First, we should resist the temptation to have our craft held hostage to a politics that demands short-term results to assuage the fear of short-term catastrophe; and instead we should embrace a future that remains open and contingent.
Gere__2004 (Charlie Gere [School of History of Art, Film and Visual Media, Birkbeck College, University of London]; “Breaking the Time Barrier”, Culture and Organization, 10; 53-60.

The increasing speed of technology, both in its operations and in its evolution, does not just open out to a new human historical or even trans-historical epoch. It brings into question the very existence of the human and of time and history as constituted through technics. It is through technicity that ‘the identity of the human resides in the differential relation between the human and its “supplement” ’ and from which ‘metaphysical logic constitutes itself through the expulsion of technics from human identity’ (Beardsworth, 1996: 149). It is technicity that constitutes time and history. As Richard Beardsworth (ibid.: 151) puts it, writing about Stiegler’s critique of Heidegger in Technics and Time: ‘[T]here can be no access to the past, no anticipation of the future without technical objects . . . Stiegler convincingly shows that technical objects constitute the very process of Dasein’s experiencing of time, that is, of remembering and anticipating’. ‘Dasein’, literally ‘Being There’, is Heidegger’s term for the human experience of being). But the increasing acceleration of the speed of technical operation and evolution threaten the very existence of the ‘human’. But against the speed of contemporary technics it is possible to posit the aporia of time, of delay, the impossibility grasping time in the light of difference and deferral central to Derrida’s politics of deconstruction. This is, as Richard Beardsworth (ibid.: 150) puts it ‘the absolute future of technical determination, the “messianic” promise that trembles in every technical invention, delivering the latter over to contingency, a contingency that marks, precisely the finitude of all organisations, thereby giving human organisation its chance’. In Specters of Marx Derrida (1994: 169) talks of: . . . the differential deployment of tekhne, of techno-science or tele-technology. It obliges us more than ever to think the virtualization of space and time, the possibility of virtual events whose movement and speed prohibit us more than ever (more and otherwise than ever, for this is not absolutely and thoroughly new) from opposing presence to its representations, ‘real time’ to ‘deferred time’, effectivity to its simulacrum, the living to the living-dead of its ghosts. It obliges us to think, from there, another space for democracy. For democracy to-come and thus for justice. . . . In the virtual space of all the tele-technosciences, in the general dis-location to which our time is destined . . . the messianic trembles on the edge of this event itself. Such a declaration is bound up with Derrida’s notion of the ‘messianic’, a ‘messianism without religion’ (ibid.: 59), the structure of anticipating the arrival of ‘a singularity and an alterity that cannot be anticipated’ (ibid.: 65), which for Derrida is the basis for both democracy and justice. Crucial to this idea is his distinction between l’avenir, the future, that which is programmed to happen, and l’`a venir, that which is ‘to come’, and which is undecidable and contingent, and which thus opens itself out to the possibility of the messianic. Though it might seem common-sense that the future is always contingent, this is contrary to much of Western philosophy over the last few centuries, from Hegel through Marx to those who would proclaim the ‘end of history’, as described above. For such thinkers history and therefore the future is far from contingent. It is rather programmatic and its progress inevitable. Such thinking continues to play an important part in defining the liberal-capitalist mission of the West in the post-Cold War era. Perhaps the most egregious contemporary example of such thinking is that of Francis Fukuyama, principle advocate of the final triumph of liberal free-market democracy. It is unsurprising that Derrida devotes a chapter of Specters of Marx deconstructing Fukuyama’s muddled thinking. Beardsworth (1996: 149) states that: [F]or Derrida, despite real time’s reduction of the human experience of the passage of time, the passage of time . . . cannot be technicized, it cannot absolutely be reduced; and this is what makes any organization contingent. . . . Technical invention (which in the coming years may be less and less organised by what we understand now as “the human”) cannot reduce or ‘figure’ the aporia of time. Beardsworth (ibid.) continues that ‘[S]ubordinated to the passage of time, technics is . . . finite and the future contingent’. But the question remains: where might the contingency of time and the future find expression? In a world in which technics threatens the very basis of the human, what space remains for the human to assert itself and to keep the future open and contingent. An answer, a traditional response, might be that art is the last redoubt of the human organisation of time and space. It is perhaps only through art, and in particular the avant garde, that the contingency of the future is negotiated and kept open against the foreclosure of its possibilities through the speed of real-time systems. This is despite Bernard Siegart’s (1999: 12) declaration that: [T]he impossibility of technologically processing data in real time is the possibility of art. . . . As long as processing in real time was not available, data always had to be stored intermediately somewhere—on skin, wax, clay, stone, papyrus, linen, paper, wood, or on the cerebral cortex—in order to be transmitted or otherwise processed. It was precisely in this way that data became something palpable for human beings, that it opened up the field of art.’ Conversely it is nonsensical to speak of the availability of real-time processing . . . insofar as the concept of availability implies the human being as subject. After all, real-time processing is the exact opposite of being available. It is not available to the feedback loops of the human senses, but instead to the standards of signal processors, since real-time processing is defined precisely as the evasion of the senses. As the name suggests the avant garde is constituted in relation to time. It is the advance guard whose arrival in time precedes the larger movements, of troops or of social change. It presupposes art’s capacity to be in the forefront of change. It was originally understood as the means by which artists could anticipate and proclaim social progress. Yet it can also be understood as a pre-emptive move by culture against the increasing speed of technology, as the latter became the real avant garde. The emergence of the idea of the artistic avant garde coincides with the invention of the telegraph, the first device to go faster than its own time. In the later 19th century it became more a reaction to, than an anticipation of the massive social and cultural upheavals of the early part of the century, which came about as a result of industrialisation and commodity capitalism, and thus, indirectly the telegraph and the railways. It was not so much an advance guard of social transformation brought about as a result of human agency, but more as the means by which culture negotiated and maintained some difference to the autonomous and increasingly ubiquitous processes of technological development. Jean-François Lyotard makes a comparable point about teaching and learning philosophy:  Our difficulties as teachers of philosophy are essentially bound up with the demand for patience. The idea that we could put up with not making progress (in a calculable and visible way), that we could put up with always doing no more than making a start—that is contrary to the general values of prospection, development, targetting, performance, speed, contracts, execution, fulfilment’ (Lyotard, 1992: 117–8). Against ‘the massive subordination of cognitive statements to the finality of the best possible performance—which is a technical criterion’ (ibid.: 18), Lyotard advocates the necessity of a postmodern sublime, as evinced by the avant-garde, which invokes the: . . . unpresentable in presentation itself, which refuses the consensus of taste permitting a common experience of nostalgia for the impossible, and inquires after new presentations—not to take pleasure in them but to better produce the feeling that there is something unpresentable. (ibid.: 24) Talking about two works by Marcel Duchamp, the Large Glass and ´ Etant Donn´es, he suggests that:. . . the time it takes to ‘consume’ (experience, comment upon) these works is, so to speak, infinite: it is taken up by the search for apparition itself (the term is Duchamp’s). . . . Apparition means that something that is other occurs. (Lyotard, 1991: 78) This is, perhaps why Duchamp (1975: 26) wanted to subtitle his ‘Large Glass’ a ‘delay in glass’, to signal the necessary deferral of its being understood. Art does not resist or act as a retrogressive opposition to technological development. Rather it opens out a space by which thought and action are delayed via the human and the material and the contingent. By such means the radical contingency of the future is kept open and visible.


Second, this politics can radically move us away from the logics of fear and hope that paralyze our current thinking about what can be possible.
McManus__2011 (Susan [Lecturer in Political Theory at Queen's University, Belfast]; “Hope, Fear, and the Politics of Affective Agency,” Theory & Event 14.4)
Utopian hope is indeterminate because it evokes that which, although in some way immanent, does not yet exist. Utopian-affect, for Jameson, means 'a kind of ethics' that keeps alive 'the very possibility of imagining a future which might be radically and constitutionally other,' (1971: 126-7). As utopian affect speaks to the Not-Yet, the possibility of a future transformed, so the content of utopian hopes cannot be wholly determined in advance.39 This suggests two corollaries. First, the indeterminacy of utopian hope also inheres in the contingencies of political struggle: 'hope holds eo ipso [by that very act] the condition of defeat precariously in itself: it is not confidence. It stands too close to the indeterminacy of the historical process, of the world process that, indeed, has not yet been defeated, but likewise has not yet won,' (1986b: 340-1). Utopian-affect foregrounds the contingency and decisiveness of political struggles, and in the encounter with the emergent future, fear and anxiety cannot be effaced. I return to this below. Second, if utopian-affect is indeterminate, Not-Yet, then it cannot be patterned in the same way that fear-affects can. Recall that fear-affects shaped subjects in divisive ways, marked by wariness, and were heightened and oriented by a play of indeterminacy (the threat could be anywhere!) and determinacy (it's there!) whereby such affects were stabilized or patterned through constant corporeal feedback loops (encounters with technologies of surveillance, for instance). Fear-affects traversed a whole range of present perceptual stimuli to which utopian-affect does not have access.40 If utopian-affect cannot circulate in similar, patterned ways to fear-affects, in part because it lacks the palpable infrastructure of fear, and in part because utopian-affect is and must remain indeterminate, how, then, does utopian hope circulate?
Utopian affective agency can still be elicited through attending to the organization, and differing 'resonances' of bodies. This means that utopian-affect is not a moral injunction that makes demands on the rational or normative register of subjectivity, 'determining' the subject to act. Rather, as Montag, in suggestive Spinozist vein proposes, there is 'no criticism of the existing social order that is not immanent in acts and practices of resistance and revolt,' (1995: 69). This suggests that utopian-affect is always-already agential, inhering in how bodies are composed and what they are doing, inhering in the 'resonances' of 'energy made by and through bodies,' (Gordillo, 2011) --utopian-affect might, but need not, pre-exist agency, might, but need not, motivate or galvanize the agential endeavors of subjects. Against the subjective injunction to hope, Gaston Gordillo insists that the actual, physical presence of bodies is absolutely vital: in demonstrations, protests, rallies, 'the multitude is in the streets,' (2011).41 In the absence of 'architecture[s] of disassurance,' (Boddy, cited in Brown, 2010: 77), the proximity of bodies is necessary to the circulation of utopian-affect. Approaching the question of radical political agency by way of affect means, as Hynes and Sharpe argue, approaching 'bodies and minds from the point of view of their capacities or powers ... oriented not to what they mind and body should do, but to the always indeterminate question of what they can do,' (Hynes and Sharpe, 2009: 4). Such an affective politics is and remains untrainable (to echo Berlant, 2009: 263); its aim is not to over-determine utopian hope in particular agential orientations, but to extend the inherent ambivalence of affects. With Spinoza, I have argued that affects are determining, but not determinist insofar as their determinations are multiplicitous, varying in degree, intensity and direction. The politics of fear works to limit the expansiveness of such determinations, and against this, the inherent indeterminacy of the affective is something of a weapon. Utopian-affect then appears as something of an affective politics par excellence, to the degree that indeterminacy is vital to its passionate or subjective configuration, its content and its processes. Utopian-affect galvanizes a politics that speaks, precisely, to freedom, understood as extending 'potentials,' (Massumi, 2002b: 214) or simply expanding affective capacity and capability.42 This is something of a proto-politics, that draws strength from 'incipient and unstructured mobilizations,' (Laclau and Mouffe, 2002: 144) as a sort of raw matter that can be rendered available to the political.
Finally, if fear is a predominant affective formation in the political present, how can hope and fear be oriented together? Utopian-affect does not efface fear, but instead, inflects fear differently than hitherto. Restructuring or depathologizing fear-affects involves work on the sensory organization of all the different kinds of matter that affect agential capacity: affect circulates through various encounters of worldly matter and stuff through which subject finds itself manifest within. One way of restructuring fear-affect, then, is by intervening in the feedback loops through which fear is stabilized. This might involve turning the technologies that are central to the production of fear against themselves: when protesters use surveillance technologies against police, for instance, the feedback loops that those technologies sustain are interrupted, and the hegemonies they secure are disrupted, rendered capricious, variable, and open to intervention. Fear need not be ubiquitous, and visceral experimentation with our everyday sensorium can have effects upon the 'tone' of the age. Negri is, after all, right: hope is an 'an antidote to ... fear,' (Brown et al, 2002: 200); but only insofar as the antidote (hope) is made out of the same matter as the poison (fear). This illustrates the larger point that the future needs to be made out of matter that is available in the present, out of the same crises, but with different trajectories: it is from the matter of this world that the future is made. Utopian-affect, then, is made out of both hope and fear, and while fear might be restructured, it cannot be effaced, for the fear of utopian-affect also inheres in the encounter with the world itself, in the struggle, and in the uncertainty of the emergent. As Duggan puts it, 'there is fear attached to hope -- hope understood as a risky reaching out for something else that will fail,' (Duggan and Muñoz, 2009: 279). Fear and anxiety, rather than opposing utopian hope, are vital, necessary to its critical agency, as that agency works through immanent historical processes that remain open and undetermined.
In this essay, I have argued that agency is rooted in worldly things, in affective encounters that shape or mobilize the capacity to act. Following Spinoza, I have suggested that agential capacity and psychic life are not unrelated, that impersonal or 'autonomous' affect resonates and inflects in variable, multiple, and opaque ways, in subjective feelings and agential dispositions. The ambivalence-project, put simply, elicits spaces of 'wriggle room,' (Massumi, 2002b: 214) against forms of affective determinism, in ways that renders the affective available for political remobilization or resignification. The affective, however, remains untrainable (cf. Berlant, 2009: 263), for while affects overlap, fold into and out of the subjective, affect remains autonomous and remains unpredictable in its subjective emotional and agential valences. I then turned to the politics of fear: if fear works through patterning affective circuits into habituated responses, then such patterning can be interrupted at any point. Educing the potential multidirectionality of affects could then become another sort of thing, an ideological incoherence that is available for mobilization. The political mobilization of utopian-affect remains difficult, tenuous. However, the hope-project can find an ally in the ambivalence-project, insofar as affective ambivalence stresses the multidirectionality and malleability of the affective register in ways that can encourage ideological disruption and resignification: just as prevailing affective formations can be disrupted, so too can the hegemonies that put those formations to work. This gives an affective twist to Moishe Postone's marxist argument, that 'to the degree that we chose to use "indeterminacy" as a critical social category ... it should be as a goal of social and political action rather than as an ontological characteristic of social life,' (2006: 95).43 And in this endeavor, negative affects such as fear need not be seen as something that need to be opposed to be overcome; the human and non-human technologies through which fear-affects circulate can be restructured, made to resonate differently. Further, however, this need not be an intentional or voluntarist politics that seeks to directly orchestrate the emotional and even normative registers of subjectivity. Utopian-affect does not need to persuade 'consciousness' to mobilize 'bodies,' and the non-sovereign modality of agency that utopian-affect orients seeks to remain open, indeterminate, rather than capturing, controlling, and limiting a subject, and its affective capacities. In this ambivalence and indeterminacy lies both the risk, and the promise, of a politics of affective agency.
