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Links---1NC
Link---African Instability---1NC
The aff has it wrong---it is decoloniality that is the key internal link to African state stability, not “sustainable development”---that is a veil for continued extractivism and military presence in African nations that undermines sovereignty and decks solvency. 
---also AT: terrorism/religious extremism!
Agbanyim and Chikwendu ’23 [Chimezie Stella Agbanyim, Department of History and International Studies Nnamdi Azikiwe University, and Chinyere Phillis Chikwendu, Department of History and International Studies Nnamdi Azikiwe University. “NEO-COLONIALISM AS A FACTOR IN AFRICA’S STATE COLLAPSE SINCE INDEPENDENCE”, 2023, accessed Jul. 24.]//max 
Political Instability: Neo-colonialism has also contributed to political instability in many African countries, which in turn has led to state collapse. Many African governments have been propped up by foreign powers that have a vested interest in maintaining the status quo – dominance and exploitation. This has led to corrupt and authoritarian regimes that are more concerned with preserving their own power than with serving the needs of their citizens. In Somalia, for example, foreign intervention has contributed to a fragmented and unstable political landscape. The country has been embroiled in civil war for decades, and foreign powers have often supported rival factions in an attempt to maintain influence in the region.30 This has led to a lack of effective governance and a breakdown of institutions. Western powers have often supported authoritarian regimes in Africa, as long as these regimes are willing to cooperate with their economic interests. This has led to the suppression of democratic movements and the stifling of dissent. The result has been a lack of accountability and transparency in governance, which has contributed to the erosion of state institutions and the breakdown of the rule of law. Perhaps, a good example can be seen in France’s continuous influence on Africa. France has maintained its influence in its former African colonies, even long after they gained independence. This continued influence has been facilitated by several factors, including the maintenance of military bases, economic ties, and cultural influence. France’s military bases in Africa have been used to intervene in political conflicts in African countries, often at the behest of French-friendly governments. This has undermined the sovereignty of African states and contributed to political instability. Cohen31 argued that France’s political approach towards Africa has remained stuck in a pattern heavy on military action in countries like Burkina Faso, the Central African Republic, Chad, and Mali, with little recourse for new foreign policy tools. The approach employed by France has ignored ongoing political and social dynamics in the Sahel, amongst other areas in Africa. It has also kept France from doing enough to discourage the militaries of countries like Chad and Mali from overthrowing their leaders in coups. In a nutshell, France’s political influence on African states has been criticized for promoting a colonial worldview of political domination and for contributing to ethnic conflicts and social unrest which is antithetical to nation-building in Africa. Another example can be seen in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). The exploitation of mineral resources by foreign countries like China amongst others, in this country, has contributed to a cycle of political conflict and instability. The DRC is home to some of the world's richest deposits of minerals, including cobalt, copper, and coltan, which are used in the manufacture of electronic devices. The extraction of these minerals has often been carried out by armed groups, who use the proceeds to fund their activities. The involvement of foreign companies in the exploitation of mineral resources has further marginalized local communities and perpetuated the cycle of violence. China’s Sicomines deal secured with DRC is at the forefront of China’s big indirect role in the continued resource curse mineral-driven conflict in the DRC’s Eastern region driven by mineral resource wealth.32 All these have unarguably contributed immensely to Africa’s state collapse. The constant pressure from the West on the Organisation of African Unity (OAU) to maintain a colonial geo-political set up that asserted boundary to new states, some of which cut across pre-existing ethnic group states and kingdoms, has also resulted in political instability and constant inter-boundary dispute in Africa. Moreover, some of the states that emerged were different in sizes with unequal natural resources and economic potentialities. For instance, Ghana, Nigeria and Zambia are very rich in natural resources like gold, crude oil, coal etcetera; while Chad and Niger are not so fortunate. Also, Nigeria and Sudan tends to be larger than Gambia and Togo. Thus, the maintenance of these uneven boundary structures by African states, even at its peril, has further reinstalled the neo-colonial grip of the West on Africa, which will remain a cog in the wheel for an even successful nation-building to take place in the continent. Social and cultural Fragmentation/Marginalization and identity Crisis: Neo-colonialism has led to socio-cultural fragmentations and identity crisis in Africa. The imposition of western values, languages, and education systems has eroded local traditions and indigenous knowledge. This socio-cultural dominance has created a sense of alienation and disconnection amongst African populations, exacerbating social divisions and weakening social cohesion. Certainly, neo-colonialism has also contributed to social marginalization in many African countries, particularly for marginalized groups or communities such as ethnic minorities, etcetera. Foreign powers have often influenced and supported governments that discriminate against certain groups, perpetuating inequalities and exacerbating social tensions. More often than not, the leaders of such governments in Africa are enticed by material gains from foreign influences, at the peril of the citizens or group. Good examples can be drawn from Zimbabwe and South Africa. In Zimbabwe, the discrimination against the country's white minority, as well as the Ndebele ethnic group has fueled social unrest and undermined the legitimacy of the government.33 In South Africa, the legacy of apartheid has contributed to ongoing inequality and poverty, fueling social unrest and undermining the country's stability.34 Neo-colonialism has perpetuated social inequality in Africa, by entrenching the power of elites who benefit from the economic and political structures created by neo-colonialism. The neo-colonial model of development has favoured the interests of multinational corporations and foreign investors over the needs of local communities. This has resulted in the displacement of people from their lands and the destruction of the environment. The concentration of wealth in the hands of a few has also led to a widening social gap between the rich and poor, exacerbating social tensions and fueling conflicts. Under such auspices, no meaningful development can take place in Africa. There have been several social upheavals and evictions as a result of the colonial geopolitical structure that imposed boundaries to new governments, some of which straddle pre-existing ethnic group states and kingdoms. For example, the Bakongo group is split into the borders of Angola, the Belgian Congo, and the French Congo35 amongst others. Today, some Ewe people reside in Ghana, others in Togo, and also in Benin.36 The Somali group is shared among Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, and Djibouti amidst the other countries that speak the language.37 One significant result of this has been the ongoing boundary conflicts that have hampered social relations between some of these independent African states, including Ghana and Togo, Somalia and Ethiopia, Sudan and Uganda, and Nigeria and Cameroon, among others. Thus, each African nation-state is created by the arbitrariness of these borders. The nature of these boundaries further divides African nation-states made up of people or groups with diverse cultures, traditions, origin and languages. This in itself remains antithetical to the success of nation-building in Africa. The fueling of the religious crisis in Africa by the West has been another neo-colonial tool that has led to state collapse in the continent. Countries like Burkina Faso, Cameron, Mozambique, Chad, Nigeria, DR Congo, Mali, and Libya, have been recorded as African countries with extreme violations of religious freedom caused by Islamic extremism.38 Religion in Africa has been politicized and used by the elites and the West to mobilize support for certain government which is believed would serve the interest of these former colonial powers that be. Religious rivalry culminated in most civil wars in the African continent and the result was quite devastating. More often than not, these conflicts lead to displacement and migration of individuals from Africa which brings about brain drain; the looting and destruction of life, properties/infrastructures which in turn lead to economic down turn; as well as mutual mistrust and suspicion amongst ethnic groups within the diverse nation-states. All these negate the nation-building process.
Link---AI Development---1NC
All their AI development scenarios rely on exploitation of racial minorities for innovation---algorithmic governance and logistics turn bodies into commodities for profit---reinforcing a self-perpetuating cycle of racialization that encodes itself into AI. 
Vargas ’24 [Nelson A. Colón Vargas, Lecturer (School of International and Public Affairs) at Columbia University. “Exploiting the Margin: How Capitalism Fuels AI at the Expense of Minoritized Groups”, May 2024, accessed Jul. 25]//max
Labor Tax: How Underpaying Minority Workers Fuels AI Development In their investigative piece The Exploited Labor Behind Artificial Intelligence, Williams, Miceli, and Gebru [WMG22] expose the harsh realities faced by gig workers in the AI industry, who are disproportionately drawn from vulnerable populations. Big tech players in the AI industry such as Amazon and Facebook heavily rely on these laborers, including data labelers, content moderators, and delivery drivers. These workers, despite their indispensable contributions, often endure abysmal pay, constant surveillance, unrealistic quotas, and even safety hazards. Further details from the investigation reveal that data labelers, responsible for critical AI training data, can earn as little as $1.77 per task. In the troubling case of content moderators in Kenya, they are relentlessly monitored to make split-second decisions, even when confronted with disturbing content. These workers, whose labor sustains billion-dollar companies, are unjustly compensated. Izaguirre [I23] discussed a very recent example of labor exploitation within the gig economy 3 from the ridesharing giants, Uber and Lyft. In New York, these companies are set to pay a staggering $328 million to settle complaints that they wrongly imposed taxes and fees on their drivers that should have been covered by passengers. State Attorney General Letitia James unveiled this settlement, emphasizing how Uber and Lyft—which incorporate AI technologies for routing and pricing algorithms—had systematically deprived their drivers of millions of dollars in earnings and essential benefits. The drivers, akin to those engaged in data labeling for AI models, toiled for long hours in challenging conditions while being undercompensated. The repercussions of such labor exploitation have wide-ranging implications, demonstrating the persistence of these issues across different sectors of the gig economy. These drivers, often working long hours in challenging conditions, waited an arduous eight years for justice, emphasizing the enduring time burden in their battle for rights–we will explore the time dimension in the next subsection. Moreover, racial capitalism also rears its head in other ways in generative media AI applications. Startups have built systems to synthesize fake profile photos by exploiting images of minority models without consent or payment. The marginalized provide raw material—their unvalued data and likenesses—to advance technologies from which they do not benefit. An example of this is the Argentina-based design firm, Icons8, which built generative AI systems to synthesize fake profile photos by exploiting minority likenesses [H20]. Though the models’ images provided core training data, they received no payment for this labor, nor any share of the systems’ profits derived from their inputs. Once again, capitalism fueled AI development by commodifying bodies. The models’ data and likenesses became raw materials for tech advancement from which they did not equally gain. This case provides further evidence that we must scrutinize and address the human exploitation underlying much AI progress. Time Surcharge: The Burden on Minorities to Fix Biased Systems In 2019, a pivotal federal study by NIST unveiled the entrenched racial biases within facial recognition algorithms, revealing higher false positive rates for Asian, African American, and Native American faces compared to white counterparts [H19]. This disparity is not merely a technical oversight but a reflection of a broader societal issue where fairness is often assessed through a predominantly white lens, perpetuating and amplifying harmful racial stereotypes. These algorithms, failing more frequently with Black and Asian individuals, not only reinforce the misconception of homogeneity within these communities but also echo Cedric Robinson’s argument that capitalism morphs pre-existing social differences into racial disparities, using technology to further these divides. These biases extend beyond race to gender and age, with algorithms showing elevated error rates for women, the elderly, and the young compared to middle-aged white men. Simone Browne, in Dark Matters [Br15, p. 113], elucidates how these systems perpetuate stereotypes, such as misclassifying Asian males as females and Black women as men, illustrating how AI models, like capitalism, disseminates racial and gender stereotypes on a massive scale under the guise of technological neutrality. The case of Brandon Mayfield, as discussed by Browne, exemplifies how biases in AI systems can have real-world consequences. A veteran and a lawyer who had recently converted to Islam, Mayfield was erroneously matched by FBI algorithms to a fingerprint found on a bag containing a detonating device linked to the 2004 Madrid bombing [Br15, p. 115]. Despite being one of twenty matches, his recent conversion to Islam and status as a veteran, both associated with prejudicial stereotypes, led authorities to single him out. Mayfield’s personal life and beliefs were publicly exposed under a false accusation, and he remained entangled in legal battles to clear his name until November 2010. This wrongful identification underscores how minoritized groups not only bear the brunt of these biases but also face a “Privacy Levy,” paying a significant personal and financial price due to prejudiced technological systems. This systemic bias embedded within AI technologies serves capitalist ends in several ways. Firstly, it perpetuates a cycle where the burden of correcting and navigating biased systems falls disproportionately on marginalized communities, consuming their time and resources—a “Time Surcharge” that benefits the status quo by 4 maintaining existing power dynamics. Secondly, the deployment of such technologies, especially in law enforcement and surveillance, opens lucrative markets for tech companies, capitalizing on the state’s desire to monitor and control, often at the expense of those already marginalized. In essence, these biased algorithms are not just products of existing societal inequalities; they are tools that capitalism exploits to further entrench its dominance, ensuring that the costs of innovation are borne by those least able to bear them, while the profits accrue to those already in positions of power. It is important to point out that the concept of a “Time Surcharge” extends beyond the realm of AI and technological bias, reflecting a broader systemic issue that minoritized communities face across various bureaucratic and social systems. This enduring burden of time, as analyzed in the context of racialized administrative burdens by Ray, Herd, and Moynihan in Racialized Burdens: Applying Racialized Organization Theory to the Administrative State [RHM22], is often utilized as a means to punish and control, reinforcing poor living conditions. Similar to the ways in which biased algorithms require marginalized groups to navigate and correct flawed systems, these bureaucratic processes consume excessive amounts of time, serving as barriers that maintain social and economic inequalities. These practices are reminiscent of historical strategies designed to disenfranchise and exploit marginalized populations, perpetuating a cycle where the costs of bureaucratic inefficiency and technological innovation are disproportionately borne by those least equipped to handle them, while the systems in place continue to benefit those in power. The development and implementation of biased AI systems are stark manifestations of racial capitalism, where technological advancements are leveraged to amplify and profit from racial and social disparities. The need for a concerted effort to address these biases is not just a matter of technical accuracy but of challenging the capitalist structures that incentivize and benefit from the perpetuation of inequality. 
Links---Climate Change---1NC
The 1AC’s narrative of a ‘climate crisis’, and subsequently of progress mobilizes temporality as a neoliberal means of organizing social relations and obscuring capitalism as the root cause. 
Agathangelou ’21 [Anna M. Agathangelou, Lecturer at the University of Houston-Clear Lake and Director of the Global Change Institute; “On the question of time, racial capitalism, and the planetary”; Globalizations; doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2021.1906006; accessed via University of Michigan libraries, 07-28-2024] dliang
Liberalism: always too late, or capitalism’s colonial and enslaving proactivity? 
In the IPCC reports, time as a linear human orientation is placed in the context of timescales of forces requiring human intervention but out of human control: climate change. The recent SRl.5 (IPCC, 2018), ‘Global Warming of 1.5°C’, representing the ‘newer instalment of the scientisation of climate change’, situates ‘the issue beyond democratic debate by declaring it a matter for the scientific expertise of the IPCC’, and inscribes it as an emergency (Garrard, 2020, p. 1). The report suggests ‘climate change is moving faster than we are’ (Masson-Delmotte et al., 2018, p. v), and its urgency demands our intervention. However, the moral and ethical articulation of the climate as a linear temporal ‘urgency’ does not allow us to understand ecological shifts or even climate change in a larger trajectory, including human conquest, property relations, and competition. Rather, the report’s ‘foreshortened timeframe’ speaks to the urgent need of global concerted efforts to mitigate climate change and signals how temporary responses and procrastination are not going to do the trick (Garrard, 2020, p. 2).
John Mecklin, Editor of Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, similarly reminds us that time is running out:
Faced with this daunting threat landscape and a new willingness of political leaders to reject the negotiations and institutions that can protect civilization over the long term, the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists Science and Security Board today moves the Doomsday Clock 20 s closer to midnight - closer to apocalypse than ever. (Mecklin, 2020)
The moving of the clock makes the ‘climate emergency’ public, especially for those proponents of liberalism whose ‘macroscopic exclusion clauses’ have been written to ‘displace ... unfreedom’ onto all marginalized, enslaved, and colonized peoples and those ‘primitive’ and ‘undeveloped’ sites ‘from a white male bourgeois European who was the historical agent in the narrative’ (Mann, 2019). Yet this moving of the clock does not address the root of the problem. It allows the positing of a secular/humanist eschatological story (Rothe, 2020, p. 162) whose temporal structure is one of immanent destruction, informed by an analysis of existence as being-towards-death (i.e. of the human and the planet) or catastrophe.
Of course, this schematic presumes death and ecological catastrophe (collapsed into one). It represents a never-reached horizon of experience, where authentic and moral decisions must be made through a theory or ‘concept of crisis or emergency’ (Mann, 2019). Liberal leaders of the inter- national political system ‘inch toward’ an implementation of a regulatory system, what Mann and Wainwright call climate Leviathan, instead of addressing the root causes of global warming. These leaders are not creative but ‘fumble ... for solutions’, continuing to argue that ‘climate change’ is a ‘market failure, without considering the limiting structures of the ‘market’ itself (Osaka, 2019, p. 2; citing Mann & Wainwright, 2018). When the moment for organized challenge emerges, white hegemony rushes to squander the creative energy and reorients social relations toward its consolidation. It does so by rushing to innovate through the co-production of narratives and an emerging ecological order.
The present as a fracture of notions of history and ‘historical natures’
Apocalypse is ‘the single most powerful master metaphor that the contemporary environmental imagination has at its disposal’ (Buell, 1995, p. 285). As such, it deranges capital and its entanglements with ecological problems, ranging from the climate change, to the extinction of species, the loss of pollinating insects, and other ecological disasters. These challenges or this ecology of environmental concerns cannot be considered in a partitioned manner.
The focus on temporality has been picked up by historians and others grappling with what the authors of the Anthropocene name a crisis and emergency. One text that speaks to the global climate change as apocalyptic temporality is Oreskes and Conway’s The Collapse of Western Civilization. In theorizing the present and the temporal possibilities for the future otherwise, these authors open the door for us to experiment with what Sheila Jasanoff and Sang-Hyun call sociotechnical imaginaries (2013). The book’s narrator is a Chinese historian in the year 2393. The historian says Western civilization possessed robust information about climate change and the ‘damaging events to unfold’ but was ‘unable to stop’ them (Oreskes & Conway, 2014, p. x, pp. 1-2), thus ‘condemning their successors to the inundation and desertification of the late twenty-first and twenty- second centuries’ (Oreskes & Conway, 2014, pp. 59–60). A second Dark Age descended, and the Period of Penumbra began. The present ignorance, the historian says, is a result of an ‘ideological fixation on ‘free’ markets; another compartmentalization and the practice among the scientific community of demanding an excessively stringent standard for accepting claims of any kind, even those involving imminent threats’ (Oreskes & Conway, 2014, pp. ix-x). In a sense, this future scenario tells nothing about the future and more about the ‘present’ – our moment.
However, the narrator’s historical account is problematic and, as Garrard argues ‘unequivocably dangerous’, as the scenario focuses on ‘catastrophic outcomes’ (Garrard, 2020, p. 3). Gallard’s critique is important to our discussion of temporality. Narrating the present as a given history evades uncertainty and possibilities for the world as a project beyond global capital. In a sense, this dystopian temporality posits itself as the ‘truth’ of our reality as if punctuating a certain kind of imaginary temporal orientation – the only one about the future. This depicted history anticipates the failure of the future by drawing on assembled empirics and technologies of problem-solving as if failure and the future are not up for debate (Jasanoff, 2019), as if the historical codes and genre choices that assemble these dystopia future scenarios are not ‘originary’ to the familiar narratives of history which they ground.
In highlighting that the Anthropocene is actually a ‘liberal managerial term’, Mann (2019) suggests the ideology of liberalism distorts the multiple social reproductions of violence and strategies of failure by sublimating them through temporal means, deploying concepts such as crises, emergencies, and exceptions, and substituting adaptation for progress. We see this in scientific reports, for example, the SRl.5 and others; while they address the metabolic rifts and shifts, they still use the Anthropocene as the social contract (Mann, 2019). In Climate Leviathan, Joel Wain- wright and Geoff Mann argue crisis, risk, and uncertainty are asymmetrical, the result of the actions of a minority of humanity, i.e. the white male bourgeois European who claims the agency and writing of the historical narrative of liberalism and imperial capitalism. The Anthropocene is a technology co-productive of temporal regimes of modernity and the planetary order:
[The Anthropocene is] an explicitly future facing instrument of temporal power. Like all contracts, it restarts time on its terms. The distribution of responsibilities it represents is always also the closure of supersession of past arrangements. So, a contract that has no expiration, like a constitution or the Anthropocene, is supposed to mark the end of the past and the beginning of a new time. (Mann & Wainwright, 2018, p. 8)
The Anthropocene is itself a technology of temporal power which orders and organizes social life. In questioning this contract, Mann and Wainwright problematize how time is used to organize global power. They question whether the idea that the Anthropocene marks the end of the past as many claim and the beginning of a new time is accurate. For them, this fetishization of the Anthropocene evades the intensifying challenges to the world. The structure of ‘transition’ of the contemporary global order and the production of history of liberalism as progress (Mann & Wainwright, 2018, p. 9) are problematic and do not acknowledge how such kinds of politics are co-produced with a structure of transcendental time as their major procedural technology of governance. The transformation of the world’s political economy and the fundamental political arrangements most people take for granted thus need to be engaged on the register of the language of temporal power and the global order.
Tsing argues the Anthropocene is entangled with the history of capitalism: ‘the most convincing Anthropocene timeline begins not with our species but rather with the advent of modern capitalism, which has directed long-distance destruction of landscapes and ecologies’ (Tsing, 2015, p. 19). For Tsing, this is the time to reimagine beyond Cartesian structures: ‘without Man and Nature, all creatures can come back to life, and men and women can express themselves without the strictures of a parochially imagined rationality’ (Tsing, 2015, p. vi). Her vision asks the reader to focus on the contemporary political reality and its contingent forms of violence, including how the material effects and the ‘time of climate change’ are themselves an extension of capitalism. Capitalism and its contingent forms of temporal power should be the focus of critique in our contemporary moment (Moore, 2015; Tsing, 2015).
The discursive spectacularization of climate crisis results in displacement of narratives into a re-iteration of racialized Yellow Peril.  
Ahuja ’15 [Neel Ahuja, professor of feminist studies and a core faculty member of the Critical Race and Ethnic Studies Program at the University of California, Santa Cruz; “Intimate Atmospheres: Queer Theory in a Time of Extinctions”; 06-01-2015; A Journal of Lesbian and Gay studies, vol. 22, no. 2-3, pp. 365-385; doi.org/10.1215/10642684-2843227; accessed 07-25-2024 via University of Michigan Libraries] dliang
Yet small bodies and intimate environments often get lost in big atmospheric narratives. Since its seventeenth-century origins in English, the term atmosphere has signaled the fluid medium of above-ground relations, its contradictory figuration as a space of geology and life, and a background that forges exchange between social and physical processes. Atmospheres can surround big and small bodies, and can shift as bodies entangle and disentangle spatially. With industrial pollution, lower atmospheric space abounds with plumes of toxic gases (methane, carbon dioxide, and carbon monoxide) as well as noncarbon by-products (e.g., nitrous oxide and ozone) that unpredictably concentrate in our bodies as we encounter a busy street, a power plant, or a factory farm. In addition to rising to heights where they can trap solar heat, these gases fix in soil and water, returning unpredictable flows of toxicity to the lithosphere where plants grow. These toxicities— often concentrated in poor and minority communities—contribute to childhood asthma, lung disease, and the spread of various cancers.
In an account of living with toxic sensitivity to airborne heavy metals, Mel Chen describes navigating and transforming unpredictable atmospheres and their conjoined affective and spatial entanglements. The improvisational strategies for prophylaxis—such as donning a particulate mask to avoid exposure to vehicle emissions on a busy street—inevitably conjure public surveillance. “Suited up in both racial skin and chemical mask,” writes Chen, “I am perceived as a walking symbol of contagious disease like SARS, and am often met with some form of repulsion.”21 Chen’s account points to how the materiality of everyday air pollution subtly intertwines with the materiality of race. Race, according to Renisa Mawani, might itself be understood as an atmospherics rather than a “social construction.” Drawing on Fanon’s accounts of race and atmosphere, Mawani explores “race as an affective movement, a force rather than a thing, a current that reconstitutes and reassembles itself in response to its own internal rhythms and to changing social and political conditions.”22 If race is not simply a phenotypic characteristic but an ecology of affective movement and exchange, the effects of carbon pollution— disability, disease, forced migration, and sometimes death—can catalyze the emergence of xenophobic fears about economic and ecological interconnection.
Racialized climate reporting draws affective power from senses of pervasive and inescapable environmental pollution. Michael Ziser and Julie Sze detail the persistent geopolitical and racial fears driving US responses to climate change. Contrasting the sentimental domestication of the (white) polar bear in US media with persistent fears of the cross-Pacific migration of Chinese air pollution, Ziser and Sze argue that climate discourses conjure earlier racial panics about “yellow peril” and obscure primary US responsibility for contemporary and historical emissions.23 While such reporting contributes to an atmosphere of fear and crisis, the everyday physicality of climate processes inscribes fear at the site of the skin. Atmosphere names a space of unpredictable touching, attractions, and subtle violences—a space at once geophysical and affective, informed by yet exploding representation, a space where the violences of late-carbon liberalism subtly reform racialized sensoria through shifting scales of interface.
Their climate scenarios may not be false, but they certainly are constructed---the settler state continually shapes the perception of crisis to deflect culpability. It is not isolated events or even historical trends that create crisis, but rather structures. 
Guernsey ’21 [Paul J. Guernsey, PhD from the University of Oregon in Environmental Sciences, Studies, and Policy, focusing on Native studies and environmental philosophy and policy, visiting professor at the University of Montana; “The infrastructures of White settler perception: A political phenomenology of colonialism, genocide, ecocide, and emergency”; 02-26-2021; Environment and Planning E: Nature and Space, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 1-17; doi.org/10.1177/2514848621996577; accessed 05-19-2024] dliang **readability edits indicated with [brackets]
Living through the fires of 2020 confirmed one thing: Emergencies bring people together. But to what end? The fires drew Oregonians together in the common goal of, on the one hand, helping those affected by the fire. On the other hand, however, people set about reestablishing the economic and cultural patterns of settler colonialism. Hence, from a certain perspective, a return to normalcy is also a doubling down on the social structures constitutive of that emergency. Governor Brown’s words of encouragement, “Oregon is strong, and we’ll stand together” (KOIN Channel 6, 2020), can be interpreted as a moment of forced assimilation into settler democracy, where Native people are asked to forget their national sovereign identities and become Oregonians. Emergencies, then, are key moments in how collective histories, futurities, and communities are experienced because they force the question of compliance with specific norms and power structures. Strict management of the framing and outcome of emergencies present crucial moments in the maintenance of settler colonial power because they offer a chance to mark and reestablish the boundaries of social formation and define the forces that pose threats to continued existence.
As historically defining experiences, emergencies are an element of perception. Far from a private and personal affair, perception is social, structured by what Edward Herman and Noam Chomsky call a process of “inculcation” (2002: 1). Settler perception has a material- political infrastructure in the sense that it is underlain by economic and normative conditions that refract the colonial, White supremacist, and heteropatriarchal strategies of dominant society into the quotidian understanding of events, crystalizing intentional modes in subjects, bodies, and communities. These infrastructures are dynamic and multifaceted, but their alloyed effect regulates collective experience of emergencies always to the advantage of the settler state. The inevitable emergencies of capitalism and settler colonialism, whether intentionally produced or not, are an engine of this social inculcation.
However, the manufactured experiences of emergency cannot reduce them to any one meaning. Many groups are refusing narratives that obfuscate their experiences of local and planetary crises as continuing cycles of colonialist and capitalist destruction. The disruptive or destructive element of emergencies, and hence, what is actually at stake, is always framed by historical consciousnesses that cannot be extrapolated from the material position of social groups. Therefore, it is important to attend to the ways in which emergencies reveal the relationships between us and how these indicate differential and interconnected political and moral responsibilities. Maurice Merleau-Ponty asks the question, “how does one delimit an emergency?” (1969: 82). Non-reductive consideration of emergency that peels back the layers of perceptual distortion is critical at a time when a host of wicked problems are being reproduced by overlapping systems of genocide, exploitation, and displacement.
The infrastructures of settler perception tend to deflect[s] away from fundamental causes and consequences of emergencies. What is perhaps most notable is the refusal to come to terms with emergencies insofar as they are characterized by social formations rather than isolated events. The invisibility of deeper social emergencies is coupled with the exploitation of disasters to further settler colonial capitalist accumulation. In an op-ed for Teen Vogue, Jenn M. Jackson writes “Rather than seeing this pattern [of displacement, houselessness, and criminalization] as an emergency, Whiteness treats ongoing disasters afflicting these communities as economic opportunities” (2020). This tactic of White supremacy is afforded in part by a linear/progressivist perception of time that can only conceive of emergencies as caused by historical events or trends rather than embedded in social structures characterized by cyclical patterns that defy linear causalities. For example, the “climate crisis” is said to be “human caused.” We can point to various historical events that lead us here to the “Anthropocene.” But if there is a switch to thinking of emergencies as social structures, then, for example, we can consider White supremacy an emergency. It is a self-perpetuating social emergency that is both cause and effect of the disasters it produces. For the United States and other settler nations, there is no “environmental crisis” that is not both a cause and effect of settler colonialism. Settler colonialism is the environmental crisis. There is no “climate crisis” that is not caused by capitalism. Capitalism is the “climate crisis.” There is no “humanitarian crisis” that is not caused by xenophobic heteropatriarchy. Xenophobic heteropatriarchy is the humanitarian crisis. Hence, emergencies in this structural sense serve precisely to subordinate and control whatever groups stand in the way of White settler colonial capitalist domination. Emergencies are not just events. They are also self- perpetuating material-perceptual infrastructures that create ongoing conditions of death, disease, vulnerability, and servitude. These emergencies are by definition hidden in plain view, but not without resistance.
Settler obfuscations of indigenous experiences
In Red Alert! Daniel Wildcat argues that from Indigenous worldviews the “climate crisis” or “global burning,” as he calls it, is clearly linked to settler colonialism. He writes that global burning is “yet another removal scenario for indigenous peoples” (2009: 8). Consequently, the “climate crisis” is visible to Native peoples in a way that it has not been to White settlers. In the context of removals from homelands, abductions from reservations (to boarding schools), and killing of culture in assimilationist cultural genocide, the fourth removal of climate change is marked by an unmistakable continuity (2–4) that can only be understood, as Sandy Grande emphasizes, “in contingency with the past” (2015: 32). Therefore, it is not merely a crisis of the climate and but also a crisis of settler colonialism.
To those who experience what Maria Yellow Horse Brave Heart, and Lemyra M DeBruyn call the “historical unresolved grief” of settler colonialism, global burning is manifestly part of a continuous cycle of events related to the same root crisis (1998: 57). Historical unresolved grief is not historical in the sense that it relates only to the past; it also pervades the present and is projected into the future in a manner that forms a circle (72). The “fourth removal” of the climate crisis functions as a cyclical reappearance of cultural and physical genocide as Native nations and communities are torn from the possibility of continuing their relationships with the plants, animals, and places that form ceremonial and traditional life (Norgaard et al., 2018). 
In Whitestream imagination, the climate crisis is not caused by settler colonialism. Rather, it is “man-made.” Created in 1947 by the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, the “Doomsday Clock” was originally intended to signal the probability of impending nuclear catastrophe. In 2007, global warming was added as a consideration in calibrating the clock. The managers write, “Humanity continues to face two simultaneous existential dangers— nuclear war and climate change... We gather the most informed and influential voices tracking man-made threats and bring their innovative thinking to a global audience” (Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, n.d.). The clock was set to 100 seconds to midnight on 23 January 2020, in response to the demise of nuclear treaties and the worsening of climate change. I do not want to disagree that both these factors pose a threat to human existence. However, with this universalizing language, the Bulletin plays at being neutral while invoking a horizon of experiences unique to White settler society.
The settler strategy of universalization is a form of perceptual distraction or obfuscation. Expanding on the work of Maori scholar Graham Hingangaroa Smith (2000), Jeff Corntassel (Cherokee) argues that a “politics of distraction” functions as one of “the tools of shape-shifting colonial entities to separate us from our homelands, cultures, and communities” (2012: 91). The politics of distractions works by ceaselessly co-opting the experiences of Indigenous communities and repackaging them in “state-centric” terms (Alfred and Corntassel, 2005: 600). By framing the nuclear and climate crises as the result of “technology that humans create,” the Bulletin imposes the constructions of the settler state on the lives of Indigenous people as if they too are somehow directly responsible.2 However, to return to Wildcat, these are “catastrophic and deadly situations in which, strictly speaking. . . indigenous cultures had no part” (2009: 8). Settler frames of reference obfuscate these aspects of environmental and political crises to deflect responsibility and move to innocence (Tuck and Yang, 2012). Many uncritical deployments of the term “Anthropocene” commit a similar fallacy, implicating people who have had little or nothing to do with planetary ecological collapse. Furthermore, many of these same people have actively resisted or stood in the way of White settler colonial capitalist expansion and in so doing, their own lives have been devastated in the march to “human” world domination.
This same universal framing is used when emergencies are spoken of in terms of causes and effects. It is said that we have a “climate crisis” and a “humanitarian crisis” although the climate and the humans affected are not themselves responsible. These crises can be thought of as “effects.” It is often said that there is a “population crisis,” an “energy crisis,” a “crisis of overconsumption,” or a “crisis of governance.” These crises can be thought of as causes. However, sophisticated causal models should develop complex associations in ways that link dynamic variables in nonlinear systems (van Nes et al., 2015). Given the complexity of emergencies, relationships between causal forces can easily be manipulated, skewed, or obfuscated. Furthermore, it is possible to obfuscate the fact of an emergency entirely if certain factors are overblown or designated as sole causes. Hence, infrastructures of perception effectuate inculcations at all these sites of experience: the connections between cause and effect, the relations between emergencies, and the things that appear as emergencies whatsoever.
The “state-centric” framework shifts focus from the experiences of Native people, casting settler experience of crisis as the “given” experience of “all humans.” Colonial science often plays a role here by publicly interpreting data only insofar as it applies to all humanity. The idea that scientific observations are raw, “data” are traceable to early modern British empiricists such as John Locke who, as is well known, was also a zealous colonialist. In his Principles of Psychology, Euro-American philosopher William James berates such theories for failing to notice that perception does not work as the intake of pure sensorial information. Rather, perception works as a sort of “selective attention” that fixes upon certain elements of the world while other elements move to the fringe or margin of experience (1950: 402). Some factors of experience can become so dominant, so imposing, that we reach a state of total “absorption” in which we “banish ordinary sensations” that would otherwise be apparent (419). This selective attention is not random, but is, as Manulani Aluli Meyer (Kanaka Maoli) argues, related to “the fact and logic of our bodies” that arises from the culturally sedimented tendencies of our senses to interpret the world in various ways (2001: 130). The settler colonial infrastructures of perception work to absorb and inculcate perception into attentive modes and sensible habits in which the settler state is always at the center of experience, reality, designation, interpretation, and orientation. Such are the selective attentions of White supremacy. As the social phenomenologist Alfred Schutz writes, the “scheme of interpretation” and “scheme of orientation” for members of an in-group determine systems of experiential relevance (1970: 120–121). Experiences are named and understood in terms of pre-experienced horizons of feeling and meaning that occur at the commonsense level (117–120). It is at this “communal” everyday under- standing of events that the “politics of distraction” attempts to dominate the perception of emergencies.
For example, in response to the threat of the Coastal GasLink pipeline in northern British Columbia, Wet’suwet’en land protectors set up Unist’ot’en Camp to obstruct the path of the proposed project in 2010. Between 2018 and 2020, the conflict escalated, and courts issued injunctions against the land protectors, empowering the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) to make arrests. In acts of solidarity, allies of the Wet’suwet’en including the Mohawk and other groups blocked rail lines and ports across the country. Covering these events, Canada’s Global News announced that the disagreement was “again disrupting trade and travel in this country” (Global News, 2020). This manner of speaking names or typifies the situation with a structure of intention built around a horizon of relevance that refers back to the settler state. It is not the homelands of the Wet’suwet’en that are being disrupted by the pipeline. Rather it is the trade and travel of Canada that are being disrupted. Furthermore, Global News emphasized supposedly internal disagreements between certain Hereditary Chiefs and the Band Councils, stating, “Who speaks for the Wet’suwet’en people and who has authority over the 22,000 square kilometers of land in northern B.C. is not straightforward. There is confusion and misunderstanding” (Global News, 2020). But the Band Councils themselves were created under the Indian Act and structured specifically by the Canadian government to deal with negotiations for natural resources. So, the conflict was produced by Canadian interventions in traditional governance structures that were seen as unconducive to resource extraction. The Hereditary Chiefs who, as the anchor puts it, “believe they have authority over the territory,” never ceded that authority. Furthermore, the land upon which the original camp was made does not belong to the Wet’suwet’en as a whole or any of the neighboring Band Councils or tribal nations. It is on Unist’ot’en Clan territory that has never been ceded. As their website states, “The Unist’ot’en homestead is not a protest or demonstration. Our clan is occupying and using our traditional territory as it has for centuries” (Unist’ot’en, n.d.). Settler media distorts this view, arguing that it is not Canada but rather the Wet’suwet’en who are con- fused and divided.
In response to being blocked from her office, Canadian Deputy Prime Minister Chrystia Freeland said, “It is very important for all people of Canada including government officials to be able to go about their rightful and legitimate business even as other Canadians are expressing their right to peaceful protest” (Global News, 2020). In this moment, Freeland co-opts the experience of the Wet’suwet’en into Whitestream perceptual infrastructures by disregarding the fact that they are not simply “Canadians.” Corntassel wrote of the UN position on Indigenous relations, “an Indigenous political agenda is shifted and altered to fit the dominant norms of existing institutional structures” (2007: 140). Political marginaliza- tion, therefore, will not be solved by “inclusion” that does not somehow fundamentally allow the “included” to set their own terms on the manner of that inclusion and allow for decolonized forms of governance to take first precedence over laws, land, and life. The Wet’suwet’en are a sovereign nation. Freeland’s language subsumes Native political action into a nationalistic multicultural framework of forced democratic inclusion (Grande, 2015: 33).
Prime Minister Justin Trudeau said of the land protectors, “We recognize the important democratic right...of peaceful protest. This is an important part of our democracy in Canada. But we are also a country of the rule of law and we need to make sure those laws are respected” (Global News, 2020). But this statement is not actually intended to emphasize a politically neutral “rule of law.” It is meant to assert the rule of Canada’s laws and dominion over the unceded Wet’suwet’en land so that it can be used for the transport of natural gas. Molly Wickham, Chief and Matriarch of the Gidimt’en Clan, said “It’s also a bigger issue around Indigenous right and title and the sovereignty of our nation...Our traditional governance system is in place and this is a conflict between that governance system and colonization and the imposition of Indian Act band systems” (Democracy Now!, 2020). The colonialist desires undermining these sovereign governance systems are embodied by Trudeau’s comments, posing assimilationist projects of democratization and cultural genocide as a politics of inclusion in Canadian citizenship and manufacturing an emergency in state-centric terms.
The 1AC’s “energy diversification” is a project of Green Colonialism.
Hamouchene, 17 [Hamza, Algerian campaigner, writer, researcher, and a founding member of the London-based Algeria Solidarity Campaign (ASC), and Environmental Justice North Africa (EJNA). He previously worked for Global Justice Now and Platform on issues of climate, food, trade and energy justice: “Another case of energy colonialism: Tunisia’s Tunur solar project,” published by OpenDemocracy on 9-9-2017. https://www.opendemocracy.net/en/north-africa-west-asia/another-case-of-energy-colonialism-tunisia-s-tunur-solar-pro/]//AD
When we hear about news of renewable energy projects, one must be forgiven for thinking that it’s all beautiful and shiny. But scratching a little bit beneath the surface of this language of "cleanliness," "shininess" and "carbon emission cuts" will reveal another picture, a picture of big capital robbing land and resource rights from the global south in order to safeguard the energy security of the global north.
TuNur solar project in Tunisia is a joint venture between Nur Energy, a British-based solar developer and a group of Maltese and Tunisian investors in the oil and gas sector. In July, the company has filed a request for authorisation from the Tunisian Ministry of Energy, Mines and Renewable Energy for an explicitly export-oriented solar project with a capacity of 4.5 GW.
Like Desertec and the Ouarzazate solar plant in Morocco, this new project is a renewable energy grab or what has been termed ‘Green Grabbing’: the appropriation of land and resources for purportedly environmental ends. It involves massive land grabs (10,000 hectares) as well as extensive water usage to clean and cool the panels in arid and semi-arid regions to export energy to the UK and Europe. Given that Tunisia depends on its neighbour Algeria for its energy needs and faces increasingly frequent power cuts, it would be outrageous and unjust to prioritise exports over the urgent needs of local people.
Forced liberalisations and scramble for resources
It is in a regional context of forced trade liberalisation as well as a scramble for influence and energy resources that we should understand such mega-projects. These projects are mainly designed (usually by Europeans themselves) to satisfy Europe's need for diversifying energy sources away from Russia as well as contributing to its carbon reduction targets. And what better region to achieve these aims than North Africa and West Asia (NAWA): an area well endowed with natural resources, from fossil fuels to sun and wind.
The Sahara is usually described as a vast empty land, sparsely populated and in need of ‘development’. This pretext provides a golden opportunity for Europe to continue its extravagant consumerism and profligate energy consumption at the expense of the global south. Language recasting southern regions and countries as objects of development is reminiscent of the “civilizing mission” used to justify mass dispossession throughout the colonial period, as well as policies designed to control the populations and their environments.
It seems that a familiar ‘colonial’ scheme is being rolled in front of our eyes: the unrestricted flow of cheap natural resources from the global south to the rich industrialized north, maintaining a profoundly unjust international division of labour. Interestingly, the map of the energy routes to Europe coincides with the same pathways for migration from the African continent. Fortress Europe builds walls and fences to prevent human beings from reaching its shores for sanctuary but it accepts no barriers to resource grabs.
British and EU foreign policy aims to lock North African energy resources (including renewable ones) into the European grid and is heavily influenced by arms and corporate interests. The priority has always been EU "energy security" and interests, usually in a blatant disregard for the will of the people in the region.
Plunder hidden beneath "sustainability" promises
Projects like TuNur are promoted as solutions to the ecological and climate crises but in truth they are hollow, tokenistic techno-fixes. They promise to address these problems without fundamental change, maintaining the status quo and the contradictions of the global system that created these crises in the first place.
Big engineering-focused ‘solutions’ like Desertec, Tunur and Ouarzazate tend to present climate change as a shared problem with no political or socio-economic context. This perspective hides the historical responsibilities of the industrialised north, the problems of the capitalist energy model, and the different vulnerabilities between countries of the north and the south. North Africa is one of the regions hardest hit by global warming, with water supplies in the area being particularly affected. The spread of solar energy initiatives that further plunder these increasingly-scarce water resources would be a great injustice. It is often said that when it comes to the climate crisis, “we are all in it together”, but there are many ways in which this is simply not the case. Black and brown populations in the global south are the first and hardest hit. Furthermore, this obscures the role of neo-colonialism and imperialist domination and hides the injustices they represent, from land grabs and displacements to a systematic denial of people’s access to natural resources and energy of their own countries.
We should be very critical of such mega-projects and their self-proclaimed good intentions, which often sugar-coat brutal exploitation and sheer robbery. We must always ask the relevant-as-ever questions: who owns what? Who does what? Who gets what? Who wins and who loses? And whose interests are being served?
Justice and sovereignty
Answering these questions through a distributive justice lens, while taking account of the colonial and neo-colonial legacies alongside issues of race, class and gender reveals an array of parallels between “green projects” and the more obviously destructive extractive industries they are supposed to replace: they deny local people control and access to their land, rob them of resources and concentrate the value created in the hands of domestic and foreign predatory elites and private companies.
The aff’s claims of sustainable energy as a method of solving warming is a form of hegemonic discourse used to mask racial oppression.
McGee and Greiner 20 (Julius McGee, Portland State University, Patrick Trent Greiner, Vanderbilt University, Racial Justice is Climate Justice: Racial Capitalism and the Fossil Economy)
The material conditions of Black life prevent Black folk from accessing the energy saving techniques that are available to consumers, such as energy efficient refrigerators, modern insulation, and energy efficient heating and air conditioning. For example, renters in the U.S., which is disproportionately made of Black folks, are unable to implement many energy saving techniques– such as insulation, and energy efficient heating and air conditioning– because the choice to make such improvements is typically only accessible to homeowners, investment property owners and landlords. Beyond accessibility, the incentive structure of these types of home ‘upgrades,’ are generally expected in the long-term savings over years and decades; a cost-savings timeline which is not applicable to renters whose housing security is far more precarious (even if renters did purchase an energy efficient refrigerator, their rent may increase prohibitively in the coming months, making the investment in an energy efficient appliance more of a nuisance than a benefit.). Further, using these amenities works to alleviate the cost of electricity, which disproportionately benefits White households. Similar to the White Fight of the second industrial revolution, energy saving techniques are an opiate of the White middle class, one that works to alleviate the cost of energy consumption by further tangling the threads within the tapestry of oppression. An important condition of these relationships, one that is unique to the neoliberal epoch of the fossil economy, is the apparent color-blindness of environmental sustainability. Household energy saving techniques that are supported by energy distributors, and many other markets as well, are touted as environmentally sustainable and are a central part of strategic climate mitigation planning. Nonetheless, these narratives are also part of a hegemonic discourse of color-blindness that masks the reality of racial oppression in the United States. Here, again, instead of walking a path that heals the planet and unravels the threads of Black expropriation, the White middle class is being coerced into an alliance with an industry that perpetuates uneven development throughout the fossil economy.
Link---Economic Rationalism---1NC
Economic rationalism reifies an “ideology of improvement,” where the only value inherent in land is commodification---to be rational is to own, and to own is to be rational. 
Bhandar 18, Senior Lecturer in the School of Law at the School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London (Brenna, “Chapter 1: Use” in Colonial Lives of Property: Law, Land, and Racial Regimes of Ownership, Duke University Press, pgs. 56-58, Accessed: 2/16/23)—js
For Trutch, Indians had no rights to the land because they made no use of the lands, which were not “of any actual value or utility” to Indians.95 Such lands could only serve the public interest if they were thrown open for preemption. He had taken the same approach two years earlier in regard to the reduction of reserves in the Kamloops region and claims made by the Shuswap First Nation. Trutch concurred with the view of Philip Henry Nind, gold commissioner for the Cariboo region of the interior, that the Shuswap Indians’ claims to land were baseless as “they made no real use” of the land. As these claims were “very materially” preventing “settlement and cultivation,” Trutch urged Colonial Secretary Lytton to authorize an enquiry into the true extent of Indian land interests throughout the province.96
Improvement, of both land and people, was the reigning idea governing Trutch’s attitude toward First Nations and their entitlement to everdiminishing tracts of reserve land. Responding to concerns voiced by the bishop of British Columbia and the Aborigines Protection Society in 1871, he noted in his letter to the secretary of state for the provinces that despite the benefits accorded to Indians by white settlement, he had yet to meet “a single Indian of pure blood [who had] attained to even the most glimmering perception of the Christian creed.” Despite their concerted efforts to “advance the material and moral condition” and to “change their habit of mind,” the “idiosyncras[ies] of the Indians . . . appear to incapacitate them from appreciating any abstract idea, nor do their languages contain words by which such a conception could be expressed.”97
The language of savagery was deployed by Trutch to express what First Nations lacked in a racial and anthropological sense: the capacity for abstract thought, which consequentially made it impossible for them to relate practices of cultivation to a general settler economy of agricultural production. For Trutch, the lack of homesteads in the English model provided evidence for his conclusion that aboriginal people lacked the “habit of mind” required for civilization. In either case, in Trutch’s view, aboriginal people lacked the very capacities defined by Locke as the conditions for proper human subjectivity (explored in depth in chapter 4). We can recall Fanon’s acute description of a related tautology: “In the colonies the economic infrastructure is also a superstructure. The cause is effect: you are rich because you are white, you are white because you are rich.”98 Here, and as we will see in chapter 4 in relation to the racial assessment of Palestinians by early Zionist settlers, the alleged lack of mental capacity for abstract thought explains the absence of legible forms of ownership, and the apparent absence of ownership justifies the conclusion that these racial subjects lack the capacity for abstract thought.
Link---Food Insecurity---1NC
Racial capitalism causes food insecurity
Táíwò et al 21 (Olúfẹ́mi O. Táíwò, Assistant Professor of Philosophy, Georgetown University,  Material Insecurity, Racial Capitalism, and Public Health)
Food insecurity is an important determinant of public health. Undernutrition, particularly of children, is a primary cause of ill health and premature mortality in the Global South.9 Famines represent an extreme case of food insecurity. Groundbreaking work by philosopher and economist Amartya Sen highlighted a surprising fact about this extreme case that is politically informative about the structure of our society: famines often are unrelated to food availability. This point is counterintuitive. Before Sen wrote, the traditional approach to explaining famines appealed to food scarcity: famine involves starvation, and starvation is lack of food. This “food availability approach” was assumed in classic works of economics and philosophy (most famously by Thomas Malthus). If you wanted to explain a famine, you appealed to activity in or of the natural world that would interact with the food supply: pests, droughts, heat waves.10 In “Famines,” Sen appeals to two cases. The first is a famine in Ireland following a potato crop failure in 1822. There, people starved to death even though there was plenty of corn to eat. The second concerns the Bengal famine of 1943, in which three million people starved to death even though food production had actually increased relative to 1941, when there was no famine at all. The food availability approach does not offer a satisfying explanation to these famines. In both cases, Sen argues, the failures were sociopolitical: the reluctance of the British Empire to defend its colonized subjects rather than particular elites’ financial interests.11 The reason that people starved in Bengal and Ireland is explicable in terms of the framework offered by racial capitalism, especially as explained by Robinson and Gilmore. Robinson notes that the social structure enabled by splitting the ruled into separate populations arranged into a sharp, vertically organized hierarchy was developed in Europe (to the disadvantage of groups like the Irish and the Slavs) and came to operate on a world scale (incorporating Africans and Indigenous peoples) because of European colonization and subsequent capitalism.12 These distinctions in hierarchy, Gilmore’s definition tells us, become differences in grouplevel vulnerability, with groups further down the racial hierarchy systematically experiencing more vulnerability than groups farther up. This stratification is exploitable by the political powers that be: in Ireland, to defend profits and colonial control by largely English elites (higher up the racial hierarchy than the Irish) and, in Bengal, to defend the strategic interests of the British military (which feared Japanese invasion in rural Bengal). The theory of ecologically unequal exchange allows us to tell this same kind of story on a global scale, and with a wider reference to ecological phenomena than with the narrow focus on agricultural systems. This theory holds that our world economic system moves energy and biophysical resources from poorer to richer countries. This scheme in turn distributes ecological risks perversely, tending to concentrate them in the Global South.13 With the Global South carved into planetary politics by the same forces that colonized Bengal and Ireland, richer countries like those in Europe are “draining ecological capacity from extractive regions by importing resource-intensive products and shifting environmental burdens to the South through the export of waste.”14 Similarly, environmental economists and geographers have advanced the “pollution haven hypothesis,” which predicts that companies faced with stringent and costly environmental regulations in one country or region will move production to places with less-stringent regulation. The relationship is causal: higher-income countries (disproportionately yesterday’s colonizers) have more economic leverage against companies and more politically empowered populations, which correlates with tougher environmental regulations. Some empirical work has lent support to this hypothesis.15 The locating of manufacturing in countries with weaker environmental regulations redistributes environmental risk along the same lines as the ecologically unequal exchange theory predicts and can be viewed as one causal mechanism within that theory’s larger story.16 Inequitable distribution of environmental risk doesn’t happen only at the global scale. Within countries, there are “green crime havens”—areas of unlawfully elevated environmental risk. As with the pollution haven hypothesis, this concept represents the geographical distribution of pollutants and environmental vulnerability in ways that track power relations.17 And, as with the other theories, the relationship described is a causal one: researchers at Auburn University and the University of Florida explain that the havens arise “as part of power differences and corresponding zoning decisions,” not simply as a result of the havens’ proximity to natural resources that companies want access to for production.18 Whether one relies on the globally scoping ecologically unequal exchange theory, the transnational pollution haven hypothesis, or the idea of subnational green crime havens, the balance of evidence suggests that the geographical distribution of pollutants and environmental risk reflects social power dynamics. Moreover, the evidence suggests that the relationship between the political power of a population and its susceptibility to environmental vulnerability is a causal one, not simply a set of unhappy coincidences. This fits squarely into Gilmore’s definition of racism: “the state-sanctioned or extralegal production and exploitation of group-differentiated vulnerability to premature death.” Racial capitalism, then, links racial power and security disparities themselves to environmental exposures and health outcomes.
Agricultural technology is embedded within the US security state – an exceptionalist ethos that creates racialized extraction and biopolitical management. Err neg -- the neoliberal eco-security framework has been normalized to be insulated against critique.
--we could definitely cut more out of this article
Eddens ’21 [Aaron Eddens, Assistant Professor of Global Studies & Social Impact at Grand Valley State University; “Securitizing the Climate Crisis: Racial Geographies of Empire and the Agri-Fintech Frontier”; American Studies, vol. 60, no. 3-4, 2021, pp. 63-68, doi.org/10.1353/ams.2021.0041; accessed via University of Michigan Libraries, 07-28-2024] dliang
In this article, I trace an emerging agri-fintech/U.S. security state nexus by reading narratives driving index insurance projects alongside two sets of U.S. government documents: 1) U.S. intelligence community assessments that describe climate change and food insecurity as threats to American national se- curity interests and 2) U.S. global food security policy and strategy documents. Using the concept of racial geographies, I draw out parallels between the ways that agri-fintech projects and the U.S. security state position Africa as a space of perennial crisis. These geographical representations extend long-standing Western depictions of Africa as a singular, separate, and inferior space. They form the bases for a resilience logic that calls for outside interventions—on the part of American special forces or multinational financial corporations—in the name of securing an ever-expanding frontier of climate risk.
This intersection of finance and empire occurs as the United States and China have ramped up development and security spending across Africa during the past decade, prompting some commentators to declare a new “scramble for Africa” (Carmody 2015; “The New Scramble for Africa” 2019). Yet, although scholarship on the contemporary Green Revolution for Africa has persuasively critiqued its “philanthrocapitalist” origins, neoliberal agenda, and intersections with corporate agribusiness and global finance, more work is needed to understand how its projects intersect with the American security state (Moseley, Schnurr, and Kerr 2015; Patel 2013; Schurman 2017). I use the term “security state” not just to refer to the parts of the state most commonly associated with “national security” or “defense,” but to signal more broadly the increasing orientation toward security thinking that has become pervasive across state institutions (Grewal 2017). Importantly, today’s Green Revolution builds upon a legacy of Cold War–era American agricultural development efforts across the Global South, which were deeply tied to U.S. foreign policy (Cullather 2013; Perkins 1997). Although the role of the United States has certainly taken a back seat to this generation’s Green Revolution funders—most notably the Gates Founda- tion, which is by far the largest financial backer of the Green Revolution across Africa—it remains important to connect the Revolution to American state power. Drawing out these connections, I suggest, demands greater attention to how to- day’s more privatized, more financialized Green Revolution builds upon legacies of racialized finance and empire. As Raj Patel (2013) argues, the Green Revolution in Africa is “more biopolitical—more focused on the management of individual bodies—than the original Green Revolution” (4). Agri-fintech’s focus on linking hundreds of millions of individual farmers to international commodity and financial markets certainly demonstrates this characteristic. But how are these efforts rooted in longer bio- and geopolitical histories? How might the financial inclusion frontier extend from a history in which finance capital has long sought out “subprime” populations as sites for extractive investment (Chakravartty and Ferreira da Silva 2012)? And how does a more “resilient” American security state build upon an American empire that has relied upon racial logics to justify both its exceptional status as a global police force in the war on terror and the need to secure the livelihoods of others (De Genova 2012)?
The ongoing, compounding crises of climate change and the COVID-19 pandemic have only heightened the stakes of this conversation. As a result of the global economic recession precipitated by the pandemic, a growing number of farmers and food workers worldwide have fallen into conditions of hunger and poverty with those across sub-Saharan Africa experiencing some of the most drastic increases in food insecurity. Against this backdrop, important international policy debates continue to question what building “resilience” into the food system should look like (Canfield, Anderson, and McMichael 2021; Clapp and Moseley 2020). On the one hand, scholars and activists argue that corporate-dominated, international trade-oriented “business as usual” across global food systems is exacerbating vulnerability, especially for the world’s poorest people (Belay and Bridget 2021; Wise 2020). Yet, at the same time, key institutional actors, such as the Gates Foundation and the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) are doubling down on their market-driven approach to managing food insecurity, largely through continued efforts to bring smallholder, subsistence farmers into international supply chains (Clapp and Moseley 2020). Agri-fintech companies such as ACRE and Pula that already market their technology as a form of crisis relief are well positioned to expand their operations through the pandemic (Reisman 2021). Yet questions remain about what kinds of social relations will be made resilient through the agri-fintech approach to managing the climate and COVID crises. Although agri-fintech’s financial inclusion paradigm promises to help the most vulnerable farmers manage their “climate risk,” this approach might normalize exploitative financial practices that reproduce much longer colonial and racialized lines of extraction in that value (here in the form of data and insurable risk) is extracted from African fields to generate capital that circulates to and from London, Brussels, New York, and Zurich.
Methodologically, I draw upon interviews with officials working for agri-fin- tech and development organizations that I conducted as part of a broader re- search project on the politics of the Green Revolution in Africa. I complement this interview-based research with close readings of the aforementioned U.S. government publications. I begin with a brief section that shows how climate change should be thought of as a deeply racialized phenomenon. Using “resilience” as a kind of nodal concept, I then trace connections across U.S. intelligence community assessments of food security and climate change and the U.S. Global Food Security Act/Strategy. I then situate contemporary index insurance projects within broader histories of racialized financial experimentation. Finally, I connect the “resilience thinking” found across index insurance projects, U.S. food security policy, and the security state’s climate change forecasts with the expansion of U.S. military operations across Africa during the Obama and Trump administrations.
The Climate Crisis’ Racial Geographies of Privilege and Vulnerability
In drawing out connections between racialized finance and the security state in an era of climate crisis, my approach builds upon scholarship that views both the causes and consequences of climate change as racialized. As Laura Pulido (2018) has recently written, despite much popular and scholarly attention generated by the term “Anthropocene”—the neologism that recognizes humans’ dramatic impact on the earth as a new geological epoch—there has been a dearth of attention to race and racism in mainstream conversations around climate change. Offering a much-needed corrective, Pulido insists that we recognize the role of race in the Anthropocene. “Certainly it is not solely a racial process,” Pulido writes, “but [racism] has played an important role in both producing it and in determining who lives and dies” (117). To illustrate her point, Pulido cites the inverse relationship between the countries that have contributed the most to greenhouse gas emissions and those in which people are most likely to die from the effects of climate change (the United States and Western Europe have contributed the most fuel to the climate change fire, but Americans and Europeans are the least likely to die in the flames; the opposite is true for many countries in the Global South). This racialized “differential vulnerability,” she argues, is no accident of geography. Rather, it has been shaped through deep historical processes and different forms of racism, ranging from more overt ideologies of white supremacy to more insidious racisms that Pulido calls “evasion and indifference”—avoiding discussing histories of racism and being indifferent to harsh global, racial inequalities between north and south, white and nonwhite (118, 121-22). These different forms of racism increasingly work to shore up conceptual and material boundaries between the secured borders of the Global North and the places Naomi Klein (2016) describes as “sacrifice zones,” in which racialized bodies and the land they inhabit are rendered exploitable to the violent logic of extractive capitalism (n.p.).
Ashley Dawson (2017) provides a useful genealogy of Western security thinking that propagated this kind of “climate apartheid” (194). Dawson shows how, beginning in the 1990s, influential popular and academic writers in the West began to describe the figure of the environmental refugee in the Global South in terms of a security threat for the elite in the Global North (an argument perhaps most memorably captured by Robert Kaplan’s 1994 article in The Atlantic, “The Coming Anarchy,” which drew on racist and environmentally deterministic depictions of poverty in West Africa to warn readers of fast-approaching global threats). This line of thinking was soon adopted by official U.S. Department of Defense strategy and influential national security think tanks: Climate change became yet another justification for expanding the military industrial complex. As Dawson shows, this emerging climate security discourse isolated the source of the security threat in the Global South. It maintained racialized, colonial binaries that treated emerging “hotbeds” of climate-related unrest in the south as “isolated and self-contained entities, with no apparent relation to global systems of power and inequality, past and present” (210). This way of understanding the climate crisis continues to frame discussions of the growing number of climate migrants worldwide and the role of climate change in fueling social conflict and war. Crucially, this security approach to the climate crisis obscures more critical consideration of questions about how countries in the Global North might pay the “climate debt” they owe to people in the south. The material and discursive global divisions that Pulido (2018), Klein (2016), and Dawson (2017) trace can collectively be thought of in terms of racial geographies. María Josefina Saldaña-Portillo (2016) argues that the concept of racial geography is “not simply a term for describing a given effect in space in racial terms.” Rather, she writes, “racial geography is a technology of power, and when used as an analytic and theory of spatial production it indexes the series of techniques used to produce space in racial terms” (17, emphasis added). As Saldaña-Portillo shows through a discussion of the ways in which the national geographies of the United States and Mexico have been shaped through racialized conceptions of Indians and the land they inhabit, racial geography points to the historical relations that have shaped widely held geographical ideas. Applied to the global geographical divisions that shape the drastic inequalities of vulnerability to the ravages of the climate crisis, the concept helps us to think through the historical traces that shape “shared perceptions of space, governed by learned conventions that have developed over more than five hundred years” of colonialism and racial capitalism (19, emphasis in original). It helps us, in other words, think about how geographical constructions of frontier and sacrifice zones are produced and normalized. Applied to the agri-fintech/security state nexus, the concept allows us to question how spatial depictions of “risk environments” or zones for financial experimentation operate through longer legacies of racial geographies of privilege and vulnerability. To begin this line of inquiry, the next section shows how the U.S. security state forecasts the compounding crises of food insecurity and climate change in terms of a national security threat. 
Building Resilience in a World of Vulnerability
U.S. national security assessments increasingly identify the intersection of climate change and global food security as a crucial factor shaping the security landscape. During the Obama administration, publications from the National Intelligence Council (NIC), the U.S. intelligence agency responsible for long- term strategic analysis, began to describe climate change and food security as key national security issues. The NIC first examined the security implications of the global food system at a 2012 conference in Arlington, Virginia, at which agriculture and national security experts described food insecurity as a “threat multiplier”—the same term American defense officials have used to describe climate change.1 Volatilities across the global food system, the NIC warned, might force countries to pull out of international food markets “where the United States has a major economic interest” (NIC 2012, 13). At the behest of Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and USAID director Raj Shah, the NIC continued to examine potential links between food security, climate change, and national security. The unclassified version of its 2015 global food security assessment declares that food insecurity in “many countries of strategic importance to the United States” is likely to increase and that the outlook for countries already experiencing food insecurity is likely to worsen.2 The NIC (2015) argues that intensifying climate change effects such as drought, conflict, and diseases could compound each other in the coming decade: “Warmer temperatures might lead to disease spread or prolonged drought, prompting rapid rural migration to cities. In turn, urban slums may become hotbeds for unrest” (1). In its 2016 assessment of climate change, the NIC (2016) further warns of the impending effects climate change would have on food security, suggesting that climate destabilization would soon lead to widespread social and political unrest. The report concluded that climate change was “likely to pose significant national security challenges for the United States over the next two decades” (5).
The NIC’s perspective on the looming threats of climate change and food insecurity is further detailed in its flagship quadrennial Global Trends publication. Titled The Paradox of Progress, the 2017 report outlines possible future scenarios in a world of ever more frequent shocks—things such as the Arab spring, the financial crisis of 2008-2009, and also large-scale droughts and flooding events (NIC 2017). Shortly after its release, the director of the NIC’s Strategic Futures Group, Suzanne Fry (2017), presented the report’s scenarios to a group of government officials and industry representatives at the Global Food Security Symposium in Washington, D.C. Appearing on a “food security is national security” panel, Fry told the audience that it wasn’t just countries such as Afghanistan and Somalia that should expect to see climate-triggered instability:
When we do our [global] risk analysis... I’m not kidding you— there’s something like two thirds of the planet that have risk conditions, literally about 120 countries... that have risk conditions that make them vulnerable to a shock that could tee off large-scale instability. You compound that with some pretty profound demographic shifts, technological shifts, and we have been living through climate shifts—and [then] the next phase of these climate shifts. So we’ve got a great deal of vulnerability in the world.
Fry stressed that the United States would not be able to isolate itself from this increasing vulnerability. Discussing American trade interests in particular, she urged that the United States would need to anticipate how climate events could set off shocks that could ripple through the global food system. The best way to manage these inevitable shocks, Fry argued, was to “invest in resilience in... both the economic systems but also the natural systems that allow for food security across the whole planet.”
Fry (2017) equates resiliency with strengthening international trade and describes resilience as something that can be cultivated in both “economic” and “natural systems.” In making this link, Fry’s use of resilience illustrates a kind of thinking that Jeremy Walker and Melinda Cooper (2011) trace to the concept’s origins at the intersection of ecology and neoliberal economic theory. Showing how the concept originates in the ecological theory of complex adaptive systems, Walker and Cooper argue that its sweeping uptake as a governing logic across multiple sectors has much to do with how it aligns with the influential neoliberal economist and philosopher Fredrich Hayek’s ideas that economic markets function as “complex ecological systems.” Examining parallels between two key thinkers, one from ecology (Holling), and the other from neoliberal economics (Hayek), they show how these two strands of thought “have ended up merging in the contemporary discourse of crisis response through resilience” (Walker and Cooper 2011, 144). Importantly, Walker and Cooper argue that the concept itself works to normalize the neoliberal management of an increasing array of social life. Pointing to the “resiliency” that the concept itself has, they suggest that the political stakes surrounding the governmental uses of resilience are indeed high: “At stake in this tacit union [of ecological and economic thinking] is a governmental philosophy of nature and society so all-encompassing and resilient to critique that the effects of political interventions (and non-interventions) made in its name, even when catastrophic, seem as inescapable as the weather” (144-45). As I explore further below, we should ask how resilience normalizes particular approaches to risk management in the realm of food security.
Contemporary agriculture is not neutral, but rather rooted in a deeply colonial history---the AFF naturalizes the exact racial logic that perpetuates ongoing possession of Indigenous land, ultimately ignoring the root cause of their impacts. 
Rotz ’17 [Sarah Rotz, researcher and Assistant Professor in the Faculty of Environmental and Urban Change (FEUC) at York University, PhD Geography, member of the RAIR (Relational Accountability for Indigenous Rematriation) Collective; June 2017; “‘They took our beads, it was a fair trade, get over it’: Settler colonial logics, racial hierarchies and material dominance in Canadian agriculture”; Geoforum, vol. 82, pp. 158-169; doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2017.04.010; accessed 11-23-2023] dliang
Settler colonialism and agricultural industrialization in Canada 
Racial domination is reproduced differently based on relations of inequality over time (Wolfe, 2013). For instance, the logic of labour exploitation of African American slaves2 is profoundly different from the Indigenous context in Canada wherein logics of assimilation and extermination were coded through institutional structures, like the Indian Act (e.g. through blood quantum discourse, any non-native ancestry compromises ones indigeneity (Lawrence, 2008)). Without such distinctions, their reproduction often gets lumped into general analyses of racism (Lawrence and Dua, 2005)—thus continually neglecting how these logics (of elimination on one hand, and exploitation on the other) shape the variegated racial formations we see today. In the Canadian case, land, resources, and people were seized by force to accrue capital and construct a society of settler colonial patriarchal domination specifically. In turn, settler colonial relations are distinct from but interrelated to (with different core logics than) other racial formations, and ought to be analyzed as such. The idea of the ‘frontier’—carried out by (largely male) ‘unlicensed mavericks’ and ‘explorers’ (fur traders, bounty hunters, gold-seekers, ranchers and farmers) rather than formal state procedures—was foundational for settler colonialism (Wolfe, 2013). Farmers have played a specific role: the land and freedom their communities gained in the ‘new world’ resulted directly from the dispossession of Indigenous peoples. Maintaining that freedom and all its entitlements involves ongoing possession of native land as well as retaining a landless, dislocated labour population—queue racialized migrant farm workers. These processes don’t look or feel like they did during initial seizure: they are bureaucratic, culturally and politically insidious, and not necessarily physically violent. Of course, many current farm families were not affiliated with initial seizure. In fact, many were fleeing their own hardships in Europe. However, they, like many of us, have privileged from this founding culture, which derives from land specifically. The political-economic implications of settler colonialism are expressed in Canadian landholding. Historical accounts of dispossession reveal how English common law and private property rights buttressed land seizure. ‘When a settler preempted land and met the terms of preemption, he (almost invariably, he) acquired title to the land in fee simple’ (Harris, 2004, 177). This system of estate production ‘embodied a perpetual and indestructible right to the land potentially for ever, and gradually became normative’ (Harris, 2004). Only through these conditions, wherein land rights were unilaterally seized from Indigenous peoples and distributed to incoming white European families, was the patriarchally structured ‘family farm’ able to emerge (Friedmann, 1978, 2005). Alternatives to wage labour were made available to large numbers of settlers in Ontario through the ‘gift’ of large plots of land, tools, and seeds, through which the household unit would supply labour so as to recreate its productive and personal consumption—demonstrating the centrality of patriarchy for settler colonial agriculture (Government of Ontario, 2006). In fact, household (kinship) labour was central to the emergence and success of simple commodity production during the late nineteenth and early twentieth century (Friedmann, 1978). The household simple commodity structure was competitively superior to capitalist agriculture due to the interacting forces of kinship labour production, the availability of land, and technological adoption. Indeed, ‘the importance of the machinery lay not in its absolute reduction of costs of production, but in its reduction in the amount of labour required per acre harvested’ (Friedmann, 1978, 566). While acreage expansion needed the other two factors in order to be viable in North America, such expansion was nearly impossible for the average farmer in Europe at that time. The magnitude of land expansion in Canada was made possible through the settler colonial relation specifically, and was central to the success of the agricultural production system over the twentieth century. Moreover, much of the early success of commodity production in North America was due to ‘soil mining,' ‘in which colonists brought forth crops from the fertile virgin soil without replenishing it, and then moved on to new homesteads’ (Friedmann, 1978, 568). This was possible because of both (a) the breadth of settler colonial land seizure, and (b) the ways in which Indigenous peoples lived on and cared for the land prior to contact. Meanwhile, Indigenous peoples were largely restricted from practicing agriculture (particularly communal reserve production) and participating freely and autonomously in the colonial economy (Daschuk, 2013; Carter, 1990). As settlement proceeded, industry and commerce advanced, which was backed by extensive government support and credit extension to the settler farm base (Nelson, 2014; Friedmann, 2005). Effectively, European settlement on Indigenous land was tethered to colonial (and patriarchal) economic investment—a relationship that has only evolved and strengthened over time. Today’s agricultural production system has been shaped by these conditions. Over the century that followed, industrialization took hold, marked by aggressive mechanization and capitalization across the food system. As production increased and corporate intervention rose, farmgate prices declined alongside rising farm debt (Qualman, 2001). This ‘cost-price squeeze’ has occurred cyclically, only emboldened by government support for land consolidation, capitalization and corporate integration (Troughton, 1989; Holtslander, 2015). Over this time, family farms have been driven to expand, where today the average farm in Canada is 778 acres, about 500 acres larger than in 1930 (Statistics Canada, 2011). At its root, this trajectory of agricultural production is built on and advanced by features specific to settler colonial domination. Colonial land settlement conditioned capitalization, and specifically, the collaborative deployment of public and private capital in agrifood industrialization. The colonial state had a vested interest in supporting distinctly colonial capital backed by colonial companies who developed the infrastructure and equipment—both on and off farm—that necessitated the prosperity of the settler economy (which hinged on the success of agriculture specifically). For instance, governments and universities across Canada have played a central role in extension research since the nineteenth century, supporting research and development for crop breeding and pesticide innovation to facilitate moncrop production (Reaman, 1970). Since settlement, government has worked alongside private colonial capital to facilitate crossborder trade and encourage increases in efficiency. Notably, these colonial dynamics are further tethered to the emergence of racist labour policies in agriculture, most notably, the Canadian Seasonal Agricultural Workers Program (SAWP), deployed to address labour shortages within the context of a growing economic squeeze on farmers (Perry, 2012; Preibisch, 2007; Walia, 2010; Binford, 2009). 
<<Figure 1 omitted>>
While these relationships have been bolstered by more recent modes of neoliberalization, they are not new. Since the nineteenth century, farmers have been concerned over, and organizing around, corporate concentration and ‘excessive profits captured by middlemen’ (Winson, 1993, 16). Neoliberalization is, however, adding fuel to a long-standing set of concerns for farmers: now more than ever before, private capital is siphoning off larger portions of profit and control along the production chain (National Farmers Union, 2013; Akram-Lodhi, 2007; McMichael, 2009; Guthman, 2008). To survive, then, farmers are managing greater and greater areas of land, far larger than their ancestors were ‘granted’ seven or eight generations ago (see Fig. 1).

Link---India Soft Power---1NC
India occupies a double bind on the international stage---the West Otherizes India, yet attempts to project its own values onto its politics and relations---that erases the continuum of racial-colonial violence against India---turns case and causes serial policy failure.
Davis ’19 [Alexander E. Davis, lecturer in International Relations at The University of Western Australia. “India and the Anglosphere: Race, Identity and Hierarchy in International Relations”, 2019, pp. 1-3, accessed Jul. 24.]//max
This pattern of enthusiasm, followed by misunderstanding and ultimately failure, has been repeated over and over again by the US, the UK, Canada, and Australia when reaching out to India. Still, commentators and politicians across the English-speaking world have become immensely enthusiastic about India. India is known as 'the world’s largest democracy,' a 'natural ally' (in the war on terror and elsewhere), the possible 'democratic counterweight' to China, and a trading partner of 'massive economic potential.' In each case, India’s relationships with the US, the UK, Canada, and Australia are seen as finally emerging from decades of disappointment. India, it seems, has never quite lived up to the high expectations of the English-speaking world. This is the Anglosphere’s 'India problem': India does not fit the English-speaking world’s expectations of international behavior or its ideas of how international politics should operate. And yet, simultaneously, India shares many of the English-speaking world’s distinctive features: language, liberalism, and democracy. As a result, India has both confounded and beguiled the English-speaking world by engaging with Russia, refusing the Nuclear Non-Proliferation treaty (NPT), testing a 'peaceful' nuclear device, and arguing against hierarchical forms of international order, all while seeking a 'polycentric' world order and rebuffing calls for new, closer relationships. There is little doubt that the US, the UK, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand share strong security relationships underpinned by a shared outlook on world affairs. They also share near-identical difficulties when reaching out to India. Indeed, India’s ambivalence towards the English-speaking world, as both an idea and a collection of states, has long defined its position in international affairs. The India problem can be seen in the way that India is talked about in mainstream Eurocentric International Relations (IR) theory, the foreign policy discourse of the Anglosphere states, but it is at its clearest in discourse which proclaims English-speaking unity. This is most certainly not India’s problem. The problem belongs to the English-speaking world. The idea of the unity of the English-speaking world has arisen repeatedly since Britain’s colonial expansion. In the mid-2000s, the idea of English-speaking unity arose again, in the form of the Anglosphere. Simultaneously, the Anglosphere states have again become obsessed with India, but in very troublesome ways. But what has not often been examined is how India relates to the English-speaking world, and why these relationships have each caused such continual disappointment. The 'India problem' lies in the English-speaking world’s understanding of India. It can be seen in the foreign policy discourse of the English-speaking states, in the idea of English-speaking unity as well as the way India is talked about in IR theory and in IR as a discipline. At the root of the India problem is the erasure of colonial violence from our understanding of international politics. In foreign policy discourse, seeing India as 'just like us,' sharing 'our' values or 'part of the Anglosphere' is premised on the erasure of colonial violence from the historical record. Similarly, seeing India as Edward Said’s Other, as an irrational, unknowable outsider who is fundamentally unlike us, reflects another side of the same problem. This characterizes India as unlike the English-speaking world, often emphasizing colonial and racialized ideas of India’s Otherness. This has now largely disappeared from foreign policy discourse, but was common in the period after Indian independence, in which India was seen as an unknowable, mysterious agent in international politics. Excluding India from the idea of the English-speaking world reflects its exclusive, racialized identity discussed by Srdjan Vucetic, and ignores the point that India shares much of what makes the English-speaking world. Including India in a superior Anglosphere, however, highlights only the positives of India’s colonial experience–an equally unacceptable proposition. Despite the obvious colonial overtones embedded within the idea of the Anglosphere, there remains a need to engage with the concept which results from its continued political/colonial power in international affairs. It is an idea and an identity. As an idea, it has long been debated and discussed by those who wish to see it embedded into the world order. It is as a political identity that the idea shapes foreign policy and contemporary international relations. Of course, debates on what the idea means feed into the political identity. The identity is predominantly felt by those atop the concept’s traditional hierarchy. As Vucetic has shown, this identity binds the US, the UK, Canada, and Australia together in defense of a US-led liberal/hierarchical world order. This form of order, frequently now referred to as 'rules-based order,' is presented by these states as benign, positive, ensuring stability, and as benefiting all states equally. India, however, views the US-led liberal hierarchical world order in a fundamentally different way to the Western-Anglosphere states. Rather than seeing this order as benign stability, India sees it as limiting its voice in international affairs and preventing the construction of a polycentric world order. Although we must bear these big-picture issues of global hierarchy in mind, they are not the focus of the book’s analysis. Rather, I analyze India-Anglosphere relations for the mutual perceptions of Otherness, seen in the context of the broader identity discourses circulating at key historical moments. On occasion, and particularly after 2001 and the emergence of the 'war on terror' narrative, this Otherness has transformed into a misplaced assertion of sameness and a shared identity. This shared identity, though, is made ambivalent by India and the Anglosphere’s different understandings of international hierarchy. As a result, although a shared identity has emerged, it has led the Western-Anglosphere states to reach out to India with very high expectations, which have continually been met with disappointment. These (mis)perceptions of Other are rooted in the long-term foreign policy arc of India and the Anglosphere and fundamentally related to hierarchy. Whereas the Western-Anglosphere states see their position atop international hierarchy as positive, benign, or even natural, India sees it as limiting its voice in international affairs, and at worst, as imperialist.
Links---Land Relationality---1NC
Decolonization and colonization must be understood in terms of sociotemporal relationships between Indigenous people and the land, not in terms of incremental gains within the hierarchical system of legalism. Their reform is cruel optimism that waves away centuries of colonial histories in favor of acknowledging the present. That cedes the terrain of land relationality to settlers---Indigenous relationality cannot be understood within the framework of the law’s protection, but rather it must be defined within the terms of the history of land and Indigeneity itself. You should choose to take a leap of faith away from the language of quotidian coloniality and radically decolonize by refusing the aff’s recreation of hierarchy in favor of an decolonial imperative stance toward the academy. 
Adébísí ’23 [Folúkẹ́ Adébísí, Professor at the Law School, University of Bristol. “Decolonisation and Legal Knowledge: Reflections on Power and Possibility”, Mar. 2023, accessed Jul. 28]//max
Defining decolonisation for higher education in the Global North: some guiding principles The summary given illustrates how both colonialism and decolonisation simultaneously operate as logics and praxes. The tools deployed in decolonisation are often dependent on the structure it is refusing. These complexities require more than what representation, equality, diversity, and inclusion offer in response. They can be good measures of the progress of decolonisation, but using them as goals destroys their utility as measures. This use also disregards the fact that to be effective, colonialism has always and continues to include within its working, quislings, and unwitting agents from beneath the abyssal line. Diversifying the face of coercive power is not the same as dismantling it. What needs to be interrogated more closely in extricating the subsummation of anticolonial politics from representational rhetoric, is the historical and contemporary entanglement between knowledge and power, across space– time, as well as the evolution of resistance to this entanglement. Therefore, I posit that contemporary movements such as ‘Black Lives Matter’ and ‘WhyIsMyCurriculumWhite’ emerge on the other side of a long history of property- making and un- mattering of Black life, and dispossession of indigenous and colonialised peoples, as a specific demand to recognise this history and undo its consequences. To understand this point is to avoid an atomised approach to decolonisation. To recognise this history is also to acknowledge that the recent proliferation of decolonising movements in the Global North is a wave in an ocean, not an isolated moment, but a continuation of previous activity across space– time. Consequently, in defining the boundaries of what decolonisation means within universities in the Global North, it is important to recognise the place of these universities in the long history of anticolonial intellectual production and praxis that has often happened in the Global South, or has been done by indigenous populations, or marginalised populations in the Global North (Ndlovu- Gatsheni 2018: 44; Moosavi 2020: 332– 54; Pimblott 2020: 211– 12). In this, I include indigenous action to disrupt the exploitation of nature – indigenous peoples’ protests against the Dakota Access Pipeline, for example. I also include anticolonial work that (sometimes) recognises the colonial continuity in the (re)production of disposable populations in the use of unfree labour, across Africa and Asia particularly. Examples of this includes local movements protesting working conditions in mines in the Democratic Republic of Congo and South Africa, as well as theorisation of the foregoing. Local movements for political, cultural, and economic sovereignty of indigenous people within settler and non- settler states are also implicated in defining and enacting decolonisation. So, anticolonial intellectual thought and praxis have broadly in space– time, been revealed in activity such as independence movements, anti- slavery struggles, uprisings against enslavement, anti- apartheid global movements, and Pan- African organising. As has been argued previously, the institution of colonialism as a structure of power and domination, triggered an immediate and continuing response to repel and resist it. Which is essentially how decolonisation, however it is couched, can be understood – as an immediate and continuing political and active anticolonial response seeking to dismantle ongoing colonialism. It is contended, in this vein, that contemporary action in higher education owes its present appearance to, and hence is not divorced from, this history. In other words, in the same tradition, contemporary action seeks to respond to the dominance of power abstracted from and through this colonial history and present. Therefore, to be true to its theoretical origins, what is called ‘decolonising’ in Global North universities must, firstly ground itself in this history and praxis and not consider ‘decolonisation’ some recent discovery by the westernised university. This helps to avoid superficial critique of decolonisation which misunderstands and misuses the concepts with which it engages. Engagement with decolonisation on the same superficial grounds, will result in cursory curricular redesign, that does not connect deeply with the conceptual questions raised by the logics and praxes of (de)colonisation. As with the independence of colonised states, this form of ‘decolonisation’ is an impediment that closes the conversation and demonises those who wish to reopen it as unsatisfied troublemakers. They become problems and locations of problems because they expose institutional inadequacies (Ahmed 2012: 63, 158– 9). Consequently, the task of academics in the face of the foregoing, is to translate varied theories of decolonisation into action, while avoiding mistranslations into mere performance. This must be done while untangling the complicity of disciplinary dictates and conceptual methods from the emergence and maintenance of colonialism. In other words, we cannot escape the potential futility of attempting to decolonise using the very structures we are attempting to decolonise. Therefore, from within the law school, decolonisation requires us to redesign our work (teaching and research), so it redesigns the world. Yet, like Frankenstein and his creation, redesigning the world requires us to move beyond the colonial logics from which we have emerged. Just like the law school, the creature is forced to depend on the master’s logic as the sole source of creativity and freedom. Still the lines between creator and creation are blurred, as the creator basks in the glory of his creation, and the creature’s yearnings demand, ‘Is there still possibility in my body?’ We are warned against running back to the master’s house for this possibility and power. Rather, to decolonise is to look to the future, to take responsibility for building newer and meaningful worlds for all. Therefore, decolonisation tells us there is still power and possibility in dehumanised bodies, spaces, and temporalities. And so, I conclude this chapter by outlining some guiding principles that help me to translate decolonisation in academic spaces and which I use to unpack decolonisation and legal knowledge in the ensuing chapters. The first fundamental is a direct confrontation with and reiteration of the colonial nature of the world. Decolonisation has a particular register, that recognises colonialism as a structural condition and not an isolated spatial- temporal event without broad spatial- temporal consequence. Action to decolonise also recognises that the power of colonialism comes in part from its appearance as normal and natural, how ‘as modern subjects we breathe coloniality all the time and everyday’ (Maldonado- Torres 2007: 243). Therefore, the continual unveiling of colonialism as the engine of coercive power is essential to decolonisation. Thus, its key register is anticolonial – a refusal. A refusal of the colonial requires returning (ceding) stolen power – one limitation of diversity as a substitute for decolonisation. However, ceding power is not meant to result in inverse replacement, in which those who receive power operate on the same logics as those who have ceded power. Decolonisation invites us to think of power differently. Therefore, it is disruptive. Decolonisation requires discontinuation of the epistemologies that have produced colonialism. Decolonisation demands dismantling, delinking, decentring, or disobeying epistemic coloniality of power and the reproduction of hierarchy upon which it proceeds. So, that the university may be superseded by an equal pluriversity of knowledges. What I mean here is that we must question how our disciplines and intellectual traditions can be put in service of redesigning a world whose ways of thinking and doing and being, do not reproduce the structures from which we wish to disengage. Therefore, inherent in some critique of decolonisation is an inability to rethink the current structure of the world – in that sense, I feel that a lot of intellectual resistance, among other things, arises from a lack of imagination. In other words, an inability to conceive of a world and a reality radically different from the one we have now, without the structures and oppressions and designs that reproduce colonialism. This is because, within higher education especially, there does not yet exist, fully developed epistemic tools to imagine and build new, just, and inclusive worlds. So, the second fundamental principle is imagination. Decolonisation’s response to structural injustice is to require us to unveil the present by looking to the past, for the purpose of flourishing futures. Or as Benjamin admonishes us to, ‘imagine and craft the worlds you cannot live without, just as you dismantle the ones we cannot live within’ (Benjamin 2019: 14). At its most radical, decolonisation involves the dismantling of worlds that those disadvantaged by the current darkness and those who dream with them of worlds otherwise, cannot live within. Shadowed as we are by environmental disaster, decolonisation involves imagining and crafting the worlds we all cannot live without. Finally, we must not forget that decolonisation has had a long history – at least from 1492. And so, to achieve anything within its purview, we must, with commitment, build on previous work. Decolonisation remains ‘an insatiable reparatory demand, an insurrectionary utterance, that always exceeds the temporality and scene of its enunciation. It entails nothing less than an endless fracturing of the world colonialism created’ (Modiri 2020: 172). This endless fracturing brings with it uncertainty. Very often decolonial approaches within institutions fail to disrupt, and their imaginative potential freezes. One of the reasons for this is the uncertainty of success when asked to abandon the familiar, even when the familiar is undesirable. We know the worlds we are fighting to escape. Requiring clear and certain alternatives to them, before we abandon them, precludes the responsibility for new possibilities and binds us to current logics. The creature cannot completely forsake his master. Yet, decolonisation embeds within it an imperative to act and think generatively. The lack of certainty as to what our actions may produce reflects their broad potential to create beyond the worlds we are fighting to escape. Closed thinking ‘turns disciplines away from reality in their quest for controlled outcomes’ (Gordon 2020: 39). Rather, we should think of decolonisation as responsibility, to not only communicate across space and logics, but also across time. So, Gordon in his reflections on the purposes of such action, for which no victory is ascertained, cites action itself as the imperative, irrespective of outcome. In other words, undertaking with persistence, an imaginative responsibility that disrupts the reproduction of injustice, grounded in past intellectual work, is in the present, ‘loving, by virtue of action, anonymous generations to come’ (Gordon 2020: 29).
Epistemological Eurocentrism is terminally unsustainable. Intellectual content and property is ontologically framed against the image of the Native. The aff’s attempt to reincorporate Indigenous knowledge within the system of Eurocentric knowledge production renders coloniality invisible and is hollow hope for Indigenous peoples. This invisible form of coloniality is white ignorance that disenfranchises them further from relationalities of land and space and causes processes of death-worlding that ultimately beget slow death for Natives. 
Adébísí ’23 [Folúkẹ́ Adébísí, Professor at the Law School, University of Bristol. “Decolonisation and Legal Knowledge: Reflections on Power and Possibility”, Mar. 2023, accessed Jul. 28]//max
One way in which structural hierarchisation of humanity and space– time within evolving frames of Euro- modern legal knowledge is invisibilised from within legal knowledge, is through the apparent nescience and persistent absence within it, of the significance of racialisation to the emergence of intellectual content, value, and method. Bhambra calls this ‘methodological whiteness’. This is a study of the world that does not ‘acknowledge the role played by race in the very structuring of that world, [which] treats a limited perspective – that deriving from white experience – as a universal perspective’ (Bhambra 2017: webpage). Similarly, Mills describes ‘white ignorance’ as both a false belief and absence of belief held by people racialised white, a worldview and racial frame, about racially othered people in the world (2007: 26– 31; 2014b: 18; 2015: 217– 27). This white ignorance underwrites the production of the racial contract, underpinning the global political structure of white supremacy, but also makes its production invisible, unquestioned, immutable, and immovable, especially within and by legal intellectual knowledge systems. Consequently, through methodological whiteness and white ignorance, a significant amount of Euro- modern legal epistemological production has not been designed to understand the world but is a continuing unsuccessful attempt to remake and regulate the world in Europe’s image – a white patriarchal, property- owning image. Anything that does not fit is exploitable or disposable … or both. This powerful hidden structure requires/ required a technology of reproduction. So, Maeso and Araújo indict the law in their definition of Eurocentrism as ‘interpreting a (past, present, and future) reality that uncritically establishes the idea of European and Western historical progress/ achievement and its political and ethical superiority, based on scientific rationality and the construction of the rule of law’ (2015: 1). Epistemological Eurocentrism, relying on Euromodern legal knowledge, produces a world out of itself that never existed, does not exist, and cannot exist on its own. It cannot exist without a trail of bodies in its wake. And it does not count the bodies that through this worldview do not count. Thus, our disciplinary divisions are unable to truly understand the world or provide useful solutions to its problems. This futility is a condition described by Gordon in his conceptualisation of disciplinary decadence in academia. Disciplinary decadence, according to Gordon, arises when a discipline, rooted in colonial practices, considers itself complete, self- created, entirely method- dependent, immortal, and omniscient about all other disciplines (2011: 98; 2014: 86; 2015a: 4– 5; 2018: 241). Any critique of such discipline can therefore only be acceptably justified by reference to the discipline itself. Hence, this decadence specifically exposes a methodological lacuna for disciplines in the Euro- modern academy, in respect of populations objectified at the time the discipline’s method and thought was formulated. ‘Problem people’ will not ‘fit’ into disciplines’ purportedly universal and objective method. So, we try in vain, using diversity measures, to fit such people into the strict dictates of the discipline, yet the field keeps on spitting them out, across space– time. In other words, within this intractable adherence to colonial method and logics, ‘non- normative people, become problems, instead of people who face problems’ (Gordon 2014: 81– 92). It seems easier to question the legitimacy of people whose ‘problems’ fall outside the sacred method of our discipline, than to question the method and presumptions that underpin the discipline – the soul of the discipline itself. Because to question the discipline is to question the (vision of the) world (it has created). In other words, we fall back on colonial logics of hierarchisation and delegitimisation of humanity to excuse the outcomes of the discipline – the necropolitical creation of death- worlds. This is what de Sousa Santos defines as abyssal thinking that relies on hierarchised binaries of life and death, of which he indicts Euro- modern legal knowledge as being particularly guilty (2016: 120). Within the academy, Euro- modern legal knowledge production has mostly ignored the effects of long histories of unfree labour and appropriation of indigenous land on the legal meanings of seemingly universal concepts and methods. For example, land justice for the coloniser is not the same as land justice for the colonised. Euro- modern justice for the coloniser is often actual injustice to the colonised. The coloniser’s right to private land historically relied on dispossession of indigenous land. But who those lands pass on to by succession and inheritance is determined, not by a universal understanding of justice, but by law’s adherence to order and authority. The law emerging from colonialism is thus subordinated to norms more protective of itself and the aims of the capitalist- colonial- enslavement project, than of life on the planet. True justice requires rethinking the norms of legal knowledge and not merely increasing the membership and demographics of our discipline (Gordon 2020: 38). Therefore, adherence to decadent method means that we are unable to adapt our epistemologies for different futures that do not follow on from the necropolitics of the colonial. This is what Gordon means by decay – turning from living thought. By trapping our discipline in thought that crystallised during a time when race science was used to abstract property out of humanity, through the legalised processes of racialised enslavement and colonial dispossession, we trap our world into reproducing the accompanying injustices of those modes of extraction and epistemologies along those hierarchised and geopolitical lines. This is because, disciplinary decadence operates along colonial lines, creating zones of closure, settlement, and negation of human possibility (Gordon 2018: 238). This is what I mean by the necropolitical production of death- worlds. Colonial logics and metrics produce especially narrow and limiting visions of humanity, including the space– time within which humanity exists, existed, will exist. So, the universalisation of a specific ‘particular’, results in the slow death of all other ‘particulars’ and the loss of utility of the chosen ‘particular’. Consequently, by trapping human possibility within rigid disciplinary dictates, transformation is rendered almost unachievable. Rather than justice, anything that exists on the other side of Grosfoguel’s ‘dividing line’, beyond the abyssal line, in the zone of non- being, is either eliminated or partly transformed to resemble this side of the line (Fanon 2008: 2; de Sousa Santos 2016: 120; Grosfoguel 2016: 9– 15). This stark division and negation of copresence is what makes ‘the claim of the universal translatability of the English word “justice” … an extraordinarily presumptive one’ (Gordon 2013: 70). Neutrality and universality are insufficient here, as epistemic injustice that arises through the obscuring of racialised knowledge cannot be assuaged by further obscuration of racialised knowledge. To mean anything at all, our quest for enduring justice through legal knowledge must be preceded and accompanied by an exploration of how the law’s present ontology was produced through colonial epistemologies, including language and spatial- temporal use and practices. To prevent further disciplinary decay, we must unpack colonial logics – their methods as well as the fundamental building blocks of their assemblage. Thus, in relation to legal knowledge, we must ask ourselves where the law has been, what it has done and if there is enough left of the discipline to ensure that all humans are law’s humans, that all of space– time is legible to legal knowledge. We must even be able to contemplate the destruction of the discipline for the benefit of humanity. In other words, let us ask, even if only hypothetically, if we are willing to let the discipline die, if it dies in service of the destruction of death- worlds and the creation of life- worlds? Is the law that has brought us this necropolitical death- scape, able to provide the design for flourishing future life- worlds?
Land is the only internal link---all 2AC solvency claims will be rooted in vague gesturing to theoretical concepts, but they will fall short of true decolonization. Their reforms will inevitably fail as racial capitalist forces continue to rob indigenous knowledge---their concept of “property” and “land” is fundamentally rooted in Lockean ontologies that the aff certainly cannot overcome. 
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Commodifying the land on which we try to survive The capitalist- colonial- enslavement project tied the need to acquire copious amounts of unfree labour to a need for recognisable and legal means for the acquisition of land as property. Interestingly, in many cases, in the accumulation of colonial territories, signed treaties were used to evidence transfer of title to land, from the colonised to the coloniser. This even though the initial indigenous ‘title’ was often an indigenous trust over land. Yet what was ‘received’ therefrom was outright ownership. In other words, what was granted was not what was ultimately taken, as the meanings of what is meant by land between the coloniser and the colonised did not coincide. For many indigenous and later colonised peoples, land was not alienable property to be exploited as a capital source or for the natural resources under the land. In the words of Kimmerer, land was everything: identity, the connection to our ancestors, the home of our nonhuman kinfolk, our pharmacy, our library, the source of all that sustained us. Our lands were where our responsibility to the world was enacted, sacred ground. It belonged to itself; it was a gift, not a commodity, so it could never be bought or sold. (2013: 17) Conversely, to the colonisers, secured ownership of land was essential to enacting the conditions that were necessary for finacialisation and assuming the conditions of profligate life – boundless accumulation and exploitation of the earth’s resources, including human labour. This required colonial powers to be able to legitimately utilise both inexpensive land and unfree/ unwaged labour. This explains why, while chattel slavery did not exist in colonial possessions in some regions, colonising powers who had appropriated land in those regions still operated (and/ or permitted the operation of) plantation- like establishments relying on the use of unfree labour. So, ‘capitalist- colonial- enslavement project’ aptly describes the continuation in all three manifestations of a singular logic of accumulation and dispossession. The labour used in the colonies was almost always racialised, often coerced and unwaged, and also relied on the removal of indigenous people from their homes to be housed near or on the plantations. Portuguese colonial plantations produced goods – coffee in Timor, sugar and cocoa in Brazil, cocoa in São Tomé and Príncipe, and coffee, cotton, and sugar in Angola (Clarence- Smith 1990: 152– 72; Walker 2007: 75– 106; Shepherd and McWilliam 2013: 326– 61;Varela and Louçã 2020: 199, 223). The Spanish had cocoa plantations in Fernando Po (Sundiata 1996: 11– 14). Belgium’s brutal colonial activities in what was called the Belgian Congo, involved racialised use of enslaved, enforced, and tortured– compelled labour to work on these plantations, resulting in a loss of roughly 50 per cent of the indigenous population (Hochschild 1999: 280; Juif and Frankema 2018: 313– 43). There were British tea plantations across Southeast Asia and East Africa (Palmer 1986: 105– 26; Wickramasinghe and Cameron 2005: 4– 6). Coerced labour was also used in the British and French Empires across Africa and Asia for infrastructural development and defence: these included transport systems to extract resources from the colonies to the metropole (AkurangParry 2000: 3; Tharoor 2017: webpage; Daughton 2021: introduction). These examples illustrate, not just the lie of colonisation as infrastructural benevolence, but also its reality as expansion of pre- existing coercion of unfree labour that had been practised in the Americas under racialised enslavement (Wallman 2014: 51– 2; Siddiqui 2020; 50– 60). Colonisation did not depart from enslavement in its logics, but widened the geographical scope of racialised populations subject to dispossession of land, alienation from home, and being unfree labour. Therefore, being able to alienate land from indigenous populations was vital to the continuing economic success of a praxis of exploitative colonisation, whose logics were adapted and extended from racialised enslavement. Thus, the contemporary global economy continues to be fundamentally shaped by North– South extraction and accumulation practices that began during racialised enslavement and intensified in the formal colonial period (Feintrenie 2014: 1579; Bhambra 2020: 307– 22). The unequal opportunity to make massive profits by exploiting low- cost raw materials and unfree labour creates and maintains this racial and geographical divide (Aoki 1998: 52). The legal alienation of land as property and the legal epistemologies that maintain this are crucial to preserving and reproducing this global order. To unpack the process by which global appropriation of land for the Euro- modern machine becomes normativised, I begin our story at about the start of the 17th century. At this time Europe had not yet taken complete physical control of the land masses of the Americas, Asia, Africa, and Oceania. However, colonial desires to find new land to take control of and exploit had already been fuelling disturbances in mainland Europe, as land capable of alienation became scarce. Thus, for both the intellectual and the political classes in Europe, the question of acquiring land beyond European shores, becomes vital at this time. These desires and the conceptual logics to weaponise them crystallise in the 1600s, through the writings of scholars like Locke and Petty, (and later Hume and Adam Smith), as well as through the political enactment of land appropriation as a means to acquire private property. Prior to this time, under the European feudal system, land rights while mainly vested in nobles, were also granted in diminished form to those identified as serfs and peasants. In other words, access to land was granted unequally within this already unequal system. However, land was not treated as something from which others could be alienated completely – in other words, private property. The reasons for this are obvious. Unlike other types of choses classified as property, land is needed to ensure the existence of life itself as it provides a place to live and to produce food to live (Large 1973: 1040). So, the very experience of being human relies on access to land. This pre- existing praxis around land meant that making land private property required a fundamental rupture in the societal functions of land, law, as well as land’s legal ontology. In this vein, Cedric Robinson describes the emergence of racial capitalism as reliant on a conversion of European societal structure from retail mercantilism to more voluminous trade (2000: 18– 20). This conversion could not have been achieved without enabling private ownership to land. The means for obtaining this access relied on logics for differentiating human/ bodies and adducing values and fixed destinies to that differentiation, that already existed in European society (Kelley 2017: webpage). In other words, the hierarchical categorisation of human beings and bodies by class– race was already an integral part of European ways of being. This is discussed in the previous chapter. Nevertheless, it should be noted that at the time, these differentiations were not coterminous to what we now call race, as skin colour was not a key basis of differentiation, but differences were marked spatially and culturally, in religion, social class, and economics. Thus, the initial victims of racialised dispossession were Europeans – the Irish, the Roma, the working classes, and other thus differentiated populations (Kelley 2017: webpage). For example, when bankrupt feudal landlords in Scotland and Ireland increased their rents and maximised land use, they instituted enclosures of land and the removal of othered people who were already on the land. These removals – ‘clearances’ – were supported by scholarly reconceptualisation of not just who could be removed from land (origins of racialisation), but of the nature of land itself. William Petty (1623– 1687), influenced by Aristotle, Cartesian duality, Hobbes, and Bacon as well as his own personal experiences of deprivation in Ireland, articulated a theory of value that equated land with labour (Naldi 1989: 3– 36; Fox 2009: 388– 404; Bhandar 2018: 36– 51). Consequently, he suggested that ‘all things ought to be valued by two natural Denominations, which is Land and Labour … we ought to say, a Ship or garment is worth such a measure of Land’ (Petty 1899: paragraph 18). As labour is derived from the body, this analysis, though economically profitable, reduces (in perpetuity it seems) the value of the human body to its labour and removes from the value of land its vital function as sustenance of invaluable testamentary life. John Locke’s (1632– 1704) labour theory of property takes Petty’s arguments a step further by also relying on a schism between body and reason, as well as a more precise mathematical valuation of labour. He posits: Though the earth, and all inferior creatures, be common to all men, yet every man has a property in his own person: this no body has any right to but himself. The labour of his body, and the work of his hands, we may say, are properly his. Whatsoever then he removes out of the state that nature hath provided, and left it in, he hath mixed his labour with, and joined to it something that is his own, and thereby makes it his property. … As much land as a man tills, plants, improves, cultivates, and can use the product of, so much is his property. (Locke 1999: 117– 18) A close reading of Locke’s labour theory of property reveals that it relies on several questionable foundations. First, the problematic conceptualisation of labour as property which is separate from the body fails to account for the fact that labour cannot be taken away from the body (Keenan 2010: 424; Bhandar 2014: 211). Thus, this schism relies on an idea of self- ownership that only makes sense if the human is defined only as ownable, either by the human in question or by another. By reducing the human solely to the labour produced by the body, this schism extends the understanding of prior practices of enslavement in ways that disappear the humanity of the enslaved. Furthermore, as the labour which is proposed to be mixed with the land here is intangible, Locke conflates different types of essences – labour, human, land, other tangible things – within the category of property. Additionally, the theory is used to explain the anterior acquisition of real property that had already been acquired, which had not been acquired in the way the theory posits and was not acquired thus subsequently (Quiggin 2015: webpage). Land in the Americas, of which he was writing, was acquired by violent dispossession and conquest. Once acquired, it is passed on by legal legitimation. Hence, the theory does not explain any form of acquisition of land in practice. So, the justification even though it proceeds as a legal truth, reveals itself as arising from a fictionally founded, antagonistic ‘politics of articulation’ and political expedience that sets the boundaries – epistemological and legal – of propriety (Devenney 2011: 152– 3, 161). In other words, while the theory does not explain the actual acquisition of land, as it purports to do, by creating fictional antecedents for the origin story of land as private property, it operates to entrench a legal and proper narration of land as private property. For example, Justice Sumner in Re: Southern Rhodesia (1919: 233) rejects Matabele and Mashona ownership of land because their land practices differed from this proper origin story. Consequently, this narration and articulation are of vital importance to understanding colonial accumulation/ dispossession of land, as Locke also places a very narrow, Eurocentric and mathematical definition on profitable labour and improvement of land that relies on racialised, gendered, classed (and other non- protected life) presumptions of who is law’s human, as well as whose labour and what type of labour has value (Nichols 2005: 44– 5, 48; Keenan 2010: 424; Quiggin 2015: webpage). Therefore, this narrow identification becomes a self- fulfilling prophecy thereafter of who has value and whose labour has value. Valuation in the eyes of the law and economics contingently relies on being able to amass large quantities of land and acquire large- scale labour to ‘improve’ said land. In essence, Locke’s labour theory of property is underwritten by the presumption that colonially accumulated land thus alienated, must be made profitable by the use of unfree labour (Graham 2010: 47). The theory of property also continues to have significance for how value placed on physical labour is considered less important to capital generation as compared to fiscal labour. Finally, and very importantly, the theory relies on the presumption that land is infinite (Quiggin 2015: webpage). This presumption about the boundlessness of land and the wealth it provides, under logics of property- fication, underpins the intractable capitalist over- exploitation of both land and unwaged labour. Consequently, we see how Petty and Locke (both writing in and around the 17th century), articulate ideas that consider the ‘value of both land and human life as equivalences based on the cultivation of land’ (Bhandar 2018: 36). Bentham additionally conceptualised this value as tied to the ability to sell the subject matter of value – land or labour (Ress 2020: 102). Thus, in terms of land as private property, its value is essentially linked only to claims to land that could be recognised by Euro- modern law. Native and indigenous titles and ways of being on land were completely disregarded. This is because, it was Euro- modern legal claims to land that granted the holder the right to maximise its commodity value, by alienation, ‘improvement’, and sale or security. Thus, racialised enslavement and exploitative colonisation became germane to the Euro- modern economic regime as the most expedient ways to accumulate capital. This process was and is bolstered by the language, organs, and structures of the Euro- modern law. So, by the end of the 17th century, the ‘truth’ of ‘land as private property’ had displaced all other land truths to become an indisputable fact in Euro- modern legal epistemology. This legal epistemology of land as alienable property, whose use must be maximised, therefore, facilitated the colonisation of most of the world by Europe between the 19th to the 20th centuries. Relying on narratives of improvement and civilisation, European colonial powers (often through trading companies) were able to legitimately lay claim to resource- rich territories, the best agricultural land across the world, as well as unfree labour, all for the maximisation of profits (Hickel 2017: chapter 3). Hence, it is not just the physical and administrative acts of colonisation of land and enslavement of human bodies that must be of concern to achieving decolonisation. We should also pay very close attention to how the redefinition of the teleologies of humanity and real property, as well as a conflation of the foregoing, (re)produce the colonial materialities and trap us into a temporal loop of destructive life. Just as emancipation did not end the hierarchical redefinition of human/ bodies as property, the ending of administrative colonisation has not brought about a return of indigenous meanings of land. Colonised alienated land was handed over to successor states through legal technologies that continued and did not disrupt logics of enclosure. Therefore, though reification of land as private and/ or alienable property through what is called ‘decolonisation’ manifested differently in settler and non- settler colonies, the direction taken in each case advances on the same logics of accumulation and dispossession. In most non- settler colonies, despite the dismantling of the direct administration of colonisation, the legal concept of uti possidetis juris (‘as you possess under law’) meant that inherited colonial boundaries often remained unaltered. Colonial possessions were ‘handed back’ intact, to ensure a continuous lineage of possession. Uti possidetis (initiated in Roman law) is a legal principle that evolved from being a tool to preserve the status quo where needed, to a temporary and transitionary legal mechanism to ensure stability during movement from colony to state (Shaw 1997: 492– 500). This mechanism took on more permanent operationalisation in the period of transition to flag independence. This is because preservation of colonial boundaries became a significant part of post- independence politics. This was markedly so on the African continent. Through Article 2 of the Organization for African Unity’s Resolution 16(I) of 21 July 1964, ‘all Member States pledge[d] themselves to respect the borders existing on their achievement of national independence’. A constant narrative in both the making of colonies and their disintegration was that colonial presence and mechanisms (including borders) purported to prevent violence that existed prior to the making of colonies and that would undoubtedly erupt once the colony became states. Consequently, it could be argued that those who were in control of the post- colony had a vested interest and desire in preserving the sanctity of their new state (Kantai 2007: 119). This desire could have crystallised around a need to prove the colonisers wrong or a more calculated interest in keeping consolidated colonial benefits for themselves by stepping into the shoes of the coloniser. Either way, the result was the increasing rigidity of colonial borders. Yet uti possidetis works in tandem with and in reliance on terra nullius; the use of uti possidetis ensures that there is no terra nullius, that there is no legal vacuum in the time between colony and state (Hasani 2003: 85– 6). Uti possidetis does not reject the problematic premise of terra nullius [or territorium nullius], that designates indigenous colonised peoples as ‘nobody’. Uti possidetis, therefore, ‘bestowed an aura of historical legality to the expropriation of the lands of indigenous peoples’ (Reisman 1995: 352).
Thus the alternative is Grounded Relationality – A reconception of land as not merely property or territory but a reciprocal relationship and an agential source of relation which builds capacities for relationality beyond proprietary logics
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Against the commensurabilities and rationalities of debt and finance capitalism, conditioned through the proprietary logics of settler colonialism and racial capitalism, we seek alternative frameworks for building capacities for grounded relationality. By grounded we mean quite literally situated in relation to and from the land but without precluding movement, multiplicity, multidirectionality, transversals, and other elementary or material currents of water and air. This is a being grounded and living relationalities in which the nonhuman world and the materiality of land and other elements have agential significance in ways that exceed liberal conceptions of the human. If the grounded relationalities of Indigenous philosophies might tell us anything, then, they remind us that knowledge must always remain grounded as the land calls to us and for us to find our place within the ongoing acts of interconnectivity that surround us. A number of questions arise with this shift from the epistemic trap of debt to the possibilities of relationality as affective and grounded alternatives to economies of dispossession and systems of extraction and exploitation. How might we apprehend relationality across systems of capitalism, colonialism, and chattel slavery and its afterlives? What happens when land is understood not as property or territory but as a source of relation with an agency of its own? How might reconceiving of land as relation shift the ground of racialized and embodied histories away from the territoriality of the state? How might building capacities for relationality outside the logics of propriation make it possible to handle incommensurate demands for justice? In other words, is there a way for land in itself to serve as an ontological condition for a different concept of the political that refuses conquest, doctrines of discovery, and the propriations of the propertied self? Finally, can land as the source of relation rather than the site of boundaries define a politics under which Indigenous sovereignty and Black reparations movements can (re)build capacities for relationality (aberrant to logics of propriation), rather than enact exclusivity or inclusion? In these times, when it is clear that liberal freedoms, misnamed democracy, fail to halt the expropriation of collective life by financial capitalism and its extractive resource mining, it is critical to turn our attention to ongoing praxes that build capacities for relationality beyond the logics of propriation. Because they have long understood inclusion in the liberal capitalist state as an unmaking of collective social being, as whitewashing ongoing violence, Black radical philosophy read alongside Indigenous critical theory may help us to think alternatives that are both transformative and realizable and, in fact, already manifest and discernable. Work by such scholars as Glen Coulthard, Saidiya Hartman, Shona Jackson, Tiffany Lethabo King, Lisa Lowe, Fred Moten, Leanne Betasamosake Simpson, and Denise Ferreira da Silva offers energizing responses to global predatory formations of debt-driven accumulation, each drawing on Black radical traditions, critical ethnic studies, and/or Indigenous critical theory for epistemic-material activism. As Saidiya Hartman observes, “Skewed life chances, limited access to health and education, premature death, incarceration, and impoverishment” are all the afterlife of slavery.30 That afterlife persists as we are all asked to confront the ontological, political, economic, and moral implications and entanglements of colonization and slavery as they ostensibly compete for originary source within dispossessive regimes. In his work, Moten confronts the predatory formation of subprime debt speculation and foreclosures from the point of view of the Black radical tradition, which constellates around the anticapitalist norms of “consent not to be a single being” and “preservation of the ontological totality” (the survival of Black collectivity). Moten celebrates the subprime debtor for enacting a guerrilla “collateral agency”31 when he writes: For a minute, by way of policy that accompanied another of those periodic attempts to deconcentrate that mass and its ongoing project/s, home ownership was infused with and disrupted by a kind of carnival, a country-ass hoedown, an embarrassing barbecue. This disownership renewed an old experiment that moves at the intersection of squatting and “the imposition of severalty” (… to eradicate the Indian who was not vanishing quite fast enough by liberal conferral of the gift of private property.) That imposition [was updated] … in the name of “the ownership society” … so that it could continue its brutal, violent habit of enclosing our common capacity.32 Moten refuses to compare and oppose Black and Native dispossessions in racial capitalist settler colonial modernity and instead offers a way to conceive of debt as disownership that links contemporary forms of foreclosure to the enclosures of settlement, severalty, and allotment. As home ownership and its subsequent subprime mortgage within the existing structures of a well-established settler colonialism became “a kind of carnival, a country-ass hoedown, an embarrassing barbecue,” Moten acknowledges how “the ownership society” continues its brutal drive toward enclosing our common capacity and our capacity for the commons. Building on questions of the spatialities of settler colonial geographies, Tiffany Lethabo King, in her recent work on Black fungibility, argues for an analytic framework through which to consider how “Blackness mediated the ways the natural world could be imagined as manipulable and an open landscape in flux.”33 Such a framework disrupts the spatial and embodied boundaries that have at times separated Indigenous and settler colonial critique from Black studies by demonstrating how “Black bodies in the fluttering, stretching, and changing states became a symbol of unstable borders, processes, and the shifting power relations … [and where] Blackness, as expansion and spatial possibility, becomes a constituting feature of the spatial imagination of the conquistador/settler rather than just another human laborer exploited as a mere technology to produce space.”34 Such moves help us decenter bodies as the site of pure labor within the proprietary logics of settler colonialism and racial capitalism to think more fluidly about the porousness of those same bodies as they are made to move and remove, build and destroy, relate and tear asunder. Dene scholar Glen Coulthard confronts the debt-driven predatory formations active in Canada, where austerity provides alibis for renewed thefts of Indigenous lands and resources and more indebtedness and precarity generally. Inspired by Frantz Fanon’s belief that those struggling against colonialism must turn away from the colonial state and find in their own transformative praxis the source of their liberation, Coulthard calls for the reinvigoration of land-based norms, of “indigenous laws … that uphold the relations of reciprocity that shape our engagement with the human and nonhuman world—the land.”35 He refers to this transformation praxis as “grounded normativity” in Red Skin, White Masks. Recently, writing with Michi Saagiig Nishnaabeg poet, intellectual, and activist Leanne Betasamosake Simpson, he has reframed this praxis as a baseline for anticolonial solidarities against the proprietary and possessive regimes undergirding settler colonialism in North America. “Our relationship to the land itself,” Coulthard and Simpson write, “generates the processes, practices, and knowledges that inform our political systems, and through which we practice solidarity. To willfully abandon them would amount to a form of auto-genocide.”36 Grounded normativity, as Coulthard and Simpson explain, provides an ethical way of knowing and being that is more expansive than those ontologies that prioritize the human as exceptional, and it is a placement that extends memory through vast kinship networks that assume life, vibrancy, and agency beyond the limits of enlightenment notions of self, liberty, and property. Such Indigenous interventions to the categories of being codified by settler law, policy, and territoriality are also fundamentally critiques of colonialism as they reorient knowledge and power within and through Indigenous returns to land, philosophy, diplomacy, activism, and kinship. By decentering the human, such theories require us to consider further how colonialism has already inflected our understanding of nature, memory, and history through the production of archives and certain kinds of knowledge production that favor hegemonic white possession. Here, as a way toward ending this introduction, we’d like to offer a series of provocations and questions that arise when Black and Indigenous intellectual traditions are held simultaneously as offering disruptions to propriation and possession: How might we develop Coulthard’s fruitful concept of “grounded normativity”—the ethical framework “informed by what land as a mode of reciprocal relationship (which is itself informed by place-based practices and associated forms of knowledge) ought to teach us about living our lives in relation to one another and our surroundings in a respectful, nondominating and nonexploitative way”?37 What would it be, then, to think and work for a grounded relationality, at once addressed to Black placemaking, geographies, and other racialized diasporas, as well as to proprietary violences incommensurate to yet not altogether separate from Indigenous land and sovereignty? What would it mean to consider the land itself as a site of an agentive fungibility that has been conscripted into the proprietary spatialities of colonial possessiveness and constrained into geographies of exploitation that no longer serve the relationalities of presence and care that have for so long been its domain as a common for all? The loss of land is not just a loss of property, territoriality, power, nation, or sovereignty; it is the loss of those philosophies that derive from the relationships the land itself activates, fosters, and nourishes. Working across the lethal confluences of imperial conquest and racial capitalist predation, the essays that follow engage such questions and the logic of propriation that organizes and underwrites economies of dispossession in the historical present.
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Smart cities probably do redlining and capitalism lol
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Programming Racial Difference The tendency of European civilization through capitalism was thus not to homogenize but to differentiate—to exaggerate regional, subcultural, and dialectical differences. cedric robinson, black marxism, 1983. Like any mode of capital accumulation, accumulation through smart governance proceeds in part through positing social, hence geographic, nonequivalencies. The implementation of computerized property and waste tech moves through long-standing structures of group-based inequalities, extending them in time and space, transforming them, creating in the process novel contradictions and forms of resistance. The centrality of profiling is made clear in computer-assisted property appraisal. Trevor Ngwane illustrates how property regimes have long served as mechanisms for racializing space, expressed in submarket differentiations.66 cama software reproduces these submarkets under the heading of putative finer districts, comprising high levels of home ownership, median household incomes, and proximity to amenities, among other factors, on one hand and “inner-city” submarkets determined by the preponderance of old buildings, residences with low square footage, and low home sale values on the other.67 The profiles, which map onto residential segregation, are then used as rationalizations for placed-based (dis)investment and tax abatement. This preserves existing disparities in property value, thus ensuring that minority neighborhoods maintain their relative valuelessness. In fact, lowering the values of minority submarkets, which always precedes gentrification, was the point of establishing algorithmic appraisal in New York, which was legitimized through multicultural rhetoric. Computer-assisted waste management similarly generates spatial profiles in ways that naturalize the logics of the market and contribute to “group-differentiated vulnerability to premature death,” given its toxic import.68 And it can do so only by encoding spatial and hence social differences. Municipalities also attempt to raise revenues from rural areas by coding them as distinct from cities in order to fund urban projects. This casts the rural as a resource for dealing with urban growth, though only through reproducing the nonurban. Technology firms similarly benefit from the production of regional difference by casting its commodity as a medium through which postcolonial hinterlands can close the development gap with Western countries. Smart governance reflects the extent to which forms of capitalist governance, computerized or not, rely on establishing notions of group-based inequality prior to and through the accumulation process. As Adam Bledsoe and Willie Wright argue, the enshrinement of racial inequality is one of several tactics of justifying the racialized effects of this process.69 And the tactic is deployed on a global scale. It is therefore important to stress that the planetary profusion of smart governance encounters, organizes, and disposes of humans and environments in ways that are prefigured by colonial racial classifications. This adds another dimension to the observation that contemporary urbanization is “variegated, uneven, volatile, contradictory, and emergent[and] assumes specific forms across divergent spatiotemporal contexts.”70 Specifically, we see that differentiation is not only an output of urban transformations but also an input, which offers deeper insights into where, why, and how economies of space are changing alongside sociotechnological mutation. Beyond the Algorithm Scrutinizing smart governance from the perspective of racial capitalism reveals the extent to which it is prefigured by and creates new forms of racial dispossession and disparity. These findings highlight the need for algorithmic abolitionist thinking that calls the types of norms and values behind smart governance to the fore. Such a point of view maintains that it is not enough to chronicle the unequal effects of the rise and spread of technologically administered populations. Such inattention to the social forces at work behind smart governance has led to some theoretical missteps. For one, in addition to chronicling how the spread of the smart city can reproduce established social inequalities, one must also scrutinize it in terms of whether or not the reproduction of long-standing social inequalities is one of its driving objectives.71 One thing that smart urbanization shows is that data-driven governance is employed in many instances to preserve if not expand inequity. This is most obvious in the way that racial taxonomies prefigure algorithmic practices in border patrol, law enforcement, and/or national security. The slow and uneven rolling out of smart technologies of governance does not signify the birth of a fully automated mode of statecraft, operating beyond the grasp of human control. Such phantom-like agency is an ideological mirage that renders invisible those who benefit from the application of computing technology to governance. Nor does it signify, as Zuboff suggests, the end of racial supremacy as an organizing principle of political and economic power.72 On the contrary, from the standpoint of racial capitalism, algorithmic governance is the latest vector of white supremacist political economy. It is therefore vital to understand the constitutive function that racial differentiation performs in creating conditions for smart modes of governance. As the cases explored above demonstrate, the algorithmic apparatuses of such cities are specifically designed such that they devalue specific areas and make them unequally susceptible to disinvestment and despoilment. In many instances, the key function is to legitimize the harmful practices required to increase profit rates, which are to begin with already ethno-racialized, gendered, nationalized, regionalized, and sexualized. An abolitionist view would direct attention to the extent to which such deployments of software technology permeate society. Moreover, the perspective is sensitive to the fact that the use of algorithms to differentiate populations and places according to their value can potentially generate new solidarities and ways of producing social space. The people and places that are identified by algorithms as economically devalued or exposed to pollution are revealed to share one common characteristic—they are relatively valueless from the vantage point of current configurations of global accumulation. This is not merely an issue of class: some of these groups are proletarianized; others are not. But what they all hold in common is that they have been differentiated by governances as less valuable, however defined. Acknowledging this provides a basis for coalition building between the various algorithmically devalued populations, which offers new opportunities for resisting the racial violence so central to the evolution of the capitalist mode of production.
Link---Soft Power---1NC
Antitrust policies and enforcement are key to raise real incomes which reinforces American economic soft power.
Bagaturia 20 Bagaturia, Shota. 2020. Rebuilding American Economic Soft Power Through Antitrust Law. Master's thesis, Harvard Extension School. https://nrs.harvard.edu/URN-3:HUL.INSTREPOS:37365018 (p. 1-6) //aa-ma
In the United States, real incomes have been stagnant since the 1980s, and that negatively affects American economic soft power. Soft power is the ability of civil society to attract other nations to its standard of living. There are two types of soft power: economic and cultural. American economic soft power captivates foreign citizens with the promise of a prosperous American way of life through high real incomes. In other words, it is the power of the American people to export the American Dream. Economic soft power is the driving force behind cultural soft power because it facilitates an innovative environment with financial incentives for new entrepreneurs in the arts, sciences, and technology. Professor Joseph Nye credits American jazz, rock & roll, blue jeans, Harvard University, and Hollywood with American cultural soft power. He says the Soviet Union was brought down not by a military power, but by this very cultural soft power.1 American economic soft power was at its highest peak during what is called the Harvard School of antitrust enforcement (1948-1978) policies in the 1950s and 1960s during the golden age of small businesses. The Harvard School antitrust policies set up an economic environment where many firms entered the market, increasing demand for labor which increased wages. On the other hand, the Chicago School of antitrust policies (1978-2008) that were adopted in the 1970s led to the rise of monopolies that decreased firm entry and wages. In this thesis, I look at the relationship between real incomes and firm entry (i.e., firm births minus firm deaths) to answer the following question: Does firm entry affect real incomes? First, I look at worker productivity to see if the average wage increase of the U.S. worker was justified by increased corporate revenues during the 1950s and 1960s. I also examine wage stagnation that started in the 1980s through the same framework. Second, I offer a theoretical answer to my thesis question (whether firm entry does affect real incomes) by analyzing the impacts of both the Harvard School of antitrust policies and the Chicago School of antitrust policies on firm entry. Specifically, I look at antirust policies designed to maximize market efficiency through increased competition (1950s and 1960s), and antitrust policies that seek to maximize corporate efficiency through market consolidation (since the 1980s). My theoretical analysis reveals the negative impact on firm entry by (1) collusive behaviors, (2) markups and (3) post-1978 antitrust court decisions. My findings show that over the last 40 years, antitrust policies have maximized short-term efficiencies of large corporations but have damaged economy-wide market efficiencies. The Chicago School of thought predicted non-collusion among monopolies but faltered in practice when faced with increased horizontal shareholding of American corporations and the subsequent cartelizing effects, which infringed firm entry. My analysis of markups reveals an increase in prices that defied Chicago School antitrust policy predictions, which assumed that corporate consolidations would decrease prices due to diminishing marginal costs of production. Price increases by market monopolies led to the rise in attracting capital by large corporations and shrinking investment opportunities for smaller new firms. I predict that an antitrust policy designed to maximize market efficiency through competition will increase firm entry, thus raising real incomes on working- and middle-class Americans. An antitrust policy that seeks to prioritize corporate efficiency through market consolidation decreases firm entry and real incomes. As firm entry increases, companies compete with each other, and prices are contained for fear of lost revenue. High numbers of new firms in the economy disseminate power among many market players and diminishes horizontal shareholding by market monopolies. I start my empirical analysis by looking at productivity, real incomes, and firm entry. The more productive a company, the higher the revenue, thus increasing the financial power of a company to distribute extra wealth in the form of higher wages. Since there are many factors that can affect real incomes apart from firm entry, I incorporate commonly used measures—four-year college degrees, productivity, GDP, and CPI—into my regression analysis. Background United States antitrust law, which for most of the 20th century facilitated a competitive environment for firm entry and increased per capita incomes, has allowed market concentration and the spread of monopolies since 1978.2 The number of annual startups that contribute to the creation of well-paying jobs in the U.S. has declined rapidly over the last 40 years. Increased productivity raised corporate revenues and translated into high real incomes for working- and middle-class Americans in the 1950s and 1960s. However, the same type of growth in productivity increase has not raised real incomes since the late 1970s. In the latter case, corporate surplus has been deployed toward higher executive pay and investments in mergers and acquisitions, which further consolidate corporate power. As a result, 78% of Americans live paycheck to paycheck, and income inequality is at an all-time high.3 The rise of monopolies after the Civil War devastated firm entry in the U.S. economy and prompted creation of the Sherman Antitrust Act of 1890. President Theodore Roosevelt actively enforced American antitrust law and fought relentlessly to increase firm entry, earning the nickname “Trust-buster” because of progressive regulatory reforms and antitrust prosecutions during his presidency from 1901 to 1909.4 Antitrust continued to be a major movement with the election of Woodrow Wilson as President in 1911. Wilson surrounded himself with progressive policymakers like Secretary of State William Jennings Bryan, “the Great Commoner,” who understood the daily challenges facing Americans; also Louis Brandeis, “the People’s Lawyer,” who later served as an Associate Justice of the Supreme Court from 1916 to 1939.5 Brandeis graduated from Harvard Law School with the highest grade point average in the school’s history, a record that stood for eight decades. Brandeis was the founding father of the Harvard School of antitrust philosophy. He argued that the goal of antitrust law was to increase firm entry. He reasoned that small firms were more efficient than large ones. Brandeis was aware of the economies of scale that large companies could generate, but he knew that, in practice, large companies used economies of scale to drive out small competitors by lowering prices in the short term. He believed that once competition was eliminated, large corporations used economies of scale to monopolize markets and to increase prices. Brandeis was the architect of the Clayton Antitrust Act in 1914, which established the Federal Trade Commission, an antitrust enforcement agency. President Wilson and Brandeis also were behind the creation of the Federal Reserve System, which sought to break up the New York banking monopoly and divide it among 12 regional reserve banks across the United States. President Wilson believed that “the great monopoly in this country is the money monopoly. So long as it exists, our old variety of freedom and individual energy of development are out of the question.”6 The Wilson-Brandeis antitrust movement was designed to create a competitive environment through efficient markets where giant companies were unable to monopolize industries. Literature on the early antitrust movement describes a continuous legislative fight to keep monopolies out and to promote competition. A seminal work by Philip Longman looks at the antitrust developments and their subsequent impacts on real incomes. 7 The Wilson-Brandeis movement continued through the 1930s via legislative policies like the Robinson-Patman Act of 1936, sometimes called the “Magna Carta of Small Business,” which prevented the formation of chain stores in local economies.8 Policies of President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s administration further prevented patent monopolies and provided signals to business executives regarding how they should conduct their operations to avoid violating public trust. In 1950, the Celler-Kefauver Act was passed to close a loophole in asset acquisitions involving firms that were suppliers or direct competitors, thus preventing horizontal shareholdings. These governmental policies promoted market efficiencies by promoting the creation of small firms to avoid large corporate waste and increased competition. These policies also led to regional convergence of real incomes, so that workers in St. Louis were earning as much as workers in the New York metropolitan area. This trend ended with the reversal of antitrust polices in 1978. Figure 1 shows the rising trend of working- and middle-class family income (blue and brown lines), which stagnates following 1978, the year that marked a major antitrust policy shift toward less antitrust enforcement.
Link---Space---1NC
The invocation of outer space as a new frontier is a neocolonial fantasy that serves to complete the project of capital, displacing ongoing violence and encouraging indebtedness to big tech. 
Estruth ’22 [Jeannette Alden Estruth, assistant professor of history at Bard College; 05-25-2022; “From the Gold Rush to the Colonization of Mars: How Silicon Valley Imagines Away the Working Class”; IEEE Annals of the History of Computing, vol. 44, no. 2, pp. 69-73; doi.org/10.1109/MAHC.2022.3172519; accessed 07-24-2024] dliang
The Futures of Space Colonization
Like the Gold Rush past, the Cold War space race against the Soviet Union was likewise foundational to forming Silicon Valley’s historical identity. In the postwar period, American competitiveness in the international Space Race was not simply a symbolic display of technological progress, nor was it just a massive campaign to draw nonaligned countries into the American sphere of influence. Importantly, American military spending during the Cold War allowed for the financial success of Silicon Valley.10, 11 American military priorities in the computation and defense industries served as a set of key historical influences in the creation of Silicon Valley ideology.
Throughout the Valley’s history, space exploration has provided a steady flow of Washington dollars to the region’s technology and aerospace firms. In turn, the high-technology industry has long imagined a future in which the American public can innovate itself out of dangerous planetary threats—promising that space colonization, instead of global cooperation, will save us. Beginning in the 1950s, driven by the fear of imminent nuclear war making planet earth unlivable, big tech promised that space colonization could save a lucky few Americans from the bomb.
Today, the threat of climate change has increasingly become the imagined future that must be avoided. For instance, Jeff Bezos has made the Malthusian assertion that the coming demographic population increase and increasing resource scarcity will force humankind to move off the Earth and into space colonies. In his imagination, Earth will be maintained as a zone for industry and only the most essential of forms of resource extraction and toil, whereas living—for the select lucky and risk-taking few—will be on colonies in the celestial skies above. This type of salvation allows the tech sector to project itself as both a benevolent actor today, and the central force of authority in all of our future lives.
But why does the technology industry engage in narrative production at all? It does so because these myths have political and economic utility. In the imagined Gold Rush past and the Space Race future, the technology industry temporally displaces class conflict and the needs of workers in the present moment into a far-off, fictive era. This displacement then protects and insulates the industry from contemporary accusations like anti- trust violations, labor abuses, tax avoidance, and billionaires’ resource hoarding. From the Cold War to summer 2021, promising a bright future in a galactic colony has served to speculate the industry out of present problems.12 Through the use and recitation of the Gold Rush and space travel tropes, high-tech storytellers historically situate themselves in the present by using the past and future as referents. These imagined pasts and projected futures create and justify a logic about the present, existing world that serves the industry, and reifies an ethos about labor and accumulation.
Both the imagined California of the Gold Rush moment and the space colony of our future serve as terra nullius. (Indeed, Richard Branson’s space travel company is named “Virgin Galactic.”) In the case of the Gold Rush imaginary, these narratives represent no indigenous people with their own economies. On a faraway planet, there are no fellow humans or delicate ecologies.13 These frontiers of accumulation are territories where the state is rarely visible, but when it is, its purpose is to enforce the property rights of speculators. Crucially, these landscapes lack any proletarian population. Instead, everyone is a small-scale speculator, a miner with an axe, or a new space arrival with a one-way ticket to space and a dream. These mini-entrepreneurs—whether they be bearded gold prospectors or climate refugees from Planet Earth— assume personal risk for personal reward. They take on individual debt to pursue the utopia of striking gold. These logics ask us all to each strike out as an indebted speculator, to travel at great danger and great cost, to places far from home. In these imagined pasts and futures, the individual uses his own small-scale, private capital to colonize a place, and by the nature of this indebted risk, his gamble pays off. This jackpot then obviates the need for future
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In this political cartoon, a small, tired man labeled “Domestic Needs” imploringly asks a proud, smiling giant labeled “U.S. Space and Military Technology,” “What have they been feeding you?” by Gene Basset, the Washington Daily News, July 1969.10
work in that place. Labor and luck intertwine, and exertion and collective well-being fall out of the equation. Conveniently, in these imagined economies, you can get rich without actually needing workers. These tales of speculation with big pay offs in past and future justify the projects of speculation as they happen now, in the present moment.
Within this logic, it is important and useful—indeed, an advantage—to disavow land, people, place, and mutual responsibility. The promise of extraction with minimal labor fetishizes the undertaking of personal physical and financial risk, promises a future where work is irrelevant to social organization, and extends the hyper-mobility of capital to literally cosmic scales.
Links---Terrorism---1NC
They reinscribe racialized violence and surveillance, cause self-fulfilling prophecy, and ignore the root cause. The impact starts at zero.
--WoT = War on Terror
Sharma and Nijjar ’23 [Sanjay Sharma, Associate Professor at the University of Warwick. Jasbinder S. Nijjar, lecturer in sociology at the University of Surrey; “Post-racial politics, pre-emption and in/security”; 05-01-2023; European Journal of Cultural Studies, vol. 27, no. 2; doi.org/10.1177/13675494231168177; accessed 07-25-2024] dliang
Pre-empting racialized terror
Discussions and critiques of predictive policing focus on ‘everyday’ types of crime and generally do not address state securitization, such as counter-terrorism. Predictive policing software programs algorithmically model ‘future’ crime by seeking to identify pat- terns of occurrence through analyzing historical data. Embedded in the martial logic of pre-emption, this militarized mode of policing has intensified under the WoT, which has mobilized a seemingly benign ‘community policing’ discourse to embed surveillance, data collection, risk analysis and pre-emptive action into the routine machinery of public policy and daily life (see Kalra and Mehmood, 2013; Kundnani, 2016; Webber, 2016). However, the heightened emphasis on pre-emptive national security policies and measures is complicated and problematized by the fact that terrorism is a high-impact, improbable event that is remarkably difficult to algorithmically model.
In professional security circles, attempting to predict acts of terrorism is commonly compared to the futility of ‘finding the needle in the haystack’ (Aradau and Blanke, 2017). For example, a large-scale study by Weisi Guo (2019) examined over 30,000 acts of terrorism in more than 7000 cities worldwide since 2002. The findings indicate that the frequency with which terror attacks occur is random and that such attacks are ‘memoryless’ (the chance of a new attack occurring is essentially independent of previous attacks). It is almost impossible to build accurate predictive terrorism models based on historical data because this would assume that terrorism has stable, discernable patterns of occurrence and is thus rhythmic and non-random (Munk, 2017).
Notably, Nassim Taleb (2010) has elaborated on how terrorism can be grasped as a ‘black swan event’, which has the following key attributes: First, as an exceptional event, terrorism cannot be easily anticipated and lies beyond our regular expectations; second, it is an event with extreme impact that can cause profound social change; and third, while an act classified as terrorism is rare, we are nonetheless compelled to ‘concoct explanations for its occurrence after the fact, making it explainable and predictable’ (p. xviii).
The 9/11 attack and subsequent ones in Europe heightened a realization and a sense of fear that improbable events do occur, with devastating consequences. In response, the reactionary declaration of a WoT presented ‘Islam’ as a capricious threat to national security. Two decades of the ongoing WoT have made Islam synonymous with overlapping anxieties about extremism and the threat of terrorism (Kundnani, 2015). The ‘Muslim as a potential terrorist’ rationalized a racialized and militarized regime of state surveillance that has eroded democratic rights and civil liberties (Bunyan, 2010; Norris, 2017; Sharma and Nijjar, 2018). In addition, the WoT effectively legitimized state-sanctioned racial violence and death production, in the form of rendition, indefinite detention without trial and torture against ‘suspect’ Muslims, as exemplified by the notorious Guantanamo Bay military prison (Giroux, 2010).
Western states have abjectly failed to acknowledge that neocolonial domination and neoliberal global instabilities fomented what has been reductively labeled as ‘Islamic’ terrorism. Domestic deregulation, privatization and de-industrialization, alongside foreign bombardment, have reorganized racial order to produce ‘masses of surplus populations’ (Kundnani, 2021: 52). Rather than addressing terrorism as a complex geopolitical problem that implicates and incriminates Western states and their economic imperatives, the WoT has fixated on the failure of securitization alongside the perceived threat of Islam. In particular, the inability of intelligence agencies to predict the 9/11 terror attacks incited a turn toward a techno-solutionist ideology: ‘Intelligence, counter-terrorism, policing and counterinsurgency have been transformed by the promise of big data and predictive analytics to uncover unexpected patterns and pinpoint potentially suspect ‘needles’’ (Aradau and Blanke, 2017: 374).
However, if it is near impossible to accurately predict low-frequency improbable events, then upon what grounds do counter-terrorism predictive analytics operate? The deployment of such analytics to predict acts of terror has more to do with their performativity than their accuracy. That is, the ‘performativity of prediction’ can alter the space it inhabits and bring into being what it predicts (MacKenzie, 2015). This mode of prediction, premised on fabrication, is not strictly manifested as prevention based on identifying and managing determinate threats in a knowable world. Rather, it operates through a logic of pre-emption that confronts indeterminate threats in an unknowable world (Massumi, 2010, 2015).
Both prevention and pre-emption aim to neutralize threats and regulate the future, but Brian Massumi (2015) contends that they differ in operational logics. Prevention works based on a calculable threat existing prior to its intervention, with the possibility of identifying and addressing its causes to prevent it from materializing. In contrast, the WoT advanced pre-emption as a response to threats to national security that are yet to materialize, and that may not materialize, but are nonetheless imagined as always capable of doing so. The ‘black swan’ event of 9/11 instituted a ‘military doctrine’ of pre-emption that rendered terrorism a permanent, ceaseless threat, ‘tirelessly agitating as a background condition, potentially ready to irrupt’ (Massumi, 2015: 30). David Theo Goldberg (2009: 44) makes a similar point, noting how ‘the ordinary calculation of risks becomes the risk society’, how ‘threats to (a) society become the threatened society’ and how socio-political arrangements become predicated on (constant) fear.
We can further grasp the sense of permanency around the notion of threat through the work of Louise Amoore (2013) who maintains that the risk of terrorism has not necessarily changed. What has changed is the calculus of risk, in conditions of constant emergency, of ceaseless foreboding, of un-ending fear and, as we discuss below, of continuous dread over terrorism. This modality of risk is not expressly involved in the prevention of a probable future event based on existing knowledge. Rather, it looks to preempt an unfolding and emergent event in relation to an array of possible projected futures. It seeks not to forestall the future via calculation but to incorporate the very unknowability and profound uncertainty of the future into imminent decision (p. 9).
The perpetual, background, indeterminate threat of terrorism is the object of pre-emption and its associated practices. That is to say, the performativity of pre-emptive action imperiously makes an indeterminate threat determinate; it brings a threat into being to render it the focus of attention–in this case, the threat of terror. As Massumi (2015: 12) writes, ‘the most effective way to fight an unspecified threat is to actively contribute to producing it’.
Massumi reminds us that the WoT presented the nature and motives of the 9/11 attacks as ‘incomprehensible’, while the former US president, George W. Bush’s formulation of an ‘axis of evil’ framed terrorist states and actors as ‘inhuman’. We would stress that the discourse of the WoT animates a profoundly racialized account of a terrifying and terrorizing Muslim ‘other’, with Islam long deemed the deadly antithesis of white Euro- modern norms (Goldberg, 2009). While generating profound popular and political fear itself, the specious link between Islam and the threat of terrorism corresponds ‘the existential terror of not knowing what is going to happen’ (Wang, 2018: 238). That is, fear over Islam and potential terrorist violence interacts with acute anxieties over a funda- mentally unknowable and uncontrollable future. Deep insecurity over race and the future of civilization nonetheless fuels militarized and academic-driven counter-terrorism policies, which inform and institutionalize novel techno-solutionist practices to pre-empt impending terror and remediate racially-coded trepidation (see Martin, 2014).
Counter-terror is an algorithmic mode of governance that reinscribes racial capitalism’s biopolitical control---their representations are transformed into racist predictive policing measures.  
--WoT = War on Terror
--Retag this card
Sharma and Nijjar ’23 [Sanjay Sharma, Associate Professor at the University of Warwick. Jasbinder S. Nijjar, lecturer in sociology at the University of Surrey; “Post-racial politics, pre-emption and in/security”; 05-01-2023; European Journal of Cultural Studies, vol. 27, no. 2; doi.org/10.1177/13675494231168177; accessed 07-25-2024] dliang
The objective of preventing crime, rather than simply responding to already committed crime, has a long history in Western nations. Some of the earliest forms of militarized policing in Britain’s colonies reflected a ‘commitment to a preventative function’ (Brogden, 1987: 11), as part of a broader strategy of racial regulation. However, it was during the 1970s in the USA that prevention became an explicit strategy in attempts to reduce rising levels of crime and make policing more efficient and effective. This heralded a future-orientated intervention-based approach premised on the prediction and pre-emptive management of crime.
The impact of advances in digital technology on policing over the last few decades has accelerated and entrenched a belief in the possibility of data-driven crime prediction. What is now commonly referred to as ‘predictive policing’ has been understood as the proactive use of algorithmically mediated data analysis for the purpose of finding patterns in datasets, based on which risk estimates are produced for either individuals or locations and are operationalized in the form of targeted prevention measures (Egbert and Leese, 2021: 19).
The growth of predictive policing is connected to an increasing number of crime-prediction software applications. In particular, the for-profit company, PredPol (re-named Geolitica), pioneered the adoption of these kinds of crime-forecasting tools among police departments in the USA and UK.
The PredPol software was developed in 2010 through a collaboration between the Los Angeles Police Department and researchers from the University of California. A co-founder of the company, the anthropology professor Jeff Brantingham, used a time- and place-based approach to identify urban geolocations that were supposedly more at risk of certain crimes. Brantingham, working with other colleagues, repurposed algorithms used for predicting earthquake aftershocks to anticipate the location of crime ‘hot spots’ based on ‘near-repeat’ offenses and other behavioral criminology theories (Shapiro, 2017). However, often overlooked are the militarized origins of the development of crime-prediction software programs. Brantingham was motivated to develop PredPol through his original Pentagon-funded work, which forecasted battlefield casualties in Iraq. Other projects included research funded by the US Department of Defense which attempted to model ‘gang’ violence in California via Iraqi insurgent attacks (González, 2015).1
A key innovation of crime-prediction software has involved utilizing machine learning algorithms, increasingly referred to as artificial intelligence (AI) systems, which are claimed to ‘learn’ from data.2 Machine learning is based on approaches including ‘super- vised’ and ‘unsupervised’ learning in which an algorithmic model is trained on data to predict outcomes. Supervised approaches depend on labeled (structured) data and known outcomes to learn or model the relationship between inputs and outputs. In contrast, unsupervised learning uses unlabeled (unstructured) data and discovers statistical correlations or patterns (significant features) to generate a model without knowing the outcomes in advance.
Predpol appears to use supervised machine learning to make area-based predictions of crimes (Haskins, 2019). It relies on ‘hot spot’ mapping and ‘near-repeat’ theory to produce risk estimates by analyzing existing police data (date/time, location and crime type).3 More recently, there have been innovations in forecasting crime that move beyond predefined police datasets to (dubiously) claim greater accuracy. HunchLab has been a leader in deploying ‘big data’ predictive analytics to generate geospatial crime predictions, based on utilizing both supervised and unsupervised approaches (Mittelstadt et al., 2016).
Hunchlab diversified data sources involve infrastructural and environmental characteristics including risk terrain modeling (based on weather patterns, locations of amenities and socioeconomic indicators). In HunchLab’s own words,
The system automatically learns what is important for each crime type and provides recommendations of where to focus the resources that you have available. If you don’t have particular datasets (such as bars or bus stops), the system simply adapts to use the data available in a given jurisdiction (Azavea, 2015: 10).
Notwithstanding the problematic nature of ‘crime theories’, HunchLab implicitly expounds an ideology of ‘big data’ that is predicated on ‘data science’ empiricist claims of greater objectivity and accuracy in the algorithmic modeling of complex social phenomena. In the case of crime forecasting, infrastructural and environmental data supposedly mitigate against the possible historical partiality of police data or the politics of police knowledge.
Azavea, the original company behind HunchLab, sold the latter to ShotSpotter in 2019, who renamed HunchLab as ‘Community First Patrol Management Software’. The software claims to mitigate bias by using ‘objective, non-crime data and purpose-built mechanisms’ (ShotSpotter, 2022), which acknowledge what is known as the ‘garbage in, garbage out’ computing problem of automated decision-making systems. This approach purportedly addresses how institutional racism has created conditions for the disproportionate targeting and overpolicing of racially defined communities, thus producing crime data determined by racialized relations of power. If these data are only used to train crime prediction algorithms, it leads to a further entrenchment of racism–what has been described as the problem of ‘runaway feedback loops’ (Ensign et al., 2017).
ShotSpotter advocates that by improving (expanding and diversifying) datasets and deploying advanced machine learning algorithms, predictive policing will deliver neutral, scientifically objective crime forecasting. The company promotes an AI dynamic modeling of crime premised on fallible notions that the system improves as it ‘self- learns’. What ShotSpotter fails to address is that data in the form of neighborhood boundaries, types of amenities and other socioeconomic indicators, when correlated, can operate as discriminatory proxies of race. It may lead to amplifying risk estimates of crime in racialized and marginalized areas (Chun, 2021).
It is worth momentarily pausing to clarify that what is called ‘crime’ cannot be grasped outside the function of policing and its relationship to race-making and racial regulation. To elaborate, classic and contemporary work examines how police actively and strategically mobilize race as a social category in the production and publication of crime statistics (see Bridges, 2015; Bridges and Gilroy, 1982; Gutzmore, 1983). This mutual process of racializing crime and criminalizing race legitimizes racist patterns of policing. While such relations of power are harmful in and of themselves, their point is ‘not just to punish Black communities but to mark them’ (Kelley, 2016: 28). In other words, racial regulation (re)produces formal police knowledge that (re)institutionalizes race as a law- and-order problem. As Joshua Scannell (2019: 108) maintains,
Policing does not have a ‘racist history’. Policing makes race and is inextricable from it. Algorithms cannot ‘code out’ race from American policing because race is an originary policing technology, just as policing is a bedrock racializing technology.
Scannell draws on the work of the abolitionist scholar, Ruth Wilson Gilmore, when characterizing the criminal justice system as organized through racism. Gilmore (2007: 247) defines racism as ‘the state sanctioned and/or extralegal production and exploitation of group-differentiated vulnerability to premature death’. From this standpoint, Scannell (2019) argues that,
In the inverted world of predictive policing, group differentiated vulnerability is translated into probable criminal ‘risk’. Predictive policing software uses almost every conceivable measure of vulnerability and victimization under American racial capitalism. (p. 111)
Our point is that the long, enduring and institutionalized relationship between racism and criminal justice makes the pursuit of ‘objective’ crime prediction impossible. The elusiveness of such an endeavor is further compounded by the biopolitical (and hence racialized and militarized) concept of statistical risk, on which predictive policing is predicated.
Dan Bouk (2015) traces the connections between prediction, risk and race in the history of actuarial science and life insurance policy in the USA. A burgeoning post-Civil War insurance industry effectively created–from what we now call ‘big data’–a ‘statistical individual’ as a commodified risk. Significantly, the operation of ‘white data politics’ materialized via the construction of an exclusionary, normative ‘white’ category in the classificatory practices of insurance companies. Black populations, in contrast, were racially marked not only because of perceived biological differences but also in terms of a black pathology characterized by their itinerancy and indeterminacy (e.g., lacking legitimate medical or property records). Bouk notes how ‘these systems perpetuated inequality in the ways they made risks, in their systematic preference for making African Americans into substandard, subprime risks’ (p. 185).
What emerged from the production of Black populations through notions of probability and prediction was biopolitical, statistical racism, based on (ethno)racially coded ‘otherness’ as ‘risky’, to manage uncertainty, pre-empt future outcomes and inform pre- sent actions. Furthermore, the relations of exclusion, isolation and marginalization that materialized from such biopolitical arrangements determine contemporary algorithmic calculations. For instance, financial policies that redlined African American neighbor- hoods deemed risky ‘have greatly influenced modern algorithms because they generated massive datasets that consist of decades of information built on exclusion and discrimination’ (Allen, 2019: 234). Today, the data used to calculate credit scores, approve or deny mortgages, determine interest rates on loans and make other automated decisions include not only financial transactions but also a host of ‘suspect, race-related data’ (p. 238). This marks a process of ‘digital redlining’ where algorithmic calculations rest on, and reinforce, long-standing relations of racial denial, exploitation and segregation (Noble, 2018).
With race being a key determinant of risk production, contemporary technological practices of predicting and mitigating criminal risk are bound to institutional racism in the criminal justice system and manifest the racial logics and consequences of earlier forms of ‘corporate risk-making systems’ (Bouk, 2015). It should be of no surprise that the ‘big data’ opaque machine learning models of crime-prediction software programs have been entangled with the innovation of predictive analytics of the financial industry. For instance, IBM spent over $14 billion developing analytics software for corporate, law enforcement and state security. The techno-solutionist turn to manage uncertainty has led to the ‘language of race’ being displaced by a ‘language of risk’ (Wang, 2018: 251). This coding of racial vulnerability as risk, and of risk as racially determined, is critical to the construction of a ‘digital carceral infrastructure’. And, as Jackie Wang observes,
It is important that we pay attention to this paradigm shift, as once the ‘digital carceral infrastructure’ is built up, it will be nearly impossible to undo, and the automated carceral surveillance state will spread out across the terrain, making greater and greater intrusions into our everyday lives (p. 251).
We have sought to emphasize that race is central to the constitution of risk and its attendant practices of predictive policing. The widespread adoption of racially deter- mined predictive policing systems, in turn, is integral to the intensification of a ‘digital carceral infrastructure’. Such developments are part of the ‘biopolitics of securitisation’ (Nijjar, 2022), where the racialization of risk, and the production of race as risk, determines racial and martial regimes of police surveillance, analysis and pre-emptive action. As we discuss in the next section, the relationship between race, surveillance, analysis, intervention and securitization is central to instigating an inimical development from prevention to pre-emption in the post-racial ‘calculus of risk’ (Amoore, 2013).
The 1AC relies on War on Terror logics to construct threat scenarios which cause ontological anxiety and violence---that turns case and veils the imperialistic sentiment the aff relies on
Ali ’20 [Sk Sagir Ali, Assistant Professor at the Department of English, Midnapore College (Autonomous). “Literature and the War on Terror; Nation, Democracy and Liberalisation”, Feb. 2023, accessed Jul. 29]//max
Formation of the Risk-Societies and the Sliding Signifiers of the Precarious Self Through the mobilisation of fear alongside the unsettling display of formidable sovereign power in envisaging the pleasures and risk with the uncanny elements of the crony capitalist economy, Western liberal democracies with the end of the Cold War and biopolitical power adhere to the uncanniness of the “war of terror”. Assessing what it might mean to the politics of precautionary risk to its circulation value and the articulations of risk and “risk consciousness” (Beck 1992: 34) under the rise of liberal traumatised subject within the context of the “War on Terror”, Jean Baudrillard aptly contends regarding the September 11, 2001: “The fact that we have dreamed of this event, that everyone without exception has dreamt of it – because no one can avoid dreaming of the destruction of any power that has become hegemonic to this degree – is unacceptable to the Western moral conscience” (Baudrillard 2002:5). What Baudrillard professes is the unconscious sincerity—the flurry of dreams and the important insights into the unconscious consciousness of risk and the “War on Terror”. And the shift to Risk Society from the Industrial one with the political and industrial narratives, Ulrich Beck harbours on the fallacy of the historical past in paving the way for the “European global domestic policy” and “ecological enlightenment” (Beck 1999: 69–70). The “War on Terror” with its ontological anxiety, as Mikkel Vedby Rasmussen finds, palpably present in the Western consciousness in the 1990s and the lack of clear revelation from al-Qaeda on the purpose behind the attack on the Twin Towers construes the framework of globalisation that influences the Western framings of post-Cold War world order and the Western anxieties. Here Rasmussen’s version of justification is worth quoting: This way of constructing 9/11 shows the reflexive nature of security policy in the late modern age. The new reflexivity manifested itself in the conclusion that even the U.S. had become a vulnerable ‘risk society.’ […] Terrorism is regarded as an inherent risk in modern sociability because it is constructed as the negative consequence of the globalization process. The very process by which the West is believed to be transcending the modes of conflict and production of the 20th Century thus entails the creation of new threats and new modes of conflict. (Rasmussen 2002: 327) Rasmussen’s framework of the declared and undeclared and the known and unknown which forms the crux of globalisation with imperialist consciousness makes a sense of breach between the knowledge of “structural risks” and the apprehension of these risks about the subject at risk. As Baudrillard and Rasmussen establish a sense of foreboding risk before 9/11 under the global political order of variable power relations, the “globalization” process emerged out of the innumerable phenomenon linked with the end of the Cold War finds a bodily tension in the proclamations of Western leaders as President Bush after the 9/11 attacks announced that the “barbarians had declared war” (Rasmussen 2002: 333) only to create “us” and “them” with the gloomy side of globalisation and cultural convictions of superiority. Phenomenologically, the shifting realms of “us” and “them” attracts the essence of the popular refrain—“Why do they hate us so much?” And this is explicitly showcased by Mohsin Hamid in The Reluctant Fundamentalist (2007) with the disorientation between the fantasy and the substantiality of globalisation under the rubric of terror/fear. With Changez we can palpably feel the racialisation and segregation, as the narrator in the text recapitulates his life and times in New York, It was a testament to the open-mindedness and – that overused word – cosmopolitan nature of New York in those days that I felt completely comfortable on the subway in this attire [“a starched white kurta of delicately worked cotton over a pair of jeans”]. Indeed, no one seemed to take much notice of me at all. (Hamid 2007: 55) Hamid also begins his narrative: “I was a New Yorker with a city at my feet. How soon that would change!” (51) to suggest the shifting frames of paranoia with the fetishised harnessing of strange and visceral emotions. Here, the repercussions of global politics of fear as a repressed unconscious risk proffers the calculus of anxiety/risk—reinvigorating the sign of imperialism, as Ahmed argues that Bush “turns the act of terror into an act of war, which would seek to eliminate the source of fear and transform the world into a place whereby the mobility of some capital and some bodies becomes the sign of freedom and civilisation” (Ahmed 2004: 73). The affective and shared phenomenological inclination to the joy of killing the aliens with the pleasures of risk, or what Žižek has succinctly put as the “unknown knowns” (Žižek 2006: 52), becomes a strange imperative. Drawing on Žižek’s foregrounding of anti-Semitism, it can be argued that fundamentalist activities in proximity to Islam has been “invested with our unconscious desire” and this particularities transport us “to escape a certain deadlock of desire” with the threatening of all substantive bonds of liberal democratic essence, what he finds as the “pathological stain” of democracy, that fail to deliver its belonging and subscription to a nation-state unprejudiced. (Žižek’s 1989: 48). The desire-machine works in tandem with the spectres of modernity—it embodies a duality and irresolvable aporia at the heart of the project of the western nation-state. In his State of the Union address in the aftermath of 9/11, President George W. Bush said, “Freedom is at risk and America and our allies must not, and will not, allow it” (“Text of President Bush” Washington Post 2002). Here the rhetorical explanation of the narrative between the people’s freedom and the terrorists’ hatred of it finds a structural alterity in his other address to an anti-terrorism summit of Central and Eastern European leaders held in November 2001. Bush categorically exhorts the dangers inherent by proclaiming that “given the means, our enemies would be a threat to every nation and, eventually, to civilization itself” (“Transcript” Washington Post 2001). Bush’s narrative about Islam and the Western civilisation stands as a totem of the “pleasures of risk” (Lacan 2006: 52) in the Lacanian “jouissance” with the unconscious fantasies under the structures of desire of the “post-political biopolitics” (Žižek Violence 2009: 34) as the central concern of politics. Žižek has expounded the crisis of liberalism at the end of the Cold War in the same way Francis Fukuyama laments the passing of ideology, identity and recognition in the age of post-politics, The end of history will be a very sad time. The struggle for recognition, the willingness to risk one’s life for a purely abstract goal, the worldwide ideological struggle that called forth daring, courage, imagination and idealism, will be replaced by an economic calculation, the endless solving of technical problems, environmental concerns, and the satisfaction of sophisticated consumer demands. In the post-history period there will be neither art nor philosophy, just the perpetual caretaking of the museum of human history. I can feel in myself, and see in others around me, a powerful nostalgia for the time when history existed. (Fukuyama 1989: 17–18) The official rhetoric and disastrous provocations of state leaders weaponise the stakes of the War on Terror by validating the ceaseless war narrative of civilisation and the civilised. Mohsin Hamid in “Discontent and Its Civilizations,” unsettles Samuel P. Huntington’s pre-9/11 postulation that civilisations adhered by religion and ethnicity rather than political ideology of nation-states, will define the essence of global politics in the 21st century. These notions of civilisations “are illusions, but these illusions are pervasive, dangerous, and powerful. They contribute to globalisation’s brutality. They allow us, for example to say that we believe in global free markets and, in the same breath, to discount as impossible the global free movement of labor” (Hamid 2015: 8). Representationally conflated with Huntington as what they (both Bush and Huntington) uphold the values of Western civilisation, the disavowal of cultural realm under civilised/ uncivilised construction of civilisational taboo that enforces the hate of the other smouldering as a cultural legacy of late-modern Europe testifies to a shift in the orientation of the assimilative forces of secular modernity.
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In debate, that means the alternative should be understood as a break in colonialism’s occupation over regimes of knowledge. 
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As Fanon notes, decolonization is best understood not as a temporal event but as a process. Moreover, it is a process that can only be understood through study of the intellectual, historical, and political dimensions that constitute it. It is here that digital humanities is best poised to intervene: in the affordances of digital technologies that help make decolonization legible and reveal its limits.
Fanon argues that decolonization is necessarily a violent process—violence was a tool of colonial projects, so the master’s tools will dismantle the master’s house. For Fanon, the violence takes physical and figurative forms—the violence engaged by the colonizer against colonial uprisings, armed struggle, the epistemic violence of colonialism, and the violent process of its undoing. In the case of digital humanities, such violence appears in discursive forms. These include reproducing colonial influences in the production of digital knowledge and centering epistemologies and ontologies of the Global North, namely the U.S. and western Europe, which in turn decenters those of Indigenous communities and the Global South. Fanon is a key figure here because his analysis is located in the dynamic between the colonizer and the colonized, between the settler and the native. This is not to say that invoking decolonization is only speaking to the political fact of colonization. On the contrary, it encompasses epistemological dimensions because the political realities of colonization are interdependent with displacement of Indigenous epistemologies and ontologies. The existence of colonization relies on not only ongoing occupation of land but also occupation of regimes of knowledge erected to maintain and legitimate such occupation.
As Kenyan writer Ngugi wa’ Thiong’o (1986) argues, it is not only the colony that needs to be decolonized but also the mind of the colonized. This is a result of the way colonialism entails erasure of knowledge, belief, ways of being, and archives. It requires instantiation of structures like law, citizenship, and nationality that locate the colonizer at its center. Moreover, colonialism is not circumscribed by its temporal limits. Neo-colonialism—the control of a formerly colonized state from the outside via the operations of capitalism—demonstrates how legacies of colonialism persist after decolonization. This phenomenon manifests through globalization, cultural imperialism, foreign aid, and investment by multinational corporations.
Yet, the ways decolonization is often invoked in the context of digital humanities may do violence of their own. They risk becoming empty metaphors without specificity, equating decolonization with the need for diversity in the field. In doing so, they miss the opportunity to articulate the practices necessary for challenging the discursive violence of colonialism in digital knowledge production. This equating of diversity with decolonization is part of a trend within antiracist and other identitarian social justice movements, in which decolonization comes to signify a struggle for identity and recognition in the absence of a colonial condition. Eve Tuck and K. Wayne Yang (2012) have argued that invoking decolonization solely as a metaphor undermines the real possibility of decolonization for those whose lives are, in fact, determined by colonialism. Purely metaphorical invocations of colonization are a form of appropriation that decenters ongoing struggles for freedom of Indigenous people by recentering whiteness, even when decolonization is being invoked in favor of antiracist or other social justice-oriented movements (Tuck & Yang 2012). When we speak of social justice, it is often in favor of the liberation of oppressed people, of a drive for equity and representation in spaces where they have been disallowed. Yet, decolonization in digital humanities cannot be a simple articulation of the perceived exclusions of the field along lines of race, gender, class, ability, nation, or other axes of privilege and oppression. Such calls promote an “add and stir” approach that suggests the mere addition of “diverse” bodies will transform the practices of digital humanities (Bailey 2011). Instead, the move to decolonize digital humanities requires redress of the traces of colonialism that appear in digital scholarship, which has political and epistemological implications. While digital humanities offers tremendous potential for democratizing scholarly knowledge, such possibilities are undercut by projects that recreate colonial dynamics or reinforce the Global North as the site of knowledge production.
While many calls for the decolonization of digital humanities have articulated metaphors for dismantling the operations of power that undergird the production of knowledge in the field—the gatekeepers, reviewers, and definitions that delimit the boundaries of digital humanities—such calls efface the violence of colonialism and the violence of decolonization. Therefore, I am suggesting that—when invoking the relationship between decolonization and digital humanities—the central question is not how digital humanities itself could be decolonized but how digital humanities has contributed to the epistemic violence of colonialism and neo-colonialism. This is evident in both its implication in colonial forms of knowledge production and the ways digital humanities has contributed to historical processes of decolonization. Its further possibilities lie in resisting neo-colonialism in projects and tools.
Debate marks the archival accumulation of settler colonial patterns of research-making. Debaters are archivists, and the curation of the archive is and was never insulated---research is not owned, it becomes echoed across social contexts and complicates ethical stances with or against settler colonialism. We control the only tangible impact – learning is an iterative process that can be disrupted  
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Settler colonization trains people to see each other, the land, and knowledge as property, to be in constant insatiable competition for limited resources. For the vantage of the settler, the focus becomes maintaining those property rights, and all others are positioned in relative locations around that center, being erased from visibility or antithetically supporting the settler center while never being able to achieve its status. But even a cursory understanding of cognition, culture, and consciousness tells us that, as Bakhtin (1986) theorized, our ideas, our words, have all been said before. He put it like this: Every utterance must be regarded as primarily a response to preceding utterances of the given sphere [we understand the word ‘response’ here in the broadest sense]. Each utterance refutes affirms, supplements, and relies upon the others, presupposes them to be known, and somehow takes them into account ... . Therefore, each kind of utterance is filled with various kinds of responsive reactions to other utterances of the given sphere of speech communication. (91) Bakhtin meant response not only in the literal sense of what was just uttered before, but in a much farther-reaching sense, including people near and far in myriad contexts. Responses involve speakers and listeners. There is an answerability in the roles we have with each other. How we interact is not just about that specific moment and context, but echoes across contexts. It’s related to poststructural feminist theorizations of subjectivity (e.g., Ahmed 2006; Grosz 1994), in that the ways that we come into being in space and time, how we carry ourselves and act, are dynamic mixtures of affordances that have been shaped by and echo longstanding yet not sealed histories (Gordon 1994). Our social locations and histories have an impact on not just what we say but how we say it, and what meanings are made of our utterances. Considering educational research’s role in the perpetuation of settler-slave-Indigenous relationships, those of us employed as educational researchers are answerable to these deep trajectories. Given these deep trajectories, research and researchers who have succeeded, have been validated through settler colonial structures of schooling and, consequentially, also have contributed to creating a science that reflects misunderstandings about race, class, and gender (Jordan-Young 2011). Educational researchers must, as one example, answer to ways in which the field has allowed for learning to be lost in the pursuit of test score-driven achievement. Answerability means that we have responsibilities as speakers, listeners, and those responsibilities include stewardship of ideas and learning, not ownership. As educational researchers, how can we become and stay fundamentally answerable to the core endeavor of learning, not test score production or unachievable achievement in a stratified society? Learning, like all practices, is conducted in context so cannot be seen as a cordoned off space that is not subject to settler colonial relations. Rather, learning is fundamentally about coming into being and altering that being; in other words, it is a subjective act. Coming into being is, in essence, about being-in-relation. Therefore, the study, theorizing, and praxis of learning is the space our integrity should hold and where it has, instead, shown the most discipline-specific manifestations of settler colonialism. How educational research serves learning provides a place to more fully embody decolonial stances, as it has the potential to materially alter how educational research is conducted and for what purposes. I propose a repositioning toward learning, an alteration of researching bodies in places. For this, I must draw on work largely outside educational research. In her study of the places of learning found in media, architecture, and pedagogy, Ellsworth (2005) draws attention to the fundamentally transitional space that is learning. Rather than how the tradition of schooling has materially designed conditions for the transmittal and disciplined mimicry of expert knowledge, and educational research has, in turn and in cahoots, truncated learning to be measureable achievement, meant to be predicted, Ellsworth encourages the reader to think about the conditions that make learning possible but still unpredictable. She follows the traditions of thinkers like Grosz (1995), Massumi (1995), and Winnicott (1989), who attend to the social self as one in constant motion, constantly reconfiguring itself, learning, in relation to time, space, and materiality. She wrote: Learning never takes place in the absence of bodies, emotions, place, time, sound, image, self-experience, history. It always detours through memory, forgetting, desire, fear, pleasure, surprise, rewriting. And because learning takes place in relation, its detours take us up to and sometimes across the boundaries of habit, recognition, and the socially constructed identities within our selves. (Ellsworth 2005, 55) Through several examples, Ellsworth draws our attention to, in part, the interior changes involved in spaces designed for pedagogy. For example, in discussing how the Civil Rights Museum in Birmingham sets up exterior conditions for interior alterity, Ellsworth (2005) writes, “Such places of learning implicate bodies in pedagogy in ways that the field of education has seldom explored. As they do this, they encourage and challenge us to move away from understanding the learning self merely through notions of cognition, psychology, or phenomenology or as being subjected to ideology” (6). Core to this framing is learning as a constant becoming and unbecoming, a constant inquiry and coordinate-taking, which sounds a lot like what research is supposed to be. Such a stance opens up spaces to depart from paradigms that theorize freedom, here to learn, as defined relative to restrictions, as in freedom from, but rather freedom as expansive, as in freedom to (Grosz 2010). Learning and knowledge, then, are better approached, particularly in the name of decolonization, as fundamentally quixotic, even wild (Sandoval 2008). Consider another example of learning, also imbued with research, this one from choreography. In 2009, an actor named Gregg Mozgala started to work with choreographer Tamar Rogoff (Genzlinger 2009). Mozgala has cerebral palsy, and Rogoff has no formal understanding of the biology, neuroscience, or physical therapy knowledges of cerebral palsy. But their way of working together and taking cues from his body, rather than working around it, altered deeply his way of being with his body. And what they did was use the principles of research—looking, inquiring, keeping track, and doing it all over again constantly. Like the pauses noted at the start of this article, meaning making and performance was interrupted, slowed down, with observation and bio feedback to return again. This created the space for learning and knowledge production. More specifically, Rogoff introduced Mozgala to a tension-releasing shaking technique. They began doing intensive oneon-one sessions of body work, Ms. Rogoff using her knowledge of the body and dance-training techniques to help Mr. Mozgala find individual bones, muscles, and tendons that he had thought were just collateral damage of the cerebral palsy. Much of this, in the medical field, would be understood to be evidence of neuroplasticity, and although it certainly is, it also speaks fundamentally to what research is. It is contextual, it is about constant coordination of self with other, self within self, and it is in constant motion. I offer these extra-educational examples not to barter in tacit antiintellectualism or to imply that deep, rigorous, discipline-specific study is unimportant, but to promote a radical reconfiguration of being and being-inrelation to knowledge and learning, to foreground “a politics of liberation rather than a politics of recognition” (A. Smith 2010, para 31). If we are to be other than owners invested in settler colonialism, educational research needs a radical restructuring of its relationship to knowledge. Rather than property, we should see knowledge, and more specifically knowledge about learning, as what we are answerable to. We should see ourselves as stewards not of specific pieces of knowledge, but rather of the productive and generative spaces that allow for finding knowledge. To be sure, this is not a new thought or appeal. Much of postmodern and poststructural thought embraces the idea that human practices are much more complex than can be predicted through fine-tuned measurements. Rather, my appeal is that we cease to see the problem in educational research as the lack of application of these ideologies. The problem is not simply one of failure to execute postmodernist or poststructural thought in practice, as these epistemologies do not, in and of themselves, include a critique of the genealogies of coloniality. Interrogating the logics of settler colonialism frees us to counter those logics. It also demands a productively more precise articulation of researcher reflexivity in relation to settler colonial structures. This kind of being-in-relation addresses and destabilizes potentially deterministic readings of settler colonial structures as some being settlers and others not, which in turn runs the danger of locating responsibility to counter coloniality partial rather than pervasive. Spivak (1990) addressed the less useful pauses that some of her White male students expressed when they had come to grips with their social locations, pauses that were more self-serving than answerable to structures of coloniality. She explained: I say to them: ‘Why not develop a certain degree of rage against the history that has written such an abject script for you that you are silenced?’ Then you begin to investigate what it is that silences you, rather than take this very deterministic position. ... From this position, then, I say you will of course not speak in the same way about the Third World material, but if you make it your task not only to learn what is going on there through language, through specific programmes of study, but also at the same time through a historical critique of your position as the investigating person, then you will see that you have earned the right to criticize, and you will be heard. (62–63).
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Modernity has sutured a hellish existence upon fungible racialized bodies in the Americas. This creates a constant state of exception where the deferral of ethical subject formation provides a laboratory for testing the limits of violence possible within modernity.
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Dussel, Quijano, and Wynter lead us to the understanding that what happened in the Americas was a transformation and naturalization of the non-ethics of war—which represented a sort of exception to the ethics that regulate normal conduct in Christian countries—into a more stable and long-standing reality of damnation, and that this epistemic and material shift occurred in the colony. Damnation, life in hell, is colonialism: a reality characterized by the naturalization of war by means of the naturalization of slavery, now justified in relation to the very constitution of people and no longer solely or principally to their faith or belief. That human beings become slaves when they are vanquished in a war translates in the Americas into the suspicion that the conquered people, and then non-European peoples in general, are constitutively inferior and that therefore they should assume a position of slavery and serfdom. Later on, this idea would be solidified with respect to the slavery of African peoples, achieving stability up to the present with the tragic reality of different forms of racism. Through this process, what looked like a "state of exception" in the colonies became the rule in the modern world. However, deviating from Giorgio Agarnben's diagnosis, one must say that the colony--long before the concentration camp and the Nazi politics of extermination--served as the testing ground for the limits and possibilities of modernity, thereby revealing its darkest secrets." It is race, the coloniality of power, and its concomitant Eurocentrism (and not only national socialisms or forms of fascism) that allow the "state of exception" to continue to define ordinary relations in this, our so-called postmodern world. Race emerges within a permanent state of exception where forms of behavior that are legitimate in war become a natural part of the ordinary way of life. In that world, an otherwise extraordinary affair becomes the norm and living in it requires extraordinary effort." In the racial/ colonial world, the "hell" of war becomes a condition that defines the reality of racialized selves, which Fanon referred to as the damnes de la terre (condemned of the earth). The damne (condemned) is a subject who exists in a permanent "hell," and as such, this figure serves as the main referent or liminal other that guarantees the continued affirmation of modernity as a paradigm of war. The hell of the condemned is not defined by the alienation of colonized productive forces, but rather signals the dispensability of racialized subjects, that is, the idea that the world would be fundamentally better without them. The racialized subject is ultimately a dispensable source of value, and exploitation is conceived in this context as due torture, and not solely as the extraction of surplus value. Moreover, it is this very same conception that gives rise to the particular erotic dynamics that characterize the relation between the master and its slaves or racialized workers. The condemned, in short, inhabit a context in which the confrontation with death and murder is ordinary. Their "hell" is not simply "other people," as Sartre would have put it-at least at one point - but rather racist perceptions that are responsible for the suspension of ethical behavior toward peoples at the bottom of the color line. Through racial conceptions that became central to the modern self, modernity and coloniality produced a permanent state of war that racialized and colonized subjects cannot evade or escape. The modern function of race and the coloniality of power, I am suggesting here, can be understood as a radicalization and naturalization of the non-ethics of war in colonialism." This non-ethics included the practices of eliminating and enslaving certain subjects-for example, indigenous and black-as part of the enterprise of colonization. From here one could as well refer to them as the death ethics of war. War, however, is not only about killing or enslaving; it also includes a particular treatment of sexuality and femininity: rape. Coloniality is an order of things that places people of color within the murderous and rapist view of a vigilant ego, and the primary targets of this rape are women. But men of color are also seen through these lenses and feminized, to become fundamentally penetrable subjects for the ego conquiro. Racialization functions through gender and sex, and the ego conquiro is thereby constitutively a phallic ego as well." Dussel. who presents this thesis of the phallic character of the ego cogito, also makes links, albeit indirectly, with the reality of war. And thus, in the beginning of modernity, before Descartes discovered ... a terrifying anthropological dualism in Europe, the Spanish conquistadors arrived in America. The phallic conception of the European-medieval world is now added to the forms of submission of the vanquished Indians. "Males," Bartolome de las Casas writes, are reduced through "the hardest, most horrible, and harshest serfdom"; but this only occurs with those who have remained alive, because many of them have died; however, "in war typically they only leave alive young men (mozos) and women.""5 The indigenous people who survive the massacre or are left alive have to contend with a world that considers them to be dispensable. And since their bodies have been conceived of as inherently inferior or violent, they must be constantly subdued or civilized, which requires renewed acts of conquest and colonization. The survivors continue to live in a world defined by war, and this situation is peculiar in the case of women. AsT. Denean Sharpley-Whiting and Renee T, White put it in the preface to their anthology Spoils oJ War: Women oJ Color, Cultures, and Revolutions: A sexist and/or racist patriarchal culture and order posts and attempts to maintain, through violent acts of force if necessary, the subjugation and inferiority of women of color. As Joy James notes, "its explicit, general premise constructs a conceptual framework of male [and/or white] as normative in order to enforce a politicaljracial, economic, cultural. sexual] and intellectual mandate of male [and/or white] as superior." 
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Cree epistemology is embedded in relationships with the land. Treaty Six Elders interviewed by H. Cardinal and Hildebrandt describe this connection to land as including at least the spiritual, physical, and economic elements, “This connection is rooted in the Cree concept and doctrines related to pimâtisiwin (life). It is a concept that contains many theoretical subsets including among other things, a concept called “pimâcihowin” (the ability to make a good living). Land (askiy) is an important source of life for it provides those things required for the physical, material, and economic survival of the people. When treaty Elders use the word “pimâcihowin” they are describing a holistic concept that includes a spiritual as well as a physical dimension” (H. Cardinal and Hildebrandt 2000, 43). Within this perspective Cree economy is intimately tied to relations with the land, encompassing laws, principles, values, teachings and responsibilities regarding these relationships, including responsibilities to the land and other living beings. In the book Spirit Gifting: the Concept of Spiritual Exchange (2007), Elder Elmer Ghostkeeper explores the importance of living in relationship with the land to the Indigenous worldview: “The eastern sky at sunrise is usually a brilliant yellow in my region. When I arise in the morning I face the east and say a prayer asking for a strong mind and giving thanks for my source of fire, heat, light and energy” (2007, 1). Ghostkeeper positions himself within his writing by stating that his 107 S Jobin father’s teachings regarding their Indigenous worldview and their living universe were all in the Cree language, Ghostkeeper says that this “might indicate that he had more of a Cree cultural perspective on life, than my mother, whose lessons were mostly in the English language” (2007, 6). Ghostkeeper describes himself as having a Metis49 worldview. However, I see his perspective regarding the shift from Indigenous relations with land to relations with land based on market citizenship principles as also being instructive to Cree interactions with market citizenship. How does the value of being in reciprocal relationships with physical and metaphysical beings shape notions of Cree citizenship and challenge market citizenship? I address this question in the rest of this chapter, and in chapters five, six, and seven. Ghostkeeper describes an Indigenous worldview regarding sustenance: Food to sustain life is created by The Great Spirit. It comes in the form of a gift (mekiwin), or something that is freely exchanged and shared between a donor and recipient through the relations of giving and receiving … It is the gathering and harvesting of plants and animals in order to make a living with the land. In this livelihood, a ritual is considered to be a decision made through the recital of a prayer by a gathering or harvester. The person requests permission from The Great Spirit, Mother Earth, and the aspects of the spirit, mind, and emotion of a plant or animal to sacrifice its body for human sustenance. The spirits of the donor and recipient are thought to be equal. This request is in exchange for an offering in the form of a gift of a pinch of tobacco or food, and it signals spiritual equality. (Ghostkeeper 2007, 11–12) !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 49 In Ghostkeepers book, he uses the spelling Metis instead of Métis. 108 S Jobin Ghostkeeper sees this type of subsistence-based philosophy as a sacred relationship: living with the land. According to Ghostkeeper, through changes in subsistence patterns a shift occurred to one described as a secular worldview: living off the land. The shift to living off the land is described as a move to a secular worldview compared to an Indigenous spiritual worldview of living with the land. In his book, Ghostkeeper documents his own shift, from the patterns of subsistencebased living in his community to the wage economy, encompassing the construction of a natural gas field and the beginning of grain farming on their land. In analysing these changes, Ghostkeeper examines the technical and social relationships involved; where the “land, equipment, and labour, or forces of production, are more or less under the control of individuals from the community; the relationships, or means of production, are under the control of forces outside the community” (2007, 4–5). Ghostkeeper explains that his community historically saw themselves as part of the land with all other living beings and that one process in these relationships includes the exchanging of aspects of the mind, body, and spirit thought to “provide life for the body through the activities of ceremony, ritual, and sacrifice” (2007, 4). He explains this as Spirit Gifting, “when one makes a living with the land, using the gifts of plants and animals for food and medicinal purposes” (ibid.). He says that this relationship with the land changed when he was awarded an oil-field contract from the company in Calgary that was completing the natural providing new economic resources will revitalize their people. However, an unknown number of people, like Ghostkeeper, have pinpointed their growing dissatisfaction with the negative impacts these new market “relationships” bring. Significantly, these self-government agreements may actually push his community further into sociocultural market rationalities. Although Ghostkeeper found a way to revitalize his Indigenous worldview and sustain it within the current global neoliberal economic system, it is important to understand how the community as a whole has responded. Collective Reflexivity Increasingly, Indigenous scholars are critiquing the application of neoliberal instruments of capitalism and governance to First Nations communities (Alfred 2005; Bargh 2007; Altamirano-Jiménez 2009b; Kuokkanen 2006; Corntassel and Witmer 2008). Maori scholar Maria Bargh equates neoliberalism as the new form of colonisation on Indigenous peoples (2007, 2). In the article “North America First Peoples: Self-Determination or Economic Development?” Castro-Rea and Altamirano-Jimenez argue that government policies in Canada focus on (1) minimizing transfer payments to First Nations, (2) bounding self-government to self-administration of services, (3) prioritizing and encouraging neoliberal economic development, and (4) promoting relations between Aboriginal people and corporations to respond to global market pressures. The authors state that this is especially targeted to Indigenous peoples who have lands with oil and gas resources on them (Castro-Rea and Altamirano-Jiménez 2008, 241). Federal involvement, especially through negotiated self-government agreements and the push for opening Indigenous lands up to marketization, impacts communities and challenges Indigenous worldviews and relationships to the land. Within a market-citizenship regime there is a widening gap between rich and poor. Historically, Cree communities had norms preventing this sort of stratification. For example, in Cree society the Giveaway Ceremony, still occurring today, is a way to express thankfulness for the gifts of sustenance throughout the year and a process of wealth redistribution. During this ceremony people bring gifts to share with others. Part of the purpose of this ceremony is to provide the “necessities to live a prosperous life, with enough food to carry families through each winter” (Makokis 2001a, 107). I explore the giveaway ceremony more extensively in chapters five and six. Elmer Ghostkeeper writes that when the Metis live in relationship with the land, the norm of sharing is principal: “The harvesters would distribute and share a large portion of moose meat with other Metis, beginning with the elders, the next of kin, the most in need, and finally others that had shared with them in the past” (2007, 44). Moving to living off the land, Ghostkeeper shares that he “viewed the land as a commodity instead of a gift.” The shift from seeing the land as a gift changes Indigenous perceptions regarding sharing these gifts with others. Ghostkeeper describes his disconnect with the land translating to an unbearable dissatisfaction withlife, motivating him to reflect on the Indigenous knowledge he had been repressing, and to develop a revitalization model (see Figure 13) to explain his own individual revitalization process (2007, 81). 112 S Jobin Figure 13: Revitalization model. Ghostkeeper (2007, 81) This model is informed by Anthony Wallace’s (1970, 188) group revitalization theory and adapted to fit an Indigenous context. Within this rediscovery, Ghostkeeper reflected on the normative and behavioural ideals in an Indigenous worldview, acknowledging the diversity within. For Ghostkeeper, During the process of self-appraisal, using the concept of the ideal self (what I really wanted to be), I rediscovered a repressed code from my traditional knowledge, the concept of spiritual exchange, which I now refer to as “Spirit Gifting.” I revitalized this concept as a part of my way of knowing to form a new code which blends both traditional and Western scientific knowledge in a way that had been impossible for me before. (2007, 80) Elmer Ghostkeeper decided to once again live with the land. However, for him this did not mean a complete rejection of Western scientific knowledge practices. The ethic does require a continual critical and reflective approach, thoroughly examining how decisions and actions will impact the roles and responsibilities that Indigenous peoples hold as central to their identities. There also needs to be collective deliberations on how a people (for example, the Cree) will apply their collective revitalization. This is explored further in chapters five, six, and seven. For Ghostkeeper, and other Indigenous leaders, it is not necessarily about trying to protect themselves and their communities from outside influences at all costs. It is, however, about critically examining detrimental governmental and market governing forces.50 It is crucial to fully understand the two-pronged approach of settler-colonialism: state domination and economic exploitation. Selfdetermination is not achieved by replacing one colonial logic with the other. The process of Indigenous collective-reflexivity should guide community visioning and decision making. Ghostkeeper’s personal narrative shows how market citizenship can be incompatible with Indigenous worldviews regarding reciprocal relationships, especially surrounding resource development endeavours. Relations with the land shape Indigenous identity. In this chapter, I explored the specific disruptions that neoliberalism as governmentality has on Cree peoplehood. The next chapter delves deeper into Plains Cree peoplehood. Archival evidence shows that the Cree conceived of !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 50 Chapters five to seven provide examples grounded in ᓀᐦᐃᔮᐃᐧᐃᐧᐣ(Nehiyâwiwin; Creeness). 114 S Jobin themselves as a distinct people, partaking in international trade and embarking in foreign affairs. Without continual individual and collective reflexivity, perpetual discontent might settle in, making capital accumulation and self-determination a hollow achievement.
Link---Economic Relationality---2NC
Grounded relationality revitalizes indigenous economic governance that exists outside of exploitation and is a form of dissonance that uniquely shapes subjectivities and challenges domination by the settler state – never compatible with settler reforms that always culminate in dispossession and assimilation 
Jobin 23 – Shalene Wuttunee Jobin holds a PhD and is an associate professor of Native Studies at the University of Alberta. 1 May 2023 “Upholding Indigenous Economic Relationships: Nehiyawak Narratives” https://www.ubcpress.ca/upholding-indigenous-economic-relationships//MCN
It is like Grandpa is talking to us today, reminding us of a time when friendship and reciprocity guided the relationship between the Cree and the newcomers in the eagle hills, at a time when a traveller was made welcome day or night. This book is about unpacking relationships between Plains Cree people and newcomers. Specifically, this book offers an Indigenous perspective on the economic realm. What is the relationship between Canada's "progress" and the exploitation of Indigenous peoples? What gifts are embedded in Indigenous world views to speak to miyo-pimâtisiwin, the good life, and, specifically, good relations related to the economy? In this book I present two main arguments. The first is that economic exploitation was the first and most enduring relationship between newcomers and Indigenous peoples. This set the stage for settler colonialism to take hold. This important characterization has not been analyzed extensively enough. The second argument is that our economic relationships are constitutive; by this I mean that the relationships we have to the land, people, and other beings create and co-create who we are as individuals and as peoples. Indigenous peoples' options for achieving economic self-determination need to be attuned to the constitutive nature of these relationships. I draw from nehiyawak narratives to hold up Indigenous principles related to Cree livelihood that are embedded in our world view. I argue that these enduring principles are still of relevance today. Simply stated, the answer is not trading state colonialism for capitalist colonialism. A changing economy has fundamentally altered relationships with ask\y g'p+, the land, broadly conceived. This change has different contours. One has to do with a shift from a subsistence and trade economy to capitalism and wage labour. This change has altered our relationships, prioritized waged labour, and changed our relationship from living with the land to making a living off the land (Ghostkeeper 2007). Tied to this are the particularly destructive aspects of resource extraction. Resource extraction has diminished everyone's ability to live at a subsistence level by decreasing wildlife populations and increasing harmful toxins found in the food system and natural environment. This has left many Indigenous communities without adequate subsistence options. A subsistence livelihood is basic to the econ-omy, but it is also intimately connected with social connections and cultural practices (Kuokkanen 2011). To state it another way, to lose the ability to live with the land has a major impact not only on the economy of a people (historically and currently), but also on its social system. Being able to maintain miyo-wicêhtowin TV A 14>4-> (good relationships) with the land has intrinsic value, even if the land, because of human impact, is no longer able to provide for all the people's subsistence needs. A common public critique of Indigenous self-determination is that it is not feasible without economic independence from the settler state. This critique and the logics settlers use to try to govern Indigenous peoples serve to push Indigenous communities to look beyond themselves for economic development initiatives that might promise a stronger capital portfolio. This has led to radical transformations for Indigenous peoples, who find themselves increasingly governed from the outside and by the logic of the global market. This story is being told. What has not been fully explored is the Indigenous-nation-specific dissonance that is deeply rooted in settler economic exploitation, and corresponding acts of discord, refusal, and re-sistance. The duality entailed in revitalizing Indigenous economic relation-ships, in the context of Indigenous resistance to economic exploitation, has a logic of its own. That logic is the subject of this study. Most non-Indigenous Canadians do not understand this logic underpinning Indigenous resist-ance. Therefore, this study might be of interest for Canadians to understand an Indigenous world view that underpins Indigenous dissonance and resistance. The intervention provided by this study is grounded in dual concepts. It is at once a critique of unexamined economic development in a Plains Cree context, and also a narrative that foregrounds accounts of Cree-centred acts of wähkohtöwin <. j')A, the normative principles guiding relationships, that serve as resistance to these logics. Although this study focuses on one Indigenous people, it is my hope that other Indigenous peoples will see value in the method of drawing from wisdom within their own oral traditions or other resurgent methods (land-based, ceremonial cycle, language, etc.) to revitalize their economic relationships. Stated in another way: the nehiyawak o"As ‹' (Cree people), whose knowledge systems I draw upon, have distinctive governing relationships of colonial logic: colonialism has also centred on disrupting and destroying Indigenous economies - for example, exploitation during the fur trade (when the Hudson's Bay Company unjustly sold 2.9 million square miles of Indigenous lands) or through resource extraction (with oil and gas companies operating on Indigenous lands), and then creating and forcing upon us economic development programs linked to modernization (arguing that Indigenous cultures hinder economic development, and that once we assimilate into white society we will be able to develop economically) (Canada 1996, vol. 2, ch. 5). There is an ironic aspect to this settler-colonial logic. It trades one master for another. For example, Canada negotiates a Comprehensive Land Claims agreement with a First Nation. This Indigenous nation in a northern part of the prairie region lived a mostly subsistence lifestyle of hunting, fishing, and harvesting for hundreds and hundreds of years, although resource extraction has increasingly infringed on this. The bipartite (with the federal government) or tripartite (with the province included) agreements are made with the uneven power relations of a Canadian government that determines the scope and boundaries of negotiations and seeks to provide certainty (legal and economic) to non-Indigenous interests. This allows, for example. a multinational corporation to start a new oil and gas project in an Indigenous community in Canada, and in exchange the corporation will hire a few community members to operate some of the equipment. Say this community's food security came mainly from living with the land - hunting, fishing, and harvesting. Then the corporation has to build a road, which increases external traffic. The oil and gas project and the new road disrupt and displace the moose, elk, muskrat, and so on that the commun-ty hunts for food. With leakages from tailings ponds and unfettered de-velopment, the fish in that First Nation's bodies of water now have tumours and are not fit for human consumption, and water from the river is poisoned and no longer potable. The First Nation can no longer be self-sufficient and feed itself. What are the options left for the community? Perhaps an Impact Benefit Agreement is negotiated, and a few members will have training in this new industry. Often, economic exploitation becomes a filter that limits economic choices and viable options for Indigenous communities - it constricts. In this example, self-government, which can often start from an outstanding land claims process, pushes Indigenous societies aggressively into the second colonial logic: economic exploitation through the exposure of Indigenous lands to faster resource development (see Jobin 2020). Gaining more independence from the Canadian government by negotiating self-government or by allowing economic development initiatives that open lands to multinational corporations places Indigenous people more aggressively under the governance of the global capitalist market (Castro-Rea and Altamirano-Jiménez 2008). This is a difficult option for Indigenous communities, because before the negotiations, economic development surrounding the Indigenous territory already had affected their ability to live a subsistence lifestyle.

