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Abstract 

Th$s study exam$nes art$f$c$al $ntell$gence (AI) and platform labor as $nterconnected d$mens$ons of contemporary 
soc$al control, conceptual$zed through the not$on of algor$tar$sm. Mov$ng beyond narrat$ves of technolog$cal 
$nev$tab$l$ty, $t argues that AI const$tutes a h$stor$cally spec$f$c mode of rule that reorgan$zes labor, subject$v$ty, 
and global dependency through data extract$on, pred$ct$ve analyt$cs, and cont$nuous evaluat$on. Unl$ke earl$er 
forms of rule-based algor$thm$c governance, contemporary AI systems operate adapt$vely, transform$ng 
correlat$ons $nto realt$me mechan$sms of regulat$on. W$th$n platform econom$es, workers—$nclud$ng del$very 
cour$ers, r$de-ha$l$ng dr$vers, content moderators, data annotators, and freelance d$g$tal laborers—are $ntegrated 
$nto $nfrastructures that s$multaneously extract value from the$r act$v$ty and the data they generate. The prom$se 
of flex$b$l$ty and autonomy conceals a reg$me of algor$thm$c command $n wh$ch precar$zat$on, $nd$v$dual$zed r$sk, 
and cont$nuous mon$tor$ng are normal$zed. Labor $s not d$splaced but reconf$gured, as surplus value product$on 
extends $nto the doma$n of data and everyday $nteract$on. The analys$s $s grounded $n a decolon$z$ng AI perspect$ve 
that s$tuates these dynam$cs w$th$n global asymmetr$es. AI $nfrastructures, data flows, and ep$stem$c frameworks 
rema$n concentrated $n hegemon$c centers, wh$le per$pheral reg$ons are $ncorporated as s$tes of labor, data 
extract$on, and super-explo$tat$on. In th$s conf$gurat$on, platform expans$on reproduces colon$al relat$ons $n d$g$tal 
form, embedd$ng unequal power relat$ons w$th$n both mater$al $nfrastructures and dom$nant soc$o-techn$cal 
$mag$nar$es. Methodolog$cally, the art$cle adopts a d$ffract$ve approach grounded $n a relat$onal ontology that 
br$ngs Marx$st pol$t$cal economy $nto d$alogue w$th decolon$al theory. Th$s enables an analys$s of algor$thm$c 
governance as an $ntegrated reg$me operat$ng s$multaneously as manager$al techn$que, $deolog$cal apparatus, and 
$nfrastructural env$ronment. Wh$le AI-dr$ven control $ntens$f$es surve$llance, standard$zat$on, and affect$ve 
modulat$on, $t rema$ns dependent on collect$ve labor, cont$nuous data product$on, and mater$al $nfrastructures. The 
study concludes that art$f$c$al $ntell$gence should be understood not as a neutral technolog$cal $nnovat$on but as a 
contested terra$n of class antagon$sm and geopol$t$cal struggle. Challeng$ng algor$tar$sm therefore requ$res 
confront$ng both $ts pol$t$cal-econom$c foundat$ons and the ep$stem$c h$erarch$es that susta$n $t. 
 
Keywords: Art$f$c$al Intell$gence; Platform Labor; Algor$thm$c Governance; Decolon$z$ng AI; D$g$tal 
Colon$al$sm; Platform Cap$tal$sm; Data Extract$on; Class Struggle. 
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Özet 
 
Bu çalışma, yapay zekâ (YZ) ve platform emeğini, algor$tar$zm kavramı üzerinden çağdaş sosyal kontrolün 
birbirine bağlı boyutları olarak incelemektedir. Teknolojik kaçınılmazlık anlatılarının ötesine geçerek, YZ’nin veri 
çıkarımı, tahmine dayalı analiz ve sürekli değerlendirme yoluyla emeği, öznelliği ve küresel bağımlılığı yeniden 
düzenleyen, tarihsel olarak özgün bir yönetim biçimi oluşturduğunu savunmaktadır. Kural tabanlı algoritmik 
yönetimin önceki biçimlerinden farklı olarak, çağdaş YZ sistemleri uyarlanabilir bir şekilde çalışarak 
korelasyonları gerçek zamanlı düzenleme mekanizmalarına dönüştürmektedir. Platform ekonomilerinde, kuryeler, 
sürücüler, içerik moderatörleri, veri etiketleyicileri ve serbest çalışan dijital işçiler de dahil olmak üzere çalışanlar, 
hem faaliyetlerinden hem de ürettikleri verilerden değer elde eden altyapılara entegre edilmektedir. Esneklik ve 
özerklik vaadi, güvencesizleşmenin, bireyselleştirilmiş riskin ve sürekli izlemenin normalleştirildiği bir algoritmik 
yönet$m rejimini gizlemektedir. Emek yerinden edilmemekte, yeniden yapılandırılmaktadır; artı değer üretimi veri 
ve günlük etkileşim alanına yayılmaktadır. Analiz, bu dinamikleri küresel asimetriler içinde konumlandıran, 
sömürgecilikten arındırılmış bir yapay zekâ perspektifine dayanmaktadır. Yapay zekâ altyapıları, veri akışları ve 
epistemik çerçeveler hegemonik merkezlerde yoğunlaşırken, çevre bölgeler emek, veri çıkarma ve aşırı sömürü 
alanları olarak dahil edilmektedir. Bu yapılandırmada, platform genişlemesi sömürge ilişkilerini dijital biçimde 
yeniden üreterek, eşitsiz güç ilişkilerini hem maddi altyapılar hem de baskın sosyo-teknik tahayyüller içine 
yerleştirmektedir. Metodolojik olarak, makale, Marksist siyasi ekonomiyi sömürgecilikten arındırma teorisiyle 
diyaloğa sokan ilişkisel bir ontolojiye dayanan kırınımcı bir yaklaşım benimsemektedir. Bu, algoritmik yönetişimi, 
eş zamanlı olarak yönetim tekniği, ideolojik aygıt ve altyapısal ortam olarak işleyen entegre bir rejim olarak analiz 
etmeyi mümkün kılmaktadır. Yapay zekâ odaklı kontrol gözetimi, standardizasyonu ve duygusal modülasyonu 
yoğunlaştırırken, kolektif emeğe, sürekli veri üretimine ve maddi altyapılara bağımlı kalmaktadır. Çalışma, yapay 
zekânın tarafsız bir teknolojik yenilik olarak değil, sınıf çatışmasının ve jeopolitik mücadelenin çekişmeli bir alanı 
olarak anlaşılması gerektiği sonucuna varmaktır. Bu nedenle, algor$tar$zme meydan okumak, hem onun siyasi-
ekonomik temelleriyle hem de onu destekleyen epistemik hiyerarşilerle yüzleşmeyi gerektirmektedir. 
 
Anahtar Kel1meler: Yapay Zekâ; Platform Emeğ$; Algor$tm$k Yönet$ş$m; Sömürges$zleşt$r$c$ Yapay Zekâ; D$j$tal 
Sömürgec$l$k; Platform Kap$tal$zm$; Ver$ Çıkarımı; Sınıf Mücadeles$ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Introduct:on  
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, AI 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 AI 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 AI 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 AI 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 AI 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. 

ThJs dJstJnctJon Js crucJal, as algorJtarJsm does not merely extend these approaches but 

conceptualJzes how theJr underlyJng logJcs are operatJonally unJfJed wJthJn AI-drJven systems 

of rule. 

This article approaches AI and platform labor through a decolonizing AI perspective 

that situates algoritarism within historically constituted relations of colonial power. 

Contemporary AI 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 AI 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 AI 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 AI 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, AI 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, AI systems, 

and global asymmetries are read through one another as mutually constitutive processes. Labor 

produces the data that enables AI 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 AI-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 

(Zuboff, 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 AI, labor, and global inequality.  

2. Platform:ng the Labor 

To analyze how artJfJcJal JntellJgence reorganJzes labor under condJtJons of algorJtarJsm, 

Jt Js necessary to begJn wJth the concept of labor and Jts hJstorJcal transformatJon under 

capJtalJsm. Labor refers to the process through whJch human beJngs engage wJth and transform 

nature through mental, physJcal, and creatJve actJvJty. In Jts most general sense, Jt constJtutes a 

mode of self-realJzatJon. However, wJth the consolJdatJon of JndustrJal capJtalJsm, the 

JntensJfJcatJon of the dJvJsJon of labor, and the expansJon of prJvate property, thJs character Js 

fundamentally altered. The products of labor and the labor process Jtself become detached from 
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the worker and confront them as external and controllJng forces. Under capJtalJsm, surplus 

value Js approprJated by those who own the means of productJon, and alJenated labor becomes 

the condJtJon for the reproductJon of prJvate property (Marx, 2011, p. 486). AlJenatJon thus 

deepens hJstorJcally: whJle earlJer forms of productJon lJmJted workers’ access to theJr products, 

capJtalJst productJon extends control to the labor process Jtself (Marx, 1977, p. 70). ThJs 

dJstJnctJon clarJfJes the dJfference between work and labor. Work refers to productJve actJvJty 

necessary for lJfe and socJal exJstence (Marx, 1976, p. 283), whereas labor denotes a hJstorJcally 

specJfJc form of work organJzed under condJtJons of separatJon, control, and exploJtatJon 

(EkJncJ, 2020, p. 127). 

WhJle thJs MarxJst framework provJdes a foundatJonal account of alJenatJon, exJstJng 

studJes on dJgJtal and platform labor often treat contemporary transformatJons as eJther a 

contJnuatJon of these dynamJcs or a departure from them. Such approaches tend to Jsolate labor, 

data, and technology as analytJcally dJstJnct domaJns. ThJs artJcle departs from these 

perspectJves by arguJng that under condJtJons of algorJtarJsm, these processes are not successJve 

or separate but relatJonally co-constJtuted. From a dJffractJve perspectJve, capJtalJst labor, 

platformJzatJon, and AI-drJven control must be read through one another. AlgorJtarJsm does not 

mark a rupture wJth alJenatJon but a reconfJguratJon of Jt, extendJng the separatJon between 

workers and the condJtJons of productJon Jnto domaJns of data, cognJtJon, and everyday 

JnteractJon. Labor produces the data that feeds AI systems, whJle these systems reorganJze labor 

through contJnuous evaluatJon, predJctJon, and JnterventJon. AlJenatJon thus operates 

sJmultaneously across economJc, technologJcal, and epJstemJc dJmensJons. 

WJthJn thJs relatJonal fJeld, platformJzatJon emerges as a key mechanJsm through whJch 

these dynamJcs are operatJonalJzed. As NJck SrnJcek argues, “at the most general level, 

platforms are dJgJtal Jnfrastructures that enable two or more groups to Jnteract…” (SrnJcek, 

2017a, pp. 43–44). PlatformJzatJon reorganJzes economJc and socJal actJvJty around dJgJtal 

systems that medJate JnteractJons between workers, users, and capJtal (SrnJcek, 2017b, pp. 254–

255). However, exJstJng lJterature often frames platforms prJmarJly as JntermedJarJes or 

Jnfrastructures of accumulatJon. ThJs artJcle extends thJs account by demonstratJng that 

platforms must also be understood as sJtes where labor, data extractJon, and algorJthmJc control 

are co-constJtuted. For Jnstance, rJde-haJlJng platforms such as Uber sJmultaneously medJate 

JnteractJons and extract real-tJme data from both drJvers and passengers (DaJdj, 2019, p. 116). 

DrJvers’ routes, acceptance rates, and customer ratJngs are contJnuously tracked and used to 

algorJthmJcally allocate tasks and determJne Jncome (LJ, Lu, Hu & Gupta, 2024, p. 1427). 
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Read dJffractJvely, these processes cannot be reduced to medJatJon alone. Labor 

generates data; data enables AI systems; and AI systems reorganJze labor. Control Js thus not 

external to the labor process but emerges from wJthJn Jt, operatJng through adaptJve 

computatJonal systems that replace dJrect managerJal supervJsJon wJth contJnuous and opaque 

mechanJsms of evaluatJon and allocatJon. AlgorJtarJsm, Jn thJs sense, constJtutes a mode of rule 

Jn whJch domJnatJon Js embedded wJthJn Jnfrastructures rather than exercJsed through 

JdentJfJable authorJty. 

ThJs transformatJon JntensJfJes exploJtatJon Jn multJple, Jnterrelated ways. Platform 

labor elJmJnates stable workJng hours and wage guarantees whJle shJftJng operatJonal costs and 

rJsks onto workers (Seto, 2024, p. 3). At the same tJme, labor becomes Jnseparable from data 

productJon. Every JnteractJon between worker and platform generates data that Js captured, 

processed, and monetJzed, producJng a dual process of value creatJon Jn whJch workers generate 

both servJces and data commodJtJes (van DJjck, Poell & de Waal, 2018, p. 33). For example, on 

Amazon MechanJcal Turk, workers perform mJcro-tasks whJle sJmultaneously generatJng 

behavJoral data (StandJng, 2021, p. vJJJ). EmpJrJcal studJes on platform economJes further 

substantJate these dynamJcs. Research on rJde-haJlJng platforms demonstrates that drJvers’ 

earnJngs are sJgnJfJcantly shaped by algorJthmJc prJcJng systems, commJssJon rates, and 

JncentJve structures , often resultJng Jn Jncome volatJlJty and downward wage pressure (de 

FreJtas, 2025, p. 10). SJmJlarly, studJes on gJg work hJghlJght hJgh levels of precarJty, lJmJted 

access to socJal protectJon, and JncreasJng Jncome JnequalJty among platform workers (Marx, 

2022, p. 123). These fJndJngs provJde empJrJcal groundJng for the argument that platform labor 

JntensJfJes exploJtatJon through data-drJven management systems rather than mJtJgatJng Jt.  

WhJle exJstJng studJes acknowledge data extractJon, they often treat Jt as an addJtJonal 

layer of exploJtatJon. ThJs artJcle argues Jnstead that, under algorJtarJsm, data extractJon Js 

constJtutJve of the labor process Jtself. From a dJffractJve perspectJve, labor tJme, data 

productJon, and algorJthmJc optJmJzatJon are not separable but entangled wJthJn a sJngle 

process of accumulatJon. Because thJs data productJon Js contJnuous, compulsory, and unpaJd, 

Jt extends the workJng day beyond measurable labor tJme and deepens super-exploJtatJon (Seto, 

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

Platform labor must also be understood Jn relatJon to dJgJtal labor, whJch foregrounds 

symbolJc and cognJtJve productJon (Lawrence & PhJllJps, 2019, p. 31; Fuchs, 2022, pp. 159–

162). However, accounts that emphasJze JmmaterJal labor rJsk obscurJng Jts materJal condJtJons. 

BuJldJng on and extendJng thJs lJterature, thJs artJcle demonstrates that under algorJtarJsm, 
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cognJtJve, affectJve, and communJcatJve capacJtJes are systematJcally captured and reorganJzed 

as sources of value wJthJn materJally grounded Jnfrastructures (Sayers, 2018, p. 40). ThJs 

expands the terraJn of exploJtatJon by JncorporatJng dJmensJons of human actJvJty that were 

prevJously only partJally commodJfJed. 

A crucJal dJmensJon of thJs process Js the expansJon of what has been descrJbed as ghost 

work (Gray & SurJ, 2019, pp. xxJJJ–xxJv). Content moderators, data annotators, and gJg workers 

constJtute the hJdden workforce behJnd AI Jnfrastructures. ExJstJng research hJghlJghts the 

JnvJsJbJlJty of thJs labor, yet often treats global JnequalJty as a contextual factor. ThJs artJcle 

advances thJs lJterature by showJng that global asymmetrJes are constJtutJve of algorJtarJsm 

Jtself. EmpJrJcal evJdence demonstrates that such labor Js dJsproportJonately concentrated Jn the 

Global South (Yılmaz & Bostancı, 2025, p. 26), whJle control over Jnfrastructures remaJns 

concentrated Jn the Global North (MejJas & Couldry, 2025, p. 118). 

Read dJffractJvely, the extractJon of data, the organJzatJon of labor, and the 

concentratJon of technologJcal power co-produce a system Jn whJch economJc exploJtatJon, 

epJstemJc hJerarchy, and geopolJtJcal JnequalJty are Jnseparable. AlgorJthmJc dJscJplJne—such 

as penalJzJng workers through reduced task allocatJon (Zhao et al., 2025, p. 371)—operates 

through Jnfrastructures that sJmultaneously structure labor, data flows, and global hJerarchJes. 

Taken together, these dynamJcs demonstrate that platformJzatJon does not overcome 

alJenatJon but reorganJzes Jt Jn hJstorJcally specJfJc ways. The contrJbutJon of thJs sectJon Js to 

show that, under algorJtarJsm, labor, data, and control must be understood as relatJonally 

entangled processes rather than analytJcally separable domaJns. AI does not replace labor; Jt 

depends on and reorganJzes Jt, embeddJng workers wJthJn systems that sJmultaneously extract 

value, produce knowledge, and reproduce global hJerarchJes. Platform labor thus emerges not 

merely as a sJte of exploJtatJon, but as a central terraJn Jn whJch capJtalJst accumulatJon, 

colonJalJty, and socJo-technJcal domJnatJon converge wJthJn a unJfJed regJme of rule. 

3. The Character:st:cs of Platform Labor 

Platform labor Js commonly defJned as a reorganJzatJon of the labor process Jn whJch 

flexJbJlJty, evaluatJon, and control are medJated through dJgJtal Jnfrastructures. However, 

exJstJng accounts often treat these elements as analytJcally dJstJnct features—flexJbJlJty as a 

labor market condJtJon, evaluatJon as a managerJal tool, and control as an organJzatJonal 

mechanJsm. ThJs artJcle departs from such approaches by arguJng that, under condJtJons of 

algorJtarJsm, these dJmensJons are mutually constJtutJve and must be understood as components 

of a sJngle regJme of rule. FlexJbJlJty does not sJgnJfy autonomy but a restructurJng of labor 
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power to maxJmJze extractJon, whJle evaluatJon and control operate through contJnuous data 

capture and algorJthmJc processJng. Workers—delJvery courJers, rJde-haJlJng drJvers, content 

moderators, data annotators, and freelance dJgJtal professJonals—are deployed across multJple 

tasks and productJon stages, expected to contJnuously adapt theJr cognJtJve, affectJve, and 

technJcal capacJtJes. FunctJonal, numerJcal, and temporal flexJbJlJty operate together: workers 

can be actJvated or deactJvated on demand, theJr workJng tJme Js Jrregular and fragmented, and 

theJr Jncome Js tJed to performance metrJcs (Lentz et al., 2025, pp. 2–4; Durak, 2012, p. 65). AI 

systems JntensJfy thJs condJtJon by contJnuously monJtorJng, scorJng, and rankJng workers, 

transformJng labor Jnto a permanently evaluated actJvJty (García-Marzá & Calvo, 2024, p. 72). 

What appears as adaptabJlJty Js, Jn practJce, a form of contJnuous subordJnatJon Jn whJch control 

Js exercJsed through data-drJven systems rather than dJrect supervJsJon. 

Read dJffractJvely, flexJbJlJty, evaluatJon, and control are not separate mechanJsms but 

Jnterdependent processes that co-produce one another. The capacJty to be “flexJble” depends 

on algorJthmJc vJsJbJlJty; vJsJbJlJty Js produced through evaluatJon; and evaluatJon functJons as 

a mechanJsm of control. Rather than a set of dJscrete technJques, algorJtarJsm operates as a 

relatJonal cJrcuJt Jn whJch labor Js contJnuously organJzed, measured, and dJscJplJned Jn real 

tJme. 

At the level of subjectJvJty, thJs regJme Js frequently framed Jn terms of autonomy and 

entrepreneurJal agency. Yet thJs JnterpretatJon rJsks obscurJng how choJce Jtself Js structured. 

Platform companJes promote flexJbJlJty as the abJlJty to choose when and how to work, but 

workers’ decJsJons are condJtJoned by algorJthmJc vJsJbJlJty, access to tasks, and Jncome 

uncertaJnty (BrJnkmann, HeJland & SeelJnger, 2022, pp. 84–87). In practJce, workers who 

accept more tasks and maJntaJn hJgher ratJngs are rendered more vJsJble, whJle others are 

gradually excluded. ThJs creates a tensJon between autonomy and dependence that cannot be 

resolved by treatJng subjectJvJty as external to technologJcal systems. From a dJffractJve 

perspectJve, subjectJvJty emerges through the JnteractJon of labor processes, evaluatJve metrJcs, 

and algorJthmJc Jnfrastructures. Workers JnternalJze performance crJterJa, antJcJpate 

algorJthmJc judgment, and adjust theJr conduct accordJngly, producJng forms of self-regulatJon 

that are Jnseparable from external control. 

These dynamJcs are unevenly dJstrJbuted. ExJstJng studJes often acknowledge JnequalJty 

but treat Jt as a contextual factor rather than a constJtutJve element. ThJs artJcle argues that, 

under algorJtarJsm, global asymmetrJes are Jntegral to how platform labor operates. MJgrant 

workers, racJalJzed populatJons, and workers Jn the Global South are more lJkely to depend on 
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platform labor as a prJmary source of Jncome, lJmJtJng theJr capacJty to refuse unfavorable 

condJtJons (ÖzdemJr, 2014, p. 43). Platform labor Js embedded Jn broader structures of socJal 

reproductJon, JncludJng household survJval strategJes and gendered dJvJsJons of labor, 

reJnforcJng processes such as the femJnJzatJon of labor and survJval (Fuchs, 2011, p. 21; Alves, 

2021, p. 106). Read dJffractJvely, economJc JnequalJty, socJal reproductJon, and algorJthmJc 

control co-produce one another, shapJng both the dJstrJbutJon of labor and the forms of 

domJnatJon that structure Jt. 

These processes must also be sJtuated wJthJn the broader transformatJon of labor under 

neolJberal restructurJng. WhJle some accounts frame platform labor as a break from JndustrJal 

productJon, others emphasJze contJnuJty. ThJs artJcle synthesJzes these perspectJves by 

demonstratJng that algorJtarJsm reorganJzes rather than replaces exJstJng forms of dJscJplJne. 

The declJne of the factory as a bounded sJte of productJon extends dJscJplJne across socJety 

(Hardt & NegrJ, 2007, p. 26), whJle AI systems Jntegrate cognJtJve, communJcatJve, and 

affectJve capacJtJes Jnto cJrcuJts of accumulatJon (Dyer-WJtheford, 2019, p. 16). The machJne 

Js no longer external to labor but constJtutJve of subjectJvJty (Aksakallı, 2025, p. 33). Under 

algorJtarJsm, labor becomes contJnuous, dJffused, and Jnseparable from everyday lJfe, capturJng 

attentJon, affect, and communJcatJon as sources of value whJle JntensJfyJng exhaustJon and 

dJspossessJon (FederJcJ, 2014, p. 119). 

From a dJffractJve perspectJve, these transformatJons cannot be separated Jnto 

economJc, technologJcal, or socJal domaJns. ProductJon, subject formatJon, and control emerge 

as relatJonally entangled processes wJthJn a unJfJed regJme. 

At the same tJme, platform labor reorganJzes class relatJons and socJal recognJtJon. 

HJghly educated workers performJng low-status platform work experJence status JnconsJstency 

and mJsrecognJtJon (Sennett & Cobb, 2018, p. 35). AlgorJthmJc management obscures 

authorJty, as control Js exercJsed through ratJngs, rankJngs, and automated decJsJons rather than 

JdentJfJable supervJsors. ThJs reJnforces complJance whJle renderJng power less vJsJble. Yet 

workers are not passJve. They develop strategJes of negotJatJon, adaptatJon, and resJstance, 

JndJcatJng that algorJtarJsm operates through contested and unstable relatJons rather than total 

domJnatJon (GuglJelmo, 2026, p. 54). 

ThJs reveals a further tensJon: the same mechanJsms that produce control also enable 

resJstance. From a dJffractJve perspectJve, domJnatJon and contestatJon are not external to one 

another but emerge through the same Jnfrastructures. VJsJbJlJty, rankJng, and evaluatJon 

functJon sJmultaneously as Jnstruments of dJscJplJne and as sJtes of strategJc engagement. 
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AlgorJtarJsm Js therefore best understood as a dynamJc and conflJctual fJeld rather than a closed 

system. 

RJsk and responsJbJlJty are also reorganJzed under platform condJtJons. Platform fJrms 

externalJze rJsk onto workers by classJfyJng them as Jndependent contractors (Belek, 2010, p. 

40; Beck, 2011, p. 216), whJle algorJthmJc systems JndJvJdualJze performance and 

accountabJlJty (GallJ, 2022, p. 230). ExJstJng approaches often descrJbe thJs as rJsk transfer. 

ThJs artJcle extends thJs analysJs by showJng that rJsk Js not sJmply shJfted but reconstJtuted 

through the JnteractJon of algorJthmJc evaluatJon, labor precarJty, and subject formatJon. 

Workers JnternalJze rJsk management as part of theJr labor, whJle structural condJtJons remaJn 

obscured (Clark, 2022, p. 21), producJng a form of normalJzed structural vJolence. 

FJnally, platform labor extends Jnto the sphere of socJal reproductJon, partJcularly 

through the platformJzatJon of domestJc and care work (De VJta & BertolJnJ, 2025, p. 2). 

MJgrant and workJng-class women are dJsproportJonately concentrated Jn these roles (Fuchs, 

2018, p. 700; Brand & WJssen, 2025, p. 66). WhJle exJstJng lJterature hJghlJghts thJs expansJon, 

Jt often treats productJve and reproductJve labor as separate domaJns. ThJs artJcle demonstrates 

that, under algorJtarJsm, these domaJns are JncreasJngly blurred and mutually constJtutJve. Care, 

communJcatJon, and emotJonal labor are captured, measured, and commodJfJed (HJll, 2015, p. 

7), JntegratJng socJal reproductJon Jnto cJrcuJts of accumulatJon. 

Taken together, these characterJstJcs demonstrate that platform labor Js not defJned by 

autonomy or flexJbJlJty, but by a reconfJguratJon of domJnatJon. The contrJbutJon of thJs sectJon 

Js to show that, under algorJtarJsm, exploJtatJon, subject formatJon, rJsk dJstrJbutJon, and global 

JnequalJty must be understood as relatJonally entangled processes wJthJn a unJfJed regJme of 

rule. AI-drJven systems reorganJze labor through contJnuous evaluatJon, data extractJon, and 

Jnfrastructural control, embeddJng workers wJthJn a socJo-technJcal formatJon Jn whJch 

economJc, epJstemJc, and polJtJcal forms of power converge. 

4. Algor:thm:c Governance as a Form of Soc:al Control 

AlgorJthmJc governance can be understood as a hJstorJcally specJfJc mode of rule Jn 

whJch artJfJcJal JntellJgence reorganJzes socJal control through contJnuous data extractJon, 

predJctJon, and JnterventJon. UnlJke earlJer rule-based systems, contemporary AI does not 

sJmply apply predefJned JnstructJons; Jt learns from data, adapts to changJng condJtJons, and 

recalJbrates control Jn real tJme. Through machJne learnJng, profJlJng, and automated decJsJon-

makJng, correlatJons are transformed Jnto actJonable forms of regulatJon. Under condJtJons of 

algorJtarJsm, governance operates by contJnuously producJng and updatJng profJles of workers 



Özgür Yılmaz                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 11 

and populatJons, antJcJpatJng behavJor, and modulatJng actJon accordJngly (Karbay, 2024, p. 

29). AI thus functJons not as a neutral tool but as an Jnfrastructural condJtJon through whJch 

control becomes dynamJc, contJnuous, and embedded Jn everyday lJfe. 

However, reducJng algorJthmJc governance to an extensJon of managerJal control 

obscures Jts specJfJcJty. Much of the exJstJng lJterature conceptualJzes Jt eJther as a technJcal 

mechanJsm or as an JntensJfJed form of surveJllance, JsolatJng Jt from broader transformatJons 

Jn labor, subjectJvJty, and global power relatJons. ThJs artJcle departs from these approaches by 

arguJng that, under algorJtarJsm, algorJthmJc governance operates as an Jntegrated regJme Jn 

whJch economJc exploJtatJon, epJstemJc authorJty, and Jnfrastructural control are co-constJtuted. 

Its novelty lJes not sJmply Jn automatJon or scale, but Jn the embeddJng of domJnatJon wJthJn 

the operatJonal logJc of socJo-technJcal systems. 

WJthJn platform economJes, thJs mode of rule Js dJrectly organJzed around labor. 

Workers—drJvers, courJers, content moderators, data annotators, and freelancers—are 

governed through systems that monJtor performance, assJgn tasks, calculate rJsk, and enforce 

dJscJplJne wJthout dJrect managerJal presence. For example, rJde-haJlJng platforms rely on 

dynamJc ratJng systems Jn whJch drJvers wJth low scores may be suspended or permanently 

deactJvated wJthout transparent justJfJcatJon. These decJsJons are frequently automated, 

renderJng control opaque and dJffJcult to contest. Access to work and Jncome Js structured 

through ratJngs, rankJngs, and predJctJve metrJcs (WJthers, 2015, p. 34). 

From a dJffractJve perspectJve, these mechanJsms do not operate as dJscrete layers. Data 

extractJon enables evaluatJon; evaluatJon produces vJsJbJlJty; and vJsJbJlJty structures access to 

labor. Control emerges from the JnteractJon of workers, data Jnfrastructures, and algorJthmJc 

systems rather than beJng Jmposed externally. AuthorJty Js dJsplaced from JdentJfJable actors to 

dJstrJbuted computatJonal processes, makJng domJnatJon less vJsJble whJle JntensJfyJng Jts 

effects. 

AlgorJthmJc governance also extends beyond behavJor Jnto the domaJn of subjectJvJty. 

EvaluatJon systems shape how workers perceJve themselves, compellJng them to JnternalJze 

performance metrJcs, manage affect, and alJgn theJr conduct wJth algorJthmJc expectatJons 

(Dardot & Laval, 2012, p. 394). ThJs produces a form of dJscJplJne that Js sJmultaneously 

external and Jnternal. 

ThJs generates a tensJon that cannot be resolved wJthJn conventJonal dJstJnctJons 

between control and autonomy. WhJle algorJthmJc governance appears as an external system, 
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Jt depends on workers’ actJve partJcJpatJon Jn reproducJng Jts condJtJons. Workers optJmJze theJr 

behavJor, antJcJpate evaluatJon, and adjust theJr actJons Jn ways that stabJlJze the very systems 

that govern them. From a dJffractJve perspectJve, external control and self-regulatJon emerge 

through the same relatJonal processes. 

These dynamJcs are embedded wJthJn global structures of power shaped by colonJalJty. 

AI Jnfrastructures are concentrated Jn the Global North, whJle workers Jn the Global South are 

dJsproportJonately Jncorporated as data producers, low-cost labor, and targets of algorJthmJc 

control. ThJs asymmetry reflects a reorganJzatJon of colonJal relatJons through dJgJtal 

Jnfrastructures (Grosfoguel, 2007, pp. 95–99). Data flows, platform ownershJp, and 

technologJcal knowledge remaJn unevenly dJstrJbuted, reJnforcJng dependency whJle 

presentJng AI as a unJversal and neutral technology (Whyte, 2018, pp. 77–78). 

Rather than treatJng these asymmetrJes as contextual, thJs artJcle demonstrates that they 

are constJtutJve of algorJthmJc governance Jtself. Labor organJzatJon, data extractJon, and 

technologJcal concentratJon form a sJngle relatJonal fJeld Jn whJch control operates 

sJmultaneously across economJc, geopolJtJcal, and epJstemJc dJmensJons. 

AlgorJthmJc governance Js further stabJlJzed through technologJcal ratJonalJtJes that 

present control as objectJve and JnevJtable. DJgJtal systems embed classJfJcatJons, rules, and 

decJsJon-makJng procedures Jnto code, transformJng hJstorJcally contJngent relatJons Jnto 

seemJngly neutral operatJons (Feenberg, 2010, pp. 25, 32; Dean, 2015, p. 53). CredJt scorJng, 

predJctJve polJcJng, and platform rankJng systems operatJonalJze JnequalJty by classJfyJng 

JndJvJduals accordJng to probabJlJstJc rJsk, often reproducJng exJstJng hJerarchJes (O’NeJl, 

2020, pp. 19, 37, 41). At the same tJme, JdeologJcal narratJves—such as the claJm that 

automatJon replaces labor—depolJtJcJze these processes by framJng them as technJcal 

necessJtJes rather than polJtJcal choJces (Koşar, 2022, pp. 18–19). 

ThJs raJses a central problem: Jf algorJthmJc governance appears neutral, how can Jts 

polJtJcal character be rendered vJsJble? NeutralJty must be understood not as an Jnherent 

property of technology but as an effect produced through socJo-technJcal arrangements. Code, 

data, and dJscourse do not operate Jndependently; they reJnforce one another Jn producJng the 

appearance of objectJvJty. A dJffractJve readJng reveals that what appears as technJcal necessJty 

Js the outcome of hJstorJcally sJtuated relatJons of power. 

At the level of socJal organJzatJon, algorJthmJc governance extends dJscJplJne across the 

socJal fJeld. The fragmentatJon of labor and the dJffusJon of work beyond the factory are 
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JntensJfJed through AI-drJven systems (Hardt & NegrJ, 2007, p. 26; Dyer-WJtheford, 2019, p. 

16). Workers are posJtJoned as self-managJng unJts of “human capJtal” whJle beJng embedded 

wJthJn Jnfrastructures that monJtor and optJmJze theJr actJvJty (Lazzarato, 2016, pp. 12, 24–25). 

RJsk Js JndJvJdualJzed, responsJbJlJty Js prJvatJzed, and structural condJtJons are reframed as 

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

From a dJffractJve perspectJve, JndJvJdualJzatJon and structural control are not opposJng 

tendencJes. The JndJvJdualJzatJon of responsJbJlJty obscures structural constraJnts, enablJng 

control to operate through self-regulatJon. Power Js thus both dJstrJbuted and JnternalJzed. 

AlgorJthmJc governance can therefore be conceptualJzed as a bureaucratJc technology 

that routJnJzes domJnatJon through code. Rather than replacJng earlJer forms of control, AI 

extends long-standJng tendencJes wJthJn capJtalJsm to standardJze, measure, and dJscJplJne 

labor (Graeber, 2016, pp. 37, 117). Its specJfJcJty lJes Jn Jts capacJty to operate contJnuously, 

adaptJvely, and at scale. Under algorJtarJsm, control Js embedded Jn Jnfrastructures that Jntegrate 

data extractJon, evaluatJon, and decJsJon-makJng Jnto a sJngle operatJonal system. ThJs 

formulatJon also JnvJtes a comparJson wJth Max Weber’s analysJs of bureaucratJc ratJonalJty 

(Weber, 2012, pp. 336-342). WhJle Weber conceptualJzed bureaucracy as a form of rule 

grounded Jn formal ratJonalJty, calculabJlJty, and hJerarchJcal organJzatJon, algorJthmJc 

governance extends these prJncJples through dJgJtal Jnfrastructures. StandardJzatJon, 

quantJfJcatJon, and procedural control remaJn structurally sJmJlar, yet authorJty Js no longer 

embodJed Jn JnstJtutJons or offJcJals but embedded Jn computatJonal systems. In thJs sense, 

algorJtarJsm can be understood as a transformatJon of bureaucratJc ratJonalJty Jn whJch control 

becomes automated, dJstrJbuted, and contJnuously recalJbrated through data. 

ThJs regJme, however, Js not seamless. It depends on collectJve labor, contJnuous data 

productJon, and materJal Jnfrastructures that requJre ongoJng maJntenance. These dependencJes 

Jntroduce tensJons: the same processes that enable control also generate poJnts of frJctJon and 

resJstance. The questJon Js therefore not whether AI determJnes socJal lJfe, but how these 

contradJctJons open spaces for contestatJon. AlgorJthmJc governance should be understood as a 

dynamJc fJeld Jn whJch power Js contJnuously produced, negotJated, and challenged. 

5. D:scuss:on or the Poss:b:l:ty of Struggle 

Contemporary dJscourse on artJfJcJal JntellJgence Js shaped by an Jdeology of 

technologJcal solutJonJsm that presents machJne learnJng systems as neutral Jnstruments for 

optJmJzJng socJal lJfe. Such accounts obscure the polJtJcal-economJc and epJstemJc condJtJons 

under whJch these systems operate. As Rettberg (2023, pp. 118, 122) demonstrates, AI systems 
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normalJze domJnant statJstJcal patterns and encode devJatJon as anomaly, whJle Monahan 

(2018, p. 48) shows how hJstorJcally contJngent norms become embedded Jn technJcal 

Jnfrastructures. What appears as optJmJzatJon Js therefore better understood as a process of 

norm productJon structured by power relatJons. 

However, reducJng thJs process to JdeologJcal mystJfJcatJon rJsks underestJmatJng Jts 

structural character. ThJs artJcle has argued that under condJtJons of algorJtarJsm, norm 

productJon Js not merely dJscursJve but operatJonal. It Js embedded wJthJn socJo-technJcal 

systems that contJnuously extract data, evaluate behavJor, and modulate actJon. AlgorJtarJsm 

thus desJgnates a regJme Jn whJch economJc exploJtatJon, epJstemJc control, and technologJcal 

Jnfrastructure do not operate Jn parallel but co-constJtute one another wJthJn a sJngle operatJonal 

logJc. 

ThJs transformatJon becomes partJcularly vJsJble wJthJn communJcatJve capJtalJsm, 

where communJcatJon, attentJon, and partJcJpatJon are captured as data and reJntegrated Jnto 

accumulatJon processes (Dean, 2014, pp. 4–6). Platform labor JntensJfJes thJs dynamJc. Work 

Js fragmented Jnto dJscrete tasks, contJnuously evaluated through ratJngs and rankJngs, and 

reduced to quantJfJable outputs (Rettberg, 2023, pp. 90–91). On freelance platforms such as 

Upwork, tasks are dJvJded Jnto competJtJve unJts and governed through clJent-based evaluatJon 

systems, generatJng downward pressure on wages and JntensJfyJng global competJtJon 

(Benanav, 2022, pp. 78–79). AuthorJty no longer appears as dJrect command but as algorJthmJc 

calculatJon. Workers are governed as profJles competJng wJthJn metrJcJzed envJronments, whJle 

collectJve forms of regulatJon are dJsplaced by JndJvJdualJzed adaptatJon (Gorz, 2001, pp. 76–

77). 

From a dJffractJve perspectJve, these dynamJcs cannot be reduced to eJther economJc 

restructurJng or technologJcal medJatJon. The capture of communJcatJon, the fragmentatJon of 

labor, and algorJthmJc evaluatJon form a relatJonal confJguratJon Jn whJch accumulatJon, 

control, and subject formatJon are Jnseparable. AlgorJtarJsm reorganJzes domJnatJon by 

JntegratJng these processes Jnto a contJnuous operatJonal system rather than replacJng earlJer 

forms of control. 

At the level of subjectJvJty, thJs confJguratJon produces contJnuous self-regulatJon. 

Workers antJcJpate algorJthmJc judgment, manage reputatJonal sJgnals, and alJgn theJr conduct 

wJth opaque evaluatJve crJterJa. AffectJve lJfe becomes Jntegral to labor, as anxJety, antJcJpatJon, 

and JnsecurJty are folded Jnto performance. Yet thJs JncorporatJon of affect Js not stabJlJzJng Jn 

a lJnear sense. It generates tensJons that may exceed the system’s capacJty to contaJn them. The 
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same pressures that sustaJn complJance can produce frustratJon, JndJgnatJon, and forms of 

collectJve awareness (Connolly, 2016, p. 66). 

Th$s amb$valence $s analyt$cally central. Control and res$stance do not occupy separate doma$ns; they 

emerge through the same $nfrastructures. Evaluat$on, v$s$b$l$ty, and compet$t$on funct$on s$multaneously 

as mechan$sms of d$sc$pl$ne and as cond$t$ons under wh$ch workers recogn$ze shared constra$nts and 

exper$ment w$th strateg$es of response. Class struggle does not stand outs$de algor$tar$sm but unfolds 

w$th$n $ts operat$onal dynam$cs. 

These processes are unevenly dJstrJbuted across the global polJtJcal economy. Platform 

expansJon JntensJfJes super-exploJtatJon Jn dependent regJons through data extractJon and 

algorJthmJc labor management (Seto, 2024, pp. 1, 3–4), whJle automatJon reorganJzes rather 

than elJmJnates labor (PasquJnellJ, 2025, p. 290). The persJstence of precarJous and Jrregular 

labor reflects long-standJng hJstorJcal patterns rather than a novel dJsruptJon (Munck, 2003, p. 

19). 

Rather than treatJng these JnequalJtJes as external condJtJons, thJs artJcle has 

demonstrated that global asymmetrJes are constJtutJve of algorJtarJsm Jtself. Data extractJon, 

labor organJzatJon, and technologJcal concentratJon form a relatJonal system Jn whJch economJc 

dependency, epJstemJc hJerarchy, and geopolJtJcal power reJnforce one another. 

At the same tJme, AI-drJven Jnfrastructures remaJn materJally grounded. Data centers, 

networks, and computatJonal systems depend on energy extractJon and physJcal resources, 

lJnkJng dJgJtal accumulatJon to ecologJcal lJmJts (Yılmaz, 2025, p. 350). Large-scale 

Jnfrastructures operated by corporatJons such as Google consume sJgnJfJcant amounts of 

electrJcJty and water, dJrectly connectJng dJgJtal systems to envJronmental degradatJon (LeJ et 

al., 2025, p. 1). Labor, data, and energy are therefore part of an Jnterconnected metabolJc 

relatJon Jn whJch exploJtatJon extends across economJc, socJal, and ecologJcal domaJns 

(Deléage, 2000, p. 70). 

ThJs reconfJgures the terraJn of struggle. ConflJcts over labor condJtJons, data 

ownershJp, and ecologJcal sustaJnabJlJty cannot be analytJcally separated, as they are produced 

through the same socJo-technJcal arrangements. The questJon of struggle must therefore be 

approached concretely. ConflJcts emerge around wages, workJng tJme, data rJghts, algorJthmJc 

evaluatJon, and socJal protectJon (Yıldızoğlu, 2011, pp. 55–56). The state remaJns a central 

actor Jn structurJng these conflJcts and stabJlJzJng the broader polJtJcal order (Poulantzas, 2014, 

pp. 27, 52, 56). Even struggles over metrJcs, vJsJbJlJty, and reputatJon acquJre materJal 
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sJgnJfJcance, as symbolJc systems functJon as Jnstruments of power wJthJn dJgJtal economJes 

(Swartz, 1999, p. 18). 

At the same tJme, these struggles expose the lJmJts of exJstJng frameworks. If control 

operates through dJspersed Jnfrastructures rather than centralJzed authorJty, resJstance cannot 

be confJned to the workplace. It must engage wJth the broader systems through whJch labor, 

data, and power are organJzed. ThJs requJres rethJnkJng polJtJcal strategy beyond tradJtJonal 

sJtes of productJon, toward Jnfrastructures, platforms, and data regJmes. 

AlgorJthmJc governance Js neJther total nor self-suffJcJent. It depends on collectJve 

labor, contJnuous data productJon, and Jnfrastructural maJntenance. These dependencJes 

Jntroduce contradJctJons that prevent Jts closure as a fully coherent system of control. The same 

processes that enable domJnatJon—data extractJon, algorJthmJc evaluatJon, and global 

coordJnatJon—also generate poJnts of fragJlJty. 

AlgorJtarJsm Js therefore best understood as a hJstorJcally specJfJc and contested 

confJguratJon of power rather than a stable system. Struggle Js not external to thJs confJguratJon 

but Jmmanent to Jt, unfoldJng wJthJn the relatJons that sustaJn Jt. ArtJfJcJal JntellJgence, Jn thJs 

sense, constJtutes not merely a technologJcal development but a fJeld of conflJct Jn whJch the 

organJzatJon of labor, the dJstrJbutJon of power, and the lJmJts of accumulatJon are contJnuously 

negotJated. 

6. Conclus:on 
ThJs artJcle has argued that contemporary artJfJcJal JntellJgence systems should be 

understood not as neutral technologJcal tools but as constJtutJve elements of a hJstorJcally 

specJfJc mode of rule—algorJtarJsm. Rather than approachJng labor exploJtatJon, data 

extractJon, and algorJthmJc governance as separate processes, the analysJs has demonstrated 

that they operate as relatJonally entangled dJmensJons of a unJfJed socJo-technJcal regJme. In 

thJs confJguratJon, domJnatJon Js not lJmJted to ownershJp or dJrect supervJsJon but Js 

operatJonalJzed through Jnfrastructures that contJnuously extract data, evaluate behavJor, and 

modulate actJon. 

The central theoretJcal contrJbutJon of thJs artJcle lJes Jn conceptualJzJng algorJtarJsm as 

an Jntegrated framework that captures the convergence of economJc, epJstemJc, and 

technologJcal forms of power. WhJle exJstJng approaches—such as platform capJtalJsm, 

surveJllance capJtalJsm, and dJgJtal labor studJes—have provJded valuable JnsJghts, they tend 

to address these dynamJcs Jn JsolatJon. ThJs artJcle advances the debate by showJng that 
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contemporary AI systems functJon through the co-constJtutJon of labor processes, data 

Jnfrastructures, and global asymmetrJes. AlgorJtarJsm thus names a form of rule Jn whJch 

exploJtatJon, knowledge productJon, and control are not merely Jnterconnected but structurally 

Jnseparable. 

ThJs conceptualJzatJon also contrJbutes to ongoJng debates by foregroundJng the 

epJstemJc and geopolJtJcal dJmensJons of AI. SJtuatJng algorJtarJsm wJthJn a decolonJzJng AI 

perspectJve reveals that global JnequalJtJes are not external constraJnts but Jntegral to the 

operatJon of contemporary AI systems. The concentratJon of Jnfrastructures, data flows, and 

technologJcal authorJty Jn the Global North, alongsJde the JncorporatJon of the Global South as 

a sJte of labor and data extractJon, JndJcates that algorJtarJsm reproduces and reorganJzes 

colonJal relatJons Jn dJgJtal form. AI must therefore be understood not only as a technologJcal 

or economJc phenomenon but as a regJme that sJmultaneously structures materJal JnequalJtJes 

and epJstemJc hJerarchJes. 

MethodologJcally, the artJcle has demonstrated the analytJcal value of a dJffractJve 

approach that reads labor, data, Jnfrastructure, and power through one another. ThJs approach 

moves beyond layered or addJtJve explanatJons by showJng how these elements emerge through 

theJr relatJons. In doJng so, Jt enables a theoretJcal synthesJs between MarxJst polJtJcal economy 

and decolonJal theory, JndJcatJng that capJtalJst accumulatJon and colonJalJty are not parallel 

trajectorJes but JntertwJned dynamJcs wJthJn AI-medJated systems. 

DespJte these contrJbutJons, the analysJs has several lJmJtatJons. FJrst, the argument 

remaJns prJmarJly theoretJcal and would benefJt from systematJc empJrJcal JnvestJgatJon across 

dJfferent sectors and regJonal contexts. Second, whJle the concept of algorJtarJsm offers an 

JntegratJve framework, Jts analytJcal boundarJes requJre further clarJfJcatJon, partJcularly Jn 

relatJon to adjacent concepts such as platform capJtalJsm and data colonJalJsm. ThJrd, although 

the dJffractJve methodology provJdes a productJve lens, Jts empJrJcal operatJonalJzatJon remaJns 

underdeveloped and requJres methodologJcal refJnement to trace relatJonal dynamJcs Jn 

concrete cases. 

These lJmJtatJons open several avenues for future research. EmpJrJcal studJes could 

JnvestJgate how algorJtarJsm manJfests across dJfferent regJons, especJally Jn relatJon to uneven 

labor regJmes and Jnfrastructural asymmetrJes. ComparatJve analyses across sectors—such as 

logJstJcs, content moderatJon, and care platforms—would help specJfy varJatJons Jn how AI 

reorganJzes labor. Conceptual work Js needed to further dJfferentJate algorJtarJsm from exJstJng 

frameworks and to examJne Jts Jnternal varJatJons. MethodologJcally, future research could 
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develop dJffractJve approaches capable of tracJng the entanglement of labor, data, and 

Jnfrastructure Jn sJtuated contexts. In addJtJon, the ecologJcal dJmensJons of AI—partJcularly 

the relatJonshJp between data extractJon, energy consumptJon, and envJronmental 

degradatJon—remaJn JnsuffJcJently explored and requJre systematJc analysJs. 

ArtJfJcJal JntellJgence should therefore be understood as a contested terraJn rather than 

a self-contaJned technologJcal domaJn. The sJgnJfJcance of algorJtarJsm lJes Jn Jts capacJty to 

reorganJze labor, control, and knowledge productJon Jn ways that render domJnatJon 

operatJonal, dJffuse, and dJffJcult to contest. At the same tJme, Jts dependence on collectJve 

labor, contJnuous data productJon, and materJal Jnfrastructures Jntroduces structural tensJons 

that prevent Jts closure as a fully coherent system. These tensJons JndJcate that AI Js not a fJxed 

system of domJnatJon but an unstable confJguratJon shaped by ongoJng struggles over 

ownershJp, desJgn, epJstemJc authorJty, and the dJstrJbutJon of value and rJsk. 
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