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ernment has to be to protect some forms of privacy that individuals do not

“To sum up, while Youngs incerpretation of the claim proposcs an alrerna-
tive conception of privacy to the liberal one, MacKinnon and Allen do not
actually move away from privacys «inviolables conception.

FEMINISM FOR PERSONAL DATA PROTECTION
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ipposed role of public in-
stitutions in contemporary welfare seates: to replace the logic of the markets
by an cqual distribution of goods, through the recognition of a set of
political community (Marshall, 1950). On the:
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other goods or the public interest, lose their meaning, since relationships be-
tween rights become a matter of reciprocal necessity.
Drawing on republican theory, privacy would be cl
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CONCLUSIONS
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rguc in the ol ing p
privacy is unable to protect people
to show, in light of the sccond wave feminist critique of priv
ceprual Framework of GDPR makes it unable for citizens to proteet them-
selves from data domination. In following this objective, the text is in two
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LIBERAL PRIVACY: AN INTERFERENCE-PROOF BUNKER.
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litcrally means che chings concerning che polis. Then, preserving the public has
Fi st since the Modern
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In line with this, Naney Fraser (2012) defends che importance of question-
ing the liberal tendency to redefine seructural incquitics as personal problems.

 expounds the need to invest ons behind those interpretations

le circumstances to their own weaknesses.

t0 the problems that affect all of us,

s of the public sphere that cxpose some per-

erent moral considerations that impede their equal aceess to the
political voce.

 feminist movement

fons prompted by carly ca
body into a means for the «resproduction of

id of looking for individual

sons to d

anisch’ claim i

s interpreted wrious ways.
Some have supported the climination of privacy. Others, its imposition:
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Abstract

The second-wave feminist eritique of privacy defies the iberal opposition between the
public-policical and the private-personal. Feminist thinkers such as Hanisch. Young o Fra-
ser note that, according to this liberal coneeption, public instiutions ofien keep

powwer relations hetween private agents away from policical discussion and action. The re-
sulcing subordin:

fined 25 «personal problems. Drawing on chese concributions, chis article reviews the social
and policical implications of big data exploication and questions whether personal d
ection must remain a mateer of «privacy sclf-managements. It aims to show that

om of some agents o others ends cherefor, to be naturalised and ede-

political cheory can decidedly help co identify and tackle the root causes of what | call «daca
domi

Key Words: big data, privacy. personal daca proteetion, feminist theory, data domination, che

personal i policial

Resumen

La criica feminisea de scgund ol a I privacidad desafia la oposicidn liberal cotre lo

piblico-politico y o privado-personal. Pensadoras feministas como Hanisch, Young o Fea

que, de acuerdo con esa concepeiin lberal, as insicuciones piblicas 2 menudo
dejan fucea de I discusidn 1 sccidn politica la selaciones de poder asimétricas entre agen-
edefnid como un «problenta personals. Basindose cn estas contribuciones.

s privados. La resuleante subordinacin de unos

caral
este articulo revisa las implicaciones sociales y politicas de I exploracian de dacos masivos y
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ayudar decididamente a identificar y enfrentar las causas de lo que llamo «dominacion a
eravés de los datos-.

Palabras clave: big dat, dacos masivos, privacidad, proceceidn de los dacos personales, teoria

feminisca, dominacit, lo personal es politico.

INTRODUCTION

Daily life is increasingly mediated by new information and communica-
tion technolog 3  online services is necessary o live a
5 It is unthinkable, for example, to complete
auniversity degree or to perform cerain jobs without using a comput
arch engine. Online social networks perm

asic services such as health, banking or urba

eranspor has been digitised. Al ehis has led to a datafication of ev
logue and digital life (Baruh & Popescu, 2015).
ume of data generation have inereased dram
the point of submerging soci
1997: boyd & €
Our norm

normal life

ly since the lace 19905, up to
ccosystem (Cox & Ellsworth,

in 2 «big d

cractions generate great amounes of personal
+ and more broadly than ever before hroughout
te interests (Zuboff, 2019). Da form a com-
and preferences,
rt of it. In this sense,

tha spre:
¢ controlled by pri
plex profile of our a

environment and the persons who arc
es or products provided by a cer
information about you through the data other people g .
services or products, or thanks to your use of the products or services provid-
ed by related companics. By way of
account (o you can never have ha
ion about yous chis is the casc of

but also about our

not use the,

aving infor-
Sarigol. Garcla &
losing is often automatic and uncon-
fies i parcicularly. Due o all of this, it is
very difficult, if not impossible, to actually prevent onc's own life from being
recorded in da Sonzalo, 2017),

As predicted by Lesk (2001), che velociey, variety
tasets undermine humans’ capacity to make

hwweitzer, 2014). Furthermore
scious. The

-ase of metadata

d volume of big da-
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inferring larent information from
technique

presct, thes
n attention. Furthermore

deserve hus

s of expression and behaviours. This new «algorith-
& Striphas, 2016) involves what, in terms of Federici
production and reproduction. On

aces, objects, ideas, w
mic cultures (Hallin:

(2004). would be a mechanisarion of big da
the one side. every human act
e conceived

is sysematically convereed in data. On the
ta production machines. But, does chis
ily contribute to social good and cquality?

other, hum:
technological development prim:
Or does it privilege the interests of

Over the past few decades
tation has emerged. Dax

ess model focused on data exploi-
an opaque scetor, charactcrised by a high
monopolised big data turning them inco 3
ions (Google, Apple, Facebook,
ea market. They gather the most of the

sy (Tufekei, 207). As

business concent

on
gold minc. The so-
Amazon and Microsoft) control the
e thac ilons ofpeople diclose v

resul, both
2 collected by

GAFA grew exponentialy. ndecd. one of thes main achivements has e
+ addressing ngeable goods. opening the markers
arics into them, 2

cr, 2019) defin
1y form .»n.,.mh.m dhat appropri

o ing behaviours do not s i ,mpu firm o be
out the lack of protection of their personal d

ing; their information in a scemingly carcfree way, especally on social
aradox» (H\mu 2006).
ction? Are people concerned
maffce thei undamencl ghts o privcy

bue

concerne rry on

nerworks, This dissonance is known 25 che «pri
How should we interpret chis app:

about how big data exploitation
and personal data protection? Are their behaviours duc to ignoranc
formity or iresponsibic? O s e pesbaps a probiem of impossibilty (o

ne contr

con-

ct

according to the own concerns?
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My point is that the privacy paradox is, primarily, a consequence of the
v of power between citizens and those who exploit cheir da
mics and corporations cstablish the rules for new communication and
information practiccs. imposc the data disclosing conditions through ches
«privacy policics», control the data flows and benefi from them; citizens gen-
formation about what happens with their

mmetric

dominations,

Following Pettic (1997; 2012), an 2 group.

of people or a collective o another (often individu-

al) if he or she has a power to influcnce the life or decisions of the other agent

chis lacr docs not ieself conterol. That is what Pectit (2012) calls a power

red to as carbitrary intcrferences in

Pettit's earlier works). This statement is still valid if the dominatis g

never going to make «cffectiver her or his power, or if the dominated

raser (zo012) holds that sub-

ordination is linked to the impossibilty of detccting injustice. According to

her, in a morally fair social order,
 resources. To domi

of cuncontrolled interferencen (also rel

not aware of her or his vulner:

ve access to the same
nother involves frustrating her or his pos-
sibilities to notice what is fair and unfair andfor to claim and act for justice.
Thus, the lack of explicit protest should not be interpreted f
justice. Combating injustice req
schemas that allow ics idenif

means

s discursive resource:

ion and denounce.

Tt should be noed that, the monopolistic power of data markets would
not be possible without the black boxed condition of the algorichmic culture.
Following Pasquale (2015). corporations and governments foster
opacity through real and legal secrecy and obfuscation. He uses the term
notology» to describe the «structural production of
causes and conformations. whether brought about by neglect. forgetfulness,
myopia, extinction, secrecy, or suppression» (2015: 2). This opacity reinforces
people’s technological disempowerment: chey have the power to use technolo-
. but not to understand it

Facing this situation, the Europe
right to personal data protection (hercinafter <PDP») —recogniscd by both the
General Data Protection Regulation 2016/679 (hercinafter «GDPR») and the
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union, Art. 8 (2016/C
202/02)- s based on the liberal-hegemonic conception of privacy (Baruh &
Popescu, 2015; Richardson, 2016). GDPR has been widely recognised

n intended

!

framework for the fundamental

one of
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According o
women's invio

nnon (1989). the right to privacy has filed to proteee
. The public/privae splic has lcfe the private doms
form of public scrutiny. Because of that, privacy has become closer to 1
right to impunity of those men who dominated. oppresscd and d
women, than a right to inviolability of the domi
(1989: 191), «For women, the measure of the inti
the oppression. In that
private.

For her
must remain.

out

led

ed. In MacKinnon's words

scy has been the measure of
minism has to «cxplode the

rt, Young (1987) defends that the determination of privacy

individ

it s bl o she public.In \mmb\ view, ethe pe
docs not imply denying the distinction between public and private
itself, but the social division that their opposition leads to. The unificd modcl

from the public life by condemning some of their personal ateribuces or ac-
ain private. Her proposal claborates on a «hetcrogencous» ideal of
fe which recogs preciates the differences, in
creby, Young considers that, the defence of
matter of keeping the statc out of cc . but asking for
positiv tion to ensure thae the activities of nonstate organizations,
such as corporations, respect the claims of individuals co privacy» (1987: 74).
I this way. she recognises two principles following from Hanischs claims «(a)
1o social instituions or practices should be excluded a priori as being the
proper subject for public discussion and expressions and (b) no persons
tions or aspects of a person'slife should be forced into privacy.»

I ind similarly to Solove's (2013) libertarian paternal-
ism. Allen (1999) advocates the need to «cocree privacys. A whole lifestyle
premised on disclosure ought not to be an option. Thercfore, she stands p for
externally imposing individuals to keep some aspects of the in pri
According to Allen, duc to contemporary cumulative damages to privacy
—particularly gencrated by new technologics— people have can cthi
tion to protcet their own privacy». Then, they have to be forced «to
vate lives and to live their privare lives in privates (1999: 752). Allen (2016)
understands the protection of privacy responsibil
governments, businesses, and individuals. In her view, the rolc of

id of exclud-

cy <has become
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