Economic resilience isn’t a positive tool – they reinforce standards that celebrate overcoming dangers to separate resilient communities from precarious ones while feeding off suffering to reproduce it. This independently turns the AFF - by providing the illusion of choice to trap subjects as human capital in the bloodthirsty cycle of neoliberalism and shock capitalism they create cycles of overcoming to be celebrated. 
James 2015 (Robin James, philosopher of popular music and professor at UNC Charlotte with a PhD in Philosophy from DePaul University, 2-27-2015, “Resilience & Melancholy: Pop Music, Feminism, Neoliberalism”, Zero Books, Accessed 7-15-2023, https://philpapers.org/rec/JAMRAM)//sfs
Neoliberalism upgrades regulatory systems into deregulated ones. In economics, this means controlling the market’s background conditions, rather than market activities themselves; market activities thus appear to operate “free” of direction. For example, instead of instituting a single-payer health care system, one that ostensibly gives individuals no “choice,” the Affordable Care Act (aka “Obamacare”) allows people to “choose” among a highly circumscribed range of options (huge corporation A versus huge corporation B)—superficially this appears as ‘free choice,’ when in effect background constraints are basically a mode of soft coercion. In the same way that it restructures political economy, neoliberalism revamps the basic organizing principles of art. Regulatory, cinematic practices of objectification, fragmentation, and disavowal have been upgraded into deregulatory, post-cinematic resilience. Section (a) addresses the difference between the male gaze/controlling images and deregulated MRWaSP visualization. Objectification and fragmentation are techniques with which the male gaze and controlling images regulate and exclude femininity in order to control the negative effects of damage. Compositional processes, on the other hand, are deregulatory techniques for producing feminized damage as a resource. Section (b) addresses the difference between the kinds of aesthetic pleasure produced by gazing/controlling, on the one hand, and visualization, on the other. Whereas the “visual pleasure” (a.k.a. “scopophilia”) in the title of Mulvey’s article on the male gaze comes from conquering feminized damage, the pleasure in post-cinematic media comes from resiliently overcoming damage—that is, from making oneself into something like Tiqqun’s “Young Girl” (the ideal form of neoliberal human capital). i. Compositional Processes: “Post-cinematic” media upgrades the logic and methods of classical narrative (tonality, the novel, Hollywood cinema) and modernist counter-narrative (like New Wave cinema or hip hop), reworking them into deregulatory practices like open works or generative processes. Regulatory techniques (like narrative, cinematic suturing, the male gaze, and controlling images) damage women for the purpose of excluding them from the undamaged work of art. Radical modernist and post-modernist works recuperate feminized damage as a means of deconstructing regulations (i.e., as a means of anti-art practice). In both modernist and post-modernist aesthetics, there is a preestablished formal logic, and femininity is instrumentalized in both constructing and deconstructing that logic. Deregulatory techniques, on the other hand, liberate feminized damage so it can be directly put to work. Deregulatory works are organized so they don’t seem organized. Instead of following a pre-given formula, like narrative or tonality, visualization reveals the emergent order in an otherwise an-archic swarm. Structure “can only be apprehended bit by bit…and from moment to moment, through the constructive action of ‘linking’ one space to another” (Shaviro PCA 37). I call this technique “compositional process,” because it shares aspects of Bruno Latour’s concept of “compositionism” and composer Steve Reich’s notion of “gradual process.” “Musical processes,” Reich explains, “determine all the note-to-note (sound-tosound) details and the overall form simultaneously. (Think of a round or infinite canon.)” (Reich, 34). Or, as Latour puts it the “micro-and macrocosm are now literally and not simply symbolically connected (BL 381). Unlike improvisation, which happens on top of a strictly regular formal architecture (e.g., a soloist improvising over fixed chord changes and phrase-lengths), this “‘just-in-time’ production” (Shaviro PCA 53) is a method of generating emergent order: the moment-to-moment details unfold simultaneously with and as the overarching structure. Compositional processes are flexible and irregular. “Looseness or arbitrariness…is in fact the very point” (Shaviro PCA 74) of structures designed to generate visual (or sonic) damage. “Engineered so as to maximize shock” (Shaviro PCA 80), compositional processes are designed to cultivate aesthetic damage, which manifests, for example, as fragmentation, disjunction, lack of narrative/tonal center or goal, and lack of regular meter or temporality. As I discussed in chapter one, deregulated works can be “entirely incoherent, yet immediately legible to anyone” (Shaviro PC 80) because the superficial chaos is intentionally produced and controlled for by the work’s immanent structure. If regulation limits and prohibits irrationality and incoherence, deregulated visualization leverages and exploits it. “Things don’t need to harmonize, or fit together” (PCA 53) because deregulatory MRWaSP visualization explicitly affirms the damage that harmonization or integration is designed to obscure. In this way, MRWaSP visualization naturalizes feminized fragmentation, objectification, and incoherence. MRWaSP visualization “controls” feminized damage by amplifying it and putting it to work generating resilient aesthetic/human capital. So, following Shaviro’s analysis, if the cinematic gaze controls by organizing its visual field into active/passive, motion/stillness, subject/object hierarchies, MRWaSP visualization uses compositional processes, “modulation,” and “feedback” to do its work (PCA 16). Sonic and visual “events,” like a sample or a post-production effect, “interpenetrate and feed back upon one another” (Shaviro PCA 52) so that a “film’s sheer density of incidents and references baffles our efforts to ‘translate’ what we see and hear into something more abstract, more metaphorically palatable and easily manageable” (Shaviro 78; emphasis mine). It’s like a DDOS for our eyes, ears, nerves, and brains. We’re given more sensory data than we’re capable of processing, so we have difficulty separating the signal from the noise. As Shaviro puts it, “the headlong rush…is all” (80). Dissonance, then, is the effect of overwhelming “noise”—either literal noise, or biopolitical/statistical “noise.” Being overwhelmed by something too big and/or strong to resist is a feature of conventional femininity and feminine sexuality (especially in rape culture); for example, there’s the fantasy of being swept off one’s feet. Traditional European aesthetics strive to contain and domesticate overwhelming affects and sensations. For example, Kant’s feeling of sublimity is, as Christine Battersby and other feminist aestheticians have argued, a masculine conquest of potentially overwhelming, and thus feminizing, feelings. MRWaSP visualization, on the other hand, treats the experience of overwhelming sensory-affective experience as a net gain, not as a loss of control (because, in a deregulatory scheme, there’s no ‘control’ to lose). Feminized damage is now a resource, not a deficiency, a form of subjectivity and value-production, not a type of objectification and aesthetic/economic devaluation. Or rather, feminized damage is a resource and not a type of devaluation and desubjectification for otherwise privileged women, like professional white women who can “Lean In.” Damage that isn’t explicitly situated in a LIO narrative is treated as evidence of pathology. Persistent, unproblematized objectification are attributes of supposedly “voiceless” or “invisible” women who need to be saved and spoken for. MRWaSP visualization separates out resilient populations who can bounce back from sensory overload from precarious ones who can’t. MRWaSP visualization banks on sensory overload. This overload is the aesthetic equivalent of the “shock” in what Naomi Klein calls “shock capitalism”. “A variation on Machiavelli’s advice that injuries should be inflicted ‘all at once’” (7; emphasis mine), Klein explains, this idea of crisis or shock is the foundation for contemporary practices of (re)development, privatization, and investment. In post-cinematic media, shockdoctrine methods generate a surplus of pleasure. Postcinematic media are designed to generate, amplify, and transmit damage so that we can hear, see and feel the damage we (or the characters we watch and identify with) ought to overcome. All that damage “makes sense” to audiences as fodder for a spectacular therapeutic narrative: Look, it must be overcome! Whereas the male gaze and controlling images create the effect of coherence by blurring ‘damaged’ (feminized, blackened) elements out of focus, deregulated MRWaSP visualization puts damage at the center of our attention. The damage doesn’t just make sense, it feels good. ii. Pleasure: Without the security of universal structures, one must resiliently craft functional resources out of any and everything. Performing or viewing compositional processes, you never know what you’re going to get, what material you’ll have to work with, or what output performers will present you with. Thus, performers and audiences need to be flexible—they must turn damage (incoherence, accidents, chance occurrences) into a performative resource and/or listening pleasure. Resilient subjects take pleasure in “feeling the burn,” as the saying goes. For example, Taio Cruz’s 2012 single “Hangover” treats a hangover as something to gleefuly celebrate, evidence of one’s “work hard/play hard” cred. Don’t get me wrong—hangovers hurt. But resilient subjects savor and crave that damage like vampires do human blood, because it’s their fuel. It feels good to avow damage as what can be or has been overcome. Resilience discourse habituates us to affirm and avow our damage. In the same way that Pavlov’s dog is just following his programming when he or she drools upon hearing the sound of a bell (because he or she has been trained to associate that sound with the pleasure of eating), we’re just following our programming when we find aesthetic pleasure in being overwhelmed by dissonance—we’ve learned to associate that feeling of overwhelming damage with the pleasure of, feeding our human capital, our “selves,” if you will. This is a very different model of pleasure than the pleasure in gazing or controlling, which comes from avoiding damage. “Visual pleasure” as Mulvey argues, is generated by the narrative devices that resolve or obscure challenges to the subject’s autonomy. Failing to acknowledge the work done by the camera allows the protagonist/gazer to feel more powerful and autonomous than he is. Subject/object binaries have the same effect, allowing the gazing subject to feel like he isn’t also the fragmented object of someone else’s gaze. The gaze is the means by which a classically liberal, modernist subject identifies and abjects objects from himself, as subject, and from society. Because the exclusion of the object is what constitutes the subject as such, this exclusion—in, for example, the form of resolution or closure—is invested as the site of traditional aesthetic pleasure. Modernist avant-gardes, on the other hand, produce “damaged goods,” works or subjects whose imperfec-tions critique and oppose dominant aesthetic and ethical norms. In post-or critical-modernity, transgression of exclusionary boundaries is the site of aesthetic pleasure. Examples of this include Dada artists’ exquisite corpses, Afro-modernist antiphony, and feminist art’s use of ugliness and disgust (e.g., in Orlan’s work). Such practices transgress norms of coherence, homophony, and beauty as a means to critique them. This is why Mulvey argues that feminist film and film criticism ought to “make way for a total negation of the ease and plenitude of the narrative fiction film” (835). MRWaSP visualization avows and normalizes visual, compositional, and affective damage, recycling modernist transgression into raw materials for the neoliberal culture industry. Damage isn’t something subjects avoid, or which subjects do to objects—damage is the means and medium of subjectification. Postcinematic looking is a feedback loop in which we make visible, for others, our own self-objectification. To be recognized as a resilient subject, one must be seen by others as actively monitoring oneself (e.g., through quantified self practices like diet or exercise tracking). Because these practices collapse “image” and “bearer of the look” into the same role, conventional subject/object distinctions don’t make much sense. So, instead of producing conventionally gendered male gazers and feminine objects, post-cinematic visualization produces both resilient MRWaSP visualizers and pathological, toxic black holes (i.e., vampiric drains of light, energy, momentum, and so on). The next section focuses on this toxicity and the role of non-resilient women of color in MRWaSP visualization.
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