
Critical Studies on Security

ISSN: 2162-4887 (Print) 2162-4909 (Online) Journal homepage: www.tandfonline.com/journals/rcss20

Queering cybersecurity: An alternative research
agenda

Sulagna Basu & Caitlin Biddolph

To cite this article: Sulagna Basu & Caitlin Biddolph (09 May 2025): Queering cybersecurity: An
alternative research agenda, Critical Studies on Security, DOI: 10.1080/21624887.2025.2502716

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/21624887.2025.2502716

© 2025 The Author(s). Published by Informa
UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis
Group.

Published online: 09 May 2025.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 766

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rcss20

https://www.tandfonline.com/journals/rcss20?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/21624887.2025.2502716
https://doi.org/10.1080/21624887.2025.2502716
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rcss20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=rcss20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/21624887.2025.2502716?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/21624887.2025.2502716?src=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/21624887.2025.2502716&domain=pdf&date_stamp=09%20May%202025
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/21624887.2025.2502716&domain=pdf&date_stamp=09%20May%202025
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rcss20


Queering cybersecurity: An alternative research agenda
Sulagna Basu a and Caitlin Biddolphb

aGovernment and International Relations, University of Sydney, Sydney, Australia; bSchool of International 
Studies and Education, University of Technology, Sydney, Australia

ABSTRACT
Current scholarship on cybersecurity in International Relations 
tends to emphasise state-centric, militarised, and overly securitised 
perspectives. However, an emerging body of critical and feminist 
scholarship seeks to challenge this dominant perspective. This 
article draws from and extends these critical perspectives to pro
pose a creative intervention of queering cybersecurity. By bringing 
queer scholarship, methodologies, and possibilities into conversa
tion with critical cyber scholarship, the article sketches the contours 
of an alternative research agenda. This is developed firstly, by 
drawing necessary attention to the experiences of queer people 
in cyberspace, including both generative and violent encounters 
that enable spaces for queer flourishing. Secondly, by developing 
and maintaining a queer, subversive ethos committed to disrupting 
the cyber status quo through queering, hacking, and glitching the 
system. Thirdly, by exposing the violent hierarchies of cybersecur
ity, which sit at the intersections of cisheterosexism, coloniality, 
racism, and other structures of violence. Through empirical exam
ples presented, the article demonstrates a proposed research 
agenda, which offers opportunities to expand cyber to include 
queer intimacies and subjectivities, disrupt binary logics of cyber 
securitisations, and challenge the boundaries of knowledge pro
duction in and on cybersecurity. Ultimately, the article’s interven
tion for queering cyber scholarship invites further exploration and 
contemplation for reimagining cybersecurity otherwise.
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Introduction

Scholarship on cybersecurity has long been dominated by technical perspectives focused 
narrowly on threats and vulnerabilities, while largely overlooking the human context and 
social dynamics within which cybersecurity operates. However, more recently, an emerging 
body of critical and feminist scholarship within and beyond International Relations (IR) 
has developed to challenge dominant militarised and technified perspectives of cyberse
curity (Brown and Pytlak 2020; Dwyer Andrew et al. 2022; Mhajne and Henshaw 2024b; 
Mhajne, Luna, and Whetstone 2021; Millar and Shires 2024; Millar, Shires, and Tropina  
2021; Slupska 2019). Drawing from and extending these critical approaches, we propose 
a creative intervention of queering cybersecurity, to unsettle narrow perspectives that 
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dominate prevalent disciplinary accounts. Our goal is to ‘queer’ cybersecurity – to expose 
and transgress the gendered, racialised, and cisheteronormative frames implicated in 
practices of cybersecurity, and engage in a broader exploration of the intricacies and 
complexities embedded within the frameworks of knowledge related to cyber 
technologies.1Just as queering IR is ‘not about making IR queer as if it weren’t already’ 
(Wilcox 2014, 612), our exercise in queering cybersecurity is similarly about making 
explicit the queerness already installed in cybersecurity – that it is always already con
stituted by gender, sexuality, race, and other normativities, and that it is always already fluid 
and patently transgressive. We contemplate the plural visions and work that queer does by 
articulating it as a noun (i.e. attentive to the embodied experiences and identities of queer 
lives), a verb (i.e. to expose the taken-for-granted normativities and gendered, sexual power 
arrangements), and a logic (i.e. queerness constitutes everything) (Biddolph 2020, 408). For 
us, informed by queer scholarship within and beyond IR, queer is irreducible to LGBT 
politics or to matters exclusively concerning gender, sex, and sexuality (Giffney 2004). 
Attending to and centring queer people’s experiences of cybersecurity is an important part 
of our queer approach, but it is not the only aspect. In this vein, it is imperative to emphasise 
that our queer approach does not abstract and strip queer from the lived realities of queer 
people, nor do we deploy queer as mere metaphor that disembodies it from specific social 
and material contexts (Stoffel and Roland Birkvad 2023, 861–863). Instead, recognising the 
concrete social relations that shape queer experiences of the digital, we centre these along
side queer analyses and critiques of cyber-normativities. The queer perspective we adopt 
shares a poststructural commitment to deconstruction but moves beyond poststructural
ism through an equally important commitment to the (gendered and sexual) fluidities and 
pluralities that encompass the social world (Namaste 1994).

Our queer approach to cybersecurity, accordingly, reflects and extends feminist and 
postcolonial approaches (Mhajne and Henshaw 2024b). It does so by retaining 
a suspicion and criticality of the exclusionary assumptions and practices that dominate 
cybersecurity discourse and policies, such as its erasure of gender-based harms and its 
colonial hierarchies. We adopt a queer approach that sees gender and sexuality as 
interconnected with race, coloniality, class, and other vectors of power and experience 
that can and ought to be queered (Alexander 1994; Cohen 1997). Our queer perspective 
also embodies an antinormative, transgressive position, one that goes beyond feminist 
and postcolonial cybersecurity scholarship in IR to ask what it might mean to abandon 
the disciplining and securitising logics of cybersecurity,2 and their attendant violent 
effects. As we elaborate throughout this article, these violent effects manifest in multiple 
ways, both online and offline. These include the intensification of surveillance systems 
that specifically target racialised and gendered bodies, the predatory digitisation of 
carceral systems that disproportionally impact marginalised communities, and the 
deployment of national security frameworks that render insecure the very populations 
they claim to protect. To be clear, our queering of cybersecurity is therefore a critique and 
rejection of cybersecurity as violent discourse and practice, rather than a project seeking 
queer inclusion within cybersecurity policies. Moreover, our queer approach decentres 
the white, global North, capitalist, straight, cismale cyber subject, and recentres the queer, 
subaltern outlaw as both cyber subject and cyber transgressor.

In this article, we follow Mhajne and Henshaw’s definition of cybersecurity, 
‘referring to the security of digital systems, infrastructure, information, and data as 
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well as the human security of those who interact through and within the digital space’ 
(2024, 15). While Mhajne and Henshaw work with this definition at the scholarly and 
policy level, our own approach departs from a policy-focused analysis. As such, 
adopting a broad working definition allows us to push the boundaries of what 
could and might be classified as a question of cybersecurity, including the potentially 
violent, securitising moves this broadening would enable. Thus, the empirical exam
ples we identify throughout this article do not reflect conventional cybersecurity 
concerns (e.g. cyber war, attacks on national cyber capabilities). Rather, we include 
examples of the patriarchal, homo- and transphobic, racist, and capitalist violences of 
cybersecurity as it manifests through artificial intelligence (AI), surveillance, and 
other forms of digital politics (see also Mhajne and Henshaw 2024b). We do not 
seek to securitise these areas of digital politics, noting that securitisation is a violent 
process that necessarily demarcates subjects and objects as variously (un)worthy of 
security and others as targets of securitised intervention. Rather, we do so in order to 
move beyond current critical cybersecurity scholarship, to provide a conceptual 
queering that broadens who and what constitutes cyber politics. So, while we define 
cybersecurity here, we offer this definition as a starting point and a springboard for 
considering how queer perspectives might challenge existing assumptions about what 
cybersecurity is, and the various subjects and objects that are brought into being by 
cybersecurity discourses and practices.

This article makes two significant contributions to the field of critical security studies. 
The first is conceptual in nature, as the article introduces insights from queer theory and 
queer scholarship in IR to critical perspectives on cybersecurity. This allows for 
a necessary engagement with the rich body of scholarship in queer studies along with 
the concomitant diversity of perspectives towards an area in security studies that has only 
recently begun to incorporate more critical perspectives. The second contribution of this 
article is the proposal of a queer cybersecurity research agenda aimed at addressing 
systemic silences insufficiently addressed in critical cybersecurity scholarship on matters 
of gender and sexuality. This adds to the broad landscape of critical perspectives in 
security studies and specifically paves the way for future research on cybersecurity driven 
by a ‘queer intellectual curiosity’ (Weber 2016), with the potential to extend, broaden, 
and reframe current ways of understanding and thinking about cybersecurity.

Our article is structured as follows. In the next section, we provide a brief literature review 
of critical cybersecurity scholarship and queer IR, situating our contribution as one that 
speaks to these two literatures, but also places them in conversation to ask what queer 
perspectives might offer to and for cybersecurity studies. The remaining sections of the 
article present our queer cybersecurity research agenda, which entails three main orienta
tions. First, we explore the experiences of queer people in cyberspace, including both 
generative and violent encounters that enable spaces for queer flourishing, but also 
insecurity.3Second, we trace the power of antinormative cybersecurity, an approach which 
disrupts the cyber status quo and finds ways of queering, hacking, and glitching the system. 
Third, we scrutinise the cisheterosexist, colonial, racist, anthropocentric, and neoliberal 
capitalist foundations of cybersecurity. Finally, by way of conclusion, we reiterate the value 
of queering cybersecurity and propose this alternative research agenda for broadening, 
disrupting, and reimagining cybersecurity otherwise. Engaging in thinking otherwise is 
a necessary counter to the violent status quo of cybersecurity scholarship and practice. It 
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offers alternative imaginaries for experiencing and/or rejecting cybersecurity, grounded in the 
lived realities of queer, racialised, and subaltern communities.

(Critical) cybersecurity and queer international relations

In recent years, critical cybersecurity scholarship has emphasised the necessity of shifting 
towards more social and human-centred understandings of cybersecurity that extend 
beyond state prerogatives to encompass a broader range of vulnerabilities experienced by 
communities across social worlds. Significantly, the critical turn has included important 
feminist contributions to cybersecurity that have established the relevance of gender to 
identifying the differential harms and inequalities in relation to cybersecurity practices 
and discourses (Brown and Pytlak 2020; Mhajne and Henshaw 2024a; Mhajne and 
Whetstone 2021; Millar, Shires, and Tropina 2021; Slupska et al. 2021). These perspec
tives bring feminist insights to cybersecurity both by arguing for the expansion of 
cybersecurity into spaces of prevailing policy practices related to gender-based violence 
(Whetstone and Luna 2024) as well as by highlighting the importance of recentring 
intimate, personal, and everyday spaces as legitimate sites for consideration in studies 
and practices of cybersecurity (Meuller 2023; Mhajne, Luna, and Whetstone 2021; 
Slupska 2019). While this remains a rich burgeoning area of scholarship, we argue that 
incorporating queer approaches can further illuminate the existing harms faced by queer 
people and marginalised groups, which remain largely unacknowledged even within 
critical cybersecurity studies.

Additionally, an important contribution to expanding state-centric conceptions of 
cybersecurity has been the recognition that cybersecurity cannot be reduced to a binary 
conceptualisation as either an exclusively technical or social phenomenon. Rather, it is 
increasingly understood as a ‘work-in-progress’ (C. Stevens 2020, 133) involving complex 
interactions between technological systems, social processes, and political dynamics and 
therefore challenging the purported neutrality and objectivity of technical cybersecurity 
knowledge and practices (Cristiano 2018). Considering the lack of agreement about what 
cybersecurity is and how it should be governed, critical scholarship emphasises the 
‘ontological politics’ of cybersecurity, meaning the ways in which cybersecurity dis
courses and practices actively produce certain realities while foreclosing others 
(Liebetrau and Kjærgaard Christensen 2021). This opens up space for examining how 
cybersecurity discourses and practices may reinforce or challenge existing power rela
tions, allowing for greater interdisciplinary engagement to help unpack the normative 
assumptions and political effects of cybersecurity in specific contexts.

A crucial area of engagement has emerged that also highlights the importance of plural 
perspectives beyond Eurocentric universalisms to deconstruct dominant rationalities, 
and challenge power structures. Scholars have, for instance, applied a decolonial lens to 
identify racial hierarchies in cybersecurity expertise that valorise Western knowledge 
while marginalising perspectives from the Global South (Mumford and Shires 2023). 
Similarly, questioning Eurocentric paradigms, scholars have also interrogated the ways in 
which cybersecurity capacity building frameworks tend to reproduce North-South 
inequalities (Hurel 2022). While usefully broadening the conversation, these critical 
perspectives still overlook the unique cybersecurity challenges faced by queer commu
nities. Specifically, these include heightened vulnerability to online harassment, 
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surveillance, and censorship that disproportionately impact queer expression, further 
emphasising the critical need for insights that queer theory could bring to reimagining 
cybersecurity.

As Dwyer Andrew et al. (2022) argue, rather than isolating or bringing forth a singular 
‘critical cybersecurity’, scholarship should ’reflect, discuss, and stretch the complexities of 
cybersecurity’ as a contested concept (3). A queer broadening is vital to this project. It can 
help de-essentialise and decentre the universal, abstract, hegemonic frameworks implicit 
in much cybersecurity research and reorient attention to embodied, situated experiences 
of (in)security at the intersection of gender, sexuality, race, geography, and other axes of 
identity and oppression.

Our article also speaks to a growing body of Queer IR scholarship, a diverse agenda that 
emerged out of, builds upon, and (sometimes) challenges existing critical, feminist, and 
postcolonial approaches to global politics. Broadly conceived, Queer IR analyses how 
normativities of all kinds, but particularly those related to gender, sex, sexuality, race, 
nation, class, religion, and caste, constitute the international (see for e.g. Díaz Calderón  
2021; Manchanda 2015; Rao 2020; Richter-Montpetit 2017; Richter-Montpetit and Weber  
2017; Sjoberg 2017; Weber 2016; Wilcox 2014; Wilkinson 2017). Queer IR ‘has demon
strated how sex(uality) connects to international politics, identifying, for instance, the 
sexualised logics through which international security works and how security discourses 
often rest upon gendered – sexualised – racialised constructions about what/who needs 
protection and what/who is a threat’ (Cooper-Cunningham 2022, 10). It is not within the 
scope of our article to provide a comprehensive literature review of this scholarship (see 
instead Richter-Montpetit and Weber 2017), but rather to consider how cybersecurity 
might be queered, and contribute to a new area of Queer IR scholarship. We have yet to 
encounter Queer IR analyses of cybersecurity,4 at least according to a widely accepted 
understanding of cybersecurity, which fixates on digital systems and networks, and the 
state-centric securitising moves and threats that emanate from this ‘lawless frontier’. But 
when our understanding of what constitutes cybersecurity is broadened to include tech
nologies such as AI, data, and digital surveillance, we can identify contributions from Queer 
IR that ostensibly form the foundations for queering cybersecurity.

Queer IR scholars have, for instance, taken drone warfare as a subject of analysis (Clark  
2018, 2019; Daggett 2015). While again, we might consider drones outside the remit of 
a typical definition of cybersecurity, a queer approach asks that we broaden this conceptua
lisation and consider how drones – as a complex enmeshment of non-human material, digital 
technology and human inputs – are examples of lethal cybersecurity practices waging direct 
violence on people. Queer analyses have exposed the ‘gendered and racialized assumptions’ 
that are encoded into drone warfare so that particular people and populations are rendered 
threats (Wilcox 2017, 21). Moreover, categories such as race, age, and gender, when pro
grammed into drone algorithms, assume a ‘supposed perfectibility’ (24) that cannot compute 
gender, for example, as anything other than a binary reality. Queer IR scholars have also 
scrutinised the transphobic and Islamophobic practices of full body scanners in airports, 
a form of (in)security that relies on a similar entanglement of human input, technological 
hardware, algorithm, and coding that surveils bodies and marks them as variously safe or 
risky (Shepherd and Sjoberg 2012; R. Hall 2015; Wilcox 2015; see also Puar 2018). A queer 
analysis reveals how trans people ‘are produced as deviant in the airport security assemblage 
not just because they do not conform to gendered expectations, but because they do not 
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conform to the state’s desire to regulate bodies as fixed and unchanging, a desire that is 
undermined by the trans- disruption of the state’s assumption of bodies and genders as fixed 
and immutable’ (Wilcox 2015, 106; see also Currah and Mulqueen 2011).

In this article, we therefore situate our contribution within Queer IR and critical 
cybersecurity scholarship, recognising that for the former, there are opportunities to 
focus on cybersecurity as an analytical site, and that for the latter, queer perspectives 
could be brought to bear and extend existing feminist, postcolonial, and posthuman 
contributions. However, staying within disciplinary IR is insufficient for developing 
queer analyses of cybersecurity. In what follows, we propose an alternative queer 
cybersecurity agenda that draws on feminist, crip, critical race, decolonial, abolitionist, 
Indigenous, and queer perspectives to digital politics, in addition to the treatment of 
cyberspace and technology from disciplinary IR. In drawing from a wide scope of such 
anti-racist and anti-colonial scholarship we emphasise our proposed research agenda’s 
commitment to interrogating the power relations and structures that inform current 
scholarship and practice on what counts as cybersecurity. By engaging with these distinct 
but often interrelated bodies of work, each of which offer rich, profound, liberatory 
critiques, we envision the work of ‘queering’ as the building of a compendium of tools 
that invite further engagement and critique within critical cybersecurity scholarship.

Queering cybersecurity: an alternative research agenda

Queering cybersecurity allows for a multitude of research possibilities. In this article, we 
identify three core contributions of a queer cybersecurity research agenda. However, we 
note that these are not the only avenues for queer research in this space. As we reflect in 
the conclusion, further research to expand this agenda could include a focus on queering 
cyber infrastructures, or the queering of cybersecurity policies and strategies. In what 
follows, we present what we believe are three essential elements or orientations of the 
research agenda we develop in this article. First, we argue that queering cybersecurity 
must situate and centre queer people as embodied, agential subjects of cybersecurity. 
Second, we put forward a queer approach to cybersecurity that challenges the various 
cyber normativities we explore throughout the article, by glitching the system. Finally, we 
propose that such a research agenda must also challenge and disrupt the cisheterosexist, 
racist, colonial, anthropocentric, capitalist, and militarist assumptions that underpin 
cybersecurity practices and theorising.

Queer subjects and/in cybersecurity

Queer people are subjected to the cisheterosexist and transphobic violence of cyberse
curity. But they are also cyber agents, and the digital realm can be a site of queer activism, 
desire, and intimacy, even while it is also a site of violence (Cockayne and Richardson  
2019, 13). The queer approach to cybersecurity we develop in this article owes much to 
existing feminist contributions, which have identified the gendered harms and inequal
ities of cybersecurity and the cyber realm (Brown and Pytlak 2020; Mhajne, Luna, and 
Whetstone 2021; Millar, Shires, and Tropina 2021). Mhajne, Luna, and Whetstone 
(2021, 2), for example, argue that women and girls are frequently subjected to cyber 
abuse including ‘gender-based slurs and harassment, nonconsensual photography, 
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defamation, death threats and rape threats, mob attacks, hate speech, stalking, unsolicited 
pornography, online impersonation, spying, and sexual surveillance’. Scholars from 
feminist and queer surveillance studies have also cautioned against the misuse of 
technologies that specifically target racialised and gendered bodies through the intensi
fication of security and surveillance practices that (re)create the conditions of possibility 
for further enabling ‘systemic forms of discrimination’ (Dubrofsky and Magnet 2015, 16; 
see also Okafor 2022, 10). This similarly affects members of the LGBTQIA+ community, 
who may face ‘threats . . . such as being outed as a trans or queer person, image-based 
sexual abuse, and misogynistic trolling’ (Slupska et al. 2021, 4). In Iran, for example, 
queer bloggers have faced homophobic trolling (Shakhsari 2012, 28), while in China, lala 
feminists have faced trolling from Chinese cyber nationalists (Dian 2024, 462).5 As 
feminist and queer perspectives reveal, these online violences cannot be separated from 
their ‘offline’ forms (Brown and Pytlak 2020, 6).

Moreover, cyber threats that do not necessarily target marginalised groups, never
theless subject them to different and compounded experiences. Internet shutdowns can 
jeopardise the safety, economic situation, and education of many in precarious positions 
(Brown and Pytlak 2020, 9), often including people of colour, queer, trans, disabled, and 
poor folk. Personal data breaches can also have particularly detrimental effects. For 
example, when medical records are leaked or breached, ‘people with the ability to become 
pregnant may be particularly affected by the publication of their reproductive history, 
while LGBTQ+ people’s lives, livelihoods and well-being may be endangered through 
publication, and involuntary “outing”, of their identities’ (Millar, Shires, and Tropina  
2021, 46; see also Mhajne and Henshaw 2024a, 13; Brown and Pytlak 2020, 12–13; Okafor  
2022, 73). These existent harms faced by queer and marginalised groups are rarely 
acknowledged in cybersecurity studies, even from critical scholarship, and are certainly 
rarely ‘considered in existing cybersecurity threat models’ (Slupska et al. 2021, 4). If the 
cyber subject is defined as state-centric and male-dominated, then it is hardly surprising 
that these gendered harms rarely feature in cybersecurity policy and practice.

Gendered harms intersect with homophobic, transphobic, racist, classist, and ableist 
violences (Tacheva and Ramasubramanian 2023, 3). Both mainstream and critical cyber
security scholarship are overwhelmingly silent on these matters, a silence that prompts us 
to develop this queer research agenda. We therefore turn to feminist, queer, crip, and 
anti-racist technoscience and digital studies that have done much to problematise the 
intersectional violences of technology. AI and algorithmic biases are two areas which 
have received sustained scrutiny from these critical bodies of scholarship. Berg (2022, 2) 
notes that machine learning and algorithms increasingly support data collection and do 
this identification for us, which risks reinforcing the cis-heteronormative assumptions of 
those who designed these systems, in a sense automatizing gender, sex, and sexuality 
binaries in intersection with oppressions that relate to race, citizenship, and ability (see 
also Guyan 2022). Hall and Clapton similarly interrogate the ‘(cis)gendered, sexualised, 
and racialised’ biases of AI in the context of European Union immigration and border 
governance (2021, 2–3). Such biases have meant that for queer migrants, the bureau
cracies and surveilling practices of border control have ‘material consequences on their 
legal status and deportability’, requiring ‘racialized, sexed, and gendered migrants’ to 
navigate the labours and risks of digital engagement (Rachdi 2024, 188–190). Who 
creates and programs AI and algorithms matters. When AI is designed by and for the 
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cishetero white man, it embeds white supremacist, cisheterosexist biases and assump
tions into its code (Elwood 2021, 213; Slupska et al. 2021, 2). This has resulted in ‘Facial 
recognition software [that] struggles to recognise people of color; voice recognition [that] 
struggles to respond to women’s voices or non-North American accents; photos of 
anyone standing in a kitchen are labelled as women; people’s bail is denied because 
a programme decided that a woman of colour was more likely to reoffend than a white 
woman’ (Acheson 2020, 12). Unsurprisingly these technologies – integrated into social 
welfare, healthcare, and the criminal justice system – target ‘the poor . . . LGBTQ+, [B] 
lack and [I]ndigenous people[s]’ as threats or criminals for whom cybersecurity renders 
insecure, in order to make select groups secure (Varon and Peña 2021, 18; see also 
Benjamin 2019, 1).

A queer approach to cybersecurity unsettles the taken-for-granted violences that are 
embedded in and integral to cybersecurity practices, including who constitutes the cyber 
subject to be protected. Drawing on contributions from Queer IR, we develop and 
advocate for queering cybersecurity because queer as a theory, methodology, and orien
tation seeks to dismantle ‘heterosexual, heteronormative, cis-gendered, homonormative, 
homophobic, and trans*phobic assumptions, orders, and institutions’ (Weber 2014, 598). 
Queer approaches problematise how some subjects, objects, and practices are rendered 
‘normal’ and others ‘perverse’, and this binary, reinscribed through gendered, sexual, 
racial, and other markers, similarly manifests in the designs, policies, and scholarship on 
cybersecurity. Dominant approaches to cybersecurity render people of colour, women, 
queer, trans, disabled, and poor folk insecure based on the prioritisation of national 
security that excludes the extensive scope of human experience (Deibert 2018). A queer 
approach asks who figures as human, as cyber, and as worthy of cyber protection, who is 
excluded from these conceptions, ‘as well as a search for the possibilities of life for bodies 
who fail to inhabit normative conceptions’ of the human in cyber scholarship and 
practice (Wilcox 2014, 615).

Queering cybersecurity also involves challenging violation-centric language, to con
sider how queer people are also cyber agents and activists. Queer theory disrupts 
depictions of cyber users ‘predicated on a rational, privileged, and able-bodied man’ 
(Dwyer Andrew et al. 2022, 2–3). Instead, it recentres queer, marginalised, and subaltern 
experiences, and that cybersecurity and digital politics are also occupied by queer, unruly, 
and uncontained bodies. To begin this broadening of who constitutes the cyber subject, 
we turn to feminist analyses of hacker spaces. These have troubled the notion that 
technical virtuosity and the ability to ‘hack’ supersede categories of gender, race, sexu
ality, class, and ability, as this disregards the shifting privileges distributed across a range 
of different individuals (Toupin 2014). The embodied, feminist, queer politics of feminist 
hackspaces strives to build ‘communities of care, solidarity and critical empowerment in 
order to undercut tech’s “old boys” club’ with an intersectional and technologically 
oriented understanding of cyberfeminism’ (Voigt 2023, 162). In her exploration of 
feminist hackspaces, Voigt highlights the ‘collaborative “world-making” practice and 
political strategy’ (Voigt 2023, 164) of feminist hackspaces that seek to ‘counter the 
notion of commercially developed technologies built on certainty and predictability with 
collaborative, constantly changing, and diverse imaginaries of futures’ (Voigt 2023, 172). 
Consequently, feminist hackspaces empower a wider, more inclusive, and intersectional 
collective that have greater access and right to the city. This echoes the sentiment of 
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feminist intersectional approaches to cybersecurity that advocate for a greater under
standing of the diverse experiences of cyberspace, making a ‘one-size-fits-all policy’ 
untenable, especially in conflict-affected contexts where lived experiences of individuals 
other than cis-male and white makes them uniquely vulnerable (Mhajne, Luna, and 
Whetstone 2021, 4). The example of lala activists in China discussed earlier is emblematic 
of the ways queer communities of ‘friendship-based solidarity’ offers a ‘form [of] 
resistance in dark times marked by the strengthening of authoritarian hegemony and 
polarized cyber discourses’ (Dian 2024, 463). For lala feminists who face the onslaught of 
misogynistic and queerphobic trolling from ultra-nationalist groups and individuals in 
China, queer activism (both on and offline) provides a means of care and resistance.

Queering these subjectivities extends existing feminist approaches that interrogate 
questions of epistemology and knowledge production and decentre the techno- 
militaristic securitising imaginations of white/cis/male security practitioners, engineers, 
and technical experts (Foley and Basu 2024). Indeed, our approach suggests moving 
beyond these technified and professionalised subjects to consider how queering cyberse
curity might also extend to queer digital spaces, intimacies, and activisms (Cockayne, 
Leszczynski, and Zook 2017, 1120). Queer digital geographers have analysed platforms 
and apps such as Grindr, to explore how cyberspace can be a site where queer ‘users can 
experience and negotiate shame, desire and intimacy’ (Bonner-Thompson 2023, 6). 
When both offline and online worlds are sources of homophobic and transphobic 
violence, ‘for many LGBTQ people digital systems are also necessary for everyday 
survival’ (Cockayne and Richardson 2019, 13). For instance, ‘computer-literate urban 
Iranian queers who have access to the internet. . . may find a community through 
connecting to others in cyberspace’, such as through queer blogs and magazines 
(Shakhsari 2012, 20). In another example, queer Nigerian software developers have 
created an app called QTalk, ‘Nigeria’s first social and counselling mobile app for the 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex, and queer [LGBTIQ+] community’ (QTalk 
cited in Okafor 2022, 76). In other words, while cautious not to idealise or fetishise the 
digital realm (Nguyen 2003, 300), queer scholars note ‘the possibilities for solidarities, 
self-determination, affirming and protecting Black, queer and trans life amidst material, 
structural and epistemological violence’ (Elwood 2021, 212).

We are cautious not to romanticise queer experiences of digitality, however, noting that 
these glimpses of queer survival and joy occur in the context of broader physical and cyber 
violences. As Shakhsari (2012, 33) writes, referring to the example of Iranian queers, ‘[e]ven 
as [some might] find the Internet crucial to their livelihood and liberation, other queers in 
Iran may translate an online presence into being “outed” and exposed to new regulatory 
and disciplinary measures’. And crucially, as is evident across the world, but particularly 
pronounced during Israel’s intensified genocide in Gaza since October 2023, we cannot 
‘overlook’ in our identifying of queer digitality, ‘the material effects of violence (such as 
military intervention) on bodies that are effected by online and offline practices’ (Shakhsari  
2012, 34). Israel’s genocide in Gaza has been a sobering reminder of the power of social 
media to communicate the horrors of the genocide in the face of inaction and denial. For 
queer Palestinians in Gaza, the site ‘Queering the Map’ (queeringthemap.com) offers 
a platform to share queer connection, hope, and despair (see also Berg 2022, 2). In one 
submission, a queer Palestinian writes: ‘Idk how long I will live so I just want this to be my 
memory here before I die . . . My biggest regret is not kissing this one guy. He died two days 
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back. We had told how much we like each other and I was too shy to kiss last time. He died 
in the bombing. I think a big part of me died too. And soon I will be dead. To younus, i will 
kiss you in heaven’ (O’Neal 2023; Queering The Map n.d.).

Queer perspectives recentre these stories and queer people as both violated and 
agential subjects of cybersecurity. These are the stories erased from cybersecurity policies 
and scholarship. We argue that such omissions occur because of the cisheterosexist, 
colonial and racist assumptions and hierarchies that underpin cybersecurity, which we 
elaborate on in the third section. Queering not only allows us to identify and challenge 
these violences but also offers subversive possibilities through glitch-thinking, 
a discussion to which we now turn.

Queering and glitching the system

In this section, inspired by queer, feminist, and Black media studies, we turn to the 
subversive potential of glitch-thinking. By embracing queer, feminist, anti-racist, and 
anti-colonial practices and renderings of cybersecurity, we highlight the importance of 
infiltrating, interrupting, and discomfiting the status quo. We understand glitch to mean 
a moment of entropic possibility that fractures into multifarious prospects of ‘being and 
becoming’ (Russell 2020, 11). We support our critique by suggesting a queer ‘glitching’ of 
the system and extend our propositions in this developing research agenda to reassess the 
myriad binaries, violences, subjectivities, and problematic securitisations coded in cyber
security practices in the other two sections of our analysis. In other words, by queering 
cybersecurity, we propose to glitch the systemic ordering of knowledge production in 
cybersecurity studies through a queer epistemological and methodological orientation.

Glitches in cyber systems point to the moments of error, slippage, and dysfunction that 
redirect attention to the ‘material base of digital events’ (Nakamura 2013). A glitch, through its 
malfunction, makes visible the ‘inner structure’ of these systems, revealing the ‘ghostly con
ventionality of the forms’ that resonate with the normativities these cyber technologies inscribe 
(Goriunova and Shulgin 2008, 114). In this moment of revelation, the glitch opens the 
possibility of exploration and critique, ‘as a methodological point of departure – a nexus of 
emerging perspectives’ (Kayser 2021, 1157). A glitch posits a vision of alterity and ruptures the 
hegemony of systems that are ‘singularly codified’ (Menkman 2011, 26). Just as queerness 
defects from the rationalised schematics that perpetuate the oppressive totalities of dominant 
systems (Luchkiw 2016, 4), a glitch in its moment of abjection can ‘infiltrate, make dirty, and 
ultimately put pressure on the norms and ideals’ (Sundén 2016, 1; see also Rachdi 2024, 186) 
that reproduce the prevailing exclusions of cybersecurity. Importantly, our proposition is not to 
suggest a fixed approach, as a queer methodology revels in the possibilities of plurality (Warner  
2004) but to offer a creative reshaping of our own approach to research in cybersecurity that 
enables us to recognise the transformative potential of queer thinking, both in the ways in which 
we view our subjects and ourselves as researchers (Ashford 2009, 310).

Drawing inspiration from Russell’s celebratory exploration of glitch politics, where 
‘embracing the glitch’ is considered a ‘participatory action that challenges the status quo’ 
(2020, 11), we also recognise its potential of generating ‘ways of doing or being that 
dominant digital-social orders are aligned to render impossible, unspeakable and even 
unimaginable – but that have long existed anyway’ (Elwood 2021, 213). Moreover, through 
our interventions of queering cybersecurity, we hope to introduce ‘positive irregularities’ 
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into dominant knowledge systems that can guide us towards alternative frameworks and 
propitious futures (Russell 2020, 13–14). Thus, our queer reading can serve as a double 
move, as both ‘critically revealing and (re)building’ (Elwood 2021, 214).

Bringing glitch thinking to cybersecurity studies invites necessary reflection on the 
politics of cybersecurity research that can open possibilities of heterodox thinking that 
‘trouble’ (Bellanova, Lindskov Jacobsen, and Monsees 2020) prevailing patterns of mean
ing-making. An important step towards this involves exposing and dismantling the 
sedimented practices of knowledge production within cybersecurity studies. As much 
as queering cybersecurity calls for greater attention to the otherwise marginalised and 
trivialised effects of digital technologies on queer, trans, Black/Brown, disabled, and 
classed bodies, these interventions need to also acknowledge the marginalisation of 
their experiences not just as objects of study but also as speaking, embodied subjects. 
This means challenging the disembodied knowledge produced by cybersecurity experts 
that tend to idealise the white/cis/hetero masculine as the legitimate ‘knower’ of 
cybersecurity.6 By acknowledging the epistemological premise of the situatedness of 
knowledge, we can proffer queer, feminist, and anti-racist epistemologies as a queer 
disruption that ‘disorients and creates a new slant’ (Ahmed 2006, 166) in the taken-for- 
granted, universalised narratives of cybersecurity. More practically, this involves inter
rogating the intersecting effects of gender, race, and sexuality in what is regarded as 
legitimate cybersecurity expertise. Our interventions on the current exclusionary 
dynamics of knowledge production complement and extend recent critiques of the 
‘racial-epistemic hierarchies’ (Mumford and Shires 2023) in cybersecurity expert com
munities and encourage a queer attentiveness that invites us to embrace more expansive 
and nuanced ways of doing research and producing knowledge.

Another scarcely acknowledged aspect of the politics of knowledge production in 
cybersecurity studies is the alluring effect of cyber itself, that is, the construction of cyber 
as a brand that ‘attracts funding, pay packets, and investment’ (Dwyer Andrew et al. 2022, 
14). Cybersecurity operates as a profitable industry that thrives on the commodification 
of security products and services, inevitably tying it to state and corporate interests that 
shape the dominance of specific insecurities in narratives of cybersecurity. The market- 
driven nature of cybersecurity (and its overlaps with the techno-military-industrial- 
academic complex coupled with the neoliberalisation of universities and funding agen
cies) has also compelled the need for ‘marketable’ research that can meet the priorities of 
funding agencies and corporations preoccupied with market impacts within prevailing 
paradigms of security thinking (Smart 2016, 464–465; see also Planqué-van Hardeveld  
2023). Invariably, these prevailing arrangements rarely acknowledge the insecurities and 
intimacies of those bodies deviating from the normativities and orthodoxies embedded 
within established cybersecurity practices. Creative collaborations that bring together 
multiple curiosities across disciplines, practices, and assumptions can attend to the 
diverse cultural, social, and technological literacies required of a more expansive cyber
security research agenda. Envisioning alternative ways of meaning-making can allow for 
collaborations between practitioners, artists, and academics (see L. Hall et al. 2022) to 
initiate more heterodox projects of deciphering cyber technologies. To be sure, then, 
a queer commitment transgresses prevailing dynamics of the ‘authoritarian order of 
knowledge production, bringing it into crisis’ (Luchkiw 2016, 10), while also progressing 
a more compelling, encompassing narrative of our social world.
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Glitch thinking also offers valuable possibilities for queer critique. Specifically, it 
enables critiques of cybernormativities or the ‘techno quo’ (Benjamin 2019, 12) allowing 
questions on what cyber worlds and utopias might replace these violent arrangements. 
On the first task of critique, we reveal through the previous and following sections the 
exclusions and vulnerabilities of cybersecurity as it is currently practiced and understood, 
particularly for those gendered, sexual, and racialised bodies who do not fit or refuse to 
conform to conceptions of cybersecurity and its referent subjects. Queer approaches 
from IR and beyond have been critical in ‘disrupting the modes of power that orient 
normative institutions and encounters . . . [including] the gendered and sexualised logics 
embedded in all social relations’ (Biddolph 2020, 408–409; see also Richter-Montpetit 
and Weber 2017, 2). We ask, along with critical cybersecurity scholars, how we can 
conduct cybersecurity scholarship in ways that ‘destabilize power structures and chal
lenge inequalities . . . even if this means undoing the narratives of cybersecurity’ (Dwyer 
Andrew et al. 2022, 23; emphasis in original). This approach is anti-normative (Browne 
and Nash 2010, 7) and urges scholars and practitioners who cultivate cybersecurity 
knowledge to always question the embodied, political, and violent effects of cyber 
practices. We therefore argue that a queer cybersecurity research agenda must ‘trans
gress, disrupt . . . what is normal’ (Cockayne and Richardson 2017, 1643) so that we may 
pave the way for alternative, more liberatory cyber presents and futures. It is this second 
task, then, of replacing cybersecurity practices with more queer, feminist, and anti-racist 
ones, that provides opportunities for reimagining cyber knowledges. The task of dream
ing new cyber utopias involves ‘produc[ing] a messy, speculative, and unpredictable 
method’ (Chatterjee 2023, 2). As Benjamin writes: ‘The task . . . is to challenge not only 
forms of discriminatory design in our inner and outer lives, but to work with others to 
imagine and create alternatives to the techno quo . . . as part of a larger struggle to 
materialize collective freedoms and flourishing’ (2019, 12, emphases in original). We do 
not have all (or even any) of the answers to what this speculative, queerer future for 
cybersecurity looks like, but we suggest one way this might manifest is through queering/ 
glitching the system.

Gender, sexuality, and the coloniality of cyberspace: queering digital territories, 
bodies, and securities

Following our queer analysis of cyber subjectivities and our proposal of queering/glitch
ing the system, we explore the intersections of gender, sexuality, and coloniality in 
cyberspace, to interrogate the ways in which this shapes the conception of cybersecurity 
itself. Central to this inquiry is the recognition that cybersecurity, widely understood as 
the projection and implementation of security with respect to cyberspace (Shires and 
Smeets 2016), is shaped by the spatial connotations of cyberspace.7Through spatial 
metaphors and spatialising discourses informed by ‘culturally specific imaginaries and 
spatialized practices’ (Dwyer Andrew et al. 2022, 14), cybersecurity is primarily con
ceived through the lens of static, territorial rigidities and apprehended as an exercise of 
national security. Indeed, this has facilitated more than a figurative spatiality where 
‘states have imposed territorial order on cyberspace by insisting that respect for national 
borders be built into internet protocols and ecommerce’ (Herrera 2016, 88). This 
tendency to remain parochial to state borders naturalises and obscures the gendered, 
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racialised, and sexualised nature of cyber spatio-temporalities. Furthermore, just as the 
specific disciplining capacities of spaces demarcated as territory ‘rely on gendered 
relationships of power’ (Wastl-Walter and Staeheli 2013, 151), cyber/digital/online 
spaces conceived within such frameworks remain constrained by the normative repro
duction of such capacities (Cockayne and Richardson 2017). Bringing queer perspectives 
to bear on the spatial entanglements of cybersecurity allows for recognising how cyber 
technologies structure and regulate the production of space through ‘the dichotomies 
that structure places as hetero and homosexual, public and private, and minority and 
universal’ (Cockayne and Richardson 2017, 1643). Furthermore, we recognise in these 
spatial entanglements the deep implication of the social dynamics of both offline and 
online spaces as well as the recognition that not all organisations of space/spatiality are 
experienced evenly, equally or uniformly (Marshall 2001).

Our critique of the normative spatio-temporalities of cyber technologies draws on 
feminist, queer, and Black geographers who complicate these technologies as messy and 
contradictory, complicit in the production of cisheteronormative/racialised/colonial 
space (Elwood 2021; Elwood and Leszczynski 2018; McKittrick and Peake 2005). This 
approach necessitates a shift beyond the narrow focus on state/national/technological 
security, to encompass what Katz (2001, 711) terms the ‘fleshy, messy, and indeterminate 
stuff of everyday life’. Recent feminist cybersecurity interventions have highlighted the 
importance of recentring intimate, personal, and everyday spaces as legitimate sites for 
consideration in mainstream studies on cybersecurity (Meuller 2023; Mhajne, Luna, and 
Whetstone 2021; Slupska 2019). Extending this trajectory, we advocate for a queer 
intervention that productively disrupts the geographical and spatial binaries embedded 
in current frames of thinking, which tend to privilege the national/global, state/infra
structural dimensions of cybersecurity. This resonates with the queer reimagining of 
space as envisioned in the ‘Queering the Map’ project referenced previously, which 
challenges cartographies of cyberspace that reinforce dominant power structures to 
instead reveal the potential for creating cyberspaces as digital commons unencumbered 
by traditional notions of borders, identity, or state authority (LaRochelle 2020). By 
embracing the rich tapestry of queer digital experiences and vulnerabilities we can 
recognise queer space as fundamentally relational and contingent, emerging through 
actions that negotiate and resist oppressive hierarchies. Thus, paying attention to ‘whose 
digital knowledges are considered “authentic” or “truthful” or whose knowledges con
stituted through digital practices come to dominate’ (Nash and Gorman-Murray 2019, 
38) can have important implications for how we come to understand the possibilities and 
limitations of cyberspace.

Moreover, these perspectives enrich our understanding of the historical context within 
which the scholarship of cybersecurity emerges, particularly the colonial logics of liber
tarian spatial conceptualisations of cyberspace in the early years of the Internet. The 
persistent imaginary of the ‘frontier’, used to describe cyber technologies, continues 
rehearsing those familiar ‘colonial violences captured within the capitalistic terrains’ 
that have facilitated the material, infrastructural, and embodied entanglements of these 
technologies (Byrd 2014, 57). Projecting features of land and geography onto cyberspace 
risks reproducing colonial/imperial imperatives, a critique frequently levied by 
Indigenous and other critical scholars of technology (see Gaertner 2016). Instead, chan
ging the narrative of land, property, and ownership to more relational approaches that 
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recognise how these technologies are embedded and operate within social relations 
enables a view of digital technologies that ‘stands in contrast to capitalist logic that 
dismisses all things digital as profitable, destroyable, servile resources’ (Cordes 2020, 
287). For Indigenous communities, this articulates a way of conceptualising digital spaces 
that allows them to ‘operate sovereignty in ways distinct from settler colonial notions of 
space and time’ (Cooper 2019, 502), thereby queering colonial frameworks of 
territoriality.

Similarly, we also draw on queer perspectives of temporality to conceptualise cyber- 
time. While cyber and digital technologies are often presented as ‘creating new, more 
efficient, time and space’ queer approaches to temporality challenge these notions 
(Bonner-Thompson 2023, 7) to recognise that ‘time is “out of joint”, “becoming” and 
multiply lived in ways that do not cohere with linear, universal time’ (Biddolph 2020, 
410). This involves troubling assumptions of teleological and transformative liberal 
progress often ascribed to cyber technologies. Instead, recalling cyber’s entanglements 
with multiple histories and how these continue to structure the current function of cyber 
technologies allows for a critical destabilising of their future-oriented temporalities. 
Attention should also be paid to how digital technologies (re)produce past violences, 
facilitating and exacerbating their grievances in the present day. Black and other scholars 
have confronted the enduring practices of commodifying, spectacularising, and violating 
Black bodies and lives increasingly mediated through the representation, archiving, and 
circulation of anti-Black violence enabled by digital technologies and platforms (see for 
e.g. Noble 2018; Sobande 2021; Sutherland 2023; Whyte 2022). Queering temporal 
imaginings of cyber technologies ‘complicates and contorts chrononormative imagin
aries’ (Cockayne and Richardson 2019, 18) and reveals the importance of examining ‘how 
forgotten, repressed, and lost pasts come back, are folded into the present and persist’ 
(16). Queering cyber spatio-temporalities marks an important shift in the epistemologi
cal space-time framings that inform current configurations of thinking.

Building on this spatio-temporal reconceptualisation, we turn our attention to cyber 
objects, proposing to redefine them as embodied, human-virtual (or ‘socio-technical’, 
Cristiano et al. 2024, 2–3) entanglements, and queer cyborgs. This approach, informed by 
feminist and crip technoscience, posthuman, and critical race theories illuminates the deeply 
human, ‘embodied and “embodying”’ (Wilcox 2017, 3, emphasis in original; see also Hamraie 
and Fritsch 2019) politics of cybersecurity. Notwithstanding a small body of critical cyberse
curity scholarship (Cristiano 2018; Dunn Cavelty and Wenger 2020; Dwyer 2023), very little 
has been written in IR on the embodied nature of cybersecurity. While we focus on 
cybersecurity objects, which are conventionally understood as the various software and 
hardware that underpin virtual systems and networks, much can be gleaned from feminist 
and queer IR scholarship that traces the embodied nature of drone warfare, robotic technol
ogy, soldier enhancements, and algorithms (Clark 2019, 2022; Daggett 2015; Manjikian 2014; 
Masters 2005; Wilcox 2017). These technologies will always already be ‘embodied in some 
combination of human and/or machine to be carried out. . . [as they] themselves cannot have 
meaning outside of the computer; the code must be embodied on a platform to acquire 
meaning’ (Wilcox 2017, 16). A queer approach emphasises this entangled corporeality of 
cybersecurity objects even as it acknowledges that human ideas and bodily configurations are 
not fixed or universal. Rather, they can be altered, disrupted, and queered, so that we might 
transform how we think and do cybersecurity.

14 S. BASU AND C. BIDDOLPH



Posthuman cybersecurity scholarship offers insights for how we might queer the 
(more-than-) human and agential politics of cybersecurity (Dwyer 2023; Fouad 2022). 
We follow a queer curiosity that blurs binaries between virtual and human cyber objects, 
and that keeps open the question of where ‘the human body end[s] and technology 
begin[s]’ (Van Doorn 2011, 536). Marlin-Bennett points to digital technologies like social 
media as a reminder of how cyber-tools allow us to ‘sense’, to be ‘hybrids’ or ‘cyber- 
humans’ (Marlin-Bennett 2013, 621; see also Marlin-Bennett 2016). Greene Wade, work
ing within and across radical Black feminist traditions, reimagines the virtual and 
physical activism of Black Lives Matter as a ‘virtual-physical assemblage[]’ where ‘viral 
blackness’ can flourish and enable ‘what Sylvia Winter describes as “new genres of being 
human”’ (Wade 2017, 34). These contributions expand the definition of cybersecurity 
objects as intimately entangled with and exceeding humanness.

The cyborg embodies the human-virtual entanglements we have discussed thus far 
(Cristiano 2018, 151). While predominantly theorised within feminist technoscience 
(Haraway 2016 [1985]; Jones 2018), the cyborg is queer and has much to offer in the 
way of rethinking cybersecurity objects. We do however, recognise the violent lineages of 
the cyborg within heterosexist, colonial, militarist, and capitalist systems (Haraway 2016 
[1985]; Nakamura 2014), and of the ways its queer ‘ambiguity’ risks ‘resubordinat[ing]’ 
‘other kinds of cyborgs, highly gendered and racialized workers mechanized and merged 
as interchangeable parts’ (Nguyen 2003, 300, 292). As Nguyen (2003, 302), argues, 
though, ‘this does not mean we may not simultaneously take some pleasure in our 
cyborgs and yet interrogate the conditions of their existence.’ We therefore also see the 
queer cyborg as a figure of cyber-utopia (Luchkiw 2016), potentially forging feminist or 
queer ‘techno-futures[s]’ (Jones 2018, 97–98; see also Jones 2023, 61; Nguyen 2003, 288). 
This queer reimagining of cybersecurity objects recognises the more-than-human agency 
of codes and software, of cybersecurity practices as human and embodied, opening up 
new possibilities for understanding and engaging with cyber technologies.

Finally, building on critical cybersecurity’s interventions on the ‘discursive positioning 
of threat and its resolution’ (Dwyer Andrew et al. 2022, 1; see also Dunn Cavelty 2019), 
our queer feminist abolitionist analysis challenges the cisheteronormative assumptions 
deeply embedded in cybersecurity frameworks. This illuminates the intricate ‘connec
tions and overlaps between the experiences of queers and other groups that experience 
marginalization and insecurity’ (Wilkinson 2021, 92), broadening our understanding of 
who is affected by and implicated in cybersecurity practices.

Feminist contributions to security studies have unmasked the gendered perceptions 
that typify what ‘counts’ as security, such as the ways in which mainstream security 
approaches tend to exclude violences that are deemed ‘personal’ (Enloe 1989). Queer 
critiques point to the precariousness of security as ‘not only gendered, but straight’ 
(Wilkinson 2017, 107). Paying keen attention to both alerts us to the violences of 
cyber securitisations and the way ‘the virtual intersects with security in ways that also 
contribute to the hyperbolicisation of security’ (Dillon 2003, 546), further perpetuat
ing and compounding insecurities for those bodies in ‘deviation from the racialised, 
ableist, embodied norms of gender’ (Wilkinson 2021, 97). This has manifested in the 
ways in which the securitisation of anti-queer violence distends along homonation
alist lines, with cyberspace a realm through which these normativities are upheld. 
This has resulted in, for example, ‘glorifications of the liberatory potentials of the 
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Internet [which] construct cyberspace as a haven for Iranian queers awaiting rescue 
within the liberatory and civilizational discourses of the war on terror’ (Shakhsari  
2012, 16–17).

Moreover, we take heed of necessary critiques that draw attention to security 
practices ‘founded on embedded cisprivilege’ (Shepherd and Sjoberg 2012, 20), to 
instead recognise that ‘a nuanced and sophisticated gendered theory of security 
needs to incorporate corporeality, including trans-corporeality’ (19). We propose 
a capacious queer perspective that also confronts the colonial legacies of security 
reflected in the ‘language of the Western-centric international order, feeding on 
a dichotomous representation of us versus them, reifying the colonial state as the 
lynchpin of the social order’ (Vernon 2022, 5). This connects with abolitionist 
critiques that emphasise how security operates in the context of state violence, 
with abolitionism committed to the ‘eradication of oppressive systems including, 
but not limited to, the abolition of prisons, immigration detention, policing, and 
other forms of state violence’ (Okechukwu 2021, 157). Cybersecurity scholarship is 
largely silent on the ways in which digital technologies uniquely intersect with 
security practices to produce tangible harms, vulnerabilities, and precarity to people 
across diverse social worlds.

We envision a queer perspective that builds on these critical, abolitionist con
tributions to recognise the palimpsestic nature of security that lays bare the unique 
violences engendered by cyber technologies against a range of marginalised 
groups. For instance, Jefferson draws attention to the urgent need for a ‘theory 
of carceral cyberspace’ (2018, 982) in his exploration of the digitisation of the 
criminal justice system to expand surveillance, control, and disciplinary mechan
isms which further intensify the reach of the ‘carceral state’. By investigating 
New York City’s Department of Corrections and Community Supervision’s use 
of corrections and law enforcement software, Jefferson reveals how ‘corrections 
personnel, police, and programmers envision computer code as medium for 
diffusing its field of action across urban space’ (982), rendering incarceration 
ubiquitous through digital means. Under the guise of improving security, violent 
systems of criminalisation and incarceration are expedited by predictive algorithms 
and geo-surveillance software that monitor, evaluate, and capture individuals 
flagged as risky or suspicious based on coded criteria. Anti-racist, feminist, and 
abolitionist activists have long insisted on understanding ‘the ways racist struc
tures and assumptions facilitate the expansion of an extremely profitable prison 
system, in turn helping to reinforce racist social stratification’ (Davis and Shaylor  
2001, 5). Digital technologies thus become an alibi for this violence experienced 
disproportionately by marginalised communities, including people of colour, 
queer, trans, poor folk, and those multiply marginalised at the intersections of 
these, even as these technologies serve as a ‘key translation mechanism in making 
carceral citizens legible to the public as criminals across physical geographic 
spaces’ (Gurusami 2019, 439).

A queer approach interrogates these harms through an expansion of the current 
subjectivities of cyber securitisations to include all marginalised communities across 
a diverse range of sites, not limited to but often violently connected to centres of state 
power. Following from queer, feminist, and abolitionist perspectives to reconceptualise 
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security, we urge attention to the ways in which security as an exercise of threat 
elimination reproduces harms.

Conclusion

In this article, we have proposed a queer cybersecurity research agenda to pay heed to 
systemic silences insufficiently addressed in critical cybersecurity scholarship on matters 
of gender and sexuality. This builds on emerging and important pockets of research 
bringing feminist and decolonial perspectives to bear on cybersecurity (Brown and Pytlak  
2020; Mhajne and Henshaw 2024b; Mhajne, Luna, and Whetstone 2021; Millar and 
Shires 2024; Millar, Shires, and Tropina 2021; Mumford and Shires 2023; Slupska 2019). 
These and contributions from feminist and crip technoscience, queer theory, Indigenous 
studies, abolitionism, and critical race approaches beyond disciplinary IR, have all 
revealed the necessity of taking seriously cybersecurity as a source of violence for queer 
people, and the queer potential of cyberspace and digital politics. We have advanced 
a queer cybersecurity research agenda that advances three core elements. First, we argue 
that such an agenda must locate and recentre queer people as subjects of and in 
cybersecurity. Such a task entails calling out the ways in which queer and other margin
alised groups are subject to cyber violences, in addition to recognising the digital realm as 
a space for queer agency. Queering cybersecurity recasts the subject of cybersecurity. 
Embracing the deconstructive ethos of queer theorising, the queer cyber subject is 
multiple, shifting, and embodied by gendered, sexual, racial, and other modes of power 
and experience. Suspicious of how the cyber subject is typically figured as a white, 
middle-class, cishetero man, we traced those subjects that are less visible but nevertheless 
make cybersecurity possible: women, queer people, Indigenous communities, people of 
colour, disabled, and poor folks. Moreover, queering who and what cybersecurity is for 
allows us to expose cyber’s violences, especially for marginalised communities, and along 
gendered, sexual, racial, and class-based lines.Second, we put forward a case for queering 
and glitching the system. Such an exercise invites a ‘queer intellectual curiosity’ (Weber  
2016) about the violences, normativities, and potentials of cybersecurity.Third, a queer 
cybersecurity research agenda must also attend to the cisheterosexist, colonial, racist, 
anthropocentric, and neoliberal capitalist foundations of cybersecurity. These founda
tions are so embedded in cybersecurity scholarship and policies that they are rarely 
discerned or questioned. Our mapping of these exclusionary assumptions suggests that 
cybersecurity discourse and practice will always be violent, even as and while queer and 
other marginalised groups are recognised as cyber subjects.

For us, queering cybersecurity is not about making cyber queer, as if it isn’t already 
(see Wilcox 2014, 612, on queering IR). As we have explored in this article, cyberse
curity – its spaces, objects, subjects, violences, and potential – is queer in all senses of 
the term. It is embodied; it is constituted by gender, sexuality, race, and other vectors 
of power; it is simultaneously conceived as but irreducible to binaries; it is queer. 
Queering cybersecurity therefore enables us to explicitly embrace cyber’s queerness. 
Moreover, we have rejected singular notions of what cyber is, recognising that there is 
no definitional clarity about cybersecurity. The empirical examples we have integrated 
throughout speak to the broad approach we take to cybersecurity. We do this 
explicitly, recognising that the state-centric and militarist focus of conventional 
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cybersecurity studies and practice precludes attention to voices and perspectives on 
the margins – of queer people under siege, feminist hackers, gendered and racial 
violences of AI, and the possibilities of queer connection and techno utopias. We 
hope the questions, possibilities, and provocations we have sparked in this article 
contribute to an emergent queer cybersecurity research agenda. We do not wish to 
prescribe particular research programs, remaining committed to a queer ethos of 
openness and possibility. While we envision future research in this area might extend, 
adopt, or apply some of the queer approaches to specific examples of cybersecurity 
policy and practice, we encourage interventions that reject the cyber status quo: of 
what constitutes cybersecurity, who it is for, and how it is produced. Queering 
cybersecurity can expose the violences of cyber capabilities, but it can also embrace 
the queer hope, resistance, and potential that always already resides in the cyber 
realm. In doing so, such a research agenda offers ways of thinking cybersecurity 
otherwise.

Notes

1. By cisheteronormative, we refer to the institutionalised acceptance of those who are cis- 
gender (i.e. accept their gender identity assigned at birth), and heterosexuality, as the 
common sense.

2. Our critique of the securitising practices and logics of cybersecurity relate particularly to the 
context of state centred, militaristic perspectives of cybersecurity rather than a normative 
indictment of securitisation at large.

3. In this article, we use the terminology of ‘queer’ to describe people and practices that do not 
conform to cis-heteronormative visions of gender, sex, and sexuality. This can include 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer/questioning, intersex, asexual/aromantic, and 
other identity categories (LGBTQIA+). We note however, that the use of ‘queer’ and 
‘LGBTQIA+’ can be Western centric, and that other terms and ways of knowing, doing, 
and being exist outside these terms.

4. This is true of English language publications, at least.
5. Lala is a Chinese slang term referring to ‘a more diverse, inclusive, and flexible lesbian 

subjectivity’ that diverges from Western notions of lesbianism (Dian 2024, 481).
6. On the subject of the cybersecurity expert, see Jacobsen (2020).
7. Insofar as cyberspace may be described as a discursive space informed by specific spatial 

representations, a socio-political space constituted by the dynamic evolution of complex 
socio-political subjectivities, it is important to note that the distinctions between cyberspace 
and the physical world remain, as Stone argues, ‘fragmented, complex, diffracted through 
the lenses of technology, culture, and new technocultural formations’ (Stone 1995, 36). Our 
analysis therefore understands the ‘space’ of cyberspace not as an ontological reality but 
rather as the effect of specific socio-technical arrangements and power relations.
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