Afropessimism Updates—CFMP 
Neg
Link—Omission—1NC/2NC
Omission of Blackness from the 1AC is a voting issue.
McDougall, 19—University of California, Irvine (Taija, “Left Out: Notes on Absence, Nothingness and the Black Prisoner Theorist,” Anthurium, 15(2): 8, 1–10, dml)
Enforcement of nothingness yet again presents us uncomfortable theoretical terrain. This nothingness, firstly, is distinct from the nothing in the question ‘why is there something rather than nothing?’ Yet, this question spurs on its inverse: ‘why is there nothing rather than something?’ This nothingness made visible in the references of Anti-Oedipus should be conceived of as an instant, an opening into both possibility and impossibility where something should be but is not. We could envision this nothingness as a bounded and bracketed omission and a void that could pull everything into its orbit. Omission in the case of the nothingness found in Deleuze and Guattari’s book is key; it is where something could have been, but is not. Moreover, it is where something should have been but is not.
Omission in this case can and should be understood as concomitant with the violence of anti-blackness. The opening of a space for an omission to then occur, a rendering into blankness, is not the opening of multiple possibilities for integration into the structure, practice and politics of citation, but rather as nothingness, a strange echo of partus sequiter ventrem. The blank space strangely visible in the text is not an erasure, which would suggest there was something there before that had been removed, blotted out, papered over or scrubbed away. Instead we might view the blankness, the nothingness as an irresistible vacuum, a black hole. It presents us with a peculiar puncture in the fabric of thought, which could pull everything into its orbit, which could deform everything around its edges. These edges around the nothingness of the missing citation, the nothingness that Jackson is considered if we follow the logic of even an unconscious disavowal of his work.
On the side of enforcement, the bounding and bracketing are the limits of the anti-black world that press in upon what it perceives as nothing. According to the structures and strictures of liberal humanism, the being Jackson should be present, but we are faced with a situation in which this being is not. The prisoner Jackson should be present, but is not, even in their documentation. Thus, the theorist Jackson should be present, but is not. His status as a nothing in the gaze of the world, a criminal in the gaze of the prison, is held this way. Attempts to be brought into the world, into the human fold, into the world outside the prison, fail repeatedly. The various discursive apparatuses that Jackson comes up against in his text, such as the parole board, enforce his nothingness, just as the gap present in Anti-Oedipus enforces his nothingness in the sense of the theoretical world.
Connected to these problems of the enforced nothingness of the Black figure, the incarcerated figure, and the blank space where Jackson should be is the problem posed by Foucault’s claim that the prisoner is reduced to his paperwork. He writes that those caught within the carceral network are transformed into a case, a collection of documentation from parole applications, incident reports, evidence log sheets, what Foucault terms a “network of writing … a whole mass of documents that capture and fix them” (Foucault 189). Once again, to take this claim when faced with the situation of Jackson’s omission from Deleuze and Guattari’s text, questions and problems posed by their answers teem to the surface.
Just like carceral writing and documentation, systems of citational practice do work to capture and fix not only those subjects deemed worthy of authority, but also capture and fix the logic of the practice itself. Circulation and re-circulation are granted to those deemed to have the authority to midwife the reproduction of worlds around certain, specific bodies, pace Sara Ahmed. This should be extended further to reproducing the world around those whose bodies can be reduced to flesh, following Spillers, with that constant violent possibility of being reduced to documentation (64–81). Jackson’s omission and subsequent rendering into nothingness in the citational record of Anti-Oedipus comes into ironic confrontation with the network of writing. The disciplinary and control surveillance of the world, of which the carceral network and systems of citation are part, should afford Jackson documentation within the assemblage of structures, up to and including Anti-Oedipus. And yet, the absence remains. The bracketed and bounded space where ostensibly a node of the network of writing that would constitute Jackson as an object of the carceral gaze remains empty. Of course, other documents exist for Jackson, but he cannot be reduced to them.


Impact—Extinction—2NC
Saving Black people saves the world.
Towns, 22—associate professor in Communication and Media Studies, Carleton University (Armond, “The Reparations of the Earth,” On Black Media Philosophy, Conclusion, 164-165, dml)
In order for us to save the planet, to save us all, we must save Black people. This is not tantamount to saying we must save Black people first or even we must only save Black people, which seem closer to the U.S.-focused, racial reparations debates. Instead, it is to say, much like Rodney, that Black people are a global people, inseparable from the tentacles of Western colonial rule.57 It is also to say, much like Davis, that to consider how Black people are affected in the United States and to solve such problems extends out to solving other problems as well. For example, both Davis and Atiya Husain contend that to end the militarization of policing in Black ghettoes could impact U.S. militarized approaches to the war on terror, which also has inspired other country’s approaches to the war on terror.58 In a similar vein, to take seriously the raced, gendered, and sexual assumptions of nature in our climate crisis discussions would not only point toward Black people, but toward the role of the Western-led climate crisis on the lives and futures of non-Western locales that have been deemed unworthy of saving by the West. In such a context, racial reparations are not solely about U.S. Black people, even as they are about us; reparations become inseparable from considerations of saving our environment—the time-space where we all live.

Ontology—2NC
Theorizing anti-Blackness ontologically is necessary for Black well-being. 
Diatta, 22—Ph.D. from Monash University's Faculty of Art, Design and Architecture (Myriam, “Freezing ontologies: making visible the messiness of working with theory,” Text and Performance Quarterly, 42:2, 97-110, dml)
I close with a set of qualities I enacted to engage with complex, stirring arguments in an essay like Day’s. While the medium I use to demonstrate my approach is Day’s essay, what I discuss here is about the more everyday experience of being confronted by writing about “the ways the world is made up.” I allow performativity in practice to lead this research project. Traditionally, the purpose for a researcher to establish their ontological grounds is to allow them to have a sense of what they are and are not investigating, to ask how they know what they know, and to articulate the relationships between the components of the research project. Alternatively, I argue that the purpose of situating scholarly work in theoretical foundations can be beyond an abstract, haughty asking, articulating, or even sensing.
I assert that, for some, this project of establishing an ontological position is a highly personal, existential matter. In this essay, these concerns are not attended to with objectivity, distance, abstraction, or even a passionate dedication to the given issue. Jared Sexton argues, for Black folk, having one or not can be a matter of health and psychopolitical necessity. Some of us need a stable conception of how the world works to cling to precisely because of its everyday incoherence and its tortured logic. Knowing the world is first an embodied thing (Diatta 45–46) that comes in the form of terror and illegibility—far before this knowledge is ever theorized on by scholars. Terror and incoherence can serve as “structures of feeling” in order to think critically (Sexton). Finding a worldview to stand on is important to this extent because we must also swiftly survive the structuring irrationality 1 that makes white life coherent (Wilderson). From my non-white, Black, Asian, Senegalese, Japanese, North American, Queer, immi- grant to the United States positionality, tugging at the threads of these kinds of “ontological” or “epistemological” frames matters at the level of existence; not only to the degree of asking or articulating. The process of naming worldviews in this essay is for survival, not primarily in terms of physical persistence, but at the level of consciousness. In this work, it is specifically through an understanding of white supremacist structures (i.e. Anti-Indi- geneity, Anti-Blackness, etc.) that some sense can be made of our complex positionalities.

AT: Folk Politics
Labeling us as “folk politics” and expecting us to forward positive demands for anti-capitalist organizing is methodological whiteness. Reject them for epistemological racism. 
Van Milders, 21—Assistant Professor in Critical Security Studies at the University of Groningen (Lucas, “Precarity/Coloniality,” Theory & Event, Volume 24, Number 4, October 2021, pp. 1068-1089, dml)
Although this argument is not without merit, its ultimate dismissal of a rather essentialized and reified conception of folk politics in favor of less anti-systemic politics and more state-based methods is in the end a form of methodological whiteness that fails to acknowledge lasting contribution that these politics—which are indeed often steeped in decolonial, feminist, and indigenous types of knowledge—have made.16 Following Gurminder K. Bhambra, methodological whiteness “fails to recognize the dominance of “‘whiteness’ as anything other than the standard state of affairs and treats a limited perspective—that deriving from white experience—as a universal perspective.” 17 This is not to say that Srnicek and Williams do not criticize the subversive universalism of Eurocentrism and its relation to the so-called dark side of European modernity (i.e., the history of colonial dominion, indigenous genocide, slave trade, and colonial extraction) or that they do not recognize some the positive effects of folk politics.18 Yet the fundamental problem with their discussion of folk politics—which they argue has produced critiques that are “largely accurate”—is that it tends to enshrine these contributions as historical tactics that have either accommodated existing power structures that have corrupted the new left, or have remained marginal and therefore unable to trans- form society more broadly. 19 Although this is not the same as directly whitewashing the colonial and racial violence that continues to struc- ture the majority of working and living conditions in the non-western world—dismissing decolonial, feminist, and indigenous politics simply because they “aren’t winning” 20 is deeply problematic, for it contributes to the normalization of a discussion of Eurocentrism that fails or omits to account for its epistemological racism or indeed meth- odological whiteness. Without being firmly rooted in an engagement with coloniality, the discussion of folk politics—which as a term is itself deeply colonial 21 —leaves the argument as a whole fatally impeded from discussing the extent to which conditions of coloniality continue to structure global flows of labor as well as the waves of resistance against them. Indeed, the entire project seems to be premised on the goal of reinvigorating white western leftism. It is for these reasons that Srnicek and Williams regard folk politics as a welcome yet never sufficient step in overcoming the capitalist order. Their frequent refer- ence to anti- and decolonial movements thereby fits within a typical Eurocentric narrative of referencing decolonial, feminist, and indig- enous interventions into the operations of coloniality yet ultimately dismissing them for not heralding the monumental rupture of the capitalist order. Of specific importance for the present argument is the fact that their account of a future-oriented politics is one that does not shy away of making tactical use of state power, as theirs is indeed a project on the hegemony of neoliberal capitalism as opposed to dismantling the state as a fundamentally colonial institution that enables and maintains distributions of racial violence.22 On a theoretical level, their argu- ment is all but explicitly aimed at John Holloway’s Change the World Without Taking Power: The Meaning of Revolution Today. Yet Holloway’s argument is by no means a naive, folk-political celebration of horizon- talism and localism. Changing the world without taking power entails starting from a more profound analysis of global capitalism and its effects on both the construction of the subject and the composition of class power. More than mere hyper-individuality, capitalism—through its emergence from colonial slavery and exploitation—has reconsti- tuted the subject in a fundamentally dehumanized form. Indeed, colo- nial capitalism was fundamentally a project of turning people into things. The subject is not just atomized and violently separated from its entanglement in the social world but also stripped of its dignity and capacity to flourish and live with dignity as a human being. Holloway therefore argues that a struggle that only frames itself as a positive one in terms of explicit demands negates the dehumanized conditions that determine the lives of a global surplus population:
To treat the subject as positive is attractive but it is inevitably a fic- tion. In the world that dehumanizes us, the only way in which we can exist as humans is negatively, by struggling against our dehumanization. To understand the subject as positively autonomous (rather than potentially autonomous) is rather like a prisoner in a cell imagining that she is already free: an attractive and stimulat- ing idea, but a fiction, a fiction which leads on to other fictions, to the construction of a whole fictional world.23
Although Holloway falls short in explicitly framing this negative struggle as one against the distribution of colonial and racial violence that has shaped and maintained the western world, his engage- ment and experiences with the Zapatista movement in Chiapas have profoundly affected and readjusted his Marxist focus on capitalism and class struggle. I will return to this in the last section of this paper. It will suffice to emphasize at this point that Holloway’s emphasis on autonomy—quickly sidelined by Srnicek and Williams—is not only necessary in fighting for a post-capitalist order, but also essential to facilitating the very waging of such a struggle in the first place. In other words, the difference between a refusal of work steeped in state-based methods and politics, and a negative struggle for autonomy waged from a vantage point that acknowledges and engages colonial and racial violence, is that the latter does not fail to capture the way human subjects are inhibited from raising demands by their own entanglement in a system of dehumanization. In other words, what seems to undermine the demand for a future without work is the fact that there is no political subject capable of raising this demand in the first place. Indeed, the distribution of colonial violence, which has relegated racialized others to the realm of negated humanity, is what characterizes the living and working conditions that have gradually enmeshed global surplus populations into stratifications of precarity. What is lacking in these recent calls for a future without work is there- fore not merely an acknowledgement that precarity omits any sense of future orientation (or indeed the notion of futurity itself) but also the awareness of decolonial, feminist, and indigenous scholarship that has highlighted and exposed the distribution of colonial and racialized violence within and through contemporary relations of labor exploita- tion. Untangling this nexus will be the focus of the next section.
AT: Fugitivity Bad/Webb/Shulman/Etc
Flash-in-the-pan transgression is good.
Mubimurusoke, 22—Intercollegiate Department of Africana Studies, Claremont McKenna College (Mukasa, “Black Hospitality,” Black Hospitality, Chapter 3, 143-181, SpringerLink, dml)
‘This revolt’ is also an invitation to the other to observe not just the unethical world of antiblackness, but the more elusive ethical im-possibility that escapes that world and its worldliness; the invitation to be other than human escapes in fugitive moments like these and it can only be acknowledged in and through passing because of its impropriety. Sukie is not freed in this act, in fact, the condition of her unfreedom is brought into full relief, but there is something else besides her political unfreedom, that is, a fugitive escape. This is to say, the fugitive nature of blackness that cannot be contained, that which is a thinginess that transcends objectivity, is also traceable through the revulsion of the other that cannot bear to witness and yet must; and also in the transmission of a story of blackness doing the impossible, that is, of revolting from a position of non-being, if only for a moment, as escape; not freedom. The political conditions are never fully transcended but are instead highlighted in a flash; and that flash is a beckoning, an ethical invitation, for all to embrace black hospitality..
The ethics of Sukie’s transgression is where the political ontology of whiteness, the first yes, is transgressed, for a moment, by a second yes of black social fugitivity. Sukie is the transgressive host and the criminal stranger, as she is forced to welcome the other at the threshold, but she also brings to light the im-possibility of an unconditional black hospitality through a gesture at the social level that unveils the intangible and fugitive breech of decorum that is blackness. She is constitutively indecent and improper, and the impossible flashing of her black body vivifies this sordid ontology—which is just one of many names for paraontology. The act’s fugitive brevity is not a temporal iteration, but a logical anomaly, an escaping moment, where the object bears resistance to an idea of the human that cannot be reconciled with itself or its ‘other’. In this sense she welcomes her guests to the auction block—the black home —to the realities of black life, the impossibility of domesticity, with a curtsey and a threat. That ethical moment does not come to us, now, firsthand, directly, but escapes through the archive, through black social life, through Fannie, through Hartman, through the others within … the black home .
Again, transgressive acts of black hospitality do not take place at the political ontological level or merely in the symbolic register; instead, they expose the political in sometimes exorbitantly violent, but often mundane and everyday, acts of ‘welcoming’. These acts of black hospitality take place in common courtesy or violent contestation of the ‘Other’s’ violation, with different fugitive scenes of rejection in and by the black home . Most importantly we need to emphasize that these acts of transgression are not just irresponsible acts that serve to highlight the historical hostility aimed towards black bodies. Criminal blackness is the only way we can recognize the structural role of transgression in relation to the unconditional law of hospitality. Criminal blackness both gestures to an idea of criminalization that is affiliated with black people throughout history in an attempt to systematically oppress and undermine them, while also ultimately escaping this political reduction. Or as Moten explains, “the brutal history of criminalization in public policy, and at the intersection of biological, psychological, and sociological discourse, ought not obscure the already existing ontic-ontological criminality of/as blackness” (Moten 2018, 150). Black hospitality, and the transgression it begets, articulates the black, fugitive, criminal ethical life outside of, but related to this history of pathologizing black people.
Now, listen to George Yancy as he espouses transgression’s profundity:
There is no attempt here to propound an idealist, ahistorical conception of agency/resistance or one grounded in a mere fleeting private moment of joyous transgression while the social and material conditions of oppression go unchallenged. My point is that there is something powerful to be said about the initial moment the black self proposes, reflectively generates other ways of being in the world especially within the context of those white iconographic frameworks that perpetuate distorted and dehumanizing depictions of the black self . (Yancy 2008, 113)
These transgressions are not for the vanity of individual satisfaction or as one-off acts of deviance. They are done with the effects of exposing the contradictions of the political order that has condemned the black body, the black soul, and the black home . They are not what initially generates ‘other ways of being’ per se, they are instead facilitated by the other ways of being that follow in the wake of an escaping paraontological sociality of blackness. They are not ‘fleeting private moments’ in time but fleeting social moments that are always out of time, that is, out of the linear time of the human. Sukie’s defiance is expressed through all black people of past, present, and to come at the same time; that is, her ethical transgression resonates through and through out the sociality of the black home as an act that challenged the narratives of complacency and practices of violence that attempt to delimit the space of blackness to the politics of the auction block and undermined her social sense of self through physical restraint, psychological torture, and public humiliation.



AT: Not Libidinal/Psychic
Anti-blackness is psychic. Latest neuroscience disproves their indicts. 
Golden, 21—Associate Professor of Philosophy and Director of Peace and Justice Studies at Millsaps College (Kristen, “White Privilege: Unconscious Racism, Freud, and Neuroscience of Implicit Bias,” Critical Philosophy of Race, Volume 9, Issue 2, 2021, pp. 295-322, dml)
That complicated forms of the nonconscious mind play a significant role in race-based bias is supported by studies of specific group preferences for their racialized group. In the psychological literature generally speaking, “the nonconscious” means mental processes not mediated by consciousness. The nonconscious does most of the mind’s work encompassing automatic, rational, intuitive, dream, and repression processes.46 Here “repression processes” refers to a post-Freudian idea generally excluding Freud’s topologies, their variations on the idea of the unconscious, and dramatic ideas such as the Oedipus complex and the life and death drives.47 
One body of studies I looked at highlights a disjunction between peoples’ conscious racial attitudes and their perceived nonconscious race-biased beliefs. Elizabeth Phelps et al.48 and Phelps and Mahzarin Banaji49 confirm, and build upon early stages in this body of research. In their work, the white subjects tested tended to consciously affirm belief in racial equality but nonconsciously affirm the superiority of their in-group, which is to say, of whites. The black persons tested in a companion study, by contrast, explicitly affirmed, unlike the whites, a preference for their racial group.50 But nonconsciously they registered a lower in-group preference than the white people did. The studies suggest that both groups’ conscious avowals are masking complicating competing feelings and ideas perhaps unavailable to direct awareness. 
Foundational Studies Linking Bias to Amygdala 
A related assessment made by Phelps and Banaji connects to the amygdala the force of nonconscious thoughts influencing racially biased behavior.51 The pivotal experiments by Phelps et al. (2000) and work by Phelps and Banaji (2006) reinterpreting the experiments in light of animal models of conditioned fear give an idea of how this body of studies tends to work.52 The 2006 reformulation included four components. It assessed fMRI imaging of the amygdala while white participants looked at photos of unfamiliar black male or unfamiliar white male faces (Phelps et al. 2000). And it compared the results to two implicit behavioral tests and one explicit behavioral test (ibid.). In this field, “implicit” means nonconscious and “explicit” means conscious. One of the implicit association tests (IAT) was a startle eyeblink assessment that measures nonconscious social evaluation through physiological reaction. The explicit test implemented the Modern Racism Scale.53 The other IAT asked participants to describe items as “Black + good” or “White + bad” for half the time and then use conversely arranged key pads: “White + good” and “Black + bad.” Items were four in kind: photos of black male faces with neutral expressions, photos of white male faces with neutral expressions, words with positive connotations (love, joy, friend), words with negative connotations (agony, vomit, devil). The difference in time using one keypad value system (Black + good; White + bad) as opposed to the other (White + good; Black + bad) measures implicit racial bias. 
The IAT data on white Americans showed greater amygdala activation with the unfamiliar black faces than with the unfamiliar white faces. Though there was enough variability that the results were insignificant, results of subsequent studies 54 would show significance. The more important idea for Phelps and Banaji, however, is the relationship among the amygdala activation and the three tests for implicit-explicit race bias: “Amygdala activation correlated significantly with implicit race bias as measured by the IAT[s] . . . and startle eyeblink with more negative assessments of black relative to white on the measure of behavior predicting greater amygdala activation.”55 In other words, when considered together, white people’s tests of implicit association, explicit association and amygdalic movement were significant. In the startle eyeblink test participants were exposed to a loud noise at the same time as they looked at pictures of unfamiliar black male or white male faces, and “the difference in strength of the startle eyeblink response while viewing black versus white faces was the measure of [implicit] race bias.”56 Subjects measuring higher in anti-black bias on the Modern Racism Scale measured higher in amygdala response. 
When viewed alongside a study of black Americans57 who show greater amygdala activation in response to unfamiliar white male faces than to unfamiliar black male faces, the group data about race-bias suggests nonconscious bias against “outgroup faces in general.”58 
Combining the startle eyeblink IAT with the additional implicit-explicit tests and comparing them with the functional imaging measuring strength of activity of individuals’ amygdala, Phelps and Banaji’s study seems to link nonconscious race bias elicited by association testing to activation of the amygdala.59 The amygdalic activity Phelps and Banaji measured “reflects an immediate (implied) threat response to racial outgroup members.”60 Perhaps more important, Phelps et al.’s and Phelps and Banaji’s work suggests that models of classic fear conditioning can interpret the human neural processes underlying implicit racial bias—how it is learned, how it is enacted, how it might possibly be extinguished. Together the four studies correlated in Phelps and Banaji’s analysis are significant in showing race-specific in-group preferencing. They provide data that social evaluation of out-group races occurs nonconsciously and predictably along race-group lines, with whites showing negativity toward blacks and blacks61 showing negativity to whites. Phelps et al. acknowledge that their data and procedures are novel, but that they “cannot speak to causality.”62 They interpret the group-specific tendencies of race-bias dissociation to be “reflections of social learning within a specific culture.”63 Virtually universal to human existence is being part of a social group. And if one is a member of a social group, “it is impossible to avoid acquiring evaluations of social groups”—that is to say, it is impossible to avoid being influenced by the spoken and unspoken messages of a social group—but being influenced by an evaluation “does not require its conscious endorsement.”64 
Investigating the amygdalic activity connecting to nonconscious racial bias for whites against blacks helps because it can show trends among larger numbers of individuals across groups. It is satisfying to some researchers because its tie to a particular bodily organ makes it appear less ambiguous. But unlike the experiments, the Freud concepts of the leading idea and displacement, when understood to be in the preconscious, and illuminated by the Bonilla-Silva story analyses, can suggest nuanced reasons why the neuroscience results become what they are. 
Specifying Neural Roles: From the Amygdala to the Striatum 
The psychological literature on prejudice shows there is one social context that often subdues individual race-bias: working toward a common goal. Amygdala investigations fall in line with previous tendencies on this model. Sharing a common aim conditionally dissolves individual race-bias. While some goals involve life threat, many do not. Studies show the amygdala cues to a perceiver’s goal, including to positive survival goals (athletic team success) as well as negative ones (e.g., averting aggression). The amygdala activity varies with the perceiver’s aims. The participants’ goal in one study requires sorting black and white faces by coalition. Does he or she, regardless of race, belong to the sports team? Positive amygdalic activity registered higher for team in-groups than for racial in-groups.65 Studies designed to direct participants’ attention to a goal independent of race suggest race to be of no consequence. The amygdala responds the same regardless of racial group differences.66 Studies in which there is not a goal taking one’s attention away from race indicate nonconscious race bias persists. How? Unfamiliar out-group faces for whites or for blacks increase amygdalic and other central nervous system negative affect.67 
The amygdala is one of many brain regions where nonconscious prejudicial affect registers. I have focused on the foundational work of Phelps et al. and Phelps and Banaji. Studies since show other brain areas and their apparent roles in implicit race-biased behavior. They link the processing of racially biased cues like racially biased empathy to the orbital frontal cortex, disgust, to the insula;68 and thought that imputes value to a possible activity (e.g., pros and cons of inviting Jim on a second date) to the striatum.69 Importantly, the view emerging about a brain base for implicit race bias suggests a network of connecting neural areas working simultaneously while also affectively specializing. Does the neural-network complexity undermine the likelihood that whites or their communities can significantly reduce anti-black bias? Does it indicate a diminishment of the extent to which individuals can be held responsible for automatic expressions of race bias, while simultaneously impugning whites for racism many whites overlook in themselves? 
Distinguishing Stereotype from Prejudice 
To understand better the idea of the brain as networking organs whose partnerships and specializations produce, transform, and elaborate the many variations and individual forms of race bias, we need a window into stereotypes. In the psychological literature helping to explain the formation of racial bias are stereotype studies. Stereotypes are a kind of categorizing. As any student of linguistics or philosophy knows, categorizing is integral to human experience.70 A vast literature of empirical studies examines processes infants and toddlers use to develop abilities to classify objects into groups. The study of classification is a preoccupation for Plato and Aristotle, and for just about any philosopher thereafter. For the empirical sciences, the idea of people’s fundamental need to categorize in order to perceive, decide, act and plan is not new. Walter Lippmann first used the term “stereotype” in his 1922 work Public Opinion: 
For the most part we do not first see, and then define; we define first and then see. In the great blooming, buzzing, confusion of the outer world we pick out what our culture has already defined for us, and we tend to perceive that which we have picked out in the form stereotyped for us by our culture.71 Your ability and mine to quickly sort an object by its group makes readily available, attributes likely to belong to members of the group’s kind. It facilitates speedy extrapolation of properties the object is likely to possess.72 Information processing favors stereotype-affirming options. The ways in which we search for information is shaped by the fact that we tend to ignore stereotype-inconsistent options but seek, remember, and assimilate stereotype-congruent information.73 
How does the seeming inevitability of encoding racial stereotypes relate to the lineage of neural studies linking prejudiced affect to fear response and to specific brain areas (i.e., amygdala, orbital frontal cortex, insula, and striatum)? Studies about stereotypes show activity sourced in a different neural network. The core base for stereotype processing seems to be the temporal lobes, the medial prefrontal cortex, and the interior frontal gyrus.74 These cortical regions facilitate memory and retrieval of concepts, objects, and their significance. They appear to form the processing center for racial stereotyping, just as the amygdala, orbital frontal cortex, insula, and striatum do for prejudiced affect. 
A word about terminology is due. In the literature of social psychology, the term “prejudice” is reserved for racially biased affect, whereas “in contrast to prejudice, which reflects an evaluative or emotional component of social bias, stereotypes represent the cognitive component— the conceptual attributes linked to a particular group as defined by a culture or society.”75 Thus, on this account, stereotypes and prejudices can be kinds of racial bias, but stereotypes are not prejudices. This specialized use of “prejudice” differs from its customary significance in the humanities where it includes any bias based solely on race whether cognitive, affective or both. The concept of prejudice in the social sciences is reserved for “deeper” expressions (e.g., feeling, emotion, evaluation/ preference). As specializing areas, the neural structures for racial stereotypes versus prejudiced affect may operate separately, but they overlap significantly. In his review of neurostudies on race bias, David Amodio writes, “The framework . . . suggests separate networks for prejudice and stereotyping, but in most cases these two processes operate in concert. Thus although [prejudice and stereotyping] are largely rooted in distinct neural systems, their effects converge in higher-level cognition and behavioral expression.”76 
What Does It All Mean? 
How Do Thinking Freudingly and Neuroscience Illuminate White Privilege? 
Burrowing itself into the nonconscious area of the central nervous system and organizing many aspects of American society, white privilege characterizes a decisive order in contemporary white Americans’ psychic and civic racializing 77 structures. Phelps and Banaji’s behavioral and neural approach and Freud’s concepts of the leading idea, affect displacement, and repression, when applied to contemporary white privilege and bias, specify several complex viewpoints. 
The neuroscience shows how widespread the bias is. The Freud applied to white privilegists at the preconscious level helps with reasons why it is widespread. Racism permeates our society so deeply and intricately that perhaps no one can escape complicated relations to it in this lifetime.78 At the level of repression, Freud’s concepts of the leading idea and displacement applied to white-racial group membership after the civil rights movement map unevenly to ways whites can be unaware of their complicity in supremacism. But if we understand them to be operating preconsciously, they help clarify white privilege. At this point the discourse becomes inspired by, but no longer representative of, Freud.


AT: Social Death Wrong
Social death is phenomenologically, psychoanalytically, and structurally crystallized as the paradigmatic positionality of Black existence.
Mubimurusoke, 22—Intercollegiate Department of Africana Studies, Claremont McKenna College (Mukasa, “Extra-ordinary Black Vulnerability,” Black Hospitality, 33-73, SpringerLink, dml)
To say the intervention of afropessimism has been contentious, for both black studies and the general public, would be an understatement. The reviews of Frank Wilderson’s latest work alone express a kind of resentment that is so sharp it’s hard not to believe that these writers did not interpret Wilderson’s work as a hand sealed personal condemnation of their livelihood (McCarthy 2020) (Cunningham 2020). These reviews are often written with a semi-performative defiance of Wilderson’s contention about their ‘social death’, but what cannot go overlooked in these types of responses is that even in their avowed defiance these reviewers cannot escape the political ontology that locates them on the other side, as opposed to the other end, of humanity. These reviews are written from an experience the reviewers often feel can approximate the experience of their apparent fellows, but Wilderson is concerned with the metanarrative of structural positionalities and not the performative capacities perceived in everyday existential experiences or personal expression. Wilderson is not challenging how they may feel from day to day, but what they are, or are not, in the grand scheme of things that exceeds performative political gestures through an extra-ordinary vulnerability.4
The distinction between the performance of blackness and its ontological status that motivates Wilderson builds primarily from the term social death, originally attributed to Orlando Patterson. The term has been adopted and deployed by many to describe the depraved or degraded status of persons under conditions of oppression. Wilderson adopts the definitional components of naked (gratuitous) violence, natal alienation, and dishonor from Patterson, but interprets them beyond certain ontic conditions—where, for instance, for Patterson anyone may become a slave—to a specifically black ontological paradigm that is crystallized phenomenologically and psychoanalytically in the work of Frantz Fanon and the interpretations of his work by David Marriott. Wilderson also takes up Hortense Spillers psychoanalytic framing and vocabulary of a foundational grammar of suffering that reoccurs indefinitely through a violation of the flesh over against a grammar of freedom of the body. Additionally, he builds off Saidiya Hartman—who also has Spillers, Patterson, and Fanon in mind—by replacing the terms of human degradation with logics of the object of commodification, whereby black social death is better conceived in terms of fungibility and accumulation instead of exploitation and alienation. Wilderson conceives the continuity and coalition of these black theorists—and others—to paint the picture of a black existence that demands an entire reimagining of the political through the lens of extra-ordinary vulnerability in three registers that will be explicated in the rest of this chapter: discursively, materially, and psychically.
Beginning at the discursive level, Wilderson’s discussions of black social death offers his readers a number of different perspectives and occasions to recognize the fundamental nature of this paradigmatic condition: from movies and theater, from political to social movements, from domestic to international understandings of blackness. In all these arenas, he remains steadfast in his analysis of the terms of social death as excessive to the limits of their restrictive economies. To reach the level of paradigmatic political positionality, he stresses the separation of the identity formations and performative gestures we may attribute to black people uniquely, or that they may even share with other groups, from the ontological or paradigmatic that overdetermines their stature as fungible, accumulative, and abject. In the essay “End of Redemption,” he states it bluntly:
Blackness is social death, which is to say that there was never a proper meta-moment of plentitude, never a moment of equilibrium, never a moment of social life. Blackness as a paradigmatic position (rather than as an ensemble of identities, cultural practices, or anthropological accoutrement), cannot be disimbricated from slavery. The narrative arc of the slave who is Black (unlike Orlando Patterson’s generic slave who may be of any race) is not an arc at all, but a flat line, what Hortense Spillers calls ‘historical stillness”: a flat line that ‘moves’ from disequilibrium to a moment in the narrative of faux equilibrium, to disequilibrium restored and/or rearticulated. (Wilderson III, Afro-Pessimism and the End of Redemption 2016)
There are two things to note. First, his contention that blackness is a paradigmatic position often is overlooked or misrepresented. Here he is insisting that the qualities we attribute to the performance of blackness, the unique ‘cultural practices’ or ‘anthropological accoutrement’ that one may recognize as contributing to what it means to be black—for example, black music or other cultural performances—are not definitive of the ontological or paradigmatic position of blackness. This is not to say they are completely distinct, but they are not essential and also cannot be separated, or ‘disimbricated’, from the structural foundation of white civil society as its negation. This is to say blackness cannot be separated from the structural position of ‘the Slave’. Of course, this does not mean blacks in contemporary society are subject to or the object of the same types of violence of chattel slavery, but their metaphysical role in the formation of the political world remains the same. Just as the proletariat who is not forced to work 80 hours or who attains healthcare and vacation days, is still the laborer and not the capitalist, the black sharecropper, prisoner, or CEO (or President!) is still in the metaphysical position of ‘the Slave’ and as such is discursively illegible at the level of political ontology, falling rather into the general economy of white supremacy.
We need only to recall the insistent fashion in which President Obama and his wife Michelle Obama—despite or perhaps in light of his office—had been hailed in terms of abject blackness through images of primates, to realize how their political agency was rendered illegitimate or simply illegible despite his properly America political behavior of, for instance, ordering drone strikes in the Middle East and being scornful of ‘absentee’ black fathers. We can describe this illegibility as extra-ordinary insofar as it exceeds the general level of discourse of an accepted humanism, while at the same time appearing banal, as an everyday regular preoccupation with the affective assertion of white supremacy. In other words, these images and the language of dehumanization supersede the discourse of the human and appeal to the paradigmatic black abjectness as cursed existence, regardless of President Obama’s performance (queue ‘Amazing Grace’) as the highest political agent in the land.
The second thing to note in Wilderson’s passage is that this ‘flat line’ or ‘historical stillness’ in the ‘narrative arc’ of ‘the Slave’ serves as another axis in the description of social death. For some the diachronic narrative arc of black life, particularly in America, projects a trajectory of increasing freedom. This would entail some initial point of coherence or equilibrium that is forgotten through violence and displacement only to be returned to, perhaps in a new light. This may be the narrative of Pan-Africanism, a return to the motherland with a newfound unity, or black liberalism, a return to foundations of American equality and fraternity; that is, ‘the arc of the moral universe is long, but it bends toward justice.’ However, these are false narratives, since with the creation of blackness any original equilibrium was eliminated. ‘Africa’ did not exist prior to European invasion and there is no ‘Africa’ or land of the free (for black people) to return to. With no place to retreat, the contours of a legible vulnerability are imagined with Pan-Africanism, but they are ultimately destroyed, since underneath these restricted conversations, there is no place or time that does not fall victim to the extra-ordinary vulnerability of its destruction by white supremacist disregard and/as destruction.
Instead, what we witness with different black political ‘movements’—the implication of motion can only be metaphorical at the paradigmatic level—is a historical stillness. Imagined equilibrium with moments like emancipation, the civil rights legislation, or decolonization only unveil the persistence of disequilibrium. There is no actual movement, or arc, in this historical narrative; no point of reference to imagine a newness as long as black people remain in the paradigmatic, ontological position of ‘the Slave’. How else does one come to understand the practically rote action and reactions to spectacular violence against black people—death, protests, deceptive or limited legislation,Footnote5 and repeat—if not the historical stillness of the black story; where history instead appears to be an eerily persistent and placid backdrop that exceeds all narrative possibilities? Sexton’s rubric of the general and restricted economies is translated into historiographical terms, whereby non-black political movements participate in restricted economies that contribute and participate in the story of the redemptive human; meanwhile, black narratives have no stable foundation against which to project such a narrative; instead, they are overwhelmed by the excesses of force of the white supremacist general economy that destroys narrative capacities. To further elaborate, the uniqueness of black social death via Orlando Patterson’s concepts, Wilderson explains on the next page:
Patterson’s three constituent elements of slavery—naked (or gratuitous) violence, general dishonor, and natal alienation—make the temporal and spatial logic of the entity and of setting untenable, impossible to conceive (as in birth) and/or conceive of (as in assume any coherence). The violence of slavery is not precipitated as a result of any transgression that can be turned into an event (which is why I have argued that this violence is gratuitous, not contingent); dishonor embodied by the slave is not a function of an event either; his or her dishonor is general, as Patterson writes, or as David Marriott has argued, it is best understood as abjection rather than degradation (the latter implies transition); and since a slave is natally alienated, s/he is never an entity in the meta-narrative genealogy. (Wilderson III 2016)
With Wilderson’s elaborations of Patterson’s elements of slavery in these terms of narrative and event we arrive at a clearer sense of what they entail: these elements are not based on any contingent relationship to the violation of the human story, instead they mark the permanent stature outside of it. In other words, ‘historical stillness’ is maintained because the elements of slavery are not predicated on any form of recognition that justifies their position. There are no events or substantive qualities that circumscribe black identity outside of being black, which must be insistently enforced. Antiblack violence comes from nowhere, everywhere, all the time; their lack of honor not only is an abjection they were born into, but has no origin story, no history—the proverbial Middle Passage and the very real forced miscegenation, territoralization, and one-drop rule obliterated them—and that’s why they cannot be placed in any formal genealogy that can be recognized as such, for Wilderson. Here again we are brought to terms with the extra-ordinary: these three registers of natal alienation, general dishonor, and gratuitous violence explicate the ways in which blackness necessarily exceeds the normal components of forced labor that are horrific but still imply relationality. Blackness emerges from, or recedes into, an ever-present general economy of reproductive material for consumption by white civil society, instead of having the quality of a legible human story with recognizable relations and heritage that confer a sense of origin.
Through these articulations of social death and slavery, we can also see how there is a difference between black social death and the amorphous ‘terrorist’ explored by Butler in Precarious Life. Butler is thorough in her explication of how the designation of people of Middle Eastern descent as ‘dangerous’ (Butler 2004, 76) set them in a precarious position within relation to the law. With the help of classic neo-cons Donald Rumsfeld, Dick Cheney, and John Yoo, this identity was imposed by indefinitely (to this day) suspending standard judicial procedures which entail the horrifying acts of torture and total disregard of civilian life that facilitate the economic control and exploitation of the Middle East. The rendering of Middle Easterners outside of the juridical norms of the United States— that is, as always already criminal and never escaping the status of enemy combatant even after capture and detention—seemingly locates them totally outside of the political and, in a manner, analogous to social death (Butler 2004, 76–79). The tragedy of America and the West’s policy toward the Iraq, Afghanistan, and the Middle Eastern post 9/11 are contemptible; nevertheless, they do not occupy the same condition of black social death.Footnote6 A threat to the American nation is ontologically distinct from a threat to the white political order.
To understand this distinction, we cannot only look at the practices of the state or the devastating reality of the current condition of people terrorized by the state. The question and narrative of national security is set in a different key than “the Negro question” and the security of whiteness. The existence and maintenance of Guantanamo Bay does not address or contest ontological and paradigmatic concerns which Wilderson identifies in the first above quoted passage through the idea of a ‘meta-moment of plentitude’ and in the second one as an ‘event’. The crucial difference is that there is a time and/or place imagined for the ‘terrorist’ in Guantanamo or the immigrant or the European American to return to that indicates a cultural, historical, and positional integrity of humanity, that is, a meta-moment of plenitude, that had been violated in their narrative of subjection as human, an identity that had been upset and that, furthermore, may be returned to and where ‘equilibrium’ can be found again. Such a place or time does not exist for the extra-ordinary condition of black people who exist as “a fatal way of being alive” (Marriott 2000, 15).
The economic exploitation and deathly violence against Middle Easterners belong to a narrative arc where a transgression took place, that is, 9/11 or denial of natural resources and land access, that precipitated their stature as ‘dangerous’. In this narrative arc there is a place that still exists, even if physically under siege now, and time that did and, in the future, may exist from where their heritage may be retrieved and/or flourish. An equilibrium can be returned to after the dehumanizing practices of post- or even pre-9/11 destruction and occupation. Such an equilibrium for the positionality of ‘the Slave’ is not conceivable. In “Gramsci’s Black Marx: Whither the Slave in Civil Society” Wilderson uses the work of J. M. Coetzee to describe an anthropological and historical schema used by Europeans to map the integrity of humanness or proper political subjectivity. In this schema, black data is missing from either the anthropological or the historical axis, which if existent would secure this stature of humanness at the discursive level, but since it is absent, this leads to a crisis or a scandal of being uninterpretable. Other groupings may rely on anthropological categories such as clothing and work or historical categories such as entitlements, sovereignty, or immigration (Wilderson III 2003, 234–237). Black people in America, and across the diaspora, are interpreted as missing signifiers in this discourse and thus are illegible within the human narrative. It is in this sense that black vulnerability is not simply pathogenic by the standards described above and sharable with Middle Easterners, rather their vulnerability is illegible, abject—that is, they have no honor or relationality—and normalizing; thus it is extra-ordinary. The constellations of human agency are not diverted or deferred and there’s not simply a ‘sense of powerlessness’ that may be corrected or reoriented. The Slave does and must occupy a structural position without any imaginable recursion to political agency in order for the human identity to live on in strength or peril. Adjacent to the sun of Bataille’s general economic cosmology, blackness emerges from the black hole of white supremacy, which is imperceptible and ultimately unknowable, but nevertheless fuels the cosmological order of the human universe.Footnote7
Now it may also be prudent to emphasize how Wilderson makes a strategic departure from Patterson to identify a crucial distinction in terms of slavery. While Patterson innovatively recognizes that slavery is not reducible to forced labor—the labor you may find also as an indentured servant or even as a contractor in sports—but is structural, he also understands the position of slavery as social death to be applicable to anyone who may, for instance, become a prisoner of war—for example, the prisoners of Guantanamo Bay—even though the slave as prisoner of war may return physically and/or psychically to a prior plentitude, that is, a legible cultural home. For Wilderson, non-blacks may indeed experience slavery, but it is not a constitutive event for their identity or for their narrative. They have the advantage of the capacity to conjure a reason for the violence perpetrated against them that led to their oppression, servitude, or even slavery as the reaction to a performative transgression of normative expectations, even if this transgression is outside of their own cognitive and practical cultural formation.Footnote8 The conditions of black social death prohibit such a coherent formation in as much as it remains in its structural antagonism with the human or white civil society as incoherent, illegible, abject and thus always under the thumb of white civil society by prohibiting any sort of imaginative coherence or semblance of freedom.Footnote9
These examples illustrate the underlying extra-ordinary affective investment by white civil society in its libidinal economy and they can save one from being led too far astray by relying upon another red herring: the tragically true but ultimately misleading accumulation of facts and stats of black abject life. Inasmuch as the facts and corresponding events of black life are discursively approximated—for example, police violence, prison statistics, homelessness rates, the wage gap, and the performative gestures of blacks in responses, for example, public mourning and protest—they do not necessarily get to the excessive affective economy and, therefore, Wilderson maintains that the problem is beyond the expression of language or as he professes in another essay, and just as poignantly, “taxonomy can itemize atrocities but cannot bear witness to suffering.” The ‘grammar of suffering’ that organizes black social death remains op aque at a discursive level, that is, the semiotics of the human, but it subtends the positionality of the black slave, or the ‘position of the unthought.’ Many people may want to compare the quantitative overlap of black tragic facts with those of the poor, and indeed there is overlap, but the coincidence of these facts and atrocities does not get to the fundamental level of black vulnerability that exceeds restrictive articulations. The lists of atrocities, while undeniable and horrific, rely on numbers and data that confuse this violence for a violation of the human that does not extend to black people and thus they divert attention from the affective comfort and security that antiblackness calls forth in a way that literally vitalizes white civil society even if it cannot be spoken of coherently and exceeds rationality.
The transatlantic slave trade, the Maafa, the Berlin Conference, the State of the Unions, had and continue work in the transformation of ‘Africans into blacks’ over against the human and as such forbid narratives of return to a political ‘home’—even the memory of a home—that has not been transmogrified by the shadow of blackness.Footnote10 Under these conditions, how can black vulnerability be legible in any political terms? With no humanity to return to, black people are extra-ordinarily vulnerable and open to violation from a general economy; they have no sanctuary literal or imagined, just a black hole. Experiencing a ‘sense of powerlessness’ or lack of autonomy makes sense only in terms of degradation, not in terms of complete illegibility and abjection. It is literal open season, and not simply for death, but in as much as blackness plays a constitutive role, black people’s vulnerability also becomes the non-discursive backdrop for which white civil society can write their own story and, therefore, complete annihilation would be undesirable. Whether it be a trip to the Heart of Darkness or the Caribbean and New Orleans, c.f. Faulkner’s Absalom, Absalom!, or to the largest protests in American history, blackness is the framework for white civil society’s coming of age; forever illegible because it comes from the illogical general economy of vulnerability found in the excessive resources of the libidinal economy.11
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Shirking nuanced engagement for the sake of “abstraction” doesn’t make them radical, it obscures their own investment in every structure they critique.
Mitchell, 20—Associate Professor and Feminist Studies Graduate Director, Critical Race and Ethnic Studies Department, UC Santa Cruz (Nick, “The View from Nowhere: On Frank Wilderson’s Afropessimism,” https://spectrejournal.com/the-view-from-nowhere/, dml) [language modifications denoted by brackets]
Afropessimism trains its reader in the leaps and bounds of faith necessary for this notion to be entertained. Though Wilderson sheds considerable ink critiquing nonBlacks for analogizing their condition to Black folks, his own understanding of his Blackness gets established through analogy, too. Early on in the book, a young Frank is with his grandmother. They are watching the rebellions in the wake of the assassination of Martin Luther King, Jr. Their conversation reads as if a dress rehearsal for Afropessimist philosophy.
When, prompted by the billowing smoke and the scenes of looting, young Frank asks Grandmother Jules, “Why are we mad?” The reader is not prompted to question the integrity of the “we” that extends from the mansion in Kenwood—the well-heeled Minneapolis neighborhood that the Wildersons are integrating—to the unspecified Black postindustrial ghetto [zone] that “could have been anywhere and everywhere.”7 Kenwood is nowhere on that map, but it’s a nowhere that extends, by way of a gaze accompanying the presumption of shared affect, to a Black anywhere and everywhere.
The presumption of shared feeling does the work of analogy without calling attention to it. When young Frank’s grandmother shouts “Go ahead, son!” at a man depicted on television as a looter, it doesn’t strike the budding Afropessimist as theoretically significant that the looter can neither hear nor speak back. The gap between Frank and Grandmother Jules on one side, and the looter on the other, gets bridged through affective projection, not a solidaristic expression among equals.
For Wilderson, the defining features of the violence foundational to modern slavery (and therefore antiBlackness) are its gratuitousness, its freedom from having to serve any rational purpose, and, above all, its personal nature. (I’ll elaborate on this final point below.) Such a theory of violence makes for a situation where a reader who is left skeptical about the conclusions Wilderson draws as a narrator or theorist is encouraged to see herself [themselves] as sort of like Dr. Zhou—as someone unwilling or unable to face that nonsensical violence is precisely what makes Blackness.
To insist that antiBlack violence make sense would be to impose onto it an ahistorical rationality. It would force antiBlack violence to be recognizable within the norms of violence that nonBlacks face. So, while there are moments when I questioned whether there might have been other plausible interpretations of many of the book’s pivotal scenes, part of the thrust, it would seem, is to challenge its reader to suspend disbelief. Gratuitous violence doesn’t make sense. That’s the point.
It’s a hell of a rhetorical mechanism, and one of the reasons why I advocate for reading Afropessimism with a certain degree of care. Any theoretical formation with a self-defense mechanism that refashions those that disagree with it into a symptom of the problem it is diagnosing has most likely crossed the line from theory into theology. Like Marxists who reflexively label any criticism as petty bourgeois, or Lacanians anxious to read any pushback as the outcome of unconscious repression, there is no way to test it except on the terms that it has itself provided.
At times it seems like Wilderson’s reading of the slave relation as a personal one turns the self into an upscaling mechanism. If second wave feminists insisted that the personal was political, Wilderson’s interpretive practice suggests that the personal is always already peculiar-institutional. It provides a means of refashioning one-on-one dynamics and interactions such that they become immediately available for generalization.
Wilderson’s descriptions of the concrete seem overwhelmed by an apparent demand to represent people, in the first instance, on the model of archetypes. It is not simply that nonBlack people are always invested in the position of the master in some hazy or general way. Wilderson’s narrations indicate that nonBlack people are invested in the personal character of that relationship in such a way that makes him their slave, in particular.
THE DISAPPEARING STATE	
This analytic practice of turning social relations between Black and nonBlack persons, formal and informal, into one organized in the first instance by the slave-master dualism has serious implications for Wilderson’s ability to assess complex relationships. In the art center, his co-worker Sameer, an immigrant from Palestine who seems to share with Frank an interest in revolutionary internationalist politics, is grieving. Sameer has just received news of the death of his cousin who, in a tragic accident, was trying to craft a bomb in Ramallah. As Sameer is relating his grief, he shares stories with Frank about life under settler occupation. Yet the account hinges on Sameer’s comment that, for the Palestinian under occupation confronted with Israeli troops, “shame and humiliation runs even deeper if the Israeli soldier is an Ethiopian Jew.”
Wilderson is quick to dispense those questions of the complex and contradictory imbrications of racialization, religion, and nation. He instead makes Sameer’s expression of grief into one not only about Blackness, but about a Blackness that Wilderson, in spite of his geopolitical location, has an obvious and transparent claim to immediate understanding. That Sameer and Frank stand in for the possibility—now, more specifically, the impossibility—of Palestinian-Black solidarity simply goes without saying.
Details of actual coalition building needn’t be fussed with. These proportions, and the idea that they can be generalized, must be treated as obvious or unspoken in order to offer the encounter its dramatic framing. With Sameer’s words, Wilderson explains, “The earth gave way. The thought that my place in the unconscious of Palestinians fighting for their freedom was the same dishonorable place I occupied in the minds of Whites in America and Israel chilled me.”8
The assumed personality of the slave relation offers a hair-trigger impulse to abstraction and analogy. With stunning quickness, it turns a state soldier into a slave and a suffering comrade into a theoretical occasion. As selves scale across space and time, they scale up in proportion: Sameer, in his grief, appears to offer unyielding access to a Palestinian collective unconscious that is already fixated on putting the slave in his place.
As it scales, the Afropessimist practice of abstraction has to erase, or ignore, a lot of complicating details. The reader is not invited to consider the possibility that Sameer might have meant something quite different, that it might not make sense to analogize the racial organization in a different geopolitical context, or the significance of the fact that a Black person might participate in the consolidation of state power as anything other than its unwilling instrument. The Ethiopian soldier’s gun, for instance, is explained away in a dependent clause.
But those who have embraced Afro-pessimism will likely not be swayed by anything I have said above. In the final instance, the Afropessimist imaginary is fueled by a confidence toward which it gestures but rarely states explicitly. The idea is that the virtue of Afropessimism consists in the fact that it does something important for Black people, that it allows Black people to speak deeply repressed truths about the social world, truths that make their nonBlack enemies and allies feel profoundly unsafe.
My first response to this repressive hypo- thesis would of course be, “which Black people?” The second would be about the nature of the relationship between speech and action envisioned here. While many who embrace Afropessimist ideas imagine that doing so will animate a radical politics that can live beyond a kind of collective world-historical recognition of antiBlackness, that is not a confidence shared by its principal theorist. He is consistently vague: “[Afropessimism] makes us worthy of our suffering.” Or “Afropessimism is Black people at their best. . . [It] gives us the freedom to say out loud what we would other- wise whisper or deny: that no Blacks are in the world, but, by the same token, there is no world without Blacks.”9
Or, the virtue of the theory exists in the pleasure of scaling itself. Speaking of the relief of being in an all-Black group at a multiracial conference, Wilderson writes,
I was able to see and feel how comforting it was for a room full of Black people to move between the spectacle of police violence, to the banality of microaggressions at work and in the classroom, to the experiences of chattel slavery as if the time and intensity of all three were the same.10
Extending the feel-good experience of this proto-Afropessimist scene of affirmation, for Wilderson, is the fact that no one asks any questions, inserts any uncertainty, or demands any specificity when group members talk about the contemporariness of chattel slavery. “Folks cried and laughed and hugged each other and called out loud for the end of the world. No one poured cold water on this by asking, What does that mean—the end of the world?”11
But when the all-Black group’s breakout session ends, they are at an impasse, because they are supposed to talk with their nonBlack “allies” about what happened. Eventually one member of the group suggests what will become their ultimate course of action: “We would go back in and refuse to speak with them. Not a protest, just a silent acknowledgement of the fact that we would not corrupt what we experienced with their demand for articulation between their grammar of suffering and ours.”12
Wilderson offers little insight into the process that led to this decision, partly because the point of the scene is to teach us to read silence in the Afropessimist register. Just as young Frank viewed Grandmother Jules laughing and yelling at the television, the reader is led, by the overwhelming sense of joy and relief in the scene, to read the absence of disagreement as the presence of assent. Silence, here, appears to affirm the criticality of Afropessimism.
THEORY—CRITIQUE—THEORY
In the book’s final pages, Frank tells a student who is visiting his office that “the thing that prevented most students from getting their heads around Afropessimism was the fact that it described a structural problem but offered no structural solution to that problem.”13 My read is different. It is not that Afropessimism offers no solution so much as it substitutes itself for one. It offers knowledge itself as the end, as a good that resides in the place that other theories would put the exhortation to practice—and in practice, to test the theory. 
This is something different than saying that, when it comes to Afropessimism’s political imaginary, there’s no there there. My point is that in the end, Afropessimism is a view from somewhere, and that somewhere is, perhaps all too obviously, the university. The place where all roads in Afropessimism ultimately lead, that place where theorizing is a valued mode of practice in and of itself, and where it does not need to be justified on any other terms. The modern university does not only enable the practice of diagnosing problems with no solutions to hand, and to develop critiques that do not open immediately onto strategies of redress; it enshrines the right to do so and valorizes the subject that does. Afropessimism claims to offer no sanctuary while its practitioner is in fact modeled on the privileged subject of Enlightenment humanism, which sought to liberate knowing from being judged by the actions it did or did not enable. 

Perm—2AC
Perm: Do both. Even if pessimism is a good academic stance, it can’t be used to justify accepting nuclear war—life is a prerequisite to struggle.
Syedullah, 18—Visiting Assistant Professor of Sociology at Vassar College (Jasmine, “Afro-pessimism: Critical Exchange,” Contemporary Political Theory Vol. 17, 1, 105–137, dml)
Given that the endgame of Afro-pessimism as an academic enterprise is limited by its location within the neoliberal university (see Fred Moten and Stephano Harney’s ‘‘The University and the UnderCommons,’’), the most generative aspects of its analysis of anti-blackness and Western civilization are indebted to knowledge about black life and liberation produced outside the academy and on the ground of struggles for freedom. The pessimism of conventional philosophical concern presses on the ontological foundations of a person’s individual sense of agency and purpose, throwing one’s will to live into question. 
Prophetic despair, such as that which Baldwin expresses in an often quoted interview between James Baldwin Dr. Kenneth Clark in May of 1963, presses on the material cohesion of our moral infrastructure. In the interview Baldwin professes to remaining pessimistic with regard to his own life when he says, ‘‘It doesn’t matter any longer what you do to me; you can put me in jail, you can kill me. By the time I was 17, you’d done everything that you could do to me. The problem now is, how are you going to save yourselves?’’ He goes on a bit later to refuse, in no uncertain term, pessimism as a politics of the future. 
When Clark asks, ‘‘Jim, what do you see deep in the recesses of your own mind as the future of our nation, … I think that the future of the Negro and the future of the nation are linked … What do you see?,’’ Baldwin replies, ‘‘I can’t be a pessimist because I’m alive. To be a pessimist means that you have agreed that human life is an academic matter, so I’m forced to be an optimist. I’m forced to believe that we can survive whatever we must survive. But the future of the Negro in this country is precisely as bright or as dark as the future of the country (Clark et al., 1963). 
I want to savor the tensions of Baldwin’s response. I want to hold them, not resolve them, and observe how they situate pedestrian personal pessimism outside the movement for black life, while calling out the limits of a political process propelled and legitimated by white supremacy. Even insofar as pessimism is a social expression of the affective limits of social death, a feeling that brings us back to life, out of isolation, and into conversation with each other the promise of pessimism is clearly far more than an academic matter. 
The antithesis of pessimism in this instance is not optimism but apathy, willful passive acceptance of the untenable conditions of a people systemically and forcibly made to understand that there are some whose existence is at best immaterial and at worst a clear and present danger, and then there are those lives that do matter. What we have been witnessing in the activist and academic movements for black life is the implosion of identity politics and the failure of its possessive claims to liberal demands for rights and protection. The abolition of whiteness demands a kind of justice the state may not yet know how to sanction. As Patrisse Cullors (2015), one of three original founders of #BLM, argues, ‘‘I believe we can’t wait on the State to take care of our Black lives. We have to show up now to build the world we want to see.’’
Thinking the purchase of the pessimistic prophetically then, as a residual, inevitable, yet generative practice of the black prophetic tradition with reparative properties that precede and exceed Afro-pessimism’s formal incorporation into scholarly journals and conferences, I find myself constantly reminding my students that while we can take the analysis of power Afro-pessimism offers and run with it, academic enunciations of pessimism run the risk of remaining loyal to the limits of legibility and respectability of politics as usual. As Nick Mitchell (forthcoming, p. 10) writes: ‘‘When the intellectual becomes interchangeable with the slave, it is perhaps too easy … to smooth over the fact that black intellectuals have interests as intellectuals that can and do diverge from those of the people for whom they might want justice. Without an acknowledgement (not a confession) of this divergence … the project of race theorization risks deploying the generalizing force of theory and the moralizing tendency of critique to generalize a class perspective.’’ 
What we are dealing with here is more than occidental anxiety of ontological uncertainty. It is an ethical imperative to engage in a struggle to change the meaning of rights and protection from the ground up (or suffer senselessly at the altar of the state’s right to defend itself by any means necessary). As Baldwin (in Clark et al., 1963) suggested in the interview with Kenneth Clark, the pessimism of antiblack racism is not just a black problem, it presses on the condition of whites and upon the country as a whole: ‘‘These people have deluded themselves for so long, that they really don’t think I’m human. I base this on their conduct, not on what they say, and this means that they have become, in themselves, moral monsters.’’ 
The predicament of the pessimist is not a personal problem that is easily selfcontained. It presses upon the body, moving it to unrest, unleashing a rage that cannot stand to be at home in moral monstrosity. It just wants to burn it all down. ‘‘Now, we are talking about human beings, there’s not such a thing as a monolithic wall or some abstraction called the Negro problem, these are Negro boys and girls, who at 16 and 17 don’t believe the country means anything that it says and don’t feel they have any place here, on the basis of the performance of the entire country.’’ The question Afro-pessimism poses as a practice of prophetic desire then, turns away from a politics of recognition and respectability toward an abolitionist praxis of fugitive reparation to ask, ‘‘Will you run with me?’’ Does my pessimism press on your sense of superiority, exception, perfection enough for you to forfeit your status and help us move the country, force the nation to believe there is freedom beyond this world, a more prophetic imagination of difference, identity, and inclusion? ‘‘What white people have to do,’’ Baldwin (in Clark et al., 1963) reminds us, ‘‘is try and find out in their own hearts why it was necessary to have a nigger in the first place, because I’m not a nigger, I’m a man, but if you think I’m a nigger, it means you need it.’’ 
In the present moment Black Lives Matter (BLM) is advancing the cause for the abolition of white supremacy in local ways in chapters throughout the world. They call us to account for the material consequences of the unfinished work of antislavery abolition and reconstruction. They are part of an underground lineage of fugitive communities that emerged from the marshes, swamps, and hiding spaces of the plantation South. Their message is decentralized. It is not uniform. It does not reproduce old antagonisms. It does not pit moral suasion against direct confrontation. It does not ask that we choose to remain either optimistic or pessimistic. It exercises a practice of the political that harnesses both. In this last section then I turn to a speech against apathy by Patrisse Cullors, a beacon in a leader-full movement who has been animating pessimism as a protocol of self-care and prophetic political organizing powerful enough to propel activist and intellectual movements from isolated places of loss into collective liberation, out of abstractions into objections, subjecting the logics of antiblack racism to the collective force of intersecting fugitive communities of abolitionist movement against nihilism and toward an affirmation of life. 
We Can Survive? At age 25 on 19 April 2015 Freddie Gray died from injuries sustained while shackled by his feet in a Baltimore Police Department van where he was being held in custody following his arrest. Baltimore stood up, rose up, died in, and rolled out. We all bore witness. His death was deemed a murder by the medical examiner a few weeks later. That Sunday morning, May 3, 2015, I, a Buddhist, found my way to church, to All Saints in Pasadena, CA, into the strikingly upper-class congregation of post-service attendees who piled in along with an unlikely mix of young greater Los Angeles activists-of-color and their white hipster allies. It would be my first time hearing our speaker in person. The whole room stood and cheered as she entered – the woman who helped coin the hashtag, the longtime activist organizer, Patrisse Cullors greeted us like family, all knowing eyes, bright smiles, and then began a talk she called ‘‘Abolition Theology.’’ Her voice was clear and certain, free of the cross-bearing affect of black suffering that often accompanies talk of state-sponsored antiblack violence in predominately white spaces. Cullors gave us a speech that touched us, that moved us – mourning, rage and all – into a mood for collective action. She impressed upon us the fact that the movement for black lives was a call to action for all black life, not just the names we could recite, not just cisgendered young men, not just ‘‘innocent’’ ‘‘children,’’ not just Americans. She let us know there had been recent formations of #Black Lives Matter chapters beyond U.S. borders. There were Afro-Latino chapters, chapters forming in Haiti, and in Ghana. She reminded us that the concept of blackness that resonates across the globe called on us to broaden the scope of our movements and to build alliances, to build with Latino communities in particular. It was a call for #BLM without borders. We were being enlisted in a movement that began, she reminded us, with the movement to abolish the institution of slavery. We were being reeducated as she drew connection between the hard-won efforts of formerly fugitive abolitionists to build resilient communities out of the so-called contraband during and following the Civil War through to the present-day ‘‘leader-full’’ movement of #BLM. ‘‘Isn’t this a great time to be alive?’’ Cullors asked in closing. Is she joking I wondered? I found not one drop of cynicism in her question. Without missing a beat, she proceeded to relay the names, the facts, the numbers, the bodies felled by police, by gun, by force. As she listed the lives taken a wave of loss flooded the room and we were still, breathless. ‘‘Protest is about disrupting apathy,’’ she continued. 
She left us eager to join her in this twenty-first century revival of reconstruction, in a fight for food, for access to housing, for access to education, and for a kind of justice for black lives that will not come without our willingness to show up, stand up, and throw down. In the streets, in solidarity, we will find the power to change people, she said, to change policy. She echoed the words of civil rights organizer Ella Baker, ‘‘the system under which we now exist has to be radically changed… It means facing a system that does not lend itself to your needs and devising means by which you change that system.’’ 
For Cullors that ‘‘means’’ came by way of waves grief, rage, despair, the loss of family, the loss of hope, bearing witness, heartbreak, and the will to return to face it all again. She closed us out with the rallying chant of the movement for black lives, the recitation of a prayer by Twentieth century fugitive slave Assata Shakur, ‘‘It is our duty to fight for our freedom. It is our duty to win. We must love each other and protect each other. We have nothing to lose but our chains.’’ The congregation’s joy burst through the siren of her words and bound us toward another way of sitting with the litany of loss. 
We Must Survive 
What Baldwin and Cullors make clear is that pessimism is most powerful as an unrelenting political process of coming back to life, beginning to feel one another’s humanity. What my students who are taking up the work of Afro-pessimism are in most need of are new ways to put their pessimism to work, to come together and collectively counteract the mind-numbing soul-crushing isolation centuries of antiblack racism have waged on our humanity. We need not fear falling short. The more we ‘‘fail,’’ the stronger we rise to try again armed with the alchemy of despair. What we need are stories and speeches, and spaces that moves us from abjection toward that fertile ground of self-transformation one can only find in the witness of another. What might we give up in a move from critique to healing and reparation, generative of the choice to be fearless in the face of the impossibilities of freedom? What might the audacity to ‘‘lean on each other,’’ as Jasmine Abdullah Richards says in the epigraph, and imagine a future for black life otherwise, add to the pursuits of the pessimist?

Alt—2AC
The alt: 
1. Refusing attempts to combat anti-Blackness and improve material conditions is not a political strategy.
Ford and Brown, 21—assistant professor of education studies at DePauw University AND public school educator and labor activist in Boston, organizer with the ANSWER coalition, the Jericho Movement and the Boston Liberation Center (Derek and Nino, “Teaching Politically and the Problem of Afropessimism,” https://blackagendareport.com/teaching-politically-and-problem-afropessimism, dml)
The reason anti-Blackness critique is welcome in schools is because it is devoid of praxis and politics, or, to be more precise, because it celebrates its lack of politics. The impossibility of praxis and the rejection of organizing are fundamental tenets for two reasons. The first is that there is no answer to the question “what is to be done?” and the second is that the mass movements necessary for transformation are “from the jump, an anti-black formation,” as Wilderson told IMIXWHATILIKE.[14] Of course, the only thing to do is to condemn every attempt at fighting oppression and improving material conditions. For example, when a student group at one of our schools staged a protest when Condoleeza Rice came to speak, they were denounced as “anti-Black.” There was no political criteria for such a denouncement, no defense of Rice, and likely no knowledge of the reasons behind the protest. It didn’t matter that Rice was a key figure of the white supremacist imperialist power structure, or that she played a major role in the murder of hundreds of thousands of Iraqis, the torture of thousands of Arab and African people.
Examples of “anti-Blackness” that often come up in organizing are that non-Black people of color are to be met with suspicion when organizing on issues that sharply affect Black people. One such issue is immigration. In the struggle for immigrant rights, which is often overcoded as a “Latinx” issue, some Black activists and organizers point to the fact that 44% of those caged by ICE, for example, are Haitians. Instead of directing their ire towards the racist state that holds many Black immigrants in horrendous conditions, the focus then becomes the irrevocable anti-Blackness that exists in Latinx communities. Ideologies like Afro Pessimism have working class people of color (Black people included) fighting amongst each other, with the same framework as liberal identity politics. They both reduce solidarity to checking one’s privilege and fashioning oneself as the consummate ally of Black people and their liberation. So, instead of building a united front against the racist state, the lack of corporate/mainstream media focus on the fact that there are many Black immigrants, and immigration is a “Black issue” unnecessarily shifts attention to other workers who are subjected to the same “anti-Black” ideology of the ruling class and it’s media apparatuses. Instead of calling out the “Latinx community” for their “anti-Blackness” a revolutionary perspective frames the issue as not one stemming from any said community, but from the ruling class which oppresses the vast majority of immigrants in this country.
Capital in these instances are let off the hook. The problem is no longer that the ruling class owns the means of production and thus the means of ideological production that reinforce anti-working class ideologies such as racism. The problem is the “anti-Blackness”--and the often posited “inherent” anti-Blackness--of non-Black communities. It’s a structural feature of society, but apparently one that can’t be changed. As a result, there’s no need to do anything except critique. 
No wonder, then, that Afropessimism is so welcome in the neoliberal university and the increasingly corporatized public school system in the U.S. It’s incredibly easy to call something anti-Black, to condemn anti-Blackness, and to play more-radical-than-thou. It’s more than easy, it’s what academia is about. Moreover, and this is related to the Rice protest mentioned earlier, when “Black faces” do appear in “high places,” they’re immunized from any possible critique from any group that isn’t Black (enough). It doesn’t matter if the head of a school, corporation, or any other entity has the same politics as the imperialist and racist power structure, because they’re black and so to critique or challenge them would be an act of anti-Blackness.
This last reason is why white people love Afropessimism so much. The vague calls to “follow Black people” not only fulfill racist tropes that all Black people are the same (in, for example, their unruliness and “threat” to society) but moreover let white people off the hook for doing any real political investigation and work. The real response to “Follow Black people'' is: “Which Black people?” Should Derek follow his comrade Nino or John McWhorter? Should he go to the police protest organized by the local Black Lives Matter group or the one organized by the local Congress of Racial Equality? Should he get his racial politics from Barack Obama or Glen Ford? He certainly shouldn’t get his politics--or take his lessons in class struggle--from today’s Afropessimists.
None of this is to devalue Black leadership in the Black liberation movement, to be clear. Black people have and will lead the Black struggle and the broader class struggle. Nor is it to claim that random white people should show up to a Black Lives Matter protest and grab the microphone. Then again, how much of a problem is that really? Shouldn’t we forget the myth that we can learn all the proper rules before we struggle and instead just go out and struggle? And as we struggle, be conscientious of our actions and how they could be perceived; know that we’ll make mistakes and own up to them; and most importantly build with those whom this racist society has segregated us from so we can unite against a common enemy. Black people will lead the Black struggle and the class struggle. So too will Asian Americans, Indigenous people, and Latino/a/xs. So too will the child of an African immigrant and a Filipino domestic worker. So too will some white people. The key ingredients are unity, political clarity, and strategic proficiency.  
2. Pessimism is not prescriptive. Winning ontology doesn’t mean you should accept the status quo.
Pappas, 18—Professor of Philosophy at Texas A&M University, Distinguished Research Fellow for the Latino Research Initiative at The University of Texas at Austin, not Alexander Diamond (Gregory Fernando, “What Is Going On?: Where Do We Go from Here? Should the Souls of White Folks Be Saved?,” The Pluralist, Volume 13, Number 1, Spring 2018, pp. 67-80, dml) [language modifications denoted by brackets]
There is a long history of pessimists in African American thought that would today, more than ever, hold that we just need to give up on the idea that whites can be saved. Scholars like Thandeka must then face these skeptical challenges that use history, sociology, and law to support their pessimistic stance in regard to where we go from here. They have claimed that all the historical evidence warrants giving up on waiting for whites to be reformed. From Frederick Douglass to Tommy Curry, there have been pessimistic critics of “the Black philosopher’s obsessive hope in the redemptive character of white innocence.”11 The stronger pessimists’ challenge argues that historically, groups in power are not likely to give up power easily and the lives of black people are at stake; therefore, we cannot wait until whites have some affective transformation as suggested by Thandeka. Only some political radical action has a chance of bringing about genuine change. Thandeka is by no means alone in the hope that whites can change. In fact, there is plenty of new and exciting research in support of her side. In her most recent publication, The Future of Whiteness, Linda Alcoff argues that whiteness is not inextricably tied to white supremacy. There are no fixed social categories and therefore no grounds for fatalism. There is hope that white people will face the truths of who they are and how they got here, and will push back on the seductions of white supremacy.12 I am not going to pretend to solve this long-standing debate but will critique the assumption that proper appeal to facts and reason will settle the issue. Often both sides think their side is empirically grounded and the other is ideological. Because of the predominance of white supremacy in US history, the pessimist’s side is the one that usually feels more secure that the facts are on her [their] side. They thus portray those with some hope, like Thandeka, as committed to some value-ethical commitments that blinds one to [obscures] the facts and what they call for. From the pessimist’s standpoint, someone who brings value considerations is another case of moral rhetoric that ends up masking the reality of exploitation, mass incarceration, poverty, and militarized police murdering unarmed black men. For them, it is obvious that efforts to save the whites or forgive them are not warranted by the evidence. However, as sympathetic as I sometimes am to their side, it is clear to me that none of the pessimist’s postures in regard to whites follow from a mere empirical study of the facts (e.g., history, sociology). The notion that the pessimist is the one who is adopting an objective “valueless” Archimedean standpoint in this debate is false. Any posture or resolution such as revenge, separation, resistance, or killing presupposes a value standpoint that goes beyond the facts. Thandeka and the pessimist may agree about all the historical evidence against whites and still reasonably disagree about where we go from here. If evidence alone does not determine the issue, then what reasons account for the disagreements? Here is my hypothesis: the issue of “Where do we go from here” is one of those “intellectually undecidable” issues presented by William James in The Will to Believe. Even when there is a preponderance of evidence on one side, it cannot be decided on only empirical-theoretical grounds. More importantly, our metaphysical and value-affective commitments play a key role. Let me explain. In a discussion-debate about where we go from here, we must lay out all the facts or evidence that supports our belief, but we rarely lay out all the operative background assumptions or “put all the cards on the table.” For instance, both sides may appeal to historical evidence, but history is after all just that, history. The issue is about what should be done today, where we should put our hopes, or what we should try now. For instance, at this point in history, should we trust “white” people? “Hope” and “trust” presuppose risk, and the issue of whether something is worth the risk or not is not totally decided by adopting some theoretically detached “objective” study of the facts or history. In disagreements about this sort of issue or belief, there is a lot going on in the background that has nothing to do with the empirical evidence or “facts.” The Role of Metaphysical13 Assumptions in “Where Do We Go from Here?” The issue of where we go from here cannot be addressed without assumptions about the reality of the temporal or history. In deciding where we go, one must presuppose a view about the “here” (the present) and how in general it relates to the past and the future. Let me return to debates among black intellectuals to illustrate the profound difference one’s metaphysical beliefs about history make, and in particular black history, in figuring out where we go from here. A good place to start is a statement by James Baldwin that has received much attention since the release of the film I Am Not Your Negro: “History is not the past. History is the present. We carry our history with us. To think otherwise is criminal.”14 Baldwin is raising a criticism of a certain view of history, one in which the past atrocities suffered by blacks can be forgotten because in reality they do not exist anymore. White ignorance or amnesia may be self-serving and have different causes, but Baldwin is correcting a metaphysical assumption about the past and history here. However, Baldwin’s assertion is ambiguous or can be subjected to different views of history. In a recent article in Slate, 15 Ismail Muhammad notices this ambiguity and argues that we have misunderstood the importance of James Baldwin for today’s black writers. The statement that “we carry history with us” can be interpreted in different ways depending on our views of the past and history (our metaphysics of time). What is the alternative to the sort of presentism where the past just drops from existence as we move forward in time? What does “we carry our history with us” mean, and what weight does this have for blacks in deciding where we go from here? Muhammad is critical of interpretations of Baldwin and black history that assume that “[b]lack people are merely living through endless repetitions of slavery and Jim Crow, which white supremacists massaged into subtler forms of control. According to this thesis, black Americans exist in a moment of foundational violence—slavery—that repeats ad infinitum.”16 Hence, distinct historical moments can be collapsed into one; Jesmyn Ward, among other African American intellectuals, sees “Trayvon Martin’s death as the latest episode of a recurrent nightmare. Replace ropes with bullets. . . . Nothing is new. . . . [E]very aspect of contemporary life has a corollary in the Jim Crow past. . . . White supremacy might have swapped guises, but its power remains interminable and total.”17 This take on black history cannot help but result in the more pessimistic answers to “Where do we go from here?,” but for Muhammad, this is not Baldwin. On the contrary, Baldwin should be used today to challenge this “logic of perpetual trauma.”18 It is true that “we carry history with us” implies “history’s inescapable purchase upon black life,” but “history is not immutable; . . . it is a practice we always conduct in the present tense, reshaping the past in order to imagine desired futures.”19 This way of understanding black history acknowledges that black history has been traumatic, but also acknowledges “the long shadows that slavery and Jim Crow cast on our present without standing in them.”20 According to this metaphysics or history, racist violence persists, regularity exists, but it is not cyclical. There are no historical necessities and immutable truths. White supremacy continues to generate anxiety, fear, and anger (i.e., it persists), but it makes little sense to claim it is perpetual or has such a grip that there are no felt possibilities beyond it. Muhammad is pointing to important assumptions that have received little attention in discussions about white supremacy. Scholars like Charles W. Mills have alerted us about not being blind to the legacy of white supremacy in our present society.21 The way he understands the phrase “We carry our history with us” presupposes a historical perspective in which the injustices of today are part of a larger historical narrative about the development of modern societies that goes back to how Europeans have progressively dehumanized or subordinated others. There is nothing problematic about this historical perspective, but is it one that is adopted in the present (as the locus of reality) or from an Archimedean or God’s-eye view of history (in which the past and the present can be gazed upon)? Muhammad interprets Baldwin as assuming the former; when Baldwin says “History is the present” and “We carry our history with us,” he means that to be in history is to be in a present and open situation that is continuous with previous ones and where structures that have persisted weigh heavily in our present memories, bodies, habits, and communities. We can say that the reality of exploitation, mass incarceration, poverty, and militarized police murdering unarmed black men is continuous with previous forms of, or is the legacy of, “white supremacy,” but there is really no white supremacy as a single and fixed evil across history. This is basic to understanding why there is some hope in Baldwin. Whether Muhammad is correct about Baldwin is secondary to my main point: the role of metaphysical assumptions in debates about where we go from here. Pessimists and optimists have these assumptions, and making them explicit in debates may advance communal inquiry more than pretending that the issue can be decided by being “empirical” and objective about black history. Many blacks would agree that “history is the present” and “we carry our history with us,” but exactly how the horrendous past of whites bears on the present depends in part on the extent to which we believe that what anchors all historical accounts of the past is the present, or if we see the present as just the effect of the past. How open-endedly we conceive the universe bears on having some hope. The Role of Affective-Value Reasons in “Where Do We Go from Here?” There is no sense in denying that personal-idiosyncratic reasons may play a role in deciding where to take a stand on where we go from here, whether we are aware of them or not. What I have in mind are personal experiences or the possible slant or bias as a result of being a member of some social group (class, gender, etc.). However, here, I wish to highlight the role of the affectivevalue dimension in the sense that is emphasized by Thandeka. The fact is that a value slant seems unavoidable since people come from different moral sensitivities and value commitments. James calls some of these hidden reasons “the passional.” This is important in understanding disagreements among thinkers in the black intellectual tradition. The disagreement between Martin Luther King, Jr., and Malcolm X cannot be understood unless we consider, for example, the religious-moral background and values that informed each side. Thandeka shares the same Christian value-laden slant of Martin Luther King, Jr., when she proposes to “save” whites. There is nothing inherently problematic about this value commitment, but it needs to be made explicit. Again, not even the most rigorous empirical-scientific pessimist can avoid taking a value standpoint on where we go from here. I can easily imagine someone being in total agreement with Thandeka’s diagnosis of whites in America and still disagree that whites are capable of being saved or that we should try to do something about it. How Should We Approach “Where Do We Go from Here?”: A Proposal If I am correct, does it mean that discussion on this issue is a waste of time since at the end of the day, it is undecidable, and all a matter of people’s subjectivevalue commitments?22 Does it mean there is just no way to determine better from worse positions in regard to where we go from here? Not at all. Not all views are equally supported or reasonable. Moreover, the lesson of James in regard to genuine options that are “intellectually undecidable” is not to stop serious inquiry about facts and history or the appeal to them as the basis for justification from our stance.23 We should continue to aim at engaging in an open and inclusive communal inquiry about this issue, but ideally all parties must make an honest effort to put all the cards on the table in the discussion. The acknowledgment that there are “affective” commitments that guide our most factual-empirical inquiries is an important step; the alternative is a repression that does not work. This last proposal is not easy. Our intellectual arrogance often gets in the way, and even under ideal conditions, most of us are not even aware of our deepest affective-value reasons that guide our inquiries. In other words, we resist or are incapable of putting all the cards on the table. However, this is not a good reason to not try, and it points to the importance of trying to have the most inclusive community of inquiry. Finding out what “our cards” are is not a matter of self-introspection of our beliefs or in our minds; it is a matter of social interaction, of being confronted by others. The best way to find out our slant, bias, and blindness is via communication, especially with those we disagree with. There is no Archimedean standpoint that we can appeal to in deciding who is right in the disagreements about where we go from here. The lack of such a standpoint should not be a source of despair. There are better and worse understandings of others and the possibility of learning from them. More importantly, especially in regard to issues such as where we go from here, all the options on the table have their own risk; there is no certainty or way of really knowing beforehand which is correct. This requires a lot of epistemic humility. All parties should be fully committed to taking a stand, but should be aware of their fallibility. This demands adopting an experimental attitude that is nowhere to be found today in public discourse. The source of this proposal is the shared insights of the American melioristic democratic philosophical tradition—James, Du Bois, Baldwin, Addams, Dewey, Locke. There are important differences between these thinkers, and they do not share a particular answer to the question “Where do we go from here?” that we can recover for today. In fact, if there is one, it is that different times (and contexts) call for us to revisit the question in light of all of the best present intellectual resources we can muster. An intelligent stance requires a serious inquiry into the diagnosis about the proper means relative to the present context. Even if we come to agree that a revolution is called for today, there is still the issue of what particular sort of revolution and what means are needed. To be sure, some of these thinkers defended prima facie reasons for preferring democratic means, but in principle, they are open to any particular means, even killing. I would not be honest or be putting all the cards on the table if I did not disclose the common metaphysical beliefs and the melioristic affective backbone that animate this tradition. This is consistent with my previous analysis on what is operative in the background of “Where do we go from here?” Let me elaborate. In regard to “Where do we go from here?,” this philosophical tradition resists or is critical of both the optimism of white denial and the pessimism of black despair. Insofar as both assume we live in a “block universe,” there is no basis for such determinism in reality. This philosophical tradition assumes an open nature of a pluralistic cosmos, and this makes a difference in how American philosophers think about and confront evils-injustices as events in life as a present process. For them, the comfort from the certainty of both optimism and pessimism seem shallow and usually lead to total passivity in the form of either waiting for the unavoidable progress to come or pessimistic resignation, despair, and cynism. Injustices are usually events with a history, but in an open and unfinished horizon of a world still in the making; therefore, where we have been does not determine where we should go. More importantly, even our best-grounded optimistic or pessimistic stances are likely to be mistaken and corrected by unexpected events. 

Libidinal Economy Wrong—2AC
Libidinal explanations for anti-Black behavior do not prove that the plan is bad:
a. Psychic explanations of racism are reductive and aren’t solved by the alt.
Henderson, et al, 22—Ph.D. candidate, Department of Psychology, University of Virginia (Kyshia, with Sophie Trawalter and Gerald Higginbotham, “Social Psychological Research on Racism and the Importance of Historical Context: Implications for Policy,” Current Directions in Psychological Science 2022, Vol. 31(6) 493-499, dml)
Last year, the American Psychological Association issued an apology for its role in “promoting, perpetuating, and failing to challenge racism” and resolved to do better (American Psychological Association, 2021). It acknowledged that addressing historical and contemporary harms due to racism will require redress at the individual, interpersonal, institutional, and systemic levels. Psychological research—with its focus on individuals— can speak to individual and interpersonal redress. But this focus can also provide a narrow lens. A casual reader of psychological research could come away with the impression that Confederate monuments reflect heritage, that guns promote felt safety, that health-care disparities in pain management are the result of physicians’ faulty perceptions, and that policy responses to pandemics are grounded in legitimate fears of contagion. They could also come away with the impression that debates over Confederate monuments, guns, health-care disparities, and pandemics are overblown and simply require individual-level change. Psychological research that is centered on history and its legacy, however, reveals important nuances: Confederate monuments are associated with hate, guns are tied to the maintenance of White supremacy, physicians’ perceptions follow from a long history of medical racism, and responses to pandemics are biased in ways that further the reach of long-held racist narratives. Such research can make people more mindful of individual- and system-level solutions.
Looking ahead, how can psychological research make history and its legacy more legible? The first step is relatively straightforward: Psychologists can provide historical and sociocultural context when presenting individual-level research. The next steps are decidedly harder: Psychologists will need to incorporate historical and sociocultural analysis into research questions, hypotheses, designs, analyses, and conclusions. These steps will require diverse multidisciplinary teams, which can make research harder and more time- and resource- intensive. They will require acknowledging and challenging racism in who is included in the research process and how the resulting work is reviewed and valued (e.g., Bharat et al., 2021; Roberts et al., 2020). They will require reimagining the promotion and tenure process, which is currently driven by the number of publications in top-ranked journals. Multidisciplinary work is often more difficult to publish in disciplinary journals and is increasingly difficult to publish in top-ranked multidisciplinary journals (Callier, 2018). A related point is that social psychologists will need to value other methodologies (see Lewis, 2021). Although social psychologists can experimentally manipulate perceptions and knowledge of history (see Salter et al., 2018), incorporating historical context and measures may not always fit experimental paradigms.
Psychologists can do this. Psychological research can challenge racism by providing individual-level solutions— it already has—but in ways that do not ignore the history of racism or obscure the need for coordinated systemic change. One way it can do this is through deliberate and concerted efforts to incorporate historical context. This kind of research could then point to when and why individual change is not enough and systemic change is necessary; it could shed light on when and why people oppose systemic change and how to overcome such opposition; and ultimately, it could reveal the imprint of historical racism on cultures and individuals, and bring about meaningful social change—change that can reduce harm and empower racially marginalized groups. We think it is that kind of research that will bring psychologists to the policymakers’ table, as it should.
b. Anti-Blackness is not exclusively libidinal.
Hook, 21—Associate Professor of Psychology at Duquesne University (Derek, “Pilfered pleasure: on racism as “the theft of enjoyment”,” Lacan and Race: Racism, Identity, and Psychoanalytic Theory, Chapter 2, pg 36-39, dml)
What is immediately striking in these extracts is the role played by affect, or more accurately yet, by the “pained stimulation” of the aroused passions of enjoyment. What both authors highlight—and this speaks to the analytical value of the concept—is that forms of excess stimulation (the “negative pleasure” of jouissance) underlie and propel Symbolic and political constructions of otherness. Different cultural modes of enjoyment are, furthermore, fundamentally discordant. We have then not so much a “Clash of Civilizations”—to reference the Samuel Huntington’s (1997) much cited thesis—as a clash of enjoyments. 
Moreover, the difficulty that we have in realizing “full” enjoyment—something that is impossible in Lacanian theory for “castrated” speaking beings—is dealt with by imagining the supposedly unimpaired and inevitably disturbing enjoyment possessed by cultural/racial/sexual others. In short, the fact that we cannot attain the jouissance we feel we deserve results in perceptions of an unhindered, illegitimate, and undeserved enjoyment on the part of others. As Sheldon George notes: “the other’s jouissance, or enjoyment, [is] … the very core around which … otherness articulates itself” (2016: 3). Political jealousy, as Žižek calls it, is thus (at least in part) the result of incompatibilities and more importantly yet, perceived sacrifices of jouissance. 
Jouissance: unserviceable tool of political analysis? 
Despite having offered only a brief introduction to the above Lacanian ideas, we should pause here for a moment to voice a number of prospective methodological and conceptual problems implied by the racism as (theft of) enjoyment thesis. Doing so will help us focus the expository comments to follow, and indeed, to highlight the potential analytical advantages the thesis may have to offer. 
The first critique, which applies to a wide historical range of psychoanalytic theories of racism (see Cohen, 2002; Frosh 1989; Stavrakis 1999), is that of psychological reductionism. Simply put: the complexity of the various historical, discursive, and socioeconomic causes of racism are invariably deprioritized and accorded a peripheral explanatory role once the domain of the psychological is privileged. Accounts of the psychological factors underlying various instances of racism are thus not only de-historicizing and hopelessly generalizing; they are also invariably depoliticizing. 
A second critique: is jouissance not a hopelessly open-ended concept? Virtually any cultural behaviour, bodily intensity or libidinal activity can, it seems, be considered to be an instance of jouissance. In view of racism, for example, the other’s enjoyment can refer to everything from their incomprehensible cultural customs and/or religious beliefs (epitomized, for example, in odd food and dress restrictions), to perceived aspects of their distinctive physicality/sensuality (their food, the way they dance, the sound of their music), to attributions of superabundant vitality (they are excessively promiscuous, religious, lazy, etc.)? The concept of jouissance seems thus to be both underdifferentiated and overly inclusive, applying to a potentially endless array of behaviors and experiences. Without a clearer sense of how to differentiate what qualifies as enjoyment and what does not, the concept loses analytical value. 
A third line of critique: different modes of enjoyment are implied within the literature, without being properly distinguished. In Žižek’s descriptions of racism and jouissance, for example, jouissance is used broadly to refer to: visceral or passionate modes of experience (the “thrill of hate”); an array of enviable possessions (our “libidinal treasures”) perceived as under threat by cultural others; and a type of noxious “surplus vitality” possessed by such others. So, whose enjoyment are we most fundamentally concerned with in these notions of racism as jouissance, the other’s, or our own? What is the relationship between these two types of jouissance? And how are they related to a third mode, namely the “negative pleasure” of making—experiencing—such troubling attributions in the first place? 
Fourth, there is ever-present problem of de-contextualization in “shorthand” applications of the term. This leads to a situation in which enjoyment itself is treated as a causative force beyond adequate consideration of a series of accompanying concepts (the frame of fantasy, the operation of the signifier, the role of the law, the “object a” as cause of desire) that necessarily accompany its proper psychoanalytic application. What auxiliary terms must thus be utilized alongside the concept if it is to serve us as a viable analytical tool? 
Critique 1: the notion of enjoyment as psychologically reductionist 
There is a crucial passage that is repeated in a number of Žižek’s earlier books (1992, 1993, 2005) and that serves as perhaps his most direct exposition of racism as the theft of enjoyment: 
What is at stake in ethnic tensions is always [a kind of ] possession: the “other” wants to steal our enjoyment (by ruining our “way of life”) and/ or he has access to some secret, perverse enjoyment. In short, what gets on our nerves, what really bothers us about the “other” is the peculiar way he organizes his enjoyment (the smell of his food, his “noisy” songs and dances, his strange manners, his attitudes to work—in the racist perspective, the “other” is either a workaholic stealing our jobs or an idler living on our labour)” (1992: 165).
While this seems, in many ways, a gripping account, from a sociologist or historian’s perspective, the degree of reductionism is staggering. The multiple complex sociological, economic, and socio-historical variables underlying distinctive historical forms of racism are brushed aside in favor of a generalizing psychoanalytic formula. Racism = reaction to perception that the (perversely enjoying) other has stolen our enjoyment. This reduction of racism to an affective equation is evident also in Žižek’s precursor in this conceptual domain, Jacques-Alain Miller: 
Why does the Other remain Other? What is the cause for our hatred of him, for our hatred of him in his very being? It is hatred of the enjoyment in the Other. This would be the most general formula for the modern racism we are witnessing today: a hatred of a particular way the Other enjoys … The question of tolerance or intolerance is … located on the level of tolerance or intolerance toward the enjoyment of the Other, the Other who essentially steals my own enjoyment (Miller, cited in Žižek 1993: 203). 
The depoliticization (indeed, the implicit psychologization) inherent in such a conceptual move is surprising inasmuch it is something that Žižek has proved critical of elsewhere. In a 1998 text, for example, Žižek outlines the charge of psychological reductionism against standard psychoanalytic explanations of racism, which offer 
a way of explaining racism that ignore … not only racism’s socioeconomic conditions but the sociosymbolic context of cultural values and identifications that generate reactions to the experience of ethnic otherness (1988: 154). 
Surely this also applies to the racism as theft of enjoyment formula outlined above? Explanations of racism as jouissance are surely prone to psychological reductionism inasmuch as they often appear to privilege a series of psychoanalytic assumptions (drive, fantasy, libido, projection, etc.) as existing prior to—or independently of—considerations of economic, historical, political, and socio-symbolic context?
Ontology—2AC
Distinctions between types and degrees of antiblack violence exist and matter. Theorizing antiblackness ontologically flattens those distinctions and defuses resistance. 
Kornbluh, 24—Professor of English at the University of Illinois, Chicago (Anna, “Antitheory,” Immediacy, or The Style of Too Late Capitalism, Chapter 5, pp. 145-149, dml)
The leveling of distinctions characteristic of immediacy theory often broaches a dissolutionist nihilism that absolutizes and dematerializes states, laws, and power relations, and abnegates alternative formations or alternative affordances of political-institutional forms. When that kind of argumentation prevails, its ambition is indistinction: harm-seeking laser vision sees particular injustices impugn the notion of justice; turtles all the way down. A brilliant and much-laureled example of this indistinction is the discourse of "university abolition" in the work of Stefano Harney and Fred Moten and their students/followers. Rather than distinguish between the institutional operations and effects of the university and the prison system, Harney and Moten recurrently assimilate the one to the other. In their essay "The University (Last Words)," for instance, they directly liken a research fellowship to one of the cruelest of carceral practices, solitary confinement: 
The university is a fortress whose various appearances—refuge and refugee camp, writer's colony and colony betray its deep, various, nefarious functions . only in the university can winning a fellowship mean access to solitude . . a set of fantasies, ranging from transparency to blackening, held in relational solitary confinement that mistakes the restricted (re)forms of the academy's general population for the 49 revolutionary force of a general intellectual metaeconomy. 
A lecture and teach-in on this essay takes the point even farther: in the middle of the largest protest movement ever to transpire in this country, a movement explicitly against police violence, they observe "so much of our work is about how the vast majority of the policing that gets done in the university is done by administrators and faculty and not by the police 50 forces." And a manifesto authored by their students in their name further blends the concerted right-wing campaign to defund higher education into a radically flashy movement to "abolish" college. While there are countless critical pedagogy critiques and studies of the school-to-prison-pipeline that would substantiate more subtle versions of these imbrications, juxtaposed against the fact that the University of Chicago and Temple University have the largest private police forces in the country—and they actually shoot people—such flattening associations actively disarm the specific project of disarming and defunding campus cops, by generalizing everything on campus into acts of policing. Harney and Moten furthermore discard the vast differences among institutions and outcomes in higher education in favor of this monolith of domination, "the university," conveniently eliding that the majority of university instruction happens in small public places or that the enormous earnings gap between degree holders and those with less education continues to widen, and rankly allying with Republican efforts to tar higher education as an elite playground. Ecological theorist Andreas Malm decries this indistinction for the incapacity it begets; the point of such flattening is "to ruin as much analytic equipment as possible." 51 A vision that paints every human formation since the beginning of Western inscription with the same condemnatory brush can have as its only outcome the aggrandizing of the critic. In perpetrating these indistinctions, criticism forswears its task of cutting, instead rhapsodizing dismantling when it could be honing the mantle of emancipatory structuration. Such theologies of the negative foreshadow and refract activist practice in the present omnicrisis, where insurgencies repudiate value assertions, anarchic rhizomes reject organization, apathetic floods refuse voting, and visions of total destruction decline positive constructions. 
In unhistorical dematerialized nihilism, horrors of the present are chained to horrors of the past in continuous current, overflowing the record of struggle for freedom and of contingent events with the oceans of domination. The identity of past and present ("It has always been this way") poses to capture the essence of the social order in its unchanging stone, a revelation of truth that endures unscathed. Similarly does the disposition away from change and toward essence involve a frequent ontologization of contingent social processes, so that "racialization" becomes "ontological anti-Blackness" and "patriarchy" becomes "the logic of misogyny."52 There are frequently spiritual or theological overtones to these epics of "original sin," and their rhetorical and epistemological effect, as historian Matt Karp and others have observed, is the keenness of 53 immutability. By the light of the category of immediacy, we can see how this eternity of immanence, this ineluctable total everythingness, mirrors the motifs of timeless instantaneity and frictionless flow that organize the culture of circulation. 
The appeal of these “poetheories” and nihilisms is undeniable, and inarguability is baked into their ethos. Therefore, it is crucial to appreciate the critiques and counterpositions offered by more materialist and dialectical thinkers of racialization, such as Angela Davis, Achille Mbembe, Olúfemi Táíwò, or Anthony Reed, who, in turn, find inspiration in the internationalist anti-imperialism of Frantz Fanon or Gayatri Spivak.
Davis explicitly criticizes the “nationalism” and idealism of the paradigm of “anti-Blackness,” because the “center on pain and injury … can create barriers to developing solidarity” and because “the importance of black people’s histories in the Americas resides precisely in the fact that there has been an ongoing freedom struggle for many centuries, the centrality of black struggles is much more about freedom than it is about blackness.” Mbembe concurs that the “absolutization” operates in the realm of the ideal, reifying contingencies and eclipsing freedom and solidarity: “Afro-pessimism is also premised on the idea of a categorial antagonism that cannot be transcended.” Drawing upon the work of Nigerian novelist Amos Tutuola, Mbembe argues for heterogeneity and contradiction as the contrasts to absolutism and nihilism:
The most efficient logic of action is not flight and escape or fugitivity (but) clearing the pathways of composition. This is not about fugitivity; it is about the capacity to assemble and compose… it is a different way of inhabitation of the world … Freedom consists in the full inhabitation of the world, an embrace of its contradictions.
Táíwò, in stark contrast to Yusoff’s demolition, takes the concept of the Anthropocene as an opportunity to advocate for “constructive” reparations: since “the connection between climate crisis, slavery, and colonialism flows from distributions of wealth and vulnerability created by centuries of global politics and its ecological consequences, layered with more recent histories of pollution in the Global North and corporate fossil fuel interests,” it is necessary for there to be centralized restitution that anticipates future suffering. Reed powerfully argues that “the turn to theorizing (anti)Blackness as ontology, and the (re)turn to theorizing the inner life/subjective experience are two sides of one anticollective ultimately anti-utopian coin.” The obverse of immediacy’s immutability and spiritualization is this embrace of construction, contradiction, contingency—of struggle and solidarity. Mediations are many-textured compositions that sustain inconsistencies and de-complete or de-immanentize, holding open the possibilities of practical connection in and through action to build.
The magnetism of immediacy theory, however, can repose in closing these possibilities. If nothing is changeable, if solidarity fails, if it is too late, the obligation to act dissipates. In its place arise valiant theories of the undesirability of action itself, along with entire lexicons for recriminating the instrumentalism and compromise of politics, and recasting politics as ontologization. An eloquent idiolect of this resignation is “antipolitics,” a “beyond of politics” in which alterity and negation disrupt and undo the ordinary order of things, including its ordinary prescriptions for organization and struggle. Theory perpetually relativizes itself vis-à-vis practice and has historically wrestled with the problem of immediacy in questions about the imminence of revolution, the immanence of the general will, spontaneity, and party-planning—a swath of thinkers from Thomas Hobbes and Gustave Le Bon to Bruno Bauer and Karl Marx, from Sigmund Freud to Rosa Luxemburg and Vladimir Lenin, from Angela Davis to Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, have recurrently asked whether the mass or class is identical to itself and on a trajectory of becoming conscious of itself, what intellectuals do to facilitate or impede mass action, and whether political theory is inherently descriptive and belated, or possibly projective and electrifying. But now, in the present theoretical landscape, the questions seem decided and the match seems won; antipolitics renounces the mediation of organization, antitheory renounces the mediation of theory, and immediacy autonomizes.
Assessing not only the known world but also available paths out of it as “inherently unfixable and beyond resuscitation, reform, or rescue” (as one self-proclaimed “insurgent” journal declares), contemporary antipolitics absolutizes a transhistorical, dematerialized ether of abjection while infinitely dispersing resistances that thwart amalgamation. While an “anarchist sublime” has long piqued theory-savvy politics, in its latest iterations the algorithmic imprint is undeniable: again, that pattern of infinitization paired with a succession of singularities. Immanence evacuates politics: “Power is no longer concentrated in one point in the world; it is the world itself, its flows and avenues”, the Invisible Committee intones, and thus any action expedites flow. Philosopher Roberto Esposito outlines the restless negativity of antipolitics vis-à-vis official exercises of power with his notion of the “impolitical”: “Politics cannot be conceptualized in positive form but only on the basis of that which draws its contours at its outer margin and which determines it negatively, constituting both its ground and its reverse side.” Negativity as end in itself animates gender theorist Jack Halberstam’s “anti-political project of unmaking.” And, most influentially, Harney and Moten conceive flight from collective power as “fugitivity”:
We owe it to each other to falsify the institution, to make politics incorrect, to give the lie to our own determination. We owe each other the indeterminate. We owe each other everything. An abdication of political responsibility? OK. Whatever. We’re just anti-politically romantic about actually existing social life. We aren’t responsible for politics. We are the general antagonism to politics looming outside every attempt to politicize, every imposition of self-governance, every sovereign decision and its degraded miniature, every emergent state and home sweet home.

Social Death/Slavery-Centrism Wrong—2AC
Focusing on slavery misses a wider historical account.
Saldanha, 20—Assistant Professor of Geography at the University of Minnesota (Arun, “A date with destiny: Racial capitalism and the beginnings of the Anthropocene,” Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, Vol 38, Issue 1, 2020, dml)
A growing number of theorists are elaborating on racial capitalism, though not always using the term, working broadly in the Fanonian tradition but pushing the ontological envelope on how race pries open the consistency of the notion of humanity as such (from Chakrabarty, 2012 in postcolonial theory to Yusoff, 2018 in new-materialist feminism via Mirzoeff, 2016 in critical race studies). It can be said there is an “ontological turn” in the theorization of race in that long-standing philosophical questions of “man,” being, life, death, temporality, historicity, embodiment, the thing, the earth, language as such, and the limits of knowledge have come to the fore (Wynter, 2013). In black studies, the ontological turn often has implicit and explicit echoes of Heidegger, ethically assuming an “Afropessimist” or even black-nihilist stance in that the hopefulness associated with African American political aspirations is shown to itself perpetuate the structural erasure of the possibility of black human-being as inaugurated in the Middle Passage and the commodification of African bodies, which are continued directly in the present (Sexton, 2016; Sharpe, 2016; Warren, 2018). Antiblackness is in this literature a fundamental feature of both modernity and scholarly thought itself. The erasure of Indigenous peoples has a similar and related profundity, and the category of settler-colonialism has in recent years allowed Indigenous scholars to radically question the legal, metaphysical, and political parameters of the socius (Byrd, 2011; Coulthard, 2014; Whyte, 2018; Wolfe, 2016). While there is no space to do justice to the nuances and sophistication of this new effervescence in black, Indigenous, and decolonial theoretical discourse—in particular their varying relations to Marxism, feminism, ecological thought, and poststructuralism—their growing international influence warrants some brief comments to distinguish the approach sketched here.
First, while the social death imparted on Indigenous Americans and enslaved Africans are certainly two originary catastrophes forming the basis of global modernity and systematically repressed in discourse, the question is not only how they are entwined, but how they interact with later violent as well as ostensibly more benevolent racializing processes, from the European conquest of the Pacific to multiculturalism in Scandinavia and Singapore, from Soviet Union ethnic policies to the exploitation of South Asian workers in the Middle East and Palestinian workers in Israel. Insofar as capital intrinsically “aims” to become-planetary, we cannot limit ourselves to the Atlantic world, or even primitive accumulation, when explaining its racial implications. Following internationalist black feminists like Angela Davis and historians of global settler-colonialism like Patrick Wolfe (2016), racial capitalism can be seen to have from the beginning involved multiple continents at once, potentializing all of the human species and planet for marketization, with varying degrees of annihilatory biopower and differential inclusion.
Second, pointing out that coercion, warfare, and letting die are at the heart of the global system does not necessarily deny the forcefulness of more seductive ideological processes. To put it bluntly, there must be more benignness to the capitalist system or it would have been overthrown long ago. Deleuze and Guattari’s work insists on the immense functionality of consumerism in chaining populations to the very megamachine which oppresses them. When Glen Coulthard (2014) takes aim at Canada’s liberal politics of recognition which slots its Indigenous peoples into a capitalist state while leaving intact the property codes which have always benefited white settlers, he tells Marx(ists) primitive accumulation encompasses not only the violences of genocide but an inculcation of possessive individualism amongst Native populations which continues unabated today (cf. Hartman, 1997 on such individualism amongst legally emancipated African Americans). If Wolfe and Coulthard conceive settler-colonialism (and primitive accumulation) as a “structure” rather than an “event,” they are in effect saying it had to transform itself from a regime of outright elimination and dispossession into a more subtle one of legalistic recognition, exploitation, and sentimental exoticization. This is not to say physical violence against Indigenous peoples is no longer prevalent. Ontologically, however, following Deleuze and Guattari (1987), more than annihilation, it is life, flow, desire, and productivity that racial capitalism feeds off, and this makes it all the more insidious.
In Christina Sharpe’s influential theorization (2016), blackness is a hole in human “being” itself, the reduction of a part of humanity to thinghood. Like others in the Afropessimist idiom, Sharpe (2016: 11–14) challenges the hegemonic assumption that the Shoah embodies modernity’s most radical evil, noting the violences of trans-Atlantic slavery not only include the still-ongoing eradication of sociocultural rootedness but have been neglected and misrepresented. In a move parallel to Coulthard’s on settler-colonialism, Sharpe conceives slavery not as a past event but the anchor of the structure of (Euro-American) society, which is in itself “antiblack” in that it is premised on the total suppression of black subjecthood. She thereby formally emulates a line of European thinkers like Giorgio Agamben on the role that the absolute abjection of Auschwitz plays in constituting the humanist mythology of modernity: if the intrinsic link between modernity and the Shoah must be disavowed for humanity to continue conceiving itself in liberal-progressivist vein, the more unspeakable disaster for Sharpe is that of slavery. But while European Jewishness constituted itself successfully after its near eradication—controversially in the form of Zionism—black being is for Sharpe always already a structural impossibility (black being as written in Heideggerian typography by Warren, 2018).
Rethinking blackness by way of modernity’s effort to extirpate it, Afropessimism’s position is radical, and it is conscious of the risk of repeating the oft-noted exceptionalist manner in which Israel puts the Shoah to use towards settler-colonial ends (see Wolfe, 2016). Black activists including Angela Davis (in a YouTube video, 2018, with Gayatri Spivak agreeing) have taken issue with this exceptionalist tendency, as inscribed in the term antiblackness and the resurgence of a black nationalism (see also Olaloku-Teriba, 2018 amongst others). Notwithstanding Sharpe’s eloquence in tracing antiblackness from the Middle Passage to refugee drownings in the Mediterranean, a Deleuze–Guattarian approach to racial capitalism differs markedly in that it seeks to map the specific modalities, gradients, and absurdities of institutional racism. Comprehending police brutality, for example, requires concepts like gentrification, securitization, and masculinity, and cannot follow directly from a negativity of blackness at the metaphysical level. We thereby avoid the quasi-theological dispute about which group has historically endured the most suffering. And while the global archives of violence against black peoples must continue to be elaborated, is it the case that slavery and racism seek to absolutely evacuate humanity from the enslaved or incarcerated body? Is it not precisely as humans capable of resistance, farming, crime, and sex that slaves were savagely oppressed? While conceptualizing blackness as dehumanized “nonbeing” makes sense in a Heideggerian framework, for Deleuze and Guattari and (broadly internationalist) feminists like Davis and Spivak, there can be no such sweeping binary between black and everything else (another critique of Afropessimist binarization is found in Day, 2015).
Finally, the historical question is how genocide and slavery prepared for capitalism. The integration of the United States of America as a white-majority nation-state and superpower could only be achieved with rapid immigration, urbanization, and fossil-fuelled transport. During the time when “pioneer” families and farmers were moving in, there were still sizeable areas controlled by Native confederations. When we look at specific regions like William Cronon (1991) does with the Midwest, the eradication of Native ecosystems and the concomitant creation of new European-derived ones—what Alfred Crosby (1986) from a more conservative angle calls “Neo-Europes”—became possible with aggressive new urban assemblages and foodways. White farmers and Indigenous populations have lived in constant tension on the Great Plains. What environmental histories like Cronon show, complementing accounts like Coulthard’s, is that there was a decisive shift in the settling of the American interior when banks could supply loans for parceling land and establishing large infrastructure and industry projects. Tellingly, movies and museums fantasize about the fleeting symbiotic relationships which are supposed to have existed between Indigenous and white. In retrospect, however, such fantasies and the ensuing lamentations about the vanishing Indian were but ideological fig leaves hiding how industrialization in Britain, intra-European imperial wars, and mass consumerism conspired to continue genocide by other means (Dunbar-Ortiz, 2014). If Indigenous populations had somehow become resistant to Old World diseases and continued using guns and horses efficiently, it is conceivable a patchwork of white and Indigenous states might have persisted, if it were not for a giant wave of capital and migrants coming over from Europe (and later elsewhere). With Indigenous Americans contained and plantation slavery and its quasi-feudal and patriarchal ways outlawed, capital could wipe the continent clean for a new megamachinic arrangement.
Hence ontologizing racial capitalism as always already tethered to slavery and/or genocide avoids the question when exactly “modernity” and the Anthropocene started. For the perspective I am developing, industrialization and related transformations like wage-labor, urbanization, motorized transport, and mass communications are fundamental shifts. While the slave trade and the displacement of Indigenous peoples were essential to enriching Europe for global hegemony, it is manufacturing with its intrinsic relation to proletarianization and slums, accelerating technological innovation, and an irrepressible invitation to consume which spread around the planet, which meant that extermination and coerced labor became slower and more covert processes. Doubtless there are work and mobility conditions approaching chattel slavery in all continents, and there is plenty of biopolitical domination approaching genocide even during alleged peace times. But it is difficult to see how multinational corporations, megacities, and mass migration could have obtained were it not for industrial capitalism overcoming the severe limitations built into the mercantile, plantation, colonial, and eliminationist models.
In the US itself, as scholars from WEB Du Bois (1935) onwards have shown, slavery had to be formally abolished for manufacturing and cities to kick off, spurring processes like the Great Migration of African Americans and, more fortuitously, black music. Following Deleuze and Guattari (and Marx), however dire the extraction of surplus-value from the laboring body, racial capitalism involves some degree (and ideology) of “freedom.” Saidiya Hartman’s (1997) excavation of the terroristic, legal, and psychical aspects of slavery living on after legal Emancipation demonstrates there are strong but disavowed continuities in institutional racism and misogyny. But however violent the post-Emancipation United States has been, from lynching to the prison-industrial complex to the war on crack, there was also the slow rise of black subjectivity, as testified by the black radical tradition to which Hartman herself belongs. She presents one of the finest analyses of the libidinal economies and legal codifications precluding a real black liberation from racial capitalism and individualism, hence of the hypocrisy underneath the official nationalist ideology of “we the people.” Yet an overemphasis on abjection deters from appreciating the enduring plasticity of racism.1 Politically speaking, there must be room, as there is for Du Bois, Fanon, Angela Davis, and the Black Panthers, for theorizing how a black elite could possibly emerge against such backdrop of violence and despair, and why it does not dismantle the system of privilege it gains from itself (from Booker Washington to Jay Z). To wit, if blackness is modernity’s quintessential site of abjection, it becomes difficult to explain why the “most powerful man on Earth” has been black. Afropessimists have of course passionately critiqued the deep complicity with an antiblack system shaping Barack Obama and all liberal antiracism, but true to their pessimistic stance consistently eschew formulating where exactly hope for black people (and other minorities) could come from.

AT: Afterlife of Slavery/Wake/Time Accumulates/Etc
Figuring Blackness as ontologically atemporal “undermines material analysis despite claims to radicalness.”
Reed, 22—Associate Professor of English at Vanderbilt University (Anthony, “The Black Situation: Notes on Black Critical Theory Now,” American Literary History, vol. 34, no. 1, pp. 283–300, dml)
This essay is a preliminary attempt to analyze varieties of disappointment, disillusionment, and exhaustion in contemporary Black critical theory, which I argue is linked to an ongoing crisis of temporality. By “crisis,” I mean a theoretical and affective discrepancy between temporality and history, an experience of time lived and theorized as an accretion of exhausted past possibilities and foreclosed futures. I argue that the experience of living in the aftermath of subverted, annulled, or still unfulfilled freedom dreams across the diaspora has intensified the feeling of disordered time, distorting or displacing an impulse toward engaging what Hortense Spillers calls the “total perspective against which the work of the intellectual unfolds” into ontology, which tends to obscure material conditions and the complexities of Black living (431, italics in original). A “crisis of temporality” has as its flipside a crisis of history, a conceptual blockage on navigating unresolved antagonisms and attachments to outmoded forms of thinking and desiring even as those antagonisms now assume new forms. I offer “Black situation” as a critical and theoretical framework through which to link the experience of time with historical analysis and engage such a perspective toward the end of theorizing what Lauren Berlant has called our “stretched-out present” (5). 
The crisis of temporality, as a sense of temporal stuckness, manifests in some prominent strands of contemporary Black critical theory that rely on the sense of a static, quasi-ontological antinomy rather than antagonism or dialectical struggle to account for Blackness. I write more than a year following George Floyd’s murder and the subsequent uprising, a month after his murderer’s unlikely conviction in a Minnesota court, and as the COVID-19 pandemic exhaustingly continues. Ian Baucom’s claim in Specters of the Atlantic (2005) resonates: “Time does not pass or progress, it accumulates.” Time accumulates, he continues, “even in the work of forgetting or ending, even in the immense labor it takes to surrender what-has-been, or to make reparation on it, or to address its ill effects” (330–331). A critique of progress narratives becomes method. He is not alone. We can read him alongside Saidiya Hartman’s 2008 analysis of the “afterlife of slavery”—“skewed life chances, limited access to health and education, premature death, incarceration, and impoverishment” (6). To a similar effect, Christina Sharpe, invoking Maurice Blanchot, has described the ongoing “wake” of chattel slavery as a “disaster”: at once historical and “deeply atemporal” (5). 
“Crisis of temporality” names a structure of “deeply atemporal” feeling for those living in the wake of long- and shortterm disasters, a feeling of being cut off from transformative possibilities, or even livable futures. This crisis is organic to a historical conjuncture whose rhythms of attachment and sociality David Scott, discussing “the ethical-political experience of the temporal ‘afterness’ of our postcolonial, postsocialist time” (21), links to the problem of “living on in the wake of past political time,” what I would thematize as ambivalence (2). Answering Rinaldo Walcott’s call for “a theory of post-civil rights black disappointment,” this essay takes Black Nationalism—especially its insistence on a common transhistorical “Black experience”—to be one such temporal horizon, navigated as the “ruins” of what yesterday seemed like possibilities (118). 
One cause of the current crisis for Black critical theory is the serial collapse, co-optation, or depoliticization of the most meaningful spaces within which Black people nurtured substantive alternatives to the present order. Moreover, as Black intellectuals have gained toeholds in previously barred institutions, the fates of Black lifeworlds have worsened globally. The tendency to individualize— through pathology or exception—makes it more difficult to conceive substantive forms of collectivity or solidarity. One result, as I will take up, is Black critical theory’s increasing tendency to invoke Blackness as fundamentally figural, as inhering in rhetorical, grammatical, and tropological configurations that are definitionally prior to any history. The figural easily slides into the ontological, which predetermines any possible “meaning” of Blackness and, moreover, undermines material analysis despite claims to radicalness. To be clear, chattel slavery—using the term as a shorthand for the array of ideologies, statutes, customs, stories, myths, and cultural logics that normalize enslavement—unsettles the myths and narratives of capitalist modernity; its legacies inform both institutions and concepts such as liberty and humanity without which thinking about our social world is difficult. When we mistake our shorthand for the contradictory practices that shaped the practices of slavery in different contexts, we enter into the play of tropes and grammars that shape contemporary self-understanding even as we adapt a posture of critique. In short, I worry about the ways a narrative thematization of slavery as coextensive with contemporary racially distributed violence obscures other ways of conceiving Black living.
One symptom of the crisis of temporality at issue here is a turn to ontology, which is also a tendency toward the figural. For some strands of critical theory, “Blackness” stands as a figure of some thing that stands outside of Western universalisms, which are always more specific than they might appear. For some, Blackness also figures as antithesis and therefore critique of the Western categories whose very capaciousness at once depends upon and disavows it. Staged in that way, a certain “Blackness” motivates a critique of systems of thought and social organization historically shaped by or juxtaposed with the formation of Western modernity. Presenting Blackness as a thing rather than a process requires abstracting a whatness (not to say “essence”) from concrete forms of Black life. In other words, Blackness becomes nominal. As such, critical intuition connects irreducibly unique events and practices into an intelligible form, a name, which can then be treated as natural or general. Presenting the generality of the concept as “historical” (meaning only that some past event or conceptual matrix is said to determine the present form of what usually appears as an antinomy) obscures the conceptual labor that (re)produces it. Theories proceeding in this mode, such as Afropessimism, often struggle to articulate a relationship between the singular and the exemplary. Afropessimism abstracts Blackness from more general histories of colonial modernity or racial capitalism so that it seems to be cause rather than effect. Afropessimists’ trenchant critiques of the social order target conceptual logics and theoretical formations that depend on unacknowledged but constitutive exclusions that its authors—linked more by a common way of posing questions than their answers— gather under the sign of “anti-Blackness” (as distinct from “antiBlack racism”).
Although he expressly rejects the Afropessimist label, Fred Moten’s early work is instructive for the ways he reframes historical struggles as conceptual, even ontological, abstracting those struggles from specific contexts. In the Break (2003) develops Moten’s concept of “objection,” the ongoing processes by which Black people refuse objectification and commodification. Objection can be literal, conceptual, or both. Isolating the moment in Karl Marx’s discussion of commodity fetishism where prosopopoeia endows the commodity with fictive, impossible speech, Moten observes the consequences of Marx’s ignoring enslaved people—commodities who did speak, scream, and otherwise object. Moten’s procedure thus avoids simply opposing Blackness and Western modernity in order to demonstrate the degree to which philosophers often rely on an implicit account of Blackness that they disavow. Few working in Black critical theory have emphasized Black social life more or done so to more bracing effect. Yet continually foregrounding the white supremacist logics that Blackness subverts can make Blackness seem merely reactive. More concerning is it that figuring Blackness as a matter of discursive positioning suggests that solutions are within philosophy, which makes the ultimate effect of objection ambiguous. Moreover, as we will see, objection is always present . 
Both Moten and the Afropessimists take up Hartman’s work, but their respective ways of navigating the “ruins” of an older, outward-looking Black Nationalism ultimately dulls the critical edge of their work. Where Hartman insists on “terror of the mundane and the quotidian . . . the diffusion of terror” and violence in places critics generally had not looked—“pleasure, paternalism, and property”—(Scenes 4), Moten attunes us to a “terrible beauty” in scenes of subjection that seeds rebellions past and to come. Black aesthetics thus express an “[e]xhaustive celebration of and in and through our [Black] suffering” (Black and Blur xiii). Drawing on Cedric Robinson, Moten conceives “the performative essence of blackness” (Black and Blur 16) as fidelity to “the ontological totality, granted by a metaphysical system that had never allowed for property in either the physical, philosophical, temporal, legal, social, or psychic senses” (Robinson 168). The relative absence of temporality as a theme in this work—the relative privilege of mediated performance rather than the performers and their publics—indicates a more general problem in contemporary criticism related to theories of Blackness and Black politics that miss the complexities of those performers and audiences comprise the aesthetic event. 
A notion of tradition corresponding to “the ontological totality”—which resonates with earlier Black Nationalist critical procedures—grants a form of aesthetic autonomy that ultimately alienates artworks from communities. The artists, meanwhile, correspond with a community that appears on no map (a fantasy that media such as print, film, and sound recording often invite), and thus this mode of analysis need not concern itself with historical transformations of those communities. Ironing out historical differences, his work leaves the impression that Black aesthetics develop according to an atemporal logic that allows discrete moments—a representation of Aunt Hester in Frederick Douglass’ 1845 Narrative and Hartman’s Scenes of Subjection (1997) and a Marvin Gaye recording from 1976—to appear both simultaneous with one another and unmediated.3 Moten’s refusal to draw lines between historical periods, genres, and mediums enables such startling connections—what he might term the ante-historical aspects of Blackness. The drawback is that it becomes difficult within such an analysis—perhaps even beside the point—to inquire about specific historical processes, the networks of performance and publication that materially reproduce both Black aesthetics and counterpublics. Rather, to make a very small distinction, his sensibility is deeply historical, even as his analysis proceeds by way of astonishing montages of moments and details whose connections are forged in and through his critical practice. 
One notes that Moten’s engagement with aesthetic objects, framed by Black feminist thought and Derridean deconstruction, tends to serve a larger critique of Western phenomenology. Black texts, functionally identical with Black performances, become iterations of an underlying Blackness, discussed above, which they imperfectly embody. That framework allows for a notion of tradition that unites disparate performances, textual and otherwise, across time. His claim that “[c]elebration is the essence of black thought, the animation of black operations, which are, in the first instance, our undercommon, underground, submarine sociality” leaves us at something of an impasse when our project is to move between Blackness and Black people, Black life and Black lives (Machine 197, my italics). These are roughly analogous to the relationship between poetry and poems, music and songs. 
The strangely out-of-time aspect of his approach to aesthetics also informs Moten’s articulation of Blackness. In the opening pages of his pathbreaking In the Break, Moten defines Blackness in three ways: it is “the extended movement of a specific upheaval, an ongoing irruption that anarranges [sic] every line”; “a strain that pressures the assumption of the equivalence of personhood and subjectivity”; and “always a disruptive surprise moving in the rich nonfullness of every term it modifies” (1, 255n1). Movement, upheaval, irruption, disruption, surprise—Blackness apparently acts of its own volition. As Moten has subsequently written, there are important distinctions between Blackness and (individual) Black people: to “say that Blackness is intrinsically experimental is not the same thing as to say that Black folk are intrinsically experimental” (“Forum” 130). Moten’s textual metaphors are therefore symptomatic of the degree to which Blackness for him is abstracted from the quotidian and historical contingencies of social life. Akin to Derridean differance , Blackness differs/defers meaning, prevents conceptual closure, inhabits those fields of thought from which it seems excluded. The misfit—indeed, the indistinction—between the general and the specific makes Blackness nominal. Moten elevates the idea that Black performance, rooted in colonial slavery, carries secret meanings opaque to the white disciplinary gaze to the place of the West’s selfreproduction as self-identical and modern. Doing so makes Blackness a proxy for philosophical problems, which in turn confers on it a curious form of autonomy: every potential example is true; plus, the heuristic value of any example is already subsumed by the concept’s generality. From within this theoretical frame, it is difficult to see how Blackness can be anything other than a position in discourse.

AT: Black Baudrillard—Alt Fails
The alt gets coopted by white hyperreality.
Murray, 8—Associate Professor of English at Brown University (Rolland, “Black Crisis Shuffle: Fiction, Race, and Simulation,” African American Review, Vol. 42, No. 2 (Summer, 2008), pp. 215-233, dml) [language modified]
Gunnar's growing engagement with mortality is indicative of the complex interplay between death and commodification in The White Boy Shuffle and Negrophobia. These works provide distinctive meditations on the problems that attend speculation about what Maurice Blanchot aptly terms "death as possibility." Blanchot coins this phrase in part to interrogate the commonplace notion that one's death can provide a mode of agency. He traces such assumptions in matters ranging from authors who assert their enduring legacy in death to the veneration of suicide as an affirmation of being. For any number of thinkers, the "decision to be without being is possibility itself: die possibility of death" (96). In this sense the recourse to death, having "death within reach, docile and reliable, makes life possible, for it is exactly what provides air, space, free and joyful movement: it is possibility" (97). Thus, Blanchot rewrites evocations of death as discursive operations that concretize the autonomy of the subject. He punctures this mystification by asking, "Do I myself die, or do I not rather die always other from myself, so that I would have to say that properly speaking, I do not die?" (98; original italics). He questions the assertion of the subject's autonomy in death precisely because mortality insures no agency for the subject but rather erases the "I." Or as he writes in relation to suicide, "Whoever wants to die does not die, he loses the will to die. He enters the noctur- nal realm of fascination wherein he dies in a passion bereft of will" (105). For death is "never a relation to a determined moment any more than it bears any determined relation to myself" (104). It is therefore the endeavor to commute the unknowable into a concrete determination of the subject that Blanchot so powerfully demystifies. 
The questions that Blanchot raises with respect to death's possibilities only multiply as one addresses works of literature that equate commodification with death. In Beatty's novel, the difficulties of that risky proposition are nowhere more apparent than in the novel's evocation of suicide as a national poetics. Frustrated simulta- neously by the absence of viable political alternatives for black Americans and his own inability to slip the noose of commodification, Gunnar inadvertently posits black suicide as an option. This prospect comes about at Boston University where Gunnar serves double duty as poet and basketball celebrity. After being asked to give a speech at a divestment rally, Gunnar laments, "today's black leadership isn't worth shit." These "telegenic negroes not willing to die. Back in the old days, if someone spoke up against the white man, he or she was willing to die" (200). Retooling one of Martin Luther King's civil rights era maxims, Gunnar pronounces, "I ain't ready to die for anything, so I guess I'm just not fit to live. In other words, I'm just ready to die" (200). In this articulation Gunnar acknowledges the impossibility of reviving the modes of bodily sacrifice that civil rights activists forged, and begins to articulate suicide as an alternative. Gunnar eventually proposes to consolidate human agency and autonomy by determining his own death. He articulates this logic in a conversation with his friend Psycho Loco who sees suicide as "taking the easy way out" (226). Viewing America's treatment of black men as inevitably lethal, Gunnar retorts, "Might as well kill myself, right? Why give you the satisfaction" (226). To take away the nation's capacity to issue death is thus to reclaim the autonomy of the subject by rendering morbidity a possession that can be reclaimed. It is this very instrumental notion of death that might lead readers to interpret the novel as one that holds a lingering nostalgia for the wholeness of civil rights activism or black nationalism. The text elaborates this interpretive prospect when blacks across the nation become utterly seduced by the idea of national suicide. Gunnar's speech inspires a black nationalist named Dexter Waverly to abandon his superficial rhetoric and kill himself in protest against Boston University's financial support of a corrupt African leader. The fact that this suicide actually forces the university to rescind its financial commitment to the African nation seems to confirm the instru- mental use of death and makes Gunnar a national celebrity. Reports "of black peo- ple killing themselves indiscriminately across the United States" soon emerge in the national media (201). Additionally, at Gunnar's request, masses of people begin for- warding him their suicide poems. In a world in which all blackness has been thoroughly commodified Gunnar recommends a poetics and politics that seeks to reassert black national agency by rewriting death as a possibility. Or to frame this challenge to commodification somewhat differently, black suicide offers an intriguing twist on Baudrillard's vision of agency within capital. In his formulation, late capital achieves its hegemony through a symbolic substitution of labor for death. The "equivalence of wages and labour power presupposes the death of the worker," for a "man must die to become labour power. He converts this death into a wage" (Symbolic 39). In this sense, then, the wage labor system is always a curious commu- tation of an execution that capital itself has already performed. Capital's "gift" is the sleight of hand whereby it induces the worker's symbolic death by making him a wage earner and then allows that worker the "gift" of buying his own resurrection through labor. This is the unilateral nature of die gift that sustains capital's domi- nance. But if "domination comes from the system's retention of the exclusivity of the gift without countergift . . . then the only solution is to turn the principle of its power back against the system itself: the impossibility of responding or retorting. To defy the system with a gift to which it cannot respond save by its own collapse and death" (Symbolic 36-37; original italics). Following a parallel logic, national suicide in Beatty's novel draws its power from its simulation of capital's own unilateral gift, the production of black death as that which refuses exchange. 
Despite the allure of death's possibility, the novel ultimately negates this gambit. Gunnar consistently refuses his role as the messianic leader of the masses. His rise to eminence brings increased surveillance by the police and almost constant media scrutiny. After returning to Hillside, the scopophilia becomes so acute that Gunnar and his pregnant wife leave their apartment to take up residence at the La Ciénega Motor Lodge and Laundromat. In his exile, he hopes that he can find a more authentic mode of expression. He subsequently founds the Bacchanalian MiseryFest, an open-mike poetry session that takes place under the "simple but effective" stage lighting provided by orbiting LAPD helicopters (219). While the events do allow for a communal experience of artistic expression - "neighborhood players read poetry, held car shows, sang, danced" - the political and aesthetic integrity of die events seem compromised by their very spectacular nature (219). One night, in commemoration of Nick Scoby's suicide, Gunnar reads a poem and stages an act of self-mutilation that underscores the limits of death as a paradigm of symbolic resistance. The poem articulates the model of suicide as resistance that asserts death as a unilateral gift. The piece submits that the most potent effects of slave rebellion lie not in the effects of infanticide on the "consciousness / of a murderous parent" but "in the slave owner's anguished cries / upon discovering / his property permanently damaged." After the master "calculates his losses / fore- casts the impact on this year's crop," he "will notice the textual eyes of murder/ suicide / read 'caveat emptor' / let the buyer beware" (222). In one sense, this seems a perfect allegory for death as that which refuses exchange; the poem thus reads as a Baudrillardian offensive against capitalism. But Gunnar's subsequent mutilation of himself - his cutting off of his own finger - complicates this politics considerably: "I reeled for a moment, then meticulously wrapped the speckled red- and-white handkerchief around the severed finger, exactly as I'd seen Robert Mitchum do in some American yakuza movie. Staring at the space where my finger used to be, I held my hand high above my head" (223). His audience of "distraught minions interpreted my masochistic act as sincerity, the media as lunacy. The more I tried to deny my ascendency, the more beloved I became" (223). The spectacle of mutilation must be seen as the enactment of the masochism that underwrites the poem's strategy of resistance. Both depend on a vulgar display of black self-mutilation. Gunnar's cynical response also confirms the ultimate bankruptcy of these strategies. Prisoner of both the police and the media at the moment in which he is most resistant to the system, his rebellion is being recycled as part of the dominant order's simulative strategies. He cannot imagine a form of agency without deriving it from a Hollywood film. In this respect, the reclamation of death as a radical subversion of capital is itself vulnerable to the social order that the strategy seeks to challenge. In short-circuiting the Utopian potential of revolt, the novel foregrounds the absoluteness of the system's dominance, the inescapability of its atomizing effects. The core contradiction of Beatty's novel, then, does not reside in a vexed nostalgia for coherent community, but in the fact that the text draws euphorically on the abstractions of commodification while foregrounding its insinuation into every sphere of contemporary African American life. 
By refusing an equation between death and political agency the novel not only works contrary to Baudrillard's Marxism but also in contradistinction to a seminal current in black cultural theory. Influential works by Sharon Holland and Paul Gilroy imagine that dwelling among and even "resurrecting" the dead serves as both a means to confirm the agency of the individual subject and the racial community. Holland's reading of Morrison's Beloved construes the novel as a labor to resurrect "the 'ghost' of slavery in order to let the dead speak to the living, in order to allow silence to manifest itself in language" (40). By opening up the possibility of communion between the dead child and the living black subjects in the novel, Beloved brings "about the repair of the psychic damage of slavery and serves as an antidote to the beleaguered status of black women in contemporary America" (52). The dead thus make possible a series of reversals, from silence to speech, from damaged to recovered, and from beleaguered to unburdened. Along the same lines, Gilroy's account of transatlantic performances that commemorate the dead also serve to consolidate at once the subjectivity of the black performer and a racial community as such. As he phrases it, the "turn towards death" also "points to the ways in which black cultural forms have hosted and even cultivated a dynamic rap- port with the presence of death and suffering" (198). Gilroy interprets musical forms like the blues and jazz as "mnemonic" devices that "preserve and cultivate . . . the distinctive rapport with the presence of death which derives from slavery ..." (198, 203). Cultural practices thereby facilitate the reproduction of the death and negativity that attended the African's bondage in New World slavery. It is in this remembrance that Gilroy locates the grounds for a black "racial counterculture" and thus political agency (200). By contrast, in Beatty's work death provides no Utopian opposition against late capitalism. Even as Beatty evokes the legacy of death in slavery, he insists that the fantasy of black agency must also be subject to the limits of late capitalist hegemony. The result of the strategy is that it insists on the primacy of the problematic that attends contemporary political economy. This approach contains an implicit charge that insisting on the Utopian possibility of the slave's death is in some sense to evade the quandaries of contemporary political economy. 
Even if the alt doesn’t, the ballot does.
Ell, 22—Ph.D. candidate in American Studies, University of New Mexico (Sophie, “Subject Disintegration: Identity and Alterity in the Age of the Hyperreal,” ProQuest Dissertations & Theses, No. 2738426224, dml)
Social media explodes with more of the same: posters, slogans, photographs, and video clips all documenting the new social movement that is intent on eradicating, once and for all, racial inequality and all other forms of discriminatory practices. Minority groups form Zoom-enabled alliances, and every supporter quickly proclaims heartfelt encouragement through enthusiastic social media posts advertising the movement’s trendy catchphrases: “Black Lives Matter,” “White Silence is Violence,” or “I Can’t Breathe,” which becomes an ironic pun when coupled with the mandatory face mask. No longer interesting, no longer new, the global virus is thrown off the stage in favor of a widespread virtual uprising intent on reinstating justice. In the age of the hyperreal, and of course during the pandemic, one is not required to actually march the streets with the angry crowds or even leave the house at all. Joining the movement is made easy by attaching the right hashtags to Facebook and Instagram posts, donating to the cause (the Black Lives Matter website accepts all major credit cards as well as PayPal), and buying the official merchandise, which includes T-shirts, sweatshirts, tote bags, coffee mugs, yard signs, bumper stickers, baseball caps, and—of course—face masks. In addition, to be an antiracist, one is expected to shop at businesses owned by people of color and catch up on appropriate entertainment by choosing to watch social-justice-themed films and television shows (Netflix immediately started advertising special lists of recommended must-see productions).
The appropriation and commodification of black lives and the visual representations of social struggle are not a new phenomenon. Leigh Raiford’s (2011) examination of photography as a tool of resistance used by grass roots African American movements reveals the uneasy dynamics by which self-defining images intended to challenge the dominant order are taken up, publicized, and commercialized by the very mainstream culture they originally attempt to counter. Photography, Raiford argues, was used with careful intention by early twentieth century anti-lynching campaigns as well as the civil rights and the black power movements to mobilize participants, define goals, narrate histories, and construct visible identities for marginalized individuals and groups marked for racial exclusion. While visual self-representation “offered activists a seemingly democratic and versatile medium through which they could visually reference, reframe, or reject dominant political categories” (9), it only partially succeeded in reclaiming and remaking black identity. Because, as Roland Barthes ([1957] 1980) suggests, the subject in a visual representation merges with the object that is the photograph and becomes one with the medium, the distinction between signifier and signified becomes unclear. The human eye perceives things as they appear in their simulated depiction, and as the medium itself (of photography or any other visual recording) does not offer or encourage critique, it is the viewer, the observer, the interpreter, who must subvert the convincing façade of mediated documentation. Following Barthes’ commentary on photography’s stifling, fixing quality—the “death mask” that images carry as they suspend subjects in time as unchanging presences—the pictures, video footage, manifestos, merchandise, and catchy slogans of social movements appear to emancipate as they simultaneously capture and pin identities, reinforce racial hegemonies, and hold subjects imprisoned in history and memory. Within the contradictory tensions between liberation and entrenched captivity (now aggravated and accelerated by digital media), the struggle itself seems to collapse into a vortex of endless regurgitation of defunct verbal and visual information that advertises resistance, protest, or dissent, but ultimately fails to achieve lasting change.
According to the logic of advertising and consumer culture, the self-congratulatory actions of purchasing politically correct products, flaunting the right gear, and planting the appropriate sign in the front yard are apparently sufficient to end centuries of racial inequality and move on into a bright and promising future. “Now We Transform,” as the home page of the Black Lives Matter website declares. In the society of the spectacle, enhanced by the wonders of technology and the confinements of the pandemic, theatricality seems to be the only currency that holds value. “Since it is no longer possible to base any claim on one’s own existence” writes Baudrillard ([1990] 1993), “there is nothing for it but to perform an appearing act without concerning oneself with being.” The main thing about social change in the postmodern era, according to the logic of the hyperreal, is the appearance of the change; the ability to promote, advertise, endorse, and consume justice as a fetishized commodity. When manufacturers of fashion accessories equate advertising as activism, customers are taught to recognize and purchase popular products that will allow them to build, in their own homes, ready-to-wear, made-in-China, one-size-fits-all antiracist ideologies and identities.
In her critique of white liberals who take it upon themselves to represent and speak for the marginalized other, Gayatri Spivak (1988) questions the motives and forces behind such rescue missions. What drives the elite left, for example, to fight passionately alongside the downtrodden proletariat? “The link to the workers’ struggle,” she proposes, “is located in the desire to blow up power at any point of its application” (67). Such solidarity, then, has less to do with the specific, everyday conditions and hardships of the actual working class, as those remain securely removed from the experience of the upper-class activist, and more to do with elegantly jumping on the rolling wagon of resistance. Thus, as this joining of forces “is apparently based on the simple valorization of any desire destructive of any power” (67), in this meeting point of objectives the subaltern’s authentic longing for the end of suffering becomes a conduit for the generalized liberal’s ideological desire to overthrow the government. And while on the surface there is nothing wrong with such a merging of aspirational forces, the actual result is a perpetuation of the victim role the marginalized are expected to perform, and a full endorsement of what Spivak terms “strategic essentialism”— the political deployment of reductive group identities as a means of mobilizing a resistance movement. Black Lives Matter is a contemporary case in point, as it loudly calls attention to the very visual racial distinctions the movement proclaims to adamantly oppose. Through the technologically-enhanced emphasis on appearance, spectacle, and the drama of protest, the non-white other ceases to exist as an individual as it is elevated to a symbolic level, becoming—willingly or unwillingly—a recruited representative of the oppressed. Depending on the context, the shell of symbolic representation can signify suffering, rage, defiance, martyrdom, etc., and the particular lives of individuals matter only to the extent that they lend themselves to the symbolic functions of both injustice and resistance.
At a time when a novel virus, a colorless and color-blind microorganism that kills without discrimination, that, like classic science fiction aliens, does not differentiate or prioritize its killing, the resurgence of racial upheaval is, perhaps, a comforting familiar alternative. To bring the focus back to the human other may be an understandable reaction to the terror of more radical forms of alterity. The color line, after all, has been around much longer than the Corona virus, and it is where the human species gets to exercise discernment, categorization, and calculated taxonomies of visual difference—powers the novel virus does not possess. Like the monster in the original 1978 Alien movie, the Corona virus is, as the admiring android scientist, Ash, observes, “the perfect organism. Its structural perfection is matched only by its hostility… A survivor ... unclouded by conscience, remorse, or delusions of morality” (1:26). It is precisely its purely utilitarian, undiscriminating nature that makes the alien creature, as well as the virus, into a form of alterity so incomprehensible it is, apparently, intolerable. If attention is directed to clearly visible, tried and true racial divides, the new resistance movement seems to say, then there might be hope for subverting the equalizing threat of the virus and regaining control over the question of difference. Once more the human other is absorbed into an efficient system of representation that diffuses its potential ethical inquiry. Black Lives Matter rises as a promising insurgent force in cyber space, takes social media by storm, and people respond with all the excitement of new hope for change. And then, just as quickly, the riots are quelled, the gatherings disperse, and the noise subsides. The medium has absorbed the message, devoured and neutralized it, and the world goes on with its racial structures intact and uninterrupted.


AT: Black Baudrillard—Thesis Wrong—Long
Black life is not lived in hyperreality. 
Joseph, 22—Barbara Jordan Chair in Ethics and Political Values, founding director of the Center for the Study of Race and Democracy, associate dean for justice, equity, diversity, and inclusion at the LBJ School of Public Affairs, and professor of history at the University of Texas at Austin (Peniel, “LEADERSHIP,” The Third Reconstruction: America's Struggle for Racial Justice in the Twenty-First Century, Chapter 4, pp. 129-152, dml) [language modifications denoted by brackets]
As 2020 unfolded, I found daily inspiration in a new generation of leaders who seized America’s attention—often young Black women who practiced a synthesis of educational, journalistic, policy, legal, and artistic social justice activism, and who were as interested in scaling radical knowledge production for masses of Black and multiracial people as they were in mastering conventional electoral politics. The journalist Nikole Hannah-Jones’s intellectual leadership in creating the 1619 Project—a multimedia exploration of racial slavery and its legacies, initially published by The New York Times Magazine in August 2019 and awarded a Pulitzer Prize in May 2020—inspired a national debate on the uses and abuses of history in crafting American conceptions of race, identity, citizenship, and democracy. It also helped to expansively reimagine what leadership in service to Black dignity and citizenship looked like.
Black history is not immune from historical blinders of patriarchy; nor from an overreliance on documenting the activities of famous, wealthy, and credentialed figures; nor from a reticence to see the world through the eyes of those residing in America’s lower frequencies. Stories of prisoners and poor people, of Black LGBTQIA+ communities, and of the disabled and neurodivergent rarely figure into our heroic models of civil rights leadership. Turning once again to history as a political guide, cultural weathervane, and emotional resource, I dug deeper into the past. I became particularly interested in how parts of the Black community unable to run for elected office, raised in challenging circumstances, and faced with the brutality of racial terror had become leaders in earlier periods. Most intriguing during the nineteenth century were the Black women, many of them born during the era of racial slavery to parents living in bondage, who assumed a mantle of transformational leadership by sharing parts of our national history— including America’s long practice of gender-based sexual violence, exploitation, and incarceration—that many others preferred to be left unspoken.
I heard echoes of the pioneering journalist and activist Ida B. Wells, for example, in the dynamic Black women organizers who turned the Movement for Black Lives into a global phenomenon. Like her, they were deeply invested in narrating the full spectrum of Black life, both to one another and for the world. In her heroic fieldwork as an investigative journalist, Wells had documented horrific scenes of lynching, seeking to personalize victims who were doubly massacred: first by the brutality of racial violence, and second in bitterly unfeeling narratives by white journalists that justified their tragic ends by depicting them as violent rapists. After local whites burned her office and threatened her life, Wells fled north and continued her work. She was primarily based in Chicago, where she married Ferdinand L. Barnett, an attorney, in 1895 (thereafter becoming Ida B. Wells- Barnett). But she also traveled widely and had an international impact. There is poetic symmetry in the fact that it was a young Black woman, Darnella Frazier, who filmed George Floyd’s death for the world to see.
Frazier was part of a vast and rising Black Lives Matter generation who captured the world’s imagination in 2020. After Floyd’s death I watched in awe as brave Black women leaders—such as Tamika Mallory, an organizer of the 2017 Women’s March—spoke unvarnished truth to power with a furious eloquence recognizing the fierce urgency of now. Black people had been “in a state of emergency” even before Floyd’s death, Mallory declared at a press conference a few days after his May 25, 2020, public lynching in Minneapolis. Language about prison abolition and defunding the police once commonly heard only in grassroots, Black-led social justice organizations suddenly became part of the realest and rawest national conversation about Black dignity and citizenship in American history. I watched in pride as a new generation carried on the Black freedom struggle. They did so not by seeking new answers to old questions, but by asking new questions, in the process transforming the entire framework for discussions of Black history, freedom, and democracy. This new generation—Black women; Queer, feminist, cis, and trans people; activist students and scholars; prisoners and the formerly incarcerated; writers, poets, singers, artists, and mothers—was redefining the parameters of leadership within our community, at the national level, and around the world.
These leaders did not simply resurrect your grandmother’s civil rights movement. Instead, they updated the radical journalism of Frederick Douglass and Ida B. Wells and blended it with the prophetic teachings of Martin Luther King Jr. and Malcolm X, with the sacred witness of Fannie Lou Hamer and Ella Baker, and with the abolition democracy of Angela Davis, creating a revolutionary new synthesis that matched the scale of the crisis facing the nation. A year of pandemic, protest, and prophetic witness of Black America’s sacrificial dignity in the face of unmitigated suffering produced new models of service-oriented leaders who at once reflected the best within the Black radical tradition and broke generative new ground. BLM activists deployed social media as an organizing tool, effectively publicizing the breadth and depth of the structural violence and systemic racism damaging Black communities. They mobilized large swaths of the nation during the protests of the spring and summer, simultaneously strategizing around policy solutions that profoundly changed the national conversation about criminal punishment reform.
The George Floyd protests created a justice effect that reverberated through major American institutions and at the core of the nation’s unfolding racial and political reckoning. Demands for the eradication of racism and its supply chains of inequality, poverty, segregation, misery, and death became a focal point of national and even global attention. Racism’s uncanny impact on every facet of American life became the subject of national protests, controversy, and soul searching. Prompted by this new generation of leaders, Americans wrestled with the complicity of a wide range of institutions, political actors, and ordinary citizens in reinforcing the denigration of Black humanity in small and large ways: from National Football League players being punished for taking the knee during the national anthem in protest of police brutality; to the Confederate flags and monuments that still formed a built landscape memorializing white supremacy; to the failure of corporate America to leverage economic power in support of racial justice.
Something magical unfolded during 2020. Making all Black lives matter in theory and in practice seemed possible, even achievable, in our lifetime. And Black women’s stories became, if only for a moment, universal, taking on resonance on a scale unimaginable just a year earlier. Narratives centering Black women’s experiences, their joys as well as their traumas, became part of the national discourse. Suddenly, Americans proclaimed the names of martyrs killed by unjustified police violence, such as Breonna Taylor. They reckoned with evidence indicating that young Black girls are punished, policed, and marginalized in public schools. In 2020, parts of the American past usually disregarded and abandoned collapsed in on a nation that had long been unaware of the extent of the problem and unprepared to do the hard work required to build and sustain multiracial democracy. Fortunately for America, Black women were prepared to do that work— the work of building the “Beloved Community”—through the same models of grassroots collective leadership that Black women like my mother had embraced for generations, and that now appeared as a guiding light to a country plunged into the shadows of racial discord. Even as one version of the story America had told itself for centuries was shattered, Black women introduced another, more powerful narrative that could possibly suture our wounded souls.4
Journalists, pundits, and even historians frequently compared the unfolding racial crisis of 2020 to 1968 and the aftermath of the King assassination. But starting the search for historical analogies a century earlier is more fruitful, because the First Reconstruction is the American origin story that refuses to go away.5 Even as generations of Black activism in support of citizenship and dignity came together in new ways in the face of new threats in 2020, one could see striking parallels between the present day and both the First and Second Reconstructions. Just as in the years after the Civil War, for example, 2020 changed the aesthetics of Black leadership from the ground up. As Black women crafted new stories of Black dignity and citizenship, they helped to expansively redefine what leadership means and how it looks. The Black women leaders in the age of Black Lives Matter told America a transformational story about itself. If Malcolm X rightly characterized the nation as a prison for Black people, Black women organizers, strategists, activists, and thought leaders offered tools of both decarceration and liberation. The most exhilarating aspect of Black women’s leadership, for me, proved to be its radical racial optimism in the face of withering assaults against our collective humanity. These leaders found hope in sharing stories of resilience in the face of violence, of speaking truth to power while resisting shame, of searching for physical and spiritual wellness and healing in the fertile political gardens of generations past.
The women of Black Lives Matter imagined a world where their stories were considered universal: where they were American stories. They told us about the thousands of school suspensions on the road to juvenile facilities, the hazards of domestic and partner violence, the sexual trafficking of Black girls, the violence against trans women, and the unspoken police brutality that had led to the #SayHerName campaign. Meanwhile, Black women’s emergence as the most reliable Democratic Party voters told another story, one too often narrated only from above, about the power, ambition, and strength of grassroots Black women’s civic and political vision. The storytellers mattered just as much as the story they told.6
The COVID-19 pandemic and the racial justice uprisings in 2020 America recalled biblical depictions of God’s wrath taking the form of pestilence, famine, and despair. The Book of Exodus—featuring the most famous of these depictions—resonates powerfully within Black religious, political, and cultural traditions. The story of the Israelites fleeing slavery’s bondage in Egypt for the land of Canaan, promised to them by God through the prophet Moses, fueled the freedom dreams of enslaved Black people. During the First Reconstruction, in the wake of racial terror, violence, and cruelty, Blacks migrated west to presumably more forgiving territories and states. Black nationalists, pan-Africanists, and a range of other Black political actors debated the ideas about nation-building, migration, and escape to a new land that Exodus evoked.
Later, in the Great Migrations that began after World War I and lasted into the late 1960s, millions of Black folk moved from the South into the North and West, injecting southern Black culture into the political veins of the entire nation. These demographic changes paved the way for a national American cultural milieu forever indebted to the genius of Black folk. The civil rights and Black Power eras sought to turn the idea of Exodus inside out, pursuing a future where America itself was reimagined as a welcoming space for Black communities, a new “promised land” of Black citizenship and dignity.
Black activists also renewed a historical interest in an African continent undergoing rapid decolonization, traveling to African nations and collaborating with their leaders and citizens. In the Black Power era, Du Boisian “double consciousness” became synthesized within a holistic Black identity. The African diaspora provided inspiration and ballast for reimagining the Black past, present, and future. Malcolm X became one of the avatars of this Black Nationalist vision of Exodus when he spent time in Africa during his last year; his quest was to pick up the continent’s revolutionary fire and return it, like Prometheus, to the domestic arena of civil rights struggles. And Martin Luther King Jr.’s prophetic role in the civil rights movement made him a modern-day analogue to Moses as well, a spiritual and moral leader who, as he suggested in his final speech, had “seen the promised land,” even though he might not reach it.7
The idea of Exodus again came to the fore in 2020 against the backdrop of a national racial justice movement that drew perhaps more than twenty-five million people into the streets.8 Exodus is a story of flight and a reckoning with evil. Both occurred in America during 2020. The flight took place metaphorically, in the form of America’s potential departure—its deliverance at last—from its history of comfort with the death of Black people, whether from brutality or hardship, and its arrival to the borders of a new era where it could start the process of becoming a new nation: the one that our ancestors dreamed of, hoped for, and fervently struggled to attain. This reckoning played out in violent struggles over whose narratives would shape the public interpretation of America’s past and present, over institutional resources, and over political power, even as the nation seemed to begin that process of transformation before our very eyes.
As protesters gathered the day after George Floyd’s murder, first in Minneapolis and then in dozens of other cities, something changed. Demonstrations organized and inspired not by charismatic male leaders but instead by Queer, feminist, and radical Black women inspired a large, multiracial, and multigenerational movement that sought not to escape the nation but instead to remake it from root to stem. More than ever before, large numbers of whites were taking to the streets, too, perhaps inspired by a combination of outrage over Floyd’s death, political awareness raised by Black Lives Matter protests since 2013, and exhilaration over the easing of shelter-in-place orders brought on by the pandemic. In their number and their size, the demonstrations soon surpassed the high tide of the civil rights movement’s heroic period. And police violence against demonstrators was just as extensive.9
A winter of discontent featuring a deadly pandemic, mass unemployment, and Black suffering became a revolutionary moment of biblical reckoning that witnessed the largest multiracial demonstrations promoting Black dignity in history. Many observers compared the protests—and the violence—to 1968, when 125 American cities burned in mourning, grief, and anger in the wake of Martin Luther King Jr.’s assassination.
To be sure, there were certain parallels. King’s death marked a tipping point in American racial politics, as did Floyd’s. But 1968 also marked the denouement of America’s Second Reconstruction. Shortly before King’s murder, the Kerner Commission Report, published in March 1968, provided a sober analysis of the roots of that era’s racial and political unrest, and particularly the 1967 uprisings in Newark and Detroit. Commissioned by President Johnson, the report diagnosed America’s urban crisis as being rooted in structures of white supremacy, institutional racism, violence, and economic injustice, which together formed a feedback loop of unrelenting tragedy. The Kerner Commission became a best-seller and an unheeded warning; it offered the nation a path forward to the multiracial democracy that had been delayed since Reconstruction, but its prescient distillation of the structural violence targeting Black communities was destined to become an artifact of history—though one ready to be taken up by a new generation during the Third Reconstruction.10
There were good reasons that the fires this time prompted comparisons to 1968. But at the time of his assassination and the uprisings in its wake, King was a Nobel Prize–winning social justice movement leader, the American Apostle of nonviolence, and the most famous and celebrated Black leader of the era. George Floyd was not, and it is precisely this anonymity that made the uprisings in his memory unique. Compared to King’s assassination, Floyd’s death moved larger numbers of white Americans to acknowledge systemic racism and the existence of white supremacy. The role of Black women and their allies at the forefront of the Black Lives Matter movement in shaping public consciousness and policy debates over the preceding seven years had been behind this. They had done the work beforehand, helping to influence the way in which Floyd’s death was understood and perceived, and especially how it was part of a larger tapestry of structural violence and historical racism against Black bodies.11
By June 2020, demonstrations in support of Black dignity had spread to more than two thousand cities, including dozens where the populations were more than 95 percent white. Thousands gathered in predominantly white states such as Utah and Oregon. Hundreds of thousands of protesters swelled into millions who marched across bridges, flooded downtown city centers, and swarmed rural hamlets and small towns calling for an end to structural racism, violence, police brutality, and white supremacy. “Black Lives Matter” signs were accompanied by messages to defund the police, eliminate white privilege, and end racial injustice and economic inequality through radical policy proposals that the Movement for Black Lives had developed and promoted over the previous seven years. Black equality as the beating heart of American democracy proved to be the central message behind the largest social justice mobilization in American history.12
The vision that animated this mobilization was a deeply reconstructionist one. That is, it sought to reimagine America as a multiracial democracy through the kind of bold policy advocacy rooted in Reconstruction-era Black politics. In 2020, this reconstructionist vision included calling out the Lost Cause—the redemptionist view of America that has thrived, even during moments of racial progress and the two previous eras of Reconstruction—as a phenomenon that needed to be acknowledged, confronted, and then eradicated. This new era of protest recognized the Trump presidency and the MAGA movement as symptoms of a larger national illness, a disorder deeply embedded in a history of racial injustice that touches every facet of American life and its scarred institutions, policies, and politics in ways that both transcended ideology and amplified partisan political divides. And for several months, support of Black Lives Matter as a group, concept, and movement grew nationally—even as the forces of redemption began to muster a counterassault.13
All the while, BLM marked a changing of the guard within Black leadership. America’s election of Barack Obama could be seen as the pinnacle of a vision of Black politics that viewed citizenship as something defined by middle-class, upwardly mobile, elite strivers.14
The killing of George Floyd telescoped 150 years of American history into just over nine minutes of grueling footage. Thousands of grassroots activists and hundreds of nonprofits, community organizers, and young strategists were prepared for the moment. Many of them had come of age within a dizzying political milieu, one featuring a Black president but where police killings of unarmed Black people were increasing in visibility. Groups like the Movement for Black Lives—a coalition of political, legal, and grassroots organizations seeking to make transformational changes in the criminal justice system, and armed with detailed, transformative policy initiatives—entered the national debate over police brutality and mass incarceration in new and impactful ways. Just as important, they stood ready with a radical new reconstructionist outlook.
The face of Black politics in 2020 moved forward while looking back. It was as if the radical spirit of Ida B. Wells had laid hands on the entire nation, moving the plight of Black bodies from the margins of American political life to its very center. Reconstruction’s aspirational legacy of multiracial democracy suddenly gripped large parts of America’s democratic imagination, culminating in November in Joe Biden’s presidential election in perhaps the most racially charged campaign in American history. And as the year wore on, Black women saved democracy through storytelling that simultaneously critiqued and created. They pointed to long-forgotten wounds as well as newly festering ones, and they exalted fugitive democratic spaces and places, in the process recasting models of Black leadership.
Ida B. Wells’s legacy cannot be overstated. A native of Holly Springs, Mississippi, she was born into slavery in 1862 and lived through the triumphs and tragedies of Reconstruction-era America. Her parents, Elizabeth and James Wells, a cook and a carpenter, were born into bondage in Virginia and Mississippi, respectively. They died of yellow fever when Ida was just sixteen. Holly Springs became a site of Civil War battles and later had a Freedmen’s Bureau headquarters, and Wells’s experiences there shaped her future advocacy of abolition democracy.
Wells had grown up surrounded by images of Black dignity. She had watched men and women march in support of the Republican Party– backed Loyal League, declarations of Black political power and citizenship in the face of white paternalism and the Ku Klux Klan’s murderous rage. From Holly Springs, she witnessed a world undergoing a profound, even miraculous transformation. White supporters of Black equality rose to the governorship of Mississippi, and forty Black men were elected to the state’s Reconstruction legislature. By 1873, Black men had served as the state’s superintendent of education, Speaker of the House, and secretary of state. Two Black men from the state, Hiram Revels and later Blanche K. Bruce, became US senators.15 Wells attended the first “colored” school in Holly Springs, and her father supported Reconstruction policies.
After her parents’ death, to take care of her six brothers and sisters, Wells abandoned her studies at Rust University to become a teacher. Two years later, in 1880, she moved with her two younger sisters to Memphis to live with her Aunt Fanny. There she discovered her vocational identity as a crusading journalist for racial justice and abolition democracy in support of Black dignity and citizenship. In 1883, she objected to an effort to remove her from the Ladies’ Car to the “Colored Section” of a train in Mississippi. She sued the railroad and won, her $500 award in damages making newspaper headlines, including some that she wrote herself. The 1892 lynching of three Black men in Memphis inspired Wells to launch what would come to be known as her “anti-lynching” campaign. This was in fact America’s first organized movement for criminal justice reform in the face of systemic anti-Black racism and violence.16
In her anti-lynching campaign, Wells pioneered new forms of policy activism, investigative journalism, and social science research. She visited the sites of lynchings, made these scenes of unspeakable racial violence the focus of fact-finding missions, and shared the results with her increasing numbers of Black readers. Long before the founding of the NAACP and Black Lives Matter, Wells cataloged the brutality of her time for readers in such newspapers as Free Speech. “Eight Negroes lynched since last issue of Free Speech,” began one forensic accounting of racial terror. Her reportage spanned a wide geographical area, from Little Rock, Arkansas, to Anniston, Alabama, and from New Orleans, Louisiana, to Clarksville, Georgia. Wells insisted that the rape allegations commonly used to justify lynchings of Black men hid a far less sinister truth about consensual interracial sex, a fact that would “be very damaging to the moral reputation” of white women if widely understood. Wells fled Memphis in fear of white retaliation in 1892 as a result of the ire such words stirred up. She became one of her generation’s most vocal Black leaders, helping to organize opposition to white supremacy over the next thirty years.17
In New York City, writing for the New York Age, Wells penned an editorial titled “The Truth About Lynching” on June 25, 1892, that distilled the predicament in which Black people found themselves. The “lynch laws,” she said, showed that the well-crafted image of the “best men” in the country was a sham; their allegiance was to white supremacy and their lives rested on a foundation of greed, cowardice, and an unwillingness to recognize the shared humanity of Blacks and whites. Wells’s editorial exposed the fundamental lie behind redemptionist logic: the reality of this shared humanity could be seen in the mixed-race children—products of rape and sexual assault and of consensual relationships—who populated the entire southern landscape. White men lusted after Black women, Wells asserted, their well-known “preference for Afro-American women” adding a further layer of hypocrisy to grotesque and unjustified assaults against the Black family in American policy and culture.
Myths of Black rape, Wells said, were bound up in efforts to organize racial terror, support white political domination, and prolong the abuse of Black lives. Lynching created a feedback loop in which preconceived notions of Black criminality justified widespread racial violence, which was designed not to protect white womanhood, but to maintain white political domination. That domination was threatened by dreams of a new South governed as a multiracial democracy, where even Black women like Wells herself could lead. The editorial laid down a moral gauntlet powerful enough to shake the nation to its foundations. Beyond its initial ten-thousand-copy print run in the New York Age, it would be published as a fifteen-cent pamphlet, Southern Horrors, using money raised from a New York City benefit organized in Wells’s honor. The benefit event attracted hundreds of Black women and led to the establishment of the organizations that would eventually evolve into the National Association of Colored Women.18
Wells’s advocacy of abolition democracy won the approval of Frederick Douglass, the aging lion of Black citizenship, who lauded her public truth-telling about lynching as an outstanding “service which can never be weighed nor measured.” Douglass’s compliment anticipated Wells’s enormously powerful legacy. Her model of leadership proved to be generative: over the years she has inspired and galvanized networks of both new and seasoned Black women activists. Yet Wells also battled patriarchal assumptions regarding Black leadership. She chafed against the top-down approach to leadership exemplified by W. E. B. Du Bois, whose bravura activism in support of Black equality nonetheless exhibited blind spots when it came to women. Six years Wells’s junior, and a newcomer to racial militancy by Wells’s standard, the Fisk- and Harvard-educated Du Bois positioned himself as the progressive alternative to Booker T. Washington’s politics of racial accommodation. And yet Wells’s militancy, determination, relatively humble educational background, and outspoken fearlessness made the urbane Du Bois uncomfortable. He sidelined her in the NAACP when it was established in 1909 even though her work had made the organization’s very existence possible.19
Wells was a trailblazer: a feminist, wife, mother, citizen, and activist who explained why Black life mattered during an era that violently repudiated this notion every day. She engaged in a political struggle to reimagine democracy by advocating for federal anti-lynching legislation. In the process, she amassed one of the largest databases of anti-Black violence ever collected. Ultimately, she turned journalism into both a sword, cutting through the lies of the Lost Cause, and a shield, defending Black lives from the dual indignity of lynch law and the falsehoods that justified it. Through her investigative surveys of the racial violence of the Reconstruction era and beyond, Wells modeled the political and activist energies that have characterized subsequent generations of Black feminist organizers, writers, and thought leaders as they have sought to transform the scope and scale of Black politics.
Ida B. Wells sought not only to defend Black lives jeopardized by white supremacist violence and terror but also to reimagine the American project as a multiracial democracy expansive enough to recognize Black women’s practical, theoretical, and political contributions to the nation. As such, her voice has echoed through history.
This echo reached the Second Reconstruction, when Black activism both consciously and unconsciously drew from Wells’s radical legacy as it bore witness both to the depth of racial oppression and to the possibilities of multiracial democracy. Ella Baker, the organizer of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee, carried on Wells’s tradition of generative political thought and activism in the face of white racial violence and Black patriarchal assumptions concerning the makeup, character, and purpose of leadership. In her admonishment of the sit-in movement, when she said that civil rights was about more than just a hamburger, Baker sought to highlight the sacred work of radical democracy in which the students were engaged. Black activists were placing their bodies on the front lines against systems of white supremacy that were more deeply entrenched in the civil rights era than they had been even in Wells’s time.
Meanwhile, Fannie Lou Hamer, from Montgomery County, Mississippi, less than one hundred miles south of Wells’s hometown of Holly Springs, also followed Wells’s example. Hamer, born into a sharecropping family in Mississippi in 1917, worked as a sharecropper herself until 1962. But by 1962 she was a voting rights activist, and over the next few years she became a grassroots leader and helped to found the Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party. She gave riveting testimony before the Credentials Committee of the Democratic National Convention in 1964. Hamer, like Wells and Baker, offered an example of leadership that, in both style and substance, challenged middle-class, patriarchal, church-based power dynamics within the Black community. She understood Black liberation as embedded in a larger social justice movement. Recognizing that “You are not free, whether you are white or black, until I am free,” Hamer expressed reconstructionist sentiments that aspired, ultimately, to the creation of multiracial democracy in America. She went from merely surviving within a violent Jim Crow system, maintained through ritualized lynchings, to becoming one of the best-known faces of the Second Reconstruction.20 Baker and Hamer, working in the tradition of Wells, and in order to preserve Black lives, made the world think differently about Black bodies.
More than any other activist, Angela Davis’s commitment to abolition democracy makes her a living bridge between the Reconstruction-era Black politics that Wells embodied and the Black Lives Matter movement of the twenty-first century.21 Davis’s advocacy of abolition democracy was evident in both her prisoner rights activism, from the late 1960s onward, and her groundbreaking theoretical contributions to concepts of Black dignity, citizenship, freedom, and democracy. The “Free Angela Davis” campaign, which began after her arrest in 1970 and culminated in her acquittal on all charges by the summer of 1972, helped to ignite a radical movement for prison reform, and then prison abolition, that was at once international in scope and local in focus. As they fought for Davis’s release and for justice for other incarcerated people, Black women organizers at the grass roots carried Ida B. Wells’s torch, spreading the cause of radical struggle for Black humanity, democracy, and citizenship in communities quickly forgotten after the heyday of civil rights victories.22
Davis’s notion of abolition—of slavery, prison, racism, imperialism, war, sexism, and intersectional injustice—took root within a wider Black radical tradition. Black feminism, as practiced by nineteenth- century reconstructionists such as Wells, would prove key to this tradition. The Second Reconstruction included second-wave Black feminist activists who sought to reimagine Black freedom struggles at the local, national, and global levels. They did this through organizations such as the Third World Women’s Alliance, the National Black Feminist Organization, and the Combahee River Collective. Black feminist activists, writers, and theorists such as Audre Lorde, Barbara Smith, and Fran Beal updated and expanded the works of their forebearers through searing discussions of racism and white supremacy; of rape, domestic violence, and sexual assault, both within the Black community and as committed historically by white men; of the racism of white feminist movements; and much more.
Black feminism in the decades after the heyday of the civil rights and Black Power era flourished in fugitive spaces. Universities, churches, community centers, private homes, playgrounds, and prisons became sites for debates and discussions about leadership that rejected definitions of freedom that marginalized the fullness and complexity of Black women’s humanity. Lorde, an icon of Black lesbian feminist thought, challenged Black people to define freedom in a way that refused to hide parts of our individual and collective identities deemed unworthy by ancient patriarchal hierarchies, contemporary heterosexual norms, and neoliberal capitalist frameworks. “My fullest concentration of energy is available to me only when I integrate all the parts of who I am, openly,” Lorde wrote, “allowing power from particular sources of my living to flow back and forth freely through all my different selves, without the restrictions of externally imposed definition.” Black feminism’s search for a leadership model capable of honoring all the “different selves” of Black women—and in doing so, honoring the entire spectrum of the Black community—became one of the focal points of the Black radical tradition by the twenty-first century.23
Indeed, the rise of twenty-first-century Black women’s leadership is rooted in traditions of radical Black activism cultivated during the First Reconstruction, updated and refined during the Second Reconstruction, and fundamentally transformed during the Third Reconstruction. Black feminist politics in the 1980s and 1990s operated on multiple levels, all of which would coalesce in the intersectional impulses that characterize the Black Lives Matter movement. Grassroots activists operating amid the overlapping crises of poverty, structural and domestic violence, the AIDS epidemic, the War on Drugs, and mass incarceration brought together hundreds of organizations that rejected the models of charismatic leadership celebrated in history textbooks and popular culture. During the Age of Ronald Reagan—an era marked by potent stereotypes that cast Black women as “welfare queens,” by the criminalization of Black neighborhoods as crack dens, and by the diversion of resources away from the remnants of the Great Society and into the largest prison system in the world—Black women cultivated political, mutual-aid, and collaborative local groups and networks.
Some of these organizers had heard of Ella Baker, and many had not, but they all carried on in her tradition. They were aware of the disconnect between even the most radically outspoken Black male political leaders (for example, Jesse Jackson, during his bravura 1984 and 1988 campaigns for president) and their own quotidian struggles. Activists created organizations that prioritized the struggles of poor Black women, especially those experiencing domestic violence—for example, the National Coalition Against Domestic Violence (NCADV) and the National Coalition Against Sexual Assault (NCASA), which broke new ground in creating spaces for radical Black women organizing against sexual assault, domestic violence, and marginalization during the racially cruel Reagan era.24 Black Queer activists played an integral role in the post-civil-rights era, organizing groups such as Black AIDS Mobilization (BAM), where scholar-activists such as Cathy Cohen helped to place Black Queer leaders and activists squarely within a radical tradition engaged in a painstaking struggle to recognize all aspects of Black humanity.25
Simultaneously, Black feminists engaged in an Ida B. Wells type of narrative war from both above and below. In the quarter century between Angela Davis’s 1972 release from prison and her founding— alongside activists Rose Braz and Ruth Gilmore—of Critical Resistance, a radical organization devoted to eradicating systems and structures of anti-Black punishment, incarceration, and violence, Black feminists created transformative intellectual and theoretical frameworks that reimagined the American project. Their words helped popularize radical new narratives of Black liberation and introduced Wells’s legacy to new generations. These narrative wars took place in academic, political, nonprofit, legal, corporate, and public policy spaces. They influenced, and were influenced by, radical grassroots community organizers, violence disrupters, neighborhood griots, and local keepers of history— Black feminists, Queer people, and at times progressive cisgender Black men.26
The twenty-first-century rise in Black women’s leadership—including Black feminist public intellectuals such as Kimberlé Williams Crenshaw and Heather McGhee; the investigative journalist Nikole Hannah-Jones; engaged scholar activists such as Barbara Ransby, Keisha Blain, and Keeanga-Yamahtta Taylor; civil rights leaders such as Sherrilyn Ifill and Stacey Abrams; and social movement leaders such as Alicia Garza, Ayọ (Opal) Tometi, and Patrisse Cullors—took place against this backdrop. Crenshaw, for instance, became well known nationally through her work as a critical race theory scholar and her popularization of the term “intersectionality.” Her work expanded upon the political, intellectual, and theoretical thinking of generations of Black feminists who grappled with how Black women’s multiple identities were impacted by systemic racism, violence, and economic inequality.
The Black millennial feminist and Queer activists who launched the #BlackLivesMatter hashtag stood on the shoulders of their forerunners from the Reconstruction, civil rights, and Black Power eras, but they simultaneously innovated new ways of seeing and being. Garza, Tometi, and Cullors turned outrage over Trayvon Martin’s 2012 death into the fuel for a new social movement that tapped into networks, political language, organizing sensibilities, and political visions rooted in the same Black radical tradition that had nurtured Ida B. Wells and Angela Davis. At the same time, Black Lives Matter brought new intellectual clarity, moral urgency, and policy specificity to the fore as it amplified reconstructionist sentiments regarding the value of Black life in the face of racial terror and violence.27
BLM protests in the aftermath of the deaths of Michael Brown, Eric Garner, and Freddie Gray drew on the language of intersectional justice rooted in second-wave Black feminism; the grassroots activism of Black women, Queer people, and anti-poverty and anti-domestic-violence workers; and the policy advocacy of Black legal scholars, public defenders, and social movement leaders who continued to agitate in the decades before Barack Obama’s election and during his time in the White House. Exemplifying a commitment to intersectional justice, the Movement for Black Lives activists argued that Black people can only achieve citizenship and dignity by centering the most vulnerable parts of the community, especially women and children; those who are poor or who are facing housing and food insecurity; those in the LGBTQIA+ communities; and the mentally and physically disabled.
By 2020, the extent of the transformation wrought by this new generation became stunningly clear when, on Sunday, June 14, five days before Juneteenth, thousands of demonstrators converged in Brooklyn for a Black Trans Lives Matter rally, also called the Brooklyn Liberation March. The silent demonstration recalled the ten-thousand- strong NAACP march in 1917—the Silent Parade—held to protest a mean season of racial violence in East St. Louis that had killed hundreds of Black people. The Brooklyn protest highlighted the fact that Black transgender people were disproportionately victims of police violence. In the 2020 event a multiracial crowd of fifteen thousand marched from Grand Army Plaza to Fort Green Park before making their way to the Brooklyn Museum. The protest represented one of the most radically democratic moments in American history.28
The Black Trans Lives Matter march reflected the profound reimagining of Black politics, decades in the making, that had taken shape in the neighborhoods, prisons, communities, and streets of America. The idea that all Black lives matter, including the lives of members of the Black LGBTQIA+ communities, had been a cornerstone of BLM’s organizing strategy and political philosophy from its 2013 founding. Much of this theorizing had drawn from the practical intellectual and political work that Black women had done between the end of racial slavery and the present. Over many decades, Black women’s activism helped to shape Black politics even as the women themselves were often relegated to serving behind the scenes, whether as organizers, agitators, or thought leaders. The term “intersectionality” reflects that work and the long road that Black feminist thinkers, activists, and organizers, from Ida B. Wells to the present, traveled to formulate their ideas. If the civil rights movement sought, through the 1963 March on Washington, to turn America into a mass movement meeting, in 2020 BLM succeeded, for the first time in American history, in transforming the entire nation into a classroom.29
Black feminism’s search for liberation paralleled wider currents in American life in 2020, especially those sparked by the New York Times 1619 Project. The initiative was the brainchild of journalist Nikole Hannah-Jones, who consciously channeled the legacy of anti-lynching crusader Ida B. Wells into the twenty-first century. Challenging America’s origin story, the 1619 Project opened up new worlds of social, political, and intellectual inquiry. Like many breakthroughs, it also elicited both hearty praise and vicious condemnation. Racial slavery, the wealth it produced, the moral compromises it engendered, and the lies that concealed painful and ugly aspects of the nation’s history all suddenly took center stage. The project’s debut on the four- hundredth anniversary of the arrival of the first enslaved Africans on the shores of Virginia at Jamestown served as a prelude to everything that happened in 2020.
The 1619 Project started as long-form journalism in the August 14, 2019, issue of The New York Times Magazine; eventually it would include a podcast, live events, and a best-selling book. Reactions to this potent entrée into the narrative wars over the meaning of American citizenship, identity, freedom, and democracy continued to unfold as partisan bickering divided the nation during campaign season and thereafter. Reconstructionists embraced the 1619 Project as a long overdue corrective to Lost Cause mythology and narratives of American exceptionalism. Public school educators around the nation used its multimedia resources in their efforts to tell their students a deeper history of America. But the more the accolades grew, the greater the backlash became. Redemptionists challenged the 1619 Project’s historical validity and scholarly rigor. Eventually, they successfully passed legislation, including in my own adopted home state of Texas, to bar the teaching of American history in ways that touched upon racism, slavery, and white supremacy.30
Hannah-Jones’s work updated Wells’s heroic political and intellectual crusade against lynching into a state-of-the-art vivisection of racial slavery’s afterlife in the twenty-first century. Her journalism, like Wells’s, turned one of W. E. B. Du Bois’s observations on its head. Du Bois had described a question that had constantly confronted him but that went unasked: How does it feel to be a problem? In Hannah-Jones’s historical excavation of our national origin story, echoing Wells, Black people not only were not the problem, but they also might be, against all odds, our only hope for salvaging the American democratic project. By arguing that the year 1619 represented the nation’s birth just as well as 1776 did, since racial slavery proved to be the greatest economic engine for all that came after, the 1619 Project became perhaps the most powerful popular distillation of reconstructionist sentiment ever conceived.
As the project told it, in the series of essays in The New York Times Magazine by an all-star team of journalists and scholars, drawing on cutting-edge research on the history and afterlife of slavery, the economics of slavery implicated more than southern plantation owners. Racial slavery was also central to debates over the Constitution and to the language of the Declaration of Independence; it shaped the creation of supply chains of power and privilege that allowed for economic innovation in domestic banking and international finance; and it provided the foundation for the expansion of the continental United States and the growth of its hemispheric and global political and economic ambitions. It also institutionalized the supply chains of misery and inequality in the form of racial segregation, economic theft, violence, and unequal treatment that still touch virtually every aspect of contemporary American life. As the essays implicitly and explicitly argued, these forces continue to shape our national destiny. The 1619 Project held up an unblinking mirror to a nation that had steadily refused to undertake self-examination on the subject of race.
The pushback came immediately, and it only grew over the course of 2020 as teachers began to draw upon or adopt the 1619 Project’s resources. Senator Tom Cotton of Arkansas, a Republican, characterized the Founding Fathers as viewing slavery as a “necessary evil,” and seemed to suggest that he agreed with that assessment (a charge he later denied). In the Senate, he proceeded to introduce the Saving American History Act, legislation to ban federal funding for the teaching of the 1619 Project in public schools. These efforts were similar to many others in the history of political backlash against reconstructionist attempts to confront America’s long and brutal history of anti-Black racism. The attacks on the 1619 Project paralleled the GOP voter suppression efforts that were taking place at the same time, and both would reach frightening new levels of legislative effectiveness the next year.31
The pushback was so fierce in part because the 1619 Project was only the leading edge of the efforts to reckon honestly with America’s history that were playing out in full view of the public in the spring and summer of 2020. Confederate monuments came tumbling down (while monuments celebrating those who profited from slavery were toppled in England and beyond). And it was not just Confederate generals, politicians, and other sympathizers who came under scrutiny. President Theodore Roosevelt’s support for biological racism against Blacks and other nonwhite people inspired new rounds of criticism. So did Thomas Jefferson’s notoriously racist views on Black intelligence. History museums, art galleries, and other sites of commemoration of American history that had been shaped more by redemptionists than reconstructionists came under new and unprecedented pressure.32
Nearly a century ago, W. E. B. Du Bois’s Black Reconstruction offered a powerful salvo against Lost Cause narratives depicting Reconstruction’s failures as the self-inflicted wounds of Blacks unable to handle the responsibilities of citizenship and unwilling to carry themselves with human dignity. Du Bois instead described efforts by free Black people, alongside anti-racist whites, to forge a new birth of American freedom —to secure the abolition democracy that was the cutting edge of the nation’s democratic experiment. And in 2020, the Movement for Black Lives pushed the struggle for abolition democracy to the very center of American life, expanding its meaning to include movements to abolish mass incarceration, the death penalty, and other structures of anti-Black racial violence. BLM’s vision of an American democracy that prioritizes the most historically marginalized members of the Black community represented a bold and radical effort to make this newest period of Reconstruction the nation’s last.33
Black communities experienced institutional racism and economic impoverishment long before George Floyd’s death. Racial segregation is rooted in a long history of racial terror and violence in America and a corresponding history of this reality being silenced by the forces of white supremacy. In the early months of 2020, COVID-19 amplified widespread preexisting racial inequities that threatened both the legacy of the civil rights movement and the strength and resilience of American democracy. Structural racism and white supremacy, as embodied in the presidency of Donald J. Trump, played out in the federal response to the pandemic. Black workers were more likely to be in jobs that made them particularly vulnerable both to getting sick and dying and to being subject to layoffs and closures that led to economic ruin. Black prisoners—including many in local jails, such as New York City’s notorious Rikers Island, who were awaiting trial and unable to afford bail—faced a high risk of exposure by virtue of their cramped living quarters. Black small business owners found themselves overwhelmingly excluded from government bailouts that instead directed financial payouts to some of the nation’s largest corporations.
It was against this backdrop that George Floyd’s death reinvigorated the Black Lives Matter protests that had first erupted in 2013. Within twenty-four hours of George Floyd’s death, protesters gathered in Minneapolis, turning the site of his murder into a living memorial filled with expressions of love, grief, and rage. Three days later, a protest targeting the Third Precinct, where the four police officers complicit in Floyd’s death worked, turned violent and left the building in ashes. Within a week, hundreds of demonstrations in cities as diverse as Atlanta, Anchorage, Los Angeles, and Salt Lake City erupted.
The multiracial nature of the protests astonished the nation, exhilarating supporters and appalling critics. The overwhelming majority of protests—93 percent, by one estimate—were peaceful. Some drifted into sporadic looting and theft, and in a few cases, the determination to express rage, anger, and grief—not simply over Floyd’s death, but over the larger structures of racial and economic inequality that made such killings routine—devolved into chaos. But the most disturbing displays of violence came from the police, who were deployed not just against Black demonstrators but white ones as well. The image of police in Buffalo, New York, knocking an elderly white protester onto the sidewalk, causing serious injury, went viral. The scene offered the nation a small hint of the kind of state-sanctioned, profoundly unjust punishment and brutality that Black people have routinely experienced since their arrival on the nation’s shores.34
BLM inspired reconstructionist politics from below. The movement’s demands were both particular and general. Its particular goals centered on a massive set of radical policy reforms seeking the transformation of America’s criminal punishment system and the far-flung ecosystem that nourished it. This agenda called for a radical redistribution of local, state, and national resources away from punishment and incarceration to investment, restorative justice, and anti-racism. Practically speaking, this meant shifting funding from law enforcement into mental health, drug rehabilitation, housing, education, and other investments designed to promote Black health and wellness rather than incarceration and death.35
BLM’s general impulses were in certain ways even more revolutionary than its specific proposals. Organizers identified police violence as the central spoke in the wheel of American exceptionalism. Eradicating the nation’s sprawling punishment system, they argued, could end the structures of violence, poverty, and death that have historically denigrated Black bodies. This framework was the necessary response to the nation’s long and catastrophic history of using the police to enforce a color line that prevents Black Americans not only from achieving citizenship and dignity, but from even aspiring to do so through political organizing and movement building. The struggle for Black equality as defined by BLM meant defeating the ancient regime of white supremacy and replacing it with a new political reality wherein all Black lives mattered. This aim could only be achieved through a focus on the particular struggle of Black people and by defeating the political and narrative frameworks that supported America’s racial status quo.
Their deceptively simple argument since 2013 had been that the criminal justice system extended its tentacles of racial and economic oppression into social welfare, education, housing, and employment. And after Floyd’s death, that argument went mainstream. Calls to reimagine public safety by “defunding” the police injected urgent new language into the wider public debate about the value of Black lives in America. Grassroots Black Reconstructionists turned “Defund the Police” into a radical political axiom, making it the focus of posters and signs and even painting it in gigantic yellow letters on a street near the White House. The phrase’s narrative power could be seen both by the passionate nationwide support it received and by the ferocity of the opposition it evoked. “Defund the Police” derived its political impact, its policy influence, and its controversy from its narrative power. Like the phrase “Black Lives Matter,” it told the nation an important story— not the one it wanted to hear but the one it needed to.36
As “Defund the Police” went mainstream, so, too, did calls for intersectional justice, attentive to the myriad ways that different identities—racial, class, sexual orientation and gender identification, mental health, and citizenship status—interacted in the policies and politics that shaped the lives of Americans. As a new era of Black Reconstruction transformed American democracy amid a global pandemic, a plague of police brutality, and the scourge of poverty, racism, and violence, the search for Black humanity became a metaphor for multiracial groups of Americans burdened by the weight of structural violence and oppression. With its call for intersectional justice, BLM extended and amplified both Martin Luther King Jr.’s vision of radical Black citizenship and Malcolm X’s vision of radical Black dignity.
The pandemic, police brutality, racial segregation, and mass unemployment affected the entire country, but their impacts differed based on wealth, geography, family and kinship networks, housing access, social media and Internet availability, and the environment. Access to twenty-first-century citizenship revolved around deeply entrenched racial divides that in turn affected economic status and varied depending on gender, disability, sexual orientation, and gender identification. What critics dismissed as “identity politics” in fact reflected the most widespread public acknowledgment in the nation’s history of the true complexity of white supremacy in all its myriad forms. In a year filled with historical moments, the national reckoning on race and democracy that identified white supremacy as a disease eating away at the body politic proved to be the most significant.
George Floyd’s death opened up new political worlds. The political fires that flared in American cities during the spring and summer of 2020 represented the power of a Black Lives Matter movement that had been preparing for the arrival of a hinge moment in American history since 2013. Once, police violence, brutality, and even murder had been seen as disconnected from the political structures that allowed some people and not others access to excellent schools, clean air and water, safe neighborhoods, good jobs, and thriving futures. Within the crucible of 2020’s national and political reckoning on racial injustice, economic inequality, and the ever-present threat of violence from local, state, and federal authorities against peaceful demonstrators, and illuminated by history, these connections now came into sharp relief. The result was a national conversation not only about criminal justice and policing, but also about democratic institutions in American society writ large. (Nor were these issues of anti-Black racism, white supremacy, and systemic economic oppression only being discussed in America. International sympathy protests in cities such as Berlin, Munich, London, and Oxford paralleled the reckoning in America, helping to make the Movement for Black Lives perhaps the largest international human rights project ever conceived.) As in the two earlier periods of Reconstruction, in 2020 we arrived, bloodied and battered, but still hopeful, as a new generation, at the moment of a new opportunity to reach toward the creation of a new country, one both unencumbered by its tragic racial past and strengthened by a public commitment to repairing and healing racial wounds through the practice of justice.
In the wake of George Floyd’s murder, Black Lives Matter demonstrations, after originating as rearguard, reconstructionist efforts to advocate for Black dignity and citizenship during the Age of Obama, evolved into a frontal assault on the American democratic imagination. The protests redrew the lines of acceptable discourse within Black politics and asserted a new kind of leadership. Black women emerged as some of the protests’ leading architects. The dynamic role of Black feminist and Queer organizers, activists, artists, and elected officials was reflected in the growing iconography surrounding Breonna Taylor, a twenty-six-year-old emergency room technician killed after midnight on March 13, 2020 (over two months before Floyd’s murder), in a raid by Louisville, Kentucky, police who misidentified her and her boyfriend as drug dealers. Taylor became, alongside Floyd, the face of the demands for an end to anti-Black police violence and a national symbol of the BLM protests. Her countenance graced the cover of Vanity Fair and helped to expand the literal and metaphorical boundaries of Black politics. In 2020, Black women’s long-standing efforts to reimagine Black politics moved from the margins of political and intellectual discourse in America to its center.37
In 2008, brown hands that once picked cotton helped to elect America’s first Black president. In 2020, Black folk, led by unapologetically Queer and radically feminist women, articulated the most expansive vision of Black politics in history, and in so doing reimagined American democracy. This is not to suggest that intraracial ideological struggles, conflicts, disagreements, and confrontations ceased to exist. But the frameworks for these disputes, as well as the basis for multiracial and interracial coalitions, fundamentally changed. Nowhere could this be seen more clearly than in the way that local governments scrambled to respond to the groundswell created by Black-led grassroots political movements advocating for the redistribution of wealth and the end of punishment in poor communities.


AT: Black Baudrillard—Thesis Wrong—Short
White hyperreality thesis is wrong. Race is multimodal, not just semiotic.
Brown and Sekimoto, 23—Dean of the College of Humanities & Social Sciences, Minnesota State University, Mankato; Professor in the Department of Communication Studies, Minnesota State University, Mankato (Christopher and Sachi, “Race and multimodality: An introduction to the special issue,” Multimodality & Society, Volume 3, Issue 3, dml)
Hall’s structuralist orientation to race, while groundbreaking and profoundly important, reinforced some of the biases and preferences of the Western thought. First, in arguing that racial meanings are coded into visible physical differences, Hall’s conceptualization of race emphasized the predominance of vision in the construction of racial differences. That is, seeing is believing—we see different skin color, hair texture, and body shape to confirm some underlining, presumably biological and innate, differences. Then again, as expressed in colorblind racism—not seeing is believing—dismissing the cultural practices of race and realities of racism extends and carries on inequalities, prejudice, discrimination, and violence (Doane and Bonilla-Silva, 2003). While it is still commonly assumed that racial differences are visually self-evident, various scholarship has addressed that the construction of racial differences involves more than vision and the role of other intersecting senses cannot be underestimated (Boswell, 2017; Fretwell, 2020; Obasogie, 2014; Sekimoto and Brown, 2020; Smith, 2006). Second, Hall’s approach to race as a language resulted in treating the human body as text to be inscribed, read, and interpreted. The idea is that racial difference is an “inscription” on the body, or a text written on the surface of the body, which can be “read” and “decoded.” Yet, if we turn our eyes—and other sense organs—to the lived experiences of racialized subjects, we realize race is lived as more than a surficial inscription on one’s body. The impact of racialization is more than symbolic or ideological, but corporeal and visceral (Ahmed, 2007; Fanon, 1967; Lee, 2014; Menakem, 2017; Samatar, 2015; Yancy, 2012). Race inhabits the racialized body and mind as something more than a language that can be systematically interpreted (and potentially re-written), but as something more material and concrete, physically installed and habituated (Bourdieu, 1977; Ngo, 2017; Saldanha, 2007). In his lecture, Hall (1997) said:
The body is a text. And we are all readers of it. And we go around, looking at this text, inspecting it like literary critics…We are readers of race, that what we are doing, we are readers of social difference. And the body hair, which you know is sighted as if, this is what terminates the argument. When you say race is a signifier. No it is not! See the folks out there they are different! You can tell they are different. Well, that very obviousness, the very obviousness of the visibility of race is what persuades me that it functions because it is signifying something; it is a text, which we can read (15)
While Hall used the metaphor of body-as-text as a way of critiquing the primacy of vision that fools our perception of visible differences as biologically meaningful (and thus justifies its political application), his theorizing did not go far enough to interrogate the role of the living, feeling body that always does more than reading a metaphorical racial text. “Reading” connotes a linear activity rather than a dynamic, fluid, and mutual interaction; “text” inevitably connotes a static object to be decoded, rather than an emergent phenomenon that materializes in time and space. While the metaphor of body-as-text speaks some truth to the politics of racialization, it inadvertently fixes the analytic lens intended for understanding the “floating” nature of race as a signifier. The metaphor of text, reading, and language falls short of grasping the materiality and movement of lived human bodies that participate in the process of meaning making about race.
Finally, the body-as-text metaphor also emphasizes the act of reading as a mode of comprehension and meaning making, and thus privileges cognition, mind, and thinking while subordinating emotion, body, and feeling (De Souza Santos, 2018). Reading, which relies predominantly on vision, is possible because of the distance between the subject (a reader) and the object (text); it requires the body to be still and stationed; and it presupposes some kind of rationality. Reading connotes a linear cognitive activity that takes place in the internal space of one’s mind. Reading, as a metaphor of how we make sense of race, overlooks the fact that racial meaning is communicated beyond the visible signs and conscious cognitive interpretation. What makes race so hegemonic and enduring as a social construct is its impact on the more subconscious, yet felt and material, process of meaning making that is not as intelligible as reading a text. In everyday experiences, we produce racial differences through active perception, participation, and sense-making. We co-create and co-participate in the act of racialization as mobile, feeling, and sentient subjects. Hall’s metaphor does not capture the nuances of such embodied, more-than-representational participation in the world of race. Furthermore, the race-as-language or race-as-text model perpetuates the binary between subject (the one who reads race as text) and object (the racialized body that is read as text) in addressing issues of race. This subject-object dichotomy makes it extremely difficult to centralize and humanize the subjectivity of racialized Other because, by definition, to be racialized means to assume the position of an object/text. Such approach evades a deeply existential and phenomenological question of how race and racism infiltrate one’s sense of self.
Race as multimodal assemblage
Multimodality, as a theoretical concept and pedagogical tool that attends to the multiple ways in which meaning comes together and is held together, allows scholars to examine race as more than a language or text, but as a dynamic and hegemonic assemblage of visible and invisible communicative action and resources. Multimodality, at its core, is an epistemological orientation that goes beyond purely textual, visual, and representational modes of knowing. It encompasses embodied, emplaced, dynamic, and felt dimensions of social interaction and communication. The theoretical exigency that drove the development of multimodal scholarship in the past several decades coincides with the axiological urgency to address the lived experiences of racialized subjects as they are lived—not just read as text. That is, the work of “fixing” race is done multimodally, just like other forms of meaning making and communicative practices.
The turn to multimodality in addressing race joins the ongoing struggle to bring the otherwise unintelligible voices and sensations of the marginalized Other into the scope of analysis and knowledge production. As co-editors of this special issue, we came to the term multimodality with an intellectual impulse to go beyond the representational way of knowing (Sekimoto, 2012; Sekimoto and Brown, 2020). As racial minorities and speakers of American English as a second language/dialect in the United States, our senses of otherness (or alterity) materialize in the space where conventional linguistic expressions fail to capture our lived experiences and sensations. We took a detour to the world of senses – our senses seem to be making meaning of everything we perceive, in ways that are not brought to our cognitive awareness or linguistic articulation. Multimodality, as a philosophical orientation, calls us to attend not only to things that are “more than words,” but rather to extend our imagination to conditions and experiences that have no (intelligible or legitimate) words, labels, or categories to describe. In fact, the depth of racialization and the impact of racism reside in this unnamed and unintelligible space.
Multimodality allows for a different conceptualization of race – it is not a text written with the arbitrary and slippery language of race, but an assemblage of multiple modes that constitutes a racial world that is not only “read” but also “lived” and “felt” by those who live in it. It is not only a text, but an entirety of the environment—an ecosystem of differences—that is built according to the narratives, benefits, and logics of the powerful. In response to some of the limitations of the race-as-language model, multimodality challenges the privileging of vision as a primary mode of knowledge production about race. Multimodality allows for a re-conceptualization of the “body-as-text” into the body-as-sentient, body-as-kinesthetic, body-as-emplaced, and body-as-interactive. We no longer need to rely on a metaphor to describe the body, because the body is a tangible, material, and breathing presence that actively participates in communication. Finally, multimodality goes beyond “reading” as a primary metaphor of racialized interactions by allowing for other modes of engagement as part of constitution of meaning. Communicative modes such as space, body, gaze, gestures, colors, images, sounds, and fonts necessitate mobilizing the verbs like moving, walking, looking, listening, touching, and feeling, beyond the act of reading in stillness.
Racializing multimodality: A methodological consideration
The turn to multimodality as a kaleidoscopic and dynamic lens through which we examine race in communication poses a set of methodological questions. As Kress, et al. (2001) asks, “what are the affordances of each mode”? (1, original emphasis) and how does each mode combine with other modes to construct a social world that continues to grant race its legitimacy and power? How is what we conceive of as a “mode” and its affordance racially charged or associated with racialized meanings? For example, gaze is a mode of communication that is often used to analyze the gendered and racialized relations of power—because the gaze constructs the relations of power between the one that looks (subject), and the one that is looked at (object). A researcher would lose a lot of insight if they only focused on what is verbalized in words and not what is communicated by the act of looking. Racialized subjects both speak and are spoken through the gaze—there is a different kind of affordance in gaze, in comparison with, for instance, spoken words or written text. Spoken words or written text, however, have been traditionally more prioritized as a site of meaning making as opposed to more silent, subtle, and embodied forms of communication. That is, what counts as a “mode of communication” worthy of analysis and comprehension is a political question that may render certain racialized experiences unacknowledged and unintelligible. Furthermore, gaze’s communicative affordance is experienced quite differently by those who are marginalized in society. The act of looking (back) may give them a space of resistance against the dominant gaze, but also it may risk their safety and incite retaliation. Simply put, not all modes provide the same kind of affordance for all people.
The attention to race through multimodality presents an important shift from “the what to the how of perceiving, which is where ‘ways of sensing’ or ‘techniques of perception’ comes in” (Howes, 2022: p. 169, original emphasis). That is, analyzing race must come with a careful consideration of not only the material object produced by symbolic practice (words, speech, images, sounds, etc.) but also the perspectives, values, and ideologies that inform how symbolic practice is engaged and interpreted. The recent publication of White Sight: Visual Politics and Practices of Whiteness by Nicholas Mirzoeff (2023) (see the book review by Sobande in this special issue) shows the intricate role of visual culture and ways of seeing in the historical construction of white supremacy. That is, perceiving race is not merely a matter of signifiers (skin color, hair, etc.) and signified (superior, inferior, etc.), but more fundamentally about the situated perspective that produces what Mirzoeff calls “white sight.” If every mode presents a certain affordance, such affordance is not a neutral or open-ended space of possibility in which any meaning production can be explored; rather, the affordance of a mode is shaped by a situated perspective of people who deploy it.
The affordance of gaze, for example, has been deployed by the Western subjects to establish a perspective that divides the world into the self (the West) and the other (the Rest) (Said, 1979). In multimodal theorizing of race, we must attend to how a communicative mode takes on a racialized filter, or how a mode works as a racializing filter. We encourage our readers to attend to how the way multimodality is conceptualized in various contexts may racialize certain bodies, knowledge, and practices—as a mechanism that establishes normative ways of communicating that implicitly or directly supports the hegemony of whiteness. In considering the methodological implications of integrating multimodality in addressing race and racism, we ask what counts as “modes,” what constitutes a “meaning,” as well as whose perspective is assumed in the act of signification.
Overview of the contributions
This special issue recognizes the attempts made by scholars and practitioners to expand the ways in which we understand the nature of race and racism beyond the metaphors of text, language, and reading. The contributions draw the reader’s attention to the modes of meaning making about race that may conventionally be ignored or overlooked. If “communication is inevitably multimodal,” communicating about race is also a multimodal accomplishment (Kress, et al., 2001: 3). It is important to examine the affordances of each mode used in the social construction of race, while understanding how each mode interacts with, and traverses across, multiple other modes. Developing a multimodal understanding of race is crucial for any anti-racist efforts—our attention cannot be isolated to any single battle against certain kind of language, images, law, or representation. The contributions in this special issue reveal how race exists in the multiplicity of modes.

AT: Black Baudrillard—AT: Symbolic Terrorism
Symbolic terrorism isn’t literal terrorism—embracing biological death fails and is less ethical
Butterfield, 2—Department of English, University of Wisconsin, La Crosse (Bradley, “The Baudrillardian Symbolic, 9/11, and the War of Good and Evil,” Postmodern Culture Volume 13, Number 1, September 2002, dml) 

So does Baudrillard really support terrorism? Do we? Once again playing the devil's hand, he seduces us to play the avenging angel by taking a moral stand. But suppose we take the Nietzschean turn, with Baudrillard, and view the issue in aesthetic terms: can moral goodness not still succeed in being beautiful if it avoids making metaphysical claims? When morality is conceived in aesthetic terms, it loses its guarantee of universality, but not its symbolic force. And yet by forcing Good on the world, the U.S. only forces Evil to gain strength. "Terrorism," Baudrillard tells us, "is immoral," but it is a
response to globalization, which is itself immoral. We are therefore immoral ourselves, so if we hope to understand anything we will need to get beyond Good and Evil. . . . In the end, Good cannot vanquish Evil except by declining to be Good, since, in monopolizing global power, it entails a backfire of proportional violence. (Simulacra 15)
The U.S., if it wishes to be Good, can only win, in symbolic terms, by refusing to play, by refusing to be Good. Baudrillard certainly does not proffer war, which he concludes is simply "a continuation of the absence of politics by other means" (18). What he recommends, without naming it, is the forgiveness of debt, the redemption of "Evil."
Compare this, then, to Nietzsche's advice, which might have been directed at a future world power such as the U.S.:
It is not unthinkable that a society might attain such a consciousness of power that it could allow itself the noblest luxury possible to it--letting those who harm it go unpunished. "What are my parasites to me?:" it might say. "May they live and prosper: I am strong enough for that!"
The justice which began with, "everything is dischargeable, everything must be discharged," ends by winking and letting those incapable of discharging their debt go free: it ends, as does every good thing on earth, by overcoming itself. This self-overcoming of justice: one knows the beautiful name it has given itself--mercy; it goes without saying that mercy remains the privilege of the most powerful man, or better, his--beyond the law. (Genealogy 72-73)
The triumph of justice, according to Nietzsche, is its self-overcoming; the most moral is the extra-moral, beyond the war of Good and Evil. If the U.S. had gone with its first name for its new war effort--"Operation Infinite Justice"--would Americans have become more readily aware of the ironic fact that their country had in many ways served injustice in the Middle East for a great many years? Would some have been quicker to see that "infinite justice" can only amount to infinite forgiveness? In this passage, Nietzsche taunts America's wealth and dignity, seducing us with an image of ourselves more befitting our vanity than the image of a vengeful America. Vengeance, ressentiment, always claims morality as its cause, but forgiveness does not have to, because it is a washing away of guilt/debt, because it is a gift. Rather than make claims, it gives them away, which nevertheless poses a challenge to the other to counter-give with a symbolic response. This is for Nietzsche, as for Baudrillard, one would gather, the most beautiful aesthetic/symbolic gesture, an extra-moral gesture, beyond Good and Evil. It is also the only means to peace short of the total annihilation of a virtually invisible enemy. Would a Nietzschean-style forgiveness of debt not entail gestures like the removal of U.S. military bases from the Middle East, the nationalization of Arab oil assets, the discontinuation of all support for dictatorships in the area and around the world, and the promotion of a Palestinian nation? And if such tokens of "forgiveness" were offered, does anyone doubt that a more livable peace would soon be at hand, and that the U.S. would incur its greatest possible symbolic honor?
If we assume, with Baudrillard, that there is a rule of reciprocity between conscious beings, wherein their symbolic standing vis à vis one another depends on what they give in exchange, and if we assume that the recognition of this rule of value runs deeper in humans everywhere than does the recognition of the rule of value imposed by capitalism, and if we assume that the terrorists have appealed to this rule before the world, do we choose to play by the rule, or to ignore it? So far the U.S. has ignored it by refusing to answer the implicit questions: Why do they hate us? Why is our military there? By what right do we exploit their resources, overthrow their elected leaders, and drop bombs on their people? But no response is still a response, symbolically speaking, and the world is listening. What the system did in response to 9/11, or instead of responding to it, was to re-absorb its symbolic violence back into the never ending flow of anesthetized simulation, i.e., it has attempted "to replace a truly formidable event, unique and unforseen, with a pseudo-event that is as repetitive as it is familiar" (Harper's 18). This is exactly what Baudrillard predicted would happen in "On Nihilism," this neutralizing of the terrorist event by the system. In "L'Esprit," he notes that:
In the terrorist attack the event eclipsed all of our interpretive models, whereas in this mindlessly military and technological war we see the opposite: the interpretive model eclipsing the event. (18)
Baudrillard would have us recognize that the attack on 9/11 succeeded in poking a hole in the U.S.'s mighty shield, thus opening a space "where seduction begins," and in provoking a murderous response. The terrorists therefore succeeded (are succeeding) in making the U.S. look bad on the symbolic battlefield, and in pushing the system further toward its limit and its implosion, a goal Baudrillard expressly favors. It seems most reasonable to conclude, however, that such violent, physical provocations serve no one, not even Baudrillard, and need not be equated with the kind of theoretical terrorism and aesthetic violence advocated by him (though one can always accuse him of being the first to blur the lines between the real and the imaginary). Given his cynicism about the system's ability to neutralize every opposition, however, Baudrillard sees such dramatic gestures (as 9/11) as naïve in their utopianism. And yet he too has his utopianism, which can be found in the silent evocation of the only decent, beautiful solution to the challenge of 9/11. Unlike naïve terrorists and secondary critics, however, Baudrillard will not speak his utopia,[8] which in this case is the possibility of forgiveness as a world-historical symbolic event. This utopian moment in Baudrillard, this idea that the U.S. might forgive its debtors, is obviously unrealistic as yet, but every challenge opens up a new space in the universe. This is where seduction begins.
Forget waiting for it, let’s have another spectacle; let’s demand death now! Is Baudrillard being sinister when he tempts us with our desire for more death? Is he death’s seducer? Not if we allow for his caveat about the term “death” found in the book’s second footnote: “death ought never to be understood as the real event that affects a subject or a body, but as a form in which the determinacy of the subject and of value is lost” (5, n. 2). Baudrillard uses the term death to signify “the real event” throughout Symbolic Exchange and Death, and only sometimes uses it as a conceptual figure like this, but if he is not talking here about real death, where some subject and some value are certainly lost, what is he talking about? Death, in Baudrillard’s specialized sense, signifies the end of “bound energies in stable oppositions,” but since the system itself is also capable of imposing such deaths, he clarifies that the death of the system can only be achieved by way of its strategic reversal:
For the system is master: like God it can bind or unbind energies; what it is incapable of (and what it can no longer avoid) is reversibility. Reversibility alone therefore, rather than unbinding or drifting, is fatal to it. This is exactly what the term symbolic “exchange” means.

AT: End The World
“End the world” is a metaphor, not a literal political demand to accept extinction. Interpreting it as such fails:
1.  Gets coopted by bad faith reactionaries.
O’Donnell, 20—Assistant Professor of Philosophy at Oakton Community College (Patrick, “Ontology, Experience, and Social Death: On Frank Wilderson’s Afropessimism,” https://philpapers.org/archive/ODOOEA.pdf, dml)
Finally, it is worth discussing the political upshots of Afropessimism, and how the book “reads” within our current political moment. Wilderson’s own political stance is clear enough in its broad outlines: Black liberation requires the total destruction of the existing relation between Slaves and Humans. In one of the book’s more hopeful moments, Wilderson grants that “social death,” like class and gender, can be overcome, since it is ultimately “constructed by the violence and imagination of other sentient beings.” Overcoming social death, however, is necessarily apocalyptic: “The first step toward the destruction is to assume one’s position… and then burn the ship or the plantation, in its past and present incarnations, from the inside out” (103). Afropessimism proposes a political ethic for those outside politics, whose engagement with the political would signify the end of politics as we know it. 
Wilderson’s political vision is a “grenade without a pin,” or a “looter’s creed” which strives to bring about the Fanonian “end of the world” (174). Yet if your politics requires you to “burn the ship or the plantation…. from the inside out” with yourself inside, you should be extremely sure that this politics is rooted in a true and comprehensive vision of Black people’s situation in the world. Pinless grenades and looter’s creeds can fall into anyone’s hands. They can harm countless bystanders. Their volatility makes them unpredictable. What if the theoretical conceits of Afropessimism not only fail to bring about the end of the world, but give succor to projects dedicated to making an already awful anti-Black world worse? Ironically, those with reactionary anti-Black politics, or those in thrall to the magic of Whiteness and convinced of the subhumanity of Blackness, should appreciate the work that Wilderson accomplishes here. In fascist hands, a claim like “it is absolutely necessary for Blacks to be castrated, raped, genitally mutilated and violated, beaten, shot, and maimed” in order for non-Blacks to achieve “confirmation of Human existence” is just the sort of work a society running on the myth of Black inhumanity and subpersonhood requires. 
More predictably, Afropessimism takes aim at leftist coalitional, solidarity-based, and intersectional politics. It is not just that historically existing forms of socialism, feminism, and multiculturalism have left Black people out (which they often have). Rather, in Wilderson’s mind, these forms of politics terrorize Black people simply by positing analogies and similarities among diverse forms of Black and non-Black oppression (220). The monolithic view of Blackness Afropessimism presents seems to have little room for the idea that Black people are lots of things besides Black, and that their interests and concerns are often formed in ways similar to non-Blacks’ interests. To be sure, we should mark a distinction between Wilderson’s politics and misappropriations of his vision. Yet if Black people are literally terrorized by working-class struggle, multicultural coalitions, immigration rights, feminism, and other forms of counter-hegemonic politics, one might wonder why Black liberation strategies should bother accommodate the stated interests of people who are, in addition to Black, queer, religious, anti-capitalist, female, poor, immigrant, working class, indigenous, and/or incarcerated. 
Those sympathetic to Wilderson might suggest that Black people have little to lose by abandoning solidarity-based politics. Yet not-so-ancient history suggests that there may be higher stakes here. As Paul Ortiz (2018) has recently demonstrated, many of the material, political, social, and symbolic gains for Black and Latinx people throughout the 18th and 19th centuries were generated by an emancipatory internationalism that drew explicit analogies between Black and non-Black freedom struggles. The United States’ interest in slavery of course first and foremost oppressed Black people. Yet because slavery was so deeply interwoven with the oppression of non-Black people as well (in the form of Indian removal and extermination, violent expropriation of Mexican land in a war to expand slavery, etc.), Black and non-Black abolitionists were able to engage the problem of Black oppression not in isolation, but with a view to how it undergirded a more generally unacceptable social order. Of course, just because solidarity was a useful tool for achieving those political goals doesn’t mean it will work now. Yet in a time when Black oppression has once again become one of the clearest symptoms of a more broadly unacceptable social order, perhaps it is wise to remember this emancipatory spirit. 
Finally, one wouldn’t think that a political imaginary that at first seems so radical would be so amenable to the status quo. Wilderson suggests that his view of the fundamental distinctiveness of Black suffering extends “the critique of neoliberalism,” and registers surprise that leftists do not welcome his perspective (182). Yet it is just as easy to see Afropessimism’s performative transcendence of the political as embracing a neoliberal class politics. The book’s simplistic social ontology and monolithic conception of violence makes each Black person into All Black People, thus aiding a crucial neoliberal elision: even if Wilderson draws no essential distinction in station and suffering among Black people, the market certainly does and will continue to do so. Afropessimism’s Sturm und Drang is often a pleasure to explore, but it fits right in with a masochistic cultural moment that cedes the floor to public proclamations of suffering and rituals of deference to it while simultaneously cordoning off these performances from any political will to eradicate the causes of such suffering in the first place. Performing catharsis itself may be a political act, but it is increasingly one whose relation to subversive strategies is not always clear. Whether had by feminists, anti-racists, anti-capitalists, or Afropessimists, the small pleasures of lamentation do not threaten. One imagines the dominant social order quoting Nietzsche to itself: “‘what are my parasites to me?, it might say, ‘may they live and prosper: I am strong enough for that!’” (Nietzsche 1967: 72). 
In a final irony, perhaps Afropessimism is not pessimistic enough. We occupy a stultifying political moment whose routines have been so corporatized that even avowed anti-racists must negotiate racism roughly the same way a human resources department must negotiate an unruly employee: correct, cancel, or cash in, depending on what the cost-benefit analysis says. As a result, self-congratulatory anti-bias training, identification with the “right side of history” (on which side of course can be found the most “socially conscious” brand-name corporations), underclass tourism, performative wokeness, cyclical rituals of call out and contrition, and perhaps a “diversity initiative” here and there seem to be the only intellectual and practical tools current institutions are willing to raise against the nexus of racial and socioeconomic oppression. Wilderson of course recognizes that racism is a deep feature of the social order, and so is rightly pessimistic about the efficacy of the usual “anti-racist” tools. But he may be right for the wrong reason: pessimism about the end of racism isn’t warranted because Black suffering necessarily anchors the world, it’s warranted because it is nigh-impossible to imagine a future world so thoroughly reorganized around the well-being of the dispossessed that racism and anti-racism themselves have ceased to be useful strategies for consolidating and protecting elite power and wealth. Perhaps this is the source of the unsettling feeling that Wilderson’s tools might simply be retrofitted to the neoliberal apparatus. The content of Wilderson’s version of Afropessimism makes it a stranger cousin than most, but its uptake in the mainstream may signal neoliberal politics as usual: a lucrative but politically impotent brokerage relationship between elites willing to monetize Black suffering and its supposed antidote, and the audiences happy to consume both.³
2. Means they link to themselves at the level of their own ontological premises.
Lynch, 24—Reader in Political Theology at the University of Chichester (Thomas, “A Political Theology of the World That Ends,” Worlds Ending, Ending Worlds, Chapter 1, pp. 22-24, dml)
Discussions of the end of the world presume that there is something called the world that could end. While this apocalyptic pronouncement can function for individuals in an analogous way (“I feel like my world is ending”) and at the level of larger communities (the arrival of Europeans in the “Americas” resulted in the end of many Indigenous worlds), it is less clear that one can speak coherently of the end of the world when “the world” is taken as something which is singular and planetary in scope; when the world is understood as The World.⁷ There are at least two compelling reasons for rejecting this grander sense of The World. The first is that this concept is philosophically incoherent. The second is that this notion of The World is an imperialist attempt to impose a unitary imaginary on a planet that is home to many human and other-than-human worlds.
Perhaps the most succinct philosophical argument for the incoherency of The World is offered by Markus Gabriel.⁸ For Gabriel, The World is synonymous with totality. “It is supposed to be the place where everything takes place.”⁹ His “meta- metaphysical nihilist” position is derived from his ontological claim that all things must appear in a “field of sense.” Nothing appears without a background. If The World is the ultimate background – that in which all other things appear – then there is nothing in which The World itself appears. Defined this way, The World falls prey to an infinite regress and cannot exist.
A fuller account of Gabriel’s argument would require engaging with his devel- opment of a new realist philosophy and a greater exploration of his notion of fields of sense. Without delving into this wider ontology, it is sufficient to point out that his primary objection is to The World as a totality. The whole, everything, cannot be conceived of “at once” because there is no perspective from which this whole, that we ourselves are part of, could be seen.¹⁰ His emphasis is on the inherently totalising nature of the world. He readily admits that there exist “infinitely many worlds, which in part overlap but are also partly independent of one anoth- er.”¹¹ His objections are levelled at the closed totality of the concept of The World.¹² Gabriel is aware that The World so conceived might seem to be a “peculiar ob- ject,” so he also considers alternatives that cast The World as “a relative idea, a horizon, or a source of infinite eidetic variations.”¹³ For Gabriel, these ideas are no more successful. In order to exist, something must be an object (though not nec- essarily a physical one),¹⁴ and these attempts to discuss The World as something other than a totality ultimately wind up positing a non-object object.¹⁵ In other words, everything that can be discussed exists in a field of sense and is thus an object. To insist that The World is not an object, but then turn it into an object of discourse, is self-defeating. The result is a kind of new realist apocalypse; not the end of The World, but the end of the world perspective.¹⁶
Gabriel’s argument is, of course, dependent on his definition of The World. It is certainly the case that when The World is discussed in the context of apocalypticism, underlying metaphysical claims are being made (even if only implicitly). Yet when someone worried about climate change adopts an apocalyptic tone, The World is indicating something different from Gabriel’s understanding of the term. For example, when people worry about the end or “postponing the end of the world”¹⁷ or “the end of civilisation,”¹⁸ these concerns are not about the field of sense containing all other fields. This different understanding is not only evident in discussions of climate change. When Aimé Césaire writes that the end of the world is the only thing worth beginning, a claim later picked up by Frantz Fanon, Frank B. Wilderson III, Calvin Warren and others; they too seem to mean something other than the totality in which all other things appear.¹⁹ Yet Gabriel is right in that whatever this other sense of The World is, it seems to be a kind of object. This notion of The World is more like a “form of life” that is imagined, feared or hoped to be ending. A form of life in this sense is “not quite a race and more than culture or style, this phrase refers to those ways of being in the world – always lived collectively – without which one would no longer be who or what one is.”²⁰ Understanding The World in this way, one is not met with the same problem of infinite regress.
Though this argument evades Gabriel’s critique, it also returns the debate to my initial set of questions. If the goal is to offer an account of the ontological certainty seemingly required by an apocalyptic pronouncement, turning to “forms of life” does not offer much of a solution. Conceiving The World in these terms is either doomed to relativise The World into different worlds or take one vision of The World, one form of life, as universal. It is thus still subject to the second critique: that taking any given apocalyptic threat – nuclear annihilation, climate change, the instabilities of capitalism, some combination of all of these – as a threat to The World assumes that one can speak coherently of a shared World. This assumption falsely unifies the diversity of life-worlds in an imperialist gesture.


AT: Grammar Of Suffering/Incommunicability
Social death is a spectrum, not an antagonism—Black suffering is communicable.
King Watts, 15—Associate Professor, Media and Technology Studies, UNC Chapel Hill (Eric, “Critical Cosmopolitanism, Antagonism, and Social Suffering”, Quarterly Journal of Speech Volume 101, Issue 1, 2015, dml)
I have been asked by more than one graduate student at more than one university how I hope to reconcile the claims of Afro-Pessimism with my insistence that voice is a fundamental human capacity. I maintain, more or less consistently, that voice is a public occurrence animated by the acknowledgment of the ethical and affective dimensions of speech.16 The repetition of the inquiry is energized by the fact and mode of Afro-Pessimism being taken up in debate and argument organizations, programs, and competitions. I am not going to attempt to complete this reconciliation in this space, in part because I have not quite accomplished it. But I do have to briefly sketch out the terms of the challenge in order to try to evaluate the strengths and limits of critical cosmopolitanism as an academic practice that would ask “why and how” Communication Studies might interact with the Afro-Pessimistic enclave in Black Studies. While criticizing the work of Black film theory, Frank Wilderson embarks upon an ambitious and provocative campaign meant to foster an understanding of the conditions of impossibility for Black subjectivity within the contemporary ontological paradigm. The term “Afro-Pessimism” signals the work of scholars who are “theorists of structural positionality.”17 As such, Blackness and Whiteness18 are interrogated as emerging through a conjuncture with brutal modern technologies of organization and domination, and the birth of the very idea of race. Put simply, it took the modern invention of slavery and colonialism to bring about the racial ideologies that make Blackness and Whiteness intelligible. The Slave/Black, then, should not be considered exploited labor or simply oppressed. “Rather, the gratuitous violence of the Black's first ontological instance, the Middle Passage, ‘wiped out [his or her] metaphysics … his or her customs and sources on which they are based.’”19 The Black occupies a coordinate that marks a fundamental structural antagonism with the West, with Whiteness and, indeed, with the Human. It is quite easy to see why the term “Pessimism” is apt. The Black names the condition of state violence, a flesh-object brought into the world for “accumulation and fungibility.”20 The Black is essential to the production of Western subjectivity and to notions of what it means to be human. “In short, White (Human) capacity, in advance of the event of discrimination or oppression, is parasitic on Black incapacity: Without the Negro, capacity itself is incoherent, uncertain at best.” Not only is the Black incapacitated as a structural determinate, the Black is “a structural position of noncommunicability.”21 But there is a form of communication here nevertheless because the Black paradoxically signifies the “outside” that allows for the articulation of “anti-Black solidarity.”22 There is theoretical and historical support for such an analysis. For example, the early twentieth-century Americanization projects used Blackness as an exclusionary trope meant to help spur non-White immigrants from Europe and Asia toward Whiteness.23 And here is where the term “Pessimism” seems inadequate. As a structurally overdetermined body-image in the Western imaginary and symbolic field, Blackness registers near-nothingness: In perceiving Black folk as being alive, or at least having the potential to live in the world, the same potential that any subaltern might have, the politics of Black film theorists' aesthetic methodology and desire disavowed the fact that “[Black folk] are always already dead wherever you find them.”24 Given this dire diagnosis, why and how might we interact with Afro-Pessimism? Speaking from the point of view of a Black rhetorical scholar (and a scholar of Blackness), the answer to why is virtually self-evident: thinking through Blackness as a condition of possibility for rhetorical action and social justice is a life-long pursuit that, given the tragic killing of Michael Brown in Ferguson, Missouri in August 2014, feels especially burning.25 Given the affective intensity of the charge of Black noncommunicability, a failure to meaningfully interact would engender a different kind of “violence”; in this case a structural injunction sponsored by a lingering and recurring anxiety regarding the authority of Communication Studies. And so how might we interact? If I take up the orientation of critical cosmopolitanism, I need to recognize immediately that my efforts can be dismissed by the Afro-Pessimist as colonial; that is, as a reiteration of the sort of practices that presume that one's epistemologies can translate other's bodies of knowledge into comprehensible and useful concepts and constructs. And yet, we must begin where we are, not where we hope to be. Hence, I want to make two modest and one not-so-modest suggestions for how Communication Studies in general and Rhetorical Studies in particular might interact: first, Wilderson calls for “a new language of abstraction” to elaborate “Blackness's grammar of suffering.”26 But in my reading, Afro-Pessimism is already too reliant on a language of abstraction. Lois McNay, in The Misguided Search for the Political, recently contends that theories of political power are overwrought owing to a social weightlessness brought about through high abstraction. She recommends the reinvigoration of the concept of “social suffering”—not as an entrenched category of victimage but, rather, as the habitus of lived experience that must be articulated to analyses of structural positionality.27 Second, I agree with McNay (who says nothing about Afro-Pessimism, by the way) that structural antagonisms are not static, but are movable and moving configurations. The Afro-Pessimist in Wilderson's account must agree that when a non-Black person is thrust toward the horrible condition approximating (but not identical to) the Black's structural position, that adjustment can rightfully be called a “Blackening.” As a happening—and not an event that has simply always already happened—this racialized procedure makes itself felt and knowable in the dense social fabric of the everyday. If the Black is in a structural position that delimits the impossibility of capacity, might we enjoin an analysis of the vocabulary of that impossibility itself? And since a “Blackening” receives intelligibility from the structural position of the Black, might we gain some productive understanding from a scrutiny of key discursive and material forms of “Blackening”? Was not Michael Brown “Blackened” in and through (and not only a priori to) his bodily encounter with state violence? Given my ongoing scholarly interest in the Zombie, I am willing to concede that an Afro-Pessimist might claim that Brown was, at the moment he was shot to death, “the dead but sentient thing, the Black” struggling “to articulate in a world of living subjects.”28 This concession functions as an assertion: the Zombie is not wholly outside Western intelligibility; it haunts the nether regions between Human and Black. Its undead existence is material and social, and supplies some vital resources for inventing a new language—a grammar of (Black) suffering. Perhaps “there is no way to Africa through the Black,”29 but maybe there is a route through the Zombie. I have argued for such a project using the terminology of reanimating Zombie voices.30 Lastly, we might think of this gloomy predicament as a tenuous point of contact with Afro-Pessimism. Wilson's intellectual history provides the basis for such a conception. Communication Studies has been (and continues to anguish over the extent that it still is) in the structural position of inferior and alienated. There should be no shame in admitting that the discipline, in relation to both the Social Sciences and the Humanities, has been and is subject to being “Blackened.” Indeed, its originary moment, as I alluded to above, meant the rejection of a set of nationalistic proprietary politics that treated Speech teachers like disposable labor. By any reasonable measure, that structural positioning—despite the fact that the people involved were White—was a racialization, a “Blackening.” Let's be perfectly clear: there is no identification being made here with the fundamental antagonism associated with the Black. However, this racialized politics (among other political registers) might provide a new critical vocabulary for Communication scholars if we do the painful work of coming to grips with the discursive and material practices of “Blackening.” There are structures of different scales. Academic structural dynamics are not dissociated from the identity ideologies implicated in nationalism and cosmopolitanism, citizenship and exile, privilege and destitution, Whiteness and Blackness. Indeed, Wilderson's critique is launched from and resides within those very same structural dynamics. It seems to me then that, at the very least, our shared social suffering with Afro-Pessimism—although of vastly different magnitudes and qualities—should be asserted as a mode of transnational fidelity.

AT: Pornotroping
“Pornotroping” critiques oversimplify the transmission of political resonance. Representing Black suffering in an attempt to prevent it is a symbolic disavowal of social death.
Ibrahim, 22—School of Business and Management, Queen Mary University of London (Yasmin, “The dying Black body in repeat mode: the Black ‘horrific’ on a loop,” Identities: Global Studies in Culture and Power, 9:6, 711-729, dml)
Technology has been intimately implicated with the reproduction of form, its mutilation and erasure. Flesh can be reified or made virtual through technology. Hence, if photography promises an enhanced mastery of nature, it also threatens conflagration and anarchy, an incendiary levelling of the existing cultural order (Sekula 1986, 4). As such the ‘wretched image’ online of Black bodies dying becomes part of a burgeoning shadow archive with an assemblage of brutalised lives. For Steyerl (2012, 44), these floating images equally stand in for their own real conditions of existence: denoting swarm circulation, digital dispersion, fractured and flexible temporalities, encompassing resistance and appropriation, and enacting conformism and exploitation. Technologies deposit their own bias while blurring truth regimes through their modes of inflection. If photographs of lynchings solidified White supremacy and claims over Black flesh, these very gruesome images used by Ida B. Wells for activism in her anti-lynching campaign were transformed in their very re-appropriation (Raiford 2012). The exclusion of Blackness and racial erasure from the realm of ontology has meant a withdrawal and equally a transcendence from the materialist, non-humanist constructions of being or having the affective and aesthetic capacity to experience itself culturally.
Photographs as part of technological regimes of remediation are then not singular compositions but yielding relations to one another, functioning through a visual indexicality of the social and moral. In so doing, Raiford (2012, 302) contends that the multiple visual representations of African Americans were always and continue to be in intense dialogue with each other. In tandem, Ida B. Wells’ engagement with the shadow archive forces us to rethink the collapsed categories of Blackness in resurrecting Black humanity. Black bodies ordained through frames of criminality, the pornographic, ethnographic, the comedic, or in the margins of the sentimental portraits of Whites demonstrate how technology has been used to reconstruct not merely individual and collective selves, but also racial and national histories (Raiford 2009, 120). Hence imagery and its re-appropriation has transformative potential.
Similarly, this poor image online can construct anonymous global networks just as it procreates a shared history, building alliances as it journeys through fluid spheres, provoking translation or mistranslation, and creating new publics and debates (Steyerl 2012, 42). Through fracture and disruption of thought and affect, Steyerl argues that the poor image prompts non-conformist information circuits (2012, 43). Losing visual substance as an unstable image on platforms, it acquires political resonance creating tractions through its mutability and travel within a voluminous repository where it can be revived and politicised through tagging, hashtagging and traffic, imbricated in the re-direction of gaze and the acquisition of affective spheres engaged in the recalibration of life and death. Its circulation can create ‘visual bonds’ (Vertov 1995) linking communities and audiences with shared interests and sense of identification just as much as global information capitalism enables mutual excitement (Steyerl 2009, 7) and unanticipated disruptions. It is within this chaos that re-materialisation of Blackness ignites, through new modes of the social and visceral. If Blackness is defined through its fluidity and virtuality and the denial of form and ontology, it then is already the ‘post-entity’ lending to the digital spheres in terms of mutability in the abstraction of form and its capacities to be re-morphed. Dying and Black bodies contain both violent and fecund potential for re-imagination and communion in the virtual sphere where they can gain speed, subvert mortality or defy the sacred. The mutilated Black body has been historically appropriated for civil action to implant Black resistance within White civil society in illuminating its absent/presence as an immanent struggle within the ontological. The banalised and brutalised Black body has been the canvass for the symbolic disavowal of social death despite its mortal demise. The politicised brutalised images of Emmett Till and his open casket invoked a public spectacle into the tormented Black flesh of a young boy, in the process transforming the Black corpse into an active projection of White inhumanity and racial injustice. This wretched grainy image widely circulated in the Black press, with thousands of mourners viewing his body directly at the funeral home (Harold and DeLuca 2005, 265), reversed the public spectacle of lynching. Enacting a dehiscence, Emmett Till was transformed from a trophy of racial violence to a mirror into the depravity of Whiteness.
The Black bodies preserved through the liminality between life and death then call out for a re-reading and re-appropriation of this traumatised flesh. For Spillers (2003, 205), preservation becomes a form of celebration transforming the body in demise into a ‘hieroglyphics of the flesh’. For Moten (2013), degenerative and regenerative preservation is critical celebration for Blackness. Celebration as the essence of Black thought, the animation of Black operations, constitutes an ‘undercommon’, underground, submarine sociality (Moten 2013, 742). As a perverse form of celebration or jouissance these traumatised bodies are transformed into a ‘fleshy archive’ in which the abrasions, gashes, and lacerations record the unchecked power and inscriptions of torture over the captive body (Spillers 2003, 205). The absent centre of ontology and its denial for Blackness is unveiled through Afropessimism, yet its presence seemingly structures society and its ideological interpellations. If Black life is not lived in the world that the world lives in, but it is lived underground, in outer space (Sexton 2011), the virtual, given over to commodification and value accumulation of platform capital, is both a space for anarchy and non-conformism but mostly ‘virtuality’ in its premise to reclaim Black flesh and transform in its defiance of mortality online. Hartman contends that in the postbellum era, the elasticity of Blackness is not containable despite the excess of surveillance and regulation over its body (Hartman 2008, 2). Hence, the virtual liquifies mortal death as an agentic device for re-appropriation and the affective re-articulation of Blackness despite its ontological lack to feel its insides in expressing the jouissance of Blackness.
Through his philosophy of ‘Black mysticism’ Fred Moten counters the criticism of Blackness as not given to ontology without eliding into Afropessimism to denote it as the phenomenology of Black spirit. Filtering Blackness in a world of anti-Blackness is a mode of re-orientation into Blackness. Black spirit can be resurrected through art and music, and Blackness can reject form in re-enacting itself to avoid the ontology adduced through White civil society. The virtual, though fraught with dialectical tendencies between oppression and resistance, re-mediates new possibilities for filtering disembodied Blackness through a new vernacular mediated through technology and platform capital. For Moten, Blackness, as that which operates ‘at the nexus of the social and the ontological, the historical and the essential’, (Thompson 2017) is fluid and intangible but capable of experiencing the affective and sensuous in its self-realisation despite its lack of form. Blackness is paraontological in that lived experiences of Blackness both enact and escape the assignment of Blackness to social death, of non-being. This straining of Blackness against itself disrupts and resists the ontological. As such, for Moten, ‘it is escape and is what escapes’ (Thompson 2017).
The creation of visual bonds through floating ‘poor images’ as a shadow archive affords a politics of refusal. The politics of refusal entails the ‘rejection of the status quo as liveable and the creation of possibilities in the face of negation (i.e. a refusal to recognise a system that renders you fundamentally illegible and unintelligible). This encompasses the decision to reject the terms of diminished subjecthood using negation as a generative and creative source of disorderly power to embrace the possibility of living otherwise’ (Campt 2019, 84). As Blackness is not a category for ontology or for phenomenological analysis, Moten defines this zone of non-being as experimental, in which friendship’s sociality overflows its political regulation (Moten 2013, 768).
Dead bodies possess the possibilities for igniting communion through the social and against the political in igniting a politics of refusal as agents of resistance through their immortality in the cultural memory of resilience. Patterson (2016) co-founder of the Black Lives Movement (BLM) asserts that murders of two teenagers – Trayvon Martin, 17, in 2013 and Michael Brown, 18, in 2014 – as igniting points for the movement. According to Fairchild (2017) ‘the most proximal influence was the Black Lives Matter movement – 2014 to the present – that was inspired by a seemingly endless list of innocent Black lives lost to violence’. Springing into national and global consciousness in 2014 and 2015, BLM’s emergence was marked through the demonstrations throughout the US in Ferguson, Missouri, following the killing of Michael Brown to bring attention to police brutality and the extra-juridical power of authorities in governing the Black population (Abdullah 2015). The BLM hashtag was created after the killers of these unarmed teenagers escaped with impunity.
With the movement embracing people at the intersections of social marginalisation such as the LGBT community, prisoners, students and others, it has been perceived as a new ‘civil rights movement’ (Patterson 2016) challenging an array of injustices from prison conditions and voting rights to a more equitable criminal justice system. Their tactics seek to draw attention to the cycles of injustice and compounded trauma which poor African American communities encounter as a lived experience. Within this the shooting and premature death of Black men and women (Baraka 2015) as anoetic reality and a mode of social control ordained through the violent history of America which is rooted in colonialism, slavery, the plantation economy, and racial segregation (Fairchild and Abdullah 2017).
The emergence of the BLM in its endeavour to recode traumatised Black flesh into humanity incorporates an intertextual bind in re-directing the gaze of the Black bodies dying in a loop online. Denying their fungibility and commemorating them through their individual names, the reclamation of dead bodies as worthy lives given over to premature death enacts both the dreaded claims of Afropessimism in remediating the ontological lack of Blackness, but in being able to feel back and in feeling jouissance as a community envisioning itself through new modes of virtual imagination and conversations. Black consciousness through social media platforms, as in the case of ‘Black Twitter’, and the re-directing and re-appropriation of hashtags is a means to inscribe disembodied Black consciousness on global platforms. If Black flesh and Black humanity is seen as living through the realm of the virtual through its social death, the virtual sphere resurrects Blackness3 through the politics of refusal and a means to re-imagine social bonds as exemplified in ‘Black Twitter’ as streams of Black consciousness and cultural conversations (Brock 2012; Sharma 2013). Similarly, Florini (2014) explores the performance of Black racial and cultural identity online through displays and cultural competence and knowledge as means to remake identities visible online. Similarly, Sharma contends that (2013, 46) Blacktags (racialised hashtags) are instrumental in the production of networked subjects with the capacity to multiply the possibilities of being raced online. Transcendence into virtuality with the absolution of corporeality creates space and digital enactment of Moten’s Black mysticism. The material body or indeed the Black body becomes fluid, re-abstracted through social and cultural expressions and interactions (Brock 2012) as a mode of sense-making and performance of racial identities lived through a White ontology on social media platforms. This act of performing race becomes an important dimension of speaking back and resistance against erasure (Nakamura 2008). Exhaustion of Blackness as a mode of life, for Moten, is the very fundamental reason not to believe in social death and that Black life is irreducibly ‘social’ (2013, 738).
The virtual as a sphere for the absorption of political ideologies and its refraction affords technological mediation to re-experience Blackness and to culturally experience it through disembodied presence. It is experimental, lending to fluidity, projected through its multiplicity, weaving through networks and embracing an immortality in which forgetting and erasure are problematic. As an imperfect medium of echo chambers and viscerality, its ability to reproduce ideological violence coalesces with the means to re-draft Black consciousness within the bowels of technological mediation, algorithmic gaze and virulence. In discussing the lynching photographs, Raiford (2012, 118) asserts that activists and cultural producers have returned repeatedly to ‘the sight of a Black [person] hanging from a tree’, making it iconic. These visual returns for Raiford illuminate the primary role of vision and visuality in Black social movements. In tandem, Black visuality, or how one is made to see Blackness and how Blackness itself sees the unseen therein is inextricable from African American movement efforts to change the conditions of Black people’s lives. The seeing is transformative, harnessing both individual and collective senses of being in the world, or ‘how we see Blackness, the meanings we attach to Black people, and the value we attach to Black life because of this ‘sight’ (Raiford 2009, 118). The dominated subject in recognising the power of her own ‘double-consciousness’ is seen but also sees. For Spillers, this return of the gaze that negotiates at every point a space for living, employs the concept of counter-logos. Spillers (2003) offers ‘counter-mythology’ as the articulation of a critically insurgent agency. Such an insurgency cuts through theological protocols of racialisation, which cannot be severed from the protocols of gender and sexualisation or from the capturing of maternity within patriarchy (Carter 2013, 594). These complexities of Black visuality and counter mythologies are reabsorbed into social media platforms to rearticulate Blackness through lived experiences, subversions, new vernacular and insider humour (Brock 2012; Florini 2014), and through the banal as well as spectacular encounters of the everyday.
Conclusion
The dying Black body consumed non-stop online as part of a spectacular economy opens up the Black horrific a shadow archive. It conjoins Blackness as an abortive project contextualised against Afropessimism and social death and the Black subject as a non-ontological entity. Formless, non-corporeal yet forged through social death and mortal death as a proximate reality, death permeates the Black body claiming it through its demise as a pornotrope. This pornotrope assumes a fecund virality online through the digital economy in which images circulate infinitum adducing the intrinsic fungibility of the Black body and its malleability in the virtual sphere. If death imagery has always been re-drafted for political agency historically, on social media it is re-birthed as the wretched image. Grainy images online work through the dialectics of platform capital and intertextuality offline and online, engendering a means to feel back as a community within White ontology through a critical insurgency. Spillers’ critical subjectivity offers as a mode of insurgent agency in releasing and resurrecting Blackness from social death. This critical subjectivity then produces Blackness as ‘mystical’ and stateless (Spillers 2003). The virtual offers an imagination of an unbounded sphere while affording a performative insurgency on a global stage invoking Moten’s (2003, 257) ‘Mystical Blackness’ as a way of elaborating this-worldly potentialities of the flesh constituting a multitude, or a different mode of organising social. This new means of social organisation of community or experiencing as an affective community induces the experimental in which dominant visuality can be reiterated and equally thwarted. Imperfect platforms can induce extreme experimentation and reconfiguration of social reality. Social media as a mutilated space of tortured and immortalised bodies is a fervent burial ground, reiterating Moten’s assertion that ‘Black is irreducibly social or lived in the burial ground of the subject’ (2013, 739). Social media as the burial ground of the living and the virulent dead is both a space to reconvene, commune and articulate the ‘unthought’ of Blackness (Hartman and Wilderson 2003) and reclaim the Black horrific as agentic.
AT: Testing=Anti-Black
They put the cart before the horse—even if testing is implicated in anti-Blackness, that doesn’t imply throwing it out
Randolph, et al, 18—Department of Behavioral Sciences, Winston-Salem State University (Antonia, with Victor Erik Ray, Megan Underhill, and David Luke, “Response to Weddington: More Lessons from Afro-Pessimism,” Sociology of Race and Ethnicity, November 1, 2018, dml) [inserted the word “to” for grammatical integrity—insertion denoted by brackets]
Perhaps most perplexing, Weddington seems to at once abandon the empirical project of sociology and simultaneously claim an empirical mantle. Paraphrasing Wilderson (2010), Weddington (2018) argues that
a reliance on “facts” places a false burden on the project of Afro-pessimism, such that the reliance on empirical analysis of black populations exists to inaugurate an ongoing but ultimately futile industry of applying faulty theories and concepts to populations of black slaves. (p. 6)
To our knowledge, however, the only way to decide if a theory is faulty is to test it. It is a basic assumption of social science that theories are incomplete and we are attempting [to] refine, through repeated testing, better theories that explain more about social life. Indeed, our tools are imperfect and sometimes implicated in constructing the very racial structures we hope to turn them against (Zuberi and Bonilla-Silva 2008). The answer to these problems is not the rejection, a priori, of the possibility of testing. Rather, we should search for better tools. Sociology as a knowledge project loses tremendously if we refuse to examine the empirical status of theoretical ideas.

AT: Unflinching Paradigmatic Analysis
Perm: Plan and paradigmatic analysis. Tactical flinches are good; embracing death for theory is anti-Black.
Barlow ’16 (Michael A. Barlow Jr. graduated in 2016 with a Bachelors degree in Sociology from United States Military Academy at West Point in West Point, NY. Addressing Shortcomings in Afro-Pessimism.  Inquiries 8:9. http://www.inquiriesjournal.com/articles/1435/addressing-shortcomings-in-afro-pessimism //shree)
The question remains of how to create consistency in ontological and intra-ontological resistance. Is it materially possible to both call for a disruption of civil society while finding points of productivity in society? The answer is yes, at the margins. It is here that this paper makes another substantive departure from conventional pessimistic theorization, and again, it is useful to refer to Wilderson’s work. His theorization of the Black’s antagonistic relationship with the world concludes that the world is parasitic on Black life. Thus, he forwards the end of the world as the only ethical alternative. Afro-Pessimists are often criticized for their highly theoretical abstraction with this concept. 
Though there are no explicit specifications of what the end of the world is or how Black resistance movements are to specifically get there, it is widely accepted that the position is more of an epistemic orientation rather than one that forwards literal destruction. In addition, Wilderson calls for Black refusal to engage in civil society in an unflinching paradigmatic analysis meaning that any form of engagement with civil society would require Black abjection. This is the point of friction that this paper seeks to address. 
Even though Black bodies stand in an antagonistic relationship to the world, there needs to be a distinction made. The notion that any level of stability within civil society affirms Black Death has two major problems. First, it produces the exact same pattern of ressentiment which reproduces the internalization of self-hate which only sets the stage for communal violence in an attempt to cleanse. If the standard for measuring the effectiveness of Black movements is the destruction of every part of society, then failure is the only appropriate descriptor for every Black resistance strategy in history. If this is the case, the internalization of Black slaveness becomes all but inevitable by reinforcing psychological, mental, and emotional chains of depression on all those who seek to resistance. The second problem is that Black bodies have no means of creating instability at the state or societal level. 
Society is a manifestation of hundreds of years of economic and political accumulation that has yielded countless weapons against the oppressed. Simply expecting the dominant order to forgo the use of those weapons is a fantasy. The scope of orienting towards the end of the world in terms of instability is far too large. The end of the world is not possible. Afro-Pessimism is far too separated from the material practice of resistance in this regard. If the justification for detaching from state involvement is that it requires a sacrificing of Black flesh, then resistance strategies must consider the effect of a complete embrace of political refusal. Calls for absolute Black pessimism is also an abjection of Black flesh in the same manner Wilderson bases the need for the end of the world because an open refusal and rejection to at least seemingly conform to degrees of social norms will have deadly consequences for Black bodies. For pessimists to call for Blacks to openly embrace physical death in pursuit of theory is irresponsible and unethical. 
Wilderson uses the question of flinching as a misnomer. The term seems to suggest that any participation in or any implicit affirmation of society is an insufficient Black politic. The problem is that at its core the very nature of Black life is one that requires a series of strategic and tactical flinches. This means that in different situations and settings, Black bodies take different forms. If confronted on the street by a racist police officer, asking for one to unconditionally refuse to recognize the position of the officer is in turn asking for Black suicidal politics. As posited above, there is something inherently valuable within Black intra-ontological arrangements, and as such, suicide is a non-starter. Not only is this a strategy for sustaining intra-ontological freedom, but it is also a strategy for pursuing the disorganization of civil society. It problematizes society’s ability to easily script the nature of Black life and Black resistance. Tactical flinches allow Blackness to become a thousand different villains disguised as citizens. It is a protective mechanism for those who seek to fight against tyranny without inciting the wrath of the tyrannical. This is not to say that Black resistance should ever flinch in its orientation to civil society at a fundamental level. It is to say that in order for Black life to exist in a world that wishes its death, it is necessary to disguise that orientation and strategically present it in certain settings. Some will be highly critical of this notion because it will be perceived as a call to sacrifice expressions of authentic self in an appeasement of the dominant order. Instead, this is a call to reassess the very understanding of political orientation. Black resistance should embody refusal at the core level; that should be internalized, and it is the very process of mystifying that core refusal in acts of fugitive transgressions against civil society that renders its violence inoperable. This is not a sacrifice of the authentic self, but the mystification and protection of authentic Blackness in an act of rebellion against societal production of anti-Black violence. This is an effective means of navigating Black ontological questions.

AT: Vote Neg On Presumption
Their alt puts the cart before the horse—a priori presumption makes deciding political commitments moot
Gordon, 18—Professor of Philosophy and Africana Studies, University of Connecticut (Lewis, “Thoughts on Afropessimism,” Contemporary Political Theory Vol. 17, 1, 105–137, dml)
An ironic dimension of pessimism is that it is the other side of optimism. Oddly enough, both are connected to nihilism, which is, as Nietzsche (1968) showed, a decline of values during periods of social decay. It emerges when people no longer want to be responsible for their actions. Optimists expect intervention from beyond. Pessimists declare relief is not forthcoming. Neither takes responsibility for what is valued. The valuing, however, is what leads to the second, epistemic point. The presumption that what is at stake is what can be known to determine what can be done is the problem. If such knowledge were possible, the debate would be about who is reading the evidence correctly. Such judgment would be a priori – that is, prior to events actually unfolding. The future, unlike transcendental conditions such as language, signs, and reality, is, however, ex post facto: It is yet to come. Facing the future, the question isn’t what will be or how do we know what will be but instead the realization that whatever is done will be that on which the future will depend. Rejecting optimism and pessimism, there is a supervening alternative: political commitment.


AT: Warren—Long
Warren misreads history with the concept of onticide—metaphysical commodification was never inevitable and can be unmade
Mahoney, 19—M.A. candidate in Liberal Studies at Dartmouth (Sommer, “(de)Humanization and Onticide: Lexicography for Ontology,” CLAMANTIS: The MALS Journal: Vol. 1: No. 5, Article 5, dml)
This is a case of “the deployment of mobile classificatory labels whose ‘truth’ depended on their oppositional meaningfulness within their respective classificatory schemas” (Wynter 28). It was a redeployment of the Manichean dualism that Christianity is so fond of, but it is important to note here that the peoples of the Caribbean and Latin America were categorically sorted as “idolaters” (as opposed to Christians) not as inhuman as opposed to the European human. Wynter acknowledges that these representational systems, especially ones that rest on dualism, are usually tautological and result in a feedback loop that is very difficult to halt. But, just as they can be made, they can be unmade. Wynter continues to explain that these categorial models regulate “the behaviors of [those] whose subjects are regulated by the narratively instituted programs that are the conditions both of humanness, the mode of the nos, and therefore of the cognitive phenomenon defining of the human, in other words, the mind” (Wynter 29). Thus, Wynter proves to the reader that the ethical foundation of European civilization was based on the historical processes of Church and State power. Those ethics then informed the white European individual’s understanding of their own purpose and place within God’s creation, which was inextricably linked to that of the idolaters’ place as well. This is a historical analysis of ontological cutting on a societal level. Thus, ontology derives from historical context. 
This is critically important to the argument I will apply to Warren. 1492 is undeniably only the beginning of the physical and psychological terror unleashed upon peoples of color by white Europeans, but if we follow Wynter’s logic, it becomes clear that even if white Americans eventually view black Americans as actually inhuman, that was not the original dominant paradigm. However, I will continue to argue that Wynter’s explication of systematic representational systems actually can prove that white Americans did not see black slaves or black American citizens as lacking humanity—white Americans simply didn’t value that humanity. 
Calvin Warren does not apply Wynter’s systematic representational systems in his analysis (though he does reference Wynter), and by neglecting to fully investigate the context of surplus violence, Warren’s conclusion is incomplete. There can be no doubt that Warren’s article is grounded in philosophy and not in history, but his claim is subject to historical analysis because he grounds his theory in a specific case study which necessitates an understanding of context. 
Warren opens his essay with a description of the murdered, dismembered body of a nineteen-year-old black, gay, boy named Steen Keith Fenrich. Fenrich’s skull was flayed and inscribed on the skull was Fenrich’s social security number and the moniker “Gay Nigger #1.” Warren meditates on this particular branding and uses the phrase “gay n***** #1” to present his essential question to the reader: how do we categorize this specific type of violence? Warren presents “gay n***** #1” as a paradox as he enables both Humanism and Afro-pessimism to describe this surplus of violence. “Gay” indicates an identity, and according to Humanist philosophy, only humans can possess an identity. However, Warren contrasts this presupposition with the thesis of Afro-pessimism: that white identity is based on the repeated destruction of, and thus, lack of, black ontology. Thus, we have the paradox: how can a “thing,” an object devoid of ontology, have an identity? Warren presents his idea of “onticide” as a lexicography to describe the surplus violence suffered by people with black skin and various other minority designations. 
However, Warren’s analysis is not solely based in philosophical logic games; it is also firmly grounded in contemporary and historical context, although Warren does not address the context of the victims or aggressors directly. I am not arguing that Warren’s analysis should be purely philosophical. Rather, I think his argument could be more potent with an investigation into the historically informed symbolic representational systems that allow humans to conceive of themselves and others. 
For example, Warren compares Fenrich’s murder to the murder of Matthew Shepard, a young, white man who was brutally killed because of his sexuality only one year before Fenrich. Shepherd was murdered by two white men his own age, who orginally planned to rob him, but escalated their crime to a vicious murder that involved beating Shepherd until his brain stem was permanently injured, and tying him to a fence and leaving him there to die. Warren contrasts the way Fenrich’s and Shepherd’s murders were received into the public domain. The results are not surprising: Fenrich’s murder registered two articles in the New York Times (he lived in Queens), both of which focused more on his stepfather (his assumed murderer). Shepard’s murder, on the other hand, launched a social justice movement motivated by national media attention. Warren uses this contrast to highlight his essential point: “the space that Fenrich inhabits is outside public memory, culture, and ethics—it is the ‘unthought’ space cut by the blunt edges of antiblack violence” (Warren 405). Fenrich’s existence “inhabited such a low frequency on the onto-existencial horizon” (Warren) that his death might not even be a death, for he hardly possessed a life. While that conclusion is valid, consider how it might change were we able to define the symbolic representational system of the contemporary American moment. Choosing appropriate documents (in an age of digital media) to craft an adequate subjective understanding of the individuals involved in these murders would be incredibly challenging, but let us consider for a moment the categorial models these straight, white, male murderers used to craft their own ontology. Neither murders were crimes of passion—both would have taken hours to fully complete, allowing plenty of time for the murders to “cool off” and recognize their mistake. What reasons could these men have had to sustain their violence, based on their understanding of their world, and their place within it? Recognizing the time and place (contemporary America) is crucial to ascertaining how these perpetrators reasoned through their actions. 
It is important to ask similar questions about Warren’s other example of historic violence: slavery. The deliberate commodification of black bodies is essential to Warren’s argument, but he does little to situate slavery in a historical context, and so it is necessary to return to Sylvia Wynter’s analysis that the European (and then white American) understanding of blacks in relation to themselves and their world evolved into this brutal, large-scale violence—and that this evolution was not a guarantee, nor a necessity. Part of this evolution involved an active, diabolical narrative perpetuated by those with stake in the slave market that black “people” were not “people.” This theory then permeated the social fabric of the United States. Warren points to slavery as the historical moment where both “whiteness” and “blackness” are born, and argues that whiteness is based on the ritual and repeated sacrifice of black bodies and black souls. Not only is whiteness contingent on black erasure, whiteness also uses black murder to elevate whiteness to the ultimate form of Human: “the interdiction on black capacity provides the very possibility for Civilization (and civil society) to exist at all because it allows the human to differentiate himself from and define himself against an ultimate other—an other that lacks the capacity to resist ontologically if we follow Frantz Fanon (1967)” (397). Warren posits that “Blackness emerges in modernity as an adjunct to racial slavery, according to Bryan Wagner (2009), and functions as the ultimate commodity that preconditions modernity and its institutions” (398-7). Warren builds on Hortense Spillers’ idea of “reducing” slaves to objects, and argues that “Reduction not only to a thing but reduction to being for the captor indicates that this reduction serves an ontological function” (398). This violence includes the reduction of the slave to a specifically fungible object, which “homogenizes blackness such that identities and subjectivities are absent” (399). 
But, again, consider how Wynter’s description of evolving ethics set a standard for interracial interaction. Is it possible that, just as things once evolved into an active attempt at dehumanization, that the morality undergirding slavery had morphed once again? In order to understand the way white American citizens exploited the humanity of black slaves, a critical historical analysis of societal ethics is required, and Warren does not provide that. 
To bridge the gap between Wynter and Warren, I would like to introduce the work of Dr. Kate Manne. Manne’s essay “Humanism: A Critique” deals with the issue of violence, and her critiques of humanism are quite similar to those of Afro-pessimists. However, Manne and Warren diverge at a crucial point in their logic: Manne hypothesizes, and I agree, that actually, completely, successfully dehumanizing another human is an incredibly rare and difficult phenomenon, and is rarely the actual goal of most perpetrators of brutal violence. Manne defines the Humanist outlook on violence as such: “reflexively attributing ‘man’s inhumanity to men’ to some sort of dehumanizing psychological attitude” (390). Dehumanizing actions are defined as “interpersonal conduct of the kind that is naturally described as inhumane, in being not only morally objectionable, but also somehow cruel, brutal, humiliating, or degrading” (390). From the humanist perspective, as Manne describes it, such actions are the result of the perpetrator failing to recognize the victim as a human. Warren would agree: black Americans are not recognized as human, and therefore experience extreme violence as the vehicle for white ontology.


AT: Warren—Short
Warren’s understanding of fungibility is ahistorical
Mahoney, 19—M.A. candidate in Liberal Studies at Dartmouth (Sommer, “(de)Humanization and Onticide: Lexicography for Ontology,” CLAMANTIS: The MALS Journal: Vol. 1: No. 5, Article 5, dml)
Calvin Warren would pause here to reassert his claims about slavery—that slavery’s economic violence created and reaffirmed the white identity, and did so through the commodification of the slave into a fungible object. My argument against him is twofold. First: if we can trace the history of the moral schema that produced this fungibility, does that not mean that fungibility was invented, and can be uninvented? Is it not possible (not a universally recognized truth, but a possibility) that there is a way to unmake the schema that created whiteness and ritually sacrificed blackness? Perhaps Calvin Warren would argue that no, there is no way—because the black ontology is being perpetually sacrificed and destroyed, there is no way to stop that cycle. It is an endless feedback cycle, he would argue—and as it spins, it maintains its integrity (sacrifice and creation), and progresses forward, consuming each black ontology as each black baby is born. But here we can return to Kate Manne. Ignore Warren’s protestations for a moment, and consider the second part of my two-fold argument: even if the morality of agency schema brought about white identity, is it possible that black people have consistency rejected and fought off these assaults on their ontology? Is it possible that music, art, dance, religion, protest and defiance—all of which were rich traditions in slave culture—indicated a truth that white violence could not reach because it cannot understand? Here I would like to propose a new way to look at dehumanization: (de)humanization. The parentheses indicate liminal space between action and thought, the place where destruction and construction are in harmony. To de-humanize, to take away humanity, is an action. By definition, it is an action that can only be done to a human. To strip away humanity, the perpetrator must actually (like Manne suggests) recognize their victim as human. You wouldn’t call a monkey a “monkey!” as an insult because a) you recognize this to be a factual statement, and b) a monkey has no capacity to understand what an “insult” is, and cannot feel insulted. A person, especially a black person, can feel embarrassed, threatened, or degraded by being called a monkey. If slavers actually thought black humans were not humans—why build an ontology around (de)humanizing? How could that practice withstand the test of time: either it would have to stop, because black people were successfully denied humanity and there would be no more reason to (de)humanize, or the very attempts of de-humanization actually reaffirm the essential humanity possessed by each human. 



