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1AC – Queer Worldmaking
The heterosexual matrix normalizes a hegemonic state of anti-queerness reinscribed through the norms, practices, and procedures that form respectability and legitimacy – violence is the signifying basis for queer (non)being positioned upon an ontology of social death. The adjudication of this internal debate is no different than the heteronormative enforcement of “fiscal redistribution” as a corrective. But in this blur is the possibility of a horizon – one that problematizes the need for policy, one that is mis-imagined and dys-imagined, an echo that asks the question: “What would happen if the fleeting moment of hegemonic terror were socialized against its dense congruence”?
Varela & Dhawan 11 – María do Mar Castro, Professor of General Pedagogy and Social Work at the Alice Salomon University of Applied Sciences Berlin; Nikita, Justus-Liebig-Universität Gießen “Normative Dilemmas and the Hegemony of Counter-Hegemony”, January 2011 https://www.researchgate.net/publication/287417219_Normative_dilemmas_and_the_hegemony_of_counter-hegemony – tishu
Let us begin with the term ‘heterosexual matrix’, which is employed by Butler to designate ‘the grid of cultural intelligibility through which bodies, genders, and desires are naturalized’ (1999: 194n6). The matrix can be described as an assemblage of norms that operates to produce ‘intelligible’ subjects whose sex, gender, sexual practice and desire all cohere (Butler 1999: 23). Normative ideals of sex and gender determine who can be conceived of as a legitimate subject by constituting certain bodies, desires and actions as legible or natural. Not always enforced coercively, norms are most visible in the effects they produce (Butler 2004: 41–2). These regulatory practices manufacture and constrain ‘gender intelligibility’ by structuring the social, political and cultural worlds not just through inluencing ideas, values and beliefs but also materially through institutions (Chambers and Carver 2008: 147). From insurance to taxes, from adoption to immigration, one can trace how heteronormativity secures privileges for those who consent to hegemonic norms, while non-normative behaviours, relationships and practices are stigmatized, illegitimated and rendered illegible (Chambers and Carver 2008: 147). First coined in 1993 in the now canonical book Fear of a Queer Planet, michael warner employs the term heteronormativity to describe how heterosexuality is taken to be normative. It is interesting to note that as early as 1975, a Dutch feminist group called ‘the Purple September Staff ’ published an article titled ‘The normative status of heterosexuality’. Here, they argued that heterosexuality is a ‘normalized power arrangement that limits options and privileges men over women and reinforces and naturalizes male dominance’ (qtd. in Ingraham 2002: 74). The term heteronormativity is useful in understanding how heterosexuality achieves hegemony. But before we engage with ‘hegemonic heteronormativity’, it is necessary to first clarify our understanding of hegemony. introduced in antonio gramsci’s Prison Notebooks, hegemony is a key term in understanding operations of power. Given that Gramsci was making notes to himself and did not provide a systematic, precise deinition, the term hegemony remains controversially discussed. The most commonly accepted understanding of hegemony is that instead of direct domination, it is the ‘spontaneous consent’ given by the masses to bourgeois ideas, values, norms, perceptions, beliefs, sentiments and prejudices, which are all historically produced as ‘common sense’ (Gramsci 1971: 12). A consensus emerges in which the working class identify their own interests with the interests of the bourgeoisie, thereby accepting the status quo rather than challenging it. Raymond Williams elucidates that ‘common sense’ is the sphere where dominant ideology is naturalized and exercised so that the values of the hegemonic group become values applicable to all (1977: 100). Consent to the general direction imposed on social life by the dominant class is historically manufactured. According to Gramsci, subordinated groups agree to hegemonic norms partly because of the prestige and moral authority that the dominant group enjoys. ‘Through their presence and participation in various institutions, cultural activities, and many other forms of social interaction, the dominant classes “lead” the society in certain directions’ (Buttigieg 2005: 44). thus, for gramsci, hegemony is a combination of economic domination plus intellectual and moral leadership. Rule by hegemony is maintained through moral authority in conjunction with the ‘free’ consent of dominated masses to the existing social order (Lears 1985: 568). This functions through the successful legitimizing strategies of dominant discourses and institutions accompanied by the delegitimization of alternative visions. Consent, for Gramsci, involves a ‘“contradictory consciousness” mixing approbation and apathy, resistance and resignation’ (Lears 1985: 570). It is important to point out here that within liberal political theory, consent is a fundamental ground for the legitimacy of political authority (Mehta 1999: 59). Those marked as unable to exercise reason either permanently (for example ‘the mad’) or temporarily (for example children) can be excluded from the political constituency (Mehta 1999: 59). In other words, those unable to exercise consent by virtue of lacking the qualiied capacity to reason may be governed without their consent. gramsci elucidates how the State, comprising political and civil society, functions to advance the interests of the ruling class in the name of promoting the greater common good (1971: 12). Political society includes the armed forces, police, courts of law and prisons, together with the governmental administration including taxation, finance, trade, industry and social security. These all function as an apparatus of the State’s coercive power that legitimately enforce discipline. However, coercion is only employed if efforts to manufacture consent are unsuccessful. Civil society is the sphere within which the State creates and consolidates hegemony. This includes organizations such as the church, schools and the media, which are all typically thought of as benevolent and non-political. Social institutions of civil society secure certain norms and practices consistent with the hegemonic social order through complex and constantly changing processes and mechanisms (Buttigieg 1995: 7). Herein the traditional intellectuals are ‘deputies’ and ‘functionaries’ of the dominant group, and thus invaluable in the production of consent. Gramsci argues that occasionally civil society is even more inluential than the State in sustaining hegemony (1971: 238). It is important to note that the production of consent is not a one-time event but a recurrent process that engenders contradictory and incalculable effects. It is exactly here that space for counter-hegemony emerges. Thus, the notion of hegemony problematizes a straightforward topdown model of social control and transformation; it also explicates how actions and perceptions of a group of people are shaped by exercising power over them without explicit compulsion. Since it functions subtly, hegemony can be even more violently coercive in its effects to shape and regulate thought and action than more explicit forms of domination. The production of hegemony in civil society involves regulating everyday activities and interactions sustained over time so that it is no longer perceived as an operation of power. Through repetition, it becomes so deeply inscribed in the everyday that it is invisible as a form of control. ‘Hegemony … represents itself everywhere in its saturating silences or ritual repetitions’ (Comaroff and Comaroff 1991: 30). Undeclared and unspoken, hegemony only becomes a site for contestation when its invisible power is made transparent. And because hegemony must constantly be made, by the same token, it may be unmade. Intrinsically unstable and shifting over time and space, hegemonic orders are vulnerable. this brings us back to our initial question, namely, how does heterosexuality become hegemonic? it is important to clarify that heteronormativity is not a simple account of the fact that the majority of the population is ‘heterosexual’; rather it is a critical term that unfolds how heterosexuality operates ‘within social practices as the implicit standard of normalization’ (Butler 2004: 41) inciting each of us to conform to heterosexual standards. Another important aspect of heteronormativity is the mutual constitution of normative heterosexuality and the rigid binary gender order, whereby there are only two genders and one can only belong to one category at a time. As an intrinsic aspect of ‘normalizing society’, heterosexuality may be coercively implemented through an edict or law but generally operates much more subtly as a ‘disciplinary norm’ affecting every aspect of daily life, informing social relations and inluencing public policy (Foucault 2003: 39). Heteronormativity as a concept is not simply the detection of discrimination against non-normative sexualities and bodies; rather it unpacks the extent to which everyone, straight or queer, is expected to consent to the heterosexual norm, so that ‘heterosexual desire and identity are not merely assumed, they are ... rewarded and privileged’ (Chambers and Carver 2008: 145) Here it is instructive to bear in mind Foucault’s insightful analysis on processes of production of consent. He argues that we should not ask why and how subjects agree to being subjugated but rather should focus on how hegemony manufactures subjects (Foucault 2003: 45). How are certain bodies, gestures, desires and pleasures identiied and constituted as heterosexual and thereby as normative? How do diverse operations of hegemony support and reinforce one another, thereby guaranteeing that they function (2003: 45–6)? Here, subjects are not ‘inert or consenting targets of power’; rather, as Foucault argues, ‘power passes through individuals. It is not applied to them’ (2003: 29). this unfolds how politics governs social and sexual relations; it also determines the mechanisms of regulation of that which is to be regulated. any attempt to denaturalize gender through the critique of heteronormativity is deeply linked to uncovering the ‘normative violence implied by ideal morphologies of sex and to uproot the pervasive assumptions about natural or presumptive heterosexuality’ (Butler 1999: xx). Normative violence is the violence of particular norms that determine not only who ultimately counts as human, but also regulates what is legible and intelligible within a specific framework. Those vulnerable to not being recognized as legitimate subjects risk ‘social death’ (Mills 2007: 137). In our everyday understanding, violence is seen to be exerted on an autonomous subject, whereby it is condemned precisely because it violates the subject’s sovereignty. In contrast, normative violence is not exerted on preformed subjects but exercised in the formation of subjectivity. Gender norms exert violence on those bodies that violate such norms (Chambers and Carver 2008: 76), whereas those who conform to the norms profit. The body does not exist prior to violence; instead it is constituted through it, thereby being an effect rather than simply a recipient of violence. Furthermore, Butler’s notion of normative violence does not attribute the agency of violence to erring homophobes but to the norms themselves, so that normative violence both enables typical physical violence, while simultaneously erasing the trace of the violence (2008: 76). Thus the capacity of norms to exert violence is twofold: on the one hand there is the occasional and incidental violence that relates to the particular manifestation of the norm. On the other hand is the violence internal to norms by virtue of their constitutive ‘worldmaking’ and ‘reality-conferring capacity’ (Mills 2007: 140). One of the biggest challenges lies in the dificulty of making normative violence visible – unfolding how ‘norms of recognition function to produce and to deproduce the notion of the human’ (Butler 2004: 32), thereby making some lives ‘impossible’ and ‘unlivable’ (1999: viii). Certain forms of violence are deemed as legitimate and permissible, since those at the receiving end fall outside the hegemonic norms of recognition. The threat of violence in the face of non-compliance with hegemonic norms is a constant reminder that to defy norms is to court death (2004: 34). The very possibility of a ‘lived life’ depends on being recognized as a legitimate and legible subject. Normative intelligibility is deeply linked to survival, as ‘we continue to live in a world in which one can risk serious disenfranchisement and physical violence for the pleasure one seeks, the fantasy one embodies, the gender one performs’ (2004: 214). norms not only normalize but also valorize by rewarding compliance and punishing deviance. Thus norms are inextricably linked with incentives and consent that are produced and legitimized in the social, religious, economic and cultural spheres. Butler’s approach shifts the focus on the question of the relationship between sanctions and norms on two important points. Firstly, power in Butler’s thinking is not understood only negatively as something that prohibits or represses. She moves away from a juridical understanding of power where one subject harms another. Instead, she sees the power of norms as productive; they produce certain pleasures and desires while delegitimizing others. Secondly, Butler’s argument marks a shift away from the liberal conceptions of the subject as a rational being who makes informed choices about which norms to conform to. Rather, norms produce subjects and bodies even as they regulate them, á la Foucault. Liberal readings, which understand normativity only in terms of deliberate choices made by autonomous subjects over which norms to comply to, ignore the issue of survivability of non-normative bodies. Challenging the fiction of the sovereign subject, Butler foregrounds instead the vulnerable subject because of its dependency on norms (Mills 2007: 134). moving away from a voluntarist notion of resistance, she unpacks how norms are a site of political agency, even as the vulnerability of the subject is closely related to normative regulations. Political attempts to dehegemonize heteronormativity usher in a conceptual shift from minoritarian identity politics aimed at social inclusion to challenging the ‘normative violence’ of heterosexuality. Within liberal theory, the problem of sexual orientation has been resolved by making discrimination against queers illegal (Chambers and Carver 2008: 145). The promise being that this will guarantee equality and freedom. But critique of heteronormativity is not only about individual acts of discrimination or overcoming the prejudice of the heterosexual majority. Heteronormativity sustains itself through constant iteration, so that subversion becomes possible precisely because regulatory practices have to be endlessly repeated to sustain themselves. As the iteration of norms is crucial for their sustenance, there is the possibility that norms can be ‘deterritorialized through ... citation’ (Butler 2004: 52). By virtue of being vulnerable to disruption, normative orders can be resigniied through subversive iteration (2004: 223). However, deviation from the norm does not automatically entail subversion, because norms depend on deviations for their continued existence (Butler 2004: 149). Challenging the norm is still being deined in relation to the norm. Following Foucault, Butler argues that norms both limit and enable what humans can be (2004: 42). Foucault for his part learns an important lesson from Kant’s analytic of initude – that we are indebted to limits for they are not only constraints but also conditions of possibility, namely, ‘enabling limitations’ (Simons 1995: 14)
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The snapshots of contemporary queer struggle that opened this paper demonstrate two ostensibly simple points: firstly, that the state represents a key battleground for queer activists and movements around the world; and secondly, that macrolevel structures, processes, and practices have important implications for queer individuals’ lived experience, within and beyond their erotic/embodied lives. When I say within and beyond here, I mean that queer oppression is shaped by the interactions and interconnections between multiple axes of oppression—i.e. not exclusively sexual orientation or gender identity—and, moreover, that sexual injustices have material bases and drivers—i.e. not just cultural-symbolic ones. These insights are foundational to a political economy approach to queer struggle and, as such, provide the first two dimensions of my framework, which I summarise as: (1) an interest in the role of the state in shaping, regulating, and disciplining queer sexualities; (2) a structural rather than individually subjective orientation Underlying this first dimension is another foundational concept: the queer analytic of heteronormativity.2 Dimension 1 is thus intended to shed light into the role of sexuality—and specifically heterosexist norms—in maintaining and perpetuating particular economic structures and power relations within the historical and contemporary nation-state. It further illuminates—at an ideological level—how heteronormative logics work to legitimate and uphold culturally and historically-contingent divisions of labour and household configurations by grounding these in ideas of ‘universality’ (Sears 2017, p. 173). These questions of historicisation and spatialisation are important, since it is evident that capitalism does not, always and everywhere, depend on the heteronormative family unit. This is the case, for example, in some Global North contexts where significant sections of the population now ‘live through wage labor outside of heterosexual families’ (Fraser 1997, p. 272). Yet it is also evident that capitalist society continues to work through, promote, and perpetuate heteronormative family structures and the gender division of labour (albeit in shifting and transformative ways) across many other contexts, including parts of the Global South. This concern for heteronormativity and the state is informed by the ‘state-centric’ approach to queer sexuality and capitalism (Bergeron and Puri 2012, Lind 2012, Peterson 2017, 2020). In this vein, Suzanne Bergeron and Jyoti Puri (2012) call for scholars to theorise sexuality and (Marxist) political economy beyond reproductive and sexual labour (within the family) and in relation to the institutional, legal, and structural mechanisms through which hegemonic configurations of gender and sexuality are constructed and privileged. Peterson (2020) pushes this line of analysis further by setting out a ‘critical genealogy’ of state-making practices that centralises the regulation of the family. She notes that ‘unruly’ sexual relations represent both a political and economic problem, since they threaten the (literal) ‘reproduction of the state/nation’, as well as ways in which interconnecting hierarchies of race, gender, and class are legitimated and maintained, notably through inheritance and citizenship laws (Peterson 2020:190). This framing is useful in that it very clearly places queer sexuality—and the concept of heteronormativity—within the more conventional boundaries of political economy research. It also underlines why intersections of race, gender, class, and sexuality matter for understanding state formations across space and time. While much of the state-centric literature has focused on the Europe and North America, scholars such as Amy Lind (2009, 2012) have sought to unpack the relationship between state policies and heteronormativity in the Global South and to identify the linkages between North–South geopolitical spheres as produced through neoliberal development reforms and actors such as the World Bank (see also Bedford 2005, 2009). In addition to a state and structural orientation, this suggests another key dimension of a political economy approach to queer struggle: (3) a focus on the relationship between heteronormativity and capitalism across different scales and modes of governance. This dimension offers a means to explore the structural linkages and interplays between global capitalism and dominant sex/gender regimes—and how these unfold in concrete, material (and corporeal) ways—not just in relation to nation-states, but in relation to the ‘layers of institutions that are involved in defining and regulating our intimate lives’ (Lind 2009:35). Put otherwise, dimension 3 facilitates analysis of the materiality of queer sexuality as it is grounded and reproduced across multiple sites and scales, and through different modes of global (and local) governance. This includes inter- and surpa-national organisations, international financial institutions, development agencies, and NGOs. Although Peterson’s (1999, 2017, 2020) work also focuses on heteronormativity and the state, she uses queer theory in a more integrative fashion to push feminist scholars beyond binary ways of thinking about men and women in the global economy (Peterson 2002, 2003). In this articulation, the queer concern for deconstructing binaries and unsettling stable or taken-for-granted concepts is applied to both the gender binary and fixed categorisations of sexual orientation, and to other boundaries and dichotomies, such as ‘productive’ and ‘reproductive’, ‘public and ‘private’. Given the synergies between the queer project of unsettling binaries and wider feminist critiques of ‘masculinist/modernist dualisms’ (Peterson 2005, p. 507), I do not consider this to be essential to understanding queer struggle, per se, but more a cross-cutting concern within feminist and queer political. economy. Similarly, while I am not specifically including a dimension on the relationality and multiplicity of oppressions, frequently conceptualised as ‘intersectionality’ (Crenshaw 1991), I see this as fundamental to a feminist political economy approach. As such, it is threaded throughout this paper’s theoretical discussion, framework, and analysis. Furthermore, I address the importance of understanding intersecting or, more specifically, co-constituting social relations—race, class, gender, sexuality—within the global economy in detail in my discussion of dimension 5. The state-centric literature has moved forward understandings of queer sexuality and capitalism in a number of valuable ways, notably by: incorporating the queer analytic of heteronormativity into political economy analyses; illuminating the key regulatory and coercive powers of the state vis-à-vis intimate and family relations; and interrogating how heteronormativity links to the cultural, legal, and the economic. However, rarely has this literature extended beyond analysis of the (re)production of heterosexist family and gender norms and models—typically construed as heterosexual couples living in male-breadwinner households with children—to connect these structures and dynamics to the actual lived experience of queer individuals in different settings. In other words, it frequently notes who is excluded—queer, transgender, and gender non-conforming individuals and couples, other queer configurations of love, desire, family, corporeality etc—but does not provide empirical insight into the lives of these excluded populations themselves (or into the forms of resistance they take up). As such, there is a way in which existing approaches to the study of queer sexuality in/and the state risk reproducing some of the same occlusions and oversights they seek to disrupt. This suggests a fourth key dimension in my theoretical framework: (4) a concern for the everyday political economies of queer lives and resistance. I am informed here by the turn to the everyday in feminist IPE (Elias and Roberts 2016, Elias and Rethel 2018), as well as longstanding feminist work that documents the gendered character of global economic processes and their implications for women’s everyday productive and reproductive lives. The point here is not simply that the ‘global’ affects the ‘local’, the ‘macro’ affects the ‘micro’, but that non-elite and, importantly, non-Western actors’ engagements with, and articulations of, everyday political economic processes may both reproduce and resist broader patterns of global economic transformation. Given the resonance of concepts of resistance within queer studies (Warner 1991:16), this seems an apt formulation for a political economy approach to queer struggle. Thus, while heteronormativity remains critical as an organising analytic for studying queer sexualities within political economy, this should be conceptualised to include more quotidian microlevel practices, formations, and relations (i.e. in addition to the state and supra-state levels), as well as the acts and modalities of resistance that challenge them (i.e. in addition to mainstream social movements).


Gali 23 – Ali Murat JD, Queer, non-binary, organizer, “Crawling Out of Fear and the Ruins of an Empire: Queer, Black, and Native Intimacies, Laws of Creation and Futures of Care”, 2023 Yale J.L. & Feminism – tishu
Queerness is a generative desiring; it is an evoking of the playful, unpredictable, capacious possibilities of being in bodies, expressing selves, and exploring intimacies.1 In a society of definitive meanings, where identities signify specific and predictable positions, queerness insists on the incompleteness of any one structure of organizing individuals and relationships.2 While the social order is diluted by narratives instructing how relationships form, evolve, and get hierarchized, queer relationalities reject the simplicity of common-sense assumptions; in their place creating a playground of love, care, and dependencies. Against the fantasy of the monogamous couples and their biological families, for example, queer peoples have developed hand-made relational configurations. They intermingle friendships, families, lovers, and partners; they render these categories flexible and allow the individuals to give them meanings based on their unique patterns of connection, communication, and communion.3 Queer peoples have metamorphosed sensuality, from a private act of coupled [*178] intimacy, into what can pervade across social relations and positions.4 Intimacies take shape between individuals who may not know each other s names, and in public spaces where privacy is carved out; sensuality becomes a part of body language between those who may not engage in sexual acts it structures one s disposition and gendered presentation. Intimacies turn into enactments of losing and gaining control, which stretch the definitions and functions of bodies.5 As an invitation to creation, queerness places a fundamental contradiction within the law, which seeks to provide[] the context for ending the story successfully. 6 Whereas the legal order is built upon the premise that a truth is necessary for ordering society, and functions through centralizing that truth, queerness refuses to organize [ ] desire[ ] . . . [even] refusing to speak in a single voice. 7 The tension between the fluid and constructive tendencies of queer worldmaking, against the stabilizing and regulatory matrix of the legal order, offers a beginning point for this article.8 From within this incommensurability, I will pull forth a conversation on the meaning and ideal of equality, particularly as it shapes the relational order of the society implicating how individuals perceive themselves and one another. [*179] The law enshrines and entrenches a unified narrative, a singularized network of meanings, as shared principles of the society. This is an ideal of american citizenship,9 a socialized identity based upon overarching value structures and ethical principles, anticipated to override all particularities.10 Specifically in the context of rights and liberties, the law relies upon the centralized narrative of citizenship.11 To make a claim for equality, a minoritarian group must create an image of themselves employing these normalized conditions of the society. In other words, the group seeking equality must bring themselves in a continuous formation with the dominant narrative of american citizenship what cannot be captured in this linguistic simplification is buried under a political silence; it can only be an excess but it will not be operational in the structuring of reality.12 The construction of identity-based claims with a reliance on the shared values of citizenry represent a fantasy of equality as sameness pretending that [differences] [*180] can be translated with no damage to the structure of meaning underlying the disputes. 13 Under this hegemonic approach to equality, there is a singular truth, the truth of the dominant civil society, and all variances are narrative modifications that can expand, but never undo this truth.14 Even as the introductory remarks show, an understanding of equality that relies upon a singularized narrative cannot sustain the possibilities of existence generated among queer collectivities. Instead, in a queer world order, equality would require allowing difference to produce its own meanings. This is not denouncing the impacts of the social and collective; on the contrary, creation always begins from the vocabulary, grammar, networks, and ideas that populate the social imaginary.15 Yet, rather than taking the particular ordering of these facets as immutable or essentially desirable, queerness recognizes their historical specificity and malleability. In turn, individuals shift away from being passive observers or reproducers of the social order, and take the stance of being willful subjects, those who can claim an agency to shift the forms and concurrently the names given to their bodies, relationships, and the purpose of their lives.16 Queer worldmaking is an act of survival embedded in creation.17 Where the dominant order has shunned away, if not actively violated, the existence of queer peoples,18 finding new names for bodies, coming together in dependent [*181] relationships, and visioning other orders through playing with sensualities is an insistence upon remaining alive, declaring one s worth, and retaining hope for futures of freedom.19 With the centrality of survival to queerness in mind, the unified narrative of the law comes across as inherently violent to those whose being and loving stray away from its demands.20 While liberties may be extended to those priorly denied their rights, the existences which lose their essence when translated into the central narrative will remain at the fringes and continue to be dehumanized.21 Approaching this persistence of inequality is not an unavoidable reality of living in a constitutional polity, but a choice we make in how we think about and organize the law, this article seeks to create a critical inquisition into the centralized relational order, including its forms and specifically its guiding values. In subsequent parts, the article will attempt to tear away the layered, historicized, and cultural assumptions that persist the societal narrative through its tensions with queer desires and dreams, and by unearthing its violent implications on Black communities, and its entrenched roots in colonial dispossession of Native communities. Racialized violence persists across the everyday of the american citizenry.22 Racialized inequality is never separate from the constructions of deviance and abnormality, which most directly bring to mind gendered, sexualized, hence relational variations.23 For [*182] a constructive critique, this paper will tie racialized violence to the encounters and values guiding the nations formation and persistence, in which race has functioned as the baseline historical sign of injury and its reparation, which structures the condition of possibility for modern identities and rights.24 In addition to the analytic and political convergences of queer, Black, and Native histories, just as queer peoples, Black and Native peoples insist on their existence against a social that do not wish for them to survive. They have possessed and have continued to grow their own cultures, their own ways of existing together, which as I will come to argue, transgress the unified fiction upheld by the law. To this end, they offer knowledge, wisdom, and hope to reach beyond the stifling constitutional polity.25 Starting these conversations from a point of relationships is nurturing, because they are personal, as much as always political. We rely upon relationships for sustaining ourselves, building our lives, and reaching towards our dreams. How we come together in intimate relationships and passing connections is the backbone of the society. And where the law can be taken as the story the nation tells of itself, organization of relationships in light of these stories implicate where we think we stand and who we think we can become.26 There is thus a deep intimacy between the values guiding the legal order and those guiding our lives, and a central work of this article is to explore these values as means of understanding how their  . In my analysis I will touch upon three layers of the relational order as responsive constructs: (i) forms, that is how we name our relationships and hierarchize them in a particular manner, (ii) values, that is the ethical and moral principles that reason the organization of relationships, and (iii) feelings, that [*183] is the emotional underpinnings that stabilize certain value structures as necessary or desirable for the continuity of the society. Seeing these layers will require bringing disjointed archives and scholarship together, and drawing connections that I will not claim to be the truth, but rather a possible reinvestigation of what we have learned to take for granted.27 My overarching aim is to reflect upon how a law that conditions equality upon sameness structures and is in turn sustained by the relational order. Through foregrounding relationships of queer, Black, and Native peoples, this paper will simultaneously explore the possibilities of queering the law. In particular, I would like to invite us to think whether changing feelings, values, and forms of relationships can foster the possibility of laws that encourage branching and multiplying the ordering principles of collective togetherness. With these ambitious and introductory goals, this paper will trail off as follows. Part I will unpack Lawrence and Obergefell to reveal the romanticized narratives that organize connection and intimacy in the broader society. I will focus on the private/public divide, as a fiction that is insistently deployed to establish the idealized relationships of marriage and family. Part II will carry the conversation into the layer of values, specifically thinking about privatization of dependencies as a national value that defines not only the american family, but also creates alienated publics. I will build these claims and explore their effects through centering the families and publics nurtured by Black peoples, which the dominant sociopolitical narratives mark as failures based on their difference from the national norm. To ground these assertions in a historical continuum, Part III will investigate the colonial moment and display how the settlers have deployed the forms of romanticized relationships as well as their accompanying value structures to justify destruction of Native cultures. This Part will further elaborate on the contemporary echoes of this colonial paradigm, ultimately asserting that the centralized relational order persists white supremacy. Collecting the tendrils of these conversations and focusing on how the regulatory force of the law has been justified across time and place, Part IV will elaborate on fear as a [*184] public feeling that urges preservation of the relational order and equality based upon sameness. Thinking together with the teachings of Black queer feminists and Native peoples, this Part will end with reflections to move away from fear and towards alternative configurations of laws, which do not homogenize into a singularized ideal, but instead encourage collective living, and make possible accountability and justice. At the heart of this work lies a desire to produce and promote hope. Particularly within a legal structure that insists upon the repetition of the same, this paper urges a remembering of our own power and creative capacities. To originate laws from our bodies, rather than a nation, is to be guided by these capacities that are already manifested in our loves, dependencies, and intimacies; foreshadowing societies structured not through exploitation, but trust and care
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Queerness is a generative desiring; it is an evoking of the playful, unpredictable, capacious possibilities of being in bodies, expressing selves, and exploring intimacies.1 In a society of definitive meanings, where identities signify specific and predictable positions, queerness insists on the incompleteness of any one structure of organizing individuals and relationships.2 While the social order is diluted by narratives instructing how relationships form, evolve, and get hierarchized, queer relationalities reject the simplicity of common-sense assumptions; in their place creating a playground of love, care, and dependencies. Against the fantasy of the monogamous couples and their biological families, for example, queer peoples have developed hand-made relational configurations. They intermingle friendships, families, lovers, and partners; they render these categories flexible and allow the individuals to give them meanings based on their unique patterns of connection, communication, and communion.3 Queer peoples have metamorphosed sensuality, from a private act of coupled [*178] intimacy, into what can pervade across social relations and positions.4 Intimacies take shape between individuals who may not know each other s names, and in public spaces where privacy is carved out; sensuality becomes a part of body language between those who may not engage in sexual acts it structures one s disposition and gendered presentation. Intimacies turn into enactments of losing and gaining control, which stretch the definitions and functions of bodies.5 As an invitation to creation, queerness places a fundamental contradiction within the law, which seeks to provide[] the context for ending the story successfully. 6 Whereas the legal order is built upon the premise that a truth is necessary for ordering society, and functions through centralizing that truth, queerness refuses to organize [ ] desire[ ] . . . [even] refusing to speak in a single voice. 7 The tension between the fluid and constructive tendencies of queer worldmaking, against the stabilizing and regulatory matrix of the legal order, offers a beginning point for this article.8 From within this incommensurability, I will pull forth a conversation on the meaning and ideal of equality, particularly as it shapes the relational order of the society implicating how individuals perceive themselves and one another. [*179] The law enshrines and entrenches a unified narrative, a singularized network of meanings, as shared principles of the society. This is an ideal of american citizenship,9 a socialized identity based upon overarching value structures and ethical principles, anticipated to override all particularities.10 Specifically in the context of rights and liberties, the law relies upon the centralized narrative of citizenship.11 To make a claim for equality, a minoritarian group must create an image of themselves employing these normalized conditions of the society. In other words, the group seeking equality must bring themselves in a continuous formation with the dominant narrative of american citizenship what cannot be captured in this linguistic simplification is buried under a political silence; it can only be an excess but it will not be operational in the structuring of reality.12 The construction of identity-based claims with a reliance on the shared values of citizenry represent a fantasy of equality as sameness pretending that [differences] [*180] can be translated with no damage to the structure of meaning underlying the disputes. 13 Under this hegemonic approach to equality, there is a singular truth, the truth of the dominant civil society, and all variances are narrative modifications that can expand, but never undo this truth.14 Even as the introductory remarks show, an understanding of equality that relies upon a singularized narrative cannot sustain the possibilities of existence generated among queer collectivities. Instead, in a queer world order, equality would require allowing difference to produce its own meanings. This is not denouncing the impacts of the social and collective; on the contrary, creation always begins from the vocabulary, grammar, networks, and ideas that populate the social imaginary.15 Yet, rather than taking the particular ordering of these facets as immutable or essentially desirable, queerness recognizes their historical specificity and malleability. In turn, individuals shift away from being passive observers or reproducers of the social order, and take the stance of being willful subjects, those who can claim an agency to shift the forms and concurrently the names given to their bodies, relationships, and the purpose of their lives.16 Queer worldmaking is an act of survival embedded in creation.17 Where the dominant order has shunned away, if not actively violated, the existence of queer peoples,18 finding new names for bodies, coming together in dependent [*181] relationships, and visioning other orders through playing with sensualities is an insistence upon remaining alive, declaring one s worth, and retaining hope for futures of freedom.19 With the centrality of survival to queerness in mind, the unified narrative of the law comes across as inherently violent to those whose being and loving stray away from its demands.20 While liberties may be extended to those priorly denied their rights, the existences which lose their essence when translated into the central narrative will remain at the fringes and continue to be dehumanized.21 Approaching this persistence of inequality is not an unavoidable reality of living in a constitutional polity, but a choice we make in how we think about and organize the law, this article seeks to create a critical inquisition into the centralized relational order, including its forms and specifically its guiding values. In subsequent parts, the article will attempt to tear away the layered, historicized, and cultural assumptions that persist the societal narrative through its tensions with queer desires and dreams, and by unearthing its violent implications on Black communities, and its entrenched roots in colonial dispossession of Native communities. Racialized violence persists across the everyday of the american citizenry.22 Racialized inequality is never separate from the constructions of deviance and abnormality, which most directly bring to mind gendered, sexualized, hence relational variations.23 For [*182] a constructive critique, this paper will tie racialized violence to the encounters and values guiding the nations formation and persistence, in which race has functioned as the baseline historical sign of injury and its reparation, which structures the condition of possibility for modern identities and rights.24 In addition to the analytic and political convergences of queer, Black, and Native histories, just as queer peoples, Black and Native peoples insist on their existence against a social that do not wish for them to survive. They have possessed and have continued to grow their own cultures, their own ways of existing together, which as I will come to argue, transgress the unified fiction upheld by the law. To this end, they offer knowledge, wisdom, and hope to reach beyond the stifling constitutional polity.25 Starting these conversations from a point of relationships is nurturing, because they are personal, as much as always political. We rely upon relationships for sustaining ourselves, building our lives, and reaching towards our dreams. How we come together in intimate relationships and passing connections is the backbone of the society. And where the law can be taken as the story the nation tells of itself, organization of relationships in light of these stories implicate where we think we stand and who we think we can become.26 There is thus a deep intimacy between the values guiding the legal order and those guiding our lives, and a central work of this article is to explore these values as means of understanding how their  . In my analysis I will touch upon three layers of the relational order as responsive constructs: (i) forms, that is how we name our relationships and hierarchize them in a particular manner, (ii) values, that is the ethical and moral principles that reason the organization of relationships, and (iii) feelings, that [*183] is the emotional underpinnings that stabilize certain value structures as necessary or desirable for the continuity of the society. Seeing these layers will require bringing disjointed archives and scholarship together, and drawing connections that I will not claim to be the truth, but rather a possible reinvestigation of what we have learned to take for granted.27 My overarching aim is to reflect upon how a law that conditions equality upon sameness structures and is in turn sustained by the relational order. Through foregrounding relationships of queer, Black, and Native peoples, this paper will simultaneously explore the possibilities of queering the law. In particular, I would like to invite us to think whether changing feelings, values, and forms of relationships can foster the possibility of laws that encourage branching and multiplying the ordering principles of collective togetherness. With these ambitious and introductory goals, this paper will trail off as follows. Part I will unpack Lawrence and Obergefell to reveal the romanticized narratives that organize connection and intimacy in the broader society. I will focus on the private/public divide, as a fiction that is insistently deployed to establish the idealized relationships of marriage and family. Part II will carry the conversation into the layer of values, specifically thinking about privatization of dependencies as a national value that defines not only the american family, but also creates alienated publics. I will build these claims and explore their effects through centering the families and publics nurtured by Black peoples, which the dominant sociopolitical narratives mark as failures based on their difference from the national norm. To ground these assertions in a historical continuum, Part III will investigate the colonial moment and display how the settlers have deployed the forms of romanticized relationships as well as their accompanying value structures to justify destruction of Native cultures. This Part will further elaborate on the contemporary echoes of this colonial paradigm, ultimately asserting that the centralized relational order persists white supremacy. Collecting the tendrils of these conversations and focusing on how the regulatory force of the law has been justified across time and place, Part IV will elaborate on fear as a [*184] public feeling that urges preservation of the relational order and equality based upon sameness. Thinking together with the teachings of Black queer feminists and Native peoples, this Part will end with reflections to move away from fear and towards alternative configurations of laws, which do not homogenize into a singularized ideal, but instead encourage collective living, and make possible accountability and justice. At the heart of this work lies a desire to produce and promote hope. Particularly within a legal structure that insists upon the repetition of the same, this paper urges a remembering of our own power and creative capacities. To originate laws from our bodies, rather than a nation, is to be guided by these capacities that are already manifested in our loves, dependencies, and intimacies; foreshadowing societies structured not through exploitation, but trust and care
Investments into the resolutional question are an investment into state time that creates cruelly optimistic futures for queer folks that remain visible but always out of reach – their plastic integration of queerness through economic equality problematizes that the starting point for queerness is always located in a radical disjunction, and reform exists as an exhausting mechanism that only infuses state time into queer rhythm
Dillion 13 – Stephen, Associate Professor of Critical Race and Queer Studies at Hampshire College. “It’s here, it’s that time: Race, queer futurity, and the temporality of violence in Born in Flames” – tishu 
Throughout Born in Flames, countless members of the Women’s Army declare: “This is our time.” The time of the revolution was not the time to abolish anti-blackness, white supremacy, and heteropatriarchy. It was a time that left behind and captured poor (queer) women of color through the progress of democracy and equality. In this way, “our time” and state time are two antagonistic temporalities of violence in the film. As James Scott argues, the modern state’s utopian aim is to reduce the disorderly and chaotic social order under its purview into a mirror of the administrative knowledge central to its observations and governance. The state works to produce temporal and spatial intelligibility with the goal of manufacturing the orderly administration and regulation of the nation’s population, resources, and infrastructure. By disrupting and dismantling spaces, populations, and epistemologies that are illegible to its regimes of knowing and governance, the modern state creates a utopia of visibility and legibility that is open to policing and control (Scott 1998, 82). The management of time is central to this process. “Our time” is what the state seeks to capture. In Born in Flames, state time extends and expands the violence of the past, while “our time” is a temporal regime that exceeds and undoes state time. Again, Fanon proves useful for understanding these differences. In The Wretched of the Earth, Fanon describes a “time lag, or a difference of rhythm, between the leaders of a nationalist party and the mass of the people” (Fanon 1963, 107). According to Fanon, the rank and file of anti-colonial rebellions demand the complete and utter immediate destruction of the forms of power that render them “more dead than alive,” while both colonial and nationalist governments attempt to manage, temper, and restrain the demands of those who have no more time to give to the promises of a future that is always coming, but never arrives (51). For example, in the film, the state promises that “in the future” there will be jobs, an end to sexual violence, and racial and gender equality. But for Fanon, the “hopeless dregs of humanity” (or the wretched of the earth) are filled with an “uncontrollable rage” and thus exist in a temporal regime apart from that of the party or the nation. This is a time of intensity and immediacy (“the slaves of modern times are impatient”), where the future of the present as it is means no future at all (74). Like the financial, epistemological, and racialized legacies of slavery Baucom sees intensifying in our current moment, Fanon diagnoses the future of colonialism as the accumulation of the social, biological, and living death of the native. The native lives a death in life produced by the racism of slavery and colonialism. The future’s horizon is the accumulation of past forms of racial terror and violence. In this way, Baucom and Fanon draw connections between race and time that are crucial to questions of queer futurity. The relationship between race, gender, death, and the future is central to the immediacy and spontaneity of the Women’s Army and is foundational to the film’s critique of the future. We can turn to the Fanonian-inspired prison writings of George Jackson to further explore the relationship between death, race, and the future. In his 1972 text Blood in My Eye, published shortly after he was shot and killed by guards at San Quentin prison, Jackson writes of racism, death, and revolution: Their line is: “Ain’t nobody but black folks gonna die in the revolution.” This argument completely overlooks the fact that we have always done most of the dying, and still do: dying at the stake, through social neglect or in U.S. foreign wars. The point is now to construct a situation where someone else will join in the dying. If it fails and we have to do most of the dying anyway, we’re certainly no worse off than before. Here, Jackson argues that the social order of the United States is saturated with an anti-blackness that produces, in the words of Ruth Wilson Gilmore, “the state-sanctioned or extralegal production and exploitation of group-differentiated vulnerability to premature death” (2007, 28). Jackson’s text is littered with a polemic that links race and death in a way that preemptively echoes Michel Foucault’s declaration that racism is the process of “introducing a break into the domain of life that is under power’s control: the break between what must live and what must die” (Foucault 2003, 254). When Jackson, Gilmore, and Foucault define race as the production of premature death, they make a connection between race and the future. Race is the accumulation of premature death and dying. For Jackson, race fractures the future so that the future looks like incarceration or the premature death of malnutrition, disease, and exhaustion. The future was not the hopefulness of unknown possibilities. It was rather the devastating weight of knowing that death was coming cloaked in abandonment, neglect, incarceration, or murder. In other words, according to Jackson, death was always and already rushing towards the present of blackness. In the last line of No Future: Queer Theory and the Death Drive, Lee Edelman similarly connects the future to premature death when he references the murder of Matthew Shepard. He writes: “Somewhere, someone else will be savagely beaten and left to die – sacrificed to a future whose beat goes on, like a pulse or a heart – and another corpse will be left like a mangled scarecrow to frighten the birds who are gathering now, who are beating their wings, and who, like the death drive, keep on coming” (Edelman 2004, 154). For Edelman, the future will necessarily continue to produce a world that is unlivable for queer people. In this way, the polemics of black liberation and Edelman’s anti-social thesis share an affinity around the theorization of the future as overdetermined by premature death, yet they diverge in how they imagine death’s relationship to race and power. For Edelman, the future looks like repetition of the death of Matthew Shepard (a white gay man), while for Jackson, it looks like the premature death of incarceration, the ghetto, and chattel slavery’s haunting contortion of the present. In other words, the state and anti-blackness were central to the anti-sociality of the black liberation movement. Within Jackson’s analysis, the state is the primary mechanism for unevenly distributing racialized regimes of value and disposability. Following the writing of Fanon, Jackson argued that for this relationship to be abolished: “The government of the U.S.A and all that it stands for, all that it represents, must be destroyed. This is the starting point, and the end” (Jackson 1972, 54). Jackson’s polemic crescendos when he describes the future he desires: We must accept the eventuality of bringing the U.S.A to its knees; accept the closing off of critical sections of the city with barbed wire, armed pig carriers criss-crossing the city streets, soldiers everywhere, tommy guns pointed at stomach level, smoke curling black against the daylight sky, the smell of cordite, house-to-house searches, doors being kicked down, the commonness of death. If the past and present have produced the accumulation of the premature death of black people, then Jackson imagines the complete undoing of the social order as the way out of temporal capture. The future of the social order means no future, and so the future must come to an end. Fanon similarly imagines the relationship between the native and the future of the social order: “They won’t be reformed characters to please colonial society, fitting in with the morality of its rulers; quite on the contrary, they take for granted the impossibility of their entering the city save by hand grenades and revolvers” (Fanon 1963, 130). Here, the invitation to the safety and security of the city (or the social order as it is) is an offer to continue a life that is a half-life. Possibility comes from a starting point that is an end. 

This never ending cycle is based on promises of progress that can only create catastrophic history. Each day, our dreams of change and meaning push us towards an impossible future – hoping, somehow, that we may grab the mirage and smooth over the destructions of the past
baedan 12 (baedan. “Journal of Queer Nihilism.” The Anarchist Library, 2012, theanarchistlibrary.org/library/baedan-baedan.)//HANZBANZ
Of Benjamin’s various metaphors for understanding history, that of the angel runs parallel to his reference of the saying that the historian is “a prophet facing backwards.” The two different readings of this saying parallel, in turn, his distinction between his concept of history and the conformist one. He says that one way to read the saying is as a description of the position taken by the historian of empathy who is marked by despair and accedia, doomed to drown in his conformism to the tides of history. A very different reading of the saying could describe well the posture of the historian who, like the Angel of History, turns his back to the future in order to set his sight on the past. He does this in order to take hold of the true picture of the past that appears momentarily and without warning in a moment of danger. For in another parallel metaphor Benjamin describes “an occurrence of ball lightning that runs across the whole horizon of the past,” illuminating moments that had been up until that point left dark and mysterious. From the juxtaposition of these metaphors we can gather that while on the one hand progress may be a storm always blowing the angel away from a broken world that he [they] faces, frustrating [their] his desire to stop and make it whole, nevertheless this same storm produces the very flashes of light in which a moment of history unexpectedly “present[s] itself… as a moment of humanity.” He continues: “In this moment, time must be brought to a standstill.”¶ It is this standstill, jetztzeit, which may also be translated as now-time, that is at the heart of the theses. In the sixteenth he writes that the true historian “cannot do without the notion of a present which is not a transition, but in which time takes a stand and has come to a standstill. For this notion defines the very present in which he himself is writing history.”¶ For Benjamin, the concept of a causal chain of progress is a smoothing-over, or reduction to a common denominator, of what is in truth an eternal catastrophe. He points out that “the basic concept in myth is the world as punishment.” This ancient concept has taken on a more terrible modern form in “the eternity of punishment in hell,” which “substitutes an eternity of torment for the eternity of a cycle.” It is worth noting, however, that Benjamin does not straightforwardly claim that hell is the reality of living in modern times. Rather, he describes hellish punishment as akin to the way in which a student is held after school, not allowed to run outside and play, forced to repeat the Sisyphean task of writing lines by hand repeatedly, e.g. I will not expose the ignorance of the faculty. It is no mistake that Benjamin would depict hell as so reminiscent of the conformist historian’s domain.¶ We might link Benjamin’s denial of progress with our own by pointing out that progress is nothing but a daily catastrophe of life in the world of the commodity. We can see this catastrophe around us everywhere: the architecture of the cities, the physical infrastructure of the multi-form prison, the endless apparatuses which exist to extract our energy to turn it into dead labor, the monotonous agricultural killing-fields, the ever-expanding ecological dead-zones. All processes that have dominated, extracted, and paved over generations of the living. Civilization’s homogenizing process is constantly intensifying and accelerating. Technological advances and other progressive developments are perpetually revolutionizing the armed disaster which confronts us as the future.¶ It is clear that Benjamin’s view is similar when he describes history and culture as the spoils carried by the rulers as they triumphantly proceed, tramping upon the prostrate bodies of the oppressed. “A historical materialist,” writes Benjamin, can only view these spoils “with cautious detachment. For in every case these treasures have a lineage which he cannot contemplate without horror…. The historical materialist therefore dissociates himself from this process of transmission as far as possible.”¶ Like Benjamin and the angel, we would like to pause for a moment so fair, awaken the dead and piece together what has been smashed. But what blows us away from being able to do this is progress itself. It is as if the very passage of time, or more accurately the manner of its passage, has caught us up and distances us from the present moment itself. Indeed, if there is only ever one time, then there is also a manner or concept of time’s movement—progress—capable of blowing us away from being present in it. 
Thus, we affirm queer utopic cuts as a method to substantially increase fiscal redistribution by reorienting the notion of wealth and love in the United States as an antagonism to the resolutional question that is oriented around reproductive futurity under social security.

In opposition to the call for the social reproduction of policy, only cuts within the cracks and fissures of the system can generate spaces capable of queering the financialization of social relations and taking down the bastion of normalcy
Lepp 19 – Nicholas, PhD candidate in Communication Studies focusing on critical rhetorical theory at the University of Georgia, “Queering Utopia: ACT UP and the Disruption of Heteronormativity,” 05/01/2019, pp. 52-64, http://dx.doi.org/10.34917/15778497 – tishu
Using a deconstructive lens to view place, we realize that place was never actually place at all. Rather, place was always already space. Given the pervasive power of heteronormativity (and other such power structures), this understanding is important. Queer utopic cuts flip the meaning inherent in ideologically settled places and turns them into ideologically contested spaces, thereby opening new zones of queer freedom. This space-based approach also has particular significance for the heterotopic nature of queer utopic cuts. By cutting back against heteronormativity, queer utopic spaces seek to portray the contestable state of gender and sex. If it is true that the spatial metaphor invites scholars to understand the multiple conflicting realities experienced by people as contingent rather than static, then a space-based understanding is integral to understanding these spaces and what they attempt to change. Moments of queer utopia must then exist contingently in particular spaces, queering the heteronormative reality created in that location. ACT UP, for example, takes this space-based approach to queerness as well. The point of these demonstrations is to “occupy a space that’s not supposed to be yours” and to “usurp public spaces.”141 In other words, by protesting, ACT UP sought to change spaces that were predominantly heteronormative into spaces of queerness. ACT UP thus further reminds us that a space-based approach to queerness is valuable. For the purpose of thinking about the cut then, a space-based approach has a few implications. This approach reminds us that heteronormativity, while hegemonic in modern-society, does not exist uniformly throughout society. Rather, this power structure manifests itself in particular ways. Because of this, the queer utopic cut must operate differently throughout time and space, rejecting a monolithic approach towards fighting back. If the cut is as fluid and space-based as I have suggested it is, then the ability for this queer utopic cut to create long-lasting change is stymied. In other words, if heteronormativity is constantly changing based on particular spaces, then so must the cut portraying a better future. There cannot, by definition, be one giant cut that stops heteronormativity, but rather multiple smaller space-based cuts that chip away at this power structure. If it is true that queer utopias are confined to particular spaces, I have stumbled across an interesting conundrum. How can they create long-lasting change in a system of power that pervades other spaces? If they do only serve to fight back in particular spaces, rather than targeting the power structure itself, then aren’t they simply cutting off each of the heads of the hydra separately, allowing room for the other heads to grow back while in battle? I believe that the solution to this problem lies in the aftermath of these cuts, through the creation of queer worldmaking and queer counterpublics. But before I turn to a discussion of those concepts, I want to further discuss the moments in which queer utopic cuts occur, and how they change the reality of the spaces they occupy. Queer Relationality When Gust Yep wrote “The Violence of Heteronormativity in Communication Studies,” he wanted to further “make sense of the individual and collective suffering produced by nonnormativity.”142 He recognizes that heteronormativity, even in academia, can create “deep feelings of isolation, worthlessness, and shame to diminished access to opportunities, decreased life chances, and multiple forms of death.”143 In response, he questions how queer individuals can “maintain wholeness” in a world that fundamentally wishes they did not exist.144 This, I believe, is the major effect of the queer utopic cut in the moment—it creates a space that opens room for queer individuals to maintain wholeness in a world that rejects them. In other words, queer utopic moments establish a kind of queer relationality. Queer relationality can be thought of as a kind of affective connection, a communal understanding of relations between and among queer individuals. It creates a sense of intimacy, a kind of interdependence that exists between people who are not wanted by the outside world. Much like Judith Butler’s work on cohabitational vulnerability and mutual dependency,145 queer relationality recognizes a world in which queer people need to care for and about each other. It involves “closeness, deep knowing, mutual attunement, sensuality, and eroticism that could range from fleeting to enduring, and spheres of desire;” it creates an emotional interconnection that oftentimes cannot be explained through discourse.146 In many ways, queer relationality reflects the discursive components of rhetorics of difference as elucidated by Lisa Flores. For Flores, A rhetoric of difference includes repudiating mainstream discourse and espousing self-and group-created discourse. Through the rejection of the external and creation of the internal, marginalized groups establish themselves as different from stereotyped perceptions and different from dominant cultures…. The naming that comes about through a rhetoric of difference allows groups to reflect on the uniqueness of their identity. Pride and solidarity within one’s group are essential.147 Queer relationality rejects the mainstream, discursive construction of queer individuals and instead invites queers to create their own communities of discourse. By arguing for intimate interrelations designed to protect queer folks, queer relationality calls for a unique kind of pride and solidarity within the queer community. The process also establishes a separate space by deconstructing heteronormative conceptions of queerness itself. In doing so, queer relationality invites queer people to “transform their space into a home,” thereby embodying this rhetoric of difference.148 Queer relationality thus pushes towards what Cherríe Moraga and Gloria Anzaldúa call “El Mundo Zurdo,”149 or the left-handed world, “the place where the misfits suddenly fit.”150 Queer relationality, however, cannot only be understood in terms of difference. To do so risks replicating an understanding of queerness as solely abject or difference, as theorists such as Lee Edelman have famously done.151 This is not to suggest that Flores’ work does this—indeed, in her work, Chicana feminists find their agency within this difference—but given the understanding of queer as abject resulting from queer anti-relationality, we risk stumbling into queerness as abject through an analysis of difference. Instead, we must draw from queerness as abject to think of queer bonds in a simultaneously positive and negative way, being defined through a kind of difference but also through a connection between individuals. This is what Joshua Weiner and Damon Young describe as a bond of extimacy, their psychoanalytic reading of intimacy: What do we make of the fact that today we experience so many social spaces in which queer bonds—however precariously and temporarily—manage to appear through something other than just an act of defiance or resistance?.... We suggest that some ‘we,’ however fugitive, has always appeared in the interstices of historically conditioned homophobic interpellation, perhaps in the simplest experience of two or more people realizing their queer desire for each other…. Our queer bonds are not merely a bulwark of resistance, via determinate negation, of the normative socio-symbolic order. It is on the terrain of a social death that a ‘we’ precipitates into a mobile and precarious assemblage perennially in excess of the negations it survives…. If we are ‘intimate’ when we can recognize a symbolically articulated commonality, whence a shared identity, here we should perhaps speak of ‘extimacy.’152 Extimacy takes Edelman’s starting point that the queer is abject and Flores’ rhetoric of difference as a site of social agency to develop new modes of queer bonds. If queer relationality and bonds can be thought of as a form of extimacy, then the creation of these bonds renders agency out of that which cannot have agency—mainly, the abject—and queers the very starting point of interpersonal relations. This process thus imagines a queer future where heteronormativity does not define queerness in such a violent manner. Extimacy then establishes a bond that “occasions a certain discursive, erotic and political transconnectivity, and configures a relationality that persists in fraught ways, whether acknowledged or not.”153 This is a benefit to the queer utopic cut in the moment. By revealing a world in which their relations are not demonized but rather celebrated, queer people are invited to create powerful interconnections. These interconnections create a zone of comfort and love that reminds queer individuals that they do deserve to even be. Some of those interconnections may be long lasting, and some may be temporary. Regardless, in this manner, the queer utopic cut operates as a kind of queer survival strategy. By “continuing to unpack normativities, and exploring queer relationalities,”154 the queer utopic cut inverts the space it exists within to open room for queer life to exist. This may only be momentary and aspirational, but just the invocation of queer utopias can create positive change. A tangible example of queer relationality is the Positive Space Campaign, a social campaign taking place at various universities in Canada designed to help alleviate heteronormativity by inverting the university space to create room for queerness. Through the distribution of posters and buttons and the creation of public rallies and workshops, this campaign contributes “to an imagined space that confronts homophobia and heteronormativity in the hopes of creating a campus that embraces sexual and gender diversity.”155 By fighting heteronormativity, this campaign envisions a university environment in which queer students can freely be themselves. It operates as a kind of “'powerful intervention in the routine lexicon’ of the hallways or other university space,” and “disrupts the dominance of heteronormativity simply by being visible and drawing attention to the fact that LGBTQ people are on campus.”156 These campaigns can and do have a positive impact by opening the space for queer life to exist. I’d like to think that this is enough, but, unfortunately, it is not. Given the pervasive nature of heteronormativity, this power structure adapts to this space of queer life and boxes it in. Heteronormativity may even seep into a queered space, re-claiming it as its own bastion of normalcy. Thus, while creating a tear in the fabric of heteronormative power is valuable, it cannot be all that the queer utopic cut does. Rather, there must be beneficial, long-term after effects of the cut for creating lasting change. Queer Worldmaking One of these important after effects comes in the form of queer worldmaking. This process can be thought of as developing a world outside of heteronormativity for queers to thrive. In Disidentifications, Muñoz says The concept of worldmaking delineates the ways in which performances-- both theatrical and everyday rituals-- have the ability to establish alternative views of the world. These alternative vistas are more than simply views or perspective; they are oppositional ideologies that function as critiques of oppressive regimes of ‘truth’ that subjugate minoritarian people.157 Queer worldmaking is a process of creating an entirely queer world, challenging the heteronormative structure that exists now. Through queer worldmaking, queer utopic cuts utilize their heterotopic nature to create new spaces that explore a world absent heteronormativity. This is “a messy enterprise driven by a vision of another world, another way of living,” that fights for a more equitable future.158 Queer worldmaking thus consists of “practices and relationships that contest the logics of compulsory heteronormativities,” challenging normative understandings of identity and society through new futures.159 This is not an aspirational push, but one that engages in “the contemporary situation with its historical legacies, varying interests, and much more.”160 In other words, queer worldmaking is a kind of world-shattering that draws a new world from the one that currently exists. This establishes a kind of Blochian concrete utopia. Queer worldmaking is thus an important part of the queer utopia that the queer utopic cut sets out to establish. It “engender[s] a now and a future with promise and hope that must not be discarded as always already hetero- and homonormative,” imbuing a vision for a more perfect world. As Muñoz even says, “queer world-making, then, hinges on the possibility to map a world where one is allowed to cast pictures of utopia and to include such pictures in any map of the social.”161 In other worlds, queer worldmaking is the perfectly queer part of queer utopianism, embracing a queerness sans heteronormativity.162 Queer worldmaking, however, cannot be conceptualized in a conventional manner. Gust Yep indicates that queer worldmaking consists of creating spaces where “individual freedom and collective possibilities” are freely explored;163 Thomas Nakayama and Charles Morris think of queer worldmaking as “not a strategic plan, organized by anyone, but a bottom-up engagement with the everyday.”164 In this manner, the road to creating a queer world is rhizomatic, rejecting straight paths in favor of queer ones that turn and bend along the way. In creating a queer world, the world as we know it is reformulated and becomes radically different. A rhetorical approach to queer worldmaking is necessary to understand how it comes to life. If it is true that “queer world-making is a process brought to life, in part, by the vernacular contestation of discourse,” then an approach that starts from that discourse is necessary to theorize this cut.165 In other words, queer worldmaking becomes operationalized through the rhetorical invocation of the queer utopic cut. This happens by inverting the space that the queer utopic cut occupies. By undermining the normative and embracing the non-normative, the queer utopic cut rewrites what a space means. In revealing a world sans heteronormativity, this cut divulges a vision of a queer world. It is a performative rhetoric in the Butlerian sense, simultaneously performing and becoming the world that it seeks to create; it “attempts to remake the world in its image.”166 In this manner, the queer utopic cut exists within a similar position to queer kissing for Morris and John Sloop; it exhibits a “heightened sense of kairos,” insofar as it “effects a powerful affirmation for queer communities… with potentially profound material and symbolic implications for the constitution of sexuality.”167 The cut may also push towards queer worldmaking in a visual manner.168 In fact, this “visual affirmation of queer lives” is oftentimes “the first step in instigating productive modes of world-making.”169 Jeffrey Bennett takes this as a starting point in his analysis of the queer worldmaking of the Born This Way blog, a website designed to portray the queerness of its contributors. If they so wish, people visiting the blog may upload pictures of themselves as children, portraying images of queerness at a young age. These pictures may include photographs of boys wearing dresses and acting in effeminate manners or girls wearing male costumes. For these contributors, then, their queerness was showing at such a young age that they could have uncovered and revealed it much sooner than they did. However, due to internalized and external homophobia and heteronormativity, these contributors did not understand their queerness until they were much older. In these instances, the visual representations of queerness portray an imagined utopia whereby the contributors to this blog could have been openly queer at a younger age.170 When ACT UP sought to redefine what it meant to be somebody living with AIDS, they were actively utilizing queer worldmaking to change societal understandings of what it means to be someone with AIDS. As they protested, AIDS activists articulated a new way of conceptualizing people with AIDS in order to create this queer world. This change was not only rhetorical, changing the literal discourse used to describe people with AIDS, but was also visual, as demonstrators used images of their AIDS-filled bodies to re-write what it was to be someone with AIDS. ACT UP is thus a prime example of queer worldmaking. In addition, queer worldmaking acts as a form of healing. In creating separate worlds through forms of queer relationality, the queer utopic cut reminds queer people that heteronormativity is not an innate phenomenon, but rather one to be deconstructed. For example, Benny LeMaster writes about the Trans Empowerment Group (TEG for short), a campus-based support group for transgender students. Through ethnographic data, LeMaster explores the queer worldmaking process of this group as transgender students engage each other in group meetings. For the students involved in TEG, meeting spaces push towards a queer world. One of the ways this is operationalized is through the laughter of the students. As LeMaster says, “We all laugh. Through our collective laughter, we process our relative intersectional degrees of deviation from the mythical norm.”171 Through this laughter, the students involved in the group simultaneously engage in a learning process whereby they become more familiar with the process of deviation from heteronormativity—and thus push towards making a queer world—and experience a temporary, cathartic release from the norms they are consistently constrained by. Thus, by envisioning and pushing towards a queer world rhetorically, the queer utopic cut can begin to heal the wounds inflicted by heteronormativity. The telos of queer worldmaking is not to suggest an immediate change, even if queer worldmaking does have valuable, immediate effects, like queer healing. Rather, this is a longterm project—the world cannot be revolutionized in a day. Thus, queer worldmaking must be a part of the afterlife of a queer utopic cut. In much the same way that Morris and Sloop argue that “in order to achieve a queer world, a ‘critical visual mass’ of same-sex public kissing must exist,” the call for queer worldmaking must be repeated endlessly to counter heteronormativity.172 Queer worldmaking thus demands an endless repetition of the queer utopic cut. 


Only an integration of queer calculus creates an ethical framework that refuses notions of endless war – their hegemonic configuration of power produces the notions of legitimacy that create a state of endless “security” and warfare as a means of being.
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Insurgent Aesthetics: Cultures of Counterinsurgency, Security, and Struggle Insurgent Aesthetics is about the creativity and fugitive beauty that emanate from the shadows of terrible violence incited by forever war. Of freedom dreams flecked by inscriptions of wartime’s death and dispossession.25 The forever war is an assault on the human sensorium for citizens, subjects, survivors, and refugees of US empire alike.26 A time of ever more state security and imperial violence, the historical present necessitates more sensuous ways of knowing and feeling that challenge the militarized imperatives of the state and exceed the visual register alone. The global circulation of images of violence and social suffering has also intensified in our public culture over the past three decades. As a privileged regime of power, the field of vision is central to the manufacture and global supremacy of US war-making regimes and to the violent regulation of racialized, gendered, and sexualized bodies under the conditions of state security and surveillance.27 Given the US state’s will toward quantified abstraction in counting, without ever being accountable to, those killed, diseased, displaced, traumatized, and/or maimed in its armed conflicts, how might we divine other, more sensuous and affective ways of knowing this forever war and its inhuman violences? This book asserts that we must demand a stranger calculus—what I term a queer calculus—that unsettles prevailing interpretations of the forever war, makes sensuous what has been ghosted by US technologies of abstraction, and endows the designs for seemingly impossible futures amid infinite aggression. A queer calculus of the forever war advances an account of both dominant knowledge apparatuses and data logics of the US security state as well as alternative logics, affects, emotions, and affiliations of diasporic subjects living and laboring in the heart of empire. One such embodied queer calculus can be found in the corpus of aesthetic forms created by contemporary diasporic artists from South Asia and the Greater Middle East. These imaginative works of art reassemble vision with the disqualified knowledges, histories, geographies, and memories preserved by the “lower” senses of empire’s gendered, racialized Others to fashion an insurgency against empire’s built sensorium. In so doing, these insurgent aesthetics craft a queer calculus of US empire that makes intimate what is rendered distant, renders tactile what is made invisible, and unifies what is divided, thereby conjuring forms of embodied critique that can envision a collective world within and beyond the spaces of US empire’s perverse logics of global carcerality, security, and war. This book engages a wide range of critical interdisciplinary paradigms to reveal the radical experiments, aesthetic strategies, and freedom dreams of contemporary Arab, Muslim, and South Asian diasporic artists. I argue that these works comprise a transnational constellation of visual art and aesthetics that together have animated new ways to think, feel, sense, and map the world amid US global state violence and its forever wars across the so-called Muslim world.28 Specifically, the book surveys the broader post–Cold War expansion of US militarism in the Greater Middle East (Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Palestine) and the domestic regimes of surveillance and repression in the US and other militarized sites mapped onto a transnational jihadist network. It contends that new and flexible forms of remote killing, torture, confinement, surveillance, and lawfare have built a distinctive post–9/11 infrastructure of gendered, racialized state violence both within and beyond US borders, which in turn marks the ongoing present as a distinct age within the longue durée of US settler colonial society. I explore this complex terrain through a contrapuntal queer feminist analysis of contemporary Arab, Muslim, and South Asian diasporic visual cultures and their critical intersections with the contemporary logics and tactics of global warfare.29 Although many scholars have studied the impact of liberal empires and late modern warfare in the Greater Middle East, including the militarized and racialized vision of US imperialism at its core, insufficient attention has been paid to how the state’s dominant necropolitical calculus of neoliberal security and warfare has been thwarted and reimagined.30 By contrast, this book foregrounds the conceptual works of contemporary artists from South Asian and Middle Eastern diasporas, whose insurgent aesthetic acts refashion ascendant ways of knowing and feeling the forever war. My chief premise in this book is that if we want to apprehend (so as to ultimately arrest) contemporary transnational security politics and carceral practices, especially the prevailing biopolitical regimes of surveillance, imprisonment, and killing perfected at the domestic and international fronts of the forever war, then we need an alternate approach to the maps of strategic thinkers and security analysts who have been telling us how we should look, think, and feel about the world and its violences. By privileging a wide range of diasporic cultural forms—namely, visual and sound installation, performance, painting, photography, new media, and video—as a generative site for critiquing American war and empire, this book illuminates what I term insurgent aesthetics, an alternative articulation of minoritarian knowledge produced by those populations and their diasporic kin most devastated by the effects of the homeland security state and its forever wars.31 This book illustrates how Arab, Muslim, and South Asian diasporic artists in the US and Europe, including Mahwish Chishty, Wafaa Bilal, Naeem Mohaiemen/ Visible Collective, Rajkamal Kahlon, Index of the Disappeared, Mariam Ghani, and Larissa Sansour, have grappled in their work with the neoliberal state of exception and the national security state’s use of gendered racial violence. Insurgent Aesthetics documents the impact of present-day militarized security practices and historical legacies of imperial violence on diasporic, (im)migrant, and refugee communities in the US who have been besieged both by domestic wars on terror, crime, drugs, and immigration as well as military and foreign policies directed at their homelands. These artists, in turn, have produced sensuous affiliations and political imaginaries that critique the simultaneous proliferation of gendered racism, neoliberal capitalism, heteropatriarchy, and Islamophobia in the post–9/11 period. These concepts represent intersectional systems of power and violence that fuel the ideological engines that legitimate the homeland security state’s use of global prisons, confinement technologies, overt killing, and permanent warfare as inevitable features of a political economy that seeks to “solve” our multifarious contemporary crises. In this context, what role can expressive culture and aesthetics play in struggles over hegemony of the contemporary neoliberal carceral, security, and warfare state? This book answers this question by centering the expansive world-making knowledge practices of diasporic visual and multimedia artists who hail from societies besieged by war but live and labor in the heart of empire. In short, the book investigates how South Asian and Middle Eastern diasporic artists challenge violent histories of US militarism, sustain critical opposition to the global war machine through the realms of art and culture, and create alternative systems of knowing, feeling, and living with and beyond forever warfare. The theoretical strategy and interpretive framework that I name “insurgent aesthetics” brings together diverse histories, geographies, and archives organized around several unifying themes. First, the book argues that insurgent aesthetics is a collective and relational praxis. Insurgent Aesthetics represents the first sustained effort to analyze contemporary works of conceptual art across the South Asian and Middle Eastern diasporas as a coherent social, cultural, and political formation challenging the explanatory power of dominant “expert” knowledge about US empire and its forever war. Second, these artists share a collective concern with revealing the gendered racial violence at the heart of the US security state. My close readings of their artworks make visceral and palpable what artist and cultural geographer Trevor Paglen calls “the black world,” the contradictions and disavowals of official archives of US global warfare.32 In this study, I grapple with the contradiction between the US state’s claim to rational security and the material orders of brutality, misery, ruin, detention, confinement, and extermination upon which that claim continuously is made. For instance, the US state has, on the one hand, come to “know” the so-called human terrain33 of global conflict in the war on terror by using abstract vision and limitless data to map racialized “Muslim” populations and innovate surveillance and intelligence-gathering procedures. On the other hand, the US state persistently disavows imperial violence in efforts to disappear the corporeality of its wars through “black sites,” redactions of classified documents, so-called touchless torture of detainees, denials of civilian death counts in drone attacks, and bans on images of the coffins of US soldiers killed in combat. This imperial paradox of transparency and opacity in discourses of state security reveals what political theorist Laleh Khalili calls “the contrasts and connections between that far twilight realm in which sovereign violence occurs without concealment and the domestic liberal order in which the same violence is concealed in broad daylight.”34 This incongruity is manifest in both the gendered racialization of contemporary Arab, Muslim, and South Asian communities in the US and in the aesthetic works highlighted throughout this book, which cast light on the manifold unseen and disembodying technologies of secrecy and terror that define the forever war. Third, as theorists and practitioners, these artists exemplify the significance of insurgent aesthetics by utilizing official archives and technologies of war, such as declassified government documents and surveillance cameras, as resource and inspiration for their experimental and conceptual art practices. Many newly released government documents detail widespread US military practices of torture, interrogation, kidnapping, and rendition. The artists’ direct engagement with the “black world” of US statecraft is central to the book’s contention that insurgent aesthetics not only expose the contradictions of the warfare state but also make available more capacious ways of knowing, feeling, and sensing states of security. However, I reject a strict sociological reading of these artists’ contributions in line with approaches that would view them as native informants for the international art world. The US-based minoritarian art practitioner is routinely seen as merely transmitting information rather than pushing aesthetic boundaries. By contrast, a focus on aesthetic aims, innovations, and formal manipulations of these cultural forms is, as queer critics Kadji Amin, Amber Musser, and Roy Pérez contend, “the very substance of many of these artists’ engagement with legacies of social violence. Aesthetic form offers resources of resistance to the violences of interpretation that prematurely fix the meaning of minority artistic production within prefabricated narratives.”35 As such, I opt to center a formal analysis of artistic techniques and forms in keeping with newer queer feminist approaches to visual aesthetics.36 Fourth, these artists embody insurgent aesthetics’ public dimension through site-specific visual, installation, and performance art practices that often extend beyond gallery walls. They use common aesthetic strategies to coimplicate audiences, thus closing the distance between state violence and its afterlives. I am drawn to these artists in particular because they comprise an important part of my own scholar-activist relational orbit. Much of their work has been informed by deep contact with a legacy of urban grassroots activism, legal advocacy, and civil and human rights work. They encompass a group of artists (as activists, scholars, lawyers, curators, journalists, architects, and multimedia cultural producers in their own right) who, in the main, came of age in the cultural and political organizing milieu of New York City and other cities across the US in the 1990s. This pre-9/11 period spawned an efflorescence of urban multiethnic activist and creative cultural production against a range of violences such as urban police brutality; immigrant detention; and feminist, lgbtq, and labor struggles. This invigorating milieu had profoundly politicizing effects on successive generations of Arab, Muslim, and South Asian diasporic artists and activists in the US and North America.37 In this sense, the contemporary art of social practice featured in this book draws on activist traditions and social movements, including prison abolition, immigrant justice, antiwar activism, US Third World feminism, and Black liberation, which often predate the global war on terror and stem from earlier encounters with US military, security, and penal regimes. Fifth and finally, in my analysis of contemporary US war and empire, I focus on intimacy, affect, and sensation in ways that exemplify hallmarks of postcolonial, Black, Indigenous, and women of color feminist inquiry in American studies. It is worth recalling that feminist and queer studies have the longest critical engagement with the figure of the body as a gendered, sexualized, and racialized entity.38 Insurgent Aesthetics examines how the body is implicated in the workings of US global warfare and in the diasporic visual art and aesthetics that challenges counterinsurgent knowledge. This focus critiques how security states turn counterinsurgency into an abstraction that has no visceral, physical, or psychic impact on the victims of security. In contrast to the security state’s will to abstract knowledge, these artists illustrate how war is felt on the flesh and how the corporeal is a key site for acquiring political knowledge. The body and the senses thus become vehicles to affectively “know” the circumstances of security, carcerality, and counterinsurgency. It is important to note that I treat the body not as an abstract entity but as a social formation differentiated by race, gender, sexuality, ability, citizenship, and religion. By making the body and its sensory states the primary focus of the formation of security states and the challenges to that formation, my book extends this critical intersectional queer feminist legacy. It does so further by arguing that an analysis of what I term “the sensorial life of empire” is an urgent question of a just and equitable future. I ultimately argue that the insurgent aesthetics of Arab, Muslim, and South Asian diasporic cultural producers are crucial not only for their diagnosis of the dominant maps of exclusion and political violence characterizing the US forever war, but also for the open-ended and sensuous models of subjectivity, collectivity, and power that they imagine and inhabit. At once a critical formalist examination of how diasporic cultural producers have innovated new directions in contemporary American art and visual media, Insurgent Aesthetics prioritizes a transnational queer feminist account of the effects of the US forever war on the racialized, gendered, and sexualized bodies that are its targets. Drawing on and advancing frameworks in critical ethnic and postcolonial studies, queer and feminist studies, and visual culture and performance studies, Insurgent Aesthetics outlines alternative maps for exposing violent global histories of US militarism in the Greater Middle East and designing collective futures. It further argues that critical analysis of insurgent art and culture can excavate subjugated forms of knowledge about the US and its forever wars, a vital resource for policy, activism, and social transformation. Theorizing Culture in the Age of Neoliberal Security and Warfare My approach to the study of insurgent aesthetics as a mediation of material conditions builds on works across disciplines that understand visual art and expressive cultures as offering a critical and sensuous intervention in the context of debates on neoliberal security and late modern warfare. To date, global security has been a rich topic of critical analysis in the social sciences, but not yet fully for the humanities. Rather than cede an engagement with these issues to the social sciences, I explore in this book how contemporary social, political, and economic processes of security governance can be understood through the lens of South Asian and Middle Eastern diasporic visual and performance art practices. I contend that the global politics of imperialism, war, terrorism, and militarism cannot be extracted from practices and processes of cultural mediation. In this way, insurgent aesthetics do not literally represent social crises and contradictions, but rather do the work of defamiliarizing or queering the social order. Put differently, they implicate their audiences in the violence of the forever warfare and in turn engage our collective critical analysis of its existing hegemonic formation. As such, insurgent aesthetics poses a critique of the knowing subject at the center of dominant Western aesthetics and the social exclusions at the heart of that project.39 By radically challenging who the subject is that gets to “know” the endless emergency of the forever war and its gendered racialized regimes of institutionalized terror and violence, this book illuminates a method for knowing and sensing otherwise. The dissident works of art under investigation here are not about inclusion or assimilation, or even civil or human rights, but rather about advancing a rebellious aesthetic depiction of the “impossibility of such resolutions”—to paraphrase literary critic Christina Sharpe—by representing the paradoxes of brownness within the legacies of the forever war.40 Although the first chapter of this book develops a historical genealogy of contemporary twenty-first-century US counterinsurgency and global warmaking regimes, my primary goal is to shift attention away from the dominant imbricated structures of US gendered racial and imperial formation to focus instead on the capaciousness and creativity of insurgent aesthetics. That is, I wish to spotlight the affective structures and aesthetic forms of resistance found in Arab, Muslim, and South Asian diasporic cultures. This analytic shift is about foregrounding the alternative so as to identify, interrogate, and animate race radical and decolonial queer feminist experiments with speculation, fabulation, and otherworld imaginings in the midst of and in spite of the forever war. However, the diasporic cultural field of art and performance that I seek to enliven through this book does not have an obvious or indexical relation to the logics and tactics of US global warfare. Furthermore, insurgent aesthetics are not uniformly oppositional or resistant to the violent practices of the counterinsurgent state. Yet, when read through the lens of critical theory, these works of art produce a radical cultural archive that, while illegible within prevailing discourses of foreign relations, make visible the contours of race, gender, sexuality, religion, and citizenship in US forever wars. They further allow us to articulate social visions and political imaginaries that are incompatible with dominant counterinsurgent and counterterrorist solutions to crisis. I thus see these cultural forms as offering epistemological and affective interpretations that expose, without ever succumbing to, the contradictory logics of the US security state. The notion of insurgent aesthetics of the forever war challenges a state-based security framework. In this fundamental paradigm, security is defined as “the quality of being free from threats” (whether those threats come from external invasion or internal rebellion), a status ensured through the state’s historic monopoly over violence. In my queer feminist analysis of the cultural politics of national security and the securitization of everyday life, I draw upon critical security studies and international relations scholarship that embraces poststructuralist insights to interrogate the rhetoric, grammar, and motives of key terms and concepts such as “security,” “terror,” “danger,” “targets,” “bodies,” and “expertise” in the forever war.41 In so doing, I expose how prevailing conceptual framings contribute to US imperial and identity formation across the contemporary period. My analysis of insurgent art and performance practices further challenges the so-called proper objects and conventional reading practices of the social sciences. Rather than taking the notion of “security” as a given, I ask instead, who does this normative framework make “secure”? Who does it target for killing, abandonment, or humiliation? US global counterinsurgencies (gcoin) and militarized regimes often work to obscure evidence of the proliferating and intersectional forms of racialized, gendered, sexualized, xenophobic, Orientalized, and Islamophobic violence they inaugurate. By contrast, the artists I study find complex and creative ways to account for the subjects who are murdered, detained, disappeared, tortured, abstracted, ignored, or otherwise dispossessed by the forever wars waged in the name of security and freedom. Closely reading their art is my way of locating ethical practices and perceptual regimes that access those subjugated knowledges, histories, geographies, and memories absented by the abstractions of war. Analyses of insurgent aesthetics thus provides a “trace,” material and affective evidence of the redacted archives of security wars and their affective afterlives. Insurgent Aesthetics is also informed by scholars of race, war, and empire who have traced how the neoliberal state of exception enables the post–9/11 war on terror and its national security regime.42 These critics argue that the emergence of the US national security state in the mid-1940s43 is closely tethered to the subsequent neoliberal political and economic restructuring starting in the early 1970s that has led to mass criminalization, securitization, and inequality in the US and globally.44 More specifically, this set of interconnected historical, political, and economic shifts over the latter half of the twentieth century has intensified racialized, gendered, and regionalized class disparities and led to the militarized retrenchment of multiple freedoms through the dismantling of the welfare state, the social wage, and the broader “liberal-pluralist distributive order” characterizing the mid-twentieth century.45 In this context, transnational feminists such as Inderpal Grewal have argued that US neoliberal and imperial policies can be understood through the “‘state effect’ of appearing like a security state,” which paradoxically signals “the rationale for militarized cultures of surveillance and protection that lead to insecurities, threats, and fears, which work at material, affective and embodied levels. Security is also a cause and effect not just of the relations of the United States with the world, but also of neoliberal policies that have contributed to the inequalities that create insecurity throughout the world, including in the United States itself.”46 Detailing multiple approaches to “security” as the shape-shifting keyword of contemporary governance across the period that she terms “advanced neoliberalism,” Grewal outlines how the concept has been appropriated in vast domains of welfare, militarism, criminalization, humanitarianism, and beyond in the production of “exceptional citizens” who claim responsibility for national security in the absence of the state’s dismantled social safety net and at the expense of its gendered racialized Others. This book’s approach is informed, moreover, by scholars who take the longer view to articulate the nexus of security, race, and capitalism in the US since its founding. Historian Nikhil Pal Singh pursues an approach to “America’s long war” that highlights the durable entanglements of race and war that gave rise to the US as a capitalist power well before the advanced neoliberal age of globalization. He writes, “The frontier wars, the wars of the early US empire, and the twentieth century’s world wars all illuminated affinities between war-making and race making, activating or reanimating distinctions between friend and enemy along an internal racial border.”47 The gendered racialization of enemies of the state was crucial to the so-called law and order policies of ensuing decades that led to the criminalization of both domestic and foreign populations and the formation of the neoliberal turn as early as the 1940s.48 As Singh adds, “new conceptions of inequality were realized and practiced in trials by violence: the wars on crime, drugs, and now terror. Through the 1990s, the success of neoliberal policies that rolled back welfare-state protections and market regulations in the name of austerity, efficiency, and individual responsibility carried a similarly sharp racial edge as they sought to separate the deserving from the threatening poor.”49 Singh’s critical reformulation of America’s long war echoes other scholarly arguments on how these fundamental social transformations were the state’s response to what sociologist Jordan T. Camp calls “the organic crisis of Jim Crow Capitalism.”50 Camp observes how “moral panics around race, crime, disorder, security, and law and order became the primary legitimating discourse for the expanded use of policing, prisons, and urban securitization in the state’s management of social and economic crises.”51 What he terms “neoliberal racial and security regimes” are the “outgrowth of a long counterinsurgency against the Black freedom, labor, and socialist alliance that took shape in the struggle to abolish Jim Crow racial regimes.”52 The resultant period of neoliberal political and economic restructuring (which has its roots in early Cold War bipartisan consensus) has given rise to uneven capitalist development, mass criminalization, and violent securitization in cities across the US and globally. I would add that worldwide counterinsurgency operations of the European great powers (developed in the wake of revolutionary decolonization movements across the Global South) also emerged at the precise moment in which antiracist and socialist critiques of domestic counterinsurgency (police surveillance and incarceration) “gripped the imaginations of radical social movements in the US.”53 In particular, the late 1970s and early 1980s mark the beginning of the explosive boom in the racialized US prison population and a turn toward mass incarceration, domestic counterinsurgency, and neoliberal restructuring that is part and parcel of the “war on drugs” and the “war on crime.”54 Putting my account of the forever war in conversation with this scholarly literature on racial capitalism and the Black Radical tradition provides more historical context for the domestic and international ends of US counterinsurgency warfare and its gendered racial targets into the twenty-first century. The work of Camp and Singh builds on the groundbreaking contributions of Stuart Hall and his students in edited volumes such as Policing the Crisis and The Empire Strikes Back. 55 These scholar-activist projects provide endlessly compelling blueprints for analyzing our ongoing crises of authority caused by police violence; mass and racialized incarceration; seemingly permanent foreign and domestic wars; and struggles for global economic, environmental, social, sexual, and religious justice. To better understand issues of crime, of terrorism, of immigration, of gender violence, of poverty, of forever wars, and so on, we need to adopt intersectional, interdisciplinary approaches to understand how presumably distinct spheres collude in producing dissident outsiders. By now, scholars take for granted this notion of “articulated categories,” or a framework of intersectionality (in works of Stuart Hall, Kimberlé Crenshaw, and countless others) that formulates an understanding of race, class, gender, sexuality, religion, and other categories of social difference as co-constituted, that is, coming into existence “in and through relation to each other,” to adopt Anne McClintock’s terms.56 But this understanding of articulated categories advanced by Hall and other Black British thinkers of the time went one step further to demonstrate the intersectional nature not only of social difference but of culture, politics, and the economy too. These realms are rendered too often as discrete spheres of inquiry rather than co-constituted social forces. In their classic volume Policing the Crisis: Mugging, the State, and Law and Order, Hall and his colleagues argued that the problems confronting advanced capitalist nations such as Great Britain and the US in the 1970s were not purely economic, but that the crisis of overaccumulation was a political and social crisis too. That is, they claimed that race and other salient categories of difference were at the heart of capitalist violence. Governments repeatedly scapegoat “outsiders”— whether undocumented Central American migrants, trans and gendernonconforming people, sex workers, the homeless, the seroconverted, Muslim refugees, and so on. The point here is that there is often an unseen cultural and ideological dimension to what is conventionally understood as “merely” political or economic.57 So too with the moral panics of security. It follows, then, that state surveillance and racism are deeply imbricated in the history of US capitalism. The saga of national security surveillance in the US, in turn, is inseparable from the history of US colonialism, gendered racism, and empire. As many scholars have argued, racialized surveillance has enabled the consolidation of capital and empire throughout US history, from the settler colonial period through to our advanced neoliberal era of forever war.58 According to Arun Kundnani and Deepa Kumar, What brings together these different systems of racial oppression— mass incarceration, mass surveillance, and mass deportation—is a security logic that holds the imperial state as necessary to keeping ‘American families’ (coded white) safe from threats abroad and at home. The ideological work of the last few decades has cultivated not only racial security fears but also an assumption that the security state is necessary to keep “us” safe. In this sense, security has become the new psychological wage to aid the reallocation of the welfare state’s social wage toward homeland security and to win support for empire in the age of neoliberalism.59 To their account of the neoliberal and racial regimes of security at the heart of empire, we can add the insights of US women of color and Third World feminists who have long argued that racial and imperial capital, in Grace Kyungwon Hong’s terms, “was always organized around gender, reproduction, and sexuality.”60 Indeed, debates on national security surveillance and warfare remain impoverished without an intersectional analysis of gendered racism, capitalism, and empire.61 To review, this book’s critical cultural studies approach to insurgent aesthetics and neoliberal security and warfare is indebted to at least three major intellectual formations. The first inspiration, as described above, is my reading of the work of the late Stuart Hall and his comrades in the 1970s and 1980s at the Birmingham Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies.62 The second body of scholarship is the US Black Radical tradition, most often associated with the writing of Cedric Robinson.63 The third strand of critical cultural materialist influence on this book is the work of Lisa Lowe and other “post-Marxist” materialist feminists of color and queer of color critics who likewise reject the crude dichotomous thinking on cultural politics that emphasizes stale binaries between social control and resistance or incorporation and subversion of earlier cultural Marxist traditions. These writers also note how “culture” names “the field on which economic and political contradictions are articulated.”64 Under this formulation, diasporic visual art and related cultural forms are the sites where knowledge and meaning about the forever war are at once constituted and unraveled. These works can provide essential reserves for articulating ideological systems of difference across multiple national sites. “Because culture is the contemporary repository of memory, of history,” writes Lisa Lowe, “it is through culture, rather than government, that alternative forms of subjectivity, collectivity, and public life are imagined. This is not to argue that cultural struggle can ever be the exclusive site for practice; [but] it is only through culture that we conceive and enact new subjects and practices in antagonism to the regulatory locus of the citizen-subject.”65 Moreover, for Hong, as for other materialist feminists of color in this rich intellectual tradition, culture is a “material force rather than a transcendental, autonomous, aestheticized separate sphere,” or “the site to express that which is unspeakable.”66 Insurgent Aesthetics thus presents a vital counterhegemonic site for constructing new political subjects and analytics that are materially and aesthetically at odds with the institutions of citizenship and national identity—the grounds from which insurgent alternatives and political coalitions against the forever war might emerge. As such, this book connects the intersectional theorizations of diaspora, migration, and insurgency in critical race, postcolonial, Black, Indigenous, queer, and feminist studies to the long-standing scholarly tradition on the cultures of US imperialism.67 On the Queer Calculus of US Empire In this introduction’s opening account of the “collateral afterworlds”68 of US drone strikes in Af-Pak, I asserted that we require a stranger calculus to grasp the violence of the forever war and challenge the state’s dominant militarized logics—what I term a queer calculus—that unsettles normative analyses of the forever war and outlines blueprints for utopian future imaginings amid limitless violence. In this section I elaborate on queer calculus as an epistemological and affective intervention, and in so doing dwell on the essential, if unexpected, reservoir of political inspiration and theoretical power that the field of queer studies affords this book’s account of the forever war. Queer calculus is a critical hermeneutic strategy through which racialized and dispossessed peoples, including Arabs, Muslims, and South Asians in the diaspora, have created alternative world-making knowledge projects to render visible or sensuous all that has been absented by the abstractions of the forever war.69 The constellation of contemporary art and performance works analyzed here produces an insurgent aesthetics by how it interacts and plays with viewers’ multisensory experiences of and responses to its aesthetic objects. This book questions the abstractions and rationalities of US imperial discourse and the statistical modes through which the forever war’s “collateral damage” is calculated, aggregated, and divided. In the process, I expose another calculus, a queer calculus, of bodies in pain and of bodies that imagine alternatives to that pain. Queer calculus is thus about inhabiting another arithmetic altogether, one that constructs a slantwise relation to how imperial warfare has been measured conventionally, including body counts, combat time, military budgets, and the price of oil. This critical hermeneutics is at odds with the US state’s necropolitical calculations, an investment in numeracy and counting that dates back to the early American slave period and further evokes what geographer Katherine McKittrick suggestively names “the mathematics of unliving.”70 If, as I contend in this book, global counterinsurgencies disorganize and destroy communal modes of belonging for racialized and diasporic populations targeted by US forever wars, then an antiracist, feminist, and decolonial queer calculus not only identifies an alternative frame from which to interpret these violent imperial practices but also signals an entirely new mode of inhabiting and feeling the world collectively and relationally in times of neoliberal security and war. Insurgent Aesthetics is indebted to the major paradigm shift in queer studies over the past two decades that situates the study of sexuality at the intersections of race, nationalism, (settler and franchise) colonialism, capitalism, liberalism, migration, militarism, and empire.71 The mode of critical inquiry (that is, antiracist, feminist, decolonial, and queer critique) prioritized in this project is in explicit conversation with the emergent formation known as critical ethnic studies.72 As Chandan Reddy, Grace Hong, and Roderick Ferguson have all argued, Third World and women of color feminisms and queer of color critique emerge from this intersectional, race radical tradition of scholarship rather than primarily from Eurocentric strands of queer theory.73 I use these broader theorizations of the social world from queer of color, queer diasporic, and queer Indigenous/Native studies to suggest that we can further de-link queer reading practices and analytics from putatively queer bodies. Moreover, the mode of queer studies I draw on in this project understands queerness not simply as an identitarian category (to describe lgbtqia populations), but as a critical set of interpretative practices or a decolonial praxis that makes possible the production of new knowledges, affects, and affiliations.74 Here, a willingness to accept that queer theory can be marshalled beyond studies of non-normative sexualities and genders becomes paramount.75 This is not at all to suggest that the decolonizing erotic project at the heart of queer theory should be abandoned. I likewise remain attentive to scholarly criticism that has called into question the wholesale valorization of sexual deviance and disorder that is endemic to contemporary queer studies and politics, and the genealogies of what theorist Kadji Amin calls “disturbing attachments” that sometimes ensue from the field’s idealization of the queer erotic.76 But I equally want to join other queer critics who hold on to the power of queerness as a complex sign for decolonization and radical pleasure, intimacy, fugitivity, coalition, and utopian futures despite (and perhaps also because of) these conditions of violent subjection.77 By asserting the sign and method of queerness centrally within this study, I bring the intellectual and political tools from queer of color and queer diasporic critique—intersectionality and assemblage theory and an attention to embodiment, sensation, and aesthetics—to address violent transformations in the sensorial life of US empire in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. While the primary goal of this book is not to privilege an examination of non-normative gender and sexual subjects in a criticism of the forever war, this is not at all to imply that heteropatriarchal structures or non-normative sexual or gender subjectivities, expressions, and embodiments do not centrally undergird US neoliberal security state practices of racialization, war, and empire. In fact, US global security and surveillance regimes have long been concerns of at least radical feminist, if not queer and/ or trans*, studies.78 As literary critic Kyla Wazana Tompkins observes, one of the clearest insights of queer of color criticism is that as the “foundational racial violences” undergirding modern nation-states “were being laid down and concretized, categories of normative and non-normative sexuality were constructed alongside and over them . . . . Queer of color critique articulates queer theory from the heart of these and other histories.”79 Moreover, US, Israeli, and other settler colonial and biopolitical regimes have long rendered the sexualities of nonwestern and racialized Others (including Arabs, Muslims, South Asians, and Palestinians) as non-normative—that is, savage, repressed, and deviant—in order to legitimize settler colonial dispossession over people and lands. While attentive to the intersectional systems of social power and violence that structure the imperial and racial formation of the forever war, my primary goal in this book is to apply the conceptual traditions and tools of queer criticism to enhance a scholarly investigation of race, security, and empire. At the same time, this book explores how queer politics and queer studies themselves might be enriched and reimagined in light of violent practices such as aerial bombings and remote warfare, military detention and extrajudicial torture, and the atmospheric and subterranean politics of US/Israeli settler colonialism. Because these sites comprise the major flashpoints of neoliberal security and warfare examined in this book, I ask further, what are the effects of these violent practices on the gendered, racialized, and sexualized bodies that are their targets? What alternative forms of being and belonging do such vulnerable queered and racialized bodies in turn enact and imagine through culture and performance? And finally, how do the insurgent aesthetics of South Asian and Arab diasporic artists “queer” the governing calculus of US empire to propose alternative modes of sensuous affiliation and fugitive coalition in the forever war? As my brief tripartite discussion reveals below, I aim my use of queer criticism in concrete ways throughout this book. “Queer calculus” thus names an alternative lens to analyze (1) logics and evidence, (2) affects and the senses, and (3) sensuous affiliations and coalition in the forever war.
der theories have played a vital role in this project and transformed our understanding of these collateral populations who face death and preciousness on a daily basis (Lamble 2013; Snorton and Haritaworn 2013). Partly in the light of Puar’s work, Jin Haritaworn (Haritaworn et al. 2015) has argued for a distinctive “queer necropolitics” that reveals how forms of life that are deemed worthwhile are sharply divided from those that are consigned to the garbage heap, as disposable and worthless. In an argument that recalls Judith Butler’s theorization of “precarious life” in post-9/11 America, we might consider the contrast between the wealthy, white gay and lesbian couples imagined in neoliberal advertising campaigns aimed at the “pink pound,” and an incarcerated transgender subject seeking urgent surgical interventions (Butler 2006). In a 2015 volume, Haritaworn and others (2015) have shown how working-class and marginal queers have repeatedly been marked by death as a form of social control. Like Puar’s studies of maimed and collateral populations, necropolitics reveals those who are not yet dead, their lives neglected and subject to the chance drone strike, the possible drive-by shooting, or a malfunctioning batch of fake black-market pharmaceuticals; in other words, the living dead. Mikdashi and Puar contend that following the lengthy US war in Afghanistan, the country was left with the world’s highest population of individuals relying on prosthetic body parts, often without adequate aftercare and support. The authors deliberately use the term crippled to distinguish between those who have received medical care and identification as disabled, and those simply left to live without any limb; Puar (2017) has recently advanced her theorization of physical impairment in this context. These are the lives of queer and collateral subjects; their deaths are as yet unrealized, but they are always already sanctioned. Deprived of legal protection, one thinks of villagers subjected to drone strikes, collateral subjects can die at any time. These queer life stories run at odds with core assumptions within Western LGBTQ rights discourses; they are deprived of the self-realization deemed integral to the emergence of a sexual subject. Queer forms of living death marked by permanent war clearly preclude the possibility of middle-class self-discovery. The mobilization of living death, as evinced separately in the work of Mbembe and Haritaworn, is in itself of considerable interest to queer theorists, who have long been concerned with the politics of life, reproduction, and futurity (Edelman 2004). To live without the privilege of a future, or to have children who are not privileged as the bearers of futurity, are conditions that must develop queer theory’s otherwise sophisticated accounts of biopolitics and reproduction. Queer theory from elsewhere challenges a certain stagnation within metropolitan queer theory, or what Mikdashi and Puar (2016: 215) term “queer theory as American studies”; forms of life and death in the South speak far more closely to the interests of earlier queer theorists than contemporary middle-class queer life in the West. Yet this point must remain secondary; queer theory from elsewhere should not be judged on what it offers “to” its Western counterpart. Work at the intersection of queer theory and area studies needs primarily to engage closely with the specificity of non-Western cultures, histories, and languages; there is a continual danger of becoming subsumed into a generalized notion of “world sexualities.” But given these caveats, interventions such as Mikdashi and Puar’s force queer theory out into the world; they anticipate a traveling queer theory able to engage with non-Western places and peoples, whether in Kabul, Beirut, Kinshasa, or Lagos. This deprovincialized queer theory has the potential to generate a type of reverse ethnography through which Western readers can appreciate their own domestic practices of exclusion, particularly in the prison and health care systems, through newly critical eyes.
The imposition of “maximizing” certain outputs from debate is synonymous with the drive to fix those that “need to be fixed”. Refuse the notions of endless improvement and completeness that police value producing subjects and instead affirm a system of indebtedness that embraces brokenness as a state of being
Fred Moten & Stephano Harney 21 – Fred, American cultural theorist, poet, and scholar whose work explores critical theory, black studies, and performance studies; Stephano, American activist and scholar; “All Incomplete”, Monoskop, 2021, pgs 43-44 – tishu 
The algorithm of work subjects every labor process on the production line to undoing, disassembly, and incompletion, in order to demand it be completed better, assembled better, done better. It leaves behind not an improved organization but a metric to ensure the organization will never be satisfied. The metric measures everything against its last instance, ensuring that the last instance never comes. The metric demands more access, more measurement of access, more movement, more assembly, more measure of the last instance, which is given in and as enclosure. The consultant is still talking but it does not matter now what he says. The algorithm of work has arrived, algorithmic surplus has gone viral. If the settler could not be heard over the screams of primitive accumulation, and the citizen could not be heard over the noise of the machines, the consultant cannot be heard over the click of the metrics. Mikey heard this noise and walked the other way, another way, so the algorithm could not pass through, so we could hold him up and pass him along. Chandler reminds us of a term W. E. B. Du Bois invented and employed; “democratic despotism.”21 When the consultant cannot demonstrate access, and therefore the algorithm cannot demonstrate improvement, the consultant calls for policy as once (and still) the citizen calls for heteropatriarchal nationalism or the settler for racist manifest destiny. Policy is past all that, even though all that’s not past. Policy comes in to diagnose what’s blocking access, and what’s blocking access are ‘those people.’ What’s wrong with those people in Detroit who want water, in British Columbia who want land, in Manila who want some place to stay? Policy says there is something wrong with those people that makes it so that the consultant can’t get access. But it is the other way around. The consultant is denied access – those people deny him access – because they embrace the general access-in-antagonism that he denies. And so policy must be called. Self-defense becomes the disease. Love becomes the problem because love is the problem, the self-defense of the accessible. But, hey, maybe governance can help, which is to say maybe those practicing self-defense may be willing to self-diagnose, self-reflect, self-improve! One way or another policy will proscribe, or policy will get posed – as democracy, as democratic despotism, where everyone is given the chance to say there is something wrong with those people. Democratic despotism is the imposition of policy and its violent possibilities and impossibilities on the wrong(ed). Because the thing is, the consultant’s not wrong, the algorithm of work is not malfunctioning, the policy hustler is not misdiagnosing. We’re wrong, which is why we’re wronged. We are incomplete. Moreover, they got the very idea of incompleteness from us! Another word for incompleteness is study, or more precisely, revision. The consultant gets this revision from us, from study, from our sumptuous revisions of one another out of existence, as existence. Study happens and it don’t stop. In study, we are engaged consciously and unconsciously. We revise, and then again. Tis is not just about distinguishing improvement as capitalist efficiency. Tat is too easy to dismiss. It is about improvement itself, the time-concept, the moral imperative, the aesthetic judgement, which is to say capitalist improvement founded in and on black flesh, its female informality. Revision has no end and no connection to improvement, never mind efciency. So the consultant does and undoes institutions but can’t access instituted life, can’t open black life, can’t uncover queer life, can’t expose feminist planning around the ‘kitchen table’ as Barbara and Beverly Smith called it and Tiziana Terranova calls to it again, all noting certain paradoxes of freedom and sequestration in little general intellects of surreal life.22 He can’t access open secrets, can’t incomplete what is already incomplete, can’t deform what is always informal already, and yet they can’t believe and this leads to the state emergency that goes under such names as resilience and preparedness. When democratic despotism fails, simple despotism in the name of democracy must be imposed. Resilience is the name for the violent destruction of things that won’t give, won’t return to form, won’t bend when access is demanded, won’t be flexible and (com)pliant. Stopping when you are told to stop and moving along when you are told to move along demonstrates resilience and composure; but broken, breaking, dissed assembly demonstrates itself openly, secretly, dissembling in captured but inaccessible glance, for us, to us, as incomplete and much more than complete. Its daimonic performance can’t be individuated and won’t be performed. 

