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***General Performance Answers***

Performance—Cede the Political Links

Faith in performance is naive and fails to reshape politics

Rothberg & Valente 97 (Molly Anne, Assoc. Prof English @ Tulane and Joseph, Assis. Prof English @ U. Ill, Feb. 1997, College Literature, v. 25, Iss. 1, “Performative chic,” proquest, KK)
The recent vogue for performativity, particularly in gender and postcolonial studies, suggests that the desire for political potency has displaced the demand for critical rigor.l Because Judith Butler bears the primary responsibility for investing performativity with its present critical cachet, her work furnishes a convenient site for exposing the flawed theoretical formulations and the hollow political claims advanced under the banner of performativity. We have undertaken this critique not solely in the interests of clarifying performativity's theoretical stakes: in our view, the appropriation of performativity for purposes to which it is completely unsuited has misdirected crucial activist energies, not only squandering resources but even endangering those naive enough to act on performativity's (false) political promise. It is reasonable to expect any practical political discourse to essay an analysis which links its proposed actions with their supposed effects, appraising the fruits of specific political labors before their seeds are sown. Only by means of such an assessment can any political program persuade us to undertake some tasks and forgo others. Butler proceeds accordingly: "The task is not whether to repeat, but how to repeat or, indeed to repeat, and through a radical proliferation of gender, to displace the very gender norms that enable repetition itself' (Gender Trouble 148). Here, at the conclusion to Gender Trouble, she makes good her promise that subjects can intervene meaningfully, politically, in the signification system which iteratively constitutes them. The political "task" we face requires that we choose "how to repeat" gender norms in such a way as to displace them. According to her final chapter, "The Politics of Parody," the way to displace gender norms is through the deliberate performance of drag as gender parody. 

Cultural studies to reaffirm popular culture practices like playing music is profoundly depoliticizing and channels resistance away from the state and cedes the political to the right.  Cultural studies is the consolation prize in the game of politics—the real winners are the right wing elites
Gitlin 97 (Todd, professor of journalism and sociology at Columbia, “The anti-political populism of cultural studies,” Dissent, Spring, proquest, KK)
From the late 1960s onward, as I have said, the insurgent energy was to be found in movements that aimed to politicize specific identities-racial minorities, women, gays. If the "collective behavior" school of once-conventional sociology had grouped movements in behalf of justice and democratic rights together with fads and fashions, cultural studies now set out to separate movements from fads, to take seriously the accounts of movement participants themselves, and thereby to restore the dignity of the movementsonly to end up, in the 1980s, linking movements with fads by finding equivalent dignity in both spheres, so that, for example, dressing like Madonna might be upgraded to an act of"resistance" equivalent to demonstrating in behalf of the right to abortion, and watching a talk show on family violence was positioned on the same plane. In this way, cultural studies extended the New Left symbiosis with popular culture. Eventually, the popular culture of marginal groups (punk, reggae, disco, feminist poetry, hip-hop) was promoted to a sort of counterstructure of feeling, and even, at the edges, a surrogate politics-a sphere of thought and sensibility thought to be insulated from the pressures of hegemonic discourse, of instrumental reason, of economic rationality, of class, gender, and sexual subordination. The other move in cultural studies was to claim that culture continued radical politics by other means. The idea was that cultural innovation was daily insinuating itself into the activity of ordinary people. Perhaps the millions had not actually been absorbed into the hegemonic sponge of mainstream popular culture. Perhaps they were freely dissenting. If "the revolution" had receded to the point of invisibility, it would be depressing to contemplate the victory of a hegemonic culture imposed by strong, virtually irresistible media. How much more reassuring to detect "resistance" saturating the pores of everyday life! In this spirit, there emerged a welter of studies purporting to discover not only the "active" participation of audiences in shaping the meaning of popular culture, but the "resistance" of those audiences to hegemonic frames of interpretation in a variety of forms-news broadcasts (Dave Morley, The `Nationwide ' Audience, 1980); romance fiction (Janice Radway, Reading the Romance, 1984); television fiction (Tamar Liebes and Elihu Katz, The Export of Meaning, 1990; Andrea Press, Women Watching Television, 1991); television in general (John Fiske, Television Culture, 1987); and many others. Thus, too, the feminist fascination with the fictions and talk shows of daytime "women's television"-in this view, the dismissal of these shows as "trivial," "banal," "soap opera," and so on, follows from the patriarchal premise that what takes place within the four walls of the home matters less than what takes place in a public sphere established (not coincidentally) for the convenience of men. Observing the immensity of the audiences for Oprah Winfrey and her legions of imitators, many in cultural studies upended the phenomenon by turning the definitions around. The largely female audiences for these shows would no longer be dismissed as distracted voyeurs, but praised as active participants in the exposure and therefore politicizing of crimes like incest, spousal abuse, and sexual molestation. These audiences would no longer be seen simply as confirming their "normality" with a safe, brief, wellbounded, vicarious acquaintanceship with deviance. They could be understood as an avant-garde social movement. Above all, in a word, cultural studies has veered into populism. Against the unabashed elitism of conventional literary and art studies, cultural studies affirms an unabashed populism in which all social activities matter, all can be understood, all contain cues to the social nature of human beings. The object of attention is certified as worthy of such not by being "the best that has been thought and said in the world" but by having been thought and said by or for "the people"-period. The popularity of popular culture is what makes it interesting-and not only as an object of study. It is the populism if not the taste of the analyst that has determined the object of attention in the first place. The sociological judgment that popular culture is important to people blurs into a critical judgment that popular culture must therefore be valuable. To use one of the buzzwords of "theory," there is a "slippage" from analysis to advocacy, defense, upward "positioning." Cultural studies often claims to have overthrown hierarchy, but what it actually does is invert it. What now certifies worthiness is the popularity of the object, not its formal qualities. If the people are on the right side, then what they like is good. This tendency in cultural studies-I think it remains the main line-lacks irony. One purports to stand four-square for the people against capitalism, and comes to echo the logic of capitalism. The consumer sovereignty touted by a capitalist society as the grandest possible means for judging merit finds a reverberation among its ostensible adversaries. Where the market flatters the individual, cultural studies flatters the group. What the group wants, buys, demands is ipso facto the voice of the people. Where once Marxists looked to factory organization as the prefiguration of "a new society in the shell of the old," today they tend to look to sovereign culture consumers. David Morley, one of the key researchers in cultural studies, and one of the most reflective, has himself deplored this tendency in recent audience studies. He maintains that to understand that "the commercial world succeeds in producing objects. . . which do connect with the lived desires of popular audiences" is "by no means necessarily to fall into the trap . . . of an uncritical celebration of popular culture." But it is not clear where to draw the line against the celebratory tendency when one is inhibited from doing so by a reluctance to criticize the cultural dispositions of the groups of which one approves. Unabashedly, the populism of cultural studies prides itself on being political. In the prevailing schools of cultural studies, to study culture is not so much to try to grasp cultural processes but to choose sides or, more subtly, to determine whether a particular cultural process belongs on the side of society's angels. An aura of hope surrounds the enterprise, the hope (even against hope) of an affirmative answer to the inevitable question: Will culture ride to the rescue of the cause of liberation? There is defiance, too, as much as hope. The discipline means to cultivate insubordination. On this view, marginalized groups in the populace continue to resist the hegemonic culture. By taking defiant popular culture seriously, one takes the defiers seriously and furthers their defiance. Cultural studies becomes "cult studs." It is charged with surveying the culture, assessing the hegemonic import of cultural practices and pinpointing their potentials for "resistance." Is this musical style or that literary form "feminist" or "authentically Latino"? The field of possibilities is frequently reduced to two: for or against the hegemonic. But the nature of that hegemony, in its turn, is usually defined tautologically: that culture is hegemonic that is promoted by "the ruling group" or "the hegemonic bloc," and by the same token, that culture is "resistant" that is affirmed by groups assumed (because of class position, gender, race, sexuality, ethnicity, and so on) to be "marginalized" or "resistant." The process of labeling is circular, since it has been predetermined whether a particular group is, in fact, hegemonic or resistant. The populism of cultural studies is fundamental to its allure, and to the political meaning its adherents find there, for cultural studies bespeaks an affirmation of popularity tout court. To say that popular culture is "worth attention" in the scholarly sense is, for cultural studies, to say something pointed: that the people who render it popular are not misguided when they do so, not fooled, not dominated, not distracted, not passive. If anything, the reverse: the premise is that popular culture is popular because and only because the people find in it channels of desire pleasure, initiative, freedom. It is this premise that gives cultural studies its aura of political engagement-or at least political consolation. To unearth reason and value, brilliance and energy in popular culture is to affirm that the people have not been defeated. The cultural student, singing their songs, analyzing their lyrics, at the same time sings their praises. However unfavorable the balance of political forces, people succeed in living lives of vigorous resistance! Are the communities of African-Americans or AfroCaribbeans suffering? Well, they have rap! (Leave aside the question of whether all of them want rap.) The right may have taken possession of 10 Downing Street, the White House, and Congress-and as a result of elections, embarrassingly enough!-but at least one is engage in cultural studies. Consolation: here is an explanation for the rise of academic cultural studies during precisely the years when the right has held political and economic power longer and more consistently than at any other time in more than a half century. Now, in effect, "the cultural is political," and more, it is regarded as central to the control of political and economic resources. The control of popular culture is held to have become decisive in the fate of contemporary societies-or at least it is the sphere in which opposition can find footing, find breathing space, rally the powerless, defy the grip of the dominant ideas, isolate the powers that be, and prepare for a "war of position" against their dwindling ramparts. On this view, to dwell on the centrality of popular culture is more than an academic's way of filling her hours; it is a useful certification of the people and their projects. To put it more neutrally, the political aura of cultural studies is supported by something like a "false consciousness" premise: the analytical assumption that what holds the ruling groups in power is their capacity to muffle, deform, paralyze, or destroy contrary tendencies of an emotional or ideological nature. By the same token, if there is to be a significant "opposition," it must first find a base in popular culture-and first also turns out to be second, third, and fourth, since popular culture is so much more accessible, so much more porous, so much more changeable than the economic and political order. With time, what began as compensation hardened-became institutionalized-into a tradition. Younger scholars gravitated to cultural studies because it was to them incontestable that culture was politics. To do cultural studies, especially in connection with identity politics, was the politics they knew. The contrast with the rest of the West is illuminating. In varying degrees, left-wing intellectuals in France, Italy, Scandinavia, Germany, Spain and elsewhere retain energizing attachments to Social Democratic, Green, and other left-wing parties. There, the association of culture with excellence and traditional elites remains strong. But in the Anglo-American world, including Australia, these conditions scarcely obtain. Here, in a discouraging time, popular culture emerges as a consolation prize. (The same happened in Latin America, with the decline of left-wing hopes.) The sting fades from the fragmentation of the organized left, the metastasis of murderous nationalism, the twilight of socialist dreams virtually everywhere. Class inequality may have soared, ruthless individualism may have intensified, the conditions of life for the poor may have worsened, racial tensions may have mounted, unions and social democratic parties may have weakened or reached an impasse, but never mind. Attend to popular culture, study it with sympathy, and one need not dwell on unpleasant realities. One need not be unduly vexed by electoral defeats. One need not be preoccupied by the ways in which the political culture's center of gravity has moved rightward-or rather, one can put this down to the iron grip of the established media institutions. One need not even be rigorous about what one opposes and what one proposes in its place. Is capitalism the trouble? Is it the particular form of capitalism practiced by multinational corporations in a deregulatory era? Is it patriarchy (and is that the proper term for a society that has seen an upheaval in relations between women and men in the course of a half-century)? Racism? Antidemocracy? Practitioners of cultural studies, like the rest of the academic left, are frequently elusive. Speaking cavalierly of "opposition" and "resistance" permits-rather, cultivates-a certain sloppiness of thinking, making it possible to remain "left" without having to face the most difficult questions of political selfdefinition. The situation of cultural studies conforms to the contours of our political moment. It confirms-and reinforces-the current paralysis: the incapacity of social movements and dissonant sensibilities to imagine effective forms of public engagement. It substitutes an obsession with popular culture for coherent economic-political thought or a connection with mobilizable populations outside the academy and across identity lines. One must underscore that this is not simply because of cultural studies' default. The default is an effect more than a cause. It has its reasons. The odds are indeed stacked against serious forward motion in conventional politics. Political power is not only beyond reach, but functional majorities disdain it, finding the government and all its works contemptible. Few of the central problems of contemporary civilization are seriously contested within the narrow band of conventional discourse. Unconventional politics, such as it is, is mostly fragmented and self-contained along lines of racial, gender, and sexual identities. One cannot say that cultural studies diverts energy from a vigorous politics that is already in force. Still, insofar as cultural studies makes claims for itself as an insurgent politics, the field is presumptuous and misleading. Its attempt to legitimize the ecstasies of the moment confirms the collective withdrawal from democratic hope. Seeking to find political energies in audiences who function as audiences, rather than in citizens functioning as citizens, the dominant current in cultural studies is pressed willy-nilly toward an uncritical celebration of technological progress. It offers no resistance to the primacy of visual and nonlinear culture over the literary and linear. To the contrary: it embraces technological innovation as soon as the latest developments prove popular. It embraces the sufficiency of markets; its main idea of the intellect's democratic commitment is to flatter the audience. Is there a chance of a modest redemption? Perhaps, if we imagine a harder headed, less wishful cultural studies, free of the burden of imagining itself to be a political practice. A chastened, realistic cultural studies would divest itself of political pretensions. It would not claim to be politics. It would not mistake the academy for the larger society. It would be less romantic about the world-and about itself. Rigorous practitioners of cultural studies should be more curious about the world that remains to be researchedand changed. We would learn more about politics, economy, and society, and in the process, appreciate better what culture, and cultural study, do not accomplish. If we wish to do politics, let us organize groups, coalitions, demonstrations, lobbies, whatever; let us do politics. Let us not think that our academic work is already that. 

Perfomance—Cap K links

Race oppression is used by capital to ideologically justify economic exploitation.
Young 6 (Robert Young worked in the website development and optimization industry since 2002, Rob is an expert internet guru. His experience has ranged from account management, to content writing, to design, to marketing, to coaching management, and website ownership, Red Critique, “Putting Materialism Back into Race Theory,” Winter/Spring, 2006 http://www.redcritique.org/WinterSpring2006/puttingmaterialismbackintoracetheory.htm) KK
This essay advances a materialist theory of race. In my view, race oppression dialectically intersects with the exploitative logic of advanced capitalism, a regime which deploys race in the interest of surplus accumulation. Thus, race operates at the (economic) base and therefore produces cultural and ideological effects at the superstructure; in turn, these effects—in very historically specific way—interact with and ideologically justify the operations at the economic base [1]. In a sense then, race encodes the totality of contemporary capitalist social relations, which is why race cuts across a range of seemingly disparate social sites in contemporary US society. For instance, one can mark race difference and its discriminatory effects in such diverse sites as health care, housing/real estate, education, law, job market, and many other social sites. However, unlike many commentators who engage race matters, I do not isolate these social sites and view race as a local problem, which would lead to reformist measures along the lines of either legal reform or a cultural-ideological battle to win the hearts and minds of people and thus keep the existing socio-economic arrangements intact; instead, I foreground the relationality of these sites within the exchange mechanism of multinational capitalism. Consequently, I believe, the eradication of race oppression also requires a totalizing political project: the transformation of existing capitalism—a system which produces difference (the racial/gender division of labor) and accompanying ideological narratives that justify the resulting social inequality. Hence, my project articulates a transformative theory of race—a theory that reclaims revolutionary class politics in the interests of contributing toward a post-racist society. In other words, the transformation from actually existing capitalism into socialism constitutes the condition of possibility for a post-racist society—a society free from racial and all other forms of oppression. By freedom, I do not simply mean a legal or cultural articulation of individual rights as proposed by bourgeois race theorists. Instead, I theorize freedom as a material effect of emancipated economic forms. I foreground my (materialist) understanding of race as a way to contest contemporary accounts of race, which erase any determinate connection to economics. For instance, humanism and poststructuralism represent two dominant views on race in the contemporary academy. Even though they articulate very different theoretical positions, they produce similar ideological effects: the suppression of economics. They collude in redirecting attention away from the logic of capitalist exploitation and point us to the cultural questions of sameness (humanism) or difference (poststructuralism). In developing my project, I critique the ideological assumptions of some exemplary instances of humanist and poststructuralist accounts of race, especially those accounts that also attempt to displace Marxism, and, in doing so, I foreground the historically determinate link between race and exploitation. It is this link that forms the core of what I am calling a transformative theory of race. The transformation of race from a sign of exploitation to one of democratic multiculturalism, ultimately, requires the transformation of capitalism. 

A focus on whiteness or cultural identity discourses trades off with the material oppression that capitalism has caused to produce racism.

Koshy 1 (Susan Koshy, assistant professor in the Asian American Studies Department at the University of California, “Morphing Race into Ethnicity: Asian Americans and Critical Transformations of Whiteness”, Duke University Press, Project Muse) KK
Whiteness studies has focused primarily on the historical emergence of liminal European groups (the Irish and southern and eastern Europeans) [End Page 153] as whites over the last century and a half and on the mutually constitutive nature of whiteness and blackness in the construction of American national identity. Central to the project of whiteness studies in both areas has been the effort to reveal the status of whiteness as an unmarked marker and to expose its historical contingency as a racial category.1 Other minority groups have figured only tangentially in the historiography and sociology of whiteness, thereby entrenching the black-white binary as the defining paradigm of racial formation in the United States. This essay focuses on how Asian Americans produced, and were in turn produced by, whiteness frameworks of the U.S. legal system. In doing so, it opens up a new area of investigation in whiteness studies and critiques the reliance on a black-white model of race relations, which has obscured the complex reconfigurations of racial politics over the last century. Furthermore, the theoretical simplifications of the black-white binary have impeded the articulation of strategies adequate to confronting the significant racial and class-based realignments of the post–civil rights era. These recent shifts have enabled the reconstitution of white privilege as color-blind meritocracy through the consent of new immigrant groups and model minorities, and have legitimized the retrenchment of civil rights gains in the name of the new global economy. The rearticulation of whiteness in the era of global capitalism highlights another important paradigmatic constraint within whiteness studies, namely, the reliance on the analytic framework of the nation-state for understanding the shifting meanings of whiteness. But the erosion of civil rights gains cannot be fully understood apart from the emergence of a global economy under U.S. geopolitical supremacy in the 1970s, a connection that seems to have been largely overlooked so far. Studies of whiteness that are limited to a nation-state model are unable to address the ways in which global capital has used, modified, and infiltrated racial meanings in the contemporary context. No materialist analysis of racial formation can afford to ignore the implications of the transatlantic and transpacific integration of capital circuits [End Page 154] during what Marxist critics have identified as the fourth epochal stage of capitalism, in the progression from mercantile to industrial to monopoly to global capitalism. Asian Americans (of whom approximately 65 percent are foreign-born) have been a crucial conduit for and a site of the reconfiguration of racial identities. By offering a Foucauldian analysis of the productivity of whiteness in shaping the meanings of Asian American identities and in creating stratifications within the Asian American grouping and across minority groups, I hope to foreground the need for developing conceptions of agency that account for complicity and resistance within this intermediary racial group. 

Focus on Discourse Bad
A focus on discourse is an abandonment of real change – we must use a materialist focus to solve oppression

Cloud 1 (Dana L. Cloud, Associate Professor, Communication Studies UT Austin, “The Affirmative Masquerade,” American Communication Journal, Volume 4, Issue 3, Spring, http://www.acjournal.org/holdings/vol4/iss3/special/cloud.htm) KK
At the very least, however, it is clear that poststructuralist discourse theories have left behind some of historical materialism’s most valuable conceptual tools for any theoretical and critical practice that aims at informing practical, oppositional political activity on behalf of historically exploited and oppressed groups. As Nancy Hartsock (1983, 1999) and many others have argued (see Ebert 1996; Stabile, 1997; Triece, 2000; Wood, 1999), we need to retain concepts such as standpoint epistemology (wherein truth standards are not absolute or universal but arise from the scholar’s alignment with the perspectives of particular classes and groups) and fundamental, class-based interests (as opposed to understanding class as just another discursively-produced identity). We need extra-discursive reality checks on ideological mystification and economic contextualization of discursive phenomena. Most importantly, critical scholars bear the obligation to explain the origins and causes of exploitation and oppression in order better to inform the fight against them. In poststructuralist discourse theory, the "retreat from class" (Wood, 1999) expresses an unwarranted pessimism about what can be accomplished in late capitalism with regard to understanding and transforming system and structure at the level of the economy and the state. It substitutes meager cultural freedoms for macro-level social transformation even as millions of people around the world feel the global reach of capitalism more deeply than ever before. At the core of the issue is a debate across the humanities and social sciences with regard to whether we live in a "new economy," an allegedly postmodern, information-driven historical moment in which, it is argued, organized mass movements are no longer effective in making material demands of system and structure (Melucci, 1996). In suggesting that global capitalism has so innovated its strategies that there is no alternative to its discipline, arguments proclaiming "a new economy" risk inaccuracy, pessimism, and conservatism (see Cloud, in press). While a thoroughgoing summary is beyond the scope of this essay, there is a great deal of evidence against claims that capitalism has entered a new phase of extraordinary innovation, reach, and scope (see Hirst and Thompson, 1999). Furthermore, both class polarization (see Mishel, Bernstein, and Schmitt, 2001) and the ideological and management strategies that contain class antagonism (see Cloud, 1998; Parker and Slaughter, 1994) still resemble their pre-postmodern counterparts. A recent report of the Economic Policy Institute concludes that in the 1990s, inequality between rich and poor in the U.S. (as well as around the world) continued to grow, in a context of rising worker productivity, a longer work week for most ordinary Americans, and continued high poverty rates. Even as the real wage of the median CEO rose nearly 63 percent from 1989, to 1999, more than one in four U.S. workers lives at or below the poverty level. Among these workers, women are disproportionately represented, as are Black and Latino workers. (Notably, unionized workers earn nearly thirty percent more, on average, than non-unionized workers.) Meanwhile, Disney workers sewing t-shirts and other merchandise in Haiti earn 28 cents an hour. Disney CEO Michael Eisner made nearly six hundred million dollars in 1999--451,000 times the wage of the workers under his employ (Roesch, 1999). According to United Nations and World Bank sources, several trans-national corporations have assets larger than several countries combined. Sub-Saharan Africa and the Russian Federation have seen sharp economic decline, while assets of the world’s top three billionaires exceed the GNP of all of the least-developed countries and their combined population of 600 million people (Shawki and D’Amato, 2000, pp. 7-8). In this context of a real (and clearly bipolar) class divide in late capitalist society, the postmodern party is a masquerade ball, in which theories claiming to offer ways toward emancipation and progressive critical practice in fact encourage scholars and/as activists to abandon any commitment to crafting oppositional political blocs with instrumental and perhaps revolutionary potential. Instead, on their arguments, we must recognize agency as an illusion of humanism and settle for playing with our identities in a mood of irony, excess, and profound skepticism. Marx and Engels’ critique of the Young Hegelians applies equally well to the postmodern discursive turn: "They are only fighting against phrases. They forget, however, that to these phrases they themselves are only opposing other phrases, and that they are in no way combating the real existing world when they are merely combating the phrases of this world" (1976/1932, p. 41). Of course, the study of "phrases" is important to the project of materialist critique in the field of rhetoric. The point, though, is to explain the connections between phrases on the one hand and economic interests and systems of oppression and exploitation on the other. Marxist ideology critique, understands that classes, motivated by class interest, produce rhetorics wittingly and unwittingly, successfully and unsuccessfully. Those rhetorics are strategically adapted to context and audience. Yet Marxist theory is not naive in its understanding of intention or individual agency. Challenging individualist humanism, Marxist ideology critics regard people as "products of circumstances" (and changed people as products of changed circumstances; Marx, 1972b/1888, p. 144). Within this understanding, Marxist ideology critics can describe and evaluate cultural discourses such as that of racism or sexism as strategic and complex expressions of both their moment in history and of their class basis. Further, this mode of critique seeks to explain both why and how social reality is fundamentally, systematically oppressive and exploitative, exploring not only the surface of discourses but also their often-complex and multi-vocal motivations and consequences. As Burke (1969/1950) notes, Marxism is both a method of rhetorical criticism and a rhetorical formation itself (pp. 109-110). There is no pretense of neutrality or assumption of transcendent position for the critic.  Teresa Ebert (1996) summarizes the purpose of materialist ideology critique: Materialist critique is a mode of knowing that inquires into what is not said, into the silences and the suppressed or missing, in order to uncover the concealed operations of power and the socio-economic relations connecting the myriad details and representations of our lives. It shows that apparently disconnected zones of culture are in fact materially linked through the highly differentiated, mediated, and dispersed operation of a systematic logic of exploitation. In sum, materialist critique disrupts what is to explain how social differences--specifically gender, race, sexuality, and class--have been systematically produced and continue to operate within regimes of exploitation, so that we can change them. It is the means for producing transformative knowledges. 

Cultural feminism abandons the ability to engage in productive transformative politics by refusing to ground struggle in economic materiality.

Ebert 96 (Teresa, Associate Prof. Critical Theory – SUNY Albany, College English, “For a Red Pedagogy: Feminism, Desire, and Need”, 58:7, November, JSTOR) KK
Feminism in the classrooms of late capitalism is increasingly a ‘ludic feminism” whose primary pedagogy is a libidinal pedagogy of desire and pleasure: pleasure in and of textuality, the bod) sexuality. The notion of pleasure takes many forms, from a revival of an experiential (cultural) feminist idea of pleasure as “feelings,” “affect,” and “empathy” (e.g. Juhasz, Reading from the Heart) to the post structuralist view of pleasure as the subversion of establishment representations through an “excess” beyond the rational and the ideological (e.g. Garber, 1’7ce Í4rrn). By ludic feminism I mean the form of feminism that, following the dominant postmodern theories, has rearticulated politics as almost exclusively a cultural politics of representation: as a language-effect, a mode of rhetoric aimed at changing cultural representations and concerned with simply voicing the silenced desires and experiences of women and other marginalized people (for a full development of this issue, see my Ludic Feminism and After: Postmodernism, Desire, and Labor in Late Capitalism). In doing so, it has largely abandoned and discredited politics as emancipation (see Butler, “Poststructuralism”; Laclau; Laclau and Mouffe)—that is, politics as a collective practice through which existing social institutions and the exploitative divisions of labor can be transformed so that economic resources and cultural power can be equally distributed without regard to gender, nationality race, class, sexuality, or physical abilities. Following Foucault, ludic feminism under stands power as diffuse, asystematic, contingent, and “aleatory”—that is marked by chance and arbitrariness—rather than historically determined by production practices. And following both Lacan and more conventional theories of psychoanalysis, it privileges the desiring subject as the center of its politics and its way of making sense of reality. In contrast the position from which I speak is a materialist Red Feminism that insists on a transformative emancipatory politics based not on the nomadic subject of desire but on the collective subject of labor and the real material conditions of our everyday lives—the unequal distributions of wealth, power, and privilege based on the appropriation and exploitation of surplus labor according to the international division of labor. The contest over knowledge between ludic feminism and Red Feminism is ultimately a class struggle being fought out in the academy under the signs of libidinal economy (see, e.g., Lyotard) and political economy the signs. in short, of desire and labor. Feminist pedagogy, in particular, and contemporary pedagogy more generally, do not escape the fundamental binary of capitalism: the struggle between two classes—the class of owners and the class of workers. Pedagog) like the knowledges that inform it, is ultimately a class practice. This class antagonism is articulated in the conflict between the pedagogy of desire in all its various forms—pedagogy of pleasure, pedagogy of congeniality pedagogy of nurturing, pedagogy of the body— and its opposition, the pedagogy of critique, that is, the pedagogy of labor and materialism, a radical pedagogy: a red pedagogy. 
***AT: Narratives***
AT Framework

Debates that center upon narratives devolve into irresolvable discussions of self that skirt clash – turns education 

Levasseur and Carlin ‘1 (David G., Assistant Professor of Communication Studies at West Chester University in West Chester, Pennsylvania. Diana B., Professor of Communication Studies and Dean of the Graduate School and International Programs at the University of Kansas, “Egocentric Argument and the Public Sphere: Citizen Deliberations on Public Policy and Policymakers”, Rhetoric & Public Affairs 4.3 (2001) 407-43, Muse, 2001, LEQ)
While the personal narratives from participants in the study certainly seemed to spark enthusiasm, such engagement came at a significant cost. As with other forms of egocentric argument, narratives that focus on the self are largely unable to steer the conversation towards more transcendent communal outcomes. A group discussion in Ohio reveals this characteristic of personal narratives. In this particular discussion, participants actively debated the issue of whether government should support labor unions: M1: I don't think the unions are going to be wiped out, first of all. And I'm not a proponent of unions. I'm basically anti-union, okay? . . . However, by the same token, unions have got to work the same way in being fair to companies, and I've seen situations where unions, because of some of the things they did, were a disgrace. Perry Power Plant--I know people who were told to go hide--I have nothing to do--go hide. That's WRONG! Okay, I've seen situations where a person, because he's in the union and he has this job classification, then he can't do anything else and he's sitting there for six and a half of his eight hours because he's only needed to do these two things, but he's got to be there because nobody else can do it because the unions state that you've got to have a person to do this and a person to do this and so on.       M2: Well, that's his trade though. What do you do?       M1: I'm an accountant but I do a lot of other things other than just accounting things.       M2: Well, what if somebody came in and tried to take your job--take your livelihood? Something you've trained for, you're second, third generation of this particular . . .       M1: Yeah, but I can't be allowed to sit around for six and a half hours out of the eight hours when I could be doing something else but I can't do it because . . .       M2: No, that's not my point. [End Page 414]       M1: Well, that's my point! If I could do something productive to help the company to help me to help the workers the other six and a half hours, but I'm not allowed to do that because that's not my job classification. Then I'm qualified, I can do it, but I'm not allowed. . . .       M2: What about prevailing wage with unions?       M1: What do you mean?       M2: Well, usually non-union companies are--they gauge their pay scale to union companies with prevailing wage. So if one day, if the prevailing wage with union companies--if it falls and it's gone, then what do you think will happen to the rest of the wages? When the union prevailing wage is wiped out?   In this discussion, participants actively debated the issue of whether government should support labor unions; however, they reached no mutual conclusions on the value of labor unions. Divergent opinions were shared, but no attempt at consensus building regarding the role of unions in the economy occurred. Consensus was difficult because when one focuses on self-experience, it is difficult to transcend those experiences. While the conversation raised a number of points on behalf of unions, the anti-union storyteller continued to return to his story. Habermas argues that the public sphere should constitute a discursive space where individuals "transcend the provinciality of their spatiotemporal contexts"--a space where citizens engage in "context transcending validity claims." 39 When citizens ground public policy discussions in personal narratives, they generally fail to transcend the limitations of their personal lives and move to a broader social outlook.  It is also interesting to note that in this exchange about unions the personal narrative goes unchallenged. Rhetorical theorists have long recognized that narratives are susceptible to the charge of ungeneralizable evidence. For instance, Richard Whatley observed that one must take care in constructing arguments from examples, because examples are perceived as "exceptions to a general rule" and "will not prove the probability of the conclusion." 40 While such a perception may prove fatal in debates between experts in the technical sphere, they do not seem to have much impact in the deliberative practices of ordinary citizens. In the foregoing exchange, one participant recounted his personal experiences with union workers at the Perry Power Plant. He told the story of union workers who spent endless hours in idleness or in hiding. While one could certainly challenge the generalizability of such a story, the other group members did not offer such challenges. Instead, a pro-union participantt shifted the ground of the debate to the alternative issue of "prevailing wage," where the discussion died.  Perhaps such personal narratives are difficult to challenge because they establish expertise. Recent scholarly outcry suggests that experts have usurped the public [End Page 415] sphere. 41 Such lamentations are grounded in the fear that technical expertise undermines citizen deliberation by devaluing citizens' views. While this incursion by technical expertise did find its way into the group discussions (citizens citing outside "expert" sources), personally grounded expertise, such as the credibility established in the following exchange from a group in California, appeared far more often:      M1: I think they should really look into the military spending. That is just amazing. I was in the military, and it's just a waste. People just rot in the military. It's just amazing how much unnecessary money is used in the military, and how many people that shouldn't have jobs are in the military.       M2: That's the Republican job program.       M3: I think you can say that about any government organization.   In this exchange, a participant recounted his personal experience in the military. With the simple statement, "I was in the military," he established expertise in this realm of public affairs. Just as technical expertise quells discussion, personal expertise has similar effects. In this case, the assertion that "people rot in the military" went unchallenged, and the discussion of military spending quickly came to an end.  Such personal credibility may also be less assailable than technical expertise because of its deeply personal nature. Arguments grounded in technical expertise can be challenged for their failure to satisfy certain argumentation standards within a specialized argument field. For instance, a social scientist's findings could be challenged based on a flaw in experimental design. Such a challenge takes issue with the findings; it does not fundamentally take issue with the individual. On the other hand, a challenge to one's lived experience is easily perceived as a challenge to one's life or to one's character. Such challenges can only suggest that one is disingenuous in his or her storytelling or that one's lived experience falls outside the norm. Such challenges seem out of place in a culture grounded in a liberal political tradition that suggests that one should not judge others. 42
AT Narratives Come First

Glorifying personal experience over actual appeals to evidence is fascist anti-intellectualism that wrecks social change

Brown 96 (Wendy Brown is Professor of Women's Studies and Legal Studies, and is Co-Director of the Center for Cultural Studies at the University of California, Santa Cruz.  The University of Chicago Law School Roundtable 1996, KK)
If there are disturbing ways in which the feminist practice of compulsory discursivity would appear to recapitulate the historical, psycho-political terms of women's subordination, there are also ways in which this practice coincides with a contemporary cultural tendency toward the glorification of banal personal experiences and unschooled opinions, of which the extraordinary popularity of Forest Gump   n33 is but one measure. Ours is a time of truly diarrhetic speech and publication--from the unfathomable amount of technical information and personal outpouring that travels the Internet to the opinionated ignorance that animates talk radio. Notwithstanding or perhaps in proportion to the rise of illiteracy in the United States, today anyone's political opinion is worthy of the airwaves, and everyone's personal story is worthy of TV exposure. Do we explain this phenomenon, and its effect in displacing world events and learned opinion, as the confessional subject run amok, along with its hold on Truth in a post-foundational age? Or is it a kind of anxious filling of the void where meaning, profundity, and world-history lived prior to their disenchantment? To what extent does the populist valorization of the common man, common sense, and the common experience signify neo-fascist anti-intellectualism, the disdain for knowledge and educated thinking that is, historically, the material out of which fascism was fashioned?  While each of these speculations may shed a bit of light on the explosion of personal talk in the public media, for our purposes the most important explanation may be drawn from a telling feature of this talk, namely that very little of it bears the character of either communication or reflection. Most of this speech pronounces or declares, and practically none of it is aimed at  connecting with specific others, working something through, or transforming understanding or experience. In other words, this speech which is aimed at bringing us in common with one another, and which glorifies the common person, paradoxically eschews the tonal and idiomatic material of connection.  This paradox must be read as a symptom, in particular, a symptom of the crisis of the sovereign subject (a subject who believes s/he is self-made and self- willed) in a world of unparalleled global complexity and contingency. This subject who is so radically in need of external resources for understanding its context in the late twentieth century is deprived of those very resources through this kind of pronunciative speaking. Indeed, this heavily defended creature conveys through this non-communicative and non-communing speech, this tenacious dwelling in his or her own experience and opinion, a kind of rampant individual xenophobia which itself must be read as a terrible fear of disintegration or dissolution through connection, an anxiety of an already profoundly weakened or disintegrated subject. The cult of personal experience and opinion, then, warns of the shakiness of the sovereign subject and of its extreme vulnerability to domination, even as this warning is expressed as a kind of hyper-sovereignty and hyper-individualism.   n34  The question here for feminism is where, amidst this cacophony of expression, confession, coming out, claiming a voice and telling all, where in this cult of the personal, and celebration of the unreflective, can a political space be claimed to break a political silence? How does one tell a feminist truth about, for example, spousal abuse, without drowning in the world of words emblematized by the best selling status of Anne Lamott's utterly tiresome because utterly conventional diary of her son's first year of life?   n35  On the other hand, if the compulsion to put all into discourse can in this way be read as both a problematic remnant of women's own history of subordination and the more gender generic anxieties of our time, it would seem that our capacity to be silent in certain venues might be a measure of our desire for freedom, including a desire to resist this discourse of anxiety which masquerades as populism. Such desire, of course, needs to be able to distinguish between the pleasures and freedoms of silence on one hand, and habituation to being silenced on the other. Another distinction is in order between keeping one's counsel in order to articulate a spectrum of non-obvious possibilities and silence as the consummate gesture of passive aggression. This desire would also need to learn the capacity to speak and to do so in ways that are neither confessional nor normative in a moralizing sense (the latter, according to Nietzsche, always a symptom of subordination or identification with subordination).   n36 It would need to learn the capacity for a kind of  public speaking which neither required concurrence from others, nor entailed the establishment of new norms by which to live, but rather, proffered positions about which one would argue and modify according to other public (as opposed to confessional) arguments.  It is tempting to end on this note. But it leans too hard into one side of a paradox about silence and silencing without recalling the other. For if silence can be a mode of resistance to power, including to our own productions of regulatory power, it is not yet freedom precisely insofar as it is resistance to domination rather than its own discursive bid for hegemony. Put another way, one challenge to the convention of equating speaking with power and silence with powerlessness pertains to the practice of "refusing to speak" as a mode of resistance. Here, even as silence is a response to domination, it is not enforced from above but rather deployed from below: refusing to speak is a method of refusing colonization, refusing complicity in injurious interpellations or subjection through regulation. 

Experience only solves when combined with theory – narrative alone is insufficient to examine power relations

Mclean ‘2 (Carl, Gender Institute, London School of Economics, “ON A BLACK MALE-IDENTIFIED FEMINIST LOCATION,” http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/genderInstitute/pdf/marginalResearch.pdf
p. 48, accessed on 7/11/11)
In this regard, there tentatively emerges a space where maleidentified feminist perspectives may be grounded in a way that challenges its rendering as oxymoronic and its location as biologically grounded. If the ontological is one aspect of self and the difference between that and epistemological understandings of the self constitutes a critical relation to one’s own gender, a critical maleidentified position can emerge as not imply oppressive but constituted through difference and therefore subject to change. ‘Experience’, in another register, need not be reduced to autobiography then. This calls for reflexivity to account for the ‘self’ in terms of how it is formative of the research enterprise itself. One can speak of the process of reflexivity in this context, which does not represent a simple confessional form where any meanings and intentions, values and ethics have to be read off against the grain of the text. What is called for is an ongoing introspection that constantly revisits the male-identified feminist researcher’s location, the field of research and the power relations in-between. This represents a sustained attempt to relate theory to experience, something Probyn herself does in ‘Outside Belongings’ (Probyn 1996) where she tries to articulate what it feels like to be divided against oneself, to be aware of multiple discourses running through us and constructing us differently at different moments.
Experience fails unless coupled with theoretical justifications

Mclean ‘2 (Carl, Gender Institute, London School of Economics, “ON A BLACK MALE-IDENTIFIED FEMINIST LOCATION,” http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/genderInstitute/pdf/marginalResearch.pdf
p. 50-51, accessed on 7/11/11)
This, I feel, is relevant to wider feminist epistemology within the men/ masculinities arena. Far too frequently, one can read texts that 50 present either an abstracted theoretical account of male identities often according to a hegemonic model, or personalised accounts and experiences that are then extrapolated as exemplary of ‘the male condition’ as a whole ( this is particularly found in psychoanalytic work). Feminist epistemologies on the other hand, do not always grapple well with the concepts of difference, experience and ontology. Common to both perspectives is a tendency not to address difference via experience as a site for deep theoretical elaboration. I have some sympathy with resistance to why such strategies are so evident for it is clear that an epistemological elaboration of the production of the self in any contingent situation, since this is not an easy thing to operationalise. However, Awkward’s mobilisation of a deeply theorised sense of experience is an insightful demonstration of what this process may look like. What is beyond doubt is that the potential of male-identified feminist perspectives to contribute fully to contemporary feminist research will not be realised until such strategies are increasingly adopted. And such a contribution is surely intended by anybody - of whatever gender identification - when working from a feminist perspective.
Their justification of narratives allows speech acts to become self-contained and self-justified – disregarding expert knowledge produces single-minded analysis

Atkinson ‘5 (Paul, Distinguished Research Professor of Sociology at Cardiff University Associate Director of the ESRC Centre for Economic and Social Aspects of Genomics, co-editor of the Sage journal Qualitative Research and the Handbook of Ethnography, FQS, Vol. 6, No 3 (2005): The State of the Art of Qualitative Research in Europe “Qualitative Research – Unity and Diversity,” http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/4/9)
There is little need in this context to expand upon the very great impact of conversation analysis and discourse analysis. For major sources and discussions, see: ATKINSON and HERITAGE (1984); BODEN and ZIMMERMAN (1991); GOODWIN (1981); JAWORSKI and COUPLAND (1999); POTTER (1996); POTTER and WETHERELL (1987). Conversation analysis has had implications well beyond the confines of its highly specialised research networks, and its early associations with ethnomethodology. The analysis of naturally occurring language and spoken action has become a taken-for-granted feature of social research in multiple contexts. There is, however, a clear danger of treating language analysis as being a self-contained and self-justifying activity. We should not allow speech acts and the organisation of discourse to occupy a self-contained, separate domain of social analysis. We need, by contrast, to ensure that the analysis of spoken language remains firmly embedded in studies of organisational context, processes of socialisation, routines of work, personal transformation, people-processing and so on. Spoken language has its own intrinsic forms of organisation. Indeed, it demonstrates a densely structured organisation at every level, including the most finely grained. It is important, however, that discourse analysis, conversation analysis, discursive psychology and the like are not treated as analytic ends in their own right, and are not intellectually divorced from other aspects of ethnographic inquiry. The expert knowledge required should not be regarded as a specialism in its own right and independent of wider sociological or anthropological competence. The conventions of language use need to be analysed, therefore, in relation to more general issues of identity, the interaction order, moral work and the organisation of social encounters. I do not mean to imply that such applications are entirely missing. On the contrary, there many examples of conversation, discourse or similar analytic attention to spoken activity embedded within more general ethnographic inquiry (e.g. ATKINSON & DREW 1979; MAYNARD 2003; PERÄKYLÄ 1995; SILVERMAN 1997). But I do want to draw attention to the fact that many of even these exemplars pay almost exclusive attention to the organisation of talk, and rest almost exclusively on the analysis of transcribed materials. They therefore demonstrate a single-minded reliance on just one mode of social organisation and one analytic strategy. We also need to remind ourselves that the original inspiration for conversation analysis lay in Harvey SACKS's use of transcribed conversation as an objet trouvé, demonstrating the properties of organisation and order. But they were not intended to occupy a uniquely privileged place in the sociological analysis of pervasive orderliness (SILVERMAN 1998). The example of discourse analysis and conversation analysis demonstrates the recurrent need to pay close attention to the formal properties of social action. [15] 

AT Traditional Debate Bad

Traditional debate good – systematic analysis doesn’t exclude your narrative, but avoids the limitations and vagueness of experience

Atkinson ‘5 (Paul, Distinguished Research Professor of Sociology at Cardiff University Associate Director of the ESRC Centre for Economic and Social Aspects of Genomics, co-editor of the Sage journal Qualitative Research and the Handbook of Ethnography, FQS, Vol. 6, No 3 (2005): The State of the Art of Qualitative Research in Europe “Qualitative Research – Unity and Diversity,” http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/4/9)
In reviewing an array of different analytic approaches I do not merely celebrate diversity; nor do I endorse a vulgar version of triangulation through methodological pluralism and synthesis (cf. COFFEY & ATKINSON 1996). The reverse is true: I stress the importance of rendering the different formal properties of culture and social action and preserving their distinctive qualities. I want, therefore, to affirm that aspects of culture and the mundane organisation of social life have their intrinsic formal properties, and that the analysis of social life should respect and explore those forms. In doing so, I am reacting against some analytic tendencies that have under-valued anything that smacks of formal analysis. Major commentators like DENZIN and LINCOLN (2000), or ELLIS and BOCHNER (1996) have promoted an image of contemporary qualitative research that is relentlessly innovative, allied to postmodernist views of social inquiry, and radically distant from its intellectual origins. As my colleagues and I have suggested elsewhere (e.g. DELAMONT & ATKINSON 2004; ATKINSON, COFFEY & DELAMONT 2003), appeals to postmodernism have, in many influential quarters, de-valued the systematic analysis of action and representations, while privileging rather vague ideas of experience, evocation, and personal engagement. Yet discourse, narratives, performances, encounters, rhetoric and poetics all have their intrinsic, indigenous modes of organisation. So too do visual, textual, material and other cultural embodiments. It is not necessary to endorse a narrowly structuralist analytic perspective or endorse unduly restrictive formalisms in order to recognise the formal properties of talk, the codes of cultural representation, the semiotic structures of visual materials, or the common properties of narratives and documents of life. [5] 

Only traditional debate allows multilayered analysis – focus on narratives discounts the complex disciplinary roots of reps and action

Atkinson ‘5 (Paul, Distinguished Research Professor of Sociology at Cardiff University Associate Director of the ESRC Centre for Economic and Social Aspects of Genomics, co-editor of the Sage journal Qualitative Research and the Handbook of Ethnography, FQS, Vol. 6, No 3 (2005): The State of the Art of Qualitative Research in Europe “Qualitative Research – Unity and Diversity,” http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/4/9)
This approach can be extended to a commentary on versions of grounded theory (GLASER & STRAUSS 1967). Again, there are multiple versions of grounded theory, and they have been thoroughly documented. It is noticeable, however, that most of them are more articulate on what being "grounded" means than on the proper analysis of different types of data. In some quarters, therefore, analysis seems to consist of glorified content analysis, translated into different kinds of thematic and theoretical "coding". While grounded theory is clearly not intended to be restricted to any one category of data—and is not even restricted to qualitative research—in practice it used to describe a somewhat amorphous notion of qualitative data, usually field notes and interview transcripts. There is normally little attempt to preserve the narrative structures or other forms of representation. At their worst, vulgar versions of "grounded theory" can result in a kind of analytic blender, generating blandly homogenised categories and instances. We believe that in one sense all productive sociological and anthropological analysis is "grounded": it depends on processes of abductive reasoning in the creative interplay between data and ideas, concrete instances and generic concepts. In a more specific sense, we believe that analyses should be "grounded" in the multiple forms and representations of social life, and should remain sensitive to those forms. In that sense, therefore, grounded theory would be grounded in the multiple layers of codes, conventions, structures and texts of everyday social life. It would preserve their distinctive character and their orderings, not wash out their intrinsic properties. [22] What is needed is a radical renewal of our sensitivity to forms and modes of organisation that interactionist and interpretative sociology has in principle been addressing for the past eighty years and more (ATKINSON & HOUSLEY 2003). We can retrieve some sense of that analytic tradition by connecting it with contemporary notions of complexity. Contemporary complexity theory provides a powerful set of analytic metaphors for comprehending the emergent properties of social phenomena and their diverse levels of order and meaning. It recalls classic interactionist and interpretative ideas of social emergence and the processes of social life. A contemporary ethnography that is sensitive to the indigenous orders of action, meaning and representation can provide a reflexive and complex vehicle for exploring social organisation and the fluidity of late modernity. Indeed, I want to insist that we continue to need formal methods and formal analyses precisely because they allow us to grasp the complex orders of representation, action, organisation and meaning that constitute contemporary social life. [23] Whatever the epistemological validity of theories of postmodernism in general, it seems to me that the interpretation of postmodernism in the current methodological literature is in many ways unhelpful, even pernicious. Too many advocates of postmodern qualitative research, and its equivalents, repeatedly rob social life—and hence its investigation—of any sense of order. It is clearly not necessary to espouse anything resembling a positivist intellectual stance in order to recognise that social life has its principles of order, and that those orders can be examined in principled ways. Methodological approaches that wash out those indigenous orders of action and representation empty the social world of many of its most significant (and signifying) phenomena. It would be a pity if the very obvious success of qualitative research in many fields were to result in a weakened version of social science by failing to pay due attention to its disciplinary roots, and its disciplined attention to social forms. [24] 

Only textual analysis solves – accounts for multiple forms of action and representation and avoids tradeoff between discussion and action

Atkinson ‘5 (Paul, Distinguished Research Professor of Sociology at Cardiff University Associate Director of the ESRC Centre for Economic and Social Aspects of Genomics, co-editor of the Sage journal Qualitative Research and the Handbook of Ethnography, FQS, Vol. 6, No 3 (2005): The State of the Art of Qualitative Research in Europe “Qualitative Research – Unity and Diversity,” http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/4/9)
These methodological principles give us a way of addressing some fundamental methodological precepts in a disciplined way. Herbert BLUMER enunciated the principle that research should be "faithful" to the phenomena under investigation (BLUMER 1954; HAMMERSLEY 1989). In its most general form this methodological precept seems to beg all the important questions, seeming to imply that one can know the phenomena prior to their investigation. A naively naturalist interpretation is clearly inappropriate. My formulation retrieves for BLUMER's principle a more methodologically precise formulation—a more restricted one, but a more fruitful approach. It implies merely that fidelity to "the phenomena" means paying attention to the forms and the media through which phenomena are enacted, encoded or embodied. It means preserving and respecting the different layers of action and representation through which cultures are enacted and social action is performed. [20] It also gives a particular rendering of the notion of thick description (GEERTZ 1973). Clifford GEERTZ's formulation of that term is susceptible to multiple interpretations and can be translated into various research practices. Some vulgar simplifications of it refer—trivially and erroneously—merely to the richness of detail and concreteness of cultural descriptions on which ethnographic work rests. More sophisticated versions refer to the over-determined character of culture, with multiple frames of reference and perspective. My own gloss is to suggest that whatever else "thick description" could mean, it should include systematic reference to the multiple forms of cultural life, producing cultural descriptions that preserve those distinctive forms. It thus takes GEERTZ's "textual" approach to cultural analysis seriously, by insisting that the "texts" need to be analysed in terms of their material and conventional properties. It also transforms the emphasis on "culture" into an equal stress on social action. [21] 
AT Your Ev Mischaracterize our use of Narratives 
Narrators are still supplicants— Narratives just support the liberal individualism of law
Coughlin 95 (Anne M. Coughlin, Associate Professor of Law, Vanderbilt Law School. “Regulating the Self: Autobiographical Performances in Outsider Scholarship.” Virginia Law Review. August 1995., KK)

At this point, I want to anticipate an objection that the storytellers and some of their readers may interject. The objection is this: the outsider storytellers are not merely identifying or trying to repair law's failure to make good on (among others) its promise of equal respect and equal opportunity for all persons regardless of race or gender. Rather, by conferring on law authority to intervene in and remedy a broader range of outsider grievances than liberal individualist ideology would seem to allow, they are producing a revolutionary vision of a human self that is dependent on external assistance for its well-being. This objection might be a forceful one, particularly if the outsider project began to identify not only the legal mechanisms that consign women and people of color to dependence on social relief, but also those that dictate and support, even as they privilege, the identity of white men. n110 Ultimately, however, the autobiographical self constructed by these texts overwhelms any alternative vision of human nature they might offer. When Richard Delgado identifies the storytellers' desire to elude the role of "supplicant" as one of the primary motivations underlying their project, he never remarks that such desire is produced by and understandable only within a system, such as liberal individualism, that condemns as failures those whose success, if not survival, is attributed to legal [*1260] or social relief. Thus, even as they demand law's intervention on behalf of other outsiders - African Americans and women condemned to haunt the margins of a community committed to individual solutions n111 - the storytellers are busy proving that they are not supplicants. They achieved their success the liberal way; they earned it. No less than insider texts, the outsider narratives instruct other outsiders that if they would succeed they too must do it by themselves. In the end, therefore, these stories mirror and support the liberal power relations the outsiders would dismantle.

AT Your Ev doesn’t assume our project
Saying “our new project is different” it just a rouse – it’s the Left’s effort to avoid dicey questions of reification.

Zizek 6 (Salvoj Zizek is generally over-rated and tiresome, but truly fantastic in this narrow instance. He is also a professor of philosophy and psychoanalysis at the European Graduate School in Saas-Fee, Switzerland – Critical Inquiry 32 (Winter 2006) – http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/pdf/10.1086/500702, KK)

So, insofar as we are dealing here with a historical choice (between the “French” way of remaining within Catholicism, and thus being obliged to engage in the self-destructive revolutionary Terror, and the “German” way of Reformation), this choice involves exactly the same elementary dialectical paradox as the one, also from The Phenomenology of Spirit, between the two readings of “the Spirit is a bone,” which Hegel illustrates by the phallicmetaphor— the phallus as the organ of insemination or phallus as the organ of urination. Hegel’s point is not that, in contrast to the vulgar empiricist mind that sees only urination, the proper speculative attitude has to choose insemination. The paradox is that the direct choice of insemination is the infallible way to miss it; it is not possible to choose directly the “true meaning.” That is, one has to begin by making the “wrong” choice (of urination); the true speculative meaning emerges only through the repeated reading, as the aftereffect (or by-product) of the first, “wrong,” reading. And the same goes for social life in which the direct choice of the concrete universality of a particular ethical life-world can only end in a regression to premodern organic society that denies the infinite right of subjectivity as the fundamental feature of modernity. Because the subject-citizen of a modern state can no longer accept his immersion in some particular social role that confers on him a determinate place within the organic social whole, the only way to the rational totality of the modern state leads through revolutionary Terror. One should ruthlessly tear up the constraints of premodern, organic, concrete universality, and fully assert the infinite right of subjectivity in its abstract negativity. In other words, the point of Hegel’s analysis of the revolutionary Terror is not the rather obvious insight into how the revolutionary project involved the unilateral direct assertion of abstract Universal Reason and was as such doomed to perish in self-destructive fury, since it was unable to organize the transposition of its revolutionary energy into a concrete, stable, and differentiated social order. Hegel’s point is rather the enigma of why, in spite of the fact that revolutionary Terror was a historical deadlock, we have to pass through it in order to arrive at the modern rational state. So, given again the choice between the Protestant “inner revolution” and the French violent political revolution, we see that Hegel is far from endorsing the German self-complacent superiority (“we made the right choice and can thus avoid revolutionary madness”); precisely because Germans made the right choice at a wrong time (too early: in the age of Reformation), they cannot gain access to the rational state that would be at the level of true political modernity. One should take another step here: it is not only that the universal Essence articulates itself in the discord between its particular forms of appearance; this discord is propelled by a gap that pertains to the very core of the universal Essence itself. In his book on modernity, Fredric Jameson refers to the Hegelian concrete universality in his concise critique of the recently fashionable theories of “alternate modernities”: How then can the ideologues of “modernity” in its current sense manage to distinguish their product—the information revolution, and globalized, free-market modernity—from the detestable older kind, without getting themselves involved in asking the kinds of serious political and economic, systemic questions that the concept of a postmodernity makes unavoidable? The answer is simple: you talk about “alternate” or “alternative” modernities. Everyone knows the formula by now: this means that there can be a modernity for everybody which is different from the standard or hegemonic Anglo-Saxon model. Whatever you dislike about the latter, including the subaltern position it leaves you in, can be effaced by the reassuring and “cultural” notion that you can fashion your own modernity differently, so that there can be a Latin- American kind, or an Indian kind or an African kind, and so on. . . . But this is to overlook the other fundamental meaning of modernity which is that of a worldwide capitalism itself.17 The significance of this critique reaches far beyond the case of modernity; it concerns the fundamental limitation of the nominalist historicizing.The recourse to multitude (there is not one modernity with a fixed essence, there are multiple modernities, each of them irreducible to others) is false not because it does not recognize a unique fixed “essence” of modernity but because multiplication functions as the disavowal of the antagonism that inheres to the notion of modernity as such; the falsity of multiplication resides in the fact that it frees the universal notion of modernity from its antagonism, from the way it is embedded in the capitalist system, by relegating this aspect to just one of its historical subspecies. (One should not forget that the first half of the twentieth century already was marked by two big projects that perfectly fit this notion of alternate modernity: Fascism and Communism. Was not the basic idea of Fascism that of a modernity which provides an alternative to standard, Anglo-Saxon, liberal-capitalist modernity, of saving the core of capitalist modernity by casting away its “contingent,” Jewish-individualist-profiteering distortion? And was not the rapid industrialization of the USSR in the late 1920s and 1930s also an attempt at modernization different from the Western-capitalist one?) And, insofar as this inherent antagonism could be designated as a “castrative” dimension and, furthermore, insofar as, according to Freud, the disavowal of castration is represented as the multiplication of the phallus-representatives (a multitude of phalluses signals castration, the lack of the one), it is easy to conceive such a multiplication of modernities as a form of fetishist disavowal. 
Narratives Bad – Cede the Political Links
Narratives are accommodated into hegemonic structures- they obscure the connection between particular stories and universal problems and place certain truths beyond question- this is an epistemological indict

Patricia Ewick and Susan S. Silbey Law & Society Review, 00239216, 1995, Vol. 29, Issue 2, KK
In the previous section, we discussed how narratives, like the lives and experiences they recount, are cultural productions. Narratives are generated interactively through normatively structured performances and interactions. Even the most personal of narratives rely on and invoke collective narratives — symbols, linguistic formulations, structures, and vocabularies of motive — without which the personal would remain unintelligible and uninterpretable. Because of the conventionalized character of narrative, then, our stories are likely to express ideological effects and hegemonic assumptions.[ 10] We are as likely to be shackled by the stories we tell (or that are culturally available for our telling) as we are by the form of oppression they might seek to reveal. In short, the structure, the content, and the performance of stories as they are defined and regulated within social settings often articulate and reproduce existing ideologies and hegemonic relations of power and inequality. It is important to emphasize that narratives do more than simply reflect or express existing ideologies. Through their telling, our stories come to constitute the hegemony that in turn shapes social lives and conduct "The hegemonic is not simply a static body of ideas to which members of a culture are obliged to conform" (Silberstein 1988:127). Rather, Silberstein writes, hegemony has "a protean nature in which dominant relations are preserved while their manifestations remain highly flexible. The hegemonic must continually evolve so as to recuperate alternative hegemonies." In other words, the hegemonic gets produced and evolves within individual, seemingly unique, discrete personal narratives. Indeed, the resilience of ideologies and hegemony may derive from their articulation within personal stories. Finding expression and being refashioned within the stories of countless individuals may lead to a polyvocality that inoculates and protects the master narrative from critique. The hegemonic strength of a master narrative derives, Brinkley Messick (1988:657) writes, from "its textual, and lived heteroglossia … [, s]ubverting and dissimulating itself at every … turn"; thus ideologies that are encoded in particular stories are "effectively protected from sustained critique" by the fact that they are constituted through variety and contradiction. Research in a variety of social settings has demonstrated the hegemonic potential of narrative by illustrating how narratives can contribute to the reproduction of existing structures of meaning and power. First, narratives can function specifically as mechanisms of social control (Mumby 1993). At various levels of social organization — ranging from families to nation-states — storytelling instructs us about what is expected and warns us of the consequences of nonconformity. Oft-told family tales about lost fortunes or spoiled reputations enforce traditional definitions and values of family life (Langellier & Peterson 1993). Similarly, bureaucratic organizations exact compliance from members through the articulation of managerial prerogatives and expectations and the consequences of violation or challenge (Witten 1993). Through our narratives of courtship, lost accounts, and failed careers, cultures are constructed; we "do" family, we "do" organization, through the stories we tell (Langellier & Peterson 1993). Second, the hegemonic potential of narrative is further enhanced by narratives' ability to colonize consciousness. Well-plotted stories cohere by relating various (selectively appropriated) events and details into a temporally organized whole (see part I above). The coherent whole, that is, the configuration of events and characters arranged in believable plots, preempts alternative stories. The events seem to speak for themselves; the tale appears to tell itself. Ehrenhaus (1993) provides a poignant example of a cultural meta-narrative that operates to stifle alternatives. He describes the currently dominant cultural narrative regarding the United States's involvement in the Vietnam War as one that relies on themes of dysfunction and rehabilitation. The story, as Ehrenhaus summarizes it, is structured as a social drama which characterizes both the nation and individual Vietnam veterans as having experienced a breakdown in normal functioning only recently resolved through a process of healing. This narrative is persuasive because it reiterates and elaborates already existing and dominant metaphors and interpretive frameworks in American culture concerning what Philip Rieff (1968) called the "triumph of the therapeutic" (see also Crews 1994). Significantly, the therapeutic motif underwriting this narrative depicts veterans as emotionally and psychologically fragile and, thus, disqualifies them as creditable witnesses. The connection between what they saw and experienced while in Vietnam and what the nation did in Vietnam is severed. In other words, what could have developed as a powerful critique of warfare as national policy is contained through the image of illness and rehabilitation, an image in which "'healing' is privileged over 'purpose' [and] the rhetoric of recovery and reintegration subverts the emergence of rhetoric that seeks to examine the reasons that recovery is even necessary" (Ehrenhaus 1993:83). Constituent and distinctive features of narratives make them particularly potent forms of social control and ideological penetration and homogenization. In part, their potency derives from the fact that narratives put "forth powerful and persuasive truth claims — claims about appropriate behavior and values — that are shielded from testing or debate" (Witten 1993:105). Performative features of narrative such as repetition, vivid concrete details, particularity of characters, and coherence of plot silence epistemological challenges and often generate emotional identification and commitment. Because narratives make implicit rather than explicit claims regarding causality and truth as they are dramatized in particular events regarding specific characters, stories elude challenges, testing, or debate. Van Dijk (1993) has reported, for instance, that stories containing negative images and stereotypes of nonwhite persons are less subject to the charge of racism when they recount personal experiences and particular events. Whereas a general claim that a certain group is inferior or dangerous might be contested on empirical grounds, an individual story about being mugged, a story which includes an incidental reference to the nonwhite race of the assailant, communicates a similar message but under the protected guise of simply stating the "facts." The causal significance or relevance of the assailant's race is, in such a tale, strongly implied but not subject to challenge or falsifiability. Thus representations, true and/or false, made implicitly without either validation or in social interactions and thereby occupy social space. Third, narratives contribute to hegemony to the extent that they conceal the social organization of their production and plausibility. Narratives embody general understandings of the world that by their deployment and repetition come to constitute and sustain the life-world. Yet because narratives depict specific persons existing in particular social, physical, and historical locations, those general understandings often remain unacknowledged. By failing to make these manifest, narratives draw on unexamined assumptions and causal claims without displaying these assumptions and claims or laying them open to challenge or testing. Thus, as narratives depict understandings of particular persons and events, they reproduce, without exposing, the connections of the specific story and persons to the structure of relations and institutions that made the story plausible. To the extent that the hegemonic is "that order of signs and practices, relations and distinctions, images and epistemologies … that come to be taken-for-granted as the natural and received shape of the world and everything that inhabits it" (Comaroff & Comaroff 1991), the unarticulated and unexamined plausibility is the story's contribution to hegemony. The following two examples drawn from recent sociolegal research illustrate the ways in which legally organized narrativity helps produce the taken-for-granted and naturalized world by effacing the connections between the particular and the general. Sara Cobb (1992) examines the processes through which women's stories of violence are "domesticated" (tamed and normalized) within mediation sessions. Cobb reports that the domestication of women's stories of violence are a consequence of the organization of the setting in which they are told: within mediation, the storyteller and her audience are situated within a normative organization that recognizes the values of narrative participation over any substantive moral or epistemological code or standard. Being denied access to any external standards, the stories the women tell cannot therefore be adjudged true or compelling. The stories are interpreted as one version of a situation in which "multiple perspectives are possible." Cobb demonstrates how this particular context of elicitation specifically buries and silences stories of violence, effectively reproducing women's relative powerlessness within their families. With women deprived of the possibility of corroboration by the norms of the mediation session, their stories of violence are minimized and "disappeared." As a consequence, the individual woman can get little relief from the situation that brought her to mediation: she is denied an individual legal remedy (by being sent from court to mediation) and at the same time denied access to and connections with any collective understanding of or response to the sorts of violence acknowledged by the law (through the organization of the mediation process). Through this process, "violence, as a disruption of the moral order in a community, is made familiar (of the family) and natural — the extraordinary is tamed, drawn into the place where we eat, sleep and [is] made ordinary" (ibid., p. 19). Whereas mediation protects narratives from an interrogation of their truth claims, other, formal legal processes are deliberately organized to adjudicate truth claims. Yet even in these settings, certain types of truth claims are disqualified and thus shielded from examination and scrutiny. The strong preference of courts for individual narratives operates to impede the expression (and validation) of truth claims that are not easily represented through a particular story. Consider, for example, the Supreme Court's decision in the McClesky case (1986). The defendant, a black man who had been convicted of the murder of a police officer, was sentenced to death. His Supreme Court appeal of the death sentence was based on his claim that the law had been applied in a racially discriminatory way, thus denying him equal protection under the law. As part of McClesky's appeal, David Baldus, a social scientist, submitted an amicus brief in which he reported the results of his analysis of 2,000 homicide cases in that state (Baldus 1990). The statistical data revealed that black defendants convicted of killing white citizens were significantly more likely to receive the death sentence than white defendants convicted of killing a black victim. Despite this evidence of racial discrimination, the Court did not overturn McClesky's death sentence. The majority decision, in an opinion written by Justice Powell, stated that the kind of statistical evidence submitted by Baldus was simply not sufficient to establish that any racial discrimination occurred in this particular case. The court declared, instead, that to demonstrate racial discrimination, it would be necessary to establish that the jury, or the prosecutor, acted with discriminatory purpose in sentencing McClesky.[ 11] Here, then, an unambiguous pattern of racial inequity was sustained through the very invocation of and demand for subjectivity (the jury's or prosecutor's state of mind) and particularity (the refusal to interpret this case as part of a larger category of cases) that are often embodied in narratives. In this instance, relative powerlessness and injustice (if one is to believe Baldus's data) were preserved, rather than challenged, by the demand for a particular narrative about specific concrete individuals whose interactions were bounded in time and space. In other words, the Court held that the legally cognizable explanation of the defendant's conviction could not be a product of inferential or deductive comprehension (Mink 1970; Bruner 1986). Despite its best efforts, the defense was denied discursive access to the generalizing, and authoritative, language of social logico-deductive science and with it the type of "truths" it is capable of representing. The court insists on a narrative that effaces the relationship between the particular and the general, between this case and other capital trials in Georgia. Further, the McClesky decision illustrates not only how the demand for narrative particularity may reinscribe relative powerlessness by obscuring the connection between the individual case and larger patterns of institutional behavior; it also reveals how conventionalized legal procedures impede the demonstration of that connection.[ 12] The court simultaneously demanded evidence of the jurors' states of mind and excluded such evidence. Because jury deliberations are protected from routine scrutiny and evaluation, the majority demanded a kind of proof that is institutionally unavailable. Thus, in the McClesky decision, by insisting on a narrative of explicit articulated discrimination, the court calls for a kind of narrative truth that court procedures institutionally impede. As these examples suggest, a reliance on or demand for narrativity is neither unusual nor subversive within legal settings. In fact, given the ideological commitment to individualized justice and case-by-case processing that characterizes our legal system, narrative, relying as it often does on the language of the particular and subjective, may more often operate to sustain, rather than subvert, inequality and injustice. The law's insistent demand for personal narratives achieves a kind of radical individuation that disempowers the teller by effacing the connections among persons and the social organization of their experiences. This argument is borne out if we consider that being relieved of the necessity, and costs, of telling a story can be seen as liberatory and collectively empowering. Insofar as particular and subjective narratives reinforce a view of the world made up of autonomous individuals interacting only in immediate and local ways, they may hobble collective claims and solutions to social inequities (Silbey 1984). In fact, the progressive achievements of workers' compensation, no-fault divorce, no-fault auto insurance, strict liability, and some consumer protection regimes derive directly from the provision of legal remedies without the requirement to produce an individually crafted narrative of right and liability.

Using experience to represent the ‘other’ reinforces dominant power relations – fails to affect political change

Pedwell ‘2 (Carolyn, PhD and visiting lecturer gender institute at LSE, “MARGINAL RESEARCH: REFLECTIONS ON LOCATION AND REPRESENTATION: SEEING THE SELF IN THE 'OTHER' AND THE 'OTHER' IN THE SELF :

(INTERSUBJECTIVE) REFLEXIVITY - A METHODOLOGY FOR REPRESENTING

'OTHERS' http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/genderInstitute/pdf/marginalResearch.pdf

accessed on 12/6/2007)

I want to argue that the strategy of speaking only for one’s self is not only implausible, but likely to lead to the reinscription of dominant relations of power. Firstly, as Alcoff (1995: 109) asserts, the idea that one can ‘avoid the problematic of speaking for by retreating into an individualistic realm is based on an illusion.’ She explains, ‘there is no neutral place to stand free and clear in which my words do not prescriptively affect or mediate the experiences of others, nor is there a way to demarcate decisively a boundary between my location and all others’ (ibid: 108). It is evident that an individual cannot separate her or his own practices of representation from the locations, situations and discursive practices of others. Secondly, it should be clear that speaking only from one’s specific experience and location is precisely what has led feminists to discursively colonise other women in the past. As Kitzinger and Wilkinson (1997:12) point out, Speaking only from, about, and in relation to our own (untheorised) positions of relative privilege has, in fact, been part of the problem of feminism, contributing to its false universalising, and imperialising tendencies to the extent that it is hard to reconceptualise ‘speaking for one’s self’ as part of the solution. Not only is it difficult, if not impossible, to conceive of how individuals could speak only for themselves without affecting the representation of ‘Others’, but even if it were possible to do so, the political advantages of this practice appear negligible.
Using binaries to frame the debate only recreates linguistic opposition – malleable power relations justify the permutation 

Pedwell ‘2 (Carolyn, PhD and visiting lecturer gender institute at LSE, “MARGINAL RESEARCH: REFLECTIONS ON LOCATION AND REPRESENTATION: SEEING THE SELF IN THE 'OTHER' AND THE 'OTHER' IN THE SELF :

(INTERSUBJECTIVE) REFLEXIVITY - A METHODOLOGY FOR REPRESENTING

'OTHERS' http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/genderInstitute/pdf/marginalResearch.pdf

accessed on 12/6/2007)

Finally, if our goal is to assume greater accountability by representing the heterogeneity of ‘Others’ and avoid freezing them into binary categories, it is clear that we must deconstruct the category of ‘Other’ itself. As Jean Carabine (1996: 68) asserts, ‘a focus on Other is problematic because it tends to shift the debate back to a preoccupation with binary oppositions and runs the risk of locking differences… up in the oppositional categories of oppressor and oppressed.’ If we are to break down this linguistic opposition and hence disrupt the power relations that it represents, we must continually remind ourselves that people do not and cannot occupy fixed positions of identity. As has been discussed, relations of power intersect and shift and thus ‘privileged’ speakers may not always be more powerful than their subjects. Thus deconstructing the Self/Other binary may require developing new ways of conceiving of power dynamics within the researcher/subject relationship. Sreerekha argues in this vein that ‘an Other – to – Other understanding and sharing of experiences is a better alternative than the construction of a self-Other dichotomy or self-Other relationship’ 80 (Mullassery 2002:70) By practicing (intersubjective) reflexivity, we can highlight the intersection and mobility of identities by focusing on the construction of the self and ‘Other’ in relation. As Erica Burman (1996:139) argues, ‘we should work to recognise ourselves in Others… to understand the dynamics of mutual investment and provisional privilege.’ By exploring the ways in which the self and ‘Others’ are mutually constituted, we may gain the conceptual tools to erase the discursive and material barriers that exist between these two positions.
Personal Narratives destroy policy-oriented discussion – cedes the Political
Stannard, university of Wyoming communication department, 2K6
(Matt, “Deliberation, Debate, and Democracy in the Academy and Beyond”
April 18 http://legalcommunication.blogspot.com/2006/08/deliberation-debate-and-democracy-in.html) CS

Within the Academy, the value of deliberation, and the importance of broad participation, is a tentatively accepted truth. Outside the Academy, pundits marvel and jeer at our obsession with "inclusion," an obsession they equate (or equivocate) with "political correctness" and "liberal guilt." Within the Academy, students, instructors, and thankfully sometimes even staff, push and politicize deliberation and inclusion. We mostly consider broad debate, public demonstrations, and the airing of collective opinions the mark of a mature and healthy institution. Outside the Academy, pundits shake their heads and warn parents that today’s colleges are hotbeds of radicalism. Our codes of academic freedom, the public pronouncements of our often-beleaguered administrators, our very syllabi, are full of phrases like "open debate," "responsible communication," and "marketplace of ideas." Outside the Academy, these phrases are seen as alternatively quaint and sinister. But the Academy is not only under attack from "outsiders," and not merely because the post-September 11 world has given the nod to sterile and commodified forms of patriotic communication and safe, symbolic dissent. Both inside and outside college life, the value of discussion is increasingly under attack, under sabotage, sometimes unintentionally, sometimes violently, and the attackers are often not recognizable as such. We cower away from religious fanatics because we know they refuse to entertain the possibility of their incorrectness, but we fail to see our own failure to embrace the possibilities of our own incorrectness. We label other points of view "ideological" from vantage points we assume to be free of ideology, or we excuse our narrow-mindedness by telling ourselves that "ideology is inevitable." Part of this weakening of our commitment to open debate is our recent, seemingly liberating embrace of personal conviction over public deliberation, the self-comfort of personal narrative over the clumsy, awkward, and fallible attempt to forge consensus across the lines of identity and politics. The fetishization of personal conviction is no less threatening to the public forum than violent authoritarianism—both seek to render disagreement impossible, close off deliberation, and take us closer towards eventual, unnatural silence.

Narratives Bad – Censorship Link

Your censorship bad args link you to all our narratives turns

Wendy Brown * Wendy Brown is Professor of Women's Studies and Legal Studies, and is Co-Director of the Center for Cultural Studies at the University of California, Santa Cruz.  The University of Chicago Law School Roundtable 1996
My concern with what might be called compulsory feminist discursivity and the presumed evil of silences has yet another source. Notwithstanding American academic feminism's romance with Foucault, there is an oddly non- or pre-Foucauldian quality to much feminist concern with censorship and silencing. In these formulations, expression is cast either as that which makes us free, tells our truth, puts our truth into circulation,   n3 or as that which oppresses us by putting "their" truth into circulation in the form of pornogra- phy, hate speech, harassment or simply the representation of the world from "the male point of view."   n4 If one side in the debate argues for more expres- sion on our part--for example, by making our own pornography or telling our own stories--and the other argues for less on "their" part, both sides none- theless subscribe to an expressive and repressive notion of speech, its capacity to express the truth of an individual's desire or condition, or to repress that truth. Both equate freedom with voice and visibility.   n5 Both assume recognition to be unproblematic when we tell our own story, and assume that such recognition is the material of power and pleasure. Neither, in short, confronts the regulatory potential of speaking ourselves. I think the whole contemporary debate over censorship--whether focused on porn or rap music--is necessarily bound to an expressive-repressive model of power and freedom, which may explain why those who feel passionately about both freedom and dignity have trouble finding their way in this debate. If the choice is cast either as the free circulation of music and pictures venerating rape, racism, and misogyny, or state repression of the same, how does one choose?


Narratives Bad— Falsifiability Turn

Using experience automatically legitimizes the speaker’s knowledge – non-falsifiable claims prevent discursive inquiry, this destroys education and argumentation 

Scott ‘91 (Joan W., University of Wisconsin, Ph.D; University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, Assistant Professor; Northwestern University, Assistant Professor; University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Associate Professor, Professor; Brown University, Nancy Duke Lewis University Professor, Pembroke Center for Teaching and Research on Women, Founding Director; Institute for Advanced Study, Member, Professor, Harold F. Linder Professor, “The Evidence of Experience,” Critical Inquiry, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Summer, 1991), p. 783-84

The concepts of experience described by Williams preclude inquiry into processes of subject-construction; and they avoid examining the relationships between discourse, cognition, and reality, the relevance of the position or situatedness of subjects to the knowledge they produce, and the effects of difference on knowledge. Questions are not raised about, for example, whether it matters for the history they write that historians are men, women, white, black, straight, or gay; instead, as de Certeau writes, "the authority of the 'subject of knowledge' [is measured] by the elimination of everything concerning the speaker" ("H," p. 218). His knowledge, reflecting as it does something apart from him, is legitimated and presented as universal, accessible to all. There is no power or politics in these notions of knowledge and experience. An example of the way "experience" establishes the authority of an historian can be found in R. G. Collingwood's Idea of History, the 1946 classic that has been required reading in historiography courses for several generations. For Collingwood, the ability of the historian to reenact past experience is tied to his autonomy, "where by autonomy I mean the condition of being one's own authority, making statements or taking action on one's own initiative and not because those statements or actions are authorized or prescribed by anyone else."'9 The question of where the historian is situated-who he is, how he is defined in relation to others, what the political effects of his history may be-never enters the discussion. Indeed, being free of these matters seems to be tied to Collingwood's definition of autonomy, an issue so critical for him that he launches into an uncharacteristic tirade about it. In his quest for certainty, the historian must not let others make up his mind for him, Collingwood insists, because to do that means giving up his autonomy as an historian and allowing someone else to do for him what, if he is a scientific thinker, he can only do for himself. There is no need for me to offer the reader any proof of this statement. If he knows anything of historical work, he already knows of his own experience that it is true. If he does not already know that it is true, he does not know enough about history to read this essay with any profit, and the best thing he can do is to stop here and now.20 For Collingwood it is axiomatic that experience is a reliable source of knowledge because it rests on direct contact between the historian's perception and reality (even if the passage of time makes it necessary for the historian to imaginatively reenact events of the past). Thinking on his own means owning his own thoughts, and this proprietary relationship guarantees an individual's independence, his ability to read the past correctly, and the authority of the knowledge he produces. The claim is not only for the historian's autonomy, but also for his originality. Here "experience" grounds the identity of the researcher as an historian. Another, very different use of "experience" can be found in E. P. Thompson's Making of the English Working Class, the book that revolutionized social and labor history. Thompson specifically set out to free the concept of "class" from the ossified categories of Marxist structuralism. For this project "experience" was a key concept. "We explored," Thompson writes of himself and his fellow New Left historians, "both in theory and in practice, those junction-concepts (such as 'need', 'class', and 'determine') by which, through the missing term, 'experience', structure is transmuted into process, and the subject re-enters into history."21 Thompson's notion of experience joined ideas of external influence and subjective feeling, the structural and the psychological. This gave him a mediating influence between social structure and social consciousness. For him experience meant "social being"-the lived realities of social life, especially the affective domains of family and religion and the symbolic dimensions of expression. This definition separated the affective and the symbolic from the economic and the rational. "People do not only experience their own experience as ideas, within thought and its procedures," he maintained, "they also experience their own experience as feeling" ("PT," p. 171). This statement grants importance to the psychological dimension of experience, and it allows Thompson to account for agency. Feeling, Thompson insists, is "handled" culturally as "norms, familial and kinship obligations and reciprocities, as values or (through more elaborated forms) within art and religious beliefs" ("PT," p. 171). At the same time it somehow precedes these forms of expression and so provides an escape from a strong structural determination.
Experience denies us the ability to scrutinize your epistemology – this produces a bad model of debate 

Scott ‘91 (Joan W., University of Wisconsin, Ph.D; University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, Assistant Professor; Northwestern University, Assistant Professor; University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Associate Professor, Professor; Brown University, Nancy Duke Lewis University Professor, Pembroke Center for Teaching and Research on Women, Founding Director; Institute for Advanced Study, Member, Professor, Harold F. Linder Professor, “The Evidence of Experience,” Critical Inquiry, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Summer, 1991), p. 788-89

By definition, he argues, history is concerned with explanation; it is not a radical hermeneutics, but an attempt to account for the origin, persistence, and disappearance of certain meanings "at particular times and in specific sociocultural situations" ("IH," p. 882). For him explanation requires a separation of experience and meaning: experience is that reality which demands meaningful response. "Experience," in Toews's usage, is taken to be so self-evident that he never defines the term. This is telling in an article that insists on establishing the importance and independence, the irreducibility of "experience." The absence of definition allows experience to resonate in many ways, but it also allows it to function as a universally understood category-the undefined word creates a sense of consensus by attributing to it an assumed, stable, and shared meaning. Experience, for Toews, is a foundational concept. While recognizing that meanings differ and that the historian's task is to analyze the different meanings produced in societies and over time, Toews protects "experience" from this kind of relativism. In doing so he establishes the possibility for objective knowledge and for communication among historians, however diverse their positions and views. This has the effect (among others) of removing historians from critical scrutiny as active producers of knowledge. The insistence on the separation of meaning and experience is crucial for Toews, not only because it seems the only way to account for change, but also because it protects the world from "the hubris of wordmakers who claim to be makers of reality" ("IH," p. 906). 
Narratives Bad – Fetishization Turn

The affirmative fetishizes the narrative

Brown 96 (Wendy Brown is Professor of Women's Studies and Legal Studies, and is Co-Director of the Center for Cultural Studies at the University of California, Santa Cruz.  The University of Chicago Law School Roundtable 1996, KK)
 But if the silences in discourses of domination are a site for insurrectionary noise, if they are the corridors we must fill with explosive counter-tales, it is also possible to make a fetish of breaking silence. Even more than a fetish, it is possible that this ostensible tool of emancipation carries its own techniques of subjugation--that it converges with non-emancipatory tendencies in contem- porary culture (for example, the ubiquity of confessional discourse and rampant personalization of political life), that it establishes regulatory norms, coincides with the disciplinary power of confession, in short, feeds the powers we meant to starve. While attempting to avoid a simple reversal of feminist valorizations of breaking silence, it is this dimension of silence and its putative opposite with which this Article is concerned.

In the course of this work, I want to make the case for silence not simply as an aesthetic but a political value, a means of preserving certain practices and dimensions of existence from regulatory power, from normative violence, as well as from the scorching rays of public exposure. I also want to suggest a link between, on the one hand, a certain contemporary tendency concerning the lives of public figures--the confession or extraction of every detail of private and personal life (sexual, familial, therapeutic, financial) and, on the other, a certain practice in feminist culture: the compulsive putting into public discourse of heretofore hidden or private experiences--from catalogues of sexual pleasures to litanies of sexual abuses, from chronicles of eating disorders to diaries of homebirths, lesbian mothering, and Gloria Steinam's inner revolution. In linking these two phenomena--the privatization of public life via the mechanism of public exposure of private life on the one hand, and the compulsive/compulsory cataloguing of the details of women's lives on the other--I want to highlight a modality of regulation and depoliticization specific to our age that is not simply confessional but empties private life into the public domain, and thereby also usurps public space with the relatively trivial, rendering the political personal in a fashion that leaves injurious social, political and economic powers unremarked and untouched. In short, while intended as a practice of freedom (premised on the modernist conceit that the truth shall make us free), these productions of truth not only bear the capacity to chain us to our injurious histories as well as the stations of our small lives but also to instigate the further regulation of those lives, all the while depoliti- cizing their conditions.  
This turns the case- it writes oppression into the law

Brown 96 (Wendy Brown is Professor of Women's Studies and Legal Studies, and is Co-Director of the Center for Cultural Studies at the University of California, Santa Cruz.  The University of Chicago Law School Roundtable 1996, KK)
These questions suggest that in legally codifying a fragment of an insurrec- tionary discourse as a timeless truth, interpellating women as unified in their victimization, and casting the "free speech" of men as that which "silences" and thus subordinates women, MacKinnon not only opposes bourgeois liberty to substantive equality, but potentially intensifies the regulation of gender and sexuality in the law, abetting rather than contesting the production of gender identity as sexual. In short, as a regulatory fiction of a particular identity is deployed to displace the hegemonic fiction of universal personhood, the discourse of rights converges insidiously with the discourse of disciplinarity to produce a spectacularly potent mode of juridical-regulatory domination.

 Again, let me emphasize that the problem I am seeking to delineate is not specific to MacKinnon or even feminist legal reform. Rather, MacKinnon's and kindred efforts at bringing subjugated discourses into the law merely constitute examples of what Foucault identified as the risk of re-codification and re- colonisation of "disinterred knowledges" by those "unitary discourses, which first disqualified and then ignored them when they made their appearance."   n23 They exemplify how the work of breaking silence can metamorphose into new techniques of domination, how our truths can become our rulers rather than our emancipators, how our confessions become the norms by which we are regulated.  

Narratives Bad – Individualism Turn

Turn— the Narrative celebrates the Western Man’s ideal of the individual—this focus intellectually colonizes other mentalities and reproduces the same structures that rely on individual success—tanking any hope of collective social solutions or change

Coughlin 95 (Anne M. Coughlin, Associate Professor of Law, Vanderbilt Law School. “Regulat ing the Self: Autobiographical Performances in Outsider Scholarship.” Virginia Law Review. Au- gust 1995, KK)

The outsider narratives do not reflect on another feature of autobiographical discourse that is perhaps the most significant obstacle to their goal to bring to law an understanding of the human self that will supersede the liberal individual. Contrary to the outsiders' claim that their personalized discourse infuses law with their distinctive experiences and political perspectives, numerous historians and critics of autobiography have insisted that those who participate in autobiographical discourse speak not in a different voice, but in a common voice that reflects their membership in a culture devoted to liberal values. n206 As Sacvan Bercovitch puts it, American cultural ideals, including specifically the mythic connection between the "heroic individual ... [and] the values of free enterprise," are "epitomized in autobiography." n207 In his seminal essay on the subject, Professor Georges Gusdorf makes an observation that seems like a prescient warning to outsiders who would appropriate autobiography as their voice. He remarks that the practice of writing about one's own self reflects a belief in the autonomous individual, which is "peculiar to Western man, a concern that has been of good use in his systematic conquest of the [*1285] universe and that he has communicated to men of other cultures; but those men will thereby have been annexed by a sort of intellectual colonizing to a mentality that was not their own." n208 Similarly, Albert Stone, a critic of American autobiography, argues that autobiographical performances celebrate the Western ideal of individualism, "which places the self at the center of its world." n209 Stone begins to elucidate the prescriptive character of autobiographical discourse as he notes with wonder "the tenacious social ideal whose persistence is all the more significant when found repeated in personal histories of Afro Americans, immigrants, penitentiary prisoners, and others whose claims to full individuality have often been denied by our society." n210 Precisely because it appeals to readers' fascination with the self-sufficiency, resiliency and uniqueness of the totemic individual privileged by liberal political theory, there is a risk that autobiographical discourse is a fallible, even co-opted, instrument for the social reforms envisioned by the outsiders. By affirming the myths of individual success in our culture, autobiography reproduces the [*1286] political, economic, social and psychological structures that attend such success. n211 In this light, the outsider autobiographies unwittingly deflect attention from collective social responsibility and thwart the development of collective solutions for the eradication of racist and sexist harms. Although we may suspect in some cases that the author's own sense of self was shaped by a community whose values oppose those of liberal individualism, her decision to register her experience in autobiographical discourse will have a significant effect on the self she reproduces. 
Narratives Bad – Oppression Turn

Using experience to verify resistance reproduces systems of oppression – fails to contest established social conventions

Scott ‘91 (Joan W., University of Wisconsin, Ph.D; University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, Assistant Professor; Northwestern University, Assistant Professor; University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Associate Professor, Professor; Brown University, Nancy Duke Lewis University Professor, Pembroke Center for Teaching and Research on Women, Founding Director; Institute for Advanced Study, Member, Professor, Harold F. Linder Professor, “The Evidence of Experience,” Critical Inquiry, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Summer, 1991), p. 777-778

When the evidence offered is the evidence of "experience," the claim for referentiality is further buttressed-what could be truer, after all, than a subject's own account of what he or she has lived through? It is precisely this kind of appeal to experience as uncontestable evidence and as an originary point of explanation-as a foundation on which analysis is based-that weakens the critical thrust of histories of difference. By remaining within the epistemological frame of orthodox history, these studies lose the possibility of examining those assumptions and practices that excluded considerations of difference in the first place. They take as self-evident the identities of those whose experience is being documented and thus naturalize their difference. They locate resistance outside its discursive construction and reify agency as an inherent attribute of individuals, thus decontextualizing it. When experience is taken as the origin of knowledge, the vision of the individual subject (the person who had the experience or the historian who recounts it) becomes the bedrock of evidence on which explanation is built. Questions about the constructed nature of experience, about how subjects are constituted as different in the first place, about how one's vision is structured-about language (or discourse) and history-are left aside. The evidence of experience then becomes evidence for the fact of difference, rather than a way of exploring how difference is established, how it operates, how and in what ways it constitutes subjects who see and act in the world.7 To put it another way, the evidence of experience, whether conceived through a metaphor of visibility or in any other way that takes meaning as transparent, reproduces rather than contests given ideological systems-those that assume that the facts of history speak for themselves and those that rest on notions of a natural or established opposition between, say, sexual practices and social conventions, or between homosexuality and heterosexuality. 
Experience precludes historical analysis – making oppression visible does not deconstruct its causes

Scott ‘91 (Joan W., University of Wisconsin, Ph.D; University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, Assistant Professor; Northwestern University, Assistant Professor; University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Associate Professor, Professor; Brown University, Nancy Duke Lewis University Professor, Pembroke Center for Teaching and Research on Women, Founding Director; Institute for Advanced Study, Member, Professor, Harold F. Linder Professor, “The Evidence of Experience,” Critical Inquiry, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Summer, 1991), p. 779-80

To the extent that this system constructs desiring subjects (those who are legitimate as well as those who are not), it simultaneously establishes them and itself as given and outside of time, as the way things work, the way they inevitably are. The project of making experience visible precludes analysis of the workings of this system and of its historicity; instead, it reproduces its terms. We come to appreciate the consequences of the closeting of homosexuals and we understand repression as an interested act of power or domination; alternative behaviors and institutions also become available to us. What we don't have is a way of placing those alternatives within the framework of (historically contingent) dominant patterns of sexuality and the ideology that supports them. We know they exist, but not how they have been constructed; we know their existence offers a critique of normative practices, but not the extent of the critique. Making visible the experience of a different group exposes the existence of repressive mechanisms, but not their inner workings or logics; we know that difference exists, but we don't understand it as relationally constituted. For that we need to attend to the historical processes that, through discourse, position subjects and produce their experiences. It is not individuals who have experience, but subjects who are constituted through experience. Experience in this definition then becomes not the origin of our explanation, not the authoritative (because seen or felt) evidence that grounds what is known, but rather that which we seek to explain, that about which knowledge is produced. To think about experience in this way is to historicize it as well as to historicize the identities it produces. This kind of historicizing represents a reply to the many contemporary historians who have argued that an unproblematized "experience" is the foundation of their practice; it is a historicizing that implies critical scrutiny of all explanatory categories usually taken for granted, including the category of "experience."

Narratives Bad – XT: Oppression Turn

They perpetuate marginalization –reflexive discussion of vulnerability is net-worse

Grenz and Willey ‘2 (Sabine, PhD in Gender Studies at Humboldt-University, Berlin, and Angela, Women's Studies Department at Emory University, “MARGINAL RESEARCH: REFLECTIONS ON LOCATION AND

REPRESENTATION,” http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/genderInstitute/pdf/marginalResearch.pdf
p. 2-3, accessed on 7/11/11)
At the Feminism and Philosophy conference Angela attended at MIT, vulnerability was a central theme, and what it might mean in the context of 'marginal/ised' research framed her thoughts on the project. A long discussion of the debilitating effects of fear-induced vulnerability was challenged by the question of whether or not vulnerability might be seen as useful, even desirable. A lone voice argued that the ‘vulnerability’ felt by (US) Americans post-September 11th actually represented a (now closed) window of opportunity. As we considered (mostly silently) the implications of the privilege of feeling invulnerable as ‘Americans’, the discussion turned to more personal reflections. Some present at the conference articulated an understanding of vulnerability as a type of openness that enabled them to live lives worth living. Vulnerability, while risky, was thus a state of being in the world that allowed one to be challenged, to learn, and to grow. This feminist openness serves as a useful starting point for the project(s) of reflexivity in which we are engaged here. Because feminist research aims to transform existing views or ways of being in the world, it is not answerable to dominant institutional regulation in an ethical (though it often is in a practical) sense. We (feminist researchers), do however aim to position ourselves as accountable to the communities with which we are allied by our political commitments and to those otherwise touched by our research. For the contributors to this volume, that has often meant rendering one’s ‘selves’ visible in ways that researchers working under the pretence of objective representation often do not. Our knowledges are contingent and situated, products of our own 2 complex and unstable locations. This refusal to claim validity across time and space poses the risk of further marginalisation within the academy. Such questions of marginal positioning also impact the relationship between researcher and researched, which can be looked at from different perspectives: for instance, from the point of view of a researcher who considers her/himself to be the ‘self’ and participants to be the ‘Other’; or that of a researcher who locates her/himself as marginal or as an ‘Other’ compared to the social majority. To problematise the assumptions of both positions then may lead to a greater representation of the complexity of power relations in research. Engaging in this reflexive process, rendering ourselves vulnerable as it were, is vital if we are to be ‘answerable’ for the epistemic acts – violent, inclusive, generative or otherwise - we may commit. Ambivalence around questions of vulnerability - the anxiety and discomfort it provokes - goes some distance towards explaining the investments researchers have in maintaining their invisibility as researchers and might explain why committed reflexivity in practice is, well, marginal. Each of the articles that comprise this collection on marginal research takes up and uses a variety of the meanings of marginality (of gender in general, of reflexivity, of position, and of the rejection of positivist methodologies) upon which we have touched, but also, importantly, extends those meanings in new ways. 3
Deploying experience in a debate context reinforces binaries – deconstructing these strategic oversimplifications is a prerequisite 

Chopra ‘2 (Sherry, MSc in Gender and Development, Gender Institute, London School of Economics

and Political Science, “LOCATION/DISLOCATION: THE ETHICS OF BEING NOWHERE

AND SOMEWHERE,” http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/genderInstitute/pdf/marginalResearch.pdf
p. 41, accessed on 7/11/11)
Issues surrounding the ethics and possible effects of my representations of ‘self’ have become salient as I engage in the study and ‘production’ of feminist knowledge. Where I locate myself at a particular time determines where I locate the ‘Other.’ The erasure of difference in order to navigate through experiences of dislocation has significant consequences for research. Realising this, I ask the following questions: What effects do constructions of ‘self’ have on the production of knowledge? How is the construction of ‘self’ as a member of a particular group important yet problematic? How do such representations reflect power dynamics and how do they effect my construction of ‘others’? Faced with such questions, I have reexamined my belief in the unproblematic legitimacy and innocence of strategic presentations of self as ‘Other.’ I do not feel any longer that I am ‘allowed’ such representations because I live in a racist society. I have come to realise that such presentations simplify complex realities and legitimise rigid binaries; they can therefore, signify an act of aggression. Where strategic representations are constructed and utilised, they must be acknowledged as such and destabilised continuously. Motivations for such representations, as well as the perceived benefits and effects must be interrogated. Without honest 41 assessments of these representations they become more dangerous than politically useful and can allow me to position myself as the authority on the ‘Other,’ and appropriate their experience for selfserving reasons. Irresponsible representations of ‘self’ and ‘Other’ are not my right; they are constructs I must try to make visible as I continue to redefine myself in shifting contexts amidst feelings of perpetual dislocation.
Narratives Bad— Privilege Turn

Silencing the ‘privileged’ precludes meaningful dialogue – reproduces hierarchal power relations 

Mullassery ‘2 (Sreerekha, MSc, Gender and Development, London School of Economics and Political Science, Post-Grad diploma, Gender and Work, International Women’s University, Hanover, Germany, “OTHER TO OTHER: THE ACT OF SPEAKING,” http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/genderInstitute/pdf/marginalResearch.pdf
p. 65-69, accessed on 7/11/11)

 ‘Listening’ too is an act. In some situations the Other prefers to be silent. A difference emerges at some level where the dominant privileged realises the need to ‘listen’ as conditional and the decision of the oppressed to be silent might be followed by alternative forms of resistance. There are times when these two meet, when the privileged is told it is time to listen to / be silent and the oppressed finds its voice and speech. But considering the ‘his’tory of power relations within institutionalised academia, the silent/oppressed may not even consider it as essential to ever have a dialogue with those who only speak. This situation is not a ‘desired end’, but one configuration amongst others and one option that does not always have to be viewed as the ideal starting point to challenge the privileged. 65 While the privileged speak… In the search for transformative possibilities of representation within subjects of feminisms, Claudia Castaneda in her paper ‘The Child as a Feminist Figuration- Toward a Politics of Privilege’ (Castaneda 2001) discusses the child as the Other of a feminist subject-who is privileged in relation to the child. There are always claims of ‘knowing’ the child and it is represented everywhere, but for her it cannot be the child’s self-representation. She points out the need for a speaking subject (the privileged) to be accountable to an Other, where the continuous representation of the Other as Other should be problematised. Alcoff advocates four sets of interrogatory practices ‘to evaluate actual instances of ‘speaking for’: (a) the impetus to speak must be carefully analysed and in many cases, fought against; (b) one must interrogate the bearing of one’s location and context on what we are saying; (c) there must be accountability and responsibility for what an individual says; (d) one must analyse the probable or actual effects of the words on discursive and material contexts (Alcoff 1995: 111-13). For Alcoff, ‘speaking for’ still asks for ‘retreat’ unless these conditions are satisfied. In this context I believe it is important to problematise the issue of ‘retreat’, of listening, of ‘speaking to’, of silence, of feeling guilty as the privileged, and of guilt being the justification for not speaking. Alcoff’s position on the privileged follows the assumption that the location or context of the privileged is the primary contributory fact leading to the impossibility of avoiding a ‘retreat’. Thus, on the one hand ‘retreat’ is an option open only for those who are privileged 66 and on the other hand, for the oppressed there always seems to be some authority given to the privileged ‘to represent’ (or not). As one of the ‘privileged’, speaking for ‘myself’ may not always necessarily mean that I support, justify or sympathise with my own locations and contexts. Within my own locations as privileged I could still ‘speak against’ my privileges from / with a critical understanding of my self and the Other. Thus the speech of a privileged does / should not necessarily have to be always ‘speaking for’ myself. Furthermore, not speaking (retreat) by the privileged is an act of passing on the speech from one to the other as Carolyn Pedwell points out in her article where there is always some one else to ‘speak for’ the oppressed. And therefore arguing that the privileged shouldn’t speak / needs to be silent / has to just listen or retreat, indicates an expectation that the silent / oppressed should then speak, i.e. to leap to fill the gap left by the benevolently ‘retreating’ privileged subject. In other words, does the privileged need (first) to be silent so that the oppressed can speak (later)? Here, in order to substantiate my position on the issue of ‘retreat’ in an Other-to-Other discourse, I believe there is a need to diversify the term ‘privileged’. Who is privileged, when and how? Firstly, the privileged may be a dominant group, representing the dominant cultures, ideas and politics, misrepresenting / hiding their privileges from Others. Secondly the privileged may know their privileges, understand the dominant politics, represent / speak about themselves, their own privileges. At different levels of the relational 67 discourses between the Others, there are many stages in which the process of Othering invades each and every subject: the oppressed as privileged and the privileged as oppressed. Thus the process of Othering by an unstable self is important so that all the subjects have their ‘own’ spaces within the discourse and they are constructed / deconstructed, defined and redefined. ‘Retreat’ by the dominant privileged could thus obstruct the process of redefining and destabilising the Others, since the overdetermining oppositional structure remains intact. A dominant privileged in a discourse does not represent her / himself while she / he speaks for Others. For them the issue of ‘speaking for’ the Other / representing the Other is often in conflict with the act of ‘speaking about’ Others since within the process of ‘speaking about’ the Other, they would have more possibilities of distancing themselves from discourse. Thus for the privileged who does not identify her / himself with the ‘dominant’, ‘speaking for’ should neither be an issue of responsibility nor be associated to any feeling of guilt. It should be just a question of speaking about her / himself to Others. Thus the only possibility of ‘speaking for’, is to speak about / for ‘oneself’ as a privileged / oppressed person. It is important to realise that outside an Other-to-Other discourse, speaking is a process where those who ‘speak’ only speak and the ‘Others’ can only contribute, they can’t represent, can’t speak for themselves. Only an Other-to-Other discourse opens up possibilities of challenging the fixed dynamic between a privileged / who speaks 68 and the oppressed / who are silent. Here silence of the privileged as a retreat cannot be justified. The privileged, reproducing the privilege and the Other contingent on its subjectic position, reproduces the hierarchical power relations between the subjects.
Their deployment of personal experience discounts ours – this perpetuates discursive hierarchies 

Grenz and Willey ‘2 (Sabine, PhD in Gender Studies at Humboldt-University, Berlin, and Angela, Women's Studies Department at Emory University, “MARGINAL RESEARCH: REFLECTIONS ON LOCATION AND

REPRESENTATION,” http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/genderInstitute/pdf/marginalResearch.pdf
p. 2-3, accessed on 7/11/11)
Sreerekha Mullassery and Carolyn Pedwell also take up the question of representation, arguing that fixed notions of marginality put 'Othered' subjects in the difficult position of needing to 'speak for' community, and that instead questions of privilege and retreat need to be re-evaluated. Sreerekha highlights the importance of selfreflection in a re-visioning of the terms of feminist debates around ‘the act of speaking’. If the privileged must be silent (so the oppressed ‘Other’ can speak), it is always privilege that remains uninterrogated. Instead she advocates a reflexive Other-to-Other relation wherein the identity of the ‘Other’ cannot be assumed. Carolyn argues that while representing ‘Others’ remains an essential activity for academics, it is critical that we maintain accountability for the representations that we construct and present. Articulating a methodology of (intersubjective) reflexivity, she asserts that through reflecting individually and collectively on the significance of researcher and subject location(s) to the research process, while maintaining intersubjective dialogue on representational accuracy, we may be able to prevent ‘discursive colonisation’ (Mohanty) as academics. In highlighting the fluidity of power relations between researchers and those being studied, her methodology is designed to illuminate the ways in which the self and 'Others' are mutually constituted.

Narratives Bad– Vicitimization Turn
Narratives of suffering permanently relate subjectivity to victimhood and exclude anyone who does not fit the model of subordination

Brown 96 (Wendy Brown is Professor of Women's Studies and Legal Studies, and is Co-Director of the Center for Cultural Studies at the University of California, Santa Cruz.  The University of Chicago Law School Roundtable 1996, KK)
 If, taken together, the two passages from Foucault we have been consider- ing call feminists to account in our compulsion to put everything about women into discourse, they do not yet exhaust the phenomenon of being ensnared 'in the folds of our own discourses.' For if the problem I have been discussing is easy enough to see--indeed, largely familiar to those who track techniques of co-optation--at the level of legal and bureaucratic discourse, it is altogether more disquieting when it takes the form of regulatory discourse in our own sub- and counter-cultures of resistance . . . when confessing injury becomes that which attaches us to the injury, paralyzes us within it, and prevents us from seeking or even desiring a status other than injured. In an age of social identification through attributes marked as culturally significant--gender, race, sexuality, and so forth--confessional discourse, with its truth-bearing status in a post-epistemological universe, not only regulates the confessor in the name of freeing her as Foucault described that logic, but extends beyond the confess- ing individual to constitute a regulatory truth about the identity group.  Confessed truths are assembled and deployed as "knowledge" about the group.  This phenomenon would seem to undergird a range of recurring troubles in feminism, from the "real woman" rejoinder to post-structuralist deconstructions of her, to totalizing descriptions of women's experience that are the inadvertent effects of various kinds of survivor stories. Thus, for example, the porn star who feels miserably exploited, violated and humiliated in her work invariably monopolizes the truth about sex work; as the girl with math anxieties constitutes the truth about women and math; as eating disor- ders have become the truth about women and food; as sexual abuse and viola- tion occupy the knowledge terrain of women and sexuality. In other words, even as feminism aims to affirm diversity among women and women's ex- periences, confession as the site of production of truth and its convergence with feminist suspicion and deauthorization of truth from other sources tends to reinstate a unified discourse in which the story of greatest suffering becomes the true story of woman. (I think this constitutes part of the rhetorical power of MacKinnon's work; analytically, the epistemological superiority of confes- sion substitutes for the older, largely discredited charge of false consciousness).  Thus, the adult who does not suffer from her or his childhood sexual experi- ence, the lesbian who does not feel shame, the woman of color who does not primarily or "correctly" identify with her marking as such--these figures are excluded as bonafide members of the categories which also claim them. Their status within these discourses is that of being "in denial," "passing" or being a "race traitor." This is the norm-making process in feminist traditions of "breaking silence" which, ironically, silence and exclude the very women these traditions mean to empower. (Is it surprising, when we think in this vein, that there is so little feminist writing on heterosexual pleasure?) But if these practices tacitly silence those whose experiences do not parallel those whose suffering is most marked (or whom the discourse produces as suffering markedly), they also condemn those whose sufferings they record to a permanent identification with that suffering. Here, we experience a temporal ensnaring in 'the folds of our own discourses' insofar as we identify ourselves  in speech in a manner that condemns us to live in a present dominated by the past. But what if speech and silence aren't really opposites? Indeed, what if to speak incessantly of one's suffering is to silence the possibilities of overcoming it, of living beyond it, of identifying as something other than it? What if this incessant speech not only overwhelms the experiences of others, but alternative (unutterable? traumatized? fragmentary? inassimilable?) zones of one's own experience? Conversely, what if a certain modality of silence about one's suffering--and I am suggesting that we must consider modalities of silence as varied as modalities of speech and discourse--is to articulate a variety of possibilities not otherwise available to the sufferer?

Narratives Bad—Victimization Turn
Storytelling disempowers by equating identity with victimhood

Farber and Sherry 97 (Daniel Farber and Suzanna Sherry, Professors of Law, Beyond all Reason, 1997, p. 81-2, KK)
Like MacKinnon other commentators also connect group identity with victimhood. For example, Eskridge suggests that the label of homosexuality, is socially constructed as a means of oppression. In some sense, then what all gays may truly have in common is their status as targets of homophobia. A community founded on victimhood poses certain problems. As feminist Harvard law professor Martha Minow has observed, it may divert attention from the political to the therapeutic, Victimhood also "passive and helpless connotations" that can he disempowering, and can encourage people to define their identities based on single traits. Indeed, Minow observes, the very idea of privileging the victim's perspective "requires a ranking of oppressions that is itself rendered problematic by the asserted authority of subjective experience." Thus, discussion can degenerate into the "victim talk world" where "people exchange testimonials of pain in a contest over who suffered more." Making a similar observation, Henry Louis Gates Jr. wryly suggests that perhaps academics should "institutionalize something that we already do implicitly at conferences on 'minority discourse': award ‑a prize at the end for the panelist, respondent, or contestant most oppressed; at the end of the year, we could have the 'Oppression Emmy Awards."  This jockeying for victim status, with the concurrent struggle over whose stories can be told, threatens to block discussion altogether.  A vivid illustration is provided by a national conference about feminism 'and the law that was sponsored by Signs the leading feminist journal. At the conference, a white representative of prostituted women argued that prostitution is inevitably involuntary and linked with violence against women. She was criticized by a black woman and a disabled white woman for failing to reflect the varying experiences of prostitutes, some of whom might have found a life of prostitution their best available option. At that point, the prostitution activist "left the roundtable, visibly upset." One of the conference organizers (who was white) left the room to talk with the prostitution activist. She returned with the message that the activist had felt "discounted" and "silenced" and would not be returning. The black woman who had participated in the discussion found these comments accusatory, and the discussion "become clearly polarized into ... activists versus ‑academics, and a white woman versus a black woman."

Victimization kills political action.

Minow 96 (Martha Minow, Professor of Law, Harvard Law School, Oregon Law Review, Fall, 1996, KK)
Brown urges efforts to shape a democratic political culture that would actually hear the  stories  of victimization while inciting victims to triumph over their experiences through political action. n85 Toward this end, she proposes shifting the focus from identity toward a focus on desires and wants, from the language of "I am" to the language of "I want." n86 In this way, perhaps politics could move beyond the artificially fixed and frozen identity positions and blame games toward expressive and engaged political action, but Brown has yet to sketch a language of solidarity rather than individual self-interest.
Narratives of experience when incorporated into the law allow for a normality which will always contradict with the real experience, subordinating and dehumanizing the subject.

 Gilkerson 92 (Christopher P., Legal Scholar, Theoretics of Practice: The integration of Progressive Thought and Action, 43 Hastings L.J. 861, KK)

 Although legal narratives influence and shape behavior, they often ring false when applied to individuals and groups about whom the narratives are supposedly told. Contradictions arise when universalized narratives oppose or reduce real experience. For example, in bringing any type of sex-based claim, whether civil or criminal, a woman is required to represent herself in a way that may contradict her experience. To demonstrate harm and win relief, she must recount her ordeal and oppression by fitting her story within a legal narrative of "victim." The narrative imposes the costs of a further loss of individual power and self-esteem and compounds the trauma of having to identify a "perpetrator" [*876] who has imposed his will. The necessity of playing the role of victim is most pronounced in cases involving sexual violence. n48 In her study of the New Bedford, Massachusetts gang rape trial, Kristin Bumiller analyzes the roles of the media, prosecution, and defense in constructing and reconstructing the complainant. n49 In studying the woman's testimony at trial, Bumiller observes "how [the woman's] speech in [the] courtroom both conform[ed] to legal ways of understanding violence and yet embodie[d] resistance to accepted modes of expression." n50 A trial within a trial occurred, in which the woman was reattacked by the defense lawyers who attempted to prove that she did not possess the qualities of victimization required by the legal narrative of rape. n51 Defense lawyers tried to show that she did not possess the moral qualities of innocence, good judgment, consistency, sobriety, responsibility, and fidelity. Consequently, the defense focused on the following "facts": The woman had been drinking at the time of the attack; the attack occurred late at night in a tavern; the woman was single but lived [*877] with the father of her two children; earlier in the evening she had ignored her girlfriend's advice to "go home"; she could not remember how many men actually raped her or what she had said immediately after the incident. n52 In what amounted to victimizing the victim, the judicial process held the woman up to the universalized narrative of rape, and then made her accountable for her inability and unwillingness to fit that narrative. n53 Legal narratives of victim are related to other narratives subordinately inscribed in legal discourse, such as those written in the connected and overlapping areas of family and work. Legal narratives of family and work are premised on two seemingly fundamental principles: (1) there is a normal or natural division of labor based on gender in both the workplace and the family; and (2) family roles are private while employment sector roles are public. n54 Concepts of gender and the distinction between private and public privatize women's family responsibilities and devalue the work women do in the marketplace. n55 

Narratives Fail—Reinforce dominant discourse/hegemonic structures
Narratives create the same oppressive nature as dominant discourse.
Coughlin 95 (Anne, Lewis F. Powell. “Regulating the Self: Autobiographical Performances in Outsider Scholarship.” Virginia Law Review August edition., KK)


For outsiders, autobiography would seem to be a foolproof strategy for recuperating marginalized experience. It is politically interventionist and theoretically disruptive, and yet at the same time flexible, sensitive, and immediately accessible. What harm can outsiders do by telling their own stories? At best, their stories will disturb and then persuade insiders that law should reflect the reality of outsider experience. At worst, the insiders will not listen or will mishear. In either case, storytelling should reinforce outsiders' commitment to a resistant scholarship and inspire other outsiders to offer their own autobiographies in support of the cause. These claims on behalf of storytelling deserve serious scrutiny. Outsider scholars-or, for that matter, insider scholars who. also employ autobiography-must consider whether and in what sense this form of representation achieves the goals of outsider scholarship. To what extent does outsider autobiography rescue formerly ignored experiences and points of view, or permit the author to break through the cultural limitations of legal discourse? If the law is to comprehend its social obligations through the perspective of the individual storyteller, the tactic affirmed by the autobiographical project, then it is imperative to clarify and evaluate the nature of the perspectives that storytellers construct. In this paper, I will argue that autobiography is not simply a transparent medium through which the self may give voice to what it alone knows. Nor is autobiography an unconditioned mode of representation that opens up subjective spaces hitherto unexplored. For one thing, an autobiographical narrative makes the same ontological commitments to readers as legal discourse. Autobiography places limitations on the range of available meanings similar to those imposed by law. In addition, many literary critics and historians have suggested that autobiography and the experiences it constructs are shaped by the same cultural values reflected in law. Far from eluding the constraints of legal discourse and cultural bias, therefore, autobiography may lead outsiders to become the unwitting proponents of the very values they most want to resist. Perhaps more crucially, the outsiders' intention to liberate discourse from dogmatic or culture-bound types of objectivity is threatened by the possibility that their works will merely achieve a simple reversal of academic orthodoxy. By celebrating individual perspectives, reliance on autobiography may establish authorial subjectivity as the new form of unassailable dogma, the new tale that wags our legal discourse.
Narratives have the same problems as the system that they critique –they are manipulated for an intended purpose. Their project has the same problems as dominant discourse.
Coughlin 95 (Anne, Lewis F. Powell. “Regulating the Self: Autobiographical Performances in Outsider Scholarship.” Virginia Law Review August edition, KK)

It may be that reliance on the narrative form is problematic for those pursuing a radical social agenda, for some theorists have argued that narrative is made possible by and inevitably reinforces the reigning system of law.83 Professor Hayden White has been particularly concerned with discovering the kind of meaning that narrative supplies when real events are recorded in the form of a story.84 As White argues, real events do not present themselves to us as stories, with the formal characteristics of coherent plot, or the "central subjects, proper beginnings, middles, and ends," that we have come to associate with stories.85 Real events simply occur, waiting for an observer with the impulse to record them to select a form of representation and in the process impose order on reality, even create a culture-specific reality out of mere sequences of events.86 Our culture privileges the narrative mode of representation above other available forms, according to White, because narrative gratifies our desire to invest real events with moral and ethical meaning.87 For example, narrative contrives a sense of closure determine the evidence as much as the evidence determines the narrative" because the "evidence only counts as evidence and is only recognized as such in relation to a potential narrative."92 Even if we reject White's suspicion that the criterion that guides all narrative accounts of real events is "law, legality, legitimacy, or, more generally, authority,"93 his theory of narrative meaning still exposes the ambivalent political allegiances of the outsider autobiographies. In these texts, no less than in legal opinions or traditional legal scholarship, our system of law is enthroned as the "central organizing principle of meaning."94 Law and the legal academy are the subjects that link together, indeed, call forth, each of the personal experiences recounted. The texts are not a desultory collection of personal reminiscences. Rather, they record only those events that support particular claims against or on behalf of law and the academy. For example, Professor Robin West describes her own promiscuity to support her charge that the definition of "consensual sex" applied by law in rape cases conceals the danger of violent male sexuality that women endure.95 Professor Patricia Williams elaborates the racist content of episodes from her life to create an occasion for her to display her intellectual prowess and professional accomplishments to an academy reluctant to admit African-American women.96 And Professor Richard Delgado recalls conversations in which senior colleagues warned him to avoid writing about "civil rights or other 'ethnic' subjects" to provide evidence of the jealous insularity and undemocratic character of the mainstream civil rights academy.97 These texts reveal that the law and its specific institutional interests, both in practice and in the academy, already define the relevant points of intersection for the experiences recounted in the outsider narratives. In other words, the law and the academy implicitly supply the appropriate points of contention for outsider narrators. Just as legal doctrine determines the facts that judges will find, so the conventions, practices, and concerns of law and the academy furnish the space for debate and perhaps even produce the truth that outsider stories report by determining which events are significant (or real) enough to be represented. 
Narratives are generated through normatively structured performances— they just reproduce express the same ideological effects and hegemonic assumptions by reinforcing the SQ
 Jane B.Baron and JuliaEpstein  97 ( Peter j. Liacouras Professor of Law, Temple University school of law, Barbara Riley Levin, Professor of comparative literature, Haverford College.Buffalo Law Review, 45 Buffalo L. Rev. 141, Winter, 1997, KK)

Again, nothing guarantees that any particular story or set of stories will create doubts about what can be known. As Patrick Ewick and Susan Silbey have explained: Narratives are cultural productions. Narratives are generated interactively through normatively structured performances and interactions[.] Because of the conventionalized character of narrative, . . our stories [*182] are likely to express ideological effects and hegemonic assumptions. We are as likely to be shackled by the stories we tell (or that are culturally available for our telling) as we are by the form of oppression they might seek to reveal. n137 Notwithstanding some of the more exaggerated claims that have been made on behalf of storytelling, it is not the case that a story will cause a rethinking of assumptions or a recognition of perspectivism merely because it is a story. n138 Some stories may be "subversive" and "liberatory" n139; others may--advertently or inadvertently--reinforce the status quo. n140 To the extent that [*183] narrative scholarship aims to raise questions about what is usually taken for granted, or to create insight about the inevitably partial (incomplete, biased) nature of any particular point of view, stories of the latter sort may reasonably be deemed unsuccessful.

Our legal institutions require that we construct narratives that resonate with the prevailing dominant norms and values—means their movement is unsuccessful unless they prove how their narrative would play out in court and society 

Ahmad 3 (Muneer I. Ahmad is an Assistant Professor of Law, Washington College of Law, American University, American University Journal of Gender, Social Policy & the Law, 11 Am. U.J. Gender Soc. Pol'y &L. 117, 2003, KK)

But this is where the tension lies: some thirty years after the end of de jure racial and gender discrimination, our ability to discern discrimination, and structural forms of discrimination in particular, depends largely upon critical insights, such as the recognition that the characterization of Deborah Brand as a crack whore plays upon subtle, deep-seated stereotypes centered around race and gender. The same is true, I would argue, with regard to sexual orientation, for although much of the homophobia expressed today is obvious on its face, so much more exists in more subterranean forms. Moreover, we can learn from the inability of formal racial and gender equality to root out structural forms of race and gender discrimination that the same is likely to be true of sexual orientation, which is to say that even if we were to achieve anti-discrimination laws on the basis of sexual orientation throughout the country, even if we were to achieve heightened scrutiny of discrimination against lesbians and gays, the discrimination would find ways to persist. We rely, then, up on our critical faculties to unearth subterranean subordination. Critical study is committed to the project of destabilizing prevailing norms, interrogating assumptions, and otherwise muddying what appear to be clear waters. It is in large part through this methodology that our political awareness of, and political opposition to racism, sexism and homophobia emerge. But our legal institutions, and the courtroom in particular, require that we construct narratives that resonate with well-settled norms, values and attitudes. Arguably, the duty of zealous representation requires that we conform our narratives to these prevailing norms as well. Our commitment to anti-subordination is therefore difficult to square with our duty of zeal, given that as lawyers we operate not only in the defined universe of a particular client representation, but in the indeterminate universe of broader society as well. This is the problem of generalized political commitments meeting individual demands.

A narratives commitment to “the real” makes it no different from legal discourse. 

Coughlin 95 (Anne M. Coughlin, Associate Professor of Law, Vanderbilt Law School. “Regulating the Self: Autobiographical Performances in Outsider Scholarship.” Virginia Law Review. August 1995, KK)

As a result, autobiography does not offer a way of understanding the outsiders' experiences ("life as it is") that is inherently different from that provided by law ("how lawyers talk about it"). To the contrary, autobiographical narratives and legal narratives make the same referential commitment: both are realist discourses, devoted to the distinction between events that are "in principle observable or perceivable" outside the narrative n151 and those that reside solely inside the world constructed by a storyteller. n152 To be sure, the storytellers do aim to expand their own and their listeners' interpretive options; hence their insistence that the meaning assigned to an event that a storyteller describes - for example, whether a sexual encounter should be construed as a rape or as consensual intercourse - is contingent on the particular truth-finding mechanism employed. Still, by committing itself to the existence of a real world outside the story, an autobiographical account limits the range of available interpretive moves to a referential framework. When the autobiographer describes an event that she experienced, she is representing the event in question had an experience independent of her textual reconstruction of the event; she is not inventing her experience of the event, but remembering the experience as in fact it happened. By insisting that their stories represent the real, which implicitly conceals the role that the story form plays in assigning meaning to the experience, the outsider autobiographies, no less than legal discourse, obscure the "necessarily discursive character" of the experiences they reproduce. 
Narratives reinforce the current ideologies present in law
Coughlin 95 (Anne M. Coughlin, Associate Professor of Law, Vanderbilt Law School. “Regulating the Self: Autobiographical Performances in Outsider Scholarship.” Virginia Law Review. August 1995., KK )

Far from being discomforting, let alone subversive, the story these ostensibly resistant texts tell about the relationship between the self and law is surprisingly consistent with the guiding tenets of liberalism. These texts describe the individual self, its material needs, and psychological desires as central concerns of law. At the same time, the texts provide evidence of the satisfactions the self achieves by earning its way independently of the various forms of social assistance law might afford. Since this story is difficult to distinguish from the stock legal narratives the outsiders oppose, we must consider whether narrative conventions, like those of legal discourse, have a tendency to manipulate the storyteller into affirming the status quo. 

Narratives Fail—Co-opted/Misused

Narratives can be co-opted by the dominant

Litowitz 97 (Douglas E. Litowitz, B.A. 1985 Oberlin College, J.D. 1988 Northwestern University School of Law, Ph.D. 1996 Loyola University Chicago, Notre Dame Law Review, 72 Notre Dame L. Rev. 503, 1997, KK)
There is a danger in storytelling precisely because it can lead in any and every direction, politically speaking. It is true that narratives about oppressed groups often lead to left-leaning social reform for the simple reason that narratives tend to humanize people whom we would otherwise consider outsiders. For example, when we read in the anthology about the experiences of, minority CRT scholars struggling against racism, we begin to identify with them, and, frankly, we start rooting for them. Of course, if one identifies with people of color or with women, it is possible that one will be more likely to understand their side of an issue. But this cuts both ways. If one set of narratives can make us more sympathetic to people of color, it stands to reason that a different set of narratives can make us less sensitive. Indeed, Delgado contributes an article n55 to the collection which recognizes that black thinkers like Shelby Steele and Stephen Carter make use of stories, irony, and humor to send a conservative message that contrasts with the narratives offered by CRT scholars Derrick Bell and Patricia Williams. We can easily imagine the emergence of narratives and stories in which white authors describe the experience of being denied entry into professional schools when they would have been accepted had they been black or female. In extreme cases it might be imagined that such authors would use storytelling to glorify a white utopian society without minorities. The error by CRT is to think that storytelling is inherently liberating when in fact it is inherently neutral - neither liberal nor conservative, neither constraining nor freeing.,    n55.
Narratives are manipulated by interest groups and the truth is compromised when anyone decides that the ends are good. 

Hyman 98 (David Hyman is an Associate Professor, University of Maryland School of Law. B.A. 1983, J.D. 1989, M.D. 1991, University of Chicago Indiana law Journal, “Lies, Damned lies, and Narrative” 73 Ind. L.J. 797, Summer, 1998, KK) 

In addition, the narratives which emerge in the public sphere do not surface by accident, but are packaged and presented by policy entrepreneurs, who use them to further their legislative agenda. n213 Advocacy groups expend considerable effort [*838] in finding good narratives. n214 What they are looking for is "[t]he perfect victim-someone who is genuine, articulate, and sympathetic." n215 If the "spin" sometimes overtakes the facts, most advocacy groups can doubtless convince themselves that they have committed no great sin, since they know they are on the side of the angels. n216
Stories of oppression only reinforce white privilege

Minow 96 (Martha, Professor of Law, Harvard Law School, Oregon Law Review, Fall, 1996, KK)
Personal testimony about oppression displaces analysis of social structures  that produce and maintain it. n91 Identity politics tends to locate the  problem in the identity group rather than the social relations that produce  identity groupings. n92 Cornel West observes: "we confine discussions about race in America to the 'problems' black people pose for whites rather than consider  what this way of viewing black people reveals about us as a nation." n93 Serious discussion of race in America, he argues, "must begin not with the problems of  black people but with the flaws of American society - flaws rooted in historic  inequalities and longstanding cultural stereotypes." n94 Identity politics is  likely to reinforce white people's conception of blacks as "them" rather than  pressing home everyone's mutual dependence and relationships. n95 Identity  politics also tends to not only produce defensiveness among white men, but also  to make it easier for white men to abandon and even blame people of color and  women of all sorts for their circumstances. Blame should not be placed on  identity politics for the indifference or selfishness of those who wish it would go away, but nor should those who pursue identity politics be excused of its  effects. Adjudicating who is right and who is wrong in the conflicts between identity politics advocates and those who charge identity politics with threatening unity occupies too much time and attention compared with the stakes really at issue.  After all, if   [*669]   the alternative is a notational unity, then the fight  simply focuses on which kind of identity ought to trump others. Those caught up  in this debate too often fail to focus on, much less remedy, the savage  brutalities affecting the most vulnerable members of society - and therefore the entire quality of the society. Thus, amid rancorous debates over multicultural curricula, actual school performance by children most at risk of failure remains largely neglected. n96 Intense university debates over identity-based issues in  faculty promotions mobilize students while eviscerated public budgets for higher education do not. n97 Devastated urban neighborhoods; massively widening gaps  between a small group of wealthy people and the rest of the society; evaporating public sector support for art, libraries, and human services; the disruption of  families caused at least in part by economic hardship; and the substitution of  market values for all other vocabularies of moral and political reasoning occur  before our eyes. n98 Racial patterns of inequality persist or grow larger in  some respects than in the past. n99
Narratives are always manipulated to serve the functions of the bureaucracy. 

Yovel 4 (Jonathan, Law & Literature, Vol. 16, No. 1, pages 127-159. ISSN 1535-685X. (c) 2004 by The Cardozo School of Law of Yeshiva University, running blacks who create Cordozon Studies in Law abuidince, 16 Cardozo Stud. L. & Lit. 127, Spring, 2004,KK)

In an era marked by literary and narrative exploration, law's approach to narration is marked by fairly conservative frameworks that adhere by an institutional requirement that stories make sense. Although this at first may seem obvious, it is not a trivial point. Making sense in law is not a narrative but a discursive and institutional requirement. It is predominant in law due to the categories of action that differentiate law from, for example, drama. Trials are deliberative processes that conclude with a legal decision, not just a story or even a diversity of stories. As essential as narration is to law, it is subject to this practical structure. For one, legal narration is constructed around courts' notions of relevance and the various storytellers' manipulations of it. n18 In other words, legal narration must have a point: unlike fiction and other literary genres, it is not allowed to merely express the human condition (invariably, it does also that). Courts are adherents to Aristotelian poetics of "unity" of plot, action, and closure, and have little if no use in waiting for Godot. n19 When--due to certain institutional or narrative deficiency--narrative fails on this account, institutional distress over the threat of the absurd gives rise to unusual compensating performances such as invocation of proto-mythical patterns or maverick manipulation of doctrine. Two such cases are discussed below.
Their advocacy discounts narratives without political or social implication – homogenizes identities

Scott ‘91 (Joan W., University of Wisconsin, Ph.D; University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, Assistant Professor; Northwestern University, Assistant Professor; University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Associate Professor, Professor; Brown University, Nancy Duke Lewis University Professor, Pembroke Center for Teaching and Research on Women, Founding Director; Institute for Advanced Study, Member, Professor, Harold F. Linder Professor, “The Evidence of Experience,” Critical Inquiry, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Summer, 1991), p. 785

The unifying aspect of experience excludes whole realms of human activity by simply not counting them as experience, at least not with any consequences for social organization or politics. When class becomes an overriding identity, other subject-positions are subsumed by it, those of gender, for example (or, in other instances of this kind, of history, race, ethnicity, and sexuality). The positions of men and women and their different relationships to politics are taken as reflections of material and social arrangements rather than as products of class politics itself; they are part of the "experience" of capitalism. Instead of asking how some experiences become more salient than others, how what matters to Thompson is defined as experience, and how differences are dissolved, experience becomes itself cumulative and homogenizing, providing the common denominator on which class consciousness is built. 
Narratives are coopted by the legal system to advance particular claims. 

Coughlin 95 (Anne M. Coughlin, Associate Professor of Law, Vanderbilt Law School. “Regulating the Self: Autobiographical Performances in Outsider Scholarship.” Virginia Law Review. August 1995, KK)

These speculations suggest that we must qualify, perhaps significantly, the outsiders' assertions concerning the revolutionary power of their narratives. Just like the legal discourse that the outsiders condemn, narrative "presupposes some criteria of relevance" that guide the storyteller's selection, arrangement for emphasis, and causal reordering of the events to be included in the story. n91 As one historian explains, "the narrative can be said to [*1256] determine the evidence as much as the evidence determines the narrative" because the "evidence only counts as evidence and is only recognized as such in relation to a potential narrative." n92 Even if we reject White's suspicion that the criterion that guides all narrative accounts of real events is "law, legality, legitimacy, or, more generally, authority," n93 his theory of narrative meaning still exposes the ambivalent political allegiances of the outsider autobiographies. In these texts, no less than in legal opinions or traditional legal scholarship, our system of law is enthroned as the "central organizing principle of meaning." n94 Law and the legal academy are the subjects that link together, indeed, call forth, each of the personal experiences recounted. The texts are not a desultory collection of personal reminiscences. Rather, they record only those events that support particular claims against or on behalf of law and the academy. For example, Professor Robin West describes her own promiscuity to support her charge that the definition of "consensual sex" applied by law in rape cases conceals the danger of violent male sexuality that women endure. n95 Professor Patricia Williams elaborates the racist content of episodes from her [*1257] life to create an occasion for her to display her intellectual prowess and professional accomplishments to an academy reluctant to admit African-American women. n96 And Professor Richard Delgado recalls conversations in which senior colleagues warned him to avoid writing about "civil rights or other "ethnic' subjects" to provide evidence of the jealous insularity and undemocratic character of the mainstream civil rights academy. n97 These texts reveal that the law and its specific institutional interests, both in practice and in the academy, already define the relevant points of intersection for the experiences recounted in the outsider narratives. In other words, the law and the academy implicitly supply the appropriate points of contention for outsider narrators. Just as legal doctrine determines the facts that judges will find, so the conventions, practices, and concerns of law and the academy furnish the space for debate and perhaps even produce the truth that outsider stories report by determining which events are significant (for real) enough to be represented. This is one of a variety of ways, then, in which the narrative form distinctly mitigates the subversive intention of outsider storytelling. 

Narratives are not transformative—they are written for remunerative purposes and entrench legal dogma. 
Coughlin 95 (Anne M. Coughlin, Associate Professor of Law, Vanderbilt Law School. “Regulat ing the Self: Autobiographical Performances in Outsider Scholarship.” Virginia Law Review. Au- gust 1995., KK)
Despite its potential complicity in a culture the outsiders decry, storytelling is an attractive enterprise because it is remunerative. Yet this feature of outsider storytelling raises additional questions about the role of these ostensibly resistant texts, particularly the meaning that context imposes on them. The scholars who tell the stories receive material rewards for publishing them. The authors are also lawyers or, at least, critics of the law, whose purpose in offering the stories is instrumental to some end. By recounting painful, personal experiences to an audience willing to pay for them, the authors use themselves and their suffering as a market commodity. Similarly, because the storytellers want lawmakers to recognize and remedy their suffering, they must make their stories intelligible (and in some sense marketable) to the audience whose understanding and intervention they seek, even as they rebuke it. Thus, the storyteller is never free from the constraints imposed by her audience's expectations. While autobiographies may possess a transformative power, one must wonder what they transform. Will the practice of telling one's own stories transform legal culture, as the outsiders claim? Or will that practice more likely transform the self who tells the story? [*1233]
Stories will inevitably be misused

Farber and Sherry 97 (Daniel Farber and Suzanna Sherry, Professors of Law, Beyond all Reason, 1997, p. 90, KK)
It's easy enough to blame this rhetorical explosion on insensitivity and aggressive over-reading on one side, or excessive personal sensitivity on the other. But the reality is that personal storytelling raises an inevitable risk of such confrontations. If there is any germ of truth at the heart of contemporary literary theory, it is that stories are inevitably viewed in ways that the authors did not originally intend. Neither in the academy nor in society at large can we always count on having friendly readers whose understanding will coincide with our own. When dealing with such personal matters, unfavorable interpretations it odds with the author's own perspective cannot be received as any 'thing other than personal attacks, and only the saintly could refrain from responding with an outcry of pain and anger. The problem is that it is almost impossible for the conversation to move forward constructively from this point. Once again, radical multiculturalist scholarship seems to misfire as an element in public discourse, for it does not leave enough room for dialogue."'

Narratives Fail— Prejudiced

Narratives are ineffective because they are not neutral— and prey on people’s innate prejudices—killing the effectiveness of their project 

Hyman 98 (David Hyman is an Associate Professor, University of Maryland School of Law. B.A. 1983, J.D. 1989, M.D. 1991, University of Chicago Indiana law Journal, “Lies, Damned lies, and Narrative” 73 Ind. L.J. 797, Summer, 1998, KK) 

Narrativists gloss over such difficulties, but that strategy is likely to be ineffective-and costly. Because narrative does not aspire to neutrality or typicality, its use in the public sphere is fraught with peril. "Good" narrative appeals directly to our passions and prejudices-and the better it is at doing so, the more likely it is to be credited as truthful and representative-whether it is or not. When statistics disagree, there are ways of sorting out matters-and experts to provide assistance in doing so.257 When narratives disagree, there is no appeal, except to innate persuasiveness (i.e., the degree to which the narrative coincides with our passions and prejudice).258 As the EMTALA narratives demonstrate, the predictable consequence is a tremendous gap between "narrative appeal" and empirical reality.
Narratives take advantage of pre-conceived prejudices or guilt; they make it impossible to make accurate decisions – gutting solvency for their movement.
Hyman 98 (David. “Lies, Damned Lies, and Narrative” 73 Ind L J 797 Summer, KK)

As EMTALA demonstrates, an effective narrative can transform the legal landscape.247 However, the EMTALA narratives raise serious questions about the substantial potential for abuse inherent in this form of discourse.248 Narrative turns out to be exceedingly effective at transmitting untruthful, incomplete, and unrepresentative anecdotes-particularly those that trigger a "flash of recognition" because they confirm preexisting suspicions or stereotypes-or are themselves simply stereotypes.249 Consider the impact of similar narratives, endlessly repeated, on the prevalence of belief in "black helicopters" and other conspiracy theories among various fringe groups on the far right.250 At the other end of the political spectrum, what of the belief in some sectors of the African-American community that AIDS was created by European-American (usually Jewish) doctors as a tool for racial warfare, and that the government's drug policies are designed to the same effect?251 And what of the belief that UFOs visited Roswell, New Mexico in 1947, which crosses all political boundaries?252 Only blind optimism can explain the enthusiasm with which narrative has been embraced, and the degree to which its hazards have been discounted.253 Mark Twain attributed to Benjamin Disraeli the insight that there are three kinds of lies: "lies, damned lies, and statistics."254 Unfortunately, as this Article makes clear, both anecdotes and statistics can lie-but do so in different ways. Significant adverse consequences can follow when laws are based on falsehoods, half-truths, and truths that are not generalizable-whether the source of such information is anecdotal or statistical.255 The problem was nicely framed by Professor Saks: The trouble with legislation by anecdote is not just that some of them are false or misleading. Even if true and accurate, anecdotes contribute little to developing a meaningful picture of the situation about which we are concerned. It makes a difference if for every ten anecdotes in which an undeserving plaintiff bankrupts an innocent defendant, one, ten, one hundred, or one thousand equal and opposite injustices are done to innocent plaintiffs. The proportion of cases that results in one or the other error, and the ratio of one kind of error to the other, ought to be of greater interest to serious policy-makers than a handful of anecdotes on either side of the issue. Reforms are intended to change that ratio and the tens of thousands of anecdotes the ratio summarizes.256 
Narratives Fail— Spillover

Narratives are insufficient to create real change—they are too particular to extend to other cases, and create indeterminacy in readers
Winter 89 (Steven L. Winter is an Associate Professor, University of Miami School of Law. B.A. 1974, Yeshiva College; J.D.
1977, Columbia University, “LEGAL STORYTELLING: THE COGNITIVE DIMENSION OF THE AGON
BETWEEN LEGAL POWER AND NARRATIVE MEANING” 87 Mich. L. Rev. 2225., August,1989, KK)

With this preface, we can understand why narrative is insufficient as a medium for the kind of institutionalized meaning that is necessary if a prevailing order is to make persuasive its claims of legitimation and justification. The process of legal legitimation that I have described requires three conditions for its success. First, for law to cover the wide variety of fact situations to which it is to be applied, it must be easily generalizable. Second, for law to appear as legitimate in the absence of objective justification, it must evoke the kind of automatic sense of validity -- should we call it a "natural law response"? -- that sense of validity -- should we call it a "natural law response"? -- that is only provided by automatic, unreflexive culture knowledge. n111 [*2260] Third, for law to function effectively and equitably, it must be communicated with as high a degree of relative reliability as possible. Narrative cannot fulfill these conditions of generality, unreflexivity, and reliability in communication. First, narrative cannot structure a category or a model. Because narrative comes with its instantiations already in place, it can (at best) provide an example with which to motivate a model. Second, the concrete, specific particulars of any narrative require conscious mediation in the process of analogy necessary for extension to other cases. Third, at the interpretive level, narrative engages the reader in a reconstruction that risks too great an indeterminacy. The number of ICMs required to make sense of the varied parts of a story (not to mention the larger paradigms relative to which one may interpret a story entirely) leaves far too much room for misreading the author's intent. Like Ezekiel's creatures, the peril presented by narrative is that it will keep its face to us, but retain its power to move off in any direction without warning. 
Narratives Fail— Stereotyping 

Narratives advance untruthful representations by confirming existing stereotypes

Hyman 98 (David. “Lies, Damned Lies, and Narrative” 73 Ind L J 797 Summer, KK)

As EMTALA demonstrates, an effective narrative can transform the legal landscape.247 However, the EMTALA narratives raise serious questions about the substantial potential for abuse inherent in this form of discourse.248 Narrative turns out to be exceedingly effective at transmitting untruthful, incomplete, and unrepresentative anecdotes-particularly those that trigger a "flash of recognition" because they confirm preexisting suspicions or stereotypes-or are themselves simply stereotypes.249 Consider the impact of similar narratives, endlessly repeated, on the prevalence of belief in "black helicopters" and other conspiracy theories among various fringe groups on the far right.250 At the other end of the political spectrum, what of the belief in some sectors of the African-American community that AIDS was created by European-American (usually Jewish) doctors as a tool for racial warfare, and that the government's drug policies are designed to the same effect?251 And what of the belief that UFOs visited Roswell, New Mexico in 1947, which crosses all political boundaries?252
Turn:  Storytelling is self-stereotyping
Litowitz 97 (Douglas E. Litowitz, B.A. 1985 Oberlin College, J.D. 1988 Northwestern University School of Law, Ph.D. 1996 Loyola University Chicago, Notre Dame Law Review, 72 Notre Dame L. Rev. 503, 1997, KK)
As a final point about storytelling, I am concerned about the potential for self-stereotyping that occurs when minority law professors write stories instead of producing exhaustively researched law review articles. The idea that, minorities are specially endowed with storytelling abilities but not with analytical skills is precisely the type of stereotype that should be countered.
Perm

Only the perm avoids reductionism – narratives shouldn’t be privileged over other forms of social inquiry, text is compatible with talk 

Atkinson ‘5 (Paul, Distinguished Research Professor of Sociology at Cardiff University Associate Director of the ESRC Centre for Economic and Social Aspects of Genomics, co-editor of the Sage journal Qualitative Research and the Handbook of Ethnography, FQS, Vol. 6, No 3 (2005): The State of the Art of Qualitative Research in Europe “Qualitative Research – Unity and Diversity,” http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/4/9)
Ironically, despite classic ethnographic appeals to holism, context and similar ideas, qualitative, ethnographic research seems to have become increasingly fragmented. As the methodological literature has expanded, it has also diversified. Different authors adopt and promote specific approaches to the collection and analysis of data. Equally, particular kinds of data become celebrated in the process: personal narratives, life-histories and other documents of life; film, video and photographic images; texts and documentary sources; material culture and technological artefacts; spoken discourse. In the process types of data and corresponding types of analysis are elevated to occupy a special status. The implication often seems to be that, say, documents of life provide especially privileged insights, or that visual materials are especially significant, or that talk is the form of social action par excellence. Consequently, types of data and their associated analytic strategies are promoted as the single preferred method for social inquiry, rather than strategies within a broader ethnographic approach. Indeed, the enthusiasm shown for particular methods of data collection and analysis sometimes seems odd. There seems in principle little or no reason for social scientists to develop their research programmes on the basis of one technique or one research strategy exclusively. It seems equally perverse implicitly to regard methods as being in competition. [2] I have no quarrel with attempts to define and practise appropriate strategies for the analysis of particular kinds of data. Indeed, I want to insist on the proper, disciplined approach to any and every type of data. Equally, I want to insist that data should be analysed, and not just reproduced and celebrated (as sometimes happens with life-histories, and some visual materials). My main message, however, is that the forms of data and analysis should reflect the forms of culture and of social action. In other words, we collect and analyse personal narratives and life-histories because they are a collection of types or forms—spoken and written—through which various kinds of social activity are accomplished. They are themselves forms of social action in which identities, biographies, and various other kinds of work get done. One accords importance to narratives and narrative analysis because they are important kinds of social action. In the same spirit we pay serious attention to visual data insofar as culture and action have significant visual aspects that cannot be expressed and analysed except by reference to visual materials. This is by no means equivalent to the assumption that ethnographic film or video constitutes an especially privileged approach to sociological or anthropological understanding. The same can be said of other analytic approaches: documentary analysis is significant insofar as a given social setting is self-documenting, and in which important social actions are performed. Texts deserve attention because of their socially organised and conventional properties, and because of the uses that they are put to, in their production, circulation and consumption. The same is true of other material goods, artefacts, technologies etc. The analysis of dramaturgy, likewise, is important insofar as social actors and collectivities engage in significant performative activities—but it should not be treated as a privileged way to approach all of social life. [3] I believe, therefore, that it is important to avoid the essentially reductionist view that treats one type of data or one approach to analysis as being the prime source of social and cultural interpretation. We should not, in other words, seek to render social life in terms of just one analytic strategy or just one cultural form. The forms of analysis should reflect the forms of social life: their diversity should mirror the diversity of cultural forms; their significance should be in accordance with their social and cultural functions. This may seem obvious. But while few social scientists would explicitly claim otherwise, implicitly in much current writing and discussion, the reverse seems to be true. [4]
AT Perm (vs. Narrative Affs)

Narratives preclude effective argumentation – privileging their “face value” prevents us from problematizing them

Atkinson ‘5 (Paul, Distinguished Research Professor of Sociology at Cardiff University Associate Director of the ESRC Centre for Economic and Social Aspects of Genomics, co-editor of the Sage journal Qualitative Research and the Handbook of Ethnography, FQS, Vol. 6, No 3 (2005): The State of the Art of Qualitative Research in Europe “Qualitative Research – Unity and Diversity,” http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/4/9)
Some researchers and methodologists promote interviews and the accounts garnered from them as enjoying an almost unique status. The popularity of interviewing means that the sorts of individual accounts and narratives that interviews produce are sometimes promoted as conveying a special significance. Moreover, the widespread misuse of interview-derived narratives means that the data are too often treated at "face value", as if personal accounts granted the analyst direct access to a realm of the personal that is not available through other means. This is related to the equally widespread view that it is the goal of qualitative research to represent the personal meanings, experiences and perspectives of individual informants. The consequence can be a version of social inquiry that is devoid of social organisation, in which categories such as "experience" are treated unproblematically. [8] Such approaches to "narrative" pay insufficient attention to the work of analysts, going back several decades, that treat informants' accounts as accounts, that are performances through which informants enact biographical, self-presentational and explanatory work. This is the analytic perspective promoted by VOYSEY (1975) in her analysis of accounts produced by parents of children with a disability, and by GILBERT and MULKAY (1980) in their analysis of scientists' accounts of scientific discoveries. Each of these analyses, in turn reflecting back the pioneering observations of C. WRIGHT MILLS (1940) on vocabularies of motive, recognising the nature of narrative accounts as forms of speech-act. [9] We should not collect and document personal narratives because we believe them to have a privileged or special quality. Narrative is not a unique mode of organising or reporting experience, although it is one pervasive and important way of so doing. Narrative is an important genre of spoken action and representation in everyday life, and in many specialised contexts. We should, therefore, be studying narrative insofar as it is a particular feature of a given cultural milieu. 

Presenting experiences to oppose mainstream historical accounts equates the personal with the political – combining the two realms essentializes both 

Scott ‘91 (Joan W., University of Wisconsin, Ph.D; University of Illinois at Chicago Circle, Assistant Professor; Northwestern University, Assistant Professor; University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Associate Professor, Professor; Brown University, Nancy Duke Lewis University Professor, Pembroke Center for Teaching and Research on Women, Founding Director; Institute for Advanced Study, Member, Professor, Harold F. Linder Professor, “The Evidence of Experience,” Critical Inquiry, Vol. 17, No. 4 (Summer, 1991), p. 785-87

Thompson's own role in determining the salience of certain things and not others is never addressed. Although his author's voice intervenes powerfully with moral and ethical judgments about the situations he is recounting, the presentation of the experiences themselves is meant to secure their objective status. We forget that Thompson's history, like the accounts offered by political organizers in the nineteenth century of what mattered in workers' lives, is an interpretation, a selective ordering of information that through its use of originary categories and teleological accounts legitimizes a particular kind of politics (it becomes the only possible politics) and a particular way of doing history (as a reflection of what happened, the description of which is little influenced by the historian if, in this case, he only has the requisite moral vision that permits identification with the experiences of workers in the past). In Thompson's account class is finally an identity rooted in structural relations that preexist politics. What this obscures is the contradictory and contested process by which class itself was conceptualized and by which diverse kinds of subject-positions were assigned, felt, contested, or embraced. As a result, Thompson's brilliant history of the English work- ing class, which set out to historicize the category of class, ends up essentializing it. The ground may seem to be displaced from structure to agency by insisting on the subjectively felt nature of experience, but the problem Thompson sought to address isn't really solved. Working-class "experience" is now the ontological foundation of working-class identity, politics, and history.24 This kind of use of experience has the same foundational status if we substitute "women's" or "black" or "lesbian" or "homosexual" for "working-class" in the previous sentence. Among feminist historians, for example, "experience" has helped to legitimize a critique of the false claims to objectivity of traditional historical accounts. Part of the project of some feminist history has been to unmask all claims to objectivity as an ideological cover for masculine bias by pointing out the shortcomings, incompleteness, and exclusiveness of mainstream history. This has been achieved by providing documentation about women in the past that calls into question existing interpretations made without consideration of gender. But how do we authorize the new knowledge if the possibility of all historical objectivity has been questioned? By appealing to experience, which in this usage connotes both reality and its subjective apprehension-the experience of women in the past and of women historians who can recognize something of themselves in their foremothers. Judith Newton, a literary historian writing about the neglect of feminism by contemporary critical theorists, argues that women, too, arrived at the critique of objectivity usually associated with deconstruction or the new historicism. This feminist critique came "straight out of reflection on our own, that is, women's experience, out of the contradictions we felt between the different ways we were represented even to ourselves, out of the inequities we had long experienced in our situations."25 Newton's appeal to experience seems to bypass the issue of objectivity (by not raising the question of whether feminist work can be objective) but it rests firmly on a foundational ground (experience). In her work the relationship between thought and experience is represented as transparent (the visual metaphor combines with the visceral) and so is directly accessible, as it is in historian Christine Stansell's insistence that "social practices," in all their "immediacy and entirety," constitute a domain of "sensuous experience" (a prediscursive reality directly felt, seen, and known) that cannot be subsumed by "language."26 The effect of these kinds of statements, which attribute an indisputable authenticity to women's experience, is to establish incontrovertibly women's identity as people with agency. It is also to universalize the identity of women and thus to ground claims for the legitimacy of women's history in the shared experience of historians of women and those women whose stories they tell. In addition, it literally equates the personal with the political, for the lived experience of women is seen as leading directly to resistance to oppression, that is, to feminism.2" Indeed, the possibility of politics is said to rest on, to follow from, a preexisting women's experience. "Because of its drive towards a political massing together of women," writes Denise Riley, "feminism can never wholeheartedly dismantle 'women's experience,' however much this category conflates the attributed, the imposed, and the lived, and then sanctifies the resulting melange." The kind of argument for a women's history (and for a feminist politics) that Riley criticizes closes down inquiry into the ways in which female subjectivity is produced, the ways in which agency is made possible, the ways in which race and sexuality intersect with gender, the ways in which politics organize and interpret experience-in sum, the ways in which identity is a contested terrain, the site of multiple and conflicting claims. In Riley's words, "it masks the likelihood that ... [experiences] have accrued to women not by virtue of their womanhood alone, but as traces of domination, whether natural or political.""28 I would add that it masks the necessarily discursive character of these experiences as well. 
***AT: Hip-Hop***
Policy Making Key

Policy making focus is key—the only way to learn about how to institute change is through analysis of real life political problems and solutions—hip hop narratives do nothing 

McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley,  lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 42-44, DavidK]
We can do better than that kind of politics. There is an old joke in which someone is looking within the light cast by a streetlight for a dollar bill they dropped. Someone asks why they are looking there when they dropped the dollar bill a block away, and they say "the light's better here." The politics of hip-hop is exactly like this. Being oppo​sitional feels good and makes for good rhymes spit over great beats. But meanwhile, black people's lives are im​proving in ways that have nothing do with sticking up their middle fingers. They are overcoming in the real America, the only America they will ever know. The hip-hop ethos, ever assailing the suits, cannot even see any of this, because it is all about that upturned middle finger. The beat is better over here. But what about the great things going on where there is no beat? Hip-hop, quite simply, doesn't care. Why would it? It's music. Too often for it to be an accident, I have found that people making big claims about the potential for hip-hop to affect politics or create a revolution have mysteriously little interest in politics as traditionally understood, or po​litical change as it actually happens, as opposed to via dra​matic revolutionary uprisings. Rehashing that too many black men are in prison, they know nothing about nationwide efforts to reintegrate ex- cons into society. Whipping up applause knocking Republicans, they couldn't cite a single bill making its way through Congress related to the black condition (and there are always some). They are not, really, political junkies at all. The politics that they intend when referring to its rela​tionship to hip-hop is actually the personal kind: to them, politics is an attitude. Attitude alone will do nothing for that ex-con. Efforts that help that ex-con are sustained in ongoing fashion quite separately from anything going on in the rap arena or stemming from it. This means that if we are really interested in moving forward, then in relation to that task, hip-hop does not merit serious interest. Hip-hop is a style, in rhythm, dress code, carriage, and attitude. But there is style and there is sub​stance. Hip-hop's style, however much it makes the neck snap, is ill-conceived to create substance for black people or anyone else.

Failure to have a concrete policy option we can debate against guarantees that oppression continues and efforts for change backfire

Steve 07  (Anonymous member of Black Block and Active Transformation who lives in East Lansing, MI, Date Last Mod. Feb 8, http://www.nadir.org/nadir/initiativ/agp/free/global/a16dcdiscussion.htm, DavidK)
What follows is not an attempt to discredit our efforts. It was a powerful and inspiring couple of days. I feel it is important to always analyze our actions and be self-critical, and try to move forward, advancing our movement. The State has used Seattle as an excuse to beef up police forces all over the country. In many ways Seattle caught us off-guard, and we will pay the price for it if we don't become better organized.  The main weakness of the Black Block in DC was that clear goals were not elaborated in a strategic way and tactical leadership was not developed to coordinate our actions. By leadership I don't mean any sort of authority, but some coordination beside the call of the mob. We were being led around DC by any and everybody. All someone would do is make a call loud enough, and the Black Block would be in motion. We were often lead around by Direct Action Network (DAN - organizers of the civil disobedience) tactical people, for lack of our own. We were therefore used to assist in their strategy, which was doomed from the get go, because we had none of our own.  The DAN strategy was the same as it was in Seattle, which the DC police learned how to police. Our only chance at disrupting the IMF/WB meetings was with drawing the police out of their security perimeter, therefore weakening it and allowing civil disobedience people to break through the barriers. This needs to be kept in mind as we approach the party conventions this summer. Philadelphia is especially ripe for this new strategy, since the convention is not happening in the business center. Demonstrations should be planned all over the city to draw police all over the place.  On Monday the event culminated in the ultimate anti-climax, an arranged civil disobedience. The civil disobedience folks arranged with police to allow a few people to protest for a couple minutes closer to where the meetings were happening, where they would then be arrested. The CD strategy needed arrests. Our movement should try to avoid this kind of stuff as often as possible. While this is pretty critical of the DAN/CD strategy, it is so in hindsight. This is the same strategy that succeeded in shutting down the WTO ministerial in Seattle. And, while we didn't shut down the IMF/WB meetings, we did shut down 90 blocks of the American government on tax day - so we should be empowered by their fear of us!  The root of the lack of strategy problem is a general problem within the North American anarchist movement. We get caught up in tactical thinking without establishing clear goals. We need to elaborate how our actions today fit into a plan that leads to the destruction of the state and capitalism, white supremacy and patriarchy. Moving away from strictly tactical thinking toward political goals and long term strategy needs to be a priority for the anarchist movement. No longer can we justify a moralistic approach to the latest outrage - running around like chickens with their heads cut off. We need to prioritize developing the political unity of our affinity groups and collectives, as well as developing regional federations and starting the process of developing the political principles that they will be based around (which will be easier if we have made some headway in our local groups).  The NorthEastern Federation of Anarchist Communists (NEFAC) is a good example of doing this. They have prioritized developing the political principles they are federated around. The strategies that we develop in our collectives and networks will never be blueprints set in stone. They will be documents in motion, constantly being challenged and adapted. But without a specific elaboration of what we are working toward and how we plan to get there, we will always end up making bad decisions. If we just assume everyone is on the same page, we will find out otherwise really quick when shit gets critical.  Developing regional anarchist federations and networks is a great step for our movement. We should start getting these things going all over the continent. We should also prioritize developing these across national borders, which NEFAC has also done with northeastern Canada. Some of the errors of Love and Rage were that it tried to cover too much space too soon, and that it was based too much on individual membership, instead of collective membership. We need to keep these in mind as we start to develop these projects. One of the benefits of Love and Rage was that it provided a forum among a lot of people to have a lot of political discussion and try to develop strategy in a collective way. This, along with mutual aid and security, could be the priorities of the regional anarchist federations.  These regional federations could also form the basis for tactical leadership at demonstrations. Let me first give one example why we need tactical teams at large demos. In DC the Black Block amorphously made the decision to try to drive a dumpster through one of the police lines. The people in front with the dumpster ended up getting abandoned by the other half of the Black Block who were persuaded by the voice of the moment to move elsewhere. The people up front were in a critical confrontation with police when they were abandoned. This could be avoided if the Black Block had a decision making system that slowed down decision making long enough for the block to stay together. With this in mind we must remember that the chaotic, decentralized nature of our organization is what makes us hard to police. We must maximize the benefits of decentralized leadership, without establishing permanent leaders and targets.  Here is a proposal to consider for developing tactical teams for demos. Delegates from each collective in the regional federation where the action is happening would form the tactical team. Delegates from other regional federations could also be a part of the tactical team. Communications between the tactical team and collectives, affinity groups, runners, etc. could be established via radio. The delegates would be recallable by their collectives if problems arose, and as long as clear goals are elaborated ahead of time with broader participation, the tactical team should be able to make informed decisions. An effort should be made to rotate delegates so that everyone develops the ability. People with less experience should be given the chance to represent their collectives in less critical situations, where they can become more comfortable with it.  The reality is that liberal politics will not lead to an end to economic exploitation, racism, and sexism. Anarchism offers a truly radical alternative. Only a radical critique that links the oppressive nature of global capitalism to the police state at home has a chance of diversifying the movement against global capitalism. In order for the most oppressed people here to get involved the movement must offer the possibility of changing their lives for the better. A vision of what "winning" would look like must be elaborated if people are going to take the risk with tremendous social upheaval, which is what we are calling for.  We cannot afford to give the old anarchist excuse that "the people will decide after the revolution" how this or that will work. We must have plans and ideas for things as diverse as transportation, schooling, crime prevention, and criminal justice. People don't want to hear simple solutions to complex questions, that only enforces people's opinions of us as naive. We need practical examples of what we are fighting for. People can respond to examples better than unusual theory. While we understand that we will not determine the shape of things to come, when the system critically fails someone needs to be there with anti-authoritarian suggestions for how to run all sorts of things. If we are not prepared for that we can assume others will be prepared to build up the state or a new state.
Revolution Fails
Hip-hop is too anti-establishment to result in political change. 

McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley,  lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 85-86, DavidK]
Check this out: in 2004, P. Diddy spearheaded a voter registration campaign and called it "Vote or Die." Never mind how little came of it. As far as Nas was concerned, it was a sellout operation. Here was Nas's considered opinion: “Hip-Hop is not ‘Vote or Die.’ That's not Hip-Hop. No disrespect to Diddy and Russell and them— those are my heroes—but Hip-Hop is not ‘Vote or Die’ . . . Hip-Hop is anti-establishment. Ice Cube and them were always that way. In order for Hip- Hop to change our point of view, it means for us to have a candidate that understands Hip-Hop. If you say ‘Vote or Die’ then you are saying it's all good that Anheuser-Busch supports ‘Vote or Die.’” So, hip-hop politics denies the legitimacy of the way America operates and always will—i.e., real politics. Hip- hop stands outside of the political establishment, seeking a brand-new day. Nas has no reason to think that politics of that brand has the slightest chance of helping the black people he raps about. The only way a recreationally radical stance such as his makes any kind of sense is that hip-hop is not about politics at all—it is about being oppositional regardless of the outcome. This is why the Hip-Hop Revolution never seems to ac​tually happen, and never could.
No revolution—hip hop has tried and failed for more than 25 years

McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley,  lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 100-101, DavidK]
Something interesting about the Hip-hop Revolution is that, like the uprising of the proletariat that Marxists pre​dicted, it seems to be ever in the future. We move ever fur​ther into the future in real life, but never any closer to that marvelous time when hip-hop becomes "a political tool" and starts improving lives. It's been a while now. For example, the 1989 "Self Destruction" video speaking against black-on-black vio​lence is now a period piece, and the rate of homicides among black teens remains appalling. It's been a quarter of a century since writers first got excited about the "political potential" of this music. It's not as if writers today excited about hip-hop's "political potential" are referring to a mu​sic that emerged only ten years ago, not long enough to ex​pect results just yet. Writers were depicting rap as possibly sparking a political revolution a quarter of a century ago, in the era of Hill Street Blues, Michael Jackson's Thriller, and the Rubik's Cube; when VCRs were a new luxury item; the media was abuzz with profiles of "yuppies" and "preppies"; e-mail, laptops, CDs, the Internet, and cell phones did not exist; most people had never had sushi or Thai food; and Madonna was the girl singing that new hit "Holiday." It's been a long, long time. What's taking so long? Think even about the "conscious" hip-hop tracks that take a break from the fist-in-the-air posture and urge the black community to look inward. Take, say, the "Skinz" track on Pete Rock and C. L. Smooth's Mecca and the Soul Brother, which one could justifiably have thought of as a positive message in 1992. It urges black people to use condoms, which would be especially germane nowadays with the AIDS crisis in black communities. One may well have listened to "Skinz" in 1992 and thought that maybe hip-hop of the conscious kind might forge a revolution in black communi​ties in terms of responsibility for sexual behavior. The thing is, though, that 1992 was more than a decade and a half ago. No revolution yet. Teen pregnancy rates are down since then, yes, but it'd be hard to say that the "Skinz" or any of the other rap tracks addressing similar themes is the reason for that. And really, pregnancy rates are just down a tad, not enough to create any noticeable sea change in black communities where, obviously, women having babies as teenagers remains very common and per​fectly ordinary. Dream now of hip-hop creating some kind of revolution, and consider that people had the exact same dream fifteen years ago—and started having it ten years be​fore that. Do we really have any reason to suppose that revolu​tion is more likely to happen now than in 1992? Could it not be that this music is not, in the America we live in and know, going to create a revolution at all? Is the idea that hip-hop is "revolutionary" an actual engagement with real​ity, or is it, like so many of the routines in the music itself, such as the gunplay and recreational misogyny, a pose? Black America needs more than an attitude dressed up as an intention.

We don’t need a revolution, we need a blueprint for political change 
McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley,  lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 130-133, DavidK]
A question that must be asked is also just what a black revolution would even be about today. Certainly black America has serious problems. However, a revolution does not consist solely of howling grievances. For a revolutionary effort to be worth anyone's time, the demands have to be ones that those being revolted against have some way of fulfilling. In one episode of the animated version of Aaron McGruder's The Boondocks, there is an articulate depiction of the idea that black people need to Rise Up as a group and Make Demands. Huey, whose bitter frown is as in​grained in his design as a vapid smile is on Mickey Mouse, imagines that Martin Luther King comes back to life and inspires a revolution in black America, graphically indi​cated as hordes of blacks swarming the gates at the White House. "It's fun to dream," Huey concludes, the idea being that black people know what to rise up against, but that they would run up against the heartless moral cesspool that is AmeriKKKa, where, say, "George Bush doesn't care about black people." But the question is: what would the people at the gates, if attended to, demand? Fifty years ago, the demands were obvious: dismantle Jim Crow. And since then, a lot more has been given: affirmative action, the transformation of welfare from a stingy program for widows to an open- ended dole for any unmarried woman with children (done largely as riot insurance in the late 1960s, called for by left​ist activists including black ones) ... I could go on. So—yes, black America still has problems. Yes, there is still racism. But what is it that the White House should do now, in 2008, that is staring everyone in the face but hasn't happened because white people just "don't care" and the black community has failed to "demand" it? What? Precisely? I am not implying that what needs to happen is black people getting acquainted with those "bootstraps" we hear so much about. But the problems are not the kind that could be solved by simply buckshotting whitey with the usual cries of "racism." Would the people at the gates be calling for inner city schools to get as much money as schools in leafy white suburbs? If they did, they would see the same thing that has happened when exactly that was done in places like New Jersey and Kansas City: nothing changes. Obviously something needs to be done about the schools. But what, of the sort that should be shouted through the White House fence? How many of the shouters would know about poor black kids kicking academic butt in KIPP schools? Or in other charter schools filled with kids there because of—oh dear—vouchers, in Ohio and Florida? Let's face it—most of the people at that fence would draw a blank on what KIPP schools even were, much less the good that vouchers are doing. Some revolution. Would the people at the gates be calling for police forces to stop beating up on young black men and some​times killing them? Well, that's a legitimate concern. But the revolution on that is already happening, in every American city making concerted efforts to foster dialogue between the police and the street. We're not there yet, but things are better. Anyone who says that the shooting death of Sean Bell in 2006 in New York was evidence that noth​ing had changed since the death of Amadou Diallo in 1998 knows little of what the relationship between the police and black people was like in New York and so many other places before the nineties. In 1960, the death of Amadou Diallo would have made the local papers only, for one day, and, even in those papers, on some back page. It wouldn't have been considered important news. Going through newspapers of that era, one constantly comes across stories about things that happened to "Negroes," on page A31, that today would be front-page breaking news. We are blissfully past that America. And back to the main point: what could the White House do to prevent things like the Diallo and Bell inci​dents? What simple, wave-the-wand policy point would make it so that never again would a young black man be killed by the police in dicey circumstances where every​body lost his head for a minute or so? The relationship between police forces and black people is not as simple as something that could be changed by storming through a gate, which is obvious from how persistent that prob​lem has been despite profound changes on so many other fronts. 
No Social Change

Note: This card uses the F-word

Hip hop isn’t a good avenue for social change—it is too radical and insulated as art. 
McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley, lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 10-12, DavidK]
If the message of this supposedly revolutionary music is just "Fuck!" the message is weak. Fuck! is tap water. I am concerned with what the "politics" of hip-hop has to tell us about where to go after we erupt with the idle, reactive eruption of Fuck. And where does hip-hop tell us to go? Boiling down the "revolutionary" statements by rappers of all kinds and their band of chroniclers, one gleans a manifesto that goes roughly like this: The Civil Rights, revolution only took us halfway. Some lucky ducks rose into the middle class, there are more blacks in the movies and on TV, and some blacks have risen high in the government—although they are merely apologists for AmeriKKKa. Still, vast numbers of black people remain poor and/or in jail, and the reason is that white people are holding them down. Racism remains black America's main problem, and the solution is for whites to finally come to a grand realization that there is still work for them to do. In the sixties the white man only took one hand off our necks. The job of the informed black person is to rage against the machine, with the plan of forcing the white man to take that other hand off. Otherwise, we can expect little of black America except what it is. That way of looking at black America's problems is considered as obvious by a great many people as the sky is blue. I, however, believe that it is mistaken, for reasons I will present. Hip-hop's politics are sincere, but its propo​nents are unaware that these politics are a dead end. Yet my implication is not that the alternative is "Pull ourselves up by our own bootstraps." There is a third way. The manifesto would go something like this: Black America's politics must be about helping people be their best within the American system as it always will be, divorced of romantic, unfeasible notions of some massive transformation of basic procedure along the lines of what happened in the sixties. If that sounds strange or vaguely unexciting, this is only because a hangover from the victories of the sixties has conditioned so many of us to think that the only sig​nificant change is the kind that makes for good TV (and has a catchy beat). I, for one, am quite excited about the prospects of black America right now. However, any sense of black politics implying that we must seek some kind of dramatic rupture with current real​ity is a black politics that can go nowhere, misses opportu​nities to forge real change in the real world, and misses changes already going on. Hip-hop, with its volume, infec​tiousness, and the media-friendly array of celebrities it has created, is a primary conduit of this "revolutionary" brand of black politics, held about up as enlightenment to a black America notoriously conflicted as to how to move ahead. This is dangerous and retrograde. We are infected with an idea that snapping our necks to black men chanting cynical potshots the Powers That Be in surly voices over a beat is a form of political engagement. We are taught that this is showing ourselves to have broad horizons. On the contrary, this music has less to teach us than we are told. Hip-hop fans ridicule critics of the music as taking the violence and misogyny too seriously. "It's just music," they often say—but then at the same time, thrill to people talking about hip-hop as political and revolution​ary. In fact, they too are taking hip-hop too seriously. Hip- hop presents nothing useful to forging political change in the real world. It's all about attitude and just that. It's just music. Good music, but just music.
Their focus on revolutionary split divorces focus from avenues that can lead to real progressivism 

McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley, lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 12-13, DavidK]
The fashionable pretense otherwise discourages seri​ous progressive thought of the kind that the old Civil Rights heroes who made our America possible would rec​ognize. It clouds our eyes and ears with a dream vision of black America spitting verses so fierce and true that white America once again realizes that black people are America's biggest problem, gets down on its knees, begs forgiveness, sheds all vestiges of racist bias, and starts coughing up. Folks, that's never going to happen again. That vision has no hope of coming true, and I will explain why. It's not only that there will be no hip-hop revolution. There will be no revolution at all. And yet there is no reason to see this as a message of hopelessness. Black America has all reason at this moment to be hopeful, and I will show why. What we can be hopeful about is that change will hap​pen. Not rupture, but change. Slow but sure. Faster than just fifteen years ago, even, but overall, slowly. Mesmerized by the idea that the only meaningful change in black America will be abrupt, dramatic, and will leave whitey with egg on his face—that is, "hip-hoperatic"—we miss signs of real change right under our noses, unable to see that anything is going on worth our support and participation. We will not be satisfied just proving that we know life isn't fair. We will not rest until we are actually moving something. 

Black/White Binary Bad 
The paranoid us versus them dichotomy of hip hop prevents instituting any meaningful change 

McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley, lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 37-39, DavidK]
In terms of how rappers address social and political issues relevant to solving black America's biggest problems, we also see that attitude alone has pride of place over sincere interest in making a difference. The leading cause of death for black Americans aged twenty- five to forty-four is not gunfire but AIDS. Every year these days, two-thirds of new AIDS cases are black women. How does rap, so "political" and "revolutionary," approach this? For every rap urging people to use condoms, such as "Skinz" on Pete Rock and C. L. Smooth's Mecca and the Soul Brother, there are two reminding us that AIDS was foisted upon blacks by whites to sterilize us. You hear this again and again in hip-hop: Kanye West pulls it in the "Heard 'Em Say" opener to his Late Registration, such a gorgeous piece of work, but tainted in his tossing this street-corner BS off as if it were simple fact. Why? Because airing that paranoid us-against-them analysis makes for better hip-hop than the truth that seri​ous scientists are devoting their careers to, which is that AIDS infected humans through a monkey bite. No one could even begin to make a case that the scientists working out the details on this are closet racists blowing a smoke screen. Nor would anybody want to write a rap about people getting AIDS from a monkey bite. And that is because what is front and center in hip-hop's take on AIDS is belliger​ence, because it fits the hip-hop "feel." Belligerence is what makes the music good. But in this case, the belligerence is based on a dopey cartoon street myth, spread by books and pamphlets that sway readers under the impression that what is printed must be true, especially if it appeals to their gut instincts (one thinks of the anti-Western funda​mentalist Muslims fond of conspiracy theories about the West who earnestly defend their claims by saying "It's on the Internet!"—or, in fact, Amiri Baraka saying the same thing in defending his claim that the attack on the Twin Towers was known in advance by Israelis). Again, the fist in the air has pride of place, because that, in itself, is the soul of the music. Fine, but what about the black women living with nausea, diarrhea, and exhaustion from their sickness? Constructive politics: use condoms. Attitude: whites cooked up AIDS and spread it among black people while Church's Chicken was injecting a serum into their drumsticks to sterilize them. I'm sorry, but this is not politics for a peo​ple with any respect for themselves in a literate, post- Enlightenment society.

Hip Hop Bad — Violence Turn
Depictions of violence, drugs, and brutality in hip hop may not be universal but it pervades the genre and means that the music cannot be a strategy for change 
McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley, lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 30-32, DavidK]
I know there is conscious rap that urges clean living, and we'll get to conscious rap in the next chapter, but the overall tendency is clear: using and even selling drugs is a huge part of the hip-hop soundscape. On Guerillas in tha Mist, Ice Cube's character in his guest shot "All on My Nutsac" is even a dealer. "All on My Nutsac" is, in itself, one of the best things on the album, a fun duet with J-Dee. But still, how constructive is a message like that? Is the rev​olution going to be that all young black men start selling drugs? The simple reason that things like community policing and employment counseling don't make it into hip-hop is that they wouldn't be as much fun to rap about, or to listen to. That's because the sound and the attitude of hip-hop is all about noise—wonderful, raucous noise. Noise lends it​self to rapping about the po-po, complete with gunshots laced into the track, the sound of prison doors clanking shut, sirens, the sound of a gun cocking, etc. Guns and clicks sound good set to rap music because the beats al​ready sound kind of like guns, and gunshots are inherently dramatic. Think, say, of the tight and right "Careful" (the "click click" one) from the Wu-Tang Clan's The W. But does anyone think that fighting the police, even on a "symbolic" level, is how to solve black people's problems with them? It's one thing to enjoy Tupac's cartoon idea of black men rising up against the police with their hands on their gats. But what about real life? Isn't it, rather, that this metaphorical solution is only so attractive to hip-hop fans because the notion of fighting the police lends itself well to young men "spraying" lyrics in a confrontational tone over sharp, loud rhythmic pat​terns? Again and again, rappers calling themselves "seri​ous" pull things that spell nothing useful for us here in the world outside of rap albums, but make perfect sense if we see the main goal as being confrontational and only that. In his N.W.A. days, for example, Ice Cube thought of himself not as a gangsta rapper but as a "reality" rapper. Thus the reality in "Fuck tha Police" on Straight Outta Compton, where Ice Cube assails the police but admits gang membership. Did he want more young black men to join gangs? Of course not. He was just making a statement to the Powers That Be that because of injustice, we niggaz are going to rise. But how are things going with the uprising in ques​tion? Four years after Straight Outta Compton was released, there was, in fact, a black uprising right in South Central L.A.—the riots after the acquittal of the officers who sub​dued Rodney King. It is now agreed by those of all persua​sions that it led to no political change of any importance.
Hip hop fails as a revolution—it entrenches violence that prevents success

McWhorter 03-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley, Lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture  [John H, City Journal, “How Hip-Hop Holds Blacks Back,” Summer 2003, http://www.city-journal.org/html/13_3_how_hip_hop.html, DavidK]
Many writers and thinkers see a kind of informed political engagement, even a revolutionary potential, in rap and hip-hop. They couldn’t be more wrong. By reinforcing the stereotypes that long hindered blacks, and by teaching young blacks that a thuggish adversarial stance is the properly “authentic” response to a presumptively racist society, rap retards black success. The venom that suffuses rap had little place in black popular culture—indeed, in black attitudes—before the 1960s. The hip-hop ethos can trace its genealogy to the emergence in that decade of a black ideology that equated black strength and authentic black identity with a militantly adversarial stance toward American society. In the angry new mood, captured by Malcolm X’s upraised fist, many blacks (and many more white liberals) began to view black crime and violence as perfectly natural, even appropriate, responses to the supposed dehumanization and poverty inflicted by a racist society. Briefly, this militant spirit, embodied above all in the Black Panthers, infused black popular culture, from the plays of LeRoi Jones to “blaxploitation” movies, like Melvin Van Peebles’s Sweet Sweetback’s Baadasssss Song, which celebrated the black criminal rebel as a hero. But blaxploitation and similar genres burned out fast. The memory of whites blatantly stereotyping blacks was too recent for the typecasting in something like Sweet Sweetback’s Baadasssss Song not to offend many blacks. Observed black historian Lerone Bennett: “There is a certain grim white humor in the fact that the black marches and demonstrations of the 1960s reached artistic fulfillment” with “provocative and ultimately insidious reincarnations of all the Sapphires and Studds of yesteryear.” Early rap mostly steered clear of the Sapphires and Studds, beginning not as a growl from below but as happy party music. The first big rap hit, the Sugar Hill Gang’s 1978 “Rapper’s Delight,” featured a catchy bass groove that drove the music forward, as the jolly rapper celebrated himself as a ladies’ man and a great dancer. Soon, kids across America were rapping along with the nonsense chorus: I said a hip, hop, the hippie, the hippie, to the hip-hip hop, ah you don’t stop the rock it to the bang bang boogie, say up jump the boogie, to the rhythm of the boogie, the beat. A string of ebullient raps ensued in the months ahead. At the time, I assumed it was a harmless craze, certain to run out of steam soon. But rap took a dark turn in the early 1980s, as this “bubble gum” music gave way to a “gangsta” style that picked up where blaxploitation left off. Now top rappers began to write edgy lyrics celebrating street warfare or drugs and promiscuity. Grandmaster Flash’s ominous 1982 hit, “The Message,” with its chorus, “It’s like a jungle sometimes, it makes me wonder how I keep from going under,” marked the change in sensibility. It depicted ghetto life as profoundly desolate: You grow in the ghetto, living second rate And your eyes will sing a song of deep hate. The places you play and where you stay Looks like one great big alley way. You’ll admire all the numberbook takers, Thugs, pimps and pushers, and the big money makers.
Hip hope glamorizes ghettos as a ruthless war zone and entrenches the nihilistic belief that poverty is inescapable 
McWhorter 03-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley, Lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU,  Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture  [John H, City Journal, “How Hip-Hop Holds Blacks Back,” Summer 2003, http://www.city-journal.org/html/13_3_how_hip_hop.html, DavidK]
The idea that rap is an authentic cry against oppression is all the sillier when you recall that black Americans had lots more to be frustrated about in the past but never produced or enjoyed music as nihilistic as 50 Cent or N.W.A. On the contrary, black popular music was almost always affirmative and hopeful. Nor do we discover music of such violence in places of great misery like Ethiopia or the Congo—unless it’s imported American hip-hop. Given the hip-hop world’s reflexive alienation, it’s no surprise that its explicit political efforts, such as they are, are hardly progressive. Simmons has founded the “Hip-Hop Summit Action Network” to bring rap stars and fans together in order to forge a “bridge between hip-hop and politics.” But HSAN’s policy positions are mostly tired bromides. Sticking with the long-discredited idea that urban schools fail because of inadequate funding from the stingy, racist white Establishment, for example, HSAN joined forces with the teachers’ union to protest New York mayor Bloomberg’s proposed education budget for its supposed lack of generosity. HSAN has also stuck it to President Bush for invading Iraq. And it has vociferously protested the affixing of advisory labels on rap CDs that warn parents about the obscene language inside. Fighting for rappers’ rights to obscenity: that’s some kind of revolution! Okay, maybe rap isn’t progressive in any meaningful sense, some observers will admit; but isn’t it just a bunch of kids blowing off steam and so nothing to worry about? I think that response is too easy. With music videos, DVD players, Walkmans, the Internet, clothes, and magazines all making hip-hop an accompaniment to a person’s entire existence, we need to take it more seriously. In fact, I would argue that it is seriously harmful to the black community. The rise of nihilistic rap has mirrored the breakdown of community norms among inner-city youth over the last couple of decades. It was just as gangsta rap hit its stride that neighborhood elders began really to notice that they’d lost control of young black men, who were frequently drifting into lives of gang violence and drug dealing. Well into the seventies, the ghetto was a shabby part of town, where, despite unemployment and rising illegitimacy, a healthy number of people were doing their best to “keep their heads above water,” as the theme song of the old black sitcom Good Times put it. By the eighties, the ghetto had become a ruthless war zone, where black people were their own worst enemies. It would be silly, of course, to blame hip-hop for this sad downward spiral, but by glamorizing life in the “war zone,” it has made it harder for many of the kids stuck there to extricate themselves. Seeing a privileged star like Sean Combs behave like a street thug tells those kids that there’s nothing more authentic than ghetto pathology, even when you’ve got wealth beyond imagining. 
Hip hop represents a narrow, commodified vision of urban life where criminal activity and patriarchal norms are celebrated. 

Ali 09-Staff Writer @ The Washington Examiner, writers @ the magazine empower, specializes in social awareness and activism [Aisha, The Examiner, “Hip-hop meets its ultimate fate: Hip-hop surrenders to capitalism,” May 4, 2009, http://www.examiner.com/dc-in-washington-dc/hip-hop-meets-its-ultimate-fate-hip-hop-surrenders-to-capitalism-dollar-dollar-bill-ya-ll, DavidK]

For many years, hip-hop has been surviving on life support. Therefore, it was no surprise when Nas finally pronounced its death with Hip Hop Is Dead in 2006. Yet, Nas’ CD title said nothing different than what hip-hop critics had been saying for years: hip-hop has suffered a fatality. With its brain-dead music in mass production, life has disappeared from much of hip-hop music. During hip-hop’s prime, the eighties and early nineties, some of hip-hop’s most popular artists created groundbreaking, socially-conscious music, sans lyrical content based on materialism, sex, and violence, which has dominated airwaves during the late nineties and millennia. Public Enemy, Arrested Development, and A Tribe Called Quest, along with individuals like KRS-One, created positive-minded, Afrocentric, stimulating hip-hop music. Now, mainstream hip-hop artists mostly create music exploiting ways of ghetto life: the body count tied to a “burner”; the amount of “ho’s” in a repertoire; the riches acquired, mostly through ill-gotten gains; and/or how “icy” a person is. Of course, the biggest debate has been the influence hip-hop music has had on youths. During my childhood and adolescence, which were the eighties and early nineties, hip-hop music was diverse. Throughout this time frame, male youths were offered a varied range of hip-hop role models to admire, such as Chuck D, Big Daddy Kane, Too Short, or Doug E. Fresh. It was almost as if record labels and artists were saying, “You can get with this, or you can get with that"— remember those lyrics? When regarding choices female youths had, there was Roxanne, Queen Latifah, Mc Lyte, Salt-N-Peppa and Spinderella, Yo-Yo, Da Brat, and Smooth— amongst others. The images of female hip-hop artists varied: there were female rap vixens, while others had a “you-better-R-E-S-P-E-C-T-me-or-get-slapped” tomboyish persona. In the eighties and early nineties, women were not all portrayed as sex symbols, and those that were not, were still able to achieve popularity and success. This delivered a message to female youths that a strong, intelligent, and witty female, who held herself in high esteem, could be successful and gain respect not based on looks. Although the appearances of Salt-N-Peppa and Spinderella were more seductive, they still made meaningful songs: “Let’s Talk About Sex,” which cautions youths against having unprotected sex and educates the public on AIDS awareness; “Expression,” which encourages youths to be comfortable in their own skin; “Ain’t Nuthin’ but a She Thing,” which promotes feminism; and “It’s None of Your Business,” which combats sexism. Of course, there was Smooth, “The Female Mack,” who represented those females that wanted to prove males could be outwitted at the “art of pimpin”. Yet, for the most part, many of these hip-hop female artists, who started out as teenagers themselves, seem to have fought earnestly to be respected in hip-hop, which was and still is a male-dominated industry. Now, when female youths look to female hip-hop artists as role models, all that is primarily seen is women half- or completely naked, spewing out just as crass lyrics as their male counterparts. The efforts hip-hop female predecessors made to prevent their followers from struggling to be respected, now seems to have been in vain. The “rap divas” of today leave much to be desired. As hip-hop became less diversified, options youths had for role models lessened. Hip-hop artists, who do not fit the “pop artist” mold, find themselves steadily trying to make their way up from the underground from whence they heavily dwell. Distinguishing one's self from the “norm” in modern hip-hop, which endorses violence, defames females, and boasts about riches not only takes courage, but may also prove detrimental to one’s career. With majority of hip-hop lyrics being misogynistic, violent, and materialistic, it is almost taboo to speak of more cerebral issues in songs without being considered “soft” or “on some other [expletive]”. As Kanye West once said during a MTV interview, “Anything opposite of hip-hop is considered gay in the hip-hop community”— a statement with which I totally concur, especially when concerning the hip-hop socialization of black male youths. If you’re a male who grew up in the suburbs rather than in the hood, you’re considered “soft,” which equals gay. If a male wears fitted shirts and pants that don’t sag off his derrière so the whole world can see his goods, then he is considered “soft,” which equals gay. This very perception is what often forces youths, especially black male if not strong-minded, to pursue a life of crime in order to appear “hard” to his peers. There is a huge overrepresentation of criminal aspects of black youth culture in videos and songs. Although there are always news reports exposing youth criminal activity, there is a percentage of youths not on the streets “slinging rocks” nor shooting their peers and robbing elders. There are many black youths who are honor roll students and have honest jobs. However, these kids are not represented in music, as youths with such lifestyles as a topic would not sell music. Nevertheless, the pressure felt from peers and the media can potentially cause youths, who do not wish to engage in such dangerous lifestyles, to falsely portray a gangster to feel accepted. Sadly, even grown men attempt to falsely portray themselves as gangsters, as many rappers have been ousted for perpetuating a false thuggish persona to meet record sale quotas— little do black male youths know who want to emulate this lifestyle: the mansion, Escalade, and ice are rented until these artists make enough money to pay off their record companies for “loaning” these material goods to them to fit the image that will bring in millions. 
AT “Conscious” Hip Hop
Even if they do not play offensive music, their defenses of the political potential of music means that they need to defend the genre. 
McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley, lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 33-35, DavidK]
A point I should make before we go on: there are some who will object that if I am trying to make a point about politics and rap, then I should address only the likes of either Public Enemy back in the day or Talib Kweli now, and leave out the more commercial acts in between like N.W.A. I reject that argument. Rap's fans, including its academic ones, refer con​stantly to rappers in general when proposing that there is something political about the music. Writers like Nelson George, Tricia Rose, Michael Eric Dyson, William Van DeBurg, Imani Perry, Robin Kelley, Cheryl Keyes, Bakari Kitwana, and others do not primly restrict their arguments to the albums only the buffs and fanatics know. They, while well aware that some rappers like Lil Jon are largely irrele​vant as "conscious" goes, are referring to hip-hop in general. And this is because most of even the mainstream rap​pers have their "conscious" moments. These cuts are now even cliches, formulas, just like the ones about guns and bitches. A rapper who wants to be taken seriously is almost required to dip into the "conscious" well at least one or two times per album. The Wu-Tang Clan came up with cuts like "Can It All Be So Simple?" and "Tearz"; then there are always tracks like Das EFX's "Can't Have Nuttin'," Ludacris's "Hopeless," and Young Jeezy's "Dreamin'," or Ice Cube sa​luting Afrika Bambatta and Public Enemy at the end of AmeriKKKa's Most Wanted. This means that this book is not flawed in addressing rappers like Jay-Z and The Game as well as Pete Rock and Mos Def. A book on whether hip-hop is useful politics that left out the rappers the world loves the most would make no sense, since they constantly toss their two cents in on what they think of as politics. Making sense about what rap means for black politics requires, then, bringing Jadakiss into the discussion as well as KRS-One. Upon which, I will.

AT KRS-One 
KRS-One got it wrong—solving the problems in poor communities is not about using hip hop as a political sphere—concrete political proposals are needed, not oppositional attitude. 

McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley, lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 18-22, DavidK] Note: this card just uses KRS-One as an example, but is applicable to any hip-hop project team

To show you what I mean, I will start with KRS-One and Marley Marl's latest album Hip Hop Lives. It's [is] a good exam​ple of how "hip-hop politics" is not constructive politics, because the album is really all about the upturned middle finger for the sake of atmosphere. As good music, there is so much to love about Hip Hop Lives that it's hard to know where to start. I like KRS's line about having been present at the birth of all of his children in "I Was There." On that cut, I like the way he delivers the refrain "Where were you?" with an intonation impossible to get down on paper but that articulately captures a tone of challenge; it's less a question than a jab. It's percussion. Verbal percussion is fun to listen to. "Musika" suggests a black-Latino alliance, and nicely rhymes ghetto not with standard Spanish esto ("this") but with the common collo​quial pronunciation "eh'to." I like it when DJ Premier "walks in" and the rhythm track for "The Victory" is one of his typical spare, jazzy little grooves. But if you listen to the album with your head rather than your heart, it's hard to see KRS-One as leading us any​where useful. KRS-One seems to think he has it all figured out: "We keep showin' you, and showin' you, and showin' you." But the politics are static. "Employment is stallin' us," he tells us. The implica​tion is that there aren't enough jobs for black people, or more specifically black people from the 'hood. That is, jobs need to be created for poor blacks. However, at what point in black history has job cre​ation actually borne any lasting fruit? Can anyone come up with two or three examples of where that was done and if it created major change in black communities? Not sum​mer jobs for teenagers, although the record on that is hardly stellar either, but real jobs, for grown-ups, to work year-round? Let's turn down Hip Hop Lives for a second. Down, down—hear those beats fading away. We'll turn it back up in a bit, but here is a time-out on employment, black peo​ple, and low education. I know of three jobs-creation systems that are changing black communities. None of them are on KRS-One's mind. Jobs Creation Program One In 1996, welfare was changed from an open-ended entitle​ment that basically paid women to have children, into a job training program with a five-year time limit. Since then, the welfare rolls have dropped by 60 percent, and single mothers have been getting jobs in numbers unknown since the seven​ties. Not as corporate executives, but they are working. The number of black children living in poverty took a sharp dip in 1996. The old chestnut that 41 percent of black children live in poverty is obsolete: the number today is 30 percent. Welfare reform was, in its way, a revolution for black people. Jobs Creation Program Two Around the country, organizations are giving urban black and brown people without college degrees aged eighteen to twenty-four the tools to find and keep steady work. For exam​ple, after five years of operation in 2005, 90 percent of the at- risk people who had gone through the program Year Up in Boston were still working. The program now has branches in Washington, D.C., Providence, and New York. America Works places former welfare recipients into jobs. Half of the clients ave no high school diplomas; most score academically at an eighth-grade level. After placing clients in jobs for a training period, America Works remains their formal employer, help​ing the client acclimate to the work environment. Three years after placement, 88 percent of America Works clients are still off welfare. America Works has branches in Manhattan, Brooklyn, Queens, Albany, Raltimore, and Oakland. America Works was also, for the record, founded by white people. Jobs Creation Program Three The Bush administration (yes, them) has for years been chan​neling funds to churches under the Faith-Based and Commu​nity Initiatives program. One pilot program supervised by the Department of Labor called Ready Work was successful at bringing ex-cons back into society and getting them jobs, with religious faith an integral part of keeping people on the straight path. Because of this success, a bill taking prisoner re​entry national is working its way through Congress, called the Second Chance Act. In cities, most returning prisoners are black men on their way back to the inner-city communities they came from. To be interested in black unemployment is to attend to things such as the above. And now, let's turn the volume back up on KRS-One: "Employment is stallin' us." This will not do. Is KRS-One aware that employment rates among poor black women are climbing? Is KRS-One interested in philanthropic, grassroots and government-funded organizations getting black men off the streets and into office jobs? One might object that I am putting too much respon​sibility on what is, in the end, just one line in one rap on one album. But it is exactly this kind of line that has peo​ple thinking of hip-hop as politically significant, and it is misleading. When KRS-One raps "Employment is stallin' us," he plants a bug in rap fans' ears that black activism should be about decrying that there is no work available for poor black people—such that in the film Dave Chappelle's Block Party, a sweet young black girl, asked how she would change the country, says that she would have there be more jobs and gets applauded. But that is a mistatement of the problem. Or how about a shout-out for the urban reverends counseling ex-cons? KRS-One thinks that the "church and synagogue are all deceivin' us." What he means is that we should be Muslims like him. But how "political" is it to turn blacks from the Christian church, one of its bedrocks of strength in the past and, to a large extent, now? As I write this, I am just back from a weekend in Atlanta attend​ing services led by a cousin of mine who, with her hus​band, leads a born-again flock. Neither she nor her husband are after fame and fortune; they are not "deceivin'" anyone and are vigilant against those who might be. T. D. Jakes, su​perstar megachurch televangelist, is in his way one of the most powerful figures in black America today. His preach​ing and his message help turn a lot of people around. Why diss the church? Screw authority as always—it sounds good to a beat. But this is not a recipe for political change, when church-based efforts are at the root of serious pro-black legislation. There is work for poor black people. They are finding it, with the help of people who, as often as not, are not black. 

AT Policing 
Even if they are right about police brutality being a status quo problem—hip hop politics leaves no blueprint change 
McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley,  lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 27-28, DavidK]
And while we're on the police, the relationship between them and young black men is an especially urgent issue in the black community. This one issue, in fact, grounds the whole conception of hip-hop as politics. Much of the rea​son hip-hop is now considered significant rather than in​fectious is that so many rappers have had so much to say about police brutality. But the question is how useful is what they have said in terms of helping to change the situation? Hip-hop is supposedly going to lead to a revolution: things are going to be really different. Has hip-hop given any indication of this in terms of what it has to say about the cops? Let's take Da Lench Mob's Guerillas in tha Mist as an ex​ample, although countless other recordings would serve equally well. The general message of Guerillas in tha Mist is that blacks need to, somehow, fight the police—or at least, get back at them with attitude. In "Lost in tha System," J- Dee is in court before the judge and "He added on another year 'cause I dissed him / Now here I go gettin' lost in the system." The diss in question was a suggestion that the judge suck upon his penis. This is typical of the attitude toward the police and the criminal justice system on a great many rap albums, including ones celebrated as among the best recordings of all time such as Ice Cube's AmeriKKKa's Most Wanted. But if the idea is that hip-hop is "political" in the sim​ple message that relations between police forces and young black men are often rough, then this is a highly static form of politics, especially if what we get over twenty-five years is endless variations on that same message. That there is felt to be a need to air this "political" message over so much time suggests that the problem is not an easy one to resolve—i.e., that simply complaining about it to a beat does not have a significant effect. It would seem that effec​tive engagement with this issue would require more than mere complaint. Especially if we're talking about some kind of revolution. Yet all we get year after year for two decades and a half from rappers is "the police hate us, so hate them back" while "hip-hop intellectuals" cheer from the sidelines that this is politics. Yet this is a "politics" that has nothing to do with doing something—or even suggesting what might be done. If this posturing is a "politics" black America should be proud of, then black America is accepting nothing as something: stasis as progress, gesture as action.
AT Tupac 
Tupac’s politics fail to bring about meaningful change—it is too oppositional to project social justice.

McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley, lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 26-27, DavidK]
Tupac thought that welfare had always offered payments for kids on an open-ended basis, and that the problem was just that there had always been some small-minded people like Brenda's mother. Tupac would likely have laughed along with most blacks at the welfare office's posted slogan in Eddie Murphy's Claymation series The PJs about life in the projects: "Keeping You in the Projects Since 1965." But if he was aware of Bill Clinton's promise in 1992 to end "welfare as we know it," he likely thought of it as covertly racist—this was the standard position at the time among people of his leftist politics. Like so many, he likely had never consid​ered the cognitive dissonance between laughing at that sign in The PJs and resisting welfare reform. Because—for him there was no dissonance at all. Rap is about dissing. You diss the "poverty pimps" at the welfare office who want to keep people on welfare in order to keep themselves em​ployed ("Word!") and you diss white congressmen who want to time-limit welfare ("Word!"). That's hip-hop's "politics." To Tupac, then, Brenda was, as a poor black girl, "in​visible" to America, and otherwise just up against the seamier side of human nature in the family circle sense. That's the hip-hop way of looking at things: anti-establishment, angsty. But just as KRS-One today cannot see the death of welfare as we knew it as good news for the black employment situation, the hip-hop way of looking at things could not perceive, in 1991, what one of Brenda's [the] main sociopolitical problems was: welfare as we knew it. In 1991, welfare as we knew it was every bit as important to the fate of Tupac's people as the police and how he got treated at stores now and then (as he chronicled in "I Don't Give a Fuck" on the same album 2Pacalypse Now). I'm well aware that welfare reform would not, let's face it, make much of a rap track. I am aware of one cut that makes a kind of stab at it, "She's Alive," on OutKast's smash​ing Speakerboxxx/The Love Below, actually weaving in inter​view clips with single mothers doing their best. But that one cut is just an exception, as are the handful of others in the whole body of hip-hop that one might smoke out. Overall, welfare reform is quite low on rappers' list of what is relevant to the black condition. It isn't spiky enough. It wouldn't make music that would sell. Fine. But that means that hip-hop politics, once again, misses the action.

Capitalism Links
The use of hip hop as a strategy for activism fails because it is inevitably coopted by capitalism—voices won’t be heard

Coates 07-senior editor @ The Atlantic, staff writer @ TIME, B.A. @ Howard University [Ta-Nehisi, TIME Magazine, “Hip-hop’s down beat,” August 17, 2007, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,1653639-1,00.html, DavidK]

When the political activist Al Sharpton pivoted from his war against bigmouth radio man Don Imus to a war on bad-mouth gangsta rap, the instinct among older music fans was to roll their eyes and yawn. Ten years ago, another activist, C. Delores Tucker, launched a very similar campaign to clean up rap music. She focused on Time Warner (parent of TIME), whose subsidiary Interscope was home to hard-core rappers Snoop Dogg and Tupac Shakur. In 1995 Tucker succeeded in forcing Time Warner to dump Interscope. Her victory was Pyrrhic. Interscope flourished, launching artists like 50 Cent and Eminem and distributing the posthumous recordings of Shakur. And the genre exploded across the planet, with rappers emerging everywhere from Capetown to the banlieues of Paris. In the U.S. alone, sales reached $1.8 billion. The lesson was Capitalism 101: rap music's market strength gave its artists permission to say what they pleased. And the rappers themselves exhibited an entrepreneurial bent unlike that of musicians before them. They understood the need to market and the benefits of line extensions. Theirs was capitalism with a beat. Today that same market is telling rappers to please shut up. While music-industry sales have plummeted, no genre has fallen harder than rap. According to the music trade publication Billboard, rap sales have dropped 44% since 2000 and declined from 13% of all music sales to 10%. Artists who were once the tent poles at rap labels are posting disappointing numbers. Jay-Z's return album, Kingdom Come, for instance, sold a gaudy 680,000 units in its first week, according to Billboard. But by the second week, its sales had declined some 80%. This year rap sales are down 33% so far. Longtime rap fans are doing the math and coming to the same conclusions as the music's voluminous critics. In February, the filmmaker Byron Hurt released Beyond Beats and Rhymes, a documentary notable not just for its hard critique but for the fact that most of the people doing the criticizing were not dowdy church ladies but members of the hip-hop generation who deplore rap's recent fixation on the sensational. Both rappers and music execs are clamoring for solutions. Russell Simmons recently made a tepid call for rappers to self-censor the words nigger and bitch from their albums. But most insiders believe that a debate about profanity and misogyny obscures a much deeper problem: an artistic vacuum at major labels. "The music community has to get more creative," says Steve Rifkin, CEO of SRC Records. "We have to start betting on the new and the up-and-coming for us to grow as an industry. Right now, I don't think anyone is taking chances. It's a big-business culture." It's the ultimate irony. Since the 1980s, when Run-DMC attracted sponsorship from Adidas, the rap community has aspired to be big business. By the '90s, those aspirations had become a reality. In a 1999 cover story, TIME reported that with 81 million CDs sold, rap was officially America's top-selling music genre. The boom produced enterprises like Roc-A-Fella, which straddled fashion, music and film and in 2001 was worth $300 million. It produced moguls like No Limit's Master P and Bad Boy's Puff Daddy, each of whom in 2001 made an appearance on FORTUNE's list of the richest 40 under 40. Along the way, the music influenced everything from advertising to fashion to sports.

Hip hop has become commoditized and voices have been co-opted and manipulated by capitalism

Philosog 11-[Philosog, “Concerning Hip Hop, Capitalism, and Politics,” March 2, 2011, http://philosog.com/Jonesing/concerning-hip-hop-capitalism-and-politics/, DavidK]
Simply stated, current hip hop is the commoditized reflection of corporate profit mongering. Corporations with their financiers manipulate the message by manipulating the artist into making music that will sell the fastest which often means appealing to the lowest common denominator. The hip hop that used to be balanced is now tilted in the most banal direction. In the past for every Kool G. Rap there was a KRS One, for every N.W.A. there was a X-Clan. Now there is only Young Money and gangsterism and criminality with no Native Tounges to balance the situation. Hip hop then is taken from something that could be a force for good into a form of audible junk food, feeding people stuff that is no good for them. Group conflict is the context for the black political agenda. Capitalism is the context for American politics. Merging group conflict and capitalist development, merging the black political agenda and American politics, we are able to intelligently discuss the morass that is hip hop. Capitalism creates a stratified, divided society where the labor of the many is exploited to enrich the few. The once pure hip hop of the Cold Crush and the Treacherous Three was introduced into a system of economic development that at its heart produces an exploited and alienated workforce. Cultural product like hip hop is reduced to something to be bought and sold to merely to generate profit, social justice issues be damned. 
The get rich or die trying mentality of hip hop has led to it becoming a forum to be dominated by capitalist beliefs consistent with the neo-conservative agenda 
Johnson 08-Professor of Economics and Geography @ the Coggin College of Business, University of Florida, PhD in Economics @ University of Alabama, B.S. in Economics and Mathematics @ the University of Alabama, writes for the Journal of Pan-African Studies, specializes poverty and inequality in Urban and Regional Economics  [Christopher, The Journal of Pan-African Studies, “Danceable Capitalism: Hip-Hop’s Links to Corporate Space,” June 2008, Volume 2, Number 4, pg. 91, http://www.jpanafrican.com/docs/vol2no4/2.4_Danceable_Cap.pdf, DavidK]

It is true that Black Nationalist sentiment within popular hip-hop has faded, but the message of Black capitalism has (not surprisingly) increased over the last decade. To discount the validity of capitalist sentiment one would have to ignore the rise of prosperity ministries within the Black church, the increase in Black business ownership, and the high percentage of Black college students enrolled in business programs. An assimilationist embrace of European capitalist practice has coexisted (if uncomfortably at times) with programs based wholly within the African American community. Rapper 50 Cent’s message of “get rich or die trying” is based in a long history of capitalist struggle, one that fits very comfortably within the conservative and neoconservative orientation of American economics and politics in the last quarter century. There is no shortage of “messages” within hip-hop at present. What is in short supply is a diversity of theoretical frameworks from which to choose. Individualistic pursuit of capital and pleasure has replaced most notions of community in the Pop Era. The Pop Era that followed was a success for a few Black entrepreneurs such as Sean Combs, Russell Simmons, Master P, Dr. Dre, and 50 Cent. They were able to further aid in the commodification of the music resulting in great financial rewards for themselves, and thus their commercial success was pointed to as a triumph for the Black music artist, although their individual financial gains seldom trickled down to other hip-hop artists affiliated with them.
Capitalism forces any political meaning in rap to the way side and dictates what artists can and cannot say 

Ali 09-Staff Writer @ The Washington Examiner, writers @ the magazine empower, specializes in social awareness and activism [Aisha, The Examiner, “Hip-hop meets its ultimate fate: Hip-hop surrenders to capitalism,” May 4, 2009, http://www.examiner.com/dc-in-washington-dc/hip-hop-meets-its-ultimate-fate-hip-hop-surrenders-to-capitalism-dollar-dollar-bill-ya-ll, DavidK]

So, the suits behind the corporate desks are the real pimps. This is an organized crime model at its best. As hip-hop became more influential and accepted in pop mainstream, capitalism dominated how artists were to portray themselves to gain enough popularity needed to control airwaves. However, capitalism cannot be only associated with today’s hip-hop, as it has been a dominating factor. Old school rappers in hip-hop spoke of escaping impoverished conditions through money gained from their record sales as “dope emcees”. If capitalism was the killer of hip-hop, then it was suicidal. In “Paid In Full,” one of my favorite old school hip-hop “joints” by Eric B and Rakim, along with “Don’t Sweat The Technique,” Rakim describes a situation of a young, “stick–up kid,” who realized this path led to a dead end, ultimately deciding to use his lyrical talents as a positive means to gain the materialistic lifestyle desired. Now, whether Rakim is referring to himself, another individual, or just a fictional character in a hypothetical situation is debatable; yet, the fact remains this song discusses materialism, just as songs today. Although Rakim’s style and talent is greater than 95 percent of mainstream rappers today, this song and others like it, still paved way to hip-hop songs today that discuss materialism— not to mention, many emcees or rappers were decked out in thick, gold rope chains and the freshest Adidas warm-up suits and Kangol bucket hats. While hip-hop was inherently political and originators’ intentions were righteous, as hip-hop began as a story of marginalized people with limited resources in underserved communities, explicit, hardcore attempts to be political, while occasionally entertaining, had a superfluous impact. The end result: followers wanted to top the next hip-hop artist as being the most controversial, as many hip-hop artists wanted to hoard attention from consumers, which led to mega records sales which in turn led to mega bucks, stemming from lyrics based on materialism, violence, and sex. Rap’s degradation from its glorious past has been attributed to the rise of the crack epidemic in urban communities during the mid eighties. Due to the heavy influence of the crack trade, the values of many black youths have disintegrated. Much of the materialism, misogyny, violence, and the absolute die-hard mentality for trivial things derive from the crack era and its music. This mentality paired with struggles against discrimination, racism, and unparalleled poverty when compared to other races, is a disastrous mix for black youths. The lifestyle of fast money becomes the resolution to many problems youths experience in underserved communities, especially since hip-hop music glorifies this lifestyle and youths very seldom think of the dire consequences related to a life of organized crime and fast living. This image became heavily enforced and more visible during the nineties with the introduction of NWA. NWA’s albums explicitly dealt a hardcore lifestyle of violence, drugs, and sex, and when sales exploded— based on black and white teenagers— the themes in rap songs became darker and edgier. With the introduction of “crack music,” politically conscious groups like Public Enemy were pushed aside, as record labels became hungrier to match enormous sales of NWA’s monetary success. From this moment onward, record labels primarily pursued individuals that could replicate the winning style: money, ho’s, and violence. The West Coast rap offered a new twist that many people had not heard. The mega success of Suge Knight’s Death Row Records, the music empire that manufactured Dr. Dre and Snoop Dogg, dominated the new direction in which hip-hop was to go, as this became the archetype for success. Simultaneously, these same negative images began to dominate hip-hop. In a sense, hip-hop became the images opposers had branded for this genre at its inception— a lifestyle of violence. Yet, at its inception, hip-hop was used as a means of expression against injustices and poverty, education, and an outlet to relieve tension (feel-good, party music). Giant record companies have profited huge selling ghetto culture to the American mainstream, as the drug trade has dominated the ghettos. Many record companies lack creativity of past producers, which were able to cultivate and build new. So instead, they sink to the lowest common denominator for a fast buck. However, the problems extend beyond record labels. Hip-hop artists also share the blame, as they very seldom dare to be different. Artists want to get paid so badly they are reluctant to push the bar. 
Cede the Political Link 

Hip hop is so anti-establishment that it fails to produce viable visions for social change. 

McWhorter 08-PhD in Linguistics @ Stanford University, Associate Professor of Linguistics @ UC-Berkeley, lecturer @ Columbia University, M.A. in American Studies @ NYU, Fellow @ the Manhattan Institute for Policy Research, Contributing Editor @ the Manhattan Institutes City Journal, author of several books on Hip Hop in American Culture [John, All About the Beat, June 2008, Pg. 26-27, DavidK]
Tupac thought that welfare had always offered payments for kids on an open-ended basis, and that the problem was just that there had always been some small-minded people like Brenda's mother. Tupac would likely have laughed along with most blacks at the welfare office's posted slogan in Eddie Murphy's Claymation series The PJs about life in the projects: "Keeping You in the Projects Since 1965." But if he was aware of Bill Clinton's promise in 1992 to end "welfare as we know it," he likely thought of it as covertly racist—this was the standard position at the time among people of his leftist politics. Like so many, he likely had never consid​ered the cognitive dissonance between laughing at that sign in The PJs and resisting welfare reform. Because—for him there was no dissonance at all. Rap is about dissing. You diss the "poverty pimps" at the welfare office who want to keep people on welfare in order to keep themselves em​ployed ("Word!") and you diss white congressmen who want to time-limit welfare ("Word!"). That's hip-hop's "politics." To Tupac, then, Brenda was, as a poor black girl, "in​visible" to America, and otherwise just up against the seamier side of human nature in the family circle sense. That's the hip-hop way of looking at things: anti-establishment, angsty. But just as KRS-One today cannot see the death of welfare as we knew it as good news for the black employment situation, the hip-hop way of looking at things could not perceive, in 1991, what one of Brenda's [the] main sociopolitical problems was: welfare as we knew it. In 1991, welfare as we knew it was every bit as important to the fate of Tupac's people as the police and how he got treated at stores now and then (as he chronicled in "I Don't Give a Fuck" on the same album 2Pacalypse Now). I'm well aware that welfare reform would not, let's face it, make much of a rap track. I am aware of one cut that makes a kind of stab at it, "She's Alive," on OutKast's smash​ing Speakerboxxx/The Love Below, actually weaving in inter​view clips with single mothers doing their best. But that one cut is just an exception, as are the handful of others in the whole body of hip-hop that one might smoke out. Overall, welfare reform is quite low on rappers' list of what is relevant to the black condition. It isn't spiky enough. It wouldn't make music that would sell. Fine. But that means that hip-hop politics, once again, misses the action.
Gender Links 
NOTE: this could also work as a good link to the cap K

Hip hop is a sphere for gendered violence where women are a secondary class and are objectified to serve the male narrative—women are silenced  

Smith 08-Professor Constitutional Law, Criminal law, and criminal procedure @ Florida State School of Law, J.D. @ Howard University School of Law, B.A. @ Spellman College [Nareissa, Feminist Law Professors, “Hip Hop, Capitalism, and Taking Back the Music,” December 9, 2008, http://feministlawprofs.law.sc.edu/?p=4419, DavidK]

Weiner is correct that the development of hip hop has led to female rappers being reduced to beautiful, talented moons orbiting around their male counterparts. However, I believe that capitalism and sexism are very much to blame for this development. How does capitalism come into play? What hip hop critics might not know that hip hoppers have known for some time is that rap was not always this way. Rap music used to have a rich diversity. You had some people that made party records, like LL Cool J, others, like KRS-ONE and Public Enemy, which educated while they entertained, some that made gangsta rap, some, like D.J. Jazzy Jeff and the Fresh Prince, that made us laugh, and some that just said whatever they felt. And that was the point – there was a time in hip hop where one could pretty much say anything. See, in the time period I am discussing, record labels still hadn’t figured out how to make money off of hip-hop. Because there was not yet any set formula, creativity reigned, and songs about anything and everything imaginable were made. That meant that all comers – including women – could find a place at the table. But unfortunately, the industry eventually figured it out. The formula has become to take whatever rapper is popular at the moment, and have each rapper copy that person. Currently, the model is some version of a guy that has been shot multiple times, sold drugs, or been shot multiple times while selling drugs. The exceptions to this rule – such as Kanye West and Outkast – are dealt with by marketing them primarily as pop acts. For female emcees, it means no place at the table – the reservation has been cancelled. While hip hop has always celebrated the masculine, this new hypermasculinity is difficult for a female emcee to realistically portray. If 50 Cent gets shot nine times, it proves he’s not only a man, but a strong man, a really “REAL” man – almost a superman. If a woman gets shot nine times, it proves . . . what exactly? The fact that the question is so difficult to answer speaks volumes about how violent women and violent men are portrayed in our society. Male violence is tacitly accepted, almost encouraged, but female aggression is a no-no. Even black women, who are usually considered less ‘feminine” than their counterparts, will find it hard to pull out of that difficult binary. So, old stereotypes such as Lil Kim’s oversexed Jezebel are rehashed ad infinitum as a proxy for hypermasculinity. But it’s a poor facsimile. In fact, the intersection of capitalism and sexism has had another interesting effect on women in hip hop. First, the sexism – As Weiner states, there have always been women in hip hop – first, as stand-alone acts, then, as the “kid sister” or apprentice to a male rapper. But now, women in rap are even further marginalized. The only women that one sees in rap videos these days (so I hear, as I refuse to watch anymore) are so called “video vixens,” scantily clad women whose sole purpose in her objectification is to serve the male gaze and narrative around her. So I ask: if the current iteration of hip hop is predicated on women being objects as opposed to subjects, and is predicated on removing any independent agency, where is the place for a woman to speak of her own authority – or at all? Moreover, the capitalism plays a role in sustaining the “vixen” role, and not just in the usual “sex sells” fashion. The African American female form has been commodified for centuries. In the 1880s, Ms. Sarah Baartman was taken around the world and displayed as the “Hottentot Venus.” Her buttocks and genitalia were prominently displayed. She was an object of fascination and curiosity. There is a wonderful YouTube video essay that chronicles the relationship between Sarah Baartman and the young women in today’s videos better than my words ever could. The comparison is startling, but the politics are the same – the bodies of women of color are to be fetishized and objectified for any paying customer. Thus, I find it completely unsurprising that the female emcees that have any success in the current climate try to put their own spin on this narrative. Women of color were and are a large part of the hip hop fans base. We are trying to “take back the music,” as Essence Magazine calls its campaign on the issue. But until the current keepers of the castle decide that this particular formula of hip hop has lost its flavor, women will continue to be further marginalized for the near – and perhaps distant – future.
Capitalism has transformed the message of hip hop from real to one of misogyny and sexism—we have to reject it 
Ciaccio 04-Professor @ University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee [Nichali, ZNet, “Hip Hop, Gender, Race, and Capitalism,” June 5, 2004, http://www.zcommunications.org/hip-hop-gender-race-and-capitalism-by-nichali-ciaccio, DavidK]
Mark Anthony Neal was insightful to point out that the industry thrives on sexism, and that asking artists to promote a feminist vision would be asking them to drop their contracts and start selling far fewer records. After all, radical acts like the Coup are, despite their vision, small players in the industry as a whole. Yet clearly by playing this game, the major artists are responsible for proliferating sexism the potency of which alters the mores of huge segments of the youth population. This insight turns our attention to an issue fundamentally important if we want to address the pervasiveness of sexism in hip-hop and society in general: the role of capitalism in not just reinforcing but actively promoting the dominant views (which are, at this time, reactionary towards women, the LGBTQ community, etc). Acting according to demand, major record companies produce and distribute music that people will buy. So as long as music is produced via a demand system and sexism continues to exist, so will its presence in music. With the exception of extremely rare artists who have both attained a national audience and are brave enough to challenge their base, it seems artists lack the capacity to change the system themselves without a large change in the consumer base. In lieu of some form of direct censorship (or indirect, in the case of Wal-Mart, whose "family-based" approach to music has artists censoring themselves out of fear of losing a huge market)-which I am personally opposed to-there is little chance that the industry itself will change this paradigm on its own. On the other hand, as spokespeople for hip-hop and (in some cases, worldwide) celebrity-idols, artists actively promote misogynistic viewpoints. They aren't simply passive elements of capitalism but participants whose voice greatly influences youth opinion and continue to reinforce the same views in new generations of music listeners and makers. By making sexism part of their image they aren't just allowing it to become acceptable among youth groups but setting a standard by which youth are supposed to treat each other as a prerequisite for acceptance. Thus challenging the sexism in hip-hop and rap requires not only looking at sexism writ large in society but how capitalism continues to promote it. Developing a larger, dynamic and holistic strategy to this problem means addressing distribution as well as the product itself. Sexism cannot be cured without understanding its influence on, and how it is influenced by, capitalism. Building a thoughtful and dynamic radical theory requires addressing every issue of oppression. This means looking at the interactions not only between capitalism and sexism, but politics and racism as well. In this case, there are a few things we can do to make small changes in the system now, but the effects of which become larger over time. First, we can promote the activities of students like those of Spelman College, whose level of consciousness can alter youth consciousness in a dramatic way. When it comes down to it, what really influences behavior is not the celebrities themselves but whether or not our peers accept us. If positive visions can grow, very understandable fears of non-acceptance could fall apart. This challenges both predominant gender views and the consumer base of major corporations-and we know how much they fear the vacillation of youth opinion (as is seen in their struggles to control it).
Hip hop objectifies women as sexual objects

Weiner 08-music, movies, and pop culture writer @ Slate, writer @ the New York Times [Jonah, Slate, “Ladies! I Can’t Hear You! No, Really, I Can’t Hear You!” November 6, 2008, http://www.slate.com/id/2203360/pagenum/2, DavidK]
If the pervasive spirit of female rap's early days was defiance, the mid-'90s gave rise to a sort of radical compliance. In their porno-grade raps, Lil' Kim, Foxy Brown, and Trina offered themselves up almost as grotesques, inhabiting lewd sexual fantasies almost to the point of caricature. Kim—who offset constant demands for cunnilingus with a famous brag about "how I make a Sprite can disappear in my mouth"—was the best of these, and the only pop star in history to serve as muse to both Notorious B.I.G. and Marc Jacobs. Her take-no-shit attitude appealed to hardened hip-hop fans, while her hypersexualized camp made her a gay icon. Hip-hop femininity is often described in binary: Women are either "independent"—they pay their own bills and, conveniently, ask men for nothing—or they are hos. Lil' Kim made the case for the independent ho. (Sometimes another option, cited in the case of confident female rappers, appears: lesbian.) So why has female hip-hop made so few lasting inroads over 30 years? For one thing, what most of the women mentioned above have in common is that their music rebuts and responds to guy-spun gender narratives. One effect of this is to make female rap seem second class, occurring outside the "real," "primary" work of hip-hop canon building, even as it argues for first-class citizenship. When we hear the word rappers, we think of black males; they're what feminists would call hip-hop's unmarked category. This makes tough going for pretenders outside of this category, and it's meant that many of the identities that female comers have carved for themselves—Boss' gangsta bitch, Kim's badass nympho, or, recently, Lil' Mama's lunchroom alpha girl—have registered as one-offs or fads. (We see the same thing with white rappers, whether it's the Beastie Boys' nerdy boogie or Eminem's white-trash horror-core.)
***AT: Space Traders***

Metaphor fails
The space trade metaphor doesn’t assume the intrinsic goodwill of people

Russell-Brown 96( Katherine, Professor of law and director of the Center for the Study of Race and Race Relations atUniversity of Florida's Fredric G. Levin College of Law. Journal of Criminal Justice Education. Highland Heights: Spring 1996. Vol. 7, Iss. 1;  pg. 113. Proquest. Thinking, Talking, And Teaching On Race: Derrick Bell's "The Space Traders" VV)
Reasons Why a Space Trade Could Not Happen Aside from arguments about the existence of extraterrestrial beings, most of the students who took the position that the space trade could not happen cited the intrinsic goodwill of humankind. One student wrote, “I feel the majority of U.S. citizens, regardless of color, would not allow this to happen. When unethical situations occur, groups unite to form collective forces against the bad influences.” A few of these students argues that the trade would incite a civil war. Others took a more practical approach arguing that one trade would beget another and that the sacrificed group would simply be replaced by another group: [W]hen the rest of the world found out that the U.S. was now rid of its debt, had a perfect environment, and safe machinery, in addition to a reduction of 13% of its citizenry, the influx of immigrants would be enormous. . . . With large rates of immigrations, the working and lower class will only expand, and new groups of people will occupy the condition that the blacks once held. 
Racial Essentialism Fails
Bell concedes that racism is inevitable due to the class system—the aff takes the wrong approach

Belton 09. Danielle C Belton. BLACKS IN SPACE.  The American Prospect. Princeton: Jun 2009. Vol. 20, Iss. 5; pg. 47, 3 pgs. Proquest. VV
In 1992, author Derrick Bell wrote the terrifying book Faces at the Bottom of the Well, in which he argues that "racism is an integral, permanent, and indestructible component of this society"-even in the future. In his short story, "The Space Traders," filmed by brothers Warrington and Reginald Hudlin for their short-lived HBO series CosmicSlop in 1994, Bell tells of an alien race that offers riches to a cash-strapped, polluted America if it will just fork over all its black people. For what purpose, no one knows. But it's only a matter of time before all black people are rounded up to be shipped off to space. Blacks plead their case, but whites, blinded by wealth and power, conclude that offering up an entire race is simply the most logical thing to do.

Essentialism on racial identity means their project fails

Brooks & Jacobs 96. Dwight. Dwight E Brooks, Walter R Jacobs. Communication Studies. West Lafayette: Winter 1996. Vol. 47, Iss. 4; pg. 289, 14 pgs. Black men in the margins: Space Traders and the interpositional strategy against b(l)acklash. Proquest. VV
Dyson (1993) cautions that such efforts must be anti-essentialist about racial and cultural identity; acknowledge a wide range of experiences (influenced by structural positions of gender, class, sexual orientation, and the like); and be public and receptive to critical insights. By publicly engaging in communion with multiple perspectives and projects, we can satisfy Dyson's requirements. Interposers resist attempts at blind conformity from both within and without. They do not, for instance, try to avoid Golightly's "mistakes" as defined by one ideological project but compare Golightly's journey with their own, seeing how both successes and mistakes are dependent on a particular frame of reference. Rather than using persons or perspectives as representative models (the aim here is to replace one model with a "better" one), interposers regard them as oil for a heuristic identity that is continually tweaked and refined.
Cap K Link
Race oppression is used by capital to ideologically justify economic exploitation.

Young, worked in the website development and optimization industry since 2002, Rob is an expert internet guru. His experience has ranged from account management, to content writing, to design, to marketing, to coaching management, and website ownership, 06 VV
This essay advances a materialist theory of race. In my view, race oppression dialectically intersects with the exploitative logic of advanced capitalism, a regime which deploys race in the interest of surplus accumulation. Thus, race operates at the (economic) base and therefore produces cultural and ideological effects at the superstructure; in turn, these effects—in very historically specific way—interact with and ideologically justify the operations at the economic base [1]. In a sense then, race encodes the totality of contemporary capitalist social relations, which is why race cuts across a range of seemingly disparate social sites in contemporary US society. For instance, one can mark race difference and its discriminatory effects in such diverse sites as health care, housing/real estate, education, law, job market, and many other social sites. However, unlike many commentators who engage race matters, I do not isolate these social sites and view race as a local problem, which would lead to reformist measures along the lines of either legal reform or a cultural-ideological battle to win the hearts and minds of people and thus keep the existing socio-economic arrangements intact; instead, I foreground the relationality of these sites within the exchange mechanism of multinational capitalism. Consequently, I believe, the eradication of race oppression also requires a totalizing political project: the transformation of existing capitalism—a system which produces difference (the racial/gender division of labor) and accompanying ideological narratives that justify the resulting social inequality. Hence, my project articulates a transformative theory of race—a theory that reclaims revolutionary class politics in the interests of contributing toward a post-racist society. In other words, the transformation from actually existing capitalism into socialism constitutes the condition of possibility for a post-racist society—a society free from racial and all other forms of oppression. By freedom, I do not simply mean a legal or cultural articulation of individual rights as proposed by bourgeois race theorists. Instead, I theorize freedom as a material effect of emancipated economic forms. I foreground my (materialist) understanding of race as a way to contest contemporary accounts of race, which erase any determinate connection to economics. For instance, humanism and poststructuralism represent two dominant views on race in the contemporary academy. Even though they articulate very different theoretical positions, they produce similar ideological effects: the suppression of economics. They collude in redirecting attention away from the logic of capitalist exploitation and point us to the cultural questions of sameness (humanism) or difference (poststructuralism). In developing my project, I critique the ideological assumptions of some exemplary instances of humanist and poststructuralist accounts of race, especially those accounts that also attempt to displace Marxism, and, in doing so, I foreground the historically determinate link between race and exploitation. It is this link that forms the core of what I am calling a transformative theory of race. The transformation of race from a sign of exploitation to one of democratic multiculturalism, ultimately, requires the transformation of capitalism.
***AT: Genealogy***
Genealogy Bad—Discovery Turn
Turn—genealogy makes a discovery of yourself impossible by creating both subjectivities and objectivities that must be continually questioned 

Michael J. Shapiro February 1989 Politicizing Ulysses: Rationalistic, Critical, and Genealogical Commentaries Political Theory, Vol. 17, No. 1 Professor of political science at the University of Hawaii, MS

Like critical theory, genealogy is a disruptive, critical practice, but unlike the critical raids conducted by Adorno, which were designed to overcome inadequacies of representation (where adequacy is a structure of representation that enables social actors to understand the structure of causation or effectivity within which they function), genealogy is, in Foucault's words, "gray, meticulous, and patiently documentary Committed to inquiry, it seeks endlessly to dissolve the coherences of systems of intelligibility that give individual and collective identities to persons/peoples and to the order that houses them by recreating the process of descent within which subjectivities and objectivities are produced. The standard or quest thus bears a strong resemblance to one of Adorno's versions of dialectics, the opposition to all reification. But genealogy does not locate that quest in behalf of a particular model of the selfs relation to the order, one in which the self is able to control nature without losing itself within ideologies of the subject, as some critical theorists would have it. While critical theory in general, and Adorno to some extent, (although his position is ambiguous here) base their readings of the reification of the self on a model of an authentic model of intelligibility, within the genealogical perspective, all modes of intelligibility are appropriations, the momentary fixing of the resultants of contending forces that could have spawned an endless variety of versions of the real.

Genealogy Bad— Double-Bind
Foucaultian genealogy is trapped in a double bind: its extreme relativism either undercuts its political usefulness or a new master discourse is produced. 

Habermas 87 (Jürgen, Permanent Visiting Professor at Northwestern, The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity, p. 279, MS)
Foucault's historiography can evade relativism as little as it can this acute presentism. His investigations are caught ex​actly in the self-referentiality that was supposed to be excluded by a naturalistic treatment of the problematic of validity. Ge​nealogical historiography is supposed to make the practices of power, precisely in their discourse-constituting achievement, accessible to an empirical analysis. From this perspective, not only are truth claims confined to the discourses within which they arise; they exhaust their entire significance in the func​tional contribution they make to the self-maintenance of a given totality of discourse. That is to say, the meaning of valid​ity claims consists in the power effects they have. On the other hand, this basic assumption of the theory of power is self-referential; if it is correct, it must destroy the foundations of the research inspired by it as well. But if the truth claims that Foucault himself raises for his genealogy of knowledge were in fact illusory and amounted to no more than the effects that this theory is capable of releasing within the circle of its ad​herents, then the entire undertaking of a critical unmasking of the human sciences would lose its point. Foucault pursues ge​nealogical historiography with the serious intent of getting a science underway that is superior to the mismanaged human sciences. If, then, its superiority cannot be expressed in the fact that something more convincing enters in place of the convicted pseudo-sciences, if its superiority were only to be expressed in the effect of its suppressing the hitherto dominant scientific discourse in fact, Foucault's theory would exhaust itself in the politics of theory, and indeed in setting theoretical-political goals that would overburden the capacities of even so heroic a one-man enterprise. Foucault is aware of this. Con​sequently, he would like to single out his genealogy from all the rest of the human sciences in a manner that is reconcilable with the fundamental assumptions of his own theory. To this end, he turns genealogical historiography upon itself; the dif​ference that can establish its preeminence above all the other human sciences is to be demonstrated in the history of its own emergence.
Genealogy is in a double bind—either it is faithful to its original starting point and is immoral or it pushes against its beginning and is irrelevant by its own standard of relevance

Minson 85 Genealogies of morals : Nietzsche, Foucault, Donzelot, and the eccentricity of ethics (Jeffrey B Minson Institute for Cultural Policy Studies, Division of Humanities, Griffith University, MS) 
This, after all, is also crucial to Foucault's position in Discipline and Punish as outlined in Chapter 1. Genealogy discovers not a single ultimate justification but a multiplicity of lowly, amoral or immoral origins, and histories. These are subject to contingent mutations and displacements and hence are irreducible to a single trajectory of development. The confluence produces the 

practice in question; the origins and histories are as unedifying as they are unsuspected. Clearly nothing is more crucial to genealogy than this separa​tion of origin and outcome. The multiplicity and heterogeneity of origins is central. Far from the essence of a penal practice being clearest at its source, penal practices and values have a number of muddy origins, which is to say they have no single essential origin which would reveal their true nature.14 Not that these origins are necessarily immoral; it is rather that the separation of origins and outcome in a way renders their moral quality irrelevant. As we saw, guilty indebtedness emerged quite independently of the notions of punishing wickedness to which it subsequently became attached. It is, then, above all because of this multiplicity and dispersion of origins that Nietzsche distinguishes genealogy from teleological history, with its inevitable identification of origin and outcome. Yet, genealogy too must equally posit some connection between origins and outcome or else what would be the critical point of the enterprise? How else does Nietzsche operate his debunking of the philosophical opposition between nature and civilisation but by positing a continuity between lowly origin and civilised moral institutions? Reconstructing the prehistory of a practice can serve as a vehicle of critical-moral instruction only if that prehistory also discloses its real nature. So which way is genealogy to go, since its critical objective seems to necessitate the very identifica​tion of origins and outcome which genealogical method begins by refusing? Here is the central dilemma for Nietzsche's ideal of genealogy. On the one hand, it can remain faithful to its methodological starting point and maintain the dissociation of origins and outcome, in which case its moral—critical presumption falls down since origins are no longer constitutive of their product. On the other hand, it can insist on the constitutive and telling character of origins, but then the original grounds for distinguish​ing genealogy from teleological history collapse. Either genealogy remains a variant of teleological history or it is irrelevant by its own standard of relevance. In Chapter 5 we shall see the same dilemma recapitulated in sociological histories of modernity . . . and in some degree in Foucault's own genealogies. It is perhaps appropriate therefore to represent this dilemma as potentially, if not necessarily lying in wait for all genealogies. The most important concomitant of this dilemma is a bi-polar, retrospective historical periodisation, such as we have encountered in Nietzsche, and which is virtually endemic to historical sociology. How this tendency may be resisted, and the scope and limits of a genealogy which does so, is set out in the following chapter.

Genealogy Fails—Cede the Political 

Genealogical projects fail – they cause political paralysis and move-away from their ultimate objective.

Wolin 2 (Richard Wolin – Prof @ CUNY in Modern European Intellectual History. South Central Review, Vol. 19, No. 2/3, 9/11. (Summer - Autumn, 2002), pp. 39-49. J Stor, MS)
Amid the fog of postmodern relativism disseminated by Baudrillard, Zizek and others, something essential is missing. Going back to the Thucydides’ Melian Dialogue, the massacre of civilian innocents has been a touchstone of civilized moral judgment. It remains today the cornerstone of human rights law and just war theory. Yet, for the “cultural left,” slavishly following the “genealogical” approach recommended by Nietzsche and Foucault, moral reasoning is merely another one of civilization’s clever “normalizing” ruses—hence, an intellectual weakness to be avoided at all costs. Once again, postmodernism’s right-wing intellectual pedigree—Nietzsche, Spengler, and Heidegger—has left it morally impotent and politically clueless.  For years the Left has demonstrated a predilection to romanticize the “other”—Ho Chi Minh, Che, Fidel, as well as countless other apostles of Third World revolution—in the hope that the Wretched of the Earth would provide a remedy for our own seemingly intractable political impasse. Predictably, at a conference I attended recently, a friend with impeccable left- wing credentials who, until communism’s recent collapse, had been an ardent champion of the proletarian cause, jumped on the pan-Arab bandwagon, reciting the names of obscure Muslim intellectuals who, she claimed, offered a promising political alternative to the debilities of Western liberalism. Plus ça change. The Left can ignore the imperatives of morality and international law only at its own peril. By romanticizing the lifestyles and mores of non-Western peoples, it suspends critical judgment, destroys its own credibility, and guarantees its own political irrelevance.  
Genealogical projects over-focus on historicization – this causes contemporary political paralysis
Boggs 97
(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780, MS)
Postmodernism and its offshoots (poststructuralism, semiotics, di¡er- ence feminism, etc.) have indeed reshaped much of academia, including such disciplines as sociology, history, literature, ¢lm, and communica- tions. More than that, the theory (if that is the correct label for some- thing so diffuse) amounts to a kind of anti-paradigm paradigm, which often refocuses debates around defining motifs of the post-Fordist order: commodification of culture, the media spectacle, proliferation of images and symbols, fragmentation of identities, the dispersion of local movements, and loss of faith in conventional political ideologies and organizations. So far as all this is concerned, post-modernism can be viewed as marking a rather healthy break with the past.50 The problem is that the main thrust of postmodernism so devalues the common realm of power, governance, and economy that the dynamics of social and institutional life vanish from sight. Where the reality of corporate, state, and military power wind up vanishing within a post- modern amorphousness, the very effort to analyze social forces and locate agencies or strategies of change becomes impossible. In its reac- tion against the comprehensive historical scope of Marxism, the micro approach dismisses in toto macropolitics and with it any conceivable modern project of radical transformation. An extreme ``micro'' focus is most visible in such theorists as Baudrillard who, as Steven Best and Douglas Kellner put it, in effect ``announce the end of the political project in the end of history and society''51 ^ a stance that replicates the logic of a profoundly depoliticized culture. 
Genealogy fails—makes it impossible to evaluate what good or bad values are in the context of time

Minson 85 Genealogies of morals : Nietzsche, Foucault, Donzelot, and the eccentricity of ethics (Jeffrey B Minson Institute for Cultural Policy Studies, Division of Humanities, Griffith University, MS) 
The problem of naturalism also plagues the concept of power. On the one hand, the doctrine of the will to power does initiate the enunciation of certain risky principles: that, if human beings are motivated to seek happiness, pleasure, even quiescence, it is not merely out of a utilitarian avoidance of pain. As embodiments of the will to power, such sentiments are far from sentimental but are always excessive, never content merely to lord it over what they already command. It is in the nature of power to seek to enhance itself, to operate in multiple ways and actively to seek out what will resist it. These suggestive notions are, however, bound up with the notion of unitary will to power and its singular logic of self-overcoming: such power, by its very nature cannot survive in a vacuum, nor progress expansively without a ledge upon which to grip. The neutralising deployment of the will to power operates as a reductionism: all forms of power, all modes of morality are returned from their preliminary dispersions and made just so many forms or expressions, natural or unnatural, of the life force. In effect, we have presented the central problem for Nietzsche's concept of genealogy in terms of a discrepancy between its methodological point of departure and its critical-cum-moral goal. More precisely, the area of difficulty has been assigned not so much to the critical goal perse - for the method itself shares this goal - as to the snares involved in the re-valuation of all values. By contrast, praise has been lavished upon the critical effects of the genealogical method — its attack on pompous theology and its philosophical heirs, its counter to teleologies Hegelian and modern, its de-centring of the human subject, its heuristic invitations to unlikely historical investigations. For instance, we saw how genealogy not only inverts the value but rewrites the terms of moral oppositions and categories - recall the way freedom of the will was dissociated from modern notions of personality and reposed as an object for historical enquiry, insofar as it is now linked to the problem of the inculcation of the 'memory of the will'. As opposed to this set of virtues, the re-valuation of all values has been held responsible for all that is regressive. Inversions of values appear as mechanical iconoclasms; naturalism, nostalgia and the new a priorism of the will to power proliferate. Such problems cannot of course be identified with any call for a moral-critical stance — the critique offered here has not proceeded from a fashionable repudiation of moral values per se. But, in Nietzsche, these problems have been found in association with the move from a critical exposure of the amoral to a positive denunciation of the immoral. But how far can one maintain the integrity of the methodology or its limited critical effects? In fact, many of those problems associated with the naturalism of the full genealogical project return to plague that domain of critical methodology, albeit in a more bloodless form. Here we shall consider two of those problems which are particularly relevant to Foucault. One such problem consists in the almost ontological privilege given to the body, especially in relation to the question of power. Without drawing directly upon the blatantly naturalistic reduc-tionisms of the will to power, or to body's re-unifying and resisting role, Nietzsche (and Foucault) tend to make it the recurrent true subject of history. It has thus been promoted from its original status as an heuristically generated area of investigation. Con​nected with this is the body's equally eternal status as the point of lodgement or leverage for the operation of power, especially when its multiple and symbiotic form is being emphasised. A second, more general, problem can be indicated by recalling genealogy's special virtue in combating teleological histories, into which category would fall, in particular, modern histories of the family or the person which identify a continuity of human purpose in the founding and current operation of such institu

Genealogy fails—move to challenge sociological eternities lose foundational status 

Minson 85 Genealogies of morals : Nietzsche, Foucault, Donzelot, and the eccentricity of ethics (Jeffrey B Minson Institute for Cultural Policy Studies, Division of Humanities, Griffith University, MS) 
How are genealogical arguments mobilised against the sociological categories of 'society' and 'the individual? Essen​tially, the move is to challenge these sociological eternities by tracing their historical formation. Precisely as entities with specific histories, they lose their foundational status as basic terms of reference subject to (two) epochs of existence. But more is at stake than this: it is not merely a matter of saying individual-and-society come into existence somewhere around 1810 rather than at the dawn of sociological facticity. The whole relation between individual-and-society must also change, as signified in substitut​ing the terms 'the social' and 'the personal'. And this is indeed what one would expect from a genealogical exercise.

Genealogy Fails—Author Indicts
Foucault’s genealogy fails—he even admits it is a fabrication and more novel than actual practice 

Deacon 2003 Fabricating Foucault: Rationalising the Management of Individuals (Roger Deacon is a Honorary Lecturer in Education and Honorary Research Lecturer in Politics at the University of KwaZulu-Natal, and Managing Editor of Theoria: A Journal of Social and Political Theory., MS)
To speak in this way of ‘fabricating' history, knowledge and power will surely suggest to some that Foucault was merely engaged in an elaborate and entertaining, but ultimately speculative, game of writing fiction pretending to be fact. Indeed, he freely admitted that his entire genealogical approach (the questions he asked, the objects and the form ofhis analyses) was a "fabrication" (Foucault 1980a: 212). Describing himself (in Macey 1993: 426) as "simply someone who manufactures books", he suggested that The Order of Things, for example, is a pure and simple 'fiction': its a novel, but it's not I who invented it; it is the relationship between our period and its epistemological configuration and this mass of statements [about grammar, natural history and political economy] (Foucault 1989: 20).

Genealogies main authors contradict—Foucault and Nietzsche go against each other and disprove each other’s theories 

Minson 85 Genealogies of morals : Nietzsche, Foucault, Donzelot, and the eccentricity of ethics (Jeffrey B Minson Institute for Cultural Policy Studies, Division of Humanities, Griffith University, MS) 
Let us begin by considering Nietzsche's archaism. Both Foucault and Nietzsche are engaged in a genealogy of morals - not only of explicitly moral propositions but also of morally inflected categories such as the person and the personal. In both cases, sets of queries about the self-evidence or 'auto-intelligibility' of those moral claims and categories leads to an unearthing of power relations and the investiture of the moral within them. There are indeed many similarities in their characterisation of the question of power, and not only in their refusal to make it the opposite of human freedom or an external constraint on human knowledge. Power, rather, is seen as productive of positive effects, investing its targets and agencies in a mesh of symbiotic relations. Both identify bodily subjectification (assujetissement) as the key link between ethics and power. However, their genealogical trajectories are as different as historical philology, on the one hand, and modern linguistics and sociology on the other. Nietzsche proceeds via a sort of general philosophical psychology aimed at dismantling unitary neo-Christian categories of subjectivity and moral value. History is important to this field but as a resource in a general historicised field of knowledge. It is an area to be looted for examples, either salutary counter-examples to philosophical and Christian essen-tialisms or as exemplary moments for the 're-valuation of all values'. Nor, by the same basically nineteenth-century token, does this involve a reconceptualisation of social relations (although the reconceptualisation of relations between civilisa​tion and nature, civilisation and the individual ought to be found thought-provoking by social theorists). By contrast, Foucault's trajectory from ethics to power is primarily via a much more self-consciously historical take on social relations. He examines the more recent social, political and administrative origins and operational location of personal categories and attributes. Three significant points of difference arise from this overall contrast. First, the shifts in forms of ethics, power, and subjectivity analysed by Foucault are much more directly comparable to the periodisations, problems and developments constituted by current historians. Clearly, discip​linary power sits firmly anchored in the age of Absolutism; the origins and perpetuation of the penitentiary falls, as does the relationship between discipline and biopolitics, within the era of development (or socialisation, if you like) of capitalism. By contrast, only a Gordon Childe or a Spengler could work with a concept of civilisation as broad as Nietzsche's. Correspondingly, the Judaeo-Christian components of the modern soul are played down in favour of the transforming impact of the human sciences and social administration on the subjective domain - and on the Christian techniques which may have been formative in that domain. Second, whereas Nietzsche attacks philosophy head on, Foucault prefers to focus on the practical deployment of philosophical categories, generally confining comment on their philosophical rationale to a series of asides. Third, Nietzsche's challenge to moral eternities takes place on a shifting domain which spans the social and psychological. Philosophical concepts of the will are reconceptualised in terms of a human agency dispersed across a sort of psychologised body; the symbiotic relations of power, while not psychological in a modern sense, are at least intra-individual. The faculty of active forgetful-ness exemplifies this social-psychological domain for it is a bodily mechanism of the species, independent of specific social and historical conditions. In Foucault, psychology as such never functions to explain but is considered only to the extent to which psychological aspects of individuality or subjectivity can be analysed as effects of social-administrative practices.

Genealogy Fails— Links to Itself 
Genealogy links to itself—it is a part of a never ending process that begins and ends at the same point 

Deacon 2003 Fabricating Foucault: Rationalising the Management of Individuals (Roger Deacon is a Honorary Lecturer in Education and Honorary Research Lecturer in Politics at the University of KwaZulu-Natal, and Managing Editor of Theoria: A Journal of Social and Political Theory., MS)
In a roundabout but necessary way, we have arrived back at our starting point, namely, the contemporary importance of the Enlightenment. Indeed, Foucault's genealogy of the present would have been impos​sible unless 'a certain number of factors' had rendered modernity and its Enlightenment origins 'uncertain' and 'unfamiliar' by 'provoking a certain number of difficulties' around it: widespread civil apathy and philosophical disillusionment juxtaposed against the scientific and technological progress of a globalising but no longer visibly revolution​ary Western culture. To this extent, the currently problematic nature of the Enlightenment project, which genealogy seeks to address, was itself made possible by a prior genealogical process (in which the work of Nietzsche no doubts figures prominently): genealogy is thus present at its own birth, as it were.
Genealogy Fails—Can’t Solve Biopower
Genealogy can’t solve biopower—their impacts are inevitable 

Heuen ‘06

(Alex, Lecturer in Modern Literature and American Studies in the Department of English Literature at the University of Sheffield, UK. Sovereignty, Biopolitics, and the Use of Literature: Michel Foucault and Kathy Acker, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v009/9.1houen.html, MS)
On the one hand, then, this new analysis of power is introduced by Foucault as a further development in his work on disciplinary institutions. Society Must be Defended is intended to show that disciplinary power is rooted in political sovereignty, the military, and war. On the other hand, Foucault emphasises that his new analysis will not be limited to looking at particular institutions of sovereignty or the military, for he sees this martial side of power as pervading social life in general: "According to this hypothesis, the role of political power is perpetually to use a sort of silent war to reinscribe that relationship of force, and to reinscribe it in institutions, economic inequalities, language, and even the bodies of individuals" (SMD, 16). Simultaneously, then, Foucault in Society Must be Defended sets up a new approach to power and for the first time posits a new form of generalized power, a form that he proceeds to outline in the lectures as one of "biopolitics." Thus the shift in analysis does not simply introduce a new genealogical approach to disciplinary power, it is also an attempt to consider how power operates outside institutions and disciplines through wider social networks. And in that sense, Foucault offers the Society Must be Defended lectures as positing a different, "nondisciplinary" dynamics of power. As he goes on to explain, whereas disciplinary power is aimed at individual bodies, biopolitical power suffuses the general processes of life

Genealogy fails—familiarity with one’s objective and real action is a prerequisite to transform oneself 

Deacon 3 Fabricating Foucault: Rationalising the Management of Individuals (Roger Deacon is a Honorary Lecturer in Education and Honorary Research Lecturer in Politics at the University of KwaZulu-Natal, and Managing Editor of Theoria: A Journal of Social and Political Theory. MS)
Genealogy is a form of "gray, meticulous, and patiently documen​tary" erudition which opposes itself to the search for origins (Foucault 1977a: 139, 140) and instead by examining errors, perversities, ac​cidents and conditions of possibility, "disturbs what was previously considered immobile;... fragments what was thought unified; [and]... shows the heterogeneity of what was imagined consistent with itself" (Foucault 1977a: 147). Genealogy thus "introduces discontinuity into our very being—as it divides our emotions, dramatizes our instincts, multiplies our body and sets it against itself" (Foucault 1977a: 154; 1984b: 127). Disrupting, fragmenting, multiplying and dividing, the rationale behind Foucault's genealogical approach is simultaneously analytical, political and personal: one must be familiar with one's ob​ject, including one's self, before one can defamiliarise or problematize it, or transform oneself.

Genealogy Fails—Alt Fails

Foucaltian genealogy fails by presenting no possible alternative—any other work that suggests alternatives are purely speculative and fail 

Deacon 3 Fabricating Foucault: Rationalising the Management of Individuals (Roger Deacon is a Honorary Lecturer in Education and Honorary Research Lecturer in Politics at the University of KwaZulu-Natal, and Managing Editor of Theoria: A Journal of Social and Political Theory., MS)
A genealogy or history of the present thus requires that one exterio​rise the present and recognise that its apparent order, necessity and identity has in fact been invented and imposed on chaos, chance and difference. The issue is not that one thinks or does something new, but that one thinks or does the old differently and, thus armed with a counter-memory, it becomes possible to begin to envision and fabricate alternative possible futures. It is important to realise, however, that while such alternative fu​tures might be constructed in the light ofFoncauk's work, they are not present in his work. Blanchot suggests that at least two of Foucault's works {The Archaeology of Knowledge and "The Order of Discourse"), which "seem to open the future to a new form of knowledge", herald "perhaps no other fulfillment than their very promise" (Blanchot 1990: 69). The former text, for example, contains "many a formula from negative theology", where Foucault in describing what he rejects gives one a glimpse of the positivity of that which is other than, or outside of, what he rejects (Blanchot 1990: 74). This is a salient point, which ought to be generalised: Foucault's work does not represent an alternative to, let alone a dialectical transcendence of, modern forms of thought. Instead of offering an external alternative, it provides an internal alteration; it fulfills the modern demand for it to go beyond itself by promising to do so, and in this way succeeds in effecting changes in modernity without effectively changing anything. From within modernity, it articulates a critique which modernity can neither disown nor tolerate. It is no more, and no less, than a question of style.
No solvency—depolitiscized and ahistorical analyses like genealogy fail because they disregard fact in favor of speculation 

Michael J. Shapiro February 1989 Politicizing Ulysses: Rationalistic, Critical, and Genealogical Commentaries Political Theory, Vol. 17, No. 1 Professor of political science at the University of Hawaii, MS

For Elias, the individual functions within a preconstituted reality that exceeds "mental habits." What we call rationality in a given age has to do with what are regarded as legitimate performances within the strictures of our prevailing institutions that control the meanings, which have a historically specific and local character. All of this cannot be accessed or read with the discrete temporal tropes and logically oriented rhetoric with which Elster constructs the self and the order. His ahistorcal, depoliticized rhetoric has selves, on which we cannot discern the scripting of historical, institutionalized meaning and value, for they operate in neutral space that is objectified, bearing no trace of the historical and current struggles, complexities, and possible differences. They are pacified social spaces, which Elster's rhetoric further pacifies. Elster's rationalistic textual practice amounts to what Habermas, in his meditation on decisionist models of the self and the order, has called "instruction in control over objective or objectified processes

Science Good Link
Genealogy’s ontology is grounded in an affront to rationalism—it flies in the face of logic and attempts to deconstruct it beginning with truth and facts present in history 

Michael J. Shapiro February 1989 Politicizing Ulysses: Rationalistic, Critical, and Genealogical Commentaries Political Theory, Vol. 17, No. 1 Professor of political science at the University of Hawaii, MS

Its ontology, in which any self and order is an arbitrary imposition of meaning and value, emerges in the very grammar of genealogical writing. If Adorno's critical theory and the textual practice through which it is thought serves as a resistance to depoliticizing, rationalistic modes of constructing the self and the order, the genealogical imagination serve as a thoroughgoing affront to rationalism. One of its most powerful pieces of imagery is Foucault's metaphor for reading the history of the body- The body is the inscribed surface of events (traced by language and dissolved by ideas), the locus of a dissociated Self (adopting the illusion of a substantial unity), and a volume in perpetual disintegration. Genealogy, as an analysis of descent, is thus situated within the articulation of the body and history. Its task is to expose a body totally imprinted by history and the process of history's destruction of the body.
***AT: Irony***
Irony Fails — Spillover
Irony precludes turning criticism into practice

Kompridis, 2k  (Nikolas, professor of philosophy at the University of Dundee, Philosophy and Social Criticism, v. 26 n.4,)
As exemplary contemporary representatives of philosophical ironism I want briefly to focus upon two thinkers between whom one would expect to find little in common, Paul de Man and Richard Rorty. Although Rorty and de Man are ironists in Hegel’s specified sense, Rorty, unlike de Man, does not give irony the final word. Nonetheless, he grants it much more than he should. To begin, here is de Man’s description of the ironist stance – a description he offers in the context of a discussion of Friedrich von Schlegel. Irony divides the flow of temporal experience into a past that is pure mystification and a future that remains harassed forever by a relapse into the inauthentic. It can know this inauthenticity but can never overcome it. It can only restate and repeat it on an increasingly conscious level, but it remains endlessly caught in the impossibility of making this knowledge applicable to the empirical world.24 On de Man’s view, then, all that ironized critique is capable of is the reiteration of the insight into the ‘nothingness of human matters’.25 Thus, unmasking critique is fated to repeat its Sisyphusean task ‘without end and without progress’, for its insights can have no practical effect on the ‘empirical world’.26 All we can learn is that we cannot learn: failure to learn any more than this is ontologically inscribed in the very ‘nature of things’.27 Critique, like literature, is an endlessly repeated ‘allegory of errors’,28 permitting us to name and endure the void that we are. De Man’s response to the crisis of critique converges with negative theology, passing off the blindness of despair for insight. But it is nonetheless instructive, because this most extreme example of the ironization of critique makes abundantly clear the consequences critique must face when unmasking is practiced without hope.
Irony divorces criticism from normative judgements; it strips social theory of any possibility of transformation

Kompridis, 2k (Nikolas, professor of philosophy at the University of Dundee, Philosophy and Social Criticism, v. 26 n.4,)
Exhausted, consumed by its own skepticism, unmasking critique is truly a ‘form of life that has grown old’. By taking refuge in irony, critique has surrendered the possibility of a form of social and cultural transformation that cannot be made to look good or bad simply in virtue of how it is described. The unavailability of fixed, ahistorical criteria of judgement does not entail that we cannot confidently – although not infallibly – judge some beliefs and practices to be genuinely better than others. Recognizing that our beliefs and practices are contingent, not dictated or confirmed by some non-human power or by some way the world ‘really is’ independent of our contribution, however, is not the same as thinking of them as on all fours with long-playing records, typewriters and card-catalogues. We do not want to keep repeating another of Descartes’ mistakes, the essentially modernist mistake, thinking ourselves capable of dismantling all our previous beliefs and practices, of breaking with the past and with all that binds us to other human beings, and beginning anew from scratch. When we look closely at the ironist’s conception of meaning-creating and meaning-destroying power, when we look at it with an historically informed eye, we find that the ironist and his conception remain ensnared in Cartesian skepticism and Cartesian methodological solipsism. Like Descartes, the ironist believes that you cannot have confidence without certainty. Pace Descartes and postmodern skepticism, however, we can have confidence without certainty, a kind of confidence that is compatible with the recognition of contingency. This kind of confidence grows from a critical, reflective and open relation to our ideals and our practices; it does not require foundationalist support. Furthermore, radical redescription falters on the same set of assumptions as radical doubt. When put to the test, it too turns out to be make-believe; it too involves engaging in the same theoretical pretense that one can engage in only from the standpoint of a disengaged observer. Irony can only be lived as make-believe; and it can be faked for only so long before one succumbs either to self-deception or to despair.

Irony precludes the transformative potential of social criticism—US culture has been saturated with relativism and subjectivism and further irony has now become a tool to reinforce the status quo
Kompridis, 2k  (Nikolas, professor of philosophy at the University of Dundee, Philosophy and Social Criticism, v. 26 n.4)
Once critique is completely ironized, it can no longer be evaluated according to its practical – i.e. its ethical-political – effects; rather, it can only be evaluated by the standards of successful performance (redescription, deconstruction, etc.). Because it is no longer producing new insights, but merely repeating the same insights, the goal of critique shifts inexorably to the achievement of tour de force performances of unmasking. Although it remains parasitical upon its ‘defenceless’ object, ironized critique must deny its object any independence, compulsively repeating its apparently spectacular conquests of an object it can encounter only as ein wesenloses Geschöpf. Critique becomes sovereign, and the critic, in place of the artist, the new romantic hero. Such performances can and do generate considerable applause, but not confi- dence and hope. But what is needed now is the renewal of our hope and confidence, not the endless repetition of unmasking performances – however dazzling and crowd-pleasing. Contrary to the self-understanding of ironist theorists, the subversive force of this brand of unmasking has been spent. Indeed, the self-crippling skepticism in which ironist theory culminates, is no longer in opposition to, but in conformity with, its culture. For this skepticism is of a kind that dovetails quite neatly with the widespread relativism and subjectivism that pervades the culture it supposedly opposes. 

Refusal of mass political movements takes down a real ability for action 
Bewes 97 (Timothy, Assistant Professor of English at University of Sussex, “Cynicism and Postmodernity”, p. 41, )
There is a second, more obviously `dangerous' way in which irony functions as a kind of ideological sophistry. `The greatest advantage that irony gives to those who possess it [sic],' writes Toby Young, is `the ability to resist passionate political movements'. The extent to which irony, or laughter, might be harnessed by forces of political reaction is obvious. Slovenian critic Slavoj Zizek provides perhaps the most lucid account of this in the opening chapter of his The Sublime Object of Ideology. With reference to Peter Sloterdijk's distinction between `cynicism' and `kynicism', cynicism as irony, says Zizek, has replaced the classical Marxist notion of `false consciousness' as the dominant operational mode of ideology. The ruling ideology is no longer even meant to be taken seriously, according to Zizek. Irony as an end in itself represents the rapid commodification of a strategy that once provided a legitimate means of challenging the dominant ideology. Kynicism, by taking itself too seriously, becomes vulnerable to precisely its own critical processes — the moment when, as Sloterdijk says, `critique changes sides', and cynicism is perversely reconstituted as a "negation of the negation" of the official ideology'.66 Toby Young's version of irony is a psychic reification, a critique that no longer has an object, that exists solely and absurdly as an assertion of superiority over all conditions of representation. Since in principle nothing escapes its invective, enlightened cynicism is in effect a disabled critique that mistakes its own absence for a kind of universalized rigour.

Irony is too drastic—debunking myths and the then immediate stabilization is too devastating to real action

Wallace 93 (David Foster, Professor of Creative Writing and English at Pomona College, Review of Contemporary Fiction, “An Interview With David Foster Wallace”, Volume 13.2, Summer, http://www.centerforbookculture.org/interviews/interview_wallace.html, ) 
Irony and cynicism were just what the U.S. hypocrisy of the fifties and sixties called for. That's what made the early postmodernists great artists. The great thing about irony is that it splits things apart, gets up above them so we can see the flaws and hypocrisies and duplicates. The virtuous always triumph? Ward Cleaver is the prototypical fifties father? "Sure." Sarcasm, parody, absurdism and irony are great ways to strip off stuff's mask and show the unpleasant reality behind it. The problem is that once the rules of art are debunked, and once the unpleasant realities the irony diagnoses are revealed and diagnosed, "then" what do we do? Irony's useful for debunking illusions, but most of the illusion-debunking in the U.S. has now been done and redone. Once everybody knows that equality of opportunity is bunk and Mike Brady's bunk and Just Say No is bunk, now what do we do? All we seem to want to do is keep ridiculing the stuff. Postmodern irony and cynicism's become an end in itself, a measure of hip sophistication and literary savvy. Few artists dare to try to talk about ways of working toward redeeming what's wrong, because they'll look sentimental and naive to all the weary ironists. Irony's gone from liberating to enslaving. There's some great essay somewhere that has a line about irony being the song of the prisoner who's come to love his cage.

Irony Fails— Complacency 

Activism is impossible after an ironic plan—immediate action leads to complacency and long term solvency is sapped 
Goerlandt 6 (Iannis, Professor at Ghent University, Critique, “"Put the Book Down and Slowly Walk Away": Irony and David Foster Wallace's Infinite Jest”, Volume 47, Issue 3, Spring, Proquest, )
Hutcheon also spots the possibility of complacency in irony: irony becomes a kind of surrogate for actual resistance and opposition. Ironists have been accused of smugness before, [. . .] but this time it is the interpreter too who is not being let off the hook. Even worse, irony is seen by some to have become a cliché of contemporary culture, a "convention for establishing complicity," a "screen for bad faith" [. . .]. What was once an "avenue of dissent" is now seen as "a commodity in its own right" [. . .]. This position is usually articulated in terms of contrast: the "authentic" or "sincere" past versus the ironic present of the "total" ironist [. . .] whose use of what is interpreted as a mode of "monadic relativism" [. . .] prevents taking any stand on any issue. (28)9
Irony Bad— Paralysis Turn


Irony is an insider’s game of endless reifying – its liberatory potential is like a third world junta that overthrows the existing government to replace it with a stifling new tyranny of inaction

Wallace 97 (David Foster, Professor of Creative Writing and English at Pomona College, “A Supposedly Fun Thing I’ll Never Do Again”, p. 66-68, )
So then how have irony, irreverence, and rebellion come to be not liberating but enfeebling in the culture today's avant-garde tries to write about? One clue's to be found in the fact that irony is still around, bigger than ever after 30 long years as the dominant mode of hip expression. It's not a rhetorical mode that wears well. As Hyde (whom I pretty obviously like) puts it, "Irony has only emergency use. Carried over time, it is the voice of the trapped who have come to enjoy their cage:'32 This is because irony, entertaining as it is, serves an almost exclusively negative function. It's critical and destructive, a ground-clearing. Surely this is the way our postmodern fathers saw it. But irony's singularly unuseful when it comes to constructing anything to replace the hypocrisies it debunks. This is why Hyde seems right about persistent irony being tiresome. It is unmeaty. Even gifted ironists work best in sound bites. I find gifted ironists sort of wickedly fun to listen to at parties, but I always walk away feeling like I've had several radical surgical procedures. And as for actually driving cross-country with a gifted ironist, or sitting through a 300-page novel full of nothing but trendy sardonic exhaustion, one ends up feeling not only empty but somehow . . . oppressed. Think, for a moment, of Third World rebels and coups. Third World rebels are great at exposing and overthrowing corrupt hypocritical regimes, but they seem noticeably less great at the mundane, non-negative task of then establishing a superior governing alternative. Victorious rebels, in fact, seem best at using their tough, cynical rebel-skills to avoid being rebelled against themselves — in other words, they just become better tyrants. And make no mistake: irony tyrannizes us. The reason why our pervasive cultural irony is at once so powerful and so unsatisfying is that an ironist is impossible to pin down. All U.S. irony is based on an implicit "I don't really mean what I'm saying." So what does irony as a cultural norm mean to say? That it's impossible to mean what you say? That maybe it's too bad it's impossible, but wake up and smell the coffee already? Most likely, I think, today's irony ends up saying: "How totally banal of you to ask what I really mean." Anyone with the heretical gall to ask an ironist what he actually stands for ends up looking like an hysteric or a prig. And herein lies the oppressiveness of institutionalized irony, the too-successful rebel: the ability to interdict the question without attending to its subject is, when exercised, tyranny. It is the new junta, using the very tool that exposed its enemy to insulate itself.

Irony ghettoizes resistance movements – even if it holds out possibility of emancipation it risks reifies the dependence of alternative culture on contemporary norms

Duncombe 97 (Stephen, Professor at the Gallatin School of New York University, “Notes From Underground: Zines and the Politics of Alternative Culture”, p. 148,)
But boundaries of inclusion are necessarily also boundaries of exclusion, and irony reinforces the ghettoization of the underground. Not only are the marketing creeps locked out, but as the irony gets thicker and thicker and the references become more and more obscure, so is anybody new "You're either on the bus, or you're off the bus," Tom Wolfe wrote about an earlier tribe of bohemians, and if you're off the bus — not understanding the mores and codes of subcultural meaning — it's very hard to find a way to get on in the first place.21 There is also another price paid for the irony that holds this community together and keeps outsiders out. Irony is negative. I don't mean this in a touchy-feely sense of "bad vibes" and all that, but in the way I've explained before. Irony can only work as negation of an already existing culture which it uses as a reference point. This relationship is complex, but the problem is simple: irony renders the underground's role and its zine voice that of a parasite. While criticizing the dominant culture obliquely through irony, the underground reaffirms its dependency on it. Irony is not cynicism and a resigned acceptance of the way things are. It holds out the ideal that there might be something else on the other side of the reality it lampoons, and then leaves what that might be up to the reader. It's playful and fun. It's my preferred voice when I write for zines. Yet I sometimes fear that irony also keeps the underground forever living in a dominant world that it can see through, with ironic vision, but never escape.

Irony Bad— Totalitarianism Turn

Irony undermines political action—totalitarianism and paralysis are a result of your ironic alterity

Sardar 97 (Ziauddin, Professor of Postcolonial Studies at City University of London, “Postmodernism and the Other: New Imperialism of Western Culture”, p. 175,)
This thesis, as Slavoj Zizek argues, has two basic flaws: First, this idea of an obsession with (a fanatical devotion to) Good turning into Evil masks the inverse experience, which is much more disquieting: how an obsessive, fanatical attachment to evil may in itself acquire the status of an ethical position, of a position which is not guided by our egotistical interests. [Second], what is really disturbing about The Name of the Rose, however, is the underlying belief in the liberating, anti-totalitarian force of laughter, of ironic distance. Our thesis here is almost the exact opposite of this underlying premise of Eco's novel: in contemporary societies, democratic or totalitarian, that cynical distance, laughter, irony, are, so to speak, part of the game. The ruling ideology is not meant to be taken seriously or literally. Perhaps the greatest danger for totalitarianism is people who take its ideology literally. Irony thus can serve to maintain the status quo. What Rorty seems to be saying, and Eco trying to demonstrate in his novel, is 'laugh at bourgeois liberalism, it will ease the pain of finally accepting it'. But 'bourgeois liberalism' is no laughing matter for its victims: the non-west, the majority of mankind. Irony, ridicule and cynicism is what secularism used to undermine Christianity during the Enlightenment; now they have become weapons targeted at the non-west. Taken to its extremes irony and cynicism, as Peter Sloterdijk's classic work, Critique of Cynical Reason, demonstrates, produce nothing but paralysis, a sensibility which is 'well off and miserable at the same time', unable to function in the real world. Other cultures, therefore, have to take postmodern liberalism, with its deep moorings in the grand narrative of secularism, literally. In its eagerness to subsume Other worlds and push Other cultures towards a de-divinised world, postmodernism acquires a totalitarian character: with or without irony, postmodern bourgeois liberalism spells the death of the Other.
An ethic of cynicism destroys real action and prevents policies from being perceived as successful following their enactment 
Loeb 99 (Paul Rogat, Associate Scholar at Seattle’s Center for Ethical Research, “Soul of a Citizen: Living With Conviction in a Cynical Time”, p. 78-84, ) 
Cynicism takes the notion that every institution and every person is for sale, and enshrines it as an eternal truth. It insists that human motives are debased and always will be. Cynicism implies that no institutions, truths, or community bonds are worth fighting for. A POOR SUBSTITUTE FOR HOPE Cynicism wasn't always so disempowering. The first Cynics were a group of ancient Greek philosophers, most notably Diogenes, who caustically denounced the established culture of their time. Monklike ascetics who preached simplicity, self-discipline, and self-sufficiency, they offered a moral alternative to the empty materialism, legalism, and religious hypocrisy that had come to dominate Greek society. Back then, to be a Cynic meant to stand up for one's convictions. To fully appreciate the corrosive effect of contemporary cynicism, imagine adopting the same approach toward our children, spouses, lovers, and friends that we often do toward public life. Pretend for a moment that instead of placing our trust in them, and forgiving their lapses and flaws, we greeted them with derision, suspicion, and indifference. How long would hope, love, or joy survive under those conditions? That's precisely the reason we resist cynicism in our personal relationships. We take chances on people, risking disappointment and heartbreak, so as to encourage their best qualities. Otherwise, decent relationships become impossible. Cynicism in the public sphere is no less destructive. Take electoral politics, toward which our pessimism and contempt are more thoroughgoing than in any other aspect of American life. As National Education Association president Bob Chase worries, "We're coming dangerously close to believing that nothing is possible, except for a nation of corruption and greed. People in media and politics should be promoting integrity. But they give us a sense that everyone's on the take, that everyone's out for themselves, and that working for a larger common good is impossible." Attitudes in the workplace aren't much better. We've come to expect an occupational culture in which meanness and insecurity prevail. "That's the way it is in the real world," we say, which means a world stripped of moral considerations. Even if we'd once hoped to tie our values to our jobs, too many of us now work just to survive, or to buy a few pleasures during our free time. Asked to account for the discrepancies between our private convictions and our economic roles, we respond, "I just work here." Or: "I'm only running a business." Or: "If I don't do it, someone else will." As Doonesbury's creator, Garry Trudeau, points out, this attitude paints a categorically bleak portrait of human existence, with no possibility of redemption: We end up believing that all businessmen and politicians are dishonest, all religious leaders charlatans, all reporters cheap-shot hacks, all social activists fools. More and more, cynicism occupies the mental and psychological space we once reserved for hope—at least for the kind of hope that might inspire us to take public stands. Better to expect nothing, in this view, than to set ourselves up for certain disappointment. Yet this very detachment renders us impotent, and thus eternally cynical. What's the alternative? It certainly isn't blind trust, which though less self-defeating and socially irresponsible than cynicism, is dangerous in its own right. I saw both during my three-year study of Washington State's Hanford nuclear complex, the largest in the world. Hanford's founding generation came in during World War II, producing the plutonium for the first atomic bomb (exploded in the New Mexico desert), as well as for the one that fell on Nagasaki, and later the raw materials for a quarter of all the atomic warheads in the world. They were proud of their work. The high school football team, the Richland Bombers, displayed a miniature mushroom cloud on its helmets, pep club banners, and school commencement programs. When a new test breeder reactor called the FFTF went on line, the town's largest church added "God bless the FFTF" to its list of daily prayers. To me, nuclear work raised troubling moral questions: Han-ford's repeated releases of radioactive gases, some deliberate, have left a trail of cancers and related health problems in communities as far as two hundred miles downwind; Hanford waste tanks, in-tended to be temporary, have leached hundreds of thousands of gallons of radioactive liquids into the ground; bombs made with Hanford plutonium have risked the potential annihilation of our species. First-generation workers avoided these questions, choosing in-stead to immerse themselves in their jobs, building a team spirit and taking pride in the ethic of invention. "I could just as easily have been working in a coal plant," said one. "Or making light-bulbs." "My job," explained another, "was to make the machines work." Ultimately, Hanford's founding generation passed moral responsibility to those they referred to as "the men who know best." In Washington, D.C., explained the Hanford engineers, were congressional leaders and Pentagon officials who'd studied whether the building of nuclear weapons was right or wrong. They trusted them, they said, to make that decision. The notion that a small group of specialists has a better grasp of key national choices than ordinary people exemplifies the moral distancing mechanisms common among the generations of the 1940s and 1950s. When men and women who came of age during that period later stayed silent in the face of obvious social ills, they did so largely because of their faith in our government leaders, and their belief in technical progress. Both of these impulses were strengthened by the Second World War, when the United States pulled together to defeat a common enemy. Could the Allied forces have taken Omaha Beach on D-Day without a very large number of young men who were willing to place their fate in the hands of the generals, their representatives in Washington, and ultimately their president? I'm not sure. But I do know that this same trust also made it easier to excuse dangerous governmental and corporate actions in all sorts of contexts, from Hanford to Vietnam. Our institutional faith today has eroded, in part because of repeated betrayals by individuals and institutions we once trusted. We no longer believe the men who say they know best. However, we also don't believe we can challenge their judgments. In a disturbing twist, a large number of Americans, convinced that the country is simply doomed to be run by greedy crooks, have responded by retreating into private life. How did we arrive at this grim juncture? This familiar blend of inflated skepticism and pervasive resignation was evident in a new generation of workers that arrived at Hanford in the late ,1970s and early 1980s to build three new commercial reactors. (Only one of the plants limped to completion, saddling Pacific Northwest ratepayers with a multibillion-dollar debt load, greater than the national debt of Poland.) Unlike their older counterparts, most of these young men and women mistrusted the nuclear enterprise, but still showed up to build the plants every day. They cultivated an attitude of detachment, treating their work as an elaborate con game with an excellent pay-check. "When these reactors go on line," several told me, "I'll be long gone—as far away as possible." One computer scientist whose world-weariness seemed particularly terminal joked, "Maybe the human species is like a company past its time—simply due for extinction." Other young atomic workers rationalized their jobs by saying that since everyone else in the community accepted the reactors, they might as well accept them too, despite their personal qualms. "If this was somewhere else, where they didn't want these plants," said one, "I'd be the first to start protesting. But this is a nuclear town and it always will be." "If I was back East and they were building reactors," said an-other, "I'd be throwing rocks, climbing fences, and getting arrested. Here, where else are you going to work? I tell you, I don't like that breeder, though, and when they start that sucker up I'm moving. The young Hanford workers often voiced misgivings about the results of their labor and the process of their work. But they quickly brushed aside higher ideals like so much smoke from the high-priced dope they smoked. They joked about neophytes who bought their way into skilled jobs, underground pipes that led no-where, improper welds, and other shoddy practices with potentially catastrophic consequences. Then they laughed, shrugged, and said they might as well get the money, since someone was going to. You might call them realists, if by realism you mean the ability to accept almost any situation without moral qualms. But no mat-ter how much Hanford's workers mistrusted their product, and regardless of any worries they had about the escalating stakes in the nuclear gamble, their occupational culture possessed no internal check that would stop them from going in day after day to help build reactors of questionable safety or weapons of mass destruction. As in industries with much less dramatic potential impact, the possibility of an alternative response wasn't part of their world. "WON'T GET FOOLED AGAIN" Since I first wrote about Hanford in the early 1980s, America's cynicism has grown more insidious. We've come to equate moral conviction with delusion, and mock those who dare act on their beliefs. "It's nice that you're idealistic," we respond. "But what makes you think it matters?" In the judgment of the Princeton philosopher Robert Wuthnow, this dismissal has deep cultural roots. "In an individualistic society," he writes, "caring is sometimes seen as an abnormality... . We do not even believe in sharing too deeply in the suffering of others. Our individual autonomy is too important. If caring for others becomes too demanding . . . we call it an obsession." Even if we believe in some core notions of right and wrong, we often portray the unjust structures of our time as immutable, and that produces a sense that they can never be changed. A "radical" political scientist once explained to me loftily, "We're fooling our-selves if we think government doesn't serve powerful economic interests." True enough, for the moment. But he framed this as an inevitable state, as if history were out of our hands. He gave his students no vision to fight for, no foundation for action, only the prospect of joining him in the ranks of the all-knowing witnesses to human folly. Cultivated or crude, cynicism is treacherous. It converts the sense of not wanting to be lied to—conveyed in the classic Who song "Won't Get Fooled Again"—into bitter protection against dashed hopes: If we never begin to fight for our dreams, there's no risk that we will fail. We can challenge the notion of "the men who know best" with new information—examples of how the powers that be routinely mislead us. But what can possibly challenge an all-encompassing worldview that, in the guise of sophistication, promotes the bleakest possible perspective on the human condition—the notion that everyone lies? The answer requires giving citizens something to believe in, a vision of connection powerful enough to help us begin once again to trust our fellow human beings.

Alt Fails
Full rejection leads to political paralysis and the act of irony fails to solve 
Kompridis, 2k (Nikolas, professor of philosophy at the University of Dundee, Philosophy and Social Criticism, v. 26 n.4,)
(5) Critique needs to subordinate unmasking to transformation, and it can do so by taking up a constraint on critique suggested by Nietzsche, but forgotten by his overly enthusiastic epigone: ‘We can destroy only as creators.’53 We can deconstruct our ideals, practices and identities only to the extent that we can reconstruct them, unmask them only to the extent that we can transform them. This is a very demanding and powerful constraint, for not only does it have the effect of severely down-sizing the unmasking industry, it makes the practice of critique both a more arduous and a more accountable activity. Once one gets the hang of it, the activity of unmasking and deconstructing is relatively easy and painless. After a while, the outcome of this activity – as de Man came early to realize – is quite predictable. On the other hand, creating better alternatives to our current ideals, practices and identities is neither easy nor painless: it unavoidably involves cognitive, ethical and political struggle, the success of which can hardly be guaranteed in advance. The normative demand that we can ‘destroy only as creators’ arises from Nietzsche’s justified suspicion of the ‘hermeneutics of suspicion’, a suspicion which issues not in irony but in insight. It can be glossed as follows: we must be as critically vigilant of the spirit that moves us to profane our ideals as we are of the spirit that impels us to divinize our ideals – as critically vigilant of our deflationary as of our inflationary impulses. Critique that focuses its activity exclusively on the practice of unmasking has become unbalanced, out of tune: And as for our future, one will hardly find us again on the paths of those Egyptian youths who endanger temples by night, embrace statues, and want by all means to unveil, uncover and put into a bright light whatever is kept concealed for good reasons. No, this bad taste, this will to truth, to ‘truth at any price’, this youthful madness in the love of truth, have lost their charm for us. . . . We no longer believe that truth remains truth when the veils are withdrawn; we have lived too much to believe this. Today we consider it a matter of decency not to wish to see everything naked, or to be present at everything, or to understand and ‘know’ everything.54
***AT: Silence***
Silence Bad — Dignity Turn
Silence destroys dignity—speaking asserts your right to live 
Mandelstam 71 Nadezhda, Hope Against Hope, quoted in: In A Dark Time, ed. Robert Lifton, 1986, MS

When a bull is being led to the slaughter, it still hopes to break loose and trample its butchers. Other bulls have not been able to pass on the knowledge that this never happens and that from the slaughterhouse there is no way back to the herd. But in human society there is a continuous exchange of experience. I have never heard of a [hu]man who broke away and fled while being led to his execution. It is even thought to be a special form of courage if a man about to be executed refuses to be blindfolded and dies with his eyes open. But I would rather have the bull with his blind rage, the stubborn beast who doesn’t weigh his chances of survival with the prudent dull-wittedness of man, and doesn’t know the de​spicable feeling of despair. Later I often wondered whether it is right to scream when you are being beaten and trampled underfoot. Isn’t it better to face one’s tormentors in a stance of satanic pride, an​swering them with contemptuous silence? I decided that it is better to scream. This pitiful sound, which sometimes, goodness knows how, reaches into the remotest prison cell, is a concentrated expression of the last vestige of human dignity. It is a man’s way of leaving a trace, of telling people how he lived and died. By his screams [one] he asserts [the] his right to live, sends a message to the outside world demanding help and calling for resistance. If nothing else is left, one must scream. Silence is the real crime against humanity
Silence Bad — Allowance Turn
Turn—silence fails—by allowing bigoted rhetoric we allow the person making the comment to feel empowered and this leads to a never ending cycle of conflict

Examiner 10 Silence Implies Consent http://www.examiner.com/female-friendship-in-national/silence-implies-consent, MS
Why are we sometimes afraid to defend a friend who is being disparaged? If silence implies consent, then speaking up should demonstrate your lack of agreement. If someone makes a racist or anti-gay comment, or passes on unfounded information, and no one challenges it, that person will feel empowered and validated. The real danger is this: they will probably assume that other people agree with them. So why don't we speak up? It’s most likely due to the fact that we don’t like confrontation. Put your fear of any sort of conflict aside and take the bold step of stopping this monster before it gets past you and grows stronger. Taking a stand against someone who is being maligned is not the same as being defensive. It’s all in the way you approach it and it’s not a bad idea to have some things that you can be prepared to say, such as, "I seriously doubt that is true." You might even want to add that it’s too bad so-and-so isn’t there to defend herself. Speak unemotionally and don’t lecture. If someone is breaking a confidence and what you’re hearing is known to be true, then you should say, “that really is a private and embarrassing matter and it really isn’t any of our business.” It’s a simple concept, but putting it into action can be difficult and will require a bit of courage. At this point, you're going to want to opt out of the whole mess. Sometimes just being in radar range of a conversation like this is enough to get you in trouble. You may have heard the statement, “Silence may form an agreement when the failure to speak misleads the other party.” This is actually legal jargon, but it can apply to keeping quiet when hearing unsubstantiated stories or listening to a bigoted remark against a minority. By not protesting, you are allowing this to get past you. At the very least, you could be doing the person a big favor by asking if she realizes how her remarks could be taken and what the consequences might be. 

Silence Bad — Nazism Turn
Silence is the real crime against humanity—it allowed Nazism and the Soviet Union to gain power and not confronting silence leads to a perpetuation of these atrocities 

Stern 99 (Fritz Stern is an American historian of German history, Jewish history, and historiography. He is a University Professor Emeritus and a former provost at New York's Columbia University Das feine Schweigen: Historische Essays (Munich: Verlag C.H. Beck, 1999, ).MS

The phrase ‘subtle silence’ comes not from me, but from Friedrich Nietzsche. In Beyond Good and Evil, Nietzsche, that apprehensive analyst of modern Germany, wrote about the ‘profundity’ attributed to the Germans, and asked himself what Goethe had actually thought about them. ‘But’, Nietzsche went on, ‘he never pronounced clearly on many things around him, and all his life he was good at maintaining a subtle silence; he probably had good reasons.’1 This deliberate, refined, purposeful silence characterizes an attitude with its own history. It also had harmful consequences, and in order to address the contradictions in German history straight away, I should like to quote from a letter which Lise Meitner, the great German–Austrian physicist of Jewish descent, wrote to a Dutch friend in October 1945: ‘You ask about my attitude to Germany. I can express it best metaphorically: I feel like a mother who sees that her favourite child has gone hopelessly astray.’2 Perhaps only a natural scientist could express so much about the German–Jewish relationship so succinctly: the favourite child who has gone hopelessly astray. But in order to prevent misunderstanding, I must start with a historical observation. When I speak of ‘preliminary steps’ of the crime, this is not intended to create the impression that I believe in anything like a foreordained ‘staircase’ of history, an absolutely inevitable procession of events. On the contrary: the historian should always be conscious that history is not predictable or predetermined and that the present always contains many possible futures. The triumph of National Socialism was not the fulfilment or crowning of German history—that was the legend propagated by the Nazis. Nor was it an accident nor a coincidence. It was avoidable and there were brave opponents. But there was also much in German history and in the life of that time that favoured it including, among other elements—and I do not want to put it more strongly—a certain tradition of ‘subtle silence’. Subtle silence, refined silence, silence to preserve one’s own human decency; it may not be far from a pernicious silence or concealment. Certainly, there is a ‘noble’ or heroic silence, silence that prevents betrayal. In our century, thousands upon thousands of people have been tortured to degrade them into betraying other human beings. As Ernst Reuter wrote: ‘Just as I will never cease to hear the screams of those beaten at night, so I could never forget how those comrades of mine stood upright and unbroken before their tormentors and, though defenceless, still commanded their respect.’3 But regarding that other silence, I tend to agree with Natasha Mandelstam, who wrote in her memoirs of the time of the Soviet terror: ‘Silence is a real crime against humanity’.4 This cruel century could be given the motto: we did not see the evil, we did not want to see it, we did not want to believe the atrocities—and in this way the silence began. For looking away and remaining silent are closely connected. And yet there is the old promise, the ancient human longing to bear witness, to wrest a memory from misfortune, ‘to live in the truth’ (Václav Havel) even with oneself. My concern here is with silence in the political and social realm. Silence and concealment are related in that most individuals and peoples tend to cling to ‘pleasing illusions’ (as Edmund Burke put it) to spare themselves, their family and community and their nation. This thought is contained in the archetypically German word Vaterland, fatherland, which covers so much—the love due, the obligation—and it may especially promote the tendency towards maintaining pleasing illusions. Only at rare historical and psychological moments do individuals and peoples tend to subject themselves to critical scrutiny and shed their pleasing illusions.
Continued political silence justified the holocaust

Stern 99 Fritz Stern is an American historian of German history, Jewish history, and historiography. He is a University Professor Emeritus and a former provost at New York's Columbia University Das feine Schweigen: Historische Essays (Munich: Verlag C.H. Beck, 1999, MS)
Much has been written about the failure of the German élites, that is, of those who insisted on a particular moral claim to spiritual leadership. What they had to accept in 1933 in order to be able to believe in a national rising comparable to that of August 1914! The street battles of 1932 and 1933 were over (I can still remember them), but the period of terror in the SA cellars, in Prinz-Albrecht-Straße in Berlin and everywhere else had begun. What followed, blow by blow, was the repudiation of human rights, the dismantling of the rule of law and of the basic civil rights of the constitution—not as an abstract proposition but as an everyday occurrence: ‘protective custody’ meant the loss of liberty with no right to a judicial defence. Political enemies were condemned to terror, torture, beatings and humiliation: nevertheless, the silence was not broken. Then Jewish and politically ‘unreliable’ colleagues began to be dismissed from universities, hospitals and all public positions— and this too raised very few protests. The psychologist, Wolfgang Köhler, protested in public and nothing happened to him. If twenty people had done the same, things would have turned out differently, he wrote to an American friend in 1934.17 Otto Hahn wanted to organize a protest but Max Planck warned him that if thirty protested today, there would be 150 ready to take their positions tomorrow.18 The dismissals were not simply an attack on science but also on the much-vaunted autonomy of the universities. Then came the burning of books, an explosion of German resentment against the Enlightenment which had already been diagnosed by Friedrich Nietzsche. Without the co-operation of the élites, the rapid implementation of the dictatorship would have been impossible (as Hans Mommsen has demonstrated for the civil service19). Subtle silence shifted to cowardly silence and with it came mass conformity and enthusiastic support. One could complement this by a brief mention of the reaction abroad. The Concordat with the Vatican in the summer of 1933, to take one example, was only the beginning of a widespread process of accommodation and sympathy, especially on the right.
Ending silence is key to evaluate the past and prevent a second holocaust caused by the same reasons 

Stern 99 Fritz Stern is an American historian of German history, Jewish history, and historiography. He is a University Professor Emeritus and a former provost at New York's Columbia University Das feine Schweigen: Historische Essays (Munich: Verlag C.H. Beck, 1999, MS).
It is not surprising that most Germans remained silent after 1945. They were aware of their own sacrifices, but they did not think of the millions of others whose lives had been destroyed, of the murder of six million Jews and the deaths of three and a half million Russian prisoners or of the almost six million in forced labour. Eventually the cruel truth did break through and I should like here to mention Martin Broszat and the Munich Institute for Contemporary History as representative of many other researchers and people who have done so much in recent decades to reveal the past in all its horror.24 In February 1998, Hubert Markl, the President of the Max-Planck-Gesellschaft gave an admirable speech to mark its fiftieth anniversary: Those who think that fifty years after the end of the war and total collapse the time for such introspection has passed, are in my opinion deeply misguided. On the contrary, all that has passed is the time for silence born of shame and suppression without remorse, for keeping quiet so as not to wound, and the will to forget of the immediate post-war period.25 The past still has many dark places, which must be investigated in this spirit. Our voices, the voices of scholars are today easily drowned out by the propagandists, who remind us of Jacob Burckhardt’s warning against the ‘terribles simplificateurs’. Even more dangerous are the media, who play with the horrors of the past and trivialize evil. The trivialization of the Holocaust— especially in the media or in literary form—demeans the memory of the victims. We know that images on television or film convey impressions that are much more immediate than our words and that in the conscious memory of today’s world the historical context is often completely forgotten. Such an enormously complicated past demands exacting research, and represents a rare, perhaps unprecedented challenge to scholarship and literature. I believe that we historians bear a special responsibility here. In conclusion, I should like to reaffirm my sense that ‘subtle silence’ has done Germany much harm. Silence too has its context; it can be pure gold or common coin. I should like to quote again the people I mentioned at the beginning. Lisa Meitner wrote in the autumn of 1945 to her friend: ‘The tragedy is that even people such as Laue or Otto Hahn did not understand the fate to which their passivity consigned their own country.’26 The passivity and silence of decent people was at least as important for the success of National Socialism as the roar of the enthusiasts. To understand everything that has happened is not easy for any person or any country. As Nietzsche, the most profound of all German psychologists, wrote: ‘The allure of knowledge would be small if there were not so much shame to be overcome on the way . . . ‘I have done that’ says my memory. ‘I cannot have done that’ says my pride, and remains inexorable. Eventually memory yields.’27 Must it be so? Could not a modest pride come to the aid of memory and give it fortitude?
Silence Fails — Impact Inevitable
Speaking encourages participation and silence makes all their impacts inevitable by refusing to engage the system—this makes exclusion more likely

Mari Boor Tonn, 5 Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Maryland, 

(“Taking Conversation, Dialogue, and Therapy Public” Rhetoric & Public Affairs Vol. 8, No. 3, )MS

Second, democratic processes and public problem solving necessarily diverge from social conversations by articulating objectives at the outset; adhering to formal rules for participating in, managing, and achieving problem resolution; and documenting outcomes. Through the scrupulous recording of motions, discussions, amendments, and votes, the dynamics of such joint action are rendered visible, accessible, and retrievable, even to persons not party to the immediate deliberative process. “Democracies,” Schudson writes, “put great store in the power of writing to secure, verify, and make public. Democracies require public memories.”32 Thus, contrary to the framing of conversation and dialogue as egalitarian public problem-solving models, they, in truth, can reify pecking orders by licensing group members with social authority to set agendas, steer and dominate discussion, and—absent the polling and recording of votes—interpret the “will” of the group. Moreover, such informal processes can reward those who speak the loudest, the longest, are the most articulate, or even the most recalcitrant. Freeman’s analysis of consciousness-raising groups is instructive: At any small group meeting anyone with a sharp eye and an acute ear can tell who is influencing whom. The members of the friendship group will relate more to each other than to other people. They listen more attentively, and interrupt less; they repeat each other’s points and tend to give in amiably; they tend to ignore or grapple with the “outs” whose approval is not necessary for making a decision . . . They are nuances of interaction, not prewritten scripts. But they are discernible, and they do have their effect. Once one knows . . . whose approval is the stamp of acceptance, one knows who is running things.33 As a result, Freeman argues that purportedly “structureless” organizations are a “deceptive . . . smokescreen,” given that “‘structurelessness’ does not prevent the formation of informal structures, but only formal ones . . . For everyone to have the opportunity to be involved . . . and to participate . . . the structure must be explicit, not implicit. The rules of decision-making must be open and available to everyone, and this can only happen if they are formalized.” 34 Schudson likewise argues that the inherently “threatening” nature of political deliberation demands procedures guaranteeing “equal access to the floor, equal participation in setting the ground rules for discussion, and a set of ground rules designed to encourage pertinent speaking, attentive listening, appropriate simplifications, and widely apportioned speaking rights.”35 

Actual violence is inevitable without a normative system of communicative conduct 

Dietz 2k (Mary, Professor of Political Science – U Minnesota, Political Theory and Partisan Politics, p. 123-4)MS

Habermas's distinction between "pure" communicative action and strategic action raises many difficulties, not the least of which is its adherence to an idealized model of communication that, as Habermas himself acknowledges, does not fit a great deal of everyday social interaction (McCarthy 1991,132). Machiavelli's famous riposte to those thinkers who "have imagined republics and principalities which have never been seen or known to exist in reality" (Machiavelli 1950, 56) seems pertinent here, for the idealized model that Habermas imagines and the distinction that supports it appear boldly to deny the Machiavellian insight that "how we live is so far removed from how we ought to live, that he who abandons what is done for what ought to be done, will rather learn to bring about his own ruin than his preservation" (56). I will return to this point as it relates to politics later. For now, it is important to underscore that Habermas relies upon the communicative-strategic distinction to do at least two things: first, to show that on the level of linguistics, communicative action enjoys an "originary" priority over strategic and all other modes of linguistic usage, which are themselves "parasitic" (Rasmussen 1990, 38) or "derivative" (McCarthy 1991, 133) upon the former.12 Second, on the level of political theory, Habermas introduces the distinction in order to limit the exercise of threats and coercion (or strategic action) by enumerating a formal-pragmatic system of discursive accountability (or communicative action) that is geared toward human agreement and mutuality. Despite its thoroughly modern accouterments, communicative action aims at something like the twentieth-century discourse-equivalent of the chivalric codes of the late Middle Ages; as a normative system it articulates the conventions of fair and honorable engagement between interlocutors. To be sure, Habermas's concept of communicative action is neither as refined nor as situationally embedded as were the protocols that governed honorable combat across European cultural and territorial boundaries and between Christian knights; but it is nonetheless a (cross-cultural) protocol for all that. The entire framework that Habermas establishes is an attempt to limit human violence by elaborating a code of communicative conduct that is designed to hold power in check by channeling it into persuasion, or the "unforced" force of the better argument (Habermas 1993b, 160).^

