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A World Computer structures all social relations through the financialization of worldly events, securitizing against volatility in the system by rendering all bodies a collection of data. This World Computer utilizes a divide and conquer strategy which relegates bodies to unending antiblack and settler colonial violence that culminates in extinction.
Jonathan Beller 21, Professor of Humanities and Media Studies and Critical and Visual Studies at the Pratt Institute, “Computational Racial Capitalism”, The World Computer: Derivative Conditions of Racial Capitalism, pp 3-7, eden
The wealth of societies in which the capitalist mode of production prevails appears as an immense collection of information; the individual bit appears as its elementary form. Or so it appears to the machines that count, the machines of account.
Moreover, the rise of information meant—in fact is—the ability to write a derivative contract on any phenomenon whatever. Its emergence is one with the calculus of probability and thus of risk. What price information? We will show here how information becomes a derivative on reality whose importance comes to exceed that of reality, at least for those bound by the materiality of information’s risk profiles. Furthermore, the algorithm becomes the management strategy for the social differentiation introduced by and as information—a heuristic, becoming bureaucratic, becoming apparatus for the profitable integration of difference and, significantly, for any “us” worthy of that name, of that which and those who could be differentiated. The algorithm’s calculative execution on information, its “procedural” problem solving, was called forth and derived from the market optimization of the socially meaningful metrics (things somehow or other worth measuring) of difference. Recursively, the algorithm and its avatars multiplied its capacities of differentiation.
With its Boolean operators, and later with pattern recognition, algorithmic execution on socially derived information effects a tranching of the world that also shatters prior social narratives and ontologies, and allows for the placing of contingent claims on any tranche whatever without regard for the rest. How much does it cost to ship a slave? Insurance policies for slave traders? Reparations for proprietors of slaves? Predictive policing? For racial capitalism, Blackness becomes a junior tranche. The third world becomes a junior tranche. The global South becomes a junior tranche. All subprime, all the lowest tranche of a security, the one deemed most risky. “Any losses on the value of the security are absorbed by the junior tranche before any other tranche, but for accepting this risk the junior tranche pays the highest rate of interest” (Curtis). The brutal divide and conquer approach, on a continuum with the separation imposed by racial capitalist pursuits from settler colonialism, factory barracks and camps, to workplace alienation and Debord’s spectacle, effected the capacity to isolate certain phenomenon and then bet on the value of the outcomes while externalizing every other concern. Here too we find the distinction between signal and noise is in the first place a matter of political economy and its racism.
The slow nuclear bomb that is the covid-19 pandemic is but a case in point in the terrible unfolding of what one may hope is still pre-history manifest as racial capitalism. It is a consequence of the convergence of the global demos being relegated to noise, to “the poor image” (Steyerl 2012: 31–45), to volatility by the global compute. The virus is not just information on a strand of genetic material, and should not as Ed Cohen warned us years ago, be treated fetishistically, as if it were itself the cause of global suffering (Cohen 2011). Viruses are everywhere—the global pandemic is symptomatic of world-systemic failure on many fronts: health care provisioning and access, economic inequality, agribusiness, social hierarchy, racism, etc. Individual bodies are made precarious by a matrix of financialized “information” that differentiates among us while externalizing whatever might be left of our pre-existing conditions that could all too briefly be summed up as our real interests or even our ecological concerns—our connection to the bios in the broadest sense. We are subjected to and by a continuous for-profit reformatting by the various systems of mediation that overcode us as problems to be solved—including by the regimes of all the “estates:” the fourth estate that is “the press,” and particularly a fifth estate that has in fact absorbed all the others for its own calculus, namely “computation.” We observe that the reigning global calculus of profit, though invented by no one in particular, everywhere seeks to extract our value and mostly benefits those who believe in theory or in practice that they are shining examples of a superior race. Those who have almost unlimited access to the social product, and to us, to our information, to our time. How does this sense of superiority, of the greatness of our oppressors, come about? From their harvesting the outputs of the rabble and their self-satisfied accession to the violence necessary to keep us down.
Most recently, the global compute has involved off-loading systemic precarity onto individuals and where possible onto entire peoples to the point, just reached in 2020, when that strategy itself created radical systemic instability: causing deaths that will likely be in the millions, and not incidentally threatening global “depression.” Well, one person’s, or one people’s, Armageddon is another’s depression—or their joy. The algorithmic optimization of society for profit, an economics that, while sometimes unconscious, is these days never too far from the conscious mind of the creators of specific programs, collectively effects a wholesale compression of the sociosemiotic into what Friedrich August von Hayek (1945: 14) precisely called “a system of telecommuncations” capacitated by what he grasped as effectively the price signal. Money, or what, in a different key, Alfred Sohn-Rethel (1978: 28) perceived as exhibit A of “real abstraction,” relegates, wherever possible, everything else to noise.1 The “noise” of course, is the source of volatility. The suppression of noise is from the standpoint of communication theory a technical matter. Here we understand it as a matter of politics and economy. Noise suppression directly correlates to people’s oppression. In financial terms, volatility is a similar index—the expression, in prices, of decision making under conditions of uncertainty. Ironic then that volatility has become a major source of value creation for synthetic finance, and now for states. The U.S.’s Corona bailouts of over three trillion US dollars—responses to the volatility of the social rendered ever more precarious by the existing economy—represent more than 60 percent of the money ever issued in the history of the country.
What perhaps best characterized this period is a full-blown convergence of communication, information and financialization as computation; whether or not this convergence and all its incipient violence can be redesigned is an open question. This question is ultimately about a possible politics of the protocolization of these informatic networks within a literally universal system of computation that as hypostatic states looks like a virtual machine, what I here call the world computer, and as diachronic flow (processing) is nothing less than economic media. Can these formations that for their proprietors profitably collapse message and value be hacked or reprogrammed so that the command control centers that make the most (from) difference are not in the hands of racist plutocrats—do not in fact producethem? That question, though addressed in this volume will be taken up more fully at a later date, with a particular focus on the how and the who.2 Here in this book we consider the various social vectors and components sedimented into machine function and then reactivated by the dire co-articulation of racial capitalism and computation—rearticulated as computational racial capitalism and its virtual machine, the world computer.
Information as Real Abstraction Taking the notion that Capital was always a computer as a starting point (DyerWitheford, 2013), The World Computer understands the history of the commodification of life as a process of encrypting the world’s myriad qualities as quantities. Formal and informal techniques, from double-entry bookkeeping and racialization, to the rise of information and discrete state machines, imposed and extended the tyranny of racial capital’s relentless calculus of profit. By means of the coercive colonization of almost all social spaces, categories, and representations—where today language, image, music, and communication all depend upon a computational substrate that is an outgrowth of fixed capital— all, or nearly all, expressivity has been captured in the dialectic of massive capital accumulation on the one side and radical dispossession on the other. Currently the money-likeness of expression—visible as “likes” and in other attention metrics that treat attention and affect as currency—is symptomatic of the financialization of daily life(Martin, 2015a). All expression, no matter what its valence, is conscripted by algorithms of profit that intensify inequality by being put in the service of racial capitalism; consequently, we are experiencing a near-apocalyptic, world-scale failure to be able to address global crises including migration for reparations, carceral systems, genocide, militarism, climate racism, racism, pandemic, anti-Blackness, extinction, and other geopolitical ills. The colonization of semiotics by racial capital has rendered all “democratic” modes of governance outmoded save those designed for the violent purpose of extracting profits for the enfranchised. Culturally these modes of extraction take the form of fractal fascism. An understanding that informationalized semiotic practices function as financial derivatives may allow for a reimagining of the relationship between language, visuality, and that other economic medium, namely money, in an attempt to reprogram economy and therefore the creation and distribution of value—and thus also the politics and potentials of representation. In what would amount to an end to postmodernism understood as the cultural logic of late capitalism, our revolutionary politics require, as did the communisms of the early twentieth century, a new type of economic program. In the age of computation, putting political economy back on the table implies a reprogramming of our cultural logics as economic media for the radical redress of the ills of exploitation and the democratization of the distribution of the world social product. Sustainable communism requires the decolonization of abstraction and the remaking of the protocols of social practice that give rise to real abstraction.
Though in this section we will more narrowly address the issues of money, race, and information as “real abstraction,” and their role in computational racial capitalism, we note the overarching argument for the larger study: 1 Commodification inaugurates the global transformation of qualities into quantities and gives rise to the world computer. 2 “Information” is not a naturally occurring reality but emerges in the footprint of price and is always a means to posit the price of a possible or actual product. 3 The general formula for capital, M-C-M′, where M is money, C is commodity, and M′ is more money) can be rewritten M-I-M′, where I is information. 4 “Labor,” Attention, Cognition, Metabolism, Life converge as “Informatic Labor” whose purpose, with respect to Capital, is to create state changes in the Universal Turing Machine that is the World Computer—racial capital’s relentless, granular, and planetary computation of its accounts. 5 Semiotics, representation, and categories of social difference function as financial derivatives—as wagers on the economic value of their underliers and as means of structuring risk for capital. 6 Only a direct engagement with the computational colonization of the life-world through a reprogramming (remaking) of the material processes of abstraction that constitute real abstraction can secure victory—in the form of a definitive step out of and away from racial capitalism—for the progressive movements of our times. Such a definitive movement requires an occupation and decolonization of information, and therefore of computation, and therefore of money. Only through a remaking of social relations at the molecular level of their calculus, informed by struggle against oppression, can the beauty of living and the fugitive legacies of creativity, community, and care prevail.

The 1AC’s radical performance is a form of advertisement that gets co-opted and sold for profit. Their “call to action” is misused and semiotically co-opted to fiscally and spiritually support the World Computer. Symbolic Representations like the AFF don’t destabilize hierarchies of oppression but is rather an aesthetic, manipulation of language killed by neoliberal placation and commodification of radical energy for profit. 
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There has been an influx of social media-driven discussions pertaining to the Uprisings of 2020 in solidarity with Black Lives. Some of these posts and discussions are education-based, with people providing accessible and aesthetically pleasing information related to abolishment politics. However, this tendency to synthesize information in an aesthetically pleasing way has also led to an increase in people consuming resistance as an aesthetic. There has become a market, driven by social media aesthetics, for the radical slogan, a marketing of leftist politics, and therefore, a market for continued oppression. Though graphics elevate and increase the share-ability of messaging, this practice has translated into consumer goods with trendy, relevant, and co-optive messaging. Type “FTP” in the google search bar, then toggle over to the shopping tab, and you’ll see what I mean. Or “ACAB”, or “Land back”, or “decolonize”, etc. Terms that were meant to be calls to action are now plastered on t-shirts and sold for profit. Or go to Etsy and do the same thing. Even Amazon! Three products from Amazon with FTP lettered in white on black. The products are a face mask, a flag, and a beanie hat. Now, why is this bad? Because aesthetic does not trump oppression. Yes, flagging your political ideology with fashion choices is not a new endeavor, and arguably, is the crux of self-expression through dress. Nonetheless, the lack of critique of this practice is what is causing this irresponsible influx. Colonialism and capitalism are linked; they exist in cacophonous harmony, parasitically living off one another. Capitalism is a part of colonialism, as is continued police violence, and the connection between police violence and racism is obvious to most (I hope). But there is also a connection between capitalism and policing; property and wealth are protected over people’s lives. And that distinction is most grotesquely exercised against Black and Indigenous people, who experience police violence at a higher rate than any other racial groups in the occupied United States. Therefore, the misuse of calls to action commodified into slogans for profit participates in the very systems the product means to destabilize. Products cannot destabilize systems based on profit; these ideas and materials inherently challenge one another. This is the contradiction so many of us are participating in. We are in fact fiscally and spiritually supporting the continued oppression of people by deadening calls to actions through consumable goods. Not only does this flatten the labor of radical people, these commodities of resistance aesthetic lose their potency when they are ascribed financial value. We devalue community work and organizing when we create for individual or corporate profit. Calls to action that intend to invite people to unify against continued state violence and the oppression of BIPOC peoples should not be available to commodify for profit, especially under the guise of “allyship”, No matter how aesthetically pleasing they may be. It is sheer disrespect to the work of organizers for designers, companies, or artists, who do not participate in community organizing against the issues they so aptly appropriate, to co-opt oppression into a trendy design. This is how market analysis of supply and demand works, and therefore, how capitalism maintains relevance within leftist artistic circles. I see it, I relate to it, I consume it, and I am no longer focusing on what needs to be done to topple these systems. And I am also guilty of this too; I have an “ACAB” face mask! And yes, my mask flags my political ideologies to particular people, but where was my mask made? Who designed it? Did proceeds go to incarcerated folx? No. None of that. In fact, like many of these trend driven products, it was made in China, bulk purchased, and screen printed by an unknown person, financially benefiting off the labor of police abolishment activists and agitators. It is time that we no longer put our money where our mouth is; rather, we put action into the things we loosely advocate for with our purchases. Annihilating settler colonialism and capitalism cannot be done by purchasing a hoodie, a mask, or a shirt with “Land back” scrawled across it. No matter how ‘cool’ it is, these purchases will not end oppression; in fact, I am arguing that they perpetuate it. These consumables are not about community organizing for empowerment, but about the trend of resistance. It is trendy to be a leftist. And trend requires that we purchase into it; trend requires capitalism to keep itself relevant for someone’s PROFIT. Often, we advocate for people to ‘shop local’ and support designers, but at what point do we also hold folx accountable for mining trauma for personal gain? It seems that oppression consumption is excusable, as long as it can be made consumable. Let’s look at an example: Consider LookHuman, a website that, “features over 100,000 unique and fun designs so you can express your unique identity. Whether you are a nerd, science geek, feminista, gamer, punster, fitness nut, or just want to show off your quirky self with our RBG, winosaur, introvert, or LGBT classics.” At LookHuman, “we believe that every printed object can be a mechanism to declare identity and belonging.” A web store page from LookHuman selling a long-sleeved ACAB sweatshirt. The ACAB is in bubble letters, and a rainbow is above the text. The shirt can be bought in a number of different styles and colors. It is this exact capitalist mentality that encourages social media toward mass-produced co-optable graphics which are then available for purchase. Instagram educator, @anarchist.environmentalist, unpacks this phenomena in a thread entitled “Commodifying Resistance” in which they state that, “Liberals co-opt revolutionary social movements by manipulating revolutionary language”; a movement is killed through neoliberal placation by “marketing the purchase of products as revolutionary acts”. These purchases do not actually fight the hierarchies and oppressions being experienced and exercised. Symbolic representation REPLACES the call to action, the FTP shirt replaces actual organizing against the police state. These calls to action become metaphorical, when their intention was to inspire resistance. I will take this accurate critique by @anarchist.environmentalist further and say that this commodification of resistance aesthetic is done purposefully by ‘leftists’ to avoid actualizing change; I believe it is done on purpose to remain complicit to the colonial lifeways they benefit from. Capitalism truly corrupts, and that is not a coincidence; it is a strategy, and why so many social movements are bastardized and flattened onto mugs and t-shirts rather than acted upon. In response to this co-option of resistance through trend driven aesthetics, Black Lives Matter: Inland Empire announced their departure from the BLM global network on February 4, 2020. In their open letter, they cited that they were in complete opposition to, “the BLM name…being used to sell products, acquire book deals, TV deals, and speaking engagements”, and that they were opposed to the “movement to substitute Black capitalism for white capitalism.” This open letter poignantly explains the disappointment organizers, especially those of color, are experiencing under the guise of social justice. Movements being co-opted for capitalism is a larger issue than t-shirts and mugs, but this is how and why co-option is so successful when driven by the beast of social-media and clout chasing. A tidal wave of commodification has left people seeking the apex rather than searching for the root of how and why the wave began. For those who need a reminder, our calls to action are for the abolition of settler colonialism, not for clout. The seriousness of the call to action is quickly drained by an Urban Outfitters-driven aesthetic. It no longer is about acting against oppression, but rather embracing the trend of resistance as marketable. There should be no market for this!
Vote neg for dirty computing--- a subaltern, materialist utilization of embodied knowledge that suggests alternative kinesthetic ways to process information. 
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We recognize that, for some, this self-serving asceticism which makes ego, masculinity, and whiteness disappear in the very medium of its fabulations produces comforting thoughts. The scientist, who insists that his biology, chemistry, or physics contains truths that exceed “man” and exist before and after, addresses himself to man. With his grandiose statements, he humiliates man—at times not without provocation and often not without dire results. Nonetheless and despite their seeming indifference to an Other, the ontological pronouncements, the ontological claims, are always triangulated; they are speech acts—a something for someone, a signifier for another signifier. They are also fetishistic, ways of knowing and not knowing, ways of preserving the phallus man in the face of his castration. The child-man killing the traditional father-man to marry mother nature and consummate truth: this becomes science the universal man whose power is now expressed in sublime technologies that in the next generation threaten man with further castration. Such hand wringing about “technology itself” becomes a mansplaining complex as deadly as it is schematic and even absurd—though one nonetheless dangerous for its libidinal-economic logic, its pathologic. Among the stakes in the analysis of computational racial capital, therefore, is a critique of this very sense of disembodied mind, of the “us” that is supposedly without us. The imperial, Oedipal “us,” to be sure, the psychotic, the sociopath, the fascist. One clearly grasps the problem: god or cyborg—and, in this, Donna Haraway’s materialist answer still resonates: “I’d rather be a cyborg than a goddess.” Cybernetics as the now unavoidable ontology of ontologies must become the ground for anarchocommunist becomings, sociocybernetic becomings. Information as physical process bound to alienated, deracinated labor, is itself a cyborg formation. Janelle Monáe, as if building on the Fanonian analysis of the impossibility of Black ontology, makes answer to both the prohibition of all but cyborg ontologies and the violence of abstraction. With her brilliant musical and video work, most recently, the song “Screwed” and the “emotion picture” Dirty Computer, embodied and desirous, dynamic, assertive, affecting, sexual and creative dirty computing becomes a kind of answer embracing queer, Black, and non-normative alternatives to being constituted and commanded to perform by the deracinated abstractions that colonize bodies. And the emotion picture changes the way we are screwed (together): “You fucked the world up, now we’ll fuck it all back down.” This détournement of the activity machine that is the body, dancing, musical, thinking suggests that we can and perhaps must occupy computation differently, using the resources of our bodies, of our musics, and of our histories. Since everything runs on us, since we are the substrate at the bottom of the stack, Monáe proposes and actualizes a creative utilization of the immense reserves of capacity in music, dance, movement, song, experience, and embodied knowledge. Such an embarkation is not a total answer but a strategy that suggests alternative kinesthetic ways to process information. One thinks also here of Erin Manning’s (2018) work on neurodiversity and Black life, the living taking place beyond the confines and perceptions of institutions: “The urgency of these undercommons cannot be ignored. We are moving through them, but are we proliferating enough? Are we inventing at the speed, in the duration, of the movements of thought that move us to ask what else it can mean to know?” (5). As societies move from cultural hegemony to computational hegemony machine-instituted forms of abstraction and computing become colonial enclosures, worksites, and camps—lived, embodied experience. Computers and their programs are thought to be technical deployments of mathematical concepts and mechanisms that up until now have most often been perceived as value-neutral, that is, as technical or scientific or objective. This misunderstanding provides those vested by the current technocracy with an alibi. An additional purpose of this book is to permanently disrupt the very notion that concepts and machines occupy or could ever occupy such a neutral zone, a kind of degree zero of technicity, untouched by histories of social difference and the practices of inequality. It is as foolish to think that machines are neutral as it is to think neutrality is neutral. “The ruling ideas are nothing more than the ideal expression of the dominant material relationships” (Marx, 1978: 172–3). Thus, today we might say that the ruling thinking machines are nothing more than the informatic expression of the dominant material relationships, the dominant material relationships grasped as technologies and therefore the machines of their dominance. As opposed to the various quasi-ontological instantiations of dominant informatics (e.g., “the self,” “greed,” “human, “white”), we glean that consciousness is at once material and distributed, relying upon a whole set of substrates, machines, images, and codes as well as upon the visible living beings—and, what’s more (much more), the beings disappeared among them.14 In view of such distributed systems, therefore, you are not the locus of your thought, even if the functionality of “your” thought simulates you as such; the locus of your thought is the world computer and its material implantation in the bios, what Benjamin Bratton (2016) poetically and indeed accurately conceives as “the stack.” You is a node. Nodes of the world, remake your networks! The only thing you have to lose is your algorithms of oppression (Noble 2018). Despite not being able to write in the key of Marx any longer, it is possible to politicize social relations that are naturalized, technologized, or buried in abstraction, in machinery, and in the unthought. Social difference, the profitable maintenance and elaboration of social differentiation fundamentally but not exclusively along “racial” and monetary lines is inherent in information itself. Learning from Hortense Spillers, this critique of information extends itself to the grammar of social differentiation and to the increasing granularity of that grammar. It is impossible to write in the key of Marx because of the historical materialist recognition that both the writer and the reader are distributed cybernetic agents who are themselves caught up and constituted in the traffic of information and must therefore decolonize themselves as they work to decolonize the world. No single perspective is adequate to such a task. We observe that the situation of difference and differentiation, inseparable as it is from histories of violence, is, in fact, the deeper meaning of what is called “the world market.” The world market is the real-time computational processing of the evaluation of everything—and from which today (next to) nothing escapes—by the relentless calculus of the value-form endemic to profit under the historical system of racial capitalism. By looking at specific machine histories and processes of grammartization we shall demonstrate that modern machines themselves are racial formations. They are formed by actual practices of racialization and are informed by them as these relentless and for the most part remorseless activities crunch money into more money. But how could they not be? Indeed how could we not be? Machine-mediated hegemony continues to posit (if less and less convincingly) autonomous individuality and value-neutral machines, while at the same time facilitating a disavowal of the fact that “we” think what we think because of our cybernetic relation to machines and to objectified bodies (ours or others) consigned to what in Get Out, Jordan Peele (2017) brilliantly configures as “the sunken place.” It is these sunken places that provision liquidity for those who put folks in them, and if they run dry, if we die, more have to be created. When we consider the social totality in this way, when the integrated information machines of social mediation are designed to confer life to some and social death, debility, or disposability on others, it should really be no surprise that racist encodings sedimented into institutions and machines organized for value extraction reencode racism. But for some it is, and for some, no matter how clear the argument—this singular fact in an instrumentally postfactual world, namely, that capitalist technology is a racial formation, will remain unintelligible.
1NC---Link---Generics
The revolution will not be televised. The 1AC is a form of advertisement that transforms decolonial resistance into a brand that serves as fuel for endless semiotic co-option.  
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This fact of our investment in and by advertising, the conversion of the sign to what I call the “advertising,” poses a genuine problem for theory— indeed an unprecedented one. This problem is particularly evident considering the material conditions (class, nationality, education, race, language, etc.) of the participants in the would-be counterhegemonic theoretical discussions of culture and policy that presuppose the books, computers, schools, and institutions that sustain these. Those within the circuit of these discussions have already passed through a homogenization process which programs them in compatible systems languages. Without submitting ourselves and our own aspirations to radical critique, without conducting a Gramscian inventory of our ostensibly internal constitutions, we run the risk of merely trying to set up a competing corporation with a new business model. The revolution will not be televised; decolonization will not be a brand. Any would-be anticapitalist “we” runs this risk of coopting and cooptation from the get-go, particularly if it does not think about the materiality of social production from top to bottom: class, yes, but also race, nation, gender, sexuality, ability, geolocation, historical stratification. The world’s postmodern poor, the two billion–plus living on two dollars a day, also labor to survive in the material landscape organized by the post-Fordist social factory its anti-Blackness, its Islamophobia, its endless and mutating racism and imperialism. However, from the standpoint of capital, the role of those at the bottom is to serve as substrate for image-production and semiosis; not only in factories, cottageindustries, subsistence farming, and informal economies, but also as starving hordes; “irrational,” criminalized or surplused populations; subject-objects for policing, encampment, and bombing; desperate refugees; and even as voids in the idea of the world—as sites of social death. Forgive me, but I’d wager that no one capable of understanding these words can claim full exemption from the indictment they issue regarding structural complicity with the production and reproduction of everyday life. Humans are troped (via discourse and the screen) to organize military production, national policy, internment camps and prisons, bourgeois imaginations, museum shows, corporate strategy, and market projections. Let us clearly state here that any program that does not admit this excluded planet into dialogues that vitiate the monologues imposed by capitalist informatics and advertisigns is still floating in the realm of the ruling ideas and therefore participant in murder. These ruling ideas are the ones whose density and weight, whose material support and very machinery, threaten to further crush the late-capitalist poor out of not just representation but out of existence. This erasure and disposability, imposed by systems of informatic inscription designed to absorb every output of sense, is the achievement of the advertisarial relations endemic to computational racial capitalism. When information is an advertisement for itself that presupposes the operating system of the world computer as virtual machine, banning what we recognize as advertising on the internet, even if an excellent beginning, is just not adequate to address these issues of representation, social justice, planetary and climate racism, and emancipation. To summarize: the forms of sociality which are the conditions of possibility for the online, informatically organized relations—best characterized as advertisarial—run through every sector and register of planetary life. The internet, while recognizable as an effect and a cause of the current form of planetary production and reproduction, cannot be considered in isolation as a merely technical platform or set of platforms if its historical role is to be properly understood. To take the internet as an autonomous technological force results in a species of platform fetishism that disavows both the histories and material conditions of its emergence, conditions that are, in short, those of screen culture and racial capitalism; this is to say that it, the internet, is the very means by which the capitalist suppression of global democracy (which is emphatically, economic democracy as well) has been accomplished and continues. If the internet is autonomous, it is because it expresses the autonomization of the value form. As noted previously, with the hijacking of communications and semiotic infrastructures by racial capitalism, the medium is the message and the message is murder. To ban advertising on the internet would be a good start—but what if the whole thing is advertising? One reading of what I have said thus far might suggest that, given the expropriation of the cognitive-linguistic, our volition is overtaken by capital logic; and given our inability to cogitate in any way that is genuinely resistant to capitalist expropriation, coercion, strictly speaking, is no longer necessary to impose cooperation for capitalist production. We “want” to cooperate productively, our desire—which, from the dispossession of even language and mind constitutes ourselves as subjects in the media ecology of the capitalist technical image, that is, in and through the organization of digital information—is itself an iteration of capital, a script of becoming predestined to become capital. The old language scored by the new image machines and their extractive algorithms locally organizes cooperative subjects who want to cooperate with vectoral capitalization. We want to provide content in order to derive currency and survive. Our solidarity on the internet produces more internet. Thus, in a certain way—and particularly since we no longer properly have any thoughts of our own—we all collaborate in a world organized by images and screens, thereby participating more or less mindlessly in the seamless realization and triumphant apotheosis of the programming business. However, I am sorry to have to report that the dystopian vision here is not quite as bucolic as even this already dreary picture of unwitting and irredeemable pulverization and servitude. While I do see that representation and semiotics have been increasingly flattened à la Orwell and Marcuse by a vast internalization of the apparatuses of oppression (in which “thought” is the [productive] thought of the [capitalist] Party and “repressive desublimation” is an engine of capitalist-fascist production) the “old problems” like the hierarchy of class have not gone away; neither have racism, sexism, homophobia, transphobia, ableism, and fascist nationalisms ceased playing their roles to create vectors of privilege for white male–identifying aspiration. Indeed, most thought today, such that it is, is all about maintaining hierarchical society. The thinking runs thus: capital is nature, capital is eternal, capital is information is nature. Or, in a more pedestrian mode: human beings are naturally acquisitive and competitive, economic growth and technological advancement mean progress, this tech provides, or almost provides, a color-, gender-, and religion-blind society, and so on—and one must advance one’s place in it by any (crypto- or not-so-cryptofascist) means necessary. Of course, there exists better thinking out there. Mia Mingus: “As organizers, we need to think of access with an understanding of disability justice, moving away from an equality based model of sameness and ‘we are just like you’ to a model of disability that embraces difference, confronts privilege and challenges what is considered ‘normal’ on every front. We don’t want to simply join the ranks of the privileged; we want to dismantle those ranks and the systems that maintain them” (Mingus 2011, cited in Puar 2017: 16). However, there is broad-band, ambient programming that facilitates assuming neo-liberal and full-on fascist subjective sovereignty. This programming seeks triumphant brushes with plenitude (communion with the big Other, as distinct from the racial or otherwise other, becomes the ego-ideal), and this same programming is violent, competitive, hateful, meanspirited, and alienating when embraced—at the same time that it is also cooperative, simpering, and abject. Servitude, even when automatic and mostly unconscious, is unhappy and, as we can see any day from the daily news, utterly pathological and sick. Of course, this diagnosis represents a huge generalization, but despite its broad-brushing lack of subtlety we may find that such a schizoid oscillation between entitled adjudicator and abject supplicant sums up the contours of your average reality television show or comments section on YouTube. It is Bateson’s (2000) and Deleuze and Guattari’s (1977) schizophrenic, caught in the double-bind, who has become the capitalist norm—the one who struggles to negotiate in the form of contradictory signals the aporias of hierarchical society, while reproducing it, and all the while experiencing their own psychic dissolution as an injunction to create.3
The 1AC’s radical performance is a form of advertisement that gets co-opted and sold for profit. Their “call to action” is misused and semiotically co-opted to fiscally and spiritually support the World Computer. Symbolic Representations like the AFF don’t destabilize hierarchies of oppression but is rather an aesthetic, manipulation of language killed by neoliberal placation and commodification of radical energy for profit. 
de Loggans 21(Regan, is a Mississippi Choctaw/ K’iche Maya descendant. She is a two-spirit activist, art historian, curator, and educator based in Brooklyn on Canarsee land. Their work relates to decolonizing, Indigenizing, and queering institutions and curatorial practices. They are a member of the Indigenous Kinship Collective: NYC. They have staged actions at The Whitney: Biennial, American Museum of Natural History, and on the MTA Subway in response to continued settler colonialism and institutionalized racism and violence. “Commodifying Oppression: The Co-Option of Resistance Aesthetic”, Published 2/14/21. Accessed 7/1/2024)//jliu
There has been an influx of social media-driven discussions pertaining to the Uprisings of 2020 in solidarity with Black Lives. Some of these posts and discussions are education-based, with people providing accessible and aesthetically pleasing information related to abolishment politics. However, this tendency to synthesize information in an aesthetically pleasing way has also led to an increase in people consuming resistance as an aesthetic. There has become a market, driven by social media aesthetics, for the radical slogan, a marketing of leftist politics, and therefore, a market for continued oppression. Though graphics elevate and increase the share-ability of messaging, this practice has translated into consumer goods with trendy, relevant, and co-optive messaging. Type “FTP” in the google search bar, then toggle over to the shopping tab, and you’ll see what I mean. Or “ACAB”, or “Land back”, or “decolonize”, etc. Terms that were meant to be calls to action are now plastered on t-shirts and sold for profit. Or go to Etsy and do the same thing. Even Amazon! Three products from Amazon with FTP lettered in white on black. The products are a face mask, a flag, and a beanie hat. Now, why is this bad? Because aesthetic does not trump oppression. Yes, flagging your political ideology with fashion choices is not a new endeavor, and arguably, is the crux of self-expression through dress. Nonetheless, the lack of critique of this practice is what is causing this irresponsible influx. Colonialism and capitalism are linked; they exist in cacophonous harmony, parasitically living off one another. Capitalism is a part of colonialism, as is continued police violence, and the connection between police violence and racism is obvious to most (I hope). But there is also a connection between capitalism and policing; property and wealth are protected over people’s lives. And that distinction is most grotesquely exercised against Black and Indigenous people, who experience police violence at a higher rate than any other racial groups in the occupied United States. Therefore, the misuse of calls to action commodified into slogans for profit participates in the very systems the product means to destabilize. Products cannot destabilize systems based on profit; these ideas and materials inherently challenge one another. This is the contradiction so many of us are participating in. We are in fact fiscally and spiritually supporting the continued oppression of people by deadening calls to actions through consumable goods. Not only does this flatten the labor of radical people, these commodities of resistance aesthetic lose their potency when they are ascribed financial value. We devalue community work and organizing when we create for individual or corporate profit. Calls to action that intend to invite people to unify against continued state violence and the oppression of BIPOC peoples should not be available to commodify for profit, especially under the guise of “allyship”, No matter how aesthetically pleasing they may be. It is sheer disrespect to the work of organizers for designers, companies, or artists, who do not participate in community organizing against the issues they so aptly appropriate, to co-opt oppression into a trendy design. This is how market analysis of supply and demand works, and therefore, how capitalism maintains relevance within leftist artistic circles. I see it, I relate to it, I consume it, and I am no longer focusing on what needs to be done to topple these systems. And I am also guilty of this too; I have an “ACAB” face mask! And yes, my mask flags my political ideologies to particular people, but where was my mask made? Who designed it? Did proceeds go to incarcerated folx? No. None of that. In fact, like many of these trend driven products, it was made in China, bulk purchased, and screen printed by an unknown person, financially benefiting off the labor of police abolishment activists and agitators. It is time that we no longer put our money where our mouth is; rather, we put action into the things we loosely advocate for with our purchases. Annihilating settler colonialism and capitalism cannot be done by purchasing a hoodie, a mask, or a shirt with “Land back” scrawled across it. No matter how ‘cool’ it is, these purchases will not end oppression; in fact, I am arguing that they perpetuate it. These consumables are not about community organizing for empowerment, but about the trend of resistance. It is trendy to be a leftist. And trend requires that we purchase into it; trend requires capitalism to keep itself relevant for someone’s PROFIT. Often, we advocate for people to ‘shop local’ and support designers, but at what point do we also hold folx accountable for mining trauma for personal gain? It seems that oppression consumption is excusable, as long as it can be made consumable. Let’s look at an example: Consider LookHuman, a website that, “features over 100,000 unique and fun designs so you can express your unique identity. Whether you are a nerd, science geek, feminista, gamer, punster, fitness nut, or just want to show off your quirky self with our RBG, winosaur, introvert, or LGBT classics.” At LookHuman, “we believe that every printed object can be a mechanism to declare identity and belonging.” A web store page from LookHuman selling a long-sleeved ACAB sweatshirt. The ACAB is in bubble letters, and a rainbow is above the text. The shirt can be bought in a number of different styles and colors. It is this exact capitalist mentality that encourages social media toward mass-produced co-optable graphics which are then available for purchase. Instagram educator, @anarchist.environmentalist, unpacks this phenomena in a thread entitled “Commodifying Resistance” in which they state that, “Liberals co-opt revolutionary social movements by manipulating revolutionary language”; a movement is killed through neoliberal placation by “marketing the purchase of products as revolutionary acts”. These purchases do not actually fight the hierarchies and oppressions being experienced and exercised. Symbolic representation REPLACES the call to action, the FTP shirt replaces actual organizing against the police state. These calls to action become metaphorical, when their intention was to inspire resistance. I will take this accurate critique by @anarchist.environmentalist further and say that this commodification of resistance aesthetic is done purposefully by ‘leftists’ to avoid actualizing change; I believe it is done on purpose to remain complicit to the colonial lifeways they benefit from. Capitalism truly corrupts, and that is not a coincidence; it is a strategy, and why so many social movements are bastardized and flattened onto mugs and t-shirts rather than acted upon. In response to this co-option of resistance through trend driven aesthetics, Black Lives Matter: Inland Empire announced their departure from the BLM global network on February 4, 2020. In their open letter, they cited that they were in complete opposition to, “the BLM name…being used to sell products, acquire book deals, TV deals, and speaking engagements”, and that they were opposed to the “movement to substitute Black capitalism for white capitalism.” This open letter poignantly explains the disappointment organizers, especially those of color, are experiencing under the guise of social justice. Movements being co-opted for capitalism is a larger issue than t-shirts and mugs, but this is how and why co-option is so successful when driven by the beast of social-media and clout chasing. A tidal wave of commodification has left people seeking the apex rather than searching for the root of how and why the wave began. For those who need a reminder, our calls to action are for the abolition of settler colonialism, not for clout. The seriousness of the call to action is quickly drained by an Urban Outfitters-driven aesthetic. It no longer is about acting against oppression, but rather embracing the trend of resistance as marketable. There should be no market for this!
1NC---Link---Sonics
The 1AC’s performance of sonics capitalizes on similarities between the physics of sound and metaphysics of predicative analytics to translate and govern the shift in the ontological register. Sonics uses the neoliberal episteme to translate sensory data and human experiences into capital to fuel the World Computer and decline objects of knowledge as a calculative rationality. 
James 17(Robin, is a writer, editor and philosopher. “The Sonic Episteme; Acoustic Resonance, Neoliberalism, and Biopolitics” Pg. 1-3, Published 2017, Duke University Press. Accessed 7/1/2024)//jliu
People use the term “symphony” to explain and put a positive spin on data analytics so frequently that it’s on the fast track to becoming a cliché. Symphony and Symphony Solutions are software companies focused on digital communication and data analytics. Symphony Health and Symphony Corporation are data analytics forms serving the healthcare industry. Symphony Retail uses artificial intelligence for retail applications like marketing and logistics. Data scientists working at these (and other) companies commonly use ideas of symphonia (συμφωνία)—the ancient Greek word for pleasing harmony—to describe the nuts and bolts of what they do. On data science form dunnhumby’s corporate blog, David Castro- Gavino’s post titled “Creating a Symphony from the Noise of Customer Data” uses the idea of symphony to explain how data scientists discover useful, meaningful relationships among individual data points: patterns in the frequency of consumer behaviors interact to form actionable information just as patterns in the frequency of sound waves interact to form pleasing resonances.1 Capitalizing on mathematical similarities between the physics of sound and the metaphysics of predictive analytics, this comparison appeals to laypeople’s musical understanding of sound to translate the complex math behind data analytics into familiar and accessible nonquantitative terms.2 As the epigraph suggests, Western culture commonly uses music to translate math into qualitative terms. But in the late twentieth and early twenty- ¢rst centuries, the neoliberal, biopolitical push to quantify every last bit of reality has elevated a specific kind of math—probabilistic statistics—from a As the epigraph suÇests, Western culture commonly uses music to trans late math into qualitative terms. But in the late twentieth and early twenty- Introduction 2 mere tool for describing things to the fundamental structure of reality and knowledge themselves. As philosopher Mary Beth Mader explains, the use of probabilistic statistics to study and govern people has led to “a radical shift in ontological register” from the social to the mathematical. Statistics do not describe relations among people but “a relation between numbers or quantities alone.”3 For example, the Centers for Disease Control reported that the suicide rate in North Carolina from 2014 to 2016 was 15.3 out of 100,000 people. �is ¢gure expresses the frequency of one average number (suicides) in relation to another average number (population); it does not represent a count of actual suicides or living people.4 In addition to showing how this statistic expresses a relation among numbers rather than people, this example highlights that probabilistic statistics reimagine the world as a speci¢c type of mathematical relationship: a frequency ratio. In the “ontological shift” from people to frequency ratios, the rules and principles behind this math come to be taken as the basic rules and principles behind reality itself. Because sound is commonly understood to be a kind of frequency, it is easy to use people’s practical knowledge and experience of music to translate that math into down- to earth terms. �ese appeals to music and sound don’t just dumb down math for nonexperts; they also capture aspects of reality mathematics cannot. As much as states, corporations, and even artistic and academic practices try to quantify everything, people will continue to experience things in qualitative ways, like with their senses or their emotions.5 And as processes of quantification surpass the grasp of both nonexperts and individual human brains, these qualitative registers of experience may be the most efficient medium in which to perform the ontological shift from people to frequencies in a way that people can easily understand and adapt to. This is where the old music/math trope comes in handy, except here sound isn’t just a metaphor for math. Metaphors draw ¢gurative, counterfactual relationships between things that aren’t actually the same. However, the introductory examples use “symphony” to translate the same structure or relationship from a quantitative medium into a qualitative one. Acoustic resonance (i.e., sound as a frequency or oscillating pattern of variable intensity) and neoliberal, biopolitical statistics are different ways of expressing relationships among frequency ratios: one quantitatively, as a rate; the other qualitatively, as resonant sound. In these cases, acoustically resonant sound and math are two different ways of expressing the same kinds of relationships, two sides of the same coin. Scholars refer to the quantitative side of this coin as a “neoliberal epis Introduction cases, acoustically resonant sound and math are two different ways of express Scholars refer to the quantitative side of this coin as a “neoliberal episteme.”6 For example, philosopher Shannon Winnubst argues that “neoliberalism repeats the themes of liberalism in a different voice”7 because it articulates liberalism’s basic commitments—such as individualism and white supremacy—in terms that are “calculative” rather than “juridical.”8 �is rearticulation sets in motion “the fundamental changes in rationality itself that come to dominate the neoliberal iteration of the modern episteme.”9 �ough it preserves classical liberalism’s fundamental values, it uses diµerent tools and techniques to act on and realize those values—calculative rather than juridical ones. �at’s why it forms a new type or subtype of episteme. Episteme is Michel Foucault’s term for a group of intellectual, economic, and political practices that are tied together by common behind- the- scenes methods, logics, and values. As he explains, “unknown to themselves,” the practitioners of a particular episteme “employed the same rules to de¢ne the objects proper to their own study, to form their concepts, to build their theories.”10 �ese “rules” are methods of abstraction, parameters for translating or compressing rich sensory data into words, numbers, images, and other kinds of information. In the neoliberal episteme, probabilistic statistics are the rules used to decline objects of knowledge, form concepts, and build theories. That’s why Winnubst describes the neoliberal episteme as a calculative rationality.
1NC---Link---Settler Colonialism
The 1AC’s analysis of settler colonialism as a history confines the experiences of Indigenous people to historicizing parochialism. However, computational capitalism subsumes social connections and alienates native bodies and land. The 1AC’s movement is zeroed by the various technologies structured by the World Computer to maintain alienation. The K is a prior question, only through refusal of technology as loyal to the colonizers through the alternative can we predict colonial operations and build pathways for decolonial strategies. 
Paperson 17 (La Paperson, also Wayne Yang, is an associate professor of ethnic studies at UCSD, “A Third University is Possible, Settler Colonialism as a set of Technologies”, University of Minnesota Press, 2017, Accessed 7/1/2024)//jliu
Land is the prime concern of settler colonialism, contexts in which the colonizer comes to a “new” place not only to seize and exploit but to stay, making that “new” place his permanent home. Settler colonialism thus complicates the center–periphery model that was classically used to describe colonialism, wherein an imperial center, the “metropole,” dominates distant colonies, the “periphery.” Typically, one thinks of European colonization of Africa, India, the Caribbean, the Pacific Islands, in terms of external colonialism, also called exploitation colonialism, where land and human beings are recast as natural resources for primitive accumulation: coltan, petroleum, diamonds, water, salt, seeds, genetic material, chattel. Theories named as “settler colonial studies” had a resurgence beginning around 2006.[2] However, the analysis of settler colonialism is actually not new, only often ignored within Western critiques of empire.[3] The critical literatures of the colonized have long positioned the violence of settlement as a prime feature in colonial life as well as in global arrangements of power. We can see this in Franz Fanon’s foundational critiques of colonialism. Whereas Fanon’s work is often generalized for its diagnoses of anti/colonial violence and the racialized psychoses of colonization upon colonized and colonizer, Fanon is also talking about settlement as the particular feature of French colonization in Algeria. For Fanon, the violence of French colonization in Algeria arises from settlement as a spatial immediacy of empire: the geospatial collapse of metropole and colony into the same time and place. On the “selfsame land” are spatialized white immunity and racialized violation, non-Native desires for freedom, Black life, and Indigenous relations.[4] Settler colonialism is too often thought of as “what happened” to Indigenous people. This kind of thinking confines the experiences of Indigenous people, their critiques of settler colonialism, their decolonial imaginations, to an unwarranted historicizing parochialism, as if settler colonialism were a past event that “happened to” Native peoples and not generalizable to non-Natives. Actually, settler colonialism is something that “happened for” settlers. Indeed, it is happening for them/us right now. Wa Thiong’o’s question of how instead of why directs us to think of land tenancy laws, debt, and the privatization of land as settler colonial technologies that enable the “eventful” history of plunder and disappearance. Property law is a settler colonial technology. The weapons that enforce it, the knowledge institutions that legitimize it, the financial institutions that operationalize it, are also technologies. Like all technologies, they evolve and spread. Recasting land as property means severing Indigenous peoples from land. This separation, what Hortense Spillers describes as “the loss of Indigenous name/land” for Africans-turned-chattel, recasts Black Indigenous people as black bodies for biopolitical disposal: who will be moved where, who will be murdered how, who will be machinery for what, and who will be made property for whom.[5] In the alienation of land from life, alienable rights are produced: the right to own (property), the right to law (protection through legitimated violence), the right to govern (supremacist sovereignty), the right to have rights (humanity). In a word, what is produced is whiteness. Moreover, it is not just human beings who are refigured in the schism. Land and nonhumans become alienable properties, a move that first alienates land from its own sovereign life. Thus we can speak of the various technologies (are) required to create and maintain these separations, these alienations: Black from Indigenous, human from nonhuman, land from life.[6] “How?” is a question you ask if you are concerned with the mechanisms, not just the motives, of colonization. Instead of settler colonialism as an ideology, or as a history, you might consider settler colonialism as a set of technologies—a frame that could help you to forecast colonial next operations and to plot decolonial directions. This chapter proceeds with the following insights. (1) The settler–native–slave triad does not describe identities. The triad—an analytic mainstay of settler colonial studies—digs a pitfall of identity that not only chills collaborations but also implies that the racial will be the solution. (2) Technologies are trafficked. Technologies generate patterns of social relations to land. Technologies mutate, and so do these relationships. Colonial technologies travel. In tracing technologies’ past and future trajectories, we can connect how settler colonial and antiblack technologies circulate in transnational arenas. (3) Land—not just people—is the biopolitical target.[7] The examples are many: fracking, biopiracy, damming of rivers and flooding of valleys, the carcasses of pigs that die from the feed additive ractopamine and are allowable for harvest by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration. The subjugation of land and nonhuman life to deathlike states in order to support “human” life is a “biopolitics” well beyond the Foucauldian conception of biopolitical as governmentality or the neoliberal disciplining of modern, bourgeois, “human” subject. (4) (Y)our task is to theorize in the break, that is, to refuse the master narrative that technology is loyal to the master, that (y)our theory has a Eurocentric origin. Black studies, Indigenous studies, and Other-ed studies have already made their breaks with Foucault (over biopolitics), with Deleuze and Guatarri (over assemblages and machines), and with Marx (over life and primitive accumulation). (5) Even when they are dangerous, understanding technologies provides us some pathways for decolonizing work. We can identify projects of collaboration on decolonial technologies. Colonizing mechanisms are evolving into new forms, and they might be subverted toward decolonizing operations.
Frame Subtraction
1NC---Shell
We affirm the 1AC minus certain frames, 2NR consolidation is best.

Nuanced testing optimizes praxis.
Williams ‘15 [Douglas Williams, Third-Generation Organizer, BA in Political Science from the University of Minnesota at Morris, MPA from the University of Missouri Columbia, Doctoral Student in Political Science at Wayne State University, internally quoting Freddie DeBoer, Lecturer at Purdue University and PhD in Rhetoric and Composition from Purdue University and MA in English with a Concentration in Writing and Rhetoric from The University of Rhode Island, The South Lawn, https://thesouthlawn.org/2015/03/10/the-dead-end-of-identity-politics/, language modified]
What conversation is there to be had around that? It is as if the mere existence of her identity inoculates her from any critique. How did we get here? — Freddie DeBoer makes a great point in his piece on what he calls “critique drift“: “This all largely descends from a related condition: many in the broad online left have adopted a norm where being an ally means that you never critique people who are presumed to be speaking from your side, and especially if they are seen as speaking from a position of greater oppression. I understand the need for solidarity, I understand the problem of undermining and derailing, and I recognize why people feel strongly that those who have traditionally been silenced should be given a position of privilege in our conversations. But critique drift demonstrates why a[n] [effective] healthy, functioning political movement can’t forbid tactical criticism of those with whom you largely agree. Because critical vocabulary and political arguments are common intellectual property which gain or lose power based on their communal use, never criticizing those who misuse them ultimately disarms [undermines] the left. Refusing to say ‘this is a real thing, but you are not being fair or helpful in making that accusation right now’ alienates potential allies, contributes to the burgeoning backlash against social justice politics, and prevents us from making the most accurate, cogent critique possible.” Look, I am Black. Also, sometimes, I can be wrong. Those two things are not mutually exclusive, and yet we have gotten to a point where any critique of tactics used by oppressed communities can result in being deemed “sexist/racist/insert oppression here-ist” and cast out of the Social Justice Magic Circle. And listen, maybe that is cool with some folks. Maybe the revolution that so many of these types speak about will simply consist of everyone spontaneously coming to consciousness and there will be no need for coalitions, give-and-take, or contact with people who do not know every word or phrase that these groups use as some sort of litmus test for the unwashed. But for the rest of us who reside in a reality-based world, where every social interaction is not tailored for your idiosyncratic indignations, we know that casting folks out for the tiniest of offenses will lead to a Left that will forever be marginalized and ineffective. I have stated before that the kind of people who put out these lists and engage in the kind of identitarian caterwauling that has become rote copy on the Internet might actually want that, as a world where left-wing activism is made potent and transformative will be one where they cannot simply take comfort in their cocoon of self-righteousness. But damn them when I can turn on my computer and see one Black person after another being gunned down by police. Damn them when we have a president that can sit there with a straight face and speak the words of freedom and liberation while using the power at his disposal to deny those very concepts to others. And damn them when we can get thousands of words on Patricia Arquette drunk at a party or how it is privileged to not like the same musicians that they do, but we cannot seem to get any thoughts on how the biggest moment for communities of color since the 1960s is being squandered in a hail of intergenerational squabbling. And do not even get me started on people writing articles that malign long-standing activist organizations without a whiff of evidence that there has been any wrongdoing on their part.
1NC---Fugitivity
We affirm the 1AC minus their use of the term “intellectual fugitivity”.
NPS 22(US National Park Service. “Language of Enslavement – Fredrick Douglas”, Published 7/2/2022. Accessed 7/18/2024)//jliu
We often hear of the Runaway Slave, or the Fugitive Slave. Runaway, fugitive, or escapee suggests something wrong is happening, and often evokes criminal imagery. This language was significant in establishing that the law was on the side of the enslavers – which it was. Rather than emphasizing the power of the enslavers, why not prioritize the bravery of the individual wanting a better life? What were they seeking? Freedom. Freedom to be the person they were meant to be. FREEDOM SEEKER captures the bold spirit of seizing control of one’s life and dictating one’s own path. Furthermore, FREEDOM SEEKER reminds us of the agency each of these individuals had. The courageous act of removing oneself from an enslaver was an intentional choice. They were brave. They were bold. They were heroes. They resisted. They sought freedom. By calling them FREEDOM SEEKERS, we acknowledge what was in the hearts of these individuals who took action to make liberty a reality.
1NC---Translation
We affirm the 1AC minus their translation of cultural languages into English.
Imami et al 21(Tiara Ridha, Fatchul Mu’in, Nasrullah, Universitas Lambung Mangkurat. “Linguistic and Cultural Problems in Translation”, Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on Education, Language, Literature, and Arts, Published 2021. Accessed 7/22/2024)//jliu
Language and culture are two things that cannot be separated because culture affects language and language affects culture. This makes the language in one area different from another. The difference in the cultural background of each language is a unique phenomenon that occurs in society and is a difference that must be respected, not to be disputed. Moreover, it affects many things, including the literary works in each part of the region. Literature is a work that is timeless and always has its audience. Often, it is the product of the thoughts, experiences, and imaginations of its authors. In addition, the socio-cultural background also affects the literary work. Many literary works were born from various parts of the world, and some are popular in the region and have become internationally popular literary works. This gives rise to the parties' efforts so that the literary work can be read by people outside who may speak a different language from the original language of the literary work. After being translated into foreign languages, literary writings written in various regions of the world reach a new audience [2]. The translation is an attempt to translate words from the source language to the target language. It plays an important role in the spread of information throughout the world, and there is no exception for literary works that are amazing for their audiences. Then, as is well known, language is closely related to culture. Translating a language with more or less cultural factors into a target language with a different culture and background is a challenge in itself. The differences in words and grammar are also very important things to consider in translating something. This is not to mention if the source language text contains the figure of speech and aspects of beauty. Equivalence between the source language and the target language is a must. The meaning that the author wants to convey is still conveyed to the readers even through different languages. The process of translating from a source language to a target language involves language and cultural considerations. The process of translating from the source language (and its culture) to the target language is known as translation (and its culture). We use the same term "equivalence" in this situation. In other words, there must be "equivalence" (equivalence) between SL and TL in translation. From this, we can say that translators transfer culture, not language. Language is not the main aspect (only the medium) in the translation process, but the main aspect is culture, which must be translated. Therefore, full attention in the translation process is on cultural procedures rather than linguistic procedures. Translating is the most challenging job because if the two cultures cannot correlate or give a clear idea about the aspect of the culture in question, it may be meaningless. The differences in socio-cultural, geographical conditions, and grammar that underlie a language as a medium in a literary work and its translation are interesting. This could be due to the equivalences taken by a translator in translating it from the source language to the target language and the adjustments made to the translation. Moreover, there will be culturally charged or common words in the source language that cannot be found in the source language or are not possible to translate without reducing much meaning of the word. In addition, grammatical differences between the source and target languages will lead to adjustments between words, phrases, clauses, sentences, and even paragraphs. Based on that problem, the researcher is interested in researching the phenomenon of language and cultural problems that can be found in translated literary works. This can help translators to add insight into literary translation and what problems might be found in translating literary works. Therefore, the researcher conducted a study that aims to find out the linguistic and cultural phenomena that appear in the novel entitled "Hobit atau Pergi dan Kembali" which was translated by A. Adiwiyoto from the novel entitled "The Hobbit or There and Back Again" by J.R.R. Tolkien.
1NC---Traditional Knowledge
We affirm the 1AC minus their use of the word ‘traditional knowledge’.
Vaidhyanathan ’17 — Siva, Ph.D. in American Studies @ UT Austin and Professor of Media Studies and director of the Center for Media and Citizenship @ University of Virginia, Oxford University Press; (March 9, 2017; “Intellectual Property: A Very Short Introduction”; Oxford University Press; ISBN: 9780195372779; pp. 92-95; ror)
But there is a problem with the public domain. Those who create and wish to market goods and art that reflect traditions that are older than the twentieth century tend to find no help in the standard and established modes of intellectual property protection. Their work, no matter how creative or labor intensive or important to their cultural identity, is considered part of the grand global cultural commons. So multinational corporations can produce similar goods (pottery, cloth, garments, sculptures, jewelry, etc.) at lower prices. And these companies can leverage their marketing power better than small producers and merchants in poorer countries can. Significantly for many of these cultural groups, replication of their traditional forms of cultural expression can be disrespectful of histories, identities, and religions as well. Intellectual property offers very little support for collective dignity. As several scholars of indigenous and traditional cultural production have argued in recent years, the cultural production of local communities is devalued not only because it is produced by marginal communities with no political power, but also because so much of that cultural production reflects traditions older than copyright. You cannot protect what has long been in the public domain without significantly revising the entire global intellectual property system. Intellectual property does not treat all cultural expression equally. The weavers of Adinkra and Kente cloth in Ghana face competition from weavers working in Korea, China, India, and other parts of the world that host members of the Ghanaian diaspora. The patterns have a growing market. So many wish to mimic them. To accept that only the "new" shall be protected by intellectual property accepts the view that new is better than old. To mark Kente and Adinkra cloth as "traditional" is hegemonic. Traditions must reside permanently in the past, and they must be inferior to the "innovations" of the present and future. Importantly, the government of Ghana deftly markets the past. It distinguishes its traditional cloth as "authentic." It is hand-woven, not mass-produced. Global market logic demands that Ghana invest value in protecting its weavers' work as "traditional" because that is what differentiates it from the hundreds of other similar expressive goods flowing across trade channels. Efforts to create new forms of intellectual property law to protect "traditional knowledge" could merely reaffirm the permanent inferiority of creative works that have older origins and deeper modes of production. These works would be stuck just outside of modernity in an effort to fully exploit the modern market. The very marginality of what has come to be known as the Traditional Cultural Expression movement-its reason for being-renders it peripheral to global discussions of cultural policy. Only when represented by a friendly and supportive nation-state such as Canada or Australia do Traditional Cultural Expression movement members find their claims considered by policymaking officials. But this is state-driven action. The role of the state in the potential protection of traditional cultural expression presents many problems. How shall the state determine who is and who is not a member of a group trying to protect such expressions? What if the group is in opposition to the state? What if the group is split among factions? Who will determine the terms of licensing for songs, styles, and designs? The potential for censorship is daunting. So efforts toward a sui generis traditional cultural expression regime have been halting and have faced strong criticism. These efforts have generated some of the most heated and philosophically complicated debates within intellectual property.
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In order to do so, we must regard Protestant missions as a pro - ject of cultural imperialism. Cultural imperialism is defined as “attitudes, theories, and practices that dominate realms afar through culture.”3 It has its basis in the “Orientalism” of Western societies which makes non-Western societies the other. Orientalism is not merely an ideology following an actual political program. It is rather a more tenacious and cunning force that adheres to the heart of power and exercises influence in accordance with the workings of power. It is a system of cultural apparatuses and discourses that confines the nonWestern world within the enclosure of domination before the establishment of empire and colony.4 It is the power of cultural hegemony that endows Orientalism with durability and effectiveness.5 Therefore, cultural imperialism has nothing to do with the direct dominance of an empire. Its hegemony can be exerted merely by means of a book, a picture, or an article. In fact, as such cultural apparatuses are numerous and dispersed in everyday life, cultural hegemony dominates non-Western societies with a much stronger force than political, economic, or military control. Western modernity, as the spirit of imperialism, pours into non-Western societies and begins to dominate them. Hospitals, schools, and churches built by Protestant missionaries were important waterways for the influx and spread of modernity. They were crucial apparatuses for the work of imperial cultural hegemony: in the fields of medicine dealing with body and disease, of education relating to knowledge and learning, and of religious beliefs and practices. Therefore, we will explore, on the levels of episteme and of everyday life, how hospitals, schools, and churches functioned as the waterways through which Western modernity arrived and disseminated, and how each took part in the production of imperial cultural hegemony. But Koreans in this transitional period were not overwhelmed by the spectacle of imperial hegemony. In fact, they showed certain reactions against such hegemony. While recognizing the need to accept Western modernity, they rejected or countered the forces and effects of hegemony. Therefore, we will examine what shapes the rejections and responses took, and what implications they had. II. Apparatuses of Cultural Imperialism and Their Effects “Christianization” and the “civilizing mission” were the two axes of Protestant missions. The ultimate goal was, of course, Christianization. In Korea, however, as it was forbidden to introduce foreign religions, missionaries could not reveal their intentions. As a result, they tried to use the civilization strategy, an indirect missionary method which foregrounded hospitals and schools. Missionary work began in (Tāraṇa) when R. S. Maclay, a Methodist missionary, received permission to build hospitals and schools from King Kojong, and H. N. Allen, a Presbyterian missionary, set about providing medical service. In (Tāraṇa), Allen built Chejungw¡n (House of Universal Helpfulness), the first modern hospital which was established in a renovated traditional house. From (Tāraṇa) to (Vyaya), other missionaries such as Wm. B. Scranton, Mrs. Scranton, H. G. Appenzeller, H. G. Underwood, and A. J. Ellers also arrived and built hospitals and schools. On the basis laid by their predecessors, more missionaries came in and built hospitals and schools all around the country after the (Vikṛti). As direct missionary activity was allowed to continue, churches spread through out the whole country.6 Wherever they went, missionaries always built a hospital first, then a school, and finally a church. For them, the hospital was “a plough rooting out prejudices and preparing a ready soil for mission” and the school was “a harrow tilling and leveling the soil.” Realizing that “although Koreans do not want Protestantism, they want Western civilization and science,” missionaries thought “if we prove that Western civilization and science are the gift of Protestantism and its material benefit, we shall have an opportunity to tell about Christ.” As such, healing or teaching was a kind of bait.7 Hospitals and schools were not mere means of mission. Civilization was in itself the cornerstone of mission. Because for missionaries this “hermit nation”8 was “a land nobody has ever touched” and “a place covered with the darkness of pagans.”9 Therefore, it was a natural conclusion that “both gospel and civilization [were] desperately needed in [a] Korea that is captivated by superstition and ignorance.”10 In the images of Orientalism, juxtaposing “un-civilizedness,” ignorance, and barbarity on the one hand, and paganism and superstition on the other, the “civilizing mission” became one of the two faces of the mission. Consequently, as a means of either proselytization or “civilization,” hospitals and schools built by missionaries were visible representations of modern Western civilization and therefore functioned as waterways through which Western modernity arrived and disseminated. What about churches? Was not evangelical Protestantism an island of pre-modernity in the ocean of the modern world? Was it not the vanguard of anti-enlightenment and anti-modernism? Of course, it was, but that was not all. Because pre-modernity or anti-modernism was firmly placed within the inclusive project of modernity. Protestantism was not a total rejection of modernity itself, but merely a specific way of accepting and responding to modernity.11 However, in missionary fields like Korea, the pre- and anti-modernity of Protestantism were completely concealed. Protestantism was presented only as a part of the modern world. In addition, when protestantism was combined with schools and hospitals, churches become none other than strategic bases for the civilizing mission and, as a result, functioned as waterways for the spread of Western modernity. Being waterways for the influx and spread of Western modernity, hospitals, schools, and churches built by Protestant missionaries functioned as apparatuses for expanding the cultural hegemony of imperialism. How was this possible and what effects did they produce in relation to cultural imperialism? 1. The Spread of the Modern Episteme and the Collapse of the Traditional Episteme The apparatuses of cultural imperialism initiated and accelerated the spread of the modern episteme on the one hand, and the collapse of the traditional episteme on the other. The modern episteme is a product of the Enlightenment project that places the rational human being at the center of the world. According to this concept, man is the only subject who is able to recognize truth in the world and in himself through reason. From this, there appears a subject/object dichotomy, distinguishing I from the rest. It also generates other dichotomies such as culture/nature, mind /material, spirit/body, and rationality/irrationality. The subject, “I,” makes the “rest” objects of recognition and conquest. Consequently, the body comes to be seen as a sort of machine, and disease as certain disorders within that machine. Learning becomes an activity of exploring the so-called truth about the human mind or material world. And as the outer realm of nature, unrecognizable by reason, is named the supernatural, religion is relegated to the realm of the supernatural and to irrational inner emotions. All of these are parts of the modern episteme as a whole.12 The modern episteme was introduced and disseminated through diverse waterways, among which hospitals, schools, and churches played an important role. In hospitals, the success of modern Western medicine flaunted the validity of the modern view of the body and the superiority of Western medicine. In schools, modern learning was emphasized as the only way of grasping universal truth. In churches, Christianity was taught as the best and the only religion suitable for the modern world. Furthermore, these processes usually intertwined with one another. Pamphlets on hygienic knowledge were distributed not only in hospitals but also in schools and churches. In schools there were classes dealing with hygiene and students were examined to see if their physical condition was sanitary. Medical schools attached to hospitals were also important educational institutions, and churches functioned as quasi-schools for those who could not attend proper schools. Finally, as the missionaries expected from the beginning, Christianity was taught to non-Christians in hospitals and schools as the supreme religion. In such ways, hospitals, schools, and churches functioned as complicated waterways for the dissemination of the modern episteme. With the spread of the modern episteme, the traditional episteme came to be recognized as obsolete. According to the scheme of indigenous Korean medicine, diseases were thought to be caused by the disharmony of yin and yang within one’s body. Here, the body was a microcosm, corresponding to the universe. In folk religions like shamanism, diseases were regarded as being caused by superhuman agents. The body was part of a larger organic world including both the natural and the supernatural, and both the living and the dead.13 The ultimate goal of traditional learning was to acquire the virtues of a gentleman as the moral ideal of Neo-Confucianism. Studying for official examinations or acquiring technological knowledge was not included in the criteria of genuine learning. The only learning was to realize the primal principle within things and human beings.14 Lastly, in traditional society, diverse religions overlapped one another and were not separated from other areas of life. Besides, there existed no universal conceptual category of r e l i g i o n that encompassed all religions and established a hierarchy among them.1 5 However, as the traditional episteme was thought to be incompatible with Western modernity, it was slowly replaced with the modern episteme by those who accepted Western modernity. As a result, there appeared the modern subject/object dichotomy, regarding man as the subject “that dominates everything with reason” and nature as “a part of the universe outside man.” Futhermore, there appeared a mechanical concept of the body, regarding it as a “thing” or “a machine,” and a modern etiology regarding disease as “being caused by outer factors.” There also appeared the modern concept of learning, which is divided into “that of subjective human phenomena and that of material natural phenomena,” and that attaches greater importance to the latter, i.e. natural science as the “control and utilization of nature.” Lastly, there appeared the modern concept of religion, relating religion to the supernatural or to the inner emotions of man, according to which the object of belief is defined as “limitless and perfect,” and the root of religion is found “within the innate religiosity of humans.”16 Such discourses, which were generated and disseminated by intellectuals, show that the modern episteme had already become dominant at the expense of the traditional episteme. This process was accelerated by hospitals, schools, and churches. In accordance with the increase of modern hospitals, indigenous doctors and shamans slowly decreased. As more and more modern schools were built, more and more traditional schools were abolished. As churches increased and the modern concept of religion was established, both traditional religions like Confucianism, Buddhism, and folk religions, and indigenous new religions like Tonghak (Eastern Learning), came to be considered inferior to the Western religion of Christianity. Such changes instigated the atrophy of the traditional episteme. The changes, of course, were neither completed in a day nor caused by hospitals, schools, or churches alone. All modern institutions, apparatuses, discourses, and practices were connected with these changes. For a strong and wealthy nation, control over population and labour was needed, the basis of which was the modern medical and health care system. In order to develop education and industry, modern learning and an educational system were required. And for the awakening of people, modern philosophy, ethics, and religion were indispensable. Hospitals, schools, and churches were no more than parts of such modern institutions, apparatuses, discourses, and practices. Nevertheless, missionaries accelerated the peripherization of the traditional episteme in a unique way: they produced and disseminated critical discourses of the traditional world view and life-style. They criticized indigenous medicine as irrational. They thought that “in the light of reason, Korean medicine is ridiculous and useless” and that “Korean doctors are quacks who increase suffering through fake healing skills.” They degraded shamanic ritual as “a drama of fraud” and shamans as “swindlers,” “witches,” “defrauders” and “hysterical and foolish women only interested in money making through the shamanic profession.” They also delineated the religious situation of Korea as “a motley assortment of diverse religions.” Especially, with their negative opinion of folk beliefs, they regarded shamanism as “demon worship” and tutelary posts as “devils with frightful protruding teeth.” Their enmity against folk beliefs stiffened further when they found “the beliefs were exerting enormous influence and causing Koreans to dread spiritual beings.” Furthermore, missionaries criticized traditional education as “the very cause of the collapse of Korea.”17 Such denunciations were no more than ethnocentric and Christianity-centered prejudices adopting the traditional episteme and lifestyle to the matrix of Western modernity. But as their influence was enormous, Koreans soon began to reproduce the same critical dis- courses for themselves. For example, it is not difficult to find writings produced by Koreans such as the following: “Korean doctors do not know the structure of the human body. . . . Having no idea of the positions and functions of blood vessels or entrails, of the relations between symptoms and visceral disorders, and of the chemical traits or effects of medicines, they give medicine and apply acupuncture at random. This pushes people into danger”; “Civilized nations became wealthy and strong by means of science, but uncivilized nations became poor because they ignored science”; “stupid women are being deceived by shamans.”18 Such descriptions show that Koreans themselves were reproducing the criticisms of Westerners with little modification. The appearance of such self-critical discourses is a symptom of the modern episteme, as the basis of Western modernity, being accepted by Koreans themselves. Now Western modernity began to spread not only through the main waterways of hospitals, schools, and churches, but also through other minor waterways dug by the very hands of Koreans. The cultural hegemony of empire overflows along a complicated web of waterways. 2. Modern Spatial Structure and the Network of Surveillance and Control The second effect of the apparatuses of cultural imperialism was that they contributed to the construction of a network of modern surveillance and control. The network covering modern societies originates from specific spaces that make the surveillant gaze invisible, spaces such as hospitals, schools, churches, military bases, and factories.19 Equipped with such spatial structures, hospitals, schools, and churches built by missionaries became strands out of which the network of surveillance and control was weaved. Let us look at the hospital first. Indigenous clinics of Korean medicine had a simple structure in which a doctor took charge of almost all roles from preparing medicines to consulting patients. In modern hospitals, by contrast, all roles and procedures are differentiated and the spatial structure of the hospital is functionally divided.20 In the modern space devised for effective management of diseases, an invisible surveillant gaze of medical power falls upon the bodies of patients. What is noticeable in the hospital is the emergence of wards. Indigenous clinics had no wards. Usually staying at home, patients were not isolated from their usual space. Sickness was an everyday event. By contrast, in modern hospitals, with wards, patients are separated from their usual space and thrown into an unusual space. As hospitalization is an extraordinary event, a sickroom becomes a liminal space in which a ritual transformation is already in progress. Within the unusual space and time of a rite de passage, patients undergo symbolic death.21 By making sickness into an unusual event, hospitals now become a new sacred place in the modern world where doctors reign as secular priests. And from that space the gaze of medical power begins to stretch outward. What then about schools? In the traditional private elementary schools called s ¡ d a n g, students usually sat around a teacher in a semi-circle. The gaze of the teacher was fixed at the same level and facing the gazes of the students. As this gaze of surveillance was clearly visible, the s¡dang was an open and loose space in which students could escape visible surveillance. But in the case of modern schools, the situation is different. While students’ gazes are fixed toward the front, the teacher’s gaze is lifted up and, without being fixed, is dispersed here and there, in and out of the classroom. As it is impossible to foretell where the teacher’s gaze will be oriented, the gaze becomes invisible. Under the invisible gaze of d i s c i p l i n a r y power, students come to supervise one another and, in the end, internalize the gaze to survey themselves. Therefore, the space of the modern classroom is a closed one. Now, the disciplinary gaze coming from the classroom disperses all around the school as a sort of panopticon and begins to stretch to the outer world. Churches also had a modern spatial structure. Let us compare it with the space of shamanic ritual. Shamanic ritual space took the form of a circle from which people watched the shaman’s ritual dance and took part in the ritual process through prayer. People felt the emanation of sacred power from the shaman’s body at the center. On the contrary, church buildings are usually built in a rectangular shape, the space of which is divided into a pulpit in front and congregational seats in the rear. The pulpit is the source of God’s word and bliss. From behind the pulpit, the invisible God of Christian monotheism looks down on believers with His all-seeing eyes. The gaze of God becomes the gaze of invisible pastoral power. On the other hand, churches began to reorganize the map of sacredness. In the past, there existed numerous sacred places and sacredness was never fixed in a single place. If it had been sanctified and purified, any place could become a sacred place and a ritual space. Churches fixed sacredness to specific places. Repelling other indigenous sacred places, churches presented themselves as the only centers of sacredness in a disenchanted world. From these centers the gaze of pastoral power slowly emerged. The surveillant gazes flowing out of hospitals, schools, and churches were entangled with the networks of surveillance and control that were being woven by diverse modern institutions, discourses, and practices. Gazes from hospitals were entangled with the network of the modern health care system, including epidemic prevention programs. With the network of the modern educational system gazes from schools were based on the project of producing members of a modern nation. Gazes from churches were involved in the network of discourses and practices aiming at abolition of old customs and superstitions. Through this entanglement of numerous gazes and networks, Korean society came under a large network of surveillance and control. Such a network, however, cannot be sustained by legal or institutional forces alone. Its sustainment also requires the internalization of surveillance and control by the modern subjects themselves. Hospitals, schools, and churches were the most important spaces for that internalization process. In hospitals, and under the detailed regulation of a policed medical system, one had to inspect the sanitary conditions of one’s own body and of the surrounding environment. A filthy body and environment meant disqualification as a civilized being. Urinating in the street or throwing waste into a river became illegal behavior. In schools, and under the public educational system producing a standardized modern national citizenry, one had to constantly examine one’s knowledge and life-style. A good student must have a fine record and a refined attitude. Students who failed examinations or disobeyed regulations were regarded as unqualified students. Churches deepened the process of internalizing surveillance in terms of a special mechanism, i.e. repentance. Although repentance is found in almost all religions, Christianity made it an action of linguistic utterance and, therefore, reinforced the requirement for moral introspection. It was by means of repentance that Catholicism could construct a space of pastoral power.2 2 However, unlike Catholic repentance which is mediated by a priest, Protestant repentance is conducted through an immediate relationship between the divinity and the believer without any mediator. As a result, the moral introspection of Protestantism penetrates more deeply and the internalization of surveillance is further heightened. In such ways, the network of modern surveillance and control, which originated from the specific spatial structures of hospitals, schools, and churches, was being entangled with other greater networks while also procuring a certain degree of sophistication in infil- trating our inner selves. The cultural hegemony of empire whirls within the web of this dense network. 3. Modern Temporality and the Change of Temporal Rhythm and Experience The third effect of the apparatuses of cultural imperialism is that they supplanted traditional temporality with modern temporality and, therefore, transformed the rhythm and experience of time. Traditional temporality was an amalgam of a complicated chronometry and calendar: 24 hours based on 12 celestial cycles; 5 kyong and 5 chom23 between sunrise and sunset; the cycle of a full moon; days/months of the lunar calendar; several important feast days of the lunar calendar; 24 seasonal days of the solar cycle; yearly dates based on the circulation of 60 kapcha24; era names of Chinese imperial reigns; larger cycles of 60 and 180 years. By contrast, the modern temporality introduced from the West consisted of different elements: 60 seconds, 60 minutes, and 24 hours; a 7-day week circulating around Sundays; days/months of the solar calendar; the Gregorian calendar beginning from 1 A.D. Although the latter was introduced long before, it was after (Manmatha) that it began to be widely utilized.2 5 But the everyday rhythm of Koreans did not change accordingly. Seconds and minutes were unfamiliar concepts to them. In addition, they had no opportunity to see foreigners’ watches or clocks. The 7- day week, solar days and months, and counting years according to Western practice had nothing to do with people’s lives. People counted days and months according to the lunar changes and markets held every 5 or 10 days. Important feast days were still observed according to the lunar calendar. The Buddha’s Birthday was always the 8th day of the 4th lunar month. Almost all people and even the royal family celebrated birthdays and memorials by means of the lunar calendar. Seasons circulated along the 24 seasonal days. Important days were chosen by the fate of each day. For ordinary people, eras based upon either the Chinese emperor or Christianity were of no use. There was no room for the acceptance of Western temporality. In such a situation, it was hospitals, schools, and churches that helped modern temporality spread and gain acceptance. They disseminated the 24-hour day and the 7-day week. Hospitals opened and closed on time. Consultation time for outpatients was limited and was not provided on Sundays. Medicines were to be taken 30 minutes after each meal.26 At school, there was a daily schedule for all students, and even a nightly schedule for lodging students. Students who were not punctual were punished. Classes were organized according to each day. On Sundays, there was no class and study or labour was strictly forbidden.27 Not only that, but church bells also rang on time. In such ways, people became accustomed to a new temporality. Hospitals, schools and churches had an influence on the establishment of the solar calendar and the Gregorian calendar. Appointments with doctors were made at a certain time on a set day and month. The span of semesters and vacations was defined in accordance with the solar calendar. As dates in the lunar and solar calendars did not correspond with each other, one had to know both if one did not want to be confused. In churches, almost all feasts were kept according to the solar calendar. In particular, Christmas emitted a festive mood with colorful decorations.28 As a result, Koreans came to have two New Year’s Days: one based on the lunar calendar, the other on the solar. In addition, as public newspapers and magazines issued by Christians used “19XX after the Coming of the Lord” or “19XX after the Savior’s Coming,” Christianity could boast of its ownership of the Gregorian calendar. In such ways, almost all activities in hospitals, schools, and churches were organized in accordance with the Western concept of time: 24 hours, 7 days, solar days and months, and the Western era name. As a result, they made many patients, students, and Christians accept modern temporality and changed the whole rhythm of life. How then did the experience of time change with the spread of modern temporality? First, the experience of time was quantified. In traditional 12-hour (12 shi) chronometry, each hour was not called by a number but by a name like cha shi, ch’uk shi, in shi, etc.29 In addition, it did not indicate a specific point in time but instead a certain time span. In modern 24-hour chronometry, each hour is called by a number and is also divided into 60 minutes and seconds. So, time became mere numbers. There was, of course, a sort of traditional numeric chronometry as in 5 ky¡ng and 5 ch¡m. But the positions of k y ¡ n g and c h ¡ m fluctuated in accordance with the seasonal changes of sunrise-sunset. By contrast, the positions of the 24 hours were fixed exactly. Therefore, according to the spread of modern chronometry, time came to have an unchangeable quantity which could be measured by a machine (clock). Time became an object having a certain numeric value. Second, the experience of time was denaturalized. In the traditional natural calendar, months altered according to the lunar cycle and the turn of the 24 seasonal days followed the solar cycle including solstices and equinoxes. By contrast, the purely artificial 7-day week has nothing to do with nature. As we know, the 7-day week originated from ancient Judeo-Christian custom, continued through medieval Christendom but in the age of the industrial revolution began to dominate the lives of all Western people, including urban city laborers. The modern world came under the reign of the 7-day week as a social contract created by the cohesion of religion and capitalism. Consequently, each date came to be reified and, as a result, its magical power began to dominate the work-and-rest rhythm and to affect all activities and emotions.30 The 7-day week was disseminated into almost all non-Western societies in the age of imperialism and has brought great change to the non-Western world. As a result of the introduction of the 7-day week, Koreans were thrown into the center of the modern world, revolving every seven days, and unconsciously became accustomed to the Western way of thinking and lifestyle. Being separated from nature, time became a solid grid organizing the lives of modern people. Lastly, the experience of time became linear. This process already began when the relentless tricking of the watch divided time and put it on a straight line, and when years began to be counted according to the Christian year. In traditional Korea, years circulated in large cycles every 60 and 180 years. According to Confucian thought, the names of eras were altered according to the enthronement of Chinese emperors (Korea was culturally subordinated to China during the period of Chos¡n from the fourteenth to the nineteenth centuries). Years stopped revolving and were not renewed after the introduction of the Gregorian calendar. Years began to run relentlessly from a starting point to some future end. In this way, time became linear and moved irreversibly in one direction. Accordingly, as time began to run from the first millenium to the second millenium, an obsessive fear of the end of the world began to dominate.31As modern temporality based on the Western chronometry and calendar was introduced and disseminated, Koreans were isolated from the rhythms to which they were accustomed, and were thrown into a new modern life of strange rhythms. As a result, the entire experience of time was changed completely: Save time, time is money! Work on weekdays, rest on the weekend! Prepare for a new century and a new millenium!. . . Hospitals, schools, and churches built by Protestant missionaries were deeply involved in this change. III. Fissuring the Empire: Resistance and Hybridity The project of cultural imperialism operates as a global force devouring everything. Hegemony, however, does not work by means of the unilateral force of its agency alone. It is always accompanied by conflict. For where there is power, as Foucault says, there is resistance. Even though the resistance is destined to be swallowed by power play, it has the potential to shake the basis of power by generating retroactive forces against the unilateral force of dominance. What should be paid attention to is the retroactive forces produced by the resistance. In a situation where no one could escape the grip of expanding modernity, it was due to retroactive forces that the hegemony and effect of cultural imperialism were fissured and weakened. It was due to these forces that, although our modernity could not be an autonomous modernity, it did not remain simply a transplanted modernity. Koreans in the early modern period produced such retroactive forces by actively reacting against the effects of the apparatuses of cultural imperialism. In what ways did Koreans generate such retroactive forces? 1. Expression of Resistance: Rejection One of the most immediate reactions against the cultural hegemony of imperialism is to defy it directly. That is, to reject the apparatuses of cultural imperialism and their effects. This scratches the face of hegemony and thereby weakens it.
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My concern with this movement centers around an issue that Sloop and Ono seem to take as a given, namely, the role of the critic. On one hand, calling for the systematic investigation of existing marginalized discourses is a natural extension both of critical rhetoric (see McKerrow 1989, 1991) and of the general ideological turn in criticism (see Wander 1983). On the other hand, the ease of transition from criticism in the service of resistance to criticism of resistance may obscure the need to address some fundamental issues regarding the general function of rhetorical criticism in an uncertain and contentious world. Beyond licensing the critic to engage in political struggle, Sloop and Ono advocate the pursuit of covert resistant discourses. Such a move not only stretches our understanding of rhetoric and criticism, but also alters significantly the relationship between critic and out- law. Critical interrogation of dominant discursive practices in the service of political/cultural reform is supplanted in favor of positioning covert out- law communities as objects of investigation. Invited to seek out subversive discourses, the critic is positioned as the active agent of change and the out-law discourse becomes merely instrumental. Rather than academic criticism acting in service of everyday acts of resistance, everyday acts of resistance are put into the service of academic criticism. Rhetorical resistance That we are "caught within conflicting logics of justice that are culturally struggled over" (Sloop and Ono 1997, 50) and that rhetoric is employed in these struggles seems an uncontroversial statement. Despite the theoretical miasma surrounding judgment, Sloop and Ono accurately note, the material process of rendering judgments (and of disputing the logics of litigation) continues in the world of actually practiced discourse. In the materially contested world, rhetoric is utilized both by those seeking to secure the grounds of dominant judgment and by those seeking to undermine or supplant dominant cultural logics with some out-law notion of justice. The distinction between these two cultural groups, "in-law" and out- law, however, deserves some consideration prior to any discussion of the role of the critic as implied in the out-law discourse project. The discourse of the dominant or those within the bounds of superordinate logics of litigation is reminiscent of Michel De Certeau's (1984) strategic discourse. For De Certeau, strategies are utilized by those who have authority by virtue of their proper position. Strategies exploit the institutionally guaranteed background consensus by which power relations (and litigations) are maintained and advanced. In contrast, tactics are utilized by those having no proper place of authority within the discursive economy who must seek opportunities whereby the discourse of the dominant might be undermined and contested. To extend Sloop and Ono's definition, out-law discourses are those that can (and, by their analysis, do) take advantage of situations (e.g., race riots) to disrupt the regularity of dominant cultural groups. The ongoing struggle between strategically instituted cultural dominants and the "out-law always lurk[ing] in the distance" (66) is acknowledged, even celebrated, by Sloop and Ono. What their acknowledgment fails to provide, however, is a clear need for critical intervention. Indeed, quite the reverse is presented: It is the critic (particularly the left-leaning critic) who needs out-law discourse. While the struggles over justice, equality, and freedom have gone on, the left-leaning critics are those who have theoretically excluded themselves from the disputes. The study of out-law dis- courses, then, provides a means to reinvigorate the intellectual and re-institute (academic) leftist thinking into popular political struggles (53-54). Thus, Sloop and Ono's project incorporates three types of rhetoric: the rhetoric of the in-law, presumably the traditional object of critical attention; the rhetoric of the out-law, the study of which may transform our understanding of judgment as well as reinvigorate leftist democratic critiques; and the rhetoric of the critics who, having lost their political po- tency, can exploit the discourse of the out-law to promote ideological struggles. It is to this critical rhetoric that I now turn. Resistance criticism Sloop and Ono (1997) clearly state the relationship they envision between the rhetorical critic and out-law discourse: "Ultimately, we will argue that the role of critical rhetoricians is to produce 'materialist conceptions of judgment,' using out-law judgments to disrupt dominant logics of judgment" (54; emphasis added). Here the critic seeks out vernacular discourse (60), focuses on the methods and values embodied in these communities (62), listens to and evaluates the out-law community (62-63), and chooses appropriate discourses for the purpose of disrupting dominant practices (63). Essentially, it is the critic who seeks out marginalized discourses and returns them to the center for the purpose of provoking dominant cultural groups (63). Despite acknowledging the efficacy of out-law discourses, Sloop and Ono assume that the critiques generated and presented by the out-law community have only minimal effect. The irony, and indeed arrogance, of this assumption is evident when they claim: "There are cases, however, when, without the prompting of academic critics, out-law discourses serve local purposes at times and at others resonate within dominant discourses, disrupting sedimented ways of thinking, transforming dominant forms of judgment" (60; emphasis added). Sloop and Ono seem to suggest that such locally generated critiques are the exception, whereas the political efficacy of the academic critic is the rule. This seems an odd claim, given that the justification for their out-law discourse project is the lack of politically viable academic critique and the perceived potency of out-law conceptions of judgment. Their suggestion that out-law communities are in need of the academic critic contradicts not only the already disruptive nature of existing out-law discourses (the grounds for using out-law discourse), but also the impotence of contemporary critical discourse (the warrant for studying out-law discourse). By this I do not mean that the critiques and theories generated by academically instituted intellectuals have not been incorporated into subversive discourses. Just as out-law discourses inevitably mount critiques of dominant logics, so, too, the perspectives on rhetoric and criticism generated by academics are used in resistance movements. Feminist critiques of patriarchy, queer theories of homophobia, postcolonial interrogations of race have found their way into the service of resistant groups. The key distinction I wish to make is that the existence of criticism (academic or self-generated) in resistance does not necessitate Sloop and Ono's move to a criticism of resistance. What Sloop and Ono fail to offer is an adequate argument for "taking public speaking out of the streets and studying it in the classroom, for treating it less as an expression of protest" (Wander 1983, 3) and more as an object for analysis and reproduction within the political economy of the academy. Philip Wander made a similar charge against Herbert Wicheln's early critical project, and this concern should remain at the forefront of any discussion aimed at expanding the scope and function of criticism. Sloop and Ono offer numerous directives for the critic without addressing whether the critic should be examining out-law discourses in the first place. While it is too early to suggest any definitive answer to the question of criticism of resistance, some preliminary arguments as to why critics should not pursue out-law discourses can be offered: (1) Hidden out-law discourses may have good reasons to stay hidden. Sloop and Ono specifically instruct us that "the logic of the out-law must constantly be searched for, brought forth" (66) and used to disrupt dominant practices. But are we to believe that all out-law discourses are prepared to mount such a challenge to the dominant cultural logic? Or, indeed, that the members of out-law communities are prepared to be brought into the arena of public surveillance in the service of reconstituting logics of litigation? It seems highly unlikely that all divergent cultural groups have developed equally, or that all members of these groups share Sloop and Ono's "imperial impulse" (51) to promote their conceptions and practices of justice. (2) Academic critical discourse is not transparent. Here I allude to the overall problem of translation (see Foucault 1994; Lyotard 1988; Lyotard and Thebaud 1985; Zabus 1995) as an extension of the previous concern. Critical discourse cannot become the medium of commensurability for divergent language games. Are we to believe that the "use" of out-law dis- course by critics to disrupt dominant practices can fail to do violence to these diverse/divergent logics? Are out-law discourses merely tools to be exploited and discarded in the pursuit of returning leftist academic dis- course to the center? (3) Perhaps the academic translation of out-law discourse could be true to the internal logic of the out-law community. And, perhaps the re-presentation of out-law logic within the academic community will bestow a degree of legitimacy on the out-law community. Nonetheless, the effect of legitimizing out-law discourse is unknown and potentially destructive. In an effort to siphon the political energy of out-law discourse into academic practice, we may ultimately destroy the dissatisfaction that serves as a cathexis for these out-law discourses. It seems possible that academic recognition might take the place of struggle for material opportunities (see Fraser 1997). But, will academic legitimation create any material changes in the conditions of out-law communities? I mean to suggest, not that it is better to allow the out-law community to suffer for its cause, but rather that incorporating the struggle into an (admittedly) impotent academic critique does not offer a prima facie alternative. (4) Criticism of resistance denies the practical and theoretical importance of opportunity. Returning to De Certeau's notion of tactics, the crucial element of these discursive moves is their use of opportunity to disrupt the proper authority of the dominant. The kairos of intervention provides the key to undermining "in-law" discourses. But when is the "right moment in time" for the academic reproduction of out-law discourse? Mapping the points of resistance (ala Foucault and Biesecker) entails interrogating "in-law" discourses for their incongruities and contradictions, not turning the academic gaze upon those communities waiting for an opportunity. Out-laws do not lurk in the forefront (66), hoping to be exposed by academic critics; they wait for the right moment for their disruption. Rhetoricians can provide rhetorical instructions for seeking opportunities and for exploiting these opportunities (literally making the culturally weaker argument the stronger), but this does not justify interrogating (intervening in) the cultural logics of the marginalized. The concerns raised here are not designed to dismiss Sloop and Ono's provocative essay. The divergent critical logic they outline deserves careful consideration within the critical community, and it is my hope that the concerns I raise may help to further problematize the relationship between resistance and rhetorical criticism. Rhetorical criticism As I have suggested, my purpose is to use the provocative nature of Sloop and Ono's project to extend disputes regarding the ends of rhetorical criticism. Diverging perspectives on the ends of criticism have been categorized by Barbara Warnick (1992) as falling along four general lines: artist, analyst, audience, and advocate. Leah Ceccarelli (1997) discerns similar categories around the aesthetic, epistemic, and political ends of rhetorical criticism. The out-law discourse project presents clear ties to the notion of critic as advocate. For Sloop and Ono, the critic is an interested party, discerning (and at times disputing) the underlying values and forces contained within a discourse. Additionally, however, the out-law discourse critic is an analyst focusing on the hidden, aberrant texts of the out-law and "rendering] an incoherent or esoteric text comprehensible" (Warnick 1992, 233). Now, I am not suggesting that a critic must serve only one function or that the roles of advocate and analyst are mutually exclusive; rather, these entanglings of power (political ends) and knowledge (epistemic ends) are inevitable. My concern is that we not neglect the complexity of these entanglements. Turning covert out-law discourses into objects of our analyses runs the risk of subjecting them both to the gaze of the dominant and to the power relations of the academy. As the works of Michel Foucault (especially 1979, 1980) aptly illustrate, practices presented as extending such noble goals as emancipation and humanity may endow institutions of confinement and objectification. Any justification for studying out-law dis- course because doing so may extend our political usefulness in the pursuit of emancipatory goals must not obscure the already existing power relations authorizing such studies. Our attempts to extend our domains of knowledge and expertise (authority) must not be pursued unreflexively.
1NC---Disabled
We affirm the 1AC minus their use of the term “disabled”.
Anna 10 AWP: “The Disabled” By Anna on 18 June, 2010 http://disabledfeminists.com/2010/06/18/awp-the-disabled/
The short form of why this is a problem: People with disabilities/the disabled are not a collective group that all agree on anything. Asking what “the disabled” want or “the disabled” are doing is exactly like asking what “women” want and what “women” are doing. Women are individuals. Some of them are women with disabilities! We don’t all want the same things, but grouping everyone under the same umbrella, as though we are a Collective rather than Individuals With Opinions and Needs is… well, it’s pretty damned ableist, as well as being arrogant, ignorant, and irritating.¶ Long Version:¶ We’re still living in a society that makes a lot of casual assumptions about people with disabilities and their experiences. When people start talking about “the disabled” they are generally about to launch into some sort of stereotype – “the disabled are the pawns of the religious right”, for example. This boils down a lot of complicated people – people who have a wide variety of needs, wants, opinions, thoughts, and experiences – into one homogeneous group.¶ This contributes to the de-humanization of disabled people. “The disabled” aren’t people, they’re a big collective noun who can’t be reasoned with, can’t be talked to, can’t be considered – they’re just to be placated, and dealt with, and put out of our minds as quickly as possible in case they sue us.¶ Saying “people with disabilities” or “disabled people” may seem like a pretty minor thing. It is, so it shouldn’t be that difficult. The reason for it, though, is that it can be that small reminder: that people with disabilities are people. That disabled people have opinions and thoughts and experiences and needs that are not universal to all people with disabilities. That we are, in fact, people, and it would be nice if we could be treated as such.¶ Language doesn’t change everything. It isn’t an end in and of itself. But it can be the first step in combating the sort of ableism that makes it okay for many people – including editors and writers for major and minor news sources – to dismiss us as pawns without thought.
First Negative Constructive---Abbreviations
We affirm the first affirmative constructive minus their use of abbreviations.
Marcuse Sixty-Four, [Herbert, was a German-American philosopher, social critic, and political theorists associated with the Frankfurt School of Political Theorists. He studied at the University of Freiburg located in the Federal Republic of Germany, where he was awarded a doctoral degree in German literature in nineteen twenty-two Anno Domini. “One Dimensional Man: Studies in the Ideology of Advanced Industrial Society” was published in the year nineteen sixty-four Anno Domini by the Beacon Press in the United States of America. Accessed on July twenty-third, twenty twenty-four Anno Domini]
Note on abridgment. NATO, SEATO, UN, AFL-CIO, AEC, but also USSR, DDR, etc. Most of these abbreviations are perfectly reasonable and justified by the length of the unabbreviated designata. However, one might venture to see in same of them a "cunning of Reason"-the abbreviation may help to repress undesired questions. NATO does not suggest what North Atlantic Treaty Organization says, namely, a treaty among the nations on the North-Atlantic- in which case one might ask questions about the membership of Greece and Turkey. USSR abbreviates Socialism and Soviet; DDR: democratic. UN dispenses with undue emphasis on "united"; SEATO with those Southeast-Asian countries which do not belong to it. AFL-CIO entombs the radical political differences which once separated the two organizations, and AEC is just one administrative agency among many others. The abbreviations denote that and only that which is institutionalized in such a war that the transcending connotation is cut off. The meaning is fixed, doctored, loaded. Once it has become an official vocable, constantly repeated in general usage, "sanctioned" by the intellectuals, it has lost all cognitive value and serves merely for recognition of an unquestionable fact. This style is of an overwhelming concreteness. The "thing identified with its function" is more real than the thing distinguished from its function, and the linguistic expression of this identification (in the functional noun, and in the many forms of syntactical abridgment) creates a basic vocabulary and syntax which stand in the way of differentiation, separation, and distinction. This language, which constantly imposes images, militates against the development and expression of concepts. In its immediacy and directness, it impedes conceptual thinking; thus, it impedes thinking. For the concept does not identify the thing and its function. Such identification may well be the legitimate and perhaps even the only meaning of the operational and technological concept, but operational and technological definitions are specific usages of concepts for specific purposes. Moreover, they dissolve concepts in operations and exclude the conceptual intent which is opposed to such dissolution. Prior to its operational usage, the concept denies the identification of the thing with its function; it distinguishes that which the thing is from the contingent functions of the thing in the established reality. The prevalent tendencies of speech, which repulse these distinctions, are expressive of the changes in the modes of thought discussed in the earlier chapters-the functionalized, abridged and unified language is the language of one-dimensional thought. In order to illustrate its novelty, I shall contrast it briefly with a classical philosophy of grammar which transcends the behavioral universe and relates linguistic to ontological categories. According to this philosophy, the grammatical subject of a sentence is first a "substance" and remains such in the various states, functions, and qualities which the sentence predicates of the subject. It is actively or passively related to its predicates but remains different from them. If it is not a proper noun, the subject is more than a noun: it names the concept of a thing, a universal which the sentence de- fines as in a particular state or function. The grammatical subject thus carries a meaning in excess of that expressed in the sentence. In the words of Wilhelm von Humboldt: the noun as grammatical subject denotes something that "can enter into certain relationships," but is not identical with these relationships. Moreover, it remains what it is in and "against" these relationships; it is their "universal" and substantive core. The propositional synthesis links the action (or state) with the subject in such a manner that the subject is designated as the actor (or bearer) and thus is distinguished from the state or function in which it happens to be. In saying: "lightning strikes," one "thinks not merely of the striking lightning, but of the lightning itself which strikes," of a subject which "passed into action." And if a sentence gives a definition of its subject, it does not dissolve the subject in its states and functions, but defines it as being in this state, or exercising this function. Neither disappearing in its predicates not existing as an entity before and outside its predicates, the subject constitutes itself in its predicates-the result of a process of mediation which is expressed in the sentence. I have alluded to the philosophy of grammar in order to illuminate the extent to which the linguistic abridgments indicate an abridgment of thought which they in turn fortify and promote. Insistence on the philosophical elements in grammar, on the link between the grammatical, logical, and ontological "subject," points up the contents which are suppressed in the functional language, barred from expression and communication. Abridgment of the concept in fixed images; arrested development in self-validating, hypnotic formulas; immunity against contradiction; identification of the thing (and of the person) with its function-these tendencies reveal the one-dimensional mind in the language it speaks. If the linguistic behavior blocks conceptual development, if it militates against abstraction and mediation, if it surrenders to the immediate facts, it repels recognition of the factors behind the facts, and thus repels recognition of the facts, and of their historical content. In and for the society, this organization of functional discourse is of vital importance; it serves as a vehicle of coordination and subordination. The unified, functional language is an irreconcilably anti-critical and anti-dialectical language. In it, operational and behavioral rationality absorbs the transcendent, negative, oppositional elements of Reason. I shall discuss these elements in terms of the tension between the "is" and the "ought," between essence and appearance, potentiality and actuality-ingression of the negative in the positive determinations of logic. This sustained tension permeates the two-dimensional universe of discourse which is the universe of critical, abstract thought. The two dimensions are antagonistic to each other; the real- ity partakes of both of them, and the dialectical concepts develop the real contradictions. In its own development, dialectical thought came to comprehend the historical character of the contradictions and the process of their mediation as historical process. Thus the ,other" dimension of thought appeared to be historical dimension-the potentiality as historical possibility, its realization as historical event. The suppression of this dimension in the societal universe of operational rationality is a suppression of history, and this is not an academic but a political affair. It is suppression of the society's own past-and of its future, inasmuch as this future invokes the qualitative change, the negation of the present. A universe of discourse in which the categories of freedom have become interchangeable and even identical with their opposites is not only practicing Orwellian or Aesopian language hut is repulsing and for- getting the historical reality-the horror of fascism; the idea of socialism; the preconditions of democracy; the content of freedom. If a bureaucratic dictatorship rules and defines communist society, if fascist regimes are functioning as partners of the Free World, if the welfare program of enlightened capitalism is successfully defeated by labeling it "socialism," if the foundations of democracy are harmoniously abrogated in democracy, then the old historical concepts are invalidated by up-to-date operational redefinitions. The re- definitions are falsifications which, imposed by the powers that be and the powers of fact, serve to transform falsehood into truth. The functional language is a radically anti-historical language: operational rationality has little room and little use for historical reason. Is this fight against history part of the fight against a dimension of the mind in which centrifugal faculties and forces might develop-faculties and forces that might hinder the total coordination of the individual with the society? Remembrance of the Fast may give rise to dangerous insights, and the established society seems to be apprehensive of the subversive contents of memory. Remembrance is a mode of dissociation from the given facts, a mode of "mediation" which breaks, for short i"1 moments, the omnipresent power of the given facts. Memory recalls the terror and the hope that passed. Both come to life again, hut whereas in reality, the former recurs in ever new forms, the latter remains hope. And in the personal events which reappear in the individual memory, the fears and aspirations of mankind assert themselves-the universal in the particular. It is history which memory preserves. It succumbs to the totalitarian power of the behavioral universe: Das "Schreckbild einer Menschheit ohne Erinnenmg . . . ist kein blosses Verfallsprodukt. . . sondern es ist mit der Fortschrittlichkeit des bürgerlichen Prinzips notwendig verknüpft." "Oekonomen und Soziologen wie Werner Sombart und Max Weber haben das Prinzip des Traditionalismus den feudalen Gesellschaftsformen zugeordnet und das der Rationalität den bürgerlichen. Das sagt aber nicht weniger, als dass Erinnerung, Zeit, Gedächtnis von der fortschreitenden bürgerlichen Gesellschaft selber als eine Art irrationaler Rest liquidiert wird . . .” 
1NC---Mumble Punk
We affirm the 1AC minus their playing of “Mumble Punk”.
Steward 22(Richie otherwise known as “Hardcore” is a Lightweight Kickboxer coming out of New Zealand. He holds a master’s degree in Art Sociology from the University of Auckland. Excerpt from his thesis to fulfill requirements for his degree, Published by the University of Auckland, 2022. Accessed 7/23/2024)//jliu
Across the survey of songs, lyrics and themes of men’s power over women were pervasive. Sexual conquest over a rival’s partner was common, as was reference to female sexual partners as interchangeable and disposable. Across the sample we identified, “lyrics mirror the street code’s exhortation that men avoid commitment, marriage, and caring for children; instead, women are to be sexually used and then quickly discarded”.102 Singer Chris Brown, convicted of felony assault for his violence against former partner Rhianna, illustrates this anti-fatherhood responsibility sentiment in the song No Guidance, singing, “Before I die I’m tryna fuck you, baby. Hopefully we don’t have no babies I don’t even wanna go back home”.103 Women’s names were never used, rather the word “bitch” was frequently used as a reference to girlfriends and partners. Although this study’s methodology did not centre content analysis, I thought it would be useful on occasion to quantify how frequently certain words or phrases appeared across my sample. Thus, in these brief examples of content analysis, I identified units of analysis that were brief feminised sayings that include one to five words (i.e., short phrases). Of the 50 song sample I analysed, the word “bitch” featured in 34 or roughly 68% of the coded songs. “Bitch” is used to refer directly to a female partner (e.g., “my bitch”) or to feminise and denigrate an enemy an artist had “beef” with. Bragging that having sex with an enemy’s girlfriend or sexual partner (e.g., “Could hit your bitch”104) is also a consistent theme, to showcase sexual prowess, power, and the ability to cuckhold enemies. “’Ey fuck your IG, I put somethin’ on your sonogram”, Young Thug recites, boasting of impregnating his opposition’s partner.105 Sexual conquests over a rival’s women are a repeated lyrical weapon of war. The framing of women as “mine” or “yours” also speaks to sexist notions of possession and a lack of female agency and autonomy. Across the sample, women are described in positions in relation to men. Even songs that are performed by women place female performers in relation to male figures who can provide them with material goods, or emotionless sex. As such, we see a continuing normative presentation of hegemonic masculinity. Women in popular Hip-Hop are objects to be used and disregarded for either a Rapper’s personal sexual gratification, or to emotionally hurt a Rapper’s enemy by betraying them. Men are the primary actors, who have agency, while women remain in a subordinate role. While agency is shown by the female under study, it is still presented in a manner that is acceptable to the dominant gender role order. Female agency is limited to asking for aggressive sex, in the pursuit of sexual gratification, or material goods. Writing about the presentation of women in Hip-Hop’s music videos, Jefferies observes that “Women’s bodies are constantly sexualized and commoditized by the promotional machinery of both independent and corporate hip hop producer… The vast majority of these instances fit squarely within the framework of male supremacy, as women are degraded and cast as disempowered creatures relative to men”.106 We can say the same in the lyrical content of our sample of songs. Women are nameless, faceless, and reduced to their worth as a sexual commodity.
1NC---Whiteness
We affirm the 1AC minus [insert name’s] reading of it.
Yancy 08 [Black Bodies, White Gazes: The Continuing Significance of Race; George Dewey Yancy is an American philosopher who has been a professor of philosophy at Emory University since fall 2015. He is also a distinguished Montgomery Fellow at Dartmouth College. He is also the editor for Lexington Books' "Philosophy of Race" book series]
The white student’s objection raised the issue of how white interlocutors, when in discussions involving race and racism, may (more than they realize) deploy theory as a way of not being forced to examine aspects of their own white subject position. Indeed, the deployment of theory can function as a form of bad faith. Whiteness, after all, is a master of concealment; it is insidiously embedded within responses, reactions, good intentions, postural gestures, denials, and structural and material orders. Etymologically, the word “insidious” (insidiae) means to ambush—a powerful metaphor, as it brings to mind images and scenarios of being snared and trapped unexpectedly. Whiteness as a form of ambushing is not an anomaly. The operations of whiteness are by no means completely transparent. This is partly what it means to say that whiteness is insidious. The moment a white person claims to have arrived, he/she often undergoes a surprise attack, a form of attack that points to how whiteness ensnares even as one strives to fight against racism. Shannon Sullivan states, “Rather than rest assured that she is effectively fighting white privilege, when engaging in resistance a person needs to continually be questioning the effects of her activism on both self and world.”3 Although there are many white antiracists who do fight and will continue to fight against the operations of white power, and while it is true that the regulatory power of whiteness will invariably attempt to undermine such efforts, it is important that white antiracists realize how much is at stake
Cap K Updates
1NC---Link---Identity Politics
Tunnel-vision, identity politics ignores oppression stemming from factors of the capitalism world — turns the aff, it ignores legitimate problems that come before structural violence, dooming us all
Das 23, Raju J., York University, Faculty of Environmental and Urban Change, Toronto, Canada (GRID:grid.21100.32) (ISNI:0000 0004 1936 9430), Mar 2023, Dialectical Anthropology, “Why is identity politics not conducive to achieving sustained social justice?”, Accessed July 22, 2024, PW
IP = Identity Politics
IP over-emphasizes oppression as a human condition. It fails to recognize that society’s major problems—e.g. massive income/wealth inequality, livelihood precarity, grinding poverty, avoidable pandemic mortality, recurrent economic crises, global warming and endless wars—are not fundamentally caused by racial, gender, or other identity-based oppression, even if oppressed groups suffer more than others from these problems. IP fails to appreciate that society’s major problems, and indeed the processes underlying injustice, are predominantly caused by society’s productive resources being controlled by a tiny minority who use them for profit rather than to meet human needs, a process defended by the state (Das, 2017).¶ Oppression is undoubtedly an important aspect of the human condition. But IP cannot point to any objective general (=society-wide) mechanisms driving it. For example: What is it about men, or white people, that gives them the power, and creates in them a need, to oppress women and black people, respectively? Any explanation offered is idealistic: Gender and racial oppression occur because of certain ways of thinking. But whence does such thinking come?¶ IP cannot adequately answer this because it conflates material conditions—“the economic conditions of production” (and social reproduction of human species)— with “social consciousness” (Marx, 1859). How people think is important as it can have some influence on material conditions and politics. Yet, one cannot properly “judge an individual by what he [or she] thinks about himself [or herself],” nor can one judge how a society operates merely in terms of individuals’ consciousness. Indeed, “this consciousness must be explained from the ...material life” and its contradictions (ibid.). There are objective conditions behind the injustice that people experience (e.g., colonialism, slavery). And then there are ideas that make people accept these conditions as “self-evident laws of nature” (Marx, 1887:523) in order to minimize potential resistance against these conditions and the attendant injustice, the ideas (see below) that inform everyday social practices (e.g., racist discrimination). For IP, however, “the cause of discrimination is rooted in the very identity of these groups and their difference from the discriminating group” (Lustig, 2020: 248; italics added). Thus, IP conflates objective conditions with the ideas (that constitute discrimination/prejudice against individuals).¶ Non‐recognition of common human condition¶ IP’s emphasis on the individual and on individual thinking, and thus its neglect of the materiality of human life, leads to it overlooking the fact that all people (of whatever sexuality, gender, race, ethnicity, caste, religion, etc.) must ‘first of all eat, drink, have shelter and clothing’ etc. (Engels, 1883) before being able to pursue politics, ideology, etc. Consequently, IP disregards the fact that people must produce things to satisfy their needs, that in class societies this production necessarily happens within exploitative relations of ownership and control in/over production and that the state is bound to defend these relations even at the expense of people’s democratic rights and livelihood. Consequently, IP neglects the common obstacles (class relations, and especially, capitalism, and the state) to achieving social justice that people of all different identities face.¶ IP mistakenly assumes that oppressed groups—as humans and as members of exploited classes—have no interests cutting across their identity-specific interests. The systemic character of social oppression becomes then a matter of how individuals uniquely experience their everyday lives. Individuals are treated as individuals and not as what Marx calls “ensembles of the social relations” whereby what one individual is, is because of their relations to others. Note Collins’ (1990: 234) assertion that each oppressed group has its unique experience; that there are only “partial perspectives, situated knowledges”; and that no one group has a clear angle of vision nor possesses the theory that allows it to discover the general mechanisms of oppression.¶ Personal experience is important: to the extent that (poor) black people are subjected to more police brutality than (poor) white people, the former’s experience is significant. Moreover, our knowledge of what is happening and why, and our view of what is to be done are partly shaped by our own experience of place- and time- specific concrete manifestations/expressions of the structure of oppression. But I would argue that such experience engenders only “spontaneous consciousness” (of oppression) while what is necessary for sustained social justice is theoretical consciousness—i.e., consciousness of the ontologically stratified social totality including its underlying social-material relations and causal mechanisms. These are class relations and contradiction-ridden economic development processes, which IP neglects. They determine the structure of oppression, which is variously expressed and experienced (see below). Does one have to be lynched by a Hindu or white mob to develop insight into such lynching and to solidarize with experience of being lynched?
2NC---Links---Identity Politics
Identity Fetishism DA: Their understanding of commodification delegitimizes others struggles — the aff is unable to see the value in solidarity, IP focus villainizes people seemingly “in power” by claiming they are complicit in the cycle of oppression.  
Das 23, Raju J., York University, Faculty of Environmental and Urban Change, Toronto, Canada (GRID:grid.21100.32) (ISNI:0000 0004 1936 9430), Mar 2023, Dialectical Anthropology, “Why is identity politics not conducive to achieving sustained social justice?”, Accessed July 22, 2024, PW
IP = Identity Politics
Fourthly, by adopting an oppressionist perspective that is empirically Euro-American centric, not only are Asia and Africa’s millions of women workers ignored, but the working class is often understood as white (adult) males. This conception devalues women’s labor in capitalist production and exchange, both in richer and poorer countries. And it leads to the working class as a whole being regarded as the oppressor. Such a view disregards the working class as the universal liberatory class whose alienation represents that of nearly everyone, and which has no interest in reproducing the current society (Llorente, 2013; Das, 2017: chapter 12).¶ Fifthly, in the politics of recognition, and given IP’s superficial understanding of economic inequality (ostensibly readily addressed by redistributive government policy but without fundamental society-wide transformation of class relations), understanding class’s primacy over relations of oppression gets short shrift. Class is treated as merely one of many axes of injustice without class relations being seen as governing non-class axes of injustice. IP (and other liberal/left-liberal approaches) appears unconscious of the analytical faultiness in seeing class merely in terms of distributive inequality redressable through measures of social justice. It begs the question: What would class equality mean? Can landlords and peasants, or capitalists and workers, ever be equal?¶ By over-emphasizing identity, IP is aligned with false empiricist understandings of exploitation and its link to oppression. For example, white workers (who are ostensibly not oppressed) getting higher wages than black workers (who are oppressed) are seen as exploiting black workers. Or, more generally, it is falsely thought, “everyone who isn’t experiencing a given form of oppression is complicit in perpetuating it and benefits from it” (Cassell, 2017). In other words, in IP where one individual can freely choose from a basket of identity “commodities,” there is identity fetishism. The latter somewhat parallels what Marx (1887) calls commodity fetishism: Relations between, say, white workers and black workers (and indeed between white people and black people) replace relations between exploiters (of different identities) and the exploited (of different identities). Yet to the extent that white (or upper caste) people or men get higher wages than others, the real beneficiary is the exploiting property-owning class. Although more is given from the total wage-fund at a given moment to workers of some groups and less to others (whose super-exploitation is based on their oppressed identity), objectively, the whole class of direct producers is getting only a small part of its net product.
Division of people through their identities fails to dismantle the system — affs claims on their individualized, compounded oppression instills capitalistic tendencies used to move up on the economic latter.
Das 23, Raju J., York University, Faculty of Environmental and Urban Change, Toronto, Canada (GRID:grid.21100.32) (ISNI:0000 0004 1936 9430), Mar 2023, Dialectical Anthropology, “Why is identity politics not conducive to achieving sustained social justice?”, Accessed July 22, 2024, PW
Crenshaw (1989) used the metaphor of a crossroads to develop the notion of intersectionality. One road denotes race, another denotes gender, and so on, and they all intersect. This framework is helpful for seeing how distinct axes of oppression compound others (Haider, 2018:7). But ultimately, intersectionality is a scaled-up version of IP. The intersecting roads of single oppressions are all built on sandy surfaces of subjectivity. As an idealist and empiricist framework, IP cannot answer: What is objectively common to the experience of all oppressed groups? Pursuing the roads metaphor, what explains the nature of the surface on which different roads of identity intersect and without which there cannot be roads? What explains whether any road is causally (not morally) more important than another, and how/why they intersect?
The main limitation of IP, including in its intersectionalist incarnation, as a theoretical vehicle for the fight for social justice, stems from it ignoring the alternative theory that social oppression is caused fundamentally by class exploitation and its defense by the state. This theory entails several inter-related aspects. (1) While capital is indifferent to the nature of concrete labor, labor is not, because some kinds of labor are “dirty” (e.g., scavenging) and/or require back-breaking manual exertion. The capitalist system uses oppressed groups to get this sort of work done: The “lowest castes” (Dalits) do stinking, scavenging work in India; racialized immigrants do hard manual work (e.g., strawberry picking) in rich countries. (2) Capitalist employers super-exploit oppressed groups by paying them wages below those paid to others and justify this in terms of their purported inferior status–as if a black man or woman possesses less than one unit of labor power of average quality. (3) Similarly, capitalism’s political system denies these groups access to a social wage (government benefits) and/or full democratic rights, because they are seen as unworthy—as if a racialized immigrant possesses less than a unit of citizenship. Now, these mechanisms (see points 1–3) lead to a major consequence: Dividing common people on the basis of identities undermines their ability to fight both class-exploitation and the state power supporting it, as also efforts to obtain material and other concessions promoting social justice. Consequently, working people themselves use IP to compete for resources and jobs in a society, one where the economic realm is effectively beyond their democratic control. Moreover, as Du Bois (1935) would say, they also use IP as a psychological compensation for their suffering.
IP is thus practically “averse” to a serious consideration of objective class relations and to class politics. To the extent that IP considers class at all, its consideration takes four forms, none conducive to the fight for social justice. Firstly, IP, including intersectionalism, sees class idealistically as classism with cultural- social prejudice against working-class people (or “the poor”) treated as parallel to racism and sexism. This reduces class to an identity category. Secondly, IP’s occasional attention to class’s material dimension manifests in its silence about the relations of property and production and consequently in its concern with distribution only because it sees class in terms of some people having less income or fewer use values than others.
1NC---Link---Need for Representation/Success
The need for success and representation is reverse causal — they don’t radically challenge the oppressive systems meaning that the groups they attempt to save inevitably are left fighting for themselves.
Das 23, Raju J., York University, Faculty of Environmental and Urban Change, Toronto, Canada (GRID:grid.21100.32) (ISNI:0000 0004 1936 9430), Mar 2023, Dialectical Anthropology, “Why is identity politics not conducive to achieving sustained social justice?”, Accessed July 22, 2024, PW
IP = Identity Politics
Human wants “spring from the stomach” (material wants) and “from fancy” (cultural/subjective wants) (Marx, 1887:27). All humans, whether they quench hunger by eating “raw meat with the help of hands, nails and teeth” or by eating “cooked meat eaten with a knife and fork” (Marx, 1857) need to be treated respectfully, including in words and gestures, and to be given due recognition for their contribution to society. However, given that, for IP, social oppression becomes mainly a matter of how individuals think who they and others are, a crucial form of struggle is linguistic political correctness. This strategy is mistaken. Change in words is not unimportant, but it itself cannot fundamentally change the world. For example, how can mere land acknowledgement, e.g., saying that I am sitting on land taken away from a Canadian aboriginal group, help the group improve its conditions of employment and access to safe drinking water and healthcare? If linguistic struggle is important, would IP ever demand that capitalists make a “labour acknowledgement” saying: “our profit comes from your labour”? Recognition is not un-important. But recognition itself is not redistribution, not even of consumption resources.
IP’s main goal is the following: given n jobs or seats in a university in a given year in a region/country, more of n should go to the socially oppressed than to dominant groups. Put differently, IP’s main goal is to address unequal distribution—in identitarian terms—of societal wrongs and opportunities. To the extent that IP demands material redistribution and that some concessions are granted due to the pressure of IP, they are very likely to affect a small section within an oppressed group (e.g., employment for a few people who are oppressed by unequal race or gen- der relations), at the expense of other people, some of whom may be oppressed in other ways. Like state welfare programs based on the redistribution of the working class’s own contribution (tax), IP’s redistribution is within the class of workers, and not from capitalists to workers. When IP pressure leads to some black people getting more jobs than otherwise, some white people may get fewer jobs. Consequently, as per the IP’s nature, all these groups fight among themselves for a given pool of jobs rather than fight against the ruling class and its state in order to increase well-paying and secure employment opportunities for all right now. IP’s redistributive politics effectively reproduces identity-based divisions among people. These divisions help reproduce the capitalist structure, including its anti-democratic coercive machine that is deployed to keep the oppressed groups in their place within the class of direct producers (wage earners and small-scale producers).
IP from above is often based on a trickle-down theory of oppression (Garnham, 2018). Such an approach, I would argue, parallels the trickle-down theory of neo- classical economics and of neoliberalism. In IP’s trickle-down approach, when a few women or black people achieve top positions, all women or all Blacks some- how benefit. Implicit here is the idea that greater presence of women and other oppressed groups in the public places (e.g., workplaces) “help[s] eradicate or allevi- ate their oppression” (Cassell, 2017). Yet, as Cassell points out, “oppressed groups are not oppressed because they are underrepresented; they are underrepresented because of systemic oppression in society that create[s] barriers to participation in public life and politics.” Even if the boards of directors of companies include many more black people or women, it would make no material difference to the exploitation suffered by the working class and poor, including black women. For example, in South Africa, “the incorporation of a tiny minority of blacks into the capitalist class has made no difference to the dire poverty suffered by the majority” (Senan, 2015). Indeed, if a woman or a black person who is relatively affluent succeeds in overcom- ing sexist or racist obstacles to their lives, does this make a significant difference to the lives of ordinary women or black people? (Sparrow, 2016). How does the presence of a few more black people or aboriginal people in academia or the government in itself eliminate (or significantly undermine) oppression, especially when most black or aboriginal children begin day one of their journey in suffering, alienated from life’s necessaries? Further, why is it necessarily a good thing if many homosexuals or women and black people become exploitative CEOs, war-mongering army generals, and aus- terity-promoting university administrators? What use is it if lots of black people or women professors are hired even if they may be theoretically “enslaved” to a politics of religious or racist supremacism or to anti-people World Bank policies or to imperialist war-mongering? Is it not cultural essentialism to think that a black person or a woman will automatically champion the fight against oppression of all black people and women? Consider this example from the USA: Joe Biden’s Cabinet includes women and visible minorities whose hands and brains are tainted by actions that have hurt millions in the US and in the Global South. Mr. Biden said in 2021: “This cabinet will be more representative of the American people than any other cabinet in history.” But the question is: Representative of what exactly—of what charac- teristic of Americans? Note, moreover, that when the “liberal” administration plays the politics of race and gender while failing to significantly improve the conditions of oppressed and exploited men and women, the objective effect is to fuel the anger and alienation that create conditions for the growth of the Far Right which plays race- or religion-based majoritarian IP and is even more anti-redistribution than the “liberals.”
The slightly better-off among oppressed groups, for whatever reason (including pure chance), compete for the top posts with those of culturally dominant groups; so they use IP to meet their needs and ambition. This suggests that IP as an idea becomes an ideology of these better-off sub-groups. Moreover, applying a political strategy of increasing representation of identity groups in higher echelons of private-corporate or state bureaucracy effectively works as a strategy of hiding, behind an IP screen, all the economic and political violence that the system inflicts on common people of all races, genders, and sexes. One must ask: What is the value of any small positive change that might accrue from IP (e.g., benefit for a few women who get university or corporate jobs; women leaders motivating other women to join politics) relative to the cost of IP in terms of: (a) the divisiveness that it promotes, which impedes movements for justice for the oppressed and the exploited majority; (b) the illusions that IP cultivates about the ability of the system to serve people’s needs durably and significantly; and (c) “fueling” Far Right’s majoritarian IP.

1NC---Link---Reparations
Reparations fail because it perpetuates the need for consumption and doesn’t assume the unequal distribution of resources for capital gain.
Das 23, Raju J., York University, Faculty of Environmental and Urban Change, Toronto, Canada (GRID:grid.21100.32) (ISNI:0000 0004 1936 9430), Mar 2023, Dialectical Anthropology, “Why is identity politics not conducive to achieving sustained social justice?”, Accessed July 22, 2024, PW
IP = Identity Politics
This concern with distribution only is evident in Fraser’s (2009: 84) “perspectival dualism” approach to justice where she argues that “redistribution and recognition do not correspond to two substantive societal domains, economy [class relations] and culture.....One can use the recognition perspective to identify the cultural dimensions of ...redistributive economic policies” and “one can use the redistribution perspective to bring into focus the economic dimensions of ...recognition.” Such a perspective is problematic. Not only does Fraser fail to consider property and production relations; her adding redistribution to recognition does not produce a rigorous concept that includes necessarily connected mechanisms. Whence does the need for misrecognition ultimately come? Further, Fraser is concerned only with redistribution of consumption resources. She neglects consideration of how the unequal distribution of these resources stems from an unequal distribution of productive resources and from the logic of their use (i.e., for profit making). No redistribution agenda can significantly or sustainably benefit the oppressed unless the property or class question is addressed alongside considering how the conditions for a lack of recognition are rooted in that question.1
Thirdly, IP’s gradational-distributivist view sees problems such as those of low income as experienced by the socially oppressed (e.g., black women), i.e., as “problems of the disproportionately poor” (Gimenez, 2018: 105), and not as problems of all property-less or property-poor men and women of different races and ethnicities, who constitute the economically bottom 80–90%. In other words, IP decides questions of who gets what in terms not of objective criteria (property/production relations) but of who is seen as whom.

1NC Link/Alt Solves---Material Action
A refusal mechanism re-entrenches us within a capitalist system — individualized focus obscures real change that can occur through political, material organizing
Anderson 17, Benjamin J., PhD Candidate in the School of Communication at Simon Fraser University (SFU), where his research concerns the intersections of work, neoliberalism, and urban change, 2017-07-01, “Project or Program? Prefigurative Politics, Folk Politics and the Struggle for Change”, “Unmediated: Journal of Politics and Communication”, Accessed July 22, 2024, PW
Recent political campaigns within the mainstream and social democratic left have been billed (both by themselves and others) as ‘revolutionary’. From Podemos to Bernie Sanders’ so-called ’political revolution,’ grassroots movements have mobilised the imagery and rhetoric of collective liberation, bottom-up decision-making, and opposition to the status quo. This political development, which evokes a certain reform-versus-revolution synthesis, stands in stark contrast to the operational logics – namely those of refusal, flight, and experimentation with new forms of social organisation – of autonomous and prefigurative anti-capitalist (or at least counter-neoliberal) social movements of the last two decades, from Quebec’s Maple Spring to Occupy Wall Street and beyond. In this essay, I will attempt to tease out some of the tensions as well as commonalities between these prefigurative projects, and the coordinated policy and cultural programs proposed by proponents of less horizontal forms of political organising. The first stage of this inquiry will probe the anti-power, anti-hegemonic principles that guide much of the discourse that characterises these modes of political intervention and social production. This is followed by a discussion of the limits, especially in terms of reach and mass, that are thought to undermine these prefigurative strategies. Finally, these limits will be weighed against recent calls for organised programs of political plurality based on coordinated efforts at both the cultural and policy level.¶ Before starting down this line of inquiry, however, I would like to introduce two terms that I will utilise throughout this paper to designate each of these political streams: project and program. The term project, in this instance, is intended to encapsulate the experimental, self-generated character of many movements of autonomy. It is intended to emphasise their common underlying goal of the active creation of alternatives. By contrast, the term program is used throughout in relation to coordinated efforts to bring these political projects into closer connection with pre-existing policy and cultural goals. The political program, in this sense, is a compound movement of social production and political organisation that reaches beyond strategies of refusal and attempts to intervene at many points throughout the socio-political landscape, whereas the project stands out as the generation and rearticulation of alternatives in practice. It will be my goal in the pages that follow to clarify this contrast while simultaneously finding points of agreement and harmony that assist in promoting negotiation and coordination between these two strategic positions.¶ To begin, let’s consider some of the underlying principles and characteristics of the prefigurative project. First, the prefigurative experiments of the past two decades – the global justice mobilisations of the late 1990s, the 2010 UK tuition protests, Occupy Wall Street, Hong Kong’s Umbrella Revolution, or more recently, the 2017 campus occupations and student strikes in Puerto Rico – were highly participatory mobilisations from below, often coordinated outside of bureaucratic structures, and generally including some alternative or open form of outreach and narrative framing1. Additionally, in most cases these projects are spatially and/or temporally rooted, taking cues from Bey’s notion of the Temporary Autonomous Zone2 or occupation. Generally speaking, with these movements we observe the intentional creation of alternative modes of social life outside of market relations. In the words of Holloway3 , these projects liberate the human ’power to‘ create from the systems that exercise ’power over’ human creativity and freedom. The goal in this context is not to create an alternative system of power relations but rather to free human socialisation from systems of power writ large.¶ Moreover, in Holloway’s view, these mobilisations can – and often do – challenge capitalist hegemony by exposing and exploiting the cracks in its legitimacy. The Zapatistas4, for instance, continue to operate as a social formation outside and beyond the Mexican state and the conventions of global market relations. At the same time, the Zapatistas organise oppositional actions outside of their zone of autonomy in order to strengthen the communicative dimension to their struggle. These efforts, ranging from the organisation of strike actions to the now-iconic electronic communiques of Subcomondante Marcos, expand their reach and simultaneously inspire the imaginations of activists in disparate regions and cultural contexts¶ We should note as well that the proliferation of prefigurative movements has coincided, in large part, with that of social media, which stands out in its own right as a powerful tool in the evolution of public discourse5. It is easy, of course, to overstate the causal relationship between social media and social movements, to stray close to a kind of blanketed technological determinism. However, as Cammaerts6 argues, such media present new discursive spaces for network building, platform dissemination, and performative outreach, and have become commonplace features in the repertoires of contentious action7 of a wide berth of prefigurative movements.¶ To take but one of the more salient examples, writer and activist Micah White describes the success of Occupy Wall Street at pushing its discursive platform into the mainstream conscience as owing to a form of ‘meme warfare’. According to White, the lasting influence of the movement was contingent upon a decentralised means of message generation, wherein the editors of Adbusters generated the initial idea, which was then circulated and co-opted by a multitude of activists and organisers. This more organic circulation, in White’s view, led to a greater degree of interaction from actors who built the movement to suit their particular needs, rather than requiring them to fall in line behind designated spokespeople and organisers. As White readily acknowledges, for all its affordances, such horizontalism also came with constraints, and revealed the limits of decentralised decision-making for diverse intended outcomes, such that the movement’s ability to articulate any kind of program for change was seriously hampered8.¶ First, however, let us consider how the messaging of these examples interacts with the project of autonomous production of alternatives. Many thinkers9 cite the ideological and pedagogical influence that decentralised, viral communicative strategies has on other activists, ultimately conceiving their impact as one of exemplar rather than of narrative. Day, for instance, posits that the various physical actions of organising – setting up the autonomous zone, creating the counter-public, and generally prefiguring an alternative – serve an ideological function in their own right, by demonstrating an alternative to the conditions of neoliberal global capitalism10. In this way, the physical and communicative activities of such projects inspires what Haiven calls the ‘radical imagination’ - that is, a collective imaginary that develops through the actions and interactions between and within movements11. In the case of Occupy, the development of the radical imagination came about through the movement’s ability to self-organise, sustain a multitude of autonomous activities, and ultimately help generate a diaspora of related movements (among them Strike Debt and Occupy Sandy).¶ In all such cases, prefigurative projects have a markedly communicative dimension. Prefigurative actions - including the occupation of public spaces, the autonomous take-overs of productive facilities, and instances of refusal - simultaneously exist as sites of mass theatre and creation in and of commonality12 . These are experiments which both create real instances of new social organisation and engage the imagination in the abstract work of envisioning egalitarian futures. They are, in other words, simultaneously resistant and generative. Take, for instance, the striking visual spectacle of the so-called Umbrella Revolution in Hong Kong or the telegenic occupations of foreclosed homes throughout the United States in the wake of the housing crisis. The performative force of these actions stems not just from their political motivations, but also from their literal demonstration of alternative ways of being and of organising social life.¶ But to what degree does this process of refusal and generation actually challenge entrenched systems of power? In contrast to the anti-power and anti-hegemony views of commentators like Holloway and Day, Srnicek and Williams question the efficacy of political projects that do not directly intervene in the exercise of political power beyond refusal or protest13. In their Inventing the Future, Srnicek and Williams charge that contemporary movements have stooped to an unexacting manner of thinking and have mobilised what they deem ’folk politics.’ These folk politics according to Srnicek and Williams, are characterised by individualism, an obsession with the strategies of the past, overdetermined localist ethics, and ultimately an unwillingness to do the hard, long-term work of actively challenging structures of power. This mind-set, the argument goes, instils in the Left an expectation of immediate results and forecloses the struggle for a post-capitalist mode of social organisation. In short, so long as it remains tethered to the anvil of folk politics, the prefigurative project remains backward-facing, and succumbs to a simplistic politics of refusal rather than engaging in a proactive program of social and political change.
2NC---Root Cause
IP’s isolationist outlook causes group infighting and ignores the root cause of the multiple facets of oppression on the working class: Capitalism — turns the aff and its solvency
Das 23, Raju J., York University, Faculty of Environmental and Urban Change, Toronto, Canada (GRID:grid.21100.32) (ISNI:0000 0004 1936 9430), Mar 2023, Dialectical Anthropology, “Why is identity politics not conducive to achieving sustained social justice?”, Accessed July 22, 2024, PW
IP = Identity Politics
The political power of the masses (workers and small-scale producers) to fight for justice lies in their class-based unity, but the objective effect of IP is disunity. IP recognizes many perspectives on oppression, all of them partial (e.g., a gender per- spective, a race perspective), because each group’s experience is treated as unique. Specific experience as a group member is furthermore seen as a prerequisite for a fully committed and representative struggle; for example, only a black person or a Dalit can truly lead a movement for racial and caste justice.
As “an individualist method,” IP “is based on the individual’s demand for recognition, and it takes that individual’s identity as the starting point.... [I]t suppresses the fact that all identities are socially constructed. And because all of us necessarily have an identity that is different from everyone else’s, it undermines the possibility of collective self-organization” (Haider, 2018:23–24).
Even when IP turns to groups of individuals, it remains faulty. All the numerous oppressed groups, each with its unique views and political demands, compete with one another and cannot find common ground on which to fight against the totality of oppression, let alone class exploitation. IP invites every separate group to assert its rights against another. Logically, in IP, the interests of black women are opposed to those of black men, and the interests of black disabled women are opposed to those of black able-bodied women, and so on.
IP fails to understand that almost all workers and small-scale producers, i.e., almost all exploited people, experience oppression in different forms: ageism, sexism, racism, religious sectarianism, etc. All these different forms represent a single process: tyranny, or assault on democratic rights (Das, 2020). Democratic rights of all—the bloc of the bottom 80–90%—must be defended as a part of promoting justice, and not just the rights of this or that group separately.
1NC---Link---Pessimism 
The 1AC’s pessimism is parasitic object located within the Grand Hotel Abyss, positioned in-between habitual comfort and the edge of absurdity. It enables capitalism’s end goal of complacency. 
Frantzen 20 (Mikkel Krause Frantzen is an associate professor in environmental aesthetics at the University of Copenhagen and Humboldt Fellow at Humboldt University, Berlin, “Against Pessimism, or, the Education of Hope”, Johns Hopkins University Press, Volume 49, Number 1, 2020 (Issue 151), https://muse.jhu.edu/pub/1/article/751176/pdf )//LF
· can be repurposed as just an answer to pessimism
[bookmark: b21-text][bookmark: f9-text][bookmark: b3-text][bookmark: f10-text][bookmark: b13-text][bookmark: b11-text][bookmark: f11-text][bookmark: f12-text][bookmark: f13-text][bookmark: f14-text][bookmark: b6-text][bookmark: f15-text][bookmark: f16-text][bookmark: b5-text][bookmark: f17-text][bookmark: f18-text][bookmark: f19-text]The main problem, however, is a political problem, relating to the tendency to revel and rejoice in (speculative) ideas of annihilation. As for the ecological crisis, the fantasy of extinction seems to be formulated from a pessimist position of pure privilege. In general, I believe there is reason to wonder and worry about the politics of this kind of biological or cosmological pessimism, which Thacker shares with both Cioran and Schopenhauer. Or should I say anti-politics instead of politics, because it seems to me that the philosophy of pessimism entails a purely anti-political stance. Yet, the consequences of that position are still political. Gyorgy Lukács once faulted “a considerable part of the leading German intelligentsia, including Adorno” for having sought refuge and residence in what Lukács satirically called the Grand Hotel Abyss, which he had described in a critique of Schopenhauer’s pessimism as “a beautiful hotel, equipped with every comfort, on the edge of an abyss, of nothingness, of absurdity” (Theory of the Novel 22).9 A similar accusation can be directed against contemporary pessimists, like Thacker. The problem, though, [End Page 101] extends well beyond self-proclaimed pessimists, pertaining as it does to a more general atmosphere among critical intellectuals, academics, artists and activists, characterized by what Walter Benjamin called back in 1931 left melancholy (“Left-Wing Melancholy”),10 and what Joshua Clover and Juliana Spahr, in a minor rhetorical modification, have called West melancholy (#Misanthropocene 4). It is thus more than clear that the optimism of Marxist historicism has evaporated, and the same goes for, to borrow Immanuel Wallerstein’s apt phrase, “the optimism of the oppressed” (84–85). The workers no longer believe that history is on their side, nor do their spokespersons in the unions or political parties. The belief in a better future is gone. And so much the better, according to T.J. Clark, who, in the article “For a Left with No Future” (2012), quite simply wants the left to abandon its futurological aspects and aspirations, settling instead on what he calls tragic presentism.11 Indeed, capitalist realism reigns across the spectrum. What is at stake is a matter of both philosophy and politics. It is a matter of responding to the capitalist world, climate crisis, and all our contemporary ills. Pessimism will lead us exactly nowhere, which is precisely the dream of capitalism: Maintaining the status quo (while continuing to accumulate profits). As Gilles Deleuze said in a lecture on Spinoza in 1978: “Inspiring sad passions is necessary for the exercise of power.” Thus, while pessimism may well negate capitalist society on the level of the ideological principles of happiness and frantic, entrepreneur-like activity, it could actually be said to affirm the self-same society on a deeper and more fundamental level, namely with respect to the feeling that nothing can ever change, that nothing really is to be done.12 In his book, The Principle of Hope, Ernst Bloch precisely drew attention to the fact that “it is no coincidence that capitalism has striven to spread, apart from the false happy end, its own genuine nihilism” (446). So might there be a way out of this conceptual cul-de-sac, this dead-end dualism of the false happy end of capitalist optimism and the unhappy end of capitalist nihilism, both equally false (in this argument, capitalism produces optimism on a subjective and pessimism on an objective level)? It is here, in the attempt to develop another affective axiomatic, that Ernst Bloch’s theory of hope enters the picture. Here, it is perhaps helpful to recall the historical and personal circumstances under which Bloch wrote his magnum opus, the trilogy The Principle of Hope. Born in 1885 to Jewish parents, in his youth, Bloch befriended, among others, Lukács, Adorno and Benjamin, and was part of the Frankfurt School, though he was often considered too much of a speculative mystic to be fully accepted by it.13 The publication of Geist der Utopie (Spirit of Utopia) in 1916–7 marked a turning point in Bloch’s career, [End Page 102] which followed a somewhat steady course until he and his wife Karola were forced to flee Germany in 1938. Like Adorno and Horkheimer, they went to the US, but Bloch was thoroughly disappointed to learn that he was not to be granted a position at the Institut für Sozialforschung that had moved across the Atlantic, too. Bloch had no proper job, he was far away from home, Hitler was on the march in Europe, his friend Walter Benjamin killed himself in 1940 in the Pyrenees, near the Spanish border town of Portbou, and his wife’s parents were killed in 1943 in the Treblinka extermination camp. It was certainly not the best of times, and yet it was during this period – more specifically between 1938 and 1947 – that Bloch wrote The Principle of Hope (its original title was Träume vom besseren Leben [Dreams of a Better Life]). Having been offered a position at Leipziger Universität in the former DDR, Bloch and his family returned to East Germany in 1949, but the work was not published until 1954–1959. The point is that he wrote a book about hope, not despite but rather because of the historical hell in which he found himself. The Principle of Hope is, in Bloch’s own words, an “encyclopaedia of hope” (17). It is a massive and idiosyncratic constellation of what could be called sites of hope, fragile architectures of hope. He writes about fashion, fairytales, architecture, music and a range of other objects, and continuously seeks and draws out their utopian dimensions. The fundamental idea is that Man is an animal with hopes, with expectations and anticipations, with wishes and dreams about the future to come, and that it is imperative to take this seriously. Even a daydream about nothing is about something. Yet hope is not only an affect, “the most important expectant emotion,” as it were (The Principle of Hope 11); it is also a methodology, as Muñoz reminds us in his book, Cruising Utopia: The Then and There of Queer Futurity.14 Hope is not so much an assessment about the world as an attitude towards it. Hope does not state a matter of fact (things are going great, the glass is half full); rather, it constitutes a method of attending to the imaginary and ‘fictional’ qualities in the factual (things can be better, different, and what if the glass were a plate, or something else entirely?). It is not about a naïve form of empiricism, a fetishism of the so-called facts, nor is it about escapism. “To stick to things, to sail over them, both are wrong,” Bloch writes. And to paraphrase and answer the question, “Can Hope Be Disappointed?” the title of a 1961 lecture he gave, hope can always be disappointed. There are no guarantees; hope is unfinished and unfinishable, an ongoing, collective work, and “mental life is always framed both by evening and morning” (Bloch, The Principle of Hope 115). Nevertheless, hope is integral to politics as such, integral to the struggle for survival and the work of resistance. As for philosophy, one might say that it does not suffer from a forgetfulness of being, but of a forgetfulness [End Page 103] of what-could-be, a forgetfulness of hope. Accordingly, the task, in the eyes of Bloch, becomes one of educating hope: “Philosophy will have conscience of tomorrow, commitment to the future, knowledge of hope, or it will have no more knowledge” (7). This all-important task was one that involved countering the cynicism and pessimism caused historically not only by the Holocaust but by capitalism in general. As stated earlier, capitalism, according to Bloch, strives to spread and reinforce the feeling that nothing can and ever will change. In a striking image, Bloch proclaims “that man is essentially determined by the future, but with the cynically self-interested inference, hypostasized from its own class position, that the future is the sign outside the No Future night club, and the destiny of man nothingness” (5). However, Bloch was also opposed to a tendency within philosophy to focus exclusively on the past. Critically addressing “the predominant pathos of What Has Been” (15), Bloch tried to re-orient philosophy towards the future. In his thinking, the not-yet (noch-nicht) takes precedence over the no-more. This was his ontology, his anthropology and his eschatology: The noch-nicht. The possibilities inherent in the reality and in the present. The utopian dreams and aspirations that define man as such. The hope that arises not at the beginning but at the very end. Bloch’s writing offers an important reminder in this day and age an invaluable lesson. Or as Steven Shaviro writes: “There’s a stubborn strain in 20th-century Marxist thought – especially in the writings of Walter Benjamin and Ernst Bloch – that finds kernels of hope in the strangest places: in historical experiences of catastrophic failure and defeat, in all those old practices that the relentless march of capitalism has rendered obsolete, and even in the most debased and ‘ideological’ moments of life under capitalism itself” (21–22). The questions facing us today are: How do we sustain this strange and stubborn form of hope? How do we maintain a sense of optimism in a time of rotten optimism? How to learn to hope in a time where hope seems to have become if not obsolete, then a private matter alone?15 Another question, more prosaic and quotidian, that has somehow, implicitly until now, formed the basis of this essay: How does one get out of the bed in the morning? To simplify and summarize the critique of Thacker’s infinite resignation and of pessimism in general: The problem with pessimism is that it does not help us get up in the morning. Of course, the pessimist might retort, “What is the purpose of getting out of bed in order to go to work, be a good citizen and keep the wheels running?” To this, I simply want to say that there are other reasons for getting out of bed in the morning. Staying in bed does not seem to be a viable solution to our current problems, however understandable the inclination to do [End Page 104] so might be. As Joshua Clover and Juliana Spahr write in the context of current climate struggles: “In this larger project we are trying to think with provocation, to insist on it really, to attempt to begin to provide a reply to that Facebook moment when friends link to the latest scientific data on the melting of Arctic sea ice, the melting of the tundra, the acidification of the ocean, and species extinction and then say I can’t get out of bed after reading this. We want to get ourselves out of bed” (306). Getting out of bed is the first step – to failure, the pessimist would add – but the first step nevertheless. As Bloch writes: “Pessimism is paralysis per se, whereas even the most rotten optimism can still be the stupefaction from which there is an awakening” (446).16 In her book, Cruel Optimism (2011), Lauren Berlant has perceptively shown that optimism can be cruel; it can damage us; it can be an obstacle to our lives. But pessimism can be cruel, too. Pessimism can be as ideological as false optimism. In the words of Bloch, unconditional pessimism gives “the humanity the face of a chloroformed gravestone,” it gives “the world the deathly sad background in front of which it is not worth doing anything at all” (445).17 It ought to be clear by now that pessimism is more than a philosophical stance; it is also an ideological and political structure in the sense that capitalism can be defined as a form of engendered pessimism,18 while at another level it promotes false optimism ad absurdum. In any case, what pessimism seems incapable of offering is a plausible ground for an emancipatory project: Feminist movements, anti-racist struggles, climate activism and the fight for social and economic justice, etc. Action is simply inconceivable without something that propels it forward, initiates it. Otherwise, action not only becomes sterile, it becomes impossible, inconceivable. Yet it is precisely hope itself that seems impossible in our contemporary world, but that is, so to speak, the basic condition of hope. If hope is not impossible, it is not hope. Hope is, in other words, not based on certainty or conviction, but on uncertainty and unfathomable doubt. This means that hope is inseparable from despair. In Infinite Resignation, Thacker writes at one point: “Hope is suffering. Suffering is suffering” (232). And yes, hope is not without its fair share of suffering (while not being reducible to it). As the villain Bane exclaims in the Batman film The Dark Knight Rises: “There can be no true despair without hope.” But there can be no hope without despair either. Today, there is no cause for hope. Our situation is truly, objectively and despairingly hopeless. But that is no reason to abandon hope. We cannot stay at the Grand Hotel Abyss forever. On the contrary, it is precisely in a situation like this that we need to take on the arduous work of learning how to hope, as Ernst Bloch would say. It would not be a hope based on the view that things will be better tomorrow, and it would not rely on a [End Page 105] concept of linear progressive time.19 There is no reproductive futurism, or teleological Marxism, in this hope, nor the kind of cruel optimism inherent to positive psychology and the cult of happiness. It would be a critical, militant, materialist hope; an infinite hope; a hope that recognizes that the times are very dark indeed, and yet refuses to accept that there is nothing to be done about it. Why? Because hope is only needed when there is none.
1NC---Link---Left Melancholy
The 1AC is a form of Left Melancholy that re-inscribes political complacency through nihilism. Their attachment to ideological purity foregoes the opportunity for emancipatory liberation. 
Proctor 24 (Hannah Proctor is a Wellcome Trust Research Fellow at the University of Strathclyde in Glasgow, interested in histories and theories of radical psychiatry. She is a member of the editorial collective behind Radical Philosophy, and has been published in Jacobin, Tribune, The New Inquiry and elsewhere. “Burnout: The Emotional Experience of Political Defeat”, Verso Books, April 9, 2024, https://thebaffler.com/salvos/beyond-left-melancholy-proctor )//LF
In summer 2017, I went to see Wendy Brown deliver a talk in Berlin on “Apocalyptic Populism” during which she asked, like Hall and Rose before her, why people were drawn to vote for right-wing authoritarians. The first of the three “strains or energies” she identified behind white support for Trump was psychic: “fears and anxieties.” But I was more interested to discover that these two feelings also appear as key terms in her 1999 essay “Resisting Left Melancholy,” and in that earlier essay they are associated with the left rather than the right. She begins the essay by returning to Hall’s writings on Thatcherism and the crisis of the left, asking if it might be possible not only to identify left-wing “fears and anxieties,” as Hall does, but to understand their “content and dynamic.” To do this, she explores the phenomenon of left melancholy. What happens when hope curdles? Left melancholy should not be confused with understandings of melancholia in medicine and psychiatry, which have a complicated history stretching back to ancient Greece. Its origins are more recent and can be traced to Walter Benjamin’s “Left-Wing Melancholy” (1931); a strange review of a book by poet Erich Kästner, it is addressed to a specific phenomenon that Benjamin identifies in the supposedly radical literature of Weimar Germany. Despite proclaiming themselves sympathetic to the working class, poets like Kästner address themselves to a “middle stratum” of readers, producing a body of work Benjamin derides as “the decayed bourgeoisie’s mimicry of the proletariat.” Distant from political action, with “little to do with the labour movement,” writers like Kästner transform political struggles into pleasant objects for the titillation, consumption, and amusement of a bourgeois public, resulting in a nihilistic poetry of “tortured stupidity.” Rather than depicting the masses in anticipation of revolutionary moments, Kästner’s poems, in Benjamin’s analysis, present flabby stereotypes, ignoring the realities of mass unemployment. The left-wing melancholic is a reactionary figure, politically complacent and nihilistic, who would “trample anything or anyone in their path.” Benjamin likens left melancholy to constipation. In Brown’s gloss, which transforms Benjamin’s circumscribed definition of the concept into something more general: “Left melancholy” is “a mournful, conservative, backward-looking attachment to a feeling, analysis, or relationship that has been rendered thinglike and frozen in the heart of the putative leftist.” Left melancholy is not just an incapacity to move on from loss; it involves converting something that had belonged to someone else in the first place into a hollow, deadened thing. Proletarian action is replaced by bourgeois routine. Here, Benjamin’s proximity to Hall is apparent: in his view, the (pseudo) left has become too attached to its outdated and hollow ideological apparatus to apprehend the surging realities of the actual world and its living inhabitants. Brown expresses her fears about the comforts and seductions offered by left melancholy: It is a Left that has become more attached to its impossibility than to its potential fruitfulness, a Left that is most at home dwelling not in hopefulness but in its own marginality and failure, a Left that is thus caught in a structure of melancholic attachment to a certain strain of its own dead past, whose spirit is ghostly, whose structure of desire is backward looking and punishing. Paradoxically, loss itself becomes the lost object. A dusty case is all that remains when its once-sparkling contents have disappeared: “Now the hollow forms are absent-mindedly caressed.” As Benjamin observes, left melancholics are myopic and only position themselves to the left of “what is in general possible.” There is something strange about the temporality of left melancholy. Marx and Engels’s specter haunting Europe counterintuitively came from the future, whereas the left-wing melancholic grieves for the loss of something that was never fully realized. And that ossified grief becomes a permanent political disposition. In Brown’s account, published ten years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the losses are many—of theories, of movements, of faith, of certainties. Yet her analysis is zoomed out and intellectual, devoid of references to localized struggles or particular instances of defeat. Another twelve years later, Jodi Dean pointed out key differences between Benjamin’s definition of left melancholy and Brown’s: his targets were hacks who peddled revolutionary ideas to a bourgeois audience at the expense of proletarian action (implying the existence of a nonmelancholic left still committed to class struggle), whereas Brown, elaborating on Hall, describes a left clinging to outdated orthodoxies in the absence of ongoing revolutionary movements. Dean’s own diagnosis is different again. She describes a left that has abandoned the totalizing goal of revolution for smaller, more dispersed activities, “sublimat[ing its] goals and responsibilities into the branching, fragmented practices of micro-politics, self-care, and issue awareness.” She proposes that left “melancholia derives from the real existing compromises and betrayals inextricable from its history,” from capitulations and accommodations with capitalist reality as much as from defeats that have external origins. However, in a paper that was first delivered in New York in autumn 2011 and ends with a discussion of Occupy Wall Street, she suggests that times had changed—insufficiently and tentatively but decisively—since Brown’s essay and that a process of collective working through had begun. Indeed, therapeutic questions form part of these historical experiences, whether integrated into political struggles or pursued in response to them. Enzo Traverso’s 2016 book on the concept is more explicit in identifying left-wing melancholia as an epochal condition, but he does not share Dean’s sense that the economic crisis of 2008, the Arab Spring, and the Occupy movement shifted anything. Although he acknowledges that “the history of revolutions is a history of defeats,” he distinguishes the defeats that punctuated the nineteenth and twentieth centuries from the more definitive capitulation marked by the fall of the Berlin Wall. Traverso treats communism as a finished project and speaks of the paralysis of the utopian imagination and the hollowing out of the emancipatory promises of liberation movements of the sixties and seventies. In his account, history has been displaced by memory, meaningful struggle by vapid contemplation. Unlike the revolutionary defeats of the past, which nourished future radical movements, generated pride, and provided an inspirational repertoire from which current revolutionaries could draw, 1989, in Traverso’s view, was not just the end of history but the end of the capacity for people to make their own.
Their political pessimism is a form of Left Melancholy that trades off with material action via discourse focus
Brown 99 (Wendy Brown is is an American political theorist. She is the UPS Foundation Professor in the School of Social Science at the Institute for Advanced Study in Princeton, “Resisting Left Melancholy”, Duke University Press, Volume 26, Number 3, Fall 1999, https://muse.jhu.edu/article/3271 )//LF
[bookmark: f1-text][bookmark: f2-text][bookmark: f3-text][bookmark: f4-text][bookmark: f5-text]For the last two decades, cultural theorist Stuart Hall has insisted that the “crisis of the Left” is due neither to internal divisions in the activist or academic Left nor to the clever rhetoric or funding schemes of the Right. Rather, he has charged, this ascendancy is consequent to the Left’s own failure to apprehend the character of the age and to develop a political critique and a moral-political vision appropriate to this character. For Hall, the rise of the Thatcher-Reagan Right was a symptom rather than a cause of this failure, just as the Left’s dismissive or suspicious attitude toward [End Page 19] cultural politics is for Hall a sign not of its unwavering principles but of its anachronistic habits of thought and its fears and anxieties about revising those habits. But what is the content and dynamic of these fears and anxieties? How would we begin to plumb these? Impossible to explore exhaustively in these few pages, I want to consider just one dimension of them, a dimension that many decades earlier Walter Benjamin termed “left melancholy.” As most readers will know, Benjamin was neither categorically nor characterologically opposed to the value and valence of sadness as such, nor to the potential insights gleaned from brooding over one’s losses. Indeed, he had a well-developed appreciation of the productive value of acedia, sadness, and mourning for political and cultural work, and in his study of Charles Baudelaire, Benjamin treated melancholia itself as something of a creative wellspring. But left melancholy is Benjamin’s unambivalent epithet for the revolutionary hack who is, finally, attached more to a particular political analysis or ideal—even to the failure of that ideal—than to seizing possibilities for radical change in the present. In Benjamin’s enigmatic insistence on the political value of a dialectical historical grasp of “the time of the Now,” left melancholy represents not only a refusal to come to terms with the particular character of the present, that is, a failure to understand history in terms other than “empty time” or “progress.” It signifies, as well, a certain narcissism with regard to one’s past political attachments and identity that exceeds any contemporary investment in political mobilization, alliance, or transformation.1 The irony of melancholia, of course, is that attachment to the object of one’s sorrowful loss supersedes any desire to recover from this loss, to live free of it in the present, to be unburdened by it. This is what renders melancholia a persistent condition, a state, indeed, a structure of desire, rather than a transient response to death or loss. In Freud’s 1917 meditation on melancholia, he reminds us of a second singular feature of melancholia: It entails “a loss of a more ideal kind [than mourning]. The object has not perhaps actually died, but has been lost as an object of love.” Moreover, Freud suggests, the melancholic subject will often not know precisely what about the object has been loved and lost—“this would suggest that melancholia [End Page 20] is in some way related to an object-loss which is withdrawn from consciousness, in contradistinction to mourning, in which there is nothing about the loss that is unconscious.”2 The loss precipitating melancholia is more often than not unavowed and unavowable. Finally, Freud suggests that the melancholic subject—low in self-regard, despairing, even suicidal—has shifted the reproach of the once loved object (a reproach waged for not living up to the idealization by the beloved) onto itself, thus preserving the love or idealization of the object even as the loss of this love is experienced in the suffering of the melancholic. Now why would Benjamin use this term, and the emotional economy it represents, to talk about a particular formation on and of the Left? Benjamin never offers a precise formulation of left melancholy. Rather, he deploys it as a term of opprobrium for those more beholden to certain long-held sentiments and objects than to the possibilities of political transformation in the present. Benjamin is particularly attuned to the melancholic’s investment in “things.” In The Origin of German Tragic Drama, he argues that “melancholy betrays the world for the sake of knowledge,” here suggesting that the loyalty of the melancholic converts its truth (“every loyal vow or memory”) about its beloved into a thing, indeed, imbues knowledge itself with a thinglike quality. Another version of this formulation: “In its tenacious self-absorption [melancholy] embraces dead objects in its contemplation.” More simply, melancholy is loyal “to the world of things,” suggesting a certain logic of fetishism—with all the conservatism and withdrawal from human relations that fetishistic desire implies—contained within the melancholic logic.3 In his critique of Erich Kästner, a left-wing poet from the Weimar Republic, in which he first coins the phrase “left melancholy,” Benjamin suggests that sentiments themselves become things for the left melancholic who “takes as much pride in the traces of former spiritual goods as the bourgeois do in their material goods.”4 We come to love our left passions and reasons, our left analyses and convictions, more than we love the existing world that we presumably seek to alter with these terms or the future that would be aligned with them. Left melancholy, in short, is Benjamin’s [End Page 21] name for a mournful, conservative, backward-looking attachment to a feeling, analysis, or relationship that has been rendered thinglike and frozen in the heart of the putative leftist. If Freud is helpful here, then this condition presumably issues from some unaccountable loss, some unavowably crushed ideal, contemporarily signified by the terms left, socialism, Marx, or movement. Certainly the losses, accountable and unaccountable, of the Left are many in our own time. The literal disintegration of socialist regimes and the legitimacy of Marxism may well be the least of it. We are awash in the loss of a unified analysis and unified movement, in the loss of labor and class as inviolable predicates of political analysis and mobilization, in the loss of an inexorable and scientific forward movement of history, and in the loss of a viable alternative to the political economy of capitalism. And on the backs of these losses are still others: We are without a sense of an international, and often even a local, left community; we are without conviction about the truth of the social order; we are without a rich moral-political vision to guide and sustain political work. Thus, we suffer with the sense of not only a lost movement but a lost historical moment; not only a lost theoretical and empirical coherence but a lost way of life and a lost course of pursuits. This much many on the Left can forthrightly admit, even if we do not know what to do about it. But in the hollow core of all these losses, perhaps in the place of our political unconscious, is there also an unavowed loss—the promise that left analysis and left commitment would supply its adherents a clear and certain path toward the good, the right, and the true? Is it not this promise that formed the basis for much of our pleasure in being on the Left, indeed, for our self-love as leftists and our fellow feeling toward other leftists? And if this love cannot be given up without demanding a radical transformation in the very foundation of our love, in our very capacity for political love or attachment, are we not doomed to left melancholy, a melancholy that is certain to have effects that are not only sorrowful but self-destructive? Freud again: “If the love for the object—a love which cannot be given up though the object itself is given up—takes refuge in narcissistic identification, then the hate comes into operation on this substitutive object, abusing it, debasing it, making it suffer and deriving sadistic satisfaction from its suffering.”5 Now our challenge would be to figure out who or what is this substitutive object. What do we hate that we might preserve the idealization of that romantic left promise? What do we punish that we might save the old guarantees of the Left from our wrathful disappointment? [End Page 22] Two familiar answers emerge from recent quarrels and reproaches on the Left. The first is a set of social and political formations variously known as cultural politics or identity politics. Here the conventional charge from one portion of the Left is that political movements rooted in cultural identity—racial, sexual, ethnic, or gendered—not only elide the fundamental structure of modernity, capitalism, and its fundamental formation, class, but fragment left political energies and interests such that coalition building is impossible. The second culprit also has various names—poststructuralism, discourse analysis, postmodernism, trendy literary theory got up as political analysis. The murder charges here are also familiar: Postfoundational theories of the subject, truth, and social processes undermine the possibility of a theoretically coherent and factually true account of the world, and also challenge the putatively objective grounds of left norms. Together or separately, these two phenomena are held responsible for the weak, fragmented, and disoriented character of the contemporary Left. This much is old news. But if read through the prism of left melancholy, the element of displacement in both sets of charges may appear more starkly, since we would be forced to ask: What aspects of left analysis or orthodoxy have wilted on the vine for its adherents but are safeguarded from this recognition through the scornful attention heaped on identity politics and poststructuralism? Indeed, what narcissistic identification with that orthodoxy is preserved in the lament over the loss of its hold on young leftists and the loss of its potency in the political field? What love for the promises and guarantees that a left analysis once held is preserved, as responsibility for the tattered condition of those promises and guarantees is distributed onto debased others? And do we here also see a certain thingness of the Left take shape, its reification as something that “is,” the fantastical memory that it once “was,” at the very moment that it so clearly is not/one?
AT: Misc
AT: Edelman --- “The Child”
Edelman’s understanding of “The Child” as a point of rejection is both fantasmic and conservative in nature – it’s a misrepresentation of Lacanian theory, and is contingent on an erotophobic understanding of the final frontier of antinormativity.
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I introduce metapsychology as a new analytic that zeroes in on the underlying psychological assumptions inherent in queer conceptualizations of desire, sexuality, sex, and subjectivity. By analyzing the uninterrogated psychological conventions that subtend the field’s most established critical formulations, my essay questions the presumptive radicalism of avowedly “negative” or “antinormative” theorizations. Focusing on the contentious and influential insistence that “true” queerness demands a rejection of the child, the essay examines the kinds of normative psychological assumptions this argument reproduces. I draw on Jean Laplanche’s theorization of the adult-infant relationship to problematize the easy, and by now kneejerk, association of the child with heteronormative sexuality. Although the critique of the child largely derives its psychological legitimacy from applications of Lacan, a close reading of the metapsychology underpinning these claims will demonstrate that the popular formulation, Child=Social and (therefore) Queer Subject=anti-Child, fundamentally misreads Lacan’s complex model of the relationship of the “Other” to “desire.” To further particularize the role of the child in these formulations, this chapter shows that central to Laplanche’s critique of Lacan is the claim that grasping the child in material (rather than strictly linguistic) terms, provides a necessary prerequisite for establishing the realism of unconscious sexuality. For Queer Studies, this Laplanchian critique of Lacan will demonstrate why, in spite of how bold and allegedly extreme denouncing the child may seem, the attack on the figurative or hypothetical child does more to defend and perpetuate erotophobia than to challenge or undo it. Part II The total conflation of radical critique with antinormativity is an essential feature of No Future’s rhetorical strategy. This is unsurprising since Edelman’s argument declares that only the resistance to normativity as extreme as the one he’s suggesting qualifies as actually, “truly” radical. Using “queerness” as a synonym for truth, Edelman contends that “truth, like queerness, irreducibly linked to the ‘aberrant or atypical,’ to what chafes against ‘normalization,’ finds its value not in a good susceptible to generalization, but only in the stubborn particularity that voids every notion of a general good … its value, instead, resides in its challenge to value as defined by the social, and thus in its radical challenge to the very value of the social itself.”20 Aligning queerness with truth on one side and the “general good” of “generalization” and “the social itself” on the other, Edelman establishes the groundwork for coding any opposition to his “opposition” as necessarily sentimental, lazy, or weak-willed. In their performative conversation, Sex, or the Unbearable, Berlant resists having her attachment to “repair” characterized by Edelman as a “fantasy of making a big picture of a repaired world of happy lovers, adequate storytellers, and properly recognized beings,”21 but even as she issues this plea for a different dialogic ethics, her demand to have the rigor of her negativity recognized as such betrays the development of an exchange where her every attempt to theorize reparative possibilities is met with Edelman’s insistence that her “hopefulness” or belief in a “scene” is unwarranted, misplaced, fantasmatic, and psychologically and politically naïve. When Berlant diagnoses the problem with Edelman’s argumentative tactics, she suggests that, “maybe you believe less in the structural generativity of this worlding work than I do; I don’t know. I do know that central to my own approach to this conversation has been not to take on many of your challenges directly in order not endlessly to dig into your positions under the fantasy that in so doing either one of us will persuade the other.”22 Interpreting their impasse to result from Edelman’s “bad faith” argumentation, Berlant accuses Edelman of relational unkindness as though his critical responses are technically accurate and only their deployment, in this conversation with her, are unfair and misguided. What goes entirely unnoticed in this exchange, or to my mind in any of the criticisms leveled at No Future, is that the force of Edelman’s authority as a “radical” critic derives from his privileged position in relation to subjectivity’s structural “truth.” Against every other theorist’s sentimental aspirations for a “better life,” Edelman begins by asserting that, “negativity, in my view, speaks to the fact that life, in some sense, doesn’t ‘work,’ is structurally inimical to happiness, stability or regulated functioning.”23 A few pages into No Future, a similar repetition of the word “structure” organizes the momentum of Edelman’s claims: “queerness exposes the obliquity of our relation to what we experience in and as social reality, alerting us to the fantasies structurally necessary in order to sustain it and engaging those fantasies through the figural logics, the linguistic structures, that shape them.”24 Here, as throughout Edelman’s text, he refers to “structures” and “logics” of subjectivity/sociality as established, ontological “fact[s]” as if his use of these terms was not an application of theory developed in metapsychology and extended to literary queer theory. Using Lacan to furnish a literary-political vocabulary for his own argument about the inherent social-psychic negativity of queerness, Edelman repeatedly insists on the “structural” foundation of his claims, as though his position is the only theoretically rigorous scenario for subjectivity (as Lacan has defined it). However, what this angle obscures is the fantasy underlying it: of a neutral, pure, unmediated “theory” that he, as a brave and careful close reader, is faithfully extrapolating from. Once the object of his inquiry is nothing less than human “drives” themselves, and drives behave “structurally” and “negativity” is “structural,” then any conclusion that does not resemble his own betrays its own fantasmatic investments. Therefore, in order to project the naturalness of his own interpretation, and to disclaim its interpretive nature, Edelman’s rhetorical strategy systematically occludes the manifold leaps and moves he makes in order to link “queerness,” “sexuality,” “negativity,” and “sociality” in the particular way that he has. In spite of deconstruction’s lessons about the constructedness of every binary, No Future, apparently un-self-consciously, positions the “truth” of queerness on the “bad” (=good) side of the drive and against the “good” (=bad) side of the “social.” This application of structuralism (as a study of relations) to sexual politics in order to advance what it is calling desire’s structural, transcendental truth, enables Edelman to offer a “truly hopeless wager”— by positioning himself as the courageous messenger of this unavoidable “truth”— that insists on “taking the Symbolic’s negativity to the very letter of the law,” a proposition which seems again to suggest that his application of Lacan is in fact really only a dutiful “close reading” of the “very letter of the law.” But this insistence that No Future is only the natural outcome of accepting the structural truth of sociality and sex obscures the endless analogies, applications, and category errors that Edelman’s argument depends upon for its smooth rhythm as a polemic where truth is defined as the “truly hopeless” extrapolation of ontological “facts.”25 For example, in Edelman’s text the following argumentative structures recur: “truth like queerness,” “queer theory as the other side of politics,” politics “like the network of signifying relations that forms the Lacanian Symbolic,” politics as the name for “the space in which Imaginary relations … compete for Symbolic fulfillment,” politics as that which “conforms to the temporality of desire,” “death drive names the queer,” “death drive marks the excess embedded within the Symbolic,” “future” as that which “marks the impossible place of an Imaginary past,” and “the Child” as having “come to embody for us the telos of the social order.”26 To understand how Edelman—a critic so well-versed in deconstruction—could reproduce the very fantasy of absolute legibility that those interpretive techniques were intended to dismantle is to consider how for Jacques Derrida, the metaphysics of presence was not an intellectual faw that could have been avoided by a more rigorous thinker but rather a feature of thought itself. As Derrida writes in Of Grammatology, “the privilege of phone does not depend upon a choice that could have been avoided. It responds to a moment of economy … The system of ‘hearing (understanding)-oneself-speak’ through the phonic substance – which presents itself as the non-exterior, non-mundane, therefore non-empirical or non-contingent signifer—has necessarily dominated the history of the world during an entire epoch.”27 If deconstruction is not another doxa but instead a method of reading it is because “self-presence” is not a voluntaristic choice but an effect of how thinking functions in relation to symbolization.28 More locally, and returning to the status of critique in antinormative thought and No Future specifically, this essay is interested in how the Child—as the normative exemplar par excellence—not only stabilizes a series of incoherent interpretive claims as structural facts, but also points to a limitation in how the child—as a psychological position—is conceived in prevailing psychoanalytic thought. Whereas the critical viability of No Future hinges on Edelman’s distinction of “actual children” from the “Child as figure,” this chapter is interested in understanding the child as a particular relation to time and sexuality that is categorically distinguishable from other/adult developmental moments. In this context, the ostensible extremism of Edelman’s call to “fuck the future” reveals itself to be both utopian and misguided to the extent it mistakes his own fantasy of the child for an assault on the “figure of the Child.” Therefore, rather than decrying No Future’s self-proclaimed radical message, this essay will show that telling the child to “fuck off”29—while irresistibly cathartic and empowering—is actually conservative, traditional, and uncritical in both its content and its theoretical approach. Although Edelman’s argument expects, even depends upon, the reader’s offended objections, a deep engagement with Laplanche’s re-examination of the child within the psychoanalytic paradigm contests No Future’s linking of any opposition to its own oppositionality with a pious defense of the reproductive future and demonstrates instead that if saying “fuck you” to the child seems in any way radical it is because of how insufficiently and superficially the dominant model of subjectivity construes the role of childhood in “adult” sexuality. From the perspective of this essay, Edelman’s absolute reduction of all identifcatory positions to either “with or against” the Child misrepresents as the final frontier of antinormative thought a relation to sexuality that is actually pre-critical, and ultimately erotophobic.
AT: Cruel Optimism DA
It’s not cruel optimism---it’s an investment into a form of hope that is both uncertain and unfathomable. Only through engaging the material can we form new, imaginative politics.
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· idk how well this works for policy affs v the k 
In her book, Cruel Optimism (2011), Lauren Berlant has perceptively shown that optimism can be cruel; it can damage us; it can be an obstacle to our lives. But pessimism can be cruel, too. Pessimism can be as ideological as false optimism. In the words of Bloch, unconditional pessimism gives “the humanity the face of a chloroformed gravestone,” it gives “the world the deathly sad background in front of which it is not worth doing anything at all” (445).17 It ought to be clear by now that pessimism is more than a philosophical stance; it is also an ideological and political structure in the sense that capitalism can be defined as a form of engendered pessimism,18 while at another level it promotes false optimism ad absurdum. In any case, what pessimism seems incapable of offering is a plausible ground for an emancipatory project: Feminist movements, anti-racist struggles, climate activism and the fight for social and economic justice, etc. Action is simply inconceivable without something that propels it forward, initiates it. Otherwise, action not only becomes sterile, it becomes impossible, inconceivable. Yet it is precisely hope itself that seems impossible in our contemporary world, but that is, so to speak, the basic condition of hope. If hope is not impossible, it is not hope. Hope is, in other words, not based on certainty or conviction, but on uncertainty and unfathomable doubt. This means that hope is inseparable from despair. In Infinite Resignation, Thacker writes at one point: “Hope is suffering. Suffering is suffering” (232). And yes, hope is not without its fair share of suffering (while not being reducible to it). As the villain Bane exclaims in the Batman film The Dark Knight Rises: “There can be no true despair without hope.” But there can be no hope without despair either. Today, there is no cause for hope. Our situation is truly, objectively and despairingly hopeless. But that is no reason to abandon hope. We cannot stay at the Grand Hotel Abyss forever. On the contrary, it is precisely in a situation like this that we need to take on the arduous work of learning how to hope, as Ernst Bloch would say. It would not be a hope based on the view that things will be better tomorrow, and it would not rely on a [End Page 105] concept of linear progressive time.19 There is no reproductive futurism, or teleological Marxism, in this hope, nor the kind of cruel optimism inherent to positive psychology and the cult of happiness. It would be a critical, militant, materialist hope; an infinite hope; a hope that recognizes that the times are very dark indeed, and yet refuses to accept that there is nothing to be done about it. Why? Because hope is only needed when there is none.
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Reject their scriptocentrism – it’s the same logic that gives the state regulatory power over the zombie AND only exists for the human 
Conquergood 02 – Dwight Conquergood, “Performance Studies: Interventions and Radical Research”, The Drama Review 46, 2 (T174), Summer 2002. Copyright 2002, New York University and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology)//Shreyas In even stronger terms, Raymond Williams challenged the class-based arrogance of scriptocentrism, pointing to the “error” and “delusion” of “highly educated” people who are “so driven in on their reading” that “they fail to notice that there are other forms of skilled, intelligent, creative activity” such as “theatre” and “active politics.” This error “resembles that of the narrow reformer who supposes that farm labourers and village craftsmen were once uneducated, merely because they could not read.” He argued that “the contempt” for performance and practical activity, “which is always latent in the highly literate, is a mark of the observer’s limits, not those of the activities themselves” ([1958] 1983:309). Williams critiqued scholars for limiting their sources to written materials; I agree with Burke that scholarship is so skewed toward texts that even when researchers do attend to extralinguistic human action and embodied events they construe them as texts to be read. According to de Certeau, this scriptocentrism is a hallmark of Western imperialism. Posted above the gates of modernity, this sign: “‘Here only what is written is understood.’ Such is the internal law of that which has constituted itself as ‘Western’ [and ‘white’]” (1984:161). Only middle-class academics could blithely assume that all the world is a text because reading and writing are central to their everyday lives and occupational security. For many people throughout the world, however, particularly subaltern groups, texts are often inaccessible, or threatening, charged with the regulatory powers of the state. More often than not, subordinate people experience texts and the bureaucracy of literacy as instruments of control and displacement, e.g., green cards, passports, arrest warrants, deportation orders—what de Certeau calls “intextuation”: “Every power, including the power of law, is written � rst of all on the backs of its subjects” (1984:140). Among the most oppressed people in the United States today are the “undocumented” immigrants, the so-called “illegal aliens,” known in the vernacular as the people “sin papeles,” the people without papers, indocumentado/as. They are illegal because they are not legible, they trouble “the writing machine of the law” (de Certeau 1984:141). The hegemony of textualism needs to be exposed and undermined. Transcription is not a transparent or politically innocent model for conceptualizing or engaging the world. The root metaphor of the text underpins the supremacy of Western knowledge systems by erasing the vast realm of human knowledge and meaningful action that is unlettered, “a history of the tacit and the habitual” (Jackson 2000:29). In their multivolume historical ethnography of colonialism/ evangelism in South Africa, John and Jean Comaroff pay careful attention to the way Tswana people argued with their white interlocutors “both verbally and nonverbally” (1997:47; see also 1991). They excavate spaces of agency and struggle from everyday performance practices—clothing, gardening, healing, trading, worshipping, architecture, and homemaking—to reveal an impressive repertoire of conscious, creative, critical, contrapuntal responses to the imperialist project that exceeded the verbal. The Comaroffs intervene in an academically fashionable textual fundamentalism and fetish of the (verbal) archive where “text—a sad proxy for life—becomes all” (1992:26). “In this day and age,” they ask, “do we still have to remind ourselves that many of the players on any historical stage cannot speak at all? Or, under greater or lesser duress, opt not to do so” (1997:48; see also Scott 1990)? There are many ethnographic examples of how nonelite people recognize the opacity of the text and critique its dense occlusions and implications in historical processes of political economic privilege and systematic exclusion. In Belize, for 148 Dwight Conquergood example, Garifuna people, an African-descended minority group, use the word gapencillitin, which means “people with pencil,” to refer to middle- and upperclass members of the professional-managerial class, elites who approach life from an intellectual perspective. They use the word mapencillitin, literally “people without pencil,” to refer to rural and working-class people, “real folks” who approach life from a practitioner’s point of view.2 What is interesting about the Garifuna example is that class strati� cation, related to differential knowledges, is articulated in terms of access to literacy. The pencil draws the line between the haves and the have-nots. For Garifuna people, the pencil is not a neutral instrument; it functions metonymically as the operative technology of a complex political econ- omy of knowledge, power, and the exclusions upon which privilege is based. In his study of the oppositional politics of black musical performance, Paul Gilroy argues that critical scholars need to move beyond this “idea and ideology of the text and of textuality as a mode of communicative practice which provides a model for all other forms of cognitive exchange and social interaction” (1994:77). Oppressed people everywhere must watch their backs, cover their tracks, suck up their feelings, and veil their meanings. The state of emergency under which many people live demands that we pay attention to messages that are coded and encrypted; to indirect, nonverbal, and extralinguistic modes of communication where subversive meanings and utopian yearnings can be sheltered and shielded from surveillance.
2AC---AT: Beller
Critiques of Western modernity that use western knowledge as an alternative conception of politics reify Western sovereignty over marginalized cultures by simply trying to situate non-Western knowledge into an Western epistemic framework. Their method is a Eurocentric criticism of Eurocentricity. 
Jenko, Professor PolSci National University of Singapore, ’11 (Leigh, Fall, “Recentering Political Theory: The Promise of Mobile Locality” Cultural Critique, Vol 79, ProjectMuse)//JAG
Destabilizing the Local In claiming to offer a distinct approach to cross-cultural engagement that takes historically marginalized (often coded as “non-Western”) traditions seriously as sources of theory production, my call to recenter theory implicitly criticizes existing alternatives for stopping short of this more radical goal. In much scholarly literature on cross-cultural theorizing, solutions to the problem of Eurocentrism aim primarily to draw attention to the limits and contingency of those “master signifiers” inscribed within and by dominant (often coded as “Western” or “Europeanized”) social scientific and humanistic discourse (e.g., Euben 2006). This effort, pioneered and articulated by postcolonial studies, defines Eurocentrism as the projection of “the West” and its disciplinary categories as a universal measure of knowledge against which all other life-worlds or cultures must be compared (Prakash, 1475 n.1; Chakrabarty, 29, 43). Confronting Eurocentrism so understood thus entails recognizing the closures, contingencies, and silences enacted within Europeanized discourse as its local categories become inscribed as universal ones. This kind of “critical work seeks its basis not without but within the fissures of dominant structures” (Prakash, 1486–87). It thus aims more to mitigate what Fred Dallmayr calls the “bland universalism” accompanying colonialism and first-world capital flows (1996, 99), than to engage foreign discourses as potential outside replacements for the problematic categories of Europeanized knowledge. Precisely because this confrontation with Eurocentrism aims at its “fissures” rather than its alternatives, the critical stance that undermines the certainty of Europeanized categories—and so enables the entry of more cosmopolitan renderings of human life-worlds—also returns the theorist to the very audience and discourse whose terms originally prompted the critique. Although addressing Eurocentrism on one level, it reconstitutes it on another: the analysis chastens Europeanized categories only insofar as it continues to inhabit them (Jenco). Those theorists who explicitly urge the inclusion of non-Western voices [End Page 30] in our debates about political life, including political philosophers such as Charles Taylor as well as comparative theorists such as Roxanne Euben, ground this move in an understanding of knowledge as local and rooted. In contrast to an older cosmopolitanism that promoted indiscriminate tolerance or rootless eclecticism, this “new cosmopolitanism” is characterized by its resistance to imperializing universalism, on the one hand, and its unwillingness to sacrifice the “rootedness” of individual persons within their particular cultural backgrounds, on the other (Malcomson, 233–35). In this way they can resist both functionalist equivalences and universalizing ambitions—Archimedian vantage points that transform localized insight into general, “universal” knowledge—and instead seek a new space for communication across cultural differences (Benhabib; Euben 1999). Many culturally sensitive political thinkers analogize this cosmopolitan negotiation of rooted selves to a conversation that takes place between differently situated interlocutors to encourage mutual transformation—whether in the form of convergence, as for Bikhu Parekh and Charles Taylor (1999), or of accommodation without strict consensus, for James Tully and Fred Dallmayr (1996). Charles Taylor calls what emerges “a language of perspicuous contrast,” in which rather than imposing “our” terms on “them” we “formulate both their way of life and ours as alternative possibilities in relation to human constraints at work in both” (1985, 125). Hans-Georg Gadamer and those comparative political theorists influenced by him such as Fred Dallmayr invoke a similar process that encourages a “fusion of horizons.” These dialogic, supposedly mutually transformative encounters are conducted as often between texts as between people, and mean to facilitate mutual sympathy, grounded in the credibility of differently situated ways of life, as a means of combating universalist hegemony and hierarchical power relations (Dallmayr 2004; Euben 1999, 13). The dialogic approach further develops the postcolonial articulation of Eurocentrism by showing how critique can flow from both cultural locales without asserting the singular dominance that characterizes more “homogenizing” approaches. There are problems with this position, however, despite its important role in correcting imperializing narratives fueled by unreflective, often Western-centric universalism. Pratap Mehta, speaking of the cosmopolitan viewpoint that underlies these and other approaches to [End Page 31] cultural difference in political theory, has insightfully pointed out that its “hermeneutic potential is greater than its transgressive possibilities” (633). That is, the encounter with otherness has enhanced the interpretive richness of our self-reflections by making us ever more aware of the silences and contingency of “our” own sources of knowledge. But it has ignored possibilities for fundamental transformations in knowledge production prompted not only by the inclusion of cases and voices that our own theories marginalize, but also from shifts in the very audience, language, and resources assumed in the production of intellectual work. Roxanne Euben’s analysis of “Muslim and Western travelers in search of knowledge,” for example, gathers Muslim perspectives not to set political theory on a new track addressed to Muslim audiences disciplined by their terms of debate, but to make a tripartite argument notably independent of any particular Muslim viewpoint: that “the association of travel and the pursuit of knowledge is not confined to any particular cultural constellation or epoch”; that “knowledge about what is familiar and unfamiliar is produced comparatively,” and finally that “the course and consequences of exposures to the unfamiliar are unpredictable” (2006, 15–16). Farah Godrej’s plea for including non-Western perspectives within a cosmopolitan political theory, similarly, does not expect to advance political theory along non-Western lines so much as enhance the discipline’s capacity for self-reflection. She recommends an immersive interpretive understanding of texts situated in non-Western cultural frames to thereby “disturb or dislocate our familiar understandings of politics,” working from the assumption that “the very movement of [a] Western reader within the ‘Western tradition’ of political theory . . . may allow her to find familiarity in these [Western] texts that eludes her in the encounter with a non-Western text” (138, 139). Godrej and Euben are representative, but certainly not exhaustive, of how the attempt to unmask Western universalistic ambitions through localizing or “rooting” knowledge in culturally specific contexts ends up effacing the ability of historically excluded traditions or debates to discipline our own inquiry. Despite the fact that these theorists all recognize such others as theory-producing, self-reflective beings—hence their inclusion within political theory and philosophy—they paradoxically prohibit the often long-standing strains of [End Page 32] thought that lay behind their claims from displacing the very debates or categories in Western thought recognized to be problematic. Rather, frameworks of comparison confine theoretical claims to their communities of origin, resulting in the paradoxical insistence by cross-cultural theorists that any project of inclusion cannot transcend its own origins in European Enlightenment thought. This is not only for the reason that European thought dominates global knowledge production—a key motivation for postcolonial theorists, whose project turns in large part on exposing the aporia of Western modernity in global settings—but because the individual Western researcher is assumed to be rooted in her local, Europeanized categories to such an extent that his or her understanding of non-Western ideas is permanently constrained. Indeed, this embeddedness is seen by many, including Charles Taylor, as the constitutive problem of learning across cultures (1985, 130–31; Godrej, 158, 159), on the assumption that the only other alternative would be a “view from nowhere” that reinforces existing power relations by according the status quo a claim to neutrality (Euben 2006, 27). The starting assumption of these analyses is revealed to be precisely that we cannot transcend our own situated particularity radically enough to do more than, in Euben’s words, “negotiate” these other particulars, as we “disclose commonalities in the cross-cultural production of knowledge” (45). As Anglophone political theorists, we are situated always-already within the putative tradition that constitutes political theory, and always-already outside of any other possibilities.
2AC---Cybernetics Wrong
Cybernetics is wrong
Williams, PhD, 15 (Williams, A. , DigitalMedia&Society@EastAngliaControl Societies and Platform Logic. New Formations, 84/85, pp. 209-227. doi: 10.3898/neWf:84/85.10.2015 https://openaccess.city.ac.uk/id/eprint/16763/1/)
The Cybernetic Limit Having established how a restrictive cybernetic vision of control might operate, we are now in a position to mount a critique to point towards what such a picture of contemporary power ignores. In cleaving to an understanding of power as basically restrictive, cybernetic control is largely focused on the ways in which decentralised systems contain and limit behaviour. From this perspective, at least, the control society operates as a system of complexly articulated homeostats, modulating and constraining behaviours towards accepted goals. The relatively primitive forms of feedback offered by disciplinary panopticons have become vastly more sophisticated, dynamic, mobile, omnipresent, and operative on a personal or even sub-personal level. Yet these remain primarily negative in nature (even if targeting goals which are themselves dynamic, as when the goal is a set rate of change). What this leaves out is the dimension of decentralised power which is not merely restrictive, (or goal-oriented) but which is also constructive. On the one hand, this constructive aspect refers to the ways in which control systems positively construct as well as negatively constrict action – they make things possible that would otherwise be impossible. On the other hand, it is also to point towards the fact that cybernetic visions of control have a tendency to ignore the ground of such decentralised power, the very means by which it might be constituted, and hence also modified. For example, we might ask why it is that certain kinds of control systems predominate over others. To put this another way: there may well be a more interesting relationship between constraint and enablement, and hence between necessity and contingency, than control is often taken to indicate. As we argue below, the immense power of control rests not just in its ability to modulate behaviour via homeostatic dynamics, to target goals which are known in advance, but also in its ability to relatively constrain an open-ended range of contingent behaviours, which cannot be identified in advance. These contingent behaviours, enabled and constrained by the control systems within which they operate, work also to reinforce the power of the control systems themselves, in a conspiracy between closedness and openness, constriction and construction. It is this relationship, and its increasing operationalisation by business and governmental organisations, that constitutes the real power of control, a power we will describe under the name of the platform. More than an issue of mere theoretical dispute, there are important practical implications for how we are to consider possible resistance to the operations of cotemporary power. For if we misunderstand the nature of control’s power, then we will also be likely to misapprehend the correct measures necessary to oppose, transform or supplant it. This also goes some way to explaining why it is that the strategic responses often offered in response to the control society have been relatively paltry (and largely focused on hacking, spreading viruses, or otherwise disrupting or evading existing control systems).29
2AC---Beller’s Wrong
Beller’s concepts are abstracted from history and political usefulness- can’t solve their offense.
Lark 18 (Daniel, Master’s student of Cinema and Media Studies at USC, Jonathan Beller, The Message is Murder: Substrates of Computational Capital, International Journal of Communication 12, Book Review 264–265) BW
The Message is Murder presents less the culmination of a long research project and more of a first attempt to gather disparate threads together to see where they might lead. As such, Beller’s book is a bit fragmented in its approach, developing the beginnings of an investigation on a particular topic before quickly moving on to the next. In his effort to criticize media studies for its lack of engagement with race, he neglects to mention any examples that do, in fact, meet this criteria, such as the work of scholars like Wendy Hui Kyong Chun and Lisa Nakamura. While he argues for a historical understanding of media formations, his arguments are rooted less in the historical record and more in the persuasive rhetoric of the polemic. He coins provocative terms like “fractal fascism” and “platform totalitarianism” without delving too deeply into how these terms might be concisely developed and employed. These terms, however, lend themselves well to the polemical argument that Beller develops.





