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Introduction

bias enters through the backdoor of design optimization
in which the humans who create the algorithms are

hidden from view.

Move Slower . . .

Problem solving is at the heart of tech. An algorithm, after
all, is a set of instructions, rules, and calculations designed
to solve problems. Data for Black Lives co-founder
Yeshimabeit Milner reminds us that “[t]he decision to
make every Black life count as three-fifths of a person was
embedded in the electoral college, an algorithm that con-
tinues to be the basis of our current democracy.”!® Thus,
even just deciding what problem needs solving requires

" a host of judgments; and yet we are expected to pay #0

attention to the man bebind the screen.?°

As danah boyd and M. C. Elish of the Data & Society
Research Institute posit, “[t]he datasets and models used
in these systems are not objective representations of real-
ity. They are the culmination of particular tools, people,
and power structures that foreground one way of seeing
or judging over another.”?! By pulling back the curtain
and drawing attention to forms of coded inequity, not
only do we become more aware of the social dimen-
sions of technology but we can work together against
the emergence of a digital caste system that relies on our
naivety when it comes to the neutrality of technology.
This problem extends beyond obvious forms of criminal-
ization and surveillance.?? It includes an elaborate social
and technical apparatus that governs all areas of life.

The animating force of the New Jim Code is that tech
designers encode judgments into technical systems but
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much deeper than a mar.keting scheme i
well beyond one institute in Ching_ The Pz is "
its bad Nazi press, under one description A s Espi,
eugenics has typically been espouged by thOseaI:IOtheI
United States and Europe who consider in
social progressives. msel‘fes

A story by Kathryn Paige Harden titleq «
Progressives Should Embrace the Genetics of Educaﬁ y
recently published in the Ney York Times Uulyog’”
2018), reported on a massive US-based g, dy anff

implored those who “value socia] Justice” g harng,




Coded Exposure

, The penefit for Zimbabwe is access t0 2

ﬁihﬁ techﬂ lo 1eS that ca:n be ;ied by law enforce-

o d ther blic agencies; W ?e 1,.pos'n:mmfng China

e “the world lea.der in ar.t1ﬁc1a1 intelligence.”®

ec®” - al algorithmic diversity training par excel-

ps. OF better, neocolonial extraction for
pc®” ., which the people whose faces populate
0o base have 00 r:1ght's yis-a-vis the data or systems
1 4f¢ built with their biometric input. Not only that.
goce the biggest application of facial recognition is in
¢ context of law enforcement and immigration con-
1ol, Zimbabwe is helping Chinese officials to become
qore adept at criminalizing Black people within China
and across the African diaspora.

Racist structures do not only marginalize but also
forcibly center and surveil racialized groups that are
“trapped between regimes of invisibility and spectacular
hypervisibility,”“ threatened by inclusion in science
and.technology as objects of inquiry. Inclusion is no
straightforward good but 18 often a form of unwanted
exposure. Jasmine Nichole Cobb’s insight that “invis-
ibility is ... part of the social condition of blackness

i : : :
n modernity as well as an important representauonal

tactic for people of African descent” — what Rusert
describes as that “dialectic of calculated visibility and
SFrategic invisibility” — 18 relevant to countering the New
Jim Code.®
'The figure of Saartjie (“Sara
violent underside of being forcibly se
was taken from South Africa to Eur

in London and

publicly displayed for large audiences
tually dissected

graphed, studied, and even
. st of the time Georges

») Baartman {lustrates the
en. Baartman, who
ope in 1810, was
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' her skeleton, brain, and gep;; I

Cuvier, and s el Bg als wep "
sequently put on display unti | - Baartmap»,
exposure in life and death illustrates the ¢

between visual and scientiﬁo technologies. Whﬂ:
people have heard some version of her story in SChOIarly
texts and popular works, few know of Baartmap:g even.
tual repatriation to and burial in South Afric, in 2003,
through which the evidentiary politics surrounding p,
identity came to a climax. The protracted negotiatjoy,
between South Africa and France for the return of
Baartman’s remains - her skeleton, brain, and genitalg -
were stalled by French claims that the remaing had bee
lost and could not be identified among the museum’
holdings. Consider that “Baartman was one of thoy-
sands from Europe’s former colonial territories whose
remains had been gathered in metropolitan museums,”
In 2002, “once the French government [finally] agreed
to return them, a dispute arose aboyt the veracity of the
physical remains offered by the French,”66

Despite this, the South African committee that nego-
tiated her return declined to have the remains tested
to verify whether they belonged to Baartman, or even
whether the three sets of remains belonged to the same

person. For the committee, to do g would amount
to a replication of the violation, re '

nlany

ife. Instead, on August 9, 2002,

| a ceremonial buria] i, Hankey,
South Africa, near the place where she was born, This

decision of not €xposing Baartman’s remains to scrutiny
yet again was the South African committee’s assertion
and attempt to define a way of knowing differen ly
whereby it decided to accept without furthey DNA’
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lr:ire o,  pat the remains offered by Frgnce belonged to
= Otﬁﬁ ﬁ,‘nl:t;mn. This signaled an el?d to the 1r?vasive visibility
™ e(h.%c Nz::hich Baartman was subjected during her lifetime
sch hqaqp 0 158 years after her dfzath.
vy olarly jﬂln «Baartman and the Private: How Can We Look
n 2?%‘ FE Figure Thathast I:;en Ll?olked at Too Much,”
iing !?2, couth African f;n er s :ﬁdles SC lo ar Gabeba Baderoon
tiag; & xplains h.C’W dfl’(mmat;: ‘ PE‘OP es have !ong crafted a
llrn%s vay to exist and ;;:lp eir histories outside of conven-
Ny of . nal a.fchwes. e polmf:s of kr!o.wledge, in other
1 bc:\ words, 18 deeply entangletd in a Pohucs of the private
. n ind in who gets to lay claim to privacy and subjectivity.
thuﬂl’s The assertion of “privacy” in this context is not the
. Ou- qme as privatizing — an economic calculation “outside
Ose history,” made for the purpose of maximizing profits;
'_ns-” rather, in Baderoon’s theory of the private, it draws
reed attention to the “intimate, personal, closed, hidden,
the coded, secret, veiled, unknown, the apparently mean-

ingless, the invisible, the ordinary, the in-between, the

50~ silent . . . the underside . . . unofficial . .. unpredictable,
ed and unreliable in dominant views of history.”®”

-+ What is privacy for already exposed people in the
1€ age of big data? For oppressed people, I think priwfacy
it is not only about protecting some things from view,
= but also about what is strategically exposed. This might
‘ look like Mamie Till-Mobley, mother of slain teenager

Emmett Till, choosing to €XpOsC the mutilated ]:)ody
of her son because “I think everybody 'needs to nmfi
what happened.” It could also look like v?he organi

.o Coalition, €XposIng the lies

zation Stop LAPD SpyIng im not to know

ement O : i-
of law catore nce techniques that the organi

r Surveilla . . :
ab?ut s vfdz them using. Organizers participate 1o
zation reco -



