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30. [DeathFunk] theres not much of that 
31. [kastack] I would have to recomend Primanimus and Nogra.... probably 

the meanest shit out right now 
32. [DeathFunk] hahaha thanks 
33. [DeathFunk] rprznt 
34. [jesseka] if you guys are representing yourselves that’s sad! 
35. [DeathFunk] no vox but we rock 
36. [jesseka] where you people from anyways? 
37. [kastack] try to get Fewk teh polic3 by Primanimus.... 
38. [DeathFunk] NJ 
39. [kastack] vocals and breaks. 
40. [kastack] sweden 
41. [DeathFunk] fewk ROX 
42. [kastack] thnx 
43. [jesseka] riiiiiight 
44. [cribdeath] I LOVE YOU GUYS. 
45. [kastack] where are you from, whore? 
46. [DeathFunk] youre so mean! 
47. [jesseka] montreal 
48. [kastack] I LOVE YOU GUYS 
49. [DeathFunk] i <3 you too 
50. [DeathFunk] i <3 jesseka  
51. [kastack] okok. 
52. [kastack] jesseka: no honestly, try to DL Primanimus - fewk teh polic3. 

You’ll like it. Either here or from primanimus.de 
53. [jesseka] yeah i found nothing on here. but thanks 
54. [kastack] go with primasannias.tk, it should be at decent speed. 
55. [jesseka] g’night ladies 
56. [kastack] gnight niggah 
57. [jesseka] i am your #1 niggah 
58. [kastack] no doubt! 
59. [cribdeath] you guys are awesome. 
60. [kastack] yeah we rule 

 
Again the “lag” of CMC is evident, it is an institutional fact of 

interaction, “seen but unnoticed” (Garfinkel 2002b: 37). Whilst it might 
seem that the abab rule is broken or rendered breakable by this lag, this is 
not the case. Rather, participants “compensate” for the lag by simply 
filling it with another conversation: “it can be claimed not that the rule has 
been violated, but that more than one conversation is going on” (Schegloff 
1972b: 350). Participants orient to the lag automatically, making sense of 
the way in which adjacency-pair order is disrupted by, effectively, 
maintaining two (or more) conversations at once. This is most evident in 
the “cycle” spanning lines 36-47, which concerns the conventional topic of 
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geographical location. This topic is initiated by jesseka, but the previous 
topic continues to run concurrently, and the conversation could be said to 
split again at cribdeath’s “resurrection” (44). This can be shown in the 
following way: 

 
Figure 4.2: BC room 28/07/03 

 
[DeathFunk] no vox but 
we rock 
 
 
[kastack] try to get Fewk 
teh polic3 by 
Primanimus.... 
 
[kastack] vocals and 
breaks. 
 
[DeathFunk] fewk ROX 
[kastack] thnx 
[jesseka] riiiiiight 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[cribdeath] I LOVE 
YOU GUYS. 
 
 
 
 
 
[kastack] I LOVE 
YOU GUYS 

 
 
[jesseka] where you people  
from anyways? 
 
 
 
[DeathFunk] NJ 
 
 
[kastack] sweden 
 
 
 
 
 
 
[kastack] where are you 
from, whore? 
[DeathFunk] youre so  
mean! 
[jesseka] montreal 
 

 
The communicative mode of CMC “enables a kind of escape from 

traditional paradigms of social interaction, which are based on the 
centrality of presence … users can feel freer than in co-present interaction 
to breach the social boundaries which humans ordinarily place around 
interaction with strangers” (Hutchby 2001: 177). To use Nakamura’s term, 
standard f2f distinctions and boundaries are “e-rased” (2002: 117). The 
boundaries are different: this does not mean that there are no boundaries. 
Notably, such interaction must be situated in its subcultural context. In 
discussing black metal, Kahn-Harris argues that the “scene provides a 
measure of ‘insulation’ that allows members to play with a range of highly 
transgressive themes” (2004: 105). This is certainly the case here (with 
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gratuitously “profane” speech genres and thematic content), but the 
computer-mediated milieu in which the performance of subcultural 
“undergroundedness” occurs compounds the “insulation”. Following the 
extravagant obscenity of the insult-exchange cycle, interaction leading up 
to jesseka’s exit is actually quite polite. Also significant in this regard is 
the repetition or reverberation of “I LOVE YOU GUYS” (44 and 48), a 
quintessential example of the expression of solidarity through purportedly 
tongue-in-cheek “addressee indirectness”, where: “Homosocial desire is 
abstractly expressed only to the group and the institution” (Kiesling 2005: 
711). The theme is continued by DeathFunk (49-50), in lines which also 
clarify his affections by shifting them from a “you” which can only refer 
to cribdeath and kastack, to a more properly heterosexual object–jesseka: 
“i <3 you too/i <3 jesseka”. 

4.5 “kewl room to learn insults in”:  
adversariality and ritual insult exchange 

To return to the terms of a speech-play or verbal jousting elaboration 
of the BC room 28/07/03: 2 segment, according to one reading it could be 
argued that, in lines 17-18, DeathFunk is “backing down”, having realised 
that jesseka is perfectly happy to push the combative mode to its limits. 
DeathFunk’s drawn-out “ohh allright” could be construed as further 
illustrating his conceding the point (26), and it may read as such by 
jesseka, for in her next turn she moves to get the interaction “on topic”, 
asking, “now do you guys have any good music to recomend or am i 
wasting more of you and my time?” (27).13 This turning point enables a 
shift to a more “collaborative” mode, where kastack effectively “spams” 
jesseka with a recommendation to download “Primanimus and Nogra” 
(31). It is correct to assume that “Nogra” is a (racially inflected) nom de 
plume of DeathFunk, and kastack’s grateful “thnx” (42) can be taken to 
indicate that he is “Primanimus”, whose “fewk the polic3” has just been 
praised by DeathFunk.14 Room occupants are thus able to seize this 
opportunity to “close the borders” and display their allegiance to each 

                                                           
13 At line 43 there is another instance of expressive spelling, with jesseka’s 
“riiiiiight” indicating sarcasm. How the statement is “said” reveals a discrepancy 
between what is said and what is meant–this is sarcastic indirection or double-
talking. Profitable contrasts may be drawn with the spelling of “thnx” (42) and 
“ROX” (41). 
14 “Fewk teh polic3” is a reference to N.W.A.’s “Fuck Tha Police” (1988); the 
former track also samples the latter. 
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other (and to the room/aesthetic for which they stand). It is unlikely that 
DeathFunk’s use of the subculturally weighted shorthand “rprznt” 
(represent) at line 33 is not intended ironically, for spamming publicly 
directed at outsiders is generally frowned upon (unlike in-group peer-
review). jesseka’s response neatly disavows the legitimacy of such a 
manoeuvre: “if you guys are representing yourselves that’s sad!” This one 
line mobilises the entire “radio ham” critique in a particularly visceral and 
contemporary way.15 Correctly, jesseka understands DeathFunk and 
kastack to be advertising (“representing”) their own music (and, as is 
evident from the text, demonstrating their regard through such mutual 
representation), in a niche chatroom on a peer-to-peer platform, and 
jesseka therefore asserts that such activity undermines any claim they may 
be making for subcultural status: it is merely “sad”.  

An alternate (though still zero-sum “conflict” or “game”) reading 
could suggest that jesseka went “too far”, and that this is the reason 
DeathFunk seemingly concedes: “our sense of the common moral order of 
everyday life is temporarily jeopardized when infractions arise, and when 
this happens, we don’t simply seek to repair whatever’s been damaged or 
disrupted. What we mainly look for are signs of the culprit’s more general 
respect and regard for social rules and the order we approve” (Harris and 
Rampton 2000: 13). jesseka’s return to the on-topic and approved 
conversational resource of requesting listening recommendations (thereby 
positioning those “native” to the room as insiders) displays such respect 
and regard (particularly given that the Breakcore room is not an ideal 
location to search for “vocal break tracks”, and that by this stage jesseka is 
probably aware of this). Moreover, the request at line 27 is undermined 
somewhat by being immediately followed by “haha”: it is as though there 
were a “gap between self and voice”; jesseka is already signalling her 
intention to leave (ibid.: 14). Interactants, Goffman writes, may “conceal 
low regard by extra punctiliousness” (1967: 60). Indeed, they may also 
reveal low regard through the same means, and this is arguably what 
jesseka does when she returns to this situationally appropriate topic of 
“vocal break tracks”. 

Whether or not there is a clear “winner”, the gladiatorial confrontation 
came to a close. Insofar as DeathFunk remains a “vocal” fixture of the 
room, he may lose battles, but not yet the war; he “holds his corner” of the 
arena. Yet we cannot know how many other such “arenas” jesseka has 

                                                           
15 The comment jesseka makes at line 34 also contains within it the core existential 
paradox of personæ –the idea of “representing” oneself, and the implied mediation 
and possible “inauthenticity” of all self-presentation.  
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“sparred” in or exactly what her orientation is to them. It is certain, 
however, that she is accomplished at the “adversarial style”.  

Drawing on Gilligan to account for gendered differences in 
interactional styles online, Herring contrasts what she calls the 
(predominantly male) “anarchic/agonistic ethic” with the (predominantly 
female) “positive politeness ethic” (1996b: 130). The former is manifested 
in what Herring calls “the Adversarial style”, whilst the latter is 
instantiated in the “Supportive/Attenuated style” (ibid.: 118-119). There is 
of course some overlap here–not all adversarial interactants are male, and 
not all supportive interactants are female.  

For illustrative purposes, the two styles may be neatly contrasted with 
reference to the following exchange. The (male) Breakcore room occupant 
known as “mech” (initially “[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]”, a name with two 
ASCII faces in it, then “MechAtr0n|Audio”) maintains a performance that 
could be characterised as being of the adversarial style, whilst the (female) 
user referred to in interaction as “kate” or “katie” (whose username is just 
an ASCII face: “/|-_-|\”) could, for current purposes, be typecast as 
furnishing an illustration of the supportive style. The following exchange 
between the two took place on the “Introduce yourself here!” section of 
the “faces place” forum: 

 
KATIES A WORTHLESS WHORE THAT SUCKS DICK FOR FAST 
FOOD AND SHE’S PROLLY GIVIN UP SOME PUSSY FOR POCKET 
CHANGE ... THE SHITEATING WHORE.... I LAUGH AT HER 
PSEUDO - INTELLECTUAL APPROACH AT LIFE .... SOMEONE 
JUST NEEDS TO RAPE AND MURDER THAT WORLTHESS CUNT .. 
CUZ SHE STINKS LIKE RUSTED FISH AND HER CRADLE ISNT 
WORTH PUTTING A BABY IN ... 
 
The virtually hebephrenic excess of this text is then repeated in its 

entirety 13 times (MechAtr0n|Audio and /|-_-|\ 2005).  
/|-_-|\’s response is: 
 
welcome mech, glad u could join us  
 
The contrast between these statements is stark.16 mech came to a social 

space “owned” by /|-_-|\, apparently only to abuse her personally, and with 
his regular username so that he could be identified “cross-platform”. The 
post was mech’s first on the site; /|-_-|\ had moderator status but did not 

                                                           
16 There is more than one way to perform adversariality, and /|-_-|\’s response is 
highly effective in its “non-adversarial adversariality”.  
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remove it; and though mech edited some of his other posts, those 
remaining are similar in tone to that cited above.  

According to Herring, “these systematic behaviors correspond to two 
distinctive systems of values each of which can be characterized in 
positive terms: One considers individual freedom to be the highest good, 
and the other idealizes harmonious interpersonal interaction” (ibid.: 137). 
Herring formalises the dichotomy for heuristic purposes, nonetheless, 
some adversarial exchanges appear valued as satisfying and constructive 
play by the group, whilst particularly adversarial interactants often come 
to be regarded as hindering dialogue: “freedom of speech when combined 
with adversariality may effectively translate into freedom of speech only 
for the adversarial”; those who favour a conversational style not wholly 
given over to gladiatorial insult exchange can be marginalised (ibid.: 138-
139). In another example involving mech: 

 
BC room 06/01/04 

  
61. [cutups] its always weird when i come into here and theres some 

discussion already going on.  
62. [k5k] mech, I did offer ta tell you where I live 
63. [k5k] theres no discussion goin on, its jus mech  
64. [/dev/null] yeah 
65. [/dev/null] me + k5k are merely his shit encrusted mirrors 
66. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] and k5k .. your mothers a 3 $ hooker... and your 

father is a gay shitpusher from grenwich village you shitbag...  
67. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] congrats....  
68. [k5k] dude, at least my mum didnt kill herself 
69. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] your a COMPLETE FUCKING PIECE OF 

GARBAGE..  
70. [k5k] mechs mum is dead everyone, died giving birth cuz mechs head 

was too big 
71. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] you stink of foul turds... and you prolly have a 

5th grade education  
72. [|| | ||| || |||] kewl room to learn insults in english, thank all 

 
This extract demonstrates, firstly, how unmitigated adversariality 

comes to seem tiresome even to well-practiced participants. Line 65 is 
remarkable in this regard, as it places mech in an abject and grotesque 
narcissistic position, throwing excrement at (what he takes to be) his own 
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reflections, reflections which are, of course, self and Other.17 Secondly, it 
shows the contrast between “simple” or “obscene” insult and a less 
adversarial alternative which nonetheless accrues status: competitive wit, 
and finally, it indicates how the adversarial style is understood by 
participants and observers. The implication of Herring’s distinction is that 
statements will be interpreted differently depending upon which ethic one 
subscribes to. From one perspective, much of this verbal combat stops 
being funny, and takes up space that would otherwise be given over to 
something else.  

However, close attention to detail precludes the formulation of 
generalisations. In line 72, “|| | ||| || |||” jokingly expresses appreciation for 
the insults exchanged: thus underscoring the ritual aspect of insult 
exchange, which is, as we shall see, sometimes perilously close to “real” 
hostility.18 Ritualised exchanges are identifiable as such and differentiable 
from actual conflict, but it is possible for an exchange to move across the 
nonserious/serious boundary: “in the most successful kinds of play, the 
most constant message must be the deeply ambivalent one: this is play–
this is not play. With joking activity … this paradoxical message is very 
commonly carried out by the use of the same aggressive, hostile formulaic 
devices found in use in real arguments–i.e., the same curses, boasts, 
devices of vilification and degradation, etc.” (Abrahams 1989: 245). 

4.6 “yr mum”: the semantic tension of ritual insult 
exchange 

Abuses, curses, profanities, and improprieties are the unofficial elements 
of speech. They were and still are conceived as a breach of the established 
norms of verbal address; they refuse to conform to conventions, to 
etiquette, civility, respectability. These elements of freedom, if present in 
sufficient numbers and with a precise intention, exercise a strong influence 
on the entire contents of speech, transferring it to another sphere beyond 
the limits of language. Such speech forms, liberated from norms, 
hierarchies, and prohibitions of established idiom, become themselves a 
peculiar argot and create a special collectivity, a group of people initiated 
in familiar intercourse, who are frank and free in expressing themselves 

                                                           
17 As it happens, hurling excrement (from which the phrase mudslinging is 
derived) is a traditional debasing gesture, “familiar not only to grotesque realism 
but to antiquity as well” (Bakhtin: 1984: 148). 
18 This works both ways: a jesting insult can be (mis)taken as a serious slur, and a 
seemingly real slur can be undermined through (deliberate mis)interpretation as a 
routine joke. 
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verbally. The marketplace crowd was such a collectivity, especially the 
festive, carnivalesque crowd at the fair (Bakhtin 1984: 187-188). 
 
CMC, according to Hutchby, “involves a distinctive combination of 

individuality and anonymity which enables participants to ‘play’ with 
social identities, along with a relatively unconstrained capacity to breach 
social norms associated with face-to-face interaction” (2001: 174). This 
“breaching”, however, is achieved in conventional, routine, and ritualised 
ways. There is nothing new about swearing and insult exchange as a 
means of asserting a transgressive, devil-may-care position–the expletive 
is a “cool” styleme deployed to indicate a seeming refusal of the 
formalistic voice, expletives are generally used “to break norms, to shock, 
show disrespect for authority, or be witty or humorous” (de Klerk 1997: 
147). Conversely, within the terms of that formalistic voice or register, 
habitual profanity appears the shockingly coarse, and yet also boring 
verbal tic of what Hughes calls “characters of limited sensibility” (1998: 
274). This is evident in the following passage, from John Bromyard’s 
Summa Predicantium (circa 1390): 

 
These inventors of new oaths, who inanely glory in such things, count 
themselves more noble for swearing thus. This is to be seen among those 
who consider themselves of high breeding, or are proud. Just as they invent 
and delight in everything of the nature of outward apparel, so do they also 
in the case of vows and oaths … Strange vows and swear-words invented 
by them are already so common that they may be found daily in the mouth 
of any ribald or rascal you please (cited in Owst 1966: 414). 
 
The self-serving moral hygiene of formalistic shitless discourse has 

long been manifested in “lip service” of this kind, as though condemning 
explicit language served also to disavow the taboo referents of that 
language (conversely, the language in question has a “functional” effect in 
terms of its reinforcement of conservative morality, which underwrites its 
success).19 The power of such perspectives, like the power of those 
discursive forms against which they pit themselves, depends on the 
distinction between civilised, conservative, respectable, bourgeois 
discourse, which (claims that it) “means” what it “says”, and another, 
                                                           
19 Note the nascent class antagonism seemingly implicit in Bromyard’s argument: 
he appears especially irked by the fact that those “who consider themselves of high 
breeding, or are proud” not only share this characteristic with the “ribalds and 
rascals” in the street, but actually give them this vocabulary. According to Shirley, 
in Shakespeare’s time too young gentry and soldiers often socialised and engaged 
in “fashionable swearing” together (1979: 50). 
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jocular, casually obscene, apparently subversive discourse–which 
(seemingly) doesn’t. The latter can be fruitfully described as what de 
Sousa, in a succinct and nicely inverted (because shitless) euphemism, 
calls coprolalia (literally, “shit-talking” or “shit-babble”) (1987: 281).20 
The latter is deemed threatening to the former precisely because it 
undermines the weight of the meaning of the Word, demonstrating that 
some statements may not “mean” what they “say”, and correspondingly, 
that it seems possible to refuse meaning, to “not take seriously” the 
Master’s Voice. The tension between the two plays on the potential for 
“double-talking” slide across the serious/nonserious boundary: that an 
obscene, cutting joke can be figuratively “true”; that deadpan delivery 
enables irony and sarcasm. Note also that coprolalia as a speech genre is a 
means of both elaborating and signalling an informal “backstage” context, 
opposed to the shitless norms of “frontstage” presentation: 

 
The backstage language consists of reciprocal first-naming, cooperative 
decision-making, profanity, open sexual remarks, elaborate griping, 
smoking, rough informal dress, ‘sloppy’ sitting and standing posture, use 
of dialect or sub-standard speech, mumbling and shouting, playful 
aggressivity and ‘kidding’, inconsiderateness for the other in minor but 
potentially symbolic acts, minor physical self-involvements such as 
humming, whistling, chewing, nibbling, belching, and flatulence. The 
frontstage behaviour language can be taken as the absence (and in some 
sense the opposite) of this (Goffman 1990: 129).  
 
“Backstage” coprolalia and “frontstage” shitlessness are thus co-

dependent: “Politeness as a marker of social distance is the converse of 
swearing as a marker of social solidarity” (Wajnryb 2005: 36). Speaking 
of such interactional forms as would here be classified coprolalic, 
Goffman writes: “these are not random impulsive infractions. Rather, 
these acts are exactly those calculated to convey complete disrespect and 
contempt through symbolic means” (1967: 87).21 Collins builds on 
Goffman’s insights in his elaboration of what he terms “the street code”: 
“The street code not only negates normal criteria of middle-class 
                                                           
20 The term coprolalia originally referred to the verbal output associated with 
Tourette’s syndrome and related speech patterns (see, for instance, Allan and 
Burridge 2006: 247-249). It is adapted here as a contrast to the shitless voice of 
authority discussed by Eagleton (1989: 186). Each is named for the speech genre it 
repudiates.  
21 Debasement, Bakhtin asserts, “is the fundamental artistic principle of grotesque 
realism; all that is sacred and exalted is rethought on the level of the material 
bodily stratum or else combined and mixed with its images” (1984: 370). 
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achievement and respectability, it is a full-fledged counterculture. Middle-
class demeanor standards are taken as signs of timidity … The street code 
is a set of rituals that generate the most emotional intensity and dominate 
the focus of attention; the bland politeness and mild accommodativeness 
of normal Goffmanian social manners pales before it” (2004: 281). 

As a preliminary exploration of this distinction, consider in closer 
detail the fragment cited in the previous section; such exchanges are 
“simultaneities”; they “indicate that it is possible to derive a multiplicity 
of social, epistemological, linguistic and psychological theories from a 
single case” (Ardener 1982: 11).  

 
BC room 06/01/04 

  
61. [cutups] its always weird when i come into here and theres some 

discussion already going on. 
62. [k5k] mech, I did offer ta tell you where I live 
63. [k5k] theres no discussion goin on, its jus mech  
64. [/dev/null] yeah 
65. [/dev/null] me + k5k are merely his shit encrusted mirrors 
66. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] and k5k .. your mothers a 3 $ hooker... and your 

father is a gay shitpusher from grenwich village you shitbag...  
67. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] congrats....  
68. [k5k] dude, at least my mum didnt kill herself 
69. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] your a COMPLETE FUCKING PIECE OF 

GARBAGE..  
70. [k5k] mechs mum is dead everyone, died giving birth cuz mechs head 

was too big 
71. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] you stink of foul turds... and you prolly have a 

5th grade education  
72. [|| | ||| || |||] kewl room to learn insults in english, thank all 

 
The intention in what follows is to examine a number of turns in this 

sequence as ritual insults, equivalent to sounds as formulated by Labov:  
 
T(B)   is so  X    that   P 
 
Sounds, or the dozens, are “an oral contest, a joking relationship, a 

ritual of permitted disrespect in which the winner was recognized on the 
basis of verbal facility, originality, ingenuity, and humor” (Levine 1977: 
347-348, see also Allan and Burridge 2006: 85-88). Such gaming rituals 
have numerous historical precedents. Levine goes on to mention the 
following ritual insult forms as being common during colonial times 
amongst the Gusii of West and East Africa (ibid.: 351): 
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Eat your mothers anus! 
Copulate with your mother! 
Child of mixed sperm 
Look at your mother with three corns in her vagina! 
 
He adds: “Institutionalized insults and ancestor derision, then, were 

well known in Africa as they were in many cultures including those of 
Europe” (op cit.). In this ludic speech genre, as Labov formalises it: 
“T(B)” is the target, “X” is an attribute of T, and “P” is the proposition 
designating the extent to which T possesses X. Labov’s discussion centres 
on the classic, archetypal your mother–in Labov’s example, “Your mother 
[T(B)] so old [X], she fart dust. [P]”. Which is to say, T(B) stands for “the 
mother of B”, such that:  
 

Your mother is so  old    that   she farts 
               dust. 
   

Sounds do not “mean” what they “say”: they “mean” something else. 
Neither A, the producer of the sound, nor C, the audience, take it that B’s 
mother really does fart dust; neither do any of the parties concerned 
believe that A actually holds it to be the case that B’s mother farts dust.22 
Sufficient contextual information must be available for the audience to 
interpret the actual, implicit meaning. As in Mitchell-Kernan’s classic 
account of signifying, correct understanding “involves the recognition and 
attribution of some implicit content or function, which is potentially 
obscured by the surface content or function” (1972: 166).23  

Now, mech refers to k5k’s mother and father (line 66) in a manner 
analysable directly in the terms of Labov’s scheme (1972a: 154). We 
could easily “fill in” this line such that:  

 
 (a) Your mother is [so   degenerate etc. that   she’s] a three   
               dollar hooker 

 
                                                           
22 As Dollard indicates, the existence of an audience is assumed: this kind of ludic 
exchange “is a collective game. It takes place before a group and usually involves 
two participants … With group response comes the possibility of reward for 
effective slanders and feelings of shame and humiliation if one is bested” (1981: 
279). 
23 This is perhaps analogous to–and certainly echoes the phraseology of–the 
structural-functionalist distinction drawn between “latent” and “manifest” function 
(Merton 1968: 118-125). 
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and 
 

(b) Your father  is [so  gay etc.   that   he’s] a gay 
               shitpusher  
               from  
               Greenwich 
               Village 

 
where, tacitly or “as everyone knows”, lots of gay people reside in 
Greenwich Village.  

Note the indeterminacy as to what the attribute X is. A degree of 
“exophoric” ellipsis in formulation is commonplace in stock insults: one 
may, as mech does, simply state the proposition P and let the audience 
impute their own attribute. The aspersion cast upon k5k’s parents renders 
them as immoral, indecent, poverty-stricken, sexually deviant, unclean. It 
is not so important how this is elaborated; it is sufficient that X be 
offensive in terms of the “middle class politeness criteria”. This rule of 
thumb refers to the shitless manner of speech one would use “to be polite 
to a casual acquaintance of the opposite sex in a formal situation in a 
middle class environment” (Allan and Burridge 1991: 31). The insult is 
successful precisely to the extent that it violates these norms. Dollard 
writes: 

 
The themes about which joking is allowed seem to be those most 
condemned by our social order in other contexts. Allegations are made that 
the person addressed by the speaker has committed incest, or that the 
speaker has taken liberties with the mother or sister of the one addressed; 
accusations of passive homosexuality are made, it is suggested that the 
cleanliness taboos have been broken, cowardice is alleged, and defects of 
the person of the one addressed, such as stupidity, crossed eyes, or 
inferiority, are played upon (Dollard 1981: 279). 
 
Transgression of the middle class politeness criteria is also, 

simultaneously, a means of expressing and creating homosocial solidarity: 
young men “use oppositional stances to create stances of solidarity” 
(Kiesling 2005: 703).  

However, k5k’s response is not directed at mech in such a way as to 
show the unfavourable light his parents’ lowly position casts upon his 
person, but rather emphasises the detrimental impact which an absurd or 
grotesque feature of mech’s person (the size of his head) had upon his 
mother (to wit, causing her death). k5k’s return inverts the usual 
implicature of a your mother. Also, mech’s insult is directed at k5k (the 
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ostensional aspect of your), whilst k5k’s addresses the room (mechs mum 
is dead everyone), not mech, but does refer indexically to him. This 
indirectional form has the added bonus of seemingly ignoring the target. 
Having asserted that mech’s mother committed suicide (68) and seen by 
the response that he has hit upon a profitable seam (69), k5k delivers the 
coup de grace (70). The “nonserious”, idiomatic nature of these insults is 
evident, for mech’s mother can’t reasonably be expected to have killed 
herself and died in childbirth. 

To paraphrase k5k, then: 
 
mech's head  is so    big   that   mech’s mum     

                died when      
                she gave      
                birth to him 

 
The syntactic complexity of the turn is itself of note, for the sentence is 

structured so that the climactic punchline is delayed to the final clause: 
 
mechs mum is dead everyone, died giving birth cuz mechs head was too big 
 
In responding to this (71), mech again chooses a two-part structure, but 

follows k5k in “personalising” the content: k5k stinks, and probably only 
has a fifth grade education: 

 
(a) You    [are so   dirty etc. that    you] stink of 
                foul turds 

 
and 
  

(b) You    [are so  ignorant etc. that    you] probably  
                [only] have a  
                fifth grade  
                education 

 
There is one more point about this exchange worth elaborating, 

implicitly evident from lines 68 and 69. Occurring between the two insults 
thus far discussed, these two turns stand out:  

 
[k5k] dude, at least my mum didnt kill herself 
[[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] your a COMPLETE FUCKING PIECE OF GARBAGE..  
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The point is this: mech’s mother is, seemingly, actually dead. The 
evidence for this comes from an episode 23 days earlier, where the 
pertinent information lies in the quotation at line 74 below:  

 
BC room 14/12/03 

 
73. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] [true_k5k] yr mum? were you saying that to me . 

. .?  
74. [true_k5k] [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] you must be some butt fucking 

childmolesting piece of half breed . .. you worthless bitch . .. DONT 
TALK ABOUT MY MOTHER YOU SHITEATER HAVE SOME 
FUCKIGN RESPECT FOR THE DECEASED...... 

75. [true_k5k] he doesnt know it was me that killed her, with my ozone hole 
of doom 

76. [777?] go k5 
77. [777?] go k5 

 
In line 74, k5k quotes mech’s response to some previous insult in your 

mother form that he has deployed against mech, so as use this quote as a 
foundation for line 75, again directed at mech, but in such a form that it is 
tangentially in keeping with the ongoing conversation in the room (a 
debate concerning the relation between ozone layer depletion and 
industrial pollution).24 Line 75 only makes sense following the quote 
immediately previous, which allows k5k to insult mech via his mother 
without having to laboriously spell out the details; k5k uses the quote to 
demonstrate, to the room, that he has successfully taunted mech on this 
point previously–he let’s mech “do the talking” for him. This sort of 
epideictic quotation is specifically intended for an audience of “ratified 
overhearers” (Kiesling 2005: 714). The judicious use of the quote 
successfully pre-empts the possibility of a similar return from mech: it is 
itself such a return. Rather like the ultimate elliptical parataxis: your 
mother, k5k does not actually say anything about mech’s mother, he 
merely demonstrates the prior success he has had with this tack.25 With 
this turn, k5k achieves an insult and a rebuttal without even formulating a 
sentence of his own.  

                                                           
24 Possibly someone else drew this response from mech, but were that the case it is 
unlikely k5k would use it in this way. The use of the quote implies the boast that 
k5k elicited it. To use such a quote where another player had gotten it from mech 
would be a sort of plagiarism potentially diminishing to k5k. 
25 This truncated your mother is manifest in a local username: “YER MAW”. The 
same user also logs on as “YER MAW@work”. 
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mech’s previous line (73) is itself a quotation of k5k, followed by a 
request for clarification as to the intended recipient of a previous turn. 
Such quotation is commonplace in multi-party interaction: one may 
commonly quote a turn of another co-participant when, for instance, it is a 
question one is answering, one is seeking clarification as to the meaning or 
intended recipient of the turn quoted, one intends through such quotation 
to ridicule the statement quoted, one wishes to express agreement with the 
sentiment of the statement quoted, or one is making an accusation of 
inconsistency through demonstrating that an opponent has shifted position 
in an argument. One may also, of course, quote conversations going on 
elsewhere, or previous conversations of those who are absent (and 
present). In one instance, a sort of reverberating duel occurred based on 
reprising or echoing the most grotesque or offensive quotes the 
participants had in their arsenals (individual quotes of this kind, and 
sometimes whole conversations, are also reproduced in user info and on 
external sites).  

Such heteroglot quotation leads to the possibility of “putting words 
into someone’s mouth”: undermining or making fun of somebody by 
suggesting that they said something. This ventriloquial tactic is often used 
for humorous effect, as below:  

 
SSA room 15/01/04 

 
[jacques d’or] I’m good online buds with dubya 
[jacques d’or] he’s not really a cunt 
[|---|||] whos dubya? 
[jacques d’or] bush 
[jacques d’or] hold on 
[|---|||] oh right 
[jacques d’or] i’ve got a quote from him i saved the other night 
[jacques d’or] [Bush Jnr] HAHAHAHHSAFHDHA i’m SO FUKKING 
FRUNK... I CAN PRESS THIS BUTTTON AND BLOW UP 
LITHUANIA 
 
It is possible that k5k’s quotation of mech is such an instance–that 

mech did not write the statement reproduced at line 74, but the quote 
exhibits characteristic traits of mech’s style (particularly the content of the 
insults in lower case and the use of connective ellipses). The turn by k5k 
in question occurred seven lines earlier, and was indeed directed at mech, 
an expression of doubt concerning mech’s claim that industrial impact on 
the ozone layer is inconsequential:  
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[true_k5k] according to who 
[true_k5k] cocal cola 
[true_k5k] yr mum? 
[true_k5k] I mean mom 
  
Perhaps k5k brought up mech’s mother “out of habit”, but then 

realised the “rise” that could be got from mech. Or perhaps k5k was trying 
to engineer an opportunity to reproduce the quote. Either way, mech 
inquires as to whether it is indeed he being questioned and therefore his 
mother under discussion (had mech responded differently, it would have 
been difficult for k5k to deploy the quote at this stage). In this instance, 
mech doesn’t take the bait k5k has cast beyond querying whether or not it 
was cast for him; in fact, after line 73, mech says nothing whatsoever for 
some time. If “winning” a verbal duel is equated with successfully 
reducing one’s opponent to silence, then k5k can be said to have “won” 
here, for he got mech to “shut up”. Moreover, the cost of having done so 
with such material does not seem that high, given the encouragement 
offered by “777?”.  

Collins argues that: 
 
It is possible for individuals to set out to dominate situations, insult others, 
have jokes at their expense, even drive them out of the situation and the 
group. But situational prestige goes to the person who does this by keeping 
to the normal forms of ritual interaction. A successful insult is one that is 
done within the expectable flow of conversational moves, inserting double 
meanings so that on one level it remains appropriate. Put-downs and one-
upmanship are successful when the onus for breaking the smooth playing 
out of the interaction goes to the recipient, who incurs dishonor either by 
being unable to shoot back a smooth and appropriate reply, or by breaking 
the frame entirely with an angry outburst (2004: 21-22).  
  
Such outbursts signal that the offended party has been successfully put 

“in wrong face or out of face” (Goffman 1967: 8). In Labov’s examples, 
ritual insults are reciprocated with further ritual insults, whilst personal 
insults are met with denials, accounts of mitigating circumstances, 
excuses, silences and so on. Line 69, which follows k5k’s initial mention 
of mech’s mother, is none of these, but is nonetheless different to the ritual 
insults mech presents in other turns. Yet once line 69, with its abrupt shift 
to “shouting” in “raised caps”, is sent, it is evident that the interaction is 
still perceived as “play” and not “real”. The nonserious nature of line 68 is 
flagged by the “dude, at least” preface–a standard form for a parry in 
insult exchange. It is the tasteless, ridiculous, hypothetical “possibleness” 
of line 70 which makes it so successfully offensive. There is a sort of 
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semantic tightrope here, as Goffman indicates in his discussion of sounds: 
“statements made about a player’s parent are seen as displaying the wit of 
the insulter, not the features of the parent, and so can be wondrously 
obscene. A mild-sounding insult that happened to refer to known features 
of the particular parent would be given a different relevance and cease to 
be unserious” (1974: 50).26 Similarly, Dollard asserts that “There seems to 
be a taboo on mentioning dead relatives of either speaker” (Dollard 1981: 
279). But aside from mech’s initial, summary dismissal at line 69 of k5k’s 
first mention of mech’s mother (“your a COMPLETE FUCKING PIECE 
OF GARBAGE”), it is “back to business”: in mech’s next turn at line 71, 
he returns to ritualised insults only slightly different from those which he 
was using before reference was made to his dead mother, and in what 
follows it is evident that the insults are understood as “not serious” 
(indeed, even lines 71 and 72 indicate this understanding): “An insult is 
still an insult, and still competitive, but it is socially indirect in that it is 
serving not only competition but solidarity as well” (Kiesling 2005: 710).  

Within the milieu of the room, one of the primary functions of 
interaction is entertainment, where statements are successfully classed as 
the latter to the extent that they are perceived as the opposite of the 
“serious”, bourgeois, formal register:  

 

                                                           
26 It is worth indicating, as Kelley (2004) has done, and indeed as the existence of 
the Ayoub and Barnett paper (1965) suggests, that the interest of folklorists and 
sociolinguists such as Abrahams (1989), Dollard (1981), Labov (1972a) and 
Mitchell-Kernan (1972) in African-American verbal gaming is indicative of a 
somewhat “colonising” or “imperial” tendency in social research at that time–other 
social groups practiced such rituals in the US as elsewhere, and similar rituals are 
also present, as indicated previously, in longstanding traditions in Europe, Central 
America, Central Asia and elsewhere (Brenneis 1980: 168-169). Ludic maledicta 
is practiced by numerous social groups–Allan and Burridge provide, for instance, a 
number of examples drawn from a Canadian gay community (2006: 86-87, 157). 
Wajnryb reports that the practice is also found among Australian Aboriginal 
English speakers (2005: 125). It is a common and largely correct assumption that 
those most often subject to social research are those least able to fend off social 
researchers, usually on account of their relative material deprivation (in-depth 
research on the wealthy and powerful is rather rare). To raise this point is not to 
take issue with the claim that ritual insult in the forms considered here does seem 
to be derived from African-American tradition. Ayoub and Barnett hypothesise 
that sounds spread to white teen culture in the 1950s, attributing this to the 
emergence of “adolescent subcultures” requiring means of declaring and 
consolidating peer-group allegiance (1965: 342). 
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A considerable part of internet humor is the kind of humor that one would 
not normally encounter in the public domain: highly explicit sexual humor, 
jokes about ethnic and sexual minorities, violent and ‘sick’ humor. As a 
result of anonymity and lack of social control on the internet and its origins 
in a culture of young, male computer users, internet humor is quite coarse 
(Kuipers 2006: 381). 
 
The purpose of ritual insults is, after all, to get a laugh (Kelley 2004: 

128). Ritual insults succeed precisely where “they would arouse disgust 
and revulsion among those committed to the ‘good’ standards of middle-
class society” (Labov 1972a: 143).  

Interactional success or failure in agonic insult exchange demonstrably 
turns on one’s ability to recognise and exploit the opposition between 
bourgeois shitlessness and coprolalia, where the latter two are in a relation 
of total interdependence, as Goffman indicates:  

 
The idiom through which modes of proper ceremonial conduct are 
established necessarily creates ideally effective forms of desecration, for it 
is only in reference to specified proprieties that one can learn to appreciate 
what will be the worst possible form of behavior. Profanations are to be 
expected, for every religious ceremony creates the possibility of a black 
mass (1967: 86).27 
 
Transgression gets laughs, where these arise, precisely because “verbal 

dueling treads a fine line between play and real aggression” (Mitchell-
Kernan 1972: 176).28 Clearly, k5k is “playing” close to this line. As 
Levine indicates, ritual insult exchange has implicitly understood “rules”: 
“They could be violated, of course, but the cost of deviating from the 
normal pattern was anger, loss of control, and confusion” (1977: 348). 
Such consequences, Anderson points out, are possible in play, because 
play implies that “the situation is somewhat undefined and subject to 
varying interpretations, and … there is a ready audience conferring 
differences in social rank according to the apparent outcome of 

                                                           
27 Leach points out a religious embodiment of this mutually dependent, 
sacred/profane dyad: “where Mary the Sinless Virgin is a sort of double of Mary 
Magdalene, the Repentant Sinner” (1980: 225). 
28 This fine line is underscored where insults are issued “asynchronously”. A folder 
has circulated within the Breakcore room entitled “shitmat-haha i fucked blaergs 
girlfriend with my painfree font shaped monster cock, she hated it but i didnt [dont 
call me names again cunthead mix]” (retrieved May 25, 2006). The folder contains 
a single “noisey” track, featuring a voice repeating “blaerg smells of poo”. In 2001 
Shitmat material was released on Aural Addiction, a label co-owned by blaerg.  



Chapter Four 

 

130 

competitive play” (2003: 198). The meaning in such statements lies not in 
what they say, but in what they do: express audacious mockery, claim 
superiority or prestige, indicate a robust, assertive attitude towards 
personal criticism and the possibility of emotional upset, dare a response, 
and, in social terms, perhaps most importantly, cohere the ingroup and 
ritually enact this “coherence”.29 

 

                                                           
29 Ayoub and Barnett go so far as to suggest that “the mere fact of being willing to 
trade insults of this type acts to bind the group in a covenant of shared guilt. Only 
the in-group can be trusted to know that Mother-Sounds are ‘all in fun’ … Mother-
Sounding is not used as a preliminary assault weapon against an enemy but rather 
as a symbol of strong peer bond” (1965: 342). 



CHAPTER FIVE 

“ONLY IF YOU’RE A REAL NIGGA” 
 
 
 
When users go online, race dwells in the mediating space between the 
virtual and the real, the visible and the invisible; when the line between the 
two is crossed, disruptive moments of recognition and misrecognition can 
ensue. 
—Nakamura 2002: 144. 

5.1 Verbicide and shibboleth ambiguity 

Ritual insult exchange is characterised by a high degree of semantic 
indirection. Insult exchange sequences and the insults which constitute 
them are idiomatic. The insults, and the words which constitute them, have 
been “freed” from their direct referential duties (Andersson and Trudgill 
1990: 53). Hence a canonical reading of the terms used in ludic maledicta 
does not render an appropriate interpretation: “The apparent significance 
of the message differs from its real significance” (Mitchell-Kernan 1972: 
173). The implicature of the statement is irreducible to the lexical and 
semantic properties of the statement’s surface formulation: “in verbal 
duels, it is the nuance which is most important. It is the connotation, not 
the denotation, which may cause the greatest concern” (Dundes, Leach 
and Özkök 1972: 149). As an interactional genre, verbal games such as 
insult exchange do not possess direct or transparent referentiality. As 
Salmond puts it: “Much of the verbal behaviour in these rituals is not 
really aimed at communicating semantic information at all, but rather at 
fulfilling a required set of ritual paces” (1989: 210).  

But I want to argue further, now going in the opposite direction to 
prove the same point. It has been argued thus far that there are cases where 
the meaning of the words does not give us the meaning of their being said 
in their specific contexts. What the words say is not equivalent to what 
they are being used to do. There are also cases, however, where the words 
say more than what they are doing, where the intention of the speaker 
comes close to being exceeded by the effect of the words, where the words 
mean (with varying degrees of intent) more than just what they are used to 
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say, partly because the words in question are so heavy, and partly because 
they are being used (shock-)tactically as a consequence of this. Their 
interminably reverberating use is again intended to indicate studied 
masculine disregard towards bourgeois discursive conventions. In de 
Klerk’s words: “We find taboo language ‘strong’ because it implies the 
violation of a code … the use of expletives has a covert attraction because 
of its connotations of strength, masculinity and confidence in defying 
linguistic or social convention” (1997: 147). Use of expletives is therefore 
often an articulation of macho defiance, in terms of the attitude exhibited 
towards both the referent of the utterance and the sensibilities of the 
recipient, and can furthermore be characterised as verbicidal. 

As is indicated by the use of terms such as swear, oath and curse to 
describe vernacular “bad language”, our understanding of linguistic 
obscenity exhibits emphasis on speech as illocutionary act, on the word as 
deed. Such terms demonstrate the vestigial traces of oral culture; 
illustrating the original conception of malediction as word-magic.1 
Blasphemy and profanity, like damn and curse, originally have religious 
meanings: the roots of blasphemy are in the Greek blas- (“evil, profane”) 
and phemos (“speaking”), whilst profanity originates in the Latin pro- 
(“before” or “outside”) and fanus (“temple”) (Allan and Burridge 1991: 
124). “To curse” originally meant “to damn”, and “to damn” has itself 
depreciated from its “fire and brimstone” sense. Such terms are subject to, 
or rather evidence of, the long process of secularisation and 
“disenchantment”. The anachronistic scarlet woman, for instance, has long 
lost its associations with the papacy and become associated with the 
meaning of whore more or less exclusively. As religious belief diminishes, 
identity-based insults grounded in religion (devil, heathen) lose their 
power, coming ultimately to be replaced by racial and national insults 
(such as nigger, paki, frog, yid, mick, etc.). Analogously, “terms like 
villain, rotter, bounder and cad, which used to have a strong moral basis, 
have been displaced by more physically and sexually based terms, such as 
bastard, bugger, shit and fucker” (ibid.: 237-238). Bugger is a good 
example of this: “Deriving from the French Bougre, ‘a Bulgarian’, it 
carries the sense of ‘a heretic’ from the fourteenth century and ‘a 
sodomite’ from the sixteenth” (ibid.: 129). The term depreciates from a 
religious (xenophobically formulated: Bulgarian here referred to a 
member of the Orthodox Church) to a sexual sense, and then becomes 
casualised into general use. The taboo moves from the religious, to the 

                                                           
1 A conception, Brottman points out, which survives today in the laws of libel 
(2005: 27).  
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sexual, and most recently on to ethnic/political identity. That which is 
most taboo generates the most effective swearing (the most offensive 
terms in the taboo lexis currently are probably cunt and nigger). However, 
terms tend to depreciate with repetition; this is why such repetition is 
characterised as “weakening” or “verbicidal”.2 We may characterise 
“obscene” discourse as verbicidal to the extent that such constant 
repetition allows us to discern distinct semantic inflections. 

The purpose of this section is to sketch out some examples of 
contemporary verbicidal usage, where the politically loaded term is 
ostensibly being used in a “generic” way. The terms in question may be 
characterised as shibboleths, as our orientation to them reveals something 
of our own social location. The goal is to explore the evasiveness or 
“slipperiness” of the Word, to demonstrate an immanent critique of what 
Vološinov calls “the word with its theme intact, the word permeated with 
confident and categorical social value judgment, the word that really 
means and takes responsibility for what it says” (1973: 159). In the first 
example to be considered, the intention is to explore the meaningfulness of 
a particularly sensitive term, through exploring the boundary conditions 
between serious and nonserious use and showing how these conditions are 
contextually signalled. In the second example, which follows in the next 
chapter, a further purpose is served: there the term examined is the most 
basic constituent element of ritual insult exchange, and moreover plays a 
fundamental role in the elaboration of heterosexual masculinity. 

The “casual” offensiveness of a term can be differentiated from its 
“objective” offensiveness as these are manifested in interaction. Terms are 
subject to verbicidal depreciation, but can be reinvested with semantic 
weight where the intent behind them is felt to be forcefully hurtful. 
Repetition is a key issue: the terms under consideration are used again and 
again, with nuances elaborated and prioritised in varying ways according 
to context. Another fundamental issue is therefore one of milieu, serving 
as a determinant of (how and) what may and may not be said. The 
intention is to move through a discussion of obscenity (as stand-alone 
form in the “trollery” genre, and as element of ritual insult), to a more 

                                                           
2 When terms have weakened sufficiently they become merely auxiliary “style-
givers”, as bloody is among many British and Australian English speakers 
(Andersson and Trudgill 1990: 54). Wajnryb refers to bloody as “the Great 
Australian Adjective” (2005: 34). Moreover, many venerable words have moved 
all the way across the spectrum: penis (Latin for tail) was originally a euphemism; 
in Cicero’s time (circa 50 BCE) it was a dysphemism; now it is an 
“orthophemism”–a piece of “straight talk” (Allan and Burridge 2006: 43). 
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general discussion of wit and verbal contest as “reputation-making 
machine” (MacKinnon 1995: 129).  

Over the rest of this chapter, then, discussion is restricted to use of 
racially offensive terms, specifically, the nigga/nigger complex, for “The 
N-word is perhaps the most offensive and inflammatory racial slur in the 
English language” (Wong 2005: 766). In Patricia Williams’ eloquent 
analogy: “That word is a bit like fire–you can warm your hands with the 
kind of upside-down camaraderie that it gives, or you can burn a cross 
with it” (cited in Allan and Burridge 2006: 84). The transvalued nigga 
form entered global youth culture “with the emergence of hard-core 
gangster rap, as a particular expression of hip-hop around 1987” (Judy 
2004: 106).3 As a shibboleth, the term is embedded within a matrix of 
ethnic and subcultural identity politics, and as such tells us much about the 
orientations of those who deploy it (to raise it is to perform this act). It 
therefore allows us to explore the limits of verbicidal use, where 
pragmatics has ostensibly overcome semantics. Moving along an 
interpretive continuum, from the “institutionalised” AAVE (“African-
American Vernacular English”) semantic inversion or resignification of 
nigga, towards what can only be real and deliberate expressions of racism, 
it will be recalled that in the first dialogue examined in the previous 
chapter, jesseka took her leave from the Breakcore room in the following 
way:  

 
[jesseka] g’night ladies 
[kastack] gnight niggah 
[jesseka] i am your #1 niggah 
[kastack] no doubt! 
 
In a literal reading of these four lines we have the following elaborate 

pantomime: someone (most likely white) of indeterminate gender, but 
bearing the name of a woman, calling people who aren’t women “ladies”, 
and accepting, in turn, the proffered designation “niggah”. Such ascription 
may be profitably contrasted with what Bunzl describes as “inverted 
appellation”, in a discussion of gay men referring in conversation to other 
gay men as “she”. Bunzl suggests that through such reference, a critique of 
heteronormative conventions is being enacted, representing “an effective 
rejection and dissolution of the mandatory congruence of ‘natural’ and 
grammatical gender” (2000: 228). But it does not seem we would wish to 
make the same argument of this use of “ladies” to refer to other males (the 
latter does not undermine the efficacy of linguistic gender marking, rather, 
                                                           
3 Around the same time, incidentally, the amen breakbeat entered circulation. 
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it reveals the hierarchical aspects of such marking, and by implication, the 
derogated status of the “female” within the symbolic order). In this case it 
appears that normative gender is reinforced through such appellation, 
whilst in Bunzl’s case that it is undermined. And even in the latter case, as 
Bunzl admits, ostensibly transgressive, queer use of “she” to refer to males 
nonetheless draws on, and in some sense reproduces “the surface effect of 
binary gender and its normative vectors” (2000: 233n16). 

In the instance above, then, both “niggah” and “ladies” are ritual 
inversions, friendly pieces of jocularity (which also function, notably, as 
assertions of white masculinity, the hegemonic embodiment online and 
off). This generalised, “innocuous” or “neutral” use of nigga as style-
marker is commonplace in casual online interaction, amongst US youth 
generally, and increasingly elsewhere also, in part, perhaps, as a 
consequence of the globalisation of hip-hop as youth-cultural lingua 
franca; what Rose describes as “the blackening of the popular taste” 
(1994: 65). Judy more bluntly names this “the ‘niggafication’ of white 
suburban youth” (2004: 113).4 

As this exchange indicates, use of nigga is in most cases restricted to 
the functional role of a ritual element in greetings and farewells: it is 
something co-participants use, possibly with a degree of sarcasm or irony, 
in hailing each other. It is not the universal form for a greeting, but it is 
unremarkable. Thus, in some other incidents: 

 
RJ room 27/10/03 

 
[scofro] yo 
[sutta77] yo yo mi nigga 
[scofro] how are you doing 
 

BC room 10/12/05 
 
[pbf] WSUP NIQQA 
[elementabuse] same old same old homeboy 
 
 

                                                           
4 The common usage of “pimp”, seen above (3.2: BC room 24/10/03), and the 
“affectionate” use of “biotch” (bitch) are similarly derived from hip-hop. Bucholtz 
labels this sort of styling, so heavily informed by the commodification of African-
American youth culture, “Cross-Racial AAVE, or CRAAVE, where the acronym is 
intended to reflect speakers’ sometimes ambivalent cultural and linguistic desire” 
(1999: 444, also Lee 2007: 56).  



Chapter Five 

 

136 

BC room 11/07/05 
 
[producersnafu] wsup man 
[daesfunka] wsup snafu  
[producersnafu] how you is nyugga? 
[daesfunka] im ok my nigga 
[daesfunka] what about you? 
[TraumaTizer-] aaaightZ 
 
In all four of these segments there is evidence, as Mitchell-Kernan 

suggests, that vernacular use of heavy words like nigga is often “marked” 
with other differentiating elements of code (be they lexical, AAVE-
derived terms, or local and thus “chirographic”. Where the lexical is 
represented through spelling, double-marking occurs), so as to signal that 
the terms in question are being used and understood as components of 
subcultural, dialectal speech acts (1972: 175). 

RJ room 27/10/03, BC room 11/07/05 and SSA room 04/02/04, below, 
also share a crucial and remarkable feature: the proprietary use of my 
prefacing the designator. Similarly, jesseka assumes this position in stating 
“i am your #1 niggah”. In discussing AAVE use of my nigga, Alonso 
suggests that this is the usual everyday deployment of the term: “The most 
common use of the word ‘nigga’ is the ‘term of endearment’ a shout out, a 
greeting to a fellow brother … The word ‘nigga’ in this usage can easily 
be replaced by brother, partner, buddy, homie, dude and homeboy to 
convey the same point” (2003). There are countless hip-hop illustrations of 
this form, such as the 1993 Tupac Shakur album title Strictly 4 My 
N.I.G.G.A.Z.. The Pharcyde’s tale of unrequited love, “Passin’ Me By” 
(which has itself been sampled numerous times), contains the line: 

 
She could be my broad, and I could be her nigga 
 
In this instance the possessive aspect signifies mutual romantic 

commitment. However, terms of endearment may be hierarchical where 
their usage is nonreciprocal or asymmetric, and hierarchical language use 
has been of longstanding interest to sociologists and sociolinguists. From a 
Goffmanian perspective, “the entire structure of society is ritually 
stratified” (Collins 1988: 46), and ascription of my nigga or assumption of 
your nigga status may be thought of as a “status ritual”. As Whyte states: 
“Each member of the corner gang has his own position in the gang 
structure … To have a position means that the individual has a customary 
way of interacting with other members of the group” (1993: 262-263). Use 
of appellations such as my nigga (and the ritual ascription and contestation 
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Whilst breakcore as method, the edit-tightening, plunderphonic 
aesthetic, is increasingly extended to other sample bases, this argument for 
sample base “indifference” or “neutrality” does not explain why dancehall 
has such appeal; why the piece, and the website on which it appeared, is 
about raggacore and not “country&westerncore” or some other “–core”. 
This elision is compounded by LFO Demon’s distancing of breakcore 
from jungle; describing the “symbolic alliance” junglists profess for 
Jamaican culture (Bennett 1999: 12). Raggacore is strategically distanced 
from jungle (raggacore artists evidently feel no such affinity for Jamaica) 
but also from breakcore. The latter distancing is achieved through the 
contrast between “experimental”, “Industrial sounds and pure noise” 
(associated with “normal” breakcore), and “dance compatibility” 
(possessed by jungle and raggacore). As DJ /rupture also argues, this 
hybrid form remains more accessible than “experimental” breakcore 
without dancehall elements: it has more mass appeal; it is precisely this 
appeal which renders it at risk of uncoolness–it is, one might say, 
insufficiently 1337. The amen approaches terminal uncoolness through its 
repetition and its longstanding association with dancehall, where these 
features render it amenable to popular acceptance. The “underground” 
must be maintained as underground; too unpalatable or “difficult” for the 
“mainstream”. In this instance, dancefloor compatibility stands for co-
optation and “sell-out”. Particularly notable here is not just the 
construction of the “underground” in opposition to a hegemonic 
“mainstream”, but the antecedent discursive construction of the 
“mainstream” itself. For, as Gilbert and Pearson point out: there is “no 
single, overarching dominant discursive formation to which cultural forms 
can be considered ‘oppositional’ or not” (1999: 160). What LFO Demon 
calls raggacore negotiates a difficult trajectory between maintaining 
“underground”, subcultural authenticity, and “selling out” (Thornton 
1995: 176). Thus LFO Demon goes on: 

 
Therein lies the danger: cutting back the experimental elements of 
Breakcore to make cheesy and totally boring music for the masses just 
because it works on the dancefloor. This is what nobody wants.  
The tension between dancefloor-compability and experimental music is the 
interesting thing about breakcore and NOT to make some monotonous 
loops but sometimes unpredictable changes and swifts in the music. The 
aesthetics of errors, noises and distortion is still much more attractive than 
the one based on clean, over-produced sound. 
Also possible that 3 years later everthing won’t seem so fresh any more but 
only like a antique style some nerds did. Time will tell. At the moment it 
doesn’t look like that. The whole thing is growing and there are more and 
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more records coming out. Also the sound is still quite unique: all 
producers/ DJs do the sound they believe in and not copying each other. So 
the huge rush with boring records containg Ragga samples didn’t happen 
yet, luckily. Let’s hope it will never occur (2004b). 
 
The “tension” here described, the trajectory of certain sounds through 

moments of authenticity and illegitimacy, provides an excellent 
demonstration of the extent to which a particular social group–in this case, 
that made up of those advocating and contesting a particular musical style, 
“has competing interests in the production and consumption of culture and 
in its legitimisation. They are torn between winning a market for cultural 
goods, which entails popularisation, and preserving the rarity and 
difference that is the essence of their social position and power” (Wright 
2005: 111). Crucially, these competing interests are articulated around the 
orientation to certain sounds. As Bong-Ra puts it: “Cheesy sounds are 
cool, and great sounds become cheesy” (via email, February 18, 2003). 
Samples are “multiaccentual”, and as such constitute a site of social 
struggle (Vološinov 1973: 23).  

The “danger” LFO Demon delineates is that of co-optation: “cheesy 
and totally boring music for the masses”. It is that the “breakcore 
aesthetic”, described as partly exploration around a set of shared sonic and 
cultural priorities, and partly self-expression, will be commercialised and 
thereby depreciate in subcultural status, that breakcore or raggacore will 
become another boring ragga jungle. The strategy for maintaining 
“underground” status involves alienating the inexperienced, “newbie” 
consumer, as evinced by the distinction between “some monotonous 
loops” and “sometimes unpredictable changes and swifts”: the former are 
easier to dance to, but for exactly this reason are to be avoided. Local 
authenticity is manifest in the experimental “aesthetics of errors, noises 
and distortion”. In the sound of its own striving for uncompromising 
radicalism, breakcore reproduces an avant-garde ideal of “authenticity”. 

9.2 “its no proper edicate to use amens in breakcore” 

These issues come into sharp focus in the Breakcore room. The 
following extract demonstrates the relational nature of genre, whilst 
furnishing a further insight into how breakcore practitioners self-situate. 
At line 1, /dev/null initiates a new topic with a comment about how “IDM 
people” receive ragga jungle: IDM, in this instance, is where breakcore 
goes to “sell out”. The perennial topic is that of what, exactly, breakcore 
is, thus both d34df411 and minion offer definitions (2 and 3). DeathFunk’s 
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complaint (4) is about both the Breakcore room and how terms are being 
“fixed”, from some pernicious, “mainstreaming” above: Venetian Snares 
is becoming synonymous with breakcore such that alternative styles are 
being sidelined. This “anxiety about the scene being steered by other 
actors” (Toynbee 2000: 157), and /dev/null’s mocking, heteroglossic turn 
(6), is what leads “maladroit” to characterise the IDM “mainstream” as he 
does (9). Amen Andrews is a pseudonym of popular IDM artist Luke 
Vibert; a pseudonym given over to “amen-driven” output. d34df411 
expresses his dismay that Amen Andrews is being placed in the dismissed 
category of IDM (11), and /dev/null’s following turn (12) indicates that, 
from dev/null’s perspective, breakcore production is unfortunately a good 
deal more intensive than merely sequencing “distorted 4/4 909 beats with 
a looped funkydrummer over em”–where James Brown’s “Funky 
Drummer” is another canonical breakbeat (played by Clyde Stubblefield). 
At lines 14 and 16, k5k reformulates his previous turn so as to render 
d34df411’s dismay misplaced (the omitted lines concern two parallel 
discussions, about geographical location, and about an upcoming release 
involving the participants): 

 
BC room 11/09/03 

 
1. [/dev/null] it’s funny seeing IDM people freak out over ragga jungle now 
2. [d34df411] when i think of breakcore i think of like scud 
3. [minion] breakcore is like distorted 4/4 909 beats with a looped 

funkydrummer over em. 
4. [DeathFunk] all i ever hear in here is “snares fuckin rocks” “who got the 

new snares” 
5. [gorhgorh] breakcore is wth we make from it anyway 
6. [/dev/null] “Wow!!! this ‘ragga braindance’ sure is innovative!!” 
7. [d34df411] ragga braindance 
8. [d34df411] hahahaha 
9. [maladroit] IDM fukheds 
10. [k5k] amen andrews 
11. [d34df411] i like amen andrews :( 
12. [/dev/null] minion - I wish 
13. [UndaCova] amen is so dead 
14. [k5k] me too 
15. [d34df411] OH 
16. [k5k] but just cuz its got amens 
  … 
17. [dev/null] hehe no comment re: amens 
18. [/dev/null] yeah 
19. [k5k] never 



“A Antique Style Some Nerds Did” 

 

265 

20. [minion] cool 
  … 
21. [maladroit] amens are good 
   … 
22. [maladroit] fuk you  
23. [/dev/null] hahaha 
24. [/dev/null] you would say that maladroit : P 
  … 
25. [k5k] I agree wit maladroit  
26. [UndaCova] amen was cool in 1993 
  … 
27. [minion] heh 
  … 
28. [maladroit] grrrr 
29. [d34df411] undacova quit being a scene fag 
  … 
30. [UndaCova] haha 
31. [UndaCova] i'm not 
  … 
32. [maladroit] hah foolio it was cool in amen brother by the winstons its 

timeless 
33. [/dev/null] maladroit - no offense though, I dig yr amen tracks a lot, it's 

just amens are such a default uncreative excuse these days for producers 
34. [/dev/null] ah yeah 
35. [/dev/null] I guess it's ok 
36. [maladroit] but i REALLY like minimal 2 step 

 
From line 13 the amen is foregrounded. The positions (and indeed the 

musical output) of the respective participants indicate competing 
definitions of breakcore “progress”. As the style develops certain 
approaches become successful–or not: thus there is a conflict between 
meticulous sequencing of individual drum samples (/dev/null), the use of 
distortion, noise and slowed-down breaks (DeathFunk, k5k), and a 
parodic, accelerated post-jungle (maladroit). Notably, at line 29, d34df411 
jokingly admonishes UndaCova for his previous turn dating amen 
coolness at 1993 (26); being a “scene fag” implies nerdishness of a sort we 
have become familiar with. Yet at line 32, maladroit asserts that the amen 
was cool in its “ur-text” and is, moreover, timeless (this may be fruitfully 
compared with the positions elaborated in the ragga jungle room in 
Chapter Eight). The contrasting position laid out by /dev/null is that use of 
the amen is a “default uncreative excuse” (33). In the following lines 
/dev/null “tones down” this criticism (34-35), but maladroit is nonetheless 
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moved to produce a sarcastic turn offering another juxtaposition (36).7 
The inference is, maladroit’s “amen tracks” may be “uncreative” (which is 
to say, the amen still works), but they are still not as uncreative (not as 
“mainstream”) as “minimal 2 step”. 

In the extract below, again the relational form of breakcore is 
elaborated with reference to amens, and again there is a parodic 
proliferation of genre names: 

 
BC room 08/10/03 

 
37. [maelstrom] does breakcore have amens?:0 
38. [Fboy] its funky techstep 
39. [Wheelsfalloff] oh dear 
40. [blaerg] hehahhehhahaa ' does breakcore have amens ' 
41. [Fboy] never 
42. [Wheelsfalloff] DC Talk do 
43. [maelstrom] funky techstep ?  
44. [Wheelsfalloff] ARRRRGGH  
45. [maelstrom] ewww 
46. [blaerg] its not funky dude 
47. [echodolo] its no proper edicate to use amens in breakcore.  
48. [maelstrom] intelligent techstep ? 
49. [Wheelsfalloff] ill fitting genre core  
50. [echodolo] bad manners 
51. [maelstrom] or pissed off techstep 
52. [Wheelsfalloff] It doesnt matter 
53. [DeathFunk] why do people ask so fuckin much?! 
54. [maelstrom] hmm 
55. [DeathFunk] it hasta be a joke 
56. [Fboy] I was referring to neurofunk not breakcore  
57. [echodolo] cause they are curious 
58. [echodolo] thats all 
59. [Fboy] they are all ignorant fools 
60. [Wheelsfalloff] give up....we dont even know 
61. [blaerg] just get some /dev/null and you will know what it is 
62. [echodolo] haha 

 

                                                           
7 The reading of line 36 as sarcastic or ironic is suggested by the fact that “2 step” 
is treated with disdain elsewhere in the transcripts. Familiarity with Maladroit’s 
musical output also corroborates this interpretation. As it happens, one of the finest 
examples of reflexive amen use in breakcore is Maladroit’s “Amen Motherfucker”, 
which samples the Nate Harrison documentary Can I Get An Amen? (2004). The 
track is on the 2007 release Dance Like You're Spelling Gurdjieff. 
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Ostensibly, from the perspective of those who engage with the 
question (39-41), “maelstrom” has revealed his lack of local subcultural 
capital with the query issued at line 37.8 However (and as evinced by the 
title of the Breakcore room’s compilation), the question has ritual aspects: 
it allows participants to reiterate their specialised knowledge (including 
their knowledge of the interactional routine around the question itself). As 
such, the interaction is a success as a “power ritual”, achieving an 
intersubjective focus and facilitating the enactment of solidarity around the 
local symbols of the amen itself, and the ongoing definition of breakcore 
(Collins 2004: 49; 348).9 The essentially dynamic instability of genre is a 
resource, enabling the proliferation of “techsteps” (38, 48 and 51), 
analogous to the practice of generating “-cores” (such as that offered by 
“Wheelsfalloff” at line 49). The frustration expressed by DeathFunk (53 
and 55) concerns the continually issued query as to what breakcore is. The 
exchange indicates the “common-sense” idea that music cannot be 
defined, that taste is wholly subjective, that “pigeonholing” music is a 
waste of time. However, it also illustrates the critical-analytical difficulty 
in definition, the almost constant multiplication of descriptors in the room 
demonstrates that “as the number of required traits increases so the 
number of texts which conform to the resulting composite of genre 
attributes will decline” (Toynbee 2000: 105).  

The reader’s attention is also drawn to the ambiguous spelling of line 
47, where “echodolo” suggests that “its no proper edicate to use amens in 
breakcore”. Whether “edicate” here intends “etiquette” or “educate” (or 
both) is unclear, but the turn presents a further take on the amen: 
echodolo’s line suggests that, whether one likes the amen or not, there is a 
                                                           
8 maelstrom’s question is thus (from the perspective of room regulars) “naïve” (as 
implied by the responses the turn yields); however, this interpretation relies on 
antecedent ethnographic knowledge (this is maelstrom’s only appearance in the 
transcripts). The account of the exchange presented here draws therefore on 
contextual experience of the local and ongoing tradition of responding to such 
questions from outsiders in ways which consolidate in-group specialised 
knowledge, status and membership. Whether or not maelstrom means the question 
“directly” is open to debate, given his emote–“:0” immediately after it–this may 
signify that the question is itself parodic. 
9 Interactions initiated with the question “what the fuck is breakcore?” were so 
commonplace as to lead to fieldnote use of the contraction wtfibc–recall the parody 
of this routine in BC room 22/11/03 (6.2). As Baym indicates, such interactional 
routines or “codes can serve the role that artifacts can serve face-to-face, providing 
central objects around which the group can define itself” (2000: 116). A number of 
these routines are presented in Whelan (2006: 64-65); their significance is further 
discussed in Chapter Ten below. 



Chapter Nine 

 

268 

sort of normative “consensus” that one ought not to; that it is in poor taste, 
déclassé, that continuing to use the amen is an inadvertent admission of 
stylistic illiteracy or ignorance. This indicates the cultural dynamic around 
the amen, the sonic artefact is imbued with remarkable social “meaning”; 
again, “culture classifies”.  

One practical implication of taking on board the possibility that it may 
be poor “edicate” to use the amen is an investigation on the part of 
practitioners into what happens when breakbeats are deconstituted into 
their individual hits and recombined, with the ensuing possibility of a 
dissolution of musical structure where producers sequence not bar-by-bar 
within the parameters set by a given loop, but moment to moment, without 
any adherence to an overarching pattern such as that the amen or some 
other “divisive” structure would provide: 

 
BC room 15/09/03 

 
63. [ANTIDOTE->>] Tirriddiliu] “ [ANTIDOTE->>] but by his argument 

anything created by a human with feeling cannot by its nature be random- 
id disagree with that ” yo! i meant that if somebody ‘compose’ a track, 
second by second, it might look ‘random’ but it’’s ‘structured’ anyway, 
and that excludes ‘randomness’. 

64. [blaerg] still going on with this ? 
65. [ANTIDOTE->>] see what your saying but your talking about 

‘structureness’ in the loosest terms possible. You shouldnt have to 
struggle to mind structure within a tune 

66. [ANTIDOTE->>] imo 
67. [ANTIDOTE->>] *find 
68. [someone stole my user name] hahah 
69. [someone stole my user name] thats intense 
70. [someone stole my user name] i tried to say that to someone once (in my 

own words) and they loooked at me like i had just said the sentence 
“bcxxXCVJD fhfdsoifdsio 

 
Although such issues, according to Shepherd and Wicke (1997: 146-

147), tend to “fall out of the picture”, it is evident that they are not beyond 
the grasp of “local” practitioners, and are regularly articulated. In this 
extract, “ANTIDOTE->>“ presents a complex turn at line 63, which 
quotes a quotation of him by “Tirriddiliu”. This can be disambiguated into 
the presumable original sequence as follows: 

 
[ANTIDOTE->>] but by his argument anything created by a human with 
feeling cannot by its nature be random- 
[Tirriddiliu] id disagree with that 
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[ANTIDOTE->>] yo! i meant that if somebody ‘compose’ a track, second 
by second, it might look ‘random’ but it’s ‘structured’ anyway, and that 
excludes ‘randomness’. 
 
ANTIDOTE->> can be read as asserting that, even in the absence of 

conventional musical structure, the mere fact of human involvement 
implies that the music so made is not “random”. ANTIDOTE->>’s turn at 
line 65 (along with the following two clarificatory turns, where “imo” at 
line 66 is an abbreviation for “in my opinion”) indicates an 
acknowledgement of Tirriddiliu’s argument, alongside an expanded 
definition of structure. At stake in such discussions is not simply whether 
or not “proper edicate” permits the use of the amen, but the definition of 
musical structure itself: how structure is distinguished from randomness, 
music from noise, “meaning” from “meaninglessness”. It is these 
implications which blaerg responds to by merely gesturing to the longevity 
of the topic (64).  

At the end of BC room 08/10/03, above, blaerg suggested that 
maelstrom “get some /dev/null”. As it happens, /dev/null can stand for a 
certain strain of breakcore, the variant eschewing breakbeat “mashing” in 
favour of intensive sequencing at high bpm. This exhaustive musical 
“work ethic” results in another variant of what Zappa called “musically 
uncompromising boy-is-this-hard-to-play” music–where the “address” is 
to the competent listener, who can hear how difficult and time-intensive 
the production was (cited in Gracyk 2001: 220). The following is a 
Boomkat Records review of /dev/null’s debut release, E Boyz Revenge: 
230 BPM Eternal: 

 
Having lurked in the break-core maximum-f*ckedbeat underground for 
years, Boston’s dev/null finally releases a debut 12-inch. Extreme rave 
noise is the rule here, where bits and pieces of classic rave hardcore and 
old-school jungle (including human resource, the prodigy, joey beltram, 
sub base records, and 2 bad mice) are yanked from their surroundings and 
forced to share the frequency spectrum with ultra-jarring, obsessive-
compulsive blastbreaks. The result is a noise/beats extravaganza on par 
with Venetian Snares. This isn’t nostalgia or nudge-nudge-wink-wink 
irony bullsh*t. unlikely as it may seem, this is onehundred- percent dance 
music. Ace (2004).  
 
It’s safe to assume that the online manifestation of the “break-core 

maximum-f*ckedbeat underground” is, of course, the Breakcore room. 
The reviewer is at pains to indicate that the plunderphonic resurrection so 
achieved is non-ironic, and that the ensuing “extravaganza” is equivalent 
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to the output of Venetian Snares (the evident standard). This 
compositional mode relies, of course, on percussion samples, including the 
“classic” breakbeats, but “tight” edits are rigorously maintained. The 
effect is a constant percussive cascade: beats “come so quickly that we 
hear them as striated belts of sound, rolling across the surface of the 
music” (Toynbee 2000: 141). This may sound “random” (in its distance 
from the conventional drum loop), but is a consequence of meticulous, 
diligent–“obsessive-compulsive”–structuring on the part of the producer, a 
structuring deploying LFO Demon’s “unpredictable changes and swifts”.  

9.3 “the low fidelity question and all that” 

In the extract below, mech interjects two “lead-ins” to questions (at 
lines 78 and 92). Though d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r eventually acknowledges that 
mech is “in line” to take the floor (98), mech does not issue his question 
until line 115. The previous turns (here omitted) involved a discussion of 
collaboration and what factors render it successful (where the 
“collaboration” so defined is distinguished from remixing the same 
samples, or building a collective piece sequentially such as those produced 
in the Soulseek Artists room).  

The current focus, however, is the interaction between 
“d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r”, /dev/null (referencing, in line 74, the record described 
in the Boomkat review above), “GabbaNoize Terrorist”, UndaCova and 
“sheen”, who are discussing the aesthetics and pragmatics of sampling: 

 
BC room 16/12/03: 1 

 
71. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] what styles do you work in dev? 
72. [/dev/null] mainly just fast crazy breaks 
73. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] ;) 
74. [/dev/null] tho the record I just finished is fast crazy breaks with lots of 

90’s hardcore samples (ukhardcore not bam bam hardcore) mixed in 
75. [/dev/null] err early 90’s 
76. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] but well, it’s difficult or unlikely to mix some 

styles 
77. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] but in electronic music i think almost all is 

possible 
78. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] i would like to ask please  
79. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] do any of you use breaks from mp3s of the old 

soul/funk classics 
80. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] i always give the example of hardcore, it has 

been mixed with all kind of styles 
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81. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] or do you source from cds/sites etc? 
82. [/dev/null] I try to use from records as much as possible 
83. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] i don’t like to sample nothing 
84. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] just do it all myself 
85. [/dev/null] but, if trapped, WILL resort to an mp3 ripped sample : ( 
86. [UndaCova] the better you know how to make your own samples, the 

better your compositions will be... sample sites are a bad habit except 
maybe if you’re looking for a specific recognisable sample 

87. [/dev/null] always nice to at least grab breaks from the original context of 
the tune though, gives you a real different feeling when dl’ing the beats 
isolated en-masse from phatdrumloops or something 

88. [UndaCova] plus if you make your own samples your breaks won’t 
sound the same like all the other cliché breakcore  

89. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] i’ve used mp3 breaks (from the old funk / soul tunes) 
in the past – I’m not sure on the quality (even high rate VBR ect) I seem 
to lose 'punchiness' 

90. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] yes, i agree with undacova 
91. [sheen] yeah, or you can use your editing / modifying capabilites to give 

it edge 
92. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] i have a question....  
93. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] all these differing methods!  
94. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] own samples = own breaks = original 
95. [sheen] i mean the soundmurderer stuff isnt all new but it’s still pretty 

graeat 
96. [UndaCova] voila 
97. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] it’s great! 
98. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] mech... 
99. [sheen] or old breaks + crazy editing = still madness 

 
In the preceding discussion, one of the issues identified was the 

contrasting styles of individual producers; with the suggestion mooted that 
collaboration might be unproductive where the styles of the respective 
producers are incompatible. In this instance, “style” is legible as the 
sample base with/in which the individual works. This is what GabbaNoize 
Terrorist is referring to (76, 77 and 80): the perspective (shared by LFO 
Demon) that any genre can serve as “raw material”. From here the 
discussion (following the questions put by d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r at lines 79 
and 81) turns to sourcing samples and the varying approaches to their use. 
GabbaNoize Terrorist and UndaCova (83-84, 86 and 88) present an 
argument against sampling: not using the famous breaks is a means of 
ensuring that one’s “breaks won't sound the same like all the other cliché 
breakcore” (88). The only situation in which “unoriginal” sampling is 
permissible is that in which the intention is to quote a “specific 
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recognisable sample”. This position is summed up by GabbaNoize 
Terrorist at line 94.  

The alternative position is elaborated by /dev/null and sheen. The 
breaks so sampled can, sheen suggests, be improved by “editing” or 
“modification” (91). sheen summarises the contrasting aesthetic in similar 
terms to those utilised by GabbaNoize Terrorist, though the formula is not 
one of transitive equivalence but of addition (99). The exchange continues: 

 
BC room 16/12/03: 2 

 
100. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] yes true too 
101. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] for anyone.... since some people in here were 

talking about sending 12'' vinyls and the sort.. and performing in shows 
in europe...  

102. [/dev/null] undacova - honestly I think it’s all about what sounds good 
103. [sheen] what i like about samples is you can be funny with them 
104. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] but i always prefer doin my own breaks even if it 

gets a little more work or it’s not as good 
105. [sheen] it’s different with synthetics 
106. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] i think eventually i will get more experience 
107. [/dev/null] like, some people get really anti-sample, but then make the 

same lame fm sounds that have been used 100x before 
108. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] i heard some things like that mentioned a few 

times as i was in here in past days....  
109. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] im not 100% against samplin, in fact i was 

demanding samples a few minutes ago! 
110. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] is the influence of 8bit/16bit computer/console 

sounds prevalent in breakcore ? 
111. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] what i don’t like is sampling fully breaks 
112. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] not “single” sounds like drums, sanres and all 

that 
113. [UndaCova] it is about what sounds good, but i’m against the overusing 

of breaks that made older tunes famous 
114. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] yes d_sc 
115. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] but anyways... so collabs are / would be 

difficult...? 
116. [/dev/null] hmmm - I don’t know how prevalent it is.. there’s definitely 

some tight as hell video gamey breakcore tunes 
117. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] SID chip (c64), PAULA (amiga), nes, snes, atari 

VCS etc 
118. [/dev/null] like track 1 on addict 5 
119. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] over the ent, IMO I think collabd would eb 

fdifficult 
120. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] yes d_Sc 
121. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] it’s important 
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122. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] that’s what i guessed from some of laurent ho’s stuff 
123. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] and a lot of producers are sdistionguished 

because they use one machines or others 
124. [/dev/null] I don’t know though... I view video gamey sounds the same as 

amens and the like 
125. [GabbaNoize Terrorist] then is the low fidelity question and all that 
126. [[{*_*}]Mech[{*_*}]] hmm...  
127. [d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r] I know you can get SID vst instruments 
128. [/dev/null] not that it’s bad to use them... but they have this kind of 

“instant gratification” which helps make tracks sound immediately good, 
but also kind of lowers creative effort sometimes because it takes less to 
make satisfying results w/ them 

129. [sheen] not nessessarily 
130. [UndaCova] exactly and i highly worship creative efforts in music 
131. [UndaCova] so it may be a personal thing 
132. [k5k] still better than using other ppls reaktor mods 

 
A vital point is raised at line 103, the possibility of generating humour 

through incongruous sample juxtaposition, something which usually 
depends on the sample being known. As sheen goes on to point out, “it’s 
different with synthetics”: with wholly synthesised, non-sampled music 
(105), there is no possibility of what Lacasse calls “autosonic quotation” 
(2000: 38-39). The “autosonic” refers to “concrete” sounds (identifiable 
samples from previous pieces), whilst the “allosonic” refers to “abstract” 
musicological features (such as melody or lyrics; a cover version is 
allosonic). Restrictions inherent in the compositional mode GabbaNoize 
Terrorist advocates are elaborated by /dev/null in a countercritique (107), 
pointing out that the other position is equally liable to the charge of 
homogeneity: “anti-sample people” may produce “the same lame fm 
sounds” (“fm” is “frequency modulation”). GabbaNoize Terrorist goes on 
to produce a position advocating the sort of (“tight-edited”) sequencing 
/dev/null practices, saying that he doesn’t like the use of entire loops 
(111), but that individual hits extracted from such loops are acceptable: 
“drums, snares and all that” (112).  

Another question is raised by d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r immediately prior to 
this at line 110, referring to “drillbit”–in /dev/null’s phrase, “video gamey 
breakcore tunes” (116). The technical terminology here can be clarified: 
“reactor mods” (132) and “vst instruments” (127) are “plug-ins” or 
“patches” for use with synthesizing software, enabling the production of 
certain sorts of sound (“VST” is an abbreviation of “Virtual Studio 
Technology”). “SID vst instruments” are “emulators” replicating the 
sound of the Commodore 64. At line 117, d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r produces a list 
of “vintage” game platforms; GabbaNoize Terrorist responds specifically 
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to d_sc_mb_b_l_t_r’s question (120), suggesting a remarkable degree of 
aural “literacy”: producers may be “distinguished” by their adherence to 
the sound of a specific console (123). Noteworthy in relation to this topic 
is /dev/null’s impression that “chip” sounds are, like the amen, clichéd 
(124, 128).  

The overarching position emphasises creativity and the satisfaction 
derived from self-expression (a sort of “artisanal” approach): GabbaNoize 
Terrorist always prefers constructing his own breaks, even if it doesn’t 
sound as good, and even though it takes more work (104). Wholesale 
reproduction of identifiable sounds is therefore too “easy” (“cheating” the 
producer of pride in his own labour); what “satisfaction” there is, for the 
producer, is diminished by using classic breaks (113). There is a 
continuum of creativity and the acknowledgement thereof; some efforts 
are more “creative” than others. This continuum, and the implicit debate 
about whether musical efforts “should” be evaluated as auteur self-
expressions or engagements in cultural dialogue, is also evident in the 
turns taken by sheen (129) and k5k (132), which indicate, but do not 
elaborate, alternative perspectives. k5k’s interjection contrasts the 
“technical” evaluation of the producer with the “cultural” one of the 
listener: the “instant gratification” provided by certain samples is “still 
better than using other ppls reaktor mods”. In other words, plunderphonic 
sampling (as “collective authorship”) remains acceptable provided it is 
technically accomplished. 

In BC room 16/12/03: 1 and 2, composition is framed in terms of 
originality, creativity and the pragmatics of sourcing (or synthesizing) 
material. In one exchange, virtually all of the preoccupations of 
production are touched on: music as individual creativity (technical 
mastery addressed to other producers) versus music as intertextual 
intervention (musical/cultural literacy addressed to other listeners); the 
subsidiary debate about looping and sequencing (with the underlying issue 
of musical structure); the problematics of the sample base (“originality” in 
plunderphonic method versus cultural continuity in the genre’s sound); 
and the relationship between electronic music (“cool”) and the history of 
computer culture (“nerd”), as instantiated in chip tune and drillbit. Another 
fundamental issue, identified but not pursued, is raised by GabbaNoize 
Terrorist (125): “the low fidelity question and all that”–the aesthetics and 
politics of noise and distortion, which, like the “tightness of edits”, 
illuminates orientations towards musical structure and the nature of music 
itself.  

Musical structure and the form and “quality” of sound are (as 
suggested by LFO Demon) intimately related to the status of breakcore as 
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“mainstream” or “underground”. This is evident in the datum below, the 
final extract to be considered in this chapter, which approaches these 
issues around bedroom production directly in terms of the market and 
cultural economy. The topic of discussion is the relation between creative 
innovation/expression and commercial viability, some turns previous, the 
coinage “medio-core” has been introduced. The extract begins with a 
disavowal of the possibility of originality, affirmed by k5k and 777?: the 
collective nature of musical production is acknowledged, and 
“iamveryhappy” suggests that originality is irrelevant provided an 
affective response is generated (138).  

 
BC room 9/01/04: 1 

 
133. [MonkSinSpace] if any of u ever had to hope to be innovative or original, 

drop the idea, ur a few hundred or thousands year too late heheh 
134. [MonkSinSpace] all the rhythms and melodiecombos have been done 
135. [k5k] I’m so over being original. 
136. [777?] yeah its all so incestuos,,,im off to do a missy elliot remix 
137. [k5k] yay! 
138. [iamveryhappy] no matter whether its original if it makes me 

sick/dance/happy it’s ok 
139. [k5k] I’m workin on Lena Nystrom remixes, thats as close to original as 

I’ll ever get now10 
140. [skeeter] monk. you have to admit there is a element of business in the 

scene. this is not some musical utopia. 
141. [k5k] oath, otherwise how would we even know to be here... 
142. [MonkSinSpace] skeeter ye i know but for me it is :) 
143. [777?] and that element seems to be growing rapidly 
144. [MonkSinSpace] im in my utopia still 
145. [k5k] til you sign on the dotted line 
146. [MonkSinSpace] and if a lable doesnt want my tunes like they are i rather 

never release anything 
147. [777?] which i think is both a good and bad thing for various reasons 
148. [777?] thats the spirit 
149. [k5k] more attention fr the ‘genre’ but a faster trip to becoming 

mainstream 
150. [k5k] if yr musical style progresses, it really doesnt matter. 

 
At line 140 “skeeter” (who, it will be recalled, produced “Clichéd 

Breakcore with Ninja Turtle Samples”) contrasts a sort of realpolitik 
concerning the market to MonkSinSpace’s anti-”sell-out” idealism. Here 
                                                           
10 Lene Nystrøm was the female vocalist in Aqua, who achieved international 
success with “Barbie Girl” in 1997.  
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the status of breakcore –and Soulseek–as “proto-markets” is evident: “The 
imperative in such a field is for the artists and audiences to distinguish 
themselves from the values associated with the mass market”; where, in 
addition “the repudiation of success constitutes an insurance policy, a 
sober recognition of the likelihood of failure” (Toynbee 2000: 27). 
MonkSinSpace maintains his “utopian” position (142, 144, and 146), 
whilst 777? and k5k produce turns concerning the perceived commercial 
incorporation of the “scene” (143, 145, 147 and 149).  

As the discussion continues, “cutups” raises the breakcore 
“mainstream”, “the ragga-gabba--breaks crossover shit” (151 and 156). 
This is LFO Demon’s “raggacore”, Sizzle’s “heavy metalized” 
“stereotypical breakcore” and DJ /rupture’s “amen driven ragga breakcore 
jungle” all over again. At lines 162-167, there is a brief, recondite 
diversion into historical minutia, similar to LFO Demon’s search for 
origins. The jungle sample base, cutups suggests, is accessible (165); a 
means by which the “disinterested listener” can “find a way in” (Gracyk 
2001: 219), where, again, this is what renders the genre vulnerable to 
“mainstreaming”: 

 
BC room 9/01/04: 2 

 
151. [cutups] i think its interesting that at one of the parties in europe that 

xanopticon played on his last tour, he mentioned that there was a 
“mainstream breakcore” area... 

152. [MonkSinSpace] lol 
153. [k5k] weird, who was in it? 
154. [777?] i feel like once a genre gets popular it rapidly starts  repeating 

itself 
155. [MonkSinSpace] well everything gets commercialised these days 
156. [cutups] i think alot of the ragga-gabba--breaks crossover shit sort of fills 

that nich, 
157. [k5k] damn straight 
158. [cutups] not sure. i think bongra and some of his boys11 
159. [k5k] hmmm, not even breakcore then I guess.. just jungle  
160. [skeeter] ragga seems like the big thing these days. but calling it the 

mainstream of breakcore is silly. 
161. [MonkSinSpace] ye rubbish 
162. [MonkSinSpace] even catani did it on dhr even before breakcore existed 
163. [k5k] ragga? when 

                                                           
11 cutups means the producers released on Bong-Ra’s Clash records, one of the 
labels mentioned by LFO Demon.  
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164. [MonkSinSpace] i got a vinyl from him, an orange one, with a ragga 
jungle breakcore track on it 

165. [cutups] i think it sort of is the more accessable hook by which people 
might like music labeled as breakcore  

166. [MonkSinSpace] was one of my tracks back then from the vinyl 
167. [k5k] DHR ltd 12"... hmm... cant remember ragga on it.... 
168. [MonkSinSpace] ye everything with vocals somehow is more accessible 
169. [k5k] or sirens! 
170. [k5k] hah bumbug. 
171. [skeeter] vocals and melodies 
172. [cutups] i think though its really the “noisy” aspect that turns people off 

the most, people who can’t deal with it. 
173. [k5k] so we gotta keep it noisey to preserve the underground? 
174. [MonkSinSpace] personally i mostly think real vocals are disturbing, lot 

of times they take the mind away too much from the music itself 
175. [MonkSinSpace] ye sad but true 
176. [k5k] real noise is still underground, it’ll never go mainstream...  
177. [cutups] depends on how its done. i’d like to see somebody do it well. 
178. [777?] personally the stuff i have done with vocals is the stuff pople 

wanna hear,,,,but i feeled doomed to repeat somthing i did over a year 
ago for the rest of my life 

179. [skeeter] i like how i have to consciously listen to the vocals or the beats 
in hip hop.  

180. [MonkSinSpace] slepcy does it well :) 
181. [cutups] hard to say never...but it doesn’t seem like we’re close to it yet. 
182. [MonkSinSpace] slepcy never would be mainstream 
183. [k5k] phew 
184. [k5k] he could be if you cut a 30 second sample and put it in a car advert 
185. [k5k] but still not popular, just known 
186. [k5k] I talk poo anyway, ciao! 

 
The relations involved here, between the aesthetic and the political, the 

“underground” and the “mainstream”, the agent (producer) and the 
structure (genre), culture and economy, and the politics of, as Baudrillard 
would have it, the relation between symbolic exchange and the exchange 
value of the commodity (2001: 60), are rendered most manifest in lines 
172-185. It is noise (the non-musical sound, and the genre, where the 
ostensible what of “specific senselessness” is belied by the political 
imperatives of the confrontational how) “that turns people off the most” 
(172), and this gives rise to k5k’s question (173): “so we gotta keep it 
noisey to preserve the underground?” Ensuring the survival of an 
“incorruptible” underground entails an inflationary deployment of abrasive 
sound, always privileging, in LFO Demon’s terms, the “experimental 
approach” over “dance compatibility”. Such are the stylistic politics of the 
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subterranean sonic: “sad but true” (175). For “keeping it noisey” is not 
immune from critique as an oppositional strategy: “the deliberate self-
marginalization of those who aspire to “underground” status is at once 
élitist and politically defeatist. The only reason for staying underground is 
that in relation to dominant structures of power, you are weak” (Gilbert 
and Pearson 1999: 161).  

Guaranteeing an exclusive and oppositional (symbolic) inside, 
incapable of (economic) “rehabilitation” from outside, implies 
transvaluing the “unlistenable-to”, where sound is appreciably 
“underground” to the extent that it transgresses conventional expectations 
of what music “is” and “does”: noise-as-genre is, as indicated in 8.1, to 
some extent dependent on these expectations.12 This is analogous to what 
Duncombe calls “the paradox of negative identity: who you are is 
contingent upon who you are rebelling against” (2002: 245). The 
suggestion k5k makes (176)–that one may distinguish real noise, and that 
said noise will never “go mainstream”–works both ways: people “can’t 
deal with” actual noise, the latter remains underground because it is 
predicated on the rejection of conventional signification. The explanation 
for the inflationary nature of “noisiness” (parallel to the ever-increasing 
tightening of edits) is partly indicated by cutups (181): “noise” must 
continually get “noisier” to evade the risk of commodification (just as the 
“undergroundedness” of breakcore is signalled by “edit-tightening”; a sort 
of acceleration of “nowness”). The transvaluation of noise (and the 
“training” required to appreciate it) is signalled by k5k’s further 
distinguishing between “popular” and “known” (185), as a means of 
elaborating a subtle aspect of the process of “mainstreaming”: were a 
“noisy” track to feature in a car advert (the ultimate co-optation), it would 
have been economically incorporated but would remain symbolically 
“outside”. It is not that Slepcy could never “sell out”; it is that an 

                                                           
12 Some noise reproduces “conventional” musicological techniques for the 
generation of affect, although through an unconventional sound palette: feedback, 
static, distortion and so on, Whitehouse frequently produce a recognisably 
“musical” noise (the “golden rule” of temporal proportionality, for example, is 
sometimes adhered to). However, there are many noisicians (for instance, 
Macronympha, Noise/Girl or Japanese Torture Comedy Hour) for whom this is 
really not the case. Even with the latter, though, the paradox of “structure” 
remains: “in the last analysis it is still the composer who decided what he wishes to 
retain in his work” (Nattiez 1990: 52). The disavowal of conventional musical 
signification remains an explicable signifying manoeuvre. The choices made by 
the “composer” remain motivated and constrained. Toynbee makes a similar 
argument about free improvisation (2000: 108-110). 
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incorporated Slepcy, could only be known, not (as cutups indicates in line 
181, yet) popular. 

These sonic constituents–noise and the breakbeat –have a long 
association: the latter increasingly impacts upon or influences the former, 
and is recognised as doing so. Thus, in a review of a Whitehouse album: 

 
Though they introduced the first hints of rhythm some time ago—all 
obtuse, upended aggro-industrial splatter—the role of the “beat” seems to 
play an increasingly large role in Whitehouse’s output, figuring in four of 
the seven tracks here. Taking their cue, perhaps, from the fractured, 
sadistic beat constructions of the Digital Hardcore acts or newer artists 
such as Autechre and Venetian Snares, artists who in many ways have 
redefined an industrial noise aesthetic that no longer has to be rooted in the 
squall and feedback, and can create the same confrontational ruptures 
using the ‘beat’ as a weapon (Dean 2006). 
 
It is possible to identify particularly “noisy” breakcore, and breakcore-

noise collaborations may serve as “gateways” from one genre into the 
other (such as the Venetian Snares and Speedranch release Making 
Orange Things). This musical dialogue is not incongruous where a long-
term perspective is taken, acknowledging the roles of punk and hip-hop 
aesthetics in particular.13  

Grajeda argues that the incorporation of noise in “lo-fi” implies a “loss 
of mastery, control and order”: “the autonomous artist no longer fully in 
charge–sharing credit for the source of a sound with an apparatus that 
makes itself heard, with a technology somewhat out of control” (2002: 
366). Sounds conventionally considered extraneous impurities, unintended 
outputs of the systems of mechanical and digital production of music 
(most obviously, static, feedback, vinyl crackle and tape hiss), are actively 
incorporated as elements; often the impression is that machine noise is 
“taking over”. LFO Demon’s “aesthetics of errors, noises and distortion” 
serve here as “indexes of ‘authenticity ’” (Gilbert and Pearson 1999: 134).  

Commercial audio technology can be regarded as a long search for a 
sound which is not just an accurate reproduction of the “real”, but a sound 
which is “even better than the real”, a transparent sonic “truth”, played 
through a medium which “inaudiblises” any trace of its own existence. 
                                                           
13 In her discussion of “working in the red” in hip-hop, Rose indicates another 
precursor to noise: “Decades ago, blues musicians jimmied amplifiers and guitars 
to get desired sounds” (1994: 199n30). Also noteworthy are the musique concrète 
of Cage, Henry, Schaeffer, Stockhausen and Varèse (Sinker 2002: 181-192). 
Russolo is also prescient in his construction of “noise machines”, anticipating the 
noisicians’ DiY construction of electroacoustic devices (Nattiez 1990: 51). 
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The “counter-aesthetics” of noise emerge dialectically (and often 
nostalgically, where naturalised technologies are privileged), as an 
opposition to all that “hi-fi” discourse signifies: exactitude, efficiency, 
transparency, purity and perfection of form, the aesthetics of “high” 
(fidelity) technology (Grajeda 2002: 362). Katz describes the revaluation 
of analogue noise as a “phonograph effect” (2004: 3-7, 146). This nascent 
critique, articulated through sound, draws attention to the artifice of its 
own construction and interrogates the relationship between the human and 
the nonhuman “machine”. 

One of the remarkable features of the authenticity articulated at the 
point where breakcore and noise meet is its hypermasculine sonic 
aggression.14 Fans and practitioners alike refer to noise gigs as “live 
actions” or “live assaults”. Arnett similarly describes metal gigs as “the 
sensory equivalent of war” (1996: 14). Where jungle engages in ritual 
displays of adversative symbolic dominance by “sound-murdering bad 
boys”, noise enacts such dominance at a practically sadomasochistic level 
within sound itself (and “against” the listener), through a form of what 
Eshun names “sonic brutalism” (1998: 118). Music functions here as “a 
defensive as well as an offensive weapon” (Frith 2003: 95). The sonic 
performance of aggression “offensively” disrupts the conventions of the 
“mainstream”; simultaneously, it “defensively” constitutes and delimits 
the “underground”. It is unsurprising that the domination manifest in the 
hair-trigger, microsecond-by-microsecond percussive intensity of 
“tightening edits” should come to be combined with “the squall and 
feedback” domination of noise, and vice versa. 

                                                           
14 This is distinct from, but compounded by, the often ultraviolent themes of the 
genre of noise. 



 

 

CHAPTER TEN 

“SAFEWAY BRAND BREAKCORE”1 
 
 
 
We made an execration as the gate of copyright fell off its hinge and the 
blood flow of DSP processing began. 
Welcome to Execrate is a reminder that before the DSP explosion, we had 
already entered the body and gone live, we had already began to process 
all formats of audio, into the perhaps cack-handed mulch that this album 
is.2  
The world has the ability to process, yet rarely will you find such a 
cacophony of deformed data in such ineligible order.  
If your a true mangler then in truth you must process everything, here we 
took the heart body and mind of all that has gone before, we stuck them all 
back together and created an unrecognisable shape, picture or execration.  
You are the judge, try it for yourself we ate the egg and we fried the 
chicken! 
—Speedranch and Jansky Noise 2004. 
 
What might I say in my defense? Only what is compelling in the stories I 
tell. What distinguishes my approach from those who have told their 
stories before me? I am not surprised to find culture corrupt and its 
measures mixed.  
—Lhamon 1998: 7. 
 
You taught me language; and my profit on’t 
Is, I know how to curse: the red plague rid you 
For learning me your language! 
—Tempest I. II: 363-365. 

10.1 The sample base, “culture jamming” and piggyback 
branding 

Over the course of the previous two chapters, the discussion shifted, 
from analysis of the cultural preoccupations of bedroom producer identity 
as instantiated linguistically and discursively, to a transposition of some of 
                                                           
1 The title is the name of a track on Fanny’s Shoebomb Hurricane.  
2 “DSP” is an abbreviation of “digital signal processing”. 
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the concepts developed in that analysis to the music produced and 
distributed through this culture. We latterly charted a course, steered by 
that musematic shibboleth, the amen, from the ragga jungle revival, 
through to the “de-coolifying” of that break along the stylistic continuum 
from its “mashing-up” in jungle, through “raggacore”, and into breakcore 
“proper”, and on to the repudiation of the break as looped totality and the 
advocacy of noise as guarantor of an underground immune from 
commercial “recuperation”.3 Another way of describing this trajectory is 
in terms of (access to, specifically, p2p access to) an ever-expanding 
sample base (rendering the junglist adherence to ragga samples 
anachronistic to some practitioners), alongside high literacy concerning 
the accelerated turnover time of sonic signs (where these aspects are 
mutually reinforcing). The continual depreciation and transvaluation of 
sounds and styles entails–one might say logically–the “systematic” 
application of breakcore as method to a proliferating variety of sample 
bases. Given that the oppositional politics of breakcore involves a 
rejection of the “easy” in favour of the “hard” (in terms of sonic texture, 
and virtuoso sequencing), an engagement with the stylistic practices of the 
genre of noise is also a logical progression.  

The engagement with noise, though, is only one possible move in the 
“progression” of breakcore; alternate strategies may be identified, though 
this would be “formal” given the fluid continuity of these approaches. 
They can be elaborated in terms of the sample “resource bank” (Toynbee 
2000: 137), and the hybrids so produced; most of these options have 
already been encountered. One option is the application of “edit-
tightening” to metal (for example, Bazooka and other gabber producers, 
Bong-Ra, Cuti Sadda, Drumcorps, Istari Lasterfahrer, Maruosa, Otto Von 
Schirach, Ove-Naxx, Shitmat, and Xrin Arms): metal is a familiar form to 
“gravers”, is appropriately “hard”, and “harder still” when processed and 

                                                           
3 Producers of “hard listening” breakcore, such as Amboss, Eiterherd, I:gor and 
Zombieflesheater, treat the amen and other well-known breaks with high levels of 
distortion. Similar processes feature in contemporary speedcore, where literal noise 
is a prominent feature. 
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edited with resequenced beats and kick drums.4 The metal sample base has 
effectively produced a subgenre of its own.5  

Another is to expropriate obscure, “niche” material which has not yet 
been incorporated. This bears similarities with the hip-hop process 
referred to as “crate-digging” (Katz 2004: 118). Thus Kaada samples soul, 
gospel and doo-wop, or S.Duus samples mentos and early ska. Abelcain 
samples old horror movies, and as Davros, has based an album on Doctor 
Who samples. Igorrr combines breakbeats with samples of classical piano 
and harpsichord. As Jitterburg Devil, retrigger (a Breakcore room 
“graduate”) samples surf guitar and swing bands. Venetian Snares 
frequently produces one-off plunderphonic compositions of this sort, with 
individual tracks based on sources such as the theme from Coronation 
Street, or the audio from the films Herbie Goes Bananas and Kill Bill. 
This “polyglot” sampling produces a frisson of dialogic dynamism at an 
intertextual level in relation to other media (at the other end of the process 
from crate-digging is the sport of sample-spotting). Where some sample 
base proves fruitful, it will presumably become an “institutional” resource.  

This approach–mining previously unsampled material–is quite distinct 
from the engagement with noise, given that noise is a method of treating 
(the “grain” of) sound itself, rather than a sample base.6 This has 
implications in terms of the significatory processes involved and thus the 
cultural implications of the particular approach. Following Weinel’s 
argument, we might say that plunderphonic breakcore is characterized by a 
proliferation of signifiers; it is “an example of hardcore techno 

                                                           
4 One of the nfos presented in Chapter Three, 00_bong-ra_-_grindcrusher-(adn47)-
vinyl-2005-sq, accompanied such a release, as evinced by its title. It is intriguing 
that: 1) sampling metal apparently bears none of the moral difficulty involved in 
sampling ragga; and 2) the ethical problematics of sampling on the other hand 
seem to “wear out” over time (“decontextualised soundclash shouting” still 
requires more “justification” than the amen itself). 
5 This process is also pursued from the other end of the spectrum: the digigrind 
subgenre utilises digital techniques, in particular drum programming for grind’s 
characteristic “blast beats”. An example is Tourette Syndrom’s Gabbergrind. 
Many grind tracks feature speech samples; this is perhaps related to the restrictive 
approach to discursive signification in “spewage” vocal style.  
6 In the genre known as “glitch”, however, the sample base is raw data. While this 
“sounds like” the “edit-tightening” of noise (the clips and static bursts produced by 
electronic devices malfunctioning in various ingeniously engineered ways), there 
is a distinction in terms of origin: glitch is generally considered avant-garde 
minimalism, rather than a post-rave hybrid. A good example is Ryoji Ikeda’s 
Dataplex. An evocative account of glitch is presented in Young (2002). 
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multiplying its cultural associative qualities as much as possible”. 
Concerning Venetian Snares, for instance, Weinel writes: 

 
Venetian Snares employs sounds which signify hardcore techno and rave 
in a more overt manner … crucially, the snare drum sounds used will be 
recognised by listeners familiar with jungle and drum ‘n’ bass, as derived 
from the ‘Amen’ breakbeat. The result of this is that when we listen to 
Venetian Snares music, we associate it with hardcore techno, and 
appreciate it as a twisted version of that form (2007). 
 
Noise, on the other hand, is acousmatic. This term generally refers to 

sound for which no specific source or origin can be determined, but it can 
also be used to refer to sounds which do not have any direct cultural 
referentiality. Whilst staple elements of noise (static, feedback etc.) 
arguably do in fact possess cultural referentiality (else we could not speak 
of noise as a genre), they do not quite “point” indexically to origins 
beyond their technological source in the manner, say, that a drum hit does. 
Weinel’s interest lies in the significatory consequences of these 
distinctions. Adapting his argument, we might say that noise is getting 
away from conventional signification by striving for “acousmaticity”, 
becoming sonically abstract; and that breakcore is collapsing the 
referentiality of its signifiers by multiplying them and speeding them up, 
and thereby schizophonically undermining their meaningfulness.  

An option perhaps in some “middle ground” between these two 
approaches is the aesthetic furnished by “the machine”: the nostalgic, lo-
tech, “video gamey” sounds of 8-bit and 16-bit computers (AA.Kurtz, Bit 
Shifter, Curtis Chip, Epsilon/Patricider, Hellseeker, McFireDrill, DJ 
Scotch Egg, Sonic Death Rabbit, Producer Snafu etc.). This form of 
production is not so much a “direct”, autosonic sample base as a means of 
composition within a particular sound palette.7 Generally both 
plunderphonic “crate-digging” and chip tune/drillbit composition are 
combinatory, involving simultaneous deployment of drum samples 
(including the amen).  

A further approach to sampling, distinct from crate-digging in that it 
involves the deployment of highly “recognisable samples”, is indicated in 
the title to the following section: the musical form and sample constituents 
of breakcore as “lame amens and pop mash”. Some sample bases, and the 

                                                           
7 We can, however, distinguish between autosonic samples drawn directly from old 
video games (Saskrotch, for instance), allosonic covers of previous material 
(Landfill furnishes a good example), and “original” compositions (such as the 
work of Nullsleep and the other artists on the 8bitpeoples roster). 
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means of producing some sounds, are socially and legally more 
“powerful” than others. Thus, as Collins indicates, the “roms” or 
emulators through which 8-bit sounds are produced are often illegal 
(2003: 29). “Underground” sample bases such as grind and ragga are 
generally “indifferent” when it comes to ensuring their own immunity 
from plunderphonic appropriation and redeployment. However, mass-
market pop music seemingly is in a position to attempt to ensure it is 
neither appropriated (downloaded) nor redeployed (sampled). Thus one 
intriguing punk-aesthetic production strategy, duplicating broader cultural 
practices and exercising “right of reply” to this power, is the piggyback 
branding of “pop mashing”. Before exploring the implications of the 
preceding analysis for the rationalisation/democratisation binary, we must 
consider this “militant domestication” (Slobin 1992: 67).  

The different approaches to production outlined above highlight the 
possibility of transtextual “mapping”: “each listener has his or her own, 
unique transtextual network; but it should be possible also to look at an 
entire group’s transtextual network” (Lacasse 2000: 57). This is why there 
is an element of formalisation in characterising sample mining as 
innovation, or intervention in the popular music economy. Perspective is 
key: where /dev/null samples ‘90s hardcore, this may be heard as an 
informed homage, an innovative rediscovery, or “clichéd breakcore”. 
Covach calls the ability to “decode” the how “stylistic competency” (1995: 
407). Such competency develops though enculturation: “the acquisition of 
musical skills and knowledge by immersion in the everyday music and 
musical practices of one’s social context” (Green 2001: 22), and varies 
according to the transtextual map available to the listener. Where, for 
instance, Doormouse samples polka, this may be a stylistic innovation (to 
those unfamiliar with polka), but for Doormouse polka almost certainly 
has specific resonances.  

Rose describes sampling as “an invocation of another’s voice to help 
you to say what you want to say. It is also a means of archival research, a 
process of musical and cultural archaeology” (1994: 79). However, with 
pop samples the situation is rather different: given pop’s ubiquity, 
sampling it can hardly be considered “crate-digging”. Pop as a sample 
base is distinct from other subcultural sample bases (grind, dancehall, funk 
breakbeats), in that rearticulation through the constituent elements of these 
other subcultural sounds has become generically stabilised or 
institutionalised, this is why we are able to speak of raggacore or drillbit. 
While the term mashcore is sometimes used to refer to the application of 
breakcore as method (to other musics in general), one does not speak of 
“popcore” as a genre. There are not canonical pop samples in the way in 
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which there are canonical dancehall, hip-hop, or breakbeat samples, in part 
because, by definition, pop does not have cool or underground 
authenticity. This is also related to the distinct genre status of the sampled 
material: individual, highly recognisable pop hits (themselves one-offs), as 
contrasted with non-differentiated, but often pre-sampled dancehall 
elements or grind riffs. Pop mashes are recognisable because they “speak” 
to the mainstream, raggacore is recognisable because it “speaks” to itself 
first, and dancehall latterly. Recall 777?’s remark in BC room 9/01/04: 1 
(9.3): 

 
yeah its all so incestuos,,,im off to do a missy elliot remix 
 
Here 777? indicates the vogue for plunderphonic remixes of a popular 

hip-hop artist, describing this vogue as “incestuous”. To a certain extent, 
mass-media visibility serves as a guarantor of unauthorised remixes: 
“some labels even ‘leak’ acapellas with the hope of getting some decent 
bootlegs/remixes created” (Loopfish, via email, February 27, 2003). This 
sort of citation is longstanding (the intertextual practice, and the 
“incestuous”, inter-constitutive relation between “mainstream” and 
“underground”), and analogous to the “piggyback branding” engaged in 
by rip crews. Brands “are socially constructed texts which mediate 
meanings between and amongst consumers and producers. A brand is a 
‘sign for sale’” (O’Reilly 2005: 582). Bricolage sampling involves 
expropriation of these signs. Consider, for example, the Countryside 
Alliance Crew: 

 
The crew started out in 2003, bringing their soundsystem to local cattle 
market auctions and county shows. Formed by rival farmers DJ Psylage 
and Farmer Giles Peterson in an attempt to settle their bitter land dispute, 
the crew quickly grew in size and now boasts almost 100 members to date. 
Brought together by a love for farming and a general concern for lack of 
rural representation in today’s underground music scene, the crew are 
intent on bringing their unique ‘farmcore’ style to the forefront and 
initiating a rural takeover (2005).8 
 
This cultural collision (combining Farmer Giles, the Tolkien character, 

with Gilles Peterson, the BBC DJ; telescoping the “psy” of “psy-trance” 

                                                           
8 The Countryside Alliance plays with the relationship between the free party and 
those who own the land upon which such events occur, combining the raver and 
the farmer in one carnivalesque persona. Live appearances feature the Alliance 
dressed in tweed, patch caps and so on. 
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into silage; taking the name of the conservative pro-hunting “movement”) 
is also evident in the Alliance’s musical output. DJ Psylage’s “Keep It 
Rustic”, on Rural Takeover Volume 1, alternates (on an amen) an Elephant 
Man acapella (including the line “sodomite and batty boy don’t come near 
me”) with segments of novelty “Scrumpy and Western” group the 
Wurzels’ “Farmer Bill’s Cowman”.9 On the same release, Wool-Pac’s 
“My Dirty Hoe” is built out of the acapella of Tupac Shakur’s “Baby 
Don’t Cry”, Bruce Springsteen’s “Streets of Philadelphia”, and the theme 
tune to the soap opera Emmerdale (the pub in Emmerdale is called The 
Woolpack). The remarkable feature about such work (even where the 
intention is largely tongue-in-cheek) is its relation to the broader cultural 
environment. As Slobin rightly points out, “a large body of subculture 
musics engage in complex layering, piling code upon code” (1992: 69).  

The intertextual generic connections between the musics discussed 
here can be highlighted by indicating innovative code-switching 
“crossovers” in related “underground” musics. For example, the Crude 
track “Lo Bit Quantum Slide”, on Noise Suite, is a noise piece made, as its 
title suggests, out of the degraded sound of low bit-rate mp3s. It is thus a 
sort of “computer noise” informed by the digitisation of music and the 
anti-aesthetic possibilities the mp3 presents, and gesturing towards chip 
tune and the “video gamey” (the process of reducing bit-rate, and thereby 
audio quality, is referred to as “bit crushing”). On a grind compilation 
called Falafel Grind: A Tribute to Cripple Bastards, there is a track 
entitled “Blood”, credited to Amanda Lear and Giulio the Bastard. It is 
actually Amanda Lear’s 1977 disco hit “Blood and Honey” with Giulio 
the Bastard’s spewage vocals “on top of it”.10  

The argument propounded here describes piggyback branding (3.1) as 
sonic branding (Jackson 2003), and the display and appropriation of sonic 
dominance (Henriques 2003: 451). This can be related to the idea of noise 
as power (Attali 1985), and in turn to the rationalisation/democratisation 
debate (1.4-1.5) as when the “voice” of music ritually transgresses the 
shitless “voice” (4.1, 4.6).11 A final example is Epsilon’s “Shatner”, which 

                                                           
9 “Keep it Rustic” illustrates longstanding “contrafact” or “social authorship”, as 
well as crate-digging innovation: Farmer Bill’s Cowman was itself “based on the 
1967 UK instrumental hit “I Was Kaiser Bill’s Batman” by Whistling Jack Smith” 
(Golden Haze Productions 2001). 
10 In “grinding” disco, Giulio the Bastard also “discos” grind, demonstrating the 
existence of the BDR in grind. 
11 Mass-cultural examples of intertextual piggyback branding are easy to come by, 
particularly in advertising (arguably the template for the form), but also in film. 
The practice is also commonplace amongst illicit drug distributors: in the early 
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features vocal samples simply saying the name: William Shatner.12 
Epsilon effectively treats William Shatner just as Kellogg’s All-Bran did 
in their recent campaign–albeit without Shatner’s involvement or consent. 
This “culture jamming” piggyback branding renders a two-way 
association between Epsilon and William Shatner, “triggered” by seeing 
Shatner or hearing his name. Such sampling is arguably a critical 
instantiation of Adorno’s argument, that “pop records resemble advertising 
jingles, and their frequent repetition of titles and first lines serves to 
advertise themselves as commodities” (Bradby and Torode 2000: 
215n8).13 In this way, Epsilon is able to intervene in the cultural economy 
(alternately, the cultural economy intervenes in Epsilon: each “speaks” 
ventriloquially through the other), just as rip crews inject their names into 
the distributive flow of goods on p2p. The effect is to subtly alter the 
“meaning” of William Shatner; it is one of perspective by incongruity, 
defamiliarising (making strange) William Shatner, while boosting the 
“visibility” of Epsilon by association.14 

                                                                                                                         
1990s, for example, LSD blotters called Sonics were circulated (bearing the image 
of Sonic the Hedgehog, the Sega video game character), as were Ecstasy tablets 
bearing the Mercedes logo. Speaking of crack cocaine, George writes: “dealers 
named their brands after some pop culture artifact such as the movie Lethal 
Weapon or the band P-Funk” (2005: 135). Ritzer’s McDonaldization is another 
example (2008). 
12 “Shatner” features on Xtreme.core Xtract.  
13 Adorno asserts that in mass-produced pop, incessant repetition of “the title 
trademark of the song or the first words of its lyrics” functions analogously to 
advertising (2002: 454). The suggestion here is that, where we are sympathetic 
towards Adorno on this point, plunderphonic practice can be understood as 
appropriating or deploying such techniques: simultaneously undermining their 
referents and calling attention to the techniques themselves.  
14 Again, the listener’s “competence” plays an important role. Shitmat’s coprolalic 
name is a case in point, bearing a two-fold reference: first to the happy hardcore 
producer Slipmatt (who often features on compilations advertised on British 
terrestrial television), and second, to the article for which that producer is named, 
the slip mat on the turntable. Shitmat thus discursively smears excrement over the 
“mainstream” with his own abjected persona. Better known cultural references 
feature in the names of the producers Des and Mel Regime, and Andrew Lloyd 
Webber’s Retard Crack Dealer, which “subvertise” mass media icons within an 
“underground” discourse in a style similar to that of “Shatner”. 
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10.2 “Lame amens and pop mash”15  

There is something of a danger in assessing the import of sampling 
practices where these are depicted as subversive or oppositional, as a 
critique of the music industry and the commodity form applied to music, 
and this danger may be elaborated on two linked counts: the relation of 
plunderphonic pop mashing to copyright; and the cultural consequences of 
the practice. The “theft” implied by plunderphonic is in effect simply a 
form of cultural dialogue (and a longstanding one at that). For it to be read 
as “resistant”, other interpretive elements have to be in place–if we are to 
argue, for instance, that: “the signs no longer signify what was originally 
intended, as youth subcultures actively engage in symbolic work to 
challenge the assumptions of powerful ideologies and controlling 
institutions” (Elliott 1994: 14). Specifically, to read plunderphonic 
practice as somehow counter-hegemonic, what is needed is an argument 
suggesting that: “What is morally right, as discovered through an ethical 
consideration of the impact of copyright on the common good, differs 
fundamentally from the directions the laws surrounding copyright are 
moving” (Buchanan 2006: 10).  

Only where such a “difference” has been established is it possible to 
argue that plunderphonic sampling assumes an oppositional stance. 
Copyright and cultural creativity are related insofar as the former may 
appear to constrain the latter, this is what makes wilful copyright 
infraction appear both culturally and politically “resistant”. The situation 
is compounded by the assumptions of practitioners and analysts: “popular 
music is a solution, a ritualized resistance, not to the problems of being 
young and poor and proletarian but to the problems of being an 
intellectual” (Frith 1992a: 179). Here, the supposedly “resistant” aspects 
of subcultural involvement are not emergent from inchoate, but 
nonetheless political, homologies between practitioners’ aesthetics and 
social position, but are, rather, read into subcultural involvement by 
cultural intermediaries and producers anxious to restate the (traditional) 
“rebelliousness” of popular music, to find in cultural practices strategies of 
resistance. Where Parasite samples the Popstars-generated band, 
Hear’Say, or where Istari Laserfahrer samples Tatu, the how of this 
sampling both ritually “redeems” and problematises the original 
material.16 The inbuilt obsolescence of the pop artefact is underscored by 
                                                           
15 The subsection heading is the title of a track by Xian on The Riddle of Steel. 
“Lame amens” are of course similar to “clichéd breakcore “.  
16 Parasite samples Hear’Say in “Pure and Simple”, on the Popstar Liberation 
Front: Steal Our Song. Even the title of the release signals it as a plunderphonic 
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the “pop mash”, while the recontextualisation restates the sonic norms of 
“underground” authenticity (demonstrating the “popness” of the original 
by “hardcorifying” it). The effectiveness of the “mashing” depends on the 
extent to which it is audible as instantiating cultural détournement: the 
“use of appropriated materials in ways that alter their original meaning” 
(Collins 2005: 169). 

In a (Foucaultian) sense, though, the oppositional success of such 
sampling depends on some reactional force from “the industry”. The 
subversion is supposed to reside in the practice itself, but is only ever 
“actualised” when contested (for the practice to be subversive, there must 
be something to subvert: the paradox of negative identity again). Where 
this occurs, the ensuing controversy can be depicted as a David-and-
Goliath situation, where the legal power of the “Goliath” curtails the 
freedom of expression and creativity of the “David”. This is precisely 
what occurred with Danger Mouse, the plunderphonic hip-hop producer 
who combined Jay-Z’s The Black Album with the Beatles’ The White 
Album. The ensuing product, The Grey Album, garnered Danger Mouse 
and those who uploaded his album cease-and-desist emails from EMI, 
leading to the involvement of copyright reform advocacy website 
Downhill Battle (Ayers 2006: 127-136, Duckworth 2005: 147-155). The 
“backstage” of downloads came to appear a site of privatised mass 
resistance on “Grey Tuesday” (February 24, 2004), when the Grey Album 
was downloaded an estimated 100,000 times (Ayers 2006: 134). “Illegal 
art” highlights the developing institutional relationships between music, 
copyright, technology and creativity. 

Where such responses do not occur, has anything subversive 
happened? Asking such a question highlights the symbiotic codependence 
between “mainstream” and “underground”, and the unspoken assumptions 

                                                                                                                         
critique of the demotic pop aesthetic of American Idol, Popstars or X Factor: 
Hear’Say are not a “real” band, they are “manufactured”. Discernible in this is, 
therefore, a parallel of the authenticity found in “folk” musics (Gilbert and Pearson 
1999: 118). When Hear’Say’s “Pure and Simple” first came out, it was the fastest-
selling single in British history. Istari Lasterfahrer samples Tatu’s “All the Things 
She Said” (among other things) on “Side A” of Acid Explosion/Judge Dread. The 
latter piece ends with the following speech sample: “30 years of the same old shit, 
pop music, money, hit after hit” (interspersed with a rigorous amen). Death$ucker 
is Parasite’s own label, just as Sozialistischer Plattenbau (“more socialistic flat-
building”) is Istari Lasterfahrer’s. The nfo for Acid Explosion/Judge Dread states 
that the commercial release, on vinyl, was limited to 510 copies. Such short runs 
are typical of niche genres: they increase the auratic collectability of the artefact. 
As suggested in Chapter Three, the “real” distribution occurs in mp3 format. 
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upon which any categorisation of such practices as resistant is based: “the 
notion of a cultural ‘underground’ which is politically radical simply by 
virtue of being ‘underground’ is nonsense” (Gilbert and Pearson 1999: 
160). To sample Tatu, say, without authorisation, is “heard” as a rather 
“rude” expression of authenticity, intervening in the cultural soundscape. 
Yet these appropriations combine pop-cultural icons with breaks such as 
the amen, where the latter is a sign of subcultural authenticity. As we have 
seen, though, the originators of the amen, that “legitimate” (authentically 
masculine, “black”, and fratriarchal) measure by which (inauthentically 
feminine) pop is judged and found wanting, may likewise be considered to 
have had something “taken” from them.  

That something is sampled thousands of times does not make it “right” 
(in some moral sense) to continue to do so, just as the ubiquity of Britney 
Spears does not make it “subversive” to sample her.17 Yet in the former 
case the sample has become almost completely divorced from its 
originators, and in the latter such output continues to be heard as 
“resistant”, because the what said in and by mass market commodities is 
resituated in terms of a how different from that originally intended. One 
might say that Britney and other “mainstream” material is frontstage 
(inauthentic, stage-managed), whilst dancehall and the amen remain 
backstage (authentic, “real”). The movement towards sampling pop is thus 
read as “subversive” because the frontstage voice so sampled is considered 
a (shitless) official voice of popular culture, subjected to a détournement 
which destabilises the original meaning, where this is doubly transgressive 
when it is also in violation of copyright. Furthermore, Britney is, of 
course, much more visible/audible than the amen, dancehall, grind, or 
other sample bases. Pop mashing is consequently tactical in the sense that 
it “speaks” to broader transtextual maps, and this may be construed as 
“progressive” to the extent that it facilitates “strategic equivalence-
building”–which it does, insofar as, through the familiarity of the sampled 
material, it may lead to an expanded audience, who may then reconsider 
the status of the original (Irving 1993: 108). Nonetheless, the amen and the 
male JE dancehall voice continue to carry all the weight of a symbolically 
“outside”, underground, subaltern authenticity, in part, no doubt, because 
of the continuing constitution of black culture as authentic, and the 
resultant viability of black culture as speaking for youth culture at large 
(Collins 2004: 277). The redeployment of the amen and the dancehall 

                                                           
17 Britney Spears’ “Outrageous”, along with the amen, forms the basis of Killjoy’s 
“Britney Stole My Crack Pipe” on Kamikaze Club 5. Society Suckers use her 
“Toxic” in a piece by the same name on Drop Name Records Volume 1. 
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voice can hardly be thought of as subversive in copyright terms, as the 
originators of the sampled material never had copyright protection or 
significant earnings in the first place–paradoxically, this is related to 
precisely what provides these samples with “underground” status.  

One could therefore argue that the authenticity constituted through 
such sampling was wholly unoriginal, that viewing genres as “just a 
resource” implies that metamusics such as breakcore (or plunderphonic 
hip-hop) are wholly parasitic on “the industry” they ostensibly critique. 
One may similarly argue that breakcore production, although the “scene” 
remains relatively “underground” (or because of its marginality and 
elitism), is not at all democratising or politically resistant. Rather, it 
reinscribes domination, mastery and competition, cloaked in an empty 
rhetoric of plunderphonic “liberation” and nihilistic post-rave hedonism, 
where the “underground” bedroom producer is not a nerd turning the 
means of capitalist domination against “the system”, but is, rather, a 
privileged update on Adorno’s pseudo-active radio ham, meticulously 
sequencing amens when he could be actually doing some (as yet 
unspecified) thing about the social world: “all cultural products, even non-
conformist ones, have been incorporated into the distribution-mechanisms 
of large-scale capital … The outsiderishness of the initiates is an illusion” 
(Adorno 1978: 207). According to such an argument, breakcore 
plunderphonics could be characterised as returning to the listener and the 
producer, at the level of the signifier (the sample), what s/he no longer 
posseses at the level of the signified–that is, a sense of agency, of a 
capacity to effect change (Brottman 2005: 67). As Jenks asks (2005: 120): 
“might not these supposed political assemblies (in the form of subcultures) 
simply divert an impotent political will from a recognition of the real 
contradictions at work?” 

Even the p2p gift can be understood as a form of symbolic violence. 
Straw argues that music collections “are seen as both public displays of 
power/knowledge and private refuges from the sexual or social world; as 
either structures of control or the by-products of irrational and fetishistic 
obsession; as material evidence of the homosocial information-mongering 
which is one underpinning of male power and compensatory undertakings 
by those unable to wield that power” (1997: 4). Hisama similarly critiques 
the assembly of collections as “an appropriative act … helping only to 
define the collector’s self” (2000: 341n12). Vaidhyanathan, echoing 
Putnam’s “cyberbalkanization” hypothesis (2000: 177), argues that “The 
users who can scour the hard drives of others and download enough 
material to become creators and mavens in the community tend to be 
wealthy, technically savvy residents of developed nations. And even they 
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have few ways of building social capital or deriving cultural capital 
directly from peer-to-peer” (2004: 61). As with other aspects of CMC, p2p 
can be negatively characterised as personally and socially destructive, 
turning “the merely curious into the obsessive, the fan into the fanatic” 
(Katz 2004: 175). 

Amen fetishism could then exemplify everything wrong about the self-
absorption of Western, white, masculinist youth culture, where the 
apparently subversive practices of the fratriarchal “underground” would 
be “an effect of phallogocentric discourse constructing its own marginal 
moments” (Gilbert and Pearson 1999: 103). The plunderphonic disavowal 
of sign depreciation would then be not a critique, but an endorsement of 
the existing sign economy and a political abnegation, operating within and 
reproducing the exclusionary signifying practices of dominant culture. In 
order to maintain “underground” status, to “maintain the image of 
oppression”, as Savran argues about previous “countercultural” 
formations, the beats and the hippies: “they needed a conservative, 
‘straight’ culture in relation to which they could obsessively restage their 
abasement. On the other hand, they simultaneously needed an abjected 
community of African Americans in which they could see reflected their 
own ‘dark image’” (1998: 122). 

10.3 The Master’s Tools?  

Whilst such a critique is forceful, it is possible to propound an 
alternative perspective, situating sampling and bedroom production within 
a broader context. The argument here takes (“bedroom”) production 
practices alongside consideration of the site of distribution and interaction 
(p2p), asserting the independence of those involved. The “resistance” 
would then reside in the fact that independent production is prioritised 
over mass-market commodities, and the latter become fodder for the 
former, appropriated at no recompense. The principal point would be the 
existence of an “alternative” to the commodity-form, a space not 
dominated by pecuniary interests, where copyright law and norms of 
private ownership and individualist creativity are contested and 
problematised.  

The p2p proto-market could then be characterised as a “relatively 
autonomous zone”, indicating “the real contradictions of capital in the 
sphere of musical production” (Toynbee 2000: 29). The existence of such 
a space undermines the content industries’ monopoly on cultural 
production and distribution. Haupt suggests that “file-sharing … is 
counter-hegemonic for the following reasons: the integrity of the music 
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text is violated because individual songs from albums can be downloaded, 
traditional notions of authorship are challenged/violated due to the fact 
that digital technology makes it easier for individuals to sample music in 
the production of new music, and brand integrity is violated” (2006: 116). 
The “static” authoriality of the musical brand (the album format, itself a 
contingent consequence of the vinyl medium) is collapsed by the 
proliferating mp3 gift. To a significant extent, sharing becomes a social 
practice and an end-in-itself as such, with many users in possession of and 
sharing (both on and offline) more music than they could possibly, 
individually, find the time to hear: “chronic downloaders' collecting is 
often as much about sharing as it is about owning music for themselves … 
the larger and more varied one’s shared music collection becomes, the 
more one is doing musicians’ marketing for them” (McDowell 2008). The 
impact p2p distribution has in increasing visibility for niche and 
independent artists is unprecedented. 

Audiences, then, are no longer reliant on the cash nexus to secure 
access: the product is–to an extent–“liberated” from the commodity form 
(independent vinyl releases reach far larger audiences through p2p than 
they ever could as tangible goods). P2p certainly appears to have this 
consequence, at least: it massively increases the diversity of available 
music, particularly that previously restricted to those able to afford 
participation in “vinyl culture”.18 The utopian vision of p2p is as the 
largest publicly accessible, collaboratively maintained, and free archive of 
recorded sound in human history. Furthermore: “It is not just distribution 
of music itself which is radically augmented by the internet and home 
computing technology: the latter also open up the possibility of home 
production. In this sense the industry can be thought of as doubly 
assaulted: the monopoly on distribution, and the monopoly on production, 
are both challenged” (Jones 2002: 217).  

There is an obvious connection between plunderphonic practice and 
p2p as “hot-wiring the jukebox” (Vaidhyanathan 2004: 54). The music 
produced and distributed through p2p could be considered as a 
technologisation of Barthes’ musica practica (Filmer 2003: 102). The 
musical codes of breakcore, the continual reworking of the amen imago, 
could serve as an illustration of active, democratic involvement. “Edit-
tightening” is a cultural practice applicable to any sample base: amen 
sequencing effectively serves as an apprenticeship (some producers, as we 
have seen, become canonical amen artists). The means of production are 

                                                           
18 In doing so, it also massively impacts upon the way in which fans listen to 
music, what could be called the “structure of listening”. 
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within reach of the amateur listener, and p2p allows this amateur to be 
heard. Chanan argues that: “In driving out the amateur, the whole vast 
modern commercial apparatus of music conspires to reduce the listener to 
the condition of compliant consumer, and thus to induce passive 
reception” (1994: 29). But the combined effects of new music and internet 
technologies enable “mass customization of musical experience” (Jones 
2002: 230). The effect of the commodity form is to dissuade musical 
involvement. Exploring and sharing music on the scale enabled by p2p is 
otherwise simply impossible for most participants. Laing indicates that 
both the phonograph and radio originally possessed the capability of 
“operating as a two-way means of communication” (1991: 5). With p2p, 
this communicative aspect returns. Downloaders are “listening to more 
and different kinds of music and are connecting to others with similar 
interests” (Katz 2004: 174). The social spaces of p2p serve as ground in 
which not only active listening, but engagement in production, is 
advocated and practiced. This can be seen as a manifestation of the hope 
“that–eventually?–the concert will be exclusively a studio, a workshop, an 
atelier … where all musical doing will be absorbed into a praxis with 
nothing left over” (Barthes 1985: 265-266).  

The subcultural “underground” online then becomes a sonic, social 
space which is (granted, masculinist and bounded, but also nonetheless) 
accessible, communicative and interactive. “Passive” consumption is 
eschewed in favour of a participatory, collaborative model of subcultural 
activity. The music so produced is distributed freely, at little cost, and with 
little regard for the dangers of copyright infraction: the subculture remains 
“below the radar” of those in a position to challenge it, and is rhizomatic 
insofar as, when servers are shut down, practitioners simply move to 
another network.19 Shirky even asserts that “there are now file-sharing 
networks whose members simply snail mail one another mountable drives 
of music” (2003).20  

On the textual level, p2p would be considered a relatively “safe” 
homosocial space, within which male youth work out presentations of 
identity through mediated personæ, in a free discursive play/display 
unbounded by the normative constraints of conventional discourse, and 
cohered by ritual bonds which establish a sociality otherwise not iterable 
                                                           
19 Soulseek was issued a cease-and-desist by the RIAA in September 2005 (Miller 
2006). At the time of writing (summer 2008), they are facing legal proceedings in 
France. 
20 Recent research suggests that around 19% of all music listened to in the US is 
not bought, but burnt from the collections of friends–independent of the further 
19% constituted by music downloaded from p2p (NDP 2008).  
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in the “real” world, where literacy in enacting these bonds maintains the 
“us” and excludes the “them”. The space is one in which adversative wit 
functions as “reputation-making machine” within an effectively self-
entertaining medium, in which “wealth” is measured in terms of the 
symbolic leisure capital and specialised knowledge displayed by the mp3 
share.  

This space is also one in which, undoubtedly, the majority of 
“participants” are not interactants, but lurkers, that contemporary variant 
of the flâneur. The “minority” status of “vocal” interactants is something 
which must be borne in mind: “Readers (and scholars) may be confused as 
to whether … posters are a clique within the community or constitute the 
community itself” (McLaughlin, Osborne and Smith 1995: 102). Lurkers 
are estimated to account for “perhaps over 90% of people visiting online 
groups” (Nocera 2002). Whilst room dialogue crucially informs the 
conceptions of both “insiders” and “outsiders” as to what the genre is and 
how it is oriented, most room occupants do not participate in public 
dialogue. Room occupancy is an indicator of engagement, but this can be 
“read” as distributional rather than textually “participatory”. The majority 
of users take this orientation: “being there”, aware of the social drama, but 
being there for exchange rather than “chat”.  

Although rooms and the subcultural orientations they manifest cannot 
be fully understood except through analysis of the dialogue occurring 
therein, this dialogue is not the ultimate end “output” of this form of 
sociality. Within any given room there will often be several silent, but 
constantly present, personæ, whose “role” is not discursive interaction but 
material exchange: they are the major distributive nodes through which the 
genre is circulated, those who consistently return search results for genre 
releases. These are the top peers, on the opposite end of the social 
spectrum from the leech; without them the digital commons would 
collapse.21 The musical material, samples, and software distributed within 
rooms are the “compelling content” which coheres the group, where “as 
more members generate more content, the increased content draws more 
members” (Nocera 2002). The immersive pleasure of engaging with the 
text is thus inextricably related to the pleasure of browsing users’ files, 
consequent on the pleasures of searching for and listening to music; 
multiple frames of reference thereby collide. The peculiarity of p2p as a 
space is, as I have sought to demonstrate, its multi-modality as a site of 

                                                           
21 They are also those most vulnerable to pursuit by the RIAA, who surmise that if 
enough top peers on p2p networks, and enough rip crews, have legal proceedings 
brought against them, access to content for the majority of downloaders collapses. 
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discursive interaction, material exchange, and aesthetic production, where 
none of these elements are, strictly speaking, wholly isolable. 

The Attalian model suggests noise as power, undermining the 
distinction between music and non-music, such that mobile phones, 
Muzak, pneumatic drills, commercial radio, birds, cats and dogs, traffic, 
the whirr of hard drive fans, sirens, karaoke, lawnmowers, air conditioning 
units, raves, buskers–the total aural field, but also its aspect as marketised 
soundscape, is a power economy. This is what justifies interest in sonic 
units of meaning (such as the amen, or the sonic brand as instantiated in, 
say, McDonald’s “I’m Lovin’ It” campaign, or the error alert messages 
produced by PCs); the constitutive “meaningfulness” of the soundscape 
we inhabit. Within this line of thinking, control over the sonic 
environment (rather than, for example, the constitution of the field so as to 
privilege certain gazes or textual positions) is foregrounded as perhaps the 
most important manifestation of the public sphere: “Possessing the means 
of recording allows one to monitor noises, to maintain them, and to control 
their repetition within a determined code. In the final analysis, it allows 
one to impose one’s own noise and to silence others” (Attali 1985: 87). 
Who has the right or the power to be heard? Conversely, how much 
control or choice do individuals have in what they hear? Such questions 
enable the invocation of Habermas’ “ideal speech situation”.  

The perceived collapse of public space (the nostalgia for such space) is 
always followed by the “invention” (the “multiplication” or “colonisation”) 
of “new space” (Williams 1973), and the rooms considered in previous 
chapters would be just such spaces: “non-localised” or “extended” milieux 
(Dürrschmidt 2000: 83). This account would then situate p2p in relation to 
what Hetherington calls “utopics”: “a type of spatial play whereby a 
utopian outlook on society and the moral order that it wishes to project are 
translated into spatial practice through the attachment of ideas about the 
good society onto representations of particular places” (1998: 328). For 
the spaces of p2p serve not only for the distribution of musical material, 
resources, and subcultural and stylistic discourses, but also as elements in 
the coordination–the “disorganisation”–of globally distributed social 
networks. In short, as Public Enemy’s Chuck D argues: “P2P to me means 
‘power to the people’” (cited in Dean 2003). 

This account would have to acknowledge the violence of the musical 
and textual discourses circulating in the milieu, but this is surely related to 
the endemic discursive and material violence in “real life”. Symbolic or 
representational violence is hardly limited to these spaces, and it is 
perhaps unreasonable to expect “fluffiness” here when there is precious 
little of it anywhere else. As Baym asserts: “participants’ communicative 
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styles are oriented around common social practices before they even enter 
into CMC” (1995: 141). The fact that this citation is over a decade old, 
implying that another generation of users (more familiar with the 
technology from an earlier age) have continued these practices, suggests 
not the inception, but the banalised reproduction and development of 
discursively violent content and interactional styles.  

10.4 Parachutes, mushrooms, and theory  

a theory of the social is also a theory of writing. A theory of writing is also 
a theory of interpretive (ethnographic) work. Theory, writing, and 
ethnography are inseparable material practices. Together they create the 
conditions that locate the social inside the text (Denzin 1997: xii).  
 
The contrasting accounts in the two sections above are versions of 

rationalisation and democratisation; they are normative interpretations of 
the data. However, both perspectives are naïve, and the demonstration of 
an immanent critique of both has been a core objective of the preceding 
analysis. As Attali argues, musical culture “is simultaneously Order and 
Transgression, a support for Lent and a Carnival substitute” (1985: 120). 
To reify and judge complex social phenomena via an imposition of 
totalising coherence, such as would occur were the social spaces of p2p to 
be labelled as rationalised or democratised, would itself be a sort of 
rationalisation. As Gilbert and Pearson indicate in discussing the 
technologisation of music: “shouting ‘halt, friend or foe?’ at the first sight 
of chrome or an LED will only produce one of two equally facile replies” 
(1999: 110). A fundamental insight furnished by the preceding analysis is 
that the terms in which debate is framed literally predicate that debate. 

We could, for instance, consider p2p and bedroom producerness both 
rationalised and democratised. One could argue that Soulseek is a 
temporary reprieve from the iron cage, indicating the existence of that 
cage and also instantiating it (with the “total frame” of rationalisation, 
there is no “outside”). From this perspective, these interactants are 
trapped: in representational forms and signifying practices, in collectively 
imposed and reinforced identities, and in technologically mediated 
communicative systems (and this is the prison of a voluntary “leisure”). 
Yet the bedroom producer is a locus of meaning: assuming an anti-
establishment stance through consumption and through creative practices 
which re-orient signs and modes of signification. The skills involved in 
such production are diverted from production “proper”, they signal the 
collapse of conventional production/consumption distinctions (alongside a 
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shift in the “Attalian” power structure), and this “time-killing” uselessness 
of subcultural involvement is itself a transgressive practice. This is what 
Barthes seems to suggest in describing music production with “nothing 
left over”, no commodifiable residue to be recouped. 

I wish to argue that social reality supersedes the binary categorisations 
of rationalisation/democratisation, and that consequently the primary 
orientation must be to the data, rather than to some antecedent theoretical 
framework. This is particularly the case where the research involves 
analysis of “sense”-making practices, such as the interactional rituals, 
exchanges and shibboleths discussed above. As Collins asserts: “micro-
situational data has conceptual priority … Micro-situational encounters are 
the ground zero of all social action and all sociological evidence” (2004: 
259). I have sought to demonstrate that interaction in this milieu not only 
exceeds simplistic categorisation, but also demonstrates the weakness of 
theoretical impositions, particularly those with “moral” undertones. 
Whether one conceptualises a p2p chatroom as an elective-affinity virtual 
tribe, a rhizomic imagined community, a disembedded social network, a 
postmodern cyberspatial scene (etc.), it certainly possesses a characteristic 
common to other social groups or networks: it defines itself in opposition 
to what it (“thinks” it) is not, and excludes those perceived as “not 
belonging”.  

Sociologists are, as Smith argues, “trained to think in the objectified 
modes of sociological discourse, to think sociology as it has been and is 
thought” (1990: 22). Rather than trying to make the data “fit” the theory, 
the theory should be illuminated by the data; theoretical preoccupations do 
not necessarily “explain” the social world: “to explain is to explain away” 
(Bernstein 1991: 7). The analysis above shows that, when particular 
aspects of social reality come to require explication, the role of theory is 
not to serve as “judge” to that reality but to attempt elaboration of its 
coherence, to show how it can be understood. The implication is that the 
canon of sociological metatheory should be considered an adaptive 
strategy. If ethnography is a means of understanding the social world, it is 
also a means of critically evaluating the theory that “stands for” that 
world. Where social life is contingent and “disorganised”, theory tends 
towards a reifying imposition of orderliness.  

The issue outlined here is not due to some category error consequent 
on what Augé calls “methodological strabismus” (1995: 177), where the 
metatheoretical wood can no longer be seen for the micro-interactional 
trees. The goal throughout has been to present an analysis which 
reflexively “opens” rather than “closes”, to trace arcs of intersubjective 
meaning(s) and show the distributional variability of practitioners’ 



Chapter Ten 

 

300 

orientations to those meanings. This can be elaborated through the 
vernacular distinction between sociologistic “parachute jumping” and 
“mushroom picking”. Although we began with “parachutes” (the 
rationalisation/democratisation binary), as we drew closer to the “ground” 
we came to scrutinise certain “mushrooms” (gifting norms, adversative 
interactional rituals, the shibboleths nigga/nigger, gay/ghey, and the amen 
breakbeat). These particles of social meaning warrant explanation in their 
own right, and illustrate how the “parachute jumper’s” perspective 
(despite the interpretive benefits it offers) can be inappropriate, as such 
constituents of social meaning simply cannot be seen from that vantage 
point. The contradictory, ambivalent forms of discursive transgression 
discussed above “call out” metatheory and interrogate its normative 
priorities.  

Conversely, “structural” features are not invisible to the “mushroom 
picker”. As we have seen, remarkable autochthonous features of identity, 
history and culture can be “unearthed” simply by careful consideration of 
a few “mushrooms”. Totalities are also microscopic, the large is writ and 
written in the small. As McLaughlin, Osborne and Smith indicate: 
“discourse processes generate social structures, which in turn affect 
discourse processes. A study of process yields evidence of the underlying 
structure” (1995: 94). Effectively, a metatheoretical interpretive scheme 
contains within itself the tendency to legislate “the procedures used to 
select, assemble, and attend to the actuality. It appears not as an imposition 
upon the latter but rather as a revelation of how it is” (Smith 1990: 78-79). 
The metatheoretical account is open to critique, therefore, as a mediation 
of the “real”, where this mediative aspect is suppressed. An “immediatist”, 
pragmatic orientation to data generates its own explicative priorities. 

Where rationalisation (or democratisation) is understood as an 
interpretive scheme, it is not “really real”; its status is that of a posited 
framework rather than a materially existent phenomena. It describes or 
accounts for such phenomena, rather than being a phenomenal event itself. 
One indicates some event and describes it as instantiating a larger process, 
which must, with at least some degree of circularity, be inferred on the 
basis of the evidence indicated. A paradoxical feature of such indication, 
particularly with a “totalising” framework such as rationalisation, is that it 
possesses inevitability. As soon as some avenue of seeming “freedom” 
opens up (sampling, CMC, p2p), it both is commodified/rationalised, and 
thereby serves as confirmation of this process. This process is unending: 
this is precisely why, for some of the practitioners cited above, noise 
comes to appear a progression, an escape, into a space of (non)meaning 
“beyond”. As Hetherington writes: “Finding one’s place has sometimes 
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meant going elsewhere into a supposedly free space, a space perceived as 
more authentic or more one’s own, where issues of inclusion and 
exclusion can be determined by establishing categories of belonging and 
group identification” (1998: 329). Individuals and collectives are 
ostensibly “free” to go anywhere they choose (whether this “anywhere” is 
understood as a communicative medium, a subcultural aesthetic, a 
“lifestyle”), but by going there and thus generating that “space”, this 
“anywhere” becomes a place, with identifiable (and marketable) elements. 
This entails further movement, the generation of a colonisable “beyond”, 
for “The underground is discovered and cannibalized almost before it 
exists” (Duncombe 2005: 200). This continual movement can, 
paradoxically, be characterised as a manifestation of the iron cage (precisely 
because of its total inevitability). Whether some process or event is 
deemed an instantiation of (bad) rationalisation or (good) democratisation, 
this characterisation therefore will, in Wittgensteinian fashion, leave 
everything just as it is. 

10.5 Hanging backstage with the boys  

There is one further binary to assess, where this assessment will in turn 
serve to contextualise the interaction considered in previous chapters. It 
has been suggested that online interaction may, in the Goffmanian sense, 
be taken as an informal backstage; this claim warrants elaboration and 
interrogation. The dramaturgical metaphor may be considered in terms of 
(i) the individual and the persona, and (ii) the group; whether this be 
considered a “subculture”, a “community”, or a “network”. Before 
addressing (i) and (ii) in terms of frontstage and backstage, it is worth 
furnishing a brief discussion of the distinction. 

The frontstage/backstage metaphor suggests that impressions are 
carefully managed frontstage, and that backstage is informal and relaxed, 
backstage is where people “let their hair down”: “‘frontstage’ performance 
is much more carefully controlled, and much more susceptible to 
prevailing norms of politeness and decorum” (Coates 1999: 67). 
Backstage, one may “plan, brood and complain about frontstage social 
relationships of past and present, as well as act spontaneously without 
concern for the proper impression one is making” (Collins 1988: 46). 
Backstage, Goffman writes, “the performer can relax; he can drop his 
front, forgo speaking his lines, and step out of character” (1990: 115). The 
suggestion is that backstage is therefore in some sense more “real” or 
“truthful”, as there people are not so concerned to behave appropriately; 
they do not so carefully police their own behaviour. This has consequences 
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for one’s sense of sociality: “Interpersonal ties are more intimate to the 
extent that they take place on backstages rather than frontstages” (Collins 
1988: 46). However, the line demarcating frontstage from backstage is 
somewhat vague: “there is a hierarchy of frontstages and backstages … 
[but even] the most intimate of situations still has a ritual structure to it” 
(ibid.: 47). The looser or more informal the frame, the further “backstage”, 
there is “a continuum of increasing informality” (ibid.: 56). Nonetheless, 
Collins follows Goffman in suggesting that even the most intimate or 
private backstage activities are themselves to some extent staged or 
performed. 

The distinction allows us to question where the “real” is, and to 
explore the conceptual apparatus through which privileged “reality” status 
is ascribed. Online interaction, Amichai-Hamburger writes, “has been 
described as a virtual world, the implication being that on some level, 
cyberspace is a poor second to the ‘real world’” (2005: 51). But it seems 
that, given the fuzziness concerning where each area begins and ends, 
categorising certain areas as front or back regions will in some cases be an 
arbitrary imposition. Chatrooms, for instance, appear to be back regions, 
but there are a number of possible contenders for what they might be 
“back” to (the bedroom, the dance, the record store, the web page). As 
Collins asks (1988: 51): “what determines the larger frame, with which the 
analysis should begin?” 

Soulseek rooms may be taken as backstage to, for instance: the 
commodity market of independent record labels, stores and distributors 
etc., at which level interactants engage as consumers (sometimes only as 
downloaders), active participants (as when managing their own record 
production and distribution) and producers (as when circulating demos to 
labels, or sourcing samples); or the nightclub, the rave, party or other 
socially co-present leisure space at which interactants may be present as 
consumers and/or as “performers” playing music. More narrowly, rooms 
could be considered as a backstage for other “virtual” frontstages: online 
fora, Myspace pages, and other mediated spaces allowing for a greater 
degree of forethought in self-presentation and “impression management”. 

On the other hand, room interaction may be taken as a frontstage, at 
which level presentations of high degrees of technical and musical 
competence are elaborated. Largely elided from such presentations is any 
reference to the time and labour that went into the achievement of such 
competence. The “naturalisation” of specialised knowledge is here a 
notable achievement, where technological mastery of the steep learning 
curves of music-production software, and musical expertise garnered 
through painstaking, time-consuming listening, are both presented as fait 
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accompli, as always-already done, so that the accomplishment and 
continuous maintenance of these “backstage” endeavours are obscured 
from view. Organising and maintaining a substantial music collection 
takes time and care, but this time and care is only inferentially rendered 
evident in online dialogue. Successful presentation, online as elsewhere 
where specialised knowledge is a priority deployed in the establishment of 
hierarchy, depends on the careful maintenance of an appearance of 
effortless expertise of the sort Goffman refers to as “make-no-work” 
(1990: 113-114).  

Breakcore production and distribution, like skilled chatroom sparring 
(and academic knowledge production), requires a certain discipline. These 
practices can be fruitfully elaborated with reference to the Japanese 
conception of hikikomori or “confining oneself indoors” (Caspary and 
Manzenreiter 2003: 73n11). Caspary and Manzenreiter, in their discussion 
of the Japanese noise “scene”, point out that hikikomori is a significant 
aspect of becoming accomplished and recognised as a noisician, such 
accomplishment and recognition depends on having properly “paid one’s 
dues” in this regard. This is similar to the value ascribed to hours of 
creative work in isolation within bedroom producer culture. 

In addition, the greater leeway for dramatisation and careful self-
presentation inherent to text-based environments renders chatrooms in a 
slightly different sense strongly frontstage. One interpretation of the 
restriction of interaction to text could be that it allows for much greater 
impression management than that possible in co-present interaction. It is 
arguably “realer”, in that interactants’ attention is not “distracted” by 
physical cues, and the interaction is divested of conventional “frontstage” 
politeness restrictions. Offline interaction is “gated” by impressions 
generated by physical appearance, where these gates may be thought of as 
opening “to allow the more physically attractive and outgoing into our 
social or romantic circles and closing when we encounter the less socially 
skilled or physically attractive” (McKenna and Seidman 2005: 201). These 
relatively “superficial” gates do not function in online interaction, where 
initial impressions are informed by interactional output alone. 

Backstage and frontstage, then, are not definitive formal classifications, 
they are means of assessing types of interaction. There can always be 
further backstages and frontstages. The issue is not that of where or what 
the definitive “primary framework” is, but the different resources 
interactants bring to bear on “fixing” social reality in a certain frame, the 
degree of engrossment etc. brought to bear. To assess such questions as 
“levels of stagedness” in analysis (the relation between interaction and 
bedroom, between interaction and musical commodity, agency and 
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structure, persona and self and so on), we would need an interstitial 
account, asserting the “reality” status of co-presence and materiality much 
more strongly, and thereby contextualising the interaction as an element in 
a macro-structure (of the sort described through statistical reference in 2.1, 
for instance). There are, therefore, “realist” tendencies towards emphasis 
on an implicit frontstage frame, to use Goffmanian terminology, within the 
dramaturgical metaphor itself. A live performance is obviously more 
“dramatic” than an mp3, but recording technology and “privatised” 
consumption are constitutive features of subcultural involvement, and 
contemporary sociality in general (indeed, there is a sense in which “live” 
breakcore can be considered a contradiction in terms, the music is, after 
all, built out of samples). As Goffman concludes in his own account of the 
dramaturgical metaphor: “Scaffolds, after all, are to build other things 
with, and should be erected with an eye to taking them down” (1990: 246).  

The distinction between frontstage and backstage and the continuum 
across them also tends to foster what Manning refers to as the “two selves 
thesis”, the Machiavellian implication that frontstage presentations 
(personæ) are cynical, rehearsed manipulations or versions of more “real” 
or authentic backstage selves (1992: 46). The problem here, as Manning 
points out, is that frontstage performances are not wholly voluntaristic and 
cannot simply be abandoned or dropped–any more than backstage 
performances can. In both instances, a self is performed and attributed on 
the basis of that performance: the distinction between manipulative and 
performed self is misleading (1992: 48). However, there remains the 
tendency to impute ultimate groundedness to the actions of co-present, 
embodied interactants. Hence Collins offers as a starting point through 
these issues “a core self in the living organism that is trying to orient 
through these successive laminations” (1988: 63). 

The “reality status” of online identity presentations, and their relation 
to offline, physical bodies, are therefore issues of longstanding concern. It 
has been suggested that text-based communication is a unique “protective 
environment” for the presentation and articulation of identity (Amichai-
Hamburger 2005: 27). The sheer scale of chatroom use among some 
participants allows us to question “whether face-to-face is the standard 
against which computer mediated communication … should be compared” 
(Rafaeli, Raban and Kalman 2005: 58). What, then, if the online version is 
the “real” one, more “true” and accurate than the constrained and inhibited 
RL one? It is customary in some perspectives to regard the online as a 
compensation, a supplement. The entire nerd/radio ham critique implies 
that those who engage in such activities are in some way deficient in 
(frontstage) “reality”, and that this lack is what drives them to occupy (to 
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retreat to) such (backstage) spaces. But what if the playground is “realer” 
than reality?  

McKenna and Seidman indicate that “whether or not close 
relationships will form online” is directly related to “the extent to which 
an individual feels better able to express his or her true or inner self online 
than in traditional interaction settings” (2005: 209). Online interaction and 
heavy investment in it is thus perhaps an aspect of the “regionalization of 
the self” (Collins 1988: 46). The idea is not that personæ are more “true” 
segments of selves than offline presentations, but that interactants might 
feel their “real me” is best expressed in the “identity lab” of online 
interaction (Amichai-Hamburger 2005: 51).  

Collins writes:  
 
to convey an effect, the more informal or improvised rituals are, the more 
that participants need to be ostentatious, to make blatant appeals to 
emotion and to visible or highly audible action, if they are to make any 
impression or reputation. Those starved for institutionalized ritual status 
(e.g., black lower class; teenagers and young people generally) tend to seek 
out means of intense situational dramatization (2004: 275).  
 
Where such effects occur online, they will be particularly important for 

young people who may be relatively disempowered or marginalised IRL, 
and for whom, therefore, online participation becomes correspondingly 
important (Turkle 1997: 238-243).  

Nonetheless, as McKenna and Seidman suggest, context is crucial, for 
“People express different versions of self, both on the Internet and in 
traditional interaction settings” (2005: 207). The idea of “multiple selves” 
implies that we are not obliged to make ontological impositions about the 
“real” in relation to personal identity, about where frontstage is (Amichai-
Hamburger 2005: 40). Instead, the conception is that of individuals 
“cycling through” selves over time and according to context (Turkle 1997: 
178-179). Selves are “decentred”; conceptualised as flexible and 
processual rather than unitary and static. This brings us from “self” to 
“scene” in relation to the dramaturgical metaphor, and specifically, the 
question as to whether the difference between front and back regions could 
be equated with the difference between, say, dev/null’s audio releases, and 
his online persona. Is one of these to be accredited “frontstage” status?  

It is possible for heavily invested local interactants (“backstage” 
personæ) to have significant “frontstage” presence in terms of touring, 
commercial distribution, radio airplay etc., similarly, breakcore 
practitioners primarily known for this sort of frontstage work (Baseck, 
Droon, Cardopusher, Enduser, Jahba, Society Suckers, among many 
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others) periodically make appearances or “check in” on Soulseek. Varying 
degrees of presence may also mark the continuum: increasing frontstage 
presence–that is, commercial and critical success–often correlates with a 
gradual removal from backstage Soulseek presence (thus Venetian Snares, 
occasionally vocal in the Soulseek Artists room, changed his username so 
as to become “anonymous”). In part, though, this classification depends on 
whether a persona becomes known first for interaction or for musical work 
(for instance, blaerg, dev/null, k5k, main$tream, maladroit, producer 
snafu, toecutter, xanopticon, and xntrick, all of whom I came across as 
interactants first and musicians latterly). If we come across an artist 
initially through dialogue, we tend to think of them as “backstage” 
operators, and then notice their musical output. Such assessment is highly 
revealing of our own residual bias towards the “real”, as those 
practitioners absent from Soulseek interaction (for instance, Bong-Ra, DJ 
/rupture, Istari Lasterfahrer, or Ove-Naxx) come to appear more 
“officially” representative of the genre as an offline, “real” phenomena, 
and their work in some sense more creditable (their “aura” is boosted; 
“bedroom” is easier to drop where we can’t see “into” it). This residual 
bias is also instrumental in hindering our grasp of the sense in which p2p 
specifically and networked digital distribution in general allows for the 
relation between producer and consumer to be reconfigured–producers, 
and production, become “local” and accessible. Were we not witness to 
local interaction, we would presumably allocate such “official” status to 
the musical work of local practitioners as and when we came across it (and 
this would happen, bedroom producers do get to leave the bedroom 
literally and figuratively). That producers like Venetian Snares can be 
informally present in the online “backstage”, and yet have significant 
credibility and success in the offline world, obliges us to think through the 
connections between online and offline (and how these connections are 
related to the distinction between “underground” and “mainstream”).22 

However, a more finely graded approach would also allow us to take 
on board distinctions between types of releases and their relative success 
(alternately, their relative degrees of “incorporation”). Enduser’s 2003 tour 
release, widely circulated online, contributed to a successful offline career. 
Limited-run vinyl releases may find their most significant audience 
                                                           
22 This issue is also related to the contingencies of the “field” setting: the Soulseek 
Breakcore room draws some practitioners and not others, but this does not mean 
that those absent are not present in some other online environment. Indeed, the 
distinctions drawn here between practitioners as “backstage” personæ, and 
practitioners as credible “frontstage” producers, would appear quite different if the 
primary field site had been, for instance, Myspace.  
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through p2p circulation. There are artists (Oxygenfad, Lisbent) who are 
largely distributed online, through free netlabel and peer-to-peer and who, 
therefore, have “made their name” there; the online is prioritised. To class 
this as a type of “failure” is, again, both to exhibit pre-digital conceptions 
of how distribution and musical careers “should” occur, and to perpetuate 
a hierarchical and commodified model of music production.23 As Sterne 
suggests, the distinction between the “virtual” and the “real” is not “just a 
conceptual problem but … a cultural and political issue as well” (2006b: 
91).24  

A further implication of describing this milieu as a “backstage” is that 
the sense in which it may be a backstage for participants themselves is 
downplayed: we do not have access to the parties and clubs played in 
Bristol, Detroit, Ghent, New York, Newcastle, Osaka, Pittsburgh, Sidney, 
Vienna, etc.. These are ostensible frontstages, which in some sense 
validate, through co-presence, the cultural, symbolic, and affective success 
of breakcore practitioners as such (such validation is evident in the 
circulation of recordings of live performances). Breakcore and musical 
subcultures generally do seem much more “real” when consumed or 
enacted in a nightclub or at a party; they become constituted as “real” 
precisely through such affirmation on frontstages, which transforms 
isolated listeners into a collective. And this (the relative primacy of co-
presence) does make chatroom interaction appear a “backstage”. But the 
point of the analysis conducted here is that technologically mediated 
communication and music production facilitates a form of sociality 
distinct from, and not, strictly speaking, reducible to, a “backstage”.25  

Participation may be considered an end in itself rather than a means to 
the articulation of a frontstage, and an interest throughout has been in 
documenting forms of interaction in terms of their intrinsic Goffmanian 
“face value”. CMC is “speech-like”, and in indicating these “speech-like” 
properties, the “field-like” properties of chatrooms emerge. The idea of a 
textual place is generated by the interaction, and in much the same way, 
other types of “place” are produced. It is not difficult to argue that the 
dialogue is a frontstage, produced by a Goffmanian “team”, for which the 

                                                           
23 For an introductory discussion of netlabels, see Studer (2007). 
24 Successful offline careers also have notable online aspects insofar as they utilise 
websites, Myspace, YouTube, and other thoroughly mediated forms not considered 
here. 
25 It is customary during live laptop performances, for instance, for audience 
members to lean forward, ascertain and name the software in use. Such namings 
refer to and perform an antecedent, “backstage” event of familiarity with that 
software, a proud proclamation of “nerd” specialised knowledge. 
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lurkers are the “audience”. Whilst the medium may be taken as a “back 
channel” for the facilitation of more “public” stagings, and may be so 
“instrumentally” utilised, it is also clearly used as a “stage-in-itself”, one 
which significantly impacts on the definitional constitution of the “real”. 
Local interaction in the Breakcore room does, for instance, contribute to 
the definition circulating at large as to what breakcore actually is: there 
was, for a number of years, a link to a page featuring an extensive 
collection of wtfibc routines on the Wikipedia “breakcore” page.26  

We cannot understand breakcore without reference to its online 
manifestation: breakcore would not exist in its current form without 
digital technologies of production and distribution. It is not, precisely 
speaking, that these technologies lead (in some deterministic sense) to 
breakcore as it is, it is that contemporary breakcore would not be 
identifiable as such without these technologies. The internet has 
established breakcore as a “glocal” cultural phenomenon, and the genre is 
perhaps the best example of a musical style the evolution of which is 
intimately bound up with its online and particularly peer-to-peer 
distribution.27 It is dependent on the technology for its distribution and 
“disorganisation”, and for its production (samples, music technology). In 
this regard, it is not alone, and a number of other niche genres have drawn 
the same benefits from online distribution and sociality. As Katsh and 
Rifkin assert: “what happens online inevitably touches what occurs 
offline” (2001: 7). 

Goffman points out that “while there is a tendency for a region to 
become identified as the front region or back region of a performance with 
which it is regularly associated, still there are many regions which 
function at one time and in one sense as a front region and at another time 
and in another sense as a back region” (1990: 127). Places like the 
Breakcore room may function as back and front regions simultaneously, 
depending in part on the frame with which that place is interpreted. 
Although copyright law, for example, is enacted at some remove from the 
interaction of the Breakcore room, we clearly gain an insight into the 
cultural politics of sampling as “resistant” through immersion in the 
milieu. How else can we understand the “real” except through attention to 
                                                           
26 Modulactivator E2-E4, BobArdKor, and nonprophet n.d.. The link has since 
been removed, presumably because of explicit content. The Wikipedia breakcore 
entry is rather sparse (due to the minimal common ground achieved in collective 
response to the wtfibc question), and subject to chronic dispute on its “discussion” 
page. 
27 At the time of writing, the 'underground breakcore wiki', for instance, mentions 
Soulseek explicitly as the principal site for breakcore distribution (LabWiki 2008).  
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specific local practices in a specific place, and what better sort of place 
than the environment discussed here? In its very disembeddedness or 
despatialisation, the Breakcore room is a primary site for the articulation 
of a vibrant cultural life. The version of the “real” enacted there both 
draws on, re-articulates and transforms offline “frontstage” material, and 
this tension is evident in the interaction itself (as with the negative identity 
of the nerd, and the discursive mobilisation of the gendered body for the 
policing of authenticity). 

It is commonly suggested, as indicated in the opening paragraphs of 
this book, that in contemporary life we may discern a shift to a looser form 
of social organisation: “weaker” (non-co-present) ties replacing traditional 
ties based on location, family etc.. This is the move to a disembedded form 
of sociality, to “networked individualism”, where identity is organised and 
expressed through consumption practices. And this is how (the backstage 
of) chatroom interaction relates to the broader debates about relations 
between the online and the offline. The form of sociality articulated 
through Soulseek is different from, but overlaps with, the offline “real”. 
There is a distanciation from the “real” which is also an enactment of a 
new “real”, one which may in some ways function as a “primary frame”. 
This study (alongside the compilations produced, organised and released 
through Soulseek, the interaction there, and any number of other features 
of the milieu) is a demonstration of that capacity.  

These inter-articulations between the “virtual” and the “real” serve to 
establish each category as stable alter. However, this stability is 
misleading, as the two categories possess a degree of “slide” with each 
other, and with other categories marginalised by the binary itself. 
Orientations to online material vary, and such material cannot be “kept in 
its own place” (as this book indicates). The frontstage/backstage metaphor 
tends to impute such stability, and this is actually compounded by the 
“backstage” interactional styles utilised in chatrooms. But there may be 
other, and perhaps better, explanatory means of elaborating the linkage 
between online and offline. For instance, online may be thought of as a 
subset of the offline, or as “beneath” the offline, or “above” it (in that it 
takes place in a nonlocal space, and yet facilitates and significantly 
expands the local). Online interaction is obviously related to and grounded 
in the “real”, but may be taken as “real in itself”, and cannot be merely an 
adjunct to the real when it generates offline phenomena otherwise 
impossible. Paradoxically, the very collapse of spatial boundedness may 
oblige us to look at despatialised places for elaborations of the real, or as 
sites of the real.  
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Online interaction, Sterne argues, “is virtual; the rest of the world is 
real. But notions of phantasm, absence and unreality have plagued all 
‘Western’ forms of representation, both in technologically mediated and 
other expressive forms” (2006b: 98). Which is to say, face-to-face 
interaction is nonetheless linguistic and mediated, and thus involves the 
same interpretive dilemmas as to the status of the “real”. As Turkle asks 
(1997: 73): “What are we willing to count as real? What do our models 
allow us to see as real? To what degree are we willing to take simulations 
for reality? How do we keep a sense that there is a reality distinct from 
simulation? Would that sense be itself an illusion?” 

To allocate definitive “backstage” status to the interaction, therefore, 
reveals our own frame: one in which the offline (somewhat abstractly 
formulated) is the “real” or “primary framework”. I see this as problematic 
insofar as (a) it may be discrepant with the orientations of participants, 
who are clearly heavily invested and articulate in local online interaction, 
and (b) in a diffuse and distributed “scene” such as breakcore, 
opportunities for co-present ritual affirmation may be rare:  

 
RJ room 19/09/04 

 
[m-lok] none of my friends listen to it, small small dnb scene in my town 
 
Breakcore is not exceptional in this regard, and it has been noted in 

relation to other niche genres that “online networks have to compensate 
for the comparative scarcity of real-life meeting points” (Caspary and 
Manzenreiter 2003: 63).28 Such “scenes” or “subcultures” are differently 
spatialised vis-à-vis their traditional counterparts: they are “privatised” 
insofar as they are most commonly consumed/enacted at home; but they 
are also extended through networked mediation. Virtual communities, 
Stone writes, “are part of a range of innovative solutions to the drive for 
sociality–a drive that can be frequently thwarted by the geographical and 
cultural realities of cities increasingly structured according to the needs of 
powerful economic interests rather than in ways that encourage and 
facilitate habitation and social interaction in the urban context. In this 
context, electronic virtual communities are complex and ingenious 
strategies for survival” (2006: 170). Breakcore and other experimental 
                                                           
28 This fact may lead us to speculate that those resident at or near major 
geographical breakcore “scenes”, such as Ghent, or Newcastle, would have less 
recourse to the online environment for the fulfilment of these needs. However, 
such geographical proximity may paradoxically bolster online activity for some 
participants: recall the conceptions of “representing” and “we from this city-core”.  
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dance genres are further despatialised or deterritorialised to the extent that 
they can avail of neither the commercially driven environments of 
nightclubs for diffusion, performance, and social sedimentation, nor the 
institutional support (in the forms of state and academic funding) made 
available to popular genres and contemporary “avant-garde” or “art 
music” respectively. With breakcore, this is at least in part related to the 
balance between “dance compatibility” and “experimentalism”. As a niche 
genre, breakcore is an example of 

 
a networked and globalized electronic music scene that has come to realise 
that the nation-state is failing to provide the supportive structures 
necessary for the cultural industries to survive. Either one is a pop artist–
and thus sequencing for the lowest common denominator–or unpopular, as 
a member of the artistic elite (van Veen 2003: 15). 
 
In this framework there is little room for music which is neither 

commercially “danceable” nor amenable to assimilation within an 
intellectual avant-garde tradition. In consequence, not only may there be 
no available analogous, proximate offline space or group, but the online 
group itself may be the primary means of expressing “group-ness” in 
relation to the “scene”–it may constitute the space and “scene” as such.  

This is what makes a grasp of the peculiar socio-spatiality of online 
interaction imperative, particularly where we have inherited implicitly 
spatial notions of cultural activity, which then structure our interest in 
searching for a (geographic) “real”. In the Birmingham tradition of 
subcultural theory, Jenks reminds us, subcultures are seen as “sites or 
spaces wrested from the constraints of capitalism and the dominant order. 
Even though conceptual, these spaces are spoken of through mostly 
geographical metaphors such as ‘turf’, ‘territory’, ‘terrain’, and ‘space’ 
and the boundaries, which enable entry or exclusion, are marked out by 
language and style” (2005: 119). “The history of youth culture,” 
Hetherington argues, “whether that be spectacular sub-cultures or more 
ordinary and conformist practices, has always had an element of making 
space for oneself, of creating a turf and finding one’s place” (1998: 328-
329). Front and back regions are similarly geographical, although in 
Goffman’s discussion of the “geography of license”, a further term is 
introduced: free spaces (1961: 205-216). Free spaces are those areas where 
individuals or groups are able to relax, free from the control of authorities, 
and yet often paradoxically “under the nose” of those authorities. A free 
space, Goffman continues, may become a “group territory” when a group 
is able to exercise a proprietary monopoly over it (1961: 213). 
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Yet we may imagine a free space which is “lifted out” of geographical 
space: “while cyberspace may lack for the most part the physical 
geography found in, say, a neighbourhood, city or country, it offers users 
very real opportunities for collective communities and individual 
identities” (Silver 2006: 64). As Leonard points out in her discussion of 
zines, “sub-cultures should not be considered unified groups tied to a 
locality, creed or style, but as dynamic, diverse, geographically mobile 
networks” (1998: 101). This sort of free space is structured around and 
through technology (specifically, the p2p2 platform), and around 
transmission or flow, it is a network or “Zeliger circuit” in the sense 
delineated by Collins: “privatized and fragmented networks may continue 
to sustain cultural differences, in that distinct cultural capitals circulate 
within particular sociable networks; but they are invisible to outsiders, not 
widely recognizable as lifestyle groups” (2004: 274). Thus the network or 
community of breakcore practitioners discussed here, with its distinct 
cultural capital, is largely invisible as a “lifestyle group”, but not 
completely invisible. One of the few ways it becomes visible, though, is 
online, and where this is the case, the somewhat unwieldy term 
cybersubculture is sometimes used: “We recognize a cybersubculture 
when the relationship between technology, on the one side, and the social 
structures and communicative processes that constitute the community, on 
the other, are so intimate that without the technology, this subculture 
would cease to exist” (Caspary and Manzenreiter 2003: 63).  

On this definition breakcore (at the time of this research at the very 
latest) was a cybersubculture–one which seems increasingly to be 
“crossing over”, whilst Soulseek is a cultural content economy which 
provides a crucial free space for the production of “group territories”.29  

 
with the Internet there is the possibility that face to face be demoted from 
its ostensibly classic preordained position/status as ultimate yardstick. The 
Internet itself is a plurality of media operated by diverse technologies 
which constitute a culture or a social space in its own right … Computer-
mediated contexts, we submit, deserve treatment on their own terms, 
coming out from under the shadow of what used to be called “real life” or 
“meat space”. CMC is real enough (Rafaeli, Raban and Kalman 2005: 61). 
 

                                                           
29 This book arguably both contributes to and is representative of this 
“mainstreaming”, a process also evident in the 2006 documentary Notes on 
Breakcore, produced by David Kleinl and Bertram Koenighofer. For me the finest 
evocation of this process is the title of Istari Lasterfahrer’s 2007 album, 
»Breakcore« The Death of a Genre. 
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The (de)spatialisation of “virtual” commodities becomes crucial when 
we compare it with other subcultural innovations with regard to 
conventional flows.30 One of the issues we glimpse here is the relation 
between space and commodity, and the manner in which the digital, 
networked collapse of space disrupts the commodity form. This is, of 
course, why there are governmental and corporate elements involved (such 
as the RIAA). Many of the commodities which constitute cultural reality 
and structure temporal process for regular Soulseek users (the next 
obscure, rare, and difficult to find release) are familiar only as mp3 traces, 
although “real” vinyl artefacts persist. 

The difficulty here, however, lies in maintaining a critical stance 
towards naïve “realism”, “while at the same time speaking to the real” 
(Sterne 2006b: 96). All the means Soulseek provides for “community” 
purposes are the ones that help the researcher find/constitute a “field” as 
such. As Nonnecke and Preece soberly remind us: “online groups are one 
of many places for interaction, and although it may not seem like it from a 
research perspective, life for most members is more than life in the online 
group” (2003: 126). Caution is required, for  

 
Sites have a tendency to focus our attention on the ways in which things 
are kept together as part of a cultural unit. We are focused on the local, the 
contextual, the interrelated and the coherent. The ethnographic description 
itself has a tendency to make the field seem homogenous … Online 
ethnographies despatialize notions of community, and focus on cultural 
process rather than physical place. This can, however, be at the expense of 
minimizing connections with offline life (Hine 2000: 61).  
 
Virtual ethnography thus faces a trade-off, between, on the one hand, 

exploring the richness of online data, and on the other, contextualising this 
in relation to the offline. This, however, is a problem faced by 
ethnography in general. As Hine asks (ibid.: 59): “Where does the local 
stop and the global begin?” How dense or bounded, how broad or detailed, 
ought the focus be? Collins suggests that the very fabric of social reality is 
maintained through “a single definition of the situation, one reality at a 
time. And this definition needs to be upheld by active efforts, and 
defended against breakdowns and rival definitions” (2004: 24). And this is 
the focus of this text; it concentrates on the collaboration in producing a 
textual “real” through computer-mediated interaction, and in turn, through 
this concentration or focus, produces a further textual “real” as 
ethnography. We may nonetheless want to contextualise these practices, 

                                                           
30 For instance, Ruddick (1998) documents punk efforts to bypass the cash nexus 
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for the individuals we encounter online “are also subjects of television, 
telephony, radio, film, and music, as well as elevators, clothing, speech 
patterns, and food” (Sterne 2006b: 96). This is a specific instance of a 
general scholarly problem, as Tannen suggests: “in order to study any 
phenomenon, a scholar must isolate the aspect to be studied and focus on 
it. This gives potential critics an obvious handle to grab onto: ‘You 
ignored this; you left out that’” (2002: 1656). The problem is compounded 
in studying online phenomena, which have such a notoriously problematic 
ontological relation to conventional, spatialised, notions of social reality. 
Virtual ethnography, then, is of necessity focused, and in consequence, 
open to critique in terms of its possible partiality. Yet, Hine continues, “If 
culture and community are not self-evidently located in place, then neither 
is ethnography” (2000: 59). 

This issue, then, is also related to questions of textual practice and 
emphasis, to how the adaptive and emergent ethnographic approach taken 
is articulated and justified. Online “communities” or “cybersubcultures” 
are socially constituted and produced as textual and sonic spaces, they are 
not “real”, but neither, strictly speaking, are offline communities.31 Space 
is both physically real and socially produced and articulated; online space 
can be mapped back on to the geographical “real”, but can also impact 
upon it. The category of the “real”, like that of “nature”, is “a strategy for 
maintaining boundaries for political and economic ends, and thus a way of 
making meaning” (Stone 2006: 162). As Stone goes on to point out (and 
as my findings confirm), interactants themselves conceive of “their” 
online space as a place, and mobilise corporeal bodies and references to 
them as means of legitimating and contesting discursive accounts (ibid.: 
164-165). 

The management of the “real” is significantly mediated: spectacular 
events (such as 9/11) receive media coverage in part because they are 
televisable. Yet these other mass media forms are “naturalised”, they have 
become part of the “taken-for-granted”. “Reality” is constituted much 
more so through television and print media, which fundamentally inform 
the ongoing constitution of “what is happening”. This also makes it an 
imposition to assume that the definition of a primary framework to reality 
can be fixed with reference to co-present interaction. The difference 
between television and p2p as media lies, in part, in the extent to which 
participants can collaborate in the definition being constructed and offered 

                                                           
31 It is perhaps better to frame the discussion in terms of overlapping and 
intersecting networks, rather than communities, particularly where the latter tend to 
be conceptualised in strongly spatial terms. 
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within the medium itself. TV offers relatively sparse opportunities for 
collaboration, whereas on p2p, the definition is effectively reliant on 
participants. People participate in numerous communities or networks 
online and off, with varying degrees of activity or emphasis. Chatroom 
dialogue, as a sort of frontstage (that is, from the lurker’s perspective), is 
actually oddly analogous to reality TV, which in turn makes this book 
“like” reality TV (although wearing shitless sociological narration). As 
Kendall puts it: “this ethnography is itself a textual virtual reality” (2002: 
245). These distinct mediascapes or media flows intersect and overlap in 
their constitution of the social (as is also evident with sampling). “Some 
are tempted to think of life in cyberspace as insignificant,” Turkle writes, 
“as escape or meaningless diversion. It is not. Our experiences there are 
serious play” (1997: 269). 

10.6 Bedroom producerness beyond 
rationalisation/democratisation  

Theory is narrative, metaphor, analogy, diegesis, allegory; populated 
by characters (the radio ham, the proletariat, the fratriarchal horde). Some 
narratives have particular evocative purchase–fratriarchy is one such story: 
it helps us to understand otherwise perplexing interactional and discursive 
forms. This is not to diminish the potential difficulties if that deployment 
is read as theoretical truth: as Schorske argues, where “Patricide replaces 
regicide, psychoanalysis overcomes history. Politics is neutralized by a 
counterpolitical psychology” (1973: 342). In contrast, this analysis has 
sought to explore the political aspects of the “field” in all their “both/and” 
effects. 

The rationalisation/democratisation binary, from this perspective, is a 
narrative resource, with the ambivalent radio ham as principal character. It 
is a story about the technologisation and privatisation of sociality and 
“resistance”, and the proliferation of signifying forms. At the risk of 
referential redundancy, it is possible to argue that the competing 
frameworks: rationalisation/democratisation, on the one hand; and 
coprolalia/shitlessness on the other, allow us to dramatise an intellectual 
“fight” in the text, just along the lines of that previously classed as 
adversative.32 Effectively, rationalisation and democratisation are 

                                                           
32 It could also be suggested that the adversative address issued from this study 
towards breakcore online oscillates on the ambiguous line between paying homage 
and issuing public critique (Nippert-Eng 2005: 314). To reiterate, in the 
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appropriately sober, shitless, frontstage preoccupations suitable to a 
sociological text, whilst coprolalia emerges from the backstage 
problematics of looking at the milieu itself (to make this point is to 
privilege coprolalia as of greater empirical and analytical validity or 
significance than rationalisation).33  

The radio ham haunts conceptions of subjectivity at the music-
technology nexus, but is not “there” before we look for him. The cultural 
location of the bedroom producer, his preoccupations and subcultural 
history, the problematics of the cultural landscape he inhabits 
(homosociality, sexuality, race and identity; gaming and computer culture; 
subcultural language use; nerditude and “hacktivist” ethics; “underground” 
aesthetics and so on), fade from view where he is rendered merely the 
latest manifestation of a longstanding, negatively valued social stereotype. 
The radio ham reverberates, “radio hamness” is a narrative that echoes in 
bedroom producerness, but also simplifies in fundamental ways.  

To advance this argument is not to dismiss the problematic forms of 
social differentiation and distinction through which bedroom producer 
culture is articulated–the routine and ritual misogyny, racism and 
homophobia through which fratriarchal subcultural authenticity is 
performed, but to contextualise these as instantiations of “the real” 
which are, as we have seen, reflexively contested, reinforced, and 
transgressed within interaction and exchange. The exclusionary force of 
fratriarchal discourse cannot be dismissed because of the cultural work 
achieved through this discourse, but the deterministic 
rationalisation/democratisation scheme does not, in this case, provide the 
“right” critique.  

As Gilbert and Pearson suggest, “we need far more precise accounts of 
the power relationships existing within and between cultural formations, 
dominant and non-dominant, accounts which recognize that there is no 
single locus of power in society, but rather a multiplicity of points at 
which power is condensed and dispersed” (1999: 160). Consider, as a 
possibly more “precise account”, what Schilt, in her discussion of zines, 
names c/overt resistance. This is the term she ascribes to the processes 
through which, in their creation of subcultural spaces, individuals “overtly 
express their anger, confusion, and frustration to like-minded peers but 
still remain covert and anonymous to authority figures” (2003: 81). 
                                                                                                                         
adversative mode of academic production: “‘against’ and ‘with’ come to the same 
thing” (Ong 1981: 33). 
33 This disjuncture between rationalisation and coprolalia is also recognisable 
within the classical divisions which rend sociological theory: macro vs. micro, 
structure vs. agency, idealism vs. materialism and so on.  
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Perhaps the musical and interactional practices discussed above could be 
considered c/overt resistance? 

How we conceptualise this depends on what we think it is that is to be 
“resisted”. Straightedge, the punk offshoot eschewing intoxicants and 
promiscuity, is legible as a form of resistance (and “reads itself” as such), 
but drug culture can also be construed as resistant (and likewise considers 
itself so). Resistance is not axiomatically “progressive”; reactionary and 
ambivalent “resistances” are also possible. Kahn-Harris argues that 
“contemporary capitalist societies contain a myriad of cultural forms that 
rework, transgress and provide safe space from oppressive structures of 
domination” (2004: 96). Some of these reworkings and transgressions 
move in directions rendering binary interpretive schemes inappropriate, 
and some of these safe spaces ensure their survival (and their very 
spatiality) through being “unsafe” to Others. Only close analysis can 
adequately grasp how gender, ethnicity, sexuality and so on, what 
McRobbie describes as “‘zombie concepts’, dead but still alive”, are 
articulated within subcultural discourses and performances (2002: 527). 
This is tied to the points Gilbert and Pearson raise, about what politics 
youth cultures can feasibly be said to operationalise. It is also related to 
Thornton’s argument that the hegemony of the “mainstream” is a 
discursive construction (by practitioners, and by commentators influenced 
by the legacy of subcultural studies). Where this is the case, “resistance” is 
not only perspectival but centrifugal, and can be considered a form of 
exclusive subcultural capital accrual. Thus subcultures are re-read as 
competitive hierarchies: “however ‘radical’ a group may consider their 
particular practice to be, in truth they are merely trying to accumulate 
subcultural capital at the expense of the unhip” (Gilbert and Pearson 1999: 
159-160).  

This is why transgression as a descriptor is preferable to resistance. 
Unlike the latter term, transgression is multiform; its direction is not 
“fixed”. But transgression (including symbolic or representational 
transgression) can alter the field (Babcock 1978). Where transgression is 
dependent on norms, the transgression of these norms indicates their social 
construction and hence the possibility of their reformulation. The “overt 
expression” (musical, discursive, interactional and subcultural) of the 
bedroom producers’ “misfitting” creativity, the ironic critique, parody, and 
stylisation of fratriarchal masculinity, although carried out in a relatively 
individualised or covert manner, nonetheless facilitates the socialisation of 
discontent (Hayakawa and Hayakawa 1990: 154). The c/overt still signals 
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the possibility of alternatives; indeed, at some levels it can be said to enact 
them.34 

Where (and only where) a specific model of “power” is put in place, 
the practices associated with bedroom producerness can indeed be read as 
transgressive; if we so choose, bedroom producerness can be read as a 
c/overt “protest masculinity” (Connell 2005: 114). The preceding analysis 
has demonstrated this fratriarchal, masculinist aspect of subculture, 
adversatively “against” the “mainstream”. Similarly, where contemporary 
mass culture is read as “McDonaldised” or “Sonyist”: “cartelized, 
transnational systems of production and distribution offering consumers ‘a 
stylized glut of semiotic objects’ within each generalized, generic rut of 
industrialized taste” (Pfeil 1995: 106); bedroom producerness can be 
thought of as espousing an alternative, open-source or “Linuxist” critique 
of cultural production: “youth cultural forms may be celebrated (albeit 
cautiously and critically) as providing a means for the ‘survival’ of 
individual subjects within new forms of symbolically creative community 
in a complex and difficult world” (Kahn-Harris 2004: 96). 

10.7  \m/  

throughout its history, the university has been institutionally predisposed to 
engage in the creative destruction of social capital (Fuller 2004).  

 
Another sociologistic-narrative character is the ethnographic “I”. As a 

joke/critique at the expense of the “salvage” ethnography trope and 
Putnam’s Bowling Alone, I propose the latter’s account of CMC translated 
into research as drive-by ethnography.35 I am not unaware of the ironies of 
the “PhD music” label (Thornton 1994: 178). This text is directly 
predicated on other, collectively generated media; constructed out of the 

                                                           
34 The laughter generated at carnival by grotesque realism is imagined by Bakhtin 
as regenerative, and in some sense also redemptive (Booth 1981: 162). Similarly, 
coprolalic chatroom wit, although “covert”, is a highly sophisticated, relatively 
democratic, “folk” form of verbal artistry (notable also for its “uselessness” and 
instant obsolescence), and as such arguably generates a sense of participation and 
belonging, a sense of a collective “undergroundedness”.  
35 Putnam argues that “Anonymity and fluidity in the virtual world encourage 
‘easy in, easy out,’ ‘drive-by’ relationships. That very casualness is the appeal of 
computer-mediated communication for some denizens of cyberspace, but it 
discourages the creation of social capital” (2000: 177). This is hard to square with 
the social impact of p2p, even if the latter is assessed only in terms of its role in the 
intellectual property debate. Perhaps Putnam, too, is looking for the “wrong” thing. 
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voices of many people. Without them, I couldn’t speak at all; there would 
be nothing for me to say (I said nothing “new”). This book is a collage, a 
journey through media. But the patterns accentuated and rendered linear 
here are diffuse, subtle, dynamic. Instances of meaning, moving targets in 
interaction, have been “tied down” so as to be explored.  

Morley argues in his description of “textual ventriloquism” that “the 
fact that the analyst finally produces an account of his subjects’ activities 
which is not expressed in their own terms, and which may in fact be 
different from the account they would offer of their own activities, hardly 
invalidates it, but is perhaps precisely the necessary responsibility of the 
analyst” (2005: 179). The questions raised by reflexive critiques of 
ethnography, about how ethnographers can most effectively “integrate the 
subjectivity of those they observe into their analysis” (Augé 1995: 39), are 
legitimate, but might not be the most important ones to ask about 
ethnographic practice. Ethnographers will go on making re-presentations, 
for the alternative is not some radical anti-representation (for instance, 
silence–or, a new “[non]noise” non-sense), which wholly abandons the 
realist epistemology of the representational project, but merely other, 
better representations.  

In seeking to describe this world, I have also participated in 
constructing (a certain version of) it. We must, then, heed the following 
cautionary advice: “The symbol is not the thing symbolized; the word is 
not the thing; the map is not the territory” (Hayakawa and Hayakawa 
1990: 19). The descriptions and accounts presented in this book do not 
“stand for” the interactions and phenomena those descriptions and 
accounts are concerned with, they seek, rather, to interpret, contextualise, 
explicate etc. those interactions and phenomena. Yet texts (such as this) 
are not merely responses to or reflections of social relations; they also feed 
back into them (Wolff 1992: 711). The “materiality of texts” implies that 
there is no neutral representation; all representation operates upon that 
which it represents. To foreground the voices of the “Others” is not a real 
solution, for the ethnographic I still stands behind these voices, 
“authorising” them. The dialogic text is still authored–even with 
“interrupted” or “unfinalisable” texts with multiple authors (such as the 
transcripts this book is based on). Some voices are backgrounded, and 
others amplified, because of the editorial priorities of the story to be told. 
Personæ have been “sampled”, as have musicians and scholars; in treating 
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all of these sources as public, a sort of textual soup or plundertext is 
produced, a “messy text”.36  

How the kinds of environments discussed here operate, and how they 
are conceptualised and treated–the ontological status given them, have 
historical and long run implications far beyond the scope of this text. One 
of the processes characteristic of the move to online sociality–one of the 
differences between “how we live now” and “how we lived before”–is the 
ongoing reformulation of the conception of privacy, and by implication of 
the notion of the subject that subtends it: 

 
The obverse of the public sphere, privacy in its modern sense, only sprang 
into existence a matter of two centuries ago, and then only for a restricted 
part of the world’s population. The family and the private individual have 
not proved strong enough sociological institutions to bear the weight of 
demands placed upon them as the centres of consumption and 
reproduction, sexual, physical and ideological, and as the reason why you 
would go on working and living. Privacy, in the sense of a right claimed 
by the bourgeois individual to personal liberty, is too closely tied to 
private property, to gendered oppression, to the illusion of consumer 
sovereignty and to the sovereign, rational, white, male subject to be 
credible or defensible. Not only is the battle over privacy already lost; the 
end of the private makes even more urgent the publication of the intimate 
(Cubitt 2006: 208). 
 
While those conducting social research in online environments might 

sometimes find cause to ponder their ethical obligations, in many respects 
the horse (from Cubitt’s perspective, evidently a horse of questionable 
value) has long bolted.  

For many participants 
 
the inability to distance themselves from their play may be dissolving 
much of the play that has been happening on the Internet. People are now 
beginning to realize that all the chat room and email play that they engage 
in, for instance, is archived and retrievable. ‘The internet is forever,’ and 
so is whatever you do on and through it. Play here is not local, then; it is 
not contained either temporally or spatially. It can and will haunt you, in 
virtual and physical space. Because of this–as well as the fact that others 
viewing one’s ‘play’ later or elsewhere may be unable or unwilling to see 

                                                           
36 Messy texts are those “texts that are aware of their own narrative apparatuses, 
that are sensitive to how reality is socially constructed, and that understand that 
writing is a way of ‘framing’ reality. Messy texts are many sited, intertextual, 
always open ended, and resistant to theoretical holism, but always committed to 
cultural criticism” (Denzin 1997: 224). 
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it as such–the Web may not be able to sustain its identity as an all-purpose 
playground for long (Nippert-Eng 2005: 320n15). 
 
It remains to be seen whether Nippert-Eng’s prediction holds true, but 

she is undoubtedly correct in asserting that most online interaction, for the 
foreseeable future, will be logged and retrievable. One of the questions 
which is still not receiving sufficient attention is: by whom, and to what 
ends? Information is, of course, being mined and harvested by interests far 
more powerful and influential than those of individual researchers, and 
with a wide and sometimes alarming variety of objectives in mind.37 

The ethics of public citation–reproduction of public interaction for the 
purpose of scholarly analysis–thus run parallel with the ideas mobilised in 
the discourses around privacy, copyright, sampling, p2p, creativity, and 
the commodification of the public sphere. All of these issues are related to 
the burst of information proliferation advanced by networked 
interconnectivity. The data, the rendition of the milieu, and the audioscape 
of this text, are predicated on the co-existence of this (glocal) 
interconnectivity and the (glocal) resources available to the researcher. 
They are these issues “personalised”; in the same way that p2p can be 
considered as “privatised” or “c/overt resistance”. On the other hand, it 
can be argued that I have, in scopophilic, auditory and discursive senses, 
“spilled beans”. No matter how correct it may be to render certain 
generalisations, or to interpret data in certain ways, this is nonetheless an 
imposition. But it is a necessary imposition and in some ways an 
imposition impossible not to make.38  

The quotation from The Tempest in the epigraph to this chapter refers 
to the “word-magic” elaborated in previous chapters. It cuts in more than 
one way, referring to the fratriarchal speech genres analysed and their 
“cursing” of the Master’s Voice, and the sociological metalanguages for 
the interpretation of such genres. In making the statement, Caliban 
“achieves for an instant an absolute if intolerably bitter moral victory”; it 
is “an assertion of inconsolable human pain and bitterness” (Greenblatt 
1990: 25-26). Caliban, Greenblatt asserts, represents the colonial 

                                                           
37 This is not to abnegate the social researcher’s obligation to conduct ethically 
responsible and sensitive research, but rather to emphasise how research practice 
must be contextualised in relation to broader social and political developments 
affecting the field site; such practice arguably also has an ethical duty to function 
in some way as a response to these developments.  
38 “Sense” must be made; Garfinkel’s “breaching” experiments demonstrated how 
sense is made and attributed to apparently nonsensical behaviour (Garfinkel 2002b, 
Heritage 1984). 
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perspective that, prior to colonisation, the “natives” have no language, 
they are culturally void and awaiting inscription (ibid.: 26). Their speech is 
gibberish, a babble. And, as Sardar argues: “If cyberspace is the newly 
discovered Other of Western civilisation, then its colonisation would not 
be complete without the projection of Western man’s repressed sexuality 
and spiritual yearning onto the ‘new continent’” (Sardar 1996: 33). In the 
last colonial moment, this projection rendered the Other “a screen onto 
which Renaissance Europeans, bound by their institutions, project their 
darkest and yet most compelling fantasies” (Greenblatt 1990: 22). The 
“space” generated by CMC, such as the space of p2p, is being “colonised”, 
and an implication of this is that social research too will seek to explicate 
the babble of the unruly natives, including the “dark” and “compelling” 
aspects evident in this “gibberish”.  

The reader may recall the following statement from section 5.1:  
 
To make these points is to gesture towards the ambivalent position of this 
textual voice in terms of the distinction between shitless discourse and 
coprolalia … My own sensibilities have at times been offended, and this 
would seem to align this text along with the formalistic, bourgeois voice 
and register which I have been arguing opposes itself to the nonserious 
heteroglossia of chatroom interaction. 
 
We are now in a position to assess the authorial position assumed here 

and its relation to the speech genres discussed in previous chapters, 
specifically, to ask: is the “voice” of this text shitless? Where we read, for 
instance, ritual insult, as coprolalic, we are reading it through a certain 
framework, and there is a sense in which doing so may appear to be an 
instance of those “misunderstandings which arise during interaction 
between persons who come from groups with different ritual standards” 
(Goffman 1967: 17n11). Within the milieu, such exchanges are routine 
(and in some sense routinely “offensive”); to label the exchanges 
coprolalic could appear to be an imposition of an etic, shitless perspective. 

This book certainly adheres, by and large, to the shitless “impersonal 
sentence constructions” of EAP, or “English for Academic Purposes” 
(Scott and Turner 2004: 150). In academic writing, “impersonality is seen 
as a defining feature of expository writing as it embodies the positivist 
assumption that academic research is purely empirical and objective” 
(Hyland 2002: 1095). “What really happened” is a definitional matter, 
addressed perspectivally; satisfactory accounts vary in length and 
perspective according to whom they are presented: the accounts presented 
in this text follow the specific, formal protocol of EAP, a protocol 
different from that characteristic of chatroom dialogue and other 
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“backstage” speech modes–not least, about the production of this book 
itself: “different literacies are appropriate in different contexts; and in an 
academic context, an appropriate literacy will not be achieved merely by 
having a command of a range of grammatical and lexical features” 
(Harwood 2004: 80). The “backstage” accounts I may offer sociably about 
my work are, of course, absent, as the rhetorical conventions of traditional 
“academese” writing oblige an impartial stance as a means of constituting 
“objectivity”.39 As Goffman rather dryly puts it: “the urbane style affected 
in some scholarly books can be constructively compared with the feverish 
drudgery the author may have endured in order to complete the index on 
time” (1990: 53).40 

My decision to focus analysis chiefly on interactions from which I was 
absent further highlights my distanciating production of an “objective” 
text, in which the analytical, impersonal gaze of the observer takes 
precedence over the locally produced “truths” and relevances of 
interaction. The latter are at times pressed into service as exemplifying 
elements of a debate constituted in this text: this is evident in the rhetorical 
“freeze-framing” analysis presented in 9.3, which uses lively interaction to 
illustrate abstractly formulated (“real” in a sense of referring to antecedent 
cultural ontologies) arguments. This impersonality is referred to variously 
in applied linguistics as stance or evaluation: “the expression of the 
speaker’s or writer’s attitude or stance towards, viewpoint on, or feelings 
about the entities or propositions that he or she is talking about” 
(Thompson and Hunston 2001: 5). Geertz uses the term signature to 
demarcate this authorial positioning (1988: 9). 

The marking of stance or signature–for example, the deployment of the 
ethnographic I–conventionally “tends to cluster at various points, notably 
in the Abstract, at the beginning of the narrative, in the Coda, at the end of 
the narrative, and just before the narrative’s denouement, suspending the 
action. Essentially, it is evaluation that enables monologic dialogue to be 
interactive and to fulfil a communicative function” (Thompson and 

                                                           
39 I don’t, for instance, refer to the work of “writing up” as a pain in the arse or 
some such, as perhaps I might to those casually enquiring “backstage” about my 
progress. 
40 Goffman also touches on the shitless frame of academic writing in an apophatic 
discussion of his decision not to quote (famously “obscene”, coprolalic) Lenny 
Bruce material: “Observe that I have not cited what Mr. Bruce goes on to cite, 
because restrictions of my frame allow me to do that only if something would be 
lost in not doing so, which is not the case, although now, in the light of this 
comment on the frame of academic books, I might have warrant for repeating 
Bruce’s illustration” (1974: 71n55). 
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Hunston 2001: 13). It is through evaluation that the reader understands 
what the writer thinks, feels or believes about what is reported (evaluation 
is thus “persuasive”). Furthermore, evaluation is also reflexive or self-
evaluative, insofar as “Speakers and hearers evaluate their individual and 
collective sense of self through the telling and hearing of stories” (Cortazzi 
and Jin 2001: 120). 

In an intriguing parallel to the “virtual community” debate, the 
impersonal rhetoricity and general shitlessness of EAP is historically 
related to the idea of textual “virtual witnessing” in scientific writing, 
emerging notably in the debate between Hobbes and Boyle during the 
1660s (Shapin and Schaffer 1985: 60). Virtual witnessing is a means of 
“compelling assent” from the reader, through constituting the latter as a 
member of an imagined or virtual scientific community, competent to 
reproduce or visualise scientific experiments–and thus to assent to the 
report of such experiments (Stone 2006: 149). As Shapin and Schaffer 
indicate in their discussion of this nascent literary style: “The confidence 
with which one ought to speak about matters of fact extended to 
stipulations about the proper use of authorities. Citations of other writers 
should be employed to use them not as “judges, but as witnesses,” as 
“certificates to attest matters of fact” (1985: 68). Citations, then, “are used 
to increase the rhetoricity of a text” (Harwood 2004: 81). Correct 
quotation and citation is a central “disciplinary practice” within academic 
production (Baynham 1999: 486). Boyle, Stone suggests, “correctly 
surmised that the ‘gentlemen’ for whom he was writing believed that 
boring, detailed writing implied painstaking experimental work. 
Consequently, it came to pass that boring writing was likely to indicate 
scientific truth” (2006: 149). Crucially, the style constituted in its address 
an absent, but “real”, agonic community of virtual witnesses; nascently 
“objective”, but critical adversaries to be persuaded, and in so doing 
produced a “public space … for collective witnessing” (Shapin and 
Schaffer 1985: 336). Thus, as Hyland asserts, “we do not simply report 
findings or express ideas in some neutral, context-free way, we employ the 
rhetorical resources accepted for the purpose of sharing meanings in a 
particular genre and social community” (2002: 1093). 

In this text, therefore, I “take it seriously”, pay attention to the 
Master’s Voice, reference and exhibit proper ritual deference to the sacred 
and canonical (re)sources of the bibliography:  

 
other sociologists appear as characters in the text; they are cited as 
authorities; attributed theoretical positions; attacked; quoted to support a 
position taken by the writer, or to illustrate the writer’s interpretation (Smith 
1998: 76n1). 
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As Baynham argues, “Quoting and referring to the words of others to 
authorize truth statements in this way is a central and constitutive activity 
in rhetorical genres in general and the academic essay in particular” (1999: 
492). The shitless ethnographic I is thus fundamentally a textual device, 
and a product of a specific cultural ideology: “The points at which writers 
choose to make themselves visible in their texts through self-reference 
have considerable rhetorical importance, indicating the kinds of 
commitments writers are willing to make and the information they are 
prepared to give about their beliefs as individuals” (Hyland 2002: 1098). 
As such, this “ideology that knowledge can (and should) be separated 
from the knower” remains evident (Tannen 2002: 1666). The shitlessness 
of EAP is a rhetorical and textual strategy, one deployed here in a specific 
and quite textually dense manner, and to specific ends.41 To reiterate a 
crucial point previously cited, which bears on the impersonality of EAP 
and sociologistic knowledge production in general: “to qualify a statement 
with the modifier ‘I know’ is to deprive it of factual status” (Smith 1990: 
66).  

I do not, for instance, reference my own musical endeavours; I have 
chosen to foreground a certain frame, from which I am notionally absent 
or “evacuated”: “writers represent themselves, and find themselves 
represented, by their rhetorical choices” (Hyland 2002: 1093). There are, 
in fact, things “I know” about white heterosexual masculinity, about 
“misfitting”, about breakcore, post-rave culture and junglism, about 
bedroom producerness, p2p file-sharing, music production, and music 
consumption, from “the inside” as it were, which I do not elaborate here, 
in part to maintain this “objective” line, but also out of a genuine belief 
that experience articulated by others is more germane and persuasive than 
my own would be.42 Referencing others, and analysing transcripts, is thus 
                                                           
41 Not least, one of the objectives has been to establish, in Brottman's words, an 
“anti-canonical dialogue between what the given system admits as the language of 
literature and what it rejects as subculture” (2005: 18). Whilst acknowledging the 
problematics of both, I have attempted to juxtapose the unserious demotics of the 
chatroom with the rarefied pronouncements of the “bibliography”, and thereby 
bring each to bear upon the other.  
42 We are all, however, simultaneously “inside” and “outside” such discursive 
practices, and both “insider” and “outsider” status can be productively established, 
interrogated and deployed. This point follows Stanley, who advocates a 
“constructionist” perspective (with reference to auto/biography, culture, their 
interconnection and one’s understanding of this); maintaining that it is possible to 
assume multiple subject positions in relation to these constitutive practices; they 
are such that “we have a particular kind of subject relationship to [them] and can 
construct both their prior and subsequent ‘moments’” (1992: 44).  
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in part a strategy for constituting a social reality more “objective”, because 
outside of or autonomous from the text and the writer.43  

Shitlessness is also reflexively evident in the coprolalia/shitlessness 
binary itself, and in the careful phrasing and textual demarcation of terms 
such as nigga: I key local terms (for instance: “pwned”). Parenthesis, 
italicisation, line numbering, font sizing, indentation, all do a sort of 
diacritical boundary work (Nippert-Eng 2005: 315) at the level of the text; 
they also produce the text as dialogic and accentuate the distinctiveness of 
the genres and voices thereby presented.44 Pragmatics, and indeed theory, 
are articulated through textual form. My “objectivising” use of a 
distinctive, sociologistic terminology further distances me from the local 
“real” of the analysed interaction. 

The “objectivist relationship to knowledge”, Scott and Turner point 
out, “has of course been challenged in many areas of the social sciences 
and humanities, but its rhetorical effects continue to hold sway in the 
conventions of academic writing” (2004: 146-147). To indicate this is 
implicitly to suggest “a criticism of paradigmatic thinking (the traditional 
logico-scientific mode of knowing) in favour of narrative ways of making 
meaning which help us to understand human action” (Cortazzi and Jin 
2001: 117). The contrast is between “theorised” and “experiential” 
knowledge, and part of what usually occurs in “correct”, successful 
academic writing is that the latter comes to be articulated as or translated 
into the former (Baynham 1999: 500). One treads a line, in Geertz’s 
memorable phrase, between sounding “like a pilgrim and a cartographer” 
(1988: 10). Note also that the legitimating “objectivity” so assumed is 
closely linked to the adversative mode of academic knowledge production, 
and in turn to the sedimentation of the “bibliography” previously 
discussed (6.3). 

                                                           
43 Simultaneously, I switch between representational and analytical levels (from 
local interaction to LFO Demon, for instance) without explicit indication: 
presumably LFO Demon’s definition of “raggacore” is a “frontstage” presentation 
(similarly with reviews of Mixmeister, the TTM, Whitehouse, or dev/null). 
Certainly, textual reification is evident in such accounts insofar as they do not 
allow for “back talk” in the same way as “live” interaction. Thus the analysis 
gradually moves “out”, from local micro-interactional contest, to broader cultural 
and sociological debates. 
44 Thus abbreviations are handled differently depending on their origins: CMC and 
AAVE, for instance, originate in academic discourses, whilst p2p and f2f originate 
online. Writing the term p2p, as such, without capitalisation, is also a textual 
means of “naturalising” the set of practices and technologies to which the term 
refers. 
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This book, then, is itself a ritual interaction which “cycles through” a 
“correct” sociological narrative. It has received its own “back talk” 
critique in a “frontstage” environment; been subjected to “vetting” or 
audiencing which classifies it as exactly the sort of text it is: “the degree of 
certainty attached to particular knowledge claims is the subject of 
negotiation, and … the final version must be very precisely modified as a 
result” (Thompson and Hunston 2001: 10). As such, EAP is virtually 
inevitably shitless (this is part of the guarantee of its “objectivity”, part of 
what constitutes such writing as a “disciplined” and disciplinary genre, 
and part of what renders this study an instance of such writing). Although 
in this particular instance coprolalic content is addressed, addressing it as 
such reinforces the shitless “ethnographicality” of this text, and, 
paradoxically and largely unwittingly, reinforces the ontological status of 
the coprolalia/shitlessness binary. 

Terms such as piggyback branding, personæ, coprolalia and 
shitlessness, ritual adversative exchange, bedroom producerness, the 
nerd/cool dialectic, fratriarchy, time-killing and edit-tightening, unlike 
rationalisation and democratisation, do not predate the engagement with 
the data, and thus their ontological veracity, as it were, is more reliable: 
they emerge consequentially from analysis as heuristic devices. This is not 
to deny that they are informed by other terms framing the discussion, 
including notable local terms (such as leech, 1337, ghey, drillbit, noise). 
The phenomena referenced in these terms are “there”, and open to 
analysis. But this analysis is also fundamentally informed by the 
“bibliography”, with all the social differentiation that implies. 
Anthropology is anthropophagous (Morley 2005: 177), where this refers to 
both the researcher and the researched. As Ricoeur suggests, “the 
interpretation of a text culminates in the self-interpretation of a subject 
who thenceforth understands himself better” (1981: 158). The interpretive 
text so produced therefore involves the deployment of “connatural 
knowledge”, which “implicates the knower in what he knows” (Payne 
1993: 94). Much is said, and I have sought to explore some of the ways of 
“sayings”. Soulseek, obviously, is a brand, to which I largely subscribe. 
Yet Soulseek is also an “address”, an interactional mode, a set of politico-
cultural priorities, a social experiment, the sign of a sociotechnical 
“lifestyle”, a site of fratriarchal privilege, a hub for and mode of 
“disorganisation”, a criminal(ised) activity, a thing to do and a way of 
doing, a space where many extraordinary aesthetics are articulated, and a 
multiply transgressive, contradictory moment. In the discussion above, I 
have tried to show how these strands are interwoven. 
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DISCOGRAPHY 
 
 
 
The following is a list of works featuring artists directly cited and 
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distributed on a self-produced CD, whilst unreleased designates material 
distributed solely in mp3 format, through online fora or p2p (netlabels are 
treated in the customary label manner). In some instances, it has not been 
possible to determine label or catalogue number. Where applicable, stable 
links hosting releases are also indicated. 

 
2Pac. 1993. Strictly 4 My N.I.G.G.A.Z.. Interscope Records (0518402). 
3 Random Wordz. 2004. Gabbers are Gay. Here’s My Card Records 

(card003).  
AA.Kurtz. 2008. NickCluster(chiptune not breakcore)(98-Current). 

Unreleased. http://www.mediafire.com/?ruhmhs2vkiv. 
Abelcain. N.d.. Abelcain. Not on label. 
—. 2005. Pantheon of Fiends. Zhark International (zharklp04). 
Abscess. 2007. Horrorhammer. Tyrant Syndicate. 
Abysmal Torment. 2006. Epoch of Methodic Carnage. Brutal Bands. 
Alec Empire. 1996. The Destroyer. Digital Hardcore Records (dhrcd04). 
Amagortis. 2007. Pre-Natal Cannibalism. Fastbeast Entertainment. 
Amiga Shock Force. N.d.. CrushSuicide. Blut (blut05). 
—. N.d.. Untitled. Not on label. 
Aphasic. 2000. Bass & Superstructure. Ambush Records (ambush09). 
—. 2004. We are Junk. Junk Records (junk03). 
Artery Eruption. 2003. Reduced to a Limbless Sex Slave. Sevared Records 

(sr-009). 
—. 2005. Gouging out Eyes of Mutilated Infants. Goregiastic Records. 
Atari Teenage Riot. 2000. 60 Second Wipe Out. Digital Hardcore Records 

(dhrcd25). 
Atarix. 2004. Sadoru State. 20kbps Records (20k075). 
—. 2007. The Age of Gemini. Acidsamovar Records (AcSa007). 
Babylon Disco. 2007. Natsukashii. D-Trash Records (dtrash94). 
Babylone Chaos. 2008. Les Machines Ecarlates. OPN (opncd07). 
Bambam Babylon Bajasch and Istari Lasterfahrer. Dubcore Volume 6. 

Sozialistischer Plattenbau (spb7016). 
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Bambam Babylon Bajasch. 2007. Finest Brewed Dubplates. 
Sozialistischer Plattenbau (spb12.011). 

Bazooka. 2003. Deathcore. Speedcore Records (core-06). 
Bigga Dread and Carlton ‘Killawatt’ Valley. 2002. Batty Dread. Chariot 

Records (cha001). 
Bit Shifter. 2003. Life’s a Bit Shifter. 555 Recordings (555cd66). 
Bizzy B & Technochild. 1993. The Slate. Brain Records (dope13). 
Bizzy B. 2005. Science Volumes III & IV. Planet Mu Records (ziq117cd). 
—. 2006. Science Volume VI. Planet Mu Records (ziq137). 
Blærg. 2003. Suicide Bombing the Oval Office. Not on label. 

http://c8.com/c8/tunes/index.php. 
—. 2004. Incessant Subversive Decibels. Entity Records (ntt019).  
—. 2006. Abberations Of Appropriation. Binkcrsh (bk035). 

http://scene.org/dir.php?dir=%2Fmusic%2Fgroups%2Fbinkcrsh%2Fb
k035_blaerg_-_abberations_of_appropriation_ep/. 

—. 2007. Sesquipedalia. FromTheGut (ftg002). 
—. 2008. Dysphoric Sonorities. Bottle Imp Productions (imp005). 

http://www.bottle-
imp.com/download/download.php?action=byfileid&dl_id=25. 

Bomb20. 1998. Flip Burgers or Die! Digital Hardcore Records (dhr21). 
Bong-Ra. 2005. Grindkrusher. Ad Noiseam Records (adn47). 
—. 2007. Full Metal Racket. Ad Noiseam Records (adn84). 
Brown, James. 1970. Funky Drummer. King Records (45-6290). 
Bug, The, featuring Killa P and Flow Dan. 2007. Skeng. Hyperdub 

(hdb006). 
Bug, The. 2003. Pressure. Klein Records (klcd044). 
Burial. 2006. Burial. Hyperdub (hdbcd001). 
Candy Hank (Patric Catani). 2003. Kimouchi. Gagarin Records (gr2009). 
—. 2004. Brandy Cramps. Wwilko (ww008).  
Cardopusher. 2006. Hippie Killers Don’t Mind Jah Conversations. Peace 

Off (poff ltd 12). 
—. 2007. I Need Someone I can Imitate. Wood Records (wood_005). 
—. 2007. Red Red Blood. Damage (dam 12.009). 
—. 2008. Down to the Wire. Terminal Dusk (td007). 
Carnal Decay. 2006. Carnal Pleasures. Fastbeast Distribution. 
Catasexual Urge Motivation. 2000. The Encyclopedia of Serial Murders. 

Razorback Records (rr05). 
Cephalic Carnage. 2000. Exploiting Dysfunction. Relapse Records 

(rr6443-2). 
Chaos Royale. 2007. Chaos All Stars. Not on label.  

http://chaosroyale.com/. 
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Cobra Killer. 2000. Cobra Killer. Digital Hardcore Records (dhrcd18). 
—. 2004. 76/77. Monika Enterprise (monika38). 
Consumer Electronics. 2007. Nobody’s Ugly. No Fun Productions 

(nfp14). 
Countryside Alliance. 2006. Rural Takeover Volume 1. Countryside 

Alliance Records/Wrong Music. 
County Medical Examiners, The. 2001. Forensic Fugues and Medicolegal 

Medleys. Razorback Records. 
Crude. 2006. Noise Suite. Internal Time-Travel Technologies. 

http://www.crude.co.nz/NOISE_SUITE.htm. 
Curtis Chip. 2004 Eating Paste. Ad Noiseam Records (adn038). 
Cuti Sadda. 2004. Pentagrams all up in my Bling Bling. Daly City 

Records (dcr108). 
Cycheouts Ghost. 2005. Simstim. Romz (rmz-020). 
—. 2006. Classics 1994-1999. Romz (cog003). 
Danger Mouse. 2004. The Grey Album. Not on label. 
Dark Distortion. 2008. Promo Album. Not on label. 
Davros. 2001. The Key to Time. Low Res Records (low009cd). 
Dead Machines. 2005. Futures. Troubleman Unlimited (tmu151). 
Deathpile and Whorebutcher. 2002. Deathpile and Whorebutcher. 

Slaughter Productions (spcd24). 
Deathpile. 2000. Back on the Prowl. Solipsism (solipsism-25). 
Deathsitcom. 2003. Destroy All Beauty. Musik Experience (me007cdr). 
Debaser vs. Preecha. 2004. Pitch Black/Into the Light. New Lick (lick01). 
Debaser vs. Tester. 2004. Dibi Dibi Di/Murder Dem. Pressure Up Records 

(pure003). 
Defleshuary. 2007. Mutilated and Skinned Alive. Homicide Watch 

Records. 
Degradead. 2008. Til Death Do Us Apart. Dockyard 1. 
Dev/null. 2004. E Boyz Revenge: 230 BPM Eternal. Violent Turd Records 

(turd013). 
—. 2007. Lazer Thrash. Cock Rock Disco (crock014). 
Devourment. 1999. Molesting the Decapitated. United Guttural Records 

(ugr005). 
Disciples of Belial. 1995. Goat of Mendes. Praxis (praxis17). 
Disconformity. 2004. Penetrated Unseen Suppression. Not on label. 
—. 2005. Depravation of Stigma. WD Sounds. 
Disgorge. 1998. Chronic Corpora Infest. American Line Productions (la-

019). 
—. 1998. Forensick. Repulse Records (rps045cd). 
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DJ /rupture. 2001. Gold Teeth Thief. Violent Turd Records (turd03). 
http://www.negrophonic.com/goldteeththief.htm. 

—. 2002. Minesweeper Suite. Tigerbeat6 (meow045). 
DJ Balli. 2008. Boyscouts-Ravers Must Die! Sonic Belligeranza (s.b. 08). 
DJ Freak. 1997. Alien Raves, Drug Crazed Rioters and Man Eating 

Machines. Epiteth Records (pth010). 
DJ Hype. 1994. Ganja Volume Two. Ganja Records (gan02). 
DJ Mutante. 2005. I’m Not a Jock!. Psychik Genocide (pkg 24). 
—. 2005. We Are All Controlled. Cosmic Baby (cosmicbaby01). 
DJ Power Roofing. 2008. Eleventhirtydietcokebreakcore. Sociopath 

Recordings (srmp3 070).  
http://www.archive.org/details/SRmp3_070_DJ_Power_Roofing__Eleven

thirtydietcokebreakcore. 
DJ Redskeye. 2007. Aregre Distbea. Illphabetik (ill022).  
http://www.illphabetik.com/releases.php?release=1354. 
DJ Scotch Egg. 2005. KFC Core. Adaadat (ada0007/cd).  
DJ Scud and Aphasic. 1998. Snipers at Work. Ambush Records 

(ambush04). 
DJ Scud. 1999. Gun Court Singles Series. Wabana Ore Limited (ore23). 
Doddodo. 2006. Donomichi Doddodo. Power Shovel Audio (psa008).  
—. 2006. Greatereat. Not on label.  
Donna Summer. 2001. To All Methods Which Calculate Power. Omeko 

Records (omeko001). 
—. 2004. This Needs to be Your Style. Monkey Tool (tool003). 
—. 2008. Panther Tracks. Cock Rock Disco (crock018). 
Doormouse and Abelcain. 2006. Ghosts. Addict Records (addict018). 
Doormouse. 2002. Broken. Planet Mu Records (ziq051cd). 
—. 2002. The Album?. Addict Records (addicdcd002). 
—. 2005. I ♥ Polka. Addict Records (addictss4). 
Double Leopards. 2005. Halve Maen. Eclipse Records (ecl-023). 
Down from the Wound. 2007. Agony Through Rituals of Self Purification. 

Sevared Records (sr-046). 
Dr. Corpse Fucker. 2007. The Demon Within. Unicorn Zoo Records. 

http://dl1u.savefile.com/b46d9571b77762c5f505bfbe4a4c2249/Dr_Co
rpse_Fucker_-_The_Demom_Within_.zip. 

Dream/Aktion Unit. 2006. Blood Shadow Rampage. Volcanic Tounge 
(vt003). 

Droon. 2007. Gluttons vs. Bingers. Zero71 Recordings (z71.04). 
Drumcorps. 2005. Rmx or Die. Kriss Records (kriss2). 
—. 2006. Grist. Ad Noiseam Records (adn70). 
—. 2006. Live and Regret. Cock Rock Disco (vrock008). 
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Duran Duran Duran. 2005. Very Pleasure. Cock Rock Disco (crd001). 
Dysphemic. 2001. Decapitation. Shitwank (dyscd1). 
—. 2007. Corporate Warfare. Shitwank (dys03). 
Ebola. 2005. Flaccid Breaks Volume 1. Here’s My Card Records 

(carduk06). 
—. 2006. Reflective Shots. Wrong Music (wng003). 
Ehafh. 2006. I Bet Cthulhu Plays Nintendo. SickMode (mode031). 

http://www.sickmode.org/. 
—. 2008. Big Empty Light. Dramacore (042).  
http://www.dramacore.com/mp3.html. 
Element Abuse. 2007. Unbirth. Yb70 (yb7013). 
Ely Muff and Ronin. 2005. Resting on Laurels. B2K Records (b2k010). 
Ely Muff. 2003. Untamed Muff. Unreleased. 
Emptydemic Degree. 2007. Emptydemic Degree. Not on label. 
Enduser. 2003. Tour CD. Not on label. 
—. 2004. Bollywood Breaks. Ad Noiseam Records (adn41). 
—. 2004. Wreckin Shit. Sonic Terror Recordings (st008). 
—. 2008. Left. Ohm Resistance (7m ohm). 
Enmity. 2005. Illuminations of Vile Engorgement. Permeated Records. 
Epsilon and Aftermath. 2004. Parting Shot/No Try. Bloody Fist Records 

(fist035pd). 
Epsilon. 2002. Extol.Nihil. Bloody Fist Records (fist028). 
—. 2002. Homemade Bomb: Take a Gun to School Edition. Killing Sheep 

Records (kscd01). 
—. 2003. Dream.Eater. eps666.net (epscd01). 
—. 2004. Christ as Bath Toy. Bloody Fist Records (fist034). 
—. 2004. Now Drill Third Eye. Bloody Fist Records (fistcd004). 
—. 2005. Win Oedipus Cancer Game. Hong Kong Violence Records 

(hkv666). 
Fanny. 2006. Shoebomb Hurricane. Sublight Records (slr302). 
Fidel Villeneuve. 2001. Kill Life. Digital Hardcore Records (dhrmcd34). 
Filastine. 2006. Burn It. Soot Records (soot008). 
Flesh Consumed. 2007. Fermented Slaughter/Inhuman Butchery. Sevared 

Records (sr-034). 
—. 2008. Mutilate, Eviscerate, Decapitate. Sevared Records (sr-048). 
FRX. 2004. Demo CDR. Not on label. 
Gabbenni Amenassi. 2008. Broken Beats. Rus Zud (rz059). 

http://www.archive.org/download/rz059/rz059_vbr_mp3.zip. 
General Malice. 2006. Final Takeover. Nitrous Oxide Records (n2o 057 cd). 
Ghost. 2006. Mu Fu Da Jiang Jun. Life4Land (l4lcd004). 
Girl Talk. 2002. Secret Diary. Illegal Art (ia107). 
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Grey Wolves, The. 1996. Catholic Priests Fuck Children. Praxis Dr. 
Bearmann (TH-15). 

—. 2003. Pure Hatred. Membrum Debile Propaganda (mdp 6000-55). 
Grunt. 2006. Dead Beauty/Dancefloor Wreck. Freak Animal Records 

(freak-ep-016). 
Hecate. 2003. The Magick Of Female Ejaculation. Zhark International 

(zharkcd002). 
—. 2006. Brew Hideous. Sublight Records (slr1401). 
Hedonist and Epsilon. 2007. The Landlord. Strike Records (strike046). 
Hellfish. 2001. Speed Drinking. Deathchant Records (dc33). 
—. 2006. Now That’s What I Call Hellfish! 01. Deathchant Records (chant 

lp 007). 
Hellfish. 2008. Now That’s What I Call Hellfish Vol. 2. Deathchant 

Records (chant lp 008). 
Hellseeker. 2004. Broken Rules. eps666.net (epscd06). 
—. 2005. No Credit Card Needed!!. Gateway (gw010). 
Holocausto Canibal. 2002. Sublime Massacre Corpóreo. So Die Music. 
—. 2006. Opusgenitalia. Cudgel Agency. 
I:gor. 2002. Surely Abrasive. Exum Records. 
—. 2004. Barwy Kolorow. M-Tronic Records (ne10). 
Igorrr. 2006. Poisson Soluble. Not on label. 
—. 2008. Moisissure. Not on label. 
Ikeda, Ryoji. 2005. Dataplex. Raster Noton Records (r-n 068). 
Implosive Disgorgence. 2005. Cascades Of Burning Sewage. Permeated 

Records. 
—. 2008. Chapters: Redux. Siege of Amida Records. 
Istari Lasterfahrer vs. Handbag/Abba. 2004. Acid Explosion/Judge Dread. 

Sozialistischer Plattenbau Records (spb12.002). 
Istari Lasterfahrer. 2006. Battybwoy Soundclash Massive. Sozialistischer 

Plattenbau Records (spb12004).  
—. 2007. »Breakcore« The Death Of A Genre. Artcore Recordings 

(ac12.001). 
—. 2008. All Wrongs Deserved. Sozialistischer Plattenbau (spb12.010). 
Jackal & Hide. 1997. Escape from South London. Ambush Records 

(ambush01). 
Jahba and Baby Demo. 2006. Action/Farword. Zion’s Gate Records 

(zgrlp02). 
Jahba and Sumone/Baby Demo. 2006. Informa Fi Dead/Avalanche. 

Zion’s Gate Records (zgrlp03). 
Jahba. 2005. Pabst Blue Riddim. Mos-Hi Records (mhrcd01). 
—. 2005. The Part-Time Revolutionary. Kriss Records (kriss1). 
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Japanese Torture Comedy Hour. 1998. 50,000 Elvis Fans Can’t be Wrong. 
Pure (pure38).  

Jean-Louis Costes. 2001. Bible and Machine Gun. Tochnit Aleph (ta 036).  
—. 2001. Guy George 1. Not on label. 
—. 2002. Hung by the Dick. Nihilist (nihil18). 
John Oswald. 1993. Plexure. Avant (avan016). 
—. N.d.. Plunderphonic. Mystery Tape Laboratory. 
John Wiese. 2005. Teenage Hallucination: 1992-1999. Troniks (tro-206). 
Johnny Clash and Stivs. 2007. Movement/Dustbinmen. Death$ucker 

Records (d$r27). 
Johnny Jungle. 1993. Johnny/I Like To Cry. Face Records (raint 004). 
K5K. 2005. People Want More Amens, No Matter What The Cost To 

Society.... A Klass Records (akl17).  
http://www.aklass.org/god/god0196.html. 
—. 2005. True_K5K. SickMode (mode009). http://www.sickmode.org/. 
—. 2008. Fakecore Fakecore Fakecore. God Rekidz (god199). 

http://www.aklass.org/god/god0199.html. 
Kaada. 2001. Thank You for Giving me Your Valuable Time. EMI Norway 

(07243 536088 2 8). 
Kites. 2004. Royal Paint With The Metallic Gardener From The United 

States of America Helped Into An Open Field By Women And 
Children. Load Records (load 053). 

—. 2005. Peace Trials. Load Records (load 081). 
Komprex vs. Frazzbass. 2005. Spaghetti Cunts. Special Forces (spf011). 
Krumble. 2003. The Disco Breaker. Damage (dam12.004). 
—. 2005. In Memory Of/Sans Soleil. Jungle Therapy (jt007). 
Kovert. 2001. Shock Effect. Praxis (praxis 34).  
http://www.criticalnoise.net/discography.html. 
—. 2006. Dubcore Volume 5. Sozialistischer Plattenbau (spb7013). 
—. 2006. Pressure Sound. Sonic Belligeranza (s.b. 06). 
Kowareta Hyoushi. 2005. Mangel an Talent. Restroom Records 

(restroom1200c). 
—. 2007. Sonido (Extended Version). Not on label.  
Landfill. N.d. Hmm Someone Outside just Impersonated Tarzan. 

Marionette. 
Leigon. 2006. Teratology. Illphabetik (illep016).  
http://illphabetik.com/releases.php?release=1323. 
Les Sécrétions Romantiques. 2007. Salop’. Illphabetik (ill020).  
http://www.illphabetik.com/releases.php?release=1349. 
LFO Demon and Twinhooker. 2004. Connected/Any Bwoy Dis. Darkside 

Records (dsr 001). 
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Lisbent. 2008. The Amenathon Vol. II. Illphabetik (ill030).  
http://www.illphabetik.com/releases.php?release=1366. 
Lisbeth and Bent. 2005. The Amenathon. Illphabetik (ill003).  
http://www.illphabetik.com/releases.php?release=30. 
Lividity. 1997. Fetish for the Sick. Ablated Records (abltd001). 
—. 2006. Used, Abused, and Left for Dead. Epitomite (ep-002). 
Loefah & Skream. 2005. 28g/Fearless. Tectonic (tec003). 
M.I.A. and Diplo. 2004. Piracy Funds Terrorism Volume 1. Not on label 

(Hollertronix).  
Macronympha. 1995. Grind. Old Europa Café (oec064). 
—. 1995. The Spectacle of Ravishing Our Maidens. Slaughter Productions 

(spt 44). 
M-Beat featuring General Levy. 1994. Incredible. Renk Records 

(cdrenk42). 
Madvillain. 2005. Four Tet Remixes. Stones Throw (sth2102). 
Main$tream. 2005. Main$tream Towers. Painfree Foundsound Institute 

(pffscd09).  
Maja Ratkje. 2002. Voice. Rune Grammofon (rcd 2028). 
Maladroit and Epsilon. 2007. Dance Like You're Spelling Gurdjieff. Hong 

Kong Violence (hkv010). 
Maladroit. 2003. Calcium Labyrinth. Core-Tex Labs (crtx015). 
—. 2005. Jungl. Not on label. 
—. 2006. Evil Pink. Not on Label (maladroit4). 
Mantronix. 2001. The Best of 1985-1999. Simply Vinyl (svlp23). 
Masonna. 1999. Vestal Spacy Ritual. Alchemy Records (arcd104). 
McFiredrill. 2008. Hyperbrains. 20kbps Rec. (20k269).  
http://20kbps.sofapause.ch/index2.htm. 
Merzbow vs. Tamarin. 2006. Merzbow vs. Tamarin. Artificial Music 

Machine (amm0007-2). 
Merzbow. 2005. Merzbuddha. Important Records (imprec052). 
Micron. 2004. Globalisation. Deathchant Records (chantlp 004). 
Mimaku Spldat. 2002. Origin Of The Vomitory. Trash Tapes (trash tapes 

38). 
—. 2004. Whatever I Want. Phantomnoise Records (phantomnoise 008). 

http://www.index-of-
mp3.net/artist/Mi/Mimaku+Spldat/Mimaku+Spldat+-
+Whatever+I+Want+%28PNR008%29/. 

Misanthrope and Xian. 2005. The Riddle of Steel. Black Lotus Records 
(lotus001). 

Misanthrope. 2004. Eye of the Void. Apathy Records (apacd001). 
—. 2005. Daylight is a Memory. eps666.net (epscd07). 
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Mochipet. 2007. Girls Love Breakcore. Daly City Records (dcr115). 
Monstanoodle. 2006. Bedtime for Sandman. Unreleased. 
—. N.d.. The Singles. Unreleased. 
Mr. Spastic. 2006. Uber l33t n00b br34k5. 8bitpeoples (8bp078). 

http://www.8bitpeoples.com/discography. 
N.W.A.. 1988. Straight Outta Compton. EMI UK (537 936 2). 
Nasenbluten. 1994. The Nihilist. Mouse Records (trap2). 
—. 1997. Cheapcore. Strike Records (strike020). 
—. 1997. Not as Good as 100% No Soul Guaranteed. Industrial Strength 

Records (iso44). 
—. 2001. Dog Control. Bloody Fist Records (fistcd02).  
Nautical Almanac. 2004. Rooting for the Microbes. Load Records 

(load061). 
—. 2005. Cover the Earth. Heresee Records (057). 
Nicole 12. 2004. Substitute. Freak Animal Records (freak-cd-020). 
Nihil Fist. 2000. This is Turbospeed Powerviolence. Less than Zero (ltz-

02). 
—. 2002. No Remorse. Less than Zero (ltz-03). 
Noise/Girl. 1998. Wall of Cute. Trauma (trcd1). 
—. 2005. Discopathology. Killer Pimp (pimpk002). 
Noize. Go Ahead. Rus Zud (rz045).  
http://www.archive.org/download/rz045/rz045_vbr_mp3.zip. 
Nullsleep. 2002. The Gameboy Singles 2002. 8bitpeoples (8bp027).  

http://www.8bitpeoples.com/discography. 
—. 2007. Electric Heart Strike. 8bitpeoples (8bp077).  

http://www.8bitpeoples.com/discography. 
Numek. 2008. Ghost ST. Destroy This System (dts001). 
Odious Mortem. 2005. Devouring the Prophecy. Unique Leader Records 

(ulr60019-2). 
Otto Von Schirach. 2006. Maxipad Detention. Ipecac (ipc-073). 
Ove-Naxx. 2002. Ovnx Shoot Accel Core. Accelmuzhik Records 

(accelmuzhik1). http://c8.com/c8/tunes/index.php. 
—. 2003. Bullets from Habikino City. Soot Records (soot006). 
—. 2006. Massive Swingin’ MPC2000. Hymen Records (¥412). 
—. 2006. Ove-Chan Dancehall. Adaadat Records (ada0011). 
Oxygenfad. 2005. Dimension X volume 2. Sick:Mode (mode021).  
—. 2006. 666. D-Trash Records (dtrash86). 
—. 2007. Oxygenfad. D-Trash Records (dtrash97). 
Pack Rape/Nasenbluten. 1996. Fuck Anna Wood/Rotterdam Takes it up 

the Arse. Not on label (Bloody Fist). 
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Parasite and Istari Lasterfahrer. 2003. Dubcore Volume 1. Sozialistischer 
Plattenbau Records (spb7007).  

Parasite. 2004. Strong Like a Lion/Inna Bong. Clash Records (clash004). 
—. N.d.. Baby 9mm. Damage (dam12.002). 
Passenger of Shit. 2004. Shit is Harder than Penis. System Corrupt 

(syco4). 
—. 2006. Floating with my Poo. Shitwank (wank01). 
—. 2007. 7. Shitwank (pos7). 
Patric Catani. 1998. 100 DPS. Digital Hardcore Records (dhrltdmcd006). 
—. 2000. Hitler 2000. Digital Hardcore Records (dhrlp24). 
Patricider. 2004. Fear of Evening. eps666.net (epscd02).  
Pharcyde, The. 1998. Passin’ Me By. Delicious Vinyl (61044-71911-1).  
Plague Called Paycheck. 2006. Fat Breakcore Kids Dying from Spyware. 

Dramacore (014).  
Power-Pill. 1992. Pac-Man. Ffrreedom Records (tabcd110). 
Princesse Rotative. 2005. Fabuleuse Énergie Féminine. D-Trash Records 

(dtrash78). http://www.archive.org/details/DTRASH78-
PrincesseRotative-FabuleuseEnergieFeminine. 

Producer Snafu. 2005. Sighcore. God Rekidz (god89).  
Prurient and Nicole 12. 2006. Love and Romance. Hospital Productions 

(hos-112). 
Prurient. 2005. Black Vase. Load Records (load072). 
Pwntendo. N.d.. Why Can't I Jump On Them To Kill Them? Unreleased. 

http://www.mediafire.com/?9zqmpmi0wtm. 
Rebel MC. 1992. Word, Sound and Power. Rough Trade Germany 

(rtd129.1489.2). 
Remarc. 1994. Ricky (Remixes). Dollar Records (dol003). 
—. 2003. Sound Murderer. Planet Mu Records (ziq084cd). 
—. 2004. Unreleased Dubs 94-96. Planet Mu Records (ziq085cd). 
Retrigger. 2005. Jamaicore Police Guide. Digital Enemy (de001).  
Robad Pills. 2006. Sorry for the Ragga Jungle Phase. SickMode 

(mode029). 
Rotator and Cardopusher. 2008. Jump Da Fuck Up/Fighters Unite. 

Brothers in Blood (bib001). 
Rotator. 2005. Dissident Sound Maniak Part 1.0. Peace Off Records 

(poffltd06). 
—. 2005. Fuck Shit Up X-Toxic. Peace Off Records (poffcdmix02). 
—. 2006. Help Me Keep Up Destruktion. Broklyn Beats (bb023). 
—. 2007. Choose Your Poison, Mine is Hardcore!!!. Peace Off 

(poffcdmix03). 
—. 2008. Curses on your Ghettoblaster. Peace Off (poffltd20). 
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S.Duus. 2005. The Complete Chowdown. Illphabetik (ill002). 
http://www.illphabetik.com/releases.php?release=31. 

Sabrepulse. 2005. Famicon Connection. Give Daddy the Knife (gdtk-5). 
—. 2005. Nintendokore. Not on label. 
Saskrotch. 2004. Nintendo Breakz Volume One. Give Daddy the Knife 

(gdtk0.1). 
Satanicpornocultshop. 2000. Belle Excentrique. Nu Nulax Nulan 

(nucd1919). 
—. 2005. Zap Meemees. Sonore (son22). 
Shitmat and Ladyscraper. 2008. Grungecore Vol. 1. fkdp records 

(fkdp001). 
Shitmat. 2004. Full English Breakfest. Planet Mu Records (ziq105). 
—. 2004. KillaBabylonKutz. Planet Mu Records (ziq089). 
—. 2004. Vengeance of the Whitehawk Townies. Death$ucker Records 

(d$r8.0). 
—. 2006. Hang the DJ. Wrong Music (wng011cd). 
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