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Introduction

On October 9, 2006, an intriguing video was uploaded on YouTube.
A little more than a minute and a half long, the clip had a gritty, low-
resolution look, marked by jerky camera movements and sloppy fram-
ing. Apparently shot near a highly frequented street, the two persons
appearing in it had to move into position to address the camera. “Hi
YouTube, this is Chad and Steve. We're the co-founders of the site, and
we just wanted to say thank you. Today we have some exciting news.
We've been acquired by Google.""

The short clip, entitled "A Message from Chad and Steve,” formed
part of YouTube's official statement declaring that the deal with Google
finally had been settled, making the two young Web entrepreneurs Chad
Hurley and Steve Chen billionaires. In one of the most talked-about Web
acquisitions to date, Google paid $1.65 billion in stock for YouTube, a
company that had begun as a venture-funded technology startup only
a year earlier. As a matter of fact, the Hurley and Chen clip bears some
resemblance to the very first video uploaded on YouTube in April 2005—
“Me at the Zoo,” featuring the third co-founder Jawed Karim—and not
only in its seemingly coincidental recording of what would later prove
to be a turning point in YouTube's history. In retrospect, Jawed even
seems to have had some foreboding about the heavyweight corporation
allegedly sucking the YouTube community dry. Speaking in front of two
elephants, and partly covering them up, he tersely commented on their
“really, really, really long trunks.” “And that's pretty much all there is to
say,” he noted before the camera was turned off.2

Posting the clip “A Message from Chad and Steve” in many ways
became a performative Web 2.0 act. Since then, more than three million
users have watched the video, and almost ten thousand people have
left comments. The apparently coincidental recording demonstrated
how video could be used as an unobtrusive channel of communication
to address the community that had built up YouTube as a proprietary
platform in the first place. But it also contributed to the hype around
the platform and its many ways of creating business opportunities. For
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a while YouTube grew at an inconceivable rate of 75 percent a week,
and by the summer of 2006 the site had 13 million unique visitors
every day that watched more than a hundred million video clips.? You-
Tube quickly outperformed rivals, including previous competitor Google
Video, in its ability to attract and distribute content. At the same time,
YouTube's management continued to promote the site via \Web videos,
press releases, interviews and the company blog as being co-created,
as a more or less “empty” platform to be filled by the YouTube commu-
nity with originally produced content of various kinds. In addressing
amateurs, advertisers and professional producers alike, YouTube in fact
made the term “platform” what it has become: a sales pitch that skips
over tensions in services to be sold, as well as a claim that downplays
the way YouTube as a cultural intermediary has fundamentally shaped
public discourse over the past few years.* “A platform enables. It helps
others build value,” as Jeff Jarvis has stated.5 It was hardly surprising
that Steve Chen made a similar claim in the Google acquisition video:
“Thanks to all and everyone of you guys who has been contributing to
YouTube and the community. We wouldn't be anywhere close to where
we are without the help of this community.”

The promotion of YouTube as a community-driven platform certainly
strikes one as odd at second glance, not least because of the Google
subsidiary’s current attempts to increase profits by prompting its users
to deliver “better content.”® After all, monetization is said to be the “no.
1 priority in 2009."7 Certainly, partnership programs and individual deals
with media companies have already allowed YouTube to place ads along-
side videos for some time, splitting revenue with its partners. Because
of the unpredictable nature of amateur content, however, an estimated
less than five percent of the clips on YouTube still carry advertisements,
hence the need to find ways “for people to engage in new ways with
video,” as the YouTube Fact Sheet states.

Turning from an interpersonal video-sharing service into “the
world’s leading video community on the Internet,”® YouTube has trans-
formed not only the very notion of “platform,” but also the character of
its “community,” and will continue to do so in a neat competition for
industrializing “usage.” As of this writing, Hulu.com has only a sliver of
YouTube's traffic volume, but was predicted to bring in the same amount
of advertisement revenue, precisely by virtue of providing “better,” that
is professionally produced, content for advertisers.® Hulu and YouTube in
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fact are “increasingly going after each other’s turf, including jockeying for
video programming that could generate the most advertising dollars.”°

But as the fastest-growing site in the history of the Web, YouTube
also remains the default site for video and the prototype for all simi-
lar sites to come. In March 2009, for example, the site had more than
90 million visitors—in terms of traffic ten times as many users as its
closest competitor.™ And it is YouTube, and none of its rivals, that has
been making the news constantly, not least because of the democra-
tizing potential the platform still holds for nations worldwide. Speak-
ing of Hurley and Chen’s subtly patronizing address to the community,
one therefore should not forget how often YouTube has challenged all
forms of outspoken paternalism, especially in the political domain. In
our globalized, corporate-controlled mediascape, it is also liberating to
see a madly laughing toddler attracting more viewers than Harry Potter
and Pirates of the Caribbean together.’? YouTube has become the very
epitome of digital culture not only by promising endless opportunities
for viral marketing or format development, but also by allowing “you”
to post a video which might incidentally change the course of histo-
ry. Establishing a clip culture that outpaces cinema and television, the
brand-named video-distribution platform holds the broadest repository
of moving-image culture to date.

The peculiarity of YouTube, then, lies in the way the platform has
been negotiating and navigating between community and commerce. If
YouTube is anything, it is both industry and user driven. Consider music
videos, which dominate categories like “most popular” and “most
viewed,” while still being marginal to the site’s overall content in terms
of clips uploaded. Then again, the long tail of content generated by
amateurs seems almost infinite, and that sort of material often appears
to be the "most discussed.” "A Message from Chad and Steve"” testi-
fies to this very same dialectic. The video promoted YouTube as being
community driven, although the company’s founders had, prior to the
Google buyout, been in talks with media corporations with the inten-
tion of increasing their services’ value. Arguably, YouTube's manage-
ment knew that the platform’s “community value” derived from the
exponentially growing number of videos generated by amateurs, but it
also knew that professionally produced entertainment would increase
traffic and solidify the binary rule that on the Web, money tends to fol-
low users.
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Consequently, it would miss the point to criticize YouTube for employ-
ing doublespeak, since the community and the market pair perfectly in
its own operational self-conception. Yet it would also be misleading to
exempt YouTube's community ideals from criticism. Renowned digital
anthropologists like Mike Wesch have analyzed YouTube for its creative
and grassroots potentials, but according to the so-called “90-9-1 rule,”
that 90 percent of online audiences never interact, nine percent interact
only occasionally, and one percent do most interacting, ordinary You-
Tube users hardly see themselves as part of a larger community. The
typical “YouTuber” just surfs the site occasionally, watching videos and
enjoying it."”* And most YouTube “stars” never make it outside their own
small Web community.™

In Lawrence Lessig's view, translating such delimited community
spaces into global commercial ventures is a general feature of the Inter
net's new “hybrid economies.” ™ The dialectics of commerce and com-
munity, copyrighted material and usergenerated content, and the way
video is being distributed all relate to economic features of so-called
emergent social-network markets.'® On the one hand, YouTube.com
presents and views itself as a platform and not a regular media distribu-
tor, especially when copyright issues are involved. At the core of the Via-
com lawsuit, for instance, lay an understanding of YouTube as a distribu-
tor that does not comply with copyright law, while YouTube stated that
it is nothing but a platform, pointing to the rules and regulations for the
YouTube community. Videos in fact are constantly taken down—in the
first three months of 2009 the site YouTomb recorded nearly three times
as many takedowns than in 2008." On the other hand, Google clearly
is a vertically integrated corporation operating in distributed ways. Bits
of Google are all over the Web, and both the migration of videos to new
and old media and the embedding of clips into various sites, blogs and
social-networking platforms is undoubtedly crucial for understanding
the success of YouTube. Like Google, YouTube has distributed itself con-
stantly. Whereas YouTube.com rapidly established itself as the default
site for online video, with average users and dedicated partners using
the platform to perform their interests, the public also encountered You-
Tube videos everywhere on and off the Net. YouTube thus was and is
both a node and a network.

Snickars & Monderau

YouTube Metaphors

The notion of “platform” is only one of several metaphors widely
used to stress YouTube's social, economic and technological importance.
When plunging into YouTube discourse, one indeed begins to wonder
about the apparent resemblances YouTube bears to a number of estab-
lished cultural institutions. YouTube is often spoken about as if it were
a library, an archive, a laboratory or a medium like television, with the
respective metaphor inviting hypothetical exploration of what YouTube's
possible, probable and preferred futures might be. This clearly mirrors
earlier periods in media history, with early cinema being compared to
theater and vaudeville, or television to radio, cinema and theater, in an
emergent, that is unforeseeable and uncontrolled process of a new
media phenomenon fitting into an existing culture. From a computer-sci-
ence viewpoint, YouTube is nothing but a database, but in any given cul-
tural context, moving onto the platform and watching a video obviously
entails more than that. It is therefore debatable whether “we watch
databases” only, as Geert Lovink has stated,' even if the pragmatics
of viewing moving images have changed in YouTubean times. After all,
the functionalities of databases might change too. For instance, up to
the 1960s, US cinemas regularly screened movies in a séance continue,
that is in a continuous showing without a specific starting time, with
viewers randomly walking in from the street at the beginning, middle
or very end of any given picture. It took a Hitchcock and Psycho to
enforce more disciplined viewing habits." There is thus no firm ground
for making any substantial claims about what YouTube is, despite the
institutional pressure to do so.

Suffice it to say that YouTube is not eitheror. When changing the
metaphor, one faces different horizons of use and enters an open-ended
process of experiments and enterprises. Take the archive as a metaphor
to designate what “you” might want to do with YouTube. Countless
blogs link to YouTube the archival database in order to substantiate an
idea or to pass something newly found to others. “Why pay an insti-
tution to archive media from around the world when users seem to
be doing it for themselves? Open source archiving | suppose it is,” as
one blogger proclaimed in a post entitled “The Great YouTube Archive.”2°
Corporate media has been using the site as an archival outlet for its
material, and deals are signed constantly to include older TV series and

—
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feature films. In April 2009, YouTube announced a partnership with Sony
to expand its library of movies and TV shows. Various treasures from
the archive will be promoted at youtube.com/movies and youtube.com/
shows, and YouTube has also confirmed rumors about a new advertising
model “which allows program makers to place commercials into the ad
breaks of television shows being watched online."#

Taking advantage of YouTube as an archival platform also entails
some sort of media transfer. Within the traditional media archival sector,
there are those who mourn the apparent loss of media specificity in
the 21st century?? and others who portray the current archival conver-
gence in a brighter light. For some, the archival mode of online media
has become evident with YouTube’s collection of perhaps 200 million
videos, making the Internet the world's largest vault for moving-image
material. Others stress the lack of quality and preservational strategies.
Some, like Kristin Thompson, have argued that the celestial multiplex is
a myth, and that there will “never come a time when everything is avail-
able [online]” And besides, most film “archives are more concerned
about getting the money to conserve or restore aging, unique prints
than about making them widely available."2

Whether or not one likes the distinctiveness of media dissolving
into a pulsing stream of bits and bytes, traditional media archives are
facing the fact that sites like YouTube and Flickr have become default
media-archive interfaces. Every initiative a film archive might launch on
the Web will be measured against YouTube's ease of access. The Library
of Congress, for example, has already had its own YouTube channel for
some years. During spring 2009, the Library announced that it would
start uploading millions of clips to YouTube. It already offers most of
that moving-image material on its own website, and the expansion to
YouTube—and to Apple’s iTunes for sound recordings—is part of an
effort to make more than 15 million digital items even more widely
accessible. The initiative parallels that of Flickr Commons, the “broad
strategy” being “to ‘fish where the fish are, " using highly frequented
sites that may give content added value.?* Yet since YouTube actually
lacks a centralized “curator of display,” as Robert Gehl has noted, large
media companies may “step into the curatorial role and decide how
each object in YouTube's archives will be presented to users."?® Mining
the vaults of an established media archive remains subject to corporate
interests as well.

Snickars & VYonderau

Interacting with YouTube is reminiscent of using archives or librar
ies, but is also similar to zapping through television channels, the differ-
ence being that tags link content to similar content in YouTube's media
flow. If a clip turns out to be uninteresting, there are still millions of
other trails to be followed, either by clicking on a linked video or by
performing a new search. Since YouTube also contains vast quantities of
material that has been broadcast, the platform has often been likened to
television. As a medium emerging after the digital turn, YouTube appears
to imitate television's specific practices. Arguably, among old 20th cen-
tury media, television has been the most successful in attuning itself to
the new digital environment. Radio is ubiquitous on the Web, but within
the visual culture that will allegedly dominate the Internet in the future,
digital video has been vital.

“Have you ever wanted to just sit on your couch and watch YouTube
on your TV?" YouTube announced on its blog in January 2009. Thanks to
a joint project with Apple, www.youtube.com/tv users are now offered
“a dynamic, lean-back, 10-foot television viewing experience through a
streamlined interface.”? In an effort to emulate a traditional TV experi-
ence using a gaming console, users/viewers are now able to watch
YouTube videos on any TV screen. In other words, just as commercial
and public broadcasters have been trying to establish themselves on
the Web over the last decade—the BBC and its iPlayer probably being
the prime example—YouTube's management has also experimented
with including the website in an old media environment. Given that new
media remediate old media, there is also economic value in “down-
grading” to a previous platform in order to stay competitive. In this
sense, it seems that YouTube indeed wants to be like your TV. While
news media is involved in the introduction of new e-reading devices,
YouTube is currently partnering with TV set-top box manufacturers to
bring the platform into the living room. At present, few TV sets contain
a Web browser. For a site like YouTube, this might prove to be critical,
not least since audience ratings in various countries repeatedly show
that traditional television remains far more popular than online video.
At the same time, two of every three Web surfers who watched video
did so on YouTube, so the site has a clear advantage over broadcasting
and cable-television networks that are trying to further establish them-
selves on the Web.
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As consumption patterns change, digital screens will arguably
become the default interfaces for media access. Providers of Web ser
vices, video-recording devices and mobile technology have in any case
put great effort into marketing new patterns of media consumption to
the younger generation. “YouthTubers” are targeted in both online and
offline advertising, and any use of YouTube videos is regularly translated
into metadata. Metaphorically speaking, the site thus appears to work
not only like an archive or a medium, but like a laboratory registering
user behavior also. From this perspective, YouTube appears to be not so
much a platform for any individual presenting her- or himself to a com-
munity (as in a social-networking system like MySpace or Facebook),
but rather as a way of strategically combining video content with numer-
ical data. It can hardly have escaped anyone that YouTube presents vid-
eos in conjunction with viewer statistics, not detailed user profiles. As a
matter of fact, “users” are by definition reducible to quantified traces of
actual usage. With views, clicks, comments and ratings counted, user
behavior becomes a byproduct of all the informational transactions tak-
ing place on the site, and raw data constantly gets fed back into the You-
Tube machinery. In this view, YouTube seems to serve as a technology
of normalization, as a symptom for a wider social strategy Jirgen Link
has called “flexible normalism." %’

An incident illustrating the laboratory relevance of usergenerated
data occurred in July 2008, when Google was ordered by federal judge
Louis L. Stanton to turn over to Viacom its records of users who had
watched Viacom content on YouTube. The range and depth of data avail-
able was staggering, and many YouTubers expressed fear that viewing
habits might potentially become public. YouTube's management reacted
via the company blog, expressing its concern about “the community's
privacy.” “"Of course, we have to follow legal process,” the blog stated.
“But since IP addresses and usernames aren’t necessary to determine
general viewing practices, our lawyers have asked their lawyers to let us
remove that information before we hand over the data they're seeking.”

Interestingly, YouTube not only acknowledged storing user data,
the company also felt it was necessary to explain why this information
was kept in the first place. “Why do we keep this information? [...] It
helps us personalize the YouTube experience, getting you closer to the
videos you most want to watch.” Viewed from the laboratory perspec-
tive, and in light of the fact that Google had been collecting information

Snickars & Monderau

for years to make its search algorithm more efficient for advertisers,
this hardly seems plausible. Exploring YouTube as a laboratory, one
might instead point to the uses made of user data, and to the normal-
izing effect of viewer statistics constantly being presented to viewers.
“Broadcast yourself” and be metered—YouTube's display of nhumbers
suggests that communities might relocate to the artificial realities of
statistical data fields.

About this Book

When examining YouTube by way of metaphors such as the archive,
the medium or the laboratory, one is immediately confronted with a
number of inherent (and not easily solvable) conflicts and problems
vying for more detailed answers. How does, for instance, the prac-
tice of open access relate to traditional archival standards, legal con-
straints, “old” media distribution and the entrepreneurial interests of
the Google subsidiary? To what extent do clip aesthetics challenge tra-
ditional notions of, for example, textuality, episodic and serial narrative,
documentary forms and also the very basic requirements of teaching
and research? And what about the relationships between free-for-down-
load video and mobile devices, between mashup software and patented
hardware? How does the promise of empowering the “broadcasters of
tomorrow” (YouTube) correspond to the realities of careers in broad-
casting and film, to fan participation and management strategies? And
finally: if YouTube is to be regarded as the world's largest archive, how
do the texts and practices associated with its use work for and against
cultural memory?

As the metaphorical explorations above have shown, studying
YouTube presupposes a broader theoretical framework and a critical
distance vis-a-vis YouTube discourse itself. Consequently, a reader like
this one would provide researchers, teachers and students with a pro-
grammatic selection of foundational texts, permitting them to mount
an intervention. But is there anything to be read about YouTube? So far,
media studies have all but ignored the public interest in the YouTube
phenomenon. In a marked contrast to anthropologists, educators, IT
specialists and scholars of marketing and the creative industries, who
have pioneered research on YouTube over the last years, film and media
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studies have avoided eye contact by lowering their view on random
cases of post-television and amateur practice, or by making rather gen-
eral claims about the nature of “Web 2.0." With the notable exception
of Geert Lovink's Video Vortex Reader, and the individual research of
scholars such as Patricia G. Lange, José van Dijk, Michel Bauwens, Jean
Burgess and Joshua Green,?® no comprehensive work has been done
on YouTube as yet. By directly confronting YouTube as an industry, an
archive and a cultural form, this book addresses issues hitherto dealt
with at the margins of our disciplinary field only. Deviating from what
the term “reader” usually implies, our volume consists exclusively of
original and actual contributions, thus offering its present readers an
update on the frantically changing YouTube sphere, and, for the future
present, an historical view of how things looked back then in 2009. As
with any selection of readings in a particular academic discipline, this
book is also programmatic in its comparison (but not necessarily recon-
ciliation) of conflicting views on the phenomenon at hand. By doing so,
it aims at prompting further studies on the cultural and capitalist, social
and material, amateur and professional logic of YouTube.

The contributions in this volume analyze various relationships
between technology, community and commerce characterizing You-
Tube practice. The idea was to invite renowned scholars from both the
US and Europe to send us short, essayistic articles, employing their
own research interests and approaches as a vantage point. As a conse-
quence, the book has been roughly organized into six sections. “Medial-
ity” offers conceptual arguments about YouTube, relating the new phe-
nomenon to prevalent concerns in media theory and history. “Usage”
follows those on YouTube in the twisted forms of practice. “Form”
examines what was called aesthetics in the days of old media, while
“Storage” deals with the archival implications the YouTube platform
holds. “Industry” is concerned with the economic relevance of YouTube
for society. Finally, “Curatorship” came as an invitation to Giovanna Fos-
sati, curator at the Netherlands Film Museum in Amsterdam, to orga-
nize a YouTube exhibition on the Internet. Since it wouldn't make much
sense to write a book about YouTube without keeping its moving-image
culture alive, we kindly invite all our readers to visit the exhibition at
www.youtubereader.com.

Snickars & Monderau

In many ways, this book has been developed as a partisan project.
In the same way as many clips on YouTube, it was deliberately planned
outside the routines of academic presses. “Packaged” like a global
Hollywood deal, but produced in less than a year, it involved a Berlin
beer garden (research and development) and a major public institution
relating to Swedish cultural life (deep pockets), inspired contributions
and design (creative talent), and also saw the participation of a Lithu-
anian printing facility and an industrious UK publisher (distribution). We
are grateful to all those who made this book possible, not least our
wives and kids who, despite their enthusiasm for YouTube, might some-
times have felt displaced by the uncanny production schedule. We dedi-
cate this book to all our girls—Malin and Lea, Asta, Luka and leva.
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William Uricchio

The Future of a
Medium Once Known
as Television

This article began with an ambition to be a textual mashup, a writ-
erly counterpart to YouTube's aggregation of voices, videos, modes of
address, and recycled and repurposed texts. YouTube, after all, stands
as an important site of cultural aggregation, whether we consider mash-
ups in the narrow sense (individual videos that make use of disparately
sourced sounds and images remixed into a new composite) or the site
as a totality, where variously sourced videos, commentaries, tools,
tracking devices and logics of hierarchization all combine into a dynamic
and seamless whole. A formally recursive article seemed an appropriate
way to address and reflect on its textual and metatextual dimensions.
And indeed, YouTube contains ample textual material from which to
draw, including the Company Blog, Privacy Notice, Terms of Service and
of course the rich data generated by YouTube's users in the form of com-
ments. And yet, the more | recombined shards of text, hoping to find
a clever way to mashup and repurpose YouTube's words to my analytic
ends, the more aware | was of an overarching issue, one that was largely
implicit in YouTube's formal organization, that undercut my argument.

YouTube is a creature of the moment. Only four years old as of this
writing, it has enjoyed considerable attention, much of it celebratory,
emblematizing for some the notion of Web 2.0 and the participatory
turn. Its embrace of mashup culture, its openness to textual destabili-
zation and radical recontextualization, and its fundamental reliance on
usergenerated content all certainly strike a resonant chord. But even
more striking is its obsessive pursuit of alchemic chrysopoeia, a bina-
ry transmutation of numbers into gold. Google's massive investment
in YouTube and its hope of transforming usergenerated content into
money seems as fraught as the pursuits of the alchemists of old. The
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tensions between these two approaches, one deriving from a reconfig-
ured notion of text, property and agency and the other rooted in the old
logics of ownership and profit, have for the moment resulted in some-
thing that is neither fish nor fowl, at least given the simple conceptual
categories that we continue to work with. While YouTube's economic
model is indeed predicated on participation, it fails the “2.0 test” since
users may only upload—and not download —its videos. Add to this You-
Tube's EULA, the intrusive logics of its filtering software, its processes
for takedowns, its capitalization of user behaviors, and its status as an
emblem of Web 2.0 seems more wishful thinking than anything else.

Within four short years, YouTube has found a large participating
public, attracted an astounding level of financial investment, and been
the subject of mythmaking and hyperbolic celebration. And yet its defi-
nitional contours are both contradictory and fast changing. This is attrib-
utable in part to its environmental setting. The digital turn has acceler
ated the challenges to the ontological distinctions among established
media, offering both new definitional conceits and new media forms
with wide-ranging implications for traditional media. It has informed our
understanding of media history, shaping our historical agenda and the
questions we put to the past. The digital turn has enhanced our sense
of rupture with that past, magnifying our impression of inhabiting a
privileged historical moment and our status as witnesses of the new.
In the case of YouTube, it has enabled us to look upon a steadily mor-
phing set of technological, social and business practices—some radi-
cally innovative and others hopelessly compromised—finding there an
emblem of the new.

And so the recursive tale of a radical mashup slowly smothered
under too many qualifiers, while the story of YouTube as an experimen-
tal practice loomed ever larger. In this article | would like to reflect on
YouTube as a set of practices—both corporate and popular—that inter
rogate our ideas of media and particularly the process of media change.
Specifically, | would like to explore YouTube’s implications as an experi-
mental laboratory that may have its greatest relevance for the future of
the medium currently known as television, and a medium—together
with film—that is experiencing its own crisis.

P
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The Case for Television

“We Won a Peabody! (No Joke)” read the headline on YouTube's
April 1, 2009 blog.” But even if the date had been different, YouTube
might have been genuinely surprised to be included within the domain
of the Peabody Award, which has until now focused on terrestrial and
cable television and radio. In making its selection, Peabody's award com-
mittee noted that YouTube's Speaker’s Corner, a “video-sharing Web site
[...] where Internet users can upload, view and share clips, is an ever
expanding archive-cum-bulletin board that both embodies and promotes
democracy.”? The worthy cause of promoting democracy, however,
neither masks Peabody’s struggles with television as a shifting set of
technologies and practices (and therefore its own shifting institutional
relevance) any more than it does YouTube's relevance for the television
medium’s future. Peabody may be expanding their remit, moving beyond
television and radio in much the same way that Nielsen expanded their
audience-metrics service to include the Web, or they may finally be
accepting some of YouTube's own rhetorical positioning. Consider the
discursive resonance of the “Tube"” in YouTube, the trademarked claim
to “broadcast yourself,” the structuring of content into “channels” and a
core business that turns on the distribution of videos.

YouTube is not alone in thinking about television in terms flexible
enough to include the Internet. The major American terrestrial and
cable-television networks all have their own online operations, in many
cases positioned under the umbrella of their transmedia parent com-
panies. CBS Interactive, Fox Interactive Media, Turner (CNN, TNT, TBS,
Cartoon Network) and Viacom Digital (MTV, BET, Paramount), plus
industry-backed portals such as Hulu (NBC Universal and News Corp.),
offer a spectrum of services from providing scheduling information, to
channeling fan activities, to providing various levels of access to televi-
sion shows, films and music. Other portals such as Joost provide an
international assortment of television, film and music, and sites such
as Mysoju take a more nation- and genre-specific approach, offering
access to unlicensed Japanese, Korean and Taiwanese soaps. Although
the interfaces and services provided by these various sites differ wide-
ly, two things stand out. First, the online presence of television content
has been normalized and is growing steadily; second, virtually all main-
stream American television programs have been spoken for by their
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parent companies, and at a moment of aggressive intellectual property
protection, this leaves very little for outside players such as YouTube
and Joost.

And yet, according to comScore Video Metrix, more than two of
every three Internet users who watched video used YouTube. During
the month of January 2009, 100.9 million viewers watched 6.3 billion
videos on YouTube.com (62.6 videos per viewer) for a 43 percent mar
ket share. Fox Interactive Media ranked a distant second in terms of
videos viewed, with 552 million videos (3.7 percent), followed by Via-
com Digital with 288 million (1.9 percent) for the month respectively.®
Viewed more globally, nearly 77 percent of the total US Internet audi-
ence watched online video for an average of six hours in January 2009.
And although average online video duration is getting longer—from 3.2
minutes in December to 3.5 minutes in January—Megavideo, a portal
whose motto is “Your content, your money. We just charge a little fee for
bandwidth and coffee,” has an average video duration of 24.9 minutes,
which is growing quickly. As of January 2009, Megavideo entered the
ranks of the top 10 most-viewed sites with 15 percent growth over the
previous month.

These data from the start of 2009 can be interpreted in several
ways. On one hand, they point to a mismatch between viewer activity
and the sites of traditional television content that is easy to dismiss as a
sign that television audiences are doing their viewing the old-fashioned
way —on television (or the new-fashioned way, through their DVRs), not
onYouTube. And indeed, coincident with these Internet metrics, Nielson
announced “TV Viewing Hits All-time High"” (Nielsen’s numbers include
broadcast, cable, DVR time shifts, mobile and Internet). The average
American now watches more than 151 hours of television per month.*
On the other hand, we can also interpret this and other data as showing
steady growth of the Internet market, steady growth of the numbers of
videos viewed online, and steady growth in the length of those videos.
In this regard, it is also interesting to note that cellphone video use has
been growing, particularly in the 12- to 17-yearold market, where usage
is nearly double that of any other age cohort (and where short form,
“casual” viewing is the norm). YouTube's enormous advantage over the
nearest television company Internet site may speak to an interest in
elements that the competition is not providing—elements, | will argue,
that are central to the future of the television medium.
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If the networks are largely monopolizing their own television con-
tent, then what kind of television is on YouTube? YouTube of course has
licensing deals with CBS, BBC, Universal Music Group, Sony Music
Group, Warner Music Group and many others, but its content skews
towards music from its American partners, as can be seen from the
corporate subdivisions that do the actual partnering. CBS, for example,
allows access to promotional television material (interviews, previews,
program headers), ephemeral material (logos, advertisements), and
some historical shows, news and local affiliate coverage. YouTube has
responded to the constraints in the entertainment sector by launching
what it calls “short-form content”: clips of popular prime-time shows
like Lost, Desperate Housewives and Grey’s Anatomy, as well as behind-
the-scenes footage, celebrity interviews, online-only specials. Consider
ing these constraints, YouTube would not be a destination for the viewer
seeking standard television fare or formats. But for the trans-brand or
trans-network fan, the synoptic viewer and the growing cohort of young
cellphone viewers, it is fast providing an array of alternatives from new
textual forms to annotation systems, to community-building strategies,
all consistent with its userdriven profile.

Ontological Ambivalence

A look at YouTube's channels recalls Borges' description in his short
essay “The Analytical Language of John Wilkins” about the Chinese
emperor's encyclopedia.® Functions, topics and media forms are jumbled
together with “comedy, education, entertainment, film and animation,
gaming, music, people and blogs, and sports,” vying with one another
for attention. Thanks to the just mentioned deals struck with media con-
glomerates, it serves as a significant cross-media outlet, and a site where
content familiar from other media forms is repackaged. YouTube offers
a rich set of provocations into larger questions regarding continuity and
change in media and specifically interrogates the intermedial mix avail-
able in networked computing environments. One could argue that this
interrogation process is inadvertent, largely reflecting the uncertainties
of a new medium as it struggles to find its own expressive capacities,
whether we conceptually frame this uncertainty as remediation or the
backward-looking, precedent-bound “horseless carriage” syndrome.
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But the confusion evident in today's transmedia industries over
where, precisely, a medium begins and ends, seems not unlike that in
many media-studies programs. The film-production pipeline, for exam-
ple, moves between digital and analog, between computerbased and
photochemically based, with final release still generally occurring on
celluloid, but more often than not with revenue streaming in through
DVDs and television exhibition rather than theatrical box office. How
then should we think of the film medium—through its technological
genealogy? Its participation in legitimizing rituals such as film festivals?
The site of its greatest exposure, even if that is television or Internet or
the iPhone? Through some circumscribed set of physical parameters or
signifying practices—celluloid or a particular length, format or genre?
Its discursive claims? Or the conceptual framework that it is afforded by
its various publics? The choice is determining, and we know of course
that different constituencies may make different selections with differ
ent results.

It is this ambiguity, or better, this definitional ambivalence that pro-
vides such fertile ground for YouTube. At a moment when the full impli-
cations of the digital turn have yet to transform our ways of thinking
about moving-image content and our categories of analysis, when the
relations between producers and consumers characteristic of the indus-
trial era are slowly being eroded, and when convergent media indus-
tries are themselves spreading content across as many platforms as
possible, YouTube offers a site of aggregation that exacerbates—and
capitalizes upon—that uncertainty.

Along with many of the portals backed by transmedia companies,
YouTube continues to rely upon traditional media distinctions as a navi-
gational aid to its users and as a means of appealing to existing com-
munities of interest, while in fact all but flattening the media distinc-
tions in practice. Let's consider the case of film. A best-case scenario
appears in the form of the “YouTube Screening Room,” where the case
for film is legitimized by site design—a screen framed by curtains, for
instance—holding to a theatrical-style release schedule (two-week runs
complete with shorts) and foregrounding where possible the cinematic
legacy of its films with evidence that they have played at international
film festivals. The “YouTube Screening Room” declares itself to be the
“world’s largest theater” and part of a new generation of filmmaking
and distribution. Other groups, such as aficionados of Super 8mm films
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(the Straight 8 team), organize festivals of their favorite films. As they
explain it, the “granddaddy of all low-budget formats was popular in the
1960s and 70s for making home movies and is still used in amateur and
professional films because of its unique and beautiful characteristics, as
well as its extreme affordability.”® Despite this historical framing, Super
8's affinity to YouTube's project is underscored when grouped togeth-
er with “analog video, digital video, HD video, Photoshop, computer
animation, multimedia formats [...] the list is long enough to keep any
enterprising auteur busy for a lifetime.” Nostalgia and aesthetics com-
bine to legitimize YouTube as part of a much longer amateur trajectory.
From the echoes of cinema-style theatrical release, to format-specific
appeals to the amateur movement, to festivals, the development teams
at YouTube work through familiar categories while in fact offering far
more than simply the film artifact itself—or in many cases, without even
offering the artifact itself! Consider for example YouTube's promotional
blurb for The Sundance Film Festival:

The Sundance Film Festival recently launched a YouTube channel that
allows all of you movie enthusiasts to get a glimpse of what took place
during the 25th anniversary year of the influential festival. For those of
you interested in the filmmakers behind the films, there's the “Meet
the Artists” playlist, featuring interviews with filmmakers from around
the world and clips of the films that brought them to Sundance. If
you're looking for coverage on the ground—from premieres to parties
and more—you can check out the Live@Sundance segments. And to
hear what some of the film industry’s leading thinkers had to say about
the state of the business today...”

Although in most cases we are only given access to “clips of the
films that brought them to Sundance,” the trappings of the festival con-
stitute the main event and are covered in their full glory. Just as in the
example of its “short-form” approach to mainstream television, YouTube
has seized the periphery, providing access to the scene even more con-
sistently than to the films (or television shows) themselves.

The game channels operate in similar fashion. Games, by definition
interactive, are watchable rather than playable in the YouTube context.
The various channels provide walkthroughs, commentaries, trailers,
previews, sneak peeks, cheats, highlights and event coverage across
the various gaming platforms. These elements are the topic of much
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commentary, effectively reinforcing the community-building strategies
that seem to lurk behind the event coverage “peripheral” to television
shows and films. The music channels by contrast are able to deliver both
music and videos, providing something like MTV-on-demand with a few
bonuses. The curatorial act is embodied in algorithmic correlations of
user interest patterns as well as in community recommendations, both
serving to address taste formations in quite a different way than mere
alignment with a VJ's profile. And the act of commodification, of trans-
forming listening and viewing pleasure into a purchase, is prompted by
on-screen reminders to “click here” if we want to pay for and own the
music. Unlike television and games, where the core artifacts are largely
absent and peripheral activities are provided in abundance, in the case of
music, playback is permitted and a broader array of affordances address-
es both the scene (interviews, reviews, behind-the-scenes peeks and
so on) as well as the industry’s interests in the pinpoint targeting of
potential customers and sales.

But Is It Television?

At a moment when, in the wake of Janet Jackson’s 2004 “wardrobe
malfunction,” live television broadcasts have been ended in the United
States, when most viewers perceive television as something coming
through a cable rather than the ether, and when increasing numbers
of people are using DVRs and DVDs to pursue their own viewing hab-
its, the medium'’s definition is in a state of contestation. Much as was
the case with the discussion of film, definition turns on the parameters
that we privilege as essential and distinguishing. Television, more than
film—which has enjoyed a relatively stable century—has been through
a series of definitional crises over its long history. Indeed, how we even
date the medium and where we chose to locate its start reveals much
about how we have chosen to define it.® But there is no escaping the
slippery slope on which we tread today.

One of the oldest elements in television’'s definition was its poten-
tial for liveness. It defined television conceptually in the 19th century,
distinguished it from film for much of the 20th, and although it has
largely been supplanted by video in order to enhance the medium's eco-
nomic efficiencies, liveness (even in the era of the seven-second delay)
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nevertheless remains a much touted capacity. Even slightly delayed,
televised sports events, breaking news and special events attest to the
medium'’s conceptual distinction from film, which was, for the duration
of its photochemical history, emphatically not live.

YouTube, like film, misses the capacity for televisual liveness. This
is not to say that it doesn't at times seek to simulate it. For example, as
| write this, YouTube has been auditioning interested musicians for the
YouTube Symphony Orchestra by having them submit video introduc-
tions and performances of a new piece written by Chinese composer
Tan Dun. The videos were posted and voted upon over the period of
a week, and the winners invited to travel to New York to play at Carn-
egie Hall under the direction of Michael Tilson Thomas, complete with a
mashup video of the submissions as a backdrop. The selection process
played out with a few days of “real” time, and the recursive mashup did
its best to keep the time frame tight. While a useful experiment in using
YouTube to create a real-life event, televisual liveness was almost never
an issue.® In fact, if one searches on YouTube for live television, one is
prompted with subcategories such as “bloopers, mistakes, accidents,
gone wrong, and fights”"—indications that liveness is understood by
YouTube's minions as an excess of signification that cannot be cleaned
up, edited away or reshot.

Flow constitutes another key concept in television, first articulated
by Raymond Williams in 1974 and reiterated ever since by the medium’s
theorists.’ As with liveness, it can certainly be circumvented through
the use of videotape, DVRs and video-on-demand, but by and large it
remains present as a potential. Television adheres to the same notions
of flow that characterized the earliest days of broadcasting: a temporally
sequenced stream of program units constantly issues forth from the
programmer, and audiences may dip in and out as they choose. YouTube,
like film in the time-based domain—but also like libraries—Ilacks flow in
this sense, offering instead a set of equivalently accessible alternatives
at any given moment. Underlying this distinction is a key conceptual dif-
ference between television as heterochronic and YouTube as heterotop-
ic. The term heterochronia traditionally refers to certain medical patholo-
gies characterized by irregular or intermittent times (the pulse), or erratic
developmental sequence (organ growth). This notion of displacements
in time or the vitiating of sequence was picked up by Foucault as some-
thing of a temporal extension of his notion of heterotopia. The latter term
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denotes for Foucault sites with a multiplicity of meanings, defined by
uncertainty, paradox, incongruity and ambivalence; sites best exempli-
fied by long-term accumulation projects such as libraries and museums;
sites for which he suggested a temporal corollary: heterochronia.* An
evocative term as much for its weak definitional status as for its prom-
ise, heterochronia is a term | would like to define between its diagnostic
roots (the vitiating of sequence, displacements in time) and Foucault's
institutional setting. Like museums and libraries, television is a space of
accumulated artifacts that are endlessly recombinatory.' Unlike them,
however, and this is a crucial distinction from Foucault’s meaning, tele-
vision's recombinatory process plays out as flow, as a structured linear
sequence over time.YouTube's place in this is somewhat ambivalent.

Like the difference between collage and montage, a similar prin-
ciple (the compositing of differently sourced artifacts) works to a very
different effect along a durational axis. Collage, in which visual elements
from various provenances and with different histories are uprooted and
combined in a new composition, is certainly a radical recombinatory
act. The resulting whole is greater than the sum of its parts, and many
collages exploit the dissonance of source, materiality and referenced
temporality to great effect. But montage, the durational assemblage of
divergent materials, relies upon sequence and everchanging context
for its effect. While it is certainly the case that users of YouTube experi-
ence their texts over time, often viewing multiple videos and therefore
generating sequential context for individual videos, there is a significant
shift in agency (producer-controlled flow as distinct from usergenerated
flow), and a shift from flow as default to flow as a condition that requires
active selection. In this, YouTube looks very much like the DVR-mediated
television experience.

Another recurrent element in the definition of television regards its
ability to aggregate dispersed publics. Although this vision can be traced
back to the medium’s postwar institutionalization and reflects its inheri-
tance from broadcast radio, it has roots in the late 19th century. In its
earliest manifestations, television was imagined as a point-to-point, per
son-to-person medium akin to the telephone, but bolstered by a num-
ber of public functions such as news and entertainment.’ In a certain
sense, we have come full circle: from the broadcast era where large
publics were the norm, through a period of deregulation at which point
cable, satellite and VCR helped audiences to sliver into ever smaller
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niches. While not yet individualized (our webcams have shouldered that
burden), we inhabit a moment where the steady erosion of the mass
viewing public has created anxiety in political terms regarding the future
of television as a collective mode of address.

YouTube and the emergent practices referred to as IPTV, Internet-
protocol television, might be seen as the final straw, fragmenting the
cable era’s slivers into atomic particles and pushing our expectations
and definitional conceits regarding television to the breaking point. You-
Tube, however, has launched a number of initiatives that seek to restore
notions of collectivity. The comments feature enables users to respond
to videos and interact with one another by exchanging reactions and
links. Videos can be easily shared and recommended to friends, con-
structing objects of common interest. Interest groups and sub-chan-
nels draw together communities of participation and shared enthusi-
asms. YouTube's collaborative annotation system enables users to invite
people to create speech bubbles, notes and spotlights on their videos,
providing a site of interaction and collaboration. And as in the case of
the YouTube Symphony Orchestra and the New York-based collective
Improve Everywhere's videos such as “No Pants Subway Ride” and
“Frozen Grand Central Station,” YouTube even serves as a catalyst for
gatherings and community activity in the physical world.
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1 "No Pants Subway Ride" - January 2009
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Liveness, flow and aggregated publics, while long-term concerns
and even definitional components of television, have also modulated in
response to social needs and available technologies. Over the past 130
years, television has been imagined and deployed as a set of practices
that make use of a shifting technological base, including the telephone,
radio, film and, most recently, the networked computer. Each of these
dispositifs brought certain affordances to light, and each inflected these
concepts in distinctive ways. YouTube emblematizes a set of inflections
and modulations that address the role of the most recent transforma-
tion of television's dispositif—the shift to networked computer tech-
nologies. Its notion of liveness is one of simulation and “on demand”;
its embrace of flow is selective and usergenerated; and its sense of
community and connection is networked and drawn together through
recommendation, annotation and prompts.

YouTube as Next-generation Television?

From what we have already seen, YouTube's focus on the “periph-
ery” of what has long been held as the center of attention—the tele-
vision show or the film—positions it to play a key role in helping to
construct meaning, communities of interest, and the frameworks of
evaluation so important to the cultural experience. Especially as our
creative economies shift to more user-generated content, destabiliz-
ing the long monopoly of media industries as the exclusive producers
of texts and authorized conduits of interpretation, YouTube seems to
have adroitly taken on the broader space where social meaning and
cultural value take form. This choice may well have been inadvertent,
since the film and television industries have been reluctant to let go of
their products, leaving YouTube hollow where it might otherwise have
been filled with traditional texts. The established industries have instead
chosen to develop their own online portals. But those portals resemble
a robust DVR more than anything else, with archives of program epi-
sodes surrounded by strategic appropriations from YouTube. The latter,
by contrast, has emerged as a dynamic experimental forum built around
shared information—some of it promotional, some of it synoptic texts,
some of it fan commentaries, parodies and mashups.
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To be clear, | do not want to suggest that the text, and particularly
the professionally produced media text, is dead. The content industry
will certainly continue to survive and change, just as questions about
culture and ownership will continue to be asked. Nor do | want to stuff
YouTube with all of its radical potential into an old media category. The
point is rather that the industrial era of television, with us since the early
1950s, is fast changing under pressure from the disaggregation of con-
tent from media platforms characteristic of today’s cross-media indus-
tries, and as a response to bottom-up appropriations of the affordances
of networked computers and various mobile devices. This doesn't pose
a threat to the concept of “seeing at a distance” that has long character
ized television so much as to the institutional logics that have held it in a
vice grip over the past few decades. If anything, the television industry
has stuffed itself into an unnecessarily small conceptual space, and You-
Tube is providing a set of radical alternatives. YouTube has successfully
(again, if inadvertently) sidestepped the industrial-era artifacts of the 30-
and 60-minute program formats; it offers relatively transparent usage
metrics; it provides a mix of voices including corporate, governmental,
NGO and public; and it seems particularly persistent about targeting
community engagements. In each case, YouTube is making use of net-
work affordances, unlike its industrial counterparts who are using the
network as little more than a data dump and alternate channel.

Initiatives such as YouTube Senator/Representative of the Week,
offering officials an opportunity to weigh in on “important issues fac-
ing Congress right now,” are designed to elicit debate and participa-
tion. So too “one of the coolest, unintended outcomes of the site's
existence,’ YouTube EDU provides “campus tours, news about cutting-
edge research, and lectures by professors and world-renowned thought
leaders [...] from some of the world’'s most prestigious universities,
including lIT/IISc, MIT, Stanford, UC Berkeley, UCLA, and Yale."™ New
alliances and natural affiliations are given voice with user channels
such as Survival Of The Fastest, an initiative from the London Busi-
ness School, The Daily Telegraph and Google, designed to showcase
“insights and inspirational ideas from some of the best business brains
in the UK." The Today in History series invites exploration of the archive,
contested notions of public memory, and debates over the meaning of
the past. In these sectors and many more like them, YouTube can be
seen experimenting with existing social processes (education, politics,
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the construction of history), institutions and visions, offering new out-
lets, enhancing its own centrality as an all-purpose portal, and learning
as it does so.

Epilogue: “YouTube on YourTV”

Regarding the future of television, let's step back and take a long
view of the medium: one stretching back to the interactive, point-to-
point television envisioned in the late 19th century (like the telephone);
one reconfigured as a ubiquitous domestic appliance (like radio); one
functioning as an event-driven, visually rich spectacle (like cinema); and
today, one taking advantage of the affordances of networked comput-
ers. Framed within this perspective, YouTube's limits as an exemplar of
mashup culture and Web 2.0 may be precisely its strengths as a transi-
tional model to next generation television.

On January 15, 2009, YouTube’s company blog announced a beta
version of YouTube for Television: “a dynamic, lean-back, 10-foot televi-
sion viewing experience through a streamlined interface that enables
you to discover, watch and share YouTube videos on any TV screen with
just a few quick clicks of your remote control. [...] Optional auto-play
capability enables users to view related videos sequentially, emulating a
traditional television experience. The TV website is available internation-
ally across 22 geographies and in over 12 languages.” The beta version
relies on Sony PS3 and Nintendo Wii game consoles, but YouTube has
thrown down the gauntlet, and announced that it plans to expand its
platform interfaces. Emulation as a strategy may yet come full circle.
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for the date noted. 12
See the Peabody Award website — www.peabody.uga.edu/news/event.
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Bernard Stiegler

The Carnival of the New
Screen: From Hegemony
to Isonomy

For Hidetaka Ishida

In 1985, | proposed to the College international de philosophie a
seminar that would also have been an audiovisual program, and which
would have the title “Can One Philosophize about Television?” The
“audiovisual” was then at the very beginning of a period of intense
transformations. Besides the appearance of cable broadcasting (which
made way for a “cable plan” in France), the possibility to see—and
to see again—audiovisual objects was still quite new. It was primarily
the consequences of this, at the time, new possibility that | wanted to
study, or to which | wanted to devote a seminar organized as a televi-
sion program—whose principle would have been repetition. | ascribed
a philosophical virtue to the power of repetition.’

Beside cable broadcasting, the 1980s were of course also marked
by the video recorder becoming common in the homes of industrial
countries. Put to commercial use for the first time in 1954 by the Radio
Corporation of America, this device would remain a professional tool
until the end of the 1970s. It then became one of the main products
exported by Japan, making for example JVC famous and wealthy, to the
extent that the French government tried to hinder its entrance onto the
market. Until the appearance of the home video, it was more or less
impossible for a cineaste to see a work that was not chosen by a film
distributor or a television programmer. Thus, the immense popular suc-
cess of the video recorder relied on choice at an individual level.

Twenty years later, the appearance of YouTube, Dailymotion and
video servers has ended the hegemony of the “hertzian broadcast” and
represents an irreversible break with the model of the cultural industries
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whose domination marked the 20th century. It is again primarily the
organization of broadcasting that transforms video servers today —but
on a collective level. “Broadcast yourself”: such is the slogan of YouTube.
Video servers and databases have replaced the television transmitter,
and there is also an industrial revolution taking place in the domain of
what one should no longer call the cultural industries, but rather the
cultural technologies.

Broadcast yourself, but also, first look for yourself (push media), and
of course again, produce yourself: what this yourself, this self, this auto
presupposes is the existence of navigation functions. They are indis-
pensable for accessing the servers and typical for the digital cultural
technologies. They create a rupture in the producer/consumer model of
the cultural industries, and also develop and structure what home video
makes accessible in a partial and embryonic way.

In fact, home video allows the public to access for the first time the
functions of freezing the image, of slow motion and of rewinding the
film—even if not true navigation—and this is what gave me the hope
that this tool would begin a transformation that would continue and get
stronger with the development of digital audiovisual technology, whose
arrival was announced (there was already talk of the DVD) and which
would, | believed, deeply modify relations to the audiovisual temporal
flux,? allowing one to imagine the appearance of a more reflective and
less consumerist gaze. This seemed all the more reasonable as JVC and
other Japanese companies—especially Sony3—flooded the market
with cameras connected to portable video recorders, and worked active-
ly on the development of video cameras, later to become DV cameras.
Their functions were later to be found on mobile phones and on PDAs,
making the recording of animated pictures common and generalizing
the practices of self-production, including those of post-production.

What was called analog “light video” in France in the 1980s—an
expression connoting the image of a “light brigade/cavalry” at the ser
vice of a freedom fight, just as what happened with the 16mm cam-
era during the Nouvelle Vague that “liberated” cinema from a stran-
gling industrial dependence—has since then become “ultralight digital
video," in which most portable computers are equipped with webcams.
It thus constitutes a terminal of input inscription just like the alphanu-
meric keyboard and the microphone that permits audio-visual exchang-
es on Skype, where one can see how “the audiovisual” changes its
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function and becomes truly useful and functional—at the same time as
the new form of “heavy video” is generalized and constitutes networks
of video surveillance.

Anyway, when | proposed the seminar on how to philosophize about
television—which was never realized because it was refused by the pro-
fessionals of the profession—I believed that the possibility of duplicat-
ing temporal audiovisual objects, together with the access to the tools
of production, could produce new forms of knowledge, new philosophi-
cal questions and a completely novel relationship to animated images.
Most of all, | believed that this new relationship to images could in the
long run create profound changes in psychosocial individuation. Perhaps
these were even comparable to what happened when writing enabled
the duplication of the spoken, when its comparative consideration and
discretization of each individual one, and its auto-production (which is
also isoproduction as we will see) through a literate collectivity becom-
ing precisely in this way a polis and forming a critical time and space,
thus a true politeia, an individuation of citizens that could be qualified
according to their ability to judge, in other words to criticize —the Greek
work for “to judge” is krinein.

My thesis was that alphabetic writing of the spoken, /a parole, and
of discourses and the audiovisual recordings of perceptions and modes
of life were part of the same process, which | have since, by using and
broadening a concept devised by Sylvain Arnoux, called grammatization.
Grammatization is what allows the discretization and reproduction of
the flux by which both individuals and groups individuate themselves
(that is, become what they are) through expression, primarily through
their utterances, but also through their gestures, perceptions and trans-
missions of signs as well as their actions—which are also, secondarily,
an output of signs and information.

Grammatization allows for the spatialization of the temporal fluxes
that produce an existence through the writing of the spoken as well
as the mechanical reproduction of workers’ gestures, then through the
recording of the sensually audiovisual (the flux of sonorous and lumi-
nous frequencies), and through it, representations of the real past (their
memory) and representations of possible futures (their imagination).
Since the 19th century, the grammatization processes have operated
increasingly as a functional relation to networks: objects of intuition
are first distributed through wired networks like the telephone for the
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voice—and then, starting in the early 20th century, through hertzian
networks for radio and then television. Then this happened by way
of multidirectional, hyperreticulated numerical networks connecting
mobile objects in Wi-Fi and soon after that in WiMAX for all gramma-
tized objects, including gestures crystallized in the automated machines
of teleaction. In the meantime, Radio Frequency |dentification systems
and the technologies of recording and geolocalized traceability as well
are also forming grammatized networks that short-circuit the subjects
whose objects they are.*

However, the process of grammatization in fact began in the Neo-
lithic Age with the earliest forms of notation, first numeration systems,
then ideograms. As this makes the engramming of linguistic flux pos-
sible, it forms the basis of the psychic and collective individuation pro-
cesses that constitute citizenship. The space and time of the cité, its
geography and its history, or its geopolitics, are critical avant la lettre,
in other words through the letter. As Al Gore has underscored this dia-
criticity, which has spread all over the world—particularly in America
thanks to the printing press—and which has opened a new era of the
diachronic as well as of the synchronic. It is all based on knowledge
which is, in essence, distributed through reading and writing. Henri-Iré-
née Marrou has for example shown how this partition was the condition
for both Greek and Roman citizenship. | myself have also repeatedly
emphasized this techno-logical dimension of noetic and political judg-
ment, especially in La Désorientation, and more recently in a commen-
tary | have proposed in relation to Kant's Was ist Aufklarung?® Gore
also underlines—as | myself have done®—that audiovisual media have
short-circuited and left in ruins both this diacriticity and the knowledge
it is based on—thus fundamentally threatening democracy, in America
as in the entire world.”

Discretization in Ancient Greece

Since | did not succeed in convincing the professionals of my pro-
fession of the great intentions of my televisual seminar project, | made a
script in which television in transition constituted the very platform of a
new psychic and collective process individuation. This was in fact one of
the arguments of the exhibition “Mémoires du futur” that | presented at
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Centre Pompidou in 1987 The general thesis of this exhibition was that
the 21st century would see the development of numerical networks as
well as new storage platforms and new dispositifs for reading and writ-
ing, a kind of dispositif of computerassisted reading and writing—what
Alain Giffard now calls “industrial reading”®—where a sound file and
an image file are “read” simultaneously. The thesis argued further that
this made wide dissemination of a new kind of knowledge through
the development of instrumental practices based on integrated digital
machines necessary. This knowledge and these practices were directed
by the studios, which were the main objects of the exhibition, in which
the members of the audience could educate themselves—and in this
way they and their productions were put at the center of the “show.”®

However, between the 1980s and today a complete elimination of
reflection and an everincreasing populism of the audiovisual media sub-
ordinated to market research seem to have characterized the cultural
industries’ evolution. The VCR has for example not developed any alter
native to what constitutes the law of the cultural industry: the produc-
tion of the “time of available brains”'® as the psychological condition
organizing the consumption of industrial production. Secondarily, as a
psychopower exploiting for itself the psychotechnologies from the final
stages of grammatization, the cultural industries create a cultural and
political consumerism that destroys all forms of culture and knowledge
as well as the politeia as such, and not only democracy—without even
mentioning the general toxicity resulting from consumerism in itself.

If it is true that the condition for the constitution of individuation
as a diacritic is alphabetic writing—which analyzes, synthesizes and
mnemonically reproduces the spoken, just as the audiovisual analyzes,
synthesizes and techno-logically reproduces perceptions and sensual
fantasies''—there are also primary practices of non-reflexive, disindi-
viduating writing: in its first stages of development, writing doesn’t pro-
duce any reflexivity. It has at this time essentially an instrumental and
controlling accounting function and is reserved for a class of writers
who monopolize the knowledge of it—the professionals of the profes-
sion at the time were ancestors to the Mandarins, as an inevitable con-
sequence, considering the complexity of writing in ideograms.

With technical evolution leading to the alphabetic grammatization
of the spoken, the regime of psychic and collective individuation that
makes the appearance of the law as such possible installs itself. This
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is the precondition for the political forms of the cité as well as for all
forms of literalized and literary knowledge, which transforms poetry and
makes tragedy emerge, and which constitutes together with geometry
the context for the appearance of pre-Socratic thought, leading to histo-
riographic narrative and to philosophy in its proper sense, to the analysis
of parts of discourses and to what was later called logic, and finally
to the form of the intellect as we know it today and which Aristotle
describes as the noetic soul—an intellectual structure that has been
exported all over the world with literalization. And by the way, the glo-
balization of these intellectual techniques was to a large extent secured
by the Jesuits from the 17th century and onwards.

At least in certain ways, it could be said that alphabetic writing,
which opened up the possibility of the politeai, of positive law and of
isonomy, was during the age of hieroglyphic writing what the new digi-
tal media are to the production and reproduction of analog audiovisual
temporal objects. Collaborative techniques and auto-broadcasting seem
to set up the conditions for a sort of technocultural isonomy, where
hegemonic subjective relations imposed by the cultural industries seem
reversed and which make an auto-production based on isoproduction
possible. Hieroglyphic writing, which was fully independent of language
in Egypt, began its phono-logical development in Mesopotamia with the
advent of cuneiform, but it did not then constitute a process of critical
collective and psychic individuation: it remained the hieratic-administra-
tive medium of an imperial power. Alphabetic writing with consonants,
which appeared with the Phoenicians, is itself the foundation and the
vector of an essentially commercial practice.

Within Greek society the transformation of the capture of lan-
guage's flux through alphabetic writing was born. This created a general
reflexivity, inducing a crisis and a criticality of all modes of life, but also
the opening of a critical space and time by means of the discretization
of language, forming in turn a political space and time and opening the
book of history in its proper sense—ideograms and cuneiform writings
characterize the proto-historical age, an object of archaeology—and
tracing the first maps of conquering travelers. However, the diacritical
situation that is the foundation of the politeia reached a crisis, where
the cité entered into a conflict with itself because of what had been
achieved during the three first centuries of this critique. The passage
from a warlike struggle between individuals to a logical, linguistic noetic
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opposition between parties on the agora resulted in citizens rather than
combatants. But this transformation also lead to a crisis of the written
and its credit, since sophisticated minds appropriated it as a force that
can control minds.

As is well known, the Sophists were accused of exploiting psy-
chopower—the power over young souls, constituted by writing—for
manipulating the minds of young Athenians. In a way, philosophy then
accuses the Sophists of exploiting the “time of available brains” that can
be harnessed and converted into a material good thanks to writing (the
Sophist appears primarily as a merchant of illusions in Plato)."? Sophis-
tico-literal psychopower is artisanal: its foundation is a psychotechnique,
which means that the reader is also a writer. In the industrial analog
psychopower based on psychotechnologies, the functions of broadcast-
ing and reception are separated just like those of production and con-
sumption, and the constitution of networks allows for massification, the
exploitation and the commercialization of the time of consciousness,
thereby becoming the time of the available brains without conscious-
ness. The analysis of the Sophist period in Greek history, which is also
the origin of philosophy—itself born in its combat against the misuse
of writing—is key to the understanding of what is happening in the
current discretization of analog media. For if there is a possible analogy
between the inception of alphabetic writing as a discretization of the
flux of utterances and that of digital media as the discretization of audio-
visual temporal objects, it is to the extent that the audiovisual object,
just like alphabetic writing, is a pharmakon.

Writing is a poison in the hands of the Sophists, as Socrates declares
in Phaedrus. However, this poison is also a cure. Reading this famous
dialogue, which Jacques Derrida suggested will show that the anam-
nesis—which for Plato constitutes the beginning of the noetic act par
excellence, through which the dialog, as dialectic time and space, is by
this very fact diacritic—is always already inscribed in hypomnesic time
and space. In short, the writing that records the dialog is the means
by which it is grammatized and discretized. Consequently, the anam-
nesis should essentially be apprehended as a therapeutically and cura-
tive practice of the hypomnesis—such is for me the meaning of what
Derrida calls grammatology, and also deconstruction, which is always the
deconstruction of metaphysics as an illusion of thought that believes it
can purify itself of any pharmakon-like scapegoat. In fact, this is exactly
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what has happened with consumerism, and exactly what should change
a politics of cultural and cognitive technologies that are neither more
nor less “pharmacological” than writing, and that shape the technolo-
gies of the mind (and of its autonomy) as well as the technologies of
stupidity (of the heteronomy that hinders thinking). That which shapes a
psychopower should become a privileged object; i.e. where video serv-
ers concretize the discretization of images, they inscribe an activity of
perception analytically and reflexively in memory and in imagination.

So the techno-logical being that can be affected by grammatiza-
tion—which is to be precise exactly a techno-logization of all signify-
ing fluxes through which this being makes signs, and thus individuates
itself through symbolization—is intrinsically and ineluctably pharmaco-
logical. It follows that what is true for writing is true for all mnemonic
productions stemming from grammatization. Put differently, every
epoch of grammatization—of which YouTube is one of the later cases,
as it is contemporary with nanotechnologies and synthetic biology—
constitutes a major turn in the cultural hegemony and the poisonous
heteronomy imposed by the consumerist industrialization of culture.
Thus, a pharmacological analysis is required to elaborate a therapeutic
prescription—a system of care, i.e. a social and economic organiza-
tion deriving from a political decision. But to the contrary, as anticipated
by Antonio Gramsci, the cultural hegemony of consumerism consists
of imposing heteronomy, while making believe that political decisions
are no longer possible—"there is no alternative”"—because politics has
been absorbed by the market and the economy. This happens precisely
through psychopower subordinating the time of available brains to the
pure law of merchandise. But Gramsci's concept is not sufficient for
imagining either grammatization or its pharmacological dimension, or
the therapeutics of which a new politics should consist.

YouTube is, then, the entrepreneurial instantiation of a mutation in
grammatization that calls for a political battle. The issue is not about fight-
ing for or against YouTube, but for a therapy and a politics, and against
a poisoning at an age where techno-economical systems such as You-
Tube and Dailymotion are made possible by a level of grammatization
that makes a new pharmakon scapegoat appear—a digital audiovisual
pharmakon that links to the analog audiovisual pharmakon which has
manifestly become toxic—which constitutes the base of consum-
erist society and which disgusts young generations more and more,
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and which will perhaps crumble like its system partner, the automobile
industry, as Adorno claimed in the 1940s. But the new pharmakon can-
not become either a cure or a poison if it doesn't constitute a diacritic
space and time based on the digital discretization of images. Like any
pharmakon, it can put this characteristic at the service of a new age that
is extremely poisonous. The therapeutic question is then to know how
the discretization can be curative—i.e. constituting an isonomy support-
ing autonomy—and which the political, cultural and industrial conditions
of such a care are.

Digital Discretization of Analog Images

To understand how the process of grammatization modifies the
process of psychic and collective individuation characterizing and found-
ing civilizations according to concrete technical conditions, one should
study the different stages of this process of literalization and literariza-
tion of society, that is, the foundation of the development of the West
in all its aspects, and how it leads to a planetary and de-Westernized
industrialization—something which | can of course only sketch out
here. Alphabetic grammatization makes the historio-graphic narrative
the principle of collective individuation' at the same time as it develops
a judiciary isonomy on the writing of the law that constitutes a noetic
autonomy, which led to the constitution of proper citizenship with the
Greeks. It led to monotheism with the Hebrews, then, with the print-
ing press, the constitution of a new form of religious individuation, the
Reformation, the condition for the forming of capitalism according to
Max Weber, then the Republic of Letters and Enlightenment, i.e. the
French Revolution, and finally, the generalization of mandatory public
education, inaugurating the literalization and liberalization of everyone in
industrial and democratic society.

These facts must be studied to understand what the advent of video
servers that self-broadcasting combined with auto-production and auto-
indexing make possible. Partly because these four elements, typical of
what arrives with YouTube and Dailymotion, depend on the digitization
of the audiovisual, which is a recent stage in the process of grammatiza-
tion, and partly because the audiovisual in general recognizes different
stages of grammatization just like there are layers and strata in the his-
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tory of writing. This inscription in an industrial economy is evidently not
the case for writing, which on the contrary opens the space for calm liv-
ing (otium), the privilege of citizens as far as they escape the limitations
of an economy of living in ancient Greece and Rome, who may then
fully cultivate the economy of their existence, i.e. their libidinal, and for
this reason sublimated, economy. It is only with consumerism that this
sort of pastime, like the cultural industry, becomes an essential function
of the economy of living.

The Industrial Revolution and the development of the bourgeoisie’s
power put an end to the division between the otium and the negotium.
The cultural industries can be of use for economic development in this
context, and with them, sensibility and intuition just like science can
become a techno-science, and with it, understanding and reason can
be of use for economic warfare. This is how the consumerist cultural
hegemony was formed—up until its contemporary crisis. The gramma-
tization beyond writing that took place in the 19th century allowed for
this economic functioning of noetic activities, and the pharmacological
questions here present themselves in a configuration that reaches its
limits at the moment when the consumerist industrial model as a whole
enters into crisis.

However, the audiovisual apparatus, which appeared in the 19th
century, spread widely with the hertzian networks in the 20th century—
there were a billion television sets in 1997—by imposing on the entire
world a globalized kind of relation that in some ways is comparable to
the ones characterizing the hieratic societies controlled by the Egyp-
tian and Mesopotamian scribes, the digital networks do indeed trans-
form this organization. Such is the context of YouTube—and of Google,
which means that one can no longer distinguish between the destiny of
digitized writing or the digitized image—or that, evidently, of digitized
sound—and reciprocally: digitization depends on metadata, which is
captions of images and sounds as well as of texts themselves.

The metadata remains the fundamental issue: it is through it that
the discretization is concretized for the “practitioners” of video serv-
ers. The cultural and economic hegemony imposed with the audiovisual
media—something which Adorno described as the industry of cultural
goods, and which is the key to the consumerist society serving primarily
to control the behavior of individuals through marketing—began a trans-
formation process throughout the 1980s, less through the appearance
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of light video and the VCR than through research conducted on signal
treatment in the telecommunications sector in order to define algo-
rithms and norms for the compression of images. This research, which
lead to the different standards of the MPEG norm as well as the MP3
standard, on which basis P2P systems are developed, wasn’t concret-
ized in the public sphere until the end of the 1990s, and even more at
the beginning of the 21st century, with the arrival of animated images
on mobile networks at the same time as the generalization of the pro-
duction of metadata and navigation functions that make it all possible.

However, the real ruptures take place through technologies of digi-
tal analysis of analog images—and not through the synthesis of images
created digitally, as many researchers of the 1980s believed. Digital
analysis of images attracts a process of discretization, and introduc-
es—in a most discreet fashion and for a long time not considered™—a
diacritic function that doesn't exist in analog technology. Not only is this
state of fact not often considered, it is even less valorized—not for rea-
sons of technological limitations, but because the economic and politi-
cal worlds still haven't understood the stakes. An analog recording of
course also demands a discretization: it defines a grain (or a gram) that
discretizes and quantifies the luminous or sonorous signal. But in the
analog, this discretization is only functional at the level of the appara-
tus. It is masked and “transparent to the user,” as computer scientists
say: the listener or spectator only deals with the continuity of the sig-
nal, which thus constitutes precisely an analogon of the sensual. The
apparatus simultaneously dispenses with the necessity of acquiring any
knowledge, as well as of accomplishing any action. This delegation of
knowledge to the machine is what makes a process of proletarization
of consumers possible—the discretization is here so discreet that it is
transferred to the machine entirely and escapes the receiver complete-
ly. This is why analog media permit a perfect realization of the opposition
between producer and consumer—which is the reign of the scribes of
the audiovisual, typical for the 20th century.

We live in the 21st century, though, a century of digital technologies.
Contrary to the analog stage of grammatization, these allow discrete
elements to be produced in full functionality for the users—particularly
because they become elements of navigation, something that happens
when recording practices are generalized, but also because they are ele-
ments of montage and thus of operational discretization and expertise
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selection. In digital networks, the spectator is active on a motor level:
he must learn how to make functions work and is no longer only in
the position of the consumer. In addition, the economy of the Internet
clearly rests on the activity of the totality of its users—they constitute,
as a whole and as a process of psychosocial individuation, the produc-
tion system of the network.

The New Screen

Back in the mid-1980s, when | planned the seminar “Can One
Philosophize about Television?,” | still had not clearly and correctly inte-
grated the question of discretization—even though | already knew that
repetition, as iterability, presupposes such discretization (as Derrida has
shown). In fact, | only understood these stakes when | began working
on the script for the exhibition “Mémoires du futur,” which eventually
lead me to the question of the given conditions of navigation in one of
the exhibition's CD-ROMs."® Here, navigation, and the functions linked
to it—the indexing and what began to be called metadata from 1994
(which then mainly consisted of markers formalized by descriptive lan-
guages like SGML)—still primarily concerned text.

The compression of the image is, however, going to play a multi-
faceted role in the sense that Gilbert Simondon speaks of a process of
technical concretization when he addresses the process of functional
integration. Alongside the work of the MPEG group, it was in this way
that compression of the image and, more generally, the analysis of
data led to semantic Web projects initiated by Tim Berners-Lee—i.e.
the development of an algorithm for automated discretization of spatial
(through decomposition of discretized objects in the space of an image),
temporal (whose most elementary function is the recognition of rup-
tures between planes) and spatiotemporal continuities (for instance as
camera movements), and the automated comparison of such isolated,
discrete elements, allowing for signatures of images and searches in a
body of diverse occurrences of the same type of iconic or sound informa-
tion (an object, a voice, a face).” In addition, the compression of digital
images, together with the appearance of ADSL technology (installed in
France from 1999), then with Wi-Fi, will make full broadcasting on the
mobile net possible—which means the concretization of the YouTube
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slogan “Broadcast Yourself” —as well as on mobile objects, which will
become senderreceivers of sound moving images. Furthermore, when
digitization has made evident the need for information describing digital
objects (the metadata), the social Web will extend the rule that makes
this new screen a space for psychosocial individuation where receivers
are also receivers of the metadata.

Internet users are invited to produce tags, keywords, indexations
and annotations of all kinds for this “new screen,” which becomes a col-
laborative effort, what one calls Web 2.0 and which constitutes the par
ticipative architecture of an infrastructure itself based on cloud comput-
ing.”® This has led to an age of the bottom-up production of metadata,
which in turn constitutes a radical novelty in the history of humanity.
Up to this moment, the production of metadata, whose digital concept
was formulated in 1994, but whose practice goes back to Mesopo-
tamia, had always been executed in a top-down way, by the official
institutions of various forms of symbolic power. Produced automati-
cally for the semantic Web, or produced by Internet users’ analytic and
synthetic capacities of judgment for the social Web, this new type of
metadata opens up the possibility of delinearizing audiovisual works
to include editorial markers, to inscribe pathways and personal anno-
tations, to make signed reading,'® signed listening and signed vision
accessible by all users.

Though there was no navigation function in the consumerist model
of the cultural industries, there was a calendar organization for program
access—i.e. audiovisual temporal objects were aired at a given time
on a given day: a social synchronization organized by calendar. But this
calendar organization is shattered by YouTube and video servers, which
offer access to stocks of traces called data and metadata, and no longer
to the flow of programs that constitute radio and television channels.
The standardized calendar organization and the top down are thus sub-
stituted by a cardinal principle based precisely on discretization and the
bottom-up production of metadata. This new mode of cardinal access
to what no longer presents itself as the archi-flow of a channel linking
a programmed audiovisual flux,?° but as stocks of audiovisual temporal
objects whose broadcasting can also be produced by calendar flows of
a new kind, RSS, soon leads to podcasting and what is called catch-up
TV. As video servers destined for a global public (since they are sup-
ported by global infrastructures) appear, new mass social practices of
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protocol-based video will spread with enormous speed compared to the
strictly consumerist industrial modality of the cultural industries, thus
opposing functions of production to functions of consumption.?'

Top-down calendar organization has given way to cardinality where
the bottom up based on metadata is combined with bottom-up produc-
tion, which is also auto-production. An apparatus of video capture has
become a terminal function of the Net through webcams, apparatuses
for audio and video capture on PDAs and cellphones, dictaphones, DV
cameras with USB keys, and iPod recorders. This abundance of images
is neither more nor less widespread than the ability to read and write
among citizens, which political life was based on. As images are pri-
marily an industry in contemporary societies, the market self-evidently
appropriates this situation and amateur press-photo agencies appear
quickly—while the political world, lobotomized and fascinated by the
“porno-politicians,” leaves for others the question of the conditions for
constitution of a common knowledge, requested and made possible
by the established fact that concretizes the last stage of grammatiza-
tion—even if Tony Blair chooses to congratulate Nicolas Sarkozy on his
election as president of the French Republic on YouTube!

Auto-Production and Indexation in the Networked Society

Let us call networked a society in which individuals are mainly and
constantly connected to all others through power, and to some others
in actions, in a bi-directional net that allows everyone to be senders as
well as receivers, and where the receivers receive only to the extent
that they send?2—which is to say that they make their reception public,
which thus becomes their production: their individuation. A networked
society thus breeds a “hypernetworkedness” in the sense that not all
human societies, which are always constituted by nets, are necessarily
networked. The networked society, to put it differently, is a society that
has more or less systematically grammatized its social nets, and that
by this fact organizes technologies of transindividuation in an industrial
context.

Networked society and the hypernetworked relation that it makes
possible and installs as its social norm structurally and simultaneously
opens up two pharmacological possibilities, on the one hand, that of a

n
X



FMediality

generalized control and traceability that would lead through the system-
atization of short circuits and the absence of counterforce to an extreme
disindividuation. The short circuits in the transindividuation, the psy-
cho-epistemic effects of which the Platonic critique describes are here
transformed to the level of collective individuation by all sorts of effects.
On the other hand, there is also the possibility of a highly contributive
society, where the reindividuation of dissociated individuals is the social
novelty; based on processes of collective, collaborative and associative
individuation; built upon critical apparatuses supporting counterforces;
producing long circles; supported by institutions forming contributive,
analytical knowledge; by a politics of research and of investment in a
public priority in this field, and by political institutions with regulations
appropriated to this new stage of grammatization.

The networked society is the one that links together the places of
psychosocial diachronic individuation: the processes of collective, col-
laborative and associative individuation are formed around these cen-
ters of common interest, drawing circles where the practices of auto-
production are developed and protocols of indexation are established
from individual initiatives by amateurs and more generally of contribu-
tive actors—from the militant to the hacker, and from the hobbyist to
the scientist. The grammatization of relations induces a grammatization
of the conditions for the passage from psychic to collective individual,
i.e. a formalization of nets through which collective individuals emerge.
This is also a formalization and discretization of micropolitical relations
that call for a new critical theory as well as new political practices at all
levels, perhaps nothing less than a new political technology, in the sense
that Foucault spoke of technologies of power. But here, the stakes are
no longer only biopower, but psychopower also. In this context a funda-
mental reversal takes place, where the production of metadata is rising
(bottom up), which was always the opposite in the past (top down),
and the development of techniques of auto-production creates new,
empirically acquired knowledge, through which the public is qualified.
This breeds a reidiomatization of the audiovisual languages: styles grow
from all parts, while a gloss of images develops from images, and new
kinds of graphisms, of annotations, of categories, i.e. discretizations
that are interiorized by those who perform them. Naturally, there is also
the industrial, political and commercial control of these processes—in
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which the technology of the social Web is inextricably linked to the pro-
duction of metadata in general.

The social Web formed around video servers is based on the auto-
broadcasting, auto-production and auto-indexation performed by the
authors or the broadcasters of temporal objects as well as their audi-
ence. This is what constitutes the effective reality of this new stage of
grammatization, where indexation makes the production accessible. The
combination of auto-broadcasting, auto-production and auto-indexation
can create processes of transindividuation that short-circuit the short
circuits engendered by the top-down system of the cultural industries
through a bottom-up movement—where one is tempted to believe that
minus plus minus equals plus.

Conclusion: Toward a Textualization of Images

In late 2008, at the Web 2.0 Summit in San Francisco, YouTube
proved itself to be the major player of the young generation in the field
of auto-broadcast, auto-produced and auto-indexed images on video
servers—perhaps to the point where one can legitimately talk of a new
reference of the process of transindividuation, based on videogram
hypomnemata. This constitutes the basis for a process of psychic and
collective individuation, which is also, in the strongest imaginable sense,
a process of collective imagination, if one believes that the imagination
is the movement through which mental images and object images forge
transindividual relations. Or as one of the speakers put it: “The easy
access to online video, shown by the video sharing platform YouTube,
profoundly changes society. [...] Not only does almost the whole world
see video online, but every conversation, important or unimportant, is
shot—and all these films are accessible on YouTube.”

The question is then if the image practice is going to compete with
that of texts—and with them, if the deep attention produced in read-
ing will be replaced, according to the analyses by N. Katherine Hayles,
with what she calls “hyper attention.” Younger people have a tendency,
according to Hayles, “to use YouTube as a search engine, i.e. to view the
content of the web only from the video angle, as if the textual contents
no longer existed. For them, a large part of their experience of the web
ends with the videos they find.” 2
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One must both rejoice and worry about such a state of affairs—in
the sense that worrying is what makes one think, which consists in
fighting against the reactivity that it can also set off. One should also
rejoice because the image practices creating this new attractiveness
transform the calamitous state of affairs to that of dissociation. One
should, however, worry because this new pharmacology —completely
ignored by political thought except when it tries to instrumentalize it
“pornopolitically"—which calls for a politics of industrial development
on a grand scale, based on new educational, cultural and scientific poli-
tics, as well as on the audiovisual media completely at their mercy, can
lead to either the destruction of attention and the individuation resulting
from this deep attention, which has been cultivated through the text
since the beginning of the great civilizations—or to the production of a
new kind of deep attention, closely connected to new attentional forms
created by the development of hypomnemata resulting from the last
stages of grammatization.

A new form of tele-vision is hence developed, which for instance
makes Skype possible (recently named Visiophony in France), which
also leads to new kinds of gatherings as online conferences—and
consequently to the formation of new processes of collective individu-
ation. Simultaneously and elsewhere, the age of the utilitarian video
is massively shaped in the most varied fields (small trade, education,
institutional communication), parallel to a spectacular growth of the
vision culture where GPS navigators and video surveillance cameras,
installed in the streets of London or on geostationary satellites, are the
elements. At this moment, a collective intelligence of transindividuation
through images is indispensable for the renaissance of political as well
as economic life.

The new isonomy of equal distribution of rights and privileges pro-
duced by the grammatization of animated sonorous images is thus a
primordial element in the economy of contribution that should replace
the worn-out Fordist consumerist model. The two new platforms, You-
Tube and Google, are the industrial infrastructure of this new isonomy. It
is up to us to fight—through the development of machines and circles
of critical transindividuation—to create from it the space and time of the
new autonomies.
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Endnotes

| also proposed a project based on repetition to the Centre Pompidou in
2004, an exhibition named “The Repetition. On the Cavern.” It was turned
down also.

| analyzed the transformations of the audiovisual temporal object by the
digital in La technique et le temps 3. Le temps du cinéma et la question
du mal-étre (Paris: Galilée, 2001) and in “Les enjeux de la numérisation
des objets temporels,” in Cinéma et derniéres technologies, eds. Gérard
Leblanc & Franck Beaud (Paris: INA/De Boeck University, 1998); as well as
in a postscript, “De quelques nouvelles possibilités historiographiques,” to
Sylvie Lindeperg, Clio de 5 & 7 (Paris: CNRS Editions, 2000).

Whose campaign at the time was “| dreamed it, Sony did it

| outlined this development at the time of the project “Can One
Philosophize about Television?"” in “Technologies de la mémoire et de
I'imagination,” Réseaux, April 1986. Later, | developed the concept of
hypermatter to show how the question of a grammatization at a structural
level of what one can no longer simply call matter—but hypermatter—
that makes the hypermaterial formed by “the internet of objects” possible.
Bernard Stiegler, Prendre soin. De la jeunesse et des générations (Paris:
Flammarion, 2008; forthcoming in English, Stanford University Press.).
Ibid.

"As the proverbial fish ignores that it lives in the water, during its first
century the US has only known the written. [...] But for the last forty years,
Americans don't receive their information in written form any longer,” i.e.
since the appearance of television. Al Gore, The Assault on Reason (New
York: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2008), pp. 13-14.

Cristian Fauré, Alain Giffard & Bernard Stiegler, Pour en finir avec la
meécroissance (Paris: Flammarion, 2009).

One of these studios, organized with the cooperation of I'Institut national
de I'audiovisuel (INA) thanks to Francis Denel, was moderated, most
importantly, by Serge Daney and some other non-professionals of the
profession, among others Jean-Pierre Mabille, who was later made
responsible for the studio for hypermedia production that we created at
the INA in 1997 Alain Giffard also contributed his support for two studios
dedicated to new reading and writing machines.
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The expression by which Patrick Le Lay—then president of TF1, the
prime TV channel in France—made himself famous, where he explained
that his job consisted of selling the attention of television viewers to its
advertisers.

The reproduction of audiovisual perception is what allows for the recording
of movement, i.e. life itself. This is why MclLuhan described cinema as the
recording of life itself.

| have already quoted and commented on the following passage in my

La technique et le temps 3, Le temps du cinéma (Paris: Flammarion, 2001):
"A Sophist, Hippocrates, isn't he a bargainer or a merchant who debited
the goods that the soul lives on? [...] The risk is [...] all the greater when
one buys science rather tha