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The idea behind this is pretty simple: 

-K tries to solve some harms (this can be analytical)
-These harms were caused by cap (Root Cause Bro)
-The movement will lead to the proletariat THINKING that the problem has been solved (Social Movements Bad)
-This will sap energy from a Marxist revolution, the only thing that can TRULY solve the harms (NEED THIS)
-Alt: Marxism (ofc the alt text is tricky…) (The Alternative--- Reject the Permutation)
This K is primarily intented for 

(a) Affs that lie about how kritikal they are (IE Dolman’s golden age) from the left. You probably don’t need this K for them since the aff is already a web of lies, but more ammo can’t hurt, right?


(b) the China security aff

Regardless, you could easily modify the (b) scenario 1NC for (a)
Root Cause 
Capitalism is the basis of American expansionism and Security logic
Foster  06 (John B Foster is a prof Sociology at UofO, June 2006, gd, http://www.dawodu.com/foster1.htm)
A Grand Strategy of Enlargement Despite the rapidly evolving strategic context and the shift to a more naked imperialism in recent years, there is a consistency in U.S. imperial grand strategy, which derives from the broad agreement at the very top of the U.S. power structure that the United States should seek “global supremacy,” as President Jimmy Carter’s former National Security Advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski put it.20 The Council on Foreign Relations’ 2006 report on More Than Humanitarianism, which supports the enlargement of U.S. grand strategy to take in Africa, was cochaired by Anthony Lake, National Security Advisor to Clinton from 1993–1997 and Christine Todd Whitman, former head of the Environmental Protection Agency under Bush. As Clinton’s National Security Advisor, Lake played a leading role in defining the U.S. grand strategy in the Clinton administration. In a speech entitled “From Containment to Enlargement,” delivered to the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University on September 21, 2003, he declared that with the collapse of the Soviet Union the United States was the world’s “dominant power...we have the world’s strongest military, its largest economy and its most dynamic, multiethnic society....We contained a global threat to market democracies; now we should seek to enlarge, their reach. The successor to a doctrine of containment must be a strategy of enlargement.” Translated this meant an expansion of the sphere of world capitalism under the U.S. military-strategic umbrella. The chief enemies of this new world order were characterized by Lake as the “backlash states,” especially Iraq and Iran. Lake’s insistence, in the early Clinton era, on a grand “strategy of enlargement” for the United States is being realized today in the enlargement of the U.S. military role not only in Central Asia and the Middle East, but also in Africa.21 U.S. imperial grand strategy is less a product of policies generated in Washington by this or that wing of the ruling class, than an inevitable result of the power position that U.S. capitalism finds itself in at the commencement of the twenty-first century. U.S. economic strength (along with that of its closest allies) has been ebbing fairly steadily. The great powers are not likely to stand in the same relation to each other economically two decades hence. At the same time U.S. world military power has increased relatively with the demise of the Soviet Union. The United States now accounts for about half of all of the world’s military spending—a proportion two or more times its share of world output. The goal of the new U.S. imperial grand strategy is to use this unprecedented military strength to preempt emerging historical forces by creating a sphere of full-spectrum dominance so vast, now encompassing every continent, that no potential rivals will be able to challenge the United States decades down the line. This is a war against the peoples of the periphery of the capitalist world and for the expansion of world capitalism, particularly U.S. capitalism. But it is also a war to secure a “New American Century” in which third world nations are viewed as “strategic assets” within a larger global geopolitical struggle The lessons of history are clear: attempts to gain world dominance by military means, though inevitable under capitalism, are destined to fail and can only lead to new and greater wars. It is the responsibility of those committed to world peace to resist the new U.S. imperial grand strategy by calling into question imperialism and its economic taproot: capitalism itself.
Root Cause Bro 2/

Capitalism is the root of Social ills

Markels 05, (Dr Julian Markels is a pHD and an English Professor at OSU, spring 2005, gd, http://redcritique.org/WinterSpring2005/howtostoppayinglipservicetoclass.htm)
This brings me finally to the most difficult and tentative part of my argument— that multiculturalism and postcolonialism have exhausted their intellectual capital without doing justice to class at a time when the American university is engaged as never before in commodifying their discourses and in that process reaffirming itself as what Althusser called an ideological state apparatus. Here before going further let me repeat emphatically what I said at the outset, that during my academic lifetime the scholarship of multiculturalism has been liberating beyond what anyone now short of retirement age can imagine. The methodological parochialism and ideological blindness of the white male academy into which I was inducted are certainly good riddance, and the cultural justice achieved by multiculturalism has enlarged by leaps what Jim Phelan rightly calls the life of the mind—for us who are in a position to lead that life. But for us the justice of multiculturalism lies within reach essentially without reference to class. Not only can we attain it without having to confront the injustice of expropriation; it can also satisfy our political amour propre before we ever get to expropriation. Universities like ours, in turn, as they model themselves increasingly on corporations seeking increased market share, can make a mantra of diversity without risking market share and, in so doing, interpellate us as scholar subjects all the more firmly. But people my age can also remember a time in American public life when there was serious discussion (Keynesian and not Marxian), not only of equal opportunity and recognition, but also of full employment, universal health insurance, and a Guaranteed Annual Income. That was also a time when the discourse of class as surplus labor was widespread enough to occur sometimes in universities: labor studies was a recognized specialty in economics departments, political theory (including Marxist theory) in political science departments, proletarian literature in English departments. The intellectual diversity represented by these fields has now been disappeared, along with public discussion of full employment and a guaranteed income, during just the time when multiculturalism and postcolonialism have been ascending to curricular hegemony. Just as there used to be talk of surplus value and a guaranteed income, so too the old patriarchal academy had its dialectical upside, in trying to understand the relations between aesthetic and historical configurations that might entail master narratives, just as the multicultural academy has now found its downside in dissolving all such configurations into the conjunctures on which post-isms arise without engaging class. I said at the outset that the scholarship of multiculturalism has not shied away from class by conscious choice. But what about unconscious choice? Is it too much to suggest in conclusion that the post-condition purges us of historical memory just when the conjunctural present shows us on which side our career bread is buttered? If engaging class as surplus labor would indeed rock the market-share boat at research universities, it will be useless to look to these universities to end lip-service to class. For it is not just that the epistemology of the prevailing –isms appears incapable of doing that. The alternative just might have to be a Marxism whose talk of surplus labor as master narrative is noxious to the metabolism of the research university as an ideological apparatus. 

Social Movements Bad

Your Leftist movements fail to garner any real change
The Red Critique 05 (The red Critique is a communist journal, spring 2005, gd, http://redcritique.org/WinterSpring2005/leftpopulisms.htm)
The (not so new) Left has laid the groundwork for a radical shift to the right by abandoning systemic class politics for the idol of fragmented "new social movements". Having rendered all issues separate issues, the new social movements "cover" the issues—the differences of racism, sexism, homophobia, etc.—by adding together, or "articulating", all the different pieces. In other words, not only is the left obsessed with differences of race, gender, sexuality, ability. . .within the working class, but it has no coherent theory of differences. What do racism, sexism, homophobia have to do with each other? What do they have to do with exploitation? Nothing, as far as the Left is concerned. This is because it sees class as status—a surface (market) difference like all others rather than the structure of exploitation underlying all differences. Not surprisingly, the Left's "new social movements" have served capital more than anyone else, since having rendered workers a series of status groups with no underlying connection, capital can readily recruit the different groups to its "cause" as it needs them. It can also just as easily dissolve the differences when it requires national "unity" to support its wars. Class as status is the logic behind the workers in imperialist nations aligning—more or less consciously—with the bourgeoisie of their country, riding the coattails of whatever is the latest attack on the least powerful workers of the world, and remaining desperate for the crumbs the owners throw them. * l for the processing of students. At the same time, through its embrace of populism, it actively helps the university administrations to do exactly that. The de-education of students is most energetically carried out in the public universities where most students are from working class families and have very limited access to elite pedagogies of small classes and individual attention. The specific target of assembly-line classes are all and any courses in critique, critical reading of cultural texts, and theoretical and conceptual analysis. The underlying assumption is that students who attend public universities do not need such intellectual skills because they are not going to be in positions of serious decision making. The reality that university administrators act on this cultural (un)consciousness is not surprising: they are part of the state oligarchy. What is revealing about the U.S. Left is that the left academics that are in administrative positions not only support such views but offer commonsensical "reasons" to justify the de-education of working class students.

The Alternative—Reject the Permutation

Your advocacy is nothing new—time after time, people have tried kritikal approaches to solving the abuses of the squo. These movements may be successful, and are certaintly successful in convincing the proliteriat that change is happening. Unfortunately, that’s the point. Although the movements may be momentarily successful, they FAIL to provide any lasting change because they are only scratching the surface of reform. Only an Orthdox Marxist revolution can escape the “flexodoxy” of current movements (like yours) and solve the root cause of your impacts—capitalism.
Your attempt at kritikal change doesn’t address the root cause—capitalism. It’s the root cause, bro, and absent an orthodox Marxist movement, yall r screwt

Red Critique 01, (The red critique is a communist journal, spring 2001, gd, http://www.redcritique.org/spring2001/orthodox_marxism.htm)

The inaugural issue of The Red Critique is devoted to "Orthodox Marxism and the Contemporary." The essays explore "Orthodox Marxism" and its implications for the contemporary situation. But the environment of intelligibility in contemporary theory and politics is so deeply influenced by neoliberal propaganda and market populism that a heavy layer of interpretative smugness in the culture industry and the academy smothers any rigorous discussion of Marxist political theory and substitutes for Marxism a floating radicalism. In this climate of intelligibility the immediate response of the reformist left to "orthodox" Marxism is that of a reflexive cringing and backing away: bourgeois pluralism crumbles and shows itself for what it has always been—monolism without mercy. The implied position here is that the floating left is too heterodox (too complicating) to have any use for orthodoxy. To all the heterodox subjects of the post- we say: There is nothing more heterodox than to be orthodox in the age of heterodoxy. Complicate this! In This Issue: "Globalization" has sharpened the economic contradictions and devastating inequalities of wage-labor. It has also produced theoretical and political crisis on the left since the postmarxist theories (from feminism, to poststructuralism, to cultural studies) which have produced "left" justifications for capitalism can no longer do so without losing their own political credibility—which is to say becoming useless to capitalism which has funded them and supported them. The "left" has justified monopoly capitalism in its global phase by diverting attention away from relations of labor and capital and instead putting the focus on "human rights," "multiculturalism," localist cultural reforms of various kinds, and by intensifying its reification of the individual and her/his desires and consuming passions. Now, after decades of denying the significance of Marxism to struggles against inequality, the liberal-left is anxious to declare a "return" to Marx and to Marxism (usually as "marxism") in order to prove its own practical relevance to addressing the (class) contradictions of transnational capitalism. Yet it is a very strange "Marxism" that is currently being activated by the liberal-left: On the one hand (for example, in the work of writers from Zizek to Paul Smith and in left journals such as Rethinking Marxism and New Left Review), what is put forward is a (flexodox) "Marxism" emptied of the explanatory force of its red concepts of exploitation, labor, need, production, revolution (and which now even rejects as "capitalocentric" any englobing—that is, systematic and non-dispersionist—analysis of capitalism). On the other hand (as what is often opposed to liberal, hybridizing flexodoxy but in fact forms its "popular" flank), is a vapid leftism, which, while it appropriates the concepts of Orthodox Marxism, accommodates the political needs of the ruling class by valorizing the "spontaneous" "agency" of "the people" as the only mode of "authentic" resistance. "Spontaneity"—which forms the undergirding structure of bourgeois "radicalism" that displaces organized class conscious actions with (fragmentary) "rebellions" against the existing—is of course the means by which the ruling class attempts to discredit Orthodox Marxism's insistence on the formative role and unyielding organizational necessity of the international proletarian vanguard party in the development of united and coherent class struggle praxis across national boundaries. In its analytical evacuation of the concepts of Orthodox Marxism as well as in its valorization of "spontaneity," the "new" flexodoxy thus repeats the opportunistic revisionism long ago critiqued by Lenin as the ("democratic") arm of the bourgeoisie in the world socialist movement that blocks the emergence of struggles for any "total" change. In short, the aim of this left opportunism remains today as yesterday in the substitution of "reforms" (local political and cultural changes which mask the integral and total dynamics of economic exploitation in production) for world-revolution. Finally, the depth of theoretical crisis on the left might be measured by its desperate embracing of Spinoza as an exemplary "materialist"! Contesting the various shapes that this updated reformism is taking—from providing a detailed mapping of the new "marxist" flexodoxy in philosophy and cultural theory, to critiquing theories of "post-work," "emotional labor," and the "transnational left," to articulating a "red internationalism" which demonstrates how globality functions as a reflex of the labor relations of monopoly capital, to elaborating the place of (Marxist-Leninist) theory in transformative struggles—the essays provide a close critique-al engagement with the dominant moves of the reformist left to repackage its political accommodationism and populist sentimentalism as a "cutting edge" politics for transnational capitalism. In opposition to left accommodationism and opportunism in all its forms, The Red Critique argues 
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that what is needed now in the struggle for social emancipation from capitalist exploitation and all modes of oppression are not the hybrid "marxisms" of post-ality (which are alibis of capitalist "radical democracy") but the Orthodox Marxism of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Trotsky and Luxemburg. In short, what is needed is the revolutionary Marxism capable of explaining class and its material conditions of production, which determine whether society is organized for the profit of some or for freedom from necessity for all. Without knowledge of class—that is, without knowledge of the social relations of production which allow some to privately own the means of production and material resources of society and, thus, have command over the surplus-labor of others while the vast majority have only their own labor to sell to survive and are exploited—the revolutionary praxis that can emancipate all people from economic exploitation is not possible. This is because emancipation from exploitation and meeting collective need requires public ownership and control over the material resources of society (of the means of production) and, thus, it requires knowledge that can explain existing relations of production and serve as a guide for praxis to transform them. Thus in the contemporary historical fights over Marxism which form a central part of the class struggle today, The Red Critique takes the partisan position (following Lenin) that "without revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary movement." It further argues that only Orthodox Marxism provides the revolutionary theoretical understandings capable of educating and guiding vanguard fighters of the proletariat in internationalist praxis to overthrow capitalist private property for profit and found a new socialist society based on meeting the collective needs of all people globally.

Alt 3/

Your cooption of a true revolution is EXACTLY the type of logic that PERPETUATES capitalism in the first place. Without solving capitalism, no reform is possible.

Tumino 01, (Stephen Tumino is a well-rated English professor at the University of Pittsburgh, spring 2001, gd, http://www.redcritique.org/spring2001/whatisorthodoxmarxism.htm)
One Any effective political theory will have to do at least two things: it will have to offer an integrated understanding of social practices and, based on such an interrelated knowledge, offer a guideline for praxis. My main argument here is that among all contesting social theories now, only Orthodox Marxism has been able to produce an integrated knowledge of the existing social totality and provide lines of praxis that will lead to building a society free from necessity. But first I must clarify what I mean by Orthodox Marxism. Like all other modes and forms of political theory, the very theoretical identity of Orthodox Marxism is itself contested—not just from non-and anti-Marxists who question the very "real" (by which they mean the "practical" as under free-market criteria) existence of any kind of Marxism now but, perhaps more tellingly, from within the Marxist tradition itself. I will, therefore, first say what I regard to be the distinguishing marks of Orthodox Marxism and then outline a short polemical map of contestation over Orthodox Marxism within the Marxist theories now. I will end by arguing for its effectivity in bringing about a new society based not on human rights but on freedom from necessity. I will argue that to know contemporary society—and to be able to act on such knowledge—one has to first of all know what makes the existing social totality. I will argue that the dominant social totality is based on inequality—not just inequality of power but inequality of economic access (which then determines access to health care, education, housing, diet, transportation, . . . ). This systematic inequality cannot be explained by gender, race, sexuality, disability, ethnicity, or nationality. These are all secondary contradictions and are all determined by the fundamental contradiction of capitalism which is inscribed in the relation of capital and labor. All modes of Marxism now explain social inequalities primarily on the basis of these secondary contradictions and in doing so—and this is my main argument—legitimate capitalism. Why? Because such arguments authorize capitalism without gender, race, discrimination and thus accept economic inequality as an integral part of human societies. They accept a sunny capitalism—a capitalism beyond capitalism. Such a society, based on cultural equality but economic inequality, has always been the not-so-hidden agenda of the bourgeois left—whether it has been called "new left," "postmarxism," or "radical democracy." This is, by the way, the main reason for its popularity in the culture industry—from the academy (Jameson, Harvey, Haraway, Butler,. . . ) to daily politics (Michael Harrington, Ralph Nader, Jesse Jackson,. . . ) to. . . . For all, capitalism is here to stay and the best that can be done is to make its cruelties more tolerable, more humane. This humanization (not eradication) of capitalism is the sole goal of ALL contemporary lefts (marxism, feminism, anti-racism, queeries, . . . ). Such an understanding of social inequality is based on the fundamental understanding that the source of wealth is human knowledge and not human labor. That is, wealth is produced by the human mind and is thus free from the actual objective conditions that shape the historical relations of labor and capital. Only Orthodox Marxism recognizes the historicity of labor and its primacy as the source of all human wealth. In this paper I argue that any emancipatory theory has to be founded on recognition of the priority of Marx's labor theory of value and not repeat the technological determinism of corporate theory ("knowledge work") that masquerades as social theory. Finally, it is only Orthodox Marxism that recognizes the inevitability and also the necessity of communism—the necessity, that is, of a society in which "from each according to their ability to each according to their needs" (Marx) is the rule. Two Why Everyone has Suddenly Become an Orthodox Marxist A parody of politics has taken over left politics in the U.S. and Europe. A parody in which—after the dead-end of the designer socialisms of postmarxisms—suddenly everyone is an "orthodox" Marxist: from Zizek who in the introduction to a selection of his work writes of the need to "return to the centrality of the Marxist critique of political economy" (Reader ix); to Michael Sprinker who referred to himself as a "neo-conservative marxist" ("Forum" 68). In calling himself a "neoconservative" Sprinker was embracing with pride Butler's definition of the term in her "Merely Cultural" in which she equates it with "leftist orthodoxy" (268). Then there is Paul Smith who now, after mocking Orthodox Marxism in Discerning the Subject and Universal Abandon, says he has a "fairly orthodox understanding of what Marx and the Marxist tradition has had to say about capitalism" (Millennial Dreams 3). Parody is always the effect of a slippage and the slippage here is that in spite of the sudden popularity of "orthodox" Marxism, the actual theories and practices of the newly orthodox are more than ever before flexodox. It seems as if once more Lenin's notion that when the class antagonism emerges more sharply "the liberals. . . dare not deny the class struggle, but attempt to narrow down [and] to curtail. . . the concept" ("Liberal and Marxist Conceptions of the Class Struggle," 122) has been proven by history. "Orthodox" Marxism has become the latest cover by which the bourgeois left authenticates its credentials and proceeds to legitimate the economics of the ruling class and its anti-proletarian politics. Take Paul Smith, for example. In Orthodox Marxism class is the central issue. (I put aside here that in his writings, on subjectivity for example, Smith has already gotten rid of the "central" by a deconstructive logic). What Smith does with class is a rather interesting test of how Orthodox Marxism is being used to legitimate the class interests of the owners. Smith reworks class and turns it into a useless Habermasian communicative act. He writes that "classes are what are formed 
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in struggle, not something that exists prior to struggle" (Millennial Dreams 60). To say it again: the old ideological textualization of the "new left" is not working any more (just look at the resistance against globalization), so the ruling class is now reworking the "old left" to defend itself. Against the Orthodox Marxist theory of class, Smith evacuates class of an objective basis in the extraction of surplus labor in production, and makes it the effect of local conflicts. In short, Smith reverses the Orthodox Marxist position that, "It is not the consciousness of men that determines their being, but, on the contrary, their social being that determines their consciousness" (Marx, Contribution, 21), and turns it into a neomarxist view that what matters is their consciousness. In this he in fact shares a great deal with conservative theories that make "values" (the subjective) as what matters in social life and not economic access. Zizek provides another example of the flexodox parody of Marxism today. Capitalism in Orthodox Marxism is explained as an historical mode of production based on the privatization of the means of subsistence in the hands of a few, i.e., the systemic exploitation of labor by capital. Capitalism is the world-historic regime of unpaid surplus-labor. In Zizek's writings, capitalism is not based on exploitation in production (surplus-labor), but on struggles over consumption ("surplus-enjoyment"). The Orthodox Marxist concepts that lay bare the exploitative production relations in order to change them are thus replaced with a "psycho-marxist" pastiche of consumption in his writings, a revisionist move that has proven immensely successful in the bourgeois cultural criticism. Zizek, however, has taken to representing this displacement of labor (production) with desire (consumption) as "strictly correlative" to the concept of "revolutionary praxis" found in the texts of Orthodox Marxism (e.g., "Repeating Lenin"). Revolutionary practice is always informed by class consciousness and transformative cultural critique has always aimed at producing class consciousness by laying bare the false consciousness that ruling ideology institutes in the everyday. Transformative cultural critique, in other words, is always a linking of consciousness to production practices from which a knowledge of social totality emerges. Zizek, however, long ago abandoned Orthodox Marxist ideology critique as an epistemologically naïve theory of "ideology" because it could not account for the persistence of "desire" beyond critique (the "enlightened false-consciousness" of The Sublime Object of Ideology,Mapping Ideology,. . . ). His more recent "return to the centrality of the Marxist critique" is, as a result, a purely tropic voluntarism of the kind he endlessly celebrates in his diffusionist readings of culture as desire-al moments when social norms are violated and personal emotions spontaneously experienced as absolutely compulsory (as "drive"). His concept of revolutionary Marxist praxis consists of re-describing it as an "excessive" lifestyle choice (analogous to pedophilia and other culturally marginalized practices, The Ticklish Subject 381-8). On this reading, Marxism is the only metaphorical displacement of "desire" into "surplus-pleasure" that makes imperative the "direct socialization of the productive process" (Ticklish Subject 350) and that thus causes the subjects committed to it to experience a Symbolic death at the hands of the neoliberal culture industry. It is this "affirmative" reversal of the right-wing anti-Marxist narrative that makes Zizek's writings so highly praised in the bourgeois "high-theory" market—where it is read as "subtle" and an example of "deep thinking" because it confirms a transcendental position considered above politics by making all politics ideological. If everything is ideology then there can be no fundamental social change only formal repetition and reversal of values (Nietzsche). Zizek's pastiche of psycho-marxism thus consists in presenting what is only theoretically possible for the capitalist—those few who have already met, in excess, their material needs through the exploitation of the labor of the other and who can therefore afford to elaborate fantasies of desire—as a universal form of agency freely available to everyone. Psycho-marxism does what bourgeois ideology has always done—maintain the bourgeois hegemony over social production by commodifying, through an aesthetic relay, the contradictions of the wages system. What bourgeois ideology does above all is deny that the mode of social production has an historic agency of its own independent of the subject. Zizek's "return" to "orthodox" Marxism erases its materialist theory of desire—that "our wants and their satisfaction have their origin in society" (Marx, Wage-Labour and Capital, 33) and do not stand in "excess" of it. In fact, he says exactly the opposite and turns the need for Orthodox Marxist theory now into a phantom desire of individuals: he makes "class struggle" an effect of a "totalitarian" desire to polarize the social between "us" and "them" (using the "friend/enemy" binary found in the writings of the Nazi Carl Schmitt, Ticklish Subject 226). What is basic only to Orthodox Marxist theory, however, which is what enables it to produce class consciousness through a critique of ideology, is its materialist prioritization of "need" over "desire." Only Orthodox Marxism recognizes that although capitalism is compelled to continually expand the needs of workers because of the profit motive it at the same time cannot satisfy these needs because of its logic of profit. "Desire" is always an effect of class relations, of the gap between the material level and historical potential of the forces of production and the social actuality of un-met needs. In spite of their formal "criticality," the writings of Zizek, Spivak, Smith, Hennessy and other theorists of designer socialisms produce concepts that legitimate the existing social relations. The notion of class in their work, for example, is the one that now is commonly deployed in the bourgeois newspapers. In their reporting on what has become known as the "Battle of Seattle," and in the coverage of the rising tide of protest against the financial institutions of U.S. monopoly capital which are pillaging the nations of the South, the bourgeois media represents the emergent class 
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struggles as a matter of an alternative "lifestyle choice" (e.g., the Los Angeles Times, "Hey Hey, Ho Ho, Catch Our Anti-Corporate Puppet Show!"). On this diffusional narrative, "class" is nothing more than an opportunity for surplus-pleasure "outside" the market for those who have voluntarily "discarded" the normal pleasures of U.S. culture. It is the same "lifestyle" politics that in the flexodox marxism of Antonio Negri is made an autonomous zone of "immaterial labor" which he locates as the "real communism" that makes existing society post-capitalist already so that revolution is not necessary (Empire). What is at the core of both the flexodox marxism and the popular culture of class as "lifestyle" is a de-politicization of the concepts of Orthodox Marxism which neutralizes them as indexes of social inequality and reduces them to merely descriptive categories which take what is for what ought to be. Take the writings of Pierre Bourdieu for example. Bourdieu turns Marx's dialectical concepts of "class" and "capital" which lay bare the social totality, into floating "categories" and reflexive "classifications" that can be formally applied to any social practice because they have been cut off from their connection to the objective global relations of production. Bourdieu, in short, legitimates the pattern of class as "lifestyle" in the bourgeois media by his view that "class" is an outcome of struggles over "symbolic capital" in any "field." I leave aside here that his diffusion of the logic of capital into "cultural capital," "educational capital" and the like is itself part of a depoliticization of the relation between capital and labor and thus a blurring of class antagonism. What Bourdieu's "field" theory of class struggle does is segregate the struggles into so many autonomous zones lacking in systemic determination by the historic structure of property so that everyone is considered to be equally in possession of "capital" (ownership is rhetorically democratized) making socialist revolution unnecessary. What the reduction of "class" and "capital" to the self-evidency of local cultural differences cannot explain is the systemic primacy of the production of surplus-value in unpaid-labor, the basic condition of the global majority which determines that their needs are not being met and compels them into collective class struggles. Without totalizing knowledge of exploitation—which is why such dialectical concepts as "capital" form the basis of Orthodox Marxist class theory—exploitation cannot be abolished. The cultural idealism of the de-politicized voiding of Marxist concepts fits right in with the "volunteer-ism" of the neoliberals and "compassionate" conservatives that they use to justify their massive privatization programs. Considering class struggle politics as a matter of cultural struggles over symbolic status is identical to the strategy of considering the dismantling of social welfare as an opportunity for "local" agency freed from coercive state power, i.e., the bedrock of the "non-governmental" activism and "community" building of the bourgeois reformists. When President select Bush seeks to mobilize what he calls the "armies of compassion" against the "Washington insiders" and return "power" to the "people" it is the old cultural studies logic that all politics is "people vs. power bloc," a warmed over popular frontism that makes politics a matter of building de-politicized cross-class coalitions for bourgeois right, utopic models of a post-political social order without class struggle possessing equality of representation that excludes the revolutionary vanguard. As Marx and Engels said of the "bourgeois socialists" of their day, such utopian measures "at. . . best, lessen the cost, and simplify the administrative work, of bourgeois government" (Manifesto of the Communist Party, Selected Works, 59). Zizek's "affirmation" of revolutionary Marxism as a "totalitarian" desire that polarizes the cultural "lifeworld" between "friends" and "enemies" is another relay of "class-as-an-after-effect of 'struggle'" of the networked left. What the parody does is make class struggle a rhetorical "invention" of Marx(ists) analogous to the bourgeois "rights" politics of the transnational coalitional regime of exploitation ruling today, and erases the need for a global theory of social change. Orthodox Marxism cuts through the closed atmosphere of the "friends" of the networked left and their embrace of a voluntarist "compassionate" millenarianism with a critique from outside so to expose the global collective need for a revolutionary social theory and red cultural studies to end exploitation for all. Three The Left Party-s The goal of the left "bal masque" is perhaps most clearly represented in the image for the "Marxism 2000" conference on millennial marxism—the poster for Rethinking Marxism which is the organ of the contemporary neoliberalism masquerading as "Marxism." The poster, which opportunistically appropriates Diego Rivera's "Dance in Tehuantepec" (1935), completes the ironic slippage the bourgeois left has taken as the purpose of post-al theory—the troping of concepts as puncepts. The image on the poster is of peasants performing a (folk) dance and the caption reads "The Party's Not Over." The transcoding of the Party of the proletariat to the party of folk-dancers is the transcoding of revolution to reform that Zizek's "orthodox marxism" performs. The idea is that social inequality is an effect of the persistence of cultural rituals that need to be addressed separately from class exploitation and revaluated from within as cultures of resistance. The "folk"-sy theme accommodates the populist romanticization of people on the neomarxist Thompsonite left (Smith, Sprinker) as well, where class is reduced to the "lived experience" of traditions of "resistance" which say good-bye to the urban working class as a revolutionary agency that critiques all conventions. The flexodox left wants a party-ing proletariat (Hennessy), rather than a Party of the proletariat, to put a smile-y face on exploitation. The hollowing out of Marxism in the name of (orthodox) Marxism by such theorists as Smith, Sprinker and Zizek is based on the ideological un-said of the bourgeois right of property and its underpinning logic of the market which are represented as natural ("inalienable") "human rights," or more commonly, in daily practices, as individual rights. Revolutionary struggles against these "rights" (of property) are assumed to be signs of 
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dogmatism, ruthless impersonality, vanguardism and totalitarianism—all "obvious" markers of Orthodox Marxism. The remedy put forward by these theorists is to resist the revolutionary vanguard in the name of "democracy from below," which is itself a code phrase for "spontaneity." Spontaneity—the kind of supposed "freedom" which is the fabric of bourgeois daily life—is itself a layered notion that, in its folds, hides a sentimentalism that in reality constitutes "democracy from below" and its allied notion of the "individual," and the "human subject." Zizek and other "high theorists" manage to conceal this naïve emotionalism (of which soap operas are made) in the rather abstract language of "theory." What is subtly implicit in the discourses of "high theory," however, becomes explicit in the annotations of middle theory—that is, in bourgeois cultural commentary and criticism. Rosemary Hennessy's Profit and Pleasure is the most recent and perhaps most popular attack on Orthodox Marxism in the name of Marxism itself. Instead of looking at the cultural commentary in Hennessy's book (the book is actually a reprinting of older essays, and is thus even more historically significant as a documentary record of the continual emptying of Marxism in the 1980's and 1990's), I will look at its "Acknowledgments." This text is not something "personal" and "separate" from the cultural commentary and criticism of the essays in the body of her book. The "Acknowledgments" text represents in fact a summing up—and a mutual confirmation between Hennessy and those she "acknowledges"—of the core assumptions and ideas that inform the practices of the bourgeois left now. As the "Acknowledgments" text makes clear, the cultural commentary of Hennessy's Profit and Pleasure is rooted in the notion that politics is basically a community activity. In bourgeois cultural criticism, the idea of "community activity" is a code term that signals the substitution of shared "ideas," "assumptions," and "emotions" for "class" solidarity (Rorty). What, therefore, lies at the core of "community" is not a structure (class) but a "feeling" (emotional intensity). Hennessy, who is not as subtle as Zizek or even Smith, is quite open about the valorization of "feeling" ("opened her heart" [xii], "feisty politics" [xii], "precious friendship" [xiii], "a path with heart" [xiii], "warmth and love" [xiii]). The mark of membership in her post-al community is "heartache": in this evaluative social scheme, she who has felt the most "heartache" (emotional intensity) is the most authentic member of the community. This appeal to a "comradeship" based on the intensity of "feeling" clearly indicates that no matter what Marxist or quasi-Marxist language Hennessy uses elsewhere in her book, she basically believes that people's lives are changed not by revolutionary praxis but by encountering other "feeling" people: "During the last year of writing this book, I met . . . and my life has not been the same since . . . " (xiii). The lesson of this encounter, Hennessy indicates, was not the classic lessons of Marxism that social change is a product of structural change, but that social change comes about by means of something called "revolutionary love" ("amor revolutionario," xiii) which—according to her—has taken her "time and again to the other side" ("llevarme una y otra vez al otro lado," xiii). The other lesson is the danger of vanguardism: "revolutionary love" has also reminded her that "power is finally and always in the hands of the people" ("el poder es finalmente y siempre en los manos de la gente," xiii). People as spontaneous actors. On this view, Orthodox Marxism is dogmatic and totalitarian. So to "correct" its "faults," Hennessy empties its revolutionary vanguard of its commitment and puts feeling (manifested by "heartache") in its place. What is, of course, so significant is that Hennessy installs such sentimentality as the ultimate layer of her Marxism in the name of Marxism itself. This is what makes the work of bourgeois writers like Zizek, Smith, Sprinker and Hennessy effective and welcome in the academy and the culture industry: they do not (like regular right-wingers) attack Marxism but they reduce its explanatory power and its revolutionary force by substituting spontaneity for revolutionary praxis. For these writers social transformation is the effect not of revolutionary praxis but of a spontaneous and emotionally intense exchange between two kindred "spirits." It is the spirit that moves the world. What in Hennessy is presented as Marxism or feminism turns out to be a souped-up version of the old bourgeois cultural feminism which, running away from revolution, retreats once again into community, spontaneity, affectivity, and above all the autonomous subject who gives and receives love above and beyond all social and economic processes. One of the ways such writers hollow out Marxism of its Marxism and produce a Marxism beyond Marxism is by their overt acknowledgement of the way Marxism is treated in the bourgeois culture industry. Hennessy, for example, writes that Marxism in English Departments (the trope of the culture industry) is both "courted and tamed" (2). In other words, by announcing her awareness of the way that Marxism is tamed, she hopes to inoculate herself from the charge that she is doing so. The message the reader is supposed to get is this: because she knows Marxism is always being "tamed," she herself would never do that. Under cover of this ideological self-inoculation, Hennessy then goes on to produce her "tamed" version of Marxism that is only metaphorically "marxist" because it is void of all the concepts and practices that make Marxism Marxism. My larger point is of course that the most effective writings for the ruling class are located in the middle register, in that register of writing usually praised as lucid, clear, jargon-free and above all "readable." Zizek is abstract; Hennessy is concrete. This is another way of saying that the work of Hennessy and other such "tamers" of Marxism is always a work of synthesis and consolidation—they make concrete the work of high theory: it is for this reason that their work forms the very center of the culture industry. Finally, to be clear, the question here is not to play a game of determining the "good" from the "bad" Marxism. What is good Marxism—what is effective in overcoming inequality—is determined by history itself. The question is whether what is being done actualizes the historical 
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potential made possible by the development of the forces of production and thus brings about change in the existing social relations of production (overcomes class inequality) or whether it plays within the existing actuality and thus turns the limits of the actually existing into the very limits of reality as such. And in doing so, reifies the present social relations of production. Flexodox Marxists like Hennessy accept the proposition that capitalism is here to stay and thus reject as "impractical" any pressure put on the external supports of capitalism (capital and labor relations) and then work within capitalism—on the basis of community and emotional intensity—to make its ongoing process of the exploitation of the labor of the world's workers more "humane" and tolerable. Capitalism is, according to Hennessy's soap-operatic leftism, something that one should always keep in mind but not seriously consider overthrowing. She is too cynical to take even her own views seriously: "This means that eliminating the social structures of exploitation that capitalism absolutely requires and so violently enacts at the expense of human needs must be on the political agenda, at the every least as the horizon that sets the terms for imagining change" (232). Capitalist exploitation is a heuristic consideration not a revolutionary imperative. Beyond the theatrical moves of the bourgeois left, however, Orthodox Marxism is emerging as the only understanding of the new global formations that lead to transformative praxis. Orthodox Marxism has become impossible to ignore because the objective possibility of transforming the regime of wage-labor into a system in which the priority is not profit but meeting the needs of all is confronted as a daily actuality. The flexodox left turns the emergent class struggles into self-enclosed struggles for symbolic power so to represent class hegemony in the relations of production as capable of being changed through cross-class "coalitions" when in fact exploitation is everywhere in the world maintained by such coalitions which are loosing their legitimacy and breaking apart under the weight of their own contradictions precisely because the class divide is growing under their rule and beyond their borders. Orthodox Marxism demonstrates that the productive forces of capitalism have reached tremendous levels and have the ability to feed, clothe, and house the world many times over but are fettered by capitalism's existing social relations: its fundamental drive to privately consume the social resources of collective labor. That the left today has, in dramatic fashion, been forced to return (if only rhetorically) to Orthodox Marxism marks the fact that the struggle to transform capitalism has reached a stage of development that necessitates a systemic theoretical basis for revolutionary praxis. The hegemonic left now wants to incorporate Orthodox Marxism into its dogmatic coalitional logic as a discourse which depends for its identity on "class" as "real": which is a code for the "lived experience" or the transcendental ineffable politics (Lacan) of class as an outside inferred from the inside (the side of subjective "values") and as such held to be unavailable for positive knowing. Which is another way of saying that class is a matter of "persuasion" and "seduction" rather than production. What the resulting flexodox marxism cannot explain therefore is that class is not a matter of what this or that proletarian or even the proletariat as a whole pictures as its goal. It is a matter of what the proletariat is in actuality and what, in accordance with this being, it will historically be compelled to do (Marx-Engels Reader 135). Orthodox Marxism does not consist of raising "class" as a dogmatic banner of the "real," but in the critique of false consciousness that divides the workers by occulting their collective interest by shifting the focus from their position in social production, their material antagonism with the capitalist class. "Class as real" (a spectral agency) cannot explain, and therefore cannot engage in, the material process through which capitalism, by its very own laws of motion, produces its own "gravedigger" in the global proletariat. What the flexodox return to and hollowing out of the concepts of Orthodox Marxism proves, among other things, is that "the ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas" (Marx and Engels,The German Ideology 67) and history progresses despite this ideological hegemony through the agency of labor. In short—"The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles." Four Without Revolutionary Theory There Can Be No Revolutionary Movement Orthodox Marxism has become a test-case of the "radical" today. Yet, what passes for orthodoxy on the left—whether like Smith and Zizek they claim to support it, or, like Butler and Rorty they want to "achieve our country" by excluding it from "U.S. Intellectual life" ("On Left Conservatism"), is a parody of orthodoxy which hybridizes its central concepts and renders them into flexodox simulations. Yet, even in its very textuality, however, the orthodox is a resistance to the flexodox. Contrary to the common-sensical view of "orthodox" as "traditional" or "conformist" "opinions," is its other meaning: ortho-doxy not as flexodox "hybridity," but as "original" "ideas." "Original," not in the sense of epistemic "event," "authorial" originality and so forth, but, as in chemistry, in its opposition to "para," "meta," "post" and other ludic hybridities: thus "ortho" as resistance to the annotations that mystify the original ideas of Marxism and hybridize it for the "special interests" of various groups. The "original" ideas of Marxism are inseparable from their effect as "demystification" of ideology—for example the deployment of "class" that allows a demystification of daily life from the haze of consumption. Class is thus an "original idea" of Marxism in the sense that it cuts through the hype of cultural agency under capitalism and reveals how culture and consumption are tied to labor, the everyday determined by the workday: how the amount of time workers spend engaging in surplus-labor determines the amount of time they get for reproducing and cultivating their needs. Without changing this division of labor social change is impossible. Orthodoxy is a rejection of the ideological annotations: hence, on the one hand, the resistance to orthodoxy as "rigid" and "dogmatic" "determinism," and, on the other, its hybridization 
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by the flexodox as the result of which it has become almost impossible today to read the original ideas of Marxism, such as "exploitation"; "surplus-value"; "class"; "class antagonism"; "class struggle"; "revolution"; "science" (i.e., objective knowledge); "ideology" (as "false consciousness"). Yet, it is these ideas alone that clarify the elemental truths through which theory ceases to be a gray activism of tropes, desire and affect, and becomes, instead, a red, revolutionary guide to praxis for a new society freed from exploitation and injustice. Marx's original scientific discovery was his labor theory of value. Marx's labor theory of value is an elemental truth of Orthodox Marxism that is rejected by the flexodox left as the central dogmatism of a "totalitarian" Marxism. It is only Marx's labor theory of value, however, that exposes the mystification of the wages system that disguises exploitation as a "fair exchange" between capital and labor and reveals the truth about this relation as one of exploitation. Only Orthodox Marxism explains how what the workers sell to the capitalist is not labor, a commodity like any other whose price is determined by fluctuations in supply and demand, but their labor-power—their ability to labor in a system which has systematically "freed" them from the means of production so they are forced to work or starve—whose value is determined by the amount of time socially necessary to reproduce it daily. The value of labor-power is equivalent to the value of wages workers consume daily in the form of commodities that keep them alive to be exploited tomorrow. Given the technical composition of production today this amount of time is a slight fraction of the workday the majority of which workers spend producing surplus-value over and above their needs. The surplus-value is what is pocketed by the capitalists in the form of profit when the commodities are sold. Class is the antagonistic division thus established between the exploited and their exploiters. Without Marx's labor theory of value one could only contest the after effects of this outright theft of social labor-power rather than its cause lying in the private ownership of production. The flexodox rejection of the labor theory of value as the "dogmatic" core of a totalitarian Marxism therefore is a not so subtle rejection of the principled defense of the (scientific) knowledge workers need for their emancipation from exploitation because only the labor theory of value exposes the opportunism of knowledges (ideology) that occult this exploitation. Without the labor theory of value socialism would only be a moral dogma that appeals to the sentiments of "fairness" and "equality" for a "just" distribution of the social wealth that does the work of capital by naturalizing the exploitation of labor under capitalism giving it an acceptable "human face." It is only Orthodox Marxism that explains socialism as an historical inevitability that is tied to the development of social production itself and its requirements. Orthodox Marxism makes socialism scientific because it explains how in the capitalist system, based on the private consumption of labor-power (competition), the objective tendency is to reduce the amount of time labor spends in reproducing itself (necessary labor) while expanding the amount of time labor is engaged in producing surplus-value (surplus-labor) for the capitalist through the introduction of machinery into the production process by the capitalists themselves to lower their own labor costs. Because of the competitive drive for profits under capitalism it is historically inevitable that a point is reached when the technical mastery—the amount of time socially necessary on average to meet the needs of society through the processing of natural resources—is such that the conditions of the workers worsen relative to the owners and becomes an unbearable global social contradiction in the midst of the ever greater mass of wealth produced. It is therefore just as inevitable that at such a moment it obviously makes more sense to socialize production and meet the needs of all to avoid the explosive social conflicts perpetually generated by private property than to maintain the system at the risk of total social collapse on a world scale. "Socialism or barbarism" (Luxemburg) is the inevitable choice faced by humanity because of capitalism. Either maintain private property and the exploitation of labor in production, in which case more and more social resources will go into policing the growingly desperate surplus-population generated by the technical efficiency of social production, or socialize production and inaugurate a society whose founding principle is "from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs" (Marx, Critique of the Gotha Program, Selected Works, 325) and "in which the free development of each is the condition for the free development of all" (Manifesto of the Communist Party, Selected Works, 53). The time has come to state it clearly so that even the flexodox opportunists may grasp it: Orthodox Marxism is not a free-floating "language-game" or "meta-narrative" for arbitrarily constructing local utopian communities or spectral activist inversions of ideology meant to seduce "desire" and "mobilize" (glorify) subjectivity—it is an absolute prerequisite for our emancipation from exploitation and a new society freed from necessity! Orthodox Marxism is the only global theory of social change. Only Orthodox Marxism has explained why under the system of wage-labor and capital communism is not "an ideal to which reality will have to adjust itself" but "the real movement which abolishes the present state of things" (The German Ideology 57) because of its objective explanation of and ceaseless commitment to "the self-conscious, independent movement of the immense majority, in the interest of the immense majority" (Manifesto of the Communist Party,Selected Works, 45) to end social inequality forever.
1NC vs China Securitization Affirmative
Capitalism is the basis of American expansionism and Security logic—your attempt to change the mindset of the United States only scratches the surface—True reform of our relationship with China can only be obtained by eliminating the capitalism at its root
Foster 06 (John B Foster is a prof Sociology at UofO, June 2006, gd, http://www.dawodu.com/foster1.htm)
A Grand Strategy of Enlargement Despite the rapidly evolving strategic context and the shift to a more naked imperialism in recent years, there is a consistency in U.S. imperial grand strategy, which derives from the broad agreement at the very top of the U.S. power structure that the United States should seek “global supremacy,” as President Jimmy Carter’s former National Security Advisor, Zbigniew Brzezinski put it.20 The Council on Foreign Relations’ 2006 report on More Than Humanitarianism, which supports the enlargement of U.S. grand strategy to take in Africa, was cochaired by Anthony Lake, National Security Advisor to Clinton from 1993–1997 and Christine Todd Whitman, former head of the Environmental Protection Agency under Bush. As Clinton’s National Security Advisor, Lake played a leading role in defining the U.S. grand strategy in the Clinton administration. In a speech entitled “From Containment to Enlargement,” delivered to the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University on September 21, 2003, he declared that with the collapse of the Soviet Union the United States was the world’s “dominant power...we have the world’s strongest military, its largest economy and its most dynamic, multiethnic society....We contained a global threat to market democracies; now we should seek to enlarge, their reach. The successor to a doctrine of containment must be a strategy of enlargement.” Translated this meant an expansion of the sphere of world capitalism under the U.S. military-strategic umbrella. The chief enemies of this new world order were characterized by Lake as the “backlash states,” especially Iraq and Iran. Lake’s insistence, in the early Clinton era, on a grand “strategy of enlargement” for the United States is being realized today in the enlargement of the U.S. military role not only in Central Asia and the Middle East, but also in Africa.21 U.S. imperial grand strategy is less a product of policies generated in Washington by this or that wing of the ruling class, than an inevitable result of the power position that U.S. capitalism finds itself in at the commencement of the twenty-first century. U.S. economic strength (along with that of its closest allies) has been ebbing fairly steadily. The great powers are not likely to stand in the same relation to each other economically two decades hence. At the same time U.S. world military power has increased relatively with the demise of the Soviet Union. The United States now accounts for about half of all of the world’s military spending—a proportion two or more times its share of world output. The goal of the new U.S. imperial grand strategy is to use this unprecedented military strength to preempt emerging historical forces by creating a sphere of full-spectrum dominance so vast, now encompassing every continent, that no potential rivals will be able to challenge the United States decades down the line. This is a war against the peoples of the periphery of the capitalist world and for the expansion of world capitalism, particularly U.S. capitalism. But it is also a war to secure a “New American Century” in which third world nations are viewed as “strategic assets” within a larger global geopolitical struggle The lessons of history are clear: attempts to gain world dominance by military means, though inevitable under capitalism, are destined to fail and can only lead to new and greater wars. It is the responsibility of those committed to world peace to resist the new U.S. imperial grand strategy by calling into question imperialism and its economic taproot: capitalism itself.

1NC vs China 2/

Your plan may solve some social ills, but it fails to create change for the long term. Instead, it just convinces people that problems are solved, when they really aren’t. Less is more.
The Red Critique 05 (The red Critique is a communist journal, spring 2005, gd, http://redcritique.org/WinterSpring2005/leftpopulisms.htm)
The (not so new) Left has laid the groundwork for a radical shift to the right by abandoning systemic class politics for the idol of fragmented "new social movements". Having rendered all issues separate issues, the new social movements "cover" the issues—the differences of racism, sexism, homophobia, etc.—by adding together, or "articulating", all the different pieces. In other words, not only is the left obsessed with differences of race, gender, sexuality, ability. . .within the working class, but it has no coherent theory of differences. What do racism, sexism, homophobia have to do with each other? What do they have to do with exploitation? Nothing, as far as the Left is concerned. This is because it sees class as status—a surface (market) difference like all others rather than the structure of exploitation underlying all differences. Not surprisingly, the Left's "new social movements" have served capital more than anyone else, since having rendered workers a series of status groups with no underlying connection, capital can readily recruit the different groups to its "cause" as it needs them. It can also just as easily dissolve the differences when it requires national "unity" to support its wars. Class as status is the logic behind the workers in imperialist nations aligning—more or less consciously—with the bourgeoisie of their country, riding the coattails of whatever is the latest attack on the least powerful workers of the world, and remaining desperate for the crumbs the owners throw them. * l for the processing of students. At the same time, through its embrace of populism, it actively helps the university administrations to do exactly that. The de-education of students is most energetically carried out in the public universities where most students are from working class families and have very limited access to elite pedagogies of small classes and individual attention. The specific target of assembly-line classes are all and any courses in critique, critical reading of cultural texts, and theoretical and conceptual analysis. The underlying assumption is that students who attend public universities do not need such intellectual skills because they are not going to be in positions of serious decision making. The reality that university administrators act on this cultural (un)consciousness is not surprising: they are part of the state oligarchy. What is revealing about the U.S. Left is that the left academics that are in administrative positions not only support such views but offer commonsensical "reasons" to justify the de-education of working class students.

THUS, THE ALTERNATIVE: to vote negative to reject the affirmative’s reformist flexodoxy, embracing orthodox Marxism.

Your attempt at kritikal change doesn’t address the root cause—capitalism. It’s the root cause of social ill, and your attempts to solve it WITHOUT orthodox revolution only perpetuate the problem
Red Critique 01, (The red critique is a communist journal, spring 2001, gd, http://www.redcritique.org/spring2001/orthodox_marxism.htm)


The inaugural issue of The Red Critique is devoted to "Orthodox Marxism and the Contemporary." The essays explore "Orthodox Marxism" and its implications for the contemporary situation. But the environment of intelligibility in contemporary theory and politics is so deeply influenced by neoliberal propaganda and market populism that a heavy layer of interpretative smugness in the culture industry and the academy smothers any rigorous discussion of Marxist political theory and substitutes for Marxism a floating radicalism. In this climate of intelligibility the immediate response of the reformist left to "orthodox" Marxism is that of a reflexive cringing and backing away: bourgeois pluralism crumbles and shows itself for what it has always been—monolism without mercy. The implied position here is that the floating left is too heterodox (too complicating) to have any use for orthodoxy. To all the heterodox subjects of the post- we say: There is nothing more heterodox than to be orthodox in the age of heterodoxy. Complicate this! In This Issue: "Globalization" has sharpened the economic contradictions and devastating inequalities of wage-labor. It has also produced theoretical and political crisis on the left since the postmarxist theories (from feminism, to poststructuralism, to cultural studies) which have produced "left" justifications for capitalism can no longer do so without losing their own political credibility—which is to say becoming useless to capitalism which has funded them and supported them. The "left" has justified monopoly capitalism in its global phase by diverting attention away from relations of labor and capital and instead putting the focus on "human rights," "multiculturalism," localist cultural reforms of various kinds, and by intensifying its reification of the 
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individual and her/his desires and consuming passions. Now, after decades of denying the significance of Marxism to struggles against inequality, the liberal-left is anxious to declare a "return" to Marx and to Marxism (usually as "marxism") in order to prove its own practical relevance to addressing the (class) contradictions of transnational capitalism. Yet it is a very strange "Marxism" that is currently being activated by the liberal-left: On the one hand (for example, in the work of writers from Zizek to Paul Smith and in left journals such as Rethinking Marxism and New Left Review), what is put forward is a (flexodox) "Marxism" emptied of the explanatory force of its red concepts of exploitation, labor, need, production, revolution (and which now even rejects as "capitalocentric" any englobing—that is, systematic and non-dispersionist—analysis of capitalism). On the other hand (as what is often opposed to liberal, hybridizing flexodoxy but in fact forms its "popular" flank), is a vapid leftism, which, while it appropriates the concepts of Orthodox Marxism, accommodates the political needs of the ruling class by valorizing the "spontaneous" "agency" of "the people" as the only mode of "authentic" resistance. "Spontaneity"—which forms the undergirding structure of bourgeois "radicalism" that displaces organized class conscious actions with (fragmentary) "rebellions" against the existing—is of course the means by which the ruling class attempts to discredit Orthodox Marxism's insistence on the formative role and unyielding organizational necessity of the international proletarian vanguard party in the development of united and coherent class struggle praxis across national boundaries. In its analytical evacuation of the concepts of Orthodox Marxism as well as in its valorization of "spontaneity," the "new" flexodoxy thus repeats the opportunistic revisionism long ago critiqued by Lenin as the ("democratic") arm of the bourgeoisie in the world socialist movement that blocks the emergence of struggles for any "total" change. In short, the aim of this left opportunism remains today as yesterday in the substitution of "reforms" (local political and cultural changes which mask the integral and total dynamics of economic exploitation in production) for world-revolution. Finally, the depth of theoretical crisis on the left might be measured by its desperate embracing of Spinoza as an exemplary "materialist"! Contesting the various shapes that this updated reformism is taking—from providing a detailed mapping of the new "marxist" flexodoxy in philosophy and cultural theory, to critiquing theories of "post-work," "emotional labor," and the "transnational left," to articulating a "red internationalism" which demonstrates how globality functions as a reflex of the labor relations of monopoly capital, to elaborating the place of (Marxist-Leninist) theory in transformative struggles—the essays provide a close critique-al engagement with the dominant moves of the reformist left to repackage its political accommodationism and populist sentimentalism as a "cutting edge" politics for transnational capitalism. In opposition to left accommodationism and opportunism in all its forms, The Red Critique argues 

that what is needed now in the struggle for social emancipation from capitalist exploitation and all modes of oppression are not the hybrid "marxisms" of post-ality (which are alibis of capitalist "radical democracy") but the Orthodox Marxism of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Trotsky and Luxemburg. In short, what is needed is the revolutionary Marxism capable of explaining class and its material conditions of production, which determine whether society is organized for the profit of some or for freedom from necessity for all. Without knowledge of class—that is, without knowledge of the social relations of production which allow some to privately own the means of production and material resources of society and, thus, have command over the surplus-labor of others while the vast majority have only their own labor to sell to survive and are exploited—the revolutionary praxis that can emancipate all people from economic exploitation is not possible. This is because emancipation from exploitation and meeting collective need requires public ownership and control over the material resources of society (of the means of production) and, thus, it requires knowledge that can explain existing relations of production and serve as a guide for praxis to transform them. Thus in the contemporary historical fights over Marxism which form a central part of the class struggle today, The Red Critique takes the partisan position (following Lenin) that "without revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary movement." It further argues that only Orthodox Marxism provides the revolutionary theoretical understandings capable of educating and guiding vanguard fighters of the proletariat in internationalist praxis to overthrow capitalist private property for profit and found a new socialist society based on meeting the collective needs of all people globally.

A/2 Perm
They say perm, but extend the Red Critique alt.  The perm reinforces capitalism:
1.     The perm shuts out a discussion of political theory and class consciousness.  Marxist theory is key to producing a movement of anticapitalists.  Even if they can win that their movement is anticapitalist, they justify capitalist philosophies.

2.     The perm is flexodox.  Flexodoxy sustains capitalism because it uses micropolitics and spontaneous change as an authentic form of resistence.  This displaces class consciousness and supports fractured rebellions: less is more.

3.     The perm is reformist.  In order to do the aff, they leave the USFG and plan in place, which means a revolution against all forms of capitalism is impossible.  Also, this convinces anticapitalists that they have solved capitalism, sapping the strength of the movement.  All attempts to reform capitalism are coopted. 
Only a revolutionary alternative can present a solution.  The impact is barbarism in the best case, extinction in the worst.

Mészáros 1 (István, Hungarian Marxist philosopher, and Professor Emeritus at the University of Sussex. He held the Chair of Philosophy at Sussex for fifteen years and was earlier Professor of Philosophy and Social Science for four years at York University. “Socialism or Barbarism.” New York : The Monthly Review Press, 2001. Pgs 79-81)

Today the situation is qualitatively different, and for that reason Rosa Luxemburg's sentence has acquired a dramatic urgency. There are no escape routes for workable conciliatory evasions. Yet, even if it can be asserted with certainty that the historical phase of global hegemonic imperialism, too, must fail, because it is incapable of  resolving or postponing forever the system's explosive contradictions, this can promise no solution for the future. Many of the problems we have to confront - from chronic structural unemployment to the major international economic and political/military conflicts indicated above, as well as to the ever more widespread ecological destruction in evidence everywhere - require concerted action in the very near future. The timescale of  such action may be measured perhaps in a few decades, but certainly not in centuries. We are running out of time. Thus, only a radical alternative to the established mode of controlling social metabolic reproduction can offer a way out of capital's structural crisis.  Those who talk about the "third way" as the solution to our dilemma, asserting that there can be no room for the revival of a radical mass movement; either want to deceive us by cynically calling their slavish acceptance of the ruling order "the third way," or fail to realize the gravity of the situation, putting their faith in a wishfully non-conflictual positive outcome that has been promised for nearly a century but never approximated even by one inch. The uncomfortable truth of the matter is that if there is no future for a radical mass movement in our time, there can be no future for humanity itself. If I had to modify Rosa Luxemburg's dramatic words, in relation to the dangers we now face, I would add to "socialism or barbarism" this qualification: "barbarism if we are lucky." For the extermination of humanity is the ultimate concomitant of capital's destructive course of development. And the world of that third possibility, beyond the alternatives of "socialism or barbarism," would be fit only for cockroaches, which are said to be able to endure lethally high levels of nuclear radiation. This is the only rational meaning of capitals third way.  The now fully operative third and potentially deadliest phase of global hegemonic imperialism, corresponding to the profound structural crisis of the capital system as a whole on the political and military plane, leaves us no room for comfort or cause for self-assurance. Instead, it casts the darkest possible shadow on the future, in case the historical challenges facing the socialist movement fail to be successfully met in the time still within our reach. This is why the century in front of us is bound to be the century of "socialism or barbarism."
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