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      Introduction

      
      
      This book had its beginning when I realized, one day, as I was sitting in a local
         coffee shop in the Upper West Side of Manhattan, that I had forgotten my beloved Penguin
         copy of the Communist Manifesto at home. I desperately needed the volume to continue working on a piece I was writing
         at the time. As I packed my stuff to leave, I paused: it occurred to me that I might
         as well use one of the many online versions of the Manifesto, instead of traipsing all the way home. So, I sat down and reopened my laptop. Just
         two minutes later, with the opening page of the Manifesto in front of me, I suddenly realized that the text my eyes were moving over was not
         the text I expected to see.
      

      
      The digital text of the Manifesto is not the same as the paper version. The latter is a distinct, tangible object that
         occupies a definite place in my library or on my lap. It has Marx’s and Engels’ original
         footnotes as well as those added by the Penguin editors. The work read on paper impresses
         you with its strong sense of structure. It guides the reader from stage to stage in
         an orderly manner. The introduction provides the historical and intellectual setting;
         the six prefaces then offer the reader a general idea of Marx’s and Engels’ goals
         and intentions; and, finally, the reader is invited to access Marx’s and Engels’ original
         text. As a reader, I am constantly aware of exactly where I am in the work and its
         spatial location vis-à-vis the physical world. 
      

      
      But the digital version of the Manifesto provided a totally different reading experience. First, in contrast to the print version,
         the digital Manifesto has no distinct life of its own. Its responses to sight and touch are no different
         from the grocery list I had filed on my Google Keep that morning. I had to look for
         the title, date of publication, and other such particulars before I was convinced
         that what I was reading was indeed the monumental Manifesto. 
      

      
      I then clicked on the hyperlink for “Chapter I: Bourgeois and Proletariat”—and was
         led to a new webpage. The first thing I noticed was another hyperlink marked ‘1’ right
         after the title “Chapter I: Bourgeois and Proletariat.”
      

      
      So I clicked on the hyperlink and Marx’s and Engels’ original footnotes jumped onto
         my screen. But no sooner had I started reading the footnote than I noticed that key
         words and phrases like bourgeoisie, proletariat, means of social production, wage laborers, and labor power were nothing but fresh hyperlinks that moved me right out of the Communist Manifesto and onto other related hypertexts. Clicking on “bourgeoisie,” for instance, carried
         me to a glossary of some sort, which included passages from Marx’s Capital, Lenin’s The State and Revolution, and other works. I found myself in a sprawling labyrinth of interrelated hyperlinks,
         groping for my destination through sites that were all related in some shape or form
         to the original text, yet were part of alien, nonlinear terrain.
      

      
      My travels through these digital trails did not lead me straight to the lucid, coherent
         text which began with “A specter is haunting Europe—the specter of Communism” and
         ended with “Workers of the world, unite!” They tossed me hither and thither, forcing
         me into associative and immediate decisions at each hyperlink. Instead of concentrating
         on Marx’s and Engels’ ideas, I had to keep on deciding where to go next. I could,
         of course, have ignored the hyperlinks and stuck to the original text. But I admit
         to being carried away by curiosity about where those signposts were leading. The effect
         was to break my concentration and divert my attention to a whole range of works before
         I had even set eyes on the Manifesto. On my computer screen, the Manifesto was thrown aside from the center of my reading experience to its periphery.
      

      
      This experience of the digital Manifesto sent countless questions spinning around my head: What are the relations between
         Marx’s and Engels’ ideas and the paper-based text that has been carrying them ever
         since they were written down in the mid-nineteenth century? If socialists across generations
         had been reading the Manifesto on laptop computers, would the history of class struggle be different? How do political
         ideas relate to the media that deliver them for our consumption?
      

      
      Plato’s Pen

      
      Toward the end of the fifth century BC, in a short space of a few decades, the ancient
         Greeks rose above the random, rough stream of experiences called “living” and, for
         the first time, saw themselves as autonomous entities. As Eric Havelock described
         more than sixty years ago, this new sense of “self” was the outcome of a long process
         facilitated by the gradual spread of alphabetic signs in ancient Greece since the
         eight century BC.[1] Through written language, the literate Greeks of the fifth century could survey their
         surroundings contemplatively. They had the means for defining and recording their
         thoughts and feelings, and so for reflecting on them. They were able to marshal their
         scattered motor functions, thoughts, and passions and acquire the capacity to order
         and conceptualize the world around them. With the written word, philosophy was born.
         And so was political thought.
      

      
      The transition from Homer to Plato, or from poetry to philosophy, exemplified the
         transition from oral to literate cultures. Though Greek culture of Plato’s time may
         be described as “semi-literate” at best, Plato’s philosophical enterprise already
         manifested the growing presence of written language in Athens during his time. Plato,
         in fact, can be considered as a transitional figure working in a period of time when
         Athenian culture was still overwhelmingly oral, yet the influences of written language
         were already very much felt. The “semi-literate” state of Athenian culture of the
         time explains Plato’s ambiguous approach to written language: on one hand, questioning
         its ability to represent knowledge and insisting to write his works in dialogue form
         (which is the closest to spoken language); and on the other, writing down the teachings
         of Socrates (who remained committed to the spoken word) and banishing the poets from
         his ideal state. 
      

      
      Notwithstanding these ambiguities underlying Plato’s approach to written language,
         the ordered nature of his ideal state reflected the techne of arranging verbal ideas into a structured and finite visual space. Whereas the
         aesthetic and heroic qualities of the Iliad still manifested the acoustic qualities of Greek oral culture, Plato already used
         a reed pen for writing down his thoughts on papyrus rolls. His “just state” epitomized
         the transition from the spoken word to the written one, from poetry to political philosophy.
      

      
      
         Figure I.1.  Fragments of Plato’s Republic from the 3rd century AD. 
Source: Located in Papyrology Rooms, Sackler Library, Oxford [P.Oxy. LII 3679]
            

         

      

      
      Political and Media Revolutions

      
      Whereas my experience with the Manifesto shows us that the activity of interpreting political ideas is contingent on the media
         technology that carries them, that of Plato suggests that political ideas are not
         born in a media vacuum to begin with. It is highly questionable that Machiavelli would
         have revived the Roman republican tradition had he not been working in the decades
         following the invention of movable types that allowed the wide circulation of ancient
         Greek and Roman texts. By the same token, one wonders if the cornerstone of individualism—Descartes’
         cogito ergo sum—could have been conceived by any other than a literate mind working at the classic
         age of print.[2] Michel Foucault,[3] Benedict Anderson,[4] Marshall McLuhan,[5] and Elizabeth Eisenstein[6] went a step further and associated print technology with the rise of science, of
         the Enlightenment, of the nation-state and other “regimes of truth,” using Foucault’s
         language, dominating modern life. Those scholars called attention to the innate connections
         between the fixed and linear characteristics of printed texts and the rigid and rational
         categories informing modern societies. One may only speculate what would be the meaning
         of notions central to political thought such as, “authority,” “liberty,” and the “state,”
         had they been formulated and communicated by means other than ink, parchment, and
         paper. 
      

      
      Nevertheless, although most political thinkers since the time of Plato have viewed
         the world and conveyed their ideas through a particular medium—that is, alphabetic
         systems—these systems have always been dependent on different media technologies.
         Plato writing on a papyrus roll with a reed pen was not engaged in the same activity
         as Nietzsche typing on his Malling-Hansen typewriter. Equally, paper-based texts rolling
         out on a steam-driven press are not the same as digital hypertexts uploaded onto servers.
         Thus, even though political thought has been for the most part an expression of cartographic
         cultures (i.e., writing cultures), these cultures were carried out by different media
         technologies. 
      

      
      This, in turn, may explain why political revolutions so often coincide with the emergence
         of new media technologies. Every medium setting has its own pace, its own rhythm and
         momentum. The advent of new media technologies foists on society new values of time
         and space. In the fifteenth century, the invention of movable type opened the way
         for religious criticism by transforming the text from a handwritten ephemeral parchment
         used for preserving divine knowledge to a fixed and durable paper capable of conveying
         abstract knowledge unbound by religious dogmas. Similarly, as Benedict Anderson and
         others have shown, the convergence of capitalism and print technology in the nineteenth
         century made it possible to mass produce maps, novels, and pedagogical materials,
         and those in turn generated utopian dreams of model societies that evolved eventually
         into modern nationalism.[7] As those examples illustrate, new writing spaces spark fresh questions about existing
         realities. In doing so, they provide new avenues which empower innovative thinkers
         to rally the masses in novel ways.
      

      
      All this suggests that political ideas are never born in a media vacuum. Political
         thinkers never face an abstract text detached from its materiality. The material properties
         of the writing systems in which they are found favor certain ideas while filtering
         others out. Therefore, to fully understand political ideas, we must unearth the particular
         media settings in which they were originally produced. This is the central theme guiding
         this work.
      

      
      Humans as Media

      
      Kant’s view that human beings perceive reality according to ready-made mental structures
         makes him the first philosopher to identify human beings as media. Yet, his transcendental
         idealism, modeled after the hard sciences, appears to lead him to overlook the role
         actual media technologies have played throughout history in bridging human understanding
         and “things-in-themselves.” If we can learn anything from the history of media technology
         it is that perhaps only in some obscure state of nature when human beings did not
         even use spoken language, they came in direct contact with the world around them as
         it is. In practice, ever since the appearance of the first oral cultures, human modes
         of perception have been always mediated by some media technologies. Oral languages,
         writing systems, moveable types, telegraph lines, and optical fiber cables have all
         been serving as extensions of the human nervous systems—using Marshall McLuhan’s terminology—through
         which human beings have viewed the world.[8] 
      

      
      This, in turn, suggests that human beings rarely employ the “synthetic” part of their
         a priori judgments directly, like Kant describes. They typically do so through the
         media technologies at their disposal. More importantly, it indicates that the “necessary”
         way human beings perceive the world is not necessary at all. In fact, it is contingent
         on the existing media technologies. To put it in different words, although human beings
         share the same faculties through which they perceive actual reality, people using
         different media inhabit different “sensory worlds,” in the words of Edward Hall.[9] Media technologies operate like positioning systems by which individuals orient themselves
         toward the world. Space and time are not simply determined by human pure intuition,
         like Kant presupposes, but meet the world through historical media technologies. This
         observation, I believe, is essential to understand the historical relations between
         political ideas and the media systems carrying them. 
      

      
      Media and Message in Political Thought

      
      One of the limitations in the way in which political “texts” (and texts in general)
         are typically treated is that they are thought of as simply objects made from ink
         and paper we use to extract political ideas. The common assumption is that “texts”
         are like the chair on which we sit, or a knife we use for cutting paper. This often
         leads us to set the ink and paper aside as “media,” separated from the political ideas
         written on them, the “content.” This common dichotomy marginalizes the physical properties
         of the text when thinking about the political ideas it holds. Yet, if political texts
         are part of a larger media systems through which individuals engage the world, their
         “content” is very much tied in with their form—that is the materials used to convey
         them. 
      

      
      We may think about political texts not merely as objects but as pathways into comprehensive
         writing systems. We may think of them as portals of sorts that allow readers to transport
         themselves across time and space. Once we stop looking at Plato’s Republic or Hobbes’ Leviathan sitting on our laps as objects per se and start thinking of them as interfaces leading
         us to a vast network of interconnected texts, we appreciate that, when we partake
         of their content, they become not so much a part of our world as we become part of
         theirs.
      

      
      One useful way of thinking about political texts is as a massive network of interstate
         highways. Every writer and reader can navigate and control his or her motion through
         the network, yet once readers enter it, they also must adhere to a set of rules and
         procedures regulating the information flow in the system. Behind the seemingly simple
         act of writing down political ideas and reading them, there is a whole assemblage
         of technologies and cultural practices that developed around them that facilitate
         communication through written messages. As my experience with the Manifesto illustrates, once those technologies change, once the cultural practices surrounding
         them alter—so do the political messages they carry. 
      

      
      The assumption guiding this book is that the blank papers on the political thinker’s
         desk and the open book on the reader’s lap are anything but neutral. Political texts
         are not passive technologies but are part of an all-reaching writing systems that
         take active part in shaping political ideas. The question, then, is how can we conceptualize
         the relations between political ideas and the media that carry them? The following
         chapters will attempt to provide an answer to this question. 
      

      
      Political Thinkers as Agents of Change

      
      The discussion so far might be misunderstood as advocating for a technologically deterministic
         outlook. Yet, the cases that will be discussed here leave little doubt as to the importance
         of human agency in the production of pioneering political outlooks. This issue will
         be discussed at length in the closing chapter. At this stage, it is sufficient to
         say that the three studies presented here point to subtle interplays between political thinkers and their media environments. The writing systems in which
         political writers operate indeed serve as objective conditions that set external limits
         and opportunities for intellectual creations. However, those conditions are never
         fixed; they are dynamic and malleable. Writing systems give shape to the thought processes
         of political writers as they are themselves shaped by political writers’ novel use
         of them. As this is so, analyzing how political writers make use of the writing systems
         of their times can teach us as much about political thought as examining the way those
         writing systems informed their ideas.
      

      
      The Politics of Selfies

      
      Fifty years ago, the anthropologist Edward Hall identified four main types of social
         spaces characterizing modern societies and associated each space with a particular
         social interaction. Hall described intimate space (less than 15 cm) as that in which
         wrestling and lovemaking takes place; personal space (about 50 cm) as where face-to-face
         conversations are carried out; social space (1–3 meters) as an impersonal space found
         between people who share a working space or a classroom or a public space (3–7 meters).[10] Like other pre-Internet writers Hall presupposed a necessary connection between the
         physical distance between individuals and the degree in which their relation is personal.
         He assumed that the closer people are, the more personal is their relationship and
         vice versa. Present-day networked communications nullify this presupposition. Internet-based
         technologies are designed to create a sense of intimacy between complete strangers
         found on opposite sides of the globe. Thanks to their mobile and interactive features,
         physical proximity is no longer a precondition for personal interaction. 
      

      
      The term “selfie” captures this new mode of experience of time, space, self and others
         facilitated by mobile computer networks. The unprecedented ability networked technologies
         provide users to transcend physical space makes the “selfie” the latest and perhaps
         most radical stage of human “individualization,” using the language of Ulrich Beck,
         in which the personal lives of users become the source and focal point of social interaction.[11] While twentieth-century mass media still nurtured a view of the individual as part
         of some greater collective, networked technologies place users’ intimate lives at
         the center of it all. 
      

      
      Today, the rapid spread of networked technologies is personalizing all kinds of knowledge.
         The novelty of digital networks lies in their ability to embed digital information
         in the everyday life of users. Their mobile, instantaneous, and interactive qualities
         plant those hypertexts in our humdrum existence. In doing so, networked technologies
         transform writing from a fixed and impersonal medium into a dynamic and thoroughly
         personal one. They keep inscribed language close to our bodies; when we walk, eat,
         or sleep, it is literally within arm’s reach. Thanks to networked technologies, “writing”
         as a contemplative activity performed in privacy has been transformed into functional
         “messaging” carried out on the go. Such technologies move written language away from
         the structured, linear medium of print and closer to common vernaculars. Coming full
         circle from Plato’s Athens—where the alphabet had begun to gain on the spoken word—written
         and spoken language are closer today than ever before.
      

      
      Yet, networked communication does not simply recover the personal dimension found
         in oral cultures such as that of ancient Athens. They give rise to a hyperpersonal media environment in which each user views himself to be the hub of the global network.[12] Their mobile and interactive features generate a media environment in which users
         view the worldwide network as part of their personal space. 
      

      
      This new social condition will be the focus of the fourth chapter. Suffice it to say
         at this stage that the ability of users to tailor their networked environment based
         on their wants and needs, to directly communicate with each other at any time and
         from any place, to broadcast their provincial views to the global networked public—all
         enable them to form hyperpersonal yet public personas vested with identity-based attitudes
         that were traditionally left out of the public realm. However, whereas networked technologies
         conjure a hyperpersonal public personhood, at the same time they also are used as
         monitoring devices attached to users’ bodies. The present-day networked environment
         is a peculiar one which both enhances users’ personal liberties and exposes them to
         stark violations of their personal autonomy. Oddly enough, the “selfie” is both a
         commanding and a highly permeable entity.  
      

      
      Logos and Techne in Political Thought
      

      
      Before we turn to the substantive chapters, a few general remarks are in order. This
         book draws on varied literature from media history, media theory, and the philosophy
         of technology. However, it is primarily written as a work of political theory. My
         hope is to convince readers that there is much to gain from considering the way in
         which the tradition of political thought has been influenced by the media setting
         in which it has been generated. There is certainly great value in analyzing the general
         historical and intellectual context of political thought, as is often done by political
         theorists. But I believe that this practice remains partial as long as it does not
         include an examination of the material conditions in which political ideas were produced,
         circulated, and received. In this book, I hope to show that if we take media seriously,
         we find that it has played a key role in shaping the tradition of political thought.
         
      

      
      The book is comprised of five chapters. The next chapter introduces the notion of
         “writing systems,” which is the conceptual framework guiding the analyses throughout
         the book. I refer to a writing system as the sociotechnical apparatus in which political
         thinkers operate. I identify three components of writing systems: Lexigraphic systems,
         which grant material presence to politically relevant mental constructions; writing
         technologies, which serve as means through which lexigraphic systems carrying politically
         relevant constructions are conveyed; and finally, cultural practices and social norms
         that determine how those mental constructions are distributed and the way they are
         engaged with in the physical world. Together, these three distinct yet interrelated
         component parts make up a comprehensive media environment where political thought
         is produced.
      

      
      The first substantive chapter places Rousseau’s novel egalitarianism in the context
         of the Enlightenment writing system of the mid-eighteenth century. Close reading of
         two of Rousseau’s major works—Julie, or the New Heloise and The Discourse on the Origins of Inequality—sheds light on the complex relationship between his political message and the medium
         in which he conveyed it. The chapter relates Rousseau’s novel approach to the Enlightenment
         writing system of his time with his unique brand of egalitarianism. It shows that
         Rousseau saw his works as pieces of cutting-edge technology which offered their readers
         a kind of candid camera for reflecting on their personal lives in public. It traces
         Rousseau’s savvy use of his position as an author to produce print-based products
         through which his readers could cut across all existing social hierarchies and embrace
         a new type of egalitarian subjectivity. By emotionally entangling his readers with
         fictional strangers like savage man, Julie, and the others, Rousseau showed them the
         way to transcend their parochial affinities and acknowledge the shared constitution
         of all mankind. Rousseau was, of course, not the only writer of his day to make use
         of the Enlightenment writing system to advocate for universal humanism. But, as the
         analysis in the chapter shows, his novelty was in using his works as devices for transforming
         his readers’ subjective emotional world into a building block for the just political
         order. 
      

      
      The next chapter takes us to mid-nineteenth-century Germany, where Rousseau’s emotive
         approach to the printed word became the foundation of what the media philosopher Friedrich
         Kittler terms the “discourse network of 1800.” In the “discourse network of 1800”
         print language became an arcane system of signs embodying esoteric knowledge which
         was dominating all cultural and political life in Germany. However, soon enough the
         industrialized writing system, which detached print language from metaphysical abstractions
         and attached it to the prevailing socioeconomic realities, challenged the mere essence
         of the “discourse network of 1800.” 
      

      
      The chapter places Marx’s and Engels’ early formulations of historical materialism
         in this dramatic shift taking place in European writing systems in the 1830s and 1840s.
         Doing so indicates that the transition in German philosophy from idealism to materialism
         did not take place merely in the realm of ideas, but was a manifestation of a very
         concrete shift that was taking place in the writing systems conveying those ideas.
         Whereas the Hegelian system was a relic of the “discourse network of 1800,” in which
         written language was held as a portal to metaphysical abstractions, Marxist historical
         materialism was the product of a new generation of mechanically produced print products
         that were attaching print language to the prevailing socioeconomic realities. 
      

      
      The broader media contexts provided in these two chapters suggests that thanks to
         the spread of networked technologies in the late twentieth century, Rousseau’s individualism
         and Marxist materialism make way for hyperpersonal politics. This is the topic of
         the fourth chapter. The discussion in the chapter points to the way in which the structured
         and standardized nature of print-based writing systems that favored impersonal outlooks,
         grouping people into different impersonal collectivities (i.e., classes, nations)
         are supplemented—and sometimes supplanted—by the mobile and interactive networked
         communications enabling hyperpersonalized politics. This chapter takes stock of the
         new networked condition in which users perceive various virtual publics to be part
         of their digital personas. 
      

      
      Together, the chapters of the book do not point to a conclusive relation between political
         thinkers and their media environments. Instead, they shed light on the intricate interplays
         between them. Each writing system seems to provide politically minded writers with
         a new perspective on timeless questions found at the heart of political thought. Writing
         systems set up the “rules of the game” that determine how political writers may deploy
         written language. Nonetheless, although writing systems favor particular usages of
         written language, they by no means dictate the content of political thought. This
         will be seen most clearly in the case of Rousseau, whose emotive egalitarianism was
         very much the product of his insistence on using standardized print language to reproduce
         highly personal works.
      

      
      It must be said that any work involving bodies of knowledge and media technologies
         will be incomplete without dealing with the broader relations between human beings
         and technology. This will be the focus of the closing section of the book. Suffice
         it to say here that the cases discussed in this book indicate that new political outlooks
         are born when innovative writers with acute moral senses and unique biographical backgrounds
         are pulled into new sociotechnical spheres that provide them with both fresh views
         on political life and the technological means for conveying them. Novel political
         outlooks originate in the intersection between the personal, the social, and the technological.
      

      
      In the following pages, I intend to convey a simple message about the relationship
         between political thought and its media environments: media technologies should matter
         in the study of political thought. The material aspects of formulating and producing
         political ideas are essential to the political thinker’s craft. The following chapters
         take us to three revolutionary moments—revolutionary in politics and in media—with
         the aim of tracing the reciprocal relations between landmark historical writing systems
         and pioneering political perspectives. By doing so, I hope to show that to fully understand
         political ideas, we must step back and look at the media environments in which they
         are born.
      

      
      Notes
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      Chapter 1

      Theoretical Framework

      
         
         
         Writing Systems and Political Thought

         
      

      
      When economists analyze markets they look at existing modes of production; when military
         strategists investigate armed conflicts they consider available weapon systems; when
         architects examine the planning and design of structures, they inspect the materials
         from which they are made; why is it, then, that when political theorists study political
         ideas they do not look at the media technologies by which they were formulated and
         conveyed?
      

      
      One possible answer relates to the seemingly natural presence of texts. Albert Borgmann
         points to the tendency of the most prevalent technological devices to blend into everyday
         life, and thus “conceal” their presence.[1] In the same manner that the presence of fluorescent lights and thermostats is taken
         as a given, texts—perhaps because they are always there—remain, perhaps, the least
         noticed aspect in the tradition of political thought. It may very well be that the
         influence of written language on political ideas is so pervasive that it “hides” from
         our view its own profound effect.
      

      
      But there seems to be a deeper reason, rooted in the disciplinary divide between political
         theory and the history of the book (i.e., book history). Surely any claim about such
         expansive fields will fail to capture their rich and multifaceted nature. Yet, when
         examining political texts, historians who are interested in the history of the text
         typically stick to their form and their publishing history while making little of
         the substantive political arguments.[2] Political theorists, for their part, usually provide a thorough analysis of the political
         arguments made in the text while paying no heed to their material aspect. In both
         fields scholars commonly adhere to the modernist distinction between the materiality
         of the text and its content. 
      

      
      The disciplinary divide is clearly seen in the study of Hobbes’ Leviathan. In recent years, book historians have been tracing the complex publishing history
         of the Leviathan. The first edition of the work was published in English sometime in April or May
         of 1651 in London. Yet, there are two other editions that bear the date 1651. While
         scholars of Hobbes agree that the differences between the editions are marginal, this
         is not the case when it comes to the Latin version of the text. In the Latin version—which
         Hobbes prepared himself during the 1660s—whole sections of the work are missing and
         many chapters are severely shortened. Furthermore, in the Latin version Hobbes made
         sure also to soften his critique of religion. If this is not enough, there is yet
         another version of the Leviathan in manuscript form that Hobbes prepared especially for the future King Charles II.
         This version, which seems to have been written by a scribe in Paris who knew little
         English, has its own distinctive features that make it considerably different than
         the other two versions.[3] 
      

      
      These recently discovered uncertainties about the original text did not find their
         way to the discourse about the Leviathan in political theory. Political theorists continue to produce interpretations of the
         work without taking into account the substantial differences between its various versions.
         This leads to a somewhat odd state of affairs in which present-day political theory
         continues to offer us a range of novel interpretations of the arguments between the
         pages of the Leviathan, while book historians dispute its sheer existence as a single text.[4] 
      

      
      This disciplinary divide between the study of political content and that of its form,
         then, generates an artificial rift between political thinkers and the writing systems
         within which they work. Political theorists typically hold the political thinker as
         a free-roaming intellect found in a media void. This work seeks to call into question
         this commonplace view. In the following pages I strive to unearth the complex interplay
         between political ideas and the media settings in which they have been generated.
         The first step in doing so is to lay down the theoretical groundwork for the analysis.
      

      
      At the heart of this book lies the concept of the writing system. I refer to “writing
         system” as the overarching communication infrastructure that regulates the production,
         circulation, and consumption of texts (political and others). I identify three interdependent
         components which together constitute a writing system. Each component has a distinctive
         role in the life cycle of political ideas: the first component is the lexigraphic
         signs which give visual representations to politically relevant mental constructions;
         the second is the technologies by which political ideas are articulated and disseminated;
         and the third is the cultural practices and social norms that determine who writes
         political texts, how readers engage with them and their availability in the physical
         world. We will start our discussion with the linguistic component.
      

      
      The Linguistic Component

      
      The absolute majority of the ideas we associate with the tradition of political thought
         since the time of Plato came down to us through lexigraphic systems. Unlike other modes of writing, lexigraphic systems translate sound waves into visual
         signs. They encode speech by graphic symbols.[5] The origins of Western lexigraphic systems could be traced to the eighth century
         BC when the Greeks adopted the Phoenician letterforms that served as means to record
         their until-then-oral culture on a material surface. The Greeks innovation was in
         adding an extensive system of vowels to the Phoenician alphabet and thus allowing
         written language to represent a wide range of sounds. 
      

      
      Until the mid-twentieth century, the dominant strands in the philosophy of language
         held lexigraphic systems to be merely graphic representations of spoken language.[6] In the early 1960s, however, linguists began to pay attention to the independent
         traits of written language. I. J. Gelb’s work A Study of Writing (published in 1952) was an early attempt to put forward a new science he termed Grammatology.
         Gelb’s goal was to trace the shared properties of the world’s writing systems. Though
         Gelb still assumed in his analysis that writing systems are visual representations
         of speech, he offered a theoretical framework that later linguists utilized to conceptualize
         written language as an independent medium. Fifteen years later Jacques Derrida published
         his Of Grammatology (1967) where he put forward his own version of Grammatology.
      

      
      The emergence of psycholinguistics in the 1970s further strengthened the case for
         the autonomy of writing systems. Psycholinguistic studies pointed to the psychological
         differences between language processed by audio and visual means.[7] They have sketched the distinctive neuropsychological stages through which the brain
         engages with written language.[8] 
      

      
      Nowadays, the distinction between written and spoken language is already a well-established
         convention.[9] In this context Florian Coulmas remarks: 
      

      
      
         A wide gap between spoken and written language is very common in the literate cultures
            of the world, and the fact that there are many functional and structural characteristics
            of writing that have no counterpart in speech is taken by their members as a matter
            of course rather than a deﬁciency of writing. Both historically and conceptually,
            writing has a certain autonomy.[10] 
         

         
      

      Despite the growing awarness of the distinctive features of lexigraphic systems, when
         studying political ideas, political theorists still typically take them to be value-free
         vehicles. In what follows, I take a different approach that attempts to come to terms
         with the lexigraphic nature of the Western canon of political thought. The first step
         in doing so will be to identify the role lexigraphic systems have had in the tradition
         of political thought.
      

      
      In the first place, lexigraphic systems give political ideas their material life.
         They endow them with physical presence. They give them “volume” and “mass,” using
         Christina Hass’ terminology.[11] Once language moves from the aural to the visual realm, it is detached from the natural
         flow of everyday life and is given a “second life.” The writing surface opens up a
         variety of options in which language could be used. It may be transmitted to others;
         it may be arranged according to some logical or chronological order; it may be submitted
         to reflection and analysis.
      

      
      The ability to transmit, rearrange, and store leixgraphic systems is critical for
         the development of writing styles, literary genres, and, most importantly, in our
         context, the creation and development of bodies of knowledge. In that respect, Ancient
         Political Thought, Feminist Theory, Democratic Theory, and the Cambridge School of
         Political Thought have all been made possible thanks to the capacity to transmit,
         rearrange, and store lexigraphic systems. 
      

      
      If lexigraphic systems are indeed a distinctive mode of communication, this means
         that historically speaking, political thought has been formulated and conveyed not
         simply by language, abstractly, but by a particular application of language. Since
         the tradition of political thought is historically tied up with lexigraphic systems,
         we cannot just hold them to be value-free vehicles when analyzing political texts.
         In what follows I take lexigraphic systems to be the building blocks of which the
         political ideas of Rousseau, Marx, and Engels are made. This leads me to explore their
         arguments in light of the lexigraphic means by which they were conveyed. 
      

      
      The Technological Component

      
      Lexigraphic systems carrying politically relevant messages never appear ex nihilo;
         they are always mediated by some technology. The way lexigraphic systems translate
         sound waves into visual language is always contingent on the set of technologies that
         carry them. All Greek philosophers since the time of Plato, for instance, wrote down
         their ideas (either themselves or with the aid of scribes/students) by applying reed
         pens (calamus) to either a wax tablet (tabulae) or a roll (rotulus or volume) typically made out of papyrus. Steven Roger Fischer remindes us that Aristotle’s
         works were found on scrolls in a cave and “would doubtless have been lost forever
         had they not been purchased by an astute bibliophile who rescued them for posterity.”[12] 
      

      
      The only surviving parts of Cicero’s De re Publica (presumed to be written between 54 and 51 BC) were discovered in the Vatican Library
         in 1819 in the form of a palimpsest (a manuscript scroll made out of parchment washed off and reused). Working in the
         fourth century AD, Augustine’s works were already made in a codex form comprised of
         separate sheets bound together in a thick cover. 
      

      
      All texts produced in Europe before the twelfth century circulated through handwritten
         parchments.[13] John of Salisbury’s Policraticus; Marsilius of Padua’s Defensor pacis; and William of Ockham’s political writings were all carried by handwritten manuscripts.
      

      
      Writing in the Middle Ages was held as a special skill mastered only by a select few
         professional scribes.[14] Compared to the later practice of writing with ballpoint on paper, writing with a
         quill on parchment was a far more cumbersome task. Despite the technical difficulties
         involved in the production of texts, the developments made in Latin script during
         the last decades of the eighth century eased the process of writing and reading texts.
         Thinking on the question of the virtuous political order in the late eighth century
         AD, Rabanus Maurus, Jonas of Orleans, and Hincmar of Rheims were the first to use
         the Caroline minuscule—which was the first script to standardize the Latin alphabet.
         
      

      
      The seminal work of the Mirror of Princes genre, Giles of Rome’s De regimine principum, written sometime between 1277 and 1279, was one of the first political tracts published
         on paper.[15] The spread of paper during the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries not only provided
         thinkers with an economical writing surface but also equipped them with what is perhaps
         the most valuable tool in their craft—affordable and clearly written copies of texts
         from classical antiquity.[16] Thanks to these paper copies, Giles of Rome was able to read Aristotle, Petrarch
         read Cicero, and Machiavelli immersed himself in the works of Livy.[17] 
      

      
      However, the technology which had the most profound effect on political thought was,
         of course, Johann Gutenberg’s printing with movable types, invented in Mainz, Germany,
         in the middle of the fifteenth century. The codex form had been prevalent since Roman
         times; paper was already in widespread use since the fourteenth century; movable types
         were also in use in Europe (as well as China) since the thirteenth century. Gutenberg’s
         novelty was not so much in inventing a new technology but in combining existing ones
         into a single device capable of duplicating texts. The technical ability to rapidly
         generate numerous inexpensive copies of the same text opened up the way for mass circulation.
         
      

      
      Sure enough, one cannot point to a definite moment of transition from a scribe culture
         to a print culture. For a long period of time the two media spheres existed side by
         side. Brian Richardson points out that many political treatises continued to circulate
         in handwritten manuscripts during the Quattrocento and Cinquecento.[18] Similarly, some of the most well-known English political tracts and satirical poems
         of the seventeenth century by figures such as Jonathan Swift, John Donne, and Philip
         Sidney were still published in manuscript form rather than in print.[19] Arthur Marotti’s study shows that the reason for this was that the closed system
         of manuscripts enabled controversial writers to avoid the censorship that regulated
         print circulation.[20] Only in the sixteenth century the principle of pressing inked plates onto mobile
         flat surfaces become the primary method of ciculating political ideas. 
      

      
      This brief account raises the question—how can we conceptualize the presence of all
         these media technologies in the tradition of political thought? A famous passage Niccolò
         Machiavelli wrote to his friend Francesco Vettori in 1513 provides us with a first
         clue. Machiavelli wrote the passage when he was at the lowest point in his life. He
         had lost everything in the downfall of the Soderini government: his position was swept
         away with the regime, his citizen army collapsed, and he was imprisoned and tortured.
         However, one thing that Machiavelli had going for him was the access he had to texts
         from classical antiquity. Reading these works, he wrote the following lines: 
      

      
      
         When evening comes, I return to my home, and I go into my study; and on the threshold,
            I take off my everyday clothes, which are covered with mud and mire, and I put on
            regal and curial robes; and dressed in a more appropriate matter I enter into the
            ancient courts of ancient men and am welcomed by them kindly, and there I taste the
            food that alone is mine, and for which I was born; and there I am not ashamed to speak
            to them, to ask them the reasons for their actions; and they, in their humanity, answer
            me; and for four hours I feel no boredom, I dismiss every affliction, I no longer
            fear poverty nor do I tremble at the thought of death: I become completely part of
            them.[21] 
         

         
      

      In his seminal work Politics and Vision the political theorist Sheldon Wolin considers Machiavelli’s passage as an example
         of the way the tradition of political thought has progressed over the years.[22] When opening the ancient text, Wolin argues, Machiavelli enters a conversation which
         has been taking place since ancient times. Once he engages with the text, Machiavelli,
         like all other political thinkers, both joins an existing tradition and infuses it
         with a fresh meaning.[23] The discussion here seeks to add to Wolin’s account of political thought by pointing
         to the fact that the activity he identifies as underlying the tradition of political
         thought has always been carried out through media technologies. Machiavelli was able
         to enter the “ancient courts” precisely because paper copies of the ancient texts
         were available to him. 
      

      
      We may, then, consider Machiavelli’s passage as an example of the role writing technologies
         have played in the evolution of the tradition of political thought. Our everyday lives
         are comprised of whatever our sensory organs experience as our “here” and “now.” What
         we hold as “reality” in our everyday life is comprised of the light bouncing off objects
         in front of us and hitting our retinas or the sound waves stimulating the membranes
         in our ear canals. Machiavelli’s passage shows us how writing technologies detach
         politically minded individuals from their immediate experience of the world and plug
         them into systems of lexigraphic signs. Those systems allow them to ponder on political
         questions by “traveling” to faraway places and distant times and learning how other
         writers approached the same questions. These technologies—whether they are leaves
         of parchment, printed texts, or digital networks—enable readers and writers to transcend
         their physical presence when thinking about politics. They grant them the ability
         to relate to objects/occurrences removed spatially and temporally from their naked
         sensory perceptions. In doing so, media technologies allow politically minded persons
         to distance themselves from their surroundings and reflect on questions pertaining
         to such terms as “liberty,” “consent,” and “authority” from a new ventage point. 
      

      
      Still, media technologies do not simply launch individuals into a spatiotemporal void
         they can shape as they please. The distinctive features of each writing technology
         determine the particular way in which lexigraphic systems carrying political messages
         detach authors and readers from their unmediated experience of the world. Every media
         technology affords a distinctive “mediated reality,” that is, a particular spatiotemporal
         experience. It prescribes the way in which lexigraphic language may be transmitted,
         stored, and engaged with. In doing so, it plays a decisive role in determining the
         type of political content conveyed by it. 
      

      
      Would Plato’s treatment of “justice” be different had he been working a few generations
         earlier when alphabetic signs were much less prevelent than in his days? Would Marx
         and Engels come up with their materialistic outlook in a preindustrialized media setting?
         Would Rousseau conceptualize “equality” the way he did, if he had worked in the age
         of digital networks? I believe that the answers to all these questions are in the
         negative.
      

      
      However, a note of caution is required here. While we may, for instance, regard Plato’s
         Republic as a product of early Greek literary culture, over the generations it has been “remediated,”
         using Jay David Bolter’s language, by a wide range of technologies.[24] Papyrus and parchment rolls, steam-driven presses, and electronic circuits have all
         been used to reproduce and distribute Platonic texts. Since readers who engaged with
         these texts via printed books and those reading them on computers screen are “members”
         of different technological settings, they are also bound to attribute different meanings
         to the texts. Thus, when political theorists analyze the meaning of the Platonic text,
         placing it in a later technological settings may be as important as situating it in
         its original one. To further illustrate this point, we have to turn to Machiavelli
         again. 
      

      
      When The Prince was published in 1513, it stirred little controversy. Though the work was widely known,
         it was not held as particularly provocative at the time.[25] Readers saw the work as one among many guides for rulers written in the popular Mirror
         for Princes genre published in Italy during this period. It took around twenty years
         before readers began to attribute antireligious and politically dissident meanings
         to the treatise. Surely, Machiavelli’s ideas were subversive to begin with. But the
         question begs asking, why did it take two decades for readers to realize this? This
         lag, I believe, may be explained by looking at the publishing history of The Prince. 
      

      
      Upon finishing writing The Prince, Machiavelli chose to publish the work in manuscript form.[26] His decision was that of a seasoned writer well aware of the strengths and weaknesses
         of manuscript culture. Machiavelli knew that a manuscript written by hand gave the
         text a personal touch and thus, was an ideal medium to communicate his ideas to Lorenzo
         de’ Medici and his circle, who a year earlier (1512) had restored their power in Florence.
         The manuscript form allowed Machiavelli to use a more informal and straightforward
         style of writing that generated intimacy between him and the Medicis. Brian Richardson
         notes that this was more so after the spread of print products in Italy of the time,
         which only raised the monetary and social value of handwritten texts.[27] All things considered, the manuscript form was a personal and exclusive mode of communication
         that suited Machiavelli’s political aspirations perfectly. 
      

      
      As long as The Prince circulated in manuscript form, it was perceived as a technical manual of sorts with
         the limited aim of providing general guidelines for rulers. As this was so, the readers
         of the manuscript took the absence of moral considerations to be a product of the
         genre in which the work was written rather than an expression of some subversive agenda.[28] However, almost two decades after The Prince was originally written (and five years after Machiavelli’s death) the work first appeared
         in print.[29] Once it began circulating in print, readers of The Prince began to treat it less as a technical guide and more as a political treatise. Consequently,
         the text began to be weighed against other political tracts. Soon enough, the work
         began to spark heated debates. In its new print form, readers began asking whether
         Machiavelli could really be this cynical or whether he may have had a hidden agenda.
         The answer readers gave to this question over centuries gradually formed a grand political
         doctrine—the one we associate today with Machiavelli’s name.
      

      
      While I limit myself in following chapters to placing Rousseau’s, Marx’s, and Engels’
         ideas in the writing systems in which they operated, the case of The Prince illustrates that placing political ideas in their later technological settings may
         be just as important. If the task of political theorists is limited to shedding light
         on the origins of innovative political ideas, they may settle for investigating the
         original writing system in which a political text was produced. However, if they seek
         to trace the evolution of a political idea over time, they ought to take into account
         the media technologies which have served as its carriers during its full life span.
         
      

      
      The Social Component

      
      While it is true that political ideas are never born in a technological vacuum, it
         is also true that the use of technology is always regulated by existing cultural practices
         and social norms. Influential as they may be, writing technologies that transmit political
         ideas are always used according to existing conventions. These man-made standards
         determine the social position of the political writer, the way readers engage with
         the text as well as its availability in the physical world.
      

      
      One example is the notion of the “political author.” We take the notion of the “philosopher
         king” to be formulated by an Athenian philosopher working in the late fifth and early
         fourth centuries BC; we attribute the metaphor of the “City of God” to a late fourth-
         and early fifth-century AD Christian theologian; we associate the text entitled Common Sense with an eighteenth-century English-American revolutionary. The existence of Plato,
         Augustine, and Thomas Paine as historical figures is not in dispute. However, considering
         them simply as authors of political texts misses out on the diverse cultural practices
         they were engaged in when writing down their ideas. 
      

      
      The performative nature of the Platonic dialogues, the striking metaphors, and the
         scattered structure of his texts are traces of “speech” still very much present in
         Greek literary culture of his time. In this context, Walter Ong calls Plato an “orator-author.”[30] Augustine is said not to have written down his thoughts by himself but to have dictated
         them to a noterarius (stenographer).[31] Thomas Paine initially wrote Common Sense as a series of letters he planned to publish in various newspapers.[32] 
      

      
      The point here is that writing to an audience of listeners, dictating to a stenographer,
         and writing a letter to a newspaper cannot be held as the same kind of activity. In
         fact, we cannot even speak of “authors,” in the sense of professional men and women
         of letters, before the eighteenth century. As we will see in the next chapter, only
         in the latter part of that century, the first copyright laws enabled writers to live
         by their pens.
      

      
      The same goes for the activity of reading. The ancient Greek “I read” (“anagignōskō”) meant “re-know” or “recognize”; and the Latin term “I read” (“ēvolvō”) means I unroll (a scroll).[33] The apparent differences between these terms give us a general sense of the extent
         in which reading has been a diverse cultural practice already in ancient times. It
         is hard today to imagine reading Thomas Hobbes’ Leviathan or John Stuart Mill’s On Liberty in any other way than opening up a print-based paper book and silently deciphering
         the lexigraphic signs found in it. Yet throughout history, reading has changed its
         face time and again. In Plato’s time most reading was carried out aloud in public
         venues. Aristotle’s more matter-of-fact philosophy was already an expression of a
         developing cartographic culture in which close reading of texts was a common practice.
         Late antiquity and early Christian thinkers such as Saint Paul, the Donatists, and
         Augustine held reading as an activity that grants access to the holy realm.[34] They shared the belief that through the activity of reading one comes in touch with
         God’s Word (verbum dei). In light of the dominance of the church in medieval times, medieval reading remained
         mostly a collective activity performed either in church, in court, or in the university.
         Reading was mostly carried out by authoritative figures reading aloud to passive followers.[35] Throughout the Middle Ages individuals rarely held private copies of books. 
      

      
      The invention of print revolutionized the act of reading. The capacity of the press
         to swiftly reproduce written materials in clear form and at relatively low cost paved
         the way for reading to become an individualized activity through which every person
         could gain access to knowledge.[36] However, reading assumed its modern form only as late as the eighteenth century.
         Book historians identify a “reading revolution” taking place in the first part of
         the century in which readers moved from an “intensive” to an “extensive” mode of reading.[37] Whereas “intensive reading” was still a collective endeavor that centered on a small
         selection of religious texts, “extensive reading” was an individualized activity involving
         a variety of texts. As literacy rates rose and the number of available texts increased,
         more and more people adopted an extensive mode of reading. Book historians and cultural
         historians hold Rousseau’s works as a novel effort to recreate an intensive form of
         reading in an already extensive reading culture.[38] Toward the end of the eighteenth century, the “Gutenberg Galaxy” had fully developed
         and reading evolved into its modern individualized form.
      

      
      Besides the changing practices of writing and reading, censorship is another major
         practice that should be taken into account when reconstructing the historical media
         setting of political texts. Leo Strauss describes persecution as an indispensable
         condition of writing down political ideas.[39] Yet, as Frederick Schauer notes, persecution is only one form of “silencing” that
         politically minded writers are often subjected to.[40] Official legal sanctions were imposed on Thomas Paine, Antonio Gramsci, Martin Luther
         King, and many other political writers. But the more prevailing type of censorship
         seems to be the daily distress writers endure once they take on the existing norms
         or the powers that be. As we will see in the next chapter, because of his radical
         views, Rousseau had to spend long periods of time outside France, in fear of imprisonment.
         By the same token, Marx’s sweeping worldview condemned him to a life in exile and
         poverty. The cases of both Rousseau and Marx demonstrate the hidden forces of suppression
         and control that are in place on nonconformist political thinkers. Those forces must
         be taken into account if we are to gain a broad understanding of the media setting
         surrounding political thinkers. 
      

      
      Decolonizing Political Thought

      
      Though it is tempting to think of political writers as free-thinking individuals who
         sit at their desk scribbling down their thoughts as they please, in practice, writing
         systems guide their craft. Lexigraphic systems serve as the means by which they must
         translate their thought processes into visible shapes; writing technologies function
         as channels that they use to materialize their ideas; and the existing cultural practices
         and social norms determine the way their ideas enter their readers’ minds. 
      

      
      We may hold historical writing systems as the infrastructure of political thought.
         Serving as information pathways in which streams of messages flow in any given historical
         period, writing systems play a major role in determining how political authors write
         down their thoughts, the way those thoughts spread in the physical world, and the
         manner in which readers engage with them. Perhaps most importantly, historical writing
         systems afford particular perspectives on political life while nullifying others.
         If, as Harold Bloom argues, what makes a work canonical is its “strangeness” and “originality,”
         then those qualities are not simply the fruit of human innovation but also the product
         of very real media settings that allow genius minds to look at timeless issues with
         fresh eyes.[41] 
      

      
      All this brings us to the networked technologies of the early twenty-first century.
         The impact of Internet-based technologies on present-day political mind-sets will
         be discussed at length in the fourth chapter. Nevertheless, I would like to dedicate
         the final pages of this chapter to contemplating the influence of the new networked
         technologies on the tradition of political thought. 
      

      
      For the first time in centuries, lexigraphic systems may be carried by means other
         than print-based writing systems on a mass scale. As such, at this juncture in history,
         we are able to embrace a new ventage point from which we can revisit the “Gutenberg
         galaxy” and the intellectual traditions circulating within it—among them political
         thought.
      

      
      The presence of a networked writing system, in the first place, puts us in a better
         position than ever before to pin down the process through which the tradition of political
         thought has been created. Before the spread of print, not a single work contained
         “political thought.” Different writing surfaces carried content relating in some way
         or another to questions pertaining to “equality,” “liberty,” “justice,” and so forth.
         In the centuries following Gutenberg’s invention, print-based writing systems “sucked
         in” content relating to these issues from all other media outlets. In doing so, political
         thought came to provide politically minded writers stable and persistent themes that
         served as conceptual frames through which they could think about political phenomena.
         The fixed notions of “equality,” “liberty,” and “justice,” then, gave them the ability
         to analyze and evaluate their immediate political surroundings. By applying these
         notions to new circumstances, political writers made sense of otherwise muddled political
         realities while injecting these concepts with fresh new meanings. 
      

      
      Though the canon of political thought is not the creation of a single technology,
         we can appreciate today it has been a native part of the “Gutenberg Galaxy.” By bringing
         together ideas and concepts from all ages and in from all media outlets, print-based
         writing systems generated a single comprehensive media environment from which literate
         individuals can look at the politics of their day. Print discourse became a “level
         playing field” in which parochial notions were detached from their local contexts
         and brought together to form a single body of knowledge. 
      

      
      However, this new perspective opened up by networked technologies also draws our attention
         to the price that came with the creation of political thought. As we will see in the
         next two chapters, print-based political texts are detached objects. Print artifacts
         themselves, as Walter Ong notes, are lifeless duplications of what was originally
         conveyed by hand or voice.[42] Thus, political thought—like other print-based bodies of knowledge—achieved its coherence
         by imposing its objectifying standards on authentic articulations. It “colonized,”
         in a sense, the oral and scribal cultures in which many political ideas originally
         circulated. Hence, during the process in which the tradition of political thought
         was created, the local and distinctive aspects of original political articulations
         were repacked as parts of a single homogeneous body of knowledge. Readymade types,
         templates, and stereotypes “cleansed” political ideas from residues of handwriting
         and speech. They were sliced into sections, stamped with title pages, and packed in
         lettered objects. 
      

      
      In this way, the number of scrolls containing the notes from Aristotle’s lectures
         at the lyceum were pieced together to form the Nicomachean Ethics; the scattered handwritten passages Marx and Engels wrote down during 1845–1846 were
         patched in a book form entitled The German Ideology decades after their death;[43] The three thousand pages of notes Gramsci wrote in thirty-some notebooks during his
         imprisonment in Turi were edited into the Prison Notebooks. Once all these political articulations were refashioned and adjusted to fit the
         technical standards of print, their authentic nature was lost.
      

      
      The new networked environment, then, ought to draw our attention to the richness and
         plurality of original articulations that were filtered out by mechanical print-based
         language. It shows Plato’s, Rousseau’s, and Gramsci’s works not merely as parts of
         a single homogenous body of knowledge but as unique forms of political expression.
         In this respect, I believe that the present work has been possible thanks to the spread
         of networked writing systems. If it was written a generation earlier, it probably
         would not have been geared toward looking at the role print media have played in the
         tradition of political ideas. In this respect, I hope that this work will be joined
         by others in the effort to “decolonize” the tradition of political thought.
      

      
      However, networked technologies may also introduce a new kind of challenge before
         political thought. Unlike print-based writing systems, networked writing systems do
         not bestow stable and generalized meanings on notions at the heart of political thought.
         On the contrary, they make them noisy and erratic. They infuse them with parochial
         and hyperpersonal baggage. Individuals, of course, may still choose to use networked
         technologies to generate systemized bodies of knowledge, but by doing so they would
         be working “against the grain.” 
      

      
      Thus, in the networked media environment, print-based ideologies appear to fade out
         of their traditional role; when every person owns their own channel, political ideas
         transform into small and hyperpersonal units of knowledge; when “the person becomes
         the portal” she/he can dispense with impersonal constructs to orient himself and take
         on her/his own digital persona.[44] In the online world, print-based ideologies lose the luster of magnificent creations
         and look more like beached whales, out of their medium. Political outlooks circulating
         via networks are no longer grand impersonal frameworks but are swarms of hyperpersonal
         micro-ideologies that reflect the fast-moving, multifaceted, and distributed reality
         of the online world. Whereas print-based ideologies are structured and linear, Web-based
         platforms give voice to the subjective identities and lifestyle choices of every user;
         while print-based ideologies offer grand normative visions and historical worldviews,
         online discourse is comprised of minute reflections on everyday life. Sewn into the
         personal fabric worn by its users, digitally enabled language favors “minority nationalism”
         rather than unifying nationalism; “gay” and “women’s” rights rather than plain universal
         “human rights.” Hovering over everyday life, the computer networks favor “fairness”
         over “equality”; “social justice” over “universal justice.” Compared with the high-toned
         construal of print-based ideologies, networked technologies afford a tailored brand
         of politics.
      

      
      As the print-based infrastructure of political thought is called into question, the
         task of systemizing political ideas and making sense of the prevailing political realities
         is likely to become more challenging. Thus, while networked writing systems may aid
         in recapturing the plurality and authentic nature underlying the tradition of political
         thought, they are also likely, at the same time, to undermine its lucidity and coherence.
         
      

      
       

      Notwithstanding the homogeneous nature of print-based writing systems, the next two
         chapters will highlight the distinct interplays between innovative thinkers and historical
         writing systems. In the case of Rousseau, we will see that the Enlightenment writing
         system facilitated his view of the emotional constitution of human being as the foundation
         of natural equality. Conversely, the following chapter will argue that the European
         industrialized writing system of the mid-nineteenth century led Marx and Engels to
         center their attention on the material (i.e., socioeconomic) aspects of life all human
         beings share. The two cases suggest that though print may have created a single media
         environment in which political thought circulates, different historical writing systems
         led political thinkers to deal with the same themes in significantly different ways.
      

      
      Before we proceed to the next chapter, a final note of caution is in order. One may
         deem this account of political thought as yet another attempt to expose the arbitrary,
         or worse, cynical motivations underlying the canon of Western political thought. However,
         this is not the case. Considering the media factor in the formation of the Western
         canon of political thought suggests that the texts that entered it are those which
         “survived” various historical media settings. They are the ones which proved to be
         relevant to readers found in media environments light-years away from one another.
         What appears to make those texts canonical is that they “won” the natural selection
         process of texts and proved to be resilient across time and space. While the formation
         of an original text requires political writers to make novel use of the writing system
         they are working in, its canonic stature rests on writers’ ability to transcend the
         media conditions in which they are found. Acknowledging, therefore, the role of print
         in the creation of the canon of political thought provides us with a further explanation
         as to the reason the texts comprising it are found there. 
      

      
      We turn now to Jean-Jacques Rousseau.
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      Chapter 2

      Imprinting the Cry of Nature

      
         
         
         Rousseau’s Hidden Media Theory

         
      

      
      Rousseau lived during what media scholar Paul Starr calls a “constitutive moment”
         in which a series of technical advances and social changes altered the media environment
         writers were working in.[1] At the beginning of the century the centralized social structures and the hierarchical
         political institutions of the Ancien Régime monopolized the production of print materials in France. Privilege and patronage
         regulated print.[2] As the century progressed, however, advances made in print technology, the weakening
         of the Old Regime, and the growing importance of commercial interests set the stage
         for the emergence of a new writing system comprised of independent authors, a growing
         reading public, and commercialized print products in between them. 
      

      
      From his many comments on literature, books and authorship, we learn that Rousseau
         was very much aware of these dramatic shifts taking place around him. His treatment
         of these issues also indicates that despite being among the first authors who gained
         public recognition (as well as substantial revenues) he developed a highly hostile
         approach to the emerging Enlightenment writing system of his time. Rousseau saw written
         language as a degenerated medium that robs human beings of their natural ability to
         engage with naked reality and serves them as a means to subordinate other human beings.
         This view led Rousseau to hold the Enlightenment writing system of his day as the
         latest and most degraded stage in the development of written language. Rousseau set
         out, then, to create print products of a new kind through which he strived to strike
         an intimate and personal bond with the reading public. In what follows, I trace Rousseau’s
         distinctive brand of emotive egalitarianism to this unique position he strived to
         occupy in the emerging Enlightenment writing system of his time. 
      

      
      Writing under the Old Regime

      
      During the days of the Old Regime two main institutions regulated the production,
         circulation, and consumption of print language in France—the Privilege System and
         the royal censors. The Privilege System was an elaborate network of edicts and decrees
         regulating every aspect of the French printing industry. Under the Privilege System
         printers could operate only upon getting a special license. The production and dissemination
         of print materials was granted to a handful of guilds closely connected to one another
         and monitored by the regime. It was called the Privilege System because each publication
         required the guild to obtain an official privilège from the king.[3] 
      

      
      The Privilege System operated hand in hand with the royal censors. Every single (legal)
         publication published in France from the mid-seventeenth century up to the French
         Revolution was approved by the royal censors.[4] It is estimated that between 1659 and 1789 the censors threw over nine hundred people
         involved in the publishing industry into the Bastille.[5] Voltaire served two terms there in the early 1740s. He then was forced to leave France
         and live in exile (from 1750 until 1778). Diderot also spent a few months in the Bastille,
         not before the court instructed to burn his works in public. Rousseau managed to stay
         out of the Bastille only because most of his works were published outside of France.
         Nonetheless, Rousseau’s fear of the French censors led him to spend long periods of
         time outside of the country. 
      

      
      The task of regulating written language was made easy given the low technical level
         of eighteenth-century print. At the beginning of the eighteenth century print was
         still a manual craft carried out on wooden presses. Up to the 1750s there was still
         no agreed standard of type. The size of paper was not standardized until the 1790s.
         More importantly, there were no professional writers. The idea that the author continued
         to own his work after selling it to the publisher was held to be absurd. Most writers
         did not make a living from selling their works nor did they enjoy any legal status.
         Writers of genius such as Montesquieu, Voltaire, Diderot, and Rousseau were lucky
         enough to have a strong financial basis to begin with or managed to win the support
         of wealthy patrons along the way. Montesquieu was a large landowner. Voltaire was
         born into a well-to-do family and later received the support of wealthy and powerful
         patrons such as the Marquise du Châtelet and Frederick the Great. Diderot, although
         he struggled in the early stages of his career, later made a comfortable living from
         selling his share of his father’s estate as well as winning the patronage of Catherine
         the Great. Rousseau made a living by working as a music tutor but also enjoyed early
         on in his career the financial support of Françoise-Louise de Warnes. Warnes served
         as his patron in various stages of his writing career.[6] 
      

      
      As long as printing remained a manual craft, books were artifacts, and authors were
         held to be glorified scribblers at best, print language was almost nowhere to be seen
         in everyday life in France. In fact, at the beginning of the eighteenth century, the
         majority of French were still illiterate. Estimates are that under 30 percent of men
         and around 13 percent of women were literate at the start of the century.[7] Books were out of reach of the average French since they were costly artifacts. Lending
         libraries were not yet invented. Newspapers were no more than expanded leaflets that
         announced official decrees and public happenings.
      

      
      Under these circumstances, print language could not develop into a popular medium.
         There were no professional writers to pen books; there was no market to sell them
         in; there were no production standards that would allow them to be produced on a mass
         scale. Reading under the Ancien Régime was not yet a private act of individuals searching for knowledge but was mostly an
         activity that reinforced the existing rigid social and political structures. 
      

      
      Words Set Free

      
      In 1751 the first volume of a peculiar publication saw light in Paris. The Encyclopédie ou Dictionnaire raisonné des sciences, des arts et des métiers, par une
            Société de Gens de lettres was not the first attempt to fit the known world into a print product designed for
         popular consumption but it was the most ambitious one.[8] Between 1751 and 1772 seventeen volumes of the Encyclopédie and eleven volumes of plates were published under the direction of Denis Diderot
         and Jean le Rond d’Alembert. The volumes included 74,000 references and 3,000 illustrations
         written by more than 130 contributors, among them some of the most famous thinkers
         of the time, including Rousseau, who wrote the articles on music and on political
         economy. Following the commercial success of the first edition, later editions came
         in compact quarto format designed so that readers could carry each volume easily to
         the coffeehouses, salons, or their bedrooms—where they could read them in private.
         
      

      
      The Encyclopédie was indeed a remarkable achievement of the Enlightenment philosophes. However, behind
         it stood not merely Diderot and d’Alembert’s ingenuity but also a set of sociotechnological
         developments. The Encyclopédie manifested the emergence of the new Enlightenment writing system that was eating away
         the Ancien Régime’s hold over print as well as power. 
      

      
      Toward the mid-eighteenth century, a series of sociotechnological changes took place
         which popularized print language and opened the way for a new generation of print
         products. Baskerville’s Bible, printed in France in 1763, is the first work in which
         a simple and clear Latin style of type was used. Later, Baskerville’s style became
         the standard across Europe and was used to produce a range of texts from religious
         ones to daily newspapers. The same process of standardization took place in paper.
         A French decree of 1723 was a first attempt to establish a single size of paper. The
         decree was ignored by most printers. However, after the installment of the Fournier’s
         Point System and the Didot Point System in the last decades of the century, printers
         begin using universal sizes of paper for different print products.
      

      
      Concurrently, literacy rates were on the rise. Compared to the low literacy rates
         of the beginning of the century, by the last couple of years of the Ancien Régime they rose to over 40 percent among men and about 25 percent among women.[9] In addition, the gradual growth of the print market lowered the prices of print products.
         Books became available to literate French, who by the mid-century did not belong exclusively
         to the traditional elites. The first circulating library was opened in Paris in 1761
         followed by many others across France. Between 1751 and 1788, more than 250 newspapers
         were launched in France, most of them based in Paris. This was a large number compared
         to the number of newspapers in England and Germany in the same period. At the time
         when English newspapers did not surpass four thousand subscribers on average, the
         Gazettte de France already reached over twelve hundred by 1780.[10]  
      

      
      Even more importantly, in the 1760s and 1770s a series of decrees, surprisingly issued
         by the court and the king, established the rights of authors over their works.[11] Although copyright laws were not fully implemented in France before the 1810s, as
         the century progressed, subsequent rulings increased the legal and financial independence
         of authors.[12] As a result, writers were presented with more opportunities to live by their pens.
         The growing reading public began replacing patronage as the main source of authors’
         revenue. 
      

      
      The payments Rousseau received for his works are of interest for us in the context
         of the discussion here. For the Discourse on the Arts and Sciences (1750) (which won the first place in the Academy of Dijon’s essay competition), Rousseau
         received no payment at all. However, two years later he did receive a considerable
         sum for his opera The Village Soothsayer. He received 1,200 livres from the opera, 600 from his publisher, and 2,400 as a
         grant from Louis XV (who also attended the opening). Two years later, Rousseau submitted
         the Discourse on the Origin and Basis of Inequality among Men (Henceforth, Second Discourse) to the Academy of Dijon, but this time, he did not wait for the results of the competition
         and upon finishing the manuscript sent it out for publication for the sum of 500 francs.
         Later on, Rousseau earned 2,100 livres for the Letter to M. D’Alembert on Spectacles.
         He received 600 francs for his best-selling novel Julie or La Nouvelle Héloïse (Henceforth, Julie) (1761). For the Social Contract, published a year after, he received 1,000 livres, and for Emile, or on Education (Henceforth, Emile)—which was a much larger work—he got 6,000 livres. All in all, during his thirty-year
         career as a writer, Rousseau managed to receive handsome sums for his works. Yet,
         although he was one of the most esteemed and best-selling authors of the century,
         he still did not make a living solely from his writings, but mostly from serving as
         a music copier and a tutor.[13] 
      

      
      The legal recognition of authors and their growing financial independence revolutionized
         their stature. By the time of the High Enlightenment, figures such as Voltaire, Comte
         de Buffon, and Montesquieu came to be icons and a source of inspiration for young
         men and women who flocked to Paris pursing the dream of becoming the next masters
         of the Republic of Letters. This new generation of writers utilized their newly acquired
         independence to create print products of a new kind. Men such as Étienne Condillac,
         Diderot, and the Marquis de Condorcet produced dictionaries, journals, novels, and
         plays that challenged the existing social and religious orthodoxies. They were all
         using print language as an independent medium which was connecting human beings regardless
         of their social class.[14] 
      

      
      Yet, the growing number of readers and the rising number of standardized print products
         also conjured a black market of print products. Robert Darnton traces a French underground
         market of clandestine publications which developed in the latter half of the eighteenth
         century. The works which were sold in this market—under the code name “philosophical
         books”—were banned either because they were considered offensive to the general mores
         or because they were pirated editions of legal books. Some of the best-known French
         works of the century were printed as illegal copies in Amsterdam, London, Geneva,
         and other printing centers, and later smuggled into France. Montesquieu’s Persian Letters (1721) was published in Geneva; Voltaire’s Philosophical Letters (1733) was published first in London; almost all of Rousseau’s works were published
         in Amsterdam.[15]

      
      As the new writing system spread, the hold of the Ancien Régime on print weakened. Inch by inch print language was dragged from the dark halls of
         ministries and colleges and into the salonniére and other public venues. Print language gradually transformed into a mode of communication
         designed for popular consumption. In the last years of the Ancien Régime a new Enlightenment writing system was already well in place. 
      

      
      Rousseau’s Media Theory

      
      Rousseau was among the first generation of authors who witnessed firsthand the guilds,
         censors, and patrons giving way to the emerging Enlightenment writing system. He was
         one of the first professional authors who capitalized on his literary talents. Yet,
         as he was looking at the up-and-coming writing system he felt nothing but dismay.
         
      

      
      Despite being one of the most successful European writers of the entire century, it
         is hard to miss Rousseau’s spite against the print products in their present form:
         “A taste for letters always heralds the beginning of corruption in a people, and very
         rapidly accelerates it” he writes in the preface to, Narcissus, or the lover of Himself (henceforth, Narcissus).[16] Rousseau goes as far as demanding to cleanse society of the written word by “burn[ing]
         our libraries, clos[ing] our Academies, our Colleges, our Universities.”[17] Later in the work Rousseau attacks professional authors by stating: “All lettered
         people have at all times been corrupt; all ignorant peoples have been virtuous: in
         a word, only the learned are vicious, only a man who knows nothing is virtuous.”[18] The few friends who made the effort to come and visit Rousseau toward the end of
         his life testify that he made a conscious decision to cease reading books altogether.
      

      
      Rousseau’s harsh attacks on books and authors are perplexing given the fact that he
         dedicated the best years of his life to writing novels, discourses, and treatises.
         The Enlightenment writing system provided Rousseau, like the other philosophes, with
         a channel through which he could directly communicate with the reading public. It
         made Rousseau a well-known figure across Europe while also providing him with a considerable
         source of income. So why was Rousseau so resentful toward the new Enlightenment writing
         system? The answer to this question, I believe, is found in Rousseau’s fundamental
         position about print language as a mode of communication.
      

      
      When tracing Rousseau’s many comments about literature, books, and professional writers
         along his works, a lucid media theory comes to light. A good point to begin the discussion
         of Rousseau’s media theory is his account of the first language. Rousseau imagines
         the first language to be consisting of cries of stress, moans of joy, and groans of
         pleasure that naturally flow from the human throat. He deems this primeval language
         as the purest form of expression.[19] He describes it as being born with music. The first ones to “speak” it were not philosophers
         but poets.[20] It was carried by voice (voix) not words (voix) and didn’t express human physical needs but sentiments and passions: “The origin
         of languages is not due to men’s first needs. . . . Not hunger nor thirst, but love,
         hatred, pity, anger wrung their first voices from them.”[21] According to Rousseau, there was nothing rational about the first language. It had
         no grammatical structure; no particular syntax; it was never written down. The first
         language was a series of sounds that expressed the pure way in which pre-civilized
         human beings met the world. Rousseau describes the first language in the following
         manner: “Not only would all the turns of phrase in this language have to be in images,
         sentiments, figures; but in its mechanical aspects it would have to answer to its
         primary aim, and convey to the ear as well as to the understanding the almost inescapable
         impressions of passion seeking to communicate itself.”[22] 
      

      
      The bare nature of the first language made it an ultimate mode of communication capable
         of capturing “things-in-themselves,” using Kantian terms. The simplicity and directness
         of the first language allowed human beings to relate to the world not through proper
         names but through pure sounds that articulated their immediate and honest experience
         of the world around them. The first language kept human beings close to nature and
         to each other.[23] There was no prejudice or bias involved. Everyone meant what he “said” and “said”
         what he meant. The first language was an oral mode of communication that facilitated
         what Rousseau describes in the Second Discourse as savage man’s perfect liberty when his desires still correspond to his needs.[24] 
      

      
      Yet, Rousseau believed that as humanity progressed, the first language changed its
         face. For Rousseau, the moral decline of human beings is tied up with the changing
         nature of language. Once human beings settled down, once families, agriculture, and
         small industries were developed, the first language assumed a more rational form.
         Rousseau describes in detail the transformation of the first language into a functional
         and detached mode of communication that came in between man and nature. The first
         language began to lose its luster when human beings realized that they share the same
         needs and are able to overcome nature together. Language then transforms into a mode
         of communication based on functional understanding and mutual need. As societies grew
         bigger and social relations became more complex, language ceased to express pure sentiment.
         As a mode of communication, it was no longer able to capture the naked reality. Rousseau
         deems this process as natural to all languages. As humanity progresses, all languages
         become less passionate and more precise. As societies become permanent associations
         based on mutual needs, sentiments substitute ideas and languages: “no longer speak to the heart but to the reason.”[25] 
      

      
      Over time language becomes a mode of communication through which human beings can
         master nature, rationalize the world around them and coordinate their actions. However,
         at the same time it also becomes a filtering system that sets human beings apart and
         cuts them off from the noumenon.[26] The moans of joy and groans of pleasure are replaced by parts of speech essentially
         removed from the natural stream of consciousness. Social relations cease to be based
         on genuine sentiments but are mediated by nouns, adjectives, and conjunctions that
         classify objects in the world according to some rational order. Whereas savage man’s
         desires corresponded to his needs, language provides human beings with the means through
         which they begin to compare themselves. Consequently, human beings develop an urge
         not only “to be” but “to be more than others.”[27] The natural affinity between human beings makes way to adjectives such as, “great,”
         “small,” “strong,” “weak,” “fast,” “slow” that set them apart.[28] Over time those simple adjectives begin to function as instruments that facilitate
         power relations. 
      

      
      Rousseau points to two decisive moments in the linguistic and moral decadence of humanity:
         The first is when a single individual makes use of still spoken language to convey
         the notion of ownership and thus pulls out human beings from the state of nature:
      

      
         The first man who, having enclosed a piece of ground, to whom it occurred to say this is mine, and found people sufficiently simple to believe him, was the true founder of civil
            society. How many crimes, wars, murders, how many miseries and horrors Mankind would
            have been spared by him who, pulling up the stakes or filling in the ditch, had cried
            out to his kind: Beware of listening to this imposter. (emphases added)[29] 
         

      

      Sure enough, the departure from the state of nature was a culmination of larger processes
         Rousseau describes along the Second Discourse. However, eventually it all came down to a single individual who conveyed by speech
         the notion of ownership. In this moment, language transforms from a pure medium into
         a device affording man’s domination of nature and the inequality among human beings.
         Language equips human beings with the ability to leave nature but at the same time
         lays the grounds for social inequality.
      

      
      The second decisive moment is the development of written language. While Rousseau
         saw spoken language as a pure form of expression that allows human beings to express
         their natural needs, he deemed written language as commonly used by human beings as
         essentially an alienated mode of communication. Derrida notes that for Rousseau: “Writing
         in the common sense is the dead letter, it is the carrier of death. It exhausts life.”[30] Rousseau’s view of the ideal language as a series of sounds through which pre-civilized
         human beings met the world leads him to take a highly critical stance toward the written
         word. He maintains that in fixing language, writing essentially adulterates it.[31] This is so due to the nature of written language as a mode of communication that
         transforms either visual objects or sounds into linguistic signs. As such, written
         language is always one step removed from either the human voice or the actual object
         it depicts. 
      

      
      Just as in the case of spoken language, Rousseau thought that written language develops
         through history. He describes the first written language as a pictographic system
         of signs which directly denoted objects in the world. One example of this type of
         language is the Egyptian hieroglyphs. This system of signs, according to Rousseau,
         was used by savage man in the later stages of his development, as it must be grounded
         in some conventions, however basic they may be.[32] In the second written language, pictures give way to conventional characters. Each
         character represents an object, an idea, or a proposition. The example Rousseau gives
         for this type of written language is the Chinese writing system. Since writing systems
         of this sort require shared conventions of a higher level than the first, Rousseau
         associates them with what he terms “barbaric people.”[33] 
      

      
      The third, and most advanced, is the lexigraphic writing system in which the speaking
         voice is broken into sounds, each represented by a particular letter. This system
         was first invented by the Phoenicians and later adopted by the ancient Greeks, since
         they were both traders who needed a universally accepted system of signs that people
         speaking different languages could understand. To do so, they created the first alphabetic
         system in which each letter corresponds to a particular sound. According to Rousseau
         this phonetic writing system serves as basis of all Western languages, and is used
         by all “civilized people.”[34] 
      

      
      One would think that Rousseau singles out the phonetic alphabet as the only mode of
         written language which may express the human passions since, after all, it is based
         on speech. However, this is not the case. The reason for that is found in the historical
         circumstances in which the Western alphabet developed.[35] First, Rousseau describes the way Western alphabet systems originated not from poets
         who yearned to express their feelings but from traders who sought to maximize their
         profits. Rousseau takes pains to prove that Homer, being the greatest Greek poet,
         did not even know how to write.[36] Rousseau further argues that the detached nature of the ancient Greek alphabet was
         amplified in later European languages (written as well as spoken) since they were
         originally set to communicate the need of people living in those societies to survive
         in harsh climates. French, English, and German do not convey warm human affection,
         but the functional needs which allowed these societies to endure cold winters, long
         droughts, and extreme weather conditions. It is those historical circumstances, Rousseau
         argues, that turned Western phonetic alphabetic systems into a mode of communication
         tainted in its very nature.
      

      
      Rousseau versus the Enlightenment Writing System

      
      Surly Rousseau’s critique of the emerging Enlightenment writing system of his time
         manifested his personal spite toward his fellow philosophes, with whom he never quite
         managed to get along; surely it was rooted in his experience as a young man coming
         from the provinces and struck by the bright lights of Paris; certainly, it was fueled
         by his eccentric personality. While all these may be true, Rousseau’s position also
         manifested his larger critique of Western alphabet systems entrenched in his “media
         theory” as was just described. 
      

      
      Placing Rousseau’s critique of the arts and sciences in this broader context allows
         us to appreciate that Rousseau does not simply reject the content of the arts and
         sciences of his day but is critical of the mode of communication which conveyed them
         namely, written language. “I hate books. They only teach one to talk about what one
         does not know,” Rousseau states in Emile.[37] Rousseau stresses the importance of forbidding Emile to open a book before the age
         of twelve: “In thus taking away all duties from children, I take away the instruments
         of their greatest misery—that is, books. Reading is the plague of childhood.”[38] He dedicates the first and second prefaces of Julie (1761) to stressing the dangers of books: “When it comes to morality” he states “no
         reading, in my view, will do worldly people any good.”[39] 
      

      
      A prominent theme throughout Rousseau’s writings is his critique of professional authors.[40] In Emile Rousseau equates professional men of letters with the luxury trades which artificially
         extend human need, thereby further divorcing man from his nature. For Rousseau, being
         an author was no different from being a blacksmith.[41] He describes his profession, as a man of letters, as a terrible mistake.[42] In the Confessions Rousseau mentions that he himself continued to work as a tutor and music copier not
         because he could not make a living as a writer but because of a conscious decision
         not to sell his pen. In a revealing passage Rousseau lays out his critique of authors
         and the Enlightenment literary market: 
      

      
         I might have thrown myself entirely into the most lucrative path, and, instead of
            lowering my pen to copying I might have devoted it entirely to writing, which, in
            the flight which I had taken, and which I felt myself capable of continuing, might
            have enabled me to live in opulence, even in luxury. . . . But I felt that writing
            for bread would soon have stifled my genius and destroy my talents. . . . Nothing
            great, nothing vigorous can proceed from a pen that is entirely venal. . . . I have
            always felt that [the] position of an author is not and cannot be distinguished or
            respectable, except in so far as it is not a profession. It is too difficult to think
            nobly, when one thinks only in order to live. In order to be able and to venture to
            utter great truths, one must not be dependent on success. I threw my books amongst
            the public with the sure consciousness of having spoken for the general good, without
            caring for anything else.[43] 
         

      

      The discussion so far, then, allows us to view Rousseau’s harsh treatment of the arts
         and sciences as a manifestation of his broader view of phonetic language as a medium
         which has gone terribly wrong. The history of language, Rousseau believed, told the
         story of a mode of communication which started off as the purest means of human expression
         and ended up as a cold, detached, and functional system of signs that robbed human
         beings of their natural ability to engage with the naked reality and provided a mean
         to subordinate human beings. Rousseau believed that the arts and sciences of his day
         was the latest and most degraded stage in the development of written language. Thus,
         he set out to create written artifacts of a new kind. 
      

      
      Producing Reality

      
      When Rousseau’s Julie was published in 1761, it immediately became a sensation. The demand for the novel
         was such that, in the first months after its publication, bookstores in Paris rented
         copies of it by the day.[44] One hundred and fifteen French editions and ten English editions were published by
         1800. Julie was, perhaps, the biggest bestseller of the eighteenth-century in France, surpassing
         Richardson, Goethe, and Voltaire. 
      

      
      As the title of the novel indicates, it was a modern version of a medieval exchange
         of letters between Pierre Abélard (1079–1142)—a French scholastic philosopher—and
         his brilliant student Héloïse (1090–1162)—acclaimed for her own learning and poetry.
         Abélard and Héloïse were as famous in eighteenth-century France as Romeo and Juliet
         are today in the English-speaking world. For the typical French person, the couple
         stood as a symbol of romantic, tragic faith.[45] The exchange of letters between Abélard and Héloïse (whose author is unknown) recounts
         in a first-person voice their tragic love story.[46] In Julie, Rousseau transmutes the well-known medieval love story to the Geneva of his day.
         In Rousseau’s version, Julie, a simple and virtuous Genevan girl, takes the role of
         Héloïse, while Saint-Preux, a young French traveling scholar, takes that of Abélard.
         As in the original version, Abélard is hired by Julie’s family to serve as her tutor
         and soon after the two embark on a passionate love affair. 
      

      
      Like the Encyclopédie, Julie was a representative of the new Enlightenment writing system emerging at the time.
         However, whereas the  Encyclopédie exhibited all the “sins” of modern print language (i.e., trees of knowledge, structured
         articles, rational arguments) Rousseau strived to create a print product of a different
         kind. The essential step he took to do so was to convince his readers that the novel
         they are reading is not a novel at all, but a collection of handwritten letters that
         convey pure and authentic emotions. 
      

      
      Already in the title page of the novel Rousseau sets out to establish the status of
         the text as an authentic account of actual happenings. On March 6, 1760, Rousseau
         instructed his printer/publisher Rey to make sure to use a large typeface for the
         common name Julie so that it would appear bigger than the iconic “Héloïse.” On July 17, 1761, he further instructed him to add a second title to the novel,
         Letters from Two Lovers Living in a Small Town at the Foot of the Alps (Lettres de deux amans habitans d’une petite ville au pied des Alpes). He ends the letter by stressing the importance of following accurately his instructions:
         “it is absolutely essential to find the means to make the single or double title contain
         all I have put in it.”[47] 
      

      
      By highlighting the common name Julie at the expense of the iconic Heloise, Rousseau
         gives his readers—even before opening the book—a first indication that the novel is
         about real people rather than about mythical figures. By insisting on adding the second
         title Rousseau further made it appear as if the novel was a real exchange of letters,
         which Rousseau did not write, but merely collected. In the opening lines of the first
         preface, Rousseau continued to spread doubts as to his role in the novel: “Although
         I bear only the title of Editor here, I have myself had a hand in the book, and I
         do not disguise this. Have I done the whole thing, and is the entire correspondence
         a fiction? Worldly people, what matters it to you? It is surely a fiction for you”;[48] “It is not a Novel. . . . It is a Collection of Letters,” Rousseau insists in the
         second preface to Julie.[49] 
      

      
      By the time readers got to the opening lines of Julie they had the sense that they are reading an authentic exchange of handwritten letters
         by two common Genevan lovers. This sense was reinforced by the epistolary form which
         allowed Rousseau to wipe out his authorial fingerprints from the text. The epistolary
         form moves Rousseau’s language as close as possible to direct personal communication,
         which lacks any authorial view. Whereas the validity of knowledge found in the Encyclopédie rested on the gravitas of its learned authors, Julie owed its authenticity to the absence of any authorship. Inside the novel Rousseau
         assumed the voice of Julie and Saint-Preux and was speaking through them directly
         to the reader as if he was not an author; as if they were not readers; as if in between
         them there were pages filled not with mechanically produced language but with authentic
         handwritten letters. To ensure that feeling, Rousseau went as far as instructing his
         publisher to leave his typos and other mistakes in the final manuscript: “leave my
         mistakes, rather than make corrections that are not in the MS,” he writes to Ray.[50] 
      

      
      Thanks to the techniques made available to him by the emerging print market, Rousseau
         set out to fabricate the intimacy found in nonprint forms of communication. Right
         at the beginning the reader experience firsthand the intensity of first love. Gazing
         through Saint-Preux’s eyes at Julie, readers are dazzled by her beauty; they can sense
         her passion for him. He is willing to trade his life for a single kiss; she prays
         to heaven to unite with his beautiful soul; her heart pounds faster every time she
         lays her eyes on him. When their hands touch, a tremor goes through their young bodies;
         his eyes meet hers, and they immediately shy away; a sigh escapes her, leaving them
         both embarrassed. 
      

      
      In the Confessions Rousseau provides a peek at the writing process which enabled his emotive use of
         print language. He first describes the way he produced the many touching portrayals
         of nature found within the novel: “I set aside my mornings for copying as I had always
         done, and my afternoons for walking, armed with my little notebook and pencil; for,
         as I had never been able to write or think freely, except sub divo.”[51] (Rousseau used the phrase sub Divo to refer to the open air). His next step was setting “[t]he two idols of my heart
         . . . love and friendship.”[52] Only then, Rousseau gave a human form to the two virtues. The ones Rousseau chooses
         are after his own personal taste: “I bestowed upon them two analogous, but different,
         characters; two faces, not perfect, but after my taste, lighted up by kindliness and
         sensibility.”[53] Lastly, Rousseau placed the characters in the scenery of his childhood: “the birthplace
         of my poor mamma still possessed a special charm for me. The contrast of natural situations,
         the richness and variety of the landscape, the magnificence, the majesty of the whole,
         which enchants the senses, moves the heart, and elevates the soul.”[54] 
      

      
         First page of Rousseau's original manuscript for "Deux Lettres à M. le Mareschal Duc
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      For Rousseau, we can see, Julie and Saint-Preux were not simply literary characters
         but linguistic signifiers he created based on his very personal and honest experience
         of the world around him. This is also true to the setting in which Rousseau places
         them, which he fashioned based on his childhood memories. Julie, Saint-Preux, and
         the other characters in the novel were made from materials Rousseau drew directly
         from his own life. Whether it was the virtues he admired, the physical attributes
         he was attracted to, or the nostalgic scenery of his childhood, Rousseau based the
         typographical world of Julie on his own firsthand experience of the world. Rousseau writes the following in this
         context: 
      

      
         These fictions, by their constant recurrence, at length assumed greater consistency,
            and fixed themselves in my brain under a definite shape. It was then that it occurred
            to me to give expression upon paper to some of the situations which they offered me,
            and, recalling all the feelings of my youth, to a certain extent, to the desire of
            loving, which I had never been able to satisfy, and by which I felt myself devoured.[55] 
         

      

      This creative process allows Rousseau to convey a reading experience founded not on
         functional understanding and mutual need, like the other print products circulating
         in the new Enlightenment writing system, but on his pure emotions. By basing Julie on his most personal experiences, Rousseau managed to convey a pure stream of consciousness
         unadulterated by any prejudice or bias characterizing the arts and letters of his
         time.
      

      
      Generating Emotive Egalitarianism

      
      Two months before Rousseau began working on Julie, he finished writing the Second Discourse (he wrote the discourse between November 1753 and June 1754). The discourse was Rousseau’s
         answer to the question proposed by the Dijon Academy: What is the origin of inequality
         among men, and is it authorized by the natural law? 
      

      
      The article that treats the notion of natural equality in the Encyclopédie states dryly the following: “Natural equality is that which is found among all men
         solely by the constitution of their nature. . . . Since human nature is the same in
         all men, it is clear according to natural law that each person must value and treat
         other people as so many individuals who are naturally equal to himself.”[56] 
      

      
      In this definition, the self-evident postulate that all human beings share the same
         constitution leads to the logical deduction that all human beings are equal. Rousseau’s
         notion of natural equality in the Second Discourse was surly not far away from the one found in the Encyclopédie. Nevertheless, there was one major difference. Rousseau’s notion of natural equality
         was not based on the capacity of the readers to comprehend the same logic but that
         of feeling the same emotions. 
      

      
      In the Second Discourse, Rousseau crafted a distinctive reading experience that made this point. If in the
         case of Julie, the moral argument Rousseau puts forward is based on the impression he created that
         the text is a collection of handwritten personal letters, in the Second Discourse we find the same moral argument, only this time it rests on the impression Rousseau
         creates that the text is a recreation of the oral state of nature. In the opening
         section of the discourse Rousseau accuses all previous philosophers of never really
         reaching the state of nature, since what they were doing, according to him, was describing
         it by using abstract notions which were products of literate minds infested with already
         decadent language. This practice led philosophers: “to ascribe to Man in the state
         of nature the notion of the Just and the Unjust, without bothering to show that he
         had to have this notion.”[57] Challenging this practice, Rousseau ventures on to the ironic task of using written
         language to take his readers into the state of nature as it really was—unmediated
         by written language: “O Man, Whatever Land you may be from, whatever may be your opinions,
         listen; Here is your history such as I believed I read it, not in the Books by your
         kind, who are liars, but in Nature, which never lies.”[58] 
      

      
      To generate a reading experience that conveys an oral state of mind, Rousseau made
         use of the same writing techniques that enabled him to assume the voice of two Genevan
         lovers. Whereas the small Genevan town of Vevey provided Rousseau with the authentic
         scenery he needed in which to situate the literary figures in Julie, the woods of Saint-
Germain provided him with the genuine experience he needed to transcend print language,
         so to speak, and take his readers back in time to the state of nature: “In order to
         consider this great subject at my ease, 
I went to Saint-Germain on a seven or eight days’ journey . . . I buried myself in
         the forest, where I sought and found the picture of those primitive times, of which
         I boldly sketched the history.”[59] 
      

      
      The practice of writing in nature allowed Rousseau to convey to his readers savage
         man’s experience of the state of nature as if it was not recounted by a professional
         author; as if his readers were not reading about it in a book; as if they were not
         extracting knowledge about it from alienating alphabetic signs. Right from the beginning
         of the discourse, the reader gazes through savage man’s eyes, “surveying that vast
         expanse of heaven.”[60] Looking at the state of nature from savage man’s eyes, the reader is soon confronted
         not by moral or philosophical questions but by the menial tasks of providing for physical
         needs. He sates his hunger, slakes his thirst; he runs, hides, hunts, and finally
         falls asleep exhausted at the foot of an oak. Rousseau lets the reader feel the state
         of nature through savage man’s crude touch and sharp senses.[61] He allows him to sense the cold wind against his naked skin and the fright of facing
         a wild beast bare-handedly.
      

      
      Just like in Julie, in these passages Rousseau disappears from the text. The reader is no longer a reader
         but feels as if he experienced the state of nature firsthand. As a result, the reader
         is led to empathize with the simplicity of savage man as he carries himself all with
         one, driven only by his essential needs and natural pity. He can thoroughly enthrall
         himself with his figure. After watching savage man in his most intimate moments, readers
         feel as if they know the prehistoric creature through and through. “One feels like
         walking on all fours after reading your work.”[62] Voltaire wrote to Rousseau after he finished reading the Second Discourse. 
      

      
      Writing Against the Medium

      
      After more than two hundred years of professional authors, copyright rules, and literary
         markets, it is easy to miss Rousseau’s novel use of print language. When eighteenth-century
         readers picked up Rousseau’s works, those objects were not just books but pieces of
         cutting-edge technology that brought to light an emotional journey that, until then,
         found expression only in face-to-face conversations or handwritten letters. Rousseau’s
         works were like print-made “reality shows” that served as public sites of a new kind
         which shed light on the similar emotional constitution all human beings share. By
         using the phonetic alphabet to reproduce the voices of his heroes and heroines in ink and paper, Rousseau infused standardized print language
         with an intimate and personal dimension which until then was found only in personal
         modes of communication. He used print language to show that the singular inner emotional
         world of each individual is in fact shared by all human beings. The reading experience
         he constructed in his words illustrated that what defines human beings is not their
         capacity to reason but the similarity of their inner worlds. Once readers developed
         feelings toward literary abstracts such as savage man, Julie, and the others who came
         into life in standardized print language, they had to acknowledge that they shared
         the same emotive constitution not merely with their family and members of their class,
         but with the rest of mankind.[63] Rousseau made an ironic use of the “cold” and “muted” nature of standardized print
         language to take his readers on an emotional journey that led them to cut across all
         existing social hierarchies and embrace a new type of emotive egalitarianism. 
      

      
      Rousseau’s use of print language of course provided also a decisive critique of the
         Enlightenment writing system. It showed the rational nature of print products such
         as the Encyclopédie as what cuts off human beings from “things-in-themselves” and conjures up societies
         based on power relations and inequality. The emotive reading experience Rousseau constructed
         in his texts showed the capacity of written language to rationalize the world as what
         holds back his fellow philosophes from capturing reality as it is. Inserting his own
         voice into the novel and presenting it as story taken from real life, Rousseau thought
         to turn his texts from standardized commercial products carrying abstract knowledge
         to alternative public sites founded on the similar emotional constitution all human
         beings share.
      

      
      However, what deserves our attention is not merely Rousseau’s novel use of print language.
         At the root of his soi-disant genuine use of print language seems to be an act of
         deception. The new form of egalitarianism Rousseau puts forward in his works was not
         a product of actual figures but by literary fabrications. Hiding behind his pen, Rousseau
         pulls the strings of savage man, Julie, and the others and floods his readers with
         emotions. Despite the self-proclaimed authentic reading experience of Rousseau’s texts,
         they are in fact far less genuine than the works of the philosophes. The fact of the
         matter is that Rousseau’s texts are hardly reproductions of the first language like
         he presents them to be, but are products of a savvy author who uses various literary
         techniques to establish the “authentic” nature of his texts.
      

      
      One may deem Rousseau as a political writer who adopted an “esoteric style of writing”
         using Leo Strauss’ term.[64] However, the goal Rousseau seems to have in mind is far less noble than obscuring
         some secret wisdom, as Strauss describes. Rousseau cloaks himself in literary abstracts
         to cover up the fact that he is luring his readers into his fabricated world. When Rousseau’s readers fall in love with Julie, they in fact fall
         in love with him; when they are mesmerized by the prehistoric state of nature, they
         are actually enthralled by his experience of the forests of Saint-Germain. The reading
         experience Rousseau creates in his text seems not so much geared toward conveying
         his notion of natural equality all human beings share, as it is imprinting his self-centered
         worldview on the hearts and minds of his readers. In this respect, Rousseau’s texts
         may well demonstrate the ability of authors to use print language to render and propagate
         moral outlooks, but they also illustrate their ability to manipulate their readers.
         
      

      
      Final Remarks

      
      As long as literacy rates were low; as long as there were no accepted standards of
         print; as long as authors could not live by their pens—first-person sentiments were
         conveyed either by voice or handwritten letters and remained unavailable to the reading
         public. In this regard, Rousseau’s emotive egalitarianism was a product of the new
         ability he gained thanks to the emergence of the Enlightenment writing system to convey
         an emotive worldview to complete strangers. 
      

      
      Nonetheless, Rousseau’s emotive egalitarianism was not simply a product of the Enlightenment
         writing system. It was born out of Rousseau’s original use of standardized print products
         of his time. Ironically enough, in his works Rousseau used standardized print language
         to recover a sense of equality that was unavailable in standardized print products.
         He made use of the direct channel that those products opened between authors and readers
         to recast the notion of equality on the intimacy and personal aspects of human relations
         which remained out of reach of the republic of letters. This sense of equality, paradoxically,
         hinged on Rousseau’s masterful use of the techniques made available to him by the
         up-and-coming print market of his time to fabricate the authenticity of handwritten
         letters in the case of Julie and a first-person view of the state of nature in the case of the Second Discourse.
      

      
      Thus, underlying Rousseauianic emotive egalitarianism we find a complex interplay
         between Rousseau’s skills as a professional author and the writing system in which
         he was working in. The Enlightenment writing system of his time provided Rousseau
         with the social position, technical means, and potential audience that enabled him
         to formulate and convey his emotive egalitarianism. Yet, it was his novel use of all
         these means that reflected his unusual background and peculiar personality that gave
         birth to his unique brand of egalitarianism. 
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Paul Starr, The Creation of the Media: Political Origins of Modern Communications (New York: Basic Books, 2004), 2.
               

            

         

         
            2. Among the major works in English on the French printing industry of the seventh century
                  are Roger Chartier, The Cultural Origins of the French Revolution (Durham: Duke University Press, 1995); Robert Darnton, The Business of Enlightenment: A Publishing History of the Encyclopédie, 1775–1800 (Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, 1987); Dena Goodman, The Republic of Letters: A Cultural History of the French Enlightenment (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996); John Lough, Writer and Public in France: From the Middle Ages to the Present Day (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978).
               

            

         

         
            3. On the Privilege System, see Raymond Brin, “The Profits of Ideas: Privileges en Librairie
                  in Eighteenth Century France,” Eighteenth-Century Studies 4/2 (1970–1), 131–168. Laurent Pfister, “Author and Work in the French Print Privileges
                  System: Some Milestones,” in Privilege and Property: Essays on the History of Copyright, eds. Martin Kretschmer, Lionel Bently, and Ronan Deazley (Open Book Publishers,
                  2010), 115–36; Thierry Rigogne, “Who were the Booksellers and Printers of Eighteenth-Century
                  France,” in Into Print: Limits and Legacies of the Enlightenment, ed. Charles Walton (Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania University Press, 2011), 53–70.
               

            

         

         
            4. On French eighteenth-century censorship, see Thomas Luckett, “Book Seizures and the
                  Politics of Repression in Paris, 1787–1789,” in Into Print: Limits and Legacies of the Enlightenment, ed. Charles Walton (Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania University Press, 2011), 113–130;
                  Mogens Laerke, The Use of Censorship in the Enlightenment (Leiden: Brill, 2009); Daniel Roche, “Censorship and the Publishing Industry,” in
                  Revolution in Print: The Press in France 1775–1800, eds. Robert Darnton and Daniel Roche (Berkeley: University of California Press,
                  1989), 3–26.
               

            

         

         
            5. Data taken from Rietje van Vliet, “Print and Public in Europe 1600–1800,” in A Companion to the History of the Book, eds. Simon Eliot and Jonathan Rose (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell, 2007), 255.
               

            

         

         
            6. For more on the relationship between Rousseau and Françoise-Louise de Warens, see
                  F. C. Green, Jean Jacques Rousseau (New York: Barnes & Nobel, 1970), 13–19, 27–32, 42–74.
               

            

         

         
            7. Data taken from Lough, Writer and Public in France, 236; Vliet, “Print and Public in Europe,” 251.
               

            

         

         
            8. The first encyclopedias were the Grand dictionnaire hisotrique (1674), Pierre Bayle’s Dictionnaire historique et Critique (1697), and Ephraim Chambers’ Cyclopædia: or, An Universal Dictionary of Arts and Sciences (published in 1728 in English).
               

            

         

         
            9. Data taken from Lough, Writer and Public in France, 236; Vliet, “Print and Public in Europe,” 251.
               

            

         

         
            10. Jeremy Popkin, Revolutionary News: The Press in France 1789–1799 (Durham: Duke University Press, 1990), 18.
               

            

         

         
            11. These rulings sparked an intense public debate in France at the time. Whereas some
                  were advocating for freeing the author from the guilds’ monopoly, others argued that
                  an unregulated literary market would compromise the quality of literary products and
                  leave the authors at the mercy of capitalist interests. This last argument was put
                  forward by none other than Diderot in the Letter on the Commerce of Books, which was commissioned by the guilds in defense of their case. For more on the debate,
                  see Lough, Writer and Public in France, 195–8.
               

            

         

         
            12. The most significant step in the legal recognition of the author was a surprising
                  ruling by the French court in 1761 deciding to grant La Fontaine’s granddaughter the
                  privilège to publish her grandfather’s works even though he had sold it earlier to his publisher.
                  More on the ruling, see Lucian Febvre and Henri-Jean Martin, The Coming of the Book: The Impact of Printing, 1450–1800 (New York: Verso, 1976), 165.
               

            

         

         
            13. The data is taken from Febvre and Martin, The Coming of the Book, 164.
               

            

         

         
            14. For detailed discussions on the position of the author in eighteenth-century France
                  in English, see Roger Chartier, The Order of Books: Readers, Authors, and Libraries in Europe between the Fourteenth
                     and Eighteenth Centuries (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1992); Robert Darnton, “Reading, Writing, and
                  Publishing in Eighteenth-Century France: A Case Study in the Sociology of Literature,”
                  Daedalus 100/1 (1971): 214–256; Carla Hesse, “Enlightenment Epistemology and the Laws of Authorship
                  in Revolutionary France 1777–1793,” Representations 30: 109–137; Laurent Pfister, “Author and Work in the French Print Privileges System:
                  Some Milestones,” in Privilege and Property: Essays on the History of Copyright, eds. Martin Kretschmer and Lionel Bently Ronan Deazley (Open Book Publishers), 115–36;
                  Martha Woodmansee, “The Genius and the Copyright: Economic and Legal Conditions of
                  the Emergence of the ‘Author,’” Eighteenth-Century Studies 17 (1984): 425–448.
               

            

         

         
            15. Robert Darnton, The Literary Underground of the Old Regime (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1982).
               

            

         

         
            16. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, “Narcissus, or the lover of himself,” in ‘The Discourses’ and Other Early Political Writings, ed. Victor Gourevitch (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 97.
               

            

         

         
            17. Ibid., 96.

            

         

         
            18. Ibid., 96.

            

         

         
            19. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages in which Something is said
                  about Melody and Musical Imitation,” in ‘The Discourses’ and Other Early Political Writings, ed. Victor Gourevitch (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 255.
               

            

         

         
            20. Ibid., 253.

            

         

         
            21. Ibid.

            

         

         
            22. Ibid., 254.

            

         

         
            23. Ibid., 268.

            

         

         
            24. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, “Discrouse on the Origin and the Foundations of Inequality
                  among Men,” in ‘The Discourses’ and Other Early Political Writings, ed. Victor Gourevitch (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 140.
               

            

         

         
            25. Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages,” 256.

            

         

         
            26. Ibid.

            

         

         
            27. Rousseau, “Discourse on Ineqaulity,” 162.

            

         

         
            28. Ibid.

            

         

         
            29. Ibid., 164.

            

         

         
            30. Jacques Derrida, Of Grammatology (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), 17.
               

            

         

         
            31. Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages,” 261–2.

            

         

         
            32. Ibid., 256.

            

         

         
            33. Ibid., 257.

            

         

         
            34. Ibid., 256–7.

            

         

         
            35. Rousseau makes a rather crude distinction between the particular manner in which languages
                  in northern and southern regions of the world have historically developed. He points
                  out that while southern languages typically convey affection and passion that reflect
                  the warm climate and the fertile lands of southern regions, northern languages are
                  based on necessity and need due to the harsh living conditions found in these parts
                  of the world. Rousseau pins the musical and seductive nature of southern languages
                  to the easygoing and joyful spirits of the people who speak them. Since much labor
                  was needed to provide food and shelter northern languages conveyed not human warmth
                  but mutual need. They were designed to arouse not sentiment but clarity and understanding.
                  The first words uttered in those languages were not “love me” (“aimez-moi”) but “help me” (“Aidez-moi”). See Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages,” 279–81.
               

            

         

         
            36. Rousseau, “Essay on the Origin of Languages,” 261–2.

            

         

         
            37. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Emile, or On Education (NY: Basic Books, 1979), 184.
               

            

         

         
            38. Rousseau, Emile, 116.
               

            

         

         
            39. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Julie, or the New Heloise: Letters of Two Lovers who Live in a Small Town at the Foot
                     of the Alps (Dartmouth, NH: Dartmouth College Press, 1997), 13.
               

            

         

         
            40. Rousseau’s critical views of the literary market also led him to question the reading
                  habits of the time. In this context, Saint-Preux warns Julie about the dangers of
                  engaging with a variety of texts: “Many people . . . read much and reflect little,
                  because being wrong-headed, they garner nothing so bad as what they produce by themselves
                  . . . many people for whom this method would be quite harmful and who need to read
                  much and reflect little, because being wrong-headed, they garner nothing so bad as
                  what they produce by themselves.” Rousseau, Julie, 46–7. 
               

            

         

         
            41. Rousseau, Emile, 184.
               

            

         

         
            42. Ibid., 11.

            

         

         
            43. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The Confessions (London: Wordsworth Classics, 1996), 391–2.
               

            

         

         
            44. Robert Darnton, The Great Cat Massacre and Other Episodes in French Cultural History (New York: Basic Books, 1984), 242.
               

            

         

         
            45. Peter Abelard, The Letters of Abelard and Heloise (London: Penguin Books, 1974), iii.
               

            

         

         
            46. On the recent scholarly debates over the source of the letters, see Abelard, The Letters of Abelard and Heloise, xii–xxxii.
               

            

         

         
            47. Philip Stewart, Introduction to Julie, or the New Heloise, by Jean-Jacques Rousseau (Dartmouth, NH: Dartmouth College Press, 1997), xiv.
               

            

         

         
            48. Rousseau, Julie, 3.
               

            

         

         
            49. Rousseau, Julie, 9. The second preface was not included in the first edition of the novel.
               

            

         

         
            50. Geoffrey Turnovsky, “The Enlightenment Literary Market: Rousseau, Authorship and the
                  Book Trade,” Eighteenth-Century Studies, 36/3 (2003): 399.
               

            

         

         
            51. Rousseau, The Confessions, 418.
               

            

         

         
            52. Ibid.

            

         

         
            53. Ibid.

            

         

         
            54. Ibid.

            

         

         
            55. Ibid., 420.

            

         

         
            56. Louis Jaucourt, “Natural Equality,” in The Encyclopedia of Diderot & d’Alembert Collaborative Translation Project, eds. D. Diderot, and J.-B. d’Alembert (S. Gendzier, Trans.) (Ann Arbor: Michigan
                  Publishing, University of Michigan Library, 2009) Accessed June 6, 2017, doi: http://hdl.handle.net/2027/spo.did2222.0001.312.
               

            

         

         
            57. Rousseau, “Discourse on Inequality,” 132.

            

         

         
            58. Ibid., 133.

            

         

         
            59. Rousseau, The Confessions, 378.
               

            

         

         
            60. Rousseau, “Discourse on Inequality,” 134.

            

         

         
            61. Ibid., 140.

            

         

         
            62. Quoted by Jean Guéhenno, Jean-Jacques Rousseau (London: Routledge, 1966), 320.
               

            

         

         
            63. This point was made by Lynn Hunt in Inventing Human Rights: A History (London: Norton, 2007). However, it should be noted that Hunt does not discuss the
                  extent to which Rousseau’s emotive egalitarianism was rooted in his unique approach
                  to the Enlightenment writing system of his time, as was described here. Hunt also
                  focuses her analysis on Julie and does not address other works by Rousseau. In her analysis, she particularly points
                  to the reading experience of Julie (as well as epistolary novels by other authors of the time) as the basis of the idea
                  of human rights that first developed in that period.
               

            

         

         
            64. Leo Strauss, Persecution and the Art of Writing (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1980).
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 3

      The “Industrialists of Philosophy”

      
         
         
         Marx, Engels, and the Industrialization of Print[1] 
         

         
      

      
      Less than thirty years had passed since Rousseau laid down his pen for the last time
         and his groundbreaking approach to print language was already no longer a work of
         a single man. By the early 1800s, Rousseau’s revolt against the Enlightenment literary
         market turned into the foundation of one of the most influential movements in European
         cultural and intellectual life—the Romantic Movement. In the last two decades of the
         eighteenth century, Europe was filled with artists, writers, and thinkers who produced
         all sorts of cultural creations and bodies of knowledge designed to speak to and of
         the emotional faculties of the reading public. 
      

      
      The Romantic movement was especially influential in German-speaking lands, where in
         the Age of Goethe (i.e., the period of classicism [Klassik] or romanticism [Romantik]), it took the shape of an overreaching writing system. Friedrich Kittler uses the
         term “discourse network of 1800” to conceptualize the network of technologies and
         institutions that sprang from Rousseau’s emotive use of print language in Germany
         of the late eighteenth century and early nineteenth century.[2] Leaving aside its deterministic overtones, Kittler’s “discourse network of 1800”
         serves as a useful framework to analyze the romantic writing system that emerged in
         Germany during that time.
      

      
      In the first place, Kittler uses the general term “discourse network”(“Aufschreibesystem”) to denote the technological apparatus that selects, stores, and produces knowledge
         in any given society.[3] Yet, for Kittler, “discourse networks” are not merely technological systems. They
         are sociotechnological ones that inform the cultural practices, social institutions
         and political bodies that regulate everyday life.[4] With this frame of analysis in mind, Kittler traces the development of Rousseau’s
         sentimental attitude to print language into what he calls the “discourse network of
         1800.”[5] 
      

      
      Kittler identifies the roots of the “discourse network of 1800” in the phonetic reading
         pedagogies developed in Germany at the time. He points out that whereas the medieval
         German reading pedagogies forged an arbitrary link between written language and its
         biblical references, the new ones adopted in German-speaking countries at the time
         drew a phonetic connection between alphabetic signs and sound frequencies. Thanks
         to the new pedagogies, Kittler contends, written language was no longer perceived
         as a haphazard system of signs forced on the minds of students. Instead, it came to
         be held as an organic system acoustically linked with the natural world. Kittler further
         notes that since teaching children how to read was primarily the responsibility of
         mothers and female teachers in that period, written language also became associated
         with erotic pleasure.[6] 
      

      
      This reasoning leads Kittler to offer a provocative view of the canonic German literary
         and philosophical works of the early nineteenth century. He identifies Schelling’s
         Natur, Herder’s Volk, and Hegel’s Geist—all as manifestations of this widely held outlook of alphabetic systems as intangible
         streams of meaning that combine shapes, sounds, and erotic pleasure.[7] According to Kittler, they were all part of the “discourse network of 1800” that
         dominated German-speaking countries from the time of Goethe (born in 1749), to the
         death of Hegel (died in 1831). Kittler takes the argument a step further when asserting
         that over time these conceptions became the basis of the authoritative social and
         political order ruling German-speaking people at the time. According to him, they
         came to underlie the authority of the fundamental social institutions in Germany,
         among them, the nuclear family, the state bureaucracy, and the church. Kittler describes
         the process by which all these institutions enforced on German-speaking societies
         a type of esoteric masculinity generated and maintained by the “discourse network
         of 1800.” The impalpable notions at the heart of the “discourse network of 1800” turned
         into the crude material forces informing the conservative establishments that were
         in power in German countries at that time.[8] For Kittler, then, the “discourse network of 1800” was not merely a mode of communication
         but an all-encompassing system of domination aimed at “programming people,” using
         Geoffrey Winthrop-Young’s and Michael Wutz’s words.[9] 
      

      
      The Industrialization of Print

      
      Despite the dominance of the “discourse network of 1800” in Germany at the beginning
         of the nineteenth century, the technological advancements introduced to the printing
         industry at that time opened the way for new industrialized writing system which very
         soon challenged the basis of the old Romantic one. Just like the Enlightenment literary
         market had undermined the privilege system, censorship, and patronage fifty years
         earlier in France, the industrialized writing system undercut the “discourse network
         of 1800.”
      

      
      The mechanical production of paper was the precondition for the industrialization
         of print language. Without the mechanization of papermaking, an increase in printing
         output would not have been possible.[10] The paper machine invented by Nicolas Louis Robert (1761–1828) in 1798 increased
         the average output of paper production tenfold. Thanks to the new papermaking machines,
         paper factories were able to produce in a day more than they could produce by hand
         in a week.[11] By the 1830s, mechanically produced paper was commonly used by most printing houses
         across Western Europe. Henry Steinberg notes that following the arrival of Robert’s
         new invention in England (1803), the price of paper fell by 25 percent by the early
         1820s, and by half by the early 1840s.[12] 
      

      
      Yet, the most significant technological improvement in the industrialization of print
         was the mechanization of the press itself. Around 1800 Earl Stanhope (1753–1816) set
         up the first metal press. Compared to the old wooden press, the new metal press could
         print significantly larger editions, since it enabled large forms to be printed in
         one pull. The first steam-driven press, built by Friedrich Koenig around 1810, soon
         followed. This new press could print more than a thousand sheets an hour, compared
         to around three hundred sheets an hour on the standard hand press. On November 29,
         1814, the first issue of The Times was printed on a steam-powered press. 
      

      
      Later, a number of improvements introduced to the steam-driven press significantly
         improved its operation. One improvement was the flat bed of type invented by Augustus
         Applegath in the late 1840s that allowed printers to increase the speed of production.
         Another was the horizontal rotary presses, first introduced in the United States,
         which mechanized the time-consuming and labor-intensive task of feeding paper to the
         press. All in all, those inventions lowered the price of printing and allowed printers
         to produce increasing quantities of print materials. This, in turn, opened the way
         for the commodification of print language, which took the form of books and newspapers
         affordable to every pocket. 
      

      
      Despite the methodological challenges of measuring the precise literacy rates in Europe
         in the nineteenth century, it is clear that all of these technological developments
         were the result of a steady growth in literacy rates all over Western Europe. We saw
         in the previous chapter that literacy rates in France increased significantly in the
         latter half of the eighteenth century. By 1850 already around 70 percent of the French
         adult male population and 55 percent of the adult female population were literate.[13] In 1800, an estimated 60 percent of the male population in England and Wales could
         read. By the mid-nineteenth century, about two-thirds of the population in England
         could read, and Richard Altick notes that around 1870 an estimated two-thirds of the
         British working class could read.[14] By the early 1890s more than 90 percent of the British male population was literate.
         It has been estimated that in the 1760s, 15 percent of the German population could
         read. By the turn of the century the figure grew to about 25 percent, and in the early
         1830s it reached about 40 percent.[15] By the end of the nineteenth century most Western European countries achieved mass
         literacy. 
      

      
      The growing literacy rates reflected the changing face of the European reading public.
         While reading was still very much an activity of scholars and “gentlemen” at the beginning
         of the eighteenth century, the decline of Latin, the use of local vernacular languages,
         the stark reduction in prices of books, and the establishment of lending library systems
         all made literary commodities accessible to a wider audience. The decline of printing
         costs enabled the production of cheap novels, penny magazines, and chapbooks devoured
         by the middle class and the more educated among the working class. The gradual shortening
         of the working day in most European countries in the latter part of the nineteenth
         century and the establishment of workers’ libraries and reading societies further
         expanded the availability of printed products for the working class. In the first
         decades of the nineteenth century publishers began focusing on women as a distinct
         reading group. Magazines such as La Mode Illustrèe and the Illustrated London News combined light news, fashion, and useful household tips for the typical bourgeois
         female reader. By the mid-nineteenth century, the dissemination of print language
         to wider audiences turned reading into a widespread activity and an integral part
         of everyday life.
      

      
      Similar trends were apparent also in the field of visual arts. This was thanks to
         the invention of another groundbreaking media technology—photography. The “Daguerreotype”
         invented by Louis Daguerre (1787–1851) in 1837 was the first photographic process,
         and the most widespread until the 1850s. It involved a silvered copper plate fumed
         with iodine vapor which captured images by functioning as a mirror. As the Daguerreotype
         required ten minutes of light exposure to produce an image, it captured only still
         lifes and landscapes. The first Daguerreotype capturing a human being was taken in
         1838 by Daguerre himself, who captured the view from his office of the Boulevard du
         Temple in Paris. Because of the long exposure time the street appears deserted except
         a single man at the bottom of the photo who remained motionless as he was shining
         his shoe. The man was the first human being caught on camera. 
      

      
         Daguerreotype by Louis Daguerre, Boulevard de Temple, Paris (spring 1838).

         

      

      The German Printing Underground

      
      The second step in sketching the writing system Marx and Engels were working in would
         to be to trace its particular manifestations of all these developments in Germany
         of their time. 
      

      
      When in the late 1810s fast steam-driven presses first arrived in Germany, they soon
         engendered social and political unrest. 
      

      
      The number of newspapers and periodicals in Germany rose from 780 in 1833, to 1,836
         in 1846.[16] A new generation of print products bypassed the existing orthodox German institutions.
         They aided in the gradual detachment of print language from the ideals of the “discourse
         network of 1800” and associated it with the harsh socioeconomic realities of the day.
         By the 1840s Germany had already developed one of the most extensive networks of subversive
         publications in Europe. It was through these increasingly popular print products that
         Heinrich Heine, Ludwig Börne, Wolfgang Manzel, and others were able to tear print
         language from the idealist discourse and use it to deliver a sharp critique of existing
         social and political realities. 
      

      
      A decade before Marx and Engels allied philosophy with socioeconomic realities, a
         small group of poets named Young Germany (Junges Deutschland) were already employing mechanically duplicated words to challenge the demarcation
         line between “living” and “writing.”[17] As early as 1836, nine years before Marx and Engels formulated their initial materialist
         outlook, Heine noted: “The peculiarity, this unity, also appears among the writers
         of Young Germany, in our day, who likewise draw no sharp distinction between living
         and writing—who never separate politics from scholarship, art from science—and who
         are at once artists, tribunes and apostles.”[18] Fifty years after the passionate and dream-like Werther became one of the symbols
         of the idealist “discourse network of 1800,” the Young Germans went to the opposite
         pole by bringing literature into the everyday life of the reader in hope of engendering
         widespread political agitation. 
      

      
      Yet, since political authority in Germany at the time was entrenched in the alliance
         between idealist philosophy and Protestant theology, the capacity for provoking political
         change was not so much in the hands of poets as it was in the hands of philosophers.
         And indeed, from the late 1830s a jumbled brew of theologians, philosophers, and ex-academics
         that came under the name the Young Hegelians, became the most vocal group in the German
         printing underground.[19] Like the other cultural creations of the early industrialized age, the essence of
         the Young Hegelians’ Kritik was its rejection of the conventions that guided German philosophy in the preceding
         generations. Ruge, for example, called attention early on to the discrepancies between
         Hegel’s notion of the Prussian state as the culmination of human freedom, and the
         realities of the authoritative Prussian government. In the same vein, in his radical
         theology, Feuerbach asserted that God as posited by Hegel and Protestant theology
         is nothing but a mirror image of man. God did not create man but it was man who created
         God, Feuerbach famously argues in The Essence of Christianity.[20] By the same token, in The Ego and its Own (1845) Stirner claimed that the essence of existence is not found in the totality
         of metaphysical notions, but in the unbound freedom of the unique individual, or “ego”
         (einzige).[21] 
      

      
      The Young Hegelians’ works were seditious not only in their content, but also in their
         form. Since most of the Young Hegelians either lost their academic positions or never
         managed to obtain them because of their unorthodox ideas, they turned to the new,
         industrialized publications to spread their ideas. Thus, unlike the thick German philosophical
         books designed for the academic reader typical of the “discourse network of 1800,”
         the Young Hegelians’ ideas came in the form of short essays, treatises, and pamphlets
         appealing to a wider circle of readers. Soon, Ruge, Feuerbach, Bauer, and the others
         made use of the new newspapers and journals, which sprang up following the industrialization
         of German print, to propagate their “earthly philosophy” to a wider audience and challenge
         the twin sources of German autocracy: idealist philosophy and Protestant theology.
         Sure enough, the Young Hegelians produced lengthy works. Most notable were: David
         Strauss’ The Life of Jesus Critically Examined (1835), Bruno Bauer’s Critical Exhibition of the Religion of the Old Testament (1838), and Ludwig Feuerbach’s The Essence of Christianity (1841). Nevertheless, it was through publications such as Ruge’s and Echtermeyer’s
         The Halle Annuals for German Art and Science, Bauer’s monthly journal General Literary Magazine (published from December 1843 to October 1844), the Rheinische Zeitung (published from January 1842 to March 1843), and the Franz ösische-Deutsche Jahrbücher (published in February 1844) that the Young Hegelians hoped to spread their Kritik. 
      

      
      Marx’s and Engels’ Early Journalism

      
      It was during the emergence of the new industrialized writing system that in the early
         1840s, Marx and Engels took the first steps in their intellectual careers. They were
         among the new generation of freelance writers who, because of their unorthodox views,
         made their living by working as hired pens for the Young German and Young Hegelian
         publications. Reading Marx’s and Engels’ early journalistic pieces in the years preceding
         the German Ideology points us to the extent to which they were aware of the new writing system they were
         working in. It also provides us with initial clues as to the key role this awareness
         was soon to play in their materialist outlook.
      

      
      From a letter to his friend Friedrich Graeber on April 8, 1839, we learn about Engels’
         commitment to the Young Germans’ subversive use of print against Prussian censorship:
         “I must become a Young German, or rather, I am one already, body and soul, I cannot
         sleep at night, all because of the ideas of the century. When I am at the post office
         and look at the Prussian coat of arms, I am seized with the spirit of freedom. Every
         time I look at a newspaper I hunt for advances of freedom.”[22] As a self-identified Young German, Engels wrote more than twenty reports, poems,
         and epigrams between November 1839 and April 1841 for Karl Gutzkow’s underground newspaper
         the Telegraph. In one of the earliest pieces, Book Wisdom, Engels—still using the pseudonym Friedrich Oswald—critiques the “old school” intellectuals
         still steeped in the “discourse network of 1800”: “He is not wise who from his reading
         draws Nothing but floods of useless erudition For all his learning, life’s mysterious
         laws; Are a closed book beyond his comprehension; He who acquires a thorough textbook
         grounding; In botany, won’t hear the grass that grows; Nor will he ever teach true
         understanding; Who tells you all the dogma that he knows.”[23] 
      

      
      In a piece entitled Popular Book (Volksbücher) published in the same month, Engels exhibits a keen understanding of the change
         of guard taking place in the German media. Clearly influenced by the Young Germans,
         Engels calls for the use of literature as a vehicle to address the burning social
         and political issues of the day: 
      

      
         If we take a look in particular at the present time, at the struggle for freedom which
            produces all its manifestations—the development of constitutionalism, the resistance
            to the pressure, the pressure of the aristocracy, the fight of the intellect against
            pietism and of gaiety against the remnant of gloomy asceticism—I fail to see how it
            can be wrong to demand that the popular book should help the uneducated person and
            show him the truth and reasonableness of these trends.[24] 
         

      

      Soon after, Engels took on a more active role in the German print underground and
         smuggled copies of works by Ludwig Börne—the “Robespierre of German literary criticism”—on
         his way back to from Bremen to Prussia. In a letter from that time Engels boasts:
         “I have now a colossal carrier of getting forbidden books into Prussian lands.”[25] 
      

      
      In light of the context discussed above, it comes as no surprise that the first piece
         Engels published under his real name was his translation of the poem On the Invention of Printing (La Invención de la Imprenta) (1803) by the Spanish poet Manuel Josè Quintana. The piece first appeared in the
         Gutenbergs-Album in June 1840 as part of the quadricentennial of the invention of print, which was
         widely celebrated in Germany. In a tone that brings to mind the opening lines of the
         Communist Manifesto, Engels translates the following lines: “He spoke. And there was print. And lo! All
         Europe, /Astounded, moved, forthwith herself bestirs with thunderous sound. As if
         by storm winds fanned/ Swift-rushing onwards roars.”[26] 
      

       

      After giving up hope of getting an academic position, in early 1842 Marx began working
         for the anti-goverment newspaper, the Rheinische Zeitung für Politik, Handel und Gewerbe (henceforth, Rheinische Zeitung). The media context discussed so far allows us to appreciate that Marx’s move from
         the academic world, still governed by the anachronistic norms and practices of the
         “discourse network of 1800,” to the bustling world of industrial newspapers, was not
         merely a career change, but a move between two writing systems. 
      

      
      In his early journalistic writings Marx contemplated the stark difference between
         these two media realms. In May of 1842 Marx chose to center his first series of articles
         on the struggle for freedom of the press. The opening piece, published on May 5, 1842,
         is a Kittlerian-like critique of the “discourse network of 1800.” In a sarcastic tone
         Marx derides German readers and writers who still hold bulky and arcane German books
         in high esteem while looking down on newspapers: 
      

      
         You Germans can only express yourselves at great length! Write really voluminous books
            on the organization of the state, books of solid learning, which no one reads except
            the Herr Author and the Herr Reviewer, but bear in mind that your newspapers are not
            books. Think how many printed sheets go to make a solid work of three volumes! Therefore
            do not seek the spirit of our day or time in newspapers, which offer you statistical
            tables, but seek it in books, whose size guarantees their solidity.[27] 
         

      

      Marx continues by equating the old German book with a Gothic cathedral. Just like
         Kittler, he points to its oppressive nature not merely as a print product but as a
         social institution: 
      

      
         You do not need to read the books; their exciting aspect suffices to touch your heart
            and strike your senses, something like a Gothic cathedral. These primitive gigantic
            works materially affect the mind; it feels oppressed under their mass, and the feeling
            of oppression is the beginning of awe. You do not master the books, they master you.
            You are an unimportant appendage to them.[28] 
         

      

      The experience of making a living as a journalist seemed to strengthen Marx’s faith
         in newspapers while sharpening his critique of German philosophy. This is clearly
         seen in an article published in the Kölnische Zeitung two months later, in July of 1842, in which Marx writes the following: 
      

      
         Philosophy, especially German philosophy, has an urge for isolation, for systematic
            seclusion, for dispassionate self-examination which from the start places it in estranged
            contrast to the quick-witted and alive-to-events newspapers, whose only delight is
            in information. . . . True to its nature, philosophy has never taken the first step
            towards exchanging the ascetic frock of the priest for the light, conventional garb
            of the newspapers.[29] 
         

      

      Marx’s sharpened perspective on the two media realms he worked in led him to go a
         step further and offer a view of German philosophy that finally detaches it from the
         “discourse network of 1800” and aligns it with the existing realties:
      

      
         Philosophers do not spring up like mushrooms out of the ground; they are products
            of their time, of their nation, whose most subtle, valuable and invisible juices flow
            in the ideas of philosophy. The same spirit that constructs railways with the hands
            of workers, constructs philosophical systems in the brains of philosophers. Philosophy
            does not exist outside the world, any more than the brain exists outside man.[30] 
         

      

      
      
      
         A political cartoon published in March 1843 at the time of the closure of the Reinische Zeitung. No indication of authorship. 
Source: Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, Collected Works, New York: International Publishers, 1975, p. 375.
            

         

      

      
      
      This view of the work of philosophers as a form of mental labor intrinsically linked
         to concrete reality, led Marx (like in so many of his later writings) to call for
         philosophers to bring philosophy down to earth. Yet, Marx appears not simply to refer
         to the contents of philosophy but to its form: 
      

      
         Since every true philosophy is the intellectual quintessence of its time, the time
            must come when philosophy not only internally by its content, but also externally
            through its form, comes into contact and interaction with the real world of its day.
            Philosophy then ceases to be a particular system in relation to other particular systems,
            it becomes philosophy in general in relation to the world, it becomes the philosophy
            of the contemporary world.[31] 
         

      

      
      And indeed, by the end of 1842 Marx was already one of the key figures in the underground
         network of publications developing in Germany at the time.[32] From his days in the Rheinische Zeitung (October 1842–March 1843), through his time in the short-lived Deutsche-Französische Jahrbücher (February 1844), the Vorwärts! (1844–1845), and the Neue Rheinische Zeitung (1848–1853), Marx became a major force in the new German industrialized writing system.
         Some of his most famous pieces were first published as articles in these short-lived
         publications. “On the Jewish Question,” “The Contribution to the Critique of Hegel’s
         Philosophy of Rights: Introduction,” as well as “For a Ruthless Criticism of Everything
         Exiting” all appeared in the only issue published of the Deutsche-Französische Jahrbücher, which came out in February of 1843, before it was shut down by the censors. The “Critical
         Marginal Notes on the Article ‘The King of Prussia and Social Reform’” was published
         in the Vorwärts! in June of 1844. Later, “The Eighteenth of Brumaire of Louis Napoleon” was published
         in the monthly magazine Die Revolution in March of 1852. 
      

      
      A caricature from the time of the Rheinische Zeitung’s closure (March 1843) leaves little doubt as to the key role Marx played in the up-and-coming
         industrialized “discourse network of 1840.” The caricature shows Marx as Prometheus,
         bound to a printing press while an eagle symbolizing the Prussian censorship eats
         away at his liver.
      

      
      Even later in his career, when Marx developed his extensive philosophical system which
         led him to write denser works such as the Capital, he still was committed to make them available to the newspaper reading public.[33] In the preface to the French edition of Capital Volume I—which was republished in serialized form in a French newspaper between March 1872
         and April 1875—Marx turns directly to the French reading public and apologizes for
         the lengthy and dense nature of his work:
      

      
         Dear Citizen, 

         
         I applaud your idea of publishing the translation of Das Kapital as a serial. In this form the book will be more accessible to the working class,
            a consideration which to me outweighs everything else.
         

         
         That is the good side of your suggestion, but here is the reverse of the medal: the
            method of analysis which I have employed, and which had not previously been applied
            to economic subjects, makes the reading of the first chapters rather arduous, and
            it is to be feared that the French public, always impatient to come to a conclusion,
            eager to know the connection between general principles and the immediate questions
            that have aroused their passions, may be disheartened because they will be unable
            to move on at once. 
         

         
         That is a disadvantage I am powerless to overcome, unless it be by forewarning and
            forearming those readers who zealously seek the truth. There is no royal road to science,
            and only those who do not dread the fatiguing climb of its steep paths have a chance
            of gaining its luminous summits. 
         

         
         Believe me,dear citizen,Your devoted,

         
         Karl Marx[34] 
         

      

      Industrializing Philosophy

      
      In the summer of 1845, Marx’s and Engels’ views about the shift in the writing systems
         of their time finally took the shape of a coherent philosophical position. In a piece
         entitled “I. Feuerbach,” Marx and Engels launch a direct assault on the idealist nature
         of German philosophy of the day: “It has not occurred to any one of these philosophers
         to inquire into the connection of German philosophy with German reality, the connection
         of their criticism with their own material surroundings.”[35] In contrast to the detached nature of German philosophy, Marx and Engels put forward
         a reversed epistemology which upended the relationship between “being” and “thought”
         presumed in German philosophy: “It is not consciousness that determines life, but
         life that determines consciousness.”[36] This reversal allowed Marx and Engels to pull into philosophy all the aspects of
         “German reality” (“deutschen Wirklichkeit”) that were either left out or marginalized by previous philosophers.[37] It provided them with a theoretical tool through which they could consider real individuals,
         their economic activities, and the social conditions in which they live as the focal
         point of philosophy: “The premises from which we begin are not arbitrary ones, not
         dogmas, but real premises from which abstraction can only be made in the imagination.
         They are the real individuals, their activity and the material conditions of their
         life.”[38] 
      

      
       Reconstructing the writing system Marx and Engels were found in when formulating
         their initial materialist position—as was done in this chapter—broadens our understanding
         of its origin. Coming from the subversive newspaper industry of their time, Marx and
         Engels became aware early on of the anachronistic state of German philosophy, which
         was still caught up in the “discourse network of 1800.” Unlike philosophers working
         a generation earlier, who still considered written language a portal to an intangible
         world beyond the human senses, Marx and Engels came to view “real” human beings as
         manifestations of concrete socioeconomic forces. Sure enough, Hegel, like other idealist
         philosophers of the day, wrote extensively about the social and economic issues of
         his time. Yet, they saw them as manifestations of some abstract forms. The straight
         line between the sign and the signifier drawn by the mechanically duplicated word
         and image opened the way for Marx and Engels to question idealist epistemology and
         view the social and political forces of their time as manifestations of a very concrete
         system—capitalism. 
      

      
      Marx and Engels, of course, were not alone. They were among the many writers and painters
         working in the 1840s who were no longer “showing,” “creating,” or “expressing,” but
         “telling,” “observing,” and “recording.” If the Enlightenment writing system opened
         the way for Rousseau to infuse the printed word with sentimental content, the industrialized
         writing system of the mid-nineteenth century had the opposite effect of showing authors,
         graphic artists and philosophers the way to engage with the socioeconomic conditions
         surrounding them. 
      

      
      As a result of the general shift in attitude toward print language, creative minds
         across the arts and sciences turned their pens and brushes from historical and mythical
         themes to the grimy streets of the big industrialized cities and the beggars, prostitutes,
         and factory workers who occupied them. In the late 1840s some of the most renowned
         English social novels were published, among them Dombey and Son (1846–1848),  Wuthering Heights (1847), Vanity Fair (1847–1848), Jane Eyre (1847), Mary Barton (1848), and The Tenant of Wildfell Hall (1848). A few years earlier, in France, Eugèn Sue (1804–1857) shocked the French
         public when he chose to center his novel The Mysteries of Paris (serialized in the Journal des dèbats between June 1842 and October 1843) on the lives of the criminals and the dregs of
         society filling up the Paris of the day. He was followed by the great naturalist novelists
         Honoré de Balzac, Gustave Flaubert, and Émile Zola, whose works all provided true-to-life
         accounts of French society in all its complexity. 
      

      
      In figurative art, the 1840s and 1850s became the heyday of realism. Like the steam-driven
         press, the invention of the camera detached visual representations from their place
         in tradition and fastened them to visible reality. As a result, empirical observation
         and fidelity to reality became aesthetic ideals and led painters such as Gustave Courbet,
         Jean-François Millet, and Jean-Baptiste-Camille Corot to center their work on peasants,
         factory workers, and simple travelers as they went about their mundane lives. As seen
         in works such as Courbet’s The Stone Breakers (Les Casseurs de pierres) (1849) and Auguste Renoir’s Dance at Le moulin de la Galette (Bal du moulin de la Galette) (1876) and many others, the imagery of heroes and noblemen at the center of the
         arts and sciences of the eighteenth century made way for depictions of common folks.
         Behind all these works stood the painter’s confidence in his ability to capture the
         reality of everyday life on canvas.
      

      
      In the case of Marx and Engels, mechanically duplicated words led the two thinkers
         to treat the tangible factories, forces of production, and the emerging capitalist
         system as part of the intangible world of ideas. Seeing print language as a mechanical
         reproduction of concrete reality, they set out to bring German philosophy in line
         with what could be termed the “discourse network of 1840.” At the same historical
         moment that Dickens, Flaubert, and Sue were deploying mechanically duplicated print
         language to detach literature from its place in tradition and align it with their
         industrial surroundings, Marx and Engels took on the task of pulling down German print
         language from the realm of idealist thought and using it to address early capitalist
         society. 
      

      
      In broader terms, the analysis here suggests that the philosophical move from Hegelian
         idealism to Marxist materialism did not merely take place in the realm of thought
         but was also a manifestation of a shift in the medium conveying philosophy—print language.
         It indicates that the “decomposition”—as Engels puts it—of Hegelian thought was in
         fact an outcome of the ebb of the “discourse network of 1800.” Whereas for Hegel print
         language was still an arcane medium connecting the human mind and intangible abstractions,
         for Marx and Engels it was already a mechanical reproduction of their immediate socioeconomic
         surroundings. One may argue that the difference between Hegelian thought and Marxist
         materialism was not merely that between two philosophical systems but between two
         very different media ecosystems. Although both bodies of knowledge came under the
         label “philosophy,” one still belonged to a preindustrial “discourse network of 1800,”
         while the other was already an expression of the industrialized “discourse network
         of 1840.” 
      

      
      The analysis here further suggests that following the industrialization of print,
         Marx and Engels came to consider their works not as one-dimensional typographical
         objects made of ink and paper, but concrete weapons which could literally clog up
         the capitalist system. The new position of print language as a genuine representation
         of concrete reality and its spread across all social classes infused Marx’s and Engels’
         works with unprecedented epistemological authority as well as tangible political power.
         While the authority of the mechanically duplicated word opened the way for Marx and
         Engels to engage the burning social and political questions of the day, the possibility
         of disseminating their ideas throughout Germany turned their works into concrete political
         weapons the two thinkers were more than happy to make use of.
      

      
      Finally, the broader theoretical view provided here allows us to consider early Marxist
         materialism as a typical product of mid-nineteenth-century European industrialized
         writing systems that ushered in new ways in which authors and painters could relate
         to the world and to their audiences. The ability of the steam-driven press and the
         camera to immediately and accurately reproduce lifelike images of the visual world
         as experienced in everyday life, and propagate them simultaneously among all social
         classes, greatly contributed to the renewed faith of the time in the aptitude of human
         senses to grasp objective reality—a faith which gradually eclipsed the eighteenth
         century’s “blind” trust in abstract reason. While the cult value of print language
         declined, it attained a new epistemological status as a genuine mechanical reproduction
         of concrete reality. Following the industrialization of print, original minds in all
         fields of culture created typographical and graphical accounts of the everyday life
         of mid-nineteenth-century Europe. In this sense, Marx and Engels were no more materialists
         than Flaubert and Balzac were realists or naturalists. They were all different expressions
         of the same type of industrialized writing systems. 
      

      
      Nevertheless, the discussion here also suggests that the relations between Marx and
         Engels and the industrialized writing system of their time were far from being a one-way
         street. It shows early Marx’s and Engels’ early materialism to be a product of a conflation
         between the new industrialized media technologies and Marx’s and Engels’ personal
         inclinations as well as the particular social and political circumstances in Germany
         at the time. Early Marxist materialism was as much a product of Marx’s and Engels’
         savvy use of the new epistemological authority of print as it was of the industrialization
         of print. While there were numerous philosophers in Germany and other parts of Europe
         who were operating in the same media system and engaged in the same issues as Marx
         and Engels, at the end of the day they were the ones who came up with a groundbreaking
         materialist outlook.
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      Chapter 4

      The Bios Politicos of Selfies
      

      
         
         
      

      
      Reflecting on modern politics from the prism of classical Athens, Hannah Arendt identifies
         the “rise of the social” as the defining trend of modern political life.[1] Arendt notes that whereas political life in ancient Athens rested on an unequivocal
         distinction between the public sphere, as a space of liberty and justice and the private
         sphere, as that of necessity and self-interest, in modern times private affairs gradually
         infiltrated the public sphere.[2] The “rise of the social,” according to Arendt, denotes the transition that occurred
         in modern times when private issues such as labor, economic interests, and livelihood
         moved to the center of political life.
      

      
      Four years after Arendt published the Human Condition—where she laid out her thesis about the “rise of the social”—Jürgen Habermas’ work
         The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category of
            Bourgeois Society saw light (1962). In this early work Habermas described the emergence of the modern
         bourgeois public sphere (Öffentlichkeit) between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries in which “private people came together
         as a public.”[3] Habermas traced the process in which the state-dominated public sphere was gradually
         appropriated by a new public space made up of private individuals making use of their
         reason to formulate their privatized, yet common interest.[4] Interestingly enough, underlying both Arendt’s notion of the “rise of the social”
         and Habermas’ bourgeois public sphere is the same contention that the conflation of
         the private and public spheres is the defining feature of modern political life. Yet,
         Habermas adds to Arendt’s analysis another important insight. He points to the particular
         role print technology had played in the conflation of private and public taking place
         in modern times. Habermas notes that the spread of print and the constant rise in
         literacy rates since the seventeenth century allowed a critical mass of individuals,
         for the first time, to publicly share, learn, and debate their private views about
         issues of common interests. He describes how print opened up new typographical and
         physical spaces where the bourgeois public sphere came to life. Habermas identifies
         the German Tischgesellschaften, the English coffeehouses, and the French salons as the physical venues where the new privatized bourgeois first came together as
         a public. He points to the early newsletters, domestic dramas, and psychological novels
         as the typographical realms where this new kind of privatized public consciousness
         first took shape.[5] 
      

      
      The two previous chapters may be held as two close-up views of the role print-based
         writing systems played in the “rise of the social” and the emergence of the bourgeois
         public sphere. In both cases, we saw professional writers who utilized mechanical
         print to transform distinctive aspects of individuals’ private lives into the foundation
         of new political outlooks. While Rousseau offered a radical notion of equality based
         on the similar emotional constitution his readers shared, Marx and Engels showed the
         activity of taking care of one’s livelihood to be the essence of politics.
      

      
      Nevertheless, both cases point to yet another key role played by print-based writing
         systems in shaping modern political thought. To appreciate this role, we must, however,
         hark back to a time when politics was not conveyed by neither print technologies nor
         lexigraphic signs. An obvious choice would be classical Athens. 
      

      
      Political life (bios politicos) in democratic Athens centered on the Assembly (ekklesia), the People’s Courts (dikasteria) and the Council of Five Hundred (boule). All were designed to accommodate primarily speech. Speech certainly was not the only available media in democratic Athens. Legal documents,
         decrees, and written records were already in use in Athens since the eighth century
         BC.[6] Nonetheless, during the classical period (between 508 to 322 BC), the written word
         was still secondary to the spoken. Oral language was the primary vehicle through which
         Athenian politics was conducted until the end of the classical age. 
      

      
      Since the spoken word was still the most prevalent and efficient way to spread information,
         Athenian citizens who attended the Athenian public venues could experience each other
         directly and in full. The immediate and authentic nature of the “face-to-face” political
         spaces, to paraphrase Peter Laselett’s term, allowed them to forge personal yet public bonds.[7] It was in his oral media setting that Aristotle could think about citizenship as
         a form of “civic friendship” (politiké philia).[8] 
      

      
      Now, as we already saw before, compared to the fluid and personal nature of oral cultures,
         print language favors impersonal and objectified mental habits (see discussion in
         chapter 1, pages 12–13). Every articulation reproduced in identical copies, using
         standardized script, is detached from its original context and homogenized according
         to the standards of print-based writing systems. Print molds the subjective and personal
         into standardized letters. Thus, unlike in classical Athens where political life took
         place via intimate conversations between friends, Rousseau, Marx, and Engels were
         professional writers transmitting their political messages to faceless publics. Despite
         his rhetoric, when Rousseau was writing his discourses he did not have in mind a select
         group of friends but a mass of anonymous readers. Similarly, when Marx and Engels
         were writing their texts they were thinking of the unnamed workers toiling in the
         factories. Thus, in both Rousseau and Marx, we find political messages that are impersonal in nature.
      

      
      This brief discussion suggests that the “rise of the social” and what may be termed
         as the “decline of the personal,” we witness in Rousseau’s and Marx’s frames of thought
         may both be the by-products of print-based writing systems. As we saw in the previous
         chapters, those systems allowed individuals to abstract away from their personal inclinations
         and parochial background and think about themselves as being part of universal humanity
         (Rousseau) or a global social class (Marx and Engels). Yet, embracing such mind-sets
         entailed filtering out the personal dimension of politics. It appears that while the
         print-based writing systems Rousseau, Marx, and Engels were working in moved the individual
         and his private interests to the center of political space, at the same time they
         also morphed him/her into an impersonal entity. Mechanical print made the individual’s
         private life relevant to politics but did so at the cost of reducing him/her to an
         abstraction of an individual or member of a social class detached from any personal
         traits. It may be argued that while print-based writing systems called into question
         the moral barrier between private and political space, at the same time they erected
         a new one between the political and the personal.
      

      
      “We are 99%” versus “Workers of all lands unite!”

      
      In the days of the growing social protests following the 2008 global financial crisis,
         a young American journalist student decided to have her say. She tore a piece of paper
         out of one of her notebooks and in her own handwriting described in a few short sentences
         the hardships she endured in supporting herself while attending college. She signed
         off the letter “I am the 99%.” Then she held up the piece of paper near her head—and
         took a selfie. 
      

      
      Approximately 164 years before the student shot her selfie, the second congress of
         the Communist League held in London made a resolution to pen a detailed document that
         would serve as the League’s official program. The man who was assigned with the important
         task was Karl Marx. Soon after, Marx joined forces with Engels to write up the text.
         Marx and Engels worked on the text until about December 13, when Marx had to return
         to his family in Brussels. Later that month Engels joined Marx in Brussels and the
         two continued to work on the pamphlet for a few weeks. Marx sent the final version
         of the text to London at the end of January 1848. A month later about five hundred
         copies were printed in the German Workers’ Educational Society’s print shop in London.
         The pamphlet, comprised of twenty-three pages bound in a dark green cover, bore the
         title “The Manifesto of the Communist Party.”
      

      
      The Communist Manifesto and the We are the 99% selfie exemplify two different political
         messages afforded by two very different writing systems. While the Manifesto carries
         an impersonal message centered on the “home,” the We are the 99% selfie carries a
         hyperpersonal message centered on the “self.”
      

      
      The Communist Manifesto is a program; it lays out a comprehensive world view; it offers
         a world history; it positions the reader in the global economic system. In stark contrast,
         the We are the 99% selfie is a very personal statement. It does not offer a grand
         program but an authentic cry for help. The history it recounts is not a universal
         one but a personal one. Accordingly, its goal is not to position users in the global
         economic system but to engender personal empathy toward the young woman.
      

      
      The Communist Manifesto bears a distinctive type of authority generated by the mechanical
         printed word. Marx’s and Engels’ textual presence is based on their position in the
         printing industry of the time as professional writers. They were among a handful of
         writers who had the power to communicate their thoughts through mechanical printed
         products to the reading masses. Like all other professional authors working in the
         print-based modern public sphere, Marx’s and Engels’ authority was impersonal in its
         very nature. From beginning to end, Marx and Engels wrote a text speaking to their
         readers from above as philosophers, as world historians. From the daunting warning
         of the specter that haunts Europe, to their call for workers of all lands to unite—Marx’s
         and Engels’ voice is that of all-knowing authors. If Marx and Engels had used their
         handwriting like the young student, it would not be considered a manifesto. If they
         had used the first-person voice, they could not claim to speak in the name of the
         universal working class. The reader of the Manifesto establishes the relations between
         the lexigraphic signs comprising the texts and the reality surrounding him/her through
         Marx’s and Engels’ impersonal all-knowing authorship afforded by mechanical print
         language. 
      

      
      In contrast, in the We are the 99% selfie we find digital signals typed-up by a frail
         young woman who looks us straight in the eye. The impersonal authority of the mechanical
         letters is replaced by the personal appeal of the student’s digital image and text.
         Her piercing eyes peeping behind her own handwriting have a similar effect as Julie’s
         letters (see chapter 2, pages 30–31). In both cases authority is found by the image
         or Julie’s story striking us as genuine expressions of real life. Yet, while the Roussianic
         authority rests on a fabrication made by a professional author, the one of the digital
         image strikes us as genuine and authentic.
      

      
      Unlike Marx and Engels, the student is not an author and the viewers of her image
         are not her audiences. Thanks to the interactive nature of networked communications,
         users are no longer forced to convey their messages only through one-way impersonal
         channels. She is them, and they are all “we,” at least 99 percent of them. The ability
         of digital information to cut across space and time leads the student and her digital
         peers to think about themselves not as being part of some larger impersonal print-based
         collectivity but as part of a network centered on the self. They are not simply “comrades”
         but rather “friends.” While Rousseau’s readers in eighteenth-century France thought
         of themselves as individuals bearing human rights and Marx’s readers in nineteenth-century
         Europe thought of themselves as members of the global working class, the only thing
         twentieth-first-century network users share is a number—99 percent; and that is a
         bold political statement in itself. Identifying the pronoun “we” with 99% challenges
         traditional print-based impersonal collectivities. It marks the return of the personal
         dimension to politics.
      

      
      Recovering the Personal

      
      The stark difference between the Manifesto and the We are the 99% selfie suggests
         that networked technologies conjure a new type of writing system. Surely, nondigital
         patterns of information circulation continue to persist online. Nonetheless, networked
         technologies favor personalized modes of communication that remain unavailable to
         the vast majority of users during the age of mass media. To assess the nature of this
         networked writing system we must, however, turn to examine its technological features.
         
      

      
      There are two distinctive features that makes networked technologies different from
         other media technologies. The first is their mobile nature, which allows individuals
         to send and receive messages from any given location.[9] Mobile devices are attached to individuals rather than to physical spaces. Since
         this is so, individuals may use lexigraphic systems to communicate across space from
         any given location. The mobile nature of digital language has the effect of moving
         lexigraphic language closer to everyday spoken language and away from formal print-based
         language. Unlike in print-based writing systems, the use of lexigraphic writing systems
         available to the public at large is not restricted to physical or typographical public
         spheres. Instead, digital language is tied up to the wired body. Personal devices
         enable users to “post,” “tweet,” and “blog” about their immediate experience of the
         world wherever they may be. They may use digital language to convey their most intimate
         and idiosyncratic thoughts—all of which were filtered out from print-based writing
         systems. 
      

      
      The second feature of networked communications is their interactivity.[10] Interactivity is commonly associated with two related yet separate features. In its
         simplest form, interactivity refers to the ability of users to send and receive messages.[11] Packet-switching allows computers to break up any type of information into small
         fragments and send it to other computers. TCP and IP protocols provide a universal
         language which enables all computers to “speak” with each other. Thanks to these technologies,
         anyone with a personal computer and a network connection becomes a potential producer
         of content. While the activities of mass media consumers remain, for the most part,
         limited to purchasing content and passively consuming it, all networked users have
         the capacity to produce content themselves. They can do so by setting up profile pages
         on a social network, opening a blog, or just writing an online review. In addition,
         these technologies allow network users to tailor the form and content of their mediated
         environment according to their wishes and inclinations.[12] Web portals enable users to customize content based on their interests; search engines
         allow users to retrieve the information most relevant to them; Web advertising services
         expose users to targeted ads based on their browsing histories. All these abilities
         have been accentuated with the introduction of Web 2.0 platforms (2008), which dramatically
         increased the ability of users to personalize and share content.
      

      
      While mobile devices tie up lexigraphic signs to the day-to-day reality of users,
         the interactive features of Internet-based technologies center their attention on
         the self. Unlike the static and largely one-way design of print-based products, the
         mobile and interactive features of Internet-based technologies infuse users’ interaction
         with a strong personal bias. The ability to produce content for the masses, once held
         only by a select few authors, journalists, and opinion leaders in print-based writing
         systems, is now open in networked systems to anyone with a personal computer and an
         Internet connection. Likewise, the selection process, which in print-based writing
         systems is exclusively performed by editors, producers, and cameras, is now carried
         out by users who customize their media environment by pressing hyperlinks, using search
         engines, and sharing content over social networks. 
      

      
      In the previous chapters, we saw that print-based writing systems created a distance
         in time and space between Rousseau, Marx, Engels, and their readers. It favored impersonal
         and objectified mental habits. Network users, however, do not face a fixed lettered
         object such as a book or a newspaper but mobile and dynamic platforms they can customize
         as they please. The mobile and interactive features of networked technologies close
         the spatiotemporal gaps between producers and consumers of information, between written
         language and individuals’ direct experience of everyday life. Unlike print language,
         digital language does not filter out the subjective and personal aspects of communication.
         Mobile devices allow users to use written language to “tweet,” “text” and “post” messages
         capturing their immediate experience of ordinary life; Web browsers enable them to
         single out information they deem relevant to them; comments, reviews and blogs enable
         them to convey their personal perspectives on any given topic. 
      

      
      Placing networked technologies in a broader historical context as discussed at the
         beginning of this chapter suggests that the ability of users to mold information based
         on their interests and inclinations, to produce content as they please, to access
         information from wherever they are located brings back the personal elements once
         found in preprint writing systems.[13] The striking similarities between social network platforms and preprint media settings
         illustrate this point. Since in the online realm, the role of users is not limited
         to consumption of information but they can partake in its production, in online forums,
         blogs, and social networks we find interpersonal yet public interactions that resemble
         very much the personal civic bonds the Athenians shared in the speech-based democratic
         venues. Sure enough, networked technologies do not convey exclusively human voices
         like the ancient Athenian democratic venues. But they are still designed to produce
         a rich “co-presence” similar to that of face-to-face interaction the Athenians experienced
         in their speech-based democratic forums.[14] Their mobile and interactive nature generates what Jan-Hinrik Schmidt calls a “personal
         public” or what Zizi Papacharissi calls “private sphere.”[15] Online users may use their own graphics, writing styles, and even their own voice
         to directly converse with each other. In this respect, twenty-first-century networked
         users can engage each other in person, like the ancient Athenian citizens, as if they
         shared the same physical location—though they may be thousands of miles away. 
      

      
       Comparing online engagement to mediaeval manuscript culture further illustrates this
         point. As we saw in the first chapter (see page 8), handwritten manuscripts generated
         a sense of intimacy and exclusivity between authors and readers. They did so thanks
         to the personal touch of handwriting as well as the ability of authors to tailor their
         texts to well-defined groups of like-minded readers who shared similar interests and
         backgrounds. Very much like handwritten manuscripts, present-day social network platforms
         are designed to generate a sense of closeness and exclusivity that were lost with
         the spread of print. Their popularity and commercial success hinges on their ability
         to generate a sense of “being together” among like-minded users.[16] Like handwritten manuscripts, social network platforms are designed to create a feeling
         of control and “social presence” among users.[17] Both social networks and manuscript circulation share the goal of creating media
         platforms that allow a select group of people to interact with each other as if they
         were sharing a single space.
      

      
      Networked technologies, then, foster a sense of personal closeness that was lost with
         the spread of print. The mobile and interactive features of networked communications
         liberate, in a sense, lexigraphic systems from the standards and regulations imposed
         on them by print-based writing systems. This does not mean that networked technologies
         are not used to reproduce impersonal perspectives found in traditional mass-media
         outlets. Yet, due to their mobility and their interactive nature, they largely favor
         personalized communication. In doing so, they allow users to recover the personal
         dimension of politics.
      

      
      The Rise of Hyperpersonal Politics

      
      Notwithstanding the argument made so far in this chapter about the return of the personal
         dimension of politics in the present-day networked age, a second look at the common
         design of Internet-based platforms suggests that it is still different than the previous
         oral and manuscript modes of communication. Unlike the interpersonal dynamics we find
         in ancient Athenian oral culture and medieval scribal cultures, the present-day networked
         setting is best described as a “hyperpersonal” media environment.[18] Though the ancient Athenian citizen was able to forge highly personal bonds with
         his fellow citizens, the presence of thousands of Athenians in the Athenian political
         venues served as a constant reminder that he is a single member of a larger collective.
         In the same manner, though the medieval reader perceived the handwritten manuscript
         lying in his lap as a personal form of communication, the fixed, or rather non-interactive,
         nature of the manuscript was a constant reminder that he is part of a group of audience—restricted
         and privileged as it may be—for whom the text was written in advance. 
      

      
      In contrast, the only fixed object networked users can grab hold of is their own wired
         bodies. All other parts of their environment are malleable and customized. As this
         is so, networked discourse tends to revolve around all the daily concerns and mundane
         whims which the medieval manuscript reader could not convey in public. Thus, the selfie
         does not merely recreate the personal dimensions found in oral and scribal cultures,
         but epitomizes a new hyperpersonal social condition in which individuals view their
         social surrounding as part of their personal space. Internet-based platforms are designed to make users feel not merely
         as the center of the public realm but as its grand framework. 
      

      
         Democratic presidential candidate Hillary Clinton in a group selfie during a campaign
               event in Orlando on September 21, 2016. 
Source: Photograph by Barbara Kinney for Hillary for America.
            

         

      

      Twentieth-century mass media—especially television—already shifted the public gaze
         from the home to the self.[19] The body and its skin, sexuality and physical well-being, have become all relevant
         to politics. Carol Hanisch’s statement: “the personal is political”—which became the
         slogan of second-wave feminism in the late 1960s—encapsulated the blurring of the
         lines between previously held private and public issues already taking place in a
         mass media setting (1969).[20] Yet, the mobile and interactive nature of networked communication turns the trivial
         life of every user into a public event. The ability of users to directly communicate
         with each other at any time and from any place enables them to articulate identity-based
         outlooks traditionally left out of the public realm. In the networked age, public
         communication becomes attached to people’s bodies, to their skin, to their genders,
         to their “selves.”
      

      
      Although selfies are just nods in a global network, the hyperpersonal design of networked
         technologies makes them feel as if they are the absolute sovereigns of the online
         realm. Search engines provide them with access to unlimited content; social networking
         sites allow them to reach out to like-minded users all over the globe; Internet-based
         platforms enable them to speak their mind as they please. Their lifestyle choices
         and psychological bents become the organizing principles of their social surrounding.
         They feel as if they are digital Sun Kings who can mold their social environment based
         on their wishes and inclinations.
      

      
      Online Freedom and Control

      
      What are some of the benefits and drawbacks of the hyperpersonal bent of networked
         writing systems? To answer this question, we have to turn to their social component.
      

      
      On the positive side, networked technologies appear to afford a distinctive brand
         of freedom. While as we saw in the case of Rousseau and Marx, mechanical print language
         called attention to the private liberties of readers, networked technologies shed
         light on the identity-based freedoms of users. Internet-based technologies open up
         the way for users to appear in public vested with all their lifestyle habits, cultural
         identities, and sexual orientations. As this is so, the abstract proper noun “citizen”
         is injected with a wealth of personal traits. Online civic virtue entails asserting
         one’s identity in common; to dress, eat, buy, and to generally act according to one’s
         true self in public. Once users can customize the virtual public space according to
         their cognitive makeup; once the self is no longer located exclusively in physical
         presence; once it is placed on the digital pedestal, freedom transforms from an abstract
         category into a concrete manifestation of the personal choices of each and every user.
         
      

      
      Those digitally enabled freedoms are manifested in individuals’ use of Internet-based
         technologies to bypass the impersonal thresholds and gatekeepers regulating the information
         flows of the traditional public realm. Internet-based platforms serve as alternative
         venues through which independent candidates can mobilize supporters and raise funds
         without appealing to the political establishments or the party mechanisms.[21] Similarly, protest movements take up new forms of personalized collective actions,
         such as hacktivism, flash activism, and virtual sit-ins, to resist the norms and conventions
         underlying the traditional public sphere.[22] Social networking sites, listservs, and mass-emailing rally individuals without ever
         passing through the traditional public sphere.
      

      
      However, looking at the cultural practices and social norms that have developed around
         networked technologies, critical media scholars argue that these technologies are,
         in fact, far from enhancing users’ personal freedoms. Jodi Dean, for instance, points
         out that the formal opportunity to produce content for a large audience is largely
         illusory. She argues that in practice, most social media users are essentially shouting
         in the void while a few superusers continue to dominate.[23] This may indeed be the case when it comes to the ability of networked technologies
         to project information to the global networked public. Dean, however, seems to miss
         out on the capacity with which networked technologies equip users to tailor information
         according to their immediate wants and needs. Even though users may shout in the void
         when tweeting, blogging, or social networking, they enjoy the unprecedented ability
         to customize their social environment as they please. In that sense, networked users’
         personal freedom is significantly enhanced compared to their mass media–based counterparts,
         even if they continue to speak their mind to a small group of friends. 
      

      
      Looking at the ways in which networked devices are commonly used further suggest that
         even though they enhance users’ personal freedom, they are also used as monitoring
         devices attached to users’ bodies. Once users expand their personal space on a global
         scale, their autonomy is compromised.[24] There is no need to go as far as Eben Moglan to label the Internet as the most sophisticated
         spying device ever built, in order to realize that in the online realm users are rarely
         left alone.[25] Internet-based technologies put wired bodies in constant danger of becoming “docile
         bodies,” using Foucault’s language.[26] They are targets of digitally enabled invasive forces. Profit-hungry information
         corporations hook wired bodies to habit-forming products[27]; government surveillance programs follow their every click[28]; networked devices equipped with built-in sensors monitor them wherever they go.[29] 
      

      
      For the uninformed observer, the easiness with which users give up their privacy online
         may seem puzzling. In this context, Jodi Dean points to the marketing strategies of
         information corporations, which associate networked technologies with notions of “openness”
         and “publicity,” as the reason why users are fast to surrender their basic right to
         privacy. She states in this context: “Publicity is to technoculture what liberalism
         is to capitalism. . . . Publicity . . . is the ideology of technoculture.”[30] We may take Dean’s analysis a step further and use Marx’s analysis of ideology to
         pinpoint precisely what is ideological in the common depiction of networked technologies
         as public spaces. 
      

      
      The rhetoric of “publicity” appears to work like a camera obscura which turns the
         online reality on its head. Once privatized commercial networks are called “social
         networks”; once digitally enabled hyper-capitalism is called the “sharing economy”;
         once digital networks are hailed as simply extensions of the democratic public sphere—the
         commercialized reality underlying the networked realm is inverted and thus, secured.
         
      

      
      The ability of present-day technoculture to conceal the commercialized nature of networked
         technologies is especially alarming in light of the growing number of everyday functions
         carried out through them. At present, networked technologies are no longer merely
         carriers of information but have become the primary means by which individuals in
         postindustrial societies live their lives. In previous media settings, we find a clear
         distinction between conveyed content and actual life. The acts of reading a book,
         listening to the radio, or watching TV remain removed from actual life. One can spend
         his life watching TV; one can live her life according to principles she extracted
         from books. But printed words and television signals remain essentially separated
         from everyday life. Individuals living in postindustrial democracies, in contrast,
         rely on messaging applications to reach their loved ones; they use navigation applications
         to move around in the physical world; public spaces, power grids, and highways are
         hooked to networked devices that function as the venae cavae of everyday life; traffic,
         waste, and energy are all regulated by networked systems. 
      

      
      Since this is so, avoiding networked systems is no longer a feasible option for most
         individuals living in postindustrial societies. Although no one forces people to use
         networked technologies, it has become increasingly difficult to live an effective
         life without them. As citizens migrate their lives to the networked realm, they become
         dependent on a sociotechnical system for which they have no feasible alternative.
         They find themselves wedged in a system regulated by predetermined rules and laws
         dictated by information-hungry agencies and profit-seeking companies over which they
         have little control. Thus, whereas the networked writing system opens up a whole new
         set of identity-based freedoms, paradoxically, these freedoms come with the price
         of impairing users’ fundamental right to personal autonomy. 
      

       

      The discussion in this chapter gives us a sense of the long way political writers
         and readers have come since Rousseau made use of the emerging Enlightenment writing
         system of his day to strike a seemingly personal connection with his readers. Today,
         the intimate relations Rousseau aspired to forge through his works with complete strangers
         is possible thanks to the mobile and interactive features of networked technologies.
         However, as we saw, networked technologies do not simply favor interpersonal relations
         between users, like Rousseau envisioned them to be. Instead, they conjure a hyperpersonal
         communicative space which each user can tailor, based on his parochial inclinations
         and needs. This, in turn, makes the networked user an empowered and at the same time
         a highly vulnerable entity. Negotiating the vigor and frailty of networked users may
         indeed be the greatest challenge of hyperpersonal politics in the years to come. 
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      Afterword

      
      
      Recovering the material dimension of intellectual labor has become a central theme
         in various scholarly works in recent years. Studies in a range of disciplines have
         brought to light the ways in which historical media settings have shaped social and
         scientific bodies of knowledge. These works particularly unearth the impact of historical
         media on the Renaissance, the Reformation, the Enlightenment, and modern science.[1] Despite this extensive literature only a handful of works thus far in political theory
         have dealt with the media dimension of political thought.[2] At present, the study of political texts remains, by and large, isolated from these
         trends. In the preceding chapters I attempted to open up the question of the media
         conditions in which past and present political ideas have been formed. 
      

      
      The analyses in the previous chapters illustrate that political texts are not merely
         value-free vehicles but are part of comprehensive sociotechnical systems that have
         a key role in forming political outlooks. It shows that even though we typically hold
         the political text in our hands (or on our screen) as a trivial object, it is in fact
         a manifestation of a dynamic sociotechnological environment. My goal was to call attention
         to the fact that the media and message of political texts are intimately related,
         that the logos and techne of political thought are tied up.
      

      
      Nonetheless, there still remains one key issue that requires further exploration—the
         relations between political thinkers and the technical means by which they conduct
         their work. Thinking about this issue requires us to delve deeper into the relations
         between the biological and the technical. I would like to dedicate the remaining pages
         to more precise conceptualization of those relations.
      

      
      Political Thinkers: Inventors or Operators?

      
      The three chapters discussed here appear to support two competing approaches to the
         relations between political thinkers and writing systems. The first, which may be
         called the “instrumentalist approach,” as Albert Borgmann would have it, has its roots
         in liberal thought.[3] The liberal tradition, that stresses the moral worth of the autonomous individual,
         supports a view of political thinkers as inventors—hero-like figures who use the media
         technologies at their disposal to generate groundbreaking outlooks that inspire masses
         of people. In this view, political thinkers are thoroughly autonomous. They are in
         total control of their media environment. Their writing tools are mere instruments
         in their hands and are completely subordinated to their will. They are the sole architects
         of their visions. 
      

      
      The second approach draws from the works of figures like Jacque Ellul (1964);[4] Harold Innis (1991);[5] Friedrich Kittler (1999);[6] and Louise Mumford (2010).[7] It takes political thinkers—creative as they may be—to be operators of grand sociotechnical
         systems. In this view, papyrus rolls, handwritten manuscripts, and printed books are
         technologies that dictate political thinkers’ craft. Their visions are not so much
         a human achievement as they are expressions of existing technological conditions.
         This deterministic outlook shows political thinkers to be in a heteronomous state.
         Their thought processes are shaped and conditioned according to the existing media
         technologies. 
      

      
      One doesn’t have to believe that writing technologies have a life of their own to
         adhere to this account. One may view them as massive and complex sociotechnical systems
         that are beyond the control of single individuals. As such, they have an independent
         effect on human beings who operate them, among them political thinkers. 
      

      
      According to the first approach, when Marx and Engels sat down in 1845 to write the
         first passages describing their groundbreaking materialist outlook, they were merely
         engaged in the techne of inscribing their pioneering mental structures onto pieces of paper. They were
         using their industrial media setting to bring to light the material forces underlying
         the social and political upheavals of their time. By the same token, when about ninety
         years earlier Rousseau took his notebook and pen and walked into the woods of Saint-Germain
         to write his account of the state of nature, he was merely using a writing instrument
         to set up his novel egalitarian vision. In this account, the Enlightenment print market
         served as a mere vehicle which allowed Rousseau to spread his groundbreaking ideas.
      

      
      According to the second account, Marx’s and Engels’ materialistic outlook was one
         of numerous intellectual products which originated from the grand industrial printing
         system which formed the way a whole generation of European intellectuals viewed their
         surroundings. In this view, Marx’s and Engels’ novelty was in making use of the new
         epistemology to develop a new materialistic understanding of history, society and
         politics. In the same manner, Rousseau’s rebellion against the Enlightenment print
         market of his time was paradoxically facilitated by the direct channel that same market
         had opened between authors and the reading masses. Rousseau’s emotive egalitarianism
         was, despite its uniqueness, only one of many expressions of the emerging Enlightenment
         writing system.
      

      
      While some readers may feel uncomfortable with the idea that the men and women who
         have defined our moral sense of the world were in a heteronomous state when doing
         so, there may be a subtler version of this deterministic account. Holding writing
         systems as fixed sociotechnical systems does not necessarily mean that they thoroughly
         dictate political thinkers’ thought processes. It may be the case that writing systems
         do not simply impose their norms and standards on political thinkers. Once political
         thinkers master writing systems they can employ them to convey their moral convictions.
         Though political thinkers do not choose the writing system they work in, still, they
         can utilize them to convey their perspectives. The point is made clear if we examine
         the relations between political thinkers and writing systems from an inverted perspective.
         One may argue that if writers are “trapped” in writing systems, their true freedom
         entails breaking loose from them. However, doing so in practice is not expected to
         beget the political thinkers’ freedom but their excommunication. Political thinkers
         who pull out of writing systems are robbed of their ability to communicate their ideas
         altogether. They are excluded from the process of generating public opinion. Thus,
         one may argue that writing systems do not impose un-freedom on political writers but
         on the contrary, they grant them the opportunity to reconfigure their surroundings
         according to their innovative outlooks. 
      

      
      Looking back on the previous chapters, it is hard to determine whether they support
         the “instrumentalist” or “deterministic” approach. On the one hand, the three cases
         make clear that writing systems are anything but neutral. They are the backdrop against
         which the political thinker operates. They serve as comprehensive environments which
         give rise to particular political mind-sets. Rousseau’s emotive egalitarianism, Marxist
         historical materialism, and “hyperpersonal politics” are not merely products of abstract
         mental processes but are creations of these mental processes; organized, ordered,
         and directed by very real writing systems. What’s more, from the analyses we learn
         that politically minded writers cannot operate in an arbitrary manner. They must adhere
         to technical standards and social conventions that regulate the production of ideas
         in any given writing system. Historical writing systems are not merely the means by
         which political thinkers transmit their ideas. They shape and form the way thinkers
         view the world around them as well as the way they choose to convey their thoughts.
      

      
      Nonetheless, the three cases discussed here also indicate that even though writing
         systems lead political thinkers to adopt certain mind-sets, we cannot ignore their
         human agency in the creation of political thought. Whereas numerous thinkers worked
         in the historical media settings discussed here, it was Rousseau, Marx, and Engels
         who came up with groundbreaking outlooks. In fact, if we learn anything from the cases
         discussed here, it is the extent in which novel political outlooks are products of
         innovative use of writing systems. Rousseau’s emotive egalitarianism was as much a
         product of his eccentric personality, as it was of the Enlightenment writing system;
         historical materialism was as much a product of Marx’s and Engels’ dissident temperament,
         as it was of the industrialized writing system of their time. The We are the 99% selfie
         was as much a product of the young student’s willingness to expose herself to the
         global networked public as it was a product of the hyperpersonal nature of networked
         communication. While media theorists such as Innis, Kittler, and McLuhan may be correct
         in arguing that every medium has its “bias” or “message,” it is still up to flesh-and-blood
         thinkers to make original use of their writing instruments to conjure up novel political
         visions. 
      

      
      So, what are we to make of the relations between political thinkers and the “tools
         of their trade”? How can we conceptualize the co-presence of the cognitive biological
         thought processes and of writing technoliges in the tradition of political thought?
         
      

      
      Zōon Politikon Meets Homo Faber

      
      To conceptualize the relationship between political thinkers and the technological
         component of writing systems, as we find them in the cases discussed here, I would
         like to bring forward two seemingly disconnected positions: The first is offered by
         philosophers of technology, figures such as José Ortega Y Gasset,[8] Martin Heidegger,[9] Bernard Sietgler,[10] and Don Ihde.[11] Those thinkers view human beings as “technological species.” The second position
         is based on Aristotle’s classic view of humans as essentially lingual-political beings.
         
      

      
      In his Meditations on Quixote Ortega proposes to substitute the Cartesian “I” isolated from its material environment
         with a thinking ego located in given circumstances. According to Ortega, the human
         “I” never exists in abstract but knows itself and the world around him/her by interacting
         with his/her material environment. Thus, Ortega suggests replacing Descartes’ cogito ergo sum with the notion of: “Yo soy yo y mi circunstancia” (“I am I and my circumstance”).
         This position leads Ortega to hold man-made systems—such as the technological components
         of the writing systems discussed here—not as distinct from the Cartesian mind but
         as innate parts of it. For Ortega, technologies are a form of auto-fabrication or
         self-creation through which the self relates to the world. Thus, despite acknowledging
         their artificial nature, Ortega holds technologies to be very much part of human nature.
      

      
      When thinking about human nature, Aristotle, for his part, identifies human beings
         as political animals (zōon politikon). Aristotle contends that humans are political animals in the sense that their natural
         habitat is the polis of his day. In this context, Hannah Arendt urges us to relate Aristotle’s notion
         of (zōon politikon) to his view of humans as essentially “livings capable of speech” (zōon logon ekhon).[12] Aristotle’s political naturalism, Arendt reminds us, was rooted in his approach to
         the polis as the space in which human beings could use language to formulate, deliberate and
         act upon moral principles.
      

      
      So, we can see that while for Ortega human beings are technological entities, for
         Aristotle they are essentially lingual and political ones. Now, bringing Ortega’s
         technological naturalism with Aristotle’s lingual-political naturalism offers us a
         way to conceptualize the relationship between political thinkers and the technological
         component of writing systems, as they appear in the analyses in the previous chapters.
         
      

      
      Based on Ortega’s and Aristotle’s ontologies, we may view writing technologies as
         means by which human beings express their lingual and therefore political nature.
         In this view, writing technologies are not simply synthetic artifacts isolated from
         political thinkers as biological entities. Likewise, political thinkers are never
         autonomous entities operating in a purely organic environment. We may hold writing
         technologies as “natural prostheses” through which individuals use their lingual faculties
         to externalize their political nature. In the three cases discussed here, novel political
         outlooks indeed seem to be the product of carbon-based mind processes linked to wood-based,
         metal-based, and digital-based writing machines. Mechanical means of textual reproduction
         served as extensions of Rousseau’s, Marx’s, and Engels’ organic lingual faculties
         allowing them, in turn, to articulate and convey their political nature. Though those
         means of textual reproduction were found in the technological domain, they were still
         integral parts of the political thinkers’ lingual-political being. 
      

      
      This understanding of the relations between political thinkers and the technological
         component of writing systems suggests that the tradition of political thought may
         be thought of along the same lines of Heidegger’s descriptions of technological apparatuses.
         By bringing together ideas and concepts written down in lexigraphic systems from all
         ages and in all forms, political thought stores language in a single abstract form
         that allowed to “unlock”—using Heidegger’s terminology—the political nature of human
         beings.[13] In the same way that the electric power plant transforms coal into electric power,
         political thought turned local notions of “justice,” “equality,” and “freedom” into
         powerful political tools. Print-based writing systems did not merely transmit human
         beings’ political views but turned them into ideologies that could be used in a variety
         of ways to engender collective action. Once these notions found their way into the
         tradition of political thought, piece by piece they “reveal”—using Heidegger’s language—human
         beings’ political nature.
      

      
      This Heideggerian understanding of political thought further suggests that the spread
         of networked technologies in the early twenty-first century has been a watershed moment
         in the history of political thought. As we saw in the previous chapter, whereas print
         technologies aided Rousseau, Marx, and Engels in “revealing” the “social” aspect of
         human political nature, it kept its “personal” dimension at bay. However, once networked
         technologies were introduced and lexigraphic systems were carried by other means but
         print the hyperpersonal aspect of individuals’ political nature was “revealed.” In
         this sense, the Heideggerian view of political thought indicates that the networked
         technologies of our day set the tradition of political thought on a completely new
         path. 
      

      
      Surely, further studies will continue to explore the influence of those new technologies
         on the creation, production, and distribution of political thought.
      

       

      Whether we accept this Heideggerian account or not, the cases presented in this book
         point to a natural continuity from the biological thought processes of political thinkers to the technical systems
         they operate in. They urge us to think about political texts as “the continuation
         of life by means other than life,” as Stiegler puts it.[14] In this view, the tradition of political thought appears as an ongoing process in
         which human beings use writing machines to manifest their political nature.
      

      
      The question is, then, where should we draw the line between political thinkers and
         writing systems? The appropriate answer, I believe, is that we should not. We should
         consider the political thinker as a biological as well as a technical entity; as being part of a life system as well as part of a technological
         system. We should hold Rousseau, Marx, and Engels to be, “I am me plus my circumstances.”
         When writing down their ideas, they were part human beings, part machines; part lived
         experiences, part agents of media systems. Their political visions were products of
         carbon-based human thought plugged into word-processing systems.
      

      
      If we can learn anything from the technological revolution of our time, it is how
         important it is for political theorists to be mindful of the media settings in which
         political ideas reside. We also learn how crucial it is for people who design technologies
         to be aware of their social and political implications. In this work, I attempted
         to aid in these two tasks by bringing to light the influence of past and present media
         settings on the ideational dimension of politics. Looking forward, given the ever-growing
         presence of media technologies in all aspects of life in twenty-first century, the
         ability to conceptualize the relations between media technologies and political ideas
         may prove to be crucial in years to come. I hope this work will encourage others to
         further explore the historical and conceptual intersections between political ideas
         and the sociotechnological environment in which they are found.
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