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On February 26, 2005 I made my second ever mobile post from my cameraphone to my
public LiveJournal blog, the first which featured a picture of me,' offering my subscribed
“friends” the opportunity to comment. Since then, I have regularly blogged images from my
daily life, sharing them with this group of known readers who span my real and virtual
communities (and with any unidentified websurfers who happen
to drop by). One of my “user

pictures” features me (tastefully and

semi-anonymously) naked. I am a cyber-exhibitionist. In her

forthcoming book Camgirls, 1 Theresa Senft maintains that, on
LiveJournal, “authenticity is a relational, rather than universal affair... all LiveJournal users
understand that they are being watched and commented upon by others.” She claims that, in this
and other instances, “the many-to-many nature of the Web” fosters a modality she calls micro-
celebrity, “which depends on connection to, rather than separation from viewers.” Why, then, is
“exhibitionism” bandied about as a condemnation of such online self-display?

Victor Burgin answers widespread charges of cyber-exhibitionism through an analysis of
the popular early webcam JenniCam. In defending Jennifer Ringley against the media's
accusation that she’s an exhibitionist, Burgin seems to adopt unquestioned (as does Ringley in

her own defense) the assumption of popular and academic critics that it’s a negative pathology. I

propose that, on the contrary, there is no reason to demonize this passage of the properly private

" http://projectjulie.livejournal.com/29674.html
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into the public as personally and/or politically perverse. In this paper, I’ll argue that
exhibitionism marks the subject's irreducible heteronymy, its formation by and in the outside,
which is the foundation of intersubjectivity as much as of disciplinarity. Furthermore, I’ll
suggest that the mediated reconfiguration of inside and outside, public and private spheres that
online self-display participates in opens up productive and even progressive opportunities.

I’d like to begin this conversation by exploring how the terms of the psychoanalytic
model of scopophilia have been taken up by a body of media-theoretical work on the
contemporary intensification of surveillance. I’ve chosen as representative essays by Virilio, and
Frohne from the anthology [CTRL] SPACE. These authors argue, in summary, that developing
technologies and discourses of surveillance have led to the implantation of exhibitionism as the
general principle of subjectivity, and moreover that this generalized perversion serves to
naturalize the ever-growing domination of military-state-economic power, with a number of
near-apocalyptic consequences.

In “The Visual Crash,” Virilio (the prototypical new media pessimist) posits “the
proliferation of LIVE CAMERAS on the INTERNET” as the centerpiece of a “global TELE-
SURVEILLANCE network™ (108) which “represent[s] the overcoming of the classic televisual
optic” (109). Whereas surveillance was heretofore “limited to the control of local surroundings”
and “military espionage,” today “the banalization or popularization of global surveillance, or to
put it another way the DEMOCRATIZATION OF VOYEURISM on a planetary scale, has
overexposed even our most private activities” (109). Whereas television’s broadcast model
maintained a stable set of spatio-temporal distinctions, namely “VISION AT A DISTANCE” and
“presenting the news at fixed intervals,” “[t]he new market of vision is characterized by

RENDERING TO SIGHT whatever is happening in the world in the present instant,” offering
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“permanent direct access” (109) and thus collapsing spatial distance while reducing time to
instantaneous realtime. This extension of the computer “effectively transforms a personal,
domestic device into an apparatus of behavior control, a post allowing us to see, in the very
same moment, whatever is happening around the globe. But there is a price, which is to agree in
return (in a counter-image) to be ourselves visually controlled... by anybody and everybody”
(110). The fact that “direct LIVE COVERAGE does away with interpreter and commentator to
bring the interlocutors together face-to-face” (111) is fully compliant with global capitalism,
wherein “OVEREXPOSURE became indispensable to the market’s operation” (110). Among
the disastrous effects of this formation are a simulacral logic whereby “the PANOPTIC optic will
have come to appear more comfortable than common reality... the image coincides with its
subject... [and] ‘coincidence takes the place of communication’ (112); and “the decline of
immediate sensations” in favor of “the numerical verisimilitude of distance” (113).

Virilio’s pronouncement relies on the following set of moves and assumptions:

1) Gross overinflation of technological capabilities and the uniformity of their adoption, rather
than engagement with existing technologies and their particular uses and discourses.
Specifically: webcams have gained little in popularity in the interval of several years since
Virilio authored this article (one thriving exception is commercial pornographic webcams),
perhaps because with current architectures their refresh rate is usually measured in minutes,
which is far from the instantaneous and omnipresent vision that Virilio imagines. Nor is access
to the apparatus for displaying or viewing webcams evenly distributed. There has also been an
intensification of concern for “privacy” which condemns and resists this tropism toward
“overexposure.” Even if Virilio’s hyperbolic picture of the panoptic landscape can be defended

as metaphorical, it clearly bypasses the quotidian battles being waged on this terrain.
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2) Recognition of a transition from hierarchical (“the prerogative of the military-industrial
complex” [111]) to reciprocal (“in return [in a counter-image]”) or “democratic” models of
surveillance. This could be mapped onto what has been widely identified as a third/post-
industrial/late stage of capitalism, corresponding to the transformation from disciplinary society
to what Deleuze has called control society.

3) Some confusion about whether the primacy of the visual paradigm survives this shift, or
whether, rather, the computer’s “optic” merely simulates scopophilic relations through data
transmission.

4) Confusion, also, about whether a perversion like “voyeurism” is an independent condition of
subjectivity that is available to be mobilized by technologies of domination, or whether
structures of perversion are actually generated by the changing technological architecture.

5) The above indeterminacy is especially decisive because this model, at its heart, posits
technology as the fulcrum articulating perversion with politics. It is because Internet webcams,
for example, satisfy our scopophilic desire for “permanent direct access” to the whole visual
field that late capitalism’s “deregulation of the icon” (112) and the consequent “overexposure”
are received as pleasurable. And thus the masses consent to the expropriation of privacy itself.

6) Theoretically, this move relies on a perhaps uneasy marriage of psychoanalysis and Foucault.
The “panoptic optic” is posed as simultaneously the dispositif of the social order as mapped in
Discipline and Punish and the Lacanian principle of subjectivity. While there may indeed be

some inadvertent synchrony between these positions, it is assumed rather than rigorously
explained here.
7) Centrality of a reconfiguration of the boundaries of public and private under these conditions,

even if its precise coordinates are not clear. It is “our most private activities” that are exposed;
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surveillance technologies become “domestic” as they enter the “public domain” (111). This
contemporary scenario contrasts with unfounded nostalgia for a era which is retrospectively
posited as a preserve of unmediated intimacy, impermeable privacy, and uncontaminated
sexuality.

8) The assumption that the virtualization of communication, its disengagement from material
encounters (“the decline of immediate sensations”) and its increasingly distributed (“face-to-
face”) proliferation, is synonymous with the loss of meaningful intersubjective connections.

Even if find certain of these speculations unproductive, this landscape as a whole poses
extremely compelling and fruitful questions which I've just attempted to schematize. To
demonstrate that Virilio’s perspective is not exceptional, we can plot these points across
Frohne’s article as well:

1) Her sweeping analysis launches from Warhol’s Screen Tests and subsequently flits effortlessly
from contemporary artworks to reality TV to the Internet without attending to their technical and
social particularities.

2) She’s equally committed to a periodization whereby “In the age of globalization, the
panopticon of the media [encompassing, presumably, all of the above] becomes the new
disciplining authority” (255). If this is truly a break with Foucauldian discipline, though, we
could justly wonder whether it should still be characterized as panoptic.

3) This oversight perhaps accounts for her exclusive focus on vision and the gaze, but I think the
question of whether new media participate fully in a continuity of the optical still stands.

4) Frohne captures the ambiguous relation of technology and perversion vividly:

The interplay between permissive voyeurism and the visibility of offensive exhibitionism

constitutes the new dispositif of our contemporary culture. Even though at all times and in
all epochs the human relationship to ‘being mirrored’ in the attentiveness of someone else
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has determined an essential part of the subject’s constitution, the reference points of self-
perception have shifted under the ever-present virtual gaze. (271)

This formulates a compromise: exhibitionism and voyeurism are not new, but their status as a
privileged dispositifis. “Esse est percipii (to be is to be perceived)” (261) is a universal psychic
structure, but who we are perceived by is changing with technologies of the “virtual gaze.”
While I find this diplomatic resolution convincing, it doesn’t address how precisely the psychic
apparatus is integrated with the technical apparatus. Frohne, like Virilio, points to “the
contemporary trend of live-cams” as one that “demonstrates the elementary longing for the
phantasmatic gaze of the other to guarantee the subject’s own being” (275) — but how does a
webcam come within the circuit of the more “elementary” and figurative gaze-relation?

5) And, indeed, how does this gaze-relation come within the circuit of late capitalism: Frohne
muses that “privacy has become the new privilege in post-capitalist society... Intimacy has
become a commodity” (272). She is less polemical on this point than others, so allow me a
detour into a related article by Peter Weibel, who contends that the “development of new forms
of desire and gaze serves for conforming to future social relations... To avoid civil revolt against
the future surveillance state, the population is acquainted with, and adapted to, progressively
increasing doses through the entertainment media... surveillance becomes pleasure” (218-219).
Thus, to review, the allocation of the Other’s gaze to media technologies enables the repurposing
of scopophilia to render state and capitalist control enticing.

6) Though Frohne refers often to a “panoptic” media, Weibel lays out the theoretical heritage of
this position most plainly:

The pleasure principle of the voyeur, to see everything, and the pleasure principle of the
exhibitionist, to show all, have shifted from the fates of private drives to social norms... As
Foucault has already revealed, behind the mechanisms of surveillance lie the mechanisms of

power, which are likewise supported by the libidinal mechanisms. These power mechanisms
are formed from psychological mechanisms. (208)
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Certainly the shift from “private drives to social norms” is quintessentially Foucauldian, but I
remain skeptical of whether the parallel between the “libidinal” charge of power and
“psychological mechanisms” can be drawn so easily within a strictly Foucauldian framework.
Foucault was, of course, directly critical of psychoanalysis and the extra-political subjective
sphere it tends to posit.

7) Frohne has no lack of faith in the bygone sanctity of that insular domain of subjectivity known
as the private sphere. “The increasing internalization of the camera perspective by its
recipients,” she writes, marks “a new readiness to give up one of the fundamental principles of
civilization — that of the legally protected private sphere and personal intimacy” (260). As this
“fundamental principle” comes consensually unmoored, both psychically and juridically, “new
genres open up the view into the realms of the unfiltered personal and private, moving these last
preserves of authenticity into the public’s field of vision” (254). It’s clear that Frohne looks
upon the result, the “decline of the distinction between private and public” (256), as the direst
threat to “civilization” itself, to any hope of “unfiltered” or “authentic” selfhood and
relationships.

8) Certainly, one of the primary consequences of this decline is “the erosion of all social bonds
and absolute isolation” (277). Because “the role of ‘reflexive self-assurance’ has been delegated
unconsciously to the media... the communicative part of this multiplied (gaze)relation falls
away” (271), leaving the individual with no possibility of genuine, materialized intersubjectivity.

To make my own position plain: though I look askance at the broad brush-strokes of (1),
I find (5) to be a compelling analysis of contemporary conditions. However, I have reservations
about the totalizing scope of the claim that generalized exhibitionism provides the libidinal

architecture for an intensification of global surveillance and control. (2) is a transition between
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divergent hegemonic systems, and thus always piecemeal and riven by unpredictable resistances
— as such, doomsday scenarios don’t offer the most nuanced and productive snapshot. I'm
interested in unpacking the complexities of exhibitionism iterated as online self-display,
including aspects that are not unilaterally complicit with military-capitalist domination. In
particular, I will challenge the conclusion in (8): exhibitionism is in fact a fundamentally
relational engagement, no less so in the case of webcams, and to state otherwise lacks
psychoanalytic rigor. The conjecture that the technological gaze is isolating seems tied to the
assumptions behind (7): indicting the “loss” of privacy as degenerate implies that a stable private
sphere once existed as the ground of healthy (not perverse) subjectivity and intersubjectivity, a
leap that isn’t supported by historical or psychoanalytic accounts of this ideological formation.
Though my discussion will focus on (7) and (8), then, I'll return to the questions raised in (3), (4)
and (6) along the way.

To start from (4): modeling the interrelation of technology and perversion in this context
(with a view to parsing its historical changes) initially requires an exploration of the definition of
scopophilia. In Three Essays, Freud gives the classic pathology of exhibitionists: those who
“exhibit their own genitals in order to obtain a reciprocal view of the genitals of the other
person” (23). In “Instincts and their Vicissitudes,” however, he positions this as a broader and
more basic formation. Scop[t]ophilia is conceived here as a four-part process, the first stage of
which (I'll call it [n]) aligns with primary narcissism, when “the scoptophilic instinct is auto-
erotic: it has indeed an object, but that object is the subject’s own body” (94). At this point,
voyeurism and exhibitionism overlap: the subject is simultaneously the looker and the lookee.
Lacan elaborates this paradox of primary narcissism with his theory of the mirror stage, the

moment of misrecognition that inaugurates subjectivity as split. For Lacan, the scopophilic
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convergence, wherein the ‘I’ who is doing the looking coincides with its image, is precisely the
work of this phase: a work which is never seamless. Here the subject first mediates between
“two aspects of its appearance” through “the jubilant assumption of his specular image”: this
“total form of his body, by which the subject anticipates the maturation of his power in a mirage,
is given to him only as a gestalt, that is, in an exteriority” (4). It is the impossibility of the image
of oneself being self-present, the necessary splitting of one’s self-image from the subject who
sees it, that lays the groundwork for a succession of further mediations, as the other is introduced
into the scopic relation from this exterior place.
Returning to Freud’s account, this initial configuration is succeeded by three more,

through a chain of reversals:

(a) scoptophilia as an activity directed towards an extraneous object [voyeurism, or “sexual

gazing’’]; (b) abandonment of the object and a turning of the scoptophilic instinct towards a

part of the subject’s own person; therewith a transformation to passivity and the setting up of

anew aim — that of being looked at; (c) the institution of a new subject to whom one

displays oneself in order to be looked at [exhibitionism]. (93-94)
(b) is the most obscure aspect of this trajectory, a sort of transitional, free-floating self-display,
but Freud insists that the model can’t do without it — in the case of sadomasochism he calls it
the “reflexive middle voice” (92). He charts (a) and (b) as the double-sided outcome of the
disengagement of subject and object which coincide in (n): when what is looked at is reversed,
(a) 1s the product; when who is doing the looking is reversed, (b) results. The crucial point is
that it is only with the secondary incorporation of the Other into the circuit, “the institution of a
new subject” who occupies the active position vis a vis the aim “of being looked at,” that we can
speak of (c), exhibitionism proper. The spiraling, branching movement of this relation points to

a second crucial characteristic: though each juncture is a prerequisite of the one that succeeds it,

we should not think of them as chronological stages. “The only correct description of the
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scoptophilic instinct,” Freud writes, “would be that all phases of its development, the auto-erotic,
preliminary phase as well as its final active or passive form, co-exist alongside one another” (94-
95). He states this succinctly in Three Essays as well: “every active perversion is thus
accompanied by its passive counterpart: anyone who is an exhibitionist in his unconscious is at
the same time a voyeur” (33). This is a more radical way of formulating the “reciprocal view” of
the pervert’s contract ‘I’ll show you mine if you show me yours’: reciprocal not in the sense of
an exchange between stable subjects, but rather in the sense of being simultaneously the shower
and the shown.

So here we run up against at least two essential difficulties with portraying cyber-
exhibitionism as a sort of internalized false consciousness whereby compliant subjects are
accommodated to developing structures of domination.

In perversion or fantasy, the subject doesn’t occupy a fixed position, but identifies with all
available permutations of the scene. Even if the voyeur/exhibitionist distinction isn’t vital to the
above argument — as scopophilia is generalized, the activities of watching and being watched
become interchangeably gratifying — it seems to assume a symmetry and containment which is
at odds with the psychoanalytic model. The two halves of the equation are portrayed as
counterpoised: voyeurism on the side of power, exhibitionism on the side of submission, with no
excess or remainder. Whereas psychoanalytically, the subject is vitally split and duplicitous,
unruly in its perversions, which tend to circumvent their confines.

Above and beyond the multiplicity of the subject, exhibitionism turns on the Other “to whom
one displays oneself” — it is defined by its address to this external gazer. So it seems erroneous

to characterize it as uncommunicative and isolating.
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We can also approach these features though Lacan’s theory of the gaze, which takes up where
Freud’s analysis of scopophilia left off. The most critical difference between the two on this
point is that, while for Freud the subject’s position is fluid, it is nevertheless bounded enough to
participate in a coherent subject/object, inside/outside opposition (even, for example, to make
both coincide when the subject gazes at itself in the initial moment of primary narcissism). For
Lacan, the scopic relation isn’t inaugurated in such a self-contained interiority, but rather in a
radical exteriority: “In the scopic field, the gaze is outside, I am looked at, that is to say, l am a
picture. This is the function that is found at the heart of the institution of the subject in the
visible. What determines me, at the most profound level, in the visible, is the gaze that is
outside” (106). That is, if in Freud both the subject and object of the gaze are originally
autonomous, or located within, in Lacan the gaze is heteronymous: preceding and determining
the subject from without. The exhibitionistic stance, “I am a picture,” is here the first principle
of subjectivity. Assuming the active position of gazer — voyeurism (which, like in Freud, must
be considered secondary to exhibitionism) — functions to cover over this “pre-existence to the
seen of a given-to-be-seen” (75), which then tends to erupt in the form of the “stain.” The
irreducibility of the stain, the lack or void at the heart of subjectivity, ensures that “You never
look at me from the place from which I see you. Conversely, what I look at is never what I wish
to see” (103). Scopophilia is not a relation of potency and sovereignty, but rather an essential
misrecognition or missed encounter.

Lacan returns to Freud’s discussion in “Instincts and their Vicissitudes” in order to
underscore this point. What is at issue is the looping shape of the drive that Freud diagrams: “If,
thanks to the introduction of the other, the structure of the drive appears, it is really completed

only in its reversed form, in its return form, which is the true active drive. In exhibitionism what
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is intended by the subject is what is realized in the other” (182-183). Both the institution of the
perversion and its aim are directed outwards, but this outside is caught up in the drive’s
oscillation rather than appearing as a stable point of reference. In the case of voyeurism, “the
subject is not there in the sense of seeing, at the level of the scopic drive. He is there as pervert
and he is situated only at the culmination of the loop... The object, here, is the gaze... What he is
trying to see, make no mistake, is the object as absence” (182). So it is the lack-of-visibility of
the object, the opacity of the revolutions of the gaze itself, that is the generative engine of
scopophilia. We can now expand on the critiques raised via Freud above:

Not only is the subject’s position in the gaze-relation volatile in relation to the other which
determines it, but in consequence the gaze itself perpetually misses its object (or takes as its
object this very unvisualizable gaze). With this theorization in place, warnings of an impending
culture of total surveillance begin themselves to seem phantasmatic: they presume the potency
and plentitude of a panoptic (all-seeing) visuality, which shows everything and misses nothing.

Not only does the centrality of the Other to scopophilia and to subjectivity itself throw into
question the supposedly insulating effect of self-display, it runs counter to the premise that some
secure differentiation between private and public zones (a separation that grounds society and
sociability) is being eroded or destroyed. Privacy is here conceived as the foundation of a
coherent subject who can then enter into intersubjective relations — in opposition to the
Lacanian model, wherein subjectivity is heteronymous, indebted to the exterior gaze of the Other
which precedes and circumscribes it. It is the outside, rather than a private interiority, that is
constitutive.

Before I delve into the second aspect of (4), the affiliation of this psychic architecture

with the technological, it might be necessary to ask whether the conceptual problem here is not
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that cyber-exhibitionism is misinterpreted, but rather that online self-display isn’t properly
exhibitionism at all. This is the position Victor Burgin takes in “Exhibitionism and Solitude,” an
analysis of the ground-breaking webcam JenniCam. In defending Jennifer Ringley against the
media's accusation that choosing to “expose[] the interior of her room to the eyes of strangers”
(77) over the internet constitutes taking up an exhibitionistic position, Burgin raises questions
that are similar to mine: “the writer of the Philadelphia Inquirer article does not explain how the
internet is supposed to have brought out Ringley’s otherwise ‘latent’ exhibitionistic tendencies...
Nor do the journalists and psychology professors say how... they would distinguish her behavior
from that of the man who compulsively exposes his penis in the street” (79). Whereas I propose
to take these difficulties seriously, exploring the correlation between scopophilia and the internet
and the lineage from the flasher in Three Essays to the more general Lacanian gaze, Burgin
dismisses them (along with the more rigorous theoretical perspectives on the culture of
surveillance that I outlined above) as so much sensationalism. Burgin prefers to circumvent the
visual by “listening to” instead of watching Jenni (80) — which seems to be a reference to her
site’s F.A.Q. page and outside interviews. This leads him to suggest that if “we judge Ringley to
be an exhibitionist we have done no more than acknowledge our own voyeurism. From our side
of the screen, the camera is a window. From Ringley’s position, her camera is a mirror” (80).
This formulation is at variance with Freud’s elementary axiom that “all phases of [scopophilic]
development... co-exist alongside one another” — it fixes “our” voyeurism (which Burgin takes
as self-evident) as if it were a static node autonomous from the myriad other perverse positions
available to Jenni and to her audience. Moreover, Burgin assumes here that mirroring is an

alternative orientation to exhibitionism for Jenni, when in fact both Freud and Lacan variously
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claim that the auto-eroticism of primary narcissism/the mirror phase is the inaugural moment of
scopophilia.

Burgin offers a narrative that focuses specifically on the role of the mother’s gaze in
Jenni’s psychic project, arguing that during the mirror stage “the infant ‘takes place’ as a
projection of his or her mother’s regard” (82), that the webcam can be read as “a ‘transitional
object’... that marks the passage of the infant or small child into that differentiated world in
which he or she exists separately from his or her mother” (83), and that “under the gaze of her
mother [cum webcam] she is investigating what it is to be a woman, like her mother” (85) —
none of this seems at odds with a rigorous conception of exhibitionism as outlined above. The
gaze (whether as a generalized structure or the mother’s gaze as a particular instantiation)
precedes and determines the subject, lack is its nucleus, and sexual difference (the genital
curiosity of ‘I’ll show you mine if you show me yours’) is central. Burgin’s observation that,
given a webcam with a three-minute refresh rate, “there is something of a striptease in the way
the space is revealed... There are also the parts of Jenni’s domestic space that remain perpetually
offscreen. Certainly there is plenty here to provoke the desire to see what is concealed... Jennifer
Ringley reaffirms the fundamental law of the eroticization of absence” (86) is similarly in
alignment with Lacan’s contention that the voyeuristic look always misses its object, or that the
object is itself absence. Burgin’s impulse to recuperate Jenni’s online self-display as some sort
of infantile regression that isn’t exhibitionism appears motivated, at heart, by the same negative
pathologization as the popular critics he sets out to counteract: where they condemn Jennifer
Ringley by calling her an exhibitionist, he defends her by arguing that she isn’t. I see no reason
not to assimilate webcams to an iteration of scopophilia for the digital age. Where I differ from

the pessimistic strain of media critique that warns that scopophilia is the fulcrum of ever-more
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oppressive forms of control and surveillance is in my conception of exhibitionism’s psychic and
political possibilities.

Changing and intensifying scopic relations under late capitalism turn on the question
raised in (3). What I appreciate about Burgin’s approach is that he calls attention to technical
specificities of the web that challenge any visual purity of the image inferred from earlier media.
To point out that we are “encouraged by the language used to describe the computer interface” to
“think of her camera as if it were a window... a virtual aperture through which Jenni’s room is
constantly visible” (80) is a useful beginning to an interrogation of discourses of visuality
imported to new media to which they may not be strictly appropriate. It is especially puzzling,
then, that despite his initial resolution to broach the issue of multimedia by “listening” to Jenni’s
texts, Burgin ultimately concludes that “the commentaries she provides on her webpage are...
after the fact. Jenni’s originary form of address was, and remains, essentially mute” (88).
Combined with his premise that “[Jenni] has shown no interest in seeing those by whom she is
seen” (79), Burgin too precludes the prospect that communication in either direction could be a
goal or effect of online self-display. Let’s explore whether this is indeed true of JenniCam — the
site shut down at the end of 2003, but a mostly complete and functional version is available
through Wayback Machine.” JenniCam.org included journal entries and other writings by Jenni,
a gallery of member-submitted cam images, and IRC chatrooms, It also spawned fan sites,’ and
Burgin reports that “each day [Jenni] receive[d] hundreds of new email messages” (82). The site
is designed in frames: multiple windows in one to display various menus and content. That is,
JenniCam.org surrounds the small floating cam with multiple forms of address and interactivity,

both visual and textual. It incorporates both simultaneous (the realtime cam but also realtime

* http://web.archive.org/web/20030621053531/jennicam.org/
* for example, http://www.arttech.ab.ca/pbrown/jenni/jenni.html and
http://www.peepingmoe.com/netcams/jennicam/jenni-fan-home.html
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chat) and archival (past writings and images) temporalities. And it provides multiple
opportunities for viewers to participate, both within the official site and through satellite fan
sites, and for Jenni to communicate with her viewers.

JenniCam is not exceptional in this respect. While researching her book Camgirls, Teresa
Senft formally interviewed ten camgirls and immersed herself in the camming community,
maintaining her own webcam and LiveJournal blog.* Her subjects gave wide-ranging answers to
the question “why webcam,” but for many of them communication and community-building
were key. She quotes Amanda of AmandaCam: “I spend between two and three hours a day in
my chat room... My viewers aren't nameless and faceless to me, if they don't want to be. We have
a community. I know who my viewers are, and they know I know” (252). Virtually all amateur
cam sites include or link to journaling and discussion components. And as homecamming has
become less popular, its exhibitionistic dynamic has perhaps migrated more fully to platforms
organized expressly around connection and social networking. LiveJournal combines personal
blogs, profiles and “friends” lists with “communities”: group blogs that are similar in function to
forums or threaded bulletin boards. A search for “exhibitionism” on LiveJournal® turns up over
300 such communities that post it as an interest — one of them, “exhibitionism_2,”° boasts 3700
members (who can make entries and read those that are restricted). Its content consists almost
entirely of naked and/or sexually explicit photos of users or their partners, with comments on
them by the community’s other readers (the rules state that feedback must be appreciative),
though it is also open to related thoughts and queries. Participants in “exhibitionism_2" are
evidently less reluctant than Jennifer Ringley to identify with the perversion “exhibitionism,”

perhaps because the sexual dimension of their self-exposure is more prominent. Whereas Jenni’s

* http://tsenft.livejournal.com (the TerriCam went offline in 2003)
> http://www.livejournal.com/interests.bml?int=exhibitionism
% http://www.livejournal.com/~exhibitionism_2
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homecam broadcast still images of her house continually, and it was up to fans to collect those
that were nude or sexual (witness one foot fetishist’s site, “A Loving Tribute to the Size 11 Soles
of an Internet Celeb™” — note that he corresponded with Jenni and sent her a pair of stilettos as a
gift), LiveJournal allows for the pre-selection and filtering of photos. The explicitly sexual
exhibitionism of “exhibitionism_2" and the many similar communities is, as Senft points out,
one extreme of a continuum that sees the increasing incorporation of digital pictures of users and
their daily lives into blogs and social networking services like LiveJournal. All of these combine
visual images with text and interactivity to produce a multimedia, communicative organization
of the scopophilic relation.

Here, I need to again postpone the resolution of (4) to broach another crucial question:
how does this sphere of personal display and exchange interface with the political? This is
essentially the question of (6): how can Foucauldian and psychoanalytic theory be amalgamated?
As I see it, there are two relevant ways to approach this problem: the first begins by assimilating
the Other of the gaze-relation to the diffuse set of symbolic structures and power hierarchies that
make up a political topology. There is some precedent for this in Freud’s essay “On
Narcissism,” wherein he proposes that a part of the psyche “constantly watches the real ego and
measures it by that ideal [the ego-ideal]” (75). “The genesis of this function,” Freud goes on,
“was parental criticism... reinforced, as time went on, by those who trained and taught the child
and by all the other persons of his environment — an indefinite host... (fellow men, public
opinion)” (76). So already we find an association between a disciplinary sphere and a surveilling
gaze. But it is Lacan who ties the specular image more broadly to a watchful public: he writes

that the “moment at which the mirror stage comes to an end inaugurates... the dialectic that will

7 http://jensolz.tripod.com
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henceforth link the 7 to socially elaborated situations. It is this moment that decisively tips the
whole of human knowledge into being mediated by the other’s desire... The very normalization
of this maturation is henceforth dependent in man on cultural intervention” (7). There is some
precedent to extrapolating a political public from this constitutive social mediation in Lacan’s
reading of the Palace of the Doges in Four Fundamental Concepts: he asserts that “the people”
are subjected by the murals to “the gaze of those persons... who deliberate in this hall. Behind
the painting, it is their gaze that is there” (113) (Burgin brings this up in a footnote; in order to
avoid the implications for his own argument he turns to another theorist who aligns the mirror
stage look with the Imaginary rather than the Symbolic [81-82]) — more generally, “the
spectacle of the world... appears to us as all-seeing” (75).

Zizek, who is openly concerned with articulating the psychoanalytic and the political,
takes this association of the heteronymous, exterior gaze with normative authority further. For
him, the big Other is “the rules of the social game” (72), the “‘illusion’ [that] structures our
(social) reality” (71), “the agency that decides instead of us, in our place” (77), and again one
who “sees all” (72). As with “power” in Foucault, it can’t be reduced to an actually-existing
instrument (the state, the law, the corporation), but rather is a structuration that makes the world
intelligible and produces the subject as such. In a short essay in [CTRL] SPACE, Zizek applies
this perspective to what Frohne has termed “panoptic media culture”: noting that the “Internet
has been recently flooded by the ‘—cam’ web-sites,” he wonders, “does this trend not display
the same urgent need for the fantasmatic Other’s Gaze serving as the guarantee of the subject’s
being[?]... what if Big Brother was already here, as the (imagined) Gaze” (226)? Frohne, Virilio,
and Weibel (for example) merely make the final step in this trajectory by explicitly linking this

psychoanalytic gaze to the “visible and unverifiable” gaze of Foucault’s Panopticon, which is the
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privileged diagram of disciplinary power — “a pure architectural and optical system: it is in fact
a figure of a political technology” (205). Like with scopic relations under the big Other, in the
Panopticon “a real subjection is born mechanically from a fictitious relation... He who is
subjected to a field of visibility, and who knows it, assumes responsibility for the constraints of
power... he inscribes in himself the power relation in which he simultaneously plays both roles”
(202-203). The elements are analogous: an unlocatable and automatic surveilling gaze as the
representative of a normative symbolic project; this gaze’s movement from outside to inside as it
is implanted in the subject as that which determines him; the resulting radical fluidity of the
subject’s position vis a vis this generalized visual architecture.

But Foucault’s account suffers from the same difficulty as these other theorists’
renditions of it: a tension between the productively fluctuating orientation of the subject who
“plays both roles” and the totalizing implications of a “machine for disassociating the see/being
seen dyad: in the peripheric ring, one is totally seen, without ever seeing; in the central tower,
one sees everything without ever being seen” (202). This latter formulation is what grounds the
[CTRL] SPACE authors’ pessimistic outlook on the escalating dissymmetry of power under late
capitalism, wherein surveiller and surveilled are distinct and opposed across a great gulf of
media- and ideology-supported disenfranchisement. From this rigid structure (literally, the walls
of the Panopticon’s cells), it follows that “[the prisoner] is the object of information, never a
subject in communication” (200):

[the disciplines] must neutralize the effects of counter-power that spring from [multiplicity]
and which form a resistance to the power that wishes to dominate it... anything that may
establish horizontal conjunctions. Hence the fact that the disciplines use procedures of
partitioning and verticality, that they introduce, between the different element at the same

level, as solid separations as possible, that they define compact hierarchical networks (219-
220)
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It is important to recognize that for Foucault, this partitioning and hierarchization are never
absolute (or are so only in fantasies of scopic mastery), that they respond (always only partially)
to resistances which are inherent to the system. Moreover, the vertical diagram is increasingly
inappropriate to a culture that organizes itself in distributed rather than centralized networks —
as I’ve demonstrated by pointing out that the inmates of the purported internet panopticon are
very much able to communicate horizontally with each other. As Deleuze writes in his
Postscript, disciplinary societies “initiate the organization of vast spaces of enclosure” which are
now “in a generalized crisis” — “enclosures are molds, distinct castings, but controls are a
modulation... the man of control is undulatory, in orbit, in a continuous network.”

Fortunately, there is a second route from panopticism to psychoanalysis, through their
parallel concatenation of textual and visual relations. Disciplinary society is only partly
determined by the optical architecture of the Panopticon; technologies of inscription and
knowledge are equally decisive. Foucault:

in order to be exercised, [police] power had to be given the instrument of permanent,
exhaustive, omnipresent surveillance, capable of making all visible, as long as it could itself
remain invisible. It had to be like a faceless gaze that transformed the whole social body into
a field of perception... AND this unceasing observation had to be accumulated in a series of
reports and registers... an immense police text [that] increasingly covered society by means
of a complex documentary organization (214, my emphasis)
The problem raised here, at the core of the disciplinary apparatus, is how to integrate optical
perception with the archival exigencies of documentation and storage — and this is precisely
where media technologies enter the scene, at the intersection of “observed” and “recorded”
(197). The crux of this era, in Foucault’s view, is that “the disciplines crossed the
‘technological’ threshold... that made possible... a multiplication of the effects of power through

the formation and accumulation of new forms of knowledge” (224). The cam sites discussed

above engage with a similar structural puzzle of how to combine the fleeting immediacy of a
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realtime view with the accretion of accessible images, texts, and conversations — but they’re

working within a changing technological and political architecture.

In his article “Surveillance and Capture,” Philip Agre proposes that we are on the cusp of

a transition between two alternative diagrams of “privacy” which can be schematized as follows:

Surveillance

Capture

visual metaphors

linguistic metaphors

the assumption that this ‘watching’ is
nondisruptive and surreptitious

the assumption that the linguistic ‘parsing’ of
human activities involves active intervention in
and reorganization of those activities

territorial metaphors, as in the ‘invasion’ of a
‘private’ personal space, prototypically the
family home, marked out by ‘rights’

structural metaphors; the captured activity is
figuratively assembled from a ‘catalog’ of parts

decentralized organization by means of a
bureaucracy with a unified set of ‘files’

decentralized and heterogeneous organization

identification with the state

the driving aims are not [openly] political
[identification with the private sector]

(743-744, adapted)

While he emphasizes that these are cultural metaphor-systems and not descriptions of reality, and

that “these two models are not mutually exclusive” (740), it’s clear that capture is intimately tied

to computerization and digitization, and intended as a more penetrating and productive

assessment of contemporary conditions. “When applied as the sole framework of computing and

privacy,” Agre appraises, “the surveillance model contributes to the near-inevitability of

oversimplified analysis... the idea being that distributed computer systems have the potential to
establish a regime of total visibility” — actually, “the evidence is equivocal” on this point, and
he calls for “a more complicated appreciation of the actual dynamics of such developments”
(751). The first step is to recognize that visual metaphors derived from optical media (cameras)
are waning in importance with the emergence of linguistic metaphors derived from computer
code. Moreover, capture (which aligns well with what Deleuze calls “control”) implies a

transition in archival principles from the file to the database.
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Wolfgang Ernst makes a similar observation in his essay in [CTRL] SPACE: “parallel to
the collapse of the sociological distinction between private and public, supervision as a technique
of control is being replaced by interception, as information is distributed by the Internet” (461).
Again, then, the reconfiguration of the private/public boundary is associated with changing
technologies of control, intersecting on both counts with the structure of the web. And again,
this shift is allied with a declining reliance on the purely visual: “algorithms, that is, already
replace the panoptic regime... Surveillance which has been frequently linked to the audiovisual
regime, turns into dataveillance, that is, the reconnaissance of data patterns which can only
metaphorically be called ‘visual’ any more” (462-463). But if the observation/documentation
couple of disciplinary society is skewing increasingly toward the recorded digital text rather than
the optical image, Ernst proposes that the archive itself is moving in the opposite direction. In
“Discontinuities,” Ernst writes that “the archival regime is being extended from text to
audiovisual data... this extension changes and dissolves the very nature of the archival regime”
(110). For Ernst, “in terms of technology, an archive is a coupling of storage media, data format
(content) and address structure” — medium, information, and index. When it’s digital images
that are archived, we are forced to “rethink the notion of images, considering the process of
archiving as organizing all that can be visually accessed as knowledge” (116). This reorientation
destabilizes all aspects of the archive: the medium, in that “image processing by computers can
no longer be re-enacted using the anthropological semantics of the human eye” (116), because
“there is no multi-media in virtual space, only one medium, which basically calculates images,
words, sounds indifferently, since it is able to emulate all other media” (108); the information or
content, in that “what looks like an image on the computer monitor is nothing but a specific

actualization of data (imaging). The computer thus renders data visible in a time-based way; the
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static notion of the image is being replaced by a dynamic one” (115); and the index, in that “non-
verbal methods of classification are gradually gaining importance,” raising the question of “what
new kind of knowledge will exist exclusively in the form of images?” (116). These
developments perhaps draw mediated scopophilia, the context of the innumerable webcam and
personal images that litter the exhibitionistic internet, ever closer to the domain of archival
knowledge, in a sort of convergence of the datafication of surveillance and the imagification of
the record. But at the same time, they unsettle the panoptic authority of power on both sides of
this equation, as the articulation of a bounded regime of observation with a bounded regime of
documentation that is characteristic of the disciplines disintegrates into a more fluid and
homogeneous activity that saps the traditional authenticity of its objects (how do we know an
image or a text is “real”?). This comes out in a certain confusion in Ernst’s program: should we
approach the image as if it has lost its optical familiarity, converted into dynamic algorithmic
data that is of one medium with the rest of computation (as if “the term multi-media is a
delusion” [108])? Or should we approach the archive as if it is being infiltrated by images
proper, as if “moving towards the audio-visual... It culminates in a plea for rethinking the options
of retrieval under new media conditions — transcending the notion of the archive itself” (113)?
In Ernst’s view, it is not only the question of multimedia that causes problems for the
chimerical digital archive — the technology of the internet is fundamentally at odds with the
archival principle:
In the Internet, the address structure of communication and the address structure of archival
holding merge into one. From place to pure address: Traditionally, ‘only what has been
stored can be located” — and vice versa... Is the World Wide Web simply a technique of
retrieval from a global archive, or does it mark the beginning of... a media-archaeology of
knowledge that is dissolving the hierarchy traditionally associated with the archive? Asa

machinic net of finite automata, the Internet has no organized memory and no central agency,
being defined rather by the circulation of discrete states (119)
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In other words, the internet, first of all, does away with the spatialization proper to archives — it
indexes pure information, bypassing the intervention of a material substrate. As with images, the
multimedia archive becomes “a data stream which is time-based rather than space-based” (109),
and its temporality is instantaneous and ephemeral. Secondly, and as a result, “the archival
media memory is de-monumentalized” (110): memory on the internet is dynamic, rhizomatic,
interactive, and cannot be fixed. Thirdly, Ernst sees in these developments certain liberatory
possibilities: the virtualization of archival space does away with barriers to access, which depend
on the literal sequestering of knowledge, and the fluidity of information thwarts methods of
capturing it in static hierarchies. Ernst suggests that if we can extricate ourselves from the
nostalgic “metaphor of archival spatial order” (109) that internet discourse clings to, we have the
opportunity of “dealing with the virtual an-archive of multi-media in a way beyond the
conservative desire of reducing it to classificatory order again” (120).

I am less willing to see an overall loosening of the hold of power in the metamorphosis of
the archive. For Deleuze and Agre, among many others, the waning of the disciplinary regime
simply supplants one diagram of domination with another — control/capture is an innovation,
but not a liberation any more than we were liberated by the transition from sovereign to
disciplinary societies. Even Ernst notes that “although the Internet still orders knowledge
apparently without providing it with irreversible hierarchies (on the visible surface), the
authoritative archive of protocols is more rigid than any traditional archive has ever been” (120).
Moreover, and inextricably, I am less willing to see the internet as the death (rather than simply
the reconfiguration) of the archive. Witness the fact that, three years after JenniCam went
offline, inert copies and fragments are stored at http://archive.org, and a google image search for

JenniCam turns up “about 766” items, most legitimate captures from the cam. This is to say that
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cam sites, and other organized forums for cyber-exhibitionism like LiveJournal communities,
materialize these archival conflicts between visual and textual control, between the rigidity of
physical space and the ephemerality of realtime information processing. In their integration of
writing and images, self-display and participation, present-tense transience and persistent traces,
they demonstrate that, while technology, desire, and hegemony are in transformation, we are in
the midst of a murky confusion of boundaries more than a radical break with their modern forms.
The archive is immanent to the functioning of power, and if it is becoming more modular,
immaterial, and horizontal, this is as much an accommodation to changing architectures of power
as a flight from them — it remains, in Foucault’s words, “first the law of what can be said.”

It is here that we arrive at what I’ve called an alternative route from politics to
psychoanalysis, via media technologies. Ernst quotes Sven Spieker’s observation that the
“unconscious... must (also) be understood as a media theory whose centerpiece, the ‘psychical
apparatus,” belongs in the same content as other storage media, such as the camera (to which
Freud often compared the psyche) or cybernetics (Lacan)” (108). This is the theme of Derrida’s
book Archive Fever, wherein he follows the archive as it appears in psychoanalysis, in “the
representational models of the psychic apparatus as an apparatus for perception, for printing, for
recording, for topic distribution of places of inscription, of ciphering” (15). Just as, for Lacan,
subjectivity is a radical exteriority, produced in a heteronymous relation with what is irreducibly
outside the subject and yet most intimate to him, “[the archive] is entrusted to the outside, to an
external substrate” (8) — fundamentally, “there is no archive without consignation in an external
place which assures the possibility of memorization, of repetition, of reproduction, or of
reimpression” (11). Derrida binds the two together, asserting that the psychoanalytic “model [of

memory as the ‘mystic pad’] also integrates the necessity, inside the psyche itself, of a certain
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outside... in sum, of a prosthesis of the inside... The theory of psychoanalysis, then, becomes a
theory of the archive” (19). Derrida offers, finally, a theoretical clarification of the ambiguous
relationship between media and the psyche raised in (4), one more elemental than Frohne’s
compromise between universal structures and historical specificities. He writes that
the archive, as printing, writing, prosthesis, or hypomnesic technique in general is not only
the place for stocking and for conserving an archivable content of the past which would exist
in any case... No, the technical structure of the archiving archive also determines the
structure of the archivable content even in its very coming into existence and in its
relationship to the future. The archivization produces as much as it records the event. (16-
17)
In other words, and based on the very composition of the psyche and the archive (which are one
and the same), technology and perversion are mutually constitutive: scopophilia, for example,
could not exist in its modern form without the camera as a prosthesis of the eye, splitting one’s
image from the self-present space and time of perception; but by the same token the camera
could not exist without scopophilia, the drive to perpetually iterate, disseminate, and master the
gaze through escalating technological developments. And this circuit continues into the era of
digitization and networks.

The archive is the joint figure that can serve as a hinge between psychic and political
spheres, through the question of what can be written rather than what can be seen. Derrida
defines the archive, that is, precisely as the pivot or overlap between inside and outside, public
and private. Etymologically, it references the house of the superior magistrates: “On account of
their publicly recognized authority, it is at their home... that official documents are filed... It is
thus, in this domiciliation, in this house arrest, that archives take place. The dwelling, this place
where they dwell permanently, marks this institutional passage from the private to the public”

(2). Archives are located at the “intersection of the topological and the nomologicial, of the

place and the law, of the substrate and the authority... They all have to do with this topo-
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nomology, with this archontic dimension of domiciliation, with this archic, in truth patriarchic,
function, without which no archive would ever come into play or appear as such” (2-3). Here, it
is the archival function of inscription, authorization, and mediation in both the psychic and the
social apparatus, rather than the gaze of the big Other, that forms the intersection of subjective
(inside, private, domestic) and political (outside, public, patriarchal) regimes. But, in keeping
with both the psychoanalytic and Foucauldian theories of resistance, the archive as pivot, as
boundary or “passage,” as “the unstable limit between public and private, between the family,
the society, and the State, between the family and an intimacy even more private than the family,
between oneself and oneself” (90), unhinges these oppositions even as it constitutes them. “We
must also remember that repetition itself,” Derrida cautions, “indeed the repetition compulsion,
remains, according to Freud, indissociable from the death drive” (11-12), which is identifiable by
the fact that it “never leaves any archives of its own. It destroys in advance its own archive, as if
that were in truth the very motivation of its most proper movement” (10). Thus the archive, as
precisely the possibility of repeating, recalling, recording knowledge, “always works, and a
priori, against itself” (12). And this is perhaps not distant from what we might also call an
ideological movement, “a compulsive, repetitive, and nostalgic desire for the archive, an
irrepressible desire to return to the origin, a homesickness, a nostalgia for the return to the most
archaic place of absolute commencement” (91), the commencement which is the archive but also
what the archive inescapably defers, by placing the inside always outside. This is why I am
skeptical of Ernst’s view of the multimedia (an)archive as dissolving a formerly stable
hierarchization, since it seems to me that the modern archive was never as secure nor is the
internet archive, by contrast, as fluid as they appear in his account. Both, rather, are

constitutively fissured in ways that open up possibilities for resistance.

Exhibitionism :: 27 / 31 :: Julie Levin Russo



I won’t deny, though, that under the conditions of digitization these fissures are shifting
and even widening. I can return, now, to my original points (7) and (8) — if, as I hope I've
demonstrated, the tendency to see cyber-exhibitionism as isolating and uncommunicative isn’t
supported by either the psychoanalytic theory of scopophilia or the existing practices of this
activity, I think its persistence can be attributed to the ideological assumptions about privacy that
I outlined in (7). Thus (7) is the crux of my argument: to posit that voluntarily relinquishing
something called privacy entails the concurrent loss of intersubjective connections, one must
define privacy as the preserve where subjectivity (and hence intersubjectivity) is cultivated. I’ve
already identified the problems with this hypothesis from a Lacanian perspective, which locates
subjectivity in an exteriority that we can associate with the big Other (we might even call it the
public). But a problem also arises here from the other direction, from the archival direction
whence the question “where does the outside commence?” (8) is absolutely central and
absolutely unanswerable, simultaneously — the institutional direction I’ve also characterized as
“political.” This is to say that Virilio and Frohne’s pessimism is founded on the belief that
privacy is a state that we once had and are now losing (and losing, not coincidentally, to the
archive — much contemporary alarmism focuses on “personal information”: what traces are we
leaving as we use technology? who is recording, tracking, capturing them? how can we see
without being seen, or more properly, read without being read or retrieve without being stored?).
Whereas it would be more precise to conceive of privacy as the strategic fabrication that
furnishes the (bourgeois capitalist) disciplines with their ideological lynchpin.

For Habermas, author of the seminal work on public and private spheres, democratic
sovereignty is dependent on a conception of the citizen as a free and independent participant in

the market. This fiction is stabilized by the carefully fabricated “intimacy” and insulation of the
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domestic space. In other words, “it was a private autonomy denying its economic origins... that
provided the bourgeois family with its consciousness of itself” (46). The family was, in reality,
imbricated in the economy materially as well as ideologically: “It played its precisely defined
role in the process of the reproduction of capital” (47). Moreover, Habermas argues that “the
subjectivity of the privatized individual was related from the very start to publicity” (50), via
eighteenth century personal and literary correspondence and later the “domestic novel,” which
were the initial “experiments” (49) that enabled this new form of subjectivity to coalesce by
“communicating with itself” (51). In other words, “subjectivity, as the innermost core of the
private, was always already oriented to an audience” (49) — which essentially converges with
Lacan’s model. This theoretical heritage isn’t meant to imply that privacy isn’t or shouldn’t be
an important aspect of both subjective experience and the rights of citizenship. But I would like
to suggest that when privacy is invoked nostalgically, as an endangered realm of uncontaminated
and unmediated intimacy, the ideological move wherein it naturalizes disciplinary power is
repeated.

Networks and digitization, the technologies that enable cyber-exhibitionism, undeniably
throw the archive into flux, in both its psychic and political dimensions. The contested boundary
between public and private is necessarily reconfigured along with the mediated gaze-relation, its
articulation with language and textuality, and its possibilities for communication and horizontal
connectivity. I’d argue that, rather that mourn a formulation of privacy that was just as much the
fulcrum of a diagram of power, we should critically examine the possibilities for resistance as
well as for domination that are opened up by the increasing generality (the “democratization,” in
Virilio’s words) of technologies and relations of scopophilia. Camgirls and exhibitionists

emphatically contravene the decree that privacy is the ground of normal subjectivity, meaningful
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relationships, and a healthy social body. This is perfectly illustrated by a conversation Teresa
Senft had with Jeffrey Rosen (author of The Unwanted Gaze) on an NPR talk show. When Terri
questioned why The Diane Rehm Show is a more legitimate form of discourse than her webcam,
Rosen responded:
we are having a public discussion about a matter of public concern in a public place, as
opposed to exposing our most intimate unguarded backstage behavior. The radio maintains
that space between the public and private sphere, where the webcam breaches it. We’re able
to have a discourse undistracted by [the] voyeuristic appeal of prurience. We’re not violating
our own boundaries of privacy. [Or, he later added,] degrading the privacy values of society
as a whole.
It is precisely this breach, this violation and degradation of “the privacy values of society,” and
indeed this exposure, intimacy, and prurience that I find to be progressive. Not that reverse
engineering is the best methodology for formulating a politics, but one would expect that, if
generalized scopophilia is truly incorporated by state and capitalist domination as thoroughly as
Virilio and Frohne suggest, there would be less virulent agitation against it from the right. Senft
proposes that “the language of exhibitionism and voyeurism” is a tactic to “virtualize”
“pornographized cyborgs” “because they happen to stand on brink of public and private space in
our society.” Users of communities like “exhibitionism_2" reclaim the positive value of these
terms, making their home — the prosthesis that mediates their (inter)subjectivity, inscribes their
gaze, and houses their archive — in a corner of the global network. We can say, at the very

least, that this is a practice that has not yet been fully subsumed by the emergent hegemony of

control.
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