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Abstract

This study examines artificial intelligence (AI) and platform labor as interconnected dimensions of contemporary
social control, conceptualized through the notion of algoritarism. Moving beyond narratives of technological
inevitability, it argues that Al constitutes a historically specific mode of rule that reorganizes labor, subjectivity,
and global dependency through data extraction, predictive analytics, and continuous evaluation. Unlike earlier
forms of rule-based algorithmic governance, contemporary Al systems operate adaptively, transforming
correlations into realtime mechanisms of regulation. Within platform economies, workers—including delivery
couriers, ride-hailing drivers, content moderators, data annotators, and freelance digital laborers—are integrated
into infrastructures that simultaneously extract value from their activity and the data they generate. The promise
of flexibility and autonomy conceals a regime of algorithmic command in which precarization, individualized risk,
and continuous monitoring are normalized. Labor is not displaced but reconfigured, as surplus value production
extends into the domain of data and everyday interaction. The analysis is grounded in a decolonizing Al perspective
that situates these dynamics within global asymmetries. Al infrastructures, data flows, and epistemic frameworks
remain concentrated in hegemonic centers, while peripheral regions are incorporated as sites of labor, data
extraction, and super-exploitation. In this configuration, platform expansion reproduces colonial relations in digital
form, embedding unequal power relations within both material infrastructures and dominant socio-technical
imaginaries. Methodologically, the article adopts a diffractive approach grounded in a relational ontology that
brings Marxist political economy into dialogue with decolonial theory. This enables an analysis of algorithmic
governance as an integrated regime operating simultaneously as managerial technique, ideological apparatus, and
infrastructural environment. While Al-driven control intensifies surveillance, standardization, and affective
modulation, it remains dependent on collective labor, continuous data production, and material infrastructures. The
study concludes that artificial intelligence should be understood not as a neutral technological innovation but as a
contested terrain of class antagonism and geopolitical struggle. Challenging algoritarism therefore requires
confronting both its political-economic foundations and the epistemic hierarchies that sustain it.

Keywords: Artificial Intelligence; Platform Labor; Algorithmic Governance; Decolonizing Al; Digital
Colonialism; Platform Capitalism; Data Extraction; Class Struggle.

* Bagimsiz Arastirmact, Istanbul, Tiirkiye ORCID: 0000-0003-3020-8550



Artificial Intelligence, Platform Labor, and Social Control

Ozet

Bu calisma, yapay zekd (YZ) ve platform emegini, algoritarizm kavrami iizerinden ¢agdas sosyal kontroliin
birbirine bagli boyutlar1 olarak incelemektedir. Teknolojik kaginilmazlik anlatilarinin 6tesine gegerek, YZ nin veri
¢ikarimi, tahmine dayali analiz ve siirekli degerlendirme yoluyla emegi, 6znelligi ve kiiresel bagimliligi yeniden
diizenleyen, tarihsel olarak 6zgilin bir yonetim bigimi olusturdugunu savunmaktadir. Kural tabanli algoritmik
yonetimin Onceki bigimlerinden farkli olarak, cagdas YZ sistemleri uyarlanabilir bir sekilde c¢aligarak
korelasyonlari ger¢cek zamanli diizenleme mekanizmalarina doniistiirmektedir. Platform ekonomilerinde, kuryeler,
stirticiiler, igerik moderatorleri, veri etiketleyicileri ve serbest ¢alisan dijital ig¢iler de dahil olmak {izere ¢alisanlar,
hem faaliyetlerinden hem de {irettikleri verilerden deger elde eden altyapilara entegre edilmektedir. Esneklik ve
ozerklik vaadi, glivencesizlesmenin, bireysellestirilmis riskin ve siirekli izlemenin normallestirildigi bir algoritmik
yonetim rejimini gizlemektedir. Emek yerinden edilmemekte, yeniden yapilandirilmaktadir; art1 deger tiretimi veri
ve gilinliik etkilesim alanina yayilmaktadir. Analiz, bu dinamikleri kiiresel asimetriler i¢inde konumlandiran,
somiirgecilikten arindirilmis bir yapay zeka perspektifine dayanmaktadir. Yapay zeka altyapilari, veri akislart ve
epistemik ¢erceveler hegemonik merkezlerde yogunlasirken, ¢evre bolgeler emek, veri ¢ikarma ve asir1 somiirii
alanlar1 olarak dahil edilmektedir. Bu yapilandirmada, platform genislemesi somiirge iligkilerini dijital bigimde
yeniden {ireterek, esitsiz gii¢ iligkilerini hem maddi altyapilar hem de baskin sosyo-teknik tahayyiiller igine
yerlestirmektedir. Metodolojik olarak, makale, Marksist siyasi ekonomiyi somiirgecilikten arindirma teorisiyle
diyaloga sokan iliskisel bir ontolojiye dayanan kirinimer bir yaklagim benimsemektedir. Bu, algoritmik yonetisimi,
es zamanli olarak yonetim teknigi, ideolojik aygit ve altyapisal ortam olarak isleyen entegre bir rejim olarak analiz
etmeyi miimkiin kilmaktadir. Yapay zeka odakli kontrol gozetimi, standardizasyonu ve duygusal modiilasyonu
yogunlastirirken, kolektif emege, stirekli veri iiretimine ve maddi altyapilara bagimli kalmaktadir. Calisma, yapay
zekanin tarafsiz bir teknolojik yenilik olarak degil, sinif catigmasinin ve jeopolitik miicadelenin ¢ekigmeli bir alam
olarak anlasilmas1 gerektigi sonucuna varmaktir. Bu nedenle, algoritarizme meydan okumak, hem onun siyasi-
ekonomik temelleriyle hem de onu destekleyen epistemik hiyerarsilerle ylizlesmeyi gerektirmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yapay Zeka; Platform Emegi; Algoritmik Yonetisim; Somiirgesizlestirici Yapay Zeka; Dijital
Somiirgecilik; Platform Kapitalizmi; Veri Cikarimi; Sinif Miicadelesi

1. Introduction

Artificial intelligence (AI) no longer operates as a confined computational technique
but as a historically specific socio-technical formation that reorganizes labor, authority, and
social control. In this article, Al is understood not simply as automation or data processing, but
as machine learning—based systems that continuously learn from large-scale data, generate
predictions, and intervene in decision-making processes in real time. This distinguishes
contemporary Al from earlier forms of algorithmic governance, which relied on pre-defined
rules and statistical correlations. Across sectors such as finance, logistics, welfare
administration, security, and platform economies, these systems are frequently framed as
neutral instruments of efficiency. Yet such narratives obscure the political-economic conditions
under which Al is produced and deployed. Within platform economies in particular, labor is
subordinated through continuous monitoring, predictive evaluation, and automated decision-
making. Workers—delivery couriers, ride-hailing drivers, content moderators, and remote
digital freelancers—are integrated into data-driven infrastructures that extract value from both

their labor and the data they generate.

This article argues that contemporary Al systems constitute a historically specific mode

of rule—algoritarism—in which labor exploitation, data extraction, and epistemic control are
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integrated within a unified socio-technical regime. What emerges is not merely a transformation
of technology, but a reconfiguration of domination in which control is operationalized through

adaptive computational systems that organize and discipline labor at scale.

Rather than treating Al as a tool of governance, this article conceptualizes it as a
historically specific mode of rule. In this sense, algoritarism cannot be reduced to existing
frameworks such as platform capitalism, algorithmic governance, or surveillance capitalism.
While these approaches have examined data extraction, labor reorganization, and digital
infrastructures, they tend to analyze these processes in relative isolation. Platform capitalism
foregrounds infrastructural accumulation, surveillance capitalism emphasizes data extraction
and behavioral prediction, and algorithmic governance focuses on decision-making systems.
By contrast, this article demonstrates that these processes are co-constituted within a single
regime in which exploitation, control, and knowledge production operate together. Algoritarism
thus names not merely a technological or economic transformation, but a configuration of
power that integrates these dimensions and renders domination both operational and opaque.
This distinction is crucial, as algoritarism does not merely extend these approaches but
conceptualizes how their underlying logics are operationally unified within Al-driven systems

of rule.

This article approaches Al and platform labor through a decolonizing Al perspective
that situates algoritarism within historically constituted relations of colonial power.
Contemporary Al systems are not only technical infrastructures but also epistemic projects
shaped by techno-capitalist, Anglo-European knowledge systems that define what counts as
valid data and whose knowledge is recognized. As a result, dominant imaginaries of Al futures
are narrowly constructed around corporate interests, positioning the Global South as a source
of labor, data, and resources rather than as a site of epistemic agency. The coloniality of Al is
thus expressed not only in the uneven distribution of infrastructure and capital but also in
narratives that present digitalization as an inevitable solution to economic and ecological crises
(Tironi & Albornoz, 2025, p. 1). A decolonizing Al approach therefore challenges both the
material and epistemic foundations of these systems, emphasizing that contesting algorithmic
domination requires transforming the structures that sustain it rather than merely expanding

inclusion (Langeveldt & Pietersen, 2024, p. 3; Nazira et al., 2025, p. 506).

Methodologically, the study adopts a diffractive approach grounded in a relational
ontology that brings Marxist political economy into dialogue with decolonial theory. Following

Fox and Alldred (2023, p. 94), diffraction is understood as an analytic strategy that examines
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how differences emerge through relational processes rather than treating phenomena as separate
and self-contained entities. Accordingly, Al is not treated as an external technological force but
as part of a socio-technical assemblage constituted through labor processes, colonial histories,
data flows, and relations of capital accumulation. From this perspective, labor, data, Al systems,
and global asymmetries are read through one another as mutually constitutive processes. Labor
produces the data that enables Al systems; these systems reorganize labor through continuous
monitoring and prediction; and both are embedded within asymmetrical global relations shaped
by colonial histories. By following these entanglements, the analysis identifies the structural
conditions under which Al-mediated domination over labor is reproduced while also examining

potential sites of contestation.

Platform work is therefore treated not as a novel employment model but as a strategic
site in which these dynamics become visible. While existing literature has addressed digital
labor (Fuchs, 2024, p. 192), platform capitalism (Srnicek, 2017a, pp. 41-43), and surveillance
(Zuboft, 2019, p. 17), less attention has been paid to how these processes are co-constituted

within a unified regime of rule grounded in global asymmetries and epistemic hierarchies.

The contribution of this article is twofold. First, it advances the concept of algoritarism
as an integrated form of socio-technical domination that brings together labor exploitation, data
extraction, and epistemic control within a single analytical framework. Second, it develops a
diffractive methodological approach that demonstrates how these processes are relationally

constituted rather than analytically separable.

The article proceeds in three steps: first, it clarifies the concept of labor and its
transformation under capitalism; second, it examines the reorganization of labor within
platform economies, focusing on the workers who sustain these systems; and third, it analyzes
algorithmic governance as a form of social control, theorizing algoritarism as a historically

specific mode of rule grounded in the convergence of Al, labor, and global inequality.

2. Platforming the Labor

To analyze how artificial intelligence reorganizes labor under conditions of algoritarism,
it is necessary to begin with the concept of labor and its historical transformation under
capitalism. Labor refers to the process through which human beings engage with and transform
nature through mental, physical, and creative activity. In its most general sense, it constitutes a
mode of self-realization. However, with the consolidation of industrial capitalism, the
intensification of the division of labor, and the expansion of private property, this character is

fundamentally altered. The products of labor and the labor process itself become detached from
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the worker and confront them as external and controlling forces. Under capitalism, surplus
value is appropriated by those who own the means of production, and alienated labor becomes
the condition for the reproduction of private property (Marx, 2011, p. 486). Alienation thus
deepens historically: while earlier forms of production limited workers’ access to their products,
capitalist production extends control to the labor process itself (Marx, 1977, p. 70). This
distinction clarifies the difference between work and labor. Work refers to productive activity
necessary for life and social existence (Marx, 1976, p. 283), whereas labor denotes a historically
specific form of work organized under conditions of separation, control, and exploitation

(Ekinci, 2020, p. 127).

While this Marxist framework provides a foundational account of alienation, existing
studies on digital and platform labor often treat contemporary transformations as either a
continuation of these dynamics or a departure from them. Such approaches tend to isolate labor,
data, and technology as analytically distinct domains. This article departs from these
perspectives by arguing that under conditions of algoritarism, these processes are not successive
or separate but relationally co-constituted. From a diffractive perspective, capitalist labor,
platformization, and Al-driven control must be read through one another. Algoritarism does not
mark a rupture with alienation but a reconfiguration of it, extending the separation between
workers and the conditions of production into domains of data, cognition, and everyday
interaction. Labor produces the data that feeds Al systems, while these systems reorganize labor
through continuous evaluation, prediction, and intervention. Alienation thus operates

simultaneously across economic, technological, and epistemic dimensions.

Within this relational field, platformization emerges as a key mechanism through which
these dynamics are operationalized. As Nick Srnicek argues, “at the most general level,
platforms are digital infrastructures that enable two or more groups to interact...” (Srnicek,
2017a, pp. 43—44). Platformization reorganizes economic and social activity around digital
systems that mediate interactions between workers, users, and capital (Srnicek, 2017b, pp. 254—
255). However, existing literature often frames platforms primarily as intermediaries or
infrastructures of accumulation. This article extends this account by demonstrating that
platforms must also be understood as sites where labor, data extraction, and algorithmic control
are co-constituted. For instance, ride-hailing platforms such as Uber simultaneously mediate
interactions and extract real-time data from both drivers and passengers (Daidj, 2019, p. 116).
Drivers’ routes, acceptance rates, and customer ratings are continuously tracked and used to

algorithmically allocate tasks and determine income (Li, Lu, Hu & Gupta, 2024, p. 1427).
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Read diffractively, these processes cannot be reduced to mediation alone. Labor
generates data; data enables Al systems; and Al systems reorganize labor. Control is thus not
external to the labor process but emerges from within it, operating through adaptive
computational systems that replace direct managerial supervision with continuous and opaque
mechanisms of evaluation and allocation. Algoritarism, in this sense, constitutes a mode of rule
in which domination is embedded within infrastructures rather than exercised through

identifiable authority.

This transformation intensifies exploitation in multiple, interrelated ways. Platform
labor eliminates stable working hours and wage guarantees while shifting operational costs and
risks onto workers (Seto, 2024, p. 3). At the same time, labor becomes inseparable from data
production. Every interaction between worker and platform generates data that is captured,
processed, and monetized, producing a dual process of value creation in which workers generate
both services and data commodities (van Dijck, Poell & de Waal, 2018, p. 33). For example, on
Amazon Mechanical Turk, workers perform micro-tasks while simultaneously generating
behavioral data (Standing, 2021, p. viii). Empirical studies on platform economies further
substantiate these dynamics. Research on ride-hailing platforms demonstrates that drivers’
earnings are significantly shaped by algorithmic pricing systems, commission rates, and
incentive structures , often resulting in income volatility and downward wage pressure (de
Freitas, 2025, p. 10). Similarly, studies on gig work highlight high levels of precarity, limited
access to social protection, and increasing income inequality among platform workers (Marx,
2022, p. 123). These findings provide empirical grounding for the argument that platform labor

intensifies exploitation through data-driven management systems rather than mitigating it.

While existing studies acknowledge data extraction, they often treat it as an additional
layer of exploitation. This article argues instead that, under algoritarism, data extraction is
constitutive of the labor process itself. From a diffractive perspective, labor time, data
production, and algorithmic optimization are not separable but entangled within a single
process of accumulation. Because this data production is continuous, compulsory, and unpaid,
it extends the working day beyond measurable labor time and deepens super-exploitation (Seto,

2024, p. 4; Nordli Oppegaard, 2024, p. 421).

Platform labor must also be understood in relation to digital labor, which foregrounds
symbolic and cognitive production (Lawrence & Phillips, 2019, p. 31; Fuchs, 2022, pp. 159—
162). However, accounts that emphasize immaterial labor risk obscuring its material conditions.

Building on and extending this literature, this article demonstrates that under algoritarism,
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cognitive, affective, and communicative capacities are systematically captured and reorganized
as sources of value within materially grounded infrastructures (Sayers, 2018, p. 40). This
expands the terrain of exploitation by incorporating dimensions of human activity that were

previously only partially commodified.

A crucial dimension of this process is the expansion of what has been described as ghost
work (Gray & Suri, 2019, pp. xxiii—xxiv). Content moderators, data annotators, and gig workers
constitute the hidden workforce behind Al infrastructures. Existing research highlights the
invisibility of this labor, yet often treats global inequality as a contextual factor. This article
advances this literature by showing that global asymmetries are constitutive of algoritarism
itself. Empirical evidence demonstrates that such labor is disproportionately concentrated in the
Global South (Yilmaz & Bostanci, 2025, p. 26), while control over infrastructures remains

concentrated in the Global North (Mejias & Couldry, 2025, p. 118).

Read diffractively, the extraction of data, the organization of labor, and the
concentration of technological power co-produce a system in which economic exploitation,
epistemic hierarchy, and geopolitical inequality are inseparable. Algorithmic discipline—such
as penalizing workers through reduced task allocation (Zhao et al., 2025, p. 371)—operates

through infrastructures that simultaneously structure labor, data flows, and global hierarchies.

Taken together, these dynamics demonstrate that platformization does not overcome
alienation but reorganizes it in historically specific ways. The contribution of this section is to
show that, under algoritarism, labor, data, and control must be understood as relationally
entangled processes rather than analytically separable domains. Al does not replace labor; it
depends on and reorganizes it, embedding workers within systems that simultaneously extract
value, produce knowledge, and reproduce global hierarchies. Platform labor thus emerges not
merely as a site of exploitation, but as a central terrain in which capitalist accumulation,

coloniality, and socio-technical domination converge within a unified regime of rule.

3. The Characteristics of Platform Labor

Platform labor is commonly defined as a reorganization of the labor process in which
flexibility, evaluation, and control are mediated through digital infrastructures. However,
existing accounts often treat these elements as analytically distinct features—flexibility as a
labor market condition, evaluation as a managerial tool, and control as an organizational
mechanism. This article departs from such approaches by arguing that, under conditions of
algoritarism, these dimensions are mutually constitutive and must be understood as components

of a single regime of rule. Flexibility does not signify autonomy but a restructuring of labor
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power to maximize extraction, while evaluation and control operate through continuous data
capture and algorithmic processing. Workers—delivery couriers, ride-hailing drivers, content
moderators, data annotators, and freelance digital professionals—are deployed across multiple
tasks and production stages, expected to continuously adapt their cognitive, affective, and
technical capacities. Functional, numerical, and temporal flexibility operate together: workers
can be activated or deactivated on demand, their working time is irregular and fragmented, and
their income is tied to performance metrics (Lentz et al., 2025, pp. 2—4; Durak, 2012, p. 65). Al
systems intensify this condition by continuously monitoring, scoring, and ranking workers,
transforming labor into a permanently evaluated activity (Garcia-Marza & Calvo, 2024, p. 72).
What appears as adaptability is, in practice, a form of continuous subordination in which control

is exercised through data-driven systems rather than direct supervision.

Read diffractively, flexibility, evaluation, and control are not separate mechanisms but
interdependent processes that co-produce one another. The capacity to be “flexible” depends
on algorithmic visibility; visibility is produced through evaluation; and evaluation functions as
a mechanism of control. Rather than a set of discrete techniques, algoritarism operates as a
relational circuit in which labor is continuously organized, measured, and disciplined in real

time.

At the level of subjectivity, this regime is frequently framed in terms of autonomy and
entrepreneurial agency. Yet this interpretation risks obscuring how choice itself is structured.
Platform companies promote flexibility as the ability to choose when and how to work, but
workers’ decisions are conditioned by algorithmic visibility, access to tasks, and income
uncertainty (Brinkmann, Heiland & Seelinger, 2022, pp. 84—87). In practice, workers who
accept more tasks and maintain higher ratings are rendered more visible, while others are
gradually excluded. This creates a tension between autonomy and dependence that cannot be
resolved by treating subjectivity as external to technological systems. From a diffractive
perspective, subjectivity emerges through the interaction of labor processes, evaluative metrics,
and algorithmic infrastructures. Workers internalize performance criteria, anticipate
algorithmic judgment, and adjust their conduct accordingly, producing forms of self-regulation

that are inseparable from external control.

These dynamics are unevenly distributed. Existing studies often acknowledge inequality
but treat it as a contextual factor rather than a constitutive element. This article argues that,
under algoritarism, global asymmetries are integral to how platform labor operates. Migrant

workers, racialized populations, and workers in the Global South are more likely to depend on
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platform labor as a primary source of income, limiting their capacity to refuse unfavorable
conditions (Ozdemir, 2014, p. 43). Platform labor is embedded in broader structures of social
reproduction, including household survival strategies and gendered divisions of labor,
reinforcing processes such as the feminization of labor and survival (Fuchs, 2011, p. 21; Alves,
2021, p. 106). Read diffractively, economic inequality, social reproduction, and algorithmic
control co-produce one another, shaping both the distribution of labor and the forms of

domination that structure it.

These processes must also be situated within the broader transformation of labor under
neoliberal restructuring. While some accounts frame platform labor as a break from industrial
production, others emphasize continuity. This article synthesizes these perspectives by
demonstrating that algoritarism reorganizes rather than replaces existing forms of discipline.
The decline of the factory as a bounded site of production extends discipline across society
(Hardt & Negri, 2007, p. 26), while Al systems integrate cognitive, communicative, and
affective capacities into circuits of accumulation (Dyer-Witheford, 2019, p. 16). The machine
is no longer external to labor but constitutive of subjectivity (Aksakalli, 2025, p. 33). Under
algoritarism, labor becomes continuous, diffused, and inseparable from everyday life, capturing
attention, affect, and communication as sources of value while intensifying exhaustion and

dispossession (Federici, 2014, p. 119).

From a diffractive perspective, these transformations cannot be separated into
economic, technological, or social domains. Production, subject formation, and control emerge

as relationally entangled processes within a unified regime.

At the same time, platform labor reorganizes class relations and social recognition.
Highly educated workers performing low-status platform work experience status inconsistency
and misrecognition (Sennett & Cobb, 2018, p. 35). Algorithmic management obscures
authority, as control is exercised through ratings, rankings, and automated decisions rather than
identifiable supervisors. This reinforces compliance while rendering power less visible. Yet
workers are not passive. They develop strategies of negotiation, adaptation, and resistance,
indicating that algoritarism operates through contested and unstable relations rather than total

domination (Guglielmo, 2026, p. 54).

This reveals a further tension: the same mechanisms that produce control also enable
resistance. From a diffractive perspective, domination and contestation are not external to one
another but emerge through the same infrastructures. Visibility, ranking, and evaluation

function simultaneously as instruments of discipline and as sites of strategic engagement.
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Algoritarism is therefore best understood as a dynamic and conflictual field rather than a closed

system.

Risk and responsibility are also reorganized under platform conditions. Platform firms
externalize risk onto workers by classifying them as independent contractors (Belek, 2010, p.
40; Beck, 2011, p. 216), while algorithmic systems individualize performance and
accountability (Galli, 2022, p. 230). Existing approaches often describe this as risk transfer.
This article extends this analysis by showing that risk is not simply shifted but reconstituted
through the interaction of algorithmic evaluation, labor precarity, and subject formation.
Workers internalize risk management as part of their labor, while structural conditions remain

obscured (Clark, 2022, p. 21), producing a form of normalized structural violence.

Finally, platform labor extends into the sphere of social reproduction, particularly
through the platformization of domestic and care work (De Vita & Bertolini, 2025, p. 2).
Migrant and working-class women are disproportionately concentrated in these roles (Fuchs,
2018, p. 700; Brand & Wissen, 2025, p. 66). While existing literature highlights this expansion,
it often treats productive and reproductive labor as separate domains. This article demonstrates
that, under algoritarism, these domains are increasingly blurred and mutually constitutive. Care,
communication, and emotional labor are captured, measured, and commodified (Hill, 2015, p.

7), integrating social reproduction into circuits of accumulation.

Taken together, these characteristics demonstrate that platform labor is not defined by
autonomy or flexibility, but by a reconfiguration of domination. The contribution of this section
is to show that, under algoritarism, exploitation, subject formation, risk distribution, and global
inequality must be understood as relationally entangled processes within a unified regime of
rule. Al-driven systems reorganize labor through continuous evaluation, data extraction, and
infrastructural control, embedding workers within a socio-technical formation in which

economic, epistemic, and political forms of power converge.

4. Algorithmic Governance as a Form of Social Control

Algorithmic governance can be understood as a historically specific mode of rule in
which artificial intelligence reorganizes social control through continuous data extraction,
prediction, and intervention. Unlike earlier rule-based systems, contemporary Al does not
simply apply predefined instructions; it learns from data, adapts to changing conditions, and
recalibrates control in real time. Through machine learning, profiling, and automated decision-
making, correlations are transformed into actionable forms of regulation. Under conditions of

algoritarism, governance operates by continuously producing and updating profiles of workers

10
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and populations, anticipating behavior, and modulating action accordingly (Karbay, 2024, p.
29). Al thus functions not as a neutral tool but as an infrastructural condition through which

control becomes dynamic, continuous, and embedded in everyday life.

However, reducing algorithmic governance to an extension of managerial control
obscures its specificity. Much of the existing literature conceptualizes it either as a technical
mechanism or as an intensified form of surveillance, isolating it from broader transformations
in labor, subjectivity, and global power relations. This article departs from these approaches by
arguing that, under algoritarism, algorithmic governance operates as an integrated regime in
which economic exploitation, epistemic authority, and infrastructural control are co-constituted.
Its novelty lies not simply in automation or scale, but in the embedding of domination within

the operational logic of socio-technical systems.

Within platform economies, this mode of rule is directly organized around labor.
Workers—drivers, couriers, content moderators, data annotators, and freelancers—are
governed through systems that monitor performance, assign tasks, calculate risk, and enforce
discipline without direct managerial presence. For example, ride-hailing platforms rely on
dynamic rating systems in which drivers with low scores may be suspended or permanently
deactivated without transparent justification. These decisions are frequently automated,
rendering control opaque and difficult to contest. Access to work and income is structured

through ratings, rankings, and predictive metrics (Withers, 2015, p. 34).

From a diffractive perspective, these mechanisms do not operate as discrete layers. Data
extraction enables evaluation; evaluation produces visibility; and visibility structures access to
labor. Control emerges from the interaction of workers, data infrastructures, and algorithmic
systems rather than being imposed externally. Authority is displaced from identifiable actors to
distributed computational processes, making domination less visible while intensifying its

effects.

Algorithmic governance also extends beyond behavior into the domain of subjectivity.
Evaluation systems shape how workers perceive themselves, compelling them to internalize
performance metrics, manage affect, and align their conduct with algorithmic expectations
(Dardot & Laval, 2012, p. 394). This produces a form of discipline that is simultaneously

external and internal.

This generates a tension that cannot be resolved within conventional distinctions

between control and autonomy. While algorithmic governance appears as an external system,

11
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it depends on workers’ active participation in reproducing its conditions. Workers optimize their
behavior, anticipate evaluation, and adjust their actions in ways that stabilize the very systems
that govern them. From a diffractive perspective, external control and self-regulation emerge

through the same relational processes.

These dynamics are embedded within global structures of power shaped by coloniality.
Al infrastructures are concentrated in the Global North, while workers in the Global South are
disproportionately incorporated as data producers, low-cost labor, and targets of algorithmic
control. This asymmetry reflects a reorganization of colonial relations through digital
infrastructures (Grosfoguel, 2007, pp. 95-99). Data flows, platform ownership, and
technological knowledge remain unevenly distributed, reinforcing dependency while

presenting Al as a universal and neutral technology (Whyte, 2018, pp. 77-78).

Rather than treating these asymmetries as contextual, this article demonstrates that they
are constitutive of algorithmic governance itself. Labor organization, data extraction, and
technological concentration form a single relational field in which control operates

simultaneously across economic, geopolitical, and epistemic dimensions.

Algorithmic governance is further stabilized through technological rationalities that
present control as objective and inevitable. Digital systems embed classifications, rules, and
decision-making procedures into code, transforming historically contingent relations into
seemingly neutral operations (Feenberg, 2010, pp. 25, 32; Dean, 2015, p. 53). Credit scoring,
predictive policing, and platform ranking systems operationalize inequality by classifying
individuals according to probabilistic risk, often reproducing existing hierarchies (O’Neil,
2020, pp. 19, 37, 41). At the same time, ideological narratives—such as the claim that
automation replaces labor—depoliticize these processes by framing them as technical

necessities rather than political choices (Kosar, 2022, pp. 18—19).

This raises a central problem: if algorithmic governance appears neutral, how can its
political character be rendered visible? Neutrality must be understood not as an inherent
property of technology but as an effect produced through socio-technical arrangements. Code,
data, and discourse do not operate independently; they reinforce one another in producing the
appearance of objectivity. A diffractive reading reveals that what appears as technical necessity

is the outcome of historically situated relations of power.

At the level of social organization, algorithmic governance extends discipline across the

social field. The fragmentation of labor and the diffusion of work beyond the factory are
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intensified through Al-driven systems (Hardt & Negri, 2007, p. 26; Dyer-Witheford, 2019, p.
16). Workers are positioned as self-managing units of “human capital” while being embedded
within infrastructures that monitor and optimize their activity (Lazzarato, 2016, pp. 12, 24-25).
Risk is individualized, responsibility is privatized, and structural conditions are reframed as

personal outcomes (Rasborg, 2017, p. 238).

From a diffractive perspective, individualization and structural control are not opposing
tendencies. The individualization of responsibility obscures structural constraints, enabling

control to operate through self-regulation. Power is thus both distributed and internalized.

Algorithmic governance can therefore be conceptualized as a bureaucratic technology
that routinizes domination through code. Rather than replacing earlier forms of control, Al
extends long-standing tendencies within capitalism to standardize, measure, and discipline
labor (Graeber, 2016, pp. 37, 117). Its specificity lies in its capacity to operate continuously,
adaptively, and at scale. Under algoritarism, control is embedded in infrastructures that integrate
data extraction, evaluation, and decision-making into a single operational system. This
formulation also invites a comparison with Max Weber’s analysis of bureaucratic rationality
(Weber, 2012, pp. 336-342). While Weber conceptualized bureaucracy as a form of rule
grounded in formal rationality, calculability, and hierarchical organization, algorithmic
governance extends these principles through digital infrastructures. Standardization,
quantification, and procedural control remain structurally similar, yet authority is no longer
embodied in institutions or officials but embedded in computational systems. In this sense,
algoritarism can be understood as a transformation of bureaucratic rationality in which control

becomes automated, distributed, and continuously recalibrated through data.

This regime, however, is not seamless. It depends on collective labor, continuous data
production, and material infrastructures that require ongoing maintenance. These dependencies
introduce tensions: the same processes that enable control also generate points of friction and
resistance. The question is therefore not whether Al determines social life, but how these
contradictions open spaces for contestation. Algorithmic governance should be understood as a

dynamic field in which power is continuously produced, negotiated, and challenged.

5. Discussion or the Possibility of Struggle

Contemporary discourse on artificial intelligence is shaped by an ideology of
technological solutionism that presents machine learning systems as neutral instruments for
optimizing social life. Such accounts obscure the political-economic and epistemic conditions

under which these systems operate. As Rettberg (2023, pp. 118, 122) demonstrates, Al systems
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normalize dominant statistical patterns and encode deviation as anomaly, while Monahan
(2018, p. 48) shows how historically contingent norms become embedded in technical
infrastructures. What appears as optimization is therefore better understood as a process of

norm production structured by power relations.

However, reducing this process to ideological mystification risks underestimating its
structural character. This article has argued that under conditions of algoritarism, norm
production is not merely discursive but operational. It is embedded within socio-technical
systems that continuously extract data, evaluate behavior, and modulate action. Algoritarism
thus designates a regime in which economic exploitation, epistemic control, and technological
infrastructure do not operate in parallel but co-constitute one another within a single operational

logic.

This transformation becomes particularly visible within communicative capitalism,
where communication, attention, and participation are captured as data and reintegrated into
accumulation processes (Dean, 2014, pp. 4-6). Platform labor intensifies this dynamic. Work
is fragmented into discrete tasks, continuously evaluated through ratings and rankings, and
reduced to quantifiable outputs (Rettberg, 2023, pp. 90-91). On freelance platforms such as
Upwork, tasks are divided into competitive units and governed through client-based evaluation
systems, generating downward pressure on wages and intensifying global competition
(Benanav, 2022, pp. 78—79). Authority no longer appears as direct command but as algorithmic
calculation. Workers are governed as profiles competing within metricized environments, while
collective forms of regulation are displaced by individualized adaptation (Gorz, 2001, pp. 76—
77).

From a diffractive perspective, these dynamics cannot be reduced to either economic
restructuring or technological mediation. The capture of communication, the fragmentation of
labor, and algorithmic evaluation form a relational configuration in which accumulation,
control, and subject formation are inseparable. Algoritarism reorganizes domination by
integrating these processes into a continuous operational system rather than replacing earlier

forms of control.

At the level of subjectivity, this configuration produces continuous self-regulation.
Workers anticipate algorithmic judgment, manage reputational signals, and align their conduct
with opaque evaluative criteria. Affective life becomes integral to labor, as anxiety, anticipation,
and insecurity are folded into performance. Yet this incorporation of affect is not stabilizing in

a linear sense. It generates tensions that may exceed the system’s capacity to contain them. The
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same pressures that sustain compliance can produce frustration, indignation, and forms of
collective awareness (Connolly, 2016, p. 66).
This ambivalence is analytically central. Control and resistance do not occupy separate domains; they
emerge through the same infrastructures. Evaluation, visibility, and competition function simultaneously
as mechanisms of discipline and as conditions under which workers recognize shared constraints and
experiment with strategies of response. Class struggle does not stand outside algoritarism but unfolds
within its operational dynamics.
These processes are unevenly distributed across the global political economy. Platform
expansion intensifies super-exploitation in dependent regions through data extraction and
algorithmic labor management (Seto, 2024, pp. 1, 3—4), while automation reorganizes rather
than eliminates labor (Pasquinelli, 2025, p. 290). The persistence of precarious and irregular
labor reflects long-standing historical patterns rather than a novel disruption (Munck, 2003, p.

19).

Rather than treating these inequalities as external conditions, this article has
demonstrated that global asymmetries are constitutive of algoritarism itself. Data extraction,
labor organization, and technological concentration form a relational system in which economic

dependency, epistemic hierarchy, and geopolitical power reinforce one another.

At the same time, Al-driven infrastructures remain materially grounded. Data centers,
networks, and computational systems depend on energy extraction and physical resources,
linking digital accumulation to ecological limits (Yilmaz, 2025, p. 350). Large-scale
infrastructures operated by corporations such as Google consume significant amounts of
electricity and water, directly connecting digital systems to environmental degradation (Lei et
al., 2025, p. 1). Labor, data, and energy are therefore part of an interconnected metabolic
relation in which exploitation extends across economic, social, and ecological domains

(Deléage, 2000, p. 70).

This reconfigures the terrain of struggle. Conflicts over labor conditions, data
ownership, and ecological sustainability cannot be analytically separated, as they are produced
through the same socio-technical arrangements. The question of struggle must therefore be
approached concretely. Conflicts emerge around wages, working time, data rights, algorithmic
evaluation, and social protection (Yildizoglu, 2011, pp. 55-56). The state remains a central
actor in structuring these conflicts and stabilizing the broader political order (Poulantzas, 2014,

pp. 27, 52, 56). Even struggles over metrics, visibility, and reputation acquire material
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significance, as symbolic systems function as instruments of power within digital economies

(Swartz, 1999, p. 18).

At the same time, these struggles expose the limits of existing frameworks. If control
operates through dispersed infrastructures rather than centralized authority, resistance cannot
be confined to the workplace. It must engage with the broader systems through which labor,
data, and power are organized. This requires rethinking political strategy beyond traditional

sites of production, toward infrastructures, platforms, and data regimes.

Algorithmic governance is neither total nor self-sufficient. It depends on collective
labor, continuous data production, and infrastructural maintenance. These dependencies
introduce contradictions that prevent its closure as a fully coherent system of control. The same
processes that enable domination—data extraction, algorithmic evaluation, and global

coordination—also generate points of fragility.

Algoritarism is therefore best understood as a historically specific and contested
configuration of power rather than a stable system. Struggle is not external to this configuration
but immanent to it, unfolding within the relations that sustain it. Artificial intelligence, in this
sense, constitutes not merely a technological development but a field of conflict in which the
organization of labor, the distribution of power, and the limits of accumulation are continuously

negotiated.

6. Conclusion

This article has argued that contemporary artificial intelligence systems should be
understood not as neutral technological tools but as constitutive elements of a historically
specific mode of rule—algoritarism. Rather than approaching labor exploitation, data
extraction, and algorithmic governance as separate processes, the analysis has demonstrated
that they operate as relationally entangled dimensions of a unified socio-technical regime. In
this configuration, domination is not limited to ownership or direct supervision but is
operationalized through infrastructures that continuously extract data, evaluate behavior, and

modulate action.

The central theoretical contribution of this article lies in conceptualizing algoritarism as
an integrated framework that captures the convergence of economic, epistemic, and
technological forms of power. While existing approaches—such as platform capitalism,
surveillance capitalism, and digital labor studies—have provided valuable insights, they tend

to address these dynamics in isolation. This article advances the debate by showing that
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contemporary Al systems function through the co-constitution of labor processes, data
infrastructures, and global asymmetries. Algoritarism thus names a form of rule in which
exploitation, knowledge production, and control are not merely interconnected but structurally

inseparable.

This conceptualization also contributes to ongoing debates by foregrounding the
epistemic and geopolitical dimensions of Al. Situating algoritarism within a decolonizing Al
perspective reveals that global inequalities are not external constraints but integral to the
operation of contemporary Al systems. The concentration of infrastructures, data flows, and
technological authority in the Global North, alongside the incorporation of the Global South as
a site of labor and data extraction, indicates that algoritarism reproduces and reorganizes
colonial relations in digital form. Al must therefore be understood not only as a technological
or economic phenomenon but as a regime that simultaneously structures material inequalities

and epistemic hierarchies.

Methodologically, the article has demonstrated the analytical value of a diffractive
approach that reads labor, data, infrastructure, and power through one another. This approach
moves beyond layered or additive explanations by showing how these elements emerge through
their relations. In doing so, it enables a theoretical synthesis between Marxist political economy
and decolonial theory, indicating that capitalist accumulation and coloniality are not parallel

trajectories but intertwined dynamics within Al-mediated systems.

Despite these contributions, the analysis has several limitations. First, the argument
remains primarily theoretical and would benefit from systematic empirical investigation across
different sectors and regional contexts. Second, while the concept of algoritarism offers an
integrative framework, its analytical boundaries require further clarification, particularly in
relation to adjacent concepts such as platform capitalism and data colonialism. Third, although
the diffractive methodology provides a productive lens, its empirical operationalization remains
underdeveloped and requires methodological refinement to trace relational dynamics in

concrete cases.

These limitations open several avenues for future research. Empirical studies could
investigate how algoritarism manifests across different regions, especially in relation to uneven
labor regimes and infrastructural asymmetries. Comparative analyses across sectors—such as
logistics, content moderation, and care platforms—would help specify variations in how Al
reorganizes labor. Conceptual work is needed to further differentiate algoritarism from existing

frameworks and to examine its internal variations. Methodologically, future research could
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develop diffractive approaches capable of tracing the entanglement of labor, data, and
infrastructure in situated contexts. In addition, the ecological dimensions of Al—particularly
the relationship between data extraction, energy consumption, and environmental

degradation—remain insufficiently explored and require systematic analysis.

Artificial intelligence should therefore be understood as a contested terrain rather than
a self-contained technological domain. The significance of algoritarism lies in its capacity to
reorganize labor, control, and knowledge production in ways that render domination
operational, diffuse, and difficult to contest. At the same time, its dependence on collective
labor, continuous data production, and material infrastructures introduces structural tensions
that prevent its closure as a fully coherent system. These tensions indicate that Al is not a fixed
system of domination but an unstable configuration shaped by ongoing struggles over

ownership, design, epistemic authority, and the distribution of value and risk.
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