and re-subyetion, in the
transition from the old strenuous practices tortbe re-subjectivising
practices. As Fontana summarises well, self-catieeisdetachment of

oneself in the double movement of a preliminarysdbjectivation and
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an 'ascetic' re-subjectivation, in a line of regdimat is the necessary
extension onto the subject of a thought that hastdated itself, from
the start, in the form of the detaching of themsgl{Fontana 2008, 43
[my translation]). With a definitive expressiamd@t trenchantas
Deleuze has then defined it), Foucault designaissiiode of life ase
deprendre de soi-menfEoucault 2001, 1362), and elsewhsggracher

de soi memeuproot oneself.

However, the exercise of self-detaching is defipittangerous. Foucault
repeatedly comes to compare the Greek conceptefofdhe self to the

posterior concept of limit-experience:

The experience in Nietzsche, Blanchot, Batailledasigned
to eradicate the subject from himself, to make tiwalonger
the subject can be himself or to bring him to msihilation
or dissolution. It is an undertaking of subjectyithe idea of
a limit-experience that eradicates the subject fnomself ...
(Foucault 2001, 862)

The limit-experience has the affective tone thaidamlt defines several
times elsewhere anoral de l'inconfortethics of the disquiet: that of a
subject who pays his/her exercise of freedom wibrese of precarious

existence.

This subject—determined by the processes of subgdicin induced by
the dispositives, who can take care of him/heisetiie cost of its
concern—is the user of the digital accountabiliipom the next chapter

takes into analysis.
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2 The Scene of Address

This chapter intends to answer the question: whiygsnodern human so
adept at speaking about him/herself on social ndds®Giving an
account of oneself on social media is not takethagssence of
modernity, but as a simple empirical fact that elotarises current
practices. When a platform like Facebook colle¢d9@,000,000 active
users, it is not necessary to add further anaigdisis respect: the data
appears self-evident. Every person who acts onldesméedoes nothing

other than continuously produce forms of accounting

Here it is considered that activities performedubgrs on social
networks are absolute forms of accounting. Nevétise Han claims the
opposite several times in his recent works. Fongta, inThe
Transparency Societye argues that narration always involves a
selection, while on social networks one sees thewat of the positive,
of what it is, without the filter provided by thamation (Han 2014, 56
[my translation]). In another text he explains ttheg contemporary
representation of the self gives way to other fonpnesence and co-
presentation (Han 2014, 31 [my translation]). Theggeroaches both

seem completely erroneous. In the light of whatheen explained in the
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previous chapter, the form of accounting on saniatlia is rooted in an
accounting that turns out to be an organising pplacf the world.
Han'’s thesis would be acceptable if one merelysirepetition of the
chaos of experience on social media, without foofrfdtering and
selection. On the contrary, the basis of this diaten is that
accountability is a process of subjectivation thgilies a form of

rationalisation and symbolic representation of exmee®®

The previous chapter has already demonstratedapplying
Foucauldian epistemology, a subject cannot existide of narratives
that produce truth; and that these narratives iemeght to light by the
encounter between the subject and dispositivess, Tthis text refuses to
understand the digital world as a possible spa@bsblute freedom—a
space-limit of absolute freedom, the space tym€Edhe Samuel
Beckett's characters who are definitely alone atehd of the world
without the possibility of real dialogue. Thesesgls produce a pure
empty talk without recipients: without the posstigibf communication,
without the presence of the other. Beckett's chtaragay for their
foolish freedom at the price of radical solitudes absence of the other.

So Foucault keenly emphasises that the contemppeaigd is

% Arturo Mazzarella pertinently emphasises the issfuértuality in relation to the
experience: ‘Virtuality does not erase the ordiraality, nor it replace it, but only
analyzes it in terms of bundles of perceptual i@ahips that cross it (...); up to show
each object, not as something given, but as théustamf one of the many modes of
possible perceptions. Up to show, in a nutshedlt thality—the way reality is
recognised and interpreted—is always the reswdtmocess of construction or rather, a
view cropped from the chosen point of view' (Mazdkr 2008, 51 [my translation]).
The account is the outcome of this virtualisation.
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characterised by the renunciation of two elemesiksnce and suicide,
both of them denying the possibility of the existemf accounting

(Foucault 2001, 1345).

However, this is not the way that the modern hutyaing lives. While
Beckett's characters do not account their stonesyone, in
accountability—whether digital or not—there is ajaomeone to
whom the account is addressed. Moreover, the age@gtemporary
man or woman is not addicted to silence and suftiais chapter aims
to place the subject in a scene in which the addresduces an account
of him/herself, analysing its operative modalitglahen genealogically

locating the emergence of the accounting the hjistor

2.1 Was it you?

In the contemporary era everyone is a small PRivegre (Foucault
1992), accustomed to accounting one’s existenceieMer, the
fundamental question that arises here is: how oamsay something

about him/herself, and how to say it? For accouliyglbannot exist

®7 It seems appropriate to also mention here a sdisttimction identified by Slavoj
Zizek. A genuine ethics can only emerge when thegetransition from “I” to the subject.
“I"is like the characters one finds in Beckettest and inclined to disappearance.
Subjects will become only when the “I” becomesdlgent of an impersonal truth and, as
seen above, this happens when the “I” is askedvtoan account of himself (Zizek 2009,
147-152).
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without accounting practices, thus the absenceadunting would also

be the absence of accountability.

The starting point for this investigation is thesastruction of the scene
of address, with which the subject who tells hisdmount and the
recipient of the account are joined. The startiompof this
reconstruction is the analysis made by Judith Butl&iving an Account
of Onesel{2005). This work puts forth the fact that thejsgbcan say
something about his/herself as the fundamentat&tproblem—both

with respect to the subject itself and his or ledatron to the other.

The first question that Butler raises regards thesrgoverning the

establishment of the scene of address:

We must ask, however, whether the “I” who must
appropriate moral norms in a living way is notlitse
conditioned by norms, norms that establish theiltglof
the subject. It is one thing to say that a sulbjaest be able to
appropriate norms, but another to say that therst e
norms that prepare a place within the ontologiieddi ffor a
subject. In the first instance, norms are theranagxterior
distance, and the task is to find a way of appedg them,
taking them on, establishing a living relationlterm. The
epistemological frame is presupposed in this ent@ypane
in which a subject encounters moral norms and rimgstis
way with them. (2005, 9)

The starting point for the reconstruction of therse of address—in
which the subject is constituted according to treeess of the
subjectivation of accountability—is that the foutida of the scene of

address is an entity that acquires the ontologizdus of subject when he
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meets some norms. There is neither a consequesnnitima
consequential logic in this passage: it is an agichl question, for
which the subject cannot be constituted in the mt¥sef norms. Once
this is acquired, the question as to what norm&gothe scene of
address remains op&hWith a theoretically keen operation, Butler says:
‘We start to give an account only because we degpellated as beings
who are rendered accountable by a system of justidgounishment’
(Butler 2005, 10). The scene of address is thustitated, according to
Butler, when norms grounding it concern a systefjustice and
punishment. In this system, human beings are aigeld to give account
for themselves, and following this interpellatidrey constitute
themselves as subjects. Butler derives this renactgin of the scene of
address from sections of Nietzsche’s masterpiedeaked to the
genealogy of morals (Nietzsche 2014). In fact, $thafterwards the

same American author quotes the German philosopher:

So | start to give an account, if Nietzsche istigjecause
someone has asked me to, and that someone has power
delegated from an established system of justibavé been
addressed, even perhaps had an act attributed, antiex
certain threat of punishment backs up this intatiog. And
so, in fearful response, | offer myself as an ‘dhd try to
reconstruct my deeds, showing that the deed at#xibio me
was or was not, in fact, among them. (Butler 2aa3,

® Agamben would say that in this case, instead @ftibject, one should speak of the
liminal condition of living out of regime of dispitises (see the previous chapter).
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One acquires additional elements here for the iefinof the scene of
address. First, the subject is subjectified throtinghproduction of an
account when s/he is explicitly requested by sorad¢orproduce it. That
someone is not the undifferentiated other, but §ipart of a dispositive
in which s/he can exert the power to interrogates @ispositive
administers the power of justi€&The dispositive of justice works so
that the questioner has the chance to questiostaamahat | have taken,
and to indicate the punishment that would resolinfthe eventual
violation with respect to this action. Faced witistinterpellation, one is
asked to introduce oneself as oneself, and to led#ll one’s point of

view about event®

Shortly afterwards Butler sums up the emergendbeosubject in the

scene of address:

There may well be a desire to know and understiaaici$
not fueled by the desire to punish, and a desisxpdain and
narrate that is not prompted by a terror of punishim
Nietzsche did well to understand that | begin noy\sof
myself only in the face of a “you” who asks medive an
account. Only in the face of such a query or aitrdn from
an other—"“Was it you?”"—do any of us start to reder
ourselves, or find that, for urgent reasons, wetrhasome
self-narrating beings. (2005, 11)

% Justice is not here to be understood in the molegal sense, but as a general
principle of sorting of the human community, acdongdto the Platonic origin of the
term.

% In the original version of the scene of addresssilibject is invited to express his/her
point of view about his/her position in the worlthis request—the obligation to
express a point of view—brings out both the subgect his account in the form of an
explicit and shared point of view.
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At this crucial point, Butler points out that itn®t obvious that the
impetus towards the account is born only out otiseelated to the fear
of punishment. The terror of punishment seems toupdrere as a
secondary factor if compared to what is considaedasic mechanism
of the emergence of accounting: an “other"—whoardtgss of the
reason of justice, asks the | to give an accouhirafherself. The
guestionWas it youzat this point overshadows the fact that one igles
a scene of address that was set up within a syst@mstice. An other
who poses questions represents the new constileanents of the
account—there is an | questioned, and an accoahnttik | gives in the
face of an other questioning. However, this triadginot exhaustively
constitute the basis of the scene of the addresdil its foundation in
the moment in which the self receives an attribubbidentity by the
other that questions him/her. In that precise mdmine identification
of an | by an other—the completeness of the scénddress is
generated, for which the human being becomes adaujrough the
production of an account of him/herself. The groohdonstitution as

subjects would therefore be a process of accouityabi

"It deserves to be highlighted, despite the conéiarity of the reconstruction made
by Butler, that three elements are neglected. iFkei$ the need of the emergency of
the account, the reason why | respond to an othestapning. The second concerns the
way in which the account is shaped. Third, havirsglenthis distinction, it seems that
the account itself becomes the raw material of spameative form, thus putting a gap
between a rather curious account of oneself otheofealm of the unspeakable, so that
the account itself and the facts accounted woulldgse, and a narrative form as verbal
representation of the account itself. To all thelsenents an alternative explanation will
be provided, based on a reconstruction of a difeseene of address in the following
chapters.
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In a following step, Butler highlights some elenterdggarding the giving
of an account of oneself: ‘Giving an account thales a narrative form,
which not only depends upon the ability to relasetof sequential
events with plausible transitions but also drawsruparrative voice and
authority, being directed toward an audience withdim of persuasion’
(Butler 2005, 12). Here Butler seems to place caitadical split
between the form of storytelling and giving an agdoof oneself. In this
dissertation, for reasons that have been explabete, this distinction
is never taken into account, assuming that givimg@ount of oneself is
always narrative. However, it is interesting to dwe what, according
to Butler, turns the account into narrative forrheTirst point is the
connection between consequential events with @déiselationships of
cause and effect: a narrative forms some effeetngedramatic avenues,
but that barely has to do with the narrations a$texice that common
subjects give daily. The self-attributed authobfythe subject giving an
account looks something like the authority of tihator, as if each
accounting process that is produced is directedpolitical scene or a
courtroom. In fact it will subsequently be argubkdttthe purpose for
which one gives a narrative form to the accoupeisuasion. If
persuasion is definitely a foundational elemerthef\Western narrative
(see for example its role in ancient rhetoric (@cE954)), it is here
postulated that the only acceptable form of naratif accountability is

aimed at persuading the other about the correctfesse’s actions. The
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way in which accountability is instead articulatezte is different, since
the emergence of giving an account of oneself ayard according to

another possible genealogy, the confession, whilthbevdiscussed later.

Butler then outlines, following Nietzsche, the s&rmation of the
account into a narration providing new elementse tloer becomes the
causal agent of the deed only through a retroaetivibution that seeks
to comply with a moral ontology stipulated by adkgystem, one that
establishes accountability and punishable offebgdscating a relevant
self as a causal source of suffering’ (Butler 2QB§, One clearly notes
the echo, derived from Nietzsche, of the intergi@teas a foundation of
the will to power. The basis of the narrative forould then reside in the
legal system (in other words: the order given leyjtistice to the world),
which is read as moral ontology that necessarihsists in norms.
Deeds, unconnected in existence, would be relatétet! according to a
principle of retroactive attribution. This retroaet attribution should
then operate to persuade the other. Nonethelessianalysis the
concept of accounting disappears, being just amank intermediate
between the factual and the narrative form. Acdognivould exist here
only as a nominal form, without a specific contevthjch emerges only

as an outcome of the narration, without dimensions.

Despite the complexity and relevance of Butlerorestruction, this text

contends that, on the one hand, the split of teewt from the narrative
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leads taaporias and, on the other hand, that the explanatiohef t
response by the subject to the interpellation efdther is incomplete.
First of all, there are forms of accounting thatage the sanction,
namely: the account is not necessarily generatagd@ a penalty. In the
second place, it is not justified according to wieetthe subject is
resistant or not to the request to give an accotnis/herself. In more
Foucauldian than Butlerian terms: why does theeslgffer him/herself
to that process of subjectivation that is callecbantability? The answer
given by Butler—because it is the moment when thgest is identified
by another, and thus identifies him/herself askgesi—seems to fall

short. The two next chapters will seek to answeséhunresolved issues.

2.2 Praxis and Poiesis

The scene of address can be reduced to three deraesubject, a
guestioning other and an account of oneself sughjethe subject. It
remains unclear what the reasons are that compeliuibject to give an

account of himself to another questioner.

One possible answer to this question is found wighiheoretical horizon
far away from that defined by Butler. To buildthe arguments exposed
by the Italian philosopher Paolo Virno in the tBxGrammar of the
Multitude (2004) are useful. The argument Virno puts fogbuanes that

the political unity that enshrines human beingth@&amodern world is not
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to be found in some form of state. This is becahserevalence of the
Hobbesian Leviathan has been established in themeaata, and even
with the prevalence of the political concept of geple, the multitude
has been confined to the private sphere, in ogpaodid the public. Here,
in the private sphere, the unity of the multitusiedoted in languag@.In
summary, the public sphere relegates the multitadlee private sphere,
determining it as the multitude; and the multitfides its unity in the

dimension of a common language.

Virno then goes on to examine the human experignight of this
assumption, namely that language determines thg ahihe multitude.
In the philosophical tradition there is a tripattdivision of human
experience into three categories: work, intellext action, which are
formulated by Aristotle for the first time iicomachean Ethicdhese

categories were subsequently handed down via mimlesal common

"2 There is not intention here to dwell on this pregniHowever, this lengthy quotation
from Virno sums up the matter: ‘The multitude, whis the polar opposite of the
people, takes on the slightly ghostly and mortifyfaatures of the so-called private.
Incidentally, even the public-private dyad itsél&fore becoming something
indisputable, had been forged through tears anododluring a thousand theoretical and
practical disputes; it is maintained, thereforeatmomplex set of consequences. What
could be more normal for us than to speak of publjgerience and of private
experience? But this bifurcation was not alway®tafor granted. (...) “Private”
signifies not only something personal, not only stiing which concerns the inner life
of this person or that; private signifies, abovedgprived of: deprived of a voice,
deprived of a public presence. In liberal thougf, multitude survives as a private
dimension. The many are aphasic and far removed the sphere of common affairs’
(2004, 23-24). And a little further: ‘Even the mamgred a form of unity, of being a One.
But here is the point: this unity is no longer 8tate; rather, it is language, intellect, and
the communal faculties of the human race. The @m®ilonger a promise, but a
premise. Unity is no longer something (the Stdte sovereign) towards which things
converge, as in the case of the people; rathisrtaken for granted, as a background or
a necessary precondition’ (2004, 25).
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sense for centuries, until Hannah Arendt in contenauy era
rearticulates these three categories in her masterghe Human

Condition(Arendt 2000). Summarising, Virno states:

as numerous as the intersections were, Labor|dotebnd
Politics remained essentially distinct. For struatueasons.

Labor is the organic exchange with nature, the pecodn of
new objects, a repetitive and foreseeable proddsspure
intellect has a solitary and inconspicuous charatie
meditation of the thinker escapes the notice oéisth
theoretical reflection mutes the world of appeaesnc
Differently from Labor, political Action comes bedan
social relations, not between natural materialsag to do
with the possible and the unforeseen; it does bstroct,
with ulterior motives, the context in which it opégs; rather,
it modifies this very context. Differently from thetellect,
political Action is public, consigned to exterigfito
contingency, to the buzzing of the “many;” it inves, to use
the words of Hannah, “the presence of others” (Huma
Condition, Chap. V, “Action”). The concept of padil
Action can be deduced by opposition with respethéoother
two spheres. (2004, 50)

Arendt renews these categories to emphasise thaegparation between
labour and political action, between praxis andepisi, that was distinct
in ancient Greece is no longer clear. The endisfdbparation, the
German philosopher claims, has taken place whessghas subsumed
within it and imitated some features of praxis, do-depart from Greek

vocabulary: political action began to imitate dirsiem of labour.

However, the thesis put forth by Virno is diamedlig opposite.
According to the Italian philosopher, labour haafoomed to political

action:
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| maintain that things have gone in the oppositeation
from what Arendt seems to believe: it is not thalities has
conformed to labor; it is rather that labor hasuaegl the
traditional features of political action. My reasupis
opposite and symmetrical with respect to that afrit. |
maintain that it is in the world of contemporaripda that we
find the "being in the presence of others," thatrehship
with the presence of others, the beginning of nexegsses,
and the constitutive familiarity with contingendlie
unforeseen and the possible. | maintain that postift
labor, the productive labor of surplus, subordifaber,
brings into play the talents and the qualificatiarigch,
according to a secular tradition, had more to db wolitical
action. (2005, 51)

Leaving aside the theoretical aspects of thisipalitnd economic
analysis/® what matters is the emphasis on the relational and
communicative dimension of the working subject. i\&ibject in the
post-Fordist context that characterises the presant invited to
exhibit—before the eyes of the others—not onlygheduct s/he
produces with his/her work, but also him/herseltha time of
production. The worker then becomes a politicabach the stage of the
productive environment; and the clear symptom wf ¢hange is the rise
of the power of human resources departments wittimpanies. As
Virno keenly observes, reformulating Arendt, thare many similarities

between political action and art: neither haveadpctive aim, both

3 In the Italian language there is a long seriestadies related to post-Fordism, a
category that brings together mostly Leftist apphaes for a critique to a presumed
neoliberal drift. In its more neutral definitionpgt-Fordism is a principle of economic
rationality that goes beyond the traditional Fardigss production, characterised by the
standardisation of the product and the dimensigraduction, to usher in complex
production systems based on a flexible workforcmliied and specialised, that
guarantees the just-in-time production requiredh@ycompany.
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require an audience and both imply a kind of visityoin their execution.
According to Virno, every political action is vidgic. He comes to this

conclusion after reviewing this step in Arendt:

The performing arts [...] have indeed a strongndifiwith
politics. Performing artists-dancers, play-actangsicians,
and the like —need an audience to show their v&itypjust
as acting men need the presence of others befamiliey
can appear; both need a publicly organized spadbdo
“work”, and both depend upon others for the perfamce
itself. (Arendt, quoted in Virno 2004, 53-54)

However, political action that permeates the wagkiiimension—thus
ushering in a figure of post-Fordist worker, a pcéil player
characterised by processes of subjectivation tea¢ &@bsent before—has
a constitutive element. In the post-Fordist systeased on the
gualification and specialisation of the worker, theltitude turns into
individualised singularities, the result of a preggive differentiation. As
seen previously with Butler in this case therdss @ scene of address
that determines the subjectivation of the humandeérhis scene of
address, such as the one carried out previouslydas the account of
itself as a constitutive element. As Virno arguksfact, while language
belongs to everybody and to nobody, the passagetfie pure and
simple ability to say something to a particular aondtingent utterance
determines the space of an individual's notionnay ‘bwn™ (2004, 77).

Virno delineates this singular statement in a paldir way, which
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incorporates the concept of idle talk by Martin th=jger.* Common
everyday speech has been introduced here as angafioment in the
process of the subjectivation of the human beirgvéler, when
considered in light of the concept of idle talkasisumes a negative

connotation. As Virno says:

It seems to me that idle talk makes up the prinsabject of
the post-Fordist virtuosity discussed in the seodeng of our
seminar. Virtuosos, as you will recall, are thos®wwroduce
something which is not distinguishable, nor everasable,
from the act of production itself. Virtuosos armple
locuters par excellence. But, now | would add is th
definition the non-referenced speakers; that s stbeakers
who, while speaking, reflect neither one nor anogtate of
affairs, but determine new states of affairs by mseat their
very own words: those who, according to Heideggegage
in idle talk. This idle talk is performative: wordgtermine
facts, events, states of affairs (Austitgw to Do Things with
Wordg. Or, if you wish, it is in idle talk that it isgssible to
recognize the fundamental nature of performance’Irmet.”
or "l swear," or "l take this woman as my wife,"tpabove
all, “I speak.” In the assertion “I speak,” | donsething by
saying these words; moreover, | declare whatthas | do

" |dle talk is detected by Heidegger as one of timel&émental structures of the being in
the world. It is defined in a famous page frBeing and Time'Communication does
not ‘impart’ the primary relation of being to theibg spoken about, but being-with-
one-another takes place in talking with one anodéinerin heeding what is spoken
about. What is important to it is that one spedk& being-said, the dictum, the
pronouncement provide a guarantee for the genussesned appropriateness of the
discourse and the understanding belonging to itl gince this discoursing has lost the
primary relation of being to the being talked ahautelse never achieved it, it does not
communicate in the mode of a primordial approprratf this being, but communicates
by gossiping and passing the word along. Whatagesp about as such spreads in wider
circles and takes on an authoritative characteingehare so because one says so. Idle
talk is constituted in this gossiping and passhgword along, a process by which its
initial lack of grounds to stand on increases tmplete groundlessness. (...) The
groundlessness of idle talk is no obstacle toeiadppublic, but encourages it. Idle talk
is the possibility of understanding everything witlh any previous appropriation of the
matter. Idle talk already guards against the danfjgetting stranded in such an
appropriation. Idle talk, which everyone can snatphnot only divests us of the task of
genuine understanding, but develops an indiffeirgetligibility for which nothing is
closed off any longer.” (Heidegger 1996, 168-169)
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while | do it. Contrary to what Heidegger presunres,only
is idle talk not a poor experience and one to hatated,
but it directly concerns labor, and social productj2004,
90)

Thus Virno claims that talk is a fundamental dimensf post-Fordist
production of language. A few pages later, he wrif€hirty years ago,
in many factories there were signs posted that canaad: “Silence,
men at work!” Whoever was at work kept quiet. Oergdn “chatting”
only upon leaving the factory or the office. Thepiple breakthrough in
post-Fordism is that it has placed language intontbrkplace’ (2004,

90-91). Computers and digital networks have, foesa role in it.

Undoubtedly Virno is describing modern forms of @aatability, which
indeed can also be found in digital accountabilitydutler left the
guestion of why the subject replies to the othexstjoning unanswered,
one finds in Virno a fairly comprehensive resporidee | responds
because the relevant characteristic of the poddistoman is the collapse
of political action into labour. This collapse iotiuces a dimension of
artistry in all individual existences, and it ivealed in the form of the
virtuosity of language. This implies that the conporary human being
spontaneously speaks. His/her talk is not artiedlahowever, in the
sense of the speech, but in the direction of tlateting which, as
previously demonstrated, is the language thatisudaited inasmuch

language, without necessity of a referent.
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The contemporary form of idle talk has at least fmmansequences, some
of which are particularly relevant within the coxttef accountability.
Firstly, idle talk does not have the need of arefe Having no referent,
idle talk does not need to be validated accordingyiteria of fact
checking, but merely through social consensushérdigital scene,
accountability, the regime of truth faced by thie ilker, is the mere
presence of the idle talk itself within the comntynwhich in turn is
generated by the digital dispositive. With consexmas that will be
analysed in the fourth chapter, the status of predaf regimes of truth
concerning the contemporary processes of subjé¢ictives delegated to

the digital dispositive.

Secondly, the will of idle talk—for which languagses aptly noted by
Virno, remains in the realm of the pre-individualisfdantles a
fundamental principle of modern politics, thabeas corpusAgain, this
reflection is not founded on the physical body digital identity in
dialectical terms, nor does it intend to appedhtprinciples of the
original (the subject’s body) and copy (its digkaksion). The | speaking
on social networks is identified as a ghost, omapersonal voice that
talks the talk. The current legislation is verylaz pursuing aggressive
speech on the network (the current legislation @watlibw it without
problems, without the need for adaptation), becthesé speaking on
social networks loses the form of expression ofitldévidual, and it

acquires the pre-individuality of common speectthia sense it loses its
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habeas corpus, not meant here as a physical botgsta relation
between a legal entity (digital or biological timad&y be) and the
justification of its actions. For this reason, ghrenciple of
justification/sanction in the digital accountabyiltakes different routes

than those of conventional standards of accouriabil

The third moment concerns the contemporary pracbéé¢he self. In a
world dominated by the linguistic dimension, opedaby linguistic
dispositives, and where the linguistic dimensiouligital dispositives
determine regimes of truth, the current practidab® self are inevitably
associated with the dimension of language, spadlyievritten language.
Professional performances are determined by thremucapacity of
processing language, to the point that some cup@sttFordist writers
(for instance, Maurizio Lazzarato 1997) argue thiaat is being waged
in the world today is not the time given by the lserto the company,
but the potential of exploiting the worker’s humaapital, including
languagé€’? It is worthwhile to notice that idle talk is onmang many
technologies of the self based on language; howéwsems appropriate
to clarify that the idle talk defined above is ag@se technology of the
self, that very often is considered one of the skifts of the worker in

the form of pompous “interpersonal skills”.

> According to this analysis, any possibility oftifistion between work time and
leisure time disappears completely, as the dimensidanguage permeates so much
free time and what is practiced in the free tirgaing books, watching movies) that
the contemporary subject is always a person at woahy time of his/her life.

125



The fourth outcome concerns the relationship batvilee thinking
subject and the speaking subject. If the experientee outside is based
on the dissociation between “I think” and “I speakith a possible
disappearance of the speaking subject, the moderid vibased on idle
talk, seems to reverse the possibility of a thoudlhe outside. If
everything is word, an outside no longer existghs it can be
embraced by the thought out of the possibilityiroguistic expression.
The contemporary subject is a manufacturer of emstlle talk; this talk
is not, however, an attempt to linguistically pres¢hought that
desperately tries to explore the outside, and themeate; but it stands as

idle talk, or as virtuosic and sterile repetitidnadnat exists.

At the end of this chapter, the account in the fofrthe idle talk will
have been interrogated and this survey will idgriihguage as a
fundamental element of the contemporary subjetilltalso partially
respond to the question posed at the end of prevabapter: why does
the I reply to the other’s questioning? Howevelr point remains
completely untapped, which regards the intentioyali the questioned
human being. Without an understanding of this imterlity, one might
not understand how the subject can answer theiqune¥his
understanding implies a shift of the initial questiButler (following
Nietzsche) founded her analysis of the scene afeadd-and
consequently on accounting—on the questidas it youNonetheless,

the analysis operated in this dissertation hasatedesome fallacies in
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Butler’s reconstruction. Virno has demonstrated the referent of idle
talk is unnecessary, thus the link between acctilityeand sanction has
been removed from the discourse. In order to fieséhaporetic issues,
the basic question of the scene of address wilebised in the following
pages. The process of giving an account with §toifb the questioWas
it you?to a different starting point¥who am 17The next pages aim to
demonstrate that accountability, in all its contenapy forms, is rooted
in this question, and that this question derivesifthe Christian

confession.

2.3 The Confessions of the Flesh

TheConfessions of the Flestould have been the fourth volume of the
series inaugurated by Foucault in 1976 Witie History of Sexuality
(Foucault 1990a). This text never saw the lightlay due to the author’s
premature death. [fheConfessions of the Fleshoucault would have
continued with the examination of the process bfextivation that he
had identified as the most relevant, namely: satyual the early
Christian period® This section takes into account a course, hel®#9-
1980, that Foucault had calléh the Government of the Living

(Foucault 2014a). As often happened in coursendiyehe French

"% please note that the analysis of sexuality woalkttlosed with the investigation of
the concept in psychoanalysis.

127



philosopher at the College de France, the courdecenp taking a
different path that focused on the genealogy ofession in the
Christian context. The pages that follow aim tostrate the author’s

arguments about the confession.

Firstly, Foucault developed a methodological prenmswhich he
intended to clearly identify the relationships beén truth, power and

knowledge. To do so, he introduced the concepledhiargy:

Alethourges is the truthful. Consequently, forging the fictadn
word aléthourgia, alethurgy, fromaléthourges, we could call
“alethurgy” the manifestation of truth as the siepossible
verbal or non-verbal procedures by which one brindght
what is laid down as true as opposed to false,g@mdd
inexpressible, unforeseeable, or forgotten, andlsatythere

is no exercise of power without something like Batraurgy.
(Foucault 2014a, 7)

Alethurgy has a fundamental dimension of procesgther of a set of
processes. The purpose of these processes iswgptbriight what is true,
as opposed to what is false. Again, as mentionedqusly, it is clear
that the question of truth is the process of itsstauction, without any
ontological foundation. And the truth is identifiad a key moment in the
construction of the subject, or as a necessary mbmevhich the

subject is identified as suéh.

" That is, the moment in which one can answer thesiipn:Who are you?Over the
following course held at the College de FrancetledtSubjectivité et Veritdn 1980-
1981 (Foucault 2014b), as yet unpublished in Ehgi®ucault further elaborates upon
the regime of truth, a notion that had not yet biedlg developed at the time of the
previous course. In the first lesson on Janua®98] this notion is expressed in a long
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After establishing the notion of alethurgy, Foutguases a clear
portmanteau about the tools of analysis that heusad throughout the
previous decade, namely the duality power-knowle&gem his text on
Nietzsche’s genealogy, and later with the masgnsi@ation of the same
notion in the fundament&liscipline and Punisl{1995), knowledge and
power were the basic tools in the Foucauldian tmalBut in this text,
the superiority of the analysis of the regimesofit on different systems

is clearly spelled out. As Foucault definitivelatss:

the second shift in relation to this notion of krnegdge-power
involves getting rid of this in order to try to dgap the
notion of government by the truth; getting rid loé thotion of
knowledge-power as we got rid of the notion of coanit
ideology. (...) this notion of government, whiclesed to me
to be much more operational than the notion of ppowe
“government” being understood, of course, not mrarrow
and current sense of the supreme instance of exeaurtd
administrative decisions in State systems, buténbroad

passage that is reported almost entirely in thetglaf the terms in which it is
formulated: ‘The problem 'subjectivity and truth' in the philosophical tradition, in
wondering how and under what conditions | can ktiosvtruth, or even: how the
knowledge, as experience made by a subject who &nisvpossible? Or again: for
which reason the one who makes this experience@aainly recognize that it is true
knowledge? Let's say that the philosophical probrjectivity and truth' can be
characterised as follows: resolve the tension betvieese two propositions. (...) In this
formulation of the philosophical question 'subjeityi and truth’, you could put up a
formula that | would call, in a very hasty way d&od convenience, positivist, that
would be the question in reverse: about the subiedtpossible to have a true
knowledge, and under which conditions can you fatree knowledge of this subject?
(...) What experience can the subject have of lenséif when s/he is put in the
condition or the ability to recognize, about hintdedf, anything considerable as true?’
(2014b, 12-13 [my translation]). And a little fueth ‘The truth (...) is not defined by a
certain content of knowledge that you might consaeuniversally valid, and it is not
even defined by a formal and universal criteriohe Truth is conceived primarily as a
system of bonds, independently from the fact tnathis or that point of view, one can
consider it true or not. (...) The important thinghis issue of truth, is that a number of
things pass actually for true, and that the sulgkotld or should not produce it by
him/herself, or accept it, or subjugate him/herseif’ (Foucault 2014b, 15 [my
translation]). It is useful to recall the radicgldf the regime of truth taken into account
by Foucault in the previous period: the definitafrcrazy, sick, deviant.
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sense, and old sense moreover, of mechanisms and
procedures intended to conduct men, to direct twiduct,
to conduct their conduct. (Foucault 2014a, 12)

If in the four years previous to this course, goweentality was situated
as a crucial territory to be investigatédrhe regimes of truth are now

being proposed as the main tool for the analysthiefsame area. Thus,
at this time the French author is addressing tlestipn of the subject as

follows:

a) The fundamental issue that drives all reseasched out by Foucault

is the subject.

b) The subject is defined by and within a procasghe outcome of the

ever-changing processes of subjectivation.

c) Governmentality is the set of processes of stilvgtion aimed at

leading subjects.

d) Governmentality includes the dimensions of kremlgle and power,
but above all it is based on regimes of truth #ilaw the management of

subjects’ conduct.

e) These regimes of truth are not ontological disiars, but sets of

obligations that manage the lives of subjects.

8 Foucault proposes a possible categorisation oétb@omy of the truth, which would
manifest itself in five aspects: scientific disceeireconomics, distribution and
consumption, the domain of political machines, #reform of the debate. (Foucault
2001, 112-113)
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f) The regimes of truth, to be effective, implythiae subject can account

for him/herself, namely: give him/herself some dfictions.

g) These qualifications are not spontaneous cresatdthe subject, but
they exist prior to him/her within the regimes nfth present in

govern mental processes.

h) This connection between governmentality, regiofasuth and
processes of subjectivations establish the ruléiseomaking of the

subject, so that s/he can answer the questiha are you?

If this is the work plan of the French philosophée course of 1979-
1980 is concerned with identifying and analysing émergence of a
process of subjectivation tied to a specific regoh&uth: the Christian

confession. As Foucault announces,

I would like to talk about another regime of truthis is a
regime defined by the obligation for individualshtave a
continuous relationship to themselves of knowledigeir
obligation to discover, deep within themselvesratscthat
elude them, their obligation, finally, to manifésese secret
and individual truths by acts that have specifligtating
effects that go well beyond the effects of knowkdg other
words, there is a whole regime of truth in Chrisitiathat is
not so much organized around the truth act asfdaith, but
around the truth act as act of confession. (Fou@adl4a, 83-
84)

The operation Foucault performs here is absolutedical. The concept
of regime of truth is part of the Foucauldian mathut in this course the

regime of truth is verified and then made true whitmated in specific
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historical dimensions. Foucault identifies a basistem of truth in the
construction of the Western contemporary humangyeiamely the
Christian confession. One finds a powerful appiarabf the concept of
the regime of truth in the Christian confession.ekplained above, the
confession is an act of self-knowledge, which isatall an act of faith.
It follows that in the Christian religion the Frénauthor identifies a
specific pole not included in the context of thédden an afterlife
(belief in the afterlife and in redemption), butidentifies something
external to theological virtues. What Foucault itfes in Christianity is
the birth of a process of subjectivation: the taet the Western subject
is obliged to tell the truth about him/herselfrath that is not reached in
moments of mystical devotion, but a truth of thbjeat about
him/herself that is accessible only in the fornadfelf interrogation

about his/her secrets.

A crucial conversational passage illustrates haavith of the subject

emerges in Christian religion:

when he says “it is true, therefore | submit,” le@sl not utter
this “therefore” because it is part of the logidsinot part of
the logic, for it is not the truth of the propositithat, in fact,
actually constrains him, it is not because it gidal, it is not
because he is a logician, or rather it is insofaneis doing*
logic, for it is not his status or qualification lagjician that
means that he submits (he might well not be a psid@al
logician and he would submit the same), but bechass
doing logic, that is to say, because he constitoiteself, or
has been invited to constitute himself as opeiatarcertain
number of practices or as a partner in a certgia bf game.
(Foucault 2014a, 97-98)
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The nouns “logical” and the adjective “logic”, ini$ paragraph, shall be
adopted in the philosophical sense, or in relatoothe branch of
philosophy that aims to distinguish the true frdra talse. Here Foucault
repeatedly emphasises that the truth of the suinjeghe Christian
confession does not have anything to do with gpe of logic. The truth
of the subject is not part of any plan of formajitothat determines the
true and the false, as the subject who submiteriéession has nothing

to do with it.

Nevertheless the Christian confesses, and in csinfigs/he utters a truth
about him/herself himself, a truth that determiniséher classification as
a sinner. This happens because the Christian suidges logic”, or
works within a context of truth and falsehood, with“being logical”.
This gap can arise when, by the confession, thestzr subject
undergoes a regime of truth that exists beforetemih the form of
obligation (the obligation determined by the cosfes). As Foucault
briefly yet effectively argues: the confessionthe acceptance of a
certain regime of truth’ (Foucault 2014a, 98). Arsahg the texts from
the first centuries of Christianity dedicated te #acrament of

confession, Foucault identifies a key moment fercbntemporary era:

The injunction, “tell me who you are,” which is fdammental in
Western civilization, is what we see being formedhese and
other texts of the same time, when the soul is Blto the
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truth, but, on the way, don’t forget to tell me wymu are,
because if, on the way, you do not tell me who gy you
will never arrive at the truth. (Foucault 2014a6)14

Here Foucault determines “the fundamental injumcabWestern
civilization”, an injunction that did not appeartime Greek world® This
injunction forces the subject to answer the quasiigho are youThe
reconstruction made by Foucault follows some cjedefined steps.
Christianity divides the act of confession by tkea faith. The act of
confession is an absolutely specific process ofestivation. Its key
moment is the subjugation offered by the subjesipcific regimes of
truth. These regimes of truth are meant to referstibject to the
obligation for which the subject must tell the kratbout him/herself. The
obligation to declare the truth about him/herselftrugh that the subject
must explain after having sought it in his/her l@ddlimensions—is the
knowledge of the subject about him/herself. Thiswdedge is functional
to salvation, so that confession opens the dosaltation, but opens the
door only as long as the subject is telling théhtabout him/herself. The

Christian subject is, unless s/he is able to quéiin/herself, to answer

" The first lessons of the course of 1979-1980 adkadted to the analysis of Oedipus
Rex, in which the regimes of truth work differenftpm those operating in Christianity.
A hermeneutics of the subject that is based onldéem truth, detectable only with the
confession, is stranger to the Greek-Roman world,igappears historically with
Christianity.
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the questionWho are you;2undergoing regimes of truth determined by

the obligation of the act of confessith.

The dimension of the case for which the subjecttrasts the truth of
him/herself within the becoming is clearly statedhe following

passage:

is this coupling of “truth-telling about oneselfhese
function is to erase the evil and “transit of sétim the
unknown to the known, giving oneself to oneself andne’s
own eyes a status of object to be known at the $mneeas
one verbalizes the sins in order to erase thertingaineself
to exist as object of knowledge at the moment thabugh
verbalization, one provides oneself with the mearsing it
about that the sin no longer exists or at anyisaggased, is
forgivable. (Foucault 2014a, 225)

Forgiveness is the goal of confession, and thedomehtal culmination
of the process of confession. Forgiveness alloesthject to put
salvation on its cognitive plan. This binding occwhen the “truth-

telling about oneself” and “transit of self’ frorne unknown to the

8t is also interesting to put forth a passage toaicerns the relationship between
knowledge and salvation. Foucault clearly idendifieat: ‘Christianity thought the
relapse echutg. It battled with the problem of how the subjdwying arrived at the
truth, could lose it, how, in this relationship, iafnis after all conceived of as a
fundamentally irreversible relationship of knowlegdgomething can take place that is
like falling back from knowledge to non-knowledd@em light to darkness, and from
perfection to imperfection and sin’ (Foucault 201486). In Christianity there is
therefore a split between knowledge and salvatimconquest of knowledge about
themselves in the act of confession is no guarasfteternal salvation, but it is a
temporary condition that the subject—for the clhe flesh?—may lose after the
confession. Self-knowledge is considered somettrargsient and, above all, reversible.
The recognition of this aspect thus opens the wapi anthropology that identifies a
force, which remains in the subject as conditiop@imanent exit from the knowledge,
which turns out to be a condition always perfeetibl
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known are matchel.If the Christian subject tells the truth about
him/herself, this happened because s/he was apks®himself from the
unknown to the known. This transit however, as Roliacutely notices,
implies a split inside the subject, a split in whtbe subject is asked to
identify him/herself as an objetilt is a kind of hermeneutic circle: one
can preach to oneself only when one constitutesedhas the subject,
and one exists as an object only if subjected &difigations (in the case

of confession, against the acts that classify tigest as sinner).

However, if the Christian subject in the momentaohfession operates a
process of knowledge that leads him to “tell-theakrabout-him/herself”,
what kind of regime of truth is at work? Afterwar@®ucault again
deepens the notion of regime of truth as a seblbdations, specifying a

further dimension of the truth:

In Christian examination, on the other hand, you s2e that
the question does not bear on the objective cowofahie
idea, but on the material reality of the idea ia timcertainty
of what | am, the uncertainty of what is takinggaaleep
within myself, and while searching—for what? Whetirgy
idea is true? Not at all. Whether | am right tochttlis or that
opinion? Not at all. What is in question is not theh of my
idea; it is the truth of myself who has an ideas hot the
guestion of the truth of what I think, but the oii@s of the
truth of | who thinks. (Foucault 2014a, 303)

81 As Foucault points out: whildiscretioin Stoicism is applied to things, the Christian
is asked to consider his/her ideas.

8 n this sense, the Christian confession standsrasg moment of de-subjectivation in
the form of self-denial.
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The analysis made by Foucault here is fundameotah& understanding
of the status of contemporary human beings. Thienegf truth of the
Christian subject’s confession is not about whatdibject thinks, or the
idea that the subject may have with respect tofétuisor that. The
opinion of the subject is irrelevant in the Chastitruth. The “tell-the-
truth” was seen previously as “becoming-true”. Biat transits to the
truth is not the content of knowledge possesseithdyhristian subject.
What is in transit to truth is the Christian hinvéedf. Foucault
summarises that it's not true what the Christidojestt thinks; what is
true is the Christian him/herself in the momentahfession. This
conclusion is a balanced harmony between confessi@process of
subjectivation and truth as subjugation of the §&fan subject to some

kind of governmentality.

The conclusion is trenchant: if the Christian sabje saved when s/he
subjectifies him/herself in the subjectivation mss of the confession,
this moment is genealogically the emergence oftbdern subject that
makes him/herself true in the regimes of truth isgzbby
governmentality. However, this emergency wouldrbed if the
confession would not have revealed an additiorsheht, namely, that
the subject tells the truth about him/herself ia tonfession. Taking the
fundamental consequence of what has just been edaptie
contemporary Western human being, genealogicallys@dm, is true

when s/he qualifies, preaches, objectifies him#iérstates the truth
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about him/herself, gives an account of him/hensgliin any kind of
governmental dispositive that reiterates the Clanstonfession by
asking the questiowho are you® As Foucault masterfully
summarises: ‘this obligation to tell the truth aboneself has never
ceased in Christian culture, and probably in Wessecieties. We are
obliged to speak of ourselves in order to tellttia¢h of ourselves’

(Foucault 2014a, 311).

During the same period Foucault was working onmibitgon of pastoral
power, which was identified as a form of power o Christianity.
And a question that was left open in the analybth® scene of address
exposed by Butler was the absence of resiliendddgubject. In other
words: why does the subject obey? Foucault provigesnswer in this

passage:

The Christian does not have the truth of the waldve his
head, with the exception of his own truth, thetrut
concerning himself. The Christian has the truthpdeihin
himself and he is yoked to this deep secret, intefy bent
over it and indefinitely constrained to show to thker the
treasure that his work, thought, attention, comsme and
discourse ceaselessly draw out from it. And by tieishows
that putting his own truth into discourse is natjan

8 Interestingly, in the scene of address put fogtifrbucault about the Christian
confession the questioner does not hold weightdwsault says: ‘One can trust
confession as an operator of discrimination, nanseh because the person to whom |
speak is trustworthy, but simply due to the facspéaking to another person. The form
itself of confession is a principle of discrimir@ti even more than the wisdom of the
person to whom | speak’ (Foucault 2014, 304-3@5hllows—and it is an important
point for the rest of this dissertation—that theqass of the subjectivation of
confession should not imply any qualification abth role of the questioner; what is
relevant is the act of accounting itself.
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essential obligation; it is one of the basic fowhsur
obedience (Foucault 2014a, 312-313).

The contemporary subject is obedient becauseutsdation is the
Christian subject. One of the Christian subjefit& forms of obedience
emerges in the confession. And the Christian igestdd to the regime of
truth of the confession as it is in the confessiat the subject can
account him/herself. If one confesses in orderetdrbe, the same is true
for the regimes of truth derived from the confessio submission to the
new governmentalities the subject finds his/her enuth. Since the
confession requires that one be honest about hisgligthe next section
will explore accountability as contemporary formGifristian

confession.

2.4 Digital Accountability as Confession

This section aims to demonstrate that digital antathility
genealogically finds its foundation in the Christi@onfession. It is not
intended here to demonstrate that accountabilitycamfession are the
same: the more than 1500 years that have passeddrethe encoding
of the Christian confession to the establishmenhefcontemporary
accountability is a quite long period. What is mdaare is that the

typical formation of accountability shares numeroharacteristics with
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Christian confession. To establish this argumehgtiollows will

outline accountability and Christian confessiompanallel.

First of all, accountability arises in the formpmbcess, both in standard
form and in digital accountability. Surely, Chrésti confession involves a
procedural form, which is divided into the stagés@cognition as a
sinner through knowledge of the self and of sihs;dct of confession

itself; the upheaval towards the source of salvatmd repentance.

Secondly, it has been observed that a certain édroontract exists in
accountability. This contract operates on two Isveldigital
accountability: one is the contract with respedh platform and the
other is the “social” contract between the usertedcommunity to
which he belongs. There is no doubt that even insGan confession
there is a kind of contract with respect to the mamity®* which is
called the flock according to the pastoral and libgioal power of the
church. The contract assumes no written form, bosists of the ritual
obligations that the Christian must undergo in otdeemain within the
flock. It is useful to remember that in Christigniand especially in
Catholicism and Orthodoxy, a fundamental constriairgtay in the flock
is the submission to the sacraments. Only by viofue assumption of

the holy sacraments, can the Christian profeskdtishembership to the

8 Not surprisingly, the Greek word for churctelsklesia which is translated in the
Christian context as community, in this case, thamunity of believers. The noun was
borrowed from the popular assembly of the AncietiteAs.
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church. Among the sacraments, not coincidentah, finds the
confession. Due to this, it is believed that theig€tan church has been
replaced by the community of users, and that tiidession as a
sacrament is instead replaced the social contfdslonging to a certain

community®®

Subsequently it had been taken into account theeepoe of a person
acting (meaning active), which had been identifredigital
accountability as the traditional user of socialngeks. Again, one can
draw a parallel with the Christian confession, mhiecuses on the act of

confession in which the sinner intends to redeesthbr sins.

Fourth, the need for the user to give accountleeratcountability
process was introduced. It was seen that in tlogitvaal process of
accountability, giving an account of himself/hefsglan immanent
necessity of accountability itself, without whictcauntability would not
exist. It has also been observed that in digitabaantability having and
giving an account were two sides of the same @oid,that the fact of
having an account consequently implied the givingecount. In the act
of Christian confession one finds the same mangédtond. The
characterisation of the subject as a Christiantake place only with the

act of confession, and the act of confession caonbegrounded in the

% This contract may be distinguished in various neasnlf some years ago, a great
emphasis was placed on the issue of network etagjuet example, it is interesting that
now the rule, set to be within a community, effeely has become multifaceted, until it
has taken on the contours of a subject of studsgs@mal branding, for example).
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Christianity of the subject. It has been seen apbowever, that the act
of confession consists of an act of “telling-thetty’ by the subject about
him/herself, and that this “telling-the-truth” castngnore the form of the
account (as opposed to the act of faith, which n@yequire a
dimension of accounting). This results in the isdlable bond, argued
above, between the dimension of the account itselfe form of “tell-

the-truth” and the Christian confessish.

This leads to the fifth item related to accounthithe account itself. It
was shown that—as an etymological origin of thenteran account of
oneself in both the forms of accounting and stdliggepertained to the
same horizon of meaning, and that one should noa portmanteau
between verbal narration and a different symbddication that proceeds
otherwise (for example, a symbolic narration basedumbers). It was
then validated that the result of statistical iefexe made by the digital
machine in accountability could be also consider®d form of narrative

itself, one that emerges from the intentionalityhef subject. As clearly

% Due to this reason | depart from Butler when shess‘Giving an account is thus also
a kind of showing of oneself, a showing for thegmse of testing whether the account
seems right, whether it is understandable by therptvho ‘receives’ the account
through one set of norms or another’ (Butler 2Q08L). It is considered here, as
repeatedly expressed, that the fundamental feafumecountability is the subject
situated in the process, rather than the accowsratgd by the subject. Butler indeed
says in another moment: ‘The account is an act-aftlwithin a larger practice of
acts—that one performs for, to, even on an othresllacutory deed, an acting for, and
in the face of, the other and sometimes by virfuth® language provided by the other.
This account does not have as its goal the edtaidiat of a definitive narrative but
constitutes a linguistic and social occasion fdf-tsansformation’ (Butler 2005, 130).
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argued by Foucault, one cannot make a confessithoutitelling the
truth, which can only take the form of the accaitsslf. Just as in
Christian confession, as mentioned above, one timelpivotal moment
of Western culture, in which the subject finds Hievkelf at the very
moment in which he tells-the-truth to him/hersglhd also the subject is
true when his/her account has an external reféhanimakes the account
real, but only because he is precisely that pengumcan tell-the-truth. It
is not the accounting of the truth that offers @eistian subject
salvation, but it is the truth of the accountintie-truth of the accounting

subject—that saves the subject.

And then—the sixth moment—the reference domain e/kiee account
itself is situated is identified in the missiontstaent of any digital
platform. This mission is the remediation of Chastty’s salvation plan.
The invitation to the Christian subject was: obleg &ct of confession
and you will be saved. The invitation digital ptaths offer the
contemporary human being is: be consistent withrlssion of the
platform and you’ll find yourself. A picture on lf@agram, a tweet, a
Facebook post: these are all instruments by winelcontemporary
subject encounters the will of the platform. If gébject meets the will
of the platform, the possibility of subjectivatiorare objectivation in
front of his/her eyes and the eyes of other—isretfehrough the
account in digital accountability. If the proce$self-accounting offered

by the platform is guaranteed, the subject wilhtbe in a position to
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continuously produce accounts about him/herselfisTthis continuous
accounting constantly keeps the subject withinragigm of confession,
or a form in which the subject is continually iradtto tell the truth about
him/herself: a “tell-the-truth” that does not péntéo the contents of the
account, but to the subject who manifests him/tieasea subject able to
give an account of him/herself. This is the fundatakpoint that can be
gleaned from a genealogy of Christian confessioasubject of social
networks is a perpetual producer of accounts. hisssubject is
perpetually accountable and confessable, he oisghas permanently

“saved”.

In seventh place, is has been shown that accolitytatain only be based

on the dimension of symbolisation, and that digaadountability can

offer both an intentional symbolisation and an temtional numerical
symbolism, made by the strategic inferences opeiagehe platform. In

this case, the legacy of confession in accountghdifully rediscovered,
whether digital or not. Confession is always a sghshtion of the

account in front of another. In confession, thei§llan tells someone
his/her sins. Confession is not an examinatioroatcience, to which it
could be comparel.While the examination of conscience presupposes a

dialogue of the subject with himself, a dialoguekseg to determine

8" This is something that the Greeks already hadiimipand in various forms. For
instance th@raemeditatio maloruroperated by the Stoics, consisted of imagining all
future evils, to accustom themselves to managemations that would ensue once the
evils they had come true; or the famous solilogiMescus Aurelius told to himself
(2997).
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what was good or bad during the day, or regardiggegific incident, the
confession strictly requires that the subject egpdss/hearcana
conscientiaen front of another person. The Christian conf@sss not a
meditation. The ground of the Christian confesssote verbalisation,
the dimension of telling rather than thinking. Omiythe form of public
speech the confession can take place. The accbaneself given in
confession itself does not have the private forreatf-examination, but

it is public, and the fact that it's public meahattit needs a recipiefit.

The eighth moment concerns the presence of a eetipf the account in
the scene of address. If the questioner playdiaatrrole in
accountability, and usually s/he is directly instegl in the account, and
if in digital accountability the interlocutor is m®nuanced and
sometimes opaque, as expressed above in the donfethe recipient to
whom the account is addressed is irrelevant: ssheébe wise and full of
knowledge, as well as foolish and ignorant. Whaints is the precise
location that the questioner occupies in the pr@oégonfession: the
mere fact that s/he offered a listening ear ta#sponse of the subject
makes true what the subject has said. Likewisegiadl accountability
the function of listening is fundamental: it is metevant what the subject
says, but the function of listening itself drivey\what is being said. This

listening makes true not so much what is saidthitelling subject

8 The act of confessing sins can be made publitpitt of an audience, within some
Protestant churches.
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Insofar as s/he tells tellirf.In digital accountability one finds his/her
salvation on the basis that one has a recipierthfar address. And it is
no coincidence that social networks make it posdiblquantify this
function of listening, by counting the likes, rewt®, shares, and all other
available tools. In the spread of my account— gtetite in the case of
digital accountability—one finds salvation, sin¢besis guaranteed to be

in a process of subjectivation fruitful for him/her

Thus, accountability implies an answer, which igitdil accountability
takes the form of feedback operated by the commuimtChristian
confession, there is clearly an answer in the diald dimension that
assumes the act of confession itself, which doesamusist in a soliloquy
to the ear of the other, but includes a resporsa the confessor that
facilitates the Christian subject in the knowledf§é&im/herself. The
community operates similarly: the reply offers adamental moment of
feedback, both affirming the truth of the act of@anting (the like), or
asking for additional information as needed (th@yréo the post),
wherein the subject is invited to respond in t@ther forms of response
are given through the address of specific contarfacebook and
Twitter (the interpellation to the recipient viaeth@”), or the creation of
trend topics (introduced by the hashtag “#”), whitieesemantic function

is totally subordinate to the question of the ral/nf the discussion. This

8 As Turkle notes: ‘We enjoy continual connection tarely have each other's
attention’ (Turkle 2012, 280).
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revival is entirely consistent with the mechanisshseridiction
expressed above, for which the invitation to subjation is

continuously stimulated.

Finally, in accountability the moment of sanctisressential. However, it
appears appropriate to focus on digital accountghilsanction
mechanism, in which the greatest penalty is thikdot On a basic level,
the blocking and deleting of an account can betdueo factors. The
first is the convenience of content shared onlih@wvever, | don’t aim to
dwell on this point here, as it will be seen in utea four how moral
issues are linked to the discourse of economiomatity. What matters
here is rather the principle of deletion. It isdmiden to have more than
one account tied to a physical body. But abovebailhg a psychical
person must be proven in case of dispute (for el@nfpne is accused
of being a bot). To understand this mechanism ofusion, Butler is

revealing:

In a real sense, we do not survive without beirdyesked,
which means that the scene of address can anddshoul
provide a sustaining condition for ethical deliligna,
judgment, and conduct. In the same way, | wouldi@rthe
institutions of punishment and imprisonment have a
responsibility to sustain the very lives that enkeir
domains, precisely because they have the powé#reiname
of “ethics,” to damage and destroy lives with iomty. If, as
Spinoza maintained, one can desire to live liftharight
way only if there is, already or at the same tindgsire to
live, it would seem equally true that the scenafio
punishment that seeks to transform the desirafeomito a
desire for death erodes the condition of ethiadfit§2005,
49)
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The sanction is ambivalent on Facebook. On one,harefers to
control, but on the other hand its roots lie ircgiBnary systems, in
which the exclusion involved immediately resultslgrsubjectivation.
Facebook applies an archaic attitude of powemyvtach deviance
determines exclusion without possibility of re-®dijvation within the
dispositive. It is the same scene of address ttebeed. Faced with a
continuing claim on the ethical platform, the pbauh itself denies any
possible ethics to the user in the moment thatsee him/herself can be
removed. In this sense, one could even assimiitedook within the

administrative system of death, rather than digwpy systems of life.

This issue will be taken up in the last chapterwNlat the genealogy of
contemporary digital accountability has been eshbll through an
analysis of the Christian confession, the next tdrapill analyse four
possible forms of hermeneutics of the self: scregnifree, disembodied,

coherent subjects.
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3 The First Hermeneutics of the Subject

In The Government of the Livir{g014a), Michel Foucault defines
exagoreusias a specific procedure in the Christian worloMiych the
subject has to give perpetual testimony of him&lér8ased on an
account of oneself, exagoreusis is the self pegligtstaging itself (301).
Exagoreusis seems to anticipate contemporary pesctin social
networks, however neither exagoreusis nor accogiationeself on
social networks comprise the only practices throwgich the human
being stages him/herself. As Foucault noted, liteeais another great
system of constraint by which the Westerners obligly life to assume
a narrative discourse (reflection exposedlie Life of Infamous Men
(2001, 252)° ‘People have written about themselves in the samefor
a thousand years, but not in the same modalityickolt states (2001,
1227 [my translation]) in his consideration of tw of writing as one of
the main techniques by which human being offergimenself to the

other and, in doing this, makes him/herself a satiffeOne form of

% Even the reflection of Kundera, dedicated to tieoty of the novel, belongs to this
area, for which the novel—a typical Western invemtiis merely a form of storytelling
of the neat experience (Kundera 2003).

°1 As Foucault points out, in a very important stepthe definition of the relationship
between writing and visibility: ‘Writing is to shoaurselves, make us visible, make our
face visible to the other. (...) The letter managé&md of face-to-face’(Foucault 2001,
1245 [my translation]). By the act of writing, theman being shows him/herself,
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writing that Foucault takes into account in thistie thehyponmemataa
technique of collecting thoughts that flourishedhimcient Greece. As

Foucault describes them:

In the technical sense, thgpomnemataould be account
books, public registers, individual notebooks sey\as
memoranda. Their use as books of life, guidesdodact,
seems to have become a current thing among a whole
cultivated public. Into them one entered quotatjons
fragments of works, examples, and actions to whieh had
been witness or of which one had read the account,
reflections or reasonings which one had heard aclwiiad
come to mind. They constituted a material memorhiofgs
read, heard, or thought, thus offering these ascanmulated
treasure for rereading and later meditation. They formed
a raw material for the writing of more systemateatises in
which were given arguments and means by whichrtggle
against some defect (such as anger, envy, goksiery) or
to overcome some difficult circumstance (a mournary
exile, downfall, disgrace). (Dreyfus 1983, 246)

However hyponmenata, which Foucault outlines ih detail, seem
ambivalent regarding the discourse developed l@mene hand, they
certainly work as a process of subjectivation, gergeral act of writing.
Foucault himself declares: ‘The writer is the swsis ofhypomnemata
insofar as subjectivation passes through the eseeafithe personal

writing’(2001, 1241 [my translationff: If in hypomnenata the regime of

changes from a state of invisibility to visibilityithin a dimension dialogue with the
reader.

92 The definition ohypomnenataiven above and a possible comparison to reposting
and sharing content produced by others on socidlarseems interesting. Surely, even
in sharing, the element of content aggregatiomsgtctively reflects upon the writer,
namely: the work of selecting content to sharedatdis a particular regime of visibility
for the one who posts it. And, accordingly, thikesgon allows the reader to establish a
particular type of analysis of subjectivity thatesfaces. It is certainly interesting then
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visibility prevails, and the subject returns contsly to him/herself, the
French author suggests that perhaps one can fimat@ authentic and

complex corresponding story of the self (FoucaQQR, 1245).

Thus the relationship between writing and givingaanount of oneself as
an act of self-construction is a fundamental aspestibjectivity, both
historically and in the contemporary world. As Lemastutely points out
(2011), Unix systems, which are the basis of altlexa computing,
established a user typewriter among its variougiaa options at the
operating system’s inception. Thus, it stands &soe that writing (now
flanked by iconism) has exploded in modern timeeteh an era in

which writing has never been so diffused (Ferra@i$l).

Social networks certainly comprise the most diftlf@m of

symbolising the world through writing today, atsed we consider the
number of people involved in the process of comsing the narratives
distributed though these platforms. Rovatti keatigerves: ‘Facebook is
basically an account of oneself through othersvi@i 2010, 155 [my

translation]), mediated by algorithms. ‘Througlh be understood in

to take into account what is shared as strategiedsion of subjectivity; however, a
basic element of the confession is missing inphixess: the dimension of self-
discovery, which is the basis of accountabilityfdot, as Foucault says in the same
pages aboutypomnemataThe function othypomnematés not to unveil the not-said,
but to gather the already-said, what can be uraledsind read, in a design that is just
the constitution of the self’ (Foucault 2001, 1284 translation]) Hypomnematare a
constitution of the self that is already active @nd regime of visibility, while the
confession works out the visible manifestation dfvis under the regime of
invisibility, at least according to a more radipabcess of self-construction.

151



two ways here. First of all, the notion of a reeitifor an account of the
self is essential in a system like Facebook. Tleewaat of itself only
exists on social media in the reception of the ot8econdly, it is equally
important to consider that not all the content i&tkin the account
originates from the self who does the accounting:finction of sharing
is one of the possibilities that dominates the ttuten of the account
itself. Accentuating the inclusion of the othethe account of oneself on
social networks shortly thereafter, Rovatti empéedi ‘Facebook is a
widely visible construction of subjectivity operdtby the others’ (155
[my translation]). However, unlike Rovatti, heregtconsidered that the
social dimension of the construction of the selias only the work made
by others, but also that the subject is activdendonstruction of his/her
own subjectivity through self-representation. la thllowing chapter,
four possible figures will be introduced in orderanalyse possible forms
of the account of oneself on social networks, al ageto outline the
subject in a way that is not reducible—as Rovadiinecs—to an effect
produced by others: the unscreaming subject, g#eedubject, the

disembodied subject, the coherent subject.

3.1 The Unscreaming Subject

One of the most relevant phenomena on contempecaigl networks is

the facial representation enacted by their usgopbeaomenon that has
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primarily been referred to as the selfie in thergesgpent writing this
dissertatior?’ If the question of the face has a wide dimensiowestern
culture, for which the examination of this issue b& approached from a
psychological, anthropological, artistic or eveadlogical point of view,
this chapter aims to analyse the representatidineoface in the
contemporary era according to a deconstructioncdbasehe concept of
faciality, investigated by Deleuze and Guattahimfhousand Plateaus

(Deleuze and Guattari 1987).

Deleuze and Guattari emphasise the importancec@lity but in the
form of deconstruction: ‘Yes, the face has a ghatire, but only if it is
destroyed, dismantled. On the road to the asigmafgind asubjective’
(Deleuze and Guattari 1987, 171). The face acquaks only when it
is dismantled through its destruction and its reahde bring out its
asignifying and asubjective appearance; a decargtn, therefore,
leading to a horizon of meaning for which the faxses the status of
representation of the subject, and every possigiefeation. Why do

Deleuze and Guattari want to undertake this deooctgin of the face?

In order to understand this operation, one shatdtlyf consider the
dualism that the authors identify in the face, whicey describe as a

white wall/black hole:

% The phenomenon is so vast and well known thaheeilescription nor definition is
required here. It covers almost all users of saw#vorks, and it is one of the main
forms of self-representation of the contemporary.
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Signifiance is never without a white wall upon whit
inscribes its signs and redundancies. Subjectificas never
without a black hole in which it lodges its consw@oess,
passion, and redundancies. (...) Oddly enough atfése:
the white wall/black hole system. A broad face witfite
cheeks, a chalk face with eyes cut in for a blauk .hClown
head, white clown, moon-white mime, angel of deblibly
Shroud. The face is not an envelope exterior tg#rson
who speaks, thinks, or feels. The form of the gignin
language, even its units, would remain indeternaiifathe
potential listener did not use the face of the kpeto guide
his or her choices (“Hey, he seems angry ...”; tdaldn't
say it...”; “You see my face when I'm talking towo.”;
“look at me carefully...”). (Deleuze and Guatta®i8¥, 167)

The polarity of the white wall/black hole thus exfts another polarity,
which at first glance did not seem to have beerg@as antithetical:
meaning/subjectivity. The white wall is the plackese the process of
signification inscribes its signs, while the bldaie is the place where
subjectivity manifests itself. The face is the systthat allows the
joining of these two poles: white wall (meanimgysusblack hole
(subjectivity). In this dimension of representatitime face—as sharply
indicated by the authors—is not an outer envelbpédontains the
interiority of the subject, but it is above all theem in which it presents
itself to the other, a significant dimension thiddas the other to make
sense of what is offered in communicative exchaAge.in a later
passage on the articulation of the concept of liggithe authors go

further:

Faces are not basically individual; they defineezoaf
frequency or probability, delimit a field that nelizes in
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advance any expressions or connections unamerattie t
appropriate significations. Similarly, the formsafbjectivity,
whether consciousness or passion, would remainbbo
empty if faces did not form loci of resonance thelect the
sensed or mental reality and make it conform ireade to a
dominant reality. (Deleuze and Guattari 1987, 168)

The dimension of the face as a system is hereuted further. When
the two authors state that faces are in fact ribvidual, they claim that a
part determines the signification process for whiehface remains
comprehensible to the other. In other words: tloe &xises from a
system of rules of signification that permits theelligibility to the other.
In this system of signification, everything is cuit that could not find a
suitable mode of significatiof. The black hole of subjectivity is
supposed to operate like the process of signiboatVhether
consciousness or passion, the interiority of sulwig must fully adapt

to the dominant reality that constitutes facialltya negative case, the

emptiness of the face would determine the impd#silif expression.

In a following step, then, an accurate descriptibhow the machine of

faciality works is offered:

It is absurd to believe that language as such canay a
message. A language is always embedded in the tlaates
announce its statements and ballast them in ral&diche
signifiers in progress and subjects concerned.\(Vhgn the
faciality machine translates formed contents of teer kind
into a single substance of expression, it alreathyugates

% It seems superfluous to consider that Deleuzedeaply aware of all the issues
regarding faciality. One can just consider all éimalytical study on the portraits of
Bacon presented within the Deleuzian masterplémelLogic of Seng®eleuze 1989).
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them to the exclusive form of signifying and sulijezx
expression. It carries out the prior gridding timatkes it
possible for the signifying elements to becomeaetisible,
and for the subjective choices to be implementée. T
faciality machine is not an annex to the signiéiad the
subject; rather, it is subjacent (connexe) to tlagch is their
condition of possibility. (Deleuze and Guattari I9879—
180)

First of all, Deleuze and Guattari claim that itigpossible to think that
language as such can exist without being exprdsgadace. The
message exists only when it is inserted within $attas expressed by
faces; and therefore, it exists at the time whenenclosed within the
system of the white wall/black hole, the networattbonnects meaning
and subject. Secondly, content cannot exist exodpe form of the
substance of an expression, and the substances @xbression can only
exist if produced by faciality, which here takestba dimension of the
machine. In short, faciality is the machine thatdarces individuals. The
processes of the faciality machine comprise thencomcation grid that
establishes the horizon of possibility for the emtts existence—content
that can exist only if subjected to the dominatdthe faciality machine.
This domination operates according to the usualawes: the significant
elements that make the message intelligible andubgect’s choices that
allow this message to exist. Without a facialityamae, no meaning or

subjectivity could be givefr.

% Deleuze and Guattari’s definition of the facialifachine is definitely framed in
terms of Foucault’s dispositive. In fact, one carcansider the constitutions of the self
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Considering that the pages were written in 1989 ttwvo French authors
were certainly considering the production of thiwgte portrait, but their
primary focus was the production of public porsdiy the mass mediatic
machine. In this context, Deleuze and Guattaricedtne collapse of the

mask in faciality:

Even the mask assumes a new function here, thé exac
opposite of its old one. For there is no unitanyction of the
mask, except a negative one (in no case does thle seave
to dissimulate, to hide, even while showing or edve).
Either the mask assures the head’s belonging tbdtg, its
becoming-animal, as was the case in primitive $s@seOr,
as is the case now, the mask assures the erettigon,
construction of the face, the facialization of bead and the
body: the mask is now the face itself, the abstvaatr
operation of the face. The inhumanity of the fadever does
the face assume a prior signifier or subject. (Daeteand
Guattari 1987, 180-181)

In this long passage there are many conceptualeobions. Although the
authors note that the mask was born in primitividetaes as an extension
of the body in relation to its line of flight toghanimal, Deleuze and
Guattari claim, with radical insight, that the masko longer an
extension of the body in the contemporary world,riather itself the
facialisation of the head and body. And as sutdkies on the dimension,

ambiguous and inhuman, of the abstraction of the:fa face that exists

in the form of subjectivity in the absence of thepdsitive. On the other hand, it is
interesting how Deleuze then develops a discolreatahe meaning more complex
than Foucault, who seems to overlook the semaotidspositives. Following the
legacy of aesthetic communication, one could affinat the semantic of the dispositive
are the signs of the practices generated by fe&dbaps that derive from inserting an
existing subjectivity into it, refusing any hypostie of creatiorex nihila
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only as a mask, as an abstraction of itself. Thekntlzen takes on a new
power status, in which the order at the originhaf primitive mask has

completely reversed itself. As argued by Deleuzk @nattari:

The order is totally different:

> despotic and authoritarian concrete assemblage of
power
> triggering of the abstract machine of facialithite

wall/black hole

> installation of the new semiotic of signifiaraed
subjectification on that holey surface.

That is why we have been addressing just two prosle
exclusively: the relation of the face to the aldtraachine
that produces it, and the relation of the facénéo t
assemblages of power that require that social tamtu The
face is a politics. (Deleuze and Guattari 1987 ~1801)

An authoritarian and despotic regime of power ifsngel here. And this
regime of power triggers the production of the &ty machine,
imposing its mechanisms of representations on systie
meaning/subjectivity, white wall/black hole, namelyenerating
signifying codes that allow only a certain typesapression of
subjectivity. Once the faciality machine becometsvagcthe
contemporary subject must join these regimes. Guresely, at the
conclusion of this discourse—being that the fatyjakgime is
determined by a power that requires social produoetithe face cannot
have any other dimension except politics. In otherds, contemporary

subjects produce their political dimension in thed, according to
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assemblages of power that pre-exist them and ab#tiem from their
corporeality. Faciality, which acts as an interfaeéwveen systems of
signification and subjectivity, is therefore pret@enined, and the

contemporary subject can only be consistent wighigiing codes that

power imposes on him/her.

If this type of analysis had been conducted by Midfoucault, one
probably would have had regimes of truth insteagdavier assemblies
because, as previously stated, the regimes of $eithbligations to
which the subject must adhere in order to fit iptocesses of
subjectivation that make him/her socially acce@afiine can also say
without a shadow of doubt that the faciality maehiully operates on
social networks. Although the portrait’s transfotima into the public
portrait sparked Deleuze and Guattari’s analybkeset is nonetheless no
doubt that the contemporary faciality machine getesrpublic portraits
in the form of contemporary selfies—or any othgresentation of
faciality, for that matter. A face in front of a mament, a happy face, a
face with a heart-shaped mouth, an ecstatic faesetare all results of
the contemporary faciality machine, in which theqass of
subjectification are completely precoded througlystem of
signification (the white wall). If the modern pairwas born in the
Italian Renaissance with the aim of expressingrtexiority of an
individual through exterior signs, then the pregmrtrait has lost its link

with contemporary art, and, in doing so, also thenection with the
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possibility of inaugurating new faciality machinésdoes nothing but
perpetuate a system of signification that genenatesonceived
subjectivities, in which the black hole is not aper form, but rather is
subjugated to assume a predetermined shape. Isethe®, social
networks powerfully operate as a political machsiace the assembly of
power is the constitutive element that determihesfaciality machine,
which generates the white wall. The subject dog¢gramuce original
content on Facebook or Instagram when posting érigiklfie on these
platforms. On the contrary, Facebook and Instagtatarmine the
content that the subject posts—in a moment in wthiehblack hole is
empty and silent. The face should thus be destreymxtause the face is
the contemporary expression of assemblies of pawexrs Foucault
would say: of regimes of truth that are completdgtracted from the

black hole of the subject.

How then to get out of this situation of radicabgigation and
abstraction, which inhibits any process of subyest? Deleuze and

Guattari pose the question to themselves, garnargwgprising response:

How do you get out of the black hole? How do yoealr
through the wall? How do you dismantle the faceais\er
genius there may be in the French novel, that isteaffair.
It is too concerned with measuring the wall, orrewath
building it, with plumbing the depths of black helend
composing faces. The French novel is profoundlgipastic
and idealistic, “critical of life rather than creet of life.” It
stuffs its characters down the hole and bouncens tifethe
wall. It can only conceive of organized voyages ah
salvation only through art, a still Catholic saleat in other
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words, salvation through eternity. It spends itsetiplotting
points instead of drawing lines, active lines ajtit or of
positive deterritorialization. The Anglo-Americaovel is
totally different. “To get away. To get away, outo cross a
horizon ...” From Hardy to Lawrence, from Melvilie

Miller, the same cry rings out: Go across, get break
through, make a beeline, don't get stuck on a p@#leuze
and Guattari 1987, 186—-187)

Their response can be found then in the escapetfrese schemes of
faciality. The next section, therefore, addreskesdsue of freedom of

the subject.

3.2 The Free Subject

If the previous section analysed faciality as mtmldeconstruct the
iconic representation of the subject, this seciddresses the question of
the subject’s freedom—or rather, it intends to@se the figure of the

free subject on social networks.

Foucault says that there are three distinct elesrtbiat constitute the
basis of his analysis: knowledge, based on the amésm of veridiction;
power, which manages governmental systems; angréiatices of the
self, with which the subject subjectifies him/hdéir¢§Eoucault 2012, 1-
19). This chapter aims to analyse a particulartp@of self, to which

Foucault devotes the last two courses held at tilege de France: the
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parrhesig or free-spokenneS§ Why does Foucault identify parrhesia as
a fundamental element of analysis in his last ®R@rrhesia connotes a
single moment in which knowledge, powers, gamesudfi and

processes overlap: an instant that Foucault tepaethesiastic. The
concept played an important role in the philosojsfaral texts because
in parrhesia Foucault had identified a possibfiityfreedom. The

purpose of this chapter is to first define parraesid then to analyse the
possibility of its existence on social networksftoally, locate the

relationship between parrhesia and digital accdailitia

To introduce parrhesia, one must remember whatdtgdts claims

regarding ascetic practices:

This is a work of the self on the self, an elaborabf the self
by the self, a progressive transformation of tHelsethe self
for which one takes responsibility in a long labbascesis
(askesis Erosandaskesisare, | think, the two major forms in
Western spirituality for conceptualizing the motas by
which the subject must be transformed in ordeilirta
become capable of truth. (Foucault 2005, 16)

Foucault declares that there is a mode of the subgdled tell-the-truth;
and that this mode can comprise a mode of beinthéosubject through

a practical exercisegkesiy Tell-the-truth can be a powerful process of
subjectivation, which surely concerns the fundamlespiestions of

accountability:Who am 1for a true account of him/herself) aas it

% The first use of the worparrhesiais within The Hermeneutics of the Subjé005),
However, this notion is not widely analysed in thigirse, although it is the heart of the
two following courses.
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you? The latter question, as illustrated in the chagb®ut the scene of
address, invites the subject to take care of asybresibility for the
relationship between himself/herself and his/leraindings. Tell-the-
truth and accountability, real or digital, are #fere closely linked to one

another.

According to Foucault, the one who practices paiehes neither the
prophet, nor the wise, nor the technical (Fouc20it2, 27). Taking into
account John Austin’s theory of performative uthees (Austin 1975),
Foucault raises an important distinction betweenpdwrhesiastic act and

the performative utterance. As Foucault says:

there is a major and crucial difference. In a pentative
utterance, the given elements of the situatiorsaoh that
when the utterance is made, the effect that follsvwsiown
and ordered in advance, it is codified, and thizreisely
what constitutes the performative character ofutiterance.
In parrhesia, on the other hand, whatever the yfarnlliar,
and quasi-institutionalized character of the situain which
it is effectuated, what makes it parrhesia is that
introduction, the irruption of the true discoursgatmines an
open situation, or rather opens the situation aakie®
possible effects which are, precisely, not knowarrifresia
does not produce a codified effect; it opens uprapecified
risk. And this unspecified risk is obviously a ftioa of the
elements of the situation. (Foucault 2011, 62)

Parrhesia therefore implies the assumption ofla Tikis risk is given by
the fact that the dispositive within which the udtece takes place does
not provide for the possibility expressing thattjgatar utterance. The

performative utterance is written from the setha possible speakable
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outsets within the dispositive. The parrhesiagtatesnent is rather a
rupture with the possibilities offered by the dispiwe. While
consequences can be establishgdiori in the performative utterance,
parrhesia opens an entirely new situation—whichckalt claims is

risky. The risk that derives from parrhesia is @ldf on the one hand it's
harmful to the dispositive itself, as parrhesiansemergency that the
dispositive had not contemplated. Secondly, tHeisigor the parrhesiast,
who pronounces a statement not included in thetseofithe dispositive,
thus exposing him/herself to unknown consequefd@sspite
parrhesia’s manifold risk& nonetheless maintains a double bond with

the truth. As Foucault clearly illustrates, paribes

is always a sort of formulation of the truth at tlggels. A
first level is that of the statement of the truself (at this
point, as in the performative, one says the thamgl that’s
that). The second level of the parrhesiastic &et, t
parrhesiastic enunciation is the affirmation timefaict one
genuinely thinks, judges, and considers the trathie saying
to be genuinely true. | tell the truth, and | trtiiynk that it is
true, and I truly think that | am telling the trutthen | say it.
This doubling or intensification of the statemehthe truth
by the statement of the truth of the fact thatnktthis truth

" ‘What defines the parrhesiastic statement, whatipely makes the statement of its
truth in the form oparrhesiasomething absolutely unique among other forms of
utterance and other formulations of the truthhét parrhesia opens up a risk. Although
it states the truth, there is no parrhesia in tlogessive steps of a demonstration taking
place in neutral conditions, because the personstates the truth in this way does not
take any risk. The statement of the truth doespen up any risk if you envisage it
only as an element in a demonstrative procedurgln(a.sense, therefore, it is the
opposite of the performative, in which the enunciabf something brings about and
gives rise to a completely determined event asaetiion of the general code and
institutional field in which the utterance is maétere, on the contrary, it is a truth-
telling, an irruptive truth-telling that create$racture and opens up the risk: a
possibility, a field of dangers, or at any rateuadefined eventuality’ (Foucault 2011,
63).
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and that, thinking it, | say it, is what is essahto the
parrhesiastic act. (Foucault 2011, 64)

A second essential feature of parrhesia conceatshich is said, which
is also present in the performative utterance. @ezl merely say
something and it holds true by the fact of beirtgnetd. The essential
element of parrhesia, which is accompanied by rssi)e connection
between what one says and what one thinks. Folsanklysis neither
aims to reflect upon the power of the lying wordy the attitude of the
truth-telling or lying subject. Foucault treats fharhesiastic statement
here, in which the parrhesiast makes a commitneehini/herself. This
commitment results in the parrhesiast’s exposureskp which he or she
assumes by virtue of the covenant taken with hirséie In summary:
the parrhesiast believes what s/he thinks is silne tells the truth s/he
thinks; it follows that s/he is exposed to a risRjs risk is the seal of the
connection between the truth and the subject wiettas truth. As

summarised by Foucault:

The parrhesiast, the person who uses parrhesie tsuthful
man (homme véridiqug that is to say, the person who has
the courage to risk telling the truth, and who sistkis truth-
telling in a pact with himself, inasmuch as hepigcisely, the
enunciator of the truth. He is the truth-telller ¢éridique.
(Foucault 2011, 66§

% Foucault finds a genealogy for this notion of pasia in Nietzschean discourse: ‘it
seems to me that Nietzschean veridicigr{dicité) is a way of putting to work this
notion whose distant origin is found in the notafrparrhesia (truth-telling) as a risk for
the person who states it, a risk accepted by treopenho states it’ (Foucault 2011,
66). Veridicity is recovered by the Nietzscheanjsabin the interpretation deriving
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Again, Foucault returns to the difference betweamhesia and the
pragmatics of discourse, which should not be cadublnlike the
pragmatics of discourse, the relationship betwesest and statement

is reversed within parrhesia:

‘With parrhesia we see the appearance of a whabdyfaf
completely different facts of discourse which draast the
reverse, the mirror projection of what we call gnagmatics
of discourse. In fact, parrhesia involves a whelees of facts
of discourse in which it is not the real situatafrthe person
speaking which affects or modifies the value ofdtedement’.
(Foucault 2011, 68)

In the pragmatics of communication, the statuhefd@nunciating subject
influences the sentence. The same sentence pragmbydifferent
people in different contexts would take on a défdrvalue of truth.
Attributed to the subject by the dispositive inqadathe role of the
enunciating subject in the network absolutely premhates in the
pragmatics of communication. The opposite happepsirhesia. The
truth of the statement establishes the truth oetienciator. In the
parrhesiastic act, the role occupied in the digpesby the enunciating
subject has no function. The emergence of the tlithgiven statement
generates the veracity of the enunciating subygwb—as mentioned

above—is exposed to a risk because it alters theebstasis of the

from the will to power, the capacity of thkebermenscho deliver his/her truth to the
others, assuming the risks bonded to this truth.
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apparatus. As summarised by Foucault: ‘taking thingheir most
general and neutral form, quite simply mean thatgérson who said
something has actually said it, and by a more s éxplicit act binds

himself to the fact that he said it’ (Foucault 206&).

So what is the goal of parrhesia? The goal of gsrehis eminently
ethical, in several ways. Firstly, the purpose afrpesia is a
modification of ethos that takes place in orderd@tatement of truth to
emerge that has the immediate effect of destalgiiie dispositive in
which it is inscribed (Foucault 2012, 57-62). le fharrhesiastic act, the
dispositive that inscribes parrhesia suffers araliaatice that may lead to
its rupture. Plato speaking in front of DionysudDoogenes in front of
Alexander are two well-known parrhesiastic episaafésred by
antiquity. In both cases, the dispositive thatdulee pragmatics of
communication—in this case the relationship betwsmrereign and
subject—is shaken to its core, as the parrhesiastiomplies that neither
of the two roles can condition the truth of the meiation. Secondly,
parrhesia is a process of subjectivation that,cas&ult points out: ‘is
therefore a certain way of speaking. More precjgelg a way of telling
the truth’ (Foucault 2011, 66parrhesiais proposed as a right to talk to
others to guide them and also as an obligatioalkoatbout him/herself to
save him/herself (Foucault 2011, 339-347). In tlaise, salvation has
nothing to do with Christianity and the paradigncohfession: in

parrhesiastic salvation, the subject finds itselfalation to his/her truth.
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The subject finds him/herself saved insofar as is/teeithful. And this
truth is not neutral, but it also carries a paoditieffect. Parrhesia is in fact
an act of government. How can this happen? Paglesisky for the
dispositive in which it occurs, because it undeesithe network of
knowledge-power sanctioned by the same disposiEaehesia is an
emergency of the truth, a new fact that bringsgiat lthe possibility of
the existence of a different and new dispositivee Tell-the-truth of
Plato and Diogenes brings the possibility of aaidéht dispositive to
light that no longer makes the relationship sowgraubject function, at
least not for the moment. Parrhesia is a radicah fof self-care, in which
the relationship with others is deeply affectedhmry breakdown of the

dispositive.

Foucault says: ‘it is a way of telling the truttatlays one open to a risk
by the very fact that one tells the truth’ (Fou¢&@11, 66). Therefore at
the end of parrhesia there is freedom, the substahethos. Parrhesia is
the particular process of subjectivity that radicalvolves the freedom
of the subject. How is the subject made free bypdrehesiastic act? One
obtains freedom through the power to overthrowdispositive. Rovatti

summarises the Foucauldian notion of freedom

Freedom means: the practice to go out of oursetkies,
alteration of our condition of subjects stuck ie tbentitary
dispositives; the enlargement of the horizons dithaut also
a certain kind of surplus of the self; the assuorptf a risk of
exposure, without safety net. (Rovatti 2008, 222 [m
translation])
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Parrhesia can be found in all of these elemerhts.pBrrhesia is in fact a
real exit from the self, as the truth of the statatrmakes the truth of the
subject, and not vice versa. Secondly, as seereapawhesia is an
instrument that undermines the identity generatedigpositives, in the
sense of networks of relationships that establishtihe subject is. By
breaking the dispositive, parrhesia triggeso factoa process of de-
subjectivation, for which the subject must no lanige defined by the
identitary dispositives that the same process unihexs. Third, there can
be no parrhesia without risk of exposure, withfetyanet. As noted by
Foucault in a quotation above, parrhesia opensirely new situation
that implies the absence of a safety net—in thmfof a dispositive
previously established—that can guarantee the esiabt the absence of
risk. Parrhesia operates as exposure to an entiesWysituation:
‘Parrhesia would function proleptically within aasthetics of existence
to modify existing relations of power and to imagjimely construct

moral selves on social configurations’ (SimpsonZ2dD00).

Is parrhesia possible on social networks? The answe. There are
some attempts to propose a “free” way to behavsosral networks, so
as to be free agents. For example, Lanier propm$issof possible
curious escape strategies from the dominationetitbpositives in order
to have room for freedom on social media: do nat paonymously; use

a personal voice as much as possible instead lefctiok systems such
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as wikis; create an original website from the cgdinstead of using
templates created by others; post and blog sontethily after careful
reflection, and not be led by the immediacy of gjauLanier 2011).
However, this list of good intentions does not addrthe extent of the
power of networks. Lanier definitely proposes aeseof performative
actions, but they function only within predeterndradispositives. With
these kinds of how-to-be-free, one merely replacggstem of strong
truth (that of the most commonly used platforms:riNyess, Wikipedia,
Facebook, etc.) with other, perhaps less commagmess of trutt’’ The
notion of parrhesia as explained above surely doefunction in the
manner defined by Lanier. Parrhesia implies thestjoieing of the
dispositive itself. The parrhesiastic statementasgs a truth that goes
against the dimension of existing knowledge andgyo®@ne does not
achieve the status of free subject through the ppiby to be more
“creative”. Creativity has nothing to do with fremd. Since freedom,
insofar as it is the basis of any possible ethsca,practice that involves
a political risk by the questioning of the dispo&t every practice that
does not question the dispositive—and then atdheegime causes a

radical reversal of the subject—cannot be estaddiss free.

%It is remarkable that these lists suggest a cdiwepf freedom that is very close to
the freedom of press, which, however, has littlddonith the ontological dimension of
freedom that one is dealing with here. Freedomestggl by Lanier is simply a
remediation in the digital world of the democradiinciples of freedom of press
operating in mass communication.
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In this sense, accountability cannot possibly rehesiastic. Parrhesia
guestions the same scene of address, in whiclokbe of the questioner
and the respondent are predefined. And not a sorggeof the
characteristics outlined in the definition of acotability is consistent
with the parrhesiastic practice. Parrhesia canengonly out of
accountability, which essentially rejects the pasihstic practice. In fact,
following the aforementioned categorisation of agdability in chapter

one, it can be noted:

a) Both share a dimension of process.

b) The contract present in accountability is somes binding; but, even
if there is also a “contract” in parrhesia, thdlrtelling as such acts

outside of any contract.

c) Both share an active subject.

d) A key difference is that in accountability theogect is bound to give
an account of his/her work, while in parrhesiagbbject spontaneously

chooses to tell his/her own truth.

e) The account in the parrhesiastic act must not¢@dto any specific
format, having the shape of the truth-telling, \whil the accountability
the account should be isomorph with the discurkumation of

reference.
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f) The domain of reference within which accountiépis made is

distorted by parrhesia.
g) Both instruments share verbal expression.
h) They both share a recipient.

1) But in the accountability the recipient has tbke of verifying the
account, according to adequatioof the truth of the account with
external elements of comparison. In parrhesia aasgenew truth is
brought to the stage, a truth that cannot—in hiscay of urgency—be

compared to anything.

J) Sanction is included in accountability, whilergeesia functions
inversely: parrhesia intends to topple the regiofdsuth and
knowledge-power relations that require sanctiorg manner that they

are not included within the penalised dispositive.

Thus in digital accountability the subject facesyatem of dispositives
to work for them, not to subvert them. The rislkeven lower in the
digital community because the subject can enjogfetg net through the
absence of the bod{° While the parrhesiastic exercise of Plato or
Diogenes, according to tradition, completely lackeshfety net and put

the body of the subject at risk, the body of thigjett is far away in

1% sjince the publication distory of Madnessa connection is established between
Foucault’s production and Deleuze’s and GuattaFits. instance, the notion of
parrhesia could be read within the context of swipialitics. About reciprocal
influences between the French writers in the fadlgolitics, see Penfield (2014).
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digital accountability, hidden by the mediationtloé screen and the
keyboard. Not even an iconic accountability couddcbmparable to
parrhesia, as only the representation of the bedyanifested, instead of

the body itself.

But the radical difference between parrhesia agdaliaccountability is
found in the concept of emergency that appearairhpsia. As stated
above, parrhesia is the emergence of a truthytitie of the subject,
which aims to undermine the regime of truth of dispositive where the
parrhesia is placed. But the media act as powpr@ducers of
homologation of the otherness. All dispositivesrshhis activity of
homologation, which first intends to keep them safd, for this reason,
IS resistant to environmental perturbations. Betritedia operate in a
symbolic sphere that also relates to semanticaenthus powerful
factors of homologation, in which a key elemerthis reduction of the
otherness to sameness (Kirchmayr 2010, 96). Thegemee of a
parrhesiastic moment, a disruption that calls quiestion the existence
of the medium itself, is not reducible to homolagat For this, the
media operate to the exclusion of the uncanny stubjedeleting his/her
account. One who does not abide by the terms wvicgeis excluded
from the community. Paradoxically enough, the reisuihat the only
parrhesiastic accountability possible on sociaivoeks is the elimination
of the condition for which accountability is podsitthe existence of the

account.
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In conclusion, it may be outlined that the accobl@subject cannot be
free. Surely social networks can ensure man’s eemegfrom the
obscurity of the crowd (Kirchmayr, 2010, 94). Inesoof charisma
(O’Neil 2010, 49) operating within free networksakes (Barabasi 2014)
can measure the subject’s will to power and hisfaek within the
network, and can also make someone accountabldehaitely not a
free subject. When the possibility of becoming-otbiéered by the
digital world was sensed, the possibility of beiree has assumed the

mode of disembodiment, which the next section dises in detail.

3.3 The Disembodied Subject

The third figure that the first hermeneutics of subject aims to criticise
is the disembodied subject. Katherine Hayles’ usid@ding of the
reconstruction of the history of cybernetics, adioed inHow we
Became Posthumgilayles 1999), will prove fundamental to the notio

of disembodiment expressed in the pages that follow

The starting point is Norbert Wiener’'s boBlbernetics or Control and
Communication in the Animal and Machifi®©48). In this text Wiener
provides the first popular definition of cybernsti¢Cybernetics is the
scientific study of control and communication ie #nimal and the
machine’. Wiener advances the future organisatf@ooiety based on a

new matter: information. Cybernetics is appliedh®e analysis of
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systems involved in a closed loop signal with thei@nment. In this
loop, an action by the system causes some chantgeeanvironment.
The environment reacts, and that change is feldet@ystem via
information. This enables the system to changealsaviour: an
operation commonly called feedback. When the syseauts to the
feedback with a new action, a feedback loop isteckdn this kind of
system, entropy is a threat that must be foughtoAding to this
definition of cybernetics, which also applies tanaals, humans are
primarily information-processing entities who assentially similar to

intelligent machines.

Shannon was the first to propose a complete owsrgfanformation
theory in the seminal teXthe Mathematical Theory of Communication
(Shannon and Weaver 1975). This key referencebercoyetic theory
defined information as a pattern, because, firgthyas difficult to
measure meaning and its effects. Secondly, abstgaaformation from
a material base meant that information could beconadfected by
changes of the context. Finally, information carfdrenalised as a
mathematical function, ‘Shannon was able to devieprems, powerful
in their generality, that hold true regardlessh&f medium in which the
information is instantiated’ (Hayles 1999, 19). Awmting to Hayles, this
definition operated by Shannon ‘of a possible dézdnalized
construction of information, has important ideotmiimplications,

including an Anglo-American ethnocentrism that relgadigital
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information as more important than more contextrabanalog

information’ (19).

Homeostasis comprises a central concept of thegdnat we refer to as
the first wave of cybernetics, which took placensn 1945 and 1960.
Traditionally, homeostasis had been understootaabhility of living
organisms to maintain steady states when they teafffey fickle
environments. Cybernetics extends this conceptachmes. Like
animals, machines can maintain homeostasis usatthéek loops that
had long been exploited to increase to the stglmfimechanical
systems. The conjunction between homeostasis &oination occurs
when the feedback loop is seen as a flow of inféilenaCybernetics was
born when nineteenth-century control theory menged the nascent
theory of information. In cybernetic theory contemd information are
closely associated to ensure homeostasis. In oihels, the system must
be preserved. Homeostasis is the state in whichytem is preserved
and its operating mechanisms are based on feedibaak that can be
translated into information. It follows that infoation becomes the main

tool to ensure control of the system.

In the second wave of cybernetics, from 1960 td]1 88 focus shifts
from homeostasis to reflexivity: ‘Reflexivity ene&t cybernetics
primarily through discussions about the observdeyles 1999, 9).

While ‘first-wave cybernetics followed traditionstientific protocols in
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its placement of observers outside of the systay tivserve’ (9), the
objectivist view propelled by the reflexivity ofs@d wave cybernetics
sees information flowing from the system to theewbers, but feedback
can also loop through the observers, drawing theeta become part of
the system being observed. The second wave re#ishedture phase
with the publication of Humberto Maturana and Fraoe Varela’s
Autopoiesis and Cognition: the Realization of therlg (1980):

‘Building on Maturana’s work on reflexivity in semy processing and
Varela’s examination of the dynamics of autonomloiotogical systems,
the two authors expanded the reflexive turn intollg articulated
epistemology that sees the world as a set of irdbonally closed
systems’ (Hayles 1999, 10). Organisms responddio émvironment in
ways determined by their internal self-organisatibmeir one and only
goal is to continually produce and reproduce tlgaoisation that defines
them as systems. Thus the centre of interest topatesis shifts from
the cybernetics of the observed system to the agbies of the

observer™*

The third wave of cybernetics has been taking péaeee the 1980s.

Reflexivity is replaced by virtuality. In virtualitone has the cultural

1911 the famous opening pagesAaftopoiesis and Cognition: the Realization of the
Living, Maturana and Varela stated: ‘3.It is an attributthe observer to be able to
interact independently with the observed entity aattl its relations; for him both are
units of interaction (entities). (...) 4. For the ebger an entity is an entity when he can
describe it. (...) Accordingly, the observer can dibgcan entity only if there is at least
one other entity from which he can distinguishnitavith which he can observe it to
interact or relate’ (Maturana and Varela 1980, 8).
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perception that information patterns interpenetnagéterial objects, and
‘the definition plays off the duality at the heaftthe condition of
virtuality—materiality on the one hand, and infotioa on the other’
Hayles 1999, 14). The perception of virtuality faates the development
of virtual technologies that reinforce perceptittence the definition’s
strategic quality, strategic because it seeks mmeot virtual technologies
with the sense that flows of information interpeatt all material
objects, from DNA code to the global reach of therl Wide Web

(14).

We ultimately find in cybernetics that informatiendistributed in the

material world:°> One hears behind cybernetics a strong ontology tha
implies both the material (the hardware), and imfation (the software),
as if the vision of the cybernetic remedies ancaldlism already present

in Plato, Aristotle and Descartes, to mention anfgw*® The

192Till the disturbing theories advanced by Raymondzweil (1999) or Hans Moravec
(1998), that information can be detached from aayemial substrate (including human
brain) to be stored on a selected different meditmould be easy to confine their
vision to a dystopian science fiction; but, as Baodk has keenly pointed out, the dream
of science fiction is not innocent: ‘Contemporagglity is the beta version of a science
fiction dream: the imaginary future’ (Barbrook 20@j.

193 One could of course also analyse the duality dfenénformation from another
point of view, viewing it as an invasion of bodiaghe networked world. See, for
example, Caronia: ‘We could say that to the prozess replication of the body and of
the invasion of the body, virtual technologies lagginning to support a third process,
the dissemination of the body in the networks anial spaces, immaterial, of digital
machines. And the disseminated body is intendedtéo and threaten a basic relation,
which had held more or less unchanged for tensafdands of years, the relationship
between body and identity’ (Caronia 1996, 101 [nayslation]). This is not the place
to explore all the implications that this discoupsevides. Surely there is muohivete
in accepting an ontology dual-material informati@m the other hand, however, there
is no doubt that the digital artefact operates dizaying manner in the human world.
As Caronia also notes: ‘Various reflections onriedia landscape are thus found in the
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disembodied subject is therefore at the end ofightk. In a general
cultural sense, the disembodied subject is thendmeecan live the pure
virtuality of information, without the need for dmmring to a material
substrate. In the gap between the virtuality abinfation and the
heaviness of the subject, the disembodied sulbjatis s/he inhabits
infinite spaces of freedom, which are created lewintual ontology of

the information in which the disembodied subjeat$.

As acutely identified by Ascott, the disembodietitgrexemplifies a
perpetual will to power. Based on a confusion betwa possible
liberation from matter and a liberation from akpositives, the
disembodied subject explores virtuality to testhess will to power: ‘To
continue in Foucault’s Nietzschean vein, networkiag be seen as an
issue of the “will to truth”, since its form, spatag over the whole
planet, invisible in a sense, promises to evadsetlsgstems set-up for
the control and delimitation of discourse’ (Ascatid Shanken 2007,

191) % The disembodied subject would therefore be defambrding

same years, within the popular narrative (or adtl@aits certain zones eccentric), to
seize a point of crisis, an articulation of the gimary, in the figure of the interior of the
body (and especially of the nervous system) thakihanged and mingles with the
outside, with the reality perceived by our sen#ds.all too obvious that Dick and
Ballard want to build a metaphor, perhaps a bistast, almost “literalized” (...) of the
relationship of exchange that the human being &skes with the world, of all the
mental representations that s’/he makes and maibifisathat imposes on it by its action
on the environment. And they tell us that this exae relationship is jamming, that
there is perhaps a process of flooding, that tiheyat responsible for this hypertrophy
of the imagination, great writers, but a realityosh criteria for defining and building
are changing, perhaps too fast’ (Caronia 2012,41Bvly translation]).

194 Some other premises of the digital world wouldifthe same foundation:
‘Networking (...) leads to the amplification of tinght, enrichment of the imagination,

179



to almost divine prerogatives: spread across thegp] invisible and

avoiding systems for controlling and limiting spkec

However, each one of these prerogatives is faisgt, Ehe spread of the
subject across the entire planet is an illusiors t¢ertainly true that a
page on the network is visible from all over theridpyet in strict
computer terms it is a bit string that resides @emer in a specific place
in the world. This alleged spread across the planttakes place when
the page is actually required all over the worldrate. Since spreading
across the planet is only a possible logical fegtiis real existence is not
So obvious. Second, disembodied does not meanblei©f course,
there may be a form of untraceability that is ndiject to panopticism,
but panopticism is in the name of visibility as Beam had already
conceived it. Even if not physically visible, otHerms of panopticism
easily tap movement on the network. Even in th&dgondition of the
exclusion of any type of materiality (for instantiee materiality of the
body), however, the flow of information travels the electronic matter
that constitutes the substrate of the medial lits.thus impossible to
imagine any form of escape from control. It is tthat there are digital
spaces that lie outside of control (for example,dhrknets accessible via
Tor). However, in the first place, all spaces aeehintended to be

territorialised by the control exerted by dispags. Secondly,

both broader and deeper memory, and the exten§immean senses’ (Ascott and
Shanken 2007, 222).
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anonymity is the price one has to pay to accesethreas—and
anonymity is not the urgency of the disembodiedesttbwhose desire is
not the negation of identity, but the possibilityfteely explore it. Lastly,
one cannot understand how anyone could act outéitte boundary of
discourse. Since it is impossible to act outsiddigpositives, and each
dispositive connects with a particular discursigefation, it follows that
the abolition of the boundaries of discourse fuordias a removal of
language itself. Secondly, since everything is pathe digital matrix
and language, one does not understand how to cumwafthout language,

if not via elimination of the interface itself.

As summarised by Ascott, the disembodied entityrgasefrom a human
desire, too human, to exit oneself: ‘Computer neking, in short,
responds to our deep psychological desire for temience—to reach
the immaterial, the spiritual—the wish to be ouboftly, out of mind, to
exceed the limitations of time and space, a kindiofechnological

technology’ (Ascott and Shanken 2007, 223).

But this escape from limitations can be intimaiayrelated with the
dimension of the body. The avatarism led by theuglity of digital
technology is merely the remediation of an old pcag for which the

body is the utopian place par excellence. As Fdteagues:

In any case, one thing is certain: that the hunwatyis the
principal actor in all utopias. After all, isn’'t erof the oldest
utopias about which men have told themselves stthe
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dream of an immense and inordinate body that coeNdur
space and master the world? This is the old utofpggants
that one finds as the heart of so many legendsiinge, in
Africa, in Oceania, in Asia—this old legend that $o long
fed the Western imagination, from Prometheus tdiGaul
The body is also a great utopian actor when it cotoe
masks, makeup and tattoos. To wear a mask, torput o
makeup, to tattoo oneself, is not exactly (as orghin
imagine) to acquire an other body, only a bit maeautiful,
better decorated, more easily recognizable. Todaiheself,
to put on a makeup or a mask, is probably somethisgy It
is to place the body in communication with secmt@rs and
invisible forces. The mask, the tattooed sign,fHoe-paint
lay upon the body an entire language, an entirguage that
is ciphered, secret, sacred, which calls uponkbday the
violence of the God, the silent power of the Sacoedhe
liveliness of Desire. The mask, the tattoo, the enaj: They
place the body into an other space. They ushetata place
that does not take place in the world directly. yrheake of
this body a fragment of imaginary space, which will
communicate with the universe of divinities, orwihe
universe of the other, where one will be takenHgydods, or
taken by the person one has just seduced. (FoURZQ4,
231-232)

Even in avatarism one can find the matter of thekntne sign and
make-up. But, as shown by Foucault, this utopitnefavatar is already a
utopia of the body, which extends back to the arafitheHomo

sapiens The promise of escape the avatar offers simubiasig
remediates the promise of escape that the sigtidicanade on the body
offered in the past. In both cases, there is thgicrthat allows getting in
touch with invisible forces: irrational dimensioofsthe body and of the

avatar, seeking a magical and unattainable utopia.
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3.4 The Coherent Subject

A final hypothesis aims to deconstruct the cohesebject: a subject
who offers a coherent account of him/herself. Télgecent account can
be understood as the subject’s willingness to givaccount (or
representation) of him/herself perfectly consistardll its
manifestations. The coherent account is one offrthitras of improbable
contemporary disciplines such as personal branfiimgyhich visibility
and consistent representation of itself can besymous. To validate
the coherent account’s possibility of existings iecessary to postulate a
completely substantialised subject, hypostatisetadnjectified. This
subject is—as said many times in this argument—sajibe to theorise
because the processes of subjectivation alwaysehapp a dimension of
chaotic becoming. Furthermore, the coherent accsestns to be a bond
that is at once arbitrary and bound to the subisiésgd subject, thus

going against any possibility of change and, treeefof freedom.

A more detailed analysis will be proposed in thggsathat follow to
demonstrate the impossibility of coherent accowptiar it is first
necessary to return to the scene of address deddripButler. The first
argument Butler put forward concerns the fictiomature of any

narrative:

Fictional narration in general requires no refetenwork as
narrative, and we might say that the irrecovergbénd
foreclosure of the referent is the very conditidpassibility
for an account of myself, if that account is toetadarrative
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form. The irrecoverability of an original referedes not
destroy narrative; it produces it “in a fictiordirection,” as
Lacan would say. So to be more precise, | woulcehasay
that | can tell the story of my origin and | careevell it
again and again, in several ways. But the stombrigin |
tell is not one for which | am accountable, anckibnot
establish my accountability. At least, let’'s ho, rsince,
over wine usually, I tell it in various ways, artaccounts
are not always consistent with one another. (B20$)5, 37)

This kind of accounting does not need any kindeéénent. Indeed, it is
the foreclosure of the referent, the condition @$sbility of the
accounting. Then one should consider that the sockaédress is a
physical one. This physical scene is present lvotha Butler's case (the
hypothesis that accountability has given birthhi® questionWas it you?
before which the subject is asked to be accountabie in the
assumption of Christian confession made by thisedltation, for which
the subject has to answer the questdm am I?And then, as claimed

by Butler:

There is a bodily referent here, a condition ofthe | can
point to, but that | cannot narrate precisely, eteugh there
are no doubt stories about where my body went dwat w
did and did not do. The stories do not capturebtiay to
which they refer. Even the history of this bodyat fully
narratable. To be a body is, in some sense, t@peved of
having a full recollection of one’s life. Thereasistory to
my body of which | can have no recollection. (Bu26€05,
38)

This short passage deserves a thorough analygtse iIlnoment in which

the subject enters the scene of address, therel@ibtedly the presence
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of a bodily referent. This body is something theat e shown (here and
now, this is obvious), but according to Butleranhaot be precisely
accounted. So the scene of address requires aiispaakject, and the
speaking subject requires a body, his/her own. KHewehe relationship
between the account given by the subject and thiestis body is an
ambiguous relationship, partial and necessaryeasdime time.

Following Jacques Lacan, Butler reaffirms the gefween the identity
and the body when she says that the account caaptire the body, due
to the foreclosure of the body. It results that caenot give a definite

account about the body itself, thus dropping tHgestt from the body.

Although Butler’s discourse effectively claims thilaé body, subject and
account are a problematic connection, in nonethéseks clarity in its
explanation of this link; the very concept of fdesure of the referent as
a condition of possibility for the existence of @éeount is furthermore
quite perplexing. Therefore, to resolve these mais—due to the
uncertain connection between body, subject anduatesthe following
pages will explore this connection through the leffiered by the
phenomenological tradition, namely from Husse#stThe Crisis of
European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomendhogiyitroduction

to Phenomenological Philosopliiusserl 1970).

Husserl begins by distinguishing between two pdssiteanings of the

word body, which he differentiates in the text tngh two different
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German wordsKorper (meaning a body in the geometric or physical
sense) anteib (referring to the body of a person or animal).bLefould
be understood as “living body” (Leib is related_tben), while Kérper

is considered as “physical body” (from a note & ttanslator, in Husserl
1970, 50). Husserl makes a fundamental distinchoough the use of
these two terms. On the one hand the Korper iptine biological
physiological-fact® and as such it can be subjected to the analysis of
biophysical sciences, and thus be subjected teeatdi accounting
based on physiological, medical, chemical and maygiarameters. This
accounting, however, does not exhaust the bodyelhdt allows it to
isolate a dimension of the body, the scientific,@eeto speak, that has
its mode of narration rooted within scientific dsecse. Furthermore the
distinction between Korper and Leib also has anmatbgult: to isolate
scientific discourse itself. Through making thistaiction, Husserl not
only isolates Korper but also the scientific disseuthat involves the

Korper©®

195 The biophysical sciences, those which at firsiaantrate, in a one-sided fashion,
purely on what pertains to the physical body, §tilll it necessary to begin by grasping
the concrete entities descriptively, analyzing alagsifying them intuitively; but the
physicalistic view of nature makes it obvious thdtirther-developed physics would in
the end “explain” all these concrete entities phasicalistically rational way. Thus the
flourishing of the biophysical descriptive scienoespecially in view of their occasional
use of knowledge taken from physics, is considarsdccess of the scientific method,
always interpreted in the sense of physics’'(Husk®rD, 63).

19 |t's worth remembering that the ultimate goallie Crisis of European Sciences
and Transcendental Phenomenology: An IntroductioRienomenological Philosophy
is to reduce the pervasiveness of science, arftkiend to prove the ethical superiority
of pre-categorical (the world of life) as opposedaategorical (the world of science),
whose reversal in favour of science, accordindnéoauthor, had led to the downfall of
Europe.
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Before the domain of reason and its necessary qoesee, scientific
discourse, Husserl claims the need to return teilsgity, a sensibility
that nevertheless has to find a new relationship thie body"’’ As

Husserl says:

Thus sensibility, the ego’s active functioning loé tliving
body or the bodily organs, belongs in a fundameetdential
way to all experience of bodies. It proceeds inscoyusness
not as a mere series of body—appearances, asé the
themselves, through themselves alone and theiesoahces,
were appearance of bodies; rather, they are such in
consciousness only in combination with the kinaststally
functioning living body [Leiblichkeit], the ego mgtioning
here in a peculiar sort of activity and habitualiffHusserl
1970, 106-107)

Sensitivity is thus a series of appearances ofrdibdies that manifest in
consciousness, as if it were possible to distirfgaiblank canvas
(consciousness) on which the appearances of otltkedare inscribed
(phenomena) according to obscure mechanisms. R#tlegoresence of
bodies in consciousness comes from the closearkdtip between the

sensitivity that intentionally opens the body te thorld and the body

19770 a critical analysis was also conducted the gnigin and its greatest author,
David Hume, which still is one of the noble repraatives of phenomenology. Hume
had correctly placed the premise (the superiofitsemsitivity), but he had taken the
wrong consequences (that every story was fictijiolis Husserl says: ‘Hume had
shown that we naively read causality into this wanhd think that we grasp necessary
succession in intuition. The same is true of etreng that makes the body of the
everyday surrounding world into an identical thimigh identical properties, relations,
etc. (and Hume had in fact worked this out in détathe Treatise, which was unknown
to Kant). Data and complexes of data come and giothle thing, presumed to be simply
experienced sensibly, is not something sensibletwpérsists through this alteration.
The sensationalist thus declares it to be a fitidasserl 1970, 93). The same
empirical approach seems to also be found in Butler
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itself as a living body that operates in the wohtdthis way Husserl

opens the possibility of phenomenology:

Thus, purely in terms of perception, physical badd living
body [Kdrper und Leib] are essentially differemgjng body,
that is, [understood] as the only one which is altyugiven
[to me as such] in perception: my own living boehpw the
consciousness originates through which my livindyb
nevertheless acquires the ontic validity of ongspdal body
among others, and how, on the other hand, cqrtaisical
bodies in my perceptual field come to count amg\bodies,
living bodies of “alien” ego-subjects. (Husserl709107)

In the phenomenological foundation the ego is arad foremost a body
open to the world that, as a living body, entets ancognitive relation
with other beings in the world. Based on the interdlity of these
cognitive relationships, which simultaneously coisgs maximum
realism and maximum idealism, the possibility enssrfpr a mode of
describing the world that is not scientific (thenginsion that reduces the
body to Korper), but rather phenomenological. Tgienomenological
description grounds its constitution in the preegatical world of the
body, before the intervention of the rationalisgdgnain of logic.
According to Husserl, it is indeed the existencéhefpre-categorical (or
the bodies being in the world) that gives the gmbtsi of existence of
scientific description, which is an abstractiorttug second level from

pre-categoricat’®

198 Naturally the prevalence of the body is not exekisvithin phenomenology. Even
Foucault underlines the importance of the roléheftiody in constituting subjects, and
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As Husserl says, one can make a true, sensitivexdddnce-based

discourse that isn’t based on scientific abstractio

Even though the human living body is counted antbeg
physical bodies, it is still “living™—“my physicabody”,
which | “move,” in and through which | “hold swayhich

| “animate”. If one fails to consider these madtemwhich
soon become quite extensive— thoroughly, and dgtual
without prejudice, one has not grasped at all waf a
soul's own essence as such (the word “soul” bemigtstood
here not at all metaphysically but rather in tlemse of the
original givenness of the psychic in the life-wgrlcand thus
one has also failed to grasp the genuine ultinsatiestrate for
a science of “souls”. (Husserl 1970, 212)

One can draw conclusions about the gaps in Butteradysis from this
Husserlian discourse. First of all, Husserl offeidual account of the
body. The first account concerns the Kérper, amslsubjected to the
domain of scientific discourse. Through it, an ahjee and scientific
account of the body, based purely on bio-physialaigelements, can be
provided. However, the second kind of account seterbg the
interesting one: the account of the body and tieewaa through the
body. The body, in the Husserlian sense of the,lisi remnant of the
infinite horizon of sense. It enjoys this conditio&cause the kinaesthetic
activity of the body in the world of life is a camzious generator of new
experiences. These experiences take place in tdrpre-categorical

sensitivity before being transferred in the formaagttionalising

his reflection about the care of the self involdegply the dimension of the body, for
instance in the wordsieletonandgymnesthathat appears several time in the
Foucauldian production (Foucault 2005, 381).
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scientific discourse (that is nonetheless unnecgssehese experiences
can give birth to a scientific description: the @act in the
phenomenological sense. However, as mentioned atievbody is an
infinite horizon of sense, and it is in two directs. First, since the body
as Leib is part of the pre-categorical world, gestially offers a
fundamental remnant of that which can always béyaad through a
phenomenological description. In other words, tbdyband the world of
sensations offer, by virtue of their pre-categdratatus, the continual
possibility of being deepened by phenomenologieakdption.
Secondly, the body is alive in the world as a kathetic body always
open to new experiences. This aspect subjectsaitietb a regime of
becoming for which the phenomenological descriptidhalways be
partial. However, this is not the incompletenesd Butler mentions,
guoted above, which results in the fictionalitytioé accounting. Itis a
bias that is based on the fact that the evidernfeseaf by the body will
always be contingent, limited and perfectible. WHensubject accounts
his/herself, s/he operates not according to a &frfattionality, but
according to evidence derived from a horizon ahité sense. The body
always retains an opaque and increasable dimensioal nevertheless

can be made evident and accounted as true.

The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcend@hi@homenology:
An Introduction to Phenomenological Philosogtas made a great

impact since Husserl's death in 1938. The textugriced many authors,
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most prominently Maurice Merleau-Ponty who introéd@ new concept
of perception with his analysis of the subject’smardial contact with
the world. According to Merleau-Ponty, perceptismiediation operated
by the body, always active, which involves the bodihe world before

it is symbolically represented: ‘My field of perdem is constantly filled
with a play of colours, noises and fleeting tacsdsmsations which |
cannot relate precisely to the context of my clepdrceived world, yet
which | nevertheless immediately “place” in the ldovithout ever
confusing them with my daydreams’ (Merleau-Pont$20 It follows
that perception is always a form of action, andtiintentionality,
which should not be confined to consciousnesshigsrised by Husserl)
as it also affects the body.: ‘Consciousness isghwards-the-thing
through the intermediary of the body’ (138-9). IRerimore,
consciousness does not concern language, becausedi has its own
world and includes it without the need of the obfging function
operated by language. Merleau-Ponty opens up tesilphty of a pre-
symbolising understanding of the world. This waynflerstanding the

world is explained by the analysis of the figureC&zanne:

Merleau-Ponty considers Cézanne the paradigmagicpbe
of a phenomenologist working with paint rather tkaords.
Cézanne’s struggle to express what exists whileanany
faithful to the phenomena was no different front thfathe
phenomenological philosopher. Both tried to overedhe
traditional dichotomy between, on the one hand, the
intellectualist’s prioritizing of the mind as, forstance, in
classical line drawings with linear perspectived,aon the
other, the empiricist’s privileging of the sensas with the
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impressionists’ obsessive attention to the eyespgon of
light and color. What Merleau-Ponty recognizes éx&nhne
is a similar fascination with the realm where te# and the
world fuse in an embodied encounter. When he quotes
Cézanne as saying: “the landscape thinks itsetfenand |
am its consciousness,” it is easy to see how #ssirates
with his own emphasis on the unity of the subject the
object. (Gaut and Mclver Lopes 2011, 169)

Merleau-Ponty opens even the possibility of an antof oneself that is
independent from verbalisation, and may take ditrens. The iconic
offers an extension of the possibilities of phennategical description,
which are rooted in the body out of the necesdityedbal language. One
can see here the possibility of a purely iconimaatability. This mode
of accountability has already been seen at wotkerdigital world,
through all forms of self-expressions that proceetside of verbal
language. As with verbal description, iconic acdability also retains
the horizon of infinite sense offered by the baalyGording to the plans
explained above, as a condition of possibilityled existence of a visual
accountability. The inexhaustibility of perceptignarantees the
constitutive opacity of visual storytelling. If teecannot be
subjectivation without discourse, the assumptiarttie existence of
discourse is the presence of an opaque body, veaictbecome an

account through dispositives.

Once the issue of the body’s opacity as a horiZonfimite sense that

one draws upon in the accounting of his/herselfidesn established, it
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must be emphasised that the scene of addressesdué here and now

of a “you”, which begs the question of to whom #oeount is addressed:

At this point the story that | tell, one that maser have a
certain necessity, cannot assume that its refexagquately
takes narrative form, since the exposure | seelatmte is
also the precondition of that narration, a fagficéts it were,
that cannot yield to narrative form. And if | tétle story to a
“you”, that other is implied not only as an inteal feature of
the narrative but also as an irreducibly extermrdition and
trajectory of the mode of address. (Butler 2005, 38

In this case, the impossibility of a coherent actimg is invalidated
because giving an account of oneself always premgspa here and now
of the scene of address, which in turn presuppase&rophysical
dimension of power. Whatever the roles of the | Hredquestioner are,
the scene is always addressed as a dispositivehilierefore calls out
the dimension of power-knowledge and specific regimof truth. Given
this singularity of the scene of address, the dtutiste incompleteness of

every account of oneself follows:

My account of myself is partial, haunted by thatvidnich |
can devise no definitive story. | cannot explaiacky why |
have emerged in this way, and my efforts at naseati
reconstruction are always undergoing revision. &hethat
in me and of me for which | can give no accountt{&u
2005, 40).

Firstly, there is the constitutive incompletenethe self—that cannot
under any circumstances lead to a definitive accotianeself. Why is a

definite account of oneself not possible? Accordmutler, for a

193



variety of reasons: because the emergency of this semetimes
inexplicable; because the narrative reconstruaifche self is always
under continuous review; because there are eleréths self for which
no account can be provided. However, the factahatcannot be
completely consistent in accounting him/herselfsloet mean that one

is not accountable. As Butler says:

But does this mean that | am not, in the moralesens
accountable for who | am and for what | do? Inidfithat,
despite my best efforts, a certain opacity persistsl cannot
make myself fully accountable to you, is this edhi@ilure?
Or is it a failure that gives rise to another edhdisposition
in the place of a full and satisfying notion of radive
accountability? Is there in this affirmation of par
transparency a possibility for acknowledging atretality
that binds me more deeply to language and to ya kh
previously knew? And is the relationality that cdiwhs and
blinds this “self ” not, precisely, an indisperida resource
for ethics? (Butler 2005, 40)

This dense passage pertinently explains why thstitotive opacity of
the self, which always results in an incompleteoaat, is a fundamental
condition for accountability. If the self were raatbstantially opaque, it
would follow that it wouldab initio and definitely be always
accountable, because it is always and alreadylataxsinto discursive
regimes. This pure intelligibility of the body walunean a pure
accountability, and a pure accountability wouldufes a regime of

truth, fixed and permanent. Through it the worldwdobe translatable,
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purely and simply, made completely and permanerdtpuntable and,

therefore, completely subjugated.

A condition that looks like the one narrated by &id Huxley inBrave
New World in which in a perfectly organised and completagjble

world, opacity cannot have place (Huxley 2010).
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4 The Second Hermeneutics of the Subject

When outlining his definition of the state of miitgrin the workAn
Answer to the Question: What Is Enlightenmggt?10), Immanuel Kant
provides rather curious examples: a book, a spirdirector and a doctor
who prescribes a diet (narrated in Foucault 20T}, Boucault himself
surmises that there is extensive literature abdwarts de se conduire
(Foucault 2014a, 29) in the contemporary world. aydhe requests
advanced by dispositives have exponentially in@eéasd the daily life
of any person living in the Western world is hegp\abmbarded by
messages that suggest modes of behaviour. If eNgpgsitive offers a
script to be followed, at least in how it influesdeehaviour, current

dispositives generate a high prescriptive regime.

These prescriptions do not only arise in a perférraanode (“you
must”), but are also shaped through forms of naedhat emerge from
the digital world’s capacity for data collection—tddhat is thus
narrativised according to algorithmic systems.div media objects,
whether they are created from scratch or convérted analogic media
sources, are composed of digital code and are ncahegpresentations,
thus all new media objects can be described foynfadathematically)
and can also be subjected to algorithmic maniparatt follows that all

the media objects are programmable.
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While the previous chapter investigated the fiesthieneutics of the
subject through the typologies of the unscreamuigext, the free
subject, the disembodied subject and coherent s lipes chapter
expands its scope to address a different form whtian of the subject,
which will subsequently be called the second heeutos of the subject.
This chapter will focus on the forms of self-naigatin which the subject
does not play a performative role, but rather aopg@lled by the
feedback the digital machine produces in respamggout by the
subject. In this chapter, then, the relationshiphefsubject and
dispositives shifts from what people do with dibdespositives to what

media dispositives return to subjects.

The chapter will commence with a description of Bigta, followed by a
critique of Big Data departing from the notion bétdatabase. A
genealogy of Big Data will close the chapter, ssjgg, following the
related Foucaludian concept, that Big Data is aequence of the

discourse of the master.

4.1 Big Data

Big data is not a strictly scientific or technologii definition, but rather a
label that identifies a typically contemporary issDespite this, one can
nonetheless seek to define the object. Big Datbeilnderstood here as

an informatics shift in retrieving, storing and pessing data, for which
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the traditional analytical approaches no longefiszifind the only useful

means of interrogation are statistical inference.

A key feature of Big Data is their volum&. Although it doesn’t have a
specific size ascribed to it, the sheer magnitddgigp Data reaches a

number of bits never seen before. McAfee and Bifggon state:

As of 2012, about 2.5 exabytes of data are crezded day,
and that number is doubling every 40 months oiswe
data cross the Internet every second than weredsionrthe
entire Internet just 20 years ago. This gives carngsan
opportunity to work with many petabytes of dataisingle
data set—and not just from the Internet. For instait is
estimated that Walmart collects more than 2.5 pyé¢sbof
data every hour from its customer transactionsetalpyte is
one quadrillion bytes, or the equivalent of abdunllion
filing cabinets’ worth of text. An exabyte is 1,00Mes that
amount, or one billion gigabytes (2012, 6%).

Another feature of Big Data is the variety of dstiared. It has a
heterogeneous origin, and therefore one of thegsaasociated with it is
how to build an appropriate taxonomy capable ofjadeely weighing

different datd:** Big Data is not only a system of retrieving anatisig

199 From: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Big_data.

110 An Exabyte corresponds to*f@ytes. Some other references have been found that
argue that Big Data should be measured in zettabgtel 6" bytes.

11 A relevant example concerning the heterogeneith@fources of Big Data is
reported here: ‘Mobile phones, online shoppingjadaetworks, electronic
communication, GPS, and instrumented machinemraliuce torrents of data as a by-
product of their ordinary operations. Each of usass a walking data generator. The
data available are often unstructured— not orgahize database—and unwieldy, but
there’s a huge amount of signal in the noise, sim@liting to be released. Analytics
brought rigorous techniques to decision making;daita is at once simpler and more
powerful. As Google’s director of research, Peteri, puts it: “We don't have better
algorithms. We just have more data™ (McAfee andyrolfsson 2012, 63).

198



data, but also of processing data. Speed is keydret measures both the
generation and processing of data. Big Data isexty volatile and
variable, therefore one must employ a great dedisafretion when
deciding what data to collect and how to store nodess it. A
characteristic effect of statistical inferencehs ainalysis made upon bad
data, namely: the correspondence between phenaimenare absolutely
heterogeneous and unrelated. Data’s veracity nissto@ considered
with regard to Big Data, meaning the possibilitgttdata is correct and
entertains a relationship defined with the matesuddstrate from which it
derives. An interference in the environment, irs tase, may lead to
retrieving bad data; in the system of Big Data itherefore necessary
that the “truth” of the data is evident. A final&st concerning Big Data
is the overall complexity of the system. If datéséxin amounts never
seen before—and moreover all of it is heterogeneausecessarily
follows that the system related to it is requiredbé complex, to

correctly represent the information that Big Dat&élieved to convel}?

Big Data comprises huge amounts of data that dkected, stored and
processed through digital technologies in ordestitain new insight

about the state of the world. It is therefore redttivat Big Data is a

12 As boyd and Crawford note: ‘Big Data is notablé because of its size, but because
of its relationality to other data. Due to effotdsaggregate and mine data, Big Data is
fundamentally networked. Its value comes from tatiguns that can be derived by
making connections between pieces of data, aboundaridual, about individuals in
relation to others, about groups of people, or §imapout the structure of information
itself’ (boyd and Crawford 2011, 2).
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privileged territory for management. As IBM, a leath the field of

information technology, states:

Big Data is changing the way people within orgainises
work together. It is creating a culture in whictsimess and
IT leaders must join forces to realise value frdhdata.
Insights from Big Data can enable all employeesake
better decisions—deepening customer engagement,
optimising operations, preventing threats and fyaundl
capitalising on new sources of revenue. (IBM Bigdla
What Is Big Data—United States).

IBM’s statement makes the purpose of Big Data qelgar: it essentially
comprises the provision of appropriate insight @kminformed
managerial decisiors> Big Data is therefore not a neutral phenomenon,
but is instead born with a precise goal: the temiatisation of data

through increasingly complexifying informatic syste in order for data

to be used for business. Big Data’s territory ispgside with warfare

13 As mentioned elsewhere, with a formula that cates Big Data and management
very clearly: “You can’t manage what you don’t rseee’. There’s much wisdom in
that saying, which has been attributed to both Wv&rds Deming and Peter Drucker,
and it explains why the recent explosion of digitata is so important. Simply put,
because of Big Data, managers can measure, and keow, radically more about
their businesses, and directly translate that kadgé into improved decision making
and performance’ (McAfee and Brynjolfsson 2012,.82)d, in a following passage,
the power of Big Data in influencing the culturensdnagement is further underlined:
‘Executives interested in leading a big data titgmsican start with two simple
techniques. First, they can get in the habit ofragk'What do the data say?” when
faced with an important decision and following uphwmore-specific questions such as
“Where did the data come from?,” “What kinds of lgsas were conducted?,” and
“How confident are we in the results?” (People gl the message quickly if
executives develop this discipline.) Second, trey @low themselves to be overruled
by the data; few things are more powerful for chiag@ decision-making culture than
seeing a senior executive concede when data hapeoded a hunch’ (66).
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and healthcare, busineséwhich the previously quoted paragraph
underscores in its compelling illustration of tleegorical divisions IBM
makes within fields where Big Data can provide nggamna tools to make
decisions. The breadth and quality of the datalesatbmpanies to
better prevent fraud and threats, identify new ofpputies for generating
revenue and to optimise information. However, irst tategory can
easily be associated with the discourse that ibsedation carries out:
the deepening of customer engagement. From thetothe customer’s
engagement with business comprises a structunalesieof Big Data,
thus functioning as a tool to foster the customacsountability to the

business.

Critical comments about Big Data have been raiseddveral years
now, especially in relation to its emphasis on cotapscience and
management with respect to this phenomenon. boyCaawford
underline one of the first critical points regaiglidig Data, which is

epistemological in nature:

14 palantir (http://www.palantir.com/) is one of thiggest players in the world of Big
Data. This is the exhaustive description of the pany, provided by the financial
platform Bloomberg, that well illustrates the hugage of human activities that Big
Data can cover: “Palantir Technologies Inc. develapd builds data fusion platforms
for public institutions, commercial enterprisesd amon-profit organizations worldwide.
The company offers Palantir Gotham, a platform ithigigrates managessecuresand
analyzes enterprise dgtand Palantir Metropolis, a platform thategratesenriches
models andanalyzegjuantitative datalt provides solutions in the areasatti-fraud,
capital market, case management, crisis respongmrcsecurity, defense, disaster
preparedness, disease response, healthcare delivsigler threat, insurance analytics,
intelligence, law enforcement, legal intelligenpearmaceutical research and
development, and custom asp&¢iiom:
http://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/privatefshot.asp?privcapld=43580005
[italics are mine]).
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Big Data tempts some researchers to believe tegtdan see
everything at a 30,000-foot view. It is the kinddafta that
encourages the practice of apophenia: seeing pattdiere
none actually exist, simply because massive quesitif data
can offer connections that radiate in all direcsioDue to this,
it is crucial to begin asking questions about thalytic
assumptions, methodological frameworks, and unoheyly
biases embedded in the Big Data phenomenon (2011, 2

The phenomenon of Big Data is known to generatertephat randomly
correlate data curves from different sources, #seife is some sort
interdependence between them, when, in reality, &ine entirely
independent. As emphasised by boyd and Crawfoedhdled for
velocity—a key feature of Big Data, as seen abowartead to a
misguided analysis based on unfounded assumpaaonaconsistent

reference methodology and the discovery of nontexisnfluences™®

However, if an epistemological risk is present ig Bata, the

ideological risk is even greater. As boyd and Coad/foutline:

Speaking in praise of what he terms ‘The Petabyge’ AChris
Anderson, Editor-in-Chief d#Vired, writes: “This is a world
where massive amounts of data and applied mathesnati
replace every other tool that might be broughtaarbOut
with every theory of human behavior, from linguistio
sociology. Forget taxonomy, ontology and psycholdyio
knows why people do what they do? The point is theit,

115 Bjg Data is also leading to a revision of the a@mtion between algorithm and
database. The standard hierarchic database sedm®otsolete at the moment of the
writing of this dissertation (2015), so that newys@f managing data are nowadays
explored. One of them is called “elastic databasElse algorithm itself generates this
kind of database, which is arranged in flexiblestdus. No specific academic reference
can be provided thus far about this topic; the abqmaragraph was derived from a
private conversation with prof. Guido Tattoni, He#dhe Department of Applied Arts
at NABA Nuova Accademia di Belle Arti Milano, whidbok place on October 2015.
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and we can track and measure it with unpreceddiuteldy.
With enough data, the numbers speak for themse(2€41,
4).

Much of the narrative about Big Data is based ramgegn the
assumption that the number is a carrier of meaimintgelf. While the
guestion of whether the number has a semantic mgaminot can be
debated, there is no doubt that the countabilithmfgs is a next step,
rather than any other semantics. Unlike Anderdun,dissertation does
not consider the possibility that numbers speaktfemselves or convey

an independent meaning. As boyd and Crawford suiesely argue:

Do numbers speak for themselves? The answer, w, ikia
resounding “no”. Significantly, Anderson’s sweeping
dismissal of all other theories and disciplinea tell: it
reveals an arrogant undercurrent in many Big Datmtks
where all other forms of analysis can be sideliogd
production lines of numbers, privileged as havirdiract line
to raw knowledge (4).

boyd and Crawford go to the heart of the problerthenpassage quoted

above!*® Big Data (and in general, much of the informatlaproach)

116 hoyd and Crawford continue in two following paraphs: ‘Big Data offers the
humanistic disciplines a new way to claim the statfiquantitative science and
objective method. It makes many more social spquaastifiable. In reality, working
with Big Data is still subjective, and what it qtidies does not necessarily have a
closer claim on objective truth—particularly whesnsidering messages from social
media sites. But there remains a mistaken belafdbalitative researchers are in the
business of interpreting stories and quantitatasearchers are in the business of
producing facts. In this way, Big Data risks reiitsing established divisions in the
long running debates about scientific method’ {4jey continue, ‘in the case of social
media data, there is a “data cleaning” processimgadecisions about what attributes
and variables will be counted, and which will baaged. This process is inherently
subjective. As Bollier explains, as a large massaef information, Big Data is not self-
explanatory. And yet the specific methodologiesifiderpreting the data are open to all
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considers itself to be a transcript of the quatiaworld, and as such
objective. That is, the narrative made of the numloé Big Data would
constitute the objective modelling of the raw mattethe world. On the
contrary, like all narratives of the human worldg Bata is always
relative. First, as shown by Foucault and repegtexiblained in the
earlier parts of this dissertation, Big Data issggmic. In other words, it
belongs to the current epistemology of the contelanycera. If the data
that is collected depends on a specific locatiois, data is still dependent
on a cartography of the world related to that lmegtwhich precedes the
collection of the data (Farinelli 2009). If the daelates to a
physiological element such as blood pressure, erigéisn of the human
being that includes blood pressure must be preljigigen'’ In

addition to this issue, the description providedBy Data is based on

notions such as information (which has its unmimerical data coded

sorts of philosophical debate. Can the data reptese“objective truth” or is any
interpretation necessarily biased by some subjedilier or the way that data is
“cleaned™? (5).

27 The notion of a robust encyclopaedia seems tmbetegral element in the
reflections about Big Data. This encyclopaedia thatild be written objectively by
measures; or, in other words, a neo-Cartesian ptioceof the world, that the world
would be infinitely stable and reliable, so thatedinite description of it, and then an
encyclopedia that would be valid forever, can lmvjoled. Since Big Data (usually)
work, one is in front of the collapse of the seriamnof the information into the
pragmatic, for which the information is such thathe moment in which it works. The
only variable in this encyclopedia would be thepstunation of data mining. On the one
hand, one would see a reflection of the procegzdfinical dominion of the world as a
fulfillment of the identification of the being ofiings with the certainty that the | has
about it’ (Vattimo 1996, 90 [my translation]). Sectby, it ignores completely any
notion of weak thought, whose encyclopaedic modslimes that the rules are geared
to the context and semantics incorporates the patigifVattimo and Rovatti 2010).
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in bits) that, as demonstrated by Hayles, has besated within the last
sixty years. Secondly, the data does not emerge tine raw matter of
the world, but is collected by the person who depgland plants special
tools within it. As investigated by the German dice Wim Wenders in
his film Lisbon Story(1994), it is impossible to talk about the worklia
is. The narrative does not arise directly fromwiteeld, but it comes from
a human relationship with the world. To ensure thate is data, it is
necessary that there is a source that emits it durce was first created,
and then located by the human being. By these preoadions—a
technological creation that generates the dataagitd/sical location that
orientates it—it is impossible to thinkpaire point of view aimed at
collecting data. Each piece of data is never itseHolute, but it pertains
to the historical relativity of the human labouatlbuilt it. Like the
human being, who is a historical construction deleahon the processes
of subjectivation, data is a historical constructaperated by the human
being. Therefore boyd and Crawford definitively smlers Big Data as
subjective, meaning in this case a result deritiom a historical
relativity, according to at least three factorgjamling the retrieving of
the data, according to the fact that it is the huim@ing that, in thbere
and now has made a device that allows the generationeofiata; in
terms of the ontological status of the data, asbhsoluteness is not a
deed, and thus instead always depends on the noddigozhl and

epistemological frame of reference in which itliaged; and finally, in
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terms of the epistemology of the data, which ismepusly considered to
carry a neutral semantics, when in fact the sammas#cs is generated
from an interpretation grounded and operated aaugitd the human

questioning.

To further deepen the critique of Big Data, it &2ful to review the
theory of the database proposed in Manovidliie Language of New
Media(2001). Big Data is definitely part of the worltirew media that

Manovich defines:

Eventually, in the middle of the twentieth centusynodern
digital computer is developed to perform calculasion
numerical data more efficiently. In parallel, wetnvéss the
rise of modern media technologies which allow tloeagye of
images, image sequences, sounds and text usiegeaitf
material forms: a photographic plate, a film stazk,
gramophone record, etc. The synthesis of thesdnistories:
The translation of all existing media into numeridata
accessible for computers. The result is new meplaphics,
moving images, sounds, shapes, spaces and text whic
become computable, i.e. simply another set of caenmata
(Manovich 2001, 41).

The first moment, digitisation, consists of twopstesampling and
guantification. In sampling, data is sampled, nodtgn at regular
intervals, such as the grid of pixels used to regméa digital image
(Manovich 2001, 49). Sampling turns continuous daiadiscrete data,
in other words, data that occurs in distinct urpeople, pages of a book

or pixels. It follows that, in the second step,feaample is quantified.
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If the numerical automation coding of media is awnpanied by a
modular structure of media objects, the combinatibthese two
elements allow the automation of many operatiomslued in media
creation, manipulation and access. Thus, humantiotelity can be
removed from the creative process, at least in géthin Big Data, this
phenomenon is evident when the statistical infezenade by the
machine generates the pattern, the reading of whiehtrusted to the
machine itself. For example, this is the case efabmparison between
curves, which the machine identifies and suggestthe human
interpretation even if the two phenomena are cotalylelisconnected
from each other. This combination generates a lagal automation of
media, implying that a computer understands, ‘terain degree, the
meanings embedded in the objects being generagetheir semantics’

(Manovich 2001, 53).

The issue of information retrieval can be addethi® scenario. By the
end of the 20th century, the problem was no lohger to create a new
media object like an image, but rather how to findobject that already
exists somewhere. This led to the next stage inar@alution: the need
for new technologies to store, organise and efiityeaccess these media
materials. The database is the label under whiesetinew technologies
are categorised: ‘In computer science the databatefined as a
structured collection of data’ (Manovich 2001, 194&ta is stored in a

database in such a manner that a computer canlgsekrch and
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retrieve it; therefore it is anything ‘but a simglellection of items’
(194). But the database, originally a computertetdgy to organise and

access data, is ‘becoming a new cultural formobin’ (64)**8

The critique Manovich advances about new mediadatabases
illustrates that the objectivist ideology governiBigg Data has no reason
to exist. First, virtualisation is at work when setiing from an analogic
material world to a discrete digital world in thatd retrieval process. If
Manovich uses the word virtualisation, it seemserappropriate here to
speak of a human being’s interpretation. In th@sdglace, the data
structure and the database that follow are notasphc to reality, as if
they are directly derived from it. Indeed, they mterpretations which,
according to the notion of semiotic paradigm, aggte the individual
items in a set. Third, the algorithm produces aatse about data. If, as
Manovich demonstrates, the algorithm comprises#ireative dimension

of new media, it follows that a query to the datdydased on

118 Of course the issue of taxonomy in databasesdiean It is this famous passage
Foucault at the beginning @he Order of Thingthat problematises the issue of
taxonomy of databases in a brilliant way: ‘This kdiost arose out of a passage in
Borges, out of the laughter that shattered, aad tee passage, all the familiar
landmarks of my thought—our thought, the thought thears the stamp of our age and
our geography—breaking up all the ordered surfaoesall the planes with which we
are accustomed to tame the wild profusion of exgsthings, and continuing long
afterwards to disturb and threaten with collapseame-old distinction between the
Same and the Other. This passage quotes a ‘c@taiese encyclopaedia’ in which it
is written that ‘animals are divided into: (a) beding to the Emperor, (b) embalmed,
(c) tame, (d) sucking pigs, (e) sirens, (f) fabuglolg) stray dogs, (h) included in the
present classification, (i) frenzied, (j) innumdeak{k) drawn with a very fine camelhair
brush, (I) et cetera, (m) having just broken théewpitcher, (n) that from a long way
off look like flies’. In the wonderment of this taromy, the thing we apprehend in one
great leap, the thing that, by means of the fabldemonstrated as the exotic charm of
another system of thought, is the limitation of oun, the stark impossibility of
thinking that'(Foucault 2002a, xvi).
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algorithms, has a narrative component. The meaofitige Latin word
computards retrieved here in its full sense, which, agassed in this
dissertation’s introduction, originally meant towgiorder to the world.
Computation is an interpretation of the world iderto give an order to
it. But while the objectivist perspective affirntsat the order belongs to
the world, here it is clearly emphasised that eader comes from a
particular interpretation. Again, any assumptiogareling the objectivity
of Big Data is, according to several levels of gaml, completely

unfounded-*®

1970 this discourse based on epistemological andlagital issues, one should add
also ethical and political critique. boyd and Craxgf quote Manovich when they say:
‘As Lev Manovich (2011) points out, “only social che companies have access to
really large social data—especially transactiormahdAn anthropologist working for
Facebook or a sociologist working for Google widMe access to data that the rest of
the scholarly community will not’. Some companiestrict access to their data entirely;
others sell the privilege of access for a high &l others offer small data sets to
university-based researchers. This produces cadileunevenness in the system:
those with money—or those inside the company—caduymre a different type of
research than those outside’ (2011, 12). Therafareisk of the presence of large trusts
is always incumbent on the Big Data field, in thenfi of huge concentrations of data in
the hands of few entities that are thus able toapolise any kind of use of these data.
For instance, as Lovink observed, the advertisermedithe related economic issue is
essential to encourage the production of big datadhat the personalisation of
advertising based on information retrieving becosesential (Lovink 2010, 24).
However, advertising is perhaps the epiphenomematndrives a more complex world
that definitely finds in the advertisement the natdbm of generation of revenues, but
which has a complex epistemic structure. The Gooage is exemplary in this regard:
‘The most powerful and protean of These Interné&tkgepers is, of course, Google.
With control of 63 percent of the world’s Interrsetarches, as well as ownership of
YouTube, Google has enormous influence over whdicanan audience on the Web
around the world’ (Rosen 2008). The discourse @miahuge concentrations of
information, and about equally powerful systemsanftrol of it. It is curious that the
problem of the generation of trust is still not fel this regard, as if the ethical and
political loopholes are identified in this regakair example, like in the following
passage, the actions of Google are justified anafactor in a complex system of
balance of power. What is forgotten is that Goaglle private company whose purpose
is to generate profit: ‘As the law professor Tim Yéld me, in order to trust Google,
you have to be something of a monarchist, willadgrust the near-sovereign discretion
of Wong and her colleagues. That's especially indgght of the Global Network
Initiative, the set of voluntary principles for peating free expression and privacy
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Following this critical review of Big Data, this apter will argue that it
represents, in these times, a second form of dgibaytelling of the self,
alongside what human beings normally offer in tbeoanting of
themselves on digital platforms, as analysed irptiegious chapter. This
second form of accountability of oneself takesrthee of second
hermeneutics of the subject. The word hermeneigiadopted in its
specific meaning. It is therefore contended thgitali machines, mainly
through the mechanism of Big Data, are able toigeoaccounts of the
subject regardless of his/her intentionality. Wimlehe first
hermeneutics the subject operates intentionalpréeide an account of
him/herself, the intentionality of the subjectost in the second
hermeneutics of the subject. A machine operateadbeunt in this case,
which begins with data. Since the second hermerseatithe subject
already assumes a form of accounting of onesdtl|ldws that a digital

form of accountability is also at work in this case

The first parameter necessary to define this sebentieneutics of the
subject is found in the subject’s simple presence physical space and

time. A simple and diffused device like the molpleone allows a

endorsed last month by leading Internet compaikesdoogle and leading human
rights and online-advocacy groups like the CerdeDfemocracy and Technology.
Google and other companies say that they hopetingamllectively, they can be more
effective in resisting censorship requests frommasgive governments and, when that
isn't possible, create a trail of accountabilityy$en 2008; see also Zuboff 2014).
Nevertheless, the connection between the big pdagfedata and politics (mostly in
terms of intelligence) is a territory still undewestigation and to shed light on (see for
reference Ahmed 2015).
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subject’s movement in space to be traced by amargiGPS network.
Several kinds of software exist to monitor a sutgeamovement. In some
cases, the subject openly displays the mappingsfiidr movement on
social media (for instance, linking Nike+ to Facek)y2° which
comprises the first level of the second hermenswi¢he subject: to

build an account, in any form, of the movements erlaylthe subject*

However, the representation of the subject’'s mezegnce in a space is
only one figure that the second hermeneutics o§tligect may assume.

A fairly recent notion, which builds a taxonomythé outputs deriving

120 For example, through software that allows locatimapile phones in a physical
space, which can give a summary of a person’s mexsrover a defined period (a
day, month, year). Another example is the softwhat monitors running, which returns
to the subject the quantitative features of pertorae (distance, average speed, etc.).

121 The representation of the mere presence in a @ysace can become a particular
form of accountability, which is called the accabitity of presence. As clearly
identified in the following passage: ‘A more usefidy to think about this, perhaps, is
in terms of the various accountabilities of patacypeople’s presence and absence in
specific places and at specific times, and accdilittas associated with particular
ways of understanding space and presence. Pe@péeeountable to each other for
their presence in—or absence from—specific plaesasrange of ways, whether that be
one’s participation at a business meeting, causal spent with friends, or the effort to
avoid a school zone, and the very fact of thosewatabilities is what marks one’s
membership in, and recognition of, social categorige very fact that an orientation
towards a school or playground is something forcwline might be accountable is one
element of what it means to be a member of a sgomip. Even one’s recognition of
particular distinctions as boundaries to which sheuld be attentive is, itself, a means
of marking social status. Information exchangenis way to deal with these forms of
accountability, but the exchange of informatiomas the point; socially accountable
participation is. Indeed, the essence of theseumtabilities is their contextual nature.
The issue is not where one might be, and whes;td ivhom one might be accountable
for one’s presence, to whom, under what circumssynand how one might be called to
account. And further, it has to be noticed thatwbey questions of “when” (that is,

what kinds of temporalities are relevant, from tinaé day to times when others are
present) and “where” (that is, sites as defineddlojors as disparate as geographical
location or the presence of others) are equalbticeial’ (Troshynski, Lee, and Dourish
2008, 494). It seems clear the derivation of thioantability of presence from the
forms of spatial organisation of regimentationperf of contemporary panopticism of
today, where the visibility of the subject is conged by its movements in space.
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from the second hermeneutics of the subject, isjtlamtified self*? The

quantified self can be summarised as follows:

The quantified self (QS) is any individual engagethe self-
tracking of any kind of biological, physical, belaral, or
environmental information. There is a proactivanstatoward
obtaining information and acting on it. A varietlyaweas may
be tracked and analyzed, for example, weight, snlengl,
mood, time usage, sleep quality, health, cognitive
performance, athletics, and learning strategiesa(62013,
85).

It is worth noting that the intentionality of thelgect regarding the
operation of self-tracking is emphasised in thisiduction on the
quantified self, which is a form of individual ergganent. Moreover, the
quantified self is a proactive attitude towardsspeal existence. At a
first level of reading, the quantified self arisssa mode of existence
based on a process of accountability regardingitigerstanding of
oneself. The quantified self is the account ofghbject about
him/herself in mathematical terms, concurrent waittiscursive
formation that emerges in the modern world. Somarpaters according

to which the self can be quantified are presenezd:h

122 The Quantified Self has an official websiketg:/quantifiedself.con)/ that

represents the company founded by Gary Wolf andrKi€elly, ‘that serves the
Quantified Self user community worldwide by prodwginternational meetings,
conferences and expositions, community forums, eattent and services, and a guide
to self-tracking tools’. The mission of the webstates: ‘Our mission is to support new
discoveries about ourselves and our communitigsatieagrounded in accurate
observation and enlivened by a spirit of friendsfifmm:
http://quantifiedself.com/aboit/
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Physical activities: miles, steps, calories, rdjmets, sets,
METs (metabolic equivalents)

Diet: calories consumed, carbs, fat, protein, sjgeci
ingredients, glycaemic index, satiety, portionggseament
doses, tastiness, cost, location

Psychological states and traits: mood, happing#sition,
emotions, anxiety, self-esteem, depression, condiele

Mental and cognitive states and traits: 1Q, alexsnéocus,
selective/sustained/divided attention, reactionnmey,
verbal fluency, patience, creativity, reasoning,gh®motor
vigilance

Environmental variables: location, architectureather,
noise, pollution, clutter, light, season

Situational variables: context, situation, graafion of
situation, time of day, day of week

Social variables: influence, trust, charisma, karougrent
role/status in the group or social network (Swah3®6).

The heterogeneity of this list is quite surprisiRgpysical activities refer
to the subject’s spatiality, or his/her occupatdm given space and
movements within a process of accountability. Tiagland restricting
the diet according to certain parameters pertairrsdominant medical
discourse, in which the quantification of the plogsiemical metabolic
system comprises an essential element of wellfiéssdescription of
psychological states, based on the symbolic queatiibn of emotions,
on the other hand, elicits a different discourseegific measurement is
abandoned in this case, asking the subject hingti¢osrandomly
guantify his or her moods. One can clearly seefistemological

weakness of this passage, in which the scientiiidemice of the number
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is linked, by analogy, to the personal non-evigerteption of oneself.
An analogy within the process is thus generatedhabthe (personal)
guantification of emotions is accompanied by thgédctifying)
guantification of the physiochemical parametergewlocation of the
subject. This overlapping between different epistiogies generates a
distorting effect, for which the understanding loé self can also be
guantified. Other aspects of Swan’s list also refga same
overlapping. Pollution is an environmental consadien that belongs to
the hard sciences; in cognitive states one findsI@, which is derived
from a form of pseudo-cognitive epistemology, isntxined with
creativity, whatever this polysemic, smoky and duisiterm means; and
finally, nearly indefinable factors such as chaasmomprise a social
variable linked to a sociological analysis of tlosition of the subject to

the social groups s/he belongs to.

Thus, the quantified self is a mode of accountingself based on an
inflexible will to quantify what exists, which iggunded in a mix of
different epistemologies, some of them spuriousiant way reliable.
The quantified self is the will to extend the maasbility to parameters
that, relying on current epistemologies, are noasaeable in

themselves$® While the goal is to quantify as much as possitie,

123 Some statements from a conference about the djedrgelf are here reported:
‘Data is the new oil; The lean hardware movemengbbees the lean heartware
movement; Information wants to be linked (...); Quiged emotion and data sensation
through haptics; Display of humerical data and bsagre the interface; Quantifying is
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method seeks to link the data. Unfortunately, ithe epistemological
apparatuses that should be applied to such a x@stpare definitively
ignored and the apparatus of power-knowledge thahdermined in this
process is completely concealed. This relationglilifoe explored in the

following section, dedicated to tiscourse of the Master

4.2 The Discourse of the Master

Every form of accounting of the self in which meaduility is involved
has a precise genealogy. Foucault argued this pothe beginning of

his canonical cours&@he Hermeneutics of the Subjé2005), which
addressed the genealogy of the Western subject-fiémeh philosopher
identified two specific processes of subjectivatioat characterised the
ancient Greek and Latin world: tigaothi seautortknow yourself) and
theepimeleia heauto(the care of the self). The contemporary Western
world has been offered the gnothi seauton as thesimental process of
subjectivation, at the expense of the care of ¢fife Why is the Western

subject asked to know him/herself?

Foucault identifies the birth of this dominatingppess in the Western
world at a precise historic-epistemological momauitich he outlined as

the Cartesian moment. This moment is obviously@ated to the

the intermediary step; Exosenses (haptics, weasddddronic senses) is really what we
want; Perpetual data explosion’ (in Swan 2013, 87).
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French philosopher René Descartes, but it is acsipuhe for the
conception of a human being who was born in thersgtalf of the 17th

century. As Foucault says:

the Cartesian moment philosophically requalifiegl gimothi
seauton (know yourself). Actually, and here thiags very
simple, the Cartesian approach, which can be raad q
explicitly in the Meditations placed self-evidentevidencg
at the origin, the point of departure of the ploloisical
approach—self-evidence as it appears, that isyf@s# is
given, as it is actually given to consciousnessiait any
possible doubt (Foucault 2005, 14).

In his masterworks, Descartes (Descartes 1999;)2190es that
evidence is a precondition of any true knowledde futh of

knowledge can only be given in the evidence to ciosness. Only this
kind of absolute evidence allows the removal of doybt in the process
of thinking. The first evidence, theorised by Deses, is the “I”. Indeed,
before embarking on any type of cognitive processavoiding any kind
of doubt, the subject must have evidence of hingélém consciousness.
With Descartes, then, consciousness, truth anceeualare related.

Foucault then continues:

The Cartesian approach [therefore] refers to kndgéeof the
self, as a form of consciousness at least. Whabi®nby
putting the self-evidence of the subject’s own &xise at the
very source of access to being, this knowledger@self (no
longer in the form of the test of sell-evidencet iouthe form
of the impossibility of doubting my existence abjeat) made
the “know yourself” into a fundamental means ofesscto
truth (Foucault 2005, 14).
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In this passage, Foucault emphasises the gap #saiaies introduced,
which will be a fundamental point of investigatitmm later philosophy
(Kant and Husserl above all). In Descartes, trdttne being and
evidence of the subject to him/herself is the strmg, or rather, only a
subject crystal clear about him/herself may be lokgpaf truth. In this
manner, Descartes grounded the domain of cogruotioother aspects of
human existence: only knowledge can guarantee swtaéike truth (and
not affection, materiality or any other elementueed by Descartes to
almost to raw material). The Cartesian momentus the key node of
Western culture in which truth, being and knowledge intimately

related.

Of course, Foucault is shrewd enough to point leaifollowing:

there is a vast distance between the Socratithgseauton
and the Cartesian approach. However, you can sgefwom
the seventeenth century, starting from this stegptinciple
of gnothi seauton as founding moment of the phpbswal
method was acceptable for a number of philosophical
approaches or practices. But if the Cartesian ambrthus
requalified the gnothi seauton, for reasons thafarly easy
to isolate, at the same time—and | want to stigss-tit
played a major part in discrediting the principfeare of the
self and in excluding it from the field of moderhiljpsophical
thought. (Foucault 2005, 14).

The philosophy of the 17th century, and especitdlghampion
Descartes, was then able to return completely tieelcgnothi seauton in
a new epistemology, in which truth of being, troftknowledge and

truth of the subject are made to collapse. The knbwledge is given to
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establish what is true, or simply “is”. Howeverglshift of the Western
culture to the horizon of knowledge has led tossJmamely the ancient
Greek paradigm of the care of the self, to whichdault devotes

numerous analyses and his final work (Foucault 1988

But why is Foucault so interested in the Cartesimment, and at the
turn of the Western world towards knowledge atakpense of the care
of the self? One reason is that he identifies trestation of power-
knowledge that has led to the modern forms of gdijan in the
Cartesian standpoint. To understand this form bjiugjation, it becomes
necessary to consider the process of subjectivétatrhas instead been
overlooked: the care of the self. To understandesaporary
subjectivity, grounded in a certain conceptionha truth based on the
domain of knowledge, one should therefore go badké Greek
paradigm of the care of the self because it prapasdifferent

relationship between the truth and the subject.

Within the care of the self, Foucault identifies ttoncept o$pirituality,

which is defined as follows:

| think we could call “spirituality” the search,amtice, and
experience through which the subject carries aait th
necessary transformations on himself in order teetzccess
to the truth. We will call “spirituality” then thget of these
researches, practices, and experiences, which may b
purifications, ascetic exercises, renunciationayeosions of
looking, modifications of existence, etc., whicle,amnot for
knowledge but for the subject, for the subject’syMeeing,
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the price to be paid for access to the truth. (Bali005,
15).

The spirituality Foucault mentioned has no tieth®general meaning
attributed to this term. It is instead a seriepraictices, also
heterogeneous among themselves, by which the subjexs care of
him/herself. These practices do not constitutinvetyude knowledge:
that is, they do not have knowledge as subjecttHamusubject itself. The
spirituality that Foucault talks about is therefarset of processes that

relate to the existence.

But what matters for the purpose of this discussdhe relationship

between spirituality, truth and subject. As Foutaldarly states:

Spirituality postulates that the truth is neveregivto the
subject by right. Spirituality postulates that Hubject as
such does not have right of access to the truthisandt
capable of having access to the truth. It postsittat the
truth is not given to the subject by a simple ddtrmwledge
(connaissanceg which would be founded and justified simply
by the fact that he is the subject and becaus@$sepses this
or that structure of subjectivity. It postulateattfor the
subject to have right of access to the truth het ieis
changed, transformed, shifted, and become, to someat
and up to a certain point, other than himself. &bt is only
given to the subject at a price that brings thgesuils being
into play. For as he is, the subject is not capabteuth.
(Foucault 2005, 15)

Through the notion of spirituality one is at theipodes of the Cartesian
moment. Descartes postulated that the subjecbstautially capable of

truth, once doubts are eliminated and he or shedsmfied evidence. The
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premise of this approach is that there is an objedttuth, which is
immutable and knowable (especially through theaisesuitable
method). A point of view regarding truth is unig@nce a subject has
arrived there, the truth remains with the subjetto acquires his/her
being through this truth. The metaphysical backgdotinat underlies
spirituality, on the other hand, is the oppositee Bubject does not reach
the truth through an act of knowledge related tidece. Instead, it is
necessary for the subject to move away from hinséierthrough a set of
practices, in order to reach the truth. Howevas, tituth is always
variable, depending on the conversions that thgestls able to
implement. The subject then does not need to aequsubstantial
viewpoint based on evidence for the acquisitiotrath. The truth is
offered only in the continuous conversion of thbjeat. This conversion
is not an act of knowledge, but rather an uphetinzlcontinuously sets
practices anew, the result of which is a continuexygoration of
otherness. It is the exploration of otherness thingoractices that
constitutes the truth. Why? Because only in thdaagion of the
otherness implicit in these practices can the stilgpegperiment with the
exit of identitary dispositives. Within them, thebgect can only find a
truth imposed by identitary dispositives. The tratithe subject is
instead available through practices. But what kihttuth does the

subject attain through spirituality? As Foucaudjees:
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spirituality postulates that once access to thil thas really
been opened up, it produces effects that are,wkepthe
consequence of the spiritual approach taken inracde
achieve this, but which at the same time are sangtjuite
different and much more: effects which | will cakbound”
(“de retour), effects of the truth on the subject. For
spirituality, the truth is not just what is givemthe subject,
as reward for the act of knowledge as it were,tarfdlfill
the act of knowledge. The truth enlightens theettbthe
truth gives beatitude to the subject; the truthegithe subject
tranquillity of the soul. (Foucault 2005, 16).

Although the author later leaves this viewpointibdhthis moment in
Foucauldian production is nonetheless interestogcault’s analysis
aims to illuminate the effects of the return of theh, because these
justify the cognitive process. The truth—unlike tBartesian moment—
is not a goal in itself. Truth, conceived as thalgd spirituality, has the
subject itself as its purpose. Through truth thisjsct is able to find the
peace and bliss. Spirituality inverts the relatropsetween truth and
subject: truth doesn’t make the subject legitimbtd,the same subject—

his/her happiness, peace of mind—makes the trgkh.ri

If this is the goal of the truth, it is useful tecall that the truth is not
attained through a cognitive act, but through tfafices that the subject
establishes with respect to him/herself. And pcasti as noted, are not
knowledge. Foucault perfectly summarises, that moden—and then

the contemporary man—are born in the Cartesian morkwever, the
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French philosopher argues that practices do nat hayace in this

moment:

leaping over several centuries, we can say thamer the
modern age (I mean, the history of truth entermislern
period) when it is assumed that what gives acaetsettruth,
the condition for the subject’s access to the {risth
knowledge ¢onnaissanceand knowledge alone. It seems to
me that what | have called the “Cartesian momeak&s on
its position and meaning at this point, withoutaimy way my
wanting to say that it is a question of Descattest, he was
its inventor or that he was the first to do thithihk the
modern age of the history of truth begins when Kedge
itself and knowledge alone gives access to tha.tihat is
to say, it is when the philosopher (or the sci¢ntissimply
someone who seeks the truth) can recognize thednd
have access to it m himself and solely throughabisity of
knowing, without anything else being demanded of and
without him having to change or alter his beingualsject
(Foucault 2005, 17).

The result of this approach to truth, that modeamrand the
contemporary made their own, is that the real hub®eng is the man of
knowledge. And this single dimension—knowledge—dasdar the
construction of the true man. Knowledge is the gubycess of
subjectivation that legitimises man. By this appigahe world of
practices is eliminated, which by contrast doesgia access to
knowledge. If only knowledge saves the human beiimgan existential

sense—one does not need to practise anything else.

But of course this approach also has drawbacksoAdvased purely on
mathesis—-the Greek word that identifies the type of knovged

discussed here—immediately implies two effectsstref all, it generates
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processes of subjectivation that do not allow ateustanding of the
human being as a whole: an understanding thatewlot exploiting the
practices, it rules out any kind of truth that esided from these. On the
other hand, being based on mathesis, the accoantyibout the one
who in the discourse of mathesis can be enclodael himan being who
comes from the Cartesian moment is understandabid-thais made
true—only in its quantifiable and mathematical ézas. All human
characteristics that are not classifiable accorttntpis aspect are not
worthy of being taken into accoutff. And, secondly, the relatedness
with others is defined in purely abstract, quaabfe terms. The
fundamental question regarding relationships witters shifts fronhow
to live with others tdhow muchto live with others. “Much” needs to be
guantifiable, made in numbers. In Greek termsgdikeourse of
mathemataloes not contaiaynousiabeing together), or even
necessarilgyzen(living together). An approach to life based ortmesis
lacks the dimension @lyn of sharing one’s own experience with others.
Thesynis missing here because this sharing should heceetito
abstraction in order to be measured and quantifieds, the subject is
no longer “complete” in front of the other, but am abstract and
quantified self, who finds his/her legitimacy quéat because s/he

know him/herself according to mathesis.

124 As Foucault points out, for instance mathesissimdilation (rationalisation and
simplification) can’t deal with the management #gsures. Pleasures require a
different attitude, based on thskesisthat is within the realm of the spirituality
(Foucault 1990b).
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Not only Foucault, but also Husserl identified thisdamental Cartesian
shift of the modern man in his monumer@aisis, which both authors

claim was fatat?® As Husserl says:

What characterizes objectivism is that it movesnuhe
ground of the world which is pregiven, taken foamged
through experience, seeks the “objective truththed world,
seeks what, in this world, is unconditionally v every
rational being, what it is in itself. It is the kasf episteme,
ratio, or philosophy to carry this out universallyrrough
these one arrives at what ultimately is; beyons, tho further
guestions would have a rational sense (Husserl,165-69).

According to Husserl, therefore, the objectificatmf the world
introduced by the Cartesian rationalism had a Bggmt result: only that
which can be categorised according to scientitithtrs valid and
legitimate—because scientific truth identifies wisatalid for everyone.
Anything that falls outside of this realm therefeveuld not rationally
make sense. Here “rational” is to be understoaelation to its opposite:
irrational. According to this approach to the wosMhat is not scientific
knowledge is irrational and—according to a caugeettelationship

totally unfounded—meaningless.

125 Descartes is the interlocutor of Husserl in thelefirst part of theCrisis, as
underlined by this paragraph: ‘That Descartes, vawepersists in pure objectivism in
spite of its subjective grounding was possible dhipugh the fact that thmens which
at first stood by itself in the epoche and functidras the absolute ground of
knowledge, grounding the objective sciences (onvarsally speaking, philosophy),
appeared at the same time to be grounded alongewéttything else as a legitimate
subject matter within the sciences, i.e., in psi@ing (Husserl 1970, 81).
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In another passage, Husserl himself provides a alshdetailed

explanation of the process that led to the mathisatain of the world:

Implied in the mathematization of nature, as tleaidnd the
task were understood, was the supposition of tegistence
of the infinite totality of its bodies in space-gnas
mathematically rational; though natural sciencendsctive,
could have only inductive access to interconnestwhich,
in themselves, are mathematical. In any case, alataience
possessed the highest rationality because it widedlby
pure mathematics and achieved, through inductions,
mathematical results. Should this not become theetaf all
genuine knowledge? Should knowledge, if it is taiatthe
status of a genuine science which goes beyondeyatat
follow the example of natural science or, evendsethat of
pure mathematics, insofar as we have, perhapsther
spheres of knowledge, the “innate” faculty of aptidiself-
evidence through axioms and deductions? It is nedepthat
we already find the idea of a universal mathemaitics
Descartes. Of course the weight of the theoretindl
practical successes [of science], beginning imnelyiavith
Galileo, had its effect. Thus the world and, catiekly,
philosophy, take on a completely new appearance wviidrid
must, in itself, be a rational world, in the newmse of
rationality taken from mathematics, or mathematizatlire;
correspondingly, philosophy, the universal scievicine
world, must be built up as a unified rational thewrore
geometrica(61).

Husserl keenly illustrates why the mathematical edgdbstract and
relational) established itself as the true modethematics is applicable
to the entire natural world and, above all, it gewults. These results are
obtained through the application of scientific noetho nature. If
mathematics leads to a generalising abstractiahalows obtaining
results, it follows that mathematics deserves tagqdied as much as

possible, to become the absolute king in the rexdlkmowledge. Thus
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philosophy in the first place should embrace matters. Since this
contamination comes the Cartesian method, as Husferes it: a

rational theorynore geometrico

The conclusion of this process of mathematasingatisn that operates
in knowledge has led to what is called herediseourse of the master
(Rovatti 2010, 217), in which knowledge (and witkimowledge the
quantified abstraction operated by mathematicsjcowvees the world of
practices, generating a subject whose life is esetl@nd substantialised
in quantifiable identitary dispositives. Although Hoes not adopt the
expressiordiscourse of the mastddusserl provides an effective

description:

In a bold, even extravagant, elevation of the megaof
universality, begun by Descartes, this new philbsogeeks
nothing less than to encompass, in the unity bkearetical
system, all meaningful questions in a rigorousrddie
manner, with an apodictically intelligible methodgy, in an
unending but rationally ordered progress of inqyiysser|
1970, 8-9).

The discourse of the master reduces every meanidigitourse to the
substantialised subject of the scientific methadc&the scientific
method is based on mathematics, the sense is iktluteat which is
quantifiable. It follows that what is not quantlfia is irrational.
However, this is not an irrationality that deseri@be explored, but

rather an irrationality that indicates absenceeofsge. With the discourse
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of the master, sense is only what is quantifialbat cannot be

subjected to the quantifying reason is thereforanimgless°

Thus, in this process of reducing meaning to whajuiantifiable, what
results is a new way to conceive of the subjecé discourse of the
master has dominated throughout modernity, redutiegubject to a
subject based on knowledge, forgetting the entoddnof practices. And
if knowledge is merely grounded in figures, theyoielature that restores
the truth of the subject is its quantifiabilityuthits computability. If this
logic extends to the polarisation of true/falsentall that lies beyond a
subject’s computability is therefore false. The egonly the dimension
of the quantified self. It is worth noting thatgrapplies not only to an
economic dimension, but rather is a more complexgss of
guantification that governs—as shown above in #argle of the
guantified self— many aspects of the human beiagcounting numbers
are not only involved in the “making up” of econ@neintities
(corporations, profit centres, strategic businestspuhospitals,
universities); they also help construct the typp@fsons or identities that

inhabit these entities’ (Mennicken and Miller 2082,

It is noted above that mathematics undoubtedly ge@eesults. This is

certainly true, and one could therefore assertrttehesis can even bring

126 |'s worthy taking into account the developmentté Husserlian philosophy. At the
beginning of the 2B century, Husserl tried to match philosophy anérsoe, but the
result was a consciousness populated by cold ttegbebenswelivas the way by which
experience and consciousness were linked agaipiie-togic field.
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about results in the subject. In this case, onmitietfy positive aspect of
mathesis about the subject can be highlighted. Whbatd then be the
danger of a process of subjectivation based upoa pathesis?
Foucault's response would be clear: even mathesispecific regime of
truth, and as such it is never neutral. Mathesnseals a very specific
dimension of knowledge and, above all, of powerthits power to
obtain results, mathesis arises as a functionakatipnal and useful
regime of truth; as such, it comes to establistifiess the law. But, as

Foucault says:

The spiritual exercise on representations invothedree
movement of representation and work on this fregement.
Intellectual method will consist, rather, in provid
ourselves with a voluntary and systematic definitd the
law of succession of representations, and onlymctgethem
in the mind if there is a sufficiently strong, ctnagning, and
necessary link between them for us to be convdggatally,
without doubt or hesitation, from the first to thecond. The
Cartesian progression belongs to the realm ofledelal
method. (Foucault 2005, 293-294)

The one who practices mathesis as main processjcivation does
nothing but comply with the law and then, with thenchantformula
indicated above, with the discourse of the ma&efore the freedom
offered by spirituality, which allows the subjeotde-subjectify
him/herself (and thus to escape dispositives toatpea conversion to
others, and therefore in this conversion to final spaces of freedom),

mathesidgs always a unifying and normalising discours¢hef master
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who arrogates the power of modernity, outside attvis the privation
of sense. Foucault’s entire genealogy, undertakenraethod to
deconstruct the modern human being, has exact\gtial. Genealogy in
this sense serves as a way to free historical ledyd from a unitary
theoretical discourse (Foucault 2001, 167). Théampidiscourse born
with the Cartesian moment has founded the moddsjest, subjected to

the discourse of the master.

The genealogy of the discourse of the master hasrsits historicity, in
order to liberate and bring to light a differentlenstanding of the human
being (spirituality) that is opposed to this unjtinowledge. Again one
could argue: what could the problem of a unitargwiedge be when it
brings results? Foucault never tires of repeatiag) such a powerful
regime of truth is inevitably bound with an equallyminant regime of
power; and at the same time it excludes other regiof truth, other

possible processes of subjectivation.

In this respect, Foucault distinguishes at seyawaits an important
lexical difference betweesavoirandconnaissancéFoucault 2001,

876). Whileconnaissancéknowledge) is a method based on intellectual
mathesissavoiris the understanding of the one who is addicted to
practices, and therefore exercises his/her freeddhe exercise of
differentiating practices in front of the monolitmature of the discourse

of the master. Parrhesia is the main spiritualtpracbecause it allows
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contrasting the regimes of truth generated byahgsl of reality in the

form of the discourse of the master.

The discourse of the master is fully operationahwdernity. The second
hermeneutics of the subject is nothing but thelteguhe contemporary
discourse of the master. The account of onesdifdigéal machines
return to the subject is essentially the algoriaties of the discourse of
the master through the form of the information eyt of Big Data. In
the following chapter, however, the discourse efrtiaster will be
situated within the process of digital account&pilin order to reveal the

specificity of the new panopticon that everyonediwithin nowadays.
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5 The New Panopticon

As the first chapter has illustrated, social mesfigistics are so
staggering that we can only fathom them throughogyaAs stated by
the founder and CEO of Facebook, Mark Zuckerbemghagust 24,
2015 the platform had a billion active users ongéwme day for the first
time in history (Oreskovic 2015). If Hegel consig@mewspapers to be
the morning prayer of the 19th Century, Faceboeknseto have taken
up this role in the 21st. For most of the Westeanley social media
comprises a grounding element in the banality efrgday life. Within
this context, banality is to be understood accaydimthe meaning
Nietzsche has ascribed to the term: that whicl isrdinary that it is not

immediately visible and thus remains concealed.

Social media intersects with the quantified selsjhamely the subject
who self-tracks all types of biological informatjomhether
physiological, behavioural or environmental. Bug @S is only an
intermediate step in the construction of the futet. Kevin Kelly, a
leading enthusiast of the contemporary digital @odefines the future
self as follows: ‘This future self is one that gasially expanded, with a

broad suite of exosenses—the exoself’ (Swan 208)3, e notion of
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exoself seems like a contemporary version of a Melnist intuition that
appeared nearly fifty years ago, in terms of ratfan of media as human
prosthetic apparatus, which has already had briltiaeoretical
developments?’ However, it is the view and the application of the
exoself within the contemporary context that igvaht for our purposes

here, as reported in the following exhaustive idtat

[The] self as a concept is a trope that has ongearecently
in the scope of human history, perhaps evolvinigekstep
with the sizeable and complex cultures of moderfitye
concept of the self continues to shift as individuaact to
changes in culture and technology. QS activitiesaamew
means of enabling the constant creation of the Balther,
there is now the notion of the extended conneatédrsthe
sense that individuals are projecting their datavartd onto
the world (e.g., mobile phones and other devices
continuously pinging location and other data) whid¢a from
the world is projected back onto the individuag(enetwork
nodes notice movement and communicate personalized
information). Mobile phones, wearable computing] ather
technology tools are tracking devices used bothuygans
and the ubiquitous data climate. Data quantificaind self-
tracking enable capabilities that are not possiite
ordinary senses. (Swan 2013, 95)

On the side of social media, Mark Zuckerberg comsiapon the one
billion users reached on August 24th 2015 thuslynbre open and
connected world is a better world. It brings stremnigelationships with
those you love, a stronger economy with more opjodres, and a
stronger society that reflects all of our valu€dtéskovic 2015). Kevin

Kelly predicts a better future generated by subkjadio donate their

127 Eor instance, Caronia 1996.
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guantified self to networks. In both cases, whesioeial media or the
guantified self, the contemporary subject pledgesherself to the
digital machine, in the form of numerical paramgt@mages, texts or

any other form of expression.

Less enthusiastic about what is happening witheesjp the two
statements mentioned above, this dissertationsoffeyenealogical
reconstruction of digital accountability, namel throcess of
subjectivation proper to contemporary subjects callag to distribute
themselves across networks. The purpose of thigtehs to show the
power and pervasiveness of digital accountabityas to delineate a
new kind of society, defined the society of accabiiity, which includes
and follows the societies of the past centuries)alg the disciplinary

society and the society of control.

Accountability has been defined as the processilgestivation that
defines a subject in the moment that s/he is agkgt/e an account
about him/herself and his/her actions. Then, broagethe sense of
accountability, digital accountability has beeninded as the process of
subjectivation for which “having an account” andvigg an account”
are two sides of the same coin. If within standarcdountability a
traditional system compels the subject to give@mant, in digital
accountability giving an account is strictly immanh& the process. In

other words, when one opens an account and entera process of
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digital accountability, there is an implicit accapte that the process of
accounting will take place. The account that oreidles is in fact an
account of the self, which preserves the origisgkeat of its origin in the
world of computare where the sense of order concerns both the

experience made by the self and the world expesenc

At this point, the critical synthesis proposed herbased on the idea that
digital accountability finds its genealogy in thisthrical confluence of
two processes fundamental to the Western worlddigmourse of the

master and pastoral power.

As shown in the previous chapter, the discourgbemmaster is,
according to Rovatti, ‘built on the absolute pripof knowledge on
practices’ (Rovatti 2008, 217). Both terms are boed from the
research Foucault advanced in the years prece@raghth, and exposed
in the courses he held at the Collége de Francecyarly The
Hermeneutics of the Subjg@005). The French philosopher had
identified in this course two specific processesudijectivation that
characterised the ancient Greek and Latin worklGhothi seauton
(know yourself) and thepimeleia heauto(the care of the self). The
contemporary Western world is grounded exclusieglyhe fundamental
process of subjectivation of the gnothi seautoth@expense of the care

of the self. The Western subject is, first of allked to know.
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The consequence of this approach to the truth ntlogkern and
contemporary human beings have followed, is thaotily real human
being is the knowledgeable human being. And timglsidimension—
knowledge—contributes towards the establishmetit@true human
being. Knowledge is the only process of subjecivathat legitimises
the human being. This approach erases practiceshk contrast do
not give access to knowledge. And, in a differdntgsophical paradigm,
Husserl came to the same conclusions. The manedefiom the
Cartesian moment is understandable only in his tifieyle and
mathematical features. All human characteristies #éne not classifiable
according to this feature are not worthy of beigen into consideration.
It follows that the relationship with others is idelated in purely abstract,
guantifiable terms. In front of the other ther@dslonger a whole
subject, but only the abstract quantified represént of it. A quantified

self, who finds its legitimacy inasmuch quantified.

The discourse of the master, then, imposes thistaaotialised view of
the subject, based on a “scientific” representatibthe human insofar as
he or she is quantifiable. This view postulate®oea hand that
guantification is the only system of truth possiiol¢he current
environment, with all the political and ethicaluss that may result, and
on the other hand, that the system of quantificationstitutes the only
epistemological background where both quantifidtiegel social media

can find a place. First of all, social media anerfe of data mining aimed
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at the generation of data subsequently storedwnaoenputing systems,
known today under the name Big Data. Through psesesf statistical
inference, the information that users post, tweetpboad is interpreted
in order to identify behavioural patterns: patteiret are quantified and,
consequently, more easily governable. Amazon, Godgylitter,
Facebook are primarily immense reservoirs of datailable to any

search for any purpose.

Although the text has provided an epistemologicatiework for digital
accountability by this point, a major issue nonktbe remains
unresolved: why does the user of the digital maehwluntarily offer
him/herself to be quantified, to become accountaliie answer
proposed here is an alternative to the reconstmucti Butler's genesis of
accounting (2005). Following Nietzsche, Butler daithe scene of
address from the questionas it youdt was shown here that the
reconstruction of giving an account of the selflBuprovides was not
enough to argue the reasons for digital accountghih which the
subject gives an account of him/herself withoutrtbed of being pre-
summoned, and that a change of the scene of addvassvhich the
accounting comes was needed. Therefore, accoraliting tnotion of
pastoral power developed by Foucault, it is no éragmatter of an
interrogator asking for an account in a legal ditjgal framework, but
rather that of a shepherd who asks a member dfdtie Who are you?

The French writer presentd#ite reconstruction of the accounting process
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from the definition of pastoral power in his le@ti©mnes et
Singulatim”: Toward a Critique of Political Reas@m Foucault 2002b,
298-325), which legitimises contemporary practickdigital
accountability operating in the epistemologicalteahof the discourse
of the master. The discourse Foucault provides tgiastoral power
moves from the analysis of the connection betwherstate and the

individual in terms of power:

I'd like to suggest in these two lectures the pussr of
analyzing another kind of transformation in suckveo
relationships. This transformation is, perhapss edebrated.
But I think that it is also important, mainly foradern
societies. Apparently, this evolution seems antagiorto the
evolution toward a centralized state. What | meeafact is
the development of power techniques oriented toward
individuals and intended to rule them in a contumiand
permanent way. If the state is the political forhao
centralized and centralizing power, let us calt@ahip the
individualizing power. (Foucault 2002b, 300)

Foucault is interested in understanding how powergovern human
beings as individuals, namely how a universal qoiesbn such as the
power of the State can be allocated to each indalioh its singularity.
Since power is one side (the other is knowledde)ys operating in the
processes of subjectivation, the answer to thistiue (the connection
between a universal power and its applicationngwarities) can shed
light on the way in which power can govern sing@datities, and, in
doing so, can trigger specific governmental proegsd subjectivation:

omnes et singulatinall together and singularly. In this sense, the
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discovery of a universal power that works on siagties is the
discovery of the individualising power, the speciiower that produces

individualities.

Pastoral power is this individualising power. Itsnanknown to the
Greek and Latin world, and represents an innovaironided by
Christianity. Foucault outlined the first featuriepastoral power as the
necessity of the shepherd, the element that givdstb the flock. While
in the Greek world the lawgiver disappears aftsrddlitical action, the
presence of the shepherd must be constant andhaons for pastoral

power to be exercised:

what the shepherd gathers together is disperseddndls.
They gather together on hearing his voice: “I'llistte and
will gather them together.” Conversely, the shegdhmly has
to disappear for the flock to be scattered. In othards, the
shepherd’s immediate presence and direct actiosectie
flock to exist. Once the good Greek lawgiver, l&alon, has
resolved any conflicts, what he leaves behind lsi $trong
city with laws enabling it to endure without hin30Q)

If the presence of the shepherd must endure, shas imission? The
mission of the shepherd is the salvation of thekitea salvation,
however, that is provided differently than in thee€k world. While the
deity provides the conditions for the salvatiortte population in the
Greek world, the shepherd must take a continuaaily; dare of the

flock, which is not an abstract set of items, laiher a set of singular
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individuals. Thus the shepherd has to take a samgdaily care of each

individual in order to save him/h&® As Foucault states:

He pays attention to them all and scans each ottespof.
He’s got to know his flock as a whole, and in detdot only
must he know where good pastures are, the sedswss’and
the order of things; he must also know each onafSqular
needs. (...) The shepherd’s power implies indivicutdntion
paid to each member of the flock (302-303).

The specificity of the meaning of “paying attentionust be outlined.
How does the shepherd pay attention to and takeafagach individual?
First of all, the shepherd should be able to givaecount of each sheep,
of its actions, and what happens to it (308). Big important to outline
again that this account is always singular, amglliased on a singular

knowledge of the singular sheep. Being the knowdesiggular, it

follows that it individualises. Foucault says:

Christian pastorship implies a peculiar type of\lemige
between the pastor and each of his sheep. Thislkdgeis
particular. It individualizes. It isn’t enough todw the state
of the flock. That of each sheep must also be kndwe
theme existed long before there was Christian psisim but

128:The shepherd's role is to ensure the salvatiohiflock. The Greeks also that the
deity saved the city; they never stopped decldtiagithe competent leader is a
helmsman warding his ship away from the rocks.tBetway the shepherd saves his
flock is quite different. It's not only a matter séving them all, all together, when
danger comes nigh. It's a matter of constant, iiddizlized, and final kindness.
Constant kindness, for the shepherd ensures ltis $léood; every day he attends to
their thirst and hunger. The Greek god was askgadweide a fruitful land and abundant
crops. He wasn't asked to foster a flock day by. dand individualized kindness, too,
for the shepherd sees that all the sheep, eachwang one of them, is fed and saved.
Later Hebrew literature, especially, laid the engihan such individually kindly

power: a rabbinical commentary on Exodus explaing Wahweh chose Moses to
shepherd his people: he had left his flock to gib search for one lost sheep. Last and
not least, it’s final kindness. The shepherd hasget for his flock. It must either be led
to good grazing ground or brought back to the f@faucault 2002b, 302).
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it was considerably amplified in three differentysaThe
shepherd must be informed as to the material nefeeizch
member of the flock and provide for them when neans
He must know what is going on, what each of theesde
his public sins. Last but not least, he must kndvatigoes on
in the soul of each one, that is, his secret sind,his
progress on the road to sanctity. (309-310)

Thus, in pastoral power, the power is exercisethbyshepherd, who is
indispensable to the existence of the flock, wiéchever governed by
the shepherd as a whole because the shepherd kactvone of his
sheep. By knowing each one individually, the sheglgeverns them by
a form of individualising power that is the triggefrspecific processes of
subjectivation, by which each sheep is a membé#reflock but, at the

same time, always a singular subjg&et.

The summary of pastoral power offered above coasilyebe swapped
with the fourth chapter, one need merely replaepbard with digital
dispositive and flock with user. The digital dispiiz® does not quantify
the community of users as a whole, but on the aopntries to generate
the most accurate profiling of the individual usene individual user

must have his/her needs met in order to satisfyéeel just-in-time,

129 Along the development of the lecture, Foucaulisitates the functioning of pastoral
power in modern States. He shows, for instance,ih@eme treatises of the'17
century pastoral power assumes different namestaiaing its core regardless. For
instance, this is the definition of police in Tuequ The police includes everything. But
from an extremely particular point of view. Men ahéhgs are envisioned as to their
relationships: men’s coexistence on a territorgjrthelationships as to property; what
they produce; what is exchanged on the markelsdt @onsiders how they live, the
diseases and accidents that can befall them. Waaidlice sees to is a live, active,
productive man. Turquet employs a remarkable esfyes“The police’s true object is
man™ (319).
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according to good post-Fordist practices. Therealyerithms so
sophisticated (those of the best e-commerce ptafpsuch as Amazon,
eBay or Yoox) that they can provide suggestionptochase that even
activate a desire about which the user was notegvioat that becomes
necessary and urgent at the moment the suggestsplayed. Not only
the user’s physical location on the planet is kngwhich as seen above
is called accountability of presence), but alsotvgflae eats, who s/he
meets and politically supports, what kinds of boakd music s/he
prefers, and so on. The digital dispositive is dblprocess even a
ghostly figure of the user, unknown to the user/herself, which can be
derived from processing identity logs the user gates on the Internet:
an account that is sometimes out of step with ttewkedge that the user
has of him/herself, a user who tends to suppress afdnis/her

navigation in favour of what s/he considers impairta

But framing the scene of address in pastoral poaret,identifying in it
the genesis of digital accountability, still does axplain the question of
the user’'s engagement in digital accountabilityotimer words, the
transition from the question of the pastoral powého are you?o the
guestion rooted on the perfect engagem@fito am 14s still not clear.
Echoing Foucault’s reflections on the theme of esaion, exposed here
in the second chapter, it appears that the Chmigtisdhe moment of
confession is subjected to a process of knowlelgieléd him to “tell-

the-truth-of-him/herself’. Which regime of truthas work in this
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context? Foucault’s analysis of Christian confassias identified a
Copernican revolution in the analysis of the relahip between subject
and truth. The subject does not account truthenctimfession, but rather
s/he makes him/herself true. A similar processesent within the
exercise of the pastoral power: ‘In order to enshi®individual
knowledge, Christianity appropriated two essentisfruments at work
in the Hellenistic world—self-examination and thedance of
conscience. It took them over, but not withoutraiig them
considerably’ (310). However, Christian confesggan even more
refined instrument as it makes the subject’s opimicelevant. It is not
the content of knowledge that becomes true; hiésGhristian
him/herself. As explained in the second chaptas: ot true what the
Christian thinks; the Christian his or herselfrigetin the moment s/he

speaks about him/herself in the moment of the c=da.

This conclusion is a calibrated harmony betweeression as a process
of truth and subjectivity as the submission of @eistian subject to
some type of governmentality. The consequentemnchant if the
Christian subject is saved when s/he subjectifigbé process of
subjectivation of confession, this moment is gengiahlly the
emergence of the modern subject, who materialisebarself in the
regimes of truth imposed by governmentality. Howetlds emergency
would be a classic Foucauldian analytical toolgehdent of the case of

confession, if within the confession an additioglaiment is not found:
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namely that the subject in the confession tellgitin of him/herself.
The fundamental consequence of what has just bgemsed is that the
contemporary Western human being, genealogicallys@4m, is true
when s/he qualifies, preaches, objectifies andwatschim/herself—
when s/he says the truth into the governmentabdisipes that repair
Christian confession. In digital accountability @Bhristian confession
finds its paroxysmal state, so that the necessitlyeoquestionWho are
you?no longer makes sense, having been replaced lilyjecs that is
fully involved, committed and engaged in accounting/herself as a
form of self-fulfilment.Who am I4s the fundamental question of the
subject quantified in networks, as he or she ioth/to digital
accountability in order to fulfil the need to redte the truth about

him/herself.

But what is the plan of salvation within which thebject establishes the
truth of itself? Or, in other words, what is thesario in which the
subject finds the truth about itself? To answeséhguestions, one still
has to resort to FoucaulDsscipline & Punish(1995). Even in this case,
in fact, the birth of disciplinary systems is theg of the plan of
contemporary salvation. The purpose of this reseiarto prove that the
current plan of salvation is first quantifiable tlsecondly it is argued
that this quantification is not random but respotwda specific system of

power-knowledge: the norm.
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The power of the norm is illustrated in a chapteDiscipline and Punish
entitled 'The means of correct training'. Firstu€ault aims to explain
that the norm does not reside in a legal systetnjtlenjoys a kind of
judicial privilege with its own laws, its specifaffences, its particular
forms of judgement. The disciplines establishedrdra-penality’; they
partitioned an area that the laws had left empigy defined and
repressed a mass of behaviour that the relativéenehce of the great
systems of punishment had allowed to escape’ (IBj-Bince the law
and its punitive systems are not able to coverkamy of infraction and
deviance, it becomes necessary in disciplinaryesystthat a further
means of coercion act on the behaviours of eadkithwdl. So this
further disciplinary device concerns behaviourg,without classifying
them according to the guilty / not-guilty dichotonpunishable / non-
punishable. Rather, ‘the definition of behavioud erformance on the
basis of the two opposed values of good and exstead of the simple
division of the prohibition, as practised in pejeitice, we have a
distribution between a positive pole and a negainde; all behaviour
falls in the field between good and bad marks, gaod bad points’
(180). Thus, in disciplinary systems human actioegin to be placed
within immanent hierarchies, based on the Goodl/&vs. This
apparatus of hierarchical classification, howewarks differently from
the legislative apparatus because it allows togpésch behavior on a

scale of values according to a progressive appra@ood rather than a
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binary Right / Wrong binomial. In this way, all hambehaviours firstly
can be captured and framed accurately, secondjyctlre be placed on a
hierarchical scale. As Foucault states, ‘the pedgienality that
traverses all points and supervises every instatiita disciplinary
institutions compares, differentiates, hierarchihesnogenizes,

excludes’ (183).

A further element needs still to be explained. ipiktary apparatuses
are able to classify any human behaviour accorttiregscale of values.
But how is this scale of values generated? It setaon the principle of
thestandard Each disciplinary system requires a certain kihd
performativity of behaviour, because this perfoiimigt represents the
optimum, in terms of the Best for the disciplingeif: a certain degree of
physical training for the soldier, some degreerafkledge for the
learner, some degree of healthiness for the papaolato that the Army,
the Education system, the State can perform atlest. The norm is the
best standard for the health of the apparatustrentealth of the
apparatus is, starting with disciplinary systerhs, hiealth of the
individual, and vice versa. In the transition frdime right to death to
power over life, precisely the epochal shift of gighteenth century
(Foucault 1990a), ‘the power of the Norm appearsuh the
disciplines. (...) Like surveillance and with igmrmalization becomes one
of the great instruments of power at the end otthssical age’

(Foucault 1995, 184). The norm thus establisheiaiple of ‘formal
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equality’ (184), which represents the optimisabbmdividuals with
respect to the apparatus. All individual differesoghich may constitute
perturbations in the health of the apparatus, earebet by the power of
the norm, which makes behaviours homogeneous akdsthem more
easily governable. Through the complementary teglenof
examination, each individual is rendered a singkessified, and hence
homogenised case. In other words, there existgdhsibility for every

individual to benormalised-°

The norm does not require a judicial apparatusihation because it is
based on small constraints that lead the subjetietmtrojection of the
norm itself. A certain level of health, of physieell-being, of wealth,

of knowledge: it is not required by the legal systhat the subject meets
some standards in these activities. The individsalf, in order to
become true in the apparatuggernalises the normlhe norm has the
great power to engage every single individual, Whaonsequently,
makes itself accountable in front of it. As higlhligd by Sinclair,
‘Personal accountability is fidelity to personahscience in basic values

such as respect for human dignity and acting iraamar that accepts

1304t is the examination which, by combining hieraizal surveillance and normalizing
judgement, assures the great disciplinary functafrdistribution and classification,
maximum extraction of forces and time, continuoesejic accumulation, optimum
combination of aptitudes and, thereby, the fabidcadf cellular, organic, genetic and

combinatory individuality’ (Foucault 1995, 192).
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responsibility for affecting the lives of others..Y Because it is enforced
by psychological, rather than external, controé&sspnal accountability is

regarded as particularly powerful and binding’ ($ir 1995, 230)3*

Resuming the above list of QS activities, it isacleow each of them can
be subject to the power of the norm, so that theszidual meets the
standard required by the apparatus: how many rorleteps do we walk
per day; how much physical activity we do; how maalories we
consume each day, divided into carbs, fat, prospacific ingredients;
what emotions we daily express in each of our digs/(and what the
right mix of them is with respect to the performarmmals required); a
certain level of intelligence and / or knowledgel amr competence; the
number and kind of people we aim to be surroundedhe way we
spend free time, etc. Each of these elementsdatisde the power of the
law, but within the power of the norm. In the kdiove, everyone can
easily classify its behaviors and analyse the saal@alues within which

they are framed, and the origin of these scalesloke.

But it is necessary to add to the power of the nahne power of the
panopticon gaze: ‘the constant scrutiny of a Pao@aize which
penetrates right to the very core of each membabgectivity creates a

climate where self-management is assured’ (Seww#lkinson 1993,

131 As Mulgan pointed out, the concept of responsibdiso had the same trajectory
from exteriority to interiority: ‘After all, the ten ‘responsibility’ itself has travelled a
similar route from the external to the internabnfrthe capacity to ‘respond’ or answer
to someone else, to the capacity to act freely'@sgponsibly” (Mulgan 2000, 561).
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284). Digital accountability is morphing into a néevm of panopticism,
which determines a subject’s visibility accordingis or her
quantifications on digital dispositives. This patiopn disciplines and
governs the visibility of subjects according toitlexposures on digital
dispositives. While its essence (that digital actahility as a main
process of subjectivation, derived from the mergifithe discourse of
the master with pastoral power and normalizatisrfijrand new, some
features can nevertheless be seen as a remedépast issues, already
present in previous panopticons, namely the oneéssoiplinary societies
and control societies. An outline of the analogied discontinuities

between different forms of panopticon will follow.

All panopticons deal with individuals. Foucaultesldy hints at this
when he describes the first form of the panopticdDiscipline and
Punish ‘The crowd, a compact mass, a locus of multipiehanges,
individualities merging together, a collective etfas abolished and
replaced by a collection of separated individuagit{ Foucault 1995,
201). Supervision and the processes of numeratep kdividualities
separated, the effect of which is the solitudenaofates, ‘sequestered and
observed’ (201). While the dimension of observimgslar

individualities is definitely still at work in theontemporary panopticon,
solitude is erased and transformed into the merhlgens a community

by the effect of the pastoral power.
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Like the original panopticon, the contemporary ate® does not need
the one who exercises power to be a specific humeary (as opposed to
the matter of sovereignty in absolute power). Faliexplains the

panopticon as follows:

It is an important mechanism, for it automatized a
disindividualizes power. Power has its principlé s@ much
in a person as in a certain concerted distributidoodies,
surfaces, lights, gazes; in an arrangement whasmad
mechanisms produce the relation in which individwak
caught up. The ceremonies, the rituals, the maykshich
the sovereign's surplus power was manifested &lesss
There is a machinery that assures dissymmetry,
disequilibrium, difference. Consequently, it does matter
who exercises power. Any individual, taken almdst a
random, can operate the machine. (202)

The same way to exercise power is also retrievetigimal dispositives.
First of all, users basically deal with interfacBsit, secondly, the digital
machine conceals human beings exercising powenbdetgorithms.
Very few know, or can describe, who is behind tbe/gr exercised in
the digital world. Even though some founders oftdiglatforms have
reached the status of celebrities, the power teatiser meets in his/her
daily practice is not the power of a specific pardaut it is instead the

power of the platform, namely the power of the athon.

The first episode of the third season of Biack Mirror television series,
Nosedivg2016), is the perfect representation of thissibility of the
panotical machine, in a world where every socitrction is subject to

immediate and normative appraisal by the envirorintesch individual
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corresponds to a scale of values ranging from orfie¢ stars. The
average of the received ratings continuously retarmalue that defines
every person in society, in his economic possiesitin accessing
essential services (health system, but not onlgt)sanforth. On the one
hand, the machine that generates algorithms tmati&d acie's life is
completely invisible, and it is manifested onlydhgh an application of
Lacie’s smartphone (the invisible feature of thgitdi panopticon: what
is the materiality of the Silicon Big Company Vaif. Already Zuboff
had noticed this aspect of the new informatic péicop: ‘The
counterpart of the central power is a video scrégaboff 1989, 322).

On the other hand, Lacie is perfectly accountatdmfthe digital point of
view: she does not question the master's speedbh\wuges and
categorises every action of her life; she is ledh®ydigital shepherd; she
obsessively tries to respect the norm (a numerestiold established by
the system, which allows her access to higher bst@tus communities
and more qualified services). At the same time gihisode brutally
reveals the inclusion and exclusion mechanismsgitadl accountability,
to the point that the protagonist is excluded ftbemarriage of her best

friend due to her low social score.

And, like the former panopticon, the contemporamg ¢ characterised
by efficiency and scalability. Foucault observedwtthe panopticon: ‘In
each of its applications, it makes it possibleddect the exercise of

power. It does this in several ways: because itredace the number of
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those who exercise it, while increasing the nunadf¢hose on whom it is
exercised’ (206). The same feature can be idedtifieghe contemporary
panopticon: a project designed to be efficient @tmge platforms can
be managed by very few people) and scalable (thwepof the hardware
is the only limit for the inclusion of new membewghich can be
constantly increased). If the amount of users énntiajor social networks
is well known, the efficiency and scalability oktplatform allow the
inclusion of as many people as possible not ongorial media. At the
government level, it is meant to point out, for e, the Unique ID of
India. India is the most populous world democraayh about one

billion and two hundred million people. One of ttwuntry's constant
problems is the census, so that the actual popuolaialways under
control and numbered. That is why the Indian govemt is
implementing the largest biometric project evested: the Unique
ID.*3? It consists of a set of biometric data, startirayf the fingerprint,
which allows to register each individual in ordetetter govern it, even
in basic services (for instance, distribution afddo less wealthy
individuals). This digital identification prograwhich has raised many
discussions, is possible because of the efficiedtsgalable features of

digital panopticon.

132 5ee http://www.wsj.com/video/can-technology-sdiveéia-biggest-

problem/80D7413C-3EE3-49FA-A921-29DD1A1A3E1A. htmitumre2twi.
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Additionally, as Foucault keenly observes aboutgheopticon of the
disciplinary societies: ‘it is possible to interneeat any moment and
because the constant pressure acts even befavéfehees, mistakes or
crimes have been committed’ (206). The digital geaicon has refined
this feature. It is not matter of precognitionglikh some sci-fi
productions. The digital dispositive is able to\pde a sophisticated
analysis of users’ behaviours in order to createb®ural patterns close
to the profile of the specific individual. Whathinority Reportstill
seemed to be science fiction, it actually has a&spdead application
today. There are numerous software (Risk Terraidéflng >
HunchLab'** PredPol;*® the Italian Keycrim&® for example) that
support police in identifying geographic areas, oamities, and - in
some cases - the most potential criminal individu@hese software
work according to a reductionist principle, namatyalgorithm that
classifies communities as risky, basing its inducn past delinquency
presence. This creates a spiral, so that it idestdrime where crime
already exists. However, it is useful to point tht these software

actually work, and have led to the reduction ofneriin the areas where

133 http://www.riskterrainmodeling.com/.

134 https://www.hunchlab.com/.

135 http://www.predpol.com/.

136 http://www.keycrime.com/en/.
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they were adopted through the work of risk managerfescipline from

which the predictable police genealogically der)ves

Thus, the suggestion advanced by the digital madkiso accurate that
it seems to be delivering a message from the fuwinde it is simply the
effect of a statistical inference. The user has kimd of feeling when
Amazon suggests a book that the user includessihdri wish list, or
when Facebook suggests a friend from the pastaljogithm’s
effectiveness is understood here as a kind of gretton. The
contemporary panopticon remediates an allure ofatemality, of
ethereality. Foucault states: ‘in these conditigtssstrength is that it
never intervenes, it is exercised spontaneouslyatimbut noise, it
constitutes a mechanism whose effects follow frova another.
Because, without any physical instrument other #rahitecture and
geometry, it acts directly on individuals; it give®wer of mind over

mind’ (206)

The essence of the panopticon is that its hardvaaekthe staging of it,
must be reduced to the minimum. The presumed Vityuat the
contemporary panopticon has reached the limitsahitmateriality,
opening the door to some reflections about the eciion between the
absence of hardware and digital dispositives. imsbnse, the power of
mind over mind is brought to its paroxysm, for whtbe concealment of

the hardware is directly proportional to the amaefrppower.
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The influence of the disciplinary society is alstt fn the panopticon’s

design, which must be rapid and effective:

There are two images, then, of discipline. At oxieesne, the
discipline-blockade, the enclosed institution, elshed on the
edges of society, turned inwards towards negatiaetions:
arresting evil, breaking communications, suspenting. At
the other extreme, with panopticism, is the disagl
mechanism: a functional mechanism that must imptbge
exercise of power by making it lighter, more rapithre
effective, a design of subtle coercion for a sgcietcome.
(209)

Rapidity and effectiveness of dispositives, amomictvthe panopticon
can be considered, are not qualities of a goodydesis brilliantly
guessed by Foucault, they are ways by which theceseeof power is
improved. The qualities of digital dispositives—egid response time,
for instance, in order to provide a good user aepee—function to
improve the exercise of power. The better the agperience, the greater
the chance of the digital dispositives’ successuinjugating the user.
Yet the panopticon was the essence of discipliracyeties. How can we
then find the connection between the new panoptarwhthe above-
defined society of accountability? In the followiggote about
disciplinary societies at least two key elementstoafound to define

this connection:

they were expected to neutralize dangers, to fetass or
disturbed populations, to avoid the inconvenierafesser-
large assemblies; now they were being asked toglay
positive role, for they were becoming able to dptso
increase the possible utility of individuals.
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(...) the massive, compact disciplines are brokenrdimo
flexible methods of control, which may be transtéerand
adapted. Sometimes the closed apparatuses adeirto th
internal and specific function a role of externaiveillance,
developing around themselves a whole margin ofdate
controls. (210-213)

First of all, the panopticon aims to increase ttiiyiof individuals. The
same feeling is found even in the contemporary ptcan, where digital
dispositives seem, at least, to be functional ¢éostitisfaction of the
users’ needs. Secondly, methods of control are memizto digital
dispositives, in a way that can continuously bepgethto the
emergencies coming from the environment. All thes¢ures make the
panopticon assure, eventually, ‘an infinitesimakalbution of the power
relations’ (216), where “infinitesimal” can assuthe meaning, in the

contemporary world, of infinitely quantifiable.

What is happening in China is significant to thepgmse. According to
the Financial Times (Clover 2016) and the Wall &tdournal (Chin,
Wong 2016), the Chinese government is working eitist
governmental project based on the principle of ibnexthiness not only
as a financial factor but also as a social fac@oeditworthiness is, in
fact, born within the financial field, in order hoeasure the ability of a
person or institution to repay a debt. The Faia¢s@orporatioft’

created an algorithm to measure the creditwortsinégach individual

137 http://www.fico.com/.
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or institution: the FICO index, now adopted gloipalh simple terms, the
FICO measures the possibility that an individua tareturn the money
that is lent to him. Born as a financial concejpggiems that the Chinese
government intends to extend it to the social spled to include social
parameters, to give birth to teecial credit scoreThe social credit score
will consist of a single number determined by aeseof algorithms that
will restore the individual's social reliability.dfl only financial solvency,
but also a series of other behaviors (small offenfsees, family location
for example) are included in the system, in ordeslassify each citizen
with a single rating ofood citizenshipAnd, like in the Black Mirror
episode cited above, each citizen's score will naeaess to certain
services of more or less poor quality: educati@altt, employment (to
name a few). From the point of view of the indivatiis/he must always
be accountable to his actions in front of the gorental system. Again,
even in this case there is a regulatory and noaklegsed response to
political issues; and it is no coincidence thdtappens in a country -
China - that for cultural issues has received,uphoMarx and Mao, the
rationalist spirit of government: ‘On the one sidrercising
accountability therefore involves elements of momitg and oversight.
Its mission includes finding facts and generatiniglence. On the other
side, the norm of accountability continues the @rtinent’s project of

subjecting power not only to the rule of law bigaato the rule of reason.
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Power should be bound by legal constraints but laysihe logic of the

public reasoning’ (Schedler 1999, 15).

At the end of this parallel between the panopticbthe disciplinary
societies and the panopticon generated by theatl@mgtountability,
despite all the possible and historically necesdargrgences, one may

subscribe to what Foucault summarised about tlegpdirses:

the peculiarity of the disciplines is that they tioydefine in
relation to the multiplicities a tactics of powaat fulfils
three criteria: firstly, to obtain the exercisepoiwer at the
lowest possible cost (economically, by the low exgrire it
involves; politically, by its discretion, its lovwk&eriorization,
its relative invisibility, the little resistancearouses);
secondly, to bring the effects of this social poteetheir
maximum intensity and to extend them as far asipless
without either failure or interval; thirdly, to lknthis
“economic” growth of power with the output of the
apparatuses (educational, military, industrial edioal)
within which it is exercised; in short, to incredssh the
docility and the utility of all the elements of thgstem.

(...) what was new, in the eighteenth century, vinas, toy
being combined and generalized, they attainedel &v
which the formation of knowledge and the incredsgoaver
regularly reinforce one another in a circular psscéit this
point, the disciplines crossed the “technologi¢hfeshold.
First the hospital, then the school, then, latex,workshop
were not simply “reordered” by the disciplines;ythmcame,
thanks to them, apparatuses such that any mechamism
objectification could be used in them as an insemtof
subjection, and any growth of power could give msthem
to possible branches of knowledge; it was this, |proper to
the technological systems, that made possible mvttie
disciplinary element the formation of clinical meidie,
psychiatry, child psychology, educational psychgldge
rationalization of labour. It is a double procdbgn: an
epistemological “thaw” through a refinement of powe
relations; a multiplication of the effects of powkrough the

257



formation and accumulation of new forms of knowledg
(218-224)

Despite any arguments about the fracture betwesaiptinary societies

and contemporary societies, the new panopticoheotligital

accountability is, for all intents and purposedjsziplinary system.

But Gilles Deleuze in a dense text first publisired992,Postscript on

the Societies of Controbutlines in the notion of control a possible

prosecution of disciplinary societies:

We are in a generalized crisis in relation tolad t
environments of enclosure—prison, hospital, fagtechool,
family. The family is an “interior,” in crisis likall other
interiors—scholarly, professional, etc. The adnmmaisons in
charge never cease announcing supposedly necessary
reforms: to reform schools, to reform industriessitals, the
armed forces, prisons. But everyone knows thaethes
institutions are finished, whatever the lengthhait
expiration periods. It's only a matter of administg their
last rites and of keeping people employed until the
installation of the new forces knocking at the dddrese are
the societies of control, which are in the proadsplacing
disciplinary societies. “Control” is the name Burghs
proposes as a term for the new monster, one thadakdt
recognizes as our immediate future. (Deleuze 1992,

As stated by Barbrook, ‘Gilles Deleuze — a vetéMaw Left philosopher

— warned that new information technologies wereigiiag the

surveillance and monitoring infrastructure of timeeging authoritarian

‘society of control’. Instead of emancipating thasses, the advent of the

Net threatened to reinforce the power of their eppors’ (2007, 271).
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While the difference between discipline and consdtill a matter for a
debate that there is no intention to delve inte/&some issues raised
by Deleuze deserve further explication. First af@Eleuze identifies a
difference between disciplines and control: whikcgblines are
distinct*® and analogical, control is based on numerical raidn (‘the
different control mechanisms are inseparable vianat forming a
system of variable geometry the language of whsaluimerical (which
doesn’t necessarily mean binary)’ (4). While anlgsia of the notion of
modulation would fall outside of the purview ofghdissertation, Deleuze
surely was able to recognise one of the main feataf the development
of disciplines nearly twenty years ago: numeragilithich found a
definite explosion with digital technologié® Another one of Deleuze’s

arguments is linked to digital technologies:

In the societies of control, on the other hand, vihanportant is
no longer either a signature or a number, but &cibe code is a
“password” (...). The numerical language of contsoiriade of
codes that mark access to information, or reje®Vé no longer
find ourselves dealing with the mass/individualk phidividuals
have become “dividuals,” and masses, samples, uiaiikets, or
“banks.” (5)

138 Deleuze himself, while writing this text in 199fderscored the possibility that
societies of control were the following stage afaifblinary societies. This dissertation
takes analogies between the two paradigms intouatenore than differences.

1394n the disciplinary societies one was alwayststgragain (from school to the
barracks, from the barracks to the factory), wiriléhe societies of control one is never
finished with anything—the corporation, the edumadil system, the armed services
being metastable states coexisting in one andatime snodulation, like a universal
system of deformation’ (4).

140t is worth pointing out that Gilles Deleuze, tiybuhe died in 1995, was able to see
and use one of the first consumer network infrastines: French Minitel, developed in
1982 by the French telecommunications ministry.
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In the societies of accountabilityye password has become the accpunt
which is not only a login procedure but also a peofich with
information. Being denied access to informationadonger a common
practice, since more accounts are provided inaligitcountability. The
more accounts are provided, the more subjects egoverned. Out of
the dialectics individual/dividual, it is certainat the subject is reduced
to data. Therefore, Deleuze has been able to dstewt signs of
development within disciplinary societies that,epdndently from the
label of control, are surely manifest in the socigtaccountability,
sometimes on a paradoxical lev&iBut in the societies of accountability
the numerical language is not only a tool for astgsinformation and

for being controlled, but algbe digital extension through which the

subject is normalised, guided, interrogated: inestivords, governed

At this time, the account that is perhaps closex total governmentality
does not come from the Western world but from Chiiach should be
viewed as the new digital frontier. This is WeCHathat in 2016 was
numbered around one billion accounts. WeChat, dpeel by the big

digital Chinese player Tenceli is an application of instant messaging

141 ‘Accountability is sometimes taken to be more thest a mechanism of control; it
becomes identified with control itself’ (Mulgan 2B3563).

42 http://www.wechat.com.

143 https://lwww.tencent.com/en-us/index.html.
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that includes several other functions, which made become the more

complex digital account ever existed:

» Messaging: text, voice, one-to-many (like Whats&arebook

Messenger);

» One-to-one sharing: photos, videos, locations {(\Heatsapp,

Facebook Messenger);

» Conferencing and streaming (like Skype, WhatsappebBook live,

Periscope);

« Official accounting, in order to gather and puslofeers (like

Facebook);

» Social feeding: texts, images, comments, musiksl{tike

Facebook, Instagram, Twitter);

» Mobile paying and sending money, through a digitallet that
interacts with QRcodes (like a credit cards, Paypalazon, but

with more features);

* Booking: hotels, transportations, appointmentse(Booking, but

with more features);

» Reading QRcodes, so to get more information frogitalior

physical tags;
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» Finding entities in the physical surroundings, likends or shops

(like Tinder, Foursquare, Aroundme)
» Researching (like Google);
« Digital marketing (like Google, Facebook).

It has been calculated that 90 minutes a day anet §m WeChat by each
user* It is worth underlining two more aspects of this@unt: The first

is that it is controlled by the censorship of tHar@se government, even
in non-Chinese accounts, as the servers are logat@dina. The second

aspect is that, in 2017, the WeChat Index has lzegched. It measures
the popularity of an account on a timeframe froto 80 days. The Index
includes data such as sharing, likes received,sjiawd readings. As far

as it can be reported when writing this researceCWat is the tool

closest to the unique account ever designed.

In conclusion, the new panopticon is a new devekammf the previous
one. In the society of accountability fear, whicasithe main engine of
the Orwellian Big Brother, has disappeared, andigtead been
replaced by a insidious form of happiness: ‘At ithet of each apparatus
lies an all-too-human desire for happiness. Théura@nd

subjectification of this desire in a separate splw@nstitutes the specific

144 Al information about WeChat is from https://enkipiedia.org/wiki/WeChat.
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power of the apparatus’ (Agamben 2009, 8). The dumehtal aesthetic

tune is the Kunderian second tear, namely: Kitgam@era 1999).

In a contemporary world in which visibility has loemge data itself,
Foucault’'s lessons about practices should not ggoften if TruYou

(Eggers 2013) one day appears on the horizon dtivite.

The digitally accountable human being is thus the who follows the
disciplined human being and the controlled humangé his shift is not
a change of paradigm, but provides another laydeseribe the
superimposition of the disciplinary paradigm ane paradigm of
control. The advent of digital dispositives is tlecessary moment for
the birth of this new paradigm. Its essence istaligiccountability, a
specific process of subjectivation that finds iteehsion of knowledge
in the discourse of the master and its dimensigoowfer in the pastoral
power and the power of the norm. Contemporary wo/operate within

the society of accountability.

As Frederic Gros brilliantly summarises, the piagiof the self ‘are
programs as stylisation of existence that only nsrese within the
horizon of freedom: a freedom, however, that isuraterstood as a
fundamental nature but as a game of differentigiragtices’ (Gros
2008, 298). If anonymity and anomie are human Hroiditions,
involving radical and schizoid de-subjectivatioasree play of

accountability seems now to be the only feasiblg twaan exercise of
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freedom, so that the modern human being does nwinea prisoner of

itself.
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6 Conclusion: Playing Accountability

The critique advanced in this dissertation requihes one take a stance
regarding his or her presence on digital media. ddss of individual
freedom in this regard lies in a paradoxical relaship with visibility.
One can choose to be visible or invisible, accduletar silent. One can
satisfy the desire for appearance or exercisertheipe of the
disappearance (Rovatti 2010, 158). An individuikedom thus finds
the conditions of its possibility in-between thése polarities.
Furthermore, these two polarities mirror anothehdtomy: the common
impulse of digital media users towards visibilisy@posed to a critique

that encourages silence and invisibility. But, av&ti keenly observes:

it is easy to ascertain that the paradox is regreduvhen we
acknowledge that we are all within this dispositig@ower
(and of “subjectivation”), that no lines of escapeast really
immune of it, and that a praise of the unappearasfdbe
“pure” unappearance, is not a realistic strategynely it is
not reachable in our standard life style. (158 [frayslation])

On the contrary, a strategy of invisibility on salainedia is perhaps
harmful, because it places the subject outsid@wincon daily practices

and, in doing so, outside of histdf.

145 For the same reason—the distance with the ordiifary-the powerful, wide and
radical theorisation of the Body without Organs Buwproposed by Antonin Artaud
(1975) and theorized by Deleuze and Guattari (19859 not been taken into account
here. The French authors have defined the BwOllmsv&@ ‘At any rate, you have one
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Even the notion of the Temporary Autonomous Zoney(B991) is
useless, as it is a utopian, outlandish absolutside) very far from the
standard contemporary human condition. The T.A@uldl operate like

a dispositive that allows the re-territorialisatioinany kind of possible
life that a subject might havpar essencek-static. But the dispositive—
the notion upon which this dissertation is grourdednnot be a T.A.Z.
as it is exactly the opposite: a formation of kneage-power that
triggers specific processes of subjectivation. pbsition Eetzung of the
dispositive denies the possibility of the T.A.Z'8stence, and vice
versa. When the subject is placed in a T.A.Z., 8lo®nsequently asked
to design his/her diagrams as strategies of exastérhe subject must re-

territorialise him/herself and his/her own envir@mhwhile being

(or several). It's not so much that it pre-existsames ready-made, although in certain
respects it is pre-existent. At any rate, you nahe, you can't desire without making
one. And it awaits you; it is an inevitable exegois experimentation, already
accomplished the moment you undertake it, unacashed as long as you don't. This
is not reassuring, because you can botch it. €aritbe terrifying, and lead you to your
death. It is nondesire as well as desire. It isat@tll a notion or a concept but a practice,
a set of practices. You never reach the Body witkngans, you can't reach it, you are
forever attaining it, and it is a limit. [...] TH&wO is what remains when you take
everything away. What you take away is precisedypghantasy, and signifiances and
subjectifications as a whole (151). Secondly, wttiie dissertation is grounded on the
notion of the self, the BwO is the radical remosgany hypothesis of foundation of the
subject on the notion of self: ‘The field of immae is not internal to the self, but
neither does it come from an external self or ssetinRather, it is like the absolute
Outside that knows no Selves because interior atettier are equally a part of the
immanence in which they have fused’ (156). Thirdlys dissertation is an investigation
about processes of subjectivation, while the Bwtaésradical de-subjectivation that
eradicates the self inasmuch self: ‘To the strata whole, the BwWO opposes
disarticulation (or n articulations) as the propeftthe plane of consistency,
experimentation as the operation on that planesigmufier, never interpret!), and
nomadism as the movement (keep moving, even ireplaver stop moving,
motionless voyage, desubjectification)’ (160). baghe practice of the BwO has been
understood has harmful by the same authors: tifismantling the organism there are
times one courts death, in slipping away from digance and subjection one courts
falsehood, illusion and hallucination and psycleaith (160).
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removed from the historical time and separated faimemaining
processes of subjectivation. Again, one finds gesiilve existence that

has lost any possible link with ordinary daily life

But at the same time, the critique advanced imptieeent dissertation has
outlined that a real practice of freedom on digiedia is difficult to say
the least. The discourse of the master has beeord#rated to securely
govern contemporary subjects, having found a pawéattical
instrument in digital media: a subject whose delsag been quantified,
whose autobiography is fragmented in sterile digi¢ens and who is
alienated from the other through his/her computerigpresentation.
Thus, in order to provide a conclusion to the disse about freedom
within—and not outside of—contemporary digital adisfiives, the
proposal advanced begins first faces the notianabpy**® which

should be verified as the epistemological groundhe ethical practices

of existence.

Vilém Flusser’s notion of the technical image, white advances in his
textInto the Universe of Technical Imag@911), provides the first step
for the analysis of the notion of entrop$/ In introducing the notion of

technical image, Flusser proposes a taxonomy ofithe

146 A short definition of entropy is provided by Prigjpe and Stengers: ‘the entropy law
describes (...) the evolution toward a “disordemyvard the most probable state’
(Progogine and Stengers 1984, 19).

47 One can find similar arguments in the text thaisBer dedicated to photography:
Towards a Philosophy of Photograp{8006).
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This essay is about the universe of technical irmatlpe
universe that for the past few decades has beemgiake of
photographs, films, videos, television screens,@mdputer
terminals to take over the task formerly servedifgar texts,
that is, the task of transmitting information crldo society
and to individuals. (5)

And, soon after, a more theoretical definitiontof hotion is

provided:

technical images rely on texts from which they heome and,
in fact, are not surfaces but mosaics assembleal particles.
They are therefore not prehistoric, two-dimensiataictures
but rather posthistorical, without dimension. We aot
turning back to a two-dimensional prehistory buhea
emerging into a posthistorical, dimensionless s{&be

Flusser consequently deduces that, unlike traditionages, technical
images do not represent a state of things, buhatead representation of
concepts. Technical images are created by techaescavhich allow the
transformation of concepts into images. The phatplger, for instance,
does not reproduce a state of things, but s/h@septs the concepts
related to what makes signification for the stdtthimgs. And the
concepts themselves are not completely free, is¢hse of the free
choice of the photographer. The photographer isgk select a
concept, appropriate for that specific state aighbut only from a
limited set of concepts: the ones that the phomyca‘'apparatus” (as
Flusser names it) allows to exist. Flusser stétese look more closely,

we can confirm that the photographic gesture, at, 'does somehow
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carry out the apparatus’s inner instructions. Tiy@aaatus does as the
photographer desires, but the photographer candesiye what the
apparatus can do’ (26§ McLuhan had already demonstrated that the
medium is the condition of possibility for the exisce of any
expression, and the limit of the medium is thetiafithe expressiof{.’
Flusser’s discourse is consistent with this McLudarmssumption, yet
he goes further insofar as he has been able tecbtire apparatus (a
more powerful notion than medium) with its specépstemological
background. Media apparatuses produce technicglasydut are
themselves the result of the application of sonensific knowledge. It
results that the photograph a photographer takesdme now is the
effect of a media apparatus that is the effectsfiantific knowledge.
Flusser advances a strong theoretical assumptionely, that the world
of technical images (whose boundaries can be eatetalany digital
production) is subjugated by a hidden level of pelwewledge,
constituted by the scientific knowledge through ethihe technical
apparatus is built. Even if Flusser did not appig terminology, one can

nonetheless see the discourse of the master af wbhikh exerts a

%8 The connection between desire and apparatusrifedavery precisely in a
following paragraph: ‘human freedom no longer cstssin being able to shape the
world to one’s own desires (apparatuses do thief)diut to instruct (program) the
apparatus as to the desired form and to stop @biittwhen this form has been
produced.’ (73)

149 Aesthetics of communication aims to explore thik.ISee, for instance, the work of

Mario Costal’ estetica della comunicazione. Come il mediunpblkxerizzato il
messaggio. Sull'uso estetico della simultaneitéstadza(1999).
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powerful and effective influence in creating theduions of possibility

for technical images.

But Flusser’s discourse is not limited to groundinigidden political and
epistemological layer of the production of techhiozgages. Flusser
makes an impressive conceptual effort to situagetbduction of
technical images within the context of evolutidiyg he also takes
notions like probability, information and entropyo account. The first

connection regards probability and information:

“Probable” and “improbable” are concepts from infatics,

in which information can be defined as an improbailuation:
the more improbable, the more informative. The sddaw of
thermodynamics suggests that the emerging pattralerse
tends toward an increasingly probable situatiowata
disinformation, that is, to a steadily more evestribution of
particles, until form is finally lost altogethe(17)

If information is linked to improbability, it folls that what is not
informative is more probable. The second law ofrtie@ynamics is
entropy, for which everything in the universe istileed to lack form and
information (disinformation). Following the law ehtropy,
disinformation is the more probable state of thizense. Flusser is able
to situate apparatuses in this scenario, whicHdims aim to generate
improbable situations. He adds one more elemethietaichotomy of
improbable/information versus probable/disinformativisibility. While

the probable, characterised by invisibility, teholwards the absence of
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form, the improbable (whose informative contertigher) is defined by

its visibility. It follows that:

image-making mechanisms were invented, namely, to
produce improbable, informative situations to cdidsbe
invisible possibilities into visible improbabilisg...] The
apparatus is programmed to generate improbablatisits.
This means that such improbable situations arkair t
programs and do not arise as errors, as in thegmogf the
universe, but as situations that are deliberatlyght, that
become more probable as the program runs. (18)

But Flusser himself reveals that every apparatlisked to another

apparatus, with a progressingse en abyme

Around these transmission points sit functionanes press
the keys of apparatuses, especially those that cmp
images. For these images model the behavior, pesogpnd
experience of all other functionaries. The functioes
instruct the images about how the images shoutduictsthe
receivers. The apparatuses instruct the functieadrow they
are to instruct the images. And other apparatussguict
these apparatuses about how the functionarie® ansttuct.
Throughout this seeming and self-obscuring hieraoth
instruction, one senses a general entropic tendemard a
global metaprogram, and no one and nothing otlaer this
implacable self-determination is behind it all. 75

Thus, at the end of the relationship between hupeamgs and
technical apparatuses one finds the entropy ofrsi@program.
Entropy is to be understood in its physical meaninglobal state of
indifferentation ruled by the probable. As entrapgreases,
everything in the universe naturally tends to detate and loses its

specific difference from its surroundings. Thingsvwa from the
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least to the most probable state, from a stategsrosation and
differentiation in which distinctions and forms siito a state of
chaos and sameness. If this discourse is transfatethe dialectics
of the Same and the Other, entropy should be uttteras the
dominion of the Same over the Other. This argumseatns to run
counter to the common thinking about human produactivhich
aims to produce novelties. Flusser takes this plesebjection into

account:

But it is human to oppose entropy. This is whynans
produced the apparatus in the first place: to predu
improbable situations. They lost control of the aapus, and
now it produces the probable automatically. Andhso
guestion is, can they regain control and so achiee®pposite
of the probable, the opposite of a totalitarianapfus? (76)

A physician could answer that, even if entropynawoidable in closed
systems, entropy is nonetheless not inevitableesgnce of external
sources of information or energy. It can even desgen open systems.
The opposite of entropy is negentropy, namely negantropy. It
designates the temporary reversal of the processtadpy, which occurs
when differentiated structures and systems emergeei midst of
disorder. In this regard, Prigogine and Stenge984}) define the relation
between entropy and information, or between infdromatheory and

thermodynamics, as ambiguoli&They label the islands of negentropy

150 The whole texOrder Out of Chaoss devoted to clarify the notion of entropy under
several issues, where the ignorance of the obsplags a relevant role: ‘There should
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that form in the river of time ‘dissipative struots’, which relate to a
form of super molecular organisation (Prigogine Stehgers, 1984,
143). These structures work against entropy, irsénse that they work
against its tendency towards dissipation. Theyiara,certain way,
forms of organisation that arise in a macroscopadesin systems far
from the equilibrium. Dissipative structures “fi§lagainst entropy and,
in so doing, enable the appearance of noveltiesworld moving
towards indifferentiation due to the work of entyoprigonine defines
the moment in which novelty appears as bifurcatidmich warrants the

existence of a future:

Nature’s form of choice is what | call bifurcatidn.complex
natural systems, just as in society, the futureisgiven.
Within bounds, it can go this way or that. Evemntsature
correspond to novelties that we find at all levéism
cosmology to microbiology. We may thus speak of the
creativity of nature. (Prigogine 2004)

Prigogine expresses the conviction that informateminology has
brought contemporary human beings to a signifitéstbrical moment of
bifurcation. This bifurcation results from a newesific assembly of the
human condition that we call the networked sociBtygogine asks
himself: ‘Will the networked society act more likege ant colonies or a

civilization of free people?’ (Prigogine 2004). Badividual choices

exist only irreversible processes. This is the &tiimg block for all universal
interpretations of entropy that concentrate onignorance of initial (or boundary)
conditions. Irreversibility is not a universal pespy’ (239).
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nonetheless play a role in this scenario, so oerd net necessarily be

pessimistic. Even in the networked society,

the future is not given. Especially in this timegbbbalization
and the network revolution, behavior at the inditlevel
will be the key factor in shaping the evolutiontio¢ entire
human species. Just as one particle can alter stpi©
organisation in nature, so the role of individualsore
important now than ever in society. (2004)

Prigogine and Stengers warn of the risk of linkemgropy to the human
condition’** yet a provisional summary about the insertiorhefriotion

of entropy in this dissertation shall still be pised. Entropy has been
defined thus far as the irreversible evolutionanysion towards a
probable and undifferentiated state. Furthermadresder has suggested
that contemporary technical apparatuses favouopytinstead of
fighting it. Translating this discourse in Foucaatdterms: contemporary
digital dispositives trigger processes of subjetton that lead the
subject to the undifferentiated. Entropy would teBom the basis of
contemporary processes of subjectivation, whichtaineduce the

subject to the Same instead of giving the subjexpbssibility of the

exploration of the Other. Thus the digital worlgi®cesses of

314t is not surprising that the entropy metaphos kempted a number of writers
dealing with social or economic problems. Obvioustye we have to be careful; human
beings are not dynamic objects, and the transibdhermodynamics cannot be
formulated as a selection principle maintained Yayaanics. On the human level
irreversibility is a more fundamental concept, whis for us inseparable from the
meaning of our existence. Still it is essentiat fhahis perspective we no longer see the
internal feeling of irreversibility as a subjectivapression that alienates us from the
outside world, but as marking our participatioraimorld dominated by an evolutionary
paradigm’ (1984, 298).
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subjectivation may likely lead to holding individwsbjects to a
common standard, that would have—according to Elussa totalitarian
flavour. Consequently, the only strategy the suthes left at its disposal
in order to escape processes of subjectivation—waiin to reduce the

subject to an identitary model—is a constant fagpinst the Same.

First, the cybernetic model is taken into accobiklas Luhmann states:
‘For an observer, a system is entropic if informatabout one element
does not permit inferences about others’ (Luhm&85150). This

definition works within closed self-referential gms. In fact

as an evolutionary universal, meaning finally cep@nds to
the hypothesis of the closure of self-referentygtem
formations. The closure of the self-referentialeris
synonymous here with the infinite openness of tbdadv
This openness is constituted through the self-eatality of
meaning and is continuously reactualized by it. Mieg
always refers to meaning and never reaches otgeif for
something else. Systems bound to meaning can tneref
never experience or act in a manner that is fram® fr
meaning. They can never break open the referenoe fr
meaning to meaning in which they themselves are
inescapably implicated. (63)

But even self-referential systems are just a copteary version of the
discourse of the master. In the above-mentionedadjoa, “master”
should be read instead of “observer”. It resulét #ntropy appears in the
discourse of the master at the moment that newrrdbon cannot be
linked to any precedent information. At this epistéogical level, the

digital dispositive is a self-referential systernleato reduce the infinite
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openness of the world to the same meanings. Ghien the subject can
assume any ethical position against an informatibaekground because
every practice of freedom is included in the systeom the very
beginning™>? The fight against the Same cannot be played ybaroetic

system, and thus other battlefields must be sought.

The first figure of the Same taken into accounthsibeing-in-fashion.

In order to understand the meaning of the beinfgasion, one should

first consider the second Untimely Meditation veiittby Friedrich
Nietzsche in 1874, title®n the uses and disadvantages of history for life
(Nietzsche 1997, 57-124). At the beginning of thedifation, Nietzsche

states:

This meditation too is untimely, because | am latempting
to look afresh at something of which our time ghtly
proud—its cultivation of history—as being injuriotgsit, a
defect and deficiency in it; because | believeeru that we
are all suffering from a consuming fever of histand ought
at least to recognize that we are suffering frar(6id)

%2 peleuze keenly proved the connection betweenimdtion and control: ‘What is
information? It is not very complicated, everyom®¥s what it is. Information is a set
of imperatives, slogans, directions—order-words eWkiou are informed, you are told
what you are supposed to believe. In other worderining means circulating an order-
word. [...] We are not asked to believe but to lvehas if we did. That is information,
communication. And outside these orders and themsmission, there is no
information, no communication. This is the samedhas saying that information is
exactly the system of control.” (Deleuze 1998, 321)
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Untimeliness is thus a disconnection from the presme. In his short
and dense textvhat is the Contemporary(2006, 39-54), Agamben

comments upon the above mentioned quote from Nile¢zas follows:

Nietzsche situates his own claim for “relevance’][ his
“contemporariness” with respect to the present in a
disconnection and out-of-jointness. Those who rarg t
contemporary, who truly belong to their time, dresde who
neither perfectly coincide with it nor adjust theves to its
demands. They are thus in this sense irrelevady. (4

What is timely is relevant, and what is untimelyriglevant. But
Nietzsche locates his contemporariness in his hamignely. How can
this overturning occur? How can the subject benoelty and
contemporary at the same time? Agamben providesvasmpnal answer:
‘precisely because of this condition, preciselytlgh this disconnection
and this anachronism, they are more capable ther0f perceiving
and grasping their own time’ (40). The subject whantimely to
his/herself and to his/her contemporary world esdhly one who can
perceive his/her own time. So a contemporarinessgted on an
untimely position is a point of view that offerseml comprehension of
the world. The complete definition of contemporass provided by

Agamben sheds more light on this specific condition

Contemporariness is, then, a singular relationsiiip one’s
own time, which adheres to it and, at the same, tkeeps a
distance from it. More precisely, it is that retetship with
time that adheres to it through a disjunction amd a
anachronism. Those who coincide too well with theah,
those who are perfectly tied to it in every respat not
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contemporaries, precisely because they do not neatioagee
it; they are not able to firmly hold their gazeibr(41)

A subject who is too deeply immersed in his/hertisinot able to “see”
it, inasmuch s/he is immersed in it. Only the or®ws able to observe
his/her time from the outside is the one entittetde contemporary.
Contemporariness is grounded on a distance betthieesubject and
his/her time. This is not a subject who takes shait another epoch, but
conversely a subject who is able to live his/heeti but from the outside.
Agamben proposes a second description for thisitond The
contemporary is he who firmly holds his gaze ondws time so as to
perceive not its light, but rather its darknes#)(4l'hus, the subject has
firstly to position him/herself out of the world which s/he lives;
secondly, s/he is required to observe, from thiatpaf view, the
darkness of his/her era. The analogy between irtgibind lights of the
century on the one hand, and darkness and obsofitity other hand, is
quite clear. Nevertheless, Agamben is aware oéxtieeme
metaphoricity of his discourse, thus he feels tige tio explain his

conception of darkness:

Why should we be at all interested in perceivirng abscurity
that emanates from the epoch? Is darkness nosphgen
anonymous experience that is by definition impexisé;
something that is not directed at us and thus dasor@ern
us? On the contrary, the contemporary is the pesgun
perceives the darkness of his time as somethirigtimcerns
him, as something that never ceases to engageDarkness
is something that—more than any light—turns diseatid

278



singularly toward him. The contemporary is the am®se
eyes are struck by the beam of darkness that ctrorashis
own time. (45)

Contemporariness is an ethical issue, before egpgjemological. It is a
description of the ethical relationship betweengtbject and his/her
time. The contemporary is the subject who can emgadiscovering
what is dark, hidden, concealed and not illumindtgdhe strong lights
of the century. While lights are addressed to tioevd, darkness affects
the single subject, which it needs in order to fe\an ethical response.
Going back to Nietzsche, the contemporary subgettie one who is at
the same time untimely and irrelevant to his/hmetibecause s/he is not
involved in the process of absolute visibility ohiah each time grounds
itself. Being contemporary and untimely means béirgjevant and, so
to say, unproductive. The contemporary is noxiousis/her time,

insofar as s/he is unproductive.

The answer that the present time offers to thestopbrary subject is to
include him/her in the figure of the being-in-fasi As Agamben
claims, ‘Fashion can be defined as the introduantmtime of a peculiar
discontinuity that divides it according to its ne@ce or irrelevance, its
being-in-fashion or no-longer-being-in-fashion’ Y4Being-in-fashion is
the opposite of the always irrelevant untimely.ths untimely implies
the quest for darkness, it follows that being-igHian is a condition of

pure visibility, a way in which the subject liveeetlights of the century.
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But Agamben argues that being-in-fashion also hasyaspecific

temporal dimension:

The time of fashion, therefore, constitutively aigates itself
and consequently is also always too late. It alvialgss the
form of an ungraspable threshold between a “ndtaed a
“no more.” (48) The being-in-fashion is a life spen a
threshold, because ‘the “now,” tkairos of fashion is
ungraspable: the phrase, “I am in this instanaghion” is
contradictory, because the moment in which theeabj
pronounces it, he is already out of fashion”. (49)

Being-in-fashion is thus a paradoxical conditiohe Bubject who wants
to be-in-fashion (namely: to be relevant to hisfte, to be enlightened
by the lights of his/her century) will never accdisip his/her mission.
Being-in-time is a condition that, even thoughahaever happen, is
able to trap the subject foreVér,because the fulfilment of this condition
is destined to always be deferred. In the momenstibject believes s/he
has fulfilled it, s/he is asked to renew his/hdoefad infinitum The

pure visibility of being-in-fashion is more thancg status: it is a
process in which the subject is asked to continlyaetaunch his/her

search for visibility—because once one thinks Hila¢ has attained

133 Manovich comments the power of the being-in-fashi@he Web 2.0 paradigm
represents the most dramatic reconfiguration oftheegies/tactics relationship to date.
According to De Certeau’s original analysis, tagtio not necessary result in objects or
anything stable or permanent; “Unlike the stratépfghe tactic] lacks the centralised
structure and permanence that would enable itttiissdf up as a competitor to some
other entity... it renders its own activities an “wegppable” form of subversion.” Since
the 1980s, however, consumer and culture industaee started to systematically turn
every subculture (particularly every youth subadjunto a product. In short, the
cultural tactics evolved by people were turned sttategies now sold to them. If you
want to ‘oppose the mainstream’, you now had plefitifestyles available — with

every subcultural aspect, from music and visudéstjo clothes and slang — available
for purchase.” (Manovich 2008, 38)
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complete visibility a more complete visibility witle offered. The search
for visibility falls under the domain of the Sans@éce it is grounded on
the perfect presence of the subject within histinee. Being-in-fashion
is a figure of the Same in the form of the relewvattcthe present time.
Facebook—as synecdoche for social media—is ceytaidispositive-in-

fashion. Rooted in the dynamics of the present,time

it is the quintessence of the being-in-fashiothii
coincides with the triumph of the ephemeral. lhis
ephemeral of a constant daily update, an updatedag
by day, promises an exposition of oneself thateipizlly,
can last a lifetime (Kirckmayr 2010, 101).

The figure of the Same operates thusly on socidiaevhile the
untimely subject can be regarded as a primary didgighting the domain
of the Same. The second figure will be definedhasbeing-offline

subject, proposed by Zielinski (2012).

The being-offline subject is theorised from theiotof moveability.
This is a property of the subject, asked to findbaantation in a world
that consistently offers heterogeneous stimuliliZs&i defines

moveability as follows:

Arts and theories that possess an affinity to adedn
thinking and advanced technologies demand maximum
moveability. This moveability is not the same as iobility
that is demanded of us day in, day out, and prno@édias an
inherent necessity. Moveability does not offerlftfa
exploitation and, in turn, it does not exploit. Gaoveability
gets by with a minimum of possessions albeit cédisefu
selected ones. It cultivates a life of wanderind atiempts to
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orient itself in the world without prescribed dislnes.
(2012, 29)

Moveability is thus a specific attitude—a procebsubjectivation—of
the subject who is able to place him/herself oetsifidisciplinary
systems. It is the liminal condition of the subjetto places him/herself
in territories where disciplines have not yet bbem. It results that ‘it is
in the best sense undisciplined. It cannot be plisad’ (29). Can the
network be taken into account as the specific plageactice

moveability? The answer Zielinski providegnsnchant

This is a plea for theory and practice situatethein-between
of disciplines, between staked-out territoriesyaen the
dispositifs of power, which Michel Foucault idergd above
all as sexuality, truth, and knowledge. To thiscae add the
network. (29)

Zielinski lists several arguments for which movdigbcannot be
practiced in networks, which at on the contraryamesidered effective
disciplinary systems: the life in technology soegtas a permanent
testing situation (30); the dissipation of time amgrgy in trying occupy
the centre of technological power (31); the hard paradoxical balance
between visible and invisible (33); and an existetiat is required to
deal with its temporal dimension either too muchoar little (34). But,

above all:

To be permanently connected and perpetually wiapdlly
tires the mind and the body. (My feet are so tirag,brain is
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so wired, sang Bob Dylan in “Love Sick”.) This gt
comparable to a prolonged artificial paradise,sinetching of
time that only drugs can induce but machines cawlsite. The
Long Now"*is an obscene project that was developed by
engineers and programmers who want to play God3433

However, the subject cannot avoid the disciplirystems that governs
him, network included. Moveability is the answetthics impossibility.
Thus the practice of moveability can be groundedhat Zielinski

defines “a conscious split” between existing onkmel being offline:

We work, organise, publish, and amuse ourselves in
networks. We rhapsodise, meditate, enjoy, beliand,trust
in autonomous, separate situations, each to hisilerand
sometimes with other individuals. This adds up bakancing
act: in a single lifetime we have to learn to ewisline and be
offline. If we don’t succeed in this, we shall bewmere
appendages of the world that we have created, yniésel
technical functions. We should not allow cyberngtibe
science of optimal control and predictability, ttnsimph.

One can hear the echo of the Husserlian notioifeaiMorld in
Zielinski’'s argument. Moveability—which encompassesivities such
as rhapsodising, meditating, enjoying, and beligvHare proper to the
pre-logic world, in which the subject can experitgmcesses of
subjectivation outside of the disciplinary systefhgxisting online is a
practice that one cannot avoid, the risk is thatsihbject will be
completely absorbed by this practice. The conserpiena life

completely under the control of the cybernetic dsfve, whose largest

%4 The Long Now is a Foundation founded in 1996 aaskd in San Francisco. It aims
to think the destiny of the world on the long-tesfriL0.000 years (http://longnow.org/).
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contemporary manifestation is the network. Beiniyjredf is the attitude

that allows an escape from this slavery.

And in the practice of moveability the subject amuters other subjects.
The subject is, always and forever, a self whomsed to other selves.
The relationship with others can be delineatedhéform of the
friendship. Adding a friend is one of the most paplabels in

Facebook, yet as Turkle observes, on social nesybsle treat
individuals as unit. Friends becomes fans’ (2068)1Friends are
viewed on networks as an indiscriminate mass; timencitment to
cultivating friendship becomes a superficial dispatnstead of unique
and whole persons, one finds an indiscriminate kianum of them.
Friendship on a social network is a pale represientaf a complex
relationship: intimate, free from evaluation, rabte a shared happiness,
based on the enthusiasm for the same interestss viastes and feelings.
In fact friendship is an interpersonal relationsbgsed on the suspension
of the balance of powers. Friendship can be rooteshared activities,
and implies—above all—a commitment to each othemague persons.
Friendship cannot be translated in the form of antjfied function. For
these reasons, the third figure considered hetreifiend. While talking
about friendship, a famous sentence from Arististlgften quoted:Oi
philoi, oudeis philos The common translation is ‘Oh friends, therads
friend’, which underscores the difficulty of deajiwith true friendship.

Agamben has recently suggested that it shouldteepireted ‘He who
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has (many) friends, does not have a single frigadamben 2006, 27),
which emphasises the exclusivity of friendship.Ié&wing this argument,
Agamben then defines the friendreteros autogother self), and
friendship as community—but with some restrairitghat is a friendship
other than a proximity that resists both repregemtand
conceptualization?’ (31). Is Facebook able to rethis sense of
proximity? If one considers proximity to be a pyrspatial relationship
then the answer should be negative, but one mustheless accept that
the subject today is immersed in continuous flofusifmrmation. S/he
surfs in a more fluid way than in the past. Whas wace strictly related
to the physical world has nowadays been contandriagehe digital

flow and should be reviewed from this perspectd@opting this point
of view offers the subject the possibility of assugna new ethical
position for to build new sociality and, in a centavay, new politics. For
instance, ‘the group should not be an agonic bbatlinks individuals
within a hierarchy, but rather a constant generataleindividualisation’
(Foucault 2001, 1240 [my translation]). Assumingtth
deindividualisation is a practice of individual égbom, then the new
ethical choice should comprehend how to adopt aeneddbehaviour on
networks that deal with proximity in order to tréorsn a connection on

Facebook into another self.

Contemporariness, moveability and friendship aredlipossible

processes of subjectivation that actively fightiagiathe Same.
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Contemporariness makes the subject irrelevantsttér time and, doing
so, it pushes him/her to search for the Otherme#isel darkness.
Moveability puts the subject in territories uncaeiby the disciplinary
systems (also including the network), so that thgext is not
conditioned by pre-defined regimes of truth. Frigimg is a way, pre-
logic and de-individualising, to deal with otheri{is)a space outside of
the discourse of the master. The above-mentionacepses of
subjectivation all require an accountable subj@at.here the
accountability must be practiced by the subjedtiscor her self. In this
case, the subject must above all be accountalvlienttherself: in
engaging him/herself in the search for darknesspmmitting to
avoiding comfortable disciplinary systems, anduitigating friendship.
This relationship of the subject to his or herselfst therefore dismiss a
constitutive foundation of the notion of “self” @kh—as has been shown
several times during this dissertation—is easilgnisoned by the
discourse of the master. The abandonment of a gatgd (in the form of
guantified) self can bring the subject to a differdimension of
accountability, namely: the accountability of liteocating the
foundation of the subject in life, rather thanhe foundation of the self,
has been the main task of Foucault’s late rese#fisireturn to the
analysis of the Greek world is better understoamh& considers that, at
the end of his production, the French philosoph&s not looking for a

different way to understand the self, which wouddvén just represented
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another way to delineate the discourse of the masie a different
understanding of the entire subject. This undedstgnhas been found in

the notion of life and its practices. As Foucaldiros:

| want to show that the general Greek problem vedghe
tekhneof the self, it was theekhneof life, thetekhne tou

biou, how to live. It's quite clear from Socrates ta8ea or
Pliny, for instance, that they didn't worry abdug &fterlife,
what happened after death, or whether God exigtstoiT hat
was not really a great problem for them; the pnobleas:
Whichtekhnedo | have to use in order to live well as | ought
to live? (Foucault 1997, 260).

Thetekhne tou biouthe practices of life, are the set of actionsvych
the subject can be accountable to him/herself. ¥tees this idea of
accountability find a place in this discourse? Nimehy are the
techniques of life accountable? The reason islgleaplained by
Foucault himself: ‘No technique, no professionall sian be acquired
without exercise; nor can the art of living, tie&khne tou bioube learned
without anaskesighat should be understood as a training of thiebgel
oneself’ (1994, 208). The continual effort, the eabur the subject
makes to take care of his/her practices of lif¢hiwithe dimension of the
perpetuation of the exercise, is a practice of actability of the subject
to his or her self. And this practice can play iouany identitary
dispositives, since it is a relationship of thejeabwith him/herself out

of any regime of truth.
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Foucault died suddenly in 1984. His last publicegypnces took place at
the Collége de France some months before, whilkdifgpthe coursé&he
Courage of the Trutk2012, first published in French in 2009). The
course aimed to explore the relationship betweagh &nd care of the
self. In a twist of fate, he was late to delives kist class on the 9&f
March, so the final words he intended to addressudents were never
spoken, although we can find them in the manusofiftat class. His

last sentence was supposed to be:

what | would like to stress in conclusion is thigere is no
establishment of the truth without an essentiaitippsof otherness;
the truth is never the same; there can be truthiarthe form of the
other world and the other lif§Foucault 2012, 340)

This dissertation has humbly aimed to demonstreteRoucault was
right. A real accountability is always paradoxidacause it can be
practiced only outside of the discourse of the Bradthe real truth of
accountability is the report that the subject pdegi when asking
him/herself: am | living well? The subject can ofiyd an answer
outside of the domain of the Same and outsideetltmain of

quantification: only in the exploration of a lifledt is alway©ther.
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