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Introduction: From Archives of Slavery 
to Liberated Futures?

Brian Connolly and Marisa Fuentes

Put differently, how does one rewrite the chronicle of a death foretold 
and anticipated, as a collective biography of dead subjects, as a counter-
history of the human, as the practice of freedom?
—Saidiya Hartman

Neither ‘quasi-’ nor ‘sub-literature,’ this is not even the skeleton of a 
genre; it belongs rather to disorder, noise and sorrow, the working of 
power on lives and the discourse which is born from it.
—Michel Foucault

This special issue of the journal asks how the violence of the archives of 

slavery contributes to the production of a history of our present. What is 

at stake in revisiting the devastation and death contained in the docu-

ments of slavery? And is such a revisiting even possible? As several of 

the authors note, all archives are incomplete—such historical accounts 

written primarily by the most powerful have overwhelmingly informed 

our understanding of the past. But what is it about the archives of slavery, 

the more than 400-year span of forced labor and death of Africans that 

requires that we pause to consider their particular silences? It is partly 

about violence—the varied forms of violence on black bodies in slavery 

that created the conditions by which they are made invisible, mutilated and 

difficult to reach; they are not easily articulated or narrated in the histori-

cal accounts. Even as we formulate new methods that challenge archival 

power, some things remain unrecoverable, silent. We have irretrievably lost 

the thoughts, desires, fears, and perspectives of many whose enslavement 

shaped every aspect of their lives. We don’t have access to their stories or 

how they were shared intimately—furtive communication among enslaved 

people, between mother and child, lovers, or siblings. And it is not simply 

about our losses. The silence is also an action: it is the silencing of en-

slaved voices and the power that these voices could have had to challenge a 

slave owner’s persistent and violent representations of black and enslaved 
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people. And it is more than this: the deathly implications in the past have 

similar consequences for the present and future.

 Saidiya Hartman’s influential 2008 essay, “Venus in Two Acts,” was our 

starting point. In response to the apparent silence of enslaved voices in the 

archive, Hartman called for a “critical fabulation,” an approach which at-

tempts “to jeopardize the status of the event, to displace the received or 

authorized account, and to imagine what might have happened or might 

have been said or might have been done [. . . .] The intent of this practice is 

not to give voice to the slave, but rather to imagine what cannot be verified, 

a realm of experience which is situated between two zones of death—social 

and corporeal death—and to reckon with the precarious lives which are vis-

ible only in the moment of their disappearance.”1 For Hartman, the historian’s 

relation to the archive is a paradoxical one; it both exposes the site of the 

possibility of history and its failure. How, then, does one go about writing 

histories of slavery with an acute awareness of archival limitations—an 

awareness that together the collections of documents do not represent the 

sources for histories of slavery but rather the failure of those archives to 

adequately represent the experience?

 This is the question we posed to the authors of the essays that follow. 

The five authors, from the disciplines of history and literature, and with 

expertise spanning the sixteenth through the twenty-first centuries, re-

sponded with articles that critically engage Hartman’s essay and that use it 

as a broad jumping off point for reflection on how we might go forward in 

writing histories of slavery that, in Hartman’s words, “write our now as it 

is interrupted by this past, and to imagine a free state, not as the time before 

captivity or slavery, but rather as the anticipated future of this writing.”2 To 

have a free state or liberated future emerge out of a critical relationship to 

an archive of violence and death will not fully account for what that future 

free state might look like. Indeed, a full accounting of the future or the past 

is the last thing we should desire, mired as such an attempt would be in 

the historical and contemporary articulations of objects like the ledger, the 

account book—those traces of the objectifying actions of the bookkeeper. 

Instead, these articles comprise a critically poetic—and, at times, a poeti-

cally critical—reading of archival evidence, one that seeks to understand the 

relationship between, as Michel-Rolph Trouillot puts it, “what happened and 

what is said to have happened,” and one that should work to make our pres-

ent liberal and rational epistemological conditions untenable.3 It is an effort 
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to de-subjectify the normative conditions of the subject and move toward a 

differently constituted future. It is a testament to the insistent contemporary 

political force of writing on slavery that all of the contributors are impelled, 

like Hartman, to imagine a liberated future through a critical relation to 

slavery’s archives.

 This is as much an issue about writing histories of slavery as it is about 

how we conceptualize archives themselves. Is it the archive—monolithic, 

imposing, domineering? Or is it multiple archives, where one archive might 

serve as the structure and logic of another? In this case, how might the An-

glo-American Atlantic archive of slavery be interrupted by other archives, 

those of Latin America or the German Atlantic or the archival traces of the 

Yucatán? Moreover, are these archives places of lack, absence, loss and si-

lence or are they marked as much by excess, noise, and life, by “an excess of 

meaning, where the reader experiences beauty, amazement, and a certain 

affective tremor?”4 How might we limn different histories of slavery written 

from the interstices of lack and excess?

 “Slavery has never been represented,” the abolitionist and former slave 

William Wells Brown wrote in 1847, “slavery never can be represented.”5 If 

Brown foregrounds the question of representation in writing on slavery, he 

also seems to answer it rather succinctly: representation is impossible. Yet 

as Walter Johnson suggests in a short essay from 2007 that opens with this 

same line, Brown’s claim may not be so simple: “He [Brown] referred [. . .] 

to a sort of epistemological violence, a murderous, forcible forgetting of the 

history of slavery. Only slavery’s victims—if it is possible to use the word 

‘only’ in the context of so many millions of stolen lives—might have truly 

told the story he wanted to tell.”6 Which is to say that only those encrypted in 

social, civil, and literal death—those most often foreclosed by the structures 

and lineaments of the archives themselves—could speak a truth. The ques-

tion of representation—its limits, its possibilities, its failures—animates 

this special issue. It also serves to highlight the issue’s goal: to portray the 

fraught relation between slavery, violence, evidence, archive, and liberated 

futures as disentangled from the constraints and constructions of racially 

denigrating systems of power.

 The question of representation has often been occluded in histories of 

slavery. As Jennifer Morgan forcefully notes in her contribution, “With 

very few exceptions, the historiography of the Middle Passage is caught 

in a chokehold by economists who are intent upon deploying, preserving, 

HoP 6_2 text.indd   107 10/18/16   10:14 AM

This content downloaded from 192.76.8.82 on Sun, 01 Oct 2017 13:36:49 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



108

Introduction

and replicating a particular kind of evidentiary verifiability. Those who see 

an echo of the violence of slavery embodied in the archives are rendered 

secondary or tertiary in the hierarchy of historicist scholarship” (p. 202). 

However, Morgan continues, “By refusing the disconnect between data and 

abjection we might produce a political economy of the Middle Passage that 

will support social historical studies of the Black Atlantic in new and more 

complicated ways” (p. 203). The essays collected here attempt just that—

they do so by foregrounding the question of representation and attending 

to the ethical and political demands of the present through the vexing and 

unsettling mode of a history of the present.

 While the essays each offer unique representations and histories of slav-

ery, there are several concerns that run through the volume as a whole. This 

is unsurprising, since the authors all share a common reference point in 

Hartman’s essay: her concern with poetics, speculation, and imagination, 

with “critical fabulation.” This is a particular understanding of fabulation: 

though it is intimately tied to the structures of the archive, as fabulation as 

literary practice tends to emphasize it is not bound temporally or stylistically 

by such limitations and determinations. Stephanie Smallwood notes that 

Hartman’s demand is not that scholars become novelists, but that counter-

histories “are never not engaged with the archive […which] raises difficult 

questions regarding the ‘ethics of historical representation’” (p. 120).

 Hartman is, of course, not alone in drawing on poetics as an attempt 

to move toward a liberated future. Seth Moglen explains that this lineage 

includes W.E.B. DuBois, C.L.R. James, and, more recently, Tiya Miles.7 One 

might also think of Édouard Glissant, who suggests that a “poetics of rela-

tion” emerges from within domination in order to abolish it. Writing on 

French colonialism, Glissant claims “two conditions have come together 

here: a culture that projected onto the world (with the aim of dominating 

it) and a language that was presented as universal (with the aim of provid-

ing legitimacy to the attempt at domination). These two intentions [. . .] 

culminated in the thought of an empire.”8 Here, French colonialism is said 

to have legitimized its dominating culture by claiming its language as uni-

versal. Yet, French culture was neither universal nor totalizing. As Glissant 

argues, “under these conditions poetic thought went on the alert: beneath 

the fantasy of domination it sought the really livable world [. . . .] More-

over, the movements of this poetics can be located in space as trajectories, 

their poetic import being aimed at completing these trajectories in order to 
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abolish them.”9 This logic of the archives of slavery and violence, as not only 

the repository of domination but read through a critical poetics, might well 

illuminate potential sources of futures in which the trajectories of empire, 

domination, slavery, plantation violence and mass incarceration are abol-

ished. These concerns animate the essays herein. The essays, to borrow from 

Glissant, are on the alert.

 Poetic interventions in conventional historiography occur in any number 

of ways. Moglen, for instance, attuned to the ways in which the archive and 

the empiricist impulses that continue to govern historical practice work to 

foreclose the enslaved, opts for “fusing archival research with modernist 

narrative form, [seeking] to honor these voices from the archive of Moravian 

slavery and to make them central to a history of the present that pursues the 

unfinished project of equality” (p. 158). Moglen takes us through two slave 

narratives of the eighteenth-century Moravian Church, and while he care-

fully attends to the problems constituent of conversion (slave) narratives 

he also takes seriously Hartman’s call “to imagine what cannot be verified.” 

Employing critical fabulation Moglen re-reads a highly mediated form of 

the Moravian slave conversion narrative of eighteenth-century Bethlehem, 

Pennsylvania, to imagine, within the realm of historical possibility, the lives 

of an enslaved couple and to account for their decisions and desires. In this, 

Moglen’s essay can be said to resemble both a historical account of enslaved 

Afro-Moravians and Jean Toomer’s Cane.

 Using colonial archives of slave trading throughout the early modern At-

lantic world, both Morgan and Smallwood reflect on the accounting for and 

re-presenting of captive Africans forced into the early capitalist flesh markets 

from West Africa to the Americas. With a gesture to Hartman, each author 

meticulously presents the profound objectification of African bodies, linking 

objectification to the ringing silences of any voices of the captives beyond 

the violence of the trade and the merchants’ accounting. For Morgan, this 

rigorous method that has, at is core, a refusal to accept traditional historical 

methods and thus could be labeled an “undisciplined” mode, entails both 

an intimate engagement with the quantitative, economistic form that has 

traditionally dominated the scholarship of the trans-Atlantic slave trade and a 

turn to the contemporary poetry of the Middle Passage. Concerned especially 

with the elision of women’s bodies and voices in the Middle Passage—an 

elision first performed by ship captains and then repeated and confirmed 

by the quantitative impetus of historical scholarship—Morgan argues that 
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“these disruptive poetics [of critical archival practices] might enable us not 

only to grasp the significance of the Middle Passage to those who experienced 

it, but also to more properly understand it as a conduit, rather than a source, 

of a visceral comprehension of the ‘hieroglyphics of the flesh’” (p. 195).

 If Morgan turns to poetics and poetry, Smallwood, with a similar desire to 

disrupt traditionally accepted liberal historical narratives, turns to what she 

calls the counter-fact, “the fact the archive is seeking to ignore, marginalize 

and disavow—the detail it does not want to animate and make narratable” 

(p. 125). As she continues, this desire morphs into something of a refusal to 

take the evidence on its own terms: “I began to understand the numbers the 

archive centered and foregrounded in its ledgers and accounts as its strain 

toward the illusion of disinterested transparency and I began to recognize 

its words as manifestation of its failure fully to attain this goal” (p. 125). 

Indeed, here the archive breaks down under its own weight and reveals a 

counter-history—one that can be narrated in the service of liberation, but 

not necessarily a liberation modeled on that associated with the liberal indi-

vidual, the normative subject of western modernity. Smallwood and Morgan 

(and Hartman) persist, indeed they insist on narrating beyond the limits of 

traditional historical methods and thus what they offer is a critical entry into 

captive lives in the slave trade and their historical iterations.

 In a recent article on the relationship between the determinations of the 

plantation and the future, the geographer Katherine McKittrick has also 

made a claim for the inclusion of poetics in scholarship related to the planta-

tion, empire, violence and dispossession. She writes, “Our future modes of 

being, if tied to the plantation and empire and violence, might not necessar-

ily follow our late-modern necropolitics of the present into future-misery, 

wherein freedom is lifeless and racial terror is the act of realizing this free-

dom. Instead, our future modes of being might hinge on a decolonial poetics 

that reads black dispossession as a ‘question mark’ [. . .] thus providing a 

critique of the very historical process that brought the Manichean working 

of the plantation to ‘such height of fulfillment.’”10 That question mark, privi-

leging the interrogative over the declarative, points to where poetics might 

take us in writing different histories of slavery.

 Such an opening of the interrogative also points toward a future free 

state in ways that the closure of the declarative never can. As Morgan puts 

it in her essay, “By persistently framing this engagement with questions, I 

intend to gesture towards the violent fragmentation of the archival tomb. 
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The questions are themselves a kind of poetics that, together with the fictive 

imaginary, stand as counterweight to the structural binds of the TASTD2 

[Trans-Atlantic Slave Trade Database] and the slaveholders’ bookkeeping. 

Unanswered or unanswerable, the questions are steeped in a violence so 

unsettling as to make it almost impossible to hold the gaze” (p. 202). This is 

not simply a concern with documentation but also with imagining another 

future, one that does not simply take the spectacular suffering of black bod-

ies and lives as a given but attends instead to their suffering in an effort to 

illuminate “the purchase or claim of their lives on the present.”11

 In this effort these essays collectively and individually trouble the per-

sistent historical fascination with transparency and empiricism and the en-

during positivism of much historical writing. Moglen argues, citing Hayden 

White’s recent work, that “the discipline of history remains strongly marked 

by a nineteenth-century ambition to produce narratives that appear ‘sci-

entific’ and ‘objective.’”12 Such ambition has, for instance, carried a certain 

force in some of the recent scholarship produced on slavery and capitalism in 

which, for whatever other critical and theoretical claims might be advanced, 

much of the debate has hinged on quantitative issues.

 Yet, the relationship between an interrogation of capitalism’s entangle-

ment with slavery and reparative justice is not so clear. Anjali Arondekar 

writes the following in her contribution: “As emergent archival forms push 

against, or even record the violence of slavery’s past(s), we are asked here to 

consider anew the persistent failure of such efforts. Central to such failures 

has been the recovery of an archive of slavery that continues to elude any 

attempts at a redemptive historiography” (p. 146).13 These acts of recovery 

must be coupled with a reconfiguration of the conditions of being them-

selves, something that an attention to the archives of slavery can provide if 

we are willing to relinquish our attachment to the dictates of the positive and 

the empirical. Arondekar, who centers her argument geographically in South 

Asia, issues an important warning: “Even as it is critical that we remind 

ourselves that slavery was inside of other Oceanic exchanges in ways that 

did not always echo the economic and affective models of plantations, it is 

equally urgent that we not recuperate yet another stable history of slavery 

through its lost ‘Asiatic’ form” (p. 148). The point, then, is not simply to 

find, recover, and recuperate more forms of slavery, more evidence of the 

history of slavery, but to work in ways that are engaged in the constitution 

of new forms of being, “to grapple with archives of slavery that are open to 
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geopolitical displacements, and that offer reinvestments in a new social 

order” (p. 153).

 Of course, it is not enough simply to present our work as opposed to the 

empirical and the quantitative. As Smallwood reminds us, the social history 

of the 1970s was more complicated: “the revisionism by which the enslaved 

finally came into view ‘. . . as an actor as well as someone acted upon’ initiated 

a re-thinking of the archive that proceeded along two fronts. First was the 

broader understanding of what constitutes the archive [. . . .] Second was 

the equally transformational shift to dispel the ‘untested’ but nonetheless 

widely held assumption of archival scarcity—the notion that ‘the records 

for exploring’ African American history ‘scarcely exist[ed]’” (pp. 121–122). 

Yet, Smallwood also notes, often obscured was the fact that this new social 

scientific approach “also helped to sediment a theory of historical knowledge 

production that figured the archive as merely a repository of free-floating 

empirical facts to be lifted off the page by the researcher” (p. 123).

 With similar investment in knowledge production, contributor David 

Kazanjian expresses concern that Hartman’s proposal for critical fabulation 

still remains overly attached to the empirical. He therefore calls for an effort 

to “dis-integrate the unverifiable [that which gestures toward fabulation and 

poetics] and the empirical” (p. 135). Kazanjian asks, “What might a full or 

nearly full picture of captives’ lives look like? Why is that our task as social 

historians or cultural critics? And how is cultural history our method of 

accomplishing it?” (p. 135) As one kind of answer, he offers not poetics but 

“the speculative thought of captivity.” As Kazanjian puts it, “An odd legacy 

of what was once called the new social history, and its subsequent influence 

on literary studies, has been a failure to read documents of subalternity as 

offering philosophical reflection as well as data or description” (p. 140). If 

we are bound to and by archives, we must not necessarily be bound by their 

epistemological conventions and established empirical reading practices.

 One of the accomplishments of the new social history, Smallwood con-

tends, was the displacement of the assumption of archival scarcity through 

abundance. Such efforts notwithstanding, the history of slavery remains a 

field constructed around ideas of lack, absence, and silence. In contrast, Ka-

zanjian and Arondekar in particular suggest that the impression of absence 

is an effect of the linguistic and geopolitical configuration and a conflation 

of slavery with Anglo-Atlantic slavery. For these authors, the configuration 

of abundance follows not from the quantitative but rather from attention 
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to multilingual, multispatial archives, and further, they note that lack, ab-

sence, silence, and the archive as tomb might well be the particular traits of 

Anglo-Atlantic slavery. Indeed, Arondekar focuses on slavery in colonial 

India to explore kinship relations within the configurations of unfreedom, 

and in turn calls into question the adequacy of the term “social death” to 

define enslavement in all geographies. As Arondekar puts it, “If absence is 

the archival norm for Atlantic studies, it is clear that histories of slavery in 

South Asia perform uneasily within such a model” (p. 146). She continues 

by asking: “If we preserve archival loss or absence as the very marker of 

slave histories, how does such a gesture at the same time preserve a certain 

geopolitical distance from other slave life-forms with which such histories 

might otherwise be seen to collaborate?” (p. 147)

 Or, as Kazanjian contends, and as historians of Latin America have also 

shown, voices of the enslaved come from numerous, if mediated, sources, 

from Inquisition records to petitions for freedom. He points out that “an 

exclusive focus on the narrative forms generated in the nineteenth-century 

Anglo-American Atlantic misrepresents the Afro-diaspora in the Ameri-

cas and ignores much of the ‘archive of slavery’” (p. 137). He suggests that 

“other types of narratives can come to us from outside the Anglo-American 

long nineteenth-century: from the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth 

centuries; in the imperial languages of Spanish, Portuguese, or French; in 

indigenous languages such as Yucatec Maya, Chol, Quechua, or Aymara; 

in African languages from regions saturated by the slave trade like coastal 

Guinea-Bissau; and in improvised Creole and Crioulo languages” (p. 136). 

Such attention, Kazanjian argues, in a manner similar to Arondekar, “plural-

izes monolithic conceptions of slavery and the archive, and opens new histo-

ries of the present for our understanding and interpretation” (pp. 136–137).

 In addition, Moglen’s contribution, which focuses on German language 

sources, provides an alternative genealogy of the slave narrative, one whose 

form, structured as it was by the demands of the Moravian spiritual auto-

biography, could not be reduced to the Anglo-American autobiographical 

narrative. And while these authors all call for a broader archive, a move 

from the archive to an archive or archives, none do so in the flat empirical 

mode. Arondekar explains that “even as it is incumbent upon us to probe 

slavery’s recursivity through both a questioning and an understanding of 

its geopoliticized forms, it is important that we do so not through structural 

resemblances, but through differences of form and function” (p. 153).

HoP 6_2 text.indd   113 10/18/16   10:14 AM

This content downloaded from 192.76.8.82 on Sun, 01 Oct 2017 13:36:49 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



114

Introduction

 So where does that leave us? All of the authors make clear that the political 

and ethical demands of the present, along with concerns for imagining liber-

ated futures, shape their engagement with archives of slavery. As Smallwood 

contends, “it is a history of the present whose irresolution is made all the 

more manifest by the eerie resonance between a 1669 Virginia statute sanc-

tioning the ‘Casual Killing of Slaves’ and what we might call, after DuBois, the 

twenty-first-century problem of whether black life matters enough to regard 

the deaths of unarmed African Americans at the hand of police and vigilante 

citizens as murder” (p. 129). This history of the present, then, may emerge 

not simply from the archive as a tomb, a place of lack, absence, silence and 

violence, but also from archives as places of excess—what Kazanjian terms 

“plural archives of slavery overflowing with geographically and historically 

diverse black lives even as we encounter them in dispersed, fragmentary 

forms” (p. 140). Both of these ideas would work to undo the hegemony of the 

empirical, the abyssal repetition of violence and death that seems, always, 

to trap black life. But as all the authors note in different ways, such progress 

requires a different relation to historical knowledge, a more fabulous, po-

etic, and speculative relation, one that Kazanjian maintains makes freedom 

“something structured by surprise” (p. 142).

 The idea of freedom as surprise, as something forged out of speculation, 

poetics and imagination, is also intimately bound to the archive of violence and 

death that is the archives of slavery. Smallwood writes of such work, arguing 

that “[it] does not re-violate the enslaved but rather disrupts the archive’s natu-

ralization of the violence it narrates. I understand counter-history as establish-

ing the epistemological conditions of possibility for a history of violence that 

can conclude that Venus was murdered, and that so, too, were the ‘Sixty Million 

and more’ whose deaths liberal historical accounts of modern racial slavery 

cannot but naturalize” (p. 129).14 Indeed, gesturing back to Glissant, we might 

begin to see here that the production and constitution of “a really livable world” 

emerges out of the archives of domination and their incomplete trajectories. 

The archives of slavery certainly do this, and yet an interpellative logic has 

long been deployed by historians to document and confirm the always already 

civilly and socially dead black body and life. However, as Denise Riley notes in 

a reading of Althusser’s essay on interpellation, the always already successful 

hailing or calling, which both acknowledges and subjects simultaneously and, 

as Althusser claims, always reaches its mark, overshadows another meaning 

of the term. According to Riley, interpellation “wasn’t so much an originary 
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act of authoritative naming, but more an aggressive interrogation to disrupt 

normal business by breaking in on some existent status.”15 The essays col-

lected here suggest that through poetics, speculation, counter-fact, expanded 

geopolitical frames and multilingual archives, the interpellative, dominating 

acts of the archives of slavery can also yield “critical interruptions” that may 

yet build toward a free state.

 The archives of slavery and the oppressive power structures they repre-

sent and reproduce, left uninterrogated, contributes to a system of racial 

denigration that has persisted in slavery’s afterlife. For Hartman, “narrating 

counter-histories of slavery has always been inseparable from writing a 

history of present, by which I mean the incomplete project of freedom, and 

the precarious life of the ex-slave, a condition defined by the vulnerability 

to premature death and to gratuitous acts of violence.”16 Systems of racial 

segregation, institutional discrimination, poverty, police violence, mass in-

carceration, and the denial of black sentience, were alleged to be occurrences 

of an era past, yet they continue to plague black communities. Beyond the 

encounter with an abundance of unavailing and violently effacing archival 

matter and the contemplation of how ethically to engage this past and its 

material ephemera, the issues raised by this special issue also implicitly 

concern the historian’s relationship to her subjects and to the present. What 

do we desire from the past? What do we hope to recover? What persistent 

conditions make certain historical relationships re-emerge time and time 

again? Or, put more simply: the pasts of black lives require an intervention 

that attends to the conditions of precarity that still animate the present and 

future. This issue takes up that demand.

Brian Connolly is associate professor of history at the University of South Florida. 
He is an editor of History of the Present and author of Domestic Intimacies: Incest and the 
Liberal Subject in Nineteenth-Century America (University of Pennsylvania Press, 2014).

Marisa J. Fuentes is associate professor of women’s and gender studies and history 
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Notes
 1. Saidiya Hartman, “Venus in Two Acts,” Small Axe 12 no. 2 (2008): 11–12.
 2. Ibid., 4.
 3. Michel-Rolph Trouillot, Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of History (1997), 
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 4. Arlette Farge, The Allure of the Archives, trans. Thomas Scott-Railton (2013).
 5. William Wells Brown, “Lecture,” in Four Fugitive Slave Narratives (1969), 81.
 6. Walter Johnson, “Slavery,” in Keywords for American Cultural Studies, eds. Bruce 
Burgett and Glenn Hendler (2007), 221.
 7. See, for instance, W.E.B. DuBois, Souls of Black Folk (1903); C.L.R. James, The Black 
Jacobins: Toussaint L’Ouverture and the San Domingo Revolution, Second Edition (1963); 
Tiya Miles, Ties That Bind: The Story of an Afro-Cherokee Family in Slavery and Freedom 
(2005).
 8. Édouard Glissant, Poetics of Relation, trans. Betsy Wing (1997), 28.
 9. Ibid.
 10. Katherine McKittrick, “Plantation Futures,” Small Axe 42 (2013): 5.
 11. Hartman, “Venus,” 2.
 12. Moglen cites Hayden White, The Practical Past (2014).
 13. Arondekar cites the recent issue of Social Text on the “The Question of Recov-
ery: Slavery, Freedom and the Archive” (2015). This issue suggests that even as the 
empirical mode continues to dominate historical scholarship on slavery there is also 
a critical counter-movement within historicist work. See Laura Helton, Justin Leroy, 
Max Mishler, Samantha Seeley, and Shauna Sweeney, “The Question of Recovery,” 
Social Text 33:4 (December 2015): 1–18.
 14. As Fred Moten notes, avoiding repetition of violence in the archive of slavery 
is “illusory.” He asks, “What are the politics of this unavoidably reproducible and 
reproductive performance?” See Moten, In the Break: The Aesthetics of the Black Radical 
Tradition (2003), 4.
 15. Denise Riley, The Words of Selves: Identification, Solidarity, Irony (2000), 78.
 16. Hartman, “Venus,” 4.
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