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of challenging the basis of our own perception before contesting the language of 

imposition. If the ethical imperative means realizing that to assimilate is to enact an 

epistemic violence, we should know the way in which this violence is articulated. 

This study has been presented as a strategy of subversion aimed at inscribing 

CMC technology, and in particular the Internet, within the larger debate on 

representation. It did so by focusing on a set of on-line phenomena called Net Art. This 

thesis sought to reflect on the way the Internet could contribute to the subversion of the 

subject/object epistemological relation. This work has also served to question our 

assumptions of how the Internet should be used, and how it should be understood. 

My proposed reading of these on-line artworks in terms of strategies of subversion 

was meant to be an opportunity to observe the interplay between CMC technology and 

artistic practices, and to try to think about the Internet as a medium to challenge 

hegemonic representations of the body, information, technology, and knowledge. In 

this context, Net Art seemed to be an interesting field where to observe this subversion. 

It should also be noted that I did not mean to reflect the artists' opinions nor claim 

having reached "the truth" behind each piece in the analysis. I am aware that the main 

risk of this kind of analysis is to be entrapped in a process of infinite semiosis (Bal & 

Bryson, 1991). But, how do we know where to stop in the labyrinth of interpretations? 

Was the analysis proposed just a self-reflective game? 

To think of semiosis as process and movement is to conceive the sign not as a 
thing but as an event, the issue being not to delimit and isolate the one sign form 
other signs, but to trace the possible emergence of the sign in the concrete 
situation, as an event in the world (Bal & Bryson, 1991, p.194). 

This means that discourse analysis provides a potential closure to the text by 

recognizing the contingency of its meaning. In other words, any analysis of semiotic 
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operations should take into account the incomprehensible fluidity of all discursive 

formations, and therefore the instability of meaning. However, this acknowledgment is 

different from surrendering. In the end, the goal of this research is consistent with 

Goulder's view on the role of the reflective critical theorist: 

[H]elp a society develop and maintain a consciousness of the connection between 
interest, desire, social being, material groundedness on the one side, and 
information, reports, news, and all references to social worlds, on the other. On 
another level the task is to re-integrate the theorist-and-his-life-in-society with 
theory, theory-products, and theory performances. The task of a reflective, 
socratic theory is to help people maintain access to what their society is silent 
about, and to what they as members of that society, or as some limited part of it, 
will regard as bad news (as cited in Fuhrman & Oehler, 1986, p.300, Italics 
added). 

This thesis is, thus, the result of a dialogue among artists, texts and researchers 

with the purpose of observing -and ultimately challenging- the way in which we 

construct knowledge in terms of binary oppositions. It also seeks to understand how the 

Internet mediates expression and contributes to create a specific vision of the world 

around us. 
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