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Abstract


	
This dissertation examines the relationship between the Cambridge Analytica scandal and the Californian Ideology using psychoanalytic ideology critique. The Cambridge Analytica scandal exposed Facebook’s role in allowing advertisements from powerful and secretive political actors to influence elections, as well as revealing Facebook’s attitude towards surveillance and user data. As Facebook is one of the world’s most powerful technology companies, this case can help in understanding the global economy. Many scholars have argued about the importance ideology has in relation to capitalism, and this thesis seeks to understand what the scandal can tell us about ideology in Silicon Valley, which was first described by Barbrook and Cameron in their paper The Californian Ideology. I examine their notion of ideology as a mask over reality, then using psychoanalytic concepts, I provide a more satisfying perspective based on Žižek’s theories of ideology. In doing so, I use the concept of fantasy to understand how cybernetic utopia constructs “reality”, how jouissance functions through hacking, how the language of network science structures knowledge, and how the primacy of capitalism is misrecognised through transference and techno-determinism. This helps to explain Facebook’s reaction in the aftermath of this scandal, as a traumatic encounter with the Real, resulting in a restructuring of Facebook’s “reality”. 
















Chapter One: Introduction












1.1 The Cambridge Analytica Scandal


	
The Cambridge Analytica scandal grabbed headlines on March 17th 2018 when The Guardian and The New York Times reported that 50 million Facebook profiles were illegally obtained by data analytics company Cambridge Analytica (Cadwalladr & Graham-Harrison, 2018; Rosenberg, Confessore & Cadwalladr, 2018), later revised to 87 million profiles (Badshah, 2018). In these reports, Cambridge Analytica whistleblower Christopher Wylie claimed he had made “Steve Bannon’s psychological warfare mindfuck tool” (Cadwalladr & Graham-Harrison, 2018). A few days later, Channel 4 News released undercover footage of Cambridge Analytica founder Alexander Nix, in which he claimed to have thrown elections worldwide using social media platforms, blackmail and dark ads (Channel 4 News, 2018), with right-wing billionaire Robert Mercer funding these operations. When exposed, this story became a major political scandal that reverberated across the international media (Tibken, 2018; Newman, 2018). Within a few days, Facebook Inc. lost $119bn (Neate, 2018), and it led politicians in the USA, EU and UK to demand an audience with Facebook CEO Mark Zuckerberg.

 




Facebook’s behaviour over several years has attracted both anger and adoration from the media, politicians and activists (Access Now, 2015; Dutta & Fraser, 2008; Smith, 2011). In the stories referred to above, a number of factors created concern, from censorship, lack of transparency, privacy violation, legal threats and denial of responsibility. Facebook admitted they knew this data had been sold to Cambridge Analytica in 2015, but did not inform anyone. Cambridge Analytica agreed to delete this dataset, but Facebook did not take steps to verify that this deletion had occurred (Frier, 2018; Bridge, 2018). When Christopher Wylie made the Cambridge Analytica scandal public, Facebook reacted by issuing legal threats, staying silent, and attacking leakers (Newton, 2018a; Adams, 2018; Wong, 2018). Eventually, Facebook did respond, but this was two years and four months (Madrigal, 2018a) after Facebook knew about the data leak. In this response, Zuckerberg repeatedly said “sorry”, promised to “do more” but did not address questions about structural problems within the company (Zuckerberg, 2018a). Zuckerberg has refused to attend hearings with UK politicians (Digital, Culture, Media and Sport International Grand Committee [DCMSIGC], 2018a: Q4131), faced accusations by EU politicians of avoiding questions (CNBC, 2018: 01:19:30), and even admitted spreading fake news to cover over the scandal (Frenkel et al, 2018). Seeking to understand such actions, many accuse Zuckerberg of simply lying to continue exploiting users (Locklear, 2018; DCMSIGC, 2018b: para. 221-222). 

Facebook’s reaction to this crisis has been criticised by politicians, the media, and users, but also by communications theorists (Staley, 2018; Alaimo, 2018; Frier, 2018). According to these writers, Facebook’s actions are contrary to a good PR strategy. The writers struggle to understand why Facebook refused to speak to the media, blamed others, bullied journalists (Staley, 2018), and kept this data leak secret for so long (Alaimo, 2018). How can we understand these actions then? According to Barbrook and Cameron (1996), Silicon Valley tech companies like Facebook are saturated by the “Californian Ideology”, a counter-intuitive amalgamation of left and right-wing ideas. This ideology has been criticised for being overly optimistic and ignoring problems (Barbrook & Cameron, 1996: 45; Morozov, 2011: xiii; Fuchs, 2017: 55-57), so perhaps examining this ideology will help explain Facebook’s failure to prevent the scandal and subsequent reaction. I will explore whether The Californian Ideology can help provide explanations for Facebook’s behaviour, which also may help us understand how this ideology functions.










1.2 Research Questions

The questions for this investigation are:


	
Q1: What is the Californian Ideology, and how does it operate? 


	
Q2: How does this operate within Facebook?


	
Q3: What does the Cambridge Analytica scandal tell us about the Californian Ideology?

 













1.3 Structure of this Essay

In Chapter One I provide an introduction to the case, the research questions and structure. I also discuss positioning of the research and argue why this case is useful to examine.

Initially, in Chapter Two, I examine the Californian Ideology, as developed in the paper of the same name by Barbrook and Cameron (1996). I investigate their concept of ideology as a mask over reality, originating from Engels’ definition of “false consciousness” (Engels, 1893: para. 6), and also employed by other critics. I argue that this concept of ideology struggles to understand the role that fantasy plays in ideology.

In Chapter Three, I will re-examine the Californian Ideology using an alternative understanding of ideology as necessary for all subjects to construct reality. I apply Žižek’s understanding of ideology (1994: 1-30), using concepts of fantasy, the Symbolic of language, the nonsensical enjoyment of jouissance, and unconscious displacement known as transference.

Chapter Four will examine the Californian Ideology as it functions within Facebook’s virtual class - that is, communications specialists such as engineers, developers and managers. I will examine the fantasy of connecting the world, the language of network science, compulsive enjoyment of hacking, and avoidance of facing capitalism.

In Chapter Five I will examine the case of Cambridge Analytica, and what this can tell us about the Californian Ideology at Facebook. I will explain the concept of the Real, and use this to understand the crisis as the emergence of that which cannot be covered over by fantasy. This can tell us about how the fantasy functions when the subject is faced with a threat to their “reality”, and how this is reconstructed so they can continue to believe in the fantasy.

Finally, in the conclusion, I will summarise the investigation and what this means for Facebook’s future.












1.4 Rationale


	
The role of digital technologies in modern capitalism is hugely important. In Platform Capitalism, Srnicek argues that the digital economy is now “systematically important, much in the same way as finance” (Srnicek, 2016: 5), becoming “an increasingly pervasive infrastructure for the contemporary economy” (ibid.). Facebook is one of these pervasive companies: with 1.4bn people who use it daily (Statista, 2018a), it is one of the world’s biggest owners of data (Chakraborty, 2018), the world’s second biggest online advertiser (Rushe, 2018), and figures among the top ten most valuable global companies (Statista, 2018b). As a major multinational, Facebook’s crisis has an international economic impact, and therefore, analysing this case can help understand the global economy (Srnicek, 2016; Fuchs, 2017: 153-178; Zuboff, 2015). As various authors have noted, ideology is crucial to the reproduction of the existing social order (Žižek, 1994: 1-15; Eagleton, 1991: 36-37; Boltanski & Chiapello, 2007: 10), and this thesis seeks to demonstrate the ideological functioning of powerful technology companies. In Barbrook and Cameron’s article (1996), they argue that the Californian Ideology legitimises contradictions of capitalism by enabling a belief in technological emancipation, a perspective shared by other writers such as Fuchs (2017: 145-146), Morozov (2011: xiii) and Mosco (2005: 1-7). In this thesis I will look at how this legitimacy is understood by Barbrook and Cameron, and investigate alternative methods to understand this ideology, how it functions in Facebook, and subsequently, in the Cambridge Analytica scandal.

	

































Chapter Two: Limitations of Barbrook and Cameron’s Analysis










2.1 Introduction


	
The first stage in this investigation is to examine the Californian Ideology, as described in Barbrook and Cameron’s influential paper, The Californian Ideology (1995). Using this work, I will examine the explanations it can provide, particularly their understanding of ideology as a mask, along with works from other authors taking a similar approach. I look at the limitations of this approach, then in the next chapter, examine alternative concepts of ideology critique, before applying these to Facebook.


	

















2.3 Unmasking Reality

The notion that the rich and powerful are deliberately covering up the consequences of their actions has historical roots in Marxism. Engels argued the bourgeoisie were covering over reality of exploitation (Engels, 1893), a concept developed by Gramsci, Lukács, and others (Eyerman, 1981: 43), an understanding that equates ideology with “false consciousness” (ibid.: 44; Engels, 1893: para. 6), from which the reality of the world must be exposed, so workers can understand their real conditions of existence. Ideology, for many Marxists, is a delusion, from which we need to be freed (Eyerman, 1981: 43). In Eagleton’s book Ideology (1991), he traces the history of this term to Tracy, a prominent figure in the French Revolution who used the concept of ideology to describe the scientific study of ideas (ibid.: 66). His perspective was based on the belief that science and ideas were separate, ideas being illusions like religion or superstition (ibid.: 63-91). Marxists built on this concept of ideology, and in analysing capitalism, accused bourgeois economists of being ideologues who covered over exploitation and class conflict (Eyerman, 1981: 45-55). However, Marx’s theory of ideology was not always compatible with this theory (Eagleton, 1991: 91); for example, his analysis of commodity fetishism focused on how the appearance of commodities disguised reality, which is a different understanding from “false consciousness”. However, it remained a common epistemological perspective in Marxism of objective external reality which can be unmasked.



This concept of reality is also employed by other critics of the Californian Ideology, such as Morozov and Fuchs. In The Net Delusion (2011), Morozov accused Californian Ideologues of having “a naïve belief in the emancipatory nature of online communication that rests on a ‘stubborn refusal to acknowledge its downside’” (ibid.: xiii). Morozov’s use of the word “stubborn” suggests a deliberate and conscious decision to ignore objective reality. Fuchs takes a slightly more advanced theory of ideology based on ideas developed by the Frankfurt School (2016b: 13). His argument is that ideology is used to cover over reality, and in analysing digital communications companies, he argues that “ideologies try to advance specific interests” (ibid.: 13), such as sharing, connecting, and so on, which “mask the reality of commodification” (ibid.) that “happens behind the users’ back” (ibid.). Here, appearances function to disguise the exploitation of capitalism, and the solution is to expose these false beliefs.












2.4 Whose Reality?


	
In the previous section, I examined ideology as a “mask” covering over objective reality. In Eagleton’s Ideology (1991: 10-31), he strongly argues against this concept, which assumes there is “some unequivocally correct way of viewing the world” (ibid.: 11), and empowers a select few who understand the world versus the rest of society, who accordingly “blunder around in some fog” (ibid.). In order to be effective, ideologies must “make sense of people’s experience” (ibid.: 14) and must “conform to some degree with what they know of social reality from their practical interaction” with it (ibid.). Dominant ideologies “shape the wants and desires of those subjected to them” (ibid.) but must also engage with the “wants and desires that people already have” (ibid.), catching people’s existing beliefs and directing them in a way that reproduces the dominant social order (ibid.: 15). In The Californian Ideology, Barbrook and Cameron identify such “fantasies” (1996: 62) but do not have any theoretical conception of how these might structure reality. Barbrook and Cameron never define their theory of ideology, therefore, there is a lack of theory for their claims. In the absence of a definition, it appears that the authors believe the virtual class deliberately masks the problems that technology and capitalism cause by covering reality with ambiguous digital utopias so they can enjoy a privileged position in society. However, without defining precisely how they employ the term, the authors do not explain how this functions.


	



	
The notion that the ideological mask covers objective reality suggests that the reproduction of the dominant system depends on it staying hidden. When it is exposed as false, it can no longer reproduce itself. For Barbrook and Cameron then, the publication of The Californian Ideology should help unmask the Californian Ideology. However, rather than being convinced, Californian Ideologues did not accept this reality; instead technology writers responded to the publication of the article with mockery (Sterling, 2015), dismissal (Kamiya, 1997), or vitriol (Rossetto, 1996). Rossetto’s response (1996) as editor of Wired magazine – which Morozov calls the “the official printing organ” of the Californian Ideology (2011: 17) – attacked Barbrook and Cameron’s work as an “anal retentive attachment to failed 19th century social and economic analysis” (ibid.: para. 2). Rossetto doesn’t actually examine Barbrook and Cameron’s specific criticisms, simply arguing they are ignorant of economics and “how technology actually diffuses through society” (ibid.), and encourages “dreaming about a different, better future” through “competition, risk taking, democracy and meritocracy” (ibid.). We could understand Rossetto here as acting to deliberately cover over the reality of capitalist exploitation, but this doesn’t explain the mass-appeal of the Californian Ideology. Kamiya is not attached to libertarian capitalism, and in a thoughtful analysis, criticises Barbrook and Cameron for not paying more attention to the libertarian “dream of pure freedom” that “promises a world without restraints… A universe, in short, oddly like the Internet.” (1997: para. 16). Kamiya makes an assertion here that the dream of freedom and “spontaneous order” (ibid.: para. 29) in fantasies of the Internet are critical to understanding the subject’s attachment to the Californian Ideology. This utopian dream contradicts the exploitation that Barbrook and Cameron argue exists in objective reality (1996: 45), so this creates a conflict within the subject’s understanding. Here we find that the notion of unmasking reality lacks the theoretical tools to understand how the subject resolves this contradiction between objective reality and dream. As Eagleton says, this notion of unmasking reality misses the “affective, unconscious, mythical or symbolic dimensions of ideology” and “the way it constitutes the subject's lived, apparently spontaneous relations” in daily life (Eagleton, 1991: 221). He suggests that Freud’s work can help investigate the role that dreams play (ibid.: 177), a tradition that Žižek builds on to analyse ideology (1994: 1-30).


	

















Chapter Three: Re-examining the Californian Ideology










3.1 Introduction

In this section I will apply Lacanian psychoanalysis to understand the Californian Ideology, which Barbrook & Cameron first defined in their paper, The Californian Ideology (1996). I will provide understanding about how the subject can resolve the contradiction between dream and reality, where the concept of “wilful blindness” (ibid.: 45) struggled to do, as shown in the previous chapter. I will apply concepts based on Žižek’s interpretation of Lacan’s work (1994: 1-30), which I will then use to examine Facebook and the Cambridge Analytica scandal in later chapters.












3.2 The Cybernetic Fantasy


	



	
According to the Barbrook and Cameron’s paper (1996), ideology appears cover up objective reality. In this theory, “the moment we see it ‘as it really is’” the mask “dissolves itself into nothingness” (Žižek, 1989: 25). In the previous section, I examined how Barbrook and Cameron’s paper did not dissolve the Californian Ideology. Instead tech writers defended these dreams and Barbrook and Cameron’s account of objective reality was attacked. Examination of how the subject understands reality through fantasy can allow us to move beyond seeing the Californian Ideology as dependent on “wilful blindness” (Barbrook & Cameron, 1996: 46). We can use this to understand how this virtual class understands reality itself.


	
Barbrook and Cameron seem to understand that the fantasy does play an important role: for example, the article argues that this ideology believes in a “cybernetic frontier” fantasy (1996: 63) but this fantasy is not explicitly connected to their theory of ideology. In contrast, the dreams for Žižek and Lacan are central to how the subject understands and constructs their “reality”. This reality is in quotes to signify that it is not objective reality, but a “reality” which each subject constructs (Žižek, 1989: xi), meaning there is no external objective reality to uncover; all “reality” is subjective. Subjects necessarily use fantasy to create understanding, which creates a complete picture of “reality” based on partial knowledge of the world. Žižek understood the social circulation of fantasy as necessary to the functioning and reproduction of capitalism (Žižek, 1994: 1-30). Fantasies are both personal and shared, where social narratives combine with contingent scenarios in an individual’s life (Homer, 2004: 85-86), and are based in the register of the Imaginary (ibid.). For example, in advertising, we are told fantasies of new, smarter technologies that will improve our lives, and movies may tell us the USA saves us from terrorism, communists, aliens, and so on. The social components circulate through culture and combine with personal fantasies to function as a screen, together enabling us to understand the world. Rather than fantasy covering over reality, for Žižek, dominant social fantasies help subjects construct “reality” in a way which supports the reproduction of the dominant social order (1994: 1-15).


	



	
With Žižek’s understanding of fantasy (1994: 1-15), we can build on Barbrook and Cameron’s identification of a “cybernetic frontier” fantasy (1996: 63), and examine how this fantasy functions in the Californian Ideology. Barbrook and Cameron identify McLuhan as a key actor in creating the cyber-utopian dream (ibid.: 48), but we can go further back than this, to Norbert Wiener, founder of cybernetic theory (Conway & Siegelman, 2004: 93-108). His background was in mathematics, and with other researchers in the post-war US, he was part of the Macy Group, an organisation that worked across disciplines on developing algorithmic solutions to social, psychological, economic and biological problems (ibid.). Wiener worked on cooperative systems between machines and humans, mathematical theories to organise society efficiently (Heims, 1990: xvi). Wiener’s work provided a vision for communications enabling a flat, decentralised society, subsequently taken up by Beers (Medina, 2015: 575), McLuhan (Levinson, 1999: 63) and others (Conway & Siegelman, 2004: 4-8). McLuhan built on this work, and was especially utopian, positing the idea that with modern communications, a new society is possible:

 


“Electronic media...abolish the spatial dimension... By electricity, we everywhere resume person-to-person relations as if on the smallest village scale. It is a relation in depth, and without delegation of functions or powers... Dialogue supersedes the lecture.” (McLuhan, 1964: 255-256)


	
McLuhan’s utopian fantasy sees new technology as enabling radical social change, transforming institutions and decentralising power. He believes that these new communication structures can create a “cosmic consciousness” enabling “collective harmony and peace” (ibid.: 80). We can see this same utopian dream repeated as it circulates through modern understandings of the Internet, for example in Perry-Barlow’s influential Internet manifesto in 1996, he declares the Internet a place where  “all may enter without privilege or prejudice” (Perry-Barlow, 1996: para. 7) where all can enjoy the “wealth of our marketplaces” (ibid.: para. 4). In this manifesto, it is the oppressive government that is criticised, and the networked, connected “civilization of the Mind in Cyberspace” (ibid.: para. 16) that can set us free. This manifesto appeared in 1996, and could be found on 40,000 different websites within nine months (Frezza, 1996). Although Perry-Barlow later denied this manifesto was serious (Silverman, 2016), large numbers shared this fantasy, showing that it resonated with many computer enthusiasts, creators of the early Internet. This utopia was also echoed in the final lines of the first Matrix movie, notable for representing evil as mysterious psuedo-government figures trying to control and repress society. Neo is a computer hacker with superpowers who saves humanity, and promises that people can have “a world without rules and controls, without borders or boundaries. A world where anything is possible,” (Wachowski & Wachowski, 1999), appearing much like Ayn Rand’s utopia in Atlas Shrugged, a place away from government control, where people can be free (Fitting, 1991: 102-103). The fantasy of Internet helps construct “reality” for the Californian Ideology, and this understanding of fantasy can help to further this investigation.


	



	
As well as the fantasy, Žižek uses the concept of the Symbolic. This functions to construct understanding the world based on symbols such as language (Homer, 2004: 33-49; Shepherdson, 2003: 117-147). However, the Symbolic order is always incomplete: there is something missing in our experiences that can never be represented (Homer, 2004: 83). Whenever we describe objects in language, we cannot describe them completely (Homer, 2004: 33-50). The Symbolic also structures our understanding, so specific words create a specific knowledge of the world. An example is the way that we understand business organisational structures. The “networked” organisational structure, common in Silicon Valley, has origins in cybernetic theory (Ouellet, 2010), and enables an understanding of relationships as complex and changeable, in contrast to the word “hierarchy” which creates an understanding of social structures that are rigid, and empower one group over another (Boltanski & Chiapello, 2007: 141-164). Domination by management still exists in “networked” organisations (Boltanski & Chiapello, 2007: 308), but the language of networks makes it more difficult to describe. When the Symbolic lacks the appropriate language, fantasy covers over the gap, making the Symbolic appear complete (Žižek, 1989: 137). In Fisher’s Upgrading Market Legitimation (2007), the author argues that words like networks, outsourcing and just-in-time are “new keywords in the lexicon of the new capitalism” and also “keywords of the Information Revolution” (ibid.: 6). Fisher argues that “spontaneous order” is the most important concept in neoliberalism, where the multiplicity of selfish individuals creates rational and benevolent order (ibid.: 20). This language is paralleled almost “one-to-one” in digital network discourse (ibid.: 6), words that are employed to describe data science, social networks, and even natural ecosystems (Kelly, 2010: 1-17). An individual “node” – a computer, a person, or an organism – is understood as “dumb”, but as they connect with other “nodes”, they create rational order (Fisher. 2007: 20). Notably, this network has no authority: it is democratic, self-regulated and spontaneous (ibid.: 6-10). Intelligence, in network theory, is created through relationships, and the more connections there are between “nodes”, the more intelligent and democratic the network is (ibid.: 7). Specifically in relation to social networks, individuals become the sole unit of analysis; they must be free, adaptable, and flexible to make new connections and self-organise. On the Internet, government must avoid regulation in order to allow this rational and spontaneous order and individuals must have freedom to express their opinions so the collective network can learn (Kelly, 2010: 95).  Fisher argues that the language of network science makes neoliberalism appear a “technological reality” (ibid.: 10), because it structures our understanding of society, economics, and technology. As a result, this language struggles to describe how more connections could possibly create a less intelligent, more conflict-ridden society. The Californian Ideology’s knowledge is structured by the Symbolic of network theory that understands the Internet as an “act of nature” that “grows itself through our collective actions” (Perry-Barlow, 1996: para. 3). The cybernetic frontier fantasy of “freedom and self-determination” (ibid.: para. 15) that is “naturally independent” (ibid.: para. 2) of any “elected government” (ibid.: para. 2) covers over gaps in the Symbolic. Capitalist crises, ownership, monopolies, surveillance, and manipulation cannot easily be described in network science. These are covered over by the cybernetic fantasy that tells the subject that the Symbolic order is complete (Žižek, 1989: 137).


	
This analysis has helped to move beyond the limitations of theories that conceive of ideology as a mask that covers reality. By incorporating the cybernetic fantasy and the language of network science, we can understand how this creates “reality” for the Californian Ideologue, which I can apply later in analysing ideology at Facebook.


	

































Chapter Four: Ideology at Facebook 










4.1 Introduction


	
In this chapter, I will examine the functioning of ideology at Facebook. Previously, I looked at the limitations of ideology as a mask over reality, and how the psychoanalytic understanding of “reality” can overcome these. The psychoanalytic concepts of fantasy, transference, the Symbolic and jouissance as aspects of the Californian Ideology will be applied in this chapter to analyse Facebook. 


	

















4.3 Move Fast and Break Things


	
In this section, I will look at how the cybernetic fantasy directs enjoyment into hacking. This can be understood as a form of nonsensical enjoyment, jouissance, as outlined in Section 3.3. I start by looking hacking in the founding of Facebook, before examining its evolution. 


	
The first iteration of Facebook, called Facemash, was created one night when Zuckerberg was at university. This simple site enabled Harvard students to rate female classmates’ attractiveness, which Zuckerberg created by stealing photos of classmates from university servers in a “guerrilla computing” operation (Kirkpatrick, 2011: 23). According to public posts, Zuckerberg hacked through the night, “breaking into the private user data of each of Harvard’s residences and blogging proudly” (Hoffman, 2010: para. 30). Harvard’s management found him guilty “of violating student privacy” (ibid.). He celebrated this verdict by drinking champagne with roommates (ibid.). Breaking rules and norms for the Californian Ideologue is part of hacking, and risking offence is part of this enjoyment. He later apologised, saying “I’m not willing to risk insulting anyone” (Kaplan, 2003: para. 10). Enjoyment of hacking arguably emerges in the Zuckerberg vs Winkelvoss case: Zuckerberg settled an undisclosed amount after being accused of stealing the idea for Facebook (Kirkpatrick, 2011: 65). Already at this early stage, Zuckerberg’s hacking showed enjoyment for breaking data protection laws, intellectual copyright, confrontation and pushing against accepted social values. Kirkpatrick argues Zuckerberg just doesn’t “pay much attention” to rules (ibid.: 24), and once turned up to meet wealthy investors wearing pyjamas (ibid.: 104). This enjoyment transformed into Facebook’s early motto, “Move Fast and Break Things”, and, as Facebook expanded, the lack of oversight was empowering. “There was an absence of process that was mind-blowing” (Fisher, 2018: para. 103), one employee said, with people “working stealthily” (ibid.: para. 103) and launching code “in the middle of the night. No testing—they would just ship it” (ibid.: para. 103), saying, “that’s the hacker mentality: You just get it done” (ibid.: para. 107). In the office, employees would code while drunk, rarely sleep, surrounded by shocking graffiti like a “10-foot-high... huge buxom woman with enormous breasts wearing this Mad Max–style costume riding a bulldog” (ibid.: para. 77), a “visual and a physical manifestation of what's happening on the computers” (Metz, 2014: para. 8). The focus on hacking created a culture “without oversight, without change control and without governance”, Silicon Valley’s “wild wild west” (DCMSIGC, 2018b: Q4350). Zuckerberg commented that “I need servers just as much as I need food.” (Kirkpatrick, 2011: 58), appearing to depict an uncontrollable addiction. 


	



	
In Section 3.3, hacking is understood as a compulsion, and this need emerges later in Facebook’s life. Zuckerberg’s letter to investors in 2012 makes clear how Facebook’s virtual class is dependent on hacking. This is a belief in “hands-on” (Zuckerberg, 2017a, The Hacker Way: para. 5) work instead of “debating for days whether a new idea is possible” (ibid.), and believing “that something can always be better” (ibid.: para. 3). Notably, he disavows Facebook’s own history with illegal activity, saying hacking has an “unfairly negative connotation” (ibid.: para. 2), saying “hacking just means building something quickly or testing the boundaries of what can be done” (ibid.: para. 2). The focus on action is evident in Martinez’s book, with senior staff saying “We’re not here to fuck around. You're at Facebook now” (2018: 265) so “just fucking do it” (ibid.: 266). He says “pointless all night hackathons serve as a pep-rally to ensure ‘total commitment’” (ibid.: 262), and the launch of Google+ threatened Facebook’s survival, so Facebook declared war, with Zuckerberg shouting that Google “must be destroyed!” (ibid.: 289), resulting in “total war” (ibid.: 290). To ensure that staff focus on enjoying hacking, the modern Facebook HQ is located on “Hacker Way”, the sign in reception commands workers to “HACK” (Robison, 2015), and ubiquitously placed posters reinforce this (Martinez, 2018: 266).


	
This section examined how enjoyment of hacking functions at Facebook, which I will use in the next chapter to analyse the Cambridge Analytica scandal. From its early days, Facebook challenged social norms, broke rules, focused on technical mastery and intensive programming, and even declared war. Signs and symbols in the Facebook office represented these values, and kept the virtual class focused on hacking.


	


























	









Chapter Five: The Real at Facebook – Cambridge Analytica










5.1 Introduction


	
This chapter seeks to investigate what the Cambridge Analytica crisis can tell us about the Californian Ideology. So far I have examined how Barbrook and Cameron understood ideology as “wilful blindness” (1996: 45), and how this limits our investigation. I then applied Žižek’s ideology critique (1994: 1-30) to understand how the digital utopia, hacking, and techno-determinism function within this ideology, and how this emerged in Facebook. In this chapter I will look at the Cambridge Analytica scandal and the aftershocks, and how the Real of data accumulation, unauthorised surveillance, and manipulation emerged, and how this led to the virtual class restructuring “reality”.
















5.3 Internet Independence

In this section I will explore Facebook’s reaction to the ongoing controversy around the Cambridge Analytica scandal. I have shown how the virtual class incorporated Facebook’s negative impact on society as a problem caused “bad actors”. In this section I examine how Facebook’s fantasy of the Internet as a frontier outside government control emerged.



In Facebook’s restructured “reality,” Facebook connects people, but now also keeps us safe in a dangerous world. This functions through Zuckerberg’s description of a “philosophical shift” (Bloomberg Government, 2018a: para. 164) which is to “make sure” that Facebook is “used for good” (ibid.: para. 166). Previously, Facebook “focused on... the good that connecting people can do” (ibid.: 86; CNBC, 2018: 00:00:40). In this old “reality”, failure to be completely optimistic would be denounced, with journalist Kara Swisher being told “you’re so negative!” by Facebook for seeing the potential for misuse of a new feature (Recode, 2018: 00:04:00). Facebook COO Sandberg says they now understand and incorporate the “ugly of humanity” (ibid.: 00:01:00) into their fantasy, which Chief Technologist Schroepfer says is the “biggest cultural change I have seen since I've been there” (ibid.: 00:13:00). Facebook continues to characterise the Cambridge Analytica fallout as external “bad actors” (Zuckerberg, 2018b: Fake Accounts, para. 13) that are “manipulating people” (ibid.: para. 9) or developers “misusing our information” (CNBC, 2018: 00:01:35). They also blame careless users, saying “the vast majority of the data that Facebook knows is because you chose to share it” (Nichols, 2018: para. 11). Facebook’s apology campaign tries to repair the damage, but significantly doesn’t take responsibility or specify what they did wrong (Beers, 2018; Morse, 2018). What they mean is, “sorry, but… we did nothing wrong” as one politician put it (DCMSIGC, 2018b: Q4285). Blaming others enables Facebook to believe that current criticism will be temporary, fixable through technical solutions rather than a structural crisis. As Zuckerberg says, “If people wanna focus on some real [difficult] issues for a couple of years, I’m fine with it” (Swisher, 2018: para. 164). The incorporation of the “ugly” of humanity still posits Facebook as a benevolent, transformative company that is “good for society” (Bloomberg Government, 2018b: para. 852), but their fantasy now includes Facebook “protecting” the world (Zuckerberg, 2018b: para. 1), demonstrated through incredible numbers of accounts blocked, posts removed, and pages taken down (ibid.: para. 13; Rosen, 2018; CNBC, 2018: 00:57:45), as well as stories of helping refugees, victims of terrorism and natural disasters (Bloomberg Government, 2018b: para. 87; CNBC, 2018: 00:50). However, Zuckerberg still does not give up on the cybernetic fantasy, evident in his feeling of “responsibility to keep on moving forward and giving people tools to share their experience and connect and come together in new ways” (Swisher, 2018: para. 194)1. This mission to keep users safe also justifies closer ties with government security agencies (Zuckerberg, 2018b: Coordinating With Governments and Companies, para. 4) – but this relationship is on Facebook’s terms, where Facebook chooses what data to share. This demonstrates a clear change from the Californian Ideology’s anti-military beliefs (Barbrook & Cameron, 1996: 47-48). It also justifies monopolistic practices – by owning WhatsApp and Instagram they can share information between platforms to keep us even safer (Recode, 2018: 00:24:00). However, when governments dictate these terms, Facebook is far less willing to comply.



In John Perry-Barlow’s manifesto, described in Section 3.2, he says “I declare the global social space we are building to be naturally independent of the tyrannies you [governments] seek to impose on us” (Perry-Barlow, 1996: para. 2), because governments “have no moral right to rule us nor do you possess any methods of enforcement” (ibid.). Facebook seems to share the utopian vision of the Internet being outside government control, a lawless frontier (Wylie, 2018: para. 15). This belief appears in Zuckerberg’s 2017 post Building Global Community, in which Facebook is on a par with governments and global institutions aiming to help “spreading prosperity and freedom, promoting peace and understanding, lifting people out of poverty” (2017b: para. 4). We can see this frontier fantasy still operating in Facebook’s responses to politicians around the world. In opening remarks to EU politicians, Zuckerberg says chirpily “it’s good to be back in Europe!” and “thank you for inviting me here today” (CNBC, 2018: 00:00:10), refusing to acknowledge the EU had demanded his attendance, not recognising them as authority. The rest of the EU testimony was notable for avoiding answering questions (Constine, 2018a; CNBC, 2018: 01:19:30), and UK authorities complained that “getting basic answers from people who know better has [never] been so difficult” (DCMSIGC, 2018b: Q4352, para. 2), and that Facebook sees government demands “more as advice” (DCMSIGC, 2018b: Q4352, para. 11). Politicians appear to be tolerated by Facebook, as the older generation that doesn’t even understand the basic terms of technology. This is evident is senators asking Zuckerberg, “If I'm emailing within WhatsApp, does that ever inform your advertisers?”,  (Bloomberg Government, 2018a: para. 720) and “Is Twitter the same as what you do?” (Bloomberg Government, 2018a: para. 398), justifying Facebook’s position. This belief appears in Zuckerberg’s consistent refusals to appear before UK politicians – even when representatives from nine countries are involved – with Facebook’s Lord Allen saying Zuckerberg cannot personally attend “every appearance” (DCMSIGC, 2018a: Q4131, para. 11). Zuckerberg’s desire to comply with the “spirit” of EU’s new privacy laws, but not the actuality of being regulated by it is evidenced in Facebook’s decision to move data outside Europe (Hern, 2018). Facebook aims to create new standards for industry (Zuckerberg, 2018b: para. 8) its own “Supreme Court” of fake news (Newton, 2018b: para. 19), and depending on circumstances, claims it is and is not a news publisher, whichever position helps avoid regulation (Levin, 2018). It appears that Facebook treats politicians as if they will never understand the Internet – they are the “weary giants of flesh and steel” that Perry-Barlow describes in his manifesto (Perry-Barlow, 1996: para. 1); on the Internet, politicians will “always be immigrants” (1996: para. 12). When politicians threatened Facebook’s Lord Allan, he said that politicians would be wrong to “turn off the internet” (DCMSIGC, 2018a: Q4273, para. 4), having to be reminded by Damian Collins MP that “the internet and Facebook are not necessarily the same thing,” (ibid.: para. 6). Facebook’s desire to be the centre of the Internet emerges here (see Section 4.2 and 4.4), and the cybernetic frontier fantasy creates a “reality” where Facebook sees themselves as defenders of the Internet against “colonial” invaders (Perry-Barlow, 1996: para. 15).



In this section, I have examined how the restructuring of “reality” after the Cambridge Analytica functioned. The modified, pessimistic ideology includes a fantasy where Facebook keeps society safe. The fantasy of the Internet as a frontier functions through Facebook’s consistently unresponsive and confrontational attitude towards authority. 












5.4 Hackers at War

So far in regard to the Cambridge Analytica scandal, I have demonstrated that the crisis erupted as an emergence of the Real, which threatened the “reality” of Facebook’s ideology. In this section I will look at how jouissance functioned as an uncontrollable demand for hacking at Facebook, as examined in Section 4.3, as involving confrontation, declarations of war, intensive programming, and a demand for fast results.



The fantasy described in the previous section, where Facebook now keeps us safe from bad actors as well as connecting people, means that the company can continue to enjoy their compulsion for hacking. When asked by Kara Swisher about recent scandals, Zuckerberg says Facebook “should be judged on when we become aware of an issue, how we respond” (Recode Decode, 2018: 00:27:00), and that he shouldn't resign because “the important thing... is... to get this right” (ibid.: 00:45:00). It is evident, in being interviewed by the EU Parliament, that Zuckerberg is animated talking about solving these challenges, using “more AI tools” (CNBC, 2018: 00:57:00), which can “upgrade” (ibid.: 00:56:00) the technology to do a “better job of executing our policies” (ibid.: 00:56:00). Zuckerberg appears excited by the idea of an “arms race” (ibid.: 00:59:00) in AI between Facebook and its “adversaries” (ibid.). In opening the F8 Developer conference, text appears across the stage, saying “we build because this last year was hard” (Facebook for Developers, 2018: 00:00:00). Zuckerberg appears to be waking from a nightmare. With a fixed grin and a distant stare, he says “this has been an intense year! I can't believe we're only 4 months in!” (ibid.: 00:01:50). In the rest of the keynote, Zuckerberg talks passionately about resolving these problems (ibid.: 00:02:00 – 00:34:00), concluding by promising to “keep building” and “believing” (ibid.: 00:34:00). However, rather than just seeing this arms race as between adversaries such as Russian actors or right-wing groups, reports are that Zuckerberg told staff “that Facebook Inc. was at war” (Seetharaman, 2018: para. 1), “under siege from lawmakers, investors and angry users” (ibid.: para. 2). This is consistent with how Facebook behaves when its fantasy is under threat (see Section 4.3). Zuckerberg ignored investors’ questions about his leadership (McMahon, 2018), and upset them after promising large investments in security, threatening their returns (Seymour & Dodd, 2018: para. 7); after George Soros criticised the company, Facebook funded anti-Semitic smears against him (Frenkel et al, 2018); and after Apple CEO Tim Cook attacked Facebook’s “surveillance” practices (Drozdia & Bodoni, 2018: para. 1), Zuckerberg apparently ordered all employees to drop iPhones (Liao, 2018); and an Ipsos survey showed users no longer trust Facebook (Ipsos Public Affairs, 2018). Facebook is investing heavily in lobbying (DCMSIGC, 2018b: Q4330; Molla, 2018), and warned governments of “consequences” if they regulate (Drutman, 2018: The Challenge of Regulation, para. 4). This war with governments seems to be escalating, with DCMSC seizing internal emails from Facebook (Cadwalladr, 2018). As described in Section 3.3 the hacker finds jouissance from conflict as well as technical problem solving, so we can understand Facebook’s declaration of war as a form of enjoyment.



The threat of regulation is not just a threat to the frontier fantasy of the Internet; it also threatens the enjoyment of fixing these problems. Zuckerberg says he wants “the right regulation” that won’t “prevent new technologies like AI” (CNBC, 2018: 01:05:00). When talking about election interference, it is a combination of AI, community moderation and transparency that can fix it – rather than, for example, banning all political advertising (CNBC, 2018: 01:04:00). The enjoyment of fixing politics emerges through Facebook’s new Candidate Info feature, where candidates can speak to voters over Facebook (Constine, 2018b). When criticised by the EU for collecting details of non-Facebook users, they created a “Clear History” feature, rather than simply stopping questionable data collection (CNBC, 2018: 01:12:00). I also covered in Section 4.3 how hacking in Facebook functioned as a desire to fix things quickly, hence “Move Fast and Break Things” became a motto. Facebook changed this motto in 2014 (Baer, 2014) but the consequences are still with Facebook. In a testimony to politicians, Soltani says that as a result of the command to “not fuck around” (Martinez, 2018: p. 265) and “just fucking do it” (ibid.: p. 266) Facebook used poor code, workarounds, and broke privacy policies to achieve quick results. Internal emails show how Facebook’s growth team risked PR backlashes by manipulating users’ privacy settings on Android phones (DCMSC, 2018c: 243). Despite the “high-risk” (ibid.) of negative publicity from this workaround, one email says that “the growth team will charge ahead” anyway (ibid.), appearing to indicate some kind of nonsensical enjoyment about taking risks, bypassing user permissions through technical skill. Potentially, poor code and quick fixes resulted in another massive data leak in September 2018 (DCMSIGC, 2018b: Q4359; Gallagher, 2018). It could be that many of Facebook’s more questionable strategies to surveil users emerged indirectly from an insatiable desire for results and growth rather than a deliberate strategy. This would make these questionable tactics easier to cover over by the cybernetic fantasy: a strong belief in the transformational power of sharing and connecting could justify breaking a few rules.



In this section I have analysed jouissance in the form of hacking as it emerged in the Cambridge Analytica crisis at Facebook. We can understand that Facebook’s enjoyment of conflict and belief in the fantasy of Internet independence led them to declare war on those who criticised or threatened the company. This enjoyment also functioned through a compulsion to fix all these problems internally.












5.5 Data & Capital Accumulation

In Section 4.4, I looked at techno-determinism, the belief that Facebook as the inevitable final chapter in communication. This disguised capitalism as driving forward technology and functions as transference. In this section I look at how this transference functioned in the Cambridge Analytica scandal.



Previously I discovered how Zuckerberg consistently avoided advertising, and only wanted enough money for a “good economic engine” (Kirkpatrick, 2012: para. 6), appearing uninterested in how this engine functioned as long as it created an increasingly detailed map of connections and enabled Facebook to be the centre of the Internet. In contrast to his interest in the technicalities of AI, Zuckerberg’s lack of interest in profits is revealed in his testimony to Congress. On two occasions he said is “not sure” about tracking people across devices, giving the same response about tracking offline activity (Bloomberg Government, 2018a: para, 484; Bloomberg Government, 2018b: para. 739). Even in a basic question about Facebook’s use of cookies, his knowledge appears poor: “I know that the — people use cookies on the Internet, and that you can probably correlate activity between — between sessions,” (Bloomberg Government, 2018a: para. 312) – he gave only information available on the Dummies Guide on Internet basics (Dummies Guide, n.d.). Employees at Facebook were apparently astonished (Thompson, 2018). One US senator asked a deceptively simple question, “How do you sustain a business model in which users don't pay for your service?” Zuckerberg replied simply, “Senator, we run ads.” (Bloomberg Government, 2018a: para. 228-229). Given Zuckerberg’s lack of interest in ads, it could be that Facebook’s fantasy is that it simply runs ads, in the same way newspapers or billboards do. This would disguise Facebook’s complex methods of accumulating profit though data analysis and collection, which must occur before these adverts can appear.  Facebook must have granular data on users in order to allow advertisers to target a particular audience (Fuchs, 2017: 164; Zuboff, 2015: 77). It was friend data that allowed Kogan to harvest 87 million profiles (Kogan, 2018: 1; Badshah, 2018), data that formed the basis of Cambridge Analytica’s manipulation tools (Kogan, 2018: 3; DCMSC, 2018a: 02:56:00). Zuckerberg’s internal discussions about friend data appear to acknowledge that giving developers access to friend data is a privacy risk, but he concludes that allowing access to friend data was critical for Facebook to become the centre of the Internet (DCMSC, 2018c: 50). This justification relied on “data reciprocity” (ibid.: 49) where Facebook provided friend data to apps in exchange for data flowing back to Facebook. This “data reciprocity” from millions of apps (Metz, 2012) appears to have allowed Facebook to create increasingly detailed social maps of the world, our activities, locations, friends, devices, interests and so on. This is consistent with how Fuchs (2017: 137-144), Srnicek (2016: 50-60) and Zuboff (2015: 79) describe the targeted advertising model of accumulation, that require detailed personal data to personalise ads. Facebook was motivated to create this increasingly detailed map, to bring the cybernetic fantasy to life (see Section 4.2), and to realise Facebook’s dream of being the centre of the Internet. External developers and companies appear to have had almost “frictionless” (Scoble, 2011) access to user data for years, evident in a blog post by developer Ian Bogost. He describes how “every Facebook app—even the dumb, innocent ones—collected users’ personal data without even trying” (2018: para. 5), because it was “hard to avoid extracting” (ibid.). Although apps asked users to authorise their data to be shared, it was not clear, and made “it seem official, safe, and even endorsed” (ibid.: para. 25), when actually, the apps extracted and stored personal data on private servers with no guarantee of a