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I
We are tired of asking white people for permission. No Shade. Just facts. We were not born to ask anybody for anything. Can we study at your institution. Can we marry your son. Can we fuck your daughter. Can we love our self. Can we walk down the street. Can we grow old. Can we talk. Can we breathe. Can we laugh. Can we cry. Can we love. Can we eat. Can we sleep. Can we work. Can we leave. Can we travel. Can we stay. Can we stay together. Can we have children. Can we be President. Can we be chief. Can we be a professor. Can we pick. Can we bleed. Can we buy. Can we sell. Can we grow. Can we open. Can we create. Can we be different. Can we be the same. Can we be black. Can we be white. Can we sing. Can we dance. Can we not sing or dance, today. Can we serve. Can we lead. Can we please. Can we disappoint. Can we kill. Can we birth. Can we pray. Can we listen. Can we be silent. Can we be loud. Can we burn. Can we fix. Can we apologize. Can we ask. Can we forgive. Can we not apologize. Can we not ask. Can we not forgive. Can we not hang. Can we think. Can we think. Can we think. Can we be happy. Can we leave. Can we never come back. Can we hate. Can we destroy. Can we recreate. Can we emerge. Can we fly. Can we walk. Can we crawl. Can we move. Can we do whatever we want. Can we be good. Can we be bad. Can we enjoy. Can we break. Can we be fat. Can we be skinny. Can we have big breasts. Can we have no breasts. Can we be muscular. Can we be fit. Can we not be athletic. Can we not play basketball. Can we not rap. Can we not die before twenty-five. Can we not be drug dealers. Can we stand on the corner. Can we sit on the stoop. Can we play rugby. Can our gang be our family. Can our gang not be called a gang. Can we have pride. Can we. Can we. Can we. Can we sell. Can we get dressed. Can we undress. Can we stand up. Can we stand up straight. Can we be unique. Can we be children. Can we be boys. Can we be girls. Can we be gay. Can we be straight. Can we ask. Can we demand. Can we take. Can we trust. Can we lie. Can we have faith. Can we be alone. Can we sleep. Can we shower. Can we choose. Can we say no. Can we dislike. Can we like. Can we sit. Can we close. Can we jump. Can we run. Can we play. Can we make love. Can we have sex. Can we be friends. Can we connect. Can we disappear. Can we exist. Can we claim. Can we profess. Can we not be prophetic. Can we not be deep. Can we be sexy. Can we be ugly. Can we be beautiful. Can we be short. Can we be tall. Can we be white. Can we be black. Can we not be criminals. Can we not go to jail. Can we own. Can we employ. Can we destroy. Can we yell. Can we scream. Can we have ice cream. Can we cook. Can we spit. Can we close our eyes. Can we open our eyes. Can we bite. Can we kiss. Can we dream. Can we change. Can we remain the same. Can we paint. Can we drink. Can we have our check. Can we have time off. Can we stay late. Can we leave early. Can we take our children to school. Can we eat dinner at home. Can we sleep well at night. Can we stand in the sun. Can we live in the shadows. Can we be heard. Can we weep. Can we morn. Can we dance. Can we get. Can we lose. Can we. Can we live. Can we die. 
The following reflections are a reclamation of our existence for the first time in our life. They are as emotional, profound, honest, true, vain and shallow as one can expect such an exercise to be. And so we begin.
“Master take the chains off me.”
- Kendrick Lamar



II
This project began thirty years ago on the day I was born. Every moment since has been a series of events, some unfortunate, most fortunate, which strung together across the thread of life form my understanding of being human in today’s global society. 
In the most recent years, I have transitioned from a career as a photographer, documenting the lives and stories assigned to me by media outlets, to a student of social ethics, examining lives and stories on a quest to understand self, a quest for truth. While these two careers seem divergent, they embody many of the same qualities. The skill to see – metaphorically and real – humanity individually and as a conglomeration; the ability to create a reality with the power to decide what is included and excluded from examination; and the understanding of how said creation will affect the recipient, to the end of achieving a desired response. 
While I honed these skills most fervently over the past fifteen years, I observed the way in which this American life embodied the same qualities used to render beings as Human or non-Human time and time again. The events of history which had the most profound affect on my understandings to this point include the attack on the World Trade Center, the increase in gas prices as supplies disappeared across America, the increased incarceration rate of black men, and the continued discriminatory acts perpetrated against categorically identifiable social groups, just to name a few macro experiences. This led me to apply for this degree program at Union Theological Seminary in the City of New York with the mandate to answer the question, what is truth. 
Well, I found my answer. 
Truth is being Human under humanity. 
But in discovering my truth, I began to realize a thing only exists over and against another. I discovered, to allow for the condition of being Human under humanity necessitates a state of being that exists outside, non-Human. It is the understanding of the sandbox, the ethos of all artists, anarchists, and rebels against society. One tries so hard to excise oneself from the machinations of contemporary understandings that one creates another machination in which one resides. It is an understanding I discovered in a debate over the non-existence of God. 
In my heated rebuttal I iterated, ‘if one believes that God does not exist, then one inherently accepts that there is a condition of which there is the existence of that which does not exist.’ To say God does not exist is different from saying there is no God. It thus requires a different proof for both validity and negation. And so ended the discussion and began my next quest, what does it mean to be Human, non-Human…a quest rooted in my personal belief that human beings are Gods.
The following work is the capstone project to my studies at Union. Additionally, this may be the second most honest paper I have written, the first being a twenty-page essay I wrote in the voice of Yoda at the age of fifteen in my English course. While that work was written out of spite for my teacher, this work is written out of love for my self. 
It is not meant to be a traditional scholarly nor academic work in any sense. Rather, it is my truth and theological understandings at this point. 
I took pains to ensure there are no words or thoughts written from any other author’s point of view. At times when I wrote a sentence that was too closely identified to another thinker, I removed the thought and began again. Every word and point of punctuation is intentional as well as original. 
My biggest disappointment with studying these past three years is that so many writers, in attempting to be scholarly, rewrite and quote others more than produce new thought as original contribution to our world. 
Sink or swim, right or wrong, is not my concern. 
Rather it is to formulate my weltanschauung – as my second headmaster taught me – and produce an original work inspired by my experiences; discere viviendo. 
While we accept that there is no idea that neither is original nor exists in a vacuum, as the basis for this project relies on the fact that one understanding exists against another, our measurement for original stands on whether a thought necessitates a footnote. 
But more importantly one should read the following thinking about the way in which certain moments in time and space necessitate language and thought in order to understand contemporary climates of social engagement. Three years ago dignity became a common word and understanding. Recently, violence and the human condition have emerged as undercurrents to media and oration. 
Why?
You will notice that I use the royal we in place of the singular first person point of view. I accept that this work is authored singularly, however I write to a specific audience. This audience, if given the opportunity to read this project amongst compatriots, would find parallel understandings here to their experiences. Hence, I write for my brothers and sisters of whom our global society continues to render Human or non-Human, irrespective of social norms of morality and ethics. 
From Gadhafi to Ghandi. The jihadist deserve as much care and understanding as the pacifist, if for no other reason than that I am a Christian and a radical Christianity requires challenging social norms in order for our American Democratic Experiment to move forward… 
…less we forget Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. was a terrorist.


III
“…combat itself is made an element of war by its very purpose, by its objective.” 
– Carl von Clausewitz

While the globe would like the individuals that comprise our globe’s society to believe that the two concepts of violence and humanity are tangentially related, there exists the possibility that they are more closely related than society would like to admit. 
These two concepts are inseparable. They are the resource that fuels the purposes of sovereignty, the conditions out of which freedom and liberty are allowed to flourish. 
No conditional state favors violence, yet nature inherently imbues an individual with the mechanism to achieve a freedom tailored to said constructs objective. Said mechanism is deemed violent by way of that which resides outside of the creator. 
An action is deemed violent when an other deems it so. 
It is through such an ordination that concepts of freedom and liberty germinate. Violence and humanity are the yin and yang to liberty and freedom. An individual cannot have one without the other. 
At the most minute level of creation, a single atom is created through a violent interaction of polar opposites. An atom is created through a natural interaction of polar opposites. 
Yet our global society mandates that violence is evil and contra humanity. That which is wrong is evil and that which is first violent is wrong. That which is violent is thus evil. But how is violence, evil when the state of nature begets contradictory elements for the creation of new beginnings. Violence is evil in a social construct of which individuals form a covenant relationship with other individuals to exist together and in line with a social agreement, or a state of peace in which humanity is afforded freedom. 
A state of peace in which humanity is afforded freedom works towards the betterment of all humankind. The propagandized language in this very statement is sickening. The social constructs of identity that embody this statement necessitate exploration in order to deepen our understanding of existence. It is in understanding our existence within our global society that beings can ethically engage across a diversity of creation. 
The possibility remains open for violence to be both moral and ethical, moral or ethical, but not immoral or unethical. Precedent exists across history for the assumption that violence provides for the existence of humanity. That which is humane is only thus because violence engenders inhumanity. Yet society defines inhumanity as unethical and/or immoral. While our work in this project is not to conflate morality and ethics, our intellectual capacity is limited by minimal understanding of a difference between morality and ethics. In so far as the aims of this project are particularly concerned, the reader should not value the use of moral and ethical as reasoned judgments but more appropriately as semantic misuse as needed. 
The question remains, which came first – violence and humanity or peace and freedom. What does it mean to be free; what is that state in which we are no longer a part, in order to render our current situation as free. An incarcerated individual is free from incarceration at the moment when incarceration ceases. A living being is free from death at that moment when life ceases. The Christian is free from death at that moment when Jesus died. 
Is freedom a condition of the future or is freedom a rendering of a past action. Can we engender our own freedom or does our freedom require liberation enacted secondarily. 
The utopian ideal of liberation across diverse levels of existence mirrors that which is unnatural to creation; it mirrors peace, rather the nonviolent conflagration of individual beings within a construct. Prerequisite for said engagement is said construct as homogenous. The homogeneity that exists within diversity allows for this utopian ideal to be realized. Yet the realization of a homogenous construct in which individual beings exist requires that action that is natural to all created beings in order to be created. 
Humanity, as our global society exercises it in today’s time, is the existence of a diverse set of homogenous constructs across a horizontal reciprocity. Yet society understands humanity contra the natural state of this construct but rather as a utopian ideal. This is not a both/and. Society cannot have both homogeneity and diversity, unless there is a mechanism to render all that is diverse, the same. Yet, one construct necessitates the other primarily as the genesis for its existence. Does humanity necessitate freedom in order to exist. Liberation movements over the course of human history are undergirded by the fact that one cannot realize one’s full humanity without being free. Free from one condition and implanted into another. We move one step further to believe liberation can only be realized when we are free from all conditions.
Indians have fought for freedom from British rule; Hispaniolans have fought for freedom from French and Spanish rule, Black Americans have fought for freedom from white supremacy, women have fought for freedom from patriarchy, and jihadists have fought for freedom from social hegemony. This is a highlight of the situations across history of which violence beget humanity under the auspices of peace and freedom. In all of these cases the physical manifestation of one constructs ideal created conditions in which another is deemed to exist outside of humanity. Raising the question as to whether one is truly free. 
Is the jihadist able to defeat oppressive social systems to the enactment of a peace fortifying the moral and ethical beliefs of said homogenous community. Is the woman. If the course of human events would serve as any example, liberation struggles do not create freedom, but rather create a freedom. A freedom constrained by the covenant between our global society and individuals. Liberation struggles serve to usher in a new era of human social engagement yet one still necessitating a movement for freedom for the realization of humanity. 
As a hamster in a wheel so has been the struggle for freedom, for liberation. 
But can one be Human and not be free? When is humanity realized; when is one free. If the collaboration of opposing forces is natural and necessary for the institution of new constructs regarding existence, then our world requires violence in order to render members of society as Human. The same mechanism rendering a being as Human has the capacity to render as non-Human. The requisition of violence in order to render our global society as humane is comprised of the individual acquisition of being Human across diverse homogenous constructs. 
Does peace necessitate violence in order to exist? The realization of a freedom only exists over and against an other as a genesis for its existence. A genesis constituted in the creative power of creation. Can humanity be free on a communal level without freedom to design neither violence nor peace. Can freedom exist without circumscribing individuals within the social categories of homogenous identities. If one is not considered a part of a social category of identity, then is one not Human and thus not able to experience freedom. Or is freedom that state of being, which resides outside of being Human and thus, only the non-Human exist. We will explore these identifiers as definitions in the following chapter. But to understand what it means to be identified we must first understand the constitution of such a rendering. 
While we find it relevant to explore the convergence of violence and humanity, this is not to be a discourse on rights nor human rights. Meaning our project is not to present an argument concerning whether violence as it manifests in our global society restricts a social category of identity from exercising the right to work, vote, liberty, etc. Rather, our project is a prelude to this question. 
This work will explore what it means to be a part of society. A society in which those that participate are deemed Human and those that are rejected from society are non-Human. This project reasons that rights are only afforded to those whom society determines are worthy of rights, Humans; this is a concept outside of citizenship. One can be a citizen without being Human, but one cannot be Human without being a citizen. 
There is an understanding that undergirds the universal rights discourse. Across theological concepts, religious bodies, and spiritual concerns there is a thread of thought that appears, irrespective of the construct of delivery. This thought is a concern for the positive development of the human being to the fulfillment of an ideal. Thus it is imperative to understand what it means to be Human, antecedent to the granting of rights and on a deeper level than an understanding of dignity provides. 
Dignity, a conceptualization of social engagement, cannot exist without first the creation of said society, the creation of that which is undignified, and the creation of beings embodying the capacity to be or not to be dignified. This provides for a relationship across various actors and it is only through the institution of violence that one is rendered Human or non-Human because there is no creation that exists in a vacuum. The rationality of two polar opposites inherently depends upon such a creative mechanism. 
That which is created is inherently the progeny of the creator. An other can only exist if there is first a self. The subject objectifies the object. While one can construct the conditions in which oneself exists as an individual, said construction requires the removal of the self from another state of existence. The transition from one state of existence to the other is violent; the act that initiates this transition is the violent act. 
This is what makes one question the purpose of nature, violence, or social engagement. If the act in itself is enacted, what then is the objective to which said action works. On a deeper level the question emerges what then is the purpose of nature, but our work here is not to unpack this question. Rather it is to try to understand how said purpose is achieved. 
We begin with the assumption that the purpose of violence is to render a being as either Human or non-Human. Being limited by the constraints of time and space we will limit our exploration of this question to this duality. Most succinctly, this project works out of the following assumptions of the anthropos. 
An individual begins one’s living existence as a being. A being exists outside of any human construct of relationship. The violent event is the creative process of transforming a being into the secondary state of Human or non-Human. 
In the following conversation we will attempt to provide a deeper understanding of this truth. We rely heavily on primary and secondary personal experiences of the author for source material. Of note, our analysis comes from the American context, meaning the United States of America and the imperial mindset embodied in claiming the identity American. Specifically, the black American male context. It is imperative to remind ourselves of this perspective as we unpack the experiences, interpretations, and analysis of the rendering of a being through violence. We write from a space and time of being both Human and non-Human over the past three decades. 
Throughout the ensuing sections we will define (1) Violence (2) Being (3) Render (4) Human (5) Non-Human. We will analyze the assumption at hand and expound upon our stance. Our project is not to postulate about this truth, but rather to – violently - create theory based on one’s lived reality as opposed to print materials. It is quite possible that we are attempting to render our self as human through the pages of this project. 



IV
“And so it is not a question of saving themselves, letting others die, but of killing others in order to improve their own odds.”
– Michael Walzer

In order to understand the interplay of these two concepts, one must first understand the language used to construct our argument. In this section we will define the following: (1) Human (2) Non-Human (3) Being (4) Violence (5) Render. While the Oxford English Dictionary (OED) roots our training in defining a word, we will attempt to offer an expanded definition based on understandings interpreted from our life experiences. 
Why begin with definitions? There is a power in language. We can say that a person, place, or thing is a conceptualized understanding of symbols and sounds. The definition as language is that which occurs after the naming, but the naming emerges out of an inherent understanding. The identifier and the definition both are then accepted by our global society to the appeasement of a majority view. As the human being named the animals of our planet, society decided to agree that such a concept is identified as such. 
Imagine a babies first words. Generally speaking, the American child is told by the sovereign power – mother, father, or guardian – the identity vis-à-vis language, of a concept. If the sovereign wants the baby to understand the sovereign as mother, then the baby is taught to use the sounds that comprise “mama” as a verbal declaration of said concepts identity. 
The concept is defined before the baby understands the definition in spoken or written understanding. And the sovereign determines this definition. 
The baby then will identify any concept embodying the qualities of  “mama” as such identity, until the sovereign teaches the baby secondary identities for tangential concepts, i.e., “papa”. The understanding of definition proceeds in such a manner throughout the life of the being unto death. 
We were born across national borders and reared not by a guardian of blood, but under a sovereign paid to develop our social engagement in a particular way – our first caretaker, Elsa. Let us unpack this experience to better understand the process of defining, the necessity of experiential definition, and the future work we will do together. 
We are a national citizen of America, born unto two black American parents. While our incubation period occurred in Barranquilla, Colombia our physical birth occurred in our nations capital of Washington D.C. Within our first three months we were brought back to Colombia and our care was transferred from our creator to our caretaker, Elsa. Before we were even able to understand identities, our concept of sovereignty, obedience, interpersonal relationship, nationality, and race were challenged. But in our opinion, the most important insurgency to global society of which we engaged was challenging language. 
Our creator used the language of their national origin to identify concepts, yet our caretaker – with whom we spent most of our time – used a different language, the language of her origin. We exist(ed) under multiple levels of sovereignty. Thus our understanding of concepts began as a duality in which our sovereign, our creator, was understood as both “mother” and “madre” while the one who provided for our needs was understood only by a concept but was also nameless, and quite possibly identity-less. She is Elsa because our creator told us so. 
To define a concept as a duality challenges not just our language for identity, but also our understanding for the social classifications of identity. A concept is not defined by the string of symbols and sounds that identify it, but rather by the experience that the concept embodies. Yet the language is necessary for the concept to exist, to be a part of the global society in which it exists, or not to be. 
Our project is to use language to describe the concepts of which these five words seek to identify: Violence, Render, Being, Human, non-Human.
“Out of the cave the mammoth Cyclops roared in answer: ‘Nobody, Nobody’s tricked me. Nobody’s ruined me!’”
- Homer

Violence. Violence is an act; it is something that has a particular effect. The act is determined to be violent based on the constructs that are involved in bringing about said effect. For the act to be an act of violence it must engage constructs that exist naturally in opposition. 
As we have seen throughout creation, light requires darkness in order for light to exist. The emergence of that which is created out of the encounter of light and dark is a violence, yet that which is created out of the encounter of light and light or dark and dark is not violence but rather the natural act of self-awareness. Self-awareness being different from self-recognition. We recognize our self through violence; our existence is dependent upon the existence of opposition. At the same time we are made aware of that state in which we exist through our encounter with others of both opposing and similar states of existence. 
Violence then is an act that can only occur and always must occur when two opposing constructs encounter each other. There is no such encounter that is not violence. 
Inherently, non-violence is an illogical concept created by society for the denial of human nature to the end of sovereign agendas. If we look towards non-violent movements across history touted by American interests for the euthanizing of global citizens impetus for creation, we will see that said occurrences are inherently and naturally violent, from Mahatma Gandhi to Martin Luther King, Jr. Violence is neither good nor bad, right nor wrong. Those are moral judgments thrust upon the act by society. It has the power to create or destroy, yet in that creation or destruction morality and ethics has not yet come into play. 
In today’s society violence is determined by the intent or the objective; rather we believe that violence is already determined before a concept is able to exist. We must move to disconnect intent and result from the act of violence in order to fully understand the possibilities embodied in such an act. It is the last breathe breathed by that which is living, the planting of a seed in fertile soil. The creation and destruction mechanized by violence are of nature and the act initiating said machination is natural. It is the first act of all creation across every realm of existence. It is the merging of protons and electrons; it is the splitting of an atom. The act is as a hammer to a nail; it is a tool wielded for the completion of a sovereign’s objective not the objective in its self. 
One’s intent may be immoral, one’s objective may be unethical, but the act as violence is natural. The hammer is not violence, the nail is not violence,  and a person cannot be violent; the contact of hammer to nail is the violence. 
There exists the belief that where a state of being is created from violence, the act is evil because the intent is immoral. But the regulation of natural behavior for the furtherance of humanity is the method of governance sovereignty institutes under the guise of a just global society. 
As our mother teaches us to speak, so society teaches us the violent act is evil. Therefore, the argument proceeds, that which has been created from violence is antithesis to the furthering of peace, liberty, and freedom for our global society. We do not agree nor disagree with this understanding here. Rather, in defining violence we find it imperative to remember that the act exists outside of moral and ethical understandings. It is no more evil than the violent act of blinking one’s eye is evil. There have been four instances throughout the course of our life where we survived hails of gunshots directing a symphony towards a street where we stood. Let us look at this encounter step by step to understand our definition. 
A being points a gun at us, pulls the trigger, a bullet exits the barrel, the bullet strikes our living being or it does not. Society has argued that the violence is determined by the intent of the creator; some argue violence by intent and objective of shooting a bullet in the direction of a living being; recently, society has degraded to understand violence as being proven simply by possessing the gun. 
But the gun is not violence, the bullet is not violence. These items are the result of another’s creation and are tools for their own purpose. Additionally, the being wielding the tool is neither violent by intent nor objective. It is logically possible that the being wished to hit a wall for the purpose of seeing a hole created in the wall; a logic that only exists outside social constructs. Violence then, in this scenario, occurs when the finger pulls the trigger. A question of responsibility emerges in this definition and it is clear that responsibility is with the creator of the act, but if the bullet strikes us and not the wall we do not die from violence. (This raises a secondary question of great relevance: the responsibility of violence. We will not offer a treatment of this question here.)
We die from nature. That is to say we die because our heart stops pumping blood to our organs. 
Imagine we are thirsty and we ask the sovereign for a glass of water. The water appears in front of us. We will die of thirst if we do not reach out and act on the water; we will survive only by initiating the act. The act itself is the movement of two opposing concepts either towards or against each other. Any and all living constructs can be violent, but only those that are living. That which is not living cannot be violent, but instead can be used for violence. The bullet is neither violent nor violence. One could make an argument that all things are living, as the elements of the Earth are living. This argument proceeds from the thought that all atoms are constantly in motion. For the purposes of this definition, living applies to those entities that require oxygen to survive. Regarding this project, this definition is to apply only to anthropos, those living beings society has come to understand as human beings. And as it concerns anthropos, violence is an act of which two opposing constructs move respective of one another.
“For every man seeks peace by waging war, but no man seeks war by making peace.”
- Saint Augustine

Render. To be rendered is to be in the state of transformation from one existence to another existence. The movement is the effect of violence. A hammer strikes a nail; the violence has occurred. The movement of the nail in a direction and the hammer in a direction is the rendering state. 
A construct can be rendered from one state of being to another without violence – not all acts are violence - but all violence initiates a rendering, a change, and a creation….destruction is also a creation, conceptually if not semantically. In the context of which this project will first be reviewed, the transformation of Jesus from death to life is the clearest example of being rendered. 
The construct – Jesus as anthropos – is rendered for three days before rising from the dead – entering a new state of being. It is a condition in which the influence of society and characteristics of social classifications of identity begin to be thrust upon that which is undergoing the transformation because of violence. As the story goes, our global society needed to believe that one had been sacrificed so that the rest of humanity could have life. Whether we choose to believe the story of Jesus as historical fact or choose to understand it for the symbolism a religious myth bears, the transformation of Jesus from anthropos to Christ, from human form to divine parallels the transformation in today’s contemporary understandings, from being to Human or non-Human. 
Let us explore what is occurring to said construct, anthropos, being, as it is being rendered. Understand that there is no limit to the length of time one is rendered. While Jesus’ rendering occurred over three days, the concept of time in itself is a construct that resides in context and history. 
Time itself may be understood differently across history, contexts, and societies. Take for example our age. Society has told us that we are of the age thirty years. This is counted from the day of birth to the same day in subsequent years. Yet, the sovereign must adjust the calendar every four years to account for the natural rising and setting of the sun and add one extra day to the year. The calendar then, works to note that the position of the Earth relative to the Sun falls on the same day year after year. But the Earth’s rotation around the Sun is not exact; rather there are quantitative variances in this rotation. What does all this exemplify? Conceptually we age via observing the repetition of seasons leaving open the possibility that some of us may age at a variant rate than others depending on rate of reoccurrence of said repetition. Our global society works to render us all the same by organizing a series of symbols and sounds to represent it’s will, in this case the calendar as ordained by Pope Gregory.  Hence, a year is not a year and yet it is. 
We would suggest that a year is a social construct used for the categorization and marginalization of beings. The age designation functions to activation processes and procedures depending upon said rendering. So how old are we you ask. We have seen X number of our rotations around the Sun, a Sun that precedes our creation and will continue in its form past our transition. In this way we are ageless, timeless, eternal. But, during our rendering there are two forces at work: the understanding of self through the lens of self and the understanding of self through the lens of society. 
The rare examples of beings able to render themselves into their chosen final state can be named and counted across history. These are the icons society holds up in history as having such a radical belief in their own humanity that they were able to defy the social identity thrust upon them and construct their own identity through violence, birthing a true existence of self. The self-rendering as the effect of violence perpetrated against one’s being is the anomaly, yet our ideal. 
Society would tell us that we are a member of a particular identity, characterized by the understandings of all across said identity. Understand language as a violent act in itself. In the example of gender identity, there are normative social ideals tied to said identity. These differ from the natural understanding of being as sex, and render said being as a category of gender. The identity is ascribed during this transformation with physical, mental, emotional, economic, social, and political characteristics describing said identity over and against an other. An anthropos born as a male is transformed into that which society determines is best for the continuation of social norms and the furtherance of the sovereign’s objective, two concepts called by the same name – the negation of the duality we experienced in Barranquilla, two names for the came construct. 
We can remember the first time we explored the constructs of the gender identity opposite our current state of existence. Most often times this exploration occurs in the transformation of physical characteristics visibly identifiable. As we modify these outward symbols of identity then re-enter the social construct that created our identity, a dysfunction begins to occur. The self begins to understand and further fortify our ascriptions. 
The moment in which the self refuses to explore identities opposite those of which we exist, the rendering process has ended and we are that which the sovereign has established for us to be. 
We have been taught to believe that being in a state of social dysfunction, counter-culture, or anarchy is not just uncomfortable, but unethical – a social understanding used to direct behavior and not a natural judgment. What would the transformation look like if rather than avoiding the uncomfortability of identity exploration during rendering, we ran towards it and encouraged it. We see in Jesus both the social rendering of Jesus as non-Human which occurred during his life and inevitably led to his death, as well as the self-rendering of Jesus post-social/physical death and which lead to his eternal life. 
To be rendered then is to have one’s state of existence transformed from one state to another state. This transformation does not inherently necessitate that change to be over and against the originating state. That concept comes into play regarding the identity of the final state of existence and it’s opposing construct. Yet the being rendered has a sovereign outside force determine the identity to which one enters based on a systematic process of creation. That is, a series of violence. If one desires a portal in a wall, one may fire enough bullets at the wall to create a passage. In this example the sovereign is pulling the trigger and the passage is the desired state of existence. The wall then is that which is being rendered. 
Now would it be possible for the wall to render itself something other than the sovereign’s desire in the midst of the sovereign’s violence being inflicted. Rather, can anthropos self-render in our global society. What would that even mean to create oneself. Can we render our own identity through a mechanization different from that instituted by the sovereign. Or if that is all we know for creation, can we embody the power and tools of the sovereign in order to render our own identity. Further, if we render ourselves unto an identity society has classified, are we not then doing the work of the sovereign ourselves. How then does one render oneself other than that which society would identify with a social category. 
“But value dwells not in particular will; / It holds his estimate and dignity / As well wherein ’tis precious of itself / As in the prizer”
- William Shakespeare

Being. Anthropos. Science would define such a thing as the species of the genus homo, which is characterized as walking upright, able to reason or conduct logic, having opposable thumbs, and other genetic dispositions. While we will not explore the scientific understanding of being here but rather explain the natural state of anthropos, it would be interesting to examine whether one can be a human being outside of the norms as characterized by science. That would be an ethical project for the disabled non-Human as could be identified of society today. But rather, we begin in examination of what are those shared experiences that encapsulate being as we understand it for this project. 
Those elements that all beings share and yet those who are not a being do not possess. We cannot say that we are a being because we live in community or that our beingness is dependent upon the interrelatedness of others. While our humanity may depend upon this, understand that this characteristic is not unique to our natural state as there are wolves of the plains, fish of the sea, and birds of the air, which necessitate living in community. We cannot say that we are a being because of our ability to communicate verbally; though language is a characteristic of being human all beasts and fowl can communicate verbally whether we understand their form of communication or not. We cannot determine our beingness based solely off of our physical features. There is a legal case of our recent global society to which the courts determined that one particular ape deserves the right to be identified as Human, but denied the rights afforded to Humans. 
If we live in a global society now where an ape is legally determined to be a human, yet not afforded the legal understandings of human rights, what is it that makes our state of existence different from that of the ape. Wherefore, even those beings which society renders non-Human are deserving of inherent rights and respects over and above the court mandated classification of this ape. 
As our existence relates to all other beings of creation we exist at the highest level of creation and embody an inherent power beyond measure. No other creation has the potential to neither create nor destroy in such a manner to mechanize a new state of existence. Thus, to be a being – anthropos – is to be the only living thing able to use violence. Maintain our understanding of violence outside of social moral and ethical convictions here. While animals and anthropos have the capacity to feel anger, sadness, pain, hurt, love only an individual that exists in our state of being has the option to engage in an act that mechanizes a new birth or death from the engagement of two opposing constructs. 
The act of a shark biting off the fin of another shark is an act of survival in nature. The act of an anthropos biting off the limb of another anthropos is a rational and reasoned decision made in the context of said beings understanding of self. 
Being then is that state of which we can reason and wield violence for a creation or destruction in engaging with an opposing construct. This state of existence provides for a will of the anthropos inherent to the constitution of said being and the capacity to both exercise our will and bend the will of others. It is the state in which we are able to create the conditions for the automatized creation of one’s imagination. It is our God self.
We are born as beings; society renders us as other than our natural state into social categories of identity – two of which we will explore in this project Human and non-Human. Society then acts as the natural state of which we are born into, yet many refuse to recognize said power within themselves, rendering society as the sovereign over and against each individual being’s capacity for self sovereignty, liberty, and freedom. Leading to the creation of multiple levels of sovereignty across our existence.


“[T]he happiness of the people of these States, under the auspices of Liberty, may be made complete, by so careful a preservation and so prudent a use of this blessing as will acquire to them the glory of recommending it to the applause, the affection – and adoption of every nation which is yet a stranger to it.”
- George Washington

Human. Humans are not constituted in natural birth, but rather in systematic creation. The ability of a being to be rendered into any state foreign to its constitution is a result of a sovereign power. In this case that sovereign power is society. Society is responsible for the violent act, the rendering, and the construction of identity via language to which we are rendered. Today, those beings that are created to the ideals of our global society are Human. So what characteristics then are attributed to this identity if it is a construct of the sovereign’s creation. That is, while the natural states of being are experienced, states society creates are demarcated by normative understandings touted as moral and ethical values. Recall our definition is from the American context. To define Human as an identity is not to understand the following characteristics singularly, but in composition to render the identity as true. 
To quantitatively understand the identity, imagine each characteristic on a sliding scale ranging from zero to ten. If we have a zero in a characteristic of this identity then we must have high marks in another characteristic to average a value above a minimal acceptance level or we are not of said identity. 
To be Human is to have a physical appearance within a predetermined height:weight ratio with a proportionally acceptable body composition. We may reference the Vitruvian Man or the statue of David as exemplifying the Human. 
To be Human one must have a skin tone that is no darker than a peach and no lighter than ivory. If our coloring is outside of this range, it is acceptable for us to change our color to the extent that the being can pass as naturally created. The shape of our head must be rounded and the facial features must be symmetrical across the horizontal and vertical plane with a cross section at the tip of the nose. 
We must be groomed from head to toe in such a way as to not draw negative or excessive attention to our grooming choices. 
All other physical characteristic scientifically qualified of the species apply here. 
Examine the social qualifications of a Human. To be Human is to speak English insofar as our capacity for English is outside a certain threshold of cultural bent. While we may possess an accent to our pronunciation, we must be able to enunciate the English language in a particular way commonly understood as ‘the king’s English’. 
We must be able to socialize and there is no limit to the intensity to which we engage with society, so long as the socialization is not a manifestation of insecurity. We must equally require moments of solitude and reflection sans social engagement. 
We must be educated to such an extent that we understand world history as victorious to Western thought, periodization, and philosophy. Said education must be in the regurgitation of thought and facts propagated by Western belief as opposed to an education in expressing and understanding our self. The best regurgitators earn the highest marks in academia as well as from society, but too much original thought can prove detrimental to our successful indoctrination of said identity. While a university education is not requisite, furthering our academic achievements astronomically works to counterbalance negative marks that arise in other characteristics. Lest we forget that intellect only exists for the formally educated and thus a characteristic of being Human is being formally educated. 
A Human can originate in any nationality so long as we understand our religion tangentially to the God of Abraham and Jacob. The highest marks go to those who know their God through Jesus regardless of denominational belief, so long as we prescribe to a traditional denomination. Traditional is identified as a denomination that can trace its roots past the last two hundred years of history. 
To be Human is neither to speak about sexual encounters nor to express our self sexually. 
To be Human is to have no polarizing opinion, rather, to express no polarizing opinion about any topic to which another may possess a polarizing opinion. Our opinion has the capacity to render our self and/or another as non-Human simply with its expression, but not its thought. 
To be Human is to provide for our self financially by exchanging labor for monetary gain. We must engage in this exchange for more than half of our existence and give to the sovereign an amount determined by said sovereign for the advancement of our global society. While there is no ceiling to the amount of financial gain we can engender as Human, there is a floor to the amount of money we must make for consideration as Human. 
To be Human is to be recognized by other Humans as such. 
Said recognition affirms our existence in addition to characterizing engagement of Human beings across society. 
“[T]he people, that great multitude whose cause I plead, have rights whose origin is the same as yours. Who has given you power to take them away?...”
- Maximilien de Robespierre

non-Human. How do we define that which is opposite of that which is. 
While we could take the negative value of the above definition, we will attempt to delve deeper into our heart to describe existence in the construct of non-Human from the black American context. 
To be non-Human is to exist in a state of being in which society eschews any understanding of your individuality. It is an identity created by the sovereign in order to give those rendered as Human something to which they can self-identify themselves as other than, making non-Human a designation necessitated by the Human construct much more than the non-Human. 
We can render our self non-Human, but said rendering is still dependent upon the sovereign’s understanding and does not work to the purpose of said being’s self-rendering. If we step outside of the sandbox, we now find our self in a state known as outside the sandbox; our existence then still depends on our position relative to the opposing construct. This is the same for being non-Human. 
There is more individual ownership in the self-awareness accompanied with a self-rendering of said identity – we will explore this more as an argument in the following section. But what does it mean for society to render a being as non-Human in itself. 
It is an identity characterized by a lack of love, a lack of love from the outside world that transposes itself into the heart and mind of our state of existence. To be non-Human is to devalue our own existence and contribution to society because society has stripped our being of existence. 
It is to live in a state of fear for our physical life, questioning the continuation of our livelihood, and the acceptance of our beliefs. It is to be in a state of which our desires for fulfillment and understandings of individual engagement with the machinations of our global society are considered superfluous. 
The non-Human is of any cultural heritage reflected in a physical appearance gradated from the social norm. Beings of certain cultural heritages begin their existence rendered as non-Human while others are rendered such over time - leaving open the possibility to be rendered Human. 
To be non-Human is to have marginal expectations for the self in respect to social acceptance and achievement. It is to constantly alter our language, behavior, clothing, and physical appearance in order to appease those who rendered us non-Human. 
The non-Human continuously commits violence against the self, working to further render the self as non-Human modeled after the rendering by the sovereign. An identity found by the dehumanizing practices of our global society such as sexism, nationalism, racism, poverty, malnutrition, patriarchy. 
Imagine filling out paperwork at a government office and as the employee is reading the letters back to you he says “U for uncle, T for Tom, S for Sam…” and you do not know whether he said Sam or Sambo – a derogatory term for your heritage. 
To be non-Human is to live in a constant state of paranoia, questioning an event as it occurs in your life. To live with a continual questioning of the intent others embody as they engage with you and lose the internal ability to believe that you are real. Rather, a questioning of what reality is and constantly working to definite a reality for your existence, though the impossibility of this endeavor rears itself at all reminders of your non-Humanness. Let us look at an example from our experience of the sovereign rendering us as non-Human. 
It is one o’clock in the morning and you are parked with three friends in a green luxury vehicle outside a movie theatre. The parking lot is fairly dark and you see a single flashlight across the way coming towards your vehicle. One friend gets out to investigate the light but cannot make out a discernable responses. You tell him to get back in the car and you drive off hastily out of fright. 
You see the light running in the distance. 
As you enter the main drive, a five-year-old red sports car with black tinted windows speeds up behind you. You speed up; still not knowing who or what has taken such a curiosity in your being. You all decide it will be best to try to get on the highway and lose the vehicle, returning to your beds. 
You never make it to the highway. 
As you ready to enter the highway, six police cars surround your vehicle, helicopters are in the air circling above, and you later find out the highway was closed and tracks were laid across four lanes to destroy your tires. You hear the sirens wail, the passers-by running in fear, and the horn command you to put your hands up. Sitting in the back of your luxury vehicle with three red dots on your chest, scared to move, still unbeknownst to you what you have done wrong. 
Pulled out of your car, laid face down on the ground, handcuffed, and place in the back of a paddy wagon, you have not violated the social contract in anyway other than being the wrong color of skin, in the wrong type of car for said color, in the Human part of town at the wrong time of day…you are guilty of being yourself – being non-Human. 
And society decided to remind you of said state of existence. 
Non-Human then is defined as that state of existence to which the sovereign renders a being in which one is incapacitated to the reclamation of one’s existence inside our global society.


V
“In a contest of violence against violence the superiority of the [sovereign] has always been absolute; but this superiority lasts only as long as the power structure…is intact”
- Hannah Arendt

Why exist in a state of being that disallows you to live. 
I am completely willing to accept the thought that we have created our own glass box in which we exist. We have created the sovereign, which renders us as Human or non-Human. However, before reaching this conclusion we must explore the possibility that society is responsible for our rendering as such. There are three social engagements every being enters into that work towards forming our identity: education, economic status, and citizenship. We will explore these through our lived experience in order to elicit a deeper understanding of how violence is used to shape our society. 
There is no solitary state of being. Eve only exists because Adam exists. White can only be white because black allows for the understanding of white. We can only exist in solitude if there exists a state in which solitude is impossible. And we can only be Human in our society if there is a state in which we exist as non-Human.
 	We believe that the sovereign uses education, economic status, and citizenship as violence in order to render beings as Human or non-Human. 
The education system in America is one that is built for the ordering of beings for specific tasks and purposes. It is an experience we undergo at the behest of multiple levels of sovereignty to the end of creating a preordained global society. Our guardian first decides at what time and in what space we begin our formal education, an education traditionally structured by city, state, and/or federal legislation. While our first educational experience allows for more variance in style, technique, and peer group, it is also the most formative sovereign experience for the rendering of our existence.  
Our guardian has the choice of systems ranging from educating us in their own manner to formal expensive structures and handing over the sovereign power to another. In many instances of our contemporary society, we are seeing the government begin to mandate and offer formal education during this time in our life. Their motivation is for the forced transition of sovereign power over our being from our creator to the social system at the earliest available time and space. By the age we have circled the sun two times, the government begins to measure and assess our potential for achievement. It begins issuing contracts and construction on prison facilities based on our assessment, measuring the statistical probability of our likelihood to be incarcerated by the age of eighteen. 
By the age of eight the educational system is in full charge of our rendering. We find ourselves in an existence with beings of equal birth, yet individually we are siphoned off into various rendering states – some for Human others for non-Human. 
We, being placed in the non-Human rendering state, appeal to our creator as to the inhumanity of the violence. Our creator then lobbies with the sovereign, violently, in order for us to be placed in the Human rendering state. This is the first time we learn that it is not just the rendering state one is in which determines our identity, but what occurs in said state has the power to render us non-Human. 
The sovereign can render us non-Human even if we are in the Human rendering; society can reject our being at any time and in any space even if the sovereign previously accepted our existence. Those we encounter in said state, work to determine our identity reaffirming the thought that no one being exists individually. And so the educational system continues to render us into social classifications of identity as we matriculate through the formal system. 
It is not until the time arrives to attend University that we are able to exercise our own creative capacity over our being. Generally, by this time the sovereign has succeeded in rendering us as desired. The majority of us will then choose a University coinciding with whether we are being rendered Human or non-Human at this juncture. Some of us will recognize the deficits in our own self-awareness and choose a University that works to create our existence in a manner of our choosing. An even smaller number of us will choose to opt out of the formal educational system and exercise various creative capacities for self-rendering. This choice is only afforded to those beings that are still in the process of being rendered by our global society. Some have already secured their Humanness as thus and do not require further education for proof of their existence, while other have already secured their non-Humanness and have been removed from society without an option for re-entry. Whichever machination is chosen next, we will begin to see another violence instituted on our being in a more direct manner. The violence of economic status.

“Disappearance is the opening of a gap in being, the departure of some thing from being to nothingness”
- Adi Ophir

We were born into the middle class, coupled into the top ten percent, and divorced into poverty. 
When we were first created, our father worked for one of the top three oil producing multi-national corporations in the world; our mother designed war machines and weapons for an American company. When our creator separated from one and became two independent sovereigns, we went with our mother. Our economic status increased with this move and we were counted among the richest families in the nation living in the richest county in the nation. For six years we existed in This American Paradise. We lived in a community built to render all inhabitants as Human and those who were not residents as non-Human. This was the first time in our life that we realized first hand that money is the violence that surpasses all identifiers for the rendering of our social identity. 
All of said community were Human simply because living in said community meant that we could afford to live in said community. In America, our zip code is a determining factor as to which identity we have been rendered. Economic class is the violent act used by those who are Human for their self-recognition as Human; it is also the violence used on an individual micro level for the rendering of community members as non-Human. 
Six years later and within twenty-four hours, we went from paradise to poverty. Our economic class shifted to the lowest in America; while both of our past two patriarchs remained at their economic level. We found our self living in the second poorest state of America, fighting not just for our survival day to day, but for our rendering as Human from day to day. 
Where did our creator begin, as poor Americans: education. 
If we are not of the wealthiest class, formal education is the only socially acceptable mechanism to render a being as Human. While existing in the Human state, we were unaware of the way in which society works to render our being. However, from the day we began a life of poverty the marginalizing affect of the American economic class has become more apparent each day. 
It works not just as a caste system, but a mechanism for controlling the dreams, ambitions, and values of society.
And what are the most precious commodities of our existence that are tied to our economic class? 
Time and space. 
When we are poor everything takes more minutes of the day and more effort on our part simply in order to survive. Time and space are the basis of freedom and liberty, the only two constructs of which self-rendering works for the reclamation. If we do not have control of our time, then we are always at the behest of a sovereign power and work to the appeasement of said power for a portion of said commodity. If we are not allowed the necessary space for our movement, we are restricted to exist only in the capacity of which the sovereign allows, the zip code within the reach of our economic class. Clearly we are discussing the macro level as the micro level of analysis requires deeper experiences, understanding, and space in order to completely classify all variants of existence. But in painting with such a broad brush we begin to understand the suffering of many beings of Humanity - many being more that some while less than most - the only state of existence in which one can potentially be free. 
Think of all the other ways in which our time and space are occupied by the sovereign, simply for survival. If we are hungry, we must ask the sovereign not for food to eat, but if we may be allowed to eat. How? When we visit the food stamp office as it is known in America, we must first qualify as poor enough to be given the scraps from the sovereign’s table. If we are not poor enough, meaning not allowed to eat, then we are not given sustenance. If we are sick, we must follow similar machinations in seeking relief. 
It is only in poverty that we begin to expose the sovereign for what it really is, violence without cause. Controlled chaos. Yet, though poverty can serve has a portal through which beings can exit the sovereigns power and exercise our creative control of our self, it is the rare individual able to consciously engage violence in pursuit of freedom. 
More often than not we seek reclamation of our identity through the rendering of an identity at the behest of the sovereign. No path more self destructive to our being than that of citizenship. To this end violence is used equally to render beings as Human vis-à-vis citizenship to a sovereign nation. Equally violent a sovereign may render a being as non-Human through the revocation or denial of citizenship. 

“We are told: By supporting the right to secession you are supporting the bourgeois nationalism of the oppressed nations….Our reply to this is: No, a ‘practical’ solution of this question is important for the bourgeoisie. The important thing for the workers is to distinguish the principles of two trends. If the bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation fights against the oppressing one, we are always, in every case, and more resolutely than anyone else, in favor; for we are the staunchest and the most consistent enemies of oppression. But if the bourgeoisie of the oppressed nation stands for its own bourgeois nationalism we are opposed. We fight against the privileges and violence of the oppressing nation, but we do not condone the strivings for privileges on the part of the oppressed nation.”
- Vladimir I. Lenin

During our time existing among refugees and displaced persons we saw first hand how global society renders masses of people as non-Human by the denial of citizenship. Their time and space is occupied with everything other than freedom, peace, and liberty. As a refugee we exist in a liminal space with no knowledge of where we will be next, when we will be there, nor with whom we will be. 
Many beings are born into refugee status and begin their life as a non-Human working to find some form of Humanness using the traditional machinations of society. When these fail to render us as anything other than that which the sovereign has previously designated, we resign our self to waiting. It is only in the waiting that we are able to subvert our non-Human identity. Why? Because waiting entails dreaming, hoping, and remembering. Waiting allows us to plan and strategize of a future brighter and wider than anything imagined before. Waiting allows us to exercise our creative capacity over and above survival. It is in waiting for the life that comes after death, which granted civilizations of past freedom, that we may begin to self-render. 
It is in the waiting that we absorb our Human state antecedent to our processing of said identity; we begin to accept the fact that one day, sooner or later, we will be recognized as existing by a sovereign nation; a citizen. Or we will recognize our self.
But what is it in citizenship that is prerequisite for being Human? Across many sovereignty’s in our global society, a being is not afford social support from said sovereign unless the being has pledged allegiance to the nation. This pledge is accompanied by a forfeiture of our own creative capacity in exchange for that which we are told we could not survive without. If the pledge to citizenship were accompanied with a cost-benefit analysis, we would see that our cost is greater than our benefit. 
We agree to support the political, social, economic mandates our sovereign puts forth and are given the ability to voice our disapproval. We agree to fight in war for the sovereign and are given benefits for our service. We agree to give alms to the sovereign and are given the opportunity to be a slave for corporations. 
Yet, the greatest benefit we are afforded in pledging our loyalty to our sovereign as a citizen is in the recognition of existence amongst said identity. It is a mechanism for rendering our self as Human. 
No matter the level of discord betwixt citizens of America, if forced to choose between supporting American citizens or non-citizens, we will choose to support the citizens. Because they are like us; they are us; they are Human; and we are comfortable with what we know. The devil you know is better than the devil you do not. In this way, those that are in America but are not American citizens, are marginalized and rendered non-Human. 
In this state of being we are not only ill equipped to benefit from within the borders of the sovereign in which we reside, we are criminalized and economized. The non-citizen is an integral part of the sovereign in that it allows the Human to recognize the self as such and to force the non-Human into a specific mode of survival. In this mode the non-citizen is in a constant state of fear, never knowing if we will be taken from our family and forced back to whence we came. 
What then of the displaced person who is a non-citizen under the sovereignty of our birth. We have witnessed such a context occur on the island of Hispaniola. In recent time the Republic of Dominica decided to revoke the citizenship of its citizens who were born within the Dominican sovereign structure while being of the Haitian pedigree. This violence rendered hundreds of thousands of people and their families as non-Human while working to reaffirm the Human state of those born with Dominican pedigree. At the same time, they were not granted citizenship from the sovereign of their constitution, stripping them of their heritage. A population of beings now exist on a island in which they are neither Human nor non-Human, they simply do not exist. We are working with the assumption that we understand the factors already in play concerning the Haitian history of non-Human rendering over time. 
The non-existence of anthropos can function as a liberating violence if constituted as a self-rendering, but the non-existence of non-Humans via the machinations of the sovereign serves as a death and rejection of a people simply trying to survive unto their physical death. 
We can be excised from global society in a myriad of ways. The excision of our existence must serve not as an eternal death, but as a death unto life; a transformation into the mirror image of our creator. In this way we work to use violence to the realization of freedom for all under humanity.



VI

“The desire of every people to determine its own destiny, free from dictation or control by others, is one of the most deep-seated of all human feelings. Throughout history groups of individuals having common bonds of language, religion, and culture have developed a sense of solidarity as a people and have tended to resent any effort of the outsider, the foreigner, to interfere with them. So strong is this feeling that men of many peoples have at various times been willing to lay down their lives to be free from domination by others.”
- Eleanor Roosevelt

We work to use violence to the realization of freedom for all under humanity. What does it mean to be free? 
It is the ability to have full financial control over your life. It is the opportunity to experience learning to the capacity of your choosing. It is the acceptance and existence of your being in and amongst a heterogeneous society irrespective of pledges of allegiance. Freedom is possessing the ability to control chaos for the production of our dreams. It is violence in the purest form. It is loving violently, living violently, and dying violently for the rendering of a being as nothing other than that which we are. Violence, is the mechanism through which we are able to reclaim our freedom from the sovereign so that humanity may live. 
Our creative capacities lie in using the violence of the sovereign against the sovereign for our self-rendering. We believe that all beings possess the ability and power of our creator. If we individually possess the power of our creator, we together are able to violently create, our self and our context. But most importantly we are able to create the state in which we choose to exist and not required to exist in a state of being foreign to our humanity. 
Can we imagine what it must feel like to be foreign to our self. It is hard, but the difficulty in expanding our imagination to include this reality lies in the fact that this is our reality. 
We are foreign to our self as we read the words penned across these pages, as blood in a newspaper, so is our truth to our eyes. Ever present yet hidden amongst the leaves. 
What if we were a citizen of a nation of one. Would we define our existence as being rendered Human? What if we were the wealthiest being in a community of one. Would we define our existence as being rendered Human? What if all education received was the highest form of formal education available. If we were the only one rendered Human via the violence of the sovereign, we would desire the creation of another to exist with our self as Human and the creation of an other against whom to form our identity. 
Look at the Christian fables. Adam is of both God and the snake. Must the snake not have existed fore the creation of Adam and Eve. Did not the snake embody the creative capacity of the sovereign to create its self and state of being, using said power to render the creation of Adam and Eve. God created Adam and Eve, but so did the snake; multiple layers of sovereignty exist in this story and use violence for the rendering of Adam and Eve as desired. It is in drawing example from the creator that we begin to recognize the power within the self. 
Can you imagine the rendering we experience living as a black American studying in one of the sovereign’s formal Universities and we wake up today to see a noose hanging in the communities public space. This public space serves as the space of engagement across diverse backgrounds for all members of the community. Members who by their very acceptance to study at said University are working to render the self as Human, but in the context of said rendering members of the community work to render us non-Human. The hanging of a noose, a symbol of destruction enforced against black beings across American history. 
Can you imagine living in a community of which our neighbor goes missing for a period of time. When found he is found hanging by a noose, from a tree. A tree meant for the purpose of lynching black Americans, but also for providing oxygen allowing for life to exist. A life is ended at the place where life is given. Life is given at the place where a life is ended. We wonder how many non-Humans that tree has seen hung from its branches. If we examine these two examples we will see that the violence is not in the rope, the tree, nor the death. The noose is simply a rope tied in a specific pattern placed in a specific space. Violence is not found in the individual who tied the noose, rather said individual used violence to the end of rendering beings non-Human and affirming others as Human. Violence then is in the act, the placing of the noose in the space where it was found hanging. 
The mechanism for the rendering depends then not on the history surrounding the concept, a piece of rope tied in a specific pattern and hanging in open space high above our heads, but on our relationship to said history and mechanism, how we have allowed the sovereign to render us over time, our fear of the end of our physical existence, and our lack of awareness of the creative power we possess. There exists a space in which seeing said symbol would elicit not fear but pride for the non-Human, maybe in a toilet in the public space of said University. 
Further, in response to engaging with violence from a sovereign of this sort, imagine if we responded with an equal violence of our own, affirming our existence and recognizing our creative capacity in said public space. Instead of feeling helpless, what if we dressed a life sized photo of a pig in said University’s paraphernalia and placed a bull’s eye in the middle of its skull. Using the tools of the sovereign against its self while also pulling on a history of the symbolism non-Humans of the past instituted in the process of securing their freedom. 
We walk with a feeling of fear from rendering unto rendering, from birth unto death; a birth into the rendering state of our global society and a death of our self in said society. The sovereign cannot kill us if we are already dead, it cannot render us if we render our self, and it cannot control our engagement in society, if we realize the creative power we inherited from our creator. This way we enact a transformation from death bringing life. But how do we respond to the sovereign when the sovereign ends our physical life by hanging our being from a tree? 
Or how do we respond to the sovereign when the sovereign corrupts our cultural, social, and traditional understanding of self via economic exploitation, degradation of values, and erosion of our familial structure. 
In the tradition of Islam some would say “slay them wherever ye catch them” (Quran 2:191) or “fight in the cause of God those who fight you” (2:190). To this end one solution we have seen across the last half of our existence is the self-rendering of a being for the rendering of said beings homogenous community. There is no greater stance against a sovereign than to take our own life; said act is a reclamation of control over our existence. It is a stance exemplifying the lack of control the sovereign has over our existence. Remember, the sovereign does not desire to kill us physically; rather the objective of the sovereign is to render us into a state identified as being non-Human in order to profit economically, affirm its existence, and to secure its future. Existence only occurs over and against the presence of an other. Rendering us as non-Human secures the existence of Human. Self-sacrifice then disrupts the machinations of global society.
But if we choose not to respond to the violence mechanized against us in like manner, is there an alternative response. An alternative response to the sovereign is made available during the rendering state. If we are present enough in our self and our existence, our power and our creative capacity, then we can suspend time while occupying said space, looking towards the day when we will recognize our full existence under Humanity. 
As the refugee, as the American slave, so goes the marginalized of today. 
History has provided our examples for reclamation of spirit. Our lived experience provides the context out of which we may create. 
Further, imagine if we were able to remove our self completely from the sovereign structure, while remaining a part of the global society. The ideal. The greats. The free men and women who worked to declare themselves as a free being: Angela Davis. Assata Shakur. Marcus Garvey. Malcolm X. Harriett Tubman. Huey P. Newton. Jesus. Franz Fanon. Kendrick Lamar. Jermaine Cole. James Cone. Claude McKay. Eldridge Cleaver. Fred Hampton. Elijah Muhammad. Muammar Gaddafi. Osama bin Laden. Prince. 2 Pac. Dame Dash. NWA. Moses. Ice Cube. Public Enemy. Frida Kahlo. Cornel West. Frederick Douglass. Georgia O’Keefe. Leon Trotsky. Andy Warhol. Jackson Pollock. Pablo Picasso. Phillis Wheatley. Harriet Wilson. Jarena Lee. Sojourner Truth. Paul Dunbar. Langston Hughes. James Baldwin. Nikki Giovani. Amina Wadud. Nayyirah Waheed. Maya Angelou. Erykah Badu. Questlove. Ebro. Kara Walker. Carrie Mae Weems. Kehinde Wiley. Jacob Lawrence. BASQUIAT. Romare Bearden. John Coltrane. Harry Belafonte. Andrew Young. Martin Luther King, Jr. Louis Armstrong. Leadbelly. Charles Mingus. Jimi Hendrix. Jada Pinkett. You. Me. Nat Turner. 

“Master take the chains off me.”
- Kendrick Lamar

And what is the context that the marginalized of today live in which works to render us as non-Human at the behest of the sovereign? 
We live in a world where we see our brother tied by his feet to the back of a pickup truck and dragged through the streets of Texas at high rates of speed. 
This is a country where we can falsely be accused of raping the sovereign’s daughter and sentenced to death. A society which allows us to be wrongfully imprisoned for decades, suffering rape, bludgeoning, and humiliation while incarcerated, only to be released without any recompense or provision for our health and well being. 
This is an America that illegally restricts our movement, force feeds us, and degrades our being under the guise of freedom and liberty. 
Freedom and liberty for whom? Freedom and liberty for whom.
	The question and the answer. 
We live in a context that mechanizes freedom of the press for the negative portrayal of our existence, continually reaffirming the violence of the sovereign as necessary. The sovereign exercises its creative power in the media, magazines, newspapers, radio, music, internet, email, text messages, video messages, and letters. Communicating a message of destruction, dehumanizing our being. If we look deeper at the violence of the sovereign, we begin to understand that today violence is not committed in the same manner of the past. What was once the hammer to the nail is now interpersonal communication. 
We can remember studying social ethics with a German Professor at a University we finance with our payments, and said professor would not let us finish our complete thought, affirm our knowledge, nor allow us to create our own understandings. At the same time said professor would allow these experiences for the sovereign’s sons and daughters. For twelve weeks we endured the efforts to render us non-Human, waiting. When we received our assessment, the sovereign wrote a tirade stating our “nihilistic” perspective and understanding of the topic, as well as how the sovereign “should not have allowed” us to create our learning experience as we saw fit. We did. He Did. We created our reality. We were not born to ask anyone for anything. We are free. 

“Free from pain, free from scars / Free to sing, free from bars / Free my dawgs, you're free to go / Block gets shot, the streets is cold / Free to love, to each his own / Free from bills, free from pills / You roll it loud, the speakers blow / Life get hard, you eat your soul / It clears your mind, learn to fly / Then reach the stars, you take your time / And look behind and said, ‘Look where I came / Look how far I done came’”
- J. Cole

Our being non-Human is non-threatening, until we decide to self-render our being to our truth. 
We must remember that those of an identity are only able to see themselves reflected in those they consider of said identity. 
Our work is to see our self as no identity in order to see our self, reflected in all of every identity, under humanity. 
To take issue with an other is to take issue with our self; to love our self is to love an other; to render an other non-Human is to render our self non-Human. 
Be a terrorist for love and recreate our global society using the structures in place, to the provision of freedom and liberty for all under humanity. 

“Everything I know, I know because of love”
- Leo Tolstoy

It is imperative to realize that all beings emerge from their own series of experiences; respect all and the reality in which they live. We are a part of society to the extent that our presence is still felt; our existence is undeniable and our rendering is under our own control. In this way there is no sovereign or state of being in which we can be rendered non-Human. We embrace the power within us and render our self as the creator of self, society, and other beings. Live Fast. Live Free. Live Forever. Young. JR

VII
The caterpillar is a prisoner to the streets that conceived it,
its only job is to eat or consume everything around it
in order to protect itself from this mad city,
while consuming its environment the caterpillar begins to notice ways to survive,
one thing it notice’ is how much the world shuns him but praises the butterfly,
the butterfly represents the talent,
the thoughtfulness,
the beauty within the caterpillar,
but having a harsh outlook on life the caterpillar sees the butterfly as weak
and figures out a way to pimp it to its own benefits,
already surrounded by this mad city the caterpillar goes to work
on the cocoon which institutionalizes him,
he can no longer see past his own thoughts,
he’s trapped,
but trapped inside these walls certain ideas take root
such as going home and bringing back new concepts to this mad city,
the result,
wings begin to emerge,
breaking the cycle of feeling stagnant,
finally free, the butterfly sheds light on situations that the caterpillar never considered,
ending the internal struggle,
although the butterfly and caterpillar are completely different,
they are one and the same
- Kendrick Lamar
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