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Introduction

The Surrogate Human Effects of Technoliberalism

The November—December 2017 issue of Mother Jones playfully recasts the
iconic 1932 photograph “Lunch atop a Skyscraper,” which featured con-
struction workers seated on top of a crossbeam taking a break from work to
eat. The issue’s cover (figure 1.1) replaces the blue-collar workers enjoying
a meal together in the original image with robots wearing hard hats and
overalls. Now a lone human blue-collar worker (who appears to be a white
man) sits surrounded by robotic colleagues who whisper, laugh, sip coffee,
and read the newspaper. The headline underneath ominously reads: “You
Will Lose Your Job to a Robot—And Sooner Than You Think.” Perhaps it is
not coincidental that the photograph chosen for this adaptation was taken
at the height of the Great Depression, when upward of 20 percent of Amer-
icans were unemployed. The article explains that within 20 years, half of
current US workers will be out of jobs, and in a more distant future, even
jobs that seem currently unthreatened (such as that of medical doctor) will
be more efficiently—and productively—performed by robots and artificial
intelligence (a1). The author speculates about this future as one that can
lead to more freedom, but also more suffering, for humans:



In one sense, this all sounds great. Let the robots have the damn jobs!
No more dragging yourself out of bed at 6 A.m. or spending long days
on your feet. We'll be free to read or write poetry or play video games
or whatever we want to do. And a century from now, this is most
likely how things will turn out. Humanity will enter a golden age. But
what about 20 years from now? Or 30? We won't all be out of jobs by
then, but a lot of us will—and it will be no golden age. Until we figure
out how to fairly distribute the fruits of robot labor, it will be an era
of mass joblessness and mass poverty.!

This future of joblessness and poverty is echoed in the cover art of the
October 23, 2017, issue of The New Yorker (figure 1.2), which preceded
the Mother Jones issue by just a week. A bearded young white man sits on the
sidewalk, begging the passing robots for spare sprockets as they enjoy the
city streets (walking their robotic dogs, looking into their smartphones,
and casually sipping coffee on the go).

Though there has been a sudden increase in writing about the robot
futures facing US citizens following the 2016 election of Donald Trump
to the US presidency, these two covers are just a small sample of the myriad
articles published in the last decade considering the advent of a robotic
revolution. This is a revolution that is either celebrated as freeing humans
to be less oppressed by the drudgery of wage labor, domestic and repro-
ductive labor, the work of care, and even the work of waging war, or al-
ternately feared as displacing humans as the masters of this world. While
the inevitable incursion of robotics into domestic, social, military, and
economic realms is commonly figured as a potential boon or threat to all
of humanity, the figure of the human most threatened because it is iconi-
cally human—as the two magazine covers we’ve singled out vividly por-
tray in their images (if not in the text of the articles that accompany
the images)—is white and male. The human—machine future thus envi-
sions a white loss that philosophers, politicians, and engineers must ad-
dress before it is too late. Since the first industrial revolution, automation
has signaled the threat of the replaceability of specific types of human
functions and human workers that are racialized and gendered. This is
because the tasks deemed automatable, including manual labor, blue collar
factory work, and reproductive and care work, were regarded as unskilled
and noncreative—work that could be done by the poor, the uneducated,
the colonized, and women. Claims about the entirely novel nature of new
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Figure I1.1. Cover of November/December 2017 Mother Jones magazine.

Figure I.2. October 2017
New Yorker cover featur-
ing a human beggar in a
cityscape now enjoyed by
robots. Illustration by

R. Kikuo Johnson.

Mlustration by Roberto Parado.
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technologies, encapsulated by names heralding that an ostensibly unprece-
dented socioeconomic epoch is upon us, including the “Fourth Industrial
Revolution,” the “Second Machine Age,” and “TechBoom 2.0,” imply the as-
cension of humanity past differentiations in value as racialized and gen-
dered populations.? This occurs due to the fact that now, even knowledge
work, affective labor, and the work of taking or preserving human life have
become targets for automation. Yet, even as robotics and artificial intel-
ligence ostensibly signal universal human freedom from toil or universal
human loss (of jobs, sociality, material gains, and decision-making power)
as machines take over more and more tasks, questions about what kind of
tasks are replaceable, and what kind of creative capacities remain vested
only in some humans, indicate that humanity stands in a hierarchical if
connected relationship to artificial intelligence; industrial, military, and
social robots; digital technologies; and platforms that scaffold what in this
book we term technoliberalism.

Surrogate Humanity focuses on how engineering projects that create
the robots, program the a1, and enhance the digital infrastructure associ-
ated with a revolutionary new era are in fact predetermined by techniques
of differential exploitation and dispossession within capitalism.® In this
book, we propose that technoliberalism is the political alibi of present-day
racial capitalism that posits humanity as an aspirational figuration in a
relation to technological transformation, obscuring the uneven racial and
gendered relations of labor, power, and social relations that underlie the con-
temporary conditions of capitalist production.* Technological futures tied
to capitalist development iterate a fantasy that as machines, algorithms,
and artificial intelligence take over the dull, dirty, repetitive, and even re-
productive labor performed by racialized, gendered, and colonized workers
in the past, the full humanity of the (already) human subject will be freed
for creative capacities. Even as more valued tasks within capitalist regimes
of production and accumulation, such as knowledge work, become auto-
matable, the stated goal of technological innovation is to liberate human
potential (its nonalienated essence, or core) that has always been defined
in relation to degraded and devalued others—those who were never fully
human. Engineering imaginaries, even as they claim revolutionary status
for the techno-objects and platforms they produce to better human life,
thus tend to be limited by prior racial and gendered imaginaries of what
kinds of tasks separate the human from the less-than or not-quite human
other.
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We argue that racial logics of categorization, differentiation, incorpora-
tion, and elimination are constitutive of the very concept of technology
and technological innovation. Technology thus steps into what we call a
surrogate relation to human spheres of life, labor, and sociality that en-
ables the function and differential formation and consolidation of the lib-
eral subject—a subject whose freedom is possible only through the racial
unfreedom of the surrogate. Yet there is no liberal subject outside of the
surrogate—self relation through which the human, a moving target, is fixed
and established. In other words, the liberal subject is an effect of the surrogate
relation. The surrogate human effect, in this sense, is the racial “grammar”
of technoliberalism. By grammar here we mean a symbolic order, follow-
ing Hortense Spiller’s use of the term, that establishes “feeling human” as
a project of racial engineering.5 Even as technologies like industrial, mili-
tary, and companion robots are designed in ways engineers imagine will
perform more perfect versions of the human—more rational killers, more
efficient workers, tireless companions—such technologies still can’t feel
human in the sense that they can’t feel pain or empathy. Precisely because
such technologies can never be human, they allow for an exploration of the
aspirations for humanity. Contrary to the seeming abandonment of the pol-
itics of difference in the so-called postrace and postlabor future projected
by technoliberal discourses of machine-induced human obsolescence, we
thus draw attention to the composition of the human as an abstract category
whose expansive capacities continually reaffirm the racial order of things
that undergirds Euro-American modernity. Put differently, the ambition
to define universal humanity has been rehearsed and updated through the
incorporation into engineering imaginaries of ideas about what the human
is, imaginaries that guide the design of the future of the human through
technologies that perform “the surrogate human effect.”

In technological imaginaries both utopic (like robots that can free us
from drudgery to write poetry or play video games) and paranoid (like the
loss of jobs to robots), specific technologies are both actively designed, but
also often feared, to act as surrogates that can free humans from having to
perform historically degraded tasks. Although, in the language of science
and technology studies, these technologies are coproduced with the shift-
ing racialized and gendered essence of “the human” itself, promotional and
media accounts of engineering ingenuity erase human-machine interac-
tions such that artificial “intelligence,” “smart” objects and infrastructures,
and robots appear to act without any human attention. These technologies
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are quite explicitly termed “enchanted”—that is, within technoliberal mo-
dernity, there is a desire to attribute magic to techno-objects. In relation
to the desire for enchantment, Surrogate Humanity foregrounds how this
desire actively obscures technoliberalism’s complicity in perpetuating the
differential conditions of exploitation under racial capitalism.

In the desire for enchanted technologies that intuit human needs and
serve human desires, labor becomes something that is intentionally obfus-
cated so as to create the effect of machine autonomy (as in the example of
the “magic” of robot intelligence and the necessarily hidden human work
behind it). Unfree and invisible labor have been the hidden source of sup-
port propping up the apparent autonomy of the liberal subject through its
history, including indentured and enslaved labor as well as gendered do-
mestic and service labor.® The technoliberal desire to resolutely see tech-
nology as magical rather than the product of human work relies on the
liberal notion of labor as that performed by the recognizable human au-
tonomous subject, and not those obscured labors supporting it. Therefore,
the category of labor has been complicit with the technoliberal desire to
hide the worker behind the curtain of enchanted technologies, advancing
this innovated form of the liberal human subject and its investments in
racial unfreedom through the very categories of consciousness, autonomy,
and humanity, and attendant categories of the subject of rights, of labor,
and of property.

Our usage of the concept of the surrogate throughout this book fore-
grounds the longer history of human surrogates in post-Enlightenment
modernity, including the body of the enslaved standing in for the master,
the vanishing of native bodies necessary for colonial expansion, as well as
invisibilized labor including indenture, immigration, and outsourcing. The
claim that technologies can act as surrogates recapitulates histories of dis-
appearance, erasure, and elimination necessary to maintain the liberal sub-
ject as the agent of historical progress. Thus, framing the surrogate human
effect as the racial grammar of technoliberalism brings a feminist and criti-
cal race perspective to bear on notions of technological development, espe-
cially in the design and imagination of techno-objects and platforms that
claim to reenchant those tasks understood as tedious or miserable through
the marvels of technological progress—ostensibly dull, dirty, repetitive,
and uncreative work.

To understand how claims of human freedom and human loss enabled
by technological development allow for the retrenchment of the liberal
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subject as the universal human, Surrogate Humanity foregrounds the obfus-
cated connections between the human—machine divide in US technologi-
cal modernity and the racial production of the fully human in US political
modernity. Focusing on the material, social, and political consequences
of the mutual generation of “the human” and “the machine” from the US
post—World War II standardization of automation into the present, we ex-
plore both the social impact of design and engineering practices intended
to replace human bodies and functions with machines and the shift in
the definition of productivity, efficiency, value, and “the racial” that these
technologies demand in their relation to the post-Enlightenment figure
of the human. We begin with the second half of the twentieth century
because this is the moment when the United States ascends to global political
and economic supremacy and cultural influence, inheriting the mantle of
its own and Western European settler imperial social structures. At this
same historical juncture, the racial architecture of US modes of governance
and geopolitical ascendancy were erased in the logics of post—civil rights
racial liberalism and multiculturalism.” Crucially, the advent of what can
be termed, ironically, a “postracial” domination translates directly into
the perception of new technologies as neutral and disembodied, even as
these technologies are anchored in, and anchor, contemporary US impe-
rial power. In short, the technological sphere has been separated from the
racial scaffolding of the social in the Cold War and post—Cold War eras. Yet,
as we argue, it is essential to assess the racial and gendered architecture of
post-Enlightenment modernity as engineered into the form and function
of given technologies. This calls for situating techno-objects and platforms
in a social relation to what is experienced as a “human.” Thus, although
our book is primarily focused on present-day claims about the revolution-
ary nature of new digital technologies, robotics, and Al, throughout our
analysis of techno-objects and the social and political discourses that frame
them, we unearth the obscured histories that delimit technoliberal engi-
neering projects focused on efficiency, productivity, and further accumula-
tion through dispossession.

Throughout this book, we insist on the infusion of a seemingly neutral
technological modernity with the racial, gendered, and sexual politics of po-
litical modernity, based as they are in racial slavery, colonial conquest and
genocide, and forced mobility through ongoing racial imperial practices of
labor allocation and warcraft. To accomplish this, we extend critical ethnic
studies analyses of gendered racialization to include machine “others.” By
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focusing on machines, we take the weight of an ethnic studies analysis off of
racialized people so that we can see how this relationship functions even
in their absence. Tracking the surrogate human effect within technolib-
eral politics enables us to attend to techniques through which difference
(whether human-nonhuman or interhuman) is produced, while under-
standing categories of difference as historically specific.

By tracking how the surrogate human effect functions as the racial
grammar of technoliberalism, we connect critiques of historical and politi-
cal consciousness, freedom, and agency, whether of the machine or of the
liberal subject, to calls for thinking beyond the limits of liberal humanist
visions of more just futures. We thus position our critique of technoliberal-
ism in relation to how technologies can be used to create relations between
the human and the machine that are outside of the use-value—efficiency
triad of capitalist modes of production. We see this work of redescribing
value, and what or who is valuable, outside of the parameters of racial capi-
talism and its modes of waging war and staging social relations already hap-
pening in artistic and engineering projects focused on creating technolo-
gies that blur the boundaries between subject and object, the productive
and unproductive, and value and valuelessness, thereby advancing struc-
tures of relation that are unimaginable in the present. Pushing against the
limits of the imagination imposed by the symbolic logics of the surrogate
human effect, the artistic, literary, engineering, and scientific projects we
include in juxtaposition with those we critique refuse existing frames for
recognizing full humanity, particularly the categories of the liberal politics
of recognition such as the subject of labor or human rights.

The Surrogate Human Effect

Like the “others” of the (white) liberal subject analyzed by decolonial and
postcolonial scholarship, the surrogate human effect of technology func-
tions first to consolidate something as “the human,” and second to colonize
“the human” by advancing the post-Enlightenment liberal subject of mo-
dernity as universal.® The concept of the surrogate brings together tech-
noliberal claims that technological objects and platforms are increasingly
standing in for what the human does, thus rendering the human obsolete,
while also foregrounding the history of racial unfreedom that is overwrit-
ten by claims of a postrace and postgender future generated by that obso-
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lescence. In our usage, the longer history of the surrogate human effect in
post-Enlightenment modernity stretches from the disappearance of native
bodies necessary for the production of the fully human, through the pro-
duction of the fungibility of the slave’s body as standing in for the master,
and therefore also into the structures of racial oppression that continue
into the postslavery and post-Jim Crow periods, and into the disavowal of
gendered and racialized labor supporting outsourcing, crowdsourcing, and
sharing economy platforms. Framing technologies through the lens of the
surrogate effect brings a feminist and critical race perspective to bear on
notions of technological development, especially in the design and imagina-
tion of techno-objects and platforms that claim a stand-in role for undesir-
able human tasks.

As part of the surrogate effect, the surrogate is a racialized and gendered form
defining the limits of human consciousness and autonomy. Saidya Hartman
conceptualizes the surrogate by citing Toni Morrison’s formulation of slaves
as “surrogate selves for the meditation on the problems of human freedom.”
Hartman proposes that “the value of blackness resided in its metaphorical
aptitude, whether literally understood as the fungibility of the commodity
or understood as the imaginative surface upon which the master and the
nation came to understand themselves.”'° The slave, the racialized fungible
body, also acts as a “surrogate for the master’s body since it guarantees his
disembodied universality and acts as the sign of his power and domina-
tion”! As Hartman elaborates, these racialized structures of the surrogate
did not simply disappear after emancipation. Rather, “the absolute domin-
ion of the master, predicated on the annexation of the captive body, yielded
to an economy of bodies, yoked and harnessed, through the exercise of au-
tonomy, self-interest, and consent. . . . Although no longer the extension
and instrument of the master’s absolute right or dominion, the laboring
black body remained a medium of others’ power and representation.”*?

While Hartman is referencing the rise of new modes of bonded labor
following emancipation that were encapsulated by the liberal formalities
of contract, consent, and rights, her theorization of surrogacy as a racial-
ized and gendered arrangement producing autonomy and universality of
and for the master is useful for thinking about the contemporary desire for
technology to perform the surrogate human effect. The racialized and gen-
dered scaffolding of the surrogate effect continues to assert a “disembodied
universality” that actually offers the position of “human” to limited human
actors, thereby guaranteeing power and domination through defining the
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limits of work, violence, use, and even who or what can be visible labor and
laboring subjects.

Tracking the endurance of the racial form of slavery as the (not so) re-
pressed or spectral frame for the imaginary of what surrogate technolo-
gies do, or who or what they are meant to replace, we insist throughout
this book that human emancipation (from work, violence, and oppressive
social relations) is a racialized aspiration for proper humanity in the post-
Enlightenment era. In the US context, reading technologies as they reflect
the dominant imagination of what it means to be a human thus means that
they are situated in social relations of race, gender, and sexuality, as these
derive from embodied histories of labor, Atlantic chattel slavery, settler co-
lonialism, and European and US imperialism, to name the most dominant.
The preeminent questions of the politics of the subject, and the derivative
politics of difference that consume critical theory—questions that are about
political consciousness, autonomy with its attendant concepts of freedom
and unfreedom, and the problem of recognition—also drive the preeminent
questions we must ask of technologies that perform the surrogate human
effect.

The surrogate effect of technological objects inherits the simultaneously
seeming irrelevance yet all-encompassing centrality of race and histories of
enslavement and indenture against which the liberal subject is defined. As
Lisa Lowe writes:

During the seventeenth to nineteenth centuries, liberal colonial dis-
courses improvised racial terms for the non-European peoples whom
settlers, traders, and colonial personnel encountered. We can link
the emergence of liberties defined in the abstract terms of citizen-
ship, rights, wage labor, free trade, and sovereignty with the attribu-
tion of racial difference to those subjects, regions, and populations
that liberal doctrine describes as unfit for liberty or incapable of civi-
lization, placed at the margins of liberal humanity.”®

Lowe explains that while it is tempting to read the history of eman-
cipation from slave labor as a progress narrative of liberal development
toward individual rights and universal citizenship, in fact, “to the contrary,
this linear conception of historical progress—in which the slavery of the
past would be overcome and replaced by modern freedom—concealed the
persistence of enslavement and dispossession for the enslaved and inden-
tured” and racialized populations necessary to the new British-led impe-
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rial forms of trade and governance “expanding across Asia, Africa, and the
Americas under the liberal rubric of free trade.”** Moreover, according to
Lowe, “the liberal experiment that began with abolition and emancipa-
tion continued with the development of free wage labor as a utilitarian
discipline for freed slaves and contract laborers in the colonies, as well
as the English workforce at home, and then the expanded British Empire
through opening free trade and the development of liberal government.”
While the history of capitalism tends to be written as the overcoming of
serf, slave, and indentured labor through free contract and wage labor, that
is, as freedom overcoming unfreedom, as Lowe demonstrates, it is actually
the racialized coupling of freedom and unfreedom that undergird and jus-
tify capitalist and imperial expansionism.

Rather than freedom being on the side of modernity, which overcomes
the unfreedom that is the condition of premodernity, in fact the states of
both freedom and unfreedom are part of the violent processes of extrac-
tion and expropriation marking progress toward universality. Undergirding
Euro-American coloniality, political liberalism maintains the racial tempo-
rality of post-Enlightenment modernity that depends on innovating both
bodies and resources (and how each will be deployed). David Theo Gold-
berg argues that liberalism is the “defining doctrine of self and society for
modernity,” through which articulations of historical progress, universal-
ity, and freedom are articulated.!® Because liberalism’s developmental ac-
count of Euro-American moral progress has historically been premised on
the transcending of racial difference, as Goldberg puts it, under the tenets
of liberalism, “race is irrelevant, but all is race.”"”

To articulate freedom and abstract universal equality as the twin pillars
of liberal modes of governance, racial identity categories and how they are
utilized for economic development under racial capitalism are continu-
ally disavowed even as they are innovated. In her writing about how such
innovations played out in the post-World War II context, the historical
period in which we locate our study, Jodi Melamed has argued that US
advancement toward equality, as evidenced by liberal antiracism such as
civil rights law and the professional accomplishments of black and other
minority citizens, was meant to establish the moral authority of US democ-
racy as superior to socialist and communist nations.'® Highlighting antira-
cism as the central tenet of US democracy, the US thus morally underwrote
its imperial projects as a struggle for achieving states of freedom abroad
over illiberal states of unfreedom, racializing illiberal systems of belief as a
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supplement to the racialization of bodies under Western European impe-
rialism." The assertion that the US is a space of racial freedom, of course,
covered over ongoing material inequalities based on race at home. As part
of the articulation of US empire as an exceptional empire whose violence
is justified because it spreads freedom, the history of slavery is always ac-
knowledged, but only insofar as it can be rendered irrelevant to the present
day—that is, the history of slavery is framed as a story of US national over-
coming of a past aberrant from the ideals of US democracy, and as a story
of redemption and progress toward an inclusion as rights-bearing subjects
of an ever-proliferating list of others (women, black people, gay people,
disabled people, etc.).

Technoliberalism and Racial Engineering
of a “Post”-Racial World

“Will robots need rights?” This dilemma was included in Time magazine’s
September 21, 2015, issue as one of the most important questions facing US
society in the present day. In his written response, Ray Kurzweil, an inven-
tor and computer scientist, wrote that “If an A1 can convince us that it is at
human levels in its responses, and if we are convinced that it is experiencing
the subjective states that it claims, then we will accept that it is capable of
experiencing suffering and joy,” and we will be compelled to grant it rights
when it demands rights of us.?® In other words, if a robot can prove that it
can feel human (feel pain, happiness, fear, etc.), its human status can be
recognized through the granting of rights. Philosophical and cultural medi-
tations upon questions of artificial personhood, machinic consciousness,
and robot autonomy such as that in Time magazine announce the advent of
what we term in this book technoliberalism by asserting that in the current
moment, the category of humanity can be even further expanded to poten-
tially include artificial persons. According to Hartman, under liberalism,

3%

the “metamorphosis of ‘chattel into man™ occurs through the production
of the liberal individual as a rights-bearing subject.” However, as Hartman
elaborates, “the nascent individualism of the freed designates a precarious
autonomy since exploitation, domination, and subjection inhabit the vehicle
of rights*

Autonomy and consciousness, even when projected onto techno-objects

that populate accounts of capitalist futurity, continue to depend on a racial
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relational structure of object and subject. We describe this symbolic or-
dering of the racial grammar of the liberal subject the “surrogate human
effect” As technology displaces the human chattel-turned-man with man-
made objects that hold the potential to become conscious (and therefore
autonomous, rights-bearing liberal subjects freed from their exploitative
conditions), the racial and gendered form of the human as an unstable
category is further obscured. Technoliberalism’s version of universal hu-
manity heralds a postrace and postgender world enabled by technology,
even as that technology holds the place of a racial order of things in which
humanity can be affirmed only through degraded categories created for
use, exploitation, dispossession, and capitalist accumulation. As Lisa Lowe
articulates, “racial capitalism suggests that capitalism expands not through
rendering all labor, resources, and markets across the world identical, but
by precisely seizing upon colonial divisions, identifying particular regions
for production and others for neglect, certain populations for exploita-
tion, and others for disposal.”*® As we show throughout the chapters of this
book—which range in scope from examining how technological progress
is deployed as a critique of white supremacy since the advent of Trumpism,
effectively masking how the fourth industrial revolution and the second
machine age have accelerated racialized and gendered differentiation, to
how the language of the sharing economy has appropriated socialist con-
ceptions of collaboration and sharing to further the development of capi-
talist exploitation—within present-day fantasies of techno-futurity there
is a reification of imperial and racial divisions within capitalism. This is
the case even though such divisions are claimed to be overcome through
technology.

Surrogate Humanity contends that the engineering imaginaries of our
technological future rehearse (even as they refigure) liberalism’s produc-
tion of the fully human at the racial interstices of states of freedom and
unfreedom. We use the term technoliberalism to encompass the techniques
through which liberal modernity’s simultaneous and contradictory obses-
sion with race and its irrelevance has once again been innovated at the
start of the twenty-first century, with its promises of a more just future
enabled by technology that will ostensibly result in a postrace, postlabor
world. This is also a world in which warfare and social relations are per-
formed by machines that can take on humanity’s burdens. Technological
objects that are shorthand for what the future should look like inherit
liberalism’s version of an aspirational humanity such that technology now
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mediates the freedom-unfreedom dynamic that has structured liberal fu-
turity since the post-Enlightenment era. Put otherwise, technoliberalism
proposes that we are entering a completely new phase of human eman-
cipation (in which the human is freed from the embodied constraints of
race, gender, and even labor) enabled through technological development.
However, as we insist, the racial and imperial governing logics of liberal-
ism continue to be at the core of technoliberal modes of figuring human
freedom. As Ruha Benjamin puts it, “technology . . . is . . . a metaphor for
innovating inequity.”?* To make this argument, she builds on David Theo
Goldberg’s assessment of postraciality in the present, which exists “today
alongside the conventionally or historically racial. . . . In this, it is one with
contemporary political economy’s utterly avaricious and limitless appetites
for the new”® Yet amid assertions of technological newness, as Benjamin
demonstrates, white supremacy is the default setting.

Technoliberalism embraces the “post™racial logic of racial liberalism
and its conception of historical, economic, and social newness, limiting
the engineering, cultural, and political imaginaries of what a more just and
equal future looks like within technological modernity. As we propose,
race and its disciplining and governing logics are engineered into the form
and function of the technological objects that occupy the political, cultural,
and social armature of technoliberalism. Rather than questioning the epis-
temological and ontological underpinnings of the human, fantasies about
what media outlets commonly refer to as the revolutionary nature of tech-
nological developments carry forward and reuniversalize the historical
specificity of the category human whose bounds they claim to surpass.

Our book addresses not just how technologies produce racialized popu-
lations demarcated for certain kinds of work, but also how race produces
technology in the sense that it is built into the imaginaries of innovation
in engineering practice.?® To do so we build on and expand on the work of
scholars like Wendy Chun and Beth Coleman, who have proposed thinking
about race as technology. Chun demonstrates that conceptualizing race as
a technology (not as an essence, but as a function) lets us see how “nature”
and “culture” are bound together for purposes of differentiating both liv-
ing beings and things, and for differentiating subjects from objects.?” This
formulation allows us to trace the conceptual origins of race as a politi-
cal category rooted in slavery and colonialism that has enduring legacies
(both in terms of classifying people and in terms of inequities). Similarly,
Beth Coleman argues that conceptualizing race as a technology highlights
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the productive work that race does (as a tool, race can in some contexts
even be seen to work in ways that are separable from bodies).?® While
such reconceptualizations of race as a category are valuable, they do not
fully account for race as the condition of possibility for the emergence of
technology as an epistemological, political, and economic category within
Euro-American modernity. As such, technology undergirds the produc-
tion of the human as separate from the machine, tool, or object. Technol-
ogy is a racial category in that it reiterates use, value, and productivity as
mechanisms of hierarchical differentiation and exploitation within racial
capitalism.

Our focus on race and gender, and freedom and unfreedom, within the
technoliberal logics that configure the aspirational temporality of feeling
human in the twenty-first century brings a critical race and ethnic stud-
ies perspective to the imaginary of historical progress that pins hopes for
achieving universal human freedom on technological development. De-
colonial thought, critical race studies, and feminist science studies, each of
which has differently engaged post- and antihumanism to extend an analy-
sis of the vitality and agency of objects and matter to problematize the cen-
trality of modern man in the field of the political, can thus productively
be put into dialogue as a starting point for theorizing technology begin-
ning with difference. According to Alexander Weheliye, “the greatest con-
tribution to critical thinking of black studies—and critical ethnic studies
more generally . . . [is] the transformation of the human into a heuristic
model and not an ontological fait accompli.”?® Weheliye argues that, given
developments in biotechnology and informational media, it is crucial to
bring this critical thought to bear upon contemporary reflections on the
human.*® As is well known, eighteenth- and nineteenth-century European
colonialism, a structure that instituted a global sliding scale of humanity
through scientific notions about racial differences and hierarchies, un-
dergirded systematic enslavement and subjugation of nonwhite peoples
to advance European capitalism and the industrial revolution. Developed
alongside and through the demands of colonialism, this scale designated
a distinction among human beings, not just between humans and ani-
mals, such that humanity was something to be achieved.* Decolonization,
Frantz Fanon wrote, is in this respect “quite simply the replacing of a cer-
tain ‘species’ of men by another ‘species’ of men.”*? At stake in the Fanonian
concept of decolonial revolution is the reimagining of the human-thing
relation as a precondition for freedom. This is precisely the relation that

Introduction [15]



the techno-revolutionary imaginary scaffolding technoliberalism fails to
reenvision. This failure is due in part to the fact that, at the same time that
colonialism was without a doubt a project of dehumanization, as scholars
like David Scott and Samera Esmeir show, European colonialism through
its discourses of technological innovation, progress, and civilization also
aimed to “humanize” racialized others.**

Engineering imaginaries about technological newness that propose to
reimagine human form and function through technological surrogates
taking on dull, dirty, repetitive, and reproductive work associated with ra-
cialized, gendered, enslaved, indentured, and colonized labor populations
thus inherit the tension between humanization and dehumanization at the
heart of Western European and US imperial projects. On the one hand,
there is a fear that as technologies become more proximate to humans, in-
serting themselves into spheres of human activity, the essence of humanity
is lost. On the other hand, the fantasy is that as machines take on the sort
of work that degrades humans, humans can be freer than ever to pursue
their maximum potential. As we postulate, this tension arises because even
as technoliberalism claims to surpass human raced and gendered differen-
tiation, the figuration of “humanity” following the post- of postracial and
postgender brings forward a historically universalizing category that writes
over an ongoing differential achievement of the status of “the human.”

In contrast to speculative writing that recent developments in robotics
and Ar1 can liberate humanity by ending the need for humans to perform
degraded, dull, dirty, or repetitive tasks, decolonial and critical race schol-
ars such as Sylvia Wynter first ask who or what falls into and out of the
category of human, signaling that the human as a shifting and disciplin-
ing category continues to be profoundly racialized, and only then poses
the question of what sorts of redescriptions of the human are necessary
to conceive of what comes “after Man.” To paraphrase Wynter, in order to
wrest a new figure of the human (or, less ambitiously, a new human po-
tentiality) from the epistemological break that follows from the techno-
revolution, we must unmake the world in its current descriptive-material
guise.>* Wynter’s call for redescribing the human after-Man as an ontologi-
cal problem points to the coexistence of the world of the humanist subject
(Man) with those other worlds forcibly written upon by colonial practices
that continue outside/alongside it.*® To get at the problem of how the
category of the human is constituted through material histories of differ-
ence, Donna Haraway rejects “human exceptionalism” and instead centers
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the “encounter” between humans and nonhumans and between subjects
and objects, as constitutive of who and what is encountered.3® Similarly,
when the material world is viewed through Karen Barad’s analytic of intra-
activity,* the centrality of the liberal human subject can be suspended. The
historically conditioned (racialized and gendered) nature of subject—object
and human-thing encounters, we argue, is precisely what technoliberal
imaginaries overwrite through an emphasis on the seeming neutrality and

rationality of technoliberal futurism.

The Enchanted Future of Technoliberal Modernity
and the Racial Conditions of Freedom

As we have proposed thus far, a core aspect of the surrogate effect as the
racial grammar of technoliberalism is the articulation of progress tethered
to present-day technologies, including their “intelligence,” internetwork-
ing, and engineering. Terms that mark our ostensibly new technological
epoch, such as fourth industrial revolution and the second machine age,
posit our economic arrangements and social infrastructures as nothing
short of revolutionary—that is, entirely different from those that led to the
first industrial revolution and earlier moments of automation. Smart in-
ternetworked objects like the Roomba self-directing vacuum cleaner, pre-
scription pill bottles that automatically order refills when their volume gets
low, or umbrellas that light up with the prediction of rain, seem to intuit
human needs. They are imagined to promise a future in which animate

38 m1T Media

objects manage the dull work of reproducing daily existence.
Lab instructor and entrepreneur David Rose has termed such technologies
“enchanted objects.”

The desire for technological enchantment, that is, for animate and
“intelligent” technological objects that perform degraded and devalued
tasks to uphold the freedom of the liberal subject, perpetuates the sur-
rogate effect of technoliberalism, erasing the ongoing ways in which the
colonial structures of racialized and gendered exploitation that enable
the feeling of being human produce the desire for enchanting technology.
Throughout the chapters of Surrogate Humanity, we dwell on the tension
between economic and technological rationality, the hallmarks of politi-
cal and economic liberalism, and the engineering and cultural imaginar-

ies that seek to reenchant our technological modernity through machines,
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Figure 1.3. Enchanted broom from Disney’s 1940 film Fantasia.

platforms, and apps whose magic is to remove human exploitation from
the frame. Put otherwise, the technoliberal fantasy of a reenchanted secu-
lar and rational world is one made magic through technologies that can
be completely controlled by humans, yet these same technologies bypass
human thought and labor, thereby seeming to overcome the historical,
economic, and imperial legacies that create categories of objects and
people as needed, desired, valuable, or disposable. Enchanting the object
precludes the possibility of recognizing the racialized and gendered scaf-
folding of racial capitalism and of an attendant antiracist politics. A de-
sire for enchanted objects extends from European-derived fairy tales and
Disney’s animated films such as Fantasia (“The Sorcerer’s Apprentice,”
figure 1.3) and Cinderella, in which ensorcelled wash pails, dust brooms,
and pumpkins free the apprentice and the orphan from their toils, to con-
temporary Euro-American fictional texts, including Harry Potter and Lord
of the Rings, that feature extraordinary objects like swords that anticipate
the enemy.* These fantasies are about emancipation from manual, repeti-
tive, and unimaginative labor by turning the tools of work into the worker
as pails and brooms (or the modern-day Roomba) move on their own.
They thus extend the history of the autonomous subject whose freedom is

[18] Introduction



|
==
L

)

:
|

5 [P

Ll ENCHANTED OBJECTS

L
e

1
Y

=gy = -
- .
N v J
- & A =
e - | —
T &

LB, |

B -
=~ =0
=

|
]

jio;
|
k&l
i<
)

i

Figure I.4. “Enchanted Objects: Organizing the Internet of Things by Human Desires.”
Poster by Jean-Christophe Bonis.

in actuality possible only because of the surrogate effect of servants, slaves,
wives, and, later, industrial service workers who perform this racialized and
gendered labor (see figure 1.4).

Technological enchantment seeks to overcome a sense of disappoint-
ment in the limitations of the human as a biological being embedded in
a rational-secular-scientific society. In this future imaginary, human con-
sciousness shifts vis-a-vis the technical enchantment of objects, animate and
artificially intelligent, rather than as a result of political transformations.

The “smartness” of smart objects brings artificial intelligence to the cen-
ter of the enchantment of technology. The question “What is intelligence?”
undergirds the desire for the enchantment of technological modernity via
humanlike, but not quite human, objects, and is informed by the history of
debates and developments in artificial intelligence since the middle of the
twentieth century. In the seminal 1961 article “Steps toward Artificial In-
telligence,” Marvin Minsky, the cognitive scientist and cofounder of M1T’s
Artificial Intelligence Laboratory, argued that “intelligence seems to denote
little more than the complex of performances which we happen to re-
spect, but do not understand.”*® For Minsky, the fact that human beings do
not understand intelligence did not mean that machines could not think.
Rather, Minsky argued that when machines are equipped with inductive

Introduction [19]



reasoning and a model of the universe, “or an ensemble of universes, and a
criterion of success,” the problem of intelligence becomes technical rather
than philosophical.#

In Minsky’s model universe in which artificially intelligent creatures
act, the creatures’ self-representation depends upon and reiterates a Car-
tesian mind-body split. Minsky explains that “our own self-models have a
substantially ‘dual’ character; there is a part concerned with the physical or
mechanical environment . . . and there is a part concerned with social and
psychological matters. It is precisely because we have not yet developed a
satisfactory mechanical theory of mental activity that we have to keep these
areas apalrt.”42 Given these models, even a robot, when asked “what sort of
being it is,” must respond “by saying that it seems to be a dual thing—which
appears to have two parts—a mind, and a body.* In this sense, Minsky’s
proposition is in line with what N. Katherine Hayles has argued in relation
to the post—-World War IT history of informatics and cybernetics, namely that

the erasure of embodiment is a feature common to both the liberal
humanist subject and the cybernetic posthuman. Identified with the
rational mind, the liberal subject possessed a body but was not usually
represented as being a body. Only because the body is not identified
with the self is it possible to claim for the liberal subject its notori-
ous universality, a claim that depends on erasing markers of bodily
difference, including sex, race, and ethnicity. . . . To the extent that
the posthuman constructs embodiment as instantiation of thought/

information, it continues the liberal tradition rather than disrupts it.**

In contrast to the work in artificial intelligence by Minsky, the roboticist
and former director of the mIT Artificial Intelligence laboratory, Rodney
Brooks, made the body of the robot central to intelligence. In Brooks’s ver-
sion, the enchantment of the technological object is made manifest because
the robot’s physical presence in the world allows it to learn without human
programming. In other words, the “magic” of the robot is that it can learn
without human intervention. In Brooks’s own words, “for a machine to be
intelligent, it must draw on its body in that intelligence.” This version of
technological smartness makes the physical form of the robot primary. To
accomplish this, Brooks’s engineering took a radically different turn from
traditional robotics research in the 1980s when he took the cognition box
out of his robots.*® The cognition or computational box, what had been
thought of as “the heart of thinking and intelligence” in a robot, served the
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purpose of instructing the machine in “what computations it should do,
and how much feedback should go into the perceptual process and come
from the motor process.”’ As Brooks writes in Flesh and Machines, leaving
out the cognition box so that the machine would exclusively focus on sens-
ing and action left out what was traditionally thought of as “intelligence”
in A1.*® He explains that it is not that he was “giving up on chess, calculus,
and problem solving as part of intelligence” by leaving out the cognition
box; rather, his “belief at the time, and still today, is that [these sorts of in-
telligence actually] arise from the interaction of perception and action.”*

Whereas computer intelligence without a body marks one mode of en-
chanting technology that removes the human, in Brooks’s version of what
defines a robot, the human is once again removed, here in the sense that
the programmer is removed and the robot (as if enchanted) can learn on its
own through moving around the world and perception. Brooks’s students,
including Cynthia Breazeal, whose work we discuss in detail in chapter 4,
go so far as to explicitly remark that robots are magic.>® Science and tech-
nology studies (sTs) scholar Lucy Suchman persuasively establishes that
in the history of sociable robotics emblematized by Brooks and Breazeal,
ideas about “the world” and the bodies that move around in that world
are given, and that, therefore, “the world” is seen as a fixed and pre-given
entity.>! Removing the human from public accounts of how robots move
about and act in the world reaffirms autonomy and rational agency as the
two key attributes of personhood, which are culturally specific to post-
Enlightenment Europe.>? Suchman reminds us that it is only when human
labor and its alignments with nonhuman components are made invisible
that a seemingly autonomous technology can come to exist.>

The desire for enchanted “smart” technologies (both embodied and dis-
embodied) points to the desire for objects to perform the surrogate effect
that reaffirms post-Enlightenment conceptions of human autonomy, and
therefore freedom, as separate from “things” that are intended for pure use.
It is in this mode that the enchanted object allows the liberal subject to feel
human. Hortense Spillers details the history of how the liberal subject of US
racial capitalism realizes its freedom only through its desire for the “irre-
sistible, destructive sensuality” of the captive body.>* Spillers explains that
the captive body is defined by externally determined “meaning and uses.”
Sex robotics engineering, discussed in the epilogue, provides an illustrative
example of this desire. “Silicone Samantha,” a prototype sex robot being
developed by RealBotix, can be controlled by users shifting between more
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and less sexually responsive modes. RealBotix plans to “enhance user plea-
sure” through the robotic simulation of reciprocity, desire, and pleasure
(orgasm). The desire for an enchanted object of sexual satisfaction reminds
us of the historical imprint of that desire tracked in Spillers’s analysis of the
mark of racial slavery upon the liberal subject. The freedom of this subject
conditions it to desire a subjectless “other” who “embodies sheer physical
powerlessness.”® The imprint is a desire that knows its own freedom only
through the complete domination of the object of its pleasure, even when,
and perhaps especially when, that body can simulate what is in fact an
inscrutable, because dominated, pleasure or reciprocity.

The technoliberal desire driving the development of sex robotics moves
the ordering of things that occurs through historical structures of racialized
desire into the realm of engineering imaginaries, enacting the surrogate ef-
fect of technology as the racial grammar of technological enchantment.
Michel Foucault’s History of Sexuality and The Order of Things elaborate
how the ordering of modernity occurs through the reification of categories
through which subjects and knowledge are ordered, with desire being one
of the principles organizing the subject. Ann Laura Stoler has shown how
colonialism folded racialized structures of desire and power between colo-
nizers and the colonized into the gendered domestic sphere.>® Technolib-
eral desire extends these structures into the sphere of a growing technical
infrastructure of robotics, algorithms, platforms, and interfaces examined
in this book.

Contrary to bringing about a seemingly enchanted world in which ab-
stract equality and the end of human exploitation have been achieved as
the result of technological development, new technologies that automate
not just industry, but desire and emotion, further shroud the racial and
gendered dynamics that have historically obscured the physical and affec-
tive work involved in supporting the production of the fully human subject.
Moreover, technological modernity has historically ramped up production
and the need for more workers whose labor has been devalued due to auto-
mation, as, for instance, in twentieth-century agribusiness.57 We thus agree
with feminist and critical race scholars of sTs like Banu Subramaniam and
Rebecca Herzig, among others, who insist that what is needed today is an
exploration of the ways in which geopolitical and economic shifts demand
a grappling with new subjects of labor, including, for instance, nonagential
labor, animal and nonhuman labor, and metaphysical labor, which remain
unrecognized as laboring subjects in current scholarly and public discus-
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sions about the future of work.>® At the same time, we point throughout
the book to the limits of the category of labor as a politics of recognition
and visibility to fully disrupt technoliberal logics, as we also do with the
subject categories produced by rights and property.

Dissident Technologies and the
Disruption of Technoliberal Enchantment: Our Itinerary

Dominant techno-utopic imaginaries direct funds and structure engineer-
ing research labs around the world, and therefore also impact the distri-
bution of differential conditions of comfort versus misery in the present
along vectors of race, gender, class, and other social hierarchies. The sur-
rogate human effect explains how difference continues to inform what
subjects become legible as human through technology design imaginaries
that respond to market values by focusing on innovating and improving,
rather than challenging, social and cultural structures and processes that
are predicated by categories of gendered racial hierarchy. To this end, Denise
da Silva offers the concept of “knowing (at) the limits of justice,” a practice
that “unsettles what has become but offers no guidance for what has yet to
become.” To insist on “knowing at the limits” of representational catego-
ries of difference, we must ask: If the predominant fantasies of systemic so-
cial change in mainstream Euro-American public discourse dwell upon the
techno-utopics of a world in which all of those who are already human and
already subjects ascend into the realm of those whose lives are supported

3

by “human-free” or “unmanned” technological infrastructures of service
(whether in factories, in the military, or in the nursing home), then how
do we think about the relationship of new technologies to possible fields of
political protest or action?

The dissident technological imaginaries we include in each chapter
take up categories that challenge those of technoliberal capitalism and its
projected futures. We read these design imaginaries as exploring the pos-
sibilities of technology to break from historically sedimented dynamics of
freedom and unfreedom woven into the fabric of technological moder-
nity. In addition to offering critique, each chapter thinks through how such
design imaginaries can push at the limits of what is possible, disrupting
the confining notions of (technoliberal capitalist) possibility housed in the
engineering imaginaries we critique. We explore these questions through
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juxtaposing engineering imaginaries that embrace the surrogate effect,
thereby advancing the infrastructure of technoliberal futures, with imagi-
naries that do not.

Using examples of robotic technologies intended to replace human bodies
and functions from the early twentieth century to the present day, the first
chapter foregrounds the postlabor and postrace imaginary of present-day
“technoliberalism” as a reinvigoration of the historical imbrications of lib-
eralism and fascism—the twin pillars of US economic, social, and geopo-
litical supremacy. Rather than posit a break between the liberal and fascist
logics of automation, we insist on their codependence. We survey the ways
in which automation in both the liberal-capitalist and totalitarian-fascist
bents depends upon a fantasy of robotics tied to the history of racial slavery
and the myth of a worker who cannot rebel. We track this foundational fan-
tasy through Cold War discourses of automation as mediating the distinc-
tion between democratic liberalism and totalitarianism as the prehistory of
contemporary discourses around robotics and white loss in the era of the
Trump presidency.

Building on our analysis of how liberalism and fascism have deployed
and constructed fantasies of the fully human through and against capitalist
logics of automation, the second chapter turns to present-day technoliber-
alism’s appropriation of socialist imaginaries of the commons, sharing, and
collaboration. These three terms have become the buzzwords used to de-
scribe the economic transformations marking the so-called fourth indus-
trial revolution and second machine age. While making claims to radical
shifts toward an economy where commodities can be shared, and where 3D
printers can even lead to the end of capitalism as we know it, as we argue,
such technoliberal progress narratives in fact mask the acceleration of ex-
ploitation under the conditions of racial capitalism. Critiquing such ap-
propriative moves in collaborative robotics, the sharing economy, and the
creative commons, we also read alternate genealogies and visions of collab-
oration, sharing, and technology in collectivist and decolonial feminisms.

In the next chapter, we extend this discussion of the acceleration of
exploitation by turning our attention to the ways in which claims that tech-
nology is displacing human labor invisibilize the growing workforce of ca-
sualized and devalued laborers performing tasks that we are encouraged to
imagine as performed for us by robots and a1. Addressing the relationship
between service and the promises of technoliberal futurity, we assess how
present-day disappearances of human bodies take place through platforms
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specifically designed to disguise human labor as machine labor. Focusing
on the labor politics, design, and infrastructures of service, we argue that
platforms like Alfred and Amazon Mechanical Turk enact the surrogate
effect for consumers through the erasure of human workers. Consumers
therefore consume the assurance of their own humanity along with the
services provided.

Following from this discussion of the erasure of the potential physical and
social encounter between worker and consumer through digital platforms,
chapter 4 turns to robots that are designed to take up a different kind of
social relation with the human: so-called sociable emotional robots. We
argue that machine sociality preserves the effect of human uniqueness, as
the social function of the robot is continually reduced to service performed
through the correct display of obeyance and eager responsiveness to human
needs. Focusing on the robot Kismet, which is considered the first sociable
emotional robot, we draw attention to the imperial and racial legacies of
a Darwinian emotion-evolution map, which was the model for Kismet’s
emotional drives. We analyze how sociable emotional robots are designed
as a mirror to prove to us that the apex of human evolution, resulting from
these racial legacies, is the ability to perform the existence of an interior
psyche to the social world.

The next two chapters continue the discussion of service, human—
machine relations, and the technoliberal racial engineering of robotics in
the automation of warfare. Chapter 6 addresses drones (semiautonomous
weapons) and so-called killer robots (autonomous lethal weapons) as tech-
nologies that conjure the dangerous specter of machine autonomy in US
public debates about the potential threat to humanity posed by a1. This
chapter contends with the configuration of autonomy within military tech-
nologies that produces killable populations as “targets,” and builds on post-
Enlightenment imperial tools of spatial and temporal command to refigure
contemporary warfare as “unmanned.” We assert that both autonomous
and semiautonomous weapons are in fact not “unmanned,” but cobots, in
the sense that they are about human—-machine coproduction. The chapter
thus problematizes conceptions of autonomy that at once produce myths
of unmanned warfare and the racialized objecthood tethered to servitude
within technoliberalism.

The final chapter elaborates our analysis of how speculation about the
future of lethal autonomous weapons engenders present-day fears around
machine autonomy in ways that continue to conceive historical agency in
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relation to the racialized inheritances defining objecthood, property, and
self-possession. We argue that the killer robot is a technology that enables
a description of what it means to feel human within technoliberal impe-
rialism. To do so, we turn to attempts by human rights organizations and
NGOs to ban killer robots (autonomous weapons that could make decisions
about taking human life without human oversight). These groups argue
that killer robots are a human rights violation in the future tense, since
fully autonomous lethal weapons are not currently operational in the field
of war. Against the specter of the killer robot as an a priori human rights
violation, humanity is rendered as the capacity to feel empathy and rec-
ognize the right to life of killable others, while reifying the human as the
rights-based liberal subject.

[26] Introduction



Notes

Introduction. The Surrogate Human Effects of Technoliberalism

1. Kevin Drum, “You Will Lose Your Job to a Robot—And Sooner Than You Think,”
Mother Jones, November—December 2017, http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2017
/10/you-will-lose-your-job-to-a-robot-and-sooner-than-you-think/#.

2. The fourth industrial revolution, a term coined by the World Economic Forum,
posits four distinct and progressive industrial revolutions: “The First Industrial
Revolution used water and steam power to mechanize production. The Second used
electric power to create mass production. The Third used electronics and information
technology to automate production. Now a Fourth Industrial Revolution is building
on the Third, the digital revolution that has been occurring since the middle of the
last century. It is characterized by a fusion of technologies that is blurring the lines be-
tween the physical, digital, and biological spheres.” Klaus Schwab, “The Fourth Indus-
trial Revolution,” World Economic Forum, January 14, 2016, https://www.weforum.org
/agenda/2016/01/the-fourth-industrial-revolution-what-it-means-and-how-to-respond/.
The second machine age is a term coined by Eryk Brynjolfsson and Andrew MacAfee.
They propose that “if the first machine age was about the automation of manual labor
and horsepower, the second machine age is about the automation of knowledge work,
thanks to the proliferation of real time, predictive data analytics, machine learning and
the Internet of Things—an estimated 200 billion devices connected to the Internet
by 2020, all of them generating unimaginable quantities of data.” Bill Teuber, “The
Coming of the Second Machine Age,” Huffington Post, January 22, 2014, https://www
.huffingtonpost.com/bill-teuber/the-coming-of-the-second-machine-age_b_4648207
html.

3. Cedric Robinson describes racial capitalism as the dependence of the modern cap-
italist world system upon slavery, imperialism, genocide, and other forms of violence.



Cedric Robinson, Black Marxism: The Making of the Black Radical Tradition (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 2000).

4. As Jodi Melamed notes, “Capital can only be capital when it is accumulating,
and it can only accumulate by producing and moving through relations of severe
inequality among human groups . . . Racism enshrines the inequalities that capital-
ism requires. . . . We often associate racial capitalism with the central features of
white supremacist capitalist development, including slavery, colonialism, genocide,
incarceration regimes, migrant exploitation, and contemporary racial warfare. Yet we
also increasingly recognize that contemporary racial capitalism deploys liberal and
multicultural terms of inclusion to value and devalue forms of humanity differentially
to fit the needs of reigning state-capital orders.” Jodi Melamed, “Racial Capitalism,”
Critical Ethnic Studies 1, no. 1 (2015): 77.

5. Hortense Spillers offers her analysis of the long-term impact of the rupture of the
Atlantic slave trade as incorporated into the forms of subjectivity under US liberalism.
She calls the symbolic order that structures the cultural continuation of this found-
ing violence an “American grammar.” Following Spillers, we understand the surrogate
human effect as the grammar of technoliberalism. Hortense Spillers, “Mama’s Baby,
Papa’s Maybe: An American Grammar Book,” Diacritics 17 (1987): 67.

6. See the discussion of Janet Jakobsen’s critique of the autonomous subject and how
technologies can extend such historical relations of support of the autonomy of the
liberal subject in Kalindi Vora, Life Support: Biocapital and the New History of Outsourced
Labor (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2015); Janet Jakobsen, “Perverse
Justice,” 6Lq: A Journal of Lesbian and Gay Studies 18 (2012): 25.

7. Jodi Melamed, Represent and Destroy: Rationalizing Violence in the New Racial Capi-
talism (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2011); Neda Atanasoski, Humani-
tarian Violence: The U.S. Deployment of Diversity (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 2013).

8. Scholarship in this area includes Frantz Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth (New
York: New Grove Press, 1967); Albert Memmi, The Colonizer and the Colonized (London:
Orion Press, 1965); Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, A Critique of Postcolonial Reason:
Toward a History of the Vanishing Present (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press,
1999); Sylvia Wynter, “Unsettling the Coloniality of Being/Power/Truth/Freedom:
Toward the Human, after Man, Its Overrepresentation: An Argument,” cr: The New
Centennial Review 3 (2003).

9. Saidya Hartman, Scenes of Subjection: Terror, Slavery and Self-Making in
19th Century America (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997), 7.

10. Hartman, Scenes of Subjection, 7.

11. Hartman, Scenes of Subjection, 21.

12. Hartman, Scenes of Subjection, 120.

13. Lisa Lowe, “History Hesitant,” Social Text 33, no. 4 (2015): 92.

14. Lowe, “History Hesitant,” 95.

15. Lowe, “History Hesitant,” 97.

16. David Theo Goldberg, Racist Culture: Philosophy and the Politics of Meaning,
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1993), 4.

[198] Notes to Introduction



17. Goldberg, Racist Culture, 6.

18. “At racial liberalism’s core was a geopolitical race narrative: African American
integration within U.S. society and advancement toward equality defined through a
liberal framework of legal rights and inclusive nationalism would establish the moral
legitimacy of U.S. global leadership. Evidence that liberal antiracism was taking hold
in the United States—civil rights legal victories, black American professional achieve-
ment, waning prejudice—was to prove the superiority of American democracy over
communist imposition.” Jodi Melamed, “The Spirit of Neoliberalism: From Racial
Liberalism to Neoliberal Multiculturalism,” Social Text 24 (2006): 4—5.

19. Neda Atanasoski, Humanitarian Violence: The US Deployment of Diversity (Min-
neapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2013).

20. Ray Kurzweil, “Robots Will Demand Rights—And We’ll Grant Them,” Time,
September 11, 2015, http://time.com/4023496/ray-kurzweil-will-robots-need-rights/.

21. Hartman, Scenes of Subjection, 116.

22. Hartman, Scenes of Subjection, 117.

23. Lisa Lowe, The Intimacies of Four Continents (Durham, NC: Duke University
Press, 2015), 150.

24. “Ruha Benjamin, “Innovating Inequity: If Race Is a Technology, Postracialism
Is the Genius Bar,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 39 (2016): 3, doi: 10.1080/01419870
.2016.1202423.

25. Benjamin, “Innovating Inequaity,” 104. Benjamin uses this formulation to
think through biotechnology, asserting that “if postracial innovators are busily refur-
bishing racism to make inequality irresistible and unrecognizable, then those who
seek radical transformation in the other direction, towards freedom and justice, must
continuously re-examine the default settings, rather than the routine breakdowns, of
social life” (106).

26. There is already an emerging body of scholarship on the use of racialized bodies
in techno-futuristic imaginaries. For instance, our analysis of the erasure of racialized
(and enslaved) labor through automation builds on Curtis Marez’s discussion of the
racial discipline enacted by techno-utopianism in California’s agribusinesses. Mean-
while, Lisa Nakamura has explored how from 1965 to 1975, the Fairchild Corporation’s
semiconductor division operated a large integrated circuit manufacturing plant in
Shiprock, New Mexico, on a Navajo reservation. Although the circuits were produced
almost entirely by female Navajo workers, Native American women have been all
but erased from the official histories of the microchip and its exponentially growing
capacities enabling the contemporary economic transformation. Curtis Marez, Farm
Worker Futurism: Speculative Technologies of Resistance (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 2016); Lisa Nakamura, “Indigenous Circuits: Navajo Women and
the Racialization of Early Electronic Manufacture,” American Quarterly 66 (2014):
919—41.

27. Wendy Hui Kyong Chun, “Introduction: Race and/as Technology, or, How to Do
Things to Race,” Camera Obscura 24 (2009): 7-35.

28. Beth Coleman, “Race as Technology,” Camera Obscura 24 (2009): 177-207,
https://doi.org/10.1215/02705346-2008-018.

Notes to Introduction [199]



29. Alexander Weheliye, Habeas Viscus: Racializing Assemblages, Biopolitics, and Black
Feminist Theories of the Human (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2014), 8.

30. As he writes, “[Questions of humanity], which in critical discourses in the
humanities and social sciences have relied heavily on concepts of the cyborg and the
posthuman, largely do not take into account race as a constitutive category in thinking
about the parameters of humanity.” Weheliye, Habeas Viscus.

31. David Scott, Conscripts of Modernity: The Tragedy of Colonial Enlightenment (Dur-
ham, NC: Duke University Press, 2004), 9.

32. Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth, 35.

33. Scott, Conscripts of Modernity, 2004; Samera Esmeir, Juridical Humanity: A Colo-
nial History (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press, 2012).

34. On Wynter as a counterhumanist, see Sylvia Wynter and Katherine McKittrick,
“Unparalleled Catastrophe for Our Species? or, To Give Humanness a Different
Future: Conversations,” in Sylvia Wynter: On Being Human as Praxis, edited by Katherine
McKittrick (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2015), 11.

35. These worlds, according to Dipesh Chakrabarty, circulate together with but are
not commensurate with the post-Enlightenment subject and its history, now the his-
tory of capitalism. Provincializing Europe: Postcolonial Thought and Historical Difference
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2000).

36. Haraway describes the importance of the encounter as shaping both subject and
object: “the partners do not precede the meeting,” and “to knot companion and species
together in encounter, in regard and respect, is to enter the world of becoming with,
where who and what are is precisely what is at stake.” In these encounters, Haraway
notes that “commerce and consciousness, evolution and bioengineering, and ethics and
utilities are all in play” Donna Haraway, When Species Meet (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 2007), 46.

37. Karen Barad has theorized the vitality of matter and of life outside the frame of
anthropocentrism, offering a theory of agential realism to argue that “matter is not
mere stuff, an inanimate given-ness. Rather, matter is substance in its iterative intra-
active becoming—not a thing, but a doing, a congealing of agency. It is morphologically
active, responsive, generative, and articulate.” “Intra-Actions: Interview of Karen Barad
by Adam Kleinmann,” Mousse (2012) 34: 76-81, 80.

38. David Rose, Enchanted Objects: Innovation, Design, and the Future of Technology
(New York: Scribner, 2015).

39. The term enchanted objects comes from David Rose, a product designer, entrepre-
neur, and visiting scholar at M1T’s Media Lab.

40. Marvin Minsky, “Steps toward Artificial Intelligence,” Proceedings of the IRE 49
(1961): 27.

41. Minsky, “Steps toward Artificial Intelligence,” 27.

42. Minsky, “Steps toward Artificial Intelligence,” 28.

43. Minsky, “Steps toward Artificial Intelligence,” 28.

44. N. Katherine Hayles, How We Became Posthuman: Virtual Bodies in Cybernetics,
Literature, and Informatics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999), 4-5.

45. Hayles, How We Became Posthuman, 47.

[200] Notes to Introduction



46. “Most artificial-intelligence programs at the time were designed from the top
down, connecting all relevant processes of a robot—raw sensory input, perception,
motor activity, behavior—in what was called a cognition box, a sort of centralized zone
for all high-level computation. A walking robot, for instance, was programmed to go
through an elaborate planning process before it took a step. It had to scan its location,
obtain a three-dimensional model of the terrain, plan a path between any obstacles it
had detected, plan where to put its right foot along that path, plan the pressures on
each joint to get its foot to that spot, plan how to twist the rest of its body to make its
right foot move and plan the same set of behaviors for placing its left foot at the next
spot along the path, and then finally it would move its feet.” Robin Marantz Henig,
“The Real Transformers,” New York Times, July 29, 2007, http://www.nytimes.com/2007
/o7/29/magazine/2g9robots-t.html.

47. Rodney Brooks, Flesh and Machines: How Robots Will Change Us (New York:
Vintage, 2003), 35.

48. Brooks writes, “Judging by the projects chosen in the early days of a1, intel-
ligence was thought to be best characterized as the things that highly educated male
scientists found challenging. Projects included having a computer play chess, carry out
integration problems that would be found in a college calculus course, prove math-
ematical theorems, and solve very complicated word algebra problems. The things
that children of four or five years could do effortlessly, such as visually distinguishing
between a coffee cup and a chair, or walking around on two legs, or finding their way
from their bedroom to the living room were not thought of as activities requiring intel-
ligence. Nor were any aesthetic judgments included in the repertoire of intelligence-
based skills” (36).

49. Brooks, Flesh and Machines, 36.

50. Infinite History Project m1T, “Cynthia Breazeal: Infinite History,” YouTube video,
filmed October 29, 2015, accessed March 8, 2016, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v
=GV-INURIXk.

51. Brooks, Flesh and Machines, .

52. Lucy Suchman, “Figuring Personhood in Sciences of the Artificial,” Depart-
ment of Sociology, Lancaster University, 2004, http://www.comp.lancs.ac.uk/sociology
/papers/suchman-figuring-personhood.pdf.

53. Suchman, “Figuring Personhood,” 8.

54. Spillers, “Mama’s Baby, Papa’s Maybe,” 67.

55. Spillers, “Mama’s Baby, Papa’s Maybe,” 67.

56. Ann Laura Stoler’s work on Dutch colonial rule in Indonesia examines intimate
relationships between the Dutch and Indonesians, which often occurred in the private
space of the home, and how such relations were often charged with the racial power
structure of colonialism. For example, she looks at the relationship between Javanese
nursemaids and the Dutch infants for whom they cared, between domestic servants
and employers, and the complexity of sexual relations within or outside the form of
marriage between the Dutch and Javanese (often in roles of service), as intimacies af-
fected by the colonial racial hierarchy. Ann Laura Stoler, Carnal Knowledge and Imperial
Power: Race and the Intimate in Colonial Rule (Berkeley: University of California Press,

Notes to Introduction [201]



2002); Ann Laura Stoler, Race and the Colonial Education of Desire: Foucault’s History of
Sexuality and the Colonial Order of Things (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1995).

57. Curtis Marez, Farm Worker’s Futurism: Speculative Technologies of Resistance (Min-
neapolis, University of Minnesota Press, 2016).

58. For example, Subramaniam and Herzig argue that the “very assertion of a
subject’s ability to labor, like assertions of capacities for reason, suffering, or language,
often serves as a tool for delineating hierarchical boundaries of social and political con-
cern.” They argue that we must account for these unnamed or unrecognized laboring
subjects under biocapital (including nonagential, nonhuman, nonliving, and meta-
physical labor), calling upon “‘radical scholars’ to reflect on the labor concept’s myriad
entanglements with exclusionary categories of race, nation, gender, sexuality, disabil-
ity, and species, while reaffirming the significance of ‘labor’” as a category of analysis.
Rebecca Hertzig and Banu Subramaniam, “Labor in the Age of Bioeverything,” Radical
History Review (2017): 104.

59. Denise Ferreira da Silva, Toward a Global Idea of Race (Minneapolis: University of

Minnesota Press, 2007), 44.

1. Technoliberalism and Automation

1. April Glaser, “These Industrial Robots Teach Each Other New Skills While We
Sleep,” Recode, October 14, 2016, http://www.recode.net/2016/10/14/13274428/artificial
-intelligence-ai-robots-auto-production-aud.

2. Jodi Melamed, “The Spirit of Neoliberalism: From Racial Liberalism to Neoliberal
Multiculturalism,” Social Text 24 (2006): 4-5.

3. As Curtis Marez has shown in a different context, that of twentieth-century
agribusiness, historically forms of automation were framed as resulting in a utopia of
profits undeterred by worker demands. In practice, however, automation led not to the
exclusion of workers but to the ramping up of production in ways that required even
more labor power. New technology did, however, provide the rationale for deskilling
and wage reductions, supplemented with heavy doses of police and vigilante violence.
Farm Worker’s Futurism: Speculative Technologies of Resistance (Minneapolis: University
of Minnesota Press, 2016).

4. Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1958).

5. Arendt, The Human Condition, 4.

6. Arendt, The Human Condition, s.

7. Arendt, The Human Condition, 215.

8. Arendt, The Human Condition, 217.

9. Nikhil Pal Singh, Race and America’s Long War (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 2017), 76.

10. Singh, Race and America’s Long War, 77.

11. Singh, Race and America’s Long War, 84.

12. Singh, Race and America’s Long War, 88.

13. Lowe, The Intimacies of Four Continents (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2015).

[202] Notes to Introduction



14. Despina Kakoudaki, Anatomy of a Robot: Literature, Cinema, and the Cultural Work
of Artificial People (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2014), 117.

15. Kakoudaki, Anatomy of a Robot, 116.

16. Lowe, The Intimacies of Four Continents.

17. “1930 Rastus Robot and Willie Jr.—Thomas/Kinter,” Cyberneticzoo.com: A History
of Cybernetic Animals and Early Robots, November 12, 2009, http://cyberneticzoo.com/
robots/1930-rastus-robot-thomas-kintner-westinghouse-american/.

18. Kakoudaki, Anatomy of a Robot, 133.

19. Kakoudaki, Anatomy of a Robot, 135—-36.

20. Kathleen Richardson, An Anthropology of Robotics and a1: Annihilation Anxiety and
Machines (New York: Routledge, 2015), 29.

21. Ralph Ellison, “The Negro and the Second World War,” in Cultural Contexts for
Ralph Ellison’s Invisible Man, edited by Eric J. Sundquist (New York: St. Martin’s, 1995),
239. Thanks to Christine Hong for pointing us to this text.

22. Ellison, “The Negro and the Second World War” (emphasis ours).

23. Karl Marx, “The Fragment on Machines,” Grundrisse, accessed November 17,
2017, http://thenewobjectivity.com/pdf/marx.pdf, 693.

24. Marx, “The Fragment on Machines,” 145.

25. Susan Buck-Morss, Dreamworld and Catastrophe: The Passing of Mass Utopias East
and West (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2002).

26. Nikhil Pal Singh, “Cold War,” Social Text 27 (2009): 67—70, 68.

27. “Soviet Reports Robot Factory,” New York Times, December 4, 1951, 4.

28. “Robot Train Predicted,” New York Times, May 13, 1958, 31.

29. “Robot Train Predicted.”

30. Scott Selisker, Human Programming: Brainwashing, Automatons, and American
Unfreedom (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2016).

31. “Robot Train in Moscow,” New York Times, February 24, 1962, S13.

32. “Robot Plant Held Possibility Today,” New York Times, March, 27, 1955, 82.

33. “Robot Plant Held Possibility Today.”

34. “Reuther Assails Robot Job Trend,” New York Times, February 11, 1955, 46.

35. Robert Lamb, “How Have Robots Changed Manufacturing?,” Science: How
Stuff Works, November 10, 2010, http://science.howstuffworks.com/robots-changed
-manufacturing.htm.

36. Lamb, “How Have Robots Changed Manufacturing?,”

37. John N. Popham, “‘Robot’ Factories Erected in South,” New York Times, Octo-
ber 13, 1952, 23.

38. Curtis Marez, Farm Worker Futurism: Speculative Technologies of Resistance (Min-
neapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2016).

39. Marez, Farm Worker Futurism, 11.

40. Marez, Farm Worker Futurism, 21.

41. Marez, Farm Worker Futurism, 21.

42. Ballet Robotique, directed by Bob Rodgers, October 1982.

43. “Robotic Art Chronology,” May 12, 2012, http://audiovisualacademy.com/blog/fr
/2012/05/28/robotic-art-chronology-p-3-1980-1990s-fr/.

Notes to Chapter 1 [203]



44. “Automobile History,” History.com, accessed November 17, 2017, http://www
.history. com/topics/automobiles.

45. Frank H. Wu, “Why Vincent Chin Matters,” New York Times, June 23, 2012, www
.nytimes.com/2012/6/23/opinion/why-vincent-chin-matters.html?_r=o.

46. Wendy Chun, “Race and/as Technology, or How to Do Things to Race,” in Race
after the Internet, edited by Lisa Nakamura and Peter A. Chow-White (New York:
Routledge, 2011), 51; Margaret Rhee, “In Search of My Robot: Race, Technology, and
the Asian American Body,” Scholar and Feminist Online 13.3—-14.1 (2016), http://sfonline
.barnard.edu/traversing-technologies/margaret-rhee-in-search-of-my-robot-race
-technology-and-the-asian-american-body/.

47. David S. Roh, “Technologizing Orientalism: An Introduction,” in Techno-
Orientalism: Imagining Asia in Speculative Fiction, History, and Media, edited by David S.
Roh, Betsy Huang, and Greta A. Niu (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press,
2015), 2.

48. Roh, “Technologizing Orientalism,” 2.

49. Roh, “Technologizing Orientalism,” 4.

50. Roh, “Technologizing Orientalism,” 5.

51. Roh, “Technologizing Orientalism,” 11.

52. Roh, “Technologizing Orientalism,” 11.

53. Dustin McKissen, “Here’s the One Overlooked Solution to America’s Job Crisis
We Need to Talk about Now,” cNBC, February 24, 2017, https://www.cnbc.com/2017/02
/24/trump-jobs-robots-and-real-solutions-commentary.html.

54. Hiroko Tabuchi, “Coal Mining Jobs Trump Would Bring Back No Longer Exist,”
The New York Times, March 29, 2017, https://www.nytimes.com/2017/03/29/business
Icoal-jobs-trump-appalachia.html?mcubz=3.

55. Quincy Larson, “A Warning from Bill Gates, Elon Musk, and Stephen Hawk-
ing,” freeCodeCamp, February 18, 2017, https://medium.freecodecamp.org/bill-gates
-and-elon-musk-just-warned-us-about-the-one-thing-politicians-are-too-scared-to-talk
-8dbg815fd398.

56. Larson, “A Warning.”

57. Mike Snider, “Cuban: Trump Can’t Stop Rise of the Robots and Their Effect on
U.S. Jobs,” usa Today, February, 20, 2017, https://www.usatoday.com/story/tech/news
/2017/02/20/cuban-trump-cant-stop-rise-robots-and-their-effect-us-jobs/98155374/.

58. Paul Wiseman, “Mexico Taking U.S. Factory Jobs? Blame Robots Instead,” PBs,
November 2, 2016, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/factory-jobs-blame-robots
/ (emphasis ours).

59. Ruha Benjamin, “Innovating Inequity: If Race Is a Technology, Postracialism
Is the Genius Bar,” Ethnic and Racial Studies 39 (2016): 3, doi: 10.1080/01419870
.2016.1202423.

60. Lisa Nikolau, ““Robo-Trump’ Stomps Out Mexican Immigrants in Viral Short
Film,” Humanosphere, December 23, 2016, http://www.humanosphere.org/basics/2016

/12/robo-trump-stomps-out-mexican-immigrants-in-viral-short-film/.

[204] Notes to Chapter 1



2. Sharing, Collaboration, and the Commons
in the Fourth Industrial Revolution

1. Marcell Mars in conversation with the authors, Luneburg, Germany, July 3, 2017.

2. “Tools: How to: Bookscanning,” accessed July 31, 2017, https://www
.memoryoftheworld.org/blog/2014/12/08/how-to-bookscanning/.

3. “Catalog,” accessed July 31, 2017, https://www.memoryoftheworld.org/blog/cat
[catalog.

4. “Catalog”

5. “Catalog.”

6. For example, in a piece on the importance of Ivan Sertima’s collection “Black
Women in Antiquity,” Fatima El-Tayeb explains one significance of this work as
providing the historical explanations that support claims of groups like the Caricom
Reparations Commission (formed of fifteen Caribbean nations), which in its 2013
report explains how European museum collections and research centers allow them
to generate histories that continue to disempower and silence Caribbean voices and
histories, linking this to the ongoing legacies of colonialism and slavery in the Carib-
bean. Fatima El-Tayeb, “Black Women in Antiquity, edited by Ivan Van Sertima, 1988,”
Contemporaryand.com (forthcoming).

7. For example, in the US the Havasupai launched a long campaign to retrieve
human remains held by Arizona State University, whose defense was that the remains
were important to scientists for reasons important to humanity. They won their case
under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act in 2011. Similar
repatriation demands have been made by the Yaqui of the University of California San
Diego but are thus far unmet. Ongoing NAGPRA cases can be found at https://www.nps
.gov/nagpra/ MANDATES/INDEX.HTM.

8. Langdon Winner, “Do Artifacts Have a Politics?,” Daedalus 109 (1980): 121-36, 128.

9. In attempting to explain and condense the multiple definitions of sharing or
collaborative economies, Rachel Botsman, an expert on technology-enabled collabo-
ration who teaches at the Said Business School at Oxford, articulated several aspects
she thinks are key to the new economy: “I think there are five key ingredients to
truly collaborative, sharing-driven companies: The core business idea involves un-
locking the value of unused or under-utilized assets (‘idling capacity’) whether it’s for
monetary or non-monetary benefits. The company should have a clear values-driven
mission and be built on meaningful principles including transparency, humanness,
and authenticity that inform short and long-term strategic decisions. The providers
on the supply-side should be valued, respected, and empowered and the companies
committed to making the lives of these providers economically and socially better.
The customers on the demand side of the platforms should benefit from the ability to
get goods and services in more efficient ways that mean they pay for access instead
of ownership. The business should be built on distributed marketplaces or decentral-
ized networks that create a sense of belonging, collective accountability and mutual
benefit through the community they build.” Rachel Botsman, “Defining the Sharing

Economy: What Is Collaborative Consumption—And What Isn’t?,” Fastcoexist.com,

Notes to Chapter 2 [205]



May 27, 2015, https://www.fastcoexist.com/3046119/defining-the-sharing-economy
-what-is-collaborative-consumption-and-what-isnt.

10. Benita Matofska, “What Is the Sharing Economy?” September 1, 2016, http://
www.thepeoplewhoshare.com/blog/what-is-the-sharing-economy/.

11. “Get Involved,” The Collaborative Economy, accessed November 24, 2017, https://
ouishare.net/about/collaborative_economy.

12. Michael Hartnett, Brett Hodess, Michael Hanson, Francisco Blanch, Sarbjit
Nahal, and Garett Roche, “Creative Disruption,” Bank of America Thematic Investing
Paper, April 30, 2015, https://d3gxp3iknbs7bs.cloudfront.net/attachments/b728a11b
-d8c9-444f-9709-9955e7d4eb4b.pdf.

13. Beiji Ma, Sarbjit Nahal, and Felix Tran, “Robot Revolution: Global Robot and a1
Primer,” Bank of America Thematic Investing Paper, December 16, 2015, http://www
.bofaml.com/content/dam/boamlimages/documents/PDFs/robotics_and_ai_condensed
_primer.pdf.

14. Ma et al., “Robot Revolution.”

15. Klaus Schwab, “The Fourth Industrial Revolution: What It Means, How to
Respond,” World Economic Forum, January 14, 2016, https://www.weforum.org/agenda
/2016/01/the-fourth-industrial-revolution-what-it-means-and-how-to-respond/.

16. “50 Years of Moore’s Law,” Intel, accessed November 24, 2017, http://www.intel
.com/content/www/us/en/silicon-innovations/moores-law-technology.html.

17. John Markoff, “The Future of Work: With Us, or against Us?,” Pacific Stan-
dard, August 15, 2015, https://psmag.com/the-future-of-work-with-us-or-against-us
-1fa533688d59#.bgma8mijt4.

18. Markoff, “The Future of Work.”

19. Markoff, “The Future of Work.”

20. Nils J. Nilsson, “The Future of Work: Automation’s Effect on Jobs—This Time Is
Different,” Pacific Standard, October 19, 2015, https://psmag.com/the-future-of-work
-automation-s-effect-on-jobs-this-time-is-different-581a5d8810c1#.udsyragir.

21. Andy Stern with Lee Kravitz, Raising the Floor: How a Universal Basic Income
Can Renew Our Economy and Rebuild the American Dream (New York: Public Affairs,
2016).

22. “Who We Are,” Economic Security Project, http://economicsecurityproject.org
/who-we-are/.

23. Heidi Hoechst, personal communication with the authors, June 28, 2016.

24. In addition to universal basic income, another suggestion to remedy the obsoles-
cence of the worker has been taxation of robotic workers.

25. Chris Hughes, “The Time Has Come to Design, Develop, and Organize for a
Basic Income,” Medium.com, December 9, 2016, https://medium.com/economicsecproj
/the-economic-security-project-1108a7123aa8.

26. Hughes, “The Time Has Come.”

27. Issy Lapowsky, “Free Money: The Surprising Effects of a Basic Income Supplied
by Government,” Wired, November 12, 2017, https://www.wired.com/story/free-money
-the-surprising-effects-of-a-basic-income-supplied-by-government/.

28. Lapowsky, “Free Money.”

[206] Notes to Chapter 2



29. For example, “Thomas Malthus’s lectures and essays on population while a
professor at the East India Company College in England promulgated the idea that
India had a surplus of reproductivity, and that this reproductivity could be a source
of material wealth for colonizers. The discourse of race and India, and particularly of
Indian workers as numerous, easily replaceable, and best suited for reproduction, be-
comes transformed in different settings of labor, but Malthus’s argument for the need
to manage India’s reproductivity and harness it for profitable production is sedimented
into the industries that transmit vital energy from India’s workers to its consumers. See
Kalindi Vora, Life Support: Biocapital and the New History of Outsourced Labor (Minne-
apolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2015), 9.

30. Roy Cellan-Jones, “Stephen Hawking Warns Artificial Intelligence Could End
Mankind,” BBc, December 2, 2014, http://www.bbc.com/news/technology-30290540.

31. “About the Office of Jeremy Rifkin,” Office of Jeremy Rifkin, accessed Novem-
ber 25, 2017, http://www.foet.org/JeremyRifkin.htm.

32. Jeremy Rifkin, The Zero Marginal Cost Society: The Internet of Things, the Collabora-
tive Commons, and the Eclipse of Capitalism (New York: St. Martin’s Griffin, 2014), 69.

33. Rifkin, The Zero Marginal Cost Society, 70.

34. Rifkin, The Zero Marginal Cost Society, 121.

35. Rifkin, The Zero Marginal Cost Society, 132.

36. See Grace Hong, “Existential Surplus: Women of Color, Feminism and the New
Crisis of Capitalism,” GLQ: A Journal of Lesbian and Gay Studies 18 (2012): 87-106.

37. Silvia Federici, Caliban and the Witch: Women, the Body, and Primitive Accumula-
tion (New York: Automedia, 2004,).

38. With 3D printing, open-source software “directs molten plastic, molten metal, or
other feedstocks inside a printer to build up a physical product layer by layer, creating
a fully formed object” that comes out of the printer (Rifkin, The Zero Marginal Cost
Society, 89).

39. Rifkin, The Zero Marginal Cost Society, 94.

40. Rifkin, The Zero Marginal Cost Society, 93.

41. Rifkin, The Zero Marginal Cost Society, 124.

42. Rifkin, The Zero Marginal Cost Society, 124.

43. Rifkin, The Zero Marginal Cost Society, 65.

44. Rifkin, The Zero Marginal Cost Society, 127.

45. “Will a Robot Take Your Job?,” BBC, September 11, 2015, http://www.bbc.com
/news/technology-34066941.

46. “Will a Robot Take Your Job?”

47. In one exemplary 2004 Wired magazine cover story, the author tells US audi-
ences what it expects and desires to hear: that no matter how many jobs move to India,
someone will still need to invent things for Indians to improve (something Indian labor
cannot do). The author profiles a US programmer whose position was outsourced, but
who consequently found a job “more complex than merely cranking code . . . more
of a synthesis of skills” (Daniel H. Pink, “The New Face of the Silicon Age,” Wired,
February 1, 2004, https://www.wired.com/2004/02/india/). This creative and inventive
labor is opposed to the commodified South Asian labor that can be replicated almost

Notes to Chapter 2 [207]



anywhere, and that is merely reproductive of prior invention. See Vora, Life Support,
which describes outsourcing as an ideological and economic system that has inher-
ited the colonial global reorganization of production and consumption. This system
genders the labor of reproduction so that some work becomes that of merely reproduc-
ing life and culture, whereas other work is deemed creative, innovative, and productive
in itself.

48. “Baxter with Intera 3,” Rethink Robotics, accessed November 25, 2017, http://www
.rethinkrobotics.com/baxter/.

49. Margaret Rouse, “Collaborative Robot (Cobot),” Whatls.com, March 2011, http://
whatis.techtarget.com/definition/collaborative-robot-cobot.

50. Rodney Brooks, “More Robots Won’t Mean Fewer Jobs,” Harvard Business Review,
June 10, 2014, https://hbr.org/2014/06/more-robots-wont-mean-fewer-jobs/.

51. Bernadette Johnson, “How Baxter the Robot Works,” Science: How Stuff Works,
accessed November 25, 2017, http://science.howstuffworks.com/baxter-robot1.htm
(emphasis in the original).

52. Cited in Erico Guizzo and Evan Ackerman, “How Rethink Robotics Built Its New
Baxter Worker,” IEEE Spectrum, September 18, 2012, http://spectrum.ieee.org/robotics
/industrial-robots/rethink-robotics-baxter-robot-factory-worker.

53. Kimberley Mok, “Collaborative Robots Will Help Human Workers, Not Replace
Them,” NewStack, January 17, 2016, https://thenewstack.io/collaborative-robots-will
-help-human-workers-not-replace/.

54. Rodney Brooks, “Why We Will Rely on Robots,” TED Talk, June 28 2013, https://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=nA-Jo510Pxs.

55. “Baxter with Intera 3.7

56. Tim De Chant, “Navigating the Robot Economy,” Nova Next, October 15, 2014,
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/next/tech/automation-economy.

57. De Chant, “Navigating the Robot Economy.”

58. Kalindi Vora, “The Transmission of Care: Affective Economies and Indian Call
Centers,” in Intimate Labors: Cultures, Technologies, and the Politics of Care, edited by
Eileen Boris (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2010), 33.

59. “Meet Baxter: Rethink Robotics’ Next-Gen Robot,” Robotics Business Review,
September 18, 2012, https://www.roboticsbusinessreview.com/meet_baxter_rethink
_robotics_next_gen_robot/.

60. “Customer Success Story: Steelcase Inc.,” Rethink Robotics, September 22, 2015,
YouTube video, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8jGA7JWgEyg.

61. “Customer Success Story.”

62. Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, “Communist Manifesto,” Marx/Engels Selected
Works, vol. 1 (Moscow: Progress, 1969), 98—137.

63. Luis Martin-Cabrera brings this concern forward to the contemporary left cele-
bration of the commons of knowledge, care, and general immaterial labor forwarded
by Italian postautonomous intellectuals. Martin-Cabrera argues that “the ‘communism
of the common, as Hardt calls it, relies on the substitution of politics and potentiality
with an immanent logic of contradictions.” Luis Martin-Cabrera, “The Potentiality of

[208] Notes to Chapter 2



the Commons: A Materialist Critique of Cognitive Capitalism from the Cyberbracer@s
to the Ley Sinde,” Hispanic Review 80, no. 4 (2012): 583-60, 589.

64. Constance Penley and Andrew Ross, “Cyborgs at Large: Interview with Donna
Haraway, Constance Penley and Andrew Ross,” in Technoculture, edited by Constance
Penley and Andrew Ross (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1991), 163.

65. Sophie Lewis argues that in the Cyborg Manifesto, “Black, Indigenous and
Chicanx feminisms (e.g., bell hooks, Audre Lorde, Barbara Smith, Cherrie Moraga,
and Gloria Anzaldaa), lesbian and ‘deconstructive’ feminisms (e.g., Monique Wittig),
and queer, anticolonial afrofuturisms (e.g., Octavia Butler) were all treated as though
they were always already inextricably linked to conversations in biology about genes,
computer-chips, symbiogenesis, and cybernetic matrices (in particular the critiques
of science of Sandra Harding, Richard Lewontin, Hilary Rose, Zoe Sofoulis, Stephen
Jay Gould et al.).” Sophie Lewis, “Cthulu Plays No Role for Me,” Viewpoint, May 8,
2017.

66. Donna Jeanne Haraway, A Cyborg Manifesto: Science, Technology and Socialist
Feminism in the Late Twentieth Century (New York: Routledge, 1991), 298.

67. For critiques of this work, see Kalindi Vora, “Limits of Labor: Accounting for
Affect and the Biological in Transnational Surrogacy and Service Work,” South Atlantic
Quarterly 111, no. 4 (2012): 681-700; and Martin-Cabrera, “The Potentiality of the
Commons.”

68. Haraway, Cyborg Manifesto, 298.

69. Haraway, Cyborg Manifesto, 299.

70. Haraway, Cyborg Manifesto, 307.

71. Haraway, Cyborg Manifesto, 307.

72. Martin-Cabrera, “The Potentiality of the Commons,” 591.

73. Martin-Cabrera, “The Potentiality of the Commons,” 595.

74. Martin-Cabrera, “The Potentiality of the Commons,” 586.

75. Martin-Cabrera, “The Potentiality of the Commons,” 601.

76. Tyler Koslow, “Decolonizing the Female Body with the Biohacking of Gyne-
Punk,” 30 Printing Industry, August 25, 2015, https://3dprintingindustry.com/news
/decolonizing-the-female-body-with-the-bio-hacking-of-gynepunk-56324/.

77. Ewen Chardronnet, “GynePunk, the Cyborg Witches of b1y Gynecology,” Mak-
ery: Media for Labs, June 30, 2015, http://www.makery.info/en/2015/06/30/gynepunk
-les-sorcieres-cyborg-de-la-gynecologie-diy/.

78. “GynePunk Speculum,” June 5, 2015, https://www.thingiverse.com/thing:865593.

79. Michell Murphy, Seizing the Means of Reproduction: Entanglements of Feminism,
Health, and Technoscience (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2012), 5.

80. Murphy, Seizing the Means of Reproduction, 5.

81. J. K. Gibson-Graham, A Postcapitalist Politics (Minneapolis: University of Min-
nesota Press, 2006), 2.

82. Gibson-Graham, A Postcapitalist Politics, xxiv.

83. Gibson-Graham, A Postcapitalist Politics, xxviii.

84. Gibson-Graham, A Postcapitalist Politics, xxii.

Notes to Chapter 2 [209]



3. Automation and the Invisible Service Function

1. “Jibo: The World’s First Social Robot for the Home,” video, July 16, 2014, https://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=3N1Q80FpX1Y.

2. “Jibo.”

3. Thanks to Lisa Lowe and the fellows participating in the 2017-18 seminar at the
Center for Humanities at Tufts University for the suggestion to think about the spatial
organization of racialized labor as foundational to subsequent engineering and program-
ming fantasies of invisible labor. See also, in the context of South Africa, Martin Hall,
“The Architecture of Patriarchy: Houses, Women, and Slaves in the Eighteenth-Century
South African Countryside,” Kroeber Anthropological Society Papers 79 (1995): 61-73.

4. This is the application to service work of Leopoldina Fortunati’s theorization of
the dual nature of reproductive labor. Leopoldina Fortunati, The Arcane of Reproduc-
tion: Housework, Prostitution, Labor and Capital, trans. Hilary Creek, ed. Jim Fleming
(New York: Autonomedia, 1989).

5. As the success of AMT, as well as platforms and apps like Alfred and TaskRabbit
show, venture capital is ready to invest in what Lilly Irani has called “computational
labor relations.” By this concept, she means human workers who become the source of
simulated computation (that is, information processing and the feeding of algorithms)
for those who have access to the resources and infrastructures that allow them to
outsource it. As Irani explains, crowdsourcing platforms that are a part of the sharing
economy mark a “shift in speed and scale [that] produces a qualitative change in which
human workers come to be understood as computation.”

6. On the dual labor of service or care and effacing the feminized subject of labor,
see Vora “Limits of Labor” and Life Support.

7. Tiziana Terranova, Network Culture: Politics for the Information Age (London: Pluto,
2004), 73.

8. Terranova, Network Culture, 94.

9. Terranova, Network Culture, 77.

10. Terranova, Network Culture, 9o.

11. Jennifer S. Light, “When Women Were Computers,” Technology and Culture 40,
no. 3 (July 1999): 455-83; Wendy Chun, “On Software, or the Persistence of Visual
Knowledge,” Grey Room 18 (2004): 33.

12. Chun, “On Software, or the Persistence of Visual Knowledge,” 33.

13. Lisa Nakamura, “Indigenous Circuits: Navajo Women and the Racialization of
Early Electronic Manufacture,” American Quarterly 66 (2014): 919—41.

14. Thanks to Erin McElroy for pointing us to the story of the Alfred Club.

15. Sarah Perez, “And the Winner of TechCrunch Disrupt s¥ 2014 Is . . . Alfred!”
Techcrunch.com, September 10, 2014, http://techcrunch.com/2014/09/10/and-the
-winner-of-techcrunch-disrupt-sf-2014-is-alfred/.

16. Alfred, “Meet Alfred,” accessed November 8, 2017, https://www.helloalfred.com/.

17. Sarah Kessler, “My Week with Alfred, A $25 Personal Butler,” Fastcompany,
November 17, 2014, http://www.fastcompany.com/3038635/my-week-with-alfred-a-25
-personal-butler.

[210] Notes to Chapter 3



18. Kessler, “My Week with Alfred.”

19. Alfred, “Our Story,” accessed November 8, 2017, https://www.helloalfred.com
Jour-story.

20. Angela Davis, Women, Race, and Class (New York: Vintage: 1983).

21. Jodi Melamed, Represent and Destroy: Rationalizing Violence in the New Racial
Capitalism (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2011); Neda Atanasoski,
Humanitarian Violence: The U.S. Deployment of Diversity (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 2013).

22. Alfred, “Our Story.”

23. Alfred, “Meet Alfred”

24. Ann Laura Stoler, “Tense and Tender Ties: The Politics of Comparison in North
American History and (Post) Colonial Studies,” in Haunted by Empire: Geographies of
Intimacy in North American History, edited by Ann Laura Stoler (Durham, NC: Duke
University Press, 2006), 23—70.

25. Bill Wasik, “In the Programmable World, All Our Objects Will Act as One,”
Wired, May 14, 2013, http://www.wired.com/2013/05/internet-of-things-2/all/.

26. Max Chang, “How a Butler Service Called Alfred Won $50,000 at This Year’s
Tech Crunch Disrupt,” Nextshark, September 11, 2014, http://nextshark.com/how-a
-butler-service-called-alfred-won-50000-at-this-years-techcrunch-disrupt/.

27. Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, “Communist Manifesto,” Marx/Engels Selected
Works, vol. 1 (Moscow: Progress, 1969), chapter 1.

28. Jeff Bezos, “Opening Keynote: 2006 MIT Emerging Technologies Conference,”
accessed August 8, 2013, http://video.mit.edu/watch/opening-keynote-andkeynote
-interview-with-jeff-bezos-9197/.

29. “Amazon Mechanical Turk FAQ/Overview;” accessed June 21, 2015, https://www
.mturk.com/mturk/help?helpPage=overview.

30. Ellen Cushing, “Amazon Mechanical Turk: The Digital Sweatshop,” Utne Reader,
January/February 2013, https://www.utne.com/science-and-technology/amazon
-mechanical-turk-zmozi3jfzlin?pageid=2#PageContent2.

31. Lilly Irani, “The Cultural Work of Microwork,” New Media and Society 17 (2013):
720-39.

32. Panos Ipeirotis, “Demographics of Mechanical Turk,” April 6 2015, http://www
.behind-the-enemy-lines.com/2015/04/demographics-of-mechanical-turk-now.html.

33. TurkPrime, “Effective Mechanical Turk: The TurkPrime Blog,” March 12, 2015,
http://blog.turkprime.com/2015/03/the-new-new-demographics-on-mechanical.html;
“MTurk Tracker,” accessed July 7, 2017, http://demographics.mturk-tracker.com/#
/gender/all.

34. Panos Ipeirotis, “Mechanical Turk: Now With 40.92% spam,” Computer Scientist
in a Business School Blog, December 16, 2010, http://www.behind-the-enemy-lines
.com/2010/12/mechanical-turk-now-with-4092-spam.html.

35. Cushing, “Amazon Mechanical Turk.”

36. Leslie Hook, “The Humans behind Mechanical Turk’s Artificial Intelligence,”
Financial Times, October 26, 2016, https://www.ft.com/content/17518034-6f77-11€6
-9ac1-1055824cag9o7.

Notes to Chapter 3 [211]



37. Susan Buck-Morss, Dreamworld and Catastrophe: The Passing of Mass Utopia in
East and West (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2002), 105. Thanks to Alex Blanchette for
drawing our attention to the similarity between our writing on AMT and Buck-Morss’s
observations in Dreamworld.

38. Buck-Morss, Dreamworld and Catastrophe, 105 (emphasis ours).

39. See, for instance, Darrell Etherington, “JustEat Is Now Delivering Takeout with
Self-Driving Robots in the UK,” TechCrunch, December 1, 2016, https://techcrunch
.com/2016/12/02/justeat-is-now-delivering-takeout-with-self-driving-robots-in-the-uk/;
Kat Lonsdorf, “Hungry? Call Your Neighborhood Delivery Robot,” Npr Morning Edition,
March 23, 2017, http://www.npr.org/sections/alltechconsidered/2017/03/23/520848983
/hungry-call-your-neighborhood-delivery-robot.

40. Hook, “The Humans behind Mechanical Turk’s Artificial Intelligence.”

41. Katharine Mieszkowski, “I Make $1.45 a Week and I Love It!,” Salon, July 24,
2006, http://www.salon.com/2006/07/24/turks_3.

42. Maria Mies, Patriarchy and Accumulation on a World Scale: Women in the Interna-
tional Division of Labour (London: Third World, 1986).

43. Hook, “The Humans behind Mechanical Turk’s Artificial Intelligence.”

44. Alex Rosenblatt and Luke Stark, “Algorithmic Labor and Information Asymme-
tries: A Case Study of Uber’s Drivers,” International Journal of Communication 10 (2016):
3758-84. See also Julietta Hua and Kasturi Ray, “Beyond the Precariat: Race, Gender,
and Labor in the Taxi and Uber Economy,” Social Identities 24, no. 2 (2018): 271-89.

45. Rosenblatt and Stark, “Algorithmic Labor and Information Asymmetries,” 229.

46. In an article on the work of commercial content moderation, Adrian Chen
writes, “Many companies employ a two-tiered moderation system, where the most
basic moderation is outsourced abroad while more complex screening, which requires
greater cultural familiarity, is done domestically. US-based moderators are much better
compensated than their overseas counterparts: A brand-new American moderator
for a large tech company in the US can make more in an hour than a veteran Filipino
moderator makes in a day. But then a career in the outsourcing industry is something
many young Filipinos aspire to, whereas American moderators often fall into the job
as a last resort, and burnout is common.” The article explains that the US moderators,
who encounter material already scrubbed by lower-paid moderators in the Philippines,
generally last about three to five months before the experience becomes unbearable. A
psychologist who specializes in treating content moderators in the Philippines describes
drastic desensitization and trauma that can never be fully mitigated. Employees
become paranoid, and the exposure to the darkest aspects of human behavior can lead
to intense distrust of other people and hence make them socially dysfunctional as they
cannot rely on friends or paid caregivers. Adrian Chen, “The Laborers Who Keep Dick
Pics and Beheadings Out of Your Facebook Feed,” Wired, October 23, 2014, http://www
wired.com/2014/10/content-moderation/.

47. Aaron Koblin, “The Sheep Market: Two Cents Worth,” master’s thesis, University
of California, Los Angeles, 2006.

48. Donna Haraway, ModestWitness@Second_Millennium: FemaleMan_Meets_Onco-
Mouse: Feminism and Technoscience (New York: Routledge: 1997), 25.

[212] Notes to Chapter 3



49. Kalindi Vora, Life Support, 67-102.

50. “Turkopticon,” accessed November 10, 2017, https://turkopticon.ucsd.edu/.

51. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, “Scattered Speculations on the Question of Value,”
in In Other Worlds: Essays in Cultural Politics (New York: Routledge, 1998), 119, 132.

52. Avery Gordon, “Preface,” in An Anthropology of Marxism, by Cedric Robinson
(Hampshire, UK: Ashgate, 2001), xviii.

4. The Surrogate Human Affect

1. Alexandra Ossola, “The Robots Are Anxious about Taking Your Job,” Digg.com,
December 28, 2016, http://digg.com/2016/the-robots-want-your-job.

2. RobotMD, “Robot in Crisis Premiere,” YouTube video, February 24, 2016, https://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=ggPzg8PvGEk&feature=youtu.be.

3. “What Is Robot Psychiatry?,” accessed November 25, 2017, http://www.robot.md
/what-is-robotic-psychiatry/.

4. Lucy Suchman, “Figuring Personhood in Sciences of the Artificial,” Department
of Sociology, Lancaster University, 2004, http://www.comp.lancs.ac.uk/sociology
/papers/suchman-figuring-personhood.pdf.

5. Masahiro Mori, “The Uncanny Valley,” Energy 7 (1970): 33—35, http://comp.dit.ie
/dgordon/Courses/CaseStudies/CaseStudy3d.pdf.

6. Mori, “The Uncanny Valley.”

7. Kate Darling, “Extending Legal Protection to Social Robots: The Effects of
Anthropomorphism, Empathy, and Violent Behavior towards Robotic Objects,” in
Robot Law, edited by Ryan Calo, A. Michael Froomkin, et al. (Cheltenham, UK: Edward
Elgar, 2016), http://papers.ssrn.com/so13/papers.cim?abstract_id=2044797, 2.

8. Darling, “Extending Legal Protection to Social Robots,” 2.

9. Cynthia Breazeal, “Emotion and Sociable Humanoid Robots,” International Journal
of Human—Computer Studies 59 (2003): 119-55, at 119.

10. Breazeal, “Emotion and Sociable Humanoid Robots,” 119—20. While both
Darling and Breazeal emphasize the importance of delimiting what counts as a social
robot (Darling especially wishes to distinguish sociable robots from military or in-
dustrial robots because of an increased level of interactivity between these machines
and humans), it is crucial to read all technologies, including robotic technologies, as
social.

11. Suchman, “Figuring Personhood,” 5.

12. Suchman, “Figuring Personhood,” 120.

13. Suchman, “Figuring Personhood,” 120.

14. Infinite History Project m1T, “Cynthia Breazeal: Infinite History,” YouTube video,
March 8, 2016, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GV-INURIXk.

15. Kerstin Dautenhahn, “Design Issues on Interactive Environments for Children
with Autism,” Proceedings of the Third International Conference on Disability, Virtual Real-
ity and Associated Technologies, University of Reading (2000), web.mit.edu/16.459/www
/Dautenhahn.pdf, 3.

Notes to Chapter 4 [213]



16. Kerstin Dautenhahn, “Robots as Social Actors: AURORA and the Case of Autism,”
Proceedings of the Third Cognitive Technology Conference (1999), 1, http://citeseerx.ist.psu
.edu/viewdoc/summary?doi=10.1.1.190.1767.

17. Dautenhahn, “Robots as Social Actors,” 1.

18. Dautenhahn, “Robots as Social Actors,” 2.

19. Dautenhahn, “Robots as Social Actors,” 2.

20. For Licklider, symbiosis differs from engineering imaginaries of the “mechani-
cally extended man” and the “human extended machine,” both of which are examples
of failed automation because such imaginaries are reduced to the enhancement of
already existing qualities in both the human and the machine. Rather, he argues, man
and machine must each do what they do best in their dissimilarity in order to achieve
efficiency. J. C. R. Licklider, “Man-Computer Symbiosis,” IRE Transactions on Human
Factors in Electronics HFE-1 (1960): 4—11.

21. Rodney Brooks, Flesh and Machines: How Robots Will Change Us (New York:
Vintage, 2003), 66.

22. Brooks, Flesh and Machines, 68.

23. Breazeal, “Emotion and Sociable Humanoid Robots,” 129.

24. Kate Darling, “Who’s Johnny? Anthropomorphic Framing in Human—-Robot
Interaction, Integration, and Policy;” Preliminary draft (2015): 4-5, http://www
werobot2015.0rg/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/Darling Whos_Johnny_WeRobot
_2015.pdf.

25. “In the current implementation there are three drives. The social drive motivates
the robot to be in the presence of people and to interact with them. On the understim-
ulated extreme, the robot is ‘lonely’; it is predisposed to act in ways to establish face-to-
face contact with people. On the overwhelmed extreme, the robot is predisposed to act
in ways to avoid face-to-face contact (e.g., when a person is overstimulating the robot
by either moving too much or being too close to the robot’s eyes). In similar manner,
the stimulation drive motivates the robot to interact with things, such as colorful toys.
The fatigue drive is unlike the others in that its purpose is to allow the robot to shut
out the external world instead of trying to regulate its interaction with it. While the
robot is ‘awake, it receives repeated stimulation from the environment or from itself.
As time passes, this drive approaches the ‘exhausted’ end of the spectrum. Once the
intensity level exceeds a certain threshold, it is time for the robot to ‘sleep. While the
robot sleeps, all drives return to their homeostatic regimes, allowing the robot to sati-
ate its drives if the environment offers no significant stimulation.” Breazeal, “Emotion
and the Sociable Humanoid Robots,” 128.

26. Breazeal, “Emotion and the Sociable Humanoid Robots,” 125.

27. Breazeal, “Emotion and the Sociable Humanoid Robots,” 120.

28. Allison Bruce, Illah Nourbakhsh, Reid Simmons, “The Role of Expressiveness
and Attention in Human—Robot Interaction,” Proceedings of the 1EEE International
Conference on Robotics and Automation, Washington, DC, May 2002, http://www.cs.cmu
.edu/~abruce/papers/bruce_icra2002.pdf.

29. See, for instance, the “Friendly Robots” episode of Nova, November 1, 2006,
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/tech/friendly-robots.html; Robin Marantz Henig, “The

[214] Notes to Chapter 4



Real Transformers,” New York Times Magazine, July 29, 2007, http://www.nytimes.com
/2007/07/29/magazine/2grobots-t.html.

30. Henig, “The Real Transformers.”

31. “Kismet, The Robot,” accessed November 24, 2017, http://www.ai.mit.edu/ proj
ects/sociable/baby-bits.html.

32. Breazeal, “Emotion and Sociable Humanoid Robots,” 123.

33. Suchman, “Figuring Personhood,” 2.

34. Suchman, “Figuring Personhood,” 5.

35. Suchman, “Figuring Personhood,” 5.

36. Suchman, “Figuring Personhood,” 8.

37. Suchman, “Figuring Personhood,” 9.

38. Suchman, “Figuring Personhood,” 12.

39. Breazeal, “Emotion and Sociable Humanoid Robots,” 123.

40. Breazeal, “Emotion and Sociable Humanoid Robots,” 127.

41. Breazeal, “Emotion and Sociable Humanoid Robots,” 125.

42. Breazeal, “Emotion and Sociable Humanoid Robots,” 124.

43. Henri Bergson, Creative Evolution, translated by Arthur Mitchell (New York:
Henry Holt, 1911), xii.

44. Bergson, Creative Evolution, xiii.

45. As Breazeal puts it, arousal (which ranges from high to low), valence (which
ranges from positive to negative), and stance (which ranges from open to closed)
triangulate what she terms the “affect space” in Kismet. She elaborates that “the
current affective state occupies a single point in this space at a time. As the robot’s
affective state changes, this point moves about within this space. Note that this space
not only maps to emotional states . . . but also to the level of arousal as well. . . . The
affect space can be roughly partitioned into regions that map to each emotion process.”
Breazeal, “Emotion and the Sociable Humanoid Robots,” 140.

46. Banu Subramaniam, Ghost Stories for Darwin: The Science of Variation and the
Politics of Diversity (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2014).

47. Subramaniam, Ghost Stories for Darwin, 12.

48. Subramaniam, Ghost Stories for Darwin, 10.

49. Subramaniam, Ghost Stories for Darwin, 37.

50. Subramaniam, Ghost Stories for Darwin, 136.

51. Charles Darwin, The Expression of the Emotions in Man and Animals (New York: D.
Appleton, 1897), 15.

52. Darwin, The Expression of the Emotions, 16-17.

53. Darwin, The Expression of the Emotions, 20—21.

54. Darwin, The Expression of the Emotions, 21.

55. Darwin, The Expression of the Emotions, 155.

56. Darwin, The Expression of the Emotions, 155.

57. Darwin, The Expression of the Emotions, 157.

58. Darwin, The Expression of the Emotions, 155.

59. Darwin, The Expression of the Emotions, 233.

60. Darwin, The Expression of the Emotions, 246.

Notes to Chapter 4 [215]



61. Darwin, The Expression of the Emotions, 17.

62. Denise Ferreira da Silva, Toward a Global Idea of Race (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 2007), xv—xvi.

63. Da Silva, Toward a Global Idea of Race, 29.

64. Kyla Schuller, The Biopolitics of Feeling: Race, Sex, and Science in the Nineteenth
Century (Durham NC: Duke University Press, 2018), 21.

65. Schuller, The Biopolitics of Feeling, 4.

66. See Cynthia Breazeal, “Social Interactions in HR1: The Robot View,” 1EEE Trans-
actions on Man, Cybernetics, and Systems 20 (2003): 5, http://robotic.media.mit.edu/wp
-content/uploads/sites/14/2015/01/Breazeal-IEEESMC-o04-trv.pdf.

67. Cynthia Breazeal, Jesse Gray, and Matt Berlin, “An Embodied Cognition Ap-
proach to Mindreading Skills for Socially Intelligent Robots,” International Journal of
Robotics Research (2009): 656-80, 656.

68. Breazeal et al., “Social Interactions in HR1,” 658, 663.

69. Sara Ahmed, The Cultural Politics of Emotion (New York: Routledge, 2004), 4.

70. Ahmed, The Cultural Politics of Emotion, 8—9.

71. Ahmed, The Cultural Politics of Emotion, 10.

72. Carla Hustak and Natasha Myers, “Involutionary Momentum: Affective Ecolo-
gies and the Sciences of Plant/Insect Encounters” differences 23 (2012): 74-118, 95.

73. Hustak and Myers, “Involutionary Momentum,” 97.

74. Hustak and Myers, “Involutionary Momentum,” 103

75. Errol Morris, “The Most Curious Thing,” New York Times, May 19, 2008, https://
opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2008/05/19/the-most-curious-thing/.

76. Morris, “The Most Curious Thing.”

77. Infinite History Project m1T, “Cynthia Breazeal.”

78. Elizabeth Wilson, Affect and Artificial Intelligence (Seattle: University of Washing-
ton Press, 2010), x.

79. Wilson, Affect and Artificial Intelligence, 115.

80. Wilson, Affect and Artificial Intelligence, 115.

81. Wilson, Affect and Artificial Intelligence, 55.

82. Wilson, Affect and Artificial Intelligence, 79.

83. Wilson, Affect and Artificial Intelligence, 81.

84. Wilson, Affect and Artificial Intelligence, 130.

85. Wilson, Affect and Artificial Intelligence, 130.

86. Katherine N. Hayles, How We Became Posthuman: Virtual Bodies in Cybernetics,
Literature, and Informatics (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999).

87. Maurice Merleau-Ponty, The Phenomenology of Perception (New York: Routledge,
2005), 75.

88. Merleau-Ponty, The Phenomenology of Perception, 141.

89. Donna Haraway, When Species Meet (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 2008), 4.

90. Haraway, When Species Meet, 4.

91. Haraway, When Species Meet, 62.

92. Ahmed, The Cultural Politics of Emotion, 10.

[216] Notes to Chapter 4



93. Kelly Dobson, “Machine Therapy,” PhD diss., Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, 2007, 22.
94. Dobson, “Machine Therapy,” 98.

5. Machine Autonomy and the Unmanned Spacetime
of Technoliberal Warfare

1. Kalindi Vora, “Limits of Labor: Accounting for Affect and the Biological in Transna-
tional Surrogacy and Service Work,” South Atlantic Quarterly 111 (2012): 681—700; Kalindi
Vora, Life Support: Biocapital and the New History of Outsourced Labor (Minneapolis: Univer-
sity of Minnesota Press, 2015); Janet Jakobsen, “Perverse Justice,” GLQ 18 (2012): 25.

2. Ian G. R. Shaw, “The Rise of the Predator Empire: Tracing the History of U.S.
Drones,” Understanding Empire: Technology, Power, Politics, accessed November 5, 2017,
https://understandingempire.wordpress.com/2-o0-a-brief-history-of-u-s-drones/.

3. Alice Ross, “Former US Drone Technicians Speak Out against Programme in Brus-
sels,” The Guardian, July 1, 2016, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2016/jul/o1/us
-drone-whistleblowers-brussels-european-parliament?CMP=share_btn_fb.

4. Lucy Suchman and Jutta Weber, “Human-Machine Autonomies Revised,” Febru-
ary 13, 2015, https://www.researchgate.net/publication/272173538 _Human-Machine
_Autonomies_Revised, 8.

5. Suchman and Weber, “Human-Machine Autonomies Revised,” 13.

6. Suchman and Weber, “Human-Machine Autonomies Revised,” 14.

7. Lucy Suchman, Human-Machine Reconfigurations: Plans and Situated Actions (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 141.

8. Suchman and Weber, “Human-Machine Autonomies Revised,” 24.

9. Suchman and Weber, “Human-Machine Autonomies Revised,” 2.

10. Adam Rothstein, Drone (New York: Bloomsbury, 2015), 82.

11. At the time, Boston Dynamics was a subsidiary of Google, but it began at m1T,
where Marc Raibert and his team developed robots that could move and maneuver
through space like animals (this was the Robotic Leg Lab).

12. Rothstein, Drone. See also Chrostopher Scholl, “US Army to Replace Human
Soldiers with Humanoid Robots,” Global Research, March 3, 2014, http://www
.globalresearch.ca/us-army-to-replace-human-soldiers-with-humanoid-robots/5371657.

13. “The Mechanized Future of Warfare,” The Week, December 13, 2014, http://
theweek.com/articles/441634/mechanized-future-warfare.

14. Julian Smith, “Can Robots Be Programmed to Learn from Their Own Experi-
ences?,” Scientific American, March 23, 2009, http://www.scientificamerican.com
[article/robot-learning/.

15. Boston Dynamics, “Atlas—The Agile Anthropomorphic Robot,” accessed Septem-
ber 13, 2015, http://www.bostondynamics.com/robot_Atlas.html.

16. Angela Y. Davis, “The Approaching Obsolescence of Housework: A Working-
Class Perspective,” in Women, Race, and Class, by Angela Y. Davis (New York: Random
House, 1981), 222—45.

Notes to Chapter 5 [217]



17. Davis, “The Approaching Obsolescence of Housework.”

18. Interview with Debbie Douglas, October 29, 2014 (emphasis ours).

19. Lisa Lowe, The Intimacies of Four Continents (Durham, NC: Duke University
Press, 2015).

20. Denise Chow, “Boston Dynamics’ New Atlas Robot Can’t Be Pushed Around,”
Yahoo Tech, February 25, 2016, https://www.yahoo.com/tech/boston-dynamics-atlas
-robot-cant-pushed-around-video-141752175.html.

21. Despina Kakoudaki, Anatomy of a Robot: Literature, Cinema, and the Cultural Work
of Artificial People (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2014).

22. Anne McClintock, Imperial Leather: Race, Gender, and Sexuality in the Colonial Con-
test (New York: Routledge, 1995); Ann Laura Stoler, Carnal Knowledge and Imperial Power:
Race and the Intimate in Colonial Rule (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2002).

23. Boston Dynamics, “Auralnauts Horror Edition,” video, February 26, 2016, https://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=sAmyZP-qbTE.

24. Boston Dynamics, “Google’s Atlas Robot,” video, February 23, 2016, https://www
.youtube.com/watch?v=gkawY1SMfYo.

25. Boston Dynamics, “Google’s Atlas Robot.”

26. Chow, “Boston Dynamics’ New Atlas Robot.”

27. Gregoire Chamayou, Theory of the Drone, translated by Janet Lloyd (New York:
New Press, 2014), 23.

28. Neda Atanasoski, Humanitarian Violence: The US Deployment of Diversity (Min-
neapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2013).

29. Chamayou, Theory of the Drone, 21.

30. Cited in Chamayou, Theory of the Drone, 21.

31. Chamayou, Theory of the Drone, 21.

32. Chamayou, Theory of the Drone, 22 (emphasis ours).

33. “Drones’ Will Dive into Atomic Blast; Blandy Reports Navy-aAF Plan to Use
Robot Planes to Get Data in Pacific Test,” New York Times, February 16, 1946, 9.

34. “Nasa Picks Philco to Study Robot Laboratory for Mars,” New York Times, July 23,
1964, 24.

35. Katherine Chandler, “American Kamikaze: Television-Guided Assault Drones in
World War II,” in Life in the Age of Drone Warfare, edited by Lisa Parks and Caren Kaplan
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2017), 9o.

36. Chandler, “American Kamikaze,” 97.

37. “SandFlea,” accessed November 5, 2017, http://bostondynamics.com/robot
_sandflea.html.

38. “Operation Sand Flea,” last modified December 28, 2015, https://en.wikipedia
.org/wiki /wiki/Operation_Sand_Flea.

39. Matt Simon, “Boston Dynamics’ New Rolling, Leaping Robot Is an Evolutionary
Marvel,” Wired, March 1, 2017, https://www.wired.com/2017/03/boston-dynamics-new
-rolling-leaping-robot-evolutionary-marvel/.

40. Simon, “Boston Dynamics.”

41. Simon, “Boston Dynamics.”

[218] Notes to Chapter 5



42. Rothstein, Drone.

43. Chamayou, Theory of the Drone, 38.

44. Chamayou, Theory of the Drone, 38—44.

45. Rothstein, Drone, 127.

46. Suchman, Human-Machine Reconfigurations.

47. Rothstein, Drone, 127-28.

48. Keith Feldman, “Empire’s Verticality: The Af/Pak Frontier, Visual Culture, and
Racialization from Above,” Comparative American Studies 9 (2011): 325—41.

49. Feldman, “Empire’s Verticality,” 325.

50. Feldman, “Empire’s Verticality,” 331.

51. Neel Ahuja, Bioinsecurities: Disease Interventions, Empire, and the Government of
Species (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2016), viii.

52. Katherine F. Chandler, “A Drone Manifesto,” Catalyst: Feminism, Theory, Techno-
science 2 (2016): 1-23, accessed November 5, 2017, http://catalystjournal.org/ojs/index
.php/catalyst/article/view/chandler/165.

53. Jordan Crandall, “Materialities of the Robotic,” in Life in the Age of Drone Warfare,
edited by Lisa Parks and Caren Kaplan (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2017),
327-28.

54. Crandall, “Materialities of the Robotic,” 328-29.

55. “Natalie Jeremijenko,” interview by Lenny Simon, Center for the Study of the
Drone at Bard College, November 13, 2013, http://dronecenter.bard.edu/interview
-natalie-jeremijenko/.

56. “Natalie Jeremijenko.”

57. “The Art of Drone Painting: A Conversation with Addie Wagenknecht,” interview
by Arthur Holland Michel, Center for the Study of the Drone at Bard College, Decem-
ber 6, 2014, http://dronecenter.bard.edu/art-of-drone-painting/.

58. Anjali Nath, “Touched from Below: On Drones, Screens, and Navigation,” Visual
Anthropology 29 (2016): 315-30, 322.

59. Peter Asaro, “The Labor of Surveillance and Bureaucratized Killing: New Subjec-
tivities of Military Drone Operators,” Social Semiotics (2013): 1-29, accessed Novem-
ber 5, 2017, doi: 10.1080/10350330.2013.777591.

60. Murtaza Hussein, “Former Drone Operators Say They Were Horrified by Cruelty
of the Assassination Program,” The Intercept, November 19, 2015, http://www.sott
.net/article/306793-Former-drone-operators-say-they-were-horrified-by-cruelty-of
-assassination-program.

61. Hussein, “Former Drone Operators Horrified.”

62. Hussein, “Former Drone Operators Horrified,” 2.

63. Hussein, “Former Drone Operators Horrified,” 3.

64. Hussein, “Former Drone Operators Horrified,” 3.

65. Ed Pilkington, “Life as a Drone Operator: ‘Ever Step on Ants and Never Give It
Another Thought?,” The Guardian, November 19, 2015, http://www.theguardian.com
world/2015/mov/18/life-as-a-drone-pilot-creech-air-force-base-nevada.

66. Pilkington, “Life as a Drone Operator.”

Notes to Chapter 5 [219]



67. Heather Linebaugh, “I Worked on the US Drone Program. The Public Should
Know What Really Goes On,” The Guardian, December 29, 2013, http://www
.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2013/dec/29/drones-us-military.

68. Linebaugh, “I Worked on the US Drone Program.”

69. “T Couldn’t Stop Crying'—Ethan McCord Relives Collateral Murder Video,”
Corrente, April 7, 2013, http://www.correntewire.com/i_couldnt_stop_crying_ethan
_mccord_relives_collateral_murder_video.

70. Personal correspondence with authors, October 2016.

6. Killer Robots

1. Campaign to Stop Killer Robots, “About Us,” accessed November 9, 2017, www
.stopkillerrobots.org/about-us/.

2. “Universal Declaration of Human Rights,” United Nations General Assembly,
December 10, 1948, http://www.un.org/en/universal-declaration-human-rights/; Jack Don-
nelly, Universal Human Rights in Theory and Practice (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
2013); Lynn Hunt, Inventing Human Rights: A History (New York: W. W. Norton, 2008).

3. Donnelly, Universal Human Rights, 15.

4. See for instance Samera Esmeir, Juridical Humanity: A Colonial History (Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press, 2012).

5. Katy Waldman, “Are Soldiers Too Emotionally Attached to Military Robots?,”
Slate, September 20, 2013, http://www.slate.com/blogs/futuretense/2013/09/20
/military_bots_inspire_strong_emotional_connections_in_troops_is_that_bad.html;
Megan Garber, “Funerals for Fallen Robots,” The Atlantic, September 20, 2013, https://
www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2013/09/funerals-for-fallen-robots/279861/.

6. Waldman, “Are Soldiers Too Emotionally Attached?”

7. Julie Carpenter, Culture and Human Robot Interaction in Militarized Spaces: A War
Story (New York: Routledge, 2016).

8. Brent Rose, “The Sad Story of a Real Life R2-pD2 Who Saved Countless Human
Lives and Died,” Gizmodo, December 28, 2011, accessed November 5, 2017, http://
gizmodo.com/5870529/the-sad-story-of-a-real-life-r2-d2-who-saved-countless-human
-lives-and-died.

9. Saidiya Hartman, Scenes of Subjection: Terror, Slavery, and Self-Making in
Nineteenth-Century America (New York: Oxford University Press, 1997).

10. Hartman, Scenes of Subjection, 18.

11. Hartman, Scenes of Subjection, 19.

12. Hartman, Scenes of Subjection, 20.

13. Hartman, Scenes of Subjection, 20.

14. David Goldman, “Google Wants You to Kick This Robot Puppy,” cNN, Feb-
ruary 10, 2015, accessed November 5, 2017, http://money.cnn.com/2015/02/10
/technology/google-robot-dog-spot/.

15. Boston Dynamics. “BigDog,” accessed November 5, 2017, http://www
.bostondynamics.com/robot_bigdog.html.

[220] Notes to Chapter 5



16. Goldman, “Google Wants You to Kick This Robot Puppy.”

17. Goldman, “Google Wants You to Kick This Robot Puppy.”

18. Goldman, “Google Wants You to Kick This Robot Puppy.”

19. Samera Esmeir, Juridical Humanity: A Colonial History (Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press, 2012), 111.

20. Esmeir, Juridical Humanity, 112.

21. For a discussion of how care for animals has been legislated and utilized for a
twentieth-century US imperial knowledge project, see Julietta Hua and Neel Ahuja,
“Chimpanzee Sanctuary: ‘Surplus Life’ and the Politics of Transspecies Care,” American
Quarterly 65, no. 3 (2013): 619—37.

22. Sharon Sliwinski, Human Rights in Camera (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
2011), 19.

23. Sliwinski, Human Rights in Camera, 21.

24. Sliwinski, Human Rights in Camera, 23.

25. Sliwinski, Human Rights in Camera, 25.

26. On the coloniality of the human rights regime, see Randall Williams, The Divided
World: Human Rights and Its Violence (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
2010).

27. For more on the institution of humanitarian intervention as a tool of US empire
building, see Neda Atanasoski, Humanitarian Violence: The US Deployment of Diversity
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2013).

28. Lisa Lowe, The Intimacies of Four Continents (Durham, NC: Duke University
Press, 2015), 6.

29. Campaign to Stop Killer Robots, “The Problem,” accessed November 9, 2017,
http://www.stopkillerrobots.org/the-problem/.

30. Campaign to Stop Killer Robots, “The Solution,” accessed November 9, 2017,
http://www.stopkillerrobots.org/the-solution/.

31. Human Rights Watch and International Human Rights Clinic, “Advancing the
Debate on Killer Robots: 12 Key Arguments for a Preemptive Ban on Fully Autonomous
Weapons,” May 13, 2014, 21, https://www.hrw.org/mews/2014/05/13/advancing-debate
-killer-robots.

32. Human Rights Watch and International Human Rights Clinic, “Advancing the
Debate on Killer Robots,” 5.

33. Human Rights Watch and International Human Rights Clinic, “Advancing the
Debate on Killer Robots,” 10.

34. Human Rights Watch and International Human Rights Clinic, “Shaking the
Foundations: The Human Rights Implications of Killer Robots,” May 12, 2014, https://
www.hrw.org/report/2014/05/12/shaking-foundations/human-rights-implications-killer
-robots (emphasis ours).

35. Nadia Prupis, “Legal Experts Raise Alarm over Shocking Use of ‘Killer Robot’ in
Dallas,” Common Dreams, July 8, 2016, https://www.commondreams.org/news/2016/07
/o8/legal-experts-raise-alarm-over-shocking-use-killer-robot-dallas.

36. Prupis, “Legal Experts Raise Alarm.”

37. Prupis, “Legal Experts Raise Alarm.”

Notes to Chapter 6 [221]



38. See also Marjorie Cohn, Drones and Targeted Killing (Northampton, MA: Olive
Branch Press, 2015; 2017).

39. Hugh Gusterson, Drones: Remote Control Warfare (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,
2016), 61.

40. Talal Asad, “Reflections on Violence, Law, and Humanitarianism,” Critical In-
quiry 41 (2015): 390—427, doi: 10.1086/679081.

41. Human Rights Watch, “Mind the Gap: The Lack of Accountability for Killer
Robots,” April 9, 2015, https://www.hrw.org/report/2015/04/09/mind-gap/lack
-accountability-killer-robots.

42. Atanasoski, Humanitarian Violence.

43. Atanasoski, Humanitarian Violence, 170.

44. Human Rights Watch, “Losing Humanity: The Case against Killer Robots,”
May 12, 2014, 30, https://www.hrw.org/report/2014/05/12/shaking-foundations/human
-rights-implications-killer-robots#page.

45. Atanasoski, Humanitarian Violence, 170.

46. Ronald Arkin, “Lethal Autonomous Systems and the Plight of the Non-
Combatant,” a1sB Quarterly 137 (2013): 3.

47. Arkin, “Lethal Autonomous Systems,” 1.

48. Gregoire Chamayou, A Theory of the Drone, translated by Janet Lloyd (New York:
New Press, 2015), 208.

49. Chamayou, A Theory of the Drone, 208.

50. Chamayou, A Theory of the Drone, 208.

51. Chamayou, A Theory of the Drone, 208.

52. Chamayou, A Theory of the Drone, 208.

53. Vice, “The Dawn of Killer Robots,” Motherboard, season 2, episode 25, https://
motherboard.vice.com/en_us/article/bmjbqz/inhuman-kind-killer-robots.

54. Atanasoski, Humanitarian Violence.

55. Rick Cohen, “Humanitarian Aid Delivered by Drones: A New Frontier for
NGos?,” Nonprofit Quarterly, July 16, 2014, https://nonprofitquarterly.org/2014/07/16
/humanitarian-aid-delivered-by-drones-a-new-frontier-for-ngos/.

56. Kalev Leeataru, “How Drones Are Changing Humanitarian Disaster Response,”
Forbes, November 9, 2015, http://www.forbes.com/sites/kalevleetaru/2015/11/09/how
-drones-are-changing-humanitarian-disaster-response/#132beo656cee.

57. Chamayou, Theory of the Drone, 136.

58. Chamayou, Theory of the Drone, 138.

59. Heather Linebaugh, “I Worked on the US Drone Program. The Public Should
Know What Really Goes On,” The Guardian, December 29, 2013, http://www
.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2013/dec/29/drones-us-military.

60. Linebaugh, “I Worked on the US Drone Program.”

61. Sophia Saifi, “Not a Bug Splat: Artists Give Drone Victims a Face in Pakistan,”
CNN, April 9, 2014, http://www.cnn.com/2014/04/09/world/asia/pakistan-drones-not-a
-bug-splat/. Similar efforts to repersonify targets through visualizing them as human, or
as in the latter example as human children, to overcome the erasure wrought by target
status include a collective art project that focuses on connecting photographs of child

[222] Notes to Chapter 6



victims of drone strikes, Radical Art for These Times (RAFTT), “Child Drone Victims
Memorial.” The political project “Occupy Beale Airforce Base” obtained a list of
young civilians killed in Pakistan and Yemen and creates portraits to document each
name on the list, putting them together in one “quilt-like expression.”

62. Asad, “Reflections on Violence.”

63. Philip K. Dick, “The Defenders” (1961), Kindle ed. (Amazon Digital Services
LLC, 2011), 10.

64. Dick, “The Defenders,” 38-39.

65. Dick, “The Defenders,” 39.

66. Dick, “The Defenders,” 40.

67. Dick, “The Defenders,” 42.

68. Chamayou, Theory of the Drone, 206.

69. 10COSE, “In Times of Peace,” 2014-16, https://docs.google.com/document/d/15
-fK-0RpZZbPoH2JFjGUr8dYR3tLm30RFghUGUT-Hogl/edit.

70. 10COSE, “In Times of Peace.”

71. Andrew Nunes, “Now Even Drones Are Taking Selfies,” Creators, July 28, 2014,
http://thecreatorsproject.vice.com/blog/now-even-drones-are-taking-selfies?tcpfbus.

72. Nunes, “Now Even Drones Are Taking Selfies.”

Epilogue. On Technoliberal Desire

1. Zachary Canepari, Drea Cooper, and Emma Cott, “The Uncanny Lover,”

New York Times, video, June 11, 2015, https://www.nytimes.com/video/technology
/100000003731634/the-uncannylover.html?action=click&contentCollection
=technology&module=lede&region=caption&pgtype=article.

2. Emma Cott, “Sex Dolls That Talk Back,” New York Times, Robotica, episode 5,
June 11, 2015, https://www.nytimes.com/2015/06/12/technology/robotica-sex-robot
-realdoll.html.

3. Canepari et al., “The Uncanny Lover.”

4. Steven Huff, “Get Ready to Meet the First Sex Robots with Real Emotions,”
Maxim, January 29, 2017, https://www.maxim.com/maxim-man/first-sex-robot-real
-emotions-2017-1.

5. Canepari et al., “The Uncanny Lover.”

6. Lily Waddell, “Cyborgs with “‘Warm Skin’ for Humans to Practice on Hit Dating
Scene,” October 4, 2017, accessed December 1, 2017, https://www.dailystar.co.uk/news
/latest-news/550418/Sex-robot-Tinder-practice-warm-skin-bedroom-bed-skills-human
-relationships-advice-dating.

7. Waddell, “Cyborgs with ‘Warm Skin.””

8. Saidiya Hartman writes about this racial structure in the context of US slavery:
“While the slave was recognized as a sentient being, the degree of sentience had to be
cautiously calibrated in order to avoid intensifying the antagonisms of the social order.”
Scenes of Subjection: Terror, Slavery, and Self-Making in Nineteenth-Century America (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1997), 93.

Notes to Epilogue [223]



9. Alex Mar, “Love in the Time of Robots,” Wired, October 17, 2017, https://www
wired.com/?p=2264647.

10. Mar, “Love in the Time of Robots.”

11. Mar, “Love in the Time of Robots.”

12. Mar, “Love in the Time of Robots.”

13. John Berger, Ways of Seeing (London: British Broadcasting Corporation, 1972).
14. Zeynep Yenisey, “There’s Now a Sex Robot with a G-Spot, So You Can Totally
Give It an Orgasm,” Maxim, March 22, 2017, accessed December 1, 2017, https://www

.maxim.com/maxim-man/sex-robot-with-g-spot-2017-3.

15. Margi Murphy, “Built for Pleasure: Meet Samantha, the Artificially Intelligent
Sex Robot Who ‘REALLY Likes to Be Kissed,” The Sun, March 17, 2017, accessed De-
cember 1, 2017, https://www.thesun.co.uk/tech/3115956/meet-samantha-and-artificially
-intelligent-sex-robot-who-really-likes-to-be-kissed/.

16. Hortense J. Spillers, “Mama’s Baby, Papa’s Maybe: An American Grammar Book,”
Diacritics 17, no. 2 (1987): 67.

17. Spillers, “Mama’s Baby, Papa’s Maybe,” 67.

18. Spillers, “Mama’s Baby, Papa’s Maybe,” 67.

19. Spillers, “Mama’s Baby, Papa’s Maybe,” 67.

20. Cheryl I. Harris, “Whiteness as Property,” Harvard Law Review 106 (1994):
1709-91. See also Lisa Cacho, Social Death: Racialized Rightlessness and the Criminaliza-
tion of the Unprotected (New York: New York University Press, 2012).

21. Spillers, “Mama’s Baby, Papa’s Maybe,” 68.

22. Spillers, “Mama’s Baby, Papa’s Maybe,” 76.

23. Elise Bohan, “This New Species of a1 Wants to Be ‘Superintelligent’ When She
Grows Up,” Big Think, March 22, 2017, accessed June 5, 2017, http://bigthink.com/elise
-bohan/the-most-human-ai-youve-never-heard-of-meet-luna.

24. The view of the human mind itself as a binary system is necessary for building
intelligent computing systems, a belief which continues into the present. Elizabeth
Wilson, Affect and a1 (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2010), 8o.

25. Rodney Brooks, Flesh and Machines: How Robots Will Change Us (New York:
Vintage, 2003), 35-36.

26. Luis Arana, email message to the authors, June 12, 2017.

27. Saidiya Hartman notes, “The law attempted to resolve the contradiction between
the slave as property and the slave as person/laborer . . . by attending to the slave as
both a form of property and a person. . . . The dual invocation of law (the black is a
propertied person) designated the limits of rights of ownership and extended and
constricted these rights as was necessary for the preservation of the institution [of

slavery].” Hartman, Scenes of Subjection, 93-94.

[224] Notes to Epilogue





