[bookmark: _GoBack]Online Connectedness as a Cure for Loneliness?
Over the past decade, social network sites have become a main and significant platform for nurturing interpersonal social contacts. The largest and leading social network in the world, Facebook, acknowledges its commitment (on its online registration form) to the advancement of social contacts. People use Facebook to stay in touch with friends and family, and to express their thoughts to people who care about them (Kirkpatrick 2011). 	Comment by ALE: Relationships?	Comment by ALE: Encouraging? Developing?
	The question arises as to whether collaboration on social networks indeed nurtures significant social relationships and enables the individual to become less lonely in his aloneness. Loneliness is perceived as a mental state of sadness and despondency due to the absence of friends. Weiss (1975) notes that loneliness is not caused solely by being alone, but rather by a lack of satisfying social relations in one’s life. Loneliness is a subjective experience, which, while not necessarily identical to mental loneliness, stems from a defect in the individual’s social relationships (Cohen 2015). Social loneliness is not necessarily identical to mental loneliness, and certainly not to creative loneliness or loneliness associated with encountering the self. One can be socially isolated and still live a mentally and creatively intensive life. 	Comment by ALE: Identified with?	Comment by ALE: Repetition – previous sentence. 
	Loneliness is perceived as a negative experience—already in the Book of Genesis (2:18) it is said: “It is not good for the man to be alone. I will make a helper suitable for him.” Ecclesiastes, the man of “vanities of vanities,” also stresses the importance of togetherness and the danger in loneliness: “Two are better than one, because they have a good return for their labor: If either of them falls down, one can help the other up. But pity anyone who falls and has no one to help them up” (Ecclesiastes 4:9-10). 
	On the other hand, there are those who emphasize the importance of loneliness and the pleasure it provides, but note that loneliness is good when experienced intermittently, when it is our prerogative within our friendships, and when it does not take over our lives, but is rather a desirable and chosen part of them. Positive loneliness is the aloneness and solitude in the ‘I’s encounter with itself. People with rich inner lives will not feel lonely in their aloneness.
	There is a full mental life in solitude, listening and attentiveness, an opening up to the world, and fulness, as opposed to loneliness, which is a subjective feeling of emptiness, seclusion, depression, and distress. The philosopher Schopenhauer views aloneness from a positive viewpoint, arguing that only when one is alone, he can be himself completely. He is not liberated if not alone (Schopenhauer 2004). 	Comment by ALE: I don’t think this is necessary if you’re speaking to academics. 
	Aloneness is necessary for self-formation and creation. To achieve a full mental life, one occasionally needs to retire from the ‘herd’ mentality to individuality, as Nietzsche puts it: “Would you go into solitude, my brother? would you seek the way to yourself?”  (Nietzsche 1975, p. 61). Still, as Nietzsche argues, the path to the self is not simple:	Comment by ALE: Yes? Or simply ‘herd’ or ‘herdness’ עדריות – 	Comment by ALE: The source is Thus Spoke Zarathustra. The reference is Thus Spoke Zarathustra I.17.1 online https://nationalvanguard.org/books/Thus-Spoke-Zarathustra-by-F.-Nietzsche.pdf


But the worst enemy you can meet will always be yourself; you lie in wait for yourself in caverns and forests. Lonely one, you are going the way to yourself! And your way goes past yourself, and past your seven devils! You will be a heretic to yourself and witch and soothsayer and fool and doubter and unholy one and villain. You must be ready to burn yourself in your own flame: how could you become new, if you had not first become ashes? (Ibid, ll.27-30). 		Comment by ALE: I found this is Thus Spoke Zarathrustra 	Comment by ALE: Same (previous comment)

Between the domain of many and the domain of the individual—the security of the ‘herd,’ of your being at the center of the pack, is the enabling of life. Nature provides a strong foundation for the abstention from aloneness, from the daring to renounce togetherness for the sake of being alone, to fill the solitude with rich privacy. Among human beings, from ancient eras to modern societies, the ‘herd instinct’ maintains the significant amount of control necessary for survival. On the one hand, the social group, the state, the people, the party, etc., are frameworks that supply the security and protection of the womb; on the other hand, they also take away our independence, uniqueness, and the richness of aloneness (Fromm 1977). 	Comment by ALE: Masses? Since you introduce the ‘herd’ concept later, I would suggest clarifying it here. 	Comment by ALE: Reassurance?	Comment by ALE: Precious? 	Comment by ALE: I presume this was your intention? 	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: Womb-like security and protection?
	In the feudal world of medieval times, the individual’s identity was strongly linked to his social role in the hierarchy. With the collapse of the feudal system, this sense of identity was destabilized. According to Fromm (1941), identity is not merely a philosophical issue, but a question of existence. “This identity with nature, clan, religion, gives the individual security. He belongs to, he is rooted in, a structuralized whole in which he has an unquestionable place. He may suffer from hunger or suppression, but he does not suffer from the worst of all pains—complete aloneness and doubt” (p.34). 	Comment by ALE: I suggest noting that your use of the ‘male’ gender is for clarity and that it represents both genders. I could have used the plural ‘their’ as is common now, but it may be awkward in speech. 	Comment by ALE: ”an existential question” ?  – but existentialism is a philosophical term.. 
	Bertrand Russell (1926) suggests that man needs to find the right proportion between separateness and aloneness. He argues that in man’s life there is a ‘herd instinct,’ which characterizes every group of people who share a common sense of belonging. The herd develops antagonism toward those who prefer the authority of the individual over that of many, and in this way, the individual may define his unique identity. The individual authority is not only expressed intellectually, but physically and emotionally as well. Self-discovery and self-realization occurs, therefore, during times of aloneness and solitude, in opening-up to the richness of the universe’s spheres, in creation and imagination, in material pleasures. 
	In addition to individual authority, one requires the authority of many, collaboration. The individual’s collaboration with the other is significant also for his self-formation as an individual. Emanuel Levinas claims that the ‘I’ is defined as subjective, as an individual, as ‘I,’ precisely because it is exposed to the other. In his view, a deep connection of exposure and collaboration with the other is unattainable without a journey into our souls, “As if in going toward the other, I were reunited with myself and implanted myself in a soil that would, henceforth, be native,” (Levinas 1978, p. 20). 	Comment by ALE: Perhaps “encounters the other”? This is the term usually used by Levinas. See, for example:
See https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/levinas/	Comment by ALE:  
English from: Being and the Other: On Paul CelanAuthor(s): Emmanuel Lévinas and Stephen MelvilleSource:
Chicago Review,
Vol. 29, No. 3, Anthology of Contemporary Literature in German(Winter, 1978), 
 
	The process of encountering the other is accompanied by discomfort and pain. The other is not only a person different from, and outside the self, but also the inner other located in the denied areas of the experience of the self. ‘The ethics of the other’ is central to Levinas’s philosophy. He views the obligation toward the other “as a responsibility toward what is not mine or does not even involve me” (Levinas 1986, p. 72); recognition of the other constitutes me as a subject in relation to the other. 	Comment by ALE: Areas of denial? Self-experience? Or do you mean ‘existence’ or ‘being’ for הוויה?
	I-other relationships are at the center of Buber’s dialogic philosophy (1962), especially the affinity between ‘I’ and ‘thou.’ Buber views the personal space formed through conversation as a unique dimension shared only by two in an affinitive relationship, in a real conversation. Effectively, a process develops which “takes place between them in the most precise sense, as it were in a dimension which is accessible only to both of them” (Buber 1962, p. 40). For Buber, conversation with the other is necessary for withdrawing from a situation of loneliness. Only when one knows the other as a human being, he can break out of his lonely confinement (Cohen 2005). While according to Levinas the encounter between the other calling out for help, and the ‘I’ who is called upon, is not symmetrical (Levinas 2004). The climate between ‘I’ and ‘thou’ originates in the acknowledgement of ‘I’ as an individual, as ‘myself.’ The general mechanism of the development of the self is reflexive—this ability enables people to examine themselves through other people’s eyes (Richer 2006). 	Comment by ALE: Buber uses ‘conversation’ not ‘dialogue’ 	Comment by ALE: sincere? Authentic? meaningful?	Comment by ALE: Recognizes the other as ...?	Comment by ALE: incomplete sentence.
	Man’s objective is not to separate from the communal conscious because he can understand his world and himself largely in relation to that world’s framework. Therefore, man’s aim is to try and transform from a single being into a self-aware individual with high levels of both personal and social awareness. In fact, an individual is a person who sees himself as responsible for the personal or social-public examination and articulation of the fundamental metaphysical, scientific, political, and social hypotheses. This individual’s personal inclinations do not necessarily rest upon the conventional perceptions of his social group, and he may agree or disagree with his society’s political and religious viewpoints (Raby 2009). 	Comment by ALE: Separate himself? Be separate? 	Comment by ALE: פרט 
Is individual. I suggest simply- transform into a self-aware...	Comment by ALE: Derived from? Reflect?
	So long as the individual lives in the individual’s domain in isolation and at the same time, in the public domain—in collaboration, with a sense of belonging—where he is nonetheless responsible for, and fully aware of his actions, conducts productive dialogues with his social group, creates and produces, he will find relief from loneliness without losing his liberty and identity, as Spinoza argues (Harpaz 2013). According to Spinoza, wisdom is the foundation of liberty. In and of itself, awareness “releases man from the influence of his desires and impulses and from the influence of foreign powers” (Ibid., p. 123). Clearly, this is contingent on his being aware of his actions and understanding the reality in which he operates.	Comment by ALE: Exists?	Comment by ALE: Yes? Isn’t it the same as ‘in isolation’?	Comment by ALE: This should come at the beginning of the sentence. Also, I have rephrased the sentence for coherence.
	As early as the nineteenth century, John Stewart Mill warned us against modern ‘herdism’ and the danger of losing our unique identities: because “we should think we had done wonders if we had made ourselves all alike; forgetting that the unlikeness of one person to another is generally the first thing which draws the attention of either to the imperfection of his own type, and the superiority of another, or the possibility, by combining the advantages of both, of producing something better than either.” (Mill 1871, p. 138).  	Comment by ALE: http://psycnet.apa.org/fulltext/2008-18471-003.pdf 	Comment by ALE: Mill, John Stuart. (1871). On liberty. Boston, MA, US: James R Osgood and Company. 223 pp., http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/12289-000 
	The structure of modern society has influenced man in two major ways: he has become more independent, critical, and self-reliant and, at the same time, more isolated and frightened (Fromm 1977). This is due to the obscuring of the conventional division between the public and private spheres in the twentieth century, and as a result, the constant increase in the individual’s focus on his distinct emotional world, mostly by using techniques to expose ‘the self’ and his affinity with others (Illuz 2008). If the individual is not defined as different from the object, that is, the ‘other,’ or if he is not distinctively separate from the other, thus his interior being draws the ‘outside,’ the object, in. In this way, the individual’s uniqueness is completely negated, and in turn, the boundary between the object and the subject, between ‘I’ and ‘other,’ is obscured. 	Comment by ALE: זיקה 
Do you mean ‘natural inclination’ or ‘empathy’ or simply relationaships?
	In his book The Malaise of Modernity, Charles Taylor expresses his concerns regarding the dark side of individualism in the ‘me generation,’ to the extent of calling it ‘malaise.’ The focus on ‘me,’ according to Taylor, flattens and narrows life’s horizons, dwindles their meaning, and renders the individual more indifferent in his attitudes toward the other and society (Taylor 2011). Thus, the individual does not take an interest in the other; still, by the other’s very existence, he undermines the I’s repose and serenity. The other constitutes a provocation which inevitably generates awareness to his otherness in the equation. 	Comment by ALE: Monograph?	Comment by ALE: Not clear. The idiom is “enter into the equation”
Perhaps: in the relationship… 
	Is this the case for online sharing? Nicholas (2017) argues that in scholarship and writing on the internet, sharing appears in positive contexts. The term ‘sharing’ in social media is to be understood as part of the common perception of the internet as an open and free democratic space that enables non-hierarchal communication. Discourse on the internet is often associated with collaboration, cooperation, connectedness, and community. Allegedly, the internet offers simple, user-friendly means for sharing and transmitting content, and for responsiveness, and dialogue. The absolute or relative anonymity that the internet offers, as well as the control over, and filtering of how we present ourselves in internet space are apparently supposed to open the floodgates even for introverted types or people with speech impairments for which the internet can be an empowering space.	Comment by ALE: What kind of writing? Perhaps specify	Comment by ALE: Yes?	Comment by ALE: Generating responsiveness?	Comment by ALE: Encouraging/conducting dialogue? 
	The phenomenon called Web2.0, alongside other terms, such as User Generated Content, praised internet users’ contribution and participance. Contrary to conventional media, on the internet, content is generated from the bottom up. Online social networks epitomize this phenomenon by seeming to encourage both connections among participants and cooperation. As opposed to Schopenhauer (2004), who points to a positive dimension of growth in aloneness, online social networks (and social media in general) pose both ‘connection’ and amount of connections (we deliberately avoid using the term ‘friends’) as primary objectives. Connectedness is manifest in terms of quantity, the larger your number of responses, shares, and ‘likes,’ the better your status is on the net. 	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: called attention to? Stressed? 
?	Comment by ALE: Connectedness and cooperation among participants? 
	On the one hand, Christakis and Fowler (2009) refer to man’s evolutionary development as that which has reached the Homo dictyous stage—the connected, networked individual—and argue that, on the net, we manage to express altruistic traits and collaborate with others like us. Other scholars (Bennet et al. 1999; Dutton & Graham 2014), on the other hand, regard the present digital culture as one which encourages “Clicktivisim,” in which people may ‘shoot their mouths off’ with a mere click. Still, the data on actual participation and content contribution does not indicate mass participation; the recent data on social network sharing points to ‘sharing inequality’ that is, a 10-20-70 division (10% original content creators, 20% responders/moderators/elaborators, 70% lurkers/observers). Turkel (2015) argues that cellphones grant us three wishes, which are in fact illusions: that we will always be heard; that we will be able to focus our attention on whatever we please; and that we will never be alone. While acknowledging that cellphones are indeed effective in all that is related to connectivity, Turkel is doubtful as to their ability to provide a genuine connection—a connection that not only prevents aloneness but provides a real solution to loneliness. According to Turkel, while the young generation that grew up with smartphones may share and participate in digital discourse with extreme ease, this fact is not an indication of real cooperation. In fact, the evidence shows rather, an escape from authentic conversation. 	Comment by ALE: Contemporary? Modern?	Comment by ALE: You later use ‘smartphones’ – is this shift intentional? If not, I’d choose one for consistency. 	Comment by ALE: Yes? I prefer this over ‘real’. 	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: A tendency to avoid authentic... 
	In their book Wikinomics, Tapscott and Williams (2006) suggest that we are moving toward mass sharing. Sharing is in constant tension with concepts of intellectual copyright protection: patents, copyrights, trademarks. The internet and the document sharing technologies it enables, challenge these concepts due to the effortlessness of content duplication, editing, and modifying. Content production (e.g. music and film) companies can pursue and sue users who execute sharing that harms their intellectual property. But it appears that the nature of this pursuit is changing; internet users have become accustomed to free mass sharing, and the profit model is undergoing change (for instance, Spotify and Apple Music that offer access to tens of millions of songs at a relatively low rate). Mass sharing, therefore, requires openness to new ideas, appropriate technological platforms, process transparency, and mainly, standardization that enables anyone—anywhere—to partake in the process.	Comment by ALE: Perhaps: Constantly at odds with; 	Comment by ALE: Most importanty?
	Andrew Keen (2013) argues that while our fear of the realization of an Orwellian society may have dwindled somewhat in 1984, it is currently manifest in a way Orwell could not have imagined. Instead of ‘Big Brother’ imposing and controlling the sharing of our personal details and actions, not to mention our most hidden thoughts, we are doing so ourselves. We are engaged in self-exhibitionism and we are doing so without being coerced by someone else. Keen claims that because we are not sufficiently aware of this, we get carried away. We are spinning in a digital vertigo in which we lose a sense of what is appropriate to share and what is not, what is private and intimate and what is public, and no less importantly—what deserves to be shared and what does not. On Facebook’s home page, the first line reads “What’s on your mind,” as if to say, “something must be on your mind and even if not, perhaps you should write something anyway.”	Comment by ALE: You use appropriate (נכון) – I presumed you did not mean the same here. 
	To a large extent, Keen’s ideas about the loss of control over sharing position internet users exclusively on the side of the ‘herd instinct’ (Russell 1926) by preventing the formation of the independent individual authority in which man develops. They provide a virtual sense of a common space in which man is in fact alone and lacking the capacity for self-development which could be a positive outcome of coping with loneliness. The internet user who exercises or is accustomed only to ‘herdness’ may gradually lose the ability to occasionally retreat to individuality. 
The social need to share information is not new. Clay Shirky (2008) argues that the change in the degree of sharing that we are witnessing is so significant that we can certainly define it as a new product of the digital environment. According to Shirky, prior to email and the Web, we could respond to news of the day, but the process required a substantial effort (for instance, sending a letter to the editor involves writing, purchasing envelops and stamps, a visit to the post office, etc.). This effort broadened the gap between the intention to share and its execution de facto. The ability to do so today is clear, immediate, speedy, and involves marginal expense. Moreover, automatic means are available that perform sharing by aggregating individuals or masses in a way that generates content sharing without any effort on the part of the user. 	Comment by ALE: Not sure what you mean: unobstructed, easy?
	Yochai Benkler (2011) claims that collaboration and cooperative production, on platforms such as Wikipedia, is motivated through discourse. What prompts thousands of strangers around the globe to write entries for Wikipedia—usually anonymously and without any credit or compensation—are the many channels of communication that Wikipedia offers them: not only does every entry in Wikipedia have a discussion page, but there is also a variety of communal discussion environments for Wikipedians who consider themselves part of a content-writers’ community. This collaboration does not occur only in the online environment, and one can detect a trickling of sharing from the net to the not-online world—with the net serving as the initial platform for creating collaboration. 	Comment by ALE: Generated?
	Benkler suggests that while altruistic sharing is not foreign to us, the way we conducted our lives before the social network era rendered this type of sharing difficult. The Web introduced its users to new ways to share and participate. Emotional support forums and communities, voluntary contributions to Wikipedia, opensource software, and many other initiatives illustrate the contention that human beings can collaborate for the benefit of all and not only to satisfy their narrow personal interests.	Comment by ALE: Other than social networks, the Web ....	Comment by ALE: Belief? Idea?
	According to Kimchi (2010), social network users tend to believe that it is possible to become fully acquainted with another person by ‘summarizing’ them in a short list of basic characteristics. In time, man finds himself in a new social state called ‘alone-together.’ This is a social illusion which causes the individual to feel connected to society when in fact this connection is superficial and vague—a substitute for authentic and intimate inter-personal conversation. The individual chooses the precise extent to which he exhibits himself (Turkel 2011). This inherent change deeply influences man’s inter-personal social relationships, causing him to increasingly distance himself from face-to-face conversations while focusing on social relationships based on computer-mediated communication. This process causes physical and mental distancing. Notwithstanding his constant connection to the virtual world, the individual senses loneliness and develops a genuine fear of finding himself truly alone. Therefore, at any moment in which man feels that he is about to be alone in the world, he looks to connect to the virtual world that provides him with the illusion of connecting with others (Turkel 2011). In direct context, Bauman (2003) argues that the emergence of virtual closeness renders human relationships more frequent, superficial, intense, and brief. 	Comment by ALE: Did you mean: based on a concise list of their basic characteristics? One gets to ‘know’ another not by creating the other’s list, but by reading it, yes?	Comment by ALE: Transformation, adjustment?	Comment by ALE: Estrangement? 	Comment by ALE: Or: he connects to	Comment by ALE: Or: Thus, as Bauman...
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