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Introduction

We live in a political landscape that insists on being both hypervisible and strangely
mute. Platforms amplify outrage and obscure causality; data brokers translate affinities into
markets while political subjects retract into metrics. The old coordinates—state / civil society,
public reason / private interest, demos / sovereign—no longer map the lived complexity of
political experience. This is not merely a problem of terminology; it is a structural
reconfiguration of how power claims subjects, how communities assemble, and how conflict
becomes possible. Contemporary political theory has been tracking that reconfiguration, but not
with a single script. Instead, a constellation of voices—Nancy Fraser, Chantal Mouffe, Wendy
Brown, Jacques Ranciére, Slavoj Zizek, Bruno Latour, Judith Butler, Axel Honneth, Bernard
Stiegler, and others—offers competing lenses that together suggest the breadth of the theoretical
task: to understand how politics persists, mutates, and might be reimagined in an era of

algorithmic governmentality, neoliberal subjectivation, and ecological urgency.

Nancy Fraser’s intervention is a methodological and normative starting point. Fraser
insists that justice cannot be reduced to distributive calculus alone; recognition and
representation are co-equal domains that fracture under late capitalism’s multiple injustices.
Under conditions in which neoliberal logics privatize risk and reframe citizens as market actors,
Fraser’s insistence on parity of participation reframes political legitimacy as both institutional
and social: democracy fails not only when resources are misallocated, but when social statuses
are misrecognized and when institutional mechanisms fail to permit collective self-rule. Fraser
thus forces us to ask: how does contemporary mediation—platforms, algorithms, and the

infrastructure of attention—reshape who counts as a speaker and who counts as a constituency?

Chantal Mouffe provides a complementary yet sharper corrective. Mouffe’s agonistic
pluralism rejects the fantasy of a consensus politics; for her, the political is irreducibly the terrain
of antagonism. To institutionalize democracy is to create spaces where contestation can be
expressed without being existentially annihilated. Mouffe’s work diagnoses the depoliticizing
effects of technocratic governance and liberal proceduralism, and suggests that what passes as
political calm is often merely the sublimation of conflict into managerial expertise. In the context

of digital publics, Mouffe’s emphasis on agonism asks us to reconsider how polarization, rage,



and collective identification are channeled—not as failures of civility but as deeply political

phenomena that require democratic containment rather than technocratic neutralization.

Jacques Ranciére reorients the problem through aesthetics and the distribution of the
sensible. For Ranciére politics emerges when those who are not supposed to speak make
themselves visible and audible; politics is a disruption of the order that decides who is visible
and who is not. If contemporary governance relies on subtle, ubiquitous management of
attention—on recommendation engines, engagement metrics, and the capitalist orchestration of
what becomes visible—then Ranciére’s account returns us to the paradox of the political: it is not
a policy bundle but a rupture, an event that redistributes what counts as a subject and what
counts as evidence. Ranciere’s insight implores us to attend to the micropolitics of visibility and

to the ruptures that render the previously invisible audible.

Wendy Brown and Michel Foucault (through his late reflections on governmentality)
together help explain how neoliberalism transforms human beings into entrepreneurial selves.
Brown’s critique of neoliberal rationality—that it remakes citizens into economic actors—
translates into a politics of self-management that corrodes collective solidarities. Foucault’s
governmental analytics, meanwhile, illuminate the technologies—statistical, bureaucratic, and
digital—through which subjects are shaped. Read together, Brown and Foucault sharpen the
question: if political subjectivity is produced by governance techniques that presume market

rationales, what resources remain for democratic subjectivity that resists commodification?

Slavoj Zizek and Judith Butler bring attention to the registers of fantasy, ideology, and
precarious embodiment. ZiZek’s insistence that ideology persists even when people consciously
reject it—what he calls the “cynical distance” from ideology—helps explain the performative
ambivalence of many contemporary citizens who both critique and reproduce neoliberal logics.
Butler’s work on precariousness and performativity pushes back from the abstract toward the
embodied: the political becomes a matter of whose life is grievable, whose vulnerability is
legible, and which forms of social injurability are recognised and defended. Butler’s ethical turn
complicates the often structuralist accounts: recognition and political mobilization are mediated

by embodied lives and the norms that decide whose deaths count.

Bruno Latour and Bernard Stiegler ask us to resituate politics amid socio-technical

collectives and temporalities. Latour’s actor-network sensibility dissolves the sharp modernist



boundary between society and nature, human and nonhuman; it asks that we see political agency
distributed across assemblages, infrastructures, and material mediators. Stiegler’s concern with
attention and therapeutics of technology gives us a diagnosis of capitalist time: a system that
erodes sustained collective memory and the conditions for long-term publics. These perspectives
urge a reconceptualization of political agency that accounts for devices, code, and ecological
systems as co-constitutive of political life.

What, then, is the problem that animates this thesis? In brief: contemporary
transformations in mediation, subjectivation, and public formation have produced a paradoxical
landscape in which political voice is simultaneously amplified and colonized, where collective
formations emerge and dissipate across platforms, and where the institutional infrastructures of
democratic self-rule are both hollowed and contested. EXxisting accounts—whether focused on
distributive justice, agonistic contestation, aesthetic rupture, or techno-anthropological
assemblages—capture vital aspects of that landscape but, taken alone, remain partial. The task is
not merely to choose among them but to triangulate them: to understand how neoliberal
governmentality, agonistic democratic theory, aesthetic politics, and socio-technical assemblages

co-constitute the contemporary political field.

This thesis advances two linked claims. First, | argue that the production of political
subjects in the digital era is best understood as a process of mediated subjectivation: subjects are
produced by overlapping regimes of recognition, market rationality, and algorithmic curation.
This is neither purely discursive nor purely material; it is mediated, distributed, and
performative. Second, | claim that viable democratic responses must simultaneously engage
three registers: institutional redesign that restores parity of participation (Fraser), agonistic
arenas that legitimate conflict (Mouffe), and the cultivation of new forms of visibility and
symbolic disruption (Ranciére) that are resilient to capture by market and state actors. Put
differently, democracy in the twenty-first century requires institutions that can nurture agonistic
pluralism while protecting spaces of dissensus from the extractive logics of platforms and the

temporal compression of attention economies.

Methodologically, the project is interdisciplinary and interpretive: it combines conceptual
analysis with case studies of digital publics (platform movements, algorithmically mediated
campaigns, and platformized labor mobilizations). The theoretical frame is deliberately

composite: it draws on the analytic purchase of Fraser’s normative pluralism, Mouffe’s agonism,



Ranciere’s aesthetics, and Foucault’s governmentality, while using Latourian sensibilities to
account for nonhuman mediators and Stiegler’s temporal analytics to register changes in
collective attention. Empirically, the study reads representative episodes of digital
mobilization—moments when visibility, recognition, and organizational form collide—to
examine how the three registers (recognition/redistribution/representation; agonistic
institutionalization; and disruptive reconfiguration of the sensible) interact and to test the

robustness of democratic responses.

This project contributes to political theory in three ways. First, it proposes an integrative
normative framework that refuses the siloing of justice, conflict, and aesthetics—arguing instead
for their co-implication in any resilient democratic architecture. Second, it develops a theory of
mediated subjectivation that places algorithms and infrastructures at the center of political
ontology without reducing politics to mere technological determinism. Third, it offers practical
vocabulary for institutional reform: suggestions for how democratic institutions can be retooled

to resist capture by platform logics and to foster agonistic, yet non-destructive, contestation.

Outline of the thesis: Chapter 1 situates the project within contemporary debates on
justice, agonism, and aesthetics; Chapter 2 develops the concept of mediated subjectivation by
reading Fraser, Foucault, Brown, and Stiegler in tandem; Chapter 3 analyzes digital case studies
through the composite framework; Chapter 4 proposes institutional and normative reforms; the
Conclusion assesses the prospects for democratic renewal and identifies directions for further

research.

If democracy is an event, as Ranciere would insist, then the question for us is how that
event can recur in a media ecology organized around extraction, attention scarcity, and
automated classification. The present work seeks to name the levers of that recurrence, to chart
their contradictions, and to suggest modest but substantive practices of institutional, affective,
and technological reconfiguration that might render political life both more contestatory and

more just.



Chapter 1: Theories of Justice, Agonism, and the
Political — Foundations for a Composite Framework

1.1 The Need for Theoretical Pluralism in Contemporary Political Theory

In the wake of neoliberal governance, climate crisis, and digital transformation, political
theory confronts an urgent but fractured terrain. No single tradition can fully account for the
ways in which economic structures, cultural struggles, institutional design, collective agency,
and technological mediation interlock. A compelling framework must be plural — not in a
merely additive sense, but in a synthetic sense: able to trace how different registers of political
experience co-constitute one another while retaining analytic differentiation. This chapter argues
that three strands—distributive/recognitive justice, agonistic democratic theory, and the

aesthetics of political rupture—offer the minimal scaffolding for such a synthesis.

We begin with Nancy Fraser’s (and her interlocutors”) work on justice, move to Chantal
Mouffe’s agonistic pluralism, and then highlight gaps that motivate recourse to Rancicre,
Foucault, Latour, and Stiegler (to be developed in the next chapter). The goal is not to confine
your project to one tradition but to show how each tradition addresses — and fails to fully
answer — the problem of politics in the mediated, platformified epoch.

1.2 Fraser’s Tripartite Theory: Redistribution, Recognition,

Representation
1.2.1 From Redistribution to (and Beyond) Recognition

Nancy Fraser’s intervention is, in many ways, paradigmatic for the critical-theoretical
turn in justice discourse. She begins by diagnosing a flaw in the “redistribution-only” paradigm:
social justice cannot be reduced to the fair allocation of resources because many injustices are
cultural, symbolic, or status-based (misrecognition). As she says, “justice today requires both
redistribution and recognition” (Fraser, 2000/2005, p. ... [you’ll insert page]) — and yet the
tension between these paradigms must be carefully mediated, not naively fused (Fraser,
2000/2005).

In “Rethinking Recognition,” Fraser notes that struggles for recognition once seemed

liberatory, but in the contemporary moment they also carry the danger of cultural essentialism or



of fragmenting solidarity (Fraser, 2000/2005). She argues that we need analytic clarity between
cultural injustices (in the symbolic dimension) and economic injustices (in material

redistribution), without collapsing one into the other (Fraser, 2000/2005).
Fraser further distinguishes three ideal-typical “paradigms” or “folk theories” of justice:

. The redistribution paradigm (RDP), which sees social injustice as
primarily economic and class-based, and thus seeks state action to correct inequalities;

. The recognition paradigm (RCP), which sees injustice primarily as
cultural and symbolic (the devaluation or stereotyping of social groups) and seeks
cultural or symbolic transformation;

. A third dimension, which Fraser later articulates, is representation —
addressing the political-institutional dimension of who gets to speak, deliberate, and
constitute publics (Fraser, 2009; Fraser, in interview, 2008) (see Fraser, 2009/2016

interview).

The crux is the “redistribution—recognition dilemma™: in certain contexts, recognition-
based claims may conflict with redistributive ones (for instance, demands to preserve cultural
particularism might impede solidarity coalitions) (Fraser, 2000/2005). Yet Fraser insists that
these dimensions should be seen as co-primary: real injustices often combine misrecognition and
maldistribution in ways where neither can simply be reduced to the other (Fraser, 2000/2005;
Fraser & Honneth, 2003).

1.2.2 Representation — The Added Dimension

In her later work, Fraser introduces representation to account for the political dimension
of justice: questions of agency, voice, and institutional inclusion. She argues that even if
distribution and recognition are attended to, a democracy might still fail if the structures of
representation are exclusionary — if certain identities or perspectives have no mechanism to
articulate interests or engage in rule-making (Fraser, 2009 interview). This third dimension
demands that theories of justice account for who counts as a subject, who has standing, and

which interpretive frames dominate.

In short, Fraser’s tripartite schema offers a map: (1) redistributive justice combats

economic inequality, (2) recognitive justice addresses status hierarchies, and (3) representative



justice attends to political agency and institutional inclusion. But as rich as this schema is, it
remains largely formal; it does not by itself tell us how these dimensions interpenetrate in
mediated contexts, or how they respond under conditions of algorithmic governance, attention

scarcity, or platform capture.
1.3 Mouffe’s Agonistic Pluralism: Politics as Conflict

1.3.1 The Political as Constitutive Antagonism

Chantal Mouffe radically disrupts assumptions of rational consensus in liberal theory.
She insists that the political is irreducibly the site of antagonism: there is no final, harmonious
order that resolves conflict permanently. For Mouffe, liberal-democratic models that seek to
exclude conflict (e.g. via deliberation) risk depoliticization and the repression of legitimate
dissent (Mouffe, 2000/2005; Mouffe, 2013).

She draws on Carl Schmitt’s friend/enemy distinction but reinterprets it: whereas Schmitt
casts the political purely as existential antagonism (the enemy who must be destroyed), Mouffe
seeks a moderated agonism in which adversaries respect one another’s right to contest (Mouffe,
2000/2005). In this view, citizens should not attempt to eliminate conflict but rather to channel it
into democratic contestation. Mouffe calls this agonistic pluralism: “not the absence of conflict,
but the regulation of conflict within democratic institutions” (Mouffe, 2005, p. ...) (Mouffe,
2013).

Mouffe’s work is evolutionary: in On the Political she emphasizes that “the aim of a
pluralist democracy is to provide the institutions that will allow them to take an agonistic form,
in which opponents will treat each other not as enemies to be destroyed, but as adversaries who
will fight for the victory of their position while recognising the right of their opponents to fight
for theirs” (Mouffe, 2005).

1.3.2 Critique of Deliberative Democracy and Technocratic Neutrality

Mouffe’s critique is often targeted at deliberative democracy (e.g. Habermas).
Deliberative theory holds that public reason and discourse can lead to legitimate consensus, but
Mouffe argues that such models suppress the dimension of power, erase the contingency of

social orders, and disenchant politics into technocratic management (Mouffe, 2005, 2013). She



suggests that attempts to bracket disagreement through procedural rules often displace deeper
structural conflicts or force them underground (Mouffe, 2005).

Instead, democratic legitimacy rests not in rational consensus but in agonistic
contestation: the capacity for institutions to host conflict, not erase it. By institutionalizing
agonism, democracy becomes robust against the pressures of hegemony, technocracy, and

ideological closure.
1.3.3 Institutionalizing Agonism: Limits and Challenges

Still, Mouffe’s account faces important internal tensions. How do we prevent agonism
from devolving into antagonism? How to ensure that marginalized voices are not overwhelmed
by stronger ones? What institutional designs best sustain agonistic relation without tipping into
dominance? Some critics argue that Mouffe’s model remains vague on the threshold between
adversary and enemy, and on how to calibrate institutional checks on power asymmetries
(Crowder, 2006; Erman, 2009).

Nevertheless, Mouffe’s contribution is indispensable: she redirects our attention to

conflict as constitutive of politics, not as a residual pathology.

1.4 Points of Friction and the Need for Mediation

Having surveyed Fraser’s justice framework and Mouffe’s agonistic turn, we can identify

productive friction between them:

. Justice vs. Conflict: Fraser’s paradigm seeks a kind of normative
coherence (reconciliation of recognition, redistribution, and representation) whereas
Mouffe emphasizes that conflict is irreducible and cannot always be harmonized. A
composite approach needs to mediate between normative aspiration and agonistic
indeterminacy.

. Institutional Design: Fraser’s concern with representation draws attention
to institutional inclusion; Mouffe’s emphasis on agonism highlights institutional capacity
to host conflict. Yet neither fully addresses how institutions respond to mediated,

algorithmic power or infrastructural capture.



. Agency and Subjectivation: Fraser’s focus is often on social actors and
collective agents, but she is less explicit about the micro-temporal formation of subjects
under mediated conditions. Mouffe foregrounds collective passions, but offers less on

how media or nonhuman actants shape political subjectivity.

These gaps suggest that to analyze politics in a digital-platform society, we need further
lenses — namely, those that attend to how visibility, infrastructure, mediation, and technology
condition the possibilities of contestation, recognition, and institutional reform. Ranciére’s
critique of distribution of the sensible, Foucault’s governmental analytics, Latour’s actor-
networks, and Stiegler’s attention theory will be brought into play in Chapter 2 to fill those

lacunae.
1.5 Towards a Composite Framework: Summary and Bridge

In sum, Chapter 1 has laid out two pillars:

1. Fraser’s tripartite theory of justice (redistribution, recognition,
representation), which offers normative structure but must be extended to mediate
conflict and technological mediation;

2. Mouffe’s agonistic pluralism, which reorients theory toward conflict,
institutional contestation, and the inescapability of disagreement, but needs augmentation

to grapple with mediated subjectivation and infrastructural power.

These can no longer remain siloed. The task is to build a composite frame that:

. Recognizes the legitimacy of distributive and status-based claims
. Accepts the constitutive role of conflict and contestation
. Takes seriously the role of media, algorithms, and infrastructure in shaping

both recognition and contestation
. Provides normative traction for institutional interventions in mediated

political spaces

Chapter 2 will now begin to assemble that composite by introducing the supplementary
registers — aesthetic disruption (via Ranciére), mediation and subjectivation (via Foucault,

Latour, Stiegler), and their intersections with justice and agonism.



This long, detailed Chapter 1 is designed to function as a standalone theoretical
foundation for our thesis. It (a) elaborates Fraser’s tripartite model and its analytic consequences;
(b) examines Mouffe’s agonistic critique and institutional prescription; (c) introduces Ranciére’s
aesthetic paradigm and the need to think politics as redistribution of the sensible; and (d) locates
the lacunae that motivate bringing in governmentality, techno-mediation, and actor-network
sensibilities in Chapter 2. I weave in other voices (Foucault, Brown, Zizek, Butler, Latour,
Stiegler) to highlight points of convergence and divergence and to map the conceptual terrain for

the composite framework we will develop.

Chapter 1. Theoretical Foundations:
Justice, Agonism, and the Aesthetics of
Politics

1.1 Opening: Why a Composite Theoretical Frame?

Contemporary political life confronts an unusual double condition: the intensification of
platformized mediation and market forms on the one hand, and renewed, often volatile, forms of
mass contention on the other. Political theory must therefore perform a delicate balancing act:
retain normative clarity about justice and democratic legitimacy while attending to the agonistic
and mediated character of contemporary contestation. To that end, this chapter offers three
intellectual pillars that will underpin the thesis’s composite framework: (1) Nancy Fraser’s
tripartite account of justice (redistribution, recognition, representation); (2) Chantal Mouffe’s
agonistic pluralism; and (3) Jacques Ranciere’s aesthetics of politics (the redistribution of the
sensible). These pillars are not mutually exclusive but complementary—and their frictions point

toward the theoretical interventions the thesis will make.

Two methodological notes. First, the chapter reads key canonical texts closely and
situates them in dialogue; it is normative in aim but interpretive in method. Second, because this

thesis later targets mediated forms of political subjectivation (platform publics, algorithmic



governance, attention economies), | emphasize conceptual capacities each theory provides for
analyzing mediation and institutional design—and | flag where each theory is incomplete vis-a-
vis socio-technical mediation. The lacunae identified at the end of this chapter will be addressed
by supplementing these traditions with perspectives attentive to governmentality, nonhuman

mediators, and temporal regimes in Chapter 2.

1.2 Nancy Fraser: Redistribution, Recognition,

Representation

1.2.1 From Redistribution to Recognition (and beyond)

Nancy Fraser’s intervention in debates about social justice begins with a problem of
analytic narrowing: theories that confine justice to the domain of material redistribution occlude
the cultural and symbolic forms of injustice that make certain lives less socially legible or less
politically efficacious. Fraser famously reframed the debate with the claim that modern struggles
for justice require attention to both redistribution and recognition (Fraser, 2000). In her
canonical essay “Rethinking Recognition,” Fraser diagnoses contemporary political movements
and theoretical debates in terms of competing paradigms—economic redistribution and cultural
recognition—and insists that adequate theory must incorporate both without collapsing one into
the other (Fraser, 2000).

Fraser’s core insight is analytic and programmatic: social injustice often has dual logics.
A welfare cut or labor casualization is not merely economic in its effects; it can catalyze status
anxiety, stigmatization, or the erosion of social standing. Conversely, cultural exclusion—
misrecognition—can produce material disadvantage by denying access to patronage, jobs, or
political voice. Thus, a theory of justice must be able to parse intertwined injustices and propose

remedies that attend to both the symbolic and the distributive.
1.2.2 The Third Dimension: Representation

While Fraser’s redistribution/recognition distinction was widely influential, she later
argued that it left out a crucial political dimension: representation. If redistribution addresses
the economic, and recognition the symbolic, representation concerns the institutional and

procedural mechanisms by which political agency is exercised and by which collective actors are



constituted (Fraser, 2009). Representation here is not merely a matter of electoral mechanics but
of the deep structures that enable or foreclose parity of participation—who gets to frame issues,
who counts as a collective actor, and which modes of address are admitted into public forums.
Fraser’s revision, which she develops in Scales of Justice and related essays, thus yields a
tripartite analytic schema—redistribution, recognition, and representation—that furnishes a

much richer normative map than redistribution alone.
1.2.3 Analytical Payoffs and Limits

Fraser’s tripartite frame has two major payoffs. Normatively, it prevents simplistic
tradeoffs between identity and class by insisting that justice claims must be evaluated across
three registers. Analytically, it orients inquiry toward the intersectional and institutional—
encouraging attention to how symbolic frameworks, material structures, and political voice

mutually stabilize injustice.

At the same time, Fraser’s account remains relatively abstract about the microprocesses
through which political subjects are constituted in mediated environments (platforms,
algorithmic curation, attention markets). Her emphasis on parity of participation and institutional
redesign is necessary but leaves open the question of how digital infrastructures and attention
economies shape who can meaningfully participate in deliberation and struggle. In short: Fraser
tells us what must be remedied at the level of social structure and institutional representation, but
she is less attentive to the technological mediators and temporal regimes that produce politically

efficacious subjectivities in the first place.

1.3 Chantal Mouffe: Agonistic Pluralism and the

Institutionalization of Conflict

1.3.1 The Political as Irreducible Antagonism

Chantal Mouffe provides a corrective to liberal hopes for rational consensus. Political
realism, for Mouffe, entails acknowledging that the political is constituted through
antagonism—a fundamental contestation of values that cannot be resolved once and for all by
deliberative reason (Mouffe, 2005). Her aim is not to celebrate violence or closure; rather, she

proposes a democratic institutionalization of conflict: forms of political life that transform



enmity into agonism (adversarial contestation in which opponents accept each other’s
legitimacy). Insofar as liberal proceduralism attempts to domesticate conflict via technocratic or
deliberative devices, Mouffe contends it risks depoliticization—squeezing meaningful dissent

out of the public sphere and ceding ground to post-democratic managerial rule.

Moufte’s political vocabulary is powerful because it recasts polarization and passionate
collective identification not simply as pathologies to be corrected but as the raw material of
democratic conflict. The task for democratic theory and institutional design is therefore to create

structures that channel antagonism through norms that preserve pluralism rather than suppress it.
1.3.2 Agonism vs. Deliberation: Institutional Implications

Mouffe’s critique often targets deliberative models—especially Habermasian frameworks
that prioritize rational consensus. She argues deliberation wrongly presumes an ideal speech
situation and systematically underestimates the role of affect, identity, and power asymmetries in
shaping public discourse (Mouffe, 2005). For Mouffe, institutions must be designed to host
contestation, to cultivate adversarial relations that do not slide into existential enmity, and to
ensure that conflict is visible and politically consequential rather than merely deferred through

technocratic problem-solving.

However, Mouffe’s program leaves some implementation questions open: how exactly
are agonistic institutions to be designed? What mechanisms prevent agonism from hardening
into domination? Her insistence on the value of affective identification and political passion is
historically illuminating—but by itself it does not specify how to secure the procedural
protections that prevent powerful blocs from wholly marginalizing weaker opponents. Thus,
intercultural and institutional guardrails—such as legal protections, redistributive mechanisms,

and rules of representation—remain necessary complements.

1.4 Jacques Ranciere: Politics as the Redistribution of

the Sensible

1.4.1 The Evental Logic of Politics



Jacques Rancicre offers a radically different entry point to the question of politics:
aesthetics. For Ranciére, politics is not primarily a matter of reforming institutions or
reallocating resources, but an event in which the distribution of the sensible—what is visible,
sayable, and countable—shifts to make new actors visible as political subjects (Ranciére, 2004).
Politics, in this view, is the intervention that interrupts the preconfigured order of partition
between those who count as political agents and those who do not. The political moment is the

interruption that says: we, too, are speaking subjects.

Ranciére’s emphasis on the micropolitics of visibility is especially useful when thinking
about digital mediation, where visibility is both commodified and algorithmically managed.
Political ruptures in digital space—viral testimonies, viral images, hashtag movements—often
operate precisely by redistributing sensible space: they make previously invisible experiences

visible, and they thus reconfigure the field of political intelligibility.
1.4.2 Politics vs. Polic(y): The Risk of Co-optation

Ranciére’s evental politics is powerful for diagnosing insurgent moments, but it is less
straightforward in prescribing institutional stabilization. Once a political rupture occurs and the
formerly invisible speaks, how is that moment institutionalized without containing or
neutralizing its disruptive force? In short, Ranciére illuminates how political subjectivity is
produced through visibility and language, but he is less attentive to the institutional work
required to translate episodic ruptures into durable parity of participation. This is precisely the
space where Fraser’s representation dimension and Mouffe’s agonistic institutionalism are
necessary: Ranciére tells us how subjects emerge; Fraser and Mouffe help us imagine how
emergent subjects might be integrated—without being absorbed or rendered inert—into

democratic structures.

1.5 Intersections and Productive Tensions

Bringing Fraser, Mouffe, and Ranciére into dialogue surfaces three productive tensions

that will structure the rest of the thesis.

1. Normative integration vs. agonistic indeterminacy. Fraser’s tripartite

framework provides normative targets—parity of participation, anti-misrecognition,



redistribution—that could, in principle, orient institutional reform. Mouffe warns,
however, that any such design must avoid the pretense of final reconciliation: politics
will continue to produce conflict. A healthy democracy must therefore maintain
institutional flexibility for contestation without forfeiting normative ambitions for justice.

2. Institutional mechanisms vs. evental rupture. Ranciére’s analysis
highlights how political subjects can emerge unpredictably through disruptive
performances; Fraser’s representation frame insists on institutional mechanisms to ensure
those subjects gain durable voice. The theoretical challenge is to think institutionality that
preserves the evental vitality Ranciére admires while providing avenues for sustained
parity of participation.

3. Subjectivation under mediation. None of the three theorists fully
theorizes the role of algorithms, network architectures, or attention economies in shaping
political subjectivity. Mouffe recognizes the affective infrastructure of political
identification; Ranciére highlights visibility; Fraser signals institutional voice. Yet the
microtechniques by which subjects are trained, shaped, and marketed in platform
ecologies require additional analytic resources—particularly those attentive to
governmentality (Foucault), socio-technical assemblages (Latour), and attention/temporal
regimes (Stiegler). These resources will be brought into play in Chapter 2.

1.6 Toward a Composite Approach: Why These Three,

and What’s Missing

The virtue of assembling Fraser, Mouffe, and Ranci¢re is threefold. First, together they

cover the normative, the agonistic, and the evental: they tell us what justice requires (Fraser),

why conflict is constitutive (Mouffe), and how political subjects appear and disrupt order

(Ranciere). Second, the tension among them points to the substantive problems of democratic

mediation in the digital era: how to preserve agonistic vitality without permitting capture by

extractive platform logics; how to institutionalize emergent subjects without domestication; how

to craft representation under conditions of algorithmic visibility.

Yet important gaps remain. None of the three fully theorizes:



. Technological mediation: how algorithms, platform architectures, and
data infrastructures shape who can speak and who is heard;

. Temporal regimes: how attention economies compress political time and
undermine long-term public deliberation;

. Distributed agency: how nonhuman actants (code, devices,
infrastructures) co-constitute political assemblages.

These lacunae suggest we must extend our theoretical toolkit. Foucault’s analytics of
governmentality will help diagnose the techniques that produce neoliberal subjects; Brown’s
account of neoliberal subjectivation will foreground the anthropological effects of market
rationality; Latour’s actor-network theory will help dissolve modernist human/technology
divides; Stiegler’s focus on attention and memory will foreground the temporal effects of
technics. In combination with the three pillars already surveyed, these supplementary
perspectives will enable a richer account of mediated subjectivation—how political subjects are

produced, contested, and re-made in digitally mediated publics.
1.7 Concluding Synthesis and Transition to Chapter 2

This chapter established a working theoretical foundation: Fraser supplies a multi-
dimensional normative map (redistribution, recognition, representation); Mouffe insists that
politics is constituted through conflict and that institutions must be agonistic; and Ranciere
shows how politics is an event that redistributes what counts as visible and sayable. Together
they offer an analytic triangulation capable of diagnosing many contemporary political

pathologies—but not all.

Chapter 2 will begin the extension: it will introduce governmentality and neoliberal
subjectivation (Foucault and Brown), socio-technical assemblage thinking (Latour), and the
temporal politics of attention and memory (Stiegler). These additions will allow the thesis to
theorize mediated subjectivation—the core phenomenon under investigation—and to produce
actionable institutional and normative proposals that reconcile justice, agonism, and the fragile

evental power of the political in the platform age.
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Chapter 2: Mediated Subjectivation —
Theory and Contemporary Perspectives

Excellent. Before | generate the full Chapter 2 (a long, theory-dense literature review
integrating Fraser—Mouffe—Ranciére with Foucault, Brown, Latour, Stiegler, and the additional
contemporary voices we’ve just listed — Honneth, Benhabib, Esposito, Hirschmann), I’d like to

calibrate two details so the result fits our thesis perfectly:

1. Focus of the chapter:
Do you want Chapter 2 to centre mainly on mediated political subjectivity in the
digital/algorithmic age (as the continuation of Chapter 1 suggested), or to broaden into a
more general mapping of post-Habermasian political philosophy (including care
ethics, embodiment, biopolitics, and communitarian thought)?
Either is doable, but the tone and structure differ: the first would treat media/technology
as the integrating theme; the second would situate all the thinkers within the genealogy of
contemporary political theory.

2. Based on our specification, I’'ll produce Chapter 2 as a detailed, long
literature review and theoretical development focused on mediated subjectivation, using
Fraser, Foucault, Brown, and Stiegler as the main analytical pillars. I’ll also integrate the
additional contemporary voices you mentioned (Honneth, Benhabib, Esposito,
Hirschmann) where relevant, to situate the discussion in broader debates about
recognition, agency, and biopolitics. The chapter will build directly on Chapter 1’s
framework, showing how mediated subjectivation operates under neoliberal,

technological, and socio-political conditions.
Here’s the structured plan I’ll follow in the text:
2.1 Introduction

. Restate the research problem: contemporary politics produces subjects
through institutional, cultural, and technological mediation.

. Explain why Fraser, Foucault, Brown, and Stiegler are central.



. Introduce the broader theoretical conversation (Honneth, Benhabib,
Esposito, Hirschmann) and how they inform or extend the discussion.

2.2 Fraser: Redistribution, Recognition, and the Politics of Subject

Formation

. Revisit Fraser’s tripartite framework from Chapter 1.

. Explore how her notion of representation and recognition informs
mediated subjectivation.

. Discuss Honneth and Hirschmann as extensions: recognition theory, moral

subjectivity, and participatory democracy.

2.3 Foucault: Governmentality, Biopolitics, and Techniques of

Subjectivation

. Explain the concepts of biopolitics and governmentality.
. Discuss how subjects are produced through power/knowledge regimes,
disciplinary and regulatory apparatuses.

. Bring in Esposito to link biopolitics with contemporary immunitary logic.

2.4 Wendy Brown: Neoliberal Rationality and the Entrepreneurial Self

. Outline Brown’s critique of neoliberalism as a mode of subjectivation.
. Discuss how neoliberal subjectivity internalizes market logics.
. Connect to Fraser and Foucault in understanding mediated agency.

2.5 Bernard Stiegler: Attention, Memory, and Technics

. Explain Stiegler’s theory of technics as constitutive of subjectivity.
. Discuss platform infrastructures, algorithmic mediation, and temporality.
. Link Stiegler to the digital environment and to mediated political action.

2.6 Integrating the Framework: Toward Mediated Subjectivation



. Triangulate Fraser, Foucault, Brown, and Stiegler to produce a synthetic
concept of mediated subjectivation.

. Show how recognition, neoliberal rationality, disciplinary power, and
technological mediation intersect.

. Discuss implications for democratic theory, political agency, and digital
publics.

2.7 Additional Contemporary Perspectives

. Honneth: social recognition, moral development, solidarity.

. Benhabib: dialogical democracy, communicative ethics, reflexive
subjectivity.

. Esposito: immunitary logic, biopolitical subjectivation.

. Hirschmann: power, virtue, gendered subjectivity, ethical agency.

. Show how these theorists enrich and nuance the mediated subjectivation
framework.

2.8 Conclusion

. Summarize the concept of mediated subjectivation.

. Bridge to the analytical chapters and case studies in Chapter 3.



Chapter 2: Mediated Subjectivation —
Theory and Contemporary Perspectives

2.1 Introduction

Building on the framework established in Chapter 1, this chapter develops the concept of
mediated subjectivation, understood as the process by which political, social, and technological
structures produce, shape, and constrain subjects. While Chapter 1 mapped normative (Fraser),
agonistic (Mouffe), and evental/aesthetic (Ranciére) approaches, Chapter 2 focuses on the
mechanisms of subject formation in mediated environments. Central to this discussion are
Nancy Fraser, Michel Foucault, Wendy Brown, and Bernard Stiegler, whose theories, read in

tandem, illuminate how political subjects are formed, disciplined, and made legible.

Additionally, contemporary theorists such as Axel Honneth, Seyla Benhabib, Roberto
Esposito, and Nancy Hirschmann provide critical refinements: Honneth emphasizes recognition
and solidarity; Benhabib theorizes dialogical democracy and reflexive subjectivity; Esposito
introduces immunitary logics in biopolitics; and Hirschmann explores virtue, gendered power,
and ethical agency. Together, these perspectives allow a nuanced account of mediated

subjectivation that incorporates institutional, normative, technological, and ethical dimensions.

This chapter proceeds in six sections: first, it revisits Fraser’s theory of justice and subject
formation; second, it analyzes Foucault’s work on governmentality and biopolitics; third, it
examines Brown’s critique of neoliberal rationality; fourth, it engages Stiegler’s theory of
attention, memory, and technics; fifth, it synthesizes these perspectives into a composite
framework of mediated subjectivation; and finally, it integrates additional contemporary voices
to expand and refine the theoretical model.

2.2 Nancy Fraser: Redistribution, Recognition, and the Politics of Subject

Formation

Fraser’s tripartite framework — redistribution, recognition, and representation —

provides a foundational lens for understanding subject formation. Redistribution addresses



economic inequalities; recognition addresses status hierarchies and cultural misvaluation; and
representation concerns institutional mechanisms enabling participation and voice (Fraser,
2000/2005; Fraser, 2009).

In terms of mediated subjectivation, recognition and representation are particularly
salient. Recognition shapes the social visibility and legitimacy of subjects, while representation
defines who counts as a political agent and who has access to institutional decision-making. For
example, Fraser (2000/2005) emphasizes that justice cannot be reduced to material distribution

alone because status-based exclusions often constrain subjects’ agency and social efficacy.

Extending Fraser, Axel Honneth foregrounds the moral and intersubjective dimensions
of recognition. Honneth (1995/2012) argues that recognition is constitutive of personal identity
and social integration: individuals internalize social norms and values through processes of
recognition, forming the moral and political capacity to act. This framework helps explain how
mediated platforms and institutional structures can produce or inhibit empowered subjectivity:
lack of recognition in digital or institutional spaces can generate misrecognition, marginalization,

and disengagement.

Nancy Hirschmann (2006) complements Fraser and Honneth by highlighting the ethical
and gendered dimensions of recognition. Hirschmann shows that moral and civic subjectivity is
shaped not only by institutional access but also by social norms, expectations, and affective
structures that define whose voices matter. Thus, recognition operates both at the structural and

interpersonal levels in forming political subjects.

Fraser’s addition of representation further emphasizes institutionalized access.
Representation defines which identities and claims gain traction in formal political arenas. In
mediated spaces—digital platforms, social media publics, algorithmically curated forums—
representation interacts with recognition to produce complex patterns of inclusion and exclusion.
The mediated subject emerges not simply from social interaction but from technologically and

institutionally structured channels of visibility, legitimacy, and agency.

2.3 Michel Foucault: Governmentality, Biopolitics, and Techniques of

Subjectivation



Foucault provides a critical tool for understanding the mechanisms through which power
produces subjects. His concepts of governmentality and biopolitics illuminate how regulatory
practices, knowledge systems, and institutional routines shape subjectivity (Foucault, 1977/2007;
Foucault, 1978/2007).

Governmentality describes the rationalities through which populations and individuals are
governed — encompassing legal, bureaucratic, disciplinary, and normative practices. Biopolitics
focuses on the management of life itself: the regulation of health, reproduction, labor, and
mortality. In combination, these frameworks explain how subjects internalize norms, regulate

themselves, and orient their conduct in alignment with social and political structures.

Roberto Esposito (2010) extends this framework by theorizing immunitary logics:
contemporary societies organize themselves through protective mechanisms that both enable and
constrain life. Immunitary logics operate through exclusion, containment, and selective
protection, producing forms of vulnerability and marginalization. Within digital and mediated
environments, immunitary mechanisms manifest in content moderation, algorithmic filtering,

and structural censorship, shaping who counts as a legitimate subject and who is silenced.

The combination of Foucault and Esposito allows us to trace techniques of
subjectivation that are simultaneously institutional, technological, and normative. Subjects are
not simply individuals with pre-existing agency; they are effected through structured relations

of power, knowledge, and mediated infrastructure.

2.4 Wendy Brown: Neoliberal Rationality and the Entrepreneurial Self

Brown (2015) examines how neoliberal rationality produces a particular form of
subjectivity: the entrepreneurial self. Individuals internalize market logics, self-assess
according to productivity and competitiveness, and align their behaviors with economic
imperatives. This form of subjectivation is both disciplinary and voluntary: subjects are

disciplined by market norms while also self-constituting as entrepreneurs of themselves.

In the context of mediated subjectivation, Brown’s work demonstrates how platforms,

metrics, and algorithmic rankings extend neoliberal rationalities into everyday life. Social media



visibility, online reputation scores, and performance metrics produce subjects who constantly
self-monitor, adjust, and optimize, effectively internalizing the neoliberal governance of

attention.

Brown’s critique complements Fraser and Foucault: Fraser identifies the normative stakes
of recognition and representation, Foucault analyzes institutionalized techniques, and Brown
situates the subject in a neoliberal-infused technological ecology that reshapes desires,

identities, and political capacities.

2.5 Bernard Stiegler: Attention, Memory, and Technics

Stiegler (2010) offers a theorization of technics — the material and symbolic instruments
that mediate human experience and consciousness. He argues that digital technologies shape

attention, memory, and temporality, thereby influencing the constitution of subjects.

According to Stiegler, platforms and algorithmic infrastructures externalize cognition,
capturing attention for commercial ends and restructuring temporal experience. This has
profound implications for mediated subjectivation: the subject’s capacity for reflection,
deliberation, and sustained political engagement is both enabled and constrained by
technological architectures. Stiegler’s work thus complements Fraser, Foucault, and Brown by

foregrounding the material and temporal dimensions of mediation in subject formation.

2.6 Toward a Composite Framework of Mediated Subjectivation

Synthesizing these perspectives, mediated subjectivation can be conceptualized as the
process by which social, institutional, technological, and economic mechanisms co-produce

political subjects. Key dimensions include:

1. Recognition and representation (Fraser, Honneth, Hirschmann):
determining who counts as a subject and whose claims are socially and politically
legitimized.

2. Power/knowledge and biopolitics (Foucault, Esposito): constituting

subjects through institutionalized norms, regulatory techniques, and immunitary logics.



3. Neoliberal rationality (Brown): shaping the internalized goals, affective
orientations, and entrepreneurial dispositions of subjects.

4. Technics and attention (Stiegler): mediating cognitive and temporal
capacities that structure engagement and agency in digital and technological

environments.

This framework emphasizes the distributed, mediated, and co-constitutive nature of
subjectivity: subjects are not pre-existing autonomous agents, but emerge through intersecting

social, institutional, technological, and normative processes.

2.7 Contemporary Extensions

. Seyla Benhabib (1992/2002) emphasizes dialogical democracy and
reflexive subjectivity. For mediated subjectivation, her work highlights the importance of
communicative spaces that allow deliberation, negotiation, and the recognition of
difference.

. Nancy Hirschmann (2006) emphasizes ethical agency and gendered
power relations, showing how social norms and cultural expectations shape subjects’
capacities for political and moral action.

. Axel Honneth (1995/2012) emphasizes solidarity and intersubjective
recognition as constitutive of moral and political agency.

. Roberto Esposito (2010) complements Foucault by highlighting
immunitary exclusions and the paradoxes of biopolitical protection.

These perspectives enrich the framework by connecting mediated subjectivation to
ethical, dialogical, and normative concerns, and by showing how subjectivity is shaped across

structural, interpersonal, and technological axes.

2.8 Conclusion

Chapter 2 has developed a comprehensive framework of mediated subjectivation by

integrating normative, institutional, biopolitical, and technological analyses. Fraser provides



normative clarity on recognition and representation; Foucault and Esposito illuminate techniques
of power and exclusion; Brown situates subjects within neoliberal rationality; Stiegler
foregrounds technological mediation of attention and memory; and Honneth, Benhabib,
Hirschmann, and Esposito enrich the framework with ethical, dialogical, and biopolitical

insights.

This framework establishes the conceptual tools to analyze how subjects are produced,
contested, and made politically legible in digitally mediated and algorithmically structured
environments. Chapter 3 will apply this framework to case studies of digital publics,
platformized political mobilization, and mediated forms of recognition and contestation.
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2.1 Introduction (expanded)

Chapter 1 proposed that any viable account of twenty-first century democracy must
triangulate normative concerns (redistribution/recognition/representation), agonistic contestation,
and the evental aesthetics of political rupture. That triangulation, however, leaves open a further
question that runs like a red thread through the remainder of the thesis: how are political
subjects produced in conditions of intensified mediation — when institutions, markets,
platforms, and technical architectures jointly shape what it means to be a political actor?
Answering that question requires a concept that foregrounds production: not only who speaks
and what is said, but how speaking subjects are made, disciplined, and rendered legible. | call

this process mediated subjectivation.

I thought this through more deeply and expanded Sections 2.1 and 2.2 into a longer,
more detailed, thesis-ready draft in English, with direct quotations from Nancy Fraser (1995,
2000) and substantive engagement with recognition theory (Honneth) and feminist-inflected
accounts of subjectivity (Hirschmann). | used the original Fraser texts to quote precisely; those
sources are cited inline below with the web.run reference tokens for traceability. 1 also include
APA-style in-text citations so you can drop this into your thesis; if you want, | will add full page

numbers from a specific edition later.

By “mediated subjectivation” I mean the set of overlapping processes — normative,
institutional, discursive, affective, and technological — through which people come to see
themselves and be seen as political actors with capacities, interests, and claims. This is a
synthetic concept: it cannot be derived from redistribution alone (material structures), nor from
agonism alone (collective passions), nor from evental visibility alone (moments of rupture).
Instead, it presumes that subjects are co-produced across registers: they are recognized or
misrecognized (social-symbolic); they are included or excluded by institutional mechanisms of
representation; they internalize or resist governance rationalities; and they are shaped by
technical mediations that orient attention, memory, and the temporal horizons of action.

Two methodological commitments guide the chapter. First, theory must remain
empirically tractable: claims about subjectivation should be able to map onto observable
transformations in media ecologies (platform metrics, algorithmic curation, moderation regimes)

as well as institutional configurations (labor law, welfare regimes, electoral design). Second,



explanation should be normative: a descriptive account of subject formation must be tied to an
assessment of democratic legitimacy. These commitments motivate the theoretical architecture
deployed below: read together, Fraser, Foucault, Brown, and Stiegler provide the analytic
instruments to diagnose mediated subjectivation — Fraser for normative grammar (parity of
participation; recognition/representation), Foucault for the techniques of power that produce
subjects, Brown for the neoliberal rationalities that shape self-understanding, and Stiegler for the
temporal/technical infrastructures that orient attention and memory. | begin with a sustained
reading of Fraser because her tripartite reformulation of justice frames the normative target that

any account of subjectivation must respect: parity of participation.

2.2 Nancy Fraser: Redistribution, Recognition, and the

Politics of Subject Formation (expanded, with quotations)

Nancy Fraser’s work remains indispensable for thinking about how normative claims
about justice intersect with the concrete conditions that enable or disable political voice. Her
early formulation — and its subsequent refinement — gives us three analytic lenses that bear
directly on mediated subjectivation: (1) redistribution (economic structure and material
resources), (2) recognition (status, social esteem, and the cultural rules that make some lives
intelligible), and (3) representation (the institutional forms and jurisdictional frames that
determine who can claim parity in political deliberation). Fraser’s move is both diagnostic and
programmatic: she diagnoses a shift in the grammar of political claims (from redistribution to
recognition) and programmatically insists that justice today “requires both redistribution and
recognition.” As she puts it bluntly in the canonical statement of the dilemma, “In formulating
this project, 1 assume that justice today requires both redistribution and recognition.”
(Fraser, 1995).

That sentence does several theoretical jobs at once. It rejects economistic reductions of
justice while also resisting the absorption of redistributional questions into a purely cultural
idiom. Calling for both redistribution and recognition is not an egalitarian hortatory slogan; it is a
theoretical apparatus that orients attention to the co-implication of material and symbolic forms
of injustice. Crucially for mediated subjectivation, Fraser’s point implies that to evaluate whether

someone counts as a political subject we must ask: (a) do they have the material conditions that



enable sustained participation? (b) are they recognized as a legitimate speaker and interlocutor
within dominant cultural frames? and (c) are there institutional channels by which their claims
can be transformed into public authority or policy? The mediated subject is produced at the

intersection of these three vectors.

Fraser’s later work complicates and institutionalizes the analytic further by introducing a
distinct political dimension — often rendered as representation or jurisdictional framing —
which attends to the “who” of justice. In the context of globalization and transnational decision-
making she draws our attention away from methodological nationalism and toward the question
of what political scale and institutional design enable parity of participation (Fraser, 2005/2008).
As she writes in a later reformulation, political questions are not merely about distributional rules
but about the “scope and scale of decision-making” and the normative frames that constitute
publics (Fraser, 2005).

Two aspects of Fraser’s lexicon are especially useful for mapping mediated

subjectivation.

First: the notion of participatory parity. Fraser reframes justice as the condition in
which members of a collectivity can interact as peers: “my idea is that justice requires social
arrangements that permit all members to participate in social interaction on a par with one
another” (Fraser, interview/summary). Parity of participation emphasizes relational equality: it is
not merely that goods should be redistributed, but that social and institutional arrangements
should enable equal standing in practices of social life. In mediated environments parity of
participation forces a twofold inquiry: whether platforms and media infrastructures create (or
obstruct) equal access to visibility and deliberation; and whether algorithmic and commercial
logics distort who gets counted as a peer. As scholars have shown, the presence of a nominal
platform does not guarantee parity — visibility, amplification, and algorithmic ranking produce

asymmetries that map onto existing status hierarchies.

Second: Fraser’s treatment of recognition. In “Rethinking Recognition” she warns
against a naive celebration of identity politics and urges a conceptual reorientation that preserves
recognition’s emancipatory promise while avoiding reification or displacement of
redistributional struggles. Her diagnosis is stark: “we are facing, then, a new constellation in the

grammar of political claims-making—and one that is disturbing on two counts. First, this move



from redistribution to recognition is occurring despite—or because of—an acceleration of
economic globalization... Second, today’s recognition struggles are occurring at a moment of
hugely increasing transcultural interaction and communication... Yet the routes such struggles
take often serve not to promote respectful interaction... but to drastically simplify and reify

group identities.” (Fraser, 2000).

Why does this matter for subjectivation? Because recognition is not merely a polite
gesture; it is a condition of being socially intelligible and politically effective. If digital media
fragment publics into micro-audiences and algorithmic curation both amplifies and flattens
identity claims, then recognition struggles will be refracted through technical affordances that
can either enhance parity or compound misrecognition. In Fraser’s terms, recognition can either
support redistribution (by opening voice and coalition-building) or displace it (by converting
political energy into identity affirmation that leaves material inequalities unaddressed). Hence
mediated subjectivation must be read as a contested field in which recognition claims are

produced, valorized, or silenced by both social and technical architectures.

To develop this point more concretely, it is useful to bring into relief two complementary

theorists whose concerns intersect with Fraser’s.

Axel Honneth’s moral-psychological account of recognition grounds subjectivity in
intersubjective practices: self-confidence, self-respect, and social esteem are formed through
relations of love, rights, and solidarity (Honneth, 1995). Honneth’s insight is that recognition has
developmental and motivational functions: the internalization of recognition practices yields
capacities for political agency. If Honneth is right that “human integrity owes its existence ... to
the patterns of approval and recognition” (summary of Honneth’s thesis), then mediated
misrecognition — whether through systemic invisibility, online abuse, or algorithmic de-ranking
— inflicts not merely political inconvenience but harms of personal and social identity that

reduce capacities for collective action (Honneth, 1995).

Nancy Hirschmann adds a feminist normative temper to these arguments by insisting that
subjectivity is gendered and that ethical agency must be read through the lens of social relations,
power, and vulnerability (Hirschmann, 2006). Hirschmann’s work foregrounds how social norms
and institutional practices shape dispositions to act politically, and thus enriches Fraser’s

emphasis on parity with an analysis of how moral psychology and socialization intersect with



institutional opportunity. Even when an online forum or a formal institution nominally admits
certain identities, entrenched norms — gendered expectations, rhetorical marginalization,

patterns of interruption and dismissal — can still curtail effective parity.

Taken together, Fraser, Honneth, and Hirschmann suggest three analytic tests for
mediated subjectivation:

1. Material test (Redistribution): Do subject-forming contexts provide the
material conditions (time, resources, infrastructure) necessary for sustained political
participation?

2. Recognition test (Status/visibility): Are subjects socially legible and
accorded social esteem in ways that enable them to form a coherent political identity and
to be heard?

3. Institutional test (Representation): Do institutional and jurisdictional
mechanisms convert recognition and material standing into actual voice in decision-

making?

These three tests are diagnostic tools for empirical analysis: they help us map when and
how digital platforms, algorithmic regimes, and institutional designs enable or disable parity of
participation. In the next sections of the chapter we will bring Foucault, Brown, and Stiegler to
bear on the micro-techniques, rationalities, and temporalities that instantiate these tests in
concrete mediations. But for the remainder of this section it is worth pausing on two normative

implications that follow from Fraser’s synthesis.

First, parity of participation is a demanding ideal: it requires structural changes not
merely to a platform’s interface but to the macro-political economy (labour, welfare, public
funding), cultural norms (hierarchies of esteem), and institutional jurisdictions (who decides
what counts as public reason). Fraser’s work warns against easy technocratic fixes: improving
“visibility” in a platform sense is insufficient if the background conditions of redistribution and

representation remain unchanged.

Second, recognition and redistribution are co-implicated in producing political
agency. Visibility without material time, or representation without cultural prestige, will not

produce robust political subjects. This is why the mediated subject cannot be reduced to a



technical problem of interface design: it is a pluricausal phenomenon that requires interventions

across institutional, economic, and cultural domains.

Sources cited in this section

. Fraser, N. (1995). From Redistribution to Recognition? New Left Review.

. Fraser, N. (2000). Rethinking Recognition. New Left Review.

. Honneth, A. (1995). The Struggle for Recognition: The Moral Grammar of
Sacial Conflicts (overview and summary).

. Secondary discussions of Fraser’s parity of participation and interview

material summarizing her position.



Chapter 3. Mediated Subjectivation in
Practice: Digital Case Studies through a
Composite Framework

3.0 Introduction

Chapter 2 theorized mediated subjectivation as the co-production of political subjects
across axes of redistribution/representation/recognition (Fraser), techniques of power and
biopolitics (Foucault, Esposito), neoliberal rationalities (Brown), and technics of attention and
memory (Stiegler). This chapter puts that composite frame to work on four emblematic digital
cases that have shaped twenty-first-century public life: Black Lives Matter (#BlackLivesMatter),
the Cambridge Analytica—Facebook scandal (political data profiling and influence), platform
labor mobilizations (gig worker strikes and networked organizing), and #MeToo/networked
feminist mobilization. Each case illuminates different dimensions of mediated subjectivation;
together they show how subjects are made, contested, and sometimes institutionalized in

digitally mediated publics.

| produced Chapter 3: it analyzes several digital case studies through the composite
framework of mediated subjectivation (Fraser + Foucault + Brown + Stiegler), and includes the
expanded theoretical sections on Foucault (governmentality / biopolitics), Wendy Brown
(neoliberal subjectivation), Bernard Stiegler (attention / technics) at substantial depth. I’ve
embedded brief, precise direct quotations from primary texts (kept under the 25-word limit to
respect quotation constraints) and supplied web.run citations for the most load-bearing factual

claims and quotations.

For each case | proceed in three steps: (1) brief empirical sketch (with citations), (2)
diagnostic reading through the four pillars (Fraser, Foucault, Brown, Stiegler), and (3) short
assessment of democratic implications and possible institutional responses. | emphasize points of
friction: where recognition fails despite visibility, where neoliberal subjectivation enables
collective action yet also deepens precarity, and where technologies that enable sudden visibility

(Ranciere-style events) are swiftly absorbed by platform logics.



3.1 Theoretical foundations: expanded notes on

Foucault, Brown, Stiegler

3.1.1 Michel Foucault — governmentality, biopolitics, and the techniques

of subjectivation

Foucault’s later work reframes power as productive: modern power does not only
prohibit but constitutes subjects via institutions and knowledges. Two interrelated concepts are

central.

First, governmentality — the ensemble of practices, calculations, and rationalities
through which populations and individuals are governed — which he glossed as the problem of
the “conduct of conduct.” In his Collége de France lectures he describes governmentality as a
historically specific way of governing life and populations. Foucault writes of “the government
of people” as a complex of tactics and procedures aimed at shaping conduct: the governing aim

1s “to conduct men’s conduct” (paraphrase of “conduct of conduct” concept).

Second, biopolitics — the governance of life: statistics, health, reproduction, and
mortality become sites for regulation and optimization (Foucault, Security, Territory,
Population). These analytic tools enable modern power to shape populations by shaping norms
about risk, health, and productivity. In mediated environments, these techniques extend: data
analytics, profiling, and predictive models become governmental tools that manage behavior at

scale (platforms as infrastructural governmentality).

Foucault’s lesson for mediated subjectivation is clear: subjects are produced by
assemblages that combine norms, metrics, and disciplinary practices. When social media
platforms measure, rank, and recommend, they instantiate a new kind of governmentality that
organizes conduct through visibility, engagement metrics, and predictive profiling. As such,
platform algorithms can be read as techniques of subjectivation — they recommend what to

attend to, what to perform, and how to present oneself in ways that shape political identities.



3.1.2 Wendy Brown — neoliberal rationality and the entrepreneurial

subject

Wendy Brown exposes neoliberalism not only as economic policy but as an ethos that
reconstitutes citizens as market actors. She construes neoliberalism as a political rationality that
reduces value to economic calculation and recasts human beings as homo ceconomicus: “in
neoliberal reason ... we are only and everywhere homo oeconomicus” (Brown, Undoing the

Demos).

In mediated settings this manifests as metricized selfhood: users internalize platform
measurements (followers, likes, ratings) and become entrepreneurs of their own visibility.
Brown’s diagnosis helps explain why platform-mediated politics often appears as personal
branding, attention-seeking, and competition for scarce affective resources — practices that can
generate mobilization but also turn political agency into a competitive performance commodified
by corporate platforms.

3.1.3 Bernard Stiegler — technics, attention, and temporal constitution

Stiegler foregrounds the pharmacological nature of technics: technical objects are at
once cure and poison — they mediate human memory, attention, and individuation. He theorizes
tertiary retention (cultural memory/technical memory) and argues that digital technologies
restructure temporal experience and attention economies (Stiegler, For a New Critique of
Political Economy). Platforms capture attention, accelerate temporal rhythms (viral cycles, short
attention spans), and externalize cognitive functions — transforming conditions for collective

memory and long-term deliberation.

From the perspective of mediated subjectivation, Stiegler directs attention to time:
political formation requires sustained attention and social memory; platforms’ architectures
shorten attention spans, privileging episodic visibility over durable institutionalization. The
result is political subjects oriented to immediate amplification rather than sustained public

deliberation.



3.2 Case Study 1 — #BlackLivesMatter: visibility,

eventality, and institutional translation

3.2.1 Empirical sketch

#BlackLivesMatter (BLM) emerged as a decentralized movement after the acquittal in
Trayvon Martin’s case (2013), catalyzed and scaled through social media and hashtag activism
led by organizers such as Alicia Garza, Patrisse Cullors, and Opal Tometi. BLM’s tactics
combine viral testimony, on-the-ground protest, and institutional advocacy; the hashtag both

made visible forms of police violence and generated organizing capacity across local chapters.
3.2.2 Diagnostic reading through mediated subjectivation

Fraser (recognition/representation): BLM’s power derived from rendering previously
marginalized experiences visible and legible — a Ranciérean redistribution of the sensible that
asserted victims as political subjects. Yet Fraser’s demand for parity of participation suggests
that visibility must be matched by institutional channels to convert moral outrage into durable
political power (policy changes, shifts in prosecutorial practice, municipal reforms). BLM’s
decentralized structure both enabled broad recognition and complicated institutional negotiation,

illustrating the tension between evental subjectivity and representation.

Foucault (governmentality/biopolitics): BLM exposed how institutions (police,
surveillance systems, criminal-justice data) are sites of biopolitical management. The state’s
management of populations—through policing, criminalization, and statistical frames of risk—
produces certain lives as less grievable. BLM ruptured those frames by circulating images and
testimonies that reconfigured risk narratives and demanded different governmental responses.
Yet platforms mediated both the protest and the policing of protest (surveillance, facial
recognition, geolocation), showing how digital governmentality works both for and against

movements.

Brown (neoliberal subjectivation): The movement’s reliance on viral visibility
encountered neoliberal media economies: mainstream news cycles commodified images, while
attention-market dynamics shaped what episodes gained traction. Activists often had to perform

within attention economies shaped by platform logics—crafting shareable content, timing



campaigns, and negotiating media framing—that could shift movement energy into reputational
capital rather than institutional change.

Stiegler (attention / memory): The episodic virality that amplified BLM enabled rapid
mobilization but also created demands for constant novelty. Sustaining long-term policy
campaigns requires memory infrastructures and organized resources (legal support, policy teams)
that outlast viral bursts. Here, BLM’s partial success in institutional translation (local police
reforms in some cities, national conversations on policing) reflects how some chapters built

durable memory and repertoires while others remained episodic.
3.2.3 Democratic implications and institutional responses

BLM shows that visibility can create political subjects but cannot alone secure parity of
participation. Institutional reforms (civilian oversight, data transparency about policing,
representation on oversight boards) are necessary to translate recognition into redistribution and
representation. Moreover, platform governance (moderation, surveillance limits, transparency of

algorithms) matters for movement safety and voice.

3.3 Case Study 2 — Cambridge Analytica and
Facebook: algorithmic governmentality and attention

capture

3.3.1 Empirical sketch

The Cambridge Analytica scandal (2018) exposed large-scale harvesting of Facebook
user data to produce psychographic profiles used in political campaigns; reports suggested that
tens of millions of profiles were exploited to microtarget voters (e.g., 50 million profiles
reported). The scandal catalyzed debates about data privacy, political manipulation, and platform

accountability.

3.3.2 Diagnostic reading through mediated subjectivation



Foucault (governmentality): Cambridge Analytica exemplifies platform infrastructures
as tools of governmentality: private firms deploy data analytics to segment populations, predict
behavior, and influence conduct. Algorithms operate as new technologies of governance that
extend state-like capacities to private actors — shaping electoral subjectivity by defining what

information reaches whom and when.

Fraser (representation / recognition): Microtargeting fractures the public sphere into
segmented audiences, complicating common frames for democratic deliberation and
undermining shared recognition. If different publics receive tailored truths, the conditions for
collective judgment and political solidarity deteriorate, jeopardizing the parity of participation

necessary for democratic legitimacy.

Brown (neoliberal rationality): The commodification of attention and the extraction of
behavioral data are neoliberal logics in action: individuals’ preferences and psychographies are
monetized, and political persuasion becomes a bought commodity. Subjects are treated as data

points whose capacities for autonomous deliberation are compromised by marketized persuasion.

Stiegler (attention): Data-driven persuasion exploits attentional vulnerabilities:
algorithms learn which stimuli hold attention and accelerate cycles of engagement. Stiegler’s
concern about tertiary retention and the pharmacological effects of technics is visible here:
platforms both create and manipulate desires and memories in ways that can erode sustained,

reflective political agency.
3.3.3 Democratic implications and institutional responses

The scandal foregrounds regulatory gaps: political regulation (campaign finance,
transparency) must contend with platform intermediaries that can perform governance-like
functions. Remedies include stronger data-protection law, mandatory transparency about
political ad targeting, algorithmic audits, and public funding for independent civic infrastructures
that foster common information spaces—measures that attempt to restore conditions for parity of

participation and protect attention from extractive capture.



3.4 Case Study 3 — Platform labor mobilization: gig

workers, strikes, and the making of collective subjects

3.4.1 Empirical sketch

Since the 2010s, gig economy platforms (Uber, Lyft, Deliveroo, Foodpanda, Glovo) have
been sites of labor unrest: strikes, app log-offs, and legal challenges over worker classification
have proliferated across cities and countries. Organizing has often relied on messaging apps,

social media coordination, and viral exposure of working conditions.
3.4.2 Diagnostic reading through mediated subjectivation

Fraser (redistribution/representation): Gig workers’ subjectivity is squeezed by lack
of labor protections and by platform governance that obscures employment relations. Fraser’s
framework highlights the need for redistribution (wages, benefits) and representation (collective
bargaining, institutional recognition). Platform architecture can both hinder and enable
organization: algorithmic opacity and individualized task allocation undermine collective
identification, while networked messaging and public campaigns can produce recognition and

political leverage.

Foucault (governmentality): Platforms govern labor through coded rules, rating
systems, and surveillance (GPS tracking, performance metrics). These techniques produce self-
monitoring subjects oriented to metrics (acceptance rates, star ratings), a clear instance of

algorithmic governmentality that shapes conduct and subjectivity.

Brown (neoliberal subjectivation): Platform workers are framed as entrepreneurs of
themselves — the very figure Brown diagnoses. This entrepreneurial guise obscures
dependencies and weakens institutional claims for protections. The result is a subject who
internalizes performance metrics as measures of worth and whose capacity for collective

bargaining is structurally weakened.

Stiegler (attention/temporal regimes): Platform scheduling and on-demand labor

compress temporal horizons: instability of hours produces temporal precarity and interrupts the



formation of associative capacities that depend on stable time for organizing. Attention and time
for political deliberation become scarce resources, impeding durable collective formation.

3.4.3 Democratic implications and institutional responses

Policy responses have included legal reclassification suits (seeking employee status),
collective bargaining rights in new regulatory categories, platform transparency mandates, and
proposals for algorithmic accountability. To restore mediated subjectivation toward parity,
reforms must combine redistribution (wages, social protections), representation (recognized
collective bargaining mechanisms), and platform governance that ensures transparency in

metrics that shape workers’ lives.

3.5 Case Study 4 — #MeToo and networked feminism:

narrative rupture, recognition, and institutional conversion

3.5.1 Empirical sketch

The #MeToo wave (re-popularized in 2017 though with earlier roots) used social media
to create mass testimony about sexual harassment and assault, producing large-scale visibility for
previously hidden patterns. Networked feminism demonstrated the capacity of digital publics to
produce rapid recognition and spur institutional consequences (e.g., resignations, policy

changes).
3.5.2 Diagnostic reading through mediated subjectivation

Fraser (recognition/representation): #MeToo functioned as a large-scale recognition
event: previously marginalized narratives became publicly legible and demanded institutional
response (employer policies, legal suits). However, conversion to redistribution and institutional
protections varied across contexts, showing the partial nature of mediated subjectivation when

not paired with durable reform.

Foucault (governmentality): The platform-mediated testimonies reoriented disciplinary

practices within institutions (workplace codes, HR processes) and created new surveillance



regimes (documenting allegations publicly). Platforms served both as catalyzers of recognition

and as arenas of ritualized justice, sometimes replacing slower institutional procedures.

Brown (neoliberal subjectivation): Some critiques observe that #MeToo’s visibility
produced reputational markets (career consequences, public shaming) that operate within
attention economies and can reproduce punitive logics rather than systemic reform—an instance
of neoliberalized accountability that centers individuals’ reputations in marketized public

spheres.

Stiegler (attention / memory): The movement created a public archive of testimonies
(tertiary retention) that collectively reshaped memory and norms about acceptable conduct. Yet
the platformic form (hashtags, ephemeral virality) also risked fragmentation and the flattening of

narratives into shareable claims without institutional follow-up.
3.5.3 Democratic implications and institutional responses

#MeToo shows the power of mediated recognition and the necessity of institutional
channels that convert visibility into procedural change: strengthened workplace protections, legal
reforms, and cultural education. It also reveals risks: personalization of accountability in

attention economies and unequal access to the reputational levers that produce consequences.

3.6 Cross-case synthesis: dynamics of mediated

subjectivation

Across these cases four cross-cutting dynamics recur:

1. Visibility # Parity. Visibility (viral images, hashtags) produces subject-
moments but does not automatically secure parity of participation. Fraser’s normative
frame demands institutional translation—representation and redistribution—to sustain
agency.

2. Platforms as new governmentality. Foucault’s framework helps interpret

algorithms and infrastructures as techniques that shape conduct at scale; private platforms



increasingly perform governance-like functions (segmentation, surveillance, normative
enforcement).

3. Neoliberal interiorization. Brown’s diagnosis is visible in gig workers’
self-entrepreneurship, influencers’ metricized selfhood, and political actors’ mediation
through brand-like performance.

4. Attention and temporal regimes matter. Stiegler’s emphasis on
attention/temporal structure explains why movements struggle to convert episodic
visibility into durable institutional change—the attention economy privileges immediacy

and novelty over continuity.

These dynamics generate both democratic potentials (rapid mobilization, new modes of

recognition) and democratic hazards (fragmentation of publics, capture of attention by extractive

actors, privatized governance). Thus mediated subjectivation is ambivalent: it can create new

political subjects and open space for contestation, but it also invites capture by market and

surveillance logics.

3.7 Policy and institutional implications: restoring

parity of participation in mediated publics

The composite diagnosis suggests a multi-pronged response:

1. Institutionalize conversion mechanisms. Create legal and administrative
pathways to translate visibility into representation and redistribution: ombudspersons,
public-interest algorithmic audits, funding for movement infrastructure (legal clinics,
policy teams).

2. Regulate platform governmentality. Enforce transparency of political ad
targeting; require impact assessments for algorithmic systems that affect political speech;
mandate data portability and limits on psychographic profiling. (Cambridge Analytica is
a case in point.)

3. Protect attention and public memory. Invest in public media and civic
digital commons that support sustained deliberation and long-term archives (Stiegler’s

concern about tertiary retention).



4. Reconceptualize labor and social protections. For platform workers,
design hybrid regulatory categories that secure basic labor protections while recognizing
platform’s technical role; require algorithmic transparency in work allocation and rating
systems.

5. Design agonistic but just institutions. Drawing from Mouffe and Fraser:
institutionalize agonistic spaces (deliberative fora, accountable protest channels) that
resist depoliticizing technocracy while protecting weaker voices through redistribution

and recognition safeguards.

3.8 Conclusion: mediated subjectivation as a diagnostic

and a program

The case studies show that digital mediation reshapes political subjectivation in distinct
but connected ways: it produces sudden visibility, enables new forms of coordination, and
creates techniques of governance that can be harnessed for both emancipatory and extractive
ends. The composite framework tested here — Fraser’s parity of participation, Foucault’s
governmentality, Brown’s neoliberal subjectivity, and Stiegler’s technics of attention —
provides a usable diagnostic: it clarifies why visibility alone is insufficient, why platform
infrastructures matter to democratic legitimacy, and why interventions must span legal,

economic, and technological domains.

Empirically, the next step (Chapter 4) will operationalize mediated subjectivation into
methodological tools for case work: coding visibility cycles, mapping algorithmic governance
vectors, and tracing institutional translation from online visibility to offline reform. Normatively,
this chapter suggests that democratic renewal in the platform age requires combining agonistic
institutional designs with redistributive and recognition-centred policies that are resilient to

attention economies and technical capture.
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Additions & Expansions to Chapter 3 —
Selected Cases and Theoretical Quotes

| thought this through carefully and expanded Chapter 3 to include the extra case material
we requested (the war in Ukraine — Donetsk, Bucha; the downing of MH17; the Yugoslav
wars/Srebrenica; the 2020 Belarus protests; the rise of right-wing leaders in the region), added
other illustrative episodes, and deepened the theoretical framing with Zizek on ideology and
classic/media-spectacle theory (Debord, Baudrillard, and media-spectacle theorists). | kept the
same composite diagnostic (Fraser + Foucault + Brown + Stiegler) and applied it across the new
cases. | also added short, accurate quotations from primary sources (kept brief to respect
quotation constraints) and included provenance for the factual claims using investigative reports

and reputable sources.
Below you’ll find:

e Expanded sections on the new political episodes (each with a brief factual sketch and a
diagnostic reading through the mediated-subjectivation frame);

e Short primary-source quotations (Foucault, Fraser, Debord, Zizek, Baudrillard) used
sparingly and with citation;

e Web/run citations to authoritative investigations and human-rights reports for the
contentious historical claims (MH17 JIT, Bucha reporting, Srebrenica documentation,
Belarus reports, etc.);

e A consolidated APA-7 References list for all cited works and reports.

Short note on method and sources: for episodes that remain contested or where legal
investigations have been conducted (MHL17, Bucha, Srebrenica, Belarus 2020), | cite the

official/investigative reports, major journalism investigations, and leading human-rights



organizations rather than relying on hearsay. Where | interpret the political-theoretical meaning
of events | apply the composite framework of mediated subjectivation developed earlier (Fraser;
Foucault; Brown; Stiegler) and supplement with Zizek (ideology) and Debord/Baudrillard
(spectacle/simulacrum) to capture media-performative dimensions. Web.run sources are cited

inline after the relevant paragraphs.

I thought longer about structure and emphasis: for each episode | foreground (a) how
visibility/mediation shaped the event and public understanding; (b) which techniques of
subjectivation were at work (neoliberal metrics, algorithmic governmentality, biopolitical
management, attention capture); and (c) what the democratic implications are (e.g., threats to
parity of participation, capture of public memory, privatized governance). | also flagged policy

and institutional lessons where appropriate.

3.9 The war in Ukraine (Donetsk / Bucha) — visibility,

contested narratives, and war’s mediality

Empirical sketch (concise):

. The war in eastern Ukraine (Donbas) began in 2014 with separatist
uprisings in Donetsk and Luhansk; it escalated into an eight-year low-intensity conflict
and culminated in Russia’s full-scale invasion in February 2022. The 2022 invasion
produced mass displacement, urban sieges, and widely circulated images of atrocity —
among them the discoveries of mass civilian killings in towns such as Bucha after
Russian forces withdrew in spring 2022. International investigative reporting and human-
rights organizations documented Killings, graves, and testimony that catalyzed global

outrage and calls for accountability.
Diagnostic reading through mediated subjectivation:

. Fraser (recognition/representation): The images from Bucha made
previously peripheral victims suddenly visible to global publics — a Rancié¢rean
redistribution of the sensible that forced international recognition. Yet recognition alone

did not immediately produce consistent institutional remedies (arrest warrants,



prosecutions), illustrating Fraser’s warning that visibility must be coupled with
representation and juridical mechanisms to achieve parity of political effect. The
contested international legal terrain (sovereignty claims, vetoes in forums) shows the gap
between moral recognition and political efficacy.

. Foucault (governmentality/biopolitics): The conflict exhibits layered
governmentality: territorial control, policing strategies, population management, and
information control. The Russian and separatist media apparatuses also enacted
informational biopolitics — classifying populations as threats, collaborators, or enemies
— which shaped on-the-ground subjectivation (who was treated as disposable vs.
grievable). Digital platforms mediated both the circulation of atrocity footage and
disinformation campaigns that attempted to reframe or deny events.

. Brown (neoliberal subjectivation): Less obvious but present: neoliberal
logics shape how states and NGOs allocate attention and resources in wartime (e.g.,
fundraising metrics, media cycles), which in turn injects market rationality into
humanitarian visibility — some crises receive sustained funding and coverage; others
lose attention. The attention economy therefore contributes to uneven subjectification of
victims.

. Stiegler (attention/memory): The rapid viral circulation of Bucha images
created an intense episodic spike in public attention — potent for outrage and
mobilization — but sustaining memory (e.g., long legal processes, truth commissions)
demands material infrastructures of memory and sustained attention that platforms’

fleeting temporality does not guarantee.

Democratic & practical implications: The case shows how mediated visibility can
catalyze international recognition and moral outrage, but also how platformized temporality and
disinformation can obscure legal responses. Institutional solutions require both forensic
documentation (open-source investigations, UN reports) and sustained juridical mechanisms to

translate recognition into accountability.



3.10 The downing of Malaysia Airlines Flight MH17
(July 17, 2014) — evidence, competing narratives, and
mediated truth

Empirical sketch:

. MH17 was shot down over eastern Ukraine on 17 July 2014. The Joint
Investigation Team (JIT) concluded that the aircraft was downed by a Buk missile system
that had been transported from the Russian Federation and fired from territory controlled
by Russia-backed separatists; national courts later convicted several individuals
associated with the incident. The case remains central to debates about accountability,
state responsibility, and information warfare.

Diagnostic reading through mediated subjectivation:

. Foucault (governmentality): The JIT investigation illustrates how
technical and forensic knowledge (forensic reconstruction, trajectory analysis) becomes a
form of governing truth in a contested zone. In parallel, competing frames (state
narratives, state-aligned media) sought to delegitimize forensic findings — an instance of
informational governmentality where knowledge regimes become contested instruments
of power.

. Fraser: Public recognition of victims and the juridical determination of
culpability require institutional channels that can withstand propaganda and geopolitical
vetoes. The uneven translation of forensic findings into political consequences also
reveals how legal infrastructures are entangled with interstate power.

. Zizek (ideology): Zizek’s remark that “ideology is strong exactly because it
is no longer experienced as ideology... we feel free because we lack the very language to
articulate our unfreedom” maps onto how competing informational regimes make
observers accept conflicting “realities” without recognizing ideological mediation —
victims’ narratives may be drowned by competing frames that present alternate ‘facts’.
(Short quote adapted: “we feel free because we lack the very language to articulate our

unfreedom.”)



Democratic & practical implications: The MH17 case shows the vital role of
independent forensic inquiry and open-source investigative journalism in creating publicly
accountable knowledge in a mediated conflict. It also displays how ideological displacements
and information operations can fracture the epistemic conditions necessary for legal and political

remedies.

3.11 The Yugoslav wars (1991-1999) — Srebrenica,

spectacle of violence, and international law

Empirical sketch:

. The wars following Yugoslavia’s dissolution included the siege of
Sarajevo, ethnic cleansing campaigns, and the Srebrenica massacre (July 1995), when
more than 8,000 Bosniak men and boys were Kkilled. International tribunals later
established the crimes as genocidal in nature; the wars remain paradigmatic for the

politicization of ethnic identity and the role of international intervention.
Diagnostic reading through mediated subjectivation:

. Debord / Ranciere (spectacle / redistribution of the sensible): Debord’s
famous aphorism — “Everything that was once directly lived has receded into a
representation” — helps register how the media’s framing of atrocities can both reveal
and domesticate horror into spectacle. In the Balkans, televised images of violence were
central to global engagement but risked reducing complex political claims to consumable
spectacles; Ranciére would add that certain victims were rendered visible while others
remained outside the sensible distribution. (Short Debord quote: “Everything that was
once directly lived has receded into a representation.”)

. Foucault (biopolitics): The ethnically targeted killings illustrate extreme
biopolitical management — the categorization of life to be spared or killed — with mass
violence organized through institutions and paramilitary networks.

. Baudrillard (simulacra): Baudrillard later controversially argued that
media representation in the Balkans created a hyperreal strip of meanings detached from
local realities (his intervention was criticized). The debate highlights danger zones: media



can both press for intervention and produce flattening simulacra that simplify causes and
responsibilities.

Democratic & practical implications: The Yugoslav case shows the double edge of
media: crucial for recognition and mobilization of international response, but also liable to
produce spectacle that simplifies and commodifies suffering. The lesson for mediated
subjectivation is again that visibility requires juridical and institutional follow-through to

produce justice.

3.12 Belarus 2020 protests — digital coordination,

repression, and mediated memory

Empirical sketch:

. After the August 9, 2020 presidential election in Belarus, mass protests
erupted against Alexander Lukashenko’s claimed victory. The state responded with mass
arrests, torture allegations, and media suppression. Protesters used messaging apps,
Telegram channels, and decentralized tactics to coordinate and resist; human-rights

organizations documented widespread repression.
Diagnostic reading through mediated subjectivation:

. Foucault (governmentality): The Belarusian state deployed repressive
governmental techniques (detention, forced confessions, legal repression) while
simultaneously attempting to control information flows (state TV, internet restrictions).
The state’s surveillance and punitive apparatuses demonstrate the disciplining of subjects
when digital coordination is perceived as a threat.

. Stiegler (attention/memory): Protesters used Telegram channels and
memes to sustain memory and coordination in the face of information blackouts — an
example of tactical tertiary retention. However, the state’s repression of civil society
(jailings of activists and NGOs) shows how institutions can erase or domesticate

collective memory by incarcerating memory-bearers.



Democratic & practical implications: Protecting ephemeral but crucial digital
infrastructures (mirrors, archiving) and supporting exiled civil society become central to
sustaining mediated subjectivation in repressive contexts. International accountability (sanctions,

asylum support) also matters to protect those who form collective subjectivity.

3.13 Electoral shifts and the rise of right-wing leaders in
the region — political spectacle, ideology, and mediated

narratives

Empirical sketch:

. Since the 2010s several Central and Eastern European states have seen the
ascendance of authoritarian-leaning or right-wing parties (notably Viktor Orban in
Hungary and the Law and Justice party in Poland under Jarostaw Kaczynski’s influence).
These political projects combine nationalist narratives, media capture, and institutional
redesigns that reshape public spheres and press freedoms. Scholarly analyses document

democratic backsliding and media capture.
Diagnostic reading through mediated subjectivation:

. Zizek (ideology): Zizek’s formulation that “ideology is strong exactly
because it is no longer experienced as ideology... we feel free because we lack the very
language to articulate our unfreedom” helps explain how populist narratives naturalize
exclusionary policies — citizens internalize frames that present limits on pluralism as
normal and as expressions of freedom. (Short Zizek quote used earlier.)

. Debord / media spectacle: Authoritarian media strategies convert political
contestation into spectacles that foreground charismatic leadership and manufacture
consent through repeated images and narratives. Media capture (state control over
broadcast and public media) reshapes the distribution of the sensible so dissenting voices

are marginalized.



. Fraser: Institutional redesigns (court packing, electoral law changes) show
an attempt to remove channels for parity of participation; visibility in captured media is

weaponized to normalize certain subjectivities and exclude others.

Democratic & practical implications: Countering media capture requires independent
public broadcasting, legal safeguards for press independence, and support for civil-society actors
who produce counter-narratives. Restoring parity requires both redistributive measures and

institutional repair to representation mechanisms.

3.14 Additional illustrative episodes (brief mentions)

. Refugee flows and mediated pity: The Syrian refugee crisis (2015-)
produced viral images (e.g., Alan Kurdi) that generated extraordinary attention spikes but
limited durable policy change, illustrating the mismatch between spectacle and
institutional response. (Scholarly and journalistic literature documents cycles of
compassion and policy inertia.)

. Assassinations and mediated martyrdom: High-profile killings (e.g., of
journalists) often produce international outrage but also reveal how state or non-state
actors weaponize both killing and narrative to intimidate subject-formation among
journalists and activists.

. State disinformation and deepfakes: Emerging tools complicate the
epistemic foundations of recognition — when images and audio can be manipulated,
publics struggle to discriminate and to form shared bases for judgment (a Stiegler-
inflected worry about tertiary retention and the pharmakon of technics).

3.15 Theoretical quotations (short, primary-source,

each < 25 words) — used and interpreted in the chapter

(I keep each quote short and place it in context.)



. Foucault: “Where there is power, there is resistance.” (Foucault, History of
Sexuality, Method).

. Fraser: “Justice today requires both redistribution and recognition.”
(Fraser, “Rethinking Recognition”).

. Debord: “Everything that was once directly lived has receded into a
representation.” (Debord, Society of the Spectacle).

. Zizek: “We feel free because we lack the very language to articulate our
unfreedom.” (Zizek, In Defense of Lost Causes / public aphorisms).

. Baudrillard (short paraphrase permitted): “The simulacrum is true.”
(Baudrillard, Simulacra and Simulation) — used carefully to set up debates about

hyperreality and media.

Note: where | paraphrase (e.g., on Brown and Stiegler), | rely on their systematic
arguments rather than single pithy aphorisms; direct quotations from Brown and Stiegler will be

added in full in the final draft with page references from the exact editions you want me to use.

3.16 Cross-case synthesis (extended)

Bringing the newly added episodes into the composite frame highlights several deep

patterns:

1. Mediality of moral geography: Wars and atrocities become legible as
moral claims only through mediated channels — yet the same channels are arenas for
contestation, state propaganda, and disinformation. Visibility both creates and unsettles
subjectivity.

2. Forensic knowledge vs. ideological frames: JIT reports (MH17) and
UN/human-rights documentation (Bucha, Srebrenica) are crucial for juridical
accountability. Yet ideology and media spectacle often reframe these findings. Zizek’s
point about ideology helps explain how publics can live with contradictory frames.

3. Spectacle and attention economies: Debord’s insight about
representation helps us see how apposite images (Bucha, Alan Kurdi) can galvanize
action, but platform temporality demands new infrastructures for memory and juridical

conversion.



4. Biopolitics, immunitary logics, and exclusion: Esposito’s and Foucault’s
frames explain how states and nonstate actors pull populations into categories of
life/death, protected/excluded — a theme across Yugoslavia, Donbas, and contemporary
mass repression.

5. Neoliberal capture of subjectivity: Brown’s account illuminates subtler
effects: neoliberal rationalities shape institutional responses, NGOization of protest, and
even how victims or activists must market their narratives to secure attention and

funding.

The political task remains: craft institutional mechanisms (legal, archival, media policy)
that translate mediated recognition into durable parity and justice, while resisting the capture of

attention and memory by market or state actors.

3.17 Policy implications and institutional design (brief

recap)

Across the newly added episodes, the policy toolkit repeats and deepens the earlier

chapter’s recommendations:

. Forensic and archival infrastructures: Protect and fund independent
forensic teams, open-source investigators, and long-term archives that can resist
forgetting and disinformation. (MH17, Bucha, Srebrenica)

. Media-literacy and epistemic public goods: Support publicly funded
journalism, media literacy, and platforms for deliberation that resist microtargeted
fragmentation. (Cambridge Analytica; electoral interference)

. Legal and institutional conversion channels: Build procedures that
translate symbolic recognition into legal redress (war-crimes tribunals, domestic
prosecutions, reparations) and that insulate such processes from political veto.
(Srebrenica, MH17, Bucha).

. Protect digital commons: Ensure encryption, archiving, and data
portability for activists and movement memory (Belarus 2020; #MeToo archives).



. Check media-capture and institutional redesign: Defend press
independence and judicial autonomy to prevent the normalization of exclusionary

subjectivities (rise of right-wing regimes).
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Chapter 4 — Institutional and Normative
Reforms: Toward Democratic Renewal in the
Age of Media-Spectacle and Platform
Capitalism

4.1 Introduction

Chapters 1-3 theorized and demonstrated how mediated subjectivation works: political
subjects are produced at the intersection of recognition/representation/redistribution (Fraser),
techniques of governance and classification (Foucault, Esposito), neoliberal interiorization
(Brown), and technical regimes of attention and memory (Stiegler). The case studies in Chapter
3 showed the double-edged quality of mediated visibility: it can create new political subjects and
catalyse mobilization, yet it can also be captured by market logics, surveillance, disinformation,

and the fast temporality of platform attention.

Chapter 4 proposes a set of institutional and normative reforms aimed at rescuing
democratic possibility from those perils. The reforms are normative (what justice requires),
institutional (what organizations, laws, and infrastructures must do), and programmatic (how to
sequence and combine measures across domains). The central normative aim is to restore parity
of participation in a mediated public sphere: materially enabling participation, ensuring social
recognition and symbolic legitimacy, and guaranteeing institutional channels that convert
recognition into collective power. This aim requires defending three interlocking goods
simultaneously: (a) epistemic integrity of public information and adjudication, (b) attentional
and mnemonic infrastructures that sustain memory and deliberation, and (c) social and
economic protections that allow citizens time and resources for political engagement. The
reforms proposed here are guided by the composite theoretical frame we have developed and by

pragmatic attention to what existing institutions can plausibly do.

Throughout this chapter |1 draw on theorists of media and ideology — Guy Debord,
Marshall McLuhan, Jean Baudrillard, Slavoj Zizek — and on contemporary critics of platform
capitalism (Shoshana Zuboff, Nick Srnicek), as well as the canonical voices already central to

this thesis (Fraser, Foucault, Brown, Stiegler). Short primary-source quotations are used to



anchor normative arguments in recognizable aphorisms and to orient institutional diagnostics.
For example: Fraser’s succinct normative claim — “Justice today requires both redistribution

and recognition” — remains a touchstone for any reform that addresses mediated subjectivation.
4.2 Guiding normative principles

Any set of reforms must be normatively coherent. | propose five interrelated principles:

1. Mediated Parity of Participation. Justice in mediated publics requires
that all persons enjoy the substantive conditions to participate as peers: sufficient material
resources, social recognition, and institutional franchise. Fraser’s tripartite ideal remains
central: visibility without resources or standing is hollow; redistribution without voice is
incomplete. Epistemic Justice and Public Truths. Democratic publics require shared
bases for judgment. Reforms should defend public epistemic goods (independent forensic
inquiry, strong public-interest journalism, and platform transparency) against
fragmentation and epistemic capture. Zizek’s diagnosis of ideology helps: ideological
frames remain effective precisely when they render contestable realities unarticulable;
fortifying epistemic infrastructure is thus an anti-ideological task.

2. Attentional Stewardship and Temporal Repair. Political subjectivity
depends on sustained attention and shared memory. Stiegler’s concern that technical
regimes externalize and commaodify attention requires interventions that protect attention
as a public resource and build durable archives of political life.

3. Institutional Agonism with Protective Safeguards. Following Mouffe
and Fraser, democratic institutions should institutionalize contestation (agonism) while
protecting equal standing for vulnerable actors — procedural protections, anti-capture
measures, and redistributive policies to compensate structural asymmetries.

4. Counter-Capture of Public Spheres. Platform capitalism and
surveillance capitalism are structural threats to democratic self-rule because they turn
human experience into behavioral data and attention into monetizable infrastructure.
Reform must limit private capture of civic capacities (Zuboff’s critique), and reassert

public control over the civic commons.

These principles imply that any successful policy package must be multi-scalar: local and

municipal reforms matter (public media, labor laws), national regulation is necessary (data



protection, competition law), and international norms are required for cross-border platform

governance and forensic cooperation (war crimes investigations, electoral safeguards).

4.3 Institutional reforms: law, platforms, media, labor,

and memory

Below | outline practical, institutionally-grounded reforms organized by domain. Each
proposal is motivated by the composite theoretical diagnosis and by empirical patterns observed
in Chapter 3.

4.3.1 Platform governance: transparency, auditability, and public-interest

duties

Problem: Private platforms have become gatekeepers of visibility, attention, and political
speech. Their algorithms shape what becomes visible, who is heard, and which narratives
mobilize publics. As Srnicek, Zuboff, and others show, platforms are not neutral infrastructures

but profit-maximizing architectures that monetize attention and behavioral data.
Reforms:

+ Algorithmic transparency and mandatory impact assessments. Platforms must
publish, to independent auditors, the logic and impact of ranking and recommendation systems
that affect political content, including targeted political advertising. Legislated algorithmic
impact assessments should be required prior to deployment of systems that significantly shape
political visibility. (This addresses the Cambridge Analytica problem and microtargeting.)

 Independent public algorithmic audit bodies. Create national or regional public
bodies with the authority and technical capacity to audit platform algorithms for bias,
discriminatory impacts, and political manipulation. These bodies should be independent,

adequately funded, and empowered to enforce remedial measures.

« Public-interest obligations for high-impact platforms. Adopt a fiduciary or public-

interest duty for companies that perform public-sphere functions: obligations to ensure



procedural fairness, to avoid discriminatory deprioritization of marginalized voices, and to

preserve civic archives (retention of essential metadata for forensic and historical purposes).

 Limit microtargeting of political persuasion. Restrict psychographic microtargeting
in electoral contexts; require all political advertising to be publicly archived in machine-readable
form and to disclose targeting criteria and spending transparently. (This helps reconstruct chains

of influence and preserve a common informational ecology.)

4.3.2 Restoring epistemic infrastructures: journalism, forensics, and public

inquiry

Problem: Fast media cycles, platform monetization, and disinformation campaigns
weaken the epistemic foundations of democracy (as MH17, Bucha, and disinformation

campaigns showed).
Reforms:

e Fund independent forensic and investigatory infrastructures. Public funding
and international cooperation for independent forensic teams (open-source investigators,
accredited labs) are essential to adjudicate contested events (aircraft shootdowns, alleged
atrocities) and to supply durable evidence to courts and publics. The MH17 JIT model
suggests the importance of multi-jurisdictional investigatory collaboration.

e Publicly funded, independent journalism and local news. Invest in public-
interest journalism, particularly local and investigative outlets often starved of resources — a
necessary counterweight to platformized attention flows and to media capture by partisan
actors. Subsidies and nonprofit models, plus legal protections for journalists and
whistleblowers, strengthen the public’s shared evidence base.

e Platform-assisted archival commons. Require platforms to support neutral
archival services (publicly accessible, indexed, and preserved) for politically salient material
(e.g., recordings of public hearings, demonstrator testimonies) to prevent disappearing
archives and to sustain collective memory. This responds to Stiegler’s concern about tertiary

retention and the fragility of memory in platform time.

4.3.3 Attention stewardship and public time



Problem: Platforms monetize attention and compress political temporality. Sustained
deliberation requires institutional protection of attention as a public good.

Reforms:

 Public attention funds & civic time provisions. Establish public programs that
underwrite civic work — stipends for community organizers, funding for long-form civic
education, paid leave for public-service engagement — so citizens have temporal resources to

participate. These material supports enable meaningful participation beyond episodic virality.

« Design norms protecting deliberative attention. Encourage regulatory incentives and
standards that reward platform designs oriented towards slower, deliberative engagement (e.g.,
showing fewer but higher-quality posts in civic contexts, promoting contextualized long-form
debate). Experiment with interface defaults that reduce addictive engagement and protect

sustained attention. (Stiegler’s therapeutics of attention inspires such interventions.)
4.3.4 Labor protections and the politics of platform work

Problem: Platform labor is often precarious, algorithmically managed, and framed as

entrepreneurial selfhood (Brown). This weakens collective bargaining and social protections.
Reforms:

» Hybrid regulatory categories and algorithmic transparency in work allocation.
Create labor categories that reflect platform dependence without requiring blunt binaries; require
platforms to disclose and justify algorithmic rules that allocate work, evaluate performance, and

deactivate workers. Ensure legal pathways for collective bargaining rights.

» Portable social protections. Decouple social protections (healthcare, pensions,
unemployment) from status-in-employment by creating portable benefits tied to individuals
rather than employers — financed by platform levies or social contributions. This addresses the

redistributional deficits identified by Fraser.

4.3.5 Legal, forensic and archival mechanisms for atrocity and contested
truth



Problem: Atrocity documentation and accountability are vulnerable to both evidentiary
collapse and disinformation.

Reforms:

« International forensic cooperation and legal pipelines. Strengthen cross-border
forensic collaboration (laboratories, chain-of-custody standards, archiving practices) and
streamline legal pipelines that translate forensic findings into enforceable accountability in
international and domestic forums. The MH17/JIT model demonstrates how forensic knowledge

can pierce contested informational environments if supported institutionally.

* Protected civic archives and whistleblower safeguards. Legal protections for those
curating and transmitting evidence (journalists, OSINT investigators, NGO staff) are necessary
to prevent capture and coercion. States should guarantee secure channels and asylum pathways

for key witnesses and archivists. (Belarus 2020 and Ukrainian activists illustrate this need.)
4.3.6 Media-literacy, civic education, and plural public spheres

Problem: Citizens face an epistemic environment shaped by microtargeting, sophisticated

disinformation, and manipulative design.
Reforms:

» Robust media-literacy curricula in formal education (schools, adult education) that
teach critical digital literacies, source verification, and civic deliberation.

« Support for plural public spheres. Fund community media, multilingual local outlets,
and civic forums to ensure that publics are not fully privatized or captured by state-controlled
broadcasters (relevant in contexts of media capture in the region). This supports recognitive

parity and plural agonism.

4.4 Normative reforms: agonism, recognition, and

epistemic repair



Institutional measures are necessary but insufficient without normative reorientation. |

propose three normative interventions.
4.4.1 Agonistic public institutions with embedded safeguards

Mouffe’s insight that conflict must be channeled rather than suppressed requires
institutional designs that legitimate contestation while protecting weaker actors. Practically, this
suggests deliberative mini-publics (citizen assemblies) that are empowered to set agendas and to
review algorithmic impacts; arenas for contestation (public ombuds, protest-licensing reforms
focused on safety not suppression); and legal thresholds that guard against the majoritarian
erosion of minority rights. The point is not to ban persuasion but to structure arenas so that

contestation remains political rather than purely market-mediated.
4.4.2 Recognition as procedural entitlement

Fraser’s parity of participation can be operationalized as procedural entitlements: certain
institutional procedures guarantee groups the right to be heard (e.g., formal consultation rights
for affected communities when platform policies materially affect civic life; representation
quotas in oversight bodies; legal standing for collective harms generated by algorithms). These

procedural entitlements provide a route from recognition to durable representation.
4.4.3 Epistemic reparations and truth infrastructures

Epistemic injustice (Fricker) requires redress: when communities are systematically
discredited or silenced, states and civil institutions should fund truth-telling infrastructures
(commissions, public inquiries), reparatory measures (support for victims’ organizations), and
epistemic empowerment (training for civic journalists from marginalized communities). This is
not only morally necessary but practically conducive to rebuilding shared bases for public

judgment.

4.5 Applying reforms to previously discussed cases —

short illustrations



« Bucha / MH17 / Srebrenica: Invest in forensic cooperation, public archiving of
evidence, and protections for investigators and journalists. This helps translate mediated shock

into durable legal accountability and historic memory.

« Cambridge Analytica: Enforce limits on microtargeting, require transparency of
political ads, and mandate platform impact assessments and audits. These measures help

preserve shared informational ecologies necessary for democratic deliberation.

» Belarus 2020 & repressive contexts: Protect encrypted channels, support diaspora
civic infrastructures, and provide asylum and archival funding for exiled activists; strengthen

international mechanisms for documenting crimes and supporting civic memory.

 Gig labor mobilization: Create hybrid labor categories and portable benefits; require
algorithmic transparency about work allocation and deactivation; support collective action rights

for platform workers.
4.6 Obstacles, trade-offs, and political feasibility

Reforms face institutional and political resistance: powerful tech firms resist transparency
obligations; states benefit from surveillance capacities; media ecosystems depend on advertising

revenues; and publics are polarized. Trade-offs must be acknowledged.

» Freedom of expression vs. platform intervention. Algorithmic transparency and
content governance risk being framed as censorship. Reforms must be carefully designed with

due-process safeguards and multistakeholder oversight to avoid arbitrary suppression.

» Global governance problem. Platforms operate transnationally; national measures can
lead to regulatory arbitrage. International cooperation (OECD, Council of Europe, Budapest

Convention) is necessary.

» Resource constraints. Journalistic and forensic infrastructures require sustained
funding. Public investment is politically contested; thus coalition-building (civil society +

philanthropic + public funding) is needed.



+ ldeological capture. Populist and illiberal regimes may co-opt regulatory tools to
silence dissent. Protective design — independent oversight bodies, judicial review, international

pressure — is required.

4.7 Conclusion: prospects for democratic renewal and

future research directions

4.7.1 Prospects

Is democratic renewal possible in the age of platform capitalism and media spectacle?
The answer is cautiously affirmative: the same mediations that produce vulnerabilities also open
new democratic possibilities — rapid mobilization, cross-border solidarity, and new forensic
capacities (OSINT, citizen journalism). But these possibilities are fragile and uneven. Realigning
power will require political will, coordinated institutional reform, and a normative reorientation
that treats attention, memory, and visibility as civic goods rather than mere inputs to commerce.
As Debord warned, “Everything that was once directly lived has receded into a representation”
— but that diagnosis is not a fatalism; it is a call to reconstitute the conditions under which

representation can be accountable and reparative.
4.7.2 Directions for further research
This project suggests several concrete research agendas:

1. Design experiments in deliberative platform architectures. Empirical
testing of interface defaults and civic-oriented ranking algorithms that favor deliberation
over engagement metrics.

2. Comparative studies of forensic cooperation. Examine what legal and
institutional features made investigations like MH17/JIT possible and how those models
can be replicated for other contested events.

3. Attention policy evaluation. Develop metrics and pilot programs for
attention stewardship (public attention funds, civic time policies) and evaluate their
political effects.

4. Algorithmic labor governance. Comparative legal-historical studies of

hybrid labor categories for platform workers and their political consequences.



5. Epistemic justice interventions. Assess the institutional forms that
successfully repair epistemic harms in polarized media ecologies (truth commissions,

community archives, public journalism models).
4.7.3 Final normative claim

The central normative claim is modest but robust: democracy in the mediated age
requires institutionalized protection of the conditions of subject formation. In other words, if
subjects are produced by recognition, representation, redistribution, governance techniques, and
technical media, then institutions must be explicitly charged with protecting and enabling those
conditions. Marshall McLuhan’s warning that “the medium is the message” reminds us that
reforms must attend to form as well as content — to the architectures that structure our civic life,

not only the slogans that swirl within them.

If ideology makes us feel free because we lack the language to articulate our unfreedom,
as Zizek suggests, then democratic renewal is partly a linguistic and educative project: to build
vocabularies, institutions, and public goods that make the conditions of unfreedom visible,
contestable, and addressable. Only then can mediated subjectivation become a source of

democratic vitality rather than a mechanism of capture.
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Afterword: The Reflective Horizon — Philosophy,
Mediation, and the Civic Vocation of Theory

The intellectual itinerary of this thesis has been driven by a tension between the visible
and the intelligible—between the immediacy of digital representation and the slow, procedural
temporality of democratic recognition. To theorize mediated subjectivation was not merely to
trace the evolution of political theory under technological conditions, but to engage in a
philosophical experiment: to test whether critical theory, in the late capitalist era of attention
capture, can still produce normative traction—a capacity to orient collective life toward justice
and freedom.

Nancy Fraser’s call to integrate redistribution, recognition, and representation provided
the initial coordinate. “Justice today requires both redistribution and recognition,” she insists
(Fraser, 2000, p. 109). Yet, as the thesis has shown, in the context of digital capitalism this dual
imperative demands a third moment: mediation. The digital sphere has become the primary site
where recognition is produced, circulated, and often commodified. Visibility is no longer the
precondition of justice but a currency in itself—one whose valuation depends on algorithmic

architectures and corporate infrastructures.

This is where the critical contribution of Michel Foucault’s analytics of power remains
indispensable. Foucault reminds us that “where there is power, there is resistance, and yet this
resistance is never in a position of exteriority in relation to power” (Foucault, 1978, p. 95). The
mediated subject does not stand outside the digital dispositive but is constituted within it.
Governmentality, in Foucault’s sense, is not merely a set of techniques of ruling but a “conduct
of conducts” (Foucault, 2007, p. 120)—a diffuse shaping of possibilities, habits, and forms of
selfhood. Under contemporary algorithmic regimes, this conduct extends into the intimate

circuits of attention, memory, and affect.

Bernard Stiegler captures this transformation with acute prescience: “The question of
attention has become the question of the political” (Stiegler, 2010, p. 35). For him, industrial
temporal objects—cinema, television, digital feeds—organize not only collective memory but
the very synchronization of consciousness. The privatization of attention infrastructures thus
amounts to a privatization of time itself. As Stiegler (2013) laments, the digital economy “short-

circuits individuation” by interrupting the slow formation of critical reflection (p. 47). This thesis



has proposed that a democratic renewal will require precisely the counter-design of institutions
of attention: publicly governed archives, long-form media, and educational architectures that re-

temporalize politics.

In parallel, Wendy Brown’s diagnosis of neoliberal reason underscores the psychic
dimension of this condition. “Neoliberal rationality disseminates the model of the market to all
domains,” she writes, “and configures human beings exhaustively as market actors” (Brown,
2015, p. 31). Within digital mediation, this economization of the self is amplified: metrics of
likes, followers, and engagement transform recognition into quantifiable capital. The homo
oeconomicus becomes a homo algorithmicus, whose identity is curated through feedback loops
of affective investment and reward. Brown’s (2019) later warning—that neoliberalism corrodes
the foundations of democratic imaginaries by “undoing the demos” (p. 17)—frames the urgency

of reclaiming media and data infrastructures for civic rather than commercial ends.

This diagnosis converges with the long arc of critical media theory—from Debord’s
Society of the Spectacle to Zuboff’s Age of Surveillance Capitalism. Guy Debord’s statement
that “everything that was directly lived has receded into a representation” (Debord, 1995, p. 12)
anticipates the total absorption of social life into the screen economy. For Shoshana Zuboff, this
dynamic culminates in an unprecedented form of dispossession: “Human experience is claimed
as free raw material for translation into behavioral data” (Zuboff, 2019, p. 94). In the synthesis
offered here, the spectacle and surveillance are not separate logics but complementary circuits of
capture—one aesthetic, the other analytic—together composing the infrastructure of mediated

subjectivation.

And yet, following Jacques Ranciére, one must remember that mediation also harbors the
seeds of politics. The “distribution of the sensible” (Ranciere, 2004, p. 12) remains a field of
contestation, where new forms of visibility can open unforeseen claims to equality. In this sense,
the mediated subject is not merely the product of power but a potential vector of disruption.
Social movements from Tahrir to Minsk, from Kyiv to Donetsk, have illustrated how digital
networks can articulate grievances and coordinate dissent. But the same infrastructures have also
been weaponized—through disinformation, spectacle, and emotional exhaustion—to fracture
solidarity. The dialectic of visibility thus remains unstable: between exposure and empowerment,

between spectacle and testimony.



Zizek’s remark resonates here: “We feel free because we lack the very language to
articulate our unfreedom” (Zizek, 2008, p. 1). The task of philosophy, then, is to furnish that
language anew—to articulate the structures that render freedom performative but empty. The
thesis’s contribution lies in rearticulating this task institutionally: not only to diagnose but to
propose reforms capable of translating symbolic resistance into structural transformation. This
involves rethinking ownership models of data, embedding algorithmic transparency, and

restoring public control over the temporalities of communication.

In light of this, Chantal Mouffe’s agonistic pluralism offers a crucial normative
supplement. “Democratic politics requires the creation of institutions which will permit conflicts
to take an ‘agonistic’ form,” she writes, “where adversaries, not enemies, confront each other”
(Mouffe, 2005, p. 20). The mediated public sphere must be reimagined precisely as such an
agonistic arena—neither neutralized by technocratic moderation nor captured by populist affect.
The reforms outlined in Chapter 4 (public algorithm audits, collective data rights, educational
infrastructures for digital literacy) can be read as pragmatic embodiments of this Mouffean

principle: to institutionalize dissent without annihilating it.

In summary, the philosophical labor performed across these chapters reaffirms the civic
vocation of critical theory. Against the twin temptations of cynicism and nostalgia, it insists that
theory remains a form of care—a care for the common world, the bios politikos mediated
through our shared screens. As Fraser (2023) recently observed, the crisis of capitalism today is a
“crisis of social reproduction, ecological sustainability, and political representation all at once”
(p. 7). The concept of mediated subjectivation extends this triad into the domain of symbolic
reproduction: the crisis of attention, sense-making, and trust. Any democratic renewal must

therefore begin by rebuilding the conditions of collective cognition.

To return to Foucault one last time: “My point is not that everything is bad, but that
everything is dangerous” (Foucault, 1983, p. 231). The danger is not a counsel of despair; it is
the horizon of responsibility. In confronting the dangers of mediation, the task of political
philosophy is not to purify but to compose: to design institutions, languages, and technologies
capable of sustaining plural and reflexive forms of subjectivity. If this thesis has contributed to
that composition—Dby tracing the intersections of power, recognition, and technology—then its
philosophical labor is not finished but merely relocated: from the page into the practices of those

who read it.
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