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It's not enough nowadays. And it has never been to only think about how
to carve out your own space within the technical spectrum and defend
yourself, et cetera. We do a lot of that as well because it's necessarily in
some of the work we do.But we also do other things that are promoting a
more proactive,if notcreative ways of using technology and data.So that's
why a lot of the focus that weplay with is arounddifferent forms of
investigation. So how different kinds of actors using different means of
technology can build their own narratives. So not only defend
themselves, protect themselves or the networks they work with, et cetera,
but also use technology to propose very different narrative, takes the
risks.

Tactical tech is a international organizationthat consists ofalmost 35
people and that operates from Berlin, Germany, andit works with a
larger network of different actors, institutions, organizations or
individuals, informal groups and so on. And the aim of this organization
of tactical tech is to showcase and use and describe and demystify the
role of technology, information and evidence in the political context. So
how different actors can empower themselves oruse technology
tobecome more effective wherealso it adds more efficacy to their
work,whatever their work is. Tactical tech mostly works in the context of
human rights, social justice. So wherever there is a technology or
information or evidencewe are coming in and we either know, or toolsor
framingor explanationhow and when certain kinds of technology uses of
information can be more powerful than others.

So tactical tech has been funded by two peopleStephanie Hankey and
myself and we happen to work together on different development and
technology projects around the world.And we were dissatisfied by the
way technology is being promoted, implemented or understood in
different places. And the idea washow one organization or a group of
individuals can showcase that there is a very strong political aspect of
technology that has to beput out. And a focus of tactical tech at the
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beginning was because of focus on Free and Open Source Software
because for us that was thepoliticaltoolboxthat enable the users, give
them agency and autonomy and the right to use this technology freely.
And starting from that, we start looking at other aspects of information
technology, which are the ones that are empowering, which are the ones
that are actually dis-empowering different actors.

MT 03:53 So over time, 15 years in the spectrum of development in technology,
politics and in the current world in the 21st century is a long time. So a
lot of things happened from the initial idea of what we wanted tactical
tech to be what it is right now in a way. Nevertheless, I think the the
most important change was already incepted at the beginning. We
wanted to work on the power of information, understood very, very
broadly. And you cannot talk about information without technology
nowadays at all. Practically speaking. We just couldn't do it at the
beginning. At the beginning there was much more important to focus on
technological aspect and get people onto using certain tools, tactics,
forms of combining technology with other forms of activism and so forth.
What's changed over time is two things change, first of allthe role of
information has become much more significant information, understood
as data. And, second that the actorsplaying with thatbecome much
stronger and much more significant politically. So, the spectrum of
actors shiftedheavilybut also the role of evidence, information and
databecome a foreplayrather than technology that is now is there.
Everybody knows that, but it's not the things that you're doing things for
is the stuff that you're doing with.

MT 05:16 So tactical tech is formally a classic non-for-profit. So it's a kind of a
business and that purpose of which is not making money,share the
money among shareholders and so forth or produce goods that you can
sell, et cetera. And the idea is thatyou convince people who would give
you money, and these are private foundations, mostly, and spend the
money on projects that are promoting different values. So the idea of
tactical tech was to find a format that would not fall into one category of
businesses that are driven by consumerism and production of goods and
things, services people have to buy.On the other hand, we didn't want to
be an NGO, nongovernmental organization who'se role is to fulfill a kind
of a role of a government or other state actors, whatever.

MT 06:11 They either unable to do them or they would rather give them away to
people who are in better understanding of an environment in which they
are operating. And we think that they are very important all of them. But
we also thought at the beginning that there is a necessity for having more
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and more and non for profit organization that will be able to act
internationally because a lot of problems that we tackle, especially in the
spectrum of technology and Information are nongeographically
bounded. And for us, this ability to be flexible and move around and
operate on that levelwas very important. So different idea about what the
institution should produce and a different idea how it should operate,
kind of mimicking different actors out there. So for us, it's very
important to stay that a tactical tech is a non-for-profitthatrelies heavily
ontrust and funding of other entities. And we also have to share that
trust withpeople with whom we work directly. So that's the a core value
of the organization.

The structure of the organization is an interesting beast in itself.So we
operate according to a set of very formal rules. I mean, if you're running
an registered organization, you have to be able to pay people and normal
salaries, you have to be able to pay taxes. You have to be able to have a
accountable structure.So it's very clear how decisions are being made
and so forth, et cetera.So we comply with all of thisas much as it's
possible and necessary in different respects. And the structure is fairly
flat. So you have a small team that ismanaging the organization. 35
people requires a certain levels of management, decision making some
accumulation of knowledge and information and the driving force. So
there's a smaller group of people that are, you know, way in a position to
define the strategy andand propose different directions. But then the
decision is about actual projects and what's going to be produced is
decided by the teams that are working on them.

The different economic models of funding, of kind the work that tactical
tech is doing. Andthe reason we stay away from direct state funding is
becauseof a trust, a state funding usually implies certain political
interests and that are very localized. Commercial finding on the other
handis again aboutcommercial interesttwo different kinds of politics in.
And if you want to do work that we're doing thatyouwant to stay away
from this two kind of ways of defining the world, then you have to rely on
private funding that isa different kind of thing. You can also try to
produce things and then make moneyand then decide that part of the
income that you're generating goes to the work that you're doing. And we
tried that a few times.You can do to throughthe consultancy, advisory
work that you do to different organizations where the work you do has
nothing to do with the production.

Then how you spend the money foror you can run a services. And we've
been running tactical studios for five years. Sometime ago. That was the
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aim was to on one hand, to exercise the way of producing visual content
for four different clients, but then to divide the incomein between
covering the cost of, of that production and then giving it back to the
organization that would create a pot of money that enables us to be more
strategical,, about how we want to spend them. There's a necessity for
fairly independent funding when it comes to promotion of technology as
a political asset. Because again, the principle asset we have as an
organisation is trust and who gives you money? What money and how we
distribute them. It builds or can destroy that trust as well.

When you look at the, what is the human capital of the organization,
you're going to look at it differently than the first of all is the core team
people that are on contracts workingas a members of tactical tech and
that it's changing over time.For the last five yearswe are around 35
people or 30, 35 people. If you like, but that's the core team.Thenevery
single thing that we produce make, create an elicited training or a
manual or a book, et cetera, always happens in collaboration with others.
And these groups are of different sizes. A lot of products that we conceive
also come out ofmeetings that we organize smaller, bigger. Some of them
are 10 people, some of them are 150 people, and they also create a more
informal network. We are not a membership organization, soit's very
hard to say what is their current status in terms of members.

And we don't have that. All of these links are soft, and informal.If you
look at also the number of people that we trained directly, indirectly, or
who access our materials, et cetera, then you have very different layers of
numbers that you are talking about. And we can say that sometimes,
annually we are able to train thousands of people, other years we train
hundreds of people, but it's always a significant number. And some of
thembecomepartners, followers, friends,collaborators later on.But for us
it's very important to sustain into this network. It is amorphousand non
formal. If you look at who are these people that make the networks that
we operate with, you look at that also very differently. So first of all, there
are categories of people and the number of them will be organizations
thatshare values or a similar goals as tactical tech.

So we work definitely always with programmers, coders, techies,
however they want to be defined. Some of them like to be defined as
geeks and we work with a creative groups of people. So everything from
artists, designers to people who make things, makers and so forth. And a
historically also very strong group that we've been working with are
people who identify themselves as activists. Sometimes they wouldn't not
use the word activities, but those are people who are trying to have
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impact on how society is being governed, ruled or how the powers or
resources are being distributed who have access to them and so forth. So
three groups of a creative techies and activists are significant parts of all
the networks.

When we speak about the context in which tactical tech operates in
terms ofwhat is the actual content, what narratives are working with or
we decide not to work with, et cetera, how are we do make this decisions
where we feel like we want to influence certain things who and where we
don't want to influence things. I think it's important to remember
thatour context is very narrow. So we work within the fairly
understoodconcept of human rights and social justice. This is what is
important for us. And thenwe will work with any actors who are
operating within that spectrum. Who are defending or trying to promote
or understand or document things happening aroundthis very specific
subject. I would say that there's a set of different things that connecthow
you build narratives across different contexts, culturesand situations that
are time bound it and so forth.

And it's aboutI would say core elements. What makes narrative effective.
So, it is that about the quality of the information and evidence and data,
it is about a ability to verify and that Information and data is about kind
of accountability and responsibility and also proposed it's narratives and
so forth, et cetera. That is universal. So in our workalso when youthen
communicate that how you communicate that that is notjustified. That is
not true, that is notfair and so forth. So how you make sure that every
single element that constitutes a good narrative that is the quality of the
information that it is based on, that is the quality of analysis and how
you process that information and is the quality of the output. So do you
actually speak to the people to whomit mattersdo speak their language
that they can identify with what you're trying to achieve through that
communication, so forth, who you want to benefit from that will they be
able to benefit from it.

But also, you know, what do you do with people, who are the sources of
this information? Do you care about them? How do you care about
them? Do you need to protect them? Do you need to do something else
for them? Maybe if you go to the process of research, do you think about
giving that research back to the people that you use for that research and
so forth? So there's this kind of a entire set of different values in whichwe
are very strongly think that theyconstitutes something that isa different
kind of storytelling.
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In our workbased on collaboration between different groupsthat are
coming from different walks of life, experience and expertise.We are able
to produce different kinds of content and this content can be divided into
online digital content. So there'll be websites that are either guides, tool
kits or more informative resources, but it's mostly resources. I would
say.We produce a lot of publications and the publication can be also not
necessarily a book or booklet or leaflet or something like thisbut also
film, documentary, film, feature films, animation and so forth.And also
we organize events and events are either a small trainings or larger
workshops that have also different goals of producing something but the
content of this workshop is also defined with these groups together.As I
said, our work is always kind of based and driven by a larger
participation and collaboration with different actors.

From the beginning of, of, of tactical tech, it was very important for us
that every single output, whatever that would be that we ever produced
in the history of the organization has to be accessible, publicly accessible,
freely accessible. And we work with free and open source software
principles. And later on we also started using creative commons and so
forth. But every single outfit that we ever produced is available
sometimes in a raw format, in a source code, sometimesin the final
product, like a book. Sometimes in both formats where you can get it as
it was finally produced,but you can also look at the material that kind of
constitutes the final production. And for us that's very important when
you operate in this noncommercialway. We would find it amoral, if we
were making money of something that is being built from contributions
that arealsonon-commercial.

And the other aspect of kind offreely available content is political for
us.We don't want to create any possible restrictions from anybodyto be
able to use this materials ever. So even if we disappear, ifyou know,
political or social or cultural changes may impactour ability to do things
also within the networks, everything we produce up until that moment,
we always be available. And that was extremely important for us.Sol
think the, the fact that our content is public in that sense gives it its
independent life and I'm very happy sometimes when I travel to some
places in a world where people are thinking that tactical tech is a, is a
software or as a tool because that's how they come across it. And they
never thought that there's an institution behind it of any sort.

Andwe like that fact thatmaking this output free, it gives you the
independent life when you work with topics like technology or digital
security or anything that is related to technology, the first barrier that
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you see as a user is that it's not necessarily easy accessible and not in
terms of the form but also content, the presentation, the way of
describing things and so forth. So when you are talking initially at
tactical tech about demystification of technology was not only to a kind
of top down narrative: here is how you should understand it, et cetera,
but rather try to produce an output that is easy to digest that is not
intimidating. And that is not overly complicated or complex.So for us,
this combination between design and narrative and how much
information you put upfront, how much you actually get people excited
about learning and understanding why it is important to learn some new
things for them. It should be creative andengaging and easy.It doesn't
mean it has to be super simplifiedbut you always have to make this
balance between why is it necessary and useful ways to the political but
alsoenable people to learn.

For me personally ccess to information, knowledge, other experiences,
even other ideas, it's probably one of the most important in terms of how
you develop your own understanding of the world that you are living
within and he more that we have publicly available trusted sources or
ways of actually creating them is probably the most significant. Hen you
think of how you would like to conceive more conscious and political
actors that would not fall into mainstream in often manipulated
narratives but able to produce their own narratives. I don't see that
happening without a solid, publicly available trusted knowledge or
information.

The other thing that we observedlately it's this impossible city to
disentangle technology from data.At the beginning of tactical tech, data
was just kind ofinteresting factor, but it was not determining yetthe use
of technology but also the importance of technology in a political
context. What have happened in last years, with the proliferation of
smart devices, phones and other things, et cetera, is that none of them
exist without the layer of technology, very deep layer of data and that
creates it and as we call it, a very often paradox of the cellphonein which
you can't really say that technology is not empowering individual
because it does, it does every single second that you actually using it. It
does exactly what you want it to do in terms of finding places, you know,
communicating across borders, understanding certain thing, accessing
you know, things and so forth, et cetera. And it's immediate. It's right
there. So it also creates this addiction that you can't really imagine being
able to operate in the world without thisand negotiation that the
technology placein this relationship.
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On the other handit is deceiving because it's much more data actually
taken, than given in this process of exchange. And we as users are very
little insight into what's happening with that data. So our questions we
usually aren't likeAre you actually sure that the data that you generated
to produce the kind of autonomy that you believe you're getting, would it
recognize you? Would you be able to reconstruct yourself and the data to
give away or image of yourself? Kind of a data in which would be very
different to what you think, who you are, who you can be, who you want
to be in the future, and so forth.

And it's very hard to tackle this paradox when you try to work in terms
ofpromoting certain ideas about politics of data and information because
it's very hard to go to kind of a crack to the first layer to get to the second
one. What did we try to do is to kind of work with this paradox as a, as a
fact, there's this, how we all operate and we have to take it for granted
and then find a ways and kind of narratives of engaging people into
looking behind the screen and looking inside the system, unpacking the
boxes they're using and so forth, but not in a technical way and not in a
kind of understanding how networks works or how the data is flowing, et
cetera, but more about the politics of thatwhat kind ofenvironment and
world we are creating through letting ourselves, being seduced by this
you know, superficial first layer of technology. So the paradox is about
this contrast between immediate empowerment and
disempowermentthat is embedded in the technology nowadays.

So because a tactical tech is working on politics of technology and
information, we decided to try not to stick to one type of technology or
one type of understanding of information and so forth. And that gives us
a very different dynamic of how we conceive, define what is the spectrum
of what tactical tech should be producing in the long term. I think the
infrastructure we're talking about isexisting on the top of how we
understand technology and we want to focus on that layer of the
politicization ofof Information and data. And I think what changed with
uswell understanding of how we should operate is the fact that tactical
tech also started focusing more on a group ofuses of technology that we
were not paying attention to before to. And those are just ordinary
consumers of technology viewer who are just using one by funds or a
social network, et cetera.

Ecause for us it become very clearly mportant that without addressing
this larger group of people and users, we won't to be able to solve
problems using the groups that we were historically working with.
Because technology is not only anymore defined by certain set of
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companies. It is this strange relationship between companies and users.
And we can talk to companies. What we also decided we need to talk to
the users nowadays and we try to find more creative, more engaging
formats for getting this conversation happening. The political work you
do while you're using technologies is about understanding your risks and
nd playing with these risks. But also we ncourage people to take certain
risks. It's according to them what is, you know, necessary. Ut also to
think differently about ow one can nowadays build narratives. Ith such a
vast access to information, knowledge and data, but also we've such a
vast ccessibility of technology in terms of being able to produce that data
and that evidence.

You don't have to rely anymore onactors thatmonopolize the ability to
produce information and data nowadays, we can still do that.How
impactful and how effective that can be. That depends on the risks that
you are willing to take and for how long we've whom, where, when you
want to carry on. So tactical tech work isin a way heavily onthe
possibility of still defining safe spaces and secure ways of
communication. So defense, if you like, is focusing a lot on a better
understanding of privacy, where you may not necessarily want to defend
yourself fully, but you would like to at least have moments and spaces in
which you feel more private, wile immersing yourself in technology. And
the third aspect is also this very proactive way ofmaybe even acting in the
total open without any protection.

But with a full understanding of how we can utilize technology, data and,
and evidence that would counterexisting, I would say narratives or
counter existing, you know, world views.Or evencreate informationthat
has not been there before. So in the last few years, tactical tech also
started to use different forms oftrying to engage more general public
users, consumers of technology through mostly exhibitions or
interventions like exhibitions in the public spaces. And for us, the
important factor was to present technology quantification and data.
With, it's ambiguity in such a way that it would not be intimidating for
people, but also that would be very tangible. So instead of talking about
theory and technological aspectslet the visitor, the user experience
something in relation to how do you use technology on an everyday basis
and try to expand it slightly, give it a different context or putitin a
constellation of different things where it adds up to something else
thanyou would experience normally in your everyday life.

Often,we tried to play with this inherent ambiguity of technology that the
same thing maybe both at the same time in this context may be
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extremely ethical, in the other context is extremely unethical and, and
kind builds space and raises questions that normally you don't ask
yourself because you operate only on one side of the spectrum.

In these interventions that we do in public spacesthe principle and motif
of how we designed the first layer of them is based on the concept of a
culture jamming, which is you appropriate existing language and you
would just adjust a little bit ofsome of the elements and it changed the
meaning. The spaces we create the go farther and turn into kind of more
educational experience and insights.

So they last longer. They propose more narratives if you like, inside the
concept. So yes, at the phasesite of what we propose it isutilizing the
beautiful idea of cultural jamming. But then the proposition is much
deeper and much more expanded than the classical culture jamming is
because we do not pretend to be something else.We don't try to speak the
other language we have different content. It's actually the opposite.We
are using the formal appearancethat unfortunately or fortunately, a lot of
the spaces in which we buy and interactive technology look much better
than contemporary art galleries and they have much more audience. So
that's why we use this kind ofenvironment for getting people inside
because for the user isit's very clear what you can do there. What is it for,
how does it work, what behavior is allowed, et cetera. And it's easier for
us to take it step farther. We could not do that in, for example, art
spaces.Because there's an embedded distance between the visitor and the
content that is in this space.

What are the restricting factors in running organization of the type of
tactical tech?That's a question that we are very often actually discussing
within the board and the team of the organization. And because there's a
number of them.First one is the scale.Do you want to endlessly grow and
would the grow actuallyguarantee being more effective and actually have
more efficacy and so forth? And we don't believe that's the case. I think it
will be for us more important what we do is not only to share with our
partnerscontent that we produce and know-how knowledge and kind of
cross pollinatedifferentideas about how you work with technology and
information, but also promote, have certain culture and style of working
as an organization. I thinkso the restriction in way is thatwe don't want
to grow.

We don't see growth actually to be beneficial for what is important for
the organization. We isto remain flexiblefastandadaptablebigger you
grow it and slowly becomethe other benefits of being bigger.So it's, so it's
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important to place yourself in a network of different actors of different
sizes, different speeds of operation and so forth. But you would like to
see more, I would say, organizations like usthat can survive the speed of
developmentof the environment in which we are operating.There's
alsointernally it isextremely hard to sustain motivation. It's actually
really hard work. Often it's quite boring when you produce different
kinds of content andmake sure that people arehealthy and you know,
andyou'll take care of the wellness. It's not easy.

And the work we do is often extremely stressful.The work you do with
our partners isextremely demanding emotionally and often also
physically when you run trainings in differentplaces, then you often deal
with people who were slaves who were destroyed orat a time of being
destroyed in different ways. That creates a lot of responsibilityand in
some cases even trauma, there's a high risk ofoperating in this
environment. So I think it's very important to understand that the
context of our workit's sometimes a lot of fun, but very often is, is quite
fragile. And very often very dramatic as well.So on the one hand you
want people to think about the work we do is just a work. And on the
other hand, you can't really do that because it takes more than only time
in front of the computer and you know, eight hours a day.

And it's important for us thatit is there, this personal connection,
understanding where we are coming from, how they operate, what is the
driving force behind why they want to be political about certain thingsis
very significant for us. So maintainthe team internally in a healthy
environment. It's very challenging.And alsowhen you run an
organization like this, there's possibility for a sustainable way ofof doing
that. It's alsosometimesdraining.

The question abouthow long we think tactical tech should run for is as
long as it is relevant and it can run with me or other funders or without.
We created a robust structure right now that tactical tech is a institution
thatcan be filled with different kinds of people and still run for quite
some time, but it's also in this DNA is that it should extinct wheneverthe
environment in which it operates, it does not exist anymore.

So the question if we should be around next 10 years or not, it depends
on what's going on around tactical tech.Personally I don't think that
organizations shouldlast forever and it's important that they change
more or they disappear. In the sector we operate is interesting to see that
you don't see an emergence andyou knowsituations in which multiple
organizations treat one entity together and satirize.It's, it's not very
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common. It's common in other sectors. And I would like to see that, for
example, the question of success in, in this way of operating is very
interestingalways for us because the context of our work is either social,
political or cultural change and this changes and they do take decades or
generations.This is not like a, they were tactical to coming in here and
you're going to change the world and we did ityou know, in a fortnight
you like.

So we have to look at the success in a very different kind of a spectrum,
in a time-space. So sometimes success for us would be to be able to get
together certain group of people and have a discussion about certain
topic that have not happened before and we may not be able to produce
anything. But the fact that we are able to have the discussion is already
extremely successful and that may not see the public eye. In other cases,
it's very important for us to actually definitely produce something that
summarize this set of different conversation discussions, production and
so forth. And see that it is uptaken, so people are using it.Then you can
look at numbers, you can look at places where it used and the
communicative output that you produced based on that usage.

The other level of success is to seethe broader understanding of politics
of data, information and technology among the sector of actors for whom
initially thatwas not an issue. And that's extremely hard to measure as
well. And that comes to conversations to evaluations we do to longterm
observation where we look at the, the first wave of using something, then
we look at it six months later, then you look at it two years later. We've
done a lot of kinds of studies andthe third I thinkwhat is important in
measuring your success is to be extremely self critical. I should to be able
to not only toget easy satisfaction from the fact, okay, we organized X
number of trainings, but do we actually know if they work?

So we often questioned ourselves in other way where we hire external
expertswe send them into the field and ask them to see if our
assumptions and ideas about how things being used actually are
effective. Is our training actually training anybody, does the training
stick to people longer than a few days, et cetera and so forth. And we also
are known for producingreports based on that research that our self
critique, criticizing our own work if you like. So if you're able to do that,
that also kind of, that's for me, a success for the organization.So this is
like a much larger spectrum of how you define what a success is.I think
there's a lot ofpressureto justify a success in numerical ways, kind of
quantifyyour success by a number of people, a number of books
produced, number of trainings and et cetera. And we can do that.Luckily
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we actually are pretty good at it, but for us that's not the kind of the
reason and the way of measuring success of our work.The, the reason for
assays, what would stay afterafter we disappear.
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