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ONE
Doing Things with Words and
Saying Words with Things

That things we say and do through the Internet have permeated our lives
in unprecedented ways is now a cliché that needs not repeating. That this
has happened practically throughout the world despite a digital divide is
also accepted. That both corporations and states have become heavily
invested in harvesting, assembling, and storing data—for profits or security—about things we say and do through the Internet is practically the
strongest evidence of the significance attached to our connected digital
lives. That for many people Aaron Swartz, Anonymous, DDoS, Edward
Snowden, GCHQ, Julian Assange, LulzSec, NSA, Pirate Bay, PRISM, or
WikiLeaks hardly require introduction is yet further evidence. That presidents and footballers tweet, hackers leak nude photos, and murderers
and advertisers use Facebook or that people post their sex acts are not so
controversial as just recognizable events of our times. That Airbnb disrupts the hospitality industry or Uber the taxi industry is taken for
granted. It certainly feels like saying and doing things through the Internet has become an everyday experience with dangerous possibilities.
The worldwide debate over the social, economic, and cultural consequences of digital life connected to the Internet has been in full swing for
about twenty years now. 1 Early and notable books such as Sherry Turkle’s Life on the Screen (1995) and Nicholas Negroponte’s Being Digital
(1995) were by and large celebrations of digital lives being connected to
the Internet and enabling people to do things through it. 2 Yet within
twenty years the mood has decisively changed. Evgeny Morozov’s The
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Net Delusion (2011), Turkle’s own Alone Together (2011), or Jamie Bartlett’s
The Dark Net (2014) strike much more sombre, if not worried, moods.
While Morozov draws attention to the consequences of giving up data in
return for so-called free services, Turkle draws attention to how people
are getting lost in their devices. Bartlett draws attention to what is happening in certain areas of the Internet when pushed underground (removed from access via search engines) and thus giving rise to new forms
of vigilantism and extremism. Perhaps the spying and snooping by corporations and states into what people say and do through the Internet
has become a watershed event. 3 Seen from another angle, novels such as
William Gibson’s Neuromancer (1984) and Dave Eggers’s The Circle (2013)
practically bookmark an era. While Gibson projects an experimental and
explorative, if not separate and independent, cyberspace, almost like a
frontier, Eggers announces the arrival of the guardians at the gates of the
frontier. As Ronald Deibert recently suggested, while the Internet used to
be characterized as a network of networks it is perhaps more appropriate
now to see it as a network of filters and chokepoints. 4 The struggle over
the things we say and do through the Internet is now a political struggle
of our times, and so is the Internet itself.
If indeed what we are saying and doing through the Internet is dramatically changing political life, what then of the subjects of politics? If
the Internet—or, more precisely, how we are increasingly acting through
the Internet—is changing our political subjectivity, what do we think
about the way in which we understand ourselves as political subjects,
subjects who have rights to speech, access, and privacy, rights that constitute us as political, as beings with responsibilities and obligations? Like
those who approach the study of the Internet as remaking social networks, identities, subjectivities, or human-technology interactions, we are
interested in how the Internet involves the refashioning of relations not
only between people but between people and vast arrangements of technologies and conventions that have become part of everyday language,
such as tweeting, messaging, friending, emailing, blogging, sharing, and
so on. We are specifically interested in the consequences of these conventions for political life, which we think is being reconfigured in novel
ways. Moreover, with the development of the Internet of things—our
phones, watches, dishwashers, fridges, cars, and many other devices being always already connected to the Internet—we not only do things with
words but also do words with things. (We are going to elaborate on this
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awkward but necessary phrase ‘saying and doing things through the
Internet’ and its two sides, ‘doing things with words’ and ‘saying words
with things,’ in chapters 2 and 3 when we discuss the figures of the
citizen and cyberspace and then speech acts and digital acts.) These connected devices generate enormous volumes of data about our movements, locations, activities, interests, encounters, and private and public
relationships through which we become data subjects. When joined up
with other data collected by private or public authorities concerning our
taxes, health, passport, travel, and finance, the data profiles that can be
compiled about people is staggering. 5 Who owns the data generated by
the digital traces of people and their devices? 6 The Internet has not only
permeated our social, cultural, and economic lives but also resignified
political life by creating an interconnected web of relations among people
and things. It has influenced almost every aspect of politics, and its presence in politics is ubiquitous. It has created new kinds of politics where
there is ostensibly no previous equivalent. It has also given rise to new
subjects of politics such as Anonymous, cypherpunks, hacktivists, and
whistle-blowers.
Along with these political subjects, a new designation has also
emerged: digital citizens. Subjects such as citizen journalists, citizen artists, citizen scientists, citizen philanthropists, and citizen prosecutors
have variously accompanied it. 7 Going back to the euphoric years of the
1990s, Jon Katz introduced the term to describe generally the kinds of
Americans who were active on the Internet. 8 For Katz, people were inventing new ways of conducting themselves politically on the Internet
and were transcending the straitjacket of at least American electoral politics caught, as it were, between conventional Democratic versus Republican party politics. Considering this as the birth of a new political subjectivity entirely owing to the Internet, Katz thought that although digital
citizens were libertarian, they were neither alienated nor isolated. Rather,
digital citizens were a political movement struggling to come together
with a common cause mobilized by values of sharing, prosperity, exchange, knowledge, and openness. 9 Katz’s optimism has not been entirely borne out by our subsequent (and international) experience. 10 A recent
website, for example, calling on people to become digital citizens seems
to be more about personal safety and personal security than Katz’s libertarian political subjects dedicated to openness and sharing. 11 It promises,
for example, that through becoming digital citizens you will ‘learn how
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to protect yourself and your family. Be a voice for real solutions. Help us
take our online neighbourhood back from the criminals and predators.’
As this signals, these different imaginaries of being or becoming digital
citizens are contested. This contestation is not entirely a product of the
Internet, as we shall see later, and perhaps expresses the paradox of the
late modern citizen with conflicting and ambiguous callings. 12 The question that we face in relation to this contestation or struggle as both an
object of theorizing and of politics is: What kind of political subject, if not
a citizen, is coming into being through the Internet? What are the callings
that mobilize people with ever more force to become digital citizens, and
what are the closings that generate dread and motivate them to withdraw?
In posing these questions our focus is thus on the political subject that
arises from acting through the Internet. To state from the outset, we
understand the political subject not as a coherent and unified being but as
a composite of multiple subjectivities that emerge from different situations and relations. We ask how it is possible for political subjects to
make rights claims about how their digital lives are configured, regulated, and organized by dispersed arrangements of numerous people and
things such as corporations and states but also software and devices as
well as people such as programmers and regulators. This question concerns not only by now well-known activists who are mostly male and
Euro-American but also the innumerable and often anonymous subjects
whose everyday acts through the Internet make claims to its workings
and rules. And as we have already suggested in the questions raised
above, how these everyday acts come to produce a political subjectivity
that we call digital citizens is our central concern. We have already implied two key ideas of this book; let us now specify them.
First, by bringing the political subject to the centre of concern, we
interfere with determinist analyses of the Internet and hyperbolic assertions about its impact that imagine subjects as passive data subjects. Instead, we attend to how political subjectivities are always performed in
relation to sociotechnical arrangements to then think about how they are
brought into being through the Internet. 13 We also interfere with libertarian analyses of the Internet and their hyperbolic assertions of sovereign
subjects. We contend that if we shift our analysis from how we are being
‘controlled’ (as both determinist and libertarian views agree) to the complexities of ‘acting’—by foregrounding citizen subjects not in isolation but
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in relation to the arrangements of which they are a part—we can identify
ways of being not simply obedient and submissive but also subversive.
While usually reserved for high-profile hacktivists and whistle-blowers,
we ask, how do subjects act in ways that transgress the expectations of
and go beyond specific conventions and in doing so make rights claims
about how to conduct themselves as digital citizens? 14 Second, by focusing on how digital citizens make rights claims through the Internet, we
ask, how are their relations mediated, regulated, and monitored, and
how is knowledge generated, ordered, and disseminated through the
Internet? We consider both of these concerns as objects of struggle and
ones through which we might identify how we otherwise conduct ourselves as digital citizens when we engage with others and act through the
Internet.
When the sociotechnical arrangements and subjects that make up the
Internet traverse not only national borders but also legal orders, both
borders and orders become permeable and reinforced simultaneously.
The implications of this are evident in struggles over the Internet; from
Anonymous to WikiLeaks, from activists to security professionals alike,
acts can and do cut across national borders and multiple legal orders. 15
Some of the Internet’s novel aspects, such as the speed and reach of
interactions and transactions, have spurred concerns about high-frequency trading, the hacking of financial and banking services, state and corporate spying on citizens, deliberate cross-border virus attacks, covert cyberwars among states, and the rise of often anonymous racism, xenophobia, and homophobia along with cyberbullying and issues of freedom of
speech. These are just a few prominent issues of how technical, material,
cultural, ethical, and political matters collide and collude across multiple
and overlapping orders. 16 The challenge we set for ourselves in this book
is to find ways of investigating how people enact themselves as citizens
by negotiating their rights such as privacy, access, openness, and innovation and their rights concerning data. We investigate these rights not in
terms of their substance but in relation to who the subject is of these
rights, or more precisely, who is constituting themselves as political subjects of these rights by saying and doing things—and thus making rights
claims—through the Internet.
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BETWEEN DIGITAL LIFE AND POLITICAL LIFE
So far there has been a remarkably limited discussion, let alone theorization, of the relationship between citizens and the Internet. 17 It has been
limited in two senses. First, discussions of the relationship have focused
on issues concerning the provision and delivery of public services
through the Internet, variously described as e-government and measured
by indicators such as the United Nations e-government readiness index
or other indices and metrics. 18 This is also the case for studies of government transparency and citizen rights to open data that have lead to initiatives such as the G8 Open Data Charter. 19 Although open data and the
provision and delivery of public services through the Internet are important aspects of contemporary citizenship, to limit citizenship to these
meanings is obviously too narrow for understanding various broader, if
not fundamental, issues we have just mentioned. Second, those who consider such broad issues that we discuss under the rubric of ‘digital citizens’ seem to overlook how citizenship itself in contemporary societies is
undergoing fundamental changes that are related to a series of other
transformations similar to and different from those concerning the Internet. The issues of transnational mobility and migrations, resurgence of
nationalism, assertions of sovereignty, internationalization of capital, the
decline of the social state, and the rise of neoliberalism are all forcing the
boundaries of citizenship as an issue of concern. Just as the extensity of
the Internet enables digital life to flow across state regulatory jurisdictions, so too do the rights claims of citizens increasingly traverse multiple
legal orders.
To an extent, these issues are now being addressed in the field of
digital studies. 20 Questions concerning who shapes the Internet, who
uses it, and who shapes law and regulation regarding it are now being
debated. It is well recognized that digital studies concerns itself with not
only underlying digital technologies but how these technologies are embedded in sociotechnical arrangements and subjects who shape these arrangements both as users and producers. More significantly, digital studies spans both social sciences and humanities as well as science and technology studies and asks questions concerning the relation of digital technologies to social and cultural change. For Arthur and Marilouise Kroker
especially, critical digital studies revisits the question concerning technology and its embodiment in political, social, and cultural lives. 21 For Krok-
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er and Kroker ‘What is truly critical about critical digital studies is the
emphasis on not only understanding the dominant codes of technology,
politics, and culture in the digital era but also on digital studies that excel
in breaking the codes and in introducing new visions of the digital future
by disrupting the codes, disturbing boundaries, and adding uncertainty
to established patterns of (code) behaviour.’ 22 As we shall see in chapter
6, breaking codes or conventions is an essential aspect of the performativity of digital acts, and hence being critical is inherent in a performative
understanding of acts.
If indeed we want to engage with critical digital studies concerning
the connectivity of people and things through the Internet, our premise is
that even in critical digital studies that explore ‘the politics of the Internet’, the figure of the citizen makes a faint appearance. As we explain
below, we do not mean that either the term ‘citizens’ or ‘citizenship’ is
absent from digital studies. On the contrary, since the 1990s, the terms
‘citizens’ and ‘citizenship’ have been used to describe politics of and on
the Internet. The question is, rather, concerned with the faint appearance
of the figure of the citizen as a subject making rights claims. A brief
survey of exceptions to this absence will help us explain what we mean
by this.
An early work by Kevin Hill and John Hughes, Cyberpolitics: Citizen
Activism in the Age of the Internet (1998), explores the role and impact of
the Internet on democratic politics in America. 23 Hill and Hughes conclude that ‘politics on the Internet is dominated by a relatively savvy,
conservative minority’, and perhaps for this reason, ‘the Internet is not
going to radically change politics’. 24 More recently, R. J. Maratea’s The
Politics of the Internet: Political Claims-Making in Cyberspace and Its Effect on
Modern Political Activism (2013) also explores the politics of making claims
in cyberspace. Maratea argues that ‘the ability to publicize claims and
have them disperse through cyberspace does not guarantee that they will
connect with prospective supporters, because the Internet has increased
audience fragmentation’. 25 Yet for Maratea it is clear that the increased
state surveillance of the Internet has shown that those with power will
use Internet technologies ‘to expand social control and disseminate propaganda’. 26 What is important to recognize is that although the Internet
may not have changed politics radically in the fifteen years that separate
these two studies, it has radically changed the meaning and function of
being citizens with the rise of both corporate and state surveillance. 27
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It is also in those fifteen years that several studies have demonstrated
that gradually, if not quite significantly, what it means to be a citizen on
the Internet has changed. This includes studies that continue to monitor
and assess the impact of the Internet on citizen politics, especially in the
United States and United Kingdom, as illustrated in studies of online
conduct, participation, and engagement. 28 Karen Mossberger, Caroline
Tolbert, and Ramona McNeal, for example, demonstrate in Digital Citizenship: The Internet, Society, and Participation (2008) how online participation in society has become a necessary element of democratic citizenship. 29 By defining ‘digital citizens’ as ‘those who use the internet regularly and effectively—that is on a daily basis’, they have shown how
inclusion in prevailing forms of communication have affected the ability
to participate as democratic citizens. Stephen Coleman and Jay Blumler
in The Internet and Democratic Citizenship: Theory, Practice and Policy (2009)
have shown that the Internet has a huge potential to deepen democratic
citizenship when invested by imaginative governments. 30 Phillip Howard, by contrast, has shown in New Media Campaigns and the Managed
Citizen (2006) how information technologies are used in producing a
managed digital citizen. 31
These studies have also started to expand in scope beyond the United
States and United Kingdom to include international developments. 32 In
part, this reflects the increased involvement in the politics of the Internet
of social groups such as youth, women, and minorities whose actions
increasingly cross national borders and legal orders and have opened up
various meanings and functions of being citizens. 33 Mark Poster, for example, argues that these involvements are giving rise to new political
movements in cyberspace whose political subjects are not citizens, understood as members of nation-states, but instead netizens. 34 By using the
term ‘digital citizenship’ as a heuristic concept, Nick Couldry and his
colleagues also illustrate how digital infrastructures understood as social
relations and practices are contributing to the emergence of a civic culture as a condition of citizenship. 35 Yet, they argue, it is not quite clear
what kinds of subjects are emerging from these digital citizenship practices.
We argue that despite this proliferation of the term ‘citizen’ the figure
of the citizen is lost in digital studies by both its presence and absence.
When it is present, the figure of the citizen appears as a recipient of
rights, a figure that already exists, and whose conduct already pertains to
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good civic behaviour such as participation. The citizen, it is observed,
engages (or fails to), participates (or fails to), and receives (or fails to)
rights and entitlements. The figure, then, is largely an already present
figure or a problem figure. To put it differently, the figure of the citizen is
a problem of government: how to engage, cajole, coerce, incite, invite, or
broadly encourage it to inhabit forms of conduct that are already deemed
to be appropriate to being a citizen. What is lost here is the figure of the
citizen as an embodied subject of experience who acts through the Internet for making rights claims. We will further elaborate on this subject of
making rights claims, but the figure of the citizen that we imagine is not
merely a bearer or recipient of rights that already exist but one whose
activism involves making claims to rights that may or may not exist.
The figure of the citizen is also lost in description of the experiences of
subjects who act through the Internet. This absence is evinced by the fact
that the figure of the citizen is rarely, if ever, used to describe the acts of
crypto-anarchists, cyberactivists, cypherpunks, hackers, hacktivists,
whistle-blowers, and other political figures of cyberspace. It sounds almost outrageous if not perverse to call the political heroes of cyberspace
as citizen subjects since the figure of the citizen seems to betray their
originality, rebelliousness, and vanguardism, if not their cosmopolitanism. Yet the irony here is that this is exactly the figure of the citizen we
inherit as a figure who makes rights claims. It is that figure that has been
betrayed and shorn of all its radicality in the contemporary politics of the
Internet. Instead, and more recently, the figure of the citizen is being lost
to the figure of the human as recent developments in corporate and state
data snooping and spying have exacerbated. As Rikke Jørgensen has documented, increasingly, rights to privacy, access, and protection are solely
articulated as human rights arguments. 36 There are, of course, exceptions
to this, perhaps most famously Edward Snowden’s pseudonym Citizenfour and scholars such as Timothy Luke and Mark Poster. 37 Nevertheless,
the figure of the citizen is dimly visible and instead is either a problem
subject of government or a problem subject of human rights.
The situation in citizenship studies is the opposite of digital studies. It
is the figure of cyberspace that is practically lost in citizenship studies.
We also observe cyberspace in relation to both its presence and absence.
When the figure of cyberspace is present, it often refers to a nebulous
space, often separate if not independent of physical space and one to
which only some people belong. There is a certain mysticism that sur-
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rounds the figure. Its absence is often evinced during major political
events such as Occupy Wall Street, los indignados of 15M, or Arab uprisings by the difficulty of accounting for the role of digital media in them. 38
But the figure of cyberspace is also absent in citizenship studies as scholars have yet to find a way to conceive of the figure of the citizen beyond
its modern configuration as a member of the nation-state. Consequently,
when the acts of subjects traverse so many borders and involve a multiplicity of legal orders, identifying this political subject as a citizen becomes a fundamental challenge. So far, describing this traversing political
subject as a global citizen or cosmopolitan citizen has proved difficult if
not contentious. 39
To summarize, when we say that the figure of the citizen is lost in
digital studies and that the figure of cyberspace is lost in citizenship
studies, our aim is to bring attention to the question concerning political
subjectivity in cyberspace. So rather than defining digital citizens narrowly as ‘those who have the ability to read, write, comprehend, and
navigate textual information online and who have access to affordable
broadband’ or ‘active citizens online’ or even ‘Internet activists’, we
understand digital citizens as those who make digital rights claims,
which we will elaborate in chapter 2. 40
So to understand what it means to be digital citizens requires theorizing between digital life (and its digital subjects) and political life (and its
political subjects). Both are simultaneously undergoing transformation,
and understanding the dynamics of these changes is a challenge. It is a
challenge that critical citizenship studies amply illustrates by focusing on
citizenship as a site of contestation or social struggle rather than bundles
of given rights and duties. 41 It is an approach that understands rights as
not static or universal but historical and situated and arising from social
struggles. The space of this struggle involves the politics of how we both
shape and are shaped by sociotechnical arrangements of which we are a
part. From this follows that subjects embody both the material and immaterial aspects of these arrangements where distinctions between the two
become untenable. 42 Who we become as political subjects—or subjects of
any kind, for that matter—is neither given or determined but enacted by
what we do in relation to others and things. If so, being digital and being
citizens are simultaneously the objects and subjects of political struggle,
and understanding the relations between these struggles is the aim of this
book.
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Towards developing an understanding of being digital citizens, we
draw on a number of scholars who typically study the technical workings
of digital devices and platforms and their social, cultural, and political
effects. We have learned a lot from the burgeoning literature on the Internet. 43 Our goal is not to focus on the specificities of how technologies like
Google or Twitter algorithms work. Although we do give many examples, our aim is to develop an empirically grounded but theoretical conception of the digital citizen as a political subject. We also recognize that
our examples are predominantly from Anglo-American sources, which in
part says a lot about the concentration of technologies, ownership, and
the scandals of our digital lives. We mention these issues to especially
foreground that our focus is on theorizing what we call digital acts and
being digital citizens and that such theorizing is necessary to clear the
ground for more detailed and penetrating investigations. It is an approach we share with others and especially with J. L. Austin’s How to Do
Things with Words, work that we take up in chapter 3 to develop our
conception of digital acts drawing on his theory of speech acts. 44 Austin
understands language as a means of social action. We take this up to
interpret digital acts as a kind of speech act and means of social struggle.
At present, studies of the Internet and empirical analyses of specific digital platforms are proliferating, yet we lack concepts for framing and interpreting what these mean for being digital citizens. Many of the conventional concepts with which we are familiar, such as online, offline, virtual, and real, for example, do not hold up to critical scrutiny but instead
serve as placeholders in search of concepts. Yet having concepts is critical
because they shape our perceptions and imaginaries, and it is through
concepts that we make sense of our experiences. Our aim, then, is to
provide a conceptual apparatus that might help us to think across the
numerous studies and accounts so that when we consider Twitter, for
instance, we can ask: How do conventions such as microblogging platforms configure actions and create possibilities for digital citizens to act?
BECOMING DIGITAL CITIZENS
We use the term ‘critical’ to indicate a tradition that is marked by critical
reflexivity but also by an open, engaging, and political style of thought.
More specifically, however, ‘critical’ designates a style of thought where
we investigate the acts of those who rupture contemporary conventions
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of being political and enact creative, autonomous, and inventive ways of
becoming political. Through this approach, we have marked out what we
consider to be several moves in how we theorize being digital citizens.
We outline them here, recognizing that one can grasp their fuller meaning and function only by reading the chapters that follow.
In chapter 2, we develop an understanding of the space of digital life
as the figure of cyberspace and an understanding of the figure of the citizen
that we inherit. Rather than a separate or independent space constituted
by the digital interactions and transactions of people, we define it as a
space of relations between and among bodies acting through the Internet.
We develop our approach to being digital citizens by drawing on Michel
Foucault to argue that subjects become citizens through various processes of subjectivation that involve relations between bodies and things that
constitute them as subjects of power. We focus on how people enact
themselves as subjects of power through the Internet and at the same
time bring cyberspace into being. We position this understanding of subjectivation against that of interpellation, which assumes that subjects are
always and already formed and inhabited by external forces. Rather, we
argue that citizen subjects are summoned and called upon to act through
the Internet and, as subjects of power, respond by enacting themselves
not only with obedience and submission but also subversion. If indeed
we understand cyberspace as a space of relations between and among bodies
acting through the Internet, ways of being digital citizens is a site of
struggle between virtuous, malicious, righteous, and indifferent acts. Our
performativity always involves relations between ourselves and others.
In this way, conducting ourselves means to act with others as we place
ourselves and take up and carve out social positions—something that
Foucault captured by defining power as ‘action upon action’ or ‘conduct
of conduct’.
Chapter 3 develops a conception of how we say and do things
through the Internet by defining digital acts as a kind of speech act. We
do this by taking up Austin’s definition of five classes of speech acts that
have performative force: judgments, decisions, commitments, acknowledgements, and clarifications. To this we introduce a sixth class of speech
act, which we think these classes do not account for: claims. We arrive at
this through our consideration of the citizen subject who articulates ‘I,
we, they have a right to’. While subjects perform all classes of speech acts
and not only through the Internet, making rights claims are specific to
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our definition of citizens as not sovereign rights-bearing but performative
rights-claiming subjects. We argue that making rights claims involves not
only performative but also legal and imaginary forces. We then argue
that digital acts involve conventions that include not only words but also
images and sounds and various actions such as liking, coding, clicking,
downloading, sorting, blocking, and querying. If Austin showed how we
do things with words, we also try to show how we do words with things. 45 We
argue that these digital acts resignify four political questions about the
Internet: anonymity, extensity, traceability, and velocity.
In chapters 4, 5, and 6 we then specify how these contestations are
enacted through three groupings of digital acts—callings, openings, and
closings—and outline the various conventions and actions that compose
them. Chapter 7, rather than considering the substance of digital rights,
attends to the processes involved in enacting digital rights claims. We do so
by bringing together those political subjects who make digital rights
claims by their acts through the Internet (performativity) and those who
make digital rights claims in or by what they say about those rights in
declarations, bills, charters, and manifestos (imaginary) and call upon
authorities for the inscription of those rights (legality).
Collectively, these moves refine our approach to enacting digital citizens. We work through a complex terrain of openings and closings that
cyberspace occasions but also raise a fundamental—and increasingly universal—question: How do we conduct ourselves through the Internet?
Given the rights cyberspace occasions and we demand, should we embrace it without question? Given the perils it elicits, should we avoid it?
Given the dangers it creates, should we abandon it? Given its potentialities, should we tout the dawn of a new era? All these questions are being
asked today, yet they may not be the questions that really matter. Given
its pervasiveness and omnipresence, avoiding or shunning cyberspace is
as dystopian as quitting social space; it is also certain that conducting
ourselves in cyberspace requires, as many activists and scholars have
warned, intense critical vigilance. Since there cannot be generic or universal answers to how we conduct ourselves, more or less every incipient or
existing political subject needs to ask in what ways it is being called upon
and subjectified through cyberspace. In other words, to return again to
the conceptual apparatus of this book, the kinds of citizen subjects cyberspace cultivates are not homogenous and universal but fragmented,
multiple, and agonistic. At the same time, the figure of a citizen yet to
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come is not inevitable; while cyberspace is a fragile and precarious space,
it also affords openings, moments when thinking, speaking, and acting
differently become possible by challenging and resignifying its conventions. These are the moments that we highlight to argue that digital rights
are not only a project of inscriptions but also enactment.
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on their behaviour within digital networks. If their behaviour conflicts with targets
identified by algorithms, their rights will come under question.
14. This is a question posed with respect to surveillance by Z. Bauman et al., “After
Snowden: Rethinking the Impact of Surveillance,” International Political Sociology 8, 2
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