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Introduction

In this paper an attempt is made to summarize as well as reflect literature by Galloway and Chun, respectively Protocol and Control and Freedom. Both authors contribute to the discourse concerning freedom and societies of control; to the post-Foucauldian, and/or perhaps post-Deleuzian discourse about what is driving this control-freedom or protocological society.

They do this via different routes, objects of study and via different methods. What they have in common is their firm bases in the theories of Foucault and Deleuze, where periodization is given in order to place new theories concerning control and freedom. It is important here to note that the mayor changes in society due to the saturation of the Internet into daily life, has its consequences concerning the theories of Foucault and Deleuze (where Deleuze might have needed the Internet to prove his theory) and new ways of distributing control, freedom and power. 

In mapping the current discourse, Chun and Galloway question what the objects of study are now and what a society of control actually is. Both authors look closely at the (short) history of the Net (Galloway via RFC’s and Chun via Cyberpunk) in order to demystify it; in order to get to the core of what is actually happening.

A short summary of both books is given, followed by a description of the corpus and objects of study addressed. After that, the actual contribution to the discourse is looked upon and some concluding statements are given.

Summaries

In "Protocol - how control exists after decentralization", Galloway stresses to rethink notions of freedom and control within current society by looking at Protocol. Starting at Foucault's disciplinary society and Deleuzes' control society, Galloway tries to analyze the 'now' by periodization. Within these different timescapes, different objects of studies are used; Galloway's object is the (protocological) Internet. Three things shape the new apparatus of control; the distributed network (diagram), the computer (technology) and protocol (management style). The first part of the book concerns a general introduction in the technical and formal side of protocol. After this, an in-depth, empirical explanation about code is given.  In the second half some examples are given of ways people work within this network of protocol. This to show that protocol is synonymous for possibility; within protocological networks, protocol is shaped. Within Internet, respectively hackers, net.art and tactical media are actively altering and questioning institutionalization of protocol by use of this same protocol.

Was or is the Internet a tool of freedom or control? Does it self-enable greater self- 

control or surveillance? Control and freedom: power and paranoia in the age of fiber 
optics argues that these questions and their assumptions are not only misguided but 

also symptomatic of the increasingly normal paranoid response to and of power.  

Chun discusses the Internet as a mass medium, which is sold as a race-free utopia, as 

a ‘theory come true’, and critiques this view.  Furthermore, she examines the relationship between control, freedom and sexuality/paranoia, where in terms of Foucault, sexuality is the secret to power/knowledge.

Chun wants to understand the linkage between freedom and democracy to control, 

that is often constructed via techno-deterministic explanations. Against recent trends 

in new media studies to view new media as the coming together of computation and 

media (ignoring the utopian/dystopian imaginings of cyberspace), this book insists on 

the importance of extra-medial representation. Where technology has become 

(once again) the solution for political problems, Chun does not want to simply debunk 

this ‘theory-come-true’, but rather explore their effects and the practices they engender. 

Within a democracy, people do not have a voice as individual, but are becoming abstractions, where the individual is disembodied and turned into a statistic of the crowd. The Internet does not, through its town halls or chat rooms or through its disembodiment, enable publicity as imagined by the Enlightenment nor do its protocols make its networks transparent. It does threaten a publicity that, as it makes irrelevant the distinction between public and private, enables something like democracy - an ideological polarization around control and freedom. 

Chun argues that control and freedom are not opposites (...) but rather that control is the matrix that enables freedom as openness. Chun defines her matrix as following:  Control is the matrix that enables freedom as openness, where openness itself may not be democracy, but the openness enables by communication protocols can point towards this other freedom, this experience of (rigorous) freedom. 

By analyzing a corporate history of fiber-optics, cyberspace, pornography and race, Chun want to show how this freedom is under threat and how we must shift our focus in order to regain this freedom.

Periodization: Foucault, Deleuze and Protocol 

In creating a historical background Galloway starts with Foucault’s concept of the disciplinary society. Where the corpus of Foucaults’ study on power consisted of formal and evident institutions, the Panopticon was introduced as an ‘ideal’ system to internalize the power struggle from institution to the individual. Deleuze followed by making the observation that these institutions no longer existed in this form and with the same clarity anymore. In comparing Foucaults and Deleuzes objects of study and 'spaces' for study, one can state that they are closed (Foucault) versus open spaces (Deleuze), leading to respectively a controlled and a disciplined society. 

Foucault used enclosed spaces as space of study, like factory, prison, hospital, where the object of study was the individual - the body. In order to make bodies docile, the use of surveillance (the panoptic), internalizes power. Through control a distance and technologies of power, a chain of behavior emerges. Bodies (and minds) reform through daily regimes. 

With Deleuze, the object of study alters, due to the fact that society has altered; he 

introduces the dividual. Where society is becoming fragmented, so does the 

individual; the panopticon becomes blurry and the individual is split up into pieces, 

where the ‘new’ power of consumerism is demanding all kinds and types of attention 

from the citizen/ consumer. It is not about making bodies docile anymore, but about 

molding the consumer (who consists of a real body and a data-body, where the latter 

becomes more important). 

Where Foucault would talk about the shift in power from ‘taking life or let live’ 

towards an administration of life (biopower) ‘to foster or disallow life’, Deleuze states 

that the power has taken another shift towards access. Subsequently, Deleuzian places of study would be airports, boarders; access points. 

Galloway now argues that theories of both Foucault and Deleuze have to be rethought due to new phenomena in society. With the birth of Internet and its (short) history, forms of power, of freedom and control, need re-visioning. In doing so, Galloway implicitly states that we are still in a Deleuzian control society, be it that the actors within this society may differ from earlier viewpoints. A periodization map is given: 
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Galloway claims here that the manager of control society, the distributed society, is 

protocol.  

Chun argues that indeed code (which acts via protocol) as a language gains more influence, but she states that we will keep having a role in creating machines and their languages in the future. Her investigation into fiber optics show different views on what the Net is throughout its short history and what myths were created around it. In a way she is periodizing narratives of the Internet.

 Starting from the theories of Deleuze and Foucault and analyzing Webcams and face-recognition technology, Chun argues that the relationship between control and freedom in networked contact is experienced and negotiated through sexuality and race. Rather than exploring the utopian possibilities of a space in which anything is possible, by refusing this myth, Chun claims that the Internet can enable something like democracy. She puts emphasis on the necessity to deal with questions of democracy in terms of vulnerability and fear. Resisting this vulnerability leads to the twinning of control and freedom – a twinning that depends on the conflation of information with knowledge and democracy with security. The post-mass medium does not only form more control or freedom but it does something else; it points out our new vulnerabilities. 

The argument is about how the Internet and surrounding discourse is a reflection to our vulnerabilities. Chun is warning for both utopian and dystopian ideas (extreme perspectives might harm or effect democracy) She is giving an analyses of hopes and fears instead of an analysis of what controls freedom. A periodization is made, in showing how the image of an internet has changed since 9/11, where this happy place, this space for sharing ideas and knowledge has made way for an extreme paranoia, due to the melting of security with freedom. 

Corpus

In making these claims, it is useful to look at what both authors have looked into, what they chose to use as a corpus for their studies. Where Galloway wants to prove that protocol is the new power within society, he first has to show why this is already valid for the Internet. In doing so, he is looking at the history of the Internet through its blueprints; RFC’s. Also, both Chun and Galloway talk about HTML; Galloway as yet another proof of protocological power, Chun as the real controlling power of interactivity between users (rather than the mouse).

Where Galloway uses the internal structure of the Internet to make certain claims, Chun is focusing more on extra-medial representations of this Internet, by looking at corporate stories of empowerment via commercials, but also at dystopian views of the Net, that are expressed via movies such as Neuromancer and Ghost in the Shell.  Also, in screening “pornocracy” and attempts to regulate it, important events outside the Internet determined the role it plays now.

So, Galloway sees Protocol as network regime. In explaining why this claim is made, first Protocol is defined in several ways, from ‘the ground up’; from the physical to the form to eventually the construct of power.  

Within network theory, three modes are explained: centralized, decentralized and 

distributed. The centralized network contains one hub and several nodes, directly connected; a decentralized network is a multiplication of centralized networks; the distributed network, the rhizome (Deleuze & Guittari), is a network where there is no difference between hub and node; every connection point is equal; the network is a homogeneous plane. Where the decentralized network is the most common today (think of cities, airports), the rhizome is the most interesting in the context of protocol and internet (Galloway’s main claim is that the internet now is seen as rhizomatic, but in reality is far from it).  The typical aspects of a rhizomatic networks are: 

- connects any point to any other point 

- neither reducible to One or multiple; it is composed of directions 

- beginning nor end, but always a middle 

- no structure, only lines 

- not an object of reproduction 

- anti-geneology, anti-memory 

- operates by variation, expansion, conquest, capture, offshoots 

- a-central, non-hierarchical, non-signifying system 

As a real-life example, the interstate highway network is mentioned as a good 

example of a distributed network, where there are no central hubs, no pre-defined 

routes. This highway system was developed in the same time the first signs of an 

internet were coming into existence. Within the development of an internet, some historically important developments are mentioned concerning the protocols developed in order to create an Internet, the most important being “Request For Comments”, RFC’s in short. 

An RFC is a scientifically written down (blueprint of) protocol; instruction manuals 

for software designers and computer scientists. They provide an insight beyond the 

pure technical, as it holds the history of internet and the choices taken in order to 

create internet protocols. Galloway uses his investigation into RFC’s to explain the different communication layers that emerged in order to create a ‘network of networks” - from microprocessor to mainframe. 

TCP/IP, DNS and HTML 

The ultimate goal of internet protocols in totality; accept everything, no matter what 

source, sender, or destination. TCP (Transmission Control Protocol) is the most common protocol in the transport layer. It creates a virtual circuit and checks if packages of data arrive in one piece, and monitors communication between sender and receiver. Its assistant is IP (internet protocol); this protocol merely breaks down data into send-able packages and sends it. Each packages gets an unique id and sequence as a part of a larger package. Now, the segmented message can be transported via different routes, via different nodes; eventually, they will end up at the right location and the pieces of the message are put together again. Combined, tcp/ip can be summarized to: 

- Facilitate peer to peer communication 

- Create a distributed network 

- Is a universal language 

- Is robust and flexible 

- Open to unlimited number of computers 

- Is a result of action from autonomous agents 

In order to make the addressing and locating of internet understandable for humans, 

DNS (Domain Name Service) is created. DNS translates a numeric address into a 

name. www.rhizome.org for instance is a translation of a large set of numbers that are 

too hard to remember. The parsing of this addressing happens form back to front: 

first, the packages are sent to .org, then to rhizome and to www. 

Obviously, DNS is a language that works hierarchically, a top-down tree structure. 

Another protocol that is typical for internet development is the emergence of HTML 

(Hyper Text Markup Language). This protocol creates ‘ wrappers’ around (ASCII) 

text; giving metadata about the message, in order to display the message in the same 

way on every computer.  This way of encapsulating messages says something about Protocol: “protocological objects never contain their own protocol” [Galloway, p52], so protocol has no opinion concerning its content; it is against interpretation. 

Galloway states that through the limits of protocol, possibility is created. In reviewing technologies of the Internet, Galloway makes an important point here: 

Protocol is based on a contradiction between two opposing technologies: one 

radically distributes control into autonomous locales (tcp/ip), and the other focuses control into rigidly defined hierarchies (dns).

Chun argues that the Internet is public because it is a protocol (which is synonymous 

for code), and protocol can be altered, shaped and changed. The effectiveness of censorship depends on local configurations and routing protocols both of which have been dramatically affected by the privatization of the Internet. 

Chun examines how corporations sought to blind users to their own constitutive vulnerability- the fact that in order to use, one is used, and that one's online interactions are fundamentally open- by conflating racial and technological empowerment, color-and technology-blindness. 

By analyzing two commercials on one side and Mongrel projects as critical art on the 

other, questions of the image ‘the internet’ as an open, race free public space are dealt 

with. The corporate view is that of glorifying the power of the mouse-click, transforming Internet from pornographic badlands to a user-controlled utopia, where the Internet turns every spectator into a spectacle [Chun p130]. 

Telecommunication companies state that now, a user can transcend the physical limitations of your own body, opening up a marketplace for ideas and possibilities. 

Technology makes it possible to believe once more in liberal and consumer equality 

Moreover, the Internet is emancipatory, freeing oneself from one's body, also neutralizes racism due to this disembodiment; "there is no race"- race itself is racist. 

[Chun p132]. The internet becomes separate but equal. Through the display of flesh (flesh that the Internet supposedly makes irrelevant) the televisual fantasy of the user as super agent emerges [Chun136]. 

The corporate scenes of empowerment however, did not seek to get more raced others on the internet. Rather they sought to convince "the general public" that the internet was a safe and happy place. The internet as a race-free utopia (and the user as super- agent) relies on, perpetuates, and solidifies the very stereotypes it claims to erase. The scenes of empowerment have helped make race simultaneously a consumer and  pornographic category, where virtual fluidity comes at the cost of real-life rigidity [Chun, p135].  Corporations offer a unearthly solution to inequality, selling one of the most compromising media to date as freedom. 

By defining technologically produced racial equality as the 'ideal', they (corporations) 

argue for increased technology adaptation until such racial (consumer) equality is 

reached, effectively giving themselves an unending 'mandate' [Chun, p147]. 

Narratives of the digital divide and digital empowerment form a circle that 

circumvents questions about the value of information, or the value of access alone, 

since the Internet (redefined through issues of social justice) becomes inherently 

valuable and desirable [Chun, p147]. Next, Chun mentions Informationology (information is knowledge), which conflates data with power and endows values to useless non-objects. The assumption that information technology represents a global public good relies on a naive reading of the current technology that deliberately ignores the intellectual property laws endorsed in this very document [Chun, p150]. 

Chun: Access and information content production are important. Alone, however, 

they are not enough to address inequality but enough to sustain it.  ICT does not automatically mean more democracy [Chun, p152]. 

Corporations have no problems with the digital divide because they can keep presenting themselves as being "the solution". Even the UN is behind this seemingly innocent strategy: “governments of developing countries and countries in 

transition need to nurture and support the private sector by providing institutional 

support, reducing barriers to entry, developing sources of financing and helping create 

and expand markets through tax incentives and export promotion zones etc”.  

Chun: "Nurture and support" means selling national telecommunications to foreign 

corporations. [Chun, p148] As a counter-movement, the Mongrel project is mentioned. A good example of a critical view towards access and race within internet, by stating racism as a global national heritage.  Mongrel seeks to bring out how constructions of race in the form of mental images are much more than simple indexes of biological or cultural sameness' by playing with the relation between ideology and software, race as a database category.  

Still, Chun argues we have to keep seeing the Internet as a public space. 

An important step is to investigate disembodiment: The Internet ... offers a space of virtual equality and autonomy, where domination stems from one’s own body. In doing so, it makes one’s body something to be consumed - it makes one’s race a commodity in order to erase it'. 

In Orientalism, U.S. and Japan cyberpunk make electronic spaces comprehensible 

and pleasurable through Orientalizing others and other spaces. 

Via two movies, Chun analyses how two different societies deal with vast growing 

new technologies. From these technologies, new utopias and dystopias emerge. A 

form that both scares and attracts us within the field of sci-fi, is cyberpunk and 

manga. Cyberspace can be seen as a literary movement that swept the world of 

science fiction in the mid to late 1980s. The famous Sprawl trilogy by Vancouver 

author William Gibson, (Neuromancer, Count Zero and Mona Lisa Overdrive) is the 

canonical example of the genre, which emphasizes a gritty, streetwise view of 

technology, set in a near-future dystopia. Gibson's notions of a ubiquitous global 

network based on virtual reality interfaces, which he named cyberspace, were an 

integral part of his books, and his ideas have proved very influential with designers of 

CMC systems. 

Both movie examples Chun brings up create an East in order to create a cyberspace. 

U.S. cyberpunk makes future Japanese in order to effect cognitive dissonance... 

Japanese anime show U.S Multinationals are to blame [Chun, p211].

In both movies, utopian/dystopian ideas are shown, with a relation to today’s 

‘everyday’ world; this can be seen in certain aesthetic elements (sound of phone, 

recognizable streets, normal clothes etc.). Both movies act as a representation of 

hopes and fears that live now.  The future in cyberpunk world, no matter how 

astonishingly technological, is always shockingly recognizable [Chun, p183]. 

Within both movies, differences between cultures and racial differences are 

transformed. The clash between white/black, have & have-nots towards is 

transformed to a clash between cyborgs and humans. The anime cyborg-subjectivity 

makes us disembodied, and makes us identify with computerization [Chun, p233]. 

The most important markers in both films are racial en ethnic. The combination of 

jargon and foreign and make-up brand names gives the impression that this world 

should be knowable, or that some reader who knows should exist or emerge. Also, 

Japaneseness becomes humaneness. Where humaneness is mapped on Japanese 

culture, technology and global multinationals are mapped on the U.S. 

The thorough analysis that Chun has performed, leads to the concluding point that the 

internet can only be portrayed as a space of mind if there is an accompanying 

Orientalizing of difference, if there is an accompanying display of Orientalized bodies 

[Chun, p244]. The binary of disembodied mind on one hand, and disembodied Orientalized other, on the other breaks down real-time communication. This binary does not break down because the orientalized other becomes a subject, but because the boundary between self and other, self and self, freedom and control, begins to 

collapse [Chun, p245]. 

Approach

Galloway and Chun have different approaches; where Galloway uses code-studiesu in a technical way in order to explain what is really happening with the internet. Chun considers code as a language and the idea of a language, but takes up another way of understanding and explaining code.  Chun takes up a kind of  Lacanian and paranoic approach. In the attempt to exploit freedom via a market place (the internet, in this case) is to destroy the very freedom one claims of protecting. This protection stems from paranoia. In order to explain where this comes from, Chun quotes Lacan, who states that “all human knowledge stems from the dialectic of jealously” and, that “ the object of human interest is the object of the other’s desire’. Eventually, this paranoid knowledge comes from the mirror stage; where a child first recognizes its own reflection, jealousy of this image sneaks in. This concept is integrated in early internet advertisements; to not be jacked in the information highway, is to be left behind. 

An historical analysis learns that after 9/11, the image of the internet altered from a  happy, participatory place to a place of threat, where security becomes the only passage to freedom. As a result, paranoia is gaining strength. And, for the paranoid, there is always meaning (to expand technologies in this case). This drives the construct of prevention as a technological, rather than a political task [Chun, p257]. 

A consequence of this techno-driven construct is a human reaction to an inhuman mass of information that belies on rational analysis, being paranoia. 

Lacan links freedom to paranoia, where in the construct of a ‘free private space, this 

space is actually destroying freedom. The discourse (on freedom, resp.), precisely because it is personal and vague, produces resignation an abandonment of human 

rights , where this is a discourse of the alter ego, that does not want to adjust to 

reality. (hence Chun’s analysis of spectating ‘the other’). Chun makes this point to 

explain the drive of the current combination of freedom with security. This makes us 

accept more and more invasive, yet painless- technologies [Chun, p263]. In a metaphor of de-colonialisation, Chun argues, that freedom as something one cannot want is the key to control as freedom.  This leads to the point that Chun introduces one of the few approaches where you can see controlfreedom as complementary, as one definition, as non-opposites. 
Contributions

In trying to identify the major contributions both authors make, to the dialogue concerning control, freedom and power in society; that we have to alter our view on the terms freedom and control; we need to re-map them. She proposes a matrix of four layers on the notion of freedom. Within these layers controlfreedom is seen as one word. 

In this paranoid knowledge approach she is bringing Lacan to the Internet in what can best be described as another way to describe the twofold of the Internet. Moreover it is an attempt to create a relation between paranoia, technology and freedom.
Concerning the paranoia thought, Chun is using data-veillance in order to make a point about how control regulates our interactivity and hold power over us.

She uses ‘paranoid’ as a tool, not just judgmental. According to Chun, freedom is possible after control by throwing away old meanings of freedom, and seizing it, rather than looking at fear and alibis. She is not posing control versus freedom, but both, always as a state in between this term.

This re-mapping and rephrasing of terms is important because we pre-screen the future (pre-mediated), when it comes, we can deal with it better.

Still, one can state that the model she introduces is quite vague. In this layer-model, by discussing one layer, you cover up the others.

Also, one can question, is cyberpunk that important. Are there no other cultural or technological examples to look into? Chun's reliance on the extramedial layer as the only layer providing supporting material in her search for cyberspace/Internet representations that move beyond the paranoid and the bipolar are questionable, where Galloway for instance also looks at tactical media practitioners, cyberfeminists as well as hackers.
The mayor contribution of Galloway to the discussion is his novelty of corpus, being RFC's. By studying RFC’s, the blueprints that hold the bases for the Internet, a comparison is made with this other system, called life. By discussing Foucault’s biopower, and the discovery of DNA, Galloway argues that life has become matter [Galloway, p82] and moreover, matter has become life. This ’life’ is regulated by protocol, managing relations throughout all layers and actors of life, not only the technical ones. So, protocol defines interaction and control of matter, thus life. 

Foucault states in ‘history of sexuality’ that, with new forms of power emerging, 

power has shifted from ‘take life or let live’ towards a disallow or foster life’, 

meaning that life has become administrable. This is where ‘life enters history’ as a 

measurable entity, a dataset. Deleuze takes this concept even further, by stating that, 

in control societies, this dataset is creating ‘dividuals’ instead of individuals, where 

control is executed via this dataset. In managing these banks of life-information, the 

power of protocol is introduced. Galloway continues by discussing Marx’s concept of second nature in order to connect protocol to bio-politics on bodies [Foucault, p85], and control on coded figures [Deleuze, p86].  Life itself is analyzable and controllable (from a distance, and from within). Life is a matter of information; protocol manages it [Galloway, p111].  Marx defines second nature as  ‘the thing itself and its artificial resemblance’ [Galloway, p88], where Foucault’s definition is ‘not the nature of the subject, but what allows the subject the possibility of giving itself’ [p88]. In Galloway’s own definition, second nature refers to the way in which material objects become aesthetic objects. Through this aesthetizing, these objects tend to become autonomous, living entities. Galloway interprets Marx' Capital in a way as to show the blurring line between Life and Matter, by discussing Capitalism as the greatest form of naturalization, and ‘bathing it over and over again in the language of nature’ [Marx, p93] Through Commodity Fetishism and Reification, Marx uses vitalistic words ’organic’ and ‘metabolic’ to describe processes of labor and capitalism. 

These concepts have to be de-naturalized; demystified in order to understand their workings. Possibly by altering their forms of appearance. 

In order to give another example of protocol, entropy is discussed; a physical law that states that every system is intrinsically bound to break down; information has a tendency to be forgotten. Life, however resists entropy, by passing on not only ‘hard’ facts like DNA, but also sociological and cultural information (memes). So, Life is the force that resists entropy [Galloway, p104]. Wiener is one of the first to state that machines also resist entropy, as a logical enclave [Wiener, p105]. If entropy is explained as the tendency towards a Plane of Immanence, then life is an organization, a set of patterns against within this plane; a protocological organization. 

In anti-entropic theory, life forms, both artificial and organic, exist within active 

aestheticizing. 

In looking at DNA and cybernetics, matter it transformed into code; from non-aesthetic to aesthetic; from non-media to media. In the information age, matter itself is understood as information [Galloway, p111] .  The second nature argument shows that there is no distinction between matter and life. Combining these views, it is stated that life is matter is information.  Protocol manages, shapes, and organizes information. Hence, protocol is the control diagram in the information age. 

In a sense, Galloway can be positioned as post-Deleuzian in the sense of his approach by looking at the discovery of DNA as important marker. He is periodizing how life itself has become code, where with Deleuze, individuals became dividuals, not code. A point of critique is that Galloway only uses Internet RFCs for his corpus, and did not look into DNA studies or AI algorhythms, for instance, to back up his claim that protocol regulates life. So, his claims seem to extend beyond his actual findings.

A point of critique that can be made towards both authors is the fact that, in describing ‘global’ trends and posing ‘global’ theories, their discourse and periodization lie deeply rooted in Western (French) philosophy, and build on that. Not saying that this is a wrong starting point, one could argue that both viewpoint developed try to debunk a certain Western view on control and freedom, while based in that same Western pattern of thinking. 

On freedom
Both authors also contribute strongly  towards the definition of freedom, and misconceptions of freedom within a networked society.

Galloway argues that the founding principal of the net is control not freedom. [Galloway, p142] But is a different kind of control than we are used to; it is a control that is based on openness, inclusion, universalism and flexibility. Protocol is theoretically based on a contradiction (rhizomatic versus hierarchical). In a ‘reality check’ this contraction also becomes visible: for Protocol to be politically progressive, it must be partially reactionary [Galloway, p143].  

Galloway is proving the misconception of the Internet being an anarchistic free environment and shows that in order to be free it needs structure. Protocol is this shaping force, and can also be seen as management style for life. Therefore it is more political than just technical. Moreover, Galloway wants to demystify the net and show its ruling basics, which are more similar to life itself than we think. 
Chun’s larger argument is that we need to analyze the dichotomy between control & 

freedom. Cyperpunk represents both at the same time, thus gets beyond this contrast. 

She is looking for representations that are more useful than the paranoic fantasies of total control or freedom.  In doing so, she takes a broader, encompassing view on the matter discussed. Chun argues that different and often-conflicting agoraphobic cover stories – which combine freedom and control - underpin representations of fiber-optic networks as public. All these narratives assume that individuals precede public spaces, so that vulnerabilities result from contact with corrosive public air. 

Fiber optics expose and involve us with others before we emerge as users.  

In Keenan’s words: fiber optics allow for publicity, and publicity functions as a 

language; language allows for presentation and representation. 

Chun goes further, by stating that fiber optics are more than merely a language, they 

act as a language that cannot be seen or heard. Where classical media studies assume 

computer-mediated communication, it actually is on its own, only sporadically 

allowing humans to read it; it creates an archive that defies our senses. 

Moreover, users are not operating individually; they are actually being used. 

Chun phrases that cyberspace is a literary attempt to narrativize, map, to know this 

seemingly unwelcome public [Chun, p250].
Chun has stated ways in which control-freedom has thrived on a paranoid knowledge that focuses on the technological rather than the political, and that relies 

on racial profiling [Chun, p290]. Freedom has more to it than its often-metaphorical 

meaning. Freedom exceeds rather than complements control.  

The notion of shared non-displaced space grounds the founding of the new world as 

frontier and the erasure of native peoples. Freedom is a spacing that constitutes 

existence; it is not the lack of relation, but the very possibility of relation; it cannot be 

separated from fraternity or equality. Freedom does not produce anything; it is a self- 

initiating being. The dream of an ever-giving, never displacing well of generosity 

uncannily resonates with the Internet as infinite capitalism. ‘Freedom entails a 

decision of life and death’ because biopower has been made symbolic, if not 

symbolic. Now, sexuality is just one tool in the arsenal of biopower. 

Also, a link is made to Kittlers’ claim that humans no longer have a singular claim to 

language, but it is moving towards machines, where programmability replaces free 

will. Not willing to go that far, Chun states that we do have a role in creating 

machines and their languages in the future. In order to do so, we must reject current 

understandings of freedom that make it into a gated community and we must explore 

the democratic potential of communications technologies, that stems from 

vulnerability rather that control; we must seize freedom with determination.

Questions

In retrospective, some questions remain unanswered, like what kind of Internet is envisioned by both authors? Yes, we do have to take a different approach in looking at our (post?) control society, and it apparently is not the open, free place it wants us to believe it is, but what then needs to be done to make it an open, public space? Are fiber optics democratic space, and need they be? Where Galloway would state that the non-interpretative protocol will sort itself out, always looking for the ideal, universal state, these questions will answer themselves in time, Chun would state that a mayor shift/ review has to take place if we want the Net to become a true public space, and that in a public space, the value lies in vulnerability, where we need to decouple the political from the technical.
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