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Injecting contingency into politics is necessary to resisting colonialism – the narrative of a coherent nation is used to suppress and psychologically confine colonized peoples
Pease 1997
Donald, Avalon Foundation Professor of English at Dartmouth College, “National Narratives, Postnational Narration,” Modern Fiction Studies 43.1 (1997) 1-23
Postcolonial and Postnational Narration As we have already seen, national narratives established their narrativity at the site where the state concealed the sovereign power in between itself and the "national people." Recharacterizing this display of state power as the national people's desire to recover a lost origin, national narratives have enchained a series of events as the unfolding of this collectively shared desire. But as the demarcations of its limits, postnational narrations have struggled to make visible the incoherence, contingency, and transitoriness of the national narratives and to reveal this paradoxical space (see Bhabha, "DissemiNation"). These acts of narration have neither ratified the sovereign power of the state nor effected the inclusion of stateless persons within preexisting [End Page 7] narratives. They have instead materialized the postnational as the internal boundary insisting at the site where stateless individuals have not yet consented to state power and the state has not yet integrated the stateless into its national order. Performed at this site internal to the state yet external to the national narrative through which stateless persons are encouraged to perform their (narrative) consent to state power, these acts of narration take place as the double apartness (and extensive in-betweenness) of state power and peoples apart from the state. National narratives' power as instruments of psychic governance is best evidenced perhaps in the panic that has accompanied the desymbolization and subversion of nationalist narratives at this postnational site. Surrogate abjection and unanimous violence have accompanied the wholesale delinkages of "national peoples" from the imagined communities in which they had previously "experienced" their imagined wholeness. The loss of national narrativity as an imaginative cushion has released the unmitigated force of the state's repressive apparatus as a collectively shared experience (see Zizek). To explain the panic that has emerged with the loss of national narrativity, the postnational might be understood as having opened up the gap within national narratives--in between state power and how to make sense of it--that national narrativity had covered over. This disruption has violated the belief in their timelessness that national narratives had previously solicited. It has also revealed the relation between the nation and its subjects as indistinguishable from the brute show of state force. The resulting lack of distinction between subjectivity and subjection has effected a state of panic that cannot adequately be understood in terms of the two-tiered psychic model invoked earlier to explain state fantasies. The dual relation between the manifest and the latent cannot account for the return not of the "repressed" but of the foreclosed "knowledge" of state power in whose disavowal the national order was structured. The collective actings-out released in this panic state have included fantasized scenarios (some of which have materialized as historical fact) wherein the state has initiated the colonization of "national people." Persons who had been abjected from within the national order have performed the "knowledges" that the national narratives had foreclosed. And the "national people" have "experienced" the return [End Page 8] of the foreclosed as the death of the entire national order (see Pease, "Negative Interpellations"). These scenarios, in fantasizing a connection between this postnational site and the postcolonial moment in which it has emerged, have symptomatically disclosed "internal colonialism" as a disavowed element in the constitution of the national narrative. In its repetition in another register (and another geographical space) of the state subjection that the national narrativity had officially disavowed, the discourse of colonialism activated, in its relation to national narratives, the logic of supplementarity invoked earlier to explain how nationalisms constructed their illusion of universality. Colonialism enabled the "national peoples'' whose lifeworlds the nation-state had narrativized to reexperience their own subjection to the state in the form of the imaginative dominion over the lifeworlds of colonies elsewhere. While it might at first sight seem answerable to the logic of displacement, however, this "experience" of the non-knowledge of state subjection in fact condensed a series of psycho-social activities and semantic registers. In canceling their knowledge of state subjection through the practice of colonialism, the subjects of this non-knowledge linked its disavowal with the repetition of subjection elsewhere and foreclosed recognition of both disavowal and repetition through the abjection of colonialism as a form of knowledge. The national people who involved the discourse of colonialism in their disavowal of state subjection conjoined the national narrative wherein they had established their national identity and covered over the site of state subjection with a colonialist praxis. But the national people did not--as had been their practice in their relations to racialized others within the national order--abject the colonized. In their colonial relations, the national people instead (re)performed the subjection that (they could not acknowledge) the state had exercised in the national order. Then, in order to maintain their ignorance, they abjected the discourse of colonialism (recasting it as a subjugated knowledge) in which the knowledge of state power was borne and thereby effectively disavowed as well the knowledge of national narrativity's cover story. Colonial narratives, that is to say, doubly encoded their subjects--as subjected to the power of the colonial state but also as the social effects of national narratives abjected knowledge. Postcolonialist narratives could not, as a consequence of this double code, represent [End Page 9] colonial subjects' emancipation from the colonial state within emergent national narratives. Those subjects were, as we have seen, the bearers of the knowledge (of state power) in whose disavowal national narratives were constituted. As the bearers of the knowledge of the power of the state, postcolonial subjects have instantiated a place of betweenness, an unsurpassable interstitiality, that can neither be assimilated by national narratives nor remain absolutely opposed to nationalism. As figures who had been abjected by the practice (colonialism) whereby national peoples acceded to the non-knowledge of the state's permanent externality to their national narratives, postcolonial peoples could not be narrativized in its terms. Unlike the national narratives' people, postcolonial people recognized state force (rather than the integral nation) as the "real" historical agency of nationalization. But with colonialist abjection as their pre-national status, postcolonials could not remain utterly opposed to nationalism either. Because postcolonial subjects knew, beyond the possibility of disavowal, of the state practices (abjecting/subjection) that national orders had foreclosed in order to cohere, they could neither become assimilated within preconstituted categories of any national order nor withdraw their demand for a non-exclusivist nationalism (a nationalism, in other words, that was not one). Postcolonial peoples might, as a consequence, be described as having "subjectivized" this nonintegratable knowledge. In Nation and Narration, Homi Bhabha has usefully complicated this description of the relation between national narratives and the discourse of colonialism by describing them as doubles whose relation is not calculable as a similitude. In the following passage, Bhabha designates the colonial state apparatus as the disavowed agent of national narrativity and postcoloniality as the limit internal to (post)national narration: It is precisely in reading between these borderlines of the nation-space that we can see how the "people" come to be constructed within a range of discourses as a double narrative movement . . . . In the production of the nation as narration there is a split between the continuist, accumulative temporality of the pedagogical, and the repetitious, recursive strategy of the performative. It is through this process of splitting that the conceptual ambivalence of modern society [End Page 10] becomes the site of writing the nation. ("DissemiNation" 297) Bhabha's reading establishes an intimate distance in between national narratives and the colonial state apparatus and proposes that the rhetorical strategies postcolonials had developed in their resistance to the colonial state be understood as effective resources in the enunciative sites proper to the performance of postnational narration. What Bhabha names the "pedagogical" in this passage has a double referent--to the subjects structured within national narratives as well as to those subject to the colonial state. In subjugating persons and events to its preconstituted categories, the colonial state did not innovate but simply reproduced, Bhabha suggests, those "continuist," "accumulative" "pedagogical" movements we already discovered supporting national narrativity (whose "subjects" can be numbered among the colonial pedagogues). The "repetitious and recursive strategy" of the "people's" acts of (postcolonial) narration performatively opens up that split space in between the colonial (national) narrative and the people that also (recursively) reveals the site of the postnational. In his construal of them as doubles, Bhabha effects a slippage in his identification of postcolonial and postnational peoples that refuses the description of the "national people" as self-identical, identifying them as victims as well as agents of the conjoined practices of abjection and subjection. When the "people" under Bhabha's dispensation assume the national narratives' preconstituted subject positions, their enunciations always split into that paradoxical site where the "part" played by the state in integrating the nation comes apart from a subject who cannot make that "event" a part of the whole "statement" s/he is enunciating. The enunciative moment itself splits into a non-traversible liminality in between two incommensurable subject positions. The "pedagogical" subject who, in enunciating the preexisting statements of the national narrative, discovers in the state's act integrative of the nation an event for which there are no preconstituted categories with which to enunciate it, on the one hand, and on the other, the "performative" subject who, in enunciating postnational narrations that lack any preexisting place within the narrative order apart from the self-fading act of enunciating them as such, can only reiterate what the national narrative always is lacking. The subversive strategies whereby postcolonial narrations delink [End Page 11] insurgent nationalisms from the colonial state have also enabled, as we might conclude from Bhabha's pedagogical narration, a retroactive reading of national narratives capable of resituating postcolonial "knowledge" in the place of its former abjection and of thereby exposing the subject of the national narrative as the effect of the paradoxical logic--of the whole plus or minus one--I earlier described as the signifier of postnationality. In their oppositional stance directed against imperial nationalism, postcolonial intellectuals have deployed a counter-hegemonic literary hybrid--antinational nationalism--as a strategic weapon in the struggle against cultural imperialism. When linked with postcolonialism, the various literary nationalisms that have emerged in the wake of colonialism--no matter how nationalistic their forms of address--share a postnational orientation that has redirected this released power against the state (see Chatterjee, Nationalist Thought). The external border in between the colonial state and their postcolonial (anti)nationalism might, as a consequence of the historical fact of their equiprimordiality, be understood to inhere as a (postnational) limit internal to the psyches of the "peoples" structured in national narrativity.

Historical Contingency is necessary to critically examine the position of the Slave and role of racism in state-formation – the variations on how that interaction can occur demands contingency
Masur 2004
Kate, assistant editor at the Freedmen and Southern Society Project at the University of Maryland, “Race and Nation: The United States in "Our America",” Radical History Review 89 (2004) 230-242
The course had four primary conceptual goals. First, I hoped to show the students that studying the nineteenth-century United States alongside other countries also experiencing colonialism, slavery, and emancipation could yield new insights, both about U.S. history and the histories of other countries. Second, I wanted the course to demonstrate that ideas about race and racism were critical in the formation of nations where slavery existed and that racism was not simply an "irrational" historical aberration. In the United States, racism became a national ideology, not characteristic only of the white South or of a few extremists. Third, I wanted to emphasize historical contingency, the idea that visions of nationhood were meaningfully contested, both in the United States and elsewhere. This would help students question whether the emergence of a segregated society after slavery was inevitable. Finally, I hoped to illuminate the agency, diversity, and sophistication of people of African descent in the era of slavery and emancipation. This goal complemented the previous one by demonstrating that some people rejected racism and advocated human equality, even in the nineteenth century. In sum, my goals were to encourage students both to appreciate the historical specificity of the nineteenth century and also think about larger historical questions regarding the formation of nations, inclusion and exclusion, international power, and the development of current-day racial predicaments. The course comprised twenty-five students and met twice a week for eighty minutes each time. The students were mostly sophomores and juniors, including several history majors. Although there were no official prerequisites, the expectation [End Page 231] for this level (300) was that students had some experience in history survey courses. Nonetheless, a number of students had never taken a history course before. Despite the university's considerable racial and ethnic diversity, the class was largely white, with (to my knowledge) just three black students, one Latino, and one student who identified himself as having one white and one Indian parent. In order to create a consistent framework for each week, I tried to reserve Tuesdays for lectures and Thursdays for discussions. The Tuesday lectures were intended to provide students with background information related to the reading, to address their questions, and to emphasize course themes. While I was reluctant to lecture too much, given the small size of the class, at midterm students said they found the lectures useful and even asked for more. I made weekly response papers a significant component of the students' semester grades (about 40 percent) and asked students to submit them to an e-mail listserv on Wednesday nights, in part to prepare the students for Thursday discussions. The listserv also allowed the students to see one another's papers. I was determined to get the students to wrestle with the readings and to practice writing about history. In my first term teaching at GMU, I had been frustrated by the lack of student engagement. I had probably assigned too much reading, and the format of that course—class discussions, midterm, final exam, and term paper—had allowed students to "learn" the texts only for the exams. For "Emancipation and Nationhood," then, I decided to assign more primary sources and the required weekly response papers. My intention was to push the students not only to do the reading but also to engage with it. I also hoped to establish a channel of communication with students who, on this largely commuter campus, rarely had time to attend office hours or stay after class. Chronologically, the course began with the Haitian revolution at the end of the eighteenth century and ended with the U.S. invasion of Cuba in 1898. These events seemed particularly fitting bookends to an era when slave emancipation and nation formation were critical—and intertwined—phenomena throughout the Americas. I organized the course around case studies that emphasized the diverse ways ideologies of nationhood were mobilized, as well as the significance of slave emancipation for challenging received visions of national identity. We began with the argument that the Haitian revolution should stand alongside the American and French revolutions as a cataclysmic event that heralded the dawning of a new era of "freedom" and forced people of European descent all over the world to consider the implications of slave insurrection and a nation governed by black people. Because the Haitian revolution was such a powerful emblem of whites' fears and blacks' aspirations in the nineteenth century, it worked well as a foundation for the course. The readings, including an overview article by Franklin Knight and a chapter from Michel-Rolf Trouillot's Silencing the Past (1995), conveyed the drama of the period. They also generated a lively discussion about why students had never [End Page 232] heard of the Haitian revolution and, by extension, whether their previous U.S. history courses had avoided discussing controversial facets of this country's history. A variety of subsequent readings identified the Haitian revolution as a pivotal event in the "American" past. As James Theodore Holly's history of Haiti, A Vindication of the Capacity of the Negro Race (1857) demonstrated, Haiti played a prominent role in the thought of black nationalist intellectuals based in the United States, who saw the island nation as an inspiration, a possible safe haven, and a living example of the capacity of people of African descent to govern themselves. We also saw, in Eric Foner's Nothing But Freedom (1983), that the example of Haiti weighed on the minds of the British as they considered slave emancipation in the West Indies. Thus, by the end of the course, when we turned to the Cuban struggle for independence from Spain, students were not surprised to learn how the Spanish used the specter of revolutionary Haiti to quell the insurgent movement and to foment fears among whites that Cuba would become "Africanized," or "another Haiti." From the Haitian revolution, we turned to the United States and considered ideologies of national identity in the early nineteenth century, placing special emphasis on black nationalism, Cherokee claims to nationhood, and the ideology of Manifest Destiny. Primary source readings from Wilson Moses's anthology, Classical Black Nationalism (1996), exposed students to African Americans' debates over the nature of black nationhood and the creation of a black nation in practice. Moses's introduction to the book—and the introductory materials for each document—were useful, but I sometimes felt at odds with Moses's insistence that true black nationalism must involve a claim to territorial sovereignty. In contrast, I wanted to emphasize that nations could also be "imagined communities" of which people might see themselves as members without laying claim to any particular piece of land. Visions of independent nationhood, even if never realized, could be tools of resistance against oppressive U.S. nationalism. The anthology was particularly good at illuminating the debates among northern black intellectuals about the meaning of black and "American" identities and about the dilemmas of living in a larger nation that rejected them as full participants. This helped convey to generally surprised students the vibrancy of the antebellum free black community. The fact that the Cherokee constituted themselves as a nation in order to defend against aggressive U.S. policies provided another pointed example of an oppressed "nation within a nation." Faced with the antagonistic and arbitrary policies of the United States and the state of Georgia, the Cherokee organized themselves as a nation, complete with a government, constitution, schools, and written language. The Cherokee Removal (1995), a document collection edited by Theda Purdue and Michael Green, proved excellent for helping the students see the complexity of Cherokee society and the multifaceted ways the Cherokee both accommodated and resisted the desires of the United States. Using the Purdue and Green text along with an article, we juxtaposed the Cherokee's efforts with the ideology of Manifest [End Page 233] Destiny, the contemporary view that the United States must become a continental nation ruled by white people. 

Ontology is a DESTRUCTIVE HISTORICAL FICTION – any GATEWAY claims are just TRICKS based on how we SHELVE BOOKS  - this also answers their Grammar argument
Shirky 5
Clay Shirky, teacher of NYU's graduate Interactive Telecommunications Program, 03/15/05
http://www.itconversations.com/shows/detail470.html
 I hold a joint appointment at NYU, as an Associate Arts Professor at the Interactive Telecommunications Program (ITP) and as a Distinguished Writer in Residence in the Journalism Department. I am also a Fellow at the Berkman Center for Internet and Society, and was the Edward R. Murrow Visiting Lecturer at Harvard's Joan Shorenstein Center on the Press, Politics, and Public Policy in 2010. 

There are many ways to organize data: labels, lists, categories, taxonomies, ontologies. Of these, ontology -- assertions about essence and relations among a group of items -- seems to be the highest-order method of organization. Indeed, the predicted value of the Semantic Web assumes that ontological successes such as the Library of Congress's classification scheme are easily replicable.  Those successes are not easily replicable. Ontology, far from being an ideal high-order tool, is a 300-year-old hack, now nearing the end of its useful life. The problem ontology solves is not how to organize ideas but how to organize things -- the Library of Congress's classification scheme exists not because concepts require consistent hierarchical placement, but because books do.  The LC scheme, when examined closely, is riddled with inconsistencies, bias, and gaps. Top level geographic categories, for example, include "The Balkan Penninsula" and "Asia." The primary medical categories don't include oncology, defaulting to the older and now discredited notion that cancers were more related to specific organs than to common processes. And the list of such oddities goes on.  The reason the LC scheme is accumulating these errors faster than they can correct them is the physical fact of the book, which makes a card catalog scheme necessary, and constant re-shelving impossible. Likewise, it enforces cookie-cutter categorization that doesn't reflect the polyphony of its contents--there is a literature of creativity, for example, made up of books about art, science, engineering, and so on, and yet those books are not categorized (which is to say shelved) together, because the LC scheme doesn't recognize creativity as an organizing principle. For a reader interested in creativity, the LC ontology destroys value rather than creating it. 
As we have learned from the Web, when data is decoupled from physical presence, it is fluid enough to be grouped differently by different readers, and on different days. The Web's main virtue, in handling data, is to transmute organization from an a priori, content-based judgment to one that can be ad hoc, context-based, socially embedded, and constantly altered. The Web frees us from needing to argue about whether The Book of 5 Rings "is" a business book or a primer on war -- it is plainly both, and not only are we freed from making that judgment firmly or in advance, we are freed from needing to make it explicit at all. 
This talk begins by exploring the rise of ontological classification. In the period after the invention of the printing press but before the invention of the search engine, intellectual production was vested in books, objects that were numerous but opaque. When you have more than a few hundred books, categorization becomes a forced move, even if the categories are somewhat arbitrary, because without categories, you can no longer locate individual books.

  
  
The negative’s unreflexive assumption of the narratives of freedom and slavery as foundational prevent a politicization of the diversity of agency—applying the aff’s heuristic allows for simultaneous use and criticism while avoiding the binary abstractions of a sole focus on theory
Matory, 2k7 (J.L., Dept of Anthropology, Harvard, “Free to Be a Slave: Slavery as Metaphor in the Afro-Atlantic Religions”, Jounral of Religion in Africa 37)

‘Freedom’ (as in the phrases ‘free trade’, ‘freedom of religion’ and ‘freedom of speech’) constitutes the main legitimizing discourse of the secular, capitalist nation-state and, particularly, of the United States. Equally persuasive is the allied view that ‘resistance’ and the pursuit of ‘freedom’ have been the founding principles and enduring essence of black New World identities. Yet, in a republican age, many of the religions that the peoples of the African dias- pora allegedly ‘retain’ by dint of ‘cultural resistance’ and many religions that even Black North Americans ‘freely’ choose configure divine-human relations in images of un-freedom—representing gods as monarchs, feudal lords, mas- ters and shepherds, while characterizing worshipers as subjects, slaves and sheep. This paper has surveyed the well-documented but taken-for-granted images of enslavement at the heart of Afro-Brazilian, Afro-Cuban, Haitian and Black North American religions that construct proper personhood, per- sonal efficacy and/or moral rectitude in terms of slavery. As an anthropologist, I am not criticizing traditions that imagine the self or others in slavery, or those that configure insiders as kings and outsiders as nobodies.15 I do not suggest that this imagery of hierarchy and servitude com- pels the faithful to act in any simple sense like slaves or slaveholders, that it proves they are immoral, or that slavery is the ultimate underlying principle of these religions and the social orders where they thrive. Rather, I have tried to highlight the fact that slavery is not merely a past transcended, a distant source of African-American cultural practices, an aching scar, or a foil against which black New World identities are constructed. It may at times be any of these things—but not all the time or for every purpose. At many central ritual moments and in a range of important non-ritual ones throughout the black and white Atlantic, ‘slavery’ has become a sacred ‘model of and model for’ twentieth- and twenty-first-century life. Practitioners of Candomblé, Ocha, Vodou, Umbanda, Spiritism, Islam and Black North American Christianity regularly invoke slavery in efforts to name and re-organize present-day rela- tionships and thus to restore the well-being of the participating individuals and communities. Nor should it be forgotten that the imprint of these models is both histori- cally deep in the societies that host them and often biographically deep in the lives of Brazilian, Cuban, Haitian and US citizens. These models suffuse not only religious but also secular and political practice, even where the principles of political ‘freedom’ and of ‘the separation of church and state’ are most loudly proclaimed. One is tempted to conclude, as a Marxist might, that religious images of slavery rationalize capitalist exploitation by hiding who is really responsible for production and who should benefit from it. But images of slavery in Cuban Palo Mayombe, Caribbean Spiritism and the Haitian bòkò tradition do not appear to do that. These traditions are, more precisely, survival guides to the reality of hierarchy, cruelty and exploitation even in a nominally ‘free’ world. Indeed, they make explicit and available for criticism a central but unspoken principle of the democratic nation-state: survival often depends on the sus- pension of dissent (or ‘patriotism’) and on forms of cooperation with unequal benefits for citizens with unequal resources (or ‘bargaining’). One is also tempted, as a Foucauldian might be, to interpret these tradi- tions as embodying a ‘disciplinary’ function. They guide people’s conduct through ‘discourse’, insofar as the gods embody (through the terms of their worship) the disciplinary norms of the socio-political order, and the priests engineer the embodiment, internalization and naturalization of its vocabulary by the worshiper. Indeed, like physicians, priests are in a position to do so at the supplicant’s moments of greatest affliction and vulnerability, when the supplicant is least able to resist the expert’s prescriptions for a properly lived life and a properly constituted community. Perhaps the ‘freedom of religion’ principle simply privatizes the disciplinary functions of the capitalist state, allowing a very un-free political and economic order to represent itself as vol- untary, legitimate and ‘free’. Albeit under vastly unequal odds and with vastly unequal means, we have all internalized similar forms of self-constraint and desire, and so seem equally ‘free’ to compete for goods and power. In support of Foucault, I do suspect that, despite all of our talk of resistance and the will to resist, the blacks and whites of any given New World nation often agree more than they disagree about the logic of legitimate domination and hierarchy. However, I am even more tempted to study the semantic slipperiness of both ‘slavery’ and ‘freedom’ as they serve real-world projects. The discourse of ‘freedom’ is often used in order to secure its seeming opposites—such as com- munity (as when slaves sought freedom in order to be reunited with their families) and the continuation of slavery itself (as when Southern slaveholders sought in ‘states’ rights’ the constitutional ‘freedom’ to keep their slaves). Dis- courses of ‘slavery’ and rituals of enslavement can also heal people and restore their sense of personal efficacy and self-possession. I am not the kind of scholar to seek some deep and underlying Afro-Atlantic ‘philosophy’ in this sampling of religious traditions. Rather, I would propose that, in the future study of any given Afro-Atlantic population, we not regard ‘slavery’ and ‘freedom’ as points in a historical and teleological trajectory (no matter how morally committed we Afro-Saxons are to the discourse of ‘freedom’) but as inter-dependent met- aphors in human projects with the most diverse local intentions and purposes behind them. 

Solar power necessitates decentralization and breaking up of energy monopolies
Scheer 2K2
(Hermann, Fmr. Asst. Prof. of Economics @ Technical Univ. of Stuttgart, Member of German Parliament, General Chairman of the World Council for Renewable Energy, President of EUROSOLAR, The Solar Economy: Renewable Energy for a Sustainable Global Future, Pg. 87-89) 
The representatives of the fossil energy industry have been written out of the script for the renewable energy story, or allotted at most a secondary role; the market for renewable energy will no longer have a niche for conventional sources at least, not with turnover at high as it is at present. Conventional energy companies are bound to old fossil fuel structures by the sheer scale of their investments; their business models, based on large-scale industrial plant, will prove their own undoing in the transition to renewable energy. A solar resource base makes it impossible to retain or ever re-create the power structure that has hitherto prevailed in the energy sector. The extent to which industrial concentration and monopolization is inevitable with fossil fuels and avoidable or impossible with solar energy is compared in Table 2.2 The short supply chains for renewable energy sources will end the pressure to globalize that comes from the fossil resource base. The dense interconnections between individual energy companies and between energy companies and other industries that result from fossil fuel supply chains will no longer be necessary. Shorter renewable energy supply chains also make it impossible to dominate entire economies. Renewable energy will liberate society from fossil fuel dependency and from the webs spun by the spiders of the fossil economy.

Fossil fuel energy monopolies depoliticize society
Scheer 2K2
(Hermann, Fmr. Asst. Prof. of Economics @ Technical Univ. of Stuttgart, Member of German Parliament, General Chairman of the World Council for Renewable Energy, President of EUROSOLAR, The Solar Economy: Renewable Energy for a Sustainable Global Future, Pg. 60)
Fossil-fuelled power corporations present more than just an acute environmental danger. Their control of electricity supplies and their influence on the mineral resources industry, plus the support of the large investment banks, makes them the most powerful element in the economy as a whole. They hold all the cards they need to construct a comprehensive commodity supply and media empire. They are closely bound up with the fossil fuel extraction and processing industry, and by extension with the chemicals industry. This latter has not only ensured that agriculture remains dependent on its supplies of fertilizers and pesticides. It is also harnessing biotechnol*ogy and patent law to massively deepen this dependency, and it has extensive links with the food-processing industry. The power corporations have links to the waste management indus*try, and are currently seeking to bring the municipal water utilities under their control. They are attempting to erect toll*gates on information and media networks. They are systematically taking over all the former public sector supply networks, but with no trace of public accountability or control. They are wreaking havoc on the environment, democracy and the free market.  Even if this is not their explicit intention, the power corpo*rations are well on the way to becoming a uniquely powerful cartel. To this end they have no need of grand strategic visions. They merely have to follow, step for step, the economic logic of their existing supply chains. In this respect, their behaviour is as 'normal' as that of other firms; it is simply that the oppor*tunities open to them and the resultant consequences are comprehensive and crushing. It is an unparalleled failure of political institutions that they not only do not oppose this development, but are even seeking to advance it.

Energy scenario planning assimilates resistance to dominant neoliberal models 
Zalik 10
Faculty of Environmental Studies, York University, HNES Building, 4700 Keele Street, Toronto, Ontario, Canada M3J 1P3 Geoforum Volume 41, Issue 4, July 2010, Pages 553–564 Themed Issue: Geographies of Peak Oil

In an early portion of my research on oil industry funded aid interventions in Nigeria, a Shell staff member down-played the significance of futures projections for determining its public affairs policy. When I sought, but was unable to obtain, access to the company’s London archives I was told: ‘We are future oriented’. Expressed in the existence of Shell’s Scenarios division, future modeling is highly salient to the company’s strategy. The approach was influenced by the work of the Manhattan Project in the 1940s. Here Herman Kahn, later known for his work in military modeling with the Rand Corporation (Nikiforuk, 2008), was an important figure. The Club of Rome’s use of scenario planning in The Limits to Growth (1972), an influential document in the debates on environmental security and violence (Xiang and Clark, 2003) indicated the interconnection between scenario modeling and (a Malthusian-inflected) environmental determinism. Shell developed its first global scenarios in 1972 as well (Shell International, 2008b, p. 87) and was largely the ‘inventor’ of scenario planning in the business world. Today scenario-modelling is used widely in business and policy processes, and is influential in both international development practice and sustainability planning ( [deGrassi, 2007], [Ghanadan and Koomey, 2005] and [Xiang and Clark, 2003]). In the ExplorersGuide Shell provides the following partial list of audiences for their scenarios, exemplifying their high level reach: “External directors ... of an international institution in Washington DC. Representatives from NGOs, businesses and governments during Scenario Day of the World Summit on Sustainable Development in Johannesburg. Trustees and top management team of an international NGO. Local managers ... of a major Northern European national bank; the ministry of defence of a South-East Asian country. Energy industry leaders and senior politicians at an industry annual executive conference” (Shell International, 2008b, p. 83). The early underpinnings of Shell’s scenario work are documented in two 1985 articles in the Harvard Business Review. There Pierre Wack of Shell’s Planning division describes how the company’s initial scenarios predicted the oil shocks following the creation of OPEC. Through Shell’s Scenarios division and former staff in business consultancy, Shell promoted the diffusion of the scenario-planning methodology which sees ‘uncertainty as key to producing profit in a turbulent environment’.8 The process imagines a series of possible outcomes for which industrial management must be prepared ( [Wack, 1985a] and [Wack, 1985b]). As suggested by their prediction of OPEC’s emergence, in retrospect some of Shell’s work has appeared prophetic. According to the guidelines used by the Scenario-makers, accuracy is a central criteria for evaluation of their worth. As Wack explains, a set of scenarios can be evaluated on two measures: (1) what did they leave out? (i.e. did they accurately predict possible future outcomes) and (2) did they lead to action?. If the scenarios only suggested ‘responses that past experience would indicate’, then scenario modeling would be no more than ‘interesting speculation’ and thus no great advance on conventional planning strategy” ( [Wack, 1985a] and [Wack, 1985b]).9 “An English professor, who was co-author of a mid-1990s Shell scenario publication, describes how the scenario process teaches Shell managers to think mythologically and causally, to see every major local or world event as potentially located in a story, and to make on-the-spot business and policy decisions based on what they know about where that story would lead if allowed to play itself out. Thus these scenarios play an integral role in Shell’s futures planning (Davis-Floyd, 1998). As suggested by a range of literature on trans-national elites, scenario planning shapes possible economic outcomes by delineating a set of ‘mythical’ futures while foreclosing others ( [Sklair, 2001], [Van der Pijl, 2004] and [Van der Pijl, 1998]). The relations created among those who participate in scenario planning are also influential. As argued by Bond with reference to scenario-modeling around South Africa’s post-apartheid social contract, the scenario planning process among business and social leaders was equally important as its published outcome: Through scenario making and its discursive projections, potentially resistant social actors are incorporated into the construction of corporate mythology (Bond, 2000). Since the early 1990s (1992, 1995, 1998), Shell’s scenarios group has been imagining neo-liberal outcomes. At the beginning of that decade Shell’s publications explored two competing world scenarios – one ‘market-centric’, the other ‘alternative’ giving more room to social and community aspirations. Thus, the 1990s Scenarios employed the TINA concept – Margaret Thatcher’s ThereisNoAlternative (TINA) – to describe “increasing globalisation, the onrush of new technology and market scenarios” (Shell, 2004). Their 2001 Scenarios provided two options “Business Class” and “Prism” and explored the question “How will people and societies shape liberalisation, globalisation and technology in a more connected world?” (9) and continued to endorse ‘TINA.’ To be sure, in the face of growing international critique of neo-liberalism, the slogan ‘There is No Alternative’ emblazoned the cover of Shell’s pamphlet for the World Conference on Sustainable Development in 2002.

And, we have to  forefront the challenge of neoliberalism – otherwise our analysis is fundamentally incomplete
Yep & Elia ’12 (Gust A., Department of Communication Studies, San Francisco State University, and John P, Department of Health Education, San Francisco State University, “Racialized Masculinities and the New Homonormativity in LOGO's Noah's Arc” Journal of Homosexuality, Volume 59.7)

Under neoliberalism [and through the process of commodification] everything is for sale or is plundered for profit. … [N]eoliberalism is an ideology, a politics, and at times a fanaticism that subordinates the art of democratic politics to the rapacious laws of a market economy that expands its reach to include all aspects of social life within the dictates and values of a market-driven society. (Giroux, 2005, pp. 2, 12) Cultural conceptions of masculinity have undergone tremendous shifts and transformations as individuals and institutions react to, maintain, challenge, and respond to social, cultural, economic, and political conditions in the United States. In the process, hegemonic forms of masculinity representing the axis “of the system of gendered power” have emerged (Connell, 2000, pp. 216–217). Documenting historical changes associated with hegemonic ideals of masculinity, Kimmel (2005), for example, notes that the “Genteel Patriarch” of the eighteenth century, characterized by landownership, refinement, casual sensuality, and fatherhood, gave way to the “Heroic Artisan” whose distinguishing features were physical strength, superior craftsmanship, and active community participation (p. 28). As the United States shifted from a premodern culture concentrating on agricultural production to a modern society focusing on consumption, “Marketplace Manhood,” characterized by a successful accumulation of wealth, power, and status in the capitalist marketplace, became hegemonic (Kimmel, 2005, p. 29). In the current postmodern landscape, a new form of masculinity is becoming increasingly dominant. Through the expansion of commodification in the era of neoliberal politics (Duggan, 2003; Giroux, 2005; Sender, 2006), masculinity has become a “commodity form” (Rahman, 2004, p. 219) and “branded” (Alexander, 2003, p. 535). A branded masculinity is rooted in capitalistic consumption “wherein profit can be produced by generating insecurity about one's body and one's consumer choices and then providing consumers with the correct answer or product” (Alexander, 2003, p. 551). How do current popular cultural productions create, maintain, negotiate, contest, and attempt to fix meanings about masculinity in late capitalist and increasingly neoliberal U.S. culture? To begin examining this question, our study focuses on Noah's Arc, a popular U.S. television show.

Their herod evidence says the problem is that the public “can’t seem to graps the simple fact that the government does this stuff on purpose.” – this is our argument – we say the USfg is responsible and they explictely screwed up. We also problematize the notion of a coherent nation-state and governments – that’s the Pease and Masur evidence above

The K relies on a repressive understanding of power by which those with privilege can only oppress others – this demobilizes the potential for authority to be used in creative ways to create conditions for resisting domination. 
Giroux, chair Global Network Television @ McMaster, 2005 [Henry A. Border Crossings. 2nd Edition. p. 131-133]
HG: Two issues. I would reiterate that knowledge is produced rather than received. That raises a very interesting question about the notion of authority. You can exercise authority in ways that do not establish the conditions for knowledge to be produced and engaged. I would call that authoritarianism. Or you can exercise authority to establish conditions in which a central tension lies at the heart of how we teach. The latter method encourages self-reflection, learning from others, and refiguring forms of cultural practice. Therefore it's conceivable to be theoretically correct and pedagogically wrong. It's conceivable that I can go into a class and say that this knowledge is absolutely worthwhile because it's an antiracist pedagogy that takes up questions of difference in a profoundly utopian way. We can certainly justify doing that but what we can't justify is assuming that that's all we should do. We also have to consider how knowledge can be taken-up in ways that make it the object of analyses rather than of reverence. We also need to consider how knowledge is understood within the contexts of the experiences students bring to our classes. We are there not merely to produce knowledge so that it can be debated but also to be self-critical ourselves and learn from the forms of knowledge produced as they come from the class, from our students, from the community, and from their texts. Nevertheless, we should always be mindful of our obligation not to run away from authority but to exercise it in the name of self- and social formation. That means always reminding ourselves that power must be exercised within a framework that allows students to inform us and to be more critical about their own voices, as well as aware of the codes and cultural representations of others outside the immediacy of their experience. As cultural workers we must be aware of the partial nature of our own views. I don't want to argue simply that as a white, middle-class intellectual I have no right to do anything but listen to the voices of the oppressed. That suggests that social location and identity politics absolutely determine and guarantee the way one takes up political questions. I have no trouble at all in exercising authority as long as I'm constantly self-critical about the limits of my own knowledge. One needs to recognize what it means to place students in relations of difference and articulation that consistently push them toward forms of struggle with themselves, teachers, and the society at large. DT: That's a very difficult question. I know teachers who have become frustrated with student-centered techniques because they don't work. Students resist because they don't really believe the teacher is yielding authority to them. They instinctively recognize that the institution is exerting an overdetermining influence over what happens in the classroom. HG: It's naive to deny the existence of authority. Instead one should investigate how it is exercised. DT: You can't avoid authority, because it's a psychological condition. It creates a relationship of transference. HG: The problem of authority raises several other issues. We're not merely free-floating intellectuals. We're inscribed within institutions that have the historical weight of particular kinds of power. Whether we like it or not, particularly as university professor or people involved in other cultural institutions, we don't just represent ourselves. We are representations of authority, and to say to students that institutions and practices of power don't exist is actually to be deceptive about the ways those institutions shape our own roles. This is why we must become self-conscious through the exercise of oppositional forms of authority: not only to question those roles but to undo them where necessary. I find too many students who come from places where they're afraid to speak. They've been silenced all their lives. It is now becoming very popular to say that intellectuals have no right to speak, that we have no right to appropriate the voice of the other. I certainly have no right to totalize the other and to say that I can speak for the other. I can speak to and about racism, sexism, and other issues as considerations that must be challenged in democratic society, but what happens when we find ourselves in classes with students who have been mutilated and are afraid to speak? How do we raise issues that encourage them to speak? If I try to do so, does that mean that as a white man I've violated some category that says that only blacks can speak about oppression? Experience has to be read critically; it never speaks for itself. This points to the need to exercise authority as a politics of engagement rather than as politics of assertion or as a politics of the personal/confessional. Authority must be used to provide the pedagogical conditions that empower students not only to speak but also to develop the critical capacities and courage to transform the conditions that oppress them and others in the first place. DT: Obviously one has to be very careful about doing this. HG: Given the power that public intellectuals sometimes have, I'm suggesting that we have obligations at least to inaugurate a discourse around the unrepresentable, that which cannot be spoken within social relations, particularly within groups that know that generally to speak is to be punished. I want to help create those oppositional spaces without dominating them. I don't want to say this is the only truth that will prevail. But as a public intellectual I have the obligation to rewrite the narratives of possibility for those who have occupied subject positions where that hasn't been possible before.

Recognizing contradictory ideas in the context of technological determinism improves communication and discussion to break down technoscience
Rosales 2009
Janna Metcalfe, thesis submitted in conformity with the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy Department and Centre for the Study of Religion University of Toronto, “WHEN THE “TWILIGHT OF JUSTICE” MEETS THE “DAWN OF NANOTECHNOLOGY”: A CRITIQUE OF TRANSHUMANISM AND THE TECHNOLOGICAL IMPERATIVE IN THE LIGHT OF GEORGE GRANT’S MORAL PHILOSOPHY,” https://exams.library.utoronto.ca/bitstream/1807/17824/6/Rosales_Janna_M_200906_PhD_thesis.pdf
For those who cannot give up that transcendental framework, the contradiction between the good and the triumph of the will lives itself out in the kinds of visceral “nerveracking situations of justice” (Grant, 1984/1998, pp. 440-441) from which we make sense of being, whether that entails taking a stance on reproductive ethics, euthanasia, nuclear energy, cybernetics, eugenics, germ-line genetic engineering, or molecular manufacturing. While one may be tempted to seek definitive resolutions to ethical dilemmas or to gloss over evidence of contradictions when deliberating over the issues, the efforts of both Grant and Simone Weil demonstrate that trying to pay due credit to contradictory ideas is not necessarily “evidence of a discreditable intellectual weakness” (Forbes, 2007, p. 201). Sometimes reality shows us incompatible truths that no amount of intellectual refinement or methodical reasoning can dispel; in this case the point is not to skim over or hide the inconsistencies, but rather, in the true spirit of a dialectical approach, to identify both complementarity and irreducible differences between ideas. To recognize contradictory ideas, as Weil (1956) insists, is to “experience the fact that we are not All” (p. 411). This too is an experience with otherness, one that is better apprehended through love rather than a logic that simply seeks consistency. As I stated in chapter 1, Grant considered the dialectical method to be grounded in eros, in that to know a thing is also to love it. I think nanoethics can benefit from this interpretation of the dialectical approach because currently the terms of engagement are set up more as a struggle between opponents, where there are debates to be won and lost, whether between Drexler and Smalley, Kurzweil and Joy, Hughes and Kass, transhumanists and bioconservatives. Too much emphasis on out-arguing one’s opponent and refuting contradictions closes down on channels of communication and excludes more constructive ways to frame the discussion. As a case in point, Langdon Winner (1986) observes that our debates about technology, society, and the environment often take a narrow view of what constitutes an acceptable discussion, usually drawing on concepts of efficiency and risk to define the parameters (p. x). What Grant does is bring challenging concepts to the table as a way to lift us out of an exclusively technoscientific mindset. 

Our affirmative isn’t predicated on white civil society – our affirmative diagnoses traditional notions of politics as problematic – we don’t know how civil society would be constituted because tech determinism and technocracy dominate the discussion

Their refusal to reinvent “blackness” as referent causes political stasis. We need a paleonymic relation to blackness – permutation is the best option
Moten ‘8 (Fred, Helen L. Bevington Prof. of Modern Poetry @ Duke U., “Black Op,” Proceedings of the Modern Language Association of America, pp. 1745)
*Paleonymic is the deconstruction term for creating new words for old terms
All this—which was always so essentially and authentically clear in its wrought, inventive, righteous obscurity—now often suffers being revealed and reviled in critique that advances by way of what is supposed to be the closure of authenticity, essence, and experience, all of which continue to be made to share the most precise and predictably easy-to-dismiss name, local habitation, and communal form of life. That blackness is often profiled and found wanting what it is and has, in work that involuntarily falls under the admittedly imprecise rubric of African American studies, is also unsurprising and is due not so much to chauvinistic reactions to real or perceived chauvinism but to the fact that blackness’s distinction from a specific set of things that are called black remains largely unthought. Paraontological resistance to this particular brand of orthodoxy requires a paleonymic relation to blackness, which is not in need of a highlight it already has or an extrachromatic saturation it already is or a rampant internal differentiation it already bears. As such, it need not be uncoupled from the forms that came to stand (in) for blackness, to which they could not be reduced and which could not be reduced to them. What is often overlooked in blackness is bound up with what has often been overseen. Certain experiences of being tracked, managed, cornered in seemingly open space are inextricably bound to an aesthetically and politically dangerous supplementarity, an internal exteriority waiting to get out, as if the prodigal’s return were to leaving itself. Black studies’ concern with what it is to own one’s dispossession, to mine what is held in having been possessed, makes it more possible to embrace the underprivilege of being sentenced to the gift of constant escape. The strain of black studies that strains against this interplay of itinerancy and identity—whether in the interest of putting down roots or disclaiming them—could be said, also, to constitute a departure, though it may well be into a stasis more severe than the one such work imagines (itself to be leaving). In contradistinction to such skepticism, one might plan, like Curtis Mayfield, to stay a believer and therefore to avow what might be called a kind of metacritical optimism. Such optimism, black optimism, is bound up with what it is to claim blackness and the appositional, runaway, phonoptic black operations—expressive of an autopoetic organization in which flight and inhabitation modify each other—that have been thrust upon it. The burden of this paradoxically aleatory goal is our historicity, animating the reality of escape in and the possibility of escape from.

Black people are not socially dead - there is continuity to social practices and history that shows their agency and proves social death is not ontologically dead
Vincent Brown, Prof. of History and African and African-American Studies @ Harvard Univ., December 2009, "Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery," American Historical Review, p. 1231-1249

THE PREMISE OF ORLANDO PATTERSON’S MAJOR WORK, that enslaved Africans were natally alienated and culturally isolated, was challenged even before he published his influential thesis, primarily by scholars concerned with “survivals” or “retentions” of African culture and by historians of slave resistance. In the early to mid-twentieth century, when Robert Park’s view of “the Negro” predominated among scholars, it was generally assumed that the slave trade and slavery had denuded black people of any ancestral heritage from Africa. The historians Carter G. Woodson and W. E. B. Du Bois and the anthropologist Melville J. Herskovits argued the opposite. Their research supported the conclusion that while enslaved Africans could not have brought intact social, political, and religious institutions with them to the Americas, they did maintain significant aspects of their cultural backgrounds.32 Herskovits ex- amined “Africanisms”—any practices that seemed to be identifiably African—as useful symbols of cultural survival that would help him to analyze change and continuity in African American culture.33 He engaged in one of his most heated scholarly disputes with the sociologist E. Franklin Frazier, a student of Park’s, who empha- sized the damage wrought by slavery on black families and folkways.34 More recently, a number of scholars have built on Herskovits’s line of thought, enhancing our understanding of African history during the era of the slave trade. Their studies have evolved productively from assertions about general cultural heritage into more precise demonstrations of the continuity of worldviews, categories of belonging, and social practices from Africa to America. For these scholars, the preservation of distinctive cultural forms has served as an index both of a resilient social personhood, or identity, and of resistance to slavery itself. 35
Scholars of slave resistance have never had much use for the concept of social death. The early efforts of writers such as Herbert Aptheker aimed to derail the popular notion that American slavery had been a civilizing institution threatened by “slave crime.”36 Soon after, studies of slave revolts and conspiracies advocated the idea that resistance demonstrated the basic humanity and intractable will of the enslaved—indeed, they often equated acts of will with humanity itself. As these writ- ers turned toward more detailed analyses of the causes, strategies, and tactics of slave revolts in the context of the social relations of slavery, they had trouble squaring abstract characterizations of “the slave” with what they were learning about the en- slaved.37 Michael Craton, who authored Testing the Chains: Resistance to Slavery in the British West Indies, was an early critic of Slavery and Social Death, protesting that what was known about chattel bondage in the Americas did not confirm Patterson’s definition of slavery. “If slaves were in fact ‘generally dishonored,’ ” Craton asked, “how does he explain the degrees of rank found among all groups of slaves—that is, the scale of ‘reputation’ and authority accorded, or at least acknowledged, by slave and master alike?” How could they have formed the fragile families documented by social historians if they had been “natally alienated” by definition? Finally, and per- haps most tellingly, if slaves had been uniformly subjected to “permanent violent domination,” they could not have revolted as often as they did or shown the “varied manifestations of their resistance” that so frustrated masters and compromised their power, sometimes “fatally.”38 The dynamics of social control and slave resistance falsified Patterson’s description of slavery even as the tenacity of African culture showed that enslaved men, women, and children had arrived in the Americas bearing much more than their “tropical temperament.”
The cultural continuity and resistance schools of thought come together pow- erfully in an important book by Walter C. Rucker, The River Flows On: Black Re- sistance, Culture, and Identity Formation in Early America. In Rucker’s analysis of slave revolts, conspiracies, and daily recalcitrance, African concepts, values, and cul- tural metaphors play the central role. Unlike Smallwood and Hartman, for whom “the rupture was the story” of slavery, Rucker aims to reveal the “perseverance of African culture even among second, third, and fourth generation creoles.”39 He looks again at some familiar events in North America—New York City’s 1712 Coromantee revolt and 1741 conspiracy, the 1739 Stono rebellion in South Carolina, as well as the plots, schemes, and insurgencies of Gabriel Prosser, Denmark Vesey, and Nat Turner—deftly teasing out the African origins of many of the attitudes and actions of the black rebels. Rucker outlines how the transformation of a “shared cultural heritage” that shaped collective action against slavery corresponded to the “various steps Africans made in the process of becoming ‘African American’ in culture, orientation, and identity.”40

the invocation of social death as ontologically inevitable inscribes a pessimism towards politics which makes agency impossible and oversimplifies the history of resistance
Vincent Brown, Prof. of History and African and African-American Studies @ Harvard Univ., December 2009, "Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery," American Historical Review, p. 1231-1249

Specters of the Atlantic is a compellingly sophisticated study of the relation be- tween the epistemologies underwriting both modern slavery and modern capitalism, but the book’s discussion of the politics of anti-slavery is fundamentally incomplete. While Baucom brilliantly traces the development of “melancholy realism” as an op- positional discourse that ran counter to the logic of slavery and finance capital, he has very little to say about the enslaved themselves. Social death, so well suited to the tragic perspective, stands in for the experience of enslavement. While this heightens the reader’s sense of the way Atlantic slavery haunts the present, Baucom largely fails to acknowledge that the enslaved performed melancholy acts of accounting not unlike those that he shows to be a fundamental component of abolitionist and human rights discourses, or that those acts could be a basic element of slaves’ oppositional activities. In many ways, the effectiveness of his text depends upon the silence of slaves—it is easier to describe the continuity of structures of power when one down- plays countervailing forces such as the political activity of the weak. So Baucom’s deep insights into the structural features of Atlantic slave trading and its afterlife come with a cost. Without engagement with the politics of the enslaved, slavery’s history serves as an effective charge leveled against modernity and capitalism, but not as an uneven and evolving process of human interaction, and certainly not as a locus of conflict in which the enslaved sometimes won small but important victories.11
Specters of the Atlantic is self-consciously a work of theory (despite Baucom’s prodigious archival research), and social death may be largely unproblematic as a matter of theory, or even law. In these arenas, as David Brion Davis has argued, “the slave has no legitimate, independent being, no place in the cosmos except as an instrument of her or his master’s will.”12 But the concept often becomes a general description of actual social life in slavery. Vincent Carretta, for example, in his au- thoritative biography of the abolitionist writer and former slave Olaudah Equiano, agrees with Patterson that because enslaved Africans and their descendants were “stripped of their personal identities and history, [they] were forced to suffer what has been aptly called ‘social death.’ ” The self-fashioning enabled by writing and print “allowed Equiano to resurrect himself publicly” from the condition that had been imposed by his enslavement.13 The living conditions of slavery in eighteenth-century Jamaica, one slave society with which Equiano had experience, are described in rich detail in Trevor Burnard’s unflinching examination of the career of Thomas Thistle- wood, an English migrant who became an overseer and landholder in Jamaica, and who kept a diary there from 1750 to 1786. Through Thistlewood’s descriptions of his life among slaves, Burnard glimpses a “world of uncertainty,” where the enslaved were always vulnerable to repeated depredations that actually led to “significant slave dehumanization as masters sought, with considerable success, to obliterate slaves’ personal histories.” Burnard consequently concurs with Patterson: “slavery completely stripped slaves of their cultural heritage, brutalized them, and rendered ordinary life and normal relationships extremely difficult.”14 This was slavery, after all, and much more than a transfer of migrants from Africa to America.15 Yet one wonders, after reading Burnard’s indispensable account, how slaves in Jamaica or- ganized some of British America’s greatest political events during Thistlewood’s time and after, including the Coromantee Wars of the 1760s, the 1776 Hanover conspiracy, and the Baptist War of 1831–1832. Surely they must have found some way to turn the “disorganization, instability, and chaos” of slavery into collective forms of belonging and striving, making connections when confronted with alien- ation and finding dignity in the face of dishonor. Rather than pathologizing slaves by allowing the condition of social death to stand for the experience of life in slavery, then, it might be more helpful to focus on what the enslaved actually made of their
situation.
Among the most insightful texts to explore the experiential meaning of Afro- Atlantic slavery (for both the slaves and their descendants) are two recent books by Saidiya Hartman and Stephanie Smallwood. Rather than eschewing the concept of social death, as might be expected from writing that begins by considering the per- spective of the enslaved, these two authors use the idea in penetrating ways. Hart- man’s Lose Your Mother: A Journey along the Atlantic Slave Route and Smallwood’s Saltwater Slavery: A Middle Passage from Africa to American Diaspora extend social death beyond a general description of slavery as a condition and imagine it as an experience of self. Here both the promise and the problem with the concept are most fully apparent.16
Both authors seek a deeper understanding of the experience of enslavement and its consequences for the past, present, and future of black life than we generally find in histories of slavery. In Hartman’s account especially, slavery is not only an object of study, but also the focus of a personal memoir. She travels along a slave route in Ghana, from its coastal forts to the backcountry hinterlands, symbolically reversing the first stage of the trek now commonly called the Middle Passage. In searching prose, she meditates on the history of slavery in Africa to explore the precarious nature of belonging to the social category “African American.” Rendering her re- markable facility with social theory in elegant and affective terms, Hartman asks the question that nags all identities, but especially those forged by the descendants of slaves: What identifications, imagined affinities, mythical narratives, and acts of re- membering and forgetting hold the category together? Confronting her own alienation from any story that would yield a knowable genealogy or a comfortable identity, Hartman wrestles with what it means to be a stranger in one’s putative motherland, to be denied country, kin, and identity, and to forget one’s past—to be an orphan.17 Ultimately, as the title suggests, Lose Your Mother is an injunction to accept dis- possession as the basis of black self-definition.
Such a judgment is warranted, in Hartman’s account, by the implications of social death both for the experience of enslavement and for slavery’s afterlife in the present. As Patterson delineated in sociological terms the death of social personhood and the reincorporation of individuals into slavery, Hartman sets out on a personal quest to “retrace the process by which lives were destroyed and slaves born.”18 When she contends with what it meant to be a slave, she frequently invokes Patterson’s idiom: “Seized from home, sold in the market, and severed from kin, the slave was for all intents and purposes dead, no less so than had he been killed in combat. No less so than had she never belonged to the world.” By making men, women, and children into commodities, enslavement destroyed lineages, tethering people to own- ers rather than families, and in this way it “annulled lives, transforming men and women into dead matter, and then resuscitated them for servitude.” Admittedly, the enslaved “lived and breathed, but they were dead in the social world of men.”19 As it turns out, this kind of alienation is also part of what it presently means to be African American. “The transience of the slave’s existence,” for example, still leaves its traces in how black people imagine and speak of home:
We never tire of dreaming of a place that we can call home, a place better than here, wherever here might be . . . We stay there, but we don’t live there . . . Staying is living in a country without exercising any claims on its resources. It is the perilous condition of existing in a world in which you have no investments. It is having never resided in a place that you can say is yours. It is being “of the house” but not having a stake in it. Staying implies transient quarters, a makeshift domicile, a temporary shelter, but no attachment or affiliation. This sense of not belonging and of being an extraneous element is at the heart of slavery.20
“We may have forgotten our country,” Hartman writes, “but we haven’t forgotten our dispossession.”21
Like Baucom, Hartman sees the history of slavery as a constituent part of a tragic present. Atlantic slavery continues to be manifested in black people’s skewed life chances, poor education and health, and high rates of incarceration, poverty, and premature death. Disregarding the commonplace temporalities of professional historians, whose literary conventions are generally predicated on a formal distinction between past, present, and future, Hartman addresses slavery as a problem that spans all three. The afterlife of slavery inhabits the nature of belonging, which in turn guides the “freedom dreams” that shape prospects for change. “If slavery persists as an issue in the political life of black America,” she writes, “it is not because of an antiquated obsession with bygone days or the burden of a too-long memory, but because black lives are still imperiled and devalued by a racial calculus and a political arithmetic that were entrenched centuries ago.”22
A professor of English and comparative literature, Hartman is in many respects in a better position than most historians to understand events such as the funeral aboard the Hudibras. This is because for all of her evident erudition, her scholarship is harnessed not so much to a performance of mastery over the facts of what hap- pened, which might substitute precision for understanding, as to an act of mourning, even yearning. She writes with a depth of introspection and personal anguish that is transgressive of professional boundaries but absolutely appropriate to the task. Reading Hartman, one wonders how a historian could ever write dispassionately about slavery without feeling complicit and ashamed. For dispassionate accounting—exemplified by the ledgers of slave traders—has been a great weapon of the powerful, an episteme that made the grossest violations of personhood acceptable, even necessary. This is the kind of bookkeeping that bore fruit upon the Zong. “It made it easier for a trader to countenance yet another dead black body or for a captain to dump a shipload of captives into the sea in order to collect the insurance, since it wasn’t possible to kill cargo or to murder a thing already denied life. Death was simply part of the workings of the trade.” The archive of slavery, then, is “a mortuary.” Not content to total up the body count, Hartman offers elegy, echoing in her own way the lamentations of the women aboard the Hudibras. Like them, she is concerned with the dead and what they mean to the living. “I was desperate to reclaim the dead,” she writes, “to reckon with the lives undone and obliterated in the making of human commodities.”23
It is this mournful quality of Lose Your Mother that elevates it above so many histories of slavery, but the same sense of lament seems to require that Hartman overlook small but significant political victories like the one described by Butter- worth. Even as Hartman seems to agree with Paul Gilroy on the “value of seeing the consciousness of the slave as involving an extended act of mourning,” she remains so focused on her own commemorations that her text makes little space for a consideration of how the enslaved struggled with alienation and the fragility of belonging, or of the mourning rites they used to confront their condition.24 All of the ques- tions she raises about the meaning of slavery in the present—both highly personal and insistently political—might as well be asked about the meaning of slavery to slaves themselves, that is, if one begins by closely examining their social and political lives rather than assuming their lack of social being. Here Hartman is undone by her reliance on Orlando Patterson’s totalizing definition of slavery. She asserts that “no solace can be found in the death of the slave, no higher ground can be located, no perspective can be found from which death serves a greater good or becomes any- thing other than what it is.”25 If she is correct, the events on the Hudibras were of negligible importance. And indeed, Hartman’s understandable emphasis on the personal damage wrought by slavery encourages her to disavow two generations of social history that have demonstrated slaves’ remarkable capacity to forge fragile com- munities, preserve cultural inheritance, and resist the predations of slaveholders. This in turn precludes her from describing the ways that violence, dislocation, and death actually generate culture, politics, and consequential action by the enslaved.26
This limitation is particularly evident in a stunning chapter that Hartman calls “The Dead Book.” Here she creatively reimagines the events that occurred on the voyage of the slave ship Recovery, bound, like the Hudibras, from the Bight of Biafra to Grenada, when Captain John Kimber hung an enslaved girl naked from the mizzen stay and beat her, ultimately to her death, for being “sulky”: she was sick and could not dance when so ordered. As Hartman notes, the event would have been unre- markable had not Captain Kimber been tried for murder on the testimony of the ship’s surgeon, a brief transcript of the trial been published, and the woman’s death been offered up as allegory by the abolitionist William Wilberforce and the graphic satirist Isaac Cruikshank. Hartman re-creates the murder and the surge of words it inspired, representing the perspectives of the captain, the surgeon, and the aboli tionist, for each of whom the girl was a cipher “outfitted in a different guise,” and then she puts herself in the position of the victim, substituting her own voice for the unknowable thoughts of the girl. Imagining the experience as her own and wistfully representing her demise as a suicide—a final act of agency—Hartman hopes, by this bold device, to save the girl from oblivion. Or perhaps her hope is to prove the impossibility of ever doing so, because by failing, she concedes that the girl cannot be put to rest. It is a compelling move, but there is something missing. Hartman discerns a convincing subject position for all of the participants in the events sur- rounding the death of the girl, except for the other slaves who watched the woman die and carried the memory with them to the Americas, presumably to tell others, plausibly even survivors of the Hudibras, who must have drawn from such stories a basic perspective on the history of the Atlantic world. For the enslaved spectators, Hartman imagines only a fatalistic detachment: “The women were assembled a few feet away, but it might well have been a thousand. They held back from the girl, steering clear of her bad luck, pestilence, and recklessness. Some said she had lost her mind. What could they do, anyway? The women danced and sang as she lay dying.”
Hartman ends her odyssey among the Gwolu, descendants of peoples who fled the slave raids and who, as communities of refugees, shared her sense of dispos- session. “Newcomers were welcome. It didn’t matter that they weren’t kin because genealogy didn’t matter”; rather, “building community did.” Lose Your Mother con- cludes with a moving description of a particular one of their songs, a lament for those who were lost, which resonated deeply with her sense of slavery’s meaning in the present. And yet Hartman has more difficulty hearing similar cries intoned in the past by slaves who managed to find themselves.27
Saltwater Slavery has much in common with Lose Your Mother. Smallwood’s study of the slave trade from the Gold Coast to the British Americas in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries likewise redeems the experience of the people traded like so many bolts of cloth, “who were represented merely as ciphers in the political arithmetic,” and therefore “feature in the documentary record not as subjects of a social history but as objects or quantities.”28 Each text offers a penetrating analysis of the market logic that turned people into goods. Both books work with the concept of social death. However, Smallwood examines the problem of social death for the enslaved even more closely than Hartman does.29
Like Hartman, Smallwood sees social death as a by-product of commodification. “If in the regime of the market Africans’ most socially relevant feature was their exchangeability,” she argues, “for Africans as immigrants the most socially relevant feature was their isolation, their desperate need to restore some measure of social life to counterbalance the alienation engendered by their social death.” But Small- wood’s approach is different in a subtle way. Whereas for Hartman, as for others, social death is an accomplished state of being, Smallwood veers between a notion of social death as an actual condition produced by violent dislocation and social death as a compelling threat. On the one hand, she argues, captivity on the Atlantic littoral was a social death. Exchangeable persons “inhabited a new category of mar- ginalization, one not of extreme alienation within the community, but rather of ab- solute exclusion from any community.” She seems to accept the idea of enslaved commodities as finished products for whom there could be no socially relevant relationships: “the slave cargo constituted the antithesis of community.” Yet elsewhere she contends that captives were only “menaced” with social death. “At every point along the passage from African to New World markets,” she writes, “we find a stark contest between slave traders and slaves, between the traders’ will to commodify people and the captives’ will to remain fully recognizable as human subjects.”30 Here, I think, Smallwood captures the truth of the idea: social death was a receding ho- rizon—the farther slaveholders moved toward the goal of complete mastery, the more they found that struggles with their human property would continue, even into the most elemental realms: birth, hunger, health, fellowship, sex, death, and time.
If social death did not define the slaves’ condition, it did frame their vision of apocalypse. In a harrowing chapter on the meaning of death (that is, physical death) during the Atlantic passage, Smallwood is clear that the captives could have no frame of reference for the experience aboard the slave ships, but she also shows how des- perate they were to make one. If they could not reassemble some meaningful way to map their social worlds, “slaves could foresee only further descent into an endless purgatory.” The women aboard the Hudibras were not in fact the living dead; they were the mothers of gasping new societies. Their view of the danger that confronted them made their mourning rites vitally important, putting these at the center of the women’s emerging lives as slaves—and as a result at the heart of the struggles that would define them. As Smallwood argues, this was first and foremost a battle over their presence in time, to define their place among ancestors, kin, friends, and future progeny. “The connection Africans needed was a narrative continuity between past and present—an epistemological means of connecting the dots between there and here, then and now, to craft a coherent story out of incoherent experience.” That is precisely what the women on the Hudibras fought to accomplish.31

Alternative allows for unbridled control by corporations – the government is necessary to ensure environmental regulations
Wood 94
Mary Christina Wood, Oregon Law Professor, 1994, “Protecting the Attributes of Native Sovereignty” Utah Law Review, lexis
A barrage of recent development proposals directed to tribes starkly demonstrates an intense modern pressure to develop and industrialize Indian Country. 58 In the era of Self-Determination, however, land grabbing is likely to take subtle forms. The territorial boundaries of Indian Country are unlikely to diminish significantly in the present era. Indian land can be transferred only to the federal government, and rarely is Indian land directly taken out of Indian hands. 59 Instead, the modern rush for Indian land will likely  take the form of leasing and development. 60 Most Indian tribes have established tribal corporations and are poised to enter the capitalist economy; indeed, many tribes have already established themselves as economic partners with non-Indian industrial interests. 61 Tribal councils across the country are entertaining offers by private non-Indian corporations to lease tribal lands for mines, industrial sites, waste dumps, residential and commercial developments, and incinerators. 62  Waste disposal issues provide a revealing glimpse of the intense market pressures on tribes, through their tribal councils, to accommodate non-Indian activity on their land. Due to the scarcity of waste disposal facilities, 63 the reluctance of most non-Indian communities to host new facilities, 64 and the prospect of relaxed regulation in Indian Country, 65 waste disposal interests have aggressively targeted Indian lands as sites for the nation's next generation of waste facilities. Nearly every Indian tribe has been asked by industry or government, or both, to accept waste produced by the non-Indian sector. 66 Proposals range from hazardous waste disposal facilities, 67 to regional solid waste landfills, 68 to PCB waste dumps, 69 to agricultural, hazardous, and medical waste incinerators. 70 Several tribal councils have pursued a U.S. Department of Energy ("DOE") offer to store thousands of irradiated spent fuel rods from the nation's 111 commercial nuclear reactors on their reservations. 71 The 70,000 metric tons of waste from the fuel rods  [*1486]  will remain radioactive for more than 10,000 years. 72  The rush to develop Indian land and resources has ignited fierce opposition within Indian Country. Many native people oppose the use of their land for non-Indian residential and commercial development, 73 mining, 74 waste disposal, 75 and gaming. 76 The deep-seated internal conflict over development of Indian lands has received scant attention in policy-making circles. Instead, there is a prevailing assumption that such development, because it requires the approval of tribal councils, is consistent with tribal interests. 78 Colonialism, recognized as an overriding feature of past federal Indian policy, 79 is a more elusive force in the modern Self-Determination era, 80 yet it manifests itself in the intense pressure to exploit native land and resources. 81  [*1489]   As in every past era, the federal government's current role remains important. Because the federal government still holds trust title to Indian lands and purports to act as a fiduciary in managing Indian lands, the legal obligations of the government are integral to carrying out those management functions. Moreover, in light of the unmistakable modern rush for Indian land and resources, the federal lease approval function must be measured against trust duties to reflect the new consensual dynamics and deference to tribes ushered in by the Self-Determination era.

