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(cloth); ISBN: 9781786805560 (ebook)1 

 

Rupture, Opacity, and Praxis: Authors’ Response to Reviews 

Before engaging the many creative, provocative, and insightful questions in the reviews, we 

would like to first thank both the authors, for their generous consideration of our work, and 

Antipode itself for giving space to this forum. Data Power was something of an odd book to 

write. On one level, this is due to its attempt to distil over a decade of collaborative scholarship 

into a text accessible to wider audiences unfamiliar with the many ways in which data and power 

suffuse our lives. On another, of course, there was a global pandemic that profoundly shifted the 

ways we work and live, hurtling us further down the very paths our text was trying to challenge. 

Some of these changes play out in the text, like our engagement with tracking and surveillance 

health applications, while other aspects, like the curtailing of field-based research, exist only in 

early drafts and outlines—digital vestiges of a time before quarantines and vaccine boosters. 

The resulting book, we feel, is captured by Emma Fraser’s description of a text sitting 

somewhere between “a manifesto and a method” as well as in Ian Spangler’s summary of it as a 

text that is “about reclaiming agency, autonomy, and solidarity in the face of that which tries to 

curb all three”. On the one hand, theoretically and historically situating “data” within long-

standing structures and effects of capitalism; while, on the other, providing concrete examples 

and material guidance, “tips and tricks” for Spangler, of means by which we might “live in the 

cracks”. In his introduction to this Forum, Nick Lally precisely lays out a series of questions and 

provocations found in the reviews and additionally adds his own. In parallel structure, we would 

like to address these comments. 

 
1 Available open access here: https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv249sg9w  
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In a kind description of our writing, Spangler describes our theoretical framing as a 

“political economy of everyday technologies” and, from that, they note our tactics and strategies 

that attempt to “dis-alienate” the myriad ways technologies function within our lives. Spangler 

rightly pushes us to consider Katherine McKittrick’s thoughts, drawing from Édouard Glissant 

(1997), on opacity and transparency. Here, we wholeheartedly agree with the critiques of visual 

economies which naturalise, fetishise, and reify unjust, racist, and incomplete ways of knowing. 

As Alexander Galloway (2021: 243) writes, and we concur, “[w]hile disappearance and 

withdrawal may evoke white male privilege—Henry David Thoreau retreating to his cabin, or 

John Rawls withdrawing behind a ‘veil of ignorance’—I am [we are] inspired here more by 

theories of opacity and disappearance drawn from feminist and black theory”. The multiplicities 

of knowledges and appropriate responses to them will always be situated. 

Simultaneously, we wish to draw attention to the black-boxing of knowledges and 

systems that allow for the very reproduction of racial, gendered, and economic exploitation 

within digital systems. While opacity can perhaps be used to describe both, one deployed as what 

McKittrick calls an “embodied way of life”,2 the other to deny access to the processes by which 

life is sorted within digital capitalism, perhaps that is a mistake. While referring to both as 

opacity allows for a consideration of how racial/digital capitalism attempts to co-opt radical 

theory, radical ways of being, the extent to which they differ is significant. Glissant’s opacity, as 

we understand it, is an embodied praxis: a ground up, collective way of living in (black) bodies. 

Google’s obfuscation of their code is a predatory corporate practice that reinforces the very 

visual systems and racial structures opacity seeks to dismantle. There is value in refusal to be 

represented, in the secretive, in the opaque. 

In some ways akin to Spangler’s questions, Ofurhe Igbinedion asks us what might have 

happened if we had built our argument upwards from the least-privileged. There are two answers 

to this, both worth considering. On the most superficial level, this book was predominantly 

written during the Covid pandemic and we are both white men with tenure track jobs within the 

academy. The forced quarantines inflected what sorts of fieldwork were possible, delimiting our 

 
2 Tweet, 28 April 2020: https://twitter.com/demonicground/status/1254937431553593344  
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ability to centre perspectives that were not our own aside from Zoom calls and email exchanges. 

Nevertheless, that is true of much research constructed during those periods and not really an 

excuse of much merit, simply a reality. Igbinedion is asking a much deeper question, one that 

acknowledges the ways in which we have used our “privilege to uplift the voices of a wide 

variety of revolutionaries”, but also asks what more might be done if we eschewed using “dead 

white men to situate … [our] theories”. More glibly, why Walter instead of Ruha Benjamin? 

Here, our answer is that we find great value in both. Putting voices across generations 

and identities in conversation with one another pushes the limits of how ideas are co-opted, 

developed, and subverted by forces both radical and revanchist. It is a difficult conversation, and 

one we admit to not always conducting gracefully, to simultaneously speak across gaps while 

giving space and breath to those that have been and continue to be excluded. But, we see this 

path as the means towards creating moments of shared solidarity in theory and praxis—whether 

it be through the adoption of a technique or the recognition of incommensurability of 

experiences. For example, we centre Precarias a la Deriva as a means for understanding the 

radical potential of the dérive precisely because they inverted the logic of Debord’s privilege, 

repurposing a theoretical tool into a radical praxis of everyday life. In doing so, we follow 

Wilson’s (2021:173) suggestion of a return to Katz’ (1996, 2017) “minor theory”—one which is 

“additive” in what it considers and what stories it tells about ourselves and others; but, which 

perhaps most importantly, situates the specificity of our own knowledge claims and identities 

(D’Ignazio and Klein 2020:83). 

Building on themes of identity and intent, Luis Alvarez León echoes Audre Lorde’s 

enduring question of whether the master’s tools will ever dismantle the master’s house. He 

masterfully weaves that with our long-standing insistence that we must avoid mistaking digital 

capitalism’s “totalizing tendency for a static totality”. Taking our point seriously the latter raises 

important questions for Lorde’s point. Approaching the expansionist tendencies of digitally 

facilitated capital accumulation and social relations is a balancing act. We need not wholly 

accept the terms of digital capitalism and, instead, might build and grow productively in its gaps 

and cracks. 
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At least, up to a point. Alvarez León reminds us to not think too reductively, to not accept 

a binary choice—that we either blindly accept and build from the tools provided to us by the 

firms of digital capitalism, or we outright reject them to construct our own wholesale. It is 

always-already more entangled than that and resistance is as much about building new tools as it 

is hijacking, glitching, and sardonic repurposing of those that already exist. This balance also 

calls into question the nature of the tools, including the concepts and technologies, that we use. 

The wireless mesh networks used by Hong Kong protestors to organise outside of the cellular 

grid have their roots in 1980s US military experiments; the IDF uses concepts from Deleuze and 

Guattari in military movements through urban space. These examples may be well known, but 

they speak directly to how simultaneously the master’s tools may be moved against them and 

how the master will gladly take up any tool they find useful to their cause. 

We agree that any answer to Lorde’s question is not a simple one—in large part because 

of the very context of those asymmetrical power geometries. With respect to the perils of digital 

capitalism, as Andrew Feenberg (1999) points out, there are opportunities, especially early on in 

the emergence of a technology, to redirect or even fully object to the form and social role of that 

technology. With the imperative of digital capitalism undergirding their design, many digital 

technologies will replicate and facilitate expansionist tendencies. But when repurposed by users 

for their own, at times, resistive ends, will these technologies continue to be expansionist? Will 

they perpetuate the political asymmetries? This is what to “live in the cracks” means. Not to 

deny digital capitalism’s existence, nor to fully embrace it; but, rather, to recognise that the 

answers to the above questions are neither concrete nor binary, never static, and always 

contextual. To repurpose existing digital technologies to find spaces and moments for resistance 

and to create new ones as well, even while knowing that structural forces are always trying to 

suffuse those cracks, to fill them in with a neatly ordered consumptive modernity. 

If Alvarez León reminds us to think carefully through the tools we are using, and from 

whence they came and for whom they are also deployed, Lally and Fraser push at the theoretical 

underpinnings of the work and how they might, or might not, be engaged in material praxis. 

Simultaneously invoking and eschewing classic debates within political economy, Lally 

asks us if “data practices are qualitatively different than labour as it has been historically 
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understood”. In the book, with respect to this topic, we borrowed and built upon the work of 

others: Fuchs (2014) features prominently, as does our own previous work, as do many other 

voices and ideas. We do not feel that either the work around data or the work that data do are 

qualitatively different from how labour has been understood historically, regardless of which 

volume of Capital one finds most insightful. Data facilitate and constitute an agglomerated form 

of dead labour, a digital description of it which differs in some ways from material, rivalrous 

goods, but is never not material itself. Digital bytes still have physical presence, they still wear 

down and wear out or become outdated, just as machines on the shopfloor once and still do. 

Like Lally, Fraser pushes at the concept of “rupture”, correctly noting we view it as “the 

space where radical alternatives to the status quo can be productively pursued”, but asking if that 

is always so. The short answer, perhaps most clearly demonstrated by Elon Musk’s recent 

acquisition of Twitter, is a simple “no”. Rupture from the status quo is not inherently liberatory, 

and, in fact, may often be revanchist in design and execution. While the resurgence of repressive 

far right voices and fabricated information on the platform has spurred some discussion of digital 

capitalism writ large and, in particular, of some of the most pernicious valorising mythos of 

Silicon Valley, the resurgence still occurred. Now, will this prompt some to form new networks? 

To make use of other tools? Mastodon has seen an increase in users, but how sustainable is that? 

Will it fall by the wayside like so many “progressive” alternatives to Facebook have? Or will it 

simply be appropriated and applied as a tool for further extraction and exploitation, for profit and 

control? Moments of rupture unequivocally need “other kinds of intersectional organising and 

struggles”, as Lally puts it. The digital technology is not the message, even if the former 

overdetermines the latter. That is why we emphasise intentionality in everyday technological 

practice late in the book. 

Our book is somewhere between a manifesto and a method; or, rather, we strive for both. 

Much like the dark satanic mills of Marx’s age, current data processes are more than intolerable; 

they are also unsustainable. Given that state of affairs, it is vital to develop both ways of 

imagining how things might be, while also offering the beginnings of a concrete praxis for how 

to get them there. There is, of course, much more to be done. 
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