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The influential defence of a deliberative systems approach offered by Mansbridge et al claims that
disruptive protest can be an important corrective to systemic malfunctions. Their discussion
culminates in a call for further research into the pros and cons of disruptive protest for deliberative
systems. This presentation offers some preliminary responses to this call for further research. The
core theme is that analysis of the relationship between protest and deliberative systems should
depart from an assumption that informs the view of Mansbridge et al. This assumption is that
protest is generally a non-deliberative form of conduct that should be evaluated in terms of its
impact on a malfunctioning system. The presentation gestures toward a more nuanced position,
which is guided by two central ideas. The first is that disruptive protest can be categorized as
deliberative, partially-deliberative, or non-deliberative, depending on its aims and conduct. The
second is that disruptive protest can have different deliberative impacts depending upon whether
the relevant context is (a) the absence of a deliberative system, (b) the presence of a malfunctioning
system, or (c) the emergence of a fully functioning system. The resulting conceptual framework is
illustrated through briefly considering the relationship between innovative forms of digital

disruption and deliberative systems



Disrupting deliberation: Theimpact of political protest on deliberative systems

The influential statement of the ‘deliberative gyst’ approach by Mansbridge et al (2012)
incorporates a short but interesting discussioruabite relationship between disruptive protest
and deliberative democracy. According to the awhgrotest is a form of non-deliberative
action that is difficult to reconcile with the nosnof civic conduct associated with deliberative
democracy. This is because protest involves theathof sanctions or the imposition of costs as a
mode of coercing opponents, the use of slogansaaiics that have the effect of diminishing
epistemic subtlety, or methods of contestation thdtice levels of mutual respect. The authors
nonetheless suggest that this kind of non-deliberatonduct can contribute to deliberative
systems as a ‘remedial force introduced to comweg@ublicize a failure or weakness in fulfilling
any of its key functions’ (Mansbridge et al 2018).1This is the case insofar as it has the effect
of drawing attention to important information, cesting disrespectful narratives or policies, or
correcting inequalities or exclusions that distpublic debate and collective decisions. The
challenge, according to these theorists, is to Idgvanalytical tools that will place us in a better
position to evaluate the pros and cons of disregiotest for deliberative systems. This requires
‘empirical and conceptual-analytical findings rediag the short-run and long-run inequalities
redressed by the protesters and the short-runangdrun chilling effects of their actions upon
deliberation’ (Mansbridge et al 2012: 19).

This call for further research has proven to béhhmportant and timely, given the
continued prominence of disruptive protest acrdes fiolitical landscapkThe discussion of
protest offered by Mansbridge et al, although breftainly includes useful pointers for further
research, particularly their insistence that we tnatiend to the positive and negative systemic
impacts of disruption. It is, though, necessarynterrogate certain assumptions about protest
that inform their argument, which can be illustthtey considering an innovative example of
disruptive protest. The ‘deportation class’ actadir?001 was a multipronged protest campaign
carried out by German activists against the airlinthansa, because of the use of its aircraft by
the German government to deport immigrants (S&20&#4: 53-54). The protest was notable for

combining traditional activist tactics, such asraiding shareholder meetings, with innovative

! The call for research made by Mansbridge and &lvi systems theorists appeared in print a fewthmafter
TIME magazine voted the protester its ‘person efyear’ in 2011.



digital methods, such as disrupting the airlinelbl-facing web-site. The negative publicity
caused by the action resulted in the airline chamgfis policy, such that its flights would no
longer be used for the deportation of immigrantasType of action might seem to illustrate the
view of Mansbridge et al that disruptive protesainon-deliberative method of achieving goals
through exerting force on an opponent. It is stigkithough, that the German court system would
eventually exonerate those involved in the protegtcharacterising their campaign as a non-
coercive means of achieving their objectives thloagpealing to public opinion. The case thus
raises interesting questions about the most apjtepivay of characterising disruptive protest,
particularly in light of the emergence of non-ttamhal protest tactics that rely on online action
as much as, or instead of, established offline odsh

This discussion paper aims to explore some of tlpssstions, through offering a
response to the call of Mansbridge et al for furtiiealysis of the relationship between protest
and deliberative systems. The position that is lbgesl here builds upon their suggestions, but
envisages a rather more nuanced approach to thensgsstudy of disruptive protest. The
framework for research elaborated in this papé&ased around two central ideas. The first idea
— which is discussed in the first section — is tlestearch should be guided by a typology of
protest acts, which categorizes disruptive actexwording to the extent to which they embody
constitutive features of deliberative action. Trapproach departs from the tendency of
Mansbridge et al to describe disruptive protest ascessarily non-deliberative act that stands in
need of systemic validation. The second claim —ctis discussed in the second section — is that
research into the consequences of protest foreatelive systems should be orientated by three
guidelines, which focus respectively on the systeoontext of protest, the communicative
dynamics of protest, and the impacts of protesissEcmultiple dimensions. This approach differs
from Mansbridge et al in a number of ways, perlrapst notably in its criticism of their aim to
arrive at conclusive evaluations of protest as tjoar ‘bad’ for deliberative systems. The
resulting framework can be applied to the studyaafiverse range of campaigns and tactics,
which is illustrated — in the third section — thgbuconsidering the case of online or digital
disruption in greater depth.

1. Deliber ative and non-deliber ative disruption



The first set of reflections interrogates the agstion of Mansbridge et al that protest should be
categorised as a non-deliberative mode of actitis &ssumption gains some support through
the intuition that action should only be descrilzsd'deliberative’ insofar as it embodies certain
behavioural norms. It thus rejects the temptatmriéw an act as deliberative on the grounds
that it might have the intended or unintended cqueece of stimulating deliberation in the
public sphere. A terrorist campaign, or a randorh aicviolence, could have the effect of
stimulating deliberation, but it would be mistakendescribe the act itself as deliberative. It is,
though, important to urge caution about categaygisith forms of protest as non-deliberative. To
pick up on the terminology used by Mansbridge etttad fact that protest ‘often appears’ to
violate deliberative norms does not mean thatwags does. The following arguments thus
suggests that systems theory should adopt an aalytamework that can be employed to
categorize protest events or protest strategiedetiberative, partially deliberative, or non-
deliberative

The elaboration of this framework relies on a @ptcof deliberative action, which
identifies the paradigmatic features of delibemtoonduct (Smith 2015a). The first feature is
that deliberation must beraflective mode of behaviour, which entails the engagemerduof
capacities for practical judgement. A contributiondeliberation should encourage interlocutors
to weigh and balance the relevant consideratioastibar on a particular problem or decision.
The idea of reflection thus captures the cognitbregpistemic, dimension that must be present in
deliberation but may be absent in other modes pfession or conversation. The second feature
is that deliberation must berespectful mode of interaction, which entails an appropraitgude
towards the rational agency of our discursive Iotertors. A contribution to deliberation should
engage interlocutors as agents capable of autor®etmices, rather than as a means to power
or influence. The idea of respect captures thédgdtive preference for achieving goals through
reason or persuasion, rather than through coemiomanipulation. The third feature is that
deliberation should be dialogic mode of conduct, in the sense that it involvedusaity of
agents elaborating and exchanging opinions thatrelevant to reaching collective decisions.
This dialogic process, following Robert Goodin, chave both an ‘external-collective’
dimension, understood as the discursive interastihiat occur between actors in the public
sphere, and an ‘internal-reflective’ dimension, enstbod as the act of mental imagining through

which individuals reflect upon competing perspessivThe key point is that deliberation must



involve actual or imagined dialogue that engageth wultiple perspectives, rather than a
monologue that functions to entrench pre-existirejggences or opinions. This account requires
that conduct must do more than merely aim to comaoat® a perspective in order to qualify as
deliberative. The practice of deliberation is timed identified with conversation or expression,
but with the processes through which persons, iddally or collectively, weigh the merits of
competing perspectives in the course of reachidecasion.

This account can be employed to elaborate a tgyobd disruptive protests. The idea is
to categorize protest events according to the éxtewhich they adhere to the conduct-related
norms associated with deliberative action. The tiegegory is ‘deliberative disruption’, which
describes protest acts that are conducted as treflecespectful, and dialogic contributions to
public deliberation. This category can be illusgtththrough reference to certain interpretations
of civil disobedience, such as the recent ‘commative’ theory proposed by Kimberley
Brownlee (2012). Civil disobedience is, on thisaaut, areflective mode of action that involves
the expression of conscientious convictions. Ifughermore, aespectful action that recognises
the agency of an audience that is to be rationadissuaded rather than forced into accepting
those convictions. It is, finallydialogic in the sense that it is a means ‘to communicate our
convictions to others in an effort to engage thenrdasoned deliberation about its merits’
(Brownlee 2012: 42). The disruption that is imglici acts of civil disobedience is not in and of
itself incompatible with deliberation as a modeirteraction, illustrated by Brownlee through
the following hypothetical example:

Suppose | hold a peaceful sit-in in a governmentding to protest against our
military’s activities in another country, and byidg so, | prevent you temporarily from
carrying out your job as a civil servant. | havediou as a means to highlight my
cause, but the impact on you is modest and my udage not deny your status as an
end (Brownlee 2012: 21).
There are clearly complex evaluations to be maaeitalvow much and what kind of disruption
is compatible with respect for agency. It is, toque this example further, likely that a sit-iraat
government building would shade into non-respeatiulnon-dialogic conduct if occupations
become a daily occurrence, such that workers espegi ongoing and significant restrictions on
their day-to-day routines. The point at which thire is crossed clearly cannot be settled in

advance, but must be determined through an evatuaif the full range of considerations



relevant to evaluating the particular protest. Keg point is that, assuming that Brownlee’s
analysis of civil disobedience has merit, the catggof deliberative disruption is both
conceptually coherent and empirically relevant.

The second category is non-deliberative disruptiamch describes protest acts that are
not carried out as a contribution to reflectivespectful or dialogic deliberation. The archetypal
case of non-deliberative disruption is describedMmnsbridge et al as protest that involves
coercion, simplified slogans, disrespectful rhetodr combinations of all three. This category
can be illustrated through the analysis of certagtances of animal rights activism offered by
Matthew Humphrey and Marc Stears (2085Jhese activists, according to Humphrey and
Stears, depart from deliberative norms throughr thllingness to engage in cost levying and
the politics of moral disagreement. Cost-levying isieans for activists to achieve their political
objectives not through rational persuasion, bubugh increasing the costs of intransigence on
the part of their political opponents. The politiof moral disagreement entails the use of
polarizing rhetoric that sharpens the disagreemieettween activists and their opponents, often
with the effect that oppositional arguments are a@zed or otherwise discredited. This type of
activism can have the effect of instigating refi@ctor dialogue, but it is not the primary goal of
the protest. As the authors suggest:

the vast majority of animal rights protestors da nnderstand the role of their

political strategies in terms simply of agendaisgttand what might be called

deliberative initiation. They might be pleased twmote such a widespread

discussion of animal rights and the morality ofnaali experimentation but they
primarily understand their role rather in termgloé potential political outcomes.

The strategy is not, therefore, one that is toldeapide when ‘fairer’ deliberation

begins, but it is to be employed in order to hdyam a particular political goal

(Humphrey and Stears 2005: 414).

’The idea of deliberative disruption is discussedhath greater length in Smith (2015a). | shoula alete that,

although Brownlee’s theory has considerable matifserhaps overstates the extent to which cisbbiedience can
be described as dialogic merely by virtue of itsHgtoercive conduct. | would suggest that dialogiemt might

require additional types of behaviour on the péiprotesters, such as moderation of their rhetoria willingness

to engage dialogic opponents by responding to redse objections (see Smith 2014).

% The authors make clear that their arguments dapply to all animal rights activists, but onlydertain groups.
This reflects the significant diversity among animghts activists in relation to aims and tactjesich, indeed, is a
feature of almost all activist groups, networksramvements)



This characterisation might lead to the misleadimgught that deliberative disruption is less
concerned than non-deliberative disruption in sty@t achievement of activist objectives.
Almost all activists are, at the end of the dayjamned with strategy in the broad sense of how
best to achieve their goals. The difference betwsiberative and non-deliberative disruption,
rather, is that activists engaged in the formerpadieliberative norms as constraints on their
conduct, while activists engaged in the latter dx. Mhis could derive from a principled
commitment to deliberation or, perhaps more likedybelief that engaging in deliberative
disruption may be the best strategic means availabecure activist objectives.

The third type of protest is a complex hybrid gatsy, which | describe as partially-
deliberative disruption. This category incorporate® distinct modes of protest. The first is
protest that embodies some but not all of the pgnaatic features of deliberative conduct. It is,
for instance, possible that a disruptive protesghmibe conducted as a means of triggering
reflection on the part of an audience but withaaubedying the conduct-related constraints that
would be necessary to categorise it as a respamtilialogic address. The second is protest that
is simultaneously an attempt to engage a certaireadee in rational deliberation and an attempt
to subject another addressee to a form of non-dis®ipressure. The clearest example of this
would be a protest that aims to apply a certainekegf pressure on a specific opponent, such as
a government, international organization or a caapon, while at the same time appealing for
political support to a broader public. The differattitudes that protesters adopt toward these
addressees can shape their conduct in significagswA protester might, for instance, regard
her major opponent as an unsuitable, because umyvdr insincere, candidate for deliberative
interaction, such that she will be fully prepared make that opponent the target of non-
deliberative tactics like cost-levying and demomigirhetoric. That same protester might
nonetheless view other potential addressees ast@btearticipants in deliberation, such that she
modifies her interactions with those other addressecordingly. This may entail attempts to
avoid or off-set costs that could be caused toelamkiresses by her protest, to reach out to those
audiences through constructive and non-antagomis#toric, and to offer actual or symbolic
invitations to reflection and dialogue. The terrarfmlly-deliberative’ is not entirely satisfactory
as a description of this kind of multifaceted cocigout reflects the intuition that deliberative
behaviour is typically associated with (a) condinzt embodiesll of the features associated

with paradigmatic deliberative interaction and @@nduct that potentially engagesl our



potential interlocutors in a similarly respectfulidadialogic fashion. The decision to adopt a
deliberative attitude to some, but not all, of addressees falls short of that expectation and thus
renders problematic the categorization of our cehdsfully deliberative.

There are three further observations about theepiieg typology of disruptive protests.
The first is that categorising protest acts is aostraightforward process. The paradigmatic
features of deliberation require agents to adopajoropriate kind of attitude towards their
conduct. The agents should, in other words, unaedstheir behaviour as a genuine effort to
instigate reflection, which displays the appromidind of respect towards their dialogic
interlocutors. This is significant, because theeaktto which a mode of behaviour can be
understood as deliberative is likely to depend up®melation to a broader pattern of behaviour
by the relevant actor. The determination of whetherparadigmatic features of deliberation are
realized to an appropriate degree in any giveraim must, then, be ascertained through careful
analysis of the conduct and context of the relepanttest action. The second comment is that the
typology proposed here points towards a rather moamced orientation to the role of disruptive
protest than that suggested by the systems thegosisidered at the outset. Those theorists start
from the assumption that disruptive protest is padteire from deliberative norms that stands in
need of some kind of systemic validation or motsiification. The categories of deliberative
and partially deliberative disruption suggest thatsome cases at least, such an assumption
might be misleading. This is significant, becaus@ay be inappropriate to treat certain types of
protest as departures from deliberative norms sdteatd in need of special justification, rather
than as modes of conduct that exemplify a commitni@nhose norms. The third comment is
that it is mistaken to assume that deliberativerugiion is necessarily more beneficial to
deliberative systems than non- or partially-debitere disruption. This coheres with an
important insight associated with the systemic jtuvhich is that a highly deliberative element
might be less beneficial to realizing systemic tiomality than a less deliberative element. In
some contexts, for example, the highly respectfuhts of conduct associated with deliberative
disruption might be less efficacious than non-aitive disruption in disturbing inertia or
challenging inequality. This is an important truttat lends credibility to the systemic call for
further research into an analysis of the pros ams ©f non-deliberative behaviour for realizing

the various aspirations associated with delibesadi@mocracy.



2. The systemic impacts of disruption
The second set of reflections picks up on this #ethrough turning to the challenge of
evaluating the advantages and disadvantages aiptiige protest for deliberative systems. This
is a difficult issue to address in the abstractth@simpacts of protest are likely to vary greatly
depending on context. It is particularly diffictit develop an analysis of systemic impacts that is
both nuanced and balanced. As Mansbridge et at:put

Without criteria to evaluate when non-deliberativesakly deliberative, or even

anti-deliberative behaviour nevertheless enhanhesdeliberative system, one

risks falling into the blind spot of old style furanalism: everything can be seen

as, in one way or another, contributing to theeys{Mansbridge et al 2012: 19).
The phrase ‘criteria’ suggests that Mansbridge leara calling for guidelines that can be
employed to arrive at all-things-considered apptai®f the systemic benefits of disruptive
protest for deliberative systems. Although thia isudable goal, as shall become apparent, there
are significant challenges for elaborating thisdkaf theoretical framework. The discussion that
follows thus pursues the rather more modest goaesftifying important guidelines for further
research on the systemic impacts of disruptionciwkacus on th@ost hoc evaluation of protest
rather than the practical task of guiding the daibions of activists.

This investigation requires a clearer idea of waaeliberative system is. The concept is
defined by Mansbridge et al in the following fashio

A system here means a set of distinguishable,rdiffeated, but to some degree

interdependent parts, often with distributed fumesi and a division of labour,

connected in such a way as to form a complex whéledeliberative system is

one that encompasses a talk-based approach tac@otonflict and problem-

solving — through arguing, demonstrating, expragsirand persuading

(Mansbridge et al 2012: 4-5).
John Dryzek suggests that ‘many different sortdeliberative system are possible, with many
different kinds of components’ (Dryzek 2010: 13feTinterpretation | favour conceptualises a
deliberative system as comprised of a set of spanédsrelationships that are constituted by
deliberative actiofl. These spaces can, in principle, include any fonrnarena within which

agents come together, physically or virtually, &ilokrate about issues of common concern. The

* This, somewhat controversial, account of a deditvez systems is developed at greater length irittS2015b).



different components of the system do not needctuieme a particularly high standard of
deliberation, but must realize norms of delibemtaction to some degree in order to qualify as
components of the system. The concept is not, fitrereunderstood in a totalizing fashion, in
the sense that it includes anything and everythihreg might impact in some way on its
functioning. The system is, instead, treated asmhedded matrix, which functions against the
backdrop of a complex set of social, cultural, esuoit, political and legal practices and
arrangements. These practices and arrangementsnpogtant elements of the environment
within which deliberative systems emerge, but dbambody the norms of deliberative action in
a way that would be necessary for their inclusiothiw the system. The variety in deliberative
systems that Dryzek discusses can be understo@tious ways, such as the range of actors and
spaces that systems can include (e.g. governmentonrgovernment actors, national or
transnational spaces) and the specific issue acypateas around which systems can form (e.g.
environmental regulation, health care, food safetgrnet security). The conceptual requirement
that such systems incorporate deliberative compsngmggests that the idea of a deliberative
system should not be projected onto any spatiatezbror policy discussion. A deliberative
system can only be said to obtain if a correspandiet of spaces and relationships that are
constituted by deliberative action can be iderdifie

This account of a deliberative system suggest$allmving three guidelines for research
and reflection on the impacts of deliberative systeThe first isthe diverse systemic contexts
that trigger disruptive protests should be explored, which include cases where deliberative
systems need to be forged, repaired or enhanced. The fact that systemic impacts must be
evaluated with due sensitivity to diverse systeoaiotexts may seem an obvious point, but it has
significant implications for elaboration of a sysie theory of protest. It is striking, for instance
that Mansbridge et al tend to frame their analgsisf disruptive protest should be assessed in
terms of its impact omalready-existing deliberative systems. It is, though, prematurassume
that deliberative systems are ever-present featfrdee political environment; as Dryzek points
out, ‘a deliberative system always needs to betoacted and performed when an issue arises’
(Dryzek 2010: 81). The diverse contexts againstctvigystemic impacts might be evaluated
include theabsence of a deliberative system, such that there is eitfeedeliberation around a
specific public issue and/or institutional arrangetor no deliberation across a network of

inter-linked nodes. It is tempting to treat protesithis context solely from the instrumental
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perspective of whether and to what extent it cbotas to the establishment of a system. This is
certainly important, but it is also crucial to cates the reasons behind both the absence of a
system and the resort to protest by certain actobentrenched forces block the emergence of a
deliberative system, it may be more appropriatevauate the impact of protest in terms of its
capacity to mobilize relevant constituencies or wimategic victories against opponents. A
related but distinct context is the emergence afisfunctioning system, which suffers from
pathologies that ‘keep political institutional argements from approaching more closely the
deliberative ideal in the system as a whole’ (Maiige et al 2012: 22). It is, again, important to
reflect on the nature of the malfunction and thesoms that it triggers disruptive protest. The
severity of the pathology afflicting the systempirticularly relevant to the way we appraise
disruptive protest. If, for example, a deliberatsyestem appears to be corrupted beyond repair,
then it may be inappropriate to worry about whettiisruptive protest is good or bad for that
particular system. A final context is the presentea functioning system, such that an issue or
agenda is given adequate consideration in int&edndeliberative sites. This case is seldom
considered in the literature, perhaps because @fldtent assumption that protest is either
unnecessary or unethical in circumstances conduoikliberation. The presence of disruptive
protest even in such favourable conditions carfaab, trigger reflection on the limitations of
deliberative systems that rely solely on non-disug modes of communication, through
drawing attention to the capacity for disruptiveotest to enhance or improve aspects of the
system. This is particularly salient in light oktlearlier discussion of deliberative and partially-
deliberative disruption, which reveals the scope dieliberative interaction to incorporate
disruptive modes of communication. The general wfethis guideline is to approach disruptive
protest as a phenomenon that can cast light onrtaqgodimensions of systems theory and
practice, rather than to treat disruptive protestety as a phenomenon that can be theorized, or
validated, by the application of systems theory.

The second guideline ishe communicative dynamics of disruptive protest should be
analysed, with particular focus on the strengths and weaknesses of protest as a systemic
resource. This guideline is, to a certain extent, inform®dthe typology of disruptive protests
considered in the previous section, which can bbilmed as part of a comprehensive analysis
of the complexion and impact of a variety of adiviactics. The guideline focuses the attention

of analysts on the intimate connection betweenctiveuct of protest and the impact that it has
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on deliberative systems. It is, of course, higiitglly that systemic impacts will be attributable to
a number of factors, including the resources anpgodpnities available to protesters, the
attitudes and actions of their addressees, and ath@ext-dependent variables. There may,
though, be discernible connections in some castgba the conduct of protest and its positive
and negative impacts on systemic functionalityp@ticular interest is exploring whether and in
what circumstances the impacts of protest cantoibwted, at least in part, to their deliberative,
partially deliberative or non-deliberative charact@lso relevant is exploring how disruptive
protest compares to non-disruptive modes of comaatioin as a means of forging, repairing or
enhancing deliberative systems. This kind of ingasion allows for the development and
testing of claims about the efficacy of protestaiasystemic resource. The systemic strengths of
protest are considered by Mansbridge et al in tesfnigs capacity to give voice to emerging
perspectives, but also significant is that secuxioge through disruption adds extra layers of
meaning and impact to our utterances. It can,rfstance, function to convey the intensity with
which a certain position is held, which might beekevant factor for publics with a less pressing
stake in the matter under consideration. It caa flaction as a means of getting publics to see
an issue in a different light through confrontatigrshocking or humorous tactics, which may be
harder to achieve through limiting communicatiomtore conventional modes. The weaknesses
of protest, by contrast, are considered by Mangkriet al in terms of its risks of polarizing
opinion, obstructing spaces for dialogue and réffe¢c and corroding mutual respect. These are
all significant, but also worthy of consideratiathe danger that debate about the medium of
communication swamps debate about the message.dften difficult for activists to focus
attention on the issues that motivate their proteetause their discursive interlocutors may
focus more on their conduct. The media might prédefocus on violent acts carried out by
individuals in a street protest, the criminal jostisystem will likely limit its focus to issues of
legality, and political representatives may playtbp disruptive consequences of protest as a
means of de-legitimizing or marginalizing its ainThe problem that disruptive tactics may
divert attention from the grievances of activigsan intrinsic limitation of protest as a mode of
communication, which does not arise in relatiofess disruptive modes.

The third guideline is thathe systemic impacts of disruptive protest across multiple
dimensions should be considered, rather than prioritizing any single dimension. This, again, is

somewhat obvious, but it has important implicatiémsthe kind of research agenda anticipated
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by the likes of Mansbridge et al (2012). As noté@nsbridge et al appear to call for criteria that
will generate all-things-considered evaluationglisfuptive protest as a systemic resource. This
aspiration is appropriate if it is interpreted asadl for reflection on the full range of impachat
protest can have. It would appear, though, thatatiors have the more ambitious goal of
reaching general conclusions about whether spqmifitests are ‘good’ or ‘bad’ for deliberative
systems. This is suggested by their discussiofed Party’ and ‘Radical Left’ protests:

we might in the end want to say that although thmseements brought new

voices into public debate, a move that is systehmaeang, these benefits were

outweighed by the partisan and aggressive tenanafy of the public protests

and disruptions, a context that creates a toxiogpiere for deliberation and thus

is not system enhancing over time (Mansbridge 20&P: 19).
Although such clear cut evaluations may be possibkEome contexts, it is highly unlikely that
they will be possible in all, or perhaps even masases. The reason, as Mansbridge et al are
aware, is that the impacts of protest actions @méasured against multiple dimensions. This is
a commonplace insight in the literature on sociavements and contentious politics, which
studies the impact of protest not merely in terinaahievement of policy objectives, but also in
terms of agenda-setting, mobilization of relevammstituencies, long-range social and cultural
developments, learning on the part of social ommtiions and the self-understandings of
activists. The impacts on deliberative systemshmasimilarly multifaceted, which reflects their
capacity to impact on the development of differaspects of the complex infrastructure of
functioning systems. This infrastructure includeg (nformed and empowered agents that
interact within the system, (b) physical and vittspaces for deliberation, and (c) channels of
communication or transmission between differentmelets of a system. A comprehensive
analysis of the systemic impacts of protest, tleeefwill include discussion of its effects on
activist communities or the interests that theyneléo represent, as well as their consequences
for discursive opponents. The imperative to exantiree impacts of protest on the long-term
evolution of systems can also render extremely Iproatic the kind of conclusive evaluations
hoped for by Mansbridge al. The empirical and cphea-analytic research programme that
they call for might, then, be more productively igeatowards producing fine-grained analysis
of the multiple effects of protest campaigns, rathigan reaching a potentially reductive

conclusion about whether they are good or bad débberative systems.
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These guidelines are not intended as a bluepointfurther research, but as pointers
towards the kind of themes that should be addresBed includes the kind of conceptual-
analytical reflection associated with the tripartitategorisation of protest elaborated in the
previous section, along with the kind of case ®sdf emerging protest tactics or movements
illustrated in the following section. This researdhshould be noted, focuses primarily on the
perspective of learning more about the nature amghct of protest on deliberative systems.
Although not objectionable in itself, this might Been as an unfortunate departure from the
close association between deliberative democracl tha ethical dimensions of citizenship.
There are, for instance, a number of studies inttl@®retical literature that aim to provide
normative guidance for citizens contemplating gpsie protest (Fung 2005; Markovits 2005;
Smith 2013). The research envisaged here, by &ineppears to have a more theoretical and
less practical orientation. A first defence of thfgproach relates to the challenges of generating
an ethics of citizenship on the basis of a systeaticount. The problem is not merely the
somewhat abstract nature of deliberative systemgpaced to the more immediate concerns of
most activists, but the difficulty that activisteJe in anticipating the consequences of their
actions. As Humphrey and Stears note, it is ‘alnfogossible for any individual or group to be
certain that a particular form of non-deliberatigetion taken now will lead to increased
opportunities for deliberative criticism and/or mal respect between parties in “the long run™
(Humphrey and Stears 2005: 410). A second defeigtdights a tension between the kind of
‘categorical’ standards associated with an ethicgitizenship and the ‘systemic’ approach
envisaged here. The tension is discussed at ldrygbryzek (2010: 82-83). He notes that speech
and conduct by actors who are not motivated bybdeditive norms can nonetheless have highly
desirable consequences for deliberative systems.fdllowing section — on digital disruption
carried out by online activists — arguably giveseaample of this kind of scenario. The systemic
approach thus suggests that deliberative thewiiald attend to these systemic benefits, which
might — somewhat paradoxically — be lost if we shs$hat all citizens are bound by categorical
standards. A third defence is that the kind of eptgal and empirical research envisaged here
might, in the end, furnish resources for practigaidance. If, for instance, we develop more
knowledge about the relative merits of deliberatvenon-deliberative disruption as a means of
achieving activist objectives, this would clearlg bf relevance to embedded actors making

choices about how best to achieve their goals. Adye is that the normative relevance of
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systems theory to various actors might emerge dhtlarough this kind of research, rather than in

the form of ethical principles that are worked ptior to any consideration of practice.

3. Ddliberative systems and digital disruption

The discussion thus far has been fairly generah shat it might be helpful to briefly consider
how the systemic approach could be applied to theysof particular disruptive protests. The
case that | consider in this section relates terarrging tactic rather than a specific campaign.
Digital disruption is a category of protest thavotves the use of computer hardware and
software programmes to cause various types of mlisms. The innovative nature of digital
disruption is reflected in the fact that there mnsiderable debate about how it relates to
established protest strategies, with some defentiag an online analogue to traditional tactics
such as occupations or sit-ins (Dominguez 2009) @thdrs suggesting that it lacks important
constitutive features associated with classic aidobedience actions (Calabrese 2004). The
following reflections will focus on (a) the emergenof digital disruption, (b) its deliberative

credentials, and (c) its systemic impacts.

(a) Distributed denial of server actions
There is an emerging repertoire of digital disrapttactics, including revealing and distributing
personal or sensitive information (‘doxing’), defag corporate or government web-sites,
bombing a server through mass-email campaigns astdbdted denial of server (DDoS)
actions. The latter type of action refers to a eoted effort to disrupt a targeted web-site by
flooding it with simultaneous requests for informat The tactic assumes a political dimension
when used in the context of a broader protest cagnpwhich is reflected in the fact that DDoS
actions are often publicized by activists in adwaand accompanied by other physical or virtual
actions. The discussion here will focus mostly ddoS actions, as it is perhaps the most widely
discussed example of digital disruption (Sauter40The primary aim is to draw out the
relationship between DDoS actions and deliberaystems, though it will be helpful to provide
a little more context for the emergence of DDoSoast in the last two decades.

The practice was initially introduced in a seridstleoretical texts authored by the
Critical Art Ensemble (CAE), a collective of arsexploring the intersections between art and

radical politics and philosophy. The CAE emerged ofiestablished activist communities,
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which is reflected in the approach of their landinatudy Electronic Civil Disobedience,
published in 1994. This text is explicit in statitigat their intention is to translate established
civil disobedience ideas and tactics from phystoalirtual space (or ‘cyberspace’ to use the
vernacular of the time). The intellectual casetfos transition was that, as the agents of capital
were migrating from physical to virtual spaces,vasts must adopt their strategies to contest
emerging online sites of corporate and politicavpo

As in civil disobedience, primary tactics in electic civil disobedience are

trespass and blockage. Exits, entrances, condunits,other key spaces must be

occupied by the contestational force in order tmdipressure on legitimized

institutions engaged in unethical or criminal actidquoted in Dominguez 2009,

p. 1806).

An off-shoot of CAE, called the Electronic Disturtz® Theatre (EDT), created tRéoodNet
tool to allow multiple users to take part in scheduprotests against online targets. This
software was rolled out in a series of Zapatistpired protests against the Mexican and US
governments in the late 1990s, with varying lew@issuccess (Dominguez 2009: 1807). The
early approaches to digital disruption associatéti ®DT are characterised by efforts on the
part of activists to model their online protestkxsely as possible on traditional offline tactics
which is perhaps best exemplified by the EDT’'s euted effort to label their actions as
‘electronic civil disobedience’. This approach isaareflected in the willingness of leading EDT-
activists to publicize their actions in advance émdeveal their identities, which was defended
as an important component of assuming personabnsgglity for their disruptive protests
(Sauter 2014: 96-97).

The link between online and offline protest tacties become much less strong in recent
years, which is reflected in the increasing promaseof the nebulous ‘Anonymous’ network.
Anonymous has its roots not in traditional actigetnmunities, but with the anarchic world of
online forums such as 4chan. The predominant edhasich forums is captured by Gabriella
Coleman’s characterisation of their members adlstrand tricksters’ more concerned with
pursuing ‘lulz’ than political causes (Coleman 2018-51). The politicization of these ‘trolls
and tricksters’ appears to have been a gradualaptedictable process, which reflects both a
genuine allegiance to the cause of internet freedatha roguish commitment to spreading a

unique brand of online chaos. The campaigns adsdcwith Anonymous arose in an ad hoc
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fashion in response to various attempts by stateoorstate actors to restrict discussion or
activities on the internet. The most prominent eplas include campaigns against the Church of
Scientology for their attempt to prevent onlinecualation of embarrassing video material, the
Motion Picture Association of America (MPAA) andetliRecording Industry Association of
America (RIAA) for their attempts to limit file shag, and PayPal and other organizations
alleged to be complicit in actions against Julisss#@nge and Wiki-leaks (Coleman 2014). These
campaigns are all characterized by innovative imagaercing humour, and an intuitive grasp
of how to attract media attention through spectagl®nymous are far less concerned than the
CAE or EDT with cleaving to the civil disobedientradition, as is most obviously reflected in
their principled commitment to online anonymity (B 2014: 99). The comparative lack of
connection between Anonymous and established sictrapes has, perhaps surprisingly, placed
it in a much better position to impact popular ecdogsness than movements such as the EDT.
This point is developed by Molly Sauter, who argtrest the EDT’s ‘bids to attract participants
were hampered through its use of limited platformisch as specialized mailing lists and
message boards, for recruitment and the profedsiedaoccasionally alienating language used
throughout its recruitment and press materialsiantle FloodNet tool itself’ Sauter 2013: 989).
The downside of Anonymous’s more free-wheeling epph is that, as shall be discussed below,
it has arguably lost some of the moral authorigt itan be purchased through a concerted effort

to associate DDoS actions with the civil disobedestradition.

(b) The deliberative credentials of DDoS actions

The EDT conceptualised DDoS as a tactic that churidtion analogously to direct action, where
the aim is to disrupt or prevent activity that e ttarget of the protest campaign. The actions
were also conceptualised as a method of commuaoicathrough using digital disruption as a
means of generating publicity and stimulating déston. The publicity-generating dimension
has, according to Sauter, become more prominerttiape due to the impossibility of securing
activist objectivities through mimicking the effecdf direct action online (Sauter 2014: 988-
989). DDoS actions nonetheless cannot qualify dbeatative disruptions merely on the grounds
that they are often conducted as a means of secyublicity. This is because, as noted,
deliberation goes beyond the goal of communicabprncorporating substantive commitments

to reflection, respect and dialogue. The suggestee is that DDoS actions can be conducted in
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a way that is deliberative or partially deliberatibout that many such actions—particularly those
associated Anonymous---are best seen as instahnes-aeliberative disruption.

The relationship between DDoS actions and freedbspeech is particularly salient in
considering its deliberative credentials. There, lias some time, been a lively debate among
activists about the ethics of DDoS actions, witmsaarguing that it represents an infringement
of their target’s rights to freedom of speech (Gwe 2014: 138). The thinking behind this
complaint is that taking down the web-site of adiwidual or corporation through a DDoS
action effectively functions as a means of nonestdinctioned censorship. This complaint, if
sound, would in all likelihood compromise the delitive credentials of DDoS, because of the
presumptive difficulty of reconciling censorshiptiwboth respect for the rights of our opponents
and a willingness to enter dialogue. It is, thougtt, at all apparent that the complaint has much
force, at least in relation to the majority of DDa&ions. First, it is not clear that a DDoS attack
constitutes an infringement of the right to freedohspeech. This clearly raises complex issues
about the nature and scope of the right, but therdaconsideration here is that a DDoS attack
generally constitutes a disruption of one particmeeans through which a target can exercise
that right. It does not prevent that target fromwitaneously exercising freedom of speech rights
through other avenues. This is illustrated by Saht®ugh the case of a DDoS action against the
WTO during its 1999 Ministerial Conference in Skmttwhich targeted its main conference
servers and public-facing web-sites. The resultigyuption did not prevent the WTO from
communicating its message to the public or condgdineir conference deliberations: ‘though
certain aspects of the WTQO'’s telecommunicationsasifucture were negatively effected, the
activists engaged in the DDoS and e-mailing bomlaicigpns cannot be said to be “censoring”
the speech of the WTO’ (Sauter 2014: 49). SecordDaS attack might be interpreted in the
context of power dynamics that function to inh#éigenuinely free or equal exchange of opinion
in the public sphere. This point is emphasized byvists and scholars who note that many
DDoS actions are carried out by agents that ariyMass resource-rich than the corporations or
governments that they target. Coleman suggestshiyanabling the underdog—the protester or
infringed group—to speak as loudly as its more wesgful opponents...we might understand a
tactic like DDoS as a leveller: a free speech wi@oleman 2014: 138). There might be
substantive free speech concerns about DDoS adigaisst the web-sites of relatively weak or

comparatively small organizations that enjoy liditeapacity to get their message across, but
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less so in relation to agents that typically haygr@minent, perhaps even dominant, impact on
public discussion (Sauter 2014: 50).

There is a related concern that DDoS actions tatesta form of coercion or a show of
force that stops short of an infringement of righitsfor instance, DDoS actions are carried out
as a means of cost-levying, it would be difficudt reconcile with the deliberative norms of
reflection, respect and dialogue. It is certainbssible that a DDoS action could be carried out
as a means of exerting non-deliberative pressuranoopponent; indeed, it is perhaps arguable
that the majority of DDoS campaigns fall under theading. It would, though, be wrong to
reach this conclusion about all such campaignspd®ticular relevance here is the ‘deportation
class’ campaign mentioned in the introduction, Whiacluded DDoS actions against the
Lufthansa airline web-site. The campaign aimedisougt online ticket sales, as a means of both
drawing attention to Lufthansa’s activities angptompt a change of behaviour on the part of the
airline (Sauter 2014: 53-54). The Lower Regional€of Frankfurt found one of the organizers
of the action, Andreas-Thomas Vogel, guilty of timg people to employ coercion against
Lufthansa. This decision was overruled by the HigRegional Court of Frankfurt, on the basis
that ‘the online demonstration did not constitutshaw of force but was intended to influence
public opinion’ (quoted in Dominguez 2009: 1809)heTl broader context of the action,
particularly the concerted efforts to communicdte message of the public through alternative
channels, supports this reading of the action. @regest can thus be interpreted along the lines
of Peter Singer’s defence of civil disobedienceagdea towards an audience to reconsider its
decision or actions, rather than as a show of fdesigned to compel a certain outcome (Singer
1974). The fact that the deportation class actidnndt use force does not exhaust the issue of
whether it can be classed as deliberative disrapttavould, in addition, be necessary to explore
whether and to what extent the activists embodiedekpectations associated with a willingness
to enter dialogue with their opponents. It is pblgsifor example, that a fuller examination of
activist conduct would reveal that, although reflex and respectful, the necessary dialogic
requirements had not been met. This would rendeir fhrotest partially, rather than fully,
deliberative. The key point, though, is that thealtation class action suggests that DDoS
actions are not necessarily coercive.

There are, of course, examples of DDoS actionsatebest understood as instances of

non-deliberative disruption, which can be illustcthrough considering Anonymous. There are
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two considerations that make it difficult to conttegdise these actions as deliberative or partially
deliberative. The first relates to the culture assed with Anonymous, which often privileges
what we might describe as the anti-deliberativéues of confrontation, rudeness and mocking
humour above the deliberative virtues of respewility and reasoned argument. It is notable
that the communicative rhetoric of Anonymous ofilecorporates threats, which are intended to
induce apprehension, if not fear, in their targatsiotable consequence of this is that journalists
and academics have expressed anxiety about protindeeply into Anonymous for fear that
they will become a target of their online actistidn her comprehensive analysis of DDoS
actions, Sauter says of Anonymous that ‘the inftector tone of their outward messaging
is...seen as deeply problematic, as it often incafasr cursing, vulgar humour, epithets, and a
host of content unsuitable to polite conversati@auter 2014: 92). These attributes, as Sauter
argues, certainly does not invalidate their disskeat it does place considerable strain on their
status as deliberative. The second consideratiimisDDoS actions conducted by Anonymous,
unlike the deportation class action and earlier Ebfions, have often involved botnets. A botnet
is ‘a collection of computers connected to therimdg allowing a single entity extra processing
power or network connections toward the performarfosarious tasks including (but not limited
to) DDoSing and spam bombing’ (Coleman 2014: 92-8&hough botnets can be constructed
on a voluntary basis, they are more commonly casepriof computers that, unbeknownst to
their owners, have been infected with malware. €ffectiveness of a DDoS action is thus
enhanced through assimilating the processing dtnesfgup to thousands of infected computers.
The use of non-voluntarily botnets deals a fatalwbto the deliberative credentials of a DDoS
action. There is no respect showed to the ratioaphcity of those whose machines are herded
into a DDoS action; they are not given the oppatyuto consent and nor are they even aware
that they are participating. There is, in additian, inevitable transference of risk involved in
corralling personal computers into legally dubiowmdine protests. This use of persons as means,
unlike the hypothetical case of a physical sitemsidered earlier, therefore cannot be described
as a minor or modest infringement of their ratioagéncy. The use of non-voluntary botnets
may be a reflection of the fact that Anonymous dugtshave a mooring in activist traditions that
give considerable attention to the relationshipween tactics and moral authority, though
Coleman notes that many participants expressedsappoto the use of such botnets (Coleman

2014: 137-138). These two considerations suggest Anonymous campaigns are non-
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deliberative disruptions that may, as we shall seegetheless have powerful system-enhancing
consequences. The general conclusion of this dismuss that the appropriate categorization of
DDoS actions should be based on the broader cootéxé action, the ethos that informs it, and

whether and to what extent participation in suclaetion is voluntary.

(c) The systemic impacts of DDoS actions

The systemic impact of DDoS actions can be gaugexigh a case-by-case approach, focusing
on the context and outcomes of specific campaighs. deportation class action, for instance,
could be evaluated in terms of its success iniagggublics to the fact that deportation is not
merely an unpleasant administrative process, Bystem that allows commercial actors—in this
case airlines—to profit from human suffering (Wedt2010: 70). The rich empirical data that a
case-by-case approach would generate is cleadyeait value, but the approach | adopt here is
somewhat different. It treats the systemic impaft®DoS actions in a morgeneral fashion,
through focusing on debates triggered by increamsdreness and understanding of DDoS
actions as a mode of political protest. The follogvidiscussion takes its lead from the three
guidelines introduced in the previous section.

The first guideline focuses on the systemic cantéxdisruptive protest. The relevant
context for considering the emergence of digitahuation, | suggest, is the nature and extent of
societal discussion about the digital realm itsegi€luding issues such as the nature of online
discussion, internet security, and the structuremine space. The reason that this context is
relevant is that digital disruption implicitly oxplicitly pushes these kinds of issues onto the
agenda as a result of the type of strategies anboae that it employs. It is often difficult to
discern a functioning, or indeed malfunctioningliltkrative system that focuses on general
issues surrounding the internet, even in societiesre internet use is routine and widespread.
This is reflected in the widespread ignorance thablics often display about these issues,
coupled with extensive levels of uncertainty ampoticy-makers surrounding the regulation of
online space. There are, as Sauter argues, widespnésconceptions about the nature and
limitations of the internet as a communicative gpdte popular perception that the internet can
provide a forum for the circulation and considematof plural perspectives is difficult to sustain
in light of what Sauter describes as the ‘selfn@fidal swirl of content that demands constant

comment but never leaves room for reflection analyais’ (Sauter 2014: 30). There are also
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pervasive concerns about online personal secugfiected in anxiety surrounding cybercrime
and identity theft, commercial exploitation of pmmal data, and recent revelations about the
extent of state-sanctioned surveillance of our manl{and offline) activities. An even more
serious concern for Sauter—and, indeed, for mardip®@mactivists—is the extent to which the
structure of the online realm is not conducive tditigal dissent. The ease with which we can
access online space obscures the extent to whiebsalall web-spaces are private domains, in
the sense that even the most radical blog or eetneab-site has a designated ‘owner’. There is
thus much less legal protection afforded to spemcbnline forums than offline spaces that are
designated as public. It is also—again somewhatdaedically given the ease with which we can
access online spaces—much more difficult to pragainst a government or corporate web-site
than it is to protest at a government building @mporate workplace. The difficulty of protesting
online space is normatively problematic becausth@€AE rightly contend, the virtual world is
now one of the principal sites and sources of $@awer. This is all highly relevant for systems
theorists, because there appears to be a sigrifdigjuncture between, on the one hand, the
importance of the internet issue-agenda for denticcpaublics and, on the other hand, the
apparent absence of anything resembling systenhdeliberation about that agenda.

The second guideline draws our attention to thmroanicative dynamics of protest as a
systemic resource, thinking in particular about thkedisruption is a more efficacious means of
communication than non-disruptive means. Therksgggest, a strong basis for contending that
tactics such as DDoS actions are uniquely wellesutb triggering reflection about the type of
issue-agenda discussed above. This is because ithee intimate connection between the
medium and the message in these circumstancesisTitiisstrated in an exemplary fashion by
Sauter’s close reading of the meaning that is icitpliithin DDoS actions (Sauter 2014: 21-31).
These actions function as a means of disruptingg#eeyday routines associated with our online
activities, through the imposition of ‘silence’ é&htaking-down of a web-site that delivers
content) and ‘delay’ (reducing server speed an@sxto content). The effect is to invite what
Dryzek describes as ‘meta-deliberation’ about titernet as a potential site or element of a
deliberative system (Dryzek 2010: 12). It intersiffie more-or-less continual babble of online
discussion, and in so doing creates opportunitasaf different, perhaps more reflective,
conversation about the nature and limits of therimgt as a discursive space. It also has the effect

of showing us just how vulnerable online spacahsugh demonstrating the ease with which
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systems can be disrupted or servers hacked. Aogeits us a space for political dissent on the
internet simply through showing how that dissemt lba performed, albeit through a necessitated
resort to unlawful tactics. These communicativeaiyits are achieved because of the nature of
DDoS actions; indeed, it is difficult to see howearould achieve the same kind of effects on an
audience through any other medium. As Sauter putke imposition of silence and delay into a
signal rich environment can be not only a powedistursive contribution, but also a necessary
one for the proper functioning of the public sphe®auter 2014: 29). The communicative
advantages of DDoS as a means of triggering rédlechabout the internet can, ironically,
become something of a disadvantage when employiag & means of publicizing a different
type of issue. This is significance because a¢tivi® not always use DDoS to highlight general
issues surrounding the internet, but also, or &ustéo publicize other political causes, as in the
‘deportation class’ example considered above. Tioblpm, as was briefly discussed eatrlier, is
that reporters often focus on the novelty of onjimetest, at the expense of covering the issues
that activists intend to draw attention to. Theréhus something of a trade-off involved in DDoS
actions, as activists, at least for now, have toceptthat this type of digital disruption will
always have a tendency to raise a larger set oessghat may be quite different to those that
motivate the protest itself (Sauter 2014 59).

The third guideline suggests that we should ch@st impacts of disruption through
multiple dimensions, even if doing so underminésrapts to frame disruption as ‘good’ or ‘bad’
for deliberative systems all things considered. Téeent studies of digital disruption, which
have informed and underpinned the discussion af gbttion, suggest that the proliferation of
DDoS actions have made modest but notable conwimito elements that might become the
infrastructure of deliberative systems focusedhminternet as a discursive space. The publicity
surrounding the Anonymous campaigns has been signif which is partly due to the ethically
dubious use of involuntary botnets; as Coleman saterelation to its Wikileaks campaign,
‘without this turbo boosting enabled by the hijagl@mputers...[the action] would never have
resulted in the downtimes that generated the mattiéntion that was sought’ (Coleman 2014:
137). The protests thus illustrate Dryzek’s poihatt action incompatible with categorical
standards of morality might nonetheless have beiaéystemic impacts, though whether these
systemic impacts suffice to exonerate the actiom lisige issue beyond the scope of this paper.

The growing use of DDoS actions, particularly byoAgmous, has also marked a process
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through which apolitical trouble-makers have becqwoétical trouble-makers. This could be
seen as advantageous for the long-term developwifesystem-level deliberation about the
internet, at least on the reasonable assumption nteembers of technologically-savvy sub-
cultures can make a more productive contributiothtd process if they become more socially
aware and politically concerned.

There are, however, also clear signs that DDoSckasin negative consequences for
deliberative systems. An obvious example is pertiapslready-noted fact that some journalists
and academics held back from criticizing Anonymdus to fear of reprisals, which is a perfect
illustration of anxiety that protest can have aillcig effect on deliberation’ (Mansbridge et al
2012: 21). It should be noted, though, that thes Bppears to have dissipated somewhat, in part
due to Anonymous’s strategic decision not to attaeklia targets (Coleman 2014: 200). Another
potentially negative consequence of DDoS actionlsasthey have triggered increasingly hostile
responses from aspects of the political-legal systehis is reflected in several harsh sentences
that have been handed down to certain activisthenUS and the UK who have been found
guilty of participating in DDoS actions. These giud sentences are arguably facilitated, at least
in part, by the continued failure to dispel medaratives that depict online activists as
criminals or cyber-terrorists. Sauter goes so $atoasuggest that state and corporate actors have
used the proliferation of disruptive activism amistification for measures that function to close
down avenues for dissent online (Sauter 2014: B19:1f so, this would suggest that the legacy
of DDoS is deeply ambivalent and so-far unsetttadthe one hand, the tactic has opened up
new sites for political agency and deliberativeacbut, on the other, it may be paving the way
for measures that ultimately result in closing doiuese spaces. This seems to bear out the
earlier suspicion that a conclusive evaluation waftgst as a systemic resource is simply not
possible in many cases. The goal of research, sadéan stressed throughout this discussion
paper, should instead be to provide nuanced arsabfshe deliberative credentials and systemic
impacts of disruptive protests that will always éaa somewhat ambivalent relationship to

deliberative systems.
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