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This essay will explain the egalitarian approach which the social movement Wikileaks (2011) has to knowledge sharing in a global society (Bellamy, 2011). Comparisons to alternative Hacktivist movements will be made to highlight the integrity and dedication to meeting own objectives, that Wikileaks (2011) portrays as an organizational movement (BBC, 2012; Lopes, 2014; Paganini, 2012). The role which the internet and social media platforms have played in creating the current wave of social movement origin will be identified (Giddens, 1990; Gilbert, 2018; Gladwell, 2010) by outlining the effectiveness of both strong and weak ties in forming social movements (Scradie, 2010) but also, synonymously, by outlining the issues developed through the globalization of media such as, threat to freedom of speech, validity of information and oppression (Friere, 2000; Giddens, 1990; Hern, 2018; UN, no date). The prevalence of social media and the challenges society is faced with due to its increased usage is a hotly debated topic which will be critically discussed; how it impacts upon the wellbeing of the individual and upon the opportunity structures present within local, national and global societies (Della Porta and Diani, 2006; Dodge et al, 2012; Grieve, et al, 2013). Views surrounding globalization will be critically discussed and linked to the debate surrounding how individuals in a globally connected society communicate with each other and whether this corresponds with the most universally accepted concept of citizenship (Anderson, 2006; Bellamy, 2011; Giddens, 1990).
The definition of the term ‘nationalism’ (Anderson, 2006, p.3) has been a point of contention among scholars. Anderson (2006) in fact argues that nationalism should not be discussed as a philosophy such as liberalism or fascism, rather it would make more sense instead, to discuss the theory within the same realm as concepts such as kinship, for example. Anderson (2006) explains that in Java, it has always been known by villagers that they related to other members of the community even though they have not met, and that this connection exists through a sense of kinship. The sentiment belonging to this concept of connections within imagined communities contrasts that of; those imagined communities which experience nationalism as a shared value and based upon such ideologies as liberalism or fascism, for example. These ideologies form a more political variation of the concept of an imagined community and can occur within any country. The ‘nation’ is defined by Anderson (2006, p.3) as an ‘imagined political community’ (ibid. p.6) because it is not tangible and goes on to present the paradox which exists within the nationalism debate: ‘The political power of nationalisms vs. their philosophical poverty and even incoherence’ (ibid. p.5).  
This idea that that individuals across the globe are all connected even though not necessarily sharing the same physical space, can be seen today by looking at the increasing use of social media to communicate with each other (Anderson, 2006, p.6; Giddens, 1990; Gilbert, 2018). Individuals are now able to communicate ideas and opinions with each other through forum chats and create various online communities through platforms such as ‘Reddit’ (2016). The imagined communities as described by Anderson (2006) are now able to exist through global networks using modern day digital technology as opposed to being restricted to national states within borders. This fact seems to counter Anderson’s (2006, p.3) argument that ‘nation-ness is the most universally legitimate value in the political life of our time’ because in an increasingly connected world, it would seem that values are likely to change alongside the opportunity to develop cultural and social identities online. Values are able to be shared globally rather than restricted within borders.
Whilst Wikileaks is associated with hacktivism, this term has negative connotations through its link with ‘Anonymous’ a separate online political movement (BBC, 2012, para. 1). The difference is important to distinguish because where Anonymous uses hacking as a technique to target corporations or individuals, Wikileaks uses hacking to enable ‘whistle blowing’ (Paganini, 2012, para.2) and aims to serve the public interest (Paganini, 2012; Wikileaks, 2011). Wikileaks (2011) is more responsible in its conduct, it provides a platform for those who are labelled whistle-blowers to reveal information that which will benefit wider society through having knowledge of this information (Sorell, 2015, p.391). Other Hacktivists tend to be more spontaneous and diverse in the reasons for their acts and so could be just one individuals’ grievance rather than an issue which affects entire communities or societies (Lopes, 2014); this would therefore not be in the interest of the public to share (Paganini, 2012; Sorell, 2015, p.391). Accountability is a key factor in the success of democracies (OECD, 2018) and it is for this reason that Wikileaks (2011) acts to ensure that any previously classified or unclassified documents released by them is done so responsibly e.g. process is overseen by volunteers. In comparison, other digital media sites like Facebook do not seem to make the same endorsements, as it appears that there is no accountability for the sharing of ‘fake news’ (Hern, 2018, para.1) which is trending in society today.
Wikileaks, a political activist movement which describes itself as an ‘not for profit media organisation’ (Sorell, 2015; Zittrain and Sauter, 2010, para.1) is based upon the value that information and knowledge should be accessible to all and at no cost (ibid.; Wikileaks, 2011). This egalitarian approach contrasts the status quo, that which values knowledge as a commodity and like other commodities is used and exchanged on the market (Bellamy, 2011; Marx, 1868). The methods which have enabled Wikileaks (2011) as a movement, to grow internationally further supports its cause as it relies heavily on the exchange of communication using the internet, to release documents that are deemed to be of public concern. Julian Assange who is purported to be the founder of Wikileaks has provided the platform for sensitive cables, including classified documents to become available for all to read (Wikileaks, 2011). Sorell (2015, p.391) describes Wikileaks as a ‘Hacktivist’ movement but defends its stance as a valid political movement, not concerned with individualistic motives for activism, like other forms of hacktivism do (ibid.).  
Sorell (2015) explains that the egalitarian and anonymous nature of the organisation means that there is no accountability for actions taken by individuals, seemingly presenting a paradox within the organisation; in what values it represents and how it acts as an organization. However, this view seems to be aimed more toward other Hacktivist groups such as Anonymous. This perceived paradox further explained, is that the self-evolving and natural movement resulting from freedom to access information is in conflict with the very definition of democracy, described by OECD, 2018, para.1) as thus: ‘Openness and transparency are key ingredients to build accountability and trust, which are necessary for the functioning of democracies and market economies’. 
Discussing Wikileaks in terms of being a Hacktivist movement, Sorell (2015) suggests that there also seems to be an issue of power within the organization which links back to democracy (OECD, 2018) and again is derivative of the privilege of anonymity enjoyed by members, world-wide. However, it is clear to see from the goal outlined by Wikileaks (2011, para.1) on their official website, that power is not the motivation:
We provide an innovative, secure and anonymous way for sources to leak information to our journalists (our electronic drop box). One of our most important activities is to publish original source material alongside our news stories so readers and historians alike can see evidence of the truth.

Furthermore, considering recent events concerning the disclosure of private information by cohorting companies; Facebook, Cambridge Analytica and Global Science Research (GSR), whereby consumer data has been transferred via deceptive means, for the benefit of political marketing; it is clear to see that consumer rights or the rights of the individual, are valued less than those of corporations (Greenfield, 2018). This view is supported by the multitude of negative press surrounding the activities of Wikileaks since its advent in 2006 and the persecution of its founder, Julian Assange (Global Research, 2018; Pilger, 2014). 
The level of persecution outlined in the example above and negative press far outweighs the quantity and severity of that endured by the corporations involved in the reports outlined above and suggests an imbalance of power (Friere, 2000) between the not for profit media organization (Wikileaks) and media organizations such as Cambridge Analytica and Facebook, seeking to promote the commodification of information and knowledge (Lyotard, 1979) and whose aim is to gain a profit from the act of sharing information and other instrumental commodities (Khan Academy, 2018). This is representative of the neo-liberalist viewpoint that liberal markets have emancipated human beings, 

as Wolf (2004, p.4) expresses:
Because markets are continually in flux, liberal societies require embracing perpetual disruption and change, as individuals take advantage of economic opportunities, and thus change the world.

 The idea that knowledge is the primary commodity in contemporary global society was predicted by Lyotard (1979) and highlights the point that a product/service’s  exchange value is revered in terms of overall value, over the material use value of that product or service- the fundamental basis for the market economy which is the backbone of the capitalist economic structure dominant in most of the West (Marx, 1867). Lyotard (1979, p.4) states the following:
The relationship of the suppliers and users of knowledge to the knowledge they supply, and use is now tending, and will increasingly tend, to assume the form already taken by the relationship of commodity producers and consumers to the commodities they produce and consume -that is, the form of value

[bookmark: _Hlk510084168]Historically, commodities being highly sought after, have been the basis for wars and this can be seen by looking at the causes of conflict in the past such as territory or resources (Jackson and Morelli, 2009, p2). These conflicts arise from competition over who has access and who controls resources or commodities (Marx, 1867) and Lyotard (1979) outlines his prediction that knowledge will be the commodity which will be fought over; that it will also create even greater global inequalities and research has shown this to be true today (Wilkinson and Pickett, 2010). In a review of ‘The Spirit Level’ (Wilkinson and Pickett, 2010), it is explained that global inequalities have increased in tandem with social inequalities because of only some individuals having ‘privileged access to the new chains of production and exchange’ (Grant and O’Hara, 2010, p.151). 
Although in many ways we live in a globalized society, neo-liberalists argue that due to the liberalization of markets from government interferences, each individual can benefit through equal access to opportunities (International Monetary Fund (IMF) cited in Jones,2010, p.154), however, Stiglitz, 1999 cited in Jones, 2010, p.154) argues that giving corporations this power means that actions taken will be focused on gaining profit rather than for social gain. It seems that more needs to be done to develop the concept of a global citizenship in terms of kinship (Anderson, 2006), to replace the current notion of national citizenship and the notion of nation-ness that goes with it (ibid.).  Grant and O’Hara, (2010) suggest that the current state of affairs is that as some cities have gained and continue to gain political and economic sovereignty, for example the city of London which has become increasingly segregated from the rest of the nation, and the UK’s decision to leave the EU; we seem to be moving further away from the idea of global citizenship rather than towards it. This point is supported by Anderson’s (2006) view that nation-ness is a concept which is not diminishing, highlighting the paradox which exists that is; as a global society, the will and action is to connect with each other across the globe, yet policies and legislation developed through supposedly democratic processes, represent the collective global view that a sense of kinship can only exist within imagined state borders (Anderson, 2006; Giddens, 1990). The neo liberalist view portrays the idea that the benefits of a globalized society have been achieved, however there is far more work to do with regards to philosophical understanding of the concept of globalization and citizenship and what these mean to people on an individual level (International Monetary Fund (IMF) cited in Jones, 2010, p.154; Jones, 2010).
Movements are organized in a variety of ways and there are structured approaches to the organization which seem to differ depending on the nature of the cause itself (Schradie, 2018). It is argued by Schradie (2018) that movements are based upon strong ties which exist between individuals who are bonded through culture and institutions- a sense of community and solidarity with one another. In the same way that Wikileaks sets out to provide information at no cost; modern social movements have tended to rely upon ‘weak ties’ through digital media technology to communicate because it is cheaper and easier (Schradie, 2018, p.2). Della Porta and Diani (2006, p.20) define the concept of a social movement as:
distinct social process, consisting of the mechanisms through which actors engaged in collective action: are involved in conﬂictual relations with clearly identiﬁed opponents; are linked by dense informal networks; share a distinct collective identity. 

It is postulated that the development of collective identities plays a key role in the formation of social movements. In other words, they are not formed through the motivating cause alone, but through elements of solidarity, connectedness and the ability to be able to distinguish between those who are part of the same network and those who are not (Cote and Levine, 2002; Schradie, 2018, p.9).  One argument is that social media is not as necessary as one may think, concerning the formation of social movements as there is little opportunity to create the strong ties which historically social movements have relied upon (Gladwell, 2010). Schradie (2018, p.2) argues that whilst social media does play a role in social movements, the origin of social movements cannot be attributed to it, stating that ‘The social media that began to flourish after more than a month into the large state wide Moral Monday protests reflected, rather than started, the movement’.  However, Gladwell’s (2010) view promoting strong ties does not seem to consider the huge impact that digital technology has had upon society, based upon networks made of weak ties. Gilbert (2018, para.1) states that ‘In 2017, roughly a third of the 7.6 billion global population were social-media users, and about a quarter had Facebook accounts’.
 	Lopes (2014, p.2) argues that the economic, social and institutional elements of society form ‘opportunity structures’ within a country, those which either enable or hinder the progress of that society. It is further postulated by Lopes (2014) that these opportunity structures are responsible for the formation of social movements and that in this digital age, social media has a large role to play because of the relationship it has with these opportunity structures. Lopes (2014) goes on to explain this relationship; that the grievances which arise as a consequence of changes within opportunity structures are acted upon through the use of social media as a mobilizing tool.  So not only does social media play an important role in the mobilization stage of social movement origin but it could also be argued that in contemporary society, it is actually, also one of the causes of changes to opportunity structures in most countries (Lopes, 2014). Lopes (2014, p.4) states the following hypothesis: 
a social movement is the effect of opportunity structures such as the economic, institutional, and social contexts of a country conditioned by its access to social media.

The integration of social media in day to day life has had many benefits for social well-being, for example, a study comparing levels of social-connectedness between face to face interaction and interaction through Facebook concludes that ‘Facebook may act as a distinctive medium in which to develop and maintain relationships’ (Grieve, et al, 2013, p.608). It is clear to see from Della Porta and Diani’s (2006, p.15) description of social movements, that the process of collective identity formation involves some of the same components that contribute to the well-being of individuals i.e. a sense of belonging, connectedness and solidarity (Dodge, et al, 2012). However, there is a debate regarding the quality of these connections, a view point supported in a study which investigated the paradox between ‘A Social Technology That Reduces Social Involvement and Psychological Well-Being’ (Kraut, et al, 1998, p.1017). The study provides evidence which states that ‘greater use of the Internet was associated with declines in participants' communication with family members in the house-hold, declines in the size of their social circle, and increases in their depression and loneliness’ (ibid.).
In the current social climate of fourth wave social movement, whereby issues are centered around digitalism and the weak ties formed through social media technology (Schradie, 2018), it is clear to see that access to means of communication is available to most individuals and that the distance covered by communication exchange now transcends borders (Giddens, 1990). This globalized means of communication assists not only in the formation of collective identities but also the process of forming social identities, as reality is constructed between individuals’ interactions, those which exist in greater numbers and far wider spread than before the advent of such platforms as Facebook or twitter (Cote and Levine, 2002, p.133; Giddens, 1990; Jenkins, 2014, p.106). The relationship between collective identity formation and global connectedness is described by Melucci (1996 cited in Della Porta and Diani, 2006, p.22) below:
Collective identity building also entails actors establishing connections between different occurrences, private and public, located at different points in time and space, which are relevant to their experience, and weaving them into broader, encompassing narratives Melucci (1996 cited in della Porta and Diani, 2006, p.22).

Digital media as a means of communication has provided the opportunity to decentralize power and ideally should create a more democratic society (The World Bank Group, 2013). This is because we are no longer oppressed by the power elite (Wright Mills, 2000, p.73) who controlled who had access to what information and by what means this information was communicated (Friere, 2000). Facts can now be checked using the internet and multiple truths, thus realities can be produced by the individual as a result (Berger and Luckman, 1967). Challenges which have arisen include issues such as threat to Article 19 of the ‘Universal Declaration of Human Rights’ (UN, no date) which states: 
Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek, receive and impart information and ideas through any media and regardless of frontiers (ibid.).
These threats come in the form of legislations such as the Public Order Act (1986) in the UK which seems to have a running theme of controlling the way individuals and collectives can express themselves in public and what they are permitted to say.
The relationship between power and digital technology is described by Karagiannopoulos (2018, p.10) as follows:
The advent of the Internet and digital technologies has created new social, economic, and political spaces and inevitably new ways that power and counter-power are generated, and norms and standards are contested 

Karagiannopoulos (2018, p.3-4) explains that information is the new power currency and that digital technology challenges the efficiency of hierarchal systems, by exposing the weakness of the law and judiciary process in governing and monitoring online actions. It seems therefore that a decentralized approach to cyberspace regulation would be more suitable, promoting the overall decentralization of power and thus a fairer global democracy (The World Bank Group, 2013; ibid.). This egalitarian approach seems to be not only the most efficient way to organize social life online but also the fairest way (Bellamy, 2011, p.11; Karagiannopoulos, 2018). In an increasingly globalized world where information is the most powerful currency, this type of approach could serve to bridge the gaps in equality between and within countries (Bellamy, 2011; Karagiannopoulos, 2018; Wilkinson and Pickett, 2010), which seems to have been caused by social divisions within the current power driven hierarchal structures (Payne, 2006). It is exactly this egalitarian approach which is the driving force behind the Wikileaks (2011) movement.
The Wikileaks (2011) movement’s service to the global public is further consolidated by the way that it chooses to publish the information which they receive from often anonymous third parties. The integrity of their organizational structure is apparent when reviewing published articles because every effort has been made to ensure that the information is as accessible as possible. Firstly, documents are released to specific journalist organisations who are trusted by Wikileaks (2011), to report the facts in their articles, using the fore mentioned original documents, in the most responsible way (Wikileaks, 2011). Documents are released by Wikileaks at the same time as these articles to provide the reader with the original source to fact check (Wikileaks, 2011). One journalist organisation even published a guide alongside articles written using leaked files as a source, to assist the reader in deciphering the information (Elpais, 2010). Anderson (2016, p.14) supports this point when he explains how language has historically played a crucial role in terms of control which in the following example which similarly restricts access to information, by making it difficult or impossible to understand: 
We are familiar with the long dispute over the appropriate language (Latin or vernacular) for the mass. In the Islamic tradition, until quite recently, the Qur’an was literally untranslatable (and therefore untranslated), because Allah’s truth was accessible only through the unsubstitutional true signs of written Arabic.
This same type of covert oppression occurs through the language used in policies, laws and legislation both locally and globally which is represented by the ‘hidden power’ (Gaventa, 2006, p.29) element of the ‘Power Cube’ (Friere, 2000; Gaventa, 2006, p.29). It is an issue which is faced by all citizens of the world and Wikileaks (2011) act to remedy this injustice by providing those affected with the common shared value of the digital age- knowledge (Wikileaks, 2011).
Wikileaks (2011) exists to combat the challenges to human rights but also to promote the egalitarian view that knowledge should be shared by all, equally so that we can live in a true democracy which benefits everyone (Bellamy, 2011). It challenges the status quo which is a world where knowledge is increasingly commodified and used as a tool for power both within societies and across nations and counteracts the neo-liberalist paradigm- that the world has benefited from globalization and a free market economy thus equality and emancipation has been achieved (International Monetary Fund (IMF) cited in Jones, 2010, p.154; Lyotard, 1979; Wolf, 2004). In a world where individuals and communities increasingly use media technology to communicate and to exchange knowledge, it is important that this knowledge is reliable and accessible to all (Gilbert, 2018; Wikileaks, 2011). In a capitalist market economy (Marx, 1868), the relationship between provider and receiver of information emulates that of the producer and consumer (Lyotard, 1979), showing the commodification, thus potential deterioration of the quality of knowledge, already seen in fake news cases (Hern, 2018; Khan Academy, 2018; Lyotard, 1979; Marx, 1868).  Wikileaks (2011) is a modern day fourth wave social movement, mobilized through a combination of strong and weak ties in terms of member networks but in reaction also to the change of opportunity structures showing the significant impact digital technology has had upon society and that social media now plays an integral role in the origins of any modern social movement (Lopes, 2014; Schradie, 2018) The egalitarian approach adopted highlights Wikileaks’ (2011) values of a fair democracy which everybody can be a part of, a sentiment shared by supporters of global citizenship; that which challenges seemingly redundant hierarchal structures (Bellamy, 2011). It seems that views must change in accordance with the changes to global opportunity structures (Schradie, 2018) and this must begin with addressing the paradox that we are now universally connected yet continue to view citizenship through a nationalist lens (Anderson, 2011).  
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