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And though all the winds of doctrine were let loose to play upon the
earth, so Truth be in the field, we do injuriously, by licensing and
prohibiting, to misdoubt her strength. Let her and Falsehood
grapple; who ever knew Truth put to the worse, in a free and open
encounter?

— John Milton, Areopagitica, 1644

Many people seem to assume as a matter of course that there is,
first, reality, and then, second, communication about it.

— Raymond Williams, Communications, 1962, p19

Since we all know that we were conquered and imperialized, and
since how and why are not always so obvious, I have found it
invaluable to focus upon the arsenal of techniques accumulated to
serve western imperialism, and upon the structures and process
whereby the West constrains events, determines our views and
actions, and shapes our realities.

— Chinweizu, The West and the Rest of Us, 1987, xxii.
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Prelude

Since Samuel Morse’s 1906 telegraphic messages, the history of international
communication has witnessed many moments of ebb and flow. These moments
have to do with two major concerns: first, the unequal flow of information between
the North and the South, which was debated in international fora dealing with
information issues. The second concern is the question of ‘regulation’ and the
reduction of ‘risks’ that new technologies brought about. Additionally, while states
seek more regulation of communication technologies, the private sectors of national
economies seek more and more deregulation of the market. The issues surrounding
the history of international communication are not limited to the state and the
private sector. The Southern countries have their own priorities and see themselves
as disenfranchised from the advantage of having a say on the development of
communication. These countries called for the establishment of a ‘new world
information and communication order’ (NWICO), where the flow of information
should be multi-directional rather than uni-directional, i.e. from the North to the
South. For a rough chronology of the events that have marked the history of
information politics and policy-making, one can begin by 1906 when the German
State Secretary of Post Office, Kraettke, called for an international meeting to
regulate the radio telegraph messages that started to flow over the borders. His
remarks led to the foundation of the ‘International Radio Telegraphic Union’.

By the end of the 1930s, the order of what I call informational discourse started to
take a new turn. The issues of regulation and control of the potential dangers of
information surfaced, especially that the aftermaths of the First World War were
still visible. With the Bandung Conference of 1955, a new dimension was added to
the issues of international communication. This has to do with the then mounting
calls to decolonize information among the newly liberated countries, so that they
can participate in the future of communication.

The mutual distrust between the ‘East’ and the ‘West’ took different flaming tones.
The newly independent countries were still categorized as countries with either
socialist or capitalist leanings. The Western countries were suspicious that the
newly independent countries’ participation in the future of information management
was but an alibi to maintain tight censorship and limit the application of democratic
rule in their newly independent territories. In addition, the Soviet suppression of
freedom of information was a security concern to the Truman administration. This
led to the worsening of the Cold War, with its already shaky relationships.
Subsequent attempts to reach international agreement on the flow of information
suffered a setback with the UNESCO’s declaration of 1978. In the declaration, the
former colonized countries contested the ideological nature of information that
Western countries disseminated.



With MacBride’s Commission, which was composed of members from both
industrialized and developing countries, came the "deus ex machina". The Southern
countries welcomed the report, but their complacency did not last. The 1980s may
be described as a moment of lost opportunities to reach definite and durable
resolutions in information balance, given the huge number of bodies that were
participating in the negotiations. Their task dealt with what Kleinwéchter (1991: 87)
calls ‘various aspects of communication problems’. It is during this time that the
‘cultural’ aspects of information were highlighted. The contribution of the newly
independent countries added a new dimension to the understanding of the cultural
nature of informational flow. Their agenda were at variance with the agenda of the
Western countries. Accordingly, the understanding of the nature of information was
‘fragmented’ because of the multiplicity of informational interpretation. This
multiplicity was not limited to the nation states involved,but also concerned the
organizations that were entrusted with finding solutions to the issues of
international communication. Kleinwédchter (1991: 8) argues that: “this
contradictory movement gets most obvious when, on the one hand, comparing the
UN and UNESCO activities with ITU and GATT activities on the other hand both
at the beginning and at the end of 1980s.” (ibid.)

Since the 1980s, matters got worse. The general assembly that gave a promise to
create NIICO (The New International Information and Communication Order,
Belgrade meeting 1980), by the end of 1980s, just abandoned the idea of
elaborating the NIICO declaration. The beginning of the 1990s saw a shift in
information debates, since the focus on politics became the main concern of all ITU
and UNESCO. The unseating of Amadou-Mahtar M'Bow (who represented the
hopes of the South) in 1987 quickened the failure of NWICO (New World
Information and Communication Order). Since then, the international
communication scene took what one may call a cultural turn with a technological
face. As Kleinwichter (1991: 8) argues:
The fact that US trade representative, Carol Hill, criticized the EEC guideline of
October 3, 1989, which shall foster the European film and television production for
the strengthening of the European cultural identity, as a fundamental violation of the
principle of the free world trade, is the first signal for a changing conflict structure.

Because of its importance in defining power relations, between the Northern and the
Southern countries, the nature of information itself has become a contested site. In
addition, the globalizing of markets and the increasing power of conglomerates
coupled with new issues, such as the utility of information in a global context, had
more implications. The global aspect of information brought new challenges such
as terrorism, spam, viruses, copyright, hacking, phishing etc. Some of these issues
are already addressed at the level of international conferences, while others may
surface in the near future. The question of information at the beginning of the third
millennium resulted in more debates on ‘Internet galaxy’, which focuses on the
continuous enmeshing of Internet networks around the globe. The Southern
countries’ call for an international summit on information society (Geneva 2003
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phase and Tunis 2005 phase) is another call for equitable international information
‘order’. Here, I use the word ‘order’ loosely because each ‘order’ denotes
institutional repression as Foucault (1977) argues in The Order of Things. The
inclusion of civil society in the debates of the WSIS (World Summit on Information
Society) has added a new dimension to the international debates over
communication, especially in its relationship with the state and the private sector.
The symbolic power that the nature of information took in the global negotiations
made it necessary to study the cultural aspects of the informational discourse. In
other words, the study of information as a ‘regime of truth’ is constructed through
the act of contextualization within different locales.

In this work, I deal with the method of articulation to explore its explanatory value
in accounting for the capitalist and pre-capitalist modes of production. Furthermore,
my concern is also with the power relations that link international stakeholders with
the concept of information. For example, in Chapter VI, I attempt to analyze the
discourse of WSIS (World Summit on Information Society) that is articulated in the
documents of Geneva (2003) and Tunis phases (2005). I will also be referring to the
Arab and African contexts as categories for analysis. I do not suggest that Arab or
African locales are one homogenous entity because articulation can work even at
the intra state level. Therefore, the application of articulation as a theory and a
method is instrumental to examining the cultural, economic and political joints of
the informational discourse contained in the WSIS declaration of principles. The
objective is to draw attention to the complexity of the issues of communication, at
the heart of which lies the processes of information and power exchange.

As 1 sketched above, the history of information discourse at the global level faces
interpretative problems. In other words, the mission of the free flow of information,
which capitalist countries endorse, is seen as a continuation of the economic
inequality in the less developed countries. Articulation, as a method of pinning
down social phenomena and relating them to specific contexts, traces those
moments when information becomes disinformation for others. Garnham (1990:30)
explained that information in ‘monopoly capitalism’ has been commodified.
Therefore, 1 will be using some political and economic analyses as tools for
highlighting informational discourse critically. The documents of WSIS (World
Summit on Information Society) take the notion of information generically. They
pay little regard to the differential nature of the processes that ‘established’ the
concept of information. Therefore, I will also address the different stakeholders that
attended both Geneva (2003) and Tunis (2005) phases.

I believe that the awareness of the complexity of the notion of information advances
our understanding of what global players mean when they talk about regulation.
The notion of regulation has been the leitmotif from Milton’s (1644) Areopagitica
to McLuhan’s (1964) mantra ‘the medium is the message’. Now, is it still valid to
argue that the medium of Internet chooses its environmental consequences? Has the
notion of political regulation of information remained the same after the techno-
cultural turn? In the ensuing re-articulating practice, I aim at linking the seven
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chapters (which I regard as different angles) to re-articulate the links of what
seemingly stands as a ‘homogenous’ informational discourse. Put differently, this
work is a re-articulation of information society discourse from the perspective of
different locales. It follows Marx’s dissection of the notion of ‘metabolism’, that he
(1973: 670) explained in the Grundrisse:

[I]n the human body, as with capital, the different elements are not exchanged at the
same rate of reproduction, blood renews itself more rapidly than muscle, muscle than
bone, which in this respect may be regarded as the fixed capital of the human body.

Research question and structure of the study

It is high time the practitioners of cultural studies began to rethink the theories and
methods of media analysis in alternative locales, for instance in postcolonial
contexts (the Arab world included). This study is a contribution to the debate on
innovative methods raised, for example, in the first symposium of the Arab media
center at Westminster University. Sakr (2007) comprised empirical data collected,
especially in chapter five and chapter seven, which serve as a cogent evidence for
the urgent need to re-articulate the methods of media analysis within alternative
locales. In this study, the alternative locales designate the postcolonial contexts, the
Arab-world, and, one may even add, Latin America. Tariq Sabry (2007:155) has
rightly expressed the need to contextualize the role of media analysis in the Arab
world:
A meaningful articulation of the media’s role in the construction of a democratic
Arab public sphere cannot take shape outside a ‘thick’ understanding of
contemporary Arab culture and society. Such an articulation requires us to build
epistemological bridges to problematics inherent to contemporary Arab thought.
Habermas’ ‘public sphere’ did not come from nowhere, and its articulation as a
normative concept was no accident but a long and continuous philosophical argument
that can be easily traced to Jean-Jacques Rousseau, or even Plato.

Tariq Sabry’s warning that Arab cultural studies needs to find a ‘tense’ that captures
symbiotically the past and the present provides convincing evidence that alternative
cultural studies need to develop new approaches and methods that can answer for
both the local and the global. This concern is also expressed in the Nordic context
that finds itself in a status of in-betweenness. Lehtonen and Fornds (2005:2) have
expressed their concerns as follows:
Being in-between has advantages as well as disadvantages in the relational interplay
that forms world politics as well as cultural studies. As intellectuals in the research
field of cultural studies, it is easy to identify the latter (....) Nordic cultural studies
scholars cannot use our mother tongues in internationally oriented seminars,
conferences and publications.

The interplay of the local and the global has made it necessary to rethink the
methods that may account for both the particulars of the local and the necessities of
the global. The seven chapters of this study attempt to contribute to developing the
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method of articulation, which is an offspring of cultural studies’ search for
renewing analytical tools and methods, with the ultimate aim to fill the void within
alternative cultural studies. The need for explanatory methods is also expressed by
ESRC (The Economic and Social Research Council) which funded research
projects dealing with innovative methods, especially those related to the cultural
practice and reception in alternative locales. In the case of the Arab world, the
method of articulation helps to avoid the conflation of the ‘past’ and ‘present’, or
what Sabry (2007) calls the Arab ‘cultural tense’.

Articulation, as a method of non-guaranteed linkages, allows exploring the
dynamics within the local and the global level. Contrary to the analytical methods
that sprang from the imperialist cultural models and dependency theory, articulation
accounts for the responsibility of both the local contexts and the global factors in
the shaping of certain cultural configurations. In other words, the local, in
dependency theories, is always presented as a passive recipient of global agendas.
Such approach, exemplified in Samir Amin (1990)’s concept of ‘delinking’, does
not sufficiently question the local’s dynamics that are also responsible for the
maintenance of global cultural hegemony. Sakr (2005) has rightly pinpointed the
need to find a method that accounts for both cultural globalization and cultural
imperialism when she (2005:35) writes “as a set of tools for explaining the Gulf
media landscape, the theory of cultural imperialism would seem to belong to the
past.” Sakr’s analysis of the dynamics that link the Gulf media with global show
that alternative analytical tools are needed to account for both the global and the
local. Sakr (2005:37) argues that:

This question in turn poses the dilemma of whether to analyze the available data in
the light of cultural globalization or of cultural imperialism. Shortcomings of the
latter approach are well known. For instance, to focus on external media influences is
to disregard the renowned “insubordination” of audiences (Golding and Harris
1997:5).

However, this is not to suggest that cultural imperialism analytical tools are of no
value. This study intends to develop articulation because it has the ability to
describe the dual space where cultural imperialism and cultural globalization
models overlap. Articulation is not blind to the question of ownership, and it is
aware of the local specificities. By virtue of its ability to build linkages that are
necessary and transient, articulation allows the description of both the local claim
for a home made ‘cultural tense’ and brings in the global at the same time.
Therefore, my purpose in this study is to explore the analytical possibilities that the
method of articulation may offer for media and cultural practitioners in the
alternative locales, especially those that are under the grip of authoritarian regimes.
My study of the informational discourse is an instance where the local and the
global meet, as it is well expressed in different fora of World Summit on
Information Society. The articulation of informational discourse is also a means to
articulate the different economic and cultural linkages that necessarily bind the local
with the global.

13



The discourse of information society falls within media and communication studies

paradigm. Annabelle Sreberny (2008:9) argues that:
Media studies, like all the social sciences, are embedded in the historical experiences
of Western industrial capitalism, liberal democracy and bounded nation-states. Even
the sub-field of International Communications, perhaps the dominant approach of the
late twentieth century, essentially looked out with a scoping gaze from the West
toward the rest of the world and proffered a set of assumptions about media
dynamics in political, economic and cultural contexts that were for the most part
totally ‘foreign’ to the authors.

The complexity of the global flows has made accounting for the linkages between
the capitalist centers and the informal modes of production more challenging. My
focal argument in this study is that theories (like postcolonial and dependency
theories) that have long been used to account for the unequal development thesis
fall short of accounting for the intricate complexities that surfaced. This is because
of the contingency of global flows, or what Arjun Appadurai calls
‘deterritorialization’’. This work positions itself as a contribution to the
propositions about the concept of ‘articulation’ put forward by various scholars
such as, to name a few, Bruce Berman (1984), Stuart Hall ( 1989), Lawrence
Grossberg (1991, 1992), Mikko Lehtonen (2000) and Jennifer D. Slack (1996,
2005). The utility of articulation lies in its awareness of the above and below global
dynamics. It accounts for the logic of capitalism without undermining its tendency
to what Berman (1984: 129) calls ‘the tendency of capital to take labor as it finds
it’. The interesting aspect of this concept is that it recognizes the contingency of the
linkages between different modes of production (mainly capitalist and pre-modern
forms) and does not guarantee the durability of the connections. Unlike dependency
theory best illustrated in Samir Amin’s concept of delinking, Berman (1984: 129)
argues:
Articulation was initially developed from the structuralist concept of a ‘social
formation’ — consisting of the hierarchic linkage of several modes of production
under the dominance of the capitalist mode — as a vehicle for explaining
underdevelopment and the apparent persistence of pre-capitalist forms and relations
of production at the periphery of the global system... How does capitalism become
dominant in regions such as Africa without replicating itself in each instance?

This work has three main objectives: first, advancing the use of the concept of
‘articulation’ in the description of different modes of production. I take here the
informational mode of production that produced information society discourse as an
offshoot of the capitalist mode of production. Second, I target the application of this
concept in the non-Western locales, especially the postcolonial Arab world. I will
be referring to the Arab-Islamic world; not in the sense that all Arab countries share
the same internal structural dynamics. On the contrary, the concept and method of
articulation is aware of the internal variables within the region generally referred to

' Naomi Sakr (2001: 27) suggests an interesting application of Arjun Appadurai’s concept
of ‘deterritorialization’ to the study of satellite channel ownership.

14



as ‘Arab-Islamic’. I use this geographical demarcation loosely in the same logic that
Annabelle Sreberny (2008) used it, to describe the ‘Middle East’ for a “merely
linguistic convenience to demarcate a starting point of analysis”. This is because the
concise definition of what one means by the Arab-Islamic world shares the same
strategic problems with the practice of naming other geographical groupings. One
can just refer to numerous literatures that try to define the area we call ‘Europe’.
Bartlett's (1994) The Making of Europe: Conquest, Colonization and Cultural
Change is illustrative of this question of labeling. Also, Roderic H. (1960) "Where
is the Middle East?" poses the same question with respect to the Middle East. In
fact, one of the reasons that convinced me to adopt the method and concept of
‘articulation’ is its utility in explaining more adequately the internal as well as the
external forces that have made the rift between the pre-modern and the capitalist
modes of production. Third, this work aims at endorsing a self-critique (chapter 5,
6) within the boundaries of the Arab nation/states that could explore the possibility
of building up the necessary foundation for an alternative conception of information
society and its ultimate objectives that are declared in the World Summit on
Information Society. Objectives that have so far been over-ambitious with regard to
the realities of the developing countries in general, and the Arab region in
particular. Adopting articulation will, I hope, contribute to a cooperative assessment
of the political and economic nature of the linkage between different modes of
production, mainly the linkages between the informational and pre-capitalist modes
of production.

It is not, however, my purpose to relate a detailed genealogy for the cultural
formation of the intellectual Arab-Islamic history. Many works have covered this
concern succinctly. One may refer, for example, to the three volumes of Marshall
G. S Hodgson (1974) The Venture of Islam: Conscience and History in a World
Civilization, or Albert Habib Hourani (1983) Arabic thought in the liberal age,
1798-1939, or Jonathan P. Berkey’s (2003) Formation of Islam : Religion and
Society in the Near East, 600-1800. My interest is methodological and my reference
to the specificity of the Arab and African contexts springs from their symbolic
position as recipients of technology for at least 50 years or so, i.e. since the era of
formal colonialism ended. Discourses that have been ‘writing back’ to the center
were more often a ‘reaction’ to the colonial shock, and very few studies have tried
to conduct structural analyses of the internal dynamics that have led to current
imbalanced informational flow. Therefore, I find it urgent to adopt a method that
would account for not only the North/South informational imbalances, but also one
that could rethink the local processes that have kept their methodological
complacency and found subterfuge in blaming the ‘West’ for their internal failings
through theories like ‘dependency models’. Berman (1984: 133) convinced me that:

First, articulation should be seen as a process of struggle and uncertainty, the

particular historical field in which European capital and the colonial state attempted

to control labour power and production of African societies...We confront instead a

process of uneven capitalist development in which logical necessity confronted the

historical reality of conflict and the limitations of instrumental capability. The
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diverse patterns of transformation and preservation equally represent unforeseen and
unintended outcomes, reflecting both African resistance to capitalist penetration and
the inability of European capital and political forces to overcome such resistance in
specific contexts.

It is the specificity and resistance of these African and Arab contexts that the later
chapters of this work deal with. In chapter 4, I am referring to the duty of Arab
cultural studies to redefine the cultural ‘keywords’ used to describe the
informational discourse that has made the media not only definers of reality but also
constructors of public opinion. Based on evidence from the publications of the
center of Moroccan cultural studies, there is still that reiteration of ‘I’ / ‘Other’ type
of analysis, which is another postcolonial pitfall of demarcating and homogenizing
the ‘Orient’ from the ‘Occident’. This stems mainly from the methods used to
explain the postcolonial condition. The praxis of cultural studies in the Arab world
should bypass this bifurcation of cultural discourse, and the introduction of the
concept of ‘articulation’ may shift the focus of cultural studies for a radical
contextualization of the main cultural primer movers that led to colonialism. The
method of articulation can also provide a basis for a rectification of cultural failings
that marked the ruling ideas in the relatively young Arab states’. Therefore, my
choice of cultural studies as an approach stems from its interdisciplinary nature and
from the possibilities it provides for developing the uses of ‘concepts’, not simply
because we merely want to use them, but as Deleuze (1988) defined ‘the concept’
as a one that we use out of ‘necessity’ (par nécessité)

Subsequently, rethinking the concept of ‘delinking’ (chapter three and four), the
technology transfer thesis (chapter four), the Arab cultural paradigm (chapter five),
the documents of the World Summit on Information Society (chapter six), and the
postcolonial condition (chapter seven) are necessary steps to attain articulation’s
optimal goal to contextualize discourse. Articulation checks the limits of what has
come to be known as the informational mode of production. It is not my intention,
however, to delve into the above intricacies of the postcolonial theory, or even the
detailed trajectory of the Arab intellectual history, for such a task deserves a work
on its own. My concern here is to refer to the processes that have slowed down a
comprehensive approach to the global challenges that have persisted since the
1980s and which have to do with the structural differences between information
rich contexts (the North) and information poor ones (South / East). The arrival of
the Internet has even made it urgent to pose questions not only of political or
economic nature, but also of cultural one. Articulation, as a theory and method that
originally emanated from the Marxist critique of dependency theory, has been
undergoing different readings from different vintage points. The primary sources
that 1 have consulted are mostly the works of cultural theorists coming from
different cultural background. I am especially referring to the development of the
concept of articulation within the cultural studies frame. I will also be referring in

2 1 particularly refer to the nature of work produced at the Moroccan Center of Cultural
Studies. <http://moroccancsc.blogspot.com/>
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later chapters (especially chapter five and six) to some of the Arab thinkers who
practiced articulation somewhat unintentionally, though not systematically (Malek
Bennabi, Mohamed Arkoun, Abdullah Laroui, Hassan Hanafi and others), but who
never used the concept as such. Therefore, I hope that this work will contribute to
introducing this systematic tool that could account for the failings of the somewhat
outmoded analytical tools like the ‘dependency theory models’, and which will
rejuvenate the practice of cultural studies in the Arab region and, hopefully,
elsewhere.

The first chapter deals with the question of methodology of doing research in the
age of information society. In this chapter, I raise the issue of ‘beginnings’ in the
study of information society discourse. I refer to the importance of starting points in
the study of essentially global issues. Information society, being a global
phenomenon, needs a careful study about where and when it did start. The project
of cultural studies especially has a practical value, since it endorses the
contextualization of the act of talking about a phenomenon. The field of cultural
studies calls for a revision of the grand narratives that produced complacent generic
statements without heeding the necessary contextual factors that intercept our
theoretical postulations. Thus, I allude to Edward Said’s work Beginnings (1975) to
stress the necessity of contextualizing the discourse of information society, and to
test its limits. It is an attempt to call for a critical study of ‘mass’ communication,
and more specifically, the new media, especially the Internet that has proved to be
the main channel to reach out for the global audience in real time, irrespective of
the specificities of different cultures.

In the second chapter, I will be dealing with the main drive that fuels the
proliferation of the idea of ‘information’ and its impact on the social, economic and
political spheres where it operates. Thus, I will be concerned with the method of
articulation and the theoretical and practical implications of its use in the study of
ICT research that lies at the heart of information society. In this chapter, I endeavor
to build on the notion of articulation by applying it to the discourse of information
society. This chapter addresses the methodological scope that runs throughout this
work, i.e. the concept of articulation.

The third chapter will mainly be devoted to questioning the nomos or the ‘law’ that
governs the social formation of the capitalist discourse. I will especially attempt to
dissect the implied discourse of technology, using some of Sartre’s notions,
especially his thesis on the ‘good / bad faith’ dichotomy. I will be using Sartre’s
notions of ‘good / bad faith’ and the concept of ‘shame’ only with respect to their
relevance to the re-articulation of the economic and social forces that have
formulated and produced the informational discourse in the West. In addition, the
notions of ‘self/other’ will be instrumental in surveying the counter-possibilities
that check the ongoing generalization of the practice of mapping out the post-
industrial age and its values on the rest. The study of capitalism in this chapter will
also address its intrinsic relationship with the market and politics. I will address the
political economy of information and some of the counter theses that were
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advanced by ‘third wordlist’ economists, especially Samir Amin’s theory of
‘delinking’. This chapter will wind up with the study of the infrastructure of
information society in the Arab world and the examination of some of the obstacles
that still beset the full unleashing of a sound alternative informational mode of
production. This chapter also tries to add on to the concerns of Webster and Robins
(1999) about the understanding of a more complex phenomenon that many studies
tend to reduce to categorical readings (textual, ideological, economic etc.). It is a
move beyond the simplification of an essentially complex object of study.

The fourth chapter is a contextual work. Building on the previous chapters, I try to
test the meaning of information society in a non-European context. It is an attempt
to focus on the mechanisms of information society in contexts that have their own
historical, social and political configurations. This chapter highlights the
significance of cultural studies in the study of local phenomena. The chapter will
also address the nature of the state in the Arab-Islamic world. It will try to bring
about the alternative view vis-a-vis modernity. Thus, I will analyze the nature of the
informational articulation in the Arab World and end up with a note on the question
of technological transfer.

The fifth chapter addresses some fundamental issues that I deem central in
information society and which need a close reassessment. This chapter deals with
the intellectual history that has formed the Arab-Islamic ‘informational experience’
that is intrinsically linked with the political, economic and cultural formation within
the Arab world. This chapter also presents a view on the specific traits that
characterize the nature of information and communication in the Arab-Islamic
world. This specificity should be taken into consideration when making plans of
action to connect differential spaces into one network.

The sixth chapter is a deconstructive reading of the World Summit on Information
Society (WSIS) and discusses the implications that such reading brings about in the
Arab context. It is an analysis of the discourse adopted in the official documents of
the WSIS agenda. The chapter also includes a study of the stakeholders (state,
private sector, civil society) of WSIS phases (Geneva (2003) and Tunis (2005)). I
will be mainly concerned with the question of civil society in the Arab World. It is a
comparative study of the nature of information society in both Arab and Western
countries. The origins of the concept, its applications and implications in the Arab
world will be the substance of this chapter.

The seventh chapter is a study of the postcolonial condition through the discourse
and theory of postcoloniality. I will be presenting the works of Edward Said and
Homi K. Bhabha and through their conceptual formulations, I will try to find
parallels with the nature of information society discourse and provide some further
methodological ways whereby to approach the uses of technology in the
postcolonial context — an aspect which was absent in the work of Said (1978). The
postcolonial theory is of ample importance in the sense that it offers the necessary
tools to demystify the normative discourse, be it informational, technological or
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political. This chapter also deals with the question of translatability or non-
translatability of technology from the advanced industrial centers to the tributary
and agrarian modes of production.
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Chapter One

Introduction

The problem of beginnings is one of those problems that, if allowed to, will confront
one with equal intensity on a practical and on a theoretical level. Every writer knows
that the choice of a beginning for what he will write is crucial not only because it
determines much of what follows but also because as work’s beginning is, practically
speaking, the main entrance to what it offers. Moreover, in retrospect we can regard a
beginning as the point at which, in a given work, the writer departs from all other
works already existing, relationships of either continuity or antagonism or some
mixture of both... Is a beginning the same as an origin? Is the beginning of a given
work its real beginning, or is there some other, secret point that more authentically
starts the real work off? (Edward Said 1975:3)

In the beginning of his academic life, Edward Said wrote Beginnings (1975) to
reflect upon the act of beginning as a new turn in the process of reviewing and
creating new ideas. Said’s reflections on beginnings led to his main breakthroughs
in literary criticism and the field that came to be known as postcolonial studies. The
beginning of any project is always important, as one has to short list some choices
and leave out others. This research project is no exception to the rule. At the
beginning of this work, I have to alert the reader that my choice of references has
been in tandem with my consistent belief that any approach to the formative
discourse of information society has to be methodologically critical. Given the aura
surrounding the discourse of information society that started with the publication of
Manuel Castells' trilogy The Information Age: Economy, Society and Culture (1996,
1997, 1998), one is tempted to survey the main works that have had influential
effects on the histography of information society discourse. This work will
especially focus on the implications of living within a technologically laden culture.
I understand technology as one of the main constructs that have led to the
production of a new culture whose heart throbs in bits and bites. Raymond Williams
(1977) reminds us that when dealing with a social phenomenon, one has to break it
up to its basic social practices. In other words, it is always more useful to deal with
basic constituents of a social phenomenon, rather than with the fully formed
concepts. In this regard, Williams (1977:11) argues:
When the most basic concepts...are suddenly seen to be not concepts but problems,
not analytical problems either but historical movements that are still unresolved,
there is no sense in listening to their sonorous summons or their resounding clashes.
We have only, if we can, to recover the substance from which their forms were cast.

Accordingly, questioning information society discourse and its economic, cultural,
and social constituents is one beginning of this work. I will revise and, hopefully,
add to the existing work that has described, evaluated and criticized the multifarious
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aspects of the phenomenon that we abstract as information society (IS). Many
works have been written in the field, some of which have focused on the economic
aspect of the phenomenon, others on the social processes that are at work, and some
simply on the bureaucratic aspects of it. Even reading the documents written about
information society, one is struck by the variety of the linguistic registers and styles
that are used to talk about this ‘emerging new form of living’. A secondary question
in this undertaking is to add to the diversity of the ways in which we talk about
information society and its technological, social, and economic aspects. I have
strategically chosen to write about information society and its practical component
‘technology’ using cultural terms and cultural register. Technology has already been
studied under different departmentalized disciplines (philosophy, centers of
technology, departments of journalism and communication, sociology etc.). Andrew
Feenberg, who is one of the students of Herbert Marcuse, insists upon the necessity
of adopting a critical approach to technology. Herbert Marcuse’s One-Dimensional
Man (1964) is also a signpost that reminds us of the necessity of a critical paradigm
that can account adequately for communication systems. In Alternative Modernity:
The Technical Turn in Philosophy and Social Theory (1995), Questioning
Technology (1999), and Transforming Technology (2002), Feenberg insists upon
the importance of hermeneutic and constructivist methods. Feenberg tries to
deconstruct the discourse underlying the mass use of technology in the advanced
capitalist societies. In that respect, I find his work illuminating, and his assessments
fall in the camp of researchers who deal with technology as a non-neutral result of
the economic, social and cultural progress; rather, he considers technology itself as
a constructor of a ‘reality’. Describing his approach to the study of technology in
his webpage <http://www.sfu.ca/~andrewf/>, Feenberg adopts four basic analytical
instruments':
Hermeneutic Constructivism: Instead of regarding technological progress as a
deterministic sequence of developments, we have learned to see it as a contingent
process that could lead in many different directions. I have applied this approach, he
says, to several important issues in technology. Feenberg’s work shows how the
illusion of neutrality and autonomy of the technical professions arises from the way
in which they construct their history.
Historicism: Technology is the byproduct of a constellation of social forces and any
serious study of the technological ‘rationale’ should take into account those
constitutive social forces.
Technical Democracy: technological progress requires a viable democratic space that
allows the sharing and discussion of technological matters within the public space.
Meta-Theory of Technology: There have been many attempts in philosophy to define
the essence of technology and to distinguish the specific difference between the
modern and pre-modern technologies. These various theories are unilateral and fail to
grasp the full complexity of their object.’

* Andrew’s study of the critical theory’s application to the computer is very instrumental in shaping
the vicissitudes of the social effects in a technology—based environment.
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This constructivist approach allows us to see the workings of technology not as a
finished product, but it also permits us to have an inside view into the process of
reality making. While the work of Andrew Feenberg seems to present a cogent
account for the constructivist stance, I am more inclined to adopt the Latourean
approach to technology because it has brought a serious attempt to ‘liberate’ the
technological discourse from the traditional distinction between the social
constructivist approach and technological determinism. In Pandora’s Hope
(1999:298), Latour argues, “in the realm of techniques, no one is in command— not
because technology is in command, but because, truly, no one and nothing at all is
in command, not even an anonymous field of force.” Latour’s approach tries to free
the technological discourse from any commitment to the subject-object distinction.
This dichotomy has always led to a misreading of the complexity of the
technological question. As | argue in this work, the distinction between the ‘Self’
and ‘Other’ needs to go beyond a simplistic bifurcation of different agencies. That
is what I suggest when I discuss the change of the informational structure from the
hierarchical to the horizontal mode (as in the discussion about the rhizome p.39).

Latour’s work is also significant in advocating the necessity for a ‘third space’ of
interpretation (a new jargon to describe the intricate relationship between the
subject and object). This move towards a third space is also what [ argue for later in
this work where I revise Samir Amin’s (1985) notion of ‘delinking’, which
distinguishes between the less technological locales or the pre-capitalist modes of
production and the technologically rich locales, or the capitalist modes of
production. This demonizing of the informational rich as it is manifested in its
technological objects seems to fail to see that the recipients of those artifacts are
also actants (to use Latour’s concept) in the making of the informational structure
through the local wealthy pockets that were created by the postcolonial condition.
Therefore, my contention is that there is a need for a more ‘interstitial’ or ‘third
space’ type of discourse that liberates different actants from simple diabolical
stances. A Latourean alternative provides an explanation to the ‘essence’ of
technology by replacing the notion of subject-object with a more comprehensive
revision of the factors that contribute to cogent meanings that come as a result of
the interaction between subject, technology and locales. In this work, I use the
notion of subject dually to mean the industrialized agency and the object as a
symbolic metaphor to represent both techniques and their recipients in the pre-
modern locales like the Arab contexts.

It is here that articulation is most instrumental, because as a method, it
distinguishes between different discourses and helps to attach specific meanings to
their contexts. Yet, it does not call for a complete bifurcation of subject-object. All
it does is save us from the essentialist stances; and that is what Latour himself
alludes when he argues, “truly, no one and nothing at all is in command”
(1999:298). Latour’s work is an attempt to revise the ad hoc attribution of
subjectivity or agency to technical objects, but it is not a dispossession of
techniques from an actant role either. In fact, Latour's position shows that because
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we still see the technological object outside of the subject, as an ‘Other’, we fail to
understand the interaction that necessarily binds both subject and object. Therefore,
there is a need to re-articulate this relationship, with a view to open up a ‘third
space’ that can define the technological discourse in a more comprehensive way.

I want to refer to the polyphonic aspect of the practice of talking and writing about
technology and information society to avoid any one-dimensionality of analysis in
time and place. I believe that a serious study of the discourse of information society
needs to take into consideration this variety of discourses. Hence, my opting for the
cultural studies analysis is a strategic choice to make use of the wide range of
critical possibilities that such analysis provides. The field of cultural studies has
been at the interstice of many border-bound departments. The field of cultural
studies allows the opening of the horizon of analysis and its results have “the sky as
the limit”, so to speak. Technology, given its ubiquitous presence, needs engineers,
sociologists, philosophers, and critical theorists, political and economic
constituencies so that a fair analysis can take shape. Technology® and information
society discourse should also be in the interstice, travelling among cultures and
structures of various national economies. Information society discourse is not fixed
yet, for it is like a being in a constant exile. It is never a part of something and yet
the focus of all coagulated disciplines within the academia.

For the purpose of this research, I have opted for the analysis of information society
discourse, as it exists between different modes and cultures: colonial/ postcolonial,
capitalist/agrarian modes of production, democratic/ non-democratic states, and
West/ Orient. This series of dichotomies provides the yardstick whereby to unveil
the ‘unchecked’ discourse that accompany bright images of multi-cultural faces
‘enjoying’ the benefits of the new means of communication. In my analysis to these
new media, I hinge upon the analysis of those moments when the ideological
component of technology is instilled in the psychological grid of the consumer in
market-based economies. One basic latent line of argumentation that shapes this
work is the comparison between the meaning of information society in the
advanced capitalist countries, and the meaning of information society in the
countries where information economy and information-driven mode of production
are slowly emerging, due to the obvious digital divide, and other factors that will be
detailed in this work. In addition, it is a call to approach technology and information
society discourse critically. It is my aim to contribute, hopefully, to the re-
articulation of the primer mover(s) that lie at the premises of the discourse of
information society. My aim is practically a situational one, as I emphasize the
importance of the context where our talk takes place.

* 1 am dealing here with technology only as one manifestation of the information society
discourse. For more in-depth analysis on this position I refer you to Hamid Mawlana’s The
Myths and Realities of the ‘Information Age’: A Conceptual Framework for Theory and
Policy’ (1984) and Kaarle Nordenstreng’s interview with Claudia Padovani (2005)
published in Global Media and Communication.VOI. 1 N. 3 pp. 264-272.
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In The World, the Text and the Critic, Edward Said (1983:242) captures this sense:
The critical consciousness is awareness of the differences between situations,
awareness too of the fact that no system or theory exhausts the situation out of which
it emerges or to which it is transported. And, above all, critical consciousness is
awareness of the resistance to theory, reactions to it elicited by those concrete
experiences or interpretations with which it is in conflict. Indeed, I would go as far as
saying that it is the critic’s job to provide resistance to theory, to open it up toward
historical reality, toward society, toward human needs and interests, to point up those
concrete instances drawn from everyday reality that lie outside, or just beyond the
interpretive area necessarily designed in advance and thereafter circumscribed by
every theory.

I would consider that this work has reached its goals if it creates in the reader’s
mind a double conception of the above and below dynamics of cultural, economic
and informational production. Additionally, in this study, I would like to contribute
to the formulation of the concept of ‘articulation’ as an analytic tool that can be
applied to describe the specificity of media practice in the Middle East, especially
contexts where the postcolonial condition has left a dissymmetric economic
structure.

Another objective in this project is the assessment of the situation of economies that
are not yet ready to compete with the advanced economies. I will be mainly making
cross-reference to the Arab countries’ situation, and more precisely, the North
African context and the Middle Eastern region. The Finnish model of information
society has been a very instrumental yardstick whereby I compare other experiences
of information society around the globe. Many conferences have been taking place
at the heart of the University of Tampere’, opening comparative views on
peripheral experiences. The discourse of cultural studies has offered the tools of
analysis necessary for tackling the multifarious ramifications of information
society. The analysis of information society across this work takes the technological
discourse only as one manifestation of the capitalist deep structure that is classically
implied in the relationship between the ownership of the means of production and
their effects on the economic and social levels of a given society. This research is
not a technology-centered type of work. The importance of this work takes
significance, hopefully, from its tracing of the behavior of capitalism in different
locales and different contexts. 1 find sense in Wolfgang Kleinwichter (2005)
statement that information society is only ‘an added layer’ to the already existing
economic and social layers that constitute the system that triggered off the post-
industrial society. Therefore, talking about information society requires a grounding
of the discourse of information society within a specified locale, for the economic
potential and the social processes do differ from one context to another. Articulation
method’s focus on the linkages between different locales has an explanatory value
to account for the local dynamic and the global flows.

> Attendance of the e-global conference, May 2005 allowed me an insight into both the
Japanese and Finnish models of information society.
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The beginning of the information society age as it was articulated in Daniel Bell’s
(1976) path-breaking The Coming of the Post-Industrial Society is a sign of a new
beginning. The age of information society is a sign since it has a doubly articulated
function (to use Hjelmeslev’s understanding of a sign), i.e. the plane of expression
(enunciative in Foucauldean terms) and the plane of meaning. The plane of
expression may refer here to the digital aspect of the information age (the use of
mobile phones, the images of real-time news broadcasting, the convergence of
media into one machine, real-time video-conferencing and net-meeting etc.). The
plane of content is the plane of meaning. It is the site where ideas are contested, and
this is my point of interest in this research. I emphasize the importance of
beginning, because the beginning of information society was not a coincidence and
its place of beginning (Western Europe) is of much significance. John Urry (2004)
has explained the profound changes that ®Britain witnessed throughout the 19"
century in all respects of social, economic, political and artistic life. The contextual
adverb where is very important in this respect. Some of the queries this work tries
to engage with include the meaning of information society for the postcolonial
locales or what is referred to as ‘Third World’; albeit I hesitate to assign this
classificatory epithet to any region of the globe’, especially after the collapse of the
Berlin Wall, and the end of the Cold War. Additionally, the active enlargement of
the European Union induces one to opt for the notion of ‘emerging economies’ that
seems to be a more realistic appellation.

The UNESCO publication issue titled Science for Information Society (2003: 6),
which was prepared as a boosting document to encourage the adoption of the WSIS
declaration of principles and plan of action, describes the process of information
society as having multiple targets:
These technologies are not merely tools; they inform and shape our modes of
communication and our thinking and creativity processes. How should we act so that
benefits of these ICTs accrues to all humankind and does not become a privilege of a
small number of economically developed countries? How can access to these
information and intellectual resources help to overcome the social, the cultural, and
the linguistic barriers to participation in knowledge societies? (Emphasis added)

The fact that these technologies are not mere tools is a very revealing statement. It
implies that as we use the technological tools, we will have to shape our thinking to
accommodate the new “values” that are intrinsic in the machine. The report seems
to highlight the positive sides of these tools in the sense that they provide us with
not just information but also knowledge.

There are many readings to the phenomenon of information technologies and its
effects on society. Information technologies have certainly created a George

® For an ample understanding of those changes, check John Urry Part 3 in The Information
Society Reader (Webster, et al. ed.) London: Routledge. 2004.

’ For more analysis on this concept, I refer you to Sidney W. Mintz’s article titled “On the
Concept of the Third World” (1975) which appeared in Dialectical Anthropology Vol.1 N. 1
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Lamming’s (1960) notion of ‘occasion for speaking’ out one’s mind via the
Internet, for instance; but some are skeptical of the long-term effects of the
machine. Besides, a minority represents the Luddites, or what I prefer to term as the
abolitionists camp, i.e. they see technology as a dangerous innovation that could
strip them of their handcrafts.

Information society is not a one-dimensional discourse. It tampers with the desires
and expectations of the consumers. It makes the life easier, services quicker and the
life style more refined. Yet, is that all? Stuart Hall once told Lawrence Grossberg
that ideologies work only at the plane of the common sense. Grossberg (2000:148)
writes, “So this chapter takes another lesson from Stuart Hall: I remember him once
saying that the more ‘obvious’ a statement, the more ideological it is.” In the Whites
of their Eyes: Racist Ideologies and the Media, Hall (1981a:12) reiterates this
approach:
Third, ideologies ‘work’ by constructing for their subjects (individual and collective)
positions of identification and knowledge which allow them to ‘utter’ ideological
truths as if they were their authentic authors. This is not because they emanate from
our innermost, authentic, and unified experience, but because we find ourselves
mirrored in the positions at the center of the discourses from which the statements we
formulate “make sense”. Thus, the same “subjects (e.g. economic classes or ethnic
groups) can be differently constructed in different ideologies.

Technologies do not offer us value-free services, they position us vis-a-vis a social
and economic order that produces a cluster of values. When one buys a computer,
one also has to adapt to the computer through having some basic notions on how to
use an ergonomic desk and accessories of computers that can be considered as signs
of the economic system that produced them, i.e. informational capitalism. Now how
does this system of values (capitalism) positions differentiated audiences? What
does it mean to introduce technologies to the Arab-Islamic world for instance? A
conservative would ask, are technologies a kind of ‘Trojan horse’ to disintegrate the
long established conservative ‘values’ of the Orient? Or as Talal Asad (1985: 104)
declared that, ‘the conceptual revolution of modern science and technology helped
to consolidate Europe’s world hegemony. Why are the Arab governments so keen
on introducing technologies to their homes on the condition that they do it at their
pace? However varied they may seem to be, they unite in their questioning of the
main consequences of informational capitalism — the main latent question of this
endeavor, which requires us to find alternative methods, such as articulation, to
analyze the increasingly networked information mode of production.

Chapter summary

In this chapter, I highlighted the importance of the notion of beginning in the study
of information society discourse. I have also pinpointed the constructivist aspect of
technology by alluding to the methodological roadmap that Andrew Feenberg
(1995) has suggested in the dissection and analysis of technology. Besides, I
referred to the Latourian’s (1999) conception of a networked informational society.
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This conception matches the explanatory value of articulation. This is so because
articulation works on the linkages, rather than on the effects through re-articulating
North / South, above / below binaries that account for the dynamics at both the
intrastate as well as the interstate levels. The conceptual potential of articulation
covers the local and the global, and the following chapter highlights the importance
of the method in informational research, together with a definition of articulation
and its role in deconstructing the dynamics of informational society.
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Chapter Two

On method

This chapter foregrounds the importance of method in the social studies inquiry.
The method of articulation with its openness to non-guaranteed linkages allows the
challenge of the seemingly solid social formations and discourses. In this chapter, |
attempt to apply articulation to informational discourse that seems to present itself
as the solution to global insatiable need for democracy. I will also question the
process of technological coagulation; and how the technical intentional agency
aspires to impose a certain mode of life imbued with information. The application
of articulation to informational discourse seems to be a new kind of research and
requires more studies, as Slack (2005) suggests when she reminds us that more
applications of the method of articulation are needed in different types of research
and from different locales. This chapter targets the application of articulation to
unveil the ‘unsaid’ in informational discourse.

Doing information society research

I am not sure that I know what the Internet is; I am not sure that anyone does. The
popular embrace of the concept of the Internet, and the market’s enthusiasm to be
part of it, has certainly muddied the waters. (James T. Costigan)

Information society research is quite young. It is situated at the crossroad of
multiple discourses and disciplines. It shares with cultural studies the tendency to be
under a mobile umbrella (to use Grossberg’s (2002) metaphor) rather than under the
fixed roof of established fields. Sociologists, mathematicians, psychologists,
engineering technicians, biologists, environmentalists, and common people all have
their say when it comes to technologies that surround them on daily basis. Thus,
both cultural studies and informational studies are bound by a common future, since
technologies work only within a specific culture. The burden of cultural analysts is
to provide accounts of whatever affects the culture within their varied contexts.

The issues of information society research are mainly articulated in the concepts
that are used to describe the phenomenon at hand. The question of the technological
and social essence of what we mean by information society is a serious matter.
Information Society: The Rise of the Third Industrial Age (2001) contains many
attempts to delineate and demarcate a phenomenon that is essentially defying
limitation. Erkki Karvonen (2001) has raised justified concerns about the meaning
of the notion of ‘information society’ that seems to be normalized by everyday use,
but only few stop to reflect on what they mean when they utter the phrase
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‘information society’. As I mentioned in the first chapter, Raymond Williams
(1977) reminds us that tackling a social formation necessitates the analysis of the
basic constructs that constitute the fully formed concept or discourse. In other
words, instead of looking at the established or finished form of a concept like
information society, it is more productive to analyze the processes that have formed
it. In the case of the concept of information society, many attempts have been
devoted to defining this mutable and complex concept. I am referring to the
meticulous definitions or rather questions that were advanced by Frank Webster,
Erkki Karvonen, Kaarle Nordenstreng, Raimo Blom and others have studied the
problematic nature of the phrase ‘Information Society’ (2001). For instance,
Webster (2001) has rightly pointed out the difficulty of defining the phenomenon of
information society. He chooses an alternative strategy (using questions), which is
actually safer and more constructive than giving outright statements of ‘fact’ or
unchecked postulations. In this regard, he (2001:275) writes:
For instance, is it an economic phenomenon (where the monetary worth of
information is telling) or is it a matter of changed occupations (where increased
numbers of people are employed in informational jobs such as teaching and
research)? Or is it, more straightforwardly, distinguished by the prevalence of
information and communication technologies (and thus, a matter of technology)? Is it
more to do with spatial relations (such as the ‘flows’ of information between
‘networks’ of people and places)? Or is it a cultural issue (where what matters is the
explosion of symbols and signs in television, fashion, design and so on)? Or is ‘the
information society’ something which is characterized by a shift away from
‘practical’ toward ‘theory’ (hence society in which abstract models shape social
destiny)?

The number of questions raised can be stretched depending on the perspective of
the researcher. A philosopher may as well ask the following: is information society
a bad or good faith in the Sartrean sense? A semiotician may question the codes,
signs and traces that information society leaves behind, and which might tell
something about the phenomenon. Umberto Eco (1976), for example, would have
said, if information society is a sign, then it is a lie, for every sign is anything that is
used to tell a lie. A web designer might have another set of questions. Why the web
pages are imbued with so many cookies, why cookies register data about my
computer? Why do they save my PC’s ID? How can we escape surveillance? An
online ‘shop keeper’ might have practical questions like, what are the effects of
information society on my business opportunities? Is e-bay a safer means for money
transfer? And the string of questions can be extended depending on the user’s
rapport with technology.

Kaarle Nordenstreng (2001) asks, “so what?” This is a very interesting question
because it brings forth the utility of studying the phenomenon, which brings the
political economy of information society under scrutiny: ‘We can not eat
information after all’, Nordenstreng adds. In the same vein, Karvonen (2001:48) has
raised direct questions about the disciplinary status of information society research.
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For instance, he has cited the Machlup’s concern about the problematic of defining

‘knowledge’:
An analysis of ‘knowledge’, on the other hand, seems to be a philosopher’s task,
though some aspects of it are claimed by sociologists...When I tried out the title of
this study on representatives of various disciplines, many were surprised that an
economist would find himself qualified to undertake this kind of research. If these
things have to be explained, ‘let George do it’. George is always someone in another
discipline.

Castells (1996) in his seminal trilogy The Information Age, as Karvonen (2001)
notes, has not ventured to give a straightforward definition of the concept: “I have
no compelling reason to improve on Daniel Bell’s own definition of knowledge.”

One of the compelling questions about the terrain of our study is the demarcation of
the limits of such enterprise. Is it possible to distill technology from the military
yoke? Is communication in the information age an elitist practice? Who are the
audiences of the information highway? How is the agenda set? What is an online
community? What does information society mean for the postcolonial state? How
should communication studies deal with online communities? Is the Internet
changing the conventional way of doing politics? What is collective memory in the
informational society?

I raise these questions to open up new vistas for further research, and to suggest that
there is much work ahead before the full understanding of information society
discourse could coagulate. Herbert Schiller (1969) expressed his concern about the
self-sufficiency of communication systems when he examined the military origins
of telecommunications and, more specifically, the tangled relationship between
communication research and the Defense Intelligence Agency in the USA, and the
fact that most of the key players within the communication systems are contained
by the defense department. Additionally, the American communication model is
exported elsewhere. In this respect, Schiller (1969:87) explains: “In Finland, on the
level 45 per cent of the shows are live and 55 per cent of the shows are filmed.
Imported U.S half-hour series account for 85 per cent of the filmed variety.” While
the percentages might have changed, the grip of the American films on the Finnish
local level is still visible. Most films are imported from the U.S, and they are often
subtitled in English or in Finnish.

As for the small states that have political independence, but not economic
independence, the hazards seem to be more serious than those that confront the
Finnish context. The problems that Finland may have to heed, according to
Schiller’s analysis, are mainly in the cultural plain, i.e. the content of the media
transmitted from the corporate economies. For many developing countries and
especially in Africa, their vulnerability to the corporate media is not only posed at
the cultural level. The corporate economy worsens the already fragile economies of
the new ‘independent states’ by encouraging dependency and passive development
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strategies (aids, fixing programs like MENA, USAID and the like). Schiller (1976:
1) also gives an account of this:
The attainment of political independence by more than ninety countries since the

Second World War has directed attention to the conditions of economic helplessness
and dependency that continue to frustrate at least two thirds of the world’s nations.

Given this tendency to technologically ‘re-colonize’ the world by regulating it via
Bill Gates’ window(s) and the backdoors, not only of computers but also of
economic systems raises many questions and concerns about the ‘real’ intentions
behind the insistence of post-industrialized centers to extend ‘the benefits’ of
information society to the peripheries. This extension is, in fact, an instance of
articulation as Bruce Berman (1984: 134) argues:
Within the process of articulation, then, capital trends to produce its own antithesis in
internal capitalist forces struggling with it to accumulate and appropriate the surplus
value produced. In concrete terms, this involved the emergence of pockets of wealthy
peasants employing wage labour and attempting to accumulate capital, i.e., in
transition to capitalist production as well as using the proceeds of investments in
trade and savings from wage labour for reinvestment in agriculture or even petty
manufacturing. This interior transition to capitalism directly confronted the merchant
capital that served in the colonial period as the active agent of articulation, linking
the petty commodity production of Africa with metropolitan industrial capital.

Pauly (1991:1) delineated the nature of communities online. For Pauly, these
communities are not so much different from the offline communities in the sense
that they keep their elitism. Conditions of subscription, fees and circling off the
boundaries are still maintained spatially, though they are not like conventional
communities, for they transcend the local level to embrace the global. This may
indicate the implications of having a global elitist community that acts and interacts
online and creates its own terms that are essentially set in the realm of the digital.
This fight for space online reminds us of the scramble for Africa that deterred
colonial powers (in this case electronics companies) from their internal conflicts to
focus on the invasion of other ‘small economies’. A simple example shows this
tendency. A recent success of a Web Office browser called ‘JotSpot’ was
immediately obtained by Google, and the ‘free spaces’ that were given to users at
the beginning by ‘JotSopt” were simply closed off. Online users were left to read a
disenfranchising note: “We’ve closed off new account registrations while we focus
on migrating to Google's systems. If you'd like to be notified when we re-open
registration, enter your email address below (emphasis added, cf. <www.
jot.com>)”.

However, the scramble for space is not a new one. Alexander Hamilton, who
worked as a secretary of treasury under President Washington, believed that for “the
nation to survive and prosper, it must win the lasting confidence of executive and
financial elites.” (Altschull 1990: 114). Even Jefferson, who was considered a
democrat and ‘the best friend of the press’ (ibid. 114), believed that his vision of
equality meant equality among ‘propertied class in a propertied nation’. Therefore,
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the notion of elitism is still pertinent within the realm of online politics, because
what has happened is only a shift of the ground where space is contested. This
poses legal questions for information society researchers as to the fate of online
communities and, even worse, as the tendency of electronic elitism poses threats to
offline communities for the simple reason that they have no ‘property online’ in the
Jeffersonian sense. Pauly (1991:9) has succinctly articulated this concern as
follows:
One obvious critique is that electronic communities are, and will continue to be,
elitist, no matter that it is widely believed that ‘community’ implies some sort of *
openness’ and sense of belonging. Community is, in some ways, inherently elitist, at
least insofar as it is predicated on the notion that some belong and others do not. At
present, the élites are most likely to use computers and Internet services, and it may
well be that the élites are finding community for themselves.

This state of affairs shows the necessity of reflecting on the process that has created
information society, not just the analysis of the products (computers, mobile
phones, the web etc.) that fill the market. The historical formative factors and
phases that have made the information society such a complex apparatus have
become the object of many questions. This is what Steve Jones (1999) demands in
his article “Studying the Net: Intricacies and Issues.” In the subsection titled the
‘need for reflection’, he (1999:9) maintains that:
One imperative is for reflection. Scholars studying the Internet must be reflexive, for
(at least) two reasons. First, because we have all, scholar and citizen alike, become
savvy media consumers. The ‘I-Know-that-you-know-that-I-know’ game is played
out every day in countless advertisements, marketing plans, newscasts, comedy
programs, even in conversations between us (and perhaps within us), to the extent
that one might suspect we can never again find naiveté.

Thus, the first principle that one should bear in mind while doing information
society research is the critical distance to break up the spell of the technological
discourse. The second principle that I would suggest involves the non-reductionist
mode of analysis. By this I mean that doing information society research within the
academia requires the linking up of the projects within a larger spatial terrain of
struggle, namely the social, economic and political arenas. Information society does
not exist in vacuum®. It is the outcome of formative conjunctures, which occur in
specific contexts and involve differentiated agencies. The world of academia is by
no means secluded from the external world of business and market rules. Jones
(1999:101) reminds us that:

Academia is not without its connections to the world of commerce, of course, and the
Internet is implicated in several such connections (not least being in connection to

¥ For the instrumental role that information society discourse has played within the
academia, Frank Webster’s Sociology, Cultural Studies and Disciplinary Boundaries
provides a good analysis to the ways whereby Information society has helped to break away
from the class-centered analyses, especially with the change in what Webster calls “ the
occupational structure” of Western society.

33



new forms of delivery for education, a matter of great import, but not directly related
to those at hand). Academia fame and fortunes can be made: Scholars can be first to
identify Internet-related phenomena; they might write a dissertation that Microsoft
buys; or they might find themselves on the cover of Wired Magazine, earning a
$50,000 ‘Innovation Grant’ from Merill Lynch for ° potentially profitable
dissertations’.

Clearly enough, the age of information society is an age of redefinitions.
Conventional and seemingly solid assumptions are melting into air. The academia is
now induced to account for the new phenomena that many users have taken
normatively. Among these, much research is to be done about MUDs (Multi-user
domains), MOOs (Multi-user domains object-oriented), and more sophisticated
enterprises like the human brain-computer interface. Cyberspace communities,
cyber crime, and cyber law are indeed new domains that need more careful
exploration and obviously new methodological tools that are geared to the nature of
the medium and to the message at hand.

Castells’ (1999) describes the new age as an age of networks where nodes interact
among themselves and “where only speed matters, not size”. What matters in the
information society times is not how big a company is but how fast its mechanism
works. Once a node is shut off from the network, it simply becomes marginalized,
i.e. it becomes a ‘loser’ in market terms. The winner in the world of information
society is the one who abides by the new criteria of efficiency: speed, utility, cost
efficiency and safety that include risk-free artifacts. Products exist not only in the
factory, as was the case in the Fordist Model, products in the information age are
not linearly organized, their structure does not follow the mechanical chain of
routine activities and the organization of institutions where information workers’
labor is not hierarchical. It is rather a horizontal, contingent, flexible, malleable and
mutable structure that is composed of interacted nodes (that may take social,
economic, political, ecological, entertainment and leisure-like forms). Thus, any
research method that tries to probe within the functioning of the information society
mechanisms must declare what stance it takes, what method it applies, and what
possible trajectories it might take. In a study of the online social networks for
example, Laura Garton (1999:75)° has strictly clarified that:
When a computer network connects people or organizations, it is a social network.
Just as a computer network is a set of machines connected by a set of cables, a social
network is a set of people (or organizations or other social entities) connected by a
set of social relations, such as friendship, co-working, or information exchange.
Much research into how people use computer-mediated communication (CMC) has
concentrated on how individual users interface with their computers, how two
persons interact on-line, or how small groups function on-line.

® Laura Garton (1999)’s study of social networks offers a good source for understanding
how ‘pieces and parts’ function in the age of the Internet. Her study of the notion of ‘center’
and ‘periphery’ has shown that social networks in online communities are greatly affected
by the attitudes that users hold vis-a-vis the medium and the nature of social interaction.
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The study of social networks is of paramount importance because the Internet,
being a network of networks, presupposes an extensive study of its nucleus that is
determined by economic, social and political factors. So what is a social network?
The social network analysis is composed of actors and decentralized agencies. Each
node within the agency functions as both recipient and enunciator of signals. Social
networks online have traits of what linguists call the ‘total feedback’ nature of
language: one can hear what one speaks at the same time. Once one makes a
mistake, one can correct himself / herself on the spot, or stutter. This mechanism
may also be applied to the interactive nodes in a virtual social network. Yet, the
most salient pattern in the study of social networks is the focus on the principles of
connectivity, relation, and organization. This type of research has flourished
principally in sociology and communication studies. However, the aim of social
network research is not to formulate prescriptive rules. On the contrary, it targets
the description of the functioning of the network with a view to anticipate the
possible outcomes. Garton (1999:76) states that:
The International Network for Social and Network Analysis (INSNA) is a
multidisciplinary scholarly organization that publishes a referred journal, Social
Networks, and an informal journal, Connections. Social network analysts seek to
describe networks, trace the flow of information (and other resources) through them,
and discover what effects these relations and networks have on people and
organizations. They treat the description of relational patterns as interesting in its
own right — for example, is there a core and periphery? And examine how
involvement in such networks helps to explain the behavior and attitudes of network
members-for example, do peripheral people send more e-mail and do they feel more
involved?

The focus on the relations and connections between the center that own strong
communication systems and the peripheries that consume these gadgets is of major
interest to me in this work. Most importantly, the economic, social and cultural
structure governing the relationship between informational economies and semi-
industrial or agrarian locales is of focal importance for the articulation of the
features that distinguish the capitalist modes of production from the pre-capitalist
informal economies. This is so because society has become a network of relations
in an increasingly globalized world. Phenomenologically speaking, one may refer to
Edmund Husserl’s (1982: 483) argument that has initiated the study of the
mechanism of relations, asserting that parts and subparts are necessary to each other
so that ‘the whole’ takes shape. I will briefly state his argument concerning this
investigation of parts and wholes:
‘Pieces’ are essentially mediate or remote parts of a whole whose ‘pieces’ they are, if
combinatory forms unite them with other ‘pieces’ into wholes which in their turn
constitute wholes of higher order by way of novel forms. The difference between the
parts nearer or further about the whole has accordingly its essential ground in the
formally expressible diversity of foundational relations.

Accordingly, the study of networks is a study of parts or pieces (in Husserlian
terms) so that the identity of ‘the whole’ can be fathomed out. In the informational
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age, our human relationships, or more succinctly, our face-to-face interaction is
being shifted by a mediated noematic relationship with the machine. There is a
constant effacement of the ‘natural’ and a continuous nourishment of the
phantasmagorical through technology and machinery. This proclivity requires
joined intellectual contributions from all the fields of technological research to
grasp the meaning of the continuous tendency to put everybody online.
Accordingly, a study of social networks is crucial in the sense that it sheds light on
the particularity of each medium, and how its messages are channeled and with
what effects. This includes the study of media types (both audio and video). For
example, one possible research question could be: is the message conveyed via a
synchronous device the same as one transmitted via an asynchronous
communicative medium. File types are also a beguiling type of research. What is
the meaning of recycling in an online environment? What is the meaning of digital
memory? Are there racist relations online? Moreover, how do they express their
intentionality?

The focus on the units and pieces in an online environment is relevant for the study
of the structure and organization of social relationships online. The nature of the
unit and its organizational structure is still a vivid object of research. The
structuralists have embraced a hierarchical organization of knowledge. Linguists
teach syntax in the form of a tree, where the dominant node is marked in bold type
with a capital X (X being noun phrase for example) to signify the beginning of
analysis. In syntactic courses, teachers put both the NP (Noun Phrase) and Verb
Phrase (VP) at the top of visual representation. The verb phrase should always be
raised in the process of segmentation and then branched into two (verb (V) and
Compliment clause (CP). The VP marker should always be high in the analysis on
the page while the sub-nodes follow. Do the social networks respect the Chomskyan
structuralist hierarchical model? In other words, are the networks organized in the
form of a tree where the higher node controls the subservient ones? Deleuze would
definitely dismiss this approach. For Deleuze (1993:28), the relationships are
‘poststructural’; they are no longer hierarchical and they do not follow a mechanical
order that is determined by a dominant S or X. Relations within the Deleuzean
Model are Rhizophoraceae. They are densely interrelated and horizontally
organized. Concretely put, [ present here his argument of the rhizome:
The world has lost pivot; the subject can no longer even dichotomize, but accedes to
a higher unity, of ambivalence or overdetermination, in an always-supplementary
dimension to that of its object. The world has become chaos, but the book remains
the image of the world (....) a rhizome, as subterranean stem is absolutely different
from roots and radicles. Bulbs and tubers are rhizomes. Plants with roots or radicles
may be rhizomorphic in other aspects altogether: the question is whether plant life in
its specificity is not entirely rhizomatic.

Representational analysis is very important in the analysis of any social or business
network. In the case of Internet research, one may investigate the relationship that
exists between ‘A’, ‘B’, and ‘C’. Let us assume that the node ‘A’ knows the node
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‘B’ and the node ‘B’ knows the node ‘C’. A relevant question would be, what is the
nature of the relationship between ‘A’ and ‘C’? Is the relation between these nodes
equal? Alternatively, does a node ‘A’, for example, need the escape hatch ‘B’
before connecting with ‘C’? And so on.

Other elements could be used in the study of networks. The content principle, for
example, deciphers the kind of content that convergent media convey. At this stage,
a Computer Mediated Communication (CMD) researcher may ask, how is content
compressed? At what cost? Who are the agents (agency) to whom the message is
delivered and with what effects? Are there Ego-centered networks (Garton, 1999),
and what is their composition?

Karvonen (2001) has sketched the etymological roots of the concepts ‘knowledge’
and ‘information’. He states that the principle of content is not of much interest for
the electrical engineers, for their primal concern is logistical and accuracy-driven.
Thus, the mere fact of contesting the nature of information displaces many
communication models, like the Shannon-Weaver Model (1947)"° that did not take
into consideration the context of imparting information. The Statistical Theory of
Signal Transmission (STST) understands information as a constellation of
electrically charged signals that are composed of a source, a transmitter, and, at the
end of the communication act, the receiver and the destination. Between these two
ends, one finds the probability of noise. By way of application, this noise can be
cultural, if the process of information transmission is done without paying attention
to the nature of the information that is related to different social communities
especially across cultures, a possibility that has become the main trait of the
informational mode of production. Information study research (ISR) is not carried
out in this mechanical way. Information in the information age has become a
currency that is increasingly taking a global face. It is compressed, transmitted,
consumed or used, and even deleted and recycled; not in a one-way process
(Shannon’s model) but in a multi-directional model, a network model where
everyone is a receiver and sender of information at the same time. Information has
displaced the vitruvian perception of man, where ‘Man’ is in the center and the
environment is revolving around him/her. In a network, technology moves to the
center whereas ‘Man’ moves to the periphery, or is at least decentered. Yet, the
unfolding informational age has not yet destroyed the book and paper. This justifies
Nordenstreng’s (2001) question ‘so what?’

Rethinking articulation
The concept of articulation has been used to describe the relationship between

discursive elements and the elements that contribute to the formation of a ‘social
pattern’ within a ‘specific context’. The significance of this concept lies in its focus

10 See the appendix section for a visualization of Shannon’s model (1947).
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on the coagulating character of various elements over a certain period under certain
conditions. Articulation could be understood as the condensation of temporal and
spatial or contextual elements within a specific conjuncture. Likewise, the discourse
of information society did not cement overnight; it has been in the making for at
least thirty-six years, i.e. since the publication of Daniel Bell’s (1973) path-breaking
book The Coming of the Postindustrial Society. In this section, | address the concept
of articulation and review the different models that have so far been propounded to
explain it, with a view to open up plains of application of this concept in the domain
of ICTs (Information and Communication Technologies) and to the discourse of
information society in general. The main models I will be reviewing in this section
include the works of Grossberg (1992), Mikko Lehtonen (2000), and Stuart Hall
(1986).

What is articulation?

Foucault (1970) explores the links between articulation and representation. For a
discourse to bloom, the lexical component one uses in his/her speaking about a
phenomenon should be coherent, they should speak to each other according to
different positionalities of ‘succession, subordination, consequence etc.” Foucault
(1970:98) explains that :
There exists a certain amount of play between the articulation of language and that of
representation. When we speak of ‘whiteness’, we are certainly designating a quality,
but we are designating it by means of a substantive; when we speak of ‘humans’ we
are employing an adjective to designate individuals that subsist by themselves.

Foucault argues that every thing can be discourse if the strata that condition its
becoming discourse are fulfilled. The first stratum that constitutes the articulation of
any discourse is the linking and blending of elements of language (adjectives,
nouns, prepositions, and even the blank spaces that separate them in a string of
propositions are valuable). Still, this is not enough, since the mere existence of
isolated elements in a vacuum will not produce discourse — in the case of this study,
information society discourse. The second requirement is that the attributes that are
residual in the adjectival and nominal words need to be concretized in individuals.
Otherwise, we will end up with the verb fo be that links words but to no effect.
Thus, representation is as important as connectivity here. Foucault (1970) applies
the same linguistic mechanism to machinery when he (1970: 100) argues that:

In the same way, the most rudimentary machines presuppose principles of movement

that most differ for each of their organs to the same principle, of which the organs are

then only the intermediaries, the means of transformation, the points of application.

Foucault’s (1970) conceptualization of articulation is very sophisticated in the sense
that he builds the conceptual field where the joining of discrete elements takes
place, simultaneously paying a close attention to the representational load of the
components. The ultimate end of such system of articulation is the building up of

38



what Foucault calls the ‘regime of truth’. It is the system that comes as an end
product of the process of cutting language (or machines) into pieces, ordering them
according to a system of classification (following their functional power within the
whole system). The regime of truth takes place only as a result of concretization of
the conceptual systems of representation in objects and bodies that are exterior to
language, but by the power of the word, they become a part of our designation that
we choose to attribute to them. In a sense, we capture them and pigeonhole their
essence into a word, an image or a sign. In plain words, for a phenomenon to exert
its hegemonic power, it has to break the resistance of the objects of its discourse.
This occurs only by ‘talking about’ a set of meanings constantly until the saturation
of the semantic field that is available at its disposal within a clearly defined context.
Likewise, informational discourse is generally perceived only from point of view of
a finished discourse that everybody knows. Everyone knows that computers are part
of the ‘new times’ and one just needs to learn a few tricks to cope with the machine
and start surfing. Little attention is paid to the constitutive processes (social,
economic, political and others) that formed the coming of the finished product. In a
Foucauldean sense, information society discourse could be seen as a “new regime of
truth’ that is eager to convince the informational consumers of the new possibilities
that informational commodities may offer. Hall (1977:345-49) has explained this
notion further in Foucault and Discourse wherein he explains:
Thus, the study of discourses of madness, punishment or sexuality would have to
include the following elements:
1 Statements about ‘madness’, ‘punishment’ or ‘sexuality’, which give us a certain
kind of knowledge about these things;
2 the rules which prescribe certain ways of talking about these topics and exclude
other ways which govern what is ‘sayable’ or ‘thinkable’ about insanity,
punishment or sexuality, at a particular historical moment ''...

Similarly, information society discourse is formed in the ways we talk about it in
the media, or in conferences such as those of the World Summit of Information
Society (WSIS)'. In this work, I try to make a connection between the formative
discourse of information society, and its ‘regime of truth’, with the material
application of that discourse in different contexts. This is an issue that Foucault did
not discuss much in his formulation of the power / knowledge constructs because as
Hall (1977) argues, he was ‘too much absorbed in discourse’. Therefore, my
endeavor is to situate the informational discourse within the field of cultural studies
that has produced useful vocabulary to capture the sense of the different social
formations. I also target the re-articulation of the links of these formations to the

" Reprinted in Seale, Clive (2004) pp. 345-49.

2 For ample information and documentation, please visit the official site. URL:
<http://www.itu.int/wsis/index.html>; there are interesting documents about the conception
to the informational age and the reactions by the state, civil societies and the private sector.
I will discuss these issues later in chapter V1.
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political, economic and even ecological agendas. Articulation calls for a re-
examination of the complacency with which many stakeholders (i.e. the
governments, private sectors and civil societies) in the domain of information
society approach the discursive formation of a necessarily global phenomenon. Let
us begin with the definition first. Lawrence Grossberg (1992a:54) defines
articulation as follows:
Articulation is the production of identity on top of difference, of unities out of
fragments, of structures across practices. Articulation links this practice to that effect,
this text to that meaning, this meaning to that reality, and this experience to those
politics. And these links are themselves articulated into larger structures, etc.

The analysis of any social, economic, or political reality is not a matter of simple
determination. It is not a relation of guaranteed interstices between different
networks. The relation is complex. Grossberg (1992) has advanced a sophisticated
method that escapes the mere outright reductionist oversimplifications of social
formations. In the context of information society, I find parallels between this
position and the one taken by Webster and Robins (1999) in their analysis of the
political economy of information. (I will discuss this point in the next chapter.). In
his study of the social production of meanings, Grossberg (1992) has pointed to
three main vectors: the source of the production (or the background), the actors on
the set of meanings (the agents), and the theory of effects (the product of
discourses).

The first vector or terrain of meaning production rejects the previous models of
communication that essentialize the relationship between the outcomes and the
signifiers (the traditional audience / text relationship), and between the signifier and
signified. Grossberg refutes this approach and considers it too bigoted and too
simple to account for the multi-layered realities that are intrinsic to our lives.

As in the definition provided by Grossberg (1992), one finds parallels between
practices and effects. Thus, one can say that statements such as ‘white’ or ‘black’
have essentially meanings that are interwoven with the psychological and cultural
fabric of the speaking subject. Or when one adopts the political activity to fight
industrial wastes on the grounds of his/her affiliation with a green party that has
certain ecological positions; or when a minister of finance in a developing country
calls for reducing debts lest his country should remain dependent on the
‘benevolence’ of a corporate market. Or, in journalism when this story (for example
about one immigrant) corresponds to that meaning, (a stereotypical image built into
the collective memory of a people about immigrants, for instance). The commodity
corresponds to alienation; that what it is, its essential identity etc. For instance,
when alienation becomes part of the intrinsic components of commodities that
consumers buy, albeit unconsciously, with the machines.

This position means that some authority and agency is constructed through
discourse and that discourse becomes the site of defining the cultural paradigm of
this or that context and whoever inhabits it. Grossberg (1992:53) has provided the
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alternative strategy of articulation that is, by virtue, of anti-essentialist practice. ‘It
would have to start with the principle that nothing is guaranteed, that no
correspondences are necessary, that no identity is intrinsic. If there is nothing
essential about any practice, then it is only defined by its effects; it is in the
production of its effects that the identity of a practice is given’.

Articulation offers a means to review the different moments of conjunctures. It does
not accept to be reduced to simple base / superstructure type of reasoning. The
moments of production always involve elements that are not intrinsically identical.
They are identical at the moment of their production, but they are not necessarily
guaranteed to be identical in the post-effects moments. This is also the synthesis of
Ensio Puoskari (2005)" in his study of Grossberg’s theory of affect:
Grossberg’s Deleuzean-inspired approach conceptualized the socio-cultural world as
a multiplicity of irreducible planes or fields in which particular structures of
institutions are not fixed or external to practice, but are the provisional outcome of a
series of articulations between entities that are continuously made and remade.

The continuity of different economic, cultural and social practices is what gives the
idea of articulation its currency and usefulness. In the information age, the event
seems to have the predominance. Each day, the collection of the economic events
must yield numerical tables where market ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ are to be charted or
articulated for that day. The next day provides new articulations and so on. The
stock market is on the flow twenty-four hours, seven days a week. There is no space
for the fixing of any discourse, let alone the hope to make it universal. This explains
Grossberg’s (1991:60) critique of the classical Marxian formulation, or rather his
revision to the practice of the Marxist approach, especially the notion of social and
economic relations, as they were presented in Das Kapital:
Similarly, Marx described the fundamental structures of capitalism: the contradiction
between capital and labor; and the contradiction between the forces and the relations
of production. This seems true of any capitalist society. But Marx assumed that the
two contradictions were, in the end, identical. It is perhaps truer to argue that, in a
specific social formation (nineteenth-century Western Europe, with its peculiar
history and conditions); the two articulations were articulated together. They were
temporarily and concretely, identical.

B Viestintd, kulttuuri ja populaari. Lawrence Grossbergin ajattelun tekstijirjestelmd-
analyysi (2005) has encapsulated Grossberg’s analysis of popular culture and especially the
notion of ‘affect’. Also, Puoskari’s (2004) ‘A Desire Called Cultural Studies :We Gotta get
out of this Place’ fleshes out the exploitation of affect (in rock music) by the conservative
forces to distill a cluster of neoconservative meanings while pushing aside and dispelling
others; and ultimately leading to the depolitization of the American youths . Similarly,
information societies focus’ on the dissemination of information in a series of nonstop
infotainment messages (music for instance) calls into question the processes that are at work
within the discursive structure of ‘information society discourse’. More on Puoskari’s study
can be found in his essay published in The European Journal of Cultural Studies. (Vol. 7(2)
167-176. 1 am thankful to Puoskari for generously sharing his reflections on his thesis.
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No articulation is a lasting one. This is the frame that Marx overlooked both in his
elaboration of the economic statements about value and labor, accumulation and the
set of social relations and forces that cement between different members of the
same social niche. The terrain of meaning production is not a field of prescription.
For prescriptions always run the risk of entering the realm of selection. This latter
entails that a subject opts for a selected set of elements, while omitting other
elements, deemed as irrelevant. This is the terrain that articulation tries to dissect:
the plane of making meaning, or straightforwardly, the semantic agency where
meanings are produced and disseminated. Grossberg’s (1991) approach to
articulation enlightens and analyses the discourse of power from within. It does not
call for its total rejection. The background is the same, but the practice of its
functioning always needs to be reconsidered at the edges of each articulation. He
(1991:55) argues that:

Too much of contemporary theory treats contexts as the beginning of analysis, as a
background which exists independently of the practice being studied, and which can
therefore be taken for granted. But the practice of articulation does not separate the
focus from the background; instead, it is the background that actually articulates the
focus.

This amounts to saying that the background should not be taken for granted, but it
should be acted upon in such a way as to produce a new set of relations.
Articulation, in this sense, refuses both the uncritical acceptance of the already
existing structures, and the fetishization of contexts. Articulation offers what
Grossberg (1991) describes as ‘a theory of contexts’. Yet these contexts should not
be seen as final and unchallengeable. On the face of it, these contexts are sustained
only as long as the articulated elements are maintained in a moment of production
within the general overall circuit of cultural exchange. The context’s validity and
currency ends with the ending of a certain articulation, i.e. the eventual beginning
of a new one. This is probably what Grossberg (1991:54) alluded to when he was
trying to shed light on some aspects of this complex phenomenon:
Articulation is the construction of one set of relations out of another; it often involves
delinking or disarticulating connections in order to link or rearticulate others...
Articulation is a continuous struggle to reposition practices within shifting field of
forces, to redefine the possibilities of life by redefining the field of relations — the
contexts — within which a practice is located.

Articulation always involves the notion of delinking, but it is not limited to it. This
notion is reminiscent of Samir Amin’s (1985) work that I will rethink in due details
in the next chapter. According to Amin (1985), delinking of relations is a necessary
stage in the formation of meanings. Talking about articulation is talking about the
moments that make up power presentable, distributable and consumable by a non-
definite audience. Manuel Castells (2001) has declared the end of mass audiences
and the rise of networks. This makes meanings even more debatable and our
conceptions of power more liable to constant articulations. This is what the post
structuralists endeavored to allude to when they declared the end of fixed structures
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and tree-like hierarchies. Grossberg’s work is mainly informed by that of Foucault,
Deleuze and Guattari. Their denial of prescribed structures is a first move to explain
articulation. Grossberg (1991) explains the patterns along which articulation takes
shape: First, the effects of a particular articulation are not lasting. They are always
temporal and their existence is determined by the nature of the practices that are
involved within a specific context. Grossberg articulates this when he (1991:57)
says, ‘while we cannot reduce the reality of a context to a single plane of effects,
contexts do offer us various ways in which these planes can themselves be
structured together.” Second, Grossberg (1991:57) views articulation as a historical
creation. This means that relationships do not enter into symbiotic connections
without a minimum of commensurateness. The linking of various relations feeds on
‘libidinal images’ of share and profit that are intrinsic to any social relation. The
meridian point here is that the effects of these relations yield new relations that cut
across different relations to create a new articulation that is both informed by the
previous conjuncture and at the same time moves beyond it. The challenge that
faces these formations is not a structural one; it is mainly a moral and even ethical
one, for formations are always built up while others disappear. Some meanings are
pushed aside while others are centralized. The articulation of groups, nations,
economies or information businesses always imply a procedure of ‘linking’ and
‘delinking’. It is an interactive attitude vis-a-vis the other groups, nations, and
corporations. Grossberg (1991:57) has explained this procedure as follows:

At any moment, such organizations are complex, contradictory and structured; within

them, certain forms of practice are dominant, others are tolerated, still others are
excluded if not rendered radically unimaginable.

To have a more tangible rapprochement of these contesting elements that live
within and through articulation, one may look at the work of Deleuze (1993), for he
offers a comprehensive theory of the behavior of these organizations through the
notion of ‘rhizomes’ and ‘assemblages’. In Rhizomes versus Trees, Deleuze (1993:
31-2) invites us to speak in terms of planes of consistency:
All multiplicities are flat, in the sense that they fill or occupy all their dimensions: we
will therefore speak of a plane of consistency of multiplicities, even though the
dimensions of this ‘plane’ increase with the number of connections that are
connected to it. The outside defines multiplicities...By the abstract line, the line of
flight or deterritorialization according to which they change in nature and connect
with other multiplicities. The plane of consistency (grid) is the outside of all
multiplicities.

Logically enough, the flatness of the rhizomic type of structure makes the social
formations and by extension social network formations make all the constituents fill
in a specific space in the network — at least temporarily. The rhizome is in this sense
both a continuation and a break away from the various formations. In other words,
it is a turn. Deleuze makes this articulatory relationship explicit when he (1993: 31-
2) writes, ‘a rhizome may be broken, shattered at a given spot, but it will start up
again on one of its old lines, or on new lines.” For, as Deleuze (1993: 31-2) argues:
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‘every rhizome contains lines of segmentarity according to which it is stratified,
territorialized, organized, signified, attributed, etc. as well as lines of
deterritorialization down which it constantly flees.’

Similarly, articulation is formed in the cuts and breaks of the overall process of
fixing the traditional relations (economic, social, political, cultural, etc.). Not only
within one mode of production such as the capitalist mode, but also across discrete
modes of productions that are interlocked in the current global mixing of the former
colonized contexts with their former colonizers, in spite of their economic, cultural
and political structural differences. This has fateful consequences for the
functioning of the whole mechanism that feeds on the interconnection of these
relations. The third pattern in Grossberg’s analysis of the mechanism of articulation
brings the final stage in the fixing of structures. Grossberg (1991:58) argues that:
Structure operates as well in distinguishing the level at which particular structures,
contexts and organizations function. It is in this sense that we have to distinguish
between the concrete and the abstract. A particular event or practice, empirically
given, has to be made concrete by constructing its context, by describing the complex
systems of articulation, which make it what it is.

Clearly put, any event or structure of events cannot be concrete unless it is
contextualized. Contexts, in this sense, are the real planes of articulations. They are
the sites that inform other particular events or groups of events about what strategy
they should follow to let them in the overall structure. All structures within the
network are necessary to the shaping up of the network of networks, so to speak.
Grossberg (1991:58) adds to this a very plausible warning:

If the analysis ignores the appropriate level of abstraction for a particular structure, it

is likely to become dysfunctional. In other words, every context is a piece of other

contexts and vice versa; contexts exist within each other.

Grossberg’s account of articulation draws attention to the terrain where the politics
of power operate. It is a move beyond the essentialist views that claim that a set of
economic, cultural or social formations necessarily yield a pre-defined set of events
and meanings. The notion of Deleuzean rhizomic organizational structure offers the
possibility to understand the intrinsic relationship between the constituents of the
plain of power production. Deleuze (1993) maintains that even those moments of
ruptures should not be viewed as the collapse of the complex system of networks,
for all the sub-networks function within the same subterranean structure. Therefore,
what Deleuze (1993:32) calls ‘moments of flight” are mere detours within the same
network. Let us read how this works:
There is a rupture in the rhizome whenever segmentary lines explode into a line of
flight (or turn), but the line of flight is part of the Rhizome. These lines are always
tied back to one another. That is why one can never posit a dualism or a dichotomy,
even in the rudimentary form of the good and the bad. You may make a rupture, draw
a line of flight, yet there is still a danger that you will reencounter organizations that
restratify everything, formations that restore power to a signifier, attributions that
reconstitute a subject-anything you like, from Oedipal resurgences to fascist
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concretions. Groups and individuals contain microfascisms just waiting to crystallize.
Yes, couchgrass is also a rhizome. Good and bad are only the products of an active
and temporary selection, which must be renewed. (Emphasis added)

The temporal nature of all articulations calls to question every set of social
formation both at the inception of its discursive formation and at the end of its
coagulation. A proper understanding of the working of the signifier and its
functional role in all formations requires recourse to the seminal work of Ernesto
Laclau (1996), especially Emancipation(s).

Accordingly, Laclau (2001) argues that any articulation that does not refer to ‘the
real’ risks reducing all its constituents to a mere ‘empty signifier’. In other words,
the signifier — that is not concretized as Foucault prefers to call the process — in a
specific image of individual becomes a mere empty vessel with no meaning. There
are deep connections between Deleuzean concern for the consequences of making a
rupture in the network and the consequences of this act. Ernesto Laclau (1996) is of
much relevance to this eventual contingency. In Emancipation(s), Laclau (1996:14)
writes on why empty signifiers matter to politics:
An empty signifier is, strictly speaking, a signifier without a signified. This definition
is also, however, the enunciation of a problem. For how would it be possible that a
signifier is not attached to any signified and remains, nevertheless, an integral part of
a system of signification? An empty signifier would be a sequence of sounds, and if
the latter were deprived of any signifying, function of the term ‘signifier’ itself would
become excessive. The only possibility for a stream of sounds being detached from
any particular signified involves; something is achieved which is internal to
significations as such. What is this possibility?

Before exploring this possibility, let me explain how Laclau conceptualizes political
formations. For Laclau, the sociological focus on the group as a viable unit of
analysis is a shaky ground since taking -a priori- the solidity and homogeneity of
the group is, according to Laclau (2005), a false start. In other words, the study of
the group, if it is to be done in a rigorous way, has to go through the process of
decomposing the constituents of that group through adopting constructivist method.
This agrees with what Feenberg' calls for in the study of technology, i.e. a
constructivist analysis to technology and implicitly, a constructivist analysis to any
discourse that is the by-product of technology, mainly the informational discourse
that I refer to in this research as information society. Laclau (2005) calls for a shift
of strategy in the analysis of political categories. In his own words:

The route 1 have tried to follow in order to address these issues is a bifurcated one.

The first path is to split the unity of the group into smaller unities that we have called

!4 Cf. chapter I of this thesis p. 7 where Feenberg calls for a constructivist method to analyze
technology. The study of technology, as I understand this rearticulating endeavor, goes in
parallel with the re-articulation of political categories in Laclau (2005) and of the category
of religion in Hall (1995). With respect to this latter, the re-articulation, as Stuart Hall
(1996:12-15) understands it, is explained, albeit briefly, in his essay titled “Response to
Saba Mahmood”.
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demands: the unity of the group is, in my view, the result of an articulation of
demands. This articulation, however, does not correspond to a stable and positive
configuration which should be grasped as a unified whole: on the contrary, since it is
in the nature of all demands to present claims to a certain established order, it is in a
peculiar relation with that order, being both inside and outside it. As this order cannot
fully absorb the demand, it cannot constitute itself as a constant totality; the demand,
however, requires some kind of totalization if it is going to crystallize in something
which is inscribable as a claim within the ‘system’. All these ambiguous and
contradictory movements come down to the various forms of articulation between
logic of difference and logic of equivalence .... As I argue, the impossibility of fixing
the unity of a social formation in any conceptually graspable object leads to the
centrality of naming in constituting that unity, while the need for social cement to
assemble the heterogeneous elements once their logic of articulation ( functionalist or
structuralist) no longer gives this affect its centrality in social explanation
(preface,ix-x)

It is important to note that the background of articulation is shared among different
manifestations of the ‘sub-terrain’ (to use a Deleuzean term). The flight or
deterritorialization are mere beginnings of new articulations in the same way an
offshoot is a new beginning of a new branch in the rhizomic structure. In the case of
‘Other’ contexts, one description to capture their models of evolution would be to
consider them as equivocal. Laclau (1996:36) writes:
One would be inclined to argue that the same signifier can be attached to different
signified(s) in different contexts (as a result of the arbitrariness of the sign). But it is
clear that, in that case, the signifier would not be empty but equivocal: the function of
signification in each context would be fully realized.

The Other contexts, if linked blindly to the same signified (let us say, for instance,
the realization of informational capitalism), their situation would be equivocal, or I
would prefer to use the concept interstitial. Put differently, the alternative locales
such as Arab and postcolonial contexts in general find themselves caught between
the need to harness elements of progress championed in the ‘West’, and at the same
time, they have to deal with the legacy of colonialism locally. Their situation is both
linked to the global through international organization, but still they have their
dynamics dictate different layers of power stratification at the local level. The
concept of ‘interstitiality’ captures the highly cemented and yet not identical
relationship in the supranational level. Life in the interstice is marked by both
cohabitation and separation. Articulation is also marked by this sense of continuity
that makes, at the same time, any process of signification simply without
guarantees.

In The Cultural Analysis of Texts, Lehtonen (2000:18) presents the second model of
articulation. I find it easy to agree with Lehtonen that the procedure of meaning
formation is fraught with risks, not even a work of ‘the deranged or scatterbrained
scholars’. The mere cutting up of the meaning formation into different worlds is
very significant. For instance, Lehtonen distinguishes five different types of worlds:
the world of sign systems and technologies, ‘the world of texts’, ‘the world of
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contexts’, ‘the world of readers’, and ‘the world of articulations’. It is
methodologically significant because from the start, one may understand that the
practice of meaning formation is not given. Rather, the construction of meanings is
an outcome of various agents and elements that inhabit a certain context.
Lehtonen’s (2000) call for a ‘radix’ in our approach to the study of language
implies that capturing meaning in a given context cannot be fully obtained without a
radical contextuality of the phenomenon.

Let us take for example Lehtonen’s (2000:110) study of ‘the world of contexts’. He
gives the example of Lewis Carroll’s Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland. The
example of the dialogue between the mouse and the duck says it all:

‘I proceed.” Edwin and Morcar, the earls of Mercia and North Umbria, declared for
him: and even Stigand, the patriotic archbishop of Canterbury, found it advisable —

‘Found what? Said the Duck.

‘Found iz,” the Mouse replied rather crossly: ‘of course you know what “it” means.’
‘I know what “it” means well enough, when / find a thing, ‘said the Duck:

‘It’s generally a frog or a worm. The question is, what did the archbishop find?’

Lehtonen (2000:110) comments that “the duck ‘understands’ the context-bound
nature of the pronouns, ‘I’, ‘you’, ‘she’ and ‘he’, ‘it’, ‘this’, and ‘that’ and other
pronouns are empty signs as such, which are fulfilled by referentiality only in their
contexts’’

It is exactly this referentiality potential of the deictic components that the practice
of articulation hinges upon. Articulation does not work in vacuum. It is the process
of making each deictic noun phrase (NP) or verb phrase (VP) relate to other phrases
and constitute a specific meaning under specific referential rules. Let us take a
classical syntactic problem, advanced by Noam Chomsky (1957). The sentence
‘colorless green ideas sleep furiously’ is not syntactically ill formed. It respects all
the rules of phrase marking and word order in the English language; yet it is
semantically aberrant. It has no sense, not for the syntactician but for the
semanticist. For a syntactician, it is a good sentence. It respects the ‘phrase structure
rules’.

Colorless green ideas ------------- NP (noun phrase) acting as subject function

Sleep furiously VP (verb phrase) acting as a predicate
(Verb and Adverb Complement)

For a semanticist (whose prime concern is meaning), these inner grammatical
relations have no sense because we can not conceive of something that is ‘colorless’
and ‘green’ at the same time and even more aberrantly an idea that has some color.
Of course, it is semantically aberrant to say that an idea sleeps, and even more
ambiguous to say that ideas sleep ‘peacefully’ or ‘furiously’. The relational role that
controls the lexicon with its place in the sentence shows the importance of
referentiality. This highlights the crucial role of contexts which Lehtonen
(2000:110) has rightly stated in the following:
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As much as the meanings of linguistic signs depend on their position in relation to
other signs, the meanings of texts are ultimately impossible to study detached from
their contexts, since texts as semiotic beings do not exist without the readers, inter-
texts, situations and functions that at all times are connected to them.

Subsequently, the articulation of meanings always involves the joining of new
meanings under certain specific conditions (linguistic, contextual, political, social,
technical, etc.) in a specific period. Lehtonen (2000) has meticulously sketched
some of the focal layers that constitute the structure of any articulation. Also, the
formation of meanings has to account for the moment of production (the world of
signs), the moment of signification (the world of texts), and the moment of
reception (the world of readers). For the understanding of the latter, Lehtonen
(2000:133) agrees with John Fiske’s (1989b:56) examination of television texts and
their audiences:

There is no such a thing as ‘television audience’, defined as an empirically accessible
object, for there can be no meaningful categories beyond its boundaries — what is ‘not
the television audience’? The ‘television audience’ is not a social category like class,
race, or gender — everyone slips in or out of it in a way that makes nonsense of any
categorical boundaries: similarly when in ‘it’ people constitute themselves quite
differently as audience members at different times — I am a different television
‘audience’ when watching my football team from when watching The A-Team with
my son or Days of our Lives with my wife. Categories focus our thinking on
similarities: people watching televisions are best modeled according to a multitude of
differences.

The act of reading is a different beginning; a new articulation that depends on who
is involved in the reading under what spatial and temporal conditions. Because the
human mind does not resist emptiness, it always needs certain order, certain fillers
to make sense of texts and contexts. This is where Ernesto Laclau’s notion of empty
signifiers and Lehtonen’s study of linguistic deictics meet. One cannot tolerate a
text where all deictics have no reference. Similarly, a sign remains empty if it is
ambiguous, or at least an equivocal signifier. That is why I opt for the concept of
interstitial. This concept ensures both reference and at the same time opens up
spaces for action in all its conventional forms (social, political, ecological etc.)

Now let us turn to how Mikko Lehtonen (2000:158) defines articulation:

Articulation offers a theory of contexts. It dictates that one can only deal, and from
within, a specific context, for it is only there that practices have specific effects, those
identities and relations exist. Understanding a practice involves theoretically and
historically (re)constructing this context (...) From the point of view of the theory of
articulation, texts articulate with contexts and the articulated texts and contexts
further articulate with subjects and cultural practices (...) Hence, articulation can be
conceived as recontextualizing, as loosening the relationship between text and its
previous context (at times even as detaching the text totally from its previous
context), and bringing new contextual elements along, or even linking the text totally
with a new context. (Emphasis added)
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Lehtonen (2000) has rightly put the statement ‘at times even as detaching the text
totally from its previous context’ between brackets. It is not easy to decide how and
why the breaking away from an epistemological construct can be made. It is
strategically safe to put this breaking away liable to all contingencies. I am more
inclined not to accept the complete detachment from the previous set of meanings.
That is why I have chosen the concept interstitial. It is a technical tool that serves
articulation, thanks to its combination of both local and global contexts, a kind of
‘third space’. Interstitiality manages to find a differential space that marks its own
distinctiveness. In his analysis of the postcolonial condition'’, Stuart Hall (1996)
maintains that it is not possible to break away from the old set of meanings. Hall
explains this intertwined relationship when he (1996:248) argues that postcolonial
life “is characterized by the persistence of many of the effects of colonialism”.

Consequently, any new articulation (name it informational discourse or otherwise)
that does not heed the local dynamisms in the postcolonial context will simply lead
to interpretative disarray. And we have witnessed this in the political practice of
Algeria, for example, where the abrupt tendency to break away from the meanings
that were in fixation for one hundred and thirty years brought years of bloodshed
and fundamentalism which still persist since 1962 (Algeria’s ‘political
independence’) to this day.

Now, I would like to consider Hall’s definition of articulation and its political

implications for the subsequent study of the information age that is often presented

as a ‘new era’. Stuart Hall (1986:53) defines articulation as follows:
An articulation is thus the form of the connection that can make a unity of two
different elements, under certain conditions. It is a linkage, which is not necessary,
determined, absolute and essential at all time. You have to ask under what
circumstances can a connection be forged or made. So, the so-called ‘unity’ of
discourse is really the articulation of different, distinct elements which can be re-
articulated in different ways because they save no necessary ‘belongingness’.

Articulation offers the possibility to decipher the seemingly coherent “unity’ of the
‘real’: a break away from determinism that reduces all social ills to the economic
base. Articulation helps to unpack the common sense. The latter always comes to
our perception in a deceiving unity (in the form of a semantic package). The
common sense is presented to us with no inventory. Therefore, articulation is a way
to trace back the track of any discourse and attend to the moments of its formation.
The building blocks of social categories that united to form a hegemonic discourse
may be disjoined and cut into their ‘cab-lorry’ constituents. Thus, articulation is
intrinsically linked to the effects of discourse production. Hall (1989:67-8) notes
that:

Sometimes the cycle of articulation, disarticulation and re-articulation seems to offer

a comforting new political logic. But re-articulation is attractive only so long as we

think we are going to do the rearticulating, we don’t like it so much. That has

'> For more details, please read chapter VII.
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happened not only in these two horrendous examples, it has been happening to us
perpetually over the past ten years. That is how, in my view, Thatcherism has
understood hegemony much better than anybody on the Left. Its effectiveness shows
that disarticulation and re-articulation need not necessarily be directed at any
progressive, humane or socially just end. It has no necessary political belongingness.
But that should not disturb us theoretically.’

Hall underlines the transient aspect of any hegemonic practice. He gives hope that
no articulation is lasting forever. In any discursive formation, if the mechanism of
its formation is dismantled, new effects can be brought up to the scene. This
flexibility gives articulation its lubricity to account for a myriad of discourses. In
order to understand the mechanism of articulation, it is necessary to unpack its
concomitant concepts.

Hegemony is the closely linked concept to this strategy of unpacking and
dismembering of seemingly unified concepts. The concept was mainly developed
out of the work of Antonio Gramsci (1992), who revised classical Marxist discourse
from the impasse of reductionism, and offered instead a fresh approach to how the
institutional superstructure could be changed without necessarily wiping the slate of
progressive endeavor. Gramsci’s Prison Notebooks has proposed instead a plan of
action for intellectuals so that they can implement the praxis of their postulations in
society. But one cannot understand the real workings of articulation without
referring to hegemony, which according to Stuart Hall always works through
difference and consent. In this respect, Hall (1995:69) argues:
I have always understood hegemony as operating through difference, rather than
overcoming difference, but I have never really been able to get that notion across.
People imagine that the subordinate groups in a hegemonic formation must be
reconstituted in the image of the dominant formation. On the contrary, hegemony is
an authority which can be constructed only by continuing to recognize difference.
Patriarchal hegemony does not remake women in the image of men, for example: it
provides the secondary or subaltern place for that which it recognizes as different.

Gramsci started the project whose main objective lies in rearticulating Marxism by
rejuvenating Marxism and saving it from its dogmas. Gramsci (1992) detected the
problem when he said that hegemony comes to us without an inventory in the form
of ‘common sense’. And it is articulation that offers the tools to unpack the
‘common sense’ and return it into its constitutive blocks. Todd Gitlin (1994:45)
puts it lucidly as follows: “It was Gramsci who, in the late twenties and thirties,
with the rise of fascism and the failure of the Western European working-class
movements, began to consider why the working class was not necessarily
revolutionary, why it could, in fact, yield to fascism.”

Gramsci (1992) made it clear in his Prison Notebooks that the stress should be on
the human agency and not on hailing the economic crises. He was disturbed by the

' Here, Hall was engaging with two essays one of Homi Bhabha and another of Jacqueline
Rose. The discussion took place at the ICA, London, 25 January 1989.
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penetration of the ‘common sense’ in the layers of a blithe working class. But what
is the meaning of hegemony? And how is it relevant to the study of articulation?
First, I will advance the definition of the concept and then see how the work of
Emesto Laclau, Raymond Williams and Stuart Hall help us see the vicissitudes and
patterns along which this concept articulates at various moments in the making of
social, political or informational discourses.

Raymond Williams (1977) has provided conspicuous definitions to some highly
charged words in the English language. Among these, we have the concept of
hegemony. Williams (1977:108) defines hegemony as follows:
For ‘hegemony’ is a concept which at once includes and goes beyond two powerful
earlier concepts: that of ‘culture’ as a ‘whole social process’, in which men define
and shape their whole lives; and that of ‘ideology’, in any of its Marxist senses, in
which a system of meanings and values is the expression or projection of a particular
class interest.

Hegemony is not a static concept. It is always subject to be revived and
consolidated. It is not a concept that is bound in a temporal grid. Hegemony is also
flexible. It always tries to take the shape of ‘the pot’ where it is poured in, like
water. It emulates the seemingly acceptable behavior of the masses. It always wears
the cloak of normality. Williams (1977:112) describes this living aspect of
hegemony in the following words:
A lived hegemony is always a process. It is not, except analytically, system or
structure. It is realized complex of experiences, relationships, and activities, with
specific and changing pressures and limits. In practice, that is hegemony can never be
singular. Its internal structures are highly complex, as can readily be seen in any
concrete analysis.

This is precisely the objective of articulation. It aims at capturing those moments
when these living experiences sediment in daily life. It aims at decomposing
discourses that give the impression of compactness. It is like the cut up technique in
cinematic art where the director interrupts the successive flow of images (visual
texts) to add up, modify or reposition the scenes etc. Hall (1986:83) writes that:
A theory of articulation is both a way of understanding how ideological elements
come, under certain conditions, to cohere together within a discourse, and a way of
asking how they do or do not become articulated, at specific conjunctures, to certain
political subjects.

Therefore, the soft power of any hegemonic act is liable to be dismantled from
within regardless of the nature of the discourse in question. It may be a speech of a
ruling party, a grand discourse, national discourse, capitalism, technology, pictorial
texts etc. The power of articulation has been taken to the edges of the political
discourse in the work of Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (1985), especially in
their seminal Hegemony and Socialist Strategy. In the latter, they asked for a return
to the basics or what Mikko Lehtonen (2000) called a return to the radix. Their
strategy tries to go beyond the disappointments that resulted from the maldefinitions
of the concept ‘hegemony’. They ask for a post-Marxist(s) strategy that would unite
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the left in such a way that their moves become more committed to the radical
political call for democracy. This is akin to what Grossberg (1991: 385) surmise in
the concluding chapter of We Gotta Get out of This Place, when he calls the Left for
a reconsideration of the risks of conflating morality with the art of the possible'’,
i.e. politics:
But while it is necessary to connect politics to people’s moral commitments, it is a
serious mistake to confuse political struggle with a demand for moral purity. If
politics is the art of the possible, and if the Left wants to be politically effective, then
it must question the basis for its own strategies and decisions. In the first place, it has
to articulate its own politics to people’s moral and emotional life rather than
attacking them.

Similarly, Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (1985) have been very critical of the
previous blithe conceptions of hegemony. They take political action to the limit of
its fulfillment. They have even been disturbing the possibility of any hope to pin
down a semantic formation. The contingent nature of meanings makes them liable
to constant re-articulation and dis-articulation. This is what Laclau and Mouffe
(1986:1) call ‘the logic of the contingent’:
Even in the humble origins in Russian Social Democracy, where it called upon to
cover a limited area of political effects. The concept of ‘hegemony’ already alludes
to a kind of contingent intervention required by the crisis or the collapse of what
would have been a ‘normal’ historical development (...) Finally, with Gramsci, the
term acquires a new type of centrality that transcends its tactical or strategic uses:
‘hegemony’ becomes the key concept in understanding the very unity existing in a
concrete social formation.

Hegemony, hence, becomes a tool that captures the deceptive unity of discourse
which imbues all the layers of the social constituents of cultural paradigms.
Hegemony is the silent power that makes linkages between the antipodes and
presents itself in the mask of normality. It is the negotiation of different sites of
power within various classes. Strinati (1995:165) elucidates this point in the
following terms:
“..Dominant groups in society, including fundamentally but not exclusively the
ruling class, maintain their dominance by securing the ‘spontaneous consent’ of
subordinate groups, including the working class, through the negotiated construction
of a political and ideological consensus which incorporates both dominant and
dominated groups.”

Dominant groups in a society leave the nature of agency undefined. For example, in
the age of information society where progress is determined by technoparks, Silicon
Valleys and media corporations, one may just see the parallels of how these new

71 find the same parallelism in Stuart Hall’s Hard Road to Renewal: Thatcherism and the
Crisis of the Left, (1988). In the chapter ‘Gramsci and Us’, Hall calls for the flexibility in
the practice of politics and in the subsequent theoretical constructs, i.e. we do not have to
wait for Gramsci to solve our current problems. Each conjuncture requires specific set of
answers.

52



technocrats saturate everyday life with messages and instill values that always take
the shape of normality. The idea of the working class in Gramsci’s times has not
changed completely. It has just metamorphosed into a new functional nature. The
media in our times are no more than handy to politics as it was during the
interbellum. Technology has itself become the articulation of a new set of
meanings. This will be the focus of the next section, to which I now turn.

Informational discourse and articulation

The concept of articulation is a double-edged concept. It can be understood as a
theory and it can be understood as a method. In this work, I am taking the concept
of articulation as an interventionist method to explain the seemingly homogenous
presence of informational discourse in countries of the so-called ‘third world’. This
study is an attempt to articulate the context of these countries to the discourse of
information society that promises a ‘high-tech world’ where everyone will have the
privilege to share, express and exchange ideas with 'Others' on an equal footing.
Michel Foucault, while he has provided an excellent listing of different planes upon
which power exerts its influence, has been unhelpful to explain the complexity of
the relations that hold between those discourses' (Hall: 2004). The utility of
articulating technological culture using articulation as a method lies in the
possibilities that articulation offers for the cultural analyst. | am using articulation
here in the way that Jennifer Daryl Slack suggested in her later work (1996, 2005).
Discussing method is not always a ‘fun job’ as Pertti Alasuutari (1995) put it, but it
is a necessary task since it provides the researcher with means to tackle variable
issues that need variable approaches.

This work is not about an ethnographic type of analysis where the researcher goes
into the field and tries to penetrate the ‘subjectivity’ of ‘Others’ so that he/she can
draw conclusions that are based on symbolic interactionism. Cultural studies as
Alasuutari (1995:3) states clearly:
(...) does not oppose symbolic interactionism or ethnographic methodology.
Actually, they were both, along with other trends such as French structuralism,
important ingredients in its development. But the real gist of cultural studies is to
make use of all theories and methods in order to gain insights about the phenomena
one studies.

Therefore, cultural studies does not refuse the use of any method, be it from the
qualitative family or from the quantitative one. The main concern of cultural studies
is to render a method sophisticated and effective enough to explain the complexity
of ‘silent but present’ relations that cement social discourse about social
phenomena. The uses of articulation allow the researcher an aperture to avoid

'® In “Foucault and Discourse’ , Hall cites the downsides of being ‘too much consumed by
discourse’ without paying attention to relations among discourses in different contexts.
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determinism, essentialism and reductionism. All these unattractive ‘isms’ are

always laying traps for researchers of social formations. Stuart Hall (1996:142)

explains that:
The theory of articulation, as I use it, has been developed by Ernesto Laclau, in
Politics and Ideology in Marxist Theory. His argument there is that the political
connotation of ideological elements has no necessary belongingness, and thus we
need to rethink the contingent, the non-necessary, connection between different
practices — between ideology and social forces, and between different elements
within ideology, and between different social groups composing a social moment etc,
etc. He uses the notion of articulation to break with the necessitarian and reductionist
logic that has dogged the classical theory of ideology.

Articulation can be then understood to mean the unraveling process of the
coagulated discourses and the tracing of the nature of the linkages between and
within different discourses. It is a debunking strategy to question loose elements
within the chain of social and discursive formation. Hall has used the metaphor of
the lorry and the cab to illustrate the workings of articulation. As a lorry can be
connected to a cab, under certain conditions, it can also be dislodged,
disarticulated, or disbanded when the formative conditions that were necessary but
transient cease to have any effect. One can connect a lorry to reach his/her
summerhouse. Once there, the lorry can be disconnected and the cab can rest.
Alternatively, another metaphor is that of the bus ticket whose validity ends when
one reaches her or his destination. The social contract that binds the driver to the
passenger ( that requires the driver to take responsibility for the safety of the
passenger as a return for the monetary value that the ticket symbolizes) ends once
the passenger gets to her destination or when the one hour inscribed in the ticket‘s
value is over. Articulation, in this way, weaves contingent connections among
elements that are arbitrary, but whose connection is necessary when the social
conditions are ripe for the linkage.

As I stated above, I am using the method of articulation in the sense explained by
Hall, Laclau and especially in the work of Jennifer D. Slack (1989) where she
“contextualizes technology, although she develops her work on articulation more
explicitly in her later work”". I have opted for her formulation of the method of
articulation, for it is well informed by the works of Hall (1996) , Laclau (1982), and
Deleuze (1993) who have discussed different levels and applications of the
articulatory practice. The work of Slack (2005) has culminated in a roadmap to the
cultural study of what she rightly calls the emerging ‘technological culture’. Slack
(2005:128) argues that:

To think of technology as articulation insists, as should now be obvious, that
technologies are not mere things. Rather, they consist of complex articulations that
have been typically thought of as the context of technology. But as you can see, one
of the insights of articulation is that context, or culture, is not something ‘out there’

¥ personal communication, Slack (2008) says that all her work has been concerned with

articulation ‘even though the earlier work does not use the term’.
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out of which technology emerges or into which it is put. Rather, the particular
articulations that constitute a technology are its context. There is no culture and
technology; rather there is technological culture.

Slack’s (2005) is one of the few books that have sought the methodological
application of articulation to the technological culture that has been the product of
the infusion of technologies in the informational city, so to speak. Before
discussing the articulation of technologies in non-Western locales, let me expand on
the concept of articulation as a method to shed light on one of the perspectives that
Slack proposed in ‘Contextualizing Technology’ (1989), ‘The Theory and Method
of Articulation in Cultural Studies’ (1996) and Culture and Technology: A Primer
(2005). Slack (2005:112) describes the concept of articulation as follows:
The concept of articulation is perhaps one of the generative concepts in
contemporary cultural studies. It is critical for understanding how cultural theorists
conceptualize the world, analyze it and participate in shaping it. For some,
articulation has achieved the status of theory, as in ‘the theory of articulation’.
Theoretically, articulation can be understood as a way of characterizing a social
formation without falling into the twin traps of reductionism and essentialism. ...But
articulation can also be thought of as a method used in cultural analysis. On the one
hand, articulation suggests a methodological framework for understanding what
cultural study does. On the other hand, it provides strategy for undertaking a cultural
study, a way of ‘contextualizing’ the object of one’s analysis. (Emphasis added)

In this sense, Slack (1996) describes the terrain where the work of articulation takes
place. Articulation allows both theorizing different social formations locally
without necessarily losing sight of the dynamics that are at work at the global level.
On the other hand, she (1996: 112) reminds us that a certain amount of ‘Deleuzean
vigilance’ is necessary when thinking of articulation as a theory and/or as a method.
This is so because it can lead to the ‘excess’ of formalism that Stuart Hall
pinpointed when he acknowledged that ‘articulation contains the danger of high
formalism’ (Hall 1980a: 69). Hall made that reminder, as Slack (1996:112) notes,
“during the height of the Althusserian structuralist moment in cultural studies, when
the threat of formalism was paramount, we still need to be sensitive to the warning
today — even if for slightly different reasons.” The power of articulation as a method
lies in its modesty, in its awareness of the limits of discursive practices, and above
all in its utility as a method to question complacent positions.

The method of articulation is radically grounded in the present. It seeks to trace the
links of the enmeshed connections that constitute discourses or ‘Foucauldean
regimes of truths’ that people position themselves within, without paying much
attention to the contingent and unnecessary relationships that have constituted those
discourses in the first place. Nonetheless, the articulatory method is not just about
connection and infusion. It is, above all, like Slack (1996:114) argues, about the
‘process of creating connections much in the same way hegemony is not
domination but the process of creating and maintaining consensus or of co-
coordinating interests’
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The method of articulation is also about questioning the modes of production that
cut across this work. It allows us to question the implications of connecting two or
more modes of productions, without paying attention to the formative conditions
that have led to the coagulation of each mode of production. Therefore, when I
question the notion of technology transfer (chapter seven) or the Arab cultural
paradigm within which communication is contextualized (chapter five), I am
questioning the mode of production that informs the contexts where technology is
packed and the meaning of its reception in the context of the consumption. That is
what I refer to in this work when I question the translatability of technology in
chapter seven. By applying articulation to the different modes of production, one is
trying as Slack (1996) and Kuan-Hsing Chen (1994), to avoid reduction, for a
reductionist stance fails to explain the working of hegemony and can not account
for the forces of subordination and domination. The naive assumption that one
mode of production has a universal value and its applicability is valid everywhere
just slurs over the contextual conditions that are a necessary part of the specific
planes of practical application of different modes of production. In my
methodological approach to articulating technology, I will expand a bit more on the
role of the context in engaging with ‘alien’ modes of production in chapter five.

For now, 1 draw a parallel between the focus of the method of articulation on
accommodating different combinations under specific contextual requirements and
the working of hegemony, which recognizes difference as Hall (1995:69) explained,
in reply to Homi K. Bhabha. One of the purposes of articulation is to unveil the
moments when a hegemonic discourse, informational or otherwise, start to make the
cement of a social formation, i.e. to make a social fabric appear as normal. For
instance, the mere fact of keeping on persuading the viewers of the
commensurateness of abortion with the ideal pursuit of freedom in a society
manages to persuade some if not many and to position them within a discourse by
neutralizing their resisting tendencies. Alternatively, let us re-examine the example
of Stuart Hall (1995:69), who argues that ‘patriarchal hegemony does not remake
women in the image of men, for example: it provides the secondary or subaltern
place for that which it recognizes as different’. An articulatory practice revolves
around the axis of re-articulating, and disarticulating the aberrant moments of social
formation. The proviso in Hall’s formulation of hegemony suggests that the
seemingly different linkages between different modes of production does not mean
that the dominant paradigm tries to maintain a neutral presence in the dominated
contexts (as in the postcolonial condition, for instance). Laclau (1982) in his
formulation of the concept of articulation tries to avoid economic determinism; and
accordingly, evades some of the lapses that certain ethnographic methods take for
granted especially in their benign faith that the interviewee, for instance, says the
truth and does not adjust his/her answers to what the ethnographer wants to hear.
This is what Hall tries to save the method of articulation from when he talks about
the necessity of wrestling with what one does not know , rather than with what one
‘speaks with profound fluency’ (Hall, 1992: 80). In other words, articulation seeks
to challenge the complacent discourses that one thinks ‘to speak fluently’. It is a call
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for a constant re-examination of the social, cultural, and economic structures that
are essential in any tracing of social change within different social contexts.

The method of articulation has the potential to explain adequately the workings of
hegemony, for it refuses to be in-boxed into a boundary-laden set of choices. This
goes against the hegemonic insatiable longing for the fixing and fixation of
necessarily ‘unstable’ discourses into a set of selectively defined principles or
guidelines that we generally refer to as ‘common sense’ or ‘natural patterns of
behavior’. Laclau has added a buffer zone to the explanation of class struggle, as
Slack (1996:161) retakes in this point:
A class is hegemonic not so much to the extent that it is able to impose a uniform
conception of the world on the rest of society, but to the extent that it can articulate
different visions of the world in such a way that their potential antagonism is
neutralized.

The mechanism of hegemony as stated in Laclau’s statement is akin to Sun Tzu’s
commandment: “to fight and conquer is not supreme excellence; supreme
excellence consists in breaking the enemy’s resistance without fighting.” That is
exactly what hegemony is keen on. It is what Laclau calls the ‘neutralization’ of
resisting forces if one cannot overcome them. Articulation captures those moments
when hegemony, while recognizing difference and feigning multiplicity, instills a
certain malicious ‘order’ whose sole objectives are control and surveillance. Just
like when one downloads a license key or crack from a party that presents itself as
GNU (a computer operating system for ‘free’ software), one benefits from the ‘free’
software at the determents of her/his own privacy. The seemingly ‘democratic
website’ snatches the personal computers ID and installs malicious programs once
you click ‘OK’. This very consent is what hegemony is after, and articulation tries
to examine the implication of such service/client contracts. Articulation is about
shifting our primary questions from the claim that there is nothing beyond discourse
to the questioning of the very constitutive formation of that discourse. Hall (1986b:
56) elucidates this point in the following terms:

If what is at issue is the operation of the discursive, it is easy to leave behind any

notion that anything exists outside of discourse. Struggle is or isn’t potentially

articulatable with anything and society becomes ‘a totally open discursive field’

In this study, I am using the method of articulation as an interventionist method to
re-examine what I consider a discourse of information society without inventory
that pays little or no attention to the necessary contextual differences that claim
their inalienable right to have a ‘say’ on the formative procedures of information
society discourse. Thus, through this work I attempt to map a new detour in the
applications of discursive practices within neocolonial contexts and bypass,
hopefully, the pitfalls of theories like dependency and unequal development that
have dominated the field of communication studies for long. This is partly what
Slack (1996:125) calls for to consolidate a full conception of the genealogy of
articulation:
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Considering the role of specific articulations such as those of gender, race, ethnicity,
and neo-colonialism; foregrounding the politics of institutionalization; and finally,
considering the influence of strategic interventions practiced among the ranks of the
practitioners of cultural studies.

The usefulness of articulation as a method is due to its being informed by the
theoretical flank of articulation theory. While Slack (1996), especially her later
work (2005), seeks to push further the domain of application, the theoretical
framework seems to be established, but kept open, by cultural theorists emerging
from different contextual references ranging from the continental philosophy of
Gilles Deleuze (1988) to the work of Stuart Hall (1996) , Lawrence Grossberg
(1991) , Laclau & Mouffe (1982), and many others. I agree with Slack’s (1996)
concern that for the genealogy of the method of articulation to be strengthened, it
needs more serious work from all fields where politics and power interplay, like in
gender studies, political economy, neocolonialism, environmental studies etc. In
this work, I attempt the application of articulation to the postcolonial and Arab
contexts, (or what I call ‘alternative locales’). The aim is to advance the use of the
method of articulation in the study of media content and politics, especially in
countries under ‘authoritarian regimes’, because many local forces of production
need linkages with the transnational and at the same time have to negotiate with the
local authority. Articulation allows this possibility.

This study is a call for a critical investigation of the processes that have led to the
bifurcation of needs (the industrialized nations asking for more acceleration of
putting people online) while the postcolonial ones are calling for breaching the
divides that the WSIS’s (World Summit on Information Society) ‘voluntary’
solidarity digital fund does not suffice to fix. It is also an investigation into what
makes information society discourse adopt Orwell’s (1945) motto that ‘all animals
are equal but some animals are more equal than others’— a state of affairs that the
international information ‘order’ has been reflecting since the unseating of M’ Bow
and the burial of NWICO (New World Information and Communication Order),
which was a missed attempt to redress the unequal informational order. A process
accelerated by the globalization process since the 1990s up to the two phases of the
World Summit on Information Society that took place in Geneva (2003) and Tunis
(2005) respectively.

Articulation as a method to unbolt the mechanism of
technological culture

The method of articulation allows checking the process of borrowing from
seemingly unmatched theoretical resources; in this work, technology and its
formalized discourse of information society are the issues I am concerned with.
Slack (2005) has made it explicit in the title of the book Culture+ Technology.: A
Primer that the result of adding culture to technology gives what she calls
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technological culture. Indeed one cannot escape the necessary properties that are
built into the computer chip. As I will discuss later in this work (in the section,
‘Why is re-articulation needed in the Arab context? Chapter five’), when one buys
the Internet’s gadgets, one also buys the social and cultural relationships that are
installed, or rather, prescribed in it. This is what Slack (1989:337) suggests when
she writes: “by now, it should be obvious that what the abstract term technology
means is itself an articulation. What technology is, its definition and identity is a
non-necessary set of specific connections formed in the conjuncture of other social
forces, practices, identities, and ideologies.”

One has to take the wording here with diligence: when we say that technology is an
articulation, an entailing question would be: under what contextual conditions was
that articulation formed? To put it differently, how and where did the articulation or
the fixing of social relationships take place and under what mode of production?
These are serious questions for initiatives like the one offered to the African country
whereby there will be a distribution of green hundred-dollars laptops for the
children of Africa as a ‘solution’ to a more structural problem (Negroponte's
initiative). Slack (1989) calls for rethinking the problematic of the context. Her
focus on the salience of connections and social relationships that binds technologies
is a subtle critique to technologies that are destined for an undifferentiated
consumer. She invokes Heidegger’s notion of ‘presencing’ or ‘location’ that
constitutes the site of consumption.

In this work, I use Sartre’s notions of ‘Self” and ‘Other’ as far as these notions are
illustrative of the postcolonial condition. Additionally, the study of parts and wholes
(both in Husserl’s Logical Investigations and in Sartre’s notions of ‘Self” and
‘Other’) add up to the debate raised by Slack’s call for a sharpening of the
application of the method of articulation. Therefore, my use of those Sartrean and
Husserlian concepts is only limited to their relevance to explain the nature of
articulation between the capitalist mode of production and the pre-capitalist mode
of production. The ‘self/other’, ‘whole/parts’ stand for those modes of production
respectively. Stating that technology is an articulation as Hall (1995: 67-8)
acknowledges is troubling to the articulating selves since it throws them into
reconsidering the underpinnings of their argument: this is his suggestion as he
maintains that “when it is we who are rearticulated, we don’t like it very much’.
Therefore, my postcolonial positioning of information society discourse (chapter
seven) is not a call for a ‘Luddite position’. It is a call for reconsidering the agency
of the capitalist mode of production in the contexts of the recipients of
informational discourse, mainly the pre-modern contexts. Therefore, the role of the
Internet that is presented as a solution to solve the ‘Third World’s problems needs
some critical approach to articulate the nature of the global cultural flow
(Appadurai’s 1990 model). This is because the headquarters of ICANN (Internet
Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers) is in Silicon Valley and the impacts
of the decisions taken there are global. Additionally, the case of technology transfer
is also one of the loose bolts within the discursive formation of informational
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society (chapter four). Therefore, I share my conviction with Slack and Wise’s
(2005:128) proposal for critically rethinking the ‘labeled technologies’ that are
offered to postcolonial countries as ‘innocent’ machines whose sole aim is to serve
and entertain:
We propose that you think about technologies in terms of articulations among the
physical arrangements of matter, typically labeled technologies, and a range of
contingently related practices, representations, experiences, and affects.

Articulation as a method is useful to the study of technology at the informational
age because it is not bound by any field variables. In other words, Internet studies
deal with a medium (the Internet) that is run by a private body (ICANN which is
mainly a technical body) whose relationship with the US government is an
articulation (i.e. a temporary contract that can expire). This means that any
discussions on the future of the Internet have to be taken into the frame of no
guaranteed arrangements. This is an instance of articulation where the contract
between Internet bodies (such as ICANN) and political institutions is subject to
change. Contracts are renewable but their nature is subject to change. Therefore, the
nature of the contract between ICANN and the USA government is the best
example that shows that articulation method is useful for the study of technological
applications within different contexts. We know that ICANN‘s contract will end on
31" of December 2009 after which no one knows how the future of the Internet
management and governance will be. The question of who will be controlling the
root server resources allocating IPs will also be raised. Additionally, the issues of
legal jurisdiction are also an ongoing thorny matter. All these concerns are issues of
articulatory nature, where the relationship between decisive bodies (technical or
governmental) is not guaranteed or permanent. They are, rather, contingent,
temporary and liable to change. The core of the issue in an articulatory and
methodological practice is to describe a seemingly stable situation. The debate over
information society takes for granted, for example, the stability of the Internet or at
least evades facing the possibility of an eventual breakdown in the communication
systems. It always pushes for more consumption of software. Therefore, an
articulatory practice is needed not to halt the move forward, but to check the
process that leads to the formation of ‘unchecked’ concepts like ‘Information
Society’. Additionally, articulation is useful to reassess the validity of all this faith
in the salvation through the technological paradigm. If information is an ideology as
Slack (1984) explains, then one has to rearticulate and disarticulate the contextual
forces of production where modern technology emanated. Slack (1984: 247-56)
puts it lucidly when she notes that:
The information revolution, stripped or else, is a hollow signifier. Alone, it is the ink
on this page, the utterance from these lips; it is meaningless; it has no necessary
relationship to any thing in reality, any thing signified. As is the case in the
relationship to any thing signified in general, the utterance or ink marks, ‘information
revolution’, bear no necessary correspondence to any thing ‘out there’.
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Indeed any approach to the technological discourse has to account for the signified
or the multiplicity of signified(s) that technology refers to. Most importantly, an
articulatory approach to technological culture as Slack (2005) puts it has to take into
account the complexity of the social context wherein it is positioned. For without
the recognition of the necessary complex nature of the social formation, one would
fall in the trap of underestimating the ideological nature of what Marx calls in The
German Ideology (2001: 92) the ‘means of mental production’. Stuart Hall
(1985:91) emphasizes this complexity of the context when he declares:
Althusser persuaded me, and I remain persuaded, that Marx conceptualizes the
ensemble of relations which make up a whole society — Marx’s “totality” — as
essentially a complex structure, not a simple one. Hence, the relationship within that
totality between its different levels — say, the economic, the political, and the
ideological (as Althusser would have it) — cannot be a simple or immediate one.

It is within this framework that 1 would like to approach the discourse of
information society that is being ‘talked about’ and driven by different stakeholders,
whether in 2003 (Geneva phase) when these stakeholders (mainly governments,
private sectors and civil society representatives) met; or in 2005 (the Tunis phase)
when the issue of ‘Internet governance’ surfaced. The back-grounding or at least the
secondary attention given to the DSF (Digital Solidarity Fund) is very telling and
confirms that the discourse of information society seems to underplay the
immediate needs of the global community and maintains the fusion of the
monopoly capitalism while it offers infotainment. However, before drawing any
conclusions, I will proceed in my addressing the different clues that help us have a
clearer idea of the ‘technological riddle’ — to use Pertti’s Alasuutari’s (1995:7)
metaphor that a research is like a riddle). In his words:
Consider the following example: ‘What is in the morning on four, the daytime on
two, and in the evening on three legs?’ This riddle, describing the human life span,
illustrates the basic idea of unriddling. Any single hint or clue could apply to several
things, but the more hints there are to the riddle, the smaller the number of possible
solutions. Yet each hint or piece of information is of its own kind and equally
important; in unriddling — or qualitative analysis — one does not count odds. Every
hint is supposed to fit in with the picture offered as the solution.

Likewise, I see this work as a riddle with seven clues (chapters). Each chapter
offers an angle from which the process of re-articulating (unriddling) the discourse
of information society makes the full picture. My objective in this work is to
contribute to the discussion concerning the applicability of the theory and method
of articulation to other objects of studies, especially technology. Slack (1996, 2005)
has laid some of the foundations that are useful in the application of articulation not
only to technology, but also to other fields of inquiry. Slack (2005) suggests that
articulation can be applied in postcolonial contexts and that more work is required
in such fields so that the theory of articulation enhances its explanatory field. My
intention in this study is to contribute to the theoretical part of this explanatory
endeavor. It is in this respect that I try not to limit to myself contextual reference or
case study bound type of analysis. Rather, I adopt a cross comparative approach to
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the empirical data that can help to understand the process of articulating
information discourse in the postcolonial contexts. Therefore, my objective is to add
another block to the field of applying the method of articulation from the standpoint
of alternative locales.

The process of decolonization that Morocco, for instance, experiences has pushed
me to reflect on the need for a critical approach to the one-dimensional discourse of
information society. For this reason, I adopt a comparative study of statistical cases
from different contexts that are seemingly different but whose epistemic nature is
more or less the same. I refer here to the input from North Africa and sub-Saharan
Africa. In this work, I re-articulate the discourse of information society in both
contexts since they share the same postcolonial trajectory despite the necessary
singularity of each postcolonial experience and context (every country has its
internal dynamics, yet postcolonial countries occupy the recipient position in
informational discourse). Thus, this will explain my reliance on material that comes
from a wide range of postcolonial contexts. For instance, I cross-refer to the work
of Samir Amin (1974, 1990) and Amin Alhassan (2004). The first represents the
writings that focused on the Middle East and the second those that try to understand
the postcolonial conjuncture in sub-Saharan Africa. My position is to enhance the
comparative approach without underestimating the contextual specificity. To
accomplish this task, only an explanatory theory and method can account for the
changes and challenges in each context and ultimately give us a complete image of
the direction of any discourse. Therefore, I wish to contribute to the enhancing of
the theory and method of articulation and to reiterate Slack’s (2005) call for the
need of more applications from different types of research disciplines and
backgrounds. The question of how to do this is fully explained in the introduction of
this work, and in more details in chapter two of the work. Pertti Alasuutari’s
(1995:7) statement that doing research is an unriddling practice captures one
meaning of the process of re-articulating the seemingly secure discursive positions.

Technological coagulation: the question of intentional agency

Articulation is the construction of one set of relations out of another, it often involves
delinking or disarticulating connections in order to link or rearticulate others.
Articulation is a continuous struggle to reposition within shifting field of forces, to
redefine the possibilities of life by redefining the field of relations — the context
within which a practice is located. For the effects of any practice are always the
products of its position within a context. The significance or effects of an event or
practice of history, and its critical reconstruction, displacement and renewal.
(Grossberg 1992:54)

A sound account of the soft power of technology necessitates a careful study of the
components of the technological apparatus. Technology does not exist in vacuum;
‘some’ people make it for the use and consumption by 'Others'. Technology is an
articulation whose driving force is a complex set of events or small mechanistic
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cogs. At times, each cog behaves in a docile way, executes the commands; at other
times, the same cog turns the tables on the agent, and breaks the system to start
other turns. But before delving into the discourse of the technological apparatus as
such, let us first make an account of the elements that behave as the qua machinist
in the overall system. Grossberg (1992:38) gave three keywords that will help us in
the task of unbolting the machine. The first of these is ‘interpellation’. I agree with
Grossberg that the media have transmitted popular culture for mainly economic
reasons. Grossberg writes that one of main objectives of the media is ‘to maximize
the profits of the emergent cultural industries (....) and to help create an economy
based on mass consumption’ (1992:38).

While this function is undoubtedly tenable, I am reluctant to accept that the function
of the media in the information age is solely limited to the transmission of popular
culture. My argument is that they have become the popular culture. This seems to
highlight the role of technology, but its consequences are very significant especially
as the huge dissemination of popular culture has rendered consumers indifferent to
the social, economic and political processes that are instilled in the capitalist
commodity. The finished product becomes a mere floating event that serves the
capitalist chain through attracting more consumers. Technology has indeed
displaced the message to become itself the agent of a new message that is still
unfolding. Former president George W. Bush in his state of the union address
encouraged students to opt for mathematics and science, lest the USA should be
overtaken by the arising Indian and Chinese dragon valleys. The focus on science in
a political speech is not mere articulation of words for a political routine. The
capitalization on science by the political agency has consequences on our
conception of what might be the fate of agency. Are ‘we’ to forsake our agency and
to hand it to hackers and technopunks? Is technology’s tissue coagulating at the
expense of the ecological environment? Is the human agency in danger?

Grossberg’s (1992) “Articulation and Agency” sheds light on some relevant tools

that may help us in the dissection of the language of the information age. The first

of these conditions is the identification of the playing actors in the fixing of roles

within the information society. I prefer to call this process a coagulating process, for

it is both unnoticed, yet it firmly fixes the cuts. Grossberg (1992:14) writes:
Identifying the politics of any struggle ultimately requires a map, not only of the
actors and agents, but also of what I shall call the agencies of this struggle. This
pinpoints one of the most theoretical issues: the relationship of subjects, actors and
agency.

What is, then, the nature of this relationship in the informational society? The
article titled Cybernetic Imagination of Capitalism specifies the historical context
that has marked the evolution of the social, economic and political conceptions of
new technologies. Webster and Robins (1999) have articulated the basic traits that
have characterized the history of information society. They especially refer to the
highly charged concept of ‘mobilization’ that, by an ambiguous coincidence, means
both organizing the populations and their movement toward a ‘new’ horizon. This
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dual meaning of mobilization (organization and movement of populations) was
concretized by the double functioning of technology in the nineteenth century
factory. Technology was used both as a means of surveillance and as a means of
production. It both articulated the workers within the capitalist apparatus (work
relations) and subjugated them at the same time to the ultimate targets of capital.
And by a swift spin, it turned the pre-capitalist artisans into a means that serve the
diversified, wage-based factory owned by wealthy pockets left by the colonial
legacy. This is probably what Webster and Robins (1988:47) partly imply in their
succinct description of the forces of production:
Control was then truly structural. The time clock and the assembly line prevailed.
Relations of power, subsumed into the functioning of technology, became automatic
and invisible. Fordism represents the culmination of relative mobilization as a regime
within the factory.

However, the mobilization process is not complete. The power relations that Robins
and Webster articulated took place within one cog of the overall machine. The
factory itself does not exist in isolation; it is a part of the global market. I mean that
the factory power is only one monad that interacts with other agencies, including
the consumers. More interestingly, the factory (as a site of production) interlocks
with the workers who are both the means of production and the object of
production. Fordism, indeed, has redefined the economic roles within society. The
focus on accelerating production and disseminating industries led to the
bourgeoning of new links within the capitalist chain, for example, the promotion of
advertising and its inclusion as an integral part of the production process. It is no
longer superfluous to the production circuit. Rather, any industrial production needs
a section dealing with advertising and selling the products to consumers.

Thus, Fordism led to the purchasing of large volume production and increased the
appetite of consumers. Webster and Robins (1999:112) refer to this as the growth of
consumerism as a way of life. The Fordist model also convened or articulated with
the Keynesian economic policies that signaled the interventionist role of the state in
the production process. The state assumed the role of arbitration in the event of
industrial conflicts. It also seized the employment market. Other traits of the Fordist
mode of production involved the annexation of time and space respectively. Under
the Fordist model, both time and space underwent a radical restructuring. The
centralization of the production units and the blending of private time with work
time ushered in the first symptoms of the collapse of the system.

The reshaping of power in everyday life and the effacing of symbolic borders
between the private and the public kindled the coming of the Post-Fordism era.
David Harvey (1989) has made an interesting account of the main conditions that
urged the restructuration of Western economies in the early 1970s. He particularly
delineates the general proclivity to mass consumption that faced the Western
markets, which were already saturated because of over-production. In addition, the
fierce competition that these markets faced from Japan and the newly industrialized
countries (NICs), mainly Korea, Taiwan and Singapore contributed to the increase
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in production. In addition, the increase in oil price because of the OPEC decision to
push up the prices led to the dismal results that were visible in the high inflation
rates.

In the era of ‘post-Fordism’, a new articulation of power and social configurations
was created. The main features of this re-organization included the re-modeling of
labor objectives and space. Production turned from mass production to small-scale
goods, with a view to increase customization with little investment. This new
modeling of goods led to the shaping of the need for niche markets. Post-Fordism
has also brought about a new wave of political and social forms and practices,
namely the decline of the working class and the political backdrop that fueled their
political aspirations.

The articulation of these forces of mobilization has set the terms for not only the
lived life of the consumers, but also for the revision of the stakeholders in the age of
information society. The very functioning of the state has undergone erosion. The
proliferation of the ICT networks, the automation of work experience and the
disappearance of some jobs and their replacement with others, the increase of
surveillance and the intense policing of the public space have altered the formative
communities that set society on a firm capitalist line. Mobilization in the
information society did not kill leisure, free time and the consumption zeal; it has
just modified them.

Webster and Robins (1999) explain that the likelihood that the realm of ‘leisure’
and ‘free’ time will also be further subsumed under the regime of consumerism —
the trends apparent in Fordist society — will expand and deepen. Commodified
entertainment and services will be oriented towards increasingly privatized and
passive recreation and consumption.

Although the categories®® of time, leisure, space and consumption are redefined to
suit the needs of a new articulation, they do not necessarily lead to a free and equal
access to the fruits of economic assemblage. My concern here is with the possibility
of extending the articulation of information society to the non-Western contexts.
The question one may pose at this stage is whether the reconfiguration of the “post-
Fordist” mechanism can lead to a real ‘free polymorphous information society’.
‘One that is composed of innumerable mobile groups’ (Webster & Robins, 1999:
114). Is it imaginable to have an information society that could extend the space of
its transaction beyond its center of creation? Grossberg (1992:116-7) in his analysis
of the nature of social formation within history writes:

The second view sees history as the product of forces (agency) transcending the
structure of history itself, it presupposes an ontological difference between structure

% The revision of these categories has become the leitmotif in the analysis of the new social
stratification caused by the rise of new professional sectors, especially those dealing with
the increase in the service occupational ‘work stations’. This has made many categories
traditionally used to describe social change (the main theme of sociology) fade away.
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(history) and agency. Historical subjects (whether individuals or groups) are not only
the authors of actions but the agents of history(...) Contrary to this view, cultural
studies suggests that what individuals are, as human beings, is not guaranteed or
intrinsic to them. ‘Humanity’ is the product of social practices which define what it
means to be human (....) different people in different societies struggle to define the
boundaries of human nature, if only to be able to exclude some people or practices:
‘savages’ ‘infidels’, ‘the insane’, ‘the criminal’, ‘the sexually deviant’, ‘women’,
‘blacks’ etc. have all been excluded both semantically and functionally, at different
times and places.

I retain from this exposition of the human relation the notion of excluding other
categories from social struggles. Information society, being the result of a long
process of articulation and reconfiguration, poses challenges to the semi-
industrialized countries and the postcolonial society in general. The questions that
loom at the horizon are germane to the very essence of information society. The
World Summits on Information Society (WSIS) that took place both in Geneva
(2003) and Tunis (2005) have so far revealed that information society is faced with
managerial, political, cultural and even historical setbacks. The increasing abyss
between the information poor and the information rich within and across nations is
among the concerns that dominated the reports of countries in the South. Also, the
issues of controlling root servers, Internet governance, free and open source
software (FOSS), privacy, security matters and management have all signaled that
struggle in the information age has taken new forms mainly due to the
polymorphous character of the groups or nations involved. So, what are the
elements that articulate our understanding of information society discourse?

Articulating information society

Technological change can only be understood in the context of the social structure
within which it takes place. Yet such an understanding requires something more than
historically specific description of a given society. We must be able to locate
technology in the level and process of the social structure underlying the dynamics of
any society. (Manuel Castells 1989:7)

Castells has defined the nature of the links that combine the different modes of
production with the multifarious social structures within which they operate. One
cannot conceive of a ready-made standardized mode of development that can be
translated to other contexts. Modes of production are, in fact, the result of different
contextualized conditions and processes of production. Such conditions draw their
nature from different relations of production that constitute the overall character of
a given economy in a given context. The economic development of the European
societies is a result of a constellation of historical, economic, cultural and even
environmental specificities that triggered off the industrial phase. Likewise, the
emergence of information society era is a direct result of a long succession of many
historical, economic, social, and political events that combined in order to create
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new means of production and new means of consumption. Castells (1989:7) makes

it clear that we are witnessing the rise of a new mode of production that requires a

new adaptation to its mechanism of relations:
The analytical focus here is on the emergence of a new mode of development which I
call ‘the informational mode’ in historical interaction with the process of
restructuring of the capitalist mode of production. Therefore, one needs new
definitions for concepts like mode of production, mode of development, and
restructuring. Such definitions, if they are to be theoretical and not simply taxonomic,
require succinct presentation of the broader social theory that lends analytical
meaning to such concepts as tools of understanding social structures and social
change.

Indeed, the international social community is at the doorstep of an informational
economy that necessarily requires new analytical methods, and immediate
restructuring of both capitalist and pre-capitalist modes of production. This
orientation is articulated in the declaration of principles and plan of action that
summarize the global aims of the World Summit on Information Society (WSIS).
Both Geneva declaration of principles and Tunis declaration show that the choice of
technology”' development and distribution is strategic to all the stakeholders
(governments, private sectors, and civil societies). The main problem here is how
we could transplant the informational mode of development from the industrial
centers to the non-industrial contexts. In other words, is it possible to ‘copy’ and
‘paste’ European industrial articulation to the non-Western contexts? If articulation
is mainly a theory of contexts that links this meaning to that context, this mode of
development to that plane of production, and this meaning to that cultural
experience, what could be the cultural and economic consequences of Western
technology in the pre-capitalist or agrarian modes of production?

In his analysis of tributary cultures, Samir Amin (1989) has argued that social
development is not an even process. His main hypothesis is that capitalism, as we
know it in the West, cannot yield the same results in other cultures that have not
experienced the same economic, cultural, and social development as the industrial
West. Amin (1989:7) refers to the incommensurability between what he calls
economism and the tributary mode of production. He explains this incompatibility
as follows:
My hypothesis is that all tributary cultures are based upon the preeminence of the
metaphysical aspiration, by which I mean the search for absolute truth. This religious
or quasi-religious character of the dominant ideology of tributary societies responds
to an essential requirement of the social reproduction of these societies. By contrast,

*! Kaarle Nordenstreng notes the change of approach in the discourse of WSIS summits vis-
a-vis the previous central theme of NWICO (New World Information and Communication
Order). The focus in the NWICO was politically oriented. The WSIS discourse is more
technologically driven. The change of global conjuncture has created a change in the nature
of our understanding of communication itself. For more on this, please read the complete
interview of Kaarle Nordenstreng with Claudia Padovani (2005).
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the culture of capitalism is founded upon the renunciation of this metaphysical
aspiration in favor of a search for partial truths.

Amin (1989:48) has expressed his skepticism as to the easy transfer of packaged
values and modes of thoughts to other contexts. In his analysis of the Mediterranean
and Arab-Islamic cultural experience, he notes the following characteristics that
shaped the medieval Arab-Islamic world:
In various writings published in Arabic, I have tried to characterize the nature of the
social and political struggles that shook the medieval Arab-Islamic world. There is
the latent, permanent conflict between the people and the authority, which bears all
the characteristics of the class struggle characteristic of tributary societies. The
people (peasants and small crafts people) suffer the permanent oppression and
exploitation typical of all tributary societies.

The tributary character of the Arab-Islamic region and its family-based system
makes the study of the impacts of the informational economy on this region urgent.
This is because the values hailed by the information society agents collide with the
interests of the ruling elites in the Arab-Islamic region. The introduction of
information and freedom of expression shakes the grounds that legitimate the
existence of the many political systems in the region. In the same vein, Amin
(1989:49) writes:
The examples could be multiplied. Arab-Islamic social thought remains imprisoned
by the objective conditions of tributary society. It goes around in circles, sometimes
colliding against the wall of rationalizing scholasticism, and sometimes running into
the wall of formalist submission; sometimes it gets caught in the impasse of the
ascetic flight.

The historical background of the Arab-Islamic region is necessary in the analysis
and understanding of different hindrances that surround the realization of the global
aims of information society. I will analyze the political and cultural question in
chapter five. Now, suffice it to say that the articulation of information society is not
a copy paste practice. It is a more complex process that has to take into
consideration the different variables that shape each mode of production. The
Western mode of production had passed different stages before it initiated the
‘informational mode’ of production. Schumpeter (1947) states that capitalism
appears as ‘the last stage of the decomposition of feudalism’. In the case of non-
Western societies, one can not state with ease that capitalism is a post feudal stage,
since most landed economy is still under the grip of a cluster of families that are
linked politically with the state. The same concern can be expressed vis-a-vis the
move towards the informational mode of production. This is because the
informational mode of production is not a break away from the already existing
modes of development, but a mere added layer to the long standing established
economic relations that have shaped the relationship between the heavily
industrialized West and the newly emerging economies of the postcolonial
societies.
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Manuel Castells and Peter Hall (1994) propose three main contemporary economic
revolutions:

1 The technological revolution based in information technologies (genetic
engineering and the discovery of new sources of energy)

2 The formation of global economy, the European Economic Area as an example

3 The emergence of a new form of economic production and management, which
Manuel Castells calls informational

The articulation of these economic revolutions is still problematic, for the following
reasons: first, the economic revolution that aims at the creation of a global market
or a global economy is still hampered by the dual nature of its globalizing
proclivity. Global economy targets global markets, regardless of the condition of
‘Other’ social and economic structures that might not be ready to reap the same
benefits. This is so, because the nation state will keep the frontiers solid, and it will
prohibit a free flow of people coming from the non-EU area, for example. This
makes the economic revolution a purely ‘double speak’ enterprise.

The second reason that makes the process of globalizing the technopoles an arduous
one is the issue of administration of the economic production that Castells calls
‘informational’. Most importantly, the issue of informational governance or what is
referred to as the ‘e-governance issue’.

This seemingly complacent process of globalization of information is still hampered
by questions that are relevant to the daily practice of the users of information. Issues
of freedom of expression, privacy, intellectual rights, health, and security are among
the issues that any approach to global administration of information needs to
account for. This is emphasized by the reversal of the economic models. In the era
of information society, the informational economy takes a horizontal shape rather
than a vertical form. This is what I alluded to when I discussed the change from the
tree-like mode of representation to the rhizome-like shape of economic production.
Castells (1994:3) describes this shift as follows:

Furthermore, the informational economy seems to be characterized by new
organizational forms. Horizontal networks substitute for vertical bureaucracies as the
most productive form of organization and management. Flexible specialization
replaces standardized mass production as the new industrial form best able to adapt
to the variable geometry of changing world demand and versatile cultural values.

Indeed, the articulation of economic relations in the informational age reflects the
nature of informational structures within different organizations that allow the
management and execution of different stages of the economic chain. The main
challenge in the information age is not how big an economic enterprise is, but how
fast business moves across different networks, and how fast it responds in the event
of some contingency.

The three stages described above do not find, as yet, their materialization in the
tributary mode of production.
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The technological revolution takes place in limited industrial centers, where major
technopoles have mushroomed from Silicon Valley to the Keihin region in Japan
(Kanagawa, Saitama and Chiba). East European, the Sub-Saharan and Arab regions
still await a New World Information and Communication Order (NWICQ), for the
superhighway flow is up to now unidirectional. Their economies are still a domain
of limited families, and the economic structure lacks a decentralized model. The
reasons for the economic slowdown are variably bureaucratic, political and
historical. This leads me to rethinking the much-hailed tendency to create a global
economy whose main terms are the free flow of capital but not the free flow of
people.

The informational mode of production puts much stress on the free flow of
information without paying much attention to the multiplicity of the terrains
wherein such imparted information works. This means that the global economy has
to face the global discontents that accompany the unequal ‘free flow’ of
information. The increasing rate of terrorist incidents in the beginning of the 21*
century is a clear sign of the dark side of the ubiquitous role of technology. Some of
the terrorist networks that have emerged are the result of the postcolonial
discontent, and the economic sell out of national assets to the multinational
corporations are examples of the reasons behind such discontent. Other reasons are
linked to the weakening of the state on the international level, and its incapability of
finding national solutions to its subjects. More analysis of the trans-economic
challenges will be the substance of the next chapter, wherein I will trace the nature
of the relationship between the politics of informational economy and capitalism(s);
and more precisely, the subservience of technology to the logic of monopoly
capitalism.

Chapter summary

I started this chapter with the allusion to the importance of defining the concept of
‘information’. I presented the definitions given to this concept because of its focal
importance as an object of the study. I also stressed the importance and the need for
a critical stance in the study of information society discourse. This need springs
from the necessary interconnectedness aspect and results of the informational
society. Therefore, the decisions in the age of the net are taken globally and that
foregrounds the importance of transnational social networks. (I gave the example of
the social networks as an instance of linkages and connections that only articulation
is capable of accounting for.) I also presented some theoretical constructs that deal
with parts and wholes that are necessary to the study of any constructivist
phenomenon. After that, I raised the issue of the change in the structure that the
informational phenomenon has brought about, i.e. the change from the virtual order
to the horizontal one. Therefore, I invoked the Deleuzean (1987) rhizomatic notion
that helps to dissect the horizontal detours in the structure of information society
discourse. In other words, the change from the notion of vertical branching that
takes a tree-like shape to the notion of network in the information society implies
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that there is no necessary guaranteed order. This contingent proclivity of
information society led me to retake my focus on the methodology of articulation
and its usefulness in the study of information society. Towards the end of this
chapter, I raised the notions of intention and agency in the study of informational
discourse, and their relevance to the ultimate objectives of the capitalist machinery.
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Chapter Three

Capitalism and information society discourse

This chapter is an attempt to draw the parallels between the nature of informational
capitalism and some of the elements that constitute the nature of capitalism, mainly
the enhancement of market values and the subordination of nature to industrial
progress. The aim is to trace the study of internal forces and mechanisms of the
capitalist system and the informational economy that is mainly dependent on the
capitalist economic structure that triggered off informational economy. In this
analysis, I advance a critique to the values upon which market economy is founded.
The objective is to check the validity of informational discourse in alternative
locales. For this purpose, I adopt Sartre’s notion of ‘good and bad faith’. Sartre’s
analysis of the double speak of international politics has allured me to try an
application of this dilemma in the domain of information society discourse.
Therefore, I will be using Sartre’s notions as far as they match the objectives of
deconstructing the informational discourse.

The essence of informational technology

The technological takeoff that the human development has witnessed since the
coinage of the concept of ‘information society’ is not a mere mechanical adventure.
It is a development of the human experience itself. The exigency to describe this
development is not a mere choice. It is a necessity. It is so, because the human
being’s embarking into the “informational mode of production” enunciates the
move toward a new human phase in the direction of defining the society of
tomorrow. Herbert Marcuse (1989) has touched upon the main components of the
features that constitute the cosmos of the scientific query. His essay is mainly an
analysis of the philosophical foundations of the Hegelian system. However, there
are intrinsic parallelisms that portend that the phenomenology of mind in the
Hegelian system reflects largely the spirit of technological capitalism as a ‘bad
faith’ in the Sartrean sense. In other words, technology is the pretext whereby
capitalism extends its power over new territories, using other means different from
those used in the beginning of colonial projects of the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. In order to get a sense of this closed off conception of the global nature of
technological expansion, which is driven by economic movers and the ambiguous
desire to keep the benefits of the technological globalizing mission within the
limited borders of the West, let us read how Hegel (1899:99) reads the geography of
the world:
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At this point we leave Africa, not to mention it again. For it is no historical part of
the world; it has no movement or development to exhibit. Historical movements in it
— That is in its northern part — belong to the Asiatic or European World. Carthage
displayed there an important transitional phase of civilization; but as a Phoenician
colony, it belongs to Asia. Egypt will be considered in reference to the passage of the
human mind from its eastern to its Western phase, but it does not belong to the
African spirit. What we properly understand by Africa, is the unhistorical,
underdeveloped spirit, still involved in the conditions of mere nature, and which had
to be presented here only as on the threshold of the World’s History.

It is clear that Hegel dismisses Africa from his account of history. It is a place that
has no agency and no traits of development. Hence, for Hegel, Africa needs to be
mentioned as a merely helper in the making of ‘our’ history — a mirror through
which we can measure ‘our progress’. The development of technology does not fail
to follow this logic. The density of communication technologies in Manhattan
outbalances the technological density of five or six African countries put together.
The thing at stake here is not only the need to empower the African states so that
they can reach a technological agency of their own; the core of the matter lies in the
moral drive and the ideological fabric of the capitalist system. The centric approach
of the capitalist logic refuses alternative visions of the World Order. The reactions
to Sean MacBride report are only a manifestation of this conflict over agency.

Herbert Marcuse (1977) made it clear when he wrote in the Phenomenology of
Mind that ‘the idea of a universal ‘I’ is an abomination to common sense, albeit the
self-centered ‘I’ is nurtured in our everyday interactions. When I say ‘I’ see, hear,
and so on, I put everybody in my place, substitute any other ‘I(s)’ for my individual
‘I’. When I say ‘I’, this individual, I say quite generally ‘all Is’, everyone is what I
say, everyone is ‘I’, this individual 1.’ It is this subsuming nature that shapes the
inner mechanism of the machine of mechanical enslavement (to use Deleuze’s
phrase). Hegel in his philosophical cosmos argues that in order to grasp the reality
of things, one has to go beyond the appearance of things, so that one gets the gist of
discourses. In other words, one has to be alarmed of the ins and outs of objects (in
the Wittgensteinian sense). The essence of technology, in this sense, is not as it may
seem. It is neither the facilities it offers, nor the speed of the services, nor the
preservation of space through compressing data into bits and bytes, mp3s, zip files
etc. Technology has its own codes, and any serious approach to the nature of the
technological message has to start by looking at how the technological code
signifies, and by examining the political and social forces that shape the choice of
this or that technological strategy or policy. The disparity between the advanced
economies and the ‘developing’ ones has been the result of a struggle between
different historically and culturally constructed subjectivities across different
epistemic moments. One can consider that the colonial ‘I’ and the colonized ‘I’
amply described by Albert Memmi (1974) and Rachid Boumashoul (2002) are still
in a constant search for the definition of the rapport that links him/her with the
‘Other’. Herbert Marcuse (1977:114) articulates this schism between those who
decide and those who execute as follows:
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The individual can become what he is only through another individual; his very
existence consists in his ‘being for-another.” The relation, however, is by no means
one of harmonious cooperation between equally free individuals who promote the
common interest in the pursuit of their own advantage. It is rather a life-and-death
struggle between essentially unequal individuals, the one a ‘master’ and the other a
‘servant’. Fighting out the battle is the only way man can come to self-consciousness,
that is, to the knowledge of his potentialities and to the freedom of their realization.
The truth of self-consciousness is not the ‘I ‘but the “We’, ‘the ego that is we and the
‘we’ that is ego.

Hegel, laying the foundations of the phenomenology of mind, did not expand the
‘We’ category to Africa. When he suggested that the ‘I’ ego should be substituted
for the ‘We’, he did not solve the problem. The ‘We’ itself is problematic. It does
not extend to every one, because it is set within the contextual limits that make its
application reductive. Marx, who lucidly adopted Hegel’s understanding of the
social relationship as a battlefield between the ‘master’ and the ‘servant’, helps us
to understand the mechanism of what I call the ‘hyper-capitalist mode of
production’. For Marx, the chasm between freedom and bondage is expressed in the
nature of the relationship that holds between the owner of the means of production
and the deprived artisan in an ideological paradigm. The plane of its practice is
labor. Marx’s account of the relationship between lordship and bondage makes it
clear that man is reduced to a cog within the overall machine of production. Thus,
the ‘being’ of the labor man, who in the technological age metamorphosed into a
service man, is the type of labor he executes within the whole mechanism. Herbert
Marcuse (1977:116) says that the labor man works on objects that do not belong to
him but to another. He cannot detach his experience from these objects; they
constitute ‘the chain from which he cannot get away. He is entirely at the mercy of
he who owns these objects’. More importantly, he maintains that what characterizes
this relationship is ‘dependence of man on man’ and this dependence is ‘mediated
by things’. These ‘things’ are essentially technical in the information age — the face
to face society has metamorphosed into the computer/computer interaction.

The notions of mediation and dependence are of paramount importance for the
understanding of the essence of technology. Let me first explain what the concept
of ‘dependence’ means in the context of technology and communication saturated
systems. In his lecture entitled ‘The Transfer of Technology’, Samir Amin
(1977:172) writes:

It is in this context that the problems of the transfer of technology must be placed.
Transfer of what? Transfer to whom? If it is a question of modern technologies, we
will have to bear in mind that these are capitalist technologies, and that they are,
moreover, controlled by the monopolies. Hence, we will be transferring, at the same
time as the technology, the underlying capitalist relations of production. Moreover,
by this transfer we will not be escaping the domination of imperialist capitalism. On
the contrary, we will be extending its scope by integrating the periphery more firmly
into the imperialist system.
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It is clear that those who talk about technological transfer do not consider the heart
of the matter — the essence of technology as such. The reports of the two World
Summits on Information Society (WSIS) that took place in Geneva (2003) and
Tunis (2005) show that the aim of technological monopolies is not empowering the
societies of the periphery, but the main drive is the annexation of more markets at
the periphery. The meager amount of money allocated to the ‘voluntary digital
solidarity fund’ is a case in point. Reading the comments made by various civil
society representatives makes it clear that the description of the ‘digital solidarity
fund’ as of a ‘voluntary nature’ signals that commitment to extend the benefits of
‘Information Society’ to the ‘Other’ non-Western nations is founded on a Sartrean
‘bad faith’, so to speak. Thus, talking about ‘leapfrogging’ into the digital age
without tracing back the essence of technology and its formation in the capitalist
womb falls short of a comprehensive assessment to the challenges of a global
equitable information society. Amin Alhassan (2004:98) has well articulated the
option of leapfrogging. While he accepts the possible merits of this strategy, he
alerts that:

The new conjuncture of global digital capitalism has produced a new form of illusion

that equates development with the connection of major postcolonial capitals to the

global digital hub while their rural communities are left out.

I share Alhassan’s concern about ‘rural discontent’, for the infrastructure of
postcolonial states has not yet fully integrated the rural areas in the economic
development. In Maghreb, for instance, the statistic figures of rural exodus are in
constant increase. The urban centers are not ready to host peasants who have lost
their lands, either as part of the centrality of power in major African states or
because of ecological- related factors, drought for instance. Logically enough, it
becomes hard to talk about ‘information society’ when the state has to deal with
shantytowns and urban ghettos.

The discourse of information society is a highly selective one. I explained above
that its roots are not to be found in the appearance, i.e. the bright venues that it
promises to offer. My standing is contextual. I take the argument back to its
beginnings. One cannot figure out the just functioning of the ‘informational mode
of production’ without dismembering its components. In his study of human
consciousness, Hegel has postulated that freedom of the individual lies in his self-
sufficiency. Herbert Marcuse (1977:119) has reiterated this position as follows:
“Indeed, if freedom consists of nothing but complete self-sufficiency, if everything
that is not entirely mine or myself restricts my freedom, then freedom can only be
realized in thinking.”

The voluntary nature of ‘the digital solidarity fund’ portends the capitalist system’s
inertia to extend the benefits of information society to other less privileged nations.
Thus, the ‘We’, as Hegel (1899) has articulated, does not in fact include the
African. Hegel, while formulating his thesis on the ‘The Phenomenology of Mind’,
had in view the European ‘We’. Africa remains outside the mainstream formulation
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of historical progress. Marcuse (1977:120) expressed this straightforwardly in the
following terms:
This process is the process of history itself. The self-conscious subject attains his
freedom not in the form of the ‘I’ but of the “We’, the associated ‘We’ that first
appeared as the outcome of the struggle between lord and bondsman. The historical
reality of that “We’ finds its actual fulfillment in the life of the nation.’

This unequal conception of the °‘Right’ to possess and direct the flow of
communication leads us to question the essence behind the ambivalence of the
‘informational mode of production’. ‘Digital divide’ has become a sort of buzzword
that refers to this maldevelopment of communication. Bill Gates (1996:15), one of
the omnivorous representatives of the technological boom, states that:
Most sites on the World Wide Web are in English so far, which confers economic
and entertainment benefits on people around the world who speak English. English
speaking people will enjoy this advantage until a great deal more content is posted in

variety of languages — or until software does a first — rate job of translating text on
the fly.

This confirms that ‘digital divide’ is a policy matter. The access to the networked
computers in the information age is dictated by political, economic and cultural
decisions that should be solved globally. Besides, how can this be realized if Africa,
as a narrative, is put outside the decision circle? I am especially referring to the
issue of Internet Governance. Amin Alhassan (2004:98) has rightly underlined that
‘we need to interrogate the mythic purchase of the concept of digital divide and
how it shapes policy thinking and direction.” The notion of myth is very revealing
here. To pin it down in the context of information society, I will discuss how
Roland Barthes has dissected the components of myth making.

Barthes (1973) has proposed that myth making is a mode of naturalization par
excellence. Myth does not hide things; rather, it reveals the ideological basis that
fuels the myth. By way of application, let us consider what Bill Gates (1996:15)
suggests:
It should be obvious by now that I am an optimist about the impact of the new
technology. It will enhance our /eisure time and enrich our culture by expanding the
distribution of information. It will help relieve pressures on urban areas by enabling
people to work from home or remote-site offices. It will relieve pressures on natural
resources because increasing numbers of products we use to our interests. Citizens of
information society will enjoy new opportunities for productivity, learning, and
entertainment. Countries that move boldly and in concert with each other will enjoy
economic rewards. Whole new markets will emerge, and a myriad of new
opportunities for employment will be created.

The image that Gates presents seems so optimist indeed, yet it remains a myth. 1 do
not mean that [ am pessimist or even worse a ‘Luddite’. But, the phenomenology of
technology is far more complex than what Bill Gates propounds. One may just ask,
how can countries leapfrog into the information age with the so called ‘“voluntary
digital solidarity fund’? How about the security and health-related issues of
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technology? And what is at stake concerning health-related and ecological issues in
the promised information age? Gates gives no account of that. The subject, in the
information age, is soaked in a sea of information that surrounds him/her on every
corner; and yet it leaves him/her with no substantial content. Jean Baudrillard
(1993:18) says:
It’s of little consequences whether the contents are completely real or unreal, or
hyper-real; the important thing is that the medium continues to roll. So
communication is drawn into this cycle of panic. It seems to become immediately an
unlimited, proliferating system. There is a kind of imperialism of communication
(....). Fundamentally, it is a domain where you can no longer interrogate the reality or
unreality, the truth or falsity of something. We walk around in a sphere, a mega
sphere where things no longer have a reality principle. Rather a communication
principle, a mediatizing principle.

Baudrillard (1993) expresses here some of the concerns that the ‘Information Age’
promises. The machine-man circuit puts man on the threshold of an age where the
gray area between what it means to be human or machine becomes difficult to
demarcate. Nicholas Gane, in his response to Frank Webster (2005:13) argues:
In an age in which technologies both penetrate and shape the human body in
increasingly sophisticated ways, for example, through new ‘brain-computer
interfaces’, which effectively remove all remaining boundaries between human
bodies and machines — what exactly does it mean to be ‘human’? Does the human
refer to the body, to a core and sacrosanct set of liberal values, or both?

Baudrillard (1993) has also alerted us to the disappearance of art itself. We have
entered an age in which signs refer to themselves. The old distinction between the
signifier and the signified disappears. The corollary of technological density is the
ubiquity of signs that refer to themselves, i.e. no content remains. Even the human
becomes a mere chip of bits and bytes filed in some bureaucratic office. Baudrillard
(1993:18) provides an insight into this proclivity:

Q: Therefore we are all becoming images?

B: Yes, in one way or another....not only are there screens and terminals in technical

terms, but we ourselves, the listeners, the TV spectators, become the terminals of all

this communications network. We ourselves are screens. Lastly, the interlocutors are
no longer exactly human beings.

In terms of art, Baudrillard has also made insightful comments that make us
question the essence of technology. He argues that ‘art arrests the gaze’. It ‘arrests
contemplation’. Yet, in the age of continuous flow of images and information, it is
hard to imagine the possibility of enjoying a work of art. All metamorphoses into a
transient event! Technology has redefined a work of art. If one wants to see the
Mona Lisa, s/he has only five seconds to do that because there is a long queue of
consumers who need to take a picture. The Mona Lisa becomes an event that is
compressed in time. This justifies the question of Baudrillard (1993:147) when he
asks:
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Can we still talk of a “work of art? It is becoming something else. It is not exactly a
commodity but it passes into the condition of a sign which must be able to circulate
like any other. Therefore its own time and place, its uniqueness, is effectively
removed.

Concisely, there is a need to dismember the parts of the whole technological
apparatus to understand its inner functioning to prevent, as much as possible, that
the machine goes off hand and alters the very humanity of ‘Man’. The WSIS
(World Summit on Information Society) focuses on the technological aspects of the
process, which is a sign that not all the multifarious aspects of the information age
are taken seriously. The logic of capitalism and its political consequences are absent
from the debates, i.e. the discourse of information society is being devoid of any
political analysis of the phenomenon of information, which was not the case in the
context of 1970s, when debates over NWICO (New World Information and
Communication Order) were of political nature. Information society saw its birth in
the cradle of capitalism, and no serious analysis of the background of this added
layer can do without analysis of the nature of informational capitalism. The
analysis of the nature of informational capitalism is the main task of the next
section.

The structure of capitalism: is information society a case of
‘bad’ or ‘good faith’?

The study of capitalism and its manifestations requires a close examination of the
study of the fields of application and the contexts where the mechanisms of
capitalism operate. The owners of the means of production target not only the
maximization of the surplus value, but also the inclusion of the ‘Other’ elements
that may stand as potential obstacles in its way. Therefore, the study of capitalism
and the existential challenges that accompany its application require more
understanding of the ‘Self” owning the means of production, and the ‘Other’ that is
generally considered as the object of reproduction, and as a potential challenger to
the capitalist ‘Self’. I have chosen Sartre’s assessments of the psychological work
of the ‘Self” and the ‘Other’ because he has provided a very useful constellation of
principles that may help to understand both the ‘Self” and the ‘Other’. The first
principle is the freedom of choice. Sartre made a strategic choice when he decided
to break away from the German conception of phenomenology. For Heidegger, the
whole objective of phenomenology is the study of ‘Being’; Sartre chose to make it
tilt to the study of freedom. Sartre declared that existentialism is the key word to
reshuffle the objectives of the phenomenological study. He borrowed Husserl’s
model of intentionality to show that any activity is essentially redistributed and
reconstructed through its existence.

Indeed, his work Existentialism and Humanism (1977) has shifted focus to study
man per se. The disillusionment created by war and the near desperate situation that
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characterized the nations of Europe led him to call for the return of the lived
experience. Central to his thought is the question of ‘authenticity’. He made a
reversal of the situation when he claimed that the philosophies from Plato to Kant
had thought our essence in a wrong way. For Sartre, ‘Man’ is the center of the
universe. He/she makes of his/her life what he/she chooses to make of it. This is
what he meant in his statement that ‘Man’s existence precedes his\her ‘essence’.
While he acknowledges the limitations of choice, he still maintains that man sti//
makes choice despite those limitations. For Sartre, authenticity stands in opposition
to ‘sincerity’. This means the refusal to wear masks, the acceptance of one’s fate as
it is. Authenticity is a call for free action, free choice. Sartre provides this model to
reject any ‘pre-given essence’ created by some metaphysical force. The acceptance
of the pre-destined creation leads to quietism of inaction and inertia.

Sartre’s work, in fact, reiterates the Dostoyevsky’s maxim that ‘If God is dead then
all is permitted’. Sartre declares that his rejection of theological dogmatism is equal
to his rejection of secular dogmatism. The replacement of a set of unquestioned
maxims by another set of unquestioned ones will only lead to the same results. In
Existentialism and Humanism, he argues that the triumph of the 1917 revolution did
not necessarily lead to the triumph of the proletariat. This has very significant
meanings. Nothing is guaranteed® and history is merely a tabula rasa slate. We
write in it what we do. This is termed the phenomenology of action. The second
principle in the thought of Sartre is the phenomenology of temporality. This means
that man is positioned in time and space and defines himself within the continuous
flow of a specific time-space definers, unlike inanimate beings. This temporality
makes the human being responsible for his actions. Within the limits of our class,
our conditions, nationality etc. we make individual choices that should be
responsible. This is what one can call the phenomenology of choice. Yet, this
freedom of choice poses other challenges to the individual. It creates a situation that
makes him/her feel what Sartre (1977) calls anguish. He contends: “anguish is the
very condition of action, for action presupposes that there is a plurality of
possibilities, and in choosing one of these we realize that it has value only because
it is chosen.” Thus, the phenomenology of choice involves an inner persuasion that
makes the individual try to legitimate his actions by dispelling other interpretations
that may lead him to anguish.

Having presented some of the theoretical constructs, let me discuss Sartre’s very
interesting theory of the ‘Other’ that he has articulated in Being and Nothingness.
This theory will be helpful in the analysis of the mechanism that underpins the
machinery working for capitalism, and will ultimately prove that Sartre has also
contributed to phenomenology of technology. Dreyfus believes that Sartre’s

*2 This conception matches the central claim of articulation that ‘nothing is guaranteed’ and
that social relationships are in constant review. This means any analysis of the discourse of
information society should take into consideration the factor of ‘contingency’ and °
surprise’ that are both central elements in the cultural studies framework of analysis.
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contribution to the study of technology is of little importance. I take a different
stance, for Sartre has provided the tools to disarticulate the ideological discourse
that feeds the actual state of affairs of capitalism and its technological extensions.
Before discussing this, let me first introduce his postulations.

Technology and Sartre’s concept of ‘shame’

In Being and Nothingness (1977:301-2) Sartre declares:

Here we are dealing with a mode of consciousness which has a structure identical
with all those which we have previously described...In fact, no matter what results
one can obtain in solitude by the religious practice of shame; it is in its primacy
structure of shame before somebody.

In this statement, Sartre wants to expose that shame in privacy takes its full
realization when it is positioned against the ‘Other’ (which I take in this research as
a symbol that stands for pre-capitalist modes of production). It is the presence of the
‘Other’s consciousness that mediates ‘shame’ to the ‘Self’ (which stands for the
capitalist mode of production). The question here is whether technology is doing the
same thing. Is the discourse of information society a process of exposing the
capitalist ‘Self” to the undefined ‘Other’? Can we say that Internet and the booming
ICTs mediate ‘shame’-in its Sartrean sense- to a plurality of consciousnesses?
Because of its ubiquity, technology reaches everyone and cuts across a plethora of
‘consciousnesses’. Take the example of the city. I propose the city as a typically
informational space for two reasons: First, the city is a public space that allows the
mixture of different types of ‘consciousnesses’, the place where both the ‘Other’
and the ‘Self” face each other. Second, the city is the site of the gaze that Sartre
accounted for in Being and Nothingness (1977). The city is a place where networks
act and interact. Each individual sees the ‘Other’ and he/she is conscious of being
seen by the ‘Other’. One can take a picture of anyone without his or her knowledge
or without his or her consent. Each ‘Self’ tries to define itself against the ‘Other’
who wear or use certain technological artifacts. Thus, technology is a handmaid of
shame projection. It is a tool that allows the “Self” to practice the act of shaming the
‘Other’. Sartre (1977:305) says that, “If animals are machines, why shouldn’t the
man whom I see pass in the street be one? What I apprehend on his face is nothing
but the effects of certain muscular contractions, and they in turn are only the effect
of a nervous impulse of which I know the course.”

Technology makes us see the ‘Other’, and it lets them be aware that ‘We’ see them.
This makes them feel what Sartre calls ‘shame’. Thus, technology is the means that
allows the ‘Self” to exert silent power over the ‘Other’. This constitutes the crux of
the matter in many researches that deal with surveillance and technology as means
of shaming the ‘Other’ (¢f. Agre, Philip E. 1994, Bensman, Joseph & Robert
Lilienfeld 1979). Technology, in this respect, is a means to bring in the exteriority
of the ‘Other’ with the interior mechanism of the capitalist mode of organization.
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Let us take the example of television: Raymond Williams (1974:15) articulates this

intrinsic relation between television and society in the following way:
It is often said that television has altered our world. In the same way, people often
speak of a new world, a new society, a new phase of history, being created ‘brought
about’ by this or that new technology: That we have got so used to statements of this
general kind, in our most ordinary discussions, that we can fail to realize their
specific meanings. For behind all such statements lie some of the most difficult and
most unresolved historical and philosophical questions. Yet the questions are not
posed by the statements; indeed, they are ordinarily masked by them.

This reading of the bourgeoning of television use reveals that the same logic is
applicable to the Internet. This is exemplified in Manuel Castells’ description of the
ongoing restructuring of capitalism and the rise of a ‘new society’, where networks
interact. Therefore, the informational mode of production makes it necessary to
think in terms of networks and relations. Indeed, Raymond Williams, through his
study of television, has shown that technology is an integral part in the constitution
of the subject. To use Sartre’s terminology, it is the means to articulate the ‘Other’
through the act of shaming him/her. Though Williams (1974) has focused on
ideology as a basis of industrial production, his positioning of the place of
technology in society has traces of Sartre’s theory of shaming. Let us consider
Williams’ (1974:20) synthesis:
These effects of inscription are fundamental, the area of the intersection of film in
ideology by industry and machine as institution of the subject, as institution of image
position and their shifting regulation on the figure of the subject. The hypothesis, in
short, is that an important — determining — part of ideological systems in a capitalist
mode of production is the achievement of a number of machines (institutions) which
move the individual as subject — shifting and placing desire, the energy of
contradiction — in a perpetual retotalization of the imaginary.

It is very important to note this organic relationship between the capitalist
machinery institutions and the mode of production. Raymond Williams gives us the
tool to understand how the mechanism of shaming works in a capitalist context. His
study of the articulation of ideology within the production chain reveals that the
circuit of production is not homogenous, since it is composed of institutions whose
aim is to reproduce the ‘official’ imaginary. This reproduction only takes shape
when the ‘Other’, who is outside the ‘Self’, internalizes and assimilates the
imaginary that the capitalist machines articulate. Note that he equates institutions
with machines. This is strategically revealing because machines are efficient only
when their constituent parts or cogs function in a mechanical fashion. Thus, the
creation of meaning is determined by the type of articulation that binds the subject
with her/his locale. Williams (1974:26) explains further:
As for the machine, this is cinema itself seized exactly between industry and product
as the stock of constraints and definitions from which film can be distinguished as
specific signifying practice. That formulation, in turn, needs to be opened out a little.
Signifying indicates the recognition of film as articulation. Practice stresses the
process of this articulation, which it thus refuses to hold under the assumption of
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notions such as ‘representation’ and ‘expression’; it takes film as a work of
production of meanings and in so doing brings into the analysis the question of the
positioning of the subject within that work.

This positioning of the subject within the framework of the capitalist work has its
parallel in the definition of the self vis-a-vis the ‘Other’. The ‘Other’ of the
capitalist system is that which does not accept to be subsumed by what Williams
loosely termed ‘work’. This work is of a distinctive nature. It is a *work’ that
involves the erasing of some values and the creation of others as a means to
integrate the pre-capitalist indigenous and peripheral structures into capital. In his
seminal essay, “Notes on Deconstructing ‘the Popular’” Stuart Hall (1981) has
succinctly articulated this process in the following terms:
‘Cultural change’ is a polite euphemism for the process by which some cultural
forms and practices are driven out of the center of popular life, actively marginalized.
Rather than simply ‘falling into disuse’ through the Long March to modernization,
things are actively pushed aside, so that something else can take their place.

The question now is why the capitalist ‘Self” is so concerned with articulation of
certain meanings at the expense of others. To answer this question, we have to
understand the interconnectivity that characterizes the global flow of information.
The coming of the industrial age or what we refer to as ‘information society’ has
urged a redefinition of the terms of the human relations that are the harbingers of all
other subsequent economic, cultural and ecological relations. Sartre has provided a
frame that allows understanding of this mechanism of networking. The declaration
that the for-itself refers to the for-others is not a simple statement. Sartre (1943:120)
writes:
Therefore if we wish to grasp in its totality the relation of man’s being to being-in-
itself, we cannot be satisfied with the descriptions outlined in the earlier chapters of
this work. We must answer two far more formidable questions: first that of the
existence of the 'Other', then that of the relation of my being to the being of the
'Other".

Through surveillance and ubiquity, technology has brought about both the
definition of the ‘Other’ and yet has problematized the definition of the ‘Self’. This
‘Self” refers here to what Raymond Williams termed ‘the work’, the capitalist
paradigm that defines culture for us and dispels (or to use Hall’s word ‘pushes
aside’) any alternative definition. Why this concern with the formation of the
'Other'? The answer might be found, as Sartre (1943:90) believed, in the theory of
causality:

Can we make use of causality here? ...Causality could in fact link only phenomena
to each other. But to be exact, the anger which the 'Other' feels is one phenomenon,
and the furious expression which I perceive is another and different phenomenon.
Can there be a causal connection between them? This would conform to their
phenomenal nature, and in this sense I am not prevented from considering the
redness of Paul’s face as the effect of his anger; this is a part of my ordinary
affirmation. But on the other hand, causality has meaning only if it links the
phenomena of one and the same experience and contributes to constituting that
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experience. Can it serve as a bridge between two experiences which are radically
separated? Here we must note that by using causality in this capacity I shall make it
lose its nature as an ideal unification of empirical appearances.

The maxim that one may derive from this theory is the maxim of intrinsic
connectivity. Information society, as a constellation of technologies, cannot work in
a closed network. It necessarily needs to reach out for other networks. It is a
necessity because meanings are not stable and they are subject to constant
redefinition of positing — the causality of the nature of information society which
requires a new method that accounts for the linkages and connections that hold
among different networks. Articulation, by virtue of its ability to check those
connections, serves as an explanatory tool to account for the complexity of
informational networks. Additionally, I emphasized the phrase ‘my ordinary
affirmation’, for Sartre has revealed that signifying emanates from one end to reach
out to the other end, i.e. the ‘Other’ who is both out of my affirmation, but still he is
subject to my affirmation. Connected networks are subject to the same logic. Not all
the nodes within the network are on equal footing, albeit the fact that they are
interactive. There are nodes that define or impose a certain affirmation on the
‘Other nodes’ within the same network. Thus, the defining network enters in an
eternal causal relationship. This maxim of causality may also help us shed light on
the working of mechanistic capitalism. In a market economy that is on the flow for
twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week, all the integral parts of the node have
to contribute to the making of the market network. This means that any node or
smaller network which lags behind, owing to quietism or inaction, or what Sartre
calls ‘inertia’, the fate of such network would be to be ‘pushed aside’ by the whole
mechanism.

Sartre‘s phenomenological system of existence is reminiscent of what Albert
Memmi calls ‘Dependence Theory’.” The ‘Other’ is necessary, but still it is
exterior to my existence. This is actually the main moral drive of rhizomic form of
informational capitalism. Let us read this connection in Sartrean (1943:102) terms:

The existence of a system of meanings and experiences radically distinct from my
own is the fixed skeletal framework indicated by diverse series of phenomena in their
very flow. This framework, which on principle is external to my experience, is
gradually filled in. We can never apprehend the relation of that 'Other' to me and he
is never given, but gradually we constitute him as a concrete object. He is not the
instrument which serves to predict an event in my experience, but there are events in
my experience which serve to constitute the 'Other' qua 'Other’; that is, as a system of
representations out of reach, as a concrete and knowable object. What I constantly
aim at across my experiences are the Other’s feelings, the Other’s ideas, the Other’s
volitions, the Other’s character. This is because the 'Other' is not only the one whom
I see but the one who sees me.

2 If one looks at the discourse of information society as a continuation of colonizer
discourse vs. the colonized resistance, Albert Memmi’s The Colonizer and the Colonized
(1998) offers a very good account of the nature of this relationship.
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The 'Other' in this perspective is the object of my study. The ‘Other’, as a category,
is significant, because it helps to constitute the ‘Self’. This is what Sartre alluded to
when he declared that 'the for-itself' refers to 'the for-others'. Yet, there is
ambivalence here akin to the ambivalence that Homi Bhabha (1985) articulated in
his “Signs Taken for Wonders”. The ambivalence crops up when we consider the
'Other' as object: How reliable is a self-definition that is based on constituting the
'Other' as object? In his theory of the ‘Other’, Deleuze (1993:50) has expressed this
concern:
By comparing the primary effects of the Other’s presence and those of his absence,
we are in a position to say that the 'Other' is. The error of philosophical theories is to
reduce the Other sometimes to a particular object and sometimes to another subject.
(Even conception like Sartre’s, in Being and Nothingness, was satisfied with the
union of the two determinations, making the ‘Other’ the object of my gaze. Even if he
gazes at me and transforms me into an object.) But the ‘Other’ is neither an object in
the field of my perception nor a subject who perceives me: The Other is initially a
structure of the perceptual field, without which the entire field could not function as
it does.

Clearly enough, the ‘Other’ is not merely a passive object of the gaze as Sartre has
postulated. He/she is exterior to my experience, and yet necessary to the ‘Self’.
Deleuze stresses the political results of the presence of the ‘Other’ within the
overall structure, or what he calls the ‘field’. Similarly, capitalism as a system of
socio-economic relations cannot work in the void. It reaches out to ‘Other’
peripheral parts of its mechanical composite. This proclivity makes the ‘Other’
subject to transformation, regardless of its compatibility or non-compatibility with
the core. The periphery is desirable because it is necessary to the definition of the
‘for-itself’. This means that the European experience of industrialization cannot be
kept within the boundaries of its birthplace. It needs to comprise those scattered
bodies that exist in the periphery. I referred to this experience in the introduction.
This passage from Landes (1969:23) essay on the ‘European Experience of
Industrialization’ delineates this stance:
Economic history has always been in part the story of international competition for
wealth; witness the literature and politics of mercantilism- or the title of Adam
Smith’s classic study. The industrial revolution gave this competition a new focus —
wealth through industrialization — and turned it into a chase. There was one leader,
Britain, and all the rest were pursuers. The lead has since changed hands, but the
pursuit goes on in what has become a race without a finishing line. To be sure, there
are only a few contestants sufficiently endowed to vie for the palm. The rest can at
best follow along and make the most of their capacities. But even these are far better
off than those who are not running. No one wants to stand still; most are convinced
that they dare not.

This line of argumentation brings us back to the notion of ‘shame’ that I started this
section with. Nations, like individuals, construct their inner selves and their choices
in interaction. The nations that do not join in will be irrelevant to the main pursuits
of global market, i.e. wealth. They have no other choices. This does not contradict
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Sartre’s phenomenology of choice. It is true that ‘sovereign’ nations have choice to
decide whether to join or not. Yet, the causality theory and the global nature of the
present economic pursuits leave them with a limited choice. All must join, though
with relative variations. This means that they have choice to choose the degree and
pace of their involvement. Landes (1976:69) gives us a further explanation:
The laggards have good reason to be concerned: the race is getting faster all the time,
and the rich get richer while the poor have children. It took man hundreds of
thousands of years to learn to grow corps and domesticate livestock and, in so doing,
to raise himself above the level of subsistence of a beast of prey... it took another ten
thousand years or so to make the next advance of comparable magnitude: the
industrial breakthrough that we call the Industrial Revolution and its accompanying
improvements in agricultural production.

This analysis leads to infer that the information society age is only a continuation of
the previous ‘changes’ of what sociologists call social change; it is just another
opening made in the same system — Capitalism. Information society, as
Kleinwachter (2005) suggests, is ‘only another layer added to the already existing
layers’. This leads to the same concerns that surfaced during the first industrial
breakthrough reappear. Frank Webster (2001) has expressed a similar concern that
Landes (1976:263) has sketched out above:

And the Reason is clear: the peasantry is antipathetic to market civilization. Peasants
are largely self-supporting, they are skeptical of technological innovation, resistant to
wage labor, and distanced from market organization. As such, their ways of life have
been diminished by what Kevin Robins and myself (1999) refer to as the ‘enclosure’
of the earth by business practices, by which we mean the incorporation of activities
once outside into the routines of business realm.

The reason for this conflict of interests can be traced back to the ‘politics of
shaming’ that Sartre writes about. The ‘Other’ who does not accept to be
constituted by the for-itself always resists the objectification and taming. This is
what Deleuze refers to when he expresses his refusal to take the objectification of
the ‘Other’ in the Sartrean formula. For Deleuze, each being is at the same time the
subject and the object of the gaze. In his Critique of Political economy, Marx
(1859) maintains that:
The general conclusion at which I arrived and which once obtained, served to guide
me in my studies, may be summarized as follows: In the social production which
men carry on they enter into definite relations that are indispensable and independent
of their will; these relations of production correspond to a definite stage development
of their material powers of production. The total sum of these relations of production
constitute the economic structure of society — the real foundation on which rise legal
and political superstructures and to which correspond definite forms of social
consciousness (preface, iii)

Sartre would certainly not agree on the deterministic part of the argument. For
Sartre, the ‘for-itself” determines its own consciousness, thanks to the maxim of
choice. But Sartre would agree with Marx on the interconnectedness of human
relations. Sartre refuses determinism because, for him, meaning is always subject to
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redefinition. It is a meaning in constant making — in continuous re-articulation. This
explains why he refused to answer a student of his when he sought his counseling
during the war. The student was in a situation of anguish, he did not know whether
to join the British Forces to fight the Nazis or to stay at home in Paris to look after
his ailing mother. Sartre’s answer was ‘you are free, therefore choose.” Therefore,
the phenomenology of choice makes the mechanical way, whereby Marx traced the
making of the superstructure, flawed.

However, Marx’s (1859) description of the workings of machinery is germane to

our analysis of the underlying workings of capitalism whereof information society

discourse has developed. He explains further:
Thus, apart from the dearness of the machines made in this way, a circumstance that
is ever present to the mind of the capitalist. The expansion of industries carried on by
means of machinery, and the invasion by machinery of fresh branches of production,
were dependent on the growth of a class of workmen, who, owing to the almost
artistic nature of their employment, could increase their numbers only gradually, and
not by leaps and bounds. (Preface, iv.)

I emphasized the branches of production because production, like the whole
capitalist system, has also its genetic layers. In the age of ‘information society’,
information itself has become the battlefield. Information as a commodity has
become the site that defines the ‘Self” and the ‘Other’, on economic and socio-
cultural norms. This means that the amount of information that one possesses
allows him/ her to project himself/herself as he/ she wills, by virtue of the principle
of choice. Information has become a branch of production, because it has traits that
made it liable to be the objective of machinery. This is what Marx refers to, albeit
coincidentally, when he says ‘the invasion by machinery of fresh branches of
production’. In other words, machines have become an integral part of the
production chain. Therefore, in the age of information society, information has
become a commodity; and whoever wins the informational space is liable to win
time, and therefore, money. This is the ultimate stage of informational de-
territorialization. Sartre (1966:313) sheds light on this stage when he alludes to the
battle for self-definition in the idealist formula.
Idealism, to be sure, reduces my body and the Other’s body to objective systems of
representation. For Schopenhauer my body is nothing but the ‘immediate object’ but
this view does not thereby suppress the absolute distance between consciousnesses.
A total system of representations — i.e., each monad can be limited only by itself and
so cannot enter into relation with what is not it. The knowing subject can neither
limit another subject nor cause itself to be limited by another subject. It is isolated by
its positive plenitude, and consequently between itself and another equally isolated
system there is preserved as a spatial separation, as the very type of exteriority. Thus,
it is still space which implicitly separates my consciousness from the Other’s.

Now, as space has become the sphere that makes ‘the for-itself” and the 'Other’
combine, one question remains: what is the nature of such combination? Deleuze
(1993:204), in his definition of capitalism, straightforwardly calls the spatial
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combination between the core of economic advancement and the periphery a
machinic enslavement. In other words, he distinguishes between machinic
enslavement and social subjection as two separate concepts. There is enslavement
when human beings are constituent pieces of a machine that they compose among
themselves (in the factory, for instance) and with other entities (animals, tools) that
may exist beyond the factory building. Then, there is subjection when the higher
unity constitutes the human being as a subject linked to a now exterior object,
which can be an animal, a tool, or even a machine. The hailing of salvation in
technology might also lead to the change of human nature interaction with
environment. This is what Latour’s (2005) ANT theory of connective agencies
foretells.

The human beings’ relationship to the technological effects — which I consider as
exterior tools — has brought about a new conjuncture where different subjectivities
interact without preliminaries. By this, I mean that contingency has become the
‘only game in the town’, so to speak. A computer engineer develops a machine for
health purposes, but his own intelligence could be misused by some unscrupulous
information consumer located at a different terminal within the informational web
that connects people and ideas with no gate keeping. This constitutes the downside
of the technologically driven information society. The next section deals with this
notion in detail through the example of ‘bad faith’ in its Sartrean sense.

‘Bad faith’ and the spirit of information society

We have come into an electronic dark age, in which the new pagan hordes, with all
the power of technology at their command, are on the verge of obliterating the last
strongholds of civilized humanity. A vision of death lies before us. As we leave the
shores of Christian western man behind, only a dark and turbulent sea of despair
stretches endlessly ahead...unless we fight! (Castells 2000)

Our age is an age of fundamentalism. Everyday, once one switches on TV or reads
news on the web, all one reads is news of killings, abduction and bombs exploded
here and there. Violence has accompanied man ever since the first crime in
humanity when ‘Cain killed his brother Abel’. However, the highly mediated aspect
of fundamentalism and intolerance in our times gives it a special interpretation. The
reasons are multifarious, but the major one is the ubiquity of technologies. The
Internet especially makes one plugged in to the stories of fundamentalism in
nonstop flow. Manuel Castells (1997:5) has delineated the main portends of our
times. He writes:
Christian fundamentalism is a perennial feature of American history. From the ideas
of post revolutionary federalists, like Timothy Dwight and Jedidiah Morse, to the
pre-millennial eschatology of Pat Robertson, through 1900 revivalists, such as
Dwight L.Moody, and the 1970s reconstructions inspired Rousas J. Rushdoony.
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Castells traces the major formative phases of fundamentalism, and how the mere
use of media by a handful of fundamentalists have accelerated the displacement of
many ideas and their replacement by others. Variable versions of Christianity have
invaded the terrain of the media and tried to highlight their agendas that are in most
cases political rather than ‘well meaning’. The United States, especially, remains a
deeply religious nation. The line between the state and the church is on many
occasions blurred. The highly mediated speeches of the Bush administration
showed that politics speaks in theological terms. This has dangerous implications —
which leads us to the dissection of the relationships between religion and the
practice of politics in the media. First, let us define what we mean by
fundamentalism. Klaus Stierstorfer (2006) argues that:
Here it already becomes clear that fundamentalism can be understood as one reaction
against the basic tenets and consequences of modernity and its eventual culmination
in modernism: secularization and the “privatization” of religion, the emergence of
science as the predominant paradigm, and the experience of general fragmentation
and the breakup of traditional systems of belief. Used as a term of affirmation by
religious groups that wanted to resist modernism’s effects on their way of life and
thought, fundamentalism as a label soon lost its attractiveness, however, through its
pejorative appropriation by its critics, but also through unintentional self-deprecation.

Within the Islamic world, this description finds its concretization in Islamist groups
in Algeria, Tunisia and Egypt, where fundamentalists fear that their religious
‘values’ are being undermined by the technological developments that are being
mainly controlled by ‘the infidel’. Additionally, the postcolonial condition has laid
the ground for the quick mushrooming of many cells that endorse fundamentalism.
The absence of democracy in these countries, caused by many successive coups
against the “Will” of the people of those countries, created a flow of fundamentalist
groups that want to carry on their agenda by any means necessary. The postcolonial
condition has created states that do not have direct concerns with their people. The
possession of the means of production in the hands of a small oligarchy eroded the
social and economic structure. In 1970s, a survey in Tunisia found that 48 percent
are illiterate; most of them were from impoverished areas. Islamism is very
predominant among university students in Egypt. Burgat (1993:15) notes that the
age of the militants who were sentenced in 1987 was circa 32 years.

This leads us to suggest that religious fundamentalism is inextricably linked to the
state and to the practice of politics, albeit it is not overtly stated. And this is what
makes the Sartrean notion of ‘bad faith’ explain the media relations that are
controlled by conglomerates, mainly in the ‘West’. Before discussing this notion of
‘bad faith’, let me first discuss the relationship between the church, the state and the
media. In Christianity and Politics, Hugh Montefiore (1990:5) sums up this relation
with the state as follows:
First, it must loyally give the State everything necessary to its existence .... Second,
it has to fulfill the office of watchman over the State. That means: it must remain in
principle critical toward every State and be ready to warn it against transgression of
its limits whatever such a State demands that lies within the province of religio-
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ideological excess; and in its preaching the Church must courageously describe this
excess as opposition to God.

Montefiore gave this lecture to defend the idea that opposition to the state is equal
to opposition to God. This strategy has taken many shapes and built an inventory of
concepts that would destroy any spirit of criticism to the state. The idea of anti-
Semitism, for example, was largely used by many fundamentalists to shame any
voice that wants to criticize the practices of the state. Technology’s role in this
respect is undeniable mainly through its practice of intense surveillance. David
Lyon (1994:12), in the Electronic Eye: the Rise of Surveillance Society, makes an
account of the increasing totalitarian proclivity of advanced societies:
The Fact that the advanced societies are falling over themselves to adapt and upgrade
their computing capacities does not mean that they are sliding down a slope into
tyranny, however, if intensifying surveillance is a crucial component of
totalitarianism, democratically-minded citizens would be justified in at least asking
questions about the role of new technologies in government. After all, was it not in a
highly civilized, rational, bureaucratic society that the techniques of Holocaust were
conceived and executed? As Zygmunt Bauman reminds us, moral standards are
easily rendered ‘irrelevant’ to the technical success of bureaucratic operations. The
objects of bureaucratic operation-people- are easily dehumanized.

If the state adopts these measures of the irrelevancy of moral standards, the only
strategy that it will be using is ‘bad faith’. Technology will be mainly a means to an
end. It is the bait to hook alternative approaches to life and politics. Therefore, there
is a risk of replacing the ethical categories by technological values. Max Weber
(1985) has made an insightful analysis of the intrinsic relationship between
capitalism and religion. Weber has drawn parallels between the spirit of capitalism
and the capitalist mode of production. The phenomenal roots of today’s economic
practice are to be found in the intrinsic relationship between ascetic Protestantism
and the economic conduct. This means that all the moments of economic production
that constitute the capitalist machinery must respond to the divine ‘call’ of the
‘Book’. This is manifestly patent in the practice of the puritans who advocate that
the idea of ‘the call’ implies hard work and specialization of occupations. This
specialization makes individuals separated individuals, but united only in their
subservience to the ‘call’. Weber’s (1985:332) reference to the example of the
ascetic monk just proves how religiosity feeds capitalism by engendering counter
effects to what it claims to abhor, as this passage relates:
Externally, the ethic of religious virtuosos has touched this tense relation in the most
radical fashion: by rejecting the possession of the economic goods. The ascetic monk
has fled from the world by denying himself individual property; his existence has
rested entirely upon his own work; and, above all, his needs have been
correspondingly restricted to what was absolutely indispensable. The paradox of all
rational asceticism, which in an identical manner has made monks in all ages
stumble, is that rational asceticism itself has created the very wealth it rejected.
Temples and monasteries have everywhere become the very loci of rational
economies.
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Technology®* is the means whereby the puritan is forced to do his work in response
to the calling. But this obedient response is mainly done at the expense of his
humanity and with counter-results to what he aspires for. The specialization of work
has reduced man to a chip within the general capitalist machine. He is but a cog that
fulfills the objective of the market. If that chip, by any chance, becomes invalid, it is
thrown out of the system, because the system aspires for efficiency in a highly
competitive world. This is what Marx calls ‘alienation or reification’ of labor.
Technology is not a disinterested element within the capitalist system. On the
contrary, it has its soft power that makes the worker respond interactively so that
production can be accelerated, multiplied or distributed. In a service society, which
is another name for information society, technologies redefine all the previously
held assumptions about the relationship between man and the world. Marx
(1844:15-8) explains alienation as follows:
What, then, constitutes the alienation of labor? First, the fact that labor is external to
the worker, i.e. it does not belong to his essential being; that in his work, therefore,
he does not affirm himself but denies himself, does not feel content but unhappy,
does not develop freely his physical and mental energy but mortifies his body and
ruins his mind. The worker therefore only feels himself outside his work, and in his
work feels outside himself. He is at home when he is not working, and when he is
working he is not at home. His labor is not voluntarily, but coerced; it is forced labor.
It is therefore not the satisfaction of the need; it is merely a means to satisfy needs
external to it.

Indeed this notion of forced labor is commensurate with the idea of the ‘call’
discussed above. The human essence is no more decided from within. It is no freer
in the Sartrean sense. It is forced to respond to the Puritan call’s formulation of
work. The human essence becomes ‘inauthentic’ because it does not respond to its
inner call, but only becomes a docile means to reach ends that are exterior to its
own nature. Differently stated, man lies to himself. This is the joint point where the
spirit of capitalism and external forces like the puritan notion of ‘call’ convene.
Every action within the specialized system of production becomes a mere bit within
the digital cosmos of capitalism. The ‘for-itself” loses its essence because while
working, it is not necessarily finding joy and pleasure. The ‘for-itself” merely
executes, in a docile way, what is already ordained. In St. Paul‘s words: “He who
will not work shall not eat’ holds unconditionally for everyone.”

The account of technology’s relationship with post-modernity is another pattern that
shapes the notion of ‘bad faith’. Information society, or the mode of information as
Mark Poster calls it, has brought about new definitions to our understanding of

** The religious roots of the technological boom are of great importance, but not much
research has been conducted to that end. I hope to make this idea of the interpretation of
technology within the theological arena the goal of a future project. Here, I just allude to one
variable, the religious code — mainly the puritan element — which helped in the post-
industrial take off.
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contemporary societies and to the human being who inhabits them. David Lyon

(1994:18-9) paints this scenario:
(....) At the same time, this ‘postmodern condition’ is characterized by the collapse
of belief in science, technology or democracy, having fallen into some disrepute
during the twentieth century, have now lost whatever universal power they might
once have thought to possess. ..People trust themselves to complex technologies
because they seem to promise convenience, efficiency, security and reduced
uncertainty. Simultaneously, we worry that in so doing we may be denying
something important to a worthwhile human life. But what that ‘something’ is
becomes increasingly hard to define.

Sartre (1943) explains this ambiguous ‘thing’ in Humanism and Existence. In plain
terms, he calls for freedom from the pre-established meanings that are made outside
of the willing ‘Self’. Conveniences, real time speed, security all materialize at the
expense of our inner symbiotic hygiene. This is what Sartre has warned us when he
(1943:95-96) argues that:
The human being is not only the being by whom negatives are disclosed in the world;
he is also the one who can take negative attitudes with respect to himself. In our
Introduction we defined consciousness as ‘a being such that in its being, its being is
in question in so far as this being implies a being other than itself’

The ‘false being’ that characterizes the information mode of production has its
sources, as discussed earlier, in a constellation of factors. The interlocking of
fundamentalism with capitalism, the alienation of the worker in the workplace, and
the dependence of man on information in the postmodern condition, all knitted
together shape the hypereality of the postmodern condition. Why is it so? Sartre’s
(1943:95-96) analysis led him to conclude that ‘we shall willingly grant that bad
faith is a lie to oneself, on condition that we distinguish the lie to oneself from lying
in general. Lying is a negative attitude, we will agree to that. But this negation does
not bear on consciousness itself; it aims only at the transcendent.’

In his study of the patterns of bad faith, Sartre provides us with the tools that help
us flesh out the mechanism of contemporary society. The question of science and its
definition in today’s society may lead us to rethink the postmodern condition as bad
faith. Technology has become both part of the capitalist body and beyond the
human body. It is important to note that technology, which is the practical part of
science, came as a product of a long history of scientific progress. While technology
is necessary to the service-based society that has sprung out of the industrial
society, it dispossesses the human being out of his ‘real’ being. Technology leaves
the human beings dependent on the machine (no one can do without e-mails in the
information society age).

To exemplify, we can refer to the famous Sartrean example of the woman who finds
herself in a bad faith situation. Once her companion seizes her hand in a ‘warm
moment’, she finds it hard to either choose between taking her hand away, thus
spoiling the charm of the hour; or engaging herself and thus /osing her respect.
Sartre (1943:97) argues: ‘this is a case where the woman’s consciousness and her
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hand are disjoined’ or | would say disarticulate. Her hand is part of her, and yet not
part of her. She engages in a process of selection and pushing aside of certain
meanings. Briefly, her hand, Sartre argues, becomes ‘a thing’. Similarly,
information is at the same time part of our times; and yet, it is a means that may
deprive us out of our essence. It is like the Sartrean “hand metaphor’.

‘Bad faith’ is the malaise of our times. Media institutions say what they do not
mean and political programs promise what they do not deliver. Information society
promises the ‘emerging economies’ the possibility of enjoying the same benefits
that information technology has bestowed upon the advanced industrial countries.
Information society, if it does not take into consideration the variable social and
economic conditions that shape each context, risks the possibility of turning its
discourse into a ‘bad faith’ one.

Technology, owing to its subservience to the machinic system of enslavement (to
use Deleuze‘s phrase), has reduced man to a desiring machine whose scruples are
dehumanized and devoid of meaning. Antonio Gramsci has an interesting account
of the inevitable consequences of the informational mode of production, especially
those aspects related to education in Italy. In Selections from the Political Writings
1910-1920, Gramsci (1978: 25-7) argues that:

Our party has still not settled on a concrete education program that is in any way
different from the traditional ones (...) but we have gone no further than that.
Education in Italy is still a rigidly bourgeois affair. The direct taxes paid by the
proletariat can only be attended by the children of the bourgeoisie, who alone enjoy
the economic independence needed for uninterrupted study. A proletarian, no matter
how intelligent he may be, no matter how fit to become a man of culture, is forced to
either squander his qualities on some other activity, or else become a rebel and
autodidact. Culture is a privilege. Education is a privilege. And we do not want it to
be so...what the proletariat needs is an educational system that is open to all. A
system in which the child is allowed to develop, mature and acquire those general
features that serve to develop character. In a word, a humanistic school (....) A
school of freedom and free initiative, not a school of slavery and mechanical
precision (...) Technical schools should not be allowed to become incubators of little
monsters aridly trained for a job, with no general ideas, no general culture, no
intellectual stimulation, but only an infallible eye and a firm hand (....) Of course,
meanly bourgeois industrialists might prefer to have workers who were more
machines than men.

Gramsci reminds us that developing fechne (word used to highlight the practical
aspects of science) is not the only be all and end all of life; that there are moral,
ethical and social priorities to be taken into consideration. Education in the
information age is paying little importance to ‘culturing’ the character of man
instead of the infatuating passion to accelerate production and mechanize workers.
Gramsci made plain definitions of culture and education, when he surmised that
they are an ‘advantage’, which means they are not available to the underprivileged.
Jerry L. Salvaggio (1989:105) quotes Schiller in his critique of information society
when he argues that ‘schools and research in the United States is quixotic.
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Researchers study a world that does not really matter, whereas ignoring the one that
does. Much of the work that is done ‘seems’ to be dealing with reality.’

Gramsci, in his zeal for a more equitable world, has proposed that education should
change its programs to suit a/l. In fact, he is deciphering the ‘bad faith’ of the
educational system within the capitalist system. Here we have to make a distinction
between good faith and bad faith. For the notion of ‘bad faith’, as explained above,
Sartre‘s description of the woman’s hand is a case in point. As to ‘good faith’, it
implies saying something, no matter how erroneous it might be, but with a ‘good
intention’. One is sincere when he meant something, though s/he expressed it
wrongly. ‘Bad faith’ is the opposite of that. One lies to oneself and one knows that
one lies to her/himself. Gramsci (1920: 14) has made a succinct account of ‘bad
faith’ and ‘good faith’, when he argues in “What Do We Mean by Demagogy?”
that:
The anarchist saddle the Marxist communists with the label ‘dictatorial’, which is
meant to make them a laughing-stock. So why should Marxist communists not call
the anarchists demagogues? Is it perh